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Abstract This study investigated the mediating role that subordinates’ job satisfaction might play in influencing the
relationships between abusive supervision and subordinates’ organizational identification and workplace deviance
behavior(WDB-0). With data gathered from employees(N=281) representing a wide array of organizations, structural
equation modeling was used to test hypotheses. The results showed that abusive supervision is negatively related to
job satisfaction and consequently organizational identification, positively associated with organizational deviance
behavior through job satisfaction indirectly and has a direct effect on WDB-O.

Key Words : Abusive Supervision, Job satisfaction, Organizational Identification, Workplace Deviance
Behavior(WDB-0)
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S A davt ok B dTdAE FHERA A dS5ATE AAE stk
(convergent validity)s 37Fst7] 9laiA 7dal =gk Table 25 HW, Z}7te] W59 FHEGY I i
S o] g3 a, FHHENGA (discriminant validity) S & EFE/dFto]l BT V)R B2 o2 YER ] wEel
M7 Sl BRREAFZAVES ASSAEBL 2 Wl Hae] Suwgl,
A oE AN RG] Tolgold £, HFEY
[Table 1] Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis
variable item B B S.E. t P SMC
aslb 1.000 841 106
asld 1.098 893 054 20.160 .000 97
asl3 1134 863 .060 18.943 .000 44
asl2 1.109 .886 056 19.874 .000 785
asll 1.065 830 .060 17727 .000 689
asl0 1.052 817 061 17.259 .000 667
as9 936 765 .060 15.568 .000 585
Su'“;i‘:ji:ieon as8 1136 870 059 19221 000 757
as? 1.084 827 062 17.615 .000 684
asb 1.149 344 063 18.219 .000 12
asd 957 765 061 15.582 .000 586
asd 1.031 879 053 19.603 .000 174
as3 1.021 .880 052 19.643 .000 175
as2 1.071 .850 058 18.470 .000 723
asl 1.001 857 053 18.736 .000 135
jsl 1.000 198 637
job js2 1.058 .860 068 15.462 .000 740
satisfaction js3 952 804 066 14358 000 647
jsb 900 778 065 13.799 .000 605
oi4 1.149 147 109 10.587 .000 558
organizational 0i5 1.260 867 116 10833 000 751
identification
0i6 1.000 688 A73
wdb2 1.000 644 415
wdb3 943 706 093 10.093 .000 498
workplace wdb7 1183 800 107 11.126 000 640
deviance behavior wdb8 1215 811 108 11.234 000 657
wdbh9 1.051 802 094 11.147 .000 643
wdbll 976 122 095 10.278 .000 521
n=281, x*=909.515, df=344, p=.000, IFI=916, TLI=.908, CFI=916, RMSEA=.077
[Table 2] Results of Convergent Validity and Discriminant Validity
validity suapt();iii\éieon job satisfaction ?fiii?fiigzzzl WDB-0O
convergent 986 924 364 956
discriminant 825 753 681 785
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“1e)3 Table 38 BRI EEAAL JAA L A8 0.2 gAte] w17 A hEe] Bate] A
He ANSI ek AR MR gE ael 2 sho] Fake] 2ABUNG 2AAYYFA WAL 9F
Adeel s 7] FAAGFIE 7S B3(567, p<OD), & & ATs] f8iA FERE A 3 (Structural Equation
Abe] W1 A 53} RalEe] 2AEAA 7re] 4FA Modeling) @ AHESe] e AESGIh
7} 71 GEAl YERSTH-.139, p<.05). 3 Table 301 Table 4= 249, A%, <435 2 dAl9] A9} g
= U Z39] S22+ Cronbach’s agkolth. agtol 7] A FFe A5 T} e BAUSE AES] A &
TR TEO BF B A veba] Zbze] WigrEo] 21FA o] ARty e] AFAINE Yehlla ek A 25t
o ¥tk & 4 SleHsl o #AE BANFE MG A9 ghe). A, 2o
FE folE gl vher] e, Aue 2499
5.3 7tMA= F(B=107, t=2.011, p<.05)°ll F&L v|x| 2, ket &7
E AGdE Arfe vl dA 7hEo] HElEe HE LHE A4 FETE(B=.220, t=2.607, p<0D)ol 3k
HEo] nxE QS BMai=g ZAo] 9t FAE & VAT AR IR B AT EYP ] HFA,
[Table 3] Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations and Reliabilities
variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. sex 61 A8
2. age 33.6 7.24 137+
3. tenure 557 5.53 023 T15%x
4. time with 34 43 -130% T8 680w
Supervisor
5. abusive supervision 1.72 62 114 .066 -.007 039 97
6. job satisfaction 351 68 -.025 045 .068 139+ =277 (.88)
7. org identification 352 70 042 085 .063 -.030 —.139%x 364 (.80)
8. WDB-O 1.42 46 167+ 071 .008 -.004 ST =300 =222 (.88)
n=281, p<.05, “p<.0l (two-tailed), Reliahilities in ( ). Sex: O=female, 1=male.
[Table 4] Results of Pathway Estimates for Hypothesized Model
H Pathway B B SE. t s}
i Abusive S.— -.350 -.308 073 -4.793 .000
Job Sat. (-.333) (-.293) (.073) (-4.573) (.000)
o Abusive S— -.052 -.054 .064 -815 415
Org Ident. (-.060) (-.063) (.063) (-.964) (.335)
0 Abusive S.— 399 557 051 7.830 .000
WDB-0 (.409) (.571) (.051) (7.990) (.000)
H Job Sat.— .355 416 065 5.425 .000
Org Ident. (.331) (.391) (.064) (5.187) (.000)
0 Job Sat.— -.108 -.170 .037 -2.878 .004
WDB-0 (-.105) (-.166) (.037) (-2.840) (.005)

n=281, x’=1047.623, df=441, p=.000, IFI=.916, TLI=905, CFI=915 RMSEA=070
(n=281, x*=913.314, df=345, p=.000, IF1=916, TLI=.907, CFI=916, RMSEA=077)

Note. Model fit index before including control variables are listed in parentheses.
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