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This study examines the impact of organizational justice perceptions and
transformational leadership role on counterproductive work behavior. The
study illustrates that organizational justice (procedural and interactional
justice) perception and transformational leadership produces a negative impact
on counterproductive work behavior (organizational and interpersonal). The
reduction utilizes social exchange theory. Survey methods and purposive
sampling methods was conducted by collecting primary data from respondents
working as an accounting team member in the Food and Beverage sector of the
Badung Regency. The primary data were processed with a multiple linear
regression model. Survey results reveal that procedural justice and
interactional justice as well as transformational leadership significantly impact
counterproductive work behavior (organizational and interpersonal).
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1 Introduction

Counterproductive work behavior indicated by employees will be inclined susceptible to job stress affect employee
productivity and leave the workplace as an option (O’Leary-Kelly et al., 1996) and (Novrianti & Santoso, 2014).
Sudarmawan & Putra (2017), provides further support that job stress affects staff retention.

Organizational justice plays an important role in determining the level of counterproductive work behavior.
Organizational perceptions concerning justice experienced by employees in the workplace are related to performance
results expressed by counterproductive work behavior. Situations, where employees experience unfair treatment in the
organization, can lead to negative emotions and counterproductive behaviors (Fox et al., 2001).

Transformational leadership has been suggested as being a substantial element contributing to employees' work
behavior (Bernard et al., 2003). Pradipa et al., (2016), also recommend that thoroughly transformational leadership
encourages employees possible to produce a better quality financial statement. When individuals experience the
presence of transformational leadership, they feel satisfied with the quality of the relationship and are motivated to
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show a positive work attitude which enhances positive work behavior, in particular, increased productivity and job
satisfaction.

Previous studies have shown varied results on the relationship of organizational justice, transformational
leadership, and counterproductive work behavior. Other previous studies assert organizational justice perception by
employees affects counterproductive work behavior. The Procedural justice dimension is considered the best predictor
to predict counterproductive work behavior (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001). The interactional justice dimension is
considered as the best predictor in predicting counterproductive work behavior (Aquino et al., 1999). Another study
demonstrates that transformational leadership does not significantly restrain counterproductive work behavior
(Novrianti & Santoso, 2014).

This study asserts that organizational factors facilitate the control of counterproductive work behavior. This
empirical research might be enhanced by the availability of a validated measure of counterproductive work behavior.
The purpose of this study is to enrich research variety to reduce such negative behavior for increasing work
productivity.

Hypotheses Development

The Impact of procedural justice on the counter-productive work behavior

Social exchange theory (SET) is among the most influential conceptual paradigms for understanding workplace
behavior. The social exchange involves a series of interactions that create an obligation. Procedural justice significantly
impacts negatively the counter-productive work behavior either addressed to the organization or to an interpersonal
relationship (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Novrianti & Santoso, 2014; Martini et al., 2018). When employees
experience a perceived low level of procedural justice in the organization, they will reciprocate by showing
counterproductive work behavior.

H1: Procedural justice has a negative impact on counter-productive work behavior (a) addressed to the organization

and (b) to interpersonal.

The Impact of interactional justice on the counter-productive work behavior

Previous research has examined that interactional justice has a significant negative impact on the counter-productive

work behavior addressed either to the organization or to interpersonal (Akremi et al., 2010; Novrianti & Santoso, 2014;

Farrastama et al., 2019).

H2: Interactional justice has a negative impact on counter-productive work behavior (a) addressed to the
organization or (b) to interpersonal.

Transformational Leadership Role on the counter-productive work behavior

Transformational leadership has been proven to contribute to employee perceptions affecting employee’s tendencies
towards their work attitude or work behavior in the organization. It demonstrated positive results production such as
satisfaction on the job, effectiveness, development of behavior and work transparency (Bass et al., 2003; Ngodo, 2008;
Pradipa et al., 2016; Putra & Rasmini, 2018). Transformational leadership effectively decreases the level of counter-
productive work behavior when the employees recognize procedural and interactional justice well (Novrianti &
Santoso, 2014).

H3: Transformational leadership has a negative impact on counter-productive work behavior (a) addressed to the

organization or (b) to interpersonal.

2 Materials and Methods

The population in this study are accounting team members working in the Food and Beverage sector. The criteria of
respondents are they must have worked for at least one year. Procedural justice uses 5 items (Niehoff & Moorman,
1993). Interactional justice uses 10 items (Niehoff & Moorman, 1993). Transformational leadership uses 20 items
(Bass & Avolio, 1995). And counterproductive work behavior uses 19 items (Bennett & Robinson, 2000). The
collected data is tested by multiple linear regression analysis.
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Descriptive Statistic

Table 1
Minimum, maximum, mean and deviation standard

Variable Sample Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
PJ 95 5.00 20.00 14.63 4.44

N} 95 10.00 39.18 28.95 8.82

TL 95 20.00 79.37 57.98 17.68

CPWO 95 6.00 22.53 11.64 5.57

CPWI 95 13.00 54.27 28.13 11.51

PJ=Procedural Justice; IJ=Interactional Justice; TL=Transformational Leadership
CPWO=Counterproductive Work addressed to Organization; CPWI=Counterproductive Work addressed to
Interpersonal

Hypotheses Testing
Table 2

The impact of procedural justice, interactional justice and transformational leadership on counter-productive work
behavior addressed to organizational

Standardized

Variable Coefficient (B) t Sig. Remark
Procedural Justice -0.330 -4.228 0.000 Significant
Interactional Justice -0.308 -3.922 0.000 Significant
Transformational Leadership -0.338 -4.325 0.000 Significant
Adjusted R Square = 0.754
F =96.995
Sig. = 0.000

Table 3

The impact of procedural justice, interactional justice and transformational leadership on counter-productive work
behavior addressed to interpersonal

Standardized

Variable Coefficient (B) t Sig. Remark
Procedural Justice -0.373 -4.977 0.000 Significant
Interactional Justice -0.339 -4.497 0.000 Significant
Transformational Leadership -0.276 -3.674 0.000 Significant
Adjusted R Square =0.773

F =107.950

Sig. = 0.000

3 Results and Discussions

Hypothesis 1 is supported. Perception related to procedural justice can encourage employee's involvement in
counterproductive work behavior. When employees perceive a better quality of treatment given by their superiors
through work delivery related information and procedures, their tendency to engage in counterproductive work
behavior is lower. Being part of the organization with procedural justice can increase positive work performance. The
test results correspond to previous studies by Fox et al., (2001); Akremi et al., (2010); Novrianti & Santoso (2014),
which illustrate the negative impact between procedural justice and counterproductive work behavior.

Hypothesis 2 is supported. Perception of interactional justice can encourage employee's involvement in
counterproductive work behavior. When employees perceive a better quality of treatment given by their superiors
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through establish interpersonal relationships when procedures and decisions are implemented, the tendency to engage
in counterproductive work behavior lower. In a daily workplace, superiors are considered responsible for creating the
interactional justice environment. The test results correspond to previous studies by Fox et al., (2001); Akremi et al.,
(2010); Aquino et al., (1999); Novrianti & Santoso, (2014), outlining the negative impact between interactional justice
and counterproductive work behavior.

Hypothesis 3 also supported. Transformational leadership affects counterproductive work behavior in the
workplace. Employee involvement in counterproductive work behavior both aimed at the organization and
interpersonal reduces. The impact is stronger when perceived transformational leadership is higher. Based on
transformational leadership support theory, the present of transformational leadership will encourage better employee
relations by strengthening mutual cooperation, attitude, trust and allowing team learning processes. A number of
previous research papers by Boerner et al., (2007); Tse et al., 2014), revealed transformational leadership impacts
employees to produce higher performance beyond expectations of initial goals and their personal interest.

4 Conclusion

The result of this study brings some practical implications. First, create an atmosphere of fairness in the workplace
through establishing procedures and demonstrating respect to an employee’s dignity when communicating a decision.
Second, an employee’s level of trust in an organization is a very important element in reducing counterproductive work
behavior.

Counterproductive work behavior can be triggered by perceived perceptions of fairness and the presence of
transformational leadership by accountants both received from the organization and from figures representing the
organization. Accounting practitioners who can perceive organizational justice well have a tendency not to engage in
work behavior that is detrimental to the organization or other members of the organization. While the transformational
leadership that is applied provides an opportunity for accountants to be able to express opinions related to work so that
they get an assessment that they have been treated fairly.

The results of this study can add to the literature on counterproductive work behavior, organizational justice, and
transformational leadership. The dimensions of organizational justice and transformational leadership can produce
behavioral consequences with different goals or objectives in different cultural contexts. Through the results of this
study are known that by creating a fair job environment, from the formulation of policies in each organization to reduce
counterproductive work behavior. Also, the importance of the implications of transformational leadership in order to
continue to feel part of the organization to support accounting practitioners to produce better performance.
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