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Abstract 

Despite continued scholarly and practitioner interest in destructive leadership, the field 

has an incomplete understanding of the relationship between destructive leadership and 

followers’ workplace deviance, especially with regard to how this relationship manifests 

differently across cultures. Drawing on implicit leadership theory and the target similarity model 

of social exchange, my dissertation examines the moderating effects of the Global Leadership 

and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness’ (GLOBE’s) cultural value dimensions of 

performance orientation, assertiveness, future orientation, humane orientation, institutional 

collectivism, in-group collectivism, gender egalitarianism, power distance, and uncertainty 

avoidance on the relationships between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal and 

organizational deviance across national contexts. My study utilizes a meta-analytic database of 

primary studies for the relationships between destructive leadership and interpersonal deviance 

(k = 91; N = 28,616), as well as destructive leadership and organizational deviance (k = 59; N = 

20,752) to test the hypotheses. Ultimately, my study meaningfully extends theory, adds nuance 

to our knowledge on the impact of cultural context, and improves evidence-based 

recommendations for practice.  
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Deviant Followers Across Cultures: 

 

An Investigation of Destructive Leadership, Workplace Deviance, and National Context 

Chapter 1  

Introduction 

“Culture is a way of coping with the world by defining it in detail.” ~ Malcolm Bradbury 

Statement of Problem 

Understanding the relationship between destructive leadership (e.g., abusive supervision; 

Tepper, 2000) and workplace deviance (Robinson & Bennett, 1995) has been of ongoing interest 

to management researchers. Destructive leadership is defined as “volitional behavior by a leader 

that can harm or intends to harm a leader’s organization and/or followers” that is carried out 

through manipulation of followers or the use of harmful influence tactics (Krasikova, Green, & 

LeBreton, 2013, p. 1310). Destructive leadership scholars continue to examine the nuances of 

this phenomenon theoretically and empirically (Mackey, Ellen, McAllister, & Alexander, 2021a; 

Mackey, Frieder, Brees, & Martinko, 2017). More importantly, leadership scholars are 

increasingly interested in the contexts in which the dark side of leadership is most prevalent and 

impactful on subordinates (e.g., the toxic triangle of destructive leaders, susceptible followers, 

and conducive environments; Padilla, Hogan, & Kaiser, 2007). Although of scholarly interest, 

studying destructive leaders and their impact on individuals’ deviant behavior from an 

interactionist approach is time consuming and costly, and therefore, less commonly found in the 

literature.  

Calls for research on the context of destructive leadership have focused mostly on 

conducive organizational environments (e.g., organizational climate) rather than the cultural 

values that were originally introduced in the toxic triangle (Padilla et al., 2007). In their 
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conceptualization of conducive environments, Padilla and colleagues (2007) argued that cultural 

norms heavily affect the emergence and impact of destructive leaders and predicted that 

uncertainty avoidance, collectivism, and power distance may be most influential (Hofstede, 

1991; Luthans, Peterson, & Ibrayeva, 1998). My dissertation tests and extends these predictions 

by using the Global Leadership and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness (GLOBE) 

framework’s (House et al., 1999; House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, & Gupta, 2004; House, 

Javidan, & Dorfman, 2001; House, Javidan, Hanges, & Dorfman, 2002) cultural value 

dimensions of performance orientation, assertiveness, future orientation, humane orientation, 

institutional collectivism, in-group collectivism, gender egalitarianism, power distance, and 

uncertainty avoidance to explain the extent to which differences in these cultural values across 

national contexts moderate the relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ 

interpersonal and organizational deviance. Similar to the quote above attributed to Malcolm 

Bradbury, I suggest that these cultural norms greatly impact followers’ actions because they 

enable followers to “describe in detail” the expectations they have for their leaders and their 

behavior.  

Workplace deviance (Robinson & Bennett, 1995, p. 556), which is “voluntary behavior 

that violates significant organizational norms and in so doing threatens the well-being of an 

organization, its members, or both,” is a possible reciprocal reaction to destructive leader 

behavior (Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007). I propose that this relationship is heavily influenced by 

the cultural norms of each national context due to the differing follower expectations of what 

constitutes acceptable leadership behavior (Lord, Epitropaki, Foti, & Hansbrough, 2020) and 

social exchange norms (Emerson, 1976) in each country. Drawing on implicit leadership theory 

(Eden & Leviatan, 1975; Lord et al., 2020) and the target similarity model of social exchange 
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(Lavelle, Rupp, & Brockner, 2007), my study examines the moderating effects of GLOBE’s 

cultural value dimensions on the relationship between destructive leadership and workplace 

deviance (i.e., interpersonal and organizational deviance). The full conceptual model can be 

found in Figure 1.  

Implicit leadership theory (Eden & Leviatan, 1975; Lord et al., 2020), which serves as the 

theoretical foundation for the seminal research on GLOBE’s cultural dimensions, suggests that 

individuals develop cognitive schemas to make sense of their surroundings. Individuals use these 

schemas to categorize others in their environment and guide their actions and/or reactions. These 

schemas allow individuals to create scripts to describe what they consider desirable, undesirable, 

and neutral attributes associated with their leaders (Junker & Van Dick, 2014; Lord & Maher, 

1991). In this study, I draw from the schemas outlined in implicit leadership theory to 

hypothesize the impact of cultural norms on the relationship between destructive leadership and 

workplace deviance.  

Further, I leverage insights from social exchange theory in tandem to inform my implicit 

leadership-based predictions. The target similarity model of social exchange (Lavelle et al., 

2007) proposes that reactionary behavior most closely aligns with its source. I utilize this model 

to make theory-based predictions about differences between targets of employee reactions (e.g., 

different targets of deviance) to the experience of destructive leadership. The foundations of 

social exchange (Blau, 1964; Emerson, 1976), as well as the recent developments on target 

similarity (Lavelle et al., 2007), closely align with the target-driven focus of interpersonal and 

organizational deviance and serve as a valuable tool for explaining the relationships of interest. 

Drawing from these theoretical frameworks, I argue that followers’ leadership expectations are 

influenced by their national culture, which affects the extent to which perceptions of destructive 
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leadership impact deviant behavior. 

In order to test the proposed relationships, my study utilizes a unique methodological 

approach which includes a meta-analytic dataset created from published (e.g., journal articles) 

and unpublished (e.g., dissertations, theses, and conference papers) primary studies. The final 

dataset was analyzed at the country level to determine the impact of cultural values on 

destructive leadership and followers’ workplace deviance. This dataset includes the country-level 

GLOBE cultural dimensions for each country represented in the meta-analytic dataset. 

Ultimately, this methodological approach helps facilitate the examination of my primary research 

question:  

To what extent do GLOBE’s cultural values moderate cross-national differences in the 

relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ workplace deviance? 

Contributions of the Study 

My dissertation makes several meaningful contributions to the literature. First, my 

theoretically-driven research model extends previous findings on destructive leadership and 

followers’ workplace deviance by incorporating the unique perspective of cross-cultural 

differences. Specifically, I investigate the meaningful impact that national context (i.e., country) 

has on the relationship between destructive leadership and two targets of deviance: interpersonal 

and organizational workplace deviance. Recent research has investigated the moderating effect 

of cultural norms on destructive leadership and job performance (Mackey, Alexander, Maher, 

McAllister, & Ellen, working paper), as well as destructive leadership and job satisfaction 

(Mackey, Ellen, McAllister, Alexander, Phillipich, Mercer, & Palmer, working paper). However, 

the present dissertation is unique in that it is focused on interpersonal and organizational 
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deviance so it can meaningfully contribute to the counterproductive workplace behavior 

literature (see Robinson, 2008 for a review). 

Second, I extend implicit leadership theory and the target similarity model of social 

exchange by empirically testing culture’s impact on the relationship between destructive 

leadership and followers’ workplace deviance. By utilizing these theoretical frameworks, I am 

able to hypothesize the impact of national culture on the relationship between destructive 

leadership and deviance as it relates to followers’ leadership and social exchange expectations. 

By conducting this dissertation, I respond to calls to consider the impact of national culture on 

followers’ expectations of leader behavior and the role of context on leader-follower interactions 

(Padilla et al., 2007).  

Third, I make a contribution by generating knowledge about the ability of the GLOBE 

cultural value dimensions to individually and collectively predict cross-national differences in 

the relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ workplace deviance. The 

proposed supplementary analysis adds nuance to my overall findings by clarifying which cultural 

value dimensions are the strongest predictors individually, as well as provide the collective 

explained variance of all the cultural value dimensions in tandem when examining the 

relationship between destructive leadership and workplace deviance. Ultimately, my examination 

of the individual and collective predictive validity of GLOBE’s cultural value dimensions as 

moderators of the relationships between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal and 

organizational workplace deviance extends theory, add nuance to our knowledge, and improve 

evidence-based recommendations for practice. 

Structure of the Dissertation 
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This dissertation study begins with a review of the destructive leadership and workplace 

deviance literatures with an emphasis on the examination of these phenomena across cultures. 

Then, I review the theoretical frameworks utilized to make the theory-based predictions in my 

hypotheses: implicit leadership theory (Eden & Leviatan, 1975; Lord et al., 2020) and the target 

similarity model of social exchange (Lavelle et al., 2007). Next, I outline my research model and 

present my hypotheses along with the theoretical justification for each. Then, I provide a detailed 

explanation of my methodology for investigating my research question. Finally, I describe a 

discussion of the theoretical contributions and practical implications of my study.  
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Chapter 2 

Literature Review  

Overview 

My literature review is structured as follows. First, I provide an overview of the 

destructive leadership construct and the empirical findings regarding antecedents and outcomes 

associated with this leadership process. Second, I review the workplace deviance literature and 

provide an overview of interpersonal and organizational deviance as potential responses to 

destructive leadership. Next, I review implicit leadership theory and social exchange theory in 

organizational research, outline the recent development of the target similarity model of social 

exchange, and describe its relevance to my conceptual model. Finally, I highlight the importance 

of incorporating GLOBE’s culture value dimensions as an important contextual factor currently 

unexplored in destructive leadership and workplace deviance literatures.  

Destructive Leadership  

Conceptual overview. Krasikova and colleagues’ (2013) conceptualization of destructive 

leadership identifies it as an overarching construct encompassing many of the widely studied 

forms of negative leadership. For example, much of destructive leadership research examines 

this leadership process as a leader-centric style from the perspective of the follower (Ashford & 

Sitkin, 2019; Mackey et al., 2021a). This intentionally broad leadership process accounts for 

dozens of forms of destructive leadership, including abusive supervision, which reflects 

“subordinates’ perceptions of the extent to which supervisors engage in the sustained display of 

hostile verbal and nonverbal behaviors, excluding physical contact” (Tepper, 2000, p. 178, 

italics original). Since its introduction, Tepper’s abusive supervision construct has been widely 

influential in both the destructive leadership realm, as well as the study of supervisor-subordinate 
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relationships overall (Mackey et al., 2017; Tepper, 2000). Recently, abusive supervision has 

been theorized as a traumatic workplace experience leading to either post-traumatic stress 

disorder or personal growth, depending on an individual’s self-concept (Vogel & Bolino, 2020). 

As the most widely cited form of destructive leadership, theoretical and empirical reviews (e.g., 

meta-analyses) report that the detrimental effects of abusive supervision align with the effects of 

the broader destructive leadership construct overall (Mackey et al., 2017, 2021a; Martinko, 

Harvey, Brees, & Mackey, 2013; Tepper, 2007; Tepper, Simon, & Park, 2017).  

Construct proliferation and new developments. Unfortunately, construct proliferation 

has adversely impacted the destructive leadership literature, which has generated scholarly 

debates on how the creation of slightly unique destructive leadership styles has detracted from 

the conceptual and empirical impact of the field overall (Hershcovis, 2011; Martinko, Harvey, & 

Mackey, 2014; Shaffer, DeGeest, & Li, 2016; Tepper & Henle, 2011). For example, destructive 

leadership styles include both active and passive forms of leadership like aversive leadership 

(i.e., leadership characterized by intimidation, threats, and punishment; Bligh, Kohles, Pearce, 

Justin, & Stovall, 2007) and pseudo-transformational leadership (i.e., leaders interested in 

“becoming personal idols [rather] than in the collective ideals that might benefit their followers”; 

Barling, Christie, & Turner, 2008, p. 852). Most recently, active destructive leadership has been 

introduced into the literature to emphasize the intentionality of norms violation and the adverse 

effects associated with this phenomenon (Itzkovich, Heilbrunn, & Aleksic, 2020). To highlight 

the conceptual differences between various styles of active and passive destructive leadership, I 

provide a full list of destructive leadership conceptualizations in Table 1.  

Despite the challenges associated with construct proliferation, scholarly and managerial 

interest in destructive leadership persists due to new conceptual and empirical questions around 
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the contextual factors impacting the emergence of destructive leaders (e.g., Padilla et al., 2007). 

One such exploration includes examining the effect of organizational context on destructive 

leadership and followers’ behavioral outcomes, or in the case of my study, the impact of national 

context on the relationship between destructive leadership and workplace deviance. As such, 

Krasikova et al.’s (2013) definition of destructive leadership continues to serve as a broad 

theoretical foundation for this growing literature. 

Workplace Deviance  

Conceptual overview. Workplace deviance has attracted considerable research attention 

since Robinson and Bennett (1995, p. 556) defined it as an individual’s “voluntary behavior that 

violates significant organizational norms and in so doing threatens the well-being of an 

organization, its members, or both.” One reason for this attention is that deviant behavior is a 

common and costly issue for organizations (Harris & Ogbonna, 2006; Murphy, 1993). In the 

United States, for example, close to one-third of all employees have perpetrated some form of 

theft (Russakoff & Goodman, 2011), and deviant behaviors cause around one-third of all 

organizational bankruptcies (Bennett, Marasi, & Locklear, 2018). In a recent study, 90% of 

employees admitted to engaging in at least one form of workplace deviance in the past six 

months (Marasi, Bennett, & Budden, 2018). Thus, workplace deviance continues to be an area of 

interest for researchers and managers alike.  

Interpersonal and organizational deviance. Workplace deviance encompasses two 

primary targets: interpersonal deviance toward people in organizations and organizational 

deviance toward organizations themselves. Interpersonally-directed deviant behaviors target 

individuals, such as coworkers (Robinson & Bennett, 1997), customers (Swimberghe, Jones, & 

Darrat, 2014), and even supervisors (Liu, Kwan, Wu, & Wu, 2010). These adverse behaviors 
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include acts such as gossip, violence, pranks, and rudeness. Within the Bennett and Robinson 

typology (1997, 2000), interpersonal deviance has two main forms: political deviance (e.g., 

displaying favoritism) and personal aggression (e.g., sexual harassment; Bennett & Robinson, 

2000; Mackey, McAllister, Ellen, & Carson, 2021c). In contrast, organizationally-directed 

deviant behaviors target the organization and include withholding effort, working slowly, 

employee theft, time theft, disclosing confidential information, and substance abuse on the job 

(Robinson & Bennett, 1997). Research shows that interpersonal mistreatment (e.g., abusive 

supervision) can lead to organizational deviance despite the source-target misalignment of the 

experienced abuse and retaliatory behavior (e.g., Lian, Ferris, Morrison, & Brown, 2014b). 

Scholarly measurement of workplace deviance relies heavily on Bennett and Robinson’s 

(2000) scales for interpersonal and organizational deviance; however, some scholars have 

incorporated measurement from the counterproductive work behavior literature in an effort to 

better align these two related streams of research (e.g., Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007; Robinson, 

2008). However, more modern approaches to measurement in deviance research have reiterated 

the importance of the alignment between conceptualization and operationalization, especially 

when addressing meta-analytic research questions (e.g., Mackey, McAllister, et al., 2021c). 

Therefore, my study follows this direction and draws from empirical studies that utilized Bennett 

and Robinson’s (2000) workplace deviance scales, as well as other deviance scales reviewed in 

the data collection process.  

Theoretical frameworks and relevant research findings. Workplace deviance has been 

studied from various theoretical frameworks that include social exchange theory (e.g., Ellen, 

Alexander, Mackey, McAllister, & Carson, in press), personality theories (e.g., Colbert, Mount, 

Harter, Witt, & Barrick, 2004), affective events theory (e.g., Bordia, Restubog, & Tang, 2008), 
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social learning theory (e.g., Marwritz, Mayer, Hoobler, Wayne, & Marinova, 2012), and self-

regulation theory (e.g., Christian & Ellis, 2011). In addition, sleep deprivation, abusive 

supervision, negative reciprocity, and perceived interpersonal justice violations have all been 

found to be significant antecedents of this negative workplace behavior (Christian & Ellis, 2011; 

Holtz & Harold, 2013; Lian, Brown, Ferris, Liang, Keeping, & Morrison, 2014a; Lian et al., 

2014b; Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007).  

Interpersonal mistreatment research findings suggest that destructive leadership is a 

process comprised of reciprocal negative interactions between leaders and followers (e.g., 

Mackey, McAllister, & Alexander, 2021b; Olson-Buchanan & Boswell, 2008; Tepper et al., 

2017). Destructive leadership is measured from the perspective of the follower, which in turn 

leads to negative reactions like workplace deviance (Robinson, 2008). Therefore, my research 

model focuses on followers’ behavioral responses to their perceptions of destructive leadership 

within the leader-follower relationship. Determining the potential reaction from either a follower 

or leader benefits from taking into account the norms and expectations of each role within the 

organization and the societal context at large. Next, I cover the importance of implicit leadership 

theory in considering the impact of culture on the relationship between destructive leadership 

and followers’ workplace deviance.  

Implicit Leadership Theory 

In general, implicit leadership theory asserts that followers have specific expectations of 

their leaders and that these expectations impact their behavior in kind (Eden & Leviatan, 1975). 

According to implicit leadership theory, followers create cognitive schemas of what leadership 

should be and should look like, which allows them to efficiently assess and categorize leaders 

into prespecified archetypes (Lord et al., 2020; Sy, 2010). These schemes allow followers to 
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assess leaders across diverse organization types, including new ventures and large corporations 

because they are able to depend on information processing driven by their semantic memory 

(i.e., general categories of leadership) instead of episodic memory (i.e., individual leader 

interactions) (Bass & Avolio, 1989; Schank & Abelson, 1977).  

Thus, these schemas allow followers to create scripts, which enable them to determine 

their reactionary behavior towards their leaders. These scripts are based entirely on a follower’s 

perceptions, which creates situations where, “even if receiving the label is not justified by 

objective data,” followers may carry out their predetermined script (Junker & Van Dick, 2014, p. 

1156). In interactions between leaders and their followers, leader archetypes are used by 

followers so they can quickly compare the interaction against their expectations and react 

accordingly (Junker & Van Dick, 2014; Shondrick, Dinh, & Lord, 2010). Thus, when perceiving 

leader behavior as destructive, employees are at risk of reacting negatively (e.g., deviantly) even 

if the leader archetype is incorrectly assigned.  

Forms of negative leadership like destructive leadership are just one archetype developed 

and reinforced in followers’ categorical schemas. For example, leadership schemas account for 

neutral, desirable (i.e., positive), and undesirable (i.e., negative) attributes of leaders (Junker & 

Van Dick, 2014). According to Junker and Van Dick (2014, p. 1157), “the worst possible leader 

is rated low on the positive attributes and high on the negative attributes”. I argue that destructive 

leaders fall into this highly undesirable category (e.g., few positive attributes and many negative 

attributes) for most followers because destructive leaders serve as the prototypical example of 

negative leadership.  

In sum, implicit leadership theory generates the theoretical foundation for explaining the 

assumptions each party makes for the interactions between leaders and their followers. These 



 

 

25 

assumptions create the experiential scripts driving behavior between the two parties. Further, I 

suggest that followers’ existing expectations for how a leader should behave are often violated 

when experiencing destructive leadership. Generally, followers assume the following about their 

workplaces and their relationships with their leaders: (1) their leaders will act in their best 

interest and treat them well, (2) they should not experience poor treatment from their leaders, and 

(3) if their leader is harmful, perhaps it was something they did to deserve said harm (Lord et al., 

2020). Thus, destructive leadership violates these assumptions and brings into question the 

norms and expectations of a functional workplace.  

Social Exchange Theory and the Target Similarity Model of Social Exchange 

Social exchange theory stems from the collective understanding of social norms and 

treatment expectations within relationships and, by extension, the workplace. Social exchange 

relationships are started and maintained through the combination of costs and rewards extended 

and received between parties. Within the organizational setting, employees work based on an 

exchange of direct rewards like pay and benefits, as well as indirect rewards such as status and 

encouragement (Settoon, Bennett, & Liden, 1996). Rooted in the foundation of trust, the norm of 

reciprocity theorizes that a given behavior towards one party creates an obligation for others to 

respond similarly (Blau, 1964; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Gouldner, 1960). 

Employees react similarly to the treatment they receive from either an organization or an 

individual despite not knowing when their actions will be reciprocated. These interactions create 

norms over time resulting in like-for-like social exchange relationships (Emerson, 1976). Norms 

of reciprocity can include both positive and negative behavior along with positive or negative 

reactions. New developments on social exchange theory argue that there is activity and intensity 

alignment between the actions and reactions within exchange relationships (Cropanzano, 
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Anthony, Daniels, & Hall, 2017). Applying these tenets to this study, workplace deviance 

behaviors are voluntary behaviors that violate organizational norms and serve as a potential 

reaction to the violation of leadership norms (e.g., destructive leader behavior). Social exchange 

theory is especially useful for my study because norms are a central tenet for social exchange 

theory, the conceptualization of workplace deviance, and the foundations of GLOBE’s cultural 

value dimensions (Gouldner, 1960; House et al., 1999, 2004; Robinson & Bennett, 1995).  

Deviance scholars have relied on various theoretical frameworks, such as social exchange 

theory, justice theory, displaced aggression theory (i.e., the frustration-aggression hypothesis), 

and social information processing theory to explain the connection between antecedents and the 

resulting deviant behaviors (Bennett et al., 2018; Robinson, 2008). As emphasized above, no 

unifying theoretical framework currently exists. However, social exchange theory has gained 

popularity for both primary studies and meta-analyses of workplace deviance (Ellen et al., in 

press; Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007; O’Boyle, Forsyth, Banks, & McDaniel, 2012). 

According to Robinson and Bennett (1995; 1997, p. 14), deviant behavior is often the 

outcome of a “perceived specific event(s) that triggers or provokes the employee to take a 

specific action”. These triggers include employee perceptions of workplace stressors (i.e., 

financial, social, or physical demands), unjust treatment, undesirable working conditions, or 

organizational changes. The triggers can create a sense of unfairness, disparity, or outrage in 

employees. Employees who experience a sense of unfairness, disparity, or outrage desire to 

resolve these feelings with misbehavior, leading to acts of workplace deviance (Colbert et al., 

2004). Resolving these feelings of unfairness, disparity, and outrage can take the form of 

interpersonal mistreatment or organizational harm.  
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Target similarity model of social exchange. Recent developments in the social exchange 

literature have established the importance of source-target similarity when considering actions 

and reactions within relationships (Lavelle et al., 2007). Specifically, Lavelle and colleagues’ 

(2007) target similarity model of social exchange suggests that exchanges are dependent upon 

the source of the initial action. For example, a destructive leader may verbally abuse a follower 

over a workplace mistake. According to this model, it is expected that the follower would react 

in kind towards their leader or interpersonally towards a coworker, customer, or another 

individual in their workplace. This creates a chain of abuse based on the initial source of the 

negative social exchange relationship experience. 

Additionally, recent research shows the possibility of source-target misalignment in 

social exchange actions and reactions (e.g., abusive supervision and organizational citizenship 

behaviors: Mackey, McAllister, Brees, Huang, & Carson, 2018). For example, a follower may 

experience leader aggression and respond with punishing their organization instead of their 

leader directly (Lian et al., 2014b). However, in the following hypothesis development section, I 

argue that the target similarity between destructive leadership and interpersonal deviance may be 

more aligned and generate a stronger relationship than the relationship between destructive 

leadership and organizational deviance due to the theoretical foundations rooted in social 

exchange.  

Social exchange theory has been previously used to explain the connection between 

destructive leadership styles and deviant behaviors (e.g., Lian et al., 2014b), as well as other 

forms of retaliatory behavior in the workplace (e.g., insubordination: Mackey, McAllister, et al., 

2021b). Meta-analytically examining specific relationships (i.e., destructive leadership and 
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workplace deviance) through the lens of social exchange and the target similarity model further 

unifies the deviance literature around this theoretical framework.  

Research has shown a consistent and stable positive relationship between destructive 

leadership and workplace deviance (Mackey, Ellen et al., 2021a; Mackey, McAllister, et al., 

2021c). However, the variance in this relationship allows for further theorizing on the contexts 

impacting this relationship. Social exchange theory and the target similarity model of social 

exchange serve as important theoretical foundations for explaining the established positive 

relationships between destructive leadership and interpersonal deviance, as well as destructive 

leadership and organizational deviance (Blau, 1964; Cropanzano et al., 2017; Lavelle et al., 

2007).  

Theoretical Integration 

Collectively, social exchange theory (Blau, 1964), the target similarity model of social 

exchange (Lavelle et al., 2007), and implicit leadership theory (Eden & Leviatan, 1975) work 

together to explain the relationships between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal 

and organizational deviance. Specifically, social exchange theory serves as the foundational 

underpinnings of the negative reciprocity at play in relationships between destructive leaders and 

their deviant followers (Cropanzano et al., 2017). Further, the target similarity model of social 

exchange provides a more nuanced view of social exchange to more narrowly explain the 

differing reactions to destructive leadership across different targets of workplace deviance 

despite the source of the negative social exchange experienced being the same (Cropanzano et 

al., 2017; Lavelle et al., 2007).  

Then, I draw from implicit leadership theory to further our understanding of the 

relationships between destructive leadership and both forms of deviance. Implicit leadership 
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theory explains the impact of expectations and norms placed on the relations between leaders and 

their followers. Moreover, expectations and norms are culturally and societally specific to 

national context (House et al., 2004). By utilizing implicit leadership theory, I improve my 

theorizing of each national context’s impact on the relationships between destructive leadership 

and followers’ interpersonal and organizational deviance. This theoretical integration is 

necessary to parsimoniously explain the interplay between the micro- and macro-level 

phenomena examined in this study (i.e., interpersonal mistreatment behaviors and cultural 

values).  

GLOBE Cultural Value Dimensions  

Nationality (i.e., country) is an important contextual factor impacting followers’ 

differences in their expectations of leaders’ behavior because these assumptions can evolve as 

followers are socialized into specific cultures or societies (Offermann & Coats, 2017). 

Specifically, cultural values across countries are dependent upon the context (e.g., national 

norms), which means that followers’ archetypes of desirable and undesirable leadership types 

vary across nationalities (Junker & Van Dick, 2014; Lord et al., 2020). The GLOBE framework 

includes cultural value dimensions assess performance orientation, assertiveness, future 

orientation, humane orientation, institutional collectivism, in-group collectivism, gender 

egalitarianism, power distance, and uncertainty avoidance within the 62 countries studied (House 

et al., 1999, 2004). This study examines followers’ perceptions of destructive leadership 

(Mackey et al., 2021a), so I have chosen to utilize GLOBE framework’s societal values (i.e., 

how things are expected or desired to be) instead of societal practices (i.e., how things exist in 

reality) (Brewer & Venaik, 2010; Javidan, House, Dorfman, Hanges, & de Luque, 2006). This 

cross-cultural differences approach allows me to draw from implicit leadership theory and the 
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target similarity model of social exchange to hypothesize why each of GLOBE’s cultural value 

dimensions likely moderate the relationships between destructive leadership and followers’ 

interpersonal and organizational deviance.  

Throughout my hypothesis development section below, I outline the definition of each 

GLOBE cultural value dimension and the relevant findings impacting my theory-driven 

hypotheses for the exacerbating or attenuating effect of each cultural value on the relationships 

between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal and organizational deviance. 

Overall, I assert that destructive leadership serves as a salient violation of cultural and exchange 

norms in the workplace, which are driven by the implicit leadership schemas influenced by 

national context and norms of reciprocity assumed in leader-follower interactions (Blau, 1964; 

Gouldner, 1960; Lord et al., 2020). This violation of norms ultimately impacts a follower’s 

response, leading to incidences of interpersonal and organizational workplace deviance. 

Summary  

In short, my review of destructive leadership and workplace deviance literatures indicates 

an opportunity to improve our understanding of national context and cultural values. In the 

leadership and deviance literatures, there is a limited amount of research specifically focused on 

cross-cultural differences due to the costs, time, and professional connections necessary to 

conduct high-quality individual-level data collections around the world (House et al., 1999, 

2004). Therefore, incorporating GLOBE’s cultural value dimensions as moderators of existing 

findings on destructive leadership and workplace deviance allows for a unique perspective and 

opportunity to extend our knowledge and understanding on these phenomena. In the following 

section, I develop my hypotheses for each GLOBE cultural value dimension while drawing on 

the tenets of implicit leadership theory and the target similarity model of social exchange.  
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Chapter 3 

Hypotheses 

In this hypothesis development section, I outline my theory-driven predictions for the 

exacerbating or attenuating effect of each GLOBE cultural value on the relationships between 

destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal and organizational deviance. First, I argue the 

expected relationship between destructive leadership and interpersonal deviance, as well as the 

relationship between destructive leadership and organizational deviance. Next, for each GLOBE 

cultural value, I define the value, highlight relevant research findings, and argue for the predicted 

effect on the proposed relationships. Each hypothesis draws on the theoretical tenets of implicit 

leadership theory and the target similarity model of social exchange, as well as previous findings 

in the destructive leadership and international business literatures. The full conceptual model is 

presented visually in Figure 1.  

 First, for parsimonious theorizing, I draw from social exchange theory and the target 

similarity model of social exchange to explain why it is important to examine interpersonal and 

organizational deviance separately. The notion of source-target alignment or misalignment (e.g., 

Mackey et al., 2018) best captures how deviance can manifest differently despite similar origins 

of destructive behavior (i.e., destructive leadership). Thus, I outline theoretical arguments for the 

meaningful differences affecting the direct relationship between destructive leadership and 

interpersonal deviance (i.e., Hypothesis 1a), as well as the direct relationship between destructive 

leadership and organizational deviance (i.e., Hypothesis 1b).  

 Next, I introduce implicit leadership theory to explain the moderating effects of cultural 

values within these relationships. Most notably, I use implicit leadership theory to argue that 

destructive leadership more meaningfully violates expectations for some followers than others 
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based on cultural and societal norms. Finally, I utilize the theoretical arguments on whether 

expectations are met or violated to hypothesize whether each GLOBE cultural value either 

attenuates or exacerbates the relationships between destructive leadership and followers’ 

interpersonal and organizational deviance.  

Destructive Leadership and Workplace Deviance  

Social exchange theory serves as the theoretical underpinning for explaining the 

relationship between destructive leadership and interpersonal deviance (Blau, 1964; Gouldner, 

1960). The norm of reciprocity (Emerson, 1976) established in exchange relationships between 

leaders and their followers helps to explain why followers may react deviantly toward 

destructive leaders, especially when followers perceive that they were targeted by destructive 

leaders’ behavior. Given the established positive relationship between destructive leadership and 

interpersonal deviance (Mackey et al., 2021b, 2021c), the target similarity model of social 

exchange allows us to improve our theorizing on the alignment between origins (i.e., destructive 

leaders) of abuse and targets of response (i.e., interpersonal in nature).  

Interpersonal deviance captures rude, hurtful, and harmful actions towards a follower’s 

supervisor, coworkers, or other organizational stakeholders (e.g., customers) (e.g., Mackey et al., 

2021c). Previous research suggests that abusive leader behaviors are associated with 

interpersonal deviance (Mawritz et al., 2012). Similarly, the target similarity model of social 

exchange argues that experienced harm from an individual will result in reactionary behaviors 

towards a similar target (e.g., an individual or group of individuals). Social exchange theory 

suggests that individuals will react in kind to maintain relational equilibrium due to the norms of 

reciprocity embedded in leader-follower relationships (Blau, 1964; Ellen et al., in press). 

Drawing from target similarity of model of social exchange, I argue that the similarities between 
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interpersonal sources and targets invokes followers’ negative reciprocity, which compels them to 

react to experienced interpersonal mistreatment (i.e., destructive leadership) with perpetrated 

interpersonal mistreatment (i.e., interpersonal deviance). Thus, I hypothesize that there will be a 

positive relationship between destructive leadership and interpersonal deviance.  

Hypothesis 1a: Destructive leadership will be positively associated with followers’ 

interpersonal deviance. 

Organizational deviance includes behaviors such as theft of company property, 

daydreaming on the job, and disclosing confidential company information to someone outside 

the organization (Bennett & Robinson, 2000). Similar to interpersonal deviance, previous meta-

analytic studies of workplace deviance have shown a positive relationship between destructive 

leadership and organizational deviance (Berry et al., 2007; Mackey et al., 2021a, 2021c). In his 

original theorizing of social exchange relationship quality, Blau (1964) argued that individuals 

develop social exchange relationships with their organizations based on the costs and benefits 

(both financial and social in nature) given and received over time between parties (i.e., an 

employee and his or her organization). The target similarity model of social exchange argues that 

misalignment of source and targets of exchanges may impact the strength of relationships; 

however, there is still an important and impactful exchange relationship between employees and 

their organizations due to the shared environment (i.e., workplace context; Lavelle et al., 2007).  

Previous theorizing on the role of social exchange on organizational deviance suggests 

that followers have social exchange relationships with their organizations, and their quality of 

social exchange relationships within workplaces likely share some overlap with the quality of 

their interpersonal social exchange relationships within that specific workplace environment 

(e.g., relationships with leaders or coworkers) (Blau, 1964; Ellen et al., in press). Further, 
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followers may have justification for engaging in organizational deviance instead of interpersonal 

deviance based on the perceived consequences of each deviant behavior in their workplace 

environment or societal context. Drawing from the target similarity model of social exchange, I 

argue that differences between interpersonal sources and organizational targets still invoke 

followers’ negative reciprocity; however, it can be misdirected within the same context (i.e., 

workplace environment) for any of a number of reasons (e.g., availability of easy opportunities 

[such as cyberloafing or stealing office supplies] and/or decreased likelihood of detection and 

punishment]). Therefore, I predict a positive relationship between destructive leadership and 

followers’ organizational deviance.  

Hypothesis 1b: Destructive leadership will be positively associated with followers’ 

organizational deviance. 

GLOBE Cultural Values  

Management scholars have demonstrated a continued interest in understanding culture 

and its influence on individuals’ behaviors. Culture, or a “shared meaning system” (Shweder & 

LeVine, 1984, p. 110), serves as a way to describe the values, norms, and beliefs held by the 

individuals and groups present in a given society. Overall, interest in culture and its impact has 

led to international business research focused on cross-cultural values and their impact on 

employee behavior (e.g., Gelfand, Harrington, & Jackson, 2017; Javidan et al., 2006; Reiche, 

Lee, & Allen, 2019). In my study, national contexts serve as the environment in which 

destructive leadership and workplace deviance behavior are embedded. Thus, investigating these 

contexts provides a more complete understanding of the role of cultural values on interpersonal 

mistreatment behaviors in the workplace around the world. Further, social values are culturally 

and contextually specific, leading to differing expectations, norms, and assumptions of what 
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constitutes positive and negative leadership styles (Junker & Van Dick, 2014; Lord et al., 2020), 

which means that nationalities provide a rich context for understanding how implicit leadership 

theories and social exchange expectations captured by cultural values impact the relationship 

between destructive leadership and workplace deviance.  

The GLOBE framework captures cross-national differences in the cultural value 

dimensions of performance orientation, assertiveness, future orientation, humane orientation, 

institutional collectivism, in-group collectivism, gender egalitarianism, power distance, and 

uncertainty avoidance (House et al., 1999, 2004). Throughout the section below, I describe the 

GLOBE cultural value dimensions, as well as outline theory-based predictions about why each 

dimension moderates the relationships between destructive leadership and followers’ 

interpersonal and organizational deviance. My core arguments draw from my theorizing that 

destructive leadership either aligns or contradicts the societal and cultural norms in a given 

national context and the associated GLOBE cultural value in question. Ultimately, I examine 

micro-level destructive leadership processes and follower reactions (i.e., workplace deviance) at 

the macro country-level. The micro and macro levels embedded in my hypotheses requires that I 

predict the direction of the direct effect of each of GLOBE’s cultural value dimensions on the 

relationships between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal and organizational 

deviance. 

Performance Orientation  

Defined as “the degree to which a collective encourages and rewards (and should 

encourage and reward) group members for performance improvement and excellence,” 

performance orientation highlights cultural norms that value high standards, personal 

improvement, and professional success (House et al., 2004, p. 30). Drawing from Max Weber’s 
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works on Protestant professions and work ethic (1904/1930), House and colleagues (2004) 

argued that performance orientation captures a previously unidentified cultural value that 

impacts wealth creation, need for achievement, and self-reliance (McClelland, 1961). Societies, 

or national contexts, characterized as high in performance orientation tend to reward results 

above people and ascribe to personal responsibility (House et al., 2004). In contrast, national 

contexts characterized as low in performance orientation value harmony with nature, tradition, 

and familial relationships above personal financial success (House et al., 2004).  

Drawing on implicit leadership theory (Lord et al., 2020), employees in high 

performance-oriented societies expect their leaders to be assertive, results-oriented, and driven 

by financial gain. Therefore, many followers may perceive destructive leadership practices as 

necessary to achieve the rewards valued by society. Previous research on the intentionality of 

destructive leadership captures how leaders may attempt to use harmful methods to achieve 

desirable workplace outcomes (Mackey et al., 2021a).  

For example, strategic expressions of hostility (Tepper, Duffy, & Breaux-Soignet, 2012) 

and strategic bullying (Ferris, Zinko, Brouer, Buckley, & Harvey, 2007) are intentional leader 

behaviors that may be perceived as destructive; however, a leader’s constructive goals may 

influence employee behavior like individual and team-level creativity (Liu, Liao, & Lio, 2012). 

Thus, the fast pace, demanding outcome targets, and overall intensity in performance-oriented 

cultures may align destructive leadership behaviors with the assumed normal behavior expected 

from a leader in the workplace. Further, employees are less likely to engage in workplace 

deviance in performance-oriented societies due to the unwanted financial and professional 

punishments associated with deviance (Mackey et al., 2021c; Robinson, 2008). 
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Based on the expected results-driven nature of leaders in performance-oriented national 

contexts, I predict that performance orientation will attenuate the relationship between 

destructive leadership and followers’ workplace deviance. Implicit leadership theory suggests 

that alignment between schema expectations and reality will result in desirable relationship 

quality and behavior outcomes between a leader and his or her follower (Lord et al., 2020). As 

such, I argue that followers may expect, tolerate, and even welcome harsh leadership behaviors 

in performance-oriented societies. Thus, I hypothesize that performance orientation will 

attenuate the relationships between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal deviance 

and organizational deviance.  

Hypothesis 2a: Performance orientation will be negatively associated with the 

relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal deviance.  

Hypothesis 2b: Performance orientation will be negatively associated with the 

relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ organizational deviance.  

Assertiveness  

Assertiveness, or “the degree to which individuals are (and should be) assertive, 

confrontational, and aggressive in their relationship with others”, captures a meaningful cultural 

value impacting the relationships between leaders and their followers (House et al., 2004, p. 30). 

Highly assertive societies endorse toughness, overt confidence, goal achievement even at the 

expense of others, and conformity to authority (House et al., 1999, 2004; Peabody, 1985; Pearce 

& Wassenaar, 2014). In contrast, societies low in assertiveness encourage modesty, tenderness, 

harmony, and trust within warm relationships (House et al., 2004). In general, assertiveness 

determines the extent to which individuals are expected to embody competition versus 

cooperation in relationships.  
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In the leader-follower relationship, it is likely that direct, dominant, and even toxic leader 

behavior may be expected and even encouraged in highly assertive societies. For example, 

assertiveness has been theorized to be associated with exploitive paternalism between leaders 

and followers, which demands undisputed obedience of leader directives and harsh punishment 

in the workplace (Mansur, Sobral, & Goldszmidt, 2017; Wu & Xu, 2012). Implicit leadership 

theory asserts that the endorsement of assertiveness in society may lead to the acceptance of 

destructive leadership behaviors. Moreover, assertive societies create workplace environments 

where interpersonal and organizational deviance are less likely due to the general expectation of 

destructive leadership tactics and the fear of severe punishment. Thus, I hypothesize that 

assertiveness will attenuate the relationships between destructive leadership and both forms of 

workplace deviance.  

Hypothesis 3a: Assertiveness will be negatively associated with the relationship between 

destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal deviance.  

Hypothesis 3b: Assertiveness will be negatively associated with the relationship between 

destructive leadership and followers’ organizational deviance.  

Future Orientation  

According to the GLOBE framework, the future orientation cultural value is “the extent 

to which individuals engage (and should engage) in future-oriented behaviors such as planning, 

investing in the future, and delaying gratification” (House et al., 2004, p. 30). Highly future-

oriented societies emphasize behaviors like preparation and decision-making with the future in 

mind. Societies with low levels of future orientation value instant gratification and elect to enjoy 

life now versus planning for the future. Overall, future orientation as a cultural value dictates the 
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time horizon of decision-making and the perception of short- versus long-term gratification 

(House et al., 1999, 2004; Venaik, Zhu, & Brewer, 2013). 

Cultures characterized as high in future orientation often encourage long-term financial 

success, saving for the future, and long-term strategizing at both the individual and 

organizational levels (House et al., 2004). In the context of the relationship between destructive 

leadership and workplace deviance, I assert that destructive leaders in performance-oriented 

cultures violate the long-term perspective infused in the cultural norms of the society. Rather, 

according to implicit leadership theory, destructive leadership behaviors go against the 

expectations of leaders to embrace future-oriented organizational and team building strategies 

(House et al., 2004).  

Thus, I predict that followers are more likely to engage in either form of deviance despite 

the risks and long-term consequences associated with being caught engaging in deviant behavior 

(e.g., job loss, demotion, or other forms of professional punishment). Drawing from implicit 

leadership theory, I predict that violations of cultural expectations (i.e., long-term perspective) 

will exacerbate the relationships between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal and 

organizational deviance. Therefore, I hypothesize the following:  

Hypothesis 4a: Future orientation will be positively associated with the relationship 

between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal deviance.  

Hypothesis 4b: Future orientation will be positively associated with the relationship 

between destructive leadership and followers’ organizational deviance.  

Humane Orientation  

Defined as “the degree to which a collective encourages and rewards (and should 

encourage and reward) individuals for being fair, altruistic, generous, caring, and kind to others,” 
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humane orientation highlights valuing others, benevolence, and social support at various levels 

of society (House et al., 2004, p. 30). Cultures characterized as high in humane orientation 

emphasize obedience between parents and children due to the overall familial nature of these 

societies. In contrast, cultures characterized as low in humane orientation include people 

interested in self-enhancement, hedonistic values (i.e., short-term pleasure), and familial 

independence in adulthood. In general, humane orientation establishes the cultural expectations 

associated with family, relation to others, and the treatment of others in one’s society.  

Destructive leaders in highly humane-oriented societies are likely considered to be in 

violation of the norms associated with the need for belongingness, kindness to others, and 

generosity of spirit (House et al., 2004; McClelland, 1961). In this situation, followers could feel 

righteous in reacting poorly to these salient violations. Therefore, I argue that followers who are 

members of high humane orientation countries are more likely to engage in interpersonal or 

organizational deviance in response to destructive leadership. Based on implicit leadership 

theory, I suggest that these societies allow for retaliatory behavior when leaders defy benevolent 

social and societal norms. Thus, I hypothesize that humane orientation will exacerbate the 

relationships between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal and organizational 

deviance.  

Hypothesis 5a: Humane orientation will be positively associated with the relationship 

between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal deviance.  

Hypothesis 5b: Humane orientation will be positively associated with the relationship 

between destructive leadership and followers’ organizational deviance.  

Institutional Collectivism  

Institutional collectivism, or “the degree to which organizational and societal institutional 
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practices encourage and reward (and should encourage and reward) collective distribution of 

resources and collective action,” highlights the role of economic resources and collective action 

on the generation of opportunity across society (House et al., 2004, p. 30). For example, societies 

with high levels of institutional collectivism believe that group goals are more important than 

individual goals. In contrast, societies low in institutional collectivism, or what is sometimes 

referred to as individualism, emphasize autonomy, professional achievement, and capitalistic 

market structures. Overall, institutional collectivism creates expectations regarding whether 

action should be individual-focused or group-focused across society.  

Drawing from implicit leadership theory, destructive leaders in societies characterized as 

high in institutional collectivism are likely considered to be in violation of the norms associated 

with group harmony due their selfish actions and harm of others (House et al., 2004). Therefore, 

followers could feel empowered to react deviantly based on these salient violations. Thus, I 

argue that followers who are members of high institutional collectivism countries are more likely 

to engage in interpersonal or organizational deviance in response to destructive leadership. I 

suggest that these societies discourage selfish leadership tactics and empower followers to right 

wrongs against their institutional identities (e.g., organizational membership). In high 

institutional collectivism cultures, individuals are encouraged to maintain group-level behavioral 

norms like seeking peace, the common good, and conformity and use deviant behaviors as a tool 

to punish their destructive leaders. Thus, I hypothesize that institutional collectivism will 

exacerbate the relationships between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal and 

organizational deviance.  

Hypothesis 6a: Institutional collectivism will be positively associated with the 

relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal deviance.  
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Hypothesis 6b: Institutional collectivism will be positively associated with the 

relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ organizational deviance.  

In-Group Collectivism  

Defined as “the degree to which individuals express (and should express) pride, loyalty, 

and cohesiveness in their organizations or families,” in-group collectivism is associated with 

high levels of social group and organizational identification (House et al., 2004, p. 30). Societies 

characterized with high levels of in-group collectivism emphasize group decision-making 

practices, prosocial behavior towards peers, and commitment toward one’s given (i.e., family) 

and chosen (i.e., social and professional) groups. In contrast, cultures with low levels of in-group 

collectivism are individualistic in nature and emphasize individual decision-making, autonomy 

from others, and personal responsibility (House et al., 2004).  

According to implicit leadership theory, destructive leaders in cultures with high levels of 

in-group collectivism are likely considered to be in violation of the norms associated with group 

loyalty and support due to their self-enhancement actions (House et al., 2004; Krasikova et al., 

2013). Due to the group-level nature of in-group collectivism, I argue that followers are more 

likely to react poorly towards their leaders’ destructive behaviors. Destructive leadership is an 

explicit violation of assumed loyalty, commitment, and even identification with one’s 

organization (House et al., 2004). Thus, I suggest that individuals will seek to rectify the wrongs 

against their work group or organization carried out by their destructive leaders by engaging in 

workplace deviance. In-group collectivism highlights a salient and impactful violation of 

behavioral norms, and therefore, is likely to embolden followers to act out deviantly. Thus, 

drawing on implicit leadership theory, I argue that in-group collectivism will exacerbate the 
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relationships between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal and organizational 

deviance. 

Hypothesis 7a: In-group collectivism will be positively associated with the relationship 

between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal deviance.  

Hypothesis 7b: In-group collectivism will be positively associated with the relationship 

between destructive leadership and followers’ organizational deviance.  

Gender Egalitarianism  

Gender egalitarianism, or “the degree to which a collective minimizes (and should 

minimize) gender inequality,” captures how gendered attitudes like gender stereotypes and 

gender-role ideology (e.g., accepted role relationships between men and women) can lead to 

drastically different behavioral outcomes like gender discrimination and gender equality (House 

et al., 2004, p. 30). For example, societies with high levels of gender egalitarianism are 

motivated to create modern gender-role ideologies that emphasize the similarities between men 

and women specific to their skills, knowledge, and contributions to society. In contrast, cultures 

with low levels of gender egalitarianism are less likely to emphasize the equal role of genders in 

society, leading to more instances of gender discrimination. Research shows that when genders 

are perceived as more equal overall, females participate more in higher education and the work 

force across countries (Williams & Best, 1990).  

In the context of leader-follower relationships, mistreating an employee or harming one’s 

organization (i.e., destructive leadership) goes against the relational norms set out in the goals of 

modern gender-role ideologies. In cultures of high gender egalitarianism, there may be a wider 

assumption that destructive behavior of any kind (e.g., sexual harassment or other otherwise) 

should not be tolerated in the workplace. Conversely, cultures characterized as low in gender 
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egalitarianism may put followers in the position of submission as it relates to leader status and 

obedience. In many ways, submissive roles between leaders and followers mirror those of 

traditional gender-role ideologies between men and women (House et al., 2004). Thus, drawing 

on implicit leadership theory, I argue that gender egalitarianism will exacerbate the relationships 

between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal and organizational deviance. 

Hypothesis 8a: Gender egalitarianism will be positively associated with the relationship 

between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal deviance.  

Hypothesis 8b: Gender egalitarianism will be positively associated with the relationship 

between destructive leadership and followers’ organizational deviance.  

Power Distance  

According to the GLOBE framework, the power distance cultural value captures “the 

extent to which members of a collective expect power to be distributed equally” (House et al., 

2004, p. 30). Cultures with high levels of power distance accept power differences, hierarchical 

authority, and assigned status privileges in relationships between leaders and their followers. 

However, societies with low levels of power distance expect more equitable status and power 

distribution in the workplace (Daniels & Greguras, 2014). In the original theorizing behind 

power distance, House and colleagues (2004) argued that the role of power in society is viewed 

differently in high versus low power distance societies. For example, in high power distance 

cultures, power differences provide social order, stability, and relational distinctions. In contrast, 

in low power distance cultures, power differences create opportunity for corruption and misuse 

of authority in society.  

Destructive leaders in low power distance societies are likely considered to be in 

violation of the norms and assumptions associated with leaders being viewed as equitable peers 
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with their followers (House et al., 2004). Thus, followers may react to this norm violation 

negatively by behaving deviantly either interpersonally or organizationally. In the context of 

high power distance cultures, destructive leadership tactics may be relatively more expected and 

acceptable norms for behavior in leader-follower relationships. Therefore, I argue that those 

followers who are members of high power distance countries are less likely to engage in 

interpersonal or organizational deviance in response to destructive leadership than followers in 

low power distance countries. Drawing on implicit leadership theory, I suggest that high power 

distance societies prepare individuals to tolerate all types of leadership behaviors due to the 

expectation of unwavering respect, obedience, and hierarchical structures present in daily life 

(House et al., 2004). Thus, I hypothesize that power distance will attenuate the relationships 

between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal and organizational deviance.  

Hypothesis 9a: Power distance will be negatively associated with the relationship 

between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal deviance.  

Hypothesis 9b: Power distance will be negatively associated with the relationship 

between destructive leadership and followers’ organizational deviance.  

Uncertainty Avoidance 

Uncertainty Avoidance, or “the extent to which a society, organization, or group relies 

(and should rely) on social norms, rules, and procedures to alleviate unpredictability of future 

events,” captures a culture’s reliance on orderliness, consistency, and formality to provide 

structure for daily life (House et al., 2004, p. 30). In societies with high levels of uncertainty 

avoidance, workplace interactions are characterized by formal documentation, risk aversion, and 

high levels of control. In contrast, cultures with low levels of uncertainty avoidance emphasize 

prevalent informal interactions, less calculated risk taking, and less formalized control.  



 

 

46 

In the context of leader-follower relationships, mistreating a follower or harming an 

organization (i.e., destructive leadership) goes against the orderliness and procedural nature 

valued in countries with high levels of uncertainty avoidance. This clear orderliness violation 

may drive followers to engage in workplace deviance. When experiencing severe violations of 

leadership expectations, I suggest that individuals in cultures with high levels of uncertainty 

avoidance are more likely to engage in their own violation of organizational norms in order to 

restore order back to the workplace (Robinson, 2008). When behaving deviantly, individuals 

may gain a sense of control in their relationship with their destructive leader. Therefore, drawing 

from implicit leadership theory, I hypothesize that uncertainty avoidance will exacerbate the 

relationships between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal and organizational 

deviance. 

Hypothesis 10a: Uncertainty avoidance will be positively associated with the relationship 

between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal deviance.  

Hypothesis 10b: Uncertainty avoidance will be positively associated with the relationship 

between destructive leadership and followers’ organizational deviance.  

Summary 

In sum, the hypotheses presented in this dissertation highlight the importance of norms 

on both the organizational and cultural level when examining the moderating effect of 

GLOBE’s cultural values on the relationship between destructive leadership and two targets of 

workplace deviance: interpersonal and organizational deviance. The very violation of 

leadership schemas (Junker & Van Dick, 2014; Lord & Maher, 199) impacts a follower’s 

decision to behave deviantly; however, the higher-level influence of cultural norms may 

influence the likelihood of these undesirable workplace behaviors. Further, many of my 
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arguments rely on the original theorizing of GLOBE’s cultural values and outline how these 

values ultimately impact leader-follower relationships in the workplace. These hypotheses 

remain aligned with the tenets of implicit leadership theory and the target similarity model of 

social exchange while extending the destructive leadership and deviance literatures to include 

the unexplored impact of national contexts and their cultural values on the relationship 

between destructive leadership and followers’ workplace deviance. The full hypothesized 

model can be found in Figure 2.   
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Chapter 4 

Method 

Overview 

My study used meta-analysis to examine my hypotheses in order to build and test a 

generalizable set of implicit leadership theory and social exchange predictions across an array of 

national contexts (Shaw & Ertug, 2017). More specifically, I conducted random-effects meta-

analyses and correlation analyses so I am able to examine the relationship between (1) each of 

the GLOBE cultural value dimensions and (2) the relationships between destructive leadership 

and followers’ interpersonal and organizational deviance.  

First, I followed rigorous meta-analytic techniques and implemented best practice 

reporting standards to create a replicable and transparent meta-analytic dataset (Aguinis, Cascio, 

& Ramani, 2017; Aguinis, Hill, & Bailey, 2019; Aguinis, Ramani, & Alabduljader, 2018; 

Aguinis, Ramani, & Cascio, 2020; Geyskens, Krishnan, Steenkamp, & Cunha, 2009; Moher et 

al., 2015; Steel, Beugelsdijk, & Aguinis, 2021). Next, I estimated the country-level meta-analytic 

correlations via sub-group moderator analyses. Then, I used IBM’s SPSS 27.0 (Field, 2005) to 

conduct correlation analyses to determine the magnitude of the relationship between (1) each 

GLOBE cultural value dimension and (2) the meta-analytic correlations between destructive 

leadership and followers’ interpersonal and organizational deviance across countries. Finally, I 

conducted relative weight analysis (Tonidandel & LeBreton, 2015) in order to examine the 

GLOBE cultural values in parallel and determine the amount of explained variance (i.e., R2) the 

nine cultural value dimensions collectively explain and the percentage of the explained variance 

that is uniquely attributable to each cultural value dimension individually. 

Literature Search 
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In order build my meta-analytic dataset, I searched for primary studies relevant to my 

meta-analysis that were available as of January 2021 so I could develop a dataset representative 

of empirical research that examines the relationships between destructive leadership and 

followers’ interpersonal and organizational deviance. I followed best practice recommendations 

for literature searches and explicitly documented my search process (Harari, Parola, Hartwell, & 

Riegelman, 2020). I used seven strategies in my search process to find empirical primary studies 

that were relevant to my dissertation study.  

First, I reviewed the reference sections from recent meta-analyses and reviews of 

destructive leadership for applicable primary studies to include in my meta-analytic dataset (i.e., 

Krasikova et al., 2013; Mackey et al., 2017, 2021a, 2021c; Martinko et al., 2013; Park, Hoobler, 

Wu, Liden, Hu, & Wilson, 2019; Schyns & Schilling, 2013; Tepper, 2007; Tepper et al., 2017; 

Zhang & Bednall, 2016; Zhang, Liu, Xu, Yang, & Bednall, 2019). I cross-referenced each 

reference from the reference sections of these systematic and empirical reviews with my own list 

of primary studies to ensure that I examined the text of each article for potential studies.  

Second, I used Google Scholar to systematically search for studies citing destructive 

leadership measure development papers (i.e., Cortina, Magley, Williams, & Langhout, 2001; 

Duffy, Ganster, & Pagon, 2002; Larsson, Brandebo, & Nilsson, 2012; Schmid, Verdofer, & 

Peus, 2019; Shaw, Erickson, & Harvey, 2011; Tepper, 2000; Thoroughgood, Tate, Sawyer, & 

Jacobs, 2012). This search strategy allowed for a systematic approach to searching all empirical 

and conceptual studies that cited commonly used measures of destructive leadership.  

Third, I utilized Google Scholar to search for studies that included the following key 

words: (1) abusive, aversive, bullying, corrupt, derailed, despotic, destructive, evil, exploitative, 

incivility, insincere, insular, narcissistic, negative, personal(ized), charismatic, petty, pseudo-
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transformational, psychopathic, toxic, tyrannical, or undermining and (2) supervision or 

leadership in the full text to locate studies. More specifically, I looked for studies that examined 

these phenomena in organizational contexts that include leadership or supervisory behaviors. I 

included this search strategy because destructive leadership is conceptualized as a broad topic 

that captures various leadership styles comprised of leaders harming or intending to harm their 

followers and/or organizations within the workplace (Krasikova et al., 2013; Mackey et al., 

2021a).  

Fourth, I searched Proquest, Web of Science, and PsycINFO for studies that included the 

following key words: abusive, aversive, bullying, corrupt, derailed, despotic, destructive, evil, 

exploitative, incivility, insincere, insular, narcissistic, negative, personal(ized), charismatic, 

petty, pseudo-transformational, psychopathic, toxic, tyrannical, or undermining and supervision 

or leadership located anywhere in the full text of the paper. This strategy was included as part of 

my literature search process to account for and locate unpublished studies (e.g., conference 

papers, dissertations, theses, unpublished reports).  

Fifth, I reviewed and searched through conference proceedings from the Academy of 

Management, Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, and Southern Management 

Association to find relevant conference papers. I searched the proceedings from 2000 (i.e., when 

Tepper’s [2000] influential study was published) and 2020 (i.e., the most recent data available as 

of January 2021) for conference papers that included the previous outlined key terms in the full 

text of the manuscript. Steps four and five of my search strategy process were included in order 

to mitigate the impact of the file drawer problem (i.e., omission of non-significant or weak 

results; Rothstein, Sutton, & Borenstein, 2005) and publication bias (i.e., unrepresentative 

sample of research findings; Kepes, Banks, McDaniel, & Whetzel, 2012) on my dissertation 
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dataset and results.   

Sixth, I searched in press and online first articles available for academic journals from the 

Financial Times 50 journal list that publish empirical leadership research (e.g., Academy of 

Management Journal, Journal of Applied Psychology, Journal of Business Ethics, Journal of 

International Business Studies, Journal of Management, Journal of Management Studies, 

Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes) in order to locate recently accepted 

primary studies.  

Lastly, I reviewed the reference sections from the primary studies found from the 

previous six search steps for additional primary studies that might be relevant to my 

study. Specifically, I examined the titles of the references to determine whether any studies may 

include destructive leadership as a focal variable or control variable.  

Each review of my gathered primary studies began by determining if the study was 

empirical. Empirical studies were reviewed to see if they report correlations with at least one 

destructive leadership variable with relevance to my study. Studies that met these criteria were 

evaluated to determine if they met my rigorous inclusion criteria outlined below.  

Inclusion Criteria  

In order to be included in my meta-analytic dataset, I required primary studies to meet the 

six quality-based inclusion criteria described in this section. To improve the replicability and 

validity of my study, I adhered to the inclusion criteria as outlined by meta-analysis best practice 

recommendations (Aguinis, Dalton, Bosco, Pierce, & Dalton, 2011). First, I required sample 

respondents to be working adults because my dissertation examined destructive leadership and 

deviance in the workplace. I included samples with part-time and/or full-time working adults. In 

line with previous work (e.g., Mackey et al., 2021c), I only retained student samples if the 



 

 

52 

respondents were still currently employed at least part-time (e.g., working MBA students).  

Second, I required each study to empirically measure destructive leadership and 

followers’ interpersonal and organizational deviance in a manner that is consistent with the 

definitions provided in my literature review (i.e., Chapter 2). This criterion was necessary in 

order to standardize the relationships of interest included in my meta-analysis as much as 

possible. Previously, I highlighted Krasikova and colleagues’ (2013, p. 1310) definition of 

destructive leadership as “volitional behavior by a leader that can harm or intends to harm a 

leader’s organization and/or followers.” Further, I emphasized the conceptualization of 

workplace deviance as an individual’s “voluntary behavior that violates significant 

organizational norms and in so doing threatens the well-being of an organization, its members, or 

both” (Robinson & Bennett, 1995, p. 556).  

As such, I evaluated the conceptualizations and operationalizations of the focal variables 

in each primary study to ensure that they were consistent with the definitions above and how 

destructive leadership and workplace deviance have been examined in prior meta-analyses (e.g., 

Ellen et al., in press; Mackey et al., 2021a, 2021c; Schyns & Schilling, 2013). For interpersonal 

and organizational deviance, I included studies using Bennett and Robinson’s (2000) measures 

for workplace deviance (e.g., Mackey et al., 2021c), as well as others widely accepted in the 

counterproductive workplace deviance literatures (e.g., Berry et al., 2007; Ellen et al., in press), 

because these operationalizations align with previous empirical findings.  

Third, I required studies to report destructive leadership from the follower’s perspective, 

which is consistent with the conceptualization and operationalization of this leadership process 

(Krasikova et al., 2013; Mackey et al., 2021a; Schyns & Schilling, 2013; Tepper, 2000). Studies 

collecting destructive leadership from the follower’s perspective aligns with both the 
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assumptions of implicit leadership theory and the tenets of the target similarity model of social 

exchange (Lavelle et al., 2007; Lord et al., 2020), which I empirically tested. This third inclusion 

criterion is necessary to ensure appropriate theoretical and empirical alignment between my 

conceptualization and operationalization of destructive leadership.  

Fourth, I required studies to report individual-level destructive leadership because I 

examined followers’ perceptions of leader-follower and supervisor-subordinate relationships. As 

such, I excluded group-level variables and reports of third-party destructive leadership 

perceptions (i.e., witnessing destructive leadership directed towards others). I also excluded diary 

or daily reports (e.g., studies that use the experiential sampling method) of destructive leadership 

due to my focus on destructive leadership as a process experienced over time. 

Fifth, I required that the sample respondents from each study were from a single national 

context (i.e., the same country). My goal was to include all relevant studies if authors were able 

to confirm their study results are specific to one country. Sixth, I confirmed that cultural value 

dimension ratings were available for the respondents’ countries within the GLOBE database 

(https://globeproject.com/study_2004_2007?page_id=data#data), which includes scores for 62 

countries. This inclusion criterion was necessary so I was able to locate the cultural value 

dimension scores for each country located within my dataset. Studies that drew respondents from 

countries not included in the GLOBE database did not meet this criterion requirement.  

Finally, I ensured that there was no data overlap across studies (e.g., unpublished 

conference papers and published articles) to ensure adherence to the sample independence 

assumption necessary for the psychometric meta-analytic method (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004; 

Wood, 2008). The references and main coding information can be found in the appendices of this 

dissertation.  
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Coding 

I created a low-inference coding form in Microsoft Excel to limit the number of errors 

and coder-related judgment calls (Aguinis, Pierce, Bosco, Dalton, & Dalton, 2011). The coding 

form included the primary studies’ authors, years, study/sample numbers (when relevant), 

destructive leadership variables, deviance variables, and notes (when relevant). In order to align 

with meta-analysis best practices, I had two independent coders record the required information 

from each vetted primary study (Aguinis et al., 2011). The coders were asked to document the 

primary studies’ publication types (e.g., journal article, master’s thesis), study designs (i.e., self-

report or dyadic data), and sample sizes (i.e., n), as well as the countries from which the sample 

data were collected.  

Additionally, the coders reported relevant factors associated with the focal variables’ 

measures: their low and high scale points, response scales (e.g., agreement scale, frequency 

scale), respondent sources (e.g., self-rating, other-rating, objective organizational 

documentation), the number of items, and internal consistency estimates (i.e., I exclusively used 

Cronbach’s alpha; α). Also, the coders were asked to document the reported means (M) and the 

reported standard deviations (SDs) for the measures, as well as the bivariate zero-order 

correlations (r) between measures. Inter-rater agreement was calculated across all coding 

categories. For the interpersonal deviance meta-analyses, the following inter-rater reliabilities 

were calculated: country of sample (96.70%), sample size (89.01%), correlations (r) (89.01%), 

Cronbach’s alpha (α) for interpersonal deviance (91.21%), and Cronbach’s alpha (α) for 

destructive leadership (91.21%). For the organizational deviance meta-analyses, the following 

inter-rater reliabilities were calculated: country of sample (89.83%), sample size (94.92%), 

correlations (r) (96.61%), Cronbach’s alpha (α) for interpersonal deviance (91.53%), and 
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Cronbach’s alpha (α) for destructive leadership (93.22%). For overall deviance, the following 

inter-rater reliabilities were calculated: country of sample (98.43%), sample size (96.06%), 

correlations (r) (96.06%), Cronbach’s alpha (α) for overall deviance (95.28%), and Cronbach’s 

alpha (α) for destructive leadership (95.28%). Finally, I verified all of the primary study codes 

that were used to create my final dataset to ensure that my results were not biased by coding 

errors.  

When necessary, I created composite variables for either form of deviance (i.e., 

interpersonal or organizational) when multiple forms of either appeared in a specific study. For 

example, Bowling and colleague’s (2020) study reported results for both coworker and 

supervisor directed deviance. As such, I created a composite variable (i.e., interpersonal 

deviance) for this study in my meta-analytic dataset. As part of this process, I used Mosier’s 

(1943) Equation 8 to estimate the reliability of the composite variables. I decided to use Mosier’s 

equation as it aligns with the traditional application of Hunter and Schmidt’s (2004) method. 

Analytical Approach 

 Random-effects meta-analysis. I used Hunter and Schmidt’s (2004) psychometric meta-

analytic technique and program (Schmidt & Le, 2004) to conduct random-effects meta-analyses. 

This analysis was appropriate for my purposes because I assumed that the population parameters 

(i.e., ρ) varied across primary studies (Borenstein, Hedges, Higgins, & Rothstein, 2010; Schmidt, 

Oh, & Hayes, 2009). I used α values from each of the primary studies to correct the zero-order 

bivariate correlations from each individual study for measurement error (Viswesvaran, Ones, 

Schmidt, Le, & Oh, 2014). I utilized median α values for any primary studies not reporting αs 

that met all other inclusion criteria requirements (Aguinis, Gottfredson, & Joo, 2013). I report the 

number of samples (k), number of respondents (N), mean sample-size weighted correlations (r̄), 



 

 

56 

and population correlations that were corrected for measurement and sampling error (ρ) for each 

analysis. Further, I report standard deviations for the correlation estimates (i.e., SDr̄ and SDρ), 

80% credibility intervals, 95% confidence intervals, and the percentage of variance attributable 

to artifacts in order to assess heterogeneity (i.e., variability within the estimates). 

I used the data from included primary studies to run random-effects meta-analyses so I 

could estimate the magnitude of the relationships between destructive leadership and followers’ 

interpersonal and organizational deviance across countries. Next, I combined the population 

correlation estimates (i.e., ρ) for each country with each country’s GLOBE cultural value scores. 

Ultimately, these steps resulted in a country-level dataset that weighed each country equally in 

the correlation and relative weight analyses.  

Correlation analyses. I used IBM’s SPSS 27.0 (Field, 2005) to conduct correlation 

analyses. I utilized the results from the random-effects meta-analyses as inputs for my analyses 

to produce a correlation matrix amongst the cultural value dimension variables and correlations 

(ρ) between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal and organizational deviance. 

Correlation analyses provided important information for evaluating my moderation hypotheses 

because these analyses allowed me to examine the magnitude of the relationship between (1) 

each GLOBE cultural value dimension and (2) the correlations (i.e., ρ) between destructive 

leadership and interpersonal and organizational deviance. The results of the correlation analyses 

were used to evaluate my proposed hypotheses in the results sections below.  

Relative weight analyses. I used the meta-analytic correlation matrix created in previous 

steps to conduct relative weight analyses (Tonidandel & LeBreton, 2015). I created .csv files 

with my meta-analytic correlation matrix in order to use the relaimpo package in the R program 

to conduct this analysis (Grömping, 2006, 2015; R Core Team, 2017; Tonidandel & LeBreton, 
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2015). Relative weight analysis allowed me to estimate the percentage of variance in the 

relationships between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal and organizational 

deviance that was uniquely attributable to the nine GLOBE cultural value dimensions examined 

in this study. Ultimately, the results of the relative weight analysis provided useful information 

for evaluating the independent and collective predictive validity of the GLOBE cultural value 

dimensions when predicting the relationships between destructive leadership and followers’ 

interpersonal and organizational workplace deviance.  

Partial correlation analyses. Finally, I conducted descriptive statistics analyses so I 

could examine the measurement of destructive leadership across cultural contexts. In order to be 

included in this analysis, I required studies to report sample sizes, as well as the means, standard 

deviations, and alphas of destructive leadership. When necessary, I corrected the means and 

standard deviations for the destructive leadership measures to ensure that they reflected means 

rather than summed scores (i.e., transformed M or SD = summed score /number of items). Next, I 

corrected means to reflect the scores that would be obtained on five-point scales (i.e., 1-5; 

transformed M = [5 − 1] × [M – minimum scale point] / [maximum scale point - minimum scale 

point] + 1) to ensure that means were compared on identical scales across studies. A five-point 

scale was chosen to be consistent with the most influential destructive leadership scale by Tepper 

(2000).  

Then, I used the metamean package (Schwarzer, 2007) in the R program (R Core Team, 

2017) to meta-analytically examine means and 95% CIs around the means across countries. 

These means were used to determine the impact of the average mean score of destructive 

leadership for each country on the relationships between destructive leadership and workplace 

deviance. Then, I estimated the partial correlations between (1) the correlation (ρ) between 
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destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal and organizational deviance and (2) each 

cultural value dimension individually while controlling for the meta-analytic mean of each 

country using IBM’s SPSS 27.0 (Field, 2005). 

Overall deviance supplementary analyses. To further understand the relationship 

between destructive leadership and workplace deviance across cultures, I conducted a 

supplementary analysis of overall deviance. First, I coded and generated composite variables to 

create a dataset for overall deviance. For example, I estimated the composite correlations, the 

reliability of destructive leadership, and the reliability of overall deviance studies when both 

interpersonal and organizational deviance were reported for a specific primary study. I also 

included studies which reported overall deviance or overall counterproductive workplace 

behavior. My final overall deviance dataset included all forms of deviance: interpersonal 

deviance, organizational, and general deviance (i.e., overall deviance). Each form was included 

to better assess how deviance manifests across cultures absent of target. Following the creation 

of this dataset, I followed a similar analytic approach to my core study including random-effects 

meta-analysis, correlation analysis, relative weight analysis, and partial correlation analysis 

while controlling for the meta-analytic mean of destructive leadership.  

Summary 

 In sum, my methodological approach utilized a meta-analytic dataset to generate a 

country-level correlation between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal and 

organizational deviance for each available country. I combined these results with country-level 

GLOBE cultural value scores. This dataset allowed me to carry out correlation analyses, partial 

correlation analyses, and relative weight analyses as outlined above. The following chapter 

provides the empirical results of my analyses and is followed by a discussion of my findings and 
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their contributions to research, theory, and practice.  
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Chapter 5 

Results 

My method allowed me to generate a country-level dataset that included (1) the 

correlations (ρ) between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal and organizational 

deviance and (2) GLOBE cultural value scores for each country with available data. The final 

dataset is representative of existing empirical research that examines the relationships between 

destructive leadership and interpersonal deviance, as well as between destructive leadership and 

organizational deviance. The country-level GLOBE scores reported are reported in Table 2.  

Interpersonal Deviance Overview 

The primary studies included in the meta-analytic dataset on the relationship between 

destructive leadership and interpersonal deviance are reported in Table 3 (see Supplement A for 

references). After excluding countries with no available GLOBE data, my final dataset for the 

relationship between destructive leadership and interpersonal deviance included the 10 countries 

listed in Table 4, each country’s correlation estimate (i.e., ρ from Table 4), and the corresponding 

country-level GLOBE scores. Each of the 10 countries listed in Table 4 are equally weighted in 

the correlation analyses. Meta-analytic results for the relationship between destructive leadership 

and interpersonal deviance for countries with no available GLOBE scores are reported in Table 5 

(see Supplement B for references and Supplement C for codes). Table 6 reports my correlation 

results and partial correlations results for the relationship between destructive leadership and 

interpersonal deviance. I report a summary of correlations and hypothesis testing for 

interpersonal deviance in Table 7.  

A summary figure of the interpersonal deviance hypothesis results can be found in Figure 

3. Scatter plots for (1) each of the GLOBE cultural value dimensions and (2) the correlation (i.e., 
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ρ) between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal deviance are depicted in Figures 

4-12 to show the distribution of correlations and cultural values across countries. 

Organizational Deviance Overview  

The primary studies included in the meta-analytic dataset on the relationship between 

destructive leadership and organizational deviance are reported in Table 8 (see Supplement A for 

references). After excluding countries with no available GLOBE data, my final dataset for the 

relationship between destructive leadership and organizational deviance included the 12 

countries listed in Table 9, each country’s correlation estimate (i.e., ρ from Table 9), and the 

corresponding country-level GLOBE scores. The 12 countries listed in Table 9 are equally 

weighted in the correlation analyses. Meta-analytic results for the relationship between 

destructive leadership and organizational deviance for countries with no available GLOBE 

scores are reported in Table 10 (see Supplement B for references and Supplement D for codes). 

Table 11 reports my correlation results and partial correlations results for the relationship 

between destructive leadership and organizational deviance. I report a summary of correlations 

and hypothesis testing for organizational deviance in Table 12.  

A summary figure of the organizational deviance hypothesis results can be found in 

Figure 13. Scatter plots for (1) each of the GLOBE cultural value dimensions and (2) the 

correlation (i.e., ρ) between destructive leadership and followers’ organizational deviance are 

depicted in Figures 14-22 to show the distribution of correlations and cultural values across 

countries. These scatter plots help to visually depict trends in the data. Finally, the inputs and 

summary results for my meta mean analyses can be found in Tables 13 (i.e., input values) and 

Table 14 (i.e., meta-analytic mean results by country) for interpersonal deviance, as well as 

Table 15 (i.e., input values) and Table 16 (i.e., meta-analytic mean results by country) for 
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organizational deviance.  

Hypothesis Testing  

My correlation method is appropriate for testing my proposed hypotheses because my 

dissertation focuses on the role of country-level cultural values as moderators of the relationship 

between destructive leadership and interpersonal deviance across societies. This procedure is 

more appropriate for my study than other procedures because other approaches tend to weight 

results disproportionately in favor of the countries (e.g., China) that are over-represented in the 

primary studies included in the dataset, instead of weighting countries equally. Throughout the 

sections below, I report results without statistical significance tests in order to avoid mixing 

meta-analysis with null hypothesis significance testing (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004). For ease of 

understanding, the hypothesis testing results are presented in two sections to highlight findings 

for destructive leadership and interpersonal deviance, then destructive leadership and 

organizational deviance.  

Interpersonal deviance results. First, Hypothesis 1a predicted that destructive leadership 

would be positively associated with followers’ interpersonal deviance. I found support for 

Hypothesis 1a because the meta-analytic correlation between destructive leadership and 

interpersonal deviance (ρ = .44) indicated a strong positive relationship. This result aligns with 

previous meta-analytic findings in the deviance (e.g., Mackey et al., 2021c) and destructive 

leadership (Mackey et al., 2021a) literatures.  

Hypothesis 2a predicted that performance orientation would be negatively associated 

with the relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal deviance. Thus, 

I did not find support for Hypothesis 2a because the results demonstrated that performance 

orientation was positively associated with the relationship between destructive leadership and 
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interpersonal deviance (r = .40). Next, Hypothesis 3a predicted that assertiveness would be 

negatively associated with the relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ 

interpersonal deviance. I found support for Hypothesis 3a because the results demonstrated that 

assertiveness was negatively associated with the relationship between destructive leadership and 

interpersonal deviance (r = -.17). In contrast, Hypothesis 4a predicted that future orientation 

would be positively associated with the relationship between destructive leadership and 

followers’ interpersonal deviance. I found support for Hypothesis 4a because the results 

demonstrated that future orientation was positively associated with the relationship between 

destructive leadership and interpersonal deviance (r = .08).  

         Next, Hypothesis 5a predicted that humane orientation would be positively associated 

with the relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal deviance. 

Therefore, I found support for Hypothesis 5a (r = .01). Similarly, Hypothesis 6a predicted that 

institutional collectivism would be positively associated with the relationship between 

destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal deviance. Thus, I found support for 

Hypothesis 6a (r = .05) because the results demonstrated that institutional collectivism was 

positively associated with the relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ 

interpersonal deviance. 

Hypothesis 7a predicted that in-group collectivism would be positively associated with 

the relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal deviance. Therefore, 

I found support for Hypothesis 7a (r = .11). Likewise, Hypothesis 8a predicted that gender 

egalitarianism would be positively associated with the relationship between destructive 

leadership and followers’ interpersonal deviance. I found support for Hypothesis 8a because the 

results demonstrated that gender egalitarianism was positively associated with the relationship 
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between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal deviance (r = .58). Further, 

Hypothesis 9a predicted that power distance would be negatively associated with the relationship 

between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal deviance. Thus, I found support for 

Hypothesis 9a because the results demonstrated that power distance was negatively associated 

with the relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal deviance (r = -

.43). Finally, Hypothesis 10a predicted that uncertainty avoidance would be positively associated 

with the relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal deviance. 

However, I did not find support for Hypothesis 10a because the results demonstrated that 

uncertainty avoidance was negatively associated with the relationship between destructive 

leadership and followers’ interpersonal deviance (r = -.41).  

Organizational deviance results. First, Hypothesis 1b predicted that destructive 

leadership would be positively associated with followers’ organizational deviance. I found 

support for Hypothesis 1b because the meta-analytic correlation between destructive leadership 

and organizational deviance (ρ = .41) indicated a strong positive relationship. This finding aligns 

with previous meta-analytic results in the workplace deviance literature (e.g., Mackey et al., 

2021c).  

Second, Hypothesis 2b predicted that performance orientation would be negatively 

associated with the relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ organizational 

deviance. Thus, I found support Hypothesis 2b because the results demonstrated that 

performance orientation was negatively associated with the relationship between destructive 

leadership and followers’ organizational deviance (r = -.52). Further, Hypothesis 3b predicted 

that assertiveness would be negatively associated with the relationship between destructive 

leadership and followers’ organizational deviance. Therefore, I found support for Hypothesis 3b 
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because the results demonstrated that assertiveness was negatively associated with the 

relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ organizational deviance (r = -.14).  

Next, Hypothesis 4b predicted that future orientation would be positively associated with 

the relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ organizational deviance. 

However, I did not find support for Hypothesis 4b because the results demonstrated that future 

orientation was negatively associated with the relationship between destructive leadership and 

followers’ organizational deviance (r = -.39). Hypothesis 5b predicted that humane orientation 

would be positively associated with the relationship between destructive leadership and 

followers’ organizational deviance. Thus, I found support for Hypothesis 5b because the results 

demonstrated that humane orientation was positively associated with the relationship between 

destructive leadership and followers’ organizational deviance (r = .33).  

Hypothesis 6b predicted that institutional collectivism would be positively associated 

with the relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ organizational deviance. 

However, I did not find support for Hypothesis 6b because the results demonstrated that 

institutional collectivism (r = -.44) was negatively associated with the relationship between 

destructive leadership and followers’ organizational deviance. Similarly, Hypothesis 7b 

predicted that in-group collectivism would be positively associated with the relationship between 

destructive leadership and followers’ organizational deviance. Thus, I did not find support for 

Hypothesis 7b because the results demonstrated that in-group collectivism (r = -.53) was 

negatively associated with the relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ 

organizational deviance. 

Next, Hypothesis 8b predicted that gender egalitarianism would be positively associated 

with the relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ organizational deviance. 
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Thus, I found support for Hypothesis 8b because the results demonstrated that gender 

egalitarianism was positively associated with the relationship between destructive leadership and 

followers’ organizational deviance (r = .06). Hypothesis 9a predicted that power distance would 

be negatively associated with the relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ 

organizational deviance. Therefore, I found support for Hypothesis 9b because the results 

demonstrated that power distance was negatively associated with the relationship between 

destructive leadership and followers’ organizational deviance (r = -.26).  

Finally, Hypothesis 10b predicted that uncertainty avoidance would be positively 

associated with the relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ organizational 

deviance. Therefore, I did not find support for Hypothesis 10b because the results demonstrated 

that uncertainty avoidance was negatively associated with the relationship between destructive 

leadership and followers’ organizational deviance (r = -.36).  

Supplementary Analyses for Interpersonal and Organizational Deviance  

Relative Weight Analysis. In the first three chapters of this dissertation, I outlined theory-

based explanations for why I predicted that each of the GLOBE cultural value dimensions 

moderate the relationships between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal and 

organizational workplace deviance. Examining these relationships separately provides valuable 

information regarding the directionality of the moderation, as well as the individual impact of the 

GLOBE cultural values on the relationships in question. However, it is also important to examine 

the GLOBE cultural values in parallel in order to (1) add nuance to my overall findings by 

clarifying which cultural value dimensions are the strongest predictors individually, as well as 

(2) provide the collective explained variance of all the cultural value dimensions in tandem. 

I conducted relative weight analysis to generate additional knowledge regarding the 



 

 

67 

relationships of interest in this study. Following relative weight analysis procedures, I created 

two .csv files based on the correlations reported in Table 6 (i.e., interpersonal deviance) and 

Table 11 (i.e., organizational deviance). I conducted relative weight analysis (Tonidandel & 

LeBreton, 2015) in the relaimpo package (Groemping, 2015) of the R program (R Core Team, 

2017). I also decided to use relative weight analysis because it overcomes issues associated with 

correlated predictors (e.g., nine GLOBE cultural value dimensions) and power limitations 

(Tonidandel & LeBreton, 2015). Relative weight analysis helped me generate additional 

knowledge associated the amount of explained variance (i.e., R2) that was uniquely attributable 

to each cultural value dimension (i.e., raw relative weight) and the percentage of the variance 

explained that was attributable to each cultural value dimension (i.e., rescaled relative weight). 

Interpersonal deviance results. The relative weight analysis results reported in Table 7 

indicated that, collectively, GLOBE’s nine cultural value dimensions explained about 71% of the 

variance in the relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal 

deviance. Therefore, GLOBE’s framework collectively has strong predictive validity in my 

study. The specific results indicated that power distance (rescaled relative weight = 27.90%), 

gender egalitarianism (rescaled relative weight = 24.01%), and humane orientation (rescaled 

relative weight = 15.92%) were the most uniquely predictive cultural value dimensions. 

However, uncertainty avoidance (rescaled relative weight = 11.52%), institutional collectivism 

(rescaled relative weight = 7.11%), and performance orientation (rescaled relative weight = 

5.93%) accounted for at least 5.00% of the explained variance. In contrast, in-group collectivism 

(rescaled relative weight = 3.97%), assertiveness (rescaled relative weight = 2.23%), and future 

orientation (rescaled relative weight = 1.40%) explained relatively less variance.  

Organizational deviance results. The results reported in Table 12 indicated that, 



 

 

68 

collectively, GLOBE’s nine cultural value dimensions explained about 76% of the variance in 

the relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ organizational deviance. Thus, 

GLOBE’s framework collectively has strong predictive validity in my study. The specific results 

indicated that performance orientation (rescaled relative weight = 27.54%) and in-group 

collectivism (rescaled relative weight = 23.00%) were the most uniquely predictive cultural 

value dimensions in the framework. However, humane orientation (rescaled relative weight = 

12.12%), assertiveness (rescaled relative weight = 8.99%), and institutional collectivism 

(rescaled relative weight = 8.80%) accounted for at least 8% of the explained variance. In 

contrast, gender egalitarianism (rescaled relative weight = 5.83%), future orientation (rescaled 

relative weight = 5.15%), power distance (rescaled relative weight = 4.89%), and uncertainty 

avoidance (rescaled relative weight = 3.68%) explained relatively less variance.  

 Partial correlation analysis. Due to the complexities introduced by my micro- and 

macro-level dataset, I conducted a partial correlation analysis to control for the impact of the 

mean destructive leadership score of each country on the relationships of interest. I estimated the 

partial correlations between (1) the correlation (ρ) between destructive leadership and followers’ 

interpersonal and organizational deviance and (2) each cultural value dimension individually 

while controlling for the destructive leadership mean score of each country. My results rendered 

somewhat similar relationships to those found in my initial correlation analyses used for my 

hypothesis testing above.  

Interpersonal deviance results. Reported in Table 6, I found that the following GLOBE 

cultural values were positively related to the relationship between destructive leadership and 

interpersonal deviance: performance orientation (r = .56), assertiveness, (.09), future orientation 

(r = .42), humane orientation (r =.04), in-group collectivism (r = .60), and gender egalitarianism 
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(r =.60). In contrast, I found that the following GLOBE cultural values were negatively related to 

the relationship between destructive leadership and interpersonal deviance: institutional 

collectivism (r = -.11), power distance (r = -.26), and uncertainty avoidance (r = -.19). Notably, 

there were directionality differences for assertiveness (i.e., correlation analysis: r = -.17 and 

partial correlation analysis: r = .09) and institutional collectivism (i.e., correlation analysis: r = 

.05 and partial correlation analysis: r = -.11) between the correlation and the partial correlation 

analyses. These findings suggest the importance of considering destructive leadership norms 

(i.e., mean destructive leadership scores) in cultures high in assertiveness and institutional 

collectivism.  

Organizational deviance results. Regarding organizational deviance (see Table 11), I 

found that the following GLOBE cultural values were positively related to the relationship 

between destructive leadership and interpersonal deviance: humane orientation (r = .32) and 

gender egalitarianism (r = .04). In contrast, I found that the following GLOBE cultural values 

were negatively related to the relationship between destructive leadership and interpersonal 

deviance: performance orientation (r = -.54), assertiveness (r = -.13), future orientation (r = -.41), 

institutional collectivism (r = -.48), in-group collectivism (r = -.52), power distance (r = -.19), 

and uncertainty avoidance (r = -.40). There were no considerable differences in the magnitude of 

the relationships found in the initial correlation analyses and partial correlation analyses for each 

of the nine GLOBE cultural values. These findings suggest the mean destructive leadership 

scores do not have a major effect on the relationships of interest in this study.  

Supplementary Analyses for Overall Deviance 

 To improve our understanding of the relationship between destructive leadership and 

overall deviance across cultures, I conducted the same analyses for my overall deviance dataset 
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as those carried out for interpersonal and organizational deviance. In the following sections, I 

outline my findings for the random-effect meta-analysis, relative weight analysis, correlation 

analysis, and partial correlation analysis for the relationship between destructive leadership and 

overall deviance. This approach and findings were generated to provide additional context on the 

nuance of this relationship and how it may manifest differently across cultures and across targets 

(i.e., interpersonal, organizational, either, or both).  

The primary studies included in the meta-analytic dataset for the relationship between 

destructive leadership and organizational deviance are reported in Table 17 (see Supplement A 

for references). After excluding countries with no available GLOBE data, my final dataset for the 

relationship between destructive leadership and overall deviance included the countries listed in 

Table 18, each country’s correlation estimate (i.e., ρ from Table 18), and the corresponding 

country-level GLOBE scores. The 16 countries listed in Table 18 (k = 126, N = 39,245) are 

equally weighted in the correlation analyses. Meta-analytic results for the relationship between 

destructive leadership and overall deviance for countries with no available GLOBE scores are 

reported in Table 19 (see Supplement B for references and Supplement E for codes). Table 20 

reports my correlation results and partial correlations results for the relationship between 

destructive leadership and overall deviance. I report a summary of correlations, interpersonal 

deviance findings, organizational deviance findings, and relative weight analysis findings in 

Table 21.  

Scatter plots for (1) each of the GLOBE cultural value dimensions and (2) the correlation 

(i.e., ρ) between destructive leadership and followers’ overall deviance are depicted in Figures 

23-31 to show the distribution of correlations and cultural values across countries. These scatter 

plots help to visually depict trends in the data. Finally, the inputs and summary results for my 
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meta mean analyses can be found in Tables 22 (i.e., input values) and Table 23 (i.e., meta-

analytic mean results by country) for overall deviance.  

Correlation and partial correlation results. For the overall deviance correlation analyses, 

I found that the following GLOBE cultural value dimensions were positively associated with the 

relationship between destructive leadership and overall deviance: performance orientation (r = 

.03), humane orientation (r = .35), and gender egalitarianism (r = .20). In contrast, assertiveness 

(r = -.21), future orientation (r = -.07), institutional collectivism (r = -.19), in-group collectivism 

(r = -.19), power distance (r = -.15), and uncertainty avoidance (r = -.28) were found to be 

negatively associated with the relationship between destructive leadership and overall deviance. 

In order to conduct the partial correlation analysis, I generated the meta-analytic mean of 

destructive leadership for each country. My partial correlation results yielded similar results to 

the correlation results when controlling for the meta-analytic mean of destructive leadership (see 

Table 20). Notably, my correlation analyses are most similar to my organizational deviance 

findings. A summary of these findings and comparison across deviance forms can be found on 

Table 21. 

Relative weight analysis results. The results reported in Table 21 indicated that, 

collectively, GLOBE’s nine cultural value dimensions explained about 43% of the variance in 

the relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ overall deviance. Thus, GLOBE’s 

framework collectively has strong predictive validity in my study. The specific results indicated 

that humane orientation (rescaled relative weight = 30.22%) and uncertainty avoidance (rescaled 

relative weight = 15.47%) were the most uniquely predictive cultural value dimensions in the 

framework. However, in-group collectivism (rescaled relative weight = 14.24%), institutional 

collectivism (rescaled relative weight = 9.65%), and assertiveness (rescaled relative weight = 
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9.34%) accounted for at least 9% of the explained variance. In contrast, future orientation 

(rescaled relative weight = 6.64%), power distance (rescaled relative weight = 6.14%), gender 

egalitarianism (rescaled relative weight = 5.13%), and performance orientation (rescaled relative 

weight = 3.17%) explained relatively less variance.  

Summary  

Collectively, the results of my hypothesis testing, as well as my supplementary analysis, 

suggest meaningful differences in the impact of GLOBE’s cultural value dimensions on the 

relationships between destructive leadership and the two forms of followers’ workplace deviance 

(i.e., interpersonal and organizational deviance). In the following section, I outline the theoretical 

and empirical contributions of my findings, as well as the implications for practice and future 

research.   
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Chapter 6 

Discussion 

Overview 

The original purpose of this study was to build and test theory-driven predictions so I 

could shed light on the impact of cultural values on the magnitude of the relationship between 

destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal deviance, as well as the relationship between 

destructive leadership and organizational deviance. First, I demonstrated that destructive 

leadership is meaningfully related to both interpersonal (ρ = .44) and organizational (ρ = .41) 

deviance. For hypotheses associated with interpersonal deviance, I conducted meta-analyses and 

correlation analyses using data from 91 independent samples of empirical data (k = 91; N = 

28,616). The results of correlation analyses demonstrated that the gender egalitarianism (r = .58), 

power distance (r = -.43), uncertainty avoidance (r = -.41), and performance orientation (r = .40) 

cultural value dimensions were the strongest moderators of the relationship between destructive 

leadership and followers’ interpersonal deviance. The results of my supplementary analyses 

indicated that the nine GLOBE cultural value dimensions accounted for a total of about 71% of 

the variance in the relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal 

deviance. The relative weight analyses clarified that power distance had the strongest predictive 

validity (i.e., rescaled relative weight = 27.90%) when the GLOBE dimensions were examined 

collectively. 

For hypotheses associated with organizational deviance, I conducted meta-analyses and 

correlation analyses using data from 59 independent samples of empirical data (k = 59; N = 

20,752). The results of correlation analyses demonstrated that the in-group collectivism (r = -

.53), performance orientation (r = -.52), institutional collectivism (r = -.44), future orientation (r 
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= -.39), and uncertainty avoidance (r = -.36) cultural value dimensions were the strongest 

moderators of the relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ organizational 

deviance. The results of my supplementary analyses indicated that the nine GLOBE cultural 

value dimensions accounted for a total of about 76% of the variance in the relationship between 

destructive leadership and followers’ organizational deviance. The relative weight analyses 

clarified that performance orientation had the strongest predictive validity (i.e., rescaled relative 

weight = 27.54%) of the GLOBE dimensions when they were examined collectively. 

Overall, my results show support for many of my theory-driven predictions. For example, 

I found support for my interpersonal deviance predictions associated with assertiveness, future 

orientation, humane orientation, institutional collectivism, in-group collectivism, gender 

egalitarianism, and power distance. Also, I found support for my organizational deviance 

predictions related to performance orientation, assertiveness, humane orientation, gender 

egalitarianism, and power distance. These findings suggest a significant impact associated with 

GLOBE’s cultural dimensions and the relevance of salient leadership violations for explaining 

their effect on the relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ workplace 

deviance.   

Notably, my findings suggest meaningful differences in how GLOBE cultural values 

impact the relationships between destructive leadership and interpersonal and organizational 

deviance. For example, performance orientation was shown to be a strong moderator for both 

relationships. However, it was positively associated with the relationship between destructive 

leadership and interpersonal deviance (r = .40) and was negatively associated with the 

relationship between destructive leadership and organizational deviance (r = -.52). One possible 

explanation for these findings is the impact of perceived consequences for engaging in 
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interpersonal versus organizational deviance. In highly competitive cultures, harsh language and 

rude interactions amongst team members may be tolerated; however, workplace theft or other 

forms of organizational deviance may lead to undesirable professional consequences (e.g., job 

loss). These differences demonstrate the importance of examining interpersonal and 

organizational deviance separately both theoretically and empirically (Mackey et al., 2021c; 

Robinson & Bennett, 1995).  

Surprisingly, I did not find support for the hypotheses related to future orientation and 

uncertainty avoidance. For Hypothesis 4b, I predicted that future orientation would be positively 

associated with the relationship between destructive leadership and organizational deviance. It 

could be that followers embedded in high future orientation contexts are heavily affected by 

perceived consequences of deviant behavior (e.g., demotion, firing, and/or reduction in pay) 

above and beyond salient leadership violations like destructive leadership behaviors, resulting in 

a negative impact on these relationships (i.e., r = -.39 for organizational deviance). For 

Hypotheses 10a and 10b, I predicted that uncertainty would be positively associated with the 

relationships between destructive leadership and both forms of deviance. Perhaps followers 

embedded in high uncertainty avoidance contexts are less likely to engage in workplace deviance 

(i.e., r = -.41 for interpersonal deviance and r = -.36 for organizational deviance) due to the fear 

of and the potential for personal and professional chaos that comes with being caught and 

punished for such negative workplace behaviors.   

Collectively, my findings provide a better understanding of the extent to which GLOBE’s 

cultural values moderate cross-national differences in the relationship between destructive 

leadership and followers’ workplace deviance. In the following sections, I outline my study’s 

contributions to theory, research, and practice, as well as highlight notable strengths, describe 
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limitations, and provide an actionable agenda for future research.   

Contributions to Theory and Research 

 Altogether, my study makes three meaningful contributions to the destructive leadership, 

workplace deviance, and cross-cultural management literatures. First, I extend previous findings 

on destructive leadership and followers’ workplace deviance by incorporating GLOBE’s cultural 

value dimensions to investigate the impact of national context on these leader-follower 

interactions. Further, my findings suggest that these cross-national differences are meaningful 

moderators of the investigated relationships. More specifically, gender egalitarianism was found 

to be the strongest moderator (i.e., positively associated) of the relationship between destructive 

leadership and interpersonal deviance. In contrast, in-group collectivism was found to be the 

strongest moderator (i.e., negatively associated) for the relationship between destructive 

leadership and organizational deviance. These findings create new knowledge about the impact 

of GLOBE’s cultural values as important contextual features of studies that examine destructive 

leadership and workplace deviance. As such, this knowledge helps us to interpret past and future 

research on the relationship between destructive leadership and workplace deviance by 

considering the magnitude of the findings and the impact of cultural context that drives implicit 

leadership expectations (Junker & Van Dick, 2014; Lord & Maher, 1991). Thus, my unique 

cross-cultural perspective provides meaningful implications for nuanced theory, impactful 

research, and evidence-based practice. 

 Second, my study extends implicit leadership theory and the target similarity model of 

social exchange by empirically testing the impact of GLOBE’s cultural value dimensions on the 

relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ workplace deviance. By utilizing 

these theoretical frameworks, my findings expand our knowledge on the manifestation of these 
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leader-follower interactions across cultures. Also, my study contributes to the destructive 

leadership field by responding to the research call to investigate the impact of national culture on 

followers’ expectations of leader behavior and the role of context on leader-follower interactions 

(Padilla et al., 2007). Despite this call being made by leading scholars in destructive leadership 

research over a decade ago, it remained unanswered prior to my study because it required the 

body of empirical evidence across cultures to mature and the empirical approach used in this 

study had not been employed. Due to my unique combination of theoretical approach and 

methodological technique, I meaningfully extend implicit leadership theory and social exchange 

theory to account for micro-, macro-, and cross-cultural influences on the relationship between 

destructive leadership and workplace deviance. Further, my results that examine GLOBE’s 

cultural values, both individually and collectively, provide nuanced understanding of the impact 

of cultural values on followers’ leadership and social exchange expectations.  

 Finally, my supplementary analysis results contribute to research by providing a new 

understanding of the collective and individual predictive validity of the nine GLOBE cultural 

value dimensions. These results suggest that cross-national differences account for a large 

amount of the explained variance in the relationships between destructive leadership and 

interpersonal deviance (71%), as well as destructive leadership and organizational deviance 

(76%). Most importantly, this approach allowed me to clarify which cultural values are the 

strongest predictors of explained variance for the investigated relationships (i.e., power distance 

for interpersonal deviance and performance orientation for organizational deviance). These 

findings provide a possible explanation (i.e., cross-national differences) for previous meta-

analytic results indicating high levels of heterogeneity in the relationship between destructive 

leadership and followers’ workplace deviance (Mackey et al., 2021a, 2021c). Determining the 
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factors influencing the heterogeneity in the relationship between destructive leadership and 

followers’ workplace deviance is important because it adds nuanced understanding to how and 

why this relationship manifests in the workplace.  

Study Strengths and Limitations 

My dissertation study has several notable strengths. First, my meta-analytic database 

included large samples for both interpersonal deviance (k = 91; N = 28,616) and organizational 

deviance (k = 59; N = 20,752). This feature of my database reflects the maturity of the 

destructive leadership and deviance literatures, as well as the interest in these phenomena around 

the world. Further, my full meta-analytic database is representative of these literatures due to my 

robust data collection efforts and rigorous inclusion criteria. Another notable strength is the 

number of countries included in my analyses (i.e., 10 countries for interpersonal deviance and 12 

countries for organizational deviance). Due to high costs and barriers associated with cross-

national data collection, study designs for cross-cultural research normally include only a few 

countries at a time (e.g., 4 countries: Vogel et al., 2015). In contrast, a major strength of my 

study was that my data collection and meta-analytic approach allowed me to consider the impact 

of GLOBE’s cultural value dimensions for 10 or more national contexts across the two 

relationships of interest. 

Additionally, my dissertation utilizes primary study data and cross-national data (i.e., 

GLOBE’s nine cultural values), allowing me to leverage both micro- and macro-level data. 

Further, my data are all publicly available and reported explicitly with the tables and figures of 

my study. Therefore, my meta-analytic database is transparent, allowing my results to be 

replicated by other scholars. Finally, my study uses multiple methodological techniques (i.e., 

meta-analytic correlations, zero-order correlations, partial correlations [for meta-analytic mean 
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results], relative weights, and scatter plots) to assess the robustness of the results from many 

perspectives. The results were convergent across methodological techniques, which provides 

robust evidence of their validity. 

The primary limitations of my study are based on the common issues associated with 

meta-analytic data. For example, the “garbage-in, garbage-out” principle proposes that meta-

analytic results are dependent on the validity of the results from the primary studies included 

(Aguinis et al., 2011). Thus, my findings are only as accurate, robust, and valid as the findings 

from the primary studies included in my analyses. In response, I have purposefully provided my 

database and made the results explicit, transparent, and replicable so others can evaluate the data 

included in my study and evaluate its inclusion in my study and future meta-analytic studies. 

Second, my dataset draws from correlational data in primary studies, meaning I am 

unable to draw the causal conclusions that are possible with experimental data collection. Thus, 

my results reflect associations without claims of causality. I relied on the tenets of implicit 

leadership and social exchange theories to construct the research model, but additional research 

will be needed to fully explore the causality implied in my research model. Further, my analytic 

approach does not allow for temporal or survey source considerations available in survey 

collection research designs (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003), which limits my 

ability to evaluate the extent to which common method bias influenced my results. These 

limitations reflect the realities of meta-analytic data collection in the destructive leadership and 

deviance literatures.  

Also, there were some limitations associated with examining a country-level dataset. I 

was only able to examine countries with available primary study data. Ultimately, some variance 

in GLOBE’s cultural value dimensions appeared because 10 or more countries with primary data 
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were included in the full meta-analytic datasets for both forms of deviance. However, using 

GLOBE’s cultural values and my other rigorous inclusion criteria limited the statistical power of 

my models to 10 countries for my interpersonal deviance dataset and 12 countries for my 

organizational deviance dataset. Further, I was limited to including data from countries with 

GLOBE culture value dimensions values (House et al., 2004), which further restricted the size of 

the dataset. Additionally, GLOBE’s cultural value dimensions do not account for regional 

differences and/or within-country heterogeneity (House et al., 2004). For example, there are 

visible cultural, religious, political, and economic differences between regions of the United 

States; however, the GLOBE cultural values only account for the aggregate of the cultural 

norms.  

Despite these regional and within-country limitations, my final approach resulted in a 

dataset with a large number of respondents (N = 28,616 for interpersonal deviance and N = 

20,752 for organizational deviance), enhancing the generalizability of my results. However, my 

findings were based on low levels of statistical power traditionally required for some my 

analyses (Schmidt, 2017). This limitation is important to understand and consider when 

determining the robustness of my results; however, it is a known limitation in international 

business research, which often suffers from low statistical power when examining data from 

multiple countries (Aguinis et al., 2020). In response, I conducted several different types of 

analyses as robustness checks for my results. In particular, relative weight analysis was a useful 

analytical tool for my study that assessed my results without the power limitations of some other 

types of analyses. Altogether, my study limitations and surprising findings provide ample 

opportunity for future research that examines the relationship between destructive leadership and 

followers’ workplace deviance, as well as the impact of cross-cultural differences on this 
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relationship.  

Actionable Agenda for Future Research 

In this section, I outline several future research directions for scholars interested in 

extending my meta-analytic findings. First, scholars may consider adjusting the 

conceptualization and operationalization inclusion criteria in a future meta-analytic study to 

enhance the precision of our knowledge. For example, a scholar may choose to only include 

narrower forms of destructive leadership (e.g., abusive supervision or aversive leadership). 

Similarly, scholars may further narrow the investigation of workplace deviance to specific forms 

of interpersonal deviance, like coworker undermining. Alternatively, scholars may decide to 

consider other follower outcomes (e.g., organizational citizenship behaviors) to examine the 

impact of GLOBE’s cultural values on other behaviors of practical interest.  

Second, although my study did not find support for every proposed hypothesis, my 

findings are in some cases surprising, and thus, allow for additional research questions and 

theoretical developments. For example, future research could consider further exploring the 

differing effect of performance orientation, institutional collectivism, and in-group collectivism 

on the relationships between destructive leadership and the two forms of workplace deviance. In 

addition, the difference in findings (e.g., positively vs. negatively associated) between the 

correlation analysis and partial correlation analysis (i.e., controlling for the meta-analytic mean 

of destructive leadership) for the relationship between destructive leadership and interpersonal 

deviance and the impact of future orientation and institutional collectivism provide an 

opportunity to improve our understanding of the norms and tolerance of destructive leadership 

behaviors across cultures.  

Additional research questions to consider relate to the overlap between interpersonal and 
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organizational deviance and the explained variance possible when examining the relationship 

between destructive leadership and workplace deviance (e.g., as a single construct) across 

cultural contexts. My study relied on the justifications for meaningful differences between 

interpersonal and organizational deviance both conceptually and empirically (Bennett & 

Robinson, 2000; Robinson & Bennett, 1995). Further, my study utilized the target similarly 

model of social exchange to explain why these relationships may manifest differently across 

cultures. However, many scholars have examined the relationship between destructive leadership 

and workplace deviance without separating deviance into two separate phenomena (Mackey et 

al., 2021c).   

One possible way to extend my study would be to the further explore why the impact of 

GLOBE’s cultural values impact interpersonal, organizational, and overall deviance differently. 

My supplementary analysis of overall deviance was one step in this direction, with the results 

suggesting that the relationship between destructive leadership and overall deviance may 

manifest similarly across cultures to the relationship between destructive leadership and 

organizational deviance. Previous meta-analytic findings suggest a high meta-analytic correlation 

between interpersonal and organizational deviance (i.e., ρ = .67: Mackey et al., 2021c). 

However, the impact of cultural values on these relationships differs across interpersonal and 

organizational deviance. Further exploring these differences across interpersonal, organizational, 

and overall deviance offers a valuable opportunity for the development of theory and 

recommendations for practice for handling and preventing workplace deviance across cultures.  

Next, I suggest that scholars consider alternative or updated approaches to examining the 

impact of cross-cultural differences. For example, future research could utilize updated GLOBE 

data, which is currently in development, to capture additional countries left out of my analysis 



 

 

83 

(i.e., Belgium, Pakistan, and Romania). Future research would also benefit by examining the role 

of GLOBE’s cultural practices versus GLOBE’s cultural values to better understand other 

cultural factors impacting leader-follower relationships. GLOBE’s cultural practices capture the 

perception of the nine GLOBE dimensions as they are, whereas the cultural values capture the 

nine dimensions as they should be in a specific cultural context (House et al., 2004). Thus, I 

suggest that future researchers consider the impact of GLOBE’s nine cultural practice 

dimensions and compare and contrast these findings with the findings of my study. Implicit 

leadership theory asserts that followers have specific assumptions of their leaders’ behavior, so I 

chose to use cultural values to capture the salient violations of these assumptions; however, 

examining the role of cultural practices instead of cultural values would provide meaningful 

understanding on the how on the relationship between destructive leadership and workplace 

deviance manifests around the world.  

Next, I propose that future research considers examining additional cultural value 

frameworks to position my findings in the broader international business literature (e.g., 

Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010; Inglehart, 1997; Schwartz, 1999). Utilizing alternative 

cultural value frameworks allows for opportunity to compare findings as well as consider how 

the relationship between destructive leadership and workplace deviance across cultures has 

changed over time (e.g., GLOBE’s 2004 cultural values versus GLOBE’s forthcoming 2020 

cultural values; https://globeproject.com/about?page_id=intro#globe2020_intro).  

Future research would also benefit by considering alternative theoretical frameworks for 

explaining the moderating effects of GLOBE’s cultural values on the relationships between 

destructive leadership and interpersonal deviance, as well as destructive leadership and 

organizational deviance. My findings suggest that alternative processes may be occurring outside 
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those embedded in implicit leadership theory and salient leadership violations. For example, the 

expectation violations associated with destructive leadership impacted interpersonal and 

organizational deviance differently for several GLOBE cultural value dimensions (e.g., 

performance orientation, institutional collectivism, and in-group collectivism).  

There is ample opportunity to consider alternative theoretical underpinnings driving these 

differences in GLOBE cultural values and their impact on the relationship between destructive 

leadership and followers’ workplace deviance. For example, future research may consider taking 

an institutional logics perspective to better account for the individual, organizational, and 

economic factors impacting the leader-follower relationships across cultures (Thornton, Ocasio, 

& Lounsbury, 2012). The institutional logics perspective, commonly found in sociology and 

marketing research, argues that individuals and organizations are guided by an institutional logic, 

or “the set of material practices and symbolic systems including assumptions, values, and beliefs 

by which (focal actors) provide meaning to their daily activity, organize time and space, and 

reproduce their lives and experiences” (Thornton et al., 2012, Introduction). Such a perspective 

may be valuable to further understand the impact of cultural values on individual-level 

interactions between leaders and their followers.  

 Finally, I suggest that leadership scholars outside of the destructive leadership literature 

consider utilizing a similar cross-cultural prospective for determining the role of national context 

on leader-follower interactions in the workplace. For example, scholars may consider using a 

similar meta-analytic approach for determining the impact of GLOBE’s cultural values on the 

relationships between servant leadership and workplace deviance or leader-member exchange 

quality and workplace deviance. My analytic approach could lead to new and valuable insights 

on the impact of cross-cultural differences on these and other leader-follower interactions. 
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Understanding the role of cross-cultural differences on leader-follower interactions could benefit 

leadership scholars and management practitioners alike.  

Practical Implications 

 My study’s findings offer meaningful implications for organizational leaders and 

management practice. Cultural values are not something that can be changed or controlled by 

organizational leaders; however, understanding their effect on costly workplace behaviors like 

destructive leadership and workplace deviance is of interest to managers across the globe 

(Bennett et al., 2018). Thus, I suggest that managers consider how certain cultural values 

exacerbate or attenuate the relationships between destructive leadership and the two forms of 

workplace deviance.  

 For example, the relationship between destructive leadership and interpersonal deviance 

was found to be exacerbated most strongly by gender egalitarianism (r = .58) and performance 

orientation (r = .40). Further, power distance (r = -.43) and uncertainty avoidance (r = -.41) were 

shown to attenuate the relationship most strongly between destructive leadership and 

interpersonal deviance. In cultures high in gender egalitarianism, managers could consider 

engaging in destructive leadership prevention training, as well as implementing programs meant 

to generate goodwill between leaders and their followers. When considering the collective 

impact of all nine cultural values, managers may need to consider the influence of power 

distance (r = -.43) because it accounted for 27.90% of the total 71% explained variance in the 

relationship between destructive leadership and interpersonal deviance. In cultures with high 

power distance, destructive leadership may be an accepted norm and even tolerated behavior in 

the workplace.  

 For destructive leadership and organizational deviance, I found that humane orientation 
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most strongly exacerbated the relationship (r = .33). My findings also show that in-group 

collectivism (r = -.53) and performance orientation (r = -.52) most strongly attenuate the 

relationship between destructive leadership and organizational deviance. In cultures high in 

humane orientation, organizations could consider implementing programs centered around 

employee support and strongly discourage destructive leadership practices due to their adverse 

impact on organizational deviant behaviors.  

When examining the comprehensive impact of all nine cultural values, organizational 

leaders would benefit from considering the effect of performance orientation (r = -.52) because it 

accounted for 27.54% of the total 76% explained variance in the relationship between destructive 

leadership and organizational deviance. In cultures with high performance orientation, 

destructive leadership may be expected by followers due to the competitive nature of the 

workplace. However, employees may be more likely to act out deviantly towards their 

organization rather than their supervisor due to the professional benefits available in high 

functioning leader-follower relationships (Mackey et al., 2021b).  

Next, my overall deviance findings suggest that managers could consider the effect of 

humane orientation (r =.35), which exacerbates the relationship between destructive leadership 

and overall deviance. Humane orientation accounted for 30.22% of the total 43% of the 

explained variance in the relationship between destructive leadership and overall deviance. In 

cultures with humane orientation, destructive leadership may appear shocking and out of place to 

their followers due to the compassionate nature of their cultural norms. As such, followers may 

be more likely engage in workplace deviance to punish their supervisors and organizations for 

such unacceptable treatment by their leaders.  

My findings demonstrate that destructive leader behaviors may be acceptable and even 
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expected in some cultures. However, organizations could consider the implications for managers 

crossing cultural boundaries through global working arrangements, expatriate assignments, 

and/or multinational organizational moves. For example, organizational leaders moving from a 

high power distance culture to a low power distance culture may experience drastic differences 

in their leader-follower interactions associated with interpersonally-directed deviant reactions to 

destructive leader behaviors. Similarly, managers moving from a high performance orientation 

culture to a low performance orientation culture may experience significant changes in their 

leader-follower relationships, especially organization-directed deviant reactions to destructive 

leader behaviors. Ultimately, my findings provide useful guidance for leaders to better 

understand the impact of cultural values and societal context on their interactions with their 

followers.  

Conclusion 

My dissertation examined the impact of GLOBE’s cultural values on the relationships 

between destructive leadership and interpersonal deviance, as well as destructive leadership and 

organizational deviance, across countries. Drawing from implicit leadership theory and the target 

similarity model of social exchange, I posited that each of GLOBE’s cultural values dimensions 

either exacerbated or attenuated the relationship between destructive leadership and followers’ 

workplace deviance. Overall, I found support for the majority of my hypotheses. My findings 

shed light on the individual effect of performance orientation, assertiveness, future orientation, 

humane orientation, institutional collectivism, in-group collectivism, gender egalitarianism, 

power distance, and uncertainty avoidance on the leader-follower interactions examined in this 

study. My study provides unique understanding of these cultural values and provides new 

opportunities for future research in the destructive leadership, deviance, and cross-cultural 
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literatures.   

Additionally, the relative weights analyses in my study provide evidence that roughly 

71% of the variance in the relationship between destructive leadership and interpersonal 

deviance is attributable to GLOBE’s nine cultural value dimensions. Further, roughly 76% of the 

variance in the relationship between destructive leadership and organizational deviance is 

attributable to the cultural value dimensions. The overall deviance findings provide support for 

the utilization of the target similarity model of social exchange in my study. The relative weight 

analysis findings indicate 70% or more of the variance explained by target (i.e., interpersonal and 

organizational) but only 43% when all targets of deviant behaviors were aggregated. These 

findings demonstrate the crucial role that national context plays in the manifestations of leader 

and follower interactions in the workplace. 

My study combined micro-, macro-, and international business research to generate and 

test theory-based predictions on the impact of national context on the relationship between 

destructive leadership and workplace deviance. I incorporated a comprehensive sample of 

primary studies for analyses related to interpersonal deviance (k = 91; N = 28,616) and 

organizational deviance (k = 59; N = 20,752). My methodological approach incorporated meta-

analysis, correlation analysis, relative weights analysis, and partial correlation analysis that all 

demonstrated support for the robustness of my results. Ultimately, my dissertation contributes to 

our knowledge of destructive leadership and workplace deviance by meaningfully advancing our 

ability to understand cross-national differences in the manifestation of destructive leadership and 

its effects on followers’ workplace deviance. 
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Table 1  

Destructive Leadership Styles and Definitions  

Construct Definition 
  

Destructive Leadership “Volitional behavior by a leader that can harm or 

intends to harm a leader’s organization and/or followers 

by (a) encouraging followers to pursue goals that 

contravene the legitimate interests of the organization 

and/or (b) employing a leadership style that involves the 

use of harmful methods of influence with followers, 

regardless of justifications for such behavior” 

(Krasikova, Green, & Lebreton, 2013, p. 1310)  

Abusive Supervision “Subordinates’ perceptions of the extent to which 

supervisors engage in the sustained display of hostile 

verbal and nonverbal behaviors, excluding physical 

contact” (Tepper, 2000, p. 178, italics original)  

Active, Destructive Leadership “Intentional repeated active behaviour conducted 

by an authority figure purposely violating 

organizational and/or social norms. ADL [Active 

destructive leadership] then threatens the psychological 

and physical wellbeing of the organization and/or its 

members” (Itzkovich, Heilbrunn, & Aleksic, 2020, p. 

857)  

Aversive Leadership “Leadership behaviors that emphasize the use of threats, 

intimidation, and punishment” (Bligh, Kohles, Pearce, 

Justin, & Stovall, 2007, p. 530) 

 

Corrupt Leadership 

 

“The leader and at least some followers lie, cheat, or 

steal to a degree that exceeds the norm, they put self-

interest ahead of the public interest” (Kellerman, 2004, 

p. 44)   

Derailed Leadership “Leaders may display anti-subordinate behaviours like 

bullying, humiliation, manipulation, deception or 

harassment, while simultaneously performing anti-

organisational behaviours like absenteeism, shirking, 

fraud, or theft” (Einarsen, Aasland, & Skogstad, 2007, 

p. 212-213) 
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Table 1 (Continued) 
 

Construct Definition 

Despotic Leadership Leadership that is “self-aggrandizing and exploitative of 

others” because it “is based on personal dominance and 

authoritarian behavior that serves the self-interest of the 

leader” (De Hoogh & Den Hartog, 2008, p. 298) 

Evil Leadership “The leader and at least some followers commit 

atrocities. They use pain as an instrument of power. The 

harm done to men, women, and children is severe rather 

than slight. The harm can be physical, psychological, or 

both” (Kellerman, 2004, p. 46)   

Exploitative Leadership “Leadership with the primary intention to further the 

leader’s self-interest. Such leaders exploit others by (1) 

acting egoistically, (2) exerting pressure and 

manipulating followers, (3) overburdening followers, or, 

on the other hand, (4) consistently underchallenging 

followers, allowing no development” (Schmid, 

Verdorfer, & Peus, 2019, p. 1404)   

Insincere Leadership Occurs when leaders use “a diverse set of leadership 

behaviours to achieve personal goals at the expense of 

others without direct confrontation but rather in the form 

of clandestine and deceitful tactics and strategies” 

(Schilling, 2009, p. 114)  

Insular Leadership  “The leader and at least some followers minimize or 

disregard the health and welfare of the ‘other’ – that is, 

those outside the group or organization for which they 

are directly responsible” (Kellerman, 2004, p. 45)   

Leader Bullying Occurs when followers “persistently over a period of 

time perceive themselves to be on the receiving end of 

negative actions from [leaders], in a situation where the 

target of bullying has difficulty in defending him or 

herself against these actions” (Einarsen & Skogstad, 

1996, p. 191)   

Leader Exclusion “Occurs when one is denied consideration or acceptance 

into meaningful workplace relationships, activities or 

events” by a leader (Scott, 2007, p. 15) 
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Table 1 (Continued) 
 

Construct Definition 

Leader Incivility Leaders use of “low-intensity deviant behavior with 

ambiguous intent to harm the target, in violation of 

workplace norms for mutual respect. Uncivil behaviors 

are characteristically rude and discourteous, displaying a 

lack of regard for others” (Andersson & Pearson, 1999, 

p. 457) 

 

Leader Narcissism Leaders’ behaviors that are “principally motivated by 

their own egomaniacal needs and beliefs, superseding 

the needs and interests of the constituents and 

institutions they lead” (Rosenthal & Pittinsky, 2006, p. 

631)   

Leader Undermining Leaders’ “behavior intended to hinder, over time, the 

ability to establish and maintain positive interpersonal 

relationships, work-related success, and favorable 

reputation” (Duffy, Ganster, & Pagon, 2002, p. 332) 

Negative Leadership Leaders engage in “commonly disliked and denounced 

behaviours ranging from ineffective to destructive 

aspects” (Schilling, 2009, p. 103) 

Personalized Charismatic 

Leadership 

Leaders emphasize their own self-interest and 

purposefully create unbalanced relationships with their 

followers by manipulating and disempowering them 

(Howell, 1988) 

 

Pseudo-Transformational 

Leadership  

 

Occurs when “leaders advance their own self-interested 

agendas by dominating and controlling their followers. 

In focusing on self-interest, pseudo-transformational 

leaders are more interested in becoming personal idols 

than in the collective ideals that might benefit their 

followers” (Barling, Christie, & Turner, 2008, p. 852) 

 

Petty Tyranny 

 

“Someone who uses their power and authority 

oppressively, capriciously, and perhaps vindictively. It 

suggests, in short, someone who lords their power over 

others” (Ashforth, 1997, p. 126) 
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Table 1 (Continued) 

Construct Definition 

Toxic Leadership “Toxic leaders are those individuals, who by dint of 

their destructive behaviors and dysfunctional personal 

qualities generate a serious and enduring poisonous 

effect on the individuals, families, organizations, 

communities, and even societies they lead” (Lipman-

Blumen, 2005, p. 30) 

 

Tyrannical Leadership “Tyrannical leaders may behave in accordance with the 

goals, tasks, missions and strategies of the organisation, 

but they typically obtain results not through, but at the 

cost of subordinates” (Einarsen et al., 2007, p. 212) 
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Table 2 

GLOBE Values for Countries That Were Included in the Analyses 

Country 
Uncertainty 

Avoidance 

Future 

Orientation 

Power 

Distance 

Institutional 

Collectivism  

In-Group 

Collectivism   

Gender 

Egal. 

Humane 

Orientation 

Performance 

Orientation 

Assert-

iveness 

Canada 3.75 5.35 2.70 4.17 5.97 5.11 5.64 6.15 4.15 

China 5.28 4.73 3.10 4.56 5.09 3.68 5.32 5.67 5.44 

Germany 3.32 4.85 2.54 4.82 5.18 4.89 5.46 6.01 3.09 

India 4.73 5.60 2.64 4.71 5.32 4.51 5.28 6.05 4.76 

Israel 4.38 5.25 2.72 4.27 5.75 4.71 5.62 5.75 3.76 

Malaysia 4.88 5.89 2.97 4.87 5.85 3.78 5.51 6.04 4.81 

Netherlands 3.24 5.07 2.45 4.55 5.17 4.99 5.20 5.49 3.02 

New Zealand 4.10 5.54 3.53 4.20 6.21 4.23 4.49 5.90 3.54 

Nigeria 6.27 3.23 6.04 6.09 5.03 5.48 4.24 2.69 5.60 

Philippines 5.14 5.93 2.72 4.78 6.18 4.58 5.36 6.31 5.14 

Slovenia 4.99 5.42 2.57 4.38 5.71 4.83 5.25 6.41 4.59 

South Korea 4.67 5.69 2.55 3.90 5.41 4.22 5.60 5.25 3.75 

Taiwan 5.31 5.20 3.09 5.15 5.45 4.06 5.26 5.74 3.28 

Thailand 5.61 6.20 2.86 5.10 5.76 4.16 5.01 5.74 3.48 

Turkey 4.67 5.83 2.41 5.26 5.77 4.50 5.52 5.39 2.66 

United States 4.00 5.31 2.85 4.17 5.77 5.06 5.53 6.14 4.32 

Note. Egal. = egalitarianism. 

 

 

 

  



 

 

112 

Table 3 

Main Codes and Input Values for the Meta-Analyses for Destructive Leadership and Interpersonal Deviance  

Author(s) Nationality 

Sample 

Size 

(n) 

r 

Interpersonal 

Deviance 

α 

Destructive 

Leadership 

α 

Bauer (2011) United States 103 .75 .88 .75 

Bowling et al. (2020) Study 2 China 183 .29* .97 .93 

Bozeman (2016) Canada 211 .23 .80 .94 

Braun et al. (2018) Study 3 Germany 365 .57 .69 .91 

Braun et al. (2018) Study 4 Germany 50 .20 .95 .80 

Bruursema (2004) United States 116 .39 .89** .92 

Burton & Hoobler (2011) United States 262 .35 .84 .98 

Burton et al. (2011) Study 2 United States 190 .44 .71 .97 

Carnevale et al. (2018) China 262 .09* .90 .88 

Chen (2011) United States 137 .48 .94 .96 

Chen & Liu (2019) Taiwan 336 .27 .90 .95 

Chi et al. (2016) Study 1 Taiwan 203 .35 .86 .85 

Chi et al. (2016) Study 3 Taiwan 417 .23 .85 .87 

Chi et al. (2016) Study 4 United States 246 -.30 .88 .95 

Choi et al. (2019) South Korea 285 .34* .93 .85 

Duniewicz (2015) Study 2 United States 144 .42 .88 .96 

Eissa et al. (2020) Study 1 India 262 .29 .86 .95 

Eissa et al. (2020) Study 2 United States 175 .35 .90 .84 

Eschleman et al. (2014) United States 268 .45 .96 .93 

Ferris et al. (2016) Study 1 China 257 .47* .95 .96 

Ferris et al. (2016) Study 2 China 357 .28* .98 .98 

Ferris et al. (2019) Study 3 China 191 .64 .96 .96 

Gardner & Rasumussen (2018) New Zealand 197 .46* .94** .94 
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Table 3 (Continued) 

Author(s) Nationality 

Sample 

Size  

(n) 

r 

Interpersonal 

Deviance 

α 

Destructive 

Leadership  

α 

Gardner et al. (2016) New Zealand 826 .38* .94 .95 

Goswami et al. (2015) India 235 .54 .89 .94 

Greenbaum et al. (2017) Study 2 United States 175 .17 .95 .88 

Haggard & Park (2018) Study 2 United States 253 .17 .80 .92 

Halevy et al. (2014) Study 4 United States 494 .86* .95 .96 

Hamid et al. (2016) Malaysia 136 .25 .81 .91 

Harvey et al. (2014) Study 1 United States 396 .65 .94 .91 

Harvey et al. (2014) Study 2 United States 81 .68* .91 .90 

Hussain & Sia (2017) India 256 .43 .84 .92 

Hutchinson & Spector (2016)  United States 402 .44* .94** .96** 

Inness et al. (2008) United States 308 .14* .97** .87 

Kim et al. (2016) United States 1,514 .60 .98 .97 

Kluemper et al. (2019) Study 1 United States 121 .55* .91 .95 

Kluemper et al. (2019) Study 2 United States 163 .27 .82 .94 

Lian et al. (2012) Study 1 United States 264 .36 .88 .95 

Lian et al. (2012) Study 2 United States 171 .48 .84 .96 

Lian et al. (2012) Study 3 United States 198 .59 .94 .95 

Lian et al. (2014) Study 2 Canada 188 .52 .95 .96 

Liu et al. (2010) Study 1 China 283 .24 .89 .95 

Liu et al. (2010) Study 2 China 222 .26 .94 .95 

Mackey et al. (2013) United States 125 .14 .75 .92 

Mackey et al. (2015) Sample 1 United States 96 .64* .87 .90 

Mackey et al. (2015) Sample 2 United States 130 .29* .87 .93 

Mackey et al. (2018a) Sample 1 United States 396 .37 .87 .95 
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Table 3 (Continued) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Author(s) Nationality 

Sample 

Size  

(n) 

r 

Interpersonal 

Deviance  

α 

Destructive 

Leadership  

α 

Mackey et al. (2018a) Sample 2 United States 123 .29 .80 .94 

Mackey et al. (2020) China 219 .34 .94 .89 

Mackey et al. (2021b) Study 5 United States 287 .26 .94 .94 

Martinko et al. (2018) Study 8 United States 806 .59 .76 .93 

Mawritz et al. (2017) Study 1 United States 165 .26* .89 .95 

Mawritz et al. (2017) Study 2 United States 121 .49* .97 .99 

McAllister & Mackey (2014) United States 157 .59 .89 .94 

McAllister & Perrewé (2018) United States 136 .14 .91 .94 

Michel et al. (2016) Study 1 United States 355 .73 .96 .96 

Michel et al. (2016) Study 2 United States 256 .48 .90 .96 

Mitchell (2006) United States 321 .54* .93 .92 

Mitchell & Ambrose (2007) United States 427 .34* .89 .89 

Mitchell & Ambrose (2012) Study 2 United States 278 .62* .93 .90 

Mitchell & Ambrose (2012) Study 3 United States 243 .46* .93 .89 

Mitchell et al. (2015) United States 221 .27 .81 .91 

Naeem et al. (2020) China 326 .11 .71 .78 

Nixon (2011) United States 361 .86* .97 .95 

Ogunfowora (2009) Canada 297 .15 .84 .86 

Park & Kim (2019) United States 183 .32 .93 .95 

Peng (2013) China 241 .11* .97 .90 

Peng et al. (2019) China 242 .02* .97 .92 

Peng et al. (2020) United States 614 .29 .69 .91 

Pradhan & Jena (2019) India 240 .26 .80 .79 

Raver (2004) United States 630 .21 .78 .93 

Restubog et al. (2011) Study 1 Philippines 184 .58 .88 .97 
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Table 3 (Continued) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. n = number of respondents. r = zero-order bivariate correlation between destructive leadership and followers’ 

organizational deviance. α = Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency estimate. *=composite. ** = median alpha 

estimate instead of study-specific alpha estimate. 

  

Author(s) Nationality 

Sample 

Size  

(n) 

r 

Interpersonal 

Deviance  

α 

Destructive 

Leadership  

α 

Restubog et al. (2011) Study 2 Philippines 188 .53 .67 .95 

Richard et al. (2020) China 324 .44 .95 .92 

Shao et al. (2011) United States 490 .28 .85 .95 

Shillamkwese et al. (2020) China 298 .35 .88 .76 

Simon et al. (2015) United States 244 .67 .86 .94 

Tepper et al. (2001) United States 388 .23 .89 .91 

Tepper et al. (2009) United States 797 .44 .79 .90 

Thau & Mitchell (2010) Study 1 United States 216 .57 .80 .91 

Thau & Mitchell (2010) Study 2 United States 365 .54 .93 .95 

Thau et al. (2009) Study 1 United States 373 .33 .76 .94 

Thau et al. (2009) Study 2 United States 1,477 .59 .93 .95 

Thoroughgood et al. (2012) Study 4 United States 670 .34* .81 .97 

Vogel & Mitchell (2017) Study 2 United States 221 .37 .87 .95 

Walsh et al. (2018) Pilot Study United States 214 .58 .89 .93 

Wang & Jiang (2014) China 403 .35 .83 .87 

Wang et al. (2012) China 283 .27* .89 .95 

Wu et al (2020) China 234 .19 .97 .96 

Yoo & Frankwick (2013) South Korea 469 .39* .88 .94 

Zhang et al. (2020) China 879 .15* .90 .95 
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Table 4 

Interpersonal Deviance Meta-Analytic Results by Country 

Analysis    k    N r̄ SDr̄ ρ SDρ 

80% 

Credibility 

Interval (ρ) 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval (ρ) 

% of 

Variance 

Attributable 

to Artifacts 

Overall 91 28,616 .40 .19 .44 .20 (.19, .70) (.40, .49) 6% 

          

Canada 3 696 .27 .15 .32 .14 (.14, .50) (.14, .49) 19% 

China 17 5,204 .25 .14 .28 .14 (.10, .46) (.21, .35) 15% 

Germany 2 415 .53 .12 .65 .16 (.45, .85) (.42, .88) 14% 

India 4 993 .38 .11 .44 .10 (.31, .56) (.33, .54) 30% 

Malaysia 1 136 .25 .00 .29 .00 (.29, .29) (.13, .45) - 

New Zealand 2 1,023 .40 .03 .42 .00 (.42, .42) (.37, .47) 100% 

Philippines 2 372 .55 .02 .64 .00 (.64, .64) (.57, .71) 100% 

South Korea 2 754 .37 .02 .41 .00 (.41, .41) (.35, .47) 100% 

Taiwan 3 956 .27 .05 .31 .00 (.31, .31) (.25, .36) 100% 

United States 55 18,067 .45 .20 .50 .20 (.24, .76) (.45, .56) 5% 

Note. k = number of primary studies included in the analysis. N = total sample size of all primary studies included in 

the analysis. r̄ = the sample-weighted mean correlation estimate. SDr̄ = standard deviation of the sample-weighted 

mean correlation estimates across primary studies. ρ = the population correlation estimate that corrects the zero-order 

bivariate correlation for measurement and sampling error across primary studies. SDρ = standard deviation of 

population correlation estimates. 
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Table 5 

Interpersonal Deviance Meta-Analytic Results by Country for Studies That Were Excluded from the Meta-Analyses 

Analysis    k    N r̄ SDr̄ ρ SDρ 

80% 

Credibility 

Interval (ρ) 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval (ρ) 

% of 

Variance 

Attributable 

to Artifacts 

Belgium 2 236 .32 .06 .35 .00 (.35, .35) (.23, .46) 100% 

Pakistan 3 1,629 .34 .09 .45 .06 (.37, .52) (.37, .53) 39% 

Romania 1 281 .26 .00 .30 .00 (.30, .30) (.19, .41) - 

Note. k = number of primary studies included in the analysis. N = total sample size of all primary studies included in 

the analysis. r̄ = the sample-weighted mean correlation estimate. SDr̄ = standard deviation of the sample-weighted 

mean correlation estimates across primary studies. ρ = the population correlation estimate that corrects the zero-order 

bivariate correlation for measurement and sampling error across primary studies. SDρ = standard deviation of 

population correlation estimates.  
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Table 6 

 

Interpersonal Deviance Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlations among Study Variables 

 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1. CorrelationDL & ID - - .56 .09 .42 .04 -.11 .60 .60 -.26 -.19 

2. Meta-Analytic Mean for DL .63 - - - - - - - - - - 

3. Performance Orientation .40 -.06 - .27 .19 .00 .32 .55 .55 -.08 -.33 

4. Assertiveness -.17 -.38 .27 - .10 .19 .15 -.14 -.23 -.20 .44 

5. Future Orientation .08 -.36 .20 .22 - -.04 -.03 .59 .03 -.25 .11 

6. Humane Orientation .01 -.04 .00 .19 -.03 - -.01 -.38 .30 -.89 -.07 

7. Institutional Collectivism .05 .21 .31 .06 -.10 -.02 - -.15 -.36 .15 .55 

8. In-Group Collectivism .11 -.47 .51 .06 .66 -.32 -.22 - .37 .19 -.39 

9. Gender Egalitarianism .58 .19 .52 -.28 -.04 .29 -.31 .23 - -.47 -.75 

10. Power Distance -.43 -.40 -.05 -.02 -.07 -.80 .05 .34 -.50 - .08 

11. Uncertainty Avoidance -.41 -.43 -.27 .53 .24 -.05 .40 -.11 -.75 .24 - 

Mean  .43 1.94 5.93 4.23 5.41 5.35 4.53 5.64 4.41 2.87 4.52 

Standard Deviation  .14 .46 .30 .81 .40 .33 .40 .41 .51 .31 .69 

Note. DL = destructive leadership. ID = interpersonal deviance. Pearson correlation below the diagonal. Partial correlation controlling 

for the meta-analytic mean of destructive leadership above the diagonal.  
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Table 7 

 

Summary of GLOBE Hypothesis Testing for Interpersonal Deviance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. r = zero-order bivariate correlation between (1) the cultural value dimension and (2) the relationship 

between destructive leadership and followers’ interpersonal deviance. Some of the summed scores for the 

relative weight columns do not sum perfectly due to rounding errors.    

 

  

  

Hypothesis 

Predicted 

Direction of 

Relationship 

       r 

Was The 

Hypothesis 

Supported? 

Raw  

Relative 

Weight 

(R2) 

Rescaled  

Relative 

Weight 

Hypothesis 2a: Performance Orientation Negative .40 No .04 5.93% 

Hypothesis 3a: Assertiveness Negative -.17 Yes .02 2.23% 

Hypothesis 4a: Future Orientation Positive .08 Yes .01 1.40% 

Hypothesis 5a: Humane Orientation Positive .01 Yes .11 15.92% 

Hypothesis 6a: Institutional Collectivism Positive .05 Yes .05 7.11% 

Hypothesis 7a: In-Group Collectivism Positive .11 Yes .03 3.97% 

Hypothesis 8a: Gender Egalitarianism  Positive .58 Yes .17 24.01% 

Hypothesis 9a: Power Distance Negative -.43 Yes .20 27.90% 

Hypothesis 10a: Uncertainty Avoidance Positive -.41 No .08 11.52% 

    .71 100.00% 
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Table 8  

Main Codes and Input Values for the Meta-Analyses for Destructive Leadership and Organizational Deviance 

Author(s) Nationality 

Sample 

Size  

(n) 

r 

Organizational 

Deviance  

α 

Destructive 

Leadership  

α 

Bauer (2011) United States 103 .62* .71 .75 

Belschak et al. (2018) Netherlands 196 .33 .84 .87 

Biron (2010) Israel 275 .24 .84 .91 

Bowling et al. (2020) Study 2 China 183 .26 .88 .93 

Bozeman (2016) Canada 211 .37 .62 .94 

Bruursema (2004) United States 116 .46 .84** .92 

Burton & Hoobler (2011) United States 262 .11 .70 .98 

Chen (2011) United States 137 .57* .92 .96 

Ding et al. (2018) China 214 .43 .78 .90 

Duffy et al. (2006) Study 1 Slovenia 737 .22 .92 .84 

Duniewicz (2015) Study 2 United States 144 .36 .89 .96 

Erkutlu & Chafra (2018) Turkey 1219 .33 .88 .89 

Eschleman et al. (2014) United States 268 .48 .94 .93 

Frieder et al. (2014) Study 1 United States 73 .34 .80 .95 

Frieder et al. (2014) Study 2 United States 172 .11 .76 .94 

Greenbaum et al. (2013) Study 1 United States 222 .62 .95 .89 

Greenbaum et al. (2013) Study 2 United States 199 .38 .95 .93 

Greenbaum et al. (2017) Study 1 United States 171 .34 .98 .92 

Greenbaum et al. (2017) Study 2 United States 175 .24 .97 .88 

Hamid et al. (2016) Malaysia 136 .22 .90 .91 

Harvey et al. (2014) Study 1 United States 396 .49 .82 .91 

Harvey et al. (2014) Study 2 United States 81 .35* .86 .90 

Hussain & Sia (2017) India 256 .44 .84** .92 



 

 

 

121 

Table 8 (Continued) 

Author(s) Nationality 

Sample 

Size  

(n) 

r 

Organizational 

Deviance 

α 

Destructive 

Leadership  

α 

Joo & Witt (2015) United States 279 .59 .70 .73 

Kim et al. (2016) United States 1514 .60 .97 .97 

Kluemper et al. (2019) Study 1 United States 121 .39* .82 .95 

Kluemper et al. (2019) Study 2 United States 163 .25 .86 .94 

Liu et al. (2019) China 679 .52 .95 .94 

Martinko et al. (2018) Study 8 United States 806 .46 .85 .93 

Mawritz et al. (2014) United States 221 .53 .95 .94 

Mayer et al. (2012) Study 1 United States 367 .35 .87 .95 

Michel et al. (2016) Study 1 United States 355 .68 .96 .96 

Michel et al. (2016) Study 2 United States 256 .22 .87 .96 

Mitchell (2006) United States 321 .34 .82 .92 

Mitchell & Ambrose (2007) United States 427 .17 .79 .89 

Nandkeolyar et al. (2016) Study 1 India 286 .17 .90 .94 

Ogunfowora (2009) Canada 297 .09 .77 .86 

Peng (2013) China 241 .11 .85 .90 

Peng et al. (2020) United States 614 .20 .75 .91 

Potipiroon & Ford (2019) Thailand 401 .15 .78 .86 

Pradhan & Jena (2019) India 240 .31 .77 .79 

Raver (2004) United States 630 .27 .81 .93 

Shoss et al. (2013) Sample 1 Philippines 148 .38 .85 .91 

Shoss et al. (2013) Sample 2 Philippines 254 .17 .84 .91 

Shoss et al. (2013) Sample 3 Philippines 187 .22 .75 .87 

Tepper et al. (2008) Study 1 United States 243 .28 .69 .94 

Tepper et al. (2008) Study 2 United States 247 .18 .75 .93 
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Table 8 (Continued) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. n = number of respondents. r = zero-order bivariate correlation between destructive leadership and followers’ 

organizational deviance. α = Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency estimate. *=composite. ** = median alpha 

estimate instead of study-specific alpha estimate. 

  

Author(s) Nationality 

Sample 

Size  

(n) 

r 

Organizational 

Deviance 

α 

Destructive 

Leadership  

α 

Tepper et al. (2009) United States 797 .36 .87 .90 

Thau & Mitchell (2010) Study 1 United States 216 .07 .79 .91 

Thau & Mitchell (2010) Study 2 United States 365 .41 .89 .95 

Thau et al. (2009) Study 1 United States 373 .32 .68 .94 

Thau et al. (2009) Study 2 United States 1477 .47 .93 .95 

Thoroughgood et al. (2012) Study 4 United States 670 .41* .86 .97 

Valle et al. (2019) United States 206 .18 .75 .93 

Vogel & Mitchell (2017) Study 2 United States 221 .17 .87 .95 

Wang et al. (2012) China 283 .23 .84 .95 

Wei & Si (2013) China 198 .29 .70 .93 

Wu et al. (2020) China 234 .23 .97 .96 

Yoo & Frankwick (2013) South Korea 469 .41 .72 .94 
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Table 9 

Organizational Deviance Meta-Analytic Results by Country 

Analysis    k    N r̄ SDr̄ ρ SDρ 

80% 

Credibility 

Interval (ρ) 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval (ρ) 

% of 

Variance 

Attributable 

to Artifacts 

Overall 59 20,752 .36 .15 .41 .15 (.22, .60) (.37, .45) 11% 

          

Canada 2 508 .21 .14 .25 .17 (.04, .47) (.01, .50) 17% 

China 7 2,032 .34 .15 .38 .15 (.19, .57) (.27, .50) 13% 

India 3 782 .30 .11 .34 .12 (.19, .50) (.19, .50) 22% 

Israel 1 275 .24 .00 .27 .00 (.27, .27) (.16, .39) - 

Malaysia 1 136 .22 .00 .24 .00 (.24, .24) (.08, .40) - 

Netherlands 1 196 .33 .00 .39 .00 (.39, .39) (.26, .51) - 

Philippines 3 589 .24 .08 .28 .06 (.21, .35) (.18, .38) 66% 

Slovenia 1 737 .22 .00 .25 .00 (.25, .25) (.18, .32) - 

South Korea 1 469 .41 .00 .50 .00 (.50, .50) (.42, .57) 100% 

Thailand 1 401 .15 .00 .18 .00 (.18, .18) (.09, .28) - 

Turkey 1 1,219 .33 .00 .37 .00 (.37, .37) (.32, .42) - 

United States 37 13,408 .39 .15 .44 .15 (.25, .64) (.39, .49) 10% 

Note. k = number of primary studies included in the analysis. N = total sample size of all primary studies included in 

the analysis. r̄ = the sample-weighted mean correlation estimate. SDr̄ = standard deviation of the sample-weighted 

mean correlation estimates across primary studies. ρ = the population correlation estimate that corrects the zero-order 

bivariate correlation for measurement and sampling error across primary studies. SDρ = standard deviation of 

population correlation estimates. 
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Table 10 

Organizational Deviance Meta-Analytic Results by Country for Studies That Were Excluded from the Meta-Analyses 

Analysis    k    N r̄ SDr̄ ρ SDρ 

80% 

Credibility 

Interval (ρ) 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval (ρ) 

% of 

Variance 

Attributable 

to Artifacts 

Pakistan 6 1,975 .47 .15 .59 .13 (.43, .76) (.48, .70) 14% 

Romania 2 517 .25 .19 .29 .20 (.04, .55) (.00, .58) 10% 

Note. k = number of primary studies included in the analysis. N = total sample size of all primary studies included in 

the analysis. r̄ = the sample-weighted mean correlation estimate. SDr̄ = standard deviation of the sample-weighted 

mean correlation estimates across primary studies. ρ = the population correlation estimate that corrects the zero-order 

bivariate correlation for measurement and sampling error across primary studies. SDρ = standard deviation of 

population correlation estimates.  
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Table 11  

Organizational Deviance Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlations among Study Variables 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1. CorrelationDL & OD - - -.54 -.13 -.41 .32 -.48 -.52 .04 -.19 -.40 

2. Meta-Analytic Mean for DL .19 - - - - - - - - - - 

3. Performance Orientation -.52 .02 - .64 .07 -.08 -.06 .54 .30 .34 .11 

4. Assertiveness -.14 -.08 .64 - -.20 -.02 -.16 .03 -.33 .74 .43 

5. Future Orientation -.39 .07 .07 -.20 - -.16 .51 .60 -.19 -.12 .46 

6. Humane Orientation .33 .07 -.08 -.02 -.16 - -.51 .31 .17 -.04 -.39 

7. Institutional Collectivism -.44 .14 -.06 -.17 .51 -.49 - .17 -.39 .12 .44 

8. In-Group Collectivism -.53 -.10 .54 .04 .59 .30 .15 - .28 -.04 .15 

9. Gender Egalitarianism .06 .11 .30 -.34 -.18 .17 -.37 .26 - -.60 -.75 

10. Power Distance -.26 -.51 .28 .68 -.14 -.07 .03 .02 -.57 - .61 

11. Uncertainty Avoidance -.36 .15 .12 .41 .46 -.38 .45 .14 -.72 .44 - 

Mean  .32 1.95 5.87 4.16 5.52 5.40 4.56 5.65 4.51 2.71 4.61 

Standard Deviation  .09 .43 .37 .85 .41 .20 .41 .33 .47 .21 .67 

Note. DL = destructive leadership. OD = organizational deviance. Pearson correlation below the diagonal. Partial correlation 

controlling for meta-analytic mean of destructive leadership above the diagonal.  
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Table 12 

 

Summary of GLOBE Hypothesis Testing for Organizational Deviance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. r = zero-order bivariate correlation between (1) the cultural value dimension and (2) the relationship 

between destructive leadership and followers’ organizational deviance. Some of the summed scores for the 

relative weight columns do not sum perfectly due to rounding errors.    

 

 

 

 

 

  

Hypothesis 

Predicted 

Direction of 

Relationship 

       r 

Was The 

Hypothesis 

Supported? 

Raw  

Relative 

Weight 

(R2) 

Rescaled  

Relative 

Weight 

Hypothesis 2b: Performance Orientation Negative -.52 Yes .21 27.54% 

Hypothesis 3b: Assertiveness Negative -.14 Yes .07 8.99% 

Hypothesis 4b: Future Orientation Positive -.39 No .04 5.15% 

Hypothesis 5b: Humane Orientation Positive .33 Yes .09 12.12% 

Hypothesis 6b: Institutional Collectivism Positive -.44 No .07 8.80% 

Hypothesis 7b: In-Group Collectivism Positive -.53 No .17 23.00% 

Hypothesis 8b: Gender Egalitarianism  Positive .06 Yes .04 5.83% 

Hypothesis 9b: Power Distance Negative -.26 Yes .04 4.89% 

Hypothesis 10b: Uncertainty Avoidance Positive -.36 No .03 3.68% 

    .76 100.00% 
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Table 13  

Meta Mean Inputs for the Destructive Leadership and Interpersonal Deviance Analyses 

Author(s) n Mean SD 

Destructive 

Leadership  

α 

Country 

Bauer (2011) 103 .75 .21 .75 United States 

Bowling et al. (2020) 183 1.84 1.63 .93 China 

Bozeman (2016) 211 1.43 .76 .94 Canada 

Braun et al. (2018) Study 3 365 2.80 1.24 .91 Germany 

Braun et al. (2018) Study 4 50 3.52 1.88 .80 Germany 

Burton & Hoobler (2011) 262 1.65 1.20 .98 United States 

Burton et al. (2018) Study 2 190 1.53 1.11 .97 United States 

Carnevale et al. (2018) 262 2.56 2.16 .88 China 

Chen (2011) 137 1.64 1.13 .96 United States 

Chen & Liu (2011) 336 1.72 .76 .95 Taiwan 

Chi et al., (2016) Study 1 203 1.42 .53 .85 Taiwan 

Chi et al., (2016) Study 3 417 1.89 .66 .87 Taiwan 

Chi et al., (2016) Study 4 246 2.68 .92 .95 United States 

Choi et al. (2019) 285 2.04 .70 .85 South Korea 

Duniewicz (2015) Study 2 144 1.66 .83 .96 United States 

Eissa et al. (2018) Study 1 262 1.77 1.07 .95 India 

Eissa et al. (2018) Study 2 175 1.23 .77 .84 United States 

Eschleman et al. (2014) 268 1.30 .67 .93 United States 

Ferris et al. (2016) Study 1 257 1.68 .87 .96 China 

Ferris et al. (2016) Study 2 357 1.39 .66 .98 China 

Ferris et al. (2019) Study 3 191 1.87 1.05 .96 China 

Gardner & Rasumussen (2018) 197 1.96 .71 .94 New Zealand 
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Table 13 (Continued)  

Author(s) n Mean SD 

Destructive 

Leadership  

α 

Country 

Gardner et al. (2016) 826 1.91 .81 .95 New Zealand 

Goswami et al. (2015) 235 1.51 .72 .94 India 

Greenbaum et al. (2017) Study 2 175 1.23 .87 .88 United States 

Haggard & Park (2018) Study 2 253 1.18 .78 .92 United States 

Halevy et al. (2014) Study 4 494 1.30 1.64 .96 United States 

Hamid et al. (2016) 136 1.63 .59 .91 Malaysia 

Harvey et al. (2014) Study 1 396 1.60 .77 .91 United States 

Harvey et al. (2014) Study 2 81 1.66 .74 .90* United States 

Hussain & Sia (2017) 256 1.90 .77 .92 India 

Inness et al. (2008) 308 2.90 1.11 .87 United States 

Kim et al. (2016) 1514 1.47 1.86 .97 United States 

Kluemper et al. (2019) Study 1 121 1.74 .93 .95 United States 

Kluemper et al. (2019) Study 2 163 2.09 1.11 .94 United States 

Lian et al. (2012) Study 1 264 1.69 .75 .95 United States 

Lian et al. (2012) Study 2 171 1.62 .79 .96 United States 

Lian et al. (2012) Study 3 198 1.67 .88 .95 United States 

Lian et al. (2014) Study 2 188 1.76 .82 .96 Canada 

Liu et al. (2010) Study 1 283 2.09 .97 .95 China 

Liu et al. (2010) Study 2 222 2.04 .59 .95 China 

Mackey et al. (2013) 125 1.43 .58 .92 United States 

Mackey et al. (2015) Sample 1 96 1.23 .38 .90 United States 

Mackey et al. (2015) Sample 2 130 1.42 .57 .93 United States 

Mackey et al. (2018a) Sample 1 396 1.48 .66 .95 United States 

Mackey et al. (2018a) Sample 2 123 1.39 .60 .94 United States 

 



 

 

 

129 

Table 13 (Continued)  

Author(s) n Mean SD 

Destructive 

Leadership  

α 

Country 

Mackey et al. (2020) 219 1.81 .91 .89 China 

Mackey et al. (2021) Study 5 287 1.42 .63 .94 United States 

Martinko et al. (2018) Study 8 806 1.37 .72 .93 United States 

Mawritz et al. (2017) Study 1 165 1.35 .86 .95 United States 

Mawritz et al. (2017) Study 2 121 1.34 .86 .99* United States 

McAllister & Mackey (2014) 157 1.47 .78 .94 United States 

McAllister & Perrewe (2018) 136 1.48 .68 .94 United States 

Michel et al. (2016) Study 1 355 1.64 .80 .96 United States 

Michel et al. (2016) Study 2 256 1.47 .75 .96 United States 

Mitchell (2006) 321 1.35 .93 .92 United States 

Mitchell & Ambrose (2007) 427 1.55 1.20 .89 United States 

Mitchell & Ambrose (2012) Study 2 278 1.31 .94 .90 United States 

Mitchell & Ambrose (2012) Study 3 243 1.43 .93 .89 United States 

Mitchell et al. (2015) 221 2.40 .74 .91 United States 

Naeem et al. (2020) 326 2.90 .40 .78 China 

Nixon (2011) 361 1.58 .73 .95 United States 

Park & Kim (2019) 183 1.51 .63 .95 United States 

Peng (2013) 241 1.27 .59 .90 China 

Peng et al. (2019) 242 1.33 .67 .92* China 

Peng et al. (2020) 614 1.28 .43 .91 United States 

Pradhan & Jena (2019) 240 3.36 .74 .79 India 

Raver (2004) 646 1.34 .56 .93 United States 

Restubog et al. (2011) Study 1 184 2.21 1.41 .97 Philippines 

Restubog et al. (2011) Study 2 188 1.68 1.01 .95 Philippines 

Richard et al. (2020) 324 1.59 .93 .92 China 
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Table 13 (Continued)  

Author(s) n Mean SD 

Destructive 

Leadership  

α 

Country 

Shao et al. (2011) 490 1.69 .84 .95 United States 

Shillamkwese et al. (2020) 298 2.82 .77 .76 China 

Simon et al. (2015) 244 1.35 .59 .94 United States 

Tepper et al. (2001) 388 1.40 .56 .91 United States 

Tepper et al. (2009) 797 1.36 .70 .90 United States 

Thau & Mitchell (2010) Study 1 216 1.39 1.01 .91 United States 

Thau & Mitchell (2010) Study 2 365 1.33 .87 .95 United States 

Thau et al. (2009) Study 1 373 1.67 .62 .94 United States 

Thau et al. (2009) Study 2 1477 1.70 .94 .95 United States 

Thoroughgood et al. (2012) Study 4 670 1.73 .82 .97* United States 

Vogel & Mitchell (2017) Study 2 221 1.34 .67 .95 United States 

Walsh et al. (2018) Pilot Study 214 1.61 .87 .93 United States 

Wang & Jiang (2014) 403 1.88 .54 .87 China 

Wang et al. (2012) 283 2.09 .97 .95 China 

Wu et al (2020) 234 1.69 .52 .96 China 

Yoo & Frankwick (2013) 469 1.97 1.21 .94 South Korea 

Zhang et al. (2020) 879 1.192 .65 .95* China 

Note. n = number of respondents. SD = standard deviation. α = Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency estimate. * = 

composite. ** = median alpha estimate instead of study-specific alpha estimate. 
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Table 14 

Interpersonal Deviance Meta-Mean Results by Country 

Analysis    k Mean 95% Confidence Interval 

Overall 88 1.70 (1.60, 1.80) 

    

Canada 2 1.59 (1.27, 1.92) 

China 17 1.88 (1.57, 2.19) 

Germany 2 3.11 (2.41, 3.81) 

India 4 2.14 (1.27, 3.00) 

Malaysia 1 1.63 (1.53, 1.73) 

New Zealand 2 1.92 (1.87, 1.97) 

Philippines 2 1.94 (1.42, 2.46) 

South Korea 2 2.02 (1.95, 2.08) 

Taiwan 3 1.68 (1.40, 1.96) 

United States 53 1.53 (1.45, 1.62) 

Note. k = number of primary studies included in the analysis. Mean = the calculated 

meta-analytic mean for each country’s analysis.  
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Table 15  

Meta Mean Inputs for the Destructive Leadership and Organizational Deviance Analyses 

Author(s) n Mean SD 

Destructive 

Leadership  

α 

Country 

Bauer (2011) 103 1.21 .35 .75 United States 

Belschak et al. (in press) 196 1.61 .85 .87 Netherlands 

Biron (2010) 275 2.13 1.40 .91 Israel 

Bowling et al. (2020) 183 1.84 1.63 .93 China 

Bozeman (2016) 211 1.43 .76 .94 Canada 

Burton & Hoobler (2011) 262 1.65 1.20 .98 United States 

Chen (2011) 137 1.64 1.13 .96 United States 

Ding et al. (2018) 214 2.69 .78 .90 China 

Duffy et al. (2006) Study 1 737 2.48 1.07 .84 Slovenia 

Duniewicz (2015) Study 2 144 1.66 .83 .96 United States 

Erkutlu & Chafra (2018) 1,219 2.61 .85 .89 Turkey 

Eschleman et al. (2014) 268 1.30 .67 .93 United States 

Greenbaum et al. (2013) Study 1 222 1.41 .89 .89 United States 

Greenbaum et al. (2013) Study 2 199 1.48 1.07 .93 United States 

Greenbaum et al. (2017) Study 1 171 1.37 .95 .92 United States 

Greenbaum et al. (2017) Study 2 175 1.23 .81 .88 United States 

Hamid et al. (2016) 136 1.63 .59 .91 Malaysia 

Harvey et al. (2014) Study 1 396 1.60 .77 .91 United States 

Harvey et al. (2014) Study 2 251 1.66 .74 .86* United States 

Hussain & Sia (2017) 256 1.90 .77 .92 India 

Joo & Witt (2015) 279 2.19 .84 .73 United States 

Kim et al. (2016) 1,514 1.47 1.86 .97 United States 
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Table 15 (Continued) 

Author(s) n Mean SD 

Destructive 

Leadership  

α 

Country 

Kluemper et al. (2018) Study 1 121 1.74 .93 .95 United States 

Kluemper et al. (2018) Study 2 163 2.09 1.11 .94 United States 

Liu et al. (2019) 679 1.36 .44 .94 China 

Martinko et al. (2018) Study 8 806 1.37 .72 .93 United States 

Mawritz et al. (2014) 221 1.41 .87 .94 United States 

Mayer et al. (2012) Study 1 367 1.75 1.29 .95 United States 

Michel et al. (2016) Study 1 355 1.64 .80 .96 United States 

Michel et al. (2016) Study 2 256 1.47 .75 .96 United States 

Mitchell (2006) 321 1.35 .93 .92 United States 

Mitchell & Ambrose (2007) 427 1.55 1.20 .89 United States 

Peng (2013) 241 1.27 .59 .90 China 

Peng et al. (2020) 614 1.28 .43 .91 United States 

Potipiroon & Ford (2019) 401 1.46 .65 .86 Thailand 

Pradhan & Jena (2019) 240 3.36 .74 .79 India 

Raver (2004) 630 1.34 .56 .93 United States 

Shoss et al. (2013) Sample 1 148 1.79 1.33 .91 Philippines 

Shoss et al. (2013) Sample 2 254 1.84 1.08 .91 Philippines 

Shoss et al. (2013) Sample 3 187 1.91 1.01 .87 Philippines 

Tepper et al. (2008) Study 1 243 1.39 .60 .94 United States 

Tepper et al. (2008) Study 2 247 1.31 .55 .93 United States 

Tepper et al. (2009) 797 1.36 .70 .90 United States 

Thau et al. (2009) Study 1 373 1.45 .75 .94 United States 

Thau et al. (2009) Study 2 1,477 1.70 .94 .95 United States 
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Table 15 (Continued) 

Author(s) n Mean SD 

Destructive 

Leadership  

α 

Country 

Thau et al. (2010) Study 1 216 1.39 1.01 .91 United States 

Thau et al. (2010) Study 2 365 1.33 .87 .95 United States 

Thoroughgood et al. (2012) Study 4 670 1.73 .82 .97* United States 

Valle et al. (2018) 206 1.95 .95 .93 United States 

Vogel & Mitchell (2017) Study 2 221 1.34 .67 .95 United States 

Wei & Si (2013) 198 1.44 1.57 .93 China 

Wu et al. (2020) 234 1.69 .52 .96 China 

Yoo & Frankwick (2013) 469 1.97 1.21 .94 South Korea 

Note. n = number of respondents. SD = standard deviation. α = Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency estimate.  

* = composite. ** = median alpha estimate instead of study-specific alpha estimate.  
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Table 16 

Organizational Deviance Meta-Mean Results by Country 

Analysis    k Mean 95% Confidence Interval 

Overall 53 1.66 (1.55, 1.78) 

    

Canada 1 1.43 (1.33, 1.53) 

China 6 1.71 (1.35, 2.08) 

India 2 2.63 (1.20, 4.06) 

Israel 1 2.13 (1.96, 2.30) 

Malaysia 1 1.63 (1.53, 1.73) 

Netherlands 1 1.61 (1.49, 1.73) 

Philippines 3 1.86 (1.77, 1.95) 

Slovenia 1 2.48 (2.40, 2.56) 

South Korea 1 1.97 (1.86, 2.08) 

Thailand 1 1.46 (1.40, 1.52) 

Turkey 1 2.61 (2.56, 2.66) 

United States 34 1.52 (1.45, 1.59) 

Note. k = number of primary studies included in the analysis. Mean = the calculated 

meta-analytic mean for each country’s analysis.  
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Table 17  

Main Codes and Input Values for the Meta-Analyses for Destructive Leadership and Overall Deviance 

Author(s) Nationality 

Sample 

Size  

(n) 

r 

Overall 

Deviance 

α 

Destructive 

Leadership  

α 

Akram et al. (2019) China 350 .13* .96 .89 

An & Wang (2016) China 321 .40* .97 .93 

Ball et al. (1994) United States 89 .14* .93 .85 

Bauer (2011) United States 103 .73* .85 .75 

Belschak et al. (2018) Netherlands 196 .33 .84 .87 

Biron (2010) Israel 275 .24 .84 .91 

Bowling et al. (2020) Study 2 China 183 .30* .89 .93 

Bozeman (2016) Canada 211 .34* .82 .94 

Braun et al. (2018) Study 3 Germany 365 .57 .69 .91 

Braun et al. (2018) Study 4 Germany 50 .20 .95 .80 

Brees et al. (2014) United States 411 .32* .84 .95 

Bruursema (2004) United States 116 .47* .90** .92 

Burton & Hoobler (2011) United States 262 .26* .85 .98 

Burton et al. (2011) Study 2 United States 190 .44 .71 .97 

Carnevale et al. (2018) China 262 .09* .90 .88 

Chen (2011) United States 137 .56 .97 .96 

Chen & Liu (2019) Taiwan 336 .27 .90 .95 

Chi et al. (2016) Study 1 Taiwan 203 .35 .86 .85 

Chi et al. (2016) Study 3 Taiwan 417 .23 .85 .87 

Chi et al. (2016) Study 4 United States 246 -.30 .88 .95 

Choi et al. (2019) South Korea 285 .34* .93 .85 

Chu (2014) Taiwan 212 .39* .95 .94 

Ding et al. (2018) China 214 .43 .78 .90 
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Table 17 (Continued) 

Author(s) Nationality 

Sample 

Size  

(n) 

r 

Overall 

Deviance 

α 

Destructive 

Leadership  

α 

Duniewicz (2015) Study 2 United States 144 .42* .93 .96 

Eissa et al. (2020) Study 1 India 262 .29 .86 .95 

Eissa et al. (2020) Study 2 United States 175 .35 .90 .84 

Erkutlu & Chafra (2018) Turkey 1219 .33 .88 .89 

Eschleman et al. (2014) United States 268 .49* .97 .93 

Ferris et al. (2016) Study 1 China 257 .47* .95 .96 

Ferris et al. (2016) Study 2 China 357 .28* .98 .98 

Ferris et al. (2019) Study 3 China 191 .64 .96 .96 

Frieder et al. (2014) Study 1 United States 73 .34 .80 .95 

Frieder et al. (2014) Study 2 United States 172 .11 .76 .94 

Gardner & Rasumussen (2018) New Zealand 197 .46* .94** .94 

Gardner et al. (2016) New Zealand 826 .38* .94** .95 

Goswami et al. (2015) India 235 .54 .89 .94 

Greenbaum et al. (2013) Study 1 United States 222 .62 .95 .89 

Greenbaum et al. (2013) Study 2 United States 199 .38 .95 .93 

Greenbaum et al. (2017) Study 1 United States 171 .34 .98 .92 

Greenbaum et al. (2017) Study 2 United States 175 .24* .97 .88 

Haggard & Park (2018) Study 2 United States 253 .17 .80 .92 

Halevy et al. (2014) Study 4 United States 494 .86* .95 .96 

Hamid et al. (2016) Malaysia 136 .25* .92 .91 

Harvey et al. (2014) Study 1 United States 396 .63* .93 .91 

Harvey et al. (2014) Study 2 United States 81 .57* .93 .90 

Hussain & Sia (2017) India 256 .45* .90 .92 

Hutchinson & Spector (2016)  United States 402 .44* .94** .96** 
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Table 17 (Continued) 

Author(s) Nationality 

Sample 

Size  

(n) 

r 

Overall 

Deviance 

α 

Destructive 

Leadership  

α 

Inness et al. (2008) United States 308 .14* .97** .87 

Joo & Witt (2015) United States 279 .59 .70 .73 

Ju et al. (2018) Study 1 China 597 .38* .97 .96 

Ju et al. (2018) Study 2 China 345 .15* .83 .94 

Kim et al. (2016) United States 1514 .61* .99 .97 

Kluemper et al. (2019) Study 1 United States 121 .63* .94 .98 

Kluemper et al. (2019) Study 2 United States 163 .29* .90 .94 

Lian et al. (2012) Study 1 United States 264 .36 .88 .95 

Lian et al. (2012) Study 2 United States 171 .48 .84 .96 

Lian et al. (2012) Study 3 United States 198 .59 .94 .95 

Lian et al. (2014) Study 2 Canada 188 .52 .95 .96 

Liu et al. (2010) Study 1 China 283 .24 .89 .95 

Liu et al. (2010) Study 2 China 222 .26 .94 .95 

Liu et al. (2019) China 679 .52 .95 .94 

Mackey et al. (2013) United States 125 .14 .75 .92 

Mackey et al. (2015) Sample 1 United States 96 .64* .87** .90 

Mackey et al. (2015) Sample 2 United States 130 .29* .87** .93 

Mackey et al. (2018a) Sample 1 United States 396 .37 .87 .95 

Mackey et al. (2018a) Sample 2 United States 123 .29 .80 .94 

Mackey et al. (2020) China 219 .34 .94 .89 

Mackey et al. (2021b) Study 5 United States 287 .26 .94 .94 

Martinko et al. (2018) Study 8 United States 806 .58* .88 .93 

Mawritz et al. (2014) United States 221 .53 .95 .94 

Mawritz et al. (2017) Study 1 United States 165 .26 .89 .95 
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Table 17 (Continued) 

Author(s) Nationality 

Sample 

Size  

(n) 

r 

Overall 

Deviance 

α 

Destructive 

Leadership  

α 

Mawritz et al. (2017) Study 2 United States 121 .49* .97 .99 

Mayer et al. (2012) Study 1 United States 367 .35 .87 .95 

McAllister & Mackey (2014) United States 157 .59* .89 .94 

McAllister & Perrewe (2018) United States 136 .14 .91 .94 

Michel et al. (2016) Study 1 United States 355 .73* .98 .96 

Michel et al. (2016) Study 2 United States 256 .40* .92 .96 

Mitchell (2006) United States 321 .52* .94 .92 

Mitchell & Ambrose (2007) United States 427 .31* .91 .89 

Mitchell & Ambrose (2012) Study 2 United States 278 .62* .93 .90 

Mitchell & Ambrose (2012) Study 3 United States 243 .46* .93 .89 

Mitchell et al. (2015) United States 221 .27 .81 .91 

Naeem et al. (2020) China 326 .11 .71 .78 

Nandkeolyar et al. (2016) Study 1 India 286 .17 .90 .94 

Nixon (2011) United States 361 .86* .97 .95 

Nwani et al. (2017) Nigeria 250 .50* .88 .95 

Ogunfowora (2009) Canada 297 .13* .88 .86 

Park & Kim (2019) United States 183 .32 .93 .95 

Peng (2013) China 241 .12* .96 .90 

Peng et al. (2019) China 242 .02* .97 .92 

Peng et al. (2020) United States 614 .28* .81 .91 

Potipiroon & Ford (2019) Thailand 401 .15 .78 .86 

Pradhan & Jena (2019) India 240 .32* .86 .79 

Raver (2004) United States 630 .28* .86 .93 

Restubog et al. (2011) Study 1 Philippines 184 .58 .88 .97 
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Table 17 (Continued) 

Author(s) Nationality 

Sample 

Size  

(n) 

r 

Overall 

Deviance 

α 

Destructive 

Leadership  

α 

Restubog et al. (2011) Study 2 Philippines 188 .53 .67 .95 

Richard et al. (2020) China 324 .44 .95 .92 

Schmid et al. (2017) Study 4 Germany 240 .33* .74 .96 

Schmid et al. (2017) Study 5 Germany 282 .32* .83 .98 

Shao et al. (2011) United States 490 .28 .85 .95 

Shillamkwese et al. (2020) China 298 .35 .88 .76 

Shoss et al. (2013) Sample 1 Philippines 148 .38 .85 .91 

Shoss et al. (2013) Sample 2 Philippines 254 .17 .84 .91 

Shoss et al. (2013) Sample 3 Philippines 187 .22 .75 .87 

Simon et al. (2015) United States 244 .67 .86 .94 

Steinert (2015) United States 162 .57* .97 .96 

Tepper et al. (2001) United States 388 .23 .89 .91 

Tepper et al. (2008) Study 1 United States 243 .28 .69 .94 

Tepper et al. (2008) Study 2 United States 247 .18 .75 .93 

Tepper et al. (2009) United States 797 .43* .90 .90 

Thau & Mitchell (2010) Study 1 United States 216 .39* .85 .91 

Thau & Mitchell (2010) Study 2 United States 365 .51* .95 .95 

Thau et al. (2009) Study 1 United States 373 .38* .81 .94 

Thau et al. (2009) Study 2 United States 1477 .56* .97 .95 

Thoroughgood et al. (2012) Study 4 United States 670 .43* .90 .97 

Valle et al. (2019) United States 206 .18 .75 .93 

Vogel & Mitchell (2017) Study 2 United States 221 .30* .92 .95 

Walsh et al. (2018) Pilot Study United States 214 .58 .89 .93 

Wang & Jiang (2014) China 403 .35 .83 .87 
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Table 17 (Continued) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. n = number of respondents. r = zero-order bivariate correlation between destructive leadership and followers’ 

overall deviance. α = Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency estimate. *= composite. ** = median alpha estimate 

instead of study-specific alpha estimate; if composite, median alpha was used in calculation.  

  

Author(s) Nationality 

Sample 

Size  

(n) 

r 

Overall  

Deviance 

α 

Destructive 

Leadership  

α 

Wang et al. (2012) China 283 .31* .90 .95 

Watkins et al. (2019) Study 2 China 176 .51* .93 .93 

Wei & Si (2013) China 198 .29 .70 .93 

Wu et al. (2020) China 234 .22* .98 .96 

Yoo & Frankwick (2013) South Korea 469 .51* .86 .94 

Zhang et al. (2020) China 879 .15* .90 .95 
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Table 18 

Overall Deviance Meta-Analytic Results by Country 

Analysis    k    N r̄ SDr̄ ρ SDρ 

80% 

Credibility 

Interval (ρ) 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval (ρ) 

% of 

Variance 

Attributable 

to Artifacts 

Overall 126 39,245 .38 .18 .42 .18 (.19, .66) (.39, .46) 8% 

          

Canada 3 696 .30 .16 .34 .15 (.14, .54) (.15, .53) 16% 

China 25 8,084 .30 .15 .33 .15 (.13, .52) (.26, .39) 12% 

Germany 4 937 .41 .13 .48 .16 (.27, .69) (.31, .65) 14% 

India 5 1,279 .35 .13 .39 .13 (.22, .55) (.26, .51) 2% 

Israel 1 275 .24 .00 .27 .00 (.27, .27) (.16, .39) - 

Malaysia 1 136 .25 .00 .27 .00 (.27, .27) (.12, .43) - 

Netherlands 1 196 .33 .00 .39 .00 (.39, .39) (.26, .51) - 

New Zealand 2 1,023 .40 .03 .42 .00 (.42, .42) (.37, .47) 100% 

Nigeria 1 250 .50 .00 .55 .00 (.55, .55) (.45, .64) - 

Philippines 5 961 .36 .17 .42 .18 (.19, .65) (.26, .59) 14% 

Slovenia 1 737 .22 .00 .25 .00 (.25, .25) (.18, .32) - 

South Korea 2 754 .45 .08 .50 .08 (.40, .60) (.38, .62) 27% 

Taiwan 4 1,168 .29 .06 .33 .02 (.30, .36) (.27, .38) 88% 

Thailand 1 401 .15 .00 .18 .00 (.18, .18) (.09, .28) - 

Turkey 1 1,219 .33 .00 .37 .00 (.37, .37) (.32, .42) - 

United States 69 21,129 .44 .19 .48 .19 (.24, .73) (.43, .53) 6% 

Note. k = number of primary studies included in the analysis. N = total sample size of all primary studies included in 

the analysis. r̄ = the sample-weighted mean correlation estimate. SDr̄ = standard deviation of the sample-weighted 

mean correlation estimates across primary studies. ρ = the population correlation estimate that corrects the zero-order 

bivariate correlation for measurement and sampling error across primary studies. SDρ = standard deviation of 

population correlation estimates. 
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Table 19 

 

Overall Deviance Meta-Analytic Results by Country for Studies That Were Excluded from the Meta-Analyses 

Analysis    k    N r̄ SDr̄ ρ SDρ 

80% 

Credibility 

Interval (ρ) 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval (ρ) 

% of 

Variance 

Attributable 

to Artifacts 

Belgium 2 236 .32 .06 .35 .00 (.35, .35) (.23, .46) 100% 

Pakistan 9 3,378 .42 .15 .51 .16 (.30, .72) (.40, .62) 9% 

Romania 2 517 .32 .12 .37 .12 (.21, .53) (.18, .56) 21% 

Note. k = number of primary studies included in the analysis. N = total sample size of all primary studies included in 

the analysis. r̄ = the sample-weighted mean correlation estimate. SDr̄ = standard deviation of the sample-weighted 

mean correlation estimates across primary studies. ρ = the population correlation estimate that corrects the zero-order 

bivariate correlation for measurement and sampling error across primary studies. SDρ = standard deviation of 

population correlation estimates.  
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Table 20 

 

Overall Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlations among Study Variables 

 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1. CorrelationDL & Overall Deviance - - .03 -.20 -.06 .34 -.20 -.18 .18 -.13 -.27 

2. Meta-Analytic Mean for DL .08 - - - - - - - - - - 

3. Performance Orientation .03 -.06 - .44 .12 .13 .01 .36 .28 .09 .11 

4. Assertiveness -.21 -.16 .44 - -.10 -.02 -.28 .11 -.20 .20 .28 

5. Future Orientation -.07 -.16 .13 -.07 - .10 .34 .53 -.21 -.14 .53 

6. Humane Orientation .35 .03 .13 -.03 .09 - .08 -.24 .14 -.61 .12 

7. Institutional Collectivism -.19 .06 .01 -.28 .32 .08 - -.13 -.36 -.07 .47 

8. In-Group Collectivism -.19 -.12 .37 .13 .54 -.24 -.13 - .13 .32 .07 

9. Gender Egalitarianism .20 .19 .27 -.22 -.24 .14 -.35 .11 - -.52 -.69 

10. Power Distance -.15 -.41 .11 .25 -.06 -.57 -.09 .34 -.54 - .19 

11. Uncertainty Avoidance -.28 -.13 .11 .29 .54 .11 .45 .09 -.69 .23 - 

Mean  .37 1.92 5.89 3.94 5.49 5.38 4.62 5.63 4.47 2.77 4.60 

Standard Deviation  .10 .36 .34 .83 .42 .34 .41 .34 .44 .29 .75 

Note. DL = destructive leadership. Pearson correlation below the diagonal. Partial correlation controlling for the meta-analytic mean 

of destructive leadership above the diagonal.  
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Table 21 

 

Summary of GLOBE Supplementary Analyses for Overall Deviance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. r = zero-order bivariate correlation between (1) the cultural value dimension and (2) the relationship 

between destructive leadership and followers’ overall deviance. Some of the summed scores for the relative 

weight columns do not sum perfectly due to rounding errors.    

 

Hypothesis 

Interpersonal 

Deviance 

Findings   

Organizational 

Deviance 

Findings 

       r 

Raw  

Relative 

Weight 

(R2) 

Rescaled  

Relative 

Weight 

Performance Orientation Positive Negative .03 .01 3.17% 

Assertiveness Negative Negative -.21 .04 9.34% 

Future Orientation Positive Negative -.07 .03 6.64% 

Humane Orientation Positive Positive .35 .13 30.22% 

Institutional Collectivism Positive Negative -.19 .04 9.65% 

In-Group Collectivism Positive Negative -.19 .06 14.24% 

Gender Egalitarianism Positive Positive .20 .02 5.13% 

Power Distance Negative Negative -.15 .03 6.14% 

Uncertainty Avoidance Negative Negative -.28 .07 15.47% 

    .43 100.00% 
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Table 22 

Meta Mean Inputs for the Destructive Leadership and Overall Deviance Analyses 

Author(s) n Mean SD 

Destructive 

Leadership  

α 

Country 

Akram et al. (2019) 350 .86 1.30 .89 China 

Ball et al. (1994) 89 2.69 .99 .85 United States 

Bauer (2011) 103 .75 .22 .75 United States 

Belschak et al. (2018) 196 1.61 .85 .87 Netherlands 

Biron (2010) 275 2.13 1.40 .91 Israel 

Bowling et al. (2020) Study 2 183 1.84 1.63 .93 China 

Bozeman (2016) 211 1.43 .76 .94 Canada 

Braun et al. (2018) Study 3 365 2.80 1.24 .91 Germany 

Braun et al. (2018) Study 4 50 3.52 1.88 .80 Germany 

Brees et al. (2014) 411 1.48 .66 .95 United States 

Burton & Hoobler (2011) 262 1.65 1.20 .98 United States 

Burton et al. (2011) Study 2 190 1.53 1.11 .97 United States 

Carnevale et al. (2018) 262 2.56 2.16 .88 China 

Chen & Liu (2019) 336 1.72 .76 .95 Taiwan 

Chen (2011) 137 1.64 1.13 .96 United States 

Chi et al. (2016) Study 1 203 1.42 .53 .85 Taiwan 

Chi et al. (2016) Study 3 417 1.89 .66 .87 Taiwan 

Chi et al. (2016) Study 4 246 2.68 .92 .95 United States 

Choi et al. (2019) 285 2.04 .70 .85 South Korea 

Chu (2014) 212 1.82 .62 .94 Taiwan 

Ding et al. (2018) 214 2.69 .78 .90 China 

Duffy et al. (2006) Study 1 737 2.48 1.07 .84 Slovenia 

Duniewicz (2015) Study 2 144 1.66 .83 .96 United States 
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Table 22 (Continued)  

Author(s) n Mean SD 

Destructive 

Leadership  

α 

Country 

Eissa et al. (2020) Study 1 262 1.77 1.07 .95 India 

Eissa et al. (2020) Study 2 175 1.23 .77 .84 United States 

Erkutlu & Chafra (2018) 1219 2.61 .85 .89 Turkey 

Eschleman et al. (2014) 268 1.30 .67 .93 United States 

Ferris et al. (2016) Study 1 257 1.68 .87 .96 China 

Ferris et al. (2016) Study 2 357 1.39 .66 .98 China 

Ferris et al. (2019) Study 3 191 1.87 1.05 .96 China 

Gardner & Rasumussen (2018) 197 1.96 .71 .94 New Zealand 

Gardner et al. (2016) 826 1.91 .81 .95 New Zealand 

Goswami et al. (2015) 235 1.51 .72 .94 India 

Greenbaum et al. (2013) Study 1 222 1.41 .89 .89 United States 

Greenbaum et al. (2013) Study 2 199 1.48 1.07 .93 United States 

Greenbaum et al. (2017) Study 1 171 1.37 .95 .92 United States 

Greenbaum et al. (2017) Study 2 175 1.23 .81 .88 United States 

Haggard & Park (2018) Study 2 253 1.18 .78 .92 United States 

Halevy et al. (2014) Study 4 494 1.30 1.64 .96 United States 

Hamid et al. (2016) 136 1.63 .59 .91 Malaysia 

Harvey et al. (2014) Study 1 396 1.60 .77 .91 United States 

Harvey et al. (2014) Study 2 81 1.66 .74 .90* United States 

Hussain & Sia (2017) 256 1.90 .77 .92 India 

Inness et al. (2008) 308 2.90 1.11 .87 United States 

Joo & Witt (2015) 279 2.19 .84 .73 United States 

Ju et al. (2018) Study 1 597 2.17 .66 .96 China 

Ju et al. (2018) Study 2 345 1.98 .69 .94 China 
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Table 22 (Continued)  

Author(s) n Mean SD 

Destructive 

Leadership  

α 

Country 

Kim et al. (2016) 1514 1.47 1.86 .97 United States 

Kluemper et al. (2019) Study 1 121 1.74 .93 .98 United States 

Kluemper et al. (2019) Study 2 163 2.09 1.11 .94 United States 

Lian et al. (2012) Study 1 264 1.69 .75 .95 United States 

Lian et al. (2012) Study 2 171 1.62 .79 .96 United States 

Lian et al. (2012) Study 3 198 1.67 .88 .95 United States 

Lian et al. (2014) Study 2 188 1.76 .82 .96 Canada 

Liu et al. (2010) Study 1 283 2.09 .97 .95 China 

Liu et al. (2010) Study 2 222 2.04 .59 .95 China 

Liu et al. (2019) 679 1.36 .44 .94 China 

Mackey et al. (2013) 125 1.43 .58 .92 United States 

Mackey et al. (2015) Sample 1 96 1.23 .38 .90 United States 

Mackey et al. (2015) Sample 2 130 1.42 .57 .93 United States 

Mackey et al. (2018a) Sample 1 396 1.48 .66 .95 United States 

Mackey et al. (2018a) Sample 2 123 1.39 .60 .94 United States 

Mackey et al. (2020) 219 1.81 .91 .89 China 

Mackey et al. (2021b) Study 5 287 1.42 .63 .94 United States 

Martinko et al. (2018) Study 8 806 1.37 .72 .93 United States 

Mawritz et al. (2014) 221 1.41 .87 .94 United States 

Mawritz et al. (2017) Study 1 165 1.35 .86 .95 United States 

Mawritz et al. (2017) Study 2 121 1.34 .86 .99* United States 

Mayer et al. (2012) Study 1 367 1.75 1.29 .95 United States 

McAllister & Mackey (2014) 157 1.47 .78 .94 United States 

McAllister & Perrewe (2018) 136 1.48 .68 .94 United States 

Michel et al. (2016) Study 1 355 1.64 .80 .96 United States 
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Table 22 (Continued)  

Author(s) n Mean SD 

Destructive 

Leadership  

α 

Country 

Michel et al. (2016) Study 2 256 1.47 .75 .96 United States 

Mitchell & Ambrose (2007) 427 1.55 1.20 .89 United States 

Mitchell & Ambrose (2012) Study 2 278 1.31 .94 .90 United States 

Mitchell & Ambrose (2012) Study 3 243 1.43 .93 .89 United States 

Mitchell (2006) 321 1.35 .93 .92 United States 

Mitchell et al. (2015) 221 2.4 .74 .91 United States 

Naeem et al. (2020) 326 2.9 .40 .78 China 

Nixon (2011) 361 1.58 .73 .95 United States 

Park & Kim (2019) 183 1.51 .63 .95 United States 

Peng (2013) 241 1.27 .59 .90 China 

Peng et al. (2019) 242 1.33 .67 .92* China 

Peng et al. (2020) 614 1.28 .43 .91 United States 

Potipiroon & Ford (2019) 401 1.46 .65 .86 Thailand 

Pradhan & Jena (2019) 240 3.36 .74 .79 India 

Raver (2004) 630 1.34 .56 .93 United States 

Restubog et al. (2011) Study 1 184 2.21 .41 .97 Philippines 

Restubog et al. (2011) Study 2 188 1.68 1.01 .95 Philippines 

Richard et al. (2020) 324 1.59 .93 .92 China 

Schmid et al. (2017) Study 4 240 1.78 .74 .96* Germany 

Schmid et al. (2017) Study 5 282 1.98 .91 .98* Germany 

Shao et al. (2011) 490 1.69 .84 .95 United States 

Shillamkwese et al. (2020) 298 2.82 .77 .76 China 

Shoss et al. (2013) Sample 1 148 1.79 1.13 .91 Philippines 

Shoss et al. (2013) Sample 2 254 1.84 1.08 .91 Philippines 

Shoss et al. (2013) Sample 3 187 1.91 1.01 .87 Philippines 
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Table 22 (Continued)  

Author(s) n Mean SD 

Destructive 

Leadership  

α 

Country 

Simon et al. (2015) 244 1.35 .59 .94 United States 

Steinert (2015) 162 1.68 .83 .96 United States 

Tepper et al. (2001) 388 1.40 .56 .91 United States 

Tepper et al. (2008) Study 1 243 1.39 .60 .94 United States 

Tepper et al. (2008) Study 2 247 1.31 .55 .93 United States 

Tepper et al. (2009) 797 1.36 .70 .90 United States 

Thau & Mitchell (2010) Study 1 216 1.39 1.01 .91 United States 

Thau & Mitchell (2010) Study 2 365 1.33 .87 .95 United States 

Thau et al. (2009) Study 1 373 1.67 .62 .94 United States 

Thau et al. (2009) Study 2 1477 1.70 .94 .95 United States 

Thoroughgood et al. (2012) Study 4 670 1.73 .82 .97* United States 

Valle et al. (2019) 206 1.95 .95 .75 United States 

Vogel & Mitchell (2017) Study 2 221 1.34 .67 .95 United States 

Walsh et al. (2018) Pilot Study 214 1.61 .87 .93 United States 

Wang & Jiang (2014) 403 1.88 .54 .87 China 

Wang et al. (2012) 283 2.09 .97 .95 China 

Watkins et al. (2019) Study 2 176 1.43 .52 .93 China 

Wei & Si (2013) 198 1.44 1.57 .93 China 

Wu et al. (2020) 234 1.69 .52 .96 China 

Yoo & Frankwick (2013) 469 1.97 1.21 .94 South Korea 

Zhang et al. (2020) 879 1.19 .65 .95* China 

Note. n = number of respondents. SD = standard deviation. α = Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency estimate. * = 

composite. ** = median alpha estimate instead of study-specific alpha estimate.
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Table 23 

Overall Deviance Meta-Mean Results by Country 

Analysis    k Mean 95% Confidence Interval 

Overall 118 1.72 (1.63, 1.81) 

    

Canada 2 1.59 (1.27, 1.92) 

China 24 1.83 (1.59, 2.07) 

Germany 4 2.47 (1.93, 3.01) 

India 4 2.14 (1.27, 3.00) 

Israel 1 2.13 (1.96, 2.30) 

Malaysia 1 1.63 (1.53, 1.73) 

Netherlands 1 1.61 (1.49, 1.73) 

New Zealand 2 1.92 (1.87, 1.97) 

Philippines 5 1.88 (1.73, 2.03) 

Slovenia 1 2.48 (2.40, 2.56) 

South Korea 2 2.02 (1.95, 2.08) 

Taiwan 4 1.71 (1.50, 1.93) 

Thailand 1 1.46 (1.40, 1.52) 

Turkey 1 2.61 (2.56, 2.66) 

United States 65 1.56 (1.48, 1.64) 

Note. k = number of primary studies included in the analysis. Mean = the calculated 

meta-analytic mean for each country’s analysis. Note that the overall mean (1.72) was 

used for Nigeria in the partial correlation analyses.  
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Figure 1. Summary of Conceptual Model.  
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Figure 2. Summary of Hypothesized Relationships. 
  

Followers’ 
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Deviance  
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Leadership 

 

Cultural Values 
 

Performance Orientation - Hypotheses 2a & 2b: (-) 

Assertiveness - Hypotheses 3a & 3b: (-) 

Future Orientation - Hypotheses 4a & 4b: (+) 

Humane Orientation - Hypotheses 5a & 5b: (+) 

Institutional Collectivism - Hypotheses 6a & 6b: (+) 

In-Group Collectivism - Hypotheses 7a & 7b: (+) 

Gender Egalitarianism - Hypotheses 8a & 8b: (+) 

Power Distance - Hypotheses 9a & 9b: (-) 

Uncertainty Avoidance - Hypotheses 10a & 10b: (+) 
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Figure 3. Summary of Research Model for Interpersonal Deviance. 
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H2a: Performance Orientation (-: Not Supported) 

H3a: Assertiveness (-: Supported) 

H4a: Future Orientation (+: Supported) 

H5a: Humane Orientation (+: Supported) 

H6a: Institutional Collectivism (+: Supported) 

H7a: In-Group Collectivism (+: Supported) 

H8a: Gender Egalitarianism (+: Supported) 

H9a: Power Distance (-: Supported) 

H10a: Uncertainty Avoidance (+: Not Supported) 

H1a: (+: Supported) 
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Figure 4. Scatter Plot for Performance Orientation and the Correlation between 

Destructive Leadership and Interpersonal Deviance. 
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Figure 5. Scatter Plot for Assertiveness and the Correlation between Destructive 

Leadership and Interpersonal Deviance. 
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Figure 6. Scatter Plot for Future Orientation and the Correlation between Destructive Leadership 

and Interpersonal Deviance. 
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Figure 7. Scatter Plot for Humane Orientation and the Correlation between Destructive 

Leadership and Interpersonal Deviance. 
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Figure 8. Scatter Plot for Institutional Collectivism and the Correlation between Destructive 

Leadership and Interpersonal Deviance. 
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Figure 9. Scatter Plot for In-Group Collectivism and the Correlation between Destructive 

Leadership and Interpersonal Deviance. 

  

Canada

China

Germany

India

Malaysia
New Zealand

Philippines

South Korea

Taiwan

United States

4.50

5.50

6.50

.20 .30 .40 .50 .60 .70

In
-G

ro
u

p
 C

o
ll

ec
ti

v
is

m

Correlation between Destructive Leadership and Followers' Interpersonal Deviance



 

 

 

161 

 

Figure 10. Scatter Plot for Gender Egalitarianism and the Correlation between Destructive 

Leadership and Interpersonal Deviance. 
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Figure 11. Scatter Plot for Power Distance and the Correlation between Destructive Leadership 

and Interpersonal Deviance. 
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Figure 12. Scatter Plot for Uncertainty Avoidance and the Correlation between Destructive 

Leadership and Interpersonal Deviance. 
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Figure 13. Summary of Research Model for Organizational Deviance. 

  

Followers’ 

Organizational 

Deviance 

 

Destructive 

Leadership 

Cultural Values 

 

H2b: Performance Orientation (-: Supported) 
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Figure 14. Scatter Plot for Performance Orientation and the Correlation between Destructive 

Leadership and Organizational Deviance. 
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Figure 15. Scatter Plot for Assertiveness and the Correlation between Destructive Leadership 

and Organizational Deviance. 
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Figure 16. Scatter Plot for Future Orientation and the Correlation between Destructive 

Leadership and Organizational Deviance. 
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Figure 17. Scatter Plot for Humane Orientation and the Correlation between Destructive 

Leadership and Organizational Deviance. 
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Figure 18. Scatter Plot for Institutional Collectivism and the Correlation between Destructive 

Leadership and Organizational Deviance. 
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Figure 19. Scatter Plot for In-Group Collectivism and the Correlation between Destructive 

Leadership and Organizational Deviance. 
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Figure 20. Scatter Plot for Gender Egalitarianism and the Correlation between Destructive 

Leadership and Organizational Deviance. 
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Figure 21. Scatter Plot for Power Distance and the Correlation between Destructive Leadership 

and Organizational Deviance. 
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Figure 22. Scatter Plot for Uncertainty Avoidance and the Correlation between Destructive 

Leadership and Organizational Deviance. 
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Figure 23. Scatter Plot for Performance Orientation and the Correlation between Destructive 

Leadership and Overall Deviance. 
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Figure 24. Scatter Plot for Assertiveness and the Correlation between Destructive Leadership 

and Overall Deviance. 
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Figure 25. Scatter Plot for Future Orientation and the Correlation between Destructive 

Leadership and Overall Deviance. 
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Figure 26. Scatter Plot for Humane Orientation and the Correlation between Destructive 

Leadership and Overall Deviance. 
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Figure 27. Scatter Plot for Institutional Collectivism and the Correlation between Destructive 

Leadership and Overall Deviance. 
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Figure 28. Scatter Plot for In-Group Collectivism and the Correlation between Destructive 

Leadership and Overall Deviance. 
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Figure 29. Scatter Plot for Gender Egalitarianism and the Correlation between Destructive 

Leadership and Overall Deviance. 
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Figure 30. Scatter Plot for Power Distance and the Correlation between Destructive Leadership 

and Overall Deviance. 

 

  

Canada

China

Gemany

India

Israel

Malaysia

Netherlands

New Zealand

Nigeria

Philippines

Slovenia

South Korea

Taiwan

Thailand

Turkey

United States

2.00

3.00

4.00

.10 .20 .30 .40 .50 .60

P
o

w
er

 D
is

ta
n

ce

Correlation between Destructive Leadership and Followers' Overall Deviance



 

 

182 

 

Figure 31. Scatter Plot for Uncertainty Avoidance and the Correlation between Destructive 

Leadership and Overall Deviance. 
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Note. n = number of respondents. r = zero-order bivariate correlation between destructive leadership and followers’ 

organizational deviance. α = Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency estimate. * = composite. ** = median alpha 

estimate instead of study-specific alpha estimate. 

  

Author(s) Nationality 

Sample 

Size  

(n) 

r 

Interpersonal 

Deviance 

α 

Destructive 

Leadership  

α 

Ahmad et al. (2019) Pakistan 408 .21 .53 .90 

Camps et al. (2018) Study 1 Belgium 122 .38* .94 .95 

Decoster et al. (2018) Study 2 Belgium 114 .25 .93 .87 

Kluemper et al. (2019) Study 3 Romania 281 .26* .86 .85 

Raza et al. (2019) Pakistan 301 .30 .71 .76 

Samreen et al. (2019) Pakistan 920 .41* .84 .80 
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Note. n = number of respondents. r = zero-order bivariate correlation between destructive leadership and followers’ 

organizational deviance. α = Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency estimate. * = composite. ** = median alpha 

estimate instead of study-specific alpha estimate. 
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Organizational 

Deviance 

α 
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Leadership  

α 

Ahmad et al. (2019) Pakistan 408 .26 .57 .90 

Ali et al. (2020) Pakistan 220 .57 .84** .93** 

Haider et al (2018) Time 1 Pakistan 370 .57* .76 .88 

Haider et al (2018) Time 2 Pakistan 370 .57* .79 .91 

Kluemper et al. (2019) Study 3 Romania 281 .08 .87 .85 

Malik et al. (2019a) Pakistan 306 .65 .96 .88 

Raza et al. (2019) Pakistan 301 .28 .71 .76 

Sulea et al. (2013) Romania 236 .46 .93 .85 
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Codes and Input Values Excluded for the Meta-Analyses for Destructive Leadership and Overall Deviance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. n = number of respondents. r = zero-order bivariate correlation between destructive leadership and followers’ 

organizational deviance. α = Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency estimate. * = composite. ** = median alpha 

estimate instead of study-specific alpha estimate. 
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Size  

(n) 
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Deviance 

α 

Destructive 

Leadership  

α 

Ahmad et al. (2019) Pakistan 408 .27* .69 .90 

Ali et al. (2020) Pakistan 220 .57 .84** .93** 

Camps et al. (2018) Study 1 Belgium 122 .38* .94 .95 

De Clercq et al. (2020) Pakistan 221 .11* .89 .91 

Decoster et al. (2018) Study 2 Belgium 114 .25 .93 .87 

Haider et al (2018) Time 1 Pakistan 370 .57* .76 .88 

Haider et al (2018) Time 2 Pakistan 370 .57* .79 .91 

Kluemper et al. (2019) Study 3 Romania 281 .21* .91 .85 

Malik et al. (2019a) Pakistan 306 .65 .96 .88 

Malik et al. (2019b)  Pakistan 262 .25* .75 .84 

Raza et al. (2019) Pakistan 301 .36* .79 .76 

Samreen et al. (2019) Pakistan 920 .41* .84 .80 

Sulea et al. (2013) Romania 236 .46 .93 .85 


