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Abstract

This cross-level study (individual level) examines the influence of interpersonal justice climate and
informational justice climate (unit level) on counterproductive work behavior (individual level). The
study also examines the role of leader—-member exchange (individual level) in mediating the influence of
these climates on counterproductive work behavior. The study was carried out by distributing a
questionnaire to non-civil-servant lecturers in three new state universities in Indonesia. Of the
questionnaires distributed, 399 were returned completely filled out and were then processed using
hierarchical linear modeling. Hierarchical linear modeling is the appropriate analysis tool for examining
cross-level models in which there is variance at both the individual level and the group level, with
individual-level outcomes. The hierarchical linear modeling method still considers variance both within
and between units and the role of both individuals and units simultaneously. The instruments were tested
using confirmatory factor analysis, and reliability tests were carried out by looking at the coefficient of
Cronbach’s alpha. The results of the hypothesis test show that while interpersonal and informational
justice climates do not have an influence on counterproductive work behavior (H1 and H2 not accepted),
they do have a significant influence on leader-member exchange (H3 and H4 accepted), which itself has a
positive influence on counterproductive work behavior (H5 accepted). The test results for H6 and H7
show leader-member exchange fully mediates the influence of interpersonal and informational justice
climate on counterproductive work behavior. The results of this study encourage further discussion and
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open opportunities for cross-level research with different variables and objects.

Keywords: Interpersonal Justice Climate, Informational Justice Climate, Counterproductive Work Behavior,
Leader-Member Exchange, Cross-Level Research
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I. INTRODUCTION

Counterproductive work behavior (CWB) has
become an increasingly important subject of
study because it can be incredibly costly to
overcome. Previous researchers have used
various terms to describe CWB, such as deviant
work behavior [1], [2], aggressive behavior [3].
[4], [5], antisocial behavior [6], and
counterproductive work behavior [7], [8]. All
these terms have the same meaning—negative
work behavior by an employee that can harm or
endanger the organization and its members. The
study conducted by [5], [9], [10] concluded CWB
has a negative impact on both the employee and
the organization. Therefore, studying the factors
that cause CWB is critical to reduce the costs
borne by the organization [1], [11]. One of the
factors triggering the emergence of CWB is the
contextual factor, which involves several
surrounding variables that have the potential to
be involved in the process of dishonesty in
decision-making [12]. These factors include labor
force, economic disparity, opportunities to thrive,
and organizational justice.

[13], [14], [15] stated that the individual
approach fails to include social context when
involved in the formation of perceptions of
justice. In a unit or group, each member interacts
with each other, observes behavior with one
another, and is bound in understanding to build

shared perceptions to evaluate fairness applied
within the organization [16], [17], [I8].
Consistent with this statement, today’s research
suggests to view justice as a distinct property,
which can be formed on the basis of interaction
between each member in the same unit/group.
This formed perception is called justice climate.
[16] are the researchers who first introduced the
term. Accfiding to [16], justice climate is
group/unit level cognition about how a working
group as a whole is treated. An understanding of
justice climate and its impact on employee
behavior was further investigated by [19], [20],
[21].

II. LITERATURE REVIEW

A. The Relationship between Interpersonal
Justice Climate and Counterproductive
Work Behavior

1) Basic Theory of Interpersonal Justice Climate
Researchers of organizational behavior,

particularly regarding organizational justice, have

identified four types of organizational justice:
distributive ~ justice,  procedural  justice,
interpersonal justice, and informational justice

[22].

Interactional justice according to [23], [24] is
divided into two forms of justice, interpersonal
justice and informational justice.




Interpersonal justice is a perception of justice
felt by a group of workers regarding interpersonal
treatment that is given during the implementation
of procedures that existed before and results.
Interpersonal justice considers the perception of a
group of personnel regarding the justice on the
issue of how they are treated. Impolite and unfair
treatment by leaders causes a group of members
(work teams) to experience a decrease in
motivation and job satisfaction, as well as other
negative behaviors [77].

2) Counterproductive Work Behavior (CWB)

Theory

According to [25], CWB is work behavior that
interferes with the organization or members of
the organization. [26] grouped CWB into eleven
categories: (1) theft and behavior related to it; (2)
damage to organization’s belongings; (3) misuse
of information; (4) abuse of time and resources;
(5) dangerous behavior; (6) low attendance; (7)
low quality of work; (8) use of alcohol; (9) drug
use; (10) committing inappropriate verbal
actions; and (11) carrying out inappropriate
physical actions.

Interpersonal and informational justice have a
significant negative influence on CWB that
aimed at organizations and interpersonal/other
individuals [27], [28]. This means that
interpersonal and informational justice will
reduce the CWB.

The results from previous studies [15], [20],
[29], [30] showed that interactional justice
climate (interpersonal and informational justice)
that is formed in social exchange relationships
will have a significant effect on employee
attitudes and behavior (job  satisfaction,
organizational commitment, work stress, OCB,
deviant behavior, and CWB).

B. The Relationship between Informational
Justice Climate and Counterproductive
Work Behavior

1) Basic Theory of Informational Justice Climate
According to [23], [24], an informational

justice climate is when a group’s perception of

information is used as a basis for decision
making. Informational justice motivates the
feelings of respect by others through clear
information-giving mechanisms within the

organization.
[17] stated that both procedural justice and
interactional  justice (interpersonal and

informational) can predict employee attitudes and
the  desires of  employees, including
counterproductive  work  behavior (CWB).
Previous research [24], [31] stated that
interactional justice is the most powerful

predictor of predicting CWB compared to the
other two dimensions of organizational justice.
The statement of the previous studies was
strengthened by [27], [28] that low perception of
interactional justice may cause CWV aimed at
both the organizations and at other individuals.

C. Interpersonal Justice Climate-Leader-

Member Exchange (LMX)-CWB
1) Basic Theory of Leader-Member Exchange

The basic principle of LMX theory is that
leaders form a unique relationship with the
members [32], [33], [85]. High-quality LMX
relationships between the leader and member are
characterized by emotional exchanges based on
mutual trust and respect, while low-quality LMX
relationships have economic exchange
characteristics [32], [33], [34].

According to [35], [36], LMX has two
dimensions. The first dimension is the approach
to build good relations with employees, which
consists of loyalty, support, and trust. The second
dimension that becomes the basis of LMX is
coupling, which focuses on the attitudes of
leaders towards members that include addressing,
influence, allocation, freedom of expression, and
innovation. These dimensions form the LMX
theory, as one of the leadership theory to measure
the relationship between leaders and members in
an organization [37]. [38] found a positive and
significant relationship of the dimensions of
organizational justice (procedural, distributive,
interpersonal, and informational justice) with
LMX. In addition, [39] stated that procedural,
distributive, and interactional justice has a strong
and significant relationship with the quality of
LMX. The results from the study of [40] showed
that interpersonal justice has a significant
influence on LMX. The high quality of LMX
reduces the CWB [41], [42], [43].

D. Informational Justice Climate -Leader-
Member Exchange (LMX)-CWB
The study from [28] found that LMX fully
mediates the relationship between interpersonal
and informational justice with counterproductive
work behavior (both towards supervisors and
towards the organization).

E. Hypothesis

H;: Interpersonal Justice Climate has a
negative influence on Counterproductive Work
Behavior

H,: Informational Justice Climate has a
negative influence on Counterproductive Work
Behavior

H;: Interpersonal Justice Climate has a
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positive influence on LMX

H. Informational Justice Climate has a
positive influence on LMX

Hs: LMX has a negative influence on
Counterproductive Work Behavior

Interpersonal Justice Climate

L3
w | LMX | - Counterproductive Work
Informational Justice Climate - Behavier (CWB)

Figure 1. Research model

Hy: Leader Member Exchange (LMX)
mediates the influence of Interpersonal Justice II1. RESEARCH METHOD
Climate towards Counterproductive  Work
Behavior A. Population and Sample
Hy: Leader Member Exchange (LMX) The population of this study is non-civil
mediates the influence of Informational Justice servant lecturer from 3 new state universities
Climate towards Counterproductive  Work (PTNB) in Indonesia. The number of population
Behavior. and sample of this study can be seen on Table 1.
The sampling technique is done using Slovin
formula. From the total of 563 people, the
minimum sample is 233 people.
Table 1.
Population and sample of study
No. University Population Number of study Sample
program (group)
1. PTNB 1 187 16 143
2. PTNB 2 167 16 100
3. PTNB 3 209 23 156
Total 563 73 399

B. Measurement

To measure interpersonal and informational
justice climate, this study uses the instrument
developed by [44] which consists of 4 items for
each variable. CWB is measured in individual
level with the instrument developed by [26],
which consists of 27 items. All instruments are
measured using 6 point scale Adjusted Likert
Scale (scale 1 = strongly disagree; scale 6 =
strongly agree).

C. Instrument Test

The instruments are examined with validity
test using Confirmatory Factor Analysis and
reliability test using Cronbach’s Alpha. The limit
of reliability test according to [45] is  0.7; and if

o = 0.6, it can be accepted in exploratory research.

D. Hypothesis Test Method

The hypothesis test is carried out using
Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) because
this study examine variables with different level

of analysis (cross-level), namely unit level
(interpersonal and informational justice climate)
and individual level (CWB) (2-1-1). This model
is developed by [46]. HLM is the appropriate
analysis tool to examine cross-level model, in
which there is variance at the individual level and
group level with individual level outcomes. The
HLM method still considers variance within units
and variance between units. This method still
considers the role of both individuals and units at
the same time.

IV.RESULT

A. Respondents’ Characteristics

The results of the descriptive test in Table 2
shows that most respondents are on the
productive age by 46-50 vyears old (27.3%);
female (56.6%); have master degree (80.5%); and
have been working for 21-25 years (30.1%).

Table 2.
Respondents’ characteristics
Profile Category Number Percentage
Age 26 - 30 years old 12 3.0
31 - 35 years old 76 190
36 — 40 years old 62 155
41 — 45 years old 84 21.1
46 — 50 years old 109 273
51 — 55 years old 35 8.8
56 — 60 years old 18 4.5




e 60 years 3 8
old
Gender Male 173 434
Female 226 56.6
Education Master Degree 321 80.5
Doctoral Degree 78 19.5
Waorking 1-5 years 31 7.8
tume
6-10 years 71 17.8
11-15 years 70 17.5
16-20 years 72 18.0
21-25 years 120 30.1
26-30 years 28 7.0
> 30 years 7 1.8
Total 399 100.0

B. Validity and Reliability Test Results

For Interpersonal Justice Climate (4 items), 2
items are valid because their value is above 0.6
(loading factor > = 0.6). For Distributive Justice
Climate (5 items), all items are valid. The test
results for confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) for

CWB demonstrate that from 21 total items, 15
items are valid and 6 items are invalid. Thus,
these 6 items are not included in the subsequent
data processing [47]. The reliability test results
indicated that three research variables are reliable,
having a Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient of > 0.6.

Table 3.
Descriptive statistic and correlation
No. Individual level variable Average  Perception of Standard 1 2 5)
average score deviation
1. Leader-member exchange 4.3743 High 84452 _0310%*
(LMX)
2. Counterproductive work 1.5646 Lowest A6672
behavior (CWB)
Unit level variable
1. Interpersonal justice 4 9586 High 85738 -
climate
2. Informational justice 4.5213 High 92368
climate

Note: #p <001; *p <005

C. Unit Level Data Testing

The two unit level variables in this study are
the procedural justice climate and the distributive
justice climate. The data collected is based on
individual perception, so a justification for
aggregation is needed to make these unit-level
variables. When the aggregation is conducted and
results do not meet the minimum score, the group
or work unit is deemed not suitable to be used as
a study sample. The stages of aggregation of
individual data into group data are as follows:

a) The first step of data aggregation refers
to the value of the Inter-Rater Agreement (IRA).
The Inter-Rater Agreement is an index of
approval degrees in a separate work unit. [RA
calculation is applied to each work group for
each variable. IRA testing has a minimum score
(cutoft) that must be met. All work units must
have a minimum score > 0.70. 55 work groups or

Table 4.
Unit level data testing result

units have predetermined score standards (cutoff
> 0.70), so they meet the requirements to be
included in the analysis testing process.

b) Inter-Class Correlation (ICC) (1) is
calculated for each justice climate (procedural
and distributive). The score generated from the
ICC test (1) must be = 0.05; that is, the variance
between groups is greater than the variants within
the group. The ICC value (1) represents sufficient
variance between groups.

¢) ICC score (2) must be > 0.60, which is
the ICC standard score (2) [48]. If standard
scores are met the working group or unit, there
are average eligibility score given by each
working group member to represent score at the
group level. The estimation result shows that ICC
score (2) meets the standard value of 0.60 for
each justice climate.
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No. Variable rwy " (average) I'yg (median) 1CC” (1) ICC (2)

1. Interactional 0,8160 0,8092 0,582 0,736
justice climate

2. Informational 0,8142 0,8000 0,802 0961

justice climate

“ Interrater agreement
" Intraclass correlation coefficient

d) Before testing the hypothesis with HLM,
the unconstrained (null) dependent variable
model must be tested to determine the variance of
the dependent variable between study groups
(between-group variance) as a condition that
must be met before cross-level testing. The null
model testing is conducted on variables that are
being the consequences of interpersonal justice
climate, informational justice climate, namely
CWB.

Table 5.
Summary of unconstrained testing results (null model)

Table 5 shows the unconstrained model result
of the two output variables. The test result shows
a significant chi-square value for CWB (92 =
73.51841; p < 0.05). These results indicate that
there are differences in outcome variables
between work units, so that cross-level
hypothesis testing using HLM analysis tools can
be conducted.

Variable Chi-square (y2) o2dant ICC=1/(t+02) Description

Leader-member 101.82383 0.,63851 and 0012756 The result of the unconstrained model
exchange (LMX) 0.,00825 shows a significant chi-square and
Counterproductive  73.51841 020973 and  0.051639 ICC, ie. there are differences in

work behavior 001142 variance between work units/ study
(CWB) programs on each dependent variable,

50 that HLM analysis can be proceed.

D. Hypothesis Test

Hypothesis test consists of: (1) testing the
cross-level influence of interpersonal justice
climate towards CWB, and (2) informational
justice climate towards CWB. The test for the

direct influence of unit level variable towards
individual wvariable in HLM is known as
intercepts-as-outcomes model. The results of the
test of H1, H2, H3, H4, and H5 can be seen in
Table 6.

Table 6.
Summary of the direct test results of unit level variables with individual level output variable
. CWB H LMX H

ViDL r S.E P-value ¥ S.E P-value
Unit level
Interpersonal justice H1 H3
climate -0.042 0.069 0.546 0557 0.136 <0.001
Informational justice H2 H4
climate -0.052 0.053 0.331 0,544 0.087 <0.001
Individual level
LMX 0,174 0.051 <0.001 H5

Note: ##%p <0,001; **p <0.05

The test result of the cross-level influence of
interpersonal justice climate towards CWB shows
no significant influence (y = -0.042; SE = 0.069;
p <0.546) (H1 is not supported). The test result
of the cross-level influence of informational
justice climate towards CWB shows no
significant influence (y = -0.052; SE = 0.053; p <
0.331) (HI is not supported). The test result of
the cross-level influence of interpersonal justice
climate towards LMX shows significant positive

influence (y = 0.557; SE = 0.136; p < 0.001) (H3
is supported). The test result of the cross-level
influence of informational justice climate towards
LMX shows significant positive influence (y =
0.544; SE = 0.087; p < 0.001) (H4 is supported).
The test of the influence of LMX on CWB shows
negative significant influence (y = -0.174; SE =
0.051; p <0.001) (HS is supported). The steps for
H6 testing can be seen in Table 7.




Table 7.
Steps for Hypothesis 6 testing

Step Direct influence (y) Influence after mediation (y) Note

Step 1: y=-0.042 Not significant
The influence of IKIT on CWB p<0.546

Step 2: v=0.557%% Significant
The influence of IKIT on LMX p <0001

Step 3: v=-0.174 Significant
The influence of LMX on CWB p <0001

Step 4: y=-0.186 Significant
The influence of IKIT and LMX p <0.001

on CWB

The first step is testing the influence of
interpersonal justice climate on CWB. This step
is HI testing and the result is not significant (y =
-0.042; SE = 0.069; p < 0.546). The second step
is testing the influence of interpersonal justice
climate on LMX (H3), and the result is
significantly positive (y = 0.557; SE = 0.136; p <
0.001). The third step is testing the influence of
LMX on CWB (H5) and the result is significantly

negative (y = -0.174; SE =0.051; p <0.001). The
fourth step is testing interpersonal justice climate
on CWB and including LMX as mediating
variable, and the result is significantly negative
(v =-0.186; p < 0001). Therefore, H6 is
supported, which means that LMX fully mediates
the influence of interpersonal justice climate on
CWB (MacKinnon, 2008). As for the steps for
H7 testing can be seen in Table 8.

Table 8.

Steps for Hypothesis 7 testing
Steps Direct influence (y) Influence after Note

mediation (y)

Step 1: v=0.163 Not
The influence of IKIF on CWB p <0331 significant
Step 2: v=0.557%*% Significant
The influence of IKIF on LMX p <0001
Step 3: y=-0.174 Significant
The influence of LMX on CWB p <0001
Step 4: v=-0.186 Significant
The influence of IKIF and LMX on CWB p <0001

The first step is testing the influence of
informational justice climate on CWB. This step
is H2 testing and the result is not significant (y =
-0.052; SE = 0.053; p < 0.331). The second step
is testing the influence of informational justice
climate on LMX (H4), and the result is
significantly positive (y = 0.544; SE = 0.087; p <
0.001). The third step is testing the influence of
LMX on CWB (H5) and the result is significantly
negative (y = -0.174; SE =0.051; p < 0001). The
fourth step is testing informational justice climate
on CWB and including LMX as mediating
variable, and the result is significantly negative (y
= -0.186; p <0.001). Therefore, H7 is supported,
which means that LMX fully mediates the
influence of informational justice climate on
CWB [49].

V. DISCUSSION

Although the results of this study do not
support the research hypothesis, it supports other
previous studies [50] that there is no significant
influence of interpersonal and informational
justice climate on CWB. The results of his study

contradict the results from previous studies [15],
[20], [29], [30], [51]. However, this result is
relevant to the perspective of social exchange
theory which uses rational assumption from
economic science. According to this theory, in
social relations, there are elements of reward,
sacrifice (cost), and reciprocity that affect one
another. This reciprocity can be in the form of
good behavior (not counterproductive work
behavior) for interpersonal justice that is
perceived as a group.

Researchers use social identity theory [52]
which serves to strengthen the theory of social
exchange. In this theory, cohesive group
members can maintain a unity, and each group
member should try to defend themselves to be
part of their group. Social identity theory is used
to explain that there are strong emotional ties,
mutual evaluation, and close psychological
relationships between members in cohesive
groups [53]. In this cohesive group/work unit,
positive interactions occur, so that they have a
high level of trust and unity.
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This mutual trust and togetherness is obtained
from the social interaction of each group
member/work unit, so that each member
contributes to their coworkers and work groups
[54] on positive behavior instead of negative
behavior such as CWB. This result is quite
reasonable since it is related to the theory of
Attraction-Selection-Attrition (ASA) with its
basic concept that individuals with similar
characters will be attracted to, selected into, and
retained in the same group. The ASA process
raises homogeneity in organizations or
groups/work units. The contribution of this
theory is that interpersonal homogeneity tends to
be formed in work group. The existence of
homogeneity can lead to an agreement on the
perception of justice climate [17], [30]. [55]. [56]
which do not necessarily affect CWB directly.

Other variables that might influence CWB
from previous studies and the results of
researchers” interviews with respondents are:
gender [57], [58]; personality [59]; selt-
awareness [60]; self-control [61]; emotional
intelligence [62]; work condition. type of work.
work partner, financial condition, work benefits
[63], [64], [65]; social demography [66];
autonomy [67]; social support [68]; employee
engagement [69]; individual characteristics [70];
stress level [71]. [72]. [73]; conflict [74];
organizational support [75]; emotion [68], [76];
self-efficacy [75]; self-esteem [78]; religiosity
[79]; leadership [61], [80], [81]; and
organizational culture [82].

The culture formed in the research object
which was motivated by the founders/veterans
formed a strong and collective adherence to the
leader’s instructions.

The test result of the cross-level influence of
interpersonal justice climate on LMX shows a
positive significant influence. This result
supports previous studies [39]. [50], [83], [84]
which stated that procedural, distributive, and
interactional justice has a positive significant
relationship with LMX. According to [44],
interpersonal justice shows the level of someone
being treated well, respectfully, politely, and
respected. The result of this study also support
[86] who stated that interactional justice climate
(interpersonal and  informational) has a
significant influence on LMX.

In the perspective of social exchange theory
[86], there is an element of reward for what has
been obtained. Interpersonal justice climate that
is perceived highly by the working groups will
bring reward in the form of positive attitude
towards the leader. This attitude can be in the
form of ready to accept responsibility and/or

ready to do a better job, as a form of increased
quality of LMX, so that it leads to the in-group.

The test result of the influence of LMX on
CWB shows negative significant influence. This
result supports previous studies [41]. [42], [50],
(871, [88], [89], [90], [91], which stated that in
high quality LMX group, when leaders offer
work that is broader in scope, responsibilities,
communication, and support, members will
respond with higher time, energy, responsibility,
commitment, and reduce negative behavior as a
return.

The results of the data processing of the
lecturers in the three new state universities
showed a fairly high level of LMX, which means
that the leader-member exchange relationship
belongs to the in-group. According to [87]. in
high quality LMX group, when leaders offer
work that is broader in scope, responsibilities,
communication, and support, members will
respond with higher time, energy, responsibility,
and commitment as a return. This result is in
accordance with the values embedded in these
universities, especially the value of struggle.
Struggle is the resilience in facing obstacles in
the reality of life. The higher the resistance or
resilience of leaders and members (through the
process of LMX) in facing various challenges
and obstacles of work in the organization, the
lower the potential for doing things that harm the
organization will be. The positive impact of the
struggle in the LMX process thrive awareness of
doing the best for the organization.

The result of this study shows that LMX fully
mediates the influence of interpersonal and
informational justice climate on CWB. Collective
perception about perceived interpersonal and
informational justice will improve the quality of
relationship between leaders and members.
Respect and attention from leaders will raise the
relationship between leaders and members to be
based on trust and helping each other [92]. The
treatment from leaders that respect their members
has a direct influence on the decrease of
counterproductive work behavior of the members
[28], [41], [42], [50], [87], [89]. LMX in this
study has a vital role since its existence can
reduce counterproductive work behavior.

VI. CONCLUSION

The results of this study show that the
interpersonal and informational justice climates
do not have any influence on CWB, but both
positively influence LMX, and LMX has a
negative influence toward CWB. LMX fully
mediates the influence of the interpersonal and
informational justice climates toward CWB. The




results of this study deserve to be discussed
further in future research, such as in a different

scope and with an increase in the number of units,

incorporating the moderating effects, or adding
mediation chains to the research model.

VII. LIMITATION

1. This study of the organizational justice
climate (cross-level analysis) has been conducted
in only three new state universities (PTNB) in
Indonesia with a limited number of respondents,
namely non-civil servant lecturers. Therefore,
future research can be carried out in other state
universities with both civil servant and non-civil
servant lecturers as the respondents, as well as
the staff. It can also be carried out in a service
company or a manufacturing company,
considering that the organizational justice climate
is always interesting to study because of its
impact on the positive and negative work
behavior of employees.

2. The data in this study is gathered using a
cross-sectional method. Future research will be
much improved if it is done as a longitudinal
study over a period of time, so that the
consistency of respondents’ answers on the same
variables and instruments can be known.
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