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Abstract 
The survival and development of enterprises are increasingly dependent on 
individual innovative behavior. A large number of studies have shown that 
abusive supervision has a negligible negative impact on employee’s innovative 
behavior. This article examines the mitigation effect of employee’s proactive 
personality and supervisor’s performance gold orientation on the relationship 
between abusive supervision and employee’s innovative behavior. Through a 
paired study of 39 supervisors and 203 subordinates, a hierarchical linear 
model was used for analysis. The research results show that: when employees 
have a high proactive personality, regardless of the level of supervisor’s ab-
usive supervision, employee’s innovation behavior is not affected; and when 
employee’s proactive personality is low, the supervisor’s high-performance 
gold orientation can mitigate the harm of abusive supervision to employee’s 
innovative behavior. 
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1. Introduction 

Under the new normal, the development environment of enterprises is complex 
and changeable, and innovation has become the key to the survival and devel-
opment of enterprises. Employees are the ultimate implementers of innovation. 
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Employees’ innovative behavior directly affects the performance of the enter-
prise and plays a very important role in the development of the enterprise. Indi-
vidual innovative behavior refers to the process of employees starting from iden-
tifying problems to generating innovative ideas or solutions, seeking support for 
their innovative ideas, putting them into practice, and finally forming products 
or services that can be promoted in large quantities [1]. Unlike other routine 
work, innovative behavior is highly risky and uncertain. Therefore, in the actual 
work, there are many factors that can easily inhibit or stifle the employee’s in-
novative behavior, which makes the company miss opportunities and even cause 
serious consequences. 

Leadership, as the most important component of the work environment, has a 
lot of opportunities to contact and communicate with employees during work. A 
large number of studies have shown that leader’s management methods and be-
haviors can have an important impact on employees’ self-efficacy and behaviors. 
In our country, due to the influence of traditional culture and thinking, a large 
number of abusive supervisions have spawned. Abusive supervision refers to the 
subordinates’ perceptions of their supervisors’ sustained display of hostile non-
physical behaviors toward them, such as ridiculing, belittling, or yelling [2]. A 
large number of studies at home and abroad have shown that abusive supervi-
sion will have a very serious negative impact on employee’s psychology, atti-
tudes, behaviors, etc., and will reduce employee’s innovative motivation, innova-
tive self-efficacy and innovative behavior. As a negative source of stress, abusive 
supervision requires employees to consume more resources to cope, so they 
cannot invest more resources in innovative activities; On the other hand, 
long-term abusive supervision will make employees question their work ability, 
work meaning, thus losing the enthusiasm and motivation for innovation [3]. 
Therefore, how to mitigate the harm of abusive supervision to employees’ inno-
vative behaviors is an issue of great concern to both the theoretical and practical 
circles. 

The factors in the existing literature about mitigating the harm of abusive su-
pervision to employee’s innovation are roughly divided into two categories: em-
ployee’s personal factors and interactions between employees and leaders or or-
ganizations. In terms of employee’s personal factors, positive personal characte-
ristics such as core self-evaluation [4] and initiative personality are helpful to al-
leviate the negative impact of abusive supervision on employee’s innovation. 
Research by Liu et al. (2012) also shows that attribution motivation of team 
members eases the negative relationship between team leader’s abusive supervi-
sion and team member’s innovation: when team members interpret the abusive 
supervision as improving performance, this negative relationship is weak [5]. 
Secondly, in terms of interactions between employees and leaders or organiza-
tions, interdependence between leaders and members [6]; high level of leader-
ship member exchange (LMX) can also mitigate the adverse effects of abusive 
supervision on employee’s innovation. In addition, research by Wang and Tang 
(2015) shows that, organization-oriented employment relationships can also sig-
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nificantly reduce this negative effect. The creative interaction theory proposed 
by Woodman, Sawyer and Griffin (1993) holds that innovation is the result of a 
combination of individual and environmental factors [7]. Therefore, this paper 
believes that integrating the personal and environmental factors is conducive to 
make up for or enhance the role of a single factor, and can more comprehen-
sively alleviate the harm of abusive supervision to employees’ innovative beha-
vior. 

As the direct issuer of innovation behavior, employees’ personality characte-
ristics have a more direct and significant impact on innovation behavior. A large 
number of studies show that innovation as a typical proactive behavior is largely 
affected by the employee’s proactive personality [8] [9]. Employees with a highly 
proactive personality usually have a proactive response to the environment. 
They focus on finding problems and finding opportunities, have a positive effect 
on generating new ideas or solutions, and then show more innovative behavior. 
Therefore, the highly proactive personality of employees is conducive to miti-
gating the negative impact of abusive supervision on their innovative behavior. 

But employees have individual differences, Employees with low proactive 
personality tend to be content with the status and react passively to the envi-
ronment. It is difficult to find problems and propose innovative ideas. They also 
show more negative emotions when encountering difficulties or being hit. 
Therefore, when such employees encounter abusive supervision, their innovative 
behavior will be more seriously affected. This article argues that supervisor’s 
performance goal orientation can help low-proactive employees mitigate the ad-
verse effects of abusive supervision. In work, the goal orientation of the supervi-
sor directly affects his attitude and behavior, and then affects the attitude and 
behavior of his subordinates. Leadership with high-performance goal orientation 
tends to prove to others that they own or the team’s ability, and they care very 
much about whether they can achieve better performance than other teams [10]. 
Therefore, they pay more attention to the performance of employees, attach im-
portance to their thoughts and behaviors, and provide a lot of support and assis-
tance to employees. This not only brings a certain amount of performance pres-
sure to low-proactive employees, stimulates employee’s innovation initiative, but 
also creates objective conditions for employee’s innovation. In addition, 
high-performance-goal-oriented leaders often have clear performance goals. In 
order to meet the needs of leaders, employees often try to show their various 
skills and ideas, which objectively promotes the team members’ innovative be-
havior. Therefore, for employees with low proactive personality, the supervisor’s 
performance goal orientation can effectively alleviate the impact of abusive su-
pervision on its innovative behavior.  

Based on this, this article explores the interactive effects of abusive supervi-
sion, employee’s proactive personality and supervisor’s performance goal orien-
tation on employee’s innovation. The research framework of this paper is shown 
in Figure 1: Abusive supervision will be negatively related to employee’s innova-
tive behaviors; Employee’s proactive personality will moderate the negative  
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Figure 1. Research model. 
 
relationship between abusive supervision and employee’s innovative behaviors; 
abusive supervision, supervisors’ performance goal orientation, and employee’s 
proactive personality interaction affect employee’s innovative behaviors. 

2. Theory and Hypothesis Development 
2.1. Abusive Supervision and Employee’s Innovative Behavior 

In work, because leadership determines to a large extent employees’ work re-
source allocation, assessment, rewards, and punishments, the style and behavior 
of leaders play a very important role in employee’s behaviors. Employee’s inno-
vative behavior refers to the process of employees starting from identifying 
problems to generating innovative ideas or solutions, seeking support for their 
own innovative ideas, putting them into practice, and finally forming products 
or services that can be promoted in large numbers [1]. Innovation has certain 
risks and uncertainties, so negative factors have a stronger impact on employees 
during the innovation process. Abusive supervision is a common destructive 
leadership behavior, which is mainly manifested by leader’s persistent perfor-
mance of hostile verbal and non-verbal behaviors that do not include physical 
contact [2]. Such as criticizing and abusing subordinates in public, ignoring 
subordinates, mocking subordinates, etc. Previous research has found that ab-
usive supervision can affect employee’s motivation and self-efficacy for innova-
tion, and thus have a very negative impact on employee’s innovation behaviors. 
From the perspective of stress, abusive supervision is a source of stress that can’t 
be ignored for employees [11]. It will cause employees to have negative emotions 
such as anxiety, depression. And it will reduce the job satisfaction of employees 
[12], which makes employees reluctant to engage in more risky work, including 
new ideas and suggestions for the organization. From the perspective of resource 
conservation, employee’s innovative behavior requires a lot of time, energy and 
other resources. However, because individuals have limited resources [13], when 
suffering from abusive supervision, employees need to consume more resources 
to deal with negative emotions such as anxiety and depression, so they will 
choose a relatively conservative way of working to reduce themselves resource 
consumption. From the perspective of motivation, innovative behavior is not 
constrained, and it mainly depends on employee autonomy. It is difficult to 
achieve this behavior without strong internal motivation, and long-term abusive 
supervision will make employees question their ability and significance [3], the-
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reby reducing enthusiasm and interest in work or organization, making em-
ployees unwilling or difficult to generate innovative ideas and behaviors about 
work or organization.  

In summary, this study proposes the following hypotheses: 
Hypothesis 1: Abusive supervision will be negatively related to employee’s in-

novative behaviors. 

2.2. Employee’s Proactive Personality and Employee’s  
Innovative Behaviors 

In organizations, innovative behaviors usually have high risks and uncertainties. 
Whether or not employees make innovative behaviors is often not subject to ex-
ternal constraints, but more dependent on employee’s personal factors, such as 
motivation and personality. Bateman and Crant (1993) proposed the concept of 
proactive personality and defined it as a relatively stable personality trait in 
which individuals are not subject to environmental resistance and take the initi-
ative to change the environment [16]. Individuals with proactive personality of-
ten take the initiative to challenge the current situation, actively improve the 
current situation, or create a new environment. Previous research shows that 
proactive personality has a significant positive correlation with individual inno-
vation [8] [9]. First of all, employees with a highly proactive personality usually 
have a proactive response to the environment. They are good at finding prob-
lems and looking for opportunities. At the same time, they tend to take proactive 
actions and have a positive effect on generating new ideas or solutions, thus 
showing more innovative behaviors. Secondly, the higher the proactive perso-
nality of employees, the higher the learning goal orientation, so they will con-
tinue to actively learn relevant skills and new knowledge, work harder to pro-
pose new ideas, and then show more innovative behaviors. In addition, highly 
proactive employees are willing to actively communicate and exchange informa-
tion with team leaders or members, and use this to build a strong trust and sup-
port relationship in order to receive support and help in realizing their ideas, 
which is beneficial to them to do more innovative behaviors [8]. According to 
the review, highly proactive employees are more likely to show more innovative 
behaviors. 

Hypothesis 2: Employee’s proactive personality will be positively related to 
their innovative behaviors. 

2.3. The Moderating Effect of Employee’s Proactive Personality 

The creative interaction theory proposed by Woodman, Sawyer and Griffin 
(1993) holds that innovation is an individual-level phenomenon, but this phe-
nomenon is the result of the combined effect of individual factors and environ-
mental factors [7]. The theory clearly emphasizes the importance of hu-
man-environment interaction for innovation. While abusive supervision affects 
employee’s innovative behaviors, individual factors of employees also play a role 
[14] [15]. Innovation itself has a certain degree of difficulty and autonomy, and 
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the behaviors and attitudes employees exhibit when facing such work are, to a 
certain extent, dominated by their proactive personality. Therefore, this paper 
believes that the proactive personality of employees will play a mitigating role 
between abusive supervision and their innovative behaviors. Faced with negative 
impacts such as abusive supervision, compared with employees with low proac-
tive personality, employees with high proactive personality are less susceptible to 
environmental external forces and less likely to have negative emotions. They 
focus on finding problems and suggesting solutions, so the negative impact of 
abusive supervision is not obvious, and innovation behaviors will not decrease 
significantly. Conversely, employees with low-proactive personality are not good 
at identifying problems and have weak behavioral intentions. As a result, they 
have difficulty changing the adverse environment or coping with work pressure, 
and tend to negatively adapt and tolerate the current environment [16] [17]. 
Therefore, when they are subject to questioning or abusive supervision, they are 
likely to have negative emotions, which will further reduce high-risk innovative 
behaviors. 

Based on the above analysis, this study proposes the following hypotheses: 
Hypothesis 3: Employee’s proactive personality will moderate the negative re-

lationship between abusive supervision and employee’s innovative behaviors 
such that the relationship will be weaker for individuals with a higher level of 
proactive personality. 

2.4. The Role of Supervisors’ Performance Goal Orientation 

Employees have individual differences, and employees with low proactive per-
sonality will show more negative emotions when encountering difficulties or 
being hit. Therefore, when such employees encounter abusive supervision, their 
innovative behaviors will be more seriously affected. This study believes that for 
this people, certain external pressures or stimuli are needed to stimulate their 
innovation motivation. The supervisor’s performance goal orientation can help 
such employees to alleviate the harm of abusive supervision. In the workplace, 
the supervisor’s achievement goal orientation [18] is directly related to the way 
he is supervised and affects the attitudes and behaviors of his subordinates by 
affecting his own attitudes and behaviors. Supervisor with high-performance 
goal orientation tend to prove to others that their own or the team’s ability, and 
they are very concerned about whether they can achieve better performance than 
other teams [10]. Therefore, they are willing to invest a lot of time and energy in 
work, pay attention to the performance of team members and the realization of 
short-term goals of the team, attach importance to the ideas and behaviors of 
employees, and provide a lot of support and help to employees to obtain better 
performance. This not only brings a certain amount of performance pressure to 
employees with low proactive personality, but the attention and support of lead-
ers also helps to improve the internal motivation of employees, stimulates the 
employee’s innovation enthusiasm, and thus promotes employee’s innovative 
behaviors [19] [20]. In addition, supervisor with high-performance goal orienta-
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tion usually have clear performance goals. In order to meet the needs of super-
visor’s performance goal, employees often show their various skills and ideas in 
the team as much as possible, which objectively promotes employee’s innovative 
behaviors. Therefore, for employees with low proactive personality, the supervi-
sor’s performance goal orientation can effectively alleviate the impact of abusive 
supervision on employee’s innovative behaviors. 

Based on this, this study believes that abusive supervision, employee’s proac-
tive personality, and supervisor’s performance-goal-oriented interaction affect 
employee’s innovative behaviors. When employees have a high proactive perso-
nality, their innovative behaviors are not affected by the level of supervisor’s ab-
usive supervision, that is, the employee’s high proactive personality can effec-
tively alleviate the harm of abusive supervision to employee’s innovative beha-
viors; And when the employee’s proactive personality is low, the supervisor’s 
performance goal orientation will directly affect the relationship between abusive 
supervision and employee’s innovative behavior: Supervisors are high-performance 
goal oriented, which brings a certain amount of pressure to employees to a cer-
tain extent, and promotes employees to show certain innovative behaviors, the-
reby mitigating the harm of abusive supervision to innovative behaviors. 

In summary, this study proposes the following hypotheses: 
Hypothesis 4: Abusive supervision, supervisors’ performance goal orientation, 

and employee’s proactive personality interaction affect employee’s innovative 
behaviors. 

3. Methods 
3.1. Participants and Procedures 

Data for this study came from 211 employees and their 40 immediate supervi-
sors in a large manufacturing company in Guangdong. These participants work 
in teams with no less than three people in each team and have a common leader. 
More importantly, innovation is very important to their work. The data collec-
tion was completed in cooperation with the company’s human resources de-
partment. First, the leaders and subordinates of each team are numbered, and 
the corresponding numbered questionnaires are sent to all the subjects by email. 
After the test paper is filled in, it will be sent back to the human resources de-
partment by email. Supervisors were given a questionnaire that assessed their 
performance goal orientation and their personal information. Direct reports 
were asked to rate their immediate supervisor’s abusive leadership behavior, 
their own innovative behaviors, proactive personality and provide personal in-
formation. Since the questionnaire involved negative supervisory behavior, we 
assured participants that their responses would not be available to their supervi-
sors or companies. 

After excluding invalid data, 39 valid supervisor questionnaires remained, 
with an effective rate of 97.5%; 203 remaining valid subordinate questionnaires, 
the effective rate was 95.3%. In this sample structure, the majority are male 
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(74.4% are male supervisors and 78.8% are male subordinates); in terms of age 
distribution, the leaders are mainly 36 - 40 years old (25.6%), and the subordi-
nates are mainly under 35 years old (95.1%); education is mainly concentrated in 
undergraduate. 

3.2. Measures 

Because Chinese is the native language of all respondents, all items were trans-
lated from English to Chinese using the back-translation approach suggested by 
Brislin (1980). 

3.2.1. Abusive Supervision 
We use Tepper’s (2000) 15-items questionnaire [2] to measure abusive supervi-
sion. Each item starts with “My boss ...”, including: “Ridicules me”, “Tells me my 
thoughts or feelings are stupid” and so on. The instrument uses 5-point scale, 1 
for never, and 5 for always. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 0.90 in this 
study. 

3.2.2. Employee’s Innovative Behaviors 
We use a questionnaire developed by Scott et al. (1994) to measure employee’s 
innovative behaviors [1]. There are 6 items. Sample items were, “I always seek to 
apply new processes, technologies and methods”, “I often come up with creative 
ideas and ideas” and so on. The instrument uses a 5-point scale, 1 being very 
non-conforming, and 5 being very consistent. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient 
was 0.92 in this study. 

3.2.3. Employee’s Proactive Personality 
We use a questionnaire developed by Seibert et al. (1999) to measure employee’s 
proactive personality [21]. There are 10 items. Sample items were, “No matter 
where I am, I can actively change the surrounding environment”, “I am always 
looking for better solutions to problems “and so on. The scale uses a 5-point 
scale, 1 being very non-conforming, and 5 being very consistent. The Cronbach’s 
alpha coefficient was 0.76 in this study. 

3.2.4. Supervisors’ Performance Goal Orientation 
We use Baraniak’s (2007) performance approach orientation subscale of the 
work area achievement target scale [22] to measure supervisors’ performance 
goal orientation. There are 5 items, including: “I prefer tasks that can do well 
and can prove my ability”, “I try to find a way to prove my ability to others at 
work.” The scale uses a 6-point scale, with 1 being very non-conforming and 6 
being very consistent. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 0.70 in this study. 

3.3. Analysis Procedures and Strategy 

First, due to the limited time and resources of this study, all variables are 
self-evaluated, and there may be common method bias. Although methods such 
as anonymous answers and lie-tests were used to control the test, in order to 
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prevent deviations from affecting the research results, Harman’s single factor 
analysis was used to test them before data analysis. Next, following Anderson 
and Gerbing’s (1988) recommendations, we conducted a series of CFAs to ex-
amine whether these variables captured distinct constructs. Because our va-
riables of this study spanning both the individual level (e.g., employee’s proac-
tive personality) and group level (e.g., abusive supervision), we use Hierarchical 
Linear Model (HLM) to analyses our data. Our HLM analyses were composed of 
multiple steps. In Step 1, we entered abusive supervision. In Step 2, we entered 
employee’s proactive personality. In Step 3 we entered the two-way interactions. 
In the final step, we entered the three-way interaction. 

4. Result 
4.1. Common Method Bias Test 

Principal component analysis was performed on 31 items of 203 subordinate 
questionnaires in SPSS20.0, and the results showed that the KMO was 0.873, 
which is suitable for factor analysis; A total of 7 factors with eigenvalues greater 
than 1 were extracted, and the cumulative variance explanation variance was 
66.06%; before the rotation, the eigenvalue of the largest common factor was 
8.421, and the variance interpretation amount was 27.17%, which was less than 
40% and did not exceed the cumulative explanation. Therefore, there is no se-
rious common method bias in this study. 

4.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

With the exception of supervisor’s performance goal orientation, the measures 
of abusive supervision, employee’s innovative behaviors, and employee’s proac-
tive personality were all collected from the same source (employees). Therefore, 
following Anderson and Gerbing’s (1988) recommendations, we conducted a se-
ries of CFAs to examine whether these variables captured distinct constructs. 

The results are shown in Table 1. As shown, our results suggest that the hy-
pothesized three-factor measurement model fit the data well (χ2 = 1054.35, 
RMSEA = 0.09, NNFI = 0.93, CFI = 0.93), and better than the alternative mod-
els. These results provided support for the discriminant validity of our measures. 

4.3. Descriptive Statistics 

Table 2 shows the means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations among the  
 
Table 1. The results of CFA. 

Model χ2 Δχ2 df Δχ2/Δdf RMSEA NNFI CFI 

Model 1: AS + IN + P 4179.93 2993.85 434 2993.85 0.21 0.55 0.58 

Model 2: AS IN + P 1186.08 131.73 433 65.87 0.09 0.91 0.92 

Model 3: AS IN P 1054.35 - 431 - 0.09 0.93 0.93 

Note: AS = abusive supervision; IN = employee’s innovative behaviors; P = employee’s proactive personali-
ty. 
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Table 2. Correlation, means, and standard deviations. 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Age 31.30 5.67        

2. Gender 1.21 0.41 −0.09       

3. Gender of leader 1.21 0.41 0.02 0.20**      

4. Working age of leader 2.58 1.00 0.30** −0.09 −0.08     

5. Education 3.13 0.57 −0.31** −0.03 −0.05 −0.06    

6. Abusive supervision 1.63 0.56 0.02 −0.06 0.10 −0.02 0.16*   

7. Employees’ innovative 
behavior 

4.61 0.74 0.03 −0.17* −0.05 0.07 0.01 −0.21**  

8. Employees’ proactive 
personality 

4.40 0.52 0.01 −0.01 −0.15* 0.01 −0.04 −0.25** 0.65** 

Note: N = 203, **p < 0.01 *p < 0.05. 

 
study variables. As can be seen in Table 2, abusive supervision related negatively 
to employee’s innovative behaviors (r = −0.21, p < 0.01), and related negatively 
to employee’s proactive personality(r = −0.25, p < 0.01). Employee’s proactive 
personality related positively to employee’s innovative behaviors (r = 0.65, p < 
0.01). Each variable has a significant correlation, so that is consistent with our 
expectations. 

4.4. Hypothetical Test 

Because our variables of this study spanning both the individual level (e.g., em-
ployee’s proactive personality) and group level (e.g., abusive supervision), we use 
Hierarchical Linear Model (HLM) to analyses our data. Each of the cross-level 
hypothesized was tested with an intercepts-as-outcomes model. 

All variables included in the cross terms were normalized before regression. 
Before conducting a formal hypothesis test, this paper conducted a zero-model 
test, and the results showed that for employee’s innovative behaviors, the differ-
ences among groups were significant (χ2 = 60.47, p < 0.05), and further analysis 
can be performed. Our HLM analyses were composed of multiple steps. In Step 
1 we entered abusive supervision. In Step 2 we entered employee’s proactive 
personality. In Step 3 we entered the two-way interactions. In the final step we 
entered the three-way interaction. Results are shown in Table 3. 

Hypothesis 1 deduces that abusive supervision will significantly negatively af-
fect employee’s innovative behaviors. As we can see the model 1 in Table 3, 
there is a significant negative correlation between abusive supervision and em-
ployee’s innovative behaviors (γ = −0.15, p < 0.001). Hypothesis 1 is supported. 

Hypothesis 2 deduces that the employee’s proactive personality will signifi-
cantly positively affect the employee’s innovative behaviors. The results are 
shown model 2 in Table 3. There is a significant positive correlation between 
employee’s proactive personality and employee’s innovative behaviors (γ = 0.49, 
p < 0.001). Hypothesis 2 is supported. 

https://doi.org/10.4236/jssm.2020.131004


J. R. She 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/jssm.2020.131004 55 Journal of Service Science and Management 
 

Table 3. HLM results for hypotheses. 

Variable 
Employees’ innovative behavior 

M1 M2 M3 M4 

Step 1 
    

Intercept 4.60*** 
   

Abusive supervision −0.15*** 
   

R2 0.12** 
   

Step 2 
    

Intercept 
 

4.60*** 
  

Employee’s proactive personality 
 

0.49*** 
  

R2 
 

0.18*** 
  

Step 3 
    

Intercept 
  

4.60*** 
 

Abusive supervision (A) 
  

−0.02 
 

Employee’s proactive personality (B) 
  

0.48*** 
 

A × B 
  

0.01 
 

R2 
  

0.15*** 
 

Step 4 
    

Intercept 
   

4.60*** 

Abusive supervision (A) 
   

−0.01 

Employee’s proactive personality (B) 
   

0.49*** 

Manager’s performance orientation (C) 
   

−0.11* 

A × B 
   

0.12* 

A × C 
   

−0.01 

B × C 
   

0.12 

A × B × C 
   

−0.12* 

R2 
   

0.17** 

Note: Nemployee = 203, Nleader = 39; *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. 

 
Hypothesis 3 predicts that the interaction between abusive supervision and 

employee’s proactive personality affects employee’s innovative behaviors. The 
results are shown in model 3. The interaction terms have no significant effect on 
employee’s innovative behaviors (γ = 0.01, ns). Hypothesis 3 is not supported. It 
can be seen that when the employee’s proactive personality and abusive supervi-
sion are put into the equation to predict the employee’s innovative behaviors at 
the same time, the coefficient of abusive supervision becomes insignificant, and 
the employee’s proactive personality still has a significant impact. This means 
that no matter whether the abusive supervision is high or low, the employee’s 
proactive personality has a significant predictive effect on employee’s innovative 
behaviors. 
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Hypothesis 4 predicts that the interaction between abusive supervision, man-
ager’s performance goal orientation, and employee’s initiative personality will 
affect employee’s innovative behaviors. The results are shown in model 4. The 
interaction term has a significant impact on employee’s innovative behaviors. 
The three-way interaction was significant (γ = 0.12, p < 0.05).  

In order to clearly show the mode of moderator, a simple slope analysis was 
performed in this study [23] [24] [25], and the results are shown in Figure 2. 
When the employee’s proactive personality is high and the manager’s perfor-
mance orientation is high, the relationship between abusive supervision and em-
ployee’s innovative behavior is not significant (γ = 0.0014, ns); When the em-
ployee’s proactive personality is high and the manager’s performance orientation 
is low, the relationship between abusive supervision and employee’s innovation 
behavior is not significant (γ = −0.0039, ns); when employee’s proactive perso-
nality is low and manager’s performance goal orientation is high, there is a sig-
nificant positive correlation between abusive supervision and employee’s innova-
tive behavior (γ = 0.15, P < 0.05); when the employee’s proactive personality is 
low and manager’s performance goal orientation is low, there is a significant 
negative correlation between abusive supervision and employee’s innovative 
behaviors (γ = −0.15, p < 0.05).  

In conclusion, the research model of this paper is established, and the four 
hypotheses are verified. In other words, we have proved that, abusive supervi-
sion will be negatively related to employee’s innovative behaviors; employee’s 
proactive personality will moderate the negative relationship between abusive 
supervision and employee’s innovative behaviors; abusive supervision, supervi-
sors’ performance goal orientation, and employee’s proactive personality inte-
raction affect employee’s innovative behaviors. 

 

 
Figure 2. Moderating effect of abusive supervision, employee’s proactive personality and manager’s 
performance orientation. 
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5. Conclusion 

Innovation is not only an important source for an organization to gain a com-
petitive advantage, but also one of the most effective ways for an organization to 
respond to a changing environment. But innovation means various risks and 
uncertainties. King et al. (1992) pointed out that the realization of organizational 
innovation must ultimately be implemented to employees in the organization, 
and the employee’s innovative behaviors are the core element of organizational 
innovation [26]. Abusive supervision is widespread and has a serious impact on 
employee’s innovation. How to mitigate the harm of abusive supervision to em-
ployee’s innovative behaviors is one of the most important issues for organiza-
tional development. The creative interaction theory proposed by Woodman et 
al. believes that innovation is the result of the combined effect of individual fac-
tors and environmental factors [6]. Therefore, this study explores the interactive 
effects of abusive supervision, supervisor’s performance goal orientation, and 
employee’s proactive personality on employee’s innovative behaviors, and con-
ducts empirical research with 39 grassroots teams in a manufacturing company 
in Guangdong as the research object. The results show that when the employee’s 
proactive personality is high, the employee’s innovative behaviors are not af-
fected by abusive supervision; and when the employee’s initiative personality is 
low, the high-performance goal orientation of supervisors can mitigate the nega-
tive impact of abusive supervision on employee’s innovation. This research has 
produced some interesting theoretical and managerial implications. 

5.1. Theoretical Implication 

First, this study improves understanding of the relationship between abusive su-
pervision and employee’s innovation. Previous researches on abusive supervi-
sion and employee’s innovation have focused on exploring their possible impact 
mechanisms. This study, from the perspective of how to mitigate the harm of 
abusive supervision, uses paired data to explore the impact of the interaction of 
employee’s individual factors (employee’s proactive personality) and environ-
mental factors (supervisor’s performance goal orientation) on employee’s inno-
vative behaviors. It has been proved that the employee’s proactive personality 
and supervisor’s performance goal orientation can effectively alleviate the ad-
verse impact of abusive supervision on employee’s innovative behaviors. 

Second, although our model specifically addresses the adverse effects of ab-
usive supervision on employee’s innovation, its core may apply to victims of 
various types of interpersonal abuse. Research by Tepper et al. (2011) reveals 
overlap between various constructs related to interpersonal abuse, such as bul-
lying, uncivilization and social isolation [27]. These constructs are related to in-
terpersonal abuse, and various types of interpersonal abuse at work may 
represent an adverse environment that undermines innovation. Future research 
can use our framework to study how to mitigate the adverse effects of these en-
vironments. 
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5.2. Managerial Implications 

In China, under the influence of traditional cultural atmosphere such as 
high-power distance, abusive supervision can easily breed in the workplace, 
which in turn has a great negative impact on the development of employees and 
organizations. This study provides the following implications for how to miti-
gate the harm of abusive supervision: 

First of all, companies should control the selection of leaders, establish cor-
responding systems and measures, incorporate ethical behaviors into the as-
sessment system, and restrict and punish negative behaviors such as abusive su-
pervision of leaders, so that members of the organization can be treated with re-
spect and fairness; at the same time, the organization should strengthen the 
training of supervisors, improve their management literacy, transmit positive 
supervisor behavior, and change or reduce the occurrence of abusive supervi-
sion. 

Second, research shows that managers’ emotions and stress are related to ab-
usive supervision [28]. Therefore, managers must find other ways to release their 
work stress and negative emotions, rather than abusing subordinates. At the 
same time, managers should be performance-goal-oriented in their work, so that 
employees can work closely around certain work goals or performance, so as to 
reduce the impact of other adverse factors in the work. 

Finally, in the process of talent development and training, companies should 
focus on the proactive personality of employees. When recruiting, companies 
can use mature proactive personality scales to screen employees with highly ac-
tive personality; for employees with low-active personality, companies should 
use the corresponding internal management mechanisms (such as promotion 
and salary adjustment) to enhance the corporate performance-oriented atmos-
phere and stimulate employee’s initiative awareness and behaviors. 

5.3. Limitations 

First, our measurement of abusive supervision is based only on frequency. Al-
though this method is consistent with most previous studies, the frequency and 
intensity of abusive supervision may have different effects. For example, al-
though loud abusiveness and disregard are both considered abusive supervision, 
their impact on employee’s innovation is not exactly the same. Therefore, future 
research can consider 2 × 2 abusive supervision research including high/low 
frequency and high/low intensity. 

Second, our research only examines the impact and mitigation of abusive su-
pervision at the individual level on employees’ individual innovative behaviors, 
and the abusive supervision at the team level is likely to hinder team creativity. 
In order to enrich the theory and knowledge of abusive supervision and creativ-
ity at the team level, future research can examine how team-level abusive super-
vision affects team creativity and how to mitigate such team-level effects. 

Finally, this study uses subjective self-assessment to measure variables. The 
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analysis results may be affected by common method bias. Future research can 
use a combination of self-assessment and other assessments to improve the va-
lidity of the measurement. 
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