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Abstract We examine the relationship between abusive supervision and work-family conflict, and the
moderating effects of employee’s resilience and perceived organizational support. We collected the employees’
sample(n=136) and conducted multiple hierarchical regression analysis. Abusive supervision has a significant
positive effect on work-family conflict. Subordinate’s resilience has a buffer effect on the main relationship,
but perceived organizational support has no significant moderating effect. This study will be helpful for
employees who are suffered from work-family conflict.
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Table 1. Correlation analysis

M SD F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9
F1: Gender 1.412 494 1.00
F2: Age 3.405 [ 1131 | -.168 1.00
F3: Employment 1.250 435 .069 -.192% 1.00
F4: Tenure 3.449 | 1371 | -.209* | .465** | -239** 1.00
Fb: Marital status 1.60 493 | -.072 .694%* -.043 347 1.00
F6: Abusive supervision| 2.209 .962 0.46 -.181* 136 -.062 -.182* 1.00
F7: WFC 2988 | 1.012 .023 -291** | -.105 .034 -251% | 369** 1.00
F8: Resilience 2.907 .963 112 -.169* 015 -.063 -.127 .165 .319%* 1.00
F9: POS 3.274 964 | -.017 A71* .065 .088 263** | -.321* | -370** | -.213* 1.00
o $2 Aol RAA AW o]ojA|7|k st A 2 FEHQ A7 A5l H(H9] TS = A
e 7?*1% weto] whah A GebAcH23] AFNS 9o o0& YERTH(B=.339, p{.001). WEbA] 7M1 A&
F7h AU 55 Ao B AEd A0 i A e
371 91oh AU Btk Ak, Al B4 B A sj=eeye] 28uue] 49, Table 22] Model 49
L3} 714 & A3)5) HhA] 9l z}7] o]9)-S gl vt A v)127 =} gEerg Aol AT AR X714
210 2 AHYS FARITHI0). T Bl SjER=E /ol 4 250l ()2 S HA = AL E YETH(B=-.223,

3 A9L Pl 71

iih

BAR AR A £AE 9
SR BEE WA P 99 BReEs e £
A3t RO ST AU B o), vAA g

p<.005). wekA| 7+
slEEg Aol 2dade FAHoE BIs| 3|
BAANA +1REFAHSD)E 7|1&E0 2 3

2% Ae=gict.

Helggo

RS |

= 22 2EA200 S04 BHohet] oPe S S SRl &2 @wﬂsmﬂ 2 TH-1SD) 0.2 o]
&8 4G A5E 2T S5 Aok A M T Fig 28 FASATHB6L Fig 28 B, sj5w
stk o] we o HjIAH =) Jgkelo] F/MA,
s|Eee e BAG AL I ekl Fast A

457K 45 2 Uehgt), oAl wejAl, slEerego) okshe wlel

AN HARA AT EARLE Eguise gl D AF B2 AEAR10) gjujg Ago] RE|AA
wP1oAE AFT fOFt FL(R=-319, poD) ] L KA FHHR] AATEAXAR, HEHA0] =
e Ao s Yehdth & oo Losg g spg 7+ e A7 2] Wit vdAE 5] 93
=oAL, o] gateict. ARH 02 7HE A A9k,

1419 A%, BAMSe) ATk BAT Aol A v ZAAANMS] 2HEH AP Model 55 &
AAA =2 EQI3k Model 22 H2 1, vlolAA = 2AXAAA0] AF-7HEo] F()9 IF= FARL

Table 2. Hierarchical regression analysis

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Gender .009 .000 -.020 .009 .002 .008
Age -.348* -.319** -.286 -.272 -.326** -.316*
Employment -.130 -172 -.165 -.144 -.144 -.145
Tenure 195 174 .168 214 183 174
Marital status -.082 -.036 -.034 -.034 018 .012
Abusive supervision - .339%** .307%** .320%** 267 270%*
Resilience - - 231% .216%* - -
Abusive supervision B _ B g3 _ _
x Resilience
POS - - - - -.240** -.233*
Abusive supervision
x POS B ) B B ) 064
- R'=.142 R’= 251 ’= 301 R’= 348 R’= 299 ’= 303
°e F=4.312** F=7.207*** F=7.886*** F=8.459** F=7.815* F=6.913
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