~ A Service of
’. b Leibniz-Informationszentrum

.j B I l I Wirtschaft
) o o o Leibniz Information Centre
Make YOUT PUbllCCltlonS VZSlble. h for Economics ' '

Mebratie, Eshetu; Shanbel, Birhanu

Article
Identifying the prevalence of destructive leadership
behavior and its determinants in northwest Ethiopia

Cogent Business & Management

Provided in Cooperation with:
Taylor & Francis Group

Suggested Citation: Mebratie, Eshetu; Shanbel, Birhanu (2024) : Identifying the prevalence of
destructive leadership behavior and its determinants in northwest Ethiopia, Cogent Business &
Management, ISSN 2331-1975, Taylor & Francis, Abingdon, Vol. 11, Iss. 1, pp. 1-17,
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2024.2315696

This Version is available at:
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/326066

Standard-Nutzungsbedingungen: Terms of use:

Die Dokumente auf EconStor durfen zu eigenen wissenschaftlichen Documents in EconStor may be saved and copied for your personal
Zwecken und zum Privatgebrauch gespeichert und kopiert werden. and scholarly purposes.

Sie durfen die Dokumente nicht fiir 6ffentliche oder kommerzielle You are not to copy documents for public or commercial purposes, to
Zwecke vervielféltigen, 6ffentlich ausstellen, 6ffentlich zugénglich exhibit the documents publicly, to make them publicly available on the
machen, vertreiben oder anderweitig nutzen. internet, or to distribute or otherwise use the documents in public.
Sofern die Verfasser die Dokumente unter Open-Content-Lizenzen If the documents have been made available under an Open Content
(insbesondere CC-Lizenzen) zur Verfiigung gestellt haben sollten, Licence (especially Creative Commons Licences), you may exercise
gelten abweichend von diesen Nutzungsbedingungen die in der dort further usage rights as specified in the indicated licence.

genannten Lizenz gewahrten Nutzungsrechte.

-. https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
Mitglied der
WWW.ECOMSTOR.EU K@M 3
. J . Leibniz-Gemeinschaft


https://www.econstor.eu/
https://www.zbw.eu/
http://www.zbw.eu/
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2024.2315696%0A
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/326066
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.econstor.eu/
https://www.leibniz-gemeinschaft.de/

Taylor & Francis
C'.‘.'gent Tdyk‘}:&fmnm\(.r(mp

business .
LEbe LUl Cogent Business & Management

Rz ISSN: 2331-1975 (Online) Journal homepage: www.tandfonline.com/journals/oabm20

Identifying the prevalence of destructive
leadership behavior and its determinants in
northwest Ethiopia

Eshetu Mebratie & Birhanu Shanbel

To cite this article: Eshetu Mebratie & Birhanu Shanbel (2024) Identifying the prevalence of
destructive leadership behavior and its determinants in northwest Ethiopia, Cogent Business &
Management, 11:1, 2315696, DOI: 10.1080/23311975.2024.2315696

To link to this article: https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2024.2315696

8 © 2024 The Author(s). Published by Informa
UK Limited, trading as Taylor & Francis
Group

@ Published online: 17 Feb 2024.

\J
G/ Submit your article to this journal &

||I| Article views: 1569

A
& View related articles &'

View Crossmark data &'

f&] Citing articles: 1 View citing articles &

Full Terms & Conditions of access and use can be found at
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journallnformation?journalCode=oabm?20


https://www.tandfonline.com/journals/oabm20?src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/showCitFormats?doi=10.1080/23311975.2024.2315696
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2024.2315696
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=oabm20&show=instructions&src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=oabm20&show=instructions&src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/23311975.2024.2315696?src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/23311975.2024.2315696?src=pdf
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/23311975.2024.2315696&domain=pdf&date_stamp=17%20Feb%202024
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/23311975.2024.2315696&domain=pdf&date_stamp=17%20Feb%202024
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/citedby/10.1080/23311975.2024.2315696?src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/citedby/10.1080/23311975.2024.2315696?src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=oabm20

COGENT BUSINESS & MANAGEMENT
2024, VOL. 11, NO. 1, 2315696
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2024.2315696

MANAGEMENT | RESEARCH ARTICLE @ OPEN ACCESS ™ Check forupdtes |

Identifying the prevalence of destructive leadership behavior and
its determinants in northwest Ethiopia

Eshetu Mebratie and Birhanu Shanbel

College of Business and Economics, Injibara University, Injibara, Ethiopia

ABSTRACT

Destructive leadership behaviors and their effects on the organization have received little
attention in terms of research & theory development. As a result, the purpose of this
article is to investigate the prevalence and determinants of destructive leadership behavior
from the quantitative data collected through questionnaire. A total of 947 sample
employees were included in this study stratified sampling technique. Personal behavior,
ineffective decision, management incompetency, and political behavior have a positive
significance difference at p=0.01 after the data has been analyzed through factor analysis
and regression analysis. However, at the 1% significance level, the difference in political
behavior and negotiation problem is negative. On the other hand, poor communication
has a negative relationship with destructive leadership behavior, but it is statistically
insignificant at a 5% alpha level. According to the findings, ~65% of public-sector
employees in the Awi zone are susceptible to destructive leadership. In this case, the
researchers recommended that organizations intentionally and consistently need to
promote an environment in which employees feel free to speak up about leaders’ behavior
that they believe it violates not only their own but also the organization’s values.

IMPACT STATEMENT

For the success of any organization, good leaders are needed; but a mere focus on those
good leadership traits is not enough to get the organization more effective and efficient.
So, this study is intended to show the prevalence of destructive eadership and
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contributing factors in target public organizations. It is founded that Leaders may behave
destructively for a variety of reasons, be it their personality, incompetence, inability to
negotiate, perceived injustice or threat to their identity, ineffective decision-making,
financial reasons, low organizational identification, Political behavior etc.

1. Introduction

Most academicians, organizations, and managers have traditionally sought to improve organizational perfor-
mance through the study of good, effective, visionary, and charismatic leadership, according to Burke et al.
(2006). Understanding and avoiding destructive leadership, on the other hand, may be just as important, if not
more so, than understanding and improving positive aspects of leadership (Ashforth, 1987).

Several authors and academics have recently called for a more in-depth examination of the characteristics
and outcomes associated with such destructive leadership behavior by exploring it as a ‘dark side’ of leadership
to contribute to a better understanding of leadership effectiveness and development (Einarsen et al,, 2010).
Those researchers and scholars clearly support the idea that destructive leadership is widespread in the work-
place and is not limited to the absence of effective leadership behavior (Kelloway et al., 2006).

Different researchers have proposed several concepts that arguably fall within the domain of destruc-
tive leadership that is directed at subordinates, such as ‘abusive supervisors’ (Hornstein, 2016; Tepper,
2000), ‘health endangering leaders’ (Kile, 1990) as cited in the works of Tran et al. (2014), ‘petty tyrants’
(Ashforth, 1987), ‘bullies’ (Brodsky, 1976).
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According to Tran et al. (2014), destructive leadership is defined as a leader’s, supervisor’s, or manag-
er's systematic and repeated behavior that undermines and/or sabotages the organization’s goals, tasks,
resources, and effectiveness, as well as the motivation, well-being, or job satisfaction of subordinates.
Destructive leaders may make repeated errors and/or act aggressively toward subordinates through sab-
otage, theft, and corruption (Kelloway et al., 2006).

Therefore, a focus that is just on a leader’s aggressive behavior (Hubert and van Veldhoven, 2001; or
abusive supervision alone) or a focus that is overly narrowed (Tepper, 2007) may only provide a partial
view of the multifaceted phenomena of destructive leadership. Destructive leadership is not something
that exists apart from constructive leadership but is an integrated part of the behavioral toolbox of
leaders, as evidenced by the moderate correlations that exist between the various forms of destructive
leadership behavior and constructive leadership behavior.

An English research on manager harassment led to a similar outcome. Of the 72 supervisors rated by
subordinates, only 11.1% were exclusively viewed as ‘tough managers, whereas 9.7% of the managers
were only viewed as ‘angels. About 28% of the managers in the same survey were classified as ‘tough
managers with supporters, ‘middle’s with victims, or ‘angels with victims'

Consequently, leaders exhibit both destructive and constructive behavior, using a variety of behaviors
and behavior combinations in response to various subordinates, each of whom may respond in a variety
of ways. This has ramifications for leadership research, which in the past has mostly seen leadership as
either being constructive or destructive, with the latter being an outlier. According to Duffy et al. (2002)
and Major et al., experiencing both constructive and destructive behavior from the same source may
have more disturbing consequences on the target than only being exposed to destructive behavior.

Given the diversity of notions used to define destructive leaders, it is obvious that this form of lead-
ership encompasses a variety of behaviors rather than just one type. The present study makes use of the
broad concept of ‘destructive leadership, which is defined as ‘systematic and repeated behavior by a
leader, supervisor, or manager that violates the legitimate interest of the organization by undermining
and/or sabotaging the organization’s goals, tasks, resources, and effectiveness and/or the motivation,
well-being, or job satisfaction of subordinates’ (Einarsen et al., 2007, p. 208).

There are two main reasons for the growing interest in the dark side of leadership: First, there is the
question of the prevalence of and costs as a result of destructive leaders. While Aryee et al. (2004) con-
sider abusive supervision, as the one concept that has dominated empirical research in this area, as a
‘low base rate phenomenon’ (p. 394), other studies report a strong prevalence of destructive leader
behaviors in organizations. This case is similar to the context of Ethiopia.

The second reason for the interest in destructive leader behaviors stems from the findings that their
effects on individual followers are quite severe. A large variety of outcomes have been studied in relation
to destructive leadership behaviors. Examples include effects on job tension and emotional exhaustion
(e.g. Martinko et al., 2007), resistance behavior (e.g. Bamberger & Bacharach, 2006), deviant work behav-
ior (e.g. Zellars et al., 2002), reduced family well-being (e.g. Hoobler & Brass, 2006), and intention to quit
and job satisfaction (e.g. Tepper, 2000). Both prevalence rates and potential serious effects of destructive
leader behaviors make it a concept worthwhile of investigations.

Leadership researchers like Einarsen et al. (2007), Bass et al. (2003), and Birkland et al. (2008) argued
that the extent to which destructive leadership prevail have relationship with the cultural and societal
factors. Based on their argument, this study tries to investigate the prevalence of destructive leadership
behaviour in the target area. As a result, this is the first empirical research paradigm to investigate the
prevalence and content of destructive leadership in Awi work culture. Additionally, several academics
have concentrated on the contribution of constructive (good) leaders to organizational performance,
such as Ayalew et al. (2018), Dea and Tekalign (2022), and Mengistu and Lituchy (2017). It appears that
dealing with the positive side of leadership is the greatest way to succeed, particularly in the Ethiopian
environment. The flip side of good leadership (i.e. destructive leadership) is missed.

University held a workshop for leaders titled ‘improving leadership competence’ (2019). When a series
of questions were given out and scores were tallied, the majority of the participants in this training
described themselves as democratic, but when a series of questions were given out and scores were
tallied, their leadership style fell into the autocratic group. As a result of this disparity, the researchers
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came to the conclusion that even leaders are unaware of their own actions and that they may engage
in destructive leadership behavior toward their subordinates.
Therefore, the objectives of this study were to:

+  Look into the prevalence of destructive leadership behavior in Awi zone.

« Identify the destructive leadership behaviors that happened most frequently in the study area’s
organizations.

« Identify the most significant factors influencing the extent of destructiveness in organizational lead-
ership in the research area.

2. Review of related literatures

McCleskey (2013), leadership is an essential feature of human relations. He noted that the large number of
studies on leadership is a testament to the importance of organizational research and the fundamental role it
plays in human relations and interactions. While it is easier to downplay constructive leadership amidst the
growing research trend of destructive leadership, scholars have begun to realize that most leaders display a
combination of constructive and destructive behaviors during the leadership cycle (Skogstad et al, 2014).
Pynnonen and Takala (2013) used content and interpretive discourse analyzes to seek the core of good lead-
ership, recognize the implicit existence of destructive leadership, and find improvements for effective leadership
and governance. They noted that leadership consisted of partly overlapping elements in the ecology that
included the leader, the follower, and the context (Pynnonen & Takala, 2013). Pynnonen and Takala’s study
showed the dominating discourse was that a good leader was beyond the reach of ordinary people, a ‘superior
human being’ (p. 14). Einarsen et al. (2007) offered a typology of destructive leadership within an organizational
context, which emphasized that most leaders did not fall on either one or the other side of the continuum as
completely bad or good. Instead, leaders engaged in a mix of destructive and constructive behaviors influ-
enced by workplace factors that encouraged productive and counterproductive behaviors. Therefore, destruc-
tive leadership is contextual in nature, as a non-static, dynamic, and socially constructed phenomenon that lies
on a spectrum of constructive-destructive leadership behaviors (Krasikova et al., 2013). A leader who is initially
constructive and begins the leadership cycle with basic skills to lead a complex organization may evolve
through time to become a far different leader. Einarsen et al. (2007) suggested that a leader who performs
destructively on one dimension might not do so on another when the leader can compensate with corre-
sponding constructive attributes. For example, derailment may occur during a leadership role occupancy, which
may warrant the leader to change supervisory tactics over time. Alternatively, a contention could be made that
it takes a combination of dysfunctional attributes lying on a spectrum to cause destructive leadership; the
reverse, however, is not true. Destructive leadership prima facie does not cause dysfunctional attributes (Avolio
& Walumbwa, 2014).

In a systematic review of recent leadership literature, Schilling and Schyns (2014) gleaned theories
from several studies to obtain a deeper understanding of the negative types of leadership. The analysts’
acknowledgement of the multiple ways that charismatic leadership could deteriorate if leaders abused
their allure was of interest. For example, poor organizational outcomes can occur when charismatic lead-
ers place their own needs ahead of the legitimate needs of their subordinates or the organization.
Schilling and Schyns (2014) results supported the complicated assumption that although destructive
leadership was bad, and that ‘bad is stronger than good’ (p. 188), scientists must be cautious to avoid
sweeping conclusions about the harmfulness of destructive leadership, or the usefulness of constructive
leadership. Understanding the dynamics and contexts in which destructive leadership occurs requires
exploration of the cognitive and implicit biases that propel the emergence of this destructive phenom-
enon. Burke and Page (2017) suggested that a firm’s behavioral description of the actions of a destruc-
tive leader was a good start and argued that destructive leadership was not conducive to sustainable
leadership. This important revelation was another factor that drove the rationale for the current project.

Multiple researchers of destructive leadership have focused on the negative effects on followers
(Aasland et al., 2010; Nyberg et al., 2011; Tavanti, 2011). However, organizational scientists overall
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disagree on the prevalence of destructive leadership. For example, some analysts reported that destruc-
tive leadership was quite rare (Vogel et al.,, 2015), while others believed it was rampant within organiza-
tions (Antoniou et al., 2016; Meuser et al., 2016). Despite this ambiguity, dysfunctional leadership may be
a bigger setback than many organizational scientists believe (Aasland et al., 2010; Tavanti, 2011). Aasland
et al. (2010) concluded that destructive leadership behavior was not a rare or unique phenomenon, but
a typical experience during the working cycle of subordinates. Schyns and Schilling (2014) concurred,
reporting an estimated 13.6% prevalence rate for U.S. workers affected by abusive supervision in their
study. These examiners also acknowledged that the results of their meta-analysis indicated a high cor-
relation between destructive leadership and 34 counterproductive work behavior, also known as the dark
side of performance. Namie and Namie (2000) reported that ~10-16% of employees have experienced
abusive supervision, a subset of destructive leadership. In response to conflicting research on the prev-
alence of destructive leadership, Aasland et al. (2010) investigated the prevalence of four forms of
destructive leadership, including tyrannical, derailed, supportive-disloyal, and laissez-faire. Aasland et al.
gathered questionnaire data on leadership behaviors of respondents’ superiors and respondents’ expo-
sure to bullying behaviors, job satisfaction, health complaints, and psychosocial aspects of their work
environments. The findings of Aasland et al's team indicated that almost 33% of employees reported
experiencing destructive leadership on a frequent basis. Overall, analysis of survey data indicated that
destructive leadership behaviors were commonplace. A nationwide workforce survey revealed that up to
67% of employee participants were disengaged because of bad management and destructive leadership
practices (Gallup, 2017).

The purpose of this study is to identify the prevalence of destructive leadership in the Awi zone of
North West Ethiopia, to contribute by demonstrating that such behavior is prevalent, and to provide a
roadmap for organizational researchers to explore the causes of and/or the extent to which such lead-
ership behavior may have an impact on organizational performance.

3. Materials and methods
3.1. Research approach and design

Because the data was collected through a questionnaire, a quantitative research approach was used in
this study. Also, to describe the leadership behavior in the study area, the research design was descrip-
tive, regression, and factor analysis.

3.2. Population and sampling procedure

The participants in this study were all employees of public organizations in Awi Zone, including all wore-
das and town administrations.

There were a total of 28,663 government workers, according to the Awi Zone Administration Human
Resource Development Office (2020). The researcher chose 1069 samples from this entire target popula-
tion using Yamane’s formula, as shown below. Finally, depending on their woreda, stratified sampling

Table 1. Sample size determination.

Sample selected from

No Districts Number of employees proportion each district
1 Dangila 4656 0.16 171
2 Fagta Locoma 2823 0.09 93
3 Guagussa Shikudad 2116 0.07 75
4 Ankesha 2137 0.07 75
5 Ayo Guagussa 2120 0.07 75
6 Guangua 2744 0.09 93
7 Zigem 2520 0.08 85
8 Jawi 2856 0.09 93
9 Banja 2113 0.07 29
10 Injibara 3151 0.11 75
" Chagni 1427 0.05 53
Total 28,663 1069

Source: Awi Zone Administration Human Resource Development Office (2020).
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procedures were employed to calculate the sample size (Table 1), and convenience sampling was utilized
to choose samples from each woreda.

At a confidence level of 97% and a precision level of 0.03, the sample size was estimated using the
(Yamane, 1967) sample size determination formula as follows:

o N 28663 a
1+N(e)” 1+28663(0.03)

Where: n is the sample size

N is the population sizee is the level of precision.

The overall sample size was 1069 as a result of the above calculation. Finally, according to their pro-
portion, a structured questionnaire has been developed and distributed to employees in each woreda.

3.3. Data collection methods

Primary and secondary data sources were used by the researcher. The respondents’ primary data was
collected using a structured questionnaire which is adapted from Erickson et al. (2015). The Likert Scale
was used as the measurement method, which consists of statements in which respondents rate their
level of agreement or disagreement on a five-point scale. 0=Do not engage in this behavior, 1=Very
Infrequently Engage, 2=0ccasionally Engage, 3=Frequently Engage, and 4=Very Frequently Engaged,
where 0=Do not engage in this behavior, 1=Very Infrequently Engage, 2=Occasionally Engage,
3=Frequently Engaged, and 4=Very Frequently Engaged. Secondary data was gathered from books, jour-
nals, articles, and reports to supplement the primary data.

3.4. Reliability and validity

The issue of measure consistency is at the heart of reliability (Patton, 2002). It was considered and tested
in this study using SPSS software and Cronbach’s alpha method. A score of 0.7 or higher indicates an
acceptable level of internal consistency (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994) as cited by Saleem et al. (2021). In
this regard, the Cronbach’s Alpha value for this study is 0.73, indicating that the items representing
destructive leadership behavior have a high level of overall internal consistency.

‘Validity is about how well a test does the job it is employed to do; according to Cureton. This state-
ment denotes that the term validity refers to the extent to which any measuring instrument measures
what it is designed to measure. This study had tested its face (content) validity in this regard. The ques-
tionnaires for 50 respondents were pre-tested before being administered to avoid ambiguity, confusion,
and poorly prepared items.

3.5. Data analysis

As a result, 947 cases out of a total of 1069 were processed in this study. Due to missing values, the
remaining cases were excluded from the analysis (list-wise exclusion of cases).

Using SPSS software version 20 and frequency distribution tables, descriptive analysis was used to
describe the characteristics of destructive leadership behavior. The technique of principal component
analysis (PCA) was also used because it is a useful multivariate technique of analysis in the variable
reduction procedure (i.e. when we have data on a large number of redundant variables) (Jolliffe, 2002).
Then, using regression analysis, it was possible to predict how subordinates felt about their bosses, as
measured by an overall good-bad scale. Importantly, the PCs are thus used as input variables for the
upcoming regression analysis, which will be used to further analyze the data.

In general, the model can be represented as:

PC.=a,x,+0,X, +.......+ G, X, M
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Where i=1...... kKia,....... a,=the component loading which represents the jth PC and the 1st.......kth
Constraint; and X, —xk=the k variables or factors.

3.6. Ethical considerations

To protect the research subjects, the researcher noticed ethical concerns. Before respondents consented
to engage in the study, the researcher sorts their informed consent. The researcher also informs them
that they have the only right to leave the study at any point during the data gathering process.
Furthermore, the researcher guaranteed respondents of confidentiality and anonymity, as well as the fact
that the information gathered was solely for academic purposes and would not be shared with any-
one else.

4, Results and discussion
4.1. Results of descriptive statistics

According to the table (Table 2), 12.9% of respondents confirm that their leaders do not engage in
destructive leadership behavior, 22% of the time leaders engage in destructive leadership behavior very
infrequently, 27.2% occasionally engage, 21.3% frequently engage, and 16.6% of the time leaders engage
in destructive leadership behavior very frequently. As a result, it can be concluded that employees are
exposed to destructive leadership behavior in the workplace 65% of the time.

The Destructive Leadership Questionnaire (DLQ) is one of several surveys that ask subordinate employ-
ees to identify specific destructive behaviors that a leader exhibits to identify dysfunctional or toxic lead-
ership. The short version of the DLQ lists 22 discrete behaviors that are frequently cited as characteristics
of destructive leaders, and employees rate the frequency with which they engage in these behaviors (Do
It) or have seen others engage in them (Seen It), with 0 indicating that you do not engage in this behav-
ior, 1 indicating that you engage in this behavior very infrequently, 2 indicating that you engage in this
behavior Occasionally, 3 indicating that you engage in this behavior Frequently, and 4 indicating that
you engage in this behavior very Frequently.

The more destructive the leader is, the higher the score (>2). As shown in Table 3, all leaders in the
Awi Zone exhibit destructive leadership, with the exception of those elements of Micro-Manage and
Over-Control [mean score 1.9366 (SD=1.20876)], Tell People Only What They Wanted to Hear [mean score
1.9609 (SD=1.30520)], Lie or Engage in Other Unethical Behaviors [mean score 1.9609 (SD=1.3095)], and
unwillingness to change their mind [mean score 1.9683 (SD=1.27798)].

4.2. Results of multivariate analysis

4.2.1. Component factor analysis

When we use multiple measures to overcome measurement error by multivariable measurement, factor
analysis is an interdependence technique whose primary purpose is to define the underlying structure
among the variables in the analysis; and the researchers even strive for correlation among the variables.

Table 2. Frequency of destructive leadership behavior through multiple response method.
Destructive leadership frequencies

Responses
N Percent (%) Percent of cases (%)

Destructive leadership Do not engage in this behavior 2681 12.9 283.1
behavior? Very infrequently engage 4576 22.0 483.2
Occasionally engage 5658 27.2 597.5

Frequently engage 4427 213 467.5

very frequently engage 3454 16.6 364.7

Total 20796 100.0 2196.0

2Group.
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Table 3. Descriptive results of destructive leadership behavior.

Mean Std. deviation
Make decisions without adequate information 2.0591 1.25108
Ineffective in negotiation 2.0634 1.23300
Unable to deal with new technology and change 2.3495 1.81062
Ineffective at coordinating and managing 2.1404 1.25177
Fail to seek appropriate information 2.1859 1.49463
Act in an insular manner 2.3263 1.91967
Communicate ineffectively 2.0412 1.34258
Exhibit a lack of skills to do their job 2.1943 1.55595
Unable to prioritize and delegate 2.1098 1.28932
Unable to understand a long term view 2.0222 1.71039
Unable to make an appropriate decision 2.0961 1.29246
Micro-manage and over-control 1.9366 1.20876
Unclear about expectations 2.0971 1.64280
Unable to develop and motivate subordinates 2.1763 1.40354
Play favorites 2.1457 1.74236
Tell people only what they wanted to hear 1.9609 1.30520
Lie or engage in other unethical behaviors 1.9578 1.30955
Act inappropriately in interpersonal situations 2.0000 1.25754
Engage in behaviors that reduced their credibility 2.0265 1.27573
Exhibit inconsistent, erratic behavior 2.1996 1.43809
Unwilling to change their mind 1.9683 1.27798
Acting in brutal or bulling manner 2.1098 1.36885

As the variables become more correlated, the researcher will need to find new ways to manage them, such
as grouping highly correlated variables together, labeling or naming the groups, and possibly even developing
a new composite measure to represent each group of variables and test hypotheses about which variables
should be grouped together on a factor or the exact number of factors (Yekkalam et al., 2019).

The goal of factor analytic techniques is to find a way to condense (summarize) the information con-
tained in a large number of original variables into a smaller number of new, composite dimensions or
variates (factors) with the least amount of information loss—in other words, to find and define the fun-
damental constructs or dimensions assumed to underpin the original variables (Kim & Mueller, 1978).

The only time high correlations aren't indicative of a bad correlation matrix is when two variables are
highly correlated and have significantly higher loadings on that factor than other variables. Then their
partial correlation may be high because the other variables don't explain them very well, but they do
explain each other. This is also to be expected when a factor only has two highly loaded variables. A
high partial correlation is one that has both practical and statistical significance, and partial correlations
above 0.7 are considered high.

Another way to see if factor analysis is appropriate is to look at the entire correlation matrix. One such
measure is the statistical test for the presence of correlations among variables. It indicates that at least
some of the variables in the correlation matrix have statistically significant correlations.

The measure of sampling adequacy is a third way to quantify the degree of inter-correlations among
variables and the appropriateness of factor analysis (MSA). This index ranges from 0 to 1, with 1 indicat-
ing that each variable is perfectly predicted by the other variables with no errors. The following guide-
lines can be used to interpret the measure: Meritorious is a score of 0.80 or higher; middling is a score
of 0.70; mediocre is a score of 0.60; miserable is a score of 0.50; and unacceptable is a score of 0.50 or
lower (Nkansah, 2011). Before proceeding with the factor analysis, the researcher should always have an
overall MSA value of at least 0.50. If the MSA value falls below 0.50, the variable-specific MSA values can
be used to identify variables that should be deleted to achieve a 0.50 overall value. However, KMO is
0.785 in this study, and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (Bartlett, 1951) is significant (<0.05).

The loading coefficients for the items unable to deal with new technology and change, act insularly,
tell people only what they want to hear, exhibit inconsistent, erratic behavior, and act in a brutal or
bullying manner are all <0.4 in principal component analysis. As a result, the researcher removed these
items from the list with lower loading and ran the analysis again, finding that the six factors had better
explanatory power (Table 4).

As shown in Figure 1, all of the remaining 17 items are condensed into six factors with Eigen values >1.

Examining the eigenvalues associated with the factors can help you decide how many to extract to
represent the data (see Table 5). The first six factors will be rotated based on the criterion of retaining
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Table 4. Measure of sampling adequacy result and pattern matrix.
KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy .785
Bartlett's Test of sphericity Approx. Chi-square 2321.521
df 190
Sig. .000
Pattern matrix®
Component
1 2 3 4 5 6
Make decisions without adequate a11 149 -.238 811 —-.083 -119
information
Ineffective in negotiation .001 -.055 172 .780 .017 -.108
Unable to deal with new technology —-.226 318 252 251 .027 331
and change
Ineffective at coordinating and —-.035 240 .406 an 141 —-.001
managing
Fail to seek appropriate information -.073 —-.036 .866 -.023 —-.151 .040
Communicate ineffectively 236 -.073 .633 —-.156 214 —-.084
Exhibit a lack of skills to do their —.048 149 —-.059 —-.147 714 070
job
Unable to prioritize and delegate 410 255 024 .059 240 —-.328
Unable to understand a long term .001 151 .077 014 573 -.113
view
Unable to make an appropriate —.069 .018 -.017 130 .583 251
decision
Micro-manage and over-control —-.060 561 -222 .196 .198 116
Act in an insular manner .266 236 .091 -.0178 —.240 .000
Unclear about expectations .104 .550 .033 .078 118 —-.060
Unable to develop and motivate 197 488 105 -212 .094 145
subordinates
Play favorites -.014 102 —-.046 —-.198 101 827
Tell people only what they wanted 370 —-.028 225 .098 -.126 .385
to hear
Lie or engage in other unethical 516 329 —-.021 .104 -324 141
behaviors
Act inappropriately in interpersonal 722 .007 015 .035 -.005 -.076
situations
Engage in behaviors that reduced 613 267 -.123 —-.189 -.033 133
their credibility
Exhibit inconsistent, erratic behavior 312 —.454 —-.154 125 248 293
Unwilling to change their mind 479 -.159 .096 234 .043 —-.038
Act in a brutal or bullying manner 375 344 -.304 114 —.222 -.303

Extraction method: principal component analysis.
Rotation method: Promax with Kaiser normalization.
Rotation converged in 10 iterations.

only factors with eigenvalues of 1 or greater. These six factors account for 18.59, 8.36, 7.75, 6.90, 6.46,
and 5.94%, respectively, of the total variance. This means that these six factors account for nearly 54%
of the total variance. The remaining variables combine to account for only about 46% of the variation.
As a result, a six-factor model may be sufficient to represent the data.

Component Factor Analysis is critical when variables become correlated, as explained in the previous
section of this paper, to group highly correlated variables together, labeling or naming the groups. Those
highly correlated variables were grouped (Table 6) and labeled in the following way based on the Eigen
value result:

Item saying Act Inappropriately in Interpersonal Situations; Ineffective at co-coordinating & man-
aging; Lie or Engage in Other Unethical Behaviors; Engage in Behaviors That Reduced Their
Credibility and Unwilling to Change Their Mind were labeled as Personal behavior. Item saying
Unclear about Expectations; Unable to Develop and Motivate Subordinates; Micro-Manage and
Over-Control, and fail to seek appropriate information were labeled as management incompetency.
Items saying communicate ineffectively, and make decisions without adequate information were
labeled as poor communication. Items saying ineffective in negotiation, and Play Favorites were
labeled as poor in negotiation. Items saying unable to understand a long term view, and Exhibit a
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Figure 1. Result of Eigen value.

Table 5. Total variance in principal component analysis under Eigen value.

Total variance explained

Rotation sums

of squared
Initial Eigen values Extraction sums of squared loadings loadings®
Component Total % Of variance Cumulative % Total % Of variance Cumulative % Total
1 3.162 18.597 18.597 3.162 18.597 18.597 2425
2 1.422 8.366 26.963 1.422 8.366 26.963 1.789
3 1.318 7.751 34714 1318 7.751 34.714 1.626
4 1.174 6.906 41.620 1.174 6.906 41.620 1.603
5 1.098 6.460 48.080 1.098 6.460 48.080 1.497
6 1.010 5.944 54.023 1.010 5.944 54.023 1.508
7 932 5.485 59.508
8 .844 4.965 64.473
9 822 4.838 69.312
10 784 4.613 73.925
1 773 4.545 78.469
12 749 4.409 82.878
13 677 3.985 86.863
14 .641 3.770 90.633
15 .561 3.302 93.935
16 537 3.159 97.094
17 494 2.906 100.000

aWhen components are correlated, sums of squared loadings cannot be added to obtain a total variance.

Lack of Skills to Do Their Job were labeled as ineffective in decision. Items saying unable to make
an appropriate decision, and unable to prioritize and delegate were labeled as political behavior.

The six factors are not strongly correlated (all coefficients are <0.20), so the varimax (orthogonal)
matrix should be interpreted. If the oblimin rotated matrix is to be interpreted, the Pattern Matrix or the
Structure Matrix must be interpreted as well. The correlations between variables and factors are shown
in the structure matrix, but these can be muddled by factor correlations (Table 7). The pattern matrix is
a tool for interpreting factors that shows uncontaminated correlations between variables and factors.

4.2.2. Multiple regression analysis
4.2.2.1. Assumptions of linear regressions. Let’s start with the normality. The residuals of your regression
should follow a normal distribution to make valid inferences from it. We can tell if the residuals are
normally distributed by looking at a normal Predicted Probability (P-P) plot. If they are, the diagonal
normality line, as shown in the plot below, will be followed. The little circles will not follow the normality
line if your data is not normal.

Homo-scedasticity refers to whether the residuals are evenly distributed, or if they tend to cluster at
some values while spreading widely at others. If your data looks like a shotgun blast of randomly
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Table 6. Pattern matrix under Eigen value.

Pattern matrix®

Component

Act inappropriately in interpersonal 737
situations
Ineffective at co-coordinating and 633
managing
Lie or engage in other unethical .590
behaviors
Engage in behaviors that reduced their 523
credibility
Unwilling to change their mind 475
Unclear about expectations 643
Unable to develop and motivate 615
subordinates
Micro-manage and over-control 459
Fail to seek appropriate information 382
Communicate ineffectively .785
Make decisions without adequate 764
information
Ineffective in negotiation 838
Play favorites 702
Unable to understand a long term view .688
Exhibit a lack of skills to do their job 684
Unable to make an appropriate decision 715
Unable to prioritize and delegate 651

Extraction method: principal component analysis.
Rotation method: Promax with Kaiser normalization.
3Rotation converged in 7 iterations.

Table 7. Component correlation matrix under Eigen value.
Component correlation matrix

Component 1 2 3 4 5 6

1 1.000 302 158 143 223 164
2 .302 1.000 —-.024 —-.056 116 .180
3 158 —-.024 1.000 131 .045 162
4 143 —-.056 31 1.000 176 .065
5 223 116 .045 176 1.000 —-.053
6 164 .180 162 .065 —-.053 1.000

Extraction method: principal component analysis.
Rotation method: Promax with Kaiser normalization.

distributed data, it's homo-scedasticity. In the output (Figure 2), the residuals scatter-plot will appear just
below the normal P-P plot. Ideally, you'll end up with something similar to the plot below. The data
looks like it was shot out of a shotgun—there is no discernible pattern, and points are evenly distributed
above and below zero on the X axis, as well as to the left and right of zero on the Y axis.

The predictor variables in the regression have a straight line relationship with the outcome variable,
which is known as linearity. You don’t have to worry about linearity if your residuals are normally distrib-
uted and homoscedastic (Figure 3), which is true for this analysis.

When your predictor variables are highly correlated with each other, you have multi-collinearity.
Correlation coefficients and variance inflation factor (VIF) values are two ways to check for multi-collinearity.
Simply throw all your predictor variables into a correlation matrix and look for coefficients with magni-
tudes of.80 or higher to see if it's true. Your predictors will be strongly correlated if they are multi-collinear.
However, using VIF values, which we'll show you how to generate below, is an easier way to check. You
want these values to be <10.00, and the best case scenario would be if they were <5.00 (Table 8).

4.2.2.2. Regression results and interpretation. The Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) is used to test the
hypothesis that there is no linear relationship between the predictor and dependent variables, i.e.
R-square = 0. The results of this test are presented in the ANOVA table in this study (Table 9). The F
value is used to see if the regression model fits the data well. The hypothesis that R-square = 0 is
rejected if the probability associated with the F statistics is small. The computed F statistic for this result
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Figure 2. The normality plot.

Figure 3. The homo-scedasticity plot.

Table 8. Coefficients of the model.

Coefficients?

Standardized
Unstandardized coefficients coefficients Collinearity statistics
Model B Std. error Beta T Sig Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 2.110 .027 77.593 .000
personal behavior .807 .030 .590 26.999 .000 .828 1.208
management .285 .029 .208 9.759 .000 .867 1.153
incompetency

unable to negotiate —-.150 .028 -.110 —5.344 .000 938 1.066
poor communication —-.047 .028 —-.034 —-1.662 .097 932 1.073
ineffective decision .230 .028 .168 8.092 .000 913 1.095
political behavior —-.594 .028 —.434 —-20.939 .000 919 1.088

2Dependent Variable: bullying average (destructive behavior).
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Table 9. The ANOVA explained.

ANOVA:?
Model Sum of squares df Mean square F Sig
1 Regression 1112.365 6 185.394 265.546 .000°
Residual 654.178 937 698
Total 1766.542 943

aDependent variable: bullying average (destructive behavior).
bPredictors: (constant), political behavior, ineffective decision, unable to negotiate, poor communication, management incompetency, personal
behavior.

Table 10. Regression model of the study.

Model summary®

Std. error of the
Model R R square Adjusted R square estimate

1 794° 630 627 .83556

Predictors: (constant), political behavior, ineffective decision, unable to negotiate, poor communication, manage-
ment incompetency, personal behavior.
bDependent variable: bullying average (destructive behavior).

is 265.546, with an observed significance level of <0.001. As a result, the hypothesis that there is no
linear relationship between the predictor and dependent variables is rejected [F (943)=265.546, p=.001].

The explanatory powers of the variables used in the model are equal to 63% based on the R-squared
values. This means that the variables used in this study’s model successfully explain 63% of the changes
in leadership behavior. However, other factors not included in the study’s models are responsible for the
remaining 37% of the changes.

The Coefficients table contains the necessary data for calculating the predicted responsibility attribution.
Personal behavior, ineffective decision, negotiation problem, management incompetency, and political behavior
are all significant predictors of destructive leadership behavior, as evidenced by the fact that all six predictor
variables were entered into the prediction equation. R square is 62.7% adjusted (i.e. this amount of percentage
of destructive leadership is explained by the factors included in this model) (Table 10).

Prediction Equation (Predicting the Level of destructiveness from the six factors of destructive leader-
ship behavior); the prediction equation is:

Y'=A+B1IX1+B2X2+...BnXn

where Y'=the predicted dependent variable, A=constant, B=un standardized regression coefficient,
and X=value of the predictor variable.
The prediction equation using the Constant and B (Unstandardized coefficient) values would be:

Destructive behaviour = 2.11+(0.87 x PB) +(0.29 xMI) +(~0.15xUN +(-0.05xPC) +(0.23xID) +(-0.59 x PLb)

R-square, also known as the coefficient of determination is a measure of the strength of the com-
puted prediction equation. The square of the correlation coefficient between Y, the observed value of
the dependent variable, and Y’, the predicted value of Y from the fitted regression line, is R-square in
the regression model. An R-square of 0 indicates that the predictor and dependent variables have no
linear relationship.

Furthermore, the model’s overall significance, as measured by their respective F-Statistics F (943)=
265.546, p=.001, indicates that the model is well-fitted at the 1% level of significance. The results of
R-squared and F-statistics show that the research model is well-fitting and that the mentioned factors
have a significant impact on the behavior of leaders in the Awi zone (Figure 4).

As a result, the researcher can identify possible determinant factors of destructive leadership behavior
that affect success and analyze the way (direction of relationship) in which dependent variables are related
to independent variables in the following section of the analysis. At p=0.01, there is a positive significance
difference between personal behavior, ineffective decision making, management incompetency, and polit-
ical behavior. However, at the 1% significance level, the difference between political behavior and
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Figure 4. The regression standardized residual.

Table 11. Correlation coefficient.

Correlations

Personal Management Unable to Poor Ineffective Political
behavior incompetency negotiate communication decision behavior
Personal behavior Pearson 1 .302%* .158** .143** 223%* .164**
correlation
Management Pearson .302%* 1 —-.024 —.056 116 .180%*
incompetency correlation
Unable to negotiate  Pearson .158** —-.024 1 131** .045 .162%*
correlation
Poor communication  Pearson 143%* —.056 131 1 176%* .065*
correlation
Ineffective decision Pearson 223** 116%* .045 176** 1 —-.053
correlation
Political behavior Pearson .164** .180** .162%* .065* —-.053 1
correlation
N 947 947 947 947 947 947

“Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
“Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

negotiation problem is negative. Poor communication, on the other hand, has a negative correlation with
destructive leadership behavior, but the correlation is statistically insignificant at a 5% alpha level.

4.2.2.3. Results of correlation analysis.

As shown in the table (see Table 11), all of the independent variables, namely personal behavior, ineffective
decision-making and management incompetency, political behavior, negotiation issues, and poor communica-
tion, are positively correlated and statistically significant at the 1% significance level.

5. Discussion, conclusion, and recommendation
5.1. Discussion

For the purpose of identifying the prevalence of destructive leadership and its determining factors, the
researchers had collected data from participant employees of the target organizations. Multiple research-
ers including Makin, and Corman indicates that even if numerous organizational researchers had focus
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on the constructive leadership behaviour to scaled to get the desired organizational performance, the
another aspect of leadership in organization needs to be researched as fair as the constructive one. In
this regard, this study identified the higher prevalence of destructive leadership behaviour in the selected
organization of Awi zone, North West Ethiopia. According to the result of the statistical analysis, the
prevalence of destructive leadership is attributed to factors of political and personal behaviour of a
leader, poor communication, management incompetency, and poor decision making skill. This result is
consistent with the finding of the study conducted by Shaw et al. (2014) titled ‘Destructive leader
behaviour: A study of Iranian leaders using the Destructive Leadership Questionnaire. Leadership. In this
same study, the researcher concluded that leader related concepts; organization related concepts and
follower related concepts were the major factors that can determine the destructiveness of leaders in
organizational settings.

5.2. Conclusions

The prevalence of destructive leadership behavior in Awi Zone was investigated in this study. After col-
lecting the necessary data and analyzing it, the following major conclusions that are related to the
objectives of the study were made.

According to the descriptive statistic result of the analysis, it was concluded that more than 65% of
employees in the zone are vulnerable to destructive leadership behaviour. This result indicates that even
if most of the time scholars and practitioners in Ethiopia and other areas of the world give due attention
to good leadership for better organizational performance, this study indicates that organizations were
experiencing destructive leadership practices that will hinder their productivity.

As it was indicated by different researchers, destructive leadership is not a separate leadership style
rather it is behaviour that leader may consistently exhibits in the work place. From those behaviours
identified by researchers, political behavior, ineffective in decision making, unable to negotiate, poor
communication, management incompetency, and personal behavior were the behaviours the target pub-
lic organizations’ leaders frequently exhibits. Those six factors were the most prevalent leadership
behaviour in Awi zone.

Personal behavior, ineffective decision making, management incompetence, and political behavior all
have a positive significance difference at p=0.01 according to the regression results. However, at the 1%
significance level, political behavior and negotiation problem are negative. Poor communication, on the
other hand, has a negative correlation with destructive leadership behavior, but the correlation is statis-
tically insignificant at a 5% alpha level. Accordingly, this statistical output shows that from the behaviours
indicating the prevalence destructive leadership in the target research area, poor communication has no
direct relation with the presence and absence of destructive leadership practice in organizations. So, it
can be concluded that a leader who is not good at communication with others may not show his/her
destructive leadership behaviour.

5.3. Recommendations

After all, as evidenced by this and other researches in the field, harmful leadership is common, and
dealing with problematic leaders is a difficult task. The organization can, however, take several steps
to prevent, manage, and hopefully eliminate this toxic leadership style. It was thought that the best
way for organizations to avoid destructive leadership is for them to be selective in their hiring and
promotion practices (personal behavior is the most important factor in destructive leadership behav-
ior), as well as to clearly state and model the positive leadership values and behaviors that the orga-
nization values.

Furthermore, businesses should actively and consistently foster a climate in which workers feel free to
speak out about circumstances that they believe violate not just their own, but also the company’s val-
ues. Senior management is responsible for aiding those who have reported such problems and ensuring
that they are addressed properly and quickly once they have been raised.
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