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This study investigates the within-domain exacerbation phenomenon in relation to employees' perception of their supervisors' leadership behaviors. This phenomenon proposes that exposure to supervisors relying on a combination of destructive leadership behaviors (DLB; operationalized as petty tyranny) and constructive leadership behaviors (CLB; operationalized as transformational leadership) should have more negative consequences on followers' levels of thriving and behavioral empowerment than exposure to supervisors relying more exclusively on DLB or CLB. This phenomenon was tested using a person-centered mixture regression approach with a sample of 2104 Canadian employees from a police organization. Three profiles of employees were identified, representing those exposed to Moderately Transformational (mostly CLB), Destructive (mostly DLB) and Inconsistent (CLB and DLB) supervisors. Members of the Inconsistent profile displayed the lowest levels of thriving and behavioral empowerment, followed by members of the Destructive profile, and finally by members of the Moderately Transformational profile. Results also suggest that the inability to determine if a supervisor is more destructive or constructive might explain the within-domain exacerbation phenomenon. Indeed, in the Inconsistent profile, leadership clarification seemed beneficial for employees. Increases in DLB resulted in a matching increase in empowered behaviors centered on the group and organization, while increases in CLB resulted in increases in thriving and empowered behaviors centered on individual performance.

Introduction

Destructive leadership behaviors (DLB) refer to methods of influence directed toward followers and perceived as a sustained display of hostility and/or obstructiveness [START_REF] Schyns | How bad are the effects of bad leaders? A meta-analysis of destructive leadership and its outcomes[END_REF]. As a broad category, DLB have fallen under different headings such as abusive supervision [START_REF] Tepper | Consequences of abusive supervision[END_REF][START_REF] Tepper | Abusive supervision in work organizations: Review, synthesis, and research agenda[END_REF], petty tyranny [START_REF] Ashforth | Petty tyranny in organizations[END_REF][START_REF] Ashforth | Petty tyranny in organizations: A preliminary examination of antecedents and consequences[END_REF] and social undermining [START_REF] Duffy | Social undermining in the workplace[END_REF]. Exposure to DLB has been found to predict lower levels of performance and organizational citizenship behaviors, family and life satisfaction, and work attitudes such as commitment and job satisfaction [START_REF] Mackey | Abusive supervision: A metaanalysis and empirical review[END_REF]. Likewise, DLB has been shown to predict a variety of undesirable outcomes such as stress, negative emotions, counterproductive work behaviors, and turnover intentions [START_REF] Schyns | How bad are the effects of bad leaders? A meta-analysis of destructive leadership and its outcomes[END_REF].

The majority of research on DLB has focused on evaluating the negative consequences associated with exposure to such behaviors among followers, without simultaneously considering the role played by constructive leadership behaviors (CLB). CLB refer to behaviors aimed at attaining organizational goals and improving employees' motivation, well-being, and satisfaction [START_REF] Aasland | The prevalence of destructive leadership behaviour[END_REF]. By separately considering the effects of DLB and CLB, past research has thus indirectly implied that supervisors should present leadership profiles that are either good or bad. By leadership profile, we refer to the specific configuration, or pattern, of leadership behaviors generally displayed by a specific type of supervisors, in a way that makes this type of supervisor distinct from other types of supervisors. Acknowledging this limited perspective led some scholars to underscore the need to better position DLB in relation to CLB for two reasons [START_REF] Einarsen | The nature and outcomes of destructive leadership behavior in organizations[END_REF][START_REF] Tepper | Abusive supervision[END_REF]. First, there is growing evidence that supervisors cannot be described in such a good or bad manner, but rather that many supervisors tend to exhibit a combination of DLB and CLB. Second, the within-domain exacerbation phenomenon counterintuitively suggests that supervisors displaying such a mixed profile of leadership (combining DLB and CLB) might have more negative consequences on followers than purely destructive supervisors.

First, when considering the ever-changing and highly stressful work environment where many supervisors have to operate on a daily basis [START_REF] Sparks | Well-being and occupational health in the 21st century workplace[END_REF], some generally constructive leaders may come to offer harsh and unjustified critics or reprimands toward their employees as a result of selfregulation impairments resulting from overwhelming job demands (e.g., [START_REF] Byrne | The depleted leader: The influence of leaders' diminished psychological resources on leadership behaviors[END_REF][START_REF] Collins | A process model of self-regulation and leadership: How attentional resource capacity and negative emotions influence constructive and destructive leadership[END_REF]. Likewise, supervisors with clear dispositions toward DLB, such as leaders characterized by high levels of Machiavellianism (Kiazad et al., 2010) or psychopathy (Mathieu & Bibiak, 2016), may sometimes rely on positive motivational strategies, perhaps as an attempt to manipulate their employees to help them achieve their personal objectives. In both situations, employees would face a supervisor with a leadership profile that combines DLB and CLB.

Second, although mainstream theories of leadership generally argue for the presence of linear relations between DLB or CLB and employee outcomes (e.g., social exchange theory; [START_REF] Cropanzano | Social exchange theory: A critical review with theoretical remedies[END_REF], these theories fail to address the combined role played by DLB and CLB. The within-domain exacerbation phenomenon provides an alternative perspective on the possible role played by this combination. Indeed, this theoretical mechanism suggests that exposure to a supervisor who is relying on behaviors that are seen as being both stressful (i.e., DLB) and supportive (i.e., CLB) should be even more harmful for subordinates than exposure to a supervisor consistently perceived as a source of stress [START_REF] Duffy | Social undermining in the workplace[END_REF]Hobman et al., 2009;[START_REF] Major | Mixed messages: Implications of social conflict and social support within close relationships for adjustment to a stressful life event[END_REF]. This counterintuitive perspective thus suggests that the most deleterious type of supervisor might not be those who systematically rely on DLB, but rather those that present a more nuanced leadership profile characterized by a mixture of DLB and CLB. What is particularly concerning is that these leaders might seemingly appear as a less salient threat for employees, due to their more nuanced adoption of CLB and DLB. Consequently, they might "fall under the radar" in the context of organizational efforts seeking to improve leadership practices among supervisors. Therefore, documenting the existence, nature, and implications of these combined leadership profiles appears to be of the utmost importance for organizations seeking to support employees' well-being and performance.

The present study has two objectives. First, it takes a first step at investigating whether some supervisors display a leadership profile characterized by combinations of DLB and CLB. To do so, this study considers two widely investigated types of leadership with well-established destructive and constructive outcomes, petty tyranny [START_REF] Ashforth | Petty tyranny in organizations[END_REF][START_REF] Ashforth | Petty tyranny in organizations: A preliminary examination of antecedents and consequences[END_REF] and transformational leadership [START_REF] Bass | The Bass handbook of leadership: Theory, research, and management applications[END_REF]. Second, assuming the identification of leadership profiles displaying such a combination, this study seeks to expand knowledge on within-domain exacerbation in the leadership literature by examining the joint effects these antagonistic behaviors on two work-related outcomes encompassing employees' well-being (thriving at work) and work-related behaviors (behavioral empowerment). To do so, we rely on an emerging hybrid mixture regression approach [START_REF] Chénard-Poirier | On the merits of coherent leadership empowerment behaviors: A mixture regression approach[END_REF]Gillet et al., 2018) which provides a way to simultaneously meet both objectives, namely: (a) identifying leadership profiles characterized by distinct CLB/DLB combinations while also (b) considering how these profiles differ in their patterns of associations between CLB/DLB and employees' levels of thriving and behavioral empowerment.

Petty Tyranny and Transformational Leadership

Petty tyranny and transformational leadership are two antagonistic types of leadership behaviors that respectively fall into the categories of DLB and CLB. Petty tyranny refers to leadership behaviors considered to be oppressive, capricious, and vindictive, which makes them a high source of strain for exposed followers [START_REF] Ashforth | Petty tyranny in organizations[END_REF][START_REF] Ashforth | Petty tyranny in organizations: A preliminary examination of antecedents and consequences[END_REF]. It encompasses hostile behaviors such as belittling, arbitrariness, and non-contingent punishment. In contrast, transformational leadership is known to be one of the most potent forms of CLB [START_REF] Aasland | The prevalence of destructive leadership behaviour[END_REF] and its positive influence on followers has been extensively demonstrated (Hoch et al., 2018;[START_REF] Wang | Transformational leadership and performance across criteria and levels: A meta-analytic review of 25 years of research[END_REF]. Transformational leadership refers to behaviors aiming to motivate followers to go beyond their personal interest and to work collectively toward organizational goals [START_REF] Bass | Transformational leadership[END_REF]. It encompasses behaviors such as intellectual stimulation, inspirational motivation, idealized influence, and individualized consideration.

Thriving and Behavioral Empowerment

Employee's thriving and behavioral empowerment represent attitudinal and behavioral desirable consequences of leadership (i.e., they are thus at least partially under the supervisor control), which allow employees to achieve organizational objectives. Thriving is a construct that captures feelings of energy and perceptions of personal growth at work, through vitality and learning [START_REF] Spreitzer | A socially embedded model of thriving at work[END_REF]. Thriving is seen as a key determinant of psychological well-being at work, and as being associated with lower levels of job strain and burnout [START_REF] Porath | Thriving at work: Toward its measurement, construct validation, and theoretical refinement[END_REF]. Thriving therefore reflects the extent to which an employee is energized by, and able to grow within, his/her work context and supervision. Behavioral empowerment focuses on employees' behavioral efforts to achieve organizational objectives. These behaviors are known to be displayed by motivated employees exposed to constructive leaders (Kim et al., 2018;[START_REF] Pigeon | How do empowering conditions lead to empowered behaviours? Test of a mediation model[END_REF]. It encompasses a set of active autonomous in-role and extra-role behaviors aiming to ensure and to improve performance at the individual, group, and organization levels [START_REF] Boudrias | Directionality of the associations between psychological empowerment and behavioural involvement: A longitudinal autoregressive crosslagged analysis[END_REF]. They include the efficient performance of one's tasks, efforts at improving the way one's job tasks are completed, effective collaboration at the workgroup-level, efforts to improve workgroup functioning, and involvement at the organizational level.

The Isolated Effects of Petty Tyranny and Transformational Leadership

In essence, the theoretical underpinnings explaining the differential effects of tyrannical leadership and transformational leadership suggest that while the former tends to undermine social exchanges with the supervisor, in turn impeding employees' well-being and empowered behaviors, the latter tends to have the opposite effects [START_REF] Cropanzano | Social exchange theory: A critical review with theoretical remedies[END_REF].

DLB such as petty tyranny elicit among subordinates distrust, anxiety, and fear with regard to their exchanges with the supervisor [START_REF] Chan | Abusive supervision through the lens of employee state paranoia[END_REF], psychological states which are incompatible with thriving. It also elicits a desire to retaliate through decreased efforts at work [START_REF] Cropanzano | Social exchange theory: A critical review with theoretical remedies[END_REF]. In addition, DLB have been shown to be disempowering, as they tend to be associated with lower perceptions of psychological empowerment (i.e., meaning, autonomy, selfefficacy and impact at work; [START_REF] Lyu | Abusive supervision and turnover intention: Mediating effects of psychological empowerment of nurses[END_REF] among employees, a psychological state mediating the relation between supervisory behaviors and employees' behavioral empowerment efforts [START_REF] Boudrias | Employee empowerment: From managerial practices to employees' behavioral empowerment[END_REF] Conversely, transformational leadership has been shown to help foster positive social exchanges between employees and supervisors [START_REF] Wang | Leader-member exchange as a mediator of the relationship between transformational leadership and followers' performance and organizational citizenship behavior[END_REF], in turn leading to greater levels of energy, learning, and thriving among subordinates (Hildenbrand et al., 2018;[START_REF] Niessen | Thriving when exhausted: The role of perceived transformational leadership[END_REF]. It has also been shown to fosters empowerment among employees and to sustain a desire to reciprocate via higher levels of behavioral efforts at work [START_REF] Seibert | Antecedents and consequences of psychological and team empowerment in organizations: A meta-analytic review[END_REF].

When displayed by a single supervisor over time, petty tyranny and transformational leadership send contradictory messages to followers. Thus, the goals of this research are to study whether or not specific leadership profiles are characterized by a combination of these behaviors, and to analyse the relations between such leadership profiles and employees' thriving and behavioral empowerment. In doing so, this research goes further than providing a picture of the respective direct effects of DLB and CLB.

Can Supervisors Exhibit Combinations of DLB and CLB?

Research has shown that DLB and CLB are empirically distinct constructs [START_REF] Schriesheim | Leader initiating structure: A reconciliation of discrepant research results and some empirical tests[END_REF] and that supervisors do not always act in a fully consistent manner toward their employees (e.g., [START_REF] Duffy | Social undermining in the workplace[END_REF]Lian et al., 2012;[START_REF] Rayner | The black hole in « "bullying at work[END_REF]. For example, [START_REF] Matta | Is consistently unfair better than sporadically fair? An investigation of justice variability and stress[END_REF] showed that the same supervisor can display fairness to employees one day, and unfairness another day. Central to this inconsistency is the idea that whether a supervisor display DLB or CLB may not be entirely intentional or the sole product of dispositional traits, but might also depend on external factors that affect a leader's ability to regulate his or her behaviors [START_REF] Byrne | The depleted leader: The influence of leaders' diminished psychological resources on leadership behaviors[END_REF][START_REF] Collins | A process model of self-regulation and leadership: How attentional resource capacity and negative emotions influence constructive and destructive leadership[END_REF]. For instance, research has shown self-regulation abilities to be relevant for the successful implementation of CLB, such as transformational leadership [START_REF] Collins | A process model of self-regulation and leadership: How attentional resource capacity and negative emotions influence constructive and destructive leadership[END_REF][START_REF] Olsen | The effect of sleep deprivation on leadership behaviour in military officers: An experimental study[END_REF].

Focusing on DLB, [START_REF] Wang | Understanding the causes of destructive leadership behavior: A dual-process model[END_REF] proposed that environmental stressors could momentarily deplete a leader's ability to regulate his/her affective reactions, leaving him/her more susceptible to counterproductive social interactions with subordinates. More precisely, workplace stressors tend to generate negative emotions such as anger, frustration, or anxiety, which in turn may increase the probability that a supervisor will act upon these negative emotions through DLB. As self-regulation operates on the basis of a limited resource system [START_REF] Baumeister | Self-regulation and personality: How interventions increase regulatory success, and how depletion moderates the effects of traits on behavior[END_REF], external contingencies (such as exposure to stressors) may lead to the depletion of the emotional resources required by supervisors to refrain from acting on these negative emotions via DLB. Consistent with this idea, studies have shown that the stress induced by overwhelmingly difficult goals [START_REF] Mawritz | Supervisors' exceedingly difficult goals and abusive supervision: The mediating effects of hindrance stress, anger, and anxiety[END_REF] or role overload [START_REF] Eissa | Supervisor role overload and frustration as antecedents of abusive supervision: The moderating role of supervisor personality[END_REF] was associated with an increase in negative emotions among supervisors which, in turn, led them to rely on higher levels of DLB. More generally, Krasikova et al. (2013) proposed that any stressors seen as interfering with the achievement of supervisors' goals might also directly lead them to rely on DLB as a way to restore goal attainment, while acknowledging the possible amplificatory role of self-regulatory deficits on this relation.

In sum, depending on how demanding a supervisor's work environment is, the same leader might sometimes rely on DLB as a result of a higher stress and impaired self-regulation abilities, while remaining able to maintain and implement CLB during quieter periods. From the perspective of the followers who may not necessarily have access to the full range of work conditions to which the supervisor is exposed on a daily basis, these supervisors may be seen as presenting a leadership profile that combines both constructive and destructive behaviors.

It is important to acknowledge that this self-regulatory pathway is only one of the mechanisms which has been proposed to explain why some supervisors may come to rely on DLB and CLB combinations. For example, some have argued that supervisors presenting personality predispositions to DLB (e.g. Machiavellianism or psychopathy) may be forced to refrain from using such behaviors too often and to implement more constructive ones in positive environments (Furtner et al., 2017). Conversely, these same supervisors might act in a more consistently destructive manner in environments where aggressive norms prevail and where such behaviors are not sanctioned [START_REF] Zhang | Antecedents of abusive supervision: A meta-analytic review[END_REF]. In such environments, DLB may even come to be seen as an effective way to lead (Hu & Liu, 2017;[START_REF] Restubog | When distress hits home: The role of contextual factors and psychological distress in predicting employees' responses to abusive supervision[END_REF]. Similar rationales can be proposed for CLB. For instance, supervisors presenting more constructive dispositions, such as those displaying high levels of agreeableness [START_REF] Bono | Personality and transformational and transactional leadership: a meta-analysis[END_REF] or emotional intelligence (Harms & Credé, 2010), may be encouraged to combine some DLB to their CLB in more aggressive work contexts, as a result of a social learning process [START_REF] Wang | Understanding the causes of destructive leadership behavior: A dual-process model[END_REF].

On the basis of these propositions, this study seeks to verify whether some leaders do indeed combine DLB (such as petty tyranny) and CLB (such as transformational leadership) in the leadership profile that they present to their employees. More precisely, the present study proposes to explore the following research question:

RQ1: Can supervisors rely on combinations of DLB and CLB? The Within-Domain Exacerbation Phenomenon

Assuming that DLB (i.e., petty tyranny) and CLB (i.e., transformational leadership) can coexist in a same leadership profile, the within-domain exacerbation phenomenon proposes that such combination would be more harmful for employees than a more consistently destructive leadership profile. More precisely, the within-domain exacerbation phenomenon states that when a person's (such as a supervisor) behaviors are considered to be a stressor for another person (such as a subordinate), socially supportive behaviors from that same person (i.e., within-domain) is likely to amplify these adverse effects rather than to attenuate them [START_REF] Duffy | Social undermining in the workplace[END_REF]Hobman et al., 2009;[START_REF] Major | Mixed messages: Implications of social conflict and social support within close relationships for adjustment to a stressful life event[END_REF]. This phenomenon thus proposes that supervisors presenting a profile combining stressful behaviors (e.g., petty tyranny) and supportive behaviors (e.g., transformational leadership) should have more negative consequences for employees' well-being and performance than supervisors presenting a profile more consistently seen as a source of stress or support.

To our knowledge, few studies have so far found evidence for the within-domain exacerbation phenomenon in the context of supervisor-subordinate relationships. First, [START_REF] Duffy | Social undermining in the workplace[END_REF] showed that supervisors' undermining behaviors tended to be more negatively related to subordinates' levels of self-efficacy, commitment, and well-being, and more positively related to their levels of counterproductive work behaviors, when supervisors were simultaneously perceived as supportive. Exposure to supervisors seen as both undermining and supportive was also related to higher job-strain and lower perceived health [START_REF] Nahum-Shani | Supervisor support: Does supervisor support buffer or exacerbate the adverse effects of supervisor undermining[END_REF], as well as to higher levels of stress (Herr et al., 2018). Similarly, Lian et al. (2012) and [START_REF] Xu | The bad boss takes it all: How abusive supervision and leadermember exchange interact to influence employee silence[END_REF] respectively found that the negative consequences of DLB on employees' basic needs satisfaction at work and emotional exhaustion were exacerbated when they occurred in the context of high-quality relationships.

In sum, evidence of within-domain exacerbation should come from the observation of one or more leadership profiles characterized by matching levels of tyrannical and transformational behaviors, and associated with lower levels of thriving and behavioral empowerment relative to profiles more clearly dominated by DLB. In this regard, tentative evidence from the limited amount of research conducted so far lead us to expect that:

H1: Employees exposed to supervisors relying on a combination of petty tyranny and transformational leadership should experience lower levels of thriving at work than employees exposed to supervisors relying mainly on petty tyranny. H2: Employees exposed to supervisors relying on a combination of petty tyranny and transformational leadership should display lower levels of behavioral empowerment than employees exposed to supervisors relying mainly on petty tyranny. The Uncertainty Mechanism

The within-domain exacerbation phenomenon stems from the negativity dominance principle, according to which "combinations of negative and positive entities yield evaluations that are more negative than the algebraic sum of individual subjective valences would predict" (Rozin & Royzman, 2001, p. 296). Further, it has been theoretically proposed that this phenomenon might be explained by uncertainty management theory [START_REF] Van Den Bos | Uncertainty management by means of fairness judgments[END_REF]. According to this theory, employees strive to feel certainty about their world and their place in it [START_REF] Van Den Bos | Uncertainty management by means of fairness judgments[END_REF]. Uncertainty arises when employees have difficulty to predict their environment or face inconsistent cognitions, behaviors, or experiences. Therefore, this uncertainty mechanism implied by this theoretical framework suggests that exposure to a supervisor characterized by an inconsistent leadership profile (i.e., combining DLB and CLB) should be more stressful and harmful than exposure to a consistently destructive supervisor for two main reasons.

First, as a result of being exposed to inconsistent and hard to anticipate supervisory behaviors, employees may feel a sense of loss of control over their work environment (van den [START_REF] Van Den Bos | Uncertainty management by means of fairness judgments[END_REF][START_REF] Tan | Outcome effects: The impact of decision process and outcome controllability[END_REF]. Consistent leadership behaviors, whether they are constructive or destructive, allow employees to better anticipate their supervisors' reactions from one interaction to the other and thus gain control over their environment. On the contrary, for employees subjected to inconsistent leadership behaviors, anticipating whether their supervisor will act in a destructive or constructive manner might be more difficult as they know their leader is capable of both. Furthermore, considering the critical role of supervisors in shaping and guiding employees' work, inconsistent leadership behaviors may send mixed messages regarding what is valued in the organization [START_REF] Mullen | Inconsistent style of leadership as a predictor of safety behaviour[END_REF]. For example, an inconsistent leader conveying incoherent messages to employees by sometimes motivating them to adopt organizational goals and supporting them (i.e., transformational leadership; [START_REF] Bass | The Bass handbook of leadership: Theory, research, and management applications[END_REF], and at other times punishing them, offering destructive feedback and showing arbitrariness (i.e., petty tyranny; [START_REF] Ashforth | Petty tyranny in organizations[END_REF][START_REF] Ashforth | Petty tyranny in organizations: A preliminary examination of antecedents and consequences[END_REF], could hinder their perception of control and their ability to accomplish their work. In this context, employees would have more difficulty knowing what their goals are and how important they are. This perceived lack of control is likely to act as an important stressor for exposed employees [START_REF] Breevaart | The influence of constructive and destructive leadership behaviors on follower burnout[END_REF][START_REF] Sonnentag | Stress in organizations[END_REF], and likely to impede thriving [START_REF] Spreitzer | A socially embedded model of thriving at work[END_REF] and empowered behaviors [START_REF] Spreitzer | Taking Stock: A review of more than twenty years of research on empowerment at work[END_REF] as a sense of agency at work is a central condition to both.

Second, inconsistent supervisor behaviors create relational uncertainty [START_REF] De Cremer | Why inconsistent leadership is regarded as procedurally unfair: the importance of social self-esteem concerns[END_REF], by informing followers that their relationship is unstable and malfunctioning (van den [START_REF] Van Den Bos | Uncertainty management by means of fairness judgments[END_REF]. Supervisors relying on a combination of CLB and DLB send conflicting messages to employees about their worth, the quality of their contribution, and the quality of their relationships with them. Multiple studies have shown that relationships seen as both aversive and supportive tend to be more stressful than consistently aversive ones (Herr et al., 2018;Holt-Lunstad et al., 2003;[START_REF] Uchino | Heterogeneity in the social networks of young and older adults: Prediction of mental health and cardiovascular reactivity during acute stress[END_REF]. In addition, mixed messages can thwart employees' need to experience a coherent sense of self, leading to feelings of self-uncertainty [START_REF] De Cremer | Why inconsistent leadership is regarded as procedurally unfair: the importance of social self-esteem concerns[END_REF][START_REF] Van Den Bos | Uncertainty management by means of fairness judgments[END_REF][START_REF] Nahum-Shani | Supervisor support: Does supervisor support buffer or exacerbate the adverse effects of supervisor undermining[END_REF][START_REF] Swann | Self-verification: The search for coherence[END_REF], that could further impede thriving and empowered behaviors.

As a result of this loss of control and relational uncertainty, employees may become even more vigilant and reactive to any information regarding the unfairness of their treatment, including their supervisor's occasional reliance on DLB [START_REF] Proudfoot | Fairness heuristic theory, the uncertainty management model, and fairness at work[END_REF]. In contrast, employees may habituate to a more consistently destructive supervisor by adopting effective coping strategies, such as social support, avoidance or resistance, that might in turn help to attenuate their level of stress [START_REF] Aquino | Workplace victimization: Aggression from the target's perspective[END_REF][START_REF] Frieder | Attenuating the negative effects of abusive supervision: The role of proactive voice behavior and resource management ability[END_REF]Harvey et al., 2007), the negative impact of DLB on their performance [START_REF] Tepper | Abusive supervision[END_REF], and help them preserve their self-esteem [START_REF] Vogel | The motivational effects of diminished self-esteem for employees who experience abusive supervision[END_REF]. In contrast, employees exposed to supervisors that are not clearly destructive or constructive might have more difficulty in developing effective coping strategies or may come to adopt strategies not directly related to the threat, such as trying to make sense of the situation [START_REF] Van Harreveld | The ABC of ambivalence: Affective, behavioral, and cognitive consequences of attitudinal conflict[END_REF].

More specifically, the uncertainty mechanism suggests that any increase in petty tyranny or transformational leadership occurring in a profile characterized by a combination of petty tyranny and transformational leadership should be related to increases in thriving and behavioral empowerment by increasing the certainty of supervisors' behaviors. However, lacking clear empirical guidance in this regard, we extend previous research by considering the following research question:

RQ2: Is the within-domain exacerbation phenomenon underpinned by the uncertainty mechanism?

A Hybrid Approach to Test the Within-Domain Exacerbation Mechanism

Although variable-centered methods used in previous studies of the within-domain exacerbation phenomenon provide useful information, they are insufficient to identify DLB and CLB combinations, to achieve a comprehensive overview of the mechanism involved in these effects, and to determine whether the mechanism equally apply to all employees. Variable-centered analyses assess relations between variables as they occur, on the average, in the sample under study, and fail to consider the possibility that different leadership profiles might exist in this sample. It is true that tests of interactions provide a way to observe whether the effects of one variable change as a function of another. However, tests of interactions rely on an assumption of linearity (i.e., the effects of each variable are assumed to change linearly as a function of the other). Polynomial models make it possible to incorporate non-linear relations [START_REF] Edwards | Latent variable modeling in congruence research: Current problems and future directions[END_REF], but considerably add the complexity of the analyses and of their interpretations. Still, even polynomial models rely on the assumption that the observed effects would apply equally to all employees (i.e., that the mechanism apply equally to everyone).

Person-centered analyses, such as latent profile analyses (LPA), rather seek to identify groups of workers characterized by distinct configurations, or profiles, on a set of variables. They are thus naturally suited to the investigation of the joint effect of variable combinations [START_REF] Meyer | A person-centered approach to commitment research: Theory, research, and methodology[END_REF][START_REF] Morin | Person-centered research strategies in commitment research[END_REF]. LPA can be used to identify the most frequent combinations of DLB and CLB to which employees are typically exposed and assess the relative consequences of these combinations without relying on linearity assumptions. Yet, a key limitation of LPA is the failure to consider the possibility that relations between variables (the key component of variable-centered analyses) could differ across distinct groups of employees exposed to different leadership profiles (the key component of LPA). More advanced forms of person-centered analyses, such as mixture regression analyses, provide a way to identify profiles of workers whom relations between variables differ [START_REF] Van Horn | Assessing differential effects: Applying regression mixture models to identify variations in the influence of family resources on academic achievement[END_REF]. Thus, rather than profiling participants based on their configuration on a series of indicators, mixture regression seeks to detect profiles characterized by different relations.

A hybrid mixture regression approach (e.g., [START_REF] Meyer | A person-centered approach to commitment research: Theory, research, and methodology[END_REF][START_REF] Morin | Person-centered research strategies in commitment research[END_REF] has been proposed as a way to build bridges between variable-centered analyses, LPA, and mixture regression analyses. The applicability of this method has recently been highlighted in organizational research focusing on leadership [START_REF] Chénard-Poirier | On the merits of coherent leadership empowerment behaviors: A mixture regression approach[END_REF]. This hybrid approach provides a way to identify workers' profiles differing based on their specific configuration of scores on predictor variables (i.e., DLB and CLB) while simultaneously allowing relations between these predictors and outcomes to differ across profiles. These models are specifically designed to reveal complex interactions, resulting in profiles in which the relations between constructs differ (i.e., are moderated) as a function of variations in predictors' levels around profile-specific averages (e.g., [START_REF] Bauer | A semiparametric approach to modeling nonlinear relations among latent variables[END_REF]. They are thus naturally suited to the investigation of the possible existence of DLB and CLB combinations and their relations with work-related outcomes. When compared to variable-centered tests of interactions, this hybrid approach has the advantage of assuming neither population homogeneity, nor linearity. When compared to LPA, this approach has the advantage of considering the possibility the associations between predictors and outcomes can change (i.e., moderated) as a function of profile membership. Finally, when compared to classical mixture regression, this approach has the advantage of allowing profiles to be defined based on both the combination of indicators (as in LPA) and their inter-relations (as in mixture regression). This hybrid approach disaggregates the relations observed between CLB/DLB and outcomes into two distinct components [START_REF] Chénard-Poirier | On the merits of coherent leadership empowerment behaviors: A mixture regression approach[END_REF]. First, a between-profile component will provide a way to compare profiles based on the configuration of DLB and CLB to which workers are exposed, and thus provide a test of RQ1. It also provides a way to compare profiles on the basis of the outcome levels (i.e., the regression intercepts) observed in each profile, providing a test of H1 and H2. Indeed, allowing for the identification of the global shape of the relation occurring at the between-profile level between average predictor levels and average outcome levels also provides information regarding whether or not the profile is coherent with the within-domain exacerbation phenomenon (H1 and H2).

Second, a within-profile component assesses the presence of residual associations between predictors and outcomes not explained by between-profile comparisons (i.e. associations between variations around the profile-averages). More precisely, this component assesses, using regression analysis, whether within-profile variations in DLB and CLB can add to the prediction of within-profile variations in outcome levels. This approach allows these within-profile associations to differ across profiles. Thus, it provides information about the mechanism involved, thus offering a direct test of the uncertainty mechanism (RQ2).

Methodology Sample and Procedure

A sample of 2104 French Canadian employees from a police organization (61.3% males) were recruited to participate in this study. Police organizations are a particularly suitable environment to the study of DLB, as they have a militaristic work organization characterized by a strict hierarchy and a culture where DLB are often considered to be an effective way to lead (Girodo, 1998;Hu & Liu, 2017;[START_REF] Vito | Emphasizing the servant in public service: The opinions of police Policing[END_REF]. Furthermore, the high-power asymmetry resulting from the police hierarchy helps to enable leaders with more destructive tendencies [START_REF] Aryee | Abusive supervision and contextual performance: The mediating role of emotional exhaustion and the moderating role of work unit structure[END_REF].

Participants had the choice to respond to a paper-pencil or to an online questionnaire to evaluate their immediate supervisor's leadership and their own levels of thriving at work and behavioral empowerment. No incentive was offered. Participants were informed of the confidentiality of their individual responses and gave their informed consent prior to participation. A majority of the participants had completed a college education (CEGEP; 51.8%), while 40.8% had a completed some university education, and 7.4% had less than a college degree. About half of participants were under 39 years-old (53.1%). On average, participants reported working 35.60 (SD = 6.04) hours per week, which represents the regular full-time work week in this organization as well as across most organizations located in the Canadian province where the data was collected. They had 13.30 (SD = 8.44) years of tenure in their organization and 2.00 (SD = 2.35) years of tenure with their supervisor. Most participants (92.3%) reported having been in their current position for one year or more and having daily (70.8%) or weekly (23.6%) contact with their supervisor. Most participants (78.5%) were police officers, while the rest were administrative employees and parking officers. Demographic characteristics are presented in Table 1.

Measures

Leadership behaviors. Transformational leadership was assessed using the French version of the MLQ Form 5X-Short (α = .97; [START_REF] Avolio | Multifactor leadership questionnaire -Manual & sampler set[END_REF]. The four dimensions covered in this questionnaire, idealized influenced (8 items; α = .93; e.g., "My supervisor talks about their most important values and beliefs"), individual consideration (4 items; α = .87; e.g., "My supervisor spends time teaching and coaching"), intellectual stimulation (4 items; α = .86; e.g., "My supervisor seeks differing perspectives when solving problems"), and inspirational motivation (4 items; α = .87, e.g., "My supervisor talks enthusiastically about what needs to be accomplished"), were used to represent a global construct.

Petty tyranny was assessed using the validated French version [START_REF] Cacciatore | Petty tyranny as a form of destructive leadership: Results of studies based on a French-Canadian measure[END_REF][START_REF] Cacciatore | Le leadership tyrannique: Définition et validation d'une mesure mesure [Tyrannical leadership: Definition and validation of a measure[END_REF]) of [START_REF] Ashforth | Petty tyranny in organizations[END_REF] scale. Although, the initial petty tyranny scale comprised six dimensions, the validated French version (α = .95) incorporates three 4 items dimensions: arbitrariness and selfaggrandizement (α = .90, e.g., "My supervisor uses authority or position for personal gain"), noncontingent punishment (α = .91, e.g., "My supervisor is often displeased with my work for no apparent reason"), and belittling subordinates (α = .90, e.g., "My supervisor belittles or embarrasses subordinates"). These dimensions are used to reflect an overarching petty tyranny factor. According to [START_REF] Tepper | Abusive supervision in work organizations: Review, synthesis, and research agenda[END_REF], some of the remaining dimensions did not directly capture DLB. For instance, lack of consideration, being hard to approach, discouraging initiative, or forcing conflict resolution, the other dimensions proposed by [START_REF] Ashforth | Petty tyranny in organizations[END_REF], are not necessarily considered as being actively hostile. All leadership items were rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (very frequently, if not always).

Thriving at work (α = .91) was assessed with the French version [START_REF] Boudrias | Quels sont les facteurs liés à l'émergence du leadership transformationnel? Résultats d'une étude empirique [What are the factors associated with the emergence of transformational leadership? Results of an empirical study[END_REF] of Porath et al.'s (2011) scale. The two dimensions, vitality (3 items; α = .89, e.g., "I am looking forward to each new day") and learning at work (3 items; α = .83, e.g., "I see myself continually improving"), were rated on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to a 7 (strongly agree) and were used to form a global thriving factor and.

Behavioral empowerment was assessed using [START_REF] Boudrias | L'habilitation comportementale au travail: Structure factorielle et convergence/ distinction avec l'habilitation psychologique[END_REF] scale. The five dimensions are each measured by three items referring to the employee's behaviors: efficacy in performing job tasks (α = .89; e.g., "Adequately carry out the tasks related to my job"), improvement efforts in job tasks (α = .90; e.g., "Put into practice my ideas for improvement in my work"), effective collaboration in the workgroup (α = .78; e.g., "Provide constructive feedback that helps my coworkers"), improvement efforts in the workgroup (α = .86; e.g., "Introduce new ways of doing things in my workgroup"), and involvement at the organizational level (α = .88; e.g., "Make suggestions to improve the organization's functioning"). The empowerment behaviors were rated on a 10-point frequency scale ranging from 1 (almost never [0-10% of possible occasions]) to 10 (almost always [90%-100% of possible occasions]). Validity evidence supports the a priori five-factor structure of this instrument (Lajoie et al., 2017).

Analyses

Analyses were conducted using Mplus 7.4's (Muthén & Muthén, 2015) robust maximum likelihood estimator (MLR) and "complex" function, which provides standard errors, tests of statistical significance, and fit indices that are robust to non-normality and to the clustering of participants into 505 work units (e.g., Asparouhov, 2005;Marsh & O'Mara, 2010). The limited number of missing responses (1.59% to 4.48%) was handled using full information maximum likelihood (Enders, 2010).

Mixture regression analyses are based on factor scores saved from a preliminary measurement model, which indicates an excellent fit to the data ( 2 = 3688.11; df = 1170; CFI = .96; TLI = .95; RMSEA = .03; [START_REF] Hu | Cut-off criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis. Conventional criteria versus new alternatives[END_REF]Marsh et al., 2005). These factor scores are estimated in standardized units with M = 0 and SD = 1, and provide a partial control for measurement errors [START_REF] Skrondal | Regression among factor scores[END_REF]. Details on the measurement model are reported in the online supplements, and latent correlations are reported in Table 2.

Mixture regression analyses including one to eight profiles were estimated using 10,000 sets of random starts values, 1,000 iterations for each set, and allowed the 500 best sets to be used for final optimization in order to minimize the risk of converging on a suboptimal local solution (Hipp & Bauer, 2006;[START_REF] Morin | A gentle introduction to mixture modeling using physical fitness performance data[END_REF]. In these models, the means of the predictors, the means of the outcomes (i.e., the regression intercepts), the variance of the outcomes (i.e., the regression residuals, and thus the R 2 ), and the regressions slopes were freely estimated in all profiles, while the variance of the predictors was constrained to equality across profiles.

The selection of the optimal number of profiles is based on the consideration of the theoretical meaning of the profiles, the statistical adequacy of the solution [START_REF] Marsh | Classical latent profile analysis of academic self-concept dimensions: Synergy of person-and variable-centered approaches to theoretical models of self-concept[END_REF][START_REF] Muthén | Beyond SEM: General latent variable modeling[END_REF] and statistical indicators: (i) the Akaïke Information Criterion (AIC); (ii) the Consistent AIC (CAIC), (iii) the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC), (iv) the Sample-size adjusted BIC (ABIC), (v) the adjusted Lo, Mendell and Rubin's (2001; aLMR) Likelihood Ratio Test. Lower values on the AIC, CAIC, BIC, and ABIC indicate a better-fitting model. A statistically significant p-value on the aLMR supports the model to which it is associated relative to a solution including one fewer profile. These tests frequently keep on suggesting the addition of profiles without reaching a minimum with sufficiently large samples [START_REF] Marsh | Classical latent profile analysis of academic self-concept dimensions: Synergy of person-and variable-centered approaches to theoretical models of self-concept[END_REF]. When this happens, the point at which these indicators reach a plateau on a graphical display (elbow plot) can be used to suggest the optimal solution [START_REF] Morin | Person-centered research strategies in commitment research[END_REF][START_REF] Morin | General growth mixture analysis of adolescents' developmental trajectories of anxiety: The impact of untested invariance assumptions on substantive interpretations[END_REF]. Entropy is also reported and provides a useful summary of the accuracy of participants' classification into the profiles.

For description purposes, the following demographics were contrasted across profiles using the "auxiliary (e)" function: sex, supervisory role, age, education, frequency of contact with the immediate supervisor, weekly worked hours, and tenure with the organization, in its position, and with the supervisor. This function relies on a Wald-test of significance based on pseudo-class draws to contrast covariates without having to integrate them in the model [START_REF] Asparouhov | Wald test of mean equality for potential latent class predictors in mixture modeling[END_REF].

Results

Selection of the Optimal Number of Profiles

Fit indices for the mixture regression models including 1 to 8 profiles are reported in Table 3. As anticipated, the information criteria failed to converge on a specific solution. However, the aLMR indicated that the retained solution would likely include a maximum of five profiles. When we consider the graphical display of the value of the information criteria (reported in Figure S1 of the online supplements), these indicators appear to reach a plateau between solutions including three and four profiles. When we carefully consider these specific solutions, the results showed that profiles were both theoretically meaningful and interpretable up to the three-profile solution. However, moving from three to four profiles did not add meaningful information, simply adding a very small profile (< 5%) presenting extreme patterns of scores. Consequently, the three-profile solution was retained.

The means of the predictors, and the intercepts of the outcomes in these profiles, are graphically presented in Figure 1. The exact values are reported in Table S3 of the online supplements. It is important to keep in mind that, because all of these variables are factor scores from preliminary measurement models estimated to have a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1, these results can be interpreted in standard deviation units.

Between-Profile Observations

Profile 1 corresponds to 66% of the employees who reported being exposed to a moderately high level of transformational leadership coupled with a moderately low level of petty tyranny compared to other employees in the sample. As shown in Table S3, the mean differences between the levels of transformational leadership and petty tyranny observed in this profile correspond to roughly .5 SD and are associated with non-overlapping confidence intervals. We hereafter refer to this specific supervisory profile as Moderately Transformational. This profile presents the highest levels of transformational leadership and the lowest level of petty tyranny of all profiles. Employees exposed to such leaders present the highest levels on all outcomes.

Profile 2 corresponds to a smaller (6%), but worrisome, subset of employees who report being exposed to very high levels of petty tyranny coupled with very low levels of transformational leadership. We refer to this specific supervisory profile as Destructive. This profile presents the most extreme levels of both types of leaderships observed in this study. Employees of such leaders display lower than average levels of thriving and empowered behaviors. However, with the exception of efficacy in performing their job tasks, these employees do not present the lowest levels on the other outcomes.

Profile 3 corresponds to 28% of the employees who reported being exposed to close to average levels of transformational leadership and petty tyranny (both levels are roughly .2 SD below the sample mean and display overlapping confidence intervals). We hereafter refer to this supervisory profile as Inconsistent, because this subset of employees is subjected to a supervisor that inconsistently relies on DLB or CLB, thus making it harder for these employees to anticipate their supervisors' behaviors in any specific situation. In fact, this profile displays the smallest difference between these two leadership behaviors (less than .05 SD of difference between levels of CLB and DLB, compared to close to .5 SD of difference in Profile 1). In addition, although levels of DLB and CLB taken on their own differ across profiles, the combined levels of both types of behaviors observed in this profile do not markedly differ from the combined levels of CLB and DLB observed in the other profiles, especially Profile 1 (also close to average when levels of CLB and DLB are aggregated). Thus, employees exposed to this type of supervisors present the lowest levels on all outcomes, excluding efficacy in performing job tasks.

In sum, the profiles appear to present mixtures of DLB and CLB, which take the form of small (Profile 1), very small (Profile 3), or quite pronounced (Profile 2) variations around the mean. In particular, the configurations observed in Profiles 1 and 3 answer RQ1 by supporting the idea that CLB and DLB can co-exist in some specific profiles of employees, whereas the configuration observed in Profile 2 also support the idea that some supervisors do indeed rely predominantly on one type of behavior. In addition, within-domain exacerbation seems to be observed as employees exposed to the Inconsistent profile display lower scores on almost all outcomes relative to the Destructive profile, thus supporting H1 and H2.

More specifically, employees from the Inconsistent profile seem to face more conflicting behaviors from supervisors that are neither clearly constructive, nor clearly destructive, but who tend to display both types of behaviors at a more similar level. As this profile was also found to display the least desirable outcome levels, it clearly appears to match the within-domain exacerbation. In contrast, employees corresponding to the Moderately Transformational profile also report being exposed to supervisors relying on some levels of both CLB and DLB. However, in this clearer profile, CLB levels were above average and close to .5 SD higher than below average DLB levels. This leadership profile does not appear carry any risk for exposed employees, who present the most desirable outcome levels.

Within-Profile Observations

The results from the within-profile regressions estimated in each of these profiles are reported in Table 4. In the context of hybrid mixture regression, these regressions provide an estimate of the residual associations between predictors and outcomes not explained at the between-profile level (i.e., the within-profile relations occurring above and beyond the between-profiles associations). For the Inconsistent profile, increases in either transformational leadership or petty tyranny scores appear to yield some benefits. More precisely, perceiving higher levels of transformational leadership is associated with higher levels of thriving at work, efficacy in performing job tasks, improvement efforts in job tasks, and effective collaboration in the workgroup for the employees. Likewise, within-profile increases in petty tyranny is associated with higher levels of effective collaboration in the workgroup, improvement efforts in the workgroup, and involvement at the organizational level. This last set of results is particularly interesting and suggests that any contribution to the clarification of a dominantly Inconsistent leadership style appears to be helpful for employees, thus providing further support to the logic of the uncertainty mechanism (RQ2). For the Moderately Transformational profile, an increase in transformational leadership is systematically related to additional increases on all outcomes, while increases in petty tyranny are not related to any outcome. More precisely, our results suggest that employees exposed to mostly transformational supervisors seem protected against the deleterious effects of these rare DLB. Finally, for the Destructive profile, within-profile increases in transformational leadership is associated with higher levels of thriving at work and involvement at the organization level, but lower levels in efficacy in performing job tasks. However, within-profile increases in petty tyranny is also related to higher levels of involvement at the organization level.

Demographic Correlates

The results regarding the demographics correlates of profile membership are reported in Table 1. These results support the idea that the nature of the profiles is mainly explained by the relations between the leadership behaviors and the outcomes rather than being an artefact of participants' demographic characteristics. However, some differences should be considered. Employees exposed to Moderately Transformational leaders tend to more frequently occupy supervisor roles. They also tend to work more hours than those exposed to Inconsistent leaders. Finally, employees exposed to Destructive leaders tend to have a longer tenure with their supervisors and in their position. They also tend to be older than employees exposed to Inconsistent leaders. Yet, in all of these cases, the observed differences remained small enough to be considered to have only a very limited amount of practical relevance.

Discussion

This study sought to understand how leaders combine DLB and CLB, here operationalized by transformational leadership and petty tyranny. It also sought to expand our understanding of the withindomain exacerbation phenomenon by examining how a leadership profile that jointly expose followers to DLB and CLB could be related to less desirable outcomes in terms of thriving at work and behavioral empowerment than exposure to a leadership profile dominated by DLB.

First, this study supports the proposition that leadership is not a dichotomous phenomenon and that most leaders rather seem to combine some levels of DLB and CLB. Second, results show that within-domain exacerbation could be elicited when employees are exposed to Inconsistent supervisors. These followers were those presenting the least desirable outcomes, even lower than those observed among employees exposed to purely Destructive supervisors. The sole exception was related to employees' efficacy in performing their job tasks. This suggests that a leader who is inconsistently a source of stress and support through his/her leadership behaviors could limit thriving and the willingness to go beyond job requirements, without necessarily affecting one's ability to meet the requirements of the job beyond the undesirable effects of exposure to DLB.

Incidentally, the shape of the profiles and the nature of the observed within-profile variations seem to suggest that the uncertainty mechanism could explain the within-domain exacerbation effect in this sample. First, the shape of the profiles suggests that employees exposed to Inconsistent supervisors appear to know that their leader can use both DLB and CLB, while having more difficulty anticipating which of these two types of behaviors they will rely across different types of situations, interactions, or contexts. Thus, exposure to these mixed and hard to predict messages coming from their supervisors might hinder employees' ability to understand what their goals are and how to achieve them in a way that will satisfy their supervisor, as well as their ability to come to terms with the exact nature of their relationship with their supervisor. Interestingly, as shown in the demographic comparisons, no difference was observed across profiles in relation to the frequency of contact between employees and their supervisor, suggesting that the lower outcome levels observed in the Inconsistent profile did not result from having a more absent leader. In contrast, followers of Moderately Transformational supervisors presented the most desirable outcome levels even though they might sometimes be exposed to DLB, although less frequently than followers of Inconsistent supervisors. This further suggests that within-domain exacerbation is probably not elicited by any combination of DLB and CLB, but rather observed only when employees have more difficulty to anticipate the specific nature of their supervisor's leadership.

Second, as predicted by the uncertainty management theory (van den Bos & Lind, 2002) followers of Inconsistent leaders are more reactive to any clarification of their supervisors' leadership style, contrary to followers of supervisors presenting a clearer and more consistent leadership style. For employees exposed to a leader who is neither more clearly tyrannical nor transformational, increases in either CLB or DLB seemed to yield some benefits in terms of thriving and behavioral empowerment, suggesting that any contribution to resolve the strain and discomfort resulting from leadership inconsistency might be helpful to subordinates. For these followers, increases in transformational leadership seem to lead them to shift their focus toward the empowered behaviors related to the accomplishment of their work, while also increasing thriving. However, increases in petty tyranny seem to lead them to shift their focus toward behaviors more directed to their colleagues and outward involvement, maybe as a way to cope with DLB. Likewise, for followers of Destructive supervisors, increases in petty tyranny were also related to higher levels of involvement at the organizational level.

Additionally, in the Destructive profile, increases in transformational leadership were positively related to thriving and organizational involvement, but negatively related to efficacy in performing job tasks. These results suggest that increases in transformational leadership generally seem to lessen the strain caused by DLB, thus fostering thriving. However, increases in CLB from otherwise highly Destructive supervisors could be perceived as insincere attempts at manipulation [START_REF] Barling | Pseudo-transformational leadership: Towards the development and test of a model[END_REF], which could explain a desire to seek support outside of the work unit to the detriment of one's efficacy. Finally, variations in petty tyranny were not related to any outcome, suggesting a buffering effect of a leadership style dominated by CLB.

Theoretical Contributions

First, this study answers [START_REF] Einarsen | The nature and outcomes of destructive leadership behavior in organizations[END_REF] and [START_REF] Tepper | Abusive supervision[END_REF] call for research for the investigation of possible combinations of DLB and CLB. Regarding combinations of petty tyranny and transformational leadership, supervisors appear to be either more clearly destructive, moderately more transformational than average, while not excluding the possibility of relying on petty tyranny, or showing close to average levels on both.

Second, this study offers theoretical insight on the leadership behaviors that may elicit within-domain exacerbation. Most previous studies examined within-domain exacerbation by looking at social support, at the quality of the supervisor-subordinate relationship, and at DLB. However, to our knowledge, no previous study has examined more specific forms of leadership practices such as transformational leadership. By finding evidence of within-domain exacerbation, our results suggest that this phenomenon is not behavior-dependent, but more likely message-dependent. This study also expands knowledge of the within-domain exacerbation effect by considering a distinct range of outcomes than what has been previously considered, and showed that the deleterious effect of combining DLB and CLB extends to work-related attitudes and behaviors, such as thriving and behavioral empowerment.

Furthermore, this study suggests that the uncertainty mechanism could underlie the withindomain exacerbation effect. When confronted with inconsistent leadership behaviors, followers may feel uncertainty as they lack the ability to anticipate and control their environment, their relationship with their supervisor, and their perception of themselves [START_REF] Van Den Bos | Uncertainty management by means of fairness judgments[END_REF][START_REF] Van Den Bos | Uncertainty management by means of fairness judgments[END_REF]. This uncertainty could make it harder for them to devise efficient coping strategies [START_REF] Van Harreveld | The ABC of ambivalence: Affective, behavioral, and cognitive consequences of attitudinal conflict[END_REF][START_REF] Uchino | Heterogeneity in the social networks of young and older adults: Prediction of mental health and cardiovascular reactivity during acute stress[END_REF]. Our results show that seeking outward forms of involvement could represent a way to cope with exposure to higher levels of destructive leadership. This is consistent with the search for social support as a form of problem-focused coping strategy [START_REF] Aquino | Workplace victimization: Aggression from the target's perspective[END_REF] and is coherent with previous studies showing outward social support could act as a buffer against the negative psychological and behavioral consequences of DLB [START_REF] Duffy | Social undermining in the workplace[END_REF][START_REF] Schat | Reducing the adverse consequences of workplace aggression and violence: The buffering effects of organizational support[END_REF]. Interestingly, employees exposed to Inconsistent supervisors present the lowest levels on almost all behavioral empowerment dimensions. However, when petty tyranny is increased in this profile, employees seem to seek more involvement in both their workgroup and the organization. Similarly, employees exposed to more consistently Destructive supervisors show higher levels on these dimensions of behavioral empowerment. Additionally, as petty tyranny increases in this profile, employees mainly sought investment outside of their workgroup. Thus, a clearer destructive leadership style than the Inconsistent profile could be necessary to motivate employees to seek group and organizational involvement as a way of coping and possibly escaping their supervisor.

To be clear, this study does not suggest that the negative consequences of DLB on followers are any less important, or that in some situations, petty tyranny could be desirable as proposed by [START_REF] Ma | The paradox of managerial tyranny[END_REF]. On the contrary, these results need to be interpreted while keeping in mind that employees exposed to Inconsistent or Destructive supervisors do tend to present lower than desirable levels on most outcomes.

Limitations and Direction for Future Research

Results should be interpreted with caution as some limitations need to be considered. First, this study relied on a cross-sectional data, which precludes any causal or directional interpretations. New studies should adopt longitudinal designs to better document the directional interplay between CLB and DLB. Second, this study relied on followers' reports of their supervisor's leadership behaviors and of their own levels of thriving and behavioral empowerment. It is worth mentioning that self-reports are considered to be a reliable approach when dealing with hard to observe behaviors (e.g., [START_REF] Vandenberg | A latent variable approach to rating source equivalence: Who should provide ratings on organizational citizenship behavior dimensions[END_REF]) such as thriving, and that multivariate person-centered analyses such as those used in the present study are known to be naturally protected against the effects of shared method variance [START_REF] Meyer | A person-centered approach to commitment research: Theory, research, and methodology[END_REF][START_REF] Siemsen | Common method bias in regression models with linear, quadratic, and interaction effects[END_REF]). Yet, it would be interesting for future studies to consider relying on more objective external sources for the assessment of followers' behaviors, in order to reduce the social desirability of these ratings. Likewise, combining subordinate reports of their supervisors with more objective external ratings of leadership behaviors would be an interesting way to better disaggregate the objective and subjective underpinning of supervisors' impact on subordinates. Finally, laboratory studies (e.g., [START_REF] Towler | Effects of charismatic influence training on attitudes, behavior, and performance[END_REF] would make it possible to experimentally manipulate (via videos or role-playing exercises) the degree to which the co-occurrence of CLB and DLB can be considered to be, or not, inconsistent. As such, experimental studies would provide a way to further refine our understanding of the mechanisms underpinning the within-domain exacerbation phenomenon.

From a more theoretical perspective, although our results provide support to the plausibility of the uncertainty mechanism underpinning the within-domain exacerbation phenomenon, actual perceived uncertainty regarding the supervisor's leadership behaviors was not directly assessed. Thus, the mediating role of uncertainty between DLB and CLB combinations and work-related outcomes was not directly verified, but was rather theoretically inferred from our results. Future studies should incorporate such measures in order to more directly probe the cognitive underpinnings of this phenomenon. Additionally, it would be important to verify if these profiles can be replicated and if other profiles (e.g., Fully Transformational) would be observed in different industries and cultures. The absence of these other possible profiles is possibly linked to the fact that this study was conducted in a police organization where DLB are more commonly expected from leaders (Girodo, 1998;[START_REF] Vito | Emphasizing the servant in public service: The opinions of police Policing[END_REF]. Finally, future studies would do well to investigate the extent to which the within-domain exacerbation phenomenon as well as the uncertainty mechanism would generalize, or not, to a wider variety of leadership behaviors.

Practical Implications

From a practical standpoint, this study shows that the within-domain exacerbation phenomenon evoked by exposure to supervisors relying on an inconsistent combination of DLB and CLB could be a relatively frequent phenomenon (corresponding to 28% of the present sample). Exposure to such Inconsistent supervisors, as well as to Destructive supervisors, appears to be associated with a variety of important negative consequences for employees. What is most worrying is that these Inconsistent supervisors, who present a generally more nuanced leadership profile than their purely Destructive peers, may not be identified as a threat that is as salient as the one posed by Destructive supervisors, although they also appear to represent a clear human and financial burden for organizations. Therefore, we propose that organizations should orient their leadership related initiatives around three key principles. First, leaders should try to be as constructive as they can. Second, organizational initiatives should not only focus on CLB, but also on reducing DLB, and on the importance of achieving a clear leadership profile. Third, an Inconsistent leadership profile is disempowering and hinders followers' growth in an organization. These principles could be conveyed to supervisors through leadership training programs encompassing both CLB and DLB (Hogan et al., 2011), but also through values statement and awareness campaigns. Comprehensive measures of leadership, including both CLB and DLB, should also be used to increase leaders' awareness of their leadership profile, and supervisors with problematic profiles should have access to support (i.e., coaching or training) to help them avoid inconsistency or destructiveness. Additionally, as more and more organizations use weekly and monthly survey platforms, these communication tools could be used to offer quick corrective feedback to supervisors about their behaviors. 
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Preliminary Measurement Models Preliminary measurement models were estimated using Mplus 7.4's (Muthén & Muthén, 2015) robust maximum likelihood estimator (MLR) and complex survey design function, which provides standard errors, tests of statistical significance, and tests of model fit that are robust to the non-normality and to the clustering of participants into 505 work units (e.g., Asparouhov, 2005;Marsh & O'Mara, 2010). The relatively limited amount of missing responses present at the item level (1.59% to 4.48%) was handled using full information maximum likelihood procedures (Enders, 2010).

Bifactor confirmatory factor analytic (CFA) models were used to represent the a priori representation of transformational leadership, petty tyranny, and thriving at work, which were all expected to reflect a global overarching construct [START_REF] Chen | A comparison of bifactor and second-order models of quality of life[END_REF]Morin et al., 2016). In contrast, the a priori behavioral empowerment representation was specified according to a classical 5-factor CFA. Bifactor CFA directly tests if item responses can be explained by an overarching global factor (e.g., transformational leadership), while simultaneously taking into account the existence of remaining specificity located at the subscale level (e.g., idealized influence, individual consideration, inspirational motivation). In these bifactor-CFA models, all items from each specific instrument were specified as loading simultaneously on this global factor, as well as on their specific subscales, and all factors were specified as orthogonal within each instrument, but allowed to correlate across instruments [START_REF] Gignac | The higher-order model imposes a proportionality constraint: That is why the bifactor model tends to fit better[END_REF]Morin et al., 2016). In contrast, the behavioral empowerment CFA factors were allowed to correlate with one another, as well as with the factors from the other instruments.

This a priori measurement model resulted in a fully acceptable level of fit to the data:  2 = 3688.11; df = 1170; CFI = .96; TLI = .95; and RMSEA = .03 [START_REF] Hu | Cut-off criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis. Conventional criteria versus new alternatives[END_REF]Marsh et al., 2005). Parameter estimates and model-based composite reliability estimates (ω: McDonald omega;McDonald, 1970) from this model are reported in Table S1 of these online supplements. These parameter estimates supported the adequacy of the transformational leadership (λ = .67 to .86; ω =.97), petty tyranny (λ = .66 to .88; ω =.96), and thriving at work (λ = .58 to .85; ω =.92) global factors. Likewise, each behavioral empowerment dimension also shows adequate factor loadings and composite reliability (λ = .64 to .95; ω =.79 to .90).
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 1 Figure 1. Profiles of Petty Tyranny and Transformational Leadership, Thriving at Work and

Table 1

 1 Demographic Characteristics of the Sample and Profiles

		Full Sample	Profile 1 (66%)	Profile 2 (6%)	Profile 3 (28%)	
			Frequency (%)		Significance tests
	Sex					
	Male Female	61.3 38.7	61.9 38.1	60.3 39.7	60.2 39.8	1 = 2 = 3
	Age					
	Less than 19	0	0	0	0	
	Between 20 and 29	18.2	17.8	15.1	19.6	
	Between 30 and 39 Between 40 and 49	34.9 34.6	34.8 35.8	31.0 34.1	35.9 31.9	1 = 2; 1 = 3; 2 > 3
	Between 50 and 59	11.6	10.8	17.5	12.1	
	60 or more	0.7	0.7	2.4	0.5	
	Education					
	High School diploma or less	3.5	2.9	3.9	4.7	
	Professional diploma	3.9	3.7	4.7	4.4	
	College diploma (CEGEP)	51.8	52.3	44.1	52.3	
	University Major or Minor	20.7	21.8	18.9	18.5	1 = 2 = 3
	Bachelor's degree	15.1	14.2	20.5	15.9	
	Post graduate certificate	1.4	1.4	0.8	1.6	
	Master or PhD degree	3.6	3.6	7.1	2.6	
	Supervisor					
	No Yes	82.5 17.5	79.3 20.7	87.1 12.9	89.4 10.6	1 > 2 = 3
	Tenure in the position					
	Less than 6 months	2.6	2.9	0	2.3	
	Between 6 and 11 months	5.1	5.1	1.6	5.6	
	Between 1 and 2 years	7.9	8.2	9.4	7.1	
	Between 3 and 5 years	22.6	23.4	18.1	21.7	2 > 1 = 3
	Between 6 and 10 years	26.3	26.1	27.6	26.6	
	Between 11 and 15 years	17.9	17.4	19.7	18.7	
	More than 15 years	17.6	16.9	23.6	18.0	
	Contacts with the supervisor					
	More than one per day	57.0	56.8	48.8	59.3	
	Once a day	13.8	13.8	16.5	13.1	
	Few times per week	18.1	19.1	18.1	15.6	
	Once a week	5.5	5.2	7.1	6.1	1 = 2 = 3
	Two or three times per month	3.7	3.5	4.7	3.8	
	Once a month	1.0	0.7	3.9	1.0	
	Few times per year	1.0	0.9	0.8	1.0	
			M (SD)			Significance tests
	Organizational tenure (years)	13.3 (8.4)	13.6 (8.4) 13.8 (8.2) 12.6 (8.6) 1 = 2 = 3
	Tenure with supervisor (years)	2.0 (2.4)	2.0 (2.3) 2.8 (3.1) 1.9 (2.2) 2 > 1 = 3
	Hours worked per week	35.6 (6.0)	35.8 (6.1) 35.0 (6.2) 35.3 (5.8) 1 > 3; 1 = 2; 2 = 3
	Note. M = Mean; All significance tests were conducted using a Wald-test of significance based on pseudo-
	class draws, significant differences indicated by greater than symbols are at p < .05; N = 2104.

Table 2

 2 Latent Variable Correlations from The Preliminary Measurement Model

	1.	2.	3.	4.	5.	6.	7.	8.

* p < .05.

Table 3

 3 

	Mixture Regression Models								
	Model	LL	FP	Scaling	AIC	CAIC	BIC	ABIC	Entropy	aLMR
	1 Class	-19002.83	44	1.86	38093.66	38386.33	38342.33	38202.54	Na	Na
	2 Class	-17898.14	71	1.55	35938.28	36410.54	36339.54	36113.97	.78	< .01
	3 Class	-17139.56	98	1.54	34475.12	35126.98	35028.98	34717.62	.86	< .01
	4 Class	-16701.33	125	1.43	33652.65	34484.10	34359.10	33961.97	.89	< .01
	5 Class	-16400.61	152	1.38	33105.22	34116.26	33964.26	33481.34	.82	< .01
	6 Class	-16176.71	179	1.45	32711.41	33902.05	33723.05	33154.35	.84	> .05
	7 Class	-15957.76	206	1.33	32327.53	33697.76	33491.76	32837.27	.84	> .05
	8 Class	-15800.02	233	1.35	32066.04	33615.86	33382.86	32642.60	.84	> .05

Note. Scaling = scaling factor associated with MLR loglikelihood estimates; AIC: Akaïke Information Criteria; CAIC: Constant AIC; BIC: Bayesian Information Criteria; ABIC: Sample-size Adjusted BIC; aLMR: Adjusted Lo-Mendell-Rubin likelihood ratio test.

Table 4

 4 Relations Between Intra-Profile Variations in Leadership Behaviors and Outcome Levels Transformational leadership 0.31* (0.12) .23 -0.19* (0.09) -.17 -0.04 (0.09) -.04 0.04 (0.08) .05 0.08 (0.08) .09 0.16* (0.08) .16Note. b: unstandardized coefficient; SE: standard error; β: standardized coefficient; Variables are factor scores estimated in standardized units (M = 0; SD = 1).

		Thriving at work	Efficacy in		Improvement	Collaboration in	Improvement	Involvement at
				performing job	efforts in job tasks	the workgroup	efforts in the	the	
				tasks						workgroup		organizational
												level	
	Predictor	b (SE)	β	b (SE)	β	b (SE)	β	b (SE)	β	b (SE)	β	b (SE)	β
	Profile 1 (66%)												
	Transformational leadership 0.34* (0.04) .37 0.20* (0.04) .20 0.19* (0.03) .26 0.24* (0.03) .32 0.14* (0.03) .19 0.15* (0.05) .15
	Petty tyranny	-0.04 (0.07) -.03 -0.16 (0.09) -.10 -0.09 (0.06) -.07 -0.03 (0.06) -.03 0.03 (0.06) .03 0.07 (0.09) .04
	R 2	.15		.07		.09		.11		.03		.02	
	Profile 2 (6%)												
	Petty tyranny	0.06 (0.12) .03 0.00 (0.09) .00 0.13 (0.08) .09 0.07 (0.08) .05 0.13 (0.08) .09 0.20* (0.08) .13
	R 2	.05		.03		.01		.00		.01		.02	
	Profile 3 (28%)												
	Transformational leadership 0.34* (0.08) .29 0.23* (0.08) .18 0.26* (0.11) .20 0.34* (0.10) .31 0.09 (0.07) .09 0.08 (0.05) .08
	Petty tyranny	0.04 (0.09) .02 0.11 (0.12) .06 -0.00 (0.14) .00 0.28* (0.11) .16 0.30* (0.11) .19 0.24* (0.12) .15
	R 2	.08		.03		.04		.07		.03		.02	

* p ≤ .05.

Table S1

 S1 Standardized Factor Loadings from the Preliminary Measurement Models Loadings; : Uniquenesses; Non-statistically significant (p > .05) parameter estimates are marked in italics; TFL: Transformational leadership; TFLII: Idealized influence; TFLIS: Intellectual stimulation; TFLIM: Inspirational motivation; TFLIC: Individualized consideration; ET: Efficacy-tasks; IMPT: Improvement-tasks; COLG: Collaboration-group; IMPG: Improvement-group; INVO: Involvement-organization; ω: composite reliability coefficients computed from the standardized parameter estimates, usingMcDonald's (1970) omega coefficient: ω = (Σ|λi|)² / ([Σ|λi|]² + Σδii) where λi are the factor loadings and δii, the error variances.

			Transformational Leadership							Behavioral Empowerment
	Items	TFL () TFLII ()	TFLIC ()	TFLIS ()	TFLIM ()		Items	ET () IMPT () COLG () IMPG () INVO ()	
	TFLII1	.848	.247				.221 ET1	.822			.325
	TFLII2	.829	.209				.269 ET2	.889			.209
	TFLII3	.861	.308				.164 ET3	.842			.290
	TFLII4	.714	.150				.467 IMPT1		.901		.188
	TFLII5	.668	-.267				.483 IMPT2		.869		.244
	TFLII6	.749	-.261				.371 IMPT3		.832		.307
	TFLII7	.783	.162				.360 COLG1			.678	.541
	TFLII8	.790	-.210				.331 COLG2			.742	.449
	TFLIC1	.758		.210			.381 COLG3			.813	.339
	TFLIC2	.758		.059			.422 IMPG1				.918	.157
	TFLIC3	.718		.220			.436 IMPG2				.921	.151
	TFLIC4	.802		.458			.147 IMPG3				.643	.587
	TFLIS1	.679			.106		.527 INVO1				.954	.090
	TFLIS2	.789			-.016		.377 INVO2				.846	.284
	TFLIS3	.745			.307		.351 INVO3				.755	.430
	TFLIS4	.757			.520		.156				
	TFLIM1	.686				.561	.214				
	TFLIM2	.719				.343	.365				
	TFLIM3	.799				.333	.251				
	TFLIM4	.750				.007	.438				
	Ω	.972	.041	.393	.373	.550			.888	.902	.790	.873	.890
	Note. :										
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