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Abstract

This study examines the impact of Autocratic leadership on Disruptive Political Behavior with the moderating
effect of Abusive Supervisory Behavior and the mediating effect of Employee Perception of Job Insecurity. It
examines the employee perception of job insecurity while working in an autocratic culture and the political
strategies which an employee chooses to cope up with such insecurities. The data was collected through a
structured questionnaire from a sample of 248 employees which include middle-level managers, front-line
managers, and their employees. Pearson correlation test was used to establish the relationship between variables.
Findings reveal the existence of a significant positive relationship between the variables. Result also prove that
there is a significant positive moderation of abusive supervisory behavior between the relationship of autocratic
leadership and employee perception of job insecurity, and shows partial significance with mediating effect of
employee perception of job insecurity with the relation of autocratic leadership and disruptive political behavior.
The study concludes with a discussion and future directions.

Keywords: autocratic leadership, abusive supervisory behavior, employee’s perception of job insecurity and
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1. Background of the Study

The telecommunication sector is one of the significant sectors in today’s world reasoning the fact of its great
contribution in the economic sector of Pakistan. The telecommunication sector is working highly in providing
better services to their customers. To check the various practices applied in the public and private sectors both,
the present research is conducted. For meeting the expected targets, the leader who is having the autocratic
leadership trait, assert his dominance over his followers or subordinates by controlling their performances
through threats, and pressurize them for completing the tasks. This makes the leader to adopt abusiveness
towards his subordinates (Kiazad, Restubog, Zagenczyk, Kiewitz, & Tang, 2010). This supervisory behavior
inhibits perception of job insecurity in an employee (Hoel & Cooper, 2000; McCarthy et al., 1995; Sheehan,
1996), which will ultimately affect the performance of an individual itself and the organization (De Witte, 1999;
Sverke et al., 2002; De Witte et al., 2010; Vetting, 2010). Such employees who perceive insecurity, likely to react
against the organization and also other individuals working in the organization (Tepper et al., 2008, 2009; Thau
et al., 2009; Biron, 2010; Thau & Mitchell, 2010).

2. Introduction

Taking the organizational environment into the context, the employees working in the organizations are more
likely to work in that kind of environment where dictatorship and the leader’s control over the subordinates exist
(Cheng, Chou, Wu, Huang, & Farh, 2004). The people work with defined rules and policies organized for better
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and enhancing performance. Usually, the organizations are echoed in the environment of the authoritative
leadership style. This leadership style captures a behavior which declares a complete authority and control over
the subordinates working in the organization, demanding undeniable obedience from them (Cheng, Chou, Wu,
Huang, & Farh, 2004, p. 91). For this instance, authoritarian leaders more likely to create an environment of
control by originating an organizational structure by issuing rules and policies, promise to give rewards for their
obedience and threaten them for punishment in a situation of non-compliance (Aryee et al., 2007). These leaders
take the decisions according to their own choices and deny to take the advice from their sub-ordinates. All the
directions, goals, and structure of doing the tasks are set already and the leader expects to accomplish the tasks
given by them to the group members (Malik, Saleem, & Naeem, 2016).

Instead of enhancing the performance of individuals, sometimes the authoritative power flow towards a negative
way of abusiveness. When the sub-ordinate fail to follow the defined terms and conditions, then the supervisor or
the boss is most likely to abuse them. Similarly, the more use of authoritative power makes the supervisor to
adopt abusive behavior towards the sub-ordinates. Tepper (2000) studied abusive supervision as a sustained
hostile verbal and non-verbal behavior. The supervisor’s authority encourages him to adopt the abusive behavior
towards the employees working in the organization if a non-compliance occurs. The leaders having the
authoritarian leadership trait declare their dominance over their subordinates and control their performances
through threats and pressurize them for completing the tasks (Kiazad, Restubog, Zagenczyk, Kiewitz, & Tang,
2010). The assigned targets for completion of tasks make a leader or as supervisor to adopt abusiveness towards
the followers or the sub-ordinates working in the organization

One of the studies found in the literature discussed the perception of followers regarding the abusive behavior of
the supervisor negatively related to an individual’s perception of ethical leadership (Kacmar, Tillman, Harris,
Whitman, & Justice, 2016). These findings highlight the behaviors of the leader which is important in
perceptions of being ethical. Concerning this, abusive behavior also leaves long-term negative effects on an
individual’s perceptions of a leader’s ethical behavior. Research suggests that if the leader improves their
behaviors of abusiveness, even then it will leave long-lasting effects of their past behaviors on the followers
(Chan, & McAllister, 2014). Similarly, the excessive use of abusive behavior when faced by the employee
working in the organization, inhibits the perceptual level of insecurity of losing a job in him. Taking the literature
perspectives, it is clearly shown through different discussions that the authoritarian/autocratic leadership trait is
linking with employee’s perception of job insecurity when a leader opts for abusive behavior to fulfill the
expected targets or to meet the given deadlines.

The concept of job insecurity received substantial attention to research (Sverke & Hellgren, 2002; Vetting, 2010).
Background roots of an individual’s job insecurity emerged an unthreatened situation of employment (Rosenblatt
& Ruvio, 1996; Vetting, 2010). With this regard, the total number of employees perceive their job considerably
as threatened (De Witte, 2005) while working under an autocratic leader who situationally adapts abusiveness
towards the sub-ordinates working in the organization. Accumulated research has found a piece of evidence that
employees who feel the insecurity of losing their jobs, likely to react negatively in terms of psychological
well-being, work attitude and job performance (e.g., De Witte, 1999; Sverke et al., 2002). The behavior of an
employee when changed, will affect the individual performance relating to the organizational performance.

Taking into the concern of an employee’s political strategies for securing his job making him to choose a
behavior by showing an extra concern to the supervisor by flattering him, seek help from other co-workers of the
organization by telling them about such an abusive behavior of his supervisor (Biron 2010; Tepper et al., 2009;
2008; Thau et al., 2009; Thau & Mitchell, 2010) for gaining sympathies from them or may allow him to choose a
disruptive behavior by showing aggression to the boss in the form of grouping or unions of the organization and
sometimes the violation of organizational policies (Freeman et al., 2001, 2005). These are some of the
consequences of experiencing repeated abusive supervisory behavior which can be costly not only for
organizations but also for the other targeted individuals of the organization.

The research suggested that the individuals who experienced abusive supervisory behavior usually suffers from
the low job and life satisfaction with greater depression, anxiety, and are emotionally exhausted (Tepper, 2000).
When an employee is emotionally exhausted by being victimized of the supervisor’s abusive behavior (Tepper,
2000), the literature shows that such employees react against the organization and other individuals working in
the organization, for being victimized by abusive behavior (Biron, 2010; Tepper et al., 2009, 2008; Thau et al.,
2009; Thau & Mitchell, 2010). These deviant acts opted by the employee because of abusive behavior of a
supervisor which created a perception of job insecurity in an employee resulting in the adoption of disruptive
political behaviors like; showing aggressive behavior to a boss in the form of grouping, unions, and violence
(Freeman et al., 2001, 2005), emotional exhaustion (Tepper, 2000).
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Taking the research beneath the theoretical perspectives, when an employee perceives job insecurity due to
supervisor’s abusive behavior reasoning the fact of autocracy as per the organizational policies, follows the
“perceived organizational politics” model which was proposed by Ferris, Russ, and Fandt in 1989. In this, an
individual perceives the behavior of others which are more often related with the management of organizational
policies (as per discussed as an autocratic-abusive behavior), repeatedly use the forced (autocratic) strategies on
the other individuals for short-term gains (Kacmar & Ferris, 1991) which makes an employee to perceive as his
employment insecurity which renders him to move towards other behavioral patterns like; demotivation,
dissatisfaction and an individual’s intention to quit. When autocratic abusive behaviors are used by the
supervisors hurdled an individual’s interest of job leading him to perceive insecurity of losing his job.

Taking the mainstream research into the context, the constructs are making a positive linkage with each other in
a way Ferris, Russ, and Fandt in 1989 gave the relationship of the constructs in the model of perceptions of
organizational politics. Autocratic leadership creates a working environment bound to strict rules and policies
which makes a supervisor act abusively in case of non-compliance. The employees are given rewards only if
they follow-up the orders of the autocratic supervisors. The excess of abusiveness when bound-to strict rules and
policies, this makes an employee perceive his job at stake. When perceiving this state, for securing one’s job,
some strategies opted by the employee which ultimately leads to disruptive political behaviors. This could be
beneficial at the employee’s side, but not for the organization.

3. Problem Statement

The model of “Perceived Organizational Politics” given by Ferris, Ruth & Fandt in 1989. According to the
literature, the model explains that some of the factors like job/work environment, personal influence, and
organizational influence perceived by an employee as political behavior in the organization. These factors have
negative effects on perceptions and understanding of an employee and results in a lack of job involvement, job
satisfaction, job commitment, and enhancement in job anxiety and quit intention. But there are some other
behaviors also which are being addressed in the literature (Aquina & Thau, 2009; Glomb & Cortina, 2006;
Trevina & Edmond, 2009), discussed as a ‘consequence’ of organizational politics.

Taking an autocratic working environment of an organization into the context, it’s being found in the literature
(Keashly, 1998; Tepper, 2000; Freeman, 2001, 2005; Tepper, 2007; Chan & McAllister, 2014) that the repeated
use of abusive behavior towards the employee working in the organization can affect the psychological
well-being of that individual (Keashly 1998, Tepper, 2007) in a way that he opts some safety or defensive
behaviors to overcome the issue of being victimized (Freeman, 2001; 2005). These safety behaviors include
avoidance, ingratiation & compliance, aggression, help-seeking (Freeman, 2001; 2005), emotional exhaustion
(Tepper, 2000). These behaviors are discussed in the literature as an outcome of the stressed workplace
environment. Latterly, these behaviors are discussed as safety behaviors of a paranoid employee reasoning the
fact of experiencing excessive abusiveness from the supervisor (Chan & McAllister, 2014). Fear and anger
latterly added as proactive behaviors (Lebel, 2017).

According to the literature (Salkovskis, 1991; Kiazad, Restubog, Zagenczyk, Kiewitz, & Tang, 2010; Chan &
McAllister, 2014), the research has shown its limitation of different behaviors of employees after experiencing
the supervisor’s abuse who is having an autocratic personality trait (Kiazad, Restubog, Zagenczyk, Kiewitz, &
Tang, 2010), ultimately results in the adoption of some behaviors to reduce the sense of insecurity which is
rarely being discussed in the literature (Salkovskis, 1991), behaviors other than safety behaviors are also opted
by the employees working in the organization who perceive job insecurity (Chan, & McAllister, 2014). These
behaviors either when used situationally, even then affect the organization and the other individuals working in
the organization also, considered as disruptive political behaviors of an employee in the present study. These
behaviors are a core concern in today’s research also (Lebel, 2017) which is identified as a literature limitation.

4. The Objective of the Study

The research is conducted to check the impact of an autocratic abusive supervisor on the behavioral patterns of
the employees working in the organization. As, according to the research, autocratic leaders always require
accuracy in the completion of tasks assigned to them, they are doubtful, distrustful, and have negative views
regarding the performances of their subordinates (Malik, Saleem, & Naeem, 2016). The research suggests that
there are different behaviors of an employee which appears after experiencing a continuous abuse from his
supervisor (Kiazad, Restubog, Zagenczyk, Kiewitz, & Tang, 2010; Lebel, 2017) who is having an autocratic
personality. An obliged environment is created by the supervisor while opting autocratic practices in the
organization for meeting the expected targets. Due to this, the supervisor adopts abusiveness towards the
employees working in the organization which inhibits a perception of job insecurity in them (Hoel & Cooper,
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2000; McCarthy et al., 1995; Sheehan, 1996), which will ultimately affect the organizational and individual
performance (De Witte, 1999; Sverke et al., 2002).

The research has discussed different behavioral patterns of an employee who works under an autocratic abusive
environment but still needs to address more behaviors which an employee opts while perceiving job insecurity
(Salkovskis, 1991; Kiazad, Restubog, Zagenczyk, Kiewitz, & Tang, 2010; Chan & McAllister, 2014; Lebel,
2017) for securing one’s job. For instance, the purpose of conducting present research is: (1) To check the impact
of an autocratic leadership on employee’s perception of job insecurity while opting abusiveness towards the
sub-ordinates to meet the desired outcomes. But in the situation of non-compliance, when an employee is being
victimized by a supervisor’s abusiveness results in one’s perception of job insecurity. This perception of job
insecurity encourages disruptive political behaviors in an organization. Reasoning the fact of employee’s
disruptive political behaviors, the present research conducted is (2) to check the impact of supervisor’s
abusiveness of an autocratic leader or a boss and employees’ perception of job insecurity on one’s adoption of
disruptive political behaviors in an organization.

5. Research Questions

For this instance, the questions which need to be addressed in research are discussed under the main question are
as under:

1) How autocratic leadership in terms of abusive supervision and perceived job insecurity will lead to disruptive
political behaviors in an organization?

2) How autocratic leadership through abusive supervision is leading to perceived job insecurity of an employee
working in the organization?

3) How the disruptive political behaviors of an employee considered to be a consequence of the supervisor’s
abusiveness and the employee perception of job insecurity?

The proposed framework in the study is providing new insights into the behavioral patterns of an employee who
is working under an autocratic abusive supervisor or a boss. Recent studies note that the harsh management and
supervisor’s manipulative techniques maintain the power in the organization. The presence of this will
exaggerate counter-productive behaviors at the workplace (Sackett, Berry, Wiemann, & Laczo, 2006) which can
go against the organizational legitimacy and the deviant workplace behaviors (Kessler, Bandeiii, Spector,
Borman, Nelson, & Penney, 2010). According to the literature (Ferris, Ruth, & Fandt, 1989; Salkovskis, 1991;
Kiazad, Restubog, Zagenczyk, Kiewitz, & Tang, 2010), the research is showing its contribution of different
employee behaviors instead of consequences, after experiencing the supervisor’s abuse who inhibits the
autocratic personality trait (Kiazad, Restubog, Zagenczyk, Kiewitz, & Tang, 2010) is rarely being discussed in
the literature. Another contribution in the research is that after experiencing the abusive behavior of a boss,
different behaviors opted by an employee after perceiving one’s job at stake (lack of job security) found as the
safety behaviors (Freeman, 2001, 2005; Chan & McAllister, 2014). Some behaviors other than flattering,
help-seeking, ingratiation is discussed as disruptive political behaviors in the study, which is opted by an
employee. Some of the behaviors, when studied recently (Lebel, 2017), shows the limitation of these behaviors,
which is considered as disruptive political behaviors of employees in the present study, which is also a main
contribution in the study. Taking the significance of the research, the study is conducted on telecommunication
sector of Pakistan which is having a wide range of workforce who need to fulfill the daily assigned targets given
by their executives and in case of not meeting the requirements, the rule of punishments is been chosen
reasoning the fact of not dealing with the failures in future. Autocratic leadership is a widely used approach in
the subject of leadership. Leadership is the behavioral pattern in which the leader is engaged by dealing with
employees or sub-ordinates. The literature acknowledged three leadership styles i.e., Autocratic, Democratic,
Laissez-faire (Lewin, Lippit, & White, 1939). Comparing two of the most important leadership styles, the
literature discusses high obedience among workers in democratic organizations, whereas high frustration and
anger in the employees while working in the autocratic organization (Schwartz, 1987). Taking both the
leadership styles into the context, literature concluded that taking the performance of the employees working in
the organization, the democratic leadership is the most effective, but taking productivity of the employees and
organization, autocratic leadership is found to be more effective (Lewin et al., 1939; Smith & Peterson, 1988),
but if sustaining good morale and a stable level of work, democratic style of leadership found to be more
effective compared to an autocratic one.

The literature discusses the autocratic leaders in a way that they are a classic type of personalities like; “do as |
say” type. They retain themselves with the right to make the decision rather than taking any suggestions from
their sub-ordinates (Schwartz, 1987). Such a behavioral pattern of a leader declares an absolute authoritative
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control over the subordinates or the followers working in the organization and expecting an undeniable
obedience from them (Cheng, Chou, Wu, Huang, & Farh, 2004, p. 91). If an employee fails in meeting the
expected obedience, the supervisor or the leader may react in a harsh way of abusiveness.

6. Autocratic Leadership and Abusive Supervisory Behavior

Literature has given a lot of pieces of evidence regarding the supervisor’s abusiveness. Most of the work is done
by Tepper studying various behaviors of a boss related to his abusiveness. Regarding this, the literature says that
supervisor’s abusive behavior is a sustained hostile verbal and non-verbal behavior (Tepper, 2000), which an
employee face while working in that kind of organization where an organization is having an autocratic structure
and the individuals are bound up in a bunch of rules and regulations. This abusive behavior of the supervisor was
first studied in 1994 by Keashly, Trott, and MacLean, and latterly by Tepper in 1998. It’s also being found in the
literature that the employees when work in that kind of environment which is bound under strict rules and
policies, are found to work in a pressurized and stressed environment, also reported harsh supervision from the
part of their leaders (Hayers, 2000). Such an abusive behavior has harmful effects on the attitudes (like;
psychological distress, job dissatisfaction, work-family conflict) and behaviors (job performance, workplace
deviance) of an employee who face such behavior and considered as a victim (Tepper, 2000, 2007; Kiazad,
Restubog, Zagenczyk, Kiewitz, & Tang, 2010).

Some consistent reasons for disruption of executives from which some strongly overlap with the dark triad
personality, specifically the problems which are associated with social relationships (Van Velsor & Leslie, 1995).
This field of dark triad personality is related with the interpersonal styles like unresponsive, demanding,
manipulative, authoritarian, reserved or serious and self-isolating or unsocial, (Lombardo & McCauley, 1994;
Spain, Harms, & LeBreton, 2014), or egotism, superiority, drama, instability, unnecessary attentiveness, habitual
of distrust, aloofness or reserved, mischievousness, unconventionality, submissive confrontation, perfectionism,
and enthusiastic to gratify (Dotlitch & Cairo, 2003; Spain, Harms, & LeBreton, 2014).

7. Abusive Behavior & Job Insecurity

Taking the perspective of autocratic leadership and abusive supervisory behavior under the approach of
Machiavellianism of the dark triad personality, the researchers found evidence that such an abusive behavior of a
supervisor which is a sustained hostile verbal or non-verbal behavior towards his followers or subordinates
working in an organization (Tepper, 2000), when opted in such an organization where autocratic leadership
exists, encourage the level job insecurity in the employees working in an organization. The individual who faces
such abusive behavior of his supervisor and is being victimized of such a harsh behavior (Hayers, 2000), affects
the attitudes and behavior of the employee working in the organization. Such an abusive behavior has harmful
effects on both the attitudes and behaviors e.g., attitudes like; psychological distress, job dissatisfaction,
work-family conflict and behaviors like; job performance, workplace deviance of the employee who faces such
behavior and considered as a victim (Tepper, 2000, 2007; Kiazad, Restubog, Zagenczyk, Kiewitz, & Tang,
2010).

In such a situation, a victimized employee found himself to perceive his job insecure while working in the
organization. Taking job insecurity into the context, it’s being argued in the literature that job insecurity is an
employee’s helplessness in continuing the anticipated stability in such a threatening situation of the job
(Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984). Past research has suggested that when an employee is hired in an organization,
that employee and the organization enters into a psychological contract in which it is clear on both sides that
what one will give and what other will receive (Schein, 1980, p. 22) from both perspectives. Such psychological
agreements enhance a sense of mastery of an individual working in the organization that they can control the
failing or predicting the proceedings in their worlds. Taking such important factor of sense of control or
expectedness of an individual in one’s life (cf. Staw, 1977; Sutton & Kahn, 1986), workplace, personal or job
characteristics when threatening his sense of control, encourage some strong responses in return, one of which is
the employee’s perception of job insecurity (Ashford, Lee, & Bobko, 1989).

8. Job Insecurity & Employee’s Political Behaviors

In Belgium, it’s being found that the individual who feels insecure as job insecure union members, feel less
supportive behavior from their union, are also found to be less satisfied and show less commitment of unions (De
Witte, 2000b; De Witte, Sverke, Van Ruysseveldt, Goslinga, Chirumbolo, Hellgren, & N&wall, 2008). This
research suggested that the member of unions when perceiving their union as less supportive violates their
psychological contract with their unions. Because many other employees become members of the union hoping
to protect themselves against firing and insecurity (De Witte, 2000b; De Witte, Sverke, Van Ruysseveldt,
Goslinga, Chirumbolo, Hellgren, & N&wall, 2008).
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With this respect, research suggested that perception of job insecurity strengthen the requirement of other
members to become a member of a union, who are not the members (De Witte, 2000b). The association of job
insecurity is linked with employee’s feelings of dissatisfaction, lack of social bonding, and the fear of losing
one’s job in the current organization. This intentionally turns such behavior into an extreme right-wing elective
behavior, like negative attitudes toward the refugees or the migrants (insecure jobholders), which add such
members in an insecure union of employees. For this instance, it seems that the perceived job insecurity is
playing a vital role to encourage the political climate and to choose the political strategies at the workplace (De
Witte et al., 2001; De Witte & Meuleman, 2007; Stynen & De Witte, 2011).

Political behaviors at the workplace are frequently used at the workplace and having extensive effects on critical
processes like evaluating performance, allocation of resources, and decision-making rights of managers, which
influence efficiency and effectiveness of the organization (Kacmar & Baron, 1999). Taking this perspective into
the context, employees when engaging in some organizationally legitimate and authorized political activities
which will further be beneficial to the workgroups of organization and organization itself (Fedor, Maslyn, Farmer,
& Bettenhausen, 2008; Chang, Rosen, & Levy, 2009). For instance, the managers who are having good political
capabilities develop large social capital based upon strong bonds which make them to enhance the resources
which will be available for their subordinates or the followers (Treadway et al., 2004; Chang, Rosen, & Levy,
2009).

Employee’s political strategies for securing his job leads to show an extra concern to the supervisor by flattering
him, seek help from other co-workers of the organization by telling them about such an abusive behavior of his
supervisor (Tepper et al., 2008, 2009; Thau et al., 2009; Biron, 2010; Thau & Mitchell 2010) for gaining
sympathies from them or maybe show aggression to the boss in the form of grouping or unions of the
organization (Freeman et al., 2001, 2005). These are some of the consequences of experiencing repeated abusive
supervisory behavior which can be costly not only for organizations but also for the other targeted individuals of
the organization.

9. Research Gap

Taking the theoretical background of the research (Ferris, Ruth, & Fandt, 1989), discusses some of the factors
related to job/work environment, personal influence and organizational influence in the model of apparent
organizational politics, which were observed but the research limits its study expecting different other behaviors
of an employee other than job involvement, job commitment, job anxiety & stress, job satisfaction and intention
to quit (Glomb & Cortina, 2006; Aquina & Thau, 2009; Trevina & Edmond, 2009). This limitation is taken as the
first research gap for the present research and contributes to the body of knowledge. Continuing this, latterly,
other studies discuss some behaviors of an employee while working in an autocratic environment, which affects
the psychological well-being of an employee, after experiencing abusive behavior from their boss, results in the
adoption of some different behaviors for securing one’s job, which was rarely being discussed in the literature
(Salkovskis, 1991; Kiazad, Restubog, Zagenczyk, Kiewitz, & Tang, 2010). This is considered as the second
limitation in literature, the behaviors which an employee opts while working under an autocratic boss are also
contributing a body of knowledge in the present research.

Taking the research into the context, the behaviors for securing one’s job was discussed (Kiazad, Restubog,
Zagenczyk, Kiewitz, & Tang, 2010), but this research was taken and discussed such behaviors as safety
behaviors of an employee who opt these behaviors while being victimized by supervisor’s abusiveness for
securing his job (Chan & McAllister, 2014). But still, the research limits its study expecting some other
behaviors other than the safety behaviors of an employee who he opts while perceiving job insecurity in an
organization, after a supervisor’s abusiveness. Recently, the research (Lebel, 2017) discussed anger and fear as
proactive behaviors that are used as constructive behavior from the employee side but limit its study in
underlying the mechanisms at work which would be sparked as a negative emotion resulting in destructive
outcomes (Lebel, 2017). This is another research gap in the literature that makes the present study significant.
Taking the literature limitations, the contribution of this study in the literature is the adoption of disruptive
political behaviors by an employee to secure one’s job which is used against the organization. For this, the
research is conducted taking the population of public and private telecommunication sector of Pakistan.

10. Constructs and Hypothesis

Taking the construct of autocratic leadership into the context, literature found a high expression of frustration
and anger in an autocratic organization (Schwartz, 1987). The followers of autocratic leaders describe this
leadership as biding their time, waits for an unavoidable failure which could be generated by this leadership and
to remove the leader that follows (Michael, 2010). When autocratic abusive behaviors are used by the
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supervisors, this would create a big issue for an individual working in an organization and make him perceive the
fact of insecurity of losing his job. Such autocratic abusive behaviors are perceived as protesting and challenging
with other individual’s interest who is working in the organization (Vigoda, 2000) which ultimately leads
towards disruptive political behaviors. When an individual perceives an insecurity results in opting for the
political strategies which would be beneficial only at an employee’s side but not for the organization. The use of
political strategies to cope up with the perceived job insecurity can also affect the performance of other
individuals working in the organization.

The employees who are targeted for political strategies can take steps against the organizational policies which
would leave a harmful effect on other employees’ jobs, work behaviors, organizational performance, and repute.
For securing once the job, the strategies and behaviors opt by the employee working in the organization could be
avoidance, compliance, ingratiation, help-seeking, and aggression (Freeman et al., 2001, 2005; Chan &
McAllister, 2014). But the strategies which are disruptive for the organization fall under aggression in the form
of grouping, unions, and violence (Freeman et al., 2001, 2005), emotional exhaustion (Tepper, 2000). These
strategies could affect the organizational performance which an individual adopts for securing his job. So, the
autocratic leadership is making a positive relationship with the politics conducted in the organization.

H1: Autocratic leadership is positively related to employee’s disruptive political behaviors in the organization.

Autocratic leaders are classic like; “do as | say” types of personalities. So, they retain for themselves the
decision-making rights (Schwartz, 1987). Relating with this, many researchers gave pieces of evidence that the
autocratic leaders are undoubtedly strong and directive having four general qualities in them like concerned in
making all the important decisions, concerned with task achievement instead of follower’s emotions, such
leaders maintain a social gap from their followers and motivate followers by threatening them of punishment
rather than rewards (Bass & Bass, 2008; Yukl, 2010). This behavior of a leader declares a complete authority and
control over the subordinates or the followers working in the organization while demanding and expecting
undeniable obedience from them (Cheng, Chou, Wu, Huang, & Farh, 2004, p. 91). This expectation of
undeniable obedience shows dual effects i.e., affects the supervisor’s expectations and the employee perceptions.
The supervisor’s expectation of meeting the targets or the deadlines makes an employee feel himself at a
threatening stage of losing his job.

According to the literature, job insecurity is an individual’s perception in understanding his or her existing work
environment (Davy et al., 1997; Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984). This is an employee’s perception that how he
or she is perceiving the abusiveness of the supervisor, either as an organizational structural policy or as a
behavioral aspect. Taking this perspective, in actual job insecurity is different from losing a job, if considering
two different employees working in the same organization are exposed for same organizational objectives, they
will perceive the risk of losing a job differently from each other (Loi, Lam, & Chan, 2012). Taking this view, the
present study discusses that the autocratic leader when adopts harsh/abusive behavior towards the subordinates
working in the organization, that individual who is being victimized perceives his job at stake. The employee’s
perception of job insecurity is linking with the abusive behavior which the supervisor or the boss adopts in the
situations of non-compliance. The behavioral aspect of an autocratic leader i.e., abusiveness towards the
subordinates usually incur the threats in him like; punishment instead of rewards (Bass & Bass, 2008; Yukl, 2010)
and the abusive behavior (Tepper, 2000), leads to the employee perception of job insecurity.

H2: Autocratic leadership is positively related to the employee’s perception of job insecurity.
H3: Autocratic leader when opt abusiveness is positively related to an employee’s perception of job insecurity.

These strategies are adopted only when the employee perceives his job insecure in a way that he may lose his job
due to such an abusive behavior of an autocratic leader. This abusive behavior of an autocratic supervisor is
perceived insecure due to strict following up the rules and policies, as per defined. Different empirical studies
demonstrated that employees who are being victimized of supervisor’s behavior of abusiveness, tends to react
against the organization and the other individuals at work, for the abuse they experience (Biron, 2010; Tepper et
al., 2009, 2008; Thau et al., 2009; Thau & Mitchell, 2010, Chan & McAllister, 2014). Thus, when an autocratic
leader opts for abusive behavior in the organization to meet the expected targets, it enables an employee to
perceive his job insecurity, which can continue other types of deviant behaviors, which may be costly not only
for the organizations but also for the innocent bystanders. So, taking the literature into the context, the
employee’s perception of job insecurity (due to an autocratic leadership which exists in the organization) is
showing a positive relationship with disruptive political behavior of an employee currently working.

H4: Employee’s perception of job insecurity is positively related to disruptive political behaviors.
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Taking the generated hypothesis from the literature review into the context, the proposed framework falls under
the model of perceived organizational politics. According to the model of perceived organizational politics
(Ferris, Russ, & Fandt, 1989), the variables are showing a positive relationship resulting in disruptive political
behaviors. According to the model of perceived organizational politics (Ferris, Russ, & Fandt, 1989), the work
environment influences the behaviors of the individuals working in the organization especially the interaction of
supervisors and co-workers. Secondly taking the personal influence into the context the directive/autocratic style
of the supervisor highlights the concept of Machiavellian. The autocratic abusive supervisors focus more on
power and competition, they not only wish to achieve, and they wish to do so at the expense of others (Jones,
Daniel, Paulhus, & Delroy, 2009).

According to the research, organizations merge three factors of maintaining power, using harsh management
tactics and manipulative behaviors. This when present in an organization is positively related to
counterproductive workplace behaviors (the behavior of an employee which goes against the legitimate interests
of an organization) (Sackett, Berry, Wiemann, & Laczo, 2006) and deviant workplace behaviors (Kessler,
Bandeiii, Spector, Borman, Nelson, & Penney, 2010). These authoritative and abusive supervisory behavior
makes an employee perceive his job at stake (as per discussed above in the model of POP) (Ferris, Ruth, & Fandt,
1989) and the employee’s perception of job insecurity is making a positive relationship with disruptive political
behaviors at workplace.

Research Model

Abusive Supervisory
Behavior

l (

Autocratic — Employee’s — Disruptive Political
Leadership Perception of Job Behaviors
Insecurity

| \ )

Proposed Framework on the model Perceived Organizational Politics (POP) (Ferris, Russ, & Fandt, 1989).

11. Research Methodology

The methodology is an organized and theoretical analysis of the methods which are applied to the field of study.
The comprised theoretical analysis of the body of methods and principles of the research conducted is associated
with a branch of knowledge. Taking this factual knowledge, it includes different concepts such as; research
paradigm, theoretical model, different stages, and research techniques like qualitative or quantitative (Iry &
Rose, 2005). This chapter presents the whole data from which the study has gone through. The use of analysis,
methods, techniques, and paradigm is discussed with respondents of data. The data collected from the research
instruments available. The sample chosen from the population is the core data of analysis on which descriptive
and inferential analysis conducted.

The process through which the researcher researched exploring the knowledge while applying research
methodology. The research methodology is explained as the strategic approach of exploring the data which
simple explanations and interpretations by collecting empirical data (Wainwright, 1997). Therefore, an important
step of research methodology is to select a suitable paradigm. The selection of paradigm starts by determining
the epistemology and ontology of the research (Denzin & Lincoln, 2008). Political researchers work on the
foundations of ontological and epistemological positions. These approaches are not spelled out explicitly or
implicitly but show them in the methodological approaches. According to the research conducted, the
quantitative method follows the epistemological approach. The approach ‘epistemology’ is the theory of
knowledge that reflects the view of knowing about the world in a way that what we can know and how we can
know (Marsh & Furlong, 2002).

With this view, the epistemology is either objective or subjective. Objectivity states that the knowledge is
governed by the law of nature whereas, subjectivity states that the knowledge is, it is created by the perceptions
of a researcher. The present study conducted follows the objective epistemology because knowledge has taken
already exist and there are no perceptual interpretations. Ontology explains that how one perceives a reality
(Wahyuni, 2012) or how one sees the world. Ontology is further divided into two categories i.e., realistic and
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relativistic ontology. Realistic ontology explains the existence of reality (Pamela & Richard, 1994) whereas,
relativistic ontology explains the perceptual interpretations of a knowledge that the nature is socially constructed
and is free from nature laws (Lincol, Lynham, & Guba, 2011). The present study shows the realistic ontology
due to the cause and effect relationship between the constructs AL, AS, PJI & DPB.

Paradigms are studied at the beginning of the research design. It is a loose collection of logical assumptions,
concepts, and propositions which turn the person’s thinking and research (Bogdan & Biklen, 1998). It can also
be called a philosophical intention or motivation for undertaking a study (Cohen & Manion, 1994). The research
is quantitative, so it falls under the ‘positivist paradigm’. ‘Positivism is referred’ as scientific method which is
purely based on rationalist and empirical philosophy (Mertens, 2005) and shows the reflection of deterministic
philosophy in which the causes regulate the effects and outcomes (Creswell, 2003). Positivists aim to describe
the experience or we can say that they test the theory through observation and measurement to predict and
control the forces which are present around us (O’Leary, 2004). Research design is a detailed plan which focuses
on the collection of data, procedures of sampling, and the assessment measures required in the research. The
main idea, purpose, and design of the research classifies the research into the explanatory, correlational,
experimental, semi-experimental, review, or meta-analysis (Bhatacherjee, 2012). These types of studies further
divided into different categories like cross-sectional, longitudinal, survey research or cohort study (Bryman &
Bell, 2007). The present study conducted on a cross-sectional research design focusing on survey questionnaires
which will be collected on a single time.

11.1 Assessment Measures

Survey questionnaires were used to collect the data which was based on 47 items. The details are mentioned in
Table 1.

Table 1. The population selected is the telecommunication sector of Pakistan

Assessment Measures Sources No. of Items

Autocratic Leadership Scale (ALS) Cheng et al. (2000) 9-items

Abusive Supervision Scale (ASS) Tepper (2000) 11-items

Job Insecurity Scale Susan J. Ashford, Cyntffla lee, Philip Bobko (1989); 12-items
Johnson, Messe, and Crano's (1984).

Perceived Organizational Politics Scale (POPS) Kerr and Jermier (1978) 15-items

The population selected is the telecommunication sector of Pakistan. The selected sampling frame was the
middle and front-line managers and their employees who were working in the telecommunication sector. From
which, the data was collected from the telecommunication sector of Lahore. The sample includes only the
permanent employees who were working presently and were asked to fill the questionnaires. For this purpose,
the employees who were having a minimum of 6 months of present job experience with a minimum qualification
of intermediate were chosen for the collection of data. The minimum age allowed to fill the questionnaires was
20 years and the maximum was 60 years of age.

The unit of analysis was the individuals working in the organizations on the managerial posts of middle and
front-line and the employees or the subordinates, from the public and private telecommunication sector of
Lahore.

The present study determines the sample size from the no. of items (Haier et al., 2009). It demonstrates that there
must be 5-10 observations for every item. So according to this, the sample size calculated is (5x47) which is
equal to 248 respondents.

There are two sources of collecting data i.e., primary source and secondary source. The primary source for
collecting data is the self-generated data which is being collected personally through survey questionnaires.
Whereas, the data collected from the secondary sources are from research papers, books, data records, etc. The
source used in the study for the collection of data is the primary source.

11.2 Autocratic Leadership (AL)

Autocratic leaders are classic are like; “do as | say” type of personalities. They retain themselves with the right to
make the decision rather than taking any suggestions from their sub-ordinates (Schwartz, 1987). Such a
behavioral pattern of a leader declares an absolute authoritative control over the subordinates or the followers
working in the organization and expecting undeniable obedience from them (Cheng, Chou, Wu, Huang, & Farh,
2004, p. 91).
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11.3 Abusive Supervision (AS)

The supervisor’s abusive behavior is a sustained hostile verbal and non-verbal behavior (Tepper, 2000). The
employees when work in a pressurized and stressed environment, reported harsh supervision from the part of
their leaders (Hayers, 2000). Such an abusive behavior has harmful effects on both the attitudes & behaviors of
an employee who face such behavior and considered as a victim (Tepper, 2000, 2007; Kiazad, Restubog,
Zagenczyk, Kiewitz, & Tang, 2010).

11.4 Perceived Job Insecurity (PJI)

An individual’s job insecurity emerged an unthreatened situation of employment (Rosenblatt & Ruvio, 1996;
Vetting, 2010). With this regard, the total number of employees perceive their job considerably as threatened (De
Witte, 2005). It’s been demonstrated that an individual’s perception of job insecurity is linked with various
negative outcomes of employees in the form of well-being (Sverke, Hellgren, & N&wall, 2002; Cheng & Chan,
2008), turnover ratio (Probst, 2008; Staufenbiel & Ké&nig, 2010) and decrease in employee’s OCBs
(organizational citizenship behaviors) (Reisel et al., 2010).

12. Disruptive Political Behaviors

When an employee is emotionally exhausted by being victimized of the supervisor’s behavior of abusiveness
(Tepper, 2000), the research shows that such employees to react negatively against the organization and also
other individuals working in the organization for the abuse they experience (Biron, 2010; Tepper et al., 2009,
2008; Thau et al., 2009; Thau & Mitchell, 2010). These deviant acts opted by the employee because of abusive
behavior of a supervisor which created a perception of job insecurity in an employee resulting in the adoption of
disruptive political behaviors like; showing aggressive behavior to a boss in the form of grouping, unions, and
violence (Freeman et al., 2001, 2005), emotional exhaustion (Tepper, 2000).

13. Statistical Treatment of Data

Following the data collection method, the data collected is analyzed through SPSS version 21 and discussed by
portraying the research questions of the study. The statistical data analysis applied was:

1) The descriptive analysis which includes mean, standard deviation or SD to check the consistency of the
constructs.

2) Co-relation of the variables AL, AS, EPJI & DPB.
3) Reliability and validity among the variables.

4) Inferential statistics which includes mediation and moderation through regression analysis. Mediation analysis
applied to assess the mediating role of employee’s perception of job insecurity and moderation analysis to access
the moderating role of abusive supervisory behavior.

5) Moderation test analysis of autocratic leadership and employee’s perception of job insecurity with the
moderating effect of abusive supervisory behavior, done through regression (Rebecca, 2012).

6) Sobel test (Sobel, 1982) and Preacher & Hayes test (Preacher & Hayes, 2008) applied for mediation i.e.,
employee’s perception of job insecurity in the present study.

As the data is collected from the telecommunication sector of Lahore, Pakistan. For analysis, in the beginning,
this chapter represents the demographic information of the respondents of the questionnaires used for this study.
Concerning this, after conducting EFA, mediation & moderation is been tested through regression. This chapter
also includes the results of data conducted through the Sobel test and Preacher & Hayes test. The prior test of
CFA (confirmatory factor analysis) runs on the tools which are to be used for data collection. This is commonly
used in social research (Kline, 2010). CFA is a statistical procedure for multi-variation which is used to check
that how better the variables are measured according to the understanding of the researcher regarding the nature
of those particular constructs. In short, the main objective of CFA is to test that either the data fits into the
hypothetical model of measurement or not (Preedy & Watson, 2009).

While conducting CFA, the items whose values are > 0.7 are taken under notice for data collection items. So,
after doing CFA, the items reduced to 47 from 79 of the previous tools. According to Hair et al. (2009), the data
is collected on a 5-item Likert scale i.e., from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). So according to this,
the number of respondents is n=248.

14. Demographic Analysis

The demographics are taken into notice. The characteristics of the respondents (n=248) based on the gender
(male & female), age (minimum 20 years and maximum 60 years) so that the data collected according to their
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personal job experiences, education (minimum intermediate but not less than that and maximum no limit) so that
respondent can understand the language and value of a questionnaire, hierarchical level (middle & front-line
managers and their subordinates) so that we would be able to check the flow of orders and the level of perception
of employees and the outcomes according to the set boundaries of a boss, and lastly the experiences are also
taken into the notice of the employees (6 months or above), front-line & middle managers (5-15 years, 15-25
years and above) so that they must know that how to work in the organization and what experiences they have
while working in the organization. The demographics are shown in Table 2 below:

Table 2. Cross-sectional technique with a sampling strategy of convenient

Characteristics & % Age Frequency
Gender

Male 73.1% 182

Female 26.80% 66
Age

<25 years = 10% 24

25-40years= 71% 176

40-60 years = 20% 49
Education

Intermediate = 5.4% 13

Graduation = 37.87% 93

Masters = 46.80% 118

Above Masters = 9.78% 24
Hierarchical Level

Middle Level Managers = 15% 37

Front-line Managers = 20.42% 51

Subordinates =  64.25% 160
Experience

6 months < Syears = 24.25% 60

5-15 years = 39.14% 97

15-25 years = 25.53% 63

> 25 years = 11.06% 28

As the study based on a cross-sectional technique with a sampling strategy of convenient based sampling so the
data collected is based on convenience. So according to the survey, the questionnaires are filled by males and
females working in the organization that is n=248 from which the ratio of male working is greater than the
females working in the organization (male=73.1, female 26.80). According to the survey, the collected data
shows the age limit defined in the strategy as not less than 20 and not greater than 60 years. With respect to this,
in the slot of <25 years (n=24), 25-45 years (n=169) and 45-60 years (n=48) respondents were there.

As defined above in the sampling of the study regarding the education of the respondents. The data must be
collected from those respondents who are capable to understand and read the questionnaire. So the respondents
of the study must have minimum qualifications for 12 years. So according to the collected data, the respondents
having 12 years of education (n=13), 14-16 years of education (n=89), 16-18 years of education (n=110), and
above 18 years of education (n=23). With this respect, as defined above that the respondents of data must be the
front line or middle line managers and their subordinates working in the organization. So the questionnaires are
distributed in the organizations and the respondents as middle-line managers (n=36), front-line managers (n=48),
and the employees working under them (n=151). Regarding autocratic leadership, respondents give their
feedback which was completely based on their perceptions that how they take their supervisor’s behavior and
what are their opinions about it. Concerning their experiences while working in the organization matters a lot.
According to the present study, the respondents must have the minimum experience of 6 months and for
maximum no limit. The data shows that the employees having experience of 6 months to 5 years (n=57) is
24.25%, 5-15 years (n=92) is 39.14%, 15-25 years (n=60) 25.53% and experiences greater than 25 years (n=26)
11.06% of the respondents. This shows that the data collected from the respondents, having enough experience to
understand the organizational culture and in support to this, their opinions taken are discussed in the present
research.
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15. Validity and Reliability of an Instrument

While conducting empirical research, it is very important to check the reliability of an instrument we use for the
collection of data. To check the reliability and validity of an instrument, the value of Cronbach’s Alpha must be
greater than equal to 0.5. It’s been defined in the previous study that Cronbach’s Alpha is used to check the
internal consistency of the tools used in the study (Cortina, 1993). According to the study of Hair et al. (2009),
the minimum acceptable value of ‘alpha o’ 0.6 and further it’s been argued that the o must be greater than 0.7
which also needs to be positive (Cooper & Schindler, 2008). Table 3 explains the instrument reliability.

The scales used in the present study for Autocratic Leadership consists of 9 items is having the reliability value
0=0.840. The scale used for Abusive Supervisory Behavior consists of 11 items is having the reliability of
a=0.913. The scale used for Employee’s Perception of Job Insecurity consists of a 12-items scale ¢=0.853. The
scale used for Disruptive Political Behavior consists of a 15-items scale a=0.898. This shows that the tools used
for the present study are highly reliable.

Table 3. Scales used in the present study for Autocratic Leadership)

Scale Name No. Of Items Cronbach’s Alpha value (a)
Autocratic Leadership 09 0.840
Abusive Supervisory Behavior 11 0.913
Employee Perception of Job Insecurity 12 0.853
Disruptive Political Behavior 15 0.898

In this section, mean, median, standard deviations, and correlations are discussed among the main study
variables which are calculated and presented in table 3. In the table shown below, Autocratic Leadership is
represented as AL, Abusive Supervisory Behavior is represented as ASB, Employee perception of Job Insecurity
is represented as EPJI, and Disruptive Political Behavior is represented as DPB.

Table 4. Descriptive analysis (mean, median, standard deviations and correlations)

. Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
Variables N Min. Max. — . . —
Statistic ~ Std. Error Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic  Std. Error
1. AL 248 122 5.00 3.1541 .04929 77629 .160 .155 -.061 .308
2. ASB 248 1.00 4.64 2.5557 .05601 .88206 547 .155 -.533 .308
3. EPJI 248 1.17 4.67 3.1220 .04400 .69288 -.126 155 -A474 .308
4. DPB 248 1.27 473 3.2027 .04466 .70336 -.125 .155 -134 .308

In the table shown above, the minimum and the maximum value represents the lower and the higher value in the
observations. The table shows the skewness in the values. If the value is positive than the data is positively
skewed but if the value is negative than the data is negatively skewed. Skewness value is explained by Bulmer
(1979), which is between -1 to +1. In the table shown above, the values lie in the field. The studies show that the
kurtosis value lies between 0 to +3,-3, he values lie in the field.

According to Field (2009), co-relation analysis is used to check the covariance among the variables used in the
study. It explains the relationship between an independent and dependent variable. So here the Pearson
Correlation Analysis is been conducted to check the co-variance among autocratic leadership, abusive
supervisory behavior, employee perception of job insecurity, and disruptive political behavior. The required
respondents are n=248 (n is representing no. of respondents. Correlation is represented with ‘r’ and the values
mentioned in the table below are highly correlated with each other. Whereas, according to the past studies, the
significance value is p<0.01 and the table shows that the values are highly significant.

According to analysis, ASB is positively correlated and highly significant with AL (r=0.684, p<0.01), EPJI is
positively correlated and highly significant with AL (r=0.49,p <0.01) and ASB (r=0.44, p<0.01), DPB is also
positively correlated and highly significant with AL (r=0.56, p<0.01), ASB (r=0.44, p<0.01) and EPJI (r=0.54,
p<0.01).
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Table 5. Correlation analysis (this is an example of table 4 mean, median, standard deviations and correlations)

AL ASB EPJI DPB
Pearson Correlation 1
AL Sig. (2-tailed)
N 248
Pearson Correlation 684" 1
ASB Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 248 248
Pearson Correlation 549" 448" 1
EPJI Sia. (2-tailed) .000 .000
N 248 248 248
Pearson Correlation 567" 443" 546" 1
DPB Sia. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
N 248 248 248 248

According to Field (2009), regression analysis is discussed as a method or a technique that is normally used to
predict an outcome variable by one or more than one variable. In the regression analysis, the independent
variable is known as a ‘predictor’ and the dependent variable is known as ‘outcome variable’. In the present
study, mediation and moderation is been tested through regression analysis. In the present study, the regression
analysis is run on the data collected from the respondents. As the analysis discussed above shows the correlation
among the variables. Taking this into the context, when the regression run on the variable relation, the values of
R=tolerance level (t), variation in frequency (VIF), coefficient beta value and significance among the variables
are taken into notice to check the acceptance of a hypothesis. R square shows that there is a variation in the
variables. Conducting research, the variation is a must and the value must not be equal to zero. Beta value tells
that the variation is there independent and independent variables i.e., how much the dependent variable is
expected to increase if when the independent variable increases by

15.1 AL & DPB

Considering Autocratic Leadership (AL) as an independent variable and taking Disruptive Political Behavior
(DPB) as a dependent variable. The value of R=2= 0.540 which shows that there is a variation in the model, the
estimated standard error is 0.463 and the model is considered as significant with the value <0.05. This is shown
in the table of the model summary of the variable in Table 6 below:

Table 6. Model summary AL & DPB

Change Statistics
Model R R Square  Adjusted R Square Std. Error R Square Change F Change Sig. F Change
1 .735° .540 532 46374 .540 69.238 .000

a. Predictors: (Constant), AL
b. Dependent Variable: DPB

Taking this into the context, the tolerance value and the variance inflation is discussed in the table i.e., tolerance
value is less than 10, and the variance inflation value is greater than 0.1. So it shows that it supports the
arguments of multi-collinearity. According to the coefficient, the beta value is 0.735 which means that if an
increase of 1 point in independent variable AL would expect to increase the dependent variable DPB by 0.735.

The tab there is a correlation among the variables and also showing the high significance among the variables
that the p < 0.01.

Table 7. Coefficient analysis result

Model Standardized Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Beta t Sig. Zero-order  Partial Part Tolerance VIF

(Constant) 5.138 .000

AL 735 8.321 .000 735 735 735 1.000 1.000

a. Dependent Variable: DPB

According to the results shown in the tables above, the variable is showing the high significance so we can say
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that an Autocratic leadership is affecting the employees to opt disruptive political behaviors in the organization.

AL > DPB

15.2 AL & EPJI

Considering Autocratic Leadership (AL) as an independent variable and taking Employee’s Perception of Job
Insecurity (EPJI) as a dependent variable. The value of R=2= 0.302 which shows that there is a variation in the
model, the estimated standard error is 0.580 and the model is considered as significant with the value <0.05.

AL > EPJI

Table 8. Model summary AL & EPJI

Change Statistics
R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. The farror of the g -
Estimate R Square Change F Change Sig. F Change
5497 302 .299 .58014 .302 106.333 .000

a. Predictors: (Constant), AL
b. Dependent Variable: EPJI

Taking this into the context, the tolerance value and the variance inflation is discussed in table 5.8.1 (b) i.e.,
tolerance value is less than 10, and the variance inflation value is greater than 0.1. So it shows that it supports the
arguments of multicollinearity. According to the coefficient, beta value is 0.156 which explains that the increase
of 1 point in independent variable AL would increase the dependent variable EPJI by 0.156. The table 5.8.1 (b)
shows that there is a correlation among the variables and also showing the high significance among the variables
that the p < 0.01.

Table 9. Coefficient analysis result

Model Standardized Coefficients T sig. Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Beta Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance VIF

Constant 10.201  .000

AL .549 10.312 .000 .549 549 549 1.000 1.000

a. Dependent Variable: EPJI

According to the results shown in the tables above, the variable is showing the high significance in the direct
relation of AL to EPJI. This shows that autocratic leadership is affecting the attitudes of employees that they
perceive their job insecurity while working in the organization.

15.3 AL & EPJI with Moderating Effect of ASB

Considering Autocratic Leadership (AL) as an independent variable with the moderating effect of Abusive
Supervisory Behavior (ASB) and Employee’s Perception of Job Insecurity (EPJI) as a dependent variable.
According to Rebecca M. Warner (2012), the moderation analysis is conducted through regression which shows
the value of R== 0.105 shows that there is a variation in the model, the estimated standard error is 0.656 and the
model is considered as significant with the value <0.05.

Table 10. Model summary of moderation analysis

Change Statistics

R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error -
R Square Change F Change Sig. F Change

.323¢ .105 101 .65698 .105 28.731 .000
a. Predictors: (Constant), AL by EPJI

Taking this into the context, the tolerance value and the variance of inflation is discussed in table 11. For AL
tolerance value is less than 10 and equals to 1.000 and the variance inflation value is greater than 0.1 which is
equal to 1.000. Similarly, the tolerance value for the moderation is 1.000 and also showing the same results for
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variance inflation as 1.000. According to the coefficient beta value of the moderation of AL by ASB is 0.323
which means that if an increase of 1 point would expect to increase the dependent variable EPJI by 0.323. Table
5 shows that there is a correlation among the variables and also showing the high significance among the
variables that the moderation ASB is completely affecting the relationship of AL & EPJI that the p< 0.01. It
means that the moderation of Abusive Supervisory Behavior is completely significant which proves the H3 of
the present research. This all values are shown in Table 11 below.

ASB

Al > EPJI

Table 11. Moderation analysis (this is an example of the table this all (Dependent Variable), AL by EPJI)

Model Standardized Coefficients T i Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Beta 9 Zero-order Partial Part  Tolerance VIF

(Constant) 61.937 .000

ALbyASB .323 5.360 .000 .323 323 323 1.000 1.000

a. Dependent Variable: EPJI

According to the results shown in the tables above, moderation is showing a high significance among the
variable relation. Concerning this, moderation is supporting the proposed model that when an autocratic leader
opts an abusive behavior than the employee perceives his job insecure.

15.4 AL & DPB with Mediating Effect of EPJI

Considering Autocratic Leadership (AL) as an independent variable to check the mediation effect of Employee’s
Perception of Job Insecurity (EPJI) with the dependent variable of Disruptive Political Behavior (DPB). The
value of R== 0.564 which shows that there is a variation in the model, the estimated standard error is 0.455 and
the model is considered as significant with the value <0.05.

Table 12. Model summary AL, EPJI & DPB

R R Square  Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate Change Statistics
R Square Change F Change Sig. F Change
751% .564 .549 .45540 .540 69.238 .000

a. Predictors: (Constant), EPJI, AL

Taking this into the context, the tolerance value and the variance of inflation is discussed in table 13. For AL
tolerance value is less than 10 and equals 1.000 and the variance inflation value is greater than 0.1 which is equal
to 1.000. Similarly, the tolerance value for EPJI is 0.987, and the variance inflation value is 1.013. According to
the coefficient beta value of AL is 0.717 and for EPJI is 0.156 which means that if an increase of 1 point in
independent variable AL & EPJI would expect to increase the dependent variable DPB by 0.717 & 0.156. Table
13 shows that there is a correlation among the variables and also showing the 90% significance among the
variables that the p = 0.80 which is less than the significance value p = 0.10. It means that the mediation EPJI is
partially significant.

Table 13. Coefficient analysis results

Model Standardized Coefficients ; Si Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Beta g Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance VIP

(Constant) 763 449

AL 717 8.213 .000 735 735 735 1.000 1.000

EPJI .156 1.783 .080 228 0.987 1.013

a. Dependent Variable: DPB
b. Predictor in the model: AL

Note. This is an example of table this all (Dependent Variable: DPB Predictor in the model: AL) coefficient analysis results.
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According to the results shown in the tables above, the mediation is showing more than 90% significance among
dependent and independent variable i.e., AL & DPB. So, this shows that when having an autocratic culture in the
organization, an employee’s perception of job insecurity is a partial reason for employees to opt for disruptive
political behavior.

AL > EPJI > DPB
Input: Test statistic: Std. Error: p-value:
a 049 Sobel test: 1742742584 0.07310316 0.08137854
b 0.26 Aroian test: 1.73468114 0.07344289 0.0827973
S5 0.043 Goodman test: | 1.75091799 0.07276183 0.07996004
Sy 0147 Reset all Calculate

Figure 1. Sobel test

The mediation of the model can be tested for significance with an estimated standard error (Sobel, 1982).

The purpose of doing a Sobel test is that either the mediator is influencing the relation of the independent and
dependent variable or not. In the present study, the Sobel test is conducted to test the direction of autocratic
leadership with an indirect effect of employee’s perception of job insecurity on disruptive political behavior.

In the figure shown above, the statistics, standard error, and the p-value are shown. The values shown in the
figure are almost the same and match the result of the regression analysis run for mediation of the present study.
Test statistics are showing the standardized beta results of independent variable autocratic leadership with
dependent variable disruptive political behavior with the mediating effect of employee perception of job
insecurity. Similarly, with the same IV, DV & MV, the standard error and the significance value is showing the
same results and showing that the partial mediation exists in the present study. The mediator is not completely
significant but showing 90% significance in the model.

16. Direct and Indirect Effect

As per the theory of mediation, from different calculations direct and indirect effects are been tested here (See
fig.5.9 (b)),

Total Effect = Direct Effect + Indirect Effect
C=C+(a)(b)

Putting the values in the equation:

C =0.59 + (0.49) (0.26)

C=0.717
EPJI _
0.49 b =0.262
SE:=0.048a= SEb =0.147

N

AL > DPB
C=0.59

The direct and indirect effect

In the fig. 2, the values generated are from the regression run for the mediation of the present The value of a
represents the unstandardized coefficient beta of direct relation of independent variable AL with dependent
variable EPJI i.e., 0.49. Whereas, the b value represents the unstandardized coefficient beta of indirect relation of
mediator EPJI with dependent variable DPB i.e., 0.262. The SE= represents the standard error of direct relation of
independent variable AL with dependent variable EPJI i.e., 0.048. Whereas, the SE® represents the standard error
of indirect relation of mediator EPJI with dependent variable DPB i.e., 0.147. The values are generated from the
regression results of hypothesis 2 discussed in the present study. The C value represents the unstandardized
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coefficient beta of the direct relation of independent variable AL with dependent variable DPB when having a
mediating effect of EPJI i.e., 0.59. The C value is equal to the value of standardizing coefficient beta in the
regression analysis i.e., 0.717.

Most importantly is the z value in the Sobel test, that if the z value is >1.96 or <—1.96, then it means that the
mediation exists (Sobel, 1982). For this the assumptions are taken into notice that;

H<= (a) (b) = 0 — No mediation.

H2= (a) (b) # 0 — There is a mediation.

For this;

z =(a) (b)/SE=»

Where,

SE = \ hRe2+ aRp2

Putting the values in the equation;

SE= = v (0.262)2(0.048)=+ (0.049)30.147)=2
SE:» =/ (0.0686) (0.0023) + (0.2401) (0.021)
SE=» =~/ (0.000157 + 0.0051)

SE» =~/ (0.0052)

SE =0.072

Putting the value of SE=" in z equation;

z = (a) (b)/SE=

z=0.128/0.072

z=1.77

Here, the value of z shows that mediation exists there. So according to the assumptions H<is rejected here and
H%is accepted here because of ab # 0. According to the test results, it is shown that the direct relation of
autocratic leadership with disruptive political behavior if affected by an indirect relation of employee’s
perception of job insecurity.

17. Preacher & Hayes Mediation Test

This is used to test the mediation and moderation effects of variables in the hypothetical model that either the
mediation or moderation exists or not (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). In the present study, this test is applied to
mediation to check the direct and indirect effect of the constructs used in the present study model. See Fig. 3.

EPJI

7 h

v

AL > DPB
¢

Direct & indirect effect

The direct and indirect effect is clearly shown. As the EPJI is the mediator and the all an independent variable
showing an effect on DPB as a dependent variable. According to Preacher and Hayes (2008), the IV is
represented as X, DV is represented as Y and a mediator is represented as M. In the Preacher and Hayes test, the
confidence level is set up to 95% for more accuracy of results in the data. The LLCI (lower level of confidence
interval) and ULCI (upper level of confidence interval) is mentioned. The difference between their values shows
the effect of the variable in the model. The value of the effect must not be equal to zero. If the value is equal to
zero then this will show that there is no mediation (Preacher & Hayes, 2008).

The mediation is showing the significance of 90% which means that the mediation exists. Whereas, the tolerance
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value is 1.78 which is also acceptable. Taking the LLCI & ULCI of the mediation, LLCI is showing a negative
value whereas, ULCI is showing a positive value.

Table 14. Model summary of affrays test

Coefficient SE T P LLCI ULCI
Constant 4355 5710 1627 4487 -.7075 1.5785
EPJI .2617 .1468 1.7832 .0798 -.0321 .5555
AL .5905 .0719 8.2132 .0000 .4466 7344

17.1 Direct & Indirect Effect

The direct and indirect effect is already been discussed above. In the test, the model explains well the direct and
indirect effect of the variables with their effects.

Table 15. The direct effect of AL & DPB

Model Effect SE T P LLCI ULCI

AL .5905 .0719 8.2132 .0000 4466 7344
Model Effect Boot SE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI
EPJI .0147 .0221 -.0083 .0849

The direct and indirect effect model, it shows that the direct effect of AL & DPB. The value of LLCI is 0.4466 &
ULCI is 0.7344 values which show the effect value as 0.5905 with a high significance level. Whereas in the
indirect effect model, LLCI is -0.0083, and ULCI is 0.0849. According to Preacher and Hayes (2008), the
difference between the values of LLCI and ULCI must not be equal to zero. The indirect effect of AL & DPB
shown in the table is 0.0147. Taking the effect from the table shown above, the confidence interval is set to 95%
due to which the positive and negative value came in the lower confidence interval. By taking the confidence
interval of 90% and by taking the reference from the Sobel test, the mediation exists greater than 90% in the
present study results. According to the present study, after doing the literature review, the study is been tested
after collecting the data. For a collection of data, factor analysis is been used to reduce the items of the study
which results in the respondents 248 (n=248). The demographics are filled from the respondents of the
telecommunication sector of Lahore like; gender, age, experience, and designation. Various tests are applied on
the data to check the correlation, validity & reliability of the variables. To check the significance among the
variables, regression analysis is run on the available data. The hypothesis is showing the significance among the
variables. According to the regression analysis H1 (AL — DPB), H2 (AL—EPIJI) & H3 (AL — EPJI moderating
effect of ASB) is showing the high significance. Whereas, the H4 (AL — EPJI — DPB) is showing the
significance of 90% among the variables in regression, Sobel, and Preacher & Hayes test analysis.

18. Discussion

The discussion includes the objectives, methodology, and study of the results found. According to the present
study, the objective is to check the impact of an autocratic leader who opts an abusive behavior (to meet the
organizational deadlines) on the attitudes and behaviors of an employee, which enhance the employee’s
perception of job insecurity resulting in the disruptive political behavior opted by an employee (to secure his/her
job). For this, the present study conducted is an empirical study on which different tests are applied to check the
authenticity of the variables in the culture of the Telecommunication sector of Lahore, Pakistan. Taking this into
the context, all the variables are highly correlated and also showing the significant relationships among them.

According to the previous studies, which were conducted in various sectors and countries of the world, the
present study is conducted in Pakistan taking the public and private telecommunication sector of Lahore as a
sample. The present study fills the gap which is been discussed in Chapter 2 (Kiazad, Restubog, Zagenczyk,
Kiewitz, & Tang, 2010; Chan & McAllister, 2014; Lebel, 2017). Taking the previous study into the context,
while working in an autocratic cultured organization, sometimes when meeting the deadlines, the behavior of a
boss leads the employee to opt different behaviors which are harmful for the organization (Chan & McAllister,
2014), discussed a disruptive political behavior in the present study. Concerning the literature, the variable i.e.,
autocratic leadership and disruptive political behavior are highly correlated and significant (r=0.56, p<0.01). So,
according to the literature and the regression analysis results, hypothesis 1 is showing positive results and is
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accepted in the telecommunication sector of Pakistan.

Comparing hypothesis 2 and hypothesis 3 of the present study and the literature, literature discusses that an
employee perceives a job insecurity while working in that kind of environment where the supervisor is directive
and expects undeniable obedience (Cheng, Chou, Wu, Huang, & Farh, 2004, p. 91) by maintaining a social gap
between them. This type of insecurity inhibits while working under an autocratic leader in the organization who
encourages his subordinates while threatening with punishments rather than encouraging with rewards (Bass &
Bass, 2008; Yukl, 2010). The results for hypothesis 2 proved that the literature is a piece of clear evidence for
these behavioral patterns of an employee. The results show that autocratic leadership is positively & highly
correlated and highly significant with employee’s perception of job insecurity (r=0.49, p<0.01). So, after the
regression analysis, this proves that hypothesis 1 is showing positive results and according to the results,
autocratic leadership is showing a positive impact on employee’s perception of job insecurity.

Regarding hypothesis 3, literature also gave pieces of evidence relevant to autocratic leadership style and
employee’s perception of job insecurity with a moderating effect of abusive supervisory behavior. The autocratic
leader is bound to rules and policies and expects to accomplish the tasks given by them (Malik, Saleem, &
Naeem, 2016) due to which, he expects undeniable obedience and encourage the sub-ordinates with threats and
punishments (Bass & Bass, 2008; Yukl, 2010). The literature discusses that it is a perception of an employee that
how he/she is taking such abusiveness of a supervisor either positive or negative. Negative perception results in
the perception of job insecurity (Loi, Lam, & Chan, 2012). So when an employee is been victimized by an
abusive behavior opted by an autocratic leader leads to an employee’s perception of job insecurity, it is showing
a positive moderating relationship of abusive supervisory behavior. This moderating variable is highly and
positively correlated and also showing a high significance in the relation of the variables (r=0.44, p<0.01). So,
after the regression analysis result, the present study proved that hypothesis 3 is accepted, and comparing with
literature, the autocratic leader when it becomes abusive shows a positive impact on employee’s perception of
job insecurity.

Discussing hypothesis 4 of autocratic leadership results in disruptive political behavior with a mediating effect of
an employee’s perception of job insecurity. The previous studies show that when an employee perceives
insecurity regarding his job, this reduces the level of OCB (organizational citizenship behavior) of an employee
(Reisel et al., 2010) and tend to react against the organization and the other individuals (Chan & McAllister,
2014). This results in the adoption of such political behaviors which are discussed as disruptive political
behaviors of an employee in the present study. Taking the present study results into the context, the mediating
effect of employee’s perception of job insecurity is positively highly correlated (r = 0.54) and also showing a
significance of 90% in the variables. For mediation of the variables, regression analysis, Sobel test, and Preacher
& Hayes test is conducted on the present study. The results of all these analyses show that the mediation exists
among the variables and employee’s perception of job insecurity is showing a positive impact upon the behaviors
of an employee to adopt disruptive political behaviors to secure his job.

19. Conclusion & Implications

The brief review of the conclusion taken out of the findings and analysis of the generated hypothesis of a present
empirical study. In addition to this, theoretical implications and the managerial implications taken out from the
findings of the present study are also discussed in this chapter.

From an applicative point of view, the results are been analyzed and interpreted which shows a piece of evidence
that according to literature, research gaps are discussed in the study above which is been fulfilled in the present
study. The previous study discussed that the literature limits the studies regarding the different behaviors which
an employee opt while working in an autocratic culture after experiencing an abusive behavior, adopt some
behaviors for securing one’s job (Lebel, 2017). The present study fulfills the gaps which explain that there are
other behaviors also other than the safety behaviors of an employee working in an autocratic culture. The present
study also contributes to the body of knowledge that other than constructive behaviors that an employee opt
while perceiving his job insecure.

So, when there is an autocratic culture in the organization, it happens sometimes that to meet the deadlines, the
supervisor when becomes abusive enhances the level of employee’s perception of job insecurity which results in
such behaviors that an employee opts for securing his job. These behaviors are said to be the negative behaviors
of an employee which comes in the reaction after experiencing a harsh or abusive behavior from an autocratic
leader (Tepper, 2000; Freeman et al., 2001, 2005; Chan & McAllister, 2014). The results of the present study
show that an autocratic leadership style is positively and significantly impacting the deviant behaviors of an
employee said to be the disruptive political behaviors in the present study.
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Similarly, concerning this, the present study shows that the organization which inhibits the autocratic culture
positively impact the employee’s perception of job insecurity due to the reason that an employee always feels
that in a situation of incapability of meeting the defined targets, a supervisor may react abusively and may punish
him. So the present study is contributing the body of knowledge that the harsh reaction of an autocratic leader,
may result in employee’s perception of job insecurity and showing the positive and significant impact after
analyzing the data. According to the gap identified from the previous studies, the present study is showing 90%
significance among the mediating relation of employee’s perception of job insecurity resulting in adoption of
disruptive political behavior in which an employee opts for securing his job.

According to the present study, conducted in the public and private telecommunication sector of Pakistan, H1,
H2, H3 is completely accepted and shows high significance after collecting and analyzing data. Whereas, the H4
is showing 90% significance. Taking this further theoretical and managerial implications are discussed in the
study. According to the model of perceived organizational politics (Ferris, Ruth, & Fandt, 1989), the literature
limits the study by discussing the different behaviors expect the negative emotions which result in destructive
outcomes (Lebel, 2017). The present study explains the negative behavior of employees named as disruptive
political behavior of employees after perceiving one’s job insecure while working in an autocratic leader who
opts abusiveness sometimes to meet the deadlines. Taking this, the present empirical research is conducted in the
telecommunication sector, to test the variables in the culture of Pakistan. So the findings of this study have
provided the empirical support to newly build constructs with the moderating effect of the supervisor’s
abusiveness and mediating effect of employee’s perception of job insecurity. The present study is conducted first
time in the telecommunication sector of Pakistan with the discussed constructs and their relationship which gives
a contribution to the body of knowledge.

Therefore, the study might be helpful for the managers of organizations that the use of authoritative power is
good in the organizational culture of Pakistan. But the use of abusiveness by an authoritative leader sometimes
affects the psychological well-being of an employee that it takes an employee to perceive his job insecure which
ultimately leads to disruptive political behaviors. Regarding this, motivational training sessions can help the
employees and the supervisor both so that both would be able to take the tasks before deadlines which would not
affect the psychological well-being of an employee and the boss. Secondly, employees must be given that type of
training that even working in an autocratic culture, their emotional exhaustion never leads to disruptive political
behaviors e.g., in Pakistan Army autocratic leadership (Khan, 2012) exists but this never leads to disruptive
political behaviors. Thirdly, the employees of the organization must be given some freedom of speech that if
anybody in the organization is trying to create the environment of disruptive political behavior, the boss must be
capable to handle the situation instead of being abusive.

The present study conducted on demographics discussed in chapters 4 & 5 in the public and private
telecommunication sector of Pakistan based on a cross-sectional survey method which may be considered as one
of the limitations. Concerning this, taking other perspectives, the autocratic leadership trait of a boss not always
flow towards a negative emotional state but also have positive outcomes. The research limits itself to the
negative behavior of a leader which flows the study towards impoliteness which again results in negative
emotion of an employee. Taking this viewpoint, the research also limits its study to a single negative behavior of
an employee i.e., perception of job insecurity. More negative behaviors and positive behaviors of an individual
working in the organization can contribute to the literature. Moreover, the study limits itself to disruptive
political behaviors. There could be more behaviors that came under disruptive political behaviors which would
explain the research further and could contribute to the body of knowledge. The researcher encourages the future
directions to replicate the findings of the study regarding the proposed constructs and also to confirm the
hypothesis in different job settings, different organizational cultures with different demographics in
cross-sectional or longitudinal survey method. Disruptive political behavior is a new construct. So, the study
expects the reverse effects of an employee’s disruptive political behaviors on job insecurity, supervisor’s
abusiveness, and on autocratic leadership that after adopting political behaviors, what would be the reaction of
an autocratic leader by taking given one’s insecure job. More moderating constructs than abusiveness and
mediating constructs than employee’s perception of job insecurity could be studied further for more contribution
to the study. Various types of political behaviors can be studied under disruptive political behaviors which can
come under negative emotional reaction and various positive political behaviors can come as the positive
emotional reactions of an employee which would enhance the knowledge.
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