Second major component of retail shrinkage due to the huge retail space
ABSTRACT
Next to customer theft, employee theft is the second major component of retail shrinkage due to the huge retail space in supermarkets. The purpose of this paper is to find out the reasons for the workplace theft and to examine the influence of individual and Organizational variables on the workplace theft behavior of the Employees in Supermarkets in Malaysia. This correlational study was conducted in supermarkets in Malaysia. Data were collected using a structured self-administered questionnaire. The dependent variable was Workplace Theft Behavior and the independent variables were individual Factors – Need, Opportunity and Personal Characteristics and Organizational Factors – Compensation, Justice, Ethical Work Climate and Coworker Theft Behavior. Stratified random sampling technique has been used in the selection of respondents. They represented sampling criteria such as sales assistants, senior sales assistants, supervisors, cashiers and audit assistants. This study would contribute knowledge to the Management of the big supermarkets and chain stores in Malaysia to identify the strength of the relationship between the Individual and Organizational factors and the Workplace theft behavior of the employees and also to improve the internal control measures to prevent/reduce the workplace theft and thereby to improve their profitability.
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INTRODUCTION
Employee theft has always been costly to businesses. The enhanced security climate in more recent times has made this topic more important than ever. This research was conducted to investigate the possible reasons for employee theft in supermarkets in Malaysia. It identifies the relationship between the Individual and Organizational factors and employee theft behavior. It aimed to develop a model to help retail organizations to design effective control systems to reduce employee theft.

Retailing crime continues to be a challenge for businesses in the USA and elsewhere (National Retail Security Survey, 2003). Retailing crime is financial loss attributable to a combination of customer theft, employee theft, internal error (administrative or process error) and supplier-vendor frauds. A recent worldwide shrinkage survey (The Global Retail Theft Barometer, 2009) revealed 42.5% of the retail shrinkage was due to customer theft, 35.5% due to employee theft, 16.4% due to internal error and 5.6% due to suppliers-vendors frauds. Total global shrinkage in the 41 countries surveyed costs retailers U.S. $114.8 billion, equivalent to 1.43% of retail sales: a serious threat to retailer’s bottom lines particularly at a time when many retailers are beginning to feel the pinch of an economic downturn. A key point to be noted is that the cost of shrink is ultimately borne by not only retailers, but also by consumers and society at large. An unwelcome cost for retailers is shrinkage, the discrepancy between the book value of merchandise and the actual inventory on hand (Mishra and Prasad, 2006).

Employee theft is second major component of retail shrinkage due to the huge retail space in supermarkets, malls and big retail organizations. Employee theft can be defined as the theft of anything of value from the retailer by an employee or accomplice. The term “anything of value” includes cash, merchandise, property, services and information. Employee theft occurs mostly at the checkout area followed by the sales area and the customer desk/courtesy area (Hollinger and Clark, 1983). Employee theft is any stealing, use or misuse of their employer’s assets without permission to do so (Walsh, 2000). Bamfield (2004) surveyed 476 major European retailers regarding shrinkage and found variations in the shrinkage rates across countries.

Employees’ theft methods include stealing merchandise, stealing cash, retaining receipts to show stolen items were paid for, voiding a sale or making a no-sale after a customer has paid and pocketing the cash, overcharging, shortchanging, coupon stuffing, credits for nonexistent returns and sliding product through the lane without charging. Other examples include warehouse personnel stealing stocked items, and cleaning and maintenance personnel removing valuables with the trash. Employee theft also takes place at the point-of-receipt of merchandise and includes losses due to payment for goods not received.

The US Chamber of Commerce estimates that US employers lose $20 billion to $40 billion a year due to employee theft. It also states that 30% of all business failures are caused by employee theft. For every dollar stolen, supermarkets need to sell at least $50 more of goods to make up the loss. Happy employees steal less in United States (Korolishin, 2003). Shrink losses due to employee theft can equal the profits in Canada.
Malaysian retail industry and retail shrinkage
Malaysia's retail market touched at RM72.8 billion for the year 2006, up 7.4 per cent from 2005. Growth has averaged 6.1 per cent yearly from 2001 to 2006. Retail sales touched RM77.3 billion during 2007 and RM85.3 billion in 2008. During 2008, increased urbanization and education saw Malaysians become even more sophisticated and demanding with their shopping experiences. This brought about the development of quality, world-class malls across the country during 2008, such as 1Borneo; these malls house a strong array of international brands which are uniquely suited to the discerning needs of consumers. Therefore, new lifestyle retail concepts are becoming popular in Malaysia, with retailers offering unique merchandise to cater to the needs of specific consumers. The Q1 2010 BMI Malaysia Retail Report predicts that total retail sales will grow from an estimated US$33bn (RM104 billion) in 2009 to more than US$61bn (RM192billion) by 2014.
Employee retail theft in select retail businesses in Malaysia during 2008 - 2009
The Global Retail Theft Barometer was released in November, 2009 for the period between July, 2008 and June, 2009. In Malaysia, 19 retailers with a 331-store network and a combined sale of US$1.339 billion participated in the survey. As a percentage of total sales, retail shrinkage in Malaysia was 1.59 per cent -- the 12th highest among the 41 countries surveyed. In this, the customer theft amounts to 49.3% (US$131 million) This was followed by employee theft at 23.5% (US$62 million) and supplier or vendor theft at 8.2% (US$22 million). The remaining 19.0% of financial loss amounting to US$31 million was due to administrative errors.
Research Problem and Objectives
The central objective of this research is to investigate the key research problems: What are the factors contributing to workplace theft behavior of the employees of big supermarkets in Malaysia and what is the relationship between these factors contributing to workplace theft behavior.

There are three research objectives to investigate these key research problems as below:

1) To identify the possible reasons for the workplace theft behavior in supermarkets in Malaysia.

2) To identify the relationship between the various individual factors and the retail theft behavior in supermarkets in Malaysia.

3) To identify the relationship between the various organizational factors and the retail theft behavior in supermarkets in Malaysia.
Justification for Research
A study on the deviant behaviors of MARA (Majlis Amanah Rakyat) employees in Northern Malaysia has been made by Ku Ishak (2006). A conceptual study has been made by Moorthy et al. (2009) about the employee theft behavior. Another study on identity theft has been conducted by Finklea (2010). But there is no specific empirical study on the retail theft behavior in big retail chain organizations like supermarkets and hypermarkets in Malaysia. This study will close the research gap in the study of control systems and retail theft behavior in supermarkets in Malaysia which accounts for nearly 60% of retail sales of the country. The study will also add substantial material to know the relationship between significant factors leading to retail theft behavior in the supermarkets in Malaysia to prevent/reduce retail theft behavior and to improve the profits. The beneficiaries of this study would be Supermarkets, Hyper markets, Malls and big retail business organizations in Malaysia.
Literature review
In recent years, much of the literature on employee theft has centered on those employees who steal from their employers. Specifically, explaining the causes of employee theft has been a central theme in the employee theft literature for some time. This study incorporated individual and organizational factors to explain the reasons for the employees’ workplace theft behavior.
Theoretical Foundation
Retail employee theft continues to be an important factor to contribute most to retail shrinkage in almost all countries. Hence, there should be focus on efforts to understand the retail theft. So a theoretical approach has been developed to identify the factors influencing the workplace theft behavior and to know the motivational factors to reduce the retail theft. So the Theory of Planned Behavior, Equity Theory and Expectancy Theory are applied to explain the retail employee theft behavior.

The theory of reasoned action (TRA) was developed by Icek Ajzen and Fishbein (1980). Later, their model is extended to theory of planned behavior (TPB) by Icek Ajzen in year 1985. TPB is a theory that link between attitudes and behaviors (Ajzen, 1991). TPB theory has been used to assess the retail employee theft by Bailey (2006) and is widely used by the researches to assess the unethical behaviors and thefts committed by people. Furthermore, TPB has been also used to explore the shoplifting behavior by Tonglet (2002).
Equity Theory
Equity Theory attempts to explain relational satisfaction in terms of perceptions of fair/unfair distributions of resources within interpersonal relationships. Equity theory is considered as one of the justice theories. It was first developed by Adams, a workplace and behavioral psychologist, who asserted that employees seek to maintain equity between the inputs that they bring to a job and the outcomes that they receive from it against the perceived inputs and outcomes of others (Adams, 1965). This can be illustrated by the following equation:

Individual’s outcomes = relational partner’s outcomes

Individual’s own inputs relational partner’s inputs

Equity theory and recent explorations of perceptions of fairness and justice offer a powerful approach to reducing the motivation to behave dishonestly. According to equity theory, people balance what they give to the organization with what they receive in return, especially in comparison to what they see others give and receive. Organizational justice theories suggest that employees have a clear perception of fair treatment and will be willing to accept otherwise unfavorable situations if they believe that the outcome was arrived at fairly. If employees feel that they are being treated unfairly--if they believe that their pay is lower than they deserve or that their efforts are not appreciated--they may well decide to give themselves an unofficial raise or year-end bonus. In other cases, long-term toleration of theft or pilferage may lead to employees believing that they are entitled to an extra fringe benefit. Perceptions of unfair treatment may also lead employees to make up for the perceived injustice with a little larceny.
Expectancy theory
Expectancy theory is about the mental processes regarding choice, or choosing. It explains the processes that an individual undergoes to make choices. In organizational behavior study, expectancy theory is a motivation theory first proposed by Victor Vroom of the Yale School of Management. Expectancy theory maintains that an employee's motivation or effort to accomplish a task is a function of three factors. These are, first, the employee's belief that his or her effort will lead to task accomplishment: second, the employee's belief that task accomplishment will lead to a particular outcome: and, third, the overall value of that outcome to the employee. Multiply all three of these factors, and the result is directed effort. Expectancy concepts can be used in several ways to decrease employee theft.
Relationships between Individual Factors and Workplace Theft Behavior
The notion that employees steal from their organization because of their own financial needs is not new. Cressey (1953) posited that employees steal to resolve financial difficulties that have no conventional solutions (for example, drug habits, gambling). Within this framework, people rely on illegitimate methods to achieve socially acceptable goals when external financial pressures become great (Merton, 1938). A second theory about why employees commit fraud is related to financial pressures. In the late 1940s, criminologist Donald R. Cressey interviewed nearly 200 incarcerated embezzlers, including convicted executives. He found the great majority committed fraud to meet their financial obligations.

More than twenty five years ago, Hollinger and Clark (1983) reported that employee theft was linked to opportunity and job dissatisfaction in the form of pay inequity. Since the publication of their important work, countless other researchers had weighed in on the subject and found support for their theory (Dabney, 1995a; Greenberg, 1990; Lipman and McGraw, 1988; Miethe and McCorkle, 1998; Miller and Gaines, 1997; Shapiro, et al., 1995). This opportunity theory suggests that people are inherently greedy and that every employee would steal if given the chance (Astor, 1972; Lipman, 1973). Researchers who advocate this theory propose that greed will not translate into theft unless opportunities, which bring out the natural greed of employees, present themselves (for example, misplaced trust with cash, records, keys and safe combinations). Opportunity certainly correlates positively with theft (Kantor, 1983; Lydon, 1984). This approach lends itself to theft-deterrence by minimizing opportunity (for example, provide constant surveillance over employee activity, locking everything up). Most frauds are carried out by employees with one to five years of experience, but the median loss per occurrence generally increases significantly as the perpetrator's length of tenure increases. This suggests that the longer a fraudster has been with a company, the more they understand the business, or the more likely they have been promoted to a position of trust in which they have the opportunity to commit and conceal larger frauds.

Employees may have individual characteristics and attitudes that motivate them to steal, but not all workers will react to the same situation in the same way. Some will act out their impulses while others may not (Shane and Venkataraman, 2000). Research has also explored behavioral predictors of employee theft indicating that individuals involved in employee theft are likely to be involved in other deviant behaviors such as alcohol, and/or drug abuse, and/or gambling (Hollinger and Clark, 1983). Individuals who are rule breakers enjoy dangerous, forbidden activities and are more likely to steal (Hogan and Hogan, 1989). Security experts suggest that problem behaviors are repetitive and related, for example, people who pass bad checks are likely to steal (Weintraub, 1998). Individuals who associate closely with others who steal may themselves be more likely to steal (Paajanen, 1988). Indeed, gang operations are now infiltrating organizations and promoting merchandise pilferage (Negley, 1996).
Relationships between Organizational Factors and Workplace Theft Behavior
Individuals steal from their employers to restore balance to a situation in which they feel they have put in effort above and beyond the compensation they would otherwise receive (inequity). Specifically, this kind of theft is linked to underpayment for work performed (Greenberg, 1990, 1993). Another form of perceived unfairness that can lead to feelings of dissatisfaction is payment inequity, which would arise when the rewards employees receive, relative to the work they are doing, are seen to be less than they should be. In that situation, employees are likely to respond in one of two ways (Adams, 1965): they could lower their inputs (for example, job performance) or raise their outcomes (for example, pay demands, employee theft). Wells (2005), an accountant, says, "Employees who like their jobs are less likely to engage in deviant behavior, including fraud and theft. They see that acting against the interests of their employers is a way of 'getting back' at inequities such as inadequate compensation, unlikable bosses, and undesirable working conditions."

One of the recurring themes is for organizations and their managers to be fair and supportive to employees. Organizations that were perceived as justice, fair and supportive had fewer employee absence and tardy incidents, less employee theft, and less workplace violence. It is clearly in the best interest of an organization to treat employees well. Not only is it good marketing for customers, for future employees, and for investors, but it helps reduce the likelihood that current employees will engage in behaviors that can harm the organization. The broad idea behind Organizational Justice is that employees are active observers in organizations – they see how rewards (and punishments) are allocated. Such allocations may be perceived as fair or unfair based on three things: whether someone deserves what they received (distributive justice), whether the allocation process was fair (procedural justice), and whether someone was treated with respect (interactional justice) (Colquitt et al., 2002). Framework of Organizational Justice is used to make recommendations that should foster more positive behaviors while decreasing deviant ones.

Kamp and Brooks (1991) suggest the existence of an "organizational theft" climate which can be either honest or dishonest in nature. An honest organizational theft climate would send messages to employees that theft was unacceptable. Supporting this notion, Kamp and Brooks (1991) found that employees' perceptions about management's attitudes to theft, and the attitudes of their immediate supervisor, their coworkers, and their own personal attitudes toward theft were related to employees' self-reported on-the-job theft. Support for this particular approach emanates from research showing that absenteeism is associated with perceptions of the organization's absence climate (Johns, 1987).

Similar to the organizational climate theory of theft is the "deterrence doctrine" which holds that the perceived threat of organizational sanctions influences personal behavior (Gibbs, 1975). The essence of this approach is that employee theft will be more likely in an organization that does not make its anti-theft policies explicit. The deterrence process includes three major variables: perceived certainty (risk of being discovered), perceived severity (possible criminal justice punishment options), and visibility of punishment. Research indicates that it is the perceived certainty of punishment that is most effective in deterring theft (Tittle and Logan, 1973). Kantor (1983) suggests that a large number of employees will engage in employee theft if they see others doing so without being apprehended or punished. It follows that an organization must overtly show that they do not tolerate theft so as to prevent employees from stealing. The deterrence doctrine is supported by findings showing that the likelihood of males engaging in sexually harassing behavior is reduced significantly when they believe that the organization will invoke sanctions against such behavior (Dekker and Barling, 1995).

It has been found that once an employee is caught stealing, a severe punishment deters other employees from doing the same. Conversely, punishments that are inconsistent or slow to come about may actually encourage theft as employees become unafraid of the possible repercussions (Dumaine, 1988). According to Muir (1996), “dismissing an employee who commits theft is [not only] a way to root out the dishonest employee but also to signal to other tempted employees that such an action will not be tolerated and will lead to dismissal.” Companies which have a clearly defined and promulgated anti-theft policy and strive to achieve a higher rate of apprehension for theft also have a lower theft rate (Tryon and Kleiner 1997). Employees may make decisions about theft based on the company's history of handling past offenders (Boye and Jones, 1997; Parilla et al., 1988). In a supermarket study, employees who did not believe that they would be caught consistently stole more frequently than others (London House and Food Marketing Institute, 1995). Thus, individual and Organizational factors play an important role in predicting the workplace theft behavior of employees.
The Research Framework
The research framework consists of individual and organizational factors as the independent variables and workplace theft behavior of the retail employees as the dependent variable (Bailey, 2006; McClurg and Butler, 2006) and Ajzen, (1991).The study hypothesizes that there are significant relationships between individual and organizational factors with workplace theft behavior. Individual factors consist of need, opportunity and personal characteristics of the employees; while organizational factors include compensation, justice, and ethical work climate and coworker theft behavior. The research framework is shown below.
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Research Framework
The population consisted of retail employees including cashiers, security personnel, retail supervisors, internal auditors and retail managers numbering 125,000 employed by big retail organizations (super markets, hyper markets and departmental stores) in Malaysia. Due to the large number of the wide geographical area of these stores, it was necessary to take a population frame. Kuala Lumpur, Selangor, Penang, Johor and Perak States are having the highest concentration of the above supermarkets, hypermarkets and departmental stores. These Supermarkets have about 70% of their Stores operated in the above five States. Thus, these five States facilitate sampling. In each State, the Store having the highest number of the above employees was selected. The sampling technique of the study relied on stratified random sampling where the population is first divided into meaningful segments on the basis of retail employees, cashiers, security personnel, retail supervisors, internal auditors and retail managers ; thereafter samples are drawn in proportion to the original numbers based on the systematic random sampling. The recommended minimum sample size to ensure stable regression analysis is in the range of 100 to 150 (Hair et al. (2006). Thus, the sample size of 300 was considered to be sufficient for the purpose of the study. The study received 224 responses giving a response rate of 74.6%. The researcher assured on the non-traceability and anonymity of the respondents upon receiving the questionnaire.
Instrument
A questionnaire consisting 5-point Likert-like scale questions was used in the study. The scale ranged from 1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree. An exploratory research was conducted among supervisory employees, internal and external auditors and retail section employees of supermarkets to gain insights into the research problem and help determine the variables. The content validity test was done through verification from a panel of judges comprising of two ACCA members and two Accounting Associate Professors. Some of the statements were amended based on the suitability to the local context and the purposes of the study as suggested by the panel of judges. The reliabilities of the test measures were taken during a pilot study of which all groups of questions were above the acceptable minimum Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.70 of (Hair et al., 2006). The pilot test used 30 respondents. The components in the questionnaire included respondents’ background, individual and organizational variables and workplace theft behavior.

Respondents’ background: This section encompassed 9 questions focusing on respondents’ demographic characteristics. The characteristics of the respondents were included because of its usefulness in interpreting data as they explained the profile of the respondents.

Workplace theft behavior: This section encompassed 7 questions which were adapted from literature review. Examples of questions in this section are: “What is your opinion on employees taking merchandise at work and employees stealing cash at workplace”.

Individual variables: This section comprises 16 questions for the variables need, opportunity and personal characteristics adopted from literature review. Examples of questions in this section are: “Employees might take cash or merchandise at work when they need money to repay high pressure personal debts; Employees might do accounting fraud when they see nobody is checking their books of accounts; and Employees might remove cash or merchandise at work because they believe everyone is a little dishonest”.

Organizational variables: This section comprises 21 questions for the variables compensation, justice, ethical work climate and co-worker theft behavior adopted from literature review. Examples of questions in this section are: “Employees might remove cash or merchandise at work because they believe they are not getting required reward for their work; Employees might remove cash or merchandise at work when they consider they do not get a fair treatment; Employees might remove cash or merchandise at work when they consider the supervisor is unethical; and Employees might remove cash or merchandise at work as they believe most co-workers do not have the best interests of the organization at heart”.
Data Collection Procedures
Theft in the retail area is often related to supermarkets, chain department stores and small retail businesses (Alstete, 2006). The questionnaires were distributed to the selected retail employees including cashiers, security personnel, retail supervisors, internal auditors and retail managers of select supermarkets through a stratified random sampling. They were distributed to the Managers of the respective supermarkets after upon agreeing the employees under them to participate in the survey. The purpose of data collection was repeatedly explained in person in detail and assured of the confidentiality of the data collected. The language used in the instrument was English. As the participants are mainly educated only until SPM or SPTM, Malay translated questionnaire was also attached.
Data Analysis
The data were normally distributed which fell within -1.0 and +1.0 of standard deviation. Hair et al. (2006) pointed out that skewed values falling outside the range of -1.0 and +1.0 indicate a substantially skewed distribution. With the normally distributed data, the study proceeded with the parametric tests.

The aim of this study was to examine the influence of individual and organizational factors on workplace theft behavior of employees in supermarkets in Malaysia. Multiple regression (MLR) analysis, specifically the enter method was used. Hair et al. (2006) advocated that MLR analysis focused on three key elements: (1) whether statistical relationship exists between the independent and dependent variables; (2) whether there is a predictive relationship between the independent and dependent variables; (3) whether there is a simple linear relationship between the independent variables and the dependent variable. Among the statistical results determined from the regression analysis are unstandardized coefficient (β), F-value, R, coefficient of determination (R²), and the adjusted R². The purpose of the MLR analysis was to explore the amount of variance explained by the independent variables toward workplace theft behavior as the dependent variable.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Of the respondents, 64.8% percent were female and 35.2 percent male. The majority of respondents (77.6%) got working experience more than 6 years. Also majority of the respondents (61.6) include sales assistants and senior sales assistants followed by security employees, internal audit assistants and retail supervisors (38.4%). Out of the total respondents, 61.6 percent respondents were married and 38.4 percent were single and divorced.

Table 1. Correlations matrix.
Variable

Mean

Standard Deviation

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8
Need (1)

4.117

0.448

Opportunity (2)

4.186

0.418

0.744**

Personal Characteristics (3)

4.117

0.441

0.644**

0.716**

Compensation (4)

4.144

0.438

0.656**

0.720**

0.680**

Justice (5)

4.130

0.526

0.601**

0.551**

0.458**

0.768**

Ethical work climate (6)

4.123

0.514

0.606**

0.631**

0.583**

0.746**

0.790**

Coworker theft behavior (7)

4.131

0.527

0.526**

0.518**

0.557**

0.711**

0.667**

0.745**

Workplace theft behavior (8)

4.160

0.426

0.421**

0.589**

0.510**

0.733**

0.735**

0.672**

0.610**
-

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1 tailed)
Table 1 shows means, standard deviation and correlation coefficients. As for correlation analysis, all variables are significantly and positively related to workplace theft behavior–all variables r = above >0.01.

Table 2. Multiple Regression Analysis.
Item

Beta value (β)

p value

VIF
Need

0.367

0.000

2.663

Opportunity

0.294

0.003

3.303

Personal characteristics

0.076
0.376
2.611

Compensation

0.265

0.018

4.351

Justice

0.480

0.000

3.731

Ethical work climate

0.028
0.786
3.871

Coworker theft behavior

0.079
0.362
2.642

F

34.175

p

0.000

R

0.819

R²

0.672

Adj. R²

0.652

Table 2 shows the multiple regression analysis (MLR) between the variables. The model is found statistically significant (F = 34.175, p = 0.000) and explains as much as 65.2% of the variance of the workplace theft behaviour of the employees of super markets (Adjusted R square = 0.652).

The Table 3 shows need, opportunity, compensation and justice as statistically significant.

Table 3. Significant variables.
Variable

Beta

P value
Need

-0.367

0.000

Opportunity

0.294

0.003

Compensation

0.265

0.018

Justice

0.480

0.000

Thus, the study accepts need, opportunity, compensation and justice are capable of influencing the workplace theft behavior. For personal characteristics, ethical work climate and coworker theft behavior, the Beta coefficients (β) and p value are found statistically insignificant as detailed in Table 4.

Table 4. Insignificant variables.
Variable

Beta

P value
Personal characteristics

0.076

0.376

Ethical work climate

0.028

0.786

Coworker theft behavior

0.079

0.362

Using VIF (variance inflation factor) method the data show that there was no multi-collinearity because the VIFs were less than 10.
Limitations
Some limitations of this study must be addressed. First, the findings are based on the sample of 224 respondents. The sample size is considered small to represent the population. Second, the data generated from this study are based on self-administrated survey. The research used cross-sectional study for data collection. By using this type of research design, it is aware that the findings may differ from other type of design such as longitudinal study.

Third, the respondents’ workplace theft behavior and its contributing factors were identified based on self-reported data. Additionally, data accuracy would depend on the respondents’ willingness and honesty in answering all the questions. However, to avoid respondents’ biasness and clear understanding, clear guidelines were given in each section. Also a Malay translated questionnaire was also attached with the English version of the questionnaire.
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS ON MANAGEMENT
The study concludes that Individual variables need and opportunity and Organizational variables compensation and justice served as predictors for the workplace theft behavior of the employees.

Management must examine the compensation package policies of the organization to reduce employee intention to steal. Studying internal equity of pay and monitoring the competitiveness of the pay scale relative to industry standards are important to reduce the employees’ theft behavior. The study also implies that if organizational decisions and managerial actions are deemed unfair or unjust, the affected employees experience feelings of anger, outrage, and resentment and these feelings may result in counterproductive employee behavior like theft. Organizations that were perceived as fair and supportive had fewer employee absence and tardy incidents, less employee theft, and less workplace violence. All crime is a combination of need and opportunity. The opportunity to commit fraud can be typically addressed through strong internal controls—if the proper checks and balances exist, it is more difficult {though still not impossible) to defraud an organization. An internal control system is a set of policies and procedures that provide reasonable assurance that organization’s assets and information are protected (Mishra and Prasad, 2006).

The variables ethical work climate, personal characteristics and coworker theft behaviors do not influence the workplace theft in the Malaysian context as per this pioneer study, though these variables do influence the workplace theft of the employees as per the studies conducted in Europe and America. The reasons could be the strong background and screening checks made by the Human Resource Department as thoroughly as laws will allow, in addition to assuring that all the information contained on an applicants resume is accurate and consistent before an employee is appointed by the super markets (Niehoff and Paul, 2000). Also these super markets made their anti-theft policies explicit. During the study it has been found that once an employee is caught stealing, a severe punishment is imposed to prevent other employees from doing the same.
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
The present research used the correlation design and cross sectional design where the data were collected at one point of time. Future research should consider longitudinal design. It is also essential to consider other variables such as internal control systems as independent and also as moderating variable. Other intervening variable like intention to steal may also be considered. Also further studies may use a bigger sample size from many other supermarkets. In view of the ever growing super and hyper markets concept in Malaysia, further studies on the work place theft behavior of the employees of super markets are considered essential to reduce the work place theft and to improve the profitability of these large organizations.
