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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to examine the impact of abusive supervision on the
interpersonal conflict among teachers in the education sector of Pakistan. The study
also explores the mediating role of breach of psychological contract and moderating
role of locus of control in the proposed model. The survey was conducted on the teachers
of different schools, colleges, and universities of Rawalpindi, Islamabad, Karachi
and Lahore. Data was collected from 272 teachers using questionnaires. Results
indicated that abusive supervision is positively associated with the interpersonal
conflict. Moreover,locus of control acts as a strong moderator on the relationship of
abusive supervision and interpersonal conflict such that it weakens the relationship.
However, breach of psychological contract didn’t mediate the relationship of abusive
supervision and interpersonal conflict.

Introduction

Marinova,& Johnson, 2008). Abusive supervision is the
result of external conditions, while others suggest that
internal factors are responsible for negative outcomes
(e.g.,Harvey &Martinko, 2008).
Interpersonal conflict arises due to abusive supervision
as it is a communicative threatening situation aimed to
damage an individual physically or mentally (Leymann,
1990), and it ranges from employees to teams to
organizations (Baillien, Neyens, De Witte,& De Cuyper,
2009).Studies frequently discuss the abusive supervision
as a source of interpersonal conflict (Baillien et al., 2009;
Jehn, 1995; De Dreu&Weingart, 2003; Jehn&Mannix,
2001). Many researchers (Kotlyar&Karakowsky, 2006;
Skogstad, Torsheim, Einarsen, &Hauge, 2011) focused
that inappropriate leadership style result in interpersonal
conflict. In interpersonal conflict, two parties are involved
of approximately equal strength (usually at peer level),
and show non-verbal, verbal behaviors and/or physical
assault (McKenna, Smith, Poole & Coverdale, 2003).
Psychological contract has been widely discussed
after 1980s.Literature says that breach is characterized
by at least one of five kinds: delay, magnitude, type,
inequity (i.e. perceived discrimination), and reciprocal
imbalance. It takes place when the output is different
from what was expected (Cassar & Briner, 2011). Apart
from this, if the factors like complexity, diversity and
globalization prevails in the organizations, it causes
not only the psychological breach but it also decreases
the affective commitment of the employees with the

Words of renowned author Wayne Dyer “Conflict
cannot survive without your participation” holds true in
most of today’s organizations. The history of conflict is
as old as the history of man itself. People are different
in their mental schema, thoughts, opinions and goals,
therefore conflicts become inevitable.Conflict refers to
some kind of friction or disagreement arising when the
beliefs or actions of one or more members of the group are
either opposed or unacceptable to one or more members
of another group. Conflict is an integral part of human
relations, and therefore it has remained a long-standing
focus of organizational and team research (Pondy 1967;
Jehn & Mannix, 2001). It is the process that begins when
one party perceives that the other party has negatively
affected, or will negatively affect something that he or
she cares about (Thomas, 1992).
One of the important causes of conflict is abusive
supervision. According to the survey in US, abusive
supervision affects 13.6 % US workers (Tepper, 2000).
Two decades ago, according to the estimation of Leymann
(1990) the cost of each incident of abusive behavior
in workplace was between $30,000 and $100,000
annually. The harsh behavior of managers with their
subordinates give rise to anarchy at work place, so the
exchange of harsh behavior from manager to supervisor
and then from supervisor to subordinates causes serious
troubles to the lower level employees (Wayne, Hoobler,
53
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organization (Bao, Olson, Parayitam & Zhao, 2011).
The term “Locus of Control” was developed by Rotter
(1971) as part of social learning theory which states that
the relations of employees with their environment is a
function of comprehensive learning based on their past
experience and expectations from the future (Amram &
Benbenishty, 2014). Locus of control refers to a person's
beliefs about control over life events. According to the
literature, people are of two kinds. The kind of people
who feel themselves responsible for the things are known
as internals and those who feel that their outcomes in life
are based on external factors like fate, luck and other
people etc., which are beyond their control, are known
as externals (Findley & Cooper,1983).
The social exchange theory explains that the
supervisor and employee’s relationship is based on
reciprocal treatment. When the supervisor treats the
employees in abusive way, the employees will also
respond in the form of deviant behavior, and this
will ultimately spoil the interpersonal relationship
(supervisor-employee). Due to social exchange,
employees have some expectations from their
supervisors, and they form a certain kind of psychological
contract with their organization, but when they perceive
that their expectations are not being fulfilled by the
employer, then breach of psychological contract occurs
(Morrison & Robinson, 1995). So, organizational
members have a social exchange relationship not only
with other members of the organization, but also with
the organization.
The abusive supervision in education sector of
Pakistan needs to be addressed at earliest as it negatively
harms the overall workplace environment, and create
hurdles in achieving the basic objectives of the institute.
This study will help the education sector in understanding
the fact that abusive supervision is not a type of issue
which can be ignored. Pakistani culture is power distant
culture where power is mostly concentrated at the top
level and the decisions are usually taken by the higher
authority in the hierarchy. Similarly, in educational
institutes, the teachers are not permitted to make the
decisions on their own, that binds them to follow the
orders only, rather than to take some innovative steps for
the betterment of the organizations.
LITERATURE REVIEW
Abusive Supervision and Interpersonal Conflict
The emerging literature explores abusive
supervision as rude, offensive, and unfair behavior
of supervisors towards their subordinates (Leymann,
1992). Abusive supervision has a negative impact on
various organizational outcomes, e.g., job satisfaction
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(Tepper, Duffy, Hoobler, & Ensley, 2004), organizational
citizenship behaviours (Zellars, Tepper, & Duffy, 2002),
job performance (Aryee, Sun, Chen, &Debrah, 2008),
loyalty (Aryee, Chen, Sun, &Debrah, 2007), and it
enhances work place deviance (Tepper et al., 2009), and
psychological distress (Tepper, 2000).
Abuse results in lower morale, lower motivation,
increased turnover, increased sick leaves and diminishing
creativity, etc. All these outcomes result in poor
interpersonal relationships (Johnson &Indvik, 2001).
If the supervisor fails to show optimism and consider
the employee as an easy target for mistreatment, then
the management should take responsibility to help its
employees by addressing abusive supervision prevailing
in the workplace (Harvey, Stoner, Hochwarter&Kacmar,
2007).Sometimes, minor acts of disrespect and rudeness
and their reactions are simple reasons, why many
employees don't like their organizations, don't respect
their coworkers and wish they were not there (Johnson
&Indvik, 2001).
Conflict is a dynamic process that occurs between
parties as they experience negative emotional reactions
to perceived disagreements and interference with the
achievement of their goals (Barki&Hartwick, 2004). The
interpersonal conflict is the process in which a person is
systematically subjected to aggressive behavior from one
or more colleagues or supervisors over a long period of
time (Einarsen, 1999). In this situation, it is difficult for
the victim to escape or defend himself and this ultimately
results in severe psychological trauma. Leymann and
Gustafson (1996) consider it an incremental process
which is marked with aggressive act and psychological
assaults against victim, repeatedly and regularly (at least
once a week) and for a long time (at least 6 months)
which ultimately results in employee turnover.
If an employee identifies strongly with a
particular job, but later on there are unsuccessful and
aggressiveinteractions with the supervisor, then more
negative effects may riseas a result (Thoits, 1991).
As a reaction of abusive supervision, employees feel
decreased attachment/ commitment to the organization;
they engage themselves in potentially damaging
behaviors towards the organizations, such as shirking,
theft, sabotage etc., (Tepper, Henle, Lambert, Giacalone,
& Duffy, 2008). They undergomental and health issues
such as anxiety, depression (Spector,&Jex, 1998), and
intentionally perform poorly (Mitchell & Ambrose,
2007), which causes the poor interpersonal relationship
(Inness, Barling, & Turner, 2005). It also provokes
stronger intentions of abused employees to quit the
organization to retaliate against perceived supervisor’s
abusive behavior (Tepper et al., 2009).
Perceptions of interpersonal conflict are related
to hostile work environment, job satisfaction,stress,
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and job withdrawal as well (Donovan, Drasgow&
Munson, 1998), but sometimes interpersonal conflict
can be defined as direct competition over resources
(Devall& Harry, 1981) or physical incompatibilities
among employees or between boss and employee
(Bury, Holland& McEwen, 1983).It is also reported that
employees who work for longer hours in a hostile work
environmentare more likely to experience workplace
conflict, which, in-turn, lead to the poor interpersonal
relations at workplace (Markel &Frone, 1998). This
is why highlighting various conflict indicators is very
essential as it identifies specific problems that may divert
management attention towards various conflict handling
styles (Vaske, Needham & Cline, 2007).
The impact of interpersonal interaction has not been
explored extensively in literature (Venkataramani &
Dalal, 2007). It is strongly debatable that interpersonal
interactions of employees with their supervisor is an
important activity of everyday work life, since the
job performance of employees is also based on the
quality of interpersonal relationships they have with
their supervisor (Wei & Si, 2013). When subordinates
experience poor leader-employee relations, they
reciprocate with negative behaviors such as workplace
deviance and poor interpersonal relationship (Greenberg
& Scott, 1996). One of the most important things an
organization can do to protect their employees as well
as themselves is to ensure a safe organization where
abuse and rudeness should be minimized on earlier basis
(Johnson &Indvik, 2001).On the basis of above literature
our first hypothesis is:
Hypothesis 1. Abusive supervision is positively
associated with interpersonal conflict.
Breach of Psychological Contract as a Mediator
between Abusive Supervision and Interpersonal
Conflict
The Psychological Contract can be defined as
psychological promise between the employee and the
organization. It refers to unwritten set of expectations
of the employment relationship in addition to the formal
and written employment contract. It is a cognitive model
which compose the terms and exchange agreement
between the employee and the employer (Rousseau,
1998). The concept of psychological contract was
introduced into the management field in 60s of the 20th
century. Argyris (1960), an organizational psychologist,
used the world “Psychological Work Contract” for the
first time to explain the relationship between boss and
subordinates in his book “Understanding Organizational
Behavior”. According to “Levinson”, the father of
psychological contract, the psychological contract is
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the combination of the implicit and unwritten mutual
expectations between employees and organization
(Zhang & Huang, 2009).
Breach of psychological contract can be defined as
unmet expectations of the individuals resulting from a
series of unfavorable events. When subordinates perceive
that the organization fails to fulfill its responsibilities
and/or the organization does not give attention towards
the well-being of employees, they experience breach
of psychological contract (Robinson & Morrison,
1995). In most of the cases there are major differences
in supervisor’s and subordinate’s perceptions of
psychological contract fulfillment on the basis of salary,
advancement opportunities, and a desirable employment
relationship (Lester, Turnley, Bloodgoog,&Bolino,
2002).The subordinate’s perception of breach of
psychological contract is associated with lower levels
of organizational commitment and lower supervisor’s
ranking of task performance(Lester et al., 2002).
Rousseau (1995) argued that promissory beliefs act
as the base of employment relationships. Psychological
contracts arise when employees develop expectations
that lead to mutual obligations between individual
employees and their supervisors (Arshad&Sparow,2010).
A high quality social exchange relationship between
subordinates and supervisors reduce the possibility of
breach of psychological contract (Son, 2014) whereas
abusive supervision results in negative emotions such
as disloyalty, anger, bitterness, shock, insecurity, loss
of trust, and disappointment (Morrison & Robinson,
1997).
The consequences of breach of psychological
contract escort to the feelings of violation in the
employees (Robinson & Morrison, 2000). Psychological
contracts are ever changing due to continued change in
the external environment. Psychological contracts are
based on mutual trust, and betrayal by supervisor tends to
evoke the strong emotional reactions by the employees.
When an employee perceives that his/her organization
has failed to perform the administrative obligations,
then it results in breach of psychological contract, which
ultimately leads to interpersonal conflict (Bunderson,
2001).
When supervisors abuse their employees,
psychological contract breach occurs (Wu & Hu,2009).
This aggravates the situation and employees respond
with behaviors such as disrespect for the supervisor,
non-compliance of ethical codes of conduct, and other
behavioral patterns which results in poor interpersonal
relation between supervisor and employees(Rousseau,
1989). Broken promises produce anger and eliminate trust
in the relationship and sometimes violation of the verbal
psychological contract can be even more harmful than
breaking the formal agreement (Guest, 1998; Rousseau,
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1995). Sometimes it results in poor organizational level
performance (Turnley, Bolino, Lester, & Bloodgood,
2003).On the basis of above literature second hypothesis
of the study is;
Hypothesis 2. Breach of Psychological contract
mediates the relationship between Abusive
Supervision and Interpersonal conflict.
Moderating Role of Locus of Control
Locus of control can be defined as the extent to
which an employee expects reinforcement for behavior
of other party to be under personal, i.e., internal locus of
control verses impersonal i.e., external locus of control
(Lefcourt, 1992).The concept of locus of control was
given by Rotter (1966), who had also developed scales
for internal and external locus of control to measure
employee’s differences in causal perceptions (Rose&
Medway, 1981). Individuals having internal locus
of control react differently across situations than the
individuals who have external locus of control (Mitchell,
Smyser, & Weed, 1975; Runyon, 1973). Internal locus
of control is found to be an indicator of success for
entrepreneurs, because internals believe that success
and fortune is within the range of their personal control;
whereas, externals believe that their lives are controlled
by external environment, such as destiny, luck, or power
etc. (Begley & Boyd, 1987).
Both Internals and externals prefer different styles
of supervision. Internals prefer participative supervision
approaches; whereas, externals prefer directive
supervision approaches. So, how the employees will
be treated in an organization depends upon whether
supervisorfollows participative approach or directive
approach(Harpin& Sandier, 1979). What style of
supervision should be adopted also depends upon the task
or organizational demands, e.g., directive style should
be adopted for the tasks that require close coordination.
Similarly, participative style is more suitable for tasks
that require initiative and independent actions(Harpin&
Sandier, 1979).
People who have control over outside factors are
said to have an external locus of control and are termed
externals. Those who attribute control of events to
themselves are said to have internal locus of control
and are termed as internals (Spector,1982).Employees
who experience more positive emotions respond
favorably to situations assigned to them; whereas,those
having more experience of negative emotions are less
likely to respond positively to the particular situations
(Larsen &Ketelaar, 1991).Locus of control has also been
frequently discussed in literature in association with
teachers (Guskey&Passaro, 1994). It is an important
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psychological attribute which affects the teachers’
perceptions related to their environment and job
performance (Spector, 1982).
Teachers with internal locus of control consider that
the success and failure of an event is more associated
with their own behaviors (Cheng, 1994), andthey adopt
treatment strategy for the adjustment of emotions
(Friedman, Lehrer, & Stevens, 1983). On the other
hand, teachers with external locus of control cannot
control their emotions at workplace. They respond more
vigorously towards abusive behaviors of supervisors, and
also show low organizational commitment (Friedman,
Lehrer, & Stevens, 1983). Locus of control strengthens
the relationship between abusive supervision and
employees’ counterproductive work behavior towards
the organization (Wei & Si, 2013). Instead of self-control,
if abusive supervision prevails in the organization, then
it strongly influences the interpersonal interaction of
subordinates with the supervisor, and also subordinate’s
behavior towards the organization (Wei & Si, 2013).On
the basis of above literature third hypothesis is:
Hypothesis 3. Locus of control moderates the
relationship between Abusive Supervision and
Interpersonal Conflict.
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
FIGURE 1

METHODOLOGY
The population included faculty members of
the schools, colleges and universities working inthe
institutes of Rawalpindi, Islamabad, Lahore andKarachi.
About three hundred and fifty (350) questionnaires
were distributed among different teachers of schools,
colleges and universities of these four cities. Responses
of 272 respondents were used for data analysis, making
the response rate as 85%.
Instrumentation
Following instruments were used:
Abusive Supervision
Abusive

Supervision

was

measured

using
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questionnaire developed by Tepper, (2000)using a 5-point
likert scale. The scale reliability was 0.70. The cronbach’s
alpha is 0.89.Some of the sample items are, “My boss
remind me of my past mistakes and failure.” “My boss
doesn’t give me credit for job requiring a lot of effort.”
“My boss blames me to save his/her embarrassment.”
Interpersonal Conflict
Interpersonal conflict was measured using a
questionnaire developed by Doucet, Poitras, and
Chênevert (2009) using a 5-point likert scale.The scale
reliability was 0.81.The cronbach’s alpha is 0.74.Some
of the sample items are; “There are many conflicts
relating to work ideas.” “There are often differences in
opinion regarding what should be done.”
Breach of Psychological Contract
Breach of Psychological contract was measured
using the questionnaire developed by Robinson and
Morrison (2000) using a 5-point likert scale. The scale
reliability was 0.91.The cronbach’s alpha is 0.73.Some
of the samples are; “I feel a great deal of anger towards
my organization.” “I feel betrayed by my organization.”
Locus of Control
Locus of control was measured using the questionnaire
developed by Spector (1988) using a 5-point likert scale.
The 16-item Work Locus of Control (WLOC) was used
to measure locus of control orientation, with 8 items to
measure internality and 8 items to measure externality.
The scale reliability is 0.79.The cronbach’s alpha is 0.77.
Some of the samples are; “Getting the job you want is
mostly a matter of luck.” “Making money is primarily
a matter of good fortune.” “Promotions are usually a
matter of good fortune.”
RESULTS
Correlation Analysis
Correlation analysis show that there is a significant
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and positive correlation between abusive supervision
and interpersonal conflict (r = .165, p < 0.01). However
there is no significant relation between abusive
supervision and breach of psychological contract (r
= .030, p > 0.05); whereas, breach of psychological
contract has shown significant and positive correlation
with interpersonal conflict (r = .159, p < 0.01).
Further analysis show that the correlation between
abusive supervision and locus of control is negative
and significant (r = -.028, p < 0.01), whereas, locus
of control has significant negative correlation with
interpersonal conflict (r = -0.158, p < 0.01). The
following table (Table 1) shows the correlation analysis
of the variables.
Regression Analysis
Regression analysis helps to determine the
predictive power of a predictor variable for the
dependent variable, and to measure the extent to
which one variable cause variance in the other. The
acceptance or rejection of hypotheses is based on the
results of regression.
Table 2 indicates the regression results of abusive
supervision and its effect on interpersonal conflict. A
linear regression analysis was conducted to evaluate
how well abusive supervision predicts interpersonal
conflict. The demographics were controlled in the first
step and abusive supervision was added in the second
step to check the relationships. According to the table,
there is a significant and positive relationship between
abusive supervision (IV) and interpersonal conflict (DV)
with β = 0.165** (p < 0.01) that indicates the acceptance
of first Hypothesis.
Mediation Analysis
Hypothesis 2 was based on the mediation analysis.
Hypothesis 2 of the study predicts that Psychological
contract breach is a possible mediator between the
relationship of abusive supervision and interpersonal
conflict. In order to test hypothesis 2, mediation analysis
was carried out through Hayes (2013) process macro by
using model 4.

Table 1
Mean, Standard Deviation, and Correlation
Variables
Mean
S.D.
1
2
3
4
1 Abusive Supervision
2.24
0.78
1
2 Interpersonal Conflict
2.60
0.68
.165**
1
3 Breach of Psychological Contract
3.44
0.52
.030
.159**
1
4 Locus of Control
3.41
0.50
-.028**
-.158**
.01**
1
N=272. * p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001, Control variables: Age, Gender, Tenure, and Qualification
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TABLE 2
Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Determinants
of Abusive Supervision
Predictor

Interpersonal
Conflict
β

Independant
Variable
Step 1
Control
variables
Step 2
Abusive
Supervision

R

ΔR

2

interpersonal conflict.
Moderation Analysis
In order to test hypothesis 3, which proposed the
moderating role of locus of control in the relationship
of abusive supervision and interpersonal conflict,
model 1 from process Macro Hayes (2013) was used.
Demographics variables i.e. age, gender, tenure, and
qualification were controlled. Following table shows
the results of moderation analysis in which the number
of bootstrap re-samples was 5000 and bootstrap results
were tested at 95% confidence interval.
According to the Table 4, bootstrap values show
lower and upper limits of -0.519 and -0.156 and zero
is not present in the 95% confidence interval. This
shows that locus of control moderates the relationship
between abusive supervision and interpersonal conflict.
The negative sign indicates that moderator change
the direction of the relationship such that if locus of
control is high then the relationship between abusive
supervision and interpersonal conflict would be
weakened. Hence, it fully supports the 3rd hypothesis.

2

0.22

0.165**

0.046
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0.024**

The number of bootstrap re-samples was taken as
5000 whereas the bootstrap results were tested at 95%
confidence interval. Age, gender, tenure, and qualification
were taken as control variables. Table 3 demonstrates
the results of hypothesis 2.
From Table 3, it can be observed that the indirect
effect of Abusive supervision on Interpersonal conflict
through breach of psychological contract has the upper
and lower limits of 0.25 and -0.013 respectively. As
both signs of upper limit and lower limit are opposite
to each other, so zero is present in the 95% confidence
interval which shows that mediation does not exist.
On the basis of above results, it can be concluded
that psychological contract breach doesn’t mediate
the relationship between abusive supervision and

Discussion
The first hypothesis proposed that abusive
supervision is positively associated with interpersonal
conflict. This hypothesis was accepted which shows that
abusive supervision in an education institute intensifies
the interpersonal conflict.

Table 3
Mediation Analysis
DV

Effect of IV on M

Effect of M on DV

Total effect of IV

Direct effect of IV

Bootstrap Results

(a path)

(b path)

on DV (c path)

on DV (c' path)

for Indirect effects
LL 95% UL 95%

β

t

β

t

β

t

β

t

CI

IC
0.20
0.496 0.205** 2.603 0.145** 2.750 0.141** 2.699
-.013
N=272, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001, Control variable: age, No. of bootstrap resample = 5000
*IV = Abusive Supervision, DV= Interpersonal Conflict (IC), M = Breach of Psychological Contract

CI

0.25

Table 4
Moderation Analysis
DV

Effect of IV on DV
β

t

Effect of Mod on DV
β

t

Effect of IVxMod on

Bootstrap Results for

DV

Indirect effects
LL 95%
UL 95%

β

t

IC
.968***
4.350
1.318***
4.043
-0.337***
3.656
N=272, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001, No. of bootstrap resample = 5000
*IV = Abusive Supervision, DV= Interpersonal Conflict (IC),Mod= Locus of Control.

CI

CI

-0.519

-0.156
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The present study is consistent with the literature
that abusive supervision gives rise to aggressive
workplace environment.
In the education sector of Pakistan, the rude and
offensive behavior of Principal/Head of institute/
Supervisor toward teachers result in cold war between
them, and it also intensifies the feeling of retaliation,
which, in turn, causes the interpersonal conflict.
Interpersonal conflicts between principal and teachers
effects the teachers in the form of frustration, irritation,
and annoyance. As a result, such teachers retaliate
by engaging themselves in abusive behavior with
their colleagues as well (Kisamore, Jawahar, Liguori,
Mharapara, & Stone, 2010). They may utter bitter words
in annoyance and frustration especially to the most
appreciated colleagues. This intensifies the negative
social interactions among the colleagues in the long
run. Interpersonal incompatibility and all these factors
increase the interpersonal conflict (Jehn&Mannix,
2001). This results in poor interpersonal relationship
with the other employees (Bies&Tripp, 1995).
The second hypothesis was that breach of
psychological contract mediates the relationship
of abusive supervision and interpersonal conflict.
According to the results, this hypothesis was rejected.
There may be many reasons for it. The cultural
dimension is an important phenomenon which can’t
be ignored (Hofstede, 1993). In Pakistan, there is a
high level of power distance between the boss and the
employee. Also, there is an established trend that boss is
at a high rank, so he/she has full authority to behave in
a way he/she likes. Abusive behavior of boss/principal
is not something which is unexpected by teachers.
What kind of tone or words a boss uses to treat his/
her employees (polite or abusive) depends on his/her
choice. So, psychological contract of employeesis not
associated with abusive supervision, which doesn’t let
the employees to think that breach has been committed
by their boss.
Moreover, in Pakistan, the level of unemployment is
very high (8.3%). So employees’ breach of psychological
contract is more associated with attractive salary
packages and other benefits like incentives, bonuses
and increments etc., offered by organization, and they
are less concerned about other factors such as abusive
behavior of boss (Lester et al., 2002).Moreover, due
to very few employment opportunities, the teachers in
education sector have no other option but to bear the
abusive behavior of boss, and they continue to work
there for the sake of money.Theseare the reasons why
the mediation was not confirmed.
The third hypothesis of the study was that locus of
control moderates the relationship of abusive supervision
and interpersonal conflict. This hypothesis was accepted
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and it is consistent with various past studies. Most of
the teachers in Pakistan have internal locus of control.
They can better maintain the interpersonal relationships
(Wei & Si, 2013), and if the boss abuse them, they think
that they were inefficient in performing the due tasks.
So, they don’t perceive those comments as harsh or
inappropriate and consider themselves responsible for
the situation. Such teachers use the treatment strategy
for the adjustment of emotions (Friedman, Lehrer, &
Stevens, 1983) and they have ability to handle stress
in general life and at workplace (Spector, Cooper,
Sanchez, O’Driscoll, & Sparks, 2002).The study also
confirms that the employees having internal locus
of control can better control the organizational work
settings, operating procedures, work assignments,
working conditions, work scheduling, organizational
policy and, they also have tendency to maintain the
effective social relationships with the supervisor and
colleagues as well (Spector, 1982).
Conclusion
On the basis of the above discussion and
considering the fact that the relationship of variables
is tested in Pakistani context, it is concluded that most
of the education sector is facing abusive supervision
which causes the negative effect on the interpersonal
relationship of teachers with supervisor and with
colleagues as well.Unfortunately, supervisors in the
education sector feel free to abuse their subordinates
at any time without considering its outcomes. They
feel themselves righteous in selecting an abusive tone
for handling different complex workplace issues.The
teachers who face abusive behavior of supervisor on
frequent basis release their frustration and anxiety by
either abusing their colleagues or mistreating their
students. It is also concluded that psychological
contract of teachers is much more associated with
other attractive packages offered by organization
instead of attitude of boss towards them than other
factors. Moreover, employees with the internal locus
of control can make better adjustments against abusive
supervision, and it can reduce the chances of emerging
interpersonal conflict between subordinates as
compared to employees with external locus of control.
Limitations, Recommendations and Future Research
Directions
Despite significance of the study and its results, there
are few limitations of the study i.e., the study comprises
of four major cities of Pakistan i.e. Rawalpindi,
Islamabad, Lahore, and Karachi. Due to constraint of
time and resources, the present study does not include
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data from teachers of other cities and especially from
rural and backward areas of Pakistan which may have
given different results. Also, the study includes the
common method technique of data collection that
is through survey questionnaires; however, detailed
interviews with faculty members would have provided
a more in-depth analysis.
The growth of education sector is not possible
without having positive interpersonal relationships
between supervisor and teachers. The growth of a
nation greatly lies on the growth of its education sector.
So, it is recommended that the supervisor should act
more like leaders rather than just bosses. Supervisors
cannot achieve organization’s objectives without
having effective interpersonal relationships with the
teachers. The supervisors must be given trainings and
guidelines about emotional management and how to
treat the teachers for having the favorable interpersonal
relationships. There is a dire need to create awareness
among supervisors that there can be other ways to
treat teachers for obtaining the positive outcomes.
The study has tested the model in the education sector
of Pakistan. The future researchers can test the same
model in other sectors i.e. banking sector, Telecom
sector and hospitality sectors etc.
The study has discussed the model in Pakistani
culture. With the change of cultural context, the study may
exhibit notable variations, so the future researchers can
test the same model in the other dimensions of culture.
It is suggested that seminars and awareness programs
should be conducted to let supervisors know about the
importance of effective leadership and interpersonal
relationships.The future researchers can work on other
variables as moderators like organization citizenship
behavior, psychological capital, perceived injustice,
etc., and moderators like workplace stress, burnout etc.
Similarly, the present study is cross sectional in nature.
The future researchers can conduct the longitudinal
study to get the more effective results. Beside abusive
supervision, the future researchers should explore the
other neglected issues which intensify the interpersonal
conflict among employees.
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