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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1.  Background of the Study 
Organizational commitment (OC) is the level at which workers identify themselves with the 

job of their organization (Habib, 2020), have a strong sense of belongingness in the organization 

(Meyer & Herscovich, 2001), and exert a lot of effort to stay a part of it (Hackett & Lapierre, 

2001). It denotes a desire to stick with a plan of action (Meyer & Allen, 2004), organizational 

loyalty (Ambali et al., 2011), and attachment (Meyer & Herscovich, 2001). Besides, it is an idea 

that encompasses employees' dedication to the institution's goals, their attempts to help the 

organization grow (Meyer & Allen, 1991), and their desire to remain an employee of the 

institution (Meyer & Herscovich, 2001; Hackett & Lapierre, 2001). 

 Employees that have a high degree of OC strongly believe in the organization's objectives 

and perform well to help the organization reach its targets (Alrowwad et al., 2019), whereas 

organizations with low levels of employee commitment will not be successful in fulfilling their 

objectives (Shahid & Azhar, 2013). In turn, this will foster a sense of work engagement, 

psychological attachment, and belongingness to the organization (Ambali et al., 2011). In a 

similar vein, Terzi (2015) claims that increased OC leads to enhanced organizational civic 

behavior, higher student success (Haftkhavani et al., 2012), increasing job satisfaction and 

teacher self-efficacy (Nazneen & Mohammed, 2017; Pan, 2023), decreased absenteeism, and a 

lower turnover rate (Zhu et al., 2022). The OC of teachers was also shown to be a significant 

predictor of teacher goal attainment and educational quality (Shagholi et al., 2011). Additionally, 

commitment has a direct effect on teaching and learning, academic accomplishment, and general 

well-being (Firestone, 1996; Park, 2005). There are various standards for determining an 

employee's OC, even if commitment has a subjective explanation that varies depending on the 

location, period, and person. These requirements include upholding the institution's objectives 

and principles, showing dedication to the organization, separating strongly from continued 

membership in it, identifying with it, and internalizing it (Ibicioglu, 2000, as cited in Yilmaz and 

Kilic, 2017). Based on the above description, OC has three dimensions. These dimensions 

comprise affective commitment (AC), continuance commitment (CC), and normative 

commitment (NC) (Meyer & Allen, 1997). 
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Employee OC is influenced by a variety of factors (Firestone & Pennel, 1993). Leadership 

behavior is one of many factors affecting employees' OC (Öztekin et al., 2015; Semela, 2004). In 

this study context, leadership behavior refers to actions that have a positive or negative effect on 

the performance of an organization (Akparep et al., 2019; Landis et al., 2014; Nuel et al., 2021; 

Yukl, 2012) and employees (Torlack & Kuzey, 2019; Xu et al., 2018).  

Destructive leadership behavior (DLB) is one of the leadership behaviors manifested by a 

leader or supervisor that has a bad effect on employees (Tepper, 2000; Zellars et al., 2002) and 

institutions (Thoroughgood et al., 2012). Destructive leadership is a wide, all-embracing idea 

covering a number of divergent types of wrong behaviors by leaders, managers, and supervisors 

in their work and duty as a leader/ manager and subordinate representative in an institution 

(Einarsen et al., 2017). In addition, it is bad behavior implanted in the process of leading an 

organization (Krasikova et al. 2013). It spreads covertly and unnoticed, equally influencing 

persons, groups, and eventually the entire institution (Vreja et al., 2016). Moreover, it ranges 

from the unpleasant (Bhandarker & Rai, 2018) to the unlawful (Lipman-Blumen, 2006). 

Destructive leadership can also extend from the hurtful (Mette, 2020) to the immoral and shady 

(Lipman-Blumen, 2006). Although destructive leadership can signify physical damage, it can 

also poison relationships, trustworthiness, and even institutional culture, ultimately leading to 

serious negative impacts on individuals and the institution (Holland, 2020).  

DLB has been linked to a broad spectrum of unethical, negative, manipulative, incompetent, 

tyrannical, fraudulent, abusive, deviant, or illegal behaviors and outcomes (Ryan et al., 2019). 

Considering the breadth of the behaviors used to describe destructive leaders, it appears clear 

that it is not a single type of leadership behavior but rather a collection of different types of 

destructive leadership behaviors (Aasland et al., 2010). Given this diversity of behaviors, the 

current study employed the broad concept of destructive leadership, which is described as 

"systematic and repeated behavior by a leader or manager that goes against the legitimate 

interests of the organization by undermining and/or sabotaging the organization's goals, tasks, 

resources, effectiveness, and subordinate motivation, well-being, or job satisfaction" (Einarsen et 

al., 2007). 

Destructive leaders ignore or actively obstruct goal achievement in the organization by, for 

instance, sabotaging subordinates' task execution, working toward targets other than the 
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nonverbal behaviors, excepting physical contact (Tepper, 2000). Workplace bullying is a kind of 

interpersonal aggression at work and continued negative action towards individuals that involves 

disrespect and simple rudeness, is characterized by the distinctive features of power imbalance, 

and creates a hostile work environment (Lutgan- Sandvik et al., 2007). According to Einarsen et 

al. (2017), the above concepts about abusive supervision and work place bullying are generally 

bound to leader behaviors directed towards subordinates, ignoring counterproductive leader 

behaviors against the institution itself. Nevertheless, leaders may abuse the institution, be it 

directly or indirectly (Einarsen et al., 2017).  

In light of the above ideas, DLB contains different types of leadership behavior focusing on 

the employee, the organization, or both (Einarsen et al., 2007; Einarsen et al., 2017). The DLB 

taxonomy presents four classifications of leadership behavior, three of which are actively 

destructive: tyrannical leadership (TL), derailed leadership (DL), and supportive-disloyal 

leadership (SL) behavior (Einarsen et al., 2007; Einarsen et al., 2017), and one of which is 

passive: laissez-faire leadership behavior (LL), which is placed in the middle of the destructive 

leadership behavior taxonomy. 

 In organizational climate research from the mid-1950s to 1990, 60% -75% of all 

employees typically reported that the worst aspect of their job was their immediate leader 

(Hogan et al., 1990, as cited in Schyns & Hansbrough, 2010). Tepper (2000, 2007) depicted 

supervisors behaving destructively towards their followers. Similarly, Aasland et al. (2010) 

demonstrated that leaders can be destructive towards the institution or both the followers and 

organizations. DLB leads to absenteeism, job stress, job dissatisfaction, and thoughts of quitting 

(Woestman & Wasonga, 2015). It also results in employee abuse, embezzlement, and ill 

treatment (Belanger, 2021). A survey study conducted on the Norwegian workforce indicated 

that DLB is not only harmful but also increasingly prevalent, and that 33.5 percent of employees 

had been exposed to one or more of the following destructive leadership behaviors on a regular 

basis or more in the previous 6 months: laissez-faire leadership behavior (21.2 percent), 

tyrannical leadership behavior (3.4 percent), supportive but disloyal leadership behavior (11.6 

percent), and derailed leadership behavior (8.8 percent) (Aasland et al., 2010). In addition, 

studies showed that a considerable number of employees were subjected to other kinds of DLB. 

Some of these include being instructed to perform work clearly below their level of capacity 
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(13.7 percent), having basic information but refusing to give it to them (7.4percent), being given 

jobs with difficult targets or deadlines (5.3 percent), and having one's ideas and views ignored 

(5.1percent), (Salin, 2005). 

The investigations of educational environments substantiate DLB operations in these 

circumstances and identify how they exhibited many of these implementations (Reyan et al., 

2019). They identify some of the power dynamics at play and the outcomes for the safety and 

existence of individuals and schools as institutions (Reyan et al., 2019). Blasé and Blasé (2002, 

2006) and Blasé et al. (2008) focused attention on the important emotional, affective, or psycho-

social and the mutual upshot of DLB. The basic findings of Blasé and Blasé (2002) investigation 

were consistent with those from the businesses and other industrial institutions that depict similar 

kinds and patterns of DLB and similar damaging results. Additionally, regarding DLB, Blasé and 

Blasé (2002) found that followers define it as verbal or nonverbal abuse, unnecessary conducts, 

violations of norms of behaviors or individual benefits, conducts that target individuals and 

intend to harm, and where there is a power disparity between the abuser and the subordinates. 

The outcome of abusive treatment caused initial responses of shock and disorientation and 

feelings of indignity and isolation, with evidence of prolonged and serious harm to school 

relationships and decision-making. There were harmful psychological outcomes like persistent 

fear, anxiety, anger, and depression (Blase & Blase, 2002). Because of the nature of schools and 

school employees, a distinctive outcome for teachers was a sense of being cornered in the 

absence of any actual means of either compensating for or getting free from the situation (Ryan 

et al., 2019). 

Teacher mistreatment is a common problem in schools, with alarmingly negative 

consequences for teachers as professionals and as people, and it extends directly into classrooms, 

severely limiting and even destroying opportunities for effective teaching and learning. 

Furthermore, destructive leadership has been found to range from depriving teachers of resources 

to sabotage and public criticism, and, in its most aggressive forms, from eruptive and bullying 

behaviors to forcibly dismissing teachers. Some teachers want to leave the profession; those who 

stay exist in silence and suffer; rely on other extrinsic or intrinsic motivations that keep them in 

the profession at the expense of organizational productivity; or face adversity with courage, 

professional integrity, and ingenuity (Blase & Blasé, 2002).  
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This study will rely on Einarsen and his colleagues' DLB model (Einarsen et al., 2007) 

and Meyer and Allen's tridimensional OC model (Meyer & Allen, 1997). Einarsen and his 

colleagues developed the DLB model in 2007. The model is grounded on three assumptions 

(Einarsen et al., 2007). The first one is those mainly directed at subordinates and those mainly 

directed at the organization. Secondary, something based on the assumption that a leader's 

behavior toward both subordinates and organizations can range from being highly pro to being 

highly anti. According to them, leadership behavior in the subordinate dimension ranges from 

anti-subordinate to pro-subordinate. Anti-subordinate leadership behavior illegally undermines 

or sabotages subordinate motivation, well-being, or job satisfaction and includes subordinate 

harassment and ill treatment (Einarsen et al., 2007; Einarsen et al., 2017). On the contrary, pro-

subordinate leadership behavior promotes employee inspiration, well-being, and job satisfaction 

by embracing, caring for, and assisting them consistent with organizational policies. Anti-

organizational leadership behavior is also defined as negative workplace behavior directed at the 

organization (Einarsen et al., 2007). Moreover, pro-organization leadership behavior includes 

working to achieve the organization's goals, setting simple objectives, making or supporting 

strategic decisions, and implementing legal organizational change. Based on their model, anti-

organizational leadership behavior differs from pro-organizational behavior in that the former 

violates the legal interests of the organization whether by working contrary to the organization's 

goals, values, and optimal use of resources, by stealing from the organization, sabotaging the 

institution's goals, or even by engaging in corruption (Einarsen et al., 2007; Einarsen et al., 

2017). Finally, by combining the two dimensions, it generates four quadrants of leadership 

behavior with a distinct mix of destructive and constructive leadership behaviors, assuming that 

leaders are not always good or bad, but may exhibit a mix of both (Einarsen et al., 2007). 

According to the model's logic, a leader or manager can be considered constructive or pro on one 

of the two dimensions while acting in ways that harm the legitimate interests of the organization 

(anti).  

TL behavior is the first of the four quadrants of the DLB model. It is anti-subordinate as well 

as pro-organizational (Einarsen et al., 2007). It may carry out his or her responsibilities to the 

organization properly, but it may achieve its objectives at the expense or disadvantage of 

employees. The most common manifestations of tyrannical supervisors, according to them, are 
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CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITRATURE 

2.1. Organizational Commitment 

OC is a driving force that binds people to a certain course of action and can be 

accompanied by a range of mind sets that influence behavior (Meyer & Herscovich, 2001). 

Meyer and Allen (1997) describe OC as an employee's loyalty and readiness to collaborate with 

the organization in order to attain its objectives. OC is a mental state that characterizes an 

employee's relationship with the organization and influences the decision to remain or leave the 

organization (Meyer & Allen, 1993). Additionally, OC is a concept that encourages adherents to 

embrace the objectives and goals of the organization, staff members' efforts to improve the 

organization, and their hopes to maintain their employment with the organization (Yilmaz & 

Kilic, 2017). It is also viewed as a significant aspect in boosting organizational performance, 

lowering absenteeism, and decreasing turnover (Herera & Heras Rosas, 2021). Moreover, OC 

denotes a more active level of staff commitment to the company (Habib, 2020). It is also the 

intent to follow through on a plan of action (Meyer & Allen, 2004). They claim that 

organizations frequently try to instill commitment in their employees in order to create stability 

and prevent costly turnover. It is widely assumed that committed individuals will work harder 

and are more inclined to go the additional mile to achieve organizational goals (Meyer & Allen, 

2004). 

Workers with a high level of OC passionately believe in the organization's aims and work 

hard to attain organizational effectiveness (Alrowwad et al., 2019), whereas organizations with 

low levels of employee commitment will fail to meet their goals (Shahid & Azhar, 2013). 

Workers with a job commitment can minimize the organization's intention to turnover, and firms 

that can produce this form of commitment among their employees can save on recruitment 

expenditures. Companies who are unable to develop committed personnel, on the other hand, 

will incur significant costs due to high staff turnover. Meyer & Allen (1997) discovered that high 

OC has both individual and organizational benefits, including minimal work withdrawal, high 

performance, reducing absenteeism, and decreased delayed work. Nazneen and Mohammad 
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performance, optimistic outlooks, and a willingness to stay with the firm (Meyer & Allen, 1997). 

Additionally, AC has a higher impact on behavior than CC or NC (Meyer & Herscovich, 2001). 

AC of employee has also a significant effect on employee job performance (Jakada et al., 2019). 

Several studies have found that employees' AC has a significant impact on organizational 

citizenship behavior and organizational performance (Afandi, 2018). AC is connected with 

unfavorable outcomes such as absenteeism, turnover, organizational citizenship behavior, and 

work performance (Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001). On the other hand, another study found that the 

AC dimension has no effect on job satisfaction (Yilmaz & Kilic, 2017). Besides, Nazneen and 

Mohammed (2017) explained that employees have moderate AC, which has no significant 

association with job satisfaction. 

2.2.2. Continuance Commitment 

CC is the assumption that if a person leaves an organization, he or she will lose any financial 

or social benefits gained as a result of providing labor, time, and effort (Meyer & Allen, 1997). 

The term CC refers to circumstances in which leaving an organization would be more expensive 

or impossible (Yilmaz & Kilic, 2017). A worker who is instrumentally committed to an 

institution is dedicated to the demands of the organization as well as his or her work (Yilmaz & 

Kilic, 2017). According to Meyer and Allen's (1991) research, employee retention commitment 

is influenced by the costs of leaving the organization. Tolentino (2013) claimed that CC is cost-

based. Tolentino went on to say that in a CC, a subordinate's allegiance is based on the benefits 

(gains) they have gotten from the institution. Furthermore, Tolentino said that in a continuity 

commitment, followers overwhelmingly choose to stay in the organization in order to keep perks 

such as seniority, salary, and social benefits. 

CC has a strong impact on the effective and efficient functioning of an organization (Meyer 

& Herscovich, 2001). There is also a significant relationship between CC and organizational 

performance. In addition, CC has a positive effect on employee performance (Suleman & Ilies, 

2000). It is also a significant predictor of organizational performance (Gilber & Konya, 2020). 

Likewise, Jakada et al. (2019) revealed that CC of employee has a significant effect on employee 

job performance. Moreover, CC develops as staff members tighten their ties to the organization 

based on what they gain in return for their efforts and what they would lose if they left (such as 
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money, benefits, and associations) (Yilmaz & Kilic, 2017). Only when they surpass their grant 

expectations do these employees produce their best work (Meyer & Allen, 1997). According to 

Nazneen and Mohammed (2017), employees have moderate CC, and it has a positive 

relationship with employee job satisfaction. On the other hand, there is no significant 

relationship between CC and organizational cynicism (Khan et al., 2016). There was a negative 

association between CC and job satisfaction of teachers (Yilmaz & Klici, 2017).  It also has no 

significant association with organizational climate (Sarbessa, 2014).  

2.2.3. Normative Commitment 

NC is described as an employee's sense of duty to remain with her or his organization 

(Meyer & Allen, 1991). The NC is based on feelings of obligation and is measured by the 

employee's feelings about staying to work for the organization (Yilmaz & Kilic, 2017). NC is a 

measure of how well an employee's beliefs and values match the organization's fundamental 

ideals (Tolentino, 2013). NC occurs when workers stay with a company based on societal 

expectations or expected behavioral standards (Yilmaz & Kilic, 2017). These workers are 

characterized by formality, deference, and caution. Another way to put NC is as a psychological 

contract between employers and workers (Meyer and Allen, 1997). According to their findings, 

the level of NC may vary depending on the subordinates' social, familial, cultural, and personal 

development. Moreover, NC is the commitment that emerges when employees feel a moral 

relationship to their organizations (Sow & Berete, 2016). 

NC has a detrimental impact on employee retention or turnover intention (Sow & Berete, 

2016). It has a significant positive effect on organizational citizenship behavior (Bakhshi et al., 

2011). Similarly, according to Bonds (2017), NC has a substantial impact on employee turnover 

intention. There is also a significant and positive relationship between NC and job satisfaction 

(Yilmaz & Klici, 2017). Nazneen and Mohammed (2017), in a study conducted in Saudi Arabia 

at technical universities, explained that employees have a higher NC, which has a positive 

association with job satisfaction. However, NC has a negative and insignificant effect on 

organizational performance (Jakada et al., 2019). On the other hand, of the many factors 

impacting components of OC, leadership behavior is the most essential. It has the potential to 

boost or decrease employees' OC, contentment, and performance (Avey et al., 2011; Biswas, 
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2009; Cerit, 2010; and Vacchio et al., 2008). DLB is one of the negative leadership behaviors 

demonstrated by leaders that have a negative influence on employees and companies (Tepper, 

2000; Thoroughgood et al., 2012). Some features of DLB are described in greater detail below. 

2.3. The Conceptual Foundations of Destructive Leadership Behavior 

DLB is a leader's pattern of behavior that compromises the institution's legal interests by 

undermining the organization's goals, tasks, and resources, as well as its effectiveness and the 

motivation, well-being, or work satisfaction of followers (Einarsen et al., 2007; Einarsen et al., 

2017; Krasikova et al., 2013; Schyns & Hansbrough, 2010). Although DLB can harm people 

physically, it can also deteriorate interpersonal ties, trustworthiness, and even institutional 

culture, which can have major adverse effects on people and the institution as a whole (Holland, 

2020). A destructive leader could hunt for extraneous ambitions and purposes that might be at 

odds with those of the institution itself, poisoning the workplace in the process (Gallus et al., 

2013). This can indicate that the institution's organizational goals and objectives are not met 

(Krasikova et al., 2013). Furthermore, bad leadership practices that are ingrained in the process 

of running an institution are considered as DLB (Krasikova et al., 2013). It disseminates 

discreetly and covertly, equally affecting individuals, groups, and eventually the entire institution 

(Vreja et al., 2016). DLB is ranging from the bad (Bhandarker & Rai, 2018) to unlawful 

(Lipman-Blumen, 2006). Moreover, DLB can extend from the sober (Mette, 2020) to the 

unethical and dubious (Lipman-Blumen, 2006). It might function in opposition to institutional 

objectives and goals or use current institutional objectives and goals to the leader's satisfaction 

(Winn & Dykes, 2019).  

The idea of DLB is composed of four main concepts (Aasland et al., 2010; Einarsen et al., 

2007, 2017; and Schyns & Hansbrough, 2010). First, DLB is a comprehensive idea. According 

to them, the concept of DLB includes actions taken in two areas, namely those taken against 

individuals and those taken against the institution as a whole. By destroying tasks, resources, and 

objectives, it could harm the institution's effectiveness as well as the workers' health, inspiration, 

and safety (Einarsen et al., 2007). Additionally, its definition of DLB encompasses all physical 

and verbal behavior, unlike Tepper's (2000) definition of abusive supervision. DLB may also 

include indirect and passive acts in addition to aggressive and apparent ones (Einarsen et al., 
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2007). Lim & Suh (2022) state that a manager who neglects to protect an employee's welfare, for 

example, in a workplace with possible safety concerns is committing a passive physical-indirect 

act. They went on to say that a leader's failure to provide critical information or feedback to a 

subordinate may result in passive-verbal, indirect behavior. From the other angle, Krasikova et 

al. (2013) revealed that counterproductive workplace behavior like stealing organizational 

resources should not be considered DLB. They explained that even though those behaviors are 

harmful, they have no influence on the process of leading. Besides, Krasikova et al. (2013) 

believed that DLB is manifested by identifying destructive goals and encouraging followers to 

pursue destructive goals that undermine the legal rights of organizations, and when leaders use 

destructive leadership methods or styles to achieve organizational goals. 

Second, DLB excluded isolated misbehavior (Einarsen et al., 2007; 2017). They defined 

destructive leadership as behaviors that are repeated and systematic (Aasland et al., 2010; 

Einarsen, 2007). As a result, the concept overlooks occasional bad behavior, such as an 

unjustifiable out-of-character rage outburst (Einarsen et al., 2007, 2017; Tepper, 2000, 20007). 

On this point, academics adhere to the European research tradition on bullying in the workplace, 

which emphasizes that for an activity, interaction, or process to be labeled as bullying, it must 

occur frequently (for example, once a week) and repeatedly (for example, over the course of 

about six months) (Einarsen et al., 2013). Notable signals can be found when focusing on 

systematic and recurring activities. Leaders occasionally make wrong choices or simply have a 

bad work day, and this is something that must be accepted. DLB can only be applied when it is 

systematic and repeated. Therefore, according to Einarsen (2007), it is only when leaders act 

aggressively against subordinates regularly or make mistakes repeatedly and systematically that 

they may be said to DLB. The emphasis on recurring and systematic behavior precludes any 

potentially incidental and thus isolated behavior from the meaning (Einarsen et al., 2007, 2017). 

Tepper (2000), who bases his definition of abusive supervision on repeated instances of 

unfavorable behavior, supports such a standard as well. 

Third, DLB may not intend to cause harm. Many researchers (Ma, Karri, & Chittipeddi, 

2004) do not explicitly state whether the intention to harm is included in their concept of DLB, 

whereas others explicitly exclude unintentional conduct from their concept of DLB. Krasikova et 

al. (2013) considered destructive leadership a volitional leadership behavior that cause or intends 
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existence. The organization's aim is attained by surrendering its interests. For example, if a 

company has a strong reputation for product safety, a leader who inspires their followers to 

distribute dangerous goods in order to increase sales has supported the pursuit of a harmful 

objective.  

The second sign of DLB, according to Einarsen and his coworkers, occurs when a leader 

exerts pressure on followers to achieve goals, whether or not those goals are harmful to the 

institution, by using harmful acts (verbal or nonverbal) (i.e., uses DLB). When a harmful leader 

pushes subordinates to achieve organizational goals by damaging acts, this is an example of 

negative leadership behavior. The organizational goals could be beneficial or harmful for the 

organization's legal interests, but the destructive leader used destructive actions to achieve them. 

Krasikova et al. (2013) described such manifestations of DLB as the employment of destructive 

leadership styles to influence followers in the pursuit of organizational goals, which is harmful to 

the organization (i.e., uses a destructive leadership style). For example, even when a leader is 

pursuing a goal that the organization supports, this leader has employed DLB actions (verbal or 

nonverbal) to force followers to place an emphasis on increased product safety. A leader who 

bullies employees to get them to focus on improving product safety, for instance, has employed a 

destructive leadership style, even though this leader is pursuing an organization-endorsed goal. 

2.5. Dimensions of Destructive Leadership Behavior  

The DLB model was established by Einarsen and his work associates (Einarsen et al., 

2007). It is based on three presumptions. First, it assumes that there are two basic types of DLBs: 

those that are primarily directed at subordinates and those that are primarily directed at the 

organization. Second, something predicated on the notion that a leader's actions could range from 

being strongly pro to strongly anti on both dimensions. Third, it assumes that leaders are not 

always good or bad but may display a conglomeration of behaviors by combining the two 

dimensions to produce four categories of leadership behavior with various mixes of destructive 

and constructive leadership activity (Aasland et al., 2010; Einarsen et al., 2007, 2017; Schyns & 

Hansbrough, 2010). According to the model's logic, a leader can be perceived positively on one 

of the two dimensions (pro), while acting illegally in the best interests of the organization on the 

other (anti). This viewpoint provides a complete view of how leaders act destructively.  
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There are three fundamental types of destructive leadership in the model, each of which 

involves the leader performing negatively across at least one dimension (Aasland et al., 2010; 

Einarsen et al., 2007; Schyns & Hansbrough, 2010). SL behavior (pro-subordinate paired with 

anti-organizational behavior), TL behavior (pro-organization combined with anti-subordinate 

behavior), and DL behavior (anti-subordinate combined with anti-organizational behavior) 

(Einarsen et al., 2007). The model also includes a category for LL behavior, which refers to the 

leader's avoidance of meeting the reasonable expectations that are inherent in the role of a leader, 

making them passive in both directions (Aasland et al., 2010; Einarsen et al., 2017; Schyns & 

Hansbrough, 2010). 

Fig. 2. A model of DLB (adapted from Einarsen et al., 2007). 

 

 

SL behavior                                         Constructive leadership  

 

    DL behavior                                                 TL behavior                                                    

                                                                                  

 

2.5.1. Tyrannical Leadership Behavior 

TL behavior manifested when a leader combines pro-organizational and anti-subordinate 

behaviors. Being pro-organizational, these leaders may behave per the legitimate goals, tasks, 

and strategies of the organization. However, they frequently get results at the cost of 

subordinates, not through their willing cooperation (Aasland et al., 2010; Einarsen et al., 2007, 

2017). Being anti-subordinate, tyrannical leaders manipulate, humiliate, and intimidate 

subordinates to get the work done (Einarsen et al 2017). As a result, what upper management 

may perceive as a leader's efficient focus on task completion, subordinates may perceive as 

Pro- subordinate 

LL behavior Pro- organization Anti-organization 

Anti-subordinate 
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supervisors openly humiliate employees, they feel the highest level of anger and are 

disenfranchised. According to Harris et al. (2013), abusive leadership or TL behavior leads to the 

highest level of followers' frustration and declining feelings of institutional support. Based on the 

works of Schwepker & Schultz (2015) the anti-subordinate parts of tyrannical supervision 

influenced the turnover intention and OC of followers. Furthermore, TL behavior has a negative 

effect on employee commitment (Goshu, 2022). TL behavior has a significant effect on 

employee turnover intention (Hyson, 2016). Additionally, TL behavior has a significant 

influence on employee work performance and work withdrawal (Ahmad et al., 2022). There is 

also a negative relationship between TL behavior and teacher commitment (Goshu, 2022). 

Contrary to the negative effect TL behavior has on employees and the organization, some studies 

explain that it has a positive effect on employees and the organization. For example, according to 

Zhang et al. (2014), abusive leadership rarely produces positive outcomes, such as the urge to 

produce supplementary force and inspiration to cure the situation. There is some overlap between 

the anti- subordinate aspects of both tyrannical and derailed leadership behaviors. 

2.5.2. Derailed Leadership Behavior 

DL behavior aims to demonstrate anti-organizational and anti-subordinate leadership 

acts. According to Aryee et al. (2007), these leaders engage in anti-organizational leadership 

behaviors like absenteeism, work withdrawal, shirking, committing fraud, or otherwise stealing 

resources (whether they be financial, time, or material from the organization). They also engage 

in anti-subordinate behaviors such as bullying, humiliation, manipulation, and deceit (Aasland et 

al., 2010; Einarsen et al., 2007, 2017). By acting against organizational goals and simultaneously 

undermining or sabotaging followers, derailment leaders operate against the organizations' 

legitimate interests. As a result, the leaders may have come out as abusive toward the 

organization as well as their subordinates. DL, in the words of Einarsen et al. (2007), refers to 

supervisory actions that obstruct both the institution and the followers. The associated leadership 

behavior includes deceit, fraud, and, more crucially, bullying, dishonesty, and leadership 

undermining against subordinates (Aasland et al., 2010). Furthermore, negative personality traits 

or deviant behaviors like narcissism, Machiavellianism, and psychopathy are harmful to the 

organization and its personnel. Psychopaths had low levels of consciousness (Paulhus & 

Williams, 2002). It had an impact on organizational productivity and was more widespread in 
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civil and financial service entities (Boddy, 2010). It is characterized by extreme impulsivity, 

thrill-seeking behavior, limited empathy, a lack of loyalty, and irresponsibility (Boddy, 2010). 

Narcissists are self-centered and always focus on themselves, not paying attention to social or 

organizational concerns around them, and may even engage in anti-social behavior (Wu et al., 

2019). There had a minor positive correlation with cognitive capacity (Paulhus & Williams, 

2002). Narcissism is characterized by dominance, expressionism, and exploitation, as well as 

superiority and entitlement (Lee & Ashton, 2005). Machiavellianism adopts techniques that 

promote self-interest, including deception, charm, and emotional detachment to manipulate and 

exploit social and interpersonal connections to their own objectives (Jakobwitz & Egan, 2005). It 

is characterized by self-interest, selfishness, brutality, a lack of empathy, and interpersonal 

manipulation (Furtner et al., 2011). They have little consciousness (Paulhus & Williams, 2002). 

The organizations as well as subordinates suffer from all of the aforementioned leadership 

actions.  

The destructive nature of derailed leaders springs up from the utilization of authoritarian 

means under convenient conditions (Marshal et al., 2013). As described, supervisors who have 

such a leading style behave to deceive and overpower employees, in preference to empowering 

them. According to Ertureten et al. (2013), the presence of transactional or transformational 

leadership types in a workplace reduced the frequency of leadership bullying, whereas a more 

authoritarian leadership type increased the frequency. According to Zona et al. (2013), when 

organizations improve their ethical climate, leaders reduce detrimental behaviors and accelerate 

subordinates' work. Based on the works of Gamian-Wilk (2013) on the sides of anti-

subordinates, DL behavior comprises physical intimidation, workplace bullying, ostracism, and 

assigning unmanageable workloads.  Zabrodska and Kyeton (2013) demonstrated in their work 

that DL behaviors are one component of an organizational situation that emphasizes bullying. 

Decoster et al. (2013) discovered that negative leadership behaviors, such as DL, impair a 

leader's ability to help or motivate others aside from self-interest and reduce employee job 

satisfaction. Ertureten et al. (2013) showed that declining mobbing acts were significantly related 

to decrease CC, higher turnover, and declining job satisfaction. According to Kammeyer-Mueller 

et al. (2013), these leadership behaviors reduce the emotional levels at which subordinates hold 

on to their organization and elevate subordinates' turnover desires. In addition, DL behavior has 
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then promoting the possibility of more destructive leaders (Padilla, 2007). It also usually 

attributes toxic cultures to a lack of trust among colleagues.  

Lastly, with follower-DLB, the leader uses abusive forms of DLB. Destructive leaders may 

also micromanage and/or over control work, provide unclear expectations, and may be unable to 

develop and inspire followers (Erickson et al., 2015). To this end, they added that destructive 

leaders may play games that are most liked, tell people only what they want to hear, and even 

bully others. Destructive leaders may also have an enormous influence on the existence of 

employees outside the workplace (Jha & Jha, 2015). Such upshots typically comprise stress-

related issues, such as insomnia, bad dreams, general fatigue, and loss of concentration (Webster 

et al., 2016). Subordinates with destructive leaders usually end up detesting their jobs and 

dreading going to work (Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007). They can feel disrespect for the people 

who hired them, which can then lead to an overall devaluing of their view of the organization 

(Shuck et al., 2015). The victims of DLB usually feel unhappy about their work-life balance and 

have work consume all of their thoughts and private time (Erickson et al., 2015). Enlarged 

political behavior, cronyism, and nepotism become the norm. Such behavior, by nature, is 

usually directed at the execution of self-serving, individual goals rather than goals that promote 

the overall, long-term profitability and sustainability of the organization (Erickson et al., 2015). 

In addition, on a personal level, DLB is likely to have many negative consequences (Rose et al., 

2015). Subordinates can have more negative attitudes toward the leader. This can cause 

subordinates to resist the leader's attempts at influencing their work behaviors, resulting in lower 

levels of job satisfaction (Rose et al., 2015), and increasing the possibility of an employee 

withdrawing from the company (Erickson et al., 2015; Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007). Tepper 

(2000) and Webster et al. (2016) clarified that DLB is associated with increased negative 

feelings, such as anger, irritation, or bitterness. It increases the level of psychological stress 

experienced by subordinates. This often leads to an overall deterioration of employee 

performance and wellbeing (Tepper, 2000).  

Coupled with the above points, there has been a lot of research explaining how leadership 

behavior and employees' OC are strongly correlated (Agarwal et al., 1999; and Lok et al., 1999). 

Destructive leadership is one of the behaviors exhibited by leaders. It can have a broad impact on 

employee OC (Webster et al., 2016). DLB has an effect on job satisfaction, work motivation, and 
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CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.1. Research Paradigm            

This study was designed to examine whether DLB by principals are prevalent and what 

effects they have on teachers' OC in secondary schools in the Amhara regional state. A pragmatic 

paradigm was used in the research. Pragmatism is seen as a theoretical and philosophical 

foundation for mixed research and advocates the use of mixed research as opposed to adhering to 

only one (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Mertens, 2015). It disapproves of the position of the two 

extreme opposing viewpoints (subjectivist and objectivist) and also does not adhere to any 

specific philosophy or way of viewing reality (Creswell & Poth, 2018; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 

2009). They explained that it helped the researcher examine the problem by using a variety of 

techniques for gathering and analyzing data. Furthermore, pragmatism gives the researcher the 

freedom to select the research's approaches and designs in a way that best serves the research 

problem (Johnson & Christensen, 2020). It was also an appropriate worldview to apply both 

qualitative and quantitative approaches to investigating the prevalence of DLB among principals 

and its effect on teachers' OC in secondary schools in the Amhara regional state. Thus, 

pragmatism was a suitable paradigm to employ in this study. 

3.2. Research Approach  

In order to examine the prevalence of DLB among principals and its effect on teachers' 

OC in secondary schools in the Amhara regional state, the study employed a mixed research 

approach. A mixed research approach helped to have a more complete and comprehensive 

understanding of a problem than a single approaches (Cohen et al., 2018). The approach also 

contributed to a better understanding of the prevalence of DLB among principals and its impact 

on teachers' OC in secondary schools in the Amhara regional state by incorporating both 

qualitative and quantitative data or by using one method to improve understanding of, better 

explain, or build on the findings of the other method and fostering the synergy and strength that 

exists between quantitative and qualitative methods (Gay et al., 2012). Besides, it contributed to 
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Table 1 

Population Size 

N
o. 

Name of 
Zonal/City 
administration 

Number 
of 
woredas 

Number of 
secondary 
schools 

Number of teachers Number of 
principals  

M  F  T M  F Tota
l  

1 East Gojjam 19 72 3901 1301 5202 135 9 144 
2 Bahir Dar 6 21 935 414 1349 34 8 42 
3 Debre Markos 4 5 306 189 495 12 2 14 
4 South Wollo 24 67 3964 1022 4986 117 1 118 
5 South Gondar 14 63 3251 1102 4353 134 9 143 
6 Awi  12 46 2624 881 3505 87 6 93 
7 Dessie city 5 12 529 189 718 22 - 22 
8 Gondar city 6 17 643 454 1097 39 1 40 
9 Central Gondar 15 51 2227 1168 3395 96 3 99 

10 West Gojjam 16 71 4339 1464 5803 142 9 151 
11 West Gondar 5 10 350 130 480 18 - 18 
12 Oromo 7 21 622 155 777 30 1 31 
13 North Gondar 7 18 696 369 1065 33 2 35 
14 North Shoa 23 59 2800 1088 3888 106 11 117 
15 North Wollo 13 50 2085 661 2746 88 1 89 
16 Waghimra 6 20 594 223 817 594 223 817 
17 Wolqait/T/S/H 6 23 328 137 465 28 - 28 
18 Kombolcha city 4 3 248 1106 354 9 - 9 
19 Debire Birhan  5 11 393 192 585 20 1 21 
20 Debre Tabor 3 6 372 154 526 11 - 11 

21 Woldiya City 3 4 221 73 294 8 - 8 
Total 203 650 31428 11472 42900 1324 136 1460 

Source. BoE (2023) 

3.4.2. Sample Size 

To determine the sample size, different formulas appropriate for determining the sample 

size were employed. Cochran (1977) developed the two formulas for determining a 

representative sample for proportions and the final sample size. The Cochran's formula, which is 
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technique from such a hierarchically structured population environment may nest some segments 

of the population unnecessarily and affect the relevance of the conclusion to be drawn. It was 

also chosen because it is suitable and flexible for performing extensive research across a wide 

geographic area (Cohen et al., 2018; Kothari, 2004). Furthermore, due to the fact that its sample 

frame is built in groups or strata, it is an appropriate sampling technique that allows sampling a 

large number of population in phases with different proportions (Cohen et al., 2018). Those 

stages included zonal administrations, woredas, and schools, from which participants (teachers) 

were directly selected. Therefore, to select zones and city administrations from the region, a 

simple random sampling was used. Because, a simple random sampling technique allowed the 

researcher to offer an equal chance to all zones and helped get a representative sample from the 

region. Thus, three zones, East Gojjam zone, South Gondar zone, and South Wollo zone; and 

two city administrations, Debre Markos city and Bahir Dar city, were selected using simple 

random sampling (lottery). The same method was used to select woredas and sub cities from 

zones and city administrations. As a result, from zones and city administrations, four woredas 

and two sub-cities, respectively, were chosen using the same technique. Moreover, the same 

sampling was used to select secondary schools. Consequently, out of 650 secondary schools in 

the region, 26 were involved in the study. Furthermore, proportionate stratified random sampling 

was employed to select respondents in all secondary schools. It was carried out to ensure an even 

geographical distribution and representativeness of respondents in the entire schools studied. It 

was also taken into consideration how many teachers were male and female. The strata of 

schools were framed depending on zone and city administrations, from each of which 

representative samples of woreda and schools were chosen by using the simple random sampling 

method. As a result, out of the 42,900 secondary school teachers in Amhara regional state, as the 

sampling procedures were taken in three phases, eventually 1257 teachers who were employed 

within the past six months were chosen as the true sample size using the proportionate stratified 

random sampling method after acquiring a random sample of schools. The design effect (D) 

reduced the sampling efficiency problem. Because the design effect (D) provides a correction for 

the loss of sampling efficiency resulting from the use of multi-stage stratified sampling instead of 

simple random sampling (Cochran, 1977). The length of employment was an aid in gathering 

evidence showing how repeatedly destructive the leadership behavior of school principals was. 
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This was done purposefully to get new ideas from the new research participants, since the main 

purpose of the qualitative data and result was to elaborate the quantitative data and results 

Table 3 

Key informants 

No Pseudonym   Gender 

 

Profession 
 

Experience  Qualification  

1  Daniel M Principal  36 MA 

2 Kebede M Principal  14 MA  

3 Tesfahun M  Principal  15 MSc  

4 Rahiel F  Principal  36 MA  

5  Dereje M  Principal  38 MA 

6 Tilahun M  Teacher 24 MA 

7 Tirsit F Teacher  36 BA Degree 

8 Taye M Teacher 28 BA Degree 

9 Tsigie F Teacher  38 BA Degree 

10 Hiwot F Teacher  14 BA Degree 

3.5. Data Collecting Instruments 

3.5.1. Questionnaires 

In this research, the Destructive Leadership Scale (DLS), developed by Einarsen et al. 

(2002), was employed to collect data about TL behavior, DL behavior, SL behavior, and the LL 

behavior dimension of DLB. It was an instrument widely used to measure the dimensions of 

DLB in organizations (Aasland et al., 2010; Hayson, 2016). Moreover, to measure teachers' OC 

level, the Organizational Commitment Scale (OCS), developed by Meyer et al. (1993), was 

employed. The OC scale is the key to scientific research on the OC of employees. It is also the 

most accepted tool to measure OC (Meyer et al., 1993).  
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3.8. Assumptions 

The first assumption examined was multicollinearity, which arises when independent 

variables are highly correlated, i.e., greater than .9 (Cohen et al., 2018; Pallant, 2010). To assess 

this, tolerance and Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) were used as the primary indicators. A 

tolerance value close to zero (less than .10) suggests a potential multicollinearity problem, while 

a VIF value greater than 10 indicates a high concern for multicollinearity. The data for the 

independent variables, namely DLB; tolerance = 1.00, VIF = 1.00; TL behavior tolerance = .57, 

VIF = 1.75; DL behavior; tolerance = .306, VIF = 3.065; SL leadership behavior; tolerance = 

.42, VIF = 2.379; and LL behavior; tolerance = .354, VIF = 2.82; all exhibited tolerances greater 

than .10 and VIF values below 10. These results indicated that there were no issues with 

multicollinearity among the independent variables, satisfying the assumption of 

multicollinearity. The following table indicates the tolerance and VIF number. 

Table 6 

Collinearity statistics of DLB and its dimensions 

No Variables  Tolerance number VIF number 

1 DLB 1.00 1.00 

2 TL behavior .57 1.75 

3 DL behavior .306 3.065 

4 SL behavior .42 2.379 

5 LL behavior .353 2.83 

Based on the above results, it can be concluded that the assumptions of multicollinearity 

were satisfied, ensuring the robustness of the data for further analysis using t-tests, MANOVA, 

correlation, and regression techniques. 

The second assumption examined was linearity. It was tested using a normal probability 

plot, where the data points should ideally fall along the diagonal line from bottom left to top right 

(Cohen et al., 2018; Pallant, 2010). The normal probability plot for the data in this study showed 

that the points almost aligned along a straight line, suggesting no significant deviation from 
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or people in positions of authority, maintaining people's anonymity, abstaining from dishonest 

behavior like hiding, fabricating, or inventing findings, and the credibility of the study. 
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leader combines pro-organizational and anti-subordinate behaviors. Being pro-organizational, 

these leaders may behave per the legitimate goals, tasks, and strategies of the organization. 

However, they frequently get results at the expense of subordinates, not through their willing 

cooperation (Aasland et al., 2010; Einarsen et al., 2007; 2017). Being anti-subordinate, tyrannical 

leaders manipulate, humiliate, and intimidate subordinates to get the work done (Einarsen et al., 

2017). TL behavior may achieve organizational objectives at the expense of subordinates 

motivation, satisfaction, and wellbeing. Different literature supports these arguments. For 

example, Einarsen et al. (2007) described a model of DLB in which the tyrannical supervisor 

may appropriately execute his or her duties to the organization, but it may attain organizational 

goals at the expense or disadvantage of employees. According to Tepper (2007), the most 

common manifestations of abusive supervisors, in this case tyrannical leaders, are bodiless 

behaviors in which the supervisor publicly ridicules, scapegoats, or takes credit for the work of 

employees. Hutchinson & Hurley (2013) also showed that this kind of DLB spoils the social 

climate of the institution and badly influences the quality of work (Sedivy-Benton et al., 2015). 

In an investigation conducted in Amhara regional state secondary schools, the mean 

value of TL behavior was found to be 2.11, SD =.72368, t (1107) = -19.680, at p<.05, which is 

lower than the population mean. The qualitative result of the study strengthened this result, 
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13 Most teachers do not feel any obligation to remain with their 

current school.  

     

14 Even if it were to their advantage, we do not feel it would be 

right to leave their school now. 

     

15 Most teachers would feel guilty if they left their school now.      

16 This school deserves their loyalty.      

17 Most teachers would not leave their school right now because 

they have a sense of obligation to the people in it. 

     

18 Most teachers owe a great deal to their school.      

                                            Thank you for your cooperation. 
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