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1 | INTRODUCTION 
 

Distributive leadership (DL) emerged from democratic leadership, in which leaders encourage their followers to 

give feedback, participate in important organizational affairs, and take part in the decision-making process. DL is 

considered supportive and cooperative (Smith & Shields, 2020). According to Hesselbein & Goldsmith (2023), it is 

situated leadership. Further, Avolio &Yammarino (2022) stated that there are two dimensions of DL: one is practice, 

and the other is leader plus. Working as a team and sharing skills and knowledge with each other adds value and 

enhances organizational performance (Heck & Hallinger, 2010). Different strategies have been adopted to improvise 

the performance. Appreciation certificates, promotions, rewards, flexible working hours, study leave, and medical 

allowances are the perks and benefits given to the employees for better outcomes. In return, employees would put in 

efforts beyond management expectations and help organizations achieve better organizational performance. 

ABSTRACT 

This study aims to ascertain the indirect effect of cronyism on the association 
between distributive leadership and performance. Survey approach cross-
sectional data was collected using self-administered questionnaire. Non-
probability convenience sampling technique was used to select the sample. 
Population of the study was one public and one private sector higher 
education institution (HEIs) from southern KPK, Pakistan. Total 287 
questionnaires were distributed and 217 completed questionnaires were 
received and used in the analysis. The responses rate of 75.6%. SPSS was 

used for data analysis. Correlation and hierarchical multiple regression were 
used to test the hypotheses. For reliability and validity Cronbach alpha and 
exploratory factor analysis were run. It was evident from the findings that 
questionnaires are found reliable and valid. Moreover, all constructs 
positively and significantly correlated. Organizational cronyism mediated the 
relationship between leadership and performance.  
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According to Gungor (2016) organizations encourage employees and motivate them to improve their performance 

so that a competitive advantage can be obtained. On the other hand, it is believed that leaders grant undue favor to 

their likely-minded employees, subordinates, friends, and relatives (Mughal, 2020; Baloch, 2020). Organizational 
Cronyism means favoritism and nepotism. Its negative behavior, which is perceived by out group employees 

(Mughal, 2020), Cronyism is not good for organizational performance or the reputation of the organization. It has 

several consequences, such as a high intention to quit and a low level of job satisfaction and performance (Wang et 

al., 2017; Yu, Klerk, & Hess, 2023). There is limited evidence available in the literature regarding cronyism. 

Scholars have highlighted the positive aspect of leadership a lot (Khan, Abdullah, Busari, Mubushar, & Khan, 2020; 

Busari, Khan, Abdullah, & Mughal, 2019).This study has tried to fill the gap which is overlooked in the past studies. 

Therefore, the current study has investigated the mediating effect of organizational cronyism on the relationship 

between distributive leadership and performance.  

  

1.1 | Objective of the Study  

 

 Distributive leadership significantly affects Employee performance 

 Distributive leadership significantly affects organizational cronyism 

 Organizational cronyism significantly affects employee performance 

 Organizational cronyism mediates distributive leadership and employee performance. 

 

1.2 |  Significance of the Study 

 

This existing study has benefits for academicians, researchers, scholars, students, and policy makers of the business 

organizations. The current study has contributed by extending the body of knowledge of distributive leadership, 

organizational cronyism, and performance in Pakistani perspective. This is one of the pioneer studies in southern 

KPK, Pakistan which has highlighted the negative aspect of management and leadership.  

 

2 | LITERATURE REVIEW  

 
2.1 | Leadership  
 

The number of activities influenced by an individual towards a common goal is called leadership (Stogdill, 1981). In 

addition, leadership is the process by which one chooses to follow and other desires to lead a team (Hesselbein & 

Goldsmith, 2023). Leadership and leaders are two different concepts. A leader is a person, while leadership is the 

process (Mughal & Kamal, 2018). The majority of the studies to date have focused on the positive aspects of leaders 

and the leadership process, highlighting the positive role of leadership while ignoring the negative aspects. 
Followers are as important as leaders (Kelley, 1992). A number of theories (Burns, 1978; Bass & Avolio, 1993) 

have explained leadership. Social exchange theory explained the leader-follower relationship as an exchange of 

one's behavior and the other’s reaction (Khan et al., 2020). Stogdill (1974) introduced the trait approach for the first 

time in history to understand leadership. Researchers believe that traits make anyone a leader, and because of those 

traits, people get influenced and choose to follow. Further, Stogdill explained that there must be an association 

between followers and leaders, and this relationship must be based on trust, honesty, loyalty, and professional 

respect. Northouse (2004) argued that it is a leader who motivates and encourages followers to obtain goals through 

the lens of path goal theory. This theory pays attention to employees and their motivation to enhance satisfaction and 

performance. Furthermore, leadership is also defined through the lens of emotional intelligence. Emotional 

intelligence focuses on the emotional aspects of leaders and followers. Leaders can control their emotions and 

collect information about their followers’ emotions. After getting this information, they can react to motivate their 
followers. In this way, they can have a long-term future relationship with their followers (Dulewicz, Higgs, & Slaski 

2003). 

   

2.2 | Distributive Leadership  

Concept of effective leadership has changed rapidly (Bass & Avolio, 1993). Leadership and management schools 

operate in complex environment in which policy requires a shift from vertical policy driven to capacity building, 

skills development and academic leaders must have enough knowledge about management and encourage trust, 

honesty and loyalty and provide learning environment to the students and opportunities for growth (Gronn, 2002).  
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According to Uhl-Bien (2005), with the introduction of the distributive leadership (DL) concept, a significant 

change in the concept has been observed, altering the attention and perception of scholars. They now believe that 

leadership is not solely dependent on the attitude and behavior of an individual but rather on the social exchange 
process and interaction between supervisors and members. Distributed leadership should be taken in a 

universal/holistic sense. Moreover, DL is also called concretive action which is based on three pillars collaboration, 

intuition and institutionalized practices. Spillane (2006) shifts this individual leader concept to situated leadership 

practice. Spillane and Diamond (2007) introduced analytical framework which help to determine daily practices of 

leaders. In academics if instructors adopted the distributed leadership style it would help students to have better 

academic achievement. Instructors could also be able to enhance their performance and teaching effectiveness. DL 

empowered teaching staff and students to make quick, right and informed decisions regarding learning, teaching and 

evaluation (Botha, 2016; Szeto & Cheng, 2017).  

 

2.3 | Organizational Cronyism  

 

Cronyism is a Greek word "kronois". It means long distance friend. It was first used in the United States under 

Truman to select its administration on the basis of personal and family relationships rather than meritocracy. Later 

on, this was used in management literature as well. Cronyism is found in business organizations as well (Kteily & 

Brunea, 2017). Leadership studies claim leaders are free from nepotism and maintain an equal and fair relationship 

with subordinates, and there is no discrimination found from the leaders’ side. Later on, studies conducted on 

leaders and followers’ relationships reported negative behavior by managers towards some followers.  There are two 

groups: one is the in-group, which is close to management and enjoys all benefits, while the other is the out-group, 

which faces nepotism, discrimination, and the unjust behavior of management Lai et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2017). 

With the debate initiated on leaders’ negative and unjust behavior, researchers shifted their focus to the 

consequences of leadership's unfair behavior with out-group subordinates. There is still a need to investigate how 
this perception of cronyism and in-group and out-group dynamics developed. The answer to this research question 

was given by Maslyn and Uhl-Bien (2001). They elaborated that there are two stages: first, when subordinates and 

managers interact with each other, and second, when managers assess the performance of followers and evaluate 

their skills, task accomplishment, commitment, and loyalty. These perceptions are developed at these two stages, 

and those who complete tasks on time enjoy all the benefits and become in-group members. 

 

2.4 | Employee Performance  

 

The performance of employees is the main concern of the management of any organization. Employee performance 
is measured by the quality of work, comparing standard performance with actual performance. If there are any 

deviations, managers are required to direct, monitor, and correct these mistakes. Employee performance can be 

enhanced through effective leadership, rewards, benefits, and flexible working hours. If employees compare their 

benefits with those of their counterparts who have the same position and qualifications but different rewards, it 

would lead to resistance and low performance. Therefore, managers have to maintain equity while dealing with their 

employees. 

 

2.5 | Hypotheses of the Study 

 
Numerous studies argued about role of leadership in the organizations and performance. some of them are of the 

view that leaders discrimination has consequences (Sanders & Schyns, 2006) while other argued that no 

consequences could be seen (Leow & Khong, 2009). But there is difference seen in the leaders’ preferences in form 

of in-group and out-group. It leads towards high intention to quit, cynical behavior, unfairness, in equality and 

cronyism (Mughal, 2020). According to Rafferty et al. (2013) in-group respond positively that’s why they enjoyed 

benefits while out-group demonstrates negative behavior. Blau (1964) introduced SET. Later on, by applying SET 

Ahmed and Muchiri (2014) stated that individuals respond in a way as they are treated. Positive actions would be 

responded positively and vice versa. In organizational cronyism equity and fairness has been compromised that’s 

why it leads to low performance. In leader-member relationship leaders provide trust and cooperation while 

followers provide skills, commitment and skills to accomplish tasks. When this trust is violated by leaders by not 

fulfilling the promised made to followers and managers behaves prejudicially it leads to cronyism. It is a 
psychological contract violation (Smith et al., 2020). Organizations’ growth, effectiveness, reputation and image 

largely depend on employee performance and productivity. This performance is affected if employees are treated 
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unfairly and managers’ behavior played role in enhancing and reducing performance. When employees feel that they 

have been exploited by their management it creates frustration and dissatisfaction it leads to cognitive, affective and 

behavioral resistance and decreasing their performance (Akuffo & Kivipold, 2019; Shaheen et al., 2020). Hence 
following hypothesis is proposed: 

H1: Distributed leadership, organizational cronyism and performance are positively related.  

 

Employees exhibit different performances on the basis of leaders’ behavior and attitude. Those followers getting 

favor from the managers, exhibits positive behavior while others exhibit negative behaviors. Distributive leadership 

focuses on employees to exhibit positive behavior (Tepper et al., 2009). Managers implementing distributive 

leadership style share the authority, power and responsibility with followers, distributive leaders do not over burden 

their followers and also provide opportunities to their followers for grow (Shaheen et al., 2020). On the contrary 

giving benefits to friends, relatives and in-group employees exhibits cronyism which leads towards reducing 

performance. Therefore following hypotheses are postulated:  

 

H2: Distributed leadership and performance are mediated by organizational cronyism.  

 
2.6 | Social Exchange Theory and Theoretical Framework  
 
The current study got support from the social exchange theory where relationship between two parties i.e. A and B 

favors each other based at expense of third party interest and claim to the resources (Blau, 1964; Khatri et al., 2001). 

Human beings spend their whole life on the rule give and take or you scratch my back I scratch yours. Some 

individuals exhibit positive and negative behaviors on the basis of perceptions. Give and take culture exists in all 

over the World (Turhan, 2014). There is formal and informal or professional and personal relationship exists 

between manager and follower. When follower helps organizations to obtain goals they would get promotions, 

benefits, flexible working hours. On the other hand organizations bestow benefits not on merit but personal 

relationship they could have serious consequences in future. Studies build positive and negative arguments for 
organizational cronyism. If managers do not fulfill the promise, it would raise question on its creditability and 

managers could possibly face resistance in future and employees would reduce their efforts and performance. While 

on the other side when employees receive more benefits more than their expectations, they try to build long lasting 

relationships with their managers.  Thus, getting support from SET regarding managers discrimination and favorable 

behavior.  

 

 

Figure 1: Theoretical Framework 

3 | RESEARCH METHODS 
 

3.1 | Approach Population and Sampling 

 

Survey method is the best choice to collect primary data using questionnaire. Nature of the current study is 

quantitative therefore; cross-sectional data was collected. Population of this study was one public and one private 

sector higher education institutions (HEIs) from southern KPK, Pakistan. Total population was 476. Non-probability 

convenience sampling was used for selecting sample. Total 287 questionnaires were distributed but 217 completed 

were received.  

Distributive 

Leadership 

Organizational Cronyism 

Employee 

Performance 

H1 

H2 

H3 
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3.2 | Measures  

Distributed leadership was measured on seven items questionnaire, adopted from Janssen and Van-Tperen (2004). 

Organizational cronyism questionnaire with fifteen items was adopted from Turhan (2014) and employee 

performance was adopted from Shaheen et al., (2020). All items were measured on five point likert scale.  

 
3.3 | Data Collection and Analysis Tools  

SPSS was used for analysis of the data. Descriptive test i.e. frequency, mean, standard deviation reliability test 

(Field, 2013) were used. To tests hypotheses correlation and regression were run.  

 

4 | RESULTS 

   
Relationship between all variables are found positive and significant i.e. distributed leadership and organizational 
cronyism (0.434**, p<0.01); distributed leadership and employee performance (0.425**, p<0.010; organizational 

cronyism and employee performance (0.238**, p<0.01). Furthermore; the highest mean value is scored by 

organizational cronyism M=3.98, S.D=0.400 followed by performance M = 3.33, S.D = 0.42, and mean score for 

DL M = 3.12, S.D = 3.12, S.D = 0.47. Moreover, threshold for Cronbach alpha is >0.70 (Filed, 2013). It is evident 

from the above results that all variables met the threshold thus scales are reliable and valid.  

Table 1 
Correlation Analysis  
 

Relationships Mean  S.D r α 

DLOC 3.12 0.47 0.434** 0.701 
DLEP 3.33 0.42 0.425**  0.822 
OCEP 3.98 0.400 0.238** 0.798 
 
 

Table 2 
Direct Effects  
 

Relationships  R R2 F β p 

DLOC 0.69 0.48 68.68 0.69 0.000 

DLEP 0.73 0.54 85.34 0.73 0.000 
OCEP 0.45 0.20 19.07 0.45 0.000 
 

Direct effects were investigate din linear regression it is evident that impact of DL on OC (0.69**, p<0.01); DL on 

EP (0.73**, p<0.010); OC on EP (0.45**, p<0.10) are positive and significant.  
  

Table 3 
Indirect Effects  

DV IV R R2 F β p 

OC Constant .4336 .1880 49.7807  0.000 

 DL    0.4336 0.000 

EP Constant . 4292 .1842 24.1636 2.4230 0.000 

 OC    .0368 0.000 

 DL    .3590 0.000 

EP Constant .425a .181 47.432  0.000 

 DL    .425 0.000 
 

 

Hierarchical multiple regression was run to test hypotheses. Findings of the table 2 revealed that DL positively 

predicted OC (0.4336**, p<0.01); coefficient of determination R2= 0.1880 i.e. 18.80 variance is explained by DL 

upon OC and goodness of fit F= 49.78, p<0.01). Moreover, impact of DL and OC upon EP (0.0369** & 0.3590**, 

p<0.01) R2= 0.4292, 42.92% and F= 24.16, furthermore effect of DL on EP (0.425**, p<0.01). Therefore all 

relationship are significant organizational cronyism partially mediates between distributed leadership and employee 

performance. H2 is substantiated.  
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5 | DISCUSSION  
 

This study ascertain the indirect effect of organizational cronyism (OC) on the relationship between distributed 

leadership (DL) and employee performance (EP) through lens of SET. DL is supposed to have cooperation, share 

knowledge, responsibility and power with the followers (Brown & Littrich, 2008). DL brings all employees together 

to work as team towards common goals and objectives. Findings revealed that all the constructs have significant 

relationships with each other and got support from findings of Bolden (2011) and Shaheen et al., (2020) also 

reported mediating effects of organizational cronyism on the DL and EP.  
 

6 | CONCLUSION 

 
It is concluded that managers, supervisor must share knowledge, power, responsibility and allow followers to take 

part in decision making process. Provide learning environment to followers, training opportunities to add values and 

skills and help followers to grow in their careers is the quality of distributed leaders. Rewarding in-group employees 

on the basis of personal relationship by ignoring meritocracy would have serious consequences for organizations. 
Firms would lose talented and hard working employees and there would be high turnover intention and low job 

satisfaction.   

 

7 | POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
 

Managers and policy makers of business organizations cannot ignore the importance of distributive leadership and 

organizational cronyism. Managers should raise awareness about cronyism and establish a culture of sharing 

knowledge so that they can transfer the knowledge, skills and experience to their employees for better performance.  
 

8 | LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEACRHDIRECTIONS 
 

This study offered several contributions but it is essential to highlight the limitations and provide future directions 

for research. This study has used only single method of data collected and analysis which is a source of biasness 

therefore it is recommended to use mix methods in future, qualitative study and longitudinal data may also add 

value. Second this study has used very small data therefore big sample size could be used in future. Thirds 

organizations must pay attention to reduce discrimination and encourage meritocracy.  
 

Conflict of Interest: There is no competing interest 
 

REFERENCES 
 

Ahmed, E., & Muchiri, M. (2014). Effects of psychological contract breach, ethical leadership and supervisors’ 

fairness on employees’ performance and wellbeing. World Journal of Management, 5(2), 1-13. 

Akuffo, I., & Kivipõld, K. (2021). Authentic leadership competences and positional favoritism: Impact on positive 

and negative organisational effectiveness. International Journal of Applied Decision Sciences. 14. 81-104. 

10.1504/IJADS.2021.112927. 

Avolio, B. J., & Yammarino, F. J. (2022). Transformational and charismatic leadership: The Road Ahead Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 43(1), 1-13. 

Baloch, E. G. (2022). Leaders’ style and employees’ performance: is organizational cronyism a missing link?. 
Administrative and Management Sciences Journal, 1(1), 87–93.  

Bass, B. M., & Avolio, B. J. (1993). Transformational leadership and organizational culture. Public Administration 

Quarterly, 17(1), 112–121. http://www.jstor.org/stable/40862298 

Blau, P. M. (1964) Justice in Social Exchange. Sociological Inquiry, 34, 193-206.  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-682X.1964.tb00583.x 

Bolden, R. (2011) Distributed leadership in organizations: A review of theory and research. International Journal of 

Management Reviews, 13(3), 251-269, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2011.00306.x 

Botha, R. J. (2016). Improving South African school effectiveness through distributed leadership: A study of gender. 

Gender & Behavior, 14 (1), 6804-6813. 

Brown, N., & Littrich, J. (2008). Using a cross-institutional collaborative model to deliver a national roundtable 

conference on assessment: A case study. Journal of University Teaching & Learning Practice, 5(1), 4-22. 
https://doi.org/10.53761/1.5.1.2 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-682X.1964.tb00583.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2011.00306.x


                                                                                                   Vol.  1, Issue. 2 
Management Development & Research Innovation 
EISSN-2959-2275; PISSN-2959-2267 
 

140 
 

 

Burns, J. M. (1978). Leadership. New York: Harper & Row. 

Busari, A. H., Khan, S. N., Abdullah, S. M., & Mughal, Y. H. (2019). Transformational leadership style, 

followership, and factors of employees’ reactions towards organizational change. Journal of Asia Business 
Studies, 14, 181-209.doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2020.579560 

Dulewicz, V., Higgs, M., & Slaski, M. (2003). Measuring emotional intelligence: Content, construct and criterion-

related validity. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 18(5), 405–420. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940310484017 
Field, A. (2013). Discovering Statistics Using IBM SPSS Statistics: And Sex and Drugs and Rock “N” Roll, 4th 

Edition, Sage, Los Angeles, London, New Delhi. 

Gronn, P. (2002). Distributed leadership. In: , et al. Second international handbook of educational leadership and 

administration. Springer International Handbooks of Education, 8. Springer, Dordrecht. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-010-0375-9_23 

Güngör, S. K. (2016). The prediction power of servant and ethical leadership behaviours of administrators on 

teachers’ job satisfaction. Universal Journal of Educational Research, 4(5), 1180-

1188.https://doi.org/10.13189/ujer.2016.040531 
Heck, R. H., & Hallinger, P. (2010). Testing a longitudinal model of distributed leadership effects on school 

improvement. The Leadership Quarterly, 21(5), 867–885. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.07.013 

Hesselbein, F., & Goldsmith, M. (Eds.). (2023). The leader of the future 4: Visions, strategies and practices for the 

new era. John Wiley & Sons. 

Janssen, O., & Van Yperen, N. W. (2004). Employees’ goal orientations, the quality leader-member exchange, and 

the outcomes of job performance and job satisfaction. Academy of Management Journal, 47, 368-384.  

https://doi.org/10.5465/20159587 

Kelley, R. (1992). The Power of Followership. New York, NY: Doubleday. 

Khan, S. N., Abdullah, S. M., Busari, A. H., Mubushar, M., & Khan, I. U. (2020). Reversing the lens: The role of 

followership dimensions in shaping transformational leadership behaviour; mediating role of trust in 

leadership. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 41(1), 1–18. https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-
03-2019-0100 

Khatri, N., & Fern, C., & Budhwar, P. (2001). Explaining employee turnover in an Asian context. Human Resource 

Management Journal. 11. 54 - 74. 10.1111/j.1748-8583.2001.tb00032.x. 

Kouzes, J. M., & Posner, B. Z. (Eds.). (2002). The leadership challenge (3rd ed.). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Kteily, N. S., & Bruneau, E. (2017). Darker demons of our nature: The need to (Re)focus attention on blatant forms 

of dehumanization. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 26(6), 487–494. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721417708230 
Lai, F. Y., Tang H. C., Lu S. C., Lee Y. C., Lin C. C. (2020). Transformational leadership and job performance: the 

mediating role of work engagement. SAGE Open, 10, 1–11. 10.1177/2158244019899085 

Leow, K.L., & Khong, K.W. (2009). Organizational commitment: The study of organizational justice and leader 

member exchange (LMX) among auditors in Malaysia. The International Journal of Business and 
Information, 4, 161-198. 

Maslyn, J. M., & Uhl-Bien, M. (2001). Leader–member exchange and its dimensions: Effects of self-effort and 

other's effort on relationship quality. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(4), 697–708. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.4.697 

Mughal, Y. H. (2020) A holistic model of organizational cynicism, cronyism and ingratiation. African Journal of 

Hospitality Tourism and Hospitality, 9(1); 1-12.  

Mughal, Y. H., & Kamal, S (2018) Servant Leadership Styles and Strategic Decision Making, IGI Global Publisher. 

Pages 328  

Northouse, P. G. (2004) Leadership Theory and Practice. Sage Publishing Inc., Thousand Oaks. 

Northouse, P. G. (2015) Leadership: Theory and Practice. Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks. 

Rafferty, A. E., Jimmieson, N. L., & Restubog, S. L. D. (2013). When leadership meets organizational change: The 

influence of the top management team and supervisory leaders on change appraisals, change attitudes, and 
adjustment to change. In S. Oreg, A. Michel, & R. T. By (Eds.), The psychology of organizational change: 

Viewing change from the employee's perspective (pp. 145–172). Cambridge University Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139096690.011 

Sanders, K., & Schyns, B. (2006). Leadership and solidarity behaviour: consensus in perception of employees within 

teams. Personnel Review, 35(5), 538-556. https://doi.org/10.1108/00483480610682280 

Shaheen, S., Zulfiqar, S., Saleem, S., & Shehazadi, G. (2020). Does organizational cronyism lead 

to lower employee performance? examining the mediating role of employee engagement 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1108/02683940310484017
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-010-0375-9_23
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.07.013
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1108/LODJ-03-2019-0100
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1108/LODJ-03-2019-0100
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721417708230
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0021-9010.86.4.697
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1017/CBO9781139096690.011
https://doi.org/10.1108/00483480610682280


                                                                                                   Vol.  1, Issue. 2 
Management Development & Research Innovation 
EISSN-2959-2275; PISSN-2959-2267 
 

141 
 

 

and moderating role of islamic work ethics. Frontier in Psychology. 11:579560. 

Smith, A. N., & Shields, C. M. (2020). Distributive leadership and organizational learning: an investigation of the 

relationship between leadership practices and organizational learning in K-12 Schools. Educational 
Management Administration & Leadership, 48(5), 771-790. doi:10.1177/1741143220902512 

Spillane, J. P. (2006). Distributed leadership. Jossey-Bass. 

Spillane, J. P., & Diamond, J. B. (2007). Distributed leadership in practice. Teachers College Press. 

Stogdill, R. (1974). Handbook of leadership: A survey of the literature. New York: Free Press. 

Stogdill, R. (1981). Stogdill’s handbook of leadership: A survey of theory and research. NewYork: Free Press. 

Szeto, E.,  & Cheng, A. Y.  (2018). Principal–teacher interactions and teacher leadership development: beginning 

teachers’ perspectives, International Journal of Leadership in Education, 21:3, 363-379, DOI: 

10.1080/13603124.2016.1274785 

Tepper, B. J., & Carr, J. C., & Breaux, D. M., S., Geider, S., & Hua, W., (2009). Abusive supervision, intentions to 

quit, and employees’ workplace deviance: A power/dependence analysis. Organizational Behavior and 

Human Decision Processes, 109(2), 156-167. 156-167. 10.1016/j.obhdp.2009.03.004. 

Turhan, M. (2014). Organizational cronyism: A scale development and validation from the perspective of teachers. 
Journal of Business Ethics, 123(2), 295-308 

Uhl-Bien, M. (2005). Implicit theories of relationships in the workplace. In: B. Schyns and J.R. Meindl, Editors, 

Implicit leadership theories: Essays and explorations, Information Age Publishing, Greenwich, CT, 103–133 

Wang, A. C., Chiang, J. T. J., Chou, W. J., & Cheng, B. S. (2017). One definition, different manifestations: 

Investigating ethical leadership in the Chinese context. Asia Pacific Journal of Management, 34: 505–535 

Yu, J., Klerk, S. D., & Hess, M. (2023). The influence of cronyism on entrepreneurial resource acquisition. Asia 

Pacific Journal of  Management, 40, 121–150 (2023). https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-021-09769-7 

 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13603124.2016.1274785

	 Distributive leadership significantly affects Employee performance
	 Distributive leadership significantly affects organizational cronyism
	 Organizational cronyism significantly affects employee performance
	Figure 1: Theoretical Framework

