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ABSTRACT 

SOCIAL SUPPORT FOR ABUSIVE SUPERVISION: A MODEL OF RESOURCE 

SUBSTITUTION FOR ABUSED SUBORDINATES 

Martin J. Biskup, Ph.D. 

George Mason University, 2021 

Dissertation Director: Dr. Seth A. Kaplan 

 

Research that examines abusive supervision attests to myriad negative effects for 

subordinates. Faced with this difficult reality, evidence suggests that abused subordinates 

frequently seek out and receive social support. However, previous studies provide mixed 

support for the effectiveness of social support for abusive supervision. Here, I integrate 

Conservation of Resources Theory with social support theories to create an overall model 

meant to explain how social support can help abused subordinates by providing resource 

substitutes. More specifically, I theorize that certain types of high-quality social support 

moderate (i.e., buffer) corresponding outcomes of abusive supervision. In Studies 1 and 

2, an eight-dimension measure of high-quality social support for abusive supervision was 

developed based on relevant theory. This model was validated in two independent 

samples of full-time employees who had experienced abusive supervision and received 

support (n = 246, 257). The measure demonstrated strong psychometric properties as well 
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as convergent and discriminant validity. In Study 3, a similar sample (n = 317) allowed 

for a test of the full theoretical model; participants responded to the final measure of 

social support for abusive supervision and other measures related to abusive supervision 

across three time points. Results showed that high-quality esteem support moderated 

relationships between abusive supervision and work-related negative affect, and between 

abusive supervision and organization-based self-esteem (conditional upon self-directed 

attributions). Study 3 further demonstrated that – contrary to the relevant prediction – 

advice that is high in perceived efficacy is associated with increased workplace deviance. 

Collectively, these findings establish a foundation for further research on social support 

for abusive supervision and by extension, social support for other workplace stressors. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Abusive supervision is defined as “subordinates’ perceptions of the extent to 

which supervisors engage in the sustained display of hostile verbal and nonverbal 

behaviors, excluding physical contact” (Tepper, 2000, p. 178). In the U.S., such 

mistreatment by leaders is not uncommon, with an estimated 10 to 16% of employees 

reporting that their supervisors regularly display aggression toward them (Namie & 

Namie, 2000; Schat et al., 2006). Moreover, the negative effects of abusive supervision 

appear to be extensive and severe for subordinates. Meta-analytic evidence suggests that 

abusive supervision leads to diminished justice perceptions, organizational commitment, 

job satisfaction, and performance, as well as elevated depression, exhaustion, work-

family conflict, counterproductive behaviors, and workplace deviance (Mackey et al., 

2015).  

Unfortunately, research also suggests that abused subordinates are largely 

unsuccessful in their attempts to deal with hostile supervisors. Many subordinate 

reactions (e.g., avoidance, retaliation) are ineffective and may even exacerbate the 

negative impacts of abusive supervision (e.g., Park, 2013). For example, the act of 

avoiding abusive supervisors is associated with emotional exhaustion (Whitman et al., 

2014) and elevated negative affect (Yagil et al., 2011). In addition, retaliatory behaviors 
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(e.g., counterproductivity, aggression) appear to lead to further abuse across time (Lian et 

al., 2014, Simon et al., 2015).  

Confronted with this difficult reality, abused subordinates frequently seek out and 

receive social support (Nelson & Friedlander, 2001; Park, 2013; Scheuer, 2014; Yagil et 

al., 2011). However, while studies reveal that support seeking is a common response to 

abusive supervision, findings are mixed regarding its impact. On one hand, two studies 

found that social support from colleagues weakened deleterious effects of supervisory 

mistreatment on subordinates’ somatic complaints, anxiety, and satisfaction (Duffy et al., 

2002; Hobman et al., 2009). In contrast, studies by Yagil et al. (2011) and Park (2013) 

showed exacerbating and null effects, respectively, of support seeking on relationships 

between abusive supervision and lowered well-being.  

Deciphering this conflicting evidence for and against social support for abusive 

supervision is difficult due to methodological considerations within past research. 

Specifically, these previous studies have failed to account for potentially important 

distinguishing factors, including support type and support quality - that are recognized as 

determinants of whether social support is effective (see Burleson, 2009). Thus, a more 

formal conceptualization and operationalization of social support is needed in order to 

understand whether and when such support does indeed provide benefits for abused 

subordinates. 

As a starting point in this effort, it is useful to first recognize that the broader 

literature contains several different approaches to the operationalization of social support. 

Some researchers focus on the act of seeking support (e.g., Carver et al., 1989) while 
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others measure perceived availability of support (Dunkel-Schetter & Bennett, 1990). A 

third approach – one which the current study adopts – is received support or specific and 

observable supportive acts (Sarason et al., 1990) that reflect coping assistance provided in 

response to a specific stressor (Cohen et al., 2005). Focusing on received support is 

advantageous because it allows for close examination of supportive communication, in 

order to identify features that influence whether one party’s intent to help materializes in 

positive outcomes for the support recipient (Burleson, 2009). Thus, social support for 

abusive supervision is defined herein as support received by a subordinate specifically in 

response to abusive supervision.  

Relevant theory (Cutrona & Russell, 1990) further suggests that social support for 

abusive supervision may include different types of messages such as providing comfort 

(emotional support), bolstering self-esteem (esteem support) and giving advice 

(informational support). However, previous studies on social support in cases of abusive 

supervision (noted above) have ignored these distinctions and instead grouped support 

into a single, broad category; this aggregation of different support types has likely 

contributed to equivocal findings and a lack of insight into how support might help 

abused subordinates. 

Here, I place the concept of resources as central to understanding the role of 

different types of social support for abusive supervision. Conservation of Resources 

Theory (Hobfoll, 2001) provides a framework for understanding both the negative effects 

of abusive supervision (i.e., resource losses) as well as the potential benefits of relevant 

social support (i.e., resource substitution). Within this framework, I posit that abusive 
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supervision indirectly leads to subordinate deviance through diminished organization-

based self-esteem and elevated work-related negative affect because deviance allows 

subordinates to recover lost resources. However, these negative dynamics are less likely 

to manifest when abused subordinates receive social support that is capable of 

replenishing corresponding resources. In particular, emotional support, esteem support 

and advice, respectively, should buffer the effects of abusive supervision on work-related 

negative affect, organization-based self-esteem, and workplace deviance. For each 

support type, emphasis will be placed on support quality because evidence suggests that 

high-quality support is more likely to provide effective resource substitution (e.g., Feng 

& Burleson, 2008, High & Dillard, 2012, Holmstrom et al., 2013). Further, Weiner’s 

(1985) attributions theory of emotions suggests that the buffering effects of high-quality 

esteem support will be contingent on the extent to which abused subordinates blame 

themselves for their mistreatment. Figure 1 shows the overall hypothesized model.  

This research seeks to make three primary contributions. First, this research 

contributes by integrating theory on social support content and quality within Hobfoll’s 

(2001) Conservation of Resources Theory in order to explain how and under what 

circumstances social support can be helpful to abused subordinates. Second, I enable 

future, related research by developing and validating a measure of high-quality social 

support for abusive supervision. Third, as a contribution to the broader social support 

literature, this study provides new evidence for the factor structure of high-quality social 

support when multiple types of support are measured simultaneously (i.e., emotional 
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support, esteem support, advice) rather than in isolation, as has been the approach of 

previous studies (e.g., Bippus, 2001; Feng & Burleson, 2008; Holmstrom et al., 2013). 

Theoretical Foundations 

Abusive Supervision 

Abusive supervisors engage in a variety of hostile behaviors directed at 

subordinates, including: ridiculing subordinates in front of coworkers, giving the silent 

treatment, expressing irrational anger, and not giving subordinates credit for their 

accomplishments (Tepper, 2000). Evidence consistently points to abusive supervision as 

an enervating experience for subordinates (although see Scheuer [2014] for a possible 

exception to this general rule). As a result of their mistreatment, abused subordinates 

report various psychological strains (Tepper, 2000; 2007) including elevated negative 

emotions (e.g., Hoobler & Hu, 2013; Pan & Lin, 2016), decreased self-esteem (e.g., 

Burton & Hoobler, 2006; Vogel & Mitchell, 2015), and emotional exhaustion (e.g., 

Frieder et al., 2015; Mackey et al., 2013) as well as - more broadly - burnout syndrome 

(e.g., Carlson et al., 2012; Li et al., 2016). In addition, targets of abusive supervision 

report diminished work attitudes including decreased levels of job satisfaction (e.g., 

Kernan et al., 2016; Pyc et al., 2016), organizational commitment (e.g., Aryee et al., 

2007; Duffy & Ferrier, 2003), and organizational identification (e.g., Liu et al., 2016; 

Schaubroeck et al., 2016). These psychological effects, in turn, translate to adverse 

behavioral reactions including decreased job performance and organizational citizenship 

(e.g., Aryee et al., 2008; Rafferty & Restubog, 2011) and increased workplace deviance 

and counterproductivity (e.g., Chi & Liang, 2013; Michel et al., 2016). The impact of 
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abusive supervision can also “spill over” to create conflict within the family/home 

domain (e.g., Carlson et al., 2011; Wu et al., 2012). Due to these expansive strains, 

abused subordinates also may experience psychosomatic symptoms such as an upset 

stomach or even chest pain (e.g., Allen et al., 2016; Pyc et al., 2016). 

In the years since Tepper (2000) first defined abusive supervision as a specific 

form of workplace mistreatment, most research has been focused on either the negative 

outcomes of abusive supervision (outlined above for subordinates) or, more recently, on 

the antecedents of abusive supervision (for a review, see Zhang & Bednall, 2016). 

However, despite ample evidence of its harmfulness for subordinates, notably less 

scholarship has been devoted to identifying factors that may attenuate the negative effects 

of supervisory abuse (Frieder et al., 2015). Recently, more studies have begun identifying 

individual differences or traits that appear to be related to greater resiliency among 

abused subordinates (e.g., Al-Hawari et al., 2020; Hurst et al., 2019; Peltokorpi & 

Ramaswami, 2021; Xu et al., 2019). However, we still understand very little about 

abused subordinates’ behavioral strategies except for a small number of studies that attest 

to abused subordinates’ coping challenges. For example, subordinates that cope by 

actively avoiding abusive supervisors experience increased negative affect (Yagil et al., 

2011), higher levels of emotional exhaustion (Whitman et al., 2014), and lower job 

performance (Nandkeolyar et al., 2014). In contrast, on a more positive note, problem-

focused coping tactics such as ingratiation (Harvey et al., 2007) and planful problem-

solving (Scheuer, 2014) may lessen negative psychological impacts and help abused 

subordinates stay engaged. Still, in other studies, similar problem-focused strategies have 



7 

 

yielded null results (Nandkeolyar et al., 2014; Park, 2013). In total, it is apparent that our 

understanding about how subordinates should attempt to cope with abusive supervision is 

still very much in its infancy. As such, the current study attempts to further research in 

this area by exploring a particularly promising avenue for coping with abusive 

supervision: social support. 

Social Support for Abusive Supervision 

Among coping alternatives, “seeking support” is one the most common reactions 

of abused subordinates (Nelson & Friedlander, 2001; Park, 2013; Scheuer, 2014; Yagil et 

al., 2011). This finding is consistent with other research suggesting that individuals 

disclose the most stressful aspects of their day to close relational others (Hicks & 

Diamond, 2008). In the broader literature, social support has been defined as “social 

interactions or relationships that provide individuals with actual assistance or with a 

feeling of attachment to a person or group that is perceived as caring or loving” (Hobfoll 

& Stokes, 1988, p. 499). In cases of abusive supervision, social support is distinctive 

from other forms of subordinate coping because it explicitly involves a person outside the 

supervisor-subordinate relationship in the coping process. This “other perspective” may 

be particularly valuable for abused subordinates who, without others’ input, sometimes 

engage in maladaptive behaviors (e.g., avoidance, confrontation; Park, 2013; Yagil et al., 

2011). 

Existing research has provided mixed support as to whether social support helps 

to alleviate the negative effects of abusive supervision. Some studies have found that 

social support is helpful for abused subordinates (Duffy et al., 2002; Hobman et al., 2009) 
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whereas other studies have found null (Park, 2013) or exacerbating effects (Yagil et al., 

2011). These results mirror findings in the broader social support literature; some 

research suggests social support has a positive impact whereas other studies have found 

null or even detrimental effects (see Thoits, 2011). In cases of abusive supervision, this 

equivocality is problematic because it remains unclear whether and how support 

providers should interact with abused subordinates. To that end, a formal 

conceptualization and operationalization of social support for abusive supervision is 

necessary for understanding the conditions that lead to better or worse outcomes.  

For this study, I use Conservation of Resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll, 1989, 

1998, 2001) as a macrostructure for linking the negative effects or abusive supervision 

with the potentially ameliorative role of social support. COR theory provides a process 

model of stress by explaining both when stress occurs as well as associated behavioral 

reactions. As its most basic tenet, COR theory assumes that individuals “strive to obtain, 

retain, protect, and foster those things that they value” (Hobfoll, 2001, p. 341). These 

valued things, or resources, consist of important objects, conditions, personal 

characteristics, and energies (Hobfoll, 1989). Stress, according to COR theory, occurs 

when an individual is confronted with a loss of resources (either actual or threatened) and 

in circumstances where invested resources do not provide expected returns.  

From the perspective of COR theory, abusive supervision results in a number of 

salient and pervasive resource losses. Abused subordinates expend resources (e.g., time, 

attention, energy) normally devoted to work tasks in order to deal with hostile supervisors 

(e.g., Harris et al., 2007; Thau & Mitchell, 2010; Wu & Hu, 2009). In addition, abusive 
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supervision manifests as lost leadership support (Aryee et al., 2008). Important resources 

that supervisors ordinarily provide to subordinates (e.g., fair distribution of workload, 

emotional support, career advancement, job security) are almost certainly jeopardized in 

cases of abusive supervision. In turn, vulnerabilities created by these resource losses have 

a negative effect on abused subordinates’ well-being (e.g., elevated negative emotions, 

diminished self-esteem, emotional exhaustion; Mackey et al., 2015). 

COR theory suggests that abused subordinates will respond to these resource 

losses with resource optimization, replacement, and substitution strategies (Hobfoll, 

2001). Resource optimization is demonstrated by subordinate behaviors that attempt to 

conserve remaining resources, such as avoiding contact with supervisors (Whitman et al., 

2014) and reducing effort on discretionary tasks (Aryee et al., 2008). Beyond 

optimization, abused subordinates also appear to engage in strategies to replace lost 

resources. However, here, direct resource replacement is unlikely because abused 

subordinates are typically unable to confront their supervisors in order to repair the 

relationship (Tepper et al., 2006). Instead, abused subordinates may pursue indirect 

replacements (Hobfoll, 1989) for lost leadership support. For example, abused 

subordinates may display aggression in order to assert control (i.e., a self-esteem 

resource) as an indirect replacement for supportive leadership behaviors that would 

otherwise reinforce subordinates’ self-image (Vogel & Mitchell, 2015). Notably, these 

illustrations of resource optimization and replacement have negative implications; 

avoidance can lead to emotional exhaustion (Whitman et al., 2014) and aggressive 

reactions may provoke further mistreatment (Leary et al., 2006). 
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Thus, abused subordinates also may engage in a third strategy - attempt to 

substitute lost support from their supervisor with social support from other sources (e.g., 

coworkers, friends, family; Kim et al., 2015; Wu & Hu, 2009). However, based on 

existing theory and evidence, the mechanisms and efficacy of social support for abusive 

supervision remain unclear. As stated above, previous studies have conceptualized social 

support for abusive supervision as a single, broad category (rather than considering the 

specific purposes of different types of support) and have only measured the quantity of 

sought or received support without consideration for the quality of support messages. 

These approaches have made it difficult to reconcile studies suggesting social support 

constitutes effective resource substitution for abused subordinates ((Duffy et al., 2002; 

Hobman et al., 2009) with other studies that do not confirm its usefulness (Park, 2013) or 

even show negative effects for support recipients (Yagil et al., 2011). 

In order to clarify the role of social support for abusive supervision, this study 

integrates recent developments in the social support literature with COR theory to explain 

how specific forms of high-quality social support can act as substitutes for corresponding 

resource losses and thereby buffer (i.e., moderate) the deleterious impacts of abusive 

supervision on subordinates. In addition, this study further proposes that the effectiveness 

of social support for abusive supervision is contingent on subordinates’ perceptions about 

the cause of their mistreatment. Before formally hypothesizing the moderating effects of 

social support, below I first substantiate that abusive supervision does deplete resources 

that lead to negative outcomes for subordinates. 



11 

 

Hypothesis Development 

The Relationship Between Abusive Supervision and Work-Related Negative Affect 

Negative affect is likely to be impacted by both abusive supervision (as follows) 

and social support (as proposed in a later section). The experience of being abused is 

inherently negative (Pan & Lin, 2016) and abusive supervision will be perceived as 

particularly threatening because supervisors control important employee resources (e.g., 

fair distribution of workload, career advancement, job security; Tepper, 2000). Thus, 

consistent with Affective Events Theory (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), abusive 

supervision should lead to negative affective reactions by subordinates. Indeed, meta-

analytic evidence and numerous studies attest to this effect (e.g., Mackey et al., 2015; 

Michel et al., 2016; Simon et al., 2015). Thus, I hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 1: Abusive supervision will be positively associated with subordinates’ work-

related negative affect. 

The Relationship Between Abusive Supervision and Organization-Based Self-

Esteem 

Abusive supervision may also impact how subordinates view themselves. As 

employees, subordinates’ self-concept partly reflects how others treat them and relatedly 

how they believe themselves to be perceived by others (e.g., Cooley, 1902; Duffy et al., 

2002; Grutterink & Meister, 2021). Moreover, employees’ self-view is disproportionally 

influenced by supervisors who communicate important information about subordinates’ 

social standing (Burton & Hoobler, 2006) in a variety of ways, including through the 

allocation of professional resources (e.g., promotions, growth opportunities, feedback; 
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Vogel & Mitchell, 2015). In cases of abusive supervision, abusive treatment is likely to 

be interpreted by subordinates as an indication that important professional resources (e.g., 

career development) will not be provided (Tepper, 2000). Further, abusive supervisors 

are prone to reminding their subordinates about past failures which in turn undermines 

self-efficacy (Jiang et al., 2016). Indeed, recent empirical studies and meta-analytic 

evidence suggests a negative relationship between abusive supervision and general self-

esteem (Burton & Hoobler, 2006; Vogel & Mitchell, 2015), organization-based self-

esteem (Zhang & Liao, 2015), and career self-efficacy (Jiang et al., 2016). Similarly, I 

hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 2: Abusive supervision will be negatively associated with subordinates’ 

organization-based self-esteem. 

The Indirect Effects of Abusive Supervision on Work-Related Deviance 

As proposed above, withheld resources likely contribute to elevated negative 

affect and decreased self-esteem for abused subordinates. In addition to this perspective, 

COR theory further implies that abused subordinates’ diminished well-being is itself 

likely to be experienced as a resource loss. Low negative affect and high self-esteem are 

considered resource “energies” that are valued inherently and allow for the attainment of 

desirable entities (Hobfoll, 1989). Low negative affect is an important component of 

subjective well-being (Diener, 2000) and is associated with task accomplishment for 

employees (Kaplan et al., 2009). Similarly, high self-esteem is intrinsically desirable 

(Hobfoll, 2001) and is also linked to work performance (Judge & Bono, 2001).  
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In response to these lost resources, COR theory suggests that abused subordinates 

will be motivated to cope in a manner that replenishes well-being and prevents further 

losses (Hobfoll, 1989; 2001). One such viable avenue of coping is by engaging in various 

forms of work-related deviance (Penney et al., 2011). For example, withdrawal behaviors 

(e.g. leaving work early) allow subordinates to avoid negative-emotion-inducing 

interactions with an abusive supervisor (Spector et al., 2006). Further, other retaliatory 

forms of deviance (e.g., sabotage, aggression) serve as justice-restoring acts that can 

lessen the emotional impact of abusive supervision (Krischer et al., 2010). Similarly, with 

regard to self-esteem, Vogel and Mitchell (2015) found evidence for a “self-defense view 

of diminished self-esteem” whereby abused subordinates engage in deviant behavior as a 

means for defending and reestablishing their self-worth. Thus, I hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 3: Abusive supervision will be positively associated with work-related 

deviance through elevated work-related negative affect and diminished organization-

based self-esteem. 

The Moderating Effects of Social Support for Abusive Supervision 

In addition to explaining the negative effects of abusive supervision, COR theory 

implies that social support can help abused subordinates by providing resource 

substitution. Resource substitution occurs when an individual compensates for losses in 

one domain by accumulating valued resources from another domain (e.g., coping with a 

broken personal relationship by striving for additional success in the workplace; Hobfoll, 

2001). Thus, in cases of abusive supervision, social support (e.g., from colleagues, 

friends, family) may offset a lack of supervisor support (Kim et al., 2015; Wu & Hu, 
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2009). This possibility is consistent with Duffy and colleagues’ (2002) cross-domain 

buffering hypothesis, whereby negative relationships in one domain are countered by 

positive relationships in another domain that provide belonging and solidarity. 

Despite this potential lessening impact, the effectiveness of social support for 

abusive supervision remains unclear based on limited theoretical development and 

conflicting evidence (as described above). Prior studies on social support in cases of 

abusive supervision (Duffy et al., 2002; Hobman et al., 2009; Park, 2013; Yagil et al., 

2011) have conceptualized support as a single, broad category – this approach is 

undesirable because it precludes examining the impact of specific support types on 

corresponding outcomes (Cutrona & Russell, 1990). Moreover, these same studies have 

only evaluated support quantity, but social support researchers increasingly recognize 

that support quality is a more important determinant of whether support is effective (e.g., 

Lawrence et al., 2008; MacGeorge et al., 2016; Slebarska et al., 2009). Thus, in order to 

properly evaluate the potential of social support as a resource substitute for abused 

subordinates, this study takes a “closer look” and examines conditions of effective 

support that have been delineated in the broader social support literature (e.g., Thoits, 

2011).  

Burleson (2009) suggests that these distinguishing factors can be grouped into 

four categories: the support message, the support provider, the support recipient, and the 

interaction context. While it is beyond the scope of any single study to fully examine all 

such considerations, herein I focus on two aspects of the support message – support type 

and support quality – as important determinants of whether social support provides 
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effective resource substitution in cases of abusive supervision. This focus was selected 

because, among the potentially distinguishing factors of social support, theory on 

message content is most mature (Burleson, 2009) and studies that examine multiple 

factors suggest that content has the largest impact on whether support is well-received 

(e.g., Bolger & Amarel, 2007; Feng & MacGeorge, 2010; Holmstrom & Kim, 2015).  

Regarding support type, stress buffering theories posit that social support will be 

most beneficial to the recipient when the form of support matches the needs presented by 

a particular stressor (Cutrona & Russell, 1990). For example, emotional support may be 

most helpful following the death of a loved one whereas being lent money is a more 

effective aide for someone who lost their job (Cohen & Wills, 1985; Cohen, 2004). As an 

extension of this matching perspective, I integrate social support within a COR 

framework to argue that specific forms of support provide resource substitution capable 

of reducing corresponding resources losses.  

For the current investigation, this implies that three forms of social support will be 

relevant: emotional support, esteem support, and advice. First, emotional support entails 

the provision of comfort and security in order to alleviate emotional distress (Burleson, 

1994). Thus, emotional support interactions can act as resource substitution for abused 

subordinates who lack “understanding from [their] employer/boss” (Hobfoll, 2001) and 

thereby reduce their work-related negative affect. Next, esteem support is defined by 

efforts to bolster self-worth through praise and reassurance that one is able to 

successfully cope with stressors (Cutrona & Russell, 1990). As such, esteem support 

interactions can provide resource substitution for abused subordinates who lack the 
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affirmations otherwise normally provided by supervisors (e.g., positive feedback) and 

thereby enhance their organization-based self-esteem.  

Finally, advice provides recommendations about possible solutions to a problem 

(Cutrona & Russell, 1990). In cases of abusive supervision, advice is likely to act as a 

substitute for self-regulatory resources as follows. According to COR theory, 

unsuccessful coping efforts are particularly problematic because the stressor still needs to 

be addressed yet the individual is left with diminished capacity for subsequent self-

regulation (Hobfoll, 2001). Unfortunately, this scenario is likely common for abused 

subordinates. Evidence suggests that abused subordinates’ coping attempts are often 

unsuccessful (Yagil et al., 2011) and that abused subordinates experience depleted states 

including decreased impulse control (Wheeler et al., 2013). These findings help explain 

why abused subordinates are willing to engage in workplace deviance despite the 

likelihood that it will lead to further abuse (e.g., Lian et al., 2014; Simon et al., 2015). 

Within this dynamic, advice can provide self-regulation resource substitution for abused 

subordinates by helping them to think through the feasibility and efficacy of coping 

alternatives (MacGeorge et al., 2016) and thereby reduce work-related deviance. 

For each type of social support provided to abused subordinates, I also argue that 

support quality is an important consideration. Social support researchers have 

increasingly emphasized the quality over quantity of support in recent years (e.g., 

Lawrence et al., 2008; MacGeorge et al., 2016; Slebarska et al., 2009). In the most 

developed framework of support quality, Burleson and colleagues (e.g., Burleson, 2009) 

contend that sophisticated (i.e., high quality) support is more likely to generate a positive 
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response by support recipients. Sophistication refers to the extent to which support 

“instantiates theoretical principles that characterize helpful, sensitive, and effective 

support in a given domain” (Burleson, 2009, p. 24). Applied to my framework, this 

implies that social support will provide more effective resource substitution when it is of 

higher quality, as defined for each type of social support below. 

First, relevant theory suggests that high-quality emotional support uses a person-

centered approach to manage recipients’ emotions (Burleson, 1994). Person-centeredness 

refers to the degree to which a support message acknowledges and legitimizes the 

recipient’s feelings without passing judgement or imposing the supporter’s views 

(Burleson, 2009). Elaboration facilitated by person-centered messages allows recipients 

to further understand and contextualize their emotions (Burleson, 2009). These features 

are thought to prompt positive reappraisals of stressors for support recipients (Jones & 

Wirtz, 2006). Indeed, evidence consistently supports the person-centered approach to 

emotional support. Highly person-centered messages are evaluated as more helpful, 

sensitive, and comforting (Burleson, 2003) and they correspond with greater affective 

improvement (High & Dillard, 2012) and lower experienced stress (High & Solomon, 

2016). As an extension of Burleson’s person-centeredness, Bippus (2001) developed and 

validated a scale of emotional support quality with five dimensions: other orientation, 

problem solving, relating, refraining from general negativity, and providing different 

perspective.  

Next, the conditions of high-quality esteem support are delineated by 

Holmstrom’s (2008) cognitive-emotional theory of esteem support messages (CETESM). 
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According to CETSM, effective esteem support promotes reattributions and reappraisals 

in a manner that lessens perceived esteem threats. More specifically, high-quality esteem 

support promotes perceptions that stressors are externally caused (vs. internal attribution), 

controllable (vs. uncontrollable), specific (vs. generalizing across situations), and 

dynamic (vs. static) (Holmstrom & Kim, 2015). Esteem support is more likely to 

accomplish these goals when its content is cognitively focused and inductive (Holmstrom 

& Burleson, 2011). In other words, high-quality support messages attend to recipient’s 

thoughts (cognitive focus) and attempt to alter relevant cognitions by asking open-ended 

questions and allowing recipients to reach their own conclusions (inductive). In support 

of CETESM, several studies have shown that high-quality esteem support is most 

effective at boosting recipients’ state self-esteem (Holmstrom et al., 2013; Holmstrom et 

al., 2014).  

Finally, Advice Response Theory (ART; MacGeorge et al., 2016) offers a 

comprehensive framework for understanding the features of high-quality advice. The 

central tenant of ART is that high-quality advice is more likely to be implemented due to 

its capacity to solve problems. More specifically, high-quality advice contains high levels 

of: politeness (i.e., to avoid threatening self-image), efficacy (i.e., comprehensiveness and 

relevancy to the problem), feasibility (i.e., the recipient is capable of carrying out the 

proposition), lacking limitations (i.e., there are minimal potentials drawbacks), and 

confirmation (i.e., the advised action matches the inclinations of the recipient; 

MacGeorge et al., 2008). In support of ART, studies show that high-quality advice is 
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facilitative of coping and likely to be implemented (e.g., Feng & Burleson, 2008; Feng & 

MacGeorge, 2006; Feng & MacGeorge, 2010; MacGeorge et al., 2004).  

In view of these collective arguments regarding support type and support quality, 

I hypothesize that high-quality social support will provide effective resource substitution 

for abused subordinates and lessen the negative impacts of abusive supervision in the 

following ways: 

Hypothesis 4: The positive relationship between abusive supervision and work-related 

negative affect will be weaker when subordinates receive high-quality emotional support. 

Hypothesis 5: The negative relationship between abusive supervision and organization-

based self-esteem will be weaker when subordinates receive high-quality esteem support. 

Hypothesis 6: The indirect relationships between abusive supervision and work-related 

deviance will be weaker when subordinates receive high-quality advice (second stage 

moderation).  

The Moderating Effect of Abused Subordinates’ Self-Directed Attributions 

In addition to features of the support message, other factors linked to a specific 

problem situation also impact whether social support is well-received (Burleson, 2009). 

In cases of abusive supervision, one such distinguishing factor may be the extent to 

which abused subordinates make self-directed attributions or “blame themselves” for 

their mistreatment. Previous research has found evidence that abused subordinates do 

sometimes blame themselves and that self-directed attributions impact subordinate 

reactions (Bowling & Michel, 2011; Troster & Van Quaquebeke, 2020). These findings 

are particularly relevant to the current undertaking because self-esteem is most threatened 



20 

 

when individuals blame themselves for a negative event (see Weiner’s (1985) attributions 

theory of emotions). As such, I argue that self-directed attributions moderate the extent to 

which high-quality esteem support provides resource substitution.  

For abused subordinates who blame themselves, high-quality esteem support 

provides much needed reassurances of self-worth and thus replenishes self-esteem 

resources (Holmstrom & Burleson, 2011). In contrast, when abused subordinates do not 

feel at fault, esteem support is not necessary since self-esteem resources are not at risk. If 

esteem support is provided anyway in this latter scenario, it may pose a counterintuitive 

threat to abused subordinates’ self-esteem by unintentionally conveying that the provider 

perceives coping difficulties (Fisher et al., 1982). For example, the esteem support 

statement “You’re so smart and good at your job” could be interpreted by a confident 

recipient as “Thanks, but I already know, so I must be struggling for you to say it.” Thus, 

I hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 7: The extent to which high-quality esteem support moderates the relationship 

between abusive supervision and organization-based self-esteem depends on causal 

attributions. For subordinates who make self-directed attributions (i.e., blame 

themselves), the buffering effect will be stronger. 
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Figure 1. Hypothesized Model: Social Support as Resource Substitution for Abused 

Subordinates 
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METHOD AND RESULTS 

Three studies were conducted to develop and validate a measure of social support 

for abusive supervision and then test the hypothesized model. Studies 1 and 2 focused on 

measure development and validation; Study 3 tested the model with a correlational 

research design. 

Study 1: Item Development and Initial Factor Structure Assessment 

Measure Selection and Development 

Existing measures of high-quality social support were used to assess emotional 

support and advice. For emotional support, Bippus’ (2001) measure was used to assess 

high-quality emotional support for abusive supervision. Bippus (2001) generated items 

for the questionnaire based on: (1) Burleson’s (1994) five characteristics of support 

sophistication (i.e., listener-centered, neutral, accepting, help understanding, feeling-

centered); (2) other skillfulness criteria suggested elsewhere by Burleson and colleagues; 

and (3) interviews with participants about the composition of skilled versus unskilled 

comforting. After Bippus (2001) administered the items, factor analysis revealed the 

following five dimensions of comforting support quality: other orientation (7 items), 

problem solving (4 items), relating (3 items), refraining from general negativity (7 items), 

and providing different perspective (3 items). First, other orientation means that the 

support provider engages in “other-focused” behaviors such as showing concern and 
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attending to the needs of the recipient (e.g., “makes me feel like I could tell them 

anything”). Second, problem solving entails helping the recipient to come up with 

solutions for the stressful situation; however, this dimension was excluded from the 

current study due to its conceptual overlap with advice. Next, relating is characterized by 

the support provider relaying that he or she has also faced similar stressors (e.g., “lets me 

know that they have faced similar issues or problems too”). Fourth, refraining from 

general negativity is the supporter’s avoidance of dismissive, judgmental, or uncaring 

behaviors (e.g., “shows they don’t seem to feel bad about my problem (reverse coded)”). 

Last, providing different perspective indicates that the support provider helps the 

recipient to view the stressor in a new light (e.g., “shows me another way of viewing my 

problem”).   

For advice, five scales developed by MacGeorge, Feng and colleagues were used 

to assess high-quality advice for abusive supervision. These scales correspond to five 

dimensions of advice quality defined by ART (MacGeorge et al., 2016): efficacy (3 

items), feasibility (3 items), absence of limitations (3 items), confirmation (3 items), and 

politeness (4 items). MacGeorge, Feng and colleagues used a deductive approach 

(Hinkin, 1998) to generate items for each scale based on argumentation theory; however, 

it is unclear whether these items have collectively been subjected to exploratory factor 

analysis in prior studies (see MacGeorge et al., 2016). Efficacy refers to the message’s 

comprehensiveness and relevancy when attempting to convince the recipient that a 

particular course of action would help solve his/her problem (e.g., “I think that the 

advised action could help solve my problem”; Feng & MacGeorge, 2010). Feasibility 
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indicates that the advice recipient is reasonably capable of carrying out the plan (e.g., 

“The advice recommends an action that is impossible for me to do (reverse coded)”; 

MacGeorge et al., 2004). Absence of limitations means that the potential drawbacks are 

minimal (e.g., “I can see that the advised action has serious disadvantages (reverse 

coded)”; MacGeorge et al., 2004). Confirmation refers to the extent to which an advised 

action was already the intention of the receiver (e.g., “I had already anticipated doing 

what the advice tells me to do”; Feng & MacGeorge, 2010). Politeness indicates that 

advice is delivered tactfully and in a manner that preserves recipients’ positive self-image 

(e.g., “The advice leaves me free to do what I want”; MacGeorge et al., 2004).   

 For high-quality esteem support, no previous studies had developed a measure 

suitable for survey research, so I used Hinkin’s (1998) deductive approach to generate a 

list of potential items for a new measure. I drew from the cognitive-emotional theory of 

esteem support (Holmstrom & Burleson, 2011) to create a pool of potential items 

corresponding to two dimensions: cognitive-focus and inductiveness. Cognitive-focus is 

the extent to which support focuses on the recipient’s thoughts and the effects of the 

esteem-threatening event (Holmstrom & Burleson, 2011). Messages with extensive (i.e., 

high) cognitive-focus attempt to address and alter a greater number of the recipient’s 

relevant appraisals and attributions in a manner that decreases esteem threat (Holmstrom 

& Burleson, 2011). For example, esteem support that is high in cognitive-focus may 

remind individuals that the situation is not their fault (when appropriate) and point to 

abilities and past successes that can facilitate effective coping. In contrast, on the lower 

end of the dimension, less cognitively-focused messages may attempt to distract or 
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dismiss the recipient as well as advocating for unrealistic perspectives and 

unsubstantiated coping strategies (Holmstrom & Burleson, 2011).   

Next, assertive-inductive refers to the degree to which esteem support attempts at 

altering relevant cognitions/emotions are forced versus induced (Holmstrom & Burleson, 

2011). In inductive messages, recipients are encouraged to reach their own conclusions 

by support providers who ask open-ended questions, paraphrase, and acknowledge 

thoughts and feelings without making evaluations. In contrast, assertive strategies involve 

telling recipients what to think, or at least the utilization of leading questions. The initial 

list of items included eleven items corresponding to cognitive-focus (e.g., “remind me of 

times in the past when I successfully dealt with similar circumstances”) and eight items 

corresponding to inductiveness (e.g., “declare their opinions about my effectiveness at 

work (reverse coded)”). 

Presentation of Measure 

The presentation of social support items was constructed to minimize participant 

miscomprehension (Hardy & Ford, 2014) and thus enhance alignment with my 

conceptualization. First, participants were asked to identify support providers because the 

evaluation of support quality requires the recollection of discrete behaviors. More 

specifically, participants were asked to identify the person they turn to most often for 

support (primary supporter) and another person that sometimes provides support 

(secondary supporter). This approach aligns with established “closest person” 

methodologies (e.g., Lim & Lee, 2011; Stafford et al., 2017) while also allowing for 

broader evaluation via secondary supporters. In addition, the identification of supporters 
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and subsequent evaluation of support behaviors was done in reference to abusive 

supervision specifically (i.e., “Think about the people you turn to for support when you 

are mistreated by your boss. When I turn to [primary supporter’s name] and [secondary 

supporter’s name] for support about my boss, they…”). For each item, respondents made 

separate evaluations for the primary supporter and secondary supporter on a 5-point 

Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (very often). 

Cognitive Interviews 

To assess item clarity, I conducted cognitive interviews (Willis, 2005) with a 

small convenience sample of five individuals. Participants were over 18 years of age and 

had previously experienced hostility from a work supervisor. For the interview, 

participants were asked to “think aloud” while responding to each item for social support 

for abusive supervision. I discussed any items that resulted in confusion or 

misinterpretation with the participant. Consequently, several items were revised to 

increase relevance and/or clarity. The refined pool of potential items is shown in 

Appendix A.  

Sample and Procedures 

Participants were recruited through Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk), with 

requirements that they were full-time workers located in the United States and had 

experienced some degree of abusive supervision with corresponding social support. 

Psychometric scales assessed via MTurk have acceptable properties (Buhrmester et al., 

2011) and multiple recent studies on abusive supervision have successfully utilized 

MTurk (e.g., Lin et al., 2016; Michel et al., 2016). Respondents were paid $1.00 to 
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complete the survey. The final sample consisted of 246 participants after removing data 

when respondents failed to pass simple attention checks.  

The 246 respondents in the final sample averaged 34.6 years of age (SD = 9.7), 

5.2 years of tenure with their organization (SD = 4.4), 3.6 years of tenure with their 

supervisor (SD = 3.0), and 41.2 hours of work per week (SD = 4.4). Approximately 53% 

of the respondents were male and approximately 74% were Caucasian. Respondents 

represented various levels of highest obtained education (e.g., 66.7% held bachelor’s 

degrees or higher) and held a variety of job titles across industries (e.g., manufacturing 

engineer, IT security specialist, sous chef).  

Exploratory Factor Analyses Results 

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was conducted using principal axis factoring 

with oblique rotation (i.e., direct oblimin) in SPSS 19.0. Minimum eigenvalues of 1.00 

were used along with visual examinations of scree plots to retain factors. Items that did 

not have a strong association with any factor (i.e., loadings < .40) or exhibited substantial 

cross loading(s) (i.e., difference between factor loadings < .10; Hinkin, 1998) were 

dropped. Separate EFAs were conducted for each type of support before conducting an 

overall analysis. This approach allowed for more gradual and interpretable item 

reduction. Also, for each type of support, results across both supporters were compared 

for consistency. Results for these initial analyses are included in Appendix B and 

summarized for each type of support as follows.  

First, for the advice EFA, two items related to politeness were removed for not 

meeting the criteria described above. In the primary supporter results, one item exhibited 
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loadings below the cutoff (“The advice leaves me free to do what I want”) and a second 

item loaded onto its own factor with no other items (“The advice makes it clear that I can 

choose whether or not to take it”). In the results for the secondary supporter, these two 

items did exhibit acceptable loadings; however, their communalities were still very low 

(<.30). Once these items were excluded, the results suggested only three dimensions of 

high-quality advice compared to the five dimensions proposed by MacGeorge and 

colleagues (2016). The composition of the extracted dimensions is discussed below, 

following the final EFA results.  

Next, for the emotional support EFA, all items met the criteria for both primary 

and secondary supporters and suggested four dimensions of high-quality emotional 

support consistent with Bippus (2001). Finally, for the esteem support EFA, 

approximately half of the items did not meet the loading criteria and the remaining items 

loaded on three factors (instead of the two dimensions proposed) and also exhibited 

inconsistent factor structure between primary and secondary supporters. Thus, all esteem 

support items were excluded from further analysis and their revision was planned for 

Study 2.  

Next, an overall EFA was conducted for the retained emotional support and 

advice items. For advice, the two remaining items related to “politeness” were dropped 

due to structural inconsistencies between supporters and/or loadings below .40. For 

emotional support, all items corresponding to Bippus’ (2001) proposed dimensions of 

“other orientation” and “relating” were removed due to a variety of insufficiencies 

including cross-loadings, loadings below 0.40, and inconsistencies across supporters. 
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Upon rerunning the EFA, there was a clear and consistent structure with two factors for 

emotional support (refraining from general negativity, providing different perspective) 

and three factors for advice (efficacy, feasibility/absence of limitations, confirmation1) as 

shown in Table 1. In the final structure, efficacy included one item from the proposed 

feasibility dimension (i.e., “The advice given is something I could do”). Here, 

respondents may have been indicating whether they “could” follow a course of action 

based on its anticipated outcomes. Also noteworthy, the remaining feasibility and 

absence of limitations items loaded onto a single factor. This suggests that whether an 

advised action is feasible is closely related to whether there are perceived disadvantages.  

Study 2: Additional Item Development, Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Validity 

Study 1 provided item reduction and preliminary factor structure for two forms of 

high-quality social support for abusive supervision (i.e., emotional support and advice). 

The results demonstrated that – when emotional support and advice were factor analyzed 

together – two previously proposed dimensions of emotional support were not retained 

(i.e., other orientation, relating). This finding suggests that some aspects of emotional 

support may overlap and co-occur with other forms of high-quality support. For example, 

showing concern (i.e., other orientation) is likely to co-occur during advice giving. 

Indeed, high-quality advice is assumed to be sensitive to the needs of the recipient 

(MacGeorge et al., 2004). Perhaps for a similar reason, one proposed dimension of advice 

(i.e., politeness) also did not emerge as expected in Study 1.  

                                                 
1 One item in the “confirmation” dimension exhibited a loading less than 0.4 for the secondary supporter 

only. However, since the insufficient loading was not consistent across supporters, this item was retained. 
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It is important to note that Study 1 was not successful at developing items for 

high-quality esteem support for abusive supervision. Factor analysis demonstrated that 

the generated items for esteem support were not empirically aligned with their theoretical 

foundation. Thus, Study 2 was a second attempt at item development for high-quality 

esteem support (as discussed below). Related, Study 2 also sought to replicate the 

dimensionality of high-quality emotional support and advice when high-quality esteem 

support was analyzed simultaneously.  

In addition to overcoming the above shortcomings of Study 1, Study 2 provided 

confirmatory factor analysis in order to assess goodness of fit for the overall measure of 

high-quality social support for abusive supervision (Hinkin, 1998). Study 2 also assessed 

convergent and discriminant validity by examining correlations with similar and 

dissimilar measures.  

Item Development 

For high-quality esteem support, new items were created since Study 1 items did 

not yield the intended structure. The new items, shown in Appendix C, were written 

based on Holmstrom and Kim’s (2015) assertion that high-quality esteem support 

conveys that a threatening event is externally caused (four items), controllable (eight 

items), specific (eight items), and dynamic (four items). This conceptualization was more 

clearly distinct from other forms of support, compared to Study 1. The final items from 

Study 1 for high-quality emotional support and advice were examined again in Study 2. 

Similar to Study 1, respondents made separate evaluations for primary supporters and 



31 

 

secondary supporters on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (very 

often). 

Sample and Procedure 

Participants were recruited through Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk), with 

inclusion criteria and compensation identical to Study 1. The 257 respondents in the final 

sample averaged 34.4 years of age (SD = 8.9), 5.2 years of tenure with their organization 

(SD = 4.5), 3.8 years of tenure with their supervisor (SD = 3.5), and 41.8 hours of work 

per week (SD = 5.6). Approximately 45% of the respondents were male and 

approximately 75% were Caucasian. Respondents represented various levels of highest 

obtained education (e.g., 63.4% held bachelor’s degrees or higher) and held a variety of 

job titles across industries (e.g., teacher, engineer).  

Measures 

In addition to Social Support for Abusive Supervision, respondents also 

completed measures of Abusive Supervision and Social Support for Work. Abusive 

Supervision was assessed using Tepper’s (2000) fifteen-item measure (α = .89). 

Respondents indicated the frequency that their current supervisor engaged in abusive 

behaviors using a five-point scale (1 = “never”, 5 = “very often”). A sample scale item 

was “My boss tells me I’m incompetent.” Social Support for Work was assessed using 

Baruch-Feldman and colleagues’ (2002) four-item measure (α = .89). Respondents 

indicated the extent to which their friends/family are supportive of their work using a 

five-point agreement scale (1 = “strongly disagree”, 5 = “strongly agree”). A sample 

scale item was “My friends/family care about how I feel about my job.”  
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Exploratory Factor Analyses Results 

Due to the inclusion of new items for high-quality esteem support, Exploratory 

Factor Analysis (EFA) was first conducted using the same methods as Study 1 for the 

primary supporter responses before proceeding to confirmatory analyses with the 

secondary supporter data.  

An initial EFA (limited to the new esteem support items) demonstrated improved 

structure compared to the original Study 1 items. Using the same reduction criteria as in 

Study 1, a total of five items did not meet the criteria and were removed. Also, retained 

items for the proposed dimensions of specific and controllable loaded onto a single 

factor. Ultimately, the esteem support EFA suggested three dimensions: dynamic, 

specific/controllable and external (see Appendix D).  

Next, an overall EFA was conducted for the retained esteem support items plus 

the items for emotional support and advice. The structure for esteem support remained 

consistent with the initial EFA, except that two additional items were removed due to 

insufficient loadings. All items for emotional support and advice were retained and their 

factor structures were identical to Study 1. Final factor loadings are shown in Table 2. 

Confirmatory Factor Analyses Results 

For the secondary supporter data, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was 

conducted using Mplus 6.12 to compare the fit of three plausible models. First, a one-

factor model was tested where all 39 items loaded on a single factor, which provided poor 

fit to the data (χ2[665] = 3316.19, p < .001; SRMR = .14; RMSEA = .13; CFI = .52; TLI 

= .49). Second, a three-factor model was tested where the items for each of the three 
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support types loaded onto a separate factor (i.e., emotional support, esteem support, 

advice). Model fit for the three-factor model was improved over the one-factor model but 

remained relatively poor (χ2[662] = 2458.51, p < .001; SRMR = .15; RMSEA = .10; CFI 

= .68; TLI = .66). Finally, the eight-factor model shown in Table 2 was tested, which 

provided a good fit to the data (χ2[637] = 989.64, p < .001; SRMR = .05; RMSEA = .05; 

CFI = .94; TLI = .93). Compared to the three-factor model, the eight-factor model 

exhibited significantly better fit (Δχ2 [25] = 1468.87, p < .001)2. Across all 39 

standardized factor loadings, only seven were below .70 with all loadings above .60. 

Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities were calculated for the eight specific factors, for both 

primary and secondary supporter data. As shown in Table 3, reliabilities exceeded .70 for 

all factors. 

Convergent and Divergent Validity 

As shown in Table 3, bivariate correlations were supportive of convergent 

validity; all factors of social support for abusive supervision exhibited moderate, positive 

correlations with social support for work (rs = .22 - .48, ps < .01). As evidence of 

divergent validity, social support for abusive supervision was also distinct from abuse; 

seven of the eight dimensions exhibited nonsignificant correlations with abusive 

supervision.   

                                                 
2 As an additional comparison, bifactor CFAs were also conducted with general factors for each support 

category (i.e., emotional support, esteem support, advice). For example, the bifactor model for esteem 

support included one general factor and three specific factors corresponding to external, 

specific/controllable, and dynamic esteem support. However, these bifactor models were not retained 

because model fit decreased compared to the standard models; many items (23 of 39) did not exhibit 

significant loadings in the bifactor models. 
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Study 3: Hypothesized Model 

The results of the factor structure assessment in Study 2 supported an eight-

dimension measure of high-quality social support for abusive supervision. The factor 

structures for emotional support and advice in Study 2 were identical to Study 1 results. 

In addition, Study 2 established the factor structure for high-quality esteem support for 

abusive supervision. In total, the thirty-nine-item measure of social support for abusive 

supervision included two dimensions for emotional support (refraining from general 

negativity, providing different perspective), three dimensions for advice (efficacy, 

feasibility/ absence of limitations, confirmation) and three dimensions for esteem support 

(external, specific/ controllable, dynamic). This measure exhibited good fit to Study 2 

data and demonstrated convergent and discriminant validity.  

Using this newly developed and validated measure, the purpose of Study 3 was to 

examine the full hypothesized model. Conservation of Resources Theory (Hobfoll, 2001) 

was integrated with several theories about high-quality social support (Burleson, 2009; 

Holmstrom, 2008; MacGeorge et al., 2016) in order to examine the potential benefits of 

social support for abused subordinates. Overall, I hypothesized that different types of 

high-quality social support would moderate (i.e., buffer) corresponding harmful effects of 

abusive supervision on subordinates. Further, Weiner’s (1985) attributions theory of 

emotions suggested that the effectiveness of esteem support would depend on 

subordinates’ self-directed attributions regarding their mistreatment.  
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Sample and Procedures 

MTurk data were collected across three time points with two weeks separating 

each measurement occasion. Data for each stage of the model was collected at a separate 

time point in order to reduce artefactual consistency across responses (Podsakoff et al., 

2003). In addition, the specific lag of two weeks between each time point has been used 

in other studies about abusive supervision (e.g., Lian et al., 2012; Mitchell & Ambrose, 

2012).  

Inclusion criteria and data screening were consistent with Study 1 and Study 2, 

and respondents created unique IDs that allowed for response matching across time. At 

time 1, 317 respondents provided usable data and were invited to the next survey; 225 

respondents completed the survey at time 2; and 203 respondents completed the survey at 

time 33. Respondents were compensated $2.50 for completing the first survey and an 

additional $1.25 for each follow-up survey.  

The 317 respondents at time 1 averaged 36.3 years of age (SD = 10.7), 5.5 years 

of tenure with their organization (SD = 5.0), 3.7 years of tenure with their supervisor (SD 

= 3.1), and 41.7 hours of work per week (SD = 5.3). Approximately 47% of the 

respondents were male and approximately 83% were Caucasian. Respondents represented 

                                                 
3 One-way ANOVAs demonstrated that there were no significant differences in respondents who completed 

all surveys versus respondents who completed only the first survey for time 1 variables: abusive 

supervision (F(1) = 1.82, p = .17), self-directed attributions (F(1) = 2.62, p = .11), S1 refraining from 

general negativity (F(1) = 2.15, p = .14), S2 refraining from general negativity (F(1) = 1.96, p = .16), S1 

providing different perspective (F(1) = 0.10, p = .74), S2 providing different perspective (F(1) = 0.49, p = 

.48), S1 external (F(1) = 0.01, p = .91), S2 external (F(1) = 1.38, p = .24), S1 specific/ controllable (F(1) = 

1.21, p = .27), S2 specific/ controllable (F(1) = 0.13, p = .71), S1 dynamic (F(1) = 1.44, p = .23), S2 

dynamic (F(1) = 0.10, p = .74). Note: S1 = primary supporter, S2 = secondary supporter. 
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various levels of highest obtained education (e.g., 57.4% held bachelor’s degrees or 

higher) and again held a variety of job titles.  

Measures 

Social Support for Abusive Supervision. The newly developed measure of 

social support for abusive supervision was used to assess support quality along three 

types of support: esteem support (three dimensions), emotional support (two dimensions), 

and advice (three dimensions). Again, respondents made separate evaluations for primary 

supporters and secondary supporters on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 

(never) to 5 (very often). 

Abusive Supervision. Consistent with Study 2, abusive supervision was again 

assessed with Tepper’s (2000) measure. 

Self-directed Attributions. Self-directed attributions were assessed using 

Bowling and Michel’s (2011) five-item scale. Respondents indicated their agreement to 

items on a five-point scale (1 = “strongly disagree”, 5 = “strongly agree”). A sample scale 

item was “I am at least partially at fault when my supervisor mistreats me.”  

Organization-based Self-Esteem. Organization-based self-esteem was assessed 

using Pierce and colleagues’ (1989) ten-item scale. Respondents indicated their 

agreement to items on a five-point scale (1 = “strongly disagree”, 5 = “strongly agree”). 

A sample scale item was “I count around here.”  

Work-related Negative Affect. Negative affect was assessed using Watson and 

colleagues’ (1988) ten-item scale. Respondents indicated how much their job makes them 
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feel emotions on a five-point scale (1 = “very slightly/ not at all”, 5 = “extremely”). 

Example emotions were “irritable” and “distressed.” 

Work-related Deviance. Deviance was assessed using separate scales for 

supervisor-directed deviance (Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007; ten-items) and organization-

directed deviance (Bennett & Robinson, 2000; twelve-items). Respondents indicated how 

often they engage in deviant behaviors on a seven-point scale (1 = “never”, 5 = “daily”). 

Example items were “Make fun of my supervisor at work” and “Come in late to work 

without permission.”  

Analytical Strategy 

The hypothesized moderated mediation model was tested using the latent 

moderated structural (LMS) method (Maslowsky et al., 2015) in Mplus version 6.12 

(Muthén & Muthén, 2012). This method results in unbiased parameter estimates that are 

robust to nonlinearity and deviations from normality (Klein & Moosbrugger, 2000). 

Separate models were created for the primary supporter and secondary supporter data. All 

analyses used full-information maximum likelihood (FIML) to handle missing data.  

Before estimating structural models, I first conducted exploratory factor analyses 

and confirmatory factor analyses to evaluate fit of the measurement model (see details 

below). Once adequate fit was established, Hypotheses 1 and 2 were analyzed using 

regression models. Next, Hypothesis 3 was analyzed by fitting partial mediation models 

using maximum likelihood estimation and 10,000 bootstrap samples.  

Finally, models for Hypotheses 4 through 7 were estimated using the LMS 

approach. For each LMS model, I first established a baseline model with all relevant 
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relationships included except the interaction term (including a direct effect from the 

moderator variable to the outcome variable). In this baseline model, the interaction effect 

is assumed to be zero. Next, I added latent interactions to the baseline model to estimate 

the LMS model. Interaction terms were added using a step-wise approach to the relevant 

dimensions of social support; only significant interactions were retained in the final 

results. Model fit of the LMS models were compared to the baseline models using a log-

likelihood test (i.e., deviance test; Sardeshmukh & Vandenberg, 2017). This log-

likelihood approach is necessary because standard structural equation fit indices are not 

available for latent moderation analyses (Muthén & Muthén, 2012). 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations 

Means, standard deviations, reliabilities, and correlations are shown in Table 4. 

The majority of correlations were in the expected, hypothesized directions. In addition, 

internal consistency reliability (α) was above .70 for all study variables.  

Factor Analyses 

EFAs were first conducted for each measurement instrument in SPSS 19.0 using 

the same techniques as the prior studies. Where EFA results supported a unidimensional 

structure, three parcels with random item assignment were created for each variable. In 

four cases (i.e., supervisor-directed deviance, organization-directed deviance, 

organization-based self-esteem, work-related negative affect), EFA output and previous 

research suggested the existence of two distinct factors. For these variables, items were 

assigned to three parcels using the domain-representative approach (Little et al., 2002). 

Subsequent CFAs were conducted for all variables using Mplus 6.12. For the primary 
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supporter results, the fourteen-factor model provided good fit to the data with all indices 

within Hu and Bentler’s (1999) guidelines (χ2[728] = 1013.96, p < .001; SRMR = .05; 

RMSEA = .04; CFI = .97; TLI = .96). Likewise, the secondary supporter results also 

provided good fit to the data (χ2[728] = 963.09, p < .001; SRMR = .04; RMSEA = .03; 

CFI = .97; TLI = .97).  

Hypothesized Model Results 

I hypothesized that the associations between abusive supervision and subordinate 

well-being would be buffered by high-quality forms of social support (esteem and 

emotional), and that the indirect association between abusive supervision and workplace 

deviance through subordinate well-being would be buffered by high-quality advice. I 

further hypothesized that the interaction of esteem support and abusive supervision would 

be conditional on self-directed attributions. Overall, the results were supportive of 

hypothesized interactions involving esteem support but were not supportive of 

hypothesized interactions involving emotional support. For advice, significant 

interactions were found to be in the opposite direction compared to the prediction. 

In support of Hypothesis 1, abusive supervision was positively associated with 

subordinates’ work-related negative affect (B = .28, p = .000). Supportive of Hypothesis 

2, abusive supervision was negatively associated with subordinates’ organization-based 

self-esteem (B = -.20, p = .007). Hypothesis 3 was partially supported, as abusive 

supervision had a significant indirect effect on supervisor-directed deviance through 

work-related negative affect (B = 0.043, p = 0.020) but not through organization-based 

self-esteem (B = 0.013, p = 0.228). Also not supportive of Hypothesis 3, abusive 
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supervision did not have an indirect effect on organization-directed deviance through 

either work-related negative affect (B = 0.048, p = 0.120) or through organization-based 

self-esteem (B = 0.036, p = 0.151).  

Hypothesis 4 was not supported as the abusive supervision X emotional support 

interaction terms did not predict work-related negative affect. For the first dimension – 

refraining from general negativity – the interaction effect was not significant for the 

primary supporter (B = -.16, p = .257) or secondary supporter (B = -.19, p = .245). 

Similarly, for the second dimension – providing different perspective – the interaction 

effect was not significant for the primary supporter (B = .02, p = .799) or secondary 

supporter (B = .03, p = .731).  

Hypothesis 5 predicted that high-quality esteem support would moderate (buffer) 

the relationship between abusive supervision and organization-based self-esteem. 

Hypothesis 5 was not supported for any of the three dimensions of esteem support. For 

the first dimension – external – the interaction effect was not significant for the primary 

supporter (B = .11, p = .285) or secondary supporter (B = .01, p = .945). For the second 

dimension – specific/ controllable – the interaction effect was not significant for the 

primary supporter (B = .14, p = .141) or secondary supporter (B = .02, p = .808). For the 

third dimension – dynamic – the interaction effect was not significant for the primary 

supporter (B = -.15, p = .134) or secondary supporter (B = -.01, p = .862).  

Hypothesis 6 predicted that the indirect relationships between abusive supervision 

and work-related deviance will be weaker when subordinates receive high-quality advice 

(second stage moderation). This hypothesis was tested separately for the indirect 
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relationships through work-related negative affect and organization-based self-esteem, 

and for both forms of work-related deviance (i.e., supervisor-directed and organization-

directed). For work-related negative affect, Hypothesis 6 was not supported. The indirect 

effect of abusive supervision on supervisor-directed deviance through work-related 

negative affect was not conditional on any of the three dimensions of advice. The 

interaction effects were not significant for feasibility/absence of limitations (primary 

supporter: B = -.04, p = .556; secondary supporter: B = -.02, p = .744), efficacy (primary 

supporter: B = .02, p = .844; secondary supporter: B = -.10, p = .135), or confirmation 

(primary supporter: B = .18, p = .062; secondary supporter: B = .05, p = .476). Likewise, 

the indirect effect of abusive supervision on organization-directed deviance through 

work-related negative affect was also not conditional on advice. Again, the interaction 

effects were not significant for feasibility/absence of limitations (primary supporter: B = -

.17, p = .111; secondary supporter: B = -.14, p = .167), efficacy (primary supporter: B = 

.01, p = .914; secondary supporter: B = .01, p = .955), or confirmation (primary 

supporter: B = .15, p = .291; secondary supporter: B = -.02, p = .830).  

For organization-based self-esteem, Hypothesis 6 was also not supported for any 

of the three dimensions of advice. The interaction term feasibility/absence of limitations 

X organization-based self-esteem was not a significant predictor of either supervisor-

directed deviance (primary supporter: B = -.00, p = .970; secondary supporter: B = -.06, p 

= .460) or organization-directed deviance (primary supporter: B = .19, p = .076; 

secondary supporter: B = .14, p = .213). Similarly, the interaction term confirmation X 

organization-based self-esteem was not a significant predictor of either supervisor-
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directed deviance (primary supporter: B = -.07, p = .403; secondary supporter: B = -.12, p 

= .067) or organization-directed deviance (primary supporter: B = -.11, p = .386; 

secondary supporter: B = .03, p = .787). Notably, the interaction term efficacy X 

organization-based self-esteem was a significant predictor of both forms of deviance for 

primary supporters, but not for secondary supporters (supervisor-directed deviance: B = -

.10, p = .159; organization-directed deviance: B = -.00, p = .976). However, the nature of 

the significant interactions was not consistent with Hypothesis 6 as explained below. 

For the model including primary supporters’ advice efficacy and supervisor-

directed deviance, I first established a baseline model where supervisor-directed deviance 

was predicted by abusive supervision, organization-based self-esteem, and advice 

efficacy and with organization-based self-esteem predicted by abusive supervision. This 

model fit the data adequately, χ2 (49) = 91.72, p = .000, CFI = 0.98, TLI = 0.97, RMSEA 

= 0.05 [0.04; 0.07], SRMR = 0.09; AIC = 5,229.05. Next, I estimated the LMS model by 

adding the interaction term for advice efficacy. Fit indices indicated that the LMS model 

including the moderating role of advice efficacy resulted in a significant improvement of 

fit verses the baseline model (D = -2[(-2,573.52) – (-2,568.82)] = 9.4, df = 42 – 41 = 1, p 

< .01, AIC = 5,221.65). Results showed that advice efficacy moderated the indirect path 

between abusive supervision and supervisor-directed deviance via organization-based 

self-esteem (B = -0.247, p = 0.003). Simple slope analysis (see Figure 2) showed that the 

indirect relationship between abusive supervision and supervisor-directed deviance via 

organization-based self-esteem was significant at high (+1SD; B = 0.048, p = 0.051, 95% 

CI = 0.000, 0.096) but not at low levels of advice efficacy (-1SD; B = -0.018, p = 0.280, 
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95% CI = -0.049, 0.014). Thus, the indirect relationship between abusive supervision and 

supervisor-directed deviance via organization-based self-esteem is conditional upon 

advice efficacy, such that the path is stronger at high levels of advice efficacy (i.e., the 

opposite of the direction hypothesized).  

 

 
 

Figure 2. The interactive effects of abusive supervision and advice efficacy (primary 

supporter) on supervisor-directed deviance 

 

Moving on to the model including primary supporters’ advice efficacy and 

organization-directed deviance, I first established a baseline model where organization-

directed deviance was predicted by abusive supervision, organization-based self-esteem, 

and advice efficacy and with organization-based self-esteem predicted by abusive 
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supervision. This model fit the data adequately, χ2 (49) = 89.52, p = .000, CFI = 0.98, TLI 

= 0.97, RMSEA = 0.05 [0.03; 0.07], SRMR = 0.09; AIC = 5,397.53. Next, I estimated 

the LMS model by adding the interaction term for advice efficacy. Fit indices indicated 

that the LMS model including the moderating role of advice efficacy resulted in a 

significant improvement of fit verses the baseline model (D = -2[(-2,657.76) – (-

2,655.53)] = 4.46, df = 42 – 41 = 1, p < .05, AIC = 5,395.05). Results showed that advice 

efficacy moderated the indirect path between abusive supervision and organization-

directed deviance via organization-based self-esteem (B = -0.280, p = 0.035). Simple 

slope analysis (see Figure 3) showed that the indirect relationship between abusive 

supervision and supervisor-directed deviance via organization-based self-esteem 

approached significance at high (+1SD; B = 0.066, p = 0.068, 95% CI = -0.005, 0.136) 

but not at low levels of advice efficacy (-1SD; B = -0.009, p = 0.708, 95% CI = -0.058, 

0.039). Thus, the indirect relationship between abusive supervision and organization-

directed deviance via organization-based self-esteem is conditional upon advice efficacy, 

such that the path is stronger at high levels of advice efficacy (i.e., the opposite of the 

direction hypothesized).  
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Figure 3. The interactive effects of abusive supervision and advice efficacy (primary 

supporter) on organization-directed deviance 

 

Hypothesis 7 predicted that esteem support’s moderating effects on the 

association between abusive supervision and organization-based self-esteem would be 

further dependent on causal attributions. Specifically, I hypothesized that for subordinates 

who made self-directed attributions (i.e., blamed themselves), the moderating effects 

would be stronger. For the first dimension – external – the three-way interaction among 

abusive supervision, external support and self-directed attributions was not a significant 

predictor of organization-based self-esteem for the primary supporter (B = -.02, p = .914) 

or secondary supporter (B = .10, p = .389). 

For the second dimension – specific/ controllable – the three-way interaction 

among abusive supervision, specific/ controllable support, and self-directed attributions 
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was a significant predictor of organization-based self-esteem for both primary and 

secondary support providers. I first established a baseline model where organization-

based self-esteem was predicted by abusive supervision, specific/controllable support, 

self-directed attributions and all two-way interaction terms (Maslowsky et al., 2015). In 

comparison to this baseline, the model including the three-way interaction term resulted 

in a significant improvement of fit for the primary supporter (D = -2[(-2,866.38) – (-

2,860.63)] = 11.50, df = 46 – 45 = 1, p < .001, AIC = 5,813.27) and the secondary 

supporter (D = -2[(-2,928.47) – (-2,925.07)] = 6.80, df = 46 – 45 = 1, p < .01, AIC = 

5,942.16). The abusive supervision X specific/controllable esteem support X self-directed 

attributions interaction effect was also significant for both the primary supporter (B = 

0.335, p = 0.001) and the secondary supporter (B = 0.211, p = 0.013).  

For the primary supporter, Figure 4 shows the nature of the interaction was 

consistent with Hypothesis 7. When self-directed attributions were high (+1SD), there 

was a significant negative relationship between abusive supervision and organization-

based self-esteem if specific/controllable esteem support was also low (-1SD; B = -0.733, 

p = 0.000, 95% CI = -1.077, -0.388) but no significant relationship existed if 

specific/controllable esteem support was high (+1SD; B = -0.003, p = 0.984, 95% CI = -

0.310, 0.304). In comparison, when self-directed attributions were low (-1SD), there was 

a significant negative relationship between abusive supervision and organization-based 

self-esteem if specific/controllable esteem support was high (+1SD; B = -0.282, p = 

0.013, 95% CI = -0.503, -0.060) but no significant relationship existed if 

specific/controllable esteem support was low (-1SD; B = -0.057, p = 0.709, 95% CI = -
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0.356, 0.242). This suggests that specific/controllable esteem support lessens the 

deleterious effects of abusive supervision on self-esteem when self-directed attributions 

are high but worsens the effects when self-directed attributions are low.  

 

 
 

Figure 4. Three-way interactive effects of abusive supervision, specific/ controllable 

esteem support (primary supporter), and self-directed attributions on organization-based 

self-esteem 

 

Likewise for the secondary supporter, Figure 5 shows the nature of the interaction 

was also consistent with Hypothesis 7. When self-directed attributions were high (+1SD), 

there was a significant negative relationship between abusive supervision and 

organization-based self-esteem if specific/controllable esteem support was also low (-
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1SD; B = -0.479, p = 0.003, 95% CI = -0.794, -0.163) but no significant relationship 

existed if specific/controllable esteem support was high (+1SD; B = -0.174, p = 0.275, 

95% CI = -0.487, 0.139). In comparison, when self-directed attributions were low (-1SD), 

there was a significant negative relationship between abusive supervision and 

organization-based self-esteem if specific/controllable esteem support was high (+1SD; B 

= -0.278, p = 0.024, 95% CI = -0.519, -0.036) but no significant relationship existed if 

specific/esteem support was low (-1SD; B = 0.127, p = 0.392, 95% CI = -0.165, 0.419).  

 

 
 

Figure 5. Three-way interactive effects of abusive supervision, specific/ controllable 

esteem support (secondary supporter), and self-directed attributions on organization-

based self-esteem 
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Next, in line with a stepwise approach, I tested the above three-way interactions 

simultaneously for both the primary supporter and the secondary supporter. The abusive 

supervision X specific/controllable esteem support X self-directed attributions interaction 

effect remained significant for the primary supporter (B = 0.414, p = 0.004) but became 

nonsignificant for secondary supporter (B = -0.083, p = 0.496). As such, only the primary 

supporter will be retained in the broader model including other support moderators of the 

relevant relationship. 

For the third dimension – dynamic – the three-way interaction among abusive 

supervision, dynamic esteem support, and self-directed attributions was a significant 

predictor of organization-based self-esteem for the primary supporter but not for the 

secondary supporter (B = .11, p = .302). For the primary supporter, I first established a 

baseline model where organization-based self-esteem was predicted by abusive 

supervision, dynamic support, self-directed attributions and all two-way interaction terms 

(Maslowsky et al., 2015). In comparison to this baseline, the model including the three-

way interaction term resulted in a significant improvement of fit (D = -2[(-3,383.73) – (-

3,381.41)] = 4.64, df = 46 – 45 = 1, p < .05, AIC = 6,854.82). The abusive supervision X 

dynamic esteem support X self-directed attributions interaction effect was also significant 

(B = 0.244, p = 0.036).  

Figure 6 shows the nature of the interaction was consistent with Hypothesis 7. 

When self-directed attributions were high (+1SD), there was a significant negative 

relationship between abusive supervision and organization-based self-esteem if dynamic 

esteem support was also low (-1SD; B = -0.445, p = 0.035, 95% CI = -0.858, -0.031) but 
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no significant relationship existed if dynamic esteem support was high (+1SD; B = -

0.218, p = 0.146, 95% CI = -0.512, 0.076). In comparison, when self-directed attributions 

were low (-1SD), there was a significant negative relationship between abusive 

supervision and organization-based self-esteem if dynamic esteem support was high 

(+1SD; B = -0.362, p = 0.008, 95% CI = -0.628, -0.095) but no significant relationship 

existed if dynamic esteem support was low (-1SD; B = 0.156, p = 0.313, 95% CI = -

0.147, 0.459). This suggests that dynamic esteem support lessens the deleterious effects 

of abusive supervision on self-esteem when self-directed attributions are high but 

worsens the effects when self-directed attributions are low. 

 

 
Figure 6. Three-way interactive effects of abusive supervision, dynamic esteem support 

(primary supporter), and self-directed attributions on organization-based self-esteem 
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Finally, I tested an overall model for Hypothesis 7 with interaction terms for the 

significant effects found in separate models (i.e., both specific/controllable esteem 

support and dynamic esteem support from primary supporters). The abusive supervision 

X specific/controllable esteem support X self-directed attributions interaction effect 

remained significant (B = 0.348, p = 0.011). However, the abusive supervision X 

dynamic esteem support X self-direct attributions term became nonsignificant (B = 0.031, 

p = 0.839) in the overall model.  

Supplemental Analysis: Effects of Esteem Support on Work-Related Negative Affect 

and of Emotional Support on Organization-based Self-Esteem 

Because many scholars consider esteem support and emotional support to be 

closely related (e.g., Graetz et al., 2000), I also explored whether emotional support may 

provide resources related to organization-based self-esteem and whether esteem support 

may provide resources related to work-related negative affect. This was not the case for 

emotional support; the abusive supervision X emotional support interaction terms did not 

predict organization-based self-esteem. For the first dimension of emotional support – 

refraining from general negativity – the interaction effect was not significant for the 

primary supporter (B = .03, p = .849) or secondary supporter (B = .15, p = .347). 

Similarly, for the second dimension of emotional support – providing different 

perspective – the interaction effect was not significant for the primary supporter (B = -

.05, p = .561) or secondary supporter (B = -.01, p = .862).  

Next, for esteem support, the abusive supervision X dynamic interaction term did 

not predict work-related negative affect for the primary supporter (B = .07, p = .497) or 
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secondary supporter (B = .03, p = .731). However, the external and specific/controllable 

dimensions of esteem support moderated the relationship between abusive supervision 

and work-related negative affect for the primary supporters (but not for the secondary 

supporters: B = -.09, p = .332; B = -.06, p = .425, respectively). For external esteem 

support from the primary supporter, I first established a baseline model where work-

related negative affect was predicted by both abusive supervision and external esteem 

support. This model fit the data well, χ2 (24) = 16.65, p = .863, CFI = 1.00, TLI = 1.01, 

RMSEA = 0.00 [0.00; 0.03], SRMR = 0.02; AIC = 4,352.17. Next, I estimated the LMS 

model by adding the interaction term for external esteem support. Fit indices indicated 

that the LMS model including the moderating role of external support resulted in a 

significant improvement of fit verses the baseline model (D = -2[(-2,146.08) – (-

2,144.15)] = 3.86, df = 31 – 30 = 1, p < .05, AIC = 4,350.31). The abusive supervision x 

external esteem support interaction effect was also significant (B = -0.224 p = 0.051). 

Figure 7 shows that the relationship between abusive supervision and work-related 

negative affect was significant at low (-1SD; B = 0.464, p = 0.000, 95% CI = 0.223, 

0.705) but not at high levels of external esteem support (+1SD; B = 0.137, p = 0.211, 

95% CI = -0.079, 0.353). Thus, the relationship between abusive supervision and work-

related negative affect is conditional upon external esteem support, such that the path is 

weaker at high levels of external esteem support. 
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Figure 7. The interactive effects of abusive supervision and external esteem support 

(primary supporter) on work-related negative affect 

 

Similarly, for specific/controllable esteem support from the primary supporter, I 

first established a baseline model where work-related negative affect was predicted by 

both abusive supervision and specific/controllable esteem support. This model fit the data 

well, χ2 (24) = 16.39, p = .874, CFI = 1.00, TLI = 1.01, RMSEA = 0.00 [0.00; 0.02], 

SRMR = 0.02; AIC = 4,084.21. Next, I estimated the LMS model by adding the 

interaction term for specific/controllable esteem support. Fit indices indicated that the 

LMS model including the moderating role of specific/controllable support resulted in a 

significant improvement of fit verses the baseline model (D = -2[(-2,012.11) – (-

2,009.97)] = 4.28, df = 31 – 30 = 1, p < .05, AIC = 4,081.94). The abusive supervision x 
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specific/controllable esteem support interaction effect was also significant (B = -0.205, p 

= 0.039). Figure 8 shows that the relationship between abusive supervision and work-

related negative affect was significant at low (-1SD; B = 0.488, p = 0.000, 95% CI = 

0.261, 0.715) but not at high levels of specific/controllable esteem support (+1SD; B = 

0.189, p = 0.060, 95% CI = -0.007, 0.385). Thus, the relationship between abusive 

supervision and work-related negative affect is conditional upon specific/controllable 

esteem support, such that the path is weaker at high levels of specific/controllable esteem 

support. 

 

 
 

Figure 8. The interactive effects of abusive supervision and specific/controllable esteem 

support (primary supporter) on work-related negative affect 
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Next, in line with a stepwise approach, I simultaneously tested external support 

(primary supporter) and specific/controllable support (primary supporter) as moderators 

of the relationship between abusive supervision and work-related negative affect. In this 

model, the abusive supervision X external support interaction effect was not significant 

(B = -0.122 p = 0.359). Likewise, the abusive supervision X specific/controllable support 

interaction effect was not significant (B = -0.156 p = 0.196). These non-significant results 

indicate that the interaction effects were at least somewhat redundant.  
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DISCUSSION 

I conducted two studies to develop and validate a measure of social support for 

abusive supervision that provides adequate coverage of the multidimensional construct 

space, exhibits strong psychometric properties, and demonstrates validity. Social support 

for abusive supervision was found to have eight dimensions, with two dimensions 

conceptually corresponding to emotional support, three dimensions to esteem support, 

and three dimensions to advice support.  

Using this measure, I then conducted a third study to examine the conditional 

effects of abusive supervision on well-being and deviance, conditional upon perceived 

social support from both primary and secondary supporters. Results showed support for 

some aspects of the hypothesized model. Specifically, two dimensions of esteem support 

(specific/controllable, dynamic) buffered the negative association between abusive 

supervision and organization-based self-esteem when self-directed attributions were high; 

however, when self-directed attributions were low, the same types of esteem support 

actually strengthened the negative relationship between abusive supervision and 

organization-based self-esteem. Also, on an exploratory basis, two types of esteem 

support (external, specific/controllable) buffered the positive relationship between 

abusive supervision and work-related negative affect.  
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However, other aspects of the model were not supported. Neither of the two 

dimensions of emotional support (refraining from general negativity, providing different 

perspective) nor two of the three dimensions of advice (feasibility/absence of limitations, 

confirmation) moderated the negative effects of abusive supervision as hypothesized. In 

addition, the remaining dimension of advice (efficacy) actually increased the likelihood 

of supervisor-directed and organization-directed deviance (i.e., the opposite of what I 

hypothesized).  

Overall, the majority of significant findings held for primary supporters only with 

non-significant effects for secondary supporter interactions. These findings demonstrate 

that high-quality social support is capable of helping abused subordinates, but that certain 

forms of support are less effective and can even have unintended negative consequences. 

Below, I describe this studies’ contributions, limitations, and implications, as well as 

future opportunities to further research in this area. 

Contributions to Theory and Research 

This series of studies make at least three contributions to theory and research. 

First, I position the experience of abusive supervision as a series of salient and pervasive 

resource losses for subordinates. From this position, I leveraged Hobfoll’s (2001) 

Conservation of Resources Theory to explain subordinate reactions to abusive 

supervision, including (and of particular importance to the current research) seeking out 

social support as a resource substitution strategy. I then integrated theory from the 

broader social support literature to delineate those factors of social support for abusive 

supervision that lead to effective resource substitution, thereby lessening the deleterious 
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effects of abusive supervision. In total, this multidimensional, support matching 

perspective suggests that high-quality esteem support can enhance organization-based 

self-esteem, high-quality emotional support can decrease work-related negative affect, 

and high-quality advice can prevent workplace deviance in cases of abusive supervision. 

Further, within a COR framework, I examined whether subordinates blame themselves 

for their mistreatment as potentially determining when esteem support is helpful or 

hurtful to abused subordinates. In total, these contributions are seemingly important 

because: (1) abusive supervision is prevalent in the U.S. (Schat et al., 2006), (2) the 

adverse effects of abusive supervision are broad and severe for both subordinates and 

organizations (Mackey et al., 2015), (3) prior research suggests that subordinates are 

largely ineffective at managing the stress of abusive supervision (e.g., Park, 2013; Yagil 

et al., 2011), and (4) seeking and receiving support is a frequent response of abused 

subordinates that was previously not well understood, with insufficient conceptualization 

and equivocal evidence regarding efficacy (e.g., Nelson & Friedlander, 2001; Park, 2013; 

Scheuer, 2014; Yagil et al., 2011).  

Second, this paper makes a measurement-related contribution to research by 

developing and validating a measure of high-quality social support for abusive 

supervision, including multiple dimensions for three main types of social support: 

emotional support, esteem support and advice, based on recent theoretical advancements 

in the social support literature. Importantly, the measure was developed utilizing best 

practices, with cognitive interviews for novel items and independent samples for EFA 

and CFA analyses. This contribution is important because it provides the empirical 
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foundation for the systematic study of high-quality social support in cases of abusive 

supervision as well as other relevant workplace contexts where support may be sought 

out and provided (e.g., workload stress, coworker mistreatment, burnout, work-life 

imbalance).  

Third, data collected in a third, independent sample with multiple time points 

provided initial evidence on the nature and usefulness of social support for abusive 

supervision. The study’s results have several important implications. First, it appears that 

high-quality esteem support is more helpful to abused subordinates than high-quality 

emotional support. Esteem support buffered elevated negative affect among abused 

subordinates and also appeared to enhance self-esteem when subordinates blamed 

themselves for their mistreatment. In comparison, high-quality emotional support 

behaviors like refraining from being negative and providing a different perspective did 

not appear to have an effect.  

Also, the research revealed that some forms of high-quality social support appear 

to have negative effects. Efficacious advice was (unexpectedly) associated with increased 

supervisor-directed and organization-directed deviance. In addition, high-quality esteem 

support was associated with diminished self-esteem for subordinates who did not blame 

themselves for their abuse. These counterintuitive results reinforce the complexity of 

conditions that determine social support outcomes (Burleson, 2009), including in cases of 

abusive supervision. Finally, the results suggest that primary supporters (i.e., the 

individual turned to most often for support) have the biggest impacts and that other, 
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occasional (i.e., secondary) supporters do not lead to meaningful outcomes for abused 

subordinates.  

Limitations and Agenda for Future Research 

Below, I detail the studies’ limitations in order to outline opportunities for future 

research about social support for abusive supervision. First, all studies used single-source, 

self-report data for all variables. This method of data collection raises concerns about 

common method variance that may inflate relationships between variables and thereby 

create misleading results. While conceding this possibility, I took steps to minimize the 

risk of results being biased due to common method variance. Predictors and criteria were 

measured on separate occasions in Study 3, and this temporal spacing should have 

reduced artefactual consistency in responses that could otherwise be facilitated by 

retrieval cues and short-term memory (Podsakoff et al., 2003). In addition, common 

method variance is not capable of producing artificial interaction effects (Evans, 1985) 

and should therefore not be viewed as a critical flaw when a study’s main purpose is to 

establish interaction effects (Siemsen et al., 2010). However, common method variance 

can still cause reliability issues that attenuate interaction coefficients (Siemsen et al., 

2010). As such, future research should consider collecting data from multiple sources to 

confirm the non-significant interaction effects found herein.  

Second, the results of Study 3 are correlational and as such fall short of providing 

causal evidence. Thus, I encourage future researchers to utilize other designs capable of 

drawing stronger causal conclusions. For example, cross-lagged longitudinal study 

designs can be used to tease apart reciprocal relationships between abusive supervision 
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and subordinates’ well-being and workplace deviance (e.g., Lian et al., 2014). This type 

of study may help shed light on the counterintuitive effects of advice found herein (e.g., 

one feasible possibility is that subordinates prone to engaging in deviance may seek out 

advice that reinforces their destructive behavior, leading to increased abusive supervision 

as a form of retaliation). As an additional study design alternative, vignette-based 

experiments could be used to ethically expose participants to abusive supervision 

scenarios while directly manipulating social support. Beyond obvious internal validity 

advantages, this type of experiment would allow for closer examination of the specific 

communications that constitute high-quality social support for abusive supervision along 

with its more proximal outcomes (Burleson, 2009).  

Third, the variables in this study were limited in scope and therefore the 

nomological network of social support for abusive supervision remains open for further 

exploration and definition. I encourage future research to examine other outcomes where 

social support for abusive supervision may provide effective resource replenishment 

(e.g., work-family conflict, emotional exhaustion, burnout; Li et al., 2016; Mackey et al., 

2015). These efforts may demonstrate that features of support found to be ineffective 

herein (e.g., emotional support) may yet provide essential assistance for other criteria. 

Similarly, I encourage future efforts to explore more boundary conditions that determine 

whether social support for abusive supervision is effective. Study 3 took an initial step 

toward this goal by examining the impact of self-directed attributions, but evidence in the 

broader social support literature suggests the relevance of many other features of the 

support message, support provider, support recipient and interaction context (Burleson, 
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2009). For example, future research may consider the temporal dynamics/timing of 

support delivery (e.g., Bolger & Amarel, 2007), recipients’ differential preferences for 

supporters’ traits (e.g., Lutz & Lakey, 2001), or the notion that spouses who share the 

same occupation may provide less beneficial support to each other (de Grood & Wallace, 

2011).  

In addition to examining other variables, I also encourage future research to 

explore how social support for abusive supervision varies by rating source (i.e., provider 

versus recipient). While I chose to examine recipients’ perceptions because of their direct 

relevance to resource substitution, it is notable that previous research suggests poor to 

moderate agreement between recipients’ and providers’ evaluations of support (Bodie et 

al., 2014; Cohen et al., 2005). If such a mismatch exists for social support in cases of 

abusive supervision, it would have important implications for support providers’ efforts 

to understand how best to assist abused subordinates.  

Finally, I encourage future efforts to examine the potential drawbacks and dark 

sides of social support for abusive supervision. Study 3 provided preliminary evidence 

that such drawbacks can occur. As hypothesized, esteem support was associated with 

diminished organization-based self-esteem for subordinates with low self-directed 

attributions. I argued that this occurs because these subordinates are not in need of esteem 

resources (i.e., they don’t blame themselves) and so esteem support has no upside and 

some downside; it alerts recipients to the idea that they are struggling to cope (Fisher et 

al., 1982). Similarly, although not hypothesized, efficacious advice was associated with 

increased workplace deviance among abused subordinates. More research is needed to 
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understand why this association occurred. One possibility is that abused subordinates 

perceive advice to be efficacious when supporters encourage deviant behavior, but other 

explanations are also plausible (e.g., abused subordinates become frustrated when their 

attempts to implement advice are unsuccessful and then “act out” through deviance). In 

addition to these examples, future research should consider whether negative support 

behaviors (not considered herein) can co-occur with the high-quality features of support 

examined in these studies as well as the implications of mixed support quality. For 

example, supporters may deny abused subordinates’ feelings while at the same time 

bolstering recipients’ self-esteem. 

Implications for Practice 

These findings have important implications for anyone who finds themselves 

offering assistance to someone with an abusive supervisor. Previous research suggests 

that these support providers are not uncommon since an estimated 10 to 16% of 

employees have abusive supervisors (Namie & Namie, 2000; Schat et al., 2006) and 

because seeking support is a frequent coping response (see introduction). Indeed, well 

known fictional examples of abusive supervisors from Mr. Potter in It’s a Wonderful Life 

to Captain Sobel in Band of Brothers reinforce the idea that abused subordinates 

frequently discuss and receive support for their mistreatment from a variety of sources 

(e.g., coworkers, family, friends, romantic partners).  

The prevalence of social support for abusive supervision reinforces the need for 

support providers to understand how to provide support in a helpful manner. The current 

findings provide guidelines for the content of high-quality social support for abusive 
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supervision. First, emotional support should refrain from negativity and attempt to 

provide alternate ways of viewing the circumstance. Second, esteem support should 

reinforce that the subordinate is not to blame for their abuse, that other people appreciate 

their work, that the situation may improve, and that the subordinate is capable of coping. 

Last, advice should effectively address the abuse, be feasible to implement, not have 

many drawbacks, and align with the subordinates’ inclinations.  

Further, support providers should be aware of situational factors that may lead to 

unintended consequences because Study 3 demonstrated that even high-quality advice 

and esteem support can be associated with undesirable outcomes. Specifically, support 

providers should exercise caution when providing esteem support in situations where 

abused subordinates feel blameless for their mistreatment. Support providers should also 

avoid recommending and actively advise against deviance as a response to abusive 

supervisors since it is known to lead to further mistreatment (Lian et al., 2014). Future 

research will hopefully clarify and expand what we know about high-quality social 

support for abusive supervision. Until then, support providers should proceed with 

caution when interacting with abused subordinates and adjust their approach as 

appropriate.  

Conclusion 

In this series of studies, I defined social support for abusive supervision, validated 

an eight-dimension measure of high-quality social support for abusive supervision, and 

tested a model of social support as resource substitution for abused subordinates. Across 

three studies, I demonstrated the validity of the new measure, provided evidence that 
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high-quality esteem support can buffer the effects of abusive supervision on 

subordinates’ well-being (conditional on self-directed attributions), and found evidence 

of an unanticipated drawback whereby high-quality advice was associated with increased 

workplace deviance. These findings align with conclusions in the broader social support 

literature that whether or not social support is effective depends on a multitude of factors. 

By incorporating support quality and matching support type with corresponding resource 

losses, this research created a solid foundation for further research on social support for 

abusive supervision as well as social support for other important workplace stressors 

(e.g., bullying, excessive workload, role ambiguity, organizational change).  
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Table 1. Study 1: Principal Axis Factoring Analysis (Direct Oblimin) 

 

Note: The first and second numbers are the factor loadings for the primary and secondary 

supporter, respectively. Values below 0.35 are not shown. 

 

 
High-quality Emotional 

Support 
High-quality Advice 

Item 

Refraining 

from 

General 

Negativity 

 

Providing 

Different 

Perspective 

Efficacy 

Feasibility/ 

Absence of 

Limitations 

Confirm-

ation 

1. seem to be judging me (R) .71, .58     

2. do not show me that they 

support me (R) 
.85, .82     

3. make it seem like they are not 

interested in talking about this 

with me (R) 

.71, .76     

4. make me feel rejected (R) .76, .71     

5. come off as being cold 

toward me (R) 
.91, .81     

6. show me that they do not 

really care about my distress (R) 
.67, .69     

7. show they didn’t seem to feel 

bad about my problem (R) 
.71, .69     

8. show me another way of 

viewing my problem 
 .58, .65    

9. help me step back and look at 

my feelings in a different light 
 .88, .80    

10. help to change my 

perspective on the problem or 

issue 

 .57, .81    

11. I believe that the advised 

action could help to solve my 

problem 

  .75, .57   

12. I think that the advised 

action could solve my 

difficulties 

  .55, .49   
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13. I perceive that the advised 

action could help fix my 

problem 

  .69, .73   

14. The advice given is 

something I could do 
  .79, .79   

15. I am advised to do 

something I am not capable of 

accomplishing (R) 

   -.61, .68  

16. The advice recommends an 

action that is impossible for me 

to do (R) 

   -.69, .79  

17. I see that the advised action 

has serious disadvantages (R) 
   -.77, .67  

18. I predict that the advised 

action would have serious 

drawbacks (R) 

   -.68, .79  

19. I can tell that the advised 

action would have undesirable 

effects (R) 

   -.59, .61  

20. The advised action is 

something I already planned to 

do 

    .63, .52 

21. The advice recommends I 

do something I already intended 

to do 

    .56, .74 

22. I already anticipated doing 

what the advice tells me to do 
    .53, .36 
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Table 2. Study 2: Principal Axis Factoring Analysis (Direct Oblimin) 

 

Note: Values below 0.35 are not shown. 

 
 High-quality 

Emotional Support 

High-quality 

Advice 

High-quality 

Esteem Support 

Item 

Refraining 

from 

General 

Negativity 

Providing 

Different 

Perspective 

Efficacy 

Feasibility/ 

Absence of 

Limitations 

Confirmation External 
Specific/ 

Controllable 
Dynamic 

1. seems to be judging me (R) .69        

2. does not show me that they 

support me (R) 
.84        

3. makes it seem like they are not 

interested in talking about this with 

me (R) 

.55        

4. makes me feel rejected (R) .84        

5. comes off as being cold toward 

me (R) 
.90        

6. shows me that they do not really 

care about my distress (R) 
.46        
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7. shows they didn’t seem to feel 

bad about my problem (R) 
.54        

8. shows me another way of 

viewing my problem 
 .61       

9. helps me step back and look at 

my feelings in a different light 
 .86       

10. helps to change my perspective 

on the problem or issue 
 .69       

11. I believe that the advised action 

could help to solve my problem 
  .53      

12. I think that the advised action 

could solve my difficulties 
  .62      

13. I perceive that the advised 

action could help fix my problem 
  .72      

14. The advice given is something 

I could do 
  .54      

15. I am advised to do something I 

am not capable of accomplishing 

(R) 

   .62     

16. The advice recommends an 

action that is impossible for me to 

do (R) 

   .78     
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17. I see that the advised action has 

serious disadvantages (R) 
   .80     

18. I predict that the advised action 

would have serious drawbacks (R) 
   .75     

19. I can tell that the advised action 

would have undesirable effects (R) 
   .74     

20. The advised action is 

something I already planned to do 
    .72    

21. The advice recommends I do 

something I already intended to do 
    .64    

22. I already anticipated doing 

what the advice tells me to do 
    .69    

23. lets me know that it’s not my 

fault 
     .56   

24. reminds me that I’m not to 

blame 
     .85   

25. reminds me that I didn’t do 

anything wrong 
     .70   

26. reminds me about other 

relationships where I am 

appreciated 

      .41  
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27. reminds me about other people 

who treat me well 
      .52  

28. suggests that other people 

appreciate my work 
      .61  

29. reminds me of the ways that I 

contribute at work 
      .62  

30. reminds me of the ways that I 

am successful at work 
      .74  

31. lets me know that they admire 

my work 
      .55  

32. tells me that they believe in my 

ability to tackle the challenge 
      .60  

33. reminds me that I am a 

determined person 
      .42  

34. lets me know that they believe 

I can bounce back 
      .66  

35. emphasize their belief in my 

ability to overcome the obstacles 
      .63  

36. reminds me that I am a resilient 

person 
      .62  



72 

 

37. reminds me of times when the 

situation was better 
       .42 

38. suggests that the situation 

could eventually improve 
       .67 

39. suggests that things may get 

better 
       .74 
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Table 3. Study 2: Descriptive Statistics, Zero Order Correlations, and Alphas 

 

Note: N = 257.   Descriptive statistics and alphas are reported for: primary supporter, secondary supporter.  Correlations for 

primary supporter data are located below the diagonal.  Correlations for secondary supporter data are located above the 

diagonal.  * p < .05. ** p < .01. 

 
Support 

Type 
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Emot-

ional 

Support 

1. Refraining 

from General 

Negativity 

4.31, 

4.30 

.85, 

.81 
(.91,.90) .09 .19** .53** -.01 .41** .31** .14** .46** -.10 

2. Different 

Perspective 

3.51, 

3.41 

.88, 

.92 
.18** (.82,.84) .49** .10 .37** .38** .54** .59** .20** .01 

Advice 

3. Efficacy 
3.71, 

3.53 

.68, 

.72 
.20** .47** (.82,.83) .16* .50** .50** .60** .51** .34** -.05 

4. Feasibility / 

Absence of 

Limitations 

3.59, 

3.56 

.94, 

.91 
.60** .16* .19** (.88,.87) -.09 .16* .08 .03 .26** -.21** 

5. Confirmation 
3.45, 

3.33 

.74, 

.77 
-.05 .26** .47** -.12 (.78,.85) .30** .42** .37** .16* -.10 

Esteem 

Support 

6. External 
4.11, 

3.94 

.73, 

.78 
.47** .39** .35** .24** .17** (.83,.82) .69** .39** .37** -.04 

7. Specific / 

Controllable 

3.95, 

3.74 

.72, 

.79 
.39** .57** .50** .15* .26** .58** (.91,.93) .65** .38** .01 

8. Dynamic 
3.71, 

3.59 

.89, 

.86 
.21** .53** .46** .09 .24** .41** .58** (.75,.73) .26** .02 

- 

9. 

Unidimensional 

Social Support 

4.16 .70 .43** .34** .46** .29** .22** .44** .48** .31** (.89) .03 

- 
10. Abusive 

Supervision 
2.93 .69 -.12 .09 -.12 -21** -.08 .04 .09 -.03 .03 (.89) 
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Table 4. Study 3: Descriptive Statistics, Zero Order Correlations, and Alphas 

 

Note: Due to missing data, N for correlations ranged from 203 to 317.  (P) and (S) indicate primary supporter data and 

secondary supporter data, respectively.  Reliabilities shown in parentheses along the diagonal. * p < .05. ** p < .01 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Abusive supervision 2.85 0.73 (.91)          

2. Work-related negative affect 2.05 0.69 .23** (.89)         

3. Organization-based self-esteem 3.84 0.64 -.20** -.54** (.89)        

4. Supervisor-directed deviance 1.66 0.73 .20** .26** -.14* (.80)       

5. Organization-directed deviance 2.14 0.86 .09 .16* -.16* .50** (.82)      

6. Refraining from general negativity (P) 4.54 0.73 -.06 -.23** .22* -.36** -.22** (.95)     

7. Refraining for general negativity (S) 4.55 0.67 -.07 -.19** .20* -.21** -.23** .70** (.94)    

8. Providing different perspective (P) 3.35 0.98 .14* .04 -.01 .03 .05 -.08 -.11* (.88)   

9. Providing different perspective (S) 3.04 1.05 .02 -.09 .13* -.11 .01 -.01 -.03 .53** (.90)  

10. Efficacy (P) 3.52 0.72 .00 -.15* .32** -.02 -.19** .23** .13 .23** .07 (.88) 

11. Efficacy (S) 3.32 0.81 -.12 -.19** .36** -.12 -.11 .17** .25** .07 .34** .41** 

12.Feasibility/Absence of limitations (P) 3.68 0.82 -.10 -.21** .19** -.15* -.11 .28** .22** .12 .09 .30** 

13.Feasibility/Absence of limitations (S) 3.65 0.83 -.09 -.18** .12 -.15* -.13 .20** .30** .05 .10 .11 

14. Confirmation (P) 3.24 0.66 .03 -.18** .33** .06 -.07 .11 .07 -.02 .02 .27** 

15. Confirmation (S) 3.17 0.78 -.07 -.18** .32** .01 -.14* .04 .09 -.05 .03 .17** 

16. External (P) 4.22 0.76 .17** -.00 .23** -.14* -.13 .47** .28** .05 .02 .31** 

17. External (S) 4.03 0.92 .03 .02 .18** -.18** -.12 .33** .33** -.04 .16** .20** 

18. Specific / Controllable (P) 3.83 0.74 .21** -.13* .27** -.09 -.11 .25** .10 .30** .14* .39** 

19. Specific / Controllable (S) 3.62 0.87 .07 -.14* .29** -.10 -.14 .20** .24** .08 .34** .21** 

20. Dynamic (P) 3.57 1.02 .05 -.04 .21** -.00 -.05 .04 .02 .34** .25** .34** 

21. Dynamic (S) 3.39 1.08 .03 -.07 .21** -.03 -.02 .06 .10 .20** .40** .22** 

22. Self-directed attributions 2.03 0.97 .07 .08 -.03 .10 .12 -.28** -.23** .14* .19** -.06 
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Table 4 continued 

 

  

 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 

1. Abusive supervision             

2. Work-related negative affect             

3. Organization-based self-esteem             

4. Supervisor-directed deviance             

5. Organization-directed deviance             

6. Refraining from general negativity (P)             

7. Refraining for general negativity (S)             

8. Providing different perspective (P)             

9. Providing different perspective (S)             

10. Efficacy (P)             

11. Efficacy (S) (.91)            

12.Feasibility/Absence of limitations (P) .15* (.90)           

13.Feasibility/Absence of limitations (S) .32** .63** (.90)          

14. Confirmation (P) .20** .06 .02 (.84)         

15. Confirmation (S) .45** .02 .20** .50** (.89)        

16. External (P) .08 .18** .04 .24** .15* (.91)       

17. External (S) .29** .19** .12 .15* .25** .58** (.93)      

18. Specific / Controllable (P) .19** .04 -.01 .28** .21** .51** .29** (.91)     

19. Specific / Controllable (S) .46** .01 .09 .19** .38** .34** .60** .57** (.93)    

20. Dynamic (P) .30** .01 -.04 .18** .11 .23** .20** .51** .37** (.85)   

21. Dynamic (S) .40** .01 .05 .15* .22** .13* .40** .37** .62** .66** (.88)  

22. Self-directed attributions .07 -.03 -.10 -.07 -.04 -.21* -.21** -.03 -.03 .10 .08 (.95) 
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APPENDIX A. MEASURES FOR STUDY 1 

Esteem support.   

 

Think about the people that you turn to when experiencing difficulties with your boss.   

 

When I turn to [primary supporter’s name] and [secondary supporter’s name] for support 

about my boss, they… 

 

Cognitive Focus 

 

suggest that I should not worry about it (R) 

simply say everything will be fine (R) 

suggest that it’s really not a big deal (R) 

distract me with other topics of conversation (R) 

try to change the topic (R) 

remind me of times in the past when I successfully dealt with similar circumstances 

suggest that I have the right abilities to overcome the situation 

remind me that other successful people deal with these issues 

remind me of other people at work who treat me with respect 

let me know that this circumstance is not my fault 

suggest that the problem is not a reflection of who I am as a person 

 

Inductive 

forcefully tell me why I am valuable to my organization (R) 

declare their opinions about my effectiveness at work (R) 

ask leading questions that reinforce their own perspective about my professional 

competence (e.g., “Isn’t it true that…?”) (R) 

ask closed-ended questions about my professional competence that end in “…right?” or 

“…you know what I mean?” (R) 

ask open-ended questions about my value within my organization (e.g., “How does your 

work contribute to your organization?”) 

ask open-ended questions about my professional competence (e.g., “What are some of 

your strengths at work?”) 

paraphrase what I have told them about my effectiveness at work (e.g., “It sounds like 

you’re saying…”) 

let me know that they understand how I view myself as a professional 

 

Emotional support. 

 

Think about the people that you turn to when experiencing difficulties with your boss.   
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When I turn to [primary supporter’s name] and [secondary supporter’s name] for support 

about my boss, they… 

 

Other Orientation 

 

seem really centered on my thoughts and feeling 

reveal their concern 

are focused on my feelings 

are focused on how I am feeling 

let me know that they are involved in the conversation 

let me know that they care 

make me feel like I could tell them anything 

 

Relating  

 

show me that they can relate to my issue 

let me know that they have faced similar issues or problems too 

make me feel like I am not alone in having problems like this 

 

Refraining from General Negativity (reverse coded) 

 

seem to be judging me 

do not show me that they support me 

make it seem like they are not interested in talking about this with me 

make me feel rejected 

come off as being cold toward me 

show me that they do not really care about my distress 

show they don’t seem to feel bad about my problem 

 

Providing Different Perspective 

 

show me another way of viewing my problem 

help me step back and look at my feelings in a different light 

help to change my perspective on the problem or issue 

 

Advice. 

 

Think about the people that you turn to when experiencing difficulties with your boss.   

 

When I receive advice from [primary supporter’s name] and [secondary supporter’s 

name] about my boss… 

 

Efficacy 
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I believe that the advised action could help to solve my problem 

I think that the advised action could solve my difficulties 

I perceive that the advised action could help fix my problem 

 

Feasibility 

 

I am advised to do something I am not capable of accomplishing (R) 

The advice given is something I could do 

The advice recommends an action that is impossible for me to do (R) 

 

Absence of Limitations – reverse coded 

 

I see that the advised action has serious disadvantages 

I predict that the advised action would have serious drawbacks 

I can tell that the advised action would have undesirable effects 

 

Confirmation 

 

The advised action is something I already planned to do 

The advice recommends I do something I already intended to do 

I already anticipated doing what the advice tells me to do 

 

Politeness 

The advice makes me feel liked and accepted  

The advice makes me feel good about myself 

The advice leaves me feeling free to do what I want 

The advice makes it clear that I can choose whether or not to take it 
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APPENDIX B. PRELIMINARY EFAS FOR STUDY 1 

Note.  The first and second numbers are the factor loadings for the primary supporter and 

secondary supporter, respectively.  Values below 0.35 are not shown   

 

Table B1. Advice Principal Axis Factoring Analysis (Direct Oblimin) 

 High-quality Advice 

Item 
Efficacy/ 

Politeness 

Feasibility/ 

Absence of 

Limitations 

Confirmation 

1. I believe that the advised action could 

help to solve my problem 
.69, .71   

2. I think that the advised action could 

solve my difficulties 
.59, .57   

3. I perceive that the advised action 

could help fix my problem 
.79, .67   

4. The advice given is something I could 

do 
.76, .85   

5. The advice makes me feel liked and 

accepted 
.49, .46   

6. The advice makes me feel good about 

myself 
.59, .58   

7. I am advised to do something I am not 

capable of accomplishing (R) 
 .74, .71  

8. The advice recommends an action that 

is impossible for me to do (R) 
 .76, .74  

9. I see that the advised action has 

serious disadvantages (R) 
 .76, .70  

10. I predict that the advised action 

would have serious drawbacks (R) 
 .69, .77  

11. I can tell that the advised action 

would have undesirable effects (R) 
 .59, .65  

12. The advised action is something I 

already planned to do 
  .62, .47 

13. The advice recommends I do 

something I already intended to do 
  .56, .90 

14. I already anticipated doing what the 

advice tells me to do 

 

 

  .55, .42 
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Table B2. Emotional Support Principal Axis Factoring Analysis (Direct Oblimin) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 High-quality Emotional Support 

Item 
Other 

Orientation 
Relating 

Refraining 

from 

General 

Negativity 

Providing 

Different 

Perspective 

1. seem really centered on my thoughts and 

feelings 

 

.72, .87    

2. reveal their concern 

 
.45, .54    

3. are focused on my feelings 

 
.74, .73    

4. are focused on how I am feeling 

 
.49, .55    

5. let me know that they are involved in the 

conversation 

 

.61, .65    

6. let me know that they care 

 
.65, .67    

7. make me feel like I could tell them 

anything 

 

.79, .64    

8. show me that they can relate to my issue 

 
 .53, .52   

9. let me know that they have faced similar 

issues or problems too 

 

 .60, .54   

10. make me feel like I am not alone in 

having problems like this 

 

 .59, .47   

11. seem to be judging me (R) 

 
  -.71, -.67  

12. do not show me that they support me 

(R) 

 

  -.87, -.81  

13. make it seem like they are not 

interested in talking about this with me (R) 
  -.74, -.73  

14. make me feel rejected (R) 

 

 

 

  -.85, -.75  

15. come off as being cold toward me (R) 

 
  -.84, -.85  

16. show me that they do not really care 

about my distress (R) 
  -.72, -.65  

17. show they don’t seem to feel bad about 

my problem (R) 
  -.68, -.57  

18. show me another way of viewing my 

problem 

 

   .63, .66 

19. help me step back and look at my 

feelings in a different light 

 

   .83, .85 

20. help to change my perspective on the 

problem or issue 
   .55, .62 
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Table B3. Esteem Support Principal Axis Factoring Analysis (Direct Oblimin) 

 

 High-quality Esteem Support 

Item 
 

Factor 1 

 

Factor 2 

 

Factor 3 

1. suggest that I should not worry about it (R) 

 

 

 .81, .74  

2. simply say everything will be fine (R) 

 

 

 .60, .57  

3. suggest that it’s really not a big deal (R) 

 

 

 .73, .81  

4. try to change the topic (R) 

 

 

 .44, .40  

5. remind me of times in the past when I 

successfully dealt with similar circumstances 

 

 

  -.44 

6. suggest that I have the right abilities to 

overcome the situation 

 

 

  -.61 

7. let me know that this circumstance is not my 

fault 

 

 

  -.67, -.67 

8. suggest that the problem is not a reflection of 

who I am as a person 

 

  -.55, -.49 

9. declare their opinions about my effectiveness 

at work (R) 

 

 

  .44, .61 

10. ask leading questions that reinforce their 

own perspective about my professional 

competence (e.g., “Isn’t it true that…?”) (R) 

 

 

 

 

-52, .53   

11. ask open-ended questions about my value 

within my organization (e.g., “How does your 

work contribute to your organization?”) 

 

 

.75, -.83   

12. ask open-ended questions about my 

professional competence (e.g., “What are some 

of your strengths at work?”) 

 

.80, -.83   

13. paraphrase what I have told them about my 

effectiveness at work (e.g., “It sounds like 

you’re saying…”) 

 

 

.58, -.62   

14. let me know that they understand how I view 

myself as a professional 

 

  -.53 
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APPENDIX C. MEASURES FOR STUDY 2 

Esteem support. 

 

Think about the people that you turn to when experiencing difficulties with your boss.   

 

When I turn to [primary supporter’s name] and [secondary supporter’s name] for support 

about my boss, they… 

 

External 

 

let me know that it’s not my fault 

say that I don’t deserve to be treated that way 

remind me that I’m not to blame 

remind me that I didn’t do anything wrong 

 

Specific 

 

remind me about other relationships where I am appreciated 

remind me about other people who treat me well 

show their respect for me 

let me know that they appreciate me 

suggest that other people appreciate my work 

remind me of the ways that I contribute at work 

remind me of the ways that I am successful at work 

let me know that they admire my work 

 

Dynamic 

 

remind me of times when the situation was better 

remind me of times when I overcame similar challenges 

suggest that the situation could eventually improve 

suggest that things may get better 

 

Controllable 

 

tell me that they believe in my ability to tackle the challenge 
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remind me that I am a determined person 

let me know that they believe I can bounce back 

boost my confidence to face the problem 

encourage me to persevere through the challenge 

emphasize their belief in my ability to overcome the obstacles 

suggest that I have what it takes to get through this difficult time 

remind me that I am a resilient person 

 

 

Emotional support. 

 

Think about the people that you turn to when experiencing difficulties with your boss.   

 

When I turn to [primary supporter’s name] and [secondary supporter’s name] for support 

about my boss, they… 

 

Refraining from General Negativity (reverse coded) 

 

seem to be judging me 

do not show me that they support me 

make it seem like they are not interested in talking about this with me 

make me feel rejected 

come off as being cold toward me 

show me that they do not really care about my distress 

show they don’t seem to feel bad about my problem 

 

Providing Different Perspective 

 

show me another way of viewing my problem 

help me step back and look at my feelings in a different light 

help to change my perspective on the problem or issue 

 

Advice. 

 

Think about the people that you turn to when experiencing difficulties with your boss.   

 

When I receive advice from [primary supporter’s name] and [secondary supporter’s 

name] about my boss… 

 

Efficacy 

 

I believe that the advised action could help to solve my problem 

I think that the advised action could solve my difficulties 

I perceive that the advised action could help fix my problem 
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The advice given is something I could do 

 

Feasibility/ Absence of Limitations (reverse coded) 

 

I am advised to do something I am not capable of accomplishing 

The advice recommends an action that is impossible for me to do 

I see that the advised action has serious disadvantages 

I predict that the advised action would have serious drawbacks 

I can tell that the advised action would have undesirable effects 

 

Confirmation 

 

The advised action is something I already planned to do 

The advice recommends I do something I already intended to do 

I already anticipated doing what the advice tells me to do 

 

Abusive supervision.  

 

My boss… 

 

Ridicules me 

Tells me my thoughts or feelings are stupid 

Gives me the silent treatment 

Puts me down in front of others 

Invades my privacy 

Reminds me of my past mistakes and failures 

Doesn’t give me credit for jobs requiring a lot of effort 

Blames me to save himself/herself embarrassment 

Breaks promises he/she makes 

Expresses anger at me when he/she is mad for another reason 

Makes negative comments about me to others 

Is rude to me  

Does not allow me to interact with my coworkers 

Tells me I’m incompetent 

Lies to me 

 

Unidimensional social support for work. 

 

When something goes wrong at work, I can talk it over with my friends or family 

My friends/family care about how I feel about my job 

My friends/family help me feel better when I’ve had a hard day at work 

My friends/family are interested and proud when something good happens at work 

 



85 

 

APPENDIX D. PRELIMINARY EFA FOR STUDY 2 

Table D1. Esteem Support Principal Axis Factoring Analysis (Direct Oblimin) 

 

Note.  Values below 0.35 are not shown   

 
 High-quality Esteem Support 

Item External 
Specific/ 

Controllable 
Dynamic 

1. let me know that it’s not my fault -.67   

2. say that I don’t deserve to be treated that way -.43   

3. remind me that I’m not to blame -.88   

4. remind me that I didn’t do anything wrong -.72   

5. remind me about other relationships where I am 

appreciated 
 .46  

6. remind me about other people who treat me well  .54  

7. suggest that other people appreciate my work  .71  

8. remind me of the ways that I contribute at work  .73  

9. remind me of the ways that I am successful at work  .85  

10. let me know that they admire my work  .64  

11. tell me that they believe in my ability to tackle the 

challenge 
 .63  

12. remind me that I am a determined person  .47  

13. let me know that they believe I can bounce back  .70  

14. boost my confidence to face the problem  .42  

15. emphasize their belief in my ability to overcome the 

obstacles 
 .63  

16. remind me that I am a resilient person  .65  

17. remind me of times when the situation was better   .50 

18. suggest that the situation could eventually improve   .63 

19. suggest that things may get better 

 

 

  .87 
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APPENDIX E. MEASURES FOR STUDY 3 

Abusive supervision 

 

See Appendix C. 

 

Esteem support 

 

Think about the people that you turn to when experiencing difficulties with your boss.   

 

When I turn to [primary supporter’s name] and [secondary supporter’s name] for support 

about my boss, they… 

 

External 

 

let me know that it’s not my fault 

remind me that I’m not to blame 

remind me that I didn’t do anything wrong 

 

Specific/Controllable 

 

remind me about other relationships where I am appreciated 

remind me about other people who treat me well 

suggest that other people appreciate my work 

remind me of the ways that I contribute at work 

remind me of the ways that I am successful at work 

let me know that they admire my work 

tell me that they believe in my ability to tackle the challenge 

remind me that I am a determined person 

let me know that they believe I can bounce back 

emphasize their belief in my ability to overcome the obstacles 

remind me that I am a resilient person 

 

 

Dynamic 

 

remind me of times when the situation was better 

suggest that the situation could eventually improve 
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suggest that things may get better 

 

Emotional support 

 

See Appendix C. 

 

Advice 

 

See Appendix C. 

 

Self-directed attributions 

 

I am at least partially at fault when my supervisor is rude to me. 

I am at least partially at fault when my supervisor treats me unkindly. 

I am at least partially at fault when my supervisor mistreats me. 

I am at least partially at fault when my supervisor is mean to me. 

I am at least partially at fault when my supervisor harasses me. 

 

Organization-based Self-esteem  

 

Below is a list of statements dealing with your beliefs about yourself as a member of your 

employing organization. 

 

Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements: 

 

I count around here. 

I am taken seriously around here. 

I am important around here. 

I am trusted around here. 

There is faith in me around here. 

I can make a difference around here. 

I am valuable around here. 

I am helpful around here. 

I am efficient around here. 

I am cooperative around here. 

 

Work-related Negative Affect 

 

Below is a list of words that describe different feelings and emotions.  

 

Please indicate to what extent any part of your job (e.g., the work, coworkers, 

supervisor, clients, pay) makes you feel this way. 

 

Distressed 
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Upset 

Guilty 

Scared 

Hostile 

Irritable 

Ashamed 

Nervous 

Jittery 

Afraid 

 

Supervisor-directed deviance 

 

How often do you engage in each of these behaviors? 

 

Make fun of my supervisor at work. 

Play a mean prank on my supervisor. 

Make an obscene comment or gesture toward my supervisor. 

Act rudely toward my supervisor. 

Gossip about my supervisor. 

Make an ethnic, religious, or racial remark against my supervisor. 

Publicly embarrass my supervisor. 

Swear at my supervisor. 

Refuse to talk to my supervisor. 

Say something hurtful to my supervisor at work. 

 

Organization-directed deviance 

 

How often do you engage in each of these behaviors? 

 

Take property from work without permission. 

Spend too much time fantasizing or daydreaming instead of working. 

Falsify a receipt to get reimbursed for more money than you spend on business expenses. 

Take an additional or longer break than is acceptable at your workplace. 

Come in late to work without permission. 

Litter your work environment. 

Neglect to follow your boss’s instructions. 

Intentionally work slower than you can work. 

Discuss confidential company information with an unauthorized person. 

Use an illegal drug or consumed alcohol on the job. 

Put little effort into your work. 

Drag out work in order to get overtime. 
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APPENDIX F. STUDY 4 

Study 4: Vignette Experiment 

Study 3 provided evidence about the role of high-quality social support for 

abusive supervision using a correlational research design. In Study 3, some aspects of the 

hypothesized model (Figure 1) were supported by the results. Specifically, several 

dimensions of high-quality esteem support (specific/controllable, dynamic, external) 

buffered the negative impact of abusive supervision on subordinates’ well-being. Further, 

for the outcome of organization-based self-esteem, this buffering effect manifested only 

when subordinates blamed themselves for their mistreatment (as hypothesized). In 

contrast, other aspects of the model were not supported, including null effects for high-

quality emotional support and the counterintuitive finding that high-quality advice was 

associated with increased – rather than decreased – workplace deviance.    

 Despite Study 3’s strengths (i.e., allowing for a full test of the hypothesized 

model, minimizing the likelihood of common method variance), a particular limitation 

was the lack of causal evidence. More specifically, it is possible for interaction effects in 

regression analysis to be spurious (e.g., if the predictor-criterion relationship is 

mischaracterized; Lubinski & Humphreys, 1990). Therefore, Study 4 was conducted to 

bolster internal validity evidence through a vignette experiment where social support was 

directly manipulated. As an additional benefit, Study 4 examined a specific instance of 
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abuse/support whereas Study 3 measured those phenomena in aggregate (i.e., frequencies 

of occurrence). Thus Study 4 provided insight into whether resource substitution can 

occur based on a single interaction (versus the aggregate measures in Study 3).   

 In Study 4, participants were asked to assume the role of an abused subordinate 

wherein they read about an episode of abusive supervision and then were randomly 

assigned to one of three support conditions (i.e., esteem support, advice, no support). The 

esteem support and advice conditions were written to highlight those aspects of high-

quality social support that demonstrated significant effects in Study 3. Emotional support 

was excluded from Study 4 because it consistently yielded null results in Study 3. 

Additionally, before reading the vignette, participants completed a brief writing activity 

meant to activate self-directed attributions with random assignment to “low blame” and 

“high blame” conditions. In total, this design provided additional evidence for hypotheses 

5 through 7.   

Manipulation Check 

Before proceeding to the main experiment, a manipulation check on the social 

support conditions was first conducted. Participants were recruited through the Prolific 

research platform (www.prolific.co), with requirements that they were full-time workers 

located in the United States. Research suggests that participants recruited through Prolific 

may be more naïve and less dishonest with respect to research (e.g., with regard to 

demand characteristics) compared to other samples on other popular online research 

platforms (Peer, Brandimarte, Samat & Acquisti, 2017). Respondents were paid $1.00 for 



91 

 

completing the activity. The final sample consisted of 60 participants after removing data 

when respondents failed to pass simple attention checks. 

 For the manipulation check, participants first read about and assumed the role of a 

guidance counselor who was mistreated by their principal at work (i.e., an experience of 

abusive supervision) and then went out to lunch with a friend. Within the friend 

interaction, participants were randomly assigned to one of three support conditions: no 

support, esteem support, or advice support. Content for the conditions was developed 

based on dimensions of high-quality social support that were found to have significant 

effects in Study 3. The vignette scenarios are included in Appendix G. After reading the 

vignette, participants rated the friend interaction on esteem support (“At lunch, your 

friend tried to enhance your self-esteem”) and advice (“At lunch, your friend made 

recommendations about your work situation”) along a five-point scale (1 = “strongly 

disagree”, 5 = “strongly agree”).   

ANOVAs were used to confirm the effectiveness of the social support 

manipulation. As expected, there was a significant difference in perceived esteem support 

between the three conditions (F (2,57) = 46.351, p<.001). A Tukey post hoc test revealed 

that perceived esteem support was higher in the esteem support condition (M = 4.55; SD 

= 0.739) compared to the advice condition (M = 3.22; SD = 0.808, p<.001) and compared 

to no support (M = 2.20; SD = 0.834, p<.001). Similarly, there was a significant 

difference in perceived advice between the three conditions (F (2,57) = 137.747, p<.001). 

A Tukey post hoc test revealed that perceived advice was higher in the advice condition 

(M = 4.72; SD = 0.461) compared to the esteem support condition (M = 3.77; SD = 0.922, 
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p<.001) and compared to no support (M = 1.20; SD = 0.523, p<.001). These results 

confirmed that that manipulation was effective and warranted proceeding to the full 

experiment.   

Sample and Procedures 

For the experiment, participants were again recruited through the Prolific research 

platform with the same inclusion criteria as used in the manipulation check and 

compensation of $2.00. After removal of participants who failed simple attention checks 

(N = 39), the 299 respondents in the final sample averaged 34.6 years of age (SD = 9.9), 

5.2 years of tenure with their organization (SD = 5.4), 3.8 years of tenure with their 

supervisor (SD = 3.9), and 42.0 hours of work per week (SD = 7.5). Approximately 60% 

of the respondents were male and approximately 74% were Caucasian. Respondents 

represented various levels of highest obtained education (e.g., 76.6% held bachelor’s 

degrees or higher) and held a variety of job titles across industries (e.g., pharmacist, IT 

manager, detention officer).  

Participants first completed a brief writing activity meant to activate varying 

levels of self-directed attributions, with random assignment to the “low blame” condition 

(N = 154) or the “high blame” condition (N = 145). Participants in the low condition 

were asked to write about a personal experience when a negative outcome occurred but 

was not their fault whereas participants in the high condition described a time when they 

were to blame for a negative outcome. After completing the writing activity, participants 

rated whether the recalled situation was their fault (“The situation I wrote about was my 

fault”) along a five-point scale (1 = “strongly disagree”, 5 = “strongly agree”). Results 
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from a one-way ANOVA (F (1,297) = 1149.231, p<.001) confirmed that participants in 

the high blame condition felt more to blame for the recalled situation (M = 4.49; SD = 

0.734) than participants in the low blame condition (M = 1.56; SD = 0.763).   

Next, participants read the abusive supervision scenario as described above for the 

manipulation check and were randomly assigned to one of the three support conditions. 

Once participants finished reading the vignette, they completed several outcome 

measures. Study materials and measures are included in Appendix G.   

Measures 

For each of the following outcome measures, participants were instructed to 

respond as if the vignette scenario had actually occurred (i.e., by imagining themselves to 

be the abused subordinate).   

Organization-based Self-Esteem 

Organization-based self-esteem was assessed using Pierce and colleagues’ (1989) 

ten-item scale (α=0.91). Imagining themselves as the guidance counselor in the vignette, 

respondents indicated their agreement to items on a five-point scale (1 = “strongly 

disagree”, 5 = “strongly agree”). Sample items were “I count at the school” and “I am 

taken seriously at the school.”   

Work-related Negative Affect 

Negative affect was assessed using Watson and colleagues’ (1988) ten-item scale 

(α=0.83). Imagining themselves as the guidance counselor in the vignette, respondents 

indicated how much their job would make them feel emotions on a five-point scale (1 = 
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“very slightly/ not at all”, 5 = “extremely”). Example emotions were “irritable” and 

“distressed.” 

Work-related Deviance 

Deviance was assessed using separate scales for supervisor-directed deviance 

(Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007; ten-items; α=0.89) and organization-directed deviance 

(Bennett & Robinson, 2000; twelve-items; α=0.91). Imagining themselves as the 

guidance counselor in the vignette, respondents indicated how likely they would be to 

engage in deviant behaviors on a five-point scale (1 = “extremely unlikely”, 5 = 

“extremely likely”). Example items were “Make fun of your principal at work” and 

“Come in late to work without permission.”  

Analytical Strategy 

A series of 2 (self-directed attributions) x 3 (social support) ANOVAs were used 

to test the effects of the manipulations on the outcome variables. When ANOVA results 

were statistically significant, Tukey post hoc tests were conducted to compare outcomes 

across groups.   

Results 

 In support of Hypothesis 5, social support condition had a main effect on 

organization-based self-esteem (F (2,293) = 7.325, p = .001). As predicted, organization-

based self-esteem was higher in the esteem support condition (M = 3.19; SD = 0.798) 

compared to the advice condition (M = 2.81; SD = 0.811, p = .006) and compared to no 

support (M = 2.77; SD = 0.904, p = .001). However, Hypothesis 6 was not supported 

since support condition did not have a significant effect on organization-directed 
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deviance (F (2,293) = 2.419, p = .091) or supervisor-directed deviance (F (2,293) = 

2.352, p = .097). Likewise, Hypothesis 7 was not supported since the interaction between 

social support and self-directed attributions did not predict organization-based self-

esteem (F (2,293) = .546, p = .580).   

Discussion 

 Overall, the results of Study 4 generally were not consistent with Study 3 

findings. Study 4 found a main (ameliorative) effect of high-quality esteem support on 

organization-based self-esteem and that this effect was not dependent on self-directed 

attributions. In contrast, Study 3 found that the benefits of high-quality esteem support 

were only apparent for subordinates who blamed themselves (i.e., high self-directed 

attributions) and further that high-quality esteem support was harmful for subordinates 

with low self-directed attributions. Additionally, Study 4 found no support for the 

hypothesized effect of high-quality advice on work-related deviance while, in 

comparison, Study 3 found that efficacious advice actually increased the likelihood of 

work-related deviance (i.e., the opposite of the hypothesized effect). 

 In part, these inconsistent findings may be attributable to differences in the 

studies’ respective operationalizations of abusive supervision and social support. In other 

words, the two sets of findings may not conflict but instead reflect nuances present in 

each study. Specifically, Study 4 suggests that a single instance of high-quality esteem 

support can reduce the harm of a single episode of abusive supervision whereas Study 3 

suggests that this is not the case in aggregate (i.e., when abusive supervision and support 

are considered over time). Instead, Study 3 suggests that whether high-quality esteem 
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support is effective depends on abused subordinates’ perception of whether they are to 

blame for their abuse. Comparing these results, it could be argued that Study 3 findings 

are more valid since abusive supervision is characterized by sustained hostility (Tepper, 

2000) and because social support is likely to occur within the context of an ongoing 

relationship (Burleson, 2009). 

 Another plausible explanation for why Study 4 lacked support for Hypothesis 7 is 

that the self-directed attributions manipulation may not have been effective. Although I 

confirmed that participants wrote about events with appropriate levels of blame, there 

was no similar check to determine whether the writing activity primed self-directed 

attributions about the abuse scenario as intended. Thus participants in the high blame and 

low blame conditions may not have differed in their perceptions of blame which would 

have precluded finding significant interaction effects in support of Hypothesis 7.   

 Finally, it should be mentioned that Study 4 was not optimal with regard to 

ecological validity. That is, although participants in Study 4 were working full-time, there 

was no requirement that they needed to have experienced abusive supervision in the past. 

As a result, some participants may have lacked the experience and insight to understand 

how the support interaction in the vignette was likely to impact their well-being and 

behavior. 

 In view of the above potential shortcomings of Study 4, the decision was made to 

exclude it from the main text and instead include the results here as an Appendix.     
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APPENDIX G. MEASURES FOR STUDY 4 

Self-directed Attributions Manipulation 

High-blame: Think about a time when there was a negative outcome and you felt like 

you were at fault - a time when your actions led to something bad happening.  In other 

words, recall a situation in which you were to blame when something went wrong.  In 

the space provided, please describe the situation as detailed as possible.  Try to explain 

how you felt and what you were thinking in that particular situation.  Why was what 

happened your fault? 

Low-blame: Think about a time when there was a negative outcome but you felt like you 

were NOT at fault - a time when you acted appropriately but something bad happened 

anyway.  In other words, recall a situation in which you were NOT to blame when 

something went wrong.  In the space provided, please describe the situation as detailed as 

possible.  Try to explain how you felt and what you were thinking in that particular 

situation.  Why was what happened not your fault? 

Abusive Supervision Vignette 

Imagine you are the employee in the story below. 

You are a guidance counselor in a public high school.  You have worked in that position 

for several years.   

 

One day, an emergency occurs at your school.  A teacher becomes aware that a student 

may have a gun in their locker.  The teacher escorts the student to your office. 

 

Once aware, you immediately begin to follow the emergency protocol.  You call the front 

office and ask the secretary to contact the police while the student stays with 

you.  Shockingly, the secretary refuses to help and barks, "Do it yourself! I'm busy!" 

before hanging up.  You remain calm and ask the teacher to wait in the hall with the 

student while you call the police yourself.   

 

The situation with the student is resolved once the police arrive.  However, after it's all 

over, the teacher tells your principal that the emergency response was not well 

coordinated.  Your principal sets up a meeting to discuss what happened. 
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One week later, you're at the meeting with your principal.  The teacher and the secretary 

are both there, along with several school district officials. 

 

To start the meeting, your principal lets everyone know he was disappointed by what 

happened.  He says that your decision to have the student wait in the hallway put other 

students at risk.   

 

In response, you explain that you had no choice because the secretary was unwilling to 

help contact the police.  Before you finish explaining, the secretary shouts at you, "You're 

lying! That never happened." 

 

Your principal becomes red in the face with anger.  In front of everyone, he glares at you 

and says, "Clearly you haven't learned anything from last week.  Stop blaming other 

people for your issues.  This meeting is over, but I want to speak with you in my office." 

 

You follow your principal to his office where he snaps, "You made me look really bad in 

front of those officials - you better not do that again!"  You remind him that you simply 

told the truth about what happened.  He smirks and replies, "If you were better at your 

job, you wouldn't have to worry about what other people are doing." 

  

He then ends the interaction by threatening you, "If you ever bring this up again or try to 

blame the secretary, I'll put you on disciplinary probation." 

 

You leave the principal's office and notice that it's lunch time.  You remember you are 

supposed to meet a friend for lunch so you drive to the restaurant.   

 

No support: At lunch, you and your friend catch up on your personal lives.  Your job 

doesn't come up, and you decide to not mention your recent difficulties at work.  After 

lunch, you return to school and finish the workday without further incident.   

Esteem support: At lunch, you and your friend catch up on your personal lives.  Your 

friend eventually asks about your job, so you share the story about being mistreated by 

your principal.  After listening, your friend reminds you that it wasn't your fault and that 

it doesn't change all of the good things you do at work.  Your friend comments, "That just 

doesn't make sense to me.  I have always admired your work ethic and you do so much 

for the students at your school.  Aren't there a lot of teachers who really appreciate your 

work?  And I remember you telling me about some students who have written cards 

expressing the difference you've made in their lives."  Your friend also reminds you about 

times in the past when you overcame difficult interactions with the principal.  Your friend 

remarks, "I remember you have smoothed things over with your principal before.  You're 

so good at solving these types of tricky situations.  I'm sure things will get better soon."  

You and your friend continue talking for a while longer.  After lunch, you return to 

school and finish the workday without further incident. 



99 

 

Advice: At lunch, you and your friend catch up on your personal lives.  Your friend 

eventually asks about your job, so you share the story about being mistreated by your 

principal.  After listening, your friend offers advice about how to handle things.  Your 

friend says, "I know you can't address the situation directly with your principal, but based 

on what you've told me, perhaps there's another way to fix this problem..."  Your friend 

continues by laying out a plan of action.  Your friend's advice is clever and seems like it 

could really help.  You're hopeful that following the advice will smooth things over with 

your principal.  It also seems like it would prevent you from being mistreated again in the 

future.  You and your friend continue talking for a while longer.  After lunch, you return 

to school and finish the workday without further incident. 

Outcome Measures 

Organization-based Self-esteem  

 

See Appendix E. 

 

Work-related Negative Affect 

 
See Appendix E. 

 

Supervisor-directed deviance 

 
See Appendix E. 

 

Organization-directed deviance 

 
See Appendix E. 
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