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Abstract
The management and behavioral studies have paid much attention on destructive leadership while
empirical research studies on destructive leadership in context of tanner remain scarce. This study
proposes and validates the theoretical fremwork that describe counterproductive work behavior
and destructive leadership constructs in Pakistani tanner context. Destructive leadership has
comprises three dimensions that are Machiavellianism, abusive supervision, and psychopathic
behavior. This study investigated the mediation of justice perception and information silence,
while moderation of belongingness and locus of control in these defined relationships. The study
employed a quantitative research approach that entailed a cross-sectional survey using a selfadministered questionnaire to collect primary data from the tanner sector of Pakistan.
Data was collected from 398 respondents through self-administered questionnaires from the
individuals of Pakistani tanner context. SEM have been employed on the collected data with the
purpose to examine the hypothesized relationships. Finidngs predicted the existence of destructive
leadership leads to counterproductive work behavior (CWB) in the tanner sector. Information
silence and justice perception mediate the relationship between destructive leadership and
counterproductive work behavior except for the relationship of Machiavellianism with Information
silence and CWB. Locus of control and belongingness moderate the relation of destructive
leadership with CWB.
The present study enhances the existing literature on negative aspects of leadership along with
theoretically contribute the knowledge of Conservation of resource and Affective event theories.
The tanner sector is the largest growing sector after the textile in Pakistan and primarily ignored
in research, so this study contributes to this sector by enhancing the knowledge of
counterproductive work behavior which is an important area for organizational perspectives. The
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regulatory bodies should provide different training and development sessions for the leaders with
the purpose to reduce destructive leadership which consequently will reduce CWB. The
forthcoming researchers may emphasize on the organizational politics and horizontal violence with
destructive leadership.
Keywords: Destructive leadership, CWB, Machiavellianism, Abusive Supervision, Psychopathic
behavior, Information silence, Locus of control, Tanners Sector, Pakistan
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1.1 Introduction
The first chapter elaborates the overview of the thesis which greatly includes the background of
the study, problem statement with the aim, research objectives, questions which would be
answered by this research, and its significance. Furthermore, the introduction of the variables
contains eight variables which are the key focus of the study along with contribution and originality
to the study field. Finally, the structure and outlines of the contents of the thesis are also presented.

1.2 Background of the Study
Organizational research has focused mainly on positive behaviors of employees in the workplace
such as organizational commitment, motivation, job satisfaction, and productivity (Walumbwa,
Avolio, Gardner, Wernsing, & Peterson, 2008). The negative or dark side of organizational
behavior has not received much attention as compared to the positive side. Although, absenteeism
and turn-over have been studied. The researchers started to evaluate these critical behaviors of
employees that have a major impact on the organization as well as on individual employees. There
are many ways for employees through which they can contribute to the value of organization but
there are also some actions that oppose the organizational values and system or sometimes cause
serious harms for the organization. The term which was coined for such behavior is
counterproductive work behavior (CWB), and it is defined as an intentional behavior of
organizational employees that looks contrary to the legitimate interests of the organization (Sacket
& DeVore, 2001).
These types of behaviors are deliberate in nature and threat to human moral values like honesty.
Different terms are associated with CWB and have been used by different researchers in the
literature. These are antisocial behavior (Giacalone & Greenburg, 1997), deviance (Robinson &
Bennett, 1995), CWB (Fox & Spector, 1999), delinquency (Hogan & Hogan, 1989), organizational
2

misbehavior (Vardi & Weitz, 2004), and retaliation (Bies, Tripp, & Kramer, 1997). These different
terms bounce back various theoretical models and research approaches for this construct. As such
behavior is for employees and leaders are also engaged in it. Machiavellianism is a trait of leaders
given by the Nicoolo Machiavelli (1532) based on how nasty one and is crucial to understand it.
Machiavellian leaders are deceptive, manipulative, and have a disgusting state of mind which is
exactly unlike the moral. Similarly, they are willing to break the rules and regulations that are
harmful to others to get what they want in the situation (Vanessa, 2016).
In The Prince (1981) which is originally published in 1532, Machiavelli enumerated the guide to
gain the rules over others. In this book, some of the work is on getting principality through personal
capabilities, arms, and fortune. Whereas, much of the work is on behaviors of a prince when he is
working with others. The central theme of Machiavelli's behavior is manipulating others. He
argued that all the time a prince cannot tackle the situation an honesty basis while ruling others,
and sometimes deception is necessary to safeguard the position.
There are some destructive aspects of leadership behavior including Machiavellianism and abusive
supervision, etc. Machiavellianism is a destructive leadership construct, abusive supervision is also
a destructive form of leadership behavior which falls in workplace mistreatment (Kelloway et al.,
2006). But more closely, it falls in destructive leadership due to the addition of abuse from the
supervisor as shown in figure 1. Abusive supervision has been well-defined by the Teeper (2000)
as “subordinates’ perceptions of the extent to which their supervisors engage in the sustained
display of hostile verbal and nonverbal behaviors, excluding physical contact” (p. 178). It is also
explained in another way as in place of the extensive psychological or emotional mistreatment of
followers (Harvey et al., 2007).
Figure 1. 1 Workplace mistreatment constructs. Source: (Kemper, 2016)
3

Among many dimensions of destructive leadership, it involves abusive supervision (Honrstein,
1996; Teeper, 2000) along with psychopathic behavior (Furnham, & Taylor, 2004). Psychopathic
behavior is defined as a personality disorder which is occurred due to the lack of developing
conscience or superego in the human being that results in immoral and antisocial behavior in work
settings (Bobich, 2006). It is also the dimension of destructive leadership as shown above in figure
1 (Kemper, 2016). Traditionally, in organizational research, the polar opposite of behavior is
silence which is related to the employees. When the employees withhold relevant and genuine
information which is better for the organization they are showing in information silence (Pinder &
Horlos, 2001). Information silence leads to passive behavior which ultimately develops antisocial
behavior or counterproductive work behavior. Greenburn (1990), commented that many behavior
outcomes including counterproductive work behaviors are the consequences of organizational
4

injustice because organizations are a social market place where the different human resources are
working together for the achievement of organizational goals (Cropanzeno et al., 1997). Similarly,
Moorman (1991) argued that fair treatment among different employees is necessary for the
prevention of deviant conduct in the workplace which leads the perceptions of organizational
justice. Justice has three major dimensions which include “distributive justice” (Adams, 1963),
“procedural justice” (Taylers & Bies, 1990), and “interactional justice” (Colquitt, 2001).
Accordingly, belongingness and locus of control are the vital need for social settings that
belongingness is the states of human existence for making behaviors and cultures. Baumeister and
Tice (1990) claimed that exclusion of social norms is the common cause of tension and stress
which may lead to suicidal ideation (Durkheim, 1963). Similarly, locus of control is the tendency
of employees in which they seek the control of events by themselves or by others (Spector et al.,
2001). There are two major dimensions of locus of control, one is “internal locus and another is
external locus of control”. Machiavellian leaders are normally controlling or manipulating persons
and they control the subordinates which are the external locus of control (Kovaleva, 2012).
To be concluded, Machiavellian leadership, abusive supervision, and psychopathic behavior are
the destructive or dark side of leadership which holds the CWB in organizations. In this study,
Machiavellian leadership, abusive supervision, and psychopathic behavior will be used as an
independent variable. Whereas, CWB will be taken as a dependent variable. Other variables will
be used as moderators and mediators. Locus of control (LOC) would be moderator between
Machiavellian leadership and CWB and belongingness would be moderate the relationship of
psychopathic behavior and CWB. Information silence and justice perception will be intervening
variables among the destructive leadership i.e. Machiavellian leadership, abusive supervision and
psychopathic behavior with CWB.
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1.3 Problem Statement
The understandings of mechanisms or processes through which destructive leadership constructs
(Machiavellianism, abusive supervision and psychopathic behavior) and their impact on
counterproductive work behavior is necessary for an effective and healthy work environment. The
foucus of this study is to find such implications and practices which will be facilitated for
organizations and policy makers in goal setting and policy making process. The study will be
carried out destructive leadership to counterproductive work behavior in the environment of
leather and leather related industry (Tannery) of Pakistan. The major problem of the study is
“Destructive leadership and Counterproductive work behavior; An integrative model in leather
and leather related industry of Pakistan”. Destructive leadership is a serious growing problem in
organizations and due to this, 16% of the employees are affected (Kemper, 2016) and it is creating
heavy costs in the organizations approximately $ 23.8 billion (Duffy & Lambert, 2006). Tannery
industry has a major contributor industry in the gross domestic product (GDP) of Pakistan after
the textile sector (PTA, 2016). This research will be based on quantitative methods to solve
research problems.

1.4 Purpose/Aim of the Study
The prime objective of this study is to upsurge the better understandings of the procedures relating
to destructive leadership to counterproductive work behavior through the mediation of justice
perception and information silence along with the moderation of locus of control and
belongingness. More specifically, this research will examine destructive leadership (Machiavellian
leadership, Abusive supervision, Psychopathic behavior) as antecedents and outcomes which are
CWB. Destructive leadership has many components underlined by Schyns and Schilling (2013),
which described destructive leadership phenomenon. Research studies have supported that
6

Machiavellian leadership and abusive supervision as the key components of destructive leadership
(Wilson et al., 1996: Schyns & Schilling 2013). In addition, psychopathic behavior (Khiangte,
2011) that also have the influence on members of organization to predict the destructive leadership
(Jones & Paulhus, 2014: Blickle et al., 2018). Although other constructs of destructive leadership
are also important but due to the less prediction power (Schyns & Schilling, 2013), these constructs
have not been taken. The study aims to increase the better understandings of destructive leadership
in relation to CWB in leather related industry (Tannery) of Pakistan.

1.5 Objectives of the Study
The primary objective of the study is to find the impact of destructive leadership on CWB with
mediation (justice perception and information silence) and moderation (locus of control and
belongingness) mechanisms.
Some core objectives have stated below;
•

To determine the empirical examination of destructive leadership with CWB.

•

To find the relationships of multidimensional destructive leadership (ML, AS, PB) with
CWB.

•

To determine Information Silence and Justice Perception mediate the relationship between
destructive leadership and CWB.

•

To determine the Locus of Control and Belongingness moderate the relationship between
destructive leadership and CWB.

•

To find the destructive leadership impact on CWB with mediation (justice perceptions,
information silence) and moderation (locus of control, belongingness) mechanism.

7

1.6 Research Questions
The research questions and the sub-questions have stated below;
Research Question 1:
What is the effect of Destructive Leadership (ML, AS, and PB) towards the CWB of employees
in the Tanners sector of Pakistan?
Sub Question 1a:
What is the effect of Machiavellian leadership towards CWB?
Sub Question 1b:
To what extent Abusive supervision related to CWB?
Sub Question 1c:
To what extent Psychopathic behavior related to CWB?
Research Question 2:
What are the process through which mediation mechanisms of Information Silence and Justice
Perceptions with the relationship between multidimensional destructive leadership and CWB?
Research Question 3:
Do Belongingness and Locus of Control interact between multidimensional destructive leadership
and CWB?

1.7 Significance of the Study
The study included destructive leadership as antecedents with its detrimental outcomes CWB is
important in such a way that the organizations are suffering huge losses due to this behavior. The
8

current study will be beneficial for academicians, managers, and the economy. As for concern with
the academicians, this study will enhance the existing literature of the negative side of leadership
as Machiavellianism and CWB. Theoretically, it will be useful to study the different relationships
which will enhance the existing knowledge of Conservation of Resource Theory (COR) and
Affective Event theory (AET). Conservation of resource (COR) theory was firstly proposed by
Hobfoll (1988; 1989), as an integrative stress theory in which the employees of the organizations
struggle to gain, retain and foster those things that have some value (Hobfoll, 2001). Furthermore,
there are three key elements that are associated with conservation of resources theory (COR).
These are the threat of net loss of resources, loss of resources and lack of gaining the resources
from different ways (Hobfoll, 1989, p. 516).
In the organizational structure, there are different resources like objects, personal characteristics,
conditions and energies. Whenever an organization gives opportunities to employees for gaining
and enhancing the psychological resources of employees, they work effectively and increase their
psychological resources (Wright & Hobfoll, 2004). According to this view, COR argued that those
employees who have not protected their psychological resources in the organizations will involve
in different workplace mistreatments such as abusive supervision, psychopathic behavior that lead
to counterproductive work behavior (CWB) and such type of behaviors will ultimately decline the
performance of employees.
Affective events theory (AET) was proposed by Weiss and Cropanzano (1996), which depicts that
some specific work events are the antecedents of the affective reactions and behavior and this
approach is very useful to capture the deviating behavior (Counterproductive work behavior) over
time due to behavioral events in the organizations (Dimotakis, Scott, & Koopman, 2011). Some
behavioral incidents like Machiavellianism, abusive supervision and psychopathic behavior are
9

causing negative events which may support the deviant behavior at workplace. Emotion- centered
model was given by the Spector and Fox (2002), in which they commented that employees are
involving in counterproductive work behavior (CWB) as a way of regulating the their emotions in
the workplace. Both affective events theory (AET) and Emotion- centered model can be integrated
in order to account for varying the different sources of counterproductive work behavior (CWB).
Affective events theory (AET) explained the general behavioral framework which includes attitude
and behavior that impact on each other with the affective work events. Emotion- centered model,
on the other hands focuses on voluntary work behavior such as counterproductive work behavior
(CWB) and organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) (Fadel et al, 2014). Accordingly, this
implies importance of negative work circumstances (Dark Triad) with relation to CWB.
Contextually, this study will be conducted on the Tanner sector of Pakistan which is primarily
ignored sector by many researchers. From the organizational perspective, this study is important
because many organizations are nowadays facing some major issues specifically CWB from the
employees along with some negative behavioral antecedents. So that companies can remove these
vital and emerging issues which may cause huge losses to the organizations. Organizations are the
key players for any economy, so the growth of the economy is directly based upon organizational
success. In this study, the focus sector will be the tanner sector which is the second-largest growing
sector after the textile sector. Similarly, the outcomes of this research will enhance productivity
for the tanner sector as well as for the economy. A growing body of literature has been identified
which is practically harmful to the organizations and its stakeholders. Despite many studies on
CWB in the current Western era, there is still a gap in the context of Asia specifically in the Tanners
sector of Pakistan.
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1.8 Originality and Contribution to Knowledge
The current study will contribute to organizations because it provides insights into the dark side
knowledge of management and behavior. Organizations can gain the awareness of
counterproductive behavior of employees individually and organizationally along with other
relevant factors such as Machiavellian leadership, abusive supervision, psychopathic behavior,
locus of control, belongingness, information silence of employees, and justice perceptions. It
contributes to the following areas specifically:
•

This is the primary effort in the area of destructive leadership to CWB in the context of the
Tanners sector of Pakistan. There were no pieces of evidence of such underlying studies
previously.

•

The utilization of modern methods of quantitative analysis (Structural equation modeling)
with a combination of graphics and empirical techniques instantaneously.

•

An extended multidimensional structure of destructive leadership with CWB will be
investigated which is the gap area in previous research.

•

Mediational paths (justice perception and information silence) in the relation of DL and
CWB will be studied.

•

Moderation analysis (locus of control and belongingness) in the association of DL and
CWB will also be studied.

•

The current study endeavors the new avenues for investigation of destructive leadership
construct with CWB associated with it.

The study will bring a deep understanding of practical aspects and fill the knowledge gap of the
corporate environment in the world especially, in the Tanners sector of Pakistan. Little work is
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done on CWB of employees so this study will help organizations to understand, eliminate, or
reduce this behavior among employees (Wei & Si, 2013: Spector et al, 2006).

1.9 Introduction to the Variables of the Study
Counterproductive work behavior
CWB can be defined as the intended organizational behaviors that reveal the performance of
employees in jobs adversely weakening organizational effectiveness (Lau, Au, & Ho, 2003). Fox
and Spector (1999) commented that willful behavior by employees which causes harmful
consequences in the organization is CWB and organizations are bearing billions of dollars cost
from this behavior of individuals (Bennett & Robinson, 2000). Many dimensions lead CWB such
as sabotage (physical damage of organizational property), abuse against others (ignoring to
someone at the workplace), theft, production deviance (intentionally work slowly or incorrectly)
and withdrawal (taking longer breaks other than routine) (Spector et al, 2006). Holinger and Clark
(1983) made two groups of CWB in which one was “property deviance” and second was
“production deviance”. Property deviance can be defined as the misuse of employer’s assets
whereas, production deviance includes laziness and the behavior of absenteeism of employees
from the organization. Martinko, Gundlach, and Douglas (2002) argued that there are two major
streams of counterproductive work behavior. It can be caused by personal factors or by
organizational factors.
Personal factors that can cause counterproductive work behavior are mainly the habits of
employees along with some demographics of employees. It also includes stress over the employees
in the organization. These factors are common in personal category of the factors of CWB in the
workplace (Boye, & Jones, 1997). Organizational factors contain the shared perception of
employees that attached some characteristics of work settings such as group influence, supervisor
12

behavior, organizational policies, etc (Ostroff, 1993). Some researchers like Murphy (1993),
argued that some contextual factors can cause counterproductive work behavior which involves
environmental issues that lead to choosing employees to work as antisocial in the organization.
Machiavellian leadership
Machiavellian leadership is a destructive leadership concept which was originally argued by
Niccolo Machiavelli in his famous book The Prince, and based upon manipulation to others. There
are two perspectives of leadership concepts, such as positive (Ethical, Transformational, Authentic
and Paternalistic, etc.), and some areas of leadership contain destructive perspective like
Machiavellian leadership (Vanessa, 2016). Machiavelli advocates that doing the necessary things
in whatever way, which leads the concept of “the ends justify the means” (Deluga, 2001, p. 341).
It means a leader can do anything he or she wants by getting their desire output. Machiavellianism
is a purely practical or applied approach in the organizations. Furthermore, there are two levels of
Machiavellianism, one is high Machs and another is low Machs (Christie and Geis, 1970). High
Machs are more amoral and less interactive with social norms (Lewicki, 1983) whereas, low
Machs are mainly less manipulative and somehow involved in societal norms with interactive
behavior (Geis, 1978).
Christie and Geis (1970), initially established the scale on Machiavellian leadership which was
based on four major characteristics or facets of a Machiavellian leader. These are mainly “amoral,
desire for control, desire for status and distrust to others” (Dahling et al, 2009). Amoral is the first
feature in which the leader wants to take the competitive edge from the situation over others along
with some allied features like sabotage, cheat, and unethical behaviors that are associated with the
leader. The desire for control and status contains ruling the situation, making a good status in the
environment, and become a rich person, etc are the sub-features that are attached to the
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Machiavellian leader. The final dimension is distrust of others which is mainly looking at personal
gains and less trust of Machiavellian leader to others (Dahling et al, 2009).
Abusive supervision
Abusive supervision is also the destructive perspective of leadership as Machiavellian leadership
that is based on subordinate’s relation in the organization including psychological stress and
specific workplace mistreatment (Teeper, 2000). Abusive supervision is a serious growing
problem in organizations and due to this, 12% of the employees are affected (Kemper, 2016).
Recently, there has been considerable work on the few dimensions of destructive leadership,
although many are still unclear in the organizations (Harvey & Stoner, 2007). Over the past decade,
the need to research destructive leadership like abusive supervision is dramatically increased
(Brees & Mackey, 2013). Teeper (2000), commented that the outcomes of abusive supervision are
mainly high turnover, lower job satisfaction, and lower performance.
Till today, most of the research has an emphasis on psychological outcomes rather than the
prevention before it happens (Teeper, 2007). All over the world, the common issue of employees
is not to report abusive supervision to anyone because they think that self-promotion and other
relevant benefits are associated with the immediate supervisor, so that they reluctant to report this
destructive behavior of supervisor to others (Xu, Loi, & Lam, 2015).
Psychopathic behavior
In recent leadership behavior, psychopathic is relevant to the personality disorder of a leader at the
workplace (Stepp & Trull, 2007). Hogan (2006), explained the three types of personality traits
which are mainly bright side, dark side, and inside personalities. The normal behaviors or day to
day behaviors of employees at the workplace that show the performance of employees is the bright
side of personality and supported by the big five personality model. The dark side contains the
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performance of employees in stress and tired situation (Furnham & Taylor, 2004) and finally inside
elaborates the core values of employees during working in an organization (Hogan & Hogan,
1999). Psychopathic behavior or personality disorder is studied under the field of destructive
leadership and the part of workplace bullying.
Einarsen et al., (2007), identified that destructive leadership styles broke down the legitimate
objectives of an organization which further leads to dissatisfaction with employees. The major
consideration of psychopathic behavior is the unfavorable treatment of subordinates that shows
little interest in the supervisor over the subordinates (Boddy, 2011). Hare (1993), demonstrated
that personality disorder is the combination of social and emotional deviance symptoms and the
people who have these features are impulsive, antisocial, and poor control over the behaviors.
Justice perception
Organizational justice is the concept utilized to explain the role of fairness in the workplace which
relates to organizational employees. Organizational justice is more linked with the ways that are
determined by the employees if they have been fairly treated in their jobs (Moorman, 1991).
Organizational justice explained many other organizational behaviors of employees that lead to
the betterment of the organization (Greenberg, 1990). Employees who are working in the
organizations perceive four types of organizational justice which are: “distributive justice,
procedural justice, interactional justice, and informational justice” (Colquitt et al, 2001).
Distributive justice is the perception of fairness of employees at the workplace. The outcomes of
distributive justice can be equality with the comparison with others (Alsalem & Alhaiani, 2007).
It also includes the fair reward distribution as the employees who are not treated fairly during the
distribution of rewards with relevant to their inputs are mentally disturb and will be less motivated
(Adams, 1963). Distributive justice is mainly connected to the outcome of the function while,
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procedural justice is related to the perception about the fairness of procedures such as rules and
regulations in the organization (Nabatchi, et al, 2007). Among the different procedures of fairness
opportunity for decision making, grounds for hearing, and impartiality are the major procedures
(Bayles, 1990). Interactional justice reflects the perception of fairness in employees during
interpersonal treatments (Bies & Moag, 1986). Some researchers like Folger and Cropanzano et
al., 1998), identified two subcategories of interactional justice which are “informational justice
and interpersonal justice”, but these two are dealt with the separate constructs in the literature of
organizational behavior. Finally, informational justice explains the authority provided an adequate
explanation for decision making (Greenberg, 1990).
Information silence
Behaviorally, silence and voice are opposite and related to expressing the ideas (voice) and
withholding the ideas (silence) in the organizations (Jones & Nisbett, 1972). Morrison and
Milliken (2000) said that there are three types of voice of employees in the organization such as
“acquiescent voice, defensive voice, and pro-social voice”. They further argued that there are also
three types of the silence of the employees in the workplace such as “acquiescent silence, defensive
silence, and pro-social silence”. Pinder and Harlos (2001) commented that the silence of
employees in the workplace opens the different types of behaviors within the work settings and it
is pervasive that gets not much attention from researchers. As mentioned above three types of
silence, the first is acquiescent silence in which employees withhold the relevant ideas or
information based upon resignation which further leads to disengage behavior of employees
(Kahn, 1990). It generates passive behavior in the employees.
Defensive silence is the proactive and intentional behavior of employees that are envisioned to
defend themselves from external threats (Schlenker & Weigold, 1989). Defensive silence could
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include the hiding of ideas or information or personal mistakes for self-protection. Prosocial
silence is the third type of information silence that relates the concept of organizational citizenship
behavior (OCB) (Organ, 1988). Prosocial silence concerned with the holding of “work-related
ideas, information, and opinions” that are beneficial for the organization and it is also proactive
behavior in nature (Korsgaard et al. 1997). Prosocial silent people are aware of the alternatives and
other different considerations but they consciously hold the information and ideas (Organ, 1988).
Locus of control
The belief over the control is an important construct in the field of behavior and it is related to
human nature which was originally developed by Thorstein Veblen back in 1899 in the theory of
leisure class (Veblen, 1899). By now, psychology has enough empirical evidence that control
beliefs are a good predictor of human behavior (Strickland, 1977). One control belief is the locus
of control which is defined as the individual credence about either the particular consequences of
any conduct are the causes of other’s actions or the causes of external forces that are not
controllable (Rotter, 1966). According to this, there are two aspects of locus of control such as
“internal locus of control and external locus of control”. The former concept identified the
individual believes that the events of life are controlled by the active behavior (Krampen, 1979)
whereas, on the other hand, the latter concept reflects that the major events of life are controlled
by some external factors (Skinner, 1996).
Accordingly, locus of control is the popular construct in the field of cross disciplines and it is
studied under psychology, socio-political research, medical, economics, and pedagogical research.
Usually, it is a generalized belief that external locus of control is related to undesirable
circumstances like lower satisfaction with life which can be the cause of mental health problems
(Taylor et al, 2000). As these are the uncontrollable life events so that they can be created realistic
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expectations. Unlikely, in an internal locus of control the possible results of any event considered
as the cause of human behavior that further leads towards the settlement of personal life goals,
self-betterment, and improvements of one’s capabilities (self-efficacy) in the organization
(Infurana et al. 2011).
Belongingness
The sense of belongingness is developed by Kohut (1984), which is closely related to the
attachment (Gover, 1993) and perceived social support (Newcomb, 1990). Belongingness reflects
the interaction between the self and social environment which creates the companionship among
the persons (Kohut, 1984). Baumeister and Tice (1990) demonstrated that the exclusion of social
settings leads to anxiety in employees and it has a direct effect on depression. Furthermore,
Durkheim (1963) claimed that social detachments can be the cause of severe depression which
ultimately leads to a suicide attempt. Belongingness has been supported by different authors
empirically such as Unger (1984), who found that social attachment leads towards well-being and
social satisfaction. Likewise, peer to peer affiliation has been reflected self-esteem, reducing stress,
and making the fresh mood of employees (Fleming & Aiello, 1981).
Belongingness creates a sense of inclusion among the employees in the organizations and due to
this ownership in the mind of employees has been developed that cope the better working
relationships and develop the interests among employees (Baumeister & Leary, 1995).

1.10 Thesis Overview
This thesis is distributed in six chapters. At the end reference and appendices are available.
Chapter one named as an introduction which elaborates the overview of the background,
significant, research objectives, questions, contribution, and organization or structure of the thesis.
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Chapter two contains the literature review and theoretical development of the model which further
discusses literature and important theoretical basics relevant to this model and research.
Hypotheses and their relations are also discussed in this chapter.
Chapter three explains the Research Methodology which discusses the quantitative methods in
research design, the rationale behind the study. It is also discussed the population, sample with
survey design in the context of Pakistan. Finally, it provides an analysis strategy for shreds of
evidence.
Chapter four discusses the detailed results of quantitative analysis. This chapter contains
descriptive analysis, structural models, mediation moderation, and validity with reliability analysis
in the quantitative area.
Chapter five entails a discussion on the findings which are in general and in specific with relevant
to research questions. It also discusses the recommendations for managers with limitations and
future avenues for new research.
Chapter six contains a summary, conclusion, and implications that conclude the whole thesis and
provide the practical implications for policymakers.
At last, references and appendices sections detail available in specific bibliographic scholarly
citations used to support this research.
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Chapter 2
Literature Review and Model Development
2.1 Introduction
2.2 Destructive Leadership
2.3 Machiavellian Leadership
2.4 Abusive Supervision
2.5 Psychopathic Behavior
2.6 Information Silence
2.7 Counterproductive Work Behavior
2.8 Relating Destructive Leadership to Information Silence and CWB
2.9 Justice Perceptions
2.10 Relating Destructive Leadership to Justice Perceptions and CWB
2.11 Locus of Control
2.12 Relating Destructive Leadership (Mach) to Locus of Control and CWB
2.13 Belongingness
2.14 Relating Destructive Leadership (PB) to Belongingness and CWB
2.15 Model Development
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2.1 Introduction
Chapter two focuses on the intensive literature of relevant studies with theoretical foundations of
the hypothetical model. It relates previous studies on destructive leadership constructs particular,
Machiavellian leadership, abusive supervision, and psychopathic behavior with counterproductive
work behavior. It also discusses information silence, justice perception, locus of control, and
belongingness to destructive leadership constructs and counterproductive work behavior. Finally,
hypotheses will be developed based on the literature review.

2.2 Destructive leadership
Several concepts have been used by the researchers to describe the aspects of destructive
leadership, and they tend to use different concepts as an alternative to the destructive leadership,
such concepts include “supervisory abuse” (Bamberger & Bacharach, 2006), “petty tyranny”
(Ashforth, 1997), “tyrannical leadership” (Hauge et al., 2007), “despotic leadership” (De Hoogh
& Den Hartog, 2008), “toxic leadership” (Limpman-Blumen, 2006), “abusive supervision”
(Tepper, 2007), and “leader’s destructive behavior” (Einarsen et al., 2007). However, most of the
recent researchers have used abusive supervision as the antecedent of destructive leadership
(Mackey et al., 2006) while it has been well-defined by Tepper (2007) as “subordinate´s
perceptions of the extent to which supervisors engage in the sustained display of hostile verbal and
nonverbal behaviors, excluding physical contact” (P. 178). In this regard, the more comprehensive
and broader definition of destructive leadership have been proposed by Einarsen et al., (2007) as
“the 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 motivation, well-being or job satisfaction of
subordinates” (P. 208). This definition of the destructive leadership portrayed the leader’s behavior
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toward the subordinates, and organizations as well. Though it explains the organizational factors
along with the individual’s factors which ultimately measure the productivity of the individuals.
Eventually, destructive leadership behaviors ultimately have the potency to harm the individuals
and the organizations.
The prior research studies have opted different kinds of avoidant and passive leadership behavior
to explain the destructive leadership behavior, their practices and consider it as the absence of
leadership in the organizations (Kelloway et al, 2005; Skogstad et al., 2007; Sterne et al., 2017;
Barling & Frone, 2017). In this regard, the researchers mostly utilized the “laissez-faire leadership”
which have been defined as “the avoidance or absence of leadership and is, by definition, the most
inactive as well as the most ineffective according to almost all research on the style” (Bass &
Avolio, 2004; P. 4). In line with this, Hinkin and Schriesheim (2008) have also defined this
leadership style as “managers avoiding making decisions, abdicating responsibility, and not using
their authority” (P. 1237). These definitions reported that destructive leadership refers to the
leader’s behavior in which leaders tend to avoid performing their organizational duties. Therefore,
the avoidance or passive behavior of the leaders can be considered as the destructive behavior or
merely the absence of leadership (Criag & Kaiser, 2013).
Schyns and Schilling (2013) have underlined twelve terms used by the researchers to describe the
phenomenon of destructive leadership. These leadership terms include “petty tyranny, abusive
supervision, coercive power, abusive supervisory behavior, social undermining, supervisory
abuse, supervisor’s verbal abuse, unsupportive managerial behavior, abusive leadership,
destructive leadership, tyrannical leadership, and despotic leadership”. In further, the research
studies have supported that Machiavellian leadership and abusive supervision as the key
component of destructive leadership. Machiavellianism has been defined by Wilson et al., (1996)
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as it is “a strategy of social conduct that involves manipulating others for personal gain, often
against the other's self-interest” (P. 285). From this definition, it can be highlighted just like the
overall antisocial behavior of the leader, Machiavellianism is similar to the abusive supervision as
both found to be the antisocial behavior as the leaders tend to use individuals for the personal
benefits. Along with these two types, this study has proposed that psychopathy leadership is also
similar to abusive supervision and Machiavellianism by being the predictor of destructive
leadership. Though psychopathy leadership can be defined as disastrous, fraudulent, and traitorous
behavior by the leaders toward individuals and organizations (Khiangte, 2011). Though
psychopathy anticipated the destructive and observable tendency amid the dark triad
(Psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and Narcissism) to influence the member of organizations (Jones
& Paulhus, 2014). Similarly, the prior research studies have addressed that psychopathy means to
the negative or destructive leadership (Blickle et al., 2018), while negative leadership possibly will
decrease an individual’s performance (Mathieu et al., 2014). Thus, it will be worthy to highlight
that psychopathy is similar to destructive leadership behavior as antisocial behavior. Therefore,
this study has proposed that psychopathy, abusive supervision, and Machiavellianism as a
significant component of destructive leadership.

2.3 Machiavellian Leadership
The term Machiavellianism has been derived in 16th century by Niccolò Machiavelli in his book
“the prince”, where he explained how political leaders influence individuals to get and to remain
in power by insincere behavior and manipulating others (Wilson et al., 1996; Walter et al., 2005;
Judge, Piccolo, and Kosalka, 2009). By studying this book, Christie and Geis (1970) stated
Machiavellianism as a personality trait and developed the measurement scale. They also stated
Machiavellianism as the ability to lie and deceive others to gain personal benefits (Christie & Geis,
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1970). Based on the political concept of Machiavelli, Christie and Geis (1970) have explained that
Machiavellianism refers to the individual’s trait of personality in which they intended to
manipulate and deceive others to accomplish their benefits. Though most of the research studies
of this era on Machiavellianism have found to use Christie and Geis’s (1970) study to build their
foundations. While Wilson et al., (1996) have defined Machiavellianism as “a strategy of social
conduct that involves manipulating others for personal gain, often against the other's self-interest”
(P. 285). Although manipulators have found to be focusing on achieving their short-term goals by
intentionally deceiving others without thinking about the long-term consequences of their actions
(Kessler et al., 2010). In line with this, Wilson et al., (1996) have highlighted that every individual
can manipulate others while some of the individuals have greater competency to influence others
and some of the individuals have less ability to manipulate others. Therefore, manipulation tactics
used by the individuals based on their competency to deceive others to accomplish their gains
(Fehr & Samsom, 2013). In line with this, it can be stated that leaders had a higher level of
manipulative abilities tends them to greatly influence their subordinates which consequently
discourage individuals to perform better just because of the negative behavior by the leaders.
People who were found to have a strong ability to manipulate, control, persuasive, and orienting
and also lack of effect on the interpersonal relationship (Drory & Gluskinos, 1980; Siegel, 1973).
High Mach people were found as careless about the needs, rights, and feelings of others because
high Mach people possess low emotional involvement (Walter et al., 2005). On the other hand,
people who scored low Mach were found to have the ability to understand the needs and feelings
of other people. Such people also found to be people-oriented, follow the structure, and accept
rules (Siegel, 1973). Leaders with the high score on high Mach, possess very analytical, strategic
and political thinking (Judge et al., 2009; 2006) which enable them to use power more destructively
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in an organization and seek opportunities to harm the organization and to exploit supremacy
without the sense of dishonor (Judge et al., 2009; Deluga, 2001). Machiavellian leaders often found
that they use power to influence employees in an organization just to gain personal benefits.
Therefore, such leaders found to have less ability to follow rules and structure. Consequently, such
characteristics of Machiavellian leadership, this construct portrayed as negative and part of
destructive leadership (Becker & Hair, 2007).
Individuals having a high score on the MACH IV measurement scale of Machiavellianism, also
known as the high Mach, and such individuals often found to have greater ability to manipulate,
positioning on perceptions, controls, and less influence on the conventional mortality and
interpersonal relation (Seigel, 1973; Drory & Gluskinos, 1980). Similarly, Walter et al., (2005)
have indicated that individuals with high Mach have a less emotional involvement with situations
and other individuals which intended them to be careless toward the needs, rights, and feelings of
other individuals. High Mach individuals tend to use detached tactics while communicating others,
used positive comments when gaining their benefits from others, and emphasis on their gains by
going against the self0interest of others (Becker and O’Hair, 2007). Besides this, Seigel (1973)
has explained that individuals who scoreless of the MACH IV measurement scale of
Machiavellianism have found to be vulnerable in a social situation, follow structure, accept rules,
and people-oriented. Although both high Mach and low Mach are manipulating others to
accomplish their gains, while the intensity of deceiving others is greater in high Machs as
compared to the low Machs. Therefore, it will be worthy to mention that individuals with high
Machs have greater abilities to influence their subordinates as compared to individuals with low
Machs.

25

Judge et al., (2009) have defined leaders with high Mach ability as, having greater abilities of the
analytical, political, and strategic thinking, it means that high Mach leaders possess the higher
ability of analytical and political skills which leads them toward accomplishing their goals by
deceiving others. In line with this, Judge et al., (2009) have also mentioned that high Mach leaders
can navigate power the complex and dynamic situations of the organization, and further such
leaders often avail the opportunities to abusively use their power without the guiltiness of shame.
While Deluga (2001) have mentioned that high Mach leaders often use their power abusively to
influence, persuade, and control their subordinates to accomplish their benefits. Such kinds of
leaders often found to have a less ethical standard, and have less ability to follow moral standards,
ethical guidelines, and procedures developed by the organizations.
Therefore, it can be considered that Machiavellian leadership is just opposed to the ethical
leadership, as the ethical leaders tend to follow rules and structures to get maximum output from
their subordinates while the Machiavellian leads have not found to following any organizational
rule or structure to get maximum productivity from their subordinates (Miller et al., 2017). In line
with this, it will be worthy to demonstrate Machiavellian leaders have a greater potency to
influence their subordinates as compared to the ethical leaders. This has seemed that Machiavellian
leaders who are high Machs predicted the higher level of deviant behavior as compared to the
Machiavellian leaders who are on low Machs. Thus, it possibly will be substantial to conclude that
Machiavellian leaders are the source of deviant behavior like CWB by the individuals.
Because of such leadership features, in most of the research studies, Machiavellianism has received
negative implications. The reason behind this can be pioneer studies like Christie and Geis (1970)
who intended to use this construct in a negative connotation. Besides the negative connotation,
Gable and Topol (1991) have explained that Machiavellian leadership and behavior have not
26

always negative consequences in the organization context. this has been explained by Judge et al.,
(2009), as the Machiavellian leaders have a greater influence on the individuals, can run the
business in more appropriate ways, and by effective commitment because of Machiavellians “are
willing to invest in their social capital for the sake of achieving their goals” (P. 871). While
McHoskey (1999) explained such leaders as the most effective leaders because of their willingness
to accomplish extrinsic goals. Besides the effective leadership style of the Machiavellian leaders,
they possess the abilities to demonstrate different leadership styles like Charismatic (Deluga, 2001)
and use different tactics like impression management to influence their subordinates (Becker &
O’Hair, 2007). Therefore, by discussing the argument and findings of the prior studies, it will be
worthy to highlight that, Machiavellian is not only a negative construct, even though it has several
positive abilities to upsurge the organizational performance.
Even though Machiavellian leaders have a greater tendency to get maximum output from their
subordinates as compared to the other kinds of leadership. In line with this, the prior studies have
suggested that Machiavellian individuals are the most successful leaders in the organizational
context (Judge et al., 2009; Grosz et al., 2019). Such individuals involve themselves in situations
and through this, they get encourages individuals to get more productivity.

Though the

manipulative behavior sometimes encourages the individuals because Machiavellian leaders can
gain the trust of others and deceive them to get maximum productivity. Therefore, it can be
concluded that Machiavellian leaders are more successful than other kinds of leadership.
Though, in several research studies Machiavellian has been considered as the negative constructs
while some considered it as positive (Liyanagamage et al., 2019; Rego et al., 2017). Being negative
construct, it adversely effected to the organizations while being positive construct it positively
effect to the organization. This positive and negative influence can be explained as the
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Machiavellian leaders have greater abilities to influence to the subordinates, and leaders are
committed toward their leads (Stradovnik & Stare, 2018). Therefore, the greater influence of the
leaders on their subordinates ultimately upsurges individual productivity which then leads toward
accomplishing organizational goals. Besides this, Machiavellian leaders have a greater ability to
cheat or manipulate others for their gains (Belschak et al., 2018). Therefore, it can be understood
that Machiavellians leaders often demonstrate destructive behavior which possibly has negative
consequences for their subordinates and organization. Furthermore, in comparison to the ethical
leadership, Machiavellians have a greater ability to get more productivity from the individuals
because of their substantial influence on subordinates. If a business has characteristics of
Machiavellian leadership, it possibly leads the business toward a higher growth rate while
commonly, the characteristics of Machiavellians often found in the salespersons. Furthermore, as
the high Mach have greater abilities of manipulation and cheating as compared to the low Machs,
thus, it can be stated that low possibly demonstrates positive behavior while high Machs possibly
demonstrate adverse behavior (Savas, 2019). Therefore, it provides a clear picture of
Machiavellians as it has a substantial influence on the subordinates in both positive and negative
ways.
In the existing literature of Machiavellianism, it has been studied in distinct fields and researchers
linked it to distinct concepts like leadership, satisfaction, performance, and personality. In such
studies, several have indicated that Machiavellianism has found to be adversely linked to job
satisfaction and performance. In this regard, the high Machs more strongly influenced the job
factors as compared to low Machs individuals. Machiavellianism has discussed the personality
traits by considering it the part of the dark triad, while the other two concepts of dark triad include
psychopathy and narcissism (Paulhus & Williams, 2002). Becker and O’Hair, (2007) demonstrated
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Machiavellianism as such individuals have low conscientiousness like they “thrive in unstructured
environments with less explicitly communicated norms and rules and exploit situations to their
advantage” (P. 251). Furthermore, Machiavellians have also found to be low on the agreeableness
trait of personality, while such low score ultimately leads them to demonstrate manipulative and
suspicious behavior in the organization (Gelissen & Graaf, 2006). Though the behavior of
Machiavellians has been studied broadly in the organizational context by linking it to the different
organizational components, such linkage has demonstrated that Machiavellians have adversely
related to the organizational wellbeing.
Numerous studies have characterized Machiavellianism (Mach) as a ‘dark’ personality trait and
have also argued that Machiavellians warn the well-being of the organization and its stakeholders
(Belschak, Muhammad, & Hartog, 2016). By considering the manipulative personality trait,
Machiavellianism in management studies has a greater value in research if we compare the other
traits in the Dark Triad. Machiavellianism is characterized by the maximization of interests and
also a well-built desire to control individuals (Dahling, Whitaker, Levy, Whitaker, & Levy, 2009).
Many researchers recognized some common aspects of Machiavellians such as “eagerness to
employ manipulative tactics and act amorally and support a mocking, untrustworthy view of
human nature”. In the managerial field within the organization, several studies have shown that
Machiavellianism is linked to a superfluity of outcomes which include decreased job satisfaction,
lower organizational citizenship behavior, higher employee turnover rate and increased CWB
(Dahling et al., 2009; Gkorezis, Petridou, & Krouklidou, 1841).
In other studies, it is discussed that Machiavellian traits represent an unreliable and immoral value
system that opposes the moral values of ethical leadership. In a Machiavellianism strategy of social
conduct that engages manipulating others for their gain (Wilson, Near, & Miller, 1996).
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Machiavellians are seen as cheaters and manipulators who reduce the social capital of an
individual, a group, or an organization. For example, Machiavellianism is positively linked to
salespersons who have the eagerness to lie (Hartog & Belschak, 2012).
In comparison to ethical leaders, Machiavellian leaders are motivated in nature to influence others
to achieve their own set goals and are goal-oriented rather than people-oriented. They have trust
issues in people and, in response, tend not to be trusted by other people (Brown, Treviño, &
Harrison, 2005). Coercion and manipulation are not ethical elements of the influence of leaders
and the leaders who utilize these tactics are unlikely to perceive as attractive ethical models by
their followers. Manipulation in social learning which rests on the assumption is inconsistent that
observers who are observing can generously choose models to observe and imitate (Hartog &
Belschak, 2012). Therefore, (Brown et al., 2005) proposed Machiavellianism and ethical
leadership is inversely related to each other. Both employee Machiavellianism and leader
Machiavellianism have been connected to manipulative, unethical, and (CWB) counterproductive
work behaviors (Dahling et al., 2009).
Businessman with a high intensity of Machiavellianism traits in their characters can apply their
management and industry philosophy through a range of means as well as profile corporate culture
and practical work situations through employer-employee interactions. These reality base work
situations have a vital effect on employee behaviors.

2.4 Abusive Supervision
The concept of abusive supervision has firstly highlighted by Tepper (2000, p, 178) and defined it
as the “subordinates' perceptions of the extent to which supervisors engage in the sustained display
of hostile verbal and nonverbal behaviors, excluding physical contact”. Most of the prior studies
on abusive behavior have emphases on the dark side in which employees tend to consider it as
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explicit behavior of the supervisor and consequently employees’ effect to the entire organizational
system. Such influence of the employees on organizational system possibly include a job or life
dissatisfaction (Tepper, 2000) dysfunctional confrontation (Tepper et al., 2001), workplace deviant
behavior of the employees (Mitchel & Ambrose, 2007), decrease in the productivity of employees
(Hmieleski & Ensley, 2007), and psychological distress of the employees (Tepper et al., 2007).
The research studies of epidemiological have mentioned that abusive behavior is a more dominant
paradigm in the workplace than physical violence or sexual harassment (Tepper, 2000). With
similar to this, Tepper was also found that one from seven employees reported being abused from
their supervisor at the workplace while 50% employees found to be reported that they experience
abusive behavior of their supervisor one time in the entire working life, and in response, abused
employees consequently abused their followers at the same time when they abused from their
seniors. Though this develops a chain of abusiveness, every employee who gets abusiveness from
their seniors, they ultimately target and abuse their sub-ordinates and through this, the culture of
the organization possibly will be in a dangerous situation which decreases the employee
productively and ultimately decrease the organizational performance in the industry. With similar
to this, it has been found that organizations spend around US$ 17000to US$ 24000 per abusive
case of employees to deal with turnover, low morale, reduced productivity, legal cost, and lower
work engagement, while in total, estimated organizational cost has been found to more than US$
23.8 billion solely in the just United States.
Hoobler and Brass, (2006) described abusive supervision as “the situation wherein employees
perceive that their supervisor treating them unfairly, laughing at them and taking credit for their
achievements”. It can also be well-defined as practices of aggressive behavior by the supervisor
(Harvey et al., 2006). As per the opinions of Tepper (2000), abusive supervision displays a
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situation where supervisors hostile verbal and non-verbal behavior rather than physical hostility.
The primary aspects of abusive supervision are a combination of threats about job termination,
disgrace attitude, and depriving subordinates of essential information. Abusive supervision also
linked with the concept of ‘petty tyranny’ (Ashforth, 1994) and i.e. “supervisors use their power
in oppressively, acrimoniously and in vindictive ways”. Abusive supervision put its adverse effect
on employee effectiveness and especially on organizational performance. Petty tyranny is a
combination of its six indicators which include autocratic and self-glorification, lack of
contemplation, forcing approach to conflict resolution, dispiriting initiatives, vain punishment and
degrade to subordinates.
Furthermore, the abusive supervision refers to the subjective measurement which differs from
individual to individual. Similar to this, Hoff (1990) has mentioned that the demonstrations of
abusiveness greatly depend on the context in which the supervisor and their followers operating
for the common goal. Though numerous research studies have tended to explore the consequences
of organizational injustice (Aryee et al., 2007), psychological contract violation (Hoobler & Brass,
2006), and these studies have explored that environment and context of the job have greatly
contributed in the abusive behavior of the supervisor. Similarly, Tepper et al., (2012) have tried to
end the consequences of abusiveness and emphasis to overcome the reasons behind the
development of this concept in the organizations, to do so, they measure abusiveness through twoaspect which include Impulsive abusive supervision (IAS), and Strategic abusive supervision
(SAS). In explaining these concepts, they mentioned that impulsive supervision refers to the
abusiveness of the supervisor with the deliberate behavior and for the purpose to intentionally
degrade the sub-ordinates, while strategic abusiveness refers to the abusive behavior of the
supervisor to upsurge the performance of individuals and organization and such intentions of the
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supervisor have motivated the individuals as it considered as the positive side to monitor the
performance of individuals. Additionally, Tepper et al., (2012) also portrayed that abusive
supervision considered as the political activities which create difference amid the supervisor’s
hostility of strategic and impulsive abusiveness, they also intended to explain that abusive
supervision means “abusive behavior of impulsive and strategic expressions of downward
hostility” (P. 194). In line with this, Ferris et al., (2007) have mentioned that strategic and
impulsive abusiveness used by the supervisor as the tactical method to abuse their follower.
Though, both kinds have taken as to measure the pattern of abusiveness caused by the behavior of
the supervisor.
Several prior research studies have highlighted the antecedent’s factors of abusive behavior by the
supervisor which possibly learned by process of social learning (Bandura, 1973), by distinct factors
of personality (Burton & Hoobler, 2011), by distinct social factors (Lian et al., 2012), by
administration’s factors (Hu et al., 2018)), by stress at the workplace (Hauge et al., 2010) by
downward execution of employee perception (Tepper et al., 2011), and by a tyrant style pf
leadership (Aryee et al., 2007). Though the bulk of the research studies emphasize the outcome of
abusiveness, for example, abusiveness possibly disturbs the work-life balance of the individuals
and downward their life satisfaction (Tepper et al., 2017; Hoobler & Brass, 2006). Furthermore,
the outcome of abusiveness at the workplace possibly include decreasing self-esteem (James &
Hoobler, 2006), destructive behavior of the individuals (Khan et al., 2010), increased turnover or
absenteeism (Tepper et al., 2011), upsurge unethical conduct by the individuals (Mitchell &
Ambrose, 2007), and increased injustice in the organization (Zellers et al., 2002).
Though, several different constructs have been considered similar to abusive supervision. This
study found that such a similar construct includes “petty tyranny, workplace aggression and
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violence, workplace bullying, supervisor underpinning, and interactional justice”. In line with this,
this study has an attempt to distinguish these concepts from abusive supervision. So, the
explanation of these construct in light to the abusive supervision have stated below;
Petty tyranny has been defined by Ashforth (1997) as a “manager's use of power and authority
oppressively, capriciously, and vindictively” (P. 126). Petty tyranny has also a mixture of its six
dimensions which possibly include “belittling subordinates, arbitrariness and self-importance, a
forcing style of conflict resolution lack of consideration, conditional punishment, and discouraging
initiative”. Similar to the abusive behavior of seniors, Tepper, (2007) also mentioned that petty
tyranny includes intentionally abusing sub-ordinates. Though, petty tyranny is a different construct
from abusive supervision as petty tyranny measures individual behavior in which they will not
perceive the aggressive behavior of the supervisor all the time but the used word will unfriendly
and inappropriate. Therefore, it will be worthy to mention that the concept of petty tyranny is much
ambiguous in terms of the perception of employees toward hostility and the abusiveness of the
supervision. Though, this study has argued that abusive behavior is the deliberate conduct of the
supervisor and employees perceive it a short time while in terms of petty tyranny, individuals
perceive less abusive behavior or will not perceive abusive behavior all the time.
Workplace aggression refers to the employee behavior at the workplace in which they intended to
damage other employees while the workplace violence refers to the direct and physical harassment
to the individuals (Neuman & Baron, 1998). They further proposed the three aspects of aggressive
behavior which possibly include “hostility means verbal aggression; obstructionism refers to the
actions designed to impede individuals to perform a specific job and overt aggression which means
to assault others”. Besides this, the difference between instrumental and hostile aggression has
been made by Anderson and Bushman (2002) in terms of damaging to the employees to
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accomplish certain goals by the supervisor. They have further mentions that instrumental
aggression often used by the supervisors when they perceive that they are unable to accomplish a
specific goal while hostile aggression is the intended behavior of the supervisors in which they
used aggressive behavior to upsurge the employee productivity which ultimately leads them to
accomplish a specific goal. While measuring violence and aggression of the supervisors, it possibly
related to the abusive supervision, for instance, the supervisors possibly create harmful situations
for the individuals to accomplish the goals. Though, aggression also means physical hostility amid
the relation of supervisors and individuals while in this regard, Tepper (2006) has greatly
mentioned that in abusive supervision, supervisors do not emphasis on physical hostility.
Zapf and Einarsen (2001) have portrayed that workplace bullying occurred “when an individual
persistently over a while, is on the receiving end of negative actions from one or several others, in
a situation where the one at the receiving end may have difficulty defending him or herself against
these actions”. In several bullying cases, it is difficult for individuals to keep them safe from
abusiveness as the powerful abusiveness to the individuals caused by the less powerful target
(Tepper, 2007). Though, similar to the paradigm of workplace aggression, the concept of
workplace bullying also different from the concept of abusive supervision because it is not only
mean to the destructive conduct of the supervisor toward their subordinates. Though, abusive
supervision can be made only by the supervisors while bullying can be made by every individual
of the organization. Besides this, with similar to the abusive supervision, the bullying means to the
aggressive conduct at the workplace by any individual (Park et al., 2017), while abusive
supervision means to supervisor’s hostility to abuse the subordinates.
Duffy et al., (2002) have first examined the concept of social undermining and explained it as
“behavior intended to hinder, over time, the ability to establish and maintain positive interpersonal
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relationships, work-related success, and favorable reputation”. Though, supervisor undermining
has found to be greatly related to the paradigm of abusive supervision. With similar to the abusive
supervision, in supervisor’s undermining the physical hostility has found be excluded as explained
by Tepper (2007). However, Hershcovis (2011) have portrayed that both conduct have been made
by the individual who is in power in the organization or designated on a powerful position in the
organizations which ultimately directed toward the supervisors. However, with similar to this,
Tepper has portrayed that measurement items of the supervisor undermining and abusive
supervisions are related to each other while difference can be noted that some of the items of
supervisor undermining related to the supervisor’s behavior toward the subordinates on their back
while the abusive supervision cannot measure the behind the behavior of supervisor. Accordingly,
with dissimilar to the abusive supervision, the concept of supervisor undermining has found to be
extra covert or intended hostile behavior which ultimately hider the success of subordinates and
reputation or success at the workplace (Yang et al., 2019). Therefore, it will be worthy to described
that supervisor undermining is much different from the abusive supervision in terms of the
individual’s success and terms of the supervisor’s conduct.
Colquitt et al., (2001) have stated that interactional justice can be explained as the socialization
which individuals received from the supervisors and other individuals of the organizations.
Besides, the concept of interactional justice can be divided into two dimensions which include
“interpersonal justice and informational justice”. Interpersonal justice refers to the extent to which
a person deals with respect, politeness, and dignity by other persons of the organization. While
informational justice refers to the information provided to the persons related to why distinct
procedures are being used by the organization and why results segmented in distinct ways
(Greenberg, 1993). Though, during the examination of the abusive supervision, interactional
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justice will be particularly significant (Tepper, 2000). As the abusive supervision emphasizes on
the negative and diverse interpersonal conduct of the supervisors toward individuals like it is
disrespectful and rude behavior of the supervisors toward their subordinates. This has
demonstrated that both concepts are similar to both emphases on diverse treatment. However, the
difference amid abusive supervision and justice can be made by the notion of interpersonal justice
possibly by the individuals in negative or positive ways (Hawari et al., 2020; Hurst et al., 2019).
Though, individual possibly receive unfair or fair conduct by others. Consequently, the presence
of abusiveness possibly will not upsurge the perception of unfair conduct but develop a neutral
situation in the organizations. Furthermore, the greatest difference amid both concepts can be made
as abusive supervision emphasis on the conduct of supervisor and abusive supervision existed
amid the relation of supervisor and subordinates only while interactional justice possibly exists in
the co-worker’s relation or the relation of individuals having the same position in the organization.
Abusive supervision creates the sensation of devaluing among employees along with socially
outcast from the organization (Michel et al., 2016) and it put its adverse effect on the organization
in term of poor employee performance, job dissatisfaction and excessive turnover intention
(Tepper, 2007). Similarly, Martinko et al., (2013) exposed that abusive behavior by supervisors
leads to job burnout, psychological problems, and a reduction in productivity and a high turnover
rate among employees. This can also disturb the employee’s family life (Hoobler & Brass, 2006).
Besides this, Tepper et al., (2006) found that due to abusive supervision, organizations spend
approximately $23.8 billion costs in terms of employee psychological issues, lesser productivity,
and turnover. In other consequences of abusive supervision includes workplace deviance that can
be defined as volitional actions that weaken individuals and organizational interests (Robinson &
Bennet, 1995). Though, aggressive behavior and interpersonal deviance also the consequences of
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verbal abuse and prejudice (Michel et al., 2016). Different employees have perceptions regarding
abusive supervision and it directly decreases employee performance and organizational
commitment ultimately it evolves turnover intention (Turnley & Feldman, 1999). Even in such
situations, some employees behave aggressively and that can be harmful to a supervisor (Inness et
al., (2005) and sometimes, abused employees exhibit aggressive behavior with non-abusive
supervisors.
Researchers in previous studies have proposed several concepts that will count within the domain
of destructive leadership that is mainly aimed towards subordinates. Although abusive supervision
refers to a low base rate phenomenon, its sound effects are notable. A small and rising body of
research suggests that subordinates which are abused greater report that they have a high job and
life dissatisfaction, serious intentions towards to quit their jobs, conflict role, and psychological
suffering, in comparison with their non-abused counterparts (Zellars, Tepper, & Duffy, 2002), and
that subordinates’ opinion of unfairness clarifies their responses to abusive supervision (Bennett
et al., 2000).
Abusive supervision (AS), refers to subordinates' specific behavior of the extent to which the
supervisors connect in the continued exhibit of aggressive nonverbal and behaviors within the
workplace, excluding physical contact behavior. This short term explanation characterizes abusive
supervision as a subjective estimation. In this, the same person could analyze the behavior of
supervisors as abusive in one angle and also as non-abusive behavior of supervisors in another
angle, and two different subordinates could diverge in their assessment of the same supervisor's
behavior.
Employees who are treated abusively may respond to the mistreatment of their supervisors by
appealing in the aggressive behavior to react openly against their abusive behavior of their
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supervisor (Wei & Si, 2013). However, the comparison of authority and position differences
between supervisors and subordinates within the workplace recommend that an abusive behavior
“tit for tat” twist may be unlikely as persons do not usually respond to the same actions of a
powerful abuser (Zellars et al., 2002). Doing so is doubtful to stop the abuse and may even activate
more intense aggression on the instigator’s part (Wei & Si, 2013).
However, we assess the perceptions of subordinate

regarding abusive supervision and the

perceived intention of CWB. The abusive supervision of a supervisor may intentionally harm the
subordinate or upsurge the subordinate performance through appropriate motivation.

2.5 Psychopathic Behavior
The term ‘psychopathic personality’ was firstly introduced during the end of the 18th century and
then the term ‘sociopathic personality’ introduced in 1930 and both terms has emerged (Lykken,
2006). In 1941, the study of Cleckly (1941), established the foundation of psychopathy. In his
study, he founds several forms of psychopathy behavior which include dishonesty, lack of insights,
egocentricity, poverty of emotions, and failure to learn from punishment. Psychopathy is
captivating because it’s a form of antisocial behavior that is veiled by normalcy (Patrick, 2006).
Indeed, psychopaths are much proficient in their manipulative qualities and they can easily gain
the trust of others and such psychopaths are well-liked by the surrounded people (Patrick, 2006).
Psychopathy was considered as a personality disorder that consists of four aspects like criminal
tendencies, callous affect, interpersonal manipulation, and erratic lifestyle (Hare, 2003; Skeem et
al., 2011). Criminal aspects include criminal resourcefulness, early behavior dilemma, juvenile
misbehavior, poor control on behavior, and revocation of conditional release (Hare, 2003; Skeem
et al., 2011). The callous affect aspect consists of narrow effect, lack of empathy, lack of regret
and reject the responsibility to perform specific tasks. The interpersonal manipulation aspects
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include shallowness, an exaggerated sense of self-worth, and pathologically dishonest. The erratic
lifestyle aspect consists of having a proneness to dullness, dependent lifestyle, lack of faithful longterm goals, impulsivity, and carelessness (Hare, 2003; Skeem et al, 2011).
The majority of the prior research studies have explained psychopathy leadership as the disastrous,
fraudulent, and traitorous behavior by the leaders of organizations (Khiangte, 2011; Urrows, 2007;
William et al., 2003). Though psychopathy anticipated the destructive and observable tendency
amid the dark triad to influence the member of organizations (Jones & Paulhus, 2014). Similarly,
the prior research studies have addressed that psychopathy means to the negative or destructive
leadership (Blichle et al., 2018), while negative leadership possibly will decrease an individual’s
performance (Mathieu et al., 2014). Concerning this, Furnham et al., (2013) have researched the
adults to measure the consequences of bullying, and the findings have reported that the bullying
behavior of the leaders strongly linked with the psychopathy leadership, and strongly related to
the deviant employee behavior (Cole et al., 2012). This can be explained as the destructive
leadership will strongly related to the psychopathic leadership and ultimately strongly influence
the individual’s performance, and encourage them to exhibit destructive behavior. In line with this,
psychopaths have the strong abilities to behave like fraudulent individuals who tend to get benefit
from their subordinates.
Psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and Narcissism have considered as the part of dark triad
personality, in line with this, Hodson et al., (2009) have explored that dark triad possibly enough
to explain the social behavior of the leaders in the organization. Though, a dark triad of personality
tends to emphasize the wrong belief that in which context the personal interest of the individuals
can be explained according to their dark personality (Boddy et al., 2015). Such individuals often
demonstrate self-defeating behavior which possibly secures their short-term interests while
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becomes much costly in the long run. Jones and Paulhus (2014) have tended to explore that the
highest impulsiveness comprises of the psychopaths. Such psychopaths have demonstrated a
greater tendency toward the destructive behavior style which includes self-defeating and violence
(Furtner et al., 2017). As the psychopaths found to be negatively related to the work performance,
while they positively linked to the behavior of work prejudicial. Furthermore, psychopaths who
are intended to accomplish a higher level of individual and organizational goals at the workplace
and want to get a higher level of rank at the workplace are found to tend introverts. As Furtner et
al., (2017) have indicated that psychopathy refers to destructive conduct which encourages the
individuals to be stressed at the workplace, and consequently it involves them to demonstrate the
destructive behavior. Similarly, Patrick et al., (2009) have mentioned psychopathy as a substantial
part of the job stressors which linked with the destructive behavior.
However, Patrick et al., (2009) have conducted a study to determine the diverse and complicated
exertion throughout history to explain the patterns in psychopathy behavior. In line with this, they
further intended to explore the primary phenotypic form of psychopathy which possibly includes
meanness, boldness, and disinhibition. They used the “triarchic model of psychopathy” which
assists the organization to serve through the appropriate business model in contrast to the
perceptions of psychopathy behavior. Though, as their findings have intended to mention that
individuals with such phenotypic form of psychopathy, found to have divergent work behavior at
the workplace which ultimately discourage their productivity and consequently decrease the
organizational behavior. However, this antisocial behavior in the organization often seems to have
two kinds of consequences for the organizations, firstly, it will decrease the organizational
performance, secondly by decreasing the individual’s productivity, it consequently minimized the
organizational performance. Though it has seen that individual who intended to be promoted at
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the workplace by being psychopathic, often found to be introvert which means their introvert
behavior also leads them to demonstrate a higher level of productivity as the mainly emphasized
on their performance, and consequently the organizational performance will be upsurge (Yao et
al., 2019; Masi et al., 2018). Therefore, this made a distinction between the psychopaths who want
to be promoted at the higher positions in the organization and the psychopaths who do not mean
to promotion. The psychopaths who intended to be promoted often found to be exhibiting a higher
level of productivity itself and from their subordinates, besides this, individuals who don’t want to
be promoted just found to be involved in the destructive behavior.
Though the prior research studies have focused on the organizational strategy of manipulation and
dark triad (Jonason et al., 2012). They highlighted that psychopaths are greatly linked with the
hard strategies and emphasized on the hard strategies to upsurge the employee productivity. In line
with this, they further highlighted that leaders having personalities of darks triad tend to focus on
the hard side of the organizational strategies instead of the soft side of the organization strategies.
This means that leaders with dark triad perception tend to focus on productivity either they get by
imposing hard strategies on the individuals. Though, similar to this, Schyns, (2015) have
mentioned that organizational leaders with psychopathic behavior tend to ruin the career of the
individuals as they imposed hard strategies to upsurge their productivity while sometimes
individuals just need to be motivated and through this their productivity can be increased.
Therefore, it will be worthy to highlight that in the organizational context, leaders with
psychopathic behavior or with a dark triad personality will ultimately harm the individual’s
performance who then in retaliating will harm the organization. Thus, psychopathy or dark triad
can be considered as the negative variable that substantially possesses an adverse link with the
individual’s productivity and organizational performance. In line with this, the prior studies have
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demonstrated several consequences of the psychopaths which possibly include workload, bullying,
job dissatisfaction, conflicts, productivity, motivation, responsibility (Boddy et al., 2010; Boddy,
2016; Ray & Jones, 2011).
Boddy, (2015) has reported that the psychopathic leader demonstrates antisocial behavior in the
organization. In the organizational context, the psychopathy behavior of the leaders possibly
creates uncertain situations in the organization and through this, psychopathy leaders will
demonstrate destructive leadership which in turn influences the organization. In line with this, the
prior studies have demonstrated that the psychopathy behavior of the leader puts other leader’s
behavior in destruction as then individuals expect the same behavior from other leaders (Ray &
Jones, 2011). In this situation, the productivity of the individuals will be diminishing as in the
uncertain situation individuals tend to demonstrate a lower level of performance (Boddy et al.,
2010). Besides this, psychopathy has found to be positively linked with job engagement (Cole et
al., 2012), while it negatively linked to the helping behavior (Faura, 2016), and accomplishing the
individuals and organizational goals (Scherer et al., 2013). Therefore, it can be considered that the
antisocial behavior of the leaders like being psychopaths ultimately leads the individuals to
demonstrate manipulation activities in which their subordinates involve in the deviant behavior
like CWB.
The combination of discrete behavior by the psychopaths tend to distinguish the different styles of
psychopathic leadership. In line with this, Babiak and Hare (2006) have proposed three styles of
psychopathic leadership. These styles include “the classic style, the manipulative style, and the
macho style”. Though all of these styles have discussed the effective traits of psychopathy
leadership in stronger ways while it possibly varies in the different situations of the organizations.
Firstly, the classic style of psychopathy tends to have higher traits in all the dimensions and tends
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to have a high score on all the measurement scales of psychopathy, particularly on PCL-R.
Secondly, in contract, “the manipulative style” of psychopathy have to be highly rated on within
the features of effective and interpersonal mechanisms, while demonstrates few features regarding
antisocial and lifestyle mechanism. The psychopaths having features of manipulative styles have
found to be the most successful individual in their professions, and in organizations just because
of their power to deceive and cheat others.
In line with this, psychopaths with manipulative style have found to be the most misleading, and
cheating individuals as they tend to emphasized to influence others to gain their trust that they can
perform the specific task or job in the organizations. Thirdly, “the macho style” of psychopathy
leadership tends to have a higher score on the antisocial, lifestyle, affective mechanism while less
score on interpersonal mechanism. These kinds of psychopaths have found to be more aggressive
in their behavior, lower level of manipulative skills, and more charming than other kinds of
psychopathy leaders (Babiak & Hare, 2006). Furthermore, the researchers have tended to explore
further kinds of psychopaths which include disingenuous psychopaths, malevolent psychopaths,
unprincipled psychopaths (O’Connor, 2005).
Though traditionally two types of psychopaths named “the primary psychopaths, and the
secondary psychopaths”. The primary psychopaths tend to have insufficiency of the genetic
effectiveness, while in contrast, tended to have an affective disorder that possibly gained from the
social and environmental mechanism (Skeem et al., 2007). The secondary psychopaths have found
to be more yielding just because of their as they intended to adopt social factors and react to the
emotional aspects, besides this, primary psychopath’s behavior has seen to be influenced by the
genetic deficit. These both types have also measured the overall psychopathy behavior of the
leaders and in this regard, it has been found that primary psychopaths intended to get a high score
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on the PCL-R factor one traits as such psychopaths have the high potency to influence others, use
violent behavior, and manipulate others to get benefit from them. In contrast, the secondary
psychopaths have intended to get a high score on PCL-R factor two traits, as they have greater
potency of aggressive behavior and frequently violate others to get their benefits (Skeem et al.,
2007). Similarly, McHoskey et al., (1998) have portrayed that “distinguishing primary from
secondary psychopathy is crucial to understanding the causes of antisocial behavior. Both are
associated with antisocial action, but to plan appropriate interventions and treatments it is
necessary to understand the different personality processes that underlie these acts” (P, 195).
Skeem et al., (2007) have completed a study with the purpose to explore variation in the
psychopathy behavior by comparing secondary psychopaths with primary psychopaths. The
findings of their study have greatly mentioned that there is no contradiction between both subtypes
like primary and secondary psychopaths, and both have a high score on the trait factor one.
Furthermore, they found that both subtypes substantially highly scored on PCL-R factor traits. In
line with this, the findings have portrayed that both subtypes greatly demonstrate the same traits
and behavior of psychopathy. Though they highlighted such dissimilarity in the subtypes possibly
because of the selected sample for the study (Skeem et al., 2007). Similarly, they highlighted that
both subtypes possibly differentiated based on the psychopathy traits and behavior, they mentioned
that “(a) emotional disturbance (anxiety, major mental and substance abuse disorders, borderline
features, impaired functioning), (b) interpersonal hostility (irritability, paranoid features, indirect
aggression), and (c) interpersonal submissiveness (lack of assertiveness, withdrawal, avoidant and
dependent features” (P. 405). Therefore, from the study of Skeem et al., (2007), it can observe that
primary and secondary behavior of psychopathy possibly differs based on their traits while in the
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selected sample, there is no contradiction. Thus, both subtypes possibly have different aspects
based on emotional, submissive, and hostility traits.
Verona and Vitale (2006) have researched to explain the four subtypes of psychopathy to the
female, they highlighted that female having higher psychopathy behavior tend to fall in any of the
four subtypes which include “(1) a psychopathic or under controlled type, exhibiting hostility and
aggression, extensive criminal histories, and relatively low scores on anxiety; (2) a secondary or
neurotic psychopath type, exhibiting high impulsivity and high levels of anxiety, depression, and
other maladjustments; (3) an overcontrolled type with hypodermal scores on hostility and anxiety,
higher psychological defensiveness, and fewer previous convictions; and (4) a normal criminal
type, scoring in the mid-range on most personality scales with a peak in hostility” (P. 417). These
four subtypes have firstly identified by Widom (1978). Though these subtypes in the female have
to be similar in the male offenders, in line with this, Widom has concluded that these subtypes
similar across the genders, still the under controlled subtype have most dominant in the female
offenders (Verona & Vitale, 2006; Vitale et al., 2007).
The literature on psychopathy has intended to raise the most common question that is either
individuals having traits of psychopathy contain a different individual’s class like taxonomy or if
the psychopathy paradigm considered as multidimensional construct then where the traits of
psychopathy spread in a continuum. In contrast, the current research on psychopathy consistently
focusing on in the psychopaths are dominantly have different traits than non-psychopaths, strict
category as the classification of psychopathy, or if the psychopathy considered as a
multidimensional construct, and then it will be insignificant to classify psychopathy in discrete
entities (Murrie et al., 2007). Besides this, the recent research studies have supported both
arguments and mentioned that it is possible to have different traits of psychopathy in the child,
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while if it nor interceded, in possibly will a taxonomic paradigm in the middle age. Though it is
childhood, the traits of psychopathy have been identified, this possible to supply with the traits,
and response to the appropriate treatment. In line with this, the research supported that
psychopathy traits in childhood considered possible to treatment while in adulthood, it will be
difficult to treat the psychopathy traits (Murrie et al., 2007). Furthermore, it has been considered
as a personality disorder in terms of taxonomy (McHoskey et al., 1998). Though, such disorder
still has not any evidence regarding their treatment in the organizational context. Therefore, it will
be worthy to highlight that, subtypes of the psychopathy consistently support to the different
behavior of psychopaths while such subtypes have different intensity in the distinct psychopaths
(Murrie et al., 2007), thus, psychopathy can be considered as the multidimensional concept.
Besides this, it has been found that different subtypes of the psychopathy have a greater influence
on the subordinate’s behavior, therefore, it can be stated that psychopathy ultimately has a direct
influence on the subordinate’s behavior.
Many investigations of the main features of personality suggested that character emerged in the
“humans have to adapt the social landscape” (Boyle, Forsyth, Banks, & Mcdaniel, 2012) and
proposed the guidance by which individuals make their status better secure their position within
the group, and boost access to mates. Some persons solve these above-mentioned problems
through pro-social means, such as determined to be satisfying and conscientious, but comparison
with others individually use more, if socially aversive, strategies (Jonason & Webster, 2010). In
the Machiavellians behavior concern about the lack of awareness for their rights leads to
manipulative behaviors. For those high in psychopathic, ignorance for societal norms that leads to
anti-social behavior.
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Psychopaths are impulsive in behavior arrogant, manipulative, and cannot empathize or experience
guilt (Scherer, Baysinger, Zolynsky, & LeBreton, 2013). Psychopathy is marked by a lack of
distress for both other people and also for societal regulatory mechanisms, impulsivity, and a lack
of guiltiness or guilt when their actions trying to harm others. Interpersonally, they are a manager
with a skilled impression, who is smooth and with charismatic features within. Emotionally low,
they frequently adopt parasitic lifestyles, involve in a variety of unlawful activities to achieve their
ends (Hare & Neumann, 2009).
In some cases, the qualities of the individuals with psychopathic behavior may be steady with the
overall organization's mission and vision. In planned criminal activities (e.g.: the unemotional,
power-oriented). A psychopath with aggressive behavior may be examined as a good corporate
citizen, provided with the qualities are exhibit toward the set targets of the company rather than
the membership and management of the organization (Boyle et al., 2012).
Ramamoorti (2016) argued, in the extensive analysis of psychopathology considering in the
workplace that refers the 3.5% of upper-class executives in the organization produce very towering
scores on standard measures of psychopathy. These are exceptional situations, nonetheless, the
rule for the individual with the psychopathic actions would neither be inconsistent with basic
principles of social exchange, including functions like reciprocity, the element of trust, cooperation
with others, and resource exchange. Psychopaths individuals do not take care of the rights of other
individuals, both those peoples they work with each other in the same workplace and those they
are likely to serve, so if their performance assessment will be observed then their ability to work
with coworkers may come better, their overall work performance will likely be depressing.
Psychopathy is also linked with a lack of seriousness and disdain to meet the deadlines and
responsibilities for the work, and in most business management and settings, this orientation will
48

track towards spell failure. Yet, in the several components of the dark Trait, psychopathy behavior
should be mostly associated with violent, dangerous, and aggressive Counterproductive Work
Behavior. Persons who are classified as psychopathic are overrepresented in prisons, for they are
connected in prohibited, criminal activities (Hare & Neumann, 2009).
It is predicted that psychopathic behavior relates inversely and constantly to job performance and
Counterproductive Working Behavior. Their unreliable behavior and symptom of the failure to
empathize with others makes individuals in the workplace high in psychopathy less than the ideal
behavior of employees. Psychopaths didn't give any value in indirect rewards like social
appreciation and recognition by coworkers. They don't have any concern with meeting social
obligations and conformity with the set standard of reciprocity. Their low efficiency and
effectiveness conclude that they don't have any concern for other people's image or have any feel
a sense of loyalty to their employer. Social exchange theory explained that the psychopathy
individual may not maintain production standards, meet requirements of the job, or be concerned
when given unaccepted feedback about their absents. As much as higher the psychopathy levels
increase the amount of Counterproductive Work Behavior associated with employees. Impulsive
destructiveness and decreased reticence may increase the incidence of robbery and disrupt in the
workplace.

2.6 Information Silence
Employees often have innovative ideas, information, and personal opinions for different
constructive ways to improve work and the positive image of an organization. Sometimes these
employees in the organization make a habit of exercising voice and express their ideas,
information, and opinions with other coworkers and at other times they keep in silence and
withhold their ideas, don't share with other employee’s information, and opinions. On the other
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hand, articulate and preservation behaviors might come to be opposites because silence implies
not speaking while raising the voice on important issues and tribulations in organizations.
Demanding this simplistic view that the employee's silence and voice are best conceptualized as
separate, multidimensional constructs (Wilson, 2016).
Employee silence has a substantial influence on any organization (Scott, 1993; Morrison and
Milliken, 2000). Still, this construct is elusive, and less comparatively academic research studies
have available on employee silence. While silence is a substantial construct in the organizational
context and it has not received rigorous attention by the academic researchers (Morrison &
Milliken, 2000). In line with this, Pinder and Harlos (2001) have mentioned that silence is
persistent in the organization and still is has been ignored by the researchers. Even though, when
silence considered to investigate by the researchers, most of them have considered it a unitary or
relatively simple paradigm. Though, this study addressed two common reasons behind the little
research on silence. Firstly, several individuals have considering silence just as the absence of
talking, especially a non-behavioral. This can be explained as when individuals stop talking to
each other, it ultimately disappearing the behavior and consequently, it discourages attention in
the organizational context and silences robust it rids. Secondly, consistent with the first reason, it
will be hard for the researchers to complete their study where behavior found to disappear as
compared to the more dominant behavior (Johannesen, 1974). Therefore, such challenges have
discouraged researchers to pay attention to this concept while it has a substantial influence on the
organization and individuals.
In the field of management, several research scholars of this era tend to explore employee silence
in the organizational context. Though Pinder and Harlos (2001) have explained employee silence
“withholding genuine expression about Behavioural, cognitive, and/or effective evaluations of
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organizational circumstances to people who seem capable of changing the situation”. They also
differentiated the proposed two kinds of silence like “acquiescent silence and quiescent silence”.
Acquiescent silence refers to the “passive withholding of relevant ideas, based on submission and
resignation”, while quiescent silence refers to the “more active withholding of relevant ideas to
protect the self, based on the fear that consequences of speaking up will be personally unpleasant”.
They also intended to explore the antecedents and consequences of employee silence in the
organizational context, in line with this, they argued that silence of the employees ultimately put
themselves in the stressful situation while speak up to the appropriate authorities possibly will gain
benefits for the organizations and employees.
Morrison and Milliken (2000) have explained organizational silence by emphasizing a distinct
tactic, they highlighted that organizational silence refers to the shared construct where individuals
withhold substantial information and their withholding possibly upsurge the organizational issues.
They further argued that in the organizational context, individuals withhold their opinion just
because of the fear that their opinion will not be considered worthy by the organizational
representatives and they will not gain value based on their genuine opinions. Just because of the
fear of considering wrong, employees will not share-worthy ideas and through this, the
organization possibly suffers a lot in different ways. Even though both aspects of the silence have
explained through distinct approaches as Pinder and Harlos (2001) emphasized on an individual’s
silence as the consequence of organizational injustice, while Morrison and Milliken (2000)
emphasized the organizational silence as the consequence of the fear. As both studies have used
“withholding” in their explanation of silence, this refers to the primary aspect of silence. With
similar to this, both studies have focused to discuss the antecedents of the silence in the
organization. Even though from these both studies, it can pick that withholding of genuine
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information refers to the silence either it is from employee or organization, the consequences will
be beard by both employee and organization.
Besides the literature of silence in the field of management, researchers from the two other fields
of research like communication and ethics also intended to propose silence treatment. More
interestingly, in both approaches, researchers have not focused on the silence like the lack of speak
up. Besides this, they intended to explore in which situations employees should be silent or where
they have to speak up. Bok (1983) has emphasized secrets like hiding information with full
intentions, by constructing the ethical and philosophical framework, and stated that issues of this
framework have found to be linked with the decision to withhold or hide information from others.
By creating the difference in appropriate concealment and abusive concealment, Bok (1989) has
systematically highlighted the importance of judgment as to which information employees have to
share and what they have to withhold. Appropriate concealment includes private data, trade
secrets, secret ballots, inside information, and proficient confidence while abusive concealment
includes false advertising, fraudulent behavior with customers, and malicious deception. Similarly,
Nyberg (1994) has argued that every time-sharing information within the organizations even it is
truth, possibly will create a damaging situation in the organization. Therefore, silence and speak
up both have a substantial influence on the individual’s career and growth. In the organizational
meetings, every employee should have to participate according to their designation while in several
decision-making procedures, every employee does not have the right to participate, in such a
situation employees have to be silent. Such silence of few employees possibly will make other
employees be silent in the organization and consequently, the silence of the employees ultimately
means to discourage innovative ideas from the organizations (Wynen et al., 2020). Therefore, it
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can be considered that the participation of both approaches has a significant influence of silence
on individuals and organizations.
Even though the literature on communication has focused on silence by considering its positive
aspect, communication literature has discussed silence as the crucial aspect of social connection.
For instance, Scott (1993) have explained speaking up and silence as the two crucial aspects of
effective communication. With the absence of speaking and silence, effective communication will
become unreliable. Therefore, it will be worthy to mention that effective communication requires
both speaking up and silence. Speaking up will assist the next person to share ideas while silence
will assure the next person that you are listening carefully.
Besides to literature field wise, silence in all the fields means to withhold the appropriate
information which possibly has a substantial influence on the individuals and organizations. When
the individuals become silent in the organizational context, it leads them to stop sharing innovative
ideas and effective decisions while in some situations silent significantly upsurge the individual’s
performance. While the nature of the silence can different in distinct situations. In line with this,
Pinder and Harlos (2001) have mentioned that silence of the individuals possibly will be
intentional, active, purposeful, or conscious. From this point, it can highlight that the concept of
silence possibly will be a multidimensional construct. Though the proposed kinds of silence
include “acquiescent silence, defensive silence, and pro-social silence”. These kinds of silence
have been discussed.
When individuals label others as “silent” based on their behavior which means that such a silent
person is inactive in communication. As mentioned above, this study has used the ‘silence’
construct by limiting its means as it refers to the withholding opinion, information and ideas while
the ignored aspect is like the prior some of the studies have mentioned silence as the disappearance
53

of voice. Though, this study has emphasized the distinct silent behavior because of the distinct
motives of the employees. Though based on the Pinder and Harlos (2001) concepts, acquiescent
silence can be defined as “withholding relevant ideas, information, or opinions, based on
resignation”. This can be explained as such a kind of silence refers to the disengaged behavior of
the individuals (Kahn, 1990). Furthermore, this kind of silence has often found as a negative aspect
and has an adverse influence on organizations and individuals. When individuals withhold
necessary information or ideas in the organizations, this will ultimately stop the innovative process
in the organization. It has been founding that the active participation of the individuals in decisionmaking, possibly will upsurge their organizational productivity. Therefore, it will be worthy to
mention that acquiescent silence possibly has a diverse influence on individuals and organizations.
Pinder and Harlos (2001) have described quiescent silence as the deliberate omission to share
information based on intrinsic or personal fear of sharing information. In line with this, Morrison
and Milliken (2000) have also focused on the personal fear of emotions because of organizational
silence. This has also been founded as consistent with the opportunity of voice (Avery and
Quinones, 2002), and psychological security (Edmonson, 1999). Though this has been suggesting
that individuals want to be silent in organizations because of their fear. Therefore, based on the
extensive research, we address the defensive silence refers to the “withholding relevant ideas,
information, or opinions as a form of self-protection, based on fear”. This definition has predicted
that defensive silence refers to the self-protection from internal and external threats. Individuals
prefer to be silent just because they want to keep themselves safe from the external issues which
possibly created by colleagues or organizations. Furthermore, the intrinsic fear of the individuals
leads them to silence because this possibly puts themselves in a critical situation. In line with this,
the prior studies have stated in most cases, individuals choose to silent to defend their fear.
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Even though the defensive and acquiescent silence have been considered as the negative aspect of
individual communication. In both cases, individuals withhold genuine information just because
of speaking fear and resignation. While the third type of silence is prosaically silence which has
been defined as “withholding work-related ideas, information, or opinions to benefit other people
or the organization, based on altruism or cooperative motives” (Hassan et al., 2019). This
definition has highlighted the positive aspect of silence.
It supported that in different situations, the consequences of information silence possibly different
for individuals and organizations. Prosocial silence has indicated that silence of the individuals
sometime in the benefits of other individuals, or organizations. Therefore, the multidimensional
aspect of the information silence has indicated two of the three aspects can be considered as
negative while the remaining aspect can be considered as positive. Though the concept of prosocial
silence has strongly related to the organizational citizenship behavior of the individuals. As in the
OCB, individuals tend to perform several activities to support other, just like that, pro-social
silence is also one of such activity in which individuals choose to be silent to support or motivate
others (He et al., 2019). Furthermore, pro-social silence has found to be more proactive than
defensive silence. Therefore, pro-social silence has been considered as the positive aspect of the
silence.
Taken together with the consequences, it appears that Machiavellianism leadership, and
Counterproductive Work Behavior connected with the information silence. Machiavellianism in
long-term connections. In evolutionary game theory, organizational strategies are favored in longterm connections that allow the cooperators to avoid or react against defectors (Wilson, Near, &
Miller, 2016).
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2.7 Counterproductive Work Behavior
Counterproductive work behavior (CWB) traditionally defined as the deliberate behavior of the
existing employees which can harm the organization or to the employees of the organization (Fox
& Spector, 2005). It indicates that CWB is a voluntary behavior of the employees done to harm
the organization (Conlon, Meyer, & Nowakowski, 2005; Fox & Spector, 1999; Robinson &
Bennett, 1995). This deviant behavior arises from a lack of motivation to meet with organizational
requirements and/or motivated to violate such requirements (Kaplan, 1975). Similarly, Conlon et
al., (2005), stated that such deviant behavior ranges from active to passive. Whereas, active include
sabotage, theft, and aggression while passive include withdrawal. Targets of such deviant behavior
can be organizational (counterproductive work behavior-organizational) based or interpersonal
(counterproductive

work

behavior-interpersonal)

based.

With

specific

intentions

of

counterproductive work behavior (organizational), employees directly demonstrating behavior to
harm the organization while with intention of counterproductive work behavior (interpersonal),
employees directly harm the other members of the organization (Sakurai & Jex, 2012; Dalal et al.,
2005).
Counterproductive work behavior (CWB) also called workplace deviance that has been considered
as a substantial aspect of job performance. Spector et al., (2005) have defined CWB as the variety
of actions which possibly will damage to the individuals and organizations. This has not been
confused with incivility or the conducts which possibly depart from the norms of organizations
(Bunk & Magley, 2013), though it is volunteer conduct in which individuals perform certain
activities to damage their organization (Conlon et al., 2005; Fox & Spector, 1999). The volunteer
aspect of the CWB has indicated that such behavior comes in the individuals from the lack of
motivation to perform according to the organizational expectations of norms and by the becoming
56

enough motivated to break the expectations of norms (Kaplan, 1975). In this regard, Fox and
Spector (2005) have greatly mentioned that such verities of deviant conduct possibly will fall in
the ranges from deliberate, severe aggression to the existence of intended carelessness. With
similar to this, Conlon et al., (2005) and Buss (1961) have described that CWB can be the
organization in the way of active versus passive, while active refers to the sabotage, theft, and
aggression, passive refers to the withdrawal. The target of such actions possibly will differ in
several distinct ways as the actions possibly organizational target (CWB-O), and organizational
interpersonal (CWB-I), in these actions the behavior target to the organizations and other
colleagues of the organizations either they ate peers or supervisors (Hershcovis et al., 2007). In
response to this, Dalal et al., (2005) have conducted meta-analysis measure the association of
CWB-O, CWB-I, and findings of their meta-analysis that have supported that both constructs were
related to each other as p= 0.07. while the findings of Bennet and Robinson (2000) have revealed
that both constructs were not related to each other as their findings supported the separation of
both dimensions like CWB-O and CWB-I.
To explain the different targets of CWB, the distinction amid CWB-O and CWB-I found to be the
essential thing, though, the fine distinction amid both aspects of CWB will ultimately allow us to
understand why particular CWB committed in the organizations by its members. By making it
more specific, Spector et al., (2006) have proposed six core categories of CWB which include
sabotage, theft, withdrawal, abuse, and production deviance. Firstly, sabotage refers to the
damaging stock, property, and assets of the organization, and ruining the environment of the
organization. Secondly, theft refers to stealing inventory from the organization, and incorrect
reporting of the worked hours. Thirdly, withdrawal refers to be absent from the organization,
leaving the organization early without any kind of solid reason, and takin unnecessary of long
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breaks from the working. Fourthly, abuse refers to the demonstration of aggressive conduct,
bullying on other employees, and harming the organization and its members. Fifthly, production
deviance refers to performing operational working with errors, slowly and with following the
instructions given by the supervisor or organization. Besides this, the prior research studies have
classified CWB into more than five types, while all of the proposed types found to be similar to
the five classifications of CWB given by Spector et al., (2006). Gruys and Sackett (2003) have
proposed eleven classifications CWB. Though, all of these eleven types have found to be related
to the five classifications of CSB given by Spector et al., (2006). For instance, theft behavior
related categories have linked to the theft classification five-factor model. Destructing
organizational assets, misuse of resources, information, and time also linked to sabotage behavior.
Poor performance and generating insecure behavior linked to the production deviance. Use of
alcohol, and drugs, and being absent from the organization also linked to the behavior of
withdrawal. Unsuitable verbal and physical conduct found to be linked with abuse classification
of CWB. Though, it will be worthy to state that all the proposed classifications have linked with
the five-factor model of CWB. While it possibly will be substantial to mention that such a fivefactor model can be explained through the eleven-factor model of CWB.
CWB refers to the negative behavior toward the organization that possibly includes daydreaming
at the workplace, gossiping, and working out of resources and limitations (Bennett & Robinson,
2000). These kinds of CWB found to be common in the workplace, in line with this, Harper (1990)
has found that up to 75% of individuals involve in CWB in the organization. Consequently, CWB
leads the organization to suffer from the several losses, and ultimately demonstrate a variety of
negative outcomes for both individuals and organizations (Hung et al., 2009; Hollinger & Davis,
2006; Dunlop & Lee, 2004). As this has found to be supported by several prior research scholars,
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therefore, it will consider more worthy to demonstrate that CWB leads the individual to exhibit
adverse behavior at the workplace which consequently affects the individuals and organizations.
Though as it ultimately decreases the individua’s performance whereas it also disturbed the
organizational performance.
Furthermore, several prior research studies have demonstrated that different negative experience
at the workplace predicted CWB, such negative experience include work stressors, negative
reaction to experiences, frustration and interpersonal conflicts (Bruusema et al., 2011; Marcus &
Wagner, 2007; Jones, 2009). Though injustice in the organization has greatly influenced on the
CWB of individuals (Aquino et al., 1999). In line with this, it can be seeming that as the prior
studies considered CWB as the negative behavior therefore, it has greatly predicted by the other
negative experiences at the workplace. While it was adversely related to the positive behavior at
the workplace. Therefore, it can be an exhibit that negative experience at the workplace predicted
the CWB which ultimately harmful for the individuals and organizational performance. Consistent,
the adverse behavior of the leaders at the workplace has the substantial ability to diversely impact
their subordinates and through this, there will be great chances for the workplace deviance by the
individuals.
The meta-analysis of Hepworth & Towler, (2004) have tended to measure justice as the antecedent
of CWB dimensions like CWB-O and CWB-I along with the five-factor model of the CWB which
have been given by Spector, though the objective of this study was to proposed that the use of
dimension to measure CWB is essential in the organization instead of measuring CWB as a single
paradigm. The findings of the study supported that measuring CWB through its dimensions
provides substantial outcomes to the organization to deal such the anti-social behavior of the
individuals, while such findings also have been confirmed by Douglas and Martinko, (2001).
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Furthermore, Colquitt et al., (2013) have also used turnover intention as the particular behavior
related to withdrawal, a dimension of CWB. Though the turnover intention is just the state of mind
and has not related to any particular behavior of the individuals, further it strongly linked to the
attitude, and will not enough to measure any kind of particular behavior of the individuals (Son,
2012). Furthermore, the prior studies have solely focused on overall CWB construct to address the
anti-social behavior of the individuals while little research has done to explore the classification
of CWB and their relation with other organizational constructs. Therefore, it can be mentioned that
measuring CWB through the proposed five-factor model of CWB will ultimately highlight the
specific point on that organizations should focus to minimize the divergent behavior of the
individuals.
Counterproductive work behavior is a common dilemma for the organization (Bennett &
Robinson, 2000) and a significant concern for the organization and the public (Spector et al., 2006).
To reduce its occurrence, prior researchers intended to explore the situational and individuals’
factors or antecedents of CWB (Douglas & Martinko, 2001). A large amount of research studies
has explained the situational factors of CWB (Greenberg, 1993; Hershcovis et al., 2007; Masterson
et al., 2000; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). For instance, Fox and Spector, (1999) portrayed that
situational leads to employee hindrance which ultimately leads them toward CWB. Accordingly,
Hershcovis et al., (2007) stated that situational factors, job dissatisfaction, and interpersonal
conflicts are associated with interpersonal and organizational CWB. Regarding individual factors,
Douglas and Martinko, (2001) stated that individual factors like anger, attitude, and attribution
style positively correlated with counterproductive work behavior. Counterproductive work
behavior also positively related to low self-control, Narcissism, and negative affectivity (Hepworth
& Towler, 2004; Penney & Spector, 2005; Hershcovis et al., 2007). Research has shown that other
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personality traits which include trait anxiety and external locus of control directly harm individuals
to be frustrate which ultimately leads them toward counterproductive work behavior (Penney &
Spector, 2005).
In past researches, counterproductive work behavior (CWB) has become one of the most trending
and popular topics of study among organizational researchers (Ahlstrom, Chen, & Yeh, 2010). It
has become partly because such behavior in the workplace seems in particular, to reduce job
performance and raise costs to the company (Wei & Si, 2013). However, as a comparison with
some important unenthusiastic impacts of counterproductive work behavior on the organization
and workers, the outcomes of antecedents on counterproductive work behavior have been
recognized much less extensively. In the past research on the antecedents of counterproductive
work behavior has mainly focused on workers’ attitudes toward the organization and individual
differences (Ahlstrom et al., 2010).
The reason for the emerging concern is fairly obvious for counterproductive work behavior is,
unfortunately, a regular incidence prevalent in organizations and it can cause an incredibly harmful
impact on both organizations in terms of increased costs, lost productivity, lost or damaged
property, and increased turnover of the employee's within the organization as well as the
employee's dissatisfaction and increased in the job stress (Penney & Spector, 2005).
Hafidz, Hoesni, and Fatimah, (2012) argued, that as intentional employee behavior that is harmful
to the legitimate interests of an organization. Although mostly researcher in the previous
researches on workplace behavior has focused on factors that direct towards efficient employee
performance, ineffective and even negative actions are ubiquitous in the recent work organization.
Counterproductive work behavior (CWB) consists of volitional acts that harm or are projected to
spoil an organization's image or people within the organization. It included different harmful acts
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of hostility, aggression, disrupt, thievery, and extraction. These different harmful behaviors can
happen in the workplace from a numeral of precipitating circumstances in the executor and
condition (Spector & Fox, 1999).
Moreover, Counterproductive work behavior included of harmful acts that harm or plan to harm
institutions and their stakeholders (patrons, customers, co-workers, and supervisors). Particular
Counterproductive work behavior comprises offensive behavior against other co-workers in the
organization, aggression like (both physical and verbal), intentionally doing work incorrectly,
disrupt, thievery, and extraction (e.g., absence, lateness, and return). The key attributes of
Counterproductive work behavior are that the act itself must be decisive and not unintentional, the
employee makes an alternative or choice to perform in such a way that is either planned purposely
to harm or harms by determining action even if unintentionally. A poor routine that is accidental
(for example an employee tries but has inadequate ability to fruitfully complete job tasks) is not
counterproductive work behavior because the reason the employee was not able to execute the task
inaccurately. If there is not an effort to execute unsuccessfully and the harm to the organization is
not an outcome of intentional action on the part of the employee, then the action is not CWB.
Likewise, the accidents that happen in the workplace instead of the staff's efforts to follow the
procedures that accepted to be safe are not integrated, even though they may result to be harmful.
To be eligible as counterproductive work behavior, the employee must intentionally avoid
following safe equipment or procedures, thus act in a casual approach that results in injury, even
though the damage itself was not preferred. Alternately, the individual might engage for the
specific purpose of causing harm in casual behavior like damaging equipment (Spector & Fox,
1999).
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In other researches, it has been sought after to recognize personality characteristics in this way that
may raise an engagement between an individual's propensity and CWB. However, the current
research has examined CWB which has been linked to Machiavellianism (Hartog & Belschak,
2012), abusive supervision (Wei & Si, 2013), Psychopathic Behavior (Blickle & Schütte, 2017)
and information silence (Xu, Loi, & Lam, 2015).

2.8 Relating Destructive Leadership (Mach, AS and PB) to Information Silence and
CWB
In this study destructive leadership has been used as an umbrella term, even though Machiavellian
leadership, abusive supervision, and psychopathic behavior represent the construct of destructive
leadership. The prior studies have commonly addressed the positive aspect of leadership and
viewed leadership as the affective commitment of the leader, while most of them have thoughts
that leadership refers to the effective commitment of the leaders, and the ineffective behavior of
the leaders means to the absence of leadership. Besides this, the research studies of this era have
indicated that leadership refers to the positive and negative aspects, it’s not just merely limited to
the positive aspects.in contras, CWB refers to the intended unethical behavior by the individuals
which often found to be adversely related to the individuals and organizational productivity.
Though, the relation of destructive leadership with CWB have greatly discussed in the literature
of current studies (Einarsen et al., 2016). Schyns and Schilling (2013) have conducted a metaanalysis study with the purpose of destructive leadership concerning the CWB of the individuals,
further highlighting the consequences of destructive leadership and in turn how such consequences
trigger CWB in individuals. The findings of their study have greatly mentioned that the
consequences of destructive leadership possibly include lower job satisfaction, higher turnover
rate, lower productivity, and lower commitment with the organizations. All of the consequences
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of destructive leadership have a substantial influence on the CWB of individuals. In line with this,
Spain et al., (2017) found that just because of the higher manipulative behavior of the
Machiavellian leaders, individuals tend to be committed with the deviant behavior at the
workplace. While abusive supervision and psychopathy also have negative consequences for the
subordinates. Therefore, it will be worthy to demonstrate that, prior studies have supported that
destructive behavior of the leaders triggers the CWB of individuals. In line with this, Tepper et al.,
(2009) have found that abusive supervision and CWB of the individuals have positively related to
each other. Though, if individuals choose to be silent in the organizations, the abusive behavior of
the individuals will rise.
Pinder and Harlos (2001) have described employee silence “withholding genuine expression about
behavioral, cognitive, and/or effective evaluations of organizational circumstances to people who
seem capable of changing the situation”. They also distinguished the anticipated two kinds of
silence like “acquiescent silence and quiescent silence”. Acquiescent silence denotes the “passive
withholding of relevant ideas, based on submission and resignation”, while quiescent silence
denotes the “more active withholding of relevant ideas to protect the self, based on the fear that
consequences of speaking up will be personally unpleasant”. Though, when the leaders involve in
destructive behavior, and individuals withhold the genuine information which possibly reduces the
destructive behavior of the leaders, then it ultimately increases aggression in the leaders and
possibly they intended to punish their subordinates. In line with this, when individuals withhold
genuine information just for sake of personal fear, this will ultimately be related to their destructive
behavior while individuals think that their opinion will be rejected by the representative then it
ultimately involves them in destructive behavior like CWB.
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Brender-Ilan and Sheaffer (2019) have conducted a study to determine the role of autonomy,
Narcissism, and self-efficacy with destructive leadership with the CWB. Their findings have been
indicated that self-efficacy of the individuals adversely influenced by the destructive leadership, it
consequently decreases the CPB of the individuals, this indicated that elf-efficacy of the
individuals has substantially mediated in the association of destructive leadership and CWB. In
line with this, self-efficacy and narcissism positively related to each other which consequently
upsurge CWB in the individuals. Furthermore, their findings greatly contributed to the literature
by proving the mediation of self-efficacy and autonomy in the association of destructive leadership
and CWB, similarly, this has been considered as the most dominant aspect of this crucial linkage
(Houghton & Yoho, 2005). Most precisely, Brender-Ilan and Sheaffer (2019), have mentioned the
positive linkage between destructive leadership and CWB, and their findings support their
supposition. As the self-efficacy and autonomy have fully supported their mediation in the
association of destructive leadership and CWB, though, elf-efficacy and autonomy can be
considered as the employee role in the leader’s antisocial behavior in the organizations. Therefore,
the appropriate role of the employees in the association of destructive leadership and CWB
possibly will present different patterns of their relationship.
Mackey et al., (2019) have conducted a study with the topic “Leaders and followers behaving
badly: A meta-analytic examination of curvilinear relationships between destructive leadership
and followers’ workplace behaviors”. The core objective of this study was to determine the
influence of the destructive behavior of the leader on the follower’s behavior at the workplace.
This study has limited follower behavior to sub-construct like workplace deviance, organizational
citizenship behavior, and job performance. For this purpose, this study had used the meta-analysis
approach. The findings of the study were reported that the destructive behavior of the leaders
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adversely affected the individual’s behavior, furthermore, the deviant workplace behavior of the
individual greatly predicted by the destructive leadership. Though their study has used destructive
leadership as a single construct while in the current study, leadership has been divided into three
categories like “psychopathy leadership, abusive supervision, and Machiavellian leadership”.
Therefore, it will be worthy to mention that the influence of these three constructs possibly will
provide a clear picture of understanding the influence of destructive leadership on an individual’s
behavior.
Though most of the prior studies have dominantly emphasized the positive aspects of the
leadership, while the negative aspects have gained little attention from the researchers. In this
regard, Aravena (2019) has conducted his study with the topic “Destructive leadership behavior:
An exploratory study in Chile”. The core objective of this study was to outline the consequences
of destructive behavior by the teachers of elementary schools of Chile, for this purpose, Aravena
(2019) has used the qualitative approach by utilizing the existing literature and theories on the
destructive behavior of the teachers. The findings of the study have greatly mentioned that leaders
who found to have destructive behavior at the workplace, often found to demonstrating autocratic
leadership, while the consequences of the destructive behavior greatly include, inconsistent
behavior, and poor communication. Though the findings of this study have linked destructive
behavior with the autocratic leadership behavior of the individuals. Besides this, the study has
limited to measure the consequences of destructive behavior like inconsistent behavior and poor
communication. In response, the individuals ultimately involve in the deviant behavior in the
organizations and such deviant behavior possibly CWB.
The prior studies have addressed that abusive supervision negatively influenced the individual’s
motivation to work, satisfaction, and engagement in the work. Though, less research has found
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which emphasized the mechanism in which the consequences of abusive supervision becomes
dangerous for the individuals. In this regard, Wang et al., (2020) have conducted a study with the
topic “Abusive supervision and employee engagement and satisfaction: the mediating role of
employee silence”. The core objective of this study was to determine the role of employee silence
in the link of abusive supervision with employee engagement and motivation. For this purpose, it
has collected data from 233 individuals of the hotel services organizations operating in Taiwan.
The findings of the study were reported that individual’s engagement and motivation to work
adversely affected by the abusive behavior of their supervisors while in these relationships,
employee silence has proved its mediation. Even though this study has considered abusive
supervision as the component of destructive leadership. While destructive leadership substantially
influence to the CWB of the individuals (Brender-Ilan & Sheaffer, 2019). Their positive
association highlight that a higher level of destructive behavior leads the individuals to exhibit a
higher level of CWB in the organization. In line with this, the prior studies have highlighted that
when individual’s experience destructive behavior from their supervisor either in the form of
“abusive supervision, psychopathy behavior, or Machiavellian behavior”, they always tend to
suffer heavy workplace stress which can be the reason of their CWB, and when they choose to be
silent in the organization, the intensity of the consequences variant (Jung & Yoon, 2019).
Therefore, there is a possibility of the employee silence to have a mediation effect between the
associations of destructive leadership with CWB of the individuals.
The distant and image structure natures of destructive leadership seem principally related in
circumstances alike to those classically vague circumstances quenched with opposing and deficient
information (Deluga, 2001). The individuals who are exhausted are extremely encouraged to
safeguard their restricted capitals and further to take care of the remaining capitals not to depleted
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too deeply (Hobfoll, 2001). The individuals which are emotionally depleted thus retreat to preserve
their remaining resources by low down their morale, also dropping their assurance towards the
organization and decreasing their efforts which may affect their performance (Hobfoll, 2001; Xu
et al., 2015). (Zellars et al., 2002), also recommended that subordinates who choose to adopt the
behavior consist of deflation or unreceptive to improve the psychological misery connected with
the bullying stressors. In the current study, we recommend employee silence be an inactive but yet
essential reaction for the subordinates who are abused to preserve the remaining reserve and thus
relieve the psychological uneasiness of emotional depletion.
Silence captures the issues which are about the work-related and also the employees' intentional
preservation of potentially important ideas. It is not the issue of communication gap or the
employees in which they have nothing to say rather, it is upon workers their own judgement of not
reporting issues or preservation recommendations (Pinder & Harlos, n.d.; Xu et al., 2015). For
this reason, in the previous studies, researchers consider information silence as an unreceptive
CWB that is directed towards potentially harmful for the organizations (Bolton, Harvey, Grawitch,
& Barber, 2007).
From the viewpoint of conservation of reservation, speaking upper is usually considerably more
personally costly and risky in some scenarios (Initiative et al., 2014). It is also time-consuming
because it takes extra effort, time, and energy the reason behind is this workers have to elegance
their ideas and think innovative, wait for an ideal time, and then clear in a very good manner
(Detert, 2015; Ng & Feldman, 2012). The individuals who speak up in the organization are at the
risk of possibly being charged as objectors or misfortune makers, and as the result, they lose
desired individual capitals, their job, or proficient prospects (Detert, 2015; Milliken, Morrison, &
Hewlin, 2003). In this regard articulating concerns about critical exertion problems may challenge
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the status quo or the people with higher ability which in result would cost more accessible
resources and also direct to forthcoming resource exhaustion (Ng & Feldman, 2012). In
comparison remaining to be silent within the workplace is somehow a natural and safe way to
conserve the remaining resources when feeling emotionally depleted. Remaining silence is less
time and resource consuming as a comparison than speaking up. In addition preserve vital and
significant information could also avoid probable resource loss that might be triggered by
questioning present work (Xu et al., 2015).
Organizations are becoming concerned about the “plague” situations of mental health problems in
the workplace within the employees. This might is because of high work pressure and the behavior
of subordinates with the employees. The world health organization (WHO) has affirmed that
depression is the leading cause of disability worldwide (Mathieu, Babiak, Jones, & Neumann,
2012). The World Health Organization also predicts that, by the year 2020, depression will be
ranked second place in the “global burden of disease” ranking, this is an alarming situation for the
organization. This will cost tremendous price both for the individuals and for also working for
organizations internationally. The anticipation of the highlighted problem and issues is difficult
since researchers are still at the initial stage of considering the initial aspects underlying
psychological distress in the workplace.
The classification of main factors that cause a worker to feel psychological distress certainly
involved the personal issues (stress management, character, and family) and organizational
problems (workload, working hours, and treatments). One of the variables, managerial behavior,
has yet to be considered extensively, but only a few of the studies that have examined this element.
Poor management behavior can lead to psychological distress in employees this leads to giving
birth to employee silence. Hogan & Hogan (2001), stated that one of the reasons for counseling
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managerial incompetence is that “bad managers with psychopath traits make life miserable for
those who must work for them, and there is practically nothing employees can do to defend
themselves, except to experience in silence.”

2.9 Justice Perceptions
Philosophers, political scientists, politicians, and economists conventionally concerned with the
justice distribution of wealth, power, goods, and services in society. (Adams, 1964), discussed that
the social psychologists and the individuals with the same brethren, with the prominent exceptions,
have highlighted surprisingly slight professional interest in this scenario, even though the process
of exchange is almost recurrent in human connections. They have of course studied social behavior
involving mutual as distinguished from independent, contact but their sights have been focused on
the amount and content of interactions; attitudinal, sentimental, motivational, perceptual, and
changes in behavior; changes in group structure, leadership and so on rather than on exchange
proper. Thus far, the process of exchange appears to have distinctiveness strange to itself and to
produce involve, motivation, and behavior that cannot be predicted unless exchange processes are
unspoken.
From the last three decades, it has seemed that justice perception has been the most researched
field and most of the researchers have tended to explore the phenomenon of organizational justice
(Ambrose, 2002). Though, Greenberg (1987) has first used the paradigm ‘organizational justice’
to explain perceptions of individuals in which they judge organizational behavior and consequently
develop attitude and behavior to survive with the situations. Though organizational justice has
found to be the overarching paradigm for the perceptions of individuals about either organization’s
behavior is fair or not (Ambrose et al., 2002). Therefore, it can observe that organizational behavior
is a substantial predictor of the individual’s perception regarding organizational justice.
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It has been found that organizational justice categorized into four dimensions which include
“distributive justice, procedural justice, interactional justice, and informational justice”.
Distributive justice refers to fair treatment and dealing with the core objectives of individuals like
promotions, rewards, and salary (Colquitt & Shaw, 2005; Colquitt, 2008). Folger and Cropanzano,
(1998) have explained that procedural justice refers to the issues of fairness like processes,
methods, and mechanisms in which organizational outcome determined by the individuals. While
informational justice refers to fair interpersonal communication. Furthermore, interactional justice
refers to the individuals who are sensitive toward the quality of treating others in terms of the
procedures of organizations (Bies & Moag, 1986). All of these kinds of justice emphasized the
organization to treat their individuals equally in several ways which ultimately has been considered
as the positive aspect for both individuals and organizations. Though, all of these dimensions have
discussed in detail below;
Loi et al., (2006) have mentioned that procedural justice is the strongest resource in the social
exchange particularly in the context of organizations. In this regard, the prior research studies have
found procedural justice as a substantial predictor of the employee’s work attitude and
organizational commitment (Clay-Warner et al., 2005; Ariyanto, 2020). In line with this, Teprstra
and Honoree, (2003) also contributed that individuals who found to get a higher level of
compensation from the organizations seem to be less important than the fairness of the decisionmaking process. In the implementation of the strategy, dedication and trust have found to be greatly
participating in voluntary cooperation in which trust and commitment formed through the
emotional appreciation and intellectual fair process (Cropanzano et al., 2007). Greenberg, (1986)
has portrayed that the evaluation procedures developed by the organizations to emphasize the fair
perspectives of procedural justice. Though the organizational opportunity given to the individuals
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to demonstrate the state of feelings based on their evaluation possibly will measure perceived fair
treatment, and demonstrate evaluation of their performance. In line with this, (Cropanzano et al.,
(2007) have portrayed that if the organizational procedure aligns with the attitude, then it possibly
will ultimately upsurge the willingness of individuals to demonstrate a higher level of loyalty with
their respective organization.
The fair procedures of the organization encourage individuals to feel safe being the part of such
an organization and ultimately it will allow the individuals to perform better to demonstrate higherlevel citizenship behavior with the organization (Loi et al., 2006). In this regard, the prior research
studies have indicated that normative commitment comprises socialization experience which refers
to the experience of societal and ancestral (Roksa et al., 2018). Besides socialization, the individual
tends to form obligations toward the organization and through this, the individuals will ultimately
emphasize the benefits utilized by the organizations and individuals as well (Bernerth et al., 2007;
La & Choi, 2019). Though procedural justice means to the organizational procedures in which
individuals tend to focus on a certain process and anti-social behavior to develop a relationship
with organizations through its procedures.
Distribute justice means to the individual’s perceptions of the fair distribution of organizational
resources (Baron & Greenberg, 2003). In this regard, Cohen-Charash and Spector, (2001) have
portrayed that when productivity and efficiency of the individuals involved in the matter, then
consequently, performance will be affected by distributive justice, while when justice performance
found to be improved in the organization, it possibly will upsurge the performance (Karriker &
Williams, 2009). In line with his, Cropanzano et al., (2007) have argued that when three factors of
distribution substantially applied in the organization, then it possibly will lead toward justice
perception, and such three factors of distribution include needs, equity, and equality. They further
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highlighted that consequences of the distribution possibly different at the workplace as they found
that all of the organizational resources have not fairly distributed in the workers according to the
selected sample. Though the equal or fair distribution of resources in the organizations will
encourage the individuals toward justice perception which ultimately upsurge the individual’s
productivity. In line with this, the prior studies have greatly mentioned that the unequal distribution
of the resources also the substantial antecedent of turnover intention (Zagladi et al., 2015)).
Furthermore, distributive justice has found to be a substantial part of the individual’s efforts toward
accomplishing the organizational goals (Loi et al., 2006).
Similarly, the findings of Crow et al., (2012) have portrayed the distributive justice is a substantial
source of building organizational loyalty among individuals. Therefore, it will be worthy to portray
that fair distribution of the organizational resources will ultimately contribute in the justice
perception of the individuals and through this, the organizational loyalty, and productivity of the
individuals can be increased, furthermore, the turnover intentions can also be minimized by the
focus on the distributive justice in the organization.
Bies and Moag (1986) have explained interactional justice as the truthfulness, respect, politeness,
and justification given to the individuals by the organizations. To share accurate and worthy
information, individuals also bound to avoid from adverse remarks and to be trustily treated by
their supervisor, since the supervisor is the individual who directly impacted by the subordinate’s
behavior, while individuals found to be sensitive regarding the treatment of their supervisor
(Cropanzano et al., 2007). Therefore, in line with this, Wat and Shaffer, (2005) have portrayed that
such behavior of supervisor ultimately assists the individuals to build robust trust in their
supervisor. Interactional justice is related to interpersonal justice in a distinct way in which
individuals treated with dignity and respect will ultimately build citizenship behavior with the
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organization (Greenberg, 1990). Similarly, Schminke et al., (2000) have portrayed that when
individuals fairly treated with the respect it ultimately encourages to build trust in their supervisor,
and consequently, the individual’s performance will be increased. Therefore, it will be worthy to
explain that interactional justice is the source to develop robust associations between individuals
and organizations. Furthermore, it will discourage the individual at the workplace when they get
inappropriate treatment from other individuals of the organization. The inappropriate treatment of
the individuals will ultimately discourage them to be motivated at the workplace and consequently,
they will exhibit poor performance. Therefore, it seems that it solely depends on the supervisor’s
willingness that how he or she put the individuals in the effective process through which he or she
successfully gained an individual’s trust. Concludingly, it can be mentioned that the robust
relationship between supervisor and subordinate develops a sense of understanding and through
this individual develop strong trust in the employees and consequently, the individual performance
will be increased.
Colquitt et al., (2001) have explained that informational justice refers to the organizational
information which possesses or not possessed by the individuals. Though supervisors have to be
honest with the individuals because the appropriate information possibly will transfer within
employees and employees and supervisors. Similar to this, the prior research studies have shown
that agreeableness and individual consideration substantially related to each other because
meticulous leaders found to be punctual and organized at the workplace. This possibly the reason
for the timely transfer of the information as the meticulous leader assisted the individuals to stay
updated in the organization as they think that through this competitive advantage can be gained by
the individuals. Furthermore, informational justice means to deliver information to the individual
on time so they can perform better as the time and event have a greater contribution in
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accomplishing the individuals and organizational goals. Therefore, it will be worthy to
demonstrate that informational justice is the essential thing for the welfare of the individual and
organization as well. The transfer of appropriate information has positively related to individual
productivity which ultimately upsurges the organizational performance.
Moreover, In the recent years’ many scholars have a concern about why employees care about
justice, the first thing that under discussion that how the cognitions and emotions shape justice
perceptions (Barsky & Kaplan, 2007; Colquitt & Rodell, 2015), and in reaction how those
perceptions impact subsequent attitudes and behaviors (Harold, Brewer, & Marsh, 2016). Without
dimension, such theorizing remains just that: theoretical. Measuring justice by expressing it in
numbers allows researchers to perform empirical tests of conceptual propositions, thereby
advancing our knowledge of the justice landscape.
If the ability to increase how to measure something does reflect what is known about a
phenomenon, then researchers have increased their knowledge of justice in recent decades. Early
studies are likely to use ad hoc scales with a handful of items (Colquitt & Rodell, 2015).
Subsequent studies introduced more comprehensive measures that began to be widely used by
other scholars. More recently, researchers introduced more additional ad hoc scales that kept pace
with conceptual developments and trends in the literature.
Researchers have long understood that employees are merely concerned with the absolute level of
their outcomes within the organization with the motivated instincts (pay or promotions), but also
with the quantity how those outcomes are fair relation to those of others and on the advantages.
By taking ideas from the legal area and social psychology as we discussed early, (Adams, 1964)
theory of equity advice that results are judged as light if the proportion of offerings or enter (e.g.,
education, effort) to results is equivalent to the ratio of inputs to outcomes for a pertinent referent.
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2.10 Relating Destructive Leadership (Mach, AS and PB) to Justice Perceptions and
CWB
The elements which are characterized by Machiavellianism are cynical, misanthropic, pragmatic,
and immoral beliefs, emotional detachedness, agented and self-beneficial motives, strategic longterm planning, manipulation, and exploitation, and deception (Deshong, Grant, & Mullins-sweatt,
2015). In another study, the researcher defines the Machiavellianism as a strategy of social conduct
that involves manipulating others for their gain (Wilson, Near, & Miller, 2016). It is argued that
these manipulative Machiavellians may in-authentically enlighten ethical leader behaviors if they
recognize this is a helpful way to reach their targets even though they secretly hold less moral
beliefs. Moreover, researchers also argue that the constructive impact of ethical leadership on
engagement will be lower for those leaders for who private identity and explained identity are not
in the right line as followers of those leaders are likely to pick up on in-authentic displays (Zapf,
2002).
The present study has emphasized on the three forms of destructive leadership like
“Machiavellianism, Abusive Supervision, and Psychopathy Behavior”. Although the prior studies
have greatly focused on bright aspects of the leadership, still the dark aspect has also a substantial
influence on the individuals in the organizational context. In this regard, Sulea et al., (2013) have
conducted their study with the topic “Abusive supervision and counterproductive work behaviors”.
Their primary aim was to assess the influence of abusive supervision on CWB by developing the
interaction term with personality traits. Their findings have greatly revealed that CWB in the
individuals greatly impacted by the abusiveness of their supervisors while LOC has also proved
its substantial moderation impact. This can be understood as the negative behavior of the leaders
has a greater contribution to the CWB of the individuals, and when such individuals have LOC,
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then tend to variate this relationship. Therefore, this study supposed that abusive destructive
leadership would be linked with CWB and LOC would moderate on their link.
Wu et al., (2016) has completed their study with a topic “Moderated mediation model of the
relationship between perceived organizational justice and counterproductive work behavior”. The
core objective of this study was to determine the influence of organizational justice on the CWB
of individuals, consistent with this, they intended to measure the mediation of job burnout and
moderation of moral identity. For this purpose, they collected data from 210 Chinese public service
servants. The findings of their study were reported that CWB substantially influenced by job
burnout, organizational justice, and moral identity. Though, more precisely, job burnout mediated
in their relation, while moral identity moderated on the relationship of CWB and moral identity.
Besides this, it can be seeming that individuals greatly involve in the CWB when they experience
injustice treatment by their organizations. As the antisocial behavior in the organization always
predicts the deviant behavior of the individuals in the organization, therefore, it will be influential
injustice as a substantial predictor of the deviant behavior in the organizations. In line with this,
Fox et al., (2001) have explained that organizational justice and job stressors substantially predict
CWB in the organizations. It can be observed that negative job-related behavior substantially
predicts CWB, therefore, the negative behavior of the supervisors can adversely influence their
subordinated and consequently individuals in CWB. Furthermore, interpersonal conflicts,
perceived injustice, and organizational constraints found to the predictors of job stressors (Fox et
al., 2001). They further mentioned that anger and anxiety traits found to be affective disposition
which consequently encourages the individuals to involve in deviant behavior. Therefore, in this
regard, it can be concluded that CWB can be predicted through the negative behavior of the
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organization or leaders, negative organizational behavior possibly includes promoting injustice in
the organization, and providing unfair workplace to the individuals.
Devonish and Greenidge (2010) have completed their study on “The effect of organizational
justice on contextual performance, counterproductive work behaviors, and task performance:
Investigating the moderating role of ability‐based emotional intelligence”. Their primary aim was
to determine the variation in contextual performance, CWB, and task performance impacted by
organizational justice. Their findings greatly portrayed that justice in the organizations
substantially influences to the task performance, CWB, and contextual performance. More
precisely, justice positively related to the task and contextual performance while negatively linked
with the CWB. This adverse link has portrayed that a higher level of injustice in the organizations
promotes a higher level of CWB in the organizations by their individuals.
Haar et al., (2016) have completed their study with the topic “Abusive supervision and turnover
intentions: The mediating role of perceived organizational support”. This study was cross-cultural
as the data have been gathered from three distinct cultures like China, New Zealand, and Maori.
Their primary aim was to assess the variation in turnover intention caused by abusive supervision.
Furthermore, they intended to measure the mediation of perceived support by the organization.
Their findings were revealed that substantial variation in the turnover intention has been made by
the abusiveness while the perceived support greatly mediated in their link. This means that
abusiveness at the workplace tends the individual to quit from the organization while when the
organization provided appropriate support to their individuals, this tends to decrease the rate of
turnover. In line with this, Tepper et al., (2007) revealed that abusiveness at the workplace tends
to harm the individuals which ultimately encourage them to quit the organizations, and in this
regard, USA organizations annually spend averagely around US% 23 billion to deal with the
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consequences of the abusiveness. In oppose to this, Walumbwa et al., (2017) have completed their
study on “Does ethical leadership enhance group learning behavior? Examining the mediating
influence of group ethical conduct, justice climate, and peer justice”. Their primary aim was to
assess the variation in employee’s learning behavior because of the ethical leadership and in which
context peer justice and climate justice mediated in their link. Their findings have greatly portrayed
that employee’s learning conduct will be upsurge when they treated ethically by their leaders while
the unethical conduct by their leaders tends to discourage them to be part of the learning
environment. Furthermore, they conclude that peer justice has a mediating effect on their
relationship while climate justice has not proven to be a mediator in such a relationship. This can
seem that when individuals experience ethical leader and they got justice from the organization,
they will become more interested in the learning process and demonstrate appropriate learning
behavior while in oppose, the unethical leadership or abusive supervision experience by the
individuals, they will put themselves to be away from the organizational learning process and
ultimately involved the CWB.
Al-A’wasa (2018) has conducted a field study with the topic “The Impact of Organizational Justice
on the Counterproductive Work Behavior (CWB): A Field Study Conducted in the Jordan Customs
Department”. The primary objective of this study was to determine the influence of dimensions of
organizational justice like “distributive, interactional and procedural justice” on CWB concerning
individuals and organizations. For this purpose, they collected data from 340 individuals in the
customer department of Jordan. The findings of their study have greatly mentioned that all of these
three kinds of organizational justice adversely linked with the CWB of the Individuals. In this
regard, this study further highlighted that conducting training programs for individuals to reduce
their CWB will not be sufficient until organizations not focusing on their justice policies. Even
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though when individuals perceive that they are treating with injustice, this possibly encourages
them to involve in deviant behavior and ultimately CWB takes place. In line with this, Pratama
and Parahyanti (2019) have conducted their study with the topic “Counterproductive Work
Behavior Among Government Employees: The Role of Basic Psychological Needs,
Compensation, and Organizational Justice”. The primary objective of their study was to determine
the mediating influence of the kinds of organizational justice amid the relationship between
psychological needs and CWB. For this purpose, the has collected data of 277 individuals from
distinct public sector organizations. The findings of their studies have highlighted that all three
kinds of justice have mediated in their relationship while these CWB has substantially influenced
by the kinds of justice. The more interesting thing this study found that compensation plays a
significant role in reducing the CWB of the individuals. When individuals significantly gain
compensations from the organizations they think less about the injustice and therefore have less
possibility of their involvement in the CWB. Thus, it can be concluded that organizational justice
has negatively related to the CWB of individuals.
The prior studies have greatly focused on determining the subordinate’s behavior caused by the
leadership. In this regard, Kayani et al., (2019) have completed their study with the topic “Impacts
of Despotic Leadership and Dark Personality Triad on Follower’s Sense of Meaningful Work:
Moderating Influence of Organizational Justice”. For this purpose, they have collected data from
the 190 individuals who were serving in different industries. The findings of their study have
greatly highlighted that leaders having dark triad personality adversely influence their
subordinates’ sense of workings. They further highlighted that organizational justice has proved
its moderating influence on the relationship between Narcissism and despotic leadership with a
sense of meaningful works. Besides this, organizational justice did not moderate the relationship
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between Machiavellianism and Psychopathy with a sense of meaningful works. From their
findings, it will be substantial to mention that an effective leadership style upsurges the
individual’s sense of working while the ineffective leadership style consistently discourages the
individual’s sense of working. Resultantly, individuals have a sense of working upsurge their
motivation to work, and through this, individuals discourage their CWB in the organizations.
Therefore, it can be worthy to mentions that destructive leadership adversely linked with the
organizational justice which in turn also adversely related to the CWB. As the destructive
leadership positively linked with the CWB, the involvement of organizational justice in their
relationship, possibly decrease the tendency of their relationship. So, there is a possibility of the
mediating influence of organizational justice in the relationship amid destructive leadership and
CWB.
The consequences of abusive management on the behavior of subordinates are entrenched in the
standard of reciprocity (Socialogical, 2012), psychological bonds (Aselage & Eisenberger, 2003),
and social exchange processes. Specifically, a social exchange happens between two co-workers
in which resources (e.g. salary and effort) are handover and received (Eschleman, Bowling,
Michel, & Burns, 2014). Abusive social exchanges between a subordinate and supervisors are
predictable to justify the abuse of an interpersonal substitute and thus in result spoil the
psychological contract that happened between supervisor and subordinate within the workplace.
Subordinates showing the work interactions who is favorable should change their behaviors
regarding the performance, attitudes towards and other positive criteria upward, whereas
individuals who showed to unfavorable interactions at the workplace for example experiences of
abusive supervision should regulate their performance behaviors, job attitudes and other criteria
downward (Tepper et al., 2001).
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We expect that the one simple way through which subordinates may correct their behavior
downward is through connecting in counterproductive work behaviors (Wei & Si, 2013).
Counterproductive work behavior comprises any actions verbally, nonverbally, and physically that
employees connect to destroy the image of their organization or the members of the organization
(e.g. stakeholders). Consistent formulate with the above-explained theorizing, research has found
a constructive connection between contact to abusive supervision and subordinates
Counterproductive work behavior (Zellars et al., 2002). The research finding (e.g. abusive
supervision correlated 0.44 with Counterproductive work behavior directed at the supervisor and
0.36 with Counterproductive work behavior directed at the organization (Tepper et al., 2001). As
a consequence, we forecast that abusive supervision will be positively linked with
Counterproductive work behavior directed at one’s supervisor and the organization.
Psychopathy deal such as (Lilienfeld and Widows’s 2005), including items related to a person’s
sense of social potency (e.g. skill at using charm to avoid the anger of another), spontaneous
originality (e.g., questioning of authority figures without good cause), immunity from stress (e.g.,
ability to stay calm when others cannot), and callousness, emotional coldness, and unsent mentality
(e.g., inability or unwillingness to experience infatuation with another).
Psychopathy is also linked with a lack of seriousness and disdain to meet the deadlines and
responsibilities for the work, and in most business management and settings, this orientation will
track towards spell failure. Yet, in the several components of the dark Trait, psychopathy behavior
should be mostly associated with violent, dangerous, and aggressive Counterproductive Work
Behavior. Persons who are classified as psychopathic are overrepresented in prisons, for they are
connected in prohibited, criminal activities (Hare & Neumann, 2009).
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Keeping with the sense of this literature, as well as concerned in the individual perceptions
concerning outcome fairness is referred to as distributive justice perceptions. Recognizing that
indication of equality exclusively in terms of results was inadequate to recognize individuals’
knowledge of in-justice at work, researchers afterward began to explore other types of justice.
Most notable that individuals also evaluate the fairness of the processes or measures that others
use in allocating applicable results. The apparent fairness of events used to make decisions as
opposed to the decision itself is referred to as technical justice perceptions.
Finally, finishing the current organizational justice triumvirate is the notion of interactional justice.
Researchers have suggested that individuals perceive fair interpersonal treatment when treated
with respect, dignity, truthfulness, and propriety (e.g. Greenberg, 1990), and when provided with
explanations for the decision (Barsky & Kaplan, 2007).
In recent years have seen a flare-up of notice among organizational researchers in
counterproductive work behaviors (CWB), such as aggression, interpersonal conflict, sabotage,
and theft. Counterproductive work behavior is behavior that is intended to harm organizations and
their members. It can include clear acts such as aggression and theft or more passive acts, such as
purposely failing to follow instructions or doing work incorrectly. The reason for the emerging
concern in CWB is fairly obvious for counterproductive work behavior is, unfortunately, a regular
incidence in organizations and it can cause an incredibly harmful impact on both organizations in
terms of increased insurance costs, lost productivity, lost or damaged property, and increased
turnover of an employee's within the organization as well as the employee's dissatisfaction and
increased in the job stress (Penney & Spector, 2005).
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2.11 Locus of Control
The psychologist, Julian Rotter (1996) has firstly introduced the paradigm ‘locus of control by
declaring it as the social learning theory’s part. The key driving force behind this theory is
personality through which the individuals interact with the environment, while in this regard,
Rotter (1966) has demonstrated that both environment and individual substantially influenced the
behavior. With similar to this, Rotter has defined locus of control (LOC) as “the extent to which
individuals perceive they have control over the expectancies of reinforcement and are responsible
for the outcomes, success, and failures in their lives”. He further supposed that the reinforcement
history of a person could be the antecedent of LOC development. It can be explained as individuals
tend to significantly or insignificantly link their degree of actions with reinforcement which
experienced over the period. It means that LOC can be the predictor of an individual’s action which
often performed for the sake of development while such actions possibly will positively or
negatively influence their LOC.
Rotter (1966) also revealed that the key aspect of the LOC paradigm is the individual’s belief that
possibly has a substantial impact on the situations and behavior. In a different situation, the
behavior of the individuals has found to be different which possibly reflects the patterns in LOC
(Ng et al., 2006). Grounded on the received reinforcement, individuals tend to develop their several
distinct expectations. In this regard, the prior research studies have demonstrated individual’s
behavior as the outcome of their response to the situation while the behavior of individuals found
to be the substantial outcome of their expectations (Brown et al., 2006; Marecek & Frasch, 1977;
Bergvik et al., 2012; Ng et al., 2006). This means that expectations of the individuals toward their
own and organizational behavior possibly predict the consequences of their behavior. Therefore,
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to measure LOC in the individuals, it would be essential to discuss the individual’s and
organization’s behavior toward the individuals
The research studies of Rotter (1966; 1975) have suggested that LOC possibly measured through
the continuum ranges from high external to high internal. Most of the individuals tend to fall within
this predefined ranges of LOC. In this regard, Rotter (1966) has mentioned that individuals having
a robust level of internal LOC tend to accept responsibility for the consequences of their behavior
in life, further, they accept the consequences like failure and success as the outcome of the
decisions and efforts. Such individuals with a higher level of internal LOC when accomplishing
their predefined goals often seem to attribute their failure or success as the outcome of their own
decision and efforts. When such individuals accomplish their goals in substantial ways, they feel
to be responsible for success while when they fail to accomplish their goals, they feel take
responsibility for the behavior toward their failure. Besides this, individuals having a higher level
of external LOC tends to believes that their behavior has little influence on their failure and success
while their luck, fate, and circumstances have a great impact on their success and behavior.
Individuals with a higher level of external LOC believe that everything happens according to their
circumstances and nothing is in their control. In this regard, Rotter (1966) has mentioned that such
individuals believe that every predefined in their life if they did something it will not matter to
upsurge their performance. Thus, it can be differentiated that individuals with a higher level of
internal LOC are more responsible than individuals with a higher level of external LOC.
However, Rotter (1954) mentioned that individuals with a higher level of external LOC tend to
practice “typical” shift in their expectations which leads toward failure or success, it means that
individuals who succeed in accomplishing their goals are found to develop a robust level of
expectation which consistently following their failure and success. While such success increases
85

the expectancies of success and decreases their expectancies of failure. Besides this, he further
demonstrated that individuals having a higher level of internal LOC often experience “atypical:
shifts of expectancies and such individuals often have a lower level of expectancies toward their
failure while they emphasize to increase their expectancies toward their success instead of failure.
Such findings of the Rotter, have depicted the level of belief for the individuals which tend to
create differences amid the individuals based on their level of internal and external LOC.
LOC have found to be the substantial paradigm for both individuals and organizations in terms of
their outcomes as the prior research studies has to tend to explore the consequences of LOC for
health-related outcomes (Wallhagen et al., 1994), job performance and satisfaction (Judge & Bono,
2001), general wellbeing and at the workplace (DeNeve & Cooper, 1998; Truong & Toyokawa,
2019 Spector et al., 2002). Though the maximum of the prior research studies has found that
internal LOC positively linked with the positive outcomes while external LOC has negatively
linked with the negative outcomes. While the LOC has also a substantial paradigm to explain
human behavior at the workplace. In line with this, Spector (1982) has found that LOC is linked
with the satisfaction, performance, motivation, supervisory style, and efforts of the individuals.
Therefore, it will be worthy to measure LOC by linking it to organizational behavior. Furthermore,
LOC is a substantial paradigm while in measuring organizational or individual behavior as internal
LOC has been considered as the positive variable for the organization while external LOC has
been considered as the negative variable for the organization. This can be explained as internal
LOC positively linked with the more positive organizational behavior while external LOC
negatively linked with the more negative organizational behavior (Spector, 1988). Therefore, it
can be stated that the nature of LOC depends on organizational behavior. Most commonly,
individuals behave with the organizational conducts according to the situation in which the
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organization puts its workers. Thus, LOC is a substantial paradigm to measure organizational
behavior.
Several distinct fields have tended to explain the paradigm of LOC, though most the research on
LOC has conducted in the field of criminal psychology, health psychology, and educational
psychology, in all of these fields, the core aim of the researchers was to determine the individuals
to forecast their behavior (Heywood et al., 2017). This has been founded that individuals having
external LOC speedily involve in the deviant while the individuals with internal LOC have less
ability to involve in deviant behavior. Though the researchers have tended to explain the influence
of LOC on several distinct paradigms like motivation (Anderson et al., 2005), academic
achievement (Findley & Cooper, 1983), stress (Schmitz et al., 2000), completion of dissertations
(Wentzel, 1987; McDermott, 2002; Koiner, 1992), and self-efficacy (Harsch, 2008).
This personality trait has been shown to have an impact on human behavior across a wide range
of social situations. Due to its link to education, general health, overall life satisfaction, and other
important variables of social research issues, it is interesting not only for psychological but also
for sociological research questions. So, the people attribute the cause or control of events either to
themselves or to the external environment. Those who assign control of events to themselves are
said to have an internal locus of control and are referred to as (internals). People who attribute
control to outside forces are said to have an external locus of control and are termed (externals)
(Miles, Borman, Spector, & Fox, 2002).
Initially (Rotter, 1966) and his colleagues developed the concept and idea of locus of control from
social learning theory. According to (Miles et al., 2002), the conception was developed to explain
the apparent tendency of some individuals behaviors' to ignore reinforcement contingencies. Their
failure to respond as predicted to rewards and punishments was attributed to a "generalized
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expectancy" that their actions would not lead to the attainment of rewards or avoidance of
punishment. The tendency for internals to believe they can control events and externals to believe
they cannot lead to several predictions about their behavior that are discussed at length below.
Moreover, (Rotter, 1966) argued that Internal LOC orientation (here in after referred to as ILOC),
describes an individual belief that life events of an individual can be somehow controlled by active
behavior. An external LOC orientation (here after ELOC), on the other hand, embodies the
personal belief that life is controlled by external forces i.e. social or political powers (powerful
others), or forces beyond human control and understanding (fate, luck, or chance) (Levenson,
2010).
In the other words, Locus of Control defines the personal belief about the association or emergency
between personal means, which are generally understood as individual personal behavior or
activity and ends which are seen as all imaginable outcomes of the various situations, events,
occasions, incidents, and accidents experienced in the course of life (Skinner et al., 1996). In the
Work Locus of Control concerns beliefs about control specifically in the job domain, as divergent
to life in general.

2.12 Relating Destructive Leadership (Mach) to Locus of Control and CWB
Machiavellian refers to the leaders who have a higher ability to manipulate and deceive others to
gain personal benefit from their subordinates. The measurement of Machiavellianism has found to
be categorized in to form like high Machs and Low Machs. Individuals who get a high score of
Mach IV measurement scale of Machiavellianism, tend to know as high Machs, besides this,
individuals with a low score on the measurement scale known as the low Machs. In line with this,
individuals with high Machs have the greater potency to influence their subordinates as compared
to the individuals with low Machs, while the high Mach individual tends to be strong in gaining
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the trust of others easily as compared to the low Machs. Therefore, due to the intensity of both
forms, it will be worthy to state that because of the high, CWB of the individuals will be increasing
with a high rate while the consequences of low Machs can be lower than high Machs. In line with
this, if the individuals have LOC, then the intensity of the influence of Machiavellianism on CWB
can be variant, as the individuals having LOC takes the responsibility of the consequences that
occurred from their behavior.
CWB has seems like the most growing area in the current era just because to determine its
consequences in the organizational context. In this regard, Tuncer (2019) has completed his
doctoral dissertation with the topic “Determinants of Counterproductive Work Behaviors: The
Role of Workload, Role Ambiguity, Leader Support and Work Locus of Control”. The core
objective of this dissertation was to measure the influence of leader support, role ambiguity, and
workload on the CWB and further to measure the moderation of LOC on these relationships. For
this purpose, the data were gathered from the 196 individuals working in different private sector
organizations. The findings of his dissertation were reported that having less leader support,
workload, LOC, and role ambiguity substantially influence to the CWB, while the external LOC
greatly include to the CWB as compared to the internal LOC. This means the individuals having
external LOC tends to greatly involve in the CWB while the individuals having internal LOC have
fewer abilities to involve in CWB. In line with this, Max et al., (2018) reported that
Machiavellianism is known as the individuals who often involve in deceiving others to get benefits
from them, and such individuals have the greater ability to target the individuals having LOC
(controlled by others) as the Machiavellianism substantially influences to the LOC. Therefore, it
can be portrayed that LOC have positive effect on Machiavellianism which in turn produced CWB.
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While Machiavellianism has a direct influence on the CWB, therefore, the contribution of an
individual’s LOC can be caused variation in their association.
As it has seen that Machiavellian individuals possibly the cause of their subordinate’s deviant
behavior. The presence of LOC in their relationship increases the potency of the relationship.
Rotter (1966) also revealed that the key aspect of the LOC paradigm is the individual’s belief that
possibly has a substantial impact on the situations and behavior. Grounded on the received
reinforcement, individuals tend to develop their several distinct expectations. In this regard, the
prior research studies have demonstrated individual’s behavior as the outcome of their response to
the situation while the behavior of individuals found to be the substantial outcome of their
expectations (Brown et al., 2006; Marecek & Frasch, 1977; Bergvik et al., 2012; Ng et al., 2006).
In light of this, it can be explained as Machiavellianism positively linked with the CWB while
LOC possibly can because of the variation in this link. This means that the link between
Machiavellianism and CWB will variate just because of the individual’s LOC. Therefore, it can
be considered that individuals having LOC possibly have the ability to moderate the link of
Machiavellianism and CWB.
Sprung and Jex (2012) have conducted their study with a topic “Work Locus of Control as A
Moderator of The Relationship between Work Stressors and Counterproductive Work Behavior”.
Their objective was to determine the association amid job stressors and CWB, and further to assess
the moderation of Works LOC. For this, they gathered data from the 208 individuals working in
different occupations. Their findings were revealed that CWB substantially influenced by the job
stressors while LOC has substantially moderated on their link. This means that LOC and the factors
creating stress at the workplace have a worthy impact on subordinate’s work behavior which can
be measured through developing their interaction term. In line with this, Wei and Si (2013) have
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conducted their study with the topic “Tit for tat? Abusive supervision and counterproductive work
behaviors: The moderating effects of locus of control and perceived mobility”. Their primary
objective was to determine the consequences of the antisocial behavior of the leaders for the
individuals those directly targeted by their leaders. Consistent, the supposed that CWB positively
impacted by the abusive supervision while LOC can moderate on their link. For this, they gathered
data from the 198 individuals and 396 leaders of different Chinese organizations. Their findings
revealed that CWB impacted by abusive supervision, and LOC moderated on their relationship.
This means that when individuals abusively treated by their leaders, such individuals possess the
greater abilities to be involved in deviant behavior like CWB, and when such individuals have
LOC, the connection of CWB and abusiveness will be different. Therefore, this study proposed
that Machiavellian individuals have a greater influence on the subordinates as compared to abusive
supervision. Thus, Machiavellianism will encourage the individuals to exhibit CWB while the
moderation of LOC on this relation possibly variant it to alter the consequences.
Riandanu and Jalil (2018) have conducted a study on the topic “The Influence of Machiavellian to
Moderate Task Complexity and Locus of Control as Antecedent of dysfunctional Audit Behavior”.
The core objective of their study was to determine the influence of locus of control and task
complexity on the dysfunctional behavior and the moderating influence of Machiavellianism on
their relationship. The findings of their study were reported that locus of control and task
complexity substantially influence on the dysfunctional behavior. Furthermore, Machiavellianism
substantially moderated on the link of task complexity with dysfunctional behavior, while it has
not proved a moderated influence on the link of locus of control with dysfunctional behavior. As
this study has concluded that Machiavellianism and LOC substantially influence to the
dysfunctional behavior of the individual through developing their interaction terms. The
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dysfunctional behavior refers to the inappropriate behavior at the workplace which possibly related
to the CWB. Therefore, this study has supposed that LOC substantially moderated the relationship
between Machiavellianism and CWB.
On the other side (Dahling et al., 2000) stated that the concept of Machiavellianism' also has its
extraction in the "dark side" of management and leadership. Dahling et al.,(2000), formerly
developed the structure based on their perception of political and religious extremist clusters,
ultimately featured on how the influence of these clusters or groups manipulated their subsidiary
to meet their requirements. The characteristics of these controlling leaders were interpreted in the
shadow of early research in politics and historical viewpoint on power, particularly those of
Machiavelli as espoused (Dahling et al., 2000), recognized several topics as particularly relevant
to effective manipulators, such as a willingness to utilize manipulative tactics and act amorally and
endorse a cynical, untrustworthy view of human nature.
Due to its manipulative and amoral side of Machiavellianism, Mach is usually described in a
negative light and has attracted attention in work on organizational behavior (Dahling, Whitaker,
Levy, Whitaker, & Levy, 2009) as well as business ethics and leadership. Mach is known by
convincing liars and manipulators, who are less sensitive to ethical issues (Schepers, 2003) and
are found in several types of organizations, even charitable organizations. Thus, understanding
how they impact others and organizations is important, and recent studies have focused on how
such ‘‘dark’’ personality traits in organizational members affect different types of organizational
outcomes (Dahling et al., 2000).
Businessman with a high intensity of Machiavellianism traits in their characters can apply their
management and industry philosophy through a range of means as well as profile corporate culture
and practical work situations through employer-employee interactions. These reality base work
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situations have a vital effect on employee behaviors. Locus of control as a hierarchical construct,
with a general locus of control accessible at the highest level within this hierarchy (Chen, Goddard,
& Casper, 2004). As the broadest conceptualization of the construct, general locus of control refers
to the extent to which one normally attributes plunder to one’s behavior rather than to causes of
externality, such as luck or other people (example general locus of control items comprise “I can
pretty much decide what will occur in my life” and "My life is determined by my actions” (Wang,
Bowling, & Eschleman, 2010). Unlike narrower conceptualizations of the construct, a general
locus of control does not refer to a specific context or situation.
Counterproductive work behavior included of harmful acts that harm or plan to harm institutions
and their stakeholders (patrons, customers, co-workers, and supervisors). Particular
counterproductive work behavior comprises offensive behavior against other co-workers in the
organization, aggression like (both physical and verbal), intentionally doing work incorrectly,
disrupt, thievery, and extraction (e.g., absence, lateness, and return). The key attributes of
counterproductive work behavior are that the act itself must be decisive and not unintentional, the
employee makes an alternative or choice to perform in such a way that is either planned purposely
to harm or harms by determining action even if unintentionally. Due to Mach with direct relation
to counterproductive work behavior, employees think the loose control over the organizational
decisions (Wang, Bowling, & Eschleman, 2010). A poor routine that is accidental (for example an
employee tries but has inadequate ability to fruitfully complete job tasks) is not counterproductive
work behavior because the employee was not able to execute the task inaccurately.

2.13 Belongingness
Despite the strong surfacing and sense of belongingness as a descriptive construct in psychology,
the pragmatic development of valid measures in psychology to assess one’s to understand the
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general sense of belonging has not yet received that same consideration. To understand the
belongingness measures are available but most of those discover measures are specific to
belongingness needs met by friends, family, co-workers, sports, and school. In response to that
dilemma, (Belonginess Hagerty, 1995), argued to develop a mechanism assessing a general sense
of belonging. The distinct belongingness concerning valued contribution, fit, and background to
belonging. Opposing to their hypothetical expectations, valued participation, and fit reduced to
one factor, yielding the sense of belonging measure-psychological experiences; background to
belonging loaded on a second factor, compliant the sense of belonging instrument-antecedents.
(Malone, Pillow, & Osman, 2012), discussed likewise attempted to develop a measure defined by
three different factors and first of all companionship involving one-on-one contact, connection
with small groups, and connectedness to a grander social framework. However, similar to (Malone
et al., 2012), the outcomes rendered two separate instruments: the social connectedness and social
assurance scales.
The concept of “belonging” has been firstly founded from the need’s hierarchy proposed by
Maslow (Kunc, 1992). Maslow has claimed that individuals expect to have basic and psychological
needs to feel that they belong. He further highlighted at belonging means to the “hunger for contact,
for intimacy, for belongingness”, while mentioned that “maladjustment and severe pathology”
possibly will be occurred when individuals feel to have belongingness (P.44). Baumeister and
Leary (1995) have stated that needs of attachment refer to the ultimate motivations, and they
further proposed belonging model, based on this model, Van et al., (2010) have developed the
basis of their “interpersonal theory of suicide (ITS)”, in this theory they proposed the concept of
thwarted belonging. Besides the core human needs, they further highlighted that feeling of
belonging to a dominant social group have also considered as the primary needs for human.
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Furthermore, to survive in the social context, individuals have to be linked with the others which
can be stated as their sense of belonging.
The diverse linkage of anxiety with belonging have been proposed by Hagerty et al., (1992), they
argued that sense of belonging refers to the two aspects which include (1) “the sense of being
valued, needed, or important concerning other people” and (2) “the experience of fitting in with
other people, groups, or environments through shared characteristics” (P. 236). The attributes of
involvement have been shared by the sense of acceptance and belonging and through this, the
individuals could feel to be loved, valued, and needed by others. Though, in a group of individuals,
they often found to share a set of common characteristics (Hagerty et al., 1992; Fatima, 2017).
Therefore, in a group, individuals feel to be valued by others and it has been considered as the
group formed by the organization by evaluating the appropriate characteristics of the individuals.
Forming a group of individuals having the same characteristics possibly leads them toward a sense
of need and belonging. Additionally, besides explaining the “sense of belonging” like a primary
requirement, Baumeister and Leary (1995) have proposed belonging as the naturally constructed
phenomenon. They considered that “humans are naturally driven toward establishing and
sustaining belongingness” (P. 499). They further expected to have these feelings in all the human
besides the variation in individual differences. Though the individual difference is the most
common in a different culture concerning the individuals having needed to belongs, while the core
needs like belonging would be the same for all the cultures, therefore, this need should be
considered as the primary beyond to the cultural boundaries. The feelings of belonging ultimately
urge them to be safe in the culture or organization. Therefore, it will be worthy to demonstrate the
belonging is also the core needs for every individual in any society, group, or culture to be needed
and loved by others.
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Museus et al., (2017) have found that a need for belonging is an essential psychological human
need, which can be fulfilled by others through building and maintaining appropriate social contact
(Baumeister and Leary, 1995). Therefore, the belongingness experience can be stated as “a
psychological state of feeling that others care about the self and are interested in the well-being of
the self” (Choenarom et al., 2005). Significantly, the belongingness experience has not the
essential function for the development of natural relations, but the individual’s perception toward
self is significantly vital to carry or develop any relation, because of this, belongingness has been
considered as the psychological need. Consequently, belongingness has not any direct influence
on the cares for others but relationally its emphasis to focus on the self, by doing so, the individuals
will make themselves to be able to feel loved and valued by others (Randel et al., 2018). In line
with this, relational interactions of the individuals with others ultimately upsurge their belief to
survive in the relation and to feel loved, cared, and valued by others for the sake of wellbeing.
In the organizational context, limited literature has available that deals with the sense of belonging.
This study has intended to explore the sense of belonging in the organizational context by linking
it to the destructive leadership and CWB. Though several researchers have conducted studies to
measure the influence of belonging on the academic field, early age people, and hospitals. In this
regard, the psychologist John Bowlby has researched the concept of attachment, and proposed the
“Bowlby’s attachment theory”. In this theory he argued that an individual attaches with another
individual based on the emotions, this can be explained as the emotionally bonding leads toward
the attachment. In the organizational context, it means that individual attaches to the organization
based on their emotional bonding. Therefore, the attachment can be defined as the psychological
relatedness which connects the two or more individuals and remains in relation for a longer period.
Though, it raised the argument that the thing that makes the individual to be connected with the
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organization is their attachment and bonding (Bowlby & Parkes, 1970). Similarly, the
belongingness theory has explained that individuals fundamentally need to belong with others.
Belongingness has provided the opportunity to the individuals to be linked with the related
individual by sharing, and protect themselves from those who are not good themselves.
Belongingness has not found to be a psychological need only but it also provides the opportunity
to the individuals to make their lives more beautiful by accomplishing their goals at the workplace
(Baumeister & Leary, 1995). Therefore, it can be understood that the sense of belonging is a natural
desire of the individual to be linked with others. Similarly, when an individual found the
psychologically related person in their surroundings, then he or she will ultimately attach to those
individuals and start caring to make each other happy. While in the organizational context,
individuals form their groups based on their understandings, in such relation, trying their best to
compete with each other and ultimately exhibit a higher level of productivity. Further, in the
organizational context, when the provided opportunities to the employees are not according to their
desired opportunities, this will ultimately decrease motivational power and through this, their
productivity can be decreased.
As when the organizations failed to respond to the desired needs of employees regarding support
and belonging, employees will feel to be less motivated and involve in the deviant behavior. While
in organizations, individuals become more motivated, dedicated, and engaged when they possess
a sense of belonging (Osterman, 2000). Similarly, Furrer and Skinner, (2003) have described that
individuals by experiencing a sense of belongingness, become more enthusiastic in organizations.
While when individuals feel isolated in the organization, they often found to exhibit low
productivity, higher stress or anxiety, sadness, and frustration. Therefore, the belonging sense of
individuals substantially influenced by individual engagement and motivation (Goodenow, 1992).
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Though the prior studies have found that belonging sense of the employees substantially related to
their efforts, motivation, expectancies, values, and achievements. Similarly, Goodenow, (1993)
has suggested that motivation possibly mediated in the association of belonging sense,
organizational achievement, and efforts. Besides these associations, Goodenow has also
mentioned that belonging sense of the individual is a positive construct which ultimately beneficial
for the individuals and their organizations.
Tinto (1998) has proposed the belonging sense model where he found the five aspects of belonging
sense, which include “perceived peer support, empathetic employee understanding, perceived
employee support and comfort, perceived organizational comfort and perceived isolation”. He
further highlighted that the turnover rate in the organizations found to be low where individuals
involved in the belonging sense. Although the entire focus of his study was to measure the
influence of social and organizational experience on the turnover decision of the individuals.
Findings were reported that the organizational effect has positively linked with the belonging sense
(Tinto, 1988; Carales & Nora, 2020). Similarly, Park et al., (2020) have mentioned that when
individuals involved in the sense of belonging with their organization, the likely like to decide to
quit from the organizations. Therefore, it will be worthy to demonstrate that belongingness has a
substantial role in the development of individuals and organizations. The productivity of the
employees found to be increased just because of their extensive belongingness to the organization.
Thus, individuals should be motivated and delivered them the environment in which they possibly
develop their belonging sense with the organization.
One commonly used measure is the Need to Belong Scale (Leary, Kelly, Cottrell, & Schreindorfer,
2006). The scale assesses the motivation to be accepted by others and avoid being shunned.
Diminished needs to belong presumably serve as an indicator, though not a direct assessment, of
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a greater sense of belonging. Many instruments general belongingness are mainly comprised of
negatively worded items (e.g., SOBI-P, 17 of 18 items; Social Connectedness Scale, all 8 items)
and are indirectly measuring a sense of belonging by assessing a reverse sense of belongingness
by using the reverse coding scale. It includes a balance between negative and positive items which
could better measure for individual differences in how respondents may understand and interpret
an item. For example, some individuals may report a sense of belongingness as they feel included,
whereas others may report a sense of belongingness as they do not feel excluded.

2.14 Relating Destructive Leadership (PB) to Belongingness and CWB
The psychopathy behavior of the individuals has been considered as the individual’s personality
trait. Consistent, the personality of the individuals greatly contributes to subordinates and
organizational welfare. In this regard, Schilbach et al., (2020) have conducted a study with the
topic “Why employee psychopathy leads to counterproductive workplace behaviors: an analysis
of the underlying mechanisms”. The core objective of their study was to assess the influence of
secondary psychopathy on the CWB of individuals. They argued that psychopathy refers to the
unfair cognitive appraisal which consequently positively connected with negative affectivity, and
through the cognitive and affectivity link, CWB will be increased in the individuals. The findings
of their study have confirmed that secondary psychopathy was a substantial predictor of
dysfunctional affectivity which in turn upsurge CWB in the individuals. Those employees who
have sense of belongingness (like I feel included or excluded) with the presence of psychopathic
behavior, turn towards the anti-social activities or behaviors (Zhang et al., 2019). Therefore,
employees sense of exclusions strengthen the psychopathy which in turn create the CWB.
In this regard, Ersoy-Kart et al., (2018) have conducted their study on the topic “Primary
Psychopathy and Counterproductive Work Behaviors: The Moderating Role of Helplessness as A
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Cognitive Distortion Form”. The core objective of their study was to measure the influence of
psychopathy on CWB and the moderation of cognitive distortion on their relationship. For this
purpose, the gathered data from the 150 individuals of Turkish universities. Their findings
indicated that primary psychopathy substantially contributes to increasing the CWB of the
individuals while the secondary psychopathy dies not to have a substantial contribution in CWB
of the individuals and further in this regard, cognitive distortion substantially moderated on both
relationships. Besides this, both studies have indicated that primary and secondary, both form of
CWB substantially predict CWB of the individuals. Cognitive distortion and dysfunctional
behavior both are the antecedents of psychopathy. Even though, the psychopathy has been
considered as the antisocial behavior of the leaders because, through such leadership styles, leaders
influence their subordinates to get maximum productivity by manipulating them. While
psychopathy consistently linked with CWB. In line with this, Zhang et al., (2019) have revealed
that job stressors substantially encourage the individuals to be part of the deviant behavior at the
workplace which possibly CWB. They further highlighted that proactive personality has caused f
the variation in the CWB of the individuals. Therefore, it will be worthy to mention that
psychopathy influence to the deviant workplace behavior like CWB.
Palmer et al., (2017) have conducted their study with the topic “Angel on one shoulder: Can be
perceived organizational support moderate the relationship between the Dark Triad traits and
counterproductive work behavior?” The core objective of their study was to determine the
influence of dark triad “Narcissism, Machiavellianism and Psychopathy” on the forms of the
CWB, such form specifically includes “sabotage, production deviance, withdrawal, theft, and
abuse”. For this, they gathered data from 208 individuals working in different organizations. Their
findings have portrayed that individuals with the personality of dark triad strongly related to all
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forms of CWB. More precisely, psychopaths have found to be exhibiting these forms in more
aggressive ways than Machiavellianism or Narcissism. In line with this, they greatly mentioned
that Machiavellianism has less influence on all types as compared to psychopaths and Narcissism.
For this point, it will be worthy to understand, individuals having traits of psychopaths, often
upsurge the individual’s deviant behavior which leads them toward distinct forms of CWB. They
further highlighted that when the individuals perceived to be unfairly treated by the organizations,
this will encourage them to behave like psychopaths and through his individuals will involve in
different kinds of CWB in the organizations which ultimately adversely affected the individuals
and organizational wellbeing.
The balance in the personality traits possibly has less influence on the CWB. In this regard, Schütte
et al., (2018) have completed their study with the topic “The role of interpersonal influence in
counterbalancing psychopathic personality trait facets at work”. The primary aim of their study
was to determine the influence of psychopaths on the contextual performance and CWB. This
study has divided psychopathy into two forms like fearless dominance and behavioral impulsivity.
Individuals having fearless impulsivity often exhibiting disregard for the responsibilities and rules
of the organizations. Besides this, individuals with behavioral impulsivity have just emphasized to
satisfy their personal needs and further to get the benefit for themselves on a priority basis instead
of thinking about others. They supposed that contextual performance would be negatively
influenced by behavioral impulsivity, while CWB would be positively influenced by behavioral
impulsivity.
They further hypothesized that fearless dominance would be negatively influenced by the
interpersonal performance which refers to the higher CWB and lowers contextual performance.
Their findings have portrayed that behavioral impulsivity has positively influenced the CWB while
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negatively impacted contextual performance. Also, CWB has negatively impacted by fearless
dominance. This has indicated that higher level antisocial behavior at the workplace possibly leads
the individual to exhibit CWB. In line with this, Blickle and Schütte (2017) have conducted their
study with the topic “Trait psychopathy, task performance, and counterproductive work behavior
directed toward the organization”. They emphasized to assess the CWB impacted by psychopathy.
They assumed that behavioral dominance would be positively impacted on the CWB at the
organizational level while fearless dominance would also positively impact CWB on individuals'
levels having a lower level of social skills and education. Their findings greatly support their
suppositions that both forms of psychopaths substantially influenced the organizational individual
level. Additionally, social skills and education greatly moderated on their association. This means
both studies indicating that psychopathy has a substantial influence on the CWB.
Psychopathy behavior has found to be substantially influencing the CWB in the organizational
context, besides this, this study supposed that when belongingness moderated on their relationship,
the potency of the influence of psychopathy on CWB will be variate. Even though this relation is
yet ambiguous in the literature, this study aims to contribute to the literature by empirically testing
this association. A bit related to this, Carnevale et al., (2018) have conducted their study with the
topic “Leader consultation mitigates the harmful effects of leader narcissism: A belongingness
perspective”. The core objective of their study was to determine the influence of the antisocial
behavior of the leader on self-esteem and citizenship behavior of the individuals. For this, they
gathered data of 262 individuals working in the information technology industry of China. Their
findings have greatly mentioned that inappropriate behavior of the leaders adversely affected the
individual’s citizenship behavior and their self-esteem which ultimately leads them to be engaged
in deviant behavior. While the belongingness of the individuals mitigates the consequences of their
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association. From their findings, it will be sufficient to explore that the antisocial behavior of the
leaders leads the individuals to involve in deviant behavior by harming their self-esteem. In this
regard, this study has supposed that psychopathy behavior is also an antisocial behavior in the
organization, therefore, it possibly affects the CWB while the presence of belongingness in their
relationship possibly decreases the potency of their outcomes. Though, this study has supposed
that belongingness would be moderated on the link of psychopathy with CWB.
In the perspective of destructive leadership, psychopathy behavior is a disorder in the personality
that is mainly characterized by the lack of ruthless underdevelopment of super-ego in the
personality, any connection and any inhibiting mechanisms that would prevent a normal person
from rendering any antisocial, immoral or wrong behavior in the personality. Corporate leaders
from the modern world go far beyond their consent and accept coercive leadership style in the
completion of organizational goals. Leaders more often act like psychopaths and persecute their
subordinates which are working their supervision. In the other studies, a psychopath is considered
as the trait which consistently associated with poorly motivated deviant behavior (Jones, 2014). It
has featured as the individuals high in psychopathy lack empathy, honesty, consistency, and
respect for rules (Mathieu, Babiak, Jones, & Neumann, 2012). Such individuals are prone to highrisk behavior within the organization.
They are also cruel, which means they’re out of control behavior often harms others (Hare &
Neumann, 2009). Furthermore, individuals high in psychopathy are unsympathetic to punishment
(Jones, 2014)) and do not learn from their past mistakes. As a consequence, such individuals are
likely to ignore the risks inherent in certain decisions and misjudge the risk of punishment.
Psychopathy is identified by a lack of concern for the other people and social regulatory
mechanisms, impulsivity, and a lack of guilt or remorse when their actions harm others
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intentionally or unintentionally. Interpersonally, they are often skilled managers, who are
persuasive and charismatic. Emotionally petty, they often adopt parasitic lifestyles, appealing in a
variety of criminal activities to achieve their ends moreover, Psychopaths are that 1% of the
population who have no conscience and who, therefore, demonstrate an egotistic and ruthless
approach to living (Hare & Neumann, 2009).
Belongingness across the constructs consistent with the relevant theories. Baumeister and Leary
(1995), argued that the evolutionary perspective of both regular social contact and feelings of
connectedness are vital ingredients of belongingness. However, they fully agreed with Hagerty,
Lynch-Sauer, Patusky, Bouwsema, and Collier (1992), that achieved belongingness as also be
influenced by different associations like teams and groups, as well as by one’s construal
relationships with, objects, animals, nature, ideologies, and the spiritual beliefs and thereby
transcending interpersonal relationships. The literature is consistent with the GBS (General
belongingness scale) which assesses belongingness across multiple levels of specificity ranging
from the individual employee to employee, close friends and family, societal others, an
overarching sense of belonging that transcends interpersonal relationships.
If there is not an effort to execute unsuccessfully and the harm to the organization is not an outcome
of intentional action on the part of the employee, then the action is not counterproductive work
behavior. Likewise, the accidents that happen in the workplace instead of the staff's efforts to
follow the procedures that accepted to be safe are not integrated, even though they may result to
be harmful. To be eligible as counterproductive work behavior, the employee must intentionally
avoid following safety equipment or procedures, thus act in a casual approach that results in injury,
even though the damage itself was not preferred. Alternately, the individual might engage for the
specific purpose of causing harm in casual behavior (Spector & Fox, 1999).
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In the views of other researches, it has been sought after to recognize personality characteristics in
this way that may raise an engagement between an individual's propensity and CWB. However,
the current research has examined CWB which has been linked to Machiavellianism (Hartog &
Belschak, 2012), abusive supervision (Wei & Si, 2013), Psychopathic Behavior (Blickle &
Schütte, 2017) and information silence (Xu, Loi, & Lam, 2015).
Summing Up
This study has used the umbrella term destructive leadership which includes “Machiavellianism,
abusive supervision, and psychopathy leadership”. The primary aim to determine the influence of
destructive leadership on CWB with the presence of information silence and justice perception.
More precisely, this will contribute to the literature, firstly by measuring the moderating influence
of the LOC on the relationship between Machiavellianism and CWB, secondly, by measuring the
moderation of belongingness on the relationship between psychopathy and CWB.

2.15 Model Development
Eventually, based on the above arguments and intensive literature, a theoretical model has been
proposed in figure 2.1 which relates destructive leadership to counterproductive work behavior
with different mediators and moderators mechanism. The first path relates to destructive leadership
constructs (Machiavellian leadership, abusive supervision, and psychopathic behavior) to
information silence which is eventually becomes the first mediator in this path. The second path
contains destructive leadership constructs (Machiavellian leadership, abusive supervision, and
psychopathic behavior) to justice perception which is lately the second mediator in this path. The
third path showed the locus of control as the first moderator in addition to the direct relationships
in the path of destructive leadership (Machiavellian leadership) to counterproductive work
behavior. The fourth path demonstrates the direct relation of destructive leadership (Abusive
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supervision) to counterproductive work behavior. The fifth path relates to the second moderator
belongingness in addition to the direct relationship in the path of destructive leadership
(Psychopathic behavior) to counterproductive work behavior. The above literature and theoretical
discussions are backed by these paths and different theories are associated with these relationships.
These theories are social exchange theory, conservation of resource theory, and effective event
theory. Finally, based on the theoretical model, the following hypotheses have been made.
Relational hypotheses
H1: There is a positive association between destructive leadership constructs (Machiavellian
leadership, abusive supervision, and psychopathic behavior) and counterproductive work behavior
(CWB).
H1a: There is a positive association between Machiavellian leadership and CWB.
H1b: There is a positive relationship between abusive supervision and CWB.
H1c: There is a positive relationship between psychopathic behavior and CWB.
Mediational hypotheses
H2a: Information silence mediates the relationship between Machiavellian leadership and CWB.
H2b: Information silence mediates the relationship between abusive supervision and CWB.
H2c: Information silence mediates the relationship between psychopathic behavior and CWB.
H3a: Justice Perception mediates the relationship between Machiavellian leadership and CWB.
H3b: Justice Perception mediates the relationship between abusive supervision and CWB.
H3c: Justice Perception mediates the relationship between psychopathic behavior and CWB.
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Moderation hypotheses
H4: Locus of control moderates the effect of Machiavellian leadership on CWB in such a way
that the relationship of Machiavellian leadership and CWB will be strong.
H5: Belongingness moderates the effect of psychopathic behavior on CWB, such that the
relationship will be strong for employees with high or low belongingness.
In sum, this chapter has mainly focused on international and local literature which were relevant
to the theoretical model. This theoretical model will further test in the upcoming chapter by using
different analytical techniques.
Figure 2. 1 Proposed model relating to Destructive Leadership to Counterproductive Work
Behavior through different paths
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3.1 Introduction
The previous chapter contained the relevant literature with the aspects of the proposed model of
hypotheses testing. The aim is to examine whether this model is applicable in the tanner sector of
Pakistan with the level of its application. This chapter encompasses the detailed description of the
research approach and research design used to answers the relevant research questions to meet the
research objectives. This chapter will start with the explanations of philosophical assumptions
followed by this research. Furthermore, research approach and research methods including
research design, population and sample, sample description, sample size and sampling strategy,
and pilot testing will also be discussed. Finally, the measurement of variables, data analysis
strategy, and ethical consideration will also be discussed at the end of the chapter.

3.2 Philosophical Assumptions and Paradigms
The philosophical assumptions refer to the development of knowledge with its conceptual roots
(Ponterotto, 2005, p.127). Philosophical assumptions based upon ontology which discussed the
nature of reality, epistemology explains the relationship of researcher with participants and the
acquisition of knowledge, and axiology refers to the role of the values, structures, and biases.
Finally, rhetorical structure deals with language and presentation along with research methods
which are the process of research itself (Guba & LincoIn, 2005). A research paradigm sometimes
called worldview is a philosophical view that is integrated assumptions that provide the tools,
instruments, framework, participants, and methods in research (Biesta, 2010). Although the
paradigm has common bases they differ in philosophical assumptions as given the following table
3.1.
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Table 3. 1 Philosophical Assumptions and Paradigms
Paradigm Elements Positivism

Constructivism

Ontology

Multiple realities Political reality

Singular reality

Participatory

Pragmatism
Singular & multiple
realities

Epistemology

Distance

Closeness

Collaboration

Practicality

Axiology

Unbiased

Biased

Negotiated

Multiple stances

Methodology

Deductive

Inductive

Participatory

Combining

Rhetoric

Formal

Informal

Advocacy

Forman and informal

Source: Adapted from Creswell and Plano Clark (2011) “Chapter Two: Foundations of Mixed
Method Research”, In designing and conducting mixed method research 2nd ed. Sage Publications,
Thousand Oaks, CA.
Since this research underpinned the quantitative research approach, which is widely accepted due
to the large data collection from the number of respondents (Veal, 2006). The choice of selection
of paradigms is controversial in the literature (Biesta, 2010). Despite that Cohen et al., (2011)
concludes that the choice of paradigm is not arbitrary, but it depends upon the principle of fitness
for purpose which is difficult in research. In this research, the researcher adopts a positivism
paradigm design that is deemed suitable for addressing the aforementioned research questions with
ontological (singular reality) assumption, epistemology, axiology, and rhetorical (distance,
unbiased and formal) and methodology (deductive and theory testing) assumptions.
The discussion on what constitutes the proper study in the field of management sciences has led
to three basic approaches. These approaches are quantitative, qualitative, and mixed-method
research in terms of research paradigms and research methods (Collis & Hussey, 2009). A first
approach is a quantitative approach that aims of testing the research objectives and theories by
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analyzing the relationships among variables. A qualitative research approach demonstrates that
understanding the meaning individuals assign to a social issue. A mixed-method research approach
is to combine both quantitative and qualitative approaches in a single study guided by research
philosophy (Creswell, 2009).

3.3 Research Approach
The discussion on what constitutes the proper study in the field of management sciences has led
to three basic approaches. These approaches are quantitative, qualitative, and mixed-method
research in terms of research paradigms and research methods (Collis & Hussey, 2009). A first
approach is a quantitative approach that aims of testing the research objectives and theories by
analyzing the relationships among variables. A qualitative research approach demonstrates that
understanding the meaning individuals assign to a social issue. A mixed-method research approach
is to combine both quantitative and qualitative approaches in a single study guided by research
philosophy (Creswell, 2009).
The choice of methodology depends upon the philosophical assumptions, specific methods of data
collection, strategy inquiry with analysis, and interpretations. It is also based upon the research
problem being addressed, the target audience, and the researcher’s personal experiences (Creswell,
2009). In the light of above discussion and issues, this study uses a quantitative methods approach.

3.4 Research Methods
The researcher adopts a quantitative methodological approach for this research. There is primarily
a cross-sectional survey based on questionnaire design to answers the related research questions
in this research. This particular research design chosen by the researcher due to the requirements
of the research objectives and to answer the research questions. The quantitative research method
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is adequate to resolve the research problem in society. The key research questions have broken
down the different sub-questions that will be addressed in a cross-sectional survey.
3.4.1 Research Design
Research design is the set procedure for collecting, analyzing, interpreting, and reporting the data
in research studies (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2011). The related research questions, elaborate the
decisions of the researcher regarding survey research design (cross-sectional or longitudinal),
sources of data (primary or secondary), choice of data collection methods (mailed survey or online
survey) and the level of analysis strategy (Van der Stede et al., 2005). Survey research is designed
to collect the primary data that address the research questions and it was impossible to collect the
primary data from the whole population. Thus, there was the need to select the sample respondents
that representatives the population. The researcher used survey cross-sectional primary data due
to its advantages. Primary data was collected in a short period and it was less expensive. The results
obtained were more generalizable and applicable to the whole population. The primary survey was
held in the Tanner sector of Pakistan from August to December 2018.
3.4.2 Population and Sample
This study was conducted on Tanner (Leather manufacturing and Leather related products) sector
of Pakistan due to the growing importance of this sector and lack of studies over this sector.
Pakistan is an agricultural economy with enriched livestock population resources which are then
part of the raw material of the tanner industry. According to the Pakistan Bureau of Statistics (PBS)
(2017), the tanner industry is the second-largest export earning industry in Pakistan after the textile
industry and it is contributed around $ 874 million in 2016 but it has more potential to multiply
the volume of exports. Currently, it contributed 5.4% of the GDP of the country. The leather
industry has mainly six sub-sectors namely, tanning, leather footwear, leather garments, leather
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gloves, leather shoe uppers, and leather goods. There are 800 tanneries in Pakistan and it has 206
registered tanneries which are majorly located in Karachi, Hyderabad, Lahore, Kasur, Multan,
Faisalabad, Gujranwala, Sialkot, and Peshawar (PTA, Annual Report, 2018-19). There are three
major training institutes for tanners training namely, National Institute of Leather Technology,
Karachi (NILT), Leather Products Development Institute, Sialkot (LPDI), and Institute of Leather
Technology, Gujranwala (ILT). Pakistan Tanner Association (PTA) is a regulatory body for
oversight of the functions of all registered tanneries of Pakistan and working late 1950 under the
ministry of commerce, trade organizations ordinance, 2007 (PTA, Annual Report, 2018-19).

Table 3. 2 Pakistan Tanners Association (List of Member Companies 2018-19)
Southern Zone

No. of Companies

Total

No.

of No. of Employees

Companies
Corporate Class

47

Associate Class

63

Northern Zone

No. of Companies

110
Total

No.

65

Associate Class

31

Grand Total

96
206

No.

Employees
16073
20465
of No. of Employees

Companies
Corporate Class

Total

36538
Total No. of
Employees

24410
12485

36895
73433

Source: Made by the researcher
According to Pakistan Tanner Association (PTA) (2018-19), there are 206 registered tanneries in
Pakistan which have two types of memberships. One is the corporate class and the second is
associate class. With the same there are two main zones, one in the southern zone and the second
is the northern zone. In these 206 registered tanneries, 73433 employees are working in this
industry. (List is available in annexure). So the population is known in this study. According to
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Yamane (1967), if the population is known then the following formula will be used for the
selection of sample size.
n= N/ (1+Ne2)
The meaning of this formula is as follows:
n= Sample size
N= The population of employees working in registered tanneries in Pakistan
e2 = Probability of error, this study will use 95% of confidence level so that this number is 5%
n= 73433/ (1+ 73433 (.05)2)
n= 397.832947
So in this study, the sample size for the quantitative survey will be included 398 employees from
whom the researcher will collect the data by using the questionnaire.
3.4.2.1 Sample Description

The representative of the population (sample) consists of heterogeneous characteristics across the
organizations and homogeneous within the specific classes (Corporate and Associate) as it is based
upon the views of many employees from multiple organizations. The population consists of the
Tanner sector of Pakistan that is registered under PTA across Pakistan. The leather industry has
mainly six sub-sectors namely, tanning, leather footwear, leather garments, leather gloves, leather
shoe uppers, and leather goods. Data were collected through the self-administered questionnaires
from those employees who have some supervisory or managerial role including front line workers
in the organizations from the Tanner sector of Pakistan.
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3.4.2.2 Sampling Strategy

In this research, the respondents were selected based on a stratified random sampling technique.
Strata’s were made based on corporate class and an associate class (South and North Zones) of
Tanner industry according to the PTA, (2018-19). The list of selected Tanneries for data collection
and calculation of the sample is given below in table 3.3.
The formula for calculation of sample: Number of registered Tanneries/Total Tanneries*398
Table 3. 3 Class wise list of selected Tanneries with the sample size
Sr. No.

Zones

Classes

No. of Tanneries

Sample

1

Southern Zone

Corporate Class

47

47/206*398= 91

2

Southern Zone

Associate Class

63

63/206*398= 122

3

Northern Zone

Corporate Class

65

65/206*398= 125

4

Northern Zone

Associate Class

31

31/206*398= 60

206

398

Total

3.4.2.3 Survey and Pilot Testing

Pilot testing is defined as the small scale or trial run of a larger survey (Veal, 2006) that tests not
only the questionnaire but also the running of the survey properly or not (Bryman, 2008). Pilot
studies are beneficial because it discloses the sequence, wording, layout, and fieldwork
arrangements including analysis procedures (Veal, 2006). Furthermore, a pilot study helps the
researchers to settle the response rate and questionnaire completion time frame and makes the
relevant and possible corrections in instruments. In this research pilot study was conducted before
collecting the data to resolve the issues.
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3.5 Measurement of Variables
The focus of this research is to test the hypothesized relationships among destructive leadership
and counterproductive work behavior along with some mediating and moderating mechanisms.
Their measures and authors are provided in the following table 3.4.
Table 3. 4 Constructs, Measures and their Authors
Constructs

Measures

Authors

Counterproductive Work Behavior (CWB)

CWB Scale

Spector, P.E (2010 )

Machiavellian Leadership

Machiavellianism Scale

Dahling et al, (2009)

Abusive Supervision

Abusive Supervision Scale

Teeper’s (2000)

Psychopathic Behavior

PCL-R

Hare (1991, 2003) PCL-R

Justice Perception

Justice Perception Scale

Neihoff & Moorman (1993)

Information Silence

Information Silence Scale

Linn Van Dyne (2003)

Locus of Control

Locus of Control Scale

Kovaleva (2012)

Belongingness

Belongingness Scale

Glenn P. Malone (2012 )

All the measures are in the Five Anchored Likert Scale used in this research and all the measures
are discussed below.
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Counterproductive work behavior
Counterproductive work behaviors are defined as the voluntary organizational behaviors that
reveal the performance of employees in jobs adversely weakening organizational effectiveness
(Lau, Au, & Ho, 2003). Fox and Spector (1999) commented that willful behavior by employees
which causes harmful consequences in the organization is counterproductive to work behavior and
organizations are bearing billions of dollars cost from this behavior of employees (Bennett &
Robinson, 2000). Many dimensions lead counterproductive work behavior such as sabotage
(physical damage of organizational property), abuse against others (ignoring to someone at the
workplace), theft, production deviance (intentionally work slowly or incorrectly) and withdrawal
(taking longer breaks other than routine) (Spector et al, 2006).
Machiavellian leadership
Machiavellian leaders are deceptive, manipulative, and have a disgusting state of mind which is
exactly unlike the moral (Dahling et al., 2009). Machiavellian leadership is a destructive leadership
concept which was originally argued by Niccolo Machiavelli in his famous book The Prince, and
based upon manipulation to others.
Abusive supervision
Abusive supervision is also the destructive perspective of leadership as Machiavellian leadership
that is based on subordinate’s relation in the organization including psychological stress and
specific workplace mistreatment (Teeper, 2000). Abusive supervision is a serious growing
problem in organizations and due to this, 16% of the employees are affected (Kemper S, 2016).
Furthermore, it is creating heavy costs in the organizations approximately $ 23.8 billion (Duffy &
Lambert, 2006).
Psychopathic behavior
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In recent leadership behavior, psychopathic is relevant to the personality disorder of a leader at the
workplace (Stepp & Trull, 2007). Hogan (2006), explained the three types of personality traits
which are mainly bright side, dark side, and inside personalities. The normal behaviors or day to
day behaviors of employees at the workplace that show the performance of employees is the bright
side of personality and supported by the big five personality model. The dark side contains the
performance of employees in stress and tired situation.
Justice perception
Organizational justice is the concept used to describe the role of fairness in the workplace which
is directly related to organizational employees. Organizational justice is more concerned with the
ways that are determined by the employees if they have been fairly treated in their jobs (Moorman,
1991). Organizational justice explained many other organizational behaviors of employees that
lead to the betterment of the organization (Greenberg, 1990). Employees who are working in the
organizations perceive three types of organizational justice which are: distributive justice,
procedural justice, and interactional justice (Colquitt et al, 2001).
Information silence
Behaviorally, silence and voice are opposite and related to expressing the ideas (voice) and
withholding the ideas (silence) in the organizations (Jones & Nisbett, 1972). Morrison and
Milliken (2000) said that there are three types of voice of employees in the organization such as
acquiescent voice, defensive voice, and pro-social voice. They further argued that there are also
three types of silence of the employees in the workplace such as acquiescent silence, defensive
silence, and pro-social silence.
Locus of control
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The belief over the control is an important construct in the field of behavior and it is related to
human nature which was originally developed by Thorstein Veblen back in 1899 in the theory of
leisure class (Veblen, 1899). By now, psychology has enough empirical evidence that control
beliefs are a good predictor of human behavior (Strickland, 1977). One control belief is the locus
of control which is defined as the personal belief about whether the particular outcomes of any
behavior are the causes of other’s actions or the causes of external forces that are not controllable
(Rotter, 1966).
Belongingness
The sense of belongingness is developed by Kohut (1984), which is closely related to the
attachment (Gover, 1993) and perceived social support (Newcomb, 1990). Belongingness reflects
the interaction between the self and social environment which creates companionship among the
persons (Kohut, 1984). Baumeister and Tice (1990) demonstrated that the exclusion of social
settings leads to anxiety in employees and it has a direct effect on depression. Belongingness
creates a sense of inclusion among the employees in the organizations and due to this ownership
in the mind of employees has been developed that cope the better working relationships and
develop the interests among employees (Baumeister & Leary, 1995).
Demographic Variables
This research used some demographic variables based on previous studies used, such as Gender
(Male or Female), Age (from less than 20 to more than 60), Marital status (Married or Single),
Establishment size of the company (Less than 25 employees to more than 500 employees), Job
tenure in the organization (from less than 1 year to more than 10 years) and Position (Manager or
Non-manager).
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3.6 Data Analysis Strategy
Data will be analyzed by using SPSS and AMOS latest versions. Population and sample will be
described along with data screening and cleaning will be executed. Items would be dropped due
to incomplete data or due to multivariate outliers. CFAs would be done before the measurement
model (fit statistics, maximum likelihood, and factor loading will be examined). The item would
be dropped due to fewer loadings from 0.3 as well as improve the reliability. Descriptive statistics
and correlation analysis (Mean, standard deviation, bivariate correlation). The construct level
measurement model would be developed and latent variables would be constructed and test (Chisquare and fit indices). After a reasonable fit measurement model, the structural model and paths
would be tested. Reliabilities and validities in all stages would be examined. Each path would be
tested in the structural model for hypothesized relationships. Mediation will be tested by applying
Barron and Kenney (1986) guidelines. Interaction effects will be examined by using Barron and
Kenney's assumptions in AMOS.

3.7 Ethical Consideration
In this research ethical consideration must be considered by the researcher. It includes informed
consent, beneficence, respect for confidentiality, and respect for privacy. In the first step, the
researcher took the consent from the respondents of this research. The most preferred form of
consent is to obtain direct consent from the participants and this study followed the direct consent
during the data collection. This study will be useful for academicians, managers, and the economy
and it will not have any harmful effects related to these entities. Confidentiality is the key element
that was maintained by the researcher. Any type of information and data that was provided by the
respondents treated as confidential. Furthermore, privacy is the right of respondents and this study
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maintained privacy during and after this study. Finally, there was no deception and hazard
associated with this study.
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4.1 Introduction
Chapter three entailed the adopted methodology to carry this research by the collection of data
through a survey questionnaire. After the collection of data, this chapter contains results and
analysis to test the hypotheses and model to demonstrate whether this model is applicable in the
tannery and its level of fitness in the same sector too. This chapter includes detailed analysis
including data screening and cleaning, description of population and sample, reliability and
validity analysis, correlation and regression analysis, measurement and structural models. It is also
included mediation analysis along with moderation analysis by using SPSS and AMOS.

4.2 Data Screening and Cleaning
Data screening is mandatory from the responses to make sure that data is useful for testing the
model. Data were initially screened for missing data and different outliers (univariate and
multivariate). 398 questionnaires were distributed among the selected tanneries in Pakistan
randomly and out of these 364 filled questionnaires have been received (91.45%).
Missing data
Missing data can create the problem of effective usage of data including reliable analysis and
computation of estimates. Due to this, sometimes models become more problematic, overestimated
and underestimated. Sometimes respondents intentionally left blank the responses due to some
concealing fact like income etc. If the missing values are less than 10% then it is no issue for
further processing. It was observed that some of the respondents were not filled questionnaires
without errors by skipping the pages or left blank the responses. It was found that 11 questionnaires
have missing the data major from the demographics and the whole variables. Hence, these 11
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questionnaires were excluded from further analysis. Finally, there were 353 useable questionnaires
(88.69%) for analysis.
Outliers
Outliers are the extreme values that can distort the data. It needs to detect the outliers because these
can manipulate the analysis and results. Box plots have been drawn to detect the univariate outliers
and multivariate outliers detected through the Cooks D and Mahalanobis test. There was less than
1% univariate and multivariate outliers so it was decided to retain them.
Normality
Before processing the analysis there is the assumption that data is normally distributed for
obtaining the estimates with maximum likelihood. Skewness and Kurtosis were measured for any
sort of deviation from a normal distribution. All the values of Skewness and Kurtosis were found
to be within acceptable ranges (Skewness < ±3, and Kurtosis < ±10 as suggested by Kline, 2005).
Linearity
Linearity is required in independent and dependent variables in such a way that there must be
changes occurred due to other variables. Those relationships that are inconsistent can cause the
problem during structural equation modeling. Linearity was tested in ANOVA by using SPSS. It
was found that all the variables were linearly related to one another.
Homoscedasticity
There should be consistency in the variances at a different level of a variable. It was tested by
scatter plots of different variables on the x-axis and their residuals on the y-axis. There was no
heteroskedasticity found in the variances of variables.
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4.3 Data Analysis Strategy
The following stepwise data analysis strategy has been adopted:
1. Descriptive analysis and correlations including (Mean, standard deviation, bivariate correlation,
and reliabilities).
2. Validity and reliability
3. Confirmatory factor analyses on items of every scale before testing the measurement model.
4. Any factor which has less than three indicators but weak loading, it is considered as weak and
factor with five indicators and factor loading .5 or higher considered as solid. Items may be reduced
if there is a large data set (Osborne and Costello, 2005). Items from the variables were dropped
due to the following three reasons;
a. Loading below than .30
b. Reliability increased after deleting an item
c. Fit statistics improved after removal
5. Confirmatory factor analysis at scale level within the acceptable range.
6. Measurement model and all the latent constructs were allowed to inter-correlate freely.
7. Loadings, modification indices, and standardized residuals covariance were examined.
8. After the fitted measurement model, the structural model was tested and paths were estimated.
9. Mediation analysis tested with SEM by bootstrapping strategy with Barron and Kenney (1986)
guidelines.
10. Moderation analysis was also tested after the measurement model.
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11. Finally, hypotheses were tested.
4.3.1 Demographic Profile of the Respondents
Table 4.1 shows the list of all respondents from two zones and two classes according to the
sampling strategy. The final sample size consists of 353 respondents from all the tanneries in
Pakistan. Out of 353 respondents, 297 are male (84.1%) and 56 are female (15.9%) respondents.
This demonstrates that many of the respondents are male (Table 4.2). Most of the employees are
in the age of 25-29 years and these mid-career employees are 145. 90 respondents are in the age
of 20-24 (25.5%). 71 respondents have the age group of 30-39 which is 20.1%. 34 respondents are
between the age of 40-49 years (9.6%) and finally, 13 respondents are at the age of less than 20
years (3.7%). According to marital status, 212 are unmarried (60.1%) and 141 are married (39.9%).
Most of the companies have more than 500 employees and it contains 135 companies (38.2%). 9
companies have the employee's range are 200-499 (2.5%). 36 companies have 100-199 employees
(10.2%). 48 companies have 25-99 employees structure (13.6%) and 125 companies that have less
than 25 employees (35.4%).
According to the job tenure, most of the employees have less than one year experience and 3 to 5
years’ experience which contains 98 and 97 employees respectively (27.8% and 27.5%). 62
employees have 5-10 years’ experience (17.6%). 57 employees have 1-2 years’ experience
(16.1%). 21 employees have 2-3 years’ experience (5.9%) and finally 18 employees who have
more than 10 years’ experience (5.1%). 192 employees are non-managing positions (supervisors)
which consists of 54.4% and 161 are in managing positions 45.6%.
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Table 4. 1 Zones and Classes wise list of Respondents
Sr. No.
1

Zones
Southern Zone

Classes
Corporate Class

Sample
91

2

Southern Zone

Associate Class

122

3

Northern Zone

Corporate Class

125

4

Northern Zone

Associate Class

60

Total

398

Table 4. 2 Demographic Profile of the Respondents
Variables
Age

Gender
Marital Status
Establish Size

Job Tenure

Position

Groups
20 or less
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
Male
Female
Single
Married
Less than 25 Employees
25-99
100-199
200-499
500 or more
Less than One year
1-2 years
2-3 years
3-5 years
5-10 years
More than 10 years
Non-Manager
Manager
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Frequency
13
90
145
71
34
297
56
212
141
125
48
36
9
135
98
57
21
97
62
18
192
161

Percentage
3.7
25.5
41.1
20.1
9.6
84.1
15.1
60.1
39.9
35.4
13.6
10.2
2.5
38.2
27.8
16.1
5.9
27.5
17.6
5.1
54.4
45.6

4.3.2 Descriptive Analysis
Descriptive statistics show the features of the data in table 4.3. It contained the number of
observations, minimum values, maximum values, the mean and standard deviation of the variables.
There are 353 total observations. Counterproductive work behavior (CWB) has 1.10 minimum and
4.30 maximum values respectively. The mean value of CWB is 2.5572 and its standard deviation
is .75235. Machiavellianism contains 1.13 and 4.06 minimum and maximum values respectively.
It has a 2.8621 mean value and .62484 standard deviation. Abusive supervision has 1 lowest value
and 4.20 highest value with 2.3983 as mean value and .81554 as standard deviation. Psychopathic
behavior has 1.30 lower value and 4.05 greater value with 2.5371 average value and .55942 as
standard deviation. Justice perceptions contain 2.05 minimum value and 4.25 maximum value. It
has a 3.1055 mean value with .63612 standard deviation.
Information silence has 1.73 minimum and 4.33 maximum values respectively. It also contains
3.0750 as a mean value and .73034 as standard deviation. Locus of control has 1.75 minimum and
4.13 maximum values respectively with 3.0251 as mean and .64157 as standard deviation. Finally,
belongingness entails 2.17 minimum value and 4.25 maximum value with 3.2120 average and
.64123 standard deviation.
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Table 4. 3 Mean and Standard Deviation of Variables (N=353)
Variables
Counterproductive Work Behavior

Minimum
1.10

Maximum
4.30

Mean
2.5572

S.D
.75235

Machiavellianism

1.13

4.06

2.8621

.62484

Abusive Supervision

1.00

4.20

2.3983

.81554

Psychopathic Behavior

1.30

4.05

2.5371

.55942

Justice Perceptions

2.05

4.25

3.1055

.63612

Information Silence

1.73

4.33

3.0750

.73034

Locus of Control

1.75

4.13

3.0251

.64157

Belongingness

2.17

4.25

3.2120

.64123

4.3.3 Correlation Analysis
Correlation analysis was conducted to find the binary relationship among the variables. Correlation
analysis provides the degree and strength of association while it is not to find the causal effect of
one variable to another variable. The direction of the relationship in variables is measured by its
sign which may be positive or negative. The strength of the correlation is measured by its r, the
coefficient of correlation which contains the value in the range of 0 to 1. The value of correlation
near to 1 or -1 means there is a perfect positive or negative correlation between two variables.
There are two types of correlation coefficients; the first one is Pearson correlation which is most
suitable in interval scale while the second one is Spearman correlation which is recommended for
the ordinal scale (Zou et al., 2003). The current study entails a Likert scale, thus Pearson correlation
is used to examine the relationship among the variables.
Machiavellianism, abusive supervision, psychopathic behavior, justice perceptions, information
silence, locus of control, and belongingness have a strong positive correlation with
counterproductive work behavior (r= .610, .685, .721, .202, .375, .375 and .400 with p<0.01).
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Table 4. 4 Correlations among all the variables of study (N=353)
Variables
CWB
Mach
AS
PB
JP
INFS
LOC
BEL

1
1
.610**
.685**
.721**
.202**
.375**
.375**
.400**

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

1
.524**
.377**
.419**
.573**
.645**
.578**

1
.724**
.157**
.462**
.121*
.262**

1
.246**
.411**
.049
.153**

1
.337**
.651**
.357**

1
.445**
.328**

1
.704**

1

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2 tailed). * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2 tailed).
1= Counterproductive Work Behavior, 2= Machiavellianism, 3= Abusive Supervision, 4= Psychopathic Behavior
5= Justice Perceptions, 6= Information Silence, 7= Locus of Control, 8= Belongingness

HTMT Analysis
Hetero Trait Mono Trait (HTMT) is a ratio of correlation among variables and used to measure
discriminant validity. In this regard, Henseler et al., (2015) has described that the value of HTMT
must be lower than 0.85 or 0.90. The threshold value means that 0.85 for strict discriminant
validity, while 0.90 for liberal discriminant validity. However, the following table is indicating
that discriminant validity exists among the proposed framework. The maximum HTMT value
exists between Machiavellianism and abusive supervision as it 0.807. In contrast, the lower HTMT
value exists between the variables locus of control and counterproductive work behavior as it is
(0.123).
Constructs Mach
AS
PsyB
JP
IS
LOC
Bel
CWB
Mach
***
AS
0.807
***
PsyB
0.206
0.180
***
JP
0.315
0.384
0.214
***
IS
0.463
0.583
0.192
0.430
***
LOC
0.245
0.190
0.531
0.390
0.521
***
Bel
0.511
0.317
0.213
0.628
0.171
0.267
***
CWB
0.493
0.617
0.162
0.393
0.241
0.123
0.143
***
Henseler, J., C. M. Ringle, and M. Sarstedt (2015). A New Criterion for Assessing Discriminant
Validity in Variance-based Structural Equation Modeling, Journal of the Academy of Marketing
Science, 43 (1), 115-135.
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4.3.5 Structural Equation Modeling
Structural equation modeling (SEM) is a multivariate statistical process in which the researchers
are testing different theoretical models by using latent variables with multiple indicators (Testa,
2001). SEM is useful in two steps, firstly it deals with the validity of indicators and secondly, it
deals with structural modeling. It is the extended version of a general linear model that can fit more
than on the regression equation simultaneously. The basic purpose of SEM is to interpret the
theoretical model along with the explanation of different relationships of observed and unobserved
variables.
Why SEM?
Structural equation modeling facilitates the researchers to check the regression equation
simultaneously. The adequacy of hypotheses can be tested by using SEM because it can reduce
the measurement errors of observed and unobserved variables. AMOS was used for applying
structural equation modeling because it has the best diagrammatical characteristics with the option
of bootstrapping and graphical user interface.
Approaches of SEM
In this research, the following four steps approach of structural equation modeling was adopted
which was devised by Kenny (2011).
Step 1: Specification
In the first step the statement of the theoretical model as a path diagram
Step 2: Identification
The theoretical model can be examined by observed data
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Step 3: Estimation
The parameters of model statistically estimated by using SEM
Step 4: Model Fit
Estimated model parameters are compared with the observed correlation or with the covariance. If
the model is not fit or fit poor then re-specified the model by using again step one.
4.3.6 Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Firstly, the researcher conducted a Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and adopted different valid
measures. CFA determines the validity of the measurement model based upon a previous study
(Kline, 2010). In this research scale level, CFA was performed by using SEM. Before going to
start CFA, it is necessary to explain the level of fit indexes for the criteria of model acceptance.
Fit Indexes
There are different fit indexes in the literature to access the fitness of the model. Generally, a
model is acceptable if the relative chi-square (CMIN/DF) is less than 3 (Kline, 1998) or sometimes
it should be less than 5 (Hair et al. 2010). Root mean square error approximation (RMSEA) should
be less than .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1998). But Hair et al. (2010) suggested less than 0.10 acceptable.
Goodness of fit index (GFI) should be greater than .90 (Byrne, 1994). Hair et al. (2010) suggested
that Comparative fit index (CFI) should be greater than .90. They also recommend that Root mean
residual (RMR) should be less than .05, PCLOSE should be greater than .05 and Adjusted
goodness of fit index (AGFI) should be greater than .80 permissible.
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4.3.7 Scale Level Confirmatory Factor Analysis
The researcher conducted scale level Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) by scale level models.
Each item was carefully examined for any insignificance. Those items who have low loadings like
below 0.3 or negative loading dropped for further analysis. In Machiavellianism diagram (figure
4.1) showed that Mach1, Mach7, Mach8, Mach10, Mach11, Mach15, and Mach16 large factor
loadings. These are above 0.3 as shown in table 4.5. Remaining items have deleted due to less
factor loadings. The values are CMIN/DF .536, RMR .050, GFI .935, CFI 1.00, AGFI .85, RMSEA
.000 and PCLOSE .913 (Table 4.13) which are in recommended region.
Table 4. 5 Standardized Regression Weights of Machiavellianism Items
Items
Mach1
Mach7
Mach8
Mach10
Mach11
Mach15
Mach16
*** p <.001

<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<---------

Mach.
Mach.
Mach.
Mach.
Mach.
Mach.
Mach.
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Estimates
.477
.623
.698
.754
.815
.516
.545

P-Value
***
***
***
***
***
***
***

Figure 4. 1 Model of Machiavellianism

In abusive supervision model (figure 4.2) explained that AS1, AS2, AS3, AS4, and AS5 are the
high factor loadings from the threshold value. In this model CMIN/DF 3.134, RMR .018, GFI
.990, CFI .993, AGFI .950, RMSEA .078 And PCLOSE .162 which are in recommended region
(table 4.13).
Table 4. 6 Standardized Regression Weights of Abusive Supervision Items
Items
AS1
AS2
AS3
AS4
AS5
*** p <.001

<--------<--------<--------<--------<---------

AS.
AS.
AS.
AS.
AS.
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Estimates
.811
.877
.758
.760
.533

P-Value
***
***
***
***
***

Figure 4. 2 Model of Abusive Supervision

The construct of Psychopathic behavior demonstrated the good factor loadings and it has PsyBe2,
PsyBe5, PsyBe6, PsyBe7, and PsyBe8 items which are retained and others have deleted because
of low factor loadings (figure 4.3). The values of CMIN/DF 1.828, RMR .012, GFI .998, CFI .999,
AGFI .969, RMSEA .048 and PCLOSE .350 which shows in acceptance level (table 4.13)
Table 4. 7 Standardized Regression Weights of Psychopathic Behavior Items
Items
PsyBe2
PsyBe5
PsyBe6
PsyBe7
PsyBe8
*** p <.001

<--------<--------<--------<--------<---------

PB.
PB.
PB.
PB.
PB.
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Estimates
.894
.625
.614
.623
.724

P-Value
***
***
***
***
***

Figure 4. 3 Model of Psychopathic Behavior

The model of Counterproductive work behavior (CWB) showed the items that have above factor
loadings from threshold value (CWB1, CWB4, CWB5, CWB7, CWB8, CWB9, and CWB10) and
it showed in figure 4.4. Model fit values of CWB construct are CMIN/DF .862, RMR .046, GFI
.894, CFI 1.00, AGFI .882, RMSEA .000 And PCLOSE .647 in table 4.13.
Table 4. 8 Standardized Regression Weights of Counterproductive Work Behavior Items
Items
CWB1
CWB4
CWB5
CWB7
CWB8
CWB9
CWB10
*** p <.001

<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<---------

CWB.
CWB.
CWB.
CWB.
CWB.
CWB.
CWB.
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Estimates
.581
.683
.783
.955
.472
.671
.488

P-Value
***
***
***
***
***
***
***

Figure 4. 4 Model of Counterproductive Work Behavior

Information silence model showed that five items retained from the scale and these items have
greater factor loadings (figure 4.5). It has INFOS2, INFSO3, INFOS5, INFOS7, and INFOS11.
Information silence has good model fit as CMIN/DF 2.726, RMR .019, GFI .984, CFI .992,
AGFI .952, RMSEA .070 And PCLOSE .19 showed it table 4.13.
Table 4. 9 Standardized Regression Weights of Information Silence Items
Items
INFOS2
INFOS3
INFOS5
INFOS7
INFOS11
*** p <.001

<--------<--------<--------<--------<---------

INFS
INFS
INFS
INFS
INFS
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Estimates
.882
.913
.813
.507
.756

P-Value
***
***
***
***
***

Figure 4. 5 Model of Information Silence

Model for Justice Perceptions elaborate six items and remaining have been dropped due to low
estimates (factor loadings). Figure 4.6 indicates JP2, JP4, JP9, JP10, JP16, and JP17 and these
items have the above factor loadings. In table 4.13 model fitness summary, it indicates that
CMIN/DF 3.327, RMR .023, GFI .988, CFI .994, AGFI .935, RMSEA .080 And PCLOSE .115
and these are fit for further analysis.
Table 4. 10 Standardized Regression Weights of Justice Perception Items
Items
JP2
JP4
JP9
JP10
JP16
JP17
*** p <.001

<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<---------

JP.
JP.
JP.
JP.
JP.
JP.
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Estimates
.876
.891
.721
.701
.681
.603

P-Value
***
***
***
***
***
***

Figure 4. 6 Model of Justice Perception

Locus of control construct showed that five items which have more than 0.5 factor loadings. It has
LoC1, LoC2, LoC3, LoC4, and LoC5 (figure 4.7) and these items have high factor loadings. Model
fit summary of Locus of control variable shows that CMIN/DF 1.373, RMR .009, GFI .998, CFI
1.00, AGFI .977, RMSEA .033 And PCLOSE .425 and it shows the best fit model of this construct
(Table 4.13).
Table 4. 11 Standardized Regression Weights of Locus of Control Items
Items
LoC1
LoC2
LoC3
LoC4
LoC5
*** p <.001

<--------<--------<--------<--------<---------

LOC.
LOC.
LOC.
LOC.
LOC.

139

Estimates
.507
.759
.677
.942
.503

P-Value
***
***
***
***
***

Figure 4. 7 Model of Locus of Control

The model of Belongingness has six items that indicate more than 0.3 factor loadings and the rest
of the items are dropped due to low level of factor loadings as shown in figure 4.8. model fitness
summary showed CMIN/DF 1.896, RMR .018, GFI .993, CFI .997, AGFI .963, RMSEA .050,
And PCLOSE .419 which are in the range of model fitness as shown in table 4.13.
Table 4. 12 Standardized Regression Weights of Belongingness Items
Items
BEL2
BEL3
BEL5
BEL6
BEL7
BEL8
*** p <.001

<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<---------

BEL.
BEL.
BEL.
BEL.
BEL.
BEL.
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Estimates
.504
.606
.959
.846
.326
.371

P-Value
***
***
***
***
***
***

Figure 4. 8 Model of Belongingness

Table 4. 13 Model Fit Summary for all Variables
Model

CMIN/DF

RMR

GFI

CFI

AGFI

Mach

.536

.050

.935

1.000

.850

.000

.913

AS

3.134

.018

.990

.993

.950

.078

.162

PB

1.828

.012

.998

.999

.969

.048

.350

CWB

.862

.046

.894

1.000

.882

.000

.647

INFS

2.726

.019

.984

.992

.952

.070

.191

JP

3.327

.023

.988

.994

.935

.080

.115

LOC

1.373

.009

.998

1.000

.977

.033

.425

BEL

1.896

.018

.993

.997

.963

.050

.419
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RMSEA PCLOSE

4.3.8 Measurement Model
After analyzing and testing scale level models, an overall measurement model was developed for
all construct which indicates all the variables in high factor loadings from threshold value (0.3)
with the best model fit for further analysis (figure 4.9). Model fit values are CMIN/DF 3.47, RMR
.048, GFI .905, CFI .880, AGFI .870, RMSEA .075 and PCLOSE .713 which are in recommended
region as shown in table 4.14.
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Figure 4. 9 Measurement Model for all Constructs
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Table 4. 14 Model Fit Summary for Hypothesized Measurement Model
Model
CMIN/DF RMR
Hypothesized 3.47
.048
Model

GFI
.905
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CFI
.880

AGFI
.870

RMSEA PCLOSE
.075
.713

Table 4. 15 Standardized Regression Weights for Constructs
Variables
PsyB8
PsyB7
PsyB6
PsyB5
PsyB2
InfoS2
InfoS3
InfoS5
InfoS10
InfoS11
JP2
JP4
JP9
JP10
JP16
BEL2
BEL3
BEL5
BEL6
BEL7
BEL8
Mach1
Mach7
Mach8
Mach10
Mach11
Mach15
CWB1
CWB4
CWB5
CWB7
CWB8
CWB9
CWB10
AS1
AS2
AS3
AS4
AS5
LoC1
LoC2
LoC3
LoC4
LoC5

<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<---------

PB.
PB.
PB.
PB.
PB.
INFS.
INFS.
INFS.
INFS.
INFS.
JP.
JP.
JP.
JP.
JP.
BEL.
BEL.
BEL.
BEL.
BEL.
BEL.
Mach.
Mach.
Mach.
Mach.
Mach.
Mach.
CWB.
CWB.
CWB.
CWB.
CWB.
CWB.
CWB.
AS.
AS.
AS.
AS.
AS.
LOC.
LOC.
LOC.
LOC.
LOC.

*** p <.001
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Estimates

P-Value

.731
.721
.596
.582
.767
.623
.742
.809
.681
.628
.661
.680
.838
.747
.324
.624
.738
.673
.614
.543
.541
.605
.678
.836
.802
.703
.476
.730
.812
.859
.712
.653
.696
.713
.848
.736
.813
.718
.587
.501
.754
.666
.952
.500

***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***

4.3.9 Validity and Reliability Analysis
For better replication and generalizability, it is necessary to check the validity and reliability of the
data. Firstly, convergent validity is the high correlation in variables in a single factor. It depends
upon the sample size in research. There would be 0.3 or above factor loadings if the sample size
is more than 350 and 0.4 or above factor loadings required if the sample size is more than 150.
(Guadagnoli & Velicer, 1988, p. 274). In all the scale level measurement models factor loadings
were above 0.3. Secondly, discriminant validity refers to the level of un-correlation in two factors.
Some researchers suggested that the 0.7 threshold value of it. A correlation is higher than 0.7 cause
multicollinearity.
Reliability of data is necessary to examine before the measurement of some useful evidence on
data. Without reliable data, the results can be manipulated or mislead. There are four ways through
which reliability of data is measured but internal consistency reliability is widely used and
considered it as more powerful in social sciences. Cronbach (1951), set as Cronbach Alpha 0.70
or above of reliability value but Nunnaly (1978), set as 0.50 or above Cronbach Alpha value is
permissible. In this research, the overall reliability value is 0.853 (table 4.16). Individual
reliabilities of all constructs are given in table 4.17. Machiavellianism has 0.923, Abusive
supervision has 0.876, and Psychopathic behavior 0.937, Counterproductive work behavior 0.927,
Information silence 0.900, Justice Perception 0.904, Locus of control 0.793, and Belongingness
has 0.895 reliability value.
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Figure 4. 10 Threshold of Factor Loadings based on Sample Size
Significant Factor Loadings based on Sample Size
Sample Size
Sufficient Factor Loading
50
0.75
60
0.70
70
0.65
85
0.60
100
0.55
120
0.50
150
0.45
200
0.40
250
0.35
350
0.30
Source: Hair et al., (2010). Multivariate data analysis: A global perspective. Upper Saddle River,
NJ: Pearson Education

Table 4. 16 Overall Reliability Analysis for all Variables
Cronbach’s Alpha

No. of Items

.853

106

Table 4. 17 Construct Wise Reliability Analysis
Variables

Cronbach’s Alpha

No. of Items

Mach

.923

16

AS

.876

5

PsyBe

.937

20

CWB

.927

10

INFS

.900

15

JP

.904

20

LOC

.793

8

BEL

.895

12

Construct validity can be assessed through its two types likes convergent validity and discriminant
validity. To measure convergent validity, composite reliability, and average shared variance can
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be used. For instance, the value of CR must be greater than 0.6 while the value of AVE should be
greater than 0.5. In the following table, the value for both variables found to be greater than the
minimum predefined threshold level. Therefore, it will be worth mentioning that convergent
validity existed in the proposed model. Furthermore, discriminant validity can be proved when the
average shared variance is lower than the average variance extracted. In the following table, it can
be seeming that the values of ASV for all variables are lower than AVE.
Construct
Mach
AS
PsyB
CWP
INFS
JP
LOC
BEL

CR
.71
.77
.69
.51
.66
.78
.63
.69

AVE
.51
.53
.59
.54
.61
.67
.64
.59

MSV
.19
.09
.03
.23
.12
.07
.10
.16

ASV
.09
.12
.06
.19
.08
.09
.07
.11

4.3.10 Structural Model
After testing the measurement models and their fitness, there is the need to test the structural model
of the current research. The structural model indicates the relationship between destructive
leadership constructs (Mach, AS, and PB) with Counterproductive work behavior with justice
perceptions and information silence (figure 4.11, 4.12). All the path coefficient are significant
(table 4.19) and it has CMIN/DF 3.74, RMR .051, GFI .910, CFI .890, AGFI .840, RMSEA .071
And PCLOSE .823. The overall model is acceptable as the path coefficient showed the relationship
between destructive leadership constructs with counterproductive work behavior. Although,
psychopathic behavior and information silence show the negative but significant relationship. This
structural model has used as a base point for further testing the hypotheses.
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Figure 4. 11 Proposed Structural Model (Direct and Mediation Paths)

Figure 4. 12 Proposed Structural Model (With Path Coefficients)

Table 4. 18 Model Fit Summary for Proposed Structural Model
Model CMIN/DF RMR
Proposed 3.74
.051
Model

GFI
.910

CFI
.890

149

AGFI
.840

RMSEA PCLOSE
.071
.823

Table 4. 19 Standardized Regression Weights for Structural Model
Paths of Variables
INFS
INFS
INFS
JP
JP
JP
CWB
CWB
CWB
CWB
CWB
*** p <.001

<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<--------<---------

Mach
AS
PB
PB
AS
Mach
Mach
AS
PB
INFS
JP

Estimates
.455
.173
-.022
.100
.038
.235
.173
.219
.057
.912
-.002

P-Value
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***

4.3.11 Mediation Analysis
Mediation analysis was examined by using SEM through bootstrapping and it is a resampling
strategy that made sampling distribution to estimate standard errors and also creates confidence
interval (Cheung & Lau, 2008). Total, Direct, and Indirect effects were measured of hypothesized
models to obtained the results of mediation by using bootstrapping (Bootstrap N=3000 with a 95%
confidence interval).
In the first path, the only indirect effect found in the relation of Machiavellian leadership with
information silence and counterproductive work behavior as the direct beta without mediation and
direct beta with mediation both is not significant. In the second path, abusive supervision with
information silence and counterproductive work behavior has the partial mediation in this
relationship as direct beta without mediation is .081 significant and direct beta with mediation is
.092 significant shown in table 4.20. In the third path, there is no mediation proved because the
indirect beta has no significant .065 (table 4.20) relation in psychopathic behavior with information
silence and counterproductive work behavior.
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In the fourth path, there is the partial mediational effect of Machiavellian leadership with justice
perceptions and counterproductive work behavior as the paths are significant (table 4.20). In the
fifth path, there is partial mediation in the relationship of abusive supervision with justice
perceptions and counterproductive work behavior as the all path in this relationship is significant.
In six path, there is full mediation as the indirect beta has significant value .053. It means that with
the presence of mediating variable justice perceptions, the relationship of psychopathic behavior
and counterproductive work behavior is significant but without the mediating construct, this
relationship goes not significant (table 4.20).
Figure 4. 13 Proposed Structural Model (Mediation Paths)
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Table 4. 20 Inference for Mediation
Paths

Machiavellian leadership→information silence→counterproductive work behavior
Abusive supervision-→ information
silence-→counterproductive work
behavior
Psychopathic behavior-→ information
silence-→counterproductive work
behavior
Machiavellian leadership-→justice
perception-→counterproductive work
behavior
Abusive supervision-→justice
perception -→counterproductive work
behavior
Psychopathic behavior-→justice
perception -→counterproductive work
behavior
*** p < .001, ns= Not significant

Direct
Beta
without
Mediation
.026(NS)

Direct Beta
with
Mediation

Indirect
Beta

Result

.021(NS)

.558***

Indirect effect

.081***

.092***

.504***

Partial
Mediation

.087***

.070***

.065(NS) No Mediation

.639***

.507***

.072***

Partial
Mediation

.467***

.528***

.068***

Partial
Mediation

.101***

.082(NS)

.053***

Full
Mediation

4.3.12 Moderation Analysis
In the first moderation analysis, the moderator is the locus of control which moderates the
relationship between Machiavellianism with Counterproductive work behavior. For moderation
analysis Z-Scores were calculated and it has significant value .005 (Table 4.21) which means locus
of control depends on the positive relationship with its direction (figure 4.14) between
Machiavellianism with Counterproductive work behavior. In second moderation, the moderator is
belongingness which moderates the relationship between psychopathic behavior with
counterproductive work behavior. Z-Score was calculated and it also has significant value (table
4.21) which means that belongingness strengthens the positive relationship with its direction
(figure 4.14) between psychopathic behavior with counterproductive work behavior.
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Figure 4. 14 Locus of Control (Moderation)

Table 4. 21 Regression Weights (Locus of Control Moderation)

Z-CWB <--- Z-Mach.
Z-CWB <--- Mach-LOC
Z-CWB <--Z-LOC

Estimate
-.006
.055
.935

S.E.
.019
.019
.019

C.R.
-.326
2.839
50.025

P
.744
.005
***

Figure 4. 15 Locus of Control (Moderation Chart)

5

CWB

4.5
4

Moderator

3.5

Low LOC

3

High LOC
Linear (Low LOC)

2.5

Linear (High LOC)
2
1.5
1

Low PsyB

High PsyB
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Figure 4. 16 Belongingness (Moderation)

Table 4. 22 Regression Weights (Belongingness Moderation)
Z-CWB <--- Z-PB
Z-CWB <--- PB-BEL
Z-CWB <--- Z-BEL

Estimate
.932
.053
.001

S.E.
.020
.018
.021

C.R.
45.477
2.951
.040

P
***
.003
.968

Figure 4. 17 Belongingness (Moderation Chart)
5

CWP

4.5
4

Moderator

3.5

Low BEL

3

High BEL
Linear (Low BEL)

2.5

Linear (High BEL)
2
1.5
1

Low PsyB

High PsyB
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4.3.13 Summary of Hypotheses
Based on the structural models, mediation and moderation analysis were tested and the summary
of hypotheses presented in the following table;
Table 4. 23 Summary of Hypotheses
Relational Hypotheses

Status

H1: There is a positive association between destructive leadership constructs

Supported

(Machiavellian leadership, abusive supervision, and psychopathic behavior) and
counterproductive work behavior (CWB).
H1a: There is a positive association between Machiavellian leadership and CWB.

Supported

H1b: There is a positive relationship between abusive supervision and CWB.

Supported

H1c: There is a positive relationship between psychopathic behavior and CWB.

Supported

H2a: Information silence mediates the relationship between Machiavellian leadership and

Not Supported

CWB.
H2b: Information silence mediates the relationship between abusive supervision and CWB. Supported
H2c: Information silence mediates the relationship between psychopathic behavior and

Not Supported

CWB.
H3a: Justice Perception mediates the relationship between Machiavellian leadership and

Supported

CWB.
H3b: Justice Perception mediates the relationship of abusive supervision and CWB.

Supported

H3c: Justice Perception mediates the relationship of psychopathic behavior and CWB.

Supported

H4: Locus of control moderates the effect of Machiavellian leadership on CWB in such a

Supported

way that the relationship of Machiavellian leadership and CWB will be strong.
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H5: Belongingness moderates the effect of psychopathic behavior on CWB, such that the
relationship will be strong for employees with high or low belongingness.

156

Supported

Chapter 5
Discussion, Summary, Conclusion, and Implications
5.1 Introduction
5.2 General Findings
5.3 Summary
5.4 Conclusion
5.5 Implications for Human Resource Practices
5.6 Limitations and Avenues for Future Research
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5.1 Introduction
This chapter designed to report the discussion on the statistical findings of the study in light of
the prior studies. Though this chapter mainly includes general discussion, conclusion, practical
implications, and limitations, and future recommendations to the forthcoming researchers of the
filed.

5.2 General Findings
The goal of this study was to scrutinize the relationship of destructive leadership on CWB in the
Tanners sector of Pakistan. Destructive leadership has three further dimensions that are
Machiavellianism, abusive supervision, and psychopathic behavior. The study has also explored
the mediation of information silence and justice perception in this particular relationship. The
study has also tested the moderation of locus of control and belongingness between the relationship
of destructive leadership and CWB. Five hypotheses were formulated to investigate the association
among the variables.
The general findings reveal that data was normal with negligible outliers and linear homogeneity.
Maximum respondents were male, single, and mid-career employees of the tanner sector of
Pakistan. Mean values of belongingness and justice perceptions were high (M= 3.2120, SD=
.64123 and M= 3.1055, SD= .63612 respectively) and abusive supervision and psychopathic
behavior have low mean values (M= 2.3983, SD= .81554 and M= 2.5371, SD= .55942
respectively). Bivariate relationships were strong except locus of control with psychopathic
behavior and with abusive supervision. CFA indicated that all the collected data was fit for the
hypothesized measurement model with high factor loadings from the threshold level after applying
some modification indices. Structural model was fit and acceptable for testing the hypotheses.
There were also the evidences of mediation and moderation.
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The research questions discussed in chapter one are discussed below based on results:
Research question 1
What is the effect of Destructive Leadership (ML, AS, and PB) towards the CWB of employees
in the tanner's sector of Pakistan? (Destructive leadership is the composite construct of
Machiavellian leadership, abusive supervision, and psychopathic behavior). Based on research
question 1 there were three sub-questions which are:
Sub Question 1a:
What is the effect of Machiavellian leadership towards CWB?
Sub Question 1b:
To what extend Abusive supervision related to CWB?
Sub Question 1c:
To what extend Psychopathic behavior related to CWB?
Hypotheses that are associated with the research question 1 are given below:
H1: There is a positive association between destructive leadership and counterproductive work
behavior (CWB).
H1a: There is a positive association between Machiavellian leadership and CWB.
H1b: There is a positive relationship between abusive supervision and CWB.
H1c: There is a positive relationship between psychopathic behavior and CWB.
Findings
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In a bivariate relationship, it will be worthy to state that a positive association existed between
destructive leadership and CWB. Destructive leadership is a composite construct of three further
constructs (ML, AS, and PB) so that Machiavellian leadership has a strong positive and significant
relationship with counterproductive work behavior (r = .610, p< .01). Abusive supervision has
also strong positive and substantial relationship with CWB (r = .685, p< .01). Psychopathic
behavior has also strong positive and substantial association with CWB (r = .721, p< .01). So H1
along with H1a, H1b, and H1c with Path coefficients are fully supported. Current findings are
consistent with Vardi and Witz (2004), as some behavioral anticedents like (ML, AS and PB) play
the strong role in assessing and engaging CWB.
It also indicates that positive relationship has some potential indirect effect (mediators) in this
relationship which means that destructive leadership constructs with counterproductive work
behavior have some indirect effect. Those employees who have Mach leadership with abusive
supervision thoughts and psychopathy characters are wilful involve in intentional contrary work
behavior that is harmful for the organization and damages the legitimate interests of the
organization.
Research Question 2:
What are the mediation mechanisms of Information Silence and Justice Perceptions with the
relationship between multidimensional destructive leadership and CWB? Hypotheses that are
associated with the research question 2 are given below:
H2a: Information silence mediates the relationship between Machiavellian leadership and CWB.
H2b: Information silence mediates the relationship between abusive supervision and CWB.
H2c: Information silence mediates the relationship between psychopathic behavior and CWB.
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H3a: Justice Perception mediates the relationship between Machiavellian leadership and CWB.
H3b: Justice Perception mediates the relationship between abusive supervision and CWB.
H3c: Justice Perception mediates the relationship between psychopathic behavior and CWB.
Findings
Mediation mechanisms were examined by using SEM through bootstrapping and it is a resampling
strategy that made sampling distribution to estimate standard errors and also creates confidence
interval (Cheung & Lau, 2008). Total, Direct, and Indirect effects were measured of hypothesized
models to obtained the results of mediation by using bootstrapping (Bootstrap N=3000 with a 95%
confidence interval).
In the first path, the only indirect effect found in the relation of Machiavellian leadership with
information silence and counterproductive work behavior as the direct beta without mediation and
direct beta with mediation both are not significant. This shows that information silence affects
counterproductive work behavior independently but not as the mediator. In the second path,
abusive supervision with information silence and counterproductive work behavior has the partial
mediation in this relationship as direct beta without mediation is .081 significant, and direct beta
with mediation is .092 significant. Due to the significance of all paths, there is the partial mediation
existed in these relationships. In the third path, there is no mediation proved because the indirect
beta has no significant .065 relation in psychopathic behavior with information silence and
counterproductive work behavior.
In the fourth path, there is the partial mediational effect of Machiavellian leadership with justice
perceptions and counterproductive work behavior as the paths are significant (Direct beta without
mediation, Direct beta with mediation and Indirect beta and .639***, .507*** and .072***
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respectively). In the fifth path, there is partial mediation in the relationship of abusive supervision
with justice perceptions and counterproductive work behavior as the all path in this relationship
are significant (Direct beta without mediation, Direct beta with mediation and Indirect beta and
.467***, .528*** and .068*** respectively). In the sixth path, there is full mediation as the indirect
beta has significant value .053. It means that with the presence of mediating variable justice
perceptions, the relationship of psychopathic behavior and CWB is significant but without the
mediating construct, this relationship goes not significant.
Based on findings of research question 2, H2a and H2c are not supported and on the other hand,
H2b, H3a, H3b, and H3c are supported.
Research Question 3:
Do Belongingness and Locus of Control interact between multidimensional destructive leadership
and CWB? Hypotheses that are linked with the research question 3 are given below:
H4: Locus of control moderates the relationship between Machiavellian leadership and CWB.
H5: Belongingness moderates the relationship between psychopathic behavior and CWB.
Findings
To answer the research question 3 moderation analyses were used. In the first moderation analysis,
the moderator was the locus of control which moderates the relationship between
Machiavellianism with Counterproductive work behavior. For moderation analysis, Z-Scores were
calculated and it has significant value .005 which means locus of control amplifies the positive
relationship with its direction between Machiavellianism with Counterproductive work behavior.
In second moderation, the moderator was belongingness which moderates the relationship between
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psychopathic behavior with counterproductive work behavior. Z-Score was calculated and it also
has a significant value which means that belongingness strengthens the positive relationship with
its direction between psychopathic behavior with CWB. Based on the findings of research question
3, H4 and H5 are supported. Thau et al. (2007), found the same relationship of belongingness and
counterproductive work behavior between these variables.

5.3 Summary
Available studies on destructive leadership with relevant antecedents and consequences, secluded
and indecisive way leaving the room for further study in the light of organizational and human
resource practices. More concentration to find bivariate relationships of destructive leadership
constructs with counterproductive work behavior. Particularly, studies on different attitudes and
behaviors that are attached with destructive leadership contributed to understanding different
mechanisms to answer the different research questions. Very little work done in the Tanners sector
of Pakistan and the current study explored the destructive leadership with CWB relationship in the
Tanners sector of Pakistan. Social exchange theory, affective event theory, and conservation of
resource theory are foundations to make different relationships and model of this study that were
tested through quantitative methods by using survey questionnaires which were based upon
Positivism research philosophy.
This study was conducted on Tanner (Leather manufacturing and Leather related products) sector
of Pakistan due to the growing importance of this sector and lack of studies over this sector.
Pakistan is an agricultural economy with enriched livestock population resources which are then
part of the raw material of the tanner industry. According to the Pakistan Bureau of Statistics (PBS)
(2017), the tanner industry is the second-largest export earning industry in Pakistan after the textile
industry and it is contributed around $ 874 million in 2016 but it has more potential to multiply
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the volume of exports. Currently, it contributed 5.4% of the GDP of the country. The representative
of the population (sample) consists of heterogeneous characteristics as it is based upon the views
of many employees from multiple organizations. The population consists of the Tanner sector of
Pakistan that is registered under PTA across Pakistan. The leather industry has mainly six subsectors namely, tanning, leather gloves, leather garments, leather shoe uppers, leather footwear,
and leather goods. Data were collected through the self-administered questionnaires (398
questionnaires) from those employees who have some supervisory or managerial role including
front line workers in the organizations from the Tanner sector of Pakistan.
Detail analysis including cleaning and screening of data, explanation of population and sample,
reliability and validity analysis, correlation, and regression analysis, measurement, and structural
models. It was also included mediation analysis along with moderation analysis by using SPSS
and AMOS. The final sample size consists of 353 respondents from all the tanneries in Pakistan.
Out of 353 respondents, 297 are male (84.1%) and 56 are female (15.9%) respondents.
Machiavellianism, abusive supervision, psychopathic behavior, justice perceptions, information
silence, locus of control, and belongingness have a strong positive correlation with
counterproductive work behavior (r= .610, .685, .721, .202, .375, .375 and .400 with p<0.01). The
overall measurement model was developed for all construct which indicates all the variables in
high factor loadings from threshold value (0.3) with the best model fit for further analysis. Model
fit values are CMIN/DF 3.47, RMR .048, GFI .905, CFI .880, AGFI .870, RMSEA .075 and
PCLOSE .713 which were in recommended region. After testing the measurement models and
their fitness, the structural model of the current research was tested. The structural model indicated
the relationship between destructive leadership constructs (Mach, AS, and PB) with
Counterproductive work behavior with justice perceptions and information silence. All the path
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coefficient are significant and it has CMIN/DF 3.74, RMR .051, GFI .910, CFI .890, AGFI .840,
RMSEA .071 And PCLOSE .823.
Overall model was acceptable as the path coefficient showed the relationship between destructive
leadership constructs with counterproductive work behavior. Although, psychopathic behavior and
information silence show the negative but significant relationship. Mediation analysis was
examined by using SEM through bootstrapping and it is a resampling strategy that made sampling
distribution to estimate standard errors and also creates confidence interval (Cheung & Lau, 2008).
Total, Direct, and Indirect effects were measured of hypothesized models to obtained the results
of mediation by using bootstrapping (Bootstrap N=3000 with a 95% confidence interval). From
the six mediational paths, the first path showed an indirect effect, the second path showed partial
mediation. The third path has no mediation, but fourth and fifth paths have partial mediations.
Finally, the six path has full mediation.
In moderation analysis, the moderator was the locus of control which moderates the relationship
between Machiavellianism with Counterproductive work behavior. For moderation analysis, ZScores were calculated and it has significant value .005 which means locus of control depends on
the negative relationship with its direction between Machiavellianism with Counterproductive
work behavior. In second moderation, the moderator was belongingness which moderates the
relationship between psychopathic behavior with counterproductive work behavior. Z-Score was
calculated and it also has a significant value which means that belongingness strengthens the
positive relationship with its direction between psychopathic behavior with counterproductive
work behavior. Thus, among 12 hypotheses including sub hypotheses 10 were supported and 2
were not supported.
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5.4 Conclusion
The primary purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between destructive
leadership and counterproductive work behavior (CWB) in the Tanners sector of Pakistan with
some mediation and moderation mechanisms. There were 12 hypotheses including sub hypotheses
in the current study and 2 hypotheses were not supported and the rest of all hypotheses were
supported. There was a strong positive association between destructive leadership constructs with
counterproductive work behavior. Information silence partially mediates in abusive supervision,
psychopathic behavior with CWB and there was no mediating effect of information silence found
in Machiavellianism and CWB. Information silence positively correlated with all the predictor
variables. Justice perceptions have also a mediational effect in destructive leadership constructs
with counterproductive work behavior. Locus of control and belongingness moderated the
relationship along with the strength among different constructs of destructive leadership with
criterion variable counterproductive work behavior.
Results reveal that the tannery sector has some leadership problems as the study showed the
existence of Mach personality trait leaders which were caused by the CWB in organizations.
Workplace mistreatment like abusive supervision also existed which lead CWB and some
psychopath leaders have mental disorder condition which grew up the CWB in the organization.
Employees that were suffering these sorts of destructive behaviors were intentionally held the
relevant and genuine information which was helpful for the organization.

5.5 Implications for Human Resource Practices
This study provides new insights for practitioners. Organizations are moving from individual work
to teamwork. Thus, it will be worthy to emphasize on the team leader’s behavior. Organizations
must identify abusive supervision by aiming to reduce abusiveness at tanner industry. One best
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approach is to conduct a leadership/supervision training program which includes exchanging
leadership roles, group discussion, and classroom lectures that can highlight the consequences of
abusive supervision. Identified abusive leaders must have to participate in these types of training
sessions. To gain fruitful results, organizations have to get pre-session and post-session feedback.
Leaders/supervisors must understand those employees working as their subordinates may consider
leaders/supervisor's behavior different according to different events and times. Although, one
leadership style may not be effective at all times and in all events, leaders must have to understand
their nature and communications style with subordinates. Accordingly, subordinates expect ethical
behavior from their leader/supervisor, it is important for leaders to play a key role in this way.
Thus, leaders should practice ethical behavior so that employees can be able to perform better at
the workplace.
No doubt, in organizational culture counterproductive work behavior (CWB) exist and they want
to reduce them. Top management can deal with it when they are involving in making rules,
procedures, and policies. Organizations dealing in tannery should conduct different training
sessions to reduce the effect of destructive leadership behavior in the workplace which ultimately
reduces the counterproductive work behavior in the tanner industry.

5.6 Limitations and Avenues for Future Research
This study has its limitations. Firstly, the current study measured destructive leadership based on
a one-time subordinate’s experience, although, there is enough scope for destructive leadership
with counterproductive work behavior to measure it several times and events. The second thing
that limits the scope of the study is the population which is Tanner organizations. It also can link
with other sectors and different cultural perspectives as in high power distance countries like
Pakistan, Mexico, and India, and other non-western countries. anti-social behavior happens more
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because of the unequal distribution of power while in low power distance countries like Denmark
and New Zealand, employees face fewer cases of destructive leadership. Lastly, this study has
been cross-sectional because of time constraints as there are enough patterns to explore destructive
leadership with counterproductive work behavior which can be possible through a longitudinal
study.
This study offers new insights into the forthcoming researchers of this context. First, the
forthcoming future should explore the patterns of destructive leadership, a leader’s behavior
change according to different times and events. Repeated observations are essential to explore
patterns of counterproductive work behavior at the workplace. Thus, it would be proficient to use
time and events as key indicators of destructive leadership patterns at the workplace. Secondly,
future studies may be conducted on destructive leadership with horizontal violence and
organizational politics. They also can consider the industry effects, as this study was on tanners
sector, results might be different in other sectors. Thus, it would be interesting to explore
destructive leadership constructs in several segments wherein it is needed (Martinko et al., 2013).
Lastly, future researchers should focus on cultural perspectives like power distance, individualism,
and collectivism in the relationship of destructive leadership-outcomes. This will increase the
generalizability of their findings in the wider spectrum and it will also contribute to their native
culture.
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7.1 Appendix 1: List of Registered Tanneries (PTA, 2018-19)

PAKISTAN TANNERS
ASSOCIATION
(SOUTHERN ZONE)
CORPORATE
MEMBERS 2018-19
Sr. Name & Address of Member
Firms/
No. Name of Authorised
Representative
01.

02.

Office

Tannery

No. of
E-mail Address Business (Products)
Employees
730

M/s. Al-Firoz
Enterprises, Plot
No.123, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI -74900.
(Mr. Khurshid Firoz)

35054635 3505478
35054767 8

M/s. Alma Leathers,

35066296 3506269
6
35066297 3506643
8
35062389

780

35116570

465

Plot No.24, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Ikram Elahi)
03.

Telephone Numbers

M/s. Blooming Leather (Pvt)
Ltd,
Plot # 18, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr.Muhammad Khurshid
Ahmed)

35065475

-

alfirozenterprise Manufacturer of
s@gm
Leather and
ail.com
Leather.
Garments.

alma@cybr.net. Finished Leather of
pk
Cow, Shoe and Goat
For Garments &
Gloving.

35116571
35116572
35116573
35116574

info@blooming Manufacturer of
leather
Finished Leather.
.com
khurshid@bloo
mingle
ather.com
-

04

05.

M/s.BASF Chemical &
Polymers
Pakistan (Pvt)Ltd.,
House # 46 –A ,Block -6 ,
PECHS ,Shahrah-e-Faisal ,
KARACHI.
(Mr.Ghazi ur Rehman)

111.550

M/s. Bombal
Leathers, Plot # 42,
Sector 7-A,

35054657
35067712

-

492

Manufacturing

550

Indenting.

-

212

467

bomballeathe
rs@
yahoo.com

Manufacturer of
Leather, Exporter
&

06.

07.

Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI.
(Mr. Ejaz Ahmed Shaikh)

35067715

M/s. Chemxs Trading
Company, Plot # 241-242,
Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI.
(Mr. Muhammad Tahir
Qayyum)

35116303
35116304

Importer.

-

390

chemxs@hot
mail. com

711

dingroup@

Manufacturer of

dingroup.com

Leather Garments &

35116305

M/s. Din Leather (Pvt) Limited, 35610001 3257803
6
Din House, 35-A/1, Lalazar
35610002 3257803
Area,
7
Opp. Beach Luxury Hotel,
35610003 3506444
1
P.O. Box 4696,
3506444
2
KARACHI-74000

fayyazahmed@ Finished Leather.
ding
roup.com
fawadjawed@di
ngro
up.com

(Mr. Fawad Jawed)
08.

M/s. Fakhria Tannery,

35066167

Plot # 287, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial Area,

35054637

-

397

sales@fakhriata Manufacturer of
nner
ies.com
Leather.
inbox.fakhriatan
ner
ies.com

3505480
3

335

ftr@cyber.net.p
k
ftr@friendtrader
s.com
sheryar1991@g
mail.com

KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Irshad Ahmed)
09.

10.

M/s. Friend Traders,

35065037

Plot No.86, Sector 7A, Korangi Industrial
Area,

35065038
35065039

KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Zulfiqar Ahmed)

35054803
35065040

M/s. G.M. Leather
Industries, Plot No.49/2,
Sector 7-A, Korangi
Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Masood Ahmed)

Manufacturer of
porters &
Importer.

35068188
35054127

Manufacturer of
Leather Garments
and Finished
Leather of
Goat & Sheep Crust
Dyed.

-

213

307

gmleather@cyb Manufacturer and
er. net.pk
Exporters of
Leather Garments
& Leather Gloves.

11.

M/s. Ghulam Rasool &
Co., Plot No.98, Sector
7-A, Korangi Industrial
Area, KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Muhammad Sarwar)

35054619
35054746

-

338

z_mehmood
@
hotmail.com

12.

M/s. Gulf Leather Works (Pvt)
Ltd
Plot # 80, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial
Area, KARACHI74900.
(Mr. Shehzad Riaz)

35115881
35115882
35115883
35115884
35115885

-

344

gulf@gulfpakist Manufacturer of
an
Leather and
.com
Importer.
shehzad
@
gulfpakistan.co
m

13.

M/s. Hafiz Tannery,
Plot No. 1-5, Sector 7A, Korangi Industrial
Area,
KARACHI74900.
(Mr. Amanullah Aftab)

35061761
35061762
35061763

-

360

hafiz@hafiztanne Manufacturer of
ry. com
Leather Garments
& Finished Leather
www.hafiztanner of cow buff &
sheep for
y. com
garments.

14.

M/s. Highway’s Creation (P)
Ltd Plot # 325, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial
Area, KARACHI74900.
(Mr. Mohammad Danish Khan)

35054502
35052054
35054563

3506618
3

290

hiway91
@
gmail.co
m

15.

M/s. Hub Leather (Pvt)
Ltd, Plot # 74, Sector 7A, Korangi Industrial
Area, KARACHI.
(Mr. Cavish Farrukh

3512157881
Cell: 3018255548

-

16.

M/s. Hussain Leather
Craft, Plot # 21, Sector
7/A, Korangi Industrial
Area, Karachi-74900.
(Shaikh M. Afzal Hussain)

35077714
35077715
35077716
35066396
35061638

-

17.

M/s. Ihsan Industries (Pvt) Ltd.,
C/o.S. Fazalilahi & Sons (Pvt)
Ltd. F-154, Central Avenue,
S.I.T.E. KARACHI-75700.
(Mr. Ikram Ilahi)

32564516
32564521
32563533
32563534

-

danish1611@g
m ail.com

214

311

223

504

Manufacturer of
Finished Leather of
Cow Buff and
Sheep.

Manufacturer of
Leather, Leather
Garments,
Leather Gloves
and Leather
Products.

email@
hubleather.co
m
www.hubleath
er. com

Manufacturer of
Exporter of Leather
Garment of All
Kinds And Hand
Bags.

hlc@cyber.net.
pk
info@hlc.com.
pk
hlc_khi@yaho
o.c om

Manufacturer of
Ecporter of
Leather Importer
of Hides and
Skins.

ihsan@sfs.com. Manufacturer of
pk
Leather Garments,
Jackets, Skirts,
Trousers, Long
http://ihsan.co
Coats, for Men and
m. pk
Ladies.

18.

M/s. Jeaman Leather & Leather
21/1, 23rd Street, Phase V,
Off: Khayaban-e-Tanzeem,
DHA, KARACHI.
(Mr. Abdul Salam)

19.

M/s. Jawad Corporation,
1/4, 1st Floor, Arkay Square
Extn., quat,
KARACHI-74000.
(Mr. Gohar Rasheed)

20.

M/s. Khas (Pvt) Ltd.,
Plot # 80/1, Sector 7A, Korangi Industrial
Area, KARACHI74900.
(Mr. Rehan Shaikh Hannan)

21.

22.

23.

35860120
35832583
03212424560

32429866
32426047
32431656
32433946

-

35062941
35062942
35062943
35054744

346

206

206

35054411
13
35054730
32

jeamanleather Manufacturer
@ cyber.net.pk of Leather and
aslam@cyber.net Exporter.
.pk

Manufacturer
office@jawadcorp
of Leather
or ation.com
Gloves,
Leather
Garments &
Finished Leather.
khas@khas.com.p
k
rehanhannan@gma
il.c

Manufacturer of
Cow , Buff of
Finished
Leather .

www.khas.com.pk

M/s. Khas Industries (Pvt)
Ltd., Plot No.326, Sector 7A,
Korangi Industrial Area,

35069974
35069972

KARACHI -74900.
(Sh. Saqib Saeed Masood)

35050742

M/s.King Leather
Plot # 19, Sector 7 –
A, Korangi Industrial
Area , KARACHI74900.
(Mr.Sh.Muhammad Imran)

35121587

M/s. Khaskins (Pvt)
Ltd., Plot # 179,
Sector 7/A,

35070641
35070642

-

300

35050741

info@khasglov
es. com.pk
saqib@khasindust
ri
es.com.pk

Manufacturer &
Exporter of
Finished Leather.

-

320

kingleather@cybe Manufacturer of
r.
Net.pk
Leather Importer
&
Exporter.

-

335

info@khaskins.co
m
rehanhannan@g
mai
l.com

03212203747

Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Rehan Sheikh Hannan)

215

Manufacturer &
Exporter of
Leather & Leather
Products.

24.

25

26.

27.

M/s.Leather Link.,
Plot # 18 ,Sector 7A.,
Korangi Industrial
Area, KARACHI.
(Mr.Hassan Ahmed.)
M/s. M. Muhammad Shafi &
Co.
Plot No.50, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Asadullah Ahmed)

35064102

-

205

M/s. Mahmood Brothers,
Plot No.59, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Abrar Ahmed)

35062833 35060240
35062834 35060241
35062835
35062393
35054759

M/s. Mehran Tanneries,
Plot No.78, Sector 7A, Korangi Industrial
Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. M. Saleem Nazar Ali)

35066932
35066437

35061152

info@leatherlin
k.c om.pk

Manufacturer of
Leather &
Leather
Garments.

mscps@mshafico. Manufacturer of

35061153
35061154
35061155

195

-

28.

M/s. Mohamed Ashraf &
Sons, Plot No.54, Sector 7A, Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Faraz Ashraf)

35062488
35062489
35062490

-

29.

M/s. MIMA Leather (Pvt) Ltd.,
Cavish Court, A-35,
Block 7 & 8, KCHSU,
Sharea Faisal, P.O. Box 5218,
KARACHI-75350.
(Plot # 4,5 & 6, Sector 17, KIA)
(Mr. Danish Naseem)

34531525
-32

35060771
35060772
35060773
35060774
35060775

216

257

203

209

320

com
sales@mshafico.
com

Leather Gloves,
Leather Garments
made from Lamb
and Goat Skins.

info@mb.com.pk Manufacturer of
abrar@mb.com.pk Finished Leather,
Leather Gloves,
Leather Garments
and Leather goods.
nadeem67@usa.
com

Finished Leather
of Cow and Buff
for goods and
upper Leather.

tannery@afleat
her. com
info@afleather.
com
danish@afleath
er. com
www.ashraf.com.
pk

Tanners and
Exporters of all
kind of Leather
. Leather for Shoe
upper Lining
Leather,
Nappa
for Garments
& gloves.

mima@mimagrp.
Com
naseem@mimagr
p. Com
admin@mimaleat
h er.com
www.mimagrp.co
m
corp@mimagrp.c
om

Shoe Upper,
Lining Leather,
Suede Shoe for
upper, Goat Suede
for Garments and
Gloving, Nappa
Leather goods.

import@mimagrp
.com
30. M/s. Muhammad Shafi
Tanneries (Pvt) Limited,
Shafi House, 35-A/3,
Opp. Beach Luxury
Hotel,
M.T. Khan Road,
KARACHI. (Mr. Faraz
Haleem)
31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

35610696 32579041
35610697
-44
35610698 35061152
35610702 35061153

M/s.Manawar Industries .,

35116277

Plot # C-221, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI.
(Mr.Tasawar Hussain)

03008617175

M/s. Noor Leather Garments

36105145

(Pvt) Ltd.,
Plot No.118-119, Sector 7-A,

35121611
35121612

Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Hamid Arshad Zahur)

35054677
35054678

M/s. Nova Leathers (Pvt) Ltd.,
Plot No. 30, Sector 15,

35061706
35061347

Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. S. Irfan Iqbal)
M/s.New Karachi Tanneries Ind
(Pvt)Lt.,
Plot # 9/A , Sector 7 –A,
Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI.
(Mr.Amir Majeed)

35061708
-11

M/s. Pasha Leather,
Plot No.401, Sector 7A, Korangi Industrial
Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Javaid Tariq Shaikh)

35121571
35121572
35121573

35115967
35115968

-

-

443

tasawar@manaw Manufacturer of
ar
ind.com
Leather ,& Exporter.

234

info@noorleather Manufacturer of
.
com
Leather Garments
hamid@noorleath and Products.
er.
com

270

sales@nova.pk
raza@nova.pk
www.novaleath
ers. com

324

217

Manufacturer of
Goatskin Leather
for Shoe upper
Lining.

245

-

-

headoffice@shaf
i. com
mst@cyber.net.p
k
sales.mst@shafi.co
m
m.zubair.ho@sha
fi. com
www.shafi.com

317

Manufacturer of
Leather Garments
and
Finished Leather.

info@karachitann Manufacturer of
Leather ,Importers &
eri es.com
amirmajeed@kara Exporters.
cht anneries.com

pashaleather@
yahoo.com

Tanners &
Exporters.

36.

37.

38.

M/s. Prime Tanners (Pvt) Ltd.
Plot # 365/1,Sector 7-A,

35054396
35063407

Korangi Industrial, Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Hasnat Munir)
M/s. Pelle Classics,
Plot No.321, Sector 7A, Korangi Industrial
Area,
KARACHI74900.
(Mr. Kamran Habib)

35116787
35409297

M/s. Royal Trend,

2623702

Plot No.32-33, Sector 23,
Korangi Industrial Area,

2623703
2623704

-

340

primetanners@
cyber.net.pk

Wet Blue, Crust &
Full Finished
Leather.

primetanners@gma
il. com

35054468 3506586
35051462 2
3512159
9

344

pelleclassics@
cyber.net.pk
pelleclassics01@
g

Manufacturer &
Exporter of
Leather.

kamranhabib01
@ hotmail.com
-

355

royal@cyber.net.p Manufacturer of
k
Leather
Garments &
Trading.

290

usmanumer786@ Finished Leather of
gmail.com
Goat and Sheep
Skins.

KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Kamran Saleem)
39.

M/s. S. Muhammad Saeed Goreja
& Company,
Plot No. 57, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Usman Umer)

35115177 35063301
35115178 35063302
35115179 35063303
35115180

413
40.

M/s. Shaikh Brothers,
Plot # 53, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Murtaza Habib)

35064393
35064193
35064456

41.

M/s. Stahl Pakistan (Pvt)Ltd.,

35116318

-

info@shaikhbrothe
rs. com
www.shaikhbroth
ers. com
-

Plot No.73, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Muhammad Anwar Iqbal)

218

282

Manufacturer of
Finished Leather.
Leather Gloves &
Garments.

sheikh.abdullah@ Chemical Importer
pk
.stahl.com
khalil@ok.stahl.co
m
www.stahl.com

42.

M/s. Tauheed
International (Pvt) Ltd.,
Plot # 220, Central Avenue,
Sector 7-A, Korangi Industrial
Area, KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. M. Tahir)

35069073

43.

M/s. Universal Leather (Pvt) Ltd., 35062711

-

-

Plot # 16, Sector 15,
Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Shakil Ahmed)

35062712
35061713

M/s. VIP Wears (Pvt) Ltd.,

35122467

Plot # 363 ,Sector 7 – A ,
Korangi Industrial Area ,
KARACHI.
(Mr. Muhammad Usman Dar)

38070877
35060068

45.

M/s. Y.S.A. Trading,
Plot # 43, Lane # 26,
Off: Khayaban-eJami, Jami
Commercial Area,
Phase VII, DHA,
KARACHI.
(Plot No.53, Sector 7-A,
KIA.) (Mr. Yousuf Shafiq)

38070877
Cell #
03333131271

-

46.

M/s. Zahur Sancho (Pvt)
Ltd., Plot No.46, Sector 7A, Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Abdul Rauf)

3506178
6
3506178
7
3506178
8
3506178
9
3506179
0

-

44.

285

200

285

219

360

380

sales@
Manufacturer,
tauheedinternation Exporter &
al.
Importer of Leather
Garments.
tahir@
tauheedinternation
al.
info@universallea Manufacturer of
th
er.com
Leather, Footwear &
sales@universal- Shoes Uppers.
leather.com
Finished Leather of
www.
Cow and Buff.
universalleather.c
om
vip@vipwears.co Finished Leather
m
& Export.

ysatrading@gmail Manufacturer
. Com
of Leather.
yousuf@shaikbroth
er s.com

sales@zahursanch
o
.com
zsl@cyber.net.pk
garment@cyber.n
et. Pk
rauf@zahursanch
o. com
rauf@zahursanch
o.com
www.zahursanc
ho.com

Manufacturer of
Finished Leather of
Goat and Sheep
Skins Nappa for
Garments &
Gloves.

47.

M/s. Z.S. International
Exports, Plot No.38/1 & 38/2,
Sector 7-A, Korangi Industrial
Area, KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. M. Zeeshan Shaikh)

3512160
2
03032957710

-

220

450

Zeeshankh.shaikh Manufacturer of
@ gmail.com
Finished Leather.
zeeshansheikh@h For Garments.
ot mail.com

PAKISTAN
TANNERS
ASSOCIATION
(SOUTHERN
ZONE)
ASSOCIATE MEMBERS
2018-19
Telephone Numbers
Sr. Name & Address of Member
No. of
No. Firms/
Office
Tannery Employee
s
Name of Authorised Representative
470
01 M/s.
A.M.A.
Leather
5116301 3505483
4
Industry, 190, Bahadurabad,
3511630
Street # 11 KARACHI.
1
(Plot # 331, Sector 7-A,
KIA) (Dr. Aziz Ahmed)

E-mail Address

Business
(Products)

doctortannery@
gmail.com
yumadt@gmail.c
om

Manufacturer
of Leather
Garments.
Finished
Leather of
Cow & Buff.

02

M/s. Al-Amin
Groupe, Plot # 370,
Sector 7-A, Korangi
Industrial Area,
KARACHI -74900.
(Mr. Shahzad Shaikh)

3512157
5

-

360

alamin@almamingr Manufacturer
oupe.
and Exporter.
Trading
of
Leather

03.

M/s. Al-Faisal Leather
Craft, Plot # 388/10,
Sector 7-A, Korangi
Industrial Area,
KARACHI -74900.
(Mr. Faisal Gangat)

-

3511628
8
3511628
9
3511629
9

290

info@alfaisalleather
.com
gangat@alfaisalleat
her. Com
www.alfaisalleather.
com

04.

M/s. Abdul Latif
Enterprises, 21/1, 23rd
Street, Phase V,
Off: Khayaban-e-Tanzeem,
DHA, KARACHI.
(Mr. Abdul Salam)

3586512
6
03212424560

05.

M/s. Abu Obeda &
Company, Plot # D-390,
Sector 7-A, Korangi
Industrial Area, Karachi74900.
(Mr. Abu Zar)

3512159
4
3512246
5
Cell
#
0300

322

-

221

310

Manufacturer
and Exporter of
Leather
Products.

Manufacturer
and Exporter of
Leather.

aoc@cyber.net.pk

Manufacturers
of Leather .

8252345

06.

M/s. Afzal
International, Plot
No.49/1, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial
Area, KARACHI 74900.
(Mr. Muhammad Ashfaq Paracha)

3506873
6
3506873
7
3775945
4

07.

M/s. Amanat Trading
Co., G-58/2, Block-2,

3455260
8
3455343
0
3455587
2

-

3506343
7
3505004
2

-

344

arshadbro@cybe Manufacturer of
r.net.pk
Leather
Garments.

35062488
-90

-

342

accessories@
ashrafleather.
com

3506063
1

-

288

danish@mimagr Commission House
p
.com

Commercial Area, PECHS,
Karachi
Plot 550/551, Sector 7-A, KIA,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Kamran Ghoori)
08.

M/s. Arshad Brothers,
Plot No.533, 534, ST-6, Sector 7A,

332

330

afzalint@cyber.net. Manufacturer
pk
of Leather &
Exporter.

Amanata@hot
mai l.com

Leather
Chemicals
Importer.

71.kamran@gm
ai
l.com

Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Arshad Shafique)
09.

M/s. Ashraf (Pvt) Ltd.,
Plot No.75, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI -74900.
(Mr. Faraz Ashraf)

10.

M/s. Aslam Commission
House, Plot No.72, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI -74900.
(Mr. Danish Naseem)

222

Manufacturers of
Leather. Importer
&
Leather garments.

11.

M/s. Ashraf Leather
Products (Pvt) Ltd.,

3506821
3
3506821
4

-

285

Plot No.14, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI -74900.
(Sh. Abdul Rahman)

info@ashrafleath Manufacturers &
er. Com
Exporters of Leather
garment@hasco & Leather garments.
m. Com

12.

M/s. Asif Rauf Enterprises,
Plot No.427-428, Sector 7A, Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI -74900.
(Mr. Muhammad Asif)

3505118
2

-

287

13.

M/s. AZ Tannery,
Plot No.30 Sector 15,
Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI -74900.
(Mr. Shakir Shahid)

34228203
-4

-

322

14.

M/s. Aziz Leather
Enterprises, Plot No.403,
Sector 7-A, Korangi
Industrial Area, KARACHI 74900.
(Syed Habibullah)

3505763
1

-

300

15.

M/s. Bindery Leather,
Plot # 19/2 ,Sector 7-A
,
Korangi Industrial Area ,
KARACHI.
(Mr. Muhammad Idress)

03452089022

-

350

info@binderylea Manufacturer of
Leather and
thers. Com
Leather
Garments.

16.

M/s. Chemcentre
International, Plot No.537,
Sector 7-A, Korangi
Industrial Area, KARACHI74900.
(Mr. Asdaque Sultan)
M/s. Dawood Manufex Co.,
Plot # 382, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Muhammad Asghar)

32426511 35054785
32437305 35054790

190

mail@chemcent Importer of Hides
re
& Skins.
.com.pk
chemcentre@hot
m ail.com

17.

35435937
03452183604
03212268315

-

223

230

-

Manufacturer
of Leather.
(Raw to Crust)

sales@aztannery Manufacturer &
.com
Exporter of
Leather.

-

ptfour@yahoo.
Com

Manufacturer
of Leather.

Manuhacturer of
Leather.

18.

M/s. Eberle Pakistan (Pvt)
Ltd., Plot No.529, Sector 7-A,

35116114 34228318

286

Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Ghulam Sadiq)
19.

M/s. Elegant Leather International, 37629790
Plot No.80, Sector 7-A,
0300Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.

-

390

32134314

(Mr. Muhammad Shakil)

zaheer_co@hotm Manufacturer &
Expor ter of Leather
Ail.com
& Chem
icals.

md@
elegantleatherint
.
Com
elegantleatherint
@
gmail.com

Manufacturer of Crust
Finished Leather,
scraps, patched sheets
and Leather Garments.

20.

M/s. Firoz International,
Plot # ST 4/2, Sector 23,
2nd Floor, Aiwan-e-Sanat, KIA,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Gulzar Firoz)

35062200
35062201
35062202

-

340

firozintl@cyber. Manufacturer &
net.pk
Exporter of Leather.
firozgulzar@
yahoo.com
ayesha@firozint
e
rnational.com

21.

M/s. Hafiz Enterprises,
Plot # 5, Sector 7-A,

35062075
35060463

-

330

hafiz@hafiztanne Commercial
ry. com
Importer and
Supplier

-

400

hafiz@hafizleat
her. com
danishaman@
hotmail.com

Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Danish Aman)
22.

M/s. Hafiz Leather,
Plot # 5, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial
Area, KARACHI74900.
(Mr. Danish Aman)

35062075

23.

M/sHaji Jan Muhammad Tannery
Plot # 330 , Sector 7-A ,
Korangi Industrial Area ,
KARACHI.
(Mr.Haju Jan Mohammad)

35054724 35053804
03453525632

24.

M/s. Hamid Leather (Pvt) Ltd.,
Plot No.32, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.

35054719
35054720

350

-

224

340

Manufacturer of
Leather & Leather
Chemicals Importer
& Exporter.

Manufacturer of
Leather.

hamid96@super.
net.pk
faiz@
hamidleather.co

Manufacturer of
Crust Finished
Leather, scraps,
patched sheets and

(Haji Abdul Hamid)

m info@
hamidleather.co
m

25.

M/s. Harmain
International, Plot #
49/2-A, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. S. Tahir Iqbal)

3506818
9

26.

M/s. Hostachem International,

3505479
2
3506145
2

-

3506609
3
3505501
8

-

Plot # 521, 522, Sector 7-A,

-

410

hrman@cyber.net Leather processing
.
& Tanning.
Pk
harmain.khi
@
gmail.com

300

hostachem@sat.
net.pk

Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Khalid Mahmood Khan)
27.

M/s. Imran Traders,
Plot # 87/90, Sector 7-A,

340

Korangi Industrial Area,

M/s. Iqra Tannery,
Plot # 48/1, Sector 7-A,

3511651
4
3511651
5

M/s. Insaf Leather,
Plot # 29, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial Area,

info@imrantrader Exporter & Importer
.
of
com
Leather etc.

310

iqrahide@hotmai Manufacturer of
l. com
Leather.
iqrahide@cyber.n
et.p k

290

insafleather@msn Manufacturer of
.
com
Leather Garments.

Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI -74900.
(Mr. Shahzad)
29.

Leather Processing
upto Crust :
i. (Sheep/ Goat).
ii. Chemical
iii.Manufacturing/Sal
es

itraders@cubexs.
n
et.pk

KARACHI -74900.
(Mr. Imran Rauf)
28.

Leather Garments.

3505461
6
3505461
7
3505462
8

-

3241494
7

35054780
35054781

KARACHI -74900.
(Mr. Taj Mohammad)
30

M/s. Irfan Associates &
Leather Works (Pvt) Ltd.,
Plot # 40, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial Area,

35054782
35054784
225

290

office@
irfanassociates.c
om

Manufacturer of
Finished Leather
of
Cow, Buff, Goat &
Sheep and Leather

KARACHI -74900.
(Mr. Mohammad Irfan)
31.

M/s. Jafri Enterprises,
Office # 42, Gray Sky Lane,
FL-9, Block-13,
Gulistan-e-Jouhar,
KARACHI .
(Syed Al-Husain Jafri)

32.

M/s. Kamran Agencies,
Plot # 177-178, Sector 7-A,

-

Garments.

3838988
5
3462202
3
03332130848
03028261411

-

340

jlg@cyber.net.pk Job Work & Exporter.

3506075
3
3506520
9

-

355

k.a@cyber.net.pk Importer of Tanning

3682979
5
03218292230

-

Chemicals.

Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI -74900.
(Mr. Zarar Aslam)
33.

M/s. Khaksar International,
L-35, Block-22,
F.B. Industrial Area,
KARACHI .
(Mr. Muhammad Shahid)

410

khaksarint@live. Manufacturer of
Leather
Com

34.

M/s. Khawaja Liaquat
Mahmood Tannery,
Plot # 423, 424, Sector 7A, Korangi Industrial
Area, KARACHI-74900.
(Khawaja Liaquat Mahmood)

35067074

-

300

35.

M/s. Khawar Leather
Enterprises Plot # 397, Sector
7/A,
Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Allah Mohammad)

35054804
35054431

-

275

kleather@khi.wo Manufacturer of
l
Leather Garments.
.net.pk

36.

M/s. Leather Zone,
1st Floor, Plot # 442, Sector
7/A, Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Jafar Ali Sheikh)

35116499

-

285

leather.zone11
@ gmail.com

37.

M/s. Mahmood Enterprises,
Plot # 357/2 Sector 7-A,

35054774
35054458

-

290

Mehmoodarshad Manufacturer of
57@yahoo.com Leather Jackets &

226

-

Exporter, Importer
& Manufacturer.

Manufacturer &
Exporter of Leather.

Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Shaukat Mahmood)

35055815

38.

M/s. Mansab Ali &
Co., Plot No.93-B,
Sector 7-A, Korangi
Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Mansab Ali)

35065644

-

280

tahirmansb@ya
ho o.com

39.

M/s. Mansha Tannery,
Plot No.345, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Mohammad Mansha)

35053812
35053813

-

310

manshatannery@ Manufacturer of
yahoo.com
Leather.

40

M/s. Mateen Brothers,
Plot No. 552, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Mohammad Shafi)

35054620

230

shereen1@cyber. Importer of Leather.
net.pk

41.

M/s. Muneer Tannery,
Plot No. 223, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial
Area, KARACHI74900.
(Mr. Muneer Ahmad)

35065764
35050797

-

350

muneertannery@ Manufacturer of
gmail.com
Finished Leather of
muneertannery22 Goat & Sheep.
3 @hotmail.com

42.

M/s. Nasir & Brothers,
Plot No.387/6, 7, Sector 7A, Korangi Industrial
Area, KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Nasir Ali)

35122462
03009239051

-

43.

M/s. Pioneer International,
Plot # 29, Ground Floor,
Business Plaza, Mumtaz Hasan
Road,
Off: I.I. Chundrigar
Road, (ST-7, Sector 7A, KIA) KARACHI.
(Mr. Naveed Ahmed)

36206246
38221378

3505453
9

44.

M/s. Perfect Quality
Leather, Plot # 329, Sector
7-A, Korangi Industrial
Area, KARACHI.

Leather.

-

03332654001

-

227

350

340

300

Manufacturer
of Leather.

naseerabro@gm Manufacturer
ai l.com
& of Leather.

naveedahmed69 Manufacturer of
@ hotmail.com Leather
naveedahmed@w Garments.
or kmail.com

Perfectquality
Manufacturer &
leather@gmail.co Exporter of
m
Leather.

(Mr. TanveerAhmed)

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

M/s. Ramzan
Brothers,, Plot # 375,
Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Muhammad Ramzan
Saleem)

3507443437

-

260

ramzan01@cybe Manufacturer and
r
Exporter of
.net.pk
Leather

-

400

richa@cyber.net Manufacturer of
.pk
Finished Leather,
Leather Garments,
Leather Gloves and
other leather products
(Saddle, Bags & Tool)

280

stalp@cyber.net. Manufacturer of
p
k
Leather, Exporter &
Importer.

35116250

M/s. Richa Leathers,

36902899

Plot # 31, Sector 12-B,
North Karachi,
KARACHI.
(Sheikh Rehan Habib)

36930084

M/s. STA Leather Products,

36805631

R-820, Block-17, Incholi Society,
FB Area,
KARACHI.
(Mr. Tanzim A. Kazmi)

36804877
36984449
03008240070

M/s. Sadaqat Leather,

35054993

Plot # 394, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Syed Kamaluddin)

35716366

M/s. Shafique Leather
Enterprises
Plot # 49/1, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI.
(Mr. Shafique Ahmed)

35070514

M/s. Shafique Enterprises
Plot # 329, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI.

03332654001

-

-

275

310

35068737
03332454831
03332654001
-

228

370

-

Manufacturer of
Leather.

leatherr@cyber
. net.pk
shafiqueleather
@hotmail.com

Manufacturer of

leather@cyber
. net.pk

Export of Leather.

Finished Leather.

(Mr. Tanveer Ahmed)
51.

52.

M/s. Shah Din Tanneries,
Plot # 419, Sector 7-A,

35054694
35058189

Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.

35054706
0333-

(Mr. Mohammad Idrees)

2148050

M/s. Shahbaz Brothers Tanneries 35054380
Plot # 198, Sector 7-A,
Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Riaz Ahmed)

53.

M/s. Saeed International,
Plot # 451, Room # 20, Sector
7-A, Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Shahid Saeed)

54.

55.

56.

-

375

info@
Manufacturer of
shahdintanneries Leather Garments &
.
com
Finished Leather.
siraj21@cyber.n
e
t.pk

-

365

798@cyber.net.
pk
Freessa2003@
Yahoo.com

35061798

-

35066227

M/s. Sohail International
Trading Co.,
Plot #CA-6, Sector 8E, Gulzar Colony,
KIA, KARACHI.
(Mr. Muhammad Sohail)

3506683
9
3505496
0

-

M/s. Star Leather
Industries (Pvt) Limited,
Room # 07, 1st Floor, Arkay
Square, Shahrah-e-Liaquat,
KARACHI.
(Plot # 395, Sector 7-A,
KIA) (Mr. Muhammad
Shahid)

3242860
5
3242550
6

3505479
6
3505435
9

M/s.Designer .,
BS-1 , First Floor , Block – 16,
F.B. Area ,
KARACH
I.
(Mr.Syed Shujaat Ali)

3681223
6
3632993
3
3633904
4

410

310

320

Exporter & Importer
of
Wet Blue, Crust and
Finished Leather for
Garment, Shoe and
Goods.

sales@saeedi
Manufacturer,
nt. com
Importer and Exporter
asfof Leather.
ty@cyber.net.
Pk
www.seedint.co
m
tanning64@g
m ail.com

Chemical Dealer
& Exporter.

starkh@ptcl.n
et
starleather@
live.com

Manufacturer of
Leather
Garments.

ali64@thedesi
g ner.com.pk

Finished Leather
& Leather
Garments

03218292230
-

229

350

02135116851

57.

M/s. Tanseer
Brothers, Plot # 557,
Sector 7-A, Korangi
Industrial Area,
KARACHI.
(Mr. M. Ashraf)

58.

M/s.Talha Enterprises .,
Plot # 23 , Street -14 ,Sector
6/F, Mehran Town ,Korangi
KARACHI.
(Mr.Talha Arshad Zahur)

59.

M/s. Unique Enterprises (Pvt)
Ltd, Shaheen View, Suit # 13,
18-A, Block-6, PECHS.,
Sharea
Faisal,
KARACHI.
(Mr. Tayyab Paracha)

34535456 3506779
4
3577794
5

60.

M/s. Waniya Import & Export
Co. Plot # 1039, Mustafa
Manzil,
1st Floor, Street # 20,
Flat # 101/106, F-Masjid
Road, Bihar Colony,
KARACHI. (Plot # 387/1,
Sec 7-A, KIA)
(Mr. Rashid Taj)

35116808

61.

M/s. Yama Leather,
Plot # 524/17, Sector 7A, Korangi Industrial
Area, KARACHI74900.
(Mr. Haji Muhammad Yousuf)

3505433
2
3505731
4

-

62.

M/s. Yakoob and Sons,

3511567
6
3511567
7

-

3512156

-

Plot # 211, Sector 7-A,

-

340

297

275

tanseerbrothers
@ hotmail

Manufacturer
of Leather.

talhaenterprises
84
@hotmail.com

Commercial Leather
& Importer of
Leather.

uniq@cyber.net. Manufacturer of
pk
Leather &
Leather Gloves.

375

waniya@cyb
er. net.pk

Manufacturer
of Leather.

300

yamaleather
@
hotmai.com

Manufacturer
of Leather.

460

yakoobsons@cy Manufacturer &
ber.net.pk

Exporter of Leather.

Info.ynsons@g

Manufacturer &

Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Suleman Yakoob)
63.

M/s. Y & Sons International,

230

430

7
Plot # 559, Sector 7-A,

3512245
4

Mail.com

Exporter of Leather.

Korangi Industrial Area,
KARACHI-74900.
(Mr. Abid Qureshi)

PAKISTAN TANNERS
ASSOCIATION
(NORTHERN ZONE)
CORPORATE MEMBERS
2018-19

Sr. Name & Address of Member Firms/

Telephon Numbers
No. of
e
Employee
Office
Tannery
s
350
042Fac
3735890 :
5
042
3765747 35271436
7
8

E-mail Address

M/s. Ahmad Shahzad Tanneries,

0492-

0492-

Niaz Nagar,
KASUR.
(Mr. Shahzad Saleem)

760020
760120

760020
760120

ashstan@brain.n
e
t.pk
ahleathercraft@
gmail.com

M/s. Ali Leather Works (Pvt) Ltd.,

042-

042-

97-B, Gulberg II,

3575786 37970098
1
3587370
2
3575670
710

No. Name of Authorised Representative
01.

M/s. A.T.S. Synthetic (Pvt)
Ltd., 3rd Floor, A.T.S.
Heights,
7-Durand Road,
LAHORE.
(Mr. Tariq Nisar)

02.

03.

LAHORE.
(Mr. Arif Rafi)

231

540

400

Business
(Products)

atsint@brain.net Manufacturer
.
of Synthetic
pk
Leather.

Manufacturer /
Exporter &
Finishrd
Leather.

amin2@brain.ne Manufacturer /
t
.pk
Importer &
nadars@brain.ne Exporter of
t
.pk
Leather

430

04.

M/s. Al-Asad
Tanning, Niaz
Nagar,
KASUR.
(Mr. Asadullah)

0492764570

-

05.

M/s. Al-Karam Tanneries (Pvt) Ltd
Al-Karam
House, 18-Hide
Market,
LAHORE-54900.
(Mr. Mohammad Khalid Sheikh)

0423686100
6
3686100
7
3627529
2

-

06.

M/s. Al-Noor
Tannery, Niaz
Nagar,
KASUR.
(Sh. Muhammad Yousaf)

0492761749

-

07.

M/s. Azam Haleem Tanneries.,

0492-

-

375

Niaz Nagar .,
KASUR.
(Sheikh Muhammad Azam)

764200

M/s. Best Tanning Industry.
Al-Badar Industrial Zone-Phase-I,
Mandialy Stop, 19-KM,
Lahore Sheikhupura Road,
SHEKUPURA.
(Mr. Muhammad Khalid)

03344226001

-

410

08.

09

10.

M/s. Bosen Leather (Pvt)
Ltd., Chak No.187/9-L,
Sahiwal Road,
Harappa, SAHIWAL.
(Mr. Jin Wang Bin)

0404504042

M/s.Czar Leather
., Niaz Nagar .,
KASUR.
(Ms.Amina Yaqoob)

0492761090
771910
761090

360

340

info@
asadullahleathe
r. com
alasadleather@
hotmail.com

khalid@alkaram.l Manufacturer
c ci.org.pk
of Finished
Leather.

alnoor_tannery
@hotmail.com

430
Bosen2012
@
gmail.com

0492761090

232

445

Manufacturer
of Finished
Leather.

Azam.haleem@ Manufacturer of
g
Mail.com
Finished
Leather

best.tanning@
gmail.com

-

Manufacturer
& Exporter of
Finished
Leather.

info@leaderta
nn eries.com
leaders@brain
.
Net.pk

Manufacturer &
Exporter of
Finished
Leather.

Manufacturer &
Exporter of
Finished Leather.

Manufacturer
& Finished
Leather

11.

M/s. Chawla
Tanneries, Din Garh,
KASUR.
(Mr. Tanveer Aslam Chawla)

0492021762190
5835114
762191
5882794
0492716502-5

12.

M/s. Dada Enterprises (Pvt)
Ltd., Dada House, Hide
Market,
G.T. Road,
LAHORE54900.
(Mr. Mansoor Iqbal)

0423681122
9
3681561
0
3686527
8
3686537
8

0492716142
111-113232

13.

M/s. Eastern Leather Co. (Pvt)
Ltd, 10-A, Block-L,
Ferozpur Road, GulbergIII LAHORE-54660.
(Mr. S. Anjum Zafar)

0423588113
8
3588118
4
3588517
1
3588517
2

04237990120
25

14

M/s. Elegant (Pvt) Ltd.,
7/8-A, Justice Sardar Iqbal
Road, Gulberg-V,
LAHORE.
(Mr. Nasir Anwar)

0423577561
1
3577561
4
3846123
5

04237990241
37990245
37990246

15.

M/s. EPCT (Pvt)
Limited, 45/50,
Industrial Area,
Gulberg III,
LAHORE.
(Mr. Shahid Usman)

042056357561813 2890278
35756192- 2406303
7

233

470

520

410

420

390

info@chawlata
nn eries.com
chawlaksr@gm
ai l.com

Manufacturer &
Exporter of
Finished
Leather.

dada@brain.net. Manufacturer &
pk
Exporte r of
razaq@dada.co Finished Leather.
m. pk
www.dada.com.
pk

eastern@
easterngrouppk.com
shaheen@easter
n group-pk.com
eastern@brain.
net
.pk

Manufacturer
&
Exporte
r
of
Finished Leather (fo
r Footwear,
Upholstery).
Footwear
Natural/Dyed Crust,
Belts, Wallets,
Purses, Handbags
etc. Wetblue

office.elegant
@ gmail.c0m
elegant@
quettagroup.co
m

Manufacturer &
Exporte r of
Finished Leather (fo
r Garments,
Footwear,
Upholstery).
Manufacturer of
Split
Leather
Natural/Dyed
Crust, Garments.

epct@brain.net.
pk
asmaepct@gma
il. com
office@epct.com
.pk

Manufacturer &
Exporte r of
Finished Leather (fo
r Footwear,
Upholstery). Dyed
Crust, Belts,
Wallets, Purses,
Handbags etc.

16.

M/s.Eureka
Industries., 9th K.M
,Daska Road ,
SIALKOT.
(Mr.Khizar Sohail)

0526556879

0526556879

17.

M/s. Firhaj Footwear (Pvt)
Ltd., 9th Floor City Tower,
6-K Main Boulevard Gulberg
II, LAHORE.
(Mian Bilal Sharif)

0423577000
1

04235273385
35273386

18.

M/s. Footlib Limited,
45-K.M. Main Multan
Road, Chunian Industrial
Estate, Distt. KASUR.
(Mr. Wasim Zakaria)

04945403257

-

19.

M/s. Glance Leather
Industries, Nadir Town,
Fatehgarh Road,
P.O. Box
No.2515,
SIALKOT.
(Mr. Mohammad Afzal Malik)

0523559843
32559878

-

20.

M/s. Great Leather,
Mangal Mandi
Road, KASUR.
(Sheikh Naeem-ud-Din)

0492761675

0492761677

21.

M/s. H. Sadar Ali Akhtar Ali
(Pvt) Limited,
14-G.T. Road, Hide
Market, LAHORE54900.
(Mr. Naeem Akhtar)

0423682251
0
3682486
2
3686145
2
3686175
5

0492772407
772413
763923

300

350

350

300

400

410

ks@eureka.co
m. pk
www.eureka.co
m
.pk

Manufacturer
Exporter &
Importer of
Leather Garments
& Gloves.

firhaj@umergr
ou p.com

Manufacturer
of Footwear.

footlib@brain.net Manufacturer
.pk
of Footwear.

glance@skt.
comsats.net.
pk

Manufacturer &
Exporter
Finished Leather
& Leather
Garments.

greatleathe
r@
hotmail.co
m

Manufacturer
of Finished
Leather.

info@hsaleathe
r.com
hsali@brain.net
.pk
hsali@wol.net.p
k

Manufacturer &
Exporter of
Finished Leather
(for Garments
, Footwear,
Upholstery), Wet
Blue. Natural/
Dyed Crust,
Sportswear,
Garments, Belts,
Wallets, Purses
, Handbags etc.

export@hafeezs
haf i.com

234

22.

M/s. Hafeez Shafi Tanneries
(Pvt) Limited,
51-G.T. Road, Hide
Market, LAHORE54900.
(Mr. Jamal Nasir)

0423682125
7

04235270110
35270052
35270378
35271633
35260493
5

440

23.

M/s. Hafiz Tannery,
42-km Ferozpur Road,
Mustafaabad, KASUR.
Postal Address:
140-Eden Avenue, Ghazi
Road, LAHORE-CANTT.
(Mr. Muhammad Arif)

0213506176
1
-3

0492716171-4

470

24.

M/s. HMB Tanneries (Pvt)
Ltd., 23-KM, Main G.T.
Road, Muridke,
LAHORE.
(Mr. Muhammad Naeem Sheikh)

-

04237980090
37981523
37980818
37981780

25.

M/s.Jaffson Enterprises
(Pvt)Ltd., Saleem Town ,
Pasrur Road, P.O.Pox # 553,
SIALKOT.
(Mr.Muhammad Saleem)

05235429012

26.

M/s. JMS Tradewell
International (Pvt) Ltd.,
13-km, Wazirabad Road,
Sahowala, SIALKOT.
(Mr. Javed Mehmood Sethi)

0523511537
3571663
3512576

27.

M/s. Kampala Industries (Pvt)
Ltd., Saidpur Road, Rahimpur
Kitchian, SIALKOT.
(Mr. Asif Muneer Malik)

0524266210
4269967
4268010
4266406
4266407

310

500

-

530

500

-

235

tannery@wol.net
.pk
info@hafeezshafi.
com
export@hafeezsh
afi
.com

Manufacturer &
Exporter of
Finished Leather
(for Garments)
& Leather
Garments.

hafiz@hafiztann
ery. com

Manufacturer
& Exporter of
Finished
Leather (for
Garments).

hmb@brain.net
.pk
hmb@wol.net.
pk
hmb@lhr.coms
ats. net.pk
hmbtanneries@
gmail.com

Manufacturer &
Exporter of
Finished
Leather.

info@jaffson.com Manufacturer &
Exporter of
Finished Leather
(for Garments),
Gloves,
Garments Leather
twi@skt.comsa
ts. net.pk

kampala@brain.n
et
.pk

Manufacturer &
Exporter of
Finished Leather
(for Garments),
Gloves,
Garments Leather.
Manufacturer &
Exporter of
Finished Leather
(fo r Garments),
Garments, Gloves
&
Sportswear
.

28.

M/s. Khawaja Tanneries (Pvt)
Ltd Mehr Manzil, Lohari Gate,
P.O. Box
No.28,
MULTAN.
(Khawaja Muhammad Ilyas)

0614511158
4511159
4511260
111-181181

0616223125
6523125
03018735911

29.

M/s.Lancer Leather Ind.,
149-C , Fatima Jinah
Road, S.I.E
SIALKOT.
(Mr.Shakeel Maqbool Khilji)

0523562974

-

30.

M/s. Leader
Tanneries, Jacket
Unit,
Abdul Rasheed Gardens,
Near District Hospital
Chowk, Niaz Nagar,
KASUR.
(Mr. Muhammad Yaqoob)

0492761090
2720908
771919

-

31.

M/s. Leather
Coordinators, Tufail
Shaheed Road,
SAHIWAL.
(Mr. Azmat Saleem Sheikh)

040422029294

-

32.

M/s. Leather Field (Pvt)
Ltd., Capital Road, Cheema
Square, SIALKOT.
(Ch. Ahmed Zulfiqar Hayat)

0520523510550 11155599
3556272- 9
78

33.

M/s. Leather Network,
Malkeh Kalan, Head Marala
Road, SIALKOT.
(Sheikh Wajid Rahim)

0523559605
3253749

410

400

0523253749

236

430

390

300

300

ktm@mahmoodgr
oup
.com
mehrali@mahmo
odgr oup.com
saqib.ktm@mahm
ood group.com

Manufacturer &
Exporter of
Finished Leather
(for Garments,
Footwear,Upholste
ry)
Natural/Dyed,Crus
t, Manufacurer of
Wet blue.
lancerleathers@gm Manufacturer
ail. com
Importer &
Exporter Of
Finished
Leather.
leaders@brain.n
Exporter of
et. pk
Finished
amir@leadertanner Leather.
ies. com

impexp@
leathercoordinato
r. com
tannery@leatherc
oo
rdinator.com

Manufacturer/
Exporter of
Leather
Garments.

info@leatherfiel
d. com
faysal@leatherfi
eld
.com

Manufacturer &
Exporter of
Finished Leather
(for Garments
Upholstery),wet
Blue, Split
Leather, Natural,
Dyed Crust,
Gloves,
Sportswear,
Leather
Garments.

zahidrahim786
@ yahoo.com

Manufacturer
& Exporter
Finished
Leather,

34.

M/s. Leather Village,
Head Marala Road, Malkay
Kalan, SIALKOT.
(Mr. Farid Ahmed)

0523253716
3253717

0523562972
3559588

35.

M/s. Leathertex Gloving (Pvt)
Ltd. 42-Aurangzeb Block,
New Garden
Town, LAHORE.
(Mr. Azam Malik)

042-

04235272518
20
35270842
35270843

36.

M/s. Leathertex Tanneries (Pvt)
Ltd. 42-Aurangzeb Block,
New Garden
Town, LAHORE.
(Mr. Azam Malik)

0423583330
6
042-11155-6666

37.

M/s. Leather Tech,
28-Sultan Pura
Road, LAHORE.
(Mr. Nauman Rafique)

042-

38.

M/s. MIMA Apparel,
Plot # 03, Fiazi Street,
21-KM Ferozepur
Road, LAHORE.
(Mr. Ahsan Mahmood)

0423527024
1

-

39.

M/s. M.H.
Tanneries, E-79,
DHA, LAHORECANTT.
(Mr. Ashfaq Ahmad)

0423760221
0

04922007304

3583705
6
3586917
6
111-556666

-

-

350

350

400

Manufacturer
of Finished
Leather
(for Garments
& Footwear).

info@leatherte
x. com.pk

Manufacturer of
Finished Leather
(for Garments)
and Gloves.
Manufacturer of
Finished Leather
(for Footwear,
Ladies Shoes,
handbags and
garments) Natural
/ Dyed Crust.
Manufacturer
of Finished
Leather.

info@leathertex.c
om. pk

Manufacturer /
Importer
/Exporter
Finished
Leather.

400

info@leathertechp Manufacturer and
k
Exporters of
.com
Buffalo Split
Leather Crust.

450

mcmllhr@mimagr Manufacturer,
p
Importer and
.com
Exporter of
finished leather
and
leather garments.

3688363
6
3685119
596

237

info@leathervillag
e.bi z
www.leathervillage
.biz

350

Amirbro2004@h Manufacturer,
ot Mail.com
Importer and
Exporter of
finished leather
and
leather garments

40.

M/s. Mahr Garments (Pvt)
Ltd., Daska Road, Daakwala
Stop,
P.O. Box
2128,
SIALKOT.
(Mr. Masood Ahmad)

0523557930
3557940
3555887
3552103

0523557910
3557885

41.

M/s. Muhammad Latif &
Brothers, Niaz Nagar,
KASUR.
(Mr. Haji Rasheed)

0492765283

42.

M/s. Multan Hide Co. (Pvt)
Ltd., 2192-Humayun Road,
MULTAN.
(Mr. Muhammad Usman)

0614510361
4583191

0616539243
6537443

43.

M/s. Noor Brothers
Tanneries, Niaz Nagar,
KASUR.
(Mr. Noor Ahmad)

0492770343

-

44.

M/s. Pak Tech Leather,
Sui Gas Road, Dobirgee
Malian, SIALKOT.
(Mr. Muhammad Azam)

0523250963

-

45.

M/s. Pakistan Tannery,
P.O. Box No. 501,
Nazimabad-52020.
WAZIRABAD.
(Gujranwala)
(Mr. Mansoor Elahi)

0556600681
6600682
6600683
6600723

-

350

300

238

370

350

320

300

info@mahrgroup.
com
tannery@mahrgr
oup. com
export@mahrgro
up.com
www.mahrgarment
s. com

Manufacturer /
Exporter of
Leather and
Leisure wear.

Muhammad.latif.
br
o@hotmail.com

Manufacturer,
Importer and
Exporter of
Finished
Leather
and
Wholesale
dealer.

mulhide@hotmail. Tanners
com
,Importer and
info@multanhideg Exporter.
ro up.com
info@nbtanneri
es. com

Manufacturer,
Importer and
Exporter of
finished
leather.

info@paktechleat
he rs.com
sales@paktechleat
he r.com

Manufacture
r, Exporter
and
Importers of
Finished
Leather.

paktan@gir.pakne
t. com

Manufacturer &
Exporter of
Finished
Leather.

46.

M/s. Permair Leather
Pakistan (Pvt) Limited,
22-K.M. Off: Ferozpur
Road, Rohi Nala,
LAHORE.
(Mr. Khurshid Alam)

0423527185
156

04235271851
56

47.

M/s. Premium Leathers (Pvt)
Ltd., Premium City,
18-KM,
Sheikupura
Road,
Tayyaba
Industrial
Estate,
LAHORE.
(Sheikh Muhammad Shafique)

0423797093
740

0423835920
1
3836850
8

48.

M/s. Prime Naalain (Pvt)
Limited, 25-Km G.T. Road,
Muridke, LAHORE.
(Sheikh Abid Hussain)

0423860114
35
3860114
36

-

49.

M/s. Prime Tanning
Industries (Pvt) Limited,
25-Km G.T. Road,
Muridke,
SHEIKHUPURA.
(Sheikh Saeed Ahmed)

0423798036
0
3798060
6
3798168
0
3798168
1

03037990856
7562553

50.

M/s. Quality Crafts & Co.,
Hamza Street, Rawail Pura
Road, Fateh Garh Agency,
SIALKOT.
(Mr. Amir Masood)

0523251216

-

239

330

340

320

290

290

permair@lhr.comsa
ts. net.pk
permair1@lhr.co
msat s.net.pk

Manufacturer &
Exporter of
Finished Leather
(for Garments &
Footwear
Manufacturer of
Split Leather,
Natural/ Dyed
Crust, Leather
Sports
Wear, Belts,
Wallets, Purses.

pleathers@w
ol. net.pk

Manufacturer
/ Exporter
Finished
Leather.

zahid@primenaala
in
.com
abbas.ali
@
primenaalain.com

Manufacturer of
Leather Footwear
and Finished
Leather .

prime@prime.co
m.pk

Manufacturer &
Exporter of
Finished Leather
(for Garments
, Footwear &
upholstery)
Manufacturer of
Split Leather,
Natural/Dyed
crust, leather
garments.

info@qlc.com.p Exporter of
k
Leather
amir@qlc.com.p Garments.
k

340

51.

M/s. Rehman Brothers &
Company Jamia Masjid Street,
Dingarh
,
KASUR
.
(Mr. Fazal-ur-Rehman Sheikh)

0492764236
2760966

52.

M/s. Riaz Tanneries,
11, K.M. Feroze Pur
Road, Near Wadana
Stop, KASUR.
(Mr. Mohammad Tayyab)

0492716145
2716155

-

53.

M/s. Royal Leather Industries
Ltd., 26-B, Sundar Das Road,
Zaman
Park,
LAHORE.
(Mr. Agha Saiddain)

0423636314
0
3636314
1
3636314
2
3636010
9
3637040
8

0563406180
3406190
3406109

54.

M/s. Shafi (Pvt) Ltd.,
51-G.T. Road, Hide
Market, LAHORE.
(Sheikh Muhammad Naeem)

0423682125
7

04237970638
37970639

55.

M/s. Shafi Lifestyle (Pvt)
Ltd., 51-G.T. Road, Hide
Market, LAHORE.
(Mr. Fawwad Shafi)

0420423682125 35270052
7

56.

M/s. Shafi Reso-Chem,
22-K.M., Ferozepur
Road, LAHORE.
(Mr. Mohammad Faheem)

-

04235272031
35272032
35272033
35260401
04

240

340

310

410

400

330

rbc@rbcpk.com Manufacturer &
Exporter of
Finished Leather.

rtk@brain.net.p
k
rtk@riaztanneries
. com

Manufacturer of
Finished
Leather, Leather
Garments.

royal@brain.n
et. pk

Manufacturer &
Exporte r of
Finished Leather (fo
r Garments,
Footwear &
Upholstery), Wet
Blue, Split Leather,
Natural/ Dyed
Crust, leather
garments, belts,
wallets, purses,
handbags, etc.
Hides & Skins.

shafipvt@brain.
net.pk
lsales@shafushi
es
.com

Manufacturer/Expor
te r and Local sale
of Finished Leather
(for Footwear).

sales@aishaso
ns. com

Manufacturer of
Leather
Garments.

lahore@reso.co Manufacturer/Expor
m. pk
te r and Local sale
www.reso.com. of Chemicals. .
pk

57.

M/s. Sheikh of Sialkot (Pvt)
Ltd., 9th K.M. Addha Daska
Road, SIALKOT.
(Mr. Imjaz Latif)

0526527545
6527546
3540950

052655624142

58.

M/s. Siddiq Leather Works (Pvt)
Ltd
51-G.T Road, Hide Market,
P.O. Box No. 1676,
LAHORE-54900.
(Mr. Mohammad Musaddiq)

59.

M/s. Swisspo Pro Manufacturing
Co. Saidpur Gondal Road,
Khichian,
SIALKO
T.
(Mr. Abdul Jabbar Choudhary)

0524265402
4265403
4260156

60.

M/s. The Quality
Products, Lakhan Pur,
Pasrur Road, SIALKOT.
(Mr. Rauf Allahi)

0523540614
35411167

61.

M/s. Unique Tanning Industries
(Pvt) Ltd.,
Tayaba Industrial Zone,Mandialy
Stop
, 19-Km, Sheikhupura
Road, LAHORE.
(Mr. Muhammad Zahir Sheikh)

04237970750
-3
37168736
-9

-

62.

M/s. Universal Leather (Pvt)
Ltd., Plot # 16, Sector # 15,
Korangi Industrial
Area, KARACHI
(Mr. Shakil Ahmad)

0423760232
8
3760865
3

0423527189
-76

04204236883600- 37164533
03
35

-

320

250

270

300

-

241

350

370

imjaz@sheikho
fs ialkot.com

Manufacturer of
Finished Leather
and Leather
Garments.

sales@siddiqleat
her
.com
www.siddiqleath
er.

Manufacturer &
Exporter of
Finished Leather
(for Garments,
Footwear,
Upholstery),
Natural & Dyed
Crust.

aManufacturer &
jabbar@swisspr Exporter of
o. com.pk
Finished Leather.
tannery@swisp
ro com.pk
wear@swisspro
.
com.pk
info@qualityp. Manufacturer of
com.pk
Leather
qualityp@cyber. Garments.
net.pk
qualityp@brain.n
et.
pk
util@lhr.comsa
ts. net.pk
unique_tannery
@ hotmail.com

Manufacturers
of Finished
Leather.

sec@universall
ea ther.com

Manufacturer &
Exporter of Finished
Leather (for
Garments,
Footwear,
Upholstery)

63.

M/s. VIP Wears,
Rahimpur Khichan, Saidpur Road,
P.O. Box
No.1770,
SIALKOT
(Mr. Amer Dar)

0524268186
4260850
4262850

-

64.

M/s. Yousaf
Tanneries, Niaz
Nagar,
KASUR.
(Mr. Muhammad Yousaf)

0492762071-3
771371

-

65.

M/s. Zulfikar Brothers,
4 Norgate Street Cantt
Road, SIALKOT
CANTT.
(Mr. Hassan Ali Bhatti)

0524592163
4592138
4590097

052459210
9

242

350

430

400

info@vipwears.
com
info@dargroup.
biz

Manufacturers,
Exporter &
Importer of
Finished Leather
(for Garments),
Garments.
Manufacturer &
Exporter of
Gloves.

ytk@mail.com
aliyusuf81@
hotmail.com
info@
yousaftanneri
es. com

Manufacturers ,
Exporter
&Importer
Wholesaler of
Finished Leather.

info@hassanzb. Expoter of
com
Leather Goods.
import@hassan
zn
.com

PAKISTAN TANNERS
ASSOCIATION (NORTHERN
ZONE)
ASSOCIATE MEMBERS
2018-19
Sr. Name & Address of Member
Telephone
Firms/
Numbers
No. Name of Authorised Representative Office
Tannery
01.

M/s. A.I. Bravo
Industries, Daska Road,
Near Nishat Marriage
Hall, SIALKOT.
(Mr. Muhammad Idrees)

0523559198
0213505477
4

02.

M/s. A R
Yousaf, Niaz
Nagar,
KASUR.
(Mr. Ali Yousaf)

0490492770247- 262071-3
8

03.

M/s. Ansa Leathers,
14-G.T. Road, Hide
Market, LAHORE.
(Mr. Zarar Amin Agha)

0423681504
3

-

04.

M/s. Badre Alam Traders,
House # 206, Block XX, Street
# 5, Phase III, DHA,
LAHORE-54792.
(Mr. Badre Alam)

0423611384
5
03064010000
03008449676

-

05.

M/s. Color Line,
375-A, Block D-3, Wapda
Town, LAHORE.
(Mr. M. Nadeem Ch.)

0423517157
2

-

06.

M/s. Dynamic Links
Corporation, Suit # 3 , 2nd
Floor , Usman Arcade ,Main
Boulevard, DHA LAHORE.
(Shaikh Khurram Aftab)

0423660342
5
03008231420

-

-

243

No. of
E-mail Address
Employees

Business
(Products
)

400

520

450

400

430

400

aibravo@cyber.net
.pk
export@aibravo.c
om

Exporter of
Finished
Leather &
Leather
Products.

aliyusuf81@hotmai Exporter of
l.com
Leather
aryousaf@mail.co Products.
m
ansaleathers@gm
ail. Com

Manufacturer /
Exporter &
Indentor of
Finished
Leather.

info@badrealam
.com
badrealam@bad
real am.com

Importer/
Esporter
of Chemicals,

klickgroup@hotm
ail. Com

Importer/
Exporter
of Chemicals.

info@
Importers/Trad
dynamiclinkscorp.c ers of
om khurram@
Chemicals.
dynamiclinkscorp.c
om

500

-

M/s. EKMA Traders,
E-149, Street # 06, Yasrab
Colony, Bank Stop, Walton
Road, LAHORE-CANTT.
(Mr. Mahmood Sultan)

0423666656
9
3500233
6
0492770524

08.

M/s. Farzana
International, Niaz
Nagar,
KASUR.
(Mr. Muhammad Yakoob)

0492761090

-

09.

M/s. Leather Apparel
Products, Kot Molvi Abdul
Qadir, Dingarh, KASUR55050.
(Sh. Waseem Iqbal)

0492774109

0492003570

390

waseemlap786
@ yahoo.com

10.

M/s. Leather Town,
Cheema Square, Capital road,

0520523556272- 3551942
8

400

info@leathertown.c Manufacturer /
Exporter of
om
import@leatherto Leather Garments.
wn. Com

410

SIALKOT.
(Ch. Ahmed Zulfiqar Hiyyat)
11.

12.

M/s. Mahr Impex,
P.O. Box 2128, Daakwala Stop,

0523557910

Daska Road,
SIALKOT.
(Mr. Sohail Mahr)

3557930

M/s. Mahmood International,
37, G.T. Road,

042-

-

-

3368199
2

ekmatrader
s@
hotmail.co
m

Importer /
Exporter of
Chemicals.

07.

300

350

amir@leadertanner Manufacturer
ies
of Finished
.com
Leather
and
Leather
Garments.

Manufacturer /
Exporter of
Leather

import@mahrgrou Manufacturer of
p. Com
Sports Googs
and
Leather Gloves.

Mktt70@hotmail. Importer & Sole
com
Distributor / Agent

LAHORE.
(Mr. Nadeem Mahmood)
13.

M/s. Malik Brothers Tannery,
01-S-27, Chowk Pak Nagar,

0423760964
8

-

Ehsan Road, Hide Market,
LAHORE.
(Mr. Muhammad Waseem)
244

450 -

Manufacturer of
Finished Leather.

14.

M/s.Megma
Impex., Niaz
Nagar .,
KASUR.
(Mr.Saquib Abbas)

0492771474

15

M/s. Mongol Leather
Associates, Suit # 21, 3rd
Floor,
Al-Hafeez Tower,
M.M. Alam Road Road,
LAHORE.
(Mr. Aurang Zeb Mirza)

0423578550
8

-

16.

M/s. Mansoor
Tannery, Niaz Nagar,
KASUR.
(Mr. Mansoor Aslam)

0492771405

-

17.

M/s. Mian
International, 51-F,
Phase-V, DHA,
LAHORE.
(Mr. Kashif Chaudhry)

0423512200
2

-

18.

M/s. Multan Enterprises (Pvt)
Ltd., 2192-Jillani Street,
Humayun Road, MULTAN.
(Mr. Abdul Haq Alias Madni)

0614510361

-

19.

M/s. Nabeel Sherjeel
International, 175-P, Sabzazar,
Multan Road, LAHORE.
(Mr. Khalid Nasir)

0423749802
4

-

20.

M/s. National Environmental
Consulting (Pvt) Ltd.,

0423527452
730
3527374
16

Plot # 16, Perfect Site,
Near Masjid Ibraheem,
21-Km Ferozpur Road,
LAHORE.
(Mr. Azher Uddin Khan)
21.

M/s. Pan Asia International,
Suite # 15, Level 4, Shariff
Complex,

0423587100
7

0492804067

-

245

410

350

saquibabbas@hot . Manufacturer
mail
of Leather for
.com
Garments , Shoes
Upper ,UP Leather
Split ,Dyed Crust.
info@mongolleat
her pk

430 mansoortannery@
gmail.com

350

370

360

Indentor
(Importer) Sole
Distributor /
Agent of Leather.

Manufacturer of
Finished Leather
of Cow &
Buffalo

kashif@miangro
up. Com

Wholesale/Retail
dealer, Importer
and
Sole distributer
of Chemicals.

info@
multanhidegrou
p. Com

Manufacturer of
Finished Leather
& Importer
/Exporter.

sherjel@brain.n
et. Pk

Importer/
of Chemicals .

330

nec@nexlinx.net. Environmental
Pk
Engg.
Consultancy
Services.

360

panasia@cyber.
net. pk

Exporter /Importer
Indentor of
Leather.

Gulberg-II,
LAHORE.
Mr. Muhammad Imran Sheikh )
22.

M/s. Pasari Org.,

042-

21-A (East) L-Block, Gulberg-III,

3585037
4
3585037
8
0492762746

LAHORE.
(Mr. Muttaher Shafique Pasari)
23.

panasiaintl@gm
ail. com
mtpasari@wol.n
et.pk

M/s. Pioneer Enterprises,

042-

7, Al-Fazal Centre, Bansanwala
Bazar
Chowk Shahalam,

3766177
0
3587669
6

-

370

msp@pasarigrp.c Indentor
(Importer)
om
Sole Distrbutor /
Agent of Leather.

-

530

pioneer@wol.net. Importer of
pk
Chemicals & Dyes
Manufacturers and

LAHORE.
(Sheikh Muhammad Aamir)

Representative
(Agent)

24.

M/s. Prime Traders,
Jinnah Town, Defence Road,
Post Office, S.I.E.,
SIALKOT.
(Mr. Shaukat Ali)

0523556384
3556890

25.

M/s. Ravi Agencies,

042-

51-G.T. Road, Hide Market,

3682125
7

-

-

300

400

LAHORE.
(Mr. Fawwad Shafi)
26.

M/s. S.M. Chemicals
Pakistan, 18-A, Survey
Colony,
Allama Iqbal Road,

0423667127
2
3610638
1

LAHORE.
(Mr. Salman Masood Awan)
27.

M/s. SIS Leather
Group, Degree Girls
College, Tariq
Colony,
KASUR.

Mobile
:
300-

440

primetrd@skt.
comsats.net.pk

Importer
of Leather
chemicals.

lahoreho@shafi.c Broker &
om
Commission
Agent,
Purchase of
Raw Skins.
smcp@wol.net.p Importer and
k
Local Sale of
Chemicals.

4536256
380

049225

sisleathergroup
@g mail.com

246

Importer and
Exporter of
Leather and
Leather goods,
Import of
Chemicals.

(Mr. Muhammad Anas Awan)
28.

M/s. U.E. (Pvt) Ltd.,
Tayaba Industrial Zone,
Mandialy Stop, 19-KM,

042-

-

430

3716873
6
3716873
9

uent@lhr.comsat
s.
net.pk

Importer &
Exporter
of Footwear.

www.uent.pk

Off: Sheikhupura Road,
LAHORE.
(Mr. Muhammad Ahmad Sheikh)
29.

M/s. VIP Skins .,
Rahim Pur
Khichian, Gondal
Road, SIALKOT.
(Mr. Muhammad Imran Dar)

0524260850

0524268186

30.

M/s. Vohra Asian Leather
Crafts (Pvt) Limited,
Atari Industrial
Estate, 18-KM,
Ferozpur Road,
LAHORE.
(Mr. S. Muhammad Naeem Vohra)
M/s. Zab Traders,
385-Sector C1, Block
2, Town Ship,
LAHORE.
(Mr. Muhammad Adnan Zafar)

0423540200
0
3540183
8

-

0423512127
3

-

340

info@vipwears.
com
info@dargroup.
biz

Manufacturer
of Finished
Leather.

mail@valc.com.p
k vohraasian@hotmail.c
om

Manufacturer &
Exporters of
Leather and
Leather Garments.

410

31.
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525

Zab.zab@cyber.n Importer /
et. Pk
Indenter
zabtraders@gmai of Chemicals.
l. Com

Pakistan Tanners Association
LIST OF MEMBERS COMPANIES 2018-19
No. of Members
Companies

PTA (SOUTHERN ZONE)

➢ Corporate Class

47

➢ Associate Class

63

Total

110

PTA (NORTHERN ZONE)

➢ Corporate Class

65

➢ Associate Class

31

96
206

SUMMARY
01.
02.
03.
04.
05.
06.
07.
08.

Karachi
………….
Lahore
………….
Sialkot
………….
Kasur
………….
Multan
………….
Sheikhupura
………….
Sahiwal
………….
Gujranwala (Wazirabad) …..
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110
45
22
21
3
3
1
1
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7.2 Appendix 2: Survey Questionnaire
Survey Questionnaire
Dear Sir/Madam,
Thank you for sparing some of your precious time to fill this questionnaire. It is being distributed
to you purely for academic purpose and all the responses will be confidential. Your unbiased
choices will be highly appreciated and make this research valuable.
SECTION A:
Personal Profile (Please indicate the appropriate choice by selection in parentheses)
1. Gender
2. Age

(a) Male

( )

(b) Female

( )

(i) 20 or less

( )(ii) 20-24

( )

(iii) 25-29

( )(iv) 30-39

( )

(v) 40-49

( )(vi) 50-59

( )

(vii) 60 and above

( )

3. Marital Status (a) Married

( )

(b) Single

( )

4. Establishment size
(i) Less than 25 employees ( )(ii) 25-99

( )

(iii) 100-199

( )(iv) 200-499

( )

(v) 500-or more

( )

5. Job tenure in this organization

6. Position

(I) Less than one year

( )(ii) 1-2 year

( )

(iii) 2-3 year

( )(iv) 3-5 year

( )

(v) 5-10 year

( )(vi) More than 10 years

(a) Non Manager ( )

( )

(b) Manager ( )

Strongly
Disagree
SECTION B:Counterproductive Work Behavior (CWB)
How often have you done each of the following things on your present job?
1 Purposely wasted your employer’s materials/supplies
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Strongly
Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Agree

2

Complained about insignificant things at work

3

Told people outside the job what a bad place you work for

4

Came to work late without permission

5

Stayed home from work and said you were sick when you
weren’t

6

Insulted someone about their job performance

7

Made fun of someone’s personal life

8

Ignored someone at work

9

Started an argument with someone at work

10

Insulted or made fun of someone at work

SECTION C: Machiavellian Leadership
Strongly

Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the
following statements

Disagree

11

I believe that lying is necessary to maintain a competitive
advantage over others.

12

The only good reason to talk to others is to get information that I
can use to my benefit.

13

I am willing to be unethical if I believe it will help me succeed.

14

I am willing to sabotage the efforts of other people if they
threaten my own goals.

15

I would cheat if there was a low chance of getting caught.

16

I like to give the orders in interpersonal situations.

17

I enjoy having control over other people.

18

I enjoy being able to control the situation.

19

Status is a good sign of success in life.

20

Accumulating wealth is an important goal for me.

21

I want to be rich and powerful someday.

22

People are only motivated by personal gain.

23

I dislike committing to groups because I don't trust others.

24

Team members make verbal attack each other all the time to get
ahead.

25

If I show any weakness at work, other people will take
advantage of it.
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Strongly
Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Agree

26

Other people are always planning ways to take advantage of the
situation at my expense.

Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following
statements.
SECTION D:Abusive Supervision
27

My boss Ridicules me.

28

My boss Tells me my thoughts or feelings are stupid.

29

My boss Puts me down in front of others.

30

My boss Makes negative comments about me to others.

31

My boss Tells me I’m incompetent.

SECTION E: Psychopathic Behavior
32

Do you exhibit insincere and superficial charm?

33

Do you have a grandiose (exaggeratedly high) estimation of
self?

34

Do you have a constant need for stimulation?

35

Are you a habitual liar?

36

Are you cunning and manipulative?

37

Do you have lack of misconduct or guilt?

38

Do you have shallow affect (superficial emotional
responsiveness)?

39

Are you uncaring and lack catching someone feelings?

40

Do you have a parasitic (live in to another person) lifestyle?

41

Do you have poor behavioral controls?

42

Are you sexual immoral?

43

Did you display early behavior problems?

44

Do you lack realistic long-term goals?

45

Are you overly emotional?

46

Are you irresponsible?

47

Do you fail to accept responsibility for own actions?

48

Have you had many short-term marital relationships?

49

Do you have a history of juvenile delinquency?

50

Have you experienced a revocation of conditional release?
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Strongly

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree
Agree

51

Do you display criminal versatility?

SECTION F: Justice Perception
Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following
statements.
52

My work schedule is fair.

53

I think that my level of pay is fair.

54

I consider my work load to be quite fair.

55

Overall the rewards I receive here quite fair.

56

I feel that my job responsibilities.

57

Job decisions are made by the manager in a biased manner.

58

My manager makes sure that all employee concerns are heard
before Job decisions are made.

59

To make job decisions, my manager collects accurate and
complete information.

60

My manager clarifies decisions and provides additional
information when requested by employees.

61

All jobs decisions are applied consistently to all affected
employees.

62

Employees are allowed to challenge or appeal job decisions
made by their managers.

63

When decisions are made about my job, the manager treats me
with kindness and consideration.

64

When decisions are made about my job, the manager treats me
with respect and dignity.

65

When decisions are made about my job, the manager is sensitive
to my personal needs.

66

When decisions are made about my job, the manager deals with
me in a truthful manner.

67

When decisions are made about my job, the manager shows
concern for my right as employee.

68

Concerning decisions made about my job, the manager discusses
with me the implications of the decisions.

69

The manager offers adequate justification for decisions made
about my job.

70

When making decisions about my job, the manager offers
explanations that make sense to me.
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Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Agree

71

My manager explains very clearly any decisions made about my
job
SECTION G: Information Silence

72
73

Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the
following statements.
Acquiescent (Compliance) Silence
Employees are unwilling to speak up with suggestions for change
because theyaredisengaged.
Employeesare passively withholds ideas, based on resignation.

74

Employeesare passively keeps ideas about solutions to problems
to themself.

75

Employees keep any idea for improvement to them self because
they have low self-efficacy to make a difference.
Employees withhold ideas about how to improve the work around
here, based on being disengaged.
Defensive Silence
Employees do not speak up and suggest ideas for change, based
on fear
Employees withhold relevant information due to fear.
Employees omit pertinent facts in order to protect them self
Employees avoid expressing ideas for improvements, due to
self-protection.
Employees withhold solutions of problems because they are
motivated by fear.
Pro Social Silence
Employees withhold confidential information, based on
cooperation.
Employees protect proprietary information in order to benefit
the organization.
Employees withstand pressure from others to tell organizational
secrets.
Employees protect confidential organizational information
appropriately, based on concern for the organization.
Employees refuse to divulge information that might harm the
organization
SECTION H: Locus of Control
Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the
following statements.
My life goes depends on me.
One has to work hard in order to succeed
Inborn abilities are more important than any efforts one can
make.
What a person achieves in life is above all a question of fate or
luck.
I frequently have the experience that other people have a
controlling influence over my life.
If I run up against difficulties in life, I often doubt my own
abilities.
The opportunities that I have in life are determined by social
conditions.
I have little control over the things that happen in my life.

76

77
78
79
80
81

82
83
84
85
86

87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
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Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

SECTION I:Belongingness
Strongly
Disagree
95
96
97
98
99
10
0
10
1
10
2
10
3
10
4
10
5
10
6

When I am with other people, I feel included
I have close bonds with family and friends
I feel accepted by others
I have a sense of belonging
I have a place at the table with others
I feel connected with others
I feel like an outsider (R)
I feel as if people do not care about me (R)
Because I do not belong, I feel distant during the holiday season
(R)
I feel isolated from the rest of the world (R)
When I am with other people, I feel like a stranger (R)
Friends and family do not involve me in their plans (R)
(R) Items are in Reverse Score
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Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

7.3 Appendix 3: Permission to Use Scale/Data Collection
Request for Permission to use the Scale for Research

sohail younas <sohailg59@gmail.com>

May 16, 2018,
2:54 AM

to pspector
Respected Sir
Good Day
I am Sohail Younus from Pakistan currently, doing PhD from University of the Punjab,
Gujranwala
Campus and
also
working
as
Lecturer
at
Department
of
Management Sciences, University of Sargodha, Gujranwala Campus. I want to conduct a primary
research with using your Questionnaire Scale on Counterproductive Work Behaivor (CWB). I
need your permission to conduct this study by using CWB Scale. Kindly allow me to use the above
mentioned
Scale.
I
am
waiting
for
your
reply.
Kind Regards,
Younus

Spector, Paul <pspector@usf.edu>

May 22, 2018,
12:06 AM

to me
Dear Younus:
You have my permission for noncommercial research/teaching use of any of my scales that are on
my website, including the CWB-C. You can find copies of the scales in the original English and
for some scales other languages, as well as details about the scale's development and norms in the
Scales section of my website (link below). I allow free use for noncommercial research and
teaching purposes in return for sharing of results. This includes student theses and dissertations,
as well as other student research projects. Copies of the scale can be reproduced in a thesis or
dissertation as long as the copyright notice is included, "Copyright Paul E. Spector, All rights
reserved" with the appropriate year. Results can be shared by providing an e-copy of a published
or unpublished research report (e.g., a dissertation). You also have permission to translate the
scales into another language under the same conditions in addition to sharing a copy of the
translation with me. Be sure to include the copyright statement, as well as credit the person who
did the translation with the year.
Thank you for your interest in my scales, and good luck with your research.
Best,
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Paul Spector, Distinguished Professor
Department of Psychology
PCD 4118
University of South Florida
Tampa, FL 33620
813-974-0357
pspector@usf.edu
http://shell.cas.usf.edu/~spector
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7.4 Appendix 4: Published Work from Thesis
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