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ABSTRACT

Drawing upon self-efficacy theory, organisational control theory, and social learning
theory, this study examined the role of self-regulatory efficacy in buffering the
effects of organizational formal control and perceived workgroup norms on deviant
workplace behaviour. A total of 265 academics from universities located in the
northwest geopolitical zone of Nigeria participated in the study. Results supported
the hypothesized direct effects of organizational formal control and perceived
workgroup norms on deviant workplace behaviour. In addition, self-regulatory
efficacy moderated these relationships. Specifically, there was a stronger negative
relationship between perceived behavioural control and interpersonal deviance for
individuals with high as opposed to low levels of self-regulatory efficacy. Similar
result regarding the moderating effect of self-regulatory efficacy on the relationship
between perceived behavioural control and organisational deviance was found.
Furthermore, the findings indicated a weaker positive relationship between perceived
descriptive norms and interpersonal deviance for individuals with high as opposed to
low levels of self-requlatory efficacy. Similarly, results indicated that the
relationship between perceived descriptive norm and organisational deviance was
less positive for individuals with high self-regulatory efficacy as opposed to low
levels of self-regulatory efficacy. Finally, the relationship between perceived
injunctive norms and organisational deviance was weaker for individuals with high
self-regulatory efficacy than it was for individuals with low self-regulatory efficacy.
In general, these findings supported the view that self-regulatory efficacy can
override predispositions of individuals to engage in deviant workplace behaviour.
Theoretical, methodological and practical implications are discussed.

Keywords:  workplace deviance, formal controls, workgroup norms, self-
regulatory efficacy, Nigerian universities



ABSTRAK

Berbekalkan teori keberkesanan kendiri, teori kawalan organisasi, dan teori
pembelajaran sosial, kajian ini mengkaji peranan keberkesanan kawal selia kendiri
dalam menampan kesan kawalan formal organisasi dan norma kumpulan kerja
tertanggap terhadap tingkah laku devian di tempat kerja. Seramai 265 ahli akademik
dari universiti yang terletak di zon geopolitik barat laut Nigeria mengambil bahagian
dalam kajian ini. Keputusan menyokong hipotesis mengenai kesan langsung kawalan
formal organisasi dan norma kumpulan kerja tertanggap terhadap tingkah laku
devian di tempat kerja. Keberkesanan kawal selia kendiri turut menyederhana
hubungan ini. Secara khusus, terdapat hubungan negatif yang kuat antara kawalan
tingkah laku tertanggap dan devian antarperorangan bagi individu yang mempunyai
tahap keberkesanan kawal selia kendiri yang tinggi berbanding dengan individu yang
mempunyai tahap keberkesanan kawal selia kendiri yang rendah. Hasil yang sama
mengenai kesan penyederhana keberkesanan kawal selia terhadap hubungan antara
kawalan tingkah laku tertanggap dan devian organisasi dijumpai. Tambahan pula,
hasil kajian menunjukkan hubungan positif yang lemah antara norma deskriptif
tertanggap dan devian antarperorangan bagi individu yang mempunyai tahap
keberkesanan kawal selia kendiri yang tinggi berbanding dengan individu yang
mempunyai tahap keberkesanan kawal selia kendiri yang rendah. Keputusan juga
menunjukkan bahawa hubungan antara norma deskriptif tertanggap dan devian
organisasi adalah kurang positif bagi individu yang mempunyai tahap keberkesanan
kawal selia kendiri yang tinggi berbanding dengan individu yang mempunyai tahap
keberkesanan kawal selia kendiri yang rendah. Akhir sekali, hubungan antara norma
injunksi tertanggap dan devian organisasi adalah lemah bagi individu yang
mempunyai tahap keberkesanan kawal selia kendiri yang tinggi berbanding dengan
individu yang mempunyai tahat keberkesanan kawal selia kendiri yang rendah.
Secara umum, penemuan ini menyokong pandangan bahawa keberkesanan kawal
selia kendiri boleh mengatasi kecenderungan individu untuk melibatkan diri dalam
tingkah laku devian di tempat kerja. Implikasi teori, metodologi dan praktikal
dibincangkan.

Kata kunci: devian di tempat kerja, kawalan formal, norma kumpulan Kerja,
keberkesanan kawal selia kendiri, universiti Nigeria
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of Study

Deviant workplace behaviours (DWB) has been defined as a “voluntary behaviour
that violates significant organisational norms and in so threatens the well-being of an
organisation, its members, or both” (Robinson & Bennett, 1995, p. 556). These
behaviours may include coming in to work late or leaving early without permission,
intentionally failing to comply with instructions, lying or deceit and theft in the
workplace, among others (Bennett & Robinson, 2000; Fox, Spector, & Miles, 2001;
Greenberg, 1990; Grover, 1993). Researchers have conceptualized and labelled such
behaviours in different ways such as counterproductive behaviour (Mangione &
Quinn, 1975), bad behaviour in organizations (Griffin & Lopez, 2005), anti-
citizenship behaviour (Gholipour, Saeidinejad, & Zehtabi, 2009; Kickul, Neuman,
Parker, & Finkl, 2001), aggressive behaviour (Bettencourt, Talley, Benjamin, &
Valentine, 2006), antisocial behaviour (Giacalone & Greenberg, 1997), retaliation in
the workplace (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997), cyberloafing (Lim, 2002) and
dysfunctional behaviour (Griffin, O'Leary-Kelly, & Collins, 1998a), among others.
Deviant workplace behaviour is a prevalent and costly phenomenon for
organizations (Robinson, 2008). Studies have shown that DWBs not only cost
organizations substantial amount of money annually, but they have negative and
psychological consequences for employees as well (Aquino, Galperin, & Bennett,

2004; Berry, Carpenter, & Barratt, 2012; Lawrence & Robinson, 2007). For
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example, Hollinger and Adams (2010) reported that employee theft was attributed to
about 45% of the United States retailers' inventory shortage in 2010. A recent study
by the Conference Board of Canada also estimated that Canadian economy lost
$16.6 billion in 2012 due to workplace absenteeism, which is one of the forms of
deviant behaviour at work (Nguyen, 2013). Employee deviance was also found to be
negatively related to both corporate profitability and customer satisfaction (Detert,
Trevifio, Burris, & Andiappan, 2007).

Regarding the negative consequences of DWBs to employees, research
indicates that targets of interpersonal deviance (DWBI), such as harassing and
bullying were found to report lower levels of organisational commitment (Bartlett &
Bartlett, 2011; Caza & Cortina, 2007; Kenny & Judd, 1984; Lim & Teo, 2009;
Taylor, Bedeian, & Kluemper, 2012), lower levels of self-confidence (Gottfredson &
Hirschi, 1990; Yildiz, 2007) increased absenteeism (Hirschi, 1969), quitting work or
intention to quit (Agnew, 1992; Sutherland, 1947; Sykes & Matza, 1957), and
increased on-the-job drug use/abuse, among others (Bartlett & Bartlett, 2011).

Recently, in the Nigerian context, cases of deviant workplace behaviours,
including bribery scandals in the workplace (Jimoh, 2012; Olufowobi, Chidozie,
Adetayo, Adepegba, & Okpi, 2012), and impersonation at work (Agnew, 1985) have
been reported in national and international media. According to a survey conducted
by the Centre for Law Enforcement Education (CLEEN; 2012), there was an
increase in demand for bribery and corruption among government in Nigeria.
Additionally, the findings of the survey revealed that almost 1 out of every 4

respondents, representing nearly 24% affirmed that they were being asked to pay



bribe by government officials including police, court personnel, tax officials and anti
corruption agencies before services could be rendered to them. In terms of trend, the
demand for bribery and corruption among government officials also increased from
20% in 2011 to 24% in 2012 (Centre for Law Enforcement Education, 2012). Prior
research has demonstrated that workplace deviant behaviour such as bribery and
corruption may cause serious damage to an organisation’s reputation. Hence, it may
prevent the organisation from generating future profits (Argandofia, 2001).

Furthermore, to narrow it down to the Nigerian higher education institutions,
workplace deviance such as sexual harassment, academic plagiarism, irregular
attendance of classes by some lecturers, unauthorized award of marks based on
purchase of handouts, and exchange of money for marks have also been frequently
reported in the news (Adamu, 2012; Ademola, Simeon, & Kingsley, 2012).
Specifically, using recorded data between 2008 and 2012 to determine the
prevalence of sexual harassment in universities, Omonijo, Uche, Nwadiafor, and
Rotimi (2013) reported that 14 members of staff were caught for indulging in sexual
harassment with female students. Of this figure, 50% was recorded in the university
surveyed during this period.

Similarly, a recent report in the mass media lends further support to the
prevalence of deviant workplace behaviours in Nigerian universities. For example,
Makinde (2013) reported that the Governing Council of EKiti State University,
Nigeria sacks six lecturers for offences, such as academic plagiarism, manipulation
of examination scores, sexual harassment, and falsification of employment records.

It was also reported that a professor and two other lecturers of the Federal University



of Agriculture, Abeokuta, Nigeria have had their appointments terminated for
allegations of plagiarism (Adedeji, 2013).

Furthermore, in Nigeria, creating strong, efficient and effective public service
organisations, including universities has been the main focus of Nigeria’s
Transformation Agenda (2011-2015). This agenda, which is drawn from the
Nigeria’s Vision 20: 2020 is aimed at transforming the Nigerian economy to meet
the future needs of the Nigerian citizens (National Planning Commission, 2010). The
Nigeria’s Vision 20: 2020 emphasizes that public servants should carry out their
official assignments with discipline, integrity, transparency and loyalty (National
Planning Commission, 2010). The Independent Corrupt Practices Commission
(ICPC) and the Economic and Financial Crimes Commission (EFCC) were also
established in 2000 and 2003 respectively by the Federal Government in response to
an increase in corrupt practices in Nigeria. In the absence of discipline, integrity and
transparency, it would be difficult for Nigeria to achieve the goals of Transformation
Agenda and Vision 20: 2020. Thus, given the significant costs of deviant behaviours
at work, more studies are needed to understand the underlying causes of these

behaviours (Alias, Rasdi, Ismail, & Abu-Samah, 2013; Arthur, 2011).

1.2 Statement of Problem

Several factors have been proposed as antecedents of deviant workplace behaviour.
One of the major predictors of DWB is related to the organization. Organizational
factors have been an important consideration in understanding the attitude and

behaviour of employees in the workplace because they are able to shape the way
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employees think, feel, and behave (Robbins & Judge, 2010; Robbins & Judge,
2013). To date, some of the organizational factors that have been studied in relation
to deviant behaviour at work include perceived organizational justice (Aquino,
Lewis, & Bradfield, 1999; Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001; Near &
Miceli, 2013; Shao, Rupp, Skarlicki, & Jones, 2013), perceived organizational
support (Eder & Eisenberger, 2008; Ferris, Brown, & Heller, 2009; O'Reilly &
Chatman, 1986), psychological contract breach (Bandura, 1982; Jensen, Opland, &
Ryan, 2010; Restubog, Bordia, & Tang, 2007; Tenenhaus, 2008; Zhao, Wayne,
Glibkowski, & Bravo, 2007), and leadership styles, among others (Hershcovis et al.,
2007; Shamsudin, Subramaniam, & Alshuaibi, 2012Db).

In general, these studies found that unfavourable work environment as
reflected by injustice in the workplace, lack of organisational support, breach of
psychological contract and poor leadership, for example, play a significant role in
influencing deviant workplace behaviours. Despite the aforementioned empirical
studies on the role of organizational system and process in shaping employee
behaviour at work, literatures indicate that very few studies have looked at the
effects of organizational formal control on deviant workplace behaviours. Even if
there are studies on control and workplace deviant behaviour, the studies were
limited to examining specific types of workplace deviant behaviours such as
employee absenteeism and theft at the workplace. But, in reality, employees engage
in various types of deviant behaviour at work (Bennett & Robinson, 2000; Hollinger
& Clark, 1982). Considering specific types of workplace deviant behaviours will not

allow better understanding of the variety of deviant behaviours employees engage in



at work. Additionally, organizational formal control is considered in the present
study because it plays an important role in shaping employee behaviour (Flamholtz,
Das, & Tsui, 1985; Hollinger & Clark, 1982; Ouchi, 1979).

Furthermore, various researchers generally agreed that control systems such
as performance appraisal, reward and disciplinary systems and special monitoring of
employees in organizations, are more effective at controlling behaviour than in other
organisational factors (Ahmad & Norhashim, 2008; de Lara, Tacoronte, & Ding,
2006; Hegarty & Sims, 1978; Vardi & Wiener, 1996). However, as mentioned
earlier, only a limited empirical research has investigated the effects of
organizational formal control on deviant workplace behaviours. Such neglect has
been unfortunate because to a large extent, control systems, directly influence
employee's decisions whether to engage in or stay out of deviant acts (Vardi &
Wiener, 1996). Hence, control systems are crucial for the accomplishment of
organizational goals and objectives.

From theoretical perspectives, scholars have employed different theories to
understand the underlying causes of deviant behaviours at work (Bordia, Restubog,
& Tang, 2008). To date, some of the theories that have been used to understand the
underlying causes of workplace deviance include social exchange theory (Blau,
1964), theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen, 1985, 1991), equity theory (Adams,
1963, 1965), affective events theory (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), belongingness
theory (Baumeister & Leary, 1995) and uncertainty management theory, among
others (Lind & van den Bos, 2002; van den Bos & Lind, 2002). Furthermore, other

theories that had been used to study deviant behavior at work include deterrence



theory (Gibbs, 1968, 1975), general strain theory (Agnew, 1985, 1992), personality
theory (Lee, Ashton, & de Vries, 2005a; Marcus & Schuler, 2004), social bonding
theory (Hirschi, 1969), general theory of crime (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990), and
differential association theory (Sutherland, 1947), and neutralization theory (Sykes
& Matza, 1957), among others. One possible reason for using different theories to
understand the underlying causes of DWB is because of the complexity nature of
human behaviour. As such, relying on one or few theoretical perspective to explain
individual’s attitude and behaviour is not sufficient enough.

In general, based on the aforementioned perspectives, extant empirical
studies have been able to develop several models by taking into consideration
different sets of individual, organisational, and situational factors to explain the
underlying structures involved in deviant behaviours at work (Shamsudin, 2006).
Furthermore, while these theories are useful to understand the underlying causes of
deviant behaviours at work, there appears to be a paucity of studies applying control
theory (Flamholtz et al., 1985; Ouchi, 1979; Snell, 1992) to explain DWBs. Even if
any, such studies report conflicting results (e.g., de Lara et al., 2006; Hollinger &
Clark, 1982; Kura, Shamsudin, & Chauhan, 2013a), suggesting possible operation of
moderators that could weaken or strengthen the relationship. One explanation for
why there is a paucity of studies applying control theory to understand the
underlying causes of DWBs is that most of the studies (e.g., McCabe, Butterfield, &
Trevifio, 2006) that applied control theory were mainly conducted among non-

employee sample, such as college students.



A further limitation of the few studies that they mainly focused on specific
forms of deviant behaviours, such as, theft (Hollinger & Clark, 1983; Parilla,
Hollinger, & Clark, 1988), workplace substance use (Frone & Brown, 2010), and
cyberloafing, among others (de Lara et al., 2006). Thus, the present study addresses
this gap in the literature by examining a broad range of deviant behaviour at work
rather than focusing on specific forms of deviant behaviours, such as cyberloafing
and workplace substance use. Furthermore, focusing on narrow forms of DWBs
provide incomplete view of deviant behaviours at work.

A review of the literature indicates that in addition to organisational formal
control that is purported to influence an individual’s decision to engage in deviant
behaviour at work, this study also considers work group factors as predictors of
DWBs. Work group is defined as a collection of interrelated and interdependent
individuals who come together to achieve particular objectives (Robbins & Judge,
2010). Work groups play an important role in the socialization process of
employees. Basically, employees learn the do’s and don’ts of their group in order to
be accepted. Human beings by nature seek to be accepted by others (McClelland,
1987; Packer, 2008). Additionally, people who have a strong need for affiliation
enjoy being part of a group and tend to conform to the group's norms in order to be
liked and accepted by other members of the group (Christensen, Rothgerber, Wood,
& Matz, 2004; McClelland, 1987; Packer, 2008; Smith & Mackie, 2007; Smith,
Hogg, Martin, & Terry, 2007). Hence, it is reasonable to expect that deviant

behaviour could be shaped by the group norms.



Moreover, because of its theoretical importance, work group factors have
suggested as an important predictor of employee behaviours at work. However, only
a few work group variables have been examined to date, including perceived work-
group culture (Gellatly, 1995; Iverson & Deery, 1997; Nicholson & Johns, 1985; Xie
& Johns, 2000), perceived peer group monitoring (Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008;
Zhang, Chen, & Chen, 2008), perceived group identity (Chatzisarantis, Hagger,
Wang, & Thggersen-Ntoumani, 2009; Rimal & Real, 2005), and perceived group
cohesiveness (Ferguson & Barry, 2011; Karau & Williams, 1997; Kristof-Brown,
Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005; Morrison, 2008; Shin & Park, 2011; Wellen &
Neale, 2006). Perceived group norm is another important workgroup factor that has
been studied by organizational researchers and practitioners alike because of its
significance role in determining employee behaviour. A group norm is defined as
established rules that determine acceptable and unacceptable behaviour in a group
(Levi, 2011). Workgroup norms perform regulatory and survival functions; for these
reasons alone they have strong influence on employee behaviour (Parks, 2004) .

Previous studies have generally revealed that a group norm is associated with
organizational citizenship behaviour (Ehrhart & Naumann, 2004; Moorman &
Blakely, 1995), group performance (Gellatly, 1995; Janicik & Bartel, 2003; Ng &
Van Dyne, 2005), and organisational performance (Cai & Yang, 2008; Langerak,
2001), among others. Although work group norms are theoretically important in
understanding job performance, however little work has still been done on the role of
work group norms in explaining deviant workplace behaviour, with some exceptions

of the works of Dabney (1995) and Bamberger and Biron (2007). The present study



is significantly different from these two studies because the later mainly focused on
specific forms of deviant behviour at work (i.e. drug diversion and employee
absenteeism, respectively). Hence, further studies are needed to incorporate a
broader form of workplace deviant behaviour construct (Robinson & Bennett, 1995).
As argued by Parks (2004), as work group norms have bearing on employee positive
behaviour, it is expected that they also have influence on employee negative
behaviour. The present study addresses this gap by examining the influence of
workgroup norms on deviant behaviour at work using broad measures of DWBs
(Robinson & Bennett, 1995).

Relevant literatures also indicate that self-regulatory efficacy (SRE) is a well-
established factor that exerts a significant influence on a variety of deviant
behaviours at work. Self-regulatory efficacy is an important cognitive variable that
plays a significant role in understanding human behavior because it is able to shape
the way individuals feel, think, and behave. Specifically, research suggests that
perceived self-regulatory efficacy is negatively related to deviant behaviours at
work. For example, in the personality literature, Caprara, Regalia, and Bandura
(2002) suggested that students with high self-regulatory efficacy were less likely to
engage in antisocial behaviours (e.g., fighting, violent conduct, vandalism, and/or
used weapons).

Bandura, Caprara, Barbaranelli, Pastorelli and Regalia (2001) looked at
transgressive behaviour, which include aggressiveness, theft, cheating, lying, and
substance abuse as a function of cognitive traits and found self-regulatory efficacy to

be an important predictor of transgressive behaviour. Research has also established
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that individuals with higher levels of professionals’ self-regulatory efficacy are less
likely to be involved in information privacy, which include unauthorized use,
transfer and acquisition of privacy information of others (Tucker et al., 2009a).

Drawing on principle underlying self efficacy (Bandura, 1978a, 1997), self-
efficacy was proposed as a moderator because it is yet to be investigated and such
consideration could increase our theoretical understanding and provide empirical
evidence on how self-efficacy buffers the effect perceived formal controls and
workgroup norms on DWABs. In particular, the relation between perceived formal
controls and DWB would be stronger for employees having a low sense of self-
regulatory efficacy than for high self-regulatory efficacy employees. Again, the
relation between workgroup norms DWB would be stronger for employees having a
high sense of self-regulatory efficacy than for low self-regulatory efficacy
employees.

Meanwhile, from methodological perspective, a comprehensive review of the
literature on workplace deviance indicates that workplace deviance has been
assessed mainly using generic measures (e.g., Bennett & Robinson, 2000; Fox et al.,
2001; Robinson & Bennett, 1995). However, there has been a paucity of research on
the use of situation-specific measures of deviant workplace behaviour. Situation-
specific measures refer to the method for assessing workplace deviant behaviours,
based on the job-relevant behaviours identified by the subject matter experts (SMEs)
such as job incumbents or immediate supervisors, which would be used subsequently
as the items in the workplace deviance scale (Bowling & Gruys, 2010). Hence,

neglecting situation-specific in measuring deviant workplace behaviour represents a
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major methodological gap in the literature. To fill this gap, the present study utilizes
situation-specific measures to assess deviant behaviour at work.

Additionally, despite many studies that have investigated various factors that
influence individuals to engage in workplace deviant behaviours, most of them were
conducted mainly in Asia, United States of America (USA), Australia and Europe
(Dunlop & Lee, 2004; Flaherty & Moss, 2007; Fox et al., 2001; Gill, Meyer, Lee,
Shin, & Yoon, 2011; Marcus, Lee, & Ashton, 2007; Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007;
Mueller & Tschan, 2011; Oh, Lee, Ashton, & de Vries, 2011; Rahim & Nasurdin,
2008; Shamsudin, 2003), paying less attention to the African continent, particularly
in Nigeria. Hence, workplace deviant behaviour deserves further investigation in
Nigeria because the findings of the previous studies may not be generalizable to the

Nigerian context due to cultural and contextual differences.

1.3 Research Questions

On the basis of problems stated above, the present study seeks to address the
following research questions:
1. To what extent does organisational formal control explain deviant workplace
behaviour?
2. To what extent does perceived group norms explain deviant workplace
behaviour?
3. Does self-regulatory efficacy moderate the relationship between

organisational formal control and deviant workplace behaviour?
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4. Does self-regulatory efficacy moderate the relationship between perceived

group norms and deviant workplace behaviour?

1.4 Research Objectives

In line with the above research questions, the general objective of this study is to

examine the effects of control mechanisms on deviant behaviour. Specifically, the

objectives of the study are:

1. To examine the relationship between organisational formal control and
deviant workplace behaviour.

2. To investigate the relationship between perceived group norms and deviant
workplace behaviour.

3. To assess the moderating effect of self-regulatory efficacy on the relationship
between organisational formal control and deviant workplace behaviour.

4. To inquire the moderating effect of self-regulatory efficacy on the
relationship between perceived group norms and deviant workplace

behaviour.

1.5 Scope of Research

This study focuses on examining the underlying causes of deviant workplace
behaviour among teaching staff in Nigerian universities. The rationale for focusing
on the Nigerian universities as the context of this study is as follows. Firstly,
literatures indicate that deviant workplace behaviour, such as sexual harassment,

academic plagiarism and absenteeism is prevalence and on the increase in the
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Nigerian universities. For example, research suggests that the incidences of
interpersonal deviance, described as sexual harassment among lecturers and students
of Nigerian universities are on the increase, however, little effort was made by the
university authorities to control such deviant acts (Houreld, 2007). In a more recent
survey, it was found that nearly 51.3% of Nigerian female students reported to have
been sexually harassed at universities (Geidam, Njoku, & Bako, 2011). With regard
to data collection procedure, 600 questionnaires were administered to teaching staff
of the Nigerian universities (see section 4.4 of chapter 4 for details). The data
collection exercise lasted for about three months, beginning from March 14, 2013 to
June 8, 2013. Since the focus of this study was to examine the effect of control
systems on deviant workplace behaviour among the teaching staff in Nigeria's

universities, individuals were the unit of analysis in the present study.

1.6 Significance of Study

This study makes contributions to the existing body of knowledge theoretically,
methodologically and practically. From the theoretical perspective, the findings of
offer empirical evidence on the influence of formal organisational control and work
group norms on deviant workplace behaviour, thus enriching the existing literatures.
Several studies have been carried out to investigate various predictors of workplace
deviant behaviour (Chao, Cheung, & Wu, 2011; Demir, 2011; Eder & Eisenberger,
2008; Ferris et al., 2009; Jensen et al., 2010; Karau & Williams, 1997; Omar, Halim,
Zainah, & Farhadi, 2011; Rahim & Nasurdin, 2008; Rashid, Saleem, & Rashid,

2012; Restubog et al., 2011; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997; Thau, Crossley, Bennett, &

14



Sczesny, 2007; Tucker et al., 2009b). Although extant empirical studies have
investigated various factors determining deviant behaviour in the workplace, yet,
most of these studies centred on such variables as organisational trust, job stress,
psychological contract breach, perceived organizational politics, organizational
support and organisational justice. This implies that other workgroup and
organisational factors have been given less attention. Hence, this study fills the gap
by incorporating other workgroup and organisational determinants of workplace
deviant behaviour (i.e. organisational formal control and perceived group norms).

Furthermore, the present study also contributes to the existing body of
knowledge by offering empirical support on the role of self-regulatory efficacy in
mitigating workplace deviance. By incorporating self-regulatory efficacy as a
moderator on the relationship between organisational formal control and workplace
deviance, the this study will help management of Nigerian universities in identifying
those teaching staff that are more likely to engage in deviant behaviour at work
through integrity test.

The moderating effect of self-regulatory efficacy on the relationship between
organisational formal control and workplace deviance could be explained from three
theoretical perspectives. These theoretical perspectives include organisational control
theory (Flamholtz et al., 1985; Jaworski, 1988; Ouchi, 1979; Snell, 1992), Bandura’s
(1977b, 1978b) social learning theory, and self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1978a,
1997). Organisational control theory suggests that employees are less likely to
engage in deviant behaviour when they perceive that formal control instituted by

their organization is effectively enforced theory (Flamholtz et al., 1985; Jaworski,
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1988; Ouchi, 1979; Snell, 1992). The Social learning theory (Bandura, 1977b) and
suggests that deviant behaviours are learnt from work environment through
observation, imitation, and modelling. Thus, individuals observe their work-based
referent others behaving in various ways, which provide them with examples of
certain behaviours to observe and imitate. Self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1978a,
1997) suggests deviant behaviour at work is determined by individual level of
efficacy. According to self-efficacy theory individuals with low levels of self-
regulatory efficacy are more likely to engage in deviant behaviours at work than
those with high levels of self-regulatory efficacy. The findings of the present study
also validate the organisational control theory (Flamholtz et al., 1985; Jaworski,
1988; Ouchi, 1979; Snell, 1992), Bandura’s (1977b, 1978b) social learning theory,
and self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1978a, 1997) in several ways. Firstly, from social
learning perspective, this study has confirms the positive and significant
relationships between workgroup norms and deviant behaviours at work. Therefore,
the current findings validated and extended social learning theory by demonstrating
that DWB is determined by perception regarding the kind of behaviours that most
others do in a social setting (i.e., perceived descriptive norms), and perception
regarding the kind of behaviours that most others approve or disapprove in a social
setting (i.e., perceived injunctive norms). That is employees observe their work-
based referent others behaving in various ways. The work-based referent others
provide examples of certain behaviours to observe and imitate. Secondly, the present
study validates Self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1986) by portraying the buffering role

of self-regulatory efficacy in the relationship between organisational formal control,
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workgroup norms and broad categories of workplace deviance as previous studies
have mainly focused on investigating the direct linkage between organisational
formal control and workplace deviance as well as the direct relationship between

perceived group norms and deviant behaviour at work.

1.7 Organization of Thesis

The remainder of this thesis is organized as follows. Next, in chapter two, we shall
review the important concepts in workplace deviance. In particular, the concepts of
workplace deviance, formal organizational control, perceived group norms and self-
regulatory efficacy are explored. Then, we shall review the previous works that
relate the concepts toward the development of a model that explains the
relationships. To link these relationships, organizational control theory (Flamholtz et
al., 1985; Jaworski, 1988; Ouchi, 1979; Snell, 1992) self-efficacy theory, (Bandura,
1986) and social learning theory (Bandura, 1977b, 1978b) are used as basis. Hence,
an elaboration of these theories is offered. Chapter three describes the proposed
methods and techniques including the research paradigms, research framework,
hypotheses development, research design, data collection procedures, sampling
technique and techniques of data analysis, among others. Next, chapter 4 describes
the analyses of data and findings of the study. In chapter five, the key findings of the
study are summarized based on the research objectives. Additionally, in chapter five,
the theoretical, methodological and practical implications of the findings are
highlighted. Also in chapter five, recommendations and suggestions for future

research are offered.
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CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT

2.1 Introduction

Basically, the purpose of this chapter is to critically review the relevant literatures
and theories related to the study’s constructs, including organizational control theory
self-efficacy theory and social learning theory. In particular, the chapter reviews
important concepts of deviant workplace behaviour, formal organizational controls,
perceived group norms and self-regulatory efficacy. Subsequently, empirical studies
that explain the relationships between criterion, moderator and predictor variables

were reviewed toward the development of the research model and hypotheses.

2.2 Definitions Workplace Deviant Behaviour

Although the deviant behaviour construct has gained a lot of momentum for several
decades now, literatures indicate a lack of agreement regarding not only the
terminology used, but also the definition offered of what is considered to be a similar
construct (Robinson & Bennett, 1997; Shamsudin, 2006). For example, researchers
have assigned different names to the deviant behaviour construct such as
“organizational misbehaviour”, “counterproductive work behaviour” “dysfunctional

behaviour” and “non-complaint behaviour” among others. Each of these construct is

defined as follows:
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1. Organizational misbehaviour is defined as what employees usually do at
work when they are not supposed to do, such as time wasting, theft, sex
games, destructiveness and sabotage, among others (Ackroyd & Thompson,
1999).

2. Counterproductive work behaviour is defined as behaviour in the workplace
that is intentional and detrimental to an organization and its members,
including such acts as theft, refusing to follow superior officer’s instructions
and doing work incorrectly (Fox et al., 2001; Mangione & Quinn, 1975).

3. Dysfunctional behaviour is defined by Griffin, O’Leary-Kelly and Collins
(1998b) as “a motivated behaviour by an employee or group of employees
that has negative consequences for an individual within the organization, a
group of individuals within the organization, and/or the organization itself” (
p. 67). This definition points out that dysfunctional behaviour is very similar
to other workplace deviance constructs like counterproductive work
behaviour in that it is intentional and harmful to individual(s) and/or the
organization itself.

4. Non-complaint behaviour is defined as breaking rules or norms and
behaviours that have negative implications to the organization such as being
late for work, employee complaining about his organisation or co-workers
and violating organisational rules, among others (Puffer, 1987).

Other related constructs of workplace deviant behaviour include antisocial
behaviour (Giacalone & Greenberg, 1997), delinquency (Hogan & Hogan, 1989),

employee theft (Greenberg, 1990; Hollinger & Clark, 1982), workplace sabotage
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(Analoui, 1995; Harris & Ogbonna, 2006), organizational revenge (Bies, Tripp, &
Kramer, 1997), workplace incivility (Andersson & Pearson, 1999), workplace
aggression (Baron & Kenny, 1996), worker resistance (Thompson & Ackroyd,
1995), cyberloafing (Lim, 2002), cyberdeviancy (Weatherbee, 2010), workplace
mobbing and bad behaviour in organizations (Griffin & Lopez, 2005), among
others. Although different terminologies are used, using different theoretical
perspectives, organizational behaviour researchers apparently agree that such
behaviour could bring harm to both individuals and organization (Shamsudin,
Chauhan, & Kura). Hence, in the present study, Robinson and Bennett’s (1995)
definition of workplace deviant behaviours is recognized as the working definition of
the construct DWB.

Scientific evidence suggests that deviant workplace behaviours are harmful
and pose a serious threat to organizations and/or its members (Alias et al., 2013;
Bennett & Robinson, 2000; EI Akremi, Vandenberghe, & Camerman, 2010; Erkutlu
& Chafra, 2013; Jensen et al., 2010; Lawrence & Robinson, 2007; Omonijo et al.,
2013). Specifically, research suggest deviant workplace behaviour is associated with
a large variety of negative consequences, such as decreased organisational
commitment (Bartlett & Bartlett, 2011; Caza & Cortina, 2007; Kenny & Judd, 1984;
Lim & Teo, 2009; Taylor et al., 2012), lower levels of self-confidence (Gottfredson
& Hirschi, 1990; Yildiz, 2007) increased absenteeism (Hirschi, 1969), actual
turnover or turnover intentions (Agnew, 1992; Sutherland, 1947; Sykes & Matza,
1957), and increased on-the-job drug use/abuse, among others (Bartlett & Bartlett,

2011).
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Evidence also suggests that targets of interpersonal deviance, such as sexual
harassment and bullying have a higher tendency to report lower levels of
productivity (Bowling & Gruys, 2010; Henle, Giacalone, & Jurkiewicz, 2005), lower
levels of job satisfaction (Fischer & Fick, 1993; Martin & Hine, 2005; Thompson &
Phua, 2005), and increased psychological distress, among others (Heatherton, 2011;
Kramer, 1999; Mohammed, 2012). Because deviant workplace behaviour poses a
serious threat to both individuals and organizations, researchers have developed
various typology of such destructive behaviour. Hence, the typologies of deviant

workplace behaviour are reviewed in the next section.

2.2.1 Typology of Deviant Workplace Behaviour

A comprehensive review of the literature on deviant behaviour indicates that some
early studies have attempted to classify workplace deviance into various dimensions
(e.g., Hollinger & Clark, 1982; Mangione & Quinn, 1975; Redeker, 1989; Wheeler,
1976). While early studies have attempted to classify workplace deviance into
various dimensions, yet these studies fall short for two main reasons. First, most of
these studies failed to integrate the list of deviant behaviours into a meaningful
pattern (Bennett & Robinson, 2000; Robinson & Bennett, 1995). Second, none of
these early studies have empirically developed a comprehensive typology of
workplace deviance.

In an attempt to address these short comings, several studies have been
conducted to empirically develop a comprehensive typology of workplace deviance

using different scientific approaches (Martin & Hine, 2005; Robinson & Bennett,
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1995). For example, Hollinger and Clark (1982) described two dimensions of
workplace deviance: property deviance and production deviance. The former
dimension refers to acts related to acquiring or damaging the property of an
organisation such as employee using stationeries belonging to his/her employer for
personal use without permission or stealing the property of an organisation.
Production deviance is essentially acts that violate the norms of an organization in
terms of quantity and quality of work that has been carried out by an employee such
as working slowly, coming to work late and leaving early.

In another study, Robinson and Bennett (1995) extended the work of
Hollinger and Clark (1982) to develop an empirically derived typology of employee
deviance using multidimensional scaling approach. Two samples were utilized in
the study. In the first sample, 70 respondents from four different sources in Toledo,
Ohio were included in the study: seven from a university office, 10 were technical
staff in an industrial company, 38 from neighbourhood and the remaining 38 were
students whom enrolled for the MBA programme. While in the second sample, 180
part-time evening students in Master of Business Administration (MBA) program at
a Midwestern University were included in the study. The results of the study suggest
that deviant workplace behaviours vary along two dimensions, namely, minor versus
serious and interpersonal deviance (WDBI) versus organizational deviance
(WDBO). Based on these two dimensions, Robinson and Bennett (1995) further
argued that deviant workplace behaviour seems to fall into four distinct but related
types of deviance: Production deviance is defined as behaviours that “violate the

formally proscribed norms delineating the minimal quality and quantity of work to
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be accomplished” (Hollinger & Clark, 1982, pp. 333-334). Examples of production
deviance includes but not limited to arriving late for work, leaving work early
without prior permission, and on-the-job drug abuse or misuse to get high. Property
deviance reflects “those instances where employees acquire or damage the tangible
property or assets of the work organization without authorization” (Hollinger &
Clark, 1982, p. 333). Examples of property deviance include inflating of hours
worked to get more pay, intentionally wasting organization’s materials or supplies,
and collecting bribe at work. Political deviance reflects “engagement in social
interaction that puts other individuals at a personal or political disadvantage”
(Robinson & Bennett, 1995, p. 566). Examples of political deviance include lying
about co-workers, workplace gossip, favouritism, and spreading false rumours,
among others. On the other hand, personal aggression reflects behaviours, such as
sexual harassment at work, abusive supervision, and shouting in the workplace (see

Figure 2.1).
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Political Deviance Personal Aggression
¢ Showing favoritism ¢ Sexual harassment
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* Blaming co-workers * Stealing from co-workers
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Figure 2.1
Robinson and Bennett’s (1995) Typology of Deviant Workplace Behaviour

Later, Gruys and Sackett (2003) extended the work of Robinson and Bennett
(1995) to develop a typology of counterproductive work behaviour using
multidimensional scaling technique. Two samples were utilized for the study. In
each sample, 343 college alumni of a Midwestern university in United States were
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included in the survey. Principal component analysis was performed to determine the
dimensionality of counterproductive work behaviour. The results of the principal
components analysis yielded two dimensions of counterproductive work behaviour:
interpersonal versus organizational dimension, and task relevance dimension. The
interpersonal versus organizational dimension refers to the extent at which the
behaviours are directed at an individual or at the organisation. This dimension
reflects the interpersonal versus organizational dimension of workplace deviance
proposed by the Robinson and Bennett (1995). The task relevance consists of two
aspects of employee behaviour: positive and negative The first aspect includes all
positive behaviours relevant to tasks that are carried out within the context of a job
such as using time and resources appropriately. On the other hand, the second aspect
of task relevance dimension encompasses all negative behaviours relevant to tasks
that are performed within the context of a job such as theft and verbal actions toward
others.

In another study, Martin and Hine (2005) conducted a survey to develop the
dimensionality of workplace incivility using Principal Axis Factoring (PAF)
analysis. Three hundred and sixty eight Australian adult employees from five
samples participated in the study. The results of the principal axis factoring analysis
using the self-ratings yielded four distinct categories of workplace incivility:
hostility, privacy invasion, exclusionary behaviour, and gossiping. Hostility refers to
an individual’s predisposition to strike on others or feel anger toward others easily
(Chaplin, 1982). Privacy invasion refers to the unwelcome tendency of an individual

to get access to other people’s privacy. Exclusionary behaviour, also known as
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ostracism in organisational behaviour literature, is defined as the tendency of an
individual or group of individuals to ignore or exclude an individual or group of
individuals (Twenge, Catanese, & Baumeister, 2003; Williams et al., 2002). On the
other hand, gossiping is defined as an informal and sentimental talk by few members
of an organization about other member of that organization in his absence (Kurland
& Pelled, 2000).

In a more recent study, Shamsudin, Subramaniam, and Ibrahim (2012c) built
on the work of Robinson and Bennett (1995) to develop the dimensionality of a
wrongful behaviour. Three hundred and twenty four manufacturing employees in the
northern part of Malaysia were included in the study. The principal component
factor analysis using varimax rotation was performed on the data collected. From the
results of the principal component factor analysis, three distinct, but related forms of
wrongful behaviour were identified: irresponsible behaviour, non-productive
behaviour, and loitering behaviour. The results further suggest that these dimensions
of wrongful behaviour identified are all directed at the organization and reflects the
organizational deviance proposed by Robinson and Bennett (1995).

In summary, following Robinson and Bennett’s (1995) typology of
workplace deviance, numerous studies about DWB conceptualizations and
dimensionality were carried out in different organisational settings (e.g., Aquino et
al., 2004; Aquino et al., 1999; Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007; Dunlop & Lee, 2004;
Fagbohungbe, Akinbode, & Ayodeji, 2012a; Stewart, Bing, Davison, Woehr, &
Mclntyre, 2009). However, results of these studies are in line with Robinson and

Bennett’s (1995) two dimensions of workplace deviance (i.e. interpersonal deviance
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and organizational deviance). Besides, it is worth noting that specific types of
deviant behaviours are not sufficient enough to predict employees’ negative
outcomes. This is because employees actually engage in a much wider range of
voluntary behaviours that violate significant organizational norms. Therefore, this
study adopts the typology of workplace deviance proposed by Robinson and Bennett
(1995). Furthermore, their typology is broader and it is much suitable in the Nigerian
context. Finally, their typology of workplace deviance has been most widely

accepted within the organisational behaviour literature.

2.2.2 Measures of Workplace Deviance

Literature indicates that several studies have used various types of measures to assess
workplace deviant behaviours in different organisational settings (2004; Holtz &
Harold, 2010). These measures can be categorized under subjective measures,

objective measures, and situation-specific measures of workplace deviance.

2.2.2.1 Subjective Measures of Workplace Deviance

Subjective measures of workplace deviance include rating and ranking of
employee’s deviant acts usually by employee himself (self-rating), his immediate
supervisors or peer group. Subjective measures of workplace deviance tend to be
either organizational or individual. Organizational data reflects data that is associated
with deviant behaviour directed at the organization (e.g., a questionnaire item —
“come in late to work without permission’). On the other hand, individual data refers

to the data that is related to deviant behaviour directed at individuals (e.g., a
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questionnaire item — “publicly embarrassed someone at work™). Subjective measures
of workplace deviance is relatively different from the objective measure as the
former is based on empirically validated measures, such as Bennett and Robinson,
(2000) measures of DWB. On the other hand, the later is basically obtained from
archival personnel records, such as Secret Files and Attendance Registers. In
addition, in objective measure, data are obtained without the survey instrument. A
large number of empirical studies have used subjective measures to assess workplace
deviant behaviours in different contexts. Prior research (e.g., Ambrose, Schminke, &
Mayer, 2013; Bennett & Robinson, 2000; Bolton, Becker, & Barber, 2010; Bowling
& Eschleman, 2010; Penney & Spector, 2005) has successfully used subjective
measure of employee deviance. For example, Penney and Spector (2005) applied
both self- and peer rating systems to examine the moderating role of negative
affectivity on the relationship between job stress, incivility, and counterproductive
work behaviour. Three hundred and seven working adults, who enrolled in an
undergraduate evening programme at a large public university in the Southeastern
United States, participated in the survey. The findings of the study revealed: (1) a
significant negative relationship between workplace incivility and job satisfaction,
(2) a significant positive relationship between interpersonal conflict and
organizational constraints, (3) a significant positive relationship between
interpersonal conflict and counterproductive work behaviour, and (4) a significant
positive relationship between organizational constraints and counterproductive work
behaviour. The study further revealed that negative affectivity moderated

relationship between workplace incivility and counterproductive work behaviour.
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Bowling and Eschleman (2010) in a study among 726 employees across a
diverse set of occupations, including health and safety, education, administration,
technology support and retailing found that the relationship between work stressors
and counterproductive work behaviour is stronger among employees with low level
of conscientiousness or high level of negative affectivity than those with high level
of conscientiousness or low level of negative affectivity. Other studies that used
subjective measures to assess workplace deviant behaviours in different contexts
include a study by Ambrose, Schminke and Mayer (2013), Bolton et al. (2010) and
O’Neill, Lewis and Carswell (2011).

From the findings reported, it can be concluded that there are many of the
previous empirical studies (e.g., Ambrose et al., 2013; Bennett & Robinson, 2000;
Bolton et al., 2010; Bowling & Eschleman, 2010; Penney & Spector, 2005)
examined the influence of various individual and organisational factors on deviant
workplace behaviour using subjective measures. This type of measure is considered

in these studies conducted possibly due to lack of archival personnel records.

2.2.2.2 Objective Measures of Workplace Deviance

Objective measures of workplace deviance refer to the evaluation of employee’s
deviant acts using official records such as archival personnel records or attendance
register book to determine the frequency of offenses committed by employee in the
workplace. Such data tend to be organizational or individual. Organizational data
reflects data that is associated with deviant behaviour directed at the organization

(e.g., a copy of query letter to employee for using organisation’s property without
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permission). On the other hand, individual data refers to the data that is related to
deviant behaviour directed at individuals (e.g., a copy of warning letter to employee
for sexually harassing his/her colleague at work).

Objective measure has long been one of the measures used to assess deviant
workplace behaviours in different organisational settings by DWBs researchers
(Bordia et al., 2008; Detert et al., 2007; Dunlop & Lee, 2004). This is in part due to
the fact that objective measures of deviant workplace behaviours have over other
measures of DWBs. For example, because many deviant acts in the workplace are
relatively private and personal behaviors that employees engage in with the intention
of not getting caught, the only measures that has true picture of an employee’s
engagement in DWBs is the objective measures.

Regardless, objective measures of workplace deviance are not without their
disadvantages. Firstly, objective measures have been usually capture quite narrow
aspects of workplace deviance; hence, it provides incomplete view of DWBs
(Bommer, Johnson, Rich, Podsakoff, & Kenzie, 1995; Dunlop & Lee, 2004).
Secondly, organisations may be generally reluctance to make archival personnel
records available to the researchers for privacy and confidentiality. Hence, such
measures of DWBs are very difficult to obtain. Another concern with objective
measures of workplace deviance is that such measures can easily be tempered with
due to human nature.

Despite some of these disadvantages, some few empirical studies have been
conducted to measure DWBs using objective measures. For example, Restubog and

Tang (2008) matched the deviant data with psychological breach data to investigate
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the relationship between psychological contract breach and workplace deviance
among 300 public-sector employees from Philippines. The study measured
workplace deviance by obtaining personnel employment records relating to the
frequency of offenses committed by employees in their organization. The
organization classified the personnel employment records into major and minor
offenses. Examples of major offenses included negligence of duty that warranted
suspension or termination of appointment such as using organizational property for
personal purposes without permission. On the other hand, the minor offenses
included deviant acts that warranted query or verbal warning. The finding of this
study revealed a significant positive relationship between psychological contract
breach and workplace deviance (i.e. both minor and major offenses).

In another study, Detert, Trevifio, Burris, and Andiappan (2007) also
included 265 restaurants employees in the United States to examine the influence of
managerial oversight on counterproductivity. The study used objective measures of
workplace deviance, which was based on company’s records, including register
receipts, records of orders placed, and prices from the suppliers. This study further
operationalized workplace deviance as food loss in the restaurant. The findings
revealed that managerial oversight, defined as the number of managers available to
supervise a particular number of employees has significant negative relationship with

workplace deviance (i.e., food loss).
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2.2.2.3 Situation-Specific Measures of Workplace Deviance

Situation-specific measures of workplace deviance refer to the method for assessing
workplace deviant behaviours, based on the job-relevant behaviours identified by the
subject matter experts (SMEs) such as job incumbents or immediate supervisors,
which would be used subsequently as the items in the workplace deviance scale
(Bowling & Gruys, 2010). It is worth noting that this represents an important
departure from the way in which workplace deviance is typically measured (Bowling
& Gruys, 2010). This is because unlike the generic workplace deviance (Bennett &
Robinson, 2000; Fox et al., 2001; Robinson & Bennett, 1995), situation-specific
measures are typically adapted based on the particular job or organization under
investigation. Hence, this implies that workplace deviance is a situation-specific
construct.

Additionally, inclusion of relevant items and the exclusion of irrelevant ones
have several theoretical and methodological implications. Firstly, when irrelevant
items are added to the questionnaire and the relevant ones are removed, the construct
is contaminated and also deficient (Bowling & Gruys, 2010; Cook & Campbell,
1979). Secondly, when irrelevant items in the original workplace deviance scale are
not removed, a researcher will not be able to really capture the degree to which
workplace deviant behaviours occur in the context of the study.

In sum, despite the theoretical and methodological importance of situation-
specific measure of workplace deviance, there is a paucity of empirical studies

examining workplace deviant behaviours using this approach. To fill this gap, the

32



present study employs this methodological approach to validate the measures of

workplace deviance in the Nigerian context.

2.2.3 Workplace Deviance Ratings

A comprehensive review of the literature on job workplace deviance indicates that
there are at least four sources of DWB ratings: self-ratings, superior-ratings, peer-
ratings and multiple-ratings (Berry et al., 2012; de Jonge & Peeters, 2009; Fox,
Spector, Goh, & Bruursema, 2007; Fox, Spector, Goh, Bruursema, & Kessler, 2012;
Judge, LePine, & Rich, 2006a; van Jaarsveld, Walker, & Skarlicki, 2010). Self-rating
involves asking respondents directly to rate their attitude or behaviour through the
use of questionnaire or interview (Barker, Pistrang, & Elliott, 2003). Peer-ratings
refer to the assessment of ratees’ attitudes and behaviours by their peers who might
have been working closely together, interacting frequently, and have the opportunity
to observe their tasks, attitudes and behaviours (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995).
Superior-ratings refer to the evaluation of employees’ attitudes and behaviours by
their immediate supervisors or superiors (Allen, Barnard, Rush, & Russell, 2000).
Multiple-ratings, also known as multiple other ratings, refer to the use of a variety of
sources, including self, peers, subordinates, supervisors and even self to assess

various tasks and behaviours (Stewart et al., 2009).

There exist some evidence studies with regard to incremental contribution of
one source of ratings workplace deviance over other-reports of such behaviours (e.g.,
Berry et al., 2012; Conway & Huffcutt, 1997; Mann, Budworth, & Ismaila, 2012).

Specifically, in a meta-analytic comparison of self-ratings and other-reports of
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counterproductive work behavior (CWB), Berry et al. (2012) found that self-ratings
of CWB generally accounted for highest variance over other-reports in explaining
CWB. A study conducted by Mann et al. (2012) showed that individuals and peers
who are similar in the extent to which they engage in deviant behaviour at work
were in agreement with respect to ratings of counterproductive performance.
Additionally, the study of Bennett and Robinson (2000) suggested the validity of

self-reports of deviant behavior in the workplace.

While other ratings methods are acceptable by some researchers, in this
study, the use of self-ratings of DWB is considered more appropriate for several
reasons. Firstly, because many workplace deviant behaviours are relatively covert
behaviours engaged by employees with the hope of not getting caught into the act,
the focal employee (incumbent) is the only source that has a complete knowledge of
such behaviours (Berry et al., 2012). Secondly, asking others (e.g., supervisor or co-
worker) to report deviant behaviour of their co-workers at work might make them to
feel at risk in uncovering such behaviour which could result in sanction, loss of job
or even prosecution (Lee, 1993). Furthermore, according to Fox and Spector (1999):

“Any methodology that could result in the identification of respondents who

have committed counterproductive behaviours, and thus endanger their

livelihoods or result in intensified surveillance or punitive measures as a

result of the research, violates the most fundamental principles of doing

ethical research in organizations” (p. 929).
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Thirdly, multi-item self-reported measures of workplace deviant behaviour
that have existed for years (e.g., Aquino et al., 1999; Bennett & Robinson, 2000; Fox
& Spector, 1999; Marcus, Schuler, Quell, & Humpfner, 2002; Sommers, Schell, &
Vodanovich, 2002) are much easier to administer to employees themselves than
asking others, such as supervisors, co-workers or peers, to rate the deviant behaviour
of employees at work. Thus, the use of anonymous self-report is considered the most
appropriate to avoid ethical pitfalls that are associated with other methods of rating

deviant behviour at work (Fox & Spector, 1999).

2.2.4 Antecedents of Workplace Deviance

Basically, the antecedents of workplace deviant behaviour can be classified into four
categories: individual factors, organizational factors, group factors, and job factors
(Chullen, Dunford, Angermeier, Boss, & Boss, 2010; Robbins & Judge, 2010;
Robinson & O'Leary-Kelly, 1998; Salgado, 2002; Vardi, 2001; Vardi & Wiener,
1996). Individual factors refers to a variety of factors including demographic
characteristics (such as age, gender, marital status), personality characteristics,
attitudes, values, and emotions that influence employees to engage in acts of
deviance (Robbins & Judge, 2010). Organizational factors refers to the situational
factors such as organizational justice, organizational trust, organizational culture, and
organizational politics that influence individual to engage in deviant behaviour at
work (Fagbohungbe, Akinbode, & Ayodeji, 2012b; Robinson & Greenberg, 1998).
Group factors refer to the factors that influence individuals to engage or refrain from

deviant behaviour at work as a result of interactions with members of the group.

35



Some of the variables within group include group size, group cohesiveness, and
group norms, among others. On the other hand, job factors are factors related to the
job such as job security, job satisfaction, and job stress, among others. Some of the
antecedents of workplace deviance that have been investigated by scholars are

reviewed here.

2.2.4.1 Individual Factors

The individual factors include personality variables such as negative affectivity
(Aquino et al., 1999; Kaplan, Luchman, Haynes, & Bradley, 2009; Penney &
Spector, 2005), Big Five personality dimensions (Adebayo & Nwabuoku, 2008;
Bettencourt et al., 2006; Bolton et al., 2010; Marcus et al., 2007; Spector, 2011;
Sung & Choi, 2009), HEXACO model of personality structure (Ashton & Lee, 2007,
2008; Lee & Ashton, 2004; Lee et al., 2005a; Marcus et al., 2007), trait anger (llie,
Penney, Ispas, & lliescu, 2012; Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007; Restubog, Garcia, Wang,
& Cheng, 2010), and demographic variables such as age (Berry et al., 2007; Gruys &
Sackett, 2003) and gender (Cohen, Panter, & Turan, 2013; Fagbohungbe et al.,
2012a).

In particular, Douglas and Martinko (2001) examined the effects individual
differences on workplace aggression among 151 employees from two organizations
located in the north-eastern United States. There results showed that individual
differences (i.e., trait anger, attribution style, negative affectivity, attitudes toward

revenge, self-control, and previous exposure to aggressive cultures) accounted for
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significant proportions of incremental variance (62%) in predicting workplace
aggression.

Lee, Ashton and de Vries Ashton and de Vries (2005a) conducted a study
among university students who had some employment experience from three
different countries, namely, Australia, Canada, and the Netherlands to examine the
relationship between Honesty-Humility (i.e., additional dimension to the Big five-
factor model of personality) and workplace delinquency and employee integrity. The
results showed that Honesty-Humility (defined as the tendency to be fair and genuine
in dealing with others) accounted for significant proportions of incremental variance
beyond the Big five-factor model of personality in predicting workplace delinquency
and employee integrity. Relatedly, research suggests that individuals with low levels
of Honesty-Humility have a higher tendency to engage in DWBs than those with
high levels of Honesty-Humility (Ashton & Lee, 2007). In a sample of 264 Korean
employees, Lee, Ashton and Shin (2005b) found significant incremental validities
for Honesty-Humility over Big Five in predicting workplace anti-social behaviour.
Recently, Marcus, Ashton and Lee (2013) indicated that integrity accounted for
practically significant proportions of incremental variance beyond Big Five
dimensions across all integrity tests in predicting counterproductive work behaviour.

Despite the aforementioned empirical studies on the role of individual factors
in explaining the likelihood of employees to engage in deviant behaviour at work,
literatures indicate that less attention has been paid to the effects of other individual
factors, especially self-regulatory efficacy. Even if any such studies are limited to

examining specific types of deviant behaviours, such as, delinquent behaviour
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among adolescents (Bandura, Caprara, Barbaranelli, Gerbino, & Pastorelli, 2003),
and violent conduct (Caprara, Regalia, & Bandura, 2002). Thus, to fill this empirical
gap, the present study examines the interaction effects of self-regulatory efficacy on

deviant workplace behaviour.

2.2.4.2 Organizational Factors

Several studies have examined the relationship between certain elements of
organizational factors and deviant workplace behaviour. To date, among the
organizational factors that have been studied in relation to deviant workplace
behaviour are: perceived organizational injustice (Ambrose, Seabright, & Schminke,
2002; Bechtoldt, Welk, Zapf, & Hartig, 2007; Cohen-Charash & Mueller, 2007; El
Akremi et al., 2010), organizational trust (Demir, 2011; Elangovan & Shapiro, 1998;
Erkutlu & Chafra, 2013; Miner & Reed, 2010; Rahim & Nasurdin, 2008; Thau et al.,
2007), job stress (Fox et al., 2001; Penney & Spector, 2005), organizational culture
(Balthazard, Cooke, & Potter, 2006; Boye & Jones, 1997; Van-Fleet & Griffin,
2006), perceived organizational support (Colbert, Mount, Harter, Witt, & Barrick,
2004) and organizational politics (Bodla & Danish, 2011; Byrne, 2005; Chang,
Rosen, & Levy, 2009; Davis & Gardner, 2004).

In particular, perceived injustice has been reported to be positively related to
individual’s tendency to engage in to deviant behaviour at the workplace (Ambrose
et al., 2002; Bechtoldt et al., 2007). In a longitudinal study among 602 full-time
employed students at a French-speaking university, EI Akremi et al. (2010)

examined the mediating role of perceived organisational support and leader—member
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exchange (LMX) on the relationship between orgnisational justice and workplace
deviance. The results showed that the relationship of procedural justice and
organization-directed deviance was fully mediated by perceived organisational
support. Furthermore, LMX was found to be a full mediating variable on the
relationships of informational justice, interpersonal justice and workplace deviance.

Regarding the relationship between trust in organization and deviant
behaviour at work, Dirks and Ferrin (2002) found from their meta-analysis that trust
in leadership was negatively related with intent to quit. Similarly, Thau et al. (2007)
conducted a study to investigate the effects of organizational trust on antisocial
behaviour at work. The findings indicated that organisational trust was negatively
related to antisocial behaviour in the work among care-giving employees in the
Midwestern United States. Colquitt, Scott and LePine (2011) conducted a meta-
analysis of 132 independent samples to examine the effect of trust variables and both
risk taking on job performance. They reported a significant and negative relationship
between organisational trust variables and counterproductive behaviour.

With regards to effects of organisational politics and DWBs, Bodla and
Danish (2011) conducted a study to test their hypothesis that social exchange
perceptions moderate the relationship between perceptions of organisational politics
and antisocial behaviour among 577 executives from variety organisations in
Pakistan including manufacturing organisations, financial services organisations and
telecommunication organisations. The study revealed a significant positive
relationship between perceptions of organisational politics and antisocial behaviour.

Rashid, Saleem, and Rashid (2012) also investigated the mediating role of job stress
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and job satisfaction on the influence of perceived organizational politics on
workplace deviance that was operationalized as theft and intention to quit. The study
was carried out among 145 employees from variety organizations in Pakistan. The
study found a significant positive relationship between organizational politics and
employee theft. But there was no significant relationship between organizational
politics and intention to quit. It was also found that both job stress and low job
satisfaction fully mediated the relationship between organizational politics and
workplace deviant behaviour (i.e. employee theft).

While several studies have been conducted to examine the effects of
organizational factors in explaining deviant behaviour at work, one major gap in the
literature concerns the need to clarify the influence of organizational formal control
on workplace deviance. In other words, despite the aforementioned empirical studies
on the role of organizational factors in predicting deviant behaviour, literatures
indicate that limited studies have been carried out to empirically test the influence of
organizational formal control on deviant workplace behaviour. Even if any, such
studies were limited to examining specific types of workplace deviant behaviours
such as employee absenteeism and theft at the workplace. Hence, considering
specific types of workplace deviant behaviours will not allow better understanding of
the variety of deviant behaviours employees engage in at work.

In sum the evidence regarding influence of organizational factors, especially
organizational formal control on deviant workplace behaviour is inconclusive (de
Lara et al., 2006; Hollinger & Clark, 1982; Kura et al., 2013a). One explanation for

why the findings were inconclusive across numerous studies is that boundary
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conditions exist, such that theorized relationship between organizational formal

control and deviant workplace behaviour are contingent upon certain factors.

2.2.4.3 Group Factors

Previous research has shown that group factors, such as group size and group
cohesiveness, among others can play a significant role in predicting workplace
criteria, particularly deviant workplace behaviour. For example Hgigaard,
Safvenbom, and Tgnnessen (2006) extended research on group dynamics to the
soccer industry by investigating the relationship between group cohesion, group
norms, and perception of social loafing among 118 junior soccer players from 12
separate teams in Norway. Multiple regression analysis showed that group cohesion
and group norms were negatively related to perceived social loafing among the
soccer players. Similarly, Robinson and O'Leary-Kelly (1998) conducted a cross-
level field study to investigate the moderating role of dissatisfaction with group
members on the influence of work groups on antisocial behaviour among 187
employees from 35 different groups in Midwestern United States organizations.
Consistent with social learning theory (Bandura, 1977b, 1978b) and social
information processing theory (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978), results of hierarchical
regression analysis showed that antisocial behaviour exhibited by work group
significantly influences individual members of the workgroup to engage in antisocial
behaviour. It was also found that this relationship was moderated by dissatisfaction

with group members.
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Taken all together, the findings of most of these studies consistently indicate
that group characteristics exert considerable influence on work-related attitudes and
behaviours. Hence, it is quite reasonable to deduce that group characteristics (e.g.,
group cohesion and group norms) are significant predictors of deviant behaviours in
the workplace. Furthermore, while studies have examined the effect of group
characteristics on work-related attitudes and behaviours, few researches investigated
how different group norms dimensions (i.e., injunctive norms and descriptive norms)
explain broad categories of deviant behaviour at work. Drawing on Bandura’s social
learning theory (1977b, 1978Db), the present study attempts to address this gap in the

literature by explicitly modeling the influence of workgroup norms on DWBs.

2.2.4.4 Job Factors

A number of job factors have been linked to workplace deviant behaviours,
including job stress (Bowling & Eschleman, 2010; Fox et al., 2001; Omar et al.,
2011; Penney & Spector, 2005; Salami, 2010; Taylor & Kluemper, 2012; Tucker et
al., 2009b), job attitudes (Bowling, 2010; Judge, Scott, & llies, 2006b), dimensions
of human resource practices such as and job description, job security, and internal
career opportunities (Arthur, 2011; Benjamin & Samson, 2011; Probst, Stewart,
Gruys, & Tierney, 2007; Reisel, Probst, Chia, Maloles, & Koénig, 2010; Shamsudin,
Subramaniam, & lIbrahim, 2011), among others. In particular, Reisel, Probst, Chia,
Maloles and Konig (2010) conducted a study to investigate the effects of job
insecurity on job satisfaction, organizational citizenship behaviour, deviant

behaviour, and negative emotions among 320 managers in United States. The
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Structural Equation Modelling results showed a significant negative relationship
between job insecurity and job satisfaction. It was also found that job insecurity has
significant, direct and indirect effects on workplace deviant behaviour,
organizational citizenship behaviour and negative emotions among U. S. managers.

Meanwhile, Fox, Spector and Miles (2001) investigated the moderating effect
of job control (autonomy) on the relationship between job-related stressors
(interpersonal conflict and organizational constraints) and perceived organizational
justice on counterproductive work behaviours among 292 employees from a variety
of organizations in Southern and Central Florida, U.S.A. Multiple regression analysis
showed that job stressors and perceived injustice were significant predictors of
counterproductive work behaviours. It was also found that job control did not
moderate the relationship between job-related stressors and counterproductive work
behaviours. In another study, Shamsudin, Subramaniam, and Ibrahim (2011)
conducted a study to investigate the effects of human resource management practices
(i.e. job description, job security, performance appraisal and internal career
opportunities) on deviant workplace behaviour among 372 manufacturing employees
from the northern region of Malaysia. The results showed that job description, job
security, performance and internal career opportunities were negatively related with
deviant workplace behaviour. On the other hand, performance appraisal was not
significantly related to organizational deviance.

In summary, the above studies have made significant contributions to the
literature of workplace deviance by consistently demonstrating the significant effects

of job factors (e.g. job stress, job description, job security, performance appraisal and
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internal career opportunities) on workplace deviant behaviours. Yet one major
deficiency that is evident in the aforementioned studies is that they were mainly
carried out in the United States and Asia, paying less attention to the African
continent, particularly in Nigeria. Hence, further investigation of workplace deviance

Is needed in the Nigerian context.

2.2.5 Consequences of Workplace Deviance

Although most of the extant empirical studies on workplace deviance have focused
primarily on the antecedents of DWB, there is also a growing body of research on its
consequences. Several studies (Appelbaum, laconi, & Matousek, 2007; Harris &
Ogbonna, 2006; Lawrence & Robinson, 2007; Lim & Teo, 2009; Pearson & Porath,
2005) have demonstrated that workplace deviance has many negative consequences
for the organisation and its members. For example, Bowling and Beehr (1984)
conducted a meta-analytic study on the antecedents and consequences of workplace
harassment, which is specific form of deviant workplace behaviour on a total of 90
samples. They reported that victims of interpersonal workplace deviance (i.e., sexual
harassment) have a higher tendency to report lower levels of organisational
commitment, increased generic strains, depression, frustration, anxiety, burnout,
negative emotions at work and higher levels of physical symptoms.

In a study involving 335 schoolteachers from government and non-
government high schools in Australia Djurkovic et al., (1947) indicated that targets
of work-related harassment have a higher tendency to quit work. Bowling and Gruys

(2010) indicated that deviant workplace behaviour is positively associated with
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decreased employee productivity as well as loss of both existing and potential
customers. Relatedly, in a three-wave prospective study on the risk of turnover
among targets of workplace bullying

Hogh et al. (1992) reported a positive relationship between exposure to
bullying at work and turnover. Bartlett and Bartlett (2011) reported that targets of
interpersonal workplace deviance (i.e., bullying at work) have a higher tendency to
be involved in on-the-job drug use/abuse. In the Nigerian context, Imonikhe, Aluede
and Idogho (2012) investigated the perceptions of lecturers and students regarding
the incidents of sexual harassment in Nigerian tertiary institutions. They found that
the sexual harassment in Nigerian tertiary institutions is still prevalent and could
have negative impacts on students’ academic performance.

While the aforementioned empirical studies considered negative
consequences of workplace deviance for the well-being of organization and its
members, some researchers have demonstrated that consequences of DWB can also
be positive as well (Brief, Buttram, & Dukerich, 2001; Darley, 1995; Lawrence &
Robinson, 2007; Spreitzer & Sonenshein, 2004; Warren, 2003). In particular, Warren
(2003) contended that employee deviance can be associated with desirable
behaviours, such as functional disobedience and whistle blowing by members of an
audit firm. This is because they “reflects a desire to do things better or to “do good”
in the context of one’s organizational role” (Moorman, Blakely, & Niehoff, 1998, p.

8).

45



2.2.6 Empirical Studies on Workplace Deviance in Nigeria

Although many studies have been carried out to examine various factors that
influence individuals to engage in workplace deviant behaviours, empirical research
on workplace deviance especially in the Nigerian context is limited. Hence, there is a
need to further investigate workplace deviant behaviour so that the findings from the
studies can be generalized to the Nigerian context. For example, Babajide (2010)
conducted a study to investigate the influence of personal factors including work-
family life, commitment, job satisfaction, and general health on turnover intention
among 725 employees in Nigerian work organizations. Regression results revealed
that work-family life, organisational commitment, job satisfaction and general health
were significant predictors of employees’ turnover intention. Ejere (2010) included
356 teachers from 47 public primary schools in Uyo, Nigeria to examine the
relationship between job satisfaction, meaningfulness of work, and job stress on
absenteeism. Results showed that job stress, job satisfaction, and perceived
meaningfulness of work were significant predictors of employee absenteeism. In
another study, Fagbohungbe, Akinbode, and Ayodeji (2012a) conducted a study to
investigate whether there were significant gender differences in the occurrence of
workplace deviant behaviours. Six hundred and ninety six employees from various
public and private organizations in Nigeria participated in the study. Result of the
independent t-test revealed that the occurrence of workplace deviant behaviours at
both controlled work environment and less controlled work environment was higher

for men than for women. One possible explanation for this significant difference
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could be due to variation in personality traits, such as impulsivity, extroversion and
aggression-hostility. For example, men are more impulsive and under-controlled
than their women counterpart (Kogan, 1974; Lisak & Roth, 1988). Studies showed
that individuals with higher level of impulsivity have a higher tendency to engage in
DWaBs than those with lower level of impulsivity (Henle, 2005).

Meanwhile, in a study of bank employees in Nigeria, Benjamin and Samson
(2011) found that perceived inequality, perceived job insecurity, and tenure were
significant predictors of fraudulent intent, while gender was not related with
fraudulent intent. Salami (2010) also conducted a study to test whether negative
affectivity moderate the relationship between job stress and counterproductive work
behaviour among 422 teaching staff, randomly selected from five states in the south-
eastern Nigeria. Results revealed that gender, age, and tenure were significantly
related to counterproductive work behaviour and negative affectivity moderated the
relationship between job stress and counterproductive work behaviour. According to
Salami, a possible explanation for the moderator results could be that individuals
high in negative affectivity tend to use more counterproductive behaviour as a means
of neutralising job stressors. Hence, the findings suggest that an individual’s
personality may determine how he or she behaves under a stressful work
environment.

A study of 200 female media practitioners in Oyo State, Nigeria by Adeyemo
and Afolabi (2007) found that sexual harassment, job stress, emotional intelligence
and job satisfaction were significant predictors of withdrawal cognition. In another

study, Adebayo and Ogunsina (2011) conducted a study to investigate the relations
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between supervisory behaviour, job stress, job satisfaction and turnover intention
among 350 police personnel in Nigeria. Supervisory behaviour, job satisfaction and
job stress were found to be significant predictors of turnover intention. Similarly, in
a study conducted among 251 non-teaching staff of a public university in Ado EKkiti,
Nigeria, Adebayo and Nwabuoku (2008) showed that age was a significant predictor
of employee absenteeism, while education level, gender, conscientiousness and
perceived organisational support were not significant predictors of employee
absenteeism.

Amah (2013) examine the moderating effect of job role centrality and life
satisfaction on the relationship between job satisfaction and turnover intention
among 400 bank employees in Lagos, Nigeria. The findings of the study showed a
significant negative relationship between job satisfaction turnover intentions. The
results further revealed that life satisfaction and role centrality moderated the
relationship between job satisfaction turnover intentions. In a more recent study,
Mbah and Ikemefuna (2012) examine the effects of job satisfaction on the turnover
intention among 300 permanent employees of major petroleum marketing company
in Nigeria. As expected, the findings of the study showed that job satisfaction
reduces the likelihood of employees’ turnover.

In sum, although quite a number of empirical studies have been conducted on
workplace deviance or similar constructs in the Nigerian context, most of them did
not consider various forms of deviant behaviour; rather, they looked at specific types
of deviant behaviour at work such as absenteeism, withdrawal cognition, turnover

intention and fraudulent intention. Hence, this study incorporates Robinson and
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Bennett’s (1995) typology of workplace deviance to examine the moderating effect
of self-regulatory efficacy on the relationship among organisational formal controls,
perceived group norms and workplace deviance. This is because Robinson and
Bennett’s (1995) typology is broader, most widely accepted and it is much suitable

in the Nigerian context.

2.3 Organizational Formal Control

Organizational formal control can be defined from at least three different
perspectives, namely: marketing perspective, accounting perspective and human
resource management perspective. From the marketing perspective, organizational
formal control has been defined by Jaworski (1988) as “attempts by management or
other stakeholders within the organization to influence the behaviour and activities
of marketing personnel to achieve desired outcomes” (p.24). From the accounting
perspective, organisational formal control has been defined as “all the devices
managers use to ensure that the behaviours and decisions of people in the
organization are consistent with the organization’s objectives and strategies”
(Merchant, 1998, p. 2). Taking human resource management perspective, Vardi and
Weitz (2004) defined formal control system as “physical or procedural entities
within the workplace designed specifically to reduce the occurrence of events judged
to be detrimental to the organization” (pp. 38-39). While the first two perspectives of
organizational formal controls are equally important, yet the present study adopts
human resource management perspective as operational definition because this work

focuses on human resource management practices.
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A comprehensive review of literature on management control indicates that
organizational formal control is a multidimensional construct consisting of at least
two components or dimensions (Anderson & Oliver, 1987; Cardinal, Sitkin, & Long,
2004; Cravens, Ingram, LaForge, & Young, 1993; Davila, 2005; Jaworski, 1988;
Joshi & Randall, 2001; Kirsch, 1996, 1997; Merchant, 1985, 1998; Oliver &
Anderson, 1995; Ouchi, 1979; Snell, 1992). For example, Anderson and Oliver
(1987) identified two dimensions of organizational control systems: outcome-based
control system and behaviour-based control system. As the name implies, outcome-
based control is the component of organizational formal control that is typically
characterized by monitoring the efforts of employees with a very little managerial
contact (Anderson & Oliver, 1987; Oliver & Anderson, 1994). On the other hand, a
behaviour-based control is the component of organizational formal control
characterized by high levels of monitoring, directing and evaluating of employee’s
behaviour (Anderson & Oliver, 1987; Oliver & Anderson, 1995).

In a similar vein, Ouchi (1979) identified three components of organizational
control: market control, bureaucratic control, and clan control. Market control refers
to the component of organisational control that is based on the use of external market
mechanisms such as price, market share, and competition for effective decision
making (Cangarli & Delen, 2012). Bureaucratic control is typically based on close
personal supervision, direction and putting rules by the management to regulate
employees’ actions. On the other hand, clan control refers to the component of

organisational control that is informal in nature and it is exercised by individuals
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who are interrelated and interdependent, such as traditional societies, religious
bodies, labour unions and professional bodies (Kirsch, 1996; Ouchi, 1979, 1980).

Merchant’s (1985, 1998) typology of control also differentiates along three
components of organizational formal control: personnel control, action control, and
results control. Personnel control is a process that ensures personal objectives of
individual members of the organization are in line with those of the organization.
Action control refers to mechanisms that influence individual members of the
organization by specifying the behaviours they ought to engage in the workplace.
Results found that control is a process that influences individual members of the
organization by evaluating the outcomes of their actions. Meanwhile, Jaworski
(1988) classified organizational control systems into three components: input
controls, process controls, and output controls. Input controls refer to measurable
actions employed by organisations before the implementation of an activity
(Jaworski, 1988). This type of formal control is exercised through various forms of
resource allocation, which include budgeting, recruitment and selection procedures
and manpower development programs, among others (Flamholtz et al., 1985; Otley,
1999; Waterhouse & Tiessen, 1978). Process controls focus on directing employees
by specifying the methods and procedures to be employed in carrying out tasks,
while output control focus on directing employees by specifying output goals and
standards to be achieved for a given tasks (Ramaswami, 1996).

This present study adopts the typology of management control proposed by
Anderson and Oliver (1987) for several reasons. Firstly, this typology of

management control is not only applicable in marketing discipline but also in other
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related fields, particularly, human resource management. Secondly, this typology is
sufficient enough as it taps various management control practices.

Empirical support for the relationship between organizational formal control
and workplace deviant behaviour is limited. Specifically, some of these studies
focused on a single component of formal control as the predictor of workplace
deviant behaviours, while some other studies focused on multiple components of
formal control as the antecedents of workplace deviant behaviours (Bello &
Gilliland, 1997; Challagalla & Shervani, 1996; Evans, Landry, Po-Chien, &
Shaoming, 2007; Fang, Evans, & Zou, 2005; Flamholtz et al., 1985; Khakwani,
Aslam, Ashraf, Javad, & Shabbir, 2012; Kwok, Au, & Ho, 2005; Miao & Evans,
2012; Niehoff & Paul, 2000; Wang, Dou, & Zhou, 2012).

Additionally, most of the few existing studies on the relationship between
organizational formal control and workplace deviant behaviour have considered
specific types of DWBs and their results were conflicting. For example, de Lara,
Tacoronte, and Ding (2006) conducted a study to test their hypothesis that formal
control system would negatively reduce cyberloafing 758 non-teaching staff from
public university in Spain. The hypothesis was tested using a Structural Equation
Modeling (SEM) and received empirical support that formal control system plays a
significant role in minimizing cyberloafing (i.e. when an employee perceived that
management exercises strong control over organizational activities, he/she is less
likely to engage in cyberloafing, defined as personal use of internet services by an

employee during work hours).
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In another study Hollinger and Clark (1982) adopted a cross-sectional
research design to examine the effects of formal management sanctions along with
informal co-workers’ sanctions on workplace deviance among 9,175 employees from
47 different organizations in United States. The standardized regression coefficients
and path analysis showed that perception of formal management sanctions was
negatively related to deviant behaviour, defined as employee theft. In a related study,
Detert, Trevifio, Burris, and Andiappan (2007), and Vardi and Weitz (2001) found
that process controls had a significant inverse relationship with workplace deviance.
On the other hand, process control in form of supervisory guidance was not found to
be a significant predictor of deviant behaviour (Dineen, Lewicki, & Tomlinson,
2006).

In another study, Parilla et al.(1988) employed a triangulation approach to
examine the effects of organisational control on deviant workplace behaviour among
9,175 employees in a variety of work organisations in U.S. Results of quantitative
study showed that organisational control in retail industry had a significant negative
association with employee theft. Relatedly, Robertson and Anderson’s (1993) study
showed no significant relationship between sales force control (i.e. a process of
monitoring, supervising and compensating employee) and ethical behaviour was
found. Recently in a study conducted by Kura et al. (2013a) organizational formal
control, conceptualized as perceived outcomes control was not significant predictor
of deviant behaviour at work.

Taken together, while the above studies have made substantial contributions

to the organizational behaviour literature by empirically demonstrating the influence
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of organizational formal controls on various work-related attitudes and behaviours,
the findings of these studies are mixed. Several reasons may account for the
conflicting findings. Firstly, organizational formal controls were operationalized
differently across these studies. Secondly, most of these studies did not capture the
effects of contingency variables on the relationship between organizational formal
controls and workplace deviance, because as noted by Jaworski (1988), the
effectiveness of various control mechanisms may be contingent upon internal and
external contingency variables. Hence, this suggests introducing a potential
moderator towards better understanding the relationship between organizational
formal controls and workplace deviance. Furthermore, as we noted earlier in chapter
one, apart from organizational formal control, perceived group norm is another
important factor that has been studied by organizational researchers and practitioners
alike because of its significant role in determining employee behaviour. Hence, the

next section covers a review of literature on perceived group norms.

2.4 Perceived Group Norms

Every group develops norms; some conventions, habits, customs and/or expectations
that regulate the behaviour of its members (Parks, 2004). A group norm is defined
as established rules that determine acceptable and unacceptable behaviour in a group
(Levi, 2011). This definition implies that workgroup norms perform regulatory and
survival functions; for these reasons alone they have strong influence on employee

behaviour (Parks, 2004).
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Theoretical discussions and empirical studies have suggested that perceived
group norm is a multidimensional construct that is comprised of two different
dimensions: injunctive norms and descriptive norms (Ajzen, 1985, 1991; Borsari &
Carey, 2003; Christensen et al., 2004; Cialdini, Reno, & Kallgren, 1990; Larimer,
Turner, Mallett, & Geisner, 2004; Manning, 2009; Rivis & Sheeran, 2003).
Injunctive norms refer to the kind of behaviours that most members of the group
approve or disapprove (Cialdini et al., 1990; Schultz, Nolan, Cialdini, Goldstein, &
Griskevicius, 2007). On the other hand, descriptive norms refer to the kind
behaviours that most members of the group do in a given situation irrespective of its
appropriateness (Borsari & Carey, 2003; Burger & Shelton, 2011; Forward, 2009;
Rivis & Sheeran, 2003).

Some researchers adopted a multidimensional perspective of workgroup
norms to examine the unique effect of each dimension on either specific or generic
workplace deviance.(e.g., Cialdini et al., 1990; Reno, Cialdini, & Kallgren, 1993).
For example, in their study, Cialdini et al. (1990) found that the relative effect of
injunctive norms on anti-social behaviour (i.e., littering) was stronger than the effects
of descriptive norms. Similar finding was reported by Reno et al. (1993). They
found that the effect of injunctive norms on littering behaviour was quite stronger
than that of descriptive norms. In a sample of 582 Greek students from a large West
coast university, Larimer et al. (2004) found that both descriptive and injunctive
norms exerted significant influence on alcohol-related behaviour, with injunctive

norms having a stronger effect than descriptive norms.
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Conversely, Godin and Kok (1996) reported that the relative effect of
descriptive norms on anti-social behaviour (e.g., alcohol use) was stronger than the
effects of injunctive norms. They reasoned that this is because injunctive norms were
contingent upon the behaviour in question and the circumstances under which the
norm was evoked. In a sample of 624 undergraduate students from two large mid-
western universities in the USA, Cho (2006) also found that the influence of
descriptive norms on college students’ alcohol consumption was stronger than both
campuses and everyday college life injunctive norms. He argued that this is because
injunctive norms were less critical in influencing everyday college behaviour.

Several studies have been conducted on the perception of group norms in
different organisational settings. Although there is abundant empirical research
linking the perception of group norms with deviant workplace behaviour, findings
are mixed. This suggests that further studies are needed to better understand this
relationship. Meanwhile, some of the many empirical studies investigate the effects
of workgroup norms on DWBs. For instance, Elek, Miller-Day and Hecht (2006)
showed that group norm significantly predicted substance use/abuse by adolescent.
Research also showed that group member absence for the next academic calendar
was positively associated with group members’ absence norms (Kivlighan,
Kivlighan, & Cole, 2012). On the contrary, Vaé&néanen et al. (2008) showed that
permissive absence norm was not a significant predictor of sickness absence
behaviour.

Furthermore, Smith and McSweeney (2007) reported that attitudes, perceived

behaviour control, injunctive norms, moral norms and past behaviour were
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significant predictors of donating intentions to charitable organisations. However,

descriptive norm was not found to be a significant predictor.

2.5 Self-Regulatory Efficacy

Self-regulatory efficacy has been defined as individual’s belief in their capacity to
regulate and control thoughts, feelings, motivation and behaviour for attaining of
goals (Bandura, 1986, 1993; Zimmerman, Bandura, & Martinez-Pons, 1992). Self-
regulatory efficacy is regarded as a cognitive resource as well as situation-specific
construct that differs among individuals (Bandura, 1982). Specifically, according to
Bandura (1977a) “people who regard themselves as highly efficacious act, think, and
feel differently from those who perceive themselves as inefficacious. They produce
their own future, rather than simply foretell it” (p. 395).

Based on the literature, self-regulatory efficacy is a well established factor
that exerts a significant influence on variety of behaviours, including technology
adoption behaviour (Igbaria & livari, 1995; Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998), career
choice behaviour (Betz & Hackett, 2006; Mau, 2000), newcomers' adjustments to
organizations (Saks, 1995), and group performance (Hoyt, Murphy, Halverson, &
Watson, 2003; Katz-Navon & Erez, 2005). Furthermore, self-regulatory efficacy was
negatively related to deviant behaviour (Caprara et al., 2002; Caprara et al., 1998).
Thus, individuals with high levels of self-regulatory efficacy are less likely to engage
in behaviours that violate significant organisational norms than those with lower
levels of self-regulatory efficacy. Despite these empirical studies on the role of self-

regulatory efficacy in explaining variety of individuals’ behaviours, however, only a
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few numbers of studies have been conducted to examine the self-regulatory efficacy
as a potential moderator on the relationships between behavioural outcomes and their
predictors. As such, this call for additional empirical work on the moderating role of
self-regulatory efficacy on the relationship between organisational formal controls
and DWBs, as well as perceived group norms -DWBs relationships so as to better
understand the predicting role of the said construct.

In this study, self-regulatory efficacy was incorporated as moderator to see if
this construct plays a significant role in strengthening the negative effect of
organisational formal controls on deviant behaviour at work as well as reducing the
positive influence of perceived group norms on DWBs. In a meta-analytic study of
the unique contribution of self-efficacy on work-related performance, Judge and
colleagues (2007) recommended that future research can go beyond examining self-
efficacy as a mediator. “Specifically, although self-efficacy traditionally has been
examined as a mediator of individual differences, a promising area for future
research is to examine the role of self-efficacy as a moderator” (Judge et al., 2007, p.
118). This is because examining self-efficacy as a moderator could increase
researchers’ theoretical understanding and provide them with empirical evidence on

how self-efficacy might be a potential moderator.

2.6 Gaps in the Literature

From the literature review, several conclusions can be drawn. Firstly, the present
study examines the moderating role of self-regulatory efficacy on the relationship

between (1) organisational formal controls and deviant workplace behaviour, and (2)
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the relationships between perceived group norms and DWBs. A number of predictors
of deviant workplace behaviour have been identified in the literature. To date, some
of predictors of DWBs have been studied include perceived organizational justice
(Aquino et al., 1999; Colquitt et al., 2001; Near & Miceli, 2013; Shao et al., 2013),
perceived organizational support (Eder & Eisenberger, 2008; Ferris et al., 2009;
O'Reilly & Chatman, 1986), psychological contract breach (Bandura, 1982; Jensen et
al., 2010; Restubog et al., 2007; Tenenhaus, 2008; Zhao et al., 2007), and leadership
styles, among others (Hershcovis et al., 2007; Shamsudin et al., 2012b).

Despite these empirical studies, literatures indicate that very few studies have
looked at the effects of organizational formal control on deviant workplace
behaviours. Even if there are studies on control and workplace deviant behaviour, the
studies were limited to examining specific types of workplace deviant behaviours
such as employee absenteeism and theft at the workplace. 1975). Hence, in order to
better understand variety of deviant behaviours employees engage in at work, this
study intends to assess the influence of organisational formal controls and perceived
group norms on broader construct of deviant workplace behaviour rather than the
specific types.

Secondly, a comprehensive review of literatures indicate that there are
inconsistent findings regarding the relationship between organizational formal
control on deviant workplace behaviours (e.g., de Lara et al., 2006; Hollinger &
Clark, 1982; Kura et al., 2013a) as well as the direction of perceived group norms
and DWaBs relationship (e.g., Elek et al., 2006; Smith et al., 2007; Vaananen et al.,

2008).
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In order to better understand the underlying causes of DWBs, this study
intends to assess the organisational factors, group related factors and well as
situation-specific by incorporating self-regulatory efficacy as a moderator on the
relationship between organisational formal controls, perceived group norms and
deviant workplace behaviour, By doing so, this study aims to better understand and
explain the predicting factors of deviant workplace behaviour among academics in
the Nigerian universities located in the North-west Geo-political zone.

Overall, the study incorporates organisational formal controls, consisting of
perceived behaviour control and perceived outcome control, as well as perceived
group norms, encompassing perceived descriptive norms and perceived injunctive
norms as the independent variables. Deviant workplace behaviour is evaluated in
terms of behaviour that violates significant organizational norms as the dependent
variables in the study. Finally, self-regulatory efficacy is included as a moderator to
better explain and understand the influence of each dimension in organisational

formal controls and perceived descriptive norms on deviant workplace behaviour.

2.7 Conceptual Framework

Based on the prior empirical evidences and theoretical gaps identified in the
preceding sections, a conceptual framework for this study was developed illustrating
the role of self-regulatory efficacy moderator variable on (1) perceived formal
controls-DWBs relationship; (2) workgroup norms - DWBs relationship as depicted
in Figure 3.1. Two dimensions of workplace deviance, namely, organisational

deviance and interpersonal deviance are the dependent variables in this study. The
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independent variables are organisational formal control and perceived group norms,
each having two dimensions: perceived descriptive norms/injunctive norms and
perceived behaviour control/perceived outcome control, respectively. In addition, the
present study suggests self-regulatory efficacy as a potential moderator variable on
the relationship between organisational formal controls, workgroup norms and

deviant workplace behaviour.
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Figure 3.1
Conceptual Framework

2.8 Underpinning Theory

The buffering role of self-regulatory efficacy on perceived formal controls-DWBs
relationship, as well as workgroup norms - DWBs relationship can be explained
from various perspectives. Hence, main underpinning theories used to explain the
above research framework are: organisational control theory, social learning theory

and self-efficacy theory.
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2.8.1 Organisational Control Theory

Organisational control theory provides some theoretical underpinnings to support the
relationship between organisational formal controls and DWBs. Organisational
control theory (Flamholtz et al., 1985; Jaworski, 1988; Ouchi, 1979; Snell, 1992)
suggests that formal control designed and implemented by an organization should
theoretically be able to regulate individual’s behaviour in the workplace through
monitoring, directing and rewarding system. In other words, Organisational control
theory postulates that deviant workplace behaviours can be minimize by formal
control instituted by an organisation through a series of policies and rules that
promote compliance.

Regarding the relationship between organisational formal controls and
DWABs, organizational control literature indicates that there is a general consensus
among the researchers that organisational control processes play an important role in
minimizing deviant behaviours in the organization. Additionally, support for the
organisational control theory has been found across a variety of life situations,
including salespersons' behavioural and performance outcomes (Miao & Evans,
2012; Miao, Evans, & Shaoming, 2007; Panagopoulos & Dimitriadis, 2009), deviant
behaviours at work (de Lara et al., 2006; Hollinger & Clark, 1982; Kwok et al.,
2005), and asymmetric information problem in corporate governance (O'Sullivan,
2000),

In particular, Ramaswami (1996) found that behaviour control has a
significant negative influence on dysfunctional behaviour at work. Similarly, Dekker
and Barling (1998) found that perceived behaviour control was negatively associated
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with individual’s predisposition to engage in interpersonal DWBs (i.e., sexual
harassment at work. Choi et al.’s (2004) studied salespeople in Korea found that
perceived outcome control was a significant determinant of DWBO, such as ignoring
certain job-related activities simply because they were not monitored by supervisors.
Jaworski and Maclnnis’ (1989) empirical finding revealed that an increase in
outcome control reduces the likelihood of an individual to engage in deviant
workplace behaviour.

de Lara, Tacoronte, and Ding (2006) examined the extent to which behaviour
controls receive research support in minimizing deviant workplace deviance among
university lecturers in Spain. They found that deviant behaviour at work was
explained by the individual’s perception regarding behaviour control. Evans et al.
(2007) studied 293 U.S. salespeople and found that outcomes control leads to
desired outcomes, which can be can translated into decreased negative behaviours
such as problem solving and opportunism. In the same vein, Wang et al. (2012)
showed that outcomes control reduces interpersonal deviance (i.e., customer-directed
dysfunctional sales behaviours). A more recent study conducted by Kura, Shamsudin
and Chauhan (2013a) showed that behaviour control instituted by an organization
minimizes the likelihood of employees to engage in interpersonal deviant behaviour.

In line with the underlying proposition of organisational control theory that
formal control designed and implemented by an organization should theoretically be
able to regulate individual’s behaviour in the workplace, it is predicted that this
theory would provide a support for the relationship between organisational formal

controls and workplace deviance in the current context.
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2.8.2 Social Learning Theory

Social Learning Theory (SLT; Bandura, 1977b) is one of the most important
scientific contributions of the greatest living psychologist named Albert Bandura,
who served as the President of the American Psychological Association in 1970s.
Social learning theory postulates that individuals learn behaviour from their work
environment through observation, imitation, and modelling. Individuals observe their
work-based referent others behaving in various ways. These individuals’ work-based
referent others provide examples of certain behaviours to observe and imitate.

Social learning theory also suggests that an individual’s behaviour at work is
determined by perception regarding the kind of behaviours that most others do in a
social setting (i.e., perceived descriptive norms), and perception regarding the kind
of behaviours that most others approve or disapprove in a social setting (i.e.,
perceived injunctive norms). Social learning theory has demonstrated sound
predictive capacity across a variety of life situations, including career success (Allen,
Eby, Poteet, Lentz, & Lima, 2004; Lau & Shaffer, 1999), health-related behaviour
(Norman, 1991; Rosenstock, Strecher, & Becker, 1988), domestic violence (Mihalic
& Elliott, 1997; Murrell, Christoff, & Henning, 2007), pro-environmental behaviours
(Bhuian, Joonas, & Ruiz, 2007; Robertson & Barling, 2013), workplace deviant
behaviour (Baumgartner, Valkenburg, & Peter, 2011; Blanchard & Henle, 2008;
Crane & Platow, 2010; Dabney, 1995; Frone & Brown, 2010; Kura, Shamsudin, &
Chauhan, 2013c), and organizational citizenship behaviour (Ehrhart & Naumann,

2004; Vigoda-Gadot, Beeri, Birman-Shemesh, & Somech, 2007), among others.
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Specifically, in relation to deviant behaviours at work, Ames, Grube and
Moore (2000) hypothesized that when work-based referent others do not
accommodate the use of alcohol at work, individuals are less likely to use it in the
workplace. Blanchard and Henle (2008) reported that perceived injunctive norms
were positively related to minor cyberloafing. Frone and Brown (2010) investigated
the relationship between workplace substance-use norms and drug use at work. They
found a significant positive relationship between perceived descriptive norms and
drug use at work. Similarly, Crane and Platow (2010) reported that employees who
perceived that their referent others (e.g., co-workers/colleagues) engage in deviant
behaviours were more likely to engage in such deviant behaviours, including sexual
harassment and voicing discontent.

Along these same lines, research has shown that workplace deviant
behaviours may be explained by perceived group norms (e.g., Bamberger & Biron,
2007; Bobek, Hageman, & Kelliher, 2013; Henle, Reeve, & Pitts, 2010; Kura et al.,
2013c; Luna & Shih Yung, 2013). Given the relative support for social learning
theory across various life situations and the underlying principle of social learning
that individuals learn behaviour from their work-based referent others via
observation and imitation, it is predicted that this theory would provide a support for

the group norms—workplace deviance relationship.
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2.8.3 Self-Efficacy Theory

Self-Efficacy Theory (SET) is yet another scientific contribution of Albert Bandura.
Self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1986) postulates that self-efficacy beliefs exert
significant influence on all aspects of individual life including health-related
activities, work-related performance and educational activities. High self-efficacy
beliefs suggest that an individual has the capacity to engage in positive behaviour
and more likely to resist peer pressure to engage in negative behaviours. Conversely,
low self-efficacy beliefs indicate that an individual is less likely to perform positive
behaviour and more likely to engage in negative behaviours at works, such as theft,
absenteeism and lying against co-workers.

Ample research evidence supports self-efficacy theory as an underlying
principle for understanding work-related performance across various organizational
settings including technology adoption and usage behaviour (Hill, Smith, & Mann,
1987; Igbaria & livari, 1995; Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998; Suur-Inkeroinen &
Seppanen, 2011; Zhu, Sangwan, & Lu, 2010), career choice behaviour (Betz, 2000;
Betz & Hackett, 2006; Mau, 2000; Taylor & Betz, 1983), newcomers' adjustments to
organizations (Saks, 1995), group performance (Hoyt et al., 2003; Katz-Navon &
Erez, 2005; Villanueva & Sanchez, 2007; Watson, Chemers, & Preiser, 2001) and
deviant workplace behaviour, among others (Anandarajan & Simmers, 2005; Block,
2001; Caprara et al., 1998; Galperin, 2002; Vadera, Pratt, & Mishra, 2013).

In particular, extant empirical research has shown that self-efficacy belief is
negatively related to deviant behaviours. Individuals low in self-regulatory efficacy
and academic self-efficacy were more likely to engage in antisocial conduct and
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substance abuse (Caprara et al., 1998). Similarly, in the personality literature,
Caprara, Regalia, and Bandura (2002) suggested that students having a high sense of
self-regulatory efficacy may be less likely to engage in antisocial behaviours (e.g.,
fighting, violent conduct, vandalism, and/or used weapons) than for low self-
regulatory efficacy students.

In explaining the moderating role of self-requlatory efficacy on the
relationship among organisational formal controls, workgroup norms and DWBs
using principle underlying self- efficacy, the present study suggests that the extent to
which organisational formal controls and perceived group norms are able to
influence employees to engage in deviant behaviour vary, depending upon the level
of the individual’s self-regulatory efficacy. The stronger the individual's self-efficacy
beliefs to resist peer pressure the less likely he or she will engage in deviant
workplace behaviours. Given the empirical support for self- efficacy theory across
various organizational settings, it is proposed that this theory would provide an
empirical support for self-regulatory efficacy as a moderator variable on the relations

between organisational formal controls and workgroup norms and DWBs.

2.9 Hypotheses Development

In line with the theoretical justifications and prior empirical studies (e.g., Bandura,
1977b, 1986; Blanchard & Henle, 2008; Caprara et al., 1998; de Lara et al., 2006;
Ouchi, 1979), hypotheses for this study have been advanced for empirical testing and
validation. The present study has seven constructs, namely, perceived behaviour

control, perceived outcome control, perceived descriptive norms, and perceived
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injunctive norms as the independent variables, self-regulatory efficacy as the
moderating variable, interpersonal deviance (DWBI) and organisational deviance
(DWBO) as the dependent variables. Consequently, in this study, eighteen
hypotheses have been advanced for testing and validation, which were concerned

with relationships among the study variables.

2.9.1 Perceived Behaviour Control and DWBI

Anderson and Oliver (1987) proposed behaviour control as a significant determinant
of employee’s behaviour. Ramaswami (1996) and Jaworski and Young (1992)
asserted that behaviour control reduces the likelihood of employees engaging in
dysfunctional behaviour. Dekker and Barling (1998) showed that perceived that
behaviour control is negatively related to interpersonal deviance (i.e., sexual
harassment at work. Likewise, Kura, Shamsudin and Chauhan (2013a) found that
behaviour control instituted by an organization through high levels of monitoring,
directing, supervision and raising awareness among employees about what
constitutes deviant acts would likely to motivate them to refrain from deviant
behaviour directed at individuals.

To better understand the relationship between perceived behaviour control
and interpersonal deviance, the present study borrows from organisational control
theory (Flamholtz et al., 1985; Jaworski, 1988; Ouchi, 1979; Snell, 1992). This
theory suggests that formal controls instituted by an organization are mechanisms
that appear to directly influence individual’s decision for interpersonal deviant

behaviour at work. It is argued that perceptions regarding the effectiveness of formal

69



controls in an organisation are also important in determining the individual’s
likelihood to engage in interpersonal deviance. Accordingly, the more an employee
perceives formal controls to be effective, the less likely he/she would engage in
deviant behaviour directed at individuals, and vice versa. Thus, the hypothesized
relationship between perceived behaviour control and interpersonal deviance is as
follows:

H1: There will be a negative relationship between perceived behaviour control

and DWBI.

2.9.2 Perceived Behaviour Control and DWBO

Researchers have also proposed that employees’ perception regarding behaviour
control may likely minimize their tendencies to engage in organisational deviance
(e.g., Anderson & Oliver, 1987; Oliver & Anderson, 1994). Indeed, organisational
control theory (Flamholtz et al., 1985; Jaworski, 1988; Ouchi, 1979; Snell, 1992)
supports this assertion. Organisational control theory postulates that formal control
instituted by an organization plays a significant role in regulating employee’s
behaviour at work. This is because individuals are generally hedonistic in nature,
such that they tend to follow organisational rules and regulations to avoid pain
(Carless, Wearing, & Mann, 2000; Higgins, 1998). Furthermore, previous research
supports the negative relationship between behaviour control and organisational
deviance (e.g., de Lara et al., 2006; Hollinger & Clark, 1982; Parilla et al., 1988;
Vardi & Wiener, 1996). In particular, Vardi and Wiener (1996) reported that

behaviour control systems, including performance appraisal, reward and disciplinary
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systems, and/or monitoring systems have a direct influence on individual’s
considerations whether to engage in or refrain from deviant behaviour at work. de
Lara et al. (2006) found a significant and relationship between behaviour control and
cyberloafing (i.e., organisational deviance) among non-teaching staff from a public

university in Spain. Thus, the following hypothesis is formulated:

H2:  There will be a negative relationship between perceived behaviour control

and DWBO.

2.9.3 Perceived Outcome Control and DWBI

Extant research has empirically supported a negative association between perceived
outcome control and interpersonal deviance at work, supporting control theory. For
example, drawing from a sample of 500 manufacturing firms from China, Wang et
al. (2012) showed that outcome-based control, characterized by monitoring the
efforts of employees with a very little managerial contact reduces interpersonal
deviance (i.e., customer-directed dysfunctional sales behaviours). Similarly, Arthur
(2011) suggested outcome-based control may be a significant predictor of
interpersonal deviant behaviors in organizations, such as sexual harassment, bullying

and incivility at work. Hence, the following hypothesis is formulated:

H3:  There will be a negative relationship between perceived outcome control and

DWBI.
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2.9.4 Perceived Outcome Control and DWBO

Previous research has supported a relationship between perceived outcome control
and DWBO (Choi et al., 2004; Jaworski & Maclnnis, 1989). In particular, Choi et
al.’s (2004) study found that perceived outcome control is related negatively to
organisational deviance (e.g., ignoring certain job-related activities simply because
they are not monitored by supervisors). Similarly, Jaworski and Maclnnis (JaworskKi
& Maclnnis, 1989) found that an increase in outcome control minimizes the
predisposition of an individual to engage in DWBO. Furthermore, this linkage
between outcome control and DWB is in line with control theory that formal control
instituted by organizations should able to reduce the propensity of individual to
engage in DWB (Jaworski, 1988; Ouchi, 1979). The aforementioned empirical

contributions, lead to the following hypothesis:

H4:  There will be a negative relationship between perceived outcome control and

DWBO.

2.9.5 Perceived Descriptive Norms and DWBI

Social learning theory (Bandura, 1977b, 1978b) postulates that an individual’s
behaviour is significantly influenced by observations and perceptions of what most
others do in a social setting. In line with the principle of social learning theory
(Bandura, 1977b, 1978b), Crane and Platow (2010) found that perceptions of what
most others do in group or social setting was an important factor in motivating

individuals to engage in deviant behaviours (e.g., sexual harassment and voicing
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discontent. In another study, Kura, Shamsudin and Chauhan (2013c) found a
significant and positive relationship between descriptive norms and DWBI. Taken
together, these studies suggest that perceived descriptive norms play a significant
role in explaining the occurrence of interpersonal deviance. These contributions, lead

to the following hypothesis:

H5:  There will be a positive relationship between perceived descriptive norms

and DWBI.

2.9.6 Perceived Descriptive Norms and DWBO

Cialdini et al. (1990) define descriptive norms as the kind of behaviours that most
members of the group exhibit in a given situation irrespective of its appropriateness.
Prior research supports a positive relationship between perceived descriptive norms
and DWBO (Brauer & Chaurand, 2010). For example, Dabney (1995) reported a
significant and positive relationship between perceived descriptive norms and drug
theft or use by employees. Similarly, in a more recent study conducted on the
relationship between workplace substance-use norms and employee substance use
and impairment among 2,430 U.S. workers, Frone and Brown (2010) reported a
significant positive relationship between perceived descriptive norms and DWBs
(i.e., alcohol and illicit drug use at work). These authors concluded that perceived
descriptive norms play an important role in predicting substance use among the U.S.

workforce. Therefore, the following hypothesis is advanced:
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H6:  There will be a positive relationship between perceived descriptive norms

and DWBO.

2.9.7 Perceived Injunctive Norms and DWBI

Social learning theory (Bandura, 1977b, 1978b) as well as theory of planned
behaviour (TPB; Ajzen, 1985, 1991) postulates that injunctive norms (i.e.,
perception of what most other approve or disapprove in a group) would influence the
behaviour of other group members. Consistent with these theories, prior studies
indicate that perceived injunctive norm is positively related to deviant behaviour at
work. For example, a longitudinal study by Baumgartner, Valkenburg, and Peter
(2011) reported that perceptions of what peers approve to be positively related to
risky sexual online behaviour. Similarly, in a more recent study, perceived injunctive
norm was found to be a significant predictor of interpersonal deviance (Kura,
Shamsudin, & Chauhan, 2013b). Based on the above empirical evidence, the
following hypothesis is advanced:

H7:  There will be a positive relationship between perceived injunctive norms and

DWBI.

2.9.8 Perceived Injunctive Norms and DWBO

Although perceived injunctive norm has been frequently identified as a factor
that can influence an individual’s behaviour, there is limited empirical research
focusing on broad categories of organisational deviance (e.g., Robinson & Bennett,

1995). In particular, Dabney (1995) found that perceived injunctive norms were
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positively related to drug theft and/or use by employees. Similarly, Ames, Grube and
Moore (2000) hypothesized that injunctive norm is positively related to workplace
drinking practices among employees in U.S. based industry. A study conducted by
Blanchard and Henle (2008) among 221 employed MBA students at a Southeastern
university showed that perceived injunctive norms were positively related to minor
cyberloafing. Frone and Brown’s (2010) study based on a sample of 2,829
employees from the U.S. public sector showed that injunctive norm significantly and
positively influences workplace substance use. Likewise, Henle, Reeve and Pitts
(2010) included 176 employed undergraduate business students to examine the
influence of what most others approve (i.e. injunctive norms) and stealing time at
work (defined as employees unnecessarily wasting time for personal matters during
their scheduled work hours). They showed that perceived injunctive norms were
positively related to intentions to engage in time theft. In view of the above, the

following hypothesis is advanced:

H8:  There will be a positive relationship between perceived injunctive norms and

DWBO.

2.9.9 Self-regulatory Efficacy as a Moderator on the Relationship between

Organisational Formal Controls and DWBs

The nature of the influence of organisational formal controls on DWBs is likely to
vary according to the level of self-regulatory efficacy. This section discuses the role

of self-regulatory efficacy as a moderator within the organisational formal control
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dynamics resulting in DWBs. Self-regulatory efficacy is defined as individuals'
beliefs in their capability to avoid social incitement for deviant workplace behaviour
as well as their beliefs in their capability to discern their emotional states, understand
their feelings toward others, and manage the expression of positive and negative
affect (Bandura et al., 2003). Self-regulatory efficacy is a well-established factor that
exerts a significant influence on a variety of behaviours including technology
adoption behaviour (Igbaria & livari, 1995; Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998), career
choice behaviour (Betz & Hackett, 2006; Mau, 2000), newcomers' adjustments to
organizations (Saks, 1995), group performance (Hoyt et al., 2003; Katz-Navon &
Erez, 2005) and deviant behaviour, among others (Chavarria, Stevens, Jason, &
Ferrari, 2012; Tucker et al., 2009a). According to Bandura (1992), perceived self-
efficacy is an important consideration in understanding the levels of motivation and
performance accomplishments because it is able to shape the way individuals feel,
think, and behave.

Indeed, there is substantial and strong evidence in workplace deviance
literature shows that lack of personal control (e.g., self-regulatory efficacy) lead
individuals to engage in deviant workplace behaviours (Christian & Ellis, 2011;
Cretu & Burcas, 2014; Gino, Schweitzer, Mead, & Ariely, 2011; Kura et al., 2013b;
Prasad, Lim, & Chen, 2010; Tyler, 2009). In particular, Caprara, Regalia, and
Bandura (2002) showed in a longitudinal study that students having a high sense of
self-requlatory efficacy may have low predisposition to engage in antisocial
behaviours (e.g., fighting, violent conduct, vandalism, and/or used weapons).

Relatedly, Bandura, Caprara, Barbaranelli, Pastorelli, and Regalia (2001) found a
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significant and negative relationship between perceived self-regulatory efficacy and
transgressive conduct, defined as detrimental behaviours, including interpersonal
breaches, verbal and physical assaults. Recently, Kura et al. (2013b) showed that
self-regulatory efficacy related negatively with DWBI and DWBO.

The present study draws on Bandura’s self-efficacy theory (1986) to advance
the argument that self-regulatory efficacy might moderate the relationship between
organisational formal controls on DWBs. The core tenet of the self-efficacy theory
is that individuals low in of self-requlatory efficacy is more likely to engage in
DWBs whenever they get opportunity to do so. Theoretically, self-regulatory
efficacy might moderate the relationship between organisational formal controls on
DWABs in several ways. Firstly, effortful control abilities such as self-regulatory
efficacy may be able to override individuals automatic tendencies toward deviant
behaviour at work (Wilkowski & Robinson, 2008), because individuals with high
levels of self-regulatory efficacy think positively and hedonistic in nature than those
with low levels of self-regulatory efficacy (Caprara & Steca, 2005).

Secondly, self-regulatory efficacy is expected to moderate the relationship
between organisational formal controls and workplace deviance because individuals
low in self-regulatory efficacy tend to be aggressive, and they find it hard to
internalise their negative feelings or behaviours (Caprara, Vecchione, Barbaranelli,
& Alessandri, 2013; Eisenberg et al., 2001). They also tend to resist organizational
rules and regulations and find it hard to conform (Henle, 2005). As such, their

disregard of organizational rules and regulations, make DWBs a viable response to
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formal control instituted by their organisations. The foregoing contributions lead to

the following hypotheses:

H9:

H10:

H11:

H12:

Self-regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship between perceived
behaviour control and interpersonal deviance. Specifically, this relationship is
stronger (i.e. more negative) for individuals with high self-regulatory efficacy
than it is for individuals with low self-regulatory efficacy.

Self-regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship between perceived
behaviour control and organisational deviance. Specifically, this relationship
is stronger (i.e. more negative) for individuals with high self-regulatory
efficacy than it is for individuals with low self-regulatory efficacy.
Self-regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship between perceived
outcome control and interpersonal deviance. Specifically, this relationship is
stronger (i.e. more negative) for individuals with high self-regulatory efficacy
than it is for individuals with low self-regulatory efficacy.

Self-regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship between perceived
outcome control and organisational deviance. Specifically, this relationship is
stronger (i.e. more negative) for individuals with high self-regulatory efficacy

than it is for individuals with low self-regulatory efficacy.

2.9.10 Moderating Effects of Self-Regulatory Efficacy on the Relationship

between Perceived Group Norms and DWBs

The present study also hypothesized that the positive relationship between perceived

group norms and deviant behaviour at work is contingent upon the level of
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individual’s self-regulatory efficacy. Hence, the process through which self-
regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship between the dimensions of perceived
group norm and DWBs can be understood from self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1986)
as well as extant empirical studies. Drawing on principle underlying self efficacy
(Bandura, 1978a, 1997), self-regulatory efficacy serves several purposes. Firstly,
when individuals find themselves in a web of group influence, self-regulatory
efficacy help them to achieve compliance with significant organisational norms and
in so doing keep them away from engaging in deviant workplace behaviours.
Secondly, self-efficacy theory suggests that self-regulatory efficacy may contribute
to the regulation of behaviours and/or fostering prosocialness and adherence to moral
self-sanctions for dysfunctional behaviour (Bandura, 1978a, 1986; Bandura et al.,
2001).

Additionally, according to the moderator model, the positive relationship
between perceived group norms and DWBs should be a function of the level of self-
regulatory efficacy. This suggests that individuals with high level of self-regulatory
efficacy may overpower the influence of workgroup members, because they are able
to influence things despite situational constraints (Speier & Frese, 1997). On the
other hand, individuals with low level of self-regulatory efficacy may succumb to the
workgroup members’ pressure towards deviant behaviour at work. Thus, the mod-
erator effect of self-regulatory efficacy implies that the relationship between
perceived group norms and DWBs should be weaker for individuals with high level

of self-regulatory efficacy than it is for individuals with low level of self-regulatory
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efficacy. Therefore, from the preceding discussion, the following hypotheses are

advanced.

H13:

H14:

H15:

H16:

Self-regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship between perceived
descriptive norm and interpersonal deviance. Specifically, this relationship is
weaker (i.e. less positive) for individuals with high self-regulatory efficacy
than it is for individuals with low self-regulatory efficacy.

Self-regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship between perceived
descriptive norm and organisational deviance. Specifically, this relationship
is weaker (i.e. less positive) for individuals with high self-regulatory efficacy
than it is for individuals with low self-regulatory efficacy.

Self-regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship between perceived
injunctive norm and interpersonal deviance. Specifically, this relationship is
weaker (i.e. less positive) for individuals with high self-regulatory efficacy
than it is for individuals with low self-regulatory efficacy.

Self-regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship between perceived
injunctive norm and organisational deviance. Specifically, this relationship is
weaker (i.e. less positive) for individuals with high self-regulatory efficacy

than it is for individuals with low self-regulatory efficacy.
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2.10 Summary of Chapter

This chapter has critically reviewed the literature on workplace deviance,
organizational formal control, perceived group norms and self-regulatory efficacy. In
particular, a review of the literature indicates that the antecedents of workplace
deviant behaviour can be classified into four categories: individual factors,
organizational factors, group factors, and job factors. Scientific evidence provides
support for the relationship between organizational formal controls, workgroup
norms and DWBs (de Lara et al., 2006; Elek et al., 2006; Kivlighan et al., 2012;
Parilla et al., 1988). However, the results of these studies are far from conclusive,
which suggests the need for introducing a moderator variable on the relationships.
Hence, self-regulatory efficacy is proposed as a potential moderator to determine

whether it will change or strengthen the relationships.
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CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction

This chapter describes the method employed to collect data for the present study.
Specifically, the chapter covers the nature and the philosophy of the study, research
framework, underpinning theory, hypotheses development, research design,
operational definition of variables, measurement of variables, population of the
study, sampling, data collection procedures and proposed techniques of data

analysis.

3.2 Research Philosophy

Research philosophy, also known as research paradigm, is defined by Guba and
Lincoln (1994) as the “basic belief system or world view that guides the
investigation” (p.105). Research philosophy can be classified into two major
categories, namely, positivist paradigm and interpretive paradigm (Bryman & Bell,
2007; Myers, 2009, 2013). Positivist paradigm, also called the scientific paradigm, is
a philosophical contribution of a French philosopher Auguste Comte (1798-1857)
(Koval, 2009; Mack, 2010; Moore, 2010). The doctrine of positivism has been the
most widely practiced research paradigm in social sciences (Neuman, 2011).
Positivists believe that social reality can be studied independent of the researcher

(Scotland, 2012). Positivists also assume that social life can be represented
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quantitatively using correlation and experimentation to determine cause-and-effect
relationships between variables (Creswell, 2009).

Taken together, positivists employ deductive inquiry (Tashakkori & Teddlie,
1998), which aims to test hypotheses that reflect causal relationships between
variables that are based on theories and empirical evidence (Bryman & Bell, 2007;
Creswell, 2009; Deshpande, 1983; Perlesz & Lindsay, 2003). Furthermore, the major
goal of deductive research is to draw conclusions that are generalizable, which also
allow a revision of theory (Bryman & Bell, 2007; Deshpande, 1983). In summary,
Neuman (2011) describes positivists as researchers that advocate value-free science,
seeks precise quantitative measures, tests causal theories with statistics, and believes
in the importance of replicating studies.

In contrast, interpretive paradigm, also known as anti-positivist or
constructivist, is a philosophical underpinning of a German philosopher and
mathematician, Edmund Husserl (1859-. 1938) (Mack, 2010; Willis, 2007). Unlike
the positivist paradigm, interpretive philosophical approach assumes that human
social life can be qualitatively studied through an array of means including direct
observation, interviews, and case studies, among others (Neuman, 2011).
Furthermore, interpretivists view social reality as subjective and socially constructed,
with both researchers and participants interacting to understand a phenomenon from
an individual’s perspective (Creswell, 2009; Guba & Lincoln, 1994).

The purpose of this study was to test a hypothesized structural model. The
model theorized that self-regulatory efficacy has a significant moderating effect on

the relationships between organisational formal controls, perceived workgroup
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norms and deviant workplace behaviour. Two dimensions of organisational formal
controls, namely perceived behaviour control and perceived outcome control were
postulated to have a significant influence on DWBs among academics. The study
also hypothesized that two dimensions of workgroup norms, namely perceived
descriptive norms and perceived injunctive norms to have a significant influence on
DWBs. Based on the primary objectives of the study, a total number of three
objectives were put forward and 18 of hypotheses has been formulated and tested.
Based on the research model developed, the present study focuses on theory
testing and verification rather than developing a new theory, thus, employing a
deductive research approach. Therefore, drawing on the philosophical assumptions
discussed above, the present study largely adopts the positivist paradigm, based on

objectivism as the underlying ontological and epistemological positions.

3.3 Research Design

This study adopts quantitative research approach to assess the structural relationships
among the four constructs: workplace deviance, organizational formal control,
workgroup norms, and self-regulatory efficacy. Partial Least Squares path modeling
in conjunction with SmartPLS was used to test several hypotheses based on self-
efficacy theory (Bandura, 1986), organizational control theory (Flamholtz et al.,
1985; Merchant, 1985; Ouchi, 1979; Snell, 1992), and social learning theory
(Bandura, 1977b, 1978b).

The study also adopts cross-sectional research design in which data were

collected once during the whole study. The data were then analysed and interpreted
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statistically, while drawing conclusions or making inferences about the population of
the study at one point in time. Cross-sectional research design was adopted over
longitudinal research design because of the resource constraints of the researchers in
terms of time and money (Punch, 2005; Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009;
Sekaran & Bougie, 2010; Zikmund, Babin, Carr, & Griffin, 2009).

In this study, survey research method was used to collect data through self-
administered questionnaire. Survey research was considered the most appropriate
because it is a widely used method adopted by organisational researchers who are
interested in collecting information about a very large population that cannot be
observed directly (Keeter, 2005; Tanur, 1982). Because the target population of the
study was individual lecturers who are teaching in the selected Nigerian universities,

the unit of analysis in this study was individual.

3.4 Conceptual Definition of Variables

3.4.1 Deviant Workplace Behaviour

The conceptual definition of deviant workplace deviance was developed in
accordance with Robinson and Bennett’s (1995) as “a voluntary behaviour that
violates significant organisational norms and in so threatens the well-being of an
organisation, its members, or both” (p. 556). Such behaviours include attending to
personal matters during working hours, accepting material gifts or rewards from
students in exchange for good grades or assessments, and harassing or intimidating

against particular students, sexually or otherwise, among others. Besides the present
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research, a large number of empirical studies have also operationalized workplace
deviance in similar way (e.g., Alias et al., 2013; Bordia et al., 2008; Colbert et al.,

2004; Diefendorff & Mehta, 2007; Dunlop & Lee, 2004).

3.4.2 Organisational Formal Control

Organisational formal control is conceptually defined as mechanisms put in place by
management such as rules and regulations, disciplinary measures and auditing with
the aim of monitoring, detecting, punishing and minimizing the occurrence of

improper conduct (Vardi & Weitz, 2004).

3.4.3 Perceived Group Norms

Perceived group norm is conceptually defined as some conventions, habits, customs,
expectations and established rules that determine acceptable and unacceptable

behaviour in a group (Levi, 2011; Parks, 2004).

3.4.4 Perceived Self-Regulatory Efficacy

Self-regulatory efficacy is conceptually defined as cognitive resources that enable
employees to exert control over their behaviours so that they would be able to resist
peer pressure and temptation to engage in deviant behaviours in the workplace
(Bandura, 1993; Baumeister, Heatherton, & Tice, 1994; Muraven & Baumeister,

2000).
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3.5 Measurement of VVariables and Instrumentation

In this study, questionnaire was administered to the teaching staff of the Nigerian
universities (see Appendix A). The questionnaire consists of seven sections. Section
one consists of 26 items that measure workplace deviance. Section two consists of
nine items that measure self-regulatory efficacy scale. Section three consists of three
items that measure perceived descriptive norms. Section four also consists of three
items that measure perceived injunctive norms. Section five comprises nine items
that measure perceived behaviour control. Section six consists five items that
measure perceived outcomes control, while Section seven comprises of five
demographic variables including gender, age, rank, job tenure and highest
educational qualification.

Furthermore, as stated earlier, all items adapted in the questionnaires were
answered using a four-point scale (see Appendix A, section 1-7). The use of a four-
point scale format is considered the most appropriate because it has been found to
enhance the reliability of measures (Bendig, 1954; Chang, 1994), and reduce social
desirability bias that could lead to contamination of the substantive results (Fisher,
1993; Garland, 1991; Paulhus, 1991). Furthermore, respondents would not know
what is being investigated, thereby decreasing their tendency to respond in a
particular way (Hughes, 1969). Such scale has also been used in previous studies
(Deshpande, 1996; Ferris et al., 2009; Kaai et al., 2011; Matthiesen & Einarsen,
2007; McCabe et al., 2006; Sackett, Berry, Wiemann, & Laczo, 2006). Furthermore,
according to Frary (1996a), using a large number of points on a scale such as seven-
point scale or more takes some thought, effort and time, which could annoy or
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confuse the respondents with hair-splitting differences between the response levels.
Hence, the use of use of a four-point scale format was considered sufficient to
stimulate the respondents to indicate their responses towards reasonable and reliable

direction (Frary, 1996b).

3.5.1 Deviant Workplace Behaviour

In the present study, participants were asked to indicate the extent to which they
typically engaged in deviant behaviour at work on a total of 20 items adapted from
Bennett and. Robinson's (2000) workplace deviance scale. The present study also
dropped two items from the Bennett and Robinson’s (2000) workplace deviance
scale as they were deem to be irrelevant to university lecturers’ job in the Nigerian
context. An example of item dropped is: “dragged out work in order to get
overtime.” Additionally, six items that are relevant to the lecturer’s job in the
Nigerian context were developed specifically for the present study. These six items
were obtained based on preliminary telephone interviews with the head of
departments, deans of the faculty and job incumbents. Partial Least Squares Path
Modeling was used to validate the six relevant items included in the measures of
DWB. Examples of adapted items are: “discussed university’s confidential
information with an unauthorized person”, “worked on a personal matter instead of
work for the university” and “utilized university’s property for self-fish/private
gain”.

All the items for workplace deviance measures adapted in this study were

scored by using a 4-point Likert- scale ranged from 1 (never) to 4 (always). The
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Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) for this scale yielded 2-factor structure with
acceptable fit. Furthermore, the Cronbach’s alpha for the Bennett and Robinson's
(2000) workplace deviance scale were .85 and .91 for interpersonal DWBI and
organizational DWBO, respectively. Besides the present research, many past
empirical studies have also used it to assess DWBs (e.g., Diefendorff & Mehta,
2007; Dunlop & Lee, 2004; Ferguson & Barry, 2011; Henle, 2005; Judge et al.,
2006b; Ménard, Brunet, & Savoie, 2011). Table 3.1 presents the items used to

measure deviant workplace behaviour.

Table 3.1
Survey Items Related to Deviant Workplace Behaviour
Construct Item  Survey Items Source
Code

IDBO1 Made fun of colleagues or students in public.

IDB02 Said something that hurt feelings of some
colleagues or students.

| | IDB03 Made an ethnic, religious, or racial remark or Bengett
nterpersona joke to colleagues or students. and.
Deviance Robinson

IDB04 Embarrassed colleagues or students publicly.  (2000)
IDBO5 Lost temper easily while at work.
IDB06 Acted rudely toward colleagues at work.
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Table 3.1 (Continued)

Item
Construct Code Survey Items Source
IDB0O7 Went too far in joking with students.
IDB08 Sexually or otherwise harassed or B "
intimidated against particular students. 2?136
Robinson
IDB09 Treated students badly. (2000)
IDB10 Refused to talk to other colleague(s).
IDB11 Accepted material gifts or rewards in
exchange for good grades or assessments.
IDB12 Became biased in giving grade or
assessment to students because of family
Interpersonal ties or private requests.
Deviance
IDB13 Became biased in giving grade or Subject
assessment to students because of student’s ~ Matter
race, culture, social class or religion. Expert
and Job
Incumbent
IDB14 Threatened students with carryover of the
course, thereby forcing them to buy
handouts or textbooks.
IDB15 Plagiarised someone works or idea.
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Table 3.1 (Continued)

ltem

Construct Code Survey Items Source
ODB01 Worked on a personal matter instead of
work for the university.
ODB02  Utilized university’s property for self-
fish/private gain.
ODBO03 Falsified a receipt to get reimbursed for
more money than you spent on university
expenses. Bennett
ODB04 Came to class late without giving prior and.
notice to students. Robinson
ODBO05 Condemned the university in public. (2000)
Organisational
Deviance ODBO06 Intentionally worked slower when
discharging official assignment.
ODBO07 Discussed the institution’s confidential
information with an unauthorized person.
ODBO08 Ignored the misconduct of colleagues.
ODBO09 Refused to accept any responsibility other  Subject
than teaching. Matter
ODB10 Refused to attend meetings when needed. Expert
and Job
ODB11 Lied about participation in conference or |ncumbent

seminar.

Source: The Researcher

3.5.2 Organisational Formal Control

To measure organisational formal control, eight items were adapted from Babakus,

Cravens, Grant, Ingram and LaForge’s (1996) and Oliver and Anderson’s (1994)

organisational formal control scale, while the remaining seven items were adapted

from management control scale. These two scales will measure two empirically

derived dimensions of organisational formal control in the workplace: behaviour-
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based control and outcome based control. Examples of items are: “Management of
the university stays very well informed of lecturer’s activities.”; “My head of
department spends time guiding lecturers to make sure that they know how to
carryout his/her official assignments.”; “I don't get much day-to-day contact with the
management of the university”.

In order to ensure that items in the organisational formal control scale really
capture the extent to which management controls are being practiced, we conducted
interviews with the head of departments, deans of the faculty and job incumbents.
Based on the interviews, some items were added to the organisational formal control
scale because they are relevant for the lecturer’s job in the context of the study, while
those items that are not relevant for the lecturer’s job in the context of the study were
excluded from the original scale as suggested by Cook and Campbell (1979).
Example of item included is: “Management of the university ensures every lecturer
is provided with employee handbook that contains certain provisions on how
lecturers should to conduct themselves.” On the other hand, example of item
excluded is: “How heavily do you think your manager relies on sales volume.”

Furthermore, self-ratings was applied to each item on the organisational
formal control scale using four-point Likert scale ranged from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 4 (strongly agree). The internal consistency coefficients of behaviour-based
control and outcome based control were .70 and .75 respectively, suggesting good
reliability. Beside this study, Babakus et al.’s (1996) and Oliver and Anderson’s
(1994) organisational formal control scales have been successfully used in several

empirical studies (e.g., Ahearne, Rapp, Hughes, & Jindal, 2010; Kuster & Canales,
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2011; Panagopoulos & Dimitriadis, 2009; Piercy, Cravens, Lane, & Vorhies, 2006;
Slater & Olson, 2000; Theodosiou & Katsikea, 2007). Table 3.2 presents the items
used to measure organisational formal control.

Table 3.2
Distribution of Items Used to Measure Organisational Formal Control
Construct Item  Survey ltems Source
Code

PBCO1 My head of department spends time
guiding lecturers to make sure that they
know how to carryout his/her official
assignments.

PBC02 My head of department stays in close
contact with every member of the
department.

PBCO03 Management of the university stays very
well informed of lecturer’s activities.

PBC04 Management of  the  university
encourages lecturers to increase their
efforts by rewarding them for their
efforts.

PBCO5 My head of department strongly

Perceived recommends lecturers to participate in
Behaviour conferences and seminars on the job.

Babakus,
Cravens,
Grant, Ingram
and LaForge

Shavi (1996) and
ontrol pecos My head of department discussed  Oliver and

performance evaluations with lecturers Anderson
in the department. (1994)

PBCO7 Examinations set by lecturers are
subjected to moderation by an
independent colleague.

PBC08 My head of department often issues
official query or warning to lecturers for
negative act like refusing to attend
departmental meeting.

PBC09 Management of the university ensures
every lecturer is provided with an
employee handbook that contains certain
provisions on how lecturers should to
conduct themselves.
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Table 3.2 (Continued)

Iltem

Construct Survey Items Source
Code
PCO01 My head of department tells me
about the expected level of
achievement on job performance.
PCO02 My head of department monitors my
performance on achieving certain
level of job performance. Babakus,
) Cravens, Grant,
Perceived ~ PCOO03 I receive frequent feedback from my |ngram and

Outcome
Control

PCO04

PCO05

head of department on whether | am
meeting expected job performance.

My head of department ensures that |
am aware of the extent to which I
attain job performance.

I would be recognized by my head of
department if | perform well on my
job.

LaForge (1996)
and Oliver and
Anderson
(1994)

Source: The Researcher

3.5.3 Perceived Group Norms

In the present study, six items in the Beliefs about Peer Norms Scale developed by

Hansen and Graham (1991) were adapted to measure the dimensions of perceived

group norms: perceived descriptive norms and perceived injunctive norms. For

descriptive norms subscale, respondents rated their perception of injunctive group

norms using four-point scale ranged from 1 (strongly disapprove) to 4 (strongly

approve). Examples of adapted items are: “how would your colleagues’ respond if

you reported to class late without giving prior notice to students once in a while?”

and “how would your colleagues’ response if you engaged in negative act like sexual

harassment and treating students badly?” Similarly, for injunctive norms subscale,

respondents rated their perception of injunctive group norms using four-point scale
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ranged from 1 (none of them) to 4 (most of them). Examples of adapted items are:
“how many of your colleagues do you think have attended to personal matters
instead of official work during the past 30 days” and “how many of your colleagues
do you think have utilized university’s property for self-fish/private gain during the
past 30 days?.”

The Cronbach’s alpha for perceived descriptive norms and perceived
injunctive norms were .76 and .63, respectively. Prior studies also assessed
individuals’ perception regarding workgroup norms using this scale (e.g., Kulis,
Marsiglia, Nieri, Sicotte, & Hohmann-Marriott, 2004; Kumar, O'Malley, Johnston,
Schulenberg, & Bachman, 2002; Wyrick et al., 2004). Table 3.3 presents the items

used to measure workgroup norms.

Table 3.3
Distribution of Items Used to Measure Workgroup Norms
Construct Item  Survey Items Source
Code
PDNO1 How many of your colleagues do you think have
attended to personal matters instead of official work
during the past 30 days?
PDNO2 How many of your colleagues do you think have
. utilized university’s or institution’s property for Hansen
DP ercglvgd self-fish/private gain during the past 30 days? and
escriptive Graha
(1991)

PDNO3 How many of your colleagues do you think have
accepted material gifts or rewards in exchange for
positive grades or assessments during the past 30
days?
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Table 3.3 (Continued)

Construct (I;tggé Survey ltems Source

Perceived PINO1 How would your colleagues respond if you  Hansen

Injunctive reported to class late without giving prior notice to and
Norms students once in a while? Graham

PINO2 How would your colleague respond if you tried (1991)

forcing students to purchase materials for your
personal gain?

PINO3 How would your colleague respond if you
engaged in negative act like sexual harassment and
treating students badly?

Source: The Researcher

3.5.4 Self-Regulatory Efficacy

In the present study, nine items was adapted from Bandura’s (1990) Self-Regulatory
Efficacy Scale to measure self-regulatory efficacy. Self-regulatory efficacy was
assessed using a four-point scale ranged from 1 (not well at all) to 4 (extremely well).
Examples of adapted items are: “discussed institution’s confidential information with
an unauthorized person”, “how well can you resist pressure to stop yourself from
spending too much time attending to personal matters instead of official work?”” and
“How well can you prevent yourself from getting into too far joking with students?”.
The Cronbach’s alpha for Self-regulatory efficacy scale was .88. A part from the
present study, prior research has utilized this scale to measure self-regulatory
efficacy (e.g., Bandura, 1993; Bandura et al., 2003; Caprara et al., 2002; Caprara et
al., 1998; Zimmerman et al., 1992). Table 3.4 presents the items used to measure

self-regulatory efficacy.
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Table 3.4

Survey Items Related to Self-Regulatory Efficacy

Construct ltem
Code

Survey Items

Source

SREO1

SRE02

SREO3

SREO04
Self-

Regulatory
Efficacy

SREO5

SREO06

SREO7

SREO08

SREO09

How well can you resist colleagues’
pressure to do things in
university/institution that can get you
into trouble?

How well can you stop yourself from
spending too much time attending to
personal matters instead of official
work?

How well can you resist pressure to
accept material gifts or rewards in
exchange for good grades or
assessments?

How well can you resist pressure to
become biased in giving grade or
assessment to students because of
family ties or private requests?

How well can you prevent yourself
from getting into too far joking with
students?

How well can you prevent yourself
from plagiarizing someone works or
idea?

How well can you ignore the
misconduct of colleagues or student?

How well can you resist pressure to
sexually harass or intimidate against
particular students?

How well can you control your
temper?

Bandura
(1990)

Source: The Researcher
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3.5.5 Demographic Variables

Demographic variables such as gender, age, job tenure, job rank and educational
qualifications were also incorporated into the questionnaire. Gender was measured as
a nominal variable, while age and job tenure were treated as continuous variables.
Gender was coded using dummy variables with value “1” for male and “2” for
female. The participants were asked to indicate their educational qualification. As
such, educational qualification was also was coded using dummy variables with “1”
= Doctorate Degree, “2” = Master’s Degree, and “3” = First Degree. Age was also
denoted using dummy variables with “1” = 21-30 years, “2” = 31-40 years, “3” =
41-50 years, and “4” = 51 years and above. A similar coding system was applied to
job tenure with “1” = Less than 1 year, “2” = 1-5 years, “3” = 6 -10 years, and “4” =
11 years and above. job rank was coded using dummy variables with “1” =
Professor, “2” = Reader, “3” = Senior Lecturer, “4” = Lecturer I, “5” = Lecturer II,
“6” = Assistant Lecturer, and “7” = Graduate Assistant. Marital status was coded
using dummy variables with “1” = Married, “2” = Single, “3” = Widowed, and “4” =
Divorced or Separated. Finally, ethnicity was coded using dummy variables with “1”’

= Yoruba, “2” = Hausa/Fulani, “3” = Igbo, and “4” = others.

3.5.6 Pretesting of the Instrument

Before conducting the actual survey, an initial draft of the questionnaire was pre-
tested by asking experts to read go through it and see if there are any ambiguities
which have not been noticed by the researcher. Firstly, three experts, including a

Professor, an Associate Professor, and a Senior Lecturer from Ahmadu Bello
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University, Zaria, Nigeria, Bayero University Kano, Nigeria and Universiti Utara
Malaysia examined the quality of the survey instrument for its face validity in terms
of wording, format, clarity, simplicity and ambiguity of the questionnaire items
(Dillman, 1991; Yaghmale, 2009). Based on these evaluation criteria, corrections
and improvements were suggested, which were later included in the survey
instrument. Thus, all corrections and suggestions for improvement were noted and
reflected in the survey instrument before it was administered to the respondents.
Secondly, a total number of 100 questionnaires were pilot-tested in order to
receive feedbacks and comments from the respondents about the length, structure
and wording of the questionnaire (section 3.8). While carrying out the pilot study,
some fundamental issues in the questionnaire were raised by the respondents. These
issues raised were recorded in a diary. On the basis of issues identified during the
pilot test, some changes were made in the questionnaire before administering to the
main survey sample. For example, in the initial draft, a sentence was as “spent most
of his/her time attending to personal matters instead of official work”. Because the
word he or she is not be suitable for self-rating, this item has been modified to
“worked on a personal matter instead of work for the university”. Similarly, the item
that read “falsified a receipt to get reimbursed for more money than he/she spent on
university/institution expenses” have been changed to “falsified a receipt to get

reimbursed for more money than you spent on university expenses”.
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3.6 Population of Study

Population of the study refers to the collection of a clearly defined elements (e.g.,
people, places, objects and cases) about which a researcher wishes to make some
inferences (Cooper & Schindler, 2009). The present research work focuses on
lecturers of universities located in the north-west geopolitical zone of Nigeria.
Universities were selected for this study for at least two main reasons. Firstly,
lecturers are the are bedrock of the educational system in a country (Kaluchi, 2009)
and the success of every university depends largely upon its faculty (Indiresan,
1976). Secondly, frequent cases of deviant behaviours in Nigerian universities, such
as syndicated plagiarism by lecturers, sexual harassment and intimidation of female
students by some lecturers, have been reported, making this setting highly relevant
for our study (Nnabugwu; Onuoha, 2012).

Furthermore, this study focuses mainly on north-west geopolitical zone of
Nigeria for the following reasons. Firstly, other geopolitical zones of Nigeria,
particularly the north-east geopolitical zone, comprising of Adamawa, Bauchi,
Borno, Gombe Yobe, and Taraba States were not covered by this study because of
Boko Haram insurgency. Boko Haram “is an extremist Islamic sect in Nigeria that
has created havoc across the north of the country and in the capital, Abuja. Its violent
attacks on government offices, the United Nations, and churches threaten to
destabilize the country” (Sutherland, 1947, p. 1). Because of this unfortunate crises
in this geopolitical zone schools including universities were shut down until further
notice as the leader of Boko Haram calls for more attacks on schools (Agnew, 1992;
Sykes & Matza, 1957). Secondly, regarding the geopolitical zones in southern and
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north-central of Nigeria, the present study could not cover those areas because they
became inaccessible by the researchers due to the Niger Delta Militancy attacked on
innocent individuals and the unfortunate recurrent crisis in the north-central of
Nigeria, particularly, the Plateau and Benue States (Mohammed, 2012).

Based on the statistics obtained from Report of the Needs Assessment of
Nigerian Universities, as at November 1, 2012, there were 5,752 teaching staff
members in 11 universities located in north-west geopolitical zone of Nigeria as

shown in table 3.5.

Table 3.5
Total Number of Universities Located in North-West Geopolitical Zone of Nigeria
Total Number of
Number of Teaching
S/No. State Universities Staff %
1 Jigawa 1 43 0.75
2 Kaduna 3 2,381 41.39
3 Kano 2 1,303 22.65
4 Katsina 3 979 17.02
5 Kebbi 1 170 2.96
6 Sokoto 1 876 15.23
Total 11 5,752 100

Note: The Federal University, Birnin Kebbi, Federal University, Gusau and
Northwest University Kano were excluded from this study as they are yet to take off
as at the time of data collection exercise.

Source: Report of the Needs Assessment of Nigerian Universities (2012)

3.7 Sample Size and Power Analysis

In a survey research, determining an appropriate sample size is essential (Bartlett,
Kotrlik, & Higgins, 2001). An appropriate sample size is needed in order to
minimize the total cost of sampling error. To minimize the total cost of sampling

error, the power of a statistical test has to be taken into consideration. The power of
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a statistical test is defined as the probability that null hypothesis (which predicts no
significant relationship between variables) will be rejected when it is in fact false
(Cohen, 1988, 1992; Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007). Researchers have
generally agreed that the larger the sample size, the greater the power of a statistical
test (Borenstein, Rothstein, & Cohen, 2001; Kelley & Maxwell, 2003; Snijders,
2005). Power analysis is a statistical procedure for determining an appropriate
sample size for a research study (Bruin, 2006). Hence, to determine the minimum
sample for this study, an a priori power analysis was conducted using G*Power 3.1
software (Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang, 2009; Faul et al., 2007). Using the
following parameters: Power (1-p err prob; 0.95), an alpha significance level (o err
prob; 0.05), medium effect size f2 (0.15) and four main predictor variables (i.e.,
PBC, PCO, PDN and PIN), a minimum sample of 129 would be required to test a
regression based models (Figure 3.2; Cohen, 1992; Faul et al., 2009; Faul et al.,

2007).
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fi, G*Power 3.17 [ESR
File Edit View Tests Calculator Help
Central and noncentral distributions | Protocal of power analyses
critical F = 2.44477
T
14
Test family Statistical test
[Ftests vl [Linear multiple regression: Fixed model, R? increase v]
Type of power analysis
[A priori: Compute required sample size - given o, power, and effect size v]
Input Parameters Qutput Parameters
Effect size f2 0.1s Noncentrality parameter A 19.3500000
o err prob 0.0% Critical F 2.4447662
Power (1- err prob) 0.95 Mumerator df 4
Number of tested predictors 4 Denominator df 124
Total number of predictors 4 Total sample size 129
Actual power 0.9505747
X-Y plot for a range of values l [ Calculate ]
Figure 3.2

The Output of a Priori Power Analysis

While the output of priori power analysis indicated that a minimum of 129
subjects would be required for the present study, it is worth noting that response rate

in the Nigerian context is very poor even among highly educated people (Asika,
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1991; Nakpodia, Ayo, & Adomi, 2007; Ofo, 1994). Due to the poor response rate,
the sample size obtained using priori power analysis appears to be in adequate in the
present study. Therefore, it became necessary to consider other means of
determining an adequate sample size for a given population. Following this line of
argument, the present study compromised a priori analysis for Krejcie and Morgan’s
(1970) sample size determination criteria. Most importantly, Krejcie and Morgan’s
(1970) sample size determination criteria was used to determine the representative
sample size for this study because it has taken into account the level of confidence
and precision, ensuring that sampling error is minimized.

As mentioned earlier, there were 5,752 teaching staff working in the 11
universities located in north-west geopolitical zone of Nigeria as at 1st November
2012. By referring to the sample size table generated by Krejcie and Morgan (1970),
for a given population of 5,752, a sample size of 361 would be required to represent
the population of this study. To further minimize the low response rate from
uncooperative respondents, the sample size of 361 was increased by 40% as
suggested by Salkind (1997). Adding this percentage to 361 gave 505. Finally, a
sample size of 505 was decided to account for uncooperative respondents and

unusable questionnaires.

3.7.1 Sampling Technique

In this study, to ensure an equal distribution of teaching staff members working in
the 11 universities located in north-west geopolitical zone of Nigeria, a quota

sampling technique was used to select 361 determined sample size. According to
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Sekaran and Bougie (2010) “Quota sampling can be considered as a form of
proportionate stratified sampling, in which a predetermined proportion of people are
sampled from different groups, but on a convenience basis” (p. 278). Quota sampling
technique was used for at least three main reasons. Firstly, because sampling frame
could not be access, quota sampling (i.e., a non-probability sampling technique) is
considered appropriate for the present study despite the fact that findings cannot be
generalized (Cooper & Schindler, 2009; Saunders et al., 2009).

Secondly, given the large population of 5,752 of teaching staff, quota
sampling technique ensures that sampling error is minimized (Cooper & Schindler,
2009; Wilson, 2010). Secondly, quota sampling technique ensures homogeneity
within a group (i.e. academic staff in Nigerian universities) and heterogeneity across
groups (i.e. different universities with different departments, under either Federal or
State Government) (Cooper & Schindler, 2009; Hair, Money, Samouel, & Page,
2007; Punch, 2005). Thirdly, quota sampling technique was also be used because of
the resource constraints of the researchers in terms of time and money (Hair et al.,
2007; Punch, 2005; Saunders et al., 2009; Sekaran & Bougie, 2010; Zikmund et al.,
2009) as well as unavailability of a practical sampling frame (Cooper & Schindler,
2009).

Adoption of quota sampling technique involves a series of steps. The first
step is to define the population. As noted earlier, the population is 5,752 (see Table
3.6). The second step is to define the stratum. The logical stratum in this study is the
north-west geopolitical zone of Nigeria. Eleven universities are located 6 states of

north-west geopolitical zone of Nigeria. Next is to determine an average number of
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population elements per strata by dividing the population size (i.e., 5,752) by number
of strata (6 strata or states). This yielded 958.67 elements per strata. Next is to
determine the percentage of participants to be drawn from each stratum by dividing
the determined sample size by the population of the study (i.e. 361 divided by 5,752,
and then multiply by 100 = 6.28%). The final step is to determine the number of
subjects in a sample by multiplying the total number of each element in the
population by determined percentage (i.e. 6.28 %.) For example, the total number of
teaching staff in Kaduna state is 2,381 and this number is multiplied by 6.28% to
arrive at the number of subjects in sample (i.e. 2, 881 x 6.28% = 150) ...and so on as
shown in Table 3.6. This study adopts disproportionate quota random sampling to
ensure an equal distribution of the participants representing each state in the north-

west geopolitical zone of Nigeria.

Table 3.6
Disproportionate Quota Sampling of Respondents
Total Number of
Number of  Elements Number of Subjects in
S/No. State  Universities in Stratum Sample
1 Jigawa 1 43 3
2 Kaduna 3 2,381 150
3 Kano 2 1,303 82
4 Katsina 3 979 61
5 Kebbi 1 170 11
6 Sokoto 1 876 55
Total 11 5,752 361

Note: The Federal University, Birnin Kebbi, Federal University, Gusau and
Northwest University Kano were excluded from this study as they are yet to take
off as at the time of data collection exercise
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Having identified the sample size in each stratum; next was to select number of
subjects in sample from number of elements in quota. For example, selecting 3 from
43 or 150 from 2,381. A non-probability sampling technique was used to select

number of subjects in sample from number of elements in quota.

3.8 Pilot Study

A pilot study was conducted to ascertain the reliability and validity of measures
(Flynn, Sakakibara, Schroeder, Bates, & Flynn, 1990). This is considered necessary
because the original scales that have been adapted in the present study were
developed mainly in United States (Bandura, 1990; 2000; Hansen & Graham, 1991,
Oliver & Anderson, 1994) and/or Australia (Babakus, Cravens, Grant, Ingram, &
LaForge, 1996).

Following Diamantopoulos and Siguaw’s (2012) guidelines, a total of 100
questionnaires were sent out for the pilot survey, however, only 89 teaching staff
from various universities located in the north-west geopolitical zone of Nigeria
completed the questionnaires. This gives a response rate of 89%. It should be noted
that the 89 teaching staff were also not considered in the actual study. A PLS path
modelling (Wold, 1974, 1985) using Smart PLS 2.0 M3 software (Ringle, Wende, &
Will, 2005) was employed to ascertain the internal consistency reliability and
discriminant validity of the constructs used in the pilot study. In particular, PLS
Algorithm (Geladi & Kowalski, 1986) was calculated to obtain the average variance
extracted and the composite reliability coefficients. Bagozzi and Yi (1988) as well

as Hair et al. (2011) suggested that the composite reliability coefficient should be at
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least .70 or more. Meanwhile, Fornell and Larcker (1981) suggested that the
Average Variance Extracted (AVE) score should be .5 or more. They further stated
that to achieve adequate discriminant validity, the square root of the AVE should be
greater than the correlations among latent constructs. Table 3.7 presents the average
variance extracted and composite reliability coefficients of the four latent constructs.

Table 3.7
Reliability and Validity of Constructs (n=89)

No. of Average variance Composite
Latent variables Indicators extracted reliability
Interpersonal deviance 15 .78 .93
Organisational deviance 11 74 .92

Perceived behaviour control 9 .64 .84
Perceived outcomes control 5 52 81
Perceived descriptive norms 3 12 .88
Perceived injunctive norms 3 .61 .82
Self-regulatory efficacy 9 .60 .90

Source: The Researcher

As indicated in Table 3.7, the composite reliability coefficient of each latent
construct ranged from .81 to .93, each exceeding the minimum acceptable level of
.70, which also suggests adequate internal consistency reliability of the measures
used in the pilot study (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988; Hair et al., 2011). Likewise, as
indicated in Table 3.7, the values of the average variances extracted range between
.52 and .78, suggesting acceptable values. Regarding the discriminant validity, Table
3.8 compares the correlations among the latent constructs with the square root of

AVE.
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Table 3.8
Latent Variable Correlations

Latent Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 Interpersonal deviance .88
2 Organisational deviance .85 .86
3 Perceived behaviour control  -.15 -21 .80
4 Perceived descriptive norms .69 70 -19 .85
5 Perceived injunctive norms 24 22 -05 .16 .78
6 Perceived outcomes control -38 -3 01 -33 -23 .72
7 Self-regulatory efficacy -3 -40 -05 -30 -19 .18 .77

Note: Diagonals (bold face) represent the square root of the average variance
extracted  while  the  other  entries  represent  the  correlations.
Source: The Researcher.

In Table 3.8, the correlations among the latent constructs were compared
with the square root of the average variances extracted (values in bold face). Table
3.8 shows that the square root of the average variances extracted were all greater
than the correlations among latent constructs, suggesting adequate discriminant

validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).

3.8.1 Data Collection Procedures

In the present study, the actual data collection started a month after the proposal
defence and lasted for three months (i.e., between March 14, 2013 and June 8, 2013).
The data was collected through a self-administered questionnaire. In the initial stage
of data collection, an official letter was collected from the Othman Yeop Abdullah
Graduate School of Business (OYAGSB), introducing the researcher and also

explain the purpose of the study. This was to enable the researcher get support from
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the executive members of the Academic Staff Union of Universities (ASUU) who
acted as the liaison persons for the researcher.

In the second stage of data collection, a survey package was sent to the
executive members of ASUU who assisted in administering the questionnaires. The
survey package was in a fullscap size envelope with a cover letter, the questionnaire
and a pen with UUM logo to motivate the participants in the survey. The cover letter
clearly highlights the background and purpose of the study. The cover letter also
provides instructions on how to answer and return the questionnaire. To further
increase the willingness of the participants to partake in the survey, their anonymity
and confidentiality were confirmed in the cover letter (see Appendix A).

Nearly 30 days after sending out the survey package, 217 completed and
usable questionnaires were received through the executive members of the ASUU.
These 217 completed questionnaires were labelled as early responses and were
further used in conducting non-response bias on the main study variables. Despite
the encouraging responses, a follow-up phone calls and Short Message Service
(SMS) were also sent to the executive members of the ASUU to remind those
participants who were yet to complete their questionnaires. However, since the
participants were given assurance of their, it was difficult to track those participants
who were yet to complete their questionnaires. Therefore, the executive members of
the ASUU helped in sending a gentle reminder those participants who were returned
their questionnaires using notice boards and group emails. Hence, this effort yielded
additional 48 questionnaires, which were labelled as late responses, which were used

for testing non-response bias. Overall, within a period of data collection, out of 505
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questionnaires distributed to the target participants, 329 questionnaires were
returned. Of these 329 questionnaires, 58 were excluded because a significant part of
these questionnaires incomplete; and the remaining 271 useable questionnaires were
utilized for further analysis. This accounted for a response rate of 54%.

It is it is practically impossible to collect data without encountering some
problems. One of the major problems encountered during the course of data
collection was related to geographical location of the participated universities as
many of them were sparsely distributed in remote areas of the states. For example,
Kano University of Science and Technology, Wudil was located as far as 44
kilometers away from state capital. Another problem encountered during the data
collection was related to the time taken before collecting back the completed
questionnaires. Initially, it is predicted that the data collection exercise would not
exceed as the respondents gave assurance that they will return completed
questionnaire in two weeks time. Hence, the use of text messages, phone calls and
frequent visits to the participated universities at least once in a week facilitated the
data collection exercise. Finally, the data collection exercise lasted for three months

(i.e., 12 weeks).

3.8.2 Data Analysis

The present study employed PLS path modelling (Wold, 1974, 1985) using Smart
PLS 2.0 M3 software (Ringle et al., 2005) to test the theoretical model. The PLS
path modelling is considered as the most suitable technique in this study for several

reasons: First, even though PLS path modelling is similar to conventional regression
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technique, it has the advantage of estimating the relationships between constructs
(structural model) and relationships between indicators and their corresponding
latent constructs (measurement model) simultaneously (Chin, Marcolin, & Newsted,
2003; Duarte & Raposo, 2010; Gerlach, Kowalski, & Wold, 1979; Lohmdéller, 1989).

Secondly, as mentioned at the outset of this study, despite the extant research
regarding the role of organizational system and workgroup norms in shaping
employee behaviour at work, literatures indicate that the moderating effect of self-
regulatory efficacy on the influence of organisational formal controls and group
norms on workplace deviance has not yet been explored. Further, the goal of the
present study is to predict the role of organisational formal controls, workgroup
norms and self-regulatory efficacy in minimizing the likelihood of employees to
engage in deviant behaviour at work. The present research is explorative in nature by
applying organisational control theory, self-efficacy theory, self-efficacy theory, and
social learning theory. This requires a path modelling approach to be employed
because it has been suggested that if research is prediction-oriented or an extension
of an existing theory, PLS path modelling should be employed (Hair et al., 2011;
Henseler, Ringle, & Sinkovics, 2009; Hulland, 1999).

Fourthly, compared to other path modelling software (e.g., AMOS; Analysis
of Moment Structures), the Smart PLS 2.0 M3 software was selected as a tool of
analysis because of its friendly graphical user interface, which help users create a
moderating effect for path models with interaction effects (Temme, Kreis, &

Hildebrandt, 2006, 2010).
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Several steps were followed in the data analysis. Firstly, the data collected
was screen using SPSS to ensure that it is suitable for the PLS analysis. Secondly, to
ascertained the measurement model, individual item reliabilities, internal consistency
reliabilities, convergent validity and discriminant validity were calculated using
Smart PLS 2.0 M3 software (Hair et al., 2011; Henseler et al., 2009).

Thirdly, standard bootstrapping procedure with a number of 5000 bootstrap
samples and 265 cases was applied to evaluate the structural model (Hair et al.,
2011; Hair, Sarstedt, Ringle, & Mena, 2012; Henseler et al., 2009). In particular, the
significance of the path coefficients, level of the R-squared values, effect size and
predictive relevance of the model were assessed (e.g., Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt,
2014).

Fourthly, after the analyses of the main PLS path model were run, a
supplementary PLS-SEM analysis (i.e., moderator analysis) was conducted. Hence,
following Henseler and Chin’s (2010b) as well as Henseler and Fassott’s (2010a)
approaches to the analysis of moderating effects in PLS path models, a two-stage
approach was used to test the moderating effect of self-regulatory efficacy on the
relationship between organisational formal controls, group norms and workplace
deviance. Finally, the fourth step requires the ascertaining the strength of the

moderating effects using Cohen’s (1988) effect size formula (see Table 4.11).

3.8.3 Summary of the Chapter

This chapter has described the methodology comprising the research framework,

underpinning theory, hypotheses development, research design, operational
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definition of variables, measurement, population, sampling, data collection
procedures and techniques of data analysis. The present study also adopts cross-
sectional research design in which data collected were analysed and interpreted
statistically. The unit of analysis in this study was individual lecturers who are
teaching in the selected Nigerian universities located in the north-west geo-political
zone. A proportionate stratified random sampling technique was used in this study.
Measurement scales from the previous studies were adapted to measure four
constructs: organisational formal controls and perceived group norms, self-
regulatory efficacy and workplace deviance. In the next chapter, results of the

analyses are presented.
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CHAPTER FOUR

RESULTS

4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the results of data analysed using PLS path modelling. The
chapter begins by reporting the results of pilot study conducted to ascertain the
reliability and validity of measures. The initial data screening and preliminary
analysis are then discussed. Results of the descriptive statistics for all the latent
variables are reported. Next, the main results of the present study are presented in
two main sections. In section one; the measurement model was assessed to determine
the individual item reliability, internal consistency reliability, convergent validity
and discriminant validity. Results of structural model are reported in section two
(i.e., significance of the path coefficients, level of the R-squared values, effect size,
and predictive relevance of the model). Finally, results of complementary PLS-SEM
analysis, which examines the moderating effects of self-regulatory efficacy on the

structural model, are presented.

4.2 Response Rate

In this study, a total of 505 questionnaires were distributed to the academics in the
public universities located in the Northwest geo-political zone of Nigeria. In an
attempt to achieve high response rates, several phone call reminders (Salim Silva,

Smith, & Bammer, 2002; Traina, MacLean, Park, & Kahn, 2005) and SMS (Sekaran,
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2003) were sent to respondents who were yet to complete their questionnaires after
four weeks via group emails and notice boards (Dillman, 2000; Porter, 2004).
Therefore, the outcomes of these attempts yielded 329 returned
questionnaires, out of 505 questionnaires that were distributed to the target
respondents. This gives a response rate of 65% based on Jobber’s (1989) definition
of response rate. Of these 329 questionnaires, 58 were unusable because a significant
part of those questionnaires were not completed by the participants; and the
remaining 271 useable questionnaires were used for further analysis. This accounted
for 54% valid response rate. Therefore, a response rate of 54% is considered
adequate for the analysis in this study because Sekaran (2003) suggested that a

response rate of 30% is sufficient for surveys (see Table 4.1).

Table 4.1

Response Rate of the Questionnaires

Response Frequency/Rate
No. of distributed questionnaires 505
Returned questionnaires 329
Returned and usable questionnaires. 271
Returned and excluded questionnaires. 58
Questionnaires not returned 176
Response rate 65%
Valid response rate 54%

Source: The Researcher

4.3 Data Screening and Preliminary Analysis

Initial data screening is very crucial in any multivariate analysis because it helps
researchers identify any possible violations of the key assumptions regarding the

application of multivariate techniques of data analysis (Hair et al., 2007).
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Additionally, initial data screening helps researchers to better understand the data
collected for further analysis.

Prior to initial data screening, all the 329 returned and usable questionnaires
were coded and entered into the SPSS. In addition, all the negatively worded items in
the questionnaires were reverse coded. The negatively worded items that were
reverse coded include IDB01 — IDB15, ODB01 — ODB11. Subsequent to data coding
and entry, the following preliminary data analyses were performed: (1) missing
value analysis, (2) assessment of outliers, (3) normality test, and (4) multicollinearity

test (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

4.3.1 Missing Value Analysis

In the original SPSS dataset, out of the 16,802 data points, 37 were randomly missed,
which accounted for .22%. Specifically, perceived behaviour control and
organisational deviance had 5 missing values each. Likewise, perceived injunctive
norms and interpersonal deviance had 8 missing values each. On the other hand,
perceived outcomes control had 4 missing values; perceived descriptive norms had 7
missing values; and no missing value was found in self-regulatory efficacy.
Although there is no acceptable percentage of missing values in a data set for making
a valid statistical inference, researchers have generally agreed that missing rate of
5% or less is non-significant (Schafer, 1999; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).
Furthermore, researchers have suggested that mean substitution is the easiest way of

replacing missing values if the total percentage of missing data is 5% or less (Little
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& Rubin, 1987; Raymond, 1986; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Hence, in this study,
randomly missing values were replaced using mean substitution (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2007). Table 4.2 shows the total and percentage of randomly missing values
in the present study (see Appendix B for SPSS outputs).

Table 4.2
Total and Percentage of Missing Values

Latent Variables Number of Missing Values

Perceived behaviour control
Perceived outcomes control
Perceived descriptive norms
Perceived injunctive norms
Self-regulatory efficacy
Interpersonal deviance
Organisational deviance 5

0O O 00 ~N b O

Total 37 out of 16,802 data points
Percentage 22%.

Note: Percentage of missing values is obtained by dividing the total number of
randomly missing values for the entire data set by total number of data points
multiplied by 100.

4.3.2 Assessment of Outliers

Outliers are defined by Barnett and Lewis (1994) “as observations or subsets of
observations which appear to be inconsistent with the remainder of the data” (p. 7).
In a regression-based analysis, the presence of outliers in the data set can seriously
distort the estimates of regression coefficients and lead to unreliable results (Verardi
& Croux, 2008). In order to detect any observation which appears to be outside the
SPSS value labels as a result of wrong data entry, first, frequency tables were

tabulated for all variables using minimum and maximum statistics. Based on this
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initial analysis of frequency statistics, there was no any value found to be outside the
expected range.

Furthermore, the data were examined for univariate outliers using
standardized values with a cut-off of £3.29 (p < .001) as recommended by
Tabachnick and Fidell (2007). Following Tabachnick and Fidell’s (2007) criterion
for detecting outliers, none of the case was identified using standardized values as
potential univariate outliers. Besides using standardized values to detect univariate
outliers, multivariate outliers were also detected using Mahalanobis distance (D2).
Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) defined Mahalanobis distance (D2) as “the distance of a
case from the centroid of the remaining cases where the centroid is the point created at
the intersection of the means of all the variables” (p. 74). Based on 56 observed
variables of the study, the recommended threshold of chi-square is 93.17 (p = 0.001).
Mahalanobis values that exceeded this threshold were deleted. Following this criterion,
six multivariate outliers (i.e., 35, 38, 127, 263, 269, and 271) were detected and
subsequently deleted from the dataset because they could affect the accuracy of the
data analysis technique. Thus, after removing six multivariate outliers, the final

dataset in this study was 265.

4.3.3 Normality Test

Previous research (e.g., Cassel, Hackl, & Westlund, 1999; Reinartz, Haenlein, &
Henseler, 2009; Wetzels, Odekerken-Schroder, & Van Oppen, 2009) has
traditionally assumed that PLS-SEM provides accurate model estimations in

situations with extremely non-normal. However, this assumption may turn to be
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false. Recently, Hair, Sarstedt, Ringle and Mena (2012) suggested that researchers
should perform a normality test on the data. Highly skewed or kurtotic data can
inflate the bootstrapped standard error estimates (Chernick, 2008), which in turn
underestimate the statistical significance of the path coefficients (Dijkstra, 1983;
Ringle, Sarstedt, & Straub, 2012a).

Against this background, the present study employed a graphical method to
check for the normality of data collected (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Field (2009)
suggested that in a large sample of 200 or more, it is more important to look at the
shape of the distribution graphically rather than looking at the value of the skewness
and kurtosis statistics. Field (2009) added that a large sample decreases the standard
errors, which in turn inflate the value of the skewness and kurtosis statistics. Hence,
this justified the reason for using a graphical method of normality test rather than the
statistical methods.

Following Field’s (2009) suggestion, in the present study, a histogram and
normal probability plots were examined to ensure that normality assumptions were
not violated. Figure 4.1 depicts that data collected for the present study follow
normal pattern since all the bars on the histogram were closed to a normal curve.
Thus, Figure 4.1 indicates that normality assumptions were not violated in the

present study.
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Histogram and Normal Probability Plots

4.3.4 Multicollinearity Test

Multicollinearity refers to a situation in which or more exogenous latent constructs
become highly correlated. The presence of multicollinearity among the exogenous
latent constructs can substantially distort the estimates of regression coefficients and
their statistical significance tests (Chatterjee & Yilmaz, 1992; Hair, Black, Babin,
Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). In particular, multicollinearity increases the standard
errors of the coefficients, which in turn render the coefficients statistically non-
significant (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

To detect multicollinearity, two methods were used in the present study
(Chatterjee & Yilmaz, 1992; Peng & Lai, 2012). First, the correlation matrix of the
exogenous latent constructs was examined. According to Hair et al. (2010), a
correlation coefficient of 0.90 and above indicates multicollinearity between
exogenous latent constructs. Table 4.3 shows the correlation matrix of all exogenous

latent constructs.
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Table 4.3
Correlation Matrix of the Exogenous Latent Constructs

No. Latent constructs 1 2 3 4
1 Perceived behaviour control 1

2 Perceived outcomes control 19 1

3 Perceived descriptive norm -42 -.50 1

4 Perceived injunctive norm 13 -21 18** 1

Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed).

As shown in Table 4.3, the correlations between the exogenous latent

constructs were sufficiently below the suggested threshold values of .90 or more,

which suggests that the exogenous latent constructs were independent and not highly

correlated.

Secondly, following the examination of correlation matrix for the exogenous
latent constructs, variance inflated factor (VIF), tolerance value and condition index
were examined to detect multicollinearity problem. Hair, Ringle and Sarstedt (2011)
suggested that multicollinearity is a concern if VIF value is higher than 5, tolerance
value is less than .20, and condition index is higher than 30. Table 4.4 shows the

VIF values, tolerance values, and condition indices for the exogenous latent

constructs.
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Table 4.4
Tolerance and Variance Inflation Factors (VIF)

Latent Constructs Collinearity Statistics Condition Index
Tolerance VIF 1.000
Perceived behaviour control .998 1.002 7.615
Perceived outcomes control .997 1.003 9.775
Perceived descriptive norm .965 1.036 12.440
Perceived injunctive norm .969 1.032 25.055

Source: The Researcher

Table 4.4 indicates that multicollinearity did not exist among the exogenous
latent constructs as all VIF values were less than 5, tolerance values exceeded .20,
and condition indices were below 30, as suggested by Hair et al. (2011). Thus,

multicollinearity is not an issue in the present study.

4.4 Non-Response Bias

Lambert and Harrington (1990) defined non-response bias as “the differences in the
answers between non-respondents and respondents” (p. 5). In order to estimate the
possibility of non- response bias, Armstrong and Overton (1977) suggested a time-trend
extrapolation approach, which entails comparing the early and late respondents (i.e.,
non-respondents). They argued that late respondents share similar characteristics with
non-respondents. Meanwhile, to further minimize the issue of non-response bias,
Lindner and Wingenbach (2002) recommended that a minimum response rate of 50%
should be achieved. Following Armstrong and Overton’s (1977) approach, the present
study divided the respondents into two main groups: those who responded within 30

days (i.e., early respondents) and those who responded after 30 days (i.e., late
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respondents) (c.f., Vink & Boomsma, 2008). Majority of the respondents in the
sample; that is 217 (82%) responded to the questionnaire within 30 days, while the
remaining 48, representing 18% responded after 30 days (Table 4.5).

In particular, an independent samples t-test was conducted to detect any possible
non-response bias on the main study variables including interpersonal deviance,
organisational deviance, perceived behaviour control, perceived outcomes control,
perceived descriptive norms, perceived injunctive norms and self-regulatory efficacy.
Table 4.5 presents the results of independent-samples t-test obtained.

Table 4.5
Results of Independent-Samples T-test for Non-Response Bias

Levene's Test

. for Equality
Variables Group N  Mean SD . tvariances
F Sig.
Interpersonal Deviance Early Response 217 248 .42 .04 .85
Late Response 48 244 42
Organisational Deviance Early Response 217  2.46 49 .26 .61

Late Response 48 242 48

Perceived Behaviour Control  Early Response 217 2.64 42  2.64 11
Late Response 48 262 .35

Perceived Outcomes Control ~ Early Response 217 2.75 .61 .00 97
Late Response 48 287 .63

Perceived Descriptive Norms  Early Response 217  2.84 .92 .06 .81
Late Response 48 277 .89

Perceived Injunctive Norms  Early Response 217 3.07 .73 .69 41
Late Response 48 293 .77

Self-Regulatory Efficacy Early Response 217  2.80 57 .64 42

Late Response 48 273 .60

Source: The Researcher
As presented in Table 4.5, the results of independent-samples t-test revealed
that the equal variance significance values for each of the seven main study variables

were greater than the 0.05 significance level of Levene's test for equality of variances as
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suggested by Pallant (2010) and Field (2009). Hence, this suggests that the
assumption of equal the variances between early and late respondents has not been
violated. As such, it can be concluded that non-response bias was not a major
concern in the present study. Furthermore, following Lindner and Wingenbach’s
(2002) recommendation, since this study achieved 54% response rate, it can be added

that the issue of non-response bias does not appear to be a major concern.

4.5 Common Method Variance Test

Common method variance (CMV), also known to as monomethod bias, refers to
“variance that is attributable to the measurement method rather than to the construct
of interest” (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003, p. 879). Researchers
have generally agreed that common method variance is a major concern for scholars
using self-report surveys (Lindell & Whitney, 2001; Podsakoff et al., 2003; Spector,
2006). For example, Conway and Lance (2010) stated that “common method bias
inflates relationships between variables measured by self-reports” (p. 325).
Similarly, in a meta-analytic review of 55 studies on attitudinal and dispositional
predictors of OCB, Organ and Ryan (1995) stated that studies conducted using self-
report surveys are associated with spuriously high correlations due to common
method variance.

The present study adopted several procedural remedies to minimize the
effects of CMV (MacKenzie & Podsakoff, 2012; Podsakoff et al., 2003; Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012; Podsakoff & Organ, 1986; Viswanathan &

Kayande, 2012). First, to reduce evaluation apprehension, the participants were
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informed that there is no right or wrong answer to the items in the questionnaire and
they were also given an assurance that their answers were confidential throughout the
research process. Second, improving scale items was also used to reduce method
biases in the present study. This was achieved by avoiding vague concepts in the
questionnaire and when such concepts were used, simple examples were provided.
To further improve scale items, all questions in the survey were written in a simple,
specific and concise language.

Besides the procedural remedies described above, the present study also
adopted Harman’s single factor test proposed by Podsakoff and Organ (1986) to
examine common method variance. Traditionally, in this procedure all variables of
interest are subjected to an exploratory factor analysis and the results of the
unrotated factor solution are then examined to ascertain the number of factors that
are necessary to account for the variance in the variables (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986).
The main assumption of Harman’s (1967) single factor test is that if a substantial
amount of common method variance is present, either a single factor may emerge, or
one general factor would account for most of the covariance in the predictor and
criterion variables (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986).

Following Podsakoff and Organ (1986), all items in this study were subjected
to a principal components factor analysis. The results of the analysis yielded six
factors, explaining a cumulative of 78.60% of the variance; with the first (largest)
factor explaining 34.83% of the total variance, which is less than 50% (c.f., Kumar,
2012). Additionally, the results indicate that no single factor accounted for the

majority of covariance in the predictor and criterion variables (Podsakoff et al.,
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2012). Hence, this suggests that common method bias is not a major concern and is

unlikely to inflate relationships between variables measured in the present study.

4.6 Demographic Profile of the Respondents

This section describes the demographic profile of the respondents in the sample. The
demographic characteristics examined in this study include gender, age, rank,

previous experience, level of education, marital status and ethnicity (see Table 4.6).

Table 4.6
Demographic Characteristics of the Respondents
Frequency Percentage

Gender
Male 182 68.7
Female 83 31.3
Age
21-30 years 30 11.3
31-40 years 89 33.6
41-50 years 124 46.8
51 years and above 22 8.3
Rank
Professor 3 1.1
Reader 19 7.2
Senior Lecturer 30 11.3
Lecturer | 71 26.8
Lecturer 11 90 34.0
Assistant Lecturer 33 12.5
Graduate Assistant 19 7.2
Tenure
Less than 1 year 25 94
1-5 years 65 24.5
6 -10 years 88 33.2
11 years and above 87 32.8
Education
Doctorate Degree 35 13.2
Master’s Degree 191 72.1
First Degree 39 14.7
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Table 4.6 (Continued)

Frequency Percentage
Status
Married 202 76.2
Single 54 20.4
Widowed 1 0.4
Divorced or Separated 8 3.0
Ethnicity
Yoruba 122 46
Hausa/Fulani 92 34.7
Igho 29 10.9
Others 22 8.3

Source: The Researcher

As shown in Table 4.6, the majority of the respondents in the sample, that is
182 (68.7%), were males while the remaining 83, representing 31.3% were females.
Previous studies have also demonstrated similar distribution regarding the gender of
the respondents. For example, the present study reflects the study conducted by de-
Lara and Tacoronte (2007), where the majority of teachers at a university were males
(64.6%) compared to their female counterparts (35.4%).

Regarding the age group, 46.8% of the participants were in the age group of
41-50 years. This is followed by those in the age group of 31-40 years with 89
respondents, which accounted for 33.6% of the sample. In the age group of 21-30
years, there were 30 respondents, representing 11.3% of the sample. The smallest
age group ranged between 51 years and above, which accounted for 8.3% or 22
respondents.

Additionally, in terms of rank, Table 4.6 shows that 34% of the participants
were on the rank of Lecturer Il, followed by Lecturer | (26.8%); Assistant Lecturers

(12.5%); Senior Lecturers (11.3%); Readers and Graduate Assistants with 7.2% each
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and Professors (1.1%). In terms of job tenure, only 33.2% of the participants spent
6 -10 years working in university, (32.8% %) spent between 11 years and above in
the university, another 24.5% spent between 1-5 years working in the university,
while the remaining 9.4% had less than 1 year in the university.

Table 4.6 also shows a high proportion of the respondents were master’s
degree holders, which accounted for 72.1% or 191 respondents. This is followed by
14.7%) with first degree, while the remaining 35, representing 13.2% were doctorate
degree holders. The low proportion of doctorate degree holders in the sample is a
reflection of an assertion made by the Nigerian President, Goodluck Jonathan, that
60% of lecturers in various Nigerian universities do not have a doctorate degree
(Odiegwu, 2012). Table 4.6 also shows that most of the respondents were married
(76.2%), followed by single (20.4%), divorced or separated (3%). Approximately
less than 1% were widowed. Table 4.6 further indicates that the respondents came
from diverse ethnic backgrounds, namely, Yoruba, Hausa/Fulani, Ighbo and minority
ethnic groups. Approximately 46% of the participants were Yorubas; 34.7% were
Hausa/Fulani; 10.9% were Igbos and the remaining 8.3% represents ethnic minority

groups.

4.7 Descriptive Analysis of the Latent Constructs

This section is primarily concerned with the descriptive statistics for the latent
variables used in the present study. Descriptive statistics in the form of means and
standard deviations for the latent variables were computed. All the latent variables

used in the present study were measured using a four-point scale anchored by 1 =
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strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree. The results are presented in Tables 4.7. For
easier interpretation, the four-point scale used in the present study was classified into
three categories, namely, low, moderate and high. Scores of less than 2 (3/3 + lowest
value 1 is considered as low; scores of 3 (highest value 4 - 3/3) is considered high,
while those between low and high scores are considered moderate (Sassenberg,

Matschke, & Scholl, 2011).

Table 4.7
Descriptive Statistics for Latent Variables

Number of Standard
Latent Constructs Items Mean Deviation
Perceived behaviour control 9 2.610 377
Perceived outcomes control 5 2.191 615
Perceived descriptive norms 3 2.808 916
Perceived injunctive norms 3 3.046 742
Self-regulatory efficacy 9 2.793 .580
Interpersonal deviance 15 2.468 420
Organisational deviance 11 2.449 480

Source: The Researcher

Table 4.7 shows that the overall mean for the latent variables ranged between
2.449 and 3.046. In particular, the mean and standard deviation for the perceived
behaviour control were 2.610 and .377, respectively. This suggests that respondents
tended to have moderate level of perception of behaviour control. Table 4.7 also
indicates that the mean for the perceived outcomes control was 2.791, with a
standard deviation of .615, suggesting that the respondents perceived the level of
outcomes control as moderate. Further, the results show a moderate score for the
perceived descriptive norms (Mean = 2.808, Standard deviation = .916) but a high
score for perceived injunctive norms with mean and standard deviation of 3.046 and

742, respectively.
130



The descriptive statistics also show a moderate score for self-regulatory
efficacy (Mean = 2.793; standard deviation =. 580). In terms of the two dimensions
of workplace deviance, the means and standard deviations are as follows: for
interpersonal deviance (Mean = 2.468; standard deviation = .420) and for
organisational deviance (Mean = 2.449; standard deviation = .916). This indicates

that the respondents tended to have moderate level of perception of deviant acts.

4.8 Assessment of PLS-SEM Path Model Results

It is necessary to mention that a recent study conducted by Henseler and Sarstedt
(2013) suggests that goodness-of-fit (GoF) index is not suitable for model validation
(see also Hair et al., 2014). For instance, using PLS path models with simulated data,
the authors show that goodness-of-fit index is not suitable for model validation
because it cannot separate valid models from invalid ones (Hair, Ringle, & Sarstedt,
2013). In the light of the recent development about the unsuitability of PLS path
modelling in model validation, the present study adopted a two-step process to
evaluate and report the results of PLS-SEM path, as suggested by Henseler, Ringle
and Sinkovics (2009). This two-step process adopted in the present study comprises
(1) the assessment of a measurement model, and (2) the assessment of a structural
model, as depicted in Figure 4.1 (Hair et al., 2014; Hair et al., 2012; Henseler et al.,

2009).
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Examining individual item reliability
Ascertaining internal consistency reliability
Ascertaining convergent validity
Ascertaining discriminant validity

N

Assessment of
measurement
model

N

e Assessing the significance of path coefficients
e Evaluating the level of R-squared values
Assessment of o Determining the effect size
structural e Ascertaining the predictive relevance
model e Examining the moderating effect
Figure 4.2

A Two-Step Process of PLS Path Model Assessment
Source: (Henseler et al., 2009)

4.9 Assessment of Measurement Model

An assessment of a measurement model involves determining individual item
reliability, internal consistency reliability, content validity, convergent validity and

discriminant validity (Hair et al., 2014; Hair et al., 2011; Henseler et al., 2009).
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Figure 4.3
Measurement Model

4.9.1 Individual Item Reliability

Individual item reliability was assessed by examining the outer loadings of each
construct’s measure (Duarte & Raposo, 2010; Hair et al., 2014; Hair et al., 2012;
Hulland, 1999). Following the rule of thumb for retaining items with loadings
between .40 and .70 (Hair et al., 2014), it was discovered that out of 55 items, 22
were deleted because they presented loadings below the threshold of 0.40. Thus, in
the whole model, only 34 items were retained as they had loadings between 0.501

and 0.951 (see Table 4.8 and Appendix C).
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4.9.2 Internal Consistency Reliability

Internal consistency reliability refers to the extent to which all items on a particular
(sub) scale are measuring the same concept (Bijttebier et al., 2000; Sun et al., 2007).
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient and composite reliability coefficient are the most
commonly used estimators of the internal consistency reliability of an instrument in
organizational research (e.g., Bacon, Sauer, & Young, 1995; McCrae, Kurtz,
Yamagata, & Terracciano, 2011; Peterson & Kim, 2013). In this study, composite
reliability coefficient was chosen to ascertain the internal consistency reliability of
measures adapted.

Two main reasons justified the use of composite reliability coefficient.
Firstly, composite reliability coefficient provides a much less biased estimate of
reliability than Cronbach’s alpha coefficient because the later assumes all items
contribute equally to its construct without considering the actual contribution of
individual loadings (Barclay, Higgins, & Thompson, 1995; Gotz, Liehr-Gobbers, &

Krafft, 2010).
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Table 4.8
Loadings, Composite Reliability and Average Variance Extracted

Average
Standardized Reliabilit Variance
Loadings Y Extracted

Composite
Latent constructs and indicators

(po) (AVE)
Interpersonal DWBs 929 124
IDB08 .905
IDB10 875
IDB11 .838
IDB12 .859
IDB14 773
Organisational DWBs .892 546
ODBO01 .842
ODB02 .886
ODB04 571
ODB05 .699
ODB06 729
ODB09 .702
ODB11 .701
Perceived Behaviour Control .833 .628
PBCO1 .764
PBCO02 .689
PBCO05 .908
Perceived Outcome Control .816 540
PCOO01 501
PCO03 951
PCO04 776
PCO05 .633
Perceived Descriptive Norms .863 678
PDNO1 752
PDNO02 .902
PDNO3 .809
Perceived Injunctive Norms 817 .601
PINO1 .824
PINO2 .828
PINO3 .662
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Table 4.8 (Continued)

. Composite Ave_rage
Latent constructs and indicators Standal_fd|zed Reliability Variance
Loadings Extracted
(pc) (AVE)
Self-Regulatory Efficacy 0.901 0.538
SREO1 0.744
SRE02 0.814
SREO3 0.717
SRE04 0.869
SREOQ5 0.74
SREO06 0.578
SREO08 0.525
SRE09 0.815

Source: The Researcher

Secondly, Cronbach’s alpha may over or under-estimate the scale reliability.
The composite reliability takes into account that indicators have different loadings
and can be interpreted in the same way as Cronbach’s a (that is, no matter which
particular reliability coefficient is used, an internal consistency reliability value
above .70 is regarded as satisfactory for an adequate model, whereas a value below
.60 indicates a lack of reliability). Nevertheless, the interpretation of internal
consistency reliability using composite reliability coefficient was based on the rule
of thumb provided by Bagozzi and Yi (1988) as well as Hair et al (2011), who
suggest that the composite reliability coefficient should be at least .70 or more.

Table 4.8 shows the composite reliability coefficients of the latent constructs.
As shown in Table 4.8, the composite reliability coefficient of each latent constructs

ranged from .828 to .931, with each exceeding the minimum acceptable level of .70,

136



suggesting adequate internal consistency reliability of the measures used in this

study (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988; Hair et al., 2011).

4.9.3 Convergent Validity

Convergent validity refers to the extent to which items truly represent the intended
latent construct and indeed correlate with other measures of the same latent construct
(Hair et al., 2006). Convergent validity was assessed by examining the Average
Variance Extracted (AVE) of each latent construct, as suggested by Fornell and
Larcker (1981). To achieve adequate convergent validity, Chin (1998) recommends
that the AVE of each latent construct should be .50 or more. Following Chin (1998),
the AVE values (see Table 4.8) exhibited high loadings (> .50) on their respective

constructs, indicating adequate convergent validity.

4.9.4 Discriminant Validity

Discriminant validity refers to the extent to which a particular latent construct is
different from other latent constructs (Duarte & Raposo, 2010). In the present study,
discriminant validity was ascertained using AVE, as suggested by Fornell and
Larcker (1981). This was achieved by comparing the correlations among the latent
constructs with square roots of average variance extracted (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).
Additionally, discriminant validity was determined following Chin’s (1998) criterion
by comparing the indicator loadings with other reflective indicators in the cross
loadings table. First, as a rule of thumb for evaluating discriminant validity, Fornell

and Larcker (1981) suggest the use of AVE with a score of .50 or more. To achieve
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adequate discriminant validity, Fornell and Larcker (1981) further suggest that the
square root of the AVE should be greater than the correlations among latent
constructs.

As indicated in Table 4.8, the values of the average variances extracted range
between .540 and .724, suggesting acceptable values. In Table 4.9, the correlations
among the latent constructs were compared with the square root of the average
variances extracted (values in bold face). Table 4.9 also shows that the square root
of the average variances extracted were all greater than the correlations among latent

constructs, suggesting adequate discriminant validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).

Table 4.9
Latent Variable Correlations and Square Roots of Average Variance Extracted

Latent Variables 1 2 3 6 4 5 7
1 Interpersonal DWBs .85
2 Organisational DWBs 59 .74
3 Perceived Behaviour Control ~ -.25 -39 .79
6 Perceived Outcome Control -25 -21 .08 .73
4 Perceived Descriptive Norms .70 58 -05 -15 .82
5 Perceived Injunctive Norms 24 25 -15 -04 21 .78

7 Self-Regulatory Efficacy -22 -50 28 .08 -22 -22 73

Note: Entries shown in bold face represent the square root of the average variance
extracted.
Source: The Researcher.

Furthermore, as mentioned earlier, discriminant validity can be ascertained
comparing the indicator loadings with cross-loadings (Chin, 1998). To achieve
adequate discriminant validity, Chin (1998) suggests that all the indicator loadings
should be higher than the cross-loadings. Table 4.10 compares the indicator loadings
with other reflective indicators. All indicator loadings were greater than the cross-

loadings, suggesting adequate discriminant validity for further analysis.
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Table 4.10

Cross Loadings

DWB-1 DWB-O PBC POC PDN PIN SRE
IDB08 0.905 0.678 -0.208 -0.212  0.635 0.231 -0.116
IDB10 0.875 0.646 -0.223 0225 0.584 0.244 -0.299
IDB11 0.838 0.611 -0.197 -0.237  0.569 0.188 -0.178
IDB12 0.859 0.705 -0.310 -0.260  0.543 0.176  -0.404
IDB14 0.773 0.504 -0.110 -0.141  0.652 0.164  0.064
ODBO1 0.664 0.842 -0.376  -0.244  0.578 0.180 -0.269
ODB02 0.664 0.886 -0.271 0231  0.601 0.171 -0.328
ODB04 0.346 0.571 -0.210  0.020 0.129 0.146  -0.229
ODBO05 0.522 0.699 -0.289 -0.071  0.298 0.179 -0.356
ODBO06 0.499 0.729 -0.421 -0.112  0.222 0.122 -0.213
ODB09 0.454 0.702 -0.317 -0.199 0314 0.281 -0.663
ODB11 0.579 0.701 -0.186  -0.103  0.611 0.175 -0.444
PBCO1 -0.105 -0.240 0.764  -0.019 -0.066 -0.081 0.142
PBCO2 -0.105 -0.210 0.689 0.104 0.101 -0.151 0.090
PBCO5 -0.294 -0.417 0.908 0.090 -0.098 -0.131 0.330
PCOO01 0.020 0.033 0.124 0.501 0.005 0.012 -0.112
PCO03 -0.271 -0.239 0.098 0.951 -0.196 -0.059 0.118
PCO04 -0.118 -0.011 0.006 0.776  -0.031 0.030 -0.132
PCO05 -0.078 -0.077 0.053 0.633 0.023 0.021 0.028
PDNO1 0.357 0.335 0.130 -0.164 0.752 0.151 -0.126
PDNO02 0.607 0.585 -0.062 -0.117  0.902 0.241 -0.460
PDNO03 0.696 0.475 -0.127  -0.114  0.809 0.123  0.061
PINO1 0.251 0.237 -0.162 -0.033  0.202 0.824 -0.229
PINO2 0.152 0.172 -0.132 -0.059  0.112 0.828 -0.184
PINO3 0.101 0.138 -0.010  0.025 0.164 0.662 -0.058
SREO1 -0.067 -0.267 0.092 0.013 -0.308 -0.108 0.744
SREQ2 -0.365 -0.472 0.249 0.162 -0.316 -0.183 0.814
SREO3 -0.112 -0.401 0.148 0.010  -0.093 -0.194 0.717
SRE04 -0.132 -0.336 0.191 0.074  -0.140 -0.204 0.869
SREQ5 -0.035 -0.353 0.291 0.031 0.025 -0.069 0.740
SREQ6 0.146 -0.278 0.171  -0.082 0.203 -0.152 0.578
SREO8 0.075 -0.055 0.113  -0.058 0.258 -0.057 0.525
SRE09 -0.279 -0.461 0.267 0.081  -0.299 -0.233 0.815
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4.10 Assessment of Significance of the Structural Model

Having ascertained the measurement model, next, the present study assessed the
structural model. The present study also applied the standard bootstrapping
procedure with a number of 5000 bootstrap samples and 354 cases to assess
significance of the path coefficients (Hair et al., 2014; Hair et al., 2011; Hair et al.,
2012; Henseler et al., 2009). Figure 4.7 and Table 4.13 therefore show the estimates
for the full structural model, which includes moderator variable (i.e., self-regulatory

efficacy).

Perceived Behaviour Cont..

Po rceived Outcome Control

Perceived Descriptive Nor.. Rercei 3 24 Q
0 rganfsatio
- Self-Regula Effficacy

Perceived Injunctive Nomms - ‘

Figure 4.4
Structural Model with Moderator (Full Model)

Percei..

At the outset, Hypothesis 1 predicted that perceived behaviour control is

negatively related to DWBI. Result (Table 4.11, Figure 4.4) revealed a significant
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negative relationship between perceived behaviour control and DWBI (f =-0.17, t =

2.85, p< 0.01), supporting Hypothesis 1.
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Table 4.11

Structural Model Assessment with Moderator (Full Model)

Hypotheses  Relation Beta SE T-Value Findings
H1 Perceived Behaviour Control -> Interpersonal DWBs -0.17 0.06 2.85*** Supported
H2 Perceived Behaviour Control -> Organisational DWBs -0.18 0.06 3.17*** Supported
H3 Perceived Outcome Control -> Interpersonal DWBs -0.13 0.06 2.22%** Supported
H4 Perceived Outcome Control -> Organisational DWBs -0.08 0.05 1.82** Supported
H5 Perceived Descriptive Norms -> Interpersonal DWBs 0.45 0.06 7.45%** Supported
H6 Perceived Descriptive Norms -> Organisational DWBs 0.43 0.05 7.81*** Supported
H7 Perceived Injunctive Norms -> Interpersonal DWBs 0.02 0.04 0.43 Not Supported
H8 Perceived Injunctive Norms -> Organisational DWBs 0.01 0.04 0.24 Not Supported
H9 Perceived Behaviour Control * Self-Regulatory Efficacy -> Interpersonal DWBs 0.18 0.06 2.95%** Supported
H10 Perceived Behaviour Control * Self-Regulatory Efficacy -> Organisational DWBs 0.19 0.05 3.92%** Supported
H11 Perceived Outcome Control * Self-Regulatory Efficacy -> Interpersonal DWBs -0.05 0.05 1.04 Not Supported
H12 Perceived Outcome Control * Self-Regulatory Efficacy -> Organisational DWBs -0.09 0.10 0.96 Not Supported
H13 Perceived Descriptive Norms * Self-Regulatory Efficacy -> Interpersonal DWBs 0.19 0.07 2.59%** Supported
H14 Perceived Descriptive Norms * Self-Regulatory Efficacy -> Organisational DWBs 0.10 0.07 1.40* Supported
H15 Perceived Injunctive Norms * Self-Regulatory Efficacy -> Interpersonal DWBs 0.02 0.05 0.51 Not Supported
H16 Perceived Injunctive Norms * Self-Regulatory Efficacy -> Organisational DWBs 0.09 0.05 1.90** Supported

Note: ***Significant at 0.01 (1-tailed), **significant at 0.05 (1-tailed), *significant at 0.1 (1-tailed).

142



Hypothesis 2 predicted that perceived behaviour control is negatively related
to DWBO. Result (Table 4.11, Figure 4.4) indicated that perceived behaviour control
had a significant negative relationship with deviant behaviour directed at
organisation (f = -0.18, t = 3.17, p < 0.01), supporting Hypothesis 2. Similarly, in
examining the influence of perceived outcomes control on DWBI, result indicated
that perceived outcomes control had a significant negative relationship with DWBI
(B=-0.13,t=2.22, p < 0.01), support Hypothesis 3.

Hypothesis 4 predicted that perceived outcomes control is negatively related
to DWBO. As shown in Table 4.11, a significant negative relationship between
perceived outcomes control and DWBO (B = -0.08, t = 1.82, p < 0.05) was found,
indicating support for Hypothesis 4. Regarding the influence of perceived descriptive
norm on DWBI, result (Table 4.11, Figure 4.4) indicated that perceived descriptive
norm had a significant positive relationship with DWBI (f = 0.45, t = 7.45, p <
0.01). Hence, Hypothesis 5 was fully supported.

Perceived descriptive norm was also predicted to be positively related to
DWBO (Hypothesis 6). Result showed a significant positive relationship between
perceived descriptive norm and DWBO (B = 0.43, t = 7.81, p < 0.01). As such,
Hypothesis 6 was supported. With respect to Hypothesis 7 on the influence of
perceived injunctive norm on DWBI, result (Table 4.11) showed no significant
positive relationship between perceived injunctive norm and DWBI (B = 0.02, t =
0.43, p > 0.10). Hence, this hypothesis was not supported. Similarly, Hypothesis 8,
which predicted a positive relationship between perceived injunctive norms and
DWBO was not supported because the estimates from the PLS model were not

significant (p = 0.01, t = 0.24, p > 0.10).
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4.10.1 Assessment of Variance Explained in the Endogenous Latent Variables

Another important criterion for assessing the structural model in PLS-SEM is the R-
squared value, which is also known as the coefficient of determination (Hair et al.,
2011; Hair et al., 2012; Henseler et al., 2009). The R-squared value represents the
proportion of variation in the dependent variable(s) that can be explained by one or
more predictor variable (Elliott & Woodward, 2007; Hair et al., 2010; Hair et al.,
2006). Although the acceptable level of R? value depends on the research context
(Hair et al., 2010), Falk and Miller (1992) propose an R-squared value of 0.10 as a
minimum acceptable level. Meanwhile, Chin (1998) suggests that the R-squared
values of 0.67, 0.33, and 0.19 in PLS-SEM can be considered as substantial,
moderate, and weak, respectively. Table 4.12 presents the R-squared values of the

two endogenous latent variables.

Table 4.12
Variance Explained in the Endogenous Latent Variables

Latent Variables Variance Explained (R2)
Interpersonal Deviant Workplace Behaviour 56%
Organisational Deviant Workplace Behaviour 57%

As indicated in Table 4.12, the research model explains 56% of the total
variance in interpersonal DWBs and 57% of the total variance in organisational
DWBs. This suggests that the five sets of exogenous latent variables (i.e., perceived
behaviour control, perceived outcomes control, perceived descriptive norms,
perceived injunctive norms, and self-regulatory efficacy) collectively explain 56%

and 57% of the variance of the interpersonal DWBs and organisational DWBs,
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respectively. Hence, following Falk and Miller’s (1992) and Chin’s (1998) the
criteria, the two endogenous latent variables showed acceptable levels of R-squared

values, which were considered as moderate.

4.10.2 Assessment of Effect Size (f%)

Effect size indicates the relative effect of a particular exogenous latent variable on
endogenous latent variable(s) by means of changes in the R-squared (Chin, 1998). It
is calculated as the increase in R-squared of the latent variable to which the path is
connected, relative to the latent variable’s proportion of unexplained variance (Chin,
1998). Thus the effect size could be expressed using the following formula (Cohen,
1988; Selya, Rose, Dierker, Hedeker, & Mermelstein, 2012; Wilson, Callaghan,

Ringle, & Henseler, 2007):

i R? - R?
Effect size: f2 — Included Excluded (41)
1- R?
Included

Cohen (1988) describes f* values of 0.02, 0.15 and 0.35 as having weak,
moderate, strong effects respectively. Table 4.13 shows the respective effect sizes of

the latent variables of the structural model.
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Table 4.13
Effect Sizes of the Latent Variables on Cohen’s (1988) Recommendation

R-squared Included Excluded f-squared EifoSCt
Interpersonal DWBs:
Perceived Behaviour Control 0.559 0.526 0.07 Small
Perceived Outcome Control 0.559 0.542 0.04 Small
Perceived Descriptive Norms 0.559 0.196 0.82 Large
Perceived Injunctive Norms 0.559 0.555 0.01 None
Organisational DWBs:
Perceived Behaviour Control 0.570 0.561 0.02 Small
Perceived Outcome Control 0.570 0.562 0.02 Small
Perceived Descriptive Norms 0.570 0.388 0.42 Large
Perceived Injunctive Norms 0.570 0.569 0.00 None

Source: The Researcher.

As indicated in Table 4.13, the effect sizes for the perceived behaviour
control, perceived outcome control, perceived descriptive norms, and perceived
injunctive norms on interpersonal DWBs, were 0.07, 0.04, 0.82 and 0.01,
respectively. Hence, following Cohen’s (1988) guideline, the effects sizes of these
four exogenous latent variables on interpersonal deviance can be considered as
small, small, large, and none respectively. Furthermore, Table 4.13 indicated that the
effect sizes for the perceived behaviour control, perceived outcome control,
perceived descriptive norms, and perceived injunctive norms on organisational
DWBs were 0.02, 0.02, 0.42, and 0.00 respectively. Similarly, on the basis of
Cohen’s (1988) guideline for interpretation of the effect size, the results suggest that
the effects sizes of these four exogenous latent variables on organisational DWBs

can be considered as small, small, large, and none respectively.
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4.10.3 Assessment of Predictive Relevance

The present study also applied Stone-Geisser test of predictive relevance of the
research model using blindfolding procedures (Geisser, 1974; Stone, 1974). The
Stone-Geisser test of predictive relevance is usually used as a supplementary
assessment of goodness-of-fit in partial least squares structural equation modelling
(Duarte & Raposo, 2010). Even though this study used blindfolding to ascertain the
predictive relevance of the research model, it is worth noting that according to
Sattler, Volckner, Riediger and Ringle (2010) “blindfolding procedure is only
applied to endogenous latent variables that have a reflective measurement model
operationalization” (p. 320). Reflective measurement model “specifies that a latent
or unobservable concept causes variation in a set of observable indicators (McMillan
& Conner, 2003, p. 1). Hence, because all endogenous latent variables in present
study were reflective in nature, a blindfolding procedure was applied mainly to these
endogenous latent variables.

In particular, a cross-validated redundancy measure (Q2) was applied to
assess the predictive relevance of the research model (Chin, 2010; Geisser, 1974;
Hair et al., 2013; Ringle, Sarstedt, & Straub, 2012b; Stone, 1974). The Q2 is a
criterion to a measure how well a model predicts the data of omitted cases (Chin,
1998; Hair et al., 2014). According to Henseler et al. (2009), a research model with
Q? statistic (s) greater than zero is considered to have predictive relevance.
Additionally, a research model with higher positive Q* values suggests more
predictive relevance. Table 4.14 presents the results of the cross-validated
redundancy Q2 test.

147



Table 4.14
Construct Cross-Validated Redundancy

Total SSO SSE 1-SSE/SSO
Interpersonal DWBs 1325 801.067 0.3954
Organisational DWBs 1855 1332.377 0.2817

Source: The Researcher.
As shown in Table 4.14, the cross-validation redundancy measure Q2 for all
endogenous latent variables were above zero, suggesting predictive relevance of the

model (Chin, 1998; Henseler et al., 2009).

4.10.4 Testing Moderating Effect

The present study applied a product indicator approach using Partial Least Squares
Structural Equation Modelling to detect and estimate the strength of the moderating
effect of self-regulatory efficacy on the relationship between organisational formal
controls, group norms and deviant behaviour at work (c.f., Chin et al., 2003; Helm,
Eggert, & Garnefeld, 2010; Henseler & Chin, 2010a; Henseler & Fassott, 2010b).
The product term approach is considered appropriate in this study because the
moderating variables is continuous (Rigdon, Schumacker, & Wothke, 1998).
According to Henseler and Fassott (Henseler & Fassott, 2010a) “given that the
results of the product term approach are usually equal or superior to those of the
group comparison approach, we recommend always using the product term
approach” (p. 721).

To apply the product indicator approach in testing the moderating effects of
self-regulatory efficacy on the relationship between organisational formal controls,

group norms and deviant behaviour, the product terms between the indicators of the
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latent independent variable and the indicators of the latent moderator variable need
to be created, hence, these product terms would be used as indicators of the
interaction term in the structural model (Kenny & Judd, 1984). Furthermore, to
ascertain the strength of the moderating effects, the present study applied Cohen’s
(1988) guidelines for determining the effect size. Figure 4.7 and Table 4.11 therefore
show the estimates after applying the applied a product indicator approach to
examine the moderating effect of self-regulatory efficacy the relationship between
exogenous and endogenous latent variable.

It could be recalled that Hypothesis 9 stated that self-regulatory efficacy
moderates the relationship between perceived behaviour control and interpersonal
deviance. Specifically, this relationship is stronger (i.e. more negative) for
individuals with high self-regulatory efficacy than it is for individuals with low self-
regulatory efficacy. As expected, the results shown in Table 4.11, Figure 4.7
indicated that the interaction terms representing perceived behaviour control x self-
regulatory efficacy (p = 0.18, t = 2.95, p < 0.01) was statistically significant. Hence,
Hypothesis 9 was fully supported. Information from the path coefficients was used to
plot the moderating effect of self-regulatory efficacy on the relationship between
perceived behaviour control and interpersonal deviance, following the procedures
recommended by Aiken and West (1993), Dawson and Richter (2002) and Dawson
(Marcus et al., 2002). Figure 4.8 shows that the relationship between perceived
behaviour control and interpersonal deviance is stronger (i.e. more negative) for
individuals with high self-regulatory efficacy than it is for individuals with low self-

regulatory efficacy.
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Interaction Effect of Perceived Behaviour Control and Self-Regulatory Efficacy on
DWBO

Similarly, the results shown in Table 4.11, Figure 4.4 support Hypothesis 10,
which stated that self-regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship between
perceived behaviour control and organisational deviance, such that the relationship is
stronger (i.e. more negative) for individuals with high self-regulatory efficacy than it
is for individuals with low self-regulatory efficacy (f = 0.19, t = 3.92, p < 0.01). The
moderating effect of self-regulatory efficacy on the relationship between perceived
behaviour control and organisational deviance is depicted in Figure 4.5, which
shows a stronger negative relationship between perceived behaviour control and
DWBO for individuals with high self-regulatory efficacy than it is for individuals

with low self-regulatory efficacy.
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Interaction Effect of Perceived Behaviour Control and Self-Regulatory Efficacy on
DWBO

On the other hand, the results shown in Table 4.11, Figure 4.4 did not support
Hypothesis 11, which posited that self-regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship
between perceived outcome control and interpersonal deviance. Specifically, this
relationship is stronger (i.e. more negative) for individuals with high self-regulatory
efficacy than it is for individuals with low self-regulatory efficacy (B = -0.05, t =
1.04, p > 0.10). Similarly, Hypothesis 12, which predicted an interaction between
perceived outcome control and self-regulatory efficacy with regard to their effect on
the incidence of organisational deviance, was not supported ( = -0.09, t = 0.96, p >

0.10).

Hypothesis 13 stated that self-regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship

between perceived descriptive norm and interpersonal deviance. Specifically, this
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relationship is weaker (i.e. less positive) for individuals with high self-regulatory
efficacy than it is for individuals with low self-regulatory efficacy. The results in
Table 4.11, Figure 4.4 indicated a significant interaction between perceived
descriptive norm and self-regulatory efficacy in predicting interpersonal deviance (3
= 0.19, t = 259, p < 0.01), hence providing strong support for Hypothesis 13.
Graphically, this finding is depicted in Figure 4.7 depicted that self-regulatory
efficacy moderated the relationship between perceived descriptive norm and
interpersonal deviance, such that this relationship is weaker (i.e. less positive) for
individuals with high self-regulatory efficacy than it is for individuals with low self-

regulatory efficacy.
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Interaction Effect of Perceived Descriptive Norms and Self-Regulatory Efficacy on
DWBI

Hypothesis 14 posited that self-regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship

between perceived descriptive norm and organisational deviance. Specifically, this
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relationship is weaker (i.e. less positive) for individuals with high self-regulatory
efficacy than it is for individuals with low self-regulatory efficacy. Results shown in
Table 4.11, Figure 4.4 also demonstrated a significant interaction between perceived
descriptive norm and self-regulatory efficacy with regard to their effect on the
incidence of organisational deviance (B = 0.10, t = 1.40, p < 0.10). Graphically, this
result is illustrated in Figure 4.8. As depicted in Figure 4.8, self-regulatory efficacy
moderated the relationship between perceived descriptive norm and organisational
deviance, such that the relationship is weaker (i.e. less positive) for individuals with
high self-regulatory efficacy than it is for individuals with low self-regulatory

efficacy.
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Figure 4.8
Interaction Effect of Perceived Descriptive Norms and Self-Regulatory Efficacy on
DWBO
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Hypothesis 15 predicted that self-regulatory efficacy moderates the
relationship between perceived injunctive norms and interpersonal deviance.
Specifically, this relationship is weaker (i.e. less positive) for individuals with high
self-regulatory efficacy than it is for individuals with low self-regulatory efficacy.
Results (Table 4.11, Figure 4.4) show that the interaction terms representing
perceived injunctive norm x self-regulatory efficacy was not statistically significant
(B=0.02,t=0.51,p>0.10).

Finally, Hypothesis 16 posited that self-regulatory efficacy moderates the
relationship between perceived injunctive norm and organisational deviance.
Specifically, this relationship is weaker (i.e. less positive) for individuals with high
self-regulatory efficacy than it is for individuals with low self-regulatory efficacy.
This hypothesis was also supported because the interaction between perceived
injunctive norms and self-regulatory efficacy in predicting organisational deviance
was significant (B = 0.00, t = 1.90, p < 0.05). As depicted in Figure 4.9 the
relationship between perceived injunctive norm and organisational deviance is
weaker (i.e. less positive) for individuals with high self-regulatory efficacy than it is

for individuals with low self-regulatory efficacy.
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Interaction Effect of Perceived Injunctive Norms and Self-Regulatory Efficacy on
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4.10.5 Determining the Strength of the Moderating Effects

In order to determine the strength of the moderating effects of self-regulatory
efficacy on the relationship between organisational formal controls, group norms and
workplace deviance, Cohen’s (1988) effect sizes were calculated. Further, the
strength of the moderating effects can be assessed by comparing the coefficient of
determination (R-squared value) of the main effect model with the R-squared value
of the full model that incorporates both exogenous latent variables and moderating
variable (Henseler & Fassott, 2010a; Wilden, Gudergan, Nielsen, & Lings, 2013).
Thus, the strength of the moderating effects could be expressed using the following

formula (Cohen, 1988; Henseler & Fassott, 2010a):
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) R? : - R? -
Effect size: (fZ) — model with moderator model without moderetor (42)

1- R?

model with moderator

Moderating effect sizes (%) values of 0.02 can be considered as weak, effect
sizes of 0.15 as moderate while the effect sizes above 0.35 may be regarded as strong
(Cohen, 1988; Henseler & Fassott, 2010a). However, according to Chin et al.
(2003), a low effect size does not necessarily mean that the underlying moderating
effect is insignificant. “Even a small interaction effect can be meaningful under
extreme moderating conditions, if the resulting beta changes are meaningful, then it
is important to take these conditions into account” (Chin et al., 2003p. 211, ). Result
of the strength of the moderating effects of self-regulatory efficacy is presented in
Table 4.15.

Following Henseler and Fassott’s (2010b) and Cohen’s (1988) rule of thumb
for determining the strength of the moderating effects, Table 4.15 shows that the
effect size for interpersonal deviance was .53 and for organisational deviance was
.28, suggesting that the moderating effect was strong and medium, respectively (c.f.,
Henseler, Wilson, Gotz, & Hautvast, 2007; Wilden et al., 2013).

Table 4.15

Strength of the Moderating Effects Based on Cohen’s (1988) and Henseler and
Fassott’s (2010) Guidelines

) R-squared Effect
Endogenous Latent Variables included Excluded f-squared Size
Interpersonal DWBs 71 .56 .53 Strong
Organisational DWBs .67 .57 .28 Moderate
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4.11 Summary of Findings

Having presented all the results including main and moderating effects in preceding

sections, Table 4.16 summarizes the results of all hypotheses tested.

Table 4.16
Summary of Hypotheses Testing
Hypothesis  Statement Finding
H1: There will be a negative relationship between Supported
perceived behaviour control and DWBI.
H2: There will be a negative relationship between Supported
perceived behaviour control and DWBO.
H3: There will be a negative relationship between Supported
perceived outcome control and DWBI.
H4: There will be a negative relationship between Supported
perceived outcome control and DWBO
H5: There will be a positive relationship between Supported
perceived descriptive norms and DWBI.
H6: There will be a positive relationship between Supported
perceived descriptive norms and DWBO.
H7: There will be a positive relationship between Not
perceived injunctive norms and DWBI. Supported
H8: There will be a positive relationship between Not
perceived injunctive norms and DWBO. Supported
H9: Self-regulatory  efficacy = moderates the  supported
relationship  between perceived behaviour
control and interpersonal deviance.

Specifically, this relationship is stronger (i.e.
more negative) for individuals with high self-
regulatory efficacy than it is for individuals
with low self-regulatory efficacy.
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Table 4.16 (Continued)

Hypothesis Statement

Finding

H10:

H11:

H12:

H13:

H14:

Self-regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship
between perceived behaviour control and
organisational ~ deviance.  Specifically, this
relationship is stronger (i.e. more negative) for
individuals with high self-regulatory efficacy than
it is for individuals with low self-regulatory
efficacy.

Self-regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship
between  perceived outcome control and
interpersonal  deviance.  Specifically, this
relationship is stronger (i.e. more negative) for
individuals with high self-regulatory efficacy than
it is for individuals with low self-regulatory
efficacy.

Self-regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship
between  perceived outcome control and
organisational ~ deviance.  Specifically, this
relationship is stronger (i.e. more negative) for
individuals with high self-regulatory efficacy than
it is for individuals with low self-regulatory
efficacy.

Self-regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship
between perceived descriptive norm  and
interpersonal  deviance.  Specifically,  this
relationship is weaker (i.e. less positive) for
individuals with high self-regulatory efficacy than
it is for individuals with low self-regulatory
efficacy.

Self-regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship
between perceived descriptive norm  and
organisational ~ deviance.  Specifically, this
relationship is weaker (i.e. less positive) for
individuals with high self-regulatory efficacy than
it is for individuals with low self-regulatory
efficacy.

Supported

Not
Supported

Not
Supported

Supported

Supported

Source; The Researcher.
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Table 4.16 (Continued)
Hypothesis Statement Finding

H15: Self-regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship Not
between perceived injunctive norm and interpersonal Supported
deviance. Specifically, this relationship is weaker
(i.e. less positive) for individuals with high self-
regulatory efficacy than it is for individuals with low
self-regulatory efficacy.

H16: Self-regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship Supported
between  perceived injunctive  norm  and
organisational deviance. Specifically,  this
relationship is weaker (i.e. less positive) for
individuals with high self-regulatory efficacy than it
is for individuals with low self-regulatory efficacy.

Source: The Researcher.

412 Summary

In this chapter, the justification for using PLS path modelling to test the theoretical
model in this study was presented. Following the assessment of significance of the
path coefficients, the key findings of the study were presented. Generally, self-report
techniques has provided considerable support for the moderating effects of self-
regulatory efficacy on the relationship between organisational formal control and
perceived group norms on workplace deviance. In particular, the path coefficients
revealed a significant negative relationship between: (1) perceived behaviour control
and DWBI, (2) perceived behaviour control and DWBO, (3) perceived outcomes
control and DWBO, and (4) perceived outcomes control and DWBO. Regarding the
influence workgroup norms, results indicated a significant positive relationship

between: (1) perceived descriptive norm and DWBI, (2) perceived descriptive norm
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and DWBO, (3) perceived injunctive norm and DWBI, and (4) perceived injunctive
and DWBO.

Importantly, concerning the moderating effects of self-regulatory efficacy on
the relationship between the four predictor variables and two dimensions of
workplace deviance, PLS path coefficients revealed that of eight formulated
hypotheses, six were significant. In particular, self-regulatory efficacy moderates the
relationship between: (1) perceived behaviour control and DWBO, (2) perceived
outcomes control and DWBI, (3) perceived outcomes control and DWBO, (4)
perceived descriptive norms and DWBI, (5) perceived injunctive norms and DWBI,
and (6) perceived injunctive norms and DWBO. The next chapter (Chapter 5) will
discuss further the findings, followed by implications, limitations, suggestions for

future research directions and conclusion.
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CHAPTER FIVE

DISCUSSION

5.1 Introduction

This chapter discusses the main research findings presented in the preceding chapter
by relating them to the theoretical perspectives and previous studies related to
workplace deviance. Specifically, the rest of the chapter is organized as follows.
Section 2 recapitulates the findings of the study. Section 3 discusses the findings of
the study in the light of underpinning theories and previous studies. Theoretical,
methodological and practical implications of the study are discussed in Section 4. In
Section 5, limitations of the study are noted and based of these limitations
suggestions for future research directions are made. In the final section, conclusion is

drawn.

5.2  Recapitulation of the Study’s Findings

The main objective of this study is to examine the moderating effect of self-
regulatory efficacy on the relationship between organisational formal controls, group
norms and workplace deviance among teaching staff of the Nigerian universities.
Overall, this study has succeeded in advancing the current understanding of the key
determinants of deviant behaviours at work by providing answers to the following

research questions:
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1. To what extent does organisational formal control explain deviant workplace
behaviour?

2. To what extent does perceived group norms explain deviant workplace
behaviour?

3. Does self-regulatory efficacy moderate the relationship between
organisational formal control and deviant workplace behaviour?

4. Does self-regulatory efficacy moderate the relationship between perceived
group norms and deviant workplace behaviour?

Regarding the direct relationship between exogenous latent variable and
endogenous latent variables, the findings of this study indicated that of 8 hypotheses,
6 were supported. The results of the PLS path model showed that perceived
behaviour control was significantly and negatively related to both DWBI and
DWBO. Perceived outcomes control was also found to be significantly and
negatively related DWBI as well as organisational deviance. Finding further revealed
that perceived descriptive norm was significantly and positively related to both
DWBI and DWBO. In contrast, perceived injunctive norm was not found to be
significantly and positively related to DWBI as well as DWBO.

With respect to self-regulatory efficacy as a moderator on the relationship
between exogenous latent variable and endogenous latent variables, results provided
empirical support for 5 hypotheses. Specifically, self-regulatory efficacy was found
to moderate the relationship between perceived behaviour control and DWBI. The
results also revealed that self-regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship between

perceived behaviour control and DWBO. But self-regulatory efficacy was not found
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to moderate the relationship between perceived outcome control and DWBI. The
results also revealed that self-regulatory efficacy does not moderate the relationship
between perceived outcome control and DWBO.

Results further revealed that self-regulatory efficacy moderates the
relationship between perceived descriptive norms and DWBI. In the same vein, self-
regulatory efficacy was found to moderate the relationship between perceived
descriptive norms and DWBO. Self-regulatory efficacy was not found to moderate
perceived injunctive norms- DWBI relationship. Furthermore, the results indicated
that self-regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship between perceived injunctive

norms and DWBO.

5.3 Discussion

This section discusses the study’s findings in the light of relevant theories and
findings of previous research. The subheadings of discussion section are structured

according to the research questions.

5.3.1 The Influence of Dimensions in Organisational Formal Control on

Deviant Workplace Behaviour

The first research question was whether the dimensions of organisational formal
control explain deviant workplace behaviour. In line with this research question, the
first objective of this study was to examine the relationship between organisational

formal controls and DWB.
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5.3.1.1 Organisational Formal Control and Workplace Deviance

Organisational formal control refers to mechanisms put in place by management
such as rules and regulations, disciplinary measures and auditing with the aim of
monitoring, detecting, punishing and minimizing the occurrence of improper conduct
(Vardi & Weitz, 2004). Anderson and Oliver (1987) identified two dimensions of
organizational control systems (i.e., outcome-based control and behaviour-based
control) that can influence employee’s behaviour. As proposed by Ramaswami
(1996) as well as Jaworski and Young (1992), organisational formal control reduces
the likelihood of employees to engage in dysfunctional behaviour. Hence, this study
hypothesized that organisational formal control is negatively and significantly
related to workplace deviance. To attain this end, four research hypotheses were
formulated and tested using the PLS path modelling.

Firstly, consistent with Hypothesis 1, result revealed a significant negative
relationship between perceived behaviour control and interpersonal deviance with
moderate effect size (f* = 0.102), suggesting that when employees perceive that
management exercises strong control over interpersonal relations, they are less likely
to engage in interpersonal deviance, defined as deviant behaviours directed at an
individual. This finding is congruent with organizational control theory (Flamholtz et
al., 1985; Jaworski, 1988; Ouchi, 1979; Snell, 1992) that formal control instituted by
an organization should theoretically able to reduces the likelihood of deviant
behaviour at work through discipline and punishment

Furthermore, negative relationship between perceived behaviour control and
interpersonal deviance is consistent with the findings from Dekker and Barling
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(1998), who demonstrated that when faculty and staff perceived that management of
a university effectively enforced sanctions against workplace sexual harassment,
they were less likely to engage in any interpersonal behaviours reflecting sexual
harassment at work. Likewise, Kura, Shamsudin, and Chauhan (2013a) found results
similar to this study. They reported that perceived behaviour control instituted by an
organization through high levels of monitoring, directing, supervision and raising
awareness among employees about what constitutes deviant acts motivate them to
refrain from deviant behaviour directed at individuals.

Secondly, the present study also hypothesized that perceived behaviour
control is negatively related to organisational deviance (Hypothesis 2). As expected,
the findings revealed a significant negative relationship between perceived behaviour
control and organisational deviance. This finding seems to suggest that lecturers who
perceive control system to be behaviour-based are more likely to accept direction
and thus exhibit less deviant behaviours (Anderson & Oliver, 1987; Choi et al.,
2004; de Lara et al., 2006; Kura et al., 2013a; Oliver & Anderson, 1994), such as
spending most of their time attending to personal matters instead of official work.
Organizational control theory (e.g., Jaworski, 1988) suggests that behaviour-based
control in form of monitoring and high level of management direction plays a
significant role in regulating employees behaviour at work.

Additionally, the significant negative relationship between perceived
behaviour control and organisational deviance reported in the present study is not
surprising because previous researchers also reported similar results (de Lara et al.,

2006; Hollinger & Clark, 1982; Parilla et al., 1988). In particular, a significant
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negative relationship was found between perceived behaviour control, defined as
formal management sanctions, and employee theft (Hollinger & Clark, 1982).
Similarly, de Lara et al. (2006) reported that employees who perceived high level of
behaviour-based control, defined as a process of exercising strong control over
organizational activities by management, were less likely to engage in cyberloafing.
Furthermore, Parilla et al. (1988) found that behaviour-based controls played an
inhibitory influence on theft rates among employees in the retail and hospital
industries.

Thirdly, with regard to hypothesis 3, as predicted, the PLS path modelling
results indicated that outcome-based control was negatively and significantly related
to interpersonal deviance. This finding indicates that as outcome-based control,
which is characterized by monitoring the efforts of employees with a very little
managerial contact (Anderson & Oliver, 1987; Oliver & Anderson, 1994) decreases
interpersonal deviance in the workplace. This particular result is consistent with
existing research on organizational control systems and deviant behaviour at work
(e.g., Agarwal & Ramaswami, 1993; Choi et al., 2004; Jaworski & Maclnnis, 1989).
More specifically, these previous studies have found a negative association between
outcome-based control and behaviours that are considered to be threatening the well-
being of employees at work (e.g., interpersonal conflict, and aggressive behaviour).

Fourthly, regarding hypothesis 4, results of the study supported that outcome-
based control is a significant predictor of organizational deviance. The linkage
between outcome-based control and organizational deviance validates the theoretical

proposition that formal control instituted by organisations will reduce deviant
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behaviour at work (Evans et al., 2007; Jaworski, 1988; Kura et al., 2013a; Ouchi,
1979). It indicates that an increase in outcome-based control will decrease the level
of organizational deviance in the university settings. This suggests that the outcome-
based control is critically important for minimizing the occurrence of organizational
deviance among university lecturers. Outcome-based control is a laissez faire
management style whereby employees are given liberty to use their initiatives
towards achievement of goal (Anderson & Oliver, 1987). As such, this system of
control would motivate employees towards achieving positive performance,
translated into decreased in deviant behaviour at work. This finding is also
consistent with the extant literature which supports the negative relationship between
outcome-based control and organizational deviance (Choi et al., 2004; Jaworski &

Maclnnis, 1989).

5.3.2 The Influence of Dimensions in Perceived Group Norms on Deviant

Workplace Behaviour

The second research question was whether the dimensions of perceived group norms
explain deviant workplace behaviour. In line with this research question, the second
objective of this study was to investigate the relationship between perceived group

norms and deviant workplace behaviour.

5.3.2.1 Perceived Group Norms and Workplace Deviance

Group norms refer to established rules that determine acceptable and unacceptable

behaviour in a group (Levi, 2011). Group norm is one of the significant factors that
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have been empirically supported by various studies to have positive influence on
attitude and behaviour of individuals in general. For example, the two dimensions of
group norm (i.e., descriptive norms and injunctive norms) have been used to predict
adolescent substance use (Elek et al., 2006; Frone & Brown, 2010), sexual
harassment (Baumgartner et al., 2011) and pro-environmental behaviour, among
others (Fornara, Carrus, Passafaro, & Bonnes, 2011; Robertson & Barling, 2013).
Descriptive norms refer to group norm that describes the perceptions of what most
others actually do in a given situation, while injunctive norms reflect the perceptions

of what most others approve or disapprove (Cialdini et al., 1990).

Consistent with Hypothesis 5, a significant positive relationship between
perceived descriptive norms interpersonal deviance was found. Consistent with
Bandura’s social learning theory (1977b, 1978b), this result suggests that an
individual’s behaviour is significantly influenced by observations and perceptions of
what most members of a group or network actually do in a given situation.
Additionally, this finding suggests that perceived descriptive norms have a
significant influence on the behaviour of lecturers in Nigerian universities.

The positive relationship between perceived descriptive norms and
interpersonal deviance at work is also consistent with prior research indicating that
perceptions of others' behaviour in group or social network may be important in
motivating decisions to engage in deviant behaviours such as sexual harassment and
voicing discontent (Crane & Platow, 2010). This result is also similar to Kura,
Shamsudin and Chauhan (2013c) who found that perceived descriptive norms played

a significant role in explaining the occurrence of interpersonal deviance among
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lecturers from various higher education institutions in Nigeria. Additionally, when
group members perceive that referent others who serve as their models support a
certain deviant behaviour, they are more likely to exhibit this deviant act themselves
because they are typically able to learn from their role model which gives them the
opportunity to engage in deviant behaviour (Robinson & O'Leary-Kelly, 1998).

In the same vein, the present study predicted that perceived descriptive norm
is positively related to organisational deviance (Hypothesis 6). Result provided
empirical support for this hypothesis since a significant positive relationship was
found between perceived descriptive norm and organisational deviance. This
indicates individuals in a particular social setting are typically able to learn from
their role model who gives them the opportunity to behave in a certain way
(Bandura, 1977b, 1978b). Therefore, when group members learn that referent others
who interest them approve certain deviant behaviours in a particular social setting,
they are likely to exhibit such deviant acts because of the significant influence of a
role model on group members’ behaviour. Additionally, this result is consistent with
Dabney (1995), who reported a significant and positive relationship between
perceived injunctive norms and drug theft or use by employees. Similar results were
also reported regarding the positive relationship between perceived injunctive and
other specific forms of deviant behaviours, such as drinking practices or workplace
substance-use (e.g., Ames et al., 2000; Frone & Brown, 2010).

On the contrary, perceived injunctive norms were not found to exert a unique
influence on the two dimensions of deviant workplace behaviour. These findings are

somewhat not consistent with prior research that has found unique effects for
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perceived injunctive norms (e.g., Ames et al., 2000; Bamberger & Biron, 2007;
Dabney, 1995; Frone & Brown, 2010). However, a plausible explanation for this
inconsistent finding might be due to the fact that past research with injunctive norms
has frequently considered different norm sources for perceived group norms (i.e.
“what behaviors are generally approved or disapproved.”” for injunctive norms vs.
““what do most other people do’’ for descriptive norms - see e.g. Brauer and
Chaurand (2010); Elek et al. (2006); (c.f., McMillan & Conner, 2003) and the
manner in which they are measured (i.e. a time element vs. no time element for
perceived group norms - see e.g. Cooke, Sniehotta, and Schuz (2007). Furthermore,
prior studies on the influence of perceived group norms within the social learning
theory were mainly focused on health related behaviours (e.g., Elek et al., 2006;
Frone & Brown, 2010; Neighbors, Geisner, & Lee, 2008) rather than on deviant
workplace behaviours. As such future research effort may be needed to examine the

conditions under which a unique effect of perceived group norms will emerge.

5.3.3 Moderating Effect of Self-Regulatory Efficacy

Self-regulatory efficacy is defined as individuals' beliefs in their capability to avoid
social incitement for deviant workplace behaviour as well as their beliefs in their
capability to discern their emotional states, understand their feelings toward others,
and manage the expression of positive and negative affect (Bandura et al., 2003).
This study also proposes self-regulatory efficacy as a moderator on the relationship
between organisational formal control, workgroup norms and workplace deviance

because Bandura’s self-efficacy theory (1986) and later studies (Caprara et al., 2002,;
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Caprara et al., 1998) have found that those with a higher level of self-control are less
likely to engage in deviant behaviour. Additionally, Bandura (1992) noted that
perceived self-efficacy is an important consideration in understanding the levels of
motivation and performance accomplishments because it is able to shape the way
individuals feel, think, and behave.

Following this argument, the third research question was whether self-
regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship between organisational formal control
and deviant workplace behaviour. In line with this research question, the third
objective of this study was to assess the moderating effect of self-regulatory efficacy
on the relationship between organisational formal control and deviant workplace

behaviour.

5.3.3.1 Moderating Effect of Self-regulatory Efficacy on the Relationship

between Organisational Formal Controls and DWBs

To answer the third research question, four research hypotheses were formulated and
tested using the PLS path modelling (i.e., H9, H10, H11 and H12). It could be recall
that hypothesis H9 stated that self-regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship
between perceived behaviour control and interpersonal deviance. Specifically, this
relationship is stronger (i.e. more negative) for individuals with high self-regulatory
efficacy than it is for individuals with low self-regulatory efficacy. Because the
findings regarding moderating effects represent the main contributions of this
research, possible explanations of the moderating effect of self-regulatory efficacy

could be explained from theoretical perspectives rather than prior empirical studies.
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Thus, self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1986) provide possible justifications for the
new findings.

Firstly, results regarding the moderating effect of self-regulatory efficacy
moderates the relationship between perceived behaviour control and interpersonal
deviance appear to be congruent with self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1986).
Consistent with the view that self-regulatory efficacy is an important cognitive
resource that can restrain individual from engaging in deviant act (Bandura, 1977a,
1978a, 1986), it also strengthens the influence of perceived behaviour control and
interpersonal deviance. In particular, there was a stronger relationship between
perceived behaviour control and interpersonal deviance for individuals with high
self-regulatory efficacy as opposed to individuals with low self-regulatory efficacy.
This suggests that employees with high self-regulatory efficacy are less likely to
engage in interpersonal deviance even if they perceived behaviour control to be low.

Furthermore, building on the general hedonistic perspective, individuals seek
pleasure and avoid pain (Carless et al., 2000; Higgins, 1998). Specifically, regulatory
focus theory, “distinguishes self-regulation with a promotion focus
(accomplishments and aspirations) from self-regulation with a prevention focus
(safety and responsibilities)” (Carless et al., 2000, p. 1280). According to regulatory
focus theory, individuals who adopt promotion focus tend to regulate their
behaviours by engaging in positive behaviours at work, and those who are inclined
towards prevention focus will be more likely to regulate their behaviours by
refraining from negative outcomes, such as deviant behaviours at work (Carless et

al., 2000; Higgins, 1998; Higgins, 2002; Wilkowski & Robinson, 2008).
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Secondly, result regarding the moderating effect of self-regulatory efficacy
on the relationship between perceived behaviour control and organisational deviance
is also in line with self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1977a, 1978a, 1986). This research
suggests that self-regulatory efficacy acted as a buffer between perceived behaviour
control and organisational deviance, such that individuals with high self-regulatory
efficacy were less likely to engage in organizational deviant acts than those with low
self-regulatory efficacy. In other words, this finding suggests that employees with
higher level of self-regulatory efficacy are unlikely to engage in deviant behaviour at
work regardless of laxity in formal control system. More importantly, this result
showed that for those that individuals with high self-regulatory efficacy, the higher
their perceived behaviour control, the lower their organisational deviance.
Individuals with high self-regulatory efficacy were more able to override their
automatic tendencies toward deviant behaviour at work (Wilkowski & Robinson,
2008), because such individuals with high levels of self-regulatory efficacy think
positively and are hedonistic in nature than those with low levels of self-regulatory
efficacy (Caprara & Steca, 2005). Along similar lines, individuals with high self-
regulatory efficacy may have been more able to internalise their negative feelings or
behaviours (Caprara et al., 2013; Eisenberg et al., 2001). They were also more able
to follow organizational rules and regulations and find easy to conform (Henle,
2005). Hence, their regards of organizational rules and regulations, make them less
likely to conform to formal control instituted by their organisations, thereby

restraining them from engaging in organisational deviance.
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Thirdly, Hypothesis 11 stated that self-regulatory efficacy moderates the
relationship between perceived outcome control and interpersonal deviance, while
Hypothesis 12 posited that self-regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship
between perceived outcome control and organisational deviance. Unexpectedly, the
present study did not find support for these two hypotheses (i.e., H11 and H12). One
possible reason for the absence of support for these hypothesized relationships might
be because self-regulation is a limited resource; which can temporarily be depleted
upon continuous efforts, and thus makes extended acts of self-regulation hard to
sustain (Baumeister et al., 1994; Baumeister & Heatherton, 1996; Restubog,
Zagenczyk, Bordia, Bordia, & Chapman, 2012). Another possible explanation for the
lack of support for these hypothesized relationships pertains to the notion of
misregulation. In misregulation, the cause of self-regulation failure lies in the use to
which the efforts are directed. According to Baumeister and Heatherton (1996), “the
person may even be quite successful at exerting control over him or herself but the

end result is failure because the efforts are misguided or are wasted in other ways”

(p. 9).
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5.3.3.2 Moderating Effect of Self-regulatory Efficacy on the Relationship
between perceived Group Norms and DWBs

Bandura‘s social learning principles (1977b, 1978b) suggest that when individuals
work in an environment that includes referent others who serve as role models for
workplace deviant behaviour, they are more likely to behave in deviant ways. Group
members are able to learn beliefs, attitudes, and behaviours of their role models
through a role-modelling process (Robinson & O'Leary-Kelly, 1998). Additionally,
in a social setting when individuals observe that others behave in a deviant ways
without being punished by management or even get rewards for such acts, they are
more likely to be motivated to imitate these deviant behaviours; and (2) an
individual’s choice of referent others (i.e., deviant role models) within the social
context of work groups, however, should be determined by whether the particular
role model are able to fulfil an individual’s needs and wants (Hackman, 1992).

From self-efficacy perspective, high level of self-regulatory efficacy enables
employees to predict event at work and to develop ways to control those events
(Bandura, 1993). Hence, it is expected that high levels of self-regulatory efficacy
could negatively energize employees’ coping activity when dealing with forces
within a work environment including workgroup influence (Restubog et al., 2012).
Furthermore, self-efficacy theory suggests that individuals high in self-regulatory
efficacy do not exhibit deviant acts even if they faced environmental and situation
forces at work (e.g., workgroup influence towards deviant behaviours).

Based on the foregoing arguments, the last research question was whether

self-regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship between perceived group norms
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and deviant workplace behaviour. In line with this research question, the fourth
objective of this study was to assess the moderating effect of self-regulatory efficacy
on the relationship between organisational formal control and deviant workplace
behaviour.

To answer the fourth research question, four research hypotheses were also
formulated and tested (i.e., H13, H14, H15 and H16). Firstly, the findings provide
support for the hypotheses 13 and 14 forwarded in this study. It supports the view
that the self-regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship between perceived
descriptive norm and interpersonal deviance. Likewise, the results provide support
for the view that the self-regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship between
perceived descriptive norm and organisational deviance. These findings are not
surprising because they are consistent with self-efficacy principle (Bandura, 19773,
1978a, 1986), which suggests that self-regulatory efficacy moderated the relationship
between perceived descriptive norm and deviant workplace behaviour, in such a
way that employees with higher level of self-regulatory efficacy are unlikely to
engage in deviant behaviour at work regardless of pressure from reference others to
do so. More importantly, this result showed that when individuals find themselves
in under the influence of reference others, self-regulatory efficacy help them to
achieve compliance with significant organisational norms and in so doing keep them
away from engaging in deviant workplace behaviours. Additionally, the results
suggest that self-regulatory efficacy play a significant role in regulating behaviours
and/or fostering prosocialness and adherence to moral self-sanctions for

dysfunctional behaviour (Bandura, 1978a, 1986; Bandura et al., 2001).
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Again the results suggest that compared with those individuals with low level
of self-regulatory efficacy, individuals who are high in self-regulatory efficacy have
capacity to overpower the influence of workgroup members, because they are able to
influence things despite situational constraints (Speier & Frese, 1997).

Contrary to expectation, Hypothesis 15 was not supported because self-
regulatory efficacy did not moderate the relationship between perceived injunctive
norm and interpersonal deviance. One possible explanation for the lack of significant
moderating effect of self-regulatory efficacy on the relationship between perceived
injunctive norm and interpersonal deviance may have to do with the salience of
different norms in different contexts. Injunctive norms, which highlight what
reference others approve or disapprove in a given situation, can induce conformity
for the sake of fitting in with a group (Cialdini & Trost, 1998). Therefore, injunctive
workplace norms regarding deviant behaviour at work may become more
internalized than self-regulatory efficacy and are more likely to influence employee
deviant at work.

Finally, the results of the present study again supported the prediction that
self-regulatory efficacy moderates the relationship between perceived injunctive
norm and organisational deviance, such that this relationship is weaker for
individuals with high self-regulatory efficacy than it is for individuals with low self-
regulatory efficacy. The finding suggests compared with those academics who are
low in self-regulatory efficacy, academics with high level of self-regulatory efficacy

were less likely to be “impulsive, emotional wrecks, lashing out upon the smallest
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provocation, blurting out the first thing that comes to mind, and engaging in
whatever behavior feels good at the time” (Heatherton, 2011, p. 374).

Furthermore, drawing upon Bandura’s self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1977a,
1978a, 1986) the results suggest that self-regulatory efficacy is an important
cognitive resource by which academics seek to exert control over their thoughts,
their feelings, and their behaviour at work. This further suggests that organisational
deviance is not merely explained by perceptions of injunctive norms, since they
depend on individual’s level of self-regulatory efficacy to a degree. Academics with
high level of self-regulatory efficacy tend to evaluate their actions and behaviour of
their reference others carefully and are better able to cope with their pressure to
engage in organisational deviance than those with low level of self-regulatory
efficacy. Thus, academics with high level of self-regulatory efficacy were more
likely to stay away from deviant behaviour at work because they believe in their
capacities to avoid social incitement for deviant workplace behaviour (Bandura et

al., 2003).

5.3.4 Theoretical Implications

The conceptual framework of this study was based on the prior empirical evidences
and theoretical gaps identified in the literature. It was also supported and explained
from three theoretical perspectives, namely organizational control theory (Flamholtz
et al., 1985; Jaworski, 1988; Ouchi, 1979; Snell, 1992), social learning theory
(Bandura, 1977b, 1978b), and self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1986). The present

study incorporated self-regulatory efficacy as a moderating variable to better explain
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and understand the relationship between organisational formal control, perceived
workgroup norms and DWBs. Based on the research findings and discussions, the
current study has made several theoretical contributions in the research on
organisational formal control, workgroup norms, self-regulatory efficacy, and

deviant workplace behaviour.

5.3.4.1 Additional Empirical Evidence in the Domain of Organizational Control

Theory

This study has provided a theoretical implication by giving additional empirical
evidence in the domain of organizational control theory. The theory posits that
formal control instituted by an organization should theoretically be able to regulate
individual’s behaviour in the workplace through monitoring, directing and rewarding
system. Instead of focusing on the relationship between organisational formal
control and specific forms of deviant behaviours, such as, theft workplace substance
use, and cyberloafing, among others, this study has extended the theory by
examining a broad range of deviant behaviour at work. This is crucial because
focusing on narrow forms of DWBSs provide incomplete view of deviant behaviours
at work (Bennett & Robinson, 2000; Robinson & Bennett, 1995).

This study has also tested the moderating role of self-regulatory efficacy on
the relationship between organisational formal control, perceived workgroup norms
and DWBs. Extant empirical studies regarding the relationship between
organizational formal control on deviant workplace behaviours (e.g., de Lara et al.,

2006; Hollinger & Clark, 1982; Kura et al., 2013a) as well as the direction of

179



perceived group norms and DWBs relationship (e.g., Elek et al., 2006; Smith et al.,
2007; Véananen et al., 2008) reported inconsistent findings. Hence, this strongly
suggested the need for incorporating a moderating variable on these relationships.
According to Baron and Kenny (1986), “moderator variables are typically introduced
when there is an unexpectedly weak or inconsistent relation between a predictor and
a criterion variable” (p. 1178).

This study has attended to the gap by incorporating self-regulatory efficacy
as a moderating variable to enhance the understanding on the influence of
organisational formal control and perceived workgroup norms on deviant behaviour
at work among academics in the Nigerian universities located in the North-west
Geo-political zone. In testing organizational control theory, the research results
reported that the two dimensions of organisational formal control (i.e. perceived
behaviour control, and perceived outcome control) had significant influence on both
interpersonal and organisational deviance among academics, lending empirical
evidence in support of the said theory. Based on the results, it can be concluded that
formal control instituted by organisation played a significant role in explaining
DWaBs.

Taken together, it is evident that the two dimensions of organisational formal
control, i.e. perceived behaviour control, and perceived outcome control are
important in explaining deviant workplace behaviour among academics,

particularly in the Nigerian universities located in the North-west Geo-political zone.
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5.3.4.2 Additional Empirical Evidence in the Domain of Social Learning Theory

This study has provided a theoretical implication by giving additional empirical
evidence in the domain of social learning theory. The theory postulates that
individuals learn behaviour from their work environment through observation,
imitation, and modelling. Individuals observe their work-based referent others
behaving in various ways. These individuals’ work-based referent others provide
examples of certain behaviours to observe and imitate. This study has extended the
social learning theory by assessing perceived workgroup norms on broader forms of
deviant behaviour at work. In the course of testing social learning theory, the
findings reported in this study demonstrated that perceived descriptive norms
significantly predicted both interpersonal and organisational deviance, thereby
lending empirical evidence in support of the said theory.

Based on the results and discussions, it can be summed up that perceived
workgroup norms was significant predictors of deviant workplace behaviour among
academics. Therefore, it is important to pay attention to these factors in ensuring
positive work behaviour, especially in terms of lower levels of deviant behaviours
exhibited by academics, in the Nigerian universities located in the North-west Geo-

political zone.
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5.3.4.3 Significant Moderating Role of Self-Regulatory Efficacy

The present study has also provided empirical evidence on the significant role of
self-regulatory efficacy as a moderator on the relationship between organisational
formal control, perceived workgroup norms and DWBs. While most previous studies
(e.g., Bamberger & Biron, 2007; Dabney, 1995; de Lara et al., 2006; Vardi &
Wiener, 1996) have mainly focused on investigating the direct linkage between
organisational formal control and workplace deviance as well as the direct
relationship between perceived group norms and DWBS, this study incorporated self-
regulatory efficacy as a moderator on these relationships for the following reasons.
Firstly, effortful control abilities such as self-regulatory efficacy may be able to
override individuals automatic tendencies toward deviant behaviour at work
(Wilkowski & Robinson, 2008), because individuals with high levels of self-
regulatory efficacy think positively and hedonistic in nature than those with low
levels of self-regulatory efficacy (Caprara & Steca, 2005).

Secondly, self-regulatory efficacy is expected to moderate the relationship
between organisational formal controls and workplace deviance because individuals
low in self-regulatory efficacy tend to be aggressive, and they find it hard to
internalise their negative feelings or behaviours (Caprara et al., 2013; Eisenberg et
al., 2001). They also tend to resist organizational rules and regulations and find it
hard to conform (Henle, 2005). As such, their disregard of organizational rules and
regulations, make DWBs a viable response to formal control instituted by their

organisations. Taken as a whole, this study has added empirical evidence to the body
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of knowledge in the area of deviant workplace behaviour and the research results
could be a strong basis for future researches on organizational and group factors as

well as work attitudes and behaviours.

5.3.5 Practical Implications

Based on the research findings, the present study has contributed several practical
implications in terms of human resource management practices in the context of
Nigerian universities practices. Firstly, the results suggest that perceptions of formal
control system are important consideration in managing deviant behaviour at work.
Universities can make considerable efforts in minimizing the occurrence of
workplace deviance by enhancing lecturers’ perceptions of organisational formal
control. By creating a fair controlled environment, management of Nigerian
universities can minimize the tendency of lecturers to engage in deviant behaviour at
work. For example, rewarding those lecturers who accomplish their goals by
behaving in ways that are consistent with stated norms and punishing deviant acts
can enhance the perceptions of formal control system in universities (Trevino,
Hartman, & Brown, 2000).

Secondly, the findings suggest that workgroup variables were related to
deviant behaviour at work. In particular, the two dimensions of group norms (i.e.,
descriptive norms and injunctive norms) were found to be positively related to
interpersonal deviance and organizational deviance in the entire sample. Thus,
management of the universities could minimize the likelihood of lecturers from

engaging in deviant behaviour by improving conditions that lead to positive group
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context (Kidwell & Valentine, 2009). For example, management of the universities
might establish peer mentoring within the workgroup as well as increase discussion
through symposium, departmental and faculty meeting on the negative influence of
group norms on the entire university system.

Finally, as stated at the outset of this report, deviant workplace behaviour is a
prevalent and costly phenomenon for organizations (Robinson, 2008). Therefore, the
results of the current study suggest that besides organizational and group factors,
individual factors should be given serious consideration in the selection process in
the Nigerian universities. In particular, the moderating role of self-regulatory
efficacy suggests that effective self-regulation can minimize the tendencies of
individuals to engage in deviant acts. Thus, human resource managers in the
Nigerian universities could consider self-regulatory efficacy as a selection criterion
when making hiring decisions academics. This can be achieved by conducting
personality inventory test selection process, so that the outcomes of such test can
help human resource managers in the Nigerian universities to select those academics
whose values are compatible with organizational norms and screening out those

whose values are incompatible.

5.3.6 Methodological Implications

The present study has a number of methodological implications. One of the
methodological contributions lies in assessing the criterion variables using situation-
specific measure. Specifically, in an attempt to fill a methodological gap suggested

by Bowling and Gruys (2010), the present study assessed workplace deviance
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constructs based on the job-relevant behaviours identified by the subject matter
experts (SMEs) such as job incumbents or immediate supervisors (Bowling &
Gruys, 2010). Furthermore, the present study removed all irrelevant items from
Bennett and Robinson’s (2000) generic workplace deviance measure and added
relevant items in order to really capture the degree to which deviant behaviours
occur in the context of the study (Bowling & Gruys, 2010; Cook & Campbell, 1979).
By adding the relevant items and removing the irrelevant ones from the original
scale, this study purified and tested the measure of workplace deviance in Nigeria,
which is culturally different from the setting in which this measure was initially
developed.

Another methodological contribution of this study is related to using PLS
path modeling to assess the psychometric properties of each latent variable.
Specifically, the present study has succeeded in assessing psychometric properties of
each latent variable in terms of convergent validity, as well as discriminant validity.
Psychometric properties examined were individual item reliability, average variance
explained (AVE) and composite reliability of each latent variable. Convergent
validity was assessed by examining the value of AVE for each latent variable.
Furthermore, the discriminant validity was determined by comparing the correlations
among the latent variables with the square roots of AVE. The results of the cross
loadings matrix were also examined to find support for discriminant validity in the
conceptual model. Thus, this study has managed to use one of the more robust
approaches (PLS path modeling) to assess the psychometric properties of each latent

variable illustrated in the conceptual model of this study.
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5.3.7 Limitations and Future Research Directions

Even though this study has provided support for a number of the hypothesized
relationships between the exogenous and endogenous variables, the findings have to
be interpreted with consideration of the study’s limitations. Firstly, the present study
adopts a cross-sectional design which does not allow causal inferences to be made
from the population. Therefore, a longitudinal design in future needs to be
considered to measure the theoretical constructs at different points in time to confirm
the findings of the present study.

Secondly, the present study adopts a non-probability sampling (i.e., quota
sampling) in which all elements of the target population were not captured, as such
the extent to which sample size represents the entire population cannot be known
(Lohr, 2009). The use of quota sampling has limited the extent to which the findings
of the study can be generalized to the population. Therefore, future research needs to
go beyond using quota sampling if sample frame can be obtained so that probability
sampling technique could be employed. Hence, one sample frame is obtained the the
findings of the study can be generalized to the entire academics in the Nigerian
universities.

Thirdly, workplace deviance was assessed using self-report measures.
According to Bennett and Robinson (2000), self-report measures are valid in
assessing deviant behaviour at work particularly when anonymity was assured
during the data collection. Nevertheless, the use of self-reports is associated with
common method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003) and social desirability bias
(Dodaj, 2012; Podsakoff & Organ, 1986; Randall & Fernandes, 1991). Although this
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study attempts to reduce these problems by ensuring anonymity and improving scale
items (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Podsakoff et al., 2012), it is possible that the
participants in this study might have under-reported their deviance on survey
questionnaires. Therefore, in the future, researchers may wish to employ other
strategies to assess workplace deviance. More specifically, supervisor ratings of
workplace deviance and peer reporting of workplace deviance should be used to
control for the common method variance and social desirability bias.

Fourthly, it is also important to note that the workplace deviance data
reported in this study was subjective. Research demonstrates that subjective data is
valid and reliable for assessing deviant behaviour at work (see, for example, Ferris et
al., 2009; Holtz & Harold, 2010; Lee et al., 2005a). Nevertheless, subjective measure
is susceptible to many types of judgmental biases (Dunlop & Lee, 2004). Although it
was not easy to obtain objective data (Detert et al., 2007), the use of objective
measure would have clearly strengthened the results. Therefore, future research is
needed to replicate the findings of the current study using objective measure of
workplace deviance.

Fifthly, the present study offers quite limited generalizability as it focused
mainly on teaching staff from universities located in the north-west geopolitical zone
of Nigeria. Consequently, additional work is needed to include non-teaching staff
from various universities in order to generalize the findings. Universities should be
studied and compared with other institutes of higher education such as polytechnics,

monotechnics and colleges.
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Sixthly, the research model was able to explain 56% of the total variance in
interpersonal deviance and 57% of the total variance in organisational deviance,
which means there are other latent variables that could significantly explain the
variance in workplace deviance. In other words, the remaining 44% and 43% of the
variance for interpersonal deviance and organisational deviance respectively could
be explained by other factors. Therefore, future research is needed to consider other
possible factors that could motivate employees to refrain from engaging in deviant
behaviour. In particular, future research might examine how employee's regulatory
focus could further buffer the relationship between organisational formal control,
workgroup norms and workplace deviance among employees from various sectors or
industries.

Research has demonstrated that regulatory focus (defined as the process of
bringing oneself into alignment with one's standards and goals) plays an important
role in understanding human behaviour because it is able to influence the way
individuals feel, think, and behave (Brockner & Higgins, 2001; Cooke et al., 2007;
Higgins, 1998). Previous research has demonstrated that regulatory focus affects
various aspects of human behaviour including risky decision making (Hamstra,
Bolderdijk, & Veldstra, 2011; Higgins, 2002), consumer behaviour (Werth &
Foerster, 2007), and work-related outcomes (Lanaj, Chang, & Johnson, 2012).
Therefore, it is expected that employee's regulatory focus might strengthen the
relationship between organisational formal control, workgroup norms and workplace

deviance.
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Finally, no significant moderating effect of self-regulatory efficacy on the
relationship between perceived behaviour control and interpersonal deviance was
found, and self-regulatory efficacy was not found to moderate the relationship
between perceived descriptive norms and organisational deviance. Possibly some
mediating effects could also occur (Sharma, Durand, & Gur-Arie, 1981).
Specifically, the relationship between perceived behaviour control and interpersonal
deviance may be mediated by self-regulatory efficacy. Similarly, the relationship
between perceived descriptive norms and organisational deviance may also be
mediated by self-regulatory efficacy. Examining self-regulatory efficacy as a
mediator on these relationships could be an avenue for future research because
literature indicates that less attention has been paid to the fundamental reason why
organisational formal control and workgroup norms predict workplace deviance.
Thus, more research is needed to investigate such mediator effects. Furthermore, the
relationship between self-regulatory efficacy and interpersonal deviance was
insignificant; therefore future research is necessary to verify whether other
moderating variable may strengthen this relationship. Specifically, further research is
encouraged to examine whether conscientiousness might moderate the relationship
between self-regulatory efficacy and interpersonal deviance. This is because research
indicates that individuals high in self-regulatory efficacy but low in
conscientiousness tended to engage more in deviant behaviour at work compared to

those low in self-regulatory efficacy (Prasad et al., 2010).
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5.4 Conclusion

Taken together, the present study has provided additional evidence to the growing
body of knowledge concerning the moderating role of self-regulatory efficacy on the
relationship between organisational formal control, workgroup norms and workplace
deviance. Results from this study lend support to the key theoretical propositions. In
particular, the current study has successfully answered all of the research questions
and objectives despite some of its limitations. While there have been many studies
examining the underlying causes of workplace deviance, however, the present study
addressed the theoretical gap by incorporating self-regulatory efficacy as a
significant moderating variable.

This study also lends theoretical and empirical support for the moderating
role of self-regulatory efficacy on the relationship between organisational formal
control, workgroup norms and workplace deviance. The study has also managed to
evaluate how self-regulatory efficacy theoretically moderates the relationships
between the exogenous and endogenous variables. The theoretical framework of this
study has also added to the domain of organizational control theory and social
learning theory by examining the influence of organisational formal control on
workplace deviance as well as the effect of perceived group norms on DWBEs.

In addition to the theoretical contributions, the results from this study provide
some important practical implications to organizations and managers. Furthermore,
on limitations of the current study, several future research directions were drawn. In

conclusion, the present study has added valuable theoretical, practical, and
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methodological ramifications to the growing body of knowledge in the field of

industrial and organizational psychology, particularly human resource management.

191



REFERENCES

Ackroyd, S., & Thompson, P. (1999). Organizational misbehaviour. London: Sage
Publications Ltd.

Adams, J. S. (1963). Towards an understanding of inequity. The Journal of
Abnormal and Social Psychology, 67, 422-436. doi: 10.1037/h0040968

Adams, J. S. (1965). Inequity in social exchange. In B. Leonard (Ed.), Advances in
Experimental Social Psychology (Vol. 2, pp. 267-299): Academic Press.

Adamu, A. (2012, March 4). Sex for grade lecturers of Sokoto State Polytechnic.
[Web log post]. Retrieved from

http://nigeriamasterweb.com/blog/index.php/2012/04/03/sex-for-grade-

lecturers-of-sokoto-state-polytechnic

Adebayo, S. O., & Nwabuoku, U. C. (2008). Conscientiousness and perceived
organizational support as predictors of employee absenteeism. Parkistan
Journal of Social Sciences, 5, 363-367.

Adebayo, S. O., & Ogunsina, S. O. (2011). Influence of supervisory behaviour and
job stress on job satisfaction and turnover intention of police personnel in Ekiti
State. Journal of Management and Strategy, 2(3), 13-20. doi:
10.5430/jms.v2n3p13

Adedeji, D. K. (2013, May 21). Nigeria’s Agriculture University, FUNAAB, sacks
professor, two other lecturers for plagiarism, The Premium Times. Retrieved

from http://www.premiumtimesng.com/news/135438-nigerias-agriculture-

university-funaab-sacks-professor-two-other-lecturers-for-plagiarism.html

Ademola, A. P., Simeon, A. O., & Kingsley, A. K. (2012). Academic corruption and

the challenge of unemployable graduates in Nigeria: Implications for
192


http://nigeriamasterweb.com/blog/index.php/2012/04/03/sex-for-grade-lecturers-of-sokoto-state-polytechnic
http://nigeriamasterweb.com/blog/index.php/2012/04/03/sex-for-grade-lecturers-of-sokoto-state-polytechnic
http://www.premiumtimesng.com/news/135438-nigerias-agriculture-university-funaab-sacks-professor-two-other-lecturers-for-plagiarism.html
http://www.premiumtimesng.com/news/135438-nigerias-agriculture-university-funaab-sacks-professor-two-other-lecturers-for-plagiarism.html

entrepreneurship development and economic growth. Journal of Commerce,
4(1), 1-12.

Adeyemo, D. A., & Afolabi, J. O. (2007). Influence of sexual harassment,
occupational stress, emotional intelligence and job satisfaction on withdrawal
cognition of female media practitioners in Oyo State, Nigeria. Pakistan Journal
of Social Science, 4, 639-646.

Agarwal, S., & Ramaswami, S. (1993). Marketing controls and employee responses:
The moderating role of task characteristics. Journal of the Academy of
Marketing Science, 21, 293-306. doi: 10.1007/bf02894522

Agnew, R. (1985). A revised strain theory of delinquency. Social Forces, 64, 151-
167. doi: 10.1093/sf/64.1.151

Agnew, R. (1992). Foundation for a general strain theory of crime and delinquency.
Criminology, 30(1), 47-88. doi: 10.1111/j.1745-9125.1992.tb01093.x

Ahearne, M., Rapp, A., Hughes, D. E., & Jindal, R. (2010). Managing sales force
product perceptions and control systems in the success of new product
Introductions. [Article]. Journal of Marketing Research 47, 764-776. doi:
10.1509/jmkr.47.4.764

Ahmad, Z., & Norhashim, M. (2008). The Control environment, employee fraud and
counterproductive  workplace  behaviour: ~ An  empirical  analysis.
Communications of the IBIMA, 3, 145-155.

Ajzen, 1. (1985). From intentions to action: A theory ofplanned behaviour. In J. Kuhl
& J. Beckman (Eds.), Action control: From cognitions to behaviours (pp. 11-

39). New York, NY: Springer.

193



Ajzen, 1. (1991). The theory of planned behaviour. Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes, 50, 179-211. doi: 10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-t

Akins, C. K. (2004). The Role of Pavlovian Conditioning in Sexual Behavior: A
Comparative Analysis of Human and Nonhuman Animals. International
Journal of Comparative Psychology, 17(2).

Alias, M., Rasdi, R. M., Ismail, M., & Abu-Samah, B. (2013). Influences of
individual-related factors and job satisfaction on workplace deviant behaviour
among support personnel in Malaysian public service organizations. Human
Resource Development International, 1-20. doi:
10.1080/13678868.2013.812315

Allen, T. D., Barnard, S., Rush, M. C., & Russell, J. E. A. (2000). Ratings of
organizational citizenship behaviour: Does the source make a difference?
Human Resource Management Review, 10, 97-115.

Allen, T. D., Eby, L. T., Poteet, M. L., Lentz, E., & Lima, L. (2004). Career benefits
associated with mentoring for Protégés: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 89, 127-136. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.89.1.127

Ambrose, M. L., Schminke, M., & Mayer, D. M. (2013). Trickle-down effects of
supervisor perceptions of interactional justice: A moderated mediation
approach. Journal of Applied Psychology, 98, 678-689. doi: 10.1037/a0032080

Ambrose, M. L., Seabright, M. A., & Schminke, M. (2002). Sabotage in the
workplace: The role of organizational injustice. Organizational Behavior and

Human Decision Processes, 89, 947-965. doi: 10.1016/s0749-5978(02)00037-7

194



Ames, G. M., Grube, J. W., & Moore, R. S. (2000). Social control and workplace
drinking norms: A comparison of two organizational cultures. Journal of Studies
on Alcohol, 61, 203-219.

Analoui, F. (1995). Workplace sabotage: its styles, motives and management.
Journal of Management Development, 14(7), 48-65. doi:
10.1108/02621719510097361

Anandarajan, M., & Simmers, C. A. (2005). Developing human capital through
personal web use in the workplace: mapping employee perceptions.
Communications of the Association for information Systems, 15, 776-791.

Anderson, E., & Oliver, R. L. (1987). Perspectives on behavior-based versus
outcome-based salesforce control systems. The Journal of Marketing, 51, 76-88.

Andersson, L. M., & Pearson, C. M. (1999). Tit for tat? The spiraling effect of
incivility in the workplace. Academy of Management Review, 24, 452-471. doi:
10.5465/amr.1999.2202131

Appelbaum, S. H., laconi, G. D., & Matousek, A. (2007). Positive and negative
deviant workplace behaviors: causes, impacts, and solutions. Corporate
Governance, 7, 586-598. doi: 10.1108/14720700710827176

Aquino, K., Galperin, B. L., & Bennett, R. J. (2004). Social status and
aggressiveness as moderators of the relationship between interactional justice
and workplace deviance. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 34, 1001-1029.

doi: doi: 10.1111/].1559-1816.2004.tb02581.x

195



Aquino, K., Lewis, M. U., & Bradfield, M. (1999). Justice constructs, negative
affectivity, and employee deviance: A proposed model and empirical. Journal of
Organizational Behaviour, 20, 1073-1091.

Armstrong, J. S., & Overton, T. S. (1977). Estimating Nonresponse Bias in Mail
Surveys. Journal of Marketing Research 14, 396-402.

Arthur, J. B. (2011). Do HR system characteristics affect the frequency of
interpersonal deviance in organizations? The role of team autonomy and internal
labor market practices. Industrial Relations: A Journal of Economy and Society,
50(1), 30-56. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-232X.2010.00624.x

Ashton, M. C., & Lee, K. (2007). Empirical, theoretical, and practical advantages of
the HEXACO model of personality structure. Personality and Social
Psychology Review, 11, 150-166. doi: 10.1177/1088868306294907

Ashton, M. C., & Lee, K. (2008). The prediction of Honesty—Humility-related
criteria by the HEXACO and Five-Factor Models of personality. Journal of
Research in Personality, 42, 1216-1228. doi:

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2008.03.006

Asika, N. (1991). Research methodology in the behavioural sciences. Lagos:
Longman Nigeria Plc.

Babajide, E. O. (2010). The influence of personal factors on workers™ turnover
intention in work organizations in South-West Nigeria. Journal of Diversity
Management 5(4), 1-10.

Babakus, E., Cravens, D. W., Grant, K., Ingram, T. N., & LaForge, R. W. (1996).

Investigating the relationships among sales, management control, sales territory

196


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2008.03.006

design, salesperson performance, and sales organization effectiveness.
International Journal of Research in Marketing, 13(4), 345-363. doi:
10.1016/s0167-8116(96)00016-x

Bacon, D. R., Sauer, P. L., & Young, M. (1995). Composite reliability in structural
equations modeling. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 55, 394-406.
doi: 10.1177/0013164495055003003

Bagozzi, R., & Yi, Y. (1988). On the evaluation of structural equation models.
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 16, 74-94. doi:
10.1007/bf02723327

Balthazard, P. A., Cooke, R. A., & Potter, R. E. (2006). Dysfunctional culture,
dysfunctional organization: Capturing the behavioral norms that form
organizational culture and drive performance. Journal of Managerial
Psychology, 21(8), 709-732. doi: 10.1108/02683940610713253

Bamberger, P., & Biron, M. (2007). Group norms and excessive absenteeism: The
role of peer referent others. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 103, 179-196. doi: 10.1016/j.0bhdp.2007.03.003

Bandura, A. (1977a). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York. NY: WH
Freeman/Times Books/Henry Holt & Co.

Bandura, A. (1977b). Social learning theory. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Bandura, A. (1978a). Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of behavioral change.
Advances in Behaviour Research and Therapy, 1, 139-161. doi:

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0146-6402(78)90002-4

197


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0146-6402(78)90002-4

Bandura, A. (1978b). Social Learning Theory of Aggression. Journal of
Communication, 28, 12-29. doi: 10.1111/j.1460-2466.1978.tb01621.x

Bandura, A. (1982). Self-efficacy mechanism in human agency. American
Psychologist, 37, 122-147. doi: 10.1037/0003-066x.37.2.122

Bandura, A. (1986). The explanatory and predictive scope of self-efficacy theory.
Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 4, 359-373.

Bandura, A. (1990). Multidimensional scales of perceived self-efficacy. Stanford,
CA: Stanford University.

Bandura, A. (1992). Exercise of personal agency through the self effi cacy
mechanisms. In R. Schwarzer (Ed.), Self-efficacy: Thought control of action (pp.
3-38). Washington, DC: Hemisphere.

Bandura, A. (1993). Perceived self-efficacy in cognitive development and
functioning. Educational Psychologist, 28, 117-148. doi:
10.1207/s15326985ep2802_3

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York: W. H.
Freeman and Company.

Bandura, A., Caprara, G. V., Barbaranelli, C., Gerbino, M., & Pastorelli, C. (2003).
Role of Affective self-regulatory efficacy in diverse spheres of psychosocial
functioning. Child development, 74, 769-782.

Bandura, A., Caprara, G. V., Barbaranelli, C., Pastorelli, C., & Regalia, C. (2001).
Sociocognitive self-regulatory mechanisms governing transgressive behavior.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 80, 125-135. doi: 10.1037/0022-

3514.80.1.125

198



Barclay, D., Higgins, S., & Thompson, R. (1995). The partial least squares approach
to causal modelling: Personal computer adoption and use as an illustration.
Technology Studies(2), 285-374.

Barker, C., Pistrang, N., & Elliott, R. (2003). Research methods in clinical
psychology: An Introduction for students and practitioners (2nd ed.).
Chichester: John Wiley and Sons.

Barnett, V., & Lewis, T. (1994). Outliers in statistical data. New York: Wiley.

Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator—mediator variable distinction
in social psychological research: Conceptual, strategic, and statistical
considerations. Journal of personality and social psychology, 51, 1173-1182.
doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.51.6.1173

Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1996). Workplace violence and workplace
aggression: Evidence on their relative frequency and potential causes.
Aggressive behavior, 22, 161-173. doi: 10.1002/(sici)1098-
2337(1996)22:3<161::aid-ab1>3.0.c0;2-q

Bartlett, J. E., & Bartlett, M. E. (2011). Workplace Bullying: An Integrative
Literature Review. Advances in Developing Human Resources, 13(1), 69-84.
doi: 10.1177/1523422311410651

Bartlett, J. E., Kotrlik, J. W., & Higgins, C. C. (2001). Organizational research:
Determining appropriate sample size in survey research appropriate sample size
in survey research. Information Technology, Learning, and Performance

Journal, 19(1), 43-50.

199



Baumeister, R., Heatherton, T., & Tice, D. (1994). Losing control: How and why
people fail at self-regulation. San Diego: Academic Press.

Baumeister, R. F., & Heatherton, T. F. (1996). Self-regulation failure: An overview.
Psychological Inquiry, 7(1), 1-15. doi: 10.1207/s15327965pli0701_1

Baumeister, R. F., & Leary, M. R. (1995). The need to belong: Desire for
interpersonal attachments as a fundamental human motivation. Psychological
Bulletin, 117, 497-529. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.117.3.497

Baumgartner, S. E., Valkenburg, P. M., & Peter, J. (2011). The influence of
descriptive and injunctive peer norms on adolescents' risky sexual online
behaviour. Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and Social Networking, 14, 753-758.

Bechtoldt, M. N., Welk, C., Zapf, D., & Hartig, J. (2007). Main and moderating
effects of self-control, organizational justice, and emotional labour on
counterproductive behaviour at work. European Journal of Work and
Organizational Psychology, 16, 479-500.

Bello, D. C., & Gilliland, D. 1. (1997). The effect of output controls, process
controls, and flexibility on export channel performance. The Journal of
Marketing, 22-38.

Bendig, A. W. (1954). Reliability of short rating scales and the heterogeneity of the
rated stimuli. Journal of Applied Psychology, 38, 167-170. doi:
10.1037/h0059072

Benjamin, O. A., & Samson, B. S. (2011). Effect of perceived inequality and
perceived job insecurity on fraudulent intent of bank employees in Nigeria.

Europe’s Journal of Psychology, 7(1), 99-111.

200



Bennett, R. J., & Robinson, S. L. (2000). Development of a measure of workplace
deviance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 349-360. doi: 10.1037/0021-
9010.85.3.349

Berry, C. M., Carpenter, N. C., & Barratt, C. L. (2012). Do other-reports of
counterproductive work behavior provide an incremental contribution over self-
reports? A meta-analytic comparison. Journal of Applied Psychology, 97, 613-
636. doi: 10.1037/a0026739

Berry, C. M., Ones, D. S., & Sackett, P. R. (2007). Interpersonal deviance,
organizational deviance, and their common correlates: A review and meta-
analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 410-424. doi: 10.1037/0021-
9010.92.2.410

Bettencourt, B., Talley, A., Benjamin, A. J., & Valentine, J. (2006). Personality and
aggressive behavior under provoking and neutral conditions: a meta-analytic
review. Psychological Bulletin, 132, 751-777. doi: 10.1037/0033-
2909.132.5.751

Betz, N. E. (2000). Self-efficacy theory as a basis for career assessment. Journal of
Career Assessment, 8, 205-222. doi: 10.1177/106907270000800301

Betz, N. E., & Hackett, G. (2006). Career self-efficacy theory: Back to the future.
Journal of Career Assessment, 14(1), 3-11. doi: 10.1177/1069072705281347

Bhuian, S. N., Joonas, K., & Ruiz, D. D. (2007). Environmental behaviour
consumers expect from key stakeholders: An empirical study of two NAFTA

countries. Asia Pacific Management Review, 12, 327-337

201



Bies, R. J., Tripp, T. M., & Kramer, R. M. (1997). At the breaking point: cognitive
and social dynamics of revenge in organizations. In R. A. Giacalone & J.
Greenberg (Eds.), Antisocial behaviour in organizations (pp. 18-36). Thousand
Oaks, CA Sage Publications.

Bijttebier, P., Delva, D., Vanoost, S., Bobbaers, H., Lauwers, P., & Vertommen, H.
(2000). Reliability and Validity of the Critical Care Family Needs Inventory in a
Dutch-speaking Belgian sample. Heart & Lung: The Journal of Acute and

Critical Care, 29, 278-286. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1067/mhl.2000.107918

Blanchard, A. L., & Henle, C. A. (2008). Correlates of different forms of
cyberloafing: The role of norms and external locus of control. Computers in
Human Behavior, 24, 1067-1084. doi: 10.1016/j.chb.2007.03.008

Blau, P. M. (1964). Exchange and power in social life. New York: Transaction
Publishers.

Block, W. (2001). Cyberslacking, business ethics and managerial economics.
Journal of Business Ethics, 33, 225-231. doi: 10.1023/a:1012002902693

Bobek, D., Hageman, A., & Kelliher, C. (2013). Analyzing the role of social norms
in tax compliance behaviour. Journal of Business Ethics, 115, 451-468. doi:
10.1007/s10551-012-1390-7

Bodla, M. A., & Danish, R. Q. (2011). Moderating role of social exchange
perceptions between perceived organizational politics and antisocial behaviour.

Journal of Economics and Behavioral Studies 3 279-286.

202


http://dx.doi.org/10.1067/mhl.2000.107918

Bolton, L. M. R., Becker, L. K., & Barber, L. K. (2010). Big Five trait predictors of
differential counterproductive work behavior dimensions. Personality and
Individual Differences, 49, 537-541. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2010.03.047

Bommer, W. H., Johnson, J. L., Rich, G. A., Podsakoff, P. M., & Kenzie, S. B. M.
(1995). On the interchangeability of objective and subjective measures of
employee performance: A meta-analysis Personnel Psychology, 48, 587-605.

Bordia, P., Restubog, S. L. D., & Tang, R. L. (2008). When employees strike back:
Investigating mediating mechanisms between psychological contract breach and
workplace deviance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93, 1104-1117. doi:
10.1037/0021-9010.93.5.1104

Borenstein, M., Rothstein, H., & Cohen, J. (2001). Power and precision. Englewood,
NJ: Biostat, Inc.

Borsari, B., & Carey, K. B. (2003). Descriptive and injunctive norms in college
drinking: A meta-analytic integration. Journal of studies on alcohol, 64, 331-
341.

Bowling, N. A. (2010). Effects of job satisfaction and conscientiousness on extra-
role behaviours. Journal of Business and Psychology, 25, 119-130. doi:
10.1007/s10869-009-9134-0

Bowling, N. A., & Eschleman, K. J. (2010). Employee personality as a moderator of
the relationships between work stressors and counterproductive work behaviour.
[Article]. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 15, 91-103. doi:

10.1037/a0017326

203



Bowling, N. A., & Gruys, M. L. (2010). Overlooked issues in the conceptualization
and measurement of counterproductive work behaviour. Human Resource
Management Review, 20(1), 54-61. doi: 10.1016/j.hrmr.2009.03.008

Boye, M. W., & Jones, J. W. (1997). Organizational culture and employee
counterproductivity. Antisocial behavior in organizations, 172-184.

Brauer, M., & Chaurand, N. (2010). Descriptive norms, prescriptive norms, and
social control: An intercultural comparison of people's reactions to uncivil
behaviors. European Journal of Social Psychology, 40, 490-499.

Brief, A. P., Buttram, R. T., & Dukerich, J. M. (2001). Collective corruption in the
corporate world: Toward a process model. In M. E. Turner (Ed.), Groups at
work: Theory and research (pp. 471-499). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates.

Brockner, J., & Higgins, E. T. (2001). Regulatory focus theory: Implications for the
study of emotions at work. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision

Processes, 86, 35-66. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/0bhd.2001.2972

Bruin, J. (2006). Newtest: command to compute new test, from

http://www.ats.ucla.edu/stat/stata/ado/analysis/

Bryman, A., & Bell, E. (2007). Business Research Methods (2nd ed.). Oxford:
University Press.

Burger, J. M., & Shelton, M. (2011). Changing everyday health behaviours through
descriptive  norm manipulations. Social Influence, 6(2), 69-77. doi:

10.1080/15534510.2010.542305

204


http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/obhd.2001.2972
http://www.ats.ucla.edu/stat/stata/ado/analysis/

Byrne, Z. (2005). Fairness Reduces the Negative Effects of Organizational Politics
on Turnover Intentions, Citizenship Behavior and Job Performance. Journal of
Business & Psychology, 20, 175-200. doi: 10.1007/s10869-005-8258-0

Cai, S., & Yang, Z. (2008). Development of cooperative norms in the buyer-supplier
relationship: The Chinese experience. Journal of Supply Chain Management,
44(1), 55-70. doi: 10.1111/j.1745-493X.2008.00045.x

Cangarli, B. G., & Delen, M. (2012). Multidimensionality of organizational culture
and its relationship with bureaucratic, market, clan and output control in MNCs.
African  Journal of Business Management, 6, 2391-2402. doi:
10.5897/AJBM11.615

Caprara, G., Vecchione, M., Barbaranelli, C., & Alessandri, G. (2013). Emotional
stability and affective self-regulatory efficacy beliefs: Proofs of integration
between trait theory and social cognitive theory. European Journal of
Personality, 27, 145-154. doi: 10.1002/per.1847

Caprara, G. V., Regalia, C., & Bandura, A. (2002). Longitudinal impact of perceived
self-regulatory efficacy on violent conduct. European Psychologist, 7, 63-69.
doi: 10.1027//1016-9040.7.1.63

Caprara, G. V., Scabini, E., Barbaranelli, C., Pastorelli, C., Regalia, C., & Bandura,
A. (1998). Impact of adolescents' perceived self-regulatory efficacy on familial
communication and antisocial conduct. European Psychologist, 3, 125-132. doi:

10.1027//1016-9040.3.2.125

205



Caprara, G. V., & Steca, P. (2005). Affective and social self-regulatory efficacy
beliefs as determinants of positive thinking and happiness. European
Psychologist, 10, 275-286. doi: 10.1027/1016-9040.10.4.275

Cardinal, L. B., Sitkin, S. B., & Long, C. P. (2004). Balancing and rebalancing in the
creation and evolution of organizational control. Organization Science, 411-431.

Carless, S. A., Wearing, A. J.,, & Mann, L. (2000). A SHORT MESURE OF
TRANSFORMATION LEADERSHIP. [Article]. Journal of Business &
Psychology, 14(3), 389-406.

Cassel, C., Hackl, P., & Westlund, A. H. (1999). Robustness of partial least-squares
method for estimating latent variable quality structures. Journal of Applied
Statistics, 26, 435-446. doi: 10.1080/02664769922322

Caza, B. B., & Cortina, L. M. (2007). From Insult to Injury: Explaining the Impact
of Incivility. [Article]. Basic & Applied Social Psychology, 29, 335-350. doi:
10.1080/01973530701665108

Centre for Law Enforcement Education. (2012). Summary of findings of 2012
National Crime and Safety Survey. Lagos: CLEEN Foundation.

Challagalla, G. N., & Shervani, T. A. (1996). Dimensions and types of supervisory
control: effects on salesperson performance and satisfaction. The Journal of
Marketing, 89-105.

Chang, C. H., Rosen, C. C., & Levy, P. E. (2009). The relationship between
perceptions of organizational politics and employee attitudes, strain, and
behavior: a meta-analytic examination. Academy of Management Journal, 52,

779-801. doi: 10.5465/amj.2009.43670894

206



Chang, L. (1994). A Psychometric evaluation of 4-point and 6-point Likert-type
scales in relation to reliability and validity. Applied Psychological
Measurement, 18, 205-215. doi: 10.1177/014662169401800302

Chao, J. M. C,, Cheung, F. Y. L., & Wu, A. M. S. (2011). Psychological contract
breach and counterproductive workplace behaviors: testing moderating effect of
attribution style and power distance. The International Journal of Human
Resource Management, 22, 763-777. doi: 10.1080/09585192.2011.555122

Chaplin, J. P. (1982). Dictionary of psychology (rev ed.). New York: Dell.

Chatterjee, S., & Yilmaz, M. (1992). A Review of regression diagnostics for
behavioral research. Applied Psychological Measurement, 16, 209-227. doi:
10.1177/014662169201600301

Chatzisarantis, N. L. D., Hagger, M. S., Wang, C. K. J., & Thggersen-Ntoumani, C.
(2009). The effects of social identity and perceived autonomy support on health
behaviour within the theory of planned behaviour. Current Psychology, 28(1),
55-68.

Chavarria, J., Stevens, E. B., Jason, L. A., & Ferrari, J. R. (2012). The Effects of
Self-Regulation and Self-Efficacy on Substance Use Abstinence. Alcoholism
Treatment Quarterly, 30, 422-432. doi: 10.1080/07347324.2012.718960

Chernick, M. R. (2008). Bootstrap methods. A guide for practitioners and
researchers (2nd ed.). Hoboken, New Jersey: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Chiaburu, D. S., & Harrison, D. A. (2008). Do peers make the place? Conceptual

synthesis and meta-analysis of coworker effects on perceptions, attitudes, OCBs,

207



and performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93, 1082-1103. doi:
10.1037/0021-9010.93.5.1082

Chin, W. (2010). How to write up and peport PLS analyses. In V. Esposito Vinzi, W.
W. Chin, J. Henseler & H. Wang (Eds.), Handbook of Partial Least Squares
(pp. 655-690): Springer Berlin Heidelberg.

Chin, W. W. (1998). The partial least squares approach to structural equation
modeling. In G. A. Marcoulides (Ed.), Modern Methods for Business Research
(pp. 295-336). Mahwah, New Jersey: Laurence Erlbaum Associates.

Chin, W. W., Marcolin, B. L., & Newsted, P. R. (2003). A partial least squares latent
variable modeling approach for measuring interaction effects: Results from a
Monte Carlo Simulation study and an electronic-mail emotion/adoption study.
Information Systems Research, 14, 189-217. doi: 10.1287/isre.14.2.189.16018

Cho, H. (2006). Influences of norm proximity and norm types on binge and non-
binge drinkers: Examining the under-examined aspects of social norms
interventions on college campuses. Journal of Substance Use, 11, 417-429. doi:
10.1080/14659890600738982

Choi, N. H., Dixon, A. L., & Jung, J. M. (2004). Dysfunctional behavior among
sales representatives: The effect of supervisory trust, participation, and
information controls. Journal of Personal Selling & Sales Management, 24,
181-198.

Christensen, P. N., Rothgerber, H., Wood, W., & Matz, D. C. (2004). Social norms

and identity relevance: A motivational approach to normative behavior.

208



Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 30, 1295-1309. doi:
10.1177/0146167204264480

Christian, M. S., & Ellis, A. P. J. (2011). Examining the effects of sleep deprivation
on workplace deviance: A self-regulatory perspective. Academy of Management
Journal, 54, 913-934. doi: 10.5465/amj.2010.0179

Chullen, C. L., Dunford, B. B., Angermeier, I., Boss, R. W., & Boss, A. D. (2010).
Minimizing deviant behavior in healthcare organizations: the effects of
supportive leadership and job design. Journal of Healthcare Management, 55,
381-405.

Cialdini, R. B., Reno, R. R., & Kallgren, C. A. (1990). A focus theory of normative
conduct: Recycling the concept of norms to reduce littering in public places.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 58, 1015-1026. doi:
10.1037/0022-3514.58.6.1015

Cialdini, R. B., & Trost, M. R. (1998). Social influence: social norms, conformity,
and compliance. In D. T. Gilbert, S. T. Fiske & G. Lindzey (Eds.), The
handbook of social psychology (4th ed., Vol. 2, pp. 151-192). New York:
McGraw-Hill.

Cohen-Charash, Y., & Mueller, J. S. (2007). Does perceived unfairness exacerbate or
mitigate interpersonal counterproductive work behaviors related to envy?
Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 666-680. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.92.3.666

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. Hillsdale,

NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

209



Cohen, J. (1992). A power primer. Psychological Bulletin, 112, 155-159. doi:
10.1037/0033-2909.112.1.155

Cohen, T., Panter, A., & Turan, N. (2013). Predicting counterproductive work
behaviour from guilt proneness. Journal of Business Ethics, 114, 45-53. doi:
10.1007/s10551-012-1326-2

Colbert, A. E., Mount, M. K., Harter, J. K., Witt, L. A., & Barrick, M. R. (2004).
Interactive Effects of personality and perceptions of the work situation on
workplace deviance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89, 599-609. doi:
10.1037/0021-9010.89.4.599

Colquitt, J. A., Conlon, D. E., Wesson, M. J., Porter, C. O. L. H., & Ng, K. Y.
(2001). Justice at the millennium: A meta-analytic review of 25 years of
organizational justice research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(3), 425-445.
doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.425

Conway, J., & Lance, C. (2010). What reviewers should expect from authors
regarding common method bias in organizational research. Journal of Business
and Psychology, 25, 325-334. doi: 10.1007/s10869-010-9181-6

Conway, J. M., & Huffcutt, A. 1. (1997). Psychometric properties of multisource
performance ratings: A meta-analysis of subordinate, supervisor, peer, and self-
ratings. Human Performance, 10, 331-360. doi: 10.1207/s15327043hup1004_2

Cook, T. D., & Campbell, D. T. (1979). Quasi-experimentation: Design and analysis
issues for field settings. Chicago: Rand-McNally.

Cooke, R., Sniehotta, F., & Schiiz, B. (2007). Predicting binge-drinking behaviour

using an extended TPB: examining the impact of anticipated regret and

210



descriptive  norms.  Alcohol and Alcoholism, 42, 84-91. doi:
10.1093/alcalc/agl115

Cooper, D. R., & Schindler, P. S. (2009). Business research methods (10th ed.). New
York: McGraw-Hill.

Crane, M. F., & Platow, M. J. (2010). Deviance as adherence to injunctive group
norms: The overlooked role of social identification in deviance. British Journal
of Social Psychology, 49, 827-847.

Cravens, D. W, Ingram, T. N., LaForge, R. W., & Young, C. E. (1993). Behaviour-
based and outcome-based salesforce control systems. The Journal of Marketing,
51, 47-59.

Creswell, J. W. (2009). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed
methods approaches. London: Sage Publications, Inc.

Cretu, R. Z., & Burcas, S. (2014). Self efficacy: A moderator of the relation between
emotional dissonance and counterproductive work behaviour. Procedia - Social
and Behavioral Sciences, 127, 892-896. doi:

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.03.375

Dabney, D. (1995). Workplace deviance among nurses: The influence of work group
norms on drug diversion and/or use. Journal of Nursing Administration, 25(3),
48-55.

Darley, J. M. (1995). Constructive and destructive obedience: A taxonomy of
principal-agent relationships. Journal of Social Issues, 51, 125-154. doi:

10.1111/j.1540-4560.1995.th01338.x

211


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.03.375

Davila, T. (2005). An exploratory study on the emergence of management control
systems: formalizing human resources in small growing firms. Accounting,
Organizations and Society, 30, 223-248. doi: 10.1016/j.a0s.2004.05.006

Davis, W. D., & Gardner, W. L. (2004). Perceptions of politics and organizational
cynicism:  An attributional and leader-member exchange perspective.
Leadership Quarterly, 15, 439-465. doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2004.05.002

Dawson, J. (2013). Moderation in Management Research: What, Why, When, and
How. Journal of Business and Psychology, 1-19. doi: 10.1007/s10869-013-
9308-7

de Jonge, J., & Peeters, M. C. W. (2009). Convergence of self-reports and coworker
reports of counterproductive work behaviour: A cross-sectional multi-source
survey among health care workers. International Journal of Nursing Studies, 46,
699-707. doi: 10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2008.12.010

de Lara, P. Z. M., & Tacoronte, D. V. (2007). Investigating the effects of procedural
justice on workplace deviance: Do employees' perceptions of conflicting
guidance call the tune? International Journal of Manpower, 28, 715-729. doi:
10.1108/01437720710835183

de Lara, P. Z. M., Tacoronte, D. V., & Ding, J. M. T. (2006). Do current anti-
cyberloafing disciplinary practices have a replica in research findings?: A study
of the effects of coercive strategies on workplace Internet misuse. Internet

Research, 16, 450-467.

212



Dekker, 1., & Barling, J. (1998). Personal and organizational predictors of workplace
sexual harassment of women by men. Journal of Occupational Health
Psychology, 3(1), 7-18. doi: 10.1037/1076-8998.3.1.7

Demir, M. (2011). Effects of organizational justice, trust and commitment on
employees'  deviant  behaviour.  Anatolia, 22, 204-221.  doi:
10.1080/13032917.2011.597934

Deshpande, R. (1983). Paradigms lost: On theory and method in research in
marketing. Journal of Marketing, 47, 101-110.

Deshpande, S. P. (1996). Ethical climate and the link between success and ethical
Behavior: An empirical investigation of a non-profit organization. Journal of
Business Ethics, 15, 315-320.

Detert, J. R., Trevifio, L. K., Burris, E. R., & Andiappan, M. (2007). Managerial
modes of influence and counterproductivity in organizations: A longitudinal
business-unit-level investigation. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 993-1005
doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.92.4.993

Diefendorff, J. M., & Mehta, K. (2007). The relations of motivational traits with
workplace deviance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 967-977. doi:
10.1037/0021-9010.92.4.967

Dijkstra, T. (1983). Some comments on maximum likelihood and partial least
squares  methods. Journal of  Econometrics, 22, 67-90. doi:

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0304-4076(83)90094-5

213


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0304-4076(83)90094-5

Dillman, D. A. (1991). The design and administration of mail surveys. Annual
Review of Sociology, 17, 225-249. doi:
doi:10.1146/annurev.s0.17.080191.001301

Dillman, D. A. (2000). Mail and Internet surveys: The tailored design method (2nd
ed.). New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Dineen, B. R., Lewicki, R. J., & Tomlinson, E. C. (2006). Supervisory guidance and
behavioral integrity: Relationships with employee citizenship and deviant
behavior. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91, 622-635. doi: 10.1037/0021-
9010.91.3.622

Dirks, K. T., & Ferrin, D. L. (2002). Trust in leadership: Meta-analytic findings and
implications for research and practice. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(4),
611-628. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.87.4.611

Dodaj, A. (2012). Social desirability and self-reports: Testing a content and
response-style model of socially desirable responding. Europe’s Journal of
Psychology, 8, 651-666.

Douglas, S. C., & Martinko, M. J. (2001). Exploring the role of individual
differences in the prediction of workplace aggression. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 86(4), 547-559. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.86.4.547

Duarte, P., & Raposo, M. (2010). A PLS model to study brand preference: An
application to the mobile phone market. In V. Esposito Vinzi, W. W. Chin, J.
Henseler & H. Wang (Eds.), Handbook of Partial Least Squares (pp. 449-485):

Springer Berlin Heidelberg.

214



Dunlop, P. D., & Lee, K. (2004). Workplace deviance, organizational citizenship
behavior, and business unit performance: the bad apples do spoil the whole
barrel. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 25, 67-80. doi: 10.1002/job.243

Eder, P., & Eisenberger, R. (2008). Perceived organizational support: Reducing the
negative influence of coworker withdrawal behaviour. Journal of Management,
34(1), 55-68.

Ehrhart, M. G., & Naumann, S. E. (2004). Organizational citizenship cehavior in
work groups: A group norms approach. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89, 960-
974. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.89.6.960

Eisenberg, N., Cumberland, A., Spinrad, T. L., Fabes, R. A., Shepard, S. A., Reiser,
M., . .. Guthrie, I. K. (2001). The relations of regulation and emotionality to
children's externalizing and internalizing problem behaviour. Child
Development, 72, 1112-1134. doi: 10.1111/1467-8624.00337

Ejere, E. I. (2010). Absence from work: A study of teacher absenteeism in selected
public primary schools in Uyo, Nigeria. International Journal of Business &
Management, 5(9), 115-123.

El Akremi, A., Vandenberghe, C., & Camerman, J. (2010). The role of justice and
social exchange relationships in workplace deviance: Test of a mediated model.
Human Relations, 63, 1687-1717. doi: 10.1177/0018726710364163

Elangovan, A. R., & Shapiro, D. L. (1998). Betrayal of Trust in Organizations. The

Academy of Management Review, 23, 547-566.

215



Elek, E., Miller-Day, M., & Hecht, M. L. (2006). Influences of personal, injunctive,
and descriptive norms on early adolescent substance use. Journal of Drug
Issues, 36, 147-171. doi: 10.1177/002204260603600107

Elliott, A. C., & Woodward, W. A. (2007). Statistical analysis: Quick reference
guidebook with SPSS examples. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Erkutlu, H., & Chafra, J. (2013). Effects of trust and psychological contract violation
on authentic leadership and organizational deviance. Management Research
Review, 36, 828-848. doi: 10.1108/MRR-06-2012-0136

Evans, K. R., Landry, T. D., Po-Chien, L., & Shaoming, Z. (2007). How sales
controls affect job-related outcomes: the role of organizational sales-related
psychological climate perceptions. Journal of the Academy of Marketing
Science, 35, 445-459.

Fagbohungbe, B. O., Akinbode, G. A., & Ayodeji, F. (2012a). Gender and
organizational factors as determinants of workplace fraudulent behaviours in
Nigeria: An empirical analysis. International Journal of Business Trends and
Technology, 2(2), 11-21.

Fagbohungbe, B. O., Akinbode, G. A., & Ayodeji, F. (2012b). Organizational
determinants of workplace deviant behaviours: An empirical analysis in Nigeria.
International Journal of Business and Management, 7, 207-221.

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

of Akron Press.

216



Fang, E., Evans, K. R., & Zou, S. (2005). The moderating effect of goal-setting
characteristics on the sales control systems—job performance relationship.
Journal of Business Research, 58, 1214-1222.

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Buchner, A, & Lang, A.-G. (2009). Statistical power
analyses using G*Power 3.1: Tests for correlation and regression analyses.
Behavior Research Methods, 41, 1149-1160. doi: 10.3758/brm.41.4.1149

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A.-G., & Buchner, A. (2007). G*Power 3: A flexible
statistical power analysis program for the social, behavioral, and biomedical
sciences. Behavior Research Methods, 39, 175-191. doi: 10.3758/bf03193146

Ferguson, M., & Barry, B. (2011). | know what you did: The effects of interpersonal
deviance on bystanders. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 16(1), 80-
94. doi: 10.1037/a0021708

Ferris, D. L., Brown, D. J., & Heller, D. (2009). Organizational supports and
organizational deviance: The mediating role of organization-based self-esteem.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 108, 279-286. doi:
10.1016/j.0bhdp.2008.09.001

Field, A. (2009). Discovering Statistics using SPSS (3rd ed.). London: Sage
Publications.

Fischer, D. G., & Fick, C. (1993). Measuring Social Desirability: Short Forms of the
Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale. Educational and Psychological
Measurement, 53, 417-424. doi: 10.1177/0013164493053002011

Fisher, R. J. (1993). Social desirability bias and the validity of indirect questioning.

Journal of Consumer Research, 20, 303-315. doi: 10.2307/2489277

217



Flaherty, S., & Moss, S. A. (2007). The Impact of personality and team context on
the relationship between workplace injustice and counterproductive work
behaviour. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 37, 2549-2575. doi:
10.1111/5.1559-1816.2007.00270.x

Flamholtz, E. G., Das, T., & Tsui, A. S. (1985). Toward an integrative framework of
organizational control. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 10(1), 35-50.

Flynn, B. B., Sakakibara, S., Schroeder, R. G., Bates, K. A., & Flynn, E. J. (1990).
Empirical research methods in operations management. Journal of Operations

Management, 9, 250-284. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0272-6963(90)90098-X

Fornara, F., Carrus, G., Passafaro, P., & Bonnes, M. (2011). Distinguishing the
sources of normative influence on proenvironmental behaviors: The role of local
norms in household waste recycling. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations,
14, 623-635. doi: 10.1177/1368430211408149

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating Structural Equation Models with
unobservable variables and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research
18, 39-50.

Forward, S. E. (2009). The theory of planned behaviour: The role of descriptive
norms and past behaviour in the prediction of drivers’ intentions to violate.
Transportation Research Part F: Traffic Psychology and Behaviour, 12, 198-
207. doi: 10.1016/}.trf.2008.12.002

Fox, S., & Spector, P. E. (1999). A model of work frustration—aggression. Journal of

Organizational Behavior, 20(6), 915-931.

218


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0272-6963(90)90098-X

Fox, S., Spector, P. E., Goh, A., & Bruursema, K. (2007). Does your coworker know
what you're doing? Convergence of self- and peer-reports of counterproductive
work behavior. International Journal of Stress Management, 14(1), 41-60. doi:
10.1037/1072-5245.14.1.41

Fox, S., Spector, P. E., Goh, A., Bruursema, K., & Kessler, S. R. (2012). The deviant
citizen: Measuring potential positive relations between counterproductive work
behaviour and organizational citizenship behaviour. Journal of Occupational
and Organizational Psychology, 85, 199-220. doi: 10.1111/j.2044-
8325.2011.02032.x

Fox, S., Spector, P. E., & Miles, D. (2001). Counterproductive work behaviour
(CWB) in response to job stressors and organizational justice: Some mediator
and moderator tests for autonomy and emotions. Journal of Vocational
Behavior, 59, 291-309. doi: 10.1006/jvbe.2001.1803

Frary, R. B. (1996a). Brief Guide to questionnaires development. Washington, DC:
ERIC Clearinghouse on Assessment and Evaluation

Frary, R. B. (1996b). Hints for designing effective questionnaires. Practical
Assessment, Research & Evaluation, 5(3), 3-6. Retrieved from

http://www.eric.ed.gov/PDFS/ED410233.pdf

Frone, M. R., & Brown, A. L. (2010). Workplace substance-use norms as predictors
of employee substance use and impairment: a survey of US workers. Journal of

Studies on Alcohol and Drugs, 71, 526-534.

219


http://www.eric.ed.gov/PDFS/ED410233.pdf

Galperin, B. L. (2002). Determinants of deviance in the workplace: An empirical
examination in Canada and Mexico. Unpublished doctoral dissertation.
Concordia University, Montreal, Canada.

Garland, R. (1991). The Mid-Point on a Rating Scale: Is it Desirable. Marketing
Bulletin, 2, 66-70. doi: citeulike-article-id:4775464

Geidam, A. D., Njoku, A. E., & Bako, B. (2011). Prevalence and nature of sexual
assault among female students in a Tertiary Institution in Maiduguri, Nigeria - A
Cross sectional study. International Journal of Health Research, 3, 199-203.

Geisser, S. (1974). A predictive approach to the random effect model. Biometrika,
61, 101-107. doi: 10.1093/biomet/61.1.101

Geladi, P., & Kowalski, B. (1986). Partial least-squares regression: A tutorial.
Analytica Chimica Acta, 185, 1-17.

Gellatly, I. R. (1995). Individual and group determinants of employee absenteeism:
Test of a causal model. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 16, 469-485. doi:
doi: 10.1002/job.4030160507

Gerlach, R. W., Kowalski, B. R., & Wold, H. O. A. (1979). Partial least-squares path
modelling with latent variables. Analytica Chimica Acta, 112, 417-421. doi:

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0003-2670(01)85039-X

Gholipour, A., Saeidinejad, M., & Zehtabi, M. (2009). The Explanation of anti-
citizenship behaviours in the Workplaces. International Business Research,
2(4), 76-86.

Giacalone, R. A., & Greenberg, J. E. (1997). Antisocial behaviour in organizations.

Lodon: Sage Publications, Inc.

220


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0003-2670(01)85039-X

Gibbs, J. P. (1968). Crime, punishment and deterrence. Southwestern Social Science
Quarterly, 48, 515-530.

Gibbs, J. P. (1975). Crime, punishment, and deterrence. New York, NY: Elsevier.

Gill, H., Meyer, J. P., Lee, K., Shin, K. H., & Yoon, C. Y. (2011). Affective and
continuance commitment and their relations with deviant workplace behaviors
in Korea. Asia Pacific Journal of Management, 28, 595-607. doi:
10.1007/s10490-009-9165-0

Gino, F., Schweitzer, M. E., Mead, N. L., & Ariely, D. (2011). Unable to resist
temptation: How self-control depletion promotes unethical behavior.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 115, 191-203. doi:

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2011.03.001

Godin, G., & Kok, G. (1996). The theory of planned behavior: A review of its
applications to health-related behaviors. American Journal of Health Promotion,
11, 87-98. doi: 10.4278/0890-1171-11.2.87

Gottfredson, M. R., & Hirschi, T. (1990). A general theory of crime. Palo Alto, CA:
Stanford University Press.

Gotz, O., Liehr-Gobbers, K., & Krafft, M. (2010). Evaluation of Structural Equation
Models using the Partial Least Squares (PLS) Approach. In V. E. Vinzi, W. W.
Chin, J. Henseler & H. Wang (Eds.), Handbook of Partial Least Squares:
Concepts, Methods and Applications (pp. 691-711). Heidelberg: Springer.

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

10.1037/0021-9010.75.5.561

221


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2011.03.001

Griffin, R. W., & Lopez, Y. P. (2005). "Bad behaviour" in organizations: A review
and typology for future research. Journal of Management, 31, 988-1005.

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

Griffin, R. W., O'Leary-Kelly, A. E., & Collins, J. M. (1998b). Dysfunctional work
behaviours in organizations. In C. L. Cooper & D. M. Rousseau (Eds.), Trends
in organizational behaviour (Vol. 5, pp. 66-82). New York: John Wiley.

Grover, S. L. (1993). Lying, deceit, and subterfuge: a model of dishonesty in the
workplace. Organization Science, 4, 478-495. doi: 10.1287/orsc.4.3.478

Gruys, M. L., & Sackett, P. R. (2003). Investigating the dimensionality of
counterproductive work behavior. International Journal of Selection and
Assessment, 11(1), 30-42. doi: 10.1111/1468-2389.00224

Guba, E. G., & Lincoln, Y. S. (1994). Competing paradigms in qualitative research.
In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative research (pp.
105-117). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Hackman, J. R. (1992). Group influences on individuals in organizations. In M. D.
Dunnette & L. M. Hough (Eds.), Handbook of industrial and organizational
psychology (2nd ed. ed., pp. 199 -267 ). Palo Alto, CA: Consulting
Psychologists Press.

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., & Anderson, R. E. (2010). Multivariate data

analysis (7th ed.). Upper Saddle River, New Jersey: Prentice Hall.

222



Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., Anderson, R. E., & Tatham, R. L. (2006).
Multivariate data analysis (6th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson/Prentice
Hall.

Hair, J. F., Hult, G. T. M., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2014). A primer on partial
least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM). Thousand Oaks: Sage
Publications.

Hair, J. F., Money, A. H., Samouel, P., & Page, M. (2007). Research method for
business. West Sussex, England: John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

Hair, J. F., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2011). PLS-SEM: Indeed a Silver Bullet.
Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice, 18, 139-152.

Hair, J. F., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2013). Partial least squares structural
equation modeling: Rigorous applications, better results and higher acceptance.
Long Range Planning, 46(1-2), 1-12. doi:

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.1rp.2013.01.001

Hair, J. F., Sarstedt, M., Ringle, C. M., & Mena, J. A. (2012). An assessment of the
use of partial least squares structural equation modeling in marketing research.
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 40, 414-433.

Hamstra, M. R. W., Bolderdijk, J. W., & Veldstra, J. L. (2011). Everyday risk taking
as a function of regulatory focus. Journal of Research in Personality, 45, 134-

137. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2010.11.017

Hansen, W. B., & Graham, J. W. (1991). Preventing alcohol, marijuana, and

cigarette use among adolescents: Peer pressure resistance training versus

223


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2013.01.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2010.11.017

establishing conservative norms. Preventive Medicine, 20, 414-430. doi:
10.1016/0091-7435(91)90039-7

Harman, H. H. (1967). Modern factor analysis. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago
Press.

Harris, L. C., & Ogbonna, E. (2006). Service sabotage: A study of antecedents and
consequences. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 34, 543-558.

Heatherton, T. F. (2011). Neuroscience of self and self-regulation. Annual Review of
Psychology, 62, 363—-390. doi: 10.1146/annurev.psych.121208.131616

Hegarty, W. H., & Sims, H. P. (1978). Some determinants of unethical decision
behavior: An experiment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 63, 451-457.

Helm, S., Eggert, A., & Garnefeld, I. (2010). Modeling the impact of corporate
reputation on customer satisfaction and loyalty using partial least squares. In V.
Esposito Vinzi, W. W. Chin, J. Henseler & H. Wang (Eds.), Handbook of
Partial Least Squares (pp. 515-534): Springer Berlin Heidelberg.

Henle, C., Reeve, C., & Pitts, V. (2010). Stealing time at work: Attitudes, social
pressure, and perceived control as predictors of time theft. Journal of Business
Ethics, 94(1), 53-67. doi: 10.1007/510551-009-0249-z

Henle, C. A. (2005). Predicting workplace deviance from the interaction between
organizational justice and personality. Journal of Managerial Issues(18), 247-
263.

Henle, C. A., Giacalone, R. A., & Jurkiewicz, C. L. (2005). The Role of Ethical

Ideology in Workplace Deviance. Journal of Business Ethics, 56, 219-230.

224



Henseler, J., & Chin, W. W. (2010a). A Comparison of Approaches for the Analysis
of Interaction Effects Between Latent Variables Using Partial Least Squares
Path Modeling. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal,
17(1), 82-109. doi: 10.1080/10705510903439003

Henseler, J., & Chin, W. W. (2010b). A comparison of approaches for the analysis of
interaction effects between latent variables using partial least squares path
modeling.  Structural  Equation  Modeling, 17(1), 82-109. doi:
10.1080/10705510903439003

Henseler, J., & Fassott, G. (2010a). Testing Moderating Effects in PLS Path Models:
An lllustration of Available Procedures. In V. Esposito Vinzi, W. W. Chin, J.
Henseler & H. Wang (Eds.), Handbook of Partial Least Squares: Concepts,
Methods and Applications (pp. 713-735). Berlin et al.: Springer.

Henseler, J., & Fassott, G. (2010b). Testing Moderating Effects in PLS Path Models:
An lllustration of Available Procedures. In V. Esposito Vinzi, W. W. Chin, J.
Henseler & H. Wang (Eds.), Handbook of Partial Least Squares (pp. 713-735):
Springer Berlin Heidelberg.

Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., & Sinkovics, R. R. (2009). The use of partial least
sSquares path modeling in international marketing. In R. R. Sinkovics & P. N.
Ghauri (Eds.), Advances in International Marketing (Vol. 20, pp. 277-320).
Bingley: Emerald

Henseler, J., & Sarstedt, M. (2013). Goodness-of-fit indices for partial least squares
path modeling. Computational Statistics, 28, 565-580. doi: 10.1007/s00180-

012-0317-1

225



Henseler, J., Wilson, B., Gotz, O., & Hautvast, C. (2007). Investigating the
moderating role of fit on sports sponsorship and brand equity. International
Journal of Sports Marketing & Sponsorship, 8, 321-329.

Hershcovis, M. S., Turner, N., Barling, J., Inness, M., LeBlanc, M. M., Arnold, K.
A., . . . Sivanathan, N. (2007). Predicting workplace aggression: A meta-
analysis. [Article]. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 228-238.

Higgins, E. T. (1998). Promotion and Prevention: Regulatory Focus as A
Motivational Principle. In P. Z. Mark (Ed.), Advances in Experimental Social
Psychology (Vol. Volume 30, pp. 1-46): Academic Press.

Higgins, E. T. (2002). How self-regulation creates distinct values: The case of
promotion and prevention decision making. Journal of Consumer Psychology,
12, 177-191.

Hill, T., Smith, N. D., & Mann, M. F. (1987). Role of efficacy expectations in
predicting the decision to use advanced technologies: The case of computers.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 72, 307-313. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.72.2.307

Hirschi, T. (1969). Causes of delinquency. Berkeley, CA University of California
Press.

Hogan, J., & Hogan, R. (1989). How to measure employee reliability. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 74, 273-279. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.74.2.273

Hgigaard, R., Sadfvenbom, R., & Tagnnessen, F. E. (2006). The relationship between
group Cohesion, group Norms, and perceived social loafing in soccer teams.

Small Group Research, 37, 217-232. doi: 10.1177/1046496406287311

226



Hollinger, R. C., & Adams, A. (2010). National Retail Security Survey Final Report.
Retrieved from,

http://soccrim.clas.ufl.edu/criminoloqy/srp/finalreport 2010.pdf.

Hollinger, R. C., & Clark, J. P. (1982). Formal and informal social controls of
employee deviance. The Sociological Quarterly, 23, 333-343.

Hollinger, R. C., & Clark, J. P. (1983). Deterrence in the workplace: Perceived
certainty, perceived severity, and employee theft. Social Forces, 62, 398-418.
Holtz, B. C., & Harold, C. M. (2010). Interpersonal Justice and Deviance: The

Moderating Effects of Interpersonal Justice Values and Justice Orientation.

Journal of Management, 20(10), 1-27. doi: 10.1177/0149206310390049
Houreld, K. (2007, March 25,). Sexual harassment plagues Nigeria's schools, Los

Angeles Times. Retrieved from

http://articles.latimes.com/2007/mar/25/news/adfg-lecherous25

Hoyt, C. L., Murphy, S. E., Halverson, S. K., & Watson, C. B. (2003). Group
leadership: Efficacy and effectiveness. Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and
Practice, 7, 259-274. doi: 10.1037/1089-2699.7.4.259

Hughes, G. D. (1969). Some confounding effects of forced-choice scales. Journal of
Marketing Research 6, 223-226.

Hulland, J. (1999). Use of partial least squares (PLS) in strategic management
research: a review of four recent studies. Strategic Management Journal, 20,
195-204. doi: 10.1002/(sici)1097-0266(199902)20:2<195::aid-smj13>3.0.c0;2-7

Igbaria, M., & livari, J. (1995). The effects of self-efficacy on computer usage.

Omega, 23, 587-605. doi: 10.1016/0305-0483(95)00035-6

227


http://soccrim.clas.ufl.edu/criminology/srp/finalreport_2010.pdf
http://articles.latimes.com/2007/mar/25/news/adfg-lecherous25

llie, A., Penney, L. M., Ispas, D., & lliescu, D. (2012). The role of trait anger in the
relationship between stressors and counterproductive work behaviours:
Convergent findings from multiple studies and methodologies. Applied
Psychology: An International Review, 61, 415-436. doi: 10.1111/j.1464-
0597.2011.00476.x

Imonikhe, J., Aluede, O., & Idogho, P. (2012). A survey of teachers' and students'
perception of sexual harassment in tertiary institutions of Edo State, Nigeria.
Asian Social Science, 8, 268-274. doi: 10.5539/ass.v8n1p268

Indiresan, J. (1976). Background and general attitude variables distinguishing
satisfied and dissatisfied engineering teachers. Higher Education, 5, 277-284.
doi: 10.2307/3445532

Iverson, R. D., & Deery, M. (1997). Turnover culture in the hospitality industry.
Human Resource Management Journal, 7(4), 71-82. doi: 10.1111/}.1748-
8583.1997.th00290.x

Janicik, G. A., & Bartel, C. A. (2003). Talking about time: Effects of temporal
planning and time awareness norms on group coordination and performance.
Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice, 7, 122-134. doi:
10.1037/1089-2699.7.2.122

Jaworski, B. J. (1988). Toward a theory of marketing control: environmental context,
control types, and consequences. The Journal of Marketing, 52, 23-39.

Jaworski, B. J., & Maclnnis, D. J. (1989). Marketing jobs and management controls:

toward a framework. Journal of Marketing Research, 26, 406-419.

228



Jaworski, B. J., & Young, S. M. (1992). Dysfunctional behavior and management
control: An empirical study of marketing managers. Accounting, Organizations

and Society, 17(1), 17-35. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(92)90034-P

Jensen, J. M., Opland, R. A., & Ryan, A. M. (2010). Psychological contracts and
counterproductive work behaviours: Employee responses to transactional and
relational breach. Journal of Business and Psychology, 25, 555-568. doi:
10.1007/s10869-009-9148-7

Jimoh, A. (2012, July 26). Demand for bribe by police on increase - Survey, The
Daily Trust. Retrieved from

http://www.dailytrust.com.ng/index.php/news/172833-demand-for-bribe-by-

police-on-increase-survey

Jobber, D. (1989). An examination of the effects of questionnaire factors on response
to an industrial mail survey. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 6,

129-140. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0167-8116(89)90006-2

Joshi, A. W., & Randall, S. (2001). The indirect effects of organizational controls on
salesperson performance and customer orientation. Journal of Business
Research, 54(1), 1-9. doi: 10.1016/s0148-2963(99)00119-8

Judge, T. A., Jackson, C. L., Shaw, J. C., Scott, B. A., & Rich, B. L. (2007). Self-
efficacy and work-related performance: the integral role of individual
differences. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 107-127.

Judge, T. A., LePine, J. A., & Rich, B. L. (2006a). Loving yourself abundantly:

Relationship of the narcissistic personality to self- and other perceptions of

229


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(92)90034-P
http://www.dailytrust.com.ng/index.php/news/172833-demand-for-bribe-by-police-on-increase-survey
http://www.dailytrust.com.ng/index.php/news/172833-demand-for-bribe-by-police-on-increase-survey
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0167-8116(89)90006-2

workplace deviance, leadership, and task and contextual performance. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 91, 762-776. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.91.4.762

Judge, T. A, Scott, B. A., & llies, R. (2006b). Hostility, job attitudes, and workplace
deviance: Test of a multilevel model. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91, 126-
138. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.91.1.126

Kaai, S., Bullock, S., Sarna, A., Chersich, M., Luchters, S., Geibel, S., . . .
Rutenberg, N. (2011). Perceived stigma among patients receiving antiretroviral
treatment: A prospective randomised trial comparing an m-DOT strategy with
standardof-care in Kenya. Journal of Social Aspects of HIV/AIDS, 7(2), 62-70.

Kaluchi, P. (2009). The challenges of english language teachers in Nigerian
educational system in achieving the millennium development goals  The Voice
of Teachers, 1(2), 87-91.

Kaplan, S., Luchman, J. N., Haynes, D., & Bradley, J. C. (2009). On the role of
positive and negative affectivity in job performance: A meta-analytic
investigation. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94, 162-176.

Karau, S. J., & Williams, K. D. (1997). The effects of group cohesiveness on social
loafing and social compensation. Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and
Practice, 1, 156-168. doi: 10.1037/1089-2699.1.2.156

Katz-Navon, T. Y., & Erez, M. (2005). When collective- and self-efficacy affect
team performance: The role of task interdependence. Small Group Research, 36,

437-465. doi: 10.1177/1046496405275233

230



Keeter, S. ( 2005). Survey Research. In D. Druckman (Ed.), Doing research:
Methods of Inquiry for conflict analysis (pp. 123-162). Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage Publications, Inc.

Kelley, K., & Maxwell, S. E. (2003). Sample size for multiple regression: obtaining
regression coefficients that are accurate, not simply significant. Psychological
Methods, 8, 305-321.

Kenny, D. A., & Judd, C. M. (1984). Estimating the nonlinear and interactive effects
of latent variables. Psychological Bulletin, 96, 201-210. doi: 10.1037/0033-
2909.96.1.201

Khakwani, S., Aslam, H. D., Ashraf, F., Javad, T., & Shabbir, F. (2012). Role of
control modes in improving performance: An essential facet for managing
human resources. Journal of Educational and Social Research, 2, 241-248.

Kickul, J. R., Neuman, G., Parker, C., & Finkl, J. (2001). Settling the score: The role
of organizational justice in the relationship between psychological contract
breach and anticitizenship behaviour. Employee Responsibilities and Rights
Journal, 13(2), 77-93.

Kidwell, R., & Valentine, S. (2009). Positive group context, work attitudes, and
organizational misbehaviour: The case of withholding job effort. Journal of
Business Ethics, 86(1), 15-28. doi: 10.1007/s10551-008-9790-4

Kirsch, L. J. (1996). The management of complex tasks in organizations: Controlling
the systems development process. Organization Science, 7(1), 1-21. doi:

10.1287/orsc.7.1.1

231



Kirsch, L. J. (1997). Portfolios of control modes and IS project management.
[Article]. Information Systems Research, 8, 215-239.

Kivlighan, D. M., Jr., Kivlighan, D. M., Ill, & Cole, O. D. (2012). The group's
absence norm and commitment to the group as predictors of group member
absence in the next session: An actor—partner analysis. Journal of Counseling
Psychology, 59(1), 41-49. doi: 10.1037/a0025506

Kogan, N. (1974). Creativity and Sex Differences*. The Journal of Creative
Behavior, 8(1), 1-14. doi: 10.1002/j.2162-6057.1974.th01103.x

Koval, M. (2009). Comte, Auguste (1798-1857). In H. Birx (Ed.), Encyclopedia of
time: Science, philosophy, theology, & culture (pp. 207-209). Thousand Oaks,
CA: SAGE Publications, Inc.

Kramer, R. M. (1999). Trust and distrust in organizations: Emerging perspectives,
enduring questions. Annual review of psychology, 50, 569-598. doi:
doi:10.1146/annurev.psych.50.1.569

Krejcie, R. V., & Morgan, D. W. (1970). Determining sample size for research
activities. Educational and Psychological Measurement 30, 607-610.

Kristof-Brown, A. L., Zimmerman, R. D., & Johnson, E. C. (2005). Consequences of
individuals' fit at work: A meta-analysis of person—job, person—organization,

person—group, and person-supervisor fit

Personnel Psychology, 58, 281-342. doi: 10.1111/j.1744-6570.2005.00672.x
Kulis, S., Marsiglia, F. F., Nieri, T., Sicotte, D., & Hohmann-Marriott, B. (2004).
Majority rules? The effects of school ethnic composition on substance use by

Mexican heritage adolescents. Sociological focus, 37, 371-392.
232



Kumar, B. (2012). Theory of planned behaviour approach to understand the
purchasing behaviour for environmentally sustainable products. (W.P. No.
2012-12-08 ). Retrieved from

http://www.iimahd.ernet.in/assets/snippets/workingpaperpdf/10260621182012-

12-08.pdf

Kumar, R., O'Malley, P., Johnston, L., Schulenberg, J., & Bachman, J. (2002).
Effects of school level norms on student substance use. Prevention Science, 3,
105-124. doi: 10.1023/a:1015431300471

Kura, K. M., Shamsudin, F. M., & Chauhan, A. (2013a). Influence of organizational
formal control on workplace deviance: A pilot study. Middle-East Journal of
Scientific Research, 13, 538-544 doi: 10.5829/idosi.mejsr.2013.13.4.312

Kura, K. M., Shamsudin, F. M., & Chauhan, A. (2013b). Modeling the influence of
group norms and self-regulatory efficacy on workplace deviant behaviour. Asian
Social Science, 9(4), 113-122. doi: 10.5539/ass.von4p113

Kura, K. M., Shamsudin, F. M., & Chauhan, A. (2013c). Perceived group norms as
predictors of deviant behaviour at work. International Business Management, 7,
121-126. doi: 10.3923/ibm.2013.121.126

Kurland, N. B., & Pelled, L. H. (2000). Passing the word: Toward a model of gossip
and power in the workplace. Academy of management review, 428-438.

Kister, 1., & Canales, P. (2011). Compensation and control sales policies, and sales
performance: the field sales manager's points of view. Journal of Business &

Industrial Marketing, 26, 273-285. doi: 10.1108/08858621111127018

233


http://www.iimahd.ernet.in/assets/snippets/workingpaperpdf/10260621182012-12-08.pdf
http://www.iimahd.ernet.in/assets/snippets/workingpaperpdf/10260621182012-12-08.pdf

Kwok, C.-K., Au, W. T., & Ho, J. M. C. (2005). Normative controls and self-
reported counterproductive behaviours in the workplace in China. Applied
Psychology: An International Review, 54, 456-475. doi: 10.1111/j.1464-
0597.2005.00220.x

Lambert, D. M., & Harrington, T. C. (1990). Measuring nonresponse bias in
customer service mail surveys. Journal of Business Logistics, 11(2), 5-25.

Lanaj, K., Chang, C.-H. D., & Johnson, R. E. (2012). Regulatory focus and work-
related outcomes: A review and meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 138,
998-1034. doi: 10.1037/a0027723

Langerak, F. (2001). Effects of market orientation on the behaviors of salespersons
and purchasers, channel relationships, and performance of manufacturers.
International Journal of Research in Marketing, 18, 221-234. doi:
10.1300/J033v08n02_04

Larimer, M. E., Turner, A. P., Mallett, K. A., & Geisner, I. M. (2004). Predicting
drinking behaviour and alcohol-related problems among fraternity and sorority
members: Examining the role of descriptive and injunctive norms. Psychology
of Addictive Behaviours, 18, 203-212. doi: 10.1037/0893-164x.18.3.203

Lau, V. P., & Shaffer, M. A. (1999). Career success: The effects of personality.
Career Development International, 4, 225-231.

Lawrence, T. B., & Robinson, S. L. (2007). Ain't misbehavin: Workplace deviance
as organizational resistance. Journal of Management, 33, 378-394. doi:

10.1177/0149206307300816

234



Lee, K., & Ashton, M. C. (2004). Psychometric properties of the HEXACO
Personality Inventory. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 39, 329-358. doi:
10.1207/s15327906mbr3902_8

Lee, K., Ashton, M. C., & de Vries, R. E. (2005a). Predicting Workplace
Delinquency and Integrity with the HEXACO and Five-Factor Models of
Personality ~ Structure.  Human  Performance, 18, 179-197. doi:
10.1207/s15327043hup1802_4

Lee, K., Ashton, M. C., & Shin, K.-H. (2005b). Personality correlates of workplace
anti-social behaviour. Applied Psychology, 54, 81-98. doi: 10.1111/j.1464-
0597.2005.00197.x

Lee, R. M. (1993). Doing research on sensitive topics. London: Sage.

Levi, D. (2011). Group dynamics for teams (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications.

Lim, V. K. G. (2002). The IT way of loafing on the job: Cyberloafing, neutralizing
and organizational justice. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 23, 675-694.
doi: 10.1002/job.161

Lim, V. K. G., & Teo, T. S. H. (2009). Mind your E-manners: Impact of cyber
incivility on employees’ work attitude and behavior. Information &amp;
Management, 46, 419-425. doi: 10.1016/j.im.2009.06.006

Lind, E. A., & van den Bos, K. (2002). When fairness works: Toward a general
theory of uncertainty management. In B. M. Staw & R. M. Kramer (Eds.),
Research in organizational behaviour (Vol. 24, pp. 181-223). Boston, MA:

Elsevier.

235



Lindell, M. K., & Whitney, D. J. (2001). Accounting for common method variance
in cross-selectional research designs. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 114-
121. doi: 10.1037//0021-9010.86.1.114

Lindner, J. R., & Wingenbach, G. J. (2002). Communicating the handling of
nonresponse error in Journal of Extension Research in Brief articles. Journal of
Extension, 40(6), 1-5.

Lisak, D., & Roth, S. (1988). Motivational factors in nonincarcerated sexually
aggressive men. Journal of personality and social psychology, 55, 795-802. doi:
10.1037/0022-3514.55.5.795

Little, R. J. A., & Rubin, D. B. (1987). Statistical Analysis with Missing Data. New
York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Lohmoller, J. B. (1989). Latent variable path modeling with partial least squares.
Heidelberg: Physica-Verlag.

Lohr, S. (2009). Sampling: design and analysis. Pacific Grove CA: Duxbury Press.

Luna, A., & Shih Yung, C. (2013). Drivers for workplace gossip: An application of
the theory of planned behaviour. Journal of Organizational Culture,
Communications & Conflict, 17, 115-129.

Mack, L. (2010). The philosophical underpinnings of educational research.
Polyglossia, 19, 5-11.

MacKenzie, S. B., & Podsakoff, P. M. (2012). Common method bias in marketing:
Causes, mechanisms, and procedural remedies. Journal of Retailing, 88, 542-

555. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2012.08.001

236


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2012.08.001

Makinde, F. (2013, September 20). EKSU sacks six lecturers, suspends 300 students,

The Punch. Retrieved from http://www.punchng.com/education/eksu-sacks-six-

lecturers-suspends-300-students/

Mangione, T. W., & Quinn, R. P. (1975). Job satisfaction, counterproductive
behaviour, and drug use at work. Journal of Applied Psychology, 60, 114-116.
doi: 10.1037/h0076355

Mann, S. L., Budworth, M.-H., & Ismaila, A. S. (2012). Ratings of
counterproductive performance: the effect of source and rater behaviour.
International Journal of Productivity and Performance Management, 61, 142-
156.

Manning, M. (2009). The effects of subjective norms on behaviour in the theory of
planned behaviour: A meta-analysis. British Journal of Social Psychology, 48,
649-705. doi: 10.1348/014466608x393136

Marcus, & Schuler, H. (2004). Antecedents of counterproductive behavior at work:
A general perspective. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89, 647-660. doi:
10.1037/0021-9010.89.4.647

Marcus, B., Ashton, M. C., & Lee, K. (2013). A Note on the Incremental Validity of
Integrity Tests beyond Standard Personality Inventories for the Criterion of
Counterproductive Behaviour. Canadian Journal of Administrative Sciences /
Revue Canadienne des Sciences de I'Administration, 30(1), 18-25. doi:
10.1002/cjas.1235

Marcus, B., Lee, K., & Ashton, M. C. (2007). Personality dimensions explaining

relationships between integrity tests and counterproductive behavior: Big five,

237


http://www.punchng.com/education/eksu-sacks-six-lecturers-suspends-300-students/
http://www.punchng.com/education/eksu-sacks-six-lecturers-suspends-300-students/

or one in addition? Personnel Psychology, 60(1), 1-34. doi: 10.1111/j.1744-
6570.2007.00063.x

Marcus, B., Schuler, H., Quell, P., & Huimpfner, G. (2002). Measuring
counterproductivity: Development and initial validation of a german self-report
questionnaire. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 10(1-2), 18-
35. doi: 10.1111/1468-2389.00191

Martin, R. J., & Hine, D. W. (2005). Development and validation of the Uncivil
Workplace Behavior Questionnaire. Journal of Occupational Health
Psychology, 10, 477-490. doi: 10.1037/1076-8998.10.4.477

Matthiesen, S. B., & Einarsen, S. (2007). Perpetrators and targets of bullying at
work: Role stress and individual differences. Violence and Victims, 22, 735-753.

Mau, W.-C. (2000). Cultural differences in career decision-making styles and self-
efficacy. Journal of Vocational Behaviour, 57, 365-378. doi:
10.1006/jvbe.1999.1745

McCabe, D. L., Butterfield, K. D., & Trevifio, L. K. (2006). Academic dshonesty in
graduate business programs: Prevalence, causes, and proposed action. Academy
of  Management Learning &  Education, 5,  294-305. doi:
10.5465/amle.2006.22697018

McClelland, D. C. (1987). Human Motivation. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

McCrae, R. R., Kurtz, J. E., Yamagata, S., & Terracciano, A. (2011). Internal

consistency, retest reliability, and their implications for personality scale

238



validity. [Article]. Personality & Social Psychology Review (Sage Publications
Inc.), 15(1), 28-50. doi: 10.1177/1088868310366253

McMillan, B., & Conner, M. (2003). Using the theory of planned behaviour to
understand alcohol and tobacco use in students. Psychology, Health &
Medicine, 8, 317-328. doi: 10.1080/1354850031000135759

Meénard, J., Brunet, L., & Savoie, A. (2011). Interpersonal workplace deviance: Why
do offenders act out? A comparative look on personality and organisational
variables. Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science/Revue canadienne des
sciences du comportement, 43, 309-317. doi: 10.1037/a0024741

Merchant, K. A. (1985). Organizational controls and discretionary program decision
making: A field study. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 10, 67-85. doi:
10.1016/0361-3682(85)90032-7

Merchant, K. A. (1998). Modern management control systems: Text and cases. New
Jersey: Prentice-Hall.

Miao, C. F., & Evans, K. R. (2012). Effects of formal sales control systems: A
combinatory perspective. International Journal of Research in Marketing. doi:
10.1016/j.ijresmar.2011.09.002

Miao, C. F., Evans, K. R., & Shaoming, Z. (2007). The role of salesperson
motivation in sales control systems — Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation
revisited. Journal of Business Research, 60, 417-425. doi:
10.1016/j.jbusres.2006.12.005

Mihalic, S., & Elliott, D. (1997). A social learning theory model of marital violence.

Journal of Family Violence, 12, 21-47. doi: 10.1023/a:1021941816102

239



Miner, R., K., & Reed, W. D. (2010). Testing a moderated mediational model of
workgroup incivility: The roles of organizational trust and group regard. Journal
of Applied Social Psychology, 40, 3148-3168.

Mitchell, M. S., & Ambrose, M. L. (2007). Abusive supervision and workplace
deviance and the moderating effects of negative reciprocity beliefs. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 92, 1159-1168. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.92.4.1159

Mohammed, 1. (2012, July 11). Jos crisis and a road to Rwanda, The Daily Trust.

Retrieved from http://www.dailytrust.com.ng/daily/old/index.php/letters/42741-

jos-crisis-and-a-road-to-rwanda

Moore, J. (2010). Philosophy of science, with special consideration given to
behaviourism as the philosophy of the science of behaviour. Psychological
Record, 60, 137-150.

Moorman, R. H., & Blakely, G. L. (1995). Individualism-collectivism as an
individual difference predictor of organizational citizenship behavior. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 16, 127-142. doi: 10.1002/job.4030160204

Moorman, R. H., Blakely, G. L., & Niehoff, B. P. (1998). Does perceived
organizational support mediate the relationship between procedural justice and
organizational citizenship behavior? [Article]. Academy of Management
Journal, 41, 351-357. doi: 10.2307/256913

Morrison, R. L. (2008). Negative relationships in the workplace: Associations with
organisational commitment, cohesion, job satisfaction and intention to turnover.
Journal of Management &  Organization, 14, 330-344. doi:

10.5172/jmo0.837.14.4.330

240


http://www.dailytrust.com.ng/daily/old/index.php/letters/42741-jos-crisis-and-a-road-to-rwanda
http://www.dailytrust.com.ng/daily/old/index.php/letters/42741-jos-crisis-and-a-road-to-rwanda

Mueller, S., & Tschan, F. (2011). Consequences of client-initiated workplace
violence: The role of fear and perceived prevention. Journal of Occupational
Health Psychology, 16, 217-229. doi: 10.1037/a0021723

Muraven, M., & Baumeister, R. F. (2000). Self-regulation and depletion of limited
resources: Does self-control resemble a muscle? Psychological Bulletin, 126,
247-259. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.126.2.247

Murphy, K. R., & Cleveland, J. N. (1995). Understanding performance appraisal:
Social, organizational, and goal-based perspectives. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications.

Murrell, A., Christoff, K., & Henning, K. (2007). Characteristics of domestic
violence offenders: Associations with childhood exposure to violence. Journal
of Family Violence, 22, 523-532. doi: 10.1007/s10896-007-9100-4

Myers, M. D. (2009). Qualitative research in business and management. London:
SAGE Publications Ltd.

Myers, M. D. (2013). Qualitative research in business and management (2nd ed.).
London: SAGE Publications Ltd.

Nakpodia, E., Ayo, B. T., & Adomi, E. E. (2007). A better response rate for
questionnaires: Attitudes of librarians in Nigerian University Libraries. Library
Philosophy and Practice, 9(2), 1-7.

National Planning Commission. (2010). Nigeria Vision 20: 2020. Abuja: National

Planning Commission.

241



Near, J., & Miceli, M. (2013). Organizational dissidence: The case of whistle-
blowing. In A. C. Michalos & D. C. Poff (Eds.), Citation classics from the
Journal of Business Ethics (Vol. 2, pp. 153-172). Netherlands: Springer

Neighbors, C., Geisner, I. M., & Lee, C. M. (2008). Perceived marijuana norms and
social expectancies among entering college student marijuana users. Psychology
of Addictive Behaviors, 22(3), 433-438. doi: 10.1037/0893-164x.22.3.433

Neuman, W. L. (2011). Social research methods: Qualitative and quantitative
approaches (7th ed.). Boston: Allyn and Bacon.

Ng, K. Y., & Van Dyne, L. (2005). Antecedents and Performance Consequences of
Helping Behavior in Work Groups. Group & Organization Management, 30,
514-540. doi: 10.1177/1059601104269107

Nguyen, L. (2013, September 23 ). Canadian economy loses $16.6B annually due to
absenteeism: ~ Conference  Board, @ The  Star.  Retrieved  from

http://www.thestar.com/business/economy/2013/09/23/absenteeism cost canad

a lost 166 billion study.html

Nicholson, N., & Johns, G. (1985). The absence culture and the psychological
contract-who's in control of absence? Academy of management review, 397-407.

Niehoff, B. P., & Paul, R. J. (2000). Causes of employee theft and strategies that HR
managers can use for prevention. Human Resource Management, 39(1), 51-64.

Nnabugwu, F. (2012, August 2). Corrupt practices: Why ICPC targets varsities, by
Nta., The Vanguard Retrieved from

http://www.vanguardngr.com/2012/08/corrupt-practices-why-icpc-targets-

varsities-by-nta/

242


http://www.thestar.com/business/economy/2013/09/23/absenteeism_cost_canada_lost_166_billion_study.html
http://www.thestar.com/business/economy/2013/09/23/absenteeism_cost_canada_lost_166_billion_study.html
http://www.vanguardngr.com/2012/08/corrupt-practices-why-icpc-targets-varsities-by-nta/
http://www.vanguardngr.com/2012/08/corrupt-practices-why-icpc-targets-varsities-by-nta/

Norman, P. (1991). Social learning theory and the prediciton of attendance at
screening. Psychology & Health, 5, 231-239. doi: 10.1080/08870449108400424

O'Reilly, C. A., & Chatman, J. (1986). Organizational commitment and
psychological attachment: The effects of compliance, identification, and
internalization on prosocial behaviour. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71, 492-
499. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.71.3.492

O'Sullivan, M. (2000). The innovative enterprise and corporate governance.
Cambridge Journal of Economics, 24, 393-416. doi: 10.1093/cje/24.4.393

O’Neill, T. A,, Lewis, R. J., & Carswell, J. J. (2011). Employee personality, justice
perceptions, and the prediction of workplace deviance. Personality and
Individual Differences, 51(5), 595-600. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2011.05.025

Odiegwu, M. (2012, August 22). The 60% varsity lecturers without doctorate
degrees —Jonathan, The Punch. Retrieved from

http://www.punchng.com/news/60-varsity-lecturers-without-doctorate-deqgrees-

jonathan/

Ofo, J. E. (1994). Research methods and statistics in education and social science.
Lagos Joja Educational Research and Publishers.

Oh, I.-S., Lee, K., Ashton, M. C., & de Vries, R. E. (2011). Are dishonest extraverts
more harmful than dishonest introverts? The interaction effects of honesty-
humility and extraversion in predicting workplace deviance. Applied

psychology, 60, 496-516. doi: 10.1111/j.1464-0597.2011.00445.x

243


http://www.punchng.com/news/60-varsity-lecturers-without-doctorate-degrees-jonathan/
http://www.punchng.com/news/60-varsity-lecturers-without-doctorate-degrees-jonathan/

Oliver, R. L., & Anderson, E. (1994). An empirical test of the consequences of
behaviour-and outcome-based sales control systems. Journal of Marketing, 58,
53-67.

Oliver, R. L., & Anderson, E. (1995). Behavior-and outcome-based sales control
systems: evidence and consequences of pure-form and hybrid governance. The
Journal of Personal Selling and Sales Management, 15(4), 1-15.

Olufowobi, S., Chidozie, I., Adetayo, L., Adepegba, A., & Okpi, A. (2012, April 1).
How govt agencies Killed $180m Halliburton bribery case, The Punch

Newspaper. Retrieved from http://www.punchng.com/news/how-govt-agencies-

killed-180m-halliburton-bribery-case/

Omar, F., Halim, F., Zainah, A., & Farhadi, H. (2011). Stress and job satisfaction as
antecedents of workplace deviant behaviour. Deviant Behavior, 16, 46-51.

Omonijo, D. O., Uche, O. C. O., Nwadiafor, K. L., & Rotimi, O. (2013). A study of
sexual harassment in three selected private faith-based universities, Ogun-State,
South-West Nigeria. Open Journal of Social Science Research(l). doi:
10.12966/0jssr.12.03.2013

Onuoha, 1. (2012, 21 August). Malpractice, corruption ruining education sector in
Nigeria The Business Day. Retrieved from

http://businessdayonline.com/NG/index.php/component/content/article/366-

business-shool/43120-malpractice-corruption-ruining-education-sector-in-

nigeria-n

244


http://www.punchng.com/news/how-govt-agencies-killed-180m-halliburton-bribery-case/
http://www.punchng.com/news/how-govt-agencies-killed-180m-halliburton-bribery-case/
http://businessdayonline.com/NG/index.php/component/content/article/366-business-shool/43120-malpractice-corruption-ruining-education-sector-in-nigeria-n
http://businessdayonline.com/NG/index.php/component/content/article/366-business-shool/43120-malpractice-corruption-ruining-education-sector-in-nigeria-n
http://businessdayonline.com/NG/index.php/component/content/article/366-business-shool/43120-malpractice-corruption-ruining-education-sector-in-nigeria-n

Organ, D. W., & Ryan, K. (1995). A meta-analytic review of attitudinal and
dispositional predictors of organizational citizenship behaviour. Personnel
Psychology, 48, 775-802. doi: 10.1111/j.1744-6570.1995.tb01781.x

Otley, D. (1999). Performance management: a framework for management control
systems research. Management Accounting Research, 10, 363-382. doi:
10.1006/mare.1999.0115

Ouchi, W. G. (1979). A conceptual framework for the design of organizational
control mechanisms. Management Science, 25, 833-848.

Ouchi, W. G. (1980). Markets, bureaucracies, and clans. Administrative Science
Quarterly, 25, 129-141.

Packer, D. J. (2008). On being both with us and against us: A normative conflict
model of dissent in social groups. Personality and Social Psychology Review,
12(1), 50-72. doi: 10.1177/1088868307309606

Pallant, J. (2010). SPSS survival manual: A step by step guide to data analysis using
SPSS (4th ed.). New York, NY: Open University Press.

Panagopoulos, N., & Dimitriadis, S. (2009). Transformational leadership as a
mediator of the relationship between behavior-based control and salespeople's
key outcomes: An initial investigation. European Journal of Marketing, 43,
1008-1031.

Parilla, P. F., Hollinger, R. C., & Clark, J. P. (1988). Organizational control of
deviant behavior: The case of employee theft. Social Science Quarterly, 69,

261-280.

245



Parks, C. D. (2004). Group norms. In J. M. Burns, G. R. Goethals & G. J. Sorenson
(Eds.), Encyclopedia of Leadership (pp. 627-630). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications.

Paulhus, D. L. (1991). Measurement and control of response bias. In J. P. Robinson,
P. R. Shaver & L. S. Wrightsman (Eds.), Measures of personality and social
psychological attitudes (Vol. 1, pp. 17-59). New York: Academic Press.

Pearson, C. M., & Porath, C. L. (2005). On the nature, consequences and remedies of
workplace incivility: No time for" nice"? Think again. The Academy of
Management Executive, 19(1), 7-18. doi: 10.5465/AME.2005.15841946

Peng, D. X., & Lai, F. (2012). Using partial least squares in operations management
research: A practical guideline and summary of past research. Journal of
Operations Management, 30, 467-480. doi:

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2012.06.002

Penney, L. M., & Spector, P. E. (2005). Job stress, incivility, and counterproductive
work behaviour (CWB): The moderating role of negative affectivity. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 26, 777-796. doi: 10.1002/job.336

Perlesz, A., & Lindsay, J. (2003). Methodological triangulation in researching
families: Making sense of dissonant data. International Journal of Social
Research Methodology, 6(1), 25-40. doi: 10.1080/13645570305056

Peterson, R. A., & Kim, Y. (2013). On the relationship between coefficient alpha and
composite reliability. Journal of Applied Psychology, 98, 194-198. doi:

10.1037/a0030767

246


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2012.06.002

Piercy, N. F., Cravens, D. W., Lane, N., & Vorhies, D. W. (2006). Driving
organizational citizenship behaviours and salesperson in-role behaviour
performance: The role of management control and perceived organizational
support. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 34, 244-262.

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J.-Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common
method biases in behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and
recommended remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 879-903.

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2012). Sources of method
bias in social science research and recommendations on how to control it.
Annual review of psychology, 63, 539-569.

Podsakoff, P. M., & Organ, D. W. (1986). Self-reports in organizational research:
Problems and prospects. Journal of Management, 12, 531-544. doi:
10.1177/014920638601200408

Porter, S. R. (2004). Raising response rates: what works? In S. R. Porter (Ed.),
Overcoming survey research problems. New Directions for Institutional
Research (pp. 5-22). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Prasad, S., Lim, V. K, & Chen, D. J. (2010). Self-regulation, individual
characteristics and cyberloafing. In Proceedings of the 14th Pacific Asia
Conference on Information Systems, Association for Information Systems,
Grand Formosa Regent Hotel, Taipei, Taiwan, pp. 1641-1648. Retrieved from

http://www.pacis-net.org/file/2010/P01-14.pdf

247


http://www.pacis-net.org/file/2010/P01-14.pdf

Probst, T. M., Stewart, S. M., Gruys, M. L., & Tierney, B. W. (2007). Productivity,
counterproductivity and creativity: The ups and downs of job insecurity. Journal
of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 80, 479-497.

Puffer, S. M. (1987). Prosocial behaviour, noncompliant behaviour, and work
performance among commission salespeople. Journal of Applied Psychology,
72, 615-621. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.72.4.615

Punch, K. F. (2005). Introduction to social research - Quantitative & qualitative
approaches. London: Sage Publications.

Rahim, A. R. A., & Nasurdin, A. M. (2008). Trust in organizational and workplace
deviant behaviour. Gadjah Mada International Journal of Business, 10, 211-
235.

Ramaswami, S. N. (1996). Marketing controls and dysfunctional employee
behaviors: a test of traditional and contingency theory postulates. The Journal of
Marketing, 60, 105-120.

Randall, D. M., & Fernandes, M. F. (1991). The Social Desirability Response Bias in
Ethics Research. Journal of Business Ethics, 10, 805-817.

Rashid, U., Saleem, Z., & Rashid, S. (2012). Perception of organizational politics
and workplace deviance: Mediating effect of job stress and low job satisfaction.
Asian Journal of Business Management, 4, 396-406.

Raymond, M. R. (1986). Missing data in evaluation research. Evaluation & the
Health Professions, 9, 395-420. doi: 10.1177/016327878600900401

Redeker, J. R. (1989). Employee discipline. Washington, DC: Bureau of National

Affairs.

248



Reinartz, W. J., Haenlein, M., & Henseler, J. (2009). An empirical comparison of the
efficacy of covariance-based and variance-based SEM. International Journal of
Research in Marketing, 26, 332-344. doi: 10.1016/j.ijresmar.2009.08.001

Reisel, W. D., Probst, T. M., Chia, S. L., Maloles, C. M., & Konig, C. J. (2010). The
effects of job insecurity on job satisfaction, organizational citizenship behavior,
deviant behavior, and negative emotions of employees. International Studies of
Management and Organization, 40(1), 74-91. doi: 10.2753/IMO0020-
8825400105

Reno, R. R., Cialdini, R. B., & Kallgren, C. A. (1993). The transsituational influence
of social norms. Journal of personality and social psychology, 64, 104-112. doi:
10.1037/0022-3514.64.1.104

Restubog, S. L. D., Bordia, P., & Tang, R. L. (2007). Behavioural outcomes of
psychological contract breach in a non-western culture: The moderating role of
equity sensitivity. British Journal of Management, 18, 376-386. doi:
10.1111/5.1467-8551.2007.00531.x

Restubog, S. L. D., Garcia, P. R. J. M., Toledano, L. S., Amarnani, R. K., Tolentino,
L. R, & Tang, R. L. (2011). Yielding to (cyber)-temptation: Exploring the
buffering role of self-control in the relationship between organizational justice
and cyberloafing behavior in the workplace. Journal of Research in Personality,
45, 247-251. doi: 10.1016/j.jrp.2011.01.006

Restubog, S. L. D., Garcia, P. R. J. M., Wang, L., & Cheng, D. (2010). It's all about

control: The role of self-control in buffering the effects of negative reciprocity

249



beliefs and trait anger on workplace deviance. Journal of Research in
Personality, 44, 655-660.

Restubog, S. L. D., Zagenczyk, T. J., Bordia, P., Bordia, S., & Chapman, G. J.
(2012). If You Wrong Us, Shall We Not Revenge? Moderating Roles of Self-
Control and Perceived Aggressive Work Culture in Predicting Responses to
Psychological ~ Contract Breach. Journal of Management. doi:
10.1177/0149206312443557

Rigdon, E. E., Schumacker, R. E., & Wothke, W. (1998). A comparative review of
interaction and nonlinear modeling. In R. E. Schumacker & G. A. Marcoulides
(Eds.), Interaction and nonlinear effects in structural equation modeling (pp. 1-
16). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Rimal, R. N., & Real, K. (2005). How Behaviors are Influenced by Perceived Norms
A Test of the Theory of Normative Social Behavior. Communication Research,
32, 389-414.

Ringle, C. M., Sarstedt, M., & Straub, D. W. (2012a). A Critical Look at the Use of
PLS-SEM in MIS Quarterly. MIS Quarterly, 36(1), iii-Xiv.

Ringle, C. M., Sarstedt, M., & Straub, D. W. (2012b). Editor's comments: a critical
look at the use of PLS-SEM in MIS quarterly. MIS Quarterly, 36(1), iii-Xiv.

Ringle, C. M., Wende, S., & Will, S. (2005). SmartPLS 2.0 beta: University of

Hamburg, Hamburg. Retrieved from http://www.smartpls.de/forum/index.php.

Rivis, A., & Sheeran, P. (2003). Descriptive norms as an additional predictor in the
theory of planned behaviour: A meta-analysis. Current Psychology, 22, 218-

233. doi: 10.1007/s12144-003-1018-2

250


http://www.smartpls.de/forum/index.php

Robbins, S. P., & Judge, T. A. (2010). Organizational Behaviour (14 ed.). New
York: Prentice Hall.

Robbins, S. P., & Judge, T. A. (2013). Organizational behaviour (15th ed.). New
Jersey: Pearson

Robertson, J. L., & Barling, J. (2013). Greening organizations through leaders'
influence on employees' pro-environmental behaviors. Journal of
Organizational Behaviour, 34, 176-194. doi: 10.1002/job.1820

Robinson, S. L. (2008). Dysfunctional workplace behaviour. In J. Barling & C. L.
Cooper (Eds.), The Sage handbook of organizational behaviour (pp. 141-159).
Thousand Oaks, CA Sage.

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

Robinson, S. L., & Bennett, R. J. (1997). Workplace deviance: Its definition, its
manifestations, and its causes. Research on Negotiations in Organizations,, 6, 3-
27.

Robinson, S. L., & Greenberg, J. (1998). Employees behaving badly: Dimensions,
determinants and dilemmas in the study of workplace deviance. In C. L. Cooper
& D. M. Rousseau (Eds.), Trends in organizational behaviour (Vol. 5). New
York, NY: John Wiley & Son.

Robinson, S. L., & O'Leary-Kelly, A. M. (1998). Monkey see, monkey do: The
influence of work groups on the antisocial behavior of employees. Academy of

Management Journal, 41, 658-672.

251



Rosenstock, 1. M., Strecher, V. J., & Becker, M. H. (1988). Social learning theory
and the health belief model. Health Education & Behaviour, 15, 175-183. doi:
10.1177/109019818801500203

Sackett, P. R., Berry, C. M., Wiemann, S. A., & Laczo, R. M. (2006). Citizenship
and counterproductive behaviour: Clarifying relations between the two domains.
Human Performance, 19, 441-464. doi: 10.1207/s15327043hup1904_7

Saks, A. M. (1995). Longitudinal field investigation of the moderating and mediating
effects of self-efficacy on the relationship between training and newcomer
adjustment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 80, 211-225. doi: 10.1037/0021-
9010.80.2.211

Salami, S. O. (2010). Job stress and counterproductive work behaviour: Negative
affectivity as a moderator. The Social Sciences, 5, 486-492.

Salancik, G. R., & Pfeffer, J. (1978). A social information processing approach to
job attitudes and task design. Administrative Science Quarterly, 23, 224-253.
Salgado, J. F. (2002). The Big Five personality dimensions and counterproductive
behaviors. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 10, 117-125.
Salim Silva, M., Smith, W. T., & Bammer, G. (2002). Telephone reminders are a

cost effective way to improve responses in postal health surveys. Journal of
Epidemiology and Community Health, 56, 115-118. doi: 10.1136/jech.56.2.115
Salkind, N. J. (1997). Exploring research (3rd ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice

Hall.

252



Sassenberg, K., Matschke, C., & Scholl, A. (2011). The impact of discrepancies
from ingroup norms on group members' well-being and motivation. European
Journal of Social Psychology, 41(7), 886-897. doi: 10.1002/ejsp.833

Sattler, H., Volckner, F., Riediger, C., & Ringle, C. M. (2010). The Impact of Brand
Extension Success Factors on Brand Extension Price Premium. International
Journal of Research in Marketing, 27(4), 319-328

Saunders, M., Lewis, P., & Thornhill, A. (2009). Research methods for business
students (5th ed.). New Jersey: Prentice Hall.

Schultz, P. W., Nolan, J. M., Cialdini, R. B., Goldstein, N. J., & Griskevicius, V.
(2007). The constructive, destructive, and reconstructive power of social norms.
Psychological Science, 18, 429-434.

Scotland, J. (2012). Exploring the philosophical underpinnings of research: Relating
ontology and epistemology to the methodology and methods of the scientific,
interpretive, and critical research paradigms. English Language Teaching, 5(9),
9-14. doi: 10.5539/elt.v5n9p9

Sekaran, U. (2003). Research methods for business: A skill building approach (4th
ed.). New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc

Sekaran, U., & Bougie, R. (2010). Research methods for business: A skill building
approach (5th ed.). New Jersey: John Wiley and Sons.

Selya, A. S., Rose, J. S., Dierker, L. C., Hedeker, D., & Mermelstein, R. J. (2012). A
practical guide to calculating Cohen’s {2, a measure of local effect size, from
PROC MIXED. Frontiers in  psychology, 3, 111-116. doi:

10.3389/fpsyg.2012.00111

253



Shamsudin, F. M. (2003). Workplace deviance among hotel employees: An
exploratory survey. Malaysian Management Journal, 7(1), 17-33.

Shamsudin, F. M. (2006). Organisational misbehaviour. Akademika, 69, 57-82.

Shamsudin, F. M., Chauhan, A., & Kura, K. M. (2012a). Self-control as a moderator
of the relationship between formal control and workplace deviance: A proposed
framework. Australian Journal of Business and Management Research, 2(6),
32-39.

Shamsudin, F. M., Subramaniam, C., & Alshuaibi, A. S. (2012b). The effect of HR
practices, leadership style on cyberdeviance: The mediating role of
organizational commitment. Journal of Marketing and Management, 3(1), 22-
48.

Shamsudin, F. M., Subramaniam, C., & lbrahim, H. (2011). Investigating the
influence of human resource practices on deviant behaviour at work.
International Journal of Trade, Economics and Finance, 2, 514-519.

Shamsudin, F. M., Subramaniam, C., & lbrahim, H. (2012c). Wrongful Behaviours
Among Manufacturing Employees in Malaysia: An Exploratory Study.

Shao, R., Rupp, D. E., Skarlicki, D. P., & Jones, K. S. (2013). Employee Justice
Across Cultures: A Meta-Analytic Review. Journal of Management, 39(1), 263-
301. doi: 10.1177/0149206311422447

Sharma, S., Durand, R. M., & Gur-Arie, O. (1981). Identification and Analysis of
Moderator Variables. [Article]. Journal of Marketing Research (JMR), 18, 291-

300.

254



Shin, S. Y., & Park, W. W. (2011). Moderating Effects of Group Cohesiveness in
Competency-Performance Relationships: A Multi-Level Study. Journal of
Behavioral Studies in Business, 1-15.

Skarlicki, D. P., & Folger, R. (1997). Retaliation in the workplace: The roles of
distributive, procedural, and interactional justice. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 82, 434-443. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.82.3.434

Slater, S. F., & Olson, E. M. (2000). Strategy type and performance: The influence
of sales force management. Strategic Management Journal, 21, 813-829.

Smith, E. R., & Mackie, D. M. (2007). Social psychology (3rd ed.). Philadelphia:
Psychology Press.

Smith, J. R., Hogg, M. A., Martin, R., & Terry, D. J. (2007). Uncertainty and the
influence of group norms in the attitude—behaviour relationship. British Journal
of Social Psychology, 46, 769-792. doi: 10.1348/014466606X164439

Smith, J. R., & McSweeney, A. (2007). Charitable giving: the effectiveness of a
revised theory of planned behaviour model in predicting donating intentions and
behaviour. Journal of Community & Applied Social Psychology, 17, 363-386.
doi: 10.1002/casp.906

Snell, S. A. (1992). Control theory in strategic human resource management: The
mediating effect of administrative information. Academy of Management
Journal, 35, 292-327.

Snijders, T. A. B. (2005). Power and sample size in multilevel linear models. In B. S.
Everitt & D. C. Howell (Eds.), Encyclopedia of statistics in behavioral science

(\Vol. 3, pp. 1570-1573). Chicester: Wiley.

255



Sommers, J., Schell, T., & Vodanovich, S. (2002). Developing a measure of
individual differences in organizational revenge. Journal of Business and
Psychology, 17, 207-222. doi: 10.1023/a:1019633531675

Spector, P. E. (2006). Method variance in organizational research: Truth or urban
legend?  Organizational  Research  Methods, 9, 221-232.  doi:
10.1177/1094428105284955

Spector, P. E. (2011). The relationship of personality to counterproductive work
behavior (CWB): An integration of perspectives. Human Resource Management
Review, 21, 342-352. doi: 10.1016/j.hrmr.2010.10.002

Speier, C., & Frese, M. (1997). Generalized self efficacy as a mediator and
moderator between control and complexity at work and personal initiative: A
longitudinal field study in East Germany. Human Performance, 10, 171-192.
doi: 10.1207/s15327043hup1002_7

Spreitzer, G. M., & Sonenshein, S. (2004). Toward the construct definition of
positive deviance. American Behavioral Scientist, 47(6), 828-847. doi:
10.1177/0002764203260212

Stajkovic, A. D., & Luthans, F. (1998). Self-efficacy and work-related performance:
A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 124, 240-261. doi: 10.1037/0033-
2909.124.2.240

Stewart, S. M., Bing, M. N., Davison, H. K., Woehr, D. J., & Mcintyre, M. D.
(2009). In the eyes of the beholder: A non-self-report measure of workplace

deviance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94, 207-215. doi: 10.1037/a0012605

256



Stone, M. (1974). Cross-validatory choice and assessment of statistical predictions.
Journal of the Royal Statistical Society. Series B (Methodological), 36, 111-147.
doi: 10.2307/2984809

Sun, W., Chou, C.-P., Stacy, A., Ma, H., Unger, J., & Gallaher, P. (2007). SAS and
SPSS macros to calculate standardized Cronbach’s alpha using the upper bound
of the phi coefficient for dichotomous items. Behavior Research Methods,
39(1), 71-81. doi: 10.3758/bf03192845

Sung, S. Y., & Choi, J. N. (2009). Do Big Five personality factors affect individual
creativity? The moderatingrole of extrinsic motivation. Social Behavior and

Personality, 37, 941-956

doi: 10.2224/sbp.2009.37.7.941

Sutherland, E. H. (1947). Principles of Criminology (4th ed ed.). Philadelphia, PA:
Lippincott.

Suur-Inkeroinen, H., & Seppanen, M. (2011, July 31 2011-Aug. 4 2011). Effects of
emotions and self-efficacy on technology usage behaviour. Paper presented at
the Technology Management in the Energy Smart World (PICMET), 2011
Proceedings of PICMET '11..

Sykes, G. M., & Matza, D. (1957). Techniques of neutralization: A theory of
delinquency. American sociological review, 22, 664-670.

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2007). Using multivariate statistics (5th ed.).
Boston, MA: Allyn & Bacon/Pearson Education.

Tanur, J. M. (1982). Advances in methods for large-scale surveys and experiments.

In R. Mcadams, N. J. Smelser & D. J. Treiman (Eds.), Behavioral and social
257



science research: A national resource, part Il. Washington, D.C.: National
Academy Press.

Tashakkori, A., & Teddlie, C. (1998). Mixed methodology: Combining qualitative
and quantitative approaches. London: SAGE Publications, Incorporated.

Taylor, K. M., & Betz, N. E. (1983). Applications of self-efficacy theory to the
understanding and treatment of career indecision. Journal of Vocational
Behavior, 22(1), 63-81. doi: 10.1016/0001-8791(83)90006-4

Taylor, S. G., Bedeian, A. G., & Kluemper, D. H. (2012). Linking workplace
incivility to citizenship performance: The combined effects of affective
commitment and conscientiousness. [Article]. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 33, 878-893. doi: 10.1002/job.773

Taylor, S. G., & Kluemper, D. H. (2012). Linking perceptions of role stress and
incivility to workplace aggression: The moderating role of personality. Journal
of Occupational Health Psychology, 17, 316-329. doi: 10.1037/a002821

Temme, D., Kreis, H., & Hildebrandt, L. (2006). PLS path modeling: A software
review. SFB 649 discussion paper. Berlin, Germany.

Temme, D., Kreis, H., & Hildebrandt, L. (2010). A Comparison of Current PLS Path
Modeling Software: Features, Ease-of-Use, and Performance. In V. Esposito
Vinzi, W. W. Chin, J. Henseler & H. Wang (Eds.), Handbook of Partial Least
Squares (pp. 737-756): Springer Berlin Heidelberg.

Tenenhaus, M. (2008). Component-based Structural Equation Modelling. [Article].
Total Quality Management & Business Excellence, 19(7/8), 871-886. doi:

10.1080/14783360802159543

258



Thau, S., Crossley, C., Bennett, R. J., & Sczesny, S. (2007). The relationship
between trust, attachment, and antisocial work behaviors. Human Relations, 60,
1155-1179.

Theodosiou, M., & Katsikea, E. (2007). How management control and job-related
characteristics influence the performance of export sales managers. Journal of
Business Research, 60, 1261-1271. doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.05.003

Thompson, E., & Phua, F. T. (2005). Reliability among Senior Managers of the
Marlowe—Crowne Short-Form Social Desirability Scale. Journal of Business
and Psychology, 19(4), 541-554. doi: 10.1007/s10869-005-4524-4

Thompson, P., & Ackroyd, S. (1995). All quiet on the workplace front? A critique of
recent trends in British industrial sociology. Sociology, 29, 615-633.

Traina, S. B., MacLean, C. H., Park, G. S., & Kahn, K. L. (2005). Telephone
reminder calls increased response rates to mailed study consent forms. Journal
of Clinical Epidemiology, 58, 743-746. doi:

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.iclinepi.2005.02.001

Trevino, L. K., Hartman, L. P., & Brown, M. (2000). Moral person and moral
manager: How executives develop a reputation for ethical leadership. California
Management Review, 42, 128-142.

Truitt, D. L. (2012). The Effect of Training and Development on Employee Attitude
as it Relates to Training and Work Proficiency. [10.1177/2158244011433338].
SAGE Open, 1(3).

Tucker, J. S., Sinclair, R. R., Mohr, C. D., Adler, A. B., Thomas, J. L., & Salvi, A.

D. (2009a). Stress and counterproductive work behavior: Multiple relationships

259


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2005.02.001

between demands, control, and soldier indiscipline over time. Journal of
Occupational Health Psychology, 14(3), 257-271. doi: 10.1037/a0014951

Tucker, J. S., Sinclair, R. R., Mohr, C. D., Adler, A. B., Thomas, J. L., & Salvi, A.
D. (2009Db). Stress and counterproductive work behavior: Multiple relationships
between demands, control, and soldier indiscipline over time. Journal of
Occupational Health Psychology, 14, 257-271. doi: 10.1037/a0014951

Twenge, J. M., Catanese, K. R., & Baumeister, R. F. (2003). Social exclusion and
the deconstructed state: Time perception, meaninglessness, lethargy, lack of
emotion, and self-awareness. Journal of personality and social psychology, 85,
409-423. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.85.3.409

Tyler, T. (2009). Self-regulatory approaches to white-collar crime: The importance
of legitimacy and procedural Justice. In S. Simpson & D. Weisburd (Eds.), The
Criminology of White-Collar Crime (pp. 195-216). New York: Springer.

Vaananen, A., Tordera, N., Kivimaki, M., Kouvonen, A., Pentti, J., Linna, A., &
Vahtera, J. (2008). The role of work group in individual sickness absence
behaviour. Journal of Health and Social Behaviour, 49, 452-467. doi:
10.1177/002214650804900406

Vadera, A. K., Pratt, M. G., & Mishra, P. (2013). Constructive Deviance in
Organizations: Integrating and Moving Forward. Journal of Management. doi:
10.1177/0149206313475816

Van-Fleet, D. D., & Griffin, R. W. (2006). Dysfunctional organization culture: The
role of leadership in motivating dysfunctional work behaviors. Journal of

Managerial Psychology, 21, 698-708.

260



van den Bos, K., & Lind, E. A. (2002). Uncertainty management by means of
fairness judgments. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in Experimental Social
Psychology (Vol. 34, pp. 1-60). New York, NY: Academic Press.

van Jaarsveld, D. D., Walker, D. D., & Skarlicki, D. P. (2010). The role of job
demands and emotional exhaustion in the relationship between customer and
employee incivility. Journal of Management, 36, 1486-1504. doi:
10.1177/0149206310368998

Vardi, Y. (2001). The effects of organizational and ethical climates on misconduct at
work. Journal of Business Ethics, 29, 325-337.

Vardi, Y., & Weitz, E. (2001). Lead them not into temptation: Job autonomy as an
antecedent of organizational misbehavior.

Vardi, Y., & Weitz, E. (2004). Misbehavior in organizations: Theory, research, and
management. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Vardi, Y., & Wiener, Y. (1996). Misbehavior in organizations: A motivational
framework. Organization Science, 151-165.

Verardi, V., & Croux, C. (2008). Robust regression in Stata. Available at SSRN
1369144,

Vigoda-Gadot, E., Beeri, 1., Birman-Shemesh, T., & Somech, A. (2007). Group level
organizational citizenship behaviour in the education system: A scale
reconstruction and validation. Educational Administration Quarterly, 43, 462-

493. doi: 10.1177/0013161x07299435

261



Villanueva, J. J., & Sanchez, J. C. (2007). Trait emotional intelligence and leadership
self-efficacy: Their relationship with collective efficacy. The Spanish Journal of
Psychology, 10, 349-357.

Vink, J. M., & Boomsma, D. I. (2008). A comparison of early and late respondents
in a twin-family survey study. Twin Research and Human Genetics, 11, 165-
173.

Viswanathan, M., & Kayande, U. (2012). Commentary on “common method bias in
marketing: Causes, mechanisms, and procedural remedies”. Journal of

Retailing, 88, 556-562. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/].jretai.2012.10.002

Wang, G., Dou, W., & Zhou, N. (2012). The interactive effects of sales force
controls on salespeople behaviors and customer outcomes. Journal of Personal
Selling and Sales Management, 32, 225-244. doi: 10.2753/PSS0885-
3134320204

Warren, D. E. (2003). Constructive and destructive deviance in organizations. The
Academy of Management Review, 622-632.

Waterhouse, J. H., & Tiessen, P. (1978). A contingency framework for management
accounting systems research. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 3(1), 65-
76. doi: 10.1016/0361-3682(78)90007-7

Watson, C. B., Chemers, M. M., & Preiser, N. (2001). Collective efficacy: A
multilevel analysis. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 27, 1057-1068.

doi: 10.1177/0146167201278012

262


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2012.10.002

Weatherbee, T. G. (2010). Counterproductive use of technology at work:
Information &amp; communications technologies and cyberdeviancy. Human
Resource Management Review, 20(1), 35-44. doi: 10.1016/j.hrmr.2009.03.012

Weiss, H. M., & Cropanzano, R. (1996). Affective Events Theory: A theoretical
discussion of the structure, causes and consequences of affective experiences at
work. In B. M. S. L. L. Cummings (Ed.), Research in organizational behavior:
An annual series of analytical essays and critical reviews, Vol. 18 (pp. 1-74).
US: Elsevier Science/JAI Press.

Wellen, J. M., & Neale, M. (2006). Deviance, self-typicality, and group cohesion:
The corrosive effects of the bad apples on the barrel. Small Group Research, 37,
165-186. doi: 10.1177/1046496406286420

Werth, L., & Foerster, J. (2007). How regulatory focus influences consumer
behavior. European Journal of Social Psychology, 37, 33-51. doi:
10.1002/ejsp.343

Wetzels, M., Odekerken-Schroder, G., & Van Oppen, C. (2009). Using PLS path
modeling for assessing hierarchical construct models: guidelines and empirical
illustration. MIS Quarterly, 33, 177-195.

Wheeler, H. N. (1976). Punishment theory and industrial discipline. Industrial
Relations: A Journal of Economy and Society, 15, 235-243. doi: 10.1111/].1468-
232X.1976.tb01120.x

Wilden, R., Gudergan, S. P., Nielsen, B. B., & Lings, I. (2013). Dynamic capabilities
and performance: Strategy, structure and environment. Long Range Planning,

46(1-2), 72-96. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.1rp.2012.12.001

263


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2012.12.001

Wilkowski, B. M., & Robinson, M. D. (2008). The cognitive basis of trait anger and
reactive aggression: An integrative analysis. Personality and Social Psychology
Review, 12(1), 3-21. doi: 10.1177/1088868307309874

Williams, K. D., Govan, C. L., Croker, V., Tynan, D., Cruickshank, M., & Lam, A.
(2002). Investigations into differences between social- and cyberostracism.
Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice, 6(1), 65-77. doi:
10.1037/1089-2699.6.1.65

Willis, J. W. (2007). History and Foundations of Interpretivist Research Foundations
of qualitative research: Interpretive and critical approaches (pp. 95-147).
Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications, Inc.

Wilson, B., Callaghan, W., Ringle, C., & Henseler, J. (2007). Exploring causal path
directionality for a marketing model using Cohen’s path method. Paper
presented at the PLS’07 international symposium on PLS and related methods—
Causalities explored by indirect observation, Oslo.

Wilson, J. (2010). Essentials of business research - A guide to doing your research
project New Delhi: SAGE Publications India Pvt Ltd.

Wold, H. (1974). Causal flows with latent variables: Partings of the ways in the light
of NIPALS modelling. European Economic Review, 5(1), 67-86. doi:

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0014-2921(74)90008-7

Wold, H. (1985). Partial least squares. In S. Kotz & N. L. Johnson (Eds.),

Encyclopedia of Statistical Sciences (Vol. 6, pp. 581-591). New York: Wiley.

264


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0014-2921(74)90008-7

Wyrick, D. L., Wyrick, C. H., Bishop, D., Fearnow-Kenney, M. D., Hardy, C. Y., &
Hansen, W. B. (2004). Health-related social norms among high school students.
The Health Educator, 36(2), 3-7.

Xie, J. L., & Johns, G. (2000). Interactive effects of absence culture salience and
group cohesiveness: A multi-level and cross-level analysis of work absenteeism
in the Chinese context. Journal of Occupational and Organizational
Psychology, 73(1), 31-52.

Yaghmale, F. (2009). Content validity and its estimation. Journal of Medical
Education, 3(1), 25-27.

Yildiz, S. (2007). A “new” problem in the workplace: Psychological abuse
(bullying). [Article]. Journal of Academic studies, 9, 113-128.

Zhang, S., Chen, G., & Chen, X. (2008). Interpersonal and collective group
Identities: Differential contribution to business security. Research Paper
Sponsored by CIBER 2008 Summer Grant.

Zhao, H. A. O., Wayne, S. J., Glibkowski, B. C., & Bravo, J. (2007). The impact of
psychological contract breach on work-related outcomes: A meta-analysis.
Personnel Psychology, 60, 647-680. doi: 10.1111/j.1744-6570.2007.00087.x

Zhu, G., Sangwan, S., & Lu, T. J. (2010). A new theoretical framework of
technology acceptance and empirical investigation on self-efficacy-based value
adoption model. Nankai Business Review International, 1, 345-372. doi:
10.1108/20408741011082543

Zikmund, W. G., Babin, B. J., Carr, J. C., & Griffin, M. (2009). Business research

methods (8th ed.). USA: South-Western College Publishing.

265



Zimmerman, B. J., Bandura, A., & Martinez-Pons, M. (1992). Self-motivation for
academic attainment: The role of self-efficacy beliefs and personal goal setting.
American  Educational  Research  Journal, 29, 663-676. doi:

10.3102/00028312029003663

266





