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 Th e Eff ects of the Interactions between Subordinates’ 
and Supervisors’ Characteristics on Subordinates’ 

Perceptions of Abusive Supervision    

    Mark J.   Martinko    ,     Jeremy D.   Mackey    , 
    Rebecca   Michalak    , and     Neal  M.  Ashkanasy     

    In this chapter, we focus on abusive supervision as a particular form of 
organizational aggression. Although the theory and models that attempt to 
explain abusive supervision typically focus on the characteristics of super-
visors and organizations that are thought to precipitate supervisors’ abusive 
behaviors (Tepper,  2007 ), we shift  the focus to include the characteristics of 
subordinates and their interactions with the characteristics of their supervi-
sors. Before beginning our review, a discussion of the context and perspec-
tive of our chapter is needed. 

  Context and Perspective 

    Leadership Research 

 Abusive supervision research can be considered a subset of leadership 
research. One of the major criticisms of leadership research is that it tends 
to be myopically focused on leaders while oft entimes ignoring the con-
tributions that followers make to the dynamics of the leadership process 
(Mumford, Dansereau, & Yammarino,  2000 ; Uhl- Bien, Riggio, & Lowe, 
 2014 ). Th us, there is an abundance of research on leadership styles (e.g., 
Fiedler,  1967 ; Graeff ,  1997 ; House,  1996 ), leader personality  characteristics 
(e.g., Judge, Bono, Ilies, & Gerhardt,  2002 ), and leader behaviors 
(e.g., authentic leadership; Avolio & Gardner,  2005 ; transformational 
leadership; Wyld,  2013 ) but proportionately less research has focused on 
followers, which can be considered one- half of the leadership equation. 

 Th is same general pattern of leadership research appears to be mir-
rored in the research on abusive supervision. A recent review (Martinko, 
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Harvey, Brees, & Mackey,  2013 ) and meta- analysis (Mackey, Frieder, Brees, 
& Martinko,  in press ) of the research on abusive supervision demonstrate 
that the role of subordinates as a causal factor has largely been ignored, 
although there is a considerable amount of research on subordinate char-
acteristics as moderators or mediators between perceptions of supervisory 
abuse and subordinate outcomes. Th us, one of our objectives in this chap-
ter is to balance the leadership equation by looking at the contributions of 
leaders, subordinates, and their interactions to perceptions of supervisory 
abuse and the outcomes associated with supervisory abuse. Hopefully this 
will help the fi eld evolve to a more complete and balanced picture of the 
dynamics of perceived supervisory abuse in the workplace  .  

    Th e Context of Aggression and Abuse 

 As we indicated at the outset, we view abusive supervision as a subset of 
aggressive workplace behaviors. As the two most comprehensive reviews 
of abusive supervision research (Martinko et al.,  2013 ; Tepper,  2007 ) noted, 
there does not appear to be a well- accepted or comprehensive theoretical 
model of the abusive supervision process. Nevertheless, there are several 
fairly comprehensive models of the processes associated with workplace 
and organizational aggression (e.g., Douglas, Kiewitz, Martinko, Harvey, 
Kim, & Chun,  2008 ; Martinko & Zellars,  1998 ; O’Leary- Kelley, Griffi  n, 
& Glew,  1996 ). Like many theories of organizational behavior, the root 
discipline for the organizational aggression models is social psychology. 
Although it appears that research from social psychology has informed 
models of organizational aggression, we have seen only limited “spill-
over” aff ecting abusive supervision research. Some exceptions are the 
research from psychology on bullying (e.g., Jolliff e & Farrington,  2006 ) 
and the research on victimization (e.g., Wen- Hsu,  2014 ). However there 
has been very little emphasis on psychological theories and research 
related to provocative victims (e.g., Karmen,  2003 ; Landau & Freeman- 
Longo,  1990 ; Ramirez,  2013 ; Tsafos & Black,  2009 ) or from the literature 
and research on abusive relationships (e.g., Carson & Baker,  1994 ; Frank & 
Golden,  1992 ) with respect to explanations of the patterns of supervisory 
abuse. Integrating new theoretical perspectives into our explanation of the 
dynamics relating to abusive supervisory behavior will be one of the con-
tributions of this chapter  .  
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    Th e Defi nition and Operationalization of Abusive Supervision 

 A third consideration is that although we are viewing abusive supervision 
as a subset of aggressive behaviors, it has been defi ned as a subjective subor-
dinate perception. More specifi cally, Tepper ( 2000 , p. 178) defi ned abusive 
supervision as “subordinates’ perceptions of the extent to which supervisors 
engage in the sustained display of hostile verbal and nonverbal behaviors, 
excluding physical contact.” Tepper went on to note that abusive supervi-
sion is a subjective assessment that may diff er between subordinates. As the 
reviews by Tepper ( 2007 ) and Martinko et al. ( 2013 ), as well as the meta- 
analysis by Mackey et al. ( in press ), demonstrated, abusive supervision has 
almost always been operationalized and measured by using Tepper’s ( 2000 ) 
scale, which assesses subordinates’ perceptions rather than objective super-
visory behaviors. 

 Although abusive supervision has been defi ned and measured as a 
perception, many researchers have implicitly assumed that subordinates’ 
ratings of their supervisors are valid indications of abusive supervisory 
behavior (see Martinko et al.,  2013  for a more complete explanation of this 
issue). As a result, we are faced with a dilemma in our review in that it is 
not at all clear to us if we should treat abusive supervision as an observ-
able, objective behavior or as a subordinate perception. To resolve this issue 
throughout the chapter we refer to “subordinates’ perceptions of abuse” 
when we are describing the results from the perceptual studies. However, 
at times, we also refer to abusive behaviors when we are talking about the 
types of recurring subordinate directed non- normative abusive behaviors 
that the Tepper ( 2000 ) scale intended to measure  .   

  Organization 

 Our chapter is organized as follows. First, we review and describe 
supervisor characteristics and behaviors that have been associated with 
perceptions of abusive supervision. Next, we review subordinates’ char-
acteristics and behaviors that have been associated with perceptions of 
abusive supervision. Th is is followed by an integration of the two prior 
sections in which we speculate about how the characteristics of super-
visors and subordinates interact to infl uence perceptions of abuse and 
abusive behaviors. In the fi nal sections, we suggest areas for theoretical 
development and future research.  
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    Supervisor Characteristics and 
Perceptions of Supervisory Abuse 

 Numerous supervisory individual diff erences have been associated with 
subordinates’ perceptions of abusive supervision. For example, supervi-
sors’ entitlement (Whitman, Halbesleben, & Shanine,  2013 ), hostile attribu-
tion bias (Hoobler & Brass,  2006 ), Machiavellianism (Kiazad, Restubog, 
Zagenczyk, Kiewitz, & Tang,  2010 ), and experiences of family undermining 
during childhood (Kiewitz, Restubog, Zagenczyk, Scott, Garcia, & Tang, 
 2012 ) have all been positively associated with subordinates’ perceptions 
of abusive supervision. In contrast, supervisors’ levels of conscientious-
ness (Mawritz, Dust, & Resick,  2014 ), political skill (Whitman et al.,  2013 ), 
and self- control (Kiewitz et al.,  2012 ) have been negatively associated with 
subordinates’ perceptions of abusive supervision. With regard to supervi-
sors’ individual diff erences, it appears that supervisors who are perceived 
to be abusive toward subordinates tend to report high levels of entitle-
ment, hostile attribution bias, Machiavellianism, and experiences of family 
undermining during childhood, as well as low levels of conscientiousness, 
political skill, and self- control. 

 In addition to the aforementioned individual diff erences, several other 
supervisory characteristics have demonstrated moderate- to- strong asso-
ciations with subordinates’ perceptions of abusive supervision. For exam-
ple, subordinates’ perceptions of abusive supervision have been positively 
associated with supervisors’ ego depletion (Barnes, Lucianetti, Bhave, & 
Christian,  2015 ), experiences of family undermining (Kiewitz et  al., 
 2012 ), managers’ abusive behaviors (Mawritz, Mayer, Hoobler, Wayne, & 
Marinova,  2012 ), psychological contract violation (Kiewitz et  al.,  2012 ), 
psychological distress (Raff erty, Restubog, & Jimmieson,  2010 ), and stress 
(Burton, Hoobler, & Scheuer,  2012 ). In contrast, subordinates’ perceptions 
of abusive supervision have been negatively associated with supervisors’ 
access to social support (Eesley & Meglich,  2013 ), interactional justice 
(Aryee, Sun, Chen, & Debrah, 2007; Kiewitz et al.,  2012 ; Raff ety et al.,  2010 ), 
organizational embodiment (Shoss, Eisenberger, Restubog, & Zagenczyk, 
 2013 ), and procedural justice (Kiewitz et al.,  2012 ). 

 Also, there are numerous supervisory characteristics that have demon-
strated small but positive associations with subordinates’ perceptions of 
abusive supervision that may warrant future research. Examples of these 
variables include supervisors’ accountability (Eesley & Meglich,  2013 ), coer-
cive power (Lian, Brown, Ferris, Liang, Keeping, & Morrison,  2014 ), depres-
sion (Tepper, Duff y, Henle, & Lambert,  2006 ), distributive justice (Raff erty 
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et  al.,  2010 ), exercise (Burton et  al.,  2012 ), negative aff ect (Hoobler & 
Hu,  2013 ), procedural justice (Tepper et  al.,  2006 ), reward power (Lian 
et al.,  2014 ), and work group tenure (Mawritz et al.,  2012 ). Th us, there are 
numerous supervisory characteristics that have been associated with subor-
dinates’ perceptions of abusive supervision. We provide a list of these char-
acteristics in  Table 4.1 . Regardless, there is still much room for additional 
abusive supervision research examining supervisory characteristics.     

  Subordinate Characteristics and 
Perceptions of Supervisory Abuse 

 As highlighted in our introduction, previous studies typically explore 
the role of the leader (the supervisor) and/ or the organizational context 
in which supervisory abuse occurs in eff orts to answer questions such as 
“Do organizations provide an environment within which the behavior will 
thrive or perish?” and “What type of person engages in supervisory abuse?” 
We label this tendency ‘the bad apples and bad barrels’ approach (Dunlop & 
Lee,  2004 ; O’Boyle, Forsyth, & Boyle,  2011 ).   Despite a large number of stud-
ies including subordinate characteristics, attempts to pose and/ or answer 
what we feel are more interesting questions –  namely “Can we profi le likely 
subordinate targets?” and “Does the target (subordinate) play a role in pre-
cipitating supervisory abuse?” –  are noticeably lacking. We argue that in 
failing to consider comprehensively the role of subordinate characteristics 
(i.e., individual diff erences) in precipitating supervisory abuse, we have 
only explored two of three possible categories of antecedents to the destruc-
tive behavior. Th is exclusion not only limits our understanding of, but also 
thwarts our eff orts to reduce and ultimately prevent, supervisor abuse  . 

 In this section, we fi rst briefl y summarize previous fi ndings on the 
relationship between subordinate characteristics and perceptions of 

  Table 4.1.      Supervisory Characteristics Associated with 
Subordinates’ Perceptions of Abuse  

Hostile Attribution Bias Entitlement
Machiavellianism Low Political Skill
Authoritative Leadership Hostile Organization Climate
Negative Family History Low Conscientiousness
Low Levels of Self- Control Upper Management Abuse
Stress Depression
Lack of Social Support Low Self- Control
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supervisory abuse. At this point, and as mentioned earlier in the chapter, 
we note Martinko et al.’s ( 2013 ) collective perspective that any relationships 
between target characteristics and abuse experiences may simply refl ect 
perceptual bias (e.g., due to hostile attribution errors) rather than, or in 
addition to, actually being targeted (e.g., Martinko, Douglas & Harvey, 
 2006 ; Martinko, Harvey, Sikora, & Douglas,  2011 ; Martinko et  al.,  2013 ), 
and reconfi rm our perceptual approach to the matter. 

   We go on to problematize the extant literature by adopting a new the-
oretical lens, namely criminology (and more specifi cally, victimology), 
to delve into the far less- investigated victim precipitation perspective of 
supervisory abuse. As part of the latter discussion, we suggest that certain 
characteristics render some individuals more prone to being targeted for 
supervisory abuse than other individuals. We term these targets “provoca-
tive victims” and postulate that these specifi c individuals play a key role in 
precipitating supervisory abuse. We close this section by summarizing our 
arguments in favor of including all three categories of antecedents in a bad 
apple, bad barrel  , and bad worm (Michalak,  2014 ) approach to studying 
supervisory abuse  . 

    Subordinate Characteristics 

 Unsurprisingly, personality traits dominate research eff orts incorporating 
subordinate characteristics. Studies of subordinate perceptions of abusive 
supervision that have included measures of Big Five personality (consci-
entiousness, agreeableness, neuroticism, openness to experiences, and 
extraversion) show consistent eff ects for three variables: conscientious-
ness, agreeableness, and neuroticism. In particular, subordinates high 
on conscientiousness tend to perceive lower levels of supervisor abuse 
than their less conscientious colleagues (Bamberger & Bacharach,  2006 ; 
Brees, Mackey, Martinko, & Harvey,  2014 ; Henle & Gross,  2014 ; Mackey, 
Ellen, Hochwarter, & Ferris,  2013 ; Mawritz et  al.,  2014 ; Nandkeolyar, 
Shaff er, Li, Ekkirala, & Bagger,  2014 ; Sulea, Fine, Fischmann, Sava, & 
Dumitru,  2013 ; Wang, Harms, & Mackey,  2015 ). Research fi ndings sup-
port a similar eff ect for agreeableness, with higher levels of agreeableness 
consistently found to be associated with lower perceptions of abusive 
supervision than lower levels of agreeableness (Bamberger & Bacharach, 
 2006 ; Brees et al.,  2014 ; Mackey et al.,  2013 ; Sulea et al.,  2013 ). In contrast, 
neurotic subordinates tend to perceive higher levels of abuse than do 
emotionally stable subordinates (Kiewitz et al.,  2012 ; Mackey et al.,  2013 ; 
Wang et al.,  2015 ). 
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 Evidence for the eff ect of openness to experience and extraversion are 
scarce. We were only able to locate one study (Brees et al.,  2014 ) in which 
extraversion was found to be positively related to perceptions of supervi-
sory abuse, and all of the other studies we located that included a measure 
of openness to experience found this variable to be unrelated to perceptions 
of supervisor abuse (Bamberger & Bacharach,  2006 ; Wu & Hu,  2013 ). 

 Turning now to considering the eff ect of trait positive and negative 
aff ect (PA and NA), we fi nd that research results are consistent:  PA is 
negatively related to perceptions of supervisory abuse (e.g., Chi & Liang, 
 2013 ; Wang, Mao, Wu, & Liu,  2012 ), whereas NA is positively related to 
perceptions of supervisory abuse (e.g., Biron,  2010 ; Burton et  al.,  2012 ; 
Burton, Hoobler, & Kernan,  2011 ; Chi & Liang,  2013 ; Harvey, Harris, 
Gillis, & Martinko,  2014 ; Lian, Ferris, & Brown,  2012 ). Note that regard-
ing aff ectivity, specifi cally negative aff ect, the causal chain is unclear 
(Aquino & Th au,  2009 ). It may be that subordinates displaying negative 
aff ectivity precipitate abuse from supervisors, that supervisory abuse trig-
gers subordinates to display negative aff ectivity, or some combination of 
both possibilities. 

 A number of non– Big Five traits and other individual diff erences have 
also been explored in abusive supervision research. For example, on the 
attribution front, we found a weak positive relationship between percep-
tions of abusive supervision and external attributions (Harvey et al.,  2014 ; 
Martinko et  al.,  2011 ). Interestingly, external locus of causality  interacted  
with stability, indicating that people with an external and stable (i.e., hos-
tile) attribution style perceived higher levels of supervisory abuse than did 
individuals with an optimistic or pessimistic attribution style. Th is notion 
of a hostile attribution style as associated with perceptions of supervisory 
abuse aligns with fi ndings on subordinate trait anger, which positively 
(albeit weakly) relates to perceptions of supervisory abuse (Mitchell & 
Ambrose,  2007 ,  2012 ; Restubog, Scott, & Zagenczyk,  2011 ). Negative emo-
tions (e.g., anger) are generally associated with an externalized locus of cau-
sality. Douglas and Martinko ( 2001 ) found that the stability of attributions 
can promote anger toward external entities (e.g., supervisors) and lead 
to aggressive responses. Based on trait activation theory (Tett & Burnett, 
 2003 ), instances of supervisory abuse could therefore be termed triggers for 
trait anger in people with hostile attribution styles. 

 Core self- evaluations (CSE) also negatively relate to abusive supervi-
sion (e.g., Neves,  2014 ; Scheuer,  2013 ; Tepper, Carr, Breaux, Geider, Hu, & 
Hua,  2009 ), providing evidence that people with high levels of positive self- 
regard tend to perceive lower levels of supervisory abuse. In a similar vein, 
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organizational based self- esteem (OBSE; an employee’s evaluation of their 
personal adequacy and worthiness as an organizational member) is con-
sistently and moderately negatively related to perceptions of abuse (Jian, 
Kwan, Qiu, Liu, & Kim,  2012 ; Kiazad et al.,  2010 ; Raff erty & Restobug,  2011 ). 

 Unsurprisingly, bar one positive but non- signifi cant fi nding (Inness, 
Barling, & Turner  2005 ), we found a consistently negative relationship 
between subordinate self- esteem and supervisory abuse (Alexander,  2011 ; 
Hobman, Restubig, Bordia, & Tang,  2009 ; Raff erty et al.,  2010 ). Findings 
with regards to subordinates’ locus of control (LOC) were largely aligned 
with the earlier observations; although two studies found a positive but 
non- signifi cant relationship (Sample 1, Mitchell & Ambrose,  2012 ; Wei & 
Si,  2013 ), in two other studies, LOC was signifi cantly and positively related 
to supervisory abuse; subordinates with external LOC consistently perceive 
higher levels of supervisory abuse than subordinates with internal LOC 
(Lian et al.,  2014 ; Sample 2, Mitchell & Ambrose,  2012 ). On a similar front, 
Lian et  al. ( 2014 ) found evidence of a positive relationship between self- 
control capacity (with high scores on the self- control measure aligned with 
an external LOC) and perceptions of supervisory abuse. 

 In contrast to the aforementioned consistent results, relationships 
between perceptions of supervisory abuse and both psychological entitle-
ment and trait narcissism varied from weak and positive (e.g., Alexander, 
 2011 ; Study 1, Harvey et  al.,  2014 ) to unrelated (Burton & Hoobler,  2011 ; 
Wheeler, Halbesleben, & Whitman,  2013 ), to weak and negative (Study 2, 
Harvey et al.,  2014 ; Wang & Jiang,  2014 ). Varied results such as these may 
indicate the nature of the relationship between some subordinate character-
istics and perceptions of supervisory abuse is nonlinear; possessing either 
high or low levels of a given trait may positively relate to being targeted, 
with middle range individuals less likely to be targeted (a quadratic func-
tion). We found only one relevant published study exploring a quadratic 
relationship (i.e., Lee, Yun, and Srivastava’s [ 2013 ] study of the nonlinear 
eff ects of abusive supervision on creativity), suggesting that studies that 
move away from the assumption of linear relationships would likely benefi t 
the abusive supervision fi eld. 

 On the culturally relevant individual diff erences front, bar one positive 
but non- signifi cant fi nding (Wang et al.,  2012 ), personal power distance ori-
entation has a consistently positive relationship with perceptions of super-
visory abuse (Kiewitz et al.,  2012 ; Lian et al.,  2012 ; Lin, Wang, & Chen,  2013 ; 
Vogel, Mitchell, Tepper, Restubog, Hu, Hua, & Huang,  2015 ). 

 Less studied traits and individual diff erences include social adapt-
ability (weak negative relationship in two samples; Mackey et al.,  2013 ), 
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Machiavellianism (positive but non- signifi cant to weak positive relation-
ship depending on the dimension and whether Machiavellianism was 
self-  or other- report; Greenbaum, Hill, Mawritz, & Quade,  in press ), tradi-
tionality (negative non- signifi cant to weak negative; 2 samples, Liu, Kwan, 
Wu, & Wu,  2010 ), and uncertainty avoidance (weak relationship; Pyc,  2011 ). 

   Overall, the studies we reviewed have concentrated research eff orts 
on identifying subordinate characteristics, which we now summarize in 
 Table 4.2 , that moderate or mediate the direct (or mediated) relationship 
between abusive supervision and a given outcome variable, such as subordi-
nate counterproductive workplace behavior (e.g., Sulea et al.,  2013 ). Studies 
on subordinate characteristics as possible  antecedents  to abusive supervi-
sion were few. Th us, in the upcoming section on provocative victims, we 
draw from studies on associated constructs such as bullying and mistreat-
ment (see Tepper,  2007  for a review of associated constructs). Bullying, for 
example, by defi nition includes a power imbalance between target and per-
petrator (Einarsen, Hoel, Zapf, & Cooper,  2003 ), against which the target 
has diffi  culty defending themselves (Einarsen & Skogstad,  1996 ). Although 
not exclusively so, the perpetrator most oft en holds a supervisory and/ or 
management position, with bullying dimensions, such as threat to personal 
standing and threat to professional   status, including behaviors akin to abu-
sive supervision (e.g., Quine,  1999 ).     

      Victim Precipitation 

 As part of our review on subordinate characteristics, we attempted to answer 
the questions: “Can we profi le likely subordinate targets?” and “Does the 
target (subordinate) play a role in precipitating supervisory abuse (i.e., is 
there such as thing as a provocative victim for supervisory abuse)?” In one 
of few relevant studies on the topic, Coyne, Seigne, and Randall ( 2000 ) 
explored the hypothesis that personality traits predicted bully victim status. 

  Table 4.2.      Subordinate Characteristics Associated with 
Perceptions of Abuse  

Low Conscientiousness Low Agreeableness
Negative Aff ectivity Low Self- Regard
Hostile Attribution Bias Neuroticism
Trait Anger Low Self- Esteem
External LOC High Power Distance
Low Self- Effi  cacy Poor Social Adaptability
Poor Performance Poor Health
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Diff erentiating between bullying in which the target is innocent (predatory 
bullying) and bullying where the target does things to provoke the perpe-
trator (dispute- related bullying, in which the target acts in ways that anger 
the perpetrator), these authors suggest their results support the idea that 
targets are selected due to their vulnerable nature (i.e., they are avoidant of 
confl ict, highly conscientious, prefer to be alone, and have diffi  culty cop-
ing) rather than because they are provocative. 

 However, as these authors also point out, the suggestion that victims 
cause their experience, via personality characteristics or other personal fac-
tors, seems absurd. Th e idea of provocative victims is no doubt contentious. 
Th e sparse literature on the notion suggests it is not just a single trait that 
makes someone more likely to be targeted; it is a constellation of character-
istics, which leads them to be categorized as provocative victims (Olweus, 
 1978 ). As stated by Zapf, Knorz, and Kulla ( 1996 , p. 219), “it is oft en argued 
that it is the fault of the victims themselves when they are harassed because 
of their socially incompetent behavior, low achievement, or pathologi-
cal personalities.” Zapf ( 1999 ) noted that even physicians treating victims 
oft en adopt the view that victims themselves are the cause of mobbing 
(a European expression for group bullying). 

 In contrast to the idea of deserving victimization surmised by Olweus 
( 1978 ), who originally coined the term ‘provocative victim’ to describe 
highly aggressive persons who display provocative, hostile, or threatening 
behaviors that invite retaliatory responses from others, we do not intend 
the notion of a provocative victim to suggest that any target ‘asks’ to be a 
victim. Rather, the term describes individual characteristics that may con-
tribute to target selection by provoking others to form certain perceptions 
of, and responses to, their behavior. 

 Also in   Olweus’s ( 1978 ) defi nition, ‘submissive’ victims are charac-
terized as being overly passive, hesitant to defend themselves, extremely 
sensitive and quiet, with a tendency to hold negative self- views and adopt 
an accommodating confl ict style. Th e terms “provocative” and “submis-
sive” are historically representative of two quite diff erent, almost opposing, 
target profi les with diff erent explanations for being victimized:  active  –  
being aggressive and ‘deserving of ’ victimization (Levinson [ 1978 , p.  101] 
described a provocative victim as having an “abrasive personality”); and 
passive –  presenting an easy target vulnerable to victimization. However, 
recent researchers have, erroneously or otherwise, joined these character-
istics into one profi le, with ‘provocative’ contemporarily representing any 
person who by virtue of his or her personal characteristics and behavior is 
more likely to be targeted than other people are  . 
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 It is possible that experiencing supervisory abuse, bullying, or other 
forms of mistreatment (among other things) in diff erent situations and 
across life stages may indicate that the target, in some way, ‘provokes’ the 
negative treatment. At this point, we acknowledge the need to adopt a dif-
ferent theoretical lens to antecedents of supervisory abuse, and to problem-
atize our review of the literature (Sandberg & Alvesson,  2011 ). We therefore 
deviate from the dominant position that being targeted is essentially an 
“outcome” to argue that subordinate characteristics play a role in precipi-
tating supervisory abuse. Th e   novel and critical research question arising 
from our problematization approach is: Does the perpetrator (an abusive 
supervisor) create a victim (subordinate), or does the victim (subordinate) 
create a perpetrator (abusive supervisor)? Alternatively, in line with the bad 
apples, bad barrels debate, the question may be posed as:  Is there such a 
thing as a “bad worm” that creates a “bad apple”? 

   Th e answer to these questions lies in a fundamentally diff erent approach 
to the study of antecedents to supervisory abuse than the approaches in 
prior research, namely victimology. With roots in criminology, victimology 
is the study of victimization, including (but not limited to) the relationships 
between victims, off enders, and systems, with the victim of a crime being 
an identifi able person who has been harmed individually and directly by a 
perpetrator (Karmen,  2003 ). We consider victims, off enders, and systems 
equivalent to targets, perpetrators, and organizational context, respectively. 
Th us, considering supervisory abuse as only a function of a context and per-
petrator when a third party is involved (the subordinate) fails to acknowl-
edge two key points. First, “people are not just on- looking hosts of internal 
mechanisms orchestrated by environmental events. Th ey are agents of expe-
riences rather than simply under- goers of experience” (Bandura,  2001 , p. 4). 
Second, in the context of supervisory abuse, the term “people” includes both 
perpetrators and targets, which are both “agents” of the experience  . 

 Landau and Freeman- Longo ( 1990 ) highlighted the role of victims in 
deviance and crime, arguing in favor of a victimological typology that 
includes the victim’s contribution to the event (i.e., victim precipitation). 
Th ese authors suggested that a victim’s contribution can be classifi ed into 
fi ve levels. Levels 3– 5 (moderate, high, and maximal levels) are particularly 
relevant to the provocative victim argument because these three levels rep-
resent situations in which victimization could have probably been prevent-
able, clearly been avoidable, or never would have occurred, respectively, 
had the victims actions or behavior been diff erent. 

 We found very few abusive supervision models and/ or studies that 
adopt anything resembling a victimology approach, most likely in fear of 
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being accused of ‘victim blaming.’ Notable exceptions include May, Wesche, 
Heinitz, and Kerschreiter ( 2014 ), who argued a subordinate can play an 
active role in both triggering and curbing destructive leader behavior, and 
Klaussner ( 2014 ), who proposed that abusive supervision emerges from an 
escalating process of supervisor- subordinate interactions. On the empiri-
cal front, Lian et al. ( 2014 ) tested the hypothesis that subordinate behavior 
(such as organizational deviance) may serve as both an antecedent and con-
sequence of abusive supervision, and found support for subordinate behav-
ior forming part of an escalation style, reciprocal cycle of abuse. In a similar 
vein, Henle and Goss ( 2014 ) and Aquino and Byron ( 2002 ) explored vic-
tim precipitation models, and found evidence that emotional stability and 
conscientiousness negatively related to perceived supervisory abuse, and 
that so- called victim- dominating behavior (as rated by others) predicted 
victimization reports, respectively. 

 In perhaps the most comprehensive use of victimology in a related 
research domain, Michalak ( 2014 ) developed and tested a victim 
precipitation- premised model of interpersonal mistreatment, including a 
provocative victim profi le that covered both active and passive provoca-
tive victim characteristics (cf. Olweus’s [1978] notions of provocative and 
submissive victims), and found preliminary support for the majority of 
the active and passive targets characteristics in two independent employee 
samples. 

 Michalak ( 2014 ) supported Bandura’s ( 2001 ) proposition that personal 
agency includes not only the ability to act with intention but also the ability 
to construct outcome expectations based on the relationship between what 
a human observes in their environmental context, and the outcomes that 
certain behaviors and actions produce. Th e ability to engage in forethought 
allows people to adjust their behavior (follow a course of action) that is 
likely to avoid negative outcomes or produce positive outcomes. Having 
chosen a course, the person must motivate himself or herself to enact the 
course (self- direct) and engage in self- refl ection to verify that their ‘think-
ing’ was sound in terms of the actual outcomes experienced. However, using 
these personal agency abilities to exercise infl uence over one’s behavior 
also requires the self- assurance to use them eff ectively. As Bandura ( 2001 , 
p. 129) put it, “People who are skeptical of the ability to exercise adequate 
control over their actions tend to undermine their eff orts in situations that 
tax capabilities.” For example, smokers may understand that smoking is bad 
for them, but lack the self- direction to motivate them to enact an alterna-
tive path (quitting), and/ or lack the self- effi  cacy (perceptions of control) to 
attempt quitting or avoiding relapses. 
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 Drawing from works by Matthiesen and Einarsen ( 2007 ), Coyne et al. 
( 2000 ), Bowling, Beehr, Bennett, and Watson ( 2010 ), and Anderson, 
Buckley, and Carnagey ( 2008 ), Michalak ( 2014 ) used the concepts of per-
sonal agency and self- effi  cacy to provide a theoretical rationale for adopting 
a victimology approach that included victims in the interpersonal mistreat-
ment antecedent equation. First, Michalak argued that individuals possess a 
degree of control over the actions they take that make it more or less prob-
able they will become a victim of a ‘crime’ (or in the current case, a target 
of supervisory abuse). For example, escalating a potential confl ict situation 
into a true confl ict situation, which individuals high in trait aggressive-
ness tend to do (Anderson et al.,  2008 ), oft en results in a violence escala-
tion/ reciprocal aggression situation not unlike that proposed by Lian et al. 
( 2014 ). 

 Second, low self- effi  cacy may explain why some individuals are targeted 
on a recurring basis. Th eir perceived lack of control over being targeted may 
mean they fi nd themselves behaving in the same way repeatedly, despite 
knowing it is likely to lead to negative outcomes. Having an external locus 
of control, these individuals consider factors external to the self (the target 
as agent) to be responsible for the situation occurring repetitively. Based 
on these core principles, Michalak ( 2014 , p. 29) argued that “provocative-
ness represents personal characteristics and behavior of the victim that, if 
diff erent, would decrease the likelihood of being targeted” and developed 
two provocative victim subprofi les to replace Olweus’s ( 1978 ) traditional 
provocative and submissive profi les. Th e active provocative victim for mis-
treatment subprofi le included aggressive and hostile traits, whereas the 
passive provocative victim subprofi le included low self- esteem, high social 
anxiety, and an external locus of control. 

   Following a similar train of thought, and drawing from our earlier dis-
cussion regarding subordinate characteristics, we propose an active pro-
vocative victim for abusive supervision subprofi le should include trait 
aggressiveness (which includes trait- based anger, hostility, verbal aggres-
sion and physical aggression; Buss & Perry,  1992 ), a hostile attribution style, 
low levels of agreeableness, high Machiavellianism, and high narcissism. 
Th e latter two traits are considered active profi le traits because both are 
associated with aggressive tendencies, bullying and other socially aversive 
or malevolent behavior (Jones & Paulhus,  2010 ). In addition, workers low 
in agreeableness tend to adopt a dominating confl ict management style 
(Antonioni,  1998 ), which may contribute to a power- based escalation of 
confl ict in environments characterized by abusive supervision. Collectively, 
people displaying these traits and characteristics are likely to precipitate 
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abusive supervision via provocative displays of active, hostile, and threat-
ening behaviors that incite ‘retaliatory’ responses from others  . 

   A passive provocative victim subprofi le should include low conscien-
tiousness, high neuroticism, an external locus of control, low self- esteem 
(both personally and organizationally based self- esteem), low core self- 
evaluations (operationalization of which typically includes self- esteem, 
neuroticism, generalized self- effi  cacy, and external locus of control [Neves, 
 2014 ] and low estimations of worthiness, eff ectiveness, and capability 
[Schreur,  2013 ]), low social   adaptability, and behavior which is compliant 
and passive (see  Table 4.3 )  .    

   Additional rationale for our suggestions include the notion that people 
high in neuroticism tend to use avoidant or obliging confl ict management 
styles (Antonioni,  1998 ), conscientiousness includes the facet ‘competence’ 
(i.e., self- effi  cacy; Costa, McCrae, & Dye,  1991 ), and in referring to one’s abil-
ity to adjust cognitions and modify behaviors depending on social and situ-
ational cues (Mackey et al.,  2013 ), social adaptability infl uences the quality 
of interpersonal interactions such as those between subordinates and their 
supervisors. High levels of personal power distance may also fall within 
the passive profi le, given these people may present themselves as easy tar-
gets because they recognize organizational hierarchies, display deference 
and obedience to their supervisor, expect to hold a status that is inferior to 
a supervisor, and willfully accept the associated imbalance of power (Lin 
et al.,  2013 ). Collectively, workers displaying these traits and characteristics 
are likely to invite supervisory abuse via their tendency to be overly passive, 
hesitant to defend or assert themselves (especially against powerful indi-
viduals), socially infl exible and potentially inept, and extremely sensitive, 
in addition to holding negative self- views and adopting an accommodating 
or avoidant confl ict style. 

  Table 4.3.      Provocative Subordinate Profi les  

Passive Active

Low Conscientiousness Narcissism
High Neuroticism High Machiavellianism
High Agreeableness Trait Aggression
Generalized Self- Effi  cacy Hostile Attribution Style
Low Self- Esteem Aggressive Behavior
High Anxiety Hostile Behavior
External LOC
Passive Behavior
Compliant Behavior
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 In problematizing the literature and deploying a new theoretical lens 
(i.e., victimology) to the study of antecedents of supervisory abuse, we sug-
gest the victim precipitation perspective off ers potential for new insights 
into the abusive supervision phenomenon. Th erefore, we encourage explo-
ration of the aforementioned provocative victim profi les and encourage 
researchers to adopt a more comprehensive ‘bad apples, bad barrels, and 
bad worms’ approach to studies   of antecedents to abusive supervision than 
what has been adopted in   prior research.   

    The Interaction of Supervisor and 
Subordinate Characteristics 

 In this third major section, we explore how the characteristics of both super-
visors and subordinates interact. At the outset, we can envision incompat-
ible, compatible, and neutral interactions with respect to the likelihood 
that supervisors will direct abusive behaviors toward subordinates. We 
also expect that some subordinates may react aggressively, passively, and 
over-  or underreport their supervisors’ abusive behaviors. Before beginning 
our exploration of this area, some of the construct and defi nitional issues 
we encountered while developing this chapter need to be recognized. As 
we commented in the introduction, the vast majority of the research that 
has addressed the issue of abusive supervisory behavior has been based on 
Tepper’s ( 2000 ) measure, which assesses subordinates’ perceptions of hav-
ing been abused by their supervisors. Nonetheless, in much of the theoriz-
ing and discussion of the outcomes and implications emanating from this 
body of work, many researchers have made an implicit assumption that 
these perceptions are valid indicators of supervisory abusive behaviors (see 
the Martinko et  al.,  2013  review). We have interwoven the results of the 
perceptual research on abusive supervision with theories pertaining to 
behaviors such as bullying and mobbing, as well as theories regarding 
aggressive behaviors in the area of victimization. In this section, we diff er-
entiate perceptions of abuse from abusive supervisory behaviors. Lacking 
an objective standard from the literature, we advance the following defi ni-
tion: abusive supervisory behavior are actions that physically or mentally 
harms subordinates and is judged as normatively unacceptable by unin-
volved third parties. 

 We begin with the profi le of the abusive supervisor suggested by 
 Table 4.1 . Th e general profi le of abusive supervisors suggests that they may 
be means- end predatory individuals who take advantage of subordinates to 
achieve their goals. We expect that supervisors who fi t this profi le are more 
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likely or engage in abusive behavior than those who display the reciprocal 
characteristics described in  Table 4.1  (e.g., are high in political skill and con-
scientiousness). We also expect that supervisors who are at the extremely 
high end of the dimensions in  Table 4.1  would be indiscriminate in their 
selection of targets; specifi cally, they likely will engage in abusive behav-
ior irrespective of the characteristics of the subordinates. However, based 
on the characteristics of the subordinates we have described in  Tables 4.2  
and  4.3 , we expect that subordinates who display reciprocal traits (e.g., have 
high self- esteem and are low in neuroticism) would display eff ective coping 
behaviors that discourage the abuse. We are not aware of any direct empiri-
cal evidence describing how these types of responses are related to subor-
dinate characteristics, so this is an area where research could substantially 
contribute to explaining the dynamics of supervisory abuse. Th us, it may be 
that those supervisors who are predisposed toward being perceived as abu-
sive would attenuate their abusive behaviors over time and experience with 
subordinates who engage in eff ective coping strategies and display traits 
opposite of those reported in  Tables 4.2  and  4.3 . 

 Alternatively, when subordinates have the characteristics of passive 
provocative subordinates described in  Table 4.3 , we expect that these indi-
viduals would be more likely than others to lack eff ective coping skills and 
endure the perceived supervisory abuse. Likewise, because of the passive 
nature of these types of subordinates, we also expect that even though 
these subordinates may perceive abuse, they would be more likely than 
others to underreport rather than overreport abuse to management. Based 
on the research presently available, this assertion is diffi  cult to either sup-
port or refute, because the majority of data used in the research on abuse 
supervision is reported anonymously. Th us, we also expect that there 
would be signifi cant diff erences in reporting abusive supervisory behav-
iors when the reports are anonymous versus made to management, and 
that these diff erences would be most pronounced among passive provoca-
tive subordinates. 

 Based on the profi le we have discussed regarding active provocative sub-
ordinates, we expect that they would be most likely to react negatively to 
abuse and retaliate (Anderson et al.,  2008 ). We also expect that supervisors 
who are at the high end of the dimensions described in  Table 4.1  (e.g., high 
in Machiavellianism and authoritarianism) may increase both the inten-
sity and frequency of abusive behaviors when they encounter aggressive 
and actively provocative subordinates. Alternatively, supervisors who fall 
within the middle or low end of the spectrum would be more likely to “back 
off .” It may also be that supervisors at the low end of the abusive spectrum 
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(e.g., low Machiavellianism and authoritarianism) would be bullied by the 
aggressive and active provocative subordinates. Since these expectations are 
speculative, it is important to begin fi nding the answers to these types of 
questions if we are to fully understand the dynamics of abusive supervisory 
behavior and the role of subordinates’ perceptions of abuse. 

 In addition to the analyses suggested earlier, we can also speculate about 
how combinations of the specifi c traits and characteristics presented in 
 Tables 4.1  through  4.3  might interact. For example, we expect that when 
both the supervisor and subordinate have hostile attribution styles and 
blame each other for failures, the supervisor is more likely to become angry 
and engage in abusive behavior as suggested by Weiner’s ( 1985 ) attribution 
model. Likewise, the subordinate with a hostile attribution bias is also likely 
to experience anger and perceive the supervisor’s behavior as abusive when 
the supervisor blames the subordinate for failures. Additionally, when 
supervisors have hostile attribution biases and blame subordinates for fail-
ures, they are probably more likely to engage in abusive behaviors when 
their subordinates are low in agreeableness and perform poorly. 

 Similarly we expect that when supervisors are the recipients of upper 
management abuse and perceive a hostile organizational climate, they are 
probably more likely to abuse subordinates if the subordinates demonstrate 
acceptance of the treatment because of low self- effi  cacy, low self- esteem, 
and poor social adaptability. While we could extend this type of specula-
tion, at this point what is needed is more empirical work and a more solid 
theoretical framework to explain and explore the dynamics of the inter-
actions between supervisors and subordinates. Perhaps the work on LMX 
theory (Graen & Uhl- Bien ( 1995 ), which focuses on the unique relation-
ships between supervisors and subordinates, could provide some theo-
retical guidance. Guidance might also be found in recent descriptions of 
the interactive role of intrapersonal and interpersonal attributions in the 
context of organizational aggression (Douglas et al.,  2008 ). Hopefully the 
relationships and theoretical frameworks we suggested will help stimulate 
further research.    

  Limitations, Challenges, and 
Research Suggestions 

   Perhaps the biggest challenge in developing this chapter is that virtually 
all of the research on perceptions of abusive supervision has been cross- 
sectional and correlational, which precludes conclusions regarding causa-
tion. As we alluded to earlier, it is not at all clear how “bad apples, bad barrels 

terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316160930.005
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 80.57.136.161, on 10 Nov 2017 at 08:00:48, subject to the Cambridge Core

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316160930.005
https://www.cambridge.org/core


Martinko et al.110

110

and bad worms” evolve or where the process begins. Questions such as “Do 
actively provocative subordinates trigger abusive supervisory behavior in 
supervisors who would otherwise not become abusive?” and “Do certain 
types of organizations (“bad barrels”) attract abusive supervisors?” need to 
be addressed by eff ective and appropriate research designs. Longitudinal 
research that follows both supervisors and subordinates over time may 
help resolve some of these questions. Laboratory studies involving role 
playing and videos may also help address these issues. Video recordings or 
role playing that depict subordinate and supervisory behaviors could pro-
vide controlled conditions in which diff erences in respondents could be 
assessed. For example, it would be interesting to examine how supervisors 
with the diff erent abuse profi les suggested in  Table 4.1  would respond to 
video recordings or role plays depicting passive and actively provocative 
subordinates. 

 A second challenge related to the above issue is the lack of research and 
theory considering subordinates’ behavior as a trigger (i.e., cause) of abu-
sive supervisory behavior. Even less attention has been directed toward the 
interactions between supervisory and subordinates’ behaviors and charac-
teristics. As we noted earlier, subordinates’ characteristics have generally 
been researched as mediators or moderators in the relationship between 
perceptions of abuse and outcomes. Although the possibility of reverse cau-
sation has been suggested by both Tepper ( 2007 ) and Martinko et al. ( 2013 ), 
very little research has been done to investigate this possibility. As a result, 
we found it necessary to engage in a considerable amount of speculation 
in developing our expectations for the role of subordinate characteristics 
and their interactions with supervisor characteristics. Because of the lack 
of empirical work, we do not see many alternatives to speculation if we 
are to begin addressing the issues we have raised. We hope that the ques-
tions we have asked and have begun to explore will stimulate research that 
contributes to a more complete understanding of the dynamics between 
and among supervisors, subordinates, and organizations than currently 
available. 

 A third limitation is that although we have alluded to the problem of 
“bad barrels,” we have not been able to devote suffi  cient attention to the 
organizational characteristics that may precipitate abusive behaviors. Th us, 
although we advocate an interactive and holistic approach to addressing 
the issue of supervisory abuse, we have fallen short of describing a compre-
hensive view of the dynamics between supervisors, subordinates, and orga-
nizations. Hopefully our observation that abusive supervision should be 
considered a subset of aggressive behaviors will spark research attention to 
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examine comprehensive theories of organizational aggression, such as those 
articulated by Douglas et al. ( 2008 ) and O’Leary et al. ( 1996 ). Integrating 
the theoretical constructs and relationships described in research on and 
models of aggression has the potential to increase our understanding of 
the dynamics associated with both perceptions of abusive supervision and 
abusive behaviors. 

   We were also limited in our ability to integrate other theoretical perspec-
tives that could contribute to our understanding of the dynamics associ-
ated with perceived supervisory abuse. For example, theories and research 
examining codependence, spousal abuse, and addictive behaviors might 
be informative. In addition, because of our narrow focus and the scope of 
this chapter, we did not fully consider how the research on other types of 
workplace aggression (e.g., incivility [Milam, Spitzmueller, & Penney,  2009 ]) 
informs our perspective or how the relationships we have identifi ed might 
generalize to these other areas. We expect that many of the same characteris-
tics of supervisors who engage in abusive supervision will also be characteris-
tic of perpetrators of other forms of aggression. Similarly we also expect that 
the characteristics of subordinates and their interactions with the supervisory 
characteristics that we discussed in the context of abusive supervision may 
also be able to be generalized to other forms of organizational aggression  . 

   Another limitation in the literature on perceptions of abusive super-
vision is the lack of validation (Martinko et  al.,  2013 ). At this point, we 
simply have no reliable estimation regarding the amount of variance in 
subordinates’ perceptions of abuse that is related to supervisors’ behaviors. 
Likewise, as suggested earlier, we do not have a generally agreed- on defi -
nition of the types of supervisory behaviors that are objectively abusive. 
Once there is some agreement on what we consider to be abusive behaviors, 
at least some validation of the perceptual measures could be generated by 
direct observation of supervisory behaviors. Th is could be done by video- 
recorded supervisory- subordinate interactions, which may be made avail-
able using video surveillance programs that are common in retail stores. 
Laboratory studies may also be amenable to rating and observing objec-
tive supervisory behaviors and their interactions with both supervisor and 
subordinate characteristics. Although we expect that the major propor-
tion of the variance in perceptions of abusive supervision is attributable 
to objective supervisory abuse, more needs to be known about the actual 
levels of abusive supervisory behaviors and subordinates’ contributions to 
these dynamics. Th is type of information would help establish more clearly 
the extent of the problem and help ensure that the targets of interventions 
designed to reduce abuse are properly located  . 
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   More also needs to be known about the role of subordinates’ individual 
diff erences in their perceptions of supervisory abuse. A  simplistic view 
suggests certain traits (e.g., trait anger and hostile attribution styles) drive 
perceptions of abuse. A more nuanced perspective suggests that although 
individual diff erences account for some of the variability in perceptions of 
abusive supervision, they also are part of a provocative subordinate pro-
fi le that triggers abusive supervisory behaviors. Th us, we suggest there may 
be an iterative and cyclic process whereby subordinates’ individual diff er-
ences drive both perceptions and aggressive behaviors, which then result 
in supervisors’ assertive behaviors that may be appropriate but nonetheless 
perceived as abusive by these same subordinates. Research designs and pro-
grams are needed that can deconstruct this process and then integrate the 
elements of this type of processes. Rather than suggesting a single study, we 
expect that research programs that combine laboratory and fi eld research, 
including qualitative perspectives, may be able to identify and articulate 
these complicated dynamics more clearly  . 

   Finally as both the Tepper ( 2007 ) and Martinko et  al. ( 2013 ) reviews 
noted, as yet there is no well- accepted theoretical framework for explaining 
and researching abusive supervision. If we consider abusive supervision as 
a subset of aggressive organizational behaviors, theories of organizational 
aggression (e.g., Douglas, et al.,  2008 ; Martinko & Zellars,  1998 ; O’Leary- 
Kelly, Griffi  n, & Glew,  1996 ) may be able to serve as a foundation for theo-
retical development. Leadership theories such as LMX theory (Graen & 
Uhl- Bien ( 1995 ), which focus on the interactions of leader and subordinate 
characteristics, may also be helpful. In particular, the notion from LMX 
theory that unique relationships are developed between supervisors and 
subordinates may well depend on the interaction of many of the character-
istics of supervisors and subordinates described in our chapter. Th us LMX 
theory may both inform and be enriched by the framework we have   out-
lined in our chapter  .  

    Practical Implications 

 At this stage of research and theoretical progression we are hesitant to 
make practical implications. Many of the relationships discussed are rela-
tively weak and are the result of cross- sectional research that, by its nature, 
precludes inferences of causation. Nonetheless, we can speculate on how 
the relationships we described could inform practice once there is a bet-
ter evidentiary base. One tempting potential application is using personal-
ity traits to select both subordinates and supervisors who are less likely to 
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perceive and engage in abuse, respectively. Th us we expect that supervi-
sors who manifest characteristics that are opposite of those described in 
 Table 4.1  would be much less likely to be abusive. Most researchers would 
agree that those supervisors who are low on hostile attribution bias, entitle-
ment, depression, stress, and Machiavellianism but high on political skill, 
self- control, and social support would be less likely to be abusive. Similarly, 
subordinates who are low on negative aff ectivity, trait anger, and hostile 
attributions bias but high on agreeableness and social adaptability would 
be less likely to perceive abuse and manifest the outcomes that have been 
associated with abusive supervision. While using these traits for selection 
may be seen as an eventual goal, there are legal hurdles. Much research that 
needs to be done before this type of application would be practically useful 
and legally defensible. 

 A second recommendation, the one we feel much more comfortable 
with, is that both private- sector and public- sector organizations, includ-
ing the judicial system, need to be careful not to assume that perceptions 
of abuse are necessarily the result of abusive supervisory behavior and the 
cause the outcomes that have been associated with perceptions of abuse. 
As Martinko et al. ( 2013 ) observed, numerous governmental organizations 
are considering legislation and penalties for abusive supervisory behavior. 
Given the complexity of the dynamics we describe here, we are concerned 
that this type of legislation could result in penalizing legitimate requests for 
performance by supervisors, particularly if the standard is based on subor-
dinates’ perceptions of abuse  .  

  Conclusions 

 Our intent in writing this chapter was to explore how the characteristics of 
both supervisors and subordinates interact within the context of abusive 
supervisory behavior. Although we were somewhat limited in achieving 
this objective because of the current state of the research, we are hopeful 
that we have been able to at least outline a framework that can facilitate 
research that leads to a more complete understanding of the dynamics 
associated with supervisory abuse. Th e outline of the picture we suggest 
includes variables from the organizational environment and the interac-
tion of both supervisory and subordinate characteristics. Despite lacking 
many important details, we are hopeful that the picture we painted provides 
a useful and reasonable depiction of the importance and consequences of 
supervisory and subordinate interactions in the emergence and continu-
ance of abusive supervisory behaviors.   
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