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Abstract

Purpose — The purpose of this paper is to attempt to unlock how and why abusive supervision influences
employees’ day-to-day behaviors. Thus, the present study proposes that employees who are continuously faced
with a supervisor’s hostile verbal and nonverbal behavior might obstruct their willingness to exhibit two
different kinds of extra-role behaviors [i.e. organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) and voice] because sustained
abusive behavior might hinder employees from their tasks and result in disengagement. Abused employees are
more likely to disengage from their current tasks, and this is likely to in turn result in lower OCB and voice.

Design/methodology/approach — The data were collected from a Taiwan mid-sized high-tech
manufacturing company. The present study adopted a within-person approach (a daily-basis research design)
and collected data from 60 front-line employees over 10 working days. Although all variables were self-rated,
common method variance is minor. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to ensure discriminant
and convergent validity, and hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) was used to test the hypotheses.

Findings — The results of CFA ensure the measures have discriminant and convergent validity, while the
results of HLM analysis showed that work engagement fully mediates the negative relationship between
abusive supervision and the two kinds of extra-role behaviors. The bootstrapping results also support the full
mediation effect of work engagement.

Originality/value — The present study used the job demands-resources model to examine how abusive
supervision influences employees’ OCB and voice and found that work engagement is one possible
mechanism between these two types of extra-role behavior. Specifically, a daily research design discovered
that in a given working day, once a leader exhibits abusive supervision behavior, compared with any given
day without abusive behaviors, employees will find it difficult to focus on their current tasks (i.e. through
exhibiting decreased work engagement), which will in turn influence their willingness to exhibit OCB and
voice on that particular day. Thus, both researchers and managers should focus on the daily interactions
between leaders and employees because it is impossible to achieve organization success in one day, but rather
such success is the aggregate result of both leaders’ and employees’ daily efforts.

Keywords Voice, Work engagement, Abusive supervision,
Organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB), Daily-basis research design
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Introduction

To adapt to rapid change and complex environments, efficiently working and improving
operational procedures quickly become the most important essentials for organizations to
survive. To achieve this aim, organizations not only require employees to act on the duties
and responsibilities of their assigned roles but also require them to perform according to
behaviors that are not always described in employment contracts. Van Dyne et al. (1995)
pointed out that extra-role behaviors (e.g. organizational citizenship behavior and voice) is
not only a type of behavior that is outside the role of typical expectations but also one that
offers significant added benefits for organizations. Indeed, these promotive extra-role
behaviors enhance effectiveness by suggesting new means of executing tasks or assisting
task accomplishment (Van Dyne et al, 1995). Thus, previous researchers have intensively
investigated how leaders’ behaviors increase these promotive extra-role behaviors.
However, it is also important to understand what kind of leadership (e.g. abusive
supervision; Tepper, 2000) might hinder these extra-role behaviors. Abusive supervision is
ubiquitous in an organization (Tepper, 2000), and researches have shown that abusive
supervision has detrimental effects on employee attitudes (Mackey et al., 2017; Schyns and
Schilling, 2013; Zhang and Liao, 2015) and performance (Harris ef al, 2011; Mackey et al.,
2017; Schyns and Schilling, 2013; Zhang and Liao, 2015). Therefore, due to its prevalence
and resulting high costs (Barnes et al, 2015; Schyns and Schilling, 2013), it is important to
examine how abusive supervision hinders employee behaviors (Schyns and Schilling, 2013).

As defined by Tepper (2000), abusive supervision refers to the “sustained display of
hostile verbal and nonverbal behavior, excluding physical contact (p. 170).” However, as
pointed out by Barnes et al. (2015), most prior abusive supervision researches have adopted
a static approach, which implies that some leaders exhibit abusive supervision behaviors,
while some leaders do not, and further emphasizes Tepper’s (2000, p. 170) “sustained
display”. Thus, Barnes ef al. (2015) suggested that abusive supervision should examine the
behavior fluctuations belonging to a given leader; that is, the leader might exhibit abusive
supervision on some days while not showing such behavior on other days. Moreover,
Johnson et al. (2012) found that abusive supervision behaviors varied more within persons
than between persons. Thus, compared to the previous between-person paradigm of abusive
supervision researches, the present study adopts a within-person approach (e.g. daily-basis
research design) to examine how daily abusive supervision affects employees’ daily extra-
role behaviors and under what types of mechanisms such behaviors take place.

According to the job demands-resources model (JD-R model; Demerouti et al., 2001), job
demands require employees to continually invest physical or mental effort in the physical,
social or organizational aspects of their jobs (Demerouti et al., 2001). In addition, research
has found that dealing with job demands will decrease employees’ work engagement
(Crawford et al., 2010; Nahrgang et al, 2011) and thereby impair employees’ outcomes
(Nahrgang et al., 2011). Based on the JD-R model, there are two reasons to view abusive
supervision as social or organizational aspects of job demands. First, in the workplace,
leaders, as representatives of the organization, might have great influence on employee
behaviors because of the power of various kinds that they wield (French and Raven, 1959).
Second, as employees might interact with leaders on a daily basis, leaders’ abusive behavior
could be viewed as part of the social side of job demands (Tepper, 2007). Schyns and
Schilling (2013) have pointed out that abusive supervision decreases employees’ motivation.
Moreover, Barnes et al. (2015) found that daily abusive supervision impairs daily work unit
engagement. Sonnentag et al. (2010) research also stated that as “not all days are created
equal,” researchers should pay more attention to the predictors of daily-level work
engagement to understand why employees feel more engaged at work on some days than
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others. Schaufeli and Taris (2014) summarized three daily studies and pointed out that the
variations in daily work engagement can be explained by daily job demands. Hence, the
present study proposes that leaders’ daily abusive behavior might be an important
antecedent affecting employees’ engagement in or disengagement from their current jobs on
specific days, and the state of engagement or disengagement at work would further affect
their behaviors. In short, on a given day, when employees face leaders’ abusive behavior,
they might decrease their work engagement, decreasing their willingness to exhibit
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) and voice.

The present study advances existing literature on daily abusive supervision, daily work
engagement and daily extra-role behavior in several aspects. Our main contribution is that
the present study responds to recent calls for greater attention to actual leader behaviors i
situ (Johnson et al., 2012; Lin et al, 2016) and uses a daily-basis approach (Schyns and
Schilling, 2013) to examine abusive supervision and its daily outcomes, and their underlying
process, daily work engagement (Sonnentag et al, 2010). Specifically, this research draws
upon theory based on the JD-R model to examine how daily abusive supervision affects
employees’ daily extra-role behaviors via daily work engagement. That is, employees who
are abused by leaders are less likely to be willing to help their peers or provide useful
suggestions to leaders compared to those who are not abused, because abused employees
cannot give their full attention to the tasks. More important, using a daily-basis approach
has some advantages compared to the static approach, such as reduced retrospective bias
(Reis and Gable, 2000) and social desirability (Bakker, 2014). Second, the present study also
advances existing studies of daily work engagement in response to Xanthopoulou and
Bakker’s (2012) call to examine the outcomes of daily work engagement (i.e. OCB and voice).
Third, although growing empirical evidence has separately illustrated that abusive
supervision decrease OCB or voice (Zhang and Liao, 2015), the present research attempts to
integrate abusive supervision and two different kinds of promotive extra-role behaviors —
affiliative promotive behavior (i.e. OCB) and challenging promotive behavior (i.e. voice) —
into one empirical investigation and further seeks to examine how daily abusive supervision
influences these behaviors through daily work engagement (Bakker, 2014).

Theory and hypotheses

Daily abusive supervision

As defined by Tepper (2000), an employee whose leader exhibits “abusive supervision” will
be mistreated continually by the leader’s hostile behavior, whether verbal or nonverbal,
though this does not include physical contact. Those abused employees will in turn
negatively influence their performance and attitudes (Schyns and Schilling, 2013),
consequentially resulting in high costs (Barnes et al, 2015; Schyns and Schilling, 2013) and
damaging several beneficial outcomes for employees, leaders and organizations (Johnson
et al., 2012; Schyns and Schilling, 2013).

The research of Johnson et al. (2012) found that compared to transformational behavior
and consideration behavior, abusive behavior has 61 per cent within-person variance and is
relatively inconsistent on a day-to-day basis. That is, a leader who exhibits an abusive
supervision behavior today does not necessarily do so tomorrow. Barnes et al. (2015) further
extended Johnson’s research to suggest daily abusive supervision. Unlike previous abusive
supervision research that adopted a static approach, which assumed abusive supervision to
be one type of leadership style or an average behavior in a particular period, Barnes et al.
(2015) argued that any leader could exhibit high abusive supervision behavior in one day
while showing low exhibitions of such behavior on another day, and suggested that, on a
given day, whether a leader exhibits abusive behavior or not is meaningful. In short, they
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proposed that leader abuse is a behavior that could fluctuate on a day-to-day basis. Thus,
the present study follows this view and adopts a daily perspective to examine how daily
abusive behaviors influence employees’ day-to-day workplace motivation and behaviors.

Daily work engagement

Prior research conceptualized work engagement as a relatively stable individual difference
construct (Rich et al, 2010). As defined by Kahn (1990), work engagement refers to “the
simultaneous employment and expression of a person’s “preferred self” in task behaviors
that promote connections to work and to others, personal presence (physical, cognitive, and
emotional) and active, full performances” (Kahn, 1990, p. 700). Moreover, Kahn (1990)
suggested that work engagement has three components: psychological meaningfulness,
which refers to “a feeling that one is receiving a return on investments of one’s self in a
currency of physical, cognitive, or emotional energy” (pp. 703-704); psychological safety,
which refers to “feeling able to show and employ one’s self without fear of negative
consequences to self-image, status, or career” (p. 708); and psychological availability, which
refers to “the sense of having the physical, emotional, or psychological resources to
personally engage at a particular moment” (p. 714).

Although numerous studies have taken a relatively stable view when examining work
engagement (Gupta et al., 2017; Lam et al., 2016; Matta et al., 2015; Schmitt et al.,, 2016),
Bakker (2014) argues that a given person might display fluctuations (e.g. engagement or
disengagement) in his/her daily work experience. In addition, some researches (Sonnentag
et al.,, 2010; Xanthopoulou and Bakker, 2012) have pointed out that at least one-third of the
total variance of work engagement is within-person variance. Thus, engagement not only
varies at the between-person level (e.g. trait-like variable) but also fluctuates at the within-
person level (e.g. state-like variable). Researches have examined some day-level antecedents
and outcomes of daily work engagement. For instance, the research of Barnes et al. (2015)
found that the quality of daily sleep influences daily work unit engagement through daily
supervisory ego depletion and daily abusive supervisory behavior. Moreover, Sonnentag
(2003) found that day-level recovery would affect day-level work engagement, which would
in turn influence day-level personal initiative and pursuit of learning. Thus, these results
indicate clearly that employees are engaged in work on one day while disengaged on
another, and investigating the fluctuations of work engagement at the within-person level is
therefore meaningful.

Daily abusive supervision and daily work engagement

According to the JD-R model (Demerouti et al., 2001), job demands refer to “those physical,
social, or organizational aspects of the job that require sustained physical or mental effort
and are therefore associated with certain physiological and psychological costs” (p. 501), and
high job demands might result in negative outcomes such as exhaustion (Demerouti et al.,
2001) and health problems (Bakker et al., 2003). Due to their authority and power (French
and Raven, 1959), leaders have greater influence over employees’ motivation and behavior.
Thus, a leader who exhibits abusive behavior could be regarded as one type of social or
organizational job demand that requires employees’ extra efforts to handle and may further
be regarded as related to certain psychological costs (Tepper et al., 2017) such as lower work
engagement as a result. Research (Scheuer et al., 2016) has found that when employees view
abusive supervision as a hindrance, job demands will decrease work engagement. Moreover,
some studies (Breevaart and Bakker, 2018) have found that daily hindrance demands have a
negative relationship with daily work engagement.
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Abusive supervision involves employees’ perceptions of mistreatment by the leader’s
hostile verbal and nonverbal behaviors, and should in turn decrease employees’ work
engagement and future performance. Compared with effective leadership, which emphasizes
that the leader should help employees perceive their tasks as meaningful and valuable (Bono
and Judge, 2004), abused employees view their work as meaningless (Barnes ef al., 2015) and
are unwilling to invest their efforts in their work. Moreover, because abusive behavior might
signal an unsafe and risky situation, employees might fear the leader’s abusive behavior and
may thus be unwilling to show up and trust such a situation. In addition, employees whose
leaders exhibit abusive supervision may not be located in a resourceful situation as
employees might fear and avoid such a leader as much as possible and may also be
emotionally detached from them. Thus, such employees would find it difficult to perform
their tasks when they cannot easily access necessary resources (e.g. physical, emotional or
psychological). Therefore, under abusive supervision, employees may not perceive
psychological meaningfulness in their work, may not feel safe in presenting their work and
may not easily access the resources essential for their requested tasks. Researchers have
found that workplace bullying (Einarsen et al, 2018) decreases employees’ work
engagement. Moreover, Barnes ef al. (2015) pointed out that abusive supervision behavior
occurring on a daily basis would in turn influence daily unit work engagement. Although
there is no direct support for the relationship between daily abusive supervision and daily
work engagement, based on the above arguments and research findings we propose that, on
any given day, a leader who exhibits abusive behavior will hinder employees’ work
engagement. Thus, the present study expects that daily abusive supervision would decrease
employees’ daily work engagement:

H1I. Daily abusive supervision is negatively related to daily work engagement.

Daily work engagement, daily organizational citizenship behavior and daily voice

OCB is one kind of extra-role behavior (Van Dyne ef al, 1995) and is defined as “individual
behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward
system, and that in the aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the organization”
(Organ, 1988, p. 4). Van Dyne et al (1995) further argued that OCB is an affiliative and
promotive behavior. That is, exhibiting OCB can not only solidify and maintain
interpersonal relationships but also may boost and encourage something to happen or occur.
Moreover, examining daily OCB is meaningful because, under the definition of Organ (1988),
each OCB (e.g. daily OCB) will be aggregated and thus promote the effectiveness of
organizational function. The present study thus focuses on the relationship between
employees’ daily work engagement and daily OCB, not the average level.

Compared with OCB, voice, which originates from dissatisfaction and seeks to improve
or change the status quo (Hirschman, 1970), is the other type of extra-role behavior that
emphasizes challenging behavior and may potentially damage relationships with others
(Van Dyne et al, 1995). Although offering voice might result in negative interpersonal
relationships, voice still plays a critical role in organizational success (Crant, 2000) in
competitive and complex environments because it can offer new procedures to enhance
operational effectiveness. Moreover, employees can engage voice at any particular moment,
such as employees who are engaged in their work on a particular day (Morrison, 2011).
Thus, it is meaningful to examine the relationship between work engagement and voice on
the daily level.

Engaged employees believe that their tasks are meaningful, their working situation is
safe and they can easily access any needed resources. Thus, such employees can offer their
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Figure 1.
Theoretical model

full attention and invest all of their resources (e.g. physical, cognitive and emotional) in daily
tasks and may further recognize other relevant issues. Moreover, engaged employees might
include a wider range of behaviors (e.g. including OCB) in their tasks, which can contribute
to reaching the organization’s ultimate goals (Christian ef al, 2011; Rich et al., 2010). For
instance, previous research has found that employees exhibiting high work engagement
tend to show more OCB (Gupta et al, 2017; Matta et al, 2015). In addition, because
employees displaying high work engagement keep focused on their daily tasks, they can
easily determine the potential problems in the organization’s operational functions. Hence, to
enhance their daily working effectiveness, and because they include a wider range of
behaviors, engaged employees are more likely to speak up than disengaged employees. For
instance, previous research has pointed out that engaged employees will exhibit more voice
than disengaged employees (Lam et al., 2016; Schmitt et al., 2016). Therefore, although there
is no direct support for daily work engagement, OCB, and voice, based on the above
arguments and previous research, the present study expects that, on a given day, employees
who are engaged in their daily tasks will perform more OCB and voice:

H2a. Daily work engagement is positively related to daily OCB.

H2b. Daily work engagement is positively related to daily voice.

The mediating role of daily work engagement

As previously discussed, on a given day, a leader who exhibits abusive behavior might
cause the perception of low meaning in tasks, unsafe situations, and lacking resources for
employees, thus resulting in work disengagement on that day. Disengaged employees under
such circumstances not only cannot concentrate their focus on current tasks but are also
unwilling to invest their resources and efforts (e.g. physical, cognitive and emotional) in
accomplishing them. Most important, disengaged employees have a shorter range of
behavior than engaged employees and are thus unlikely to perform more OCB and voice.
The present study thus expects that the negative effect of daily abusive supervision on daily
OCB and daily voice is mediated by daily work engagement:

H3a. Daily work engagement mediates the negative relationship between abusive
supervision and daily OCB.

H3b. Daily work engagement mediates the negative relationship between abusive
supervision and daily voice.

Figure 1 depicts the theoretical framework hypothesized in the present study.

Method

Procedure

The present study adopted a daily within-person research design including 10 working days
(i.e. two weeks) of data collection. Initially, the second author (C. H. Su) contacted the human

Daily OCB

Supervision Engagement

Daily Abusive Daily Work /

Daily Voice
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resources (HR) department to ask for assistance in conducting the questionnaire surveys.
After work each day, participants responded to the questionnaire, which consisted of
questions on abusive supervision, work engagement, OCB and voice, and returned it in a
sealed envelope. They completed the questionnaire in a meeting room from which their
leaders were absent. Additionally, we collected the participants’ demographic information,
such as age, gender, educational level, service tenure and work tenure, with the leader as the
control variable.

Sample

The data were collected from front-line employees in one Taiwan mid-sized high-tech
manufacturing company. We chose front-line employees as our sample because the clients of
high-tech manufacturing industries usually require high-quality products, and thus we
reasoned that front-line employees might more often encounter harsh leadership behavior than
in other occupations. In addition, they also need to devote their full attention to their current job
to maintain product quality. Thus, these characteristics matched the context of our research
questions. Sixty full-time employees participated in this two-week (i.e. 10-working-day) survey.
Because all participants were voluntarily, our response rate was 100 per cent, yielding a final
sample size of 600 (60 employees x 10 working days). Further, 50 per cent of participants were
male, and the average age was 33.63 (SD = 6.34). Only 13.3 per cent of participants did not have
a junior college diploma or higher. Moreover, average serving tenure was 5.68 years (SD = 5.7),
and average working tenure with leader was 2.77 years (SD = 3.75). Moreover, to match each
day questionnaires, an identification number was assigned for each participant.

Measures
In the present study, all measures were rated on a six-point Likert scale, ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree).

Abusive supervision. Participants responded to a 15-item measure developed by Tepper
(2000) to disclose their level of perception on their leader’s abusive supervision behavior.
The alpha coefficient was 0.97.

Work engagement. Participants’ work engagement was measured by a seven-item
measure developed by Young (2011) to show their level of perceptions on work engagement.
The alpha coefficient was 0.96.

Organizational citizenship behavior. Participants completed an eight-item measure
developed by Lin and Peng (2010) to indicate their level of organizational citizenship
behavior. The alpha coefficient was 0.93.

Voice. Participants completed an 11-item measure developed by Belschak and Hartog
(2010) to show their level of voice behavior. The alpha coefficient was 0.96.

Data analysis

Because of the within-person research design, hierarchical linear modeling (HLM; HLM
version 6.08, Raudenbush ef al, 2004) was used to test the hypotheses. Initially, the intra-
class correlations (ICC1) of dependent variables were calculated. The results revealed
significant between-individual variances in work engagement (y* = 2578.24; df = 59; p <
0.001; ICC1 = 0.81), OCB (x? = 2516.42; df = 59; p < 0.001; ICC1 = 0.81), and voice (x* =
3486.78; df = 59; p < 0.001; ICC1 = 0.85). Thus, it was appropriate to choose HLM as the
analytic method for the present study. In addition, because the main interest of this study
was focused on the within-person level (e.g. level 1) rather than the between-person level (e.g.
level 2), as suggested by prior research (Enders and Tofighi, 2007), group-mean centering
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Table 1.
Confirmatory factor
analysis

(e.g. individual-mean centering) was adopted for the independent variables (i.e. abusive
supervision and work engagement) to rule out the potential between-person influence on
dependent variables.

Before testing the theoretical hypotheses, three different sets of confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) were conducted to ensure the discriminant validity of measures. We used
Lisrel version 8.80 (Jéreskog and Sérbom, 1996) to test CFA. Table I provides the results of
CFA. The results of the chi-square difference tests revealed that the alternative model was
better than null model (A y? = 28887.2; df = 1; p < 0.001), and the baseline four-factor model
(x? = 6189.03; df = 768; RMSEA = 0.11; SRMR = 0.06; NNFI = 0.96; CFI = 0.96) was better
than the first alternative model (Ay? = 11972.29; df = 10; p < 0.001). In addition, the
standardized factor loading of each item associated with its related latent construct is larger
than 0.5 (range, 0.63-0.95) and significant. Therefore, taken as a whole, the CFA results
provide support for the measures of discriminant and convergent validity.

In addition, to control the CMV of our variables, we conducted Harman’s one-factor test
(Podsakoff and Organ, 1986). The results indicate that there are four factors and the
explained variance of the total variance of the first factor is less than 50 per cent; thus, CMV
in our variables is relatively minor.

Results
The means, standard deviations and correlations between the variables are shown in
Table II. Additionally, the alpha coefficients of variables are shown on the diagonal.

H1 stated that daily abusive supervision has a negative effect on daily work engagement,
and the present study used HLM to test this relationship. The results are shown in Table IIL
In Model 1, Level-2 control variables, such as age, gender and education, and two different
kinds of tenure, were entered. Then, abusive supervision in Model 2 were added, and it was
found that the coefficient of abusive supervision was significant (unstandardized 8 = —0.61,
SE =0.18, p < 0.01). Therefore, H1 was supported. H2 expected that employees’ daily work
engagement would have a positive effect on their extra-role behaviors. In Model 3, control
variables were entered; then, work engagement was added in Model 4. The results showed
that daily work engagement has a positive effect on OCB, and the coefficient was significant
(unstandardized B8 = 0.40, SE = 0.07, p < 0.001). Therefore, H2a was supported. To test H2b,
control variables in Model 7 were entered, and work engagement was added in Model 8. The
results showed that daily work engagement has a positive effect on voice, and the coefficient
was significant (unstandardized 8 = 0.42, SE = 0.05, p < 0.001). Thus, H2b was supported.

In H3a and 3b, it was expected that daily work engagement would play a mediating role
between abusive supervision and extra-role behaviors. Abusive supervision was centered
upon in Model 5, and the coefficient of abusive supervision for OCB was not significant
(unstandardized B = —0.15, SE = 0.14, 7..s.). Then, work engagement was added in Model 6,
and the coefficient of work engagement for OCB was significant (unstandardized 8 = 0.37,

Fit index Factors X af Ax? (@ RMSEA SRMR NNFI  CFI

Null model One factor 41,138.24 779 0.29 0.19 087 0.88
Baseline model Four factors 6,189.03 768  6,062.04 (10)*** 0.11 0.06 096 0.96
Alternative model Two factors® 12,251.07 778 28,887 (1)*** 0.16 0.11 093 093

Notes: “Two factors: Work engagement, OCB and voice were combine into one factor because of their high
correlations, and abusive supervision was the other factor; *** p < 0.01
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SE = 0.07, p < 0.001). Similarly, abusive supervision was entered into Model 9, and the
coefficient of abusive supervision for voice was significant (unstandardized 8 = —0.28,
SE =0.13, p < 0.05). Then, work engagement was added in Model 10, and the coefficient of
work engagement for voice was significant (unstandardized 8 = 0.35, SE = 0.06, p < 0.001).
Based on Baron and Kenny’s (1986) rule of the mediation effect, H3a may not be supported
by the present research data. However, based upon Preacher and Hayes'’s (2004) perspective,
Baron and Kenny’s (1986) suggestions for the rule of the mediation effect was strict, and
they recommended that the independent variable might not necessarily need to have a
significant effect on dependent variables. Therefore, to confirm the mediation effect of work
engagement on the relationship between abusive supervision and extra-role behaviors, the
present research followed Preacher and Hayes’s (2004) recommendations and implemented
the Sobel test and bootstrapping for the theoretical model. The results of the Sobel test for
OCB and voice were both significant (p < 0.05). Moreover, the results of bootstrapping also
showed that work engagement mediates the relationship between abusive supervision, OCB
and voice (for OCB, ab = —0.23, p < 0.05, 95 per cent CI[—0.40, -0.09]; for voice, ab = —0.21,
p < 0.05, 95 per cent CI [—0.37, —0.08]). Thus, based on the results of Models 6 and 10 in
Table IIT and of bootstrapping, we may conclude that daily work engagement fully mediates
the negative relationship between abusive supervision, OCB, and voice. In conclusion, these
results support H3a and 3b.

Discussion

The present study examined how abusive supervision influences employees’ two different
kinds of extra-role behavior and found that work engagement is one possible mechanism
between these two types. Specifically, through using a daily research design, it was
discovered that in a given working day, once a leader exhibits abusive supervision behavior,
employees will find it difficult to focus on their current tasks (ie. through exhibiting
decreased work engagement), which will in turn influence their willingness to exhibit OCB
and voice on that particular day. In other words, abused employees might be led to be
disengaged from their current work tasks, and this disengagement may in turn lead to
exhibiting decreased OCB and voice.

Theoretical implications

The main contribution of the present study is the utilization of a daily-basis research design,
rather than the prevailing static approach that assumes that abusive supervision
presupposes a chronic factor (Barnes et al., 2015) to examine abusive supervision. To date,
very few researches (Barnes et al, 2015; Johnson et al, 2012) have used such a daily
perspective in developing abusive supervision literature. The findings of the present study
not only stand with these existing researches, which propose that abusive behavior
fluctuates on a daily basis, but also extend previous literature by suggesting that the
fluctuation of abusive behavior may influence employees’ motivation and extra-role
behaviors. That is, variations in leaders’ daily abusive behaviors might influence employees’
daily work engagement, which in turn could affect their daily extra-role behaviors.
Moreover, the present study adopted the JD-R model to examine these relationships.

The results of the present study support the view that daily abusive supervision can be
viewed as part of job demands and are associated with fluctuations in daily work
engagement. That is, on a given day, leaders’ abusive behavior might continually require
employees’ sustained physical or mental efforts, entailing the physiological and
psychological costs of dealing with such behavior, in turn leading employees to disengage
from their current tasks. Specifically, on a day-to-day basis, comparing with leaders who do
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not exhibit abusive behaviors, leaders who exhibit abusive behaviors toward their
employees, such as by insulting employees, might cause employees to feel that what they do
is meaningless. Further, a leader’s abusive behaviors may also cause employees to feel that
they might not be safe in their current situation, and may also lead them to feel that they do
not have access to necessary resources (e.g. physical, emotional or psychological). This
finding is also similar to the research of Barnes et al. (2015), which revealed that daily
abusive supervisory behavior has a negative influence on daily work unit engagement.
Thus, the JD-R model is a useful lens to examine abusive supervision and its relevant
variables, and future research is encouraged to adopt it.

Prior research has pointed out the concept of the state of work engagement (Bakker,
2014; Barnes et al., 2015; Sonnentag, 2003; Sonnentag et al., 2010; Sonnentag et al., 2012;
Xanthopoulou and Bakker, 2012), which might influence individuals’ behaviors such as
proactive behaviors (Sonnentag, 2003; Sonnentag et al, 2010). Xanthopoulou and
Bakker (2012) pointed out that more research is needed to examine the outcomes of
daily work engagement. The present study’s findings reveal that the fluctuation of
work engagement on a given day would influence employees’ willingness of exhibiting
OCB and voice. That is, comparing with engaged employees, those disengaged
employees might prove reluctant to perform affiliative or challenging promotive
behaviors, such as helping other employees or providing useful suggestions for their
leader or organization, because they think their work is not meaningful or they cannot
access necessary resources when needed. Thus, the current results are not only aligned
with work engagement literature (Bakker, 2014; Barnes et al., 2015; Sonnentag, 2003;
Sonnentag et al., 2010; Sonnentag et al., 2012; Xanthopoulou and Bakker, 2012), but
further examine the relationship between daily work engagement and employees’ extra-
role behavior as well.

Moreover, implementing a daily perspective as used in the present study might also
benefit the comprehension of employees’ extra-role behaviors. As literally interpreted,
extra-role behaviors are not found in formal job requests and reward systems, but are
rather some types of discretionary behaviors that employees can choose to perform or not
based upon their willingness. For instance, OCB is one kind of extra-role behavior in
which aggregation can promote the effective functioning of the organization (Organ,
1988). Thus, each daily OCB exhibiting is important for promoting the organization.
Voice is the other type of extra-role behavior that employees might exhibit at any
particular moment (Morrison, 2011). According to extra-role behavior, once employees
choose to remain silent, the organization might suffer by losing valuable suggestions.
Therefore, our findings show that it is meaningful to examine daily OCB and voice. Based
on these results as a whole, we encourage future research to closely examine leadership
and employees’ motivation and behaviors on a daily basis. The findings of this study
illustrate that using the daily perspective is meaningful and helpful to extend upon
theoretical knowledge of what is actually occurring in leaders’ and employees’ daily
actives in an organization.

Practical implications

The findings of the present study provide some practical implications to organizations for
surviving in a rapidly changing and complex environment. The first implication concerns
why abusive supervision has detrimental effects on an organization. In general, the results
reveal that leaders should avoid exhibiting abusive supervision behaviors in day-to-day
interactions with employees because exhibiting such behaviors may lead to organizations
missing out on beneficial outcomes that arise from employees’ extra-role behaviors such as
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OCB and voice. Although exhibiting abusive behaviors might be inevitable, especially when
employees cannot meet required expectations or repeatedly make serious mistakes, the
target should be focused upon such mistakes or the reasons why failures occur rather than
focusing on personal insults. Thus, organizations are encouraged to provide training
programs to enhance leaders’ communication skills.

The second implication concerns how to choose suitable leaders. Due to the
detrimental effects of abusive supervision, organizations should be very careful in
promoting suitable employees to positions of leadership. Prior research (Mackey et al.,
2017) has pointed out that neuroticism and negative affectivity are positively associated
with abusive supervision, and agreeableness, conscientiousness and positive affectivity
are negatively associated with abusive supervision. Thus, organizations should avoid
promoting employees who show a high tendency of neuroticism and negative affectivity,
while promoting employees who show a high tendency toward agreeableness,
conscientiousness and positive affectivity.

The third implication concerns how to decrease potential abusive supervision. That is,
maintaining health and suitable quality of life among employees and leaders alike may
also decrease exhibiting abusive behavior. For instance, on a daily basis, sleep quality
may negatively influence abusive supervision (Barnes et al., 2015). Thus, it is suggested
that organizations should not only foster leaders’ performance but also consider their
health condition, especially sleep quality. Another way to avoid abusive supervision is
through ensuring that upper-level leaders avoid exhibiting abusive behaviors toward
their mid-level leaders (Mawritz ef al., 2012) because, through social learning processes,
mid-level leaders might consider that it is proper to lead their subordinates through such
negative behaviors. Therefore, as a learning exemplar for all organizations, especially for
those mid-level leaders, it is suggested that upper-level leaders should avoid exhibiting
abusive supervision.

Strengths, limitations and future research

The main methodological strength of the present study is that it adopted the daily research
design to examine the current theory. Unlike prior leadership research, which often
suggested how a particular leadership type influences employees’ behaviors in an average
term, using this research design might not only reduce retrospective bias (Reis and Gable,
2000) and social desirability (Bakker, 2014) but also reveal how leaders’ behavior
fluctuations influence employees’ motivation and behaviors in day-to-day life interactions.
Although the present study provides some support for how the fluctuation of abusive
supervision influences employees’ motivation and behaviors, some limitations in the present
study still exist. One such limitation is that the present study only considered one type of
leadership behavior (i.e. abusive supervision). As suggested by prior research (DeRue et al.,
2011), one leader might not limit engagement to one type of leadership. For instance,
although consideration behaviors are effective as transformational behaviors (Judge et al.,
2004), when considering transformational, consideration and abusive behaviors,
consideration behaviors only have a minimal impact on perceived effectiveness (Johnson
et al., 2012). Thus, future research should consider different types of leadership behaviors
(e.g. transformational leadership behaviors) with abusive supervision simultaneously on a
day-to-day basis.

The other limitation is that we only collected data from front-line employees in one mid-
sized high-tech manufacturing company. This may hinder the generalization of our findings
to other occupations and industries. Thus, future research should replicate our study and
collect data from the other occupations and industries. The finally limitation of the present
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study is that it used self-report measures, which may suffer the issue of common method
bias (Podsakoff et al, 2012). Therefore, it is suggested that future research use other
reporting measures (e.g. wherein the leader evaluates employees’ OCB and voice) to mitigate
this consideration.
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