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Abstract 

Under the background of global economy, the competition among enterprises is becoming more 

and more fierce, and the competition among enterprises begins to change to "soft power" 

competition. In this context, employees will become the core competitiveness. Excellent 

performance of employees can improve the competitiveness of enterprises and promote the 

development of enterprises.  Employees' exchange relationship within the organization is one of 

the most important concepts in the workplace, which has an important impact on the 

performance and atmosphere of the organization. Leader-member exchange has a direct impact 

on the allocation of resources in an organization. Previous studies have shown that sense of loss 

of resources will lead to Counterproductive Work Behavior of employees. Counterproductive 

Work Behavior, as an immoral behavior, is closely related to the moral level of individuals. From 

the perspective of resource depletion and moral Identity, this study explores the influence 

mechanism of Leader-member exchange relationship on Counterproductive Work Behavior of 

employees. It is not only the first time to explore the relationship between resources and 

Counteproductive Work Behavior, but also provides a new way for enterprises to improve 

employee performance. The study conducted a questionnaire survey on the spot and processed 

data with SPSS21.0. This paper provides a new way to study the impact of Organizational 

Resources on employee behavior and fills this gap. At the same time, it provides a new channel 

for enterprises to intervene employees’ Counterproductive Work Behavior, improve employees' 

performance and improve the operational efficiency of enterprises. 

Keywords: Counterproductive Work Behavior; Leader-member exchange, Moral Identity; 

Organizational Resources 
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Introduction 

Under the background of global economy, China's enterprise economy has entered a new normal, 

which makes the competition among enterprises increasingly fierce. In this situation, enterprises 

can hardly rely on "hard power" such as plant, equipment and capital to gain competitive 

advantage. Because in industry-intensive areas, this kind of "hard power" can easily be imitated, 

which leads to the weakening of its competitiveness, enterprises must adjust themselves to adapt 

to the changing environment in a timely manner, and acquire "soft power" with enterprise 

characteristics by improving learning ability and training a large number of excellent employees. 

And the foundation of the enterprise is the employees in the enterprise (Xioang et al. 2020). All 

the activities of the enterprise need the participation of employees. Employees working more 

actively and cooperating with the enterprise will be the key to enhance the competitiveness of the 

enterprise. From the organizational level, employees' good work performance not only helps to 

improve organizational effectiveness, but also helps to promote the innovation and development 

of the organization. On the contrary, employees' bad work performance is not only harmful to the 

development of the organization, but also may even endanger the survival of the organization. 

From the individual level, in the current environment, employees'job performance has an 

important impact on individual career development and family life. Good job performance 

contributes to the stability and development of employees' overall life. But in recent years, 

counterproductive Wo can be seen in the workplace. Rk Behavior (hereinafter referred to as 

CWB) is becoming more and more (Yannick 2020). Anti-production behavior does great harm to 

enterprises, and even leads to bankruptcy of enterprises. Surveys show that 33% to 75% of 

employees have committed theft, fraud and other acts, and have a direct connection with 30% of 

corporate bankruptcy (Harper, 1990). In 2003, PwC's survey of 4,000 companies found that 

nearly half of the companies that had experienced economic crimes, and the data showed signs of 

increasing year by year at 8%. Anti-production behavior will not only cause losses to the 

economic interests of enterprises, but will also seriously affect the long-term development of 

enterprises. Due to cultural factors, there are fewer reports on negative behaviors in the 

workplace in China, but this does not mean that employees' negative behaviors do not exist. 

Zhang Jiyuan and Wang Wenyu (2008) collected employee survey data through surveys of more 

than 20 companies. The results show that negative behaviors such as misappropriation of office 

supplies and dissemination of inappropriate speech are widespread. Foxconn's many jumping 

events since 2010 have made it notorious. As a labor-intensive enterprise, strengthening 

management of employees is of vital importance to the reputation of the company, as well as the 

internal atmosphere and work efficiency. With the development of the global economic 

integration trend and the ever-changing social environment, the organization requires more 

flexible management. Whether it is an administrative agency or a business institution, employees 

need to actively participate in the management of the enterprise from the perspective of long-

term development. In the daily operation, we share information resources, actively respond to 

problems at work, enthusiastically invest in work, and provide constructive opinions on the 

operation of the organization and create a good working atmosphere. Therefore, the research on 
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management style, silent behavior, anti-production behavior, workplace bullying has become a 

research hotspot in some occupational and health psychology. 

The author works as a manager in steel structure installation companies and educational training 

institutions. Also as a labor-intensive enterprise, it was found in the course of work that the 

managers in the steel structure installation company often spontaneously take some actions that 

do not receive rewards to protect the interests of the enterprise, while the front-line production 

personnel’s “Comply in appearance but oppose in heart” and “Seek private interests by public 

interests,”Laziness, difficult management, etc., cause headaches. Workers in educational 

institutions have the benefit of harming organizations through false reimbursement, late leave, 

and negative absenteeism. These actions are anti-production behaviors, especially for employees. 

In the front line, employees often fail to get the care that can meet the psychological needs of 

employees because of long working hours, high pressure, and unreasonable perception. As a 

result, employees are exposed to negative production, such as absenteeism and absenteeism. 

Counterproductive Work Behavior is worthy of attention in different enterprises. Exploring the 

reasons for Counterproductive Work Behavior has certain practical significance for reducing the 

generation of Counterproductive Work Behavior, safeguarding the interests of enterprises and 

improving the efficiency of enterprises.Counterproductive Work Behavior is any behavior that an 

employee intends to take that is potentially harmful to the organization and its Member's 

legitimate interests or has caused substantial harm (Spector & Fox, 2002; Oboyle et al., 

2011).Global competition has increased the uncertainty of the organization's environment, and 

the universal application of the Internet in the workplace and life has brought great challenges to 

the management of employees' behavior.Among them, employees are in the process of daily 

work communication, accomplishing goals, and Counterproductive Work Behavior (CWB) in the 

workplace, such as deception, absenteeism, destruction, theft and corruption. The major 

challenges that behavior management needs to face.Information technology and instant 

messaging have facilitated CWB, making this behavior more subtle and difficult to discover, 

which has led to the increasing popularity of CWB.The concealment of the network makes the 

discovery of CWB significantly hysteresis.Therefore, in-depth exploration of the ways in which 

CWB spreads and differentiates in organizations and its psychological mechanisms have evolved 

into an important and urgent issue for researchers and companies. 

Problem Statement 

Counterproductive Work Behavior is a harmful behavior that is more or less present in every 

business and is inevitable.The relationship between Leader-Member Exchange and 

Counterproductive Work Behavior and the relationship between Counterproductive Work 

Behavior and verification have provided enterprises with a solution to reduce Counterproductive 

Work Behavior.This study demonstrates the relationship between Leader-Member Exchange and 

Counterproductive Work Behavior, explores the intermediary and regulation mechanism of this 

relationship, theoretically enriches the research content of Counterproductive Work Behavior, 

and provides new research for subsequent research on organizational behavior. The idea of 
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providing a high-quality Leader-Member relationship for the company, reducing negative 

behavior and improving operational efficiency. 

Research Questions 

Employee CWB is one of the problems that modern enterprises need to solve. This issue has 

attracted more and more attention from enterprises and scholars this year. Anti-production 

behavior will harm the interests of companies and employees. According to previous research, 

there are many antecedents of CWB, and leadership-member exchange is one of them. 

According to the Resource Conservation Theory (COR), we integrate the process of CWB from 

low-quality leadership-member exchange into a process of “resource loss” to “resource 

recovery”. First, low-quality leadership-member exchanges can cause wear and tear on 

individual resources, that is, “resource depletion process”. Resource depletion will pose a huge 

psychological pressure on individuals, so they may use CWB to recover these depleted 

resources. , that is, the "resource re-acquisition process." Second, individuals who decide to use 

CWB to recapture these depleted resources may be subject to ethical factors. From the 

perspective of statistics, the theoretical model of this paper is an adjusted mediation model. 

Around this theoretical framework, we systematically explore the mechanism by which leading 

members-member exchanges cause CWB (Shffer et al. 2020). 

 

Therefore, this study proposes the following research problems that need to be solved: 

(1) Low-quality leadership-member exchange triggers the mechanism of action of CWB. CWB 

is a behavior that points to victims or organizations. It is influenced by many factors, including 

some intermediaries and regulatory factors. This study explores the impact of resource depletion 

and moral identity on the mechanism of leadership-member exchange on CWB. Therefore, the 

study used questionnaires to measure the employees of the construction industry and 

manufacturing enterprises, and conducted statistical analysis to draw conclusions. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Counterproductive Work Behavior 

Definition of Counterproductive Work Behavior (definition) 

As early as the beginning of last century, in the book Principles of Scientific Management 

written by Taylor, the father of scientific management, it was found that in order not to be 

eliminated because of productivity improvement, workers would use deliberate delays to reduce 

labor productivity and ensure their work (Taylor, 1910). Since the middle of last century, some 

scholars in the field of human resources management and organizational behavior at home and 

abroad have noticed the negative behaviors of employees such as lateness, passive idleness and 

theft, which are harmful to the organization, and began to carry out relevant research (Xiong et al 

2020). However, due to the different fields of scholars, the fate of such behaviors is different. 
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Names did not reach agreement. At that time, they were named as deviant behavior, workplace 

deviant behavior, anti-production behavior and so on. At the same time, no scholars gave specific 

definitions. Until the end of the 20th century, Bennett and others put forward the earliest 

definition of "anti production behavior". But the term anti-productive behavior first appeared in 

1987. Philip &amp; Spector mentioned Counterproductive Work Behavior in his abstract when 

he studied employee frustration behavior, which was used as a reflection of employee frustration. 

Subsequently, since 1950, there have been studies on the damage to the interests of enterprises 

and employees in academia, mainly focusing on the corresponding study of individual behaviors, 

such as employee absence, theft, etc. Some scholars have carried out detailed studies and 

published monographs. With the continuous development of research and the development of 

past research and actual situation, anti-production behavior has gradually formed a complete 

definition, which is defined from a kind of behavior (Shaffer et al. 2020). The first systematic 

and explicit definition of Counterproductive Work Behavior was proposed by Bennett and 

Robinsion, Bennett et al. (1995) through integrated research, which proposed "organizational 

deviation behavior", that is, organizational members act spontaneously in accordance with 

organizational rules and regulations and norms of conduct, directly or potentially to 

organizational and organizational members. The act of threatening interests. At the same time, 

many different scholars have studied this kind of negative behavior from different perspectives 

and named it differently, such as anti-social behavior (Giacalone &amp; Greenberg, 1997), 

retaliatory behavior (Skarlicki &amp; Folger, 1997), aggressive behavior (Neuman &amp; 

Baron, 1998). Since the 21st century, the concept of anti-production behavior has been adopted 

in relevant research. Sackett et al. (2001) argued that anti-production behavior is a series of 

actions that result in loss of organizational interests by members of the organization as the main 

body. Spector and Fox (2005) argue that anti-production behavior is harmful to organizations and 

stakeholders, including superior leaders, customers, and colleagues. Some scholars also believe 

that as long as members of an organization intentionally violate the interests of the organization, 

they are anti-productive. 

Domestic scholars have also carried out relevant research on employees'anti-production 

behavior. Zhang Jianwei and Liu Yuxin (2008) believe that anti-production behavior refers to all 

kinds of acts that employees objectively cause losses to the property (including tangible property 

and intangible assets) of the organization or its members. Zhang Jianwei and Liu Yuxin (2009) 

pointed out that anti-production behavior is the intentional negative behavior of employees, 

which violates the formal or informal norms of the organization and will objectively harm the 

interests of the organization or its employees. Cheng Gang (2009) proposed three dimensions of 

employee CWB in the context of China. Wang Chen and Chen Weizheng (2009) believe that 

anti-production behavior refers to the behavior of employees who intentionally destroy the 

normal operation of the organization in the workplace. Its purpose is often to reduce the 

efficiency of the members of the organization and reduce the productivity of the organization by 

intentionally destroying the interests of the organization or related personnel. Peng He (2010) 

further expanded the definition of anti-production behavior, believing that anti-production 
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behavior refers to all kinds of intentional acts that are harmful or potentially destructive to the 

organization or related stakeholders in a specific workplace. The following year, Peng He (2011) 

divided knowledge workers'counter-productive behavior into six dimensions, and verified that 

the six-dimensional structural model has good reliability and validity. Liu Wenbin and Jing 

Runtian (2010) studied the impact of organizational ethical climate on employees'anti-productive 

behavior. They found that the three orientations of organizational ethical climate, namely, self-

interest orientation, care orientation and rule orientation, had different effects on employees' anti-

productive behavior, property-based anomaly and productive anomaly. 。 From the perspective 

of self-determination theory, Liu Yuxin, Zhang Jianwei and Huang Guohua (2011) investigated 

the influence of organizational justice on anti-production behavior (CWB) and its mechanism. 

They believed that organizational justice had an important impact on self-determination and 

induced employees'anti-production behavior. Liu Zhen and Xu Meixin (2011) from the 

perspective of financial indicators, the study found that personal and organizational fit has a 

positive impact on anti-productive work behavior, and also has a certain impact on the financial 

performance of the company. Liu Yuxin, Zhang Jianwei and Peng Kaiping (2012) confirmed the 

impact of these two aspects on employees' anti production behavior from two aspects of 

workplace bullying and interpersonal conflict, and found that employees' emotional intelligence 

has a certain moderating effect on their anti production behavior. Zhang Yongjun et al. (2012) 

after integrating many definitions of anti-production behavior, put forward that anti-production 

behavior is an alternative work behavior based on organizational perspective, which has three 

characteristics: 1. behavior is negative and harmful to the organization and its members; 2. 

behavior is subjective and spontaneous; 3. behavior is subjective and spontaneous. Extra-role 

behavior. At present, the definition which has been widely accepted and used by scholars at 

home and abroad is put forward by Bennett et al. (1995). Jiang Tao and Fang Tao (2013) studied 

the turnover tendency of the new generation of employees, and concluded that the factors 

affecting the turnover of the new generation of employees include organizational commitment 

and individual. 

With the in-depth development of the research, the scholars sorted the Counterproductive Work 

Behavior and divided the Counterproductive Work Behavior by factor analysis.There are many 

ways to divide. 

According to the information reviewed, Hollinger and Clark (1983) first classified the 

dimensions of Counterproductive Work Behavior as a one-dimensional structure containing the 

property Counterproductive Work Behavior and the production of Counterproductive Work 

Behavior. The property Counterproductive Work Behavior includes the abuse of company 

resources, etc., and the production of Counterproductive Work Behavior includes Completion, 

passive absenteeism, etc.Bennett and Robinson (1995) proposed a four-dimensional structure of 

Counterproductive Work Behavior, which classifies four categories of Counterproductive Work 

Behavior based on behavioral objects (interpersonal, organizational) and behavioral nature 

(slight, severe).On this basis, they proposed a new dimension division in 2000. According to the 
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behavioral direction, the Counterproductive Work Behavior is divided into the organization 

pointing to Counterproductive Work Behavior (CWB-O) and the Interpersonal Pointing 

Productive Work Behavior (CWB-I). A measurement scale consisting of 19 entries.Gruys and 

Sackett (2003) used factor analysis to obtain two dimensions, interpersonal-organizational 

orientation, task-related orientation, and Rotundo and Xie (2008) obtained similar conclusions 

after studying with Chinese employees as samples.Later, Jiang Darong and Wu Mengling (2005) 

proposed a three-dimensional model based on the Chinese context.Spector and Fox (2006) 

propose a five-dimensional model for better study of the motivations and potential antecedent 

variables of different types of Counterproductive Work Behavior.Stewart and Bing (2009) 

proposed a three-dimensional structure through exploratory factor analysis. The three dimensions 

are production deviation behavior, property deviation behavior, and interpersonal attack 

behavior.Although there are many models, the models that have been proven to be fully effective 

are not yet determined, and the dimensions of behavior-oriented partitioning proposed by 

Bennett and Robinson are widely used in scholars' research on Counterproductive Work 

Behavior. 

METHODOLOGY 

Research Design 

This study was conducted in the form of literature studies and questionnaires.Firstly, according 

to the relevant literature, there is a clear enough understanding and understanding of each 

concept of the research. According to these documents, the appropriate maturity scale is selected 

to translate, eliminate the items and modify the expression, and combine with the seven points of 

Likert. The table format forms the initial questionnaire.The initial questionnaire is delivered in a 

small scope, ie pre-test.The reliability and validity analysis of the collected data results, 

according to the opinions formed by the interviews of the respondents in the pre-test, delete the 

invalid items, modify the expression of the statements, and finally form a formal 

questionnaire.The formal questionnaire is filled in and collected by the authors through the 

network of the authors. The results of the questionnaire data are statistically analyzed and the 

results are analyzed. 

The main methods of research are as follows: 

(1) Literature research method  

Scientific research is not subjective and arbitrary. The determination of research directions and 

the formulation of hypotheses require a certain theoretical basis.Through reading the relevant 

literature, we can deepen the understanding of the research variables, find out the shortcomings 

of the current research and the places to be solved, so as to clarify the purpose and significance 

of the research.This article has used a number of Chinese and foreign language databases such as 

HowNet, EBSCO, Baidu Academic, Google Academic and other academic websites to collect a 
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large number of research related journal articles and master papers, and borrowed the 

corresponding management books in the library.Through reviewing the existing literature, the 

concept connotation, dimension division and measurement methods of Leader-Member 

Exchange, insider identity cognition and Counterproductive Work Behavior are clarified, and the 

interaction mechanism between variables is clarified, and corresponding research hypotheses are 

put forward. And theoretical models. 

(2) Series of questionnaire survey methods 

This study was conducted mainly through questionnaires.The study used the existing maturity 

scale to obtain the data of the subjects through questionnaire measurement to analyze the 

production of CWB and the role of various factors.The scale used in the initial questionnaire 

was: Bennett & Robinson (2000) on the scale of Counterproductive Work Behavior, in which the 

items on banned drugs and races did not correspond to the reality in China, and because the 

questionnaires were mainly from construction companies, they were generally adopted. Untimed 

working hours, which is subject to the completion of the task, so the project on overtime is also 

inconsistent with the facts, deleted; Aquino & Reed (2002) on the Moral Identity scale; Dienesch 

and Liden (1986) on the Leader-Member Exchange Scale; for the selection of the working 

resource scale, refer to the relevant research of Karasek (1979), Zhang Zhe (2007), Bakker 

(2004), Tang Xuelian (2012), and the selection of the personal resource scale refers to Duan 

Lusheng ( The scale used in the 2008 study, namely the scales of Schwarrer & Jeusalem (1995), 

Pierce (1989), Yuan Lixin et al. (2007).The above scales are scales with good reliability and 

validity after repeated verification. 

(3) Scientific data statistics methods 

This study will obtain data on Leader-Member Exchange, Organizational Resources, Moral 

Identity, and Counterproductive Work Behavior, and analyze it through SPSS software. 

Population, Sampling and Unit of Analysis 

The respondents of this study are from a number of companies in Jiangsu. The purpose of this 

study is to study the relationship between Leader-Member Exchange relationship and 

Counterproductive Work Behavior, organization identification, and Organizational Resources 

depletion. The survey is mainly for enterprises. Employees, through personal relationships and 

contacts, the author adopts snowballing to distribute paper questionnaires in their own 

enterprises, classmates and friends. Enterprises include Jiangyin Construction Engineering 

Group Co., Ltd., Weige (Jiangsu) Electric Equipment Co., Ltd., and Jiangsu Construction Group. 

Ltd., Wuxi Zhongyi Steel Products Co., Ltd., Changzhou Gumei Bend Pipe Co., Ltd., Jiangsu 

Saite Steel Structure Co., Ltd., Wuxi Saite Steel Structure Installation Co., Ltd., etc., in order to 

ensure stronger authenticity, the questionnaire will be filled before the meeting There is simple 

communication, indicating the purpose and content of the questionnaire, pursuing the other 

party's willingness, not doing any reluctance, and obtaining the consent of the other party, issuing 

a paper questionnaire, and filling in the on-site submission. 
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The participants in this study are all employees of the above-mentioned companies. They have 

great differences in age, participation in working hours, current positions, etc., and have certain 

representativeness. 

In this study, questionnaires were collected by means of on-site paper questionnaires, and some 

questionnaires were excluded.The elimination rule is: 1. The questionnaire with obvious 

regularity of the answer, such as the questionnaire with the same option in the same table; 2. The 

multiple questions in the whole questionnaire are missing; 3. The 4 questions in the 

questionnaire are reversely scored, if there are positive and negative scores If the title conflicts, 

the questionnaire is deleted.234 questionnaires were entered and the reverse-scoring items were 

re-processed. At the same time, the missing items were filled in the average of the dimensions of 

the items in the missed items. According to the above-mentioned elimination rules, the 

questionnaires were selected and removed. The final effective questionnaire was 210, and the 

questionnaire was effective at 89.7%. 

Instrumentation 

Counterproductive Work Behavior scale: Bennett & Robinson (2000) on the Counterproductive 

Work Behavior scale, which excludes items related to banned drugs and races, overtime pay 

items, and projects that slow down the work and are not in line with the facts. According to the 

results of the pre-test and the recommendations of the test, due to "unauthorized 

misappropriation of public property" and "falsification during reimbursement expenses", there is 

basically no public property in the first-line production workers group, and there is no 

reimbursement. There is no relevant Behavior, in order to delete, "ignoring the supervisor's 

instructions" can not be clearly determined to point to the individual or to the organization's 

Counterproductive Work Behavior, so it is deleted, "leaking company secrets or other important 

information to others" because the first-line production workers are not in contact with the 

company Internal information is also deleted. After deletion, this scale has a total of 11 items.Six 

of the items were used to measure the Counterproductive Work Behavior pointing to the 

interpersonal, and five items were used to measure the Counterproductive Work Behavior 

directed to the organization. 

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS 

Profile of Respondents 

According to the needs of this study, the descriptive statistical analysis of the sample in this 

study includes gender, age, education level, working years, current position, and sample 

descriptive analysis results such as Table 4-1, where gender, age, education level, and working 

years are included. There are 6, 5, 11, 7, and 5 default values for the current positions. The 

following is a descriptive analysis of the remaining valid data. 

Table 4-1 Descriptive statistical analysis of data results 
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Source: Author 

4.2 Leader-Member Exchange's Mechanism of Action on Counterproductive Work 

Behavior 

Research objective 1 is to explore the mechanism of action of leadership-member exchange on 

anti-production behavior. Before performing regression analysis between variables, a bivariate 

correlation analysis was first performed. 

In this paper, Pearson correlation analysis is used to analyze the relationship between variables, 

and then regression analysis is used to analyze the relationship between variables more 

accurately. 

Statistical variable category Effective sample size Effective percentage 

gender 
male 162 79.4% 

Female 42 20.6% 

age 

18-25 years old 12 5.9% 

26-35 years old 63 30.7% 

36-45 years old 48 23.4% 

46-50 years old 44 21.5% 

51-60 years old 38 18.5% 

Educational level 

High school, high school and below 106 53.3% 

College 63 31.7% 

Bachelor 28 14.0% 

Master degree and above 2 1.0% 

Working years 

Within 1 year and less 16 7.9% 

1-3 (inclusive) year 26 12.8% 

3-5 (inclusive) year 17 8.4% 

5-10 (inclusive) year 42 20.7% 

More than 10 years 102 50.2% 

post 

General staff 145 70.7% 

Grassroots manager 33 16.1% 

Middle manager 19 9.3% 

Senior manager 8 3.8% 
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According to the results of the relevant analysis, the leadership-member exchange relationship is 

inversely related to age (r=-.141, p=0.43<0.05), and is related to the working years (r=-.152, 

p=0.30<0.05). Leadership-membership is the worst in state-owned enterprises. The CWB that 

points to the interpersonal relationship is gender-related, that is, men are more likely to 

implement CWBs that point to the interpersonal relationship. The CWBs that point to the 

organization are related to the nature of the enterprise, that is, the anti-production behaviors of 

the state-owned enterprises that point to the organization are the most. According to the results of 

the research data, the organizational resources are negatively correlated with the working years 

(r=-.155, p=0.027), that is, the longer the working hours are combined, the less resources are 

obtained. 

As shown in Table 4.2, the leader-member exchange is negatively correlated with the employee 

CWB at the upper edge of the 0.1 level (two sides) (r=-.124, p=0.074<0.1), but has a significant 

negative correlation with the anti-production behavior pointing to the human. (r=.-136, p=0.050). 

The emotional dimension and contribution dimension of leadership-member exchange were 

significantly negatively correlated with the anti-production behavior directed at human (r=-.175, 

p=0.011<0.05; r=-.137, p=0.047<0.05). There is also a significant negative correlation between 

the emotional dimension of the leadership-member exchange relationship and the anti-production 

behavior of the organization (r=-.183, p=0.008<0.01). 

In addition, it can be seen that there is a significant positive correlation between the leader-

member exchange and the organizational resources (r=.468, p=0.000), that is, there is a 

significant negative correlation with resource consumption. There is a significant negative 

correlation between organizational resources and employee CWB (r=-.243, p=0.000). There are 

significant correlations between the three dimensions of leadership-member exchange and the 

two dimensions of anti-production behavior. There is a significant correlation between moral 

identity and anti-production behavior, leadership-member exchange, and organizational 

resources. 

The results of the correlation analysis initially confirmed the two-to-two correlation between the 

variables. Based on this, this study will further explore the relationship between leadership-

member exchange, resource depletion, employee anti-production behavior and moral identity, 

and explore the predictive role of leadership-member exchange on employee anti-production 

behavior. 

Table 4-2 Pearson correlation coefficient matrix between variables 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

GENDER 1               

AGE 
-

.213** 
1              

NATURE -.116 -.036 1             
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EDUCATIO

N 

.261** -

.387** 

-

.327** 

1            

TIME .078 .323** -.126 .056 1           

POSITION 
-.059 .057 -

.331** 

.356*

* 
.242** 1          

CWB -.114 .023 -.171* .027 .092 .103 1        . 

Recourse 
-.094 -.093 .024 .060 -.155* .223*

* 

-

.243** 

1        

LMX -.071 -.142* .141* -.058 -.152* .125 -.124 .468** 1       

Moral 

Identity 

.071 -.113 .047 .115 -.066 .119 -

.350** 

.585** .230*

* 

1      

LMXQ 
-.144* -.070 .192** -.122 -

.226** 
.039 -

.199** 
.525** .851*

* 
.336** 1    * 

LMXG 
-.018 -

.182** 

.046 -.004 -.086 .208*

* 

-.086 .433** .828*

* 

.211** .567** 1    

LMXC 
.006 -.117 .090 .001 -.045 .087 -.002 .187** .807*

* 

-.001 .481** .551*

* 

1   

CWBI 
-.176* .110 -.060 -.093 .047 -.024 .898** -

.297** 

-

.136* 

-

.401** 
-.175* -

.137* 

-

.017 
1  

CWBO 
-.031 -.061 -

.232** 

.132 .112 .199*

* 

.896** -.139* -.086 -

.226** 

-

.183** 

-.017 .013 .610*

* 

1 

Source: Author 

The results of Regression Analysis between Leader-Member Exchange and employee CWB are 

shown in Table 4-3.The determination coefficient R2 of Model 1 is 0.046, which means that 

Controlled Variable can explain 4.6% of OCB, and the adjusted R2 value is 0.015. In Model 1, 

the F value is 1.475, p=0.189, which is not significant. Indicates that the regression is invalid. 

Model 2 introduces Leader-Member Exchange, and the coefficient R2 is increased to 0.064, 

which indicates that 6.4% of Organizational Citizenship Behavior can be explained. After 

adjustment, the value of R2 is 0.028, and the interpretation ability of the model is improved.The 

F value is 1.779, reaching a significant level of margin, indicating that the overall regression is 

more effective.The data results show that Leader-Member Exchange and employee 

Counterproductive Work Behavior have a significant negative impact on the edge (β=-0.143, 

p=0.063). 

Table 4-3 Leader-Member Exchange Regression Analysis of Employee CWB 

 Model 1 Model 2 

 β P β P 
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 Model 1 Model 2 

(constant) 
 .000  .000 

GENDER -.129 .096 -.134 .082 

AGE -.049 .581 -.076 .393 

NATURE -.153 .059 -.130 .109 

EDUCATION -.031 .738 -.053 .567 

TIME .101 .213 .082 .313 

POSITION .027 .751 .066 .446 

LMX 
  -.143 .063 

R2 .046 .065 

Adjusted r2 .015 .028 

f value 1.475 1.779 

Significance of f 

value 

.189 .094 

Note: 1 The dependent variable is employee CWB; the predictive variables in Model 1 are gender, age, 

business nature, education level, working time, and post; the predictive variables in Model 2 are Controlled 

Variable and Leader-Member Exchange in Model 1.2β is the standard regression coefficient. 

Source: Author 

Conclusion 

In the organization, anti-production behavior caused by improper management exists more or 

less. The impact of anti-production behavior on the organization can be large or small, but it 

definitely has a negative impact on the organization. Some anti-production behaviors are 

dominant, and managers often find them in time to minimize their damage to the organization. 

However, a large number of employees' anti-production behaviors are quite hidden and difficult 

to be perceived by others. Such behaviors often do not cause too much immediate harm, but they 

are a hidden danger to the long-term healthy development of the organization. Significant 
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economic losses to the organization. Therefore, managers in an organization cannot be laissez-

faire because of the concealment or non-immediacy of anti-production behavior. Facing the anti-

production behavior within the organization, strengthening management, and actively taking 

measures are the key to solving the problem. This study provides a detailed analysis of the three 

main research variables of CPM leadership behavior, work values and anti-production behavior, 

which helps organizations or organizations to deepen their understanding and improve their 

leadership behavior and employee work ( Xiong et al. 2020). The importance of values is to open 

up new ideas for avoiding and reducing anti-production behaviors, and to provide some 

inspiration for the internal management of enterprises. In the organization, a good relationship 

between the superior and the subordinates has become a key factor in mobilizing the enthusiasm 

of employees, reducing employee turnover, and promoting the continuous achievement of 

organizations and enterprises. However, in the enterprise, when the manager formulates the 

system and deals with the enterprise problem, the different opinions or treatments given by the 

leaders to different employees may affect the enthusiasm of the employees, resulting in 

discouragement, boredom, reduced work efficiency and even anti-production behavior ( Shaffer 

et al. 2020).  
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