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Abstract: Innovation is now a feature of daily life. In a rapidly changing market environment and
amid fierce competition, organizations pursue survival and growth through innovation, and the
key driver of innovation is the creativity of employees. Because the value of creativity has been
emphasized, many organizations are looking for effective ways to encourage employees to be creative
at work. From a resource perspective, creativity at work can be viewed as a high-intensity job demand,
and organizations should encourage it by providing and managing employee resources. This study is
an attempt to empirically investigate how competence and abusive supervision affect the relationship
between procedural justice and creativity from the conservation of resources perspective. Findings
from two-wave time-lagged survey data from 377 South Korean employees indicate that procedural
justice increases creativity through the mediation of competence. Furthermore, abusive supervision
has a negative moderating effect on the relationship between procedural justice and competence. The
findings show that competence moderates the relationship between procedural justice and creativity
and that the lower the level of abusive supervision, the greater the effect of procedural justice on
competence and creativity.

Keywords: creativity; procedural justice; abusive supervision; competence; conservation of resource
theory

1. Introduction

In the face of fierce global competition and rapid environmental change, organizational
competitiveness depends on the creativity of employees [1]. Many scholars find that
innovative behavior has a significant impact on organizational performance and that
creativity is the key driver of innovative behavior [2–6]. In other words, creativity is
a source of competitive advantage and a basic premise for organizational survival [7,8].

The emerging knowledge economy and technological interventions are changing
the existing job profiles, hence the need for different skillsets and technological capabili-
ties [9]. The creativity of members and the organization is essential in acquiring and using
these abilities anew. With all business activities supported by AI, autonomy, decentraliza-
tion, and networking have emerged as important keywords. As business activities, espe-
cially for innovation teams, are increasingly organized as autonomous multidisciplinary
units requiring creativity, the classical style of order and command will become less and
less relevant.

This situation applies to both for-profit and nonprofit organizations (e.g., public health
organizations). In this environment, creativity is a major research topic receiving much
attention in public health research. For instance, Locke et al. (2019) found that promoting
creativity and innovation in government public health agencies can drive a change in
government health agencies [10]. It also improves worker satisfaction and workplace
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environments in government health agencies. In previous studies, innovation based on
creativity in public health services improved public health, and innovative actions related
to creativity increased the work productivity of healthcare workers [11,12].

One-way individual creativity manifests itself is as suggesting and testing original
ideas and applying the knowledge learned to other areas [13]. Individual creativity consists
of three components: creative thinking skills, expertise, and motivation. Creative thinking
entails recognizing a problem and solving it, and professional knowledge is specific knowl-
edge that can create new ideas [14]. Creativity promotes individual work performance as
well as organizational innovation and efficiency, and it is a core competency required in var-
ious work areas [5,15,16]. Organizations that do not effectively encourage their employees
to be creative can therefore face difficulty remaining competitive.

Creativity is known to be affected by various antecedent factors such as individual
characteristics, intelligence, knowledge or technical ability, organizational climate, and
leadership style [17–21]. Recently, as the importance of creativity and the need to encourage
creativity in organizations have been increasingly highlighted, studies explaining the mech-
anism from the conservation of resources (COR) perspective are increasing. Researchers
have demonstrated the effect of emotional competence on creativity from the point of view
of COR theory [22] and shown that atmospheres of psychological safety affect creativity
through organization-based self-evaluation [23]. Researchers have also studied various
antecedent factors for creativity within the COR framework through studies on the rela-
tionships between stress and creativity and between hospitality and creativity [24,25]. In
contrast, there has been little research on the structural relationships between variables
such as procedural justice, an organizational variable that is likely to affect individual
competence and creativity, and abusive supervision, a negative leadership style that can
exhaust job resources. Therefore, it is necessary to study this relationship in more detail.

From a COR perspective, creativity can be viewed as a high-intensity job demand. Job
demand-resources theory, which extends the COR perspective, presents a model that can
explain the phenomenon in various job performance situations. Even under job demands
that require sustained physical and mental effort, employees experience high motivation
if they have sufficient job resources to handle those demands. When workers receive
excessive job demands without adequate job resources, they experience negative mental
and physical burdens which, in turn, cause job stress [26].

High-level job demands deplete job resources, which in turn negatively affects em-
ployees’ mental health and psychological well-being. When workers are subjected to
excessive job demands without adequate job resources, they experience negative mental
and physical burdens, leading to job stress [26]. Providing job resources that can respond
to high-level job demands is essential for the mental health of employees and a healthy
work environment. Boudrias et al. (2011) suggested that job resources significantly impact
psychological health [27]. In the current environment where individual innovation and
creativity are required for the organization’s survival, clarifying antecedent variables as
necessary job resources or inhibiting mechanisms and antecedents affecting creativity are
directly related to the employee’s psychological health.

Given the current significance of creativity to organizational success and competitive-
ness, it is necessary to provide employees with sufficient working resources to incorporate
creativity into their work. Among such resources are procedural fairness, an important or-
ganizational resource, and competence, generally an essential individual-level job resource.
Competence can influence creativity by reflecting an individual’s perceptions of social and
organizational resources.

One of the leading factors in the history of creativity research has been the behavior of
leaders [16,28–30], that is, the intentions, directions, and actions of the people who hold au-
thority within an organization; organizational leadership style has a considerable influence
on the creativity of the members. In particular, abusive supervision increases employee
turnover, stress, and work-family discord [31], decreases self-confidence and negatively
affects reputations [32], and lowers employees’ enthusiasm for work [33]. Therefore, it
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can be expected that negative supervision styles will have negative effects on individual
competence and creativity.

As we have seen so far, creativity leads to organizational innovation and is related
to organizational performance. The more employees feel they are involved in the orga-
nization’s decision-making process, the more competent they feel, which is the basis for
creativity [34,35]. In addition, abusive supervision is expected to have a negative effect
on creativity. According to Hobfoll, all types of job resources, such as social and organiza-
tional resources, are accumulated and used as needed in situations where job demands are
high [36]. As argued by job demand-resource theory, motivation has a positive effect on
job performance. Organizations must therefore ensure that their employees accumulate a
variety of job resources and use them to unleash their creativity. For this study, we reviewed
the literature and applied a conservation of resources perspective to investigate the effects
of procedural justice and competence, which are considered essential job resources, and
abusive supervision, which is presumed to exhaust job resources, on employee creativity.

2. Theoretical Background and Hypotheses
2.1. Procedural Justice, Creativity, and COR Theory

According to Hobfoll [37], people tend to maintain and preserve as many resources as
possible, but this tendency can lead to stress, job dissatisfaction, and extreme sense of loss
when they perceive or experience potential or actual loss of resources. Thus, people want
to minimize cognitive or actual resource loss and endeavor to recover as much of those lost
resources as they can.

Procedural justice is a concept that researchers have applied to the fairness of proce-
dural decision-making regarding compensation distribution [38–40]. However, previous
researchers have argued for viewing procedural fairness as a comprehensive concept
that not only refers to distributing compensation but includes the fairness of the overall
decision-making process within the organization [41,42]. It is known that perceptions of
organizational fairness tend to make employees feel obligated to repay the organization’s
goodwill by taking actions that will benefit the organization [43]. In addition, several
previous researchers have revealed that procedural fairness has a positive effect on work
attitudes, performance, and organizational citizenship behavior [44,45].

Under COR theory, procedural justice should have a positive effect on effective job
performance as an important job resource that organizations can provide. Empirical re-
searchers on resource conservation theory have found that procedural justice has positive
relationships with job performance, psychological possession, and organizational imma-
nence, and is also related to creative behavior [46–48]. Based on the above, we proposed
the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1. Procedural justice is positively related to creativity.

2.2. Mediating Role of Competence

Competence referred to in this study is self-efficacy in job situations [49]. The concept
of competence can be said to be an individual’s intrinsic cognitive abilities that, when
interpreted in broad terms, can be generally useful in areas of life [50]. However, Spreitzer
(1995) defines competence as a belief in one’s ability to perform tasks as a cognitive com-
ponent of psychological empowerment [49]. This is the same concept as self-efficacy, in
which individuals positively recognize their abilities when performing tasks [51] from the
motivational viewpoint of empowerment, and it is not ’general efficacy’ but it can be said
to be a concept focused on specialized efficacy, that is, job self-efficacy.

Competence refers to the desire to exert one’s abilities and act effectively in one’s
environment [52]. Competence needs are met when people are given opportunities to
interact continuously and effectively with the social environment because competence is
not acquired but rather is what makes an individual feel confident and effective through
behavior [53]. In other words, responding appropriately in a challenging environment
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leads to a sense of competence, which in turn promotes a sense of efficacy, which in turn
leads to intrinsic motivation. As such, competence and self-efficacy are similar concepts
in that they are acquired in a specific area and become tools to successfully accomplish a
desired goal [54]. Therefore, previous researchers on self-determination motivation theory
incorporated the concept of self-efficacy into their work and defined it as individuals’
judgments of their ability to organize and perform actions necessary to achieve a certain
result [55,56].

Competence as self-efficacy in job situations is an individual’s belief in his or her ability
to organize and perform the actions necessary to achieve a desired result [57]. It refers to
an individual’s beliefs, motivational abilities, cognitive resources, and factors necessary to
successfully perform a particular task in a given situation [58]. People with a high sense of
competence who face difficult problems attribute the problems to a lack of effort and strive
to improve their capacities. Competence helps individuals persevere in difficult situations
and promotes challenging responses, which stimulate job performance. Conversely, people
with low competence perceive that their abilities are insufficient to achieve their goals, so
they avoid tasks or give up even in situations where task achievement is easy [59,60].

As described above, competence is a judgment of whether one can successfully per-
form a given task, and it means confidence in one’s control and utilization of factors such
as knowledge and skills necessary for task performance [61]. Highly competent employ-
ees take a proactive approach to difficult job requirements, and therefore competence is
highly likely to affect job behavior by reflecting an individual’s perception of social and
organizational resources. In other words, employees with a sense of competence will more
actively accept when job resources such as procedural justice are provided [62]. In addition,
highly competent individuals tend to be highly creative because they have the confidence,
knowledge, and skills to generate ideas and apply them in their work, and they tend to
challenge and solve uncertainty [63,64].

Previous researchers have determined that procedural justice is an important an-
tecedent of competence [65], and with regard to the subject of this study, competence is a
mediator in the relationship between procedural justice and creativity. Researchers have
also found competence to be positively related to creativity. Therefore, we can predict a
positive relationship between procedural justice and competence and infer its mediating
role in the relationship between procedural justice and creativity, and we propose the
following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2. Competence mediates the relationship between procedural justice and creativity such
that procedural justice increases employees’ competence, and the increased competence promotes
employees’ creativity.

2.3. Moderating Role of Abusive Supervision

Tepper (2000) defined abusive supervision as the degree to which subordinates per-
ceive persistent aggressive behavior through verbal and nonverbal behavior rather than
physical contact [31]. Because members of the organization downgrade their performance
when they feel they are being treated adversely, when they experience impersonal supervi-
sion from their superiors, they naturally decrease any efforts to help their organizations
achieve results [66]. Studies on the negative effects of abusive supervision on organizational
members have been steadily increasing. Abusive supervision not only increases employee
turnover, stress, and work-family conflicts but also lowers self-confidence, tarnishes reputa-
tions, and lowers enthusiasm. It can also have negative effects on employees’ own physical
health, such as through serious drinking problems [67], or on the supervisors themselves
in the form of physical attacks from employees [68]. In short, abusive supervision has a
negative relationship with concepts that have positive effects on organizations [69], and
under COR theory, abusive supervision depletes job resources.

Employees seek to recover actual or potential resource losses from a variety of sources,
such as from superiors and friends as well as organizations to help rebuild both their
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resources and their motivation [70,71]. Procedural justice based on organizational sup-
port is an important job resource that affects competence, whereas abusive supervision
exhausts job resources. Therefore, the interaction between procedural justice and abusive
supervision, which are job resources, is expected to affect competence according to the
following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3. Abusive supervision moderates the relationship between procedural justice and
competence such that procedural justice has less impact when abusive supervision is high rather
than low.

2.4. Integrated Model: Moderated Mediation Effect

Summarizing the above hypothesis, procedural justice leads to increased competence
and thus creativity, and abusive supervision can play a moderating role in this process.
Previous researchers have empirically established that abusive supervision regulates the
relationship between employees’ internal motivation and organizational creativity, and it
also regulates the relationship between employees’ creative processes and organizational
creativity by reducing emotional immersion or autonomy [72–74]. Therefore, we expect that
abusive supervision has a moderated mediating effect in the overall influence of procedural
justice on creativity. Meanwhile, decreased competence, a parameter in the relationship
between procedural justice and creativity, weakens the positive effect of procedural justice
on creativity, and conversely, under low abusive supervision, the influence of procedural
fairness increases, effectively increasing competence and its influence on creativity. We
model these relationships in the following hypothesis. The theoretical model of this study
is depicted in Figure 1.
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Hypothesis 4. The mediation effect of competence on the relationship between procedural justice
and creativity will vary such that high abusive supervision will weaken the mediation effect of
competence on the relationship between procedural justice and creativity

3. Methodology
3.1. Sample

By dividing the study variables with a four-week time lag and surveying in two
rounds, we lowered the possibility of common method bias that can occur with cross-
sectional surveys [75]. Prior research indicated that four weeks was long enough to allow
for changes in employee psychological factors such as strain but short enough to allow for
stability in one’s environment [76,77]. We gathered the target population for this study from
the Korean branch of a reputable online survey company with 45 offices in 16 countries
worldwide that specializes in academic research. The survey’s target population was drawn
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at random from an online panel of office workers with bosses working for South Korean
companies. Before completing the questionnaires, the participants were informed about
the research’s purpose and procedures. They were also informed of their right to withdraw
from the survey at any time, as well as the potential benefits and drawbacks of participating;
they were then asked to sign an informed consent form. Only those who signed the consent
form had their information collected.

The first survey was sent to 500 people via email, and 420 responses were obtained,
excluding unreliable responses. The second survey was sent via email to respondents who
completed the first survey one month later. Excluding untrustworthy responses (including
incomplete responses), we collected and analyzed 337 responses (response rate: 67.4%).
Appendix A describes the sampling procedure. The demographics of the respondents were
as follows: Men made up 52.8% of the total, while women made up 47.2%. The respondents’
mean age was 41.8 years (SD = 10.33). Bachelor’s and master’s degrees (56.3%) were the
most common, followed by junior college degrees (28.5%), high school diplomas (13.4%),
and doctorates (1.8%). In terms of their positions, 18.1% were directors and executives
in supervisory roles, while 81.9% were not. The average tenure at an organization was
7.9 years (SD = 7.4).

3.2. Measures

The survey respondents rated the questionnaire items for the research variables on
a five-point Likert scale (with scores ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly
agree). Because the original measurement items were in English, they were translated
into Korean and reviewed and corrected by experts. The Korean questionnaire was then
translated back into English, and its validity was confirmed through back translation, in
which the similarity of linguistic structure and meaning was compared to the original
text [78]. Appendix B contains a comprehensive questionnaire.

3.2.1. Procedural Justice

We used the four items developed by Parker et al. [79] to assess procedural justice.
Among the questionnaire items were the following: “People involved in implementing
decisions have a say in making the decisions,” and “Decisions are made on the basis of
research, data, and technical criteria, as opposed to political concerns.” Cronbach’s alpha
was 0.79.

3.2.2. Abusive Supervision

We used the five items shortened version of abusive supervision adopted by Mitchell
and Ambrose [80] to assess abusive supervision. Among the questionnaire items were the
following: “Ridicules me,” and “Makes negative comments about me to others.” Cronbach’s
alpha was 0.94.

3.2.3. Competence

We used the three items developed by Spreitzer [49] to assess competence. Among the
questionnaire items were the following: “I am self-assured about my capabilities to perform
my work activities,” and “I have mastered the skills necessary for my job.” Cronbach’s
alpha was 0.85.

3.2.4. Creativity

We used the four items developed by Sung and Choi [81] to assess creativity. Among
the questionnaire items were the following: “I supplied new ideas and differing perspec-
tives” and “I combined ideas from different modules and came up with a more integrated
view of the phenomena.” Cronbach’s alpha was 0.87.
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3.2.5. Control Variables

We used gender, age, education level, position, and organizational tenure as control
variables in this study to more clearly confirm the relationships between the variables in
the research model. These were chosen based on previous research related to the research
variables [82].

3.3. Analytical Method

We used STATA 17.0 to perform confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to determine
the model’s validity and hierarchical regression analysis to test our research hypotheses.
We used bootstrapping to test the mediation hypothesis as recommended by Preacher
and Hayes [83], and we examined the moderated mediation hypothesis by computing
Hayes’s [84] index of moderated mediation.

4. Result

The means, standard deviations, correlations, and reliability coefficients of the vari-
ables are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, and Reliabilities.

Variables Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. Gender 0.53 0.50 -
2. Age 41.81 10.34 0.02 -

3. Education 2.79 1.07 0.07 −0.04 -
4. Job level 2.59 1.54 0.37 *** 0.49 *** 0.22 *** -
5. Tenure 7.98 7.47 0.16 ** 0.51 *** 0.10 0.43 *** -

6. JTC 3.14 0.68 0.01 0.11 * 0.01 0.19 *** 0.19 *** (0.79)
7. ASV 2.04 0.83 0.03 0.02 0.01 −0.05 −0.06 −0.22 *** (0.94)
8. CPT 3.67 0.61 0.01 0.08 0.10 0.11 * 0.08 0.22 *** −0.18 ** (0.85)
9. CRV 3.30 0.68 0.03 0.11 * 0.12 * 0.18 *** 0.10 0.22 *** 0.00 0.47 *** (0.87)

Notes: n = 337, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001, the values in parentheses denote Cronbach’s alphas. Age:
years, Gender: female = 0, male = 1, Education = highest education level achieved: 1 = high school graduates,
2 = college graduates, 3 = university graduates, 4 = post-graduates, 5 = Ph.D. holders. Job level: 1 = staff,
2 = assistant manager, 3 = manager, 4 = senior manager, 5 = directors, 6 = executives. Tenure: organizational
tenure (year), JTC = procedural justice, ASV = abusive supervision, CPT = competence, CRV = creativity.

4.1. Validity and Common Method Bias Checks

As seen in Table 2, we performed CFA to test the construct validity of study variables.
The normed chi-square (χ2/df ) was 1.37 (χ2 = 216.78, df = 158), which was less than the
cutoff value of 3.00 [85]. The comparative fit index (CFI) was 0.98, and the Tucker–Lewis
index (TLI) was 0.98, which exceeded the standard cutoff of 0.95 [85]. In addition, the
root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) was 0.03, which was less than the
standard cutoff of 0.08 and even less than 0.05, which is a more desirable standard [85].
All the CFA indicators satisfied the standards verification, which we used to determine
that our hypothesized measurement model was appropriate for the data. Additionally, we
compared the fit of this four-factor model with three competing models and found that the
fit was significantly better with the four-factor model. In addition, the average variances
extracted (AVEs) and composite reliability (CR) values for all variables satisfied the criteria
(AVE > 0.5, CR > 0.7), and the correlations for each construct were lower than the square
root of AVE [86,87]. Furthermore, all standardized factor loadings on predicted constructs
were above the cutoff of 0.50 [88,89].
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Table 2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results.

Model. χ2 (df) CFI TLI RMSEA ∆χ2 (∆df) 4

Research model
(4 factor) 216.78(158) ** 0.98 0.98 0.03

Alternative model 1
(3 factor) 1 641.98(166) *** 0.85 0.82 0.09 424.80(8) ***

Alternative model 2
(2 factor) 2 1152.30(173) *** 0.70 0.65 0.13 933.52(15) ***

Alternative model 3
(1 factor) 3 1836.97(179) *** 0.48 0.42 0.17 1620.19(21) ***

Notes: n = 377, ** p < 0.01 *** p <0.001, CFI = comparative fit index, TLI = Tucker–Lewis index, RMSEA = root
mean square; 1 3 factor: JTC + ASV, CPT, CRV, 2 2 factor: JTC + ASV+CPT, CRV, 3 1 factor: JTC + ASV + CPT +
CRV, JTC = procedural justice, ASV = abusive supervision, CPT = competence, CRV = creativity, 4 Chi-square
difference for each model reflects its deviation from the four-factor model.

We used a two-wave time-lagged survey in this study to minimize the possibility of
common method bias, but all variables were measured from employees’ responses. As such,
we performed Harman’s single-factor test, and the results showed that the explanatory
covariate of the first factor was 25.89%, which indicated that the research data did not suffer
from the serious issue of common method variance [75,90].

4.2. Hypothesis Testing

To test Hypotheses 1 and 3, we implemented hierarchical multiple regression analyzes,
and we tested Hypotheses 2 and 4 with bootstrapping [66,67]. As shown in Model 5
of Table 3, procedural justice was significantly positively related to creativity (β = 0.20,
p < 0.001), and the explanatory power of Model 5 was significantly higher than that of
Model 4 (Model 4→Model 5: ∆R2 = 0.04, ∆F = 13.90, p < 0.001). Therefore, we determined
that Hypothesis 1 was supported; see Table 3.

Table 3. Hierarchical Multiple Regression Results.

Variables
CPT CRV

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Gender −0.03 −0.01 −0.01 −0.03 −0.01 −0.02
Age 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.05 0.02

Education 0.09 0.10 0.12 * 0.09 0.10 0.05
Job level 0.08 0.04 0.03 0.15 * 0.11 0.10
Tenure 0.02 −0.01 −0.02 0.01 −0.02 −0.01

JTC 0.20 *** 0.15 ** 0.20 *** 0.14 **
ASV −0.17 ** 0.12 *

JTC * ASV −0.14 *
CPT 0.44 ***

R2 0.02 0.06 0.10 0.04 0.08 0.27
∆R2 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.19
R2_a 0.01 0.04 0.08 0.03 0.06 0.25

F 1.51 3.60 ** 4.48 *** 2.95 * 4.87 *** 14.77 ***
Finc 13.75 *** 6.73 ** 6.76 *** 13.90 *** 40.96 ***

Note. n = 337, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 (two-tailed test), Standardized coefficients are reported,
JTC=procedural justice, ASV=abusive supervision, CPT = competence, CRV = creativity.

Hypothesis 2 predicted that competence would mediate the relationship between
procedural justice and creativity. As shown in Table 4, the bootstrapping analysis results
that did not rely on the normal sampling distribution assumption showed a coefficient of
0.10. The 95% confidence interval (CI) with 10,000 bootstrapped samples did not include
zero (0.04, 0.15). Therefore, we determined that Hypothesis 2 was supported.
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Table 4. Bootstrapping Mediation Results.

Dependent Variable: CRV

Mediator Indirect Effect SE
95% CI

LL UL

CPT 0.10 0.03 0.04 0.15
Note. n = 337, Bootstrap sample size = 10,000, CPT = competence, CRV = creativity, SE = standard error,
CI = confidence interval, LL = lower limit, UL = upper limit.

Hypothesis 3 predicted that abusive supervision would moderate the relationship
between procedural justice and competence. As shown in Model 3 of Table 3, competence
was significantly negatively related to the interaction of procedural justice and abusive
supervision (β = −0.14, p < 0.05), and the explanatory power of Model 3 was significantly
higher than that of Model 2 (Model 2→ Model 3: ∆ R2 = 0.04, ∆F = 6.73, p < 0.01). We
illustrated the interaction pattern in Figure 2, and the results of the simple slope test show
that the positive relationship between procedural justice and competence was significant
when abusive supervision was low (b = 0.27, p < 0.001) and not significant when it was
high (b = 0.01, p = 0.84) [91]. Thus, we determined that Hypothesis 3 was supported.
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Figure 2. The moderating effect of abusive supervision level on the relationship between procedural
justice and competence. JTC = procedural justice, ASV = abusive supervision.

Lastly, we tested Hypothesis 4 to investigate whether abusive supervision moderated
the indirect effect of procedural justice on creativity via competence. To assess the indirect
effect, we applied bootstrapping with 10,000 samples and estimated the indirect effect
of procedural justice on creativity via competence at both high (+1 SD) and low (−1 SD)
levels of abusive supervision. As shown in Table 5, the results confirmed that the indirect
effect was significant for low abusive supervision (indirect effect = 0.12, SE = 0.04, 95 %
CI [0.05, 0.21]) but was not significant for high abusive supervision (indirect effect = 0.02,
SE = 0.04, 95 % CI [−0.07, 0.10]). Therefore, we determined that Hypothesis 4 was supported.
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Table 5. Moderated Mediation Bootstrapping Results.

Dependent Variable: CRV

Moderator Level Indirect Effect SE
95% CI

LL UL

ASV
Low (−1 SD) 0.12 0.04 0.05 0.21
High (+1 SD) 0.02 0.04 −0.07 0.10

Notes: n = 337, bootstrap sample size = 10,000, ASV = abusive supervision, CRV = creativity, SE = standard error,
CI = confidence interval, LL = lower limit, UL = upper limit.

5. Discussion
5.1. Theoretical Contributions

By proposing several important implications, this study theoretically contributes to
resource conservation theory and creativity mechanisms. First, based on COR theory,
we hypothesized and affirmed the relationships between procedural justice, competence,
abusive supervision, and creativity, all of which are considered essential job resources.
Previous researchers have explained creativity in the framework of resource conservation
theory, but materialize the theory’s application, so it was necessary to clarify the structure
and relationships of related variables. In our doing so, we contribute to expanding the
theory and the in-depth knowledge about the relationship between variables and creativity.

Second, this study revealed the mediating role of competence as a mechanism for
explaining the relationship between procedural justice and creativity. Individuals with a
strong sense of competence choose supportive environments to achieve their work goals
and respond more sensitively to external factors that aid the work process. As a result,
competence can be inferred to function as an individual job resource and to play a role
in influencing procedural justice, which is a critical job resource. This study is significant
because we inferred and empirically confirmed the process of procedural justice increasing
members’ competence, which, based on conservation of resources theory, leads to creativity

Lastly, with this study, we emphasized the role of leadership in the organizational
factor effect by revealing that the impact of procedural justice can vary depending on
the level of perceived abusive supervision among its members. Members of an organi-
zation obtain and hold various job resources from the organization and from their su-
periors and colleagues. It can be assumed that they will influence each other in terms
of generating creativity, which is a variable outcome. The purpose of this study was to
investigate the moderated mediating effect of abusive supervision, and we have made a
theoretical contribution to the literature by empirically demonstrating that the role of lead-
ership is critical for procedural justice and competence, which are job resources, to lead to
actual creativity.

5.2. Managerial Implications

This study’s practical implications are as follows. First, by empirically demonstrating
that procedural justice can be an antecedent factor in creativity as a job resource, we propose
what kind of organizational justice should be offered to encourage employee creativity.
As many scholars have argued through prior studies, creativity has a significant impact
on organizational performance. Organizational justice, especially procedural justice, func-
tions as a job resource that makes employees willing to approach high-level job demands
with creativity.

Second, this study revealed a mediating role of competence as a mechanism to explain
the relationship between procedural justice and creativity. This provides insight that
employees’ competence is a job resource at the individual level and that other variables,
including leadership styles, can play an important role in activating creativity. This provides
an appropriate direction for organizations intending to manage antecedent factors in with
regard to employee creativity.
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Lastly, in this study, high levels of abusive supervision led to an insignificant indirect
effect of procedural justice on the creativity of members through competence. In other
words, rather than a vague expectation that the procedural justice effect will activate for
employees, organizations must implement human resource management with a realis-
tic perspective that the procedural justice effect can differ depending on the employees’
recognition of the type of leadership [92].

5.3. Limitations and Future Research Directions

Although this study provides meaningful implications for both scholars and prac-
titioners, future researchers should consider some limitations. First, although we used
research data obtained through a second survey with a time lag, the study has limitations
as a cross-sectional study because the measurement of each study variable was limited
to each particular time point. Given the time-dependent relationships among variables,
future researchers should attempt a longitudinal study that could more effectively establish
a causal relationship.

Second, because this study is based on data from employees from South Korean
companies only, it is possible that the cultural background significantly influenced the
employees’ perceptions and attitudes. Therefore, we must be cautious when interpreting
and applying our results to employees in other cultural environments.

Third, because we measured all the research variables from the same source, the study
is not free from concerns about common method bias. Although we staggered the survey
administration to separate response time points, fundamental limitations exist. As a result
of the CFA, the research models’ variables were distinguished in this study, but future
researchers should consider this issue.

Fourth, in this study, we used psychological empowerment and motivational compe-
tencies that fit the purpose of the study. However, we think that examining the competencies
of various frames and conducting research in more detail can provide meaningful implica-
tions. Also, if we think of abusive supervision as leadership from a situational perspective,
except for the emotional abuse part, some parts are similar to the leader’s behavior in the
low-maturity stage of the subordinates. In other words, abusive supervision can also be
treated as a form of situational leadership in a subordinate’s maturity stage or in an urgent
or exploratory setting. For example, prior research suggested a curvilinear relationship
between abusive supervision and creativity. In other words, employees were most creative
when they were at intermediate levels of abusive supervision than when they had high or
low levels of abusive supervision [93]. In this respect, it is meaningful to examine abusive
supervision with situational leadership, even though, in this study, based on resource
conservation theory, we verified the interaction effect of recognizing procedural justice
and abusive supervision as a more comprehensive job resource for employees’ sense of
competence. However, we think that studying impersonal supervision, competence, and
creativity in a more subdivided manner according to maturity stages in the framework of
situational leadership theory can also provide meaningful implications.

Fifth, we considered job resources to be the major variables based on conservation of
resources theory and demonstrated their influence on creativity. In subsequent research, it
is necessary to review the following research directions. From the theoretical perspective,
we examined the relationships between the study variables and their implications in the
context of COR theory to explain creativity, and in so doing provided new insights and
perspectives on the application and extension of the theory.

Lastly, we confirmed abusive supervision as a major moderating variable. Other
types of leadership, such as sympathetic, could also influence the impacts on creativity
of other job resources such as procedural justice and competence, but we did not address
this possibility. Additionally, examining the moderating function of various individual
difference variables will also show meaningful results. Therefore, further research is needed
to develop more detailed models that consider different moderating variables.
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6. Conclusions

Based on the conservation of resources theory, we empirically examined how proce-
dural justice influences creativity. The study findings confirmed the role of competence
as a moderator and demonstrated that abusive supervision is an important moderating
variable in the overall influence process. Primarily, when the level of abusive supervision
was high, the indirect effect of procedural justice on creativity through competence was not
significant. In other words, effectively inducing creativity by accumulating employee job
resources, systems, and policies requires ensuring the availability of sufficient workplace
resources to support employees and ensuring supportive relationships between superiors
and subordinates. Despite the limitations of the study discussed above, this finding has
important implications for a variety of organizations that need to encourage and activate
their employees’ creativity.
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Appendix B. Measurements

Procedural justice (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.79) [79].

1. People involved in implementing decisions have a say in making the decisions.
2. Members of my work unit are involved in making decisions that directly affect their work.
3. Decisions are made on the basis of research, data, and technical criteria, as opposed to

political concerns.
4. People with the most knowledge are involved in the resolution of problems.

Abusive supervision (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.94) [80].

1. Ridicules me.
2. Tells my thoughts or feelings are stupid.
3. Puts me down in front of others.
4. Makes negative comments about me to others.
5. Tells me I’m incompetent.

Competence (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.85) [49].

1. I am confident about my ability to do my job.
2. I am self-assured about my capabilities to perform my work activities.
3. I have mastered the skills necessary for my job.

Creativity (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.87) [81].

1. I supplied new ideas and differing perspectives.
2. I raised interesting issues and challenging questions for discussion.
3. I actively listened to others and integrated their ideas to offer creative solutions.
4. I combined ideas from different modules and came up with a more integrated view of

the phenomena.
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