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[bookmark: _Toc526618669]ABSTRACT
Leadership has been a crucial area of scholarly research for decades. Many studies have been devoted to understanding the styles, characteristics, and behaviors inherent in successful leadership. However, few studies have been devoted to understanding the nature and consequences of dysfunctional leadership. Furthermore, the relationships between toxic leadership and job-related outcomes have not been tested systematically. A few empirical studies have attempted to investigate toxic leadership. Many of these studies were conducted to explain the construct space of multiple negative leadership styles. Moreover, toxic leadership has not yet been studied in the United Arab Emirates (UAE). 
This study aims to examine the impact of the different dimensions of toxic leadership on organizational trust, organizational citizenship behavior, and group productivity, and the mediating the role of group cohesion in the UAE’s banking industry. A field survey questionnaire was conducted to test the study hypotheses. Primary data collected from small, medium-sized, and large organizations located in Abu Dhabi, in the UAE, were used in this study. This study analyzed the data collected from the field survey questionnaires using structural equation modeling (SEM).  
Keywords: Toxic leadership, Organizational citizenship behavior, Organizational Trust, Group Productivity, Group Cohesion 
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[bookmark: _Toc526618675]CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
[bookmark: _Hlk521853262]Researchers have addressed framed definitions of toxic leadership, with all of them sharing certain similar elements. However, it still depicts the managerial phenomenon from different perspectives. In addition to introducing the typical characteristics of toxic leadership, the researchers also portray the common traits that most toxic leaders share.  
 In this regard, Whicker (1996) believes that toxic leaders are those who manage their team using fear, intimidation, and deceit, which result from certain traits in their personalities, in particular, those generated by a self-absorbed and narcissistic mentality. Kellerman (2004) sees ineffectiveness and unethical behavior as the two fundamental aspects of toxic leadership, as she believes that toxic leaders are unable to invoke change and/or differentiate between right and wrong. In other words, their leadership practices are ineffective or unethical, but they can also be both ineffective and unethical. Indifference is another common trait that toxic leaders share, as they lack concern for their subordinates’ well-being and personal development, the success of the organization in general, the inner corporate climate, while demonstrating self-interest as their primary source of motivation in working processes (Reed, 2004). Destructive behavior and dysfunctional personalities comprise another aspect of leaders’ personalities, which subsequently cause long-term harm to their followers (Lipman-Blumen, 2006). 
The definitions and explanations provided by researchers, which were mainly based on case studies and the professional experience of employees, helped create a theoretical background for further research. In this regard, it is especially notable to emphasize the research conducted by Pelletier (2009) and Schmidt (2008) who attempted to operationalize the themes relating to toxic leadership, which were expected to provide an in-depth analysis of this concept. While previous research usually focused on specific concepts that generated toxic leadership within an organization, these researchers described this concept as a multidimensional construct that embodies numerous elements and factors. As a result, they developed specific scales that allowed them to measure these dimensions and, thus, analyze the potential causes of toxic leadership. 
Pelletier’s theoretical contribution to this field is especially notable, as she introduced the idea of eight dimensions of toxic leadership developed from several previous studies conducted in this field, in particular, one by Lipman-Blumen (2006). She also used Schmidt’s (2008) depiction of toxic leaders as “narcissistic self-promoters who engage in an unpredictable pattern of abusive and authoritarian supervision” (p. 57). In this regard, it is also necessary to point out that Schmidt’s (2008) study was based on major research into negative displays of leadership conducted by Kellerman (2004), Lipman-Blumen (2006), Reed (2004), and Whicker (1996). In addition, his research was supported by qualitative evidence from another piece of research by him, which provided important information regarding the dimensions of toxic leadership. 
Schmidt’s view of toxic leadership consists of five dimensions, which serve as the basic characteristics of this phenomenon today. These five dimensions are abusive supervision, authoritarian leadership, narcissism, unpredictability, and self-promotion (Schmidt, 2008). In addition, he also developed a scale to measure each of these five dimensions. Eventually, these five concepts provided the information necessary to analyze the potential causes of toxic leadership and led to further research focused on each of these dimensions. In this study, the concept of toxic leadership in the workplace was developed by comparing and reviewing what is presently known about Schmidt’s (2008) explanation of toxic leaders (Bell, 2017).  
The decisions and behaviors of leaders have an impact on the conduct and behaviors of employees and their organizations. Hence, leaders who display toxic behaviors often make counterproductive decisions that can have negative effects on the people they interact with. Research has shown that employees who work for abusive managers tend to exhibit increased workplace deviance (Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007). Such behaviors can affect individual and organizational productivity, as such employees might resort to revenge, sabotage, and non-cooperation, as well as other counterproductive forms of behaviors against the perceived injustices. Toxic leadership can also have negative health effects on employees, including depression, low self-esteem, poor judgment, and anxiety. These effects tend to occur in workplaces that are characterized by public shaming, ridicule and abuse from leaders (Holloway & Kusy, 2009). Consequently, such behaviors can lead to low employee morale, decreased job satisfaction, and declining performance. Additionally, toxic leaders can cause negative publicity, which can make it difficult for a company to attract top talent (Sutton, 2007). This shows that toxic leadership behaviors can be detrimental to both individual and organizational performance. 
The other negative aspect of toxic leaders is their inability to accommodate opinions and ideas from other people. Even those who might engage with subordinates tend to be impulsive and unreasonable. Toxic leaders generally focus on threats, and use fear as a means of solving problems in their firms. These approaches rarely produce optimal results and can lead to poor decisions that can be costly for an organization (Appelbaum & Girard, 2007). The situation in organizations can worsen where the culture of toxicity is transferred to lower-level managers through the social learning process (Appelbaum & Girard, 2007). Generally, lower-level managers perceive that such toxic behaviors is acceptable, as they are encouraged by their seniors (Finkelstein, 2005). It is evident from the literature review that toxic leadership can have widespread effects on an organization. It can have negative effects on all stakeholders as it can make companies deviate from their purpose.
Toxic leadership also affects employee job satisfaction and organizational commitment, aspects that are vital to the success of an organization. It is crucial that leaders adopt leadership styles and behaviors that promote values. However, toxic leadership has negative effects on satisfaction and commitment due to the erosion of employee trust and well-being, and a reduction in their effectiveness (Elle, 2012). These values are also dependent on the extent to which leaders are able to cultivate cohesion within their teams. There are various studies that have examined the significance of team-based work structures in modern service organizations.
Since the 1970s, business leaders have extensively discussed authoritative, narcissistic, and even abusive forms of leadership. This is because, in the 1970s, these types of leadership were identified as being mainly a categorical phenomenon (Maxwell, 2015). According to Dobbs (2014), toxic leadership is characterized by elements such as unpredictability, narcissism, and self-promotion. Very few studies  have been conducted on the assessment of factors influencing how toxic leadership is identified in the literature (Özer, Ugurluoglu, Kahraman, & Avci, 2017). This is because most studies on the subject tend to concentrate on comprehending the kinds of leadership behaviors that negatively impact companies and their workforces (Mehta & Maheshwari, 2013). What is evident in most business environments is that toxic relationship generates effectual pressure that negatively transforms workers’ personalities (Lipman-Blumen, 2006). 
Practitioners and management scholars have increasingly recognized interrelationships between organizational dysfunction and leadership (Levinson, 1976; Kellerman, 2004; Lubit, 2004). Toxic leadership has been connected to various negative outcomes, including low satisfaction with work (Ghosh et al., 2011), increased worker absenteeism (Goldman, 2006), decreased employee productivity and motivation (Cortina et al., 2001; Pelletier, 2010), increased employee turnover (Grandy & Starratt, 2010), and increased legal litigation against organizations (March, 2015). According to Too and Harvey (2012), a toxic workplace has negative impacts on the sociological, physical, and psychological well-being of workers based on a variety of interrelated factors. Some of these factors include impediments to face-to-face contact, electronic contact obstacles, obstacles that limit free movement in the premises, or spaces that lack the potential for personal privacy. These, and other factors, are commonly present and have an impact on the well-being of employees.
Even though the literature has paid increased attention to the effect of toxic leadership on society, it has not  been studied systematically yet (Goldman, 2006; Schmidt, 2008). Furthermore, it is only recently that toxic leadership has been seriously considered by the public. Although several researchers made initial efforts to comprehend this issue, researchers have relied on their own views of the issue of toxic leadership since they lacked the relevant experimental support for their claims (Schmidt, 2008). 
The purpose of this study is to examine the impact of toxic leadership on various work outcomes in the United Arab Emirates (UAE). The study investigates the correlation between the five dimensions of toxic leadership and job outcomes (organizational citizenship behavior or OCB, organizational trust, and group productivity) in the UAE banking sector. Moreover, the study investigates the mediating effects of group cohesion on the relationship between toxic leadership, OCB, organizational trust, and group productivity. In sum, this study aims to contribute by filling a gap in the existing literature by investigating the factors that can reduce toxic leadership (e.g., self-promotion, abusive supervision, unpredictability, narcissism, and authoritarianism) to increase job outcomes.
This study is conducted in the banking sector of the UAE, in order to fill the gap and contribute to the literature in this field. The next section describes the banking sector in the UAE with a focus on the Emirate of Abu Dhabi.
[bookmark: _Toc526618676]1.1 The Banking Sector in the UAE 
Compared with other countries in the Middle East, the Gulf region, and North Africa, the UAE, which was established in 1971, has seen rapid development (Suliman & Al Kathairi, 2013). In addition, the country is one of the richest in the world based on its per capita gross domestic product (GDP) of $37,000 (Barhem et al., 2008). The UAE is a federation of seven emirates: Dubai, Ajman, Sharjah, Ras Al Khaimah, Fujairah, Umm Al Quwain, and the federal capital, Abu Dhabi. 
The Central Bank of the UAE (CBUAE) plays a critical role in promoting the country’s economic and fiscal stability and growth. The provision of efficient banking services is one of the mechanisms that the institution has put in place to establish a stable and efficient financial system (Central Bank of the UAE, 2017). 
The end of the first quarter of 2017 saw no change in the number of locally incorporated banks in the country, with the figure remaining at 23. On the other hand, the number of bank branches stood at 834, which is a significant reduction from the 874 that were in operation at the end of the first quarter of the previous year. Similarly, the number of electronic services units and cash offices at these banks decreased from 39 to 35 and 90 to 72, respectively, by the end of the first quarter of 2017 (Central Bank of the UAE, 2017). 
On the other hand, the numbers of GCC banks and their branches have remained at six banks and four branches for the first quarter of 2017, with other foreign banks also registering no change at 20 banks and 81 branches by the end of the first quarter of 2017. However, the number of electronic service units at these banks decreased from 41 to 29 units by the end of March 2017 (Central Bank of the UAE, 2017). 
Despite the decrease in the number of electronic service units in branches, the total assets of banks operating in the country have increased by 1.4% to reach AED 2,648.3 billion. This figure is an indicator of faster growth, compared to the 0.5% increase that was registered at the end of the first quarter of 2016. Overall, the value of the total assets of all banks operating in the country increased by 6.3% between March 2016 and March 2017. The increase in the value of total assets owned by the banks was primarily a result of the 1.5% quarterly and 5.3% annual rise in credit, reaching AED 1,597.2 billion by the end of the first quarter of 2017 (Central Bank of the UAE, 2017). 
[bookmark: _Toc526618677]1.2 Research Problem  
There is a limited amount of literature on toxic leadership and it has yet to be assigned the importance it deserves (Mehta & Maheshwari, 2014; Boddy & Croft, 2016; Özer et al., 2017). In addition, a limitation of Schmidt’s (2014) study was that the assumption of mediation analysis of directional relationships between toxic leadership dimensions, group cohesion, and job outcomes could not be empirically tested because the data were not collected over time. The current study aims to contribute by filling a gap in the existing research on toxic leadership. This study will examine the impact of toxic leadership conceptualized at the group level on group-level job outcome variables in the UAE. 
According to Sadaqat (2016), KPMG’s first UAE Banking Perspectives report in 2016 revealed that banks throughout the UAE need to reconsider their approach in addressing changes in both the areas of their customer service and business strategy. In their report, KPMG explored 10 prominent banks to identify trends likely to impact the banking industry in the near future. In investigating these trends, KPMG sought to determine whether or not these trends might have the capacity to disrupt or accelerate the banking industry. According to the report’s findings, banks should place a higher emphasis on their talent and digital strategies in order to develop a long-term competitive stance. This recommendation is based on the premise that market volatility has the capacity to benefit or impact a bank’s long-term success adversely (Sadaqat, 2016). 
In addressing these issues, the UAE is expected to implement multiple changes that will provide banks with additional opportunities. According to KPMG’s report, these changes are influenced by both local and international trends. Despite their influence, these trends have the capacity to create immense opportunities if banks handle them efficiently. 
KPMG acknowledged that the bank is delighted to have the ability to identify trends and help other banks avert potential issues that may impact their short-term and long-term successes. In applying these trends, KPMG argues that banks throughout the UAE will grow through the leadership and guidance it provides (Sadaqat, 2016).
Although KPMG acknowledges that the recommendations provided in the report will help local banks, KPMG also acknowledges that 2015 was a difficult year for the banking sector in the UAE. In identifying specific variables, KPMG argues that the prolonged periods of economic volatility and low oil prices created multiple challenges for banks throughout the UAE. Despite this acknowledgment, KPMG further argues that the regulatory reforms present in the UAE will create a more stable banking industry. However, KPMG notes that other factors, including improved efficiency, tougher cybersecurity processes, and the enhancement of customer service strategies will be key features driving long-term success, so that banks in the UAE are able to survive (Sadaqat, 2016). 
KPMG’s report further identifies the critical role played by investments in influencing the banking sector’s long-term successes. Specifically, KPMG argues that banks need to place greater emphasis on retaining the right people. However, capturing the right people needs to be associated with increased risk management strategies and reporting frameworks (Sadaqat, 2016).
[bookmark: _Toc526618678]1.3 Purpose of the Study 
This study’s main purpose is to study investigates the correlational relationship between the five dimensions of toxic leadership and work outcomes, as indicated by OCB, organizational trust, and group productivity among banking sector employees. In addition, this study examines if group cohesion mediates the relationship between toxic leadership and OCB, organizational trust, and group productivity. 
To conclude, this study attempts to fill a gap in the literature and to contribute to existing research in the Non-Western context through the investigation of the impact of toxic leadership on organizational trust, OCB, and group productivity. 
[bookmark: _Toc526618679]1.4 Research Questions  
Based on the literature review, this study aims to answer two research questions and test seven hypotheses regarding the relationship between toxic leadership dimensions, OCB, organizational trust, group cohesion, and group productivity. 
The current study attempts to answer the following questions:
RQ1. What is the impact of a toxic leadership style on job outcomes in the UAE?
RQ2. Does group cohesion mediate the impact of a toxic leadership style on job outcomes?
In order to answer these questions, this study examines the direct relationships between the five dimensions of toxic leadership, including self-promotion, unpredictability, narcissistic leadership, authoritarian leadership, and unprofessional behavior in employee OCB, organizational trust, and group productivity. In addition, the study aims to investigate the indirect relationships among OCB, organizational trust, and group productivity as mediated by group cohesion. 
[bookmark: _Toc526618680]1.5 Importance of the Study 
This study aims to fill a gap in the literature and contribute to existing research by investigating the impact of toxic leadership on banking employees through OCB, organizational trust, group productivity, and group cohesion in an Arab context. This study offers a wider perspective on the impacts of toxic leadership on OCB, organizational trust, and group productivity by mediating the role of group cohesion across the region. This study also demonstrates the impact of direct and the indirect relationships of toxic leadership on job outcomes by mediating the role of group cohesion. This study widens the knowledge on toxic leadership and job outcomes, and is believed to be the first study to offer an analysis of the UAE by illustrating the relationship among OCB, organizational trust, and group productivity using group cohesion as a mediator. 
[bookmark: _Toc526618681]1.6 Organization of the Study 
This study comprises seven chapters arranged and structured as indicated below: 
[bookmark: _Toc526618682]1.6.1 Chapter 1: Introduction 
This chapter offers an introduction, defining the research setting, the background of the problem, the purpose of the research, a discussion of the problem statement, research questions, the theoretical framework and research hypotheses, definitions of key terms, the importance of the study, limitations, and a conclusion. 
[bookmark: _Toc526618683]1.6.2 Chapter 2: Literature Review and Research Question(s) 
This chapter introduces the purpose of the literature review and describes the methods through which literature has been reviewed, including searching for relevant literature. This is followed by a discussion of the major theories and empirical research on toxic leadership, OCB, organizational trust, group productivity, and group cohesion. The literature supporting this study is reviewed and presented in this chapter, and, by the end, the chapter highlights the gaps in the field of toxic leadership and develops two research questions to facilitate further investigation. 
[bookmark: _Toc526618684]1.6.3 Chapter 3: Theory 
In this chapter, the arguments and the conceptual framework of the study are described, along with an outline of the hypotheses. 
[bookmark: _Toc526618685]1.6.4 Chapter 4: Data and Methodology 
This chapter describes the research methodology adopted by the researcher, the research design chosen, the data collection method and the samples used, ethical considerations, measures, and the analytical strategies adopted using SEM. 
[bookmark: _Toc526618686]1.6.5 Chapter 5: Results and Discussions  
This chapter shows the findings from the analysis of the quantitative data collected through the questionnaire survey instrument. It includes the results showing the reliability and validity, and an analysis of the data showing the relationships between the study variables, regardless of whether they are direct or indirect. This is followed by a discussion of the findings of the study, in order to confirm that the results match those of previous research in the field. 
[bookmark: _Toc526618687]1.6.6 Chapter 6: Implications and Suggestions for Future Research. 
This chapter discusses the implications of the study’s findings for both theoretical and practical application. It also presents the limitations of the current research and provides some suggestions for future research.  
[bookmark: _Toc526618688]1.6.7 Chapter 7: Conclusion 
This chapter offers a brief summary of the current study and discusses useful lessons that might help managers in the banking sector increase extra-role performance behavior through organizational trust, OCB and group productivity. 



[bookmark: _Toc526618689]CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
This chapter aims to present a review of the literature that defines toxic leadership. Additionally, it illustrates the different dimensions of toxic leadership while also describing detailed backgrounds of OCB, organizational trust, and group productivity as they relate to the research.
[bookmark: _Toc526618690]2.1 Toxic Leadership
Lipman-Blumen (2006, p. 18) defined toxic leaders as “leaders who act without integrity by dissembling and engaging in various other dishonorable behaviors.” In this study, the concept of toxic leadership in the workplace was developed by comparing and reviewing what is presently known about Schmidt’s (2008) explanation of toxic leaders to a new description given by managers in human resources. Hogan (2007), Pelletier (2010), Reed (2004), and Schmidt (2008) concluded the investigation on the toxic leadership stipulations referenced in this study and revealed that toxic leadership affects all organizations.
 A phenomenological study was developed by building an understanding of the responsibilities and relationships to higher management in human resources and how these influence the entire organization (Maxwell, 2015). The definition of toxic leadership behaviors may lead to a broader definition from the perspective of human resources personnel. Various articles from the literature clarify that toxic leadership is a negative occurrence for followers and is harmful to all firms (Mehta & Maheshwari, 2013; Pelletier, 2010; Luria & Yagil, 2010). 
Workplace toxicity occurs when teams or subordinates feel abused and bullied. Toxic leadership leads to subordinates complaining about a working environment that is negative under the manager who is abusing them. A leader may employ techniques that are improper, thus forcing the subordinate to perform abnormal actions. Schmidt (2008) used this definition in his dissertation, and it is important due to the particular behaviors and actions indicated by Schmidt (2008) as toxic. This definition eliminates the inclusion of derailed managers and mere variations in personality, along with any doubt about the leader’s toxicity (Maxwell, 2015).
Lipman-Blumen (2006) wrote on the issue of toxic leadership from the viewpoint of a subordinate or follower. A subordinate can be defined as a person who formally reports to a senior. “Followership” and “followers” are terms used in the current literature while describing a subordinate view. Pelletier (2010), Kellerman (2008), and Duffy et al. (2011) support Lipman-Blumen’s (2006) definition of followership and followers. These authors preferred the term follower to subordinate, as subordinate has a negative connotation. In this study, the term subordinate is used interchangeably with followership or follower because it has previously been employed as such in the literature (Maxwell, 2015).
Kellerman (2008), Lipman-Blumen (2006), Pelletier (2010), and Duffy et al. (2011) used the word follower to enhance the definition of the intensity of the manager’s connection to his or her subordinate. The emotional connection allowed by a follower and a manager directing a subordinate to finish certain tasks is a relationship that a leader should earn in the workplace. The relationship comprises the follower’s commitment to the head or leader. The leader is only good to a follower when he or she follows (Cavaiola, 2000). Behaviors that are toxic render a toxic leader unsuccessful in establishing this bond, which is a desirable bond to have between a subordinate and a leader. Consequently, the leadership qualities that a toxic leader negatively displays eliminate the possibility of a positive emotional connection between the follower and the leader, thus leading to a situation in which the follower is not committed to the toxic leader. Therefore, the follower will rebel, such as by exiting the company or filing a claim for worker compensation against the company (Maxwell, 2015).
Toxic leadership is thought to originate from the perceived negative behaviors of people holding leadership positions in organizations. The toxicity results from the effects that the behavior has on all members of the work group –even when leaders concentrate their negative behaviors on one or just a few subordinates, the entire group shows negative effects (Lipman-Blumen, 2006; Whicker, 1996). In a related study, Pelletier (2010) observed widespread negative effects at the department and company levels, even when only part of the organization was subjected to toxic leadership behaviors, indicating that the negative effects of toxic behaviors do not rely on direct action or experience to damage the organization (Schmidt, 2014).
Identifying the characteristics of a toxic leader is a challenging venture because leadership styles often evolve over time (Allio, 2007). Although leaders may initially appear to function well, over time, a toxic leadership style may become apparent and damage a leader’s own interests (Allio, 2007).
Gender-based differences in information processing may play a role in influencing how individuals perceive toxic leaders. Chua and Murray (2015) found that gender directly shapes how employees perceive toxic leaders. Specifically, this study found that females were less likely to be influenced by a toxic leader. Chua and Murray (2015) further determined that males were more likely to look for an opportunity in every interaction, suggesting that male employees under the influence of a toxic leader may not be able to identify the immediate and long-term effects that such a leader will have on the organization (Chua & Murray, 2015).
Goldman (2006) concurred, finding that personality plays a role in influencing a leader’s toxicity. In this review, Goldman explored a leader with borderline personality disorder. Although Goldman acknowledged that, at times, this individual was a good leader, in other instances, he could be unpredictable, impulsive, and consumed by his own personal problems. Goldman demonstrated how leaders’ personal problems can cause them to become toxic leaders (Goldman, 2006).
Toxic leadership has been shown to affect nearly every aspect of an organization’s functioning adversely (Goldman, 2006; Allio, 2007). Muafi (2011) posited that four different categories of deviant workplaces exist. The first type of deviant workplace is focused on production deviance and involves employees leaving early and intentionally working slowly, in addition to elevated levels of absenteeism. The second type of deviant workplace focuses on property deviance and involves employees sabotaging company property/equipment, stealing from the company, and causing vandalism. The final type of deviant workplace is one characterized by toxic leaders focused on personal aggression. This type of toxic work environment is similar to property deviance but is more focused on employees. Furthermore, workplaces that suffer from personal aggression as an effect of toxic leadership exhibit higher levels of verbal abuse and physical assault (Muafi, 2011).
Although differences exist in terms of the organizational culture created under a toxic leader, Too and Harvey (2012) argued that the environment created by a toxic leader can affect employees on a personal level. Specifically, Too and Harvey (2012) argued that toxic work environments can have an adverse effect on employee anxiety and stressors (psychological), sociological factors (the employee’s socialization with other employees), and physical health. Goldman (2015) made a similar assessment, arguing that negative emotions play a role in influencing people’s actions. When employees’ physical or emotional well-being is adversely affected in the workplace, their productivity and commitment to the organization may decline (Goldman, 2015). The lack of consideration for the employee directly contributes to a decline in productivity and may help spread the effects of toxic leadership throughout the organization (Goldman, 2015). 
Several constructs have been used in scholarly publications in recent years to explain destructive or dark types of leadership. The most common ones are tyrannical (Ashforth, 1994), abusive (Tepper, 2000), toxic (Lipman-Blumen, 2006; Pelletier, 2009; Reed, 2004; Whicker, 1996), and bad or unethical (Kellerman, 2004) constructs. Evidently, the use of the terms varies from one author to another. However, the common factors among the various descriptions are that destructive leaders have poor interpersonal relationships and exhibit downward hostility that harms followers’ performance and organizational interests. For instance, Lipman-Blumen (2006) emphasized that leaders are toxic when they “engage in numerous destructive behaviors and exhibit certain dysfunctional personal characteristics” (p. 18). However, Reed (2004) argued that toxic leadership is not necessarily a certain destructive behavior, but rather a “cumulative effect of demotivational behavior on unit morale and climate over time that tells the tale” (Dobbs, 2014, p. 67).
Today, there is no specific definition of toxic leadership, as different studies use varying constructs. For instance, Einarsen et al. (2007) associate the concept with destructive leadership behaviors that target subordinates and organizations. Accordingly, they define it as “the systematic and repeated behavior by a leader, supervisor or manager that violates the legitimate interest of the organization by undermining and/or sabotaging the organization’s goals, tasks, resources, and effectiveness and/or the motivation, well-being or job satisfaction of subordinates” (p. 208). However, their definition only focuses on victims or recipients of toxicity (Dobbs, 2014).
On the other hand, Schmidt (2008) systematically attempts to offer a broad description that extends beyond the victims. He developed a toxic leadership scale to distinguish between toxic and non-toxic leadership. He found the former to be a wider construct than abusive leadership (Tepper, 2000). In particular, he argued that toxic leadership is a composite construct that comprises characteristics of abusive leadership other than self-promotion, authoritarianism, narcissism, and unpredictability. Whicker (1996) defined toxic leaders thus: “Toxic leaders may be one of several types, but all toxic leaders share three defining characteristics: deep-seated inadequacy, selfish values, and deceptiveness” (Dobbs, 2014, p. 53). 
Other researchers have offered definitions that summarize the characteristics provided by the preceding studies. One such description given by Holloway and Kusy (2009) attempts to explain toxic leadership from the perspectives of leaders and followers, in addition to cause and effect. They describe a toxic personality as “anyone who demonstrates a pattern of counterproductive work behaviors that debilitate individuals, teams, and even organizations over the long-term” (p. 4). In the same way, Bullis and Reed (2009) observed that toxic leadership is “viewed as a detractor from motivation, alignment, and commitment to organizational goals that serve as the hallmark of good leadership” (Dobbs, 2014, p. 6). 
Despite the shared attributes, no definitive conceptual framework of toxic leadership has been created so far. For this reason, Reed (2004) argued that “toxic leadership, like leadership in general, is more easily described than defined, but terms like self-aggrandizing, petty, abusive, indifferent to unit climate, and interpersonally malicious seem to capture the concept” (p. 71). Nevertheless, this study adopts the definition offered by Schmidt (2008) that toxic leaders are “narcissistic, self-promoters who engage in an unpredictable pattern of abusive and authoritarian supervision” (Dobbs, 2014, p. 57).
[bookmark: _Toc526618691]2.1.1 Dimensions of Toxic Leadership
· [bookmark: _Toc526618692] Self-promotion. Toxic leadership can be identified using various factors. The first dimension is self-promotion. This behavior involves leaders who promote their own interests and threaten rivals or employees who might have extraordinary skills. This trait is common among superiors at high levels of the organization – they use their leadership level for their own selfish gain (Schmidt, 2008, 2014).
· [bookmark: _Toc526618693]Unpredictability. The second trait of toxic leaders is that they are unpredictable. Being unpredictable involves a variety of behaviors that may imply frequent shifts in mood. Most studies on toxic leadership focus on providing support or recommendations on how to handle a toxic leader (Dyck, 2001; Taylor, 2007). One note from these studies is that the toxic nature of leadership is a steady trait. That is, toxic leaders are toxic most of the time. Another scholarly review on academic leadership assumes that the negative traits of leaders – being abusive, autocratic, and authoritarian – are steady aspects of a leader’s behavior. In other words, the very meaning of toxic supervision is that the leader’s hostility is upheld (Tepper, 2000). Such negative aspects in leaders effectively illustrate this argument.
· [bookmark: _Toc526618694]Narcissism. Toxic leaders also display elements of narcissistic leadership. The main problem with many managers and chief executive officers, in particular, is narcissism (Dearlove, 2003). This refers to the interest in oneself or one’s own physical appearance and is also called self-love or self-admiration. Narcissism plays an upcoming yet unclear role in leadership. Researchers have disagreed on what this type of leadership is and how it should be interpreted. Many existing works on this kind of leadership employ simple examples and explanations (Dreijmanis, 2005; Sheng, 2001). 
· [bookmark: _Toc526618695]Authoritarian Leadership. Another factor that explains the issue of toxic leadership is called authoritarian leadership and refers to the characteristics of a leader who displays authority and control over employees and demands respect from these employees (Cheng et al., 2004). This type of leadership is underdeveloped and is a factor in toxic leadership. Although this aspect is beginning to attract the attention of some scholars (Aryee et al., 2007), other researchers have largely ignored it.
· [bookmark: _Toc526618696]Abusive Supervision. The final aspect of toxic leadership is that it entails unprofessional behavior. Unprofessional behavior shows that leaders lack collegial respect for peers and subordinates, task competence, and personal and professional integrity (Schmidt, 2008). This category of critical incidents revolves around unprofessional acts performed by leaders that result in employee disapproval and denial. Essentially, employees feel demotivated (Schmidt, 2008).
[bookmark: _Toc526618697]2.2 Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) 
Organ (1988) defined OCB as a discretionary behavior affiliated with an individual and as unrestricted work behaviors influencing the effectiveness of an organization. Organ was convinced that OCB was an individual behavior, meaning that it was optional, as some individuals might engage in it while others would choose not to. Due to its independent nature, it lacked formal recognition in the company’s reward system. Despite the lack of acknowledgment, he considered this behavior to generate positive outcomes in the organization. It had the potential to improve the overall performance and efficiency of the organization (Appelbaum et al., 2004; Ferris et al., 2009). Since it was “optional,” this behavior was not included in formal job descriptions or official behavior. In fact, companies did not formally recognize it. Therefore, employees were not required to display this conduct. Furthermore, if they failed to act in a manner that indicated that they were organizational citizens, they would not face any harsh punishments (Bachrach et al., 2000). 
In accordance with the definitions mentioned above, several items can be identified as critical components of this practice as it relates to OCB (Castro, et al. 2004).
· OCB tends to extend beyond the formal descriptions of employee behavior within the organization. This means that official job descriptions do not constrain a corporate citizen.
· OCB is optional behavior and is often based on an individual’s preferences.
· Unlike other organizational practices, OCB does not often result in rewards for employees. In fact, the formal organizational structure neither recognizes it nor appreciates it.
· Most importantly, this behavior makes a critical contribution to organizational performance, operations, and effectiveness.
This definition brings to the forefront three main qualities associated with OCB. First, citizenship behavior within the company should be voluntary. Second, the various benefits associated with this behavior tend to affect the organization. The outcomes of this behavior are not limited to the individual, but the effects tend to be of an organizational magnitude. Finally, OCB tends to have different defining features (Javad et al., 2014).
According to Bolino et al. (2003), OCB refers to employees’ tendencies to exceed their job expectations so that they can align their interests with those of the organization. An individual depicting this behavior will also help his fellow employees attain the same goal. This enables them to demonstrate real concern toward attaining an organization’s mission. Bolino and his coauthors argued that this behavior has two primary features, the first of which is that it cannot be directly influenced. This means that reinforcing the practices associated with it must be done indirectly. Additionally, it includes unique activities that organizations expect their employees to display if they are to succeed (Arpaci & Korkmaz, 2009).
Other scholars have adopted a similar approach in defining OCB. For instance, some scholars consider this concept to refer to a list of informal practices that enable individuals to go above and beyond their designated duties, in order to benefit their companies. Consequently, they manage to protect the welfare and uphold the safety of these organizations (Javad et al., 2014). According to Dienesch et al. (1994), these behaviors are the driving force behind an employee’s relationship with the company and the decision to merge his interests with the organization’s goals. 
Various authors have noted that in order for organizations to achieve OCB, it is important that they create an enabling environment. The process requires the management to introduce laws and policies that support employee satisfaction, workplace empowerment, and organizational commitment (Chib, 2016; Biswas & Mazumder, 2017). In addition, Pooja et al., (2016) emphasize the need for organizations to promote social interactions and organizational commitment. In particular, Biswas and Mazumder (2017) emphasize that the increasing intensity of competition among local and global firms has forced managers to focus on enhancing job satisfaction. This is because satisfied employees have a higher chance of going the extra mile and undertaking activities beyond their contractual obligations. 
[bookmark: _Toc526618698]2.2.1 Dimensions of Organizational Citizenship Behaviors (OCB) 
There are two general approaches to studying OCB. These approaches were designed by Organ (1988, 1990) and Anderson and Williams (1991). Organ (1990) suggests an OCB classification according to five dimensions, which are as follows: altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy, and civic virtue. 
According to Organ (1988, 1990), Organ et al. (2006), and Blume et al. (2009), the above-mentioned dimensions should be interpreted as stated below: 
Altruism is applied to characterize situations in which employees of the organization help their colleagues (Bachrach et al., 2000).
Conscientiousness stands for behavior showing that employees contribute to the organization’s performance more than expected according to their duties. Such behavior is usually characterized by working overtime, strict adherence to the regulations, respecting the procedures and rules of the organization, and willingness to go beyond professional obligations.
Sportsmanship describes behavior of employees when they are ready to endure difficult work conditions without criticism or complaints on their part. Such behavior can promote group morale. It is also considered favorable for the reduction of staff turnover (Ahearne et al., 1997).
Civic virtue refers to productive and diligent engagement of employees in their day-to-day organizational life. For example, it implies employees’ frequent participation in non-obligatory meetings.
Courtesy supposes behavior that aims to avoid professional conflicts with colleagues. Previous studies have demonstrated that such behavior is favorable for diminishing conflicts inside a group (Bachrach et al., 2000).
Anderson and Williams (1991) designed their own approach to the classification of OCB, which is divided into two groups. The first group deals with behavior beneficial to the organization in general, and is called OCB organization. The second group concerns behavior that grants immediate benefits to the individuals, while the organization receives only indirect benefits. This group is called OCB individual.
[bookmark: _Toc526618699]2.3 Group Cohesion  
Group cohesiveness refers to “the resultant forces which are acting on the members to stay in a group” (Festinger, 1950, p. 274). Numerous researchers and academic scholars have accepted Festinger’s definition (Festinger, 1950, p. 274), while Zaccaro et al. (1995) defined cohesiveness as the level of member attraction or motivation to remain with a group. Carron et al. (1998) considered group cohesion as “a dynamic process that is reflected in the tendency for a group to stick together and remain united in the pursuit of its instrumental objectives and/or for the satisfaction of member affective needs” (Carron et al., 1998, p. 213). According to Korsgaard et al. (1995), leaders who pay attention to their followers motivate the members to remain in the group. Such leaders may, therefore, motivate the group to come closer together to achieving the goals of the group (Rajnandini & Williams, 2004). 
Offermann et al. (2012) ranked group cohesion among the most researched areas of interest linked to performance and team effectiveness. Meta-analytic evidence offered by Beal et al. (2003) indicated strong linkages between performance and cohesion, but the structure and function of cohesion has gained limited attention in this literature. Several scholars have studied the motivational and social forces that exist between group members (Severt & Estrada, 2015). Beal et al. (2003) suggested that such forces are an essential part of the concept of cohesiveness that facilitates better performance.
The definition of group cohesion encourages the coordination of activities. Although several different definitions of cohesion have been presented in the literature, the results from the meta-analysis conducted by Beal et al. (2003) showed that the definition of cohesion relates more to connective and facilitator roles than in previous definitions, which described designated cohesion as a direct factor of performance. Only particular elements of group cohesion, such as task commitment and interpersonal attraction among constituent members, have a direct effect on the overall performance of a team (Beal et al., 2003).
The definition of group cohesion often takes the form of a multidimensional construct that highlights the attraction among members of the group, as well as their willingness to remain part of that group in the future (Karau et al., 2007). Lipman-Blumen (2006) showed that it is crucial to define the criticality of positive personal and professional results, noting that the social support provided was vital in the workplace, just as it was in other parts of one’s existence. She further clarified that cohesion within any group is a means of manifesting a sense of connectedness and belonging, as well as fostering better social relationships within the collective. She also suggested that toxic leadership has a huge influence on the manifested attributes, with the same form of cohesion being a vital indicator of job outcomes (Lipman-Blumen, 2006). 
Group cohesion has also been designated as an essential work-related resource that mediates relationships between job outcomes and workplace stressors. Frone and Schat (2011) established that aggression within the workplace could be a threat to group cohesion among co-workers, thus reducing the resources needed based on decreased affective commitment toward the organization. The authors further argued that many employees felt that organizations were to blame for aggressive behaviors that took place within the organization. Although Schat and Frone did not investigate leadership styles, they established a mediation effect between a job outcome variable (commitment) and workplace stress (aggression) (Frone & Schat, 2011). 
Group cohesiveness includes mutual trust, experience of acceptance, group cooperation, and a sense of belonging (Lese & MacNair-Semands, 2000). It represents commitment to and investment in the group by its members. Moreover, any kind of group can achieve cohesiveness, regardless of the objective or tasks. Members in cohesive groups feel mutually rewarded and engaged with a feeling of being affirmed and uplifted after every meeting (Dingle et al., 2009). Group cohesiveness also represents positive affective regard, social unity, and trust throughout the group (Molm, 2010). Earlier research has found that increasing group ties and cooperative expectations leads to friendly interactions between group members and facilitates cooperation (Jackson, 2011). 
Group cohesion has been widely studied as part of efforts to develop a deeper understanding of group dynamics. Some of the characteristics that define a group include communication, influence, intra-group interactions, interdependence, shared goals or tasks, and group structure. It is considered an important characteristic of successful groups (Oh & Gill, 2017). Group cohesion is a group construct that is influenced by individual perceptions of the team environment in which the individuals interact. Each group consists of individual members who influence, and are influenced by, the team. Group cohesion research is largely divided into studies that explore the relationship between group cohesion and performance and those that explore the development of group cohesion. Oh and Gill (2017) investigated the relationship between cohesiveness and competitive state anxiety and the contribution of cohesion to the competitive anxiety existing among soccer players. The study reported that there is a negative correlation between group cohesion and anxiety. As the level of group cohesion increases, the amount of anxiety in the group decreases. 
Anwar (2016) reported that group cohesion is greatly influenced by interpersonal attractiveness and commitment to group tasks. Previous studies acknowledge the relationship between group cohesion and performance (Soboroff, 2012). According to Soboroff (2012), a group that has a high level of cohesion reports better performance when compared to a group that has a low cohesion rate. 
[bookmark: _Toc526618700]2.4 Organizational Trust
Although many definitions of trust are considered in the literature, Zand’s (1972) definition is considered to be one of the most influential ones. Zand (1972) defined trust as a “willingness to be vulnerable to others whose behavior one cannot control” (Zand, 1972). Given such a simplistic definition, coeval trust literature has defined various influences determining the level of trust from one person to the next. These influences include the trustor’s perception, which is held according to the trustee’s character upon consideration of elements, such as integrity, abilities, and even benevolence (Mayer et al., 1995).
Several articles within management literature have affirmed the importance of trust in the success of any organization across the world (Beccerra & Gupta, 1999; Kramer et al., 1996). The reason for this is that trust conveys one of the most beneficial attributes experienced in any organization, as noted by Kramer (1999). Trust is beneficial to different aspects of business, including problem-solving (Zand, 1972; Boss, 1978), improved communication (Hartman et al., 2009), and enhanced productivity (Cook & Kramer, 2004).
Trust has also been found to play a role in employee satisfaction (Driscoll, 1978; Ellis et al., 2000; Callaway, 2006; Shockley‐Zalabak et al., 2010), reduction of transaction costs (Chow, 2008), commitment among employees (Ristig, 2004), and company profitability (Davis et al., 2000).
In addition, trust leads to continuous collaboration (Lumineau & Malhotra, 2011) and better performance from present teams (Sheila, 2002), as well as better organizational health (Beccerra & Gupta, 1999). Considered together, these attributes have created a source of competitive advantage for organizations (Barney & Hansen, 1994; Ghoshal & Nahapiet, 1998). Furthermore, Davis et al. (2000) established that trust is a significant factor in the prediction of company sales and employee turnover, as well as corporate profits. The consideration of increased need for new knowledge in various industries, as well as the dynamism of such knowledge in various sectors, has led to the augmented need for scholarly attention (Adler, 2001; Marshall, 1999). The area of trust within the organization has been an intricate aspect requiring increased research over the past few decades. That notwithstanding, scholars have agreed that the area of trust remains relatively underdeveloped (Sankowska, 2013). 
Trust within an organization is essential for excellent employee performance and success of the organization. Successful organizations thrive under positive relationships between employers and employees, staff and customers, as well as internal and external stakeholders. However, for these relationships to be successful, there has to be an element of trust within the organization. Fostering a strong sense of trust may be beneficial to an organization through increased employee productivity, improved motivation, the ability to work effectively in teams rather than individually, and increased efficiency regarding time and decision-making (McCarthy & Truhon, 2016). Organizational trust is the belief in the ability of an organization in the areas of communications, culture, relationships, transactions, behaviors, competence, honesty, and reliability, and a concern for and identification with the organization’s shared goals, values, and norms (Rostami et al., 2015). Therefore, an organization should set achievable goals and have values and norms that guide both, leaders and employees, in order to foster trust in the workplace.
Based on the definition of organizational trust, the primary factors that enable organizations to build trust are: competence, concern for employees, transparency, and identification with goals, values, and norms. According to Jena et al. (2017), organizational trust is the ability of leaders and employees to perform jobs efficiently. Competent organizations can coordinate work within the different departments of the organization and with external entities, as well as optimize the use of available resources. For an organization to be competent, it should have laid out goals, strategies, and values that facilitate the accomplishment of these goals (McCarthy & Truhon, 2016). Second, it is vital for leaders to show concern for employees because it determines how the employees perceive them. Reina et al. (2017) are of the opinion that employees who feel valued and appreciated by their leaders are more likely to develop trust in the organizational leadership, thereby increasing efficiency and productivity. However, if employers are less concerned about employees, it will be difficult to communicate, and to foster healthy workplace relationships and organizational trust, leading to employee dissatisfaction and, eventually, the failure of the organization (Reina et al., 2017). In addition to showing concern, managers should be transparent in running the organization. Transparency entails open communication and involvement of employees in decision-making processes. Open communication enables interaction between employers and employees, as well as among employees in the different organizational departments. Through these interactions, coordination of tasks is more comfortable, and employees gain a sense of belonging and trust, thus increasing productivity and making the organization more successful (Hakanen et al., 2016).
There are various strategies that employers can implement to build organizational trust. First, involving employees in the decision-making process and providing feedback is critical (Kumar & Saha, 2017). During the decision-making process, employees should be given a chance to express their opinions and air their grievances. Managers should engage with employees to find possible solutions to organizational problems, and develop strategies to enable them to achieve the company’s objectives, as well as empower employees through the provision of resources and a safe workplace environment (Jena et al., 2017). A company cannot succeed without its employees, and for companies to achieve this success, they must invest in employees by empowering them. According to Jena et al. (2017), training and investment in new technology provide the best ways of achieving employee empowerment. Training could be done to equip employees with skills that are relevant to competing in the global business market. By investing in new technology, companies enable employees to perform their tasks effortlessly and efficiently within a short period, thereby increasing productivity and profitability (Kumar & Saha, 2017).
Organizational trust facilitates the effectiveness and efficiency of employee performance (McCarthy & Truhon, 2016). Organizations that cultivate trust increase employee drive and self-motivation, promoting efficiency by enabling them to produce high-quality goods and services within a shorter period. Motivated and self-driven employees are creative and innovative and can work effectively both individually and in teams to achieve the company’s goals and objectives (McCarthy & Truhon, 2016). Additionally, organizational trust facilitates quick decision-making, which helps the organization operate effectively (Kumar & Saha, 2017). Building trust enables employees to brainstorm ideas for ways in which the organization can run smoothly. Further, it facilitates communication across different departments and between employers and employees, thereby creating positive workplace relationships, which, in turn, create interdependence between employees in the accomplishment of challenging tasks.
[bookmark: _Toc526618701]2.5 Group Productivity 
The term “team” is frequently used in place of the term “group” in today’s organizations. Still, “group” remains the preferred term for some employees and managers. A group is defined as two or more interdependent people interacting with one another to achieve particular goals (Gladstein, 1984). A team is a type of group. Teams also involve multiple people who share a commitment to a mutual purpose. Two additional features also define the concept of “team”: complementary skills between members and shared accountability for a defined set of tasks or goals (Katzenback & Smith, 1993).
These outcomes depend on the structural features of the group. Relevant features include the clarity of goals and roles, team rewards, shared values relating to work, and leadership (Gladstein, 1984). Proximity among members and group size also impact productivity (Scott, 2005). Another relevant feature is group composition. It includes factors such as the personalities of group members, knowledge and abilities, experience and job skills, and heterogeneity among group members (Gilson et al., 2004; Ives et al., 2004).
Groups or teams are fundamental to a wide range of group production and problem-solving tasks, most of which are complex in nature and involve interdependent tasks. The accomplishment of different group tasks largely depends on group interaction and productivity. Management teams focus on leading group individuals with personal and organizational objectives toward achieving strategic goals. Management teams are given the role of setting the overall strategies, goals, and priorities. They are also entrusted with decisions that are critical to the organization and they can use individual groups to achieve their goals (Bang & Midelfart, 2017). 
According to Chen et al. (2017), team members provide each other with the necessary practical and technical efforts to strengthen their relationships and utilize resources effectively. Aakvik et al. (2017) investigated the impact of performance feedback on group productivity. The study focused on the effect of feedback on productivity when group members receive a bonus that is dependent on individual and team productivity. According to the study, performance feedback influences both individual and team productivity. 
Li et al. (2017) explored how the content of a message promotes or prohibits communication, team productivity, and performance. The study showed that the interaction between promotive team voice and previous productivity performance in team innovation is not significant. Therefore, the indirect effect of a promotive message does not promote group productivity or the performance of a team. In a similar study, Sackett and Cummings (2017) explored how task interdependence and group interaction influence the performance of a team. They noted that the extent to which group members view the centrality of their role in a group influences their productivity and performance in a group or team.  
Activities in an organization demand a lot of interaction and communication among group members. Additionally, good performance often relies upon the ability of a cross-functional group to create a shared vision and understanding of a specific task. Group members must also understand the process and their respective roles in the group. To effectively operate with groups, organizations must have the know-how to make, utilize, and maintain them and their members. 



[bookmark: _Toc526618702]CHAPTER THREE: THEORY 
[bookmark: _Toc526618703]Theoretical Framework and Research Hypotheses
This study is based on the Conservation of Resources (COR) theory, which has been used as an alternative method of defining environmentally-related stress factors (Hobfoll, 1988). This theory holds that people naturally tend to seek to protect their existing resources and find new ones. The term “resources,” in this context, can be used to define conditions, objects, or states of being (Hobfoll, 1988). Resource value is usually tied to the different individual experiences that people may have. For instance, in one culture, the members may define resource value in terms of spending time doing things with family members or relatives. In a different culture, however, expecting an individual to dedicate personal time to such exploits may be viewed as a viable threat to the individual’s resources, as it may leave them without enough time to develop self-esteem. 
Shirom (1989) was the first scholar to mention the COR theory in a work-related context. This theory is important because it provides valid explanations for the existence of stress among different individuals. The theory promotes the premise that people will only work to protect, maintain, and preserve those resources to which they attach a lot of worth. There are different definitions of the term “resources” in the work-related environment. Object resources might refer to tools that are often used by workers, while personal resources could define factors such as self-esteem, which are to do with the mental well-being of the individual. Condition resources may refer to supportive attachments, which may be found in work or personal relationships such as in marriage, while energy resources might refer to factors such as credit or specialized knowledge. The elements of COR theory include difference variables, such as personal health and hope (Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999).
According to Halbesleben and Buckley (2004), resource loss is usually linked to exploring the causes of strain and stress in organizational behavior studies. Studies on the subject have actually shown that people are more likely to experience stress due to excessive strain when they lose resource value in the work environment (Shirom, 1989). Workers have also been known to experience depression due to work-related problems that result in resource loss (Kessler et al., 1988). Another factor that could be directly affected by the loss of resources has to do with physiological outcomes among different individuals (DeVente et al., 2003; Melamed et al., 2006). 
[bookmark: _Toc526618704]3.1 Toxic Leadership and OCB 
OCB refers to the actions performed by one employee toward another, or by one group toward another, which enhance long-term organizational productivity (Organ, 1997). OCB is not considered a primary element of the entity’s contractual or primary strategic requirements (Organ, 1997). Organizations with high performance expectations commonly seek to advance this type of behavior among employees (Hogan & Kaiser, 2005). It has been found that OCB is increased by employees beliefs that they have a supportive leader (Organ et al., 1983). While organizational toxicity has been shown to suppress OCB behaviors and attitudes, successful organizations tend to have employees who help one another and hold positive attitudes toward the organization (Duffy et al., 2002; Rafferty & Restubog, 2011). 
A key element of OCB is that it has neither technical nor contractual performance requirements (Organ, 1997). OCB are considered those that specifically assist co-workers to be more courteous while also giving a positive impression of the business organization to external parties (Duffy et al., 2002). These behaviors include being helpful toward others, giving support, and collaborating. The results are not always tangible, but they do lead to increased organizational success (Organ, 1997). Organizations with high performance expectations look for OCB among their employees (Hogan & Kaiser, 2005).
Researchers have also found that the altruistic aspect of OCB can be increased by leaders who are perceived to be supportive of employees (Organ et al., 1983). Conversely, employees have been found to display lower levels of OCB under toxic leaders (Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1997; Duffy et al., 2002; Chu-Hsaing et al., 2011; Rafferty & Restubog, 2011). The core problem for organizations is that successful ones have employees who are willing to help each other while projecting a positive attitude about the organization, whereas toxicity undermines OCB. Therefore, it is expected that negative impacts influence the organization in cases where colleagues are unwilling to help one another outside of their direct and explicit job requirements (Hitchcock, 2015). 
               Toxic leadership causes the lack of job satisfaction and organizational trust, as well as reduced employee productivity (Burns, 2017). Employees under a toxic leader often face stress and pressure while performing their tasks. Furthermore, toxic leadership lowers their self-esteem and self-image, thus causing the lack of job satisfaction. Additionally, toxic leaders create a hostile working environment, which makes it hard for employees to interact freely with leaders or fellow employees, therefore destroying organizational trust. The ultimate effect of toxic leadership on OCB is reduced employee productivity. Employees working under a toxic leader experience stress, a lack of motivation, and reduced commitment, thereby resulting in lower productivity (Burns, 2017). Thus:
Hypothesis 1: Toxic leadership is negatively related to OCB.
[bookmark: _Toc526618705]3.2 Toxic Leadership and Group Productivity 
Numerous authors have recommended empirical studies on work group productivity and toxic leadership. Authors argue that toxic leaders might actually present short-term positive effects on productivity levels through their negative behaviors. For example, toxic leaders are described by Whicker (1996) as leaders who force their employees into higher levels of productivity and bully them into producing more by inculcating the fear of toxic reprisals. However, she admits that these improvements are short-lived, as toxic leadership invariably leads to employee burnout and/or turnover. The application of the COR theory indicates that toxic leadership reduces employees’ resources and their abilities to cope with the demands of the job. This has been verified by prior studies that have shown that such loss of resource increases job stress (Vinokur et al., 2011). Therefore, previous studies support the negative relationship between toxic leadership and productivity. In addition, Schmidt (2014) found that toxic leadership has a direct negative impact on group productivity. In view of the above, it was hypothesized that:
Hypothesis 2: Toxic leadership is negatively related to subordinate perceptions of group productivity. 
[bookmark: _Toc526618706]3.3 Toxic Leadership and Organizational Trust 
A second outcome category investigated in this study is organizational trust, which is defined as the degree to which employees perceive themselves to be valued by the organization. Since the leaders articulating the organization’s authority are those with whom employees generally have the most contact, subordinates tend to regard a leader’s behavior as being indicative of how the organization itself feels about the role they play in the organization (Tepper et al., 2008). Halbesleben (2006) found that positive leader–member exchange (LMX) relationships buoyed subordinate resources in spite of other elements of the job-created resource strain. Halbesleben wrote that leaders who displayed positive leadership behaviors sent a message to employees that they and their efforts were valued, thus protecting them from additional resource loss. These findings indicate that employees look to their leaders for indications of how they are valued, especially when their psychosocial resources are being consumed by other aspects of the job. 
Recent research has shown that subordinates look for clues from their leaders’ behaviors to determine their worth and value. Subordinates who were uncertain about their occupational competence were more likely to engage in antisocial behavior in reaction to what they perceived to be social injustices (Mayer et al., 2012). However, it is probable that toxic leaders convey to their employees that they are neither valued nor respected and can be treated poorly with impunity. Instead of buffering subordinates against the normal psychosocial resource demands of work, toxic leaders often create additional resource loss by sending a demoralizing message. Research has shown that subordinates can attribute destructive leadership styles to the organization, thereby responding by reacting destructively to the organization itself. Bowling and Michel (2011) observed that when employees attributed the destructive behavior of supervisors to the dismissive culture of the organization, the relationship between their perceptions of abusive leadership and their own deviant behaviors and displays of organization-directed counterproductivity was significantly stronger. Therefore, previous studies support the negative relationship between toxic leadership and organizational trust. In addition, Schmidt (2014) found that toxic leadership has a direct negative impact on organizational trust. Thus: 
Hypothesis 3: Toxic leadership is negatively related to subordinate reports of organizational trust. 
[bookmark: _Toc526618707]3.4 Impact of Group Cohesion as a Mediator
The definition of group cohesion often takes the form of a multidimensional framework that highlights the attraction that members have toward that group, as well as their willingness to remain part of that group in the future (Karau et al., 2007). Lipman-Blumen (2006) defined the importance of being part of a group for professional outcomes and positive personal reasons, noting that the social support provided was vital in the workplace, as in other parts of life. She further clarified that the continued cohesion of any group is a means of manifesting a sense of fitting in, being connected, and having better social relationships within the group. She also suggested that toxic leadership has a huge influence on the manifested attributes, with the same form of cohesion being a good indicator of job outcomes (Lipman-Blumen, 2006). 
Basically, Lipman-Blumen (2006) suggested that group cohesion acts as the mediating factor between the present toxic leadership and the job outcomes. Although this may be true, no empirical testing has been conducted on this hypothesis (Schmidt, 2014). Group cohesion has also been conceptualized as an essential work-related resource, which mediates the relationships between workplace stressors and job outcomes. Frone and Schat (2011) established that the aggression suffered at the workplace could be a threat to group cohesion among co-workers, thereby reducing the resources needed based on decreased affective commitment toward the organization.
Toxic leadership has negative effects on cohesiveness and the extent to which teams can work together to attain mutual goals. There are also a few studies that have attempted to examine the antecedents and effects of group cohesiveness empirically (Wendt et al, 2009; Riordan & Weatherly, 1999). Previous research has shown that cohesiveness is significantly influenced by leadership and other team-related factors, such as structure, culture, and goal clarity (Wendt et. al, 2009). Cohesiveness is an important predictor of the level of performance of a team (Chang & Bordia, 2001; Mullen & Copper, 1994). The level of team cohesiveness also tends to affect creativity and innovation in organizations (Mumford & Hunter, 2005). Many of the studies that have examined the constituents of toxic leadership show that the practice has similar negative effects (Lipman-Blumen, 2006; Padilla, et. al., 2007; Pelletier, 2010). Overall, there is a need for organizations to identify and eliminate toxic leadership from their systems.
Schmidt (2014) found that toxic leadership had a direct negative effect on group cohesion. He also found that group cohesion mediates the relationship between toxic leadership and job outcomes. However, this study found that group cohesion was a full mediator for the relationships between unpredictability, self-promotion, and abusive supervision and group-level job satisfaction. Nevertheless, group cohesion was a partial mediator for the relationships between narcissism and authoritarian leadership and group-level job satisfaction. Schmidt (2014) found that group cohesion was a partial mediator for the relationship between toxic leadership dimensions and job outcomes, which are group-level organizational commitment, group productivity, and group-level organizational trust. The results of this study added to the literature attained through COR theory for conceptualizing group cohesion as an essential work-related resource (Frone & Schat, 2011).  In view of the above, it was hypothesized that:
Hypothesis 4: Toxic leadership is negatively related to group cohesion.
Hypothesis 5: Group cohesion mediates the negative relationship between toxic leadership and OCB. 
Hypothesis 6: Group cohesion mediates the negative relationship between toxic leadership and organizational trust.
Hypothesis 7: Group cohesion mediates the negative relationship between toxic leadership and group productivity.
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[bookmark: _Toc526619055]Figure 1. Proposed model






[bookmark: _Toc526618708]CHAPTER FOUR: DATA AND METHODOLOGY 
Research methodology directly impacts the validity, reliability, and generalizability of the findings of a study. Thus, the purpose of this chapter is to discuss the research methodology used to investigate the relationships among different dimensions of toxic leadership with organizational trust, OCB, group productivity, and group cohesion. 
This chapter begins with a focus on the purpose of this study. The chapter will then discuss the proposed research questions, research strategy, design, and the methods used to answer the research questions. These elements are used to explore the proposed research model recommending how to identify and prevent toxic leadership, which may aid in the promotion of OCBs and help increase group productivity and organizational trust. This chapter discusses the sample’s demographics, the procedures, statistical analysis, and instruments used in the study. The chapter concludes with a summary of relevant findings.  
[bookmark: _Toc526618709]4.1 Research Approach  
The purpose of this study is to explore the relationship between different dimensions of toxic leadership on organizational trust, OCB, and group productivity by mediating the role of group cohesion in the UAE banking industry. This study explores a wide range of questions and uses different theoretical perspectives in order to develop hypotheses that assist in responding to the research questions. This study further takes a deductive approach, as the use of a theoretical structure is developed prior to assessing it through empirical observations (Gill & Johnson, 2009). 
Quantitative and qualitative methods are frequently used in studies related to management and business. According to Bell and Bryman (2011), quantitative studies assess the methods, measurements, and characteristics of studies and assess previous studies. In contrast, qualitative studies emphasize the development of theories through collecting, analyzing, and interpreting the findings, and through observing what people do and say. Bell and Bryman (2011) further acknowledge that qualitative and quantitative methods employ different research questions, purposes, and epistemological and ontological frameworks. 
According to Aliaga and Gunderson (2000), quantitative methods allow the researcher to explore the phenomena by collecting and analyzing numerical data by using statistical methods. In contrast, Creswell (2009) argues that a quantitative approach is often the preferred methodology in studies that aim to discuss the relationship between predictors and outcomes. Furthermore, quantitative methods are often preferred in studies assessing theories or hypotheses, as a way of obtaining information related to an individual’s attitudes, behaviors, and opinions. The incorporation of deductive reasoning further allows the researcher to generate broad-based conclusions (Fisher & Stenner, 2011). Thus, the decision to use a quantitative methodology further assists the researcher in answering the proposed research questions.
[bookmark: _Toc526618710]4.2 Research Design and Strategy 
According to Bell and Bryman (2011), the research design assists the researcher by providing a plan or framework that helps with the collection and analysis of data. The research design is further used to assist the researcher in ensuring that the research objectives are relevant to the research plan. Mouton (1996) further concurs, arguing that the research plan enables “the researcher to anticipate what the appropriate research decisions should be to maximize the validity of the eventual results” (Mouton, 1996, p. 107). In applying this knowledge to the present study, an explanatory design has been used, which allows the researcher to explore relationships between the outline variables. This further allows the researcher to assess the validity of the hypotheses. 
This study might be considered non-experimental, as it does not outline or explore control variables that are present in experimental research studies (Trochim, 2001). In contrast, this design allows the researcher to focus on assessing the correlation between variables (Cozby, 2001). The adaption of a correlational design is further used to assess the strength of the relationship between variables (banking employee perceptions of toxic leadership, group cohesion, group productivity, OCB, and organizational trust). This further allows for the exploration and determination of whether a statistically significant relationship is present between the variables (Simon, 2005). This method is most suitable when the researcher is interested in examining relationships between variables and when research is dependent on quantitative data (Howell, 2008).  
In order to provide a snapshot of the variables being assessed, this study used a cross-sectional design. The data used in this study was collected during one interval. The main advantage of using a cross-sectional design is that it allows the researcher to assess the attitudes and behaviors present in the study within a short period (Creswell, 2009). 
According to Lewis et al., (2009) the research strategy should be guided by both the research questions and objectives. In this study, the researcher relied on a survey method as a research strategy. This allowed the researcher to collect information on the population based on a certain number of units (Punch, 2003).
The survey method is frequently used to collect data for cross-sectional and non-experimental studies (Robson, 2002; Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). This strategy is often popular in managing business research, which is traditionally associated with a deductive approach (Lewis et al., 2009). Furthermore, the use of a survey method is often the primary data source for quantitative research, as the researcher can collect a large amount of data within a specific population at a low cost (Lewis et al., 2009; Graziano & Raulin, 2010). Consequently, this study uses a survey strategy. 
There are three main ways in which researchers can use the survey method to collect data. The first method focuses on surveys that are self-administered. This allows participants to fill out the questionnaires without the assistance of others. The second method is computer-administered. This method is similar to self-administered, but the difference is that participants use a computer to complete the survey. The final method is person-administered, in which a researcher takes the time to administer the study (Burns & Bush, 2000). This study relied on a self-administered and computer-administered survey since distributing the questionnaire depended on the HR policy of each bank. The decision to use a self-administered survey was based on its advantages, including the ease of creating a survey and the reduced cost of administering the survey. The additional benefits of a self-administered survey that influenced the researcher’s decision to rely on this method included the high response rates attributed to survey research and the increased level of anonymity it provides the participants (Hadlock et al., 2004). 
This study aims to explore the dimensions of toxic leadership, in order to implement an effective strategy that promotes OCBs, group productivity, organizational trust, and group cohesion within the banking sector in the UAE. The study further tests the relationships among self-promotion, abusive supervision, unpredictability, narcissism, and authoritarian leadership in influencing group productivity, organizational trust, group cohesion, and OCBs. Therefore, individuals employed within the banking sector in the UAE were the target population for this study.
[bookmark: _Toc526618711]4.3 Research Sample 
Bell and Bryman (2011, p. 182) describe a research sample as “the segment of the population selected for investigation” . This section discusses the sample used in this study. As discussed in the introductory chapter, this study explores the banking sector in the UAE. The objective of this study is to address limitations in the current literature on the UAE and other Arab countries. The focus is on developing an understanding of toxic leadership, OCB, group productivity, organizational trust, and group cohesion. The relationship and nature of this link are currently unknown in the banking sector within the UAE. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to examine this relationship and expand on limitations in the existing literature. 
The researcher’s decision to select the banking sector rather than focus on other sectors in the UAE was based on multiple factors. Furthermore, the limited accessibility and financial constraints associated with this study influenced the researcher’s decision. The researcher needed to adhere to a strict schedule set forth by the university and was unable to access a larger sample within the required timeframe. 
[bookmark: _Toc526618712]4.4 Targeted Population and Targeted Sample 
According to the CBUAE, the total number of national public bank branches in the UAE is 1,014 (Central Bank of the UAE, 2014). The total number of banks in the Emirate of Abu Dhabi is 234. Owing to the problem of limited resources at the researcher’s disposal, including both costs and time, it was difficult to conduct a survey covering the entire banking sector in the UAE. Due to the limited resources, the researcher randomly selected a sample of 447 participants from employees in the banking sector to represent the target population. 
[bookmark: _Toc526618713]4.5 Sample size 
The seven hypotheses in Chapter 3 were tested using data obtained through a survey questionnaire from employees working in ten different banks in the Emirate of Abu Dhabi between January and May 2017. The employees worked in various job categories, including the roles of senior management, middle management (department head, team leader), technical staff (technicians, operations employees, and engineers), and support staff (accountants, assistants, administrators, and officers). To obtain responses for the questions in the study, the researcher randomly distributed 600 questionnaires to ten banks in the Emirate of Abu Dhabi in the UAE. Out of the questionnaires issued to the 600 participants selected in the research, the participants returned 456 completed questionnaires. Out of the 456 questionnaires returned by the participants, the researcher included 447 in the final analysis (representing a response rate of 74%). 
It is appropriate for quantitative research to have a suitable sample size that is larger than 30 (Sekaran, 2003). Scheaffer et al. (1979, 1986) argued that in determining the size of a sample for any study, some information is required about the anticipated population, the desired error level (e.g., 5%), and the confidence level (e.g., 95%), as illustrated in Table 1. The size of the sample could be determined using the confidence level (Vockell & Asher, 1995). Using this assumption, a sample size of 384 was proposed at the 95% confidence level and a 5% margin of error, as illustrated in Table 1. With the sample size determined, the number of questionnaires was assigned with the aim of obtaining at least 384 samples. The previous studies revealed a response rate of 45%, which was used as the basis for the current study (Wilkins, 2005; Hede & Thyne, 2007). Incidentally, a total of 600 respondents, consisting of the employees working in the banking sector, would be required. In order to realize the most suitable percentage of study respondents, the researcher aimed to target 600 employees from ten banks in the UAE.
[bookmark: _Toc526619033]Table 1. Determination of Sample Size Based on Confidence Level Interval and Margin of Error (Accuracy)
	Accuracy of Margin Error (%)
	Confidence Level

	
	90%
	95%
	99%

	±10
	68
	96
	165

	±09
	84
	118
	204

	±08
	106
	150
	258

	±07
	139
	196
	3,32

	±06
	189
	267
	4,59

	±05
	272
	384
	6,60

	±04
	452
	600
	1,032

	±03
	756
	1,068
	1,835

	±02
	1,072
	2,401
	4,128

	±01
	6,808
	9,604
	16,512


Source: Vockell and Asher (1995, p. 241)
[bookmark: _Toc526618714]4.6 Research Instrument 
The instrument of research employed in the study was a self-administered and structured questionnaire in English. The questionnaire utilized the “drop off” method, in which the researcher approaches a potential participant in a study and introduces the broad aims of the questionnaire, after which he/she leaves the instrument with the participant for the answers. This approach in the model is significant because the researcher aims to provide the maximum level of autonomy and freedom to participants in the process of filling out the questionnaires or offering the answers to the questions. Following a participant’s completion of the questionnaire, the researcher returns to collect the completed instrument of data collection. The advantage of this model rests in its allowance for the researcher to encourage participants to complete the questionnaires as instruments of collecting data, thereby promoting a higher rate of response.
The questionnaire aimed to measure the perceptions of employees in the banking sector regarding toxic leadership, their displays of citizenship behavior, organizational trust, group productivity, and group cohesion. The researcher paid attention to the design process for the questionnaire to ensure its ease of use and clarity on the issues of focus, which in turn promotes a high rate of response (VanGeest et al., 2007). In order to obtain the highest rate of response possible, the questionnaire adopted a short design that would take the participants only 15 minutes to complete it.
The data collection instrument incorporated a five-point Likert scale aimed at minimizing the risks of response bias among study participants. The five points on the scale comprised a range of answers to questions from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree) to enable the instrument to effectively measure the extents and constructs of the research based on individual items on the questionnaire. It comprised 47 questions that required the participants to indicate the extents of their agreement or disagreement with individual statements about particular issues of interest in the study. 
The questionnaire comprised four parts. The first section measured the dimensions of toxic leadership, including 15 items (1–15) for measuring the 5 dimensions of toxic leadership, which are self-promotion, abusive supervision, unpredictability, narcissism, and authoritarian leadership. The following section measured the OCBs of participants, using three items in the questionnaire. The third section evaluated organizational trust based on 11 items. The fourth section evaluated group cohesion based on eight questions. The fifth section evaluated work group productivity based on four questions, while the final part sought demographic information to measure six demographic variables of participants (gender, age, nationality, level of education, length of service in the current job position, and job position). Below is a summary of the components of the instruments. A summary of these details is also available in Table 2, while Appendix E presents the full survey items in the questionnaire used in the study.
[bookmark: _Toc526618715]4.7 Measurement Scale 
This study combined data from five different survey instruments. The researcher used electronic mail by using Survey Monkey and distributing hard-copy questionnaires to seek permission from the authors to use survey instruments for the research, as evidenced in Appendix D. Table 2 represents the construct items that were measured in the research. 
 
[bookmark: _Toc526618716]4.7.1 Measurement of Toxic Leadership:
 	A fifteen-item scale established by Schmidt (2008) and the shortened version (Schmidt, 2014) were employed in measuring toxic leadership. The scale measured the five dimensions, which are self-promotion, abusive supervision, unpredictability, narcissism, and authoritarian leadership. The measurement uses a five-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). The items that were measured included: “My current supervisor drastically changes his/her demeanor when his/her supervisor is present,” “My current supervisor holds subordinates responsible for things outside their job descriptions,” “My current supervisor allows his/her current mood to define the climate of the workplace,” and “My current supervisor controls how subordinates complete their tasks.” An average was taken to give the measures of toxic leadership, and these included (SD = 1.23, α = 0.93, and M = 3.30). 
[bookmark: _Toc526618717]4.7.2 Measurement of Organization Citizen Behavior (OCB):
This measurement enables the evaluation of the OCB variable. The three-item scale developed by Chen et al., (1998) was used in measuring OCB. The questions of Chen et al., (1998) were adopted from Al Afari (2014). The scales were described and combined into one dimension. A five-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) was provided to the respondents to note their level of agreement on each item. A high score represents a high level of positive citizenship behavior for an employee. The items included: “This employee helps orient new employees, even though it is not part of his/her responsibility,” “This employee is always ready to lend a helping hand to those around him or her,” and “This employee willingly offers to help others who have work-related problems.” The items were averaged to present the measures of OCB (SD = 1.23, α = 0.89, and M = 3.30).
[bookmark: _Toc526618718]4.7.3 Measurement of Group Cohesion: 
This construct was measured using an eight-item scale developed by Dobbins and Zaccaro (1986). The questions of Dobbins and Zaccaro (1986) were adopted by Hall (2015). The scale measured group cohesion as a single variable by examining the responses of task commitment, belonging, and attraction within the group. The items on this scale included: “If given the chance, I would choose to leave my team and join another,” “I feel that I am really a part of my team,” and “The team that I belong to is a close one.” The various items were averaged to form our measures of group cohesion (M = 3.45, SD = 1.06, α = 0.85). 
[bookmark: _Toc526618719]4.7.4 Measurement of Organizational Trust: 
An eleven-item scale founded by Hon and Grunig (1999) was employed in evaluating organizational trust. This scale has been validated and used in different studies. It evaluates the strength of the relationship between organizational members and management (Agarwal, 2013). The items in this scale included: “This organization can be relied upon to keep its promises,” “This organization has the ability to accomplish what it says it will do,” and “This organization is known to be successful at the things it tries to do.” An average of these items was taken to reach organizational trust measures (M = 3.52, SD = 1.03, α = 0.89).
[bookmark: _Toc526618720]4.7.5 Measurement of Work Group Productivity: 
Work group productivity was measured by using the Defense Equal Opportunity Management Institute Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) from Schmidt (2014). It includes a four-item scale that measures subordinate perceptions of work group productivity. The items in this scale included: “The amount of output of my work group is very high,” “The quality of output of my work group is very high,” and “My work group’s performance in comparison to similar work groups is very high.” The various items were averaged to form our measures of work group productivity (M = 3.79, SD = 0.98, α = 0.90). 
[bookmark: _Toc526618721]4.7.6 Demographic Variables: 
The researchers used a number of single statement items to determine the demographics of participants in relation to demographics, such as gender, age, nationality, educational level, length of service at the bank, and job position. In order to control – at least to some extent – their impacts, this study used gender and nationality as control variables to avoid potential confounding effects on study dependent variables.
[bookmark: _Toc526619034]Table 2. Study Variables and Instruments
	Constructs
	Items

	Toxic Leadership (IV)
	15

	OCB (DV)
	3

	Work Group Productivity (DV)
	4

	Group Cohesion (MV)
	8

	Organizational Trust (DV)
	11


Note: DV = Dependent Variable, IV = Independent Variable, MV = Mediator Variable. 
[bookmark: _Toc526618722]4.8 Pilot Study 
Pilot testing is very critical for checking the reliability of the questionnaire, language in the items of the questionnaire, and the questionnaire items. A pilot has a number of advantages, including examination of possible problems in the research design or the research method before the actual research, estimating the targeted sample’s response rate, attaining familiarity with the respondents, checking the items’ structure, and testing the wording of the questionnaire (Ticehurst & Veal, 2000).
A study conducted by Lewis et al. (2009) indicated that it is usually useful to conduct a pilot study prior to the collection of the data. Further, a pilot study is also conducted for the purposes of correcting any inadequacies in the instruments before the actual data collection (Sekaran, 2000). In addition to that, a pilot study is very useful in helping the researcher construct pertinent lines of questioning and to realize a faultless questionnaire in order to allow the researcher to be able to make any necessary modifications (Yin, 1994). 
Further, prior to making a decision on the actual instruments that the study will utilize, the researcher conducted a pilot study using a convenient sample of 45 employees. After participants had filled out the survey, the researcher requested them to indicate any confusion that they encountered while filling in the questionnaires, in order to identify the text and wording difficulties in the questionnaire. Furthermore, the researcher used the data collected from the pilot study to test the reliability of the instruments. 
Therefore, the researcher randomly selected 45 employees from various banks and disrupted the questioner or sent a link of online surveys to them together with a cover letter explaining the study, the confidentiality of the answers, the objectives of the study, the associated risks, the demographics, and assurance that participation in the study would be completely voluntary. 
The data collection for the pilot study was carried out over two weeks of working days from January 2017 to February 2017. The data were entered into the SPSS v. 20.0 for the reliability test, and Table 3 shows the reliability coefficient (Cronbach's alpha) for multiple used items in the pilot study.
[bookmark: _Toc526619035]Table 3.Reliability Coefficient for Multiple Items in the Pilot Study (n = 45)
	Variable
	Cronbach's Alpha
	Items
	SD
	M

	Toxic Leadership
	0.903
	15
	0.785
	3.476

	OCB
	0.928
	3
	1.003
	3.649

	Work Group Productivity
	0.897
	4
	0.851
	3.760

	Group Cohesion 
	0.638
	8
	0.545
	3.522

	Organizational Trust 
	0.895
	11
	0.730
	2.944



According to Hair et al. (2006), the Cronbach's alpha readings of each construct are acceptable when each value is above 0.70. As shown in Table 3, the reliability values for all constructs range from 0.638 to 0.928, which indicates that all constructs have internal acceptable consistency.
[bookmark: _Toc526618723]4.9 Data Analysis Procedure
The process of data analysis encompassed such steps as sectioning off the appropriate strategy for data analysis, screening the data, and coding the responses (Churchill & Lacobucci, 2004; Sekaran, 2000). The data was screened in order to help identify the errors that could have resulted from data entry and to examine how the appropriate statistical techniques and assumptions had been met by the data. 
A number of statistical tools and methods from the SPSS v. 20.0 were used, with regards to data analysis and hypothesis testing. Finally, the third stage involved the analysis of data using SEM using the Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS) 20 software package, which also includes construct validity.
[bookmark: _Toc526618724]4.10 Correlation
Correlation in statistical analysis is an integral technique that is significantly crucial to explaining the direction and strength of the linear relationship between two variables (Pallant, 2001). Thus, the significance and strength of the relationship between the variables illustrate the degree of the correlation. Apparently, 1 or -1, considered ideal correlation, shows that the value of either variable can be calculated accurately if the researcher knows the value of the other variable. Furthermore, if the correlation value is zero, it indicates that there is no relationship between the two variables. Nonetheless, Cohen’s (1988) rule clarifies the strength of the correlation between these two variables (r), as illustrated in Table 4 below.
[bookmark: _Toc526619036]Table 4. Cohen’s Guidance of Correlation Strength
	r values
	Strength of relationship

	r = +.l0 to .29 or r = -.l0 to -.29
	Small

	r = +.30 to .49 or r = -.30 to -.49
	Medium

	r = +.50 to l.0 or r = -.50 to -.l.0
	Large


(Cohen, 1988)
[bookmark: _Toc526618725]4.11 Reliability of Constructs
Reliability identifies the consistency of measurement or the extent to which “the consistency of your measurement or the degree to which an instrument measures in the same way each time it is used under the same condition with the same subjects” (Nunnally, 1978). In the current study, SPSS v. 20.0 was used to determine its constructs’ reliability, as well as internal consistency. Thus, the researcher undertook a pilot study with a sample comprised of 45 banking workers drawn from the UAE, purposely, to confirm the research instrument reliability. 
The researcher used Cronbach’s alpha within the SPSS v. 20.0 model to test the research instrument to ascertain its reliability in the study. The research estimated the instrument reliability cut point above 0.70 (Hair et al., 2006). Nonetheless, Werts et al. (1974) developed another test for reliability, which is called the composite reliability, which measures the consistency of the conceptual hypothesis in the measurement model. The following equation is used to calculate the composite reliability.
Composite reliability = [image: ]
(Source: Hair et al. 1998, p. 624)
However, according to Hair et al. (1998), when the composite reliability index exceeds 0.70, it illustrates satisfactory internal consistency. 
[bookmark: _Toc526618726]4.12 Validity Test
Validity in a research study describes the degree to which a specific research instrument ascertains the construct being explored (Hair et al., 2006); however, the research instrument used in a specific survey could be reliable but still lack validity. Conversely, the instrument cannot be valid if it is not reliable. Gay (1987) submitted that validity illustrates the degree to which a given test measures what it was designed to measure. It shows the closeness of the realized results to the expected outcomes at the end of the research. There are different categories of validity to be determined: content validity and construct validity. 
[bookmark: _Toc526618727]4.13 Content Validity
Content validity conforms to the subjective collective agreement within the professional fraternity that during measurement, a rational scale emerges and reflects, precisely, the intended measurement. However, many experienced and competent conciliators who measured and judged the reliability of the study questionnaire determine the content validity of the questionnaire items (Hair et al., 2006). Thus, without first establishing the reliability of the research questionnaire, the content validity of its items cannot be reliably measured. Incidentally, the survey should be modified according to the recommendations and the constructive comments of the conciliators. In the current study, a thorough and extensive literature review was used to strengthen the content validity. 
Experts from the human resource management field at the Abu Dhabi University checked the validity of the research instrument in January 2017. They examined the appropriateness and the suitability of the questionnaire items and approved the survey for use in conducting the study.
[bookmark: _Toc526618728]4.14 Construct Validity
Construct validity, also referred to as factorial validity, identifies soundness of the achieved results realized by using a measure related to the theories used to design the test (Malhotra, 1998). Based on this aspect, the researcher checks the validity of the research construct while employing the theoretical concepts in the study simultaneously. More construct validity results are applied in the realization of higher efficacy in the research instrument (Malhotra & Santon, 2004). Illustratively, construct validity cannot be assessed once, but several times, to confirm the relayed results. Campbell and Fiske (1959) posit that there are two other categories of construct validity, including convergent validity and discriminant validity. In the research, both types were deployed.
[bookmark: _Toc526618729]4.15 Convergent Validity
The imperative nature of the convergent validity makes it an essential aspect of any research. In this case, its use is inevitable in situations where the researchers need to use constructs that have high validity scores. In addition, it describes the specific construct that shares or covers a high proportion of the variance of the research instrument (Hair et al., 2006). The convergent validity is used to validate the extent of association between two measures that share a similar concept. Hair et al. (2006) point out that it can be determined by confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to ensure the factor loading of the constructs is over 0.30. 
[bookmark: _Toc526618730]4.16 Discriminant Validity
Discriminant validity is used for observed constructs that have no relationship to each other (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). Thus, it refers to the extent to which various items are differentiated within constructs, or the measure of the uniqueness of construct concepts. The discriminant validity is measured by assessing the correlations square prevalent between the observed constructs and the potentially overlying constructs. However, loading of the observed construct has to be stronger on its construct compared to other superimposing constructs. Hence, to further substantiate the discriminant validity, its variance extracted (VE) refers to the “amount of (shared) or common variance among the indicators or manifest variables for a construct” (Hair et al., 2006, p.464). The VE should be over 0.50, and the average variance extracted (AVE) is matched with the correlation square of interrelated variables (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). 
According to Hair et al. (2006), the AVE illustrates the quantity of variance restricted by the variance against the amount due because of measurement error (Hair et al., 2006). However, Malhotra and Stanton (2004) stated that the AVE should exceed 0.50 for it to validate the use of a particular construct. The AVE is derived from the VE, which is calculated using the following equation.
VE = [image: ][image: ]
(Source: Hair et al., 1998, p. 624)
[bookmark: _Toc526618731]4.17 Structural Equation Modeling (SEM)
SEM refers to a group of various statistical methods focused on describing and analyzing the relationship between a range of variables (Hair et al., 2006). There are two main procedures used during the SEM process. These procedures are:
1. Validation of the measurement model.
2. Fitting the structural model (Kenis & Knoke, 2002).
The first process is done by using the path analysis of latent variables. It should be noted that causal relationships are the basis of SEM (Hair et al., 1998, p. 592). The main aim of the causal relationships is to provide information on how endogenous constructs are influenced by exogenous constructs. A theoretical determination is used to explain the causal link between variables. There are also a structural model and measurement model included in the SEM theoretical based models.
It should be emphasized that for analyzing and explaining various issues related to behavioral and social sciences, SEM is usually chosen as one of the important aspects of research methodology (Baumgartner & Steenkamp, 1996). There are two main issues associated with this methodology. The first issue is related to the measurement, meaning that it is essential to identify what things should be measured, as well as meeting conditions of the validity and reliability, and finding adequate measurement techniques. The second issue is related to establishing a causal link between variables and finding proper explanation of complex and unobserved variables. These are the main goals of SEM (Hair et al., 1998)
[bookmark: _Toc526618732]4.18 Why SEM? Why not Multiple Regression?
Previous studies indicate that SEM should be chosen to conduct the analysis because of numerous factors. SEM is quite effective as an analytical instrument if the research study deals with numerous variables and factors. Moreover, it should be chosen because it aligns with questionnaires designed to promote interval scales (Hair, et al., 1995; 2006).
Furthermore, SEM is essential when the measured component is conceptual or hypothetical, such as tiredness, happiness, and satisfaction. On the contrary, multiple regression is used when it is necessary to measure values by using metric scales, for instance, measuring temperature, price, or cost. In addition, there are two models included in SEM, which are the structural and measurement models (Hair, et al., 2006; 1995). Associations between latent and measured variables are handled by the measurement model, which also assesses the construct validity and finds items, scales, and indicators for each construct. There are also two kinds of errors, known as structural error and measurement error, associated with SEM. It is impossible to use both dependent and independent latent variables to predict dependent variables accurately, therefore the structural model includes structural error.
The effects of error caused by multiple indicators related to each latent can be diminished by applying CFA, and it will also consider constructs confined in the model, not by an individual coefficient, but by a stimulus testing. Moreover, CFA can be applied to models with several dependents to create variables that mediate the model, as well as to handle complex data, including incomplete and abnormal data.
The main assumption of linear regression is that no errors are made during the evaluation. SEM consists of factor analysis and multiple regression analysis. Multiple simultaneously evaluated separate multiple regression equations can be effectively estimated by applying SEM (Hair et al. 1995; 1998). 
[bookmark: _Toc526618733]4.19 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)
The measurement of instrument error can be diminished by applying CFA, while CFA is performed by using SEM. In general, it can be stated that SEM focuses on ensuring model fit by using various measures. One of the main reasons the authors of the study did not use exploratory factor analysis (EFA), but instead used CFA, is that it is more effective for testing convergent validity. There were some studies, for instance, the study by Anderson and Gerbing (1988), which concluded that CFA is more effective for providing unidimensional explanation, compared to EFA, correlation, and coefficient alpha. Moreover, because it is impossible to identify which variables act as indicators of latent variables, EFA can be used because it is an explanatory method. It is possible to achieve strict control over specification for each construct’s indicators by applying a measurement model in SEM or CFA (Ho & McDonald, 2002). Finally, it is not achievable to conduct the statistical test of the goodness of fitness for the predicted confirmatory factors solution by applying EFA, while the CFA method can do that by using SEM (Ho & McDonald, 2002).  
There are two main procedures included in the structural modeling process, which are structural model and validation of the measurement model (Hair et al., 2006). The first procedure of SEM is the CFA measurement model estimation. This procedure focuses on identification of the specific pattern of how each indicator, item, and measure are loaded on defined factors, variables, or constructs in the initial model, and ensure that measures and constructs are valid and reliable.
The extent to which the essence of the latent factor is captured by the indicator variables is represented by the measurement model. It is essential to note that the measurement model can be considered valid when it fulfills the requirements of the psychometric accuracy of reliability and validity related to constructs and measures. Validity and reliability ensure that hypothesized latent variables are measured by specific multiple items, and not by other items, which can be achieved using CFA (Byrne, 2001).
To conduct this study, the authors used AMOS 20 and SPSS 20 software. CFA was applied first to estimate a measurement model, according to the two-step approach described by Anderson and Gerbing (1988). SEM was applied to test for causal relationships and to identify the best-fitting model after the correctness of the measurement model was assessed. Various multivariate methods, such as multiple regression, discriminant analysis, factor analysis, and multivariate analysis of variance cannot be used to evaluate several dependent relationships concurrently, thus the SEM multivariate method, which combines both factor analysis and multiple regression, is more effective (Hair et al., 1998). Tests that consist of several dependent and independent variables, as well as moderators and mediators, can be effectively modeled by using SEM (Hair et al., 1998).
It is also necessary to describe the concept of modification indices (MI) as “the values calculated for each, an estimated relationship possible in a specified model” (Hair et al., 2006, p. 581). For acquiring P-value, it is recommended to use MI instead of usual indices because they fit each modified model quite badly (Arbuckle, 2005). 
Enhancing the model’s fit using MI is recommended. In the beginning, it is necessary to identify MI for each item, and after that, the highest should be deleted, after which, it is necessary to examine the second model’s text output. It is possible to decrease the model’s fit chi-square to achieve a P-value and to ensure that it fits the model by changing the model and repeating the analysis. It is interesting that the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) will be decreased, while goodness-of-fit index (GFI) and comparative fit index (CFI) will be increased. 
[bookmark: _Toc526618734]4.20 Goodness-of-fit Index (GFI)
The “goodness-of-fit” refers to the extent to which the estimated model predicts the observed or actual matrix, in terms of correlations or covariance (Hair et al., 2006, p. 580). Bollen (1989) observes that the χ2 test of likelihood ratio, the goodness-of-fit index (comprising CFI, GFI, and IFI), and the standard root mean residual (SRMR) tests are the most common and practical achieved measures. 
The χ2 test is highly significant as a “badness-of-fit” test. The test is the most practical and significant measure that correlates with CFA. The proposed model fails to fulfill the requirements of the data collected precisely when the P-value of χ2 is significant (that is, < 0.05), whereas it meets the requirements of collected data with the achievement of a P-value >0.05. The measurement of data using SEM typically takes place through the deployment of goodness-of-fit (GOF) measures. CFA comprises important functions that the researcher could deploy. Some of these functions are:
· Assessment of the loading factors and constructs in all dimensions in the process of forming a variance.
· Confirmation of the capacity of the instruments themselves to link the instrument with the latent variables.
· Estimation of the measurement of errors in the framework.
· Validation and generation of the framework.
This means that the CFA model is applied most commonly as a tool for the determination of whether the set of factors and loading of construct items can confirm the anticipated requirements that are vital to measuring the targeted variable according to the appropriate scale.
The researcher employed version 20 of AMOS software in the study. In the process of measuring the endogenous and exogenous variables, many essential terms in SEM are applicable, including the parsimonious fit level, absolute fit index, and incremental fit level. Table 5 illustrates these variables.
[bookmark: _Toc526619037]Table 5. Recommendation Values of Measurement for all Exogenous and Endogenous Variables
	Measures
	Threshold Value

	Absolute Fit level
	

	RMSEA
	≤ 0.08

	GFI
	≥ 0.90

	P-Value
	≥ 0.05

	Incremental Fit Level
	

	AGFI
	≥ 0.90

	GFI
	≥ 0.90

	TLI
	≥ 0.90

	NFI
	≥ 0.90


Source: Hair et al. (2006)
Byrne (2001) notes that the SEM model comprises two principal sections: the measurement model and the structural model. The measurement model serves to estimate the relationship that prevails between observed and unobserved variables. On the other hand, the structural model applies for measurement of the relationship between unobserved variables.
Hair et al. (2006) identifies the recommendation values of the fit model (as Table 5 also illustrates), as follows:
· The absolute fit index (AFI) assesses whether a particular model leaves a significant level of unexplained variance. Alkhaldi and Al-Faoury (2007) illustrate that the chi-square (χ2) is usually applicable in this context, in conjunction with the degree of freedom estimate in the model and its probabilities, such as the GFI and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). Nevertheless, the appropriateness and suitability of the GOF model are dependent on the fulfillment of certain conditions in the values and indices of the fit model. These conditions are RMSEA <0.08, GFI > 0.90, and the P-value > 0.05.
· The incremental fit index (FTI) is applicable in comparing the estimated model (the Generating Model) with possible baseline or null models estimated using the same data. The model assumes the lack of correlation among all variables. Indices in this group include the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) and the CFI (TLI > 0.90 and CFI > 0.90).
[bookmark: _Toc526618735]4.21 Hypothesis Testing
The study aimed to test the four direct hypotheses identified earlier and three indirect hypotheses through the mediating effect as mentioned earlier.
[bookmark: _Toc526618736]4.22 Direct Effect
The direct effects relate to the relationship that prevails between two constructs with a single, directed path (Hair et al., 2006). This means that a direct effect is the influence that a particular variable has on another in a direct relationship. This study features four direct effects, as identified earlier. To make sure of the support or rejection of all paths in the model, there is need for the effective use of the recommended values (critical ratio or CR and the P-value) to develop certainty. The CR refers to the measure obtained through the division of the parameter estimate by an estimate of its relevant standard error. The CR ought to be higher than 1.96 to fulfill the level of recommendation value (Hair et al., 2006). This means that when the CR value is higher than 1.96, it is supportive of the path; when it is lower than 1.96, it does not support the path (it rejects the hypothesis).
Nevertheless, the probability level (P-value) offers the cut-off point at which researchers emphasize the “statistical significance” of the findings (by convention, the point is p < 0.05). In addition, smaller p values may portray high significance because they indicate that the observed difference would occur less than one percent of the time when there is no true difference (Crombie & Davies, 2009, p. 4).
[bookmark: _Toc526618737]4.23 Indirect Effect
Indirect effect refers to relationships featuring a sequence of relationships involving a minimum of one intervening construct (Baron & Kenny, 1986). Nevertheless, this study assessed group cohesion as the mediating effect.
Brown (1997) notes that it is necessary to follow several steps to examine the indirect paths:
· Total indirect effect, which comprises all paths from one variable to another that are subject to intervention or mediation by at least one extra variable.
· The total effect, comprising the sum of the direct and indirect effects in the model.
· The standardized indirect effect, which involves decomposition of the total indirect effect into the standardized, indirect paths.
Following comparisons between indirect and direct effects, the researcher is able to confirm whether this path represents a full mediator or not. The mediating effect can only happen in circumstances where three variables (the independent variable: toxic leadership, the mediator variable: group cohesion, and the dependent variable: OCB) prevail. Based on estimates of each variable from the output of analysis, the researcher is able to calculate the outcome of the mediating effect. Therefore, when the indirect effect (TL → GC → OCB) is more significant compared with the direct one (TL → OCB) and all paths are significant, the conclusion is that it is a full mediator. On the other hand, when the indirect effect is less significant compared with the direct one, the conclusion is that it is not a mediator.
[bookmark: _Toc526618738]4.24 Ethical Consideration and Process 
The design of a research study should not inflict pain, embarrassment, privacy violations, discomfort, or physical harm to the participants (Cooper & Schindler, 2003, p. 112). This informed the researcher’s deliberate efforts to protect the dignity and privacy of the employees participating in the study. This enabled a collaborative relationship, in which the employees provided personal and essential information after being guaranteed their rights to privacy at all times.
The design proposal of this study, survey questionnaire, and informed consent letter were reviewed and approved by the Abu Dhabi University Institutional Review Board (IRB) for the Protection of Human Subjects. After the approval by the IRB, the researcher embarked on contacting banks of her choice to seek permission to undertake research. Each employee willing to participate in the study was taken through the study purposes and their right to abstain or terminate their participation at any time during the course of the study. 
The participants were asked to desist from entering data on the questionnaire that could reveal their identity, in order to safeguard their anonymity. The potential participants were then provided with an introductory letter and cover page, as evidenced in Appendix D. The letter and the cover page provided participants with valuable information regarding the questionnaire, confidentiality, voluntary obligation, completion timeframe, the main purpose of research, and the contact information of the researcher. The names of the participants and banks were not indicated and the data that was collected was carefully maintained and stored anonymously and safely. The steps taken above were to protect the researcher from any potential ethical issues that could come forth regarding participants’ privacy. 
















[bookmark: _Toc526618739]CHAPTER FIVE: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION  
The primary objective of the present analysis was the comprehension of the relationship between toxic leadership (TL), OCB, organizational trust (OT), and work group productivity in the banking context, and to examine the influence of these constructs on job outcomes in the framework of the banking sector. The second purpose of this study was to evaluate the effect of group cohesion on mediating the relationship between TL and job outcomes. 
Chapter 5 is composed of two parts: the first section presents empirical results, and the second provides the analysis of the research findings. The results section provides the outcomes of correlation analysis (determines the direction and strength between research variables) and the descriptive analysis (shows means and standard deviations of all questionnaire items). It determines if there are significant statistical corrections between TL, OCB, work group productivity, group cohesion, and OT.  
The results of the conducted study are analyzed in the discussion section. The purpose of this section is to determine exactly which of the findings help answer the research questions and fulfill the objectives of the study. 
[bookmark: _Toc526618740]5.1 Results
The quantitative data analysis was done using SPSS v. 20 for Windows. A self-administered structured questionnaire was prepared in English to collect data from 10 banks in Abu Dhabi. It contained standard scales of TL, OCB, OT, group productivity, and some demographic variables. Around 600 employees of the banking sector in the UAE were chosen at random. They took part in the questionnaire to test the hypotheses. A total of 447 UAE local and non-local employees from 10 different banks in Abu Dhabi completed the questionnaire.
[bookmark: _Toc526619038]Table 6. Total response rates
	Total Questionnaires Delivered
	600

	No response
	144

	Incomplete
	9

	Completed
	447

	Response rate %
	74.50%



[bookmark: _Toc526618741]5.2 Descriptive Information 
Table 7 presents the profiles of the participants of the survey and their demographic information. Respondents from different groups were included in the sample used. The composition of the age ranges are 9.17% for 25 years of age and below, 42.28% for 26 to 35 years, and 35.79% for 36 to 45 years, while those above the age of 46 comprised 12.5%. Furthermore, 35.6% of the respondents were female, while 64.4% were male. In addition, 26.8% of the respondents were local Emiratis. In terms of the length of employment, 39.1% of the respondents had stayed with their current employer for fewer than five years, 39.4% had stayed between 6 and 10 years, 18.1% had stayed between 11 and 20 years, while the remainder had stayed for 20 years or longer. 
The level of education among the respondents was also considered, with 27.7% having attained a master’s degree, 53.5% having attained a bachelor’s degree, 9.2% having attained a diploma or technical school education, while the remaining 9.6% had a high school or equivalent degree. As a means of minimizing the inherent risks of correlation inflation brought about by the common source bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003), a similar questionnaire was administered to employees at different levels. At least 40.5% of the total number of sampled respondents were working in middle management as department heads or team leaders, while 37.8% were working as support staff (accountants, assistants, administrators, and officers), 11.4% were working in senior management, and the remaining respondents were working as technical staff (technicians, operations, and engineers).  









[bookmark: _Toc526619039]Table 7. Respondents’ Demographic Profiles
	Job Position
	Response rate
	Age (years)
	Response rate

	Senior management
	11.40%
	25 and below
	9.39%

	Middle management (department head, team leader)
	40.49%
	26 to 35
	42.28%

	Technical staff (technicians, operations, engineers)
	10.29%
	36 to 45
	35.79%

	Support staff (accountants, assistants, administrators, officers)
	37.80%
	46 and above
	12.52%

	
	
	
	

	Total years of experience in your current organization
	
	Nationality 
	

	Fewer than 5 years
	39.14%
	Local
	26.84%

	6 to 10 years
	39.37%
	Non-Local
	73.15%

	11 to 20 years
	18.12%
	Gender 
	

	20 + years
	3.35%
	Male
Female
	64.42%
35.57%


	Level of education
	
	
	

	High school or equivalent
	9.61%

	Diploma or technical school
	9.17 %

	Bachelor’s degree
	53.46 %

	Master’s degree or higher
	27.74%



This section demonstrates the descriptive analysis of banking employees’ perceptions of TL, OCB, OT, group cohesion, and work group productivity. The Likert scale (1 for “strongly disagree”; 2 for “disagree”; 3 for “neutral”; 4 for “agree; 5 for “strongly agree”) was implemented to analyze the five variables. 
Table 8 shows the employee perceptions of five dimensions of TL. The first dimension of TL is self-promotion, which was measured by three items (1, 2, and 3). Table 8 shows that 36.24% of the respondents agreed with the statement “My current supervisor will only offer assistance to people who can help him/her get ahead” (M = 3.45, SD = 1.28). Self-promotion is a dimension of a behavior involving leaders who promote their own interests and threaten rivals or employees who might have extraordinary skills. It is supported by Statement 3, in which 34.00% of the respondents agreed with the statement “My current supervisor accepts credit for successes that do not belong to him/her” (M = 3.46, SD = 1.28). 
The second dimension of TL is abusive supervision, which was measured by three items (4, 5, and 6). Table 8 shows that 27.29% of the respondents agreed with the statement “My current supervisor holds subordinates responsible for things outside their job descriptions” (M = 3.22, SD = 1.26). In addition, Statement 5, “My current supervisor publicly belittles subordinates,” shows that 32.89% agree with the statement (M = 3.60, SD = 1.26).  
The third dimension of TL is unpredictability, which was measured by three items (7, 8, and 9). Table 8 shows that 25.06% disagree with Statement 7, “My current supervisor allows his/her current mood to define the climate of the workplace” (M= 3.15, SD= 1.21). Moreover, 26.40% of the respondents disagreed with Statement 8, “My current supervisor expresses anger at subordinates for unknown reasons” (M = 3.09, SD = 1.23).  
The fourth dimension of TL is narcissism, which was measured by three items (10, 11, and 12). Table 8 shows that 35.79% agree with Statement 11, “My current supervisor thinks that he/she is more capable than others” (M= 3.47, SD= 1.19). Furthermore, 30.65% of the respondents agreed with Statement 12, “My current supervisor believes that he/she is an extraordinary person” (M = 3.21, SD = 1.19).  
The fifth dimension of TL is narcissism, which was measured by three items (13, 14, and 15). Table 8 shows that 29.98% agree with Statement 13, “My current supervisor controls how subordinates complete their tasks” (M = 3.35, SD = 1.24). Furthermore, 25.06% of the respondents agreed with Statement 15, “My current supervisor determines all decisions in the unit, whether they are important or not” (M = 3.23, SD = 1.24). Therefore, this study recommends that bank management makes more of an effort to reduce TL dimensions in the workplace. 







[bookmark: _Toc526619040][bookmark: _Hlk521950519]Table 8. Descriptive Statistics of Employee Perceptions of TL
	Items
	Disagree %
	Neutral %
	Agree %
	M
	S.D

	1. My current supervisor drastically changes his/her demeanor when his/her supervisor is present.
	19.91
	20.13
	27.96
	3.31
	1.29

	2. My current supervisor will only offer assistance to people who can help him/her get ahead.
	16.78
	14.32
	36.24
	3.45
	1.28

	3. My current supervisor accepts credit for successes that do not belong to him/her.
	13.65
	19.69
	34.00
	3.46
	1.25

	4. My current supervisor holds subordinates responsible for things outside their job descriptions.
	21.48
	22.60
	27.29
	3.22
	1.26

	5. My current supervisor publicly belittles subordinates.
	16.11
	14.77
	32.89
	3.60
	1.26

	6. My current supervisor reminds subordinates of their past mistakes and failures.
	22.37
	27.74
	25.06
	3.17
	1.20

	7. My current supervisor allows his/her current mood to define the climate of the workplace.
	25.06
	26.85
	24.38
	3.15
	1.19

	8. My current supervisor expresses anger at subordinates for unknown reasons.
	26.40
	22.82
	25.73
	3.09
	1.23

	9. My current supervisor varies in his/her degree of approachability.
	22.60
	25.73
	26.17
	3.19
	1.21

	10. My current supervisor has a sense of personal entitlement.
	31.99
	22.82
	22.15
	3.01
	1.21

	11. My current supervisor thinks that he/she is more capable than others.
	17.23
	19.24
	35.79
	3.47
	1.19

	12. My current supervisor believes that he/she is an extraordinary person.
	23.04
	23.49
	30.65
	3.21
	1.19

	13. My current supervisor controls how subordinates complete their tasks.
	19.02
	22.15
	29.98
	3.35
	1.24

	14. My current supervisor does not permit subordinates to approach goals in new ways.
	15.44
	18.79
	30.87
	3.55
	1.25

	15. My current supervisor determines all decisions in the unit, whether they are important or not.
	23.04
	24.16
	25.06
	3.23
	1.24

	Overall score
	
	
	
	3.30
	1.23



Table 9 displays three items that measure the responses of employee perceptions of OCB (item numbers 16–18). Table 9 shows that 47.65% agree with Statement 17: “This employee is always ready to lend a helping hand to those around him or her” (M= 3.64, SD= 1.02). Moreover, 47.20% of the respondents agreed with Statement 18, “This employee willingly offers to help others who have work-related problems” (M = 3.66, SD = 0.98). Therefore, this study showed that employees have a high level of OCB. 
[bookmark: _Toc526619041]Table 9: Descriptive Statistics of Employee Perceptions of OCB
	Items
	Disagree 
%
	Neutral
%
	Agree %
	M
	SD

	16. This employee helps orient new employees even though it is not part of his/her responsibility.
	11.86
	24.38
	43.62
	3.49
	1.06

	17. This employee is always ready to lend a helping hand to those around him or her.
	9.40
	21.25
	47.65
	3.64
	1.02

	18. This employee willingly offers to help others who have work-related problems.
	7.61
	23.71
	47.20
	3.66
	0.98

	Overall score
	
	
	
	3.30
	1.23



Table 10 displays 11 items that measure the responses of employee perceptions of OT (item numbers 19–29). Table 10 shows that 43.85% agree with Statement 21, “This organization can be relied upon to keep its promises” (M = 3.55, SD = 1.02). Moreover, 44.52% of the respondents agreed with Statement 23, “I feel very confident about this organization’s skills” (M = 3.65, SD = 1.03). Further, 48.55% of the respondents agreed with Statement 29, “This organization is known to be successful at the things it tries to do” (M = 3.72, SD = 0.96). Therefore, this study showed that employees have a high level of OT in the banking sector. 
[bookmark: _Toc526619042]Table 10. Descriptive Statistics of Employee Perceptions of Organizational Trust
	Items
	Disagree %
	Neutral %
	Agree %
	M
	SD

	19. This organization treats people like me fairly and justly.
	8.05
	23.94
	42.51
	3.68
	1.04

	20. Whenever this organization makes an important decision, I know it will be concerned about people like me.
	12.30
	30.20
	38.26
	3.43
	1.05

	21. This organization can be relied upon to keep its promises.
	10.74
	25.73
	43.85
	3.55
	1.02

	22. I believe that this organization takes the opinions of people like me into account when making decisions.
	15.21
	27.96
	37.58
	3.34
	1.09

	23. I feel very confident about this organization’s skills.
	9.17
	22.37
	44.52
	3.65
	1.03

	24. This organization has the ability to accomplish what it says it will do.
	9.40
	26.85
	44.30
	3.61
	0.97

	25. Sound principles seem to guide this organization’s behavior.
	4.47
	34.45
	42.28
	3.58
	0.94

	26. This organization does not mislead people like me.
	13.20
	24.16
	42.73
	3.57
	1.02

	27. I am very willing to let this organization make decisions for people like me.
	12.08
	29.75
	37.81
	3.46
	1.05

	28. I think it is important to watch this organization closely so that it does not take advantage of people like me.
	22.60
	32.44
	24.38
	3.16
	1.13

	29. This organization is known to be successful at the things it tries to do.
	6.26
	23.04
	48.55
	3.72
	0.96

	Overall score
	
	
	
	3.52
	1.03



Table 11 displays eight items that measure the responses of employee perceptions of group cohesion (item numbers 30–37). Table 11 shows that 44.97% agree with Statement 31, “The members of my team get along well together” (M = 3.80, SD = 1.03). Moreover, 45.41% of the respondents agreed with Statement 32, “The members of my team will readily defend each other from criticism by outsiders” (M = 3.61, SD = 1.01). Further, 43.85% of the respondents agreed with Statement 33, “I feel that I am really a part of my team” (M = 3.61, SD = 1.01). Therefore, this study showed that there is a high level of group cohesion among employees in the banking sector. 
[bookmark: _Toc526619043]Table 11. Descriptive Statistics of Employee Perceptions of Group Cohesion
	Items
	Disagree %
	Neutral
%
	Agree %
	M
	SD

	30. If given the chance, I would choose to leave my team and join another.
	28.41
	27.07
	18.79
	2.84
	1.22

	31. The members of my team get along well together.
	6.26
	19.02
	44.97
	3.80
	1.03

	32. The members of my team will readily defend each other from criticism by outsiders.
	10.96
	22.82
	45.41
	3.61
	1.01

	33. I feel that I am really a part of my team.
	6.71
	16.33
	43.85
	3.89
	1.02

	34. I look forward to being with the members of my team each day.
	7.16
	21.25
	42.95
	3.76
	1.03

	35. I find that I do not generally get along with the other members of my team.
	35.79
	23.27
	13.42
	2.49
	1.16

	36. I enjoy belonging to this team because I am friends with many of the group members.
	8.28
	27.96
	42.95
	3.58
	1.00

	37. The team that I belong to is a close one.
	8.05
	29.98
	40.94
	3.59
	0.99

	Overall score
	
	
	
	3.45
	1.06


Table 12 displays four items that measure the responses of employee perceptions of work group productivity (item numbers 38–41). Table 12 shows that 47.65% agree with Statement 38, “The amount of output of my work group is very high” (M = 3.77, SD = 0.99). Moreover, 47.43% of the respondents agreed with Statement 39, “The quality of output of my work group is very high” (M = 3.77, SD = 0.95). Further, 42.51% of the respondents agreed with Statement 40, “When high-priority work arises, such as short deadlines, crash programs, and schedule changes, the people in my work group do an outstanding job in handling these situations” (M = 3.88, SD = 0.97). Therefore, this study showed that there is a high level of work group productivity among employees in the banking sector. 
[bookmark: _Toc526619044]Table 12. Descriptive Statistics of Employee Perceptions of Work Group Productivity
	Items
	Disagree %
	Neutral
%
	Agree %
	M
	SD

	38. The amount of output of my work group is very high.
	6.71
	19.91
	47.65
	3.77
	0.99

	39. The quality of output of my work group is very high.
	5.37
	22.82
	47.43
	3.77
	0.95

	40. When high-priority work arises, such as short deadlines, crash programs, and schedule changes, the people in my work group do an outstanding job in handling these situations.
	4.92
	21.48
	42.51
	3.88
	0.97

	41. My work group’s performance in comparison to similar work groups is very high.
	7.16
	23.49
	41.39
	3.75
	1.02

	Overall score
	
	
	
	3.79
	0.98



[bookmark: _Toc526619045]Table 13. Correlation for dependent and independent variables.
	
	
	TL
	GC
	OCB
	WGP
	OT

	TL
	Pearson correlation 
Sig.(2.Tailed
N
	1

447
	
	
	
	

	Group Cohesion (GC)
	Pearson correlation 
Sig.(2.Tailed
N
	-.266**
0.00
447
	1

447
	
	
	

	OCB
	Pearson correlation 
Sig.(2.Tailed
N
	-.102*
0.030
447
	.595**
0.00
447
	1

447
	
	

	Work Group Productivity (WGP)
	Pearson correlation 
Sig.(2.Tailed
N
	-.031
0.519
447
	.708**
0.00
447
	.572**
0.00
447
	1

447
	

	OT
	Pearson correlation 
Sig.(2.Tailed
N
	-.047
.318
447
	.398**
0.00
447
	.334**
0.00
447
	.417**
0.00
447
	1

447

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

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




[bookmark: _Toc526618742]5.6 Correlation of Constructs
The research employed different variables whose correlation coefficients are described in the above Table 13. From the table, and according to Hair et al. (2006), it is evident that all the latent variables had a correlation coefficient below 0.80. As an exemplar, TL and group cohesion appear as the least 0.266’s correlation coefficient, in which case P is equal to 0.000 when the level of significance is 0.01. On the other hand, the higher correlation coefficient is evident amid work group productivity, which has 0.708 and group cohesion when P is equal to 0.000 at the 0.01 significance level.
[bookmark: _Toc526618743]5.7 Reliability Test
Reliability refers to consistency of a measurement. It is also the extent of an instrument measuring similarly when it is utilized under analogous conditions using the same subjects (Nunnally, 1978). To assess internal consistency, the research utilized the SPSS 20 software. Nevertheless, the following section presents Cronbach’s alpha, as well as composite reliability, as two reliability methods. 
[bookmark: _Toc526618744]5.8 Cronbach's Alpha
According to Hair et al. (2006), Cronbach's alpha is used to measure the construct of variables in a summated scale and has been testing internal consistency. In reference to Table 4.3, each of the constructs has an alpha reading exceeding 0.70. Then, all the variables in the table have reliability values between 0.78 and 0.95. They serve to highlight that all the variables’ internal consistencies are satisfactory. 
[bookmark: _Toc526618745]5.9 Composite Reliability
Second, every measure undergoes the composite reliability test, as shown in Table 14. The Nunnaly (1978) guideline has been utilized to evaluate reliability coefficients. Nunnaly (1978) posits that the values of all the constructs are acceptable and exceed 0.60 as shown by the composite reliability summary grounded on standardized factor loadings retrieved from the last revised structural framework. The outcomes of composite reliability reveal that the observed variable measurements can be regarded as reliable and acceptable since the values of many constructs exceed 0.83. Therefore, the outcome backs the construct elements. 
[bookmark: _Toc526619046]Table 14. Reliability Results of Study Constructs after Transformation
	Variable Name
	Original Items
	Cronbach's Alpha after
Transformation
	Items after CFA
	Cronbach's Alpha
after CFA
	Composite Reliability

	Toxic Leadership
	15
	0.95
	11
	0.93
	0.93

	OCB
	3
	0.89
	3
	0.89

	0.89

	Work Group Productivity
	4
	0.90
	4
	0.90
	0.90

	Group Cohesion 
	8
	0.78
	4
	0.85

	0.84

	OT 
	11
	0.90
	6
	0.89
	0.89



[bookmark: _Toc526618746]5.10 Validity
The following segment of the analysis entailed testing the validity of the constructs. The two main kinds of validity of focus include convergent and discriminant. The research had a sum of five variables in the proposed model, and multiple indicators or item indicators helped in studying every construct. A sum of 41 items made up the five variables. These included TL, OT, OCB, group cohesion, and work group productivity. 
[bookmark: _Toc526618747]5.11 Convergent Validity
For this study, the researcher made sure that every variable possessed the correctly observed constructs using the CFA. The constructs’ items must be closed to each other theoretically. Although, regarding the factor loading values, the observed constructs loading exceeded 0.30 for all the items. According to Hair et al. (2006), the “cut-off” point chosen in this study for considerable loading equated to 0.30, which is the minimum level required for a sample size amounting to, or exceeding, 350. 
To validate the factor loadings of the aforementioned eight variables, CFA is utilized. The outcomes of CFA, as presented in Table 15, reveal the range of the estimated regression to be between 0.57 and 0.91, thereby assuring its adequacy, as per the size of the sample. According to Hair et al. (2006), every observed item or variable has a factor loading that exceeds 0.30. As a result, the outcome shows that every construct matches with the variable’s convergent validity test.


[bookmark: _Toc526619047]Table 15. Factor Loading Results of Constructs
	Variables
	Code
	Attributes
	Factor Loading

	Toxic Leadership
	AS1
	My current supervisor holds subordinates responsible for things outside their job descriptions.
	0.76

	
	AS2
	My current supervisor publicly belittles subordinates.
	0.80

	
	AS3
	My current supervisor reminds subordinates of their past mistakes and failures.
	0.77

	
	AL1
	My current supervisor controls how subordinates complete their tasks.
	0.57

	
	AL2
	My current supervisor does not permit subordinates to approach goals in new ways.
	0.74

	
	NA1
	My current supervisor has a sense of personal entitlement.
	0.69

	
	NA2
	My current supervisor thinks that he/she is more capable than others.
	0.67

	
	UP1
	My current supervisor allows his/her current mood to define the climate of the workplace.
	0.78

	
	UP2
	My current supervisor expresses anger at subordinates for unknown reasons.
	0.83

	
	SP1
	My current supervisor drastically changes his/her demeanor when his/her supervisor is present.
	0.76

	
	SP3
	My current supervisor accepts credit for successes that do not belong to him/her.
	0.75

	Organizational Citizenship Behavior
	OCB1
	This employee helps orient new employees even though it is not part of his/her responsibility.
	0.79

	
	OCB2
	This employee is always willing to lend a helping hand to those around him or her.
	0.91

	
	OCB3
	This employee willingly offers to help others who have work-related problems.
	0.87

	Work Group Productivity
	GP1
	The amount of output of my work group is very high.
	0.82

	
	GP2
	The quality of output of my work group is very high.
	0.87

	
	GP3
	When high-priority work arises, such as short deadlines, crash programs, and schedule changes, the people in my work group do an outstanding job in handling these situations.
	0.82

	
	GP4
	My work group’s performance in comparison to similar work groups is very high.
	0.82

	Organizational Trust
	OT1
	This organization treats people like me fairly and justly.

	0.69

	
	OT6
	This organization has the ability to accomplish what it says it will do.
	0.81

	
	OT7
	Sound principles seem to guide this organization’s behavior.
	0.80

	
	OT8
	This organization does not mislead people like me.
	0.78

	
	OT9
	 I am very willing to let this organization make decisions for people like me.
	0.70

	
	OT11
	This organization is known to be successful at the things it tries to do.

	0.76

	Group Cohesion
	GC2
	The members of my team get along well together.
	0.80

	
	GC3
	The members of my team will readily defend each other from criticism by outsiders.
	0.73

	
	GC5
	I look forward to being with the members of my team each day.
	0.83

	
	GC7
	I enjoy belonging to this team because I am friends with many of the group members.
	0.67



[bookmark: _Toc526618748]5.12 Discriminant Validity
Several tests were performed to deliberate the discriminant validity. The first one was using the measurement framework to assess the extracted shared average variance (AVE) belonging to the latent variables. The correlations evident in the research variables may be utilized in assessing discriminant validity through examining the existence of any highly outsized linkages among them that can show the model has a discriminant validity problem. In case the AVE for every variable exceeds the square correlation among that variable and any other variable, then, this confirms there is discriminant validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Therefore, just as Table 16 reveals, this study highlights that all the variables’ AVEs exceeded the proposed 0.50 level. According to Bagozzi and Yi (1998), and in agreement with Holmes-Smith (2001), this means that all the variables ranging between 0.56 and 0.81 were responsible for above 5-% of the variance seen in the measurement items that fulfilled the proposal that AVE values ought to be about 0.50 for every variable. Furthermore, Table 17 also gave proof of discriminant validity, since the AVE values exceeded the squared correlations of every set of variables. As a result, all the measures discriminated significantly among the variables.
[bookmark: _Toc526619048]Table 16. Average Variance Extracted for Latent Variables (AVE)
	Observed Variables
	SMC
	(SMC)2
	Measurement Error
	AVE

	AS1
	0.428
	0.1829410
	 
	 

	AS2
	0.309
	0.0955651
	 
	 

	AS3
	0.408
	0.1667260
	 
	 

	AL1
	0.972
	0.9451651
	 
	 

	AL2
	0.407
	0.1656848
	 
	 

	NA1
	0.542
	0.2934346
	 
	 

	NA2
	0.687
	0.4723002
	 
	 

	UP1
	0.401
	0.1605517
	 
	 

	UP2
	0.239
	0.0571789
	 
	 

	SP1
	0.493
	0.2428558
	 
	 

	SP3
	0.469
	0.2201721
	 
	 

	TL
	5.355
	3.003
	0.000
	0.55

	OCB1
	0.001
	0.0000013
	 
	 

	OCB2
	0.001
	0.0000003
	 
	 

	OCB3
	0.001
	0.0000003
	 
	 

	OCB
	0.002
	0.000
	0.000
	0.73

	GP1
	0.001
	0.0000005
	 
	 

	GP2
	0.000
	0.0000002
	 
	 

	GP3
	0.001
	0.0000005
	 
	 

	GP4
	0.001
	0.0000006
	 
	 

	Work Group Productivity
	0.003
	0.000
	0.000
	0.69

	OT1
	0.002
	0.0000031
	 
	 

	OT6
	0.001
	0.0000005
	 
	 

	OT7
	0.001
	0.0000005
	 
	 

	OT8
	0.001
	0.0000010
	 
	 

	OT9
	0.002
	0.0000031
	 
	 

	OT11
	0.001
	0.0000008
	 
	 

	OT
	0.007
	0.000
	0.000
	0.58

	GC2
	0.001
	0.0000009
	 
	 

	GC3
	0.001
	0.0000017
	 
	 

	GC5
	0.001
	0.0000007
	 
	 

	GC7
	0.002
	0.0000026
	 
	 

	Group Cohesion
	0.005
	0.000
	0.000
	0.58





[bookmark: _Toc526619049]Table 17. AVE and Squared Multiple Correlations between Constructs
	Variable name
	TL
	OCB
	WGP
	OT
	GC

	TL
	0.549
	
	
	
	

	OCB
	0.010
	0.733
	
	
	

	WGP
	0.001
	0.327
	0.689
	
	

	OT
	0.002
	0.112
	0.174
	0.575
	

	GC
	0.002
	0.354
	0.501
	0.158
	0.577



[bookmark: _Toc526618749]5.13 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)
Estimation based on the CFA model represents the leading step in SEM. The CFA model of measurement is essential in determining whether the number of factors, along with the associated loadings of items, conform to the level of expectations according to the pre-established concept and theory of scale assessment. SEM techniques applied in performance of the CFA. The researcher utilized the AMOS 20 software to enable calculations to indicate whether the factor solutions proposed in the study, together with the model itself, fit the data.
As indicated earlier in the third chapter, a SEM represents an aspect of the family of statistical models, the focus of which is to target details relating to relationships among different variables (Hair et al., 2006). The CFA model is suitable in initial confirmation of the factor loadings relating to the five constructs. The five constructs were TL, OCB, group cohesion, OT, and group productivity (see Appendix G).
One critical rule relating to these processes concerns the guideline that Hair et al. (2006) provides to interpret the factor loadings. This guideline provides that factor loadings with a value of +0.50 or higher are very significant, while those of at least +0.40 are very important, and those of at least +0.30 are significant. In the case of this study, all items demonstrated a factor loading greater than 0.60, which suggests that the items show very significant correlations with the factors.
Appendix G illustrates the CFA for the TL construct (15 items). The fifteen items (AS1, AS2, AS3, AL1, AL2, AL3, NA1, NA2, NA3, UP1, UP2, UP3, SP1, SP2 and SP3) applied in the measurement of the construct of TL. The action of deletion applied for four items (AL3, NA3, UP3, SP2). In contrast, eleven items remained (AS1, AS2, AS3, AL1, AL2, NA1, NA2, UP1, UP2, SP1 and SP3) and had factor loadings greater than 0.50, which suggested that the eleven items correlated significantly with the factor (illustrating the loading factors of 0.76, 0.80, 0.77, 0.57, 0.74, 0.69, 0.67, 0.78, 0.83, 0.76, and 0.75). This assessment presents confirmation that the eleven items present accurate measurements of the constructs of TL. The researcher clustered the eleven items of TL together into the same construct.
Three items (OCB1, OCB2, and OCB3) applied in the measurement of the construct of organizational citizenship behavior. The measurement of the factor loading for all the items were higher than 0.50, which led to the use of all the items to measure the construct. The three items correlated significantly with the factor (illustrating the loading factors of 0.79, 0.91, and 0.87). In the study, the researcher clustered these three items together for the measurement of the construct of OCB.
In the case of the construct of group productivity, four items (CP1, CP2, CP3, and CP4) were applicable for the measurement. Following the running of CFA, the four-construct was used for measurement in the analysis process. The four variables illustrated high and significant correlation with the construct of group productivity, demonstrating the factor loading values (0.82, 0.87, 0.82, 0.82), respectively (which were greater than (≥) 0.50) (Hair et al., 2006).
The construct of organizational trust was subject to measurement using 11 items (OT1, OT2, OT3, OT4, OT5, OT6, OT7, OT8, OT9, OT10 and OT11). Nevertheless, following the running of CFA, the action of deletion applied to five of the variables, OT2, OT3, OT4, OT5, and OT10, leaving the six other variables (OT1, OT6, OT7, OT8, OT9, and OT11) for continued measurement of the construct of organizational trust. These variables illustrated significant levels of correlation with the construct of organization trust, with factor loading values of (0.69, 0.81, 0.80, 0.78, 0.70 and 0.76), which were greater than (≥) 0.50 (Hair et al., 2006). Consequently, the research clustered both these variables for measurement of the construct of OT for the rest of the analysis.
Eight variables, GC1, GC2, GC3, GC4, GC5, GC6, GC7, and GC8, applied in measurement of the mediator, group cohesion. Running the CFA led to the elimination of four of the variables, GC1, GC4, GC6, and leaving the other four GC2, GC3, GC5, and GC7, which demonstrated significant correlation with the construct of group cohesion with the factor loading values of 0.80, 0.73, 0.83, and 0.67, respectively. Therefore, these variables applied in the rest of the analysis process for the measurement of this construct.
[bookmark: _Toc526618750]5.14 The Hypothesis Model
As Figure 2 illustrates, the hypothesis model for the research featured four direct hypotheses. The four hypotheses portrayed direct relationships: (1) TL is negatively related to OCB, (2) TL is negatively related to subordinates’ perceptions of group productivity, (3) TL is negatively related to subordinates’ perceptions of OT, and (4) TL is negatively related to group cohesion. Besides these hypotheses, there is a mediating effect of group cohesion in the relationship between TL and job outcomes. In addition, there are three indirect hypotheses that portray the mediating effect of group cohesion in the relationship between TL and job outcomes, which are: (5) group cohesion mediates the negative relationship between TL and OCB, (6) group cohesion mediates the negative relationship between TL and OT, and (7) group cohesion mediates the negative relationship between TL and group productivity.
[bookmark: _Toc526618751]5.15 Goodness-of-Indices in the Mode of Hypothesis
The AMOS version 20 software package was applied to run the structural model and test the hypothesized relationship between the constructs. The research employed the Maximum Likelihood (ML) model of estimation to compare structure coefficients between latent variables. Figure 2 illustrates the assessments of GOF indices. The basis of ML is the assumption that the observed variables have a normal distribution. Analysis has illustrated the fulfillment of this assumption through data in the previous section.
The model of hypothesis in Figure 2 yields a chi-square value (χ2) of 2288.512, with a degree of freedom of 772, CFI of 0.884, RMSEA of 0.066, and a P-value of 0.000, which is insignificant at the 0.05 level. These observations illustrate the model’s failure to fit the data properly, since the P-value is not above 0.05 (Hair et al., 2006). Nevertheless, since the chi-square is extremely sensitive to the sample size, it is more appropriate to focus on other measures of fit. 

[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc526619056]Figure 2. Hypothesized Model with Standardized Estimates
[bookmark: _Toc526619050]Table 18. Hypothesized Model (GOF Indices)
	Measures
	Fit Indices
	Threshold Values

	Absolute Fit Level

	RMSEA
	0.042
	Less than 0.08

	GFI
	0.965
	0.90 and above

	P-Value
	0.000
	P-Value ≥0.05

	Incremental Fit Level

	AGFI
	0.765
	0.90 and above

	CFI
	0.884
	0.90 and above

	TLI
	0.877
	0.90 and above

	NFI
	0.836
	0.90 and above

	Parsimonious Fit Level

	CMIN/DF
	2.964
	Less than 2.0

	
	
	



Therefore, as Table 18 illustrates, the values of other measures of fit (RMSEA = 0.042, CMIN/DF = 2.964, TLI = 0.877, CFI = 0.890, CFI = 0.884, NFI = 0.836, and AGFI = 0.765) do not all indicate values of model fitness that are appropriate, as Hair et al. (2006) recommend.
[bookmark: _Toc526618752]5.16 Model of Measurement
Jöreskog and Sorbom (1993) observe that the re-specification, or model of measurement, may be either theoretical or data-driven. The ultimate aim ought to be finding a model that is both well-fitting from the perspective of statistics and practically meaningful. Based on the hypothesized model, the deletion of MI applied as a way of achieving the GOF in the measurement model. Appendix H presents the steps taken in the process of deletion of MI.
[bookmark: _Toc526618753]5.17 GOF Indices of Measurement Model
Table 19 and Figure 3 illustrate the observations or results of GOF for the generating model. The value of chi-square is 618.338 with 343 degrees of freedom, while the P-value is 0.00. The GFI is 0.911, the AGFI is 0.895, TLI is 0.961, NFI is 0.962, CFI is 0.965, RMSEA is 0.042, and the CMIN/DF of 1.803 < 2. These results of GOF for the generating model are acceptable because they exceed the recommended values (Hair et al., 2006).
[bookmark: _Toc526619051]Table 19. Hypothesized Model (GOF indices)
	Measures
	Fit Indices
	Threshold Values

	Absolute Fit Level

	RMSEA
	0.042
	Less than 0.08

	GFI
	0.911
	0.90 and above

	P-Value
	0.000
	P-Value ≥0.05

	Incremental Fit Level

	AGFI
	0.895
	0.90 and above

	CFI
	0.965
	0.90 and above

	TLI
	0.961
	0.90 and above

	NFI
	0.962
	0.90 and above

	Parsimonious Fit Level

	CMIN/DF
	1.803
	Less than 2.0

	
	
	



[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc526619057]Figure 3. Measurement Model

[bookmark: _Toc526618754]5.18 Structural Model
The principal aim of analysis in the structural model is to assess the practical validity of the projected paths and decide the GOF in the entire model. Path analysis within SEM served as an important and influential analytical tool, well-suited to the evaluation of complex models.
The ML estimation represents a full-information approach of assessment that investigates parameters of all relations in the model concurrently, along with the implication testing of hypotheses (Kline, 2010). Figure 4 and Table 20 show the outcomes of path analysis on individual constructs, including TL, OCB, OT, group productivity, and group cohesion.

[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc526619058]Figure 4. Structural Model with Standardized Estimates
[bookmark: _Toc526618755]5.19 Hypothesis Testing
A direct effect captures the impact of an independent variable (an exogenous variable) on a dependent (or endogenous) one. As Table 20 illustrates, the hypotheses test applied in determining the significance of each path coefficient, Critical Ratio (C.R) for regression weight (which results from dividing the estimate of regression weight by the estimate of its standard error), the estimate of regression weight, and the standard error of regression weight.
Table 20 illustrates the C.R of each parameter and the estimate and SE of the model of measurement. TL has a significant direct and negative effect on employee OCB (C.R = -2.0840 and P = .0370), thereby illustrating support for H1. The assessment yielded observations of a significant direct and negative effect of TL on subordinate perceptions of group productivity (C.R = -.2020 and P = .8400), thereby illustrating support for H2. TL is negatively related to subordinates’ perceptions of OT (C.R = -0.1650; P = 0.8690), which supports H3. TL is negatively related to group cohesion (C.R = -0.6630; P = 0.5070), which also supports H4. 

[bookmark: _Toc526619052]Table 20. Direct Hypotheses Testing Result of Structural Model
	H
	From
	To
	Direct Effect
	SE
	C.R
	P
	Hypothesis

	H1
	TL
	OCB
	-.0860
	.0350
	-2.0840
	.0370
	Support

	H2
	TL
	WGP
	-.0070
	.0280
	-.2020
	.8400
	Support

	H3
	TL
	OT
	-.0060
	.0280
	-.1650
	.8690
	Support

	H4
	TL
	GC
	-.0350
	.0360
	-.6630
	.5070
	Support



[bookmark: _Toc526618756]5.20 Testing the Mediating Effect
To enable testing of the mediation effects, the research followed the three-step procedure of regression that Baron and Kenny (1986) suggested (embedded in AMOS software). The process aimed at verifying whether group cohesion was a mediating variable in the relationship between TL and OCB, group productivity, and OT of employees. 
Baron and Kenny (1986) observed that the prevalence of mediating effects depended on the holding of the following conditions: (1) the independent variable (TL) affects the mediating variable (group cohesion) in the leading regression equation, (2) the independent variable (TL) affects the dependent one (OCB) in the second equation, and (3) following inclusion of the mediating variable (group cohesion) in the second regression equation in the previous step, observation of a significantly lower direct relationship between the independent (TL) and dependent (OCB) variable compared with the indirect relationship between the independent variable and the dependent variable indicates the prevalence of a significant mediating effect by the mediator. 
Table 21 also illustrates that group cohesion is not mediating in the relationship between the constructs of TL and OCB, group productivity, and OT of employees, since the direct effect of all these practices is lower than the indirect relationship.
[bookmark: _Toc526619053]Table 21. Mediating Effect of GC
	Hypothesis
	From
	Mediation
	To
	Direct Effect
	Indirect Effect
	Total Effect
	Mediating

	H5
	TL
	GC
	OCB
	-.0860
	-.0240
	-.1100
	Not Mediating

	H6
	TL
	GC
	OT
	-.0060
	-.0280
	-.0340
	Not Mediating

	H7
	TL
	GC
	WGP
	-.0070
	-.0300
	-.0370
	Not Mediating



[bookmark: _Toc526618757]5.21 Discussion  
The current study attentively explores the impact of TL on work outcomes by mediating the role of group cohesion. TL has not attracted much attention in a non-Western context, especially in the UAE. Consequently, the aim of this study was to address these gaps by conducting this study in the banking sector. The impact of TL has not been empirically tested (Macklem, 2005; Goldman, 2006; Pelletier, 2010). The first empirical evaluation was conducted by Schmidt (2014). He found that TL had an adverse direct influence on job outcomes, which were work group productivity, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and trust in an organization (Schmidt, 2014). The results of this study are in line with previous ones. 
This study is one of the first empirical studies to demonstrate the role of group cohesion as a mediator between TL and work outcomes in the UAE. The current study showed that the overall TL is negatively and significantly related to OCB, OT, group productivity, and group cohesion. Furthermore, the results revealed that group cohesion does not mediate the relationship between TL and OCB, OT, and group productivity. 
The results indicate significant support for the hypothesized negative relationship between TL and OCB (-0.0860). We also find a negative relationship between TL and subordinate perceptions of group productivity (-0.007), which is in line with Schmidt’s (2014) result that TL has a direct negative relationship with work group productivity. 
The results show a negative relationship between TL and subordinate reports of OT (-.0060). Halbesleben (2006) states that leaders who displayed positive leadership behaviors sent a message to employees that they and their efforts were valued, thus protecting them from additional resource loss. These findings indicate that employees look to their leaders for indications of how they are valued, especially when their psychosocial resources are consumed by other aspects of the job. According to Schmidt (2014), TL has a direct negative relationship with OT. 
Our results also indicate a negative relationship between TL and group cohesion (-0.0350), which is in line with results reported by Schmidt (2014). The results in this study show that group cohesion is not mediating in the relationship between TL and OT, work group productivity, and OCB. Schmidt (2014) found that group cohesion is a full mediator in the relationships between unpredictability, self-promotion, abusive supervision, and the job outcomes of work group satisfaction. Nevertheless, group cohesion is a partial mediator for the remaining 17 relationships between toxic leadership and the job outcomes. Our results suggest low group cohesion between employees working in the banking sector due to cultural differences, since 73.15% of respondents were non-local. 
The CFA verified a good model fit for TL, OCB, OT, group productivity, and group cohesion, since all factor loadings were greater than 0.50, which met Hair et al.’s (2006) criterion value. The TL dimension had direct and indirect impacts on job outcomes. Additionally, the research affirmed that group cohesion is not mediating in the relationship between TL and job outcomes.

[bookmark: _Toc526619054]Table 22. Summary of Hypotheses Tested from SEM Analysis
	Hypotheses 
	 
	Type of relationship 
	Result 

	H1 
	TL is negatively related to OCB.
	-
	Supported 

	H2 
	TL is negatively related to subordinates’ perceptions of group productivity. 
	-
	Supported 

	H3 
	TL is negatively related to subordinates’ perceptions of OT. 

	-
	Supported 

	H4 
	TL is negatively related to group cohesion.
	-
	Supported 

	H5 
	Group cohesion mediates the negative relationship between TL and OCB. 

	-
	Not Supported

	H6 
	Group cohesion mediates the negative relationship between TL and OT.
	-
	Not Supported

	H7 
	Group cohesion mediates the negative relationship between TL and group productivity.
	-
	Not Supported









[bookmark: _Toc526618758]CHAPTER SIX: IMPLICATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
The aim of this chapter is to analyze the managerial implications and contributions that this study has made. Previous research is examined and related to the current research. The focus of the study is the UAE banking sector. On the part of managerial implications, the issues of managers and the future of management are addressed. The research also investigates limitations and opportunities for further studies.
[bookmark: _Toc526618759]6.1 Managerial Implications and Contributions  
The importance of this study is that it widens the knowledge on TL and job outcomes, as well as having other impacts. The most important finding is that this is the first study to provide an analysis of the UAE and the Middle East in illustrating the relationship between OCB, OT, and group productivity by using group cohesion as a mediator. This study gives a wider perspective on the impacts of TL on OCB, OT, and group productivity by mediating the role of group cohesion across the region. This study contributes by adding to the literature review on this topic. Additionally, this study has shown the importance of TL and how it has an impact on job outcomes in a non-Western context. It has also demonstrated the direct and the indirect relationship impacts of TL on job outcomes through mediating the role of group cohesion.
The study crystallized the significance of TL and concomitantly revealed its consequences on employees’ job outcomes. Employers should work with talent management to attract, engage with, and maintain talented employees. While it is tempting for organizations to take a consequentiality approach to talent management and employees by emphasizing outstanding work outcomes, such as high-quality standards and productivity, they should also adjust their reward systems so that they recognize the implementation methods used, as opposed to solely rewarding the numerical outcomes. 
According to Whicker (1996) and Lipman-Blumen (2006), TL can result in outstanding performance on a temporary basis because employees apprehend reprisals of fear. However, the high performance witnessed is temporary and unsustainable. Employees rapidly lose momentum, and performance rapidly declines. It can lead to high turnover rates, which have adverse ramifications for their organizations. Organizations lose the resources that they expended in the training of employees. Departures of employees also leave glaring gaps, which organizations might find difficult to fill. Moreover, recruiting, selecting, orienting, and onboarding new employees can be expensive and time consuming. 
The findings of the study suggest that all leadership training programs should inculcate TL. They should instill participants with knowledge about the impact of TL, explain its consequences, and confer them with skills on how to manage it. It is also important that leadership courses highlight 360-degree assessments of leader perceptions among their followers. These assessments should also compare the external assessment results with leaders’ self-ratings or self-perceptions. This stems from the fact that when leaders receive objective feedback about their negative mannerisms, they can make efforts to correct them by modifying their behaviors. However, applying this type of assessment depends on the organization itself. 
Limitations and Future Research Directions  
[bookmark: _Toc526618760]6.2 Limitations
The current study has several limitations that represent opportunities for future research. The first limitation concerns the derivation of results using the design of cross-sectional research. Creswell (2009) notes that this design involves the collection of data at one point in time. This approach represents a limitation, since collection of data at a point in time ensures that the collected data relates to the particular conditions prevalent at that point in time (Simon, 2005). This means that the cross-sectional design is unable to confirm causality and its direction among the variables in the study.
The second limitation concerns the sample for the study, which the researcher collected from one sector (banking) alone. The sample also came from banks situated only in the UAE. This implies that the study sample did not represent the target population effectively, thereby undermining the generalizability of findings from the sample. The purposes of the study and data collection are only applicable to the banking sector in the Emirate of Abu Dhabi, from which the researcher sourced the 447 participants in the study from ten banks. In effect, the narrow scope of data collected from the field means that the findings of the study cannot be generalizable to apply to other banks outside Abu Dhabi. The findings of the present research could serve as a starting point for examinations of linkages between parallel variables in other banking sectors.
These limitations relate to the barriers of financial constraints and accessibility, which have undermined the researcher’s capacity to collect data and extend the applicability of findings to other sectors and emirates. The limited time available for the study was also significant because it restricted the processes and scope of the research, especially the use of a large sample. Owing to the need for the researcher to adhere to the timelines set by the university, it was impossible to design and implement a more elaborate study covering a broader scope of the target population.
Another limitation in the study concerned the application of self-report measures of the behaviors of employees concerning organizational citizenship. Rather than the supervisors of respondents, the study focused on employees. This represented an important limitation because the respondents could be biased in their responses to this measure. It is also a possibility that the individuals who volunteered as respondents in the study exaggerated perceptions about their citizenship behaviors. The measurement of OCB utilized a shortened version of the scale, including only three items, and the use of a shortened scale could have reduced the validity and reliability of the measurement (Richards & Schat, 2011).
[bookmark: _Toc526618761]6.3 Future Research Directions
Based on the assessment of limitations above, several suggestions for future research are pertinent. The first suggestion concerns the need to investigate the relationships among TL dimensions on job outcomes by using other mediating factors, such as employee commitment. Second, researchers could explore the impact that culture has on the perceptions of employees about TL and their relations with OCB, OT, and group productivity.




















[bookmark: _Toc526618762]CHAPTER SEVEN: CONCLUSION 
This study’s significance concerns its contributions to the debate on linkages between TL and work outcomes (such as OCB, group productivity, and OT) through the testing and development of a mediated model. This mediated model utilizes group cohesion as essential forms while evaluating the impact of TL on job outcomes. Using the SPSS v. 20.0 statistical program through implementing SEM on data from a sample of 447 participants sourced from ten banks, the researcher assessed several hypotheses to test the possibility of interrelationships among the variables.
The findings of this study indicate that TL has a critical and significant impact on the promotion of OCB, group productivity, and OT among banking employees. The study further presents evidence that group cohesion does not mediate the relationships among TL of employees in the banking sector and job outcomes. These findings enrich the literature on TL, group productivity, OCB, group productivity, and OT in a non-Western context, specifically the UAE. In particular, the study supports and enhances findings in previous studies concerning the roles of group cohesion as mediator variables.
The previous chapter gives an analysis of the questions and the answers that were given in the research. This study set out to examine and evaluate the impact of TL on job outcomes and the mediating influence of group cohesion in an organization in the banking sector in Abu Dhabi. This study found negative relationships among TL and OT, group productivity, OCB, and group cohesion. In addition, the results suggest that group cohesion does not mediate the relationship between TL and job outcomes. Table 22 summarizes the hypotheses that were tested in the study. 
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Table 1 
Your Job Position
	Answer Options
	Response Rate
	Response Count

	Senior Management
	11.41% 
	51

	Middle Management (Department Head, Team Leader)
	40.49% 
	181

	Technical Staff (Technicians, Operations, engineers)
	10.29 %
	46

	Support Staff (Accountants, Assistants, Administrators, Officers)
	37.81 %
	169



Table 2
Gender
	Answer Options
	Response Rate
	Response Count

	Male
	64.4%
	288

	Female
	35.6%
	159






Table 3 
Age 
	Answer Options
	Response Rate
	Response Count

	25 and below
	0.5%
	2

	26 to 35
	42.8%
	161

	36 to 45
	37.0%
	139

	46 and above
	12.2%
	46

	25 and below
	7.4%
	28


Table 4 
Nationality
	Answer Options
	Response Rate
	Response Count

	Local
	26.8%
	120

	Non-Local
	73.2%
	327



Table 5
Total years of experience
	Answer Options
	Response Rate
	Response Count

	Fewer than 5 years
	39.1%
	175

	6 to 10 years
	39.4%
	176

	11 to 20 years
	18.1%
	81

	20 + years
	3.4%
	15



Table 6
Level of Education 
	Answer Options
	Response Rate
	Response Count

	High school or equivalent
	9.6%
	43

	Diploma or technical school
	9.2%
	41

	Bachelor’s degree
	53.5%
	239

	Master’s degree or higher
	27.7%
	124
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[bookmark: _Toc521078387][bookmark: _Toc526618766]Appendix B1: Outlier Results before Deleted 34 Cases
Observations farthest from the centroid (Mahalanobis distance) (Group number 1)
	Observation number
	Mahalanobis d-squared
	p1
	p2

	105
	164.384
	.000
	.000

	306
	143.246
	.000
	.000

	400
	140.467
	.000
	.000

	388
	119.830
	.000
	.000

	360
	108.005
	.000
	.000

	340
	103.690
	.000
	.000

	369
	103.671
	.000
	.000

	387
	102.574
	.000
	.000

	386
	100.197
	.000
	.000

	304
	99.778
	.000
	.000

	101
	95.218
	.000
	.000

	141
	95.104
	.000
	.000

	214
	94.044
	.000
	.000

	102
	93.385
	.000
	.000

	111
	93.381
	.000
	.000

	203
	92.137
	.000
	.000

	78
	91.108
	.000
	.000

	245
	90.998
	.000
	.000

	186
	88.414
	.000
	.000

	26
	86.897
	.000
	.000

	2
	85.709
	.000
	.000

	51
	85.153
	.000
	.000

	3
	85.011
	.000
	.000

	184
	83.825
	.000
	.000

	13
	81.151
	.000
	.000

	128
	80.419
	.000
	.000

	71
	80.195
	.000
	.000

	258
	80.081
	.000
	.000

	338
	79.993
	.000
	.000

	213
	79.745
	.000
	.000

	144
	79.454
	.000
	.000

	280
	79.328
	.000
	.000

	140
	78.760
	.000
	.000

	379
	78.624
	.000
	.000

	411
	77.377
	.001
	.000

	322
	75.667
	.001
	.000

	7
	75.425
	.001
	.000

	341
	75.402
	.001
	.000

	75
	74.785
	.001
	.000

	176
	74.741
	.001
	.000

	115
	74.525
	.001
	.000

	29
	74.160
	.001
	.000

	93
	73.762
	.001
	.000

	197
	73.682
	.001
	.000

	64
	72.305
	.002
	.000

	46
	72.304
	.002
	.000

	324
	71.056
	.002
	.000

	343
	70.618
	.003
	.000

	205
	70.613
	.003
	.000

	44
	70.044
	.003
	.000

	45
	69.898
	.003
	.000

	439
	69.802
	.003
	.000

	103
	69.797
	.003
	.000

	316
	69.756
	.003
	.000

	277
	69.488
	.004
	.000

	145
	67.947
	.005
	.000

	318
	67.890
	.005
	.000

	305
	67.382
	.006
	.000

	310
	67.250
	.006
	.000

	77
	67.118
	.006
	.000

	37
	67.025
	.006
	.000

	16
	66.705
	.007
	.000

	335
	66.513
	.007
	.000

	62
	66.330
	.007
	.000

	40
	66.327
	.007
	.000

	357
	66.087
	.008
	.000

	1
	65.920
	.008
	.000

	86
	65.448
	.009
	.000

	174
	65.281
	.009
	.000

	163
	64.773
	.010
	.000

	30
	64.688
	.011
	.000

	27
	64.613
	.011
	.000

	244
	63.898
	.013
	.000

	254
	63.359
	.014
	.000

	58
	63.208
	.015
	.000

	291
	62.840
	.016
	.000

	17
	62.748
	.016
	.000

	195
	62.128
	.018
	.000

	49
	62.082
	.018
	.000

	50
	62.064
	.018
	.000

	393
	61.311
	.021
	.000

	248
	61.152
	.022
	.000

	314
	61.055
	.023
	.000

	223
	60.948
	.023
	.000

	441
	60.592
	.025
	.000

	136
	60.287
	.026
	.000

	309
	59.993
	.028
	.000

	87
	59.971
	.028
	.000

	52
	59.576
	.030
	.000

	333
	59.170
	.033
	.000

	275
	58.140
	.040
	.000

	412
	58.060
	.041
	.000

	215
	58.014
	.041
	.000

	34
	57.714
	.043
	.000

	48
	57.228
	.047
	.000

	417
	57.090
	.049
	.000

	148
	57.065
	.049
	.000

	47
	56.779
	.052
	.000

	350
	56.726
	.052
	.000

	25
	56.622
	.053
	.000
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Observations farthest from the centroid (Mahalanobis distance) (Group number 1)
	Observation number
	Mahalanobis d-squared
	p1
	p2

	306
	116.427
	.000
	.000

	105
	111.976
	.000
	.000

	400
	103.839
	.000
	.000

	340
	92.867
	.000
	.000

	388
	92.634
	.000
	.000

	304
	87.805
	.000
	.000

	203
	77.908
	.000
	.000

	360
	75.906
	.000
	.000

	26
	75.691
	.000
	.000

	386
	75.037
	.000
	.000

	141
	74.204
	.000
	.000

	387
	73.774
	.000
	.000

	101
	73.070
	.000
	.000

	245
	72.521
	.000
	.000

	78
	72.262
	.000
	.000

	2
	71.934
	.000
	.000

	87
	69.064
	.000
	.000

	1
	67.415
	.000
	.000

	341
	66.559
	.000
	.000

	51
	65.927
	.000
	.000

	214
	65.789
	.000
	.000

	258
	65.224
	.000
	.000

	102
	65.042
	.000
	.000

	369
	64.733
	.000
	.000

	115
	64.066
	.000
	.000

	379
	62.833
	.000
	.000

	343
	62.322
	.000
	.000

	280
	61.982
	.000
	.000

	310
	61.948
	.000
	.000

	128
	60.782
	.000
	.000

	144
	60.268
	.000
	.000

	205
	57.652
	.001
	.000

	7
	57.211
	.001
	.000

	322
	56.908
	.001
	.000

	140
	56.854
	.001
	.000

	184
	56.359
	.001
	.000

	71
	56.140
	.001
	.000

	338
	55.947
	.001
	.000

	111
	55.755
	.001
	.000

	439
	55.226
	.002
	.000

	13
	54.244
	.002
	.000

	186
	53.673
	.002
	.000

	64
	52.276
	.004
	.000

	316
	52.220
	.004
	.000

	17
	51.675
	.004
	.000

	75
	51.219
	.005
	.000

	244
	49.923
	.007
	.000

	27
	49.907
	.007
	.000

	62
	49.875
	.007
	.000

	163
	49.685
	.007
	.000

	58
	49.633
	.007
	.000

	129
	49.398
	.008
	.000

	176
	49.312
	.008
	.000

	93
	49.191
	.008
	.000

	357
	48.952
	.008
	.000

	411
	48.670
	.009
	.000

	213
	48.373
	.010
	.000

	277
	48.228
	.010
	.000

	103
	47.499
	.012
	.000

	86
	47.498
	.012
	.000

	318
	46.990
	.014
	.000

	291
	46.615
	.015
	.000

	172
	46.458
	.016
	.000

	3
	45.731
	.019
	.000

	23
	45.661
	.019
	.000

	260
	45.086
	.022
	.000

	170
	44.904
	.023
	.000

	37
	44.721
	.024
	.000

	30
	43.927
	.028
	.000

	34
	43.879
	.029
	.000

	412
	43.772
	.029
	.000

	195
	43.607
	.030
	.000

	183
	43.127
	.034
	.000

	29
	43.078
	.034
	.000

	358
	42.329
	.040
	.000

	248
	42.328
	.040
	.000

	4
	41.921
	.044
	.000

	329
	41.904
	.044
	.000

	309
	41.774
	.046
	.000

	45
	41.030
	.053
	.000

	46
	41.030
	.053
	.000

	324
	40.612
	.058
	.000

	43
	40.528
	.059
	.000

	197
	40.407
	.061
	.000

	40
	40.042
	.066
	.000

	392
	39.803
	.069
	.000

	49
	39.728
	.070
	.000

	275
	39.664
	.071
	.000

	16
	39.622
	.071
	.000

	441
	39.574
	.072
	.000

	48
	39.523
	.073
	.000

	417
	39.404
	.075
	.000

	15
	38.993
	.081
	.000

	173
	38.932
	.082
	.000

	136
	38.381
	.091
	.000

	413
	38.104
	.096
	.000

	44
	38.072
	.097
	.000

	47
	38.029
	.098
	.000

	50
	38.029
	.098
	.000

	422
	37.744
	.103
	.000
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	Variable
	Min
	max
	Skew
	c.r.
	kurtosis
	c.r.

	OT11
	1.000
	5.000
	-.800
	-6.907
	.552
	2.381

	OT10
	1.000
	5.000
	.034
	.296
	-.717
	-3.093

	OT9
	1.000
	5.000
	-.457
	-3.941
	-.312
	-1.346

	OT8
	1.000
	5.000
	-.512
	-4.416
	-.333
	-1.436

	OT7
	1.000
	5.000
	-.656
	-5.661
	.615
	2.653

	OT6
	1.000
	5.000
	-.627
	-5.409
	.099
	.428

	AS3
	1.000
	5.000
	-.111
	-.957
	-1.044
	-4.505

	AS2
	1.000
	5.000
	-.513
	-4.428
	-.804
	-3.468

	AS1
	1.000
	5.000
	-.302
	-2.610
	-.941
	-4.061

	AL3
	1.000
	5.000
	-.170
	-1.466
	-.949
	-4.096

	WG4
	1.000
	5.000
	-.746
	-6.436
	.231
	.997

	WG3
	1.000
	5.000
	-.849
	-7.330
	.604
	2.606

	WG2
	1.000
	5.000
	-.848
	-7.318
	.764
	3.296

	WG1
	1.000
	5.000
	-.894
	-7.713
	.643
	2.774

	OC3
	1.000
	5.000
	-.789
	-6.807
	.454
	1.957

	OC2
	1.000
	5.000
	-.792
	-6.837
	.266
	1.147

	OC1
	1.000
	5.000
	-.639
	-5.519
	-.141
	-.609

	GC1
	1.000
	5.000
	.202
	1.746
	-.889
	-3.839

	GC2
	1.000
	5.000
	-.933
	-8.052
	.598
	2.581

	GC3
	1.000
	5.000
	-.671
	-5.794
	.017
	.073

	GC4
	1.000
	5.000
	-.974
	-8.408
	.631
	2.721

	GC5
	1.000
	5.000
	-.823
	-7.104
	.336
	1.448

	GC6
	1.000
	5.000
	.521
	4.500
	-.534
	-2.306

	GC7
	1.000
	5.000
	-.658
	-5.681
	.195
	.840

	GC8
	1.000
	5.000
	-.589
	-5.080
	.137
	.590

	OT5
	1.000
	5.000
	-.733
	-6.329
	.068
	.295

	OT4
	1.000
	5.000
	-.409
	-3.530
	-.549
	-2.368

	OT3
	1.000
	5.000
	-.586
	-5.056
	-.167
	-.720

	OT2
	1.000
	5.000
	-.421
	-3.637
	-.386
	-1.665

	OT1
	1.000
	5.000
	-.611
	-5.274
	-.321
	-1.384

	AL2
	1.000
	5.000
	-.463
	-3.995
	-.759
	-3.278

	AL1
	1.000
	5.000
	.164
	1.415
	-1.032
	-4.455

	NA3
	1.000
	5.000
	-.108
	-.930
	-.971
	-4.190

	NA2
	1.000
	5.000
	-.016
	-.142
	-1.055
	-4.553

	NA1
	1.000
	5.000
	-.014
	-.119
	-.964
	-4.162

	UP3
	1.000
	5.000
	-.080
	-.690
	-.926
	-3.997

	UP2
	1.000
	5.000
	-.584
	-5.043
	-.784
	-3.381

	UP1
	1.000
	5.000
	-.176
	-1.516
	-1.043
	-4.500

	SP3
	1.000
	5.000
	-.528
	-4.555
	-.741
	-3.196

	SP2
	1.000
	5.000
	-.520
	-4.487
	-.870
	-3.755

	SP1
	1.000
	5.000
	-.269
	-2.320
	-1.066
	-4.601

	Multivariate 
	
	
	
	
	483.927
	86.151




















[bookmark: _Toc508711967][bookmark: _Toc521078391][bookmark: _Toc526618770]B. Normality after transformation (normal data)
	Variable
	min
	max
	Skew
	c.r.
	kurtosis
	c.r.

	OT11
	1.000
	5.000
	-.841
	-7.257
	.702
	3.031

	OT9
	1.000
	5.000
	-.476
	-4.108
	-.261
	-1.127

	OT8
	1.000
	5.000
	-.531
	-4.581
	-.276
	-1.190

	OT7
	1.000
	5.000
	-.651
	-5.623
	.648
	2.795

	OT6
	1.000
	5.000
	-.608
	-5.244
	.112
	.485

	AS3
	1.000
	5.000
	-.111
	-.957
	-1.044
	-4.505

	AS2
	1.000
	5.000
	-.513
	-4.428
	-.804
	-3.468

	AS1
	1.000
	5.000
	-.302
	-2.610
	-.941
	-4.061

	WG4
	1.000
	5.000
	-.746
	-6.436
	.231
	.997

	WG3
	1.000
	5.000
	-.849
	-7.330
	.604
	2.606

	WG2
	1.000
	5.000
	-.848
	-7.318
	.764
	3.296

	WG1
	1.000
	5.000
	-.894
	-7.713
	.643
	2.774

	OC3
	1.000
	5.000
	-.789
	-6.807
	.454
	1.957

	OC2
	1.000
	5.000
	-.792
	-6.837
	.266
	1.147

	OC1
	1.000
	5.000
	-.639
	-5.519
	-.141
	-.609

	GC2
	1.000
	5.000
	-.933
	-8.052
	.598
	2.581

	GC3
	1.000
	5.000
	-.671
	-5.794
	.017
	.073

	GC5
	1.000
	5.000
	-.823
	-7.104
	.336
	1.448

	GC7
	1.000
	5.000
	-.658
	-5.681
	.195
	.840

	OT1
	1.000
	5.000
	-.730
	-6.298
	.174
	.753

	AL2
	1.000
	5.000
	-.463
	-3.995
	-.759
	-3.278

	AL1
	1.000
	5.000
	.164
	1.415
	-1.032
	-4.455

	NA2
	1.000
	5.000
	-.016
	-.142
	-1.055
	-4.553

	NA1
	1.000
	5.000
	-.014
	-.119
	-.964
	-4.162

	UP2
	1.000
	5.000
	-.584
	-5.043
	-.784
	-3.381

	UP1
	1.000
	5.000
	-.176
	-1.516
	-1.043
	-4.500

	SP3
	1.000
	5.000
	-.528
	-4.555
	-.741
	-3.196

	SP1
	1.000
	5.000
	-.269
	-2.320
	-1.066
	-4.601

	Multivariate 
	
	
	
	
	276.196
	71.234
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Survey Cover Letter 
 
A Survey on Toxic Leadership, Organizational Citizen Behavior, Group Productivity, Organizational Trust and Group Cohesion
Dear Respondents, 
My name is Hend Al Zaabi, and I am a doctoral student in the College of Business Administration at Abu Dhabi University. I am currently conducting research on the “Impact of Toxic Leadership on Jobs Outcome: The Mediating Role of Group Cohesion: An Empirical Study in Banking Industry in United Arab Emirates.”
I kindly request that you participate in this study by completing the survey I have attached. It will take approximately 15 minutes to finish this survey. It is an important part of this study, and your participation and cooperation in filling the questionnaire will be greatly appreciated. 
The information provided will be confidential and will not be used for any other purposes. 
Thanks in advance for your participation.
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Hend Al Zaabi
DBA Candidate 
Email: [hend_alzaabi@hotmail.com]  
Phone: [0561943434]



[bookmark: _Toc508711969][bookmark: _Toc521078393][bookmark: _Toc526618772]Appendix E: A Survey on Toxic Leadership, Organizational Citizenship Behavior, Group Productivity, and Group Cohesion
 
	Section A: Toxic Leadership

	 


	Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements. 
	Strongly
y disagrees
Disagree
 
Neutral
 
Agree
 
Strongly agree
 


	Self-Promotion

	1. My current supervisor drastically changes his/her demeanor when his/her supervisor is present. 
	1         2        3        4        5 

	2. My current supervisor will only offer assistance to people who can help him/her get ahead. 
	1         2        3        4        5 

	3. My current supervisor accepts credit for successes that do not belong to him/her. 
	1         2        3        4        5 

	Abusive Supervision

	4. My current supervisor holds subordinates responsible for things outside their job descriptions. 
	1         2        3        4        5 

	5. My current supervisor publicly belittles subordinates. 
	1         2        3        4        5 

	6. My current supervisor reminds subordinates of their past mistakes and failures. 
	1         2        3        4        5 

	Unpredictability

	7. My current supervisor allows his/her current mood to define the climate of the workplace. 
	1         2        3        4        5 

	8. My current supervisor expresses anger at subordinates for unknown reasons. 
	1         2        3        4        5

	9. My current supervisor varies in his/her degree of approachability. 

	1         2        3        4        5 

	Narcissism

	10. My current supervisor has a sense of personal entitlement. 
	1         2        3        4        5 

	11. My current supervisor thinks that he/she is more capable than others. 
	1         2        3        4        5 

	12. My current supervisor believes that he/she is an extraordinary person. 
	1         2        3        4        5 

	Authoritarian Leadership

	13. My current supervisor controls how subordinates complete their tasks. 
	1         2        3        4        5 

	14. My current supervisor does not permit subordinates to approach goals in new ways. 
	1         2        3        4        5 

	15. My current supervisor determines all decisions in the unit whether they are important or not. 
	1         2        3        4        5 

	Section B: Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
	

	16. This employee helps orient new employees even though it is not part of his/her responsibility. 
	1         2        3        4        5 

	17. This employee is always willing to lend a helping hand to those around him or her. 
	1         2        3        4        5 

	18. This employee willingly offers to help others who have work-related problems. 
	1         2        3        4        5 

	Section C: Organizational Trust  

	

	19. This organization treats people like me fairly and justly.

	1         2        3        4        5 

	20. Whenever this organization makes an important decision, I know it will be concerned about people like me. 

	1         2        3        4        5

	21. This organization can be relied upon to keep its promises.

	1         2        3        4        5 

	22. I believe that this organization takes the opinions of people like me into account when making decisions. 
	1         2        3        4        5 

	23. I feel very confident in this organization’s skills.

	1         2        3        4        5 

	24. This organization has the ability to accomplish what it says it will do.
	1         2        3        4        5 

	25. Sound principles seem to guide this organization’s behavior.
	1         2        3        4        5 

	26. This organization does not mislead people like me.
	1         2        3        4        5 

	27. I am very willing to let this organization make decisions for people like me.
	1         2        3        4        5 

	28. I think it is important to watch this organization closely so that it does not take advantage of people like me.
	1         2        3        4        5 

	29. This organization is known to be successful at the things it tries to do.
	1         2        3        4        5 

	Section D: Group Cohesion 

	

	30. If given the chance, I would choose to leave my team and join another one. 
	1         2        3        4        5 

	31. The members of my team get along well together. 
	1         2        3        4        5 

	32. The members of my team will readily defend each other from criticism by outsiders. 
	1         2        3        4        5 

	33. I feel that I am really a part of my team. 
	1         2        3        4        5 

	34. I look forward to being with the members of my team each day. 
	1         2        3        4        5 

	35. I find that I do not generally get along with the other members of my team. 
	1         2        3        4        5 

	36. I enjoy belonging to this team because I am friends with many of the group members. 
	1         2        3        4        5 

	37. The team that I belong to is a close one. 
	1         2        3        4        5



	Section E: Work Group Productivity

	

	38. The amount of output of my work group is very high 
	1         2        3        4        5 

	39. The quality of output of my work group is very high 
	1         2        3        4        5 

	40. When high-priority work arises, such as short deadlines, crash programs, and schedule changes, the people in my work group do an outstanding job in handling these situations. 
	1         2        3        4        5 

	41. My work group’s performance in comparison to similar work groups is very high. 
	1         2        3        4        5 








Section A: Demographics information:
Kindly select one answer of the following questions by ticking the correct box
42. What is your gender?
 Male
 Female
43. What is your age?
 25 and below
 26 to 35 
 36 to 45
 46 and above 
44. What is your nationality?   
 Local 
 Non-Local
45. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
 High school or equivalent 
 Diploma or technical school 
 Bachelor’s degree 
 Master’s degree or higher 

46. How long have you been working with the organization?
 Fewer than 5 years 
 6 to 10 years 
 11 to 20 years 
 20+ years 
 




47. What is your job position?
 Senior management 
 Middle management (department head, team leader) 
 Technical staff (technician, operations, engineer) 
 Support staff (accountant, assistant, administrator, officer) 

Thank you for your time. 
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	Estimate

	GC_
	<---
	TL_
	-.035

	OCB_
	<---
	TL_
	-.086

	WGP_
	<---
	TL_
	-.007

	OT_
	<---
	TL_
	-.006

	OT_
	<---
	GC_
	.791

	WGP_
	<---
	GC_
	.865

	OCB_
	<---
	GC_
	.695

	UP1
	<---
	TL_
	.775

	NA2
	<---
	TL_
	.673

	AL1
	<---
	TL_
	.571

	AL2
	<---
	TL_
	.741

	OT1
	<---
	OT_
	.686

	GC7
	<---
	GC_
	.669

	GC5
	<---
	GC_
	.826

	GC3
	<---
	GC_
	.732

	GC2
	<---
	GC_
	.802

	OC1
	<---
	OCB_
	.790

	OC2
	<---
	OCB_
	.906

	OC3
	<---
	OCB_
	.868

	WG1
	<---
	WGP_
	.816

	WG2
	<---
	WGP_
	.867

	WG3
	<---
	WGP_
	.819

	WG4
	<---
	WGP_
	.818

	OT6
	<---
	OT_
	.806

	OT7
	<---
	OT_
	.800

	OT8
	<---
	OT_
	.784

	OT9
	<---
	OT_
	.704

	OT11
	<---
	OT_
	.763

	NA1
	<---
	TL_
	.694

	SP1
	<---
	TL_
	.760

	SP3
	<---
	TL_
	.751

	UP2
	<---
	TL_
	.831

	AS3
	<---
	TL_
	.765

	AS2
	<---
	TL_
	.802

	AS1
	<---
	TL_
	.755
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[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc480032197][bookmark: _Toc508711974][bookmark: _Toc521078396][bookmark: _Toc526618775]Appendix G2: CFA after Transformation
[image: ]




[bookmark: _Toc521078397][bookmark: _Toc526618776]Appendix H: Modification Indices
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Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model)
	
	
	
	M.I.
	Par Change

	e42
	<-->
	e43
	7.524
	.047

	e44
	<-->
	e43
	4.485
	.034

	e44
	<-->
	e42
	4.313
	.043

	e41
	<-->
	e43
	11.679
	.054

	e41
	<-->
	e44
	5.418
	-.044

	e40
	<-->
	TL_
	91.156
	.491

	e39
	<-->
	e43
	7.067
	-.049

	e37
	<-->
	TL_
	5.727
	-.069

	e37
	<-->
	e41
	5.329
	.041

	e37
	<-->
	e40
	7.616
	-.085

	e37
	<-->
	e38
	4.232
	-.036

	e36
	<-->
	TL_
	4.407
	.058

	e36
	<-->
	e40
	6.996
	.079

	e36
	<-->
	e38
	5.426
	.039

	e35
	<-->
	e38
	7.347
	-.067

	e34
	<-->
	e39
	7.838
	-.078

	e34
	<-->
	e36
	12.028
	.077

	e33
	<-->
	e44
	6.095
	.065

	e33
	<-->
	e35
	7.770
	.096

	e33
	<-->
	e34
	5.824
	.079

	e32
	<-->
	e37
	4.023
	.052

	e32
	<-->
	e33
	5.035
	-.083

	e31
	<-->
	e42
	5.485
	.049

	e30
	<-->
	e36
	5.786
	.041

	e29
	<-->
	e41
	7.005
	.043

	e28
	<-->
	e40
	5.946
	-.078

	e27
	<-->
	e43
	4.953
	.032

	e27
	<-->
	e37
	4.202
	-.034

	e27
	<-->
	e31
	7.587
	.048

	e25
	<-->
	e43
	4.774
	-.039

	e25
	<-->
	e38
	5.142
	-.047

	e24
	<-->
	TL_
	140.385
	-.682

	e24
	<-->
	e40
	70.462
	-.523

	e24
	<-->
	e32
	4.861
	-.115

	e23
	<-->
	e37
	17.405
	.079

	e23
	<-->
	e36
	4.354
	-.038

	e23
	<-->
	e32
	6.872
	.074

	e23
	<-->
	e27
	6.891
	-.047

	e22
	<-->
	e43
	5.599
	-.042

	e22
	<-->
	e44
	4.070
	-.043

	e22
	<-->
	e40
	6.702
	-.093

	e22
	<-->
	e38
	6.805
	.053

	e22
	<-->
	e23
	6.796
	.057

	e21
	<-->
	TL_
	5.795
	.071

	e21
	<-->
	e40
	4.784
	.070

	e21
	<-->
	e39
	6.825
	.056

	e21
	<-->
	e38
	4.640
	-.039

	e21
	<-->
	e33
	7.328
	.069

	e21
	<-->
	e22
	4.112
	.042

	e20
	<-->
	e24
	4.927
	-.079

	e20
	<-->
	e21
	4.900
	.040

	e19
	<-->
	TL_
	92.993
	-.529

	e19
	<-->
	e42
	4.248
	.077

	e19
	<-->
	e44
	9.707
	.110

	e19
	<-->
	e40
	74.960
	-.513

	e19
	<-->
	e37
	16.280
	.133

	e19
	<-->
	e36
	9.229
	-.097

	e19
	<-->
	e32
	6.217
	-.123

	e19
	<-->
	e24
	98.157
	.658

	e19
	<-->
	e22
	4.909
	-.085

	e19
	<-->
	e21
	6.295
	-.086

	e18
	<-->
	e44
	5.067
	-.052

	e18
	<-->
	e28
	4.745
	.049

	e18
	<-->
	e19
	4.132
	.084

	e17
	<-->
	e43
	6.208
	.046

	e17
	<-->
	e33
	17.661
	-.125

	e17
	<-->
	e29
	4.184
	.039

	e17
	<-->
	e26
	5.006
	-.044

	e17
	<-->
	e23
	6.003
	-.056

	e17
	<-->
	e21
	12.355
	-.076

	e17
	<-->
	e18
	36.385
	.158

	e16
	<-->
	e33
	12.411
	.083

	e16
	<-->
	e31
	9.785
	.055

	e16
	<-->
	e30
	9.022
	-.050

	e16
	<-->
	e27
	5.527
	.037

	e16
	<-->
	e26
	4.547
	-.033

	e16
	<-->
	e21
	13.217
	.062

	e15
	<-->
	TL_
	4.756
	-.077

	e15
	<-->
	e43
	6.095
	-.046

	e15
	<-->
	e41
	15.738
	-.087

	e15
	<-->
	e40
	7.367
	-.103

	e15
	<-->
	e36
	11.149
	-.068

	e15
	<-->
	e29
	5.623
	-.046

	e15
	<-->
	e26
	8.315
	-.057

	e15
	<-->
	e20
	8.175
	.062

	e15
	<-->
	e19
	8.024
	.115

	e14
	<-->
	e41
	14.238
	-.065

	e14
	<-->
	e40
	8.286
	.086

	e14
	<-->
	e39
	5.856
	.048

	e14
	<-->
	e38
	4.366
	.035

	e14
	<-->
	e37
	10.527
	-.053

	e14
	<-->
	e20
	7.028
	-.045

	e14
	<-->
	e16
	6.702
	.041

	e13
	<-->
	e25
	5.577
	.054

	e13
	<-->
	e23
	4.319
	-.044

	e13
	<-->
	e21
	7.683
	-.056

	e13
	<-->
	e20
	4.929
	.044

	e13
	<-->
	e16
	28.636
	-.099

	e13
	<-->
	e15
	6.410
	.060

	e13
	<-->
	e14
	7.544
	.051

	e12
	<-->
	e42
	6.327
	.060

	e12
	<-->
	e41
	4.616
	.047

	e12
	<-->
	e22
	9.554
	-.076

	e12
	<-->
	e16
	6.388
	-.051

	e12
	<-->
	e13
	35.251
	.140

	e11
	<-->
	e43
	7.580
	.056

	e11
	<-->
	e44
	10.077
	-.078

	e11
	<-->
	e32
	34.658
	.203

	e11
	<-->
	e24
	6.408
	-.117

	e11
	<-->
	e19
	13.724
	-.163

	e11
	<-->
	e16
	10.200
	-.070

	e10
	<-->
	e45
	10.961
	-.112

	e10
	<-->
	e42
	4.714
	-.069

	e10
	<-->
	e38
	5.856
	.069

	e10
	<-->
	e32
	52.317
	.305

	e10
	<-->
	e29
	5.709
	-.061

	e10
	<-->
	e28
	6.725
	.076

	e10
	<-->
	e19
	11.962
	-.187

	e10
	<-->
	e12
	5.206
	-.078

	e10
	<-->
	e11
	8.196
	.108

	e9
	<-->
	e35
	4.439
	-.070

	e9
	<-->
	e33
	8.794
	-.101

	e9
	<-->
	e21
	5.035
	-.055

	e9
	<-->
	e10
	9.675
	.121

	e8
	<-->
	e33
	5.143
	-.083

	e8
	<-->
	e19
	4.912
	.108

	e8
	<-->
	e9
	101.300
	.356

	e7
	<-->
	e45
	8.763
	-.087

	e7
	<-->
	e33
	4.405
	.073

	e7
	<-->
	e17
	4.044
	-.060

	e7
	<-->
	e11
	7.857
	-.091

	e7
	<-->
	e8
	4.799
	.079

	e6
	<-->
	e38
	9.915
	.069

	e6
	<-->
	e22
	8.628
	.074

	e6
	<-->
	e14
	5.602
	.049

	e6
	<-->
	e8
	4.386
	.067

	e6
	<-->
	e7
	31.040
	.169

	e5
	<-->
	e21
	6.710
	.057

	e5
	<-->
	e16
	4.242
	.042

	e5
	<-->
	e11
	5.781
	.068

	e5
	<-->
	e10
	8.787
	-.103

	e5
	<-->
	e9
	7.625
	-.081

	e5
	<-->
	e8
	7.069
	-.084

	e5
	<-->
	e7
	4.935
	-.067

	e4
	<-->
	e43
	10.823
	-.069

	e4
	<-->
	e44
	11.981
	.087

	e4
	<-->
	e41
	10.769
	-.080

	e4
	<-->
	e40
	5.794
	.102

	e4
	<-->
	e34
	4.490
	-.066

	e4
	<-->
	e29
	6.399
	-.054

	e4
	<-->
	e23
	4.313
	-.054

	e4
	<-->
	e21
	9.695
	.076

	e4
	<-->
	e13
	6.343
	.067

	e4
	<-->
	e11
	6.542
	-.080

	e4
	<-->
	e5
	4.143
	.059

	e3
	<-->
	e34
	12.202
	.115

	e3
	<-->
	e32
	5.560
	-.087

	e3
	<-->
	e21
	5.804
	-.061

	e3
	<-->
	e17
	4.195
	.061

	e3
	<-->
	e10
	8.052
	-.114

	e3
	<-->
	e7
	4.681
	-.075

	e3
	<-->
	e4
	7.382
	-.091

	e2
	<-->
	e43
	7.866
	.063

	e2
	<-->
	e29
	7.690
	.064

	e2
	<-->
	e9
	11.427
	-.119

	e2
	<-->
	e8
	4.230
	-.077

	e2
	<-->
	e6
	9.161
	-.095

	e2
	<-->
	e3
	21.521
	.168

	e1
	<-->
	e38
	4.582
	-.054

	e1
	<-->
	e32
	13.909
	-.139

	e1
	<-->
	e31
	4.902
	.059

	e1
	<-->
	e6
	6.174
	-.077

	e1
	<-->
	e3
	4.789
	.078

	e1
	<-->
	e2
	50.595
	.260
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Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model)
	
	
	
	M.I.
	Par Change

	e44
	<-->
	e43
	8.962
	.040

	e41
	<-->
	e43
	10.557
	.055

	e39
	<-->
	e43
	6.412
	-.050

	e39
	<-->
	e44
	6.917
	.051

	e38
	<-->
	e41
	6.440
	-.054

	e38
	<-->
	e39
	9.316
	.077

	e36
	<-->
	TL_
	6.505
	.075

	e36
	<-->
	e38
	8.260
	.058

	e34
	<-->
	e39
	13.042
	-.106

	e34
	<-->
	e36
	9.182
	.072

	e31
	<-->
	e42
	4.916
	.046

	e31
	<-->
	e36
	5.107
	-.043

	e30
	<-->
	e44
	5.851
	.037

	e30
	<-->
	e36
	7.124
	.049

	e27
	<-->
	e43
	6.391
	.037

	e27
	<-->
	e31
	8.123
	.050

	e25
	<-->
	e43
	5.236
	-.041

	e25
	<-->
	e38
	4.207
	-.047

	e23
	<-->
	e38
	5.754
	-.052

	e23
	<-->
	e37
	8.286
	.056

	e23
	<-->
	e36
	5.226
	-.046

	e23
	<-->
	e27
	5.897
	-.044

	e22
	<-->
	e44
	7.084
	-.048

	e22
	<-->
	e41
	6.299
	-.057

	e22
	<-->
	e38
	4.132
	.048

	e22
	<-->
	e26
	4.283
	-.040

	e22
	<-->
	e23
	11.345
	.077

	e18
	<-->
	e28
	5.773
	.055

	e12
	<-->
	e42
	11.522
	.086

	e12
	<-->
	e33
	4.438
	-.066

	e12
	<-->
	e22
	6.951
	-.072

	e11
	<-->
	e43
	9.272
	.065

	e11
	<-->
	e44
	6.272
	-.052

	e10
	<-->
	e45
	10.346
	-.108

	e10
	<-->
	e42
	4.478
	-.069

	e10
	<-->
	e38
	4.159
	.067

	e10
	<-->
	e29
	5.798
	-.063

	e10
	<-->
	e28
	6.778
	.078

	e10
	<-->
	e20
	4.531
	-.066

	e10
	<-->
	e11
	14.596
	.152

	e7
	<-->
	e45
	8.233
	-.084

	e7
	<-->
	e33
	4.960
	.079

	e7
	<-->
	e10
	7.074
	.112

	e7
	<-->
	e8
	13.098
	.142

	e5
	<-->
	e11
	9.403
	.091

	e5
	<-->
	e10
	4.521
	-.077

	e4
	<-->
	e43
	5.664
	-.051

	e4
	<-->
	e44
	7.710
	.058

	e4
	<-->
	e41
	6.686
	-.068

	e4
	<-->
	e39
	7.509
	.085

	e4
	<-->
	e38
	7.377
	.074

	e4
	<-->
	e34
	8.685
	-.092

	e4
	<-->
	e29
	5.518
	-.051

	e4
	<-->
	e5
	4.216
	.061

	e3
	<-->
	e45
	4.369
	.060

	e3
	<-->
	e36
	6.645
	-.066

	e3
	<-->
	e34
	7.703
	.090

	e3
	<-->
	e12
	5.690
	.077

	e3
	<-->
	e10
	5.106
	-.093

	e3
	<-->
	e4
	8.579
	-.100

	e1
	<-->
	e31
	5.476
	.063

	e1
	<-->
	e12
	8.305
	-.094
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	TL_
	GC_
	WGP_
	OCB_
	OT_

	GC_
	-.035
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	WGP_
	-.007
	.865
	.000
	.000
	.000

	OCB_
	-.086
	.695
	.000
	.000
	.000

	OT_
	-.006
	.791
	.000
	.000
	.000

	OT11
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.763

	OT9
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.704

	OT8
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.784

	OT7
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.800

	OT6
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.806

	AS3
	.765
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	AS2
	.802
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	AS1
	.755
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	WG4
	.000
	.000
	.818
	.000
	.000

	WG3
	.000
	.000
	.819
	.000
	.000

	WG2
	.000
	.000
	.867
	.000
	.000

	WG1
	.000
	.000
	.816
	.000
	.000

	OC3
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.868
	.000

	OC2
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.906
	.000

	OC1
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.790
	.000

	GC2
	.000
	.802
	.000
	.000
	.000

	GC3
	.000
	.732
	.000
	.000
	.000

	GC5
	.000
	.826
	.000
	.000
	.000

	GC7
	.000
	.669
	.000
	.000
	.000

	OT1
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.686

	AL2
	.741
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	AL1
	.571
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	NA2
	.673
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	NA1
	.694
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	UP2
	.831
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	UP1
	.775
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	SP3
	.751
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	SP1
	.760
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
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	TL_
	GC_
	WGP_
	OCB_
	OT_

	GC_
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	WGP_
	-.030
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	OCB_
	-.024
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	OT_
	-.028
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	OT11
	-.026
	.603
	.000
	.000
	.000

	OT9
	-.024
	.557
	.000
	.000
	.000

	OT8
	-.027
	.620
	.000
	.000
	.000

	OT7
	-.027
	.633
	.000
	.000
	.000

	OT6
	-.028
	.638
	.000
	.000
	.000

	AS3
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	AS2
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	AS1
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	WG4
	-.031
	.707
	.000
	.000
	.000

	WG3
	-.031
	.708
	.000
	.000
	.000

	WG2
	-.032
	.750
	.000
	.000
	.000

	WG1
	-.030
	.705
	.000
	.000
	.000

	OC3
	-.096
	.603
	.000
	.000
	.000

	OC2
	-.100
	.630
	.000
	.000
	.000

	OC1
	-.087
	.549
	.000
	.000
	.000

	GC2
	-.028
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	GC3
	-.026
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	GC5
	-.029
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	GC7
	-.024
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	OT1
	-.023
	.542
	.000
	.000
	.000

	AL2
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	AL1
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	NA2
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	NA1
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	UP2
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	UP1
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	SP3
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	SP1
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
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	TL_
	GC_
	WGP_
	OCB_
	OT_

	GC_
	-.035
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	WGP_
	-.037
	.865
	.000
	.000
	.000

	OCB_
	-.110
	.695
	.000
	.000
	.000

	OT_
	-.034
	.791
	.000
	.000
	.000

	OT11
	-.026
	.603
	.000
	.000
	.763

	OT9
	-.024
	.557
	.000
	.000
	.704

	OT8
	-.027
	.620
	.000
	.000
	.784

	OT7
	-.027
	.633
	.000
	.000
	.800

	OT6
	-.028
	.638
	.000
	.000
	.806

	AS3
	.765
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	AS2
	.802
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	AS1
	.755
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	WG4
	-.031
	.707
	.818
	.000
	.000

	WG3
	-.031
	.708
	.819
	.000
	.000

	WG2
	-.032
	.750
	.867
	.000
	.000

	WG1
	-.030
	.705
	.816
	.000
	.000

	OC3
	-.096
	.603
	.000
	.868
	.000

	OC2
	-.100
	.630
	.000
	.906
	.000

	OC1
	-.087
	.549
	.000
	.790
	.000

	GC2
	-.028
	.802
	.000
	.000
	.000

	GC3
	-.026
	.732
	.000
	.000
	.000

	GC5
	-.029
	.826
	.000
	.000
	.000

	GC7
	-.024
	.669
	.000
	.000
	.000

	OT1
	-.023
	.542
	.000
	.000
	.686

	AL2
	.741
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	AL1
	.571
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	NA2
	.673
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	NA1
	.694
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	UP2
	.831
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	UP1
	.775
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	SP3
	.751
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	SP1
	.760
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
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	Estimate
	S.E.
	C.R.
	P
	Label

	TL_
	
	
	.900
	.096
	9.374
	***
	par_31

	e45
	
	
	.449
	.058
	7.715
	***
	par_32

	e42
	
	
	.354
	.040
	8.841
	***
	par_33

	e43
	
	
	.163
	.023
	7.211
	***
	par_34

	e44
	
	
	.188
	.027
	7.069
	***
	par_35

	e1
	
	
	.702
	.052
	13.499
	***
	par_36

	e3
	
	
	.685
	.051
	13.559
	***
	par_37

	e4
	
	
	.633
	.048
	13.322
	***
	par_38

	e5
	
	
	.489
	.039
	12.569
	***
	par_39

	e7
	
	
	.736
	.053
	13.940
	***
	par_40

	e8
	
	
	.829
	.059
	14.057
	***
	par_41

	e10
	
	
	.986
	.068
	14.416
	***
	par_42

	e11
	
	
	.638
	.047
	13.631
	***
	par_43

	e12
	
	
	.567
	.042
	13.542
	***
	par_44

	e18
	
	
	.554
	.040
	13.711
	***
	par_45

	e20
	
	
	.339
	.029
	11.614
	***
	par_46

	e22
	
	
	.477
	.036
	13.126
	***
	par_47

	e23
	
	
	.378
	.031
	12.140
	***
	par_48

	e25
	
	
	.422
	.034
	12.267
	***
	par_49

	e26
	
	
	.185
	.024
	7.601
	***
	par_50

	e27
	
	
	.239
	.024
	9.870
	***
	par_51

	e28
	
	
	.327
	.027
	12.157
	***
	par_52

	e29
	
	
	.224
	.021
	10.676
	***
	par_53

	e30
	
	
	.310
	.026
	12.096
	***
	par_54

	e31
	
	
	.345
	.028
	12.115
	***
	par_55

	e33
	
	
	.654
	.048
	13.532
	***
	par_56

	e34
	
	
	.556
	.043
	13.022
	***
	par_57

	e35
	
	
	.639
	.048
	13.452
	***
	par_58

	e36
	
	
	.329
	.027
	11.993
	***
	par_59

	e37
	
	
	.316
	.026
	12.125
	***
	par_60

	e38
	
	
	.398
	.032
	12.353
	***
	par_61

	e39
	
	
	.556
	.042
	13.373
	***
	par_62

	e41
	
	
	.381
	.030
	12.723
	***
	par_63
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