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Abstract. Counterproductive work behavior (CWB) is a form of 

behavioral and unethical deviation that can threaten the existence of 

companies including the hotel industries that uphold the values of 

hospitality in their services. This study analyzes how CWB can be 

anticipated or minimized its appearance through the improvement of 

leader-member exchange (LMX) and psychological safety quality 

relationships as its mediation. The results of the study using the SmartPLS 

analysis tool on 124 hotel employees showed that LMX directly had a 

negative influence on CWB. On the other hand, LMX had a positive effect 

on psychological safety. However, psychological safety did not have an 

influence on CWB, so psychological safety is also unable to act as 

mediation in this research model. 
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1 Introduction 

The availability of competent employees is one factor that is very crucial for the survival of 

a company, including hotels [1]. Competition between companies to obtain the best human 

resources becomes fierce, especially human resources that have good work ethics [2]. Good 

employee work ethics is one of them in terms of employee behavior in work that prioritizes 

productivity [3]. Conversely, work attitudes that are contrary to the spirit of productivity are 

often referred to as counterproductive work behavior (CWB) [4]. 

CWB is a description of someone's behavior that is intentional and can endanger other 

individuals and organizations. CWB can occur on a small level or scales, such as extending 

breaks during lunch, or even on a larger level or scale, such as acts of violence against 

coworkers. Penney & Spector and Cohen, et al. add that CWB, which involves harassment 

of others, deviations in productivity, sabotage, and theft, is very unethical and a threat to the 

welfare of the organization and its members [5, 6]. 
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Some studies have found that the emergence of CWB is often motivated by an attitude 

of disobedience in the workplace resulting in violent behavior, vandalism, sabotage and so 

on [7]. Meanwhile, Gruys & Sackett managed to identify several categories of CWB, 

including property destruction, misuse of information, misuse of time and resources, low 

absenteeism, poor quality work, alcohol and drug consumption, and inappropriate verbal 

behavior [8]. Gruys & Sackett also found a negative correlation between CWB and age and 

work experience [8]. This is in line with the findings of Barling, Dupré, & Kelloway, which 

show that as a person ages, the tendency towards an act of violence also decreases. With 

increasing age, emotional control is getting better because the level of awareness of the 

consequences of actions and behavior that is done is also getting higher [9]. 

In the working world or organizations, including hotels, counterproductive work 

behavior (CWB) has often happened and is not a new phenomenon [10, 11]. As a 

consequence, CWB can cause a company's reputation to be bad so it will require 

considerable costs to restore that reputation [12]. Therefore, a strong understanding of the 

factors that affect CWB is needed to be minimized or prevented so that it does not cause 

greater losses to the company [13, 14]. 

One important factor that can influence CWB is the quality of the relationship between 

superiors and subordinates or commonly known as the Leader-Member Exchange (LMX). 

Subordinates who have poor quality relationships with their leaders often experience stress, 

feel harassed and get discriminatory treatment [15]. In theory, LMX considers leadership as 

part of an employee development process that is massive in a relationship between 

superiors and subordinates [16, 17]. On the other hand, most managers are more likely to 

develop a working relationship that is closer to some employees due to limited time and 

energy [18]. Therefore, the LMX theory places more emphasis on the aspects of reciprocal 

relations between superiors and employees [19]. Relationships between superiors and 

subordinates are also dynamic, which always develops from time to time through a series of 

exchanges between them [20]. LMX consists of high-quality relationships and low 

relationship quality [21]. High-quality LMX is called in-group, and low-quality LMX is 

called out-group [22]. Although these exchanges are differentiated into high-quality, low-

quality exchanges, this theory assumes that the level of connectivity develops over time. 

For example, superiors and subordinates who have different experience backgrounds 

require them to learn from each other, so that their relationships will also develop [20]. In 

its development, the quality of relations between superiors and subordinates is also 

influenced by situational factors, individual factors, organization factors, and psychological 

processes [23]. 

Dadhich & Bhal further defines LMX as a reciprocal relationship between superiors and 

subordinates, which focuses on building trust [19]. The main premise built into this theory 

is that employers tend to differentiate subordinates so that the treatment of superiors to 

subordinates also varies [24]. Relationships that are intertwined in LMX are characterized 

by the level of trust in the implementation of tasks that require responsibility, decision 

making, emotional support, increased security, and an increase in employee interest in work 

[25]. Employees who feel trusted by their leaders often feel safe to do the work assigned to 

them, discuss mistakes and at the same time, share knowledge [26, 27]. Thus, a positive 

relationship between superiors and subordinates will further increase the likelihood of 

employees becoming more loyal to the organization, and on the other hand can also reduce 

the possibility of negative behavior [28, 29]. 

On the other hand, the relationship between superiors and subordinates, especially those 

felt by employees, greatly influences employee perceptions in terms of psychological 

safety. Bosses being able to create a conducive work environment so that it is possible to 

share knowledge indirectly, can influence the level of psychological safety of employees 

[30]. Conversely, if the work environment is always colored by uncertainty in the work, 

2

SHS Web of Conferences 76, 01001 (2020) https://doi.org/10.1051/shsconf/20207601001
ICSH 2019



then the potential for the emergence of greater work stress will have an impact on the 

emotion and behavior of individuals [31, 32], and job satisfaction that leads to low 

efficiency in working and generating CWB in the workplace [27]. Psychological safety is 

defined as the ability of individuals to show their identity without feeling afraid of the 

emergence of negative consequences related to self-image, status, and career [33], so that 

they are free to express themselves. Edmondson in his research, found that building self-

confidence is an important factor in creating psychological safety [26]. Especially in a 

team, psychological safety can surpass the confidence of each team member. Psychological 

safety refers to safety in terms of maintaining work relationships in the workplace and open 

communication. On the other hand, uncertainty in work can potentially lead to feelings of 

stress that can affect the emotions and behavior of individuals and ultimately can affect the 

physical and psychological resilience of individuals who can interfere with work efficiency 

[27]. Edmondson, et al. added that psychological safety is a situation where there is a 

guarantee of safety in taking risks in the workplace so that employees dare to speak openly, 

for example, developing and implementing new ideas [34]. It is undeniable that sometimes 

these new ideas have a high risk [35], and the potential for failure is also quite large [36], so 

that they get rejected because they are considered behaviors deviate. However, regardless 

of the success or failure of new ideas voiced by employees, a psychologically safe work 

environment is still needed by employees to dare to voice these new ideas and at the same 

time, dare to take risks [26]. 

2 Problem Statement 

Profit-oriented companies must be able to control the different characteristics and behaviors 

of their employees in order to survive or gain a sustainable competitive advantage [37]. It 

means that absolutely managerial parties need to understand thoroughly about the problems 

that affect employee-oriented work outcomes [38]. Managerial parties are demanded to be 

able to identify factors that affect performance, productivity, and the level of efficiency of 

employees [39]. 

The diverse nature and behavior of employees enable the emergence of negative 

behaviors that have an impact on organizational performance [40], one of which is CWB 

[41]. According to Uchenna, in certain conditions, most employees have the intention to do 

some form of CWB [42]. The appearance of CWB can be impulsive and describe the 

attributes of antisocial behavior [43]. CWB, as a form of employee behavior deviation in 

work has a variety that is very varied and done intentionally. Therefore, CWB has been 

considered a severe problem because it can have a very detrimental impact on the company 

and also requires a small amount of money to overcome it. Lasisi et al., add that CWB is 

like a hurricane, which, if left unchecked, would become increasingly uncontrollable and 

has a great opportunity to erode the competency of the company and ultimately push the 

company to the brink of collapse [38]. Thus, anticipatory measures and efforts to improve 

the impact of CWB need to get more serious attention. As early as possible managerial 

parties must be able to limit the opportunities for CWB to emerge in the work environment 

[5]. A thorough understanding of the employee's personality is one important step towards 

understanding and at the same time, a better approach to improving the impact of CWB in 

the workplace [44]. 
The CWB construct is often discussed in many previous studies, and almost all agree 

that CWB is an crucial aspect related to organizational performance. Until now, most of 
CWB's research has highlighted many aspects of the relationship between work attitudes 
(e.g., job satisfaction), environmental factors (eg conscience, locus of control, and 
psychological safety), and leadership (for example, leadership style, boss relations with 
subordinates) [5, 11, 12, 27, 37, 42, 45]. However, previous studies that tried to combine 
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aspects of leadership and personality traits as aspects that should be prioritized in an effort 
to anticipate the emergence of CWB have never been done especially in the context of 
employment in the field of hospitality in Indonesia. 

3 Research Question 

The extent to which LMX can influence CWB both directly and through psychological 
safety as an intervening variable is a question analyzed in this study. 

4 Purpose of the Study 

This research aims to contribute to the understanding of CWB. To find these objectives, the 
researchers attempted to analyze and provide solutions to some of the main problems in the 
work environment to reduce CWB. Therefore, researchers try to describe the impact of 
LMX quality and psychological safety on CWB in the hotel sector, considering that 
employees who work in that sector have high job demands both in terms of expertise and 
emotionality, so that it directly or indirectly influences the emergence of CWB. 

5 Conceptual Model 

5.1  Relationship between LMX to CWB 

Liu et al., illustrate that in a company, an ideal leader ideally has full control over the 
behavior of employees [29]. Thus, negative behavior or CWB from employees should be 
able to be controlled and anticipated by improving the quality of relations between 
superiors and subordinates. Positive relationships between superiors and subordinates will 
further increase the likelihood of employees becoming increasingly loyal to the 
organization, and on the other hand, it can also reduce the possibility of negative behavior 
[28, 29]. Dular & Markič add that the emergence of undesirable negative behaviors in 
organizations is influenced by the presence of leaders as forming organizational values and 
norms as well as controlling resources within the organization [46]. Chernyak-Hai & Tziner 
also assume that if there is a high social exchange between superiors and subordinates, as 
an important element in relationship development, it can reduce negative experience in the 
organization [47]. Thus, the perception of the quality of LMX felt by each individual in the 
organization has different levels so that the potential for the emergence of CWB from each 
individual is also different [48]. 
 
H1: LMX has a negative effect on CWB 
 

5.2  The relationship between LMX on psychological safety 

A high LMX relationship is influenced by several factors, such as job challenges, decision 

making, and emotional support [25]. Relationships between superiors and subordinates 

characterized by these factors must improve the perception of work security or comfort 

[26], self-determination & interest of employees in their work [32]. Employees need to feel 

psychologically safe so that they can optimally do the work assigned to them, discuss errors 

that arise in work and at the same time, share knowledge [26, 27]. Conversely, employees 

who feel psychologically insecure will tend to think of their leaders as supervisors who 

always monitor employees' movements [49]. These explanations ultimately lead to the 

assumption that the quality of a high LMX relationship will help employees feel safe in 

their work team, while if the quality of LMX relationships is low, it can be a barrier to the 

realization of psychological safety feelings. 
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H2: LMX has a positive effect on Psychological Safety 

5.3  The relationship between psychological safety on CWB 

A conducive work environment makes it possible for individuals to share the knowledge 

that has an impact on increasing psychological safety. Psychological safety is defined as an 

employee's ability to show identity without feeling afraid of the emergence of negative 

consequences related to self-image, status, and career [33]. When employees feel safe, the 

employee can understand the limits of acceptable behavior. It is different when the work 

situation is unpredictable, full of ambiguity and can even threaten the employee [32], the 

employee will feel depressed, experience emotional disturbances and can ultimately affect 

the physical and psychological resilience of the individual that can interfere with work 

efficiency if left unchecked it will potentially lead to CWB in employees [27]. 

H3: Psychological Safety has a negative effect on CWB  

5.4  Psychological safety as a mediator between LMX and CWB  

LMX will have a smaller role if the work environment is in uncomfortable conditions. 

While on the one hand, LMX also functions as social support for members of the company. 

When employees feel uncomfortable at work, they tend to rely on good relationships with 

leaders to minimize the inconvenience. Conversely, if the inconvenience worsens and the 

relation between the boss and subordinate is also not harmonious, then the two 

combinations can increase the chances of creating negative behavior from employees [50]. 

H4: Psychological Safety mediates the effect of LMX on CWB 

 
 

Fig. 1. Research model 

 

6 Research method 

The sample used in this study was star-rated hotel employees in the city of Surabaya. 

Purposive sampling was chosen by the researcher as a sampling technique where sampling 

was carried out proportionally and based on two main considerations, namely the 

willingness of the hotel to be sampled and the wide area of the hotel distribution area in 

Surabaya. The research sample was taken in June to July 2019. The questionnaire was 

given to permanent hotel employees who have been working for at least two years spread 

over 30-star hotels covering fifteen 3-star hotels, ten 4-star hotels, and five 5-star hotels. 

Each hotel receives five questionnaires so that the total number of questionnaires 

distributed is 150 questionnaires. The selection of employees who are trusted to fill out the 

questionnaire is the authority of the respective hotel management. From the results of the 
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questionnaire dissemination, the researchers managed to get 124 questionnaires (82.7 %) 

that returned and were eligible for data processing. The data analysis method uses SEM 

(Structural Equation Modeling) based on Partial Least Square. 

The overall indicators used to measure the variables of this study adopt from several 

previous studies. 11 LMX measuring indicators are adapted from the research of Kuvaas, 

Buch, Dysvik, & Haerem and Graen & Uhl-Bien [49, 51]. The Psychological Safety 

variable is measured by seven indicators from Edmondson's study [26]. While the CWB 

variable uses 18 indicators belonging to the research of Spector et al. [52]. 

7 Findings 

Based on the results of the questionnaire data, it is found that 57 respondents (46 %) are 

men, while the remaining 67 respondents (54 %) are women. From the age factor,  

71 respondents (57 %) are employees of the age group of 20 yr to 30 yr; 42 respondents  

(34 %) are 31 yr old to 40 yr old, and the remaining 11 respondents (9 %) are over 40 yr 

old. Furthermore, from the employee working period, it is known that 79 respondents (64 

%) have been working for 2 yr to 4 yr; 34 respondents (27 %) have been working in the 

range of 5 yr to 10 yr, and 11 respondents (9 %) have been working for more than ten years 

at the hotel. From the marital status, the data says that 65 respondents (52 %) were married; 

and the remaining 59 respondents (48 %) were not married. 

The next step is to evaluate the outer model (measurement model) through convergent 

validity, discriminant validity, and composite reliability. The results of the convergent 

validity test in Table 1 show that the overall indicator meets the requirements because the 

outer loading value is above 0.5. 
 

Table 1. Outer loading 

Item 
Loading 

Factor 
Validity Item 

Loading 

Factor 
Validity 

X1 0.753 Valid Y1 0.916 Valid 

X2 0.867 Valid Y2 0.916 Valid 

X3 0.729 Valid Y3 0.948 Valid 

X4 0.867 Valid Y4 0.755 Valid 

X5 0.821 Valid Y5 0.928 Valid 

X6 0.833 Valid Y6 0.722 Valid 

X7 0.854 Valid Y7 0.714 Valid 

X8 0.822 Valid Y8 0.722 Valid 

X9 0.765 Valid Y9 0.745 Valid 

X10 0.872 Valid Y10 0.816 Valid 

X11 0.843 Valid Y11 0.826 Valid 

M1 0.818 Valid Y12 0.879 Valid 

Item 
Loading 

Factor 
Validity Item 

Loading 

Factor 
Validity 

M2 0.765 Valid Y13 0.819 Valid 

M3 0.851 Valid Y14 0.808 Valid 

M4 0.731 Valid Y15 0.841 Valid 

M5 0.794 Valid Y16 0.823 Valid 

M6 0.768 Valid Y17 0.729 Valid 

M7 0.820 Valid Y18 0.714 Valid 

Source: Output Result of SmartPLS. 

 

In addition to convergent validity, the validity of indicators is also seen from the 

discriminant validity test by comparing the correlation values of latent variables with AVE 
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root values (see Table 2 and Table 3). The root value of AVE for LMX construct is 0.817, 

while the correlation value between LMX and other constructs is 0.779. Thus, discriminant 

validity is considered to have fulfilled the requirements because the AVE root value is 

higher compared to the correlation value with other constructs. The same is the case with 

the AVE root values of the Psychological Safety and CWB constructs that produce higher 

values. 
 

Table 2. The correlation of latent variabel 

 LMX 
Psychological 

Safety 
CWB 

LMX 1   

Psychological Safety 0.779 1  

CWB -0.640 -0.659 1 

Source: Output Result of SmartPLS 

 

Table 3. Root of AVE 

Variabel AVE Root of AVE 

LMX 0.667 0.817 

Psychological Safety 0.636 0.797 

CWB 0.866 0.930 

Source: Output Result of SmartPLS 
 

After it is known that the overall indicators in this study meet the element of validity, 

the indicators must also be tested for reliability (see Table 4). If the composite reliability 

and Cronbach's alpha values are above 0.7, it is said to be reliable. 

 
Table 4. Reliability test 

Variable 
Composite 

Reliability 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

LMX 0.956 0.950 

Psychological Safety 0.958 0.952 

CWB 0.951 0.922 

Source: Output Result of SmartPLS 

 

In addition to evaluating the outer model (measurement model), the results of PLS data 

processing also evaluated the inner model (structural model) described through the results 

of R-Square values (test goodness-fit model), Q-Square (predictive relevance) and 

hypothesis testing. In Table 5, the R-Square value for the CWB construct is 0.650, which 

means that CWB can be explained by LMX variables and psychological safety by 65 %, 

while the remaining 35 % is explained by other variables outside the model. The 

psychological safety construct has a R-Square value of 0.475 which means that 

psychological safety can be explained by LMX variables of 47.5 % and the remaining  

52.5 % is explained by other factors outside the model studied.  

  
Table 5. R-Square result 

Variabel R-Square 

CWB 0.650 

Psychological Safety 0.475 

Source: Output Result of SmartPLS 
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After the R-Square value is known, then the Q-Square test is performed which serves to 

validate the model's predictive ability. 
Q2 = 1 − (1−R2

1) (1−R2
2)           (1) 

Q2 = 1 − (1−0,650) (1−0.475) 

Q2 = 1 − (0.350) (0.525) 

Q2 = 1 − 0.183 

Q2 =  0.817 

Based on the results of the Q-Square calculation above, it shows that the magnitude of 

the diversity of the research data that can be explained by the structural model is 81.7 %, 

while the remaining 18.3 % is explained by other factors that are outside the research 

model. 

To get answers to the research hypothesis, in Table 6, the results of hypothesis testing 

are presented which contain the path coefficients and t-statistics. 

 
Table 6. Path coefficients and t-values 

Hypotheses  
Path 

Coefficients 

t-

statistic 
Status  

H1: LMX → CWB −0.384 −2.909 Accepted 

H2: LMX → Psychological Safety 0.505 4.854 Accepted 

H3: Pscyhological Safety → CWB −0.045 −0.426 Rejected 

Source: Output Result of SmartPLS 
 

From the results of hypothesis testing in Table 6, it is known that only the first and 

second hypotheses are acceptable because the t-statistic value is above 1.96. The results of 

the first hypothesis test show a negative effect between LMX on CWB with significance at 

alpha 5 % as indicated by the value of t statistic -2.909 <-1.96. The results of the second 

hypothesis test concerning the effect of LMX on psychological safety are significant with a 

t-statistical value of 4.854 > 1.96. The value of path coefficients is positive which is equal 

to 0.505 which indicates that the direction of the relationship between LMX to 

psychological safety is positive. While the third hypothesis test related to the influence of 

psychological safety on CWB shows a negative effect but not significant because the t-

statistic value is -0.426> -1.96, so the third hypothesis is rejected.  

To answer the fourth hypothesis related to the role of psychological safety as an 

intervening variable that mediates the effect of LMX on CWB, this study refers to the 

results of research by Baron & Kenny which states that the main requirement for mediation 

testing is the significant influence of independent variables on intervening variables [53], 

and there is also a significant influence from the intervening variable to the dependent 

variable. If one of these conditions is not met, then no mediation test is needed. Thus, the 

fourth hypothesis proposed in this study is declared rejected because psychological safety 

as an intervening variable does not significantly influence the CWB variable as an 

independent variable. 

 

8 Discussion 

8.1  LMX has a negative effect on CWB 

The results show that the first hypothesis is acceptable where there is a significant influence 

between LMX and CWB and shows the direction of a negative relationship. This is in line 

with research [28, 29, 47]. The higher the LMX level that occurs in a work environment 

will further minimize the potential for CWB to be initiated by employees. Huang et al., and 

Liu et al., said that a positive relationship between superiors and subordinates will further 

increase the likelihood of employees becoming increasingly loyal to the organization, and 
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on the other hand it can also reduce the possibility of negative behavior [28, 29]. For 

employees who have relationships with leaders based on mutual trust and recognition of 

their potential, there is little chance of carrying out unwanted behavior in the workplace. 

According to social exchange theory, an employee who reacts (actions and responses) 

positively to the company will encourage these employees to become more committed and 

potentially reduce negative behavior such as CWB [54]. 

8.2  LMX has a positive effect on psychological safety 

Proof of the second hypothesis of this study shows a positive and significant influence 

between LMX and psychological safety. The results of this study support Furtado  and Van 

den Broeck et al., [27, 55]. Furtado in his research concluded that quality LMX would make 

the psychological safety of each individual in an organization also higher [55]. The good 

quality of LMX is able to stimulate employee perceptions that the work environment in 

which he works today is very comfortable, there is open communication and discuss errors 

that arise in work and at the same time share knowledge [27]. Conversely, the role of LMX 

is lower in terms of discomfort in work because it does not function as social support for 

each individual in the organization [50]. For example, leaders do not create a work 

environment where employees are given less space to voice new ideas regarding the work 

they are doing. Such leaders usually often do not have the attributes of openness to 

employees so that it does not encourage employees to act innovatively. Supposedly, leaders 

need to provide assurance to employees to keep conveying innovative thoughts without 

negative consequences for employees in the form of sanctions so that the psychological 

safety of employees will increase [56]. When employees experience good psychological 

safety, they tend to be more open to express themselves without fear of negative 

consequences [26, 34]. 

8.3  Psychological safety does not affect CWB so psychological safety is not 
a mediator between LMX and CWB 

The conceptual model in Figure 1 which predicts the influence of psychological safety on 

CWB (third hypothesis) cannot be proven in this study. Therefore, the fourth hypothesis 

which assumes that psychological safety as a mediator of LMX relations to CWB also falls 

because psychological safety as an intervening variable does not affect CWB as a 

dependent variable [53]. In a study, Carmeli et al. stated that CWB is more dependent on 

the quality of interpersonal relationships within the organization. Thus, the quality of 

employee relations with their leaders more plays a more important role in predicting the 

application of counterproductive behavior as individual factors [57]. Superiors who are able 

to show their closeness to employees will influence the personality of employees in 

perceiving the work environment positively so as to distance them from the tendency of 

CWB [58]. This means that employees with a higher level of emotional intelligence will 

react to perceived injustices before, which can lead to undesirable behavior [59]. 

9 Conclusions 

In this study, we tested the effect of LMX, psychological safety and its effect on CWB. The 

results show that LMX affects CWB. LMX also affects psychological safety. Conversely, 

psychological safety does not affect CWB so psychological safety cannot act as a mediator 

between LMX and CWB. From the overall findings of this study, it can be concluded that 
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star-rated hotel employees, as the object of this study, assume that situational factors such 

as LMX play a more important role than individual factors such as psychological safety. 

9.1  Future research 

The CWB construct has been quite widely discussed in western literature, such as Europe 

and America. Some researchers in Indonesia have also carried out studies on 

counterproductive behavior. However, studies conducted in Indonesia (including this study) 

still adopt CWB measurement indicators from western studies without trying to analyze 

CWB indicators based on Indonesian culture itself so that there is a possibility of 

differences in measurement due to these cultural differences. 
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