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Abstract 
 

This study investigates the impact of toxic leadership on employee turnover intention within automobile industry. The 
primary objectives are to assess the direct influence of toxic leadership (TLB) on employee turnover intentions (ETI) 
and uncover the mediating roles of cognitive distraction (CD) and workplace bullying (WPB). The implications of toxic 
leadership (TLB) on employee turnover intentions (ETI) in the automobile industry remain underexplored. This study 
addresses this gap, recognizing the adverse effects of toxic leadership (TLB) on organizational dynamics and employee 
intent to leave. The study uses a quantitative approach and distributes surveys among employees in automobile 
industry. The SPSS PROCESS macro simplifies data analysis by allowing for the investigation of both direct and indirect 
(mediating) effects. The research model synthesized guides hypothesis testing according to the relevant literature. 
Statistically significant direct impacts of toxic leadership (TLB) on turnover intention are identified. Positive 
associations with workplace bullying (WPB) and cognitive distraction (CD) substantiate the mediating roles, providing 
an understanding of toxic leadership (TLB) dynamics. This study enhances our comprehension of toxic leadership 
(TLB) in automobile industry. The results highlight the importance of addressing mediating factors to reduce turnover 
intentions among employees in the automobile industry. 
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Introduction 
Leadership is a principled undertaking to foster 

organizational justice, tranquility, and affluence 

for all stakeholders (1). It plays a pivotal role in 

cultivating and sustaining a conducive workplace 

milieu wherein organizational members can 

engage in learning, contribute effectively, and 

persist in the pursuit of shared objectives (2). 

Toxic leadership (TLB) engenders negative 

emotional states and intentions, thereby adversely 

affecting workplace bullying (WPB) within the 

organization and the well-being of employees. 

Moreover, it directly correlates with employees' 

inclination to leave the company (3, 4). Toxic 

leadership, delineated by manifestations of 

abusive conduct, exploitative practices, and 

notable neglect of the welfare of subordinates, has 

become a focal point within the realm of 

organizational psychology (5). Leaders exhibiting 

toxicity are characterized by preoccupation with 

their personal interests, evincing a conspicuous 

lack of concern for their subordinates' well-being 

within the organizational framework (6). This 

leadership style has been empirically associated 

with adverse consequences for employees, from 

diminished job satisfaction and elevated stress 

levels to a decline in organizational commitment. 

Human resources play a crucial role in service-

focused firms in today's highly competitive 

economic environment (7). Bullying is a 

recognized factor impacting employee 

commitment and satisfaction, leading to 

destructive consequences, a hostile work 

environment, and diminished performance. 

Researchers in organizational behavior and human 

resource management emphasize the widespread 

effects of workplace bullying (WPB) on fostering a 

supportive environment, positive employee 

relations, and enhanced productivity (8). 

Workplace bullying (WPB) refers to the persistent 

occurrence of harmful behaviors such as abuse, 

derogatory remarks, taunting, mockery, or 

exclusion from social interactions, carried out by 

co-workers, managers and employees in a lower 

position (9). Employee turnover intention 
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(ETI) is a significant concern in the automobile 

industry due to its disruptive impact on operating 

operations and the significant expense of 

recruiting and training new staff. The research 

suggests that many key elements, including 

income, mental well-being, the efficacy of 

mentoring programs, ethical climate, equitable 

decision-making procedures, work autonomy, and 

leadership behavior, influence employee turnover 

intention (10). These factors significantly influence 

employee satisfaction and profoundly impact their 

likelihood of leaving the company. The 

organizational environment has a crucial role in 

influencing performance results. A toxic workplace 

negatively impacts individuals' emotional and 

physical well-being, affecting the entire 

organization. According to Maslow's hierarchy of 

requirements, the basic human need for security is 

essential in all situations, and uncertainty makes it 

challenging to achieve higher-level demands (11). 

Cognitive distraction (CD) significantly contributes 

to employees' desire to leave their jobs. 

Nevertheless, investigating cognitive distraction in 

the workplace has produced inconclusive findings 

due to the disadvantages and benefits associated 

with such diversions. Workplaces increasingly 

endorse multitasking practices, and prior research 

has investigated how multitasking impacts 

employee attention. Disruptions and annoyances 

among coworkers can add to mental distraction 

from current responsibilities (12). External 

interruptions initiate a cognitive distraction chain 

involving diversion, realization, resumption, and 

retrieval. Even after resuming an interrupted task, 

prolonged cognitive distraction induces 

psychological stress among employees. This 

research examines the influence of TLB on 

employees' desire to leave their jobs (13). 

Moreover, it investigates the role of a harmful 

work environment and CD as intermediaries in the 

relationship between TLB and employees' 

inclination to quit their professions (14). 

The primary objective of this study is to scrutinize 

the repercussions of TLB on employees' intention 

to turnover, a detailed exploration of which is 

delineated in the subsequent section. Additionally, 

this research delves into examining the 

intermediary roles played by a toxic workplace    

and CD in this relationship. A variety of historical 

and cultural factors influence the relationship 

between TLB and ETI. The Industrial Revolution 

historically promoted authoritarian leadership 

styles that prioritized control and discipline over 

employee well-being in order to maximize 

efficiency and productivity. During this period, 

management theories such as Taylorism, which 

frequently ignored the human aspect, initiated the 

establishment of TLB and persisted throughout the 

20th century. The human relations movement 

attempted to address these concerns. However, the 

emergence of globalization and technological 

advancements in the late 20th and early 21st 

centuries intensified competitive pressures. 

Consequently, organizations often prioritize 

results over employee well-being, leading to the 

proliferation of TLB. High-profile corporate 

scandals have underscored the detrimental effects 

of TLB. However, certain sectors continue to face 

challenges in effectively addressing these issues. 

Cultural factors, such as high-power distance and 

organizational cultures that prioritize competition 

and short-term results over employee well-being, 

play a significant role in fostering toxic leadership. 

Leadership styles significantly influence 

workplace dynamics, as authoritarian and 

transactional leaders tend to create environments 

that contribute to increased stress levels and 

employee turnover. Transformational leaders who 

inspire and support employees can decrease 

turnover and foster a positive work environment. 

Workforce demographics, such as generational 

differences and underrepresented groups, impact 

employee responses to leadership. The younger 

generations, including Millennials and Gen Z, 

prioritize supportive leadership and are more 

inclined to leave toxic work environments. 

Inclusive leadership practices can help alleviate 

the negative effects of TLB, especially for 

underrepresented groups. The literature has 

thoroughly examined the detrimental effects of TL, 

WPB, and CD independently. However, there is an 

apparent lack of research on how these factors 

interact and influence employee turnover 

intentions. This study investigates how WPB and 

CD operate as mediators in the connection 

between TLB and employees' intentions to leave 

their jobs. Understanding the mediating role of 

workplace bullying is essential for several reasons 

1. It provides a nuanced perspective on the 

processes through which toxic leadership 

affects employees, going beyond the direct 
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impact to unveil potential underlying 

dynamics. 

2. Identifying workplace bullying and cognitive 

distraction as a mediator can help 

organizations develop specific interventions 

to address the adverse effects of TLB and 

decrease employee turnover. 

The data for this study emanated from a 

quantitative survey involving 377 employees 

within the Indian automobile industry. The 

statistical tools employed for testing the research 

hypotheses were SPSS PROCESS macro, ensuring a 

robust analysis of the research framework. 

Hypothesis Formulation 
The hypothesis of our research is based on the 

independent variable such as toxic leadership 

(TLB), workplace bullying (WPB), and cognitive 

distraction (CD), and dependent variable such as 

employee turnover intention (ETI). When 

employees experience de-motivation or 

dissatisfaction, they are more inclined to 

contemplate quitting the organization. The 

presence of unpleasant emotions among workers 

may result in a decline in performance and an 

increase in employee turnover, both of which are 

undesirable consequences for organizational 

leadership (15). Studies have shown that 

autocratic leadership has a significant role in 

workers' decisions to quit their jobs (14). 

Researchers conducted research on Indian 

businesses, such as retail outlets, factories, and 

private banks, and found that autocratic leadership 

significantly influences workers' desire to leave 

their jobs (16, 17).  

Hypothesis (H1): TLB is positively influences the 

ETI. 

Hypothesis (H2): TLB is positively influences the 

WPB. 

Hypothesis (H3): TLB is positively influences the 

CD. 

Research has extensively examined the impact of 

hostile work environments characterized by 

bullying on employees' psychological well-being, 

showing that such environments lead to negative 

behavioral outcomes (18). These workplaces 

decrease employee engagement and foster 

negative emotions, such as frustration and anxiety, 

leading to incivility. Researchers identify incivility, 

a feature of workplace bullying, as a predictor of 

employees' intention to leave (6, 13). Additionally, 

studies have examined the relationship between 

ETI, job satisfaction, and WPB, finding that 

workplace bullying increases employees' desire to 

leave while reducing job satisfaction (19). 

Hypothesis (H4): A WPB is positively influences 

the ETI. Gupta et al., (20) suggested that 

distractions or unnecessary interruptions from 

supervisors negatively affect task quality, 

influencing ETI. Another study investigated the 

relationship between ETI and job satisfaction, 

taking into account factors such as standard 

working hours, work-life conflict, and utilization of 

information technology (21, 22). However, the role 

of CD in organizational settings, particularly in 

higher education, remains underexplored. 

Hypothesis (H5): A CD is positively influences the 

ETI. Studies globally have investigated the 

relationships between WPB, TLB, and ETI (23). 

Research consistently shows a significant link 

between TLB and increased ETI (6, 24). The study 

in Ref (25) examined toxic leadership's impact on 

employee disengagement and turnover, and the 

conditions under which its negative impact is 

reduced. Van Prooijen and de Vries (26) found that 

toxic leadership fosters organizational conspiracy 

beliefs, leading to increased job insecurity and 

turnover intentions. However, the mediating role 

of WPB remains unexplored.  

Hypothesis (H6): A WPB mediates the 

relationship between TLB and ETI. The study 

explored the relationships between workflow 

interruptions, cognitive distraction, leadership-

related social stressors, and turnover intention 

(27, 14). Further research has found that toxic 

leadership mediates employees' turnover 

intentions (13). The relationship between ETI and 

TLB is intricate and influenced by various factors 

(15).  

Hypothesis (H7): A CD mediates the relationship 

between TLB and ETI. Figure 1 displays the 

research model used in our investigation.
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Figure 1: Research Model 

 

Methodology 
Sample and Participants 
The sample population for this study comprised 

377 employees from the Automobile sector, with a 

balanced representation of age groups (20-60 

years), genders (69.76% male, 30.24% female), 

and experience (0-20 years). These demographic 

factors were considered to ensure a diverse and 

representative sample.  

Table 1 presents an overview of the demographics 

of the study participants, highlighting key 

variables essential for understanding the sample. 

Regarding gender distribution, most participants 

are male, comprising 69.76% of the total 

respondents. Females, on the other hand, make up 

the remaining 30.24%. Regarding marital status, 

most participants are married 59.16%, followed 

closely by singles 31.56%. A smaller percentage of 

participants consists of widowed individuals 

6.37% and divorced individuals 2.91%. The 

participants possess diverse educational 

backgrounds with varying qualifications. The 

largest group holds a Diploma/ITI qualification 

24.14%, followed by those with an Intermediate or 

Equivalent education 18.83%. Individuals with a 

Bachelor's degree account for 14.85% of the total, 

while those with a Master's degree or higher make 

up 6.10%. There is evident diversity in age among 

the participants, distributed across different age 

groups. Individuals under 25 constitute 22.82% of 

the sample, those between 25 and 35 represent 

28.38%, and individuals aged 35 to 45 make up 

24.93%. The study also includes individuals aged 

45 to 55 (17.77%) and those 55 and older 6.10%. 

The participants also possess a range of 

professional experience, with the majority falling 

between 4 to 8 years (34.48%). Individuals with 0 

to 3 years of experience make up 30.50%, those 

with 8 to 12 years represent 25.20%, and 

individuals with over 12 years of experience 

account for 9.82%. 
 

Table 1: Demographic Details of Participants (N=377) 

Name Options Frequency Percentage 

Gender Male 263 69.76 

Female 114 30.24 

Marital status Single 119 31.56 

Married 223 59.16 

Windowed 24 6.37 

Divorced 11 2.91 

Education Secondary School or lower 74 19.63 

High School or equivalent 62 16.45 

Intermediate or equivalent 71 18.83 

Diploma/ITI 91 24.14 

Bachelor's Degree 56 14.85 

Master's Degree or higher 23 6.10 
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Age  

(in years) 

Below 25 86 22.82 

25 - 35 107 28.38 

35 - 45 94 24.93 

45 - 55 67 17.77 

55 - above 23 6.10 

Experience  

(in years) 

0 - 3 115 30.50 

4 - 8 130 34.48 

8 - 12 95 25.20 

More than 12 37 9.82 

 

Measuring Instruments 
The ten items associated with toxic leadership 

(TLB) were adapted from the works of Paltu and 

Brouwers (10) and Soqair and Gharib (14). These 

items were: "To what extent do you perceive 

consistent monitoring and control of tasks by your 

leadership, limiting autonomy?", "To what degree 

does your leadership team display favoritism or 

mistreat certain individuals?", "How frequently do 

your leaders take advantage of employees for 

personal gain without regard for their well-

being?". Participants rated the frequency of certain 

leadership team behaviors on a Likert scale from 1 

to 5. We have incorporated eight components of 

workplace bullying (WPB) adapted from the 

studies by Mehmood et al., 2024 (27). Such 

questions were: "How often do individuals 

undermine the efforts of their colleagues in the 

workplace?" "How frequently have you observed 

or experienced unfair criticism from colleagues or 

superiors?" and "How frequently have you 

experienced or observed verbal bullying in your 

workplace?"  Respondents rated the prevalence of 

workplace bullying on a Likert scale from 1 to 5. 

We derived seven cognitive distraction (CD) items 

from the works of Asghar et al., 2021 (28). These 

items were: "To what extent are you content with 

the balance between your work and personal life?"  

"How satisfied are you with your overall job?" 

"How satisfied are you with the level of job security 

in your current position?" "o what extent are you 

satisfied with your relationships with colleagues in 

the workplace?"  Respondents rated their overall 

work satisfaction on a Likert scale of 1 to 5. We 

adapted five items measuring employee turnover 

intention (ETI) from the works of Ofei, et al., 2023 

(29). These answers were: "How would you 

evaluate your competence in completing assigned 

tasks?" "How well do you collaborate with team 

members to achieve collective goals?" "How 

frequently do you demonstrate initiative and 

contribute innovative ideas to your team?” 

Participants rated their perceived performance on 

a 1–5 Likert scale to assess employee performance. 
 

Results 
Sample Adequacy and Data Sphericity 

Tests 
We evaluated the sample's adequacy by 

conducting the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test, 

which assesses the data's suitability for factor 

analysis. A KMO value that is nearly 1 suggests that 

the dataset is appropriate for factor analysis. 

Values below 0.5 suggest limited benefits from 

factor analysis (30).  

The KMO indicator in Table 2 is 0.879, close to the 

ideal value of 1. Furthermore, Bartlett's test of 

sphericity was utilized to verify the unique and 

separate attributes of the research variables. It is 

crucial to assess whether the correlation matrix is 

similar to an identity matrix. 

Measurement Models and 

Discriminant Validity 
We assessed the reliability and validity of the 

measurement model using Confirmatory Factor 

Analysis (CFA) in IBM SPSS. The threshold for 

accepting factor loadings as valid was set above 0.7 

(31). After conducting the validity test, it was 

found that there were 22 valid questions out of 30 

questions. These questions are divided into 

workplace bullying (7 questions), toxic leadership 

(6 questions), cognitive distraction (5 questions), 

and turnover intentions (4 questions). We utilized 

Cronbach’s alpha, average variance extracted 

(AVE), factor loading, and composite reliability for 

evaluation. The factor loading values surpassed the 

0.70 threshold, suggesting robust relationships 

between the items and their corresponding 

constructs. The Cronbach’s alpha and composite 

reliability values surpassed the recommended 0.70 

threshold, demonstrating strong internal 

consistency and reliability of the scales. The 
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convergent validity, evaluated using AVE, showed 

values exceeding the 0.5 threshold for all 

constructs, affirming the convergence of the items 

within each construct (32). Overall, thoroughly 

examining factor loading, internal consistency, and 

convergent validity indicates strong support for 

the model's fit and predictive ability. Table 3 is for 

the results of the reliability and validity tests. 
 

Table 2: KMO and Bartlett's Test 

Test Results 

KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy 0.879 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx Chi-Square  4382.998 

 df 528 

 Sig. <.001 
 

Table 3: Convergent Validity and Composite Reliability Test Results 

Variable Item Convergent Validity Internal Consistency 

Loading (𝜆) AVE CA (𝛼) CR 

Workplace Bullying 

(WPB) 

WPB_1 0.824** 0.652 0.924 0.99 

WPB_2 0.720** 

WPB_2 0.813** 

WPB_3 0.836** 

WPB_5 0.820** 

WPB_6 0.818** 

WPB_7 0.815** 

Toxic Leadership 

(TLB) 

TL_1 0.818** 0.583 0.884 0.984 

TL_2 0.814** 

TL_3 0.721** 

TL_4 0.755** 

TL_5 0.701** 

TL_6 0.764** 

Cognitive Distraction 

(CD) 

CD_1 0.759** 0.608 0.903 0.973 

CD_2 0.855** 

CD_3 0.719** 

CD_4 0.847** 

CD_5 0.706** 

Employee Turnover 

Intention (ETI) 

ETI_1 0.798** 0.589 0.883 0.963 

ETI_2 0.783** 

ETI_3 0.762** 

ETI_4 0.726** 

 

Discriminant validity can be assessed using the 

Fornell and Larcker (33) technique and the 

Heterotrait-Monotrait (HTMT) correlation ratio. 

The Fornell-Larcker approach confirms 

discriminant validity when the square root of the 

average variance excluded (AVE) for each latent 

variable exceeds the construct inter-constructed 

correlation. This criterion has been criticized, 

making the HTMT technique more popular than 

the Fornell-Larcker method (32). HTMT values 

above the square roots of AVEs indicate significant 

discriminant validity across model components if 

they are below 0.90 (34). Fornell and Larcker are 

said to provide fewer effective results than HTMT. 

Henseler et al., (32) advised an HTMT threshold of 

0.90 since values over 0.90 may reveal 

discriminant validity issues. Table 4 shows that 

each construct's HTMT values are below 0.90, 

proving discriminant validity. The scale fits the 

necessity to distinguish model structures clearly. 
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Table 4: Discriminant Validity Test 

Constructs TLB WPB CD ETI 

TLB 0.763**    

WPB 0.648** 0.791**   

CD 0.715** 0.727** 0.804**  

ETI 0.681** 0.718** 0.781** 0.811** 

 Notes:  **=p<0.01(2-tailed test), Toxic Leadership (TLB), Workplace Bullying (WPB), Cognitive Distraction (CD)  
 

Table 5: Model Fit 

Model fit indices Observed Value Threshold Value 
𝜒2

𝑑𝑓
  1.72 1 to 3 

CFI 0.928 ≥ 0.90 

TLI 0.914 ≥ 0.90 

GFI 0.836 ≥ 0.80 

RMSA 0.441 ≤ 0.80 
 

Table 6: Results of Path Analysis (Direct Impacts) 

Hypothesis Std. Beta (β) t-value p-value Decision 

TLB → ETI 0.428 7.215*** 0.000 Supported  

TLB → WPB 0.355 6.157*** 0.000 Supported 

TLB → CD 0.271 4.227*** 0.001 Supported 

WPB → ETI 0.386 6.871*** 0.000 Supported 

CD → ETI 0.167 3.024*** 0.023 Supported 
  

 

Table 7: Results of Path Analysis (Indirect Impacts or Mediating) 

Hypothesis Std. Beta (β) t-value p-value Decision 

TLB → WPB → 

ETI 

0.137 3.008*** 0.000 Supported 

TLB → CD → ETI 0.047 2.841*** 0.000 Supported 
 

Structural Equation Models (SEM) 
 Table 5 illustrates the CFA findings demonstrating 

that the data and hypothetical model are suitable 

before performing SEM. The findings are within 

the usual ranges, indicating that the data is valid, 

appropriate, and precise for further examination.   

The study examined hypothesis paths using the 

widely adopted SPSS PROCESS macro, a popular 

method for evaluating direct and indirect effects 

on variables. All hypothesis paths in Table 5 and 

Table 6 showed statistical significance. The 

investigation identified a substantial correlation 

between Employee Turnover Intention (ETI) and 

Toxic Leadership (TLB) (β = 0.428, t = 7.215, p < 

0.05), supporting H1. Toxic Leadership was found 

to have a significant relationship with Workplace 

Bullying (WPB), supporting H2 (β = 0.355, t = 

6.157, p < 0.05). Furthermore, a significant 

association between TLB and Cognitive Distraction 

(CD) (β = 0.271, t = 4.227, p < 0.05) supports H3. 

Moreover, the study revealed a strong correlation 

between WPB and ETI (β = 0.386, t = 6.871, p < 

0.05), supporting H4. Finally, the analysis showed 

a strong and meaningful association between 

Cognitive Distraction and Employee Turnover 

Intention (β = 0.167, t = 3.024, p < 0.05), 

supporting H5. These empirical results 

demonstrate how Toxic Leadership significantly 

affects organizational dynamics, supporting the 

hypothesized correlations. As a result, this 

influence significantly impacts employees' 

turnover intentions through workplace bullying 

and cognitive distraction, shows in Table 6. The 

results offer valuable insights into how leadership 

behaviors and workplace factors interact and 

affect employee turnover intentions in a specific 

organizational setting. The findings show a 

significant positive indirect effect of TLB on ETI 

through WPB, with a standardized beta of 0.137 

and a t-value of 3.008. The analysis shows a 

significant indirect effect of TLB on ETI through 

CD, with a standardized beta of 0.047 and a t-value 

of 2.841. The results confirm the hypothesized 
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indirect effects, showing that TLB affects 

workplace factors and ETI through CD and WPB, 

illustrated in Table 7. 
 

Discussion 
This research investigated the influence of TLB on 

workers' inclination to quit their positions in the 

Indian automotive industry. Our analysis went 

beyond the direct impact and included the effects 

of workplace bullying and cognitive distraction. 

This thorough investigation led to the creation and 

enhancement of a synthesized research model 

customized for the specifics of the current study. 

Direct Impacts and Indirect Impacts 

(Mediating) 
The direct impact observed in this study, wherein 

TLB significantly contributes to employee 

turnover intention (ETI), resonates with earlier 

research highlighting the detrimental 

consequences associated with autocratic 

leadership styles (15, 35). This underscores the 

pivotal role of leadership behavior in shaping 

employees' intentions to depart from the 

organization. The positive correlation between 

toxic leadership and workplace bullying (WPB) 

aligns coherently with studies that accentuate the 

association between authoritative leadership and 

negative workplace behaviors (27). This 

underscores the adverse impact of TLB on 

workplace dynamics, potentially fostering 

mistreatment and conflict among employees. 

Findings pertaining to the positive association 

between toxic leadership and cognitive distraction 

(CD) resonate with existing literature that 

underscores the influence of leadership on 

employee cognitive processes. This suggests that 

toxic leadership styles contribute to cognitive 

disruptions, potentially affecting the focus and 

attention of employees. The indirect impact of TLB 

on ETI through the mediating factor of workplace 

bullying (TLB → WPB → ETI) aligns seamlessly 

with the scholarly contributions of. This 

underscores the role of toxic leadership in 

cultivating a hostile work environment 

characterized by bullying, thereby highlighting the 

intricate pathways through which toxic leadership 

shapes turnover intentions. Similarly, the 

recognized indirect effect of TLB on ETI through 

cognitive distraction (TLB → CD → ETI) aligns with 

studies that emphasize the role of leadership in 

influencing employee cognitive processes and 

overall well-being (13, 15). This nuanced 

understanding adds depth to our comprehension 

of the intricate relationships between leadership 

styles and employees' intentions to leave the 

organization. 

Theoretical and Practical Implication 
These findings contribute to and extend existing 

literature emphasizing the significance of 

leadership behaviors in influencing workplace 

dynamics and, consequently, employee turnover 

intentions. The identification of bullying in the 

workplace and cognitive distraction as elements 

that function as mediators is in line with the 

request for a more thorough knowledge of the 

processes via which toxic leadership exerts its 

impact (6). When developing treatments and 

training programs to build healthier work 

environments and reduce the negative impacts of 

TLB, organizations should take these findings into 

account and include them in their planning 

activities. 

This study presents a unique approach by 

examining the interconnected effects of WPB, TLB, 

and CD on ETI. The originality of this research lies 

in its comprehensive analysis of these factors and 

their mediating roles. The findings have significant 

practical implications for organizational leaders 

and HR specialists, as they underscore the 

necessity of addressing toxic leadership to mitigate 

workplace bullying and cognitive distractions, 

thereby reducing turnover rates (17). 

Future Works 
Future research should explore the enduring 

consequences of TLB on employees and 

organizations. Longitudinal studies can provide 

insights into how prolonged exposure to TLB 

affects employee mental health, job satisfaction, 

and career progression. Additionally, investigating 

the efficacy of diverse therapeutic approaches, 

such as coaching, counseling, and organizational 

development interventions, in mitigating the 

negative effects of TLB across different 

organizational settings would be valuable. 

Understanding which strategies are most effective 

in various cultural and industry contexts can guide 

organizations in implementing tailored 

interventions. 
 

Conclusion  
This study examined the complex dynamics of TLB 

in the Indian automobile industry and its effects on 



 
Shrivastava and Sharma,                                                                                                                                 Vol X |Issue X  

357 
 

ETI. The results offer valuable insights into the 

complex relationship between TLB, WPB, and 

employees' intentions to leave. The evident effect 

of toxic leadership on employee turnover intention 

is consistent with previous research, highlighting 

the critical influence of leadership behavior on 

employees' intentions to leave. Toxic leadership 

has been linked to workplace bullying and 

cognitive distraction, highlighting the negative 

impact on workplace dynamics and employee 

cognitive processes. In addition, the research 

revealed secondary effects of authoritarian 

leadership on employees wanting to leave their 

jobs through workplace mistreatment and mental 

distraction. The results mirror the research of 

previous scholars, highlighting the establishment 

of a hostile work atmosphere marked by bullying 

and the cognitive disturbances caused by 

authoritarian leadership. Based on established 

theories and recent empirical evidence, the 

research model enhances understanding of the 

implications of toxic leadership in the automobile 

industry. The results highlight the significance of 

examining the direct influence of leadership styles 

on workplace atmosphere and employee welfare. 

Organizations aiming for sustainable and healthy 

work environments must address the implications 

of toxic leadership highlighted in this study 

through strategic interventions. Addressing toxic 

leadership behaviors and promoting a positive 

workplace culture is essential in reducing 

employee turnover intentions. Future studies may 

investigate specific contextual factors impacting 

these dynamics and develop interventions 

customized for the academic environment. This 

study provides a foundation for future research, 

giving meaningful insights for professionals, 

scholars, and leaders looking to improve work 

environments and address the adverse effects of 

authoritarian leadership in educational settings.  
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