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Abstract—Using the data of 248 employees’ questionnaires, this 
thesis examined the influence mechanism of abusive supervision 
on work-to-family conflict from the perspective of organizational 
justice. The empirical study suggested that abusive supervisor 
positively affected work-to-family conflict; organizational justice 
fully mediated the relation between abusive supervision and 
work-to-family conflict. 
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I. INTRODUCTION  

A considerable body of research has examined the 
influence of abusive supervisor on employees’ attitudes, 
performance and behavior in work place [1,2]. Abusive 
supervision is defined as ‘sustained hostile verbal and 
nonverbal behaviors from supervisors, excluding physical 
contact’ [1]. Abusive supervision is associated with a range of 
negative outcomes including poor employee attitudes toward 
their job and organization, greater work–family conflict(WFC) 
and psychological distress, and stronger employee intentions to 
leave the organization compared with employees who do not 
work for an abusive supervisor [1,3,4]. The researches on the 
effect of abusive supervision on WFC are already receives 
more and more attention in academia [5,6,7]. However, the 
research on abusive supervision is still in early stage, and its 
relation with WFC is an even newer research subject. Few 
researches analyze on this stress transfer from work to family 
by “Kicked the dog effect” leading to Work-to-family conflict. 
Work-family conflict not only affects social stability because of 
high devoice rate, but also causes negative behavior 
consequences in organization[8,9], even affects organizational 
performance and strategic formulation[10,11].The factional 
mechanism between abusive supervision and WFC is still 

unclear; the mediation mechanism is still a “black box” needed 
to be open. Tepper(2000)[1] proposed that the injustice caused 
by abusive supervision can lead to excessive attention of 
employee on work from organizational justice perspective. 
Tepper (2000) [1] brings us a new view on the research of 
abusive supervision and work-family conflict. But few 
researches can provide empirical proof on it.  

This thesis examined the influence mechanism of abusive 
supervisor on work-to-family conflict from the perspective of 
organizational justice. Firstly, based on literature, we gave out 
the relationship between abusive supervision, work-family 
conflict and organizational justice. Then, we empirical tested 
this mediation mechanism using the data of 248 employees’ 
questionnaires. Finally, we made conclusion and gave some 
managerial implication. 

II. ABUSIVE SUPERVISION, WORK-TO-FAMILY CONFLICT 

AND ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE 

A. Abusive Supervision and Work-to-family Conflict 

The theory of the impact of supervisor on subordinates’ 
stress is the research foundation of the research on impact 
mechanism of abusive supervision on WFC. Many researchers 
already pointed out that supervisor can affect subordinates’ 
stressor, and then lead to work stress [12]. As one kind of work 
stress, the impact mechanism of supervisor on WFC attracts 
much attention of scholars. Researches mainly focus on social 
support theory proposing supervisor support can buffer conflict 
between work and family from positive perspective [9,13]. 
However, there WERE few researches on the negative effect of 
supervisor. Tepper(2000)[1] proposed that abusive supervision 
can enhance employees’ WFC from negative perspective bring 
us new research angle, but this only in early stage. Carlson et 
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al.(2011)[7] affirmed abusive supervision can positively affect 
WFC through empirical study. On mechanism, Tepper(2000)[1] 
proposed that the injustice caused by abusive supervision can 
lead to excessive attention of employee on work. As a result, 
they didn’t have enough time accompany their family. Then 
this causes work-family conflict. Restubog et al.(2011)[5] 
thought abusive supervision can cause psychological distress 
which increases the aggression of family life, aggravates work-
family conflict. Though the mechanism between abusive 
supervision and WFC still under debate, abusive supervision 
can increase employee’s work-family conflict is already reach 
basic consensus in academia. Consequently, we hold the 
opinion that abusive supervision can positively affect work-
family conflict. 

B. The Mediation Role of Organizational Justice between 
Abusive Supervision and Work-to-family Conflict 

The factional mechanism between abusive supervision and 
WFC is still unclear; the mediation mechanism is still a “black 
box” needed to be open. Tepper (2000)[1] brings us a new view 
on the research of abusive supervision and work-family conflict. 
Tepper(2000) [1] proposed that the injustice caused by abusive 
supervision can lead to excessive attention of employee on 
work. As a result, they didn’t have enough time accompany 
their family. Then this causes work-family conflict. 
Tepper(2000)[1] reach the conclusion that organizational justice 
fully mediated the effects of abusive supervision on  work-
family conflict, but didn’t distinguish work-to-family conflict 
or family-to-work conflict. Other scholars also gave some 
evidence on the mediation mechanism of organizational justice 
between abusive supervision and subordinate’s behavior. 
Burton and Hoobler (2011)[14] found interactional justice 
ratings to mediate the relationship between abuse perceptions 
and aggression. Rafferty and Restubog (2011) [4] found 
interactional justice was observed to mediate the impact of 
abuse ratings on prosocial silence and voice. Hoobler and Brass 
(2006)[6] found that subordinate was unlikely to confront an 
abusive supervisor and instead displaced their anger and 
frustration in another domain -the home and family sphere -by 
undermining family members. Therefore, we infer that 
organizational justice fully mediated the effects of abusive 
supervision on work-to-family conflict. 

III. METHOD 

A. Sample 

Data were collected from 248 employees from enterprises 
in Dalian, Tianjin, and Shenzhen in China, including some 
leading global enterprises, some big State-owned enterprises, 
and other type enterprises. We send out 387 pieces of 
questionnaires, took back 312 pieces of questionnaires, and 
only 248 pieces are effective. In all the participants, 53.2% are 
male, and 47.8% are female. 

B. Measures 

1) Abusive supervision. Employees completed a 15-item 
measure of abusive supervision developed by Tepper (2000)[1]. 
Respondents used a 5-point response scale. An example item is 
' My supervisor tells me my thoughts or feelings are stupid'. 
Cronbach's α was 0.952. 

2) Work-to-family conflict. Employees completed a 5-item 
measure of abusive supervision developed by Anderson et 
al.(2002)[15]. Respondents used a 5-point response scale. An 
example item is ' Have you not had enough time for yourself 
because of your job?'. Cronbach's α was 0.595. 

3) Organizational justice. Employees completed a 3-item 
measure of abusive supervision developed by Kim and 
Leung(2007)[16]. Respondents used a 5-point response scale. An 
example item is 'In general, I am fairly treated in this 
organization'. Cronbach's α was 0.913. 

C. Data Analysis 

Firstly, we used AMOS to test the structure of the scales. 
Then we analyzed the influence effect of abusive supervision 
on Work-to-family conflict, and the mediation mechanism of 
organizational justice with regression analysis using SPSS. 

IV. RESULTS 

A. Measurement Models 

To assess the factor structure of the measures in the study, 
we tested a series of confirmatory factor analysis models (see 
Table Ⅰ). The first measurement model estimated the one-
factor model. This model was not a good fit to the data, 
X2=2889.134; P＜ 0.01; CFI=0.534; NFI=0.509; IFI=0.537; 
RMSEA=0.187. The second to fourth measurement models 
estimated the two-factor model. These three models were all 
not good fit to the data. The fifth measurement model estimated 
the three-factor model. This model was a relatively good fit to 
the data, X 2=2176.256; p＜0.001; CFI=0.662; NFI=0.603; 
IFI=0.664; RMSEA=0.160. In summary, the hypothesized 
three-factor model (model 5) was the best fit to the data. 

TABLEⅠ  MODEL COMPARISONS OF THE MEASUREMENT AND STRUCTURAL 
MODELS 

Model X 2 df X2/df CFI NFI IFI RMSEA
1 factor model 2889.134 299 9.663 0.534 0.509 0.537 0.187 
2 factor model 2742.699 298 9.204 0.561 0.534 0.563 0.182 
2 factor model 2331.972 298 7.825 0.634 0.604 0.636 0.166 
2 factor model 2326.629 298 7.807 0.635 0.605 0.637 0.166 
3 factor model 2176.256 296 7.352 0.662 0.630 0.664 0.160 

B. Correlations 

All means, standard deviations, and correlations for the 
study are reported in Table Ⅱ . All variables have strong 
relationship. The relationship between work-to-family conflict 
and abusive supervision is strong (r=0.202, p＜0.01). The 
relationship between work-to-family conflict and 
organizational justice  is also strong (r=-0.221, p＜0.01),the 
same as the relationship between abusive supervision and 
organizational justice (r=-0.545, p＜0.01). 

TABLEⅡ  MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND CORRELATIONS 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 
1. work-to-family conflict 2.574 0.600 1.00   
2. abusive supervision 1.885 0.804 0.202** 1.00  
3. organizational justice 2.531 0.671 -0.221** -0.545** 1.00

* p ﹤0 .05. ** p﹤0 .01. 
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C. Regression Analysis 

We had one dependent variable in the regression analyses, 
which is work-to-family conflict; one mediator, which is 
organizational justice; one independent variable, which is 
abusive supervision. We entered education, work seniority, and 
unit's nature as control variables in the first step of the 
regression, abusive supervision was entered in the second step. 
All two steps made work-to-family conflict as dependent 
variable. In the third step, organizational justice was dependent 
variable, abusive supervision was entered. Organizational 
justice was added in the final step. Table Ⅲ presents the results 
of these regression analyses. 

Table Ⅲ shows that abusive supervision can significantly 
predict organizational justice after controlling for education，
work seniority，and unit's nature (β=0.21;⊿R2=0.038;p﹤
0.01). Abusive supervision also can significantly predict work-
to-family conflict after controlling for education ， work 
seniority，and unit's nature (β=-0.50;⊿R2=0.306;p﹤0.01). In 
the fourth model, when organizational justice entered in the 
model, the interaction between abusive supervision and work-
to-family conflict was not significant any more(β=0.12), and ⊿
R2 was significant( ⊿ R2=0.016;p ﹤ 0.05). These results 
indicated that organizational justice fully mediate the 
relationship of abusive supervision and work-to-family conflict. 
Our hypothesis was supported by the data. 

TABLEⅢ  RESULTS OF REGRESSION ANALYSES OF ABUSIVE SUPERVISION 
AND ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE ON WORK-TO-FAMILY CONFLICT 

 
Variables entered 

WFC OJ WFC 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

education 0.02 0.00 0.08 0.01 
work seniority 0.05 0.02 -0.02 0.01 
unit's nature 0.05 -0.03 0.15* -0.01 
abusive supervision  0.21** -0.50** 0.12 
organizational justice    -0.16* 
R2 0.005 0.042 0.333 0.058 
⊿R2 0.005 0.038** 0.306** 0.016* 

WFC= work-to-family conflict; OJ= organizational justice 

* p ﹤0 .05. ** p﹤0 .01. 

V. DISCUSSION 

The purpose of our study was to explore the mediation 
mechanism of organizational justice on the relationship of 
abusive supervision and work-to-family conflict. Our research 
found that organizational justice fully mediate the relationship 
between abusive supervision and work-to-family conflict. Our 
study contributes to knowledge about handle style of 
perception of abusive supervision, and how it transfer to family 
domain. Refer to our finding, abusive supervision influences 
work-to-family conflict fully through organizational justice. So 
enterprises can control the negative consequence through 
enhancing employees’ perception of organizational justice. 
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