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Abstract

Aim: This study aimed to investigate the relationship between toxic leadership and nurse followership effectiveness. Design:
A quantitative cross-sectional study. Methods: This study was carried out in all medical and surgical inpatient care units
at Alexandria Main University Hospital. In total, 343 nurses completed the toxic leadership scale and followership styles
questionnaires. Frequencies and percentages were used to present demographic characteristics; means and standard deviations
were used to present continuous variables. An independent sample t-test, Pearson correlation, and linear regression analysis were
conducted to test the nature of the relationship between study variables. Results: The results indicated a slightly moderate mean
percentage score for toxic leadership and a slightly high mean percentage score for nurse followership effectiveness. In addition,
there was a significant negative weak correlation between toxic leadership and nurse followership effectiveness. Conclusion:
Training programs should be designed for leaders and followers to develop self-insight / awareness, maintain self-control and
accountability, and advance followership skills. Controlling systems should be developed for the immediate identification

of ongoing toxic leadership behavior in the organization, and a whistleblower protection system should be established.
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Introduction

In the present turbulent environment, healthcare
organizations have no choice but to pay sufficient
attention to human capital to accomplish higher
levels of efficiency, effectiveness, and productivity
and to achieve their predetermined goals (Hadadian
& Sayadpour, 2018). Healthcare leaders are
of particular importance, as their effects on human
resources and, accordingly, the existence and survival
of organizations vary according to the styles
of leadership they embrace (Pelletier, 2010). Leadership
is the art and process of influencing subordinates so that
they perform predetermined activities willingly and
voluntarily in line with organizational goals (Hadadian
& Sayadpour, 2018; Pelletier, 2010). Throughout this
process, the leader can lead the team in a constructive
or destructive direction, abuse his / her power, and inject
toxicity into organizational systems, which is known
as toxic leadership (Reed & Bullis, 2009).

Toxic leadership is a leadership style that is
considered a subcategory of unethical leadership
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which can lead to unethical employee behaviors
(Lasakova & Remisova, 2015). It refers to a process
in which leaders, by dint of their destructive behavior
and / or dysfunctional personal characteristics inflict
serious and enduring harm on their followers, their
organizations, and non-followers alike (Lipman-
Blumen, 2010; Mergen & Ozbilgin, 2021). In this
context, toxic leaders are narcissistic self-promoters
who engage in an unpredictable pattern of abusive
and authoritarian supervision (Schmidt, 2008).

Toxic leadership is a multidimensional structure
thatincludes  five  dimensions;  Unpredictability,
Self-promotion, Abusive supervision, Authoritarian
leadership, and Narcissism (Dobbs, 2013). In the light
of these dimensions, toxic leaders practice unfavorable,
hostile, destructive and toxic behaviors that affect
the organization and poison the followers and work
climate, such as the disparaging, discouraging, and
ignoring of followers, persuasion through intimidation,
depriving members of their social and political rights
and their right to choose, favoritism, ignoring
suggestions, and suppression of opposing Vviews
(Labrague et al., 2020; Lipman-Blumen, 2006;
Reyhanoglu & Akin, 2016).

The impact of toxic leadership behaviors on the nursing
profession is substantial (Zangaro et al., 2012). Much
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of what constitutes organizational success is directly
attributable to the activities and efforts of followers,
since followers represent at least 80% of the healthcare
workforce, and they are an important building block
inthe organizational structure (Crawford & Daniels,
2014). Thus, effective following should be encouraged
in organizations by understanding “the nature of the
follower’s role” and followership (Bell, 2017).
Followership is the mirror image of leadership.
Kleiner (2008) noted that, leadership and
followership are two sides of the same coin, each
intimately connected with the other in a dynamic
manner. Hence, followership is defined as
an investigation of the nature and impact of followers
and following in the leadership process (Uhl-Bien
et al., 2014). Effective followership has two dimensions;
Independent Critical Thinking (ICT) and Active
Engagement (AE) (Gatti et al., 2014). The two
behavioral dimensions of ICT and AE have resulted
inthe development of five follower types: 1) alienated
followers; 2) conformist followers; 3) passive followers;
4) pragmatic followers; and 5) effective followers (Bell,
2017).

In Egypt, most previous studies have focused
on the positive side of leadership, such as authentic
and ethical leadership (Elsayed et al., 2020), and
ignored the negative side, including toxic leadership.
Thus, the relationship between toxic leadership and
how it affects follower effectiveness have not been
addressed. In addition, the healthcare system in Egypt
is suffering from persistent pressure, whereby
the convergence  of  regulatory  reform  and
an unsettled environment have created unprecedented
challenges, which increase toxic leadership behaviors
by creating a conducive context (Roter, 2011).

Healthcare organizations are not immune from
the negative effect of toxic leadership behaviors,
which become endemic in the stressful healthcare
arena (Morrow, 2015; Roter, 2011; Smith, 2011).
In such a context, the future of health care depends
on nurse leaders who are strong, caring, and can improve
nursing performance, effectiveness, and patient
satisfaction by focusing on creating a positive work
climate that produces excellent care. Toxic leadership
behaviors can potentially counteract this goal, which may
result in a significant negative impact on the organization
and follower effectiveness. Therefore, the time is right
to shed more light on the dark side of leadership.

Aim

To investigate the relationship between toxic
leadership and nurse followership effectiveness.

© 2022 Central European Journal of Nursing and Midwifery
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Methods

Design
Quantitative cross-sectional study.

Sample

The sample consisted of all staff nurses working
in inpatient care units, including medical (24 units) and
surgical (15 units), at Alexandria Main University
Hospital, the largest teaching, and multi-specialty
hospital affiliated to Alexandria University (n = 343
nurse). The main inclusion criteria for study subjects
were: staff nurses with six months’ experience and
more who provide direct and indirect patient care,
current work in the position of staff nurse, and
a willingness and eagerness to cooperate.

Data collection

The method of data collection consisted of two
guestionnaires: 1) the Toxic Leadership Scale; and 2)
the Followership Styles Questionnaire. Data collection
was supplemented with demographic items.

The Toxic Leadership Scale was developed by Schmidt
(2014) as a shortened version of his original scale.
It was adopted to measure toxic leadership behaviors
and contains 15 items divided into five subscales
including:  Abusive  supervision (three items),
Authoritarian leadership (three items), Narcissism (three
items), Unpredictability (3 items), and Self-promotion
(three items). The response was measured on a five-
point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 5 (strongly agree). Higher scores represent a higher
level of toxic leadership behavior. The overall reliability
of the instrument was acceptable, with Cronbach’s
alpha of 0.89.

The Followership Styles Questionnaire was developed
by Kelley (1992), and reviewed and validated by Gatti
et al. (2014). It was designed to measure the way that
followers follow, with two dimensions and 20 items.
The first dimension is Independent Critical Thinking
(ten items); the second dimension is Active
Engagement (ten items). However, for the purpose
of ease of response, the scale was adapted from a seven-
point Likert scale to a five-point Likert scale ranging
from O (never) to 4 (always). Higher scores denote
a higher level of followers’ active engagement and
independent critical thinking. The overall reliability
of the instrument was satisfactory, with Cronbach’s
alpha of 0.71. Within socio-demographic and
professional characteristics, we assessed gender, age,
educational qualifications, work unit, social status, and
years of experience of staff nurses.

The study tools were translated into Arabic and
inspected for translation, content validity, and relevance
to Egyptian culture by five bilingual academic
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professors in the field of study. The tools were then
back translated into English by language specialists.
The back translations were reviewed by the researcher
and members of the jury to certify accuracy and
minimize potential threats to the study’s validity.

In addition, a pilot study was carried out on 34 nurses
(10% of the study sample) who were not study subjects,
in order to ascertain and ensure the clarity, applicability,
and feasibility of the tools, and to identify obstacles and
problems that might be encountered during data
collection. Accordingly, the questionnaire was slightly
reworded in its final form.

Data were collected by the researchers by means
of a self-administered questionnaire, after obtaining
official approval from the Faculty of Nursing,
Alexandria University and Alexandria Main University
Hospital. Questionnaires were hand delivered to staff
nurses in their work setting. Each nurse received
an individual briefing of about five minutes to clarify
the aim of the study and to provide the necessary
instructions before the distribution of the questionnaire.
The time required to fill out the questionnaires was
15-20 minutes. Data were collected over two months
(January 2020 to February 2020).

Data analysis

The results were processed in the statistical program
IBM SPSS, version 25. Cronbach’s alpha correlation
coefficient was used to test the study’s tools for internal
reliability. Frequencies and percentages were used
to present demographic characteristics. Arithmetic
mean and standard deviation (SD) were used as
measures of central tendency and dispersion of study
variables. An independent sample t-test (t) was used

Cent Eur J Nurs Midw 2022;13(4):730-740

to compare the mean scores of the respondent groups.
Pearson correlation coefficient analysis (r) was used
to test the nature of the relationship between study
variables. Regression analysis (R?) was used to test
the predictive power of independent variables on the
dependent variable.

Results

The study sample consisted of 343 staff nurses,
the highest percentage of them (27.1%) were in the age
group bhetween 30 to 40 years; 27.6% worked
in medical units and 26.8% in surgical units. A minority
of nurses (22.4%) were less than 30 years old. The vast
majority of the nurses in medical and surgical units
(93.1% / 97.5%, respectively) were female. About three
quarters of nurses (74.9%) were married (70.3%
in medical and 78.3% in surgical units) and 2.9% were
divorced. Regarding educational qualifications, more
than three quarters of nurses (77.0%) had a diploma
from a secondary technical nursing school (81.4%
in medical and 73.7% in surgical units), whereas, 6.1%
had a Baccalaureate degree in nursing science. More
than half of the nurses (56.9%) had over 20 years’
experience (47.6% in medical and 63.6% in surgical
units), while, 16.9% had less than ten years’ experience
(see Table 1).

Table 2 indicates that the mean percentage score
of overall toxic leadership was slightly moderate,
at 46.00% (+ 22.77), (47.00% [+ 22.70] in medical and
45.24% [+ 22.85] in surgical units). The highest mean
percentage score for the toxic leadership dimension
related to Authoritarian, at 51.51% (+ 25.50) followed
by Narcissism, at 48.71% (+ 28.91) and Self-promotion,

Table 1 Participants’ socio- demographic and professional characteristics

Medical units Surgical units Total
Demographic characteristics (n=145) (n=198) (n=343)
n (%) n (%) n (%)
Age (years) <30 42 (29.0) 35 (17.7) 77 (22.4)
30-39 40 (27.6) 53 (26.8) 93 (27.1)
40-49 37 (25.5) 54 (27.3) 91 (26.5)
>50 26 (17.9) 56 (28.3) 82 (23.9)
Gender female 135 (93.1) 193 (97.5) 328 (95.6)
male 10 (6.9) 5(2.5) 15 (4.4)
Marital status single 33 (22.8) 28 (14.1) 61 (17.8)
married 102 (70.3) 155 (78.3) 257 (74.9)
divorced 5(3.4) 5(2.5) 10 (2.9)
widowed 5(3.4) 10 (5.1) 15 (4.4)
Educational qualification Dip. STNS 118 (81.4) 146 (73.7) 264 (77.0)
Dip. THI 21 (14.5) 37 (18.7) 58 (16.9)
Bachelor of Nursing 6 (4.1) 15 (7.6) 21 (6.1)
Years of experience <10 32 (22.1) 26 (13.1) 58 (16.9)
10-19 44 (30.3) 46 (23.2) 90 (26.2)
>20 69 (47.6) 126 (63.6) 195 (56.9)

Dip. STNS — Diploma of Secondary Technical Nursing School; Dip. THI — Diploma of Technical Health Institution

© 2022 Central European Journal of Nursing and Midwifery
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at 45.72% (£ 29.89). On the other hand, the lowest
mean percentage score for the toxic leadership
dimension related to Unpredictability, at 41.96%
(= 27.60), followed by Abusive supervision, at 42.03%
(+26.77).

In addition, the table indicates that the mean percentage
score of nurses’ Overall followership effectiveness was
quite high, at 67.72% (+ 14.30) (66.83% [+ 14.46]
in medical and 68.38% [+ 14.18] in surgical units).

Cent Eur J Nurs Midw 2022;13(4):730-740

The highest mean percentage score for the nurse
followership dimension related to Active engagement,
at 70.34% (= 15.48), which represents a high level
of nurse effectiveness. On the other hand, the lowest
mean percentage score for the nurse followership
dimension related to Independent critical thinking,
at 65.11% (= 16.42), which indicates a moderate level

of nurse effectiveness.

Table 2 Mean percentage score of staff nurses’ perception of toxic leadership and their followership effectiveness

level
Medical units Surgical units Total
Items (n = 145) (n=198) (n=343) t p-value
mean score % £ SD mean score % = SD mean score % + SD

Self promotion 48.24 + 27.13 43.92 + 31.70 45,72 +£29.89 1354 0.177
Abusive supervision 41.86 + 27.34 42.22 +26.41 42.03 £26.77 0.123 0.902
Unpredictability 44.40 £ 26.91 40.20 = 28.03 41.96 + 27.60 1.394 0.164
Narcissism 50.44 + 27.88 47.50 + 29.65 48.71 £ 28.91 0.932 0.352
Authoritarian 50.17 = 24.00 52.50 + 26.57 51.51 +25.50 0.836  0.404
Overall toxic leadership mean score 47.00 +22.70 45.24 +22.85 46.00 +22.77 0.705 0.481
Independent critical thinking 63.67 + 16.63 66.16 + 16.23 65.11 + 16.42 1.389 0.166
Active engagement 69.98 + 15.16 70.59 + 15.75 70.34 +£15.48 0.360 0.719
Overall followership effectiveness 66.83 + 14.46 68.38 + 14.18 67.72 +£14.30 0.991 0.322

levels

t — independent sample t-test; SD — standard deviation; p — p-value for association between different categories; mean score % from 0 < 33.3% indicates
lower level; mean score % 33.3 < 66.6% indicates moderate level; mean score % 66.6%-100% indicates higher level

Table 3 illustrates that there was a statistically
significant negative weak correlation between the
overall mean score for Toxic leadership and the overall
mean score for Followership effectiveness, whereby
p = 0.001; r = -0.186. Likewise, Overall followership
effectiveness was significantly and negatively
correlated with Self-promotion (p = 0.020; r = -0.126),
Abusive supervision (p = 0.002; r = -0.164),
Unpredictability (p = 0.024; r = -0.122), Narcissism
(p = 0.004; r = -0.154), and Authoritarian leadership
(p=0.001; r =-0.205).

In addition, there was a statistically significant negative
weak correlation between Overall toxic leadership and
the Authoritarian leadership dimension of Toxic
leadership and the Active engagement dimension
of Followership (staff nurses) effectiveness (p = 0.030;
r = -0.117, p = 0.007; r = -0.145, respectively).
Furthermore, there was a negative weak non-
statistically ~significant correlation between Toxic
leadership  dimensions  (hamely:  Self-promotion,
Abusive supervision, Unpredictability, and Narcissism)
and Active engagement dimensions of Followership
(p =0.157; r =-0.077, p = 0.051; r = -0.106, p = 0.260;
r = -0.061, p = 0.067; r = -0.099, respectively).
Moreover, there was a statistically significant negative
weak correlation between overall Toxic leadership and
its related dimensions (namely: Self-promotion,

© 2022 Central European Journal of Nursing and Midwifery

Abusive supervision, Unpredictability, Narcissism, and
Authoritarian leadership) and the Critical thinking
dimension of Followership (p = 0.001; r = -0.214,
p = 0.006; r = -0.147, p = 0.001; r = -0.186, p = 0.004;
r=0.154, p =0.001; r = -0.174, p = 0.001; r = -0.221,
respectively).

Table 4 displays the statistical regression coefficient
value between dimensions of Toxic leadership
(Self-promotion, Abusive supervision, Unpredictability,
Narcissism, and  Authoritarian  leadership) as
anindependent variable and Independent critical
thinking (ICT) - a dimension of Followership
effectiveness — as a dependent variable, for which
R? = 3.3%, making the model significant (F = 2.332;
p = 0.042). Thus, Toxic leadership has an impact
on independent critical thinking. In addition, there was
a statistically significant negative relationship between
Narcissism and Independent critical  thinking
(B = -0.152; p < 0.05), meaning that a unit increase
in Narcissism was associated with a decrease
in Independent critical thinking of 0.152 points.

Table 5 displays the statistical regression coefficient
value between dimensions of Toxic leadership
(Self-promotion, Abusive supervision, Unpredictability,
Narcissism, and Authoritarian leadership)
as an independent variable and Active engagement:
a dimension of Followership  effectiveness:
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as a dependent variable, for which R? = 8.1%, making relationship between Abusive supervision and Active
the model significant (F = 5.946; p < 0.001). Thus, toxic engagement (B = -0.178; p < 0.001), meaning that
leadership has an impact on active engagement. aunit increase in Abusive supervision was associated
In addition, there was a statistically significant negative with a decrease in Active engagement of 0.178 points.

Table 3 Correlation matrix between Toxic leadership and Nurse followership effectiveness

g o S ? c o
i~ b= 2 2 c = © =
T .8 =%g B g& 3% 5 s 8%
= 25 €52 & g < g 2 £ =e
= 55 S:23 o 25 5 o S 3
S <5 0=2¢g o <c e 3 £ g 3
B o= S = = 2 o zZ > 22
= @ LT for} T c e @)
o o -

Critical 1.000

thinking

Active 0.607" 1.000

engagement <0.001"

Overall 0.903" 0.890" 1.000

followership <0.001" <0.001"

r
p
r
p
r
p * *
Self promotion r —0.147* -0.077 —0.126* 1.000
p 0.006 0.157 0.020
Abusive r -0.186" -0.106 -0.164" 0.636" 1.000
supervision p  0.001" 0.051 0.002" <0.001"
r -0.154" -0.061 -0.122" 0.628" 0.711" 1.000
p  0.004" 0.260 0.024" <0.001" <0.001"
r -0.174" -0.099 -0.154" 0.444" 0.616" 0.720" 1.000
p 0.001" 0.067 0.004" <0.001" <0.001" <0.001"
r -0.221° -0.145" -0.205" 0.438" 0.591" 0.529" 0.615" 1.000
p <0.001" 0.007" <0.001" <0.001" <0.001" <0.001" <0.001"
Overall toxic r -0.214" -0.117" -0.186" 0.775" 0.863" 0.876" 0.828" 0.762" 1.000
leadership p <0.001" 0.030" 0.001" <0.001" <0.001" <0.001" <0.001" <0.001"

r — Spearman’s correlation analysis; *significant p at < 0.05; > 0.9 very strong correlation; r 0.7 — < 0.9 strong correlation; r 0.5 — <0.7 moderate
correlation; r < 0.5 weak correlation

Unpredictability
Narcissism

Authoritarian

Table 4 Multivariate linear regression model to test the relationship between Toxic leadership and Independent
critical thinking

95% Cl of B
B t Sig. LL UL
Self-promotion 0.347 1.711 0.088 -0.052 0.745
Abusive supervision -0.143 1.871 0.062 -0.294 0.007
Unpredictability -0.075 0.956 0.340 -0.230 0.080
Narcissism -0.152 2.563" 0.011" -0.268 -0.035
Authoritarian -0.048 0.747 0.456 -0.174 0.078

R?=0.033; F = 2.332" p = 0.042"
R? — regression coefficient; F — F-test (ANOVA); B — unstandardized coefficients; t — t-test of significance; CI — confidence interval; LL — lower limit; UL —
upper limit; *statistically significant at p <0.05

Table 5 Multivariate linear regression model to test the relationship between Toxic leadership and Active
engagement

95% Cl of B
B t Sig. LL UL
Self-promotion 0.022 0.587 0.558 -0.052 0.095
Abusive supervision -0.178 3.649" <0.001" -0.274 -0.082
Unpredictability 0.022 0.421 0.674 -0.079 0.122
Narcissism -0.053 1.192 0.234 -0.140 0.034
Authoritarian 0.043 0.992 0.322 -0.042 0.127

R?=0.081; F =5.946" p < 0.001"
R? — regression coefficient; F — F-test (ANOVA); B — unstandardized coefficients; t — t-test of significance; CI — confidence interval; LL — lower limit; UL —
upper limit; *statistically significant at p < 0.05
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Discussion

This study investigated the relationship between toxic
leadership and nurse followership effectiveness. It is
notable that nurses gave slightly moderate mean
percentage scores for toxic leadership and its five
dimensions (Authoritarian; Narcissism; Self-promotion;
Abusive supervision; Unpredictability). This may be
attributed to an environment characterized by instability,
perceived threats, lack of checks, job stress,
and organizational constraints, and, in addition,
an organizational system of selection, attrition, lack
of accountability and enabling of negative behaviors
to retain a productive toxic person. Leaders are human
with both negative and positive tendencies. Some leaders
demonstrate authoritarian leadership practices such as
taking all decisions in the unit without allowing nurses
to participate, and placing controls on how nurses
complete their duties. Some followers have low maturity,
do not provide feedback to their leaders about their toxic
leadership, and comply with toxic leaders out of fear.
This is in line with Aubrey (2012), Davis (2016),
Lipman-Blumen (2006), Steele (2011), who describe
how a work environment that suffers from instability,
perceived threats, and lack of checks is susceptible
tothe development of toxic leadership behaviors.
In addition, Hadadian and Sayadpour (2018) indicate
that organizational constraints and job stress enhance
toxic behaviors, which has a negative effect on job-
related affective well-being.

Likewise, Aubrey (2012), Davis (2016), Lipman-Blumen
(2006), and Steele (2011) found that an organizational
system characterized by lack of accountability leads
to an increase in toxic behaviors. In addition, they explain
that no one can be expected to be perfect and leaders,
as humans, have both negative and positive tendencies.
In this respect, Balasundaram (2020), Spranger
(2014), Ulmer (2012), and Yavas (2016) asserted that
toxicity in leaders is a common reality within
organizations and a pervasive phenomenon present
in all type of organizations, and that authoritarianism
is a favored behavior in toxic leaders. This is in line
with the results of this study, in which authoritarian
leadership had the highest mean score.

Similarly to our study results, Aasland et al. (2010),
Abdallah and Mostafa (2021), Abou Ramdan and Eid
(2020), Orgev and Demir (2019), and Uysal (2019)
found a moderate percentage of toxic leadership
in their studies. In comparison, other studies by Kusy
and Holloway (2009) and Sezici (2016) have reported
that participants perceived high levels of toxic
leadership in their workplaces. In addition, Sofield and
Salmond (2003) revealed that a high percentage
of nurses reported experiencing high levels of toxic
leadership behaviors that had left them humiliated.
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In contrast, Ulmer (2012) found a low level of toxic
leadership in the organization, and Labrague (2021) and
Labrague et al. (2021) reported that nurses evaluated
their nurse managers as practically nontoxic, for all
subscales.

Another finding of the current study is that nurses gave
a slightly high mean percentage score for followership
effectiveness and its dimensions (Active engagement
and Independent critical thinking). This result may be
attributed to the fact that nurses made a subjective
evaluation of their professional effectiveness, including
independent critical thinking, strong listening skills,
working well collaboratively, and active engagement.
In addition, increased years of experience, and the
presence of open communication and mutual trust
between co-workers and team cooperation promote
nurse followership.

Many researchers support this view. Makarem et al.
(2019) claim that professional confidence and
effectiveness of staff nurses rise with increased years
of work experience. O’Daniel and Rosenstein (2008)
assert that the presence of a healthy work
atmosphere, characterized by open communication,
mutual  trust, team cooperation, and staff
empowerment can enhance critical thinking and
engagement skills and improve nurses’ performance.

The results of the present study are also similar to
those of Ammon (2013), Beever (2008), and Johnson
(2003), who found that the majority of followers
report high levels of effective followership.
Similarly, Delfino (2019) found that there were high
levels of overall active engagement in participants,
while Cardwell (2011), and Ye et al. (2021) found
high mean scores for followership and engagement
in work. On the other hand, the results of the present
study are contradicted by Novikov (2016), who found
only a moderate level of followership effectiveness
in study subjects

Concerning the relationship between toxic leadership
and nurse effectiveness, it is notable that there was
a statistically significant negative weak correlation
between overall toxic leadership and its related
dimensions with overall nurse effectiveness and its
related dimensions. This could be due to the presence
of some toxic leaders practicing negative, destructive,
and harmful behaviors and, at the same time,
the presence of effective nurses demonstrating
professional effectiveness, such as active engagement
and independent critical thinking skills, thereby
hindering toxic leaders’ behaviors through countering
and challenging these toxic behaviors.

This explanation is supported by Fraher (2016), who
found that effective followers may counteract toxic
leaders and toxic environments by questioning
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suspicious dynamics, and challenging and confronting
toxic leaders’ behaviors. In addition, Milosevic et al.
(2020) found that followers are more agentic and they
not only choose not to follow their toxic leaders but
also work actively to neutralize the influence of toxic
leaders through workarounds and learning. Northouse
(2018) asserted that effective followers have
an important role, becoming extra eyes to ensure that
the leader moves in the right direction and standing up
to leaders when they practice negative behaviors. This
interpretation is supported by the results of the present
study, finding slightly moderate toxic leadership and
high nurse effectiveness. Meanwhile, Giintner et al.
(2021), and Kusy and Kurtulmus (2020) report that
toxic leaders may have a detrimental effect on
followers.

The results of this study were consistent with the
studies of Hannah et al. (2013), Kellerman (2004),
Kusy and Holloway (2009), Krasikova et al., (2013),
Pelletier (2010), Shaw et al., (2011), and Tepper
etal., (2009), who revealed that toxic leadership has
a negative correlation with follower effectiveness
interms of active disengagement, poor critical
thinking and poor performance. Colangclo (2000),
Dobbs (2013), and Oyetunji (2013) point out that
toxic leadership has a negative relationship with
followers’ active engagement. In this respect,
Makinde et al. (2018) indicated that empowering
leadership behavior has the largest positive effect
on employee engagement. The presence of slightly
moderate toxic leadership in the present study
predicts a negative relationship to active engagement
in nurses

On the other hand, our findings are inconsistent with those
of Walia et al. (2015), who found that there was no
significant correlation between leadership style and
independent critical thinking. Meanwhile, Bell (2017)
reported that four dimensions of toxic leadership: Abusive
supervision, Unpredictability, Narcissism, and
Authoritarian leadership do not have a significant effect
on the dependent variable of AE, and that five dimensions
of toxic leadership: Self-promotion, Abusive Supervision,
Unpredictability, ~ Narcissism, and  Authoritarian
leadership variables do not have a significant effect on the
dependent variable of ICT. Furthermore, De Hoogh and
Den Hartog (2008) did not find a link between
Authoritarian Leadership and Follower Effectiveness .

Regarding the multivariate linear regression analysis
for factors affecting Independent Critical thinking,
the study indicated that the independent variable
of Narcissism was predominant and significantly
influenced the dependent variable of Independent
Critical thinking. This might be due to leaders
exhibiting  narcissistic ~ behaviors,  including
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grandiosity, arrogance, and the belief that they are
extraordinary persons, which can have a negative
impact on followers’ emotions and behaviors such as
a decrease in self-confidence, independent critical
thinking, and team collaboration. This interpretation
is supported by Braun et al. (2018) and Martin et al.
(2016), who suggest that leader narcissism indeed has
a negative impact on followers’ emotions and
behaviors, such as decreased self-confidence, and
also has an effect on independent critical thinking
and fruitful collaboration in teams.

These results are supported by Sedikides and
Campbell (2017), who point out that the narcissistic
personality dimension is predominant in most toxic
leaders, and is characterized by a grandiose sense
of one’s self. Furthermore, Nevicka et al. (2011)
reveal the negative effect of narcissistic leaders
on follower performance and follower effectiveness.

Regarding the multivariate linear regression analysis
for factors affecting active engagement, the study
revealed that the independent variable of Abusive
supervision significantly influenced the dependent
variable of Active engagement. This could be
attributed to the behavior of abusive supervisors
in form of publicly belittling their staff and
frequently reminding them of their past mistakes and
failures, which can act as a workplace stressor
for staff, threatening and depleting their personal
resources. Furthermore, staff of an abusive supervisor
tend to be more silent at work, which decreases their
active engagement, an interpretation supported
by Park et al. (2018), Whitman et al. (2014), and Xu
et al. (2015).

Likewise, Liu et al. (2012) and Tepper (2000) studied
the impact of abusive supervisor behavior on
follower outcomes and found that abusive
supervisors have a negative effect on their followers.
In addition, Lyu et al. (2016) and Wang et al. (2020)
elicited a negative correlation between abusive
supervision and employees’ engagement in work,
while Qian et al. (2017) found a negative relationship
between abusive supervision and critical-thinking in
followers. Similarly, Tepper (2000) assert that
abusive supervision as a dimension of toxic
leadership does not produce positive outcomes in
followers. Finally, Saleem et al. (2021) report that
abusive supervision and narcissism have a significant
negative impact on staff (follower) performance.

Conclusion

In our study, nurses gave slightly moderate mean
percentage scores for toxic leadership and gave
a fairly high mean percentage score for nurse
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(followership) effectiveness. There was a significant
negative weak correlation between toxic leadership
and nurse effectiveness. The independent variable
of the Narcissism personality dimension was
predominant and significantly influenced
the dependent variable of Independent critical
thinking, and the independent variable of Abusive
supervision significantly influenced the dependent
variable of Active engagement. The results of this
study indicate the need to provide training programs
for leaders and followers to develop self-awareness,
maintain self-control, and to enhance followers’
knowledge and skills in order to counter toxic
leaders’ behavior. Unbiased feedback such as 360
evaluations should be promoted, and a control system
should be formulated for the immediate identification
of ongoing toxic leadership behavior in the
organization. A whistleblower protection system
should be established, and personality and attitude
tests should be developed, along with technical
assessments such as assessments of narcissism
and other dark personality traits, which could help
to better understand the personality shades
of interviewees. The culture of performance appraisal
should be restructured so that good leadership is not
only evaluated in terms of attaining objectives, but
also in terms of personal outcomes, i.c., a leader’s
ability to grow and develop and act as role model
for his subordinates. Finally, leadership strategies
should be established that counteract the toxic aspects
of leadership.
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