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ST NEGBREHE , PRE T OUSHE A OE R (PFP) 538 B A BRAE BT (PET) 22 18] (¥ DT BC 2 Ay s e A P
XF 194 £ b GBS EE AT 2 B R R E AT, SRR () ARECTHEILECSIE , 409 e “PFP—PIT ILAL” BT H
IEIEIBRREE ; 2) 5 “PFPAR—PFTAR” AHLL, “PFP mi—PFT 5" WE T RS MRE T, (3) fEIRICRSL T, 5 “PFP —
PFTAIR” AL, G H7E “PFPAL—PET & IOHE RIS A /A RIZE B, L LS8 RENE A SNy sl 8 A PR (L B8 3

WEGEBREE  FBCBRERS  FHGERER T A

IR A P—— AN B I R R 0 R R
TR (RAREEMIERSE ) (Tepper, 2000) ,
SERHLURIE Z TR R, WA S
T, WA M AR ST AR (2B, B,
M-I, 2009; F5% , i , 2014; Tepper et al., 2009).,
YT AN, TP B RS A B — A T
fE gl HET, SIS i AR
SO B UG RIVTE 285 15 %A R 28 X o R A B ) o DR A 17
K% (Barnes, Lucianetti, Bhave, & Christian, 2015;
Camps, Stouten, & Euwema, 2016) . #Rifj, A F4015
FRIAFI R Z A A IR A B, AR — R
%o McGregor (1960) BHEH, 40T H & TFHEREH 1)
WA S s g BhE . 3 Ti200
M, NGB FERRS (FTsy— MAFFE i —EB X T
BB AR U 1A PR BT A BT (Sy, 2010), 1E
AR A BT R ST rh i) — St (2%, T
5 ,2015) .

IFTs j&— ¢ THB FE R B A J 454, &
FAE T AR H h 38 BE & Ir A B FET ( Sy,
2010) o 5B IFTs 43 R BURGE Bl A (positive
followership prototype, PFP) FITH B K7 Y (negative
followership prototype, NFP): Hj & #&fiF T 4~ 14 %t

B R B A AR, WA B B TAE L8
0, FEIER AL, S D RAAEA R, e E
FAE T AMANTE B B —Fh i M s, Bar,
Hansbrough il Jones (2014). VAN @ E A (2013) £:T
PRI IR, T3 1) NFP IE [ FE &
B LA, BEARXEEHITT AR TAN IFTs S8 E
PO R MR T —E ok, ABATS A — 2807 1 v 1
e, B, UNSEE B AT IFTs XgE
BRI M E LA RE IR — A 22 5k fr (B
) HORFLABREE G X — )8, 47
TR MG T 2 11 TF TS [R)36 B 2 5 I DS FC ) B AR A 25
B AR EE A /E . W Uhl-Bien, Riggio,
Lowe I Carsten (2014) #5 i), 047 0 2H U FH
FEAE B Bl R AR . Ok, (& NFP
OV FH T Z0% PEP, S:206t IFTs 508 e 4 B 22 i) 56
ZIIAHIA A IS 41, NFP F1 PEP & N4ERE, 1M
ANJE— A A P B (Sy, 2010), I, NFP X &
[EE BRI BE I8 2 PFP, I FRRIME
AR SCHL N 7 T M Ao . — 5T, ASSCHUER
TS PFP SR ES I CR; H—Jm,
F IFTs %) 7 A4 PTTC W 5 (Shondrick & Lord, 2010),
P AR R G E 1Y PFP 538 FE & RS BE: B
(positive followership traits, PFT) dfa] &) 8 % 1 /%
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WA e IR R[], 4505 % 1Y PFP 138 Fifi 4
() PFT A[JE B PUFPECX AL : (D PFP &—PFT =5
@ PFP fIlE—PFT fi; (3 PFP 5—PFT {i%; @ PFP fik—
PFT &, i PIFMESLE TICHS, JoBIRhE BlE T A
VCRC, JEF Biksrds, ARSCHAEGT: S5AVCEAH
b, ZEVCRECISIE NS G/ DR ER R HE? 5
PFP {[X.—PFT fIRVCECAH L, TR REAS HUE 57 PFP mi—
PFT mBHEAL? 5 “4i# 1 PFP S—iBKE# PFT
fiK” FHL, BEESHEEE “SFH T PFP Ii—B
BEZFTY) PFT /5”7 BFEEAIR?

2

2.1 MFREERERS

IFTs J& /MR D Gt ST i — & FHB b
HR T JE LA (Sy, 2010), 1E R MA R A 1)
SLhl, TFTs A — AN EARIDCELS AR, BRI R .
TFHM IFTs R HIFHEE R 2 AT S RN —&
P, JFSTE TAEE S .0 B W IFTs 536
BRI PR BT LU ACRIUC L, DR okt
B kEE A 474 (Epitropaki, Sy, Martin, Tram-
Quon, & Topakas, 2013), 1B Kl S bR 2 B A4 T
PR B BRI, B Rl AR S
FEHESL . BOULHL BN A OB T, T 3K 2 i
Yo T HRRS g R H R T IEE S (20, W
W, R A B AL, 2016), TR AP A,
AW I, MiBRHH I PFT 344054 1) PFP
B, A B S T 2 B A e — R B S B AR
BRI 7oA T 3 (321845, 2016; van Gils, van
Quaquebeke, & van Knippenberg, 2010), {Hf, X&F
PFP—PFT VL L 5T MR, HElw T
T3
2.2 VEEROY

BT AT EC RIS, AT PFP 5
PFT iA S| UCECHT, SEEH A T et i, B
R, PRP AR T 4005 0 Bl 1 B Y
4 PFP—PFT DLFCH, SEWRA I8 b iR B 2 1
GUFHWIER, S, SSESEEE . GIEN
T (A, 2016), HARERRE . WA iBREE
() PFT ANRET /L 41 S 1) PFP, 40S-EH 2\ iakE
BRI, dhmxrHAGA g4, DR TEA
I REAS P (Hansbrough & Jones, 2014), B REE
PFT #1455 # iy PFP, 5 PFP—PFT VLECAH LL,

B REH IR BT A PR, X2,
— 7 I A7 1) LI 1 28 IR 25 45 S0 A RN
7€ JH (Todd, Forstmann, Burgmer, Brooks, & Galinsky,
2015), PR/ DA 7 P R R A R N —Fh AR fiE
(Stevens & Fiske, 1995), Tiij Sanders #1 Baron(1975)
A 5T e AN 2 1 25 5 i BOs sl Mo 47 (L
W NS EXTRE ) o S —T5 i, ALl Hie
i AR SRR AL AR Y 4 (Sidanius, Pratto,
& Bobo, 1994 ) , HaFEH (FXHMEMAIF ) AR
B G RS S I N WA O KR = B o9 B: LA A i)
TR FE R TE 2080 U ) —Fh )72, Khan, Moss,
Quratulain Fi1 Hameed(in press) M AF 5% & F1 155 G 34 1)
B R 3L A 2 S TC A ] 90 S 3 AR 6 38 e 7
iy, BETAR & IR e A R IR E s T AU R e sk,
T A R SO, VT Rl 4 R
B, OB B 0 U BB R RE R B
MSEER, 25 b, i 1.

{15 1: PFP—PFT DL [m] 40 53 5 2 A L2 (1]
FAAESARIE S ANVCECAR EL , 2 35 DO B S B
ST BEE A DR R R
2.3 VLRLIEIE T 12 58800

5915 PFP FLERE PFT [RUICAHLL, 2[R
S AIE OL T B R R A T RE MR AR, o,
MG B2 A% G RET RN, S0 35 Xo) 38 Bl 0 B o 18
R, R T4 IE R TR 2 0G0 ISR (Kierein &
Gold, 2000), JXREMAE R RE A B AR R AT REMEEU N
Hk, BT PFTACE TSR TAERR ST . B
JERE TR G B N BR A BT (208455, 2016) , PFT i
e AR TB AR B T R 5 Y AR RE R0 s Y
TAEGRL, X EERFIE AR S BB BE 2 HLkE R e 4
P, b 40 Hakimi, van Knippenberg il Giessner (2010)
J IR T AERE ik 0436 B A A1 25 52 34008 1 AR
% 1%; Tepper, Moss Fl Duffy (2011) UF 52, BB
o TAEST S BB E ARG, 251, SisHm
1 PFP (i FC R M X RRIB E#, T /IR i ia e
F, MEEREH S PRT 1T LAss A4 535 (A R 45 B
78, SR EE R, SRk 2

fixi% 2: AHXS T PFP li—PFT fik, PFP =—PFT
e N0 OB R A T D SR A L
2.4 AVLECIEIE T YHERTFREN

TEAVEECRI RN BL T (4557 PFP {R—IE B
# PFT 5, 9154 PFP —iBREH PFT L), HE
BRI AT RE MR SRS (JEXTRR ) 7 DAfE— 2
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b RRICEAT T2 K BAEAICERIE &, 17845281
EETIE R B ANRHIE (Zhang, Wang, & Shi,
2012) fEILEH, ASSCHEN, HIRGITH PFP 5

BREF PFT ACRCAHORIREE B, By “SieH
PFP m—iBEBE# PFT L AHIL, “UiS54# PFPfk—

BFEE PFT /" WHE RS BIAIN B /b, JBpE# PFT
o R A R TAERE R, R TAERE
H BT B4 535 A A 58 GRS A BT 5
U FATAT XS IX 8 Bl & A T 2K (Zhang et al.,
2012) . 4K PFP {IX—PFT = 06 fifi # 1l BB 2 45 40
SE W RIIEE . BWE (Frese & Fay, 2001), {H4%
S B DM A — e TR UG R A R
MR I SR AT ARG o R HE DL B8 o

fi% 3: 5 PFP & -PFT fiGAH EL, 45344 PFP fIik—
1BREE PFT M, S E B pEE A R,

3

3.1 WK AT

7 6 A (AT b K Tl | A5 . &l )
AT TR HEEREH 11 BOAT I8 A . A4
BB T, BB B, SRR AR A1 i Ul
B NIDGEA B % PP [R50 . 26 B (2
ANHIG), WS PFT B MR ES L. —Jm
BURBAN T HEE S Z B B FE# (1) PFT; 55
— 7 IR E B S B R A B ) MO N H 4
HeEER . R 194 3 A RLVTEC R4, 4
SERAERS 33.1 %, B 68.6%, RS2 H B (B
/NEEH ) 14.83 4 IBREE AR 28.1 &, Btk
17 50.0%, “FIIZHERHS ( A/NFER ) 13.7 4,
32 R TH

PR “RHIE—Inl3 RS SR LR BRI
W, A SR Likert 5 503147

PFP HYiE . {37 Sy (2010) il A 9 S FA
BETANL . BRI B AN AR 2 KFEE F AR
T H A A BE AR . AR E A T AR
&, AW IZI R Cronbach” s o 4 .72,

PET ", [RREAE 1k 9 AN BN 38 it 17l
JEXF PRT SEA 70 5, 2R 4005 3 0] 25 45 TR 7E

ZRBE FHGR TR B E . Atz G
Cronbach’ s a N .71,

IR A BRI >R FH Mitchell 1 Ambrose (2007)
FENFETTIY 5 AT 5 B @ . AR E an <3
1) RIS AR ARIR” |, AR iz R
f{ Cronbach’ s @ N .86,

AR A T T LB B R
P AR A AR . A2 A R
AEABLPE IS0 2 B B 25 H AR IS . ZBE I

(FE NN BN TAR R Z BB AR ) Z 22094
XHERZ R TR, “0” ARERFEIMER,
“17 REEFMH; LR fEB RS HETE (L
AL o
3.3 SrHrskmg

il FH Z2 3 I = R 137 T8 73 B A T AR 56
AR Z I B Y IR «

IR = b, + b, (PFT) + b, (PFP) + b, (PFT) +
b, (PFT x PFP) + by (PFP*) + ¢

R, LArh R EER AR, b0 £t
FWIE, b, M b, 53 % J& PFT 1 PFP Y R %L, b, N
PFT V- J5 Wi (%) 2 %%, b, 24 PFT Fl PFP e fAI 1Y 5
0, bs b PFP V- I7 WA R AR, e WIRZEW, BT
Z I H B 45 R DU RS, 22 T T DA
il e o7 TR P, AR A i 1 T b — S OC B A2
B 4RI 2R K 56 L 1 (Edward, 2002; Jansen & Kristof-
Brown, 2005). fRi% 1 lor i e (1) WrdEDCHd
2k (PFP=-PFT) , ML [ i1 (by-by+bs) A HNGETT ik
FKN5 (2) ma T ) EAREAEVE AR [, BPESR
M 7 AT ) 56— = A O 25 DC R 2 ( BPAE — F= b aliie
p=0, FPE p,=1), ik 2 W7 FFW e WA VLR
2% (PFP=PFT) , MW THAIRER (b+by) A HikF|5E
THEZEKE, IR (bytbytbs) AN B 3 AL
Wi (1) W& AEVLECZE (PFP=-PFT), ML i &%
R (b-by) M HIRBNG B EAKF;  (2) WREE
VCRCZkith A e 2, MIFE A TR DT RCZe I R 2E 7
K46, BV z-hat {HEGEG .

4

D PFP A1 PFT AN R T A I H , BT R SR & S M. T PRP AN PRT ¥ i 400 B 4ty i et AT AL M ik R 25 K 56
Harman FLPH TR 50 & IS — AR FAURBE T 22.1% MBS, WAMBIGHNES Wiz mistlkd, BmdEIrEHE7E, Bl
PIEIEMEAR G [A x° (18, N=194) =2.46, p>.05], MONFENTR LRz . SRR &l v, M T AN LBy . DS
P PRP [ = ANEFH PET 19 = AR FAI ST s @ = HFR8S, WAmee mhillmm AH R 2 (900 H A R EI R — A7 2550k, /SR
RIRET AT I A HER [ A y 2 (12, N=194) =43.03, p<O1], 55 TR
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4.1 ARl X SRR

TE KI5 B (1 X 33503 B Se %t PRP [W] 45 Al PET
(A5 (25 6T T 474 (At PRP A 474 R4k
JEE R = A3 E s R S EAE S PFP B —
WH ). Skt A 45 R 3R W PFP. PFT A%
JEAS RN = P AR S B L A AR (v

df=2.18, CFI=93, TLI=.90, RMSEA=.06), 4% T
WA B [ Y X A3 305, W LA T 225340t
4.2 ARSI

LI TR RAYAME. brifEzE . ZBREp
FHOE R BN EFEASE [ Cronbach’ s a 2%, M
ATLUE IR PFT | PFP ¥ 58 B4 7 1E 3 A G

1
M SD 1 3 4 5 6 7
LAFRE VT 6.50 4.57
2 ERIVE .60 49 .04
3HH LA 1.37 1.43 12 12
4FLHRHC 17.15 6.87 -.01 .10 .004
5.PFT 3.26 49 02 .03 -.03 01 (.71)
6.PFP 3.32 55 .002 -.15 -17 -.07 397 (.72)
7B 2.34 .73 -.05 .004 -.10 -217 50" -.16" (.86)
e N=194, “ 3K p<05, 7 FR p<0l,

4.3 Bk
W RT3 SR s X W S A A TR B (2%

WF2) o F2HA 3 IR, WAL,
AR St PR A L O i R i R R T (AR = .10, p<
O MR T M 7R, WYAEDCRRZ:, ey i i A
2.18, RFIEEIKF. BT XG5 EE — iy
TR (o) FIRER (py) BB EVEHI RS, A
Pa=0.64, 95% fY ¥ 15 [X [7] 24 [-3.40, .03], 17 0;
p=1.54, 95% MBS IX[EN [94, 5.00], B15&% 1, &
HHSE — A B w B VOO L , BUBaR 1 158030

YK, 25T W 0L AT DS R 2R A ARk 2R R
FEVCRCZ |, ma A3 .55, p<01, iK% T
FAK; [RlEE, FEDCECZ b, e Ry 17,
p>.05, RiBFNEEKF-, U5 PFP &—PFT &It
BcAH kL, PFP fIk—PFT fIRVCHACHT, 16 BEE Sl 52 0
ZIRIERFE, WBk 2 ASE] T R

SR AR 3. WA DT EC LR ) 1o 1T (1) R 28 5
T B EFEKF (b-b=1.14, p<01); P15 T z-hat {&:
WrARVCECSE , F-Rma i A b HA PR A 55,
WRTHE 1 AREZE R S AL NTHIE 1A

2

Bl [EEp! R 2 iR 3
BRIE 2.80 2.96 2.66
P AR

FERE UL -.01 -.01 .000

3 DE TR .06 .09 .10

HHE VLA -.05 -.06 -06"

PAE RIS -.02" -.02" -02"
H AR

HUGEFERF R (PFT) =78 -86"

BINERE R (PFP) .03 -.02

PFT? 66"

PFTXPFP -67"

PFP? 36"

R’ 04" 29 39

AR’ 5™ 10"
VCPidsk: PFP=PFT

B (bi+by) -55"

1% (bytbatbs) 17
JEVCRLLk: PFP=-PFT

B (b1-by) -1.14™

% (bs-batbs) 2.18"

e N=194, " 3K p<05, 7 FR p<0l,
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PREZE R 8 B A BiARPR (-81, .81), B ALFRA
(23, -.23), A FI B P 2 2511 z-hat 454 1.89(p<.01),
95% B {5 IX 6] 4 [1.40, 2.38], A0, FIE
S S WU 3 AR T SCRE . mel b B DL 1

ez L

<
B
=

1 PFT-PFP

5

51 #igE X

B, T XA P AL R A AR DATER
ST BTN A % I NFP AR 45 A7 A i 2 5]
(X H5 , 2013; Hansbrough & Jones, 2014), {HH¥.i1
TR e LSt o i) — 400 2 o A [l i 1) 25 S Ak
XFRE, AR SCDE LA SR AT ST TFTs X I A4S B
SRR, TR B (40 PRP 3B FERERASICEL )
2 FIEE B (NFP 538 B4R R ICHED ) 5 AER
ARG FAT N (Ajzen, 2001), HZAS LK1 PFP
FE RS (PFT) 2Z (R ASRI DS AL (AR 455 %
M, 5 PFP—PFT VLAECAHL, PFP—PFT ADUACHT
FHCNBRE A E LR EN R, X —g5 R A T
Zhang 1 Bednall (2016) 5¢ T M B 2357 AL A G5
JEAE B R IR, Rl ARG kG T R
TFE BN E, IN—A AT T
IR E PR RN, [N T Hershcovis £l Reich (2013)
(R

S, FF TX PRPERE SRR, SR
F PFP [WF5E 2 510 PFP X405 2 AR R (4515
FRATERE . BFUGERE S ) A2 (Sy, 20105
Whiteley, Sy, & Johnson, 2012), #ilt, A& 1K
PFP MVEY B FAT N, #R%R T PFP [F] PFP Z

[F] ) DR FE X B AT Ry (45U T ) B2
(BIREE 2016), A PEP IVE G 3 kT T
PR, HRHEANER ST R (G ) i5m,
R I PEP [Al45E B KE# PFT 2 6] i VT Be R I
1B B A ) T 37 RS E X . FLE AR/ INAE (2015)
PE AR PFT MIATR, A 2R E PFT A
YERGSR, ARBFFERIR T iX—PFErT,

H=, SRR T NRGBRES . MEGERE
HIE (IFTs) 19—~ ZEHEWT R 8T 3 2R E b
FEPHHE A O 5 1 R g DG A e i HAT S AT
1, 4 PFP 5 PFT BYVCRECFERE M, S 535 X T 18
Bl oA 2 B RE . B AR X1 (Shondrick
& Lord, 2010), {HECABFFON X — WS T B A
55, HIZBEEXFASFVCECE &L (0 PFP Al PFT
FPUFPECXT ) BVE R G SR AR LR . AR E
FERGIR I SZHF T P B Bl B Hp R DC R A (R4
WO B, FRA1% L PFP —PFT &R RS
PR /L (AH%HT PEP i\—PFT 1% ), PFP {§—PFT /&
Aof I JE A HLE /L (AT PFP B —PFT X)) , X%
FHE AL TFTs 1 B R DG S o HLA — 2 I BRIE
Ho
5.2 HEX

TG, X THBRE 2 REXN R G K. B
B AR R e s sl 2 40 3 IR X AR, 2]
DI T #4535 i (PFP) hakzs . IKIEAHIZE
P25, FRATTEE R B a5 400 535 1 Y 3 AN g
filh, ORI TFEH XA T A I, IR
C PFT 522 VLHE, X% T H O 2 /8 X
A, AN, T PRT A3 74054 n A,
JIT LA B35 R 04545 P s ML 400 38 T A 2 s
& F CBGERER T, X 2 AR PFP il
PFT Z[H] ) PEAL,

Hk, xTHAERREEMNE R BTA
FHER RIS AT B M S AR A o, i
MEAEFT A (Payne & Gawronski, 2010), Kitt, 240
A HAE R4 S 1) PEP (UM OGNS, LA T
H OB AT M DGR, —r T, TEH
BAZH A AT 55 22, T LA Rk PFP T PRT AHDC
BLA T3 . JBREE HETHERC, AR TITEXR
FREAIATBA .

53 AEHEH

Hi—, AT PFP 5 PFT ARACAARDLRD fE ]

K FEAN R T 2 A A T i % e R A A SE IR, 3X
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T A PAVER ., 5=, %I PFP Al PFT il
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Abstract Abusive supervision refers to a set of actions in which supervisors engage in the sustained display of hostile verbal and non-verbal
behaviors, excluding physical contact. Due to it’s destructive effect on organizations and their members, researchers’ attention has recently turned to
understanding the predictors of abusive supervision so that organizations can devise ways to prevent it. Despite a growing set of studies has enhanced
our understanding of the antecedents to abusive supervision, there are very few studies that examine whether leaders’ cognition may evoke abusive
supervision.

In recent years, the implicit followership theories, which are cognitive categories that reflect the conceptions that leaders have about the traits and
behaviors of followers, draws a new perspective to explore the antecedents of abusive supervision. The integral elements of the cognitive categories
are prototypes, which are abstract mental representations for followership. According to the valence of a prototype, followership prototypes can be
classified into two dimensions: the Positive Followership Prototype (PFP) and the negative followership prototype. PFP is composed of the assumed
traits characterizing effective followers, such as enthusiasm, industriousness, and good citizenship. To date, the majority of scholars concentrated on
leaders’ PFP and found that leaders’ PFP was associated with followers’ performance, job attitude, and leader empowering behavior. In this paper, we
also plan to focus on leaders’ PFP.

According to the implicit followership theories, PFP can be activated unconsciously and compared with a follower' explicit followership traits
(PFT) in the process of the leader and follower interaction. And then the leader use different ways to deal with the follower in accordance with the
result of the comparison. Drawing on such arguments, what we pursue is to explore the effect of the congruence/ fit between a leader’s PFP and
follower’s PFT (PFP-PFT congruence) on abusive supervision. Based on a sample of 194 leader-follower dyads, and using polynomial regression with
the response surface analysis, it showed that: (1) The more agreement (i.e., higher congruence) between a leader’s PFP and follower’s PFT, the lower
the abusive supervision; (2) In the cases of congruence, abusive supervision was lower when leader PFP and follower PFT were both high instead of
being both low; (3)In the cases of incongruence, lower abusive supervision was found when a leader’ s PFP was lower than follower’s, compared with
that when a leader’s PFP was higher.

This study, like virtually all studies, has its limitations. First, we explain the impact of PFP-PFT congruence on abusive supervision in detail,
however, using a correlational model constrains our findings about causality. Thus, future research should examine the causal impact, for example,
studies could experimentally induce PFT and assess the effect of PFP-PFT congruence on abusive supervision. Second, although PFP was composed
of three dimensions, we only explore the overall effect of PFP-PFT congruence on abusive supervision. Does each dimension have the same effects?
Dimensional analyses may deepen our understanding on such question. Third, the study probes only into the direct effect of PFP-PFT congruence on
abusive supervision, whereas the mechanism is not discussed. We suggest the mediating role of leader-member exchange can be examined in future
studies.

Key words implicit followership theories, positive followership prototype, positive followership traits, abusive supervision



