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Abstract 
This study aims to test that how employees’ creativity and 

Organizational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB) are affected by two 

contrasting leadership styles in technology firms in a collectivistic 

culture. A quantitative approach and a dyadic design are used in 

this study. Data were collected from technology firms and the 

hypotheses were tested using various statistical techniques. The 

results regarding the role of positive and negative leadership styles 

for employees’ OCB and creativity were found as expected. 

However, when a boundary condition (i.e. culture as moderator) 

was set, the direct relationships between the two leadership styles 

and OCB were either strengthened or weakened. This research may 

not be generalizable across cultures. Therefore, future studies may 

explore the moderating role of individual and collective cultures, 

while incorporating more exogenous variables (e.g. transnational, 

servant, and inclusive leadership styles) and endogenous (e.g. 

individual job satisfaction and turnover intentions) variables. 

Similarly, one could test our theory by testing the interactive effect 

of two leadership styles. The study has contextual implications for 

local firms. So international investors, like Chinese firms need to 

understand the collective culture of tech firms in Pakistan. First, 

this study fills an empirical gap by collecting data from technology 

firms in the South Asian context. Second, this research identifies 

the need to understand the role of national culture in order to 

increase leaders’ success in a collectivistic culture.  

Keywords: Despotic leadership, Transformational leadership, Collectivistic  

  culture, Organisational citizenship behaviour, Creativity.  

 

I. Introduction 
 Globally firms‟ executives are worried about promoting innovation and 

creativity, at the workplace in order to achieve every challenging organizational goal 

(Chen, Sharma, Zhan & Liu, 2019). Nevertheless, the misunderstanding ignorance about 

the organisational culture under the influence of the certain national logic causes poor 
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leader-member exchange (Lemoine, Hartnell, & Leroy, 2019). Moreover, executives 

successful in one firm under influence on one national logic may not achieve the same 

results in another firm (Mao, Chiu, Owens, Brown & Liao, 2019). Resultantly leaders and 

managers may face undesirable employee behaviours triggering low organizational 

outcomes (efficiently and effectiveness). The theorists have also claimed that quality and 

type of exchange between leader and members results in different desirable and 

undesirable behaviours of the employee depending on the style of a leader (Cheung & 

Wu, 2012).   

 

 Therefore, the question whether culture plays a key role in the degree of leaders‟ 

effectiveness has also concerned South Asian management scholars and organizational 

psychologists (Aguilera, Judge & Terjesen, 2018; Farooq et al., 2017; Naseer et al., 

2016). Accordingly, our research question is: How a leader can interact with local culture 

to promote creativity and organizational citizenship behaviour among subordinates at the 

workplace?  

 

 Previous studies have acknowledged that successful leadership requires an 

understanding of the local society‟s norms, values, beliefs, quality of exchange between 

leaders and members, and ideology-in short, its culture or national logic (Aguilera, Judge 

& Terjesen, 2018; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Hofstede, 2011). Following this line of 

reasoning, to successfully retain creative employees, unite the workforce as a team and 

sustain employees‟ motivation to achieve the firm‟s goals, supervisors need a deep 

understanding of subordinates‟ behaviour in the cultural context (Kremer, Villamor, & 

Aguinis, 2019). Recent studies have shown that the value systems, norms, and ideology 

of a particular national culture greatly affect organizational settings (Farooq et al., 2017; 

Hartnell, Ou, Kinicki, Choi, & Karam, 2019). In addition, research on leadership across 

cultures has explicated the need for different types of leadership in different societal 

settings, but most such research has been conducted in western cultural contexts (Nguyen 

et al., 2017). Therefore, research is required in non-western societies, in which 

collectivistic cultures may affect the relationship between leadership styles and individual 

or organizational outcomes (Hofstede, 2011; Naseer et al., 2016; Saleem, Khalid & 

Nadeem, 2019).  

 

 The paper is focused on a very intriguing and interesting topic about contrasting 

leadership styles including despotic and transformational in relationship with 

collectivistic culture under one umbrella. Recently, much attention has been given to the 

dark side of leadership in the west (Landay, et al., 2019; Mao et al., 2019), yet there is a 

dearth of academic literature on the particular topic in the context of developing countries 

usually have an individualistic culture. Thus, scholars and petitioners would be 

enthusiastic about this study on the leadership styles and behaviours in the context of 

collectivistic culture. Specifically, we focus on how Despotic and Transformational 

leadership styles influence creativity and Organizational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB) in 

a collectivistic culture. The topic certainly contributes to international teaching for 

business students, scholars, and practitioners. Moreover, this paper offers novel insights 

that can really improve the level of research on the dark side of leadership in a 

collectivistic culture. Along the same lines, you suggest that we fill the empirical gap by 

collecting the data from technology firms, which are of future attraction for investment 

for most of the foreign investors from China, Dubai, and Saudi Arabia.  
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 Normally, it is claimed that in a collectivistic culture, particularly in India and 

Pakistan, leaders follow transactional and laissez-faire leadership style (Chaudhry & 

Javed, 2012; Verma, et al., 2015). Nevertheless, limited studies have been conducted on 

comparison of despotic and transformational leadership. So, this is one of our unique 

empirical contributions. 

 

 Another contribution of this study is to theorise and test the influence of 

contrasting leadership styles, that is despotic and transformational leadership on 

creativity and organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB) in collectivistic cultures at one 

point of time to address recent calls for further investigation and theory testing (Atwater 

& Carmeli, 2009; Chen et al., 2019; Landay, Harms & Credé, 2019).  

 

 This study assumed that culture reflects a national setting and cannot be easily 

changed at the organizational level. For instance, collectivistic culture is a feature of 

South Asian nations, and individualistic culture a feature of western societies (Aguilera, 

Judge & Terjesen, 2018; Hofstede, 2011). This research paper is expected to contribute 

both empirically and conceptually. First, this study fills an empirical gap by collecting 

data from technology firms in the South Asian context. Second, this research identifies 

the need to understand the role of national culture inherent in firms in order to increase 

leaders‟ success in collectivistic cultures. This may indirectly ensure the firm and 

employee level outcomes.  

 

II. Literature Review 
 Culture is relevant not only at the national level (Hofstede, 2011), but also at the 

organizational level (Tipu et al., 2012). Organisational Behaviour (OB) scholars 

interested in studying the role of culture in diverse leadership styles (Hambrick and 

Lovelace, 2018; Landay, Harms, & Credé, 2019; Lemoine et al., 2019; Jung et al., 2009; 

Mao et al., 2019) have suggested the following topics for further research. How 

workforce effectiveness is influenced by culture? Can a leaders‟ cultural 

misunderstanding destroy a team‟s efficacy, either directly or indirectly? Researchers are 

currently investigating how and why cultures influence the direct relationships between 

leadership styles and employee behaviours (Lemoine et al., 2019; Mao et al., 2019). 

Research is needed on how cultures set the boundary conditions for the relationship 

between leadership styles and employee outcomes.  

 

 According to the Leader Member Exchange-LMX theory, leaders establish 

distinct relationships with each follower using a system of exchanges (Cheung and Wu, 

2012). LMX theory states that a stable relationship is established between leaders and 

followers, and benefits or consequences are exchanged when this relationship matures 

(Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995). Leaders may choose to go beyond formal contact, indicating 

a high level of LMX, or may choose only professional contact, indicating a low level of 

LMX. The degree of LMX may also depend on other factors: some leaders and 

employees may be good at work-related tasks, others at negotiating or social interaction, 

and still others may be good at both. In the cases of the despotic and transformational 

leadership styles, scholars believe that a low-quality exchange can be expected between 

despotic leader-members and a high-quality between transformational leader-members 

(De Hoogh and Den Hartog, 2008).  
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 Leadership has been a hot research topic for many decades (Avolio et al., 1999; 

Edelman and van-Knippenberg, 2018), and although scholars have identified various 

personal leadership styles, including transformational, transactional, despotic, autocratic 

and laissez-faire, inclusive leaders, servant leadership, and ethical leadership (Chen et al., 

2019; Eva et al., 2019; Grijalva, et al., in press) but the present study addresses only two, 

that is despotic and transformational.   

 

 Transformational leadership is recognized as the most effective at helping 

individuals, teams and organizations perform beyond the status quo, which in turn 

enhances employees‟ ability to adapt and innovate in changing work environments to 

accomplish the goals (Chen et al., 2019; Sadiq, 2018). Currently, many high-technology 

firms operate worldwide, competing fiercely. To gain competitive advantage, they must 

strive to improve constantly by embracing innovation (Gong et al., 2009; Kremer, 

Villamor & Aguinis, 2019). Customising the transformational leadership style to local 

cultures can help accomplish this (Hartnell et al., 2019), and such customization has been 

found to help employees take ownership of their successes and failures as a group and be 

more motivated to accomplish the firm‟s key objectives without expecting any immediate 

additional remuneration (Kremer, Villamor & Aguinis, 2019; Wang et al., 2005).  

 

 Despotic leaders work toward their own self-interests (De Hoogh and Den 

Hartog, 2008; Landay, Harms & Credé,2019) and develop relationships based on these 

self-interests (Schilling, 2009). In addition, they tend to be vengeful and may exhibit 

unscrupulous behaviour that furthers personal gain and self-aggrandizement (Einarsen et 

al., 2007). This leadership style usually features a high power distance between leaders 

and subordinates (Naseer et al., 2016; Shao, Nijstad & Täuber, 2019; Wong et al., 2014). 

In nations that have collectivistic cultures, including India and Pakistan (Wong, et al., 

2014), instead of using either transformational or transactional leadership, many leaders 

continue to use the despotic leadership style, which is not only inherent in these cultures 

but also has been perpetuated due to the bureaucratic legacy of the British colonies like 

Pakistan and India (Shao, Nijstad & Täuber, 2019; Naseer et al., 2016).For these reasons, 

this study compares the transformational leadership style with the despotic style instead 

of the transactional. 

 

A. Hypotheses Development  

 Integrating organizational culture into leadership style has been shown to boost 

employees‟ creativity and OCB (Amabile, 1983; Atwater & Carmeli, 2009; Hartnell et 

al., 2019; Zhou and George, 2001). In Pakistan collectivistic culture usually prevails in 

firms (Hofstede, 2011; Naseer et al., 2016; Saleem et al., 2019). Thus, employees‟ 

creativity can be enhanced through colleagues and team leaders (Kremer, Villamor & 

Aguinis, 2019; Tipu et. al., 2012). Firm‟s innovation is contingent upon workforce 

creativity (Zhou and George, 2001), which in technology-driven firms is an 

acknowledged factor in gaining competitive advantage and addressing the constantly 

changing business environment (Jung et al., 2003; Shao et al., 2019; Tierney et al., 1999). 

The literature also substantiates that transformational leadership is highly correlated with 

creativity (Choi, 2006; Chughtai, 2014; Gong et al., 2009; Khan, Rehman & Fatima, 

2009; Tierney et al., 1999), and transformational leaders have been found to motivate 

creative designers in software (Avolio et al., 1999) and the telecom sector of Pakistan 

(Khan, Rehman & Fatima, 2009). Nevertheless, certain obstacles, including negative 

leadership behaviours and attitudes, may thwart innovation and creativity at the 
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workplace (Chughtai, 2014; De Hoogh and Den Hartog, 2008), and despotic leadership 

may even alienate creative employees (Chughtai, 2014; Landay, Harms, & Credé, 2019; 

Oldham and Cummings, 1996). 

 

 OCB involves employees‟ personal decisions and interests (Lee and Allen, 

2002) and is essential to effective organizational functioning (Lee and Allen, 2002). 

Leaders can enhance employees‟ OCB using positive support and constructive leadership 

styles (Eva et al., 2019; Wang et al., 2005). Transformational leadership has been found 

to enhance organizational efficiencies and to contribute to accomplishing firms‟ goals 

(Chen, Sharma, Zhan, & Liu, 2019; Jiao et al., 2011; Khan, Rehman & Fatima, 2009;). 

Enhancing OCB needs less focus on a formal reward system, but organizations can 

provide work environments that facilitate employees to enhance psychological and social 

affiliation with the firm (Wang, 2005). Given this, we may hypothesize a positive 

relationship between transformational leadership and employees‟ OCB. Accordingly, we 

hypothesize the following. 

 

H1: Transformational leadership enhances creativity and OCB among subordinates.  

 

 In contrast, despotic leaders give a few rights to their subordinates and usually, 

employees rely on the force of personal determination (De Hoogh and Den Hartog, 2008; 

Grijalva et al., in press). Thus, this style may eventually lower employees‟ performance 

by lowering their OCB toward the organization (Landay, et al., 2019; Naseer et al., 

2016). As, we are suggesting that negative leaders‟ behaviour, in our case despotic 

leadership, diminishes creativity among subordinates. But the opposite could be possible 

(Chughtai, 2014). For example, the former CEOs of big western firms, such as Apple and 

Oracle were known to exhibit narcissistic behaviour. However, these firms are known for 

radical creativity. But based on the collective culture in colonized nations like India and 

Pakistan, where only low-level disruptions are possible, we are thus assuming contrary to 

what is possible in western culture (Grijalva, et al., in press). Accordingly, we 

hypothesize the following. 

 

H2: Despotic leadership diminishes creativity and OCB among subordinates. 

 
 Recent calls for further research have urged OB scholars to explore the role of 

culture (Farooq et al., 2017; Hartnell et al., 2019; Hambrick and Lovelace, 2018; Sadiq, 

2018). Various researchers have defined culture in various ways, but Hofstede, who has 

conducted established work in the domain of culture, states that a particular group of 

people is distinguished from others by collective programming of the mind, which is 

conceptualized as a culture (Hofstede, 2011). Five dimensions of culture have been 

identified: low versus high Power Distance (PD), low versus high Uncertainty Avoidance 

(UA), individualism versus collectivism, masculine versus feminist and long-term versus 

short-term time orientation (Hofstede, 2011). In addition, a society‟s overall behaviour 

can be collectivistic or individualistic, the latter of which values self-rule, individual 

rights, independence and unconventional, maverick approaches (Hofstede, 2011). 

However, according to Hofstede, Pakistani culture is typically collectivistic, scoring low 

on individualism, moderate on masculinity and a long-term orientation, high on 

uncertainty avoidance and extremely low on individualism (Saleem, et al., 2019; Tipu et 

al., 2012).  
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 Organizational culture may force leaders to customize their styles (Hanges and 

Dickson, 2004), and collaborative organizational environments that acknowledge and 

value employees‟ skills may further motivate them (Wang, 2005), particularly in a 

collectivistic culture in which uncertainty avoidance and power distance may produce 

despotic leaders (Naseer et al., 2016). Therefore, the effect of transformational or 

despotic styles can differ in magnitude depending on the degree to which the culture in 

the firm is collectivistic. As previously mentioned, studies have shown a positive 

relationship between LMX and employee‟s creativity, supporting the assumption that 

LMX enables individuals to be more creative and to act deliberately in making risk-based 

decisions (De Hoogh and Den Hartog, 2008; Gilson & Madjar, 2011). For instance, when 

a leader transforms employees‟ roles by granting them autonomy, including the freedom 

to take the initiative to meet the firm‟s goals (Kremer et al., 2019), they are engaged, thus 

organizational goals and sustainable success is more likely to be achieved (Amabile, 

1983; Mao et al., 2019). In contrast, it can be argued that despotic leaders dampen their 

followers‟ intrinsic commitment and motivation and, eventually, their creativity. 

Therefore, positive or negative exchanges are due to the collectivistic culture and its 

positive or negative effects. Extending these arguments, we may say that collectivism 

moderates despotic leaders‟ effects on employee creativity due to negative LMX (Gong 

et al., 2009; Hartnell et al., 2019; Naseer et al., 2016). Accordingly, the following are the 

hypotheses regarding moderation. 

 

H3: Collectivistic cultures enhance the positive association between transformational 

 leadership and OCB and creativity.  

H4: Collectivistic cultures enhance the negative association between despotic 

 leadership and OCB and creativity. 

 

III. Methodology 
 The present study‟s respondents were subordinates and supervisors of various 

technology-based entrepreneurial firms-namely, software creators located in and near 

Lahore, Pakistan. There are about 664 registered software-producing businesses. These 

firms include Arbisoft, Conrad Labs, Mindstorm Studios, NetSol Technologies and 

Techlogix as the major players (Abdullah et al., 2018). The main reasons for collecting 

data from the IT-based entrepreneurial firms are the growth of this sector in Pakistan and 

the fact that dynamic leadership is pivotal among such firms and businesses usually have 

a flatter structure because they are smaller. 

 

 Separate questionnaires were developed and administered to supervisors and 

their subordinates at 80 organizations. A contact person was identified at each 

organization and asked to hand-deliver the survey packets to the supervisor of every 

team, including business analysts, software developers, and testers. Each organization‟s 

survey packet contained six envelopes, one that contained the questionnaire for the leader 

and the remaining five envelopes contained the questionnaire for the subordinates. This 

also aimed to enhance the response rate and prevent any bias by one subordinate toward 

the leader from influencing another subordinate. Each of the subordinates‟ envelopes was 

assigned a unique identification number from 1‒350, and each of the leaders‟ envelopes 

was assigned a unique number from 1‒6 and an additional identification number that was 

used to match dyads of supervisors with their employees. A cover letter explained the 

significance of the study and assured participants of confidentiality. To increase the 

response rate, postage-paid return envelopes were provided. The supervisor participants 
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were asked to provide demographic data and measures of employee creativity and OCB 

and the subordinates to provide measurements of both leadership style and culture, each 

of which was defined for them. 

 

 Of the 1,390 subordinates‟ questionnaires were distributed, 463 were completed 

and returned, for a response rate of 33.34%, and of the 401 supervisor questionnaires, 171 

were returned, for a response rate of 42%.  

 

A. Measurement of Constructs 

 In Pakistan, English is an official language of business communication and is 

well understood by workers other than blue collar ones. Therefore, the questionnaire 

instructions were in English. Except for those regarding transformational leadership and 

culture, all responses were recorded on a five-point Likert scale containing options that 

ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).  

 

 The culture was measured using eight items adapted from Singelis et al. (1995) 

and recently tested by Pakistani scholars (Farooq et al., 2017). Responses were recorded 

on a five-point Likert scale containing options ranging from „Definitely No‟ to 

„Definitely Yes‟.  The scale is classical well tested in Pakistani organizational setting 

recently. Therefore, we used the same for our study.   

 

 Transformational leadership was measured using eight items adapted from 

Nguyen et al. (2017) and originally developed by Avolio et al. (1999). Responses were 

recorded on a five-point Likert scale containing the following responses: 1 (not at all); 2, 

3 and 4 (sometimes); and 5 (frequently, if not always). This scale is valid and reliable and 

is used even in meta-analytical studies. So, we have adopted this scale without any 

modification.  

 

 Despotic leadership was measured using six items adapted from the Motivated 

Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (Hanges and Dickson, 2004) and De Hoogh and 

Den Hartog (2008) and tested by a Pakistani scholar (Naseer et al., 2016). The scales for 

transformational and despotic leadership were found to be reliable, as they were well 

tested in the local organizational setting of studies cited earlier. 

 

 Employee‟s OCB at the individual level was measured using eight items adapted 

from Lee and Allen (2002). Employee creativity was measured using four items adapted 

from Tierney et al. (1999) and tested by various studies (see e.g. Oldham and Cumming, 

1996; Zhou and George, 2001). All these scales are reliable and adopted by local scholars 

published in top tier journals like Leadership Quarterly and Academy of management 

(Naseer et al., 2016; Farooq et al. 2017)  

 

 The study collected demographic data, including age and gender, from all 

respondents and tested a few control variables, as guided by previous studies (Mao et al., 

2019; Shao et al., 2019). To capture the level of bonding between leader and follower and 

the LMX level, two types of tenure were used: for supervisors, tenure with the 

organization and for employees, tenure with the supervisor. To control for the effect on 

employees‟ creativity, data on education level were collected (Hartnell et al., 2019; 

Kremer, Villamor & Aguinis, 2019). 
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics, Reliability and Correlations  
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 

1.Transformational Leadership  3.99 0.53 1.00     

2. Despotic Leadership 2.12 0.78 -.142
*
 1.00    

3. Culture 3.20 0.67 .221
**
 -.320

**
 1.00   

4. OCB 3.11 0.79 .057 -.381
**
 .329

**
 1.00  

5. Creativity 3.83 0.63 .602
**
 -.099 .086 -.020 1.00 

Note: Gender (Male = 1, Female = 0). Age of employee/leader (1 = below 20 years; 2 = 21‒30 years; 3 = 31‒40 years; 4 = 

41‒50 years; 5 = 51 and older). Employee/leader tenure with organisation (1 = 0‒2 years; 2 = 3‒5 years; 3 = 5‒10 years; 4 = 

more than 10 years. Education of leader/employee (1 = Secondary School; 2 = High School; 3 = Bachelor‟s Degree; 4 = 

Master‟s Degree; 5 = Other/Technical Degree. **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05. 

 

 Table 1 contains the standard deviation, mean, correlation and reliability 

estimates among all study variables. Transformational leadership was significantly and 

positively correlated with culture (r = 0.221, p < .01), OCB (r = 0.057) and creativity (r = 

0.602, p < .01). Similarly, despotic leadership was significantly and negatively correlated 

with culture (r = -0.320, p < .01), OCB (r = -0.381, p < .01) and creativity (r = -.086). 

Hence, the correlation analysis of the results warranted further analysis.  

 

IV. Data Analysis and Findings 
 Descriptive, regression and moderation analyses were conducted using the 

Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) version 25 and SPSS Analysis of a 

Moment Structures (AMOS) version 21. All normality assumptions were tested before 

the required analysis was conducted.  

 

 The descriptive analysis found that 88% of subordinates were male and 12% 

were female. Their mean age was 42.8 years (SD = 6.230), and their mean tenure with 

their supervisor was 2.12 years (SD = 0.88), with 22% of them having ≤ 2 years of tenure 

with their supervisor, 55% having 3‒5 years, 12% having 5‒10 years and 11% having > 

10 years. The subordinates had a mean of 2.6 years of education (SD = 1.2), with 23% 

having completed secondary school, 29% have completed high school, 25% having a 

bachelor‟s degree, 17% having a master‟s degree and 6% having completed technical 

education. Of the supervisors, 96% were male and 4% were female. Their mean age was 

48.72 years (SD = 5.69), and their mean tenure with their organization was 2.7 years (SD 

= 0.958), with 15% having ≤ 2 years of tenure with the organization, 20% having 3‒5 

years, 45% having 5‒10 years and 20% having more than 10 years. In terms of education, 

approximately 17% of supervisors had completed secondary school, 25% had completed 

high school, 19% had a bachelor‟s degree, 18% had a master‟s degree and 21% had 

completed technical education.  

 

A. Measurement Model 

 AMOS version 21 was used to perform confirmatory factor analysis by putting 

all constructs together to analyze the validity of the measures with respect to the research 

context. To analyse and assess the model‟s adequacy, the TLI (Tucker-Lewis coefficient), 

GFI (goodness-of-fit index, RMSEA (Root-Mean-Square Error of Approximation), 

CMIN/DF (degrees of freedom) and CFI (Comparative Fit Index) model-fit indices were 

reported (Byrne, 2010; MacCallum et. al., 1996. pg. 130‒149). The initial CFI model, 

which contained all five-factor items representing the model-fit statistics, reported scores 

lower than the acceptable range, including TLI = 0.891, RMSEA = 0.075, CFI = 0.900, 

CMIN/DF = 2.258 and GFI = 0.796. Treatment enabled achievement of model-fit indices 
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at the required level (Steiger, 1998, pg. 411‒419). Two items with low factor loading 

were deleted: one from transformational leadership and one from OCB. This significantly 

improved the model-fit indices to an acceptable range in the secondtesting: RMSEA = 

0.056, TLI = 0.938, CFI = .943, GFI = .827 and CMIN/DF = 1.715. The third time the 

measurement model was run, more acceptable results were obtained: RMSEA = 0.053, 

TL1 = 0.945, CF1 = 0.950, GF1 = 0.835 and CMIN/DF = 1.629. Finally, in order to 

achieve model-fit, the fourth time the model was run, the model-fit indices fell into the 

acceptable range, with RMSEA = 0.051, TLI = 0.950, CFI = 0.955, GFI = 0.839 and 

CMIN/DF = 1.576. 

 

Table 2: Convergent and Discriminant Validity 
Variable CR AVE MSV ASV 

1. Transformational Leadership  0.89 0.56 0.15 0.04 

2. Despotic Leadership  0.93 0.71 0.18 0.08 

3. Culture-Collectivism 0.91 0.56 0.16 0.08 

4. Employee Creativity 0.90 0.69 0.15 0.04 

5. OCB 0.91 0.59 0.18 0.09 
Note: MSV = maximum shared variance; CR = composite reliability; AVE = average variance extracted; ASV = average shared 

variance. Threshold of Convergent Validity: AVE > .50; Discriminant Validity: AVE > MSV; Convergent Reliability ≥ .70. 

 

 Discriminant and convergent validity were computed for all scales using the 

procedures recommended by Hair et al. (1998). A Harman single-factor test reported that 

27% of the variance was shared among all the items when loaded on a single factor, 

which was within the acceptable range (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 

 

B. Regression Analysis  

 To test the first two hypotheses regarding the direct relationship between 

leadership styles and OCB and creativity, a simple regression was run using SPSS. The 

results were in line with expectations about the classic role of positive and negative 

leadership styles in relation to employee OCB and creativity. As Table 3 shows, 

software-business leaders who adopted transformational leadership styles had a 

significant positive effect on employees‟ OCB (r = .179; p < 0.01) and creativity (r = 

.615; p < 0.01). In contrast, despotic leaders played no role in creativity, and employees 

of despotic leaders were not proud to be citizens of their firms (r = -0.299; p < 0.01). In 

addition, this analysis found that some demographics were significant, including an 

inverse, statistically significant relationship between employee age and creativity (r = -

0.235; p < 0.01), indicating that younger employees were more creative, and a direct 

relationship between employee age and OCB (r = 0.274; p < 0.01). The reason for this 

might be that older employees are not willing to adapt to change. The leaders‟ 

demographics were equally interesting. The relationship between age and creativity was 

positive and statistically significant (r = 0.261; p < 0.01), indicating that older leaders 

were more creative.  

 

 However, the relationship between age and OCB was inverse (r = -0.283; p < 

0.01), a potentially alarming result indicating that older leaders demonstrated less OCB 

toward their firms. This may be because leaders have been associated with firms for 

many years due to their identification with the organizational culture and receiving 

pressure from employees. Another significant leaders‟ demographic was gender in 

relation to creativity. Because most participating leaders were male, further study is 

warranted regarding why only male leaders increased employees‟ creativity.  
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Table 3: Regression Analysis – Leadership Styles, OCB and Creativity 
 OCB 

(β) 
OCB  
(β) 

Creativity 
(β) 

Creativity 
(β) 

Age – Employee .219 .274* -.156 -.235** 

Gender – Employee  .083 .060 .067 -.001 

Age – Leader -.219 -.283* .205 .261** 

Gender – Leader -.082 -.075 .050 .140* 

Tenure – Employee  -.001 .020 .010 .016 

Tenure – Leader  -.097 -.101 -.091 -.069 

Education – Employee -.030 -.067 .180* .115 

Education – Leader .085 .120 -.147 -.059 

Transformational Leadership (TL) - .179** - .615** 

Despotic Leadership (DL) - -.299** - .023 

SE .549 .51 .62 .49 

F – Test .981 4.33 1.31 14.73 

R
2
 .035 .169 .046 .408 

Note: Dependent variables = Creativity and OCB; whereas OCB = Organisational Citizenship Behaviour; TL = 

Transformational Leadership; CL = Collective Leadership; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05. 

 

C. Moderation Analysis  

 This analysis addressed the moderating role of culture. The sample was divided 

into datasets based on collectivism, with respondents who scored ≥ 3 being considered 

highly collectivistic and those who scored < 3 being less collectivistic. The leaders‟ 

results regarding cultural understanding were interesting: when the boundary condition 

(culture as moderator) was set, the direct relationship between the two leadership styles 

was either strengthened or weakened, supporting our hypothesis regarding the 

moderating role of collectivistic culture. As Table 4A shows, collectivistic culture 

significantly negatively affects employees‟ creativity (r = -1.25; p < 0.01), and 

transformational leadership has no effect on employees‟ creativity.  

 

 However, the interaction between transformational leadership and collectivistic 

culture had a significant positive effect on subordinates‟ creativity (r = .301; p < 0.01), 

meaning that a firm‟s collectivistic culture helped transformational leaders enhance the 

creativity of technology workers. It can be assumed that strong transformational leaders 

have the capacity to make the best of collectivistic culture to increase workplace 

creativity. Thus, H3 was partially supported. Future studies may explore the moderating 

role of culture by adding outcome variables, possibly including turnover intentions and 

job satisfaction.  

 

Table 4A: Firms’ High Collectivistic Culture - Transformational Leader 

 Creativity OCB 

Step 1               Step 2                Step 1    Step 2 

 Coeff. SE Coeff. SE Coeff. SE Coeff. SE 

Constant .900 .255 4.87 1.14 2.32 .268 3.40 1.17 

TL .731 .063 -.226 .284 .232** .066 -.224 .293 

CL   -1.25** .350   -.260 .362 

CL x TL   .301** .086   .123 .089 

Adjusted R
2 

 .372  .401  .047  .123 

ΔR
2 

 .375  .034  .052  .083 

Note: Dependent variables = Creativity and OCB; whereas OCB = Organisational Citizenship Behaviour; TL = 

Transformational Leadership; CL = Collective Leadership; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05. 

 



Zahra Batool, Irfan Saleem, Faisal Mustafa      237 

Table 4B: Firm’s High Collectivistic Culture - Despotic Leader 

 Creativity                                                               OCB 

Step 1                Step 2                      Step 1 Step 2 

 Coeff. SE Coeff. SE Coeff. SE Coeff. SE 

Constant 4.007 .125 3.16 .617 3.71 .102 2.45 .490 

DL -.087 .055 .234 .271 -.215** .045 0.79 .215 

CL   .252 .183   .353* .146 

CL x DL   -.097 .085   -.076 .067 

Adjusted R
2 

 .006  .006  0.88  .137 

ΔR
2
  .011  .009  .092  .057 

Note: Dependent variables = Creativity and OCB, OCB Organisational Citizenship Behaviour: DL = Despotic 

Leadership; CL = Collective Leadership; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05. 
 

Table 4C: Firms Low on Collectivistic Culture - Transformational Leader 

 Creativity OCB 

Step 1                Step 2                  Step 1                    Step 2 

 Coeff. SE Coeff. SE Coeff. SE Coeff. SE 

Constant .214 .316 -3.91 1.14 1.77 .290 -1.24 1.02 

TL .806** .129 2.50** .476 .396** .119 1.37** .425 

CL   1.42** .383   1.12** .342 

CL x TL   -.583** .157   -.366* .140 

Adjusted R
2 

 .145  .189  .043  .143 

ΔR
2 

 .149  .051  .048  .107 

Note: Dependent variables = Creativity and OCB; whereas OCB = Organisational Citizenship Behaviour; TL = 

Transformational Leadership; CL = Collective Leadership; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05. 
 

 Similarly, as Tables (3 and 4B) show, collectivistic culture played a moderating 

role by weakening the effect of despotic leadership on OCB, as demonstrated by the fact 

that the formerly statistically significant negative relationship between despotic 

leadership and OCB (r = -.299; p < 0.01) became statistically insignificant when 

moderated by collectivistic culture. Despotic leadership played no role in reducing 

employee creativity.  
 

Table 4D: Firms Low on Collectivistic Culture - Despotic Leader 

 Creativity                                                               OCB 

 Step 1             Step 1              Step 2              Step 2 
 Coeff

. 
SE Coeff

. 
SE Coeff. SE Coeff. SE 

Constant 2.70 .357 4.06 1.68 4.16 .296 3.81 1.35 

DL -.169 .112 -.641 .515 -.448** .093 -.514 .416 

CL   -.512 .572   .003 .462 

CL x DL   .179 .178   .063 .144 

Adjusted R
2 

 .006  .005  0.91  .139 

ΔR
2
  .010  .008  .095  .055 

Note: Dependent variables = Creativity and OCB, OCB = Organisational Citizenship Behaviour; DL = Despotic 

Leadership; CL = Collective Leadership; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05. 
 

 The results in Tables (3 and 4A) may be kept in mind while reviewing the 

surprising results shown in Table 4C. The expected result was that collectivistic culture 

moderates the relationship between transformational leadership and creativity. However, 

when firms were classified by the degree of collectivistic culture, the results showed that 

it negatively moderated between transformational leadership and creativity (r = -.583; p < 

0.01). Similar results were found regarding transformational leadership and OCB (r = -
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.366; p < 0.01). There could be various reasons for this, including organizational politics, 

the hiring of incompetent employees and negative emotions within firms (Naseer et al., 

2016). However, as Table 4D shows, in firms that ranked low on collectivistic culture 

and also had despotic leadership, the effect of despotic leadership on OCB was 

weakened, meaning that H4 was not supported regarding the moderating role of 

collectivistic culture between despotic leadership and creativity and OCB.  
 

V. Discussion  
 The present study makes important contributions to understanding the role of 

collectivistic culture in relationship with transformational and despotic leadership styles 

which indirectly play a key role to promote creativity among employees. The study‟s 

purpose was to examine the non-linear moderating effects of culture on the two 

diametrically opposed leadership styles for the purpose of predicting the OCB and 

creativity of technology firms‟ employees. In these firms, the transformational 

leadership style promoted employees‟ creativity, a finding consistent with local 

(Abdullah et al., 2018; Khilji, et al., 2015) and international studies (Gong et al., 2009; 

Grijalva et al., 2019 Mao et al., 2019). The results regarding the role of despotic 

leadership in creativity were inconclusive, but it was found to negatively affect 

employees‟ OCB, a result consistent with recent studies like Landay, Harms and 

Credé (2019) and Naseer et al. (2016), who found that it is usual for employees to lose 

confidence in their firms‟ leadership in special conditions (Saleem, Khalid & Nadeem, 

2019; Shao, Nijstad, & Täuber, 2019). 
 

 The study also examined the effect of collectivistic culture on workplace 

LMX, establishing that when collectivistic culture interacts with transformational 

and despotic leadership styles, the direct relationships between these two 

diametrically opposed leadership styles and OCB were either strengthened or 

weakened, supporting the hypothesis regarding the moderating role of collectivistic 

culture. The thesis was thus partially consistent with those of cross-cultural studies 

(Hartnell, et al., 2019). Overall, the present study found an effective role of 

collectivistic culture, and future research may examine all four dimensions of the 

culture variable using various national cultures and assuming within-group cultural 

differences (Hartnell, et al., 2019; Sadiq, 2018; Tipu et al., 2012). Other future 

avenues could be to explore emerging leadership styles like servant leadership 

(Lemoine, Hartnell, & Leroy, 2019), inclusive leadership (Eva et al., 2019), 

innovation leadership (Kremer, Villamor, & Aguinis, 2019) and leadership humility 

(Mao et al., 2019) and leader‟s narcissism in emerging market‟s firm (Saleem et al., 

2019) in relation with organization‟s system and organizational outcomes.  

Organizational level can unit of analysis could be another venture for forthcoming 

scholarships in the area of leadership and culture (see e.g. Chen et al., 2019)    
 

 The present study is not without limitations. We used a cross-sectional design to 

collect data. Future research may include a longitudinal study with multiple points of 

measurement to validate the present study‟s findings in dissimilar cultural settings, 

including in individualistic cultures based on national logic (Aguilera, Judge, & Terjesen, 

2018; Hartnell et al., 2019; Mao et al., 2019) and incorporating innovation as process 

(Jung, Chow, & Wu, 2003) and or innovation leadership itself (Kremer, Villamor, & 

Aguinis, 2019). For this purpose, an experimental design may be used to analyze the data 

and test the generalisability of our theoretical model. The present study collected data 

using convenience sampling, so the future researcher may test our theory using other 
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techniques of data collection like probabilistic, random sampling whenever possible. 

Lastly, we found that contemporary scholars suggest two types of creativity i.e. radical 

and incremental creativity (Gilson & Madjar, 2011). This differentiation is very much 

visible in technological firms (e.g. apple, and Oracle) in the West but the same may not 

be true in emerging economies. Therefore, we did not focus on these different type of 

concept of creativity which is one of our limitations and could be a future research 

direction for the scholars. 
 

VI. Conclusion  
 This study contributes insights regarding transformational and despotic 

leadership styles and their significant indirect effects on employees‟ creativity. In 

addition, although previous studies in organizational behaviour and industrial psychology 

used culture as an independent variable or mediator (Sadiq, 2018; Hartnell et al., 2019), 

they did not anticipate the importance of different leadership styles in the same culture 

(see e.g. Peterson et al., 2009; Schilling, 2009; Swiercz and Lydon, 2002). Therefore, 

studying the moderating role of collectivistic culture makes the present study unique.The 

present research work suggests that technology firms in a collectivistic culture that have 

higher levels of uncertainty avoidance can benefit from leader-development programs by 

giving them awareness about the organizational culture of Asian firms. Another 

application of our empirical test could be to avoid the malign effects of despotic 

leadership on employee behaviour, which firms may do by having their boards of 

directors review their human-resources strategies and by including followers‟ feedback 

when evaluating supervisors‟ performances.  
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