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Abstract

Purpose –Leadership has been known for its tremendous impact on employees’ outcomes in any organisation.
Constructive leadership positively impacts employees, while destructive leadership causes counterproductive
work behaviours (CWB). This study aims to investigate the effect of toxic leadership on employees’ CWB via
the role of turnover intention by employing the psychological contract theory.
Design/methodology/approach –The participants were recruited using various recruitment methods such
as online recruitment and alumni networks. After dropping some participants who failed to complete the three-
wave data collection procedure, 457 responseswere used for the final data analysis. The participants came from
various public organisations in Indonesia (e.g. hospitals).
Findings – The results found that the effect of toxic leadership on employees’ CWBwas mediated by the role
of turnover intention. Under a toxic leader, employeesmight intend to leave the organisations and commit CWB
as the employees perceived the psychological contract breach.
Practical implications – Firstly, public organisations should implement some strategies to reduce the
emergence of toxic behaviours. Secondly, public organisations should evaluate and examine how leadership is
exercised within public organisations. Lastly, the organisations must ensure that their leaders do not breach
employees’ psychological contracts.
Originality/value – This study has highlighted the effect of toxic leadership on CWB in public service
organisations by employing a psychological contract theory and a power distance perspective.
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Introduction
Leaders in public sectors are the source of a leadership process, and followers are the object of
the leader’s behaviours (Ospina, 2017). In public sectors, leaders are expected to show some
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desired behaviours while followers must constructively respond to the behaviours (Boin and
T’Hart, 2003). At the individual level, leadership in the public sector also involves leader-
follower interactions. This relational process is pivotal in leadership as the nature of
leadership involves social interactions within a context (Clark et al., 2014). This relational
process is shaped by leaders and those they interact with (Hartley, 2018). In some situations,
leaders need to foster some political astuteness to control this dyadic relationship in public
sectors (Hartley et al., 2019; Ricard et al., 2017).

Understanding leadership in a public sphere is challenging and complex because the
actors need to balance between the administrative requirement and the increasing dynamic
circumstances (Murphy et al., 2017). In the process of balancing demands and requirements,
leaders potentially act aggressively, particularly when they experience resource depletion,
abusive climate, and high-performance systems in theworkplace (Aryee et al., 2008; Rice et al.,
2021; Sharma, 2018; Tepper et al., 2011). Some scholars had indicated the positive impact of
leadership in public sectors (Alimo-Metcalfe and Alban-Metcalfe, 2006; Anne Loewenberger
et al., 2014; Tuan, 2016; Ugaddan andPark, 2017). In the last five years, more studies found the
negative effect of destructive leader behaviours in public organisations (Gabriel, 2016; Khan
et al., 2020; Park et al., 2020; Vogel et al., 2016).

Regardless of the types of organisations, leaders with destructive behaviours deteriorate
organisation performance and negatively affect employees’mental health (Erickson et al., 2015;
Nyberg et al., 2011; Shaw et al., 2014; Woestman andWasonga, 2015). Destructive leadership is
not the only term used to describe leaders with deviant behaviours. Some forms of destructive
leadership also raise some concerns from both scholars and practitioners. Scholars have used
many terms to describe a leader’s destructive behaviours such as abusive supervision or
abusive supervisory behaviours (Tepper, 2000), toxic leadership (Pelletier, 2010), supervisor
incivility (Johnson and Indvik, 2001), and the dark side of leadership (Mathieu et al., 2014).

Unlike the other forms of destructive and dysfunctional leadership, toxic leadership
appears to be more inclusive in terms of the type of behaviours and its destructive effects
(MacLennan, 2017; Mehta and Maheshwari, 2013; Singh et al., 2017; Yi Chua et al., 2015).
Mehta and Maheshwari (2013) found that the construct included abusiveness, promoting
inequity, and lack of integrity. Lipman-Blumen (2008), Mehta and Maheshwari (2013), and
Mehta and Maheshwari (2013) postulated that toxic leadership could cause a destructive
effect on employees’mental health and performance and attenuate organisation performance.
Toxic leaders’ behaviours could emerge from the highest-level position (e.g. director) to the
lowest-level leadership position (e.g. supervisor).

While all types of destructive leadership could cause harm to employees and
organisations, the emergence of toxic leadership might destruct not only the leader-
follower dyadic relationship but also the whole mechanism of leadership (Başkan, 2020).
Following Murphy’s et al. (2017) argument, leadership in public sectors is complex because it
departs from lower-level social interactions (i.e. leader-follower relationship) to a higher
administrative system (i.e. state and national policies). Unlike positive leader behaviours (e.g.
charismatic leadership), leaders’ toxic behaviours are contagious, and their negative effects
could cascade and influence thewhole leadership process (Jiang andGu, 2016;Wo et al., 2019).

Some scholars have proposed that traditional leadership concepts (e.g. transformational
leadership and transactional leadership) have not comprehensively explained the complex
leadership processwithin public organisations (Ospina, 2017; VanWart, 2003). Unlike private
sectors, public sector leaders must be able to decode, challenge, and transform values and
goals set by government structures (Pedersen and Hartley, 2008). There is a need to further
reveal how leadership is performed in the public sector. Although some traditional leadership
concepts and sectors (e.g. private) could share some similarities with public leadership at the
individual-level process, the dynamic process and tendency to align the administrative tasks
and organisational performance make the public sector leadership distinct from other
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leadership practices (Clark et al., 2014; Murphy et al., 2017; Ospina, 2017). Toxic leadership is
relatively a new concept in leadership literature, and understanding its impact on public
sectors is vital.

In many public organisations, toxic behaviours are less accepted and potentially
deteriorate leader-follower social interactions, which could cause detrimental effects to
employees’ well-being, attitude, and performance (Bansal and Malhotra, 2018; Gabriel, 2016;
Vogel et al., 2016; Zaabi et al., 2018). Interestingly, while in many organisations, a leader’s
toxicity caused unpleasant experiences to employees (Pelletier, 2010), Reed and Bullis (2009)
found no significant impact of supervisor’s toxicity on follower’s retention because the forces
adopted unique military values, and they tended to tolerate toxic behaviours perpetrated by
their supervisors. Thus, this study raised a question regarding how leaders’ toxic behaviours
influence employees’ intention to quit and eventually trigger employees’ counterproductive
work behaviours in public sectors.

Literature review and hypotheses
This study investigates the effect of toxic leadership on CWB via the role of turnover
intention. Toxic leadership is a leader’s behaviours characterised by abusive,
authoritarian, narcissistic, self-promotion, and unpredictable behaviours (Schmidt and
Hanges, 2008). Turnover intention occurs when employees consciously and deliberately
will leave the organisation within a specific time interval such as six months or one year
(Meyer et al., 1993), while CWB is destructive work behaviours displayed by employees,
and these behaviours are harmful to both organisations and its members (Sackett and
DeVore, 2002).

The link between a leader’s behaviours and an employee’s intention to quit was evident in
many studies (Pradhan et al., 2019; Rahim and Cosby, 2016; Seo and Chung, 2019; Xu et al.,
2018). For instance, abusive supervision increased employees’ turnover intention (Ahmad
and Begum, 2020; Mathieu and Babiak, 2016; Pradhan et al., 2019; Richard et al., 2020). On the
contrary, some positive leadership styles tended to reduce the emergence of turnover
intention (Amunkete andRothmann, 2015; Sun andWang, 2017). Toxic leadership could have
increased employees’ intention to quit, as leaders with toxic behaviours could harm
employees’ well-being and increase employee dissatisfaction (Mehta and Maheshwari, 2013).
A similar pattern could emerge in most public organisations as the social interactions
between leaders and followers are shaped by expectations. These expectations are not
written but perceived as obligations set by leaders and followers (Rousseau, 1989, 1990).
Toxic behaviours that are perpetrated by leaders in public sectors could cause a breach of
expectations.

Furthermore, some scholars have postulated that toxic leadership had a detrimental
impact on employees’ performance (Behery et al., 2018; Mehta and Maheshwari, 2013; Zaabi
et al., 2018). Toxic leadership potentially stimulates a toxic and destructive climate (Mehta
and Maheshwari, 2013) by climbing the organisation ladder, where those leaders become
more powerful and influential. This study also viewed that any forms of bad behaviours from
leaders, including toxic behaviours, would trigger the emergence of counterproductive
behaviours. Under a stressful situation and resources are lacking, employees could retaliate
against their leaders by displaying counterproductive behaviours (Kim and Shapiro, 2008;
Lian et al., 2014). Although most studies have shown the destructive effect of bad leadership
on employee outcomes (Fosse et al., 2019; Mackey et al., 2021), different countries and cultures
showed some inconsistent results. For instance, high power distance people might tolerate
their leader’s mistreatments and are more likely to approach the leaders (Peltokorpi, 2019)
even though they still showed an intention to leave the organisation (Richard et al., 2020).
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Considering the above discussion, the direct impact of toxic leadership on turnover
intention and CWB needs further investigation in a high power distance country such as
Indonesia. According to some global surveys (Hofstede, 1983; Yoo et al., 2011), Indonesia is
considered a high power distance country. Apart from cultural values, Daraba et al. (2021)
found that employees in Indonesian public organisations tolerated directive and dominant
leaders (Ladegaard, 2012; Lam and Xu, 2019). Hypothetically, public organisations in
Indonesia are influenced by a high power distance value in which dominant and aggressive
leader’s behaviours are more tolerated (Peltokorpi, 2019; Tepper et al., 2009). However,
evidence is still scarce on how toxic leadership influence employees’ intention to quit and
counterproductive behaviours in Indonesia.

This study employs psychological contract theory to explain the indirect impact of toxic
leadership on CWBvia the role of turnover intention. A psychological contract can be defined
as an employee’s belief about the terms and conditions of a reciprocal exchange agreement
between the employee and the organisation (Rousseau, 1989). This belief is perceptual,
subjective, and may not be shared by others (Robinson, 1996). In an organisational context,
the psychological contract is reciprocal obligations between employees and employers
(Rousseau, 1990). A psychological contract breach emerges when an employee experiences a
discrepancy between what was promised (e.g. safety) and what they receive (e.g.
mistreatment) within an organisational context (Lambert et al., 2003; Robinson and Wolfe
Morrison, 2000). Psychological contract breach was associated positively with turnover
intention and negatively with performance (Zhao et al., 2007).

While people could still engage and performunder a destructive boss (Fiset et al., 2019), the
intention to leave the organisation would remain in their minds. Employees may engage in
some forms of subtle destructive behaviours, such as the intention to quit their job (Richard
et al., 2020) and silence (Lam and Xu, 2019; Pradhan et al., 2019b) when they are abused by
their leaders. Turnover intention becomes an interesting consequence of toxic leadership
because employees in public service could retain their jobs while at the same time they have
an intention to leave the organisations.

According to Rousseau (1990), employees might perceive that their employers and the
organisation do not provide job security as their leaders continuously perpetrate toxic
treatments. They might not directly show their retaliatory behaviours as power imbalance is
accepted and endorsed in a high power distance culture (Richard et al., 2020). However, this
circumstance causes intense emotional reactions and motivates employees to leave the job
(i.e. turnover intention) or show some forms of CWB. This theoretical argument leads to the
first hypothesis.

Toxic Leadership positively influences employees’ turnover intention (hypothesis 1a) and
CWB (hypothesis 1b) in public service organisations.

Research has shown that employees who had an intention to quit their jobs were more
likely to engage in high CWB and low extra-role behaviours (Jiang et al., 2019; Saeed and
Waseem, 2014; Xiong andWen, 2020). Employees who anticipate that their relationship with
the organisation has an end-point or they plan to discontinue the relationship with the
organisation are more likely to reduce their performance standards (Heide and Miner, 1992).
They are also less motivated in attaining performance goals and consequently engage in
CWB (Hui et al., 2007). The employee’s turnover intention has adverse impacts on employees’
daily work behaviours, such as hindering innovation (Jiang et al., 2019) and deteriorating
desirable work outcomes (Xiong and Wen, 2020).

As proposed earlier, a leader’s toxic behaviours are positively associated with turnover
intention. Furthermore, the turnover intention might cause employees to reduce their efforts
which consequently lower their performance and potentially increase CWB. Thus, employees
who received toxic treatments from their leaders are more likely to show high turnover
intention, which also increases their likelihood to commit CWB. In other words, the effect of a
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leader’s toxicity on employees’ CWB is mediated by employees’ turnover intention.
Considering this argument, the next hypothesis will be:

The impact of toxic leadership on CWB is mediated by turnover intention (Hypothesis 2)

Method
Participants and procedure
This study recruited participants from various public organisations (i.e. hospital, school,
university, public transport office, and municipal office) in South Sulawesi, Indonesia. A
variety of methods was used to recruit participants. The majority of the participants were
recruited via an online survey platform. Some participants were recruited via professional
networks such as university alumni networks and employees’ associations. The data
collection targeted full-time employees who had beenworking for at least one year. The study
was advertised for three weeks to 851 employees working in public service organisations.
After three weeks, 672 (79% response rate) employees agreed to participate in the study.
They all received information via their email or online messaging services regarding the
study, including a concern form and an instruction to participate.

This study employed a multi-wave data collection technique to reduce the effect of
common method variance (MacKenzie and Podsakoff, 2012). This study employed a three-
wave data collection procedure with a two-week gap. In the first wave, participants were
asked to complete the first part of the survey consisting of demographic questions
(e.g. gender) and a toxic leadership measure. Then, participants were asked to complete
turnover intention and CWB measure in the second and third waves. The number of
participants dropped as the data collectionmoved fromphase one to phase three. Initially, 602
participants completed the survey in phase one, 554 completed phase two, and 460
participants completed phase three. Participants who only completed one or two phases in the
data collection were excluded from the analysis. Also, three participants were excluded from
the final list because they failed the attention check items.

Finally, 457 useable responses (61% response rate) came from hospitals (102, 22%),
schools (89, 19%), universities (110, 24%), public transport offices (76, 17%), and municipal
offices (80, 17.5%). Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to identify significant
differences between the organisations. The results showed no significant differences
(p > 0.05) for toxic leadership, turnover intention, and CWB. The number of male and female
participants was nearly equal (52% female and 48%male). Most participants had worked for
more than ten years with a mean age of 38 (SD 5 10.63). Many of them held a bachelor’s
degree (60%), and some only had a high school diploma (11.4%). The majority of the
participants were only regular staff without leadership positions (82.9%), while the rest
served a leadership role (e.g. supervisor) in the last six months.

Measures
All measures were administered using Bahasa Indonesia, the official language of Indonesian.
Three measures (i.e. toxic leadership, turnover intention, and CWB) were adapted from
English to Bahasa Indonesia using the translate and back-translated method (Brislin, 1970).
The other additional measures (i.e. demographic questions and attention check) were
developed by researchers using Bahasa Indonesia. The following will explain more about
each measure in this study.

Toxic leadership scale. Toxic leadership was measured using the Toxic Leadership Scale
(Schmidt andHanges, 2008). This scalemeasures employees’ experiencewith their immediate
leader’s destructive behaviours. The scale contains 30 items from five dimensions (Abusive
supervision, Authoritarian Leadership, Narcissism, Self-Promotion, and Unpredictability)
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where each dimension has six items. The scale was administered using a five-point Likert-
type scale with options ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always). Compared to other similar
measures (e.g. Cortina et al., 2001; Paulhus and Williams, 2002; Tepper, 2000), this scale was
chosen because it described observable behaviours and represented various types of
destructive leader behaviours. The items included “holds subordinates responsible for things
outside their job descriptions.” Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) showed a five-factor
solution confirming the theoretical construct of the scale (χ2/df 5 2.5, RMSEA 5 0.06,
SRMR 5 0.05, and TLI 5 0.91). The scale showed high reliability with Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient 0.94.

Turnover intention scale. The turnover intention was measured using the Turnover
Intention Scale (Michaels and Spector, 1982). This scale measures employee’s intention to
voluntarily leave the organisation or workplace within the last six months. The scale
contained three items and was administered using a six-point Likert-type scale (15 strongly
disagree to 6 5 strongly agree). The scale was selected because it is brief, reliable, and has
been widely used by many researchers in organisational studies. “I often seriously consider
leaving my current job” is one of the items on the scale. The CFA results confirmed that the
scale had a single factor (χ2/df5 2, RMSEA5 0.01, SRMR5 0.01, and TLI5 0.99). The scale
had acceptable reliability with Cronbach’s alpha 0.70.

Counterproductive work behaviour scale (CWBS). CounterproductiveWork Behaviour was
measured using a five-item Counterproductive Work Behaviour Scale from the Individual
Work Performance Questionnaire (IWPQ). The IWPQ was initially developed by Koopmans
et al. (2012). This scale measures the frequency of CWB perpetrated by an employee. The scale
is a self-report performance measure administered using a five-point Likert-type scale
(15 never to 55 always). “I spoke with colleagues about the negative aspects of my work” is
one of the items on the scale. Using the CFA technique, the results showed a three-factor model
(χ2/df 5 2, RMSEA 5 0.08, SRMR 5 0.08) where CWBS was reported as an independent
dimension. The reliability of CWBS was acceptable with Cronbach’s alpha coefficient 0.78.

Demographic variables. Participants’ demographic information was also collected using
self-report questions. The demographic questions included gender, age, tenure, last attained
education level, and leadership role. Age and tenure were reported in year, while gender and
leadership role were dummy coded (male and leader were coded 1). Education levels were
coded from 1 to 6, where 0 for participants who only had a high school diploma, 1, 2, and 3
represented Diploma 1, 2, and 3, respectively, and 4, 5, and 6 represented bachelor’s degree,
masters, and doctoral degree, respectively.

Attention check items. This study anticipated some potential careless responses during
the online data collection. Previous studies have identified some methods to eliminate
participants with careless responses (Aruguete et al., 2019; Curran, 2016; Meade and Craig,
2012; Niessen et al., 2016). According to these studies, a researcher can randomly insert
some bogus items to identify whether they read the items with enough effort before
submitting their responses. This study inserted two bogus items (i.e. “please thick strongly
disagree for this item,” and “if you read this item, please select agree”). Participants who
failed the attention check item were excluded from the analysis.

Results and Discussion
Results
Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations. The correlations between variables showed
that all demographic variables were not significantly associated with the focal variables in
this study (i.e. toxic leadership, turnover intention, and CWB), except for turnover intention
and education level (r5�0.10, p< 0.05). This correlation indicated that employees’ turnover
intention was related to their education level. Employees with higher education could have
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lower turnover intention than thosewith lower educational attainment. Surprisingly, job level
was also negatively associated with age (r5�0.31, p < 0.001), tenure (r5�0.18, p < 0.001)
and gender (r5�0.12, p< 0.01). These negative correlations suggested that older employees
and tenure did not guarantee a higher leadership position (e.g. supervisor, manager). As
predicted, all focal variables in this study were positively correlated with correlation
coefficients ranging from 0.10 (p < 0.05) to 0.27 (p < 0.001), indicating that deviant work
behaviours were significantly related. For more information please see Table 1.

Hypothesis testing using structural equation modelling (SEM). Firstly, the measurement
model of this study was examined using a Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) technique,
and the fit indices were evaluated against some cut-off scores (Byrne, 2001; Hu and Bentler,
1999; Marsh and Balla, 1994). Toxic leadership, turnover intention and CWB were three
independent constructs. The hypothetical model proposed that toxic leadership could
directly impact CWB or indirectly via the mediating role of turnover intention.

The results showed that the empirical data confirmed the proposed theoretical model
(χ2/df 5 2.20, RMSEA 5 0.05, SRMR 5 0.06, CFI 5 0.91, and TLI 5 90). In addition, each
measure produced Average Variance Extracted (AVE) higher than 0.50 and discriminant
validity coefficients (square root of AVE) of 0.63, 0.70, and 0.65 for toxic leadership, turnover
intention, and CWB, respectively. The discriminant validity coefficients were higher than any
correlation coefficient between variables indicating a valid measurement model (Fornell and
Larcker, 1981). In order to reduce bias in the proposed theoretical model, the hypothesised
model was tested against two alternative models. In the first alternative model, toxic
leadership and turnover intention were combined as a single factor. In the second alternative
model, all three measures were combined as a single measure. The results showed that the
first and second alternative models yielded a poor fit. Please refer to the following Table 2 for
more details:

No Variable Mean (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 Age 38.08 (10.63) —
2 Tenure 12.08 (10.87) 0.75*** —
3 Gender 0.42 (0.49) 0.01 0.07 —
4 Job level 0.17 (0.38) �0.31*** �0.18*** �0.12** —
5 Education 5.40 (1.82) 0.08 �0.02 �0.04 �0.21*** —
6 TL 48.80 (18.23) �0.03 �0.01 0.02 0.06 �0.02 —
7 TI 5.83 (2.71) �0.05 0.10 0.02 �0.03 �0.10* 0.27*** —
8 CWB 7.87(3.18) �0.03 �0.02 0.03 0.05 �0.01 0.15** 0.10*

Note(s): N 5 457, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001, gender (0 5 female, 1 5 male), job level (0 5 staff,
1 5 supervise at least one subordinate), education (0 5 high school diploma to 6 5 doctoral degree)
TL 5 Toxic Leadership, TI 5 Turnover Intention, and CWB5 Counterproductive Work Behaviours

Model No of factor χ2 df p χ2/df RMSEA CFI TLI

1 Hypothesised modela 1394.64 633 0.001 2.20 0.05 0.91 0.90
2 Alternative model oneb 2671.79 664 0.001 4.02 0.08 0.78 0.75
3 Alternative model twoc 3254.91 665 0.001 4.89 0.09 0.70 0.68

Note(s): aThree factors (toxic leadership predicts CWB partially via turnover intention)
bTwo factors (toxic leadership and turnover intention in one factor predict CWB)
cOne factor model (all three measures in a single factor)

Table 1.
Descriptive statistics

and bivariate
correlations

Table 2.
Model fit indices for the
proposed hypothetical

model and the two
alternative models
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Since the hypothesised model showed a better fit than the other alternative models, the
next part of the hypothesis testingwas to examine the path coefficient and the contribution of
toxic leadership on CWB through turnover intention. Standardized estimates for the
hypothesised model can be found in the following Figure 1:

The standardised estimates showed the positive effect of toxic leadership on turnover
intention (0.30, p < 0.001) and CWB (0.13, p < 0.05). Also, turnover intention positively
predicted CWB (0.14, p < 0.05). The partial mediating role of turnover intention was also
confirmed as toxic leadership could directly impact CWB or indirectly through turnover
intention. Toxic leadership accounted for a 9% variance in turnover intention, while the
indirect effect of toxic leadership on CWBvia turnover intention accounted for a 5%variance
on CWB. Since toxic leadership directly impacted turnover intention and CWB, hypotheses
1a (Toxic Leadership positively influences employees’ turnover intention) and 1b (toxic
leadership positively influences employees’ CWB) were confirmed. Also, hypothesis 2 (the
impact of toxic leadership on CWB is mediated by turnover intention) was confirmed as the
partial mediating role of turnover intention was confirmed.

Discussion
In general, leadership in public organisations operates from the top government to leader-
follower interactions at the individual level (Clark et al., 2014). Leadership at higher levels is
influenced by policies and regulations set by the state and central government. However, the
leader-member exchange at an individual level involves a psychological contract set by
employees prior to joining the organisations (Robinson and Rousseau, 1994). In addition, the
relational process is shaped by the mutual relationship between leaders and followers
(Hartley, 2018). This study attracts our attention to the importance of leadership in dyadic
relationships between leader and follower in public organisations. Leadership practices in
public sectors should not only be viewed as a set of central government orders but rather as
individual and social processes.

This study confirmed some previous findings regarding the effect of leaders’ toxicity on
employees’ deviant behaviours (Ahmad and Begum, 2020; Aryee et al., 2007; Kim et al., 2020;
Mawritz et al., 2012; Mathieu and Babiak, 2016; Pradhan et al., 2019a,b; Richard et al., 2020).
The results found that the employees’ turnover intention partially mediated the effect of toxic
leadership on employees’ CWB. The findings also provided new insight on how toxic
leadership impacts employees’ CWB in public service organisations, particularly for
employees in a high power distance country like Indonesia.

This study supported the notion that the toxic leadership phenomena widely occurred
across various organisation types (e.g. public vs private) and cultures (e.g. high vs low power
distance). Toxic leadership could have been a universal phenomenon, and it had a destructive
impact on both employees and the organisation. Although public service organisations are

Turnover
Intention

Toxic 
Leadership

CWB 

0.13, p < 0.05 

0.30, p < 0.001 0.14, p < 0.05 

(R  = 0.05)2  

(R  = 0.09)2  

Figure 1.
Empirical model of the
effect of toxic
leadership on CWB via
turnover intention
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distinct from other organisations, public organisations share some common features with their
business counterparts. People in public sectors appear to show similar responses to
psychological contract breaches. Leaders who display hostile and unfair behaviours have
breached relational obligations (Rousseau, 1989). High power distance orientation in Indonesia
public sectors has influenced how people react and accept power imbalance. Some employees
who experience toxic leadership withhold their intention to confront their leaders because their
behaviours could be perceived as intolerance to the acceptable norms in the organisation.

Public sector employees in Indonesian culture may hesitate to display retaliatory
behaviours towards their toxic leaders (Richard et al., 2020). However, themistreatments from
their leaders are perceived as a breach of mutual obligations perpetrated by the employer.
Thus, employees develop an intention to leave the organisation or reduce their efforts to
perform the tasks. In aworst-case scenario, their intention to leave the organisation and effort
reduction can turn into more counterproductive behaviours such as silence (Lam and Xu,
2019), knowledge hiding (Pradhan et al., 2019; Shah and Saeed Hashmi, 2019), work
withdrawal, production deviance, and theft (Wei and Si, 2013b). They might withhold
intention to confront the perpetrator, but their intention to leave the organisation could
increase. Employees who have high turnover intention will be more likely to commit CWB.

Scholars and practitioners should also scrutinise how leaders exert their power in public
sectors. Abuse of power could trigger toxic leadership, and it might lead to counterproductive
behaviours. This study has exemplified how toxic leadership increased negative behaviours
such as turnover intention and CWB in Indonesia. In theworst-case scenario, Indonesian public
sectors might unwittingly suffer from severe CWB if their employees had a high toxic
leadership and turnover intention. The abused employees might remain in the organisations
even though they received unfair treatment. However, their intention to quit would increase
retaliation against their leaders or even the organisations. These employees could be less
productive and showCWB.On the contrary, when constructive supports from the organisation
takes place, employees will perceive more mutual relationships between leader and followers
and their psychological contracts are fulfilled (Coyle-Shapiro and Conway, 2005).

Practical implications. This study proposed three practical implications. Firstly, public
organisations in Indonesia should be aware of the unseenmechanism on how toxic leadership
unwittingly harms employees’ mental health and increases CWB. Public organisations
should implement some strategies to reduce the emergence of toxic behaviours. For example,
a public organisation may design a support system for employees (Li et al., 2016) or
strengthen employees’ positive psychological states (Harvey et al., 2007).

Secondly, leadership involves many elements within an organisational context. In public
sectors, leadership is shaped throughout different hierarchical levels, starting from the central
government, local government, and finally leader-follower social interactions. Although this
study found only small effect sizes of toxic leadership, the consequences could be detrimental to
leader-follower social interactions. Toxic leadership occurs at the lowest level of interaction
which is based on leader-follower daily interactions. This part of leadership practice should
receive more attention in public organisation studies and practices. The negative leader
behaviours still receive less attention,while the cost of these behaviours is considerably high for
the public organisation. Indonesian public organisations should perform some systematic
evaluation on how leadership is practised at lower levels within a workplace.

Lastly, the psychological contract breach might have a trickle-down effect in public
organisations. For example, Wei and Si (2013a) found that leaders who experienced a
psychological contract breach would be more likely to increase their abusive behaviours
towards their subordinates. Although psychological contract depends on employees’
subjective evaluation, the organisation should prevent leaders from breaching employees’
psychological contracts.
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Limitations and future research directions. This study has found a mechanism of how
toxic leadership influences employees’ CWB by employing a psychological contract theory.
However, there are two limitations that have been identified in this study. Firstly, the effect
size was considerably small for the direct and indirect effect of toxic leadership, and
researchers are aware that followers’ characteristics greatly influence leaders’ behaviour.
However, a small fraction of toxic behaviours could cause many undesired outcomes in the
long run. There could be other factors that might magnify the small effect size of the toxic
leadership in public organisations (see Funder and Ozer, 2019), including subordinate’s
attribution style (Martinko et al., 2011) and personality traits (Mawritz et al., 2014). Future
studies should further investigate how other factors influence the effect of toxic leadership on
employees’ outcomes.

Lastly, this study proposed that power distance orientation within the Indonesian public
organisations influenced how employees reacted to toxic leadership. This particular cultural
value could also interact with other cultural dimensions, such as individualism vs
collectivism. Furthermore, organisational context also can influence how employees in a
high power distance country tolerate a leader’s aggressive behaviours. For example, a high-
performance climate determined how employees responded to abusive supervision (Xu et al.,
2020). Therefore, future studies should investigate how culture and organisational climate
influence the effect of toxic leadership on employee outcomes.

Conclusion
Although the negative outcomes of toxic leadership were consistent across studies, the
mechanism in which toxic leadership triggers employees’ deviant behaviours might vary
across cultures and organisations. As proposed by this study, tolerance to power imbalance
halt subordinates from displaying retaliatory behaviours towards their leaders. However, as
the psychological contract was breached, their intention to leave the organisation also
increased. The employees might hesitate to display anger or aggressive behaviours, but they
are urged to cope with the mistreatment. During this circumstance, employees in public
service organisations could reduce their efforts and performance and eventually engage in
CWB. Public organisations in Indonesia should consider some avenues to tackle the
destructive effect of toxic leadership within the organisations. In public sectors, some
systematic approaches should be implemented at social level interactions to ensure the
fulfilment of psychological contracts and to mitigate the trickle-down effect of toxic
leadership.
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Başkan, B. (2020), “Toxic leadership in education: a systematic review”, International Journal of
Educational Administration, Management, and Leadership, Vol. 1 No. 2, pp. 97-104, doi: 10.
51629/ijeamal.v1i2.11.

Behery, M., Al-Nasser, A.D., Jabeen, F. and El Rawas, A.S. (2018), “Toxic leadership and
organizational citizenship behavior: a mediation effect of followers’ trust and commitment in
the middle east”, International Journal of Business and Society, Vol. 19 No. 3, pp. 793-815,
available at: https://dspace.adu.ac.ae/handle/1/1643.

Boin, A. and T’Hart, P. (2003), “Public leadership in times of crisis: mission impossible?”, Public
Administration Review, Vol. 63 No. 5, pp. 544-553, doi: 10.1111/1540-6210.00318.

Brislin, R.W. (1970), “Back-translation for cross-cultural research”, Journal of Cross-Cultural
Psychology, Vol. 1 No. 3, pp. 185-216, doi: 10.1177/135910457000100301.

Byrne, B.M. (2001), “Structural equation modeling with AMOS, EQS, and LISREL: comparative
approaches to testing for the factorial validity of a measuring instrument”, International Journal
of Testing, Vol. 1 No. 1, pp. 55-86, doi: 10.1207/s15327574ijt0101_4.

Clark, M., Denham-Vaughan, S. and Chidiac, M.-A. (2014), “A relational perspective on public sector
leadership and management”, The International Journal of Leadership in Public Services, Vol. 10
No. 1, pp. 4-16, doi: 10.1108/ijlps-03-2013-0006.

Cortina, L.M., Magley, V.J., Williams, J.H. and Langhout, R.D. (2001), “Incivility in the workplace:
incidence and impact”, Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, Vol. 6 No. 1, pp. 64-80, doi: 10.
1037/1076-8998.6.1.64.

Coyle-Shapiro, J.A.M. and Conway, N. (2005), “Exchange relationships: examining psychological
contracts and perceived organizational support”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 90 No. 4,
pp. 774-781, doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.90.4.774.

Curran, P.G. (2016), “Methods for the detection of carelessly invalid responses in survey data”, Journal
of Experimental Social Psychology, Vol. 66, pp. 4-19, doi: 10.1016/j.jesp.2015.07.006.

Daraba, D., Wirawan, H., Salam, R. and Faisal, M. (2021), “Working from home during the corona
pandemic: investigating the role of authentic leadership, psychological capital, and gender on
employee performance”, Cogent Business and Management, Vol. 8 No. 1, pp. 0-17, doi: 10.1080/
23311975.2021.1885573.

Erickson, A., Shaw, B., Murray, J. and Branch, S. (2015), “Destructive leadership: causes, consequences
and countermeasures”, Organizational Dynamics, Vol. 44 No. 4, pp. 266-272, doi: 10.1016/j.
orgdyn.2015.09.003.

Fiset, J., Robinson, M.A. and Saffie-Robertson, M.C. (2019), “Masking wrongs through brilliance: the
moderating effect of vision on the relationship between abusive supervision and employee
outcomes”, European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, Vol. 28 No. 6, pp. 756-768,
doi: 10.1080/1359432X.2019.1637853.

Effect of toxic
leadership

https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2018.1563966
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.1.191
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1740-8784.2008.00118.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1740-8784.2008.00118.x
https://doi.org/10.7860/JCDR/2018/31233.12090
https://doi.org/10.7860/JCDR/2018/31233.12090
https://doi.org/10.51629/ijeamal.v1i2.11
https://doi.org/10.51629/ijeamal.v1i2.11
https://dspace.adu.ac.ae/handle/1/1643
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-6210.00318
https://doi.org/10.1177/135910457000100301
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327574ijt0101_4
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijlps-03-2013-0006
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.6.1.64
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.6.1.64
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.4.774
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2021.1885573
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2021.1885573
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orgdyn.2015.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orgdyn.2015.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2019.1637853


Fornell, C. and Larcker, D.F. (1981), “Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable
variables and measurement error”, Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 18 No. 1, pp. 39-50,
doi: 10.1177/002224378101800104.

Fosse, T.H., Skogstad, A., Einarsen, S.V. and Martinussen, M. (2019), “Active and passive forms of
destructive leadership in a military context: a systematic review and meta-analysis”, European
Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, Vol. 28 No. 5, pp. 708-722, doi: 10.1080/
1359432X.2019.1634550.

Funder, D.C. and Ozer, D.J. (2019), “Evaluating effect size in psychological research: sense and
nonsense”, Advances in Methods and Practices in Psychological Science, Vol. 2 No. 2, pp. 156-168,
doi: 10.1177/2515245919847202.

Gabriel, J.M.O. (2016), “Supervisors’ toxicity as predictor of subordinates’ counter-productive work
behavior in Nigerian public hospitals”, Journal of Applied Business Research, Vol. 32 No. 5,
pp. 1363-1374, doi: 10.19030/jabr.v32i5.9765.

Hartley, J. (2018), “Ten propositions about public leadership”, International Journal of Public
Leadership, Vol. 14 No. 4, pp. 202-217, doi: 10.1108/ijpl-09-2018-0048.

Hartley, J., Sancino, A., Bennister, M. and Resodihardjo, S.L. (2019), “Leadership for public value:
political astuteness as a conceptual link”, Public Administration, Vol. 97 No. 2, pp. 239-249,
doi: 10.1111/padm.12597.

Harvey, P., Stoner, J., Hochwarter, W. and Kacmar, C. (2007), “Coping with abusive supervision: the
neutralizing effects of ingratiation and positive affect on negative employee outcomes”,
Leadership Quarterly, Vol. 18 No. 3, pp. 264-280, doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2007.03.008.

Heide, J.B. and Miner, A.S. (1992), “The shadow of the future: effects of anticipated interaction and
frequency of contact on buyer-seller cooperation”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 35
No. 2, pp. 265-291, doi: 10.5465/256374.

Hofstede, G. (1983), “National cultures revisited”, Behavior Science Research, Vol. 18 No. 4, pp. 285-305,
doi: 10.1177/106939718301800403.

Hu, L.T. and Bentler, P.M. (1999), “Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis:
conventional criteria versus new alternatives”, Structural Equation Modeling, Vol. 6 No. 1,
pp. 1-55, doi: 10.1080/10705519909540118.

Hui, C., Wong, A. and Tjosvold, D. (2007), “Turnover intention and performance in China: the role of
positive affectivity, Chinese values, perceived organizational support and constructive
controversy”, Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, Vol. 80 No. 4,
pp. 735-751, doi: 10.1348/096317906X171037.

Jiang, W. and Gu, Q. (2016), “How abusive supervision and abusive supervisory climate influence
salesperson creativity and sales team effectiveness in China”, Management Decision, Vol. 54
No. 2, pp. 455-475, doi: 10.1108/MD-07-2015-0302.

Jiang, W., Wang, L., Chu, Z. and Zheng, C. (2019), “Does leader turnover intention hinder team
innovation performance? The roles of leader self-sacrificial behavior and empathic concern”,
Journal of Business Research, Vol. 104 No. 10, pp. 261-270, doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.07.013.

Johnson, P.R. and Indvik, J. (2001), “Slings and arrows of rudeness: incivility in the workplace”,
Journal of Management Development, Vol. 20 No. 8, pp. 705-714, doi: 10.1108/
EUM0000000005829.

Khan, A.N., Khan, N.A., Bodla, A.A. and Gul, S. (2020), “Impact of psychopathy on employee creativity
via work engagement and negative socioemotional behavior in public health sector: role of
abusive supervision”, Personnel Review, Vol. 49 No. 8, pp. 1655-1675, doi: 10.1108/PR-02-
2019-0072.

Kim, T.Y. and Shapiro, D.L. (2008), “Retaliation against supervisory mistreatment: negative emotion,
group membership, and cross-cultural difference”, International Journal of Conflict
Management, Vol. 19 No. 4, pp. 339-358, doi: 10.1108/10444060810909293.

IJPSM

https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2019.1634550
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2019.1634550
https://doi.org/10.1177/2515245919847202
https://doi.org/10.19030/jabr.v32i5.9765
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijpl-09-2018-0048
https://doi.org/10.1111/padm.12597
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2007.03.008
https://doi.org/10.5465/256374
https://doi.org/10.1177/106939718301800403
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317906X171037
https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-07-2015-0302
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.07.013
https://doi.org/10.1108/EUM0000000005829
https://doi.org/10.1108/EUM0000000005829
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-02-2019-0072
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-02-2019-0072
https://doi.org/10.1108/10444060810909293


Kim, S.L., Lee, S. and Yun, S. (2020), “The trickle-down effect of abusive supervision: the
moderating effects of supervisors’ task performance and employee promotion focus”,
Journal of Leadership and Organizational Studies, Vol. 27 No. 3, pp. 241-255, doi: 10.1177/
1548051820933321.

Koopmans, L., Bernaards, C., Hildebrandt, V., van Buuren, S., van der Beek, A.J. and de Vet, H.C.w.
(2012), “Development of an individual work performance questionnaire”, International Journal
of Productivity and Performance Management, Vol. 62 No. 1, pp. 6-28, doi: 10.1108/
17410401311285273.

Ladegaard, H.J. (2012), “Rudeness as a discursive strategy in leadership discourse: culture, power and
gender in a Hong Kong workplace”, Journal of Pragmatics, Vol. 44 No. 12, pp. 1661-1679, doi: 10.
1016/j.pragma.2012.07.003.

Lam, L.W. and Xu, A.J. (2019), “Power imbalance and employee silence: the role of abusive leadership,
power distance orientation, and perceived organisational politics”, Applied Psychology, Vol. 68
No. 3, pp. 513-546, doi: 10.1111/apps.12170.

Lambert, L.S., Edwards, J.R. and Cable, D.M. (2003), “Breach and fulfillment of the psychological
contract: a comparison of traditional and expanded views”, Personnel Psychology, Vol. 56 No. 4,
pp. 895-934, doi: 10.1111/j.1744-6570.2003.tb00244.x.

Li, X., Qian, J., Han, Z.R. and Jin, Z. (2016), “Coping with abusive supervision: the neutralizing effects
of perceived organizational support and political skill on employees’ burnout”, Current
Psychology, Vol. 35 No. 1, pp. 77-82, doi: 10.1007/s12144-015-9363-5.

Lian, H., Brown, D.J., Ferris, D.L., Liang, L.H., Keeping, L.M. and Morrison, R. (2014), “Abusive
supervision and retaliation: a self-control framework”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 57
No. 1, pp. 116-139, doi: 10.5465/amj.2011.0977.

Lipman-Blumen, J. (2008), “Following toxic leaders: in search of posthumous praise”, in Riggio, R.E.,
Chaleff, I. and Lipman-Blumen, J. (Eds), The Art of Followership: How Great Followers Create
Great Leaders and Organizations, Jossey-Bass, No. 1, pp. 181-194.

MacKenzie, S.B. and Podsakoff, P.M. (2012), “Common method bias in marketing: causes, mechanisms,
and procedural remedies”, Journal of Retailing, Vol. 88 No. 4, pp. 542-555, doi: 10.1016/j.jretai.
2012.08.001.

Mackey, J.D., Parker Ellen, B., McAllister, C.P. and Alexander, K.C. (2021), “The dark side of
leadership: a systematic literature review and meta-analysis of destructive leadership
research”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 132 No. 8, pp. 705-718, doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.
2020.10.037.

MacLennan, H. (2017), “The cost of toxic leadership: what the board didn’t see”, Journal of Leadership,
Accountability and Ethics, Vol. 14 No. 4, pp. 100-103, doi: 10.33423/jlae.v14i4.1491.

Marsh, H.W. and Balla, J. (1994), “Goodness of fit in confirmatory factor analysis: the effects of sample
size and model parsimony”, Quality and Quantity, Vol. 28 No. 2, pp. 185-217, doi: 10.1007/
BF01102761.

Martinko, M.J., Harvey, P., Sikora, D. and Douglas, S.C. (2011), “Perceptions of abusive supervision: the
role of subordinates’ attribution styles”, Leadership Quarterly, Vol. 22 No. 4, pp. 751-764, doi: 10.
1016/j.leaqua.2011.05.013.

Mathieu, C. and Babiak, P. (2016), “Corporate psychopathy and abusive supervision: their influence on
employees’ job satisfaction and turnover intentions”, Personality and Individual Differences,
Vol. 91 No. 1, pp. 102-106, doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2015.12.002.

Mathieu, C., Neumann, C.S., Hare, R.D. and Babiak, P. (2014), “A dark side of leadership: corporate
psychopathy and its influence on employee well-being and job satisfaction”, Personality and
Individual Differences, Vol. 59 No. 1, pp. 83-88, doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2013.11.010.

Mawritz, M.B., Mayer, D.M., Hoobler, J.M., Wayne, S.J. and Marinova, S.V. (2012), “A trickle-down
model of abusive supervision”, Personnel Psychology, Vol. 65 No. 2, pp. 325-357, doi: 10.1111/j.
1744-6570.2012.01246.x.

Effect of toxic
leadership

https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051820933321
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051820933321
https://doi.org/10.1108/17410401311285273
https://doi.org/10.1108/17410401311285273
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2012.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2012.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12170
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2003.tb00244.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-015-9363-5
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0977
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2012.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2012.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.10.037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.10.037
https://doi.org/10.33423/jlae.v14i4.1491
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01102761
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01102761
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.05.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.05.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2013.11.010
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2012.01246.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2012.01246.x


Mawritz, M.B., Dust, S.B. and Resick, C.J. (2014), “Hostile climate, abusive supervision, and employee
coping: does conscientiousness matter?”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 99 No. 4,
pp. 737-747, doi: 10.1037/a0035863.

Meade, A.W. and Craig, S.B. (2012), “Identifying careless responses in survey data”, Psychological
Methods, Vol. 17 No. 3, pp. 437-455, doi: 10.1037/a0028085.

Mehta, S. and Maheshwari, G.C. (2013), “Consequence of toxic leadership on employee job satisfaction
and organizational commitment”, The Journal Contemporary Management Research, Vol. 8
No. 2, pp. 1-23, available at: https://ezproxy.deakin.edu.au/login?url5http://search.ebscohost.
com/login.aspx?direct5true&AuthType5ip,sso&db5bth&AN594508005&site5ehost-
live&scope5site NS -.

Meyer, J.P., Tett, R.P. and Meyer, J.P. (1993), “Job satisfaction, organizational commitment, turnover
intention, and turnover: path analyses based on meta-analytical findings”, Personnel Psychology,
Vol. 46 No. 2, pp. 259-293, doi: 10.1111/j.1744-6570.1993.tb00874.x.

Michaels, C.E. and Spector, P.E. (1982), “Causes of employee turnover: a test of the mobley, Griffeth,
Hand, and Meglino model”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 67 No. 1, pp. 53-59, doi: 10.1037/
0021-9010.67.1.53.

Murphy, J., Rhodes, M.L., Meek, J.W. and Denyer, D. (2017), “Managing the entanglement: complexity
leadership in public sector systems”, Public Administration Review, Vol. 77 No. 5, pp. 692-704,
doi: 10.1111/puar.12698.

Niessen, A.S.M., Meijer, R.R. and Tendeiro, J.N. (2016), “Detecting careless respondents in web-based
questionnaires: which method to use?”, Journal of Research in Personality, Vol. 63 No. 1, pp. 1-11,
doi: 10.1016/j.jrp.2016.04.010.

Nyberg, A., Holmberg, I., Bernin, P., Alderling, M., �Akerblomc, S., Widerszal-Bazyld, M., Magrin, M.E.,
Hasselhornf, H.M., Milczarekd, M., D’Angeloe, G., Denkf, M., Westerlundb, H. and Theorell, T.
(2011), “Destructive managerial leadership and psychological well-being among employees in
Swedish, Polish, and Italian hotels”, Work, Vol. 39 No. 3, pp. 267-281, doi: 10.3233/WOR-
2011-1175.

Ospina, S.M. (2017), “Collective leadership and context in public administration: bridging public
leadership research and leadership studies”, Public Administration Review, Vol. 77 No. 2,
pp. 275-287, doi: 10.1111/puar.12706.

Park, H., Choi, W. and Kang, S.W. (2020), “When is the negative effect of abusive supervision on task
performance mitigated? An empirical study of public service officers in Korea”, International
Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, Vol. 17 No. 12, pp. 1-10, doi: 10.3390/
ijerph17124244.

Paulhus, D.L. and Williams, K.M. (2002), “The dark triad of personality: narcissism, machiavellianism,
and psychopathy”, Journal of Research in Personality, Vol. 36 No. 6, pp. 556-563, doi: 10.1016/
S0092-6566(02)00505-6.

Pedersen, D. and Hartley, J. (2008), “The changing context of public leadership and management:
implications for roles and dynamics”, International Journal of Public Sector Management,
Vol. 21 No. 4, pp. 327-339, doi: 10.1108/09513550810880214.

Pelletier, K.L. (2010), “Leader toxicity: an empirical investigation of toxic behavior and rhetoric”,
Leadership, Vol. 6 No. 4, pp. 373-389, doi: 10.1177/1742715010379308.

Peltokorpi, V. (2019), “Abusive supervision and emotional exhaustion: the moderating role of power
distance orientation and the mediating role of interaction avoidance”, Asia Pacific Journal of
Human Resources, Vol. 57 No. 3, pp. 251-275, doi: 10.1111/1744-7941.12188.

Pradhan, S., Srivastava, A. and Jena, L.K. (2019a), “Abusive supervision and intention to quit:
exploring multi-mediational approaches”, Personnel Review, Vol. 49 No. 6, pp. 1269-1286, doi: 10.
1108/PR-12-2018-0496.

Pradhan, S., Srivastava, A. and Mishra, D.K. (2019b), “Abusive supervision and knowledge hiding:
the mediating role of psychological contract violation and supervisor directed aggression”,

IJPSM

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035863
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028085
https://ezproxy.deakin.edu.au/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&AuthType=ip,sso&db=bth&AN=94508005&site=ehost-live&scope=site%20NS%20-
https://ezproxy.deakin.edu.au/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&AuthType=ip,sso&db=bth&AN=94508005&site=ehost-live&scope=site%20NS%20-
https://ezproxy.deakin.edu.au/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&AuthType=ip,sso&db=bth&AN=94508005&site=ehost-live&scope=site%20NS%20-
https://ezproxy.deakin.edu.au/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&AuthType=ip,sso&db=bth&AN=94508005&site=ehost-live&scope=site%20NS%20-
https://ezproxy.deakin.edu.au/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&AuthType=ip,sso&db=bth&AN=94508005&site=ehost-live&scope=site%20NS%20-
https://ezproxy.deakin.edu.au/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&AuthType=ip,sso&db=bth&AN=94508005&site=ehost-live&scope=site%20NS%20-
https://ezproxy.deakin.edu.au/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&AuthType=ip,sso&db=bth&AN=94508005&site=ehost-live&scope=site%20NS%20-
https://ezproxy.deakin.edu.au/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&AuthType=ip,sso&db=bth&AN=94508005&site=ehost-live&scope=site%20NS%20-
https://ezproxy.deakin.edu.au/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&AuthType=ip,sso&db=bth&AN=94508005&site=ehost-live&scope=site%20NS%20-
https://ezproxy.deakin.edu.au/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&AuthType=ip,sso&db=bth&AN=94508005&site=ehost-live&scope=site%20NS%20-
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1993.tb00874.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.67.1.53
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.67.1.53
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12698
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2016.04.010
https://doi.org/10.3233/WOR-2011-1175
https://doi.org/10.3233/WOR-2011-1175
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12706
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17124244
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17124244
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0092-6566(02)00505-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0092-6566(02)00505-6
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513550810880214
https://doi.org/10.1177/1742715010379308
https://doi.org/10.1111/1744-7941.12188
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-12-2018-0496
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-12-2018-0496


Journal of Knowledge Management, Vol. 24 No. 2, pp. 216-234, doi: 10.1108/JKM-05-
2019-0248.

Rahim, A. and Cosby, D.M. (2016), “A model of workplace incivility, job burnout, turnover
intentions, and job performance”, Journal of Management Development, Vol. 35 No. 10,
pp. 1255-1265, doi: 10.1108/JMD-09-2015-0138.

Reed, G.E. and Bullis, R.C. (2009), “The impact of destructive leadership on senior military officers and
civilian employees”, Armed Forces and Society, Vol. 36 No. 1, pp. 5-18.

Ricard, L.M., Klijn, E.H., Lewis, J.M. and Ysa, T. (2017), “Assessing public leadership styles for
innovation: a comparison of Copenhagen, Rotterdam and Barcelona”, Public Management
Review, Vol. 19 No. 2, pp. 134-156, doi: 10.1080/14719037.2016.1148192.

Rice, D.B., Letwin, C., Taylor, R. and Wo, X. (2021), “Extending the trickle-down model of abusive
supervision. The role of moral disengagement”, The Journal of Social Psychology, Vol. 161 No. 1,
pp. 40-46, doi: 10.1080/00224545.2020.1752133.

Richard, O.C., Boncoeur, O.D., Chen, H. and Ford, D.L. (2020), “Supervisor abuse effects on subordinate
turnover intentions and subsequent interpersonal aggression: the role of power-distance
orientation and perceived human resource support climate”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 164
No. 3, pp. 549-563, doi: 10.1007/s10551-018-4019-7.

Robinson, S.L. (1996), “Trust and breach of the psychological contract”, Administrative Science
Quarterly, Vol. 41 No. 4, pp. 574-599, doi: 10.2307/2393868.

Robinson, S.L. and Rousseau, D.M. (1994), “Violating the psychological contract: not the exception but
the norm”, Journal of Organizational Behavior, Vol. 15 No. 3, pp. 245-259.

Robinson, S.L. and Wolfe Morrison, E. (2000), “The development of psychological contract breach and
violation: a longitudinal study”, Journal of Organizational Behavior, Vol. 21 No. 5, pp. 525-546,
doi: 10.1002/1099-1379(200008)21:53.0.CO;2-T.

Rousseau, D.M. (1989), “Psychological and implied contracts in organizations”, Employee
Responsibilities and Rights Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2, pp. 121-139, doi: 10.1007/BF01384942.

Rousseau, D.M. (1990), “New hire perceptions of their own and their employer’s obligations: a study of
psychological contracts”, Journal of Organizational Behavior, Vol. 11 No. 5, pp. 389-400, doi: 10.
1002/job.4030110506.

Sackett, P.R. and DeVore, C.J. (2002), “Counterproductive behaviors at work”, in Anderson, N., Ones,
D.S., Sinangil, H.K. and Viswesvaran, C. (Eds), Handbook of Industrial, Work and
Organizational Psychology, Sage Publications, pp. 145-164, available at: https://psycnet.apa.
org/record/2003-00437-008.

Saeed, I. and Waseem, M. (2014), “The relationship of Turnover intention with job satisfaction, job
performance, leader member exchange, emotional intelligence and organizational commitment”,
International Journal of Learning and Development, Vol. 4 No. 2, pp. 242-256.

Schmidt, A.A. and Hanges, P.J. (2008), Development and Validation of the Toxic Leadership Scale,
University of Maryland, College Park.

Seo, Y. and Chung, S.W. (2019), “Abusive supervision, psychological capital, and turnover intention:
evidence from factory workers in China supervision abusive, capital psychologique et intention
de quitter l’entreprise: t�emoignages d’ouvriers d’usine en ChineSupervisi�on abusiva, capital”,
Relations Industrielles, Vol. 74 No. 2, p. 377, doi: 10.7202/1062088ar.

Shah, M. and Saeed Hashmi, M. (2019), “Relationship between organizational culture and knowledge
hiding in software industry: mediating role of workplace ostracism and workplace incivility”,
Pakistan Journal of Commerce and Social Science, Vol. 13 No. 4, pp. 934-952, available at: https://
www.econstor.eu/handle/10419/214259.

Sharma, P.N. (2018), “Moving beyond the employee: the role of the organizational context in leader
workplace aggression”, Leadership Quarterly, Vol. 29 No. 1, pp. 203-217, doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.
2017.12.002.

Effect of toxic
leadership

https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-05-2019-0248
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-05-2019-0248
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-09-2015-0138
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2016.1148192
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2020.1752133
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-018-4019-7
https://doi.org/10.2307/2393868
https://doi.org/10.1002/1099-1379(200008)21:5<525::AID-JOB40>3.0.CO;2-T
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01384942
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030110506
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030110506
https://psycnet.apa.org/record/2003-00437-008
https://psycnet.apa.org/record/2003-00437-008
https://doi.org/10.7202/1062088ar
https://www.econstor.eu/handle/10419/214259
https://www.econstor.eu/handle/10419/214259
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.12.002


Shaw, J.B., Erickson, A. and Nassirzadeh, F. (2014), “Destructive leader behaviour: a study of Iranian
leaders using the Destructive Leadership Questionnaire”, Leadership, Vol. 10 No. 2, pp. 218-239,
doi: 10.1177/1742715013476082.

Singh, N., Sengupta, S. and Dev, S. (2017), “Toxicity in leadership: exploring its dimensions in
the Indian context”, International Journal of Management Practice, Vol. 10 No. 2, pp. 109-130,
doi: 10.1504/IJMP.2017.083078.

Sun, R. and Wang, W. (2017), “Transformational leadership, employee turnover intention, and actual
voluntary turnover in public organizations”, Public Management Review, Vol. 19 No. 8,
pp. 1124-1141, doi: 10.1080/14719037.2016.1257063.

Tepper, B.J. (2000), “Consequences of abusive supervision”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 43
No. 2, pp. 178-190, doi: 10.2307/1556375.

Tepper, B.J., Carr, J.C., Breaux, D.M., Geider, S., Hu, C. and Hua, W. (2009), “Abusive supervision,
intentions to quit, and employees’ workplace deviance: a power/dependence analysis”,
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, Vol. 109 No. 2, pp. 156-167, doi: 10.
1016/j.obhdp.2009.03.004.

Tepper, B.J., Moss, S.E. and Duffy, M.K. (2011), “Predictors of abusive supervision: supervisor
perceptions of deep-level dissimilarity, relationship conflict, and subordinate performance”,
Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 54 No. 2, pp. 279-294, doi: 10.5465/AMJ.2011.
60263085.

Tuan, L.T. (2016), “How servant leadership nurtures knowledge sharing”, International Journal of
Public Sector Management, Vol. 29 No. 1, pp. 91-108, doi: 10.1108/IJPSM-06-2015-0112.

Ugaddan, R.G. and Park, S.M. (2017), “Quality of leadership and public service motivation”,
International Journal of Public Sector Management, Vol. 30 No. 3, pp. 270-285, doi: 10.1108/
IJPSM-08-2016-0133.

Van Wart, M. (2003), “Public-sector leadership theory: an assessment”, Public Administration Review,
Vol. 63 No. 2, pp. 214-228, doi: 10.1111/1540-6210.00281.

Vogel, R., Homberg, F. and Gericke, A. (2016), “Abusive supervision, public service motivation, and
employee deviance: the moderating role of employment sector”, Evidence-Based HRM, Vol. 4
No. 3, pp. 214-231, doi: 10.1108/EBHRM-08-2015-0034.

Wei, F. and Si, S. (2013a), “Psychological contract breach, negative reciprocity, and abusive
supervision: the mediated effect of organizational identification”, Management and
Organization Review, Vol. 9 No. 3, pp. 541-561, doi: 10.1111/more.12029.

Wei, F. and Si, S. (2013b), “Tit for tat? Abusive supervision and counterproductive work behaviors:
the moderating effects of locus of control and perceived mobility”, Asia Pacific Journal of
Management, Vol. 30 No. 1, pp. 281-296, doi: 10.1007/s10490-011-9251-y.

Wo, D.X.H., Schminke, M. and Ambrose, M.L. (2019), “Trickle-down, trickle-out, trickle-up, trickle-in,
and trickle-around effects: an integrative perspective on indirect social influence phenomena”,
Journal of Management, Vol. 45 No. 6, pp. 2263-2292, doi: 10.1177/0149206318812951.

Woestman, D.S. and Wasonga, T.A. (2015), “Destructive leadership behaviors and workplace attitudes
in schools”, NASSP Bulletin, Vol. 99 No. 2, pp. 147-163, doi: 10.1177/0192636515581922.

Xiong, R. and Wen, Y. (2020), “Employees’ turnover intention and behavioral outcomes: the role of
work engagement”, Social Behavior and Personality, Vol. 48 No. 1, pp. 1-7, doi: 10.2224/
SBP.8609.

Xu, S., Martinez, L.R., Van Hoof, H., Tews, M., Torres, L. and Farfan, K. (2018), “The impact of abusive
supervision and co-worker support on hospitality and tourism student employees’ turnover
intentions in Ecuador”, Current Issues in Tourism, Vol. 21 No. 7, pp. 775-790, doi: 10.1080/
13683500.2015.1076771.

Xu, Q., Zhao, Y., Xi, M. and Li, F. (2020), “Abusive supervision, high-performance work systems, and
subordinate silence”, Personnel Review, Vol. 49 No. 8, pp. 1637-1653, doi: 10.1108/PR-01-
2019-0029.

IJPSM

https://doi.org/10.1177/1742715013476082
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJMP.2017.083078
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2016.1257063
https://doi.org/10.2307/1556375
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2009.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2009.03.004
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2011.60263085
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2011.60263085
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPSM-06-2015-0112
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPSM-08-2016-0133
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPSM-08-2016-0133
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-6210.00281
https://doi.org/10.1108/EBHRM-08-2015-0034
https://doi.org/10.1111/more.12029
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-011-9251-y
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318812951
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192636515581922
https://doi.org/10.2224/SBP.8609
https://doi.org/10.2224/SBP.8609
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2015.1076771
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2015.1076771
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-01-2019-0029
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-01-2019-0029


Yi Chua, S.M., Murray, D.W., Chua, S.M.Y. and Murray, D.W. (2015), “How toxic leaders are perceived:
gender and information-processing”, Leadership and Organization Development Journal, Vol. 36
No. 3, pp. 292-307, doi: 10.1108/LODJ-06-2013-0076.

Yoo, B., Donthu, N. and Lenartowicz, T. (2011), “Measuring hofstede’s five dimensions of cultural
values at the individual level: development and validation of CVSCALE”, Journal of
International Consumer Marketing, Vol. 23 Nos 3-4, pp. 193-210, doi: 10.1080/08961530.2011.
578059.

Zaabi, H.H. Al, Elanain, H.M.A., Ajmal, M.M., Al Zaabi, H.H., Abu Elanain, H.M. and Ajmal, M.M.
(2018), “Impact of toxic leadership on work outcomes: an empirical study of public banks in the
UAE”, International Journal of Public Sector Performance Management, Vol. 4 No. 3,
pp. 373-392, doi: 10.1504/IJPSPM.2018.093470.

Zhao, H.J., Wayne, S., Glibkowski, B.C. and Bravo, J. (2007), “The impact of psychological contract
breach on work-related outcomes: a Meta-analysis”, Personnel Psychology, Vol. 60 No. 1,
pp. 647-680, doi: 10.1111/j.1744-6570.2007.00085.x.

Further reading

Subramaniam, A., Silong, A.D., Uli, J. and Ismail, I.A. (2015), “Effects of coaching supervision,
mentoring supervision and abusive supervision on talent development among trainee doctors
in public hospitals: moderating role of clinical learning environment”, BMC Medical Education,
Vol. 15 No. 1, p. 129, doi: 10.1186/s12909-015-0407-1.

Thompson, G., Buch, R. and Glasø, L. (2020), “Abusive retaliation of low performance in low-quality
LMX relationships”, Journal of General Management, Vol. 45 No. 2, pp. 57-70, doi: 10.1177/
0306307019874529.

Corresponding author
Syahruddin Hattab can be contacted at: syahruddinhattab@untad.ac.id

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com

Effect of toxic
leadership

https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-06-2013-0076
https://doi.org/10.1080/08961530.2011.578059
https://doi.org/10.1080/08961530.2011.578059
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJPSPM.2018.093470
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2007.00085.x
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-015-0407-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306307019874529
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306307019874529
mailto:syahruddinhattab@untad.ac.id

	The effect of toxic leadership on turnover intention and counterproductive work behaviour in Indonesia public organisations
	Introduction
	Literature review and hypotheses
	Method
	Participants and procedure
	Measures
	Toxic leadership scale
	Turnover intention scale
	Counterproductive work behaviour scale (CWBS)
	Demographic variables
	Attention check items


	Results and Discussion
	Results
	Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations
	Hypothesis testing using structural equation modelling (SEM)

	Discussion
	Practical implications
	Limitations and future research directions


	Conclusion
	References
	Further reading


