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摘　 要
近來有關領導的研究開始著重於部分領導者的一些不當行為。當員工知覺遭受到主管的不當行為對待時，便會展現出反抗行為以回應其個人尊嚴。本研究以華人的傳統性及謹慎型人格特質作為不當主管對待與員工行為（包含有組織公民行為及偏差行為）關係間的調節變項。研究樣本1103份源自國軍人員，研究結果顯示，高傳統性或高謹慎型人格特質的員工會弱化大部分不當主管對待與員工行為間（不包含組織面的組織公民行為）的正負向關係；此研究結果說明：遭受不當主管對待的員工會降低其從事組織公民行為的意願，而謹慎型特質較高的員工雖遭受到不當主管對待，但因其認為人際面的組織公民行為乃工作中所需，故具有調節效果存在；此外，不當主管對待雖會造成偏差行為產生，但員工的特質不同其回應方式亦有所差異。本研究結果將有助於瞭解不當主管對待會對不同特質的員工造成何種行為影響及差異，提供實務界有效的管理建議。
關鍵詞：不當主管對待、偏差行為、組織公民行為、傳統性、謹慎型特質
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Abstract

In this article, we examine the moderating effect of personality traits (conscientiousness) and traditionality on the relationship between abusive supervision and employee behaviors (include OCBI, OCBO, and deviant behavior). The association was explored among a participant group of 1,103 army members, and analysis used the SPSS statistical software package. As predicted, we found that the relationship between abusive supervision and employees’ behaviors (not include OCBO) was weakness among employees who were lower in conscientiousness or traditionality than among employees who were higher in conscientiousness or traditionality. The most significant implication of our study is that abusive supervision does not affect all employees in the same way. Personality traits influence employees’ behavior across a variety of organizations and occupational groups. Among the limitations of this research is the reliance on a single source for all measurement; that is, method variance cannot be ruled out as a possible explanation for the relationship. Implications for future research and management are discussed.
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Introduction

In the past decade, leadership research has focused on factors associated with effective leadership, often with an implicit assumption that ineffective leadership simply reflects the absence if a leader (Ashforth, 1994). Nevertheless, research on the destructive aspects of leadership clearly document that this phenomenon includes a variety of different behaviors that is not limited to the mere absence of effective leadership behavior (Einarsen, Aasland & Skogstad, 2007). Although past study has linked dispositional variables to organizational citizenship behavior, little attention has been paid to the role of destructive behaviors. This lack of attention is surprising given that this dispositional factor has been linked to many other behaviors in organizations. Although abusive supervision is a low-rated phenomenon, its effects are noteworthy. Similar examples abound in the military. However, there has thus far been relatively little research into the area. These destructive behaviors are being exhibited in organizations, and have a considerable impact on valued organizational and individual outcomes. In particular, abusive supervision by leaders has been shown to have considerable negative effects (Ball, Trevino & Sims, 1994; Duffy, Ganster & Pagon, 2002; Harris, Kacmar & Zivnuska, 2007; Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007; Tepper, 2000). Pragmatically, surveys have shown abusive supervision to be both a common and an expensive problem for organizations (Tepper, 2007). Therefore, understanding the correlates of abusive supervision may also be useful in helping organizations deal with this critical issue. Empirical research usually examines abuse from the employees’ perspective 


(Ashforth, 1997; Dollard, Doob, Miller, Mowrer & Sear, 1939; Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007; Tepper, 2000; Tepper, Eisenbach, Kirby & Poter, 1998; Zellars, Tepper & Duffy, 2002) ADDIN EN.CITE , to the extent to which their supervisors engage in sustained displays of hostile verbal and nonverbal behaviors, excluding physical contact (Tepper, 2000). When individuals feel that they are treated unjustly, positive attitudes and behavior suffer, which has staggering consequences for organizations 


(Ball et al., 1994; Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007; Tepper, 2000; Tepper et al., 1998; Tepper, Henle, Lambert, Giacalone & Duffy, 2008) ADDIN EN.CITE . From a justice perspective, individuals react to the perceived injustice of an abusive supervisor’s behavior. Hence, abusive supervision represents a source of unfairness that has serious implications for organizations and employees. As a result, individuals engage in behavior to restore personal autonomy, such as increased deviant behavior 


(Berry, Ones & Sackett, 2007; Diefendorff & Mehta, 2007; Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007; Tepper, Duffy & Shaw, 2001) ADDIN EN.CITE . In addition, abusive supervision has been reported to be negatively related to OCBs (Aryee, Chen, Sun & Debrah, 2007; Zellars et al., 2002). Employees reciprocate supportive leadership behaviors by performing OCBs, and withhold OCBs when supervisors are less supportive (Zellars et al., 2002).

Previous research has shown that the negative effects of abusive supervision can be either intensified or minimized by moderating variables 


(Barrick & Mount, 1991; Djurkovic, McCormack & Casimir, 2008; Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007; Tepper et al., 2001) ADDIN EN.CITE . The present study examined the role of two variables in the relationship. We examined the relationship of abusive supervision to employee behavior and the potential moderating effect of traditionality and a relevant personality trait, conscientiousness. In the following section, we identify the construct’s behavioral domain and invoke the organizational justice and social -exchange literature to explain the effects of abusive supervision on a variety of outcome variables.
Literature Review and Hypothesis

Abusive supervision
There are some supervisors who may display anti-subordinate behaviors such as bullying, humiliation, manipulation, deception or harassment. In this study, we conceptualize such destructive leadership as a type of aggression, and, as such, as behaviors perceived by the employee as intentionally harmful (Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007). Scholars have used several different labels to refer to these kinds of behaviors, including supervisor aggression (Schat, Desmarais & Kelloway, 2006), petty tyranny (Ashforth, 1997) and supervisor undermining (Duffy et al., 2002), but most of the work conducted to date has employed the term abusive supervision (Tepper, 2000). For this study, we use Tepper (2000), who defined abusive supervision as the “subordinates’ perceptions of the extent to which their supervisors engage in the sustained display of hostile verbal and nonverbal behaviors, excluding physical contact” 


(Tepper, 2000, 2007; Tepper et al., 2001; Tepper et al., 1998; Tepper et al., 2008; Zellars et al., 2002) ADDIN EN.CITE . Abusive supervision is a subjective assessment which means that while one subordinate may view a supervisory action as abusive, another may not. Moreover, it refers to a “sustained display” of negative supervisory behaviors, not just a one-time event. In addition, abusive supervision refers to both hostile verbal and nonverbal behaviors, but not physical contact. Physical contact would fall under the spectrum of violent behaviors (Harris et al., 2007). Examples of abusive supervisory behaviors include intimidation by use of threats of job loss, aggressive eye contact, the silent treatment, withholding needed information, rudeness, breaking promises, and ridiculing or humiliating someone in front of others 


(Aryee et al., 2007; Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007; Tepper, 2007; Tepper et al., 2008; Tepper, Moss, Lockhart & Carr, 2007; Zellars et al., 2002) ADDIN EN.CITE . Overall, abusive supervisory behaviors do not refer to the intentions of the actions, but only to the behaviors themselves. The “victims” of abusive supervision have been characterized as conscientious, literal-minded, introverted, straightforward, neurotic, reflecting a poor self-image, and overachievers (Matthiesen & Einarsen, 2001). Although some scholars have argued that there are no specific environmental conditions that promote abusive supervision, most agree that organizational conditions do play a role in fostering abusive supervision. These conditions include low control, role conflict, dissatisfaction with management, high cooperation requirements, power distance, the size of the organization, and the level of bureaucracy. Essentially, research has suggested that large organizations, employing individuals with low levels of both autonomy and independence, tend to promote abusive supervision (Ferris, Zinko, Brouer, Buckley & Harvey, 2007).
Organizational citizenship behavior

As originally defined by Organ (1988), organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) refers to discretionary actions that promote organizational effectiveness (Organ, 1988; Zellars et al., 2002). Organ defined the essence of this action as “individual behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward system and that in the aggregate promotes effective functioning of the organization” (Organ, 1988, p. 4). A key component of the OCB definition is that the omission of OCB is not punishable. Consequently, withholding OCB should be a safe means by which abused subordinates can respond to abusive supervision (Zellars et al., 2002). The OCB construct has been distinguished in terms of its target or beneficiary behaviors directed at individuals (OCBI) and those directed at the organization (OCBO) 


(Aryee et al., 2007; Lee & Allen, 2002; Williams & Anderson, 1991) ADDIN EN.CITE . Empirical and conceptual work in this area suggests two broad categories: (a) OCBI-behaviors, the dimension as altruism that immediately benefits specific individuals and, indirectly, through this means, contributes to the organization, such as taking a personal interest in other employees, and helping others who have been absent, and (b) OCBO-behaviors, the OCBO dimension as generalized compliance that benefits the organization in general, such as giving advance notice when unable to come to work,  adhering to informal rules devised to maintain order, etc. 


(Organ & Konovsky, 1989; Smith et al., 1983; Williams & Anderson, 1991) ADDIN EN.CITE . The OCBI and OCBO labels are used here because the terms altruism and compliance imply restrictive assumptions about external rewards that are inconsistent with the present conceptualizations of OCB; that is, altruism is viewed as behavior that occurs without any external rewards, whereas compliance is viewed as behavior that occurs because of expected rewards or the avoidance of punishment (Williams & Anderson, 1991). This distinction has implications for the issue of concern in the present research. Specifically, the relative importance of abusive supervision might affect whether OCBI or OCBO is being considered. Clearly, the distinction between OCBI and OCBO is important, because prior study suggests that these two forms of OCB activities can have different antecedents, and because some research has not included both dimensions 


(Aryee et al., 2007; Lee & Allen, 2002; Williams & Anderson, 1991) ADDIN EN.CITE . Another reason for the use of OCBI and OCBO labels is to avoid confusion between the measures developed and used in the present study and those used in previous studies, which have contained mixtures of the two dimensions (Williams & Anderson, 1991). As noted above, abused employees often feel frustration along with a diminished sense of personal control (Ashforth, 1997). Reactance theory suggests that frustrated individuals engage in behaviors designed to restore their sense of control (Brehm & Brehm, 1981). One potential way to restore perceptions of control is to exercise autonomy or discretion in one’s behavior (Wright & Brehm, 1982). Consequently, in response to abusive supervision, one might choose to enact or not to enact certain behaviors over which one has discretion. Research suggests that abused employees are likely to hold their employer somewhat responsible for their supervisor’s behavior (Tepper, 2000; Zellars et al., 2002). Accordingly, one way abused employees can restore this sense of autonomy and control is by intentionally withholding actions the organization values, such as OCB. To the extent that OCB involve actions over which employees have some discretion (include OCBI and OCBO), employees of abusive supervisors should perform fewer OCBI and OCBO actions than their nonabused counterparts. Thus, we tested the following predictions:
Hypothesis 1: Abusive supervision will be negatively related to employees’ OCBI and OCBO.
Deviant behavior 
Deviant behavior is defined as purposeful behavior that violates organizational norms and is intended to harm the organization, its employees, or both (Bennett & Robinson, 2003; Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007). Examples of deviant behavior include withholding effort, stealing, and acting rudely to coworkers 


(Bennett & Robinson, 2000; Berry et al., 2007; Colbert, Mount, Harter, Wi & Barrick, 2004; Diefendorff & Mehta, 2007; Furnham & Taylor, 2004) ADDIN EN.CITE . Several deviant behavior frameworks distinguish between behaviors directed at organizations (organizational deviance) and behaviors directed at individuals (interpersonal deviance), a discernment that has been supported empirically 


(Bennett & Robinson, 2003; Bennett & Robinson, 2000; Colbert et al., 2004; Diefendorff & Mehta, 2007; Ferris et al., 2007; Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007) ADDIN EN.CITE . We also adopt this discernment in this investigation. Organizational deviance is deviance directed toward the organization, refers to actions taken against the company, and includes production (e.g., purposefully extending overtime, shirking hours, wasting resources), whereas interpersonal deviance is deviance directed toward individuals (e.g., sexual harassment, verbal abuse) (Diefendorff & Mehta, 2007; Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007). Thus, we suggest that abusive supervision will be related to varying types of deviance. That is, in addition to targeting the source of the abuse, employees will react toward other targets. More simply put, they will engage in deviance directed toward the organization (organizational deviance) or toward individuals other than the supervisor (interpersonal deviance). The theory of displaced aggression guides our thinking here (Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007). In the literature on deviant behavior, retaliation is conceptualized as a form of interpersonal deviance (Bennett & Robinson, 2003). Dollard et al. (1939) offered two reasons why individuals displace against others. First, the harm-doer may not be available to retaliate against. Second, the victim may fear further retaliation from the harm-doer. According to the noted sources, we expect that abused individuals may transpose their aggression toward the organization and individuals other than the supervisor. Theoretically, the relationships that have been found between abusive supervision and deviant behavior are not surprising. On the basis of social exchange theory (Gould, 1979; Levinson, 1965) and the norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960), individuals who comprehend that they are receiving favorable treatment from the organization are more likely to reciprocate with positive behaviors. In contrast, individuals who perceive the treatment as unfavorable may reciprocate by violating organizational norms and exhibiting deviant behavior (Colbert et al., 2004). Furthermore, social exchange theory (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005) provides a useful lens for examining the abusive supervision/employee behaviors relationship. One of the basic principles of social exchange theory is reciprocity, or repayment in kind (Gouldner, 1960). Reciprocity is usually thought of in terms of positive reciprocity, but there can also be negative reciprocity, where negative treatment is returned or repaid with negative behavior (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Consequently, employees may repay an abusive supervisor by decreasing their deviant behavior. These perceptions could easily lead to experiencing frustration, which has been shown to result in deviant behavior. These arguments suggest the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 2: Abusive supervision will be positively related to organizational deviance and interpersonal deviance.
Traditionality 
Chinese individual traditionality has been defined as the typical pattern of more or less related evaluative, motivational, temperamental and attitudinal traits that are most frequently observed in people in traditional Chinese society and can still be found in people in contemporary Chinese societies such as Taiwan, Hong Kong and mainland China (Yang, 2003). Simply stated, traditionality refers to the degree to which individuals endorse traditional Chinese values (Hui et al., 2004), which can also be explicated or measured at the societal and individual levels. In this research we defined and measured traditionality as the extent to which an individual endorses the traditional hierarchical role relationships set by Confucian social ethics (Farh & Hackett, 2007). It must be noted that superior and co-worker are two important relational types for any particular employee because they are hierarchical positions at different levels (Hui et al., 2004). Therefore, Hui et al. (2004) showed that traditional Chinese employees exhibited relatively high levels of organizational citizenship behavior (more direct to interpersonal) unmindful of their relationship with their supervisor. In contrast, less traditional Chinese are more susceptible to their relationship with supervisors and execute greater OCBs only when they have a high-quality relationship with their supervisors (Pillutla et al., 2007). Moreover, Hui et al. (2004) and Farh et al. (1997) argued that traditional Chinese behaviors (e.g., deviant behavior) are heavily motivated by social roles in a given condition and thus employees are less likely to be impressed by their comprehensions of justice or relationships with their supervisors. Less traditional Chinese are oriented toward egalitarianism, self-reliance, and openness. Furthermore, Leung (1997) argued that the Chinese (a) are more likely to use mediation rather than the more confrontational adjudication procedure in dispute resolution, (b) prefer to yield to and avoid conflict rather than use problem-solving and contending tactics in conflict situations, and (c) tend to be more generous in their allocations. Such a diagnostic suggests that harmony maintenance is an active goal in interpersonal and organizational interaction. We accept that role obligations are a defining characterization only for traditional Chinese. Individuals who disagree to the extent to which they approve of traditional Chinese values, and individuals who strongly approve of these values, are more sensitive to role obligations. These results suggest that, in an abusive supervision context, traditional Chinese would place more consideration on social roles in their grant behavior in organizations compared to their less traditional counterparts. For traditional individuals, in their role as a group member, the urge for group harmony is prominent; they perceive their duty as not to be in a cohesive group, but to be conscious of this goal. Stated another way, to traditional Chinese, harmonious relationships are a social obligation, which arises from an individual’s role as a group member; it is not to be attributed to cohesive groups or to a supervisor. Therefore, regardless of their perceptions about the abusive supervision, traditional individuals prefer to benefit from the interpersonal relationship maintained when supervisor behavior is not what they expect.
Hypothesis 3: Chinese traditionality moderates the relationship between abusive supervision and employees’ behaviors (OCBI, OCBO, interpersonal deviance and organizational deviance). Abusive supervision will be more of a weakness related to employees’ behaviors when individuals have more strong traditionality.
Conscientiousness
The essence of conscientiousness involves volitional motives of achievement, hard work, and perseverance, as well as traits such as dependability and responsibility (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Tepper et al., 2001). Because of its relationship to a variety of educational achievement measures and its association with volition, it has also been called Will to Achieve (Digman, 1989), or Will and Work (Peabody & Goldberg, 1989). Based on the evidence cited by Digman (1990), the preponderance of evidence supports the definition of conscientiousness as including these volitional aspects 


(Barrick & Mount, 1991; Costa & McCrae, 1988; Digman, 1989, 1990; Peabody & Goldberg, 1989) ADDIN EN.CITE . Personality traits should be the best representation of one’s orientations toward task and relational matter, respectively. Because the key factors fundamental to the choice of deviant behavior and OCB have to do with employees’ concerns for the task and relational consequences of their behavior, as a result, we suggest that the personality trait of conscientiousness will moderate the relationship between abusive supervision and employee behaviors. People who score high on measures of conscientiousness can be described as dutiful, self-disciplined, and deliberate in their actions; highly conscientious individuals tend to think very carefully before acting, and adhere closely to their moral obligations and perceived responsibilities (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Tepper et al., 2001). Conversely, individuals low in conscientiousness exhibit little concern about the effects their deviant behaviors may have on others or on their organization. Moreover, Zellars et al.’s (2002) findings indicate that some abused employees continue to perform OCBs because they believe that OCBs are requirements of the job. These employees may feel that, regardless of their supervisor’s behavior, they are normatively obligated to perform OCBs, or that refusing to be a team player, to help coworkers, or to exhibit positive attitudes reflects on their ability to do the job and reduces their chances of receiving valued rewards (Zellars et al., 2002). Given this explanation of the construct, we suggested that highly conscientious individuals would be less likely to react to abusive supervision in ways that compromise their integrity, such as performing acts that could jeopardize productivity or harm coworkers (Tepper et al., 2001).
Hypothesis 4: The trait of conscientiousness moderates the relationship between abusive supervision and employees’ behaviors (OCBI, OCBO, interpersonal deviance and organizational deviance). Abusive supervision will be weaker in relation to employees’ behaviors when individuals have more strong conscientiousness traits.
Both conscientiousness and Chinese traditionality capture some similar characteristics such as endurance, perseverance and hard work. However, conscientiousness is a universal measure originating from an organizational frame of reference, having fewer cultural and moralistic connotations than traditionality. Traditionality is endemic to the Chinese. Compared with conscientiousness, it originates from a broader societal and familial frame of reference, as traditionality is derived from Confucianism and reflects a moral obligation to fulfill the normative expectations of a prescribed role to preserve social harmony and advance collective interests (Schwartz, 1992). Moreover, for the traditionalist Chinese, one’s self-identity is explained by one’s role obligations within networks of dyadic social relationships. Since the relationship between abusive supervision and employees’ behavior occurs in the organizational context only, conscientiousness should be more relevant in terms of guiding individual affect and behavior. This “frame of reference effect” implies that values measured with reference to a specific context relate most strongly to attitudes and behaviors that supervene in that same context (Hunthausen, Truxillo, Bauer & Hammer, 2003; Schmit, Ryan, Stierwalt & Powell, 1995). Similarly, the moderator that is referenced in the corresponding context should be the more potent one. Accordingly, we hypothesize:
Hypothesis 5: Compared to traditionality, conscientiousness is a stronger moderator of the relationship between abusive supervision and employees’ behaviors (OCBI, OCBO, interpersonal deviance and organizational deviance).
Methodology
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Figure 1 Research Framework
To reach the objective of this study, quantitative research with the aid of questionnaires was planned. We include a number of variables in the questionnaire, of which the following are most relevant to our analysis. In addition, all of the items in the survey were responded to on a six-point Likert scale. The anchors for the scale were: strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (6), and are shown in the Appendix. The items in the scales were averaged to create an overall mean for each variable. The items were coded such that high values represent high levels of the constructs.
Research Sample

This research attempts to understand the relationship between abusive supervision, personality of conscientiousness, and subordinates’ behaviors in a military organization. Thus, we used subordinates in the military as our survey subjects. To strengthen the representativeness of samples, we included subjects from the Army, Navy, Air Force, United Logistics Command, Reserved Command and Other agencies in central government. The samples were taken from subordinates in battalions, companies, platoons and squads. A total of 10 units was selected and a total of 1,688 questionnaires were distributed. The subjects who volunteered for the study were chosen on the basis of convenience. Before they were issued, the questionnaires had been pre-tested and underwent confidence analysis to meet the requirements of military organizations. The questionnaire was adapted to pretest with 36 participants in similar organizations. After ruling out unsuitable samples, 1,103 people were selected (usable response rate of 65%). Of these participants, the majority in the sample were male (93.5%), with female at 6.5%. The ages ranged from 21 to 35 (accounting for 83.9% of the sample), and 73.8% of respondents were single.
Measures
Individuals completed measures of all items. A 6-point Likert-type scale (1 _ strongly disagree, 6 _ strongly agree) was used for all items. All materials were presented in the Chinese language. They were translated into Chinese from English following the standard translation and back translation procedures (Brislin, 1986).
Abusive Supervision We use Tepper’s (2000) definition of abusive supervision as the “employees’ perceptions of the extent to which their supervisors engage in the sustained display of hostile verbal and nonverbal behaviors, excluding physical contact.” In this study, we conceptualize abusive supervision as a type of aggression. We measure employees’ perceptions of the extent to which their supervisor abused his or her authority by using Tepper’s (2000) 15-item scales. A six-point Likert scale was used to measure abusive supervision of employees.
Organizational Citizenship Behavior This study defined the OCBI dimension as altruism and the OCBO dimension as generalized compliance. That is adopted from Organ and Konovsky (1989), and Smith, Organ, and Near (1983). The questionnaire designed by Lee & Allen (2002) was used. It included 9 items, such as “Willingly give your time to help others who have work-related problems”, “Give up time to help others who have work or non-work problems,” and “Attend functions that are not required but that help the organizational image.”

Deviant Behavior Retaliation is conceptualized as an interpersonal form of deviance. We assessed interpersonal and organizational deviance with the measures developed by Bennett and Robinson (2000).  There are 12 items which assessed perceptions of organizational deviance. Respondents were asked to indicate behaviors that targeted the company where they were currently working, and there are 7 items which assessed perceptions of interpersonal deviance. Respondents were asked to indicate behaviors targeted at coworkers.

Conscientiousness We examined the essence of conscientiousness involving volitional motives of achievement, hard work, and perseverance, as well as traits such as dependability and responsibility. That is adopted from Barrick and Mount (1991). This variable was assessed with the appropriate 12-item subscales from Costa and McCrae’s (1992) NEO Five-Factor Inventory. 

Traditionality Traditional values orientation was measured by the respect for authority scale taken from the Chinese individual traditionality inventory, an indigenous instrument developed by K. S. Yang and associates (Yang, Yu & Yeh, 1989). According to Yang (1989), respect for authority is a key value in traditional Chinese society. The original scale for respect for authority has 15 items. In considering the cultural differences in the military, we deleted four items that are not applicable to the military setting. 

Control Variable Aryee et al. (2007) pointed out that personal features such as gender, age and matrimony may affect employees’ likelihood of being abused. In addition, Mitchell and Ambrose (2007) indicated that age and tenure with the supervisor may affect the deviant behavior intention of individuals. Randall and Fernandes (1991) also indicated that self-reported ethical conduct is more closely associated with a conscious over-reporting of desirable behaviors and under-reporting of undesirable behaviors than with an unconscious tendency as measured by the self-deception subscale. Therefore, this study treats the above variables (gender, age, tenure with supervisor, matrimony and social desirability) as the control variables and includes them in the regression model.
Common Method Variance

Because all data on abusive supervision, deviant behavior, organizational citizenship behavior, conscientiousness and traditionality were self-reported from the same source, following the advice of Podsakoff, Mackenzie, Lee and Podsakoff (2003), there is the possibility of common method variance. The researcher assessed a post-hoc remedy by applying Harman’s one-factor test, a principal components factor analysis of all variables, which revealed that no single factor emerged to account for the majority of the variance in the dependent and independent variables. The principal factor explained 26.78% of the variance, no single factor was found to explain more than 50% of the variance, and thus this suggests that the study data can be accepted as valid.
Results

Confirmatory Factor Analyses
We performed a series of confirmatory factor analyses to assess the discriminant validity of our measures (Jo¨reskog & So¨rbom, 1993). We compared a five-factor model with several alternative models in which the correlation between each pair of factors is fixed to 1 by conducting chi-square difference tests to show that the model with the freely estimated correlations displays superior fit to each model with fixed correlations (Bagozzi, Li, & Phillips, 1991). Results (see Table 1) showed that the hypothesized five-factor model fit the data well, χ2= 121.22, df = 60, GFI = 0.96, AGFI = 0.93, CFI = 0.95, NNFI = 0.96, RMSEA = 0.07. All indices achieved the recommended level. Thus, our hypothesized measurement model has a good fit.
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations
Table 2 shows the means, standard deviation, and correlation matrix of each variable in the research. Internal-consistency reliability coefficients are reported along the main diagonal in the table. From Table 2, we see that the average number of abusive supervisions is 2.53 (S.D. =.89). Both show a middle-low degree, which means that most employees haven’t experienced abusive supervision and the variation is not great. For the OCBI, OCBO, interpersonal deviance and organizational deviance of employees who perceive abusive supervision, the average numbers are 4.17, 4.29, 2.43 and 2.04. This means that surveyed employees are satisfied with the leadership quality of their superior officers. Thus they show a medium to high degree of organizational citizenship behavior and a low degree of deviant behavior. The results are consistent with the literature. Regarding the related coefficients, as we expected, all variables are significantly correlated with each other. In the control variables, gender, matrimony, age, tenure with supervisor and tenure were correlated with employees’ OCBI and OCBO (r = -.08, -.10, .11, .15, .12, .18 ; p＞.01), and correlated with employees’ interpersonal or organizational deviance (r = -.12, -.09, .12, -.15, -.14, -13.; p＞.01 and r = .06, .07; p＞.1). Therefore the introduction of these control variables was reasonable.

Table 1 Analysis of Discriminant Validity of Predictor Variables

	Category
	χ2
	df
	Δχ2
	RMSEA
	GFI
	AGFI
	CFI
	NNFI

	Five-factor
	121.22
	60
	
	0.07
	0.96
	0.93
	0.95
	0.96

	Three-factor
	617.58
	61
	496.36***
	0.21
	0.76
	0.64
	0.81
	0.77

	One-factor
	1210.64
	63
	593.06***
	0.28
	0.56
	0.37
	0.55
	0.44

	Note. Three-factor: combined dependent variables (organizational citizenship behavior and deviant behavior) and moderated variables (conscientiousness and traditionality) onto one latent factor, respectively. One-factor: combined all variables onto one latent factor.


Table 2. Means, Standard Deviation, and correlations among Constructs
	variables
	M
	S.D
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13

	1. Gender
	.07
	.24
	－
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Matrimony
	.74
	.44
	-.02
	－
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Age
	2.75
	1.14
	-.06*
	-.58**
	－
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4 .Tenure with supervisor
	1.88
	1.01
	-.00
	-.31**
	-.46**
	－
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Tenure
	2.93
	1.62
	-.06*
	-.56**
	-.80**
	-.60**
	－
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Social desirability
	.08
	.18
	-.01 
	-.10**
	-.07*
	-.00
	-.06*
	－
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Abusive Supervision 
	2.53
	.89
	-.05 
	-.02
	-.07*
	-.08*
	-.03
	-.30**
	(.95)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Traditionality
	3.62
	.76
	-.02
	-.12**
	-.09**
	-.13**
	-.15**
	-.11**
	.03
	(.83)
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Conscientiousness
	4.48
	.73
	-.00 
	-.10**
	-.17**
	-.05
	-.18**
	-.32**
	-.30**
	-.24**
	(.88)
	
	
	
	

	10.OCBI
	4.17
	.79
	-.00 
	-.08**
	-.11**
	-.01
	-.12**
	-.30**
	-.23**
	-.31**
	-.51**
	(.88)
	
	
	

	11.OCBO
	4.29
	.83
	-.02 
	-.10**
	-.15**
	-.05
	-.18**
	-.28**
	-.29**
	-.27**
	-.50**
	-.67**
	(.81)
	
	

	12.Interpersonal deviant behaviors
	2.43
	.83
	-.12**
	-.12**
	-.15**
	-.01
	-.13**
	-.37**
	-.51**
	-.11**
	-.30**
	-.28**
	-.26**
	(.90)
	

	13.Organizational deviant behaviors
	2.04
	.83
	-.09**
	-.06*
	-.14**
	-.07*
	-.13**
	-.33**
	-.56**
	-.00
	-.40**
	-.30**
	-.33**
	-.67**
	(.94)

	Note: 1..N=1103, +p<.1, *p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001

2. Gender was dummy-coded as 0, “male,” and 1, “female”; Matrimony was dummy-coded as 0, “married,” and 1, “unmarried”

3.The numbers in parentheses represent aspects of Cronbach’s alpha.


Further, abusive supervision had negative correlations with OCBs (OCBI, r=-.23, p<.01; and OCBO, r=-.29, p<.01) and positive correlations with deviant behavior (interpersonal deviance, r=.51, p<.01; organizational deviance, r=.56, p<.01). The results showed no difference from results of past research on abusive supervision. The signs of significant correlations suggest that employees withheld OCBs and increased deviant behavior with greater frequency when their supervisors were more abusive.

Hierarchical Regression Analyses

The five hypotheses were tested via hierarchical regression analysis. We tested Hypotheses 1 and 2, concerning the main effect of abusive supervision, by regressing work outcomes on abusive supervision while controlling for gender, matrimony, age, tenure with supervisor, tenure, and social desirability (Model 1). Hypotheses 3 and 4, concerning the individual moderating effects of conscientiousness and traditionality, respectively, were tested by two separate moderated regression models (Model 2 for conscientiousness and Model 3 for traditionality). We tested Hypothesis 5, comparing the relative moderating effects of conscientiousness and traditionality, by including both interaction terms in the same regression model (Model 4). Results are shown in Table 3. As Table 3 shows, for each outcome variable, results of the tests of Hypotheses 1–5 are displayed under columns labeled by model.
	Table 3 Result of Regression Analyses Effects of Abusive Supervision, Conscientiousness, and Traditionality on employees’ behaviors

	
	OCBI
	OCBO
	Interpersonal deviance
	Organizational deviance

	Control
	M1
	M2
	M3
	M4
	M1
	M2
	M3
	M4
	M1
	M2
	M3
	M4
	M1
	M2
	M3
	M4

	
	Gender
	-.02
	-.03
	-.01
	-.02
	-.00
	-.01
	-.01
	-.00
	-.09***
	-.09***
	-.09***
	-.09***
	-.06*
	-.06*
	-.06**
	-.06**

	
	Matrimony
	-.01
	-.02
	-.01
	-.01
	-.02
	-.03
	-.01
	-.02
	-.03
	-.03
	-.04
	-.03
	-.04
	-.04
	-.03
	-.03

	
	Age
	-.03
	-.05
	-.00
	-.02
	-.00
	-.01
	-.03
	-.01
	-.06
	-.06
	-.06
	-.06
	-.05
	-.04
	-.04
	-.03

	
	Tenure with supervisor
	-.05
	-.07*
	-.03
	-.05
	-.05
	-.07+
	-.03
	-.04
	-.05
	-.06+
	-.04
	-.05
	-.14***
	-.14***
	-.12***
	-.12***

	
	Tenure
	-.11*
	-.07
	-.04
	-.02
	-.20***
	-.17**
	-.14**
	-.13**
	-.06
	-.05
	-.04
	-.04
	-.17***
	-.17***
	-.13**
	-.14***

	
	Social desirability
	-.25***
	-.22***
	.15***
	-.14***
	-.21***
	-.18***
	-.11***
	-.10***
	-.24***
	-.23***
	-.23***
	-.23***
	-.18***
	-.18***
	-.14***
	-.15***

	Main effects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Abusive supervision
	-.14***
	-.18***
	-.05+
	-.09**
	-.22***
	-.25***
	-.13***
	-.17***
	-.43***
	-.45***
	-.42***
	-.43***
	-.48***
	-.50***
	-.43***
	-.43***

	
	Traditionality
	
	-.33***
	
	-.23***
	
	-.28***
	
	-.20***
	
	-.12***
	
	-.09**
	
	-.01
	
	-.06*

	
	Conscientiousness
	
	
	-.46***
	-.39***
	
	
	-.42***
	-.37***
	
	
	-.11***
	-.09**
	
	
	-.26***
	-.27***

	Interactions
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Abusive supervision × Traditionality
	
	-.11***
	
	-.07**
	
	-.12***
	
	-.09**
	
	-.07**
	
	-.05+
	
	-.08**
	
	-.03

	
	Abusive supervision × Conscientiousness
	
	
	-.06*
	-.04
	
	
	-.04
	-.01
	
	
	-.10***
	-.09**
	
	
	-.17***
	-.16***

	
	ΔR2(interaction)
	
	-.01*
	-.01*
	-.01**
	
	-.01***
	-.01
	-.01**
	
	-.01**
	-.01***
	-.01***
	
	-.01**
	-.02***
	-.03***

	
	Overall R2
	-.124
	-.22
	-.29
	-.33
	-.15
	-.22
	-.29
	-.32
	-.34
	-.35**
	-.36
	-.36
	-.37
	-.38
	-.43
	-.44

	
	Overall F
	22.16***
	33.36***
	48.67***
	48.73***
	27.83***
	33.99***
	49.44***
	46.60***
	80.63***
	66.06***
	66.70***
	56.17***
	91.51***
	72.86***
	91.55***
	76.35***

	1.Gender was dummy-coded as 0 “male,” and 1 “female”; Matrimony was dummy-coded as 0 “married,” and 0 “unmarried.”    

2.+p＜.10;  *p＜.05;  **p＜.01;  ***p＜.001


Main effects of perceived abusive supervision
From Table 3 each instance of Model 1 shows that abusive supervision had a significant, positive effect on our work outcome measures: OCBI (β=-.14, p < .001) and OCBO (β=-.22, p < .001), as well as a negative effect on our work outcome measures: interpersonal deviance (β=.43, p < .001) and organizational deviance (β=.48, p < .001). Hence, Hypotheses 1 and 2 were supported.

Moderating effects of traditionality

Table 3 (see Model 2) shows a significant moderating effect of traditionality on the relationship between abusive supervision and OCBI. Specifically, the beta coefficient for the interaction term (traditionality by abusive supervision) was statistically significant (β = .11, p < .001). In further support of Hypothesis 3, Table 3 shows that traditionality significantly moderated each of the other relationships between abusive supervision and employees’ behaviors in the predicted direction (OCBO, β= .12, p < .001; interpersonal deviance, β= –.07, p < .01; organizational deviance, β= –.08, p < .01). We plotted simple slopes using Aiken and West’s (1991) simple slope testing procedure to better understand the form of the interaction. Figure 2 to Figure 5 shows that the relationships between abusive supervision and employees’ behaviors (OCBI, OCBO, interpersonal deviance & organizational deviance) are weaker for individuals who are high rather than low in traditionality. Therefore, Hypothesis 3 was supported.
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Figure 2. OCBI predicted by the interaction of abusive supervision and traditionality
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Figure 3. OCBO predicted by the interaction of abusive supervision and traditionality
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Figure 4. Interpersonal deviance predicted by the interaction of abusive supervision and traditionality
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Figure 5. Organizational deviance predicted by the interaction of abusive supervision and traditionality
Moderating effects of conscientiousness

Hypothesis 4 states that conscientiousness has the same pattern of moderating effects on relationships between abusive supervision and employees’ behaviors. Table 3 (see Model 3) shows that conscientiousness did not moderate the relationship between abusive supervision and OCBO. However, conscientiousness did moderate the relationship between abusive supervision and OCBI (β=.06, p <.05), interpersonal deviance (β= –.10, p < .001), and organizational deviance (β=–.17, p< .001). We also plotted simple slopes using Aiken and West’s (1991) simple slope testing procedure. Figure 6 to Figure 8 shows that the relationships between abusive supervision and employees’ behaviors (OCBI, interpersonal deviance & organizational deviance) are weaker for individuals who are high rather than low in conscientiousness. Therefore, Hypothesis 4 was partially supported. 

[image: image6.png]Interpersonal Deviance

——Low Conscientiousness
—#—High Conscientiousness

/
=

.

Low High

Abusive supervision





Figure 6. OCBI predicted by the interaction of abusive supervision and conscientiousness
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Figure 7. Interpersonal deviance predicted by the interaction of abusive supervision and conscientiousness


Figure 8. Organizational deviance predicted by the interaction of abusive supervision and conscientiousness

Comparing the Moderating Effects of Traditionality and Conscientiousness

To test Hypothesis 5, we first examined the unique moderating effect of each variable while controlling the other by including both interaction terms in the same regression equation. If traditionality was significant while conscientiousness was not, traditionality was the stronger moderator. If both interactions were significant, we would then test whether the beta coefficient for traditionality was significantly larger than that for conscientiousness. As shown in Table 3 (see Model 4), when both were entered into the equations simultaneously, traditionality was found to be significant for OCBI (β=.07, p < .01), OCBO (β=.09, p < .01) and interpersonal deviance (β=.05, p < .10); in contrast, conscientiousness was significant for interpersonal deviance (β= –.09, p < .01) and organizational deviance (β= –.16, p < .001). This result indicated that traditionality was a stronger moderator than conscientiousness for employees’ OCBs; conversely, conscientiousness was a stronger moderator than traditionality for employees’ deviant behaviors. We further tested whether the two beta coefficients for the moderating effects of traditionality and conscientiousness were significantly different for interpersonal deviance and found that they were not. Together, these results showed that traditionality was a stronger moderator than conscientiousness for relationships between abusive supervision and employees’ behaviors. Hypothesis 5 thus received non-support.

Discussion
Conclusions

Several research questions were addressed in this study, and the principal findings suggested that (a) employees of abusive supervisors perform fewer OCBs and increase deviant behavior more than their nonabused counterparts, (b) conscientiousness and traditionality moderate the relationship between abusive supervision and employees’ behaviors such that the effect is more pronounced with employees’ OCBI and deviant behaviors, and (c) abusive supervision produces a number of deviant behaviors, whereas employees’ conscientiousness trait and traditionality explain many of their reactions to abuse.

In this study, we set out to examine the direct relationship among abusive supervision, OCBs and deviant behaviors (Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2) and how conscientiousness and traditionality moderate this relationship (Hypothesis 3). The measure of abusive supervision was significantly related to the various dimensions of employee behaviors. Results showed a significant relationship for high traditionality or conscientiousness and a strong relationship for low traditionality or conscientiousness. These results suggest that employees who perceive their interactions with their supervisors as cold and distant are more likely to engage in deviant behavior. The possible explanations for our significant findings can be found in social exchange theory. In terms of social exchange theory, employees may view abusive behaviors by their supervisors as the actions of their employing organizations. Thus, they reciprocate negative treatment (abusive supervisor behaviors) with low OCBs or high deviant behavior. Below we discuss these findings and the implications for managers and organizations in more detail.
Review of Research Findings

Abusive supervision was found to have a significant positive correlation with deviant behaviors, which corroborates the findings of previous studies (Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007; Tepper, 2000, 2007; Tepper et al., 2007). A noteworthy aspect of this finding with regard to the current study is that employees’ personality traits—conscientiousness and traditionality—can moderate different behaviors. Compared to conscientiousness, traditionality is a stronger moderator of the relationship between abusive supervision and employees’ deviant behavior; in contrast, conscientiousness is a stronger moderator of the relationship between abusive supervision and employees’ OCBs.

Research on deviant behavior suggests that individuals may direct their behaviors at individuals or at the organization. Our results support this prediction. Abusive supervision is associated not only with harm to the source of the abuse but also with “collateral” damage to the organization (e.g., decreased organizational citizenship behavior) and others in the workplace. In addition to the main effect of abusive supervision on employee behaviors, we also expected that conscientiousness and traditionality would play a role in the relationship. As predicted, the results show that traditionality weakened the relationship between abusive supervision and all types of employees’ behaviors. Employees with stronger conscientiousness or traditionality were more concerned with dutifulness, self-discipline, and responsibility than the individuals who believed in quid pro quo behaviors targeted against the abuser. That is, abused employees who have low conscientiousness or traditionality are more likely to withhold OCBs or exhibit deviant behavior compared with their counterparts. However, interestingly, our findings were consistent with Zellars et al. (2002), namely that some abused employees continue to perform OCBI because they believe that OCBI are a requirement of the job and interpersonal interactions. Employees with stronger conscientiousness or traditionality tend, regardless of their supervisor’s behavior, to regard OCBI as in-role behavior; they are normatively obligated to perform OCBI or refusing to be a black sheep, to help coworkers, or to exhibit positive attitudes which reflect on their ability to do the job and increase their chances of receiving valued rewards. Taken together, these findings contribute to the OCBs literature by providing further support for the target discretion hypothesis and providing different impact factors for deviant behavior than previous literature.
Theoretical implications

Organization scholars have recently shown more interest in abusive supervision and related behaviors. This research indicates that abusive supervision has a number of deleterious consequences for organizations and their members. Our research expands the domain of deleterious outcomes associated with abusive supervision to include employees’ destructive (deviant) and constructive (OCB) behaviors. Consequently, we extended the extant research on abusive supervision by examining the consequences variable of employees’ behaviors. This is an outcome variable of considerable import, and although the relationship may have been implied by prior findings, the moderator effects had yet to be established. These findings are important for research in the area of abusive leadership and employees’ behaviors. To our knowledge, this is the first study to demonstrate a relationship between abusive supervision and employees’ destructive and constructive behaviors, as well as the moderator effect of employees’ traditionality and conscientiousness traits. These results lend support to the relational model of authority (Tyler et al., 2000) in underscoring the felt obligation that high conscientiousness and traditionalist Chinese feel toward fulfilling their prescribed social roles.

Traditionality moderated all relationships between abusive supervision and employee deviance, as we hypothesized. Conscientiousness moderated the relationships between abusive supervision and the three behavior measures. This we attribute to the frame of reference effect (Hunthausen et al., 2003; Schmit et al., 1995). That is, traditionality reflects values more directly relevant to the employees’ constructive behaviors than does the broader construct of conscientiousness. The moderating impact of conscientiousness diminished when traditionality was statistically controlled. In contrast, conscientiousness reflects values more directly relevant to the employees’ destructive behaviors than does the broader construct of traditionality. However, given that traditionality is measured outside the workplace frame of reference, it is less prone to the influence of organizational processes in an offensive situation (such as leadership, organizational culture, and power politics) than is conscientiousness, which makes traditionality a more distinct construct in organizational research. Which of the two constructs is more useful for organizational research remains to be determined.
Managerial implications

Our research has suggested, albeit tentatively, one potentially important influence of abusive supervision on the considerations of organization development. Several studies have suggested that OCBs benefit organizations in terms of sales, performance quality and quantity, and operating efficiency (Ashforth, 1997; Tepper, 2000; Zellars et al., 2002). Conversely, previous research also indicated that deviant behavior violates organizational norms and is intended to harm the organization, its employees, or both (Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007). Hence, our data suggesting that abused employees perform fewer OCBs and increase deviant behavior more than their nonabused counterparts provide further reason for organizations to be concerned about implicit abusive supervision going unchecked. Many organizations, just like the military, operate in an environment of intense competition, with frequent changes or multiple deadlines. The frustration or despair arising from elevated stress levels may cause many supervisors to exhibit more abusive behaviors (Spector, 1997). Although such behaviors may bully employees into meeting deadlines, they may also increase employees’ deviance, thereby hurting the “bottom line.” It is worth noting that destructive behavior such as abusive supervision or employee deviant behavior is a costly stickler for organizations. Interpreting the roles played in workplace may help organizations and researchers establish ways to reduce both the psychological and financial costs of deviant behavior.

Limitations of the study
There are some limitations of the survey research. First, this study examined perceived abuse, OCB, and deviance at only one point time. Further, longitudinal work is needed to determine whether abusive supervision is a cause or a consequence of employees’ behaviors. Research designs involving measures of abusive supervision and employees’ behaviors at multiple points in time will help establish whether abusive supervision is a cause, consequence, or cause and consequence of employees’ behaviors. 

A second limitation of this study is that all of the responses came from the same participants, which leads to the possibility that same-source bias inflated the observed correlations. Two considerations arise here. First, as is common with research on aggression, we examined employees’ perceptions of abusive supervision. The supervisor’s perspective was not evaluated. This focus is consistent with previous research on aggression (Inness, Barling & Turner, 2005; Inness, LeBlanc & Barling, 2008; Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007) and retaliation. The underlying principle is that aggression is in the eye of the beholder; if people comprehend that someone is being aggressive toward them, they will respond to the received aggression. However, this procedure does not assess the supervisor’s motives. Second, objective data may suffer from debasement and a lack of criteria, because organizations only report these behaviors when employees are caught or reproached. In spite of that, with self-reports, employees still under-report their deviant behaviors because they dread being caught and penalized.

Nevertheless, we believe that self-report measures are most appropriate for assessing each of the constructs included in the study, and that using other methods might have introduced more serious validity concerns. Additionally, we were able to partially address the concern about method bias by providing detailed instructions to participants, assuring them of their anonymity, and urging them to provide accurate information, by separating the administration of the predictor and criterion variables during data collection and by performing analyses showing that a method factor accounted for only a small proportion of the variability in the data. 

A third limitation of this study is that we did not assess the mediating mechanisms that might explain how abusive supervision related to employee behaviors. Future research could test whether abusive supervision impacts employees’ behaviors through employees’ attitudes and cognition toward the deviant behaviors or their perceptions of engagement in workplace deviance.

Recommendations for Future Research

Future researchers should be alerted to the limitations of this study. Using a sample of military members whose job requirements were different from other organizations may limit the generalizability of our results to a smaller subset of the working population. However, we believe that soldiers are important to study in their own right, as they bear a substantial portion of society’s expectations and concerns. Second, we are hopeful that future research will provide more detailed results which may differentiate these views from one another. Third, it may be of interest for future research to understand the reasons for abusive supervision and avoid their formation. More research is needed on the effects of abusive supervision toward different dimensions of the organization and the individual. Finally, the findings of this study highlight the need for research to investigate many of the above issues, in particular methods for promoting a humanized workplace and, ultimately, organizational effectiveness.
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