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: Scholars have suggested that enhancing intrinsic motivation

can prevent mental and physical depletions from work
overload. This study argues that flow experiences at work
can induce work joys, enhance job satisfaction and prevent
burnout. In the organizational literature, the study of
effects of workflow experiences on employees has remained
as only a minor concern of researchers. Based on the social
information and workflow theories, we suggest that abusive
supervision climate has a negative influence on employee’ s
workflow experiences through its negative effects of the
climate on employee’ s psychological empowerment. We
collected data from 935 full-time employees in 222
workgroups from a sample of high-tech and traditional
manufacturing firms in Taiwan. The results showed that
abusive supervision climate was negatively related with
workflow experience, and psychological empowerment
partially mediated this negative relationship. We also
found that self-monitoring characteristic of employees
moderated the effects of abusive supervision climate on
psychological empowerment. The results from the moderated
mediation analysis showed that this mediation of
psychological empowerment was moderated by self-monitoring
such that at the lower level of self-monitoring, the
mediation effect of psychological empowerment became
stronger. Implications for managerial practices and
suggestions for future research were discussed.

: abusive supervision climate, workflow, psychological

empowerment, self-monitoring
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Abusive Supervision and Employee’s Workflow:

A Cross-level Analysis
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Scholars have suggested that enhancing intrinsic motivation can prevent mental
and physical depletions from work overload. This study argues that flow experiences
at work can induce work joys, enhance job satisfaction and prevent burnout. In the
organizational literature, the study of effects of workflow experiences on employees
has remained as only a minor concern of researchers. Based on the social information
and workflow theories, we suggest that abusive supervision climate has a negative
influence on employee’s workflow experiences through its negative effects of the
climate on employee’s psychological empowerment. We collected data from 935

full-time employees in 222 workgroups from a sample of high-tech and traditional



manufacturing firms in Taiwan. The results showed that abusive supervision climate
was negatively related with workflow experience, and psychological empowerment
partially mediated this negative relationship. We also found that self-monitoring
characteristic of employees moderated the effects of abusive supervision climate on
psychological empowerment. The results from the moderated mediation analysis
showed that this mediation of psychological empowerment was moderated by
self-monitoring such that at the lower level of self-monitoring, the mediation effect of
psychological empowerment became stronger. Implications for managerial practices

and suggestions for future research were discussed.

Keywords: abusive supervision climate, workflow, psychological empowerment,
self-monitoring.

1. %@
1R Lt F2F K (IMD) 2% 02015 &+ R4 740 S A6l B2 R

R R LRI R g ¥ T oo, A1 s & Ti51 (72116 ) P 2
223 %100 B WA ena T f 78 yhic £ - Bakkera, Demeroutic, de Boer ¥# Schaufeli (2003)
=R TJD#F] o A mena 17 (work overload) € ¥R A 1 @ 4 @ Fohenfos s M 3
Sl B R A2 1 ik g (bumout) s FE & hf 1 BB e gHERA S £ 1 AT A
2 i % (Holtom, Mitchell, Lee, & Eberly, 2008) » i¢ = %% B 1 ch1 iv2 Rpefir R (work-family
conflict) (Carlson et al., 2011; Fine-Davis, Fagnani, Giovannini, Hojgaard, & Clarke, 2004) - %]

L, #

o B ETEALEPELTOERT o e AP a0 0T EA SR REIR R 2 MR T
RAIFESL I F2 Rg et 4 > (HERILE o

Tzt %% (flow experience) *» ¥ # % & i 4% (optimal experience) > ic 5338 * #F 4§ &1
LR A R4 o 1975 #d F Bl T8 H4Csikszentmihalyi <t 2 0 F B I 4 ¢ AR
otk o E PITE A BARS - BHL e T RSPEL T » kg L F AT (Bakker, 2008;

Fagerlind, Gustavsson, Johansson & Ekberg, 2013; Nielsen & Cleal, 2010; Salanova, Bakker &



Llorens, 2006) - itizH & 5 " A PR 2z AR EHE Toh- ALakE > ® 349 5%
(peak experience) ¢ % # fiziw {3t ¢ | (Bakker, 2008; Csikszentmihalyi, 1997) » &i4r : ¢ %
B R #cfF i 1 iv(Salanova, Bakker & Llorens, 2006) ~ & 15 £2 i %8 & ¥ i& 42 (Magni, Paolino,
Cappetta & Proserpio, 2013) ~ 2 # &2 B 1 ehp § 1 iF (e fEf2 KA~ 7o 3 B ¢ ~ED
3F 4 % ) (Csikszentmihalyi & LeFevre, 1989) ; # 3 § ~ 4 7 (L u| ¥tz 8%~ # I (Bryce
& Haworth, 2002) » i 2 5ciz chm Flg#c b 2 w807 2478 7 £ 2 § 2 (Nielsen & Cleal,
2010) » & -l g scnlE R FlE o0 EAE P LA o BT TS 2 e X AT
LHTRIE R AAHD R PR T AR L (ke ] T IR o 2 B SR TR
TAEREF G P UL

B & < IpRiE (psychological empowerment) 4% 3% 5 IR 4 Hoig R d b R Y 0 &

¥ %3 4 4 ohE & F]5 (Maynard, Luciano, M. M., D’innocenzo, Mathieu, & Dean, 2014) » 4
2B ET0% M che S E R RS LY Gr i e 1 & ¢ (Lawler, Mohrman, & Benson,
2001) * I RBRESEFHEA T E B AL ITOREF TN R I ER ~ FE et 2

7 & @ chbd k(Maynard et al., 2014) » ¥ - 2 G o SITZRREE B A B A P ADERR S 0 58
B A IR R ARTY SR @ B B R 2 & e ek e R (Spreitzer, 1995) -
Rm o e WRER F P B2 1 TR 7 AUE S 2 P L AR D FUR TR T 4 5
MERABIA T REFERER2E TR Y 0 B LR TR AP SRR
mARTEOZ BER EATFF L 2A P A1 P a1 (T 8 (Bakker, 2005) 5 &
s T PRAE Gy B e B A N A ' 4 (Spreitzer, 1995; Thomas & Velthouse, 1990) » ¢ & & 2
il aymEkiiiea FA 1 T AR EFHEFL TSR 1 £ (FEAES E K
R TG HhE R

FHEI LIRSS R EFIL LIRS E A RF AT ERESEA
¢ eh1 i¥(Greasley et al., 2008) » e 4r% 1 FHMP NIRRT FL AT F L 0 L5 KA DT F A0
PREE S F e a2 F 0§84 a7 5 (Peng, Schaubroeck, & i,

2014) » # 3 '3 43 172 4 F % E & (Tepper, 2000) » g+ #F > m s d 3 & f & ehd Fldc? § ‘E‘

—

F iz v € BB A N B RY 4 R (Priesemuth, Schminke, Ambrose, & Folger, 2014) - & p*

ST
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Favs S g FREEMOCIEREL G f e M o a RN a3 FFEF
g iR B iend d o LAY IFEFH SRR - o

EHF O LERFEED N g oamyE s B2 P R 1 % (Tepper, 2000) » izt {7 5
¥ P HAELIE > TY X2 HEDT LY E A (Greenbaum, Mawritz, Mayer, &
Priesemuth, 2013) » # %] g AT dr e 1 o 345E 2 < ;’%z\ T p AT R
¢ RIRRB M E KB RN & 97 5 #F ok (Cangestad & Snyder, 2000; Snyder & Cangestad,
1982; Snyder, 1974) » 4% 4 E 1 2L F 7 F A H e BEE ey ¢ B L3 6 b ik
fpdl o AR AR EIFGY PR pATHENOAL > FRERINERY DAy
FHOF i L3 gl BESTonifh e a ER{EZ p Az ive 7

N i\_}/ﬂ?)‘*ﬁ‘\;fmﬁvﬁ&»—

Bofd » AL AR AR E SR HLEET FRL v g BIFY o dofe RaETE
WHFF LRI Ba mRLHRE LS TRELSERE LM 2 per 3 5o g

WA FRERORGEFER 4 WA REDER c Z AT LR RER B LR

FES o HRTR LG AT TR T 4 TR B AT RTE T

2. % pRIFHAREBRK
21. % é’g‘fﬁr%‘ & (abusive supervision climate)

7 % %5 2000 & o -k Tepper #E B AL > ML F f o hgmLE s o i
FHS O B FARG L F R REERERI (Td hE R B R TER G TR
T HIFFEFHARNTFSATF C EFRATEOMA > £ & FERA L g
(Tepper, 2000, p.178) = | # % ¥ tiB 4 7 4 ¢ 7ARER N A H W englid 4 (Liu, Liao, &
Loi, 2012)~ B R8s 48, § # 22 p A 32 (Hannah et al., 2013)~ 4 »< 4 3.(Peng, Schaubroeck, & Yi,

2014) ¥ % pd B2 JI BRI (TR 4 ERR R A2 1 T fgez B 7% (Tepper,

] _—



2000) » 1 % jgt > §e4 b iz 5 (Peng, Schaubroeck, & Yi, 2014) » iz 17§ 384+ L )7 e
5 % > bl4rlee, Yun ¢ Srivastava (2013) HFT ¢ B L F R R DERT FHEF LG
BRI ABE A o ST v 3T R PR E A SR RS BB g
R R L £k LR o

Fout > KA 3 4 Priesemuth, Schminke, Ambrose £2 Folger (2014) gl s H 2% # %
BEBY EFR I - BRI nf o & BEMEOAR > 1T Z g d

1. 9pAk ¢ 3 4 g2 23, (social information processing theory ) crpLgh » B 1 ¢ 3 #o 4

A A g Y i Lo ‘T}K& BAZ LT OBRET R %ﬁd EEataes AN

kAL P EEE TR PRI T o F R I RS RIS R P AT
¥1le7 3 B EL ’frsﬁwtgm,ai}gﬁﬁﬁ,xl—"‘*mmﬁ;@ W g B Er

BAIP A - KRB RN RE & PG eSO F

2. RBBLF T e RS HeBNFL P 5 F B LAEF wA ack 0 2 £
LALGMER < 3T G F i (Hastie, 1984) 5 # o 3Ei 0 F ek & | BRSO
Fioo g+ - BHBEP N G FE o XA BT LT B e (Folger &

Cropanzano, 2001) -

3. A S EARHET B LV aA i T BE I e s p N E - B 43
- >4 ivH = @y (Duffy, Ganster, Shaw, Johnson, & Pagon, 2006; Liu, Liao,
& Loi, 2012) > @ % ¥ géﬁ-ﬁw—% 98 g RS F -5 2 2 4 % (Tepper, 2000) » i34t
75 ¥ HFEs g Ml X 7§ {HFHL 224 T £ (Greenbaum, Mawritz, Mayer,
& Priesemuth, 2013) -

45+ i v}‘kmﬁﬁ‘l&. AT GRS - MR snf iF 0 BiEd AN F

ST

» 4o 46 # 1 (ethical climate) ~ & % # % (justice climate) # % 2 # i (justice climate )
FOEE - G 3R R R BRI s R & 17 5 (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009) - 514 > &8 3

=
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2.2. wpxiE (psychological empowerment)

FA4E (empowerment) 1T~ #c¢ 2 5 FEAFTEFIFRAFIL S N2 - 0 BE R
PAAF P EREITRR I o T o oG B isiea A4 {4 ehirnd R - Holt,

Love ¥7Nesan (2000) #-pr#F 7 % 5 B 1 EHFHE 4 o0 & Lee £2Koh (2001) P|#-pRiEL 5 B
B i ERE e R BT P adRS T RS i 5 (behavior) s f],%ﬁ 1
T OB s g werA 4 g Aok i (psychological state) © FIVAEF
AREr AP ERAEASZ S 2 ALK ¢34 (Lee & Koh, 2001; Matthews, Diaz, & Cole,

2003; Spreitzer, 1995, 1996; Thomas & Velthouse, 1990) - ]t » Conger ¥ Kanungo (1988) :#-p&

BEARHE I A EanPE Y o AR S L2 S 5 4p 023 Greasley et al. (2008)
= BRE ALY @v—*ﬁ pair b B P e g fapd RORIFARK .
LR i LR LS S AL LS S

AFBERI2 89 SBT3 AREOT R 37 i £ PUEE UIVE R
oo R X 5 £ Bk JR(Conger & Kanungo, 1988; Greasley et al., 2008; 2005; Holt et al.,
2000; Mills & Ungson, 2003; Thomas & Velthouse, 1990) » Peccei £2 Rosenthal (2001) 7= = & #~

THRFHAR I hemnies 20§ o AT AR SRR L § 0 Ritd AR ES

v
o]
S
%
¥
o
v 7
G
ke
pay
™

v

“

W
FIIS

AU AP RREER PRt S R ERREE

REED 2 Feo Rr Ao mpRiEF 1T e BER %, ;& (Conger & Kanungo, 1988;
Spreitzer, 1995, 1996; Thomas & Velthouse, 1990) :
1. & (meaning) : 1 ¥t enp & P eh2 § B2 4 LRDBLHZ T BHF g L
P2 s i &7 @ o7 4 & (Spreitzer, 1995; Thomas & Velthouse, 1990) ;
2. it 3 (competence): it % — B A 4p i3 p o At d9 R =32 i Earani 4 (Conger & Kanungo,
1988) ;
3. p A% (self-determination) : B4 A E 1 (F/E % » w i BN I FHF o

p 24 (Greasley et al., 2008) ; ¥ ¢t » Thomas £2\elthouse (1990) 7= # ) 4p v enpr 4 fe



A0 d G TESR (choice) e
4. FE (impact): B 885 B FM > 1 17 F v ~ Frcg 2 A ) iR & (Spreitzer, 1995) o
d PV A STRRREN G e B A B AP 1 TR BB A HL FL R &

—_ A~

AT @ BRI R R B K %P $(Spreitzer, 1995) ; Thomas #2 Velthouse (1990)
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AR ERS A1 10T o3 o i L F oA P A (TR e RA
CTRPRAE R E G RN 1 (TR 2 4 FTet B 1 cha (T i A o AT AL
fE b AL
2.3. p 3 F ¥ (self-monitoring)

pAEfaPe L 403019724 d Snyder 44 > 31974 E - H Mg AT e R G T B A
TR A AFEDANLRARER > ) BHEE P AL AT REAEE RS
(Cangestad & Snyder, 2000; Snyder, 1974) > 2 % o A F e m & 3 6 > p AT ¢ A LR
Sk ¢ & (social cues) # % Az (Caldwell & O’ Reilly, 1982) « 8 i) ki > p AT A3 F
EH o B RES AAEL S B RBRBEIRE RBER NG EPFLEY 0 f Y
FrdF i s B A 245 3 # % (Cangestad & Snyder, 2000; Snyder & Cangestad, 1982; Snyder,
1974) s ApF ehs f AT A BMUOBHART AL pAFLERGEFER > p AR LA F
#c Ui p = (bethemselves) ; (Scott, Barnes, & Wagner, 2012) -

BEHES G P ATER PR EERE IR B R R B P E AR
i £ 5t (Gangestad & Snyder, 2000; Snyder, 1974) - & #3725 - F R P A EHH AR
AR AR frk (Larkin, 1987) 0 BRFA R 0 B A A A F N £ TR LR RN
M 2L B SR g S (Baron, 19809) 0 Flet Ak b i F AL I TIE o F B w0 LA
%J‘Ff(Dobbins, Long, & Dedrick, 1990; Kilduff & Day, 1994) = £ & » #3347 § 7 4p 11 F K ihp
AT E T e A E AR IF D E I 552 B hl ((Scott, Barnes, & Wagner, 2012) 5 @ g S E

2

Fre& B A -4k 4 (emotional manipulation) 2o & £ 5 & ¥ 0Bk % (Grieve, 2011) - & 3 &

Rauthmann (2011) c7#@ 3 ¢ # > P AT A o HFF2F 3 B Far e M ko 4o p &

(narcissism) £ 5 zk 4] (machiavellianism)- & f A E 476 B4 waiis (7 §FHF %)



ZTFT o R R EL e R RFRE IR CERENRES 7T L AT IR 2R

24, 11

H\\'

(flow at work)

w3 imiE ? o g FCsikszentmihalyi (1997, p.29) 4 itimiE Mk s 5 T E A PR R
PHEANRELED B - RHEEIELEFOR G c MR A LEAR T 'f]f’ﬁ‘: s WRTEF
kB IpenS ko AL g L A E 298 5§ @ 35~ (Csikszentmihalyi, Rathunde & Whalen,
1993) o TR T RIHI R TR S T BRHATRIRE Y DR S FETE B AR K Rk
A% (Xanthopoulou, Baker, Heuven, Demerouti & Schaufeli, 2008, p. 347) - , Csikszentmihalyi % 3
FoimEMEREEERER S C F A 2 p B Aot 4 R P FRFE G
PR~ SRR A > 2 AR IRE > * T AR 5 SRS % (optimal experience) o iEfE
B R R ¥ F A 5 - BAHRFPIRRHANE 2 p AN PRy

P LR8I 4 T AR Ak fi (Csikszentmihalyi, Harper, & Row, 1990) - iz %85 §_4 %7

BA Rk T A A foB B R G IR R ] E 8 AR BB 1t 3 35 i(Sedig,
2007) «

MAEPLA PET 2 RRAY A Aed 2 E A TR A R E A A 4 FTRE E A (Kasa &
Hassan, 2013) > 2@ » & = W fo RiT# 4 #iuizanpe &3 » s L T3 453 ¢ Bakker
(2005) #-impr g sl » miT L P Hiaivmrd - Beliagsk? 2 B4 ki
FAFDFUED > ARV UL ZBHER F F2A P BMAELFE P AL TR H
Wk 4T o
1. 2# 74 (absorption) : 2# Fiii- AR 2B FRGE B 1BE 1T MR
% e PE R en i dr{e £ % en%E 47 (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990) -

2. # i (workenjoyment) : F4p R 1 % X3 p e cha feg ¢ > X P EA AW P
T F A 1w R (Veehoven, 1984); ¢t 3% ¢ F]E ] 4 8k T iw ik sk A 3 o0
wnArfe i g #73%k (Diener, 2000; Diener & Diener, 1996) -

3. f &1 (T ¥ (intrinsic work motivation) : p 1 iFH Wdp e E R 1 v d i p

1 xtdk_ﬁ/m#‘rﬁﬁ"rﬁual% s GlArEAR S R E RR R T Y R xh Al iriEae e



5 7y Bfrid 4, oM (Deci & Ryan, 1985) = § ettt ieds s § & f 1 %41 (v 1
2ARY T ¥ > BEIFHIHK 2 P (Harackiewicz & Elliot, 1998) -
TR HMITE KA A BT AEI & o Glhe F HE N IR SRRk o

Chen (2006) #= % 45 & » 4 F 258k 3% 24 & iz g %m%%%ﬁ’éﬁé@ﬁﬁﬁﬁ‘%ﬁ‘

m
4

%%@%\@£@é§@4ﬁgﬂ$%§$g,ﬁﬁy: R 4 o AR TR G
Abbott (2000) #Fit4eir @ * MEE AL L § P b lied 2 OF Y S N o G F 1 g
Pl ,]%7, % 5 (e (& it BRI (TR Ak & o 4o Csikszentmihalyi 2
Rathunde (1993) 5 1 iFiwiz 5 BAP A » FI15 & PR 2R EHT B RE S
it SRt s A W A FE PR e 17 (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990) > F A Bryce #2 Haworth (2002) #=

TPHETOVAREER > AP AL TR R SMRIITR c FE T o WREHRS

e

Lot Faesmyar DU R AL AT EE S G MR S 17&5}% o

25. =3 B&#x (theory and hypotheses)

i

251 % @%,“E‘%s? o~ u TR RRE Y 1 (T

ERERS 2 RGP RFAL S S EI ] 5

i

o eSS E

iR R FEET 2t | 1 hfli 4 (Lee, Yun, & Srivastava, 2013) 5 77§ S e 3 s
AFPF FRETL A AEAFEA R E T ERPIAEE A LB A ) -
fPenfi R & RI2 0 k@ T G OEERR B R hf i (Priesemuth, Schminke, Ambrose, & Folger,
2014) o #A7 G AIPpAL € UL AILIL G BB S 0 B 6 4 B4R F 4R A 60 R Y
Lo d L RAd p R fRp DATRATRE T Ft 0 § A F 3§ e
FEFAE TAAFREA R FFOE RS ST E TN RDER DA B
| % 1 ‘= 5% p (Folger & Cropanzano, 2001) e

AR R T H BT foS | 2 BFang iviE 4z & i 2 (Priesemuth, Schminke,
Ambrose, & Folger, 2014) > #Cropanzano Li ¥2Benson (2011) %7 % ¢ 32> B 1 chw 2%

BEHBHEAERLARP LA s bk 1N -BE R ORI PRAEY > A A wlE

DAEREMA 0 A IR 3 0E f]‘%;’@‘;‘ééﬂl T2 gk s o £ F o Tepper, Duffy,



Hoobler & Ensley (2004) # 3 % #m » BHE Fa P EXPLF 2 §FEPRRAER - p
e e f’tj&i;‘g?s}i,i&éﬁfﬁ » 33 g0 e e % eniT 5 (Peng, Schaubroeck, & Yi, 2014) o d jt 7

Ao gl AP R A wiR b TR F G o AR R R PR S m A OM e o

b

ZFEF forenbf ko

¥

AP iEmESE R FHEEF e R oha T
Hi: 2372 §5EF 3483 > F 11 FmREK-.

2 7‘;,17‘; uﬂ“’?ﬁﬁfé* P g‘;—?%’ﬂk llf i ﬁ a1 l't‘uu,f—"L ﬁ'.&a'”;a\,ﬁ’_é‘_-ﬁ e N & 4 E‘i:? 7
FEEFGERAI IR Tl ol B LRIHEIgheRBpETLL7 §
ISR S LS P R
FE K FFEHEF RS ILS 2 4py § i (Lawler, Mohrman, & Benson, 2001)
PRI ™A RIAFRAES > @A sk I R B Y 2k 4 3 (Boudrias,

Morin, & Brodeur, 2012) - Greasley % 4 (2008) # % % R 1 € Fls L g P fEr T iz » @

#B P fk’gjliji‘fr' PrdFp e g 0T o F o ﬁlrrﬁj_L?mugg;‘ufg,%Jﬁ B5 3§ $Feha iF
MRz R EEMALNE D A AR FCFIBEA I L FALOBE P A R

FiE o TRAR A FHEFOD AT EA LB T EHE FA 4 HF (Greenbaum, Mawritz,
Mayer, & Priesemuth, 2013) » 4o% B 1 3 F]pt @ @2 L 2 D3 5 RS g4 0 IR
o B ek §0 0 ¢ 5 5 (Greasley et al., 2008) » & &£ 3 3n 5 ot BT 'L PR BT e
gk#ﬂ s R L FRRBRA FHEF LG R 2 4] 4 (Lee, Yun, & Srivastava
2013)> Fli bl FARLOEERET > FIHIF LY A FFEOF R NG - =y
FROIRILZRFAREFALIZAFEEDH S g R LBy 1T GEag
Wendam? 5 0 R AFTRECEREE R 11 TR EF EFr v B fég.ﬂ_fﬂw Téﬁ’g‘

LFmgd A R BRREDE RS M B EF A0 Ak 5 i

Ho: SZEEEY A3 §FEF BRI EmBenf s BF

252 pATHE YOEEF Be 1 TRy e & iEr
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BAORBIUEERAT AR BEEFF AN P e iRy 0 PHA S
g 4% 3% pF i (Csikszentmihalyi, Harper, & Row, 1990) » 7= ¥ » B A it 4 B R ¥§ 5 ep
B4 RPRPE S g AXH FIAARTOET o KA 0 RAFAFREF BT B
dele h HB AR DI FRE > F ACEIZAER T 5 3 AL s o S5

v

BE2FEFF G e BT AFLRL A ERDBIPF LR DES .

]

I}

19pE3 ¥ g7 0 L p AR oMLY > ETAREAFp TERNE
{7 5 (Gangestad & Snyder, 2000) > #7r4 BB -E b A 4 fid 0 0 OF ph G UAF T (ErTa
(Caldwell, & O’ Reilly, 1982) > % % /"T m 4k bz ¥ 3% 2 (Dobbins, Long, & Dedrick, 1990;
Kilduff & Day, 1994) - & s+ 7 Ja gt > T { B FELEFFEEDT R AN A ER
FRERRRR > BHALARNERL T B @Lp e SR FFFHELHE o ApF
o P AT BMOBRE AR XRT 0 BIRF AR T 5 B IS i & (Scott, Barnes, &
Wagner, 2012) » ]t 1 (T £ R 73 4o p AT A B F 0l 1 > #F w372 4 R (Caldwell, &
O’ Reilly, 1982) 5 - pF » & ' x $HFH Y R 2 F i > AP B Hp AT L

@%ﬁl’éj§$z§g%§&#$WW§4’éﬂkﬂifhﬂgﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ’%ﬁﬁag

’“‘t—*ﬁ

BE ST IER > B I XL AF AR ELHRG > (L TmEaf e BE

Felurgpo AETHGEA)ATHDRL > FLERPFARER D F P A

oo dor o 'k > Fpl s 30k E;ﬁﬁﬁnng‘g&gﬁ,y s B g-ﬁ»;‘gﬁ Gyt BT A
WESRGEr S ep ATHEhiaiirgsni 2 gFEF a1 Tz fa e

GRIAAERENSAEREFEHE L (CBe) v (62 5 f ATIRRARN B ]

B T AREE o

253 WL p A E AN ik
G PR AP R 1 e T R 0 BRI i %5 2
£ p &~ { 4P fz(Dimitriades, 2005; Menon, 2001) > 1 T+ & 5 & &2 { § chp d & K iFid

i (Greasley et al., 2008) » 4t % § 2430 B T i@ L~ 1 1727 o 52R 7§ E‘%% iR



TR TR ERBATIFTRYE B 1R RELREFLIZIFHEEIE L 0§
@it e {4y 4 1 iv(Lee, Yun, & Srivastava 2013) » F]ut o S IRRRE R RS e
EmE2 FFim BE3IRA P A v s 7 &

¥ - % o Snyder (1974) & p A EEFRET] p A ERLEA S HIR Y PR

i

F 2t 5tan - B3 2deha (74 3 R4 0 B g R ayenl1 (T BRIV £
¢h{7 4 # 3.(Scott, Barnes, & Wagner, 2012) o ¢ » 2T 33 h b? FEEF FL T 0 pAE

RO IR FAREF RN T REeEp OB S RERAFER P SR F LS

AAEAEEELHE T GEAE R EF RSB o H A AT R
L ERIFFDLFRF o AF N P AT AR ARR LR Rh 7 2R

ehig % (Pagano & Debono, 2011) » # 4 SR -3 % 1 chF Tt > 02 &7 §FHF B &
HRERY LA ?Zgﬁ“%’mf’?‘ b¥ g ARZERDNEWOL T LR HE B PR
)"ﬁf\_"%ﬁ T‘IJ Bl ? E?"’J a iT P FT‘J’FE:J ’ |E' ]’5_{( l% 1o ,FB ﬂ% é‘%&%% n;:rr‘l &i‘a e d&;m%ﬁ—/ﬁ/%l

e g o SF g PETT AP E Y Ak e g2 Ap ATHEREG DA -

Hy: pAERENFOBREHF FFEF BRI EmB L+ R P 1167 J pAEER
RARIC » pu @ A 10 4855 o

TR E

Hi Level-2

H: Level-1
pAER

\ \
Hs Ha
:uz:—%*g > .1 I‘E—/'l’[:/rj’:‘-
Bl & f %W
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3.2y i
313 R E W RIS

AR P (D) A F R EF IR PR B (2) SEBRELT Y
FHF e ha mrriEp Y A en? A d] S (3) pATHTAL R EIEY
WA (4) pATHRAECEREL FEEF EEBI TrEM B A2 o e Y Ak
So F s AFTHEHET A FEEFE T mBRE ST p AT, w2 TadEnR ) B8
ﬁ»{g,j%yﬁﬁgﬁﬂmo?ﬁ’@%MWW$§§ﬁQmm%ﬁ’é%ﬁm?%
R G AR RRAL (B P FEEFIE) B W AERY P AFTRLETRME . FP A A
Y Rt PR O BER AR g TR R SRR
Bl AFTHEURR (BAEHERERY) L350 uz gL (Timel £ Time2) i
fFrapl o fm s BRATHRICE TR L L B2 %R (common method variance, CMV) i 3%
if 32 e A 4 (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003)

= — =

EWRAEA G AFTIENEFRILATHE LAY RAFAET LY T

3y

W B R AT R TR R 2 A kTR 3 0100 BERIFEF
BEFTHCE - N ERIT3 6 AT EAUT RS FLRARME L2 24> ¥
T OAE R K 6 AUt R I AR c B AP RS EAL R
ARSI NI FAFZEFAIFFEFLLLR - R LB S LRI F D
CEBBEFFAT P BBz 5P > UKL E 2Tt ME Il
MR (BARERERE) FE - DERPHUEPREr IEMFT L~ A ATHREY
FRELEEFF RN L2 E 0 o aTimelp > v ¢ 3R RL B e 8EEF > by
GHEAREI IR L LML ER T P AR ANEE L 0 f e w4 F

s ATIMe2F » F B e A2 7RI R L Eom v ¢ FEEEHAALET £2Timel
ZRFEE c FUFLEEFOIRF P TR T L EHF T o Bl AFEY

TF
E-¥b ¥t R 7 5 4R g pi(follow-up) shdew ez 35N R ERER L 2w oje oo

13



32 REBRAFT1E

MR EEALZEY 20 0 AP RLTRGEAER st RZ FRE L o gt RS
MmATE 2 P TR Emr PREL2Z AT B G LR EF I KRR
HEY EY 23D L 70 KA FE Y § 49w @i (back-translation) I % - L ¥t o
(Brislin, 1980) - #Fs" f# & N F &k o Bifd o AP Y e TR O - P HRA 2 2 B A
AR SR NieRFERIEIRP DT RERR -
321 7 FHEF

AET Y TR * Tepper *t2000 # 4rgf B2 3§ F#E A £ 3715 4L 1 i fhPriesemuth,
Schminke, Ambrose 22 Folger (2014) i » #-7 § K- et 6B W 3 2 o 5 20
Pldc TR E T AP RADBES R TR E EHBIES RS R 3 L
I35 i 4o s (aggregate) 07 3t RBRIE T YA EF o g R 0 e TS N T
% & =t (Chen, Kirkman, Kanfer, Allen, & Rosen, 2007; Liao, & Rupp, 2005) = ¢~ ¢t » 5 7 2% H
3 2 287 7 77 % James, Demaree 2 WoIf (1984) iy E3- % = 5% 12 % Bartko (1976) ~
James et al., (1984) ~Shrout ¢z Fleiss (1979) = p 4p BE % #~ 7 (intraclass correlation coefficient,
ICC) %448 ivix » kth 2 § W4 82 FAEF il 7 1 o TagfelCCuy 7 17 e irl
THE-AEFERI- RIEICCy T UKRRIET LR U (KR ) LAY R
KA RSB > BHiTwg 53707 210 2@ ~ICCq 30.77 - ICCq 5093 %A= 4 § &
HFrarimy? R eI Mg &

PEEEFGELAGUIBRATFRAF AT TR FEEG S P AR 0
Fol 27T A2 @ u/ie ® i F 28 EFAM 52 A7 T/ 2% ST IHRENP
B AT T/ BE* GHRDOEFLIHEAP 54 AT/ 5F SHhaiTEHEAP 5 £
T R AR RN ELHEN o AR AFTVR T ERDT FEEF AR
E&F -
3.2.2 T pRiE

< TR pRE R 4 ik * Spreitzer (1995) “rE B2 B A H Y Zow BiEG 0 B3R 12 AT
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, -

1(1) # R &en(meaning) £ 3= 3 bl TA L TR 2 2 R &9, (2) F 4
s(competence) 3= 4E 0 bilde T A 1 (FerE andkat 5 (3) p A (self-determination)
£ R Bl T¥3N e A T 17 Ag Al anp A4 (4) B4 (impact) £ 3=

3o blhe T ARG TP A E B L 4R

jul
-
&
m&\'_
¥
=g
&
ks
g%
3
ki
[y
=
D
pm |
(o]

BEREEHR AELFE AT VBCRRBERAALT -
323 p AT

AF 7 #* Lennox £ Wolfe (1984) #73F % chp A # 8 %> (2 4345Snyder (1974) = A #_

AR @ FEHNARBRCORARZ A LAR AT NS o L 53513 4o
o BHEw (1) A Fp 2 R R0 4 (ability to modify self-presentation) & 3+ = &L > b4e [ iz

BAF LG A §oo A A L RFIATRAL A G T AFRAT U EA
FE LA P EANNR RERFEADL R 5 (2) #He A2 F L AR A& (sensitivity to
expressive behavior of others) % 3= 42 > blde T H PR RS A PR X 02 F 8> A G dFaE

A NTE AT PUSFCH ePRAd @ o e AT R L g g o B MERIE et o e

S N Likert 6 gL8 4 »T1, 3 76, Auldp i N h4ry | 3 N T ey > B L¥ K i

my

FRERRERERGES > AT F 0 AT IVRR A E i 4 Ak .
3.24 1 iTmE

AFT 3 3 iFiiR angr R L4k * Bakker (2008) # 2 1 ik £ 4 (work-related flow
inventory, WOLF) » xRl £ pF & R iplf 2R3 38 2 2 §RE 2 (FF o B L4091 £ 3
13 BALP » ¢ 7= BHEe (1) 24 F/i(absorption) % 3-w AL > Glde T A A . A

Lt la- TS 5 (2); &A1 iv(work enjoyment) 3w 45 o Gide T g A A (FRE

Ao FixdF 5 (3) 3 iFH 8 (intrinsic work motivation) £+ 7 48 0 Glde A a1 iFh B kA
WAAEAL @ LR o TR E AN Likert - BRE A o f&%;‘?d—‘ﬁ E T Rdopt (ST &

G Aep ST e TP SRS ST et T et TR et A

~

I6mAh i TP LT eI AR ) AN RTIIFNEE

D

i
Ey%
o

3.25 #d| %
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RipELpMA TR 2 iT 3 ehe & (Kohlberg, 1981) ~ # 5 42 & (Umphress et al.,
2010) ~ 2 feB =22 & 3 (Aquino, Tripp, & Bies, 2001) -~ £ %](Maher & Bailey, 1999) * + r it
PRAGHWIEMALIEFREE T AT R RN SR T B

#TET EE G AR ERY BRI RED & T2 e, R

e

LARSpFLFREL g Q=22 F 1= 4) TS FE 6 PR B
RO =i 1 =9 1) Syt g R A R PRI AR BN Y R

TR A F YT 2 5 R o

I3 AL RAE
EFEAAITARR S R 0 AT ASEE S v i T e 7% E T F 4 17 (confirmatory
factor analysis, CFA) » d w B i & % #cti-d] if = 14 (fitness) s 4746 70 RFE R AFT L 978 *
2. % 4 £ 3 #w(discriminant) {3 & (convergent) »<j& o
bRt 2 o 0 AT 7 #-E4pKrull 22 MacKinnon (2001) =it a 4542 R ks T 7
FEEFE B TR d ke OB P A TEY c B AR §Z BHI (L)
AR EEFE BT REEREE (D) TR E W TR Y
CE) T FEF B H T R P FRET S OB e AR Y 5
BERFSB G4 o g LT ILRRE Y A T chlg F I AT -1k 5 Bauer, Preacher &
Gil (2006) 4% (bootstrapping) 1+ 5 S eniedy » B4 Ep A A2 ¢ 2 T2 Hag >
A F B R E 2w i 7 5 =%y % (number of bootstrap resample) - &3t iE § & - Frehs
* > 1% i | %rbootstrapped a i E & % B (bias-correctinterval) ¥ F & 2 0 kiTi ¢ 43
FEFE 2 ikdy o
Y- 51 8Fp AT e B2 A a8 ¢ 4 (moderated mediation) 4 47 0 A&
1 $% * Hayes (2013) #r#% 1 e1SPSS Macro MODMED #h ! 42 3% i& {7 23 & 878 27 1% 2 3\ fF 30k

% (conditional indirect effects at specific values of the moderator) #p] » 2 34 40T

NN
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Mi
W (w T2 BR )

X Y
PR ) (2 iFmiz)
¥13. Model Template 7 for PROCESS for SPSS
4. #+ 8%
41 FHBELFR A7
Iﬂ?]fﬁ%ﬂ%;}?f@\,uﬂgﬁc%\E’]}\‘.E”#ﬂ T%i%ﬁ( ¥y ZF&m,&gﬁ

1T R T B 7R 2 F] & 4 47 (Confirmatory Factor Analysis; CFA) » 1 # ] & Sz B ic B 5 72 %

PR LR R RN LT E G YRR -

b

AT S AR L A 0 AR G F RS G IR p AT ik

¥

v FE ) A A fe ) > H b fed B(CF) 5 0.95 ~ 2l 21 i fedn (NNFI) 2
0.94 ~ &% i 352 1324 £ (SRMR) 5 0.40 ~ 352 1217 1132(RMSEA) 5 0.80 » 32 5 i fedp 1%

LR

1 HREEFZ AT 5ER

Model ¥ (d.f) Ay’(4d.f) CFI NNFFI ~ SRMR  RMSEA
1. Four-factor model 479.35 (72) .95 .94 .04 .08
2. Three-factor model ? 852.01 (75) 372.66 (3) .90 .88 .06 A1
3. Three-factor model ° 1262.01 (75) 782.66 (3) .85 .82 15 13
4. Three-factor model © 2756.91 (75) 2277.56 (3) .66 .59 .25 .20
5. Two-factor model 3150.16 (77) 2670.81 (5) .62 .55 .26 21
6. One-factor model 4739.96 (78) 4260.61 (6) 42 32 27 25

A B AdSf PR TS L8
CFI: v+ i fedn 5  NNFI: 25 41 i fedn # ~ SRMR: 4538 1+ 35 49 £ - RMSEA: 32
LT 0 -
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TR AT IR - R

b Zg,ﬁ%}?ﬁ%ﬁggua‘:ﬁépﬁ—%ﬁz;

CAFHEF GO CRREL -

d Z%J’%*;@gf.;ﬁ,ugﬁuﬁgﬁpa B, pATHFEITNELSRF- ¥

Y- 5 d WAFT CERBE - AT B TmRi - 858 3FFEFE
% RGBT R FF 2 BN F1E ~ 17 (higher order confirmatory factor analysis) o 4 1547 7 4v
Pl BERE A fie B 401t 24 i fledy 1R
+ = ®(F) 5261.76 (d.f. = 48, p-value >.05) ~ i fie &t 45 #(GFI) 50.98 ~ i3

o i fie B 4 HR(AGFI) 5 0.93 1t fiif fedn #5(CF1) 5 0.97~ 250 31 i fedy H(NNFI)

%0.95 - 3 & fedp H(IF1) 5 0.98 ~ R34 it 357 125% £ (SRMR) % 0.40 ~ 357 {2i5 i

F(RMSEA) 5070 > = R 1 Bl % [ fm & ¢ i20.7 2k -

2. 1 iFmiE—+ 2 (P *256.74 (d.f. =51, p-value >.05) - if fie & 45 #%(GFI) %0.96 ~ 2
Nyt Ejaﬂ}:#}a - (AGFI) % 0.93-~ 1t fiif ﬁia:}ﬁ #%(CFl) 50.98~2t1 it 3§ gjaa‘% & (NNFI)
%0.96 ~ 3 & fedp H(IF1) 5 0.98 ~ #1341t 357 425% £ (SRMR) % 0.50 ~ 357 4245 i)
#(RMSEA) 5070 > 2 4R~ 5% f & 9207 2 k& -

3. wIZRREF S () A 299.41 (d.f. =44, p-value >.05) ~ if fiz & 45 #-(GFI) % 0.95 ~ i3
Nyt Ejaﬂ}:#}a E(AGFI) % 0.91- 1 fiif ﬁia:}ﬁ #E(CFI) 509721 it 3§ gjaa‘% & (NNFI)
%0.96 ~ 3 & fedp H(IF1) 5 0.97 ~ 3 i 357 1254 £ (SRMR) 2 0.70 ~ 357 {2i5 i)

#(RMSEA) 5080 f R~ 5% f w2 5207 2 k& -

S s el b RO CEARC L

R L i (d.f) GFI  AGFI  CFl  NNFFI  IFl  SRMR RMSEA
A AL 261.76 (48) 98 93 97 95 98 04 07
1 fEmiE 256.74 (51) .96 93 98 .96 98 05 07
wodf R 299.41 (44) .95 91 97 .96 97 07 .08

i GFL: i fe & 4p 1% ~ AGFL 12 I if fe & 4p ¥ ~ CFL vt i fredg 45 ~ NNFI 280 2R it 3 fiedfy
e~ IFL 3 @3 fedafh  SRMR: 2 397 1328 £« RMSEA: 357 3T i3 -
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4.2 tk dfp it fE it A4

AT G IR AR5 > B 52220 THEGA B L4214 o SRR ERR
o AR R AT A4 T o p AT T ofc L 455 (B £ 50.63) o BT 198k 5 4.58
(BB £ 5077) 1 iEmnTiof:414 (FEL 5084) 3 § A% F iz Lo s 179 (F
BLL067)c A AMAHE LRI FHEFFL 23 > 2 HAF g RaR A
% - @ 7 & (Reliability) * & » p 2* & ~Cronbach's Alpha 3 0.91 > &% & 4# Cronbach's Alpha
%0.92> 1 i¥jwizCronbach's Alpha %093 7 % ‘]‘5“5,%:5;: iz Cronbach's Alpha % 0.96° 353 0.7

ZBFRES T AT REELF LA RBE -

4 FRT o8 R EAPM AT F R A

R EH Tiafe HEL 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
T EE S 3
1. 1w 52 50 -
2. Edp 37.45 8.55 .03 -
3. T AR 2.98 93 .09™ -43" -
4. EF 8.35 7.36 -.03 687" 407 -
5. Bhi 46 50 -.05 517 14 43 -
6. p AT 455 63 -.04 207" -1577 197 16T 91
7. o R E 4,58 77 .05 18" .09” a1 347 45 92
8. 1 itz 4.14 84 -.02 247 .09™ 097 207 45T 7277 93
RS T
R A 1.79 67 .96

RS T (D) S ()

EdLEE T LLRIFERER

] ﬁzﬁz A (1) EF@) 2 FQ LT (4)

BAr A (L)~ 21 F(0)

- BLE %\ CpAE ‘ft"?,?i“f& 1 TEME

TEEL R RREFES

“p<.05 "p<.01; " p<.001;

£ 4 & e 48 £ 7 & A % #(Cronbach's Alpha) -

43 Axd e Nivr |3

RT3 %éﬁﬁ%v*1mm%‘ﬁmﬁﬁx%’%P*ui%ﬁﬁ
(Multiple Regression Analysis) ¢ 3¢ (Bootstrap) = 2k - 74 0 &3 R A% K&
Al TR FEEF AT M1 iz A AREB B3 -0.18 (1 =-6.60,

p-value =0.000) > # 77 37 § B ¥ iF& #f4e- H x> faeha Pz § 74018 ¥ = >
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Flot o - EE A o RS AR EFEEE AR I HL R e 2 ARE
B &5 -0.12(t=-5.10, p-value = 0.000) » % 77 33 § 35 iz * e - Hix > f 1 chiv
FRREQ € T'5012 Hiwo Ra » R BRI #5151 (F/E  RHEASHE ST
RLaedf i f i Efe R ARG > 1 Pl » #géﬁi » HARELB B 5 0.63 (t = 32.82,
p-value = 0.000) = #f » AF2 3 -7 FAEEF iz ~ R RRAEL 1 (TR - Ao » 247037
B B EHEF GFOLRE S TR OTERT SN R E G REFG A R A
FiRrligigorfpiEer FEFfiae1 TmzEa B 53 304 ¢ 4 (partial
mediation) »<% % &

L iE- Wk Aok ang e 7 %18 5 » + B (Monte Carlo) 2 #¥:;295% 7
0T B kiR o 13954 47 5% % B w > Boot & 5-0.10(SE=.03)> ¥ % & 5 [-0.16,-0.05]
B30 AT ERENY H2xk Ty 3 BB BEE S BHRoOEFILE -

5. A g EF g wRBREEI TR 4T

DV: 1 ieini® DV: 1 ieini® DV: =% g DV: 1 {2 DV: 1 ieini® DV: 1 ¥tz

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Bootstrap
Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE indirect effect
FAGIE o
" 3.20™" 317 357" 403" 4.00™"
¥ t=1508 2  t=1618 © t=2028 ¥ =200 ¥ t=2907 M
-.04 -.04 .07 -10" -10" -10"
M
25l t=-75 O t=gs O o149 O =7 M 2079 M (2579 W
. .03 .03 01" 02" 02" 02"
= & t=599 O t=619 % t=238 004 t=631 003 t=646 003 t=6.46 003
L -01 -01 147 -2 -16™ -2
RTAR t=-23 t=-18 0 t=a82 B (=53 2 (5 02 t=s524 02
o= -.02™" -01™" -.001 -02™ -01™ -01"
=7 t=-35 ' t=288 O t=-28 0% =4z 0% (-3g 0¥ (o35 003
.20 A7 AT -21™ -21™ -21™
iz t=323 t=268 % t=851 %  t=46a 0 t-ag " t-ags 0
ek | R
, N g™ e og™ og™
Hx - o
PR t=-660 0 t=s510 ® t=-416 % t=a16 ®
. y .63 62" .80
R t=3282 92 t=3106 2 (=310
R? .08 12 16 57 58 58
AR? .04 .02 50 50

. "p<.05 "p<.01.”"p<.001.
Partial effect: Boot = -0.10, SE = 0.03, Lower =-0.16, Upper = -0.05.

44 AEIETHRE
AR AT AT FEEF GO IR SR ok 0 AF TR S L FiE

AN AR R AT 464  AF TR AT B RE T o AR g
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MR F g A AREMB E5 -0.12 (t=-5.10, p-value = 0.000) » £ 77 fe 5 %
FREF FE - H o Rl R 47 %012 F o qpF o § | 1 AR p A

ELFTRE Bl R A 0 ARECB 5 035 (t = 1542, pvalue =
0000)° ¥ = > &% §HEF FHAATHDLI R T AFTHFRY AL AT P
R BB BFR N FEEF R HCIRED L BT

56 7 F RS F B AR e LR § A

DV: % g
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE
#ot F
" 3.59™ 357 3.657" 3.66™"
L& t=2013 18 t=2028 18 t=22091 10 t=2343 16
.07 .07 .09" .09"
M
B t = 1.54 05 t=1.49 05 t=219 04 t=206
) 01" 01" .01 .01
e t=23 004 t=238 004 t=179 004 t=163 004
-t 147 4™ 16 16"
TR t=ann 03 t=ag2 08 t=636 O3 t=639 03
. -.004 -.001 -01 -.004
=T t=-ga 004 t=-28 004 t=-175 004 t=-101 004
e P e e
B i
F= t = 8.89 06 t=851 06 t=gg1 t=go1
sk | Bk
Yo e e -12" 117
) (&; ‘Fl %’ﬁ} 3 t=-510 .02 t=-4.94 .02
o 35 s
PAEE t=1542 0 t=1433 0
%3 e o O
R? 14 16 32 34
AR? .02 16 .02

:t."p<.05, "p<.01.""p<.001,
LIAEY = 2 g;ng;%:gf.; * p o e

-\

Eir

PHAeT 2 A 0 R B AR A F R R g A

\\\

Fodd §REFaads LI BAPATEEFORL R 3 LI eR) 6§ 5B

> HSlop-test %-0.01 (t=-0.37, p-value = 0.711) AE & F K& ; R > p AT IF TR
PR3 R E TR ERA AR ES Faugss o A { e HAR g 5 B8 H Slop-test

%-0.20 (t=-3.68, p-value = 0.000) Az ¥ K& o B = FI| L ¥ o
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Slop-test for LOW
- 42
g self-monitoring =
44 e e e e
: iy - -20 (t=-3.68,
=
E 8 ——TLow Seli p-value = 0.000)
= Monitoring
] 36 4
i
2 a4 Slop-test for HIGH
s 7 -® -High Self- o
3 Monitoring self-monitoring =
& 3 g
-01(t=-0.37,
’ LOW ' HIGH p-value = 0.711)

Abusive Supervision Climate

B2 3 4 ®
zx. Low self-monitoring 7 p 3\ F M3t T 3582 1 2 £ % 1 ; High self-monitoring % p & &
o Tiogz 1 BHREZ -

45 ¢ fiE* B 4 T

1w

Rt sires s FIHignoBREL? g FEfRe1 finzL B 27
Me? izck 3Fh P pATIAR 3{%"%%1’%&—%%%%&1@?4 B E o ook o M
AFEPERRRAATETEAS TR GRS G R FEL R ARE oG
o AT KRN AT EE R g &5 ¢ 4 $03) (Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes 2007) - i&
- HEFEL LR MARRRO) AT EFTHCEREY TR ETAEGEE - RFL A
FE A6 7 o ML oR0.93 BIFR L Hp ARy o REAT R FEa
EpEb the 290 Aiv* > H iRk @ 5-0.16 (SE=0.03) > F195% 1 ¥ % R 5 [-0.22,-0.10]
Ao z0iApk i §30T308098 RHRF L g AFHRE F > CERIE LT FPEEF E
gaivpEMg R 2Y Aivr > FO5% R e ¢ 70[-0.07,0.14 ] #rt s 3| R 3F

26 AEREF B P AT wERES L FRELAENY A 04

B fsch B Boot SE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI
-93SD -.16 .03 -.22 -.10
PR o R .08 .02 .04 A1
.98 SD -.01 .03 -.07 .04

#x. Bootstrap sample size = 5,000.
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@4@@%&’mﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁé&%@ﬁ’?uﬁ4%$$

R
STEABARE - BRD T ROMAF » DBE LTS AAFTY ARY R

>‘1\v

HAESWRAE2 B o Y A0 (v § RHRIITEAGRE o 2 AT

Wy
)
\!
b2
Fm
B
S
ot
N
~my
+y
L
N
=
‘ﬁ
%
\g\:
_r
&
)—L

HRET  LFAFEFEFFE A EFLENE T 2 FRE
fARMEF O FI LRI FEEIIPIR L EL § R
e AFE Y AR TR A %ﬁ,‘;‘fgéﬁ-%ﬁ%_ﬁfl EmiE2 B MEF A fak o ApAE
BOe o B RRPAERBETARL > 2 §EPERY AEREFEARE AF o §
AERAREARNE AR SR FEEF GO e RE R BMERL § R - &

o AT AEAEN Y AHASREY PR P AEREASCIEREY 12 FHEF R

"

R o

TR MG L EEL AR R AT AL KE R

51 RixRk*

AFTEFTESF FEEFE AR a0 TR GEALE R G EOR T
FAoRRED GRS ﬁb%ﬁ}ww ) T ARAT R E s WAL T B RN o 52
AP TERLE CARFEFEIVEP > @A XM FHF AT RAPR A2 75
H%amﬂém§1a@ﬁ%@%%iﬂﬁﬁﬂﬁ?iéﬂﬁiﬂﬁa’%ﬁ q PRI

=8

oM o AFTEREFEFET R AL LD
B RS AE R T RERRE TR A R 2R A AT R

Foo G4 ﬁl‘?i 2 R enTh & 2% »J.}%ggégu bRz T A o pLth s jxgzzwgfii,gggﬁ*ﬁﬁ.%%

G IEmREFARE R SRS LT R LEREAL L AT AL 0§ L4
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52 F§ U A RFEL S b

AP AP ERE  DERUT BB gAML AU AL R G A
FRBHAFED 2Bl by RRPEEY VA aHTIE e A ¥ (RBE
EREZ ) FIN O ZRARIFITR LI TAF R FHETIRAELT T heh

g
i

AR 5= GE AL g % N iprgk (FHe- B2 ) Rk (e k
THEF) ARG NEFLERFSZ2HBECMV) B L { TR N GUEFTE
(longitudinal ) &%= 3 23+ » w81 Tzt Sk - 2 &k A imﬁﬂ{—*ﬁ v AR Ra fETE
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Ethical/Unethical Leadership and Work Engagement:
The Mediation of Team Psychological Capital

Abstract

Work engagement has gained considerable attention from scholars because of its
predictive value for positive outcomes for individual employees. Uncovering the
factors that can contribute to promoting an employee’s work engagement in
organizations deserves attention from managers. To date, however, limited research
has dealt with the leadership predictors of both individual and team work engagement.
In this study we examined the relationships between ethical/unethical leadership on
work engagement at the work team level. We used surveys to collect data from a
sample of 317 full-time employees from 51 work teams in Taiwan. The results
showed that ethical leadership is positively related to team work engagement, whereas
abusive supervision climate is negatively related to engagement; additionally, these
relationships are mediated by team psychological capital.

Keywords: ethical leadership, unethical leadership, work engagement, team
psychological capital



Introduction

Work engagement has gained considerable attention from scholars because of its
predictive value for positive outcomes for individual employees, such as better
psychological well-being (Schaufeli, Taris, & van Rhenen, 2008) and higher work
performance (Bakker & Bal, 2010; Salanova, Agut, & Peird, 2005). Work engagement
refers to “a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized by
vigor,  dedication, and  absorption”  (Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Rom4,
& Bakker, 2002, p. 74). Given its significance for employees, uncovering the factors
that can contribute to promoting an employees’ work engagement in organizations
deserves more attention from managers. In the literature, the effects of various kinds
of antecedents, including job demands and job resources, on work engagement have
been examined empirically (Crawford, LePine, & Rich, 2010; Halbesleben, 2010;
Nahrgang, Morgeson, & Hofmann, 2011). However, limited research has dealt with
the leadership predictors of work engagement. Bakker, Albrecht, and Leiter (2011)
called for more studies to investigate the roles of leaders in fostering their followers’
work engagement. In response to this call and to enrich our understanding of how
good and bad leaderships affect employees’ cognitive appraisals of their work, the
present study focuses itself on exploring the effects of ethical and unethical
leaderships on employee work engagement.

Another issue deserves our attention is that the mechanisms and processes by
which leaders exert their influence on their followers’ work engagement has remained
unexplored in the literature. The present study intends to examine the potential
mediating effect of psychological capital on the relationship between leadership and
employee work engagement. Psychological capital, defined as “an individual’s
positive psychological state of development which is characterized by self-efficacy,
optimism, hope, and resilience” (Luthans, Youssef, & Avolio, 2007, p. 3), has been
conceived as an important personal (psychological) resource. Research has shown that
psychological capital which is affected by a variety of leadership behaviors, such as
transformational leadership (Gooty, Gavin, Johnson, Frazier, & Snow, 2009) and
authentic leadership (Rego, Sousa, Marques, & Cunha, 2012) can have a substantial
impact on employee work engagement (Bakker et al., 2011; Xanthopoulou, Bakker,
Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2007, 2009). Findings from the above studies seem to imply
that psychological capital can work as an important mechanism to transmit the
influences of leadership on employee work engagement. Hence, we are interested in
knowing whether there is a mediation effect of psychological capital on the
relationship between ethical/unethical leadership and employee work engagement.

In this study (see Figure 1) we examine how ethical/unethical leadership affects
team work engagement through team psychological capital. As noted by Trevino,



Brown, and Hartman (2003), at the group level, ethical leadership has effects on the
collective mood of the followers’ group, the long-term goals of organization, and the
interests of multi-stakeholders of organization. Therefore, we argue that ethical and
unethical leadership can affect team work engagement through the mediation of team
psychological capital

Literature Review and Hypotheses

Ethical and unethical leadership

Ethical leadership. In their qualitative investigation, Trevifio and colleagues
(Trevino et al., 2003; Trevino, Hartman, & Brown, 2000) theorized that ethical
leadership includes two important dimensions: moral persons and moral managers.
Ethical leaders are thought to be moral persons because they are honest and
trustworthy, take good care of their people, and do the right things in both their
personal and professional lives. They make decisions based on values and ethical
decision rules, and they are fair and concerned about stakeholders’ interests and
long-term outcomes. On the other hand, as moral managers, ethical leaders are clear
about their expectations of followers. They are visible role models of ethical behavior,
communicate with their people about their ethical and values-based expectations, and
use the reward system to hold followers accountable for ethical conduct. Building on
this qualitative investigation, Brown, Trevifio, and Harrison (2005) defined ethical
leadership as “the demonstration of normatively appropriate conduct through personal
actions and interpersonal relationships, and the promotion of such conduct to
followers through two-way communication reinforcement, and decision-making” (p.
120). The first part of this definition (“demonstration of normatively appropriate
conduct”) refers to the moral person aspect of ethical leadership, whereas the second
part (“the promotion of such conduct to followers™) refers to the moral manager
aspect of ethical leadership.

Unethical leadership. In contrast to ethical leadership, unethical leadership (also
called destructive leadership) has been defined as “behaviors conducted and decisions
made by organizational leaders that are illegal and/or violate moral standards, and
those that impose processes and structures that promote unethical conduct by
followers” (Brown & Mitchell, 2010, p. 588). A variety of forms of destructive
leadership have been put forth in the literature, and recently, these behaviors have
been explicitly defined as “unethical” (Brown & Mitchell, 2010). Examples of
unethical leadership include tyrannical leadership (Ashforth, 1994), toxic leadership
(Frost, 2004), negative mentoring (Eby, McManus, Simon, & Russell, 2000), and
supervisor undermining (Duffy, Ganster, & Pagon, 2002), but most of the work
conducted to date has employed the term abusive supervision (Tepper, 2000).



Therefore, following the majority of previous studies, the present study
operationalizes unethical leadership using the construct of abusive supervision.
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). Examples of abusive supervision
include rudeness, intimidation, public criticism, and inconsiderate actions. Previous
studies (e.g., Tepper, 2000; Tepper, 2007; Tepper, Moss, Lockhart & Carr, 2007) have
shown that subordinates who perceive their supervisors as being abusive are more
likely to quit their jobs, have lower job and life satisfaction, lower organizational
commitment, experience greater conflict between work and family, and report
increased psychological distress.

Work engagement

Work engagement is defined as “a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind
that is characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption” (Schaufeli et al., 2002,
p. 74). Vigor refers to experiencing high levels of energy and mental resilience while
working, the willingness to invest effort in work, and persistence even in the face of
difficulties. Dedication refers to being strongly involved in one’s work, and
experiencing a sense of significance, enthusiasm, inspiration, pride, and challenge.
Absorption is characterized by being fully concentrated and happily engrossed in
work (Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter, & Taris, 2008).

The Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007;
Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001) provides a potentially useful
conceptual framework for studying the mechanisms through which job demands and
resources relate to work engagement. According to the JD-R model (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2007; Demerouti et al., 2001), the characteristics of work environments
can be classified into two general categories: job demands and job resources. Job
demands refer to the physical, psychological, social, or organizational aspects of the
job that require sustained physical, cognitive, and emotional effort and are therefore
associated with certain physiological and psychological costs. Examples of job
demands include high work pressure, an unfavorable physical environment, and
emotionally demanding interactions. Job resources, on the other hand, refer to the
physical, psychological, social, or organizational aspects of the job that help
employees achieve work goals, reduce job demands and their associated physiological
and psychological costs, and stimulate personal growth, learning, and development.
Examples of job resources include autonomy, feedback, a supportive environment,
and opportunities for development (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Demerouti et al.,
2001).



Effects of ethical/unethical Leadership on team work engagement

Salanova et al. (2005) illustrated that work engagement can be conceived as a
collective, team-level experience. Shared experiences of work engagement at the team
level can be conceptualized as an example of collective mood. One possible way a
team could gain a collective mood is that team members affect each other’s moods
such that mood converging (Bakker et al., 2011; Bakker, van Emmerik, & Euwema,
2006). This process is similar to what has been described as “emotional contagion”
(Hatfield, Cacioppo, & Rapson, 1994). It is conceivable that individual-level work
engagement can transmit from one employee to another, consciously and
unconsciously through socializing and interaction among employees and form a
team-level work engagement (Bakker et al., 2006).

We propose that ethical and unethical leadership can affect team-level work
engagement. Leaders often engage in behaviors that are not directed toward specific
individuals but toward work unit as a whole. As noted by Trevifio et al. (2003), at the
group level, ethical leadership focuses its concern for the collective good of work
group, the long-term goal of organization and the interests of multi-stakeholders.
Drawing on the JD-R model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Demerouti et al., 2001), we
suggest that ethical leadership can form a resourceful and supportive work
environment which provides group members with job resources to let them stay
highly engaged in their work team. In contrast, group members working under an
unethical leadership are likely to receive less job resources and support from their
superior, and consequently become unengaged with their team work. Empirical
research (Priesemuth et al., 2013) showed that abusive supervision climate has a
negative impact on group identification, collective efficacy, and group cooperation,
the needed factors facilitating team work engagement. As a result, it is likely that
there exists a negative relationship between abusive supervision climate and team
work engagement. Accordly, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 1: Ethical leadership is positively related to team work
engagement.

Hypothesis 2: Abusive supervision climate is negatively related to team work
engagement.

Psychology capital

Psychological capital is defined as “an individual’s positive psychological state
of development that is characterized by: (1) having confidence (self-efficacy) to take
on and put in the necessary effort to succeed at challenging tasks; (2) making a
positive attribution (optimism) about succeeding now and in the future; (3)
persevering toward goals and, when necessary, redirecting paths to goals (hope) in
order to succeed; and (4) when beset by problems and adversity, sustaining and
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bouncing back and even beyond (resilience) to attain success” (Luthans et al., 2007, p.
3).

Most research to date has approached psychological capital as an individual-level
phenomenon. Recently, researchers have suggested that psychological capital can also
exist at the group level in the form of team psychological capital. From the
perspective of positive organizational behavior (POB), West, Patera, and Carsten
(2009) operationalized at the team level three core constructs of psychological capital
(self-efficacy, optimism, and resilience) and examined their associations with several
team outcomes. Drawing on Bandura’s (1997) notion of transiting personal efficacy to
collective efficacy, Walumbwa, Luthans, Avey, and Oke (2011) derived work-team
collective psychological capital from individual-level psychological capital and
examined the mediating role of team psychological capital on the relationship
between authentic leadership and work group’s desired outcomes (i.e., group
citizenship behavior, group performance). These two studies provided a rationale and
evidence for the existence of team psychological capital—a construct which can be
defined as the “group’s shared psychological state of development that is
characterized by self-efficacy, optimism, hope, and resilience” (Walumbwa et al.,
2011, p. 6).

Mediation effect of team psychological capital on the relationship between
ethical/unethical leadership and team work engagement

In line with the compatibility principle, a collective construct should be studied
in relation to other collective constructs at the same level of specificity (Ajzen, 2005),
we suggest that team psychological capital can act as a mediating mechanism linking
ethical or unethical leadership to team work engagement. Studies in the literature
have shown that job resources (as measured by job autonomy, supervisory coaching,
and team climate) are linked to employees’ work engagement through their
self-efficacy and optimism, (Llorens et al., 2007; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009), the two
key components of psychological capital. It is plausible that psychological capital
may play a mediating role in the influence ethical leadership (a resourceful job
situation) on employee work engagement. In contrast, employees’ psychological
capital would be mitigated when they are working under an unethical leadership (a
non-resourceful job situation), where in consequence a lower level of work
engagement will be resulted. Thus, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 3: Team psychological capital mediates the positive relationship
between ethical leadership and team work engagement.

Hypothesis 4: Team psychological capital mediates the negative relationship
between abusive supervision climate and team work engagement.



Method

Participants and Procedures

The participants in this study were full-time employees from 57 work teams in
Taiwan. The researchers contacted the managers of these companies and obtained
consent for the participation of their employees. Each participant received a question-
naire and a cover letter explaining the purpose of the study and assuring participants
of the confidentiality and anonymity of their responses. Completed questionnaires
were sealed in an envelope and returned directly to the researchers. A total of 600
questionnaires were distributed and 340 were returned. Of the 340 returned
questionnaires, 23 were eliminated because of missing responses. The final sample
consists of 317 full-time employees. Of the 317 participants, 51% are males and 49%
are females. The age of participants ranges from 19 to 63 years, with a mean of 34.94
years (SD = 8.18).

Measures

Ethical leadership. Group ethical leadership is measured using a referent-shift
consensus model (Chan, 1998), via the 10-item ELS developed by Brown et al. (2005),
for group level of analysis. Sample items include “My supervisor discusses ethics or
values with unit members.” Group members are asked to rate the extent to which they
agreed with statements using a 7-point Likert scale. The Cronbach’s alpha for this
scale was .90.

Abusive supervision climate. To measure abusive supervision climate, | use a
referent-shift consensus model (Chan, 1998) to modify the items on the abusive
supervision scale (Tepper, 2000) for group level of analysis. Group members are
asked to rate the extent to which they agreed with statements such as “My supervisor
ridicules members of my work group” using a 7-point scale. The Cronbach’s alpha for
this scale was .91.

Team psychological capital. To measure team psychological capital, | use a
referent-shift consensus model (Chan, 1998) to modify the items on the PCQ (Luthans,
Youssef, et al. (2007) for group level of analysis. Sample items include: “Members of
this group confidently contribute to discussions about the group’s strategy” (efficacy),
“Members of this group think of many ways to reach work goals” (hope), “Members
of this group are optimistic about what will happen to them in the future as it pertains
to work” (optimism), and “Members of this group usually take stressful things at work
in stride” (resilience). Group members rated their own psychological capital with a
r7-point scale. The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was .91.

Team work engagement. To measure team work engagement, we use a
referent-shift consensus model (Chan, 1998) to edit the items for group level of



analysis. The items of this measure are the result of the transformation of the UWES-9
(Schaufeli et al., 2006) from an individual referent to a group-level referent. Sample
items include: “Our team feels strong and vigorous” (vigor), “Our team inspires me”
(dedication), and “Our team is immersed in team work™ (absorption). Group members
rated their work engagement with a 7-poinmt scale. The Cronbach’s alpha for this
scale was .94.

Control variables. The demographic variables of gender, age, organizational
tenure, and education were included as individual-level control variables in the
statistical analyses, while team size is included as a group-level control variable.

Data Aggregation

To examine the appropriateness of data aggregation pertaining to ethical
leadership, abusive supervision climate, team psychological capital, and team work
engagement, we calculated the inter-rater agreement (rwg), intra-class correlation
coefficient, ICC(1), and reliability of group mean, ICC(2), for these variables (Bliese,
2000; James et al., 1993). The results showed that the average rug values for the 57
teams were .86 for ethical leadership, .91 for abusive supervision climate, .88 for team
psychological capital, and .90 for team work engagement. All exceeded the
conventionally accepted r,y of .70 (James et al., 1993), demonstrating a reasonable
level of agreement. Moreover, we calculated the ICC(1) and ICC(2) for the
aggregated measures (Bliese, 2000). The ICC(1) values were .14 for ethical
leadership, .14 for abusive supervision climate, .16 for team psychological capital,
and .25 for team work engagement, whereas the 1CC(2) values were .50 for ethical
leadership, .52 for abusive supervision climate, .53 for team psychological capital,
and .68 for team work engagement. These values indicate that significant
between-group variance exists for all study variables (Bliese, 2000). Based on the
above results, it is reasonable to aggregate team members’ responses to the team level.

Results

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics, reliability estimates, and correlations
of the study variables.

Hypothesis 1 proposed that ethical leadership is positively related to team work
engagement. As shown in Model 4 of Table 2, the results showed that ethical
leadership is positively related to team work engagement (f = .50, p < .001).
Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was supported.
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Hypothesis 2 proposed that abusive supervision is negatively related to team
work engagement. As can be seen in Model 6 of Table 2, the results showed that
abusive supervision is negatively related team to work engagement (f = -.54, p
<.001). Hence, Hypothesis 2 was supported.

Hypotheses 3 and 4 proposed that team psychological capital would mediate the
positive relationship between ethical leadership and team work engagement as well as
the negative relationship between abusive supervision climate and team work
engagement. To test for mediation, the results of the bootstrapping tests (Preacher &
Hayes, 2008) showed that the indirect effects of ethical leadership and abusive
supervision climate on team work engagement through team psychological capital
were significant. Specifically, for ethical leadership, the 95% confidence interval of
the indirect effect was (.11, .57), not containing zero; for abusive supervision climate,
the 95% confidence interval of the indirect effect was (-.39, -.06), which also
excluded zero. Together, these above results support Hypotheses 3 and 4.

Discussion

This study examined the association of the ethical and unethical leadership with
team work engagement, while also investigating the mediating effect of team
psychological capital on the above relationship. The results of this study are largely
consistent with our hypotheses, which may make several important contributions to
the leadership and work engagement literature.

The results found that ethical leadership is positively related to team work
engagement, whereas unethical leadership (abusive supervision climate) is negatively
related to team work engagement. The results suggest that team leader are encouraged
to exert the ethical leadership, and to refrain from forming the abusive supervision
climate in teams, to team members, because ethical leadership could facilitate team
work engagement, while unethical leadership might has a negative influence on team
work engagement.

The results showed that ethical leadership and abusive supervision climate were
associated with team work engagement through team psychological capital. The
support of the mediation effect of team psychological capital highlighted the
importance of team members’ shared positive psychological state. The present study
may contribute to the literature by showing that team psychological capital as an
important team resource can be used as a mediating mechanism to transfer the effect
of ethical/unethical leadership on team work engagement.

The results also showed that team work engagement can influence individual
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work engagement. This supports an argument in that the relationship between
individual work engagement and team work engagement may be crossover from the
team to individuals within the team (Bakker et al., 2011; Bakker et al., 2006).

Practical Implications

The findings from this study carry some practical implications for organizations
seeking to improve both individual and team work engagement. First, the results show
that ethical leadership has a significantly positive effect on team work engagement via
team psychological capital, whereas abusive supervision climate has a significantly
negative effect on team work engagement via team psychological capital. This
suggests that team leader can enhance team work engagement by behaving in a moral
manner and exerting more ethical management behaviors to their team members in
order to foster an ethical leadership atmosphere within a team. Alternatively, team
leader can also enhance team work engagement by avoiding fostering an abusive
supervision climate within a team, for example, team leaders may exert more cares
and concern to their team members and make clear the rules and procedures to be
followed by their team members.

Limitations

Despite its contributions, a number of limitations of this research should be noted.
The first is that its sample collection was restricted to companies in Taiwan. The
cross-cultural generalization of its findings may be limited. The second limitation
concerns the problem of CMV. All variables in this study were measured using
self-report responses from the same source which might induce CMV and bias the
results of hypotheses testing. However, this concern is mitigated by the aggregated
assessment of the group-level variables of ethical leadership, abusive supervision
climate, team psychological capital, team work engagement. The aggregation should
have prevented CMV, which often occurs at the individual-level assessment.
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Table 1. Means, standard deviations, coefficient alphas, and correlations among the variables

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5
Individual-level (n = 317)

1. Gender 51 50 --

2. Age 34.94 8.18 12 -

3. Tenure 6.48 6.72 .04 2% --

4. Education 3.14 .90 10 -.24%* -.36** --
Group-level (n =57)

1. Team size 5.56 1.20 --

2. Ethical leadership 5.15 48 -.04 -

3. Abusive supervision climate 2.32 .59 -16  -55** -

4. Team psychological capital 4.47 .36 .09 ATF* -.39** --

5. Team work engagement 4.29 53 A5 49** -.55** 68** -

Note: Numbers in parentheses are coefficient alphas.

*p <.05; **p <.01.
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Table 2.

Results of hierarchical regression analyses of Study 2.

Variable Team psychological capital Team work engagement

Model1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model5 Model6 Model7 Model8 Model 9

Control variable:

Team size 11 .03 .08 17 11 .06 .05 10 .06
Predictors:

Ethical leadership ABFF* .38* S0*** 23* 29%* .09

Abusive supervision climate -.39** -17 - 54F*xk 33 -.38** -.29*
Mediator:

Team psychological capital H7*** Sh**x* H2***
R? 24%* 13* 25** 2T*** H2x** 31x** 56*** B7x** S7x**
AR? 25*** 25x** 20%**
F values 8.28** 4.97* 6.02** 10.08***  18.86*** 12.04*** 22.88*** 10.16*** 17.17***

Note. N = 57. Standardized regression coefficients (beta) are shown in each equation.

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.
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