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ABSTRACT

MODERATING EFFECTS OF EMPLOYEES’ DARK AND LIGHT
PERSONALITY TRAITS AND CULTURAL TENDENCIES IN THE
RELATIONSHIPS OF WORKPLACE MISTREATMENT WITH WORK-
RELATED OUTCOMES

BINGUL, Elif
Graduate School of Social Sciences
M.A., in Psychology

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Asli GONCU KOSE
September 2021, 154 pages

This study aimed to investigate the effects of workplace incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision on job satisfaction, voice behaviors, loyalty, OCBs, CWBs
and two types of burnout (i.e., personal and work-related burnout. Furthermore, the
moderating effects of personality traits (i.e., dark triad, agreeableness and
conscientiousness) and cultural variables (i.e., power distance and fatalism) in the links
of workplace mistreatment (i.e., workplace incivility, mobbing, abusive supervision)
with outcome variables (i.e., job satisfaction, voice behaviors, loyalty, OCBs, CWBs,
personal and work-related burnout). Data were collected 715 employees who
volunteered to complete the online survey packages. Study’s model was tested using
SEM and it provided good fit to the data. As expected, workplace mistreatment was
negatively related to the job satisfaction, voice behaviors, and loyalty but not with
OCBs. Furthermore, workplace mistreatment was related to burnout and CWBs.
Narcissism had moderating effect in the relationship between workplace mistreatment
and CWBs. Conscientiousness moderated the relationships between workplace

mistreatment and CWBs as well as loyalty. Agreeableness moderated the relationships



between workplace mistreatment and CWABs. Lastly, fatalism moderated the
relationships of workplace mistreatment and job satisfaction, voice behaviors
andloyalty. The findings are discussed regarding their theoretical contributions,

suggestion for future studies as well as implications for practices.

Keywords: Workplace mistreatment, Voice, Burnout, Dark triad



OZET

CALISANLARIN KARANLIK VE AYDINLIK KiSiLIK OZELLIKLERININ

VE KULTUREL DEGISKENLERIN iS YERINDE KOTU MUAMELE VE i$

iLE iLGIiLi DEGISKENLER ARASINDAKI ILISKILERDE DUZENLEYiCi
ROLU

BINGUL, Elif
Psikoloji Yiiksek Lisans Tezi

Danisman: Dog. Dr. Asli GONCU KOSE
Eyliil 2021, 154 sayfa

Bu c¢alisma, is yeri nezaketsizliginin, is yerinde psikolojik tacizin ve istismarci
yoneticiligin ¢alisanlarin is doyumu, seslilik davraniglari, orgiitsel sadakatleri, orgiitsel
vatandaslik davranislar1 iizerindeki pozitif yonlii etkisini ve iiretim karsiti is
davraniglar1 ve tiikenmislikleri (kisisel tiikenmislik ve is ile ilgili tiikkenmislik)
tizerindeki negatif etkileri ortaya ¢ikarmayir amaclamistir. Ek olarak, bazi kisilik
ozelliklerinin (karanlik iiclii kisilik 6zellikleri, uyumluluk ve sorumluluk) ve kiiltiirel
degiskenlerin (kadercilik ve giic mesafesi) Onerilen iligkilerdeki diizenleyici rolii
incelenmistir. Calismanin verileri 715 goniillii ¢alisandan toplanmistir. Onerilen
calisma modeli Yapisal Esitlik¢ci Modellemesi (YEM) kullanilarak analiz edilmistir.
Sonuglar 6nerildigi gibi is yerinde kotii muamelenin (is yeri nezaketsizligi, is yerinde
psikolojik taciz ve istismarci yoneticilik) is gorenlerin is doyumunu, seslilik
davranigin1 ve Orglitsel sadakatlerinin negatif iligkili olduklarin1 ortaya ¢ikarmistir.
Ayrica, is yerinde kotli muamelenin calisanlarin tilkenmislik ve iiretim karsiti is

davranislari ile de pozitif iligkili oldugu bulunmustur. Bulgulara gore narsizm, is

Vi



yerinde kotli muamele ile iiretim karsiti is davraniglarn arasindaki iligkide
diizenleyici etkiye sahiptir. Sorumluluk ise is yerinde kotii muamele ve liretim karsiti
is davraniglar1 ayrica orgiitsel sadakat iligskisinde diizenleyici role sahiptir. Uyumluluk,
is yerinde koti muamele ve iretim karsiti is davranislari arasindaki iliskide
diizenleyici role sahiptir. Son olarak kadercilik, is yerinde koti muamele ile is
doyumu, seslilik davranigi ve orgiitsel sadakat arasindaki iliskide diizenleyici etkiye
sahiptir. Caligmanin bulgular teoriye yaptigi katkilar, gelecek calismalar i¢in oneriler

ve uygulamaya yonelik ¢ikarimlar ¢ercevesinde tartisilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: is yerinde kotii muamele, Karanlik iiglii, Tiikenmislik
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY

Employees face many different types of mistreatment that may be resulted from
organizational structures, problems in personal communication, and/or due to work-
related conflicts (Cortina, Magley, Williams & Langhout, 2001). Particularly
workplace incivility (Pearson & Andersson, 1999), mobbing (Zapf, 1999), and abusive
supervision (Tepper, 2000) have gained increased attention from the researchers in the
fields of organizational psychology and organizational behavior in recent years.
Workplace incivility refers to relatively minor deviant behaviors that are disrespectful
and impolite such as endorsing sarcastic manners and staring abrasively (Lim, Cortina
& Magley, 2008). Mobbing is defined as systematized attacks on the target
individual’s civil rights such as social confinement (Leymann, 1996). Abusive
supervision refers to perceived experience of antagonistic or hostile behaviors
performed by the supervisor which do not include physical harm (Tepper, 2000). As
implied by the definitions, different from abusive supervision in which the source is
the supervisor, incivility and mobbing may be performed by various sources including
peers, subordinates, and supervisors. However, studies conducted up to now revealed
that regardless of the source of mistreatment, workplace incivility, mobbing, and
abusive supervision have negative employee-related, work-related, and organizational
outcomes (e.g., Leymann, 1990; Pearson & Andersson, 1999; Zapf, 1999).

Hobfoll’s (1989) conservation of resources (COR) theory suggests that
individuals have a tendency to protect their core values and resources and stress occurs
when individuals are faced with any threat to these values and resources. In
organizational contexts, different types of mistreatment are likely to create stress by
threating employees’ core resources such as self-esteem and self-efficacy.

While many studies have been conducted in Western cultural contexts, the

number of studies that focused on workplace mistreatment is very limited in Turkey.



In addition, the majority of the studies conducted in both Western cultural contexts
and Turkey focused on one type of mistreatment in their efforts to reveal possible
antecedents and consequences. Furthermore, moderating effects of personality
variables as well as cultural tendencies on the relationships of different types of
workplace mistreatment with main attitudinal and behavioral outcomes have been very
rarely studied in the Western contexts (Liu, Chi, Friedman & Tsai, 2009) and they
have not been studied in Turkey yet. In other words, the majority of the studies ignore
the effects of personality traits as well as cultural tendencies such as fatalism in the
relationships of workplace mistreatment and outcome variables (Taylor, 1962; Yang,
Caughlin, Gazica, Truxillo & Spector, 2004). Therefore, the first aim of the study is to
investigate the relationships of three different types of workplace mistreatment (i.e.,
workplace incivility, mobbing, abusive supervision) with both positive and negative
outcomes within a comprehensive theoretical model. The outcome variables included
in the present study are job satisfaction (Vroom, 1962), organizational citizenship
behaviors (OCBs; Organ, 1988), loyalty (Graham, 1991), voice behaviors (LePine &
Van Dyne, 1998), burnout (Maslach & Jackson, 1981) and counterproductive work
behaviors (CWBs; Spector & Fox, 2002). Workplace incivility, mobbing, and abusive
supervision are expected to be negatively associated with job satisfaction, OCBs, voice
behaviors, and loyalty; whereas they are suggested to be positively related to burnout
and CWBs (Allen, Holland & Reynolds, 2015; Grunau, 2007; Tepper, 2000).

Additionally, | suggest that these relationships may be influenced by
employees’ personality characteristics and cultural tendencies. Therefore, the second
aim of the study is to investigate the moderating roles of the Dark Triad (DT; Paulhus
& Williams, 2002) personality traits as well as agreeableness and conscientiousness
which are among the positive Big Five personality traits (Costa, McCrae & Dye, 1991),
cultural orientations of power distance (Hofstede, 1983), and fatalism in the
relationships of included types of mistreatment and workplace outcomes.

The DT personality traits which are subclinical narcissism, Machiavellianism,
and psychopathy are expected to moderate the relationship between workplace
mistreatment and workplace outcomes in such a way that people with high scores on
the DT traits (Paulhus & Williams, 2002) show more negative responses to all types
of mistreatment, which in turn, may lead them to report higher scores for the negative
outcome variables (i.e., burnout and CWBs) and lower scores for the positive outcome

variables (i.e., voice behaviors, loyalty, job satisfaction, OCBs) than those with low



scores on the DT traits (e.g., O’Boyle, Forsyth, Banks & McDaniel, 2012). As opposed
to that, employees’ agreeableness and conscientiousness traits are expected to
moderate the relationship between workplace mistreatment and the mentioned
outcome variables in such a way that agreeableness and conscientiousness are
suggested to reduce the negative effects of workplace mistreatment on work-related
and organizational outcomes.

Besides, cultural orientations of power distance and fatalism are suggested to
moderate the relationship between workplace mistreatment and workplace outcomes.
That is, high levels of power distance and fatalism orientations reported by employees
are expected to weaken these relationships (Bolat, Bolat, Seymen & Yiiksel, 2017,
Kiani & Khodabakhsh, 2013).

1.2 MISTREATMENT AT WORKPLACE

The modern era requires us to spend a vast amount of time in workplace. People
face a lot of stressors at work besides the busyness of life such as incivility, mobbing,
and abusive supervision which all have undesired outcomes both for employees and
organizations. Due to the increased levels of incidents and related negative
consequences, researchers have paid high levels of attention to the relationships
between workplace mistreatment and its outcomes especially in the last two decades
(Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Lim, Cortina & Magley, 2008; Welbourne & Sairol,
2016).

1.2.1 Workplace Incivility

Workplace incivility is a relatively new addition to the workplace mistreatment
literature; yet, many studies investigated its antecedents and outcomes. Andersson and
Pearson (1999) describe workplace incivility as low-intensity aberrant behaviors with
unclear intention of harming and defying the workplace rules of reciprocal respect.
There are three main characteristics of workplace incivility which are violating
workplace norms, unclear intent, and low intensity. These three characteristics help us
differentiate workplace incivility from other deviant behaviors such as workplace
aggression and mobbing.

Sarcasm, derogatory tones, silent treatment, ignoring coworkers and lack of
courtesy are common examples of uncivil behaviors (Andersson & Pearson, 1999;
Lim, Cortina & Magley, 2008; Welbourne & Sairol, 2016). Avoiding phrases like



“‘thank you or please’’, not cleaning up one’s own trash, and being disturbingly loud
on personal phone calls are among the examples of workplace incivility behaviors
(Martin, 1996; Pearson & Andersson, 1999). Individuals’ emotional states may
provoke uncivil behaviors. Similarly, adverse mood, hostility, and fear may lead to
workplace incivility. Another antecedent is one’s ability to adapt to the workplace. If
one cannot fit into the workplace, s/he may exhibit troublesome behaviors which may
include workplace incivility (Reio Jr & Ghosh, 2009). Unfortunately, workplace
incivility is very common in work organizations and it has negative impacts on
employees, job processes as well as organizational outcomes. Up to 96% of employees
experience incivility at the workplace (Welbourne & Sairol, 2016) and the estimated
cost of incivility is $14,000 per employee annually (Schilpzand, De Pater, & Erez,
2016).

1.2.2 Mobbing

The word mobbing was first used by ethologist Konrad Lorenz (1963), to
define animal behavior. He defined mobbing as an attack from a group of small
animals directed at one large animal. This term was adopted by researchers who
focused on destructive child behavior (Olweus, 1994), and later Leymann (1996) used
the term mobbing to define similar damaging behaviors in the workplace. It is a
phenomenon that refers to a systematic psychological terror that includes attacks to
one’s civil rights (Leymann, 1996). Mobbing is characterized by intense behaviors that
damage the victim psychologically (Leymann, 1996).

Mobbing is a workplace problem that is complex and highly prevalent. Early
mobbing studies mainly appeared in Nordic countries (Einarsen, 2000). Many studies
conducted with different samples from a variety of cultural contexts concluded that
mobbing is a very common form of workplace mistreatment in Western cultural
contexts (e.g., Einarsen, 2000). Consistently, a study by Cobanoglu (2005) stated that
more than 20% of employees experienced mobbing in Turkey (as cited in Akar,
Anafarta, & Sarvan, 2011, p. 180).

Mobbing is categorized into five dimensions based on the effects on the victims
which are; communication of the victim (e.g., silencing the victim by verbal threats),
social relations of the victim (e.g., being isolated or ostracized), victims’ personal
rights (e.g., being mocked or rumored), victims’ occupation (e.g., to give unreasonable

tasks), and victims’ physical health (e.g., forcing to work in physically inappropriate



conditions) (Leymann.1996). Antecedents of mobbing are categorized into three
dimensions. The first dimension includes organizational antecedents such as work
overload, leadership styles, and uncertainties within organizational structures and
procedures. The second cluster of antecedents consists of group dynamics such as
hostility among employees, excessive competition, and ambition. The third dimension
includes personal antecedents such as psychological states of employees, personality,
demographic and perceptual differences (Duffy & Sperry, 2007; Akar, Anafarta &
Sarvan, 2011). Systematic and prolonged maltreatment, immoral, and hateful
communication which is embedded in mobbing may harm the victim in many ways.
Psychological, psychosomatic, and social harms may make the victim helpless and
unarmed (Leymann, 1996). Mobbing may continue for years and victims are likely to
become doubtful of their coping resources which leads them to experience further

adversities (Leymann, 1990).

1.2.3 Abusive Supervision

Supervisory processes and their effects on employees have received a lot of
interest in the literature. In the last decades, the destructive side of leadership has
gained increased attention from scholars in the fields of organizational psychology and
organizational behavior (Tepper, 2007). Tepper (2000) described abusive supervision
as subordinates’ impression of the supervisor’s continuous verbal or non-verbal
behaviors that are characterized by hostility but do not include physical aggression.
Abusive supervision is based on a subjective evaluation of the exposed individual
(Tepper, 2000). That is, the same behavior performed by a supervisor may be
perceived as abusive by one employee, but may not be perceived in the same manner
by another subordinate. Also, systematic occurrence of abusive supervision is
emphasized in Tepper’s (2000) definition meaning that a supervisor should
systematically perform these behaviors in order to be defined as an abusive supervisor.
Finally, abusive supervisory behaviors are defined as intentional (Tepper, 2007).
Generally, abusive supervisors exhibit behaviors such as non-physical overreactions
including angry outbursts, getting credit for someone else’s work, and/or insulting a
subordinate in public (Tepper, 2007). Abusive supervision has numerous adverse
consequences including increased feelings of injustice, high turnover rates, negative

attitudes towards job, organization, and life, increased work-family conflict,



depression, and emotional exhaustion (Mackey, Frieder, Brees & Martinko, 2017;
Tepper, 2000; Zhang & Liao, 2015).

Miscommunication with subordinates and hostile norms within the
organization may cause abusive supervision (Zhang & Bednall, 2016). In addition,
abusive supervisory behaviors may be evaluated differently depending on
organizational or personal norms as well as employees’ emotional states and
personality traits. For example, it was found that employees who were less tolerant,
agreeable, and emotionally stable (i.e., those who score high on neuroticism) tended
to label managers' behavior as malicious than individuals with low levels of these traits
(Brees, Mackey, Martinko & Harvey, 2014). Situational variables may also affect the
interpretation of the same behaviors differently. To illustrate, in times of crisis and
stressful working environments managers’ hostile acts and abusive behaviors are

perceived as more tolerable and normal (Tepper, Simon, & Park, 2017).

1.3 CONSEQUENCES OF MISTREATMENT AT WORKPLACE
1.3.1 Negative Effects on Positive Outcomes (l.e., Job Satisfaction, Voice

Behaviors, Loyalty, and OCBs)

Job satisfaction is the first dependent variable of this study and it reflects the
individual’s inner appraisal of the job, colleagues, and/or work environment. Job
satisfaction is related to physical factors (e.g., crowdedness, lighting, etc.), personal
factors (e.g., workload, responsibilities), interpersonal relations with customers,
colleagues, and managers, and organizational factors (e.g., level of structure,
organizational policies, and norms) (Aziri, 2011; Judge, Weiss, Kammeyer-Mueller &
Hulin, 2017). According to Hoppock (1935), job satisfaction reflects both
psychological and physiological satisfaction with one’s job. Another perspective
emphasizes the role of the employee suggesting that an employee’s adaptation to
his/her duties influences the level of job satisfaction (Aziri, 2011). Even though
definitions vary, it is known that job satisfaction is high to the extent that an
individual's expectations and needs are satisfied in workplace (Lambert, Hogan, &
Barton, 2002).

All types of workplace mistreatment are negatively associated with job
satisfaction (e.g., Erdogan & Yildirim, 2017; Nguyen & Stinghamber, 2019).
Hobfoll’s (1989) conversation of resources theory (COR) suggests that when resources

(e.g., psychological, physical, emotional) are threatened and deprived, individuals



exert effort to protect their resources. Workplace mistreatment may deplete
employee’s energy to cope with stress and work demands (Akirmak & Ayla, 2019;
Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti & Schaufeli, 2009). Workplace mistreatment
adversely affect employees’ physical health (Reio & Gosh, 2009), turnover intentions
(Griffin, 2010) and organizational commitment (Spence Laschinger, Leiter, Day &
Gilin, 2009). Workplace incivility negatively impacts job satisfaction in many ways.
To illustrate, Sidle (2019) stated that employees who encounter with workplace
incivility are more likely to show reduced creativity and lower levels of job
satisfaction. In addition, organizational withdrawal and turnover intentions escalate
with increase of incivility (Cortina, Magley, Williams, & Langhout, 2001). General
psychological distress is also positively associated with workplace incivility (Cortina
et al., 2001). Similarly, mobbing has a negative impact on job satisfaction. Several
studies showed that mobbing behaviors lead victims to have low levels of job
satisfaction (Erdogan & Yildirim, 2017; Keashly, 1994; Quine, 2001). Consistently,
Ertiireten, Cemalcilar, and Aycan (2013) stated that mobbing has many employee-
related outcomes including low levels of job satisfaction, emotional attachment to the
organization, and organizational commitment.

Supporting the notion that abusive supervision is negatively associated with
employees’ job satisfaction, particularly supervisor behaviors that intend to inhibit
communication and allege an employee was found to give the most harmful effect to
one’s job satisfaction (Akar et al., 2011). Consistently, the negative relationship
between abusive supervision and job dissatisfaction is established with many studies.
Tepper (2000) also stated employees with more abusive supervisors exhibit less
positive attitudes towards the job. Research suggests that especially employees who
seek approval of their supervisors, have high levels of achievement ambition and
desire to prove their competency suffer from negative effect of abusive supervision on
job satisfaction (Kernan, Watson, Fang Chen, & Gyu Kim, 2011). In line with the
theoretical background and the findings of previous research, the first hypothesis is
generated as follows:

Hypothesis 1a: Mobbing, workplace incivility, and abusive supervision are
negatively related to employees’ job satisfaction.

Voice behavior is the second dependent variable in the present research. It is
an extra-role and proactive behavior generally initiated by employees that improves

the organization’s effectiveness (Li & Tian, 2016). Employees’ helpful ideas,



judgments, and worries presented through voice behaviors may enhance the
adaptability of the organization to changing conditions (Li & Tian, 2016). Voice
behavior includes presenting useful recommendations and constructive criticisms that
may be beneficial for the organization. However, it is known that employees generally
consider the risks and gains before performing a specific behavior and they want to
avoid humiliation (Li & Tian, 2016). Consistently, employees prefer to make
comments in a civil work environment and a hostile workplace climate may cause
employees to avoid voice behaviors. Avoiding voice behavior despite potential
benefits may also be a way of coping with mistreatment (Cortina & Magley, 2003).
Previous research showed that mobbing and voice behavior was negatively related and
workplace mistreatment was positively associated with organizational silence (Kalay,
Ograk, Bal & Nisanc1, 2014; Oztiirk & Cevher, 2016). According to Morrison (2014)
abusive supervision, fear, social stressors, and career risks inhibit voice behaviors of
employees. Abusive supervision leads to employee silence which means employees
avoid their voice behaviors due to a lack of positive relationship with their supervisors
and motivation (Al Hawari, Bani Mehlem, & Quratulain, 2020). Therefore, it is
expected that employees who are exposed to abusive supervision as well as incivility
and mobbing decrease their voice behaviors (Frieder, Hochwarter, & DeOrtentiis,
2015) and the next hypothesis of the present study is generated as follows:

Hypothesis 1b: Mobbing, workplace incivility, and abusive supervision are
negatively related to employees’ voice behavior.

Loyalty is the third dependent variable of this research; it is a psychological
state that characterizes the relationship between the employee and the organization,
and it affects the decision to stay in the organization (Allen & Grisaffe, 2001; Sazkaya
& Dede, 2018). Loyalty indicates employees’ identification with the organization.
There is a positive relationship between loyalty and job satisfaction. Personnel training
and development, rewards, teamwork, and working conditions are the factors that
affect this relationship (Tiirkyllmaz, Akman, Ozkan, & Pastuszak, 2011). When
employees are exposed to workplace incivility continuously, they develop negative
attitudes towards the organization; and, as a result, they withdraw extra efforts for the
company (Pearson, Andersson, & Wegner, 2001). Consistently, employees who are
exposed to mobbing and abusive supervision are quite likely to make negative
evaluations of the organization, develop cynicism towards the organization and show

low levels of loyalty (Pearson & Porath, 2005).



Hypothesis 1c: Mobbing, workplace incivility, and abusive supervision are
negatively related to employees’ loyalty.

Another dependent variable of the study is organizational citizenship behaviors
(OCBs; Organ, 1988). To enhance the organizational effectiveness, an employee
engages in additional, extra-role behaviors such as helping a work-related problem,
behaving kindly, not complaining about problems, and not being wasteful in the
workplace, etc. which are all included in OCBs (Zellars, Tepper & Duffy, 2002).
According to Organ (1988) OCBs have five sub-dimensions which are civic virtue
(e.g., being dutiful, attending all the meetings), altruism (e.g., helping others),
conscientiousness (e.g., being sensitive to organization rules), courtesy (e.g., intention
to prevent and minimize problems), sportsmanship (e.g., being tolerant of problems at
workplace) (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine & Bachrach, 2000). Workplace incivility is
known to harm OCBs. Studies showed that even witnessing incivility reduces
employees’ OCBs (Porath & Erez, 2009). Furthermore; Mao, Chang, Johnson, and
Sun (2019) showed a negative relationship between workplace incivility and OCBs.
Cmar (2015) and Ertiirk (2015) found that there was a negative relationship between
mobbing and OCBs. Lastly, the literature suggests that abusive supervision harms
extra-role performance behaviors such as voice behaviors and OCBs (Zhang & Liao,
2015). Therefore, the next hypothesis is as follows:

Hypothesis 1d: Mobbing, workplace incivility, and abusive supervision are

negatively related to OCBs.

1.3.2 Positive Effects on Negative Outcomes (Burnout and CWBSs)

Burnout is the first negative work outcome that is investigated in scope of this
study. Lowered energy levels, fewer sources to fight off the high demands portray
burnout (Maslach & Jackson, 1981). Burnout has three dimensions which are
cynicism, lack of efficacy, and exhaustion (Azeem, 2013). Some negative outcomes
such as low levels of productivity, organizational commitment, and high levels of
turnover intentions are associated with burnout and they may be serious threats for
organizations and employees. Organizational structure, duties, work experience, and
customers arouse stress and prolonged chronic stress which leads to burnout (Best,
Stapleton & Downey, 2005; Leiter & Maslach, 2005; Swider & Zimmerman, 2010).
The Conservation of Resources Theory (Hobfoll, 1989) explains the outcomes of

workplace mistreatment. According to this theory, when faced with stressors,



individuals may consume more energy trying not to lose their resources. The fear of
losing their resources causes chronic stress (Hobfoll, 1989).

In organizations where incivility and mobbing or psychological harassment is
intense, the rate of employees experiencing burnout increases as a result of the increase
in the stress factor (Albar & Ofluoglu, 2017; Giil, Ince & Ozcan, 2011; Tiirkan & Kilig,
2015). In other studies, it was concluded that abusive supervision was also positively
associated with burnout, especially with emotional burnout (Carlson, Ferguson,
Hunter, & Whitten, 2012). Another study found that abusive supervision was strongly
and significantly related to depersonalization and emotional exhaustion dimensions of
burnout (Yagil, 2006). Workplace mistreatment may be related to personal burnout as
a result of heightened stress levels. A study showed that all three sub-dimensions of
burnout and well-being were negatively linked (Wang, Liu, Yu, Chang & Wang,
2017). Therefore, it is plausible to expect a negative relationship between workplace
mistreatment and personal burnout. Although, they are expected to have stronger
effects on work-related burnout, workplace incivility, mobbing, and abusive
supervision are also suggested to be positively related to personal burnout.

Hypothesis 2a: Mobbing, workplace incivility, and abusive supervision are
positively related to employees’ personal burnout and work-related burnout.

The second negative work outcome discussed in this study, “counterproductive
work behaviors (CWBs)", is defined as intentional behaviors of employees that do not
comply with the corporate goals and values and disrupt the functioning of the
organization (Spector & Fox, 2002). For instance, stealing from the organization,
sabotaging others” work, and withdrawal of effort are listed among CWBs (Penney
& Spector, 2005). Studies showed that there was a positive relationship between
workplace incivility and CWBs (Penney & Spector, 2005). If it is believed that
impolite behavior is done to harm someone, a negative emotional state arises (Sakurai
& Jex, 2012). Consistently, it was also found that negative emotions mediated and
strengthen the relationship between incivility and CWBs. CWBs may also emerge as
a way of coping with stress aroused by workplace mistreatment. Therefore, the next
hypothesis is generated as follows:

Hypothesis 2b: Mobbing, workplace incivility, and abusive supervision are

positively related to employees’ CWBs.
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1.4 MODERATING EFFECTS OF EMPLOYEES’ PERSONALITY
CHARACTERISTICS IN THE RELATIONSHIPS OF WORKPLACE
MISTREATMENT WITH THE OUTCOME VARIABLES

1.4.1 The Dark Triad Personality Traits

The Dark triad (DT) research has skyrocketed in recent years. Three callous
personality traits that are present at subclinical level have been defined as the DT:
Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy (Palmer, Komarraju, Carter & Karau,
2017; Paulhus & Williams, 2002). These three personality traits are intercorrelated and
they may have overlapping dimensions; yet, they are independent traits (Palmer,
Komarraju, Carter & Karau, 2017; Paulus & Williams, 2002). Narcissism
encompasses includes a sense of superiority and grandiosity; Machiavellianism
comprises being manipulative, cold, and fraudulent; psychopathy involves lack of
empathy, use of hostile tactics, and tendency for sabotage (Palmer, Komarraju, Carter,
& Karau, 2017).

Machiavellianism is originated from Niccolo Machiavelli’s (1513) famous
book “The Prince”. Christie and Geis (1970), built upon Machiavelli’s ideas and
defined individuals who had Machiavellian personality as those who behaved in a
goal- and self-centered manner, endorsed unethical behaviors, and thought that every
means to the desired end is justifiable (Ozsoy, 2018). Subclinical narcissism includes
being hubris, desire to be the center of attention and the authority, excessive level of
need for admiration and approval by others (Ozsoy, 2018). Subclinical psychopathy is
troublesome to define; the most prominent features are lacking remorse and empathy,
extreme levels of selfishness and impulsiveness (Ozsoy, 2018). The common elements
of the DT are being malicious, an inclination of promoting one’s self, emotional
frostiness, dishonesty, and offensiveness (Paulus & Williams, 2002). Literature
suggests that people who score high on the DT personality traits tend to engage in
more deviant behaviors that involve aggression and hostility as a way of revenge
(Palmer, Komarraju, Carter & Karau, 2017).

Social exchange theory points out a mutual exchange of rewards and costs in
relationships (Emerson, 1976). Blau (1986) explained social exchange as a favor
including an expectation of return. It is widely used for explaining the effects of the
DT personality traits on work outcomes (O’Boyle et al., 2012). In the workplace,
exchange includes solid rewards such as salary or psychological rewards such as

admiration (O’Boyle et al., 2012). Humans are social beings and they need cooperation
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and reciprocity to maintain interpersonal relationships. On the other hand,
Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy disrupt interpersonal relationships
since they exploit self-serving strategies (O’Boyle et al., 2012).

Employees whose DT scores are high are likely to undermine reciprocity and
relationships. Machiavellians don’t trust others so they are skeptical about reciprocity.
Narcissists believe that they are superior to others so rules don’t apply to them.
Individuals who score high on psychopathy do not care much about others’ suffering
(O’Boyle et al.,, 2012). In the current study I suggest that narcissism,
Machiavellianism, and psychopathy moderate the relationships between workplace
mistreatment and workplace outcomes. Individuals who score high on the DT
personality traits are suggested to give more extreme and negative reactions to all
forms of workplace mistreatment than individuals who score low on these traits.
Therefore, it is expected that high levels of narcissism, Machiavellianism, and
psychopathy among employees will strengthen the relationships between workplace
mistreatment and the outcomes that are examined in the present study.

Hypothesis 3a: Narcissism moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with job satisfaction in such a way that negative relationships
of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with job satisfaction are stronger for
employees who score high on narcissism than those who score low on narcissism.

Hypothesis 3b: Psychopathy moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with job satisfaction in such a way that negative relationships
of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with job satisfaction are stronger for
employees who score high on psychopathy than those who score low on psychopathy.

Hypothesis 3c: Machiavellianism moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with job satisfaction in such a way that negative
relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with job satisfaction are
stronger for employees who score high on Machiavellianism than those who score low
on Machiavellianism.

Hypothesis 4a: Narcissism moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with voice behaviors in such a way that negative relationships
of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with voice behaviors are stronger for
employees who score high on narcissism than those who score low on narcissism.

Hypothesis 4b: Psychopathy moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing

and abusive supervision with voice behaviors in such a way that negative relationships
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of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with voice behaviors are stronger for
employees who score high on psychopathy than those who score low on psychopathy.

Hypothesis 4c: Machiavellianism moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with voice behaviors in such a way that negative
relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with voice behaviors are
stronger for employees who score high on Machiavellianism than those who score low
on Machiavellianism.

Hypothesis 5a: Narcissism moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with loyalty in such a way that negative relationships of
incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with loyalty are stronger for employees
who score high on narcissism than those who score low on narcissism.

Hypothesis 5b: Psychopathy moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with loyalty in such a way that negative relationships of
incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with loyalty are stronger for employees
who score high on psychopathy than those who score low on psychopathy.

Hypothesis 5c: Machiavellianism moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with loyalty in such a way that negative relationships
of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with loyalty are stronger for employees
who score high on Machiavellianism than those who score low on Machiavellianism.

Hypothesis 6a: Narcissism moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with OCBs in such a way that negative relationships of
incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with OCBs are stronger for employees
who score high on narcissism than those who score low on narcissism.

Hypothesis 6b: Psychopathy moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with OCBs in such a way that negative relationships of
incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with OCBs are stronger for employees
who score high on psychopathy than those who score low on psychopathy.

Hypothesis 6¢: Machiavellianism moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with OCBs in such a way that negative relationships
of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with OCBs are stronger for employees
who score high on Machiavellianism than those who score low on Machiavellianism.

Hypothesis 7a: Narcissism moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing

and abusive supervision with CWBs in such a way that positive relationships of
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incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with CWBs are stronger for employees
who score high on narcissism than those who score low on narcissism.

Hypothesis 7b: Psychopathy moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with CWBs in such a way that positive relationships of
incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with CWBs are stronger for employees
who score high on psychopathy than those who score low on psychopathy.

Hypothesis 7c: Machiavellianism moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with CWBs in such a way that positive relationships
of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with CWBs are stronger for employees
who score high on Machiavellianism than those who score low on Machiavellianism.

Hypothesis 8a: Narcissism moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with work-related and personal burnout in such a way that
positive relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with work-related
and personal burnout are stronger for employees who score high on narcissism than
those who score low on narcissism.

Hypothesis 8b: Psychopathy moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with work-related and personal burnout in such a way that
positive relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with work-related
and personal burnout are stronger for employees who score high on psychopathy than
those who score low on psychopathy.

Hypothesis 8c: Machiavellianism moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with work-related and personal burnout in such a
way that positive relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with
work-related and personal burnout are stronger for employees who score high on

Machiavellianism than those who score low on Machiavellianism.

1.4.2 Conscientiousness and Agreeableness

The most dominant approach to assess human personality traits is the Five-
Factor Model (FFM; Costa & McCrae, 1985). The five-factor model contains five
broad dimensions that represent the most common human traits: Openness to
experience, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and extraversion (Costa,
McCrae, & Dye, 1991). The present study focused only on agreeableness and
conscientiousness as they may are likely to be moderators involved in the relationship

between workplace mistreatment and related outcomes involved in the present
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research. People who score high on agreeableness are generally good-natured,
harmonious, obedient, and gentle (Roccas, Sagiv, Schwartz & Knafo, 2002).
Agreeableness contradicts with tendencies of exerting dominance and power (Roccas,
Sagiv, Schwartz & Knafo, 2002). Conscientious people are well-organized,
meticulous, honest, and responsible (Roccas, Sagiv, Schwartz & Knafo, 2002).

Agreeableness and conscientiousness were consistently found to be negatively
associated with the DT personality traits (e.g., Furnham, Richards & Paulhus, 2013;
Lee & Ashton, 2005; Paulhus & Williams, 2002). Paulhus and Williams (2002)
reported that the strongest correlation was between Machiavellianism and
agreeableness (r = -.47), followed by narcissism (r = -.36) and Psychopathy (r = -.25).
Furthermore, the same study suggested that people who scored high on psychopathy
and Machiavellianism displayed lower scores on conscientiousness; Machiavellianism
had higher correlation (r = -.34) with conscientiousness than psychopathy (r = -.24).
In this study, it is suggested that agreeableness and conscientiousness may reduce the
negative effects of workplace mistreatment on workplace outcomes and make these
relationships weaker. More specifically, compared to employees who score low on
agreeableness and conscientiousness, employees who score high on agreeableness and
conscientiousness are expected to be less likely to report low levels of job satisfaction
and OCBs and high levels of CWBs and (work-related and personal) burnout when
they are exposed to incivility, mobbing, and abusive supervision.

Hypothesis 9a: Agreeableness moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with job satisfaction in such a way that negative
relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with job satisfaction are
weaker for employees who score high on agreeableness than those who score low on
agreeableness.

Hypothesis 9b: Conscientiousness moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with job satisfaction in such a way that negative
relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with job satisfaction are
weaker for employees who score high on conscientiousness than those who score low
on conscientiousness.

Hypothesis 10a: Agreeableness moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with voice behaviors in such a way that negative

relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with voice behaviors are
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weaker for employees who score high on agreeableness than those who score low on
agreeableness.

Hypothesis 10b: Conscientiousness moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with voice behaviors in such a way that negative
relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with voice behaviors are
weaker for employees who score high on conscientiousness than those who score low
on conscientiousness.

Hypothesis 1l1a: Agreeableness moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with loyalty in such a way that negative relationships
of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with loyalty are weaker for employees
who score high on agreeableness than those who score low on agreeableness.

Hypothesis 11b: Conscientiousness moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with loyalty in such a way that negative relationships
of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with loyalty are weaker for employees
who score high on conscientiousness than those who score low on conscientiousness.

Hypothesis 12a: Agreeableness moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with OCBs in such a way that negative relationships
of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with OCBs are weaker for employees
who score high on agreeableness than those who score low on agreeableness.

Hypothesis 12b: Conscientiousness moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with OCBs in such a way that negative relationships
of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with OCBs are weaker for employees
who score high on conscientiousness than those who score low on conscientiousness.

Hypothesis 13a: Agreeableness moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with CWBs in such a way that positive relationships
of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with CWBs are weaker for employees
who score high on agreeableness than those who score low on agreeableness.

Hypothesis 13b: Conscientiousness moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with CWBs in such a way that positive relationships
of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with CWBs are weaker for employees
who score high on conscientiousness than those who score low on conscientiousness.

Hypothesis 14a: Agreeableness moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with work-related burnout and personal burnout in

such a way that positive relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision
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with work-related burnout and personal burnout are weaker for employees who score
high on agreeableness than those who score low on agreeableness.

Hypothesis 14b: Conscientiousness moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with work-related and personal burnout in such a
way that positive relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with
work-related and personal burnout are weaker for employees who score high on

conscientiousness than those who score low on conscientiousness.

1.5 MODERATING ROLES OF EMPLOYEES’ CULTURAL
ORIENTATIONS IN THE RELATIONSHIPS OF WORKPLACE
MISTREATMENT WITH THE OUTCOME VARIABLES

Culture is a broad concept that refers to a body of knowledge, accumulated
experience, and patterns of behaviors and emotions which is specific to a society

(Birkou, Blanzieri, Giorgini & Giunchiglia, 2009; Rinne, Steel & Fairweather, 2012).

Cultural differences may lead to different responses to same behaviors, and it is known

that workplace behaviors are highly influenced by culture (Daller & Yildiz, 2006).

Hofstede (1983) used the term “mental programs” to refer to cultural orientations that

are hard to change. Also, Hofstede (1983) defined various dimensions of culture. Such

as individualism/collectivism and power distance. The present study only focused on

power distance.

1.5.1 Power Distance

Individuals vary in their intellectual and physical abilities and this situation
creates inequality (Hofstede, 1983). In brief, power distance is defined as the
inequality between stronger people and less strong or weaker people (Bochner &
Hesketh, 1994). In some countries, this gap grows into a power gap and becomes
unrelated to capacity. In such cultural contexts, power distance between unequal
parties are accepted and tolerated (i.e., high power distance contexts). Consistently,
individuals who score high on power distance believe that inequality between powerful
ones (e.g., authority figures, leaders) and individuals who have low levels of power
(e.g., followers, subordinates) are normal and should be accepted. On the other hand,
in some countries or cultural contexts inequality is perceived as a highly negative
situation and is tried to be minimized (Hofstede, 1983). Individuals who score low on

power distance deny to accept power gap between authority figures and followers and
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desire to establish equality. In organizations, on the other hand, high power distance
established in community culture affects subordinate-superior relations. Generally,
employees who have adopted or internalized high power distance prefer authoritarian
or paternalistic leadership styles, they do not expect to be given voice in decisions, and
accept that they are not equal with their superiors (Bolat, Bolat, Seymen, & Yiiksel,
2017). In low power distance cultures, on the contrary, individuals (and employees)
want to have the right to speak in decision making processes, to be treated as equals,
and to have similar rights with their superiors (Bolat et al., 2017). People living in
countries with high power distance may be less affected by behaviors of abusive
managers, as they tend to think that managers are in highly different position from
them, their authority and status should be accepted, and their authoritarian behavior is
normal. On the other hand, employees who score low on power distance are likely to
show stronger reactions when they are exposed to abusive supervisory behaviors, as
they think that power or status gap between them and their immediate supervisors
should be minimal and that their supervisors do not have right to mistreat them just
because of their professional status. Therefore, it is suggested in this study that power
distance moderates the relationship between abusive supervision and related
outcomes.

Hypothesis 15a: Power distance moderates the relationships of abusive
supervision with job satisfaction, voice behaviors, loyalty, and OCBs in such a way
that negative relationships of abusive supervision with job satisfaction, voice
behaviors, loyalty, and OCBs are weaker for employees who score high on power
distance than those who score low on power distance.

Hypothesis 15b: Power distance moderates the relationships of abusive
supervision with CWBs and work-related and personal burnout in such a way that
positive relationships of abusive supervision with CWBs and work-related and
personal burnout are weaker for employees who score high on power distance than

those who score low on power distance.

1.5.2 Fatalism

Fatalist individuals has a strong belief in fate and destiny and they believe that
future cannot be changed by their actions, they cannot play a role in what happens in
their lives (Taylor, 1962). They don’t believe they have power to manage even their

own behaviors and this pattern of thought makes them aimless to take action towards
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change (Taylor, 1962). Not taking any lesson from experiences and applying them to
life, additionally treating the future as same as the past characterizes the fatalist view.
Psychologically, high level of fatalism results in feelings of worthlessness,
pointlessness, and impotency for individuals (Kiani & Khodabakhsh, 2013).
Individuals who score high on fatalism are likely to accept negative as well as positive
events as their own destiny, and they are likely to treat negative situations as
uncontrollable or unchangeable. In this study, it is suggested that employees who score
high on fatalism are likely to be more indifferent, insensitive, and unresponsive to
different types of mistreatment they are exposed to in the workplace and they are more
likely to accept these situations than employees with low scores on fatalism. Therefore,
it is predicted that fatalism moderates the relationships between different types of
mistreatment in the workplace and related outcomes.

Hypotheses 16a: Fatalism moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with job satisfaction in such a way that negative relationships
of incivility, mobbing, and abusive supervision with job satisfaction are weaker for
employees who score high on fatalism than those who score low on fatalism.

Hypotheses 16b: Fatalism moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with voice behaviors in such a way that negative relationships
of incivility, mobbing, and abusive supervision with voice behaviors are weaker for
employees who score high on fatalism than those who score low on fatalism.

Hypotheses 16c¢: Fatalism moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with loyalty in such a way that negative relationships of
incivility, mobbing, and abusive supervision with loyalty are weaker for employees
who score high on fatalism than those who score low on fatalism.

Hypotheses 16d: Fatalism moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with OCBs in such a way that positive relationships of
incivility, mobbing, and abusive supervision with OCBs are weaker for employees
who score high on fatalism than those who score low on fatalism.

Hypotheses 16e: Fatalism moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with CWBs in such a way that positive relationships of
incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with CWBs are weaker for employees
who score high on fatalism than those who score low on fatalism.

Hypotheses 16f: Fatalism moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing

and abusive supervision with work-related and personal burnout in such a way that
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positive relationships of incivility, mobbing, and abusive supervision with work-
related and personal burnout are weaker for employees who score high on fatalism
than those who score low on fatalism.

In summary, workplace incivility, mobbing, and abusive supervision are
expected to be negatively related to employees’ job satisfaction, voice behaviors,
loyalty, and OCBs. On the other hand, these different types of workplace mistreatment
are expected to positively related to employees CWBs and burnout. The DT
personality traits are anticipated to strengthen the relationships between workplace
mistreatment and outcome attitudes and behaviors. Finally, agreeableness,
conscientiousness, power distance, and fatalism are predicted to weaken the
relationships between workplace mistreatment and the dependent variables. The

proposed theoretical model of the present research is presented in Figure 1.
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CHAPTER I

METHOD

2.1 PARTICIPANTS AND THE PROCEDURE

The data of the present thesis is a part of the dataset of the supervisor’s project
funded by the Scientific Research Projects Council of the Cankaya University (Project
Number: FEF.20.001). A total of 735 employees, who have been working in the same
organization and with the same immediate manager/supervisor at least for 1 year have
participated in this study. Participation was voluntary. Before starting the survey an
informed consent was prepared to clarify all necessary information regarding the
survey and the research. In addition, participants were given the information that they
can withdraw from the study anytime they wanted. Participants were informed that
their data would remain confidential and only would be used for scientific purposes.
After approving the informed consent participants were presented the online survey
package which contained the measures of mobbing, workplace incivility, abusive
supervision, job satisfaction, voice, loyalty, OCBs, CWBs, burnout, the DT,
agreeableness, conscientiousness, power distance, and fatalism (Appendix B).

Online survey has been prepared using Qualtrics software which was
purchased by the Department of Psychology. Considering the survey was lengthy and
that participants might be distracted after a period of time, the two bogus items were
added to the longest measures which were Psychological Harassment at Work Scale
and the Short Dark Triad. The items were as follows: “If you are reading this question
please select 4” and “If you are reading this question please select 3”. The thesis
supervisor and the researcher briefly described the topic of the study and shared the
questionnaire link on online professional networks such as Linkedin, e-mail, and
WhatsApp groups and via their social media accounts such as Twitter and Instagram.
In addition, personal communication was established with colleagues and Human

Resources specialists in different organizations.
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The online survey was available to both white-collar and blue-collar
employees. When the white-collar sample reached 353 participants, the survey was
rearranged to be available only to blue-collar employees. That is, participants who
answered the first inclusion question as “I am a blue-collar employee” were allowed
to continue to the main survey. At the same time, the researcher personally contacted
the blue-collar participants after obtaining the necessary permissions. The blue-collar
workers were provided a tablet after opening the survey link by the researcher. In line
with the pandemic precautions, the researcher protected the safe social distance and
the tablet was sterilized after it is used by each participant. When the number of blue-
collar participants reached to 360, the survey was closed completely. Out of 360 blue-
collar employees, 52 participants were reached face-to-face, and 308 participants were
reached via online channels.

The Scientific Research Projects Council of the Cankaya University has 700
online gift cards for the participants who provided reliable data. The gift cards were
purchased from a popular book store (D&R) and were worth of 25 Turkish liras. The
store that was chosen since it provides a large variety of options from books to
stationery equipment and toys. All of the online gift cards were sent to participants
who correctly responded to the bogus items, filled the complete survey package, and
gave an e-mail address.

The link to the online survey was clicked (or seen) by 2034 participants. 351
of them left the survey without answering any questions. There were three items
related to the inclusion criteria at the beginning of the survey. The first item was ‘I
have been working in the same organization at least for 1 year’’ and 265 participants
chose the answer of ““No’’ for this item. Also, 24 participants closed the survey after
choosing the answer of ““Yes’’ to this item. The next item was ‘I have been working
with the same manager at least for 1 year’’ and 39 participants chose the ‘“No’’ option
and 29 participants ended the survey after choosing the answer of ““Yes’’ for this item.
Lastly, 39 participants chose the answer of ““No’’ for the question ‘‘Do you accept to
participate in the study?’’. In total, 730 people replied ‘“No’’ and withdrew from the
study after these three questions. Another 30 participants are excluded because they
are failed to respond correctly to the bogus items. 2 participants were excluded since
they provided the same e-mail address twice and did not respond to the researcher’s e-
mail messages regarding this issue. Within the remaining 921 participants, 735 of them

have filled the complete survey package. 713 participants have provided reliable data
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and e-mail addresses; 16 participants did not provide an e-mail address so they could
not get the online gift card. The participants” demographic characteristics are presented
in Table 1.

Table 1: Demographic Characteristics of the Participants

Age M 31.20
SD 14.63
Gender (%) Male 36.4
Female 60.1
Prefer not to disclose 35
Education (%) Primary school 1.1
Secondary school 3.0
High school 20.3
Academy 111
University 49.4
Master’s degree 13.0
Doctoral degree 2.1
Sector (%) Public sector 26.8
Private sector 69.1
Civil society organizations 1.1
Other 3.0
Employee type (%) Blue-collar 49.8
White-collar 50.2
Tenure (Year) M 4.35
SD 4.69
Tenure with the Supervisor (Year) M 3.09
SD 3.13
Supervisor Gender Female 32.4
Male 66.7
Industry (%) Finance 5.1
Fast-moving consumer goods 6.1
Health and pharmaceuticals 15.7
Automotive 35
Metal 25
Durable consumer goods 2.3
Technology 5.8
Construction and materials 6.2
Media and textile 6.1
Education 23.1
Other 23.7
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2.2 MEASURES

All scales are presented in Appendix 1. Considering the probability of
performing behaviors asked in certain scales (i.e., Psychological Harassment At Work
Scale, Workplace Incivility Scale, Organizational Citizenship Behavior Scale, and
Counterproductive Workplace Behavior Scale) other than the scales for general
behavioral styles and/or personality traits would change for people who worked online
or part-time during the COVID-19 pandemic, the phrase "if you have been working
from home or online since the beginning of the pandemic, please give your answers
by considering the last 6 months before the pandemic..." was added to the instructions

of these scales.

2.2.1 Demographic Information Form
Participants’ age, gender, education level, sector, line of business, tenure at the
current job and tenure with the immediate supervisor, and the gender of the immediate

supervisor were asked in the demographic information form.

2.2.2 Psychological Harassment at Work Scale

Psychological Harassment at Work Scale was developed by Tinaz, Gok, and
Karatuna (2010). It consists of 28 items and four sub-dimensions. These are work-
oriented behaviors; damage to reputation; exclusionary behaviors and verbal-written-
visual attacks. Participants are asked to indicate how often they have been exposed to
each specified behavior in the last 6 months before the pandemic, using a 5-point
Likert scale ranging from “1 = never” to “5 = always”. The Cronbach’s alpha internal
consistency coefficient for the scale was reported as .93. For the work-oriented
behaviors subscale, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is reported as .87, for damage to
reputation as .83, for exclusionary behavior as.80, lastly for verbal-written-visual
attacks as .79 (Tinaz, Gok & Karatuna, 2010). Sample items are as follows: “I am
criticized for every task I do and my mistakes are held against me (Work-oriented
behaviors); I am exposed to negative mimics and glances (Damage to reputation); My
colleagues avoid working and participating in the same projects as me (Exclusionary
behaviors); | am being disturbed with unnecessary phone calls both in-office and

outside office (verbal-written-visual attacks) ".
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2.2.3 Workplace Incivility Scale (WIS)

WIS scale which was developed by Cortina, Magley, Williams, and Langhout
(2001) was used to measure incivility. Researchers reported the Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient as .89 (Cortina, Magley, Williams & Langhout, 2001). It consists of 7 items
and it is adapted to Turkish by Gok, Karatuna, and Basol (2019). Participants are asked
how often they are exposed to different behaviors displayed by their
supervisor/manager, colleague, and/or subordinates in the organization where they
work, and the participants use a 5-point Likert scale ranging from "1 = never" to "5 =
always". The Cronbach's alpha internal consistency coefficient for the Turkish scale
was reported as .92 (Gok, Karatuna, & Basol, 2019). The sample item is as follows:
(Have you ever been in a situation where any of your supervisors or coworkers) "Put

you down or was condescending to you? "'

2.2.4 Abusive Supervision Scale

This scale was developed by Tepper (2000). It has 15 items to evaluate abusive
supervision. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was reported as .90 (Tepper, 2000). It
is adapted to Turkish by Ulbegi, Ozgen, and Ozgen (2014). Participants are asked how
often their immediate supervisor exhibits the behaviors listed in the items. The scale
uses a five-point Likert type scale from ‘1 = I never remember he/she treated me this
way’’ to ‘‘5 = he/she always treats me this way’’. Ulbegi et al. (2014) reported the
Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency coefficient of the Turkish form as .97. Sample
items are as follows: (S/he) "Ridicules me."” and " (S/he) Tells me my thoughts or

feelings are stupid.”.

2.2.5 Job Satisfaction Scale

The one-item "Faces Scale" developed by Kunin (1955) was used to measure
the general job satisfaction level. Participants are asked to indicate which facial
expressions best reflect the general satisfaction level in their work and the scale
includes 7 different facial expressions, ranging from the lowest to the highest
satisfaction level. Facial expressions of both men and women are shown to the

participants. The scale used in this study was adapted to Turkish by Erol (2010).
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2.2.6 Employee Loyalty Scale

This scale was developed in German by Homburg and Stock Homburg (2001)
and adapted into English by Matzler and Rentzl (2006). The Turkish version adapted
by Sazkaya and Dede (2018) was used in this study to measure employee loyalty. The
scale’s Cronbach alpha was reported as .84 (Homburg & Stock Homburg, 2001).
Participants are asked to what extent they agree with the opinions about the workplace.
Participants give their answers using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from "1 = strongly
disagree™ and "5 = strongly agree". Considering that data would be collected from the
employees of organizations operating in different sectors and offering different types
of products and/or services, and that data would be collected from blue and white-
collar employees who are expected to vary in terms of education levels, some wording
changes was made in the items. The item "I talk positively about my company with
the customers" has been revised as "When | talk to customers or service users, | say
positive things about the institution | work for." The item "I talk positively about my
company with my relatives and friends." has been changed to "When 1 talk to my
relatives and friends, | say positive things about the institution | work for." The item
"I can recommend my company's products and services to others." has been changed
to "I can recommend the products and/or services of the institution I work for." The
item "1 would like to stay with my company in the future." changed into "In the future,
I would like to stay in the institution where I am working now." Lastly, "Even if | got
a job offer, I wouldn't be moving to another company right away." changed as "Even
if 1 got a job offer, 1 wouldn't go to another institution right away." The Cronbach's
alpha internal reliability coefficient of the Turkish scale was reported as .92 (Sazkaya
& Dede, 2018).

2.2.7 Employee Voice Scale

A scale developed by Van Dyne ve LePine (1998) was used to measure voice
behaviors. The researchers reported the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient as .82 (Van Dyne
& LePine). Arslan and Yener (2016) adapted this scale into Turkish. It consists of 6
items and one dimension. Participants give their answers using a 5-point Likert-type
scale ranging from "1 = strongly disagree” and "5 = strongly agree". The Cronbach's
alpha internal reliability coefficient of the Turkish version scale was reported as .76

(Arslan & Yener, 2016). The sample item is as follows: “I can communicate my
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opinions about work issues to others in this group even if my opinion is different and

others in the group disagree with me”.

2.2.8 Organizational Citizenship Behavior Checklist

This scale is developed by Spencer, Bauer, and Fox (2010) and it contains 20
items. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was reported as .82 (Spencer, Bauer & Fox,
2010). Oztaylan and Géncii-Kose (2018) adapted the scale into Turkish. It consists of
two dimensions: Personal and institutional behaviors. Participants are asked how often
they display the given behavior in the current workplace. Participants give their
answers using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from "1 = never" to "5 = every day". The
Cronbach's alpha internal reliability coefficient of the Turkish version of the scale was
reported as .93 (Oztaylan & Géncii-Kose 2018). The sample item is as follows: “I took

the time to advise, coach, or mentor a colleague.”.

2.2.9 Copenhagen Burnout Inventory

This scale is developed by Kristensen et al. (2005) as an alternative to the
Maslach Burnout Inventory. It has 19 items and 3 dimensions which are personal
burnout, work-related burnout, and customer-related burnout. The Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient was reported as .87 (Kristensen et al., 2005). The customer burnout
dimension of the scale was not used, because it was not suitable for the scope and
purpose of this study. Therefore, the scale used in the present study contained 13 items.
It was adapted into Turkish by Bakoglu, Tastan Boz, Yigit, and Yildiz (2009).
Participants evaluate each item using a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from "1 =
never" to "5 = always". The Cronbach's alpha internal consistency coefficient of the
Turkish scale was reported as .92. The sample items are as follows: "How often do
you feel worn out?" (personal burnout) and “Are you exhausted in the morning at the

thought of another day at work?”” (work-related burnout).

2.2.10 Counterproductive Workplace Behaviors Scale

A scale which was developed by Spector and colleagues (2006) was used to
assess CWBs. It was adapted to Turkish by Ocel (2010). The original form of the scale
consists of 32 items and 5 sub-dimensions. The sub-dimensions of the scale are abuse,
productivity deviation, sabotage, theft, and withdrawal. In this study, the short form of

the scale consisting of 10 items was used. Participants are asked how frequent they
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performed each of the behaviors described in the items and give their answers using a
5 point Likert scale ranging from "1 = never to" 5 = every day ". The Cronbach’s alpha
internal reliability coefficient of the original short form of the scale was reported as
.89 (Spector, Bauer, & Fox, 2010). The Cronbach’s alpha internal reliability of Turkish
form was reported as .97 (Ocel, 2010). The sample items are as follows: “Deliberately
wasting the tools/equipment belonging to your employer and “Arriving late to work

without permission”.

2.2.11 Short Dark Triad (SD3)

The Short Dark Triad (SD3) scale was developed by Jones and Paulhus (2014)
to assess narcissism, Machiavellianism, and psychopathy. The Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients were reported as .71 for narcissism, .77 for Machiavellianism and as .80
for psychopathy (Jones & Paulhus, 2014). The adaptation of the scale into Turkish was
conducted by Agrali Ermis, Sahin, and Demirus (2018). Each personality trait was
evaluated with 9 items and the scale consists of 27 items. Participants give their
answers using a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from "1 = never" to "5 = always".
The Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency coefficients of the Turkish subscales were
reported as .77 for narcissism, .71 for Machiavellism, and as .77 for psychopathy
(Agrali Ermis, Sahin, & Demirus, 2018). The sample items are as follows: “You can
do anything to attract important people to your side (Machiavellianism)”, "Revenge
must be taken swiftly and badly (psychopathy)” and “I know I'm special because

everybody tells me that (narcissism)”.

2.2.12 The Big Five Inventory (BFI)

The Five-Factor Personality Inventory (BFI) which was developed by Benet-
Martinez and John (1998) was used. It consists of five sub-dimensions, but in this
study, only agreeableness and conscientiousness subscales were used. Participants are
asked to evaluate themselves on the proposed characteristics and make their
evaluations using a 5-point (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = totally agree) Likert scale. The
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for agreeableness and conscientiousness were reported
as .83 and .79, respectively (Benet-Martinez & John, 1998). This inventory was
adapted to Turkish by Siimer and Siimer (2005). The Cronbach’s alpha values were

reported as .70 for agreeableness and as .78 for conscientiousness (Basim, Cetin, &
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Tabak, 2009). The sample items are as follows: ‘‘Helpful, unselfish (agreeableness)’’,

““Do not leave a job before finishing (conscientiousness)’’.

2.2.13 Power Distance Scale

A 7-item scale developed by Aycan et al. (2000) was used to measure power
distance. Participants make their evaluations using a 6-point (1 = strongly disagree, 6
= strongly agree) Likert type scale. The sample item is as follows: "Persons holding
an office should be respected because of their position”. The Cronbach’s alpha

coefficient of the scale was reported as .72 (Keles & Aycan, 2011).

2.2.14 Fatalism Scale

To measure fatalism, the 5-item fatalism scale developed by Aycan et al. (2000)
was used. In the original version of the scale, the participants gave their answers using
a 7-point Likert type scale, but in this study, the items of power distance and fatalism
were mixed and presented in a single section in the survey and, therefore, a 6-point
Likert type scale was used (1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree). The Cronbach’s
alpha value of the fatalism scale was reported as .75. The sample item is: "Most of

the time it's not worth to spend effort because things don't go as desired.".

30



CHAPTER 11

RESULTS

3.1 OVERVIEW

In this chapter first of all data screening and cleaning processes are presented.
Second reliability analyses of the measures are given briefly. Further the correlations
among study variables are presented. Lastly the main results are discussed in detail.

Statistical Package of Social Sciences (SPSS) version 21 (IBM CORP, 2015)
was used to compute descriptive statistics and correlations. The proposed regression
model of the study was tested using Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) technique
by using AMOS 25.0 (Arbuckle, 2013). The hypotheses suggesting moderated
relationships were tested by performing Moderated Multiple Regression (MMR) using
Process Macro 3.5.3 for SPSS by Hayes (2017).

3.2 DATA SCREENING AND DATA CLEANING

Since only the participants who completed the whole survey package were
included in the main data set, there were no missing data. Mahalanobis distance
analysis was performed in order to detect multivariate outliers. 20 participants were
multivariate outliers and the data they provided were excluded from the data set.

Therefore, the final sample included 715 participants.

3.3 RELIABILITY ANALYSES OF THE STUDY MEASURES

Since there was no translated/back-translated measure and all of the study
measures were well-established by the previous studies, only reliability analyses of the
scales were reported and the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was used as a measure of

internal reliability.

3.3.1 Workplace Incivility
The Workplace Incivility Scale has 7 items. The Cronbach’s alpha value was

found as o = .88.
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3.3.2 Psychological Harassment at Work Scale

To measure mobbing Psychological Harassment at Work Scale was used. This
scale has 28 items and four dimensions. The behaviors towards work scale contains 11
items and the Cronbach’s alpha was calculated as a = .96. The damage to reputation
scale has 5 items and the Cronbach’s alpha was o= .82. The dismissive behaviors scale
includes 6 items and the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was calculated as o = .85. The
verbal-written-visual attacks scale has 6 items and the Cronbach’s alpha was found to
be o = .81. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient of the overall scale was o =
.96.

3.3.3 Abusive Supervision
The Abusive Supervision Scale has 15 items. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability

coefficient was found as .94.

3.3.4 Employee Voice Scale
The Voice Behavior Scale has 6 items. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability

coefficient of the scale was .89.

3.3.5 Employee Loyalty Scale
The Employee Loyalty Scale has 5 items. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability
coefficient was .84.

3.3.6 Organizational Citizenship Behavior Checklist (OCB-C)

The OCB-C has 20 items and two subscales. The personal behaviors subscale
contains 10 items and the Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient was .85. The
institutional behaviors subscale has also 10 items and the Cronbach’s alpha reliability
coefficient was .85. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient of the overall scale

was found as .92.

3.3.7 Counterproductive Work Behavior Scale (Short Form)
The short form of CWB scale has 10 items. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability
coefficient was found as .87.
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3.3.8 Copenhagen Burnout Inventory

In the present study, work-related and personal burnout subscales of the
Copenhagen Burnout Inventory was used. One of the reverse coded items in the work-
related burnout subscale, which had 7 items, had an inter-item total correlation of -.20.
After excluding this item, the Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient of the 6-item
work-related burnout scale was found as .88. The excluded item was as follows ‘Do
you find the strength to spare enough time for your family and friends during your
non-work time?’’. The personal burnout subscale includes 6 items and the Cronbach’s
alpha reliability coefficient was .87. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient of the
overall scale was found as .93.

3.3.9 Short Dark Triad Scale

To measure the DT personality traits, the Short Dark Triad (SD3) Scale was
used. It has 27 items and 3 subscales. Each subscale includes 9 items. The Cronbach’s
alpha of the Machiavellianism subscale was .66. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability
coefficient of the narcissism subscale was found as .51 in the initial analysis. The
results showed that the five items had inter-item correlations lower than .30; therefore,
they are excluded from the subscale. The excluded items are as follows; ‘‘I don't like
to be the center of attention (Narcissism 2R)”, “l enjoy meeting important people
(Narcissism 5)”, “I feel embarrassed when someone compliments me (NarcissiSm
6R)”, “I see myself as an ordinary person (Narcissism 8R)”, and “I think people should
respect me (Narcissism 9)”. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient of the
subscale which included the remaining four items was .58. Lastly, the psychopathy
subscale had a Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient of .67. The two reverse coded
items had inter-item correlations lower than .30. These items are as follows; “I avoid
getting into dangerous situations (Psychopathy 2R)” and “Up until today, I have never
been in any legal trouble (Psychopathy 7R).”. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability

coefficient of the subscale after removing these two items was .72.

3.3.10 The Big Five Inventory
Agreeableness and conscientiousness were measured by using the Big Five
Inventory. Each subscale has 9 items. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients of

agreeableness and conscientiousness subscales were .72 and .78, respectively.
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3.3.11 Power Distance Scale
The power distance scale has 7 items. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability

coefficient was .76.

3.3.12 Fatalism Scale
The fatalism scale has 5 items. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient was

found as .70.

3.4 DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS AND BIVARIATE CORRELATIONS
AMONG THE STUDY VARIABLES

The means, standard deviations, minimum and maximum scores, skewness,
and kurtosis values of study variables are presented in Table 2. Job satisfaction, voice
behaviors, conscientiousness, and agreeableness scales had relatively high mean
values. On the other hand, abusive supervision, mobbing, and CWBs had relatively

low means. The means of the remaining scales were close to the midpoint.

Table 2: Means, Standard Deviations, Minimum and Maximum Scores, Skewness and

Kurtosis Values of Study Variables

Variables Mean SD Min. Max. Skewness  Kurtosis
Workplace Incivility 207 0.79 1.00 471 0.54 -0.35
Mobbing 1.85 0.73 1.00 4,14 0.72 -0.55
Abusive Supervision 171 0.76 1.00 4.20 0.98 -0.09
Job Satisfaction 479 1.70 1.50 7.00 -0.50 -0.25
Voice 3.53 0.89 1.00 5.00 -0.38 -0.22
Loyalty 3.32 094 1.00 5.00 -0.12 -0.57
OCBs 2.94 0.75. 1.15 5.00 0.34 -0.04
CWBs 1.72 0.63 1.00 4.00 1.13 0.52
Burnout Personal 297 0.83 1.00 5.00 0.13 -0.34
Burnout Work 298 0.76 1.00 5.00 0.02 -0.24
Machiavellianism 3.19 0.59 1.00 4.67 -0.24 0.10
Narcissism 277 0.65 1.00 4.80 0.05 -0.13
Psychopathy 242 0.70 1.00 4.29 0.17 -0.44
Conscientiousness 3.85 0.65 2.22 5.00 -0.22 -0.71
Agreeableness 3.73 061 2.00 5.00 -0.27 -0.46
Power Distance 295 0.90 1.00 571 0.04 -0.42
Fatalism 2.74 0.90 1.00 6.00 0.41 0.29
Valid N (listwise) 715

Note. Job satisfaction is rated on a 7-point Likert type scale. Fatalism and
power distance are rated on a 6-point Likert type scale. All the remaining

questionnaires are rated on a 5-point Likert type scale.
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Bivariate correlations among the study variables are presented in Table 3. Age
was found to be positively correlated with organizational tenure, tenure with the
current supervisor and job satisfaction (r =.33, p<.01; r=.22p<.01;r=.08, p <
.05; respectively). Further, age was negatively correlated with personal burnout, work-
related burnout, and Machiavellianism (r =-.10, p <.05; r=-.08, p<.05;r=-.09p <
.05; respectively).
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Table 3: Bivariate Correlations Between Study Variables

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
1. Age -
2. Gender .08 -
3. Education Level -07 -23" -
4. Organizational Tenure 33" 09" -08 -
5.Tenure with Supervisor 227 09" -16" 657 -
6. Workplace Incivility -06 .02 01 -07 -11" (.88)
7. Mobbing -00 .13™ -13" -07 -07 .71% (.96)
8. Abusive Supervision -02 13" -11" -07 -06 .70 .84 (.94)
9. Job Satisfaction 08" -01 -01 .10° .127 -417 -43" -427 -
10. Voice Behavior -04 -07 .10 .09° 11" -41" -53" -50" .38" (.89)
11. Loyalty 06 -06 .04 .07 127 -447 -46 -48" 577 54 (84)
12. OCBs -.02 .00 .00 .09" .10™ .08" .05 .03 .08" .27 267 (.92
13. CWBs -05 .09° .-09° -06 -07 45" 657 .60™ -30" -41" -40" -08" (.87)
14. Burnout Work -08" -05 .11 .-08" -10" 417 367 .37 -617 -23" -44™ 01 227 (.88)
15. Burnout Personal -10© -09° -08° -12" -13™ 39" 367 .34™ -567 -217 -37° .06 247 87" (.87)
16. Machiavellianism -09" .02 02 -127 -09° .08 .05 06 -11" .10™ -05 .03 03 277" 267
17. Psychopathy -05 .A7™ -21" -08° -05 .25 42" 35™ -10" -14™ -19™ -02 .39™ A7 21"
18. Narcissism .01 .00 -05 -00 .04 -147 -01 -06 .13™ .14™ .16™ .10 .04 -13" -09
19. Agreeableness -01 -09" .16 .06 .05 -227 -40™ -377 18" .35 27" 257 -497 -03 -.03
20. Conscientiousness 03 -13" .10 .14™ 10" 257 -34" -34™ 16T 357 .32 267 -44" -05 -07
21. Power Distance .05 15" -25" .09 .07 -.07 03 -03 .a7" .07 .12 .03 -01 -10" -.09
22. Fatalism -03 -03 -18" -07 -03 13" 23" 16" -09° -15" -10" .00 .16 .13" .16™

Note. * p <.05. ** p <.01. Gender was coded as “1” for females and ‘“2” for males. Education level ranges from 1 (Primary school) to 7 (Doctoral Degree).



Table 3: Continued

Variables 16 17 18 19 20 21 22
16. Machiavellianism (.66)
17. Psychopathy 497 (\72)
18. Narcissism 24" 337 (.58)
19. Agreeableness -05  -427 -.03 (.72)
20. Conscientiousness 05  -25" 10" AT (.78)
21. Power Distance A4 227 19™ -.02 .02 (.76)
22. Fatalism 18" 357 127 -15" -.19™ A4 (.70)

Note. * p <.05. ** p <.01. Gender was coded as “1” for females and ‘“2” for males. Education level ranges from 1 (Primary school) to 7 (Doctoral Degree).
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Gender was positively correlated with organizational tenure, tenure with
supervisor, mobbing, abusive supervision, CWBs, psychopathy and power distance (r
=.09,p<.05r=.09,p<.05r=.13,p<.01;r=.13,p<.0%;r=.09p<.05; r=.17,
p <.01; r=.15, p <.01; respectively). To be more specific, male participants reported
higher levels of mobbing, abusive supervision, CWBs, psychopathy tendency, and
power distance. Additionally, gender was negatively correlated with education,
personal burnout, agreeableness, and conscientiousness (r =-.23, p <.01; r=-.09, p <
.05; r=-.09, p<.05;r =-13, p <.01; respectively). That is, women had higher
education levels and female participants reported higher levels of personal burnout
than male participants. Furthermore, female participants had higher scores on
agreeableness and conscientiousness.

Education level was positively correlated with voice behaviors (r = .10, p <
.01), work-related burnout (r = .11, p < .01), agreeableness (r = .16, p < .01), and
conscientiousness (r = .10, p <.01). On the other hand, education level was negatively
correlated with organizational tenure (r = -.08, p < .05), tenure with the immediate
supervisor (r = -.16, p < .01), mobbing (r = -.13, p < .01), abusive supervision (r = -
11, p<.01), CWBs (r =-.09, p <.05), personal burnout (r =-.08, p <.05), psychopathy
(r=-.21, p <.01), power distance (r = -.25, p < .01), fatalism (r = -.18, p < .01).

Organizational tenure was positively correlated with tenure with the immediate
supervisor (r = .65, p <.01), job satisfaction (r = .10, p <.05), voice behaviors (r =
.09, p<.05), OCBs (r =.09, p <.05), conscientiousness (r = .14, p <.01), and power
distance (r =.09, p <.05). On the contrary, organizational tenure was negatively
correlated with work-related burnout, personal burnout, Machiavellianism, and
psychopathy (r =-.08, p<.05;r=-.12,p<.01;r=-.12,p<.01;r=-.08, p <.05;

respectively).

Tenure with the immediate supervisor was positively correlated with job
satisfaction (r = .12, p <.01), voice behaviors (r = .11, p < .01), loyalty (r = .12, p <
.01), OCBs (r = .10, p < .01), and conscientiousness (r = .10, p < .01). Conversely,
tenure with the immediate supervisor was negatively correlated with workplace
incivility (r =-.11, p <.01), work-related burnout (r = -.10, p <.01), personal burnout
(r =-.13, p <.01), and Machiavellianism (r = -.09, p <.05).

Workplace incivility was positively correlated with mobbing (r = .71, p <
.01), abusive supervision (r =.70, p <.01), OCBs (r = .08, p < .05), CWBs (r = .45, p
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< .01), work-related burnout (r = .41, p < .01), personal burnout (r = .39, p < .01),
Machiavellianism (r = .08, p <.05), psychopathy (r = .25, p <.01), conscientiousness
(r=.25,p<.01), and fatalism (r =.13, p <.01). On the other hand, workplace incivility
was negatively correlated with job satisfaction (r = -.41, p <.01), voice behaviors (r =
-41, p < .01), loyalty (r = -.44, p < .01), narcissism (r = -.14, p < .01), and
agreeableness (r =-.22, p <.01).

Mobbing was positively correlated with abusive supervision (r = .84, p < .01),
CWBs (r = .65, p <.01), work-related burnout (r = .36, p < .01), personal burnout (r
= .36, p <.01), psychopathy (r = .42, p <.01), and fatalism (r = .23, p <.01). Further,
mobbing was found to be negatively correlated with job satisfaction (r =-.43, p <.01),
voice behaviors (r =-.53, p <.01), loyalty (r = -.46, p < .01), agreeableness (r = -.40,
p < .01), and conscientiousness (r = -.34, p <.01).

Abusive supervision was positively correlated with CWBs (r = .60, p < .01),
work-related burnout (r =.37, p <.01), personal burnout (r =.34, p <.01), psychopathy
(r =.35, p <.01), and fatalism (r = .16, p < .01). On the contrary, abusive supervision
was negatively correlated with job satisfaction (r = -.42, p <.01), voice behaviors (r =
-50, p < .01), loyalty (r = -.48, p < .01), agreeableness (r = -.37, p < .01), and
conscientiousness (r = -.34, p <.01).

Job satisfaction was positively correlated with voice behaviors (r = .38, p <
.01), loyalty (r = .57, p <.01), OCBs (r = .08, p <.05), narcissism (r = .13, p < .01),
agreeableness (r = .18, p < .01), conscientiousness (r = .16, p < .01), and power
distance (r =.17, p <.01). Also, job satisfaction was negatively correlated with CWBs
(r =-.30, p <.01), work-related burnout (r =-.61, p <.01), personal burnout (r = -.56,
p < .01), Machiavellianism (r = -.11, p < .01), psychopathy (r = -.10, p < .01), and
fatalism (r = -.09, p < .05).

Voice behaviors were positively correlated with loyalty (r = .54, p <.01), OCBs
(r = .27, p < .01), Machiavellianism (r = .10, p < .01), narcissism (r = .14, p < .01),
agreeableness (r = .35, p < .01), and conscientiousness (r = .35, p < .01). On the
contrary voice behaviors were negatively correlated with CWBs (r = -.41, p < .01),
work-related burnout (r = -.23, p < .01), personal burnout (r = -.21, p < .01),
psychopathy (r = -.14, p <.01), and fatalism (r = -.15, p <.01).

Loyalty was positively correlated with OCBs (r = .26, p < .01), narcissism (r =
.16, p <.01), agreeableness (r = .27, p < .01), conscientiousness (r = .32, p <.01), and

power distance (r =.12, p <.01). On the other hand, loyalty was negatively correlated
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with CWBs (r = -.40, p < .01), work-related burnout (r = -.44, p < .01), personal
burnout (r =-.37, p < .01), psychopathy (r =-.19, p <.01), and fatalism (r = -.10, p <
.01).

OCBs were positively correlated with narcissism (r = .10, p < .01),
agreeableness (r = .25, p < .01), and conscientiousness (r = .26, p < .01). Also OCBs
were negatively correlated with CWBs (r =-.08, p <.05).

CWBs were positively correlated with work-related burnout (r = .22, p < .01),
personal burnout (r = .24, p <.01), psychopathy (r = .39, p < .01), and fatalism (r =
.16, p <.01). On the other and, CWBs were negatively correlated with agreeableness
and conscientiousness (r = -.49, p <.01; r = -.44, p < .01, respectively).

Work-related burnout was positively correlated with personal burnout (r = .87,
p < .01), Machiavellianism (r = .27, p < .01), psychopathy (r = .17, p < .01), and
fatalism (r = .13, p < .01). On the contrary, work-related burnout was negatively
correlated with narcissism and power distance (r = -.13, p < .01; r = -.10, p < .01;
respectively).

Personal burnout was positively correlated with Machiavellianism (r = .26, p
< .01), psychopathy (r = .21, p < .01), and fatalism (r = .16, p < .01). Furthermore,
personal burnout was negatively correlated with narcissism and power distance (r = -
.09, p <.05; r=-.09, p < .05; respectively).

Machiavellianism was positively correlated with psychopathy (r = .49, p <.01),
narcissism (r = .24, p <.01), power distance (r = .14, p <.01), and fatalism (r = .18, p
<.01).

Psychopathy was positively correlated with narcissism, power distance and
fatalism (r = .33, p <.01; r =22, p <.01; r = .35, p <.01; respectively). As expected,
psychopathy was negatively correlated with agreeableness and conscientiousness (r =
-42,p <.01; r=-.25, p < .01, respectively).

Narcissism was positively correlated with conscientiousness, power distance,
and fatalism (r = .10, p <.01; r=.19, p<.01; r = 12, p < .01, respectively).

Agreeableness was positively correlated with conscientiousness (r = .47, p <
.01), and negatively correlated with fatalism (r = -.15, p < .01).

Conscientiousness was negatively correlated with fatalism (r = -.19, p < .01).

Finally, power distance was positively correlated with fatalism (r = .44, p <.01).
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3.5 HYPOTHESIS TESTING
3.5.1 The SEM Results of the Proposed Regression Model

In order to test the hypothesized regression model, SEM was conducted using
AMOS 25.0 (Arbuckle, 2013). | proposed that workplace incivility, mobbing, and
abusive supervision would be directly linked to job satisfaction, voice behavior,
loyalty, OCBs, CWBs, work-related burnout, and personal burnout. The error terms of
work-related burnout and OCBs; job satisfaction and voice behaviors; CWBs and
OCBs; CWBs and loyalty; and work-related burnout and OCBs were allowed to
covary in the model. The results indicated that the model provided good fit to the data
(D2(N =715, df=6)=9.52, CF1=.99, TLI = .99, NFI = .99, RMSEA = .03, p > .05).
The standardized parameter estimates are presented in Figure 2. The non-significant
paths are not shown in the figure to make the figure parsimonious.

The findings revealed that workplace incivility (5 = -.18, p <.001), mobbing
(6 =-.17, p =.01), and abusive supervision (f = -.16, p = .01) were negatively related
to job satisfaction. Therefore, Hypothesis 1a was fully supported. Hypothesis 1b which
suggested that workplace incivility (8 =-.01, p = .76), mobbing (5 = -.37, p < .001),
and abusive supervision (5 = -.19, p < .01) would be negatively related to voice
behaviors was partially supported since workplace incivility was not significantly
related to voice behaviors. Workplace incivility (# = -.18, p < .001) and abusive
supervision (f = -.27, p < .001) were negatively related to employees’ loyalty towards
the organization. However, mobbing was not significantly associated with loyalty (8
=-.12, p = .06). Therefore, Hypothesis 1¢ which suggested that workplace incivility,
mobbing, and abusive supervision would be negatively related to employees’ loyalty
was partially supported. Finally, Hypothesis 1d proposed that workplace incivility,
mobbing, and abusive supervision would be negatively associated with OCBs. The
SEM analysis revealed that only workplace incivility (f# = .12, p = .04) was
significantly related to OCBs; but not in the negative direction as suggested. Mobbing
(6 = .03, p = .68) and abusive supervision (5 = -.08, p = .25) were not significantly
related to OCBs. Therefore, Hypothesis 1d was not supported.

Hypothesis 2a suggested positive relationships between workplace incivility,
mobbing, and abusive supervision and personal burnout, and work-related burnout.
According to the SEM analyses, workplace incivility (8 = .27, p < .001) was
significantly related to personal burnout. Mobbing (# = .12, p = .07) and abusive

supervision (8 = .05, p = .44) were not significantly associated with personal burnout.
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Also, workplace incivility (5 = .28, p <.001) and abusive supervision (5 =.13, p =.04)
were positively related to work-related burnout. However, mobbing (5 = .04, p = .50)
was not significantly associated with work-related burnout. Therefore, Hypothesis 2a
was partially supported.

Hypothesis 2b suggested that workplace incivility, mobbing, and abusive
supervision would be positively related to CWBs. The SEM analyses revealed that
mobbing (6 = .52, p < .001) and abusive supervision (f = .22, p < .001) were
significantly and positively related to CWBs. On the other hand, workplace, incivility
(8 =-.07, p =.10) was not significantly related to CWBs. Therefore, Hypothesis 2b is
partially supported.
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3.5.2 MMR Analyses for the DT Personality Traits

In order to investigate the moderating effects of the DT personality traits in the
relationships of workplace incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with the
outcome variables (i.e., job satisfaction, voice behaviors, loyalty, OCBs, CWBs, and
burnout) a set of moderation analyses were conducted using Process Macro for SPSS
(Hayes, 2017).

3.5.2.1 MMR Analyses for Narcissism

MMR analyses revealed that the interaction effects of incivility, mobbing and
abusive supervision with narcissism on job satisfaction were not significant (B = -.02,
SE = .11, p = .81, 95% CI [-.23, .18]); B = -.05, SE = .10, p = .61, 95% CI [-.26, .15];
(B=-.01, SE =.09, p =.90, 95% CI [-.19, .17]; respectively.). Therefore, Hypothesis
3a which suggested that narcissism would moderate the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with job satisfaction in such a way that negative
relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with job satisfaction
would be stronger for employees who score high on narcissism than those who score
low on narcissism was not supported.

Similarly, the interaction effects of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision
with narcissism on voice behaviors were not significant (B = .001, SE = .05, p = .97,
95% ClI [-.10, .11]; B = .02, SE = .06, p = .93, 95% CI [-.11, .12]); B = -.03, SE = .06,
p = .67, 95% CI [-14, .09]); respectively). Therefore, Hypothesis 4a which suggested
that narcissism would moderate the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with voice behavior in such a way that negative relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with voice behaviors would be stronger for
employees who score high on narcissism than those who score low on narcissism was
not supported.

According to the results, the interaction effects of incivility and abusive
supervision with narcissism on loyalty were not significant (B = .07, SE = .06, p = .19,
95% CI [-.04, .18]; B = .10, SE = .06, p = .11, 95% CI [-.02, .23]; respectively).
However, the interaction effect of mobbing with narcissism on loyalty was significant
(B = .13, SE = .06, p =.04, 95% CI [.00, .25]). The unstandardized simple slope for
employee’s -1 SD below the mean of narcissism was B = -.68, SE = .06, p <.001, 95%
Cl [-.81, -.56]. The unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the
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mean of narcissism was B = -.51, SE = .06, p <.001, 95% CI [-.63, -.40]. To be more
specific, in high mobbing condition, employees who scored high on narcissism were
more likely to have higher scores on loyalty than those who scored low on narcissism.
Therefore, Hypothesis 5a was not supported and the direction of the significant

interaction effect of mobbing and narcissism on loyalty was opposite of the suggested

direction.
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Figure 3: Moderating Effect of Narcissism in the Relationship Between Mobbing and Loyalty

Moderation effects of narcissism in the relationships of workplace incivility,
mobbing, abusive supervision with OCBs were not significant (B = -.06, SE = .05, p =
.25, 95% CI [-.15, .04]; B =-.09, SE = .06, p = .13, 95% ClI [-.20, .02]; B =-.08, SE =
.06, p = .17, 95% CI [-.19, .03]; respectively). Therefore, Hypothesis 6a which
suggested that narcissism would moderate the relationships of incivility, mobbing and
abusive supervision with OCBs in such a way that negative relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with OCBs would be stronger for employees who
score high on narcissism than those who score low on narcissism was not supported.

The interaction effect of workplace incivility with narcissism on CWBs was
statistically significant (B = .10, SE = .04, p = .01, 95% CI [.02, .17]). The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the mean of narcissism
was B = .31, SE = .04, p <.001, 95% ClI [.24, .38]. The unstandardized simple slope
for the employees +1 SD above the mean of narcissism was B = .44, SE = .04, p <

.001, 95% CI [.37, .51]. As expected, employees who scored high on narcissism when
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incivility was high were more likely to exhibit more CWBs than those who scored low

on narcissism.
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Figure 4: Moderator Role of Narcissism in the Relationship Between Workplace Incivility
and CWBs

Also the moderating effect of narcissism was significant in the relationship
between mobbing and CWBs (B = .14, SE = .04, p < .001, 95% CI [.07, .22]). The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the mean of narcissism
was B = .46, SE = .04, p <.001, 95% CI [.40, .53]. The unstandardized simple slope
for the employees +1 SD above the mean of narcissism was B = -.65, SE = .03, p <
.001, 95% CI [.59, .72]. In line with the expectations, employees who scored high on
narcissism were more likely to have higher scores on CWBs when mobbing was high

than those who scored low on narcissism.
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Figure 5: Moderating Effect of Narcissism in the Relationship Between Mobbing and CWBs
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The interaction effect of abusive supervision and narcissism on CWBs was also
statistically significant (B = .17, SE = .04, p < .001, 95% CI [.10, .25]). The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the mean of narcissism
was B = .39, SE = .03, p <.001, 95% CI [.32, .46]. The unstandardized simple slope
for the employees +1 SD above the mean of narcissism was B = .62, SE = .04, p <
.001, 95% CI [.55, .69]. As proposed, when abusive supervision was high employees
who had high narcissism scores engaged in more CWBs than employees who had low

narcissism scores.
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Figure 6: Moderating Effect of Narcissism in the Relationship Between Abusive
Supervision and CWBs

Therefore, Hypothesis 7a which suggested that narcissism would moderate the
relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with CWBs in such a way
that positive relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with CWBs
would be stronger for employees who score high on narcissism than those who score
low on narcissism was fully supported.

MMR analyses were conducted to reveal the moderating effect of narcissism
in the relationships of workplace incivility, mobbing, abusive supervision with work-
related and personal burnout. The results indicated that narcissism did not moderate
the relationships of workplace incivility with personal and work-related burnout (B =
-.01, SE = .05, p = .91, 95% CI [-.11, .10]; B =-.001, SE = .05, p = .97, 95% CI [-.09,

.09]; respectively). Furthermore, narcissism did not moderate the relationships of
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mobbing with personal and work-related burnout (B = .02, SE = .06, p = .75, 95% CI
[-.10, .14]; B = .01, SE = .06, p = .84, 95% CI [-.10, .12]; respectively). Finally,
narcissism did not moderate the relationships of abusive supervision with personal and
work-related burnout (B = .02, SE = .06, p =.70, 95% CI [-.10, .14]; B = .03, SE = .05,
p =.52,95% CI [-.07, .14]). Therefore, Hypothesis 8a which suggested that narcissism
would moderate the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with
work-related and personal burnout in such a way that positive relationships of
incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with work-related and personal burnout
would be stronger for employees who score high on narcissism than those who score

low on narcissism was not supported.

3.5.2.2 MMR Analyses for Psychopathy

The interaction effect of workplace incivility and psychopathy on job
satisfaction was significant (B = .18, SE = .09, p < .05, 95% CI [.001, .35]). The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the mean of psychopathy
was B =.91, SE = .10, p <.001, 95% CI [-1.1, .72]. The unstandardized simple slope
for the employees +1 SD above the mean of psychopathy was B = -.67, SE = .09, p <
.001, 95% CI [-.84, -.49]. Contrary to expectations, employees who had high levels of
psychopathy were more likely to reported slightly higher levels of job satisfaction
when workplace incivility was high than those who had low scores on psychopathy.
In low incivility condition, employees who scored low on psychopathy reported higher

levels of job satisfaction than those who scored high on psychopathy.
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Figure 7: Moderating Role of Psychopathy in the Relationship Between Workplace

Incivility and job Satisfaction
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The interaction effect of mobbing and psychopathy on job satisfaction was also
significant (B = .33, SE =.10, p <.001, 95% CI [.14, .52]). The unstandardized simple
slope for the employees -1 SD below the mean of psychopathy was B = -1.25, SE =
11, p < .001, 95% CI [-1.48, -1.03]. The unstandardized simple slope for the
employees +1 SD above the mean of psychopathy was B = -.80, SE = .09, p < .001,
95% CI [-.97, -.62]. The employees who scored high on psychopathy were more likely
to have higher job satisfaction scores under high levels of mobbing than employees

who scored low on psychopathy.
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Figure 8: Moderating Effect of Psychopathy in the Relationship Between Mobbing and Job

Satisfaction

Furthermore, the interaction effect of abusive supervision and psychopathy on
job satisfaction was significant (B =.35, SE = .09, p < .01, 95% CI [.17, .53]. The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the mean of psychopathy
was B =-1.2, SE = .11, p <.001, 95% CI [-1.4, -.97]. The unstandardized simple slope
for the employees +1 SD above the mean of psychopathy was B = -.70, SE = .08, p <
.001, 95% CI [-.87, -.54]. When abusive supervision was high employees who had
high scores of psychopathy reported higher levels of job satisfaction than those who

had low scores on psychopathy.
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Figure 9: Moderating Effect of Psychopathy in Abusive Supervision and Job Satisfaction

In conclusion, Hypothesis 3b which suggested that psychopathy would
moderate the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with job
satisfaction in such a way that negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and
abusive supervision with job satisfaction would be stronger for employees who score
high on psychopathy than those who score low on psychopathy was not supported
because the effects were in the opposite direction of what | suggested.

In order to investigate the moderating effects of psychopathy in the
relationships of workplace incivility, mobbing, abusive supervision with voice
behaviors, a series of MMR analyses were conducted. The interaction effect of
workplace incivility and psychopathy on voice behaviors was significant (B = .13, SE
= .05, p=.01, 95% CI [.03, .24]). The unstandardized simple slope for the employees
-1 SD below the mean of psychopathy was B =.-55, SE = .06, p <.001, 95% CI [-.66,
-.44]. The unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of
psychopathy was B = -.36, SE = .05, p <.001, 95% ClI [-.46, -.26]. When mobbing was
low, employees who had low scores of psychopathy were more likely to engage in
voice behaviors than those who had low scores on psychopathy. However, in high
mobbing condition, both types of employees reported similar scores which were lower
than scores in low mobbing condition, indicating the significant negative main effect

of mobbing on voice behaviors.
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Figure 10: Moderating Role of Psychopathy in the Relationship Between Workplace

Incivility and Voice Behaviors

The results showed that the interaction effect of mobbing and psychopathy on
voice behaviors was significant (B = .20, SE = .05, p <.001, 95% CI [.10, .31]). The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the mean of psychopathy
was B = -.88, SE = .06, p < .001, 95% CI [-1.01, -.76]. The unstandardized simple
slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of psychopathy was B = -.60, SE = .05,
p <.001, 95% CI [-.70, -.50]. Contrary to expectations, employees who scored high
on psychopathy were more likely to report higher levels of voice behaviors when they

were exposed to high levels of mobbing than those who scored low on psychopathy.
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Figure 11: Moderating Effect of Psychopathy in the Relationship Between Mobbing and

Voice Behaviors
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Furthermore, the interaction effect of abusive supervision and psychopathy on
voice behaviors was significant B =.15, SE = .05, p < .01, 95% CI [.05, -.26]. The
unstandardized simple slope for employees -1 SD below the mean of psychopathy was
B =-.75, SE =.06, p <.001, 95% CI [-.87, -.62]. The unstandardized simple slope for
employees +1 SD above the mean of psychopathy was B = -.53, SE = .05, p < .001,
95% CI [-.63, -.44]. When abusive supervision was high, employees who scored high
on psychopathy were more likely to report voice behaviors than those who scored low

on psychopathy.
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Figure 12: Moderating Effect of Psychopathy in the Relationship Between Abusive

Supervision and Voice Behaviors

Therefore Hypothesis 4b which suggested that psychopathy would moderate
the relationships of workplace incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with voice
behavior in such a way that negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with voice behaviors would be stronger for employees who score high on
psychopathy than those who score low on psychopathy was not supported because
generally the results were in the opposite direction of the expected results.

Psychopathy was not a significant moderator in the relationship between
workplace incivility and loyalty (B = .03, SE = .06, p = .56, 95% CI [-.08, .14]),
However, the interaction effect of mobbing and psychopathy on loyalty was significant
(B =.19, SE = .06, p < .01, 95% CI [.07, .31]). The unstandardized simple slope for
the employees -1 SD below the mean of psychopathy was B = -.76, SE = .07, p <.001,
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95% CI [-.90, -.63]. The unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above
the mean of psychopathy was B =-.50, SE =.06, p <.001, 95% CI [-.61, -.39]. Meaning
that employees who scored low on psychopathy were more likely to have lower loyalty
levels when they were exposed to high levels of mobbing than employees who had

higher levels of psychopathy.
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Figure 13: Moderating Effect of Psychopathy in the Relationship Between Mobbing and
Loyalty

In addition, the interaction effect of abusive supervision and psychopathy on
loyalty was significant (B = .13, SE = .06, p < .05, 95% CI [.01, .24]). The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the mean of psychopathy
was B =-.70, SE = .07, p <.001, 95% CI [-.83, -.57]. The unstandardized simple slope
for the employees +1 SD above the mean of psychopathy was B = -.53, SE = .05, p <
.001, 95% ClI [-.62, -.42]. When abusive supervision was high, employees who had
high and low scores on psychopathy reported similar levels of loyalty. However, under
low abusive supervision condition, employees who had low scores on psychopathy
reported higher levels of loyalty than employees who scored high on psychopathy.
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Figure 14: Moderating Effect of Psychopathy in the Relationship Between Abusive

Supervision and Loyalty

Therefore, Hypothesis 5b which suggested that psychopathy would moderate
the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with loyalty in such a
way that negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with
loyalty would be stronger for employees who scored high on psychopathy than those
who scored low on psychopathy was not supported and the direction of the significant
interaction effects of mobbing, abusive supervision and psychopathy on loyalty were
opposite of the suggested direction.

To test the moderating effects of psychopathy in the relationships of workplace
incivility, mobbing, and abusive supervision with OCBs, a series of MMR analyses
were conducted. The results revealed that psychopathy had no significant moderating
effect in these relationships (B = .07, SE = .05, p =.15, 95% CI [-.02, .17]; B =.02, SE
= .05, p = .66, 95% CI [-.08, .12]; B = .02, SE = .05, p = .70, 95% CI [-.08, .12];
respectively). Therefore, Hypothesis 6b which suggested that psychopathy would
moderate the relationships of workplace incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision
with OCBs in such a way that negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with OCBs would be stronger for employees who scored high on
psychopathy than those who scored low on psychopathy was not supported.

The interaction effect of workplace incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with psychopathy on CWBs were not significant (B = .05, SE = .03, p =
.13, 95% CI [-.02, .12]; B = .04, SE = .03, p = .25, 95% CI [-.03, .11]; B = .04, SE =
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.03, p = .20, 95% CI [-.02, .11]; respectively). Therefore, Hypothesis 7b which
suggested that psychopathy would moderate the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with CWBs in such a way that positive relationships of
incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with CWBs would be stronger for
employees who scored high on psychopathy than those who scored low on
psychopathy was not supported.

Lastly, to investigate the moderating effects of psychopathy in the relationships
of workplace incivility, mobbing, and abusive supervision with burnout, a series of
MMR analyses were conducted. Analyses revealed that the interaction effect of
workplace incivility with psychopathy on personal and work-related burnout were not
significant (B =-.04, SE = .05, p = .36, 95% CI [-.14, .05]; B = -.05, SE = .05, p = .23,
95% CI [-.14, .03]; respectively). On the other hand, psychopathy had significant
moderating effect in the relationship of mobbing and personal burnout (B =-.17, SE =
.06, p <.01, 95% CI [-.28, -.06]). The unstandardized simple slope for employees -1
SD below the mean of psychopathy was B = .52, SE = .07, p <.001, 95% CI [.39, .65].
The unstandardized simple slope for employees +1 SD above the mean of psychopathy
was B = .29, SE = .05, p <.001, 95% CI [.18, .39]. To summarize, employees who had
high levels of psychopathy were likely to experience higher levels of personal burnout
when under low mobbing condition than those who had low scores on psychopathy.

In high mobbing condition, both types of employees reported similar levels of personal

burnout.
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Figure 15: Moderator Effect of Psychopathy in the Relationship Between Mobbing and

Personal Burnout
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The interaction effect of mobbing with psychopathy on work-related burnout
was also significant (B = -.14, SE = .05, p < .01, 95% CI [-.24, -.04]). The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the mean of psychopathy
was B = .48, SE = .06, p < .001, 95% ClI [.36, .60]. The unstandardized simple slope
for the employees +1 SD above the mean of psychopathy was B = .28, SE = .05, p <
.001, 95% CI [.19, .38]. Employees who had high scores on psychopathy were more
likely to have higher levels of work-related burnout when mobbing was low than those
who had low scores on psychopathy. In high mobbing condition, both types of

employees reported similar levels of work-related burnout.
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Figure 16: Moderating Effect of Psychopathy in the Relationship Between Mobbing and

Work-related Burnout

The moderating effect of psychopathy was significant in the relationship
between abusive supervision and personal burnout (B = -.15, SE = .05, p < .01, 95%
Cl [-.26, -.04]). The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the
mean of psychopathy was B =.47, SE = .06, p < .001, 95% CI [.35, .60]. The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of psychopathy
was B = .26, SE = .05, p <.001, 95% CI [.17, .36]. Employees who had high levels of
psychopathy reported higher levels of personal burnout when abusive supervision was

low than those who had low scores on psychopathy.
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Figure 17: Moderating Effect of Psychopathy in the Relationship Between Abusive

Supervision and Personal Burnout

Lastly, the moderating effect of psychopathy in the relationship between
abusive supervision and work-related burnout was significant (B = -.12, SE = .05, p <
.05, 95% CI [-.22, -.03]). The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD
below the mean of psychopathy was B =.46, SE = .06, p <.001, 95% CI [.34, .57]. The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of psychopathy
was B = .29, SE = .04, p <.001, 95% CI [.20, .37]. In the low mobbing condition,
employees who had high levels of psychopathy reported higher levels of work-related
burnout than those who had low levels of psychopathy. When abusive supervision was
high employees who had high scores on psychopathy tend to experience similar levels
of work-related burnout with those who scored low on psychopathy and these scores

were higher than those in low abusive supervision condition.
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Figure 18: Moderating Effect of Psychopathy in the Relationship Between Abusive

Supervision and Work-related Burnout
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Therefore, Hypothesis 8b which suggested that psychopathy would moderate
the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with work-related and
personal burnout in such a way that positive relationships of incivility, mobbing and
abusive supervision with work-related and personal burnout would be stronger for
employees who scored high on psychopathy than those who scored low on
psychopathy was not supported. The direction of the significant interactions were

opposite of the suggested direction.

3.5.2.3 MMR Analyses for Machiavellianism

In order to investigate the moderating effect of Machiavellianism in the
relationships of workplace incivility, mobbing, abusive supervision with job
satisfaction, a series of MMR analyses were conducted. According to the results
Machiavellianism did not moderate the relationships of workplace incivility, mobbing,
abusive supervision with job satisfaction (B = .06, SE = .11, p =.57, 95% CI [-.16, .29];
B =.06, SE =.12, p = .58, 95% CI [-.17, .30]); B =-.01, SE = .12, p = .97, 95% ClI [-
23, .22]; respectively). Therefore, Hypothesis 3c which suggested that
Machiavellianism would moderate the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with job satisfaction in such a way that negative relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with job satisfaction would be stronger for
employees who scored high on Machiavellianism than those who scored low on
Machiavellianism was not supported.

Moderating effect of Machiavellianism in the relationship between workplace
incivility and voice behaviors was not significant (B = .05, SE = .07, p = .43, 95% ClI
[-.08, -.18]). The moderating role of Machiavellianism in the relationship between
abusive supervision with voice behaviors was also not statistically significant (B = .08,
SE = .06, p = .20, 95% CI [-.04, .21]). However, Machiavellianism had a significant
moderating effect in the relationship between mobbing and voice behaviors (B = .19,
SE = .06, p = .004, 95% CI [.06, .31]). The unstandardized simple slope for the
employees -1 SD below the mean of Machiavellianism was B =-77, SE = .05, p <.001,
95% CI [-.88, -.67]. The unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above
the mean of Machiavellianism was B = -55, SE = .05, p < .001, 95% CI [-.66, -.45].
Employees who had high Machiavellianism levels were more likely to engage in voice
behaviors when mobbing was high than those who had low levels of

Machiavellianism.
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Figure 19: Moderating Effect of Machiavellianism in the Relationship Between Mobbing

and Voice Behaviors

Therefore Hypothesis 4c which suggested that Machiavellianism would
moderate the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with voice
behaviors in such a way that negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with voice behaviors would be stronger for employees who scored high
on Machiavellianism than those who scored low on Machiavellianism was not
supported. The direction of the significant interaction effect of mobbing and
Machiavellianism on voice behaviors was opposite of the suggested direction.

MMR analyses revealed that Machiavellianism did not moderate the
relationship between workplace incivility and loyalty (B =.002, SE = .07, p = .97, 95%
Cl [-.14, .14]). On the other hand the moderating effect of Machiavellianism was
statistically significant in the relationship between mobbing and loyalty B = .21, SE =
.07, p =.005, 95% CI [-.06, .35]. The unstandardized simple slope for the employees
-1 SD below the mean of Machiavellianism was B = -72, SE = .06, p < .001, 95% CI
[-.84, -.60]. The unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean
of Machiavellianism was B = -48, SE = .06, p < .001, 95% CI [-.60, -.36]. When
mobbing was high employees with high levels of Machiavellianism reported slightly
more loyalty than those who had low scores on Machiavellianism. When mobbing was
low employees who had low levels of Machiavellianism exhibited slightly higher

levels of loyalty than those who had high levels of Machiavellianism.
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Figure 20: Moderating Effect of Machiavellianism in the Relationship Between Mobbing
and Loyalty

Finally, the moderating effect of Machiavellianism in the relationship between
abusive supervision and loyalty was not statistically significant (B = .08, SE =.07, p =
26, 95% CI [-.06, .22]). Therefore Hypothesis 5c¢ which suggested that
Machiavellianism would moderate the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with loyalty in such a way that negative relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with loyalty would be stronger for employees who
scored high on Machiavellianism than those who scored low on Machiavellianism was
not supported. The direction of significant interaction effect of mobbing and
Machiavellianism on loyalty was opposite of the suggested direction.

The moderating effect of Machiavellianism in the relationship between
workplace incivility and OCBs was not significant (B = .09, SE = .06, p =.12, 95% CI
[-.03, .22]). However, the moderating effect of Machiavellianism in the relationship
between mobbing and OCBs was significant (B = .22, SE = .06, p <.001, 95% CI [.09,
.34]. The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the mean of
Machiavellianism was B = -.09, SE = .05, p = .11, 95% CI [-.19, .02]. The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of
Machiavellianism was B = .17, SE = .05, p =.002, 95% CI [.06, .27]. When mobbing
was high, employees who had low Machiavellianism scores engaged in fewer OCBs

than those who had high levels of Machiavellianism. In the low mobbing condition,
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employees with high Machiavellianism scores reported significantly lower scores on
OCBs than those with low Machiavellianism scores.
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Figure 21: Moderating effect of Machiavellianism in the relationship between mobbing and
OCBs

Machiavellianism’s moderating effect in the relationship between abusive
supervision with OCBs was also significant (B = .17, SE = .06, p < .01, 95% CI [.05,
.30]). The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the mean of
Machiavellianism was B = -.08, SE = .05, p = .12, 95% CI [-.19, .02]. The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of
Machiavellianism was B = .12, SE = .05, p < .05, 95% CI [.02, .22]. When abusive
supervision was high employees who scored high on Machiavellianism were more
likely to exhibit more OCBs than those who scored low on Machiavellianism.
However, when their supervisors did not perform abusive supervisory behaviors,
employees with high Machiavellianism scores reported significantly lower scores on

OCBs than those with low Machiavellianism scores.
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Figure 22: Moderating Effect of Machiavellianism in the Relationship Between Abusive

Supervision and OCBs

Therefore Hypothesis 6¢ which suggested that Machiavellianism would
moderate the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with OCBs
in such a way that negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with OCBs would be stronger for employees who scored high on
Machiavellianism than those who scored low on Machiavellianism was not supported.
Because the direction of the significant interactions were different than the suggested
directions.

Machiavellianism’s moderating effect in the relationship between workplace
incivility with CWBs was not significant (B = -.07, SE = .05, p = .12, 95% CI [-.16, -
.02]). However, the moderating effect of Machiavellianism in the relationship between
mobbing with CWBs was significant between (B = -.21, SE = .04, p <.001, 95% ClI [-
.29, -.13]). The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the mean
of Machiavellianism was B = .69, SE = .03, p < .001, 95% CI [.62, .76]. The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of
Machiavellianism was B = .44, SE = .03, p < .001, 95% CI [.37, .51]. To summarize,
employees who had high levels of Machiavellianism were more likely to exhibit fewer
CWBs when mobbing was high than those who had low scores on Machiavellianism.
When mobbing was low, employees who had high Machiavellianism scores performed

more CWBs than those who had low Machiavellianism scores.
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Figure 23: Moderating Effect of Machiavellianism in the Relationship Between Mobbing
and CWBs

The moderating effect of Machiavellianism in the relationship between abusive
supervision with CWBs was also significant (B = -.17, SE = .04, p < .001, 95% CI [-
.25, -.08]. The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the mean
of Machiavellianism was B = .60, SE = .03, p < .001, 95% CI [.53, .67]. The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of
Machiavellianism was B = .40, SE = .03, p <.001, 95% CI [.34, .47]. Employees who
had low scores on Machiavellianism engaged in higher levels of CWBs when abusive
supervision was high than those who scored high on Machiavellianism. When abusive
supervision was low employees who had high levels of Machiavellianism were more
likely to engage in more CWBs than those who had low levels of Machiavellianism.
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Figure 24: Moderating Effect of Machiavellianism in the Relationship Between Abusive

Supervision and OCBs
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Therefore Hypothesis 7c which suggested that Machiavellianism would
moderate the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with CWBs
in such a way that positive relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision
with CWBs would be stronger for employees who scored high on Machiavellianism
than those who scored low on Machiavellianism was not supported since the directions
of the significant interactions were opposite of the suggested directions.

The moderating effects of Machiavellianism in the relationships of workplace
incivility with personal burnout and work-related burnout were not significant (B =
.01, SE = .06, p = .82, 95% CI [-.11, .13]; B = .01, SE = .06, p = .91, 95% CI [-.10,
12], respectively). Similarly, the moderating effects of Machiavellianism in the
relationships of mobbing with personal burnout and work-related burnout were not
significant (B =-.001, SE = .07, p =99, 95% CI [-.13, .13]; B =.002, SE = .06, p = 98,
95% CI [-.12, .12], respectively). Lastly, the moderating effects of Machiavellianism
in the relationships of abusive supervision with personal burnout and work-related
burnout were not significant (B = .01, SE = .06, p = .87, 95% CI [-.10, .12]; B = .01,
SE = .06, p = .87, 95% CI [-.10, .12], respectively). Therefore, Hypothesis 8c which
suggested that Machiavellianism would moderate the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with work-related and personal burnout in such a
way that positive relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with
work-related and personal burnout would be stronger for employees who scored high
on Machiavellianism than those who scored low on Machiavellianism was not

supported.

3.5.2.4 MMR Analyses for Agreeableness

The moderating effect of agreeableness in the relationship between workplace
incivility and job satisfaction was not significant (B = -.06, SE = .11, p = .56, 95% CI
[-.27, .15]). However, the moderating effect of agreeableness in the relationship
between mobbing and job satisfaction was statistically significant (B = -.45, SE = .12,
p <.001, 95% CI [-.68, -.22]. The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1
SD below the mean of agreeableness was B =-.65, SE = .09, p <.001, 95% CI [-.83, -
A4T]. The unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of
agreeableness was B = -1.2, SE = .11, p < .001, 95% CI [-1.4, -.98]. When mobbing
was high, employees who scored high on agreeableness reported lower levels of job

satisfaction than those who scored low on agreeableness. When mobbing was low,
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employees who scored low on agreeableness reported lower levels of job satisfaction

than those who scored high on agreeableness.
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Figure 25: Moderating Effect of Agreeableness in the Relationship Between Mobbing and
job Satisfaction

In the relationship between abusive supervision and job satisfaction the
moderating effect of agreeableness was significant (B = -.60, SE = .11, p <.001, 95%
Cl [-.72, -.38]). The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the
mean of agreeableness was B = -.55, SE = .09, p < .001, 95% CI [-.72, -.39]. The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of agreeableness
was B =-1.3, SE = .11, p <.001, 95% CI [-1.5, -1.1]. Employees who had high scores
on agreeableness were more likely to experience less job satisfaction than those who
had low scores on agreeableness when level of abusive supervision was high. When
abusive supervision was at low levels, employees who had low scores on
agreeableness reported less job satisfaction than those who had high scores on

agreeableness.
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Figure 26: Moderating Effect of Agreeableness in the Relationship Between Abusive

Supervision and Job Satisfaction

Therefore, Hypothesis 9a which suggested that agreeableness would moderate
the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with job satisfaction
in such a way that negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with job satisfaction would be weaker for employees who scored high on
agreeableness than those who score low on agreeableness was not supported. The
direction of the significant interaction effects were opposite of the suggested
directions.

The moderating effect of agreeableness in the relationship between workplace
incivility and voice behaviors was not significant (B = -.02, SE = .06, p = .78, 95% ClI
[-.14, .10]). Similarly, the moderating effect of agreeableness in the relationship
between mobbing and voice behaviors was not significant (B = -.06, SE = .06, p = .37,
95% CI [-.18, .07]. Lastly, agreeableness did not moderate the relationship between
abusive supervision and voice behaviors (B = -.10, SE = .06, p = .12, 95% CI [-.22,
.03]). Therefore, Hypothesis 10a which suggested that agreeableness would moderate
the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with voice behaviors
in such a way that negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with voice behaviors would be weaker for employees who scored high on
agreeableness than those who scored low on agreeableness was not supported.

The moderating effect of agreeableness in the relationship between workplace

incivility with loyalty was not significant (B = -.05, SE = .06, p = .42, 95% CI [-.18,
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.07]). However, the moderating effect of agreeableness in the relationship between
mobbing and loyalty was significant (B = -.22, SE = .07, p < .01, 95% CI [-.37, -.08]).
The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the mean of
agreeableness was B =-.43, SE =.06, p <.001, 95% CI [-.55, -.32]. The unstandardized
simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of agreeableness was B = -.70,
SE = .07, p <.001, 95% CI [-.84, -.57]. As expected, when mobbing was low,
employees who had higher scores on agreeableness reported more loyalty than those
who scored low on agreeableness. Under high mobbing condition, however,
employees with high and low scores on agreeableness reported similar levels of

loyalty, which were lower than those in high mobbing condition.

4,5 -
4 .
3,5 1
R} 3 | \
§2’5 i Low
S 2 Agreeableness
1,5 1 High
1 A Agreeableness
0,5
0
Low High
Mobbing

Figure 27: Moderating Effect of Agreeableness in the Relationship Between Mobbing and
Loyalty

In the relationship between abusive supervision and loyalty agreeableness had
a significant moderating effect (B = -.27, SE = .07, p <.001, 95% CI [-.41, -.14]). The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the mean of agreeableness
was B =-.43, SE = .05, p <.001, 95% CI [-.53, -.33]. The unstandardized simple slope
for the employees +1 SD above the mean of agreeableness was B = -.76, SE = .07, p <
.001, 95% CI [-.90, -.63]. Employees who had high and low scores on agreeableness
reported similar levels of loyalty when abusive supervision was high. As expected,
when abusive supervision was low, employees who had high scores on agreeableness

reported higher levels of loyalty than those who had low scores on agreeableness.
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Figure 28: Moderating Effect of Agreeableness in the Relationship Between Abusive

Supervision and Loyalty

Therefore, Hypothesis 11a which suggested that agreeableness would moderate
the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with loyalty in such a
way that negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with
loyalty would be weaker for employees who scored high on agreeableness than those
who scored low on agreeableness was not supported.

The moderating effect of agreeableness in the relationship between workplace
incivility and OCBs was not significant (B = -.02, SE = .06, p = .75, 95% CI [-.13,
.09]). Furthermore, the moderating effect of agreeableness in the relationship between
mobbing and OCBs was not significant (B = .02, SE =.06, p =.75, 95% CI [-.10, .14]).
Lastly, the moderating effect of agreeableness was found to be insignificant in the
relationship between abusive supervision and OCBs (B = -.03, SE =.06, p = .59, 95%
ClI [-15, .08]). Therefore, Hypothesis 12a which suggested that agreeableness would
moderate the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with OCBs
in such a way that negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with OCBs would be weaker for employees who scored high on
agreeableness than those who scored low on agreeableness was not supported.

Agreeableness was a significant moderator in the relationship between
workplace incivility and CWBs (B =-.20, SE = .04, p <.001, 95% CI [-.28, -.13]). The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the mean of agreeableness
was B = .41, SE = .03, p <.001, 95% CI [.35, .48]. The unstandardized simple slope
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for the employees +1 SD above the mean of agreeableness was B = .17, SE = .03, p <
.001, 95% CI [.11, .24]. In high workplace incivility condition, employees’ who had
high scores of agreeableness were more likely to exhibit less CWBs than those who

scored low on agreeableness.
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Figure 29: Moderating Effect of Agreeableness in the Relationship Between Workplace
Incivility and CWBs

Also, the moderating effect of agreeableness in the relationship between
mobbing with CWBs was significant (B = -.24, SE = .04, p < .001, 95% ClI [-.32, -
.17]). The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the mean of
agreeableness was B = .59, SE = .03, p <.001, 95% CI [.53, .65]. The unstandardized
simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of agreeableness was B = .29,
SE = .04, p < .001, 95% CI [.22, .37]. Employees who had higher levels of
agreeableness were less likely to exhibit CWBs than those who had low scores on

agreeableness.
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Figure 30: Moderating Effect of Agreeableness in the Relationship Between Mobbing and
CWBs

In the relationship between abusive supervision and CWBs the moderating
effect of agreeableness was also significant (B = -.17, SE = .04, p <.001, 95% CI [-
.24, -.09]). The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the mean
of agreeableness was B = .48, SE = .03, p <.001, 95% CI [.42, .54]. The unstandardized
simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of agreeableness was B = .27,
SE =.04, p <.001, 95% CI [.20, .35]. Employees who had high levels of agreeableness
were less likely to exhibit CWBs than those who had low levels of agreeableness when

abusive supervision was high.
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Figure 31: Moderating Effect of Agreeableness in the Relationship Between Abusive
Supervision and CWBs
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Therefore, Hypothesis 13a which suggested that agreeableness would moderate
the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with CWBs in such a
way that positive relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with
CWBs would be weaker for employees who scored high on agreeableness than those
who scored low on agreeableness was fully supported.

The moderating effect of agreeableness was also significant in the relationship
between workplace incivility with personal burnout (B = .16, SE = .06, p < .01, 95%
Cl [.04, .27]). The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the
mean of agreeableness was B = .33, SE = .05, p < .001, 95% CI [.23, .43]. The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of agreeableness
was B = .52, SE = .05, p <.001, 95% CI [.42, .62]. Employees who had high scores on
agreeableness were more likely to experience personal burnout when workplace
incivility was high than those who had low scores on agreeableness. When workplace
incivility was low, personal burnout scores of employees with high and low scores on

agreeableness were close to each other.
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Figure 32: Moderating Effect of Agreeableness in the Relationship Between Workplace

Incivility and Personal Burnout

The moderating effect of agreeableness in the relationship between workplace
incivility and work-related burnout was also significant (B = .16, SE = .05, p < .01,
95% CI [.05, .27]. The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below
the mean of agreeableness was B = .30, SE = .05, p < .001, 95% CI [.21, .40]. The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of agreeableness
was B = .50, SE =.05, p <.001, 95% CI [.40, .59]. Employees who had high scores on
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agreeableness were more likely to experience work-related burnout than those who
scored low on agreeableness when workplace incivility was high.
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Figure 33: Moderating Effect of Agreeableness in the Relationship Between Workplace

Incivility and Work-related Burnout

Agreeableness was also a significant moderator in the relationship between
mobbing and personal burnout (B = .38, SE = .07, p <.001, 95% CI [.26, .51]. The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the mean of agreeableness
was B = .28, SE = .05, p <.001, 95% CI [.18, .39]. The unstandardized simple slope
for the employees +1 SD above the mean of agreeableness was B = .75, SE = .06, p <
001, 95% CI [.63, .88]. More specifically, employees who scored high on
agreeableness reported higher levels of personal burnout than those who had low

scores of agreeableness under high mobbing condition.
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Figure 34: Moderating Effect of Agreeableness in the Relationship Between Mobbing and

Personal Burnout

72



Furthermore, agreeableness was a significant moderator in the relationship
between mobbing and work-related burnout (B = .38, SE = .06, p <.001, 95% CI [.27,
.50]). The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the mean of
agreeableness was B = .24, SE = .05, p <.001, 95% CI [.14, .33]. The unstandardized
simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of agreeableness was B = .71,
SE =.06, p <.001, 95% CI [.59, .82]. Employees who had high levels of agreeableness
were more likely to experience higher levels of work-related burnout when mobbing
was high. In low mobbing condition, employees who had high levels of agreeableness

experienced less work-related burnout.
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Figure 35: Moderating Effect of Agreeableness in the Relationship Between Mobbing and
Work-related Burnout

The moderating effect of agreeableness in the relationship between abusive
supervision and personal burnout was also significant (B = .32, SE = .06, p < .001,
95% ClI [.20, .44]). The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below
the mean of agreeableness was B = .28, SE = .05, p < .001, 95% CI [.19, .38]. The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of agreeableness
was B = .67, SE = .06, p < .001, 95% CI [.55, .80]. Employees who had high
agreeableness scores were more likely to experience personal burnout than those who

had low scores on agreeableness when abusive supervision is high.
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Figure 36: Moderating Effect of Agreeableness in the Relationship Between Abusive

Supervision and Personal Burnout

Finally, the moderating effect of agreeableness in the relationship between
abusive supervision and work-related burnout was significant (B = .32, SE = .06, p <
.001, 95% CI [.21, .43]). The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD
below the mean of agreeableness was B = .27, SE = .04, p <.001, 95% CI [.18, .36].
The unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of
agreeableness was B = .66, SE = .06, p <.001, 95% CI [.55, .78]. Employees who had
high agreeableness scores were more likely to experience work-related burnout than

those who had low scores on agreeableness when abusive supervision was high.
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Figure 37: Moderating Effect of Agreeableness in the Relationship Between Abusive

Supervision and Work-related Burnout
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Therefore, Hypothesis 14a which suggested that agreeableness would moderate
the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with work-related
burnout and personal burnout in such a way that positive relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with work-related burnout and personal burnout
would be weaker for employees who scored high on agreeableness than those who
scored low on agreeableness was not supported. The directions of the significant

interaction effects were opposite of the suggested directions.

3.5.2.5 MMR Analyses for Conscientiousness

The moderating effect of conscientiousness in the relationship between
workplace incivility and job satisfaction was not significant (B = -.13, SE = .10, p =
.21, 95% CI [-.33, .07]). However, conscientiousness was a significant moderator in
the relationship between mobbing and job satisfaction (B = -.44, SE = .12, p < .001,
95% ClI [-.65, -.22]. The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below
the mean of conscientiousness was B = -.66, SE = .09, p < .001, 95% CI [-.84, -.48].
The unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of
conscientiousness was B = -1.2, SE = .11, p < .001, 95% CI [-1.4, -1.0]. In high
mobbing condition, employees who scored high on conscientiousness reported lower
levels of job satisfaction than those who scored low on conscientiousness. As expected,
employees who scored high on conscientiousness reported higher levels of job

satisfaction than those who scored low on conscientiousness in low mobbing

condition.
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Figure 38: Moderating Role of Conscientiousness in the Relationship Between Mobbing and

Job Satisfaction
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The moderating effect of conscientiousness in the relationship between abusive
supervision and job satisfaction was significant (B = -.39, SE = .10, p <.001, 95% ClI
[-.60, -.19]). The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the mean
of conscientiousness was B = -.65, SE = .08, p < .001, 95% CI [-.81, -.48]. The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of
conscientiousness was B = -1.2, SE = .11, p <.001, 95% CI [-1.3, -.94]. Employees
who had high scores on conscientiousness reported lower levels of job satisfaction than
those who had low scores on conscientiousness when abusive supervision was high.
In the low abusive supervision condition, employees who had high scores on
conscientiousness reported higher levels of job satisfaction than those who had low

scores on conscientiousness.
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Figure 39: Moderating Role of Conscientiousness in the Relationship Between Abusive
Supervision and Job Satisfaction

Therefore, Hypothesis 9b which suggested that conscientiousness would
moderate the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with job
satisfaction in such a way that negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and
abusive supervision with job satisfaction would be weaker for employees who scored
high on conscientiousness than those who scored low on conscientiousness was not
supported. The directions of the significant interaction effects were the opposite of the

suggested directions.
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The moderating effect of conscientiousness in the relationship between
workplace incivility and voice behaviors was not significant (B = -.07, SE = .06, p =
.21, 95% CI [-.19, .04]). The moderating effect of conscientiousness in the relationship
between mobbing and voice behaviors was also not significant (B = -.08, SE = .06, p
= .19, 95% CI [-.20, .04]). Finally, the moderating effect of conscientiousness in the
relationships between abusive supervision and voice behaviors was not significant (B
= -.09, SE = .06, p = .10, 95% CI [-.21, .02]). Therefore, Hypothesis 10b which
suggested that conscientiousness would moderate the relationships of incivility,
mobbing, and abusive supervision with voice behaviors in such a way that negative
relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with voice behavior
would be weaker for employees who scored high on conscientiousness than those who
scored low on conscientiousness was not supported.

The moderating effect of conscientiousness in the relationship between
workplace incivility and loyalty was significant (B = -.12, SE = .06, p = .04, 95% ClI
[-.25, -.001]. The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the
mean of conscientiousness was B = -.39, SE = .05, p <.001, 95% CI [-.50, -.28]. The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of
conscientiousness was B = -.54, SE = .06, p < .001, 95% CI [-.66, -.43]. Employees
who had high scores of conscientiousness reported higher level of loyalty than those

who had low conscientiousness scores when workplace incivility was high.
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Figure 40: Moderating Role of Conscientiousness in the Relationship Between Workplace

Incivility and Loyalty
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Conscientiousness had also a significant moderating effect in the relationship
between mobbing and loyalty (B = -.31, SE = .07, p <.001, 95% CI [-.44, -.18]. The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the mean of agreeableness
was B =-.37, SE = .05, p <.001, 95% CI [-.47, -.26]. The unstandardized simple slope
for the employees +1 SD above the mean of agreeableness was B =-.76, SE = .07, p <
.001, 95% CI [-.89, -.62]. In low mobbing condition, employees with high levels of
conscientiousness reported higher loyalty than those who scored low on
conscientiousness. However, when level of mobbing was high, employees with high

and low scores on conscientiousness reported similar levels of loyalty.
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Figure 41: Moderator Role of Conscientiousness in the Relationship Between Mobbing and

Loyalty

In the relationship between abusive supervision and loyalty conscientiousness
had a significant moderating effect (B = -.25, SE = .06, p <.001, 95% CI [-.38, -.13]).
The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the mean of
conscientiousness was B = -.41, SE = .05, p < .001, 95% CI [-.51, -.31]. The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of
conscientiousness was B = -.74, SE = .07, p < .001, 95% CI [-.87, -.61]. Employees
who had high scores on conscientiousness reported higher levels of loyalty than those
who had low scores on conscientiousness when abusive supervision was low.
However, when level of abusive supervision was high, employees with high and low

scores on conscientiousness reported similar levels of loyalty.
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Figure 42: Moderating Role of Conscientiousness in the Relationship Between Abusive

Supervision and Loyalty

Therefore Hypothesis 11b which suggested that conscientiousness would
moderate the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with loyalty
in such a way that negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with loyalty would be weaker for employees who score high on
conscientiousness than those who score low on conscientiousness was partially
supported.

The moderating effect of conscientiousness in the relationship between
workplace incivility and OCBs was not significant (B = -.07, SE = .06, p = .20, 95%
Cl [-.17, .03]). Similarly, moderating effect of conscientiousness in the relationship
between mobbing and OCBs was not significant (B = -.01, SE = .06, p = .80, 95% ClI
[-.13, .10]). Lastly, the moderating effect of conscientiousness in the relationships
between abusive supervision and OCBs was not significant (B = .01, SE = .05, p = .88,
95% CI [-.10, .12]). Therefore, Hypothesis 12b which suggested that
conscientiousness would moderate the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with OCBs in such a way that negative relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with OCBs would be weaker for employees who scored high
on conscientiousness than those who scored low on conscientiousness was not
supported.

The moderating effect of conscientiousness in the relationship between
workplace incivility and CWBs was significant (B =-.16, SE = .04, p <.001, 95% ClI

79



[-.24, -.09]. The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the mean
of conscientiousness was B = .39, SE = .03, p < .001, 95% CI [.32, .46]. The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of
conscientiousness was B = .18, SE = .04, p <.001, 95% CI [.11, .25]. Employees who
had high scores on conscientiousness were less likely to engage in CWBs than those

who scored low on conscientiousness when workplace incivility was high.
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Figure 43: Moderating Role of Conscientiousness in the Relationship Between Workplace
Incivility and CWBs

According to the results the moderating effect of conscientiousness in the
relationship between mobbing and CWBs was significant (B = -.21, SE =.04, p <.001,
95% CI [-.28, -.13]). The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below
the mean of agreeableness was B = .59, SE = .03, p < .001, 95% CI [.53, .65]. The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of agreeableness
was B = .33, SE = .04, p <.001, 95% CI [.25, .40]. The employees who had low levels
of conscientiousness were more likely to engage in CWBs than those who had high

scores on conscientiousness when they were exposed to high levels of mobbing.
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Figure 44: Moderator role of conscientiousness in the relationship between mobbing and
CWBs

Finally, moderating effect of conscientiousness in the relationship between
abusive supervision and CWBs was significant (B = -.16, SE = .03, p <.001, 95% CI
[-.23, -.09]). The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the mean
of conscientiousness was B = .49, SE = .03, p < .001, 95% CI [.44, .55]. The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of
conscientiousness was B = .29, SE = .04, p <.001, 95% CI [.21, .37]. Employees who
had low scores on conscientiousness were more likely to engage in CWBs than those

who had high scores on conscientiousness when abusive supervision was high.
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Figure 45: Moderating Role of Conscientiousness in the Relationship Between Abusive

Supervision and CWBs
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Therefore, Hypothesis 13b which was suggested conscientiousness would
moderate the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with CWBs
in such a way that positive relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision
with CWBs would be weaker for employees who scored high on conscientiousness
than those who scored low on conscientiousness was fully supported.

The moderating effect of conscientiousness was not significant in the
relationships of workplace incivility with personal burnout (B = .08, SE = .06, p = .15,
95% CI [-.03, .19]), and work-related burnout (B = .06, SE = .05, p = .28, 95% ClI [-
.05, .16]). However, the moderating effect of conscientiousness was significant in the
relationship between mobbing and personal burnout (B = .32, SE = .06, p <.001, 95%
Cl [.20, .44]). The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the
mean of conscientiousness was B = .27, SE = .05, p < .001, 95% CI [.17, .36]. The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of
conscientiousness was B = .69, SE = .06, p <.001, 95% CI [.56, .82]. The employees
who had high levels of conscientiousness were more likely to experience higher levels
of personal burnout when mobbing was high. On the other hand, when mobbing was
low employees who had low scores of conscientiousness were more likely to

experience personal burnout.
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Figure 46: Moderating Role of Conscientiousness in the Relationship Between Mobbing and

Personal Burnout
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The moderating effect of conscientiousness was also significant in the
relationship of mobbing with work-related burnout (B = .28, SE = .06, p < .001, 95%
Cl [.17, .39]). The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the
mean of conscientiousness was B = .26, SE = .05, p < .001, 95% CI [.17, .35]. The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of
conscientiousness was B = .62, SE = .06, p <.001, 95% CI [.51, .74]. Employees who
had high scores on conscientiousness were more likely to experience work-related

burnout than those who had low scores on conscientiousness when mobbing was high.
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Figure 47: Moderating Role of Conscientiousness in the Relationship Between Mobbing and

Work-related Burnout

The moderating effect of conscientiousness in the relationship between abusive
supervision and personal burnout was significant (B = .20, SE = .06, p <.001, 95% ClI
[.08, .32]). The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the mean
of conscientiousness was B = .30, SE = .05, p < .001, 95% CI [.21, .40]. The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of
conscientiousness was B = .57, SE = .06, p <.001, 95% CI [.44, .69]. Employees who
had high levels of conscientiousness were more likely to experience personal burnout
than those who had low scores of conscientiousness when abusive supervision was
high.
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Figure 48. Moderating Role of Conscientiousness in the Relationship Between Abusive

Supervision and Personal Burnout

The moderating effect of conscientiousness in the relationship between abusive
supervision and work-related burnout was also significant (B = .21, SE = .05, p <.001,
95% CI [.10, .31]). The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below
the mean of conscientiousness was B = .30, SE = .04, p <.001, 95% CI [.21, .39]. The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of
conscientiousness was B = .57, SE = .06, p <.001, 95% CI [.45, .68]. Employees who
had high scores on conscientiousness were more likely to experience work-related

burnout than those who had low scores on conscientiousness when abusive supervision

was high.
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Figure 49: Moderating Role of Conscientiousness in the Relationship Between Abusive

Supervision and Work-related Burnout
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Therefore, Hypothesis 14b which suggested that conscientiousness would
moderate the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with work-
related and personal burnout in such a way that positive relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with work-related and personal burnout would be
weaker for employees who scored high on conscientiousness than those who scored
low on conscientiousness was not supported. The directions of significant interaction

effects were the opposite of suggested directions.

3.5.2.6 MMR Analyses for Power Distance

A set of MMR analyses were conducted to investigate the moderating effect of
power distance in the relationships of abusive supervision with job satisfaction, voice
behaviors, loyalty, OCBs, CWBs, and work-related and personal burnout. The
moderating effect of power distance in the relationship between abusive supervision
and job satisfaction was not significant (B = .01, SE = .07, p = .87, 95% CI [-.13, .16]).
Also, the moderating effect of power distance in the relationship between abusive
supervision and voice behaviors was not significant (B =-.01, SE = .04, p = .77, 95%
ClI [-.10, .07]). Moreover, the moderating effects of power distance in the relationship
between abusive supervision and loyalty was not significant (B = -.04, SE = .05, p =
.38, 95% CI [-.13, .05]).

Finally, the moderating effect of power distance in the relationship between
abusive supervision and OCBs was not significant (B = -.04, SE = .04, p = .29, 95%
Cl [-.12, .04]). Therefore, Hypothesis 15a which suggested that power distance would
moderate the relationships of abusive supervision with job satisfaction, voice
behaviors, loyalty, and OCBs in such a way that negative relationships of abusive
supervision with job satisfaction, voice behaviors, loyalty and OCBs would be weaker
for employees who scored high on power distance than those who scored low on power
distance was not supported.

The moderating effect of power distance in the relationship between abusive
supervision and CWBs was not significant (B = .05, SE = .03, p = .10, 95% CI [-.01,
.10]). The moderating effect of power distance was also not significant in the
relationships of abusive supervision with personal burnout (B = .03, SE =.04, p = .52,
95% CI [-.06, .11]), and work-related burnout (B = .05, SE = .04, p = .19, 95% ClI [-
.03, .13]). Therefore, Hypothesis 15b which suggested that power distance would
moderate the relationships of abusive supervision with CWBs, work-related burnout

85



and personal burnout in such a way that positive relationships of abusive supervision
with CWBs, work-related and personal burnout would be weaker for employees who
scored high on power distance than those who scored low on power distance was not

supported.

3.5.2.7 MMR Analyses for Fatalism

A series of MMR analyses conducted to investigate the moderating effect
fatalism. The moderating effect of fatalism in the relationship between workplace
incivility and job satisfaction was not significant (B = .03, SE = .07, p = .70, 95% ClI
[-.12, .17]). However, the moderating effect of fatalism in the relationship between
mobbing and job satisfaction was found to be significant (B = .20, SE = .08, p < .05,
95% CI [.04, .35]). The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below
the mean of fatalism was B = -1.1, SE = .11, p < .001, 95% CI [-1.3, -.88]. The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of fatalism was
B =-.73, SE = .10, p < .001, 95% CI [-.92, -.54]. Employees who had high levels of
fatalism were more likely to report lower levels of job satisfaction when mobbing was
low. In line with the expectations, when mobbing was high, employees who had high
scores of fatalism more likely to report higher levels of job satisfaction than employees

who scored low on fatalism.
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Figure 50: Moderating Effect of Fatalism in the Relationship Between Mobbing and Job

Satisfaction

86



The moderating effect of fatalism in the relationship between abusive
supervision and job satisfaction was also significant (B = .19, SE = .08, p < .05, 95%
ClI [.05, .34]). The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the
mean of fatalism was B = -1.0, SE = .10, p < .001, 95% CI [-1.2, -.83]. The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of fatalism was
B =-.69, SE = .09, p <.001, 95% CI [-.86, -.51]. Employees who had high scores on
fatalism were more likely to report higher levels of job satisfaction than those who had
low scores on fatalism in high abusive supervision condition. Employees who scored
high on fatalism were more likely to report lower levels of job satisfaction than those

who scored low on fatalism when abusive supervision was at low levels.
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Figure 51: Moderating Effect of Fatalism in the Relationship Between Abusive Supervision

and Job Satisfaction

Therefore, Hypothesis 16a which suggested that fatalism would moderate the
relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with job satisfaction in
such a way that negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision
with job satisfaction would be weaker for employees who scored high on fatalism than
those who scored low on fatalism was partially supported.

The moderating effect of fatalism in the relationship between workplace
incivility and voice behaviors was not significant (B = .05, SE = .04, p = .35, 95% CI
[-.04, .13]). However, the moderating effect of fatalism was found to be significant in

the relationship between mobbing and voice behaviors (B = .10, SE = .04, p < .05, 95%

87



CI [.01, .19]). The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the
mean of fatalism was B = -.74, SE = .06, p < .001, 95% CI [-.86, -.63]. The
unstandardized simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of fatalism was
B = -.56, SE = .05, p <.001, 95% CI [-.67, -.46]. Employees who had low fatalism
scores were more likely to engage in voice behaviors than those who had high scores
on fatalism when mobbing was low. However, employees with high and low scores on

fatalism reported similar scores on voice behaviors when level of mobbing was high.
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Figure 52: Moderating Effect of Fatalism in the Relationship Between Mobbing and Voice

Behaviors

The moderating effect of fatalism in the relationship between abusive
supervision and voice behaviors was not significant (B = .07, SE = .04, p = .10, 95%
Cl [-.01, .15]). Therefore, Hypothesis 16b which suggested that fatalism would
moderate the relationships of incivility, mobbing, and abusive supervision with voice
behaviors in such a way that negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with voice behaviors would be weaker for employees who scored high on

fatalism than those who scored low on fatalism was partially supported.

The moderating effect of fatalism in the relationship between workplace
incivility and loyalty was not significant (B = .05, SE = .04, p = .30, 95% CI [-.04,
.13]). However, the moderating effect of fatalism was significant in the relationship
between mobbing with loyalty (B = .15, SE = .05, p < .01, 95% CI [.06, .25]). The
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unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the mean of fatalism was
B =-.75, SE = .06, p <.001, 95% CI [-.85, -.62]. The unstandardized simple slope for
the employees +1 SD above the mean of fatalism was B = -.47, SE = .06, p < .001,
95% CI [-.59, -.35]. In the high mobbing condition, employees who had high levels of
fatalism reported higher levels of loyalty than those who had low scores on fatalism.
In low fatalism condition, employees who scored high on fatalism reported less loyalty

than those who scored low on fatalism.
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Figure 53: Moderating Effect of Fatalism in the Relationship Between Mobbing and Loyalty

The moderating effect of fatalism in the relationship between abusive
supervision and loyalty was also significant (B = .10, SE = .05, p < .05, 95% CI [.01,
.19]). The unstandardized simple slope for the employees -1 SD below the mean of
fatalism was B = -.70, SE = .06, p < .001, 95% CI [-.82, -.57]. The unstandardized
simple slope for the employees +1 SD above the mean of fatalism was B = -.52, SE =
.05, p <.001, 95% CI [-.62, -.41]. Employees who had low fatalism scores reported
higher levels of loyalty than those who had high scores on fatalism when abusive
supervision was low. However, employees with high and low scores on fatalism

reported similar scores on loyalty when level of mobbing was high.
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Figure 54: Moderating Effect of Fatalism in the Relationship Between Abusive Supervision

and Loyalty

Therefore, Hypothesis 16¢ which suggested that fatalism would moderate the
relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with loyalty in such a way
that negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with loyalty
would be weaker for employees who scored high on fatalism than those who scored
low on fatalism was partially supported.

The moderating effect of fatalism in the relationship between workplace
incivility and OCBs was not significant (B = .05, SE =.04, p =.17, 95% CI [-.02, .13]).
Fatalism also did not moderate the relationship between mobbing and OCBs (B = .04,
SE = .05, p =.37, 95% CI [-.05, .13]). The moderating effect of fatalism was not
significant in the relationship between abusive supervision and OCBs (B = .02, SE =
.04, p = .62, 95% CI [-.06, .10]). Therefore, Hypothesis 16d which suggested that
fatalism would moderate the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with OCBs in such a way that positive relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with OCBs would be weaker for employees who scored high
on fatalism than those who scored low on fatalism was not supported.

The moderating effect of fatalism was not significant in the relationship
between workplace incivility and CWBs (B = -.001, SE = .03, p = .97, 95% CI [-.06,
.06]). Fatalism also did not moderate the relationship between mobbing and CWBs (B
=.02, SE =.03, p =.49, 95% ClI [-.04, .07]). The moderating effect of fatalism was not

significant in the relationship between abusive supervision and CWBs (B = -.01, SE =
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.03, p = .77, 95% CI [-.06, .05]). Therefore, Hypothesis 16e which suggested that
fatalism would moderate the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with CWBs in such a way that positive relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with CWBs would be weaker for employees who scored high
on fatalism than those who scored low on fatalism was not supported.

The moderating effects of fatalism were not significant in the relationships of
workplace incivility with personal burnout (B = .004, SE = .04, p = .91, 95% CI [-.07,
.08]), and work-related burnout (B = .008, SE = .04, p = .82, 95% CI [-.06, .08]).
Fatalism also did not moderate the relationships of mobbing with personal burnout (B
=-.05, SE = .05, p =.35, 95% CI [-.13, .05]), and work-related burnout (B = -.05, SE =
.05, p=.33,95% CI [-.12, .04]). The moderating effects of fatalism in the relationships
of abusive supervision with personal burnout (B = -.02, SE = .04, p = .67, 95% CI [-
.10, .07]), and work-related burnout (B = -.01, SE = .04, p = .70, 95% CI [-.09, .06])
were not significant. Therefore, Hypothesis 16f which suggested that fatalism would
moderate the relationships of incivility, mobbing, and abusive supervision with work-
related and personal burnout in such a way that positive relationships of incivility,
mobbing, and abusive supervision with work-related and personal burnout would be
weaker for employees who scored high on fatalism than those who scored low on

fatalism was not supported.

Table 4: Summary of Hypothesis and Results

Hypothesis Results
1a: Mobbing, workplace incivility, and abusive supervision are S
negatively related to employees’ job satisfaction.
1b: Mabbing, workplace incivility, and abusive supervision are S~
negatively related to employees’ voice behavior.
1c: Mobbing, workplace incivility, and abusive supervision are S~
negatively related to employees’ loyalty.
1d: Mobbing, workplace incivility, and abusive supervision are NS
negatively related to employees’ OCBs.
2a: Mobbing, workplace incivility, and abusive supervision are S~
positively related to employees’ personal burnout and work-related
burnout.
2b: Mobbing, workplace incivility, and abusive supervision are S~
positively related to employees’ CWBs.
3a: Narcissism moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing NS

and abusive supervision with job satisfaction in such a way that
negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with job satisfaction are stronger for employees who
score high on narcissism than those who score low on narcissism.
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Table 4: (Continue)

3b: Psychopathy moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with job satisfaction in such a way that
negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with job satisfaction are stronger for employees who
score high on psychopathy than those who score low on
psychopathy.

3c: Machiavellianism moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with job satisfaction in such a
way that negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with job satisfaction are stronger for employees who
score high on Machiavellianism than those who score low on
Machiavellianism.

4a: Narcissism moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with voice behavior in such a way that
negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with voice behavior are stronger for employees who
score high on narcissism than those who score low on narcissism.

4b: Psychopathy moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with voice behavior in such a way that
negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with voice behavior are stronger for employees who
score high on psychopathy than those who score low on
psychopathy.

4c: Machiavellianism moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with voice behavior in such a
way that negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with voice behavior are stronger for employees who
score high on Machiavellianism than those who score low on
Machiavellianism.

5a: Narcissism moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with loyalty in such a way that negative

relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with
loyalty are stronger for employees who score high on narcissism

than those who score low on narcissism.

5b: Psychopathy moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with loyalty in such a way that negative
relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with
loyalty are stronger for employees who score high on psychopathy
than those who score low on psychopathy.

5c¢: Machiavellianism moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with loyalty in such a way that
negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with loyalty are stronger for employees who score high
on Machiavellianism than those who score low on
Machiavellianism.

6a: Narcissism moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with OCBs in such a way that negative
relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with
OCB:s are stronger for employees who score high on narcissism
than those who score low on narcissism.

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS
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Table 4: (Continue)

6b: Psychopathy moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with OCBs in such a way that negative
relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with
OCB:s are stronger for employees who score high on psychopathy
than those who score low on psychopathy.

6¢: Machiavellianism moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with OCBs in such a way that
negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with OCBs are stronger for employees who score high
on Machiavellianism than those who score low on
Machiavellianism.

7a: Narcissism moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with CWBs in such a way that positive
relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with
CWaBs are stronger for employees who score high on narcissism
than those who score low on narcissism.

7b: Psychopathy moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with CWBs in such a way that positive
relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with
CWBs are stronger for employees who score high on psychopathy
than those who score low on psychopathy.

7c¢: Machiavellianism moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with CWBs in such a way that
positive relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with CWBs are stronger for employees who score high
on Machiavellianism than those who score low on
Machiavellianism.

8a: Narcissism moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with work-related and personal burnout in
such a way that positive relationships of incivility, mobbing and
abusive supervision with work-related and personal burnout are
stronger for employees who score high on narcissism than those
who score low on narcissism.

8b: Psychopathy moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with work-related and personal burnout in
such a way that positive relationships of incivility, mobbing and
abusive supervision with work-related and personal burnout are
stronger for employees who score high on psychopathy than those
who score low on psychopathy.

8c: Machiavellianism moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with work-related and personal
burnout in such a way that positive relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with work-related and personal
burnout are stronger for employees who score high on
Machiavellianism than those who score low on Machiavellianism.

9a: Agreeableness moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with job satisfaction in such a
way that negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with job satisfaction are weaker for employees who
score high on agreeableness than those who score low on
agreeableness.

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS
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Table 4: (Continue)

9b: Conscientiousness moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with job satisfaction in such a
way that negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with job satisfaction are weaker for employees who
score high on conscientiousness than those who score low on
conscientiousness.

10a: Agreeableness moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with voice behavior in such a
way that negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with voice behavior are weaker for employees who
score high on agreeableness than those who score low on
agreeableness.

10b: Conscientiousness moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with voice behavior in such a
way that negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with voice behavior are weaker for employees who
score high on conscientiousness than those who score low on
conscientiousness.

11a: Agreeableness moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with loyalty in such a way that
negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with loyalty are weaker for employees who score high
on agreeableness than those who score low on agreeableness.

11b: Conscientiousness moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with loyalty in such a way that
negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with loyalty are weaker for employees who score high
on conscientiousness than those who score low on
conscientiousness.

12a: Agreeableness moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with OCBs in such a way that
negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with OCBs are weaker for employees who score high
on agreeableness than those who score low on agreeableness.

12b: Conscientiousness moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with OCBs in such a way that
negative relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with OCBs are weaker for employees who score high
on conscientiousness than those who score low on
conscientiousness.

13a: Agreeableness moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with CWBs in such a way that
positive relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with CWBs are weaker for employees who score high
on agreeableness than those who score low on agreeableness.

13b: Conscientiousness moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with CWBs in such a way that
positive relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with CWBs are weaker for employees who score high
on conscientiousness than those who score low on
conscientiousness.

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS
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Table 4: (Continue)

14a: Agreeableness moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with work-related burnout and personal burnout
in such a way that positive relationships of incivility, mobbing and
abusive supervision with work-related burnout and personal burnout are
weaker for employees who score high on agreeableness than those who
score low on agreeableness.

14b: Conscientiousness moderates the relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with work-related and personal
burnout in such a way that positive relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with work-related and personal burnout are
weaker for employees who score high on conscientiousness than those
who score low on conscientiousness.

15a: Power distance moderates the relationships of abusive supervision
with job satisfaction, voice behaviors, loyalty, and OCBs in such a way
that negative relationships of abusive supervision with job satisfaction,
voice behaviors, loyalty, and OCBs are weaker for employees who score
high on power distance than those who score low on power distance.
15b: Power distance moderates the relationships of abusive supervision
with CWBs and work-related and personal burnout in such a way that
positive relationships of abusive supervision with CWBs and work-
related and personal burnout are weaker for employees who score high
on power distance than those who score low on power distance.

16a: Fatalism moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing and
abusive supervision with job satisfaction in such a way that negative
relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with job
satisfaction are weaker for employees who score high on fatalism than
those who score low on fatalism.

16b: Fatalism moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing and
abusive supervision with voice behavior in such a way that negative
relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with voice
behavior are weaker for employees who score high on fatalism than
those who score low on fatalism.

16¢: Fatalism moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing and
abusive supervision with loyalty in such a way that negative
relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with loyalty
are weaker for employees who score high on fatalism than those who
score low on fatalism.

16d: Fatalism moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing and
abusive supervision with OCBs in such a way that positive relationships
of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with OCBs are weaker
for employees who score high on fatalism than those who score low on
fatalism.

16e: Fatalism moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing and
abusive supervision with CWBSs in such a way that positive relationships
of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with CWBs are weaker
for employees who score high on fatalism than those who score low on
fatalism.

16f: Fatalism moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing and
abusive supervision with work-related and personal burnout in such a
way that positive relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with work-related and personal burnout are weaker for
employees who score high on fatalism than those who score low on
fatalism.
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

The current study aimed to explore the effects of different types of workplace
mistreatment (i.e., workplace incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision) on positive
and negative outcomes (i.e., the employees’ job satisfaction, voice behaviors, loyalty,
OCBs, CWBs, work-related and personal burnout). Furthermore, moderating effects
of the DT, agreeableness and conscientiousness personality traits, as well as
moderating effects of power distance and fatalism were investigated. One of the main
contributions of the study is to provide support for the existing body of research by
evaluating the links of different types of workplace mistreatment with important
workplace outcomes using a comprehensive model. The findings supported the
expectations that workplace incivility was negatively related to the positive outcomes
such as job satisfaction and voice behaviors and that it was positively related to
negative outcomes (i.e., personal and work-related burnout). The second main
contribution of the study is to shed light on the moderating effects of the DT,
agreeableness and conscientiousness personality traits, power distance and fatalism in
the relationships of incivility, mobbing, and abusive supervision with positive
workplace outcomes (i.e., job satisfaction, voice behaviors, loyalty, and OCBs) and

negative workplace outcomes (i.e., CWBSs, personal and work-related burnout).

4.1 THE MAIN FINDINGS OF THE STUDY, PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS,
AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Correlation analyses revealed that employees who had high levels of education,
long organizational tenure and tenure with the immediate supervisor reported lower
levels of workplace mistreatment. An explanation may be that highly educated
employees may have different and better job opportunities than their counterparts who
have low levels of education. As a result, they have chance to quit where they
experience mistreatment and pursue another job opportunity which provides civil

environment (Royalty, 1998). In other words, employees who have high education
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levels may have a chance to prefer to work in organizations which provide
mistreatment-free working environment. The results regarding the relationships of
organizational tenure and tenure with the immediate supervisor with workplace
mistreatment may be explained in a similar way. Employees may resign when they are
faced with workplace mistreatment. Employees who work in the same organization
for a long time are likely be the ones who do not experience high levels of
mistreatment. Another explanation may be that supervisors may have respect towards
employees who have worked for the organization for a long time. Onaran and Goncii-
Kose (under review) found similar situation in Turkish sample. Even though education
level, organizational tenure and tenure with the immediate supervisor are related to
low levels of exposure to workplace mistreatment, some personality traits or
situational variables may moderate these relationships. Literature suggested that poor
job performance (Tepper, Moss & Duffy, 2011) neurotic personality traits (Milam,
Spitzmueller & Penney, 2009) and being uncivil to others (Scott Restubog &
Zagenczyk, 2013) may be related to likelihood of being exposed to workplace
mistreatment. Future studies are suggested to investigate the moderating variables in
the relationships of education level, organizational tenure, tenure with the immediate
supervisor with the level of experienced workplace mistreatment. On the other hand,
employees who have high education levels reported high levels of work-related
burnout as well as voice behaviors, agreeableness, and conscientiousness. Employees
with higher education levels may have heavier workloads than employees who have
lower levels of education. Therefore, it is understandable that they suffer more from
burnout. Another explanation may be that especially small organizations may prefer
to recruit less highly educated employees in order to cut from expenses, and push these
people to work more.

As expected, incivility was negatively associated with job satisfaction, voice
behaviors, loyalty. Also, incivility was positively related to OCBs, personal and work-
related burnout. Furthermore, mobbing was negatively related to job satisfaction and
voice behaviors. On the other hand, mobbing was positively related to CWBs. Lastly,
abusive supervision was negatively related to job satisfaction and loyalty. However, it
was positively associated with CWBs and work-related burnout. There are very few
studies which focus on the effects of workplace incivility (Bain, Coll, Tenney & Kreps,
2020; Nelson, 2016) and mobbing (ibrahim, Na’ibi & Usman, 2021) on voice

behaviors. One of the main contributions of this study is to reveal the significant effects
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of incivility and mobbing on voice behaviors which are important for organizational
improvement and functioning.

Although correlation analyses showed that mobbing was negatively related to
loyalty, SEM analysis revealed that mobbing was not significantly associated with
loyalty. One explanation may be that the strong relationships of mobbing with CWBs,
voice behaviors, and job satisfaction might have shadowed the effect of mobbing on
loyalty by taking most of the explained variance in the SEM analysis. That is, relative
effect of mobbing on loyalty may be less significant than its effects on CWBs, voice
behaviors, and job satisfaction.

Contrary to expectations, workplace incivility was significantly and positively
associated with OCBs. It is plausible to suggest that those who are exposed to uncivil
behaviors in workplace may be motivated to manage their impressions by engaging in
OCB:s in order to avoid uncivil behaviors. Researchers suggested that incivility may
increase OCBs because of heightened self-blame and employees may engage in OCBs
in order to escape from these feelings (Ziu, Zhou & Che, 2018).

The results of the SEM analysis indicated that workplace incivility was
positively related to both personal and work-related burnout. On the other hand,
abusive supervision was positively related to work-related burnout; but, it was not
related to personal burnout. Workplace incivility may be perceived as a more personal
form of mistreatment than abusive supervision. Furthermore, incivility may involve
actions of multiple parties such as coworkers and subordinates and this situation may
increase possibility of personal burnout. On the contrary, abusive supervisors behave
in a hostile manner towards almost all of their subordinates or towards the most of
them. Therefore, it is less likely to be perceived as a personal issue and it may not
evoke feelings of personal burnout. However, there are very few studies that
investigate the relationships of abusive supervision with personal and work-related
burnout in the Turkish cultural context (Bolat et al., 2017) and these relationships
should be examined further in future studies. In addition, abusive supervision may
increase personal burnout especially in the long run. To illustrate, abusive supervision
was found to be positively related to work-family conflict (WFC; Koksal, & Giirsoy,
2019) and it may cause subordinates to experience personal burnout in the long term
via its effects on WFC. Therefore, | suggest future researchers to design longitudinal
studies in order to further examine the effects of abusive supervision on personal

burnout and mediating processes involved in these relationships.
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Interestingly, mobbing and abusive supervision were positively related to
CWBs; whereas, workplace incivility was not significantly related to CWBs. Mobbing
and abusive supervision are likely to be perceived as organizational mistreatments,
whereas incivility is likely to be perceived as an interpersonal form of mistreatment.
In other words, employees may be likely to hold organizations responsible for
occurrence and maintenance of mobbing and abusive supervision. Therefore, they may
prefer to get revenge from the organization by performing CWBs. On the other hand,
they may show mild reactions to incivility which include interpersonal behaviors
rather than CWBs.

Contrary to expectations, under high mobbing condition employees who had
high narcissism scores reported higher levels of loyalty than employees who scored
low on narcissism. It is possible that highly narcissistic employees might have inflated
their loyalty scores because of high level of social desirability associated with
narcissism. Therefore, future studies are suggested to include a reliable social
desirability scale to examine and/or statistically control for this effect. Another
explanation may be related to the propositions of cognitive dissonance theory
(Festinger, 1957). Cognitive dissonance theory suggests that if two cognitions are
related to each other and they display dissonance, this situation creates psychological
discomfort and the person who is experiencing dissonance becomes motivated to
decrease it. Employees with high narcissism tendency are likely to hold beliefs that
they are superior and they deserve the best treatment from others which contradicts
with high level of exposure to mobbing. Therefore, highly narcissistic employees may
believe that they have extremely high levels of loyalty for their organizations and that
they choose to stay in the organization even in the high mobbing condition because of
their extraordinary level of loyalty.

Interestingly, and as expected, narcissism had also a moderating effect in the
relationships of incivility, mobbing, and abusive supervision with CWBs. Employees
who had high narcissism levels reported more CWBs in the high mistreatment
condition. Even though employees who had high levels of narcissism reported high
levels of loyalty in the high mobbing condition, they reported high levels of CWBs
under high incivility, mobbing, and abusive supervision conditions. This finding may
discard social desirability explanation and provide support for cognitive dissonance
explanation. However, this study is among the first attempts to reveal the moderating

effects of the DT personality traits in the links of different forms of workplace
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mistreatment and work-related outcomes and future studies are suggested to examine
the psychological and motivational processes that underlie these moderated
relationships further.

In the high incivility, mobbing, and abusive supervision conditions, employees
who had high levels of psychopathy reported slightly more job satisfaction than
employees who scored low on psychopathy. On the other hand, in the low incivility,
mobbing, and abusive supervision conditions, employees who had low psychopathy
levels reported higher levels of job satisfaction than those who scored high on
psychopathy. Employees with high scores of psychopathy may not be affected by
uncivil, mobbing, and abusive supervisory behaviors as much as employees with low
scores of psychopathy. Psychopathy tendency includes being emotionless, cold and
distant. These traits are likely to affect their perceptions of exposure to different forms
of workplace mistreatment as well as their related reactions to these behaviors.

Furthermore, the results revealed that in the low incivility condition employees
who had low scores on psychopathy was more likely to engage in voice behaviors than
those who scored on psychopathy. VVoice behaviors are extra role behaviors that benefit
the organization. It is understandable that employees with high levels of psychopathy
are less considerate of others’ well-being as well as well-being of the organization. In
high incivility condition, both types of employees reported similar levels of voice
behaviors. That is, regardless of the level of psychopathy, workplace incivility seems
to negatively affect voice behaviors (Bain, Coll, Tenney, & Kreps, 2020). Yet, | should
note that there are very few studies that examine the relationship between workplace
incivility and voice behaviors (Nelson, 2016) and, at least to my knowledge, the
present study is the first attempt in Turkey. Future studies are needed to further
examine the relationship between workplace incivility and voice behaviors.

The findings revealed that in high mobbing condition employees who scored
high on psychopathy reported more voice behaviors than those who scored low on
psychopathy. Similarly, in high abusive supervision condition, employees who scored
high on psychopathy reported more voice behaviors than those who scored low on
psychopathy. A possible explanation is that employees who have high psychopathy
scores may perceive themselves as engaging in voice behaviors, but in fact they may
be only complaining about the company. In order to clear this topic up, further research
is needed. | suggest that future studies may benefit from investigating the context of

employees’ voice behaviors to detect if their voice behaviors provide constructive
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feedback and contribution or not. Also, rather than self-report measures, researchers
are suggested to collect data from multiple resources.

Furthermore, the results indicated that in high mobbing condition employees
who scored high on psychopathy reported higher levels of loyalty than those who
scored low on psychopathy. It is possible that high psychopathy levels may lead
employees to be less affected by high levels of mobbing; therefore, they don’t react as
harsh as those who scored low on psychopathy.

On the other hand, the results indicated that in high abusive supervision
condition employees who had high and low scores on psychopathy reported similar
levels of loyalty. This shows the main effect of abusive supervision on the loyalty
regardless of the effect of personality traits. As expected, in low abusive supervision
condition employees who had low scores of psychopathy reported higher level of
loyalty than those who scored high on psychopathy.

On the contrary of my expectations, the interaction effect of workplace
incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with psychopathy on CWBs were not
significant. There are many studies which shows that psychopathy and CWBs are
positively and strongly related to each other (e.g., Neo, Sellbom, Smith & Lilienfeld,
2018) and the correlation analyses in the present study also showed that psychopathy
was the only trait in the DT personality traits that was positively associated with
CWBBs. It is quite likely for employees with psychopathy tendency to engage in CWBs
especially when they are faced with workplace mistreatment. On the other hand, the
interaction effect of workplace incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with
narcissism on CWBs were significant. It is possible that employees with high
narcissism scores may be more reactive to workplace mistreatment than employees
with high psychopathy scores. From this point of view, employees who score high on
narcissism may be evaluated as equally reactive or more reactive to workplace
mistreatment than employees with high scores on psychopathy. Another explanation
may be lying down in the structure of psychopathy. Generally, psychopathy is
evaluated as a unidimensional construct. However, a number of researchers argue that
psychopathy has two dimensions which are primary and secondary psychopathy.
Disinhibition which characterizes the secondary psychopathy found to be related with
engaging in CWBs whereas primary psychopathy was found to be related to CWBs
only when the levels of education and political skills of the individual were low
(Blickle & Schiitte, 2017; Neo et al., 2018). Therefore, I suggest that future studies
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should focus more on the secondary psychopathy in order to shed further light on this
ISsue.

According to the results, in low mobbing condition employees who scored high
on psychopathy reported more work-related burnout than those who scored low on
psychopathy. In high mobbing condition both low and high psychopathy group
reported similar levels of work-related burnout. Independent from the level of
psychopathy, it is seen that mobbing has a main effect on work-related burnout.
Similarly, employees who had high levels of psychopathy reported higher levels of
personal burnout when abusive supervision was low than those who had low scores on
psychopathy. Under normal circumstances (i.e., low mobbing and abusive supervision
conditions) employees with high scores of psychopathy who are not willing to take
care of their responsibilities at work may be more triggered to feel higher levels of
work-related burnout. Consistent with this argument, psychopathy was found to be
negatively related to conscientiousness (Paulhus & Williams, 2002). Similarly, when
their supervisors were not abusive, employees with high psychopathy scores reported
higher levels of personal burnout than those who scored low on psychopathy. It is
known that individuals with psychopathy tendencies score high on negative affectivity
(Pilch, 2020) and neuroticism (Grover & Furnham, 2020). These characteristics may
cause them to have low levels of life satisfaction and general well-being as well as
high levels of personal burnout. It is stated that the relationship between psychopathy
and neuroticism is complicated. Research shows that secondary psychopathy is more
likely to be related with neuroticism (Grover & Furnham, 2020). Therefore, | suggest
primary psychopathy and secondary psychopathy should both be considered in future
studies.

The results indicated that in high mobbing condition employees who had high
scores on Machiavellianism reported more voice behaviors as well as OCBs that those
who had low scores on Machiavellianism. Also, employees who scored high on
Machiavellianism reported higher levels of loyalty than those who scored low on
Machiavellianism especially when they were exposed to high levels of mobbing (in
case of OCBs) and abusive supervision. The literature revealed that Machiavellianism
was positively associated with impression management (Becker & O’Hair, 2007;
Uppal, 2021). Moreover, Civit and Goncili-Kose (2020) found that Machiavellianism
was positively associated with OCBs. Consistently, one explanation may be that such

employees may try to impress others and convince them that they are committed
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employees who contribute to the organization by engaging in high levels of voice
behaviors, OCBs and showing high levels of loyalty. Indeed, Civit and Goncii-Kose
(2020) argued that although underlying motivation seems to be impression
management, Machiavellians might be the least destructive employees when
compared to employees who scored high on the other two of the DT personality traits.
Yet, studies that focus on the relationships between Machiavellianism and positive
organizational attitudes and behaviors are very rare in the literature. Therefore, future
studies are suggested to examine the mediating effects of impression management in
the relationship between Machiavellianism and voice behaviors as well as with other
constructive or extra-role behaviors.

The results indicated that employees who had high scores on Machiavellianism
were more likely to report more CWBs in low mobbing and abusive supervision
conditions than those who scored low on Machiavellianism. On the other hand, in high
mobbing and abusive supervision conditions employees with high Machiavellianism
scores reported less CWBs than employees with low Machiavellianism scores. Under
normal circumstances (i.e., low mobbing and low abusive supervision conditions)
employees who have high scores on Machiavellianism may engage in more deviant
behaviors such as CWBs due to their unethical and manipulative characteristics. On
the other hand, when they become victims of mobbing or their supervisors are more
hostile towards them, employees with high Machiavellianism tendency may prefer to
kneel and intentionally decrease their deviant behaviors in order to protect their
position at the workplace. Machiavellianism is the only trait in the DT which is
negatively related to impulsivity (Onaran & Goncii Kose, 2021). This finding is
consistent with their manipulative nature. However, these findings should be
investigated further in future research that employ quasi-experimental design.

On the contrary to the expectations, in low mobbing and abusive supervision
conditions employees with high scores on agreeableness reported higher levels of job
satisfaction, whereas in high mobbing and abusive supervision conditions employees
with high agreeableness scores reported lower levels of job satisfaction. It is plausible
that intense forms of mistreatment (i.e., mobbing and abusive supervision) effect
employees with high agreeableness tendency because of their sensitivity to conflict
and mistreatment. A study established a positive link between perpetrator sensitivity
and agreeableness (Schmitt, Gollwitzer, Maes & Arbach, 2005). Employees who have

high scores of agreeableness may react more negatively to misbehaviors because they
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are less tolerant to unfair behaviors and frustration. Therefore, their positive work
attitudes such as job satisfaction may be more negatively affected by mobbing and
abusive supervision than those of individuals with low levels of agreeableness. One
practical implication is that especially in jobs and sectors in which agreeableness is
among the important selection criteria and predictors of performance, intervention and
prevention strategies for mobbing and abusive supervision should be highly
emphasized.

Similarly, employees with high levels of agreeableness reported more personal
and work-related burnout in high mistreatment conditions (i.e., incivility, mobbing,
abusive supervision) than those who scored low on agreeableness. This finding also
supports the previous explanations. Employees with high agreeableness scores seem
to be more sensitive to mistreatment; therefore, they are likely to feel greater personal
and work-related burnout under high mistreatment conditions.

As expected, in high mistreatment conditions (i.e., incivility, mobbing, and
abusive supervision) employees who had high levels of agreeableness reported less
CWBs than those who scored low on agreeableness. Also, in low mistreatment
conditions (i.e., incivility, mobbing, and abusive supervision) employees who had high
levels of agreeableness reported less CWBs than those who scored low on
agreeableness. Even though employees with high agreeableness scores are more prone
to be negatively affected by workplace mistreatment, they are less likely to engage in
CWaBs than their counterparts who have low scores of agreeableness. This points out
that workplaces where there is uncivil environment and mistreatment employees with
high agreeableness levels may be protective for controlling workplace deviance.
Another practical implication may be that for jobs that are may be highly affected by
CWBs such as governmental jobs that holds vulnerable information, agreeableness
may be an important employee characteristic that should be included in selection
systems in order to avoid serious harm to organizations.

The results showed that employees who had high scores on conscientiousness
reported lower levels of job satisfaction when workplace mistreatment was high (i.e.,
mobbing and abusive supervision). In low mistreatment conditions (i.e., mobbing and
abusive supervision) employees who scored high on conscientiousness reported higher
levels of job satisfaction than those who scored low on conscientiousness. Being
conscientious is related to the being responsible, being ethical and willingness to do

the work impeccable (Roccas, Sagiv, Schwartz & Knafo, 2002). It is plausible that the
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feelings of organizational justice may be shattered for employees with high
conscientiousness scores. As a result, their job satisfaction levels may decrease more
than employees who score low on conscientiousness. Future studies should investigate
the moderating effects of conscientiousness in the relationships of different forms of
workplace mistreatment and organizational justice perceptions.

In high mistreatment conditions (i.e., incivility, mobbing, and abusive
supervision) employees who had high scores on conscientiousness reported higher
levels of personal and work-related burnout than those who scored low on
conscientiousness. Similar to the previous suggestion, it is likely that organizational
justice perception of employees who score high on conscientiousness may be damaged
more because of mistreatment than employees with low scores of conscientiousness.
Another explanation may be that, conscientious employees try to do their job as good
as possible even in high mobbing and/or abusive supervision conditions. Employees
with low levels of conscientiousness may lower their performance in high
mistreatment conditions; but highly conscientious employees prefer to pursue high
performance. Therefore, it may lead to extra resource draining. HR practitioners, and
organizational psychologists may contribute to organizations productivity by
providing measures to fight the effects of burnout.

As expected, in high workplace incivility condition employees who scored high
on conscientiousness reported higher levels of loyalty than those who scored low on
conscientiousness. On the other hand, in high abusive supervision condition and high
mobbing condition, this effect was not found. Employees may be perceiving incivility
as a form of interpersonal conflict. However, mobbing and abusive supervision may
be attributed to the organization and organizational policies rather than the instigator
and this may be the reason for decreased loyalty. One practical implication may be that
employing 360 degree evaluations and closely examining supervisor and employee
relationships should be prioritized in order to maintain civil environment.

On the contrary to the expectations, regardless of the level of agreeableness
and conscientiousness, high mistreatment (i.e., mobbing and abusive supervision)
resulted in lower levels of loyalty. Similarly, in high workplace incivility condition
employees with high and low scores of conscientiousness reported low levels of
loyalty. Overall these findings reveal the main effects of mobbing and abusive
supervision on loyalty. Organizations should invest in effective preventive strategies

and intervention programs that aim to reduce and even eliminate different types of
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workplace mistreatment, especially mobbing and abusive supervision. The findings
revealed that even employees with very positive and desirable personality traits give
harsh reactions to these deviant behaviors. In addition, employees with high levels of
agreeableness and conscientiousness are especially negatively affected by mobbing
and abusive supervision. It should also be noted that, taking into account that
employees with these traits are good performers and loyal organizational members,
losing them would be very costly for organizations.

Furthermore, the results revealed that employees who scored high on
conscientiousness reported lower levels of CWBs than those who scored low on
conscientiousness in high mistreatment conditions (i.e., incivility, mobbing, and
abusive supervision). Even though employees with high conscientiousness scores are
more impacted with mistreatment (i.e., in terms of decreased levels of job satisfaction
and loyalty), they don’t engage in deviant behaviors such as CWBs. One practical
implication may be that in sectors such as military and national defense individuals
who have high scores on conscientiousness and agreeableness should be recruited in
order to reduce the risk of CWBs that may cause intense levels of harm to the
organizations and other individuals.

The present study aimed to contribute to the literature by revealing the
moderating effects of fatalism in the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with job satisfaction, voice behaviors, loyalty, OCBs, CWBs, personal and
work-related burnout for the first time. As expected, in high mobbing and abusive
supervision conditions, employees who had high scores of fatalism reported higher
levels of job satisfaction than those who scored low on fatalism. Furthermore, in high
mobbing and abusive supervision conditions, employees who had high levels of
fatalism reported higher levels of loyalty than those who scored low on fatalism. It is
plausible that employees with high fatalism tendency may surrender and relate the
situation to fate in high mistreatment situations. Therefore, they are less effected by
mistreatment (i.e., mobbing and abusive supervision). This study is a response to the
calls which suggests moderating effects of cultural variables such as power distance,
individualism-collectivism, and other cultural tendencies in the relationships of
mistreatment and outcome variables (Liu, Kwan, Wu & Wu, 2010). Future studies are
suggested to investigate the proposed relationships and the mechanisms underlying

them in order to enrich the related literature.
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4.1.1 Limitations and Conclusions

All studies have shortcomings and this one is not an exception. The first and
foremost, only correlational relationships were investigated, and cause and effect
relationships could not be examined due to the cross sectional design. Therefore,
studies with longitudinal and experimental design should replicate the findings.
Secondly, data were collected from employees in Turkey. In order to enhance
generalizability and external validity of the findings, future studies are suggested to
test the proposed relationships in different cultural contexts. The third limitation is
that, data were collected with self-report measures and this may have caused self-
report bias. Future studies should collect data from multiple resources especially for
questionnaires vulnerable to self-report bias (i.e., CWBSs) while replicating this study
or improving the model.

This study revealed that workplace incivility, mobbing, and abusive
supervision are likely to have different effects on employees’ attitudes and behaviors.
These results shall be a guide for future studies which focus on workplace
mistreatment. Additionally, agreeableness-conscientiousness, the DT personality
traits, power distance and fatalism moderated some of the proposed relationships.
Other possible moderators and mediators should be taken into account by scholars. In
conclusion, this study attempted to reveal the effects of workplace mistreatment (i.e.,
incivility, mobbing, abusive supervision) on job satisfaction, voice behaviors, loyalty,
OCBs, CWBs, personal and work-related burnout and the moderating effects of
employees’ personality traits (i.e., DT, agreeableness and conscientiousness) as well
as cultural tendencies (i.e., power distance and fatalism) in the proposed relationships.
I wish that this study inspires other researchers to perform future studies with improved
methodology. Understanding the underlying mechanisms beneath workplace
mistreatment is the main step to overcome its negative effects and this study is hoped
to contribute to the literature as well as the efforts for developing intervention and

prevention strategies.
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BOLUM 1: BABACAN LIDERLIK OLCEGI

Asagida, is hayatinda yoneticilerin sergiledigi davranislarla ilgili tanimlar yer
almaktadir. Dogrudan bagli oldugunuz yoneticinizi diisiindiigiiniizde, asagida yer

alan her bir tanimla ilgili goriisiiniizii verilen 5 basamakli 6l¢egi kullanarak belirtiniz.

DOGRUDAN BAGLI BULUNDUGUM YONETICI...

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum Katiliyorum
Calisanlarina kars1 bir aile bliyiigii (baba/anne veya agabey/abla) gibi davranir.
2 Cal_lsanlarml yakindan (6rn., kisisel sorunlar, aile yasantisi vs.) tanimaya 6nem
Verir.
3. Calisanlarina kars: tatli-serttir.
4 Caliganlardan birinin 6zel hayatinda yasadigi problemlerde (6rn; esler arasi
' problemlerde) arabuluculuk yapmaya hazirdir.
5 Calisanlariyla ilgili kararlar alirken (6rn., terfi, isten ¢ikartma), performans en
' Oonemli kriter degildir.
6. Caliganlarin1 disaridan gelen elestirilere kars1 korur.
7 Calisanlariyla iliskilerinde duygusal tepkiler gosterir; seving, iizlintii, kizginlik gibi
' duygularini disa vurur.
8. Isle ilgili her konunun kontrolii altinda ve bilgisi dahilinde olmasini ister.
9 Ihtiyaglar1 oldugu zaman, ¢alisanlarma is dis1 konularda (6rn., ev kurma, gocuk
' okutma, saglik vs.) yardim etmeye hazirdir.
10 Calisanlarina gosterdigi ilgi ve alakaya karsilik, onlardan baglilik ve sadakat
bekler.
11. | Calisanlarina bir aile biiyiigii gibi 6giit verir.
12. | Caligsanlariyla bire bir iliski kurmak onun i¢in ¢ok 6nemlidir.
13 Gerektiginde, ¢alisanlar adina, onaylarini almaksizin bir seyler yapmaktan
" | ¢ekinmez.
14. | Calisanlarinin 6zel giinlerine (6rn., nikah, cenaze, mezuniyet vs.) katilir.
15. | Calisanlarinda sadakate, performansa verdiginden daha fazla 6nem verir.
16. | Is yerinde aile ortam1 yaratmaya &nem verir.
17. | Caliganlarinin gelisimini yakindan takip eder.
18. | Calisanlariyla yakin iliski kurmasina ragmen aradaki mesafeyi de korur.
19 B.ir ebeveynin ¢cocugundan sorumlu olmasi gibi, her ¢alisanindan kendini sorumlu
hisseder.
20. | Calisanlar1 i¢in neyin en iyi oldugunu bildigine inanir.
21. | Isle ilgili konularda ¢alisanlarinin fikrini sorar, ama son karar1 kendisi verir.
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BOLUM 2: BES FAKTOR KiSIiLiK ENVANTERI

Asagida baz kisilik 6zelliklerine dair tanimlar yer almaktadir. Liitfen asagida verilen 6zelliklerin
sizi ne oranda yansittigini verilen bes basamakli 6l¢egi kullanarak degerlendiriniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Beni hi¢ Beni biraz Beni yansitiyor Beni olduk¢a Beni tamamen
yansitmiyor | yansitiyor yansitiyor yansitiyor

Bagkalarinin kusurlarin1 bulmaya egilimli olan

Bir isi eksiksiz yapan

Yardimsever, bencil olmayan

Ozensiz

Baskalariyla agiz dalas1 baglatan

Diizensiz olmaya egilimli

Bagislayici bir yapiya sahip

Tembellige meyilli

Hemen hemen herkese kars1 nazik ve diigiinceli

Bir isi bitirmeden birakmayan

Zaman zaman bagkalarina kabalasan

Isleri etkin ve verimli yapan

Baskalari ile igbirligi yapmaktan hoslanan

Plan yapan ve onlar1 uygulayan

Genellikle bagkalarina giivenen

Givenilir bir ¢aligan

Soguk ve mesafeli olabilen

Kolaylikla dikkati dagilan

BOLUM 3. iSYERINDE PSIKOLOJIK TACiZ OLCEGI

Asagida, is yerinde karsilasilabilecek ve amir, ¢alisma arkadasi ve/ya astlar
tarafindan sergilenebilecek farkli davranis 6rnekleri yer almaktadir. Liitfen, her bir
davranisa (eger pandemi baslangicindan beri uzaktan calisiyorsaniz, pandemi
oncesindeki) SON 6 AYI DUSUNEREK ne siklikla maruz kaldiginiz1 asagida
sunulan 5 basamakli 6l¢egi kullanarak degerlendiriniz.

1= Hic¢bir Zaman 2= Nadiren 3= Bazen 4= Sik s1k 5= Her Zaman

Yaptigim her is ince ince izlendi.

Olumsuz mimik ve bakiglar yoneltildi.

Mesleki becerilerimin altinda veya 6zsaygima zarar veren isler yapmam istendi.

Isyerimde yasanan her tiirlii problemin sorumlusu tutuldum.

Ozel yasamima iligkin hakaret boyutuna varan elestiriler yapildi.

Yaptigim her is elestiriliyor, hatalarim tekrar tekrar yiiziime vuruldu.

Ozel yasamimla ilgili konusulmasini istemedigim hassas konular a¢i13a cikarildi.

Isimle ilgili yanls bilgi verildi veya sakland.

Isyerinde sanki yokmusum gibi davranildi.

Siyasi ve dini goriiglerim nedeniyle s6zlii veya sozsiiz saldirilara hedef oldum.

Soru ve taleplerim yanitsiz birakildi.

Benimle herkesin oniinde asagilayici bir iislupla konusuldu.

Yetistirilmesi imkéansiz, mantiksiz gorev ve hedefler verildi.

Isyerinin kutlamalarina benim disimda herkes ¢agrildi.

Ofis icinde veya digindayken gereksiz telefon cagrilar ile rahatsiz edildim.

Isle ilgili konularda s6z hakki verilmedi veya soziim kesildi.
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Dig goriiniigiimle, hal ve hareketlerimle veya kusurlarimla alay edildi.

Sorumluluklarim daraltildi veya elimden alindi.

Basarilarim, bagkalarinca sahiplenildi.

Cinsel icerikli s6z ve bakiglar yoneltildi.

Isle ilgili 6neri ve goriislerim reddedildi.

Ozel yasamimla alay edildi.

Benimle bagirilip ¢agirilarak veya kaba bir tarzda konusuldu.

Is arkadaslarim benimle birlikte calismaktan, ayn1 projede yer almaktan kacind.

Tehditkar s6z veya davraniglar yoneltildi.

Ise iliskin kararlarim sorguland.

Is arkadaslarimdan ayr bir boliimde ¢alismaya zorlandim.

E-postama veya ofisime agagilayici, hakaret i¢eren resim veya yazilar gonderildi.

BOLUM 4: KARANLIK UCLU KiSIiLiK OZELLIiKLERI OLCEGI
Asagida cesitli durumlara iliskin ifadeler bulunmaktadir. Ifadeleri
degerlendirirken sizin tutumunuza en uygun secenegi, verilen bes basamakh
olcegi kullanarak belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katihyorum Kesinlikle
Katilmiyorum Katihyorum

1 Sirlarinizi baskalariyla paylagmak akillica degildir.

2 Insanlar benim dogal bir lider oldugumu diisiiniir.

3 Otoritelerden (yonetici, amir vb.) intikam almak hoguma gider.

4 Insanlar zorunlu olmadikga sik1 bir sekilde ¢alismamalidir.

5 Ilgi odag1 olmaktan hoslanmam.

6 Tehlikeli durumlara girmekten kaginirim.

7 Onemli insanlar1 kendi tarafiniza gekmek igin her seyi yapabilirsiniz.

8 | Arkadaglarimin bensiz yaptig1 sosyal aktiviteler sikict olur.

9 Intikam hizl1 ve kétii bir sekilde alimmalidir.

10 | fleride isinize yarabilecegini diisiindiigiiniiz i¢in, insanlarla ¢atismaktan
kac¢inmalisiniz.

11 | Ozel oldugumu biliyorum ciinkii herkes bana bunu soyler.

12 | Insanlar genellikle kontroliimii kaybettigimi sylerler

13 | insanlara kars1 ileride kullanabileceginiz bilgileri bir kenarda tutmak, akillica bir
istir.

14 | Onemli insanlarla tanismaktan hoslanirim.

15 | Gerektiginde insanlara kaba davranabilirim.
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16 | Insanlardan 6¢ almak icin dogru zamani beklemelisiniz.

17 | Biri bana iltifat ettiginde utanirim.

18 | Benimle ugrasan insanlar yaptiklarina pisman olurlar.

19 | Diger insanlarin hakkimizdaki her seyi bilmelerine gerek yok, bu nedenle
onlardan bazi seyleri saklamaliyiz.

20 | Genellikle iinlii kisilere benzetilir, onlarla kiyaslanirim.

21 | Bugiine kadar bagim hukuki agidan hi¢ derde girmedi.

22 | Planlariniz baskalarindan 6nce sizin yarariniza olmalidir.

23 | Kendimi siradan bir insan olarak goriiyorum.

24 | Ezik ve silik kisilerle ugragmaktan hoslanirim.

25 | Insanlarm cogu baskalarmnin etkisi altinda kalir.

26 | Insanlarm bana sayg1 duymas: gerektigini diisiiniiyorum.

27 | Istedigimi almak i¢in hi¢bir seyden cekinmem.

BOLUM 5: SESLILiK DAVRANISI OLCEGI

Asagida, farkh davranislar iceren maddeler yer almaktadir. Liitfen her
maddeyi dikkatlice okuduktan sonra o0 maddeye ne derecede katildigimzi
verilen 5 basamakh ol¢egi kullanarak degerlendiriniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum Kesinlikle Katiliyorum
katilmiyorum

1- Bu igyerinde islerin daha iyi yapilabilmesi i¢in amirlerime fikirlerimi rahatca
sOyleyebiliyorum.

2- Bu igyerinde caligsan arkadaslarimi isleriyle ilgili problemlerin ¢dziimleri konusunda
amirleriyle ¢ekinmeden konugmalar1 konusunda tegvik ederim.

3- Bu igyerinde isle ilgili konularda amirlerimle diisiincelerim farkli olsa dahi
diigiincelerimi amirlerimle konugabilirim.

4- Bu isyerinde ¢ikan aksakliklar hakkinda amirlerimi her konuda bilgilendiririm ve bu
konularda faydasi olabilecek fikirlerimi paylasirim.

5- Bu igyerinde ¢aligma ortamini olumsuz yonde etkileyecek problemlerin ¢oziimii i¢in
ugrasirim.

6- Bu isyerinde is siirecini kolaylastiracak yenilik fikirleri ve degisikliler hakkinda
amirlerimle rahat¢a konusabilirim.

127



BOLUM 6: iSTISMARCI YONETICILiK OLCEGI

Asagida, is hayatinda yoneticilerin sergiledigi davranislarla ilgili tanmimlar yer
almaktadir. Dogrudan bagli oldugunuz yoneticinizi diisiindiigiiniizde, asagida yer
alan her bir tanimla ilgili goriisliniizii verilen 5 basamakli 6l¢egi kullanarak belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5
. Bana nadiren bu Bana zaman zaman bu Bana siklikla bu | Bana her
Bana bu sekilde . . .
3 . sekilde davranir sekilde davranir sekilde davranir | zaman bu
davrandigmi hi¢ .
sekilde
hatirlamryorum
davranir

2) Yoneticim bana, duygu ve diigiincelerimin aptalca oldugunu soyler.

3) Yoneticim beni gérmezden gelir.

4) Y 6neticim beni bagkalarmin yaninda kiigtik diisiiriir.

5) Yoneticim benim 6zel hayatimi ihlal eder.

6) Yoneticim gegmisteki hata ve basarisizliklarimi yliziime vurur.

7) Yoneticim ¢ok ¢aba isteyen isler i¢in bana giivenmez.

8) Yoneticim sikintili durumlardan kendisini kurtarmak i¢in beni suglar.

9) Yoneticim bana verdigi sozleri tutmaz.

10) Yoneticim baska seylere sinirlendiginde, kizgmligini benden ¢ikarir.

11) Yoneticim benim hakkimda baskalaria olumsuz yorumlar yapar.

12) Yoneticim bana kaba davranir.

13) Yoneticim is arkadaslarimla etkilesimde bulunmama izin vermez.

14) Yoneticim bana beceriksiz oldugumu soyler.

15) Yoneticim bana yalan sdyler.

BOLUM 7: BIREYCILiK VE TOPLULUKCULUK OLCEGI

Liitfen asagidaki ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve bu ifadelerin sizi ne oranda
yansittigin verilen S basamakh ol¢egi kullanarak belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
Katilmiyorum Katiliyorum

1. Kazanmak her geydir.

2. Yakin ¢evremin kararlaria saygi géstermek benim i¢in dnemlidir.
3. Baskalar1 benden daha basarili oldugunda rahatsiz olurum.
4. Ne fedakarlik gerekirse gereksin aile bireyleri birbirlerine

kenetlenmelidirler.

5. Isimi baskalarindan daha iyi yapmak benim i¢in dnemlidir.

6. Anne-baba ve ¢ocuklar miimkiin oldugu kadar birlikte kalmalidirlar.
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7. Rekabet doganin kanunudur.

8. Kendi isteklerimden fedakarlik yapmak gerekirse de aileme bakmak
benim goérevimdir.

9. Bagkasi1 benden daha basarili oldugu zaman kendimi gergin ve
kamg¢ilanmis hissederim.

10. | Yakin ¢evremde cogunlugun isteklerine saygi gdsteririm.

11. | Rekabet olmadan iyi bir toplum diizeni kurulamaz.

12. | Cok hosuma giden bir seyden ailem onaylamazsa vazgegerim.

13. | Baskalariyla rekabet edebilecegim ortamlarda ¢aligmak hosuma gider.

14. Cocuklara vazifenin eglenceden 6nce geldigi 6gretilmelidir.

15. | Basar hayattaki en 6nemli seydir.

16. | Yakin gevremle fikir ayriligina diismekten hi¢ hoglanmam.

17. Ailemi memnun edecek seyleri nefret etsem de yaparim.

BOLUM 8: TUKENMISLIiK OLCEGI

Asagida, Kkisisel deneyimlerinizle ilgili maddeler yer almaktadir. Liitfen
her maddeyi dikkatlice okuduktan sonra, o maddede ifade edilen durumu ne
siklikla deneyimlediginizi, verilen 5 basamakh ol¢egi kullanarak
degerlendiriniz.

1 2 3 4 5

Hicbir zaman | Nadiren Bazen Cogu Zaman Her zaman

Isiniz nedeniyle tiikkendiginizi hisseder misiniz?

Ne siklikta kendinizi yipranmis hissedersiniz?

Isiniz duygusal anlamda yorucu mudur?

Kendinizi ne siklikta fiziksel olarak bitkin hissederseniz?

Isiniz sizi bunaltir m1?

Kendinizi ne siklikta duygusal olarak bitkin hissedersiniz?

Calistiginiz her saatin sizin i¢in yorucu oldugunu diisiiniir
miisiiniiz?

Kendinizi ne siklikta hastaliklara karsi zayif ve direngsiz
hissedersiniz?

Is dis1 zamanlarinizda aileniz ve arkadaslariiz icin yeterli vakit
ayracak giicii kendinizde bulur musunuz?

Ne siklikta "daha fazla dayanamayacagim" diye
diigtinlirsiiniiz?

Sabah uyandiginizda "bir is giinii daha" diisiincesiyle
kendinizi bitkin hisseder misiniz?

Kendinizi ne siklikta yorgun hissedersiniz?

Is giinii sonunda kendinizi tiilkenmis hisseder misiniz?
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BOLUM 9: ORGUTSEL VATANDASLIK DAVRANISI OLCEGI

Su andaki isinizde asagidaki davramislardan her birini (eger pandemi

baslangicindan beri uzaktan ¢alisiyorsaniz, pandemi oncesindeki) SON 6 AY|

diisiinerek ne siklikla yaptiginizi, sunulan 5 basamakh 6lcegi kullanarak

degerlendiriniz.

1 2 3 4 5

Higbir Bir ya da iki kez Ayda bir ya da iki kez Haftada bir ya da iki | Her giin

Zaman kez

1. Diger calisanlar i¢in yemek aldim.

2. Ise yeni baslayanlarm ise alismalarina yardimer oldum.

3. Bir ig arkadasima tavsiyelerde bulunmak, kogluk veya akil
hocalig1 yapmak i¢in zaman ayirdim.

4. Isin daha iyi yapilmasini saglayacak dnerilerde bulundum.

5. Bir is arkadasima yeni beceriler edinmesi i¢in yardim ettim veya
isle ilgili bilgi paylasiminda bulundum.

6. Calisma ortamini iyilestirecek onerilerde bulundum.

7. Isle ilgili bir problemi olan birinin derdini samimi bir sekilde
dinledim.

8. Erken ¢ikmak zorunda olan bir i arkadagimin igini tamamladim.

9. Kisisel bir problemi olan birini samimi bir sekilde dinledim.

10. Fazladan is veya gorevler almak icin gdniillii oldum.

11. Bir ig arkadagimin ihtiyaglar1 dogrultusunda tatil programimu,
caligma giinlerimi ya da vardiyami degistirdim.

12. O anda yerinde olmayan veya mesgul olan bir is arkadasim i¢in
telefon mesajlar aldim.

13. Benden daha gii¢siiz bir is arkadasim i¢in agir bir kutu veya
benzeri bir egyayi tasidim.

14, Isverenim hakkinda yabancilarin veya baska insanlarin yaninda
iyi seyler sdyledim.

15. Yapacak ¢ok fazla isi olan bir is arkadagima yardim ettim.

16. Elimdeki isi tamamlamak i¢in 6gle yemegi veya diger molalardan
vazgectim.

17. Bir is arkadagimi cesaretlendirmek veya minnettarligimi
gostermek i¢in sira dis1 bir seyler yaptim.

18. Bir ig arkadasima zor bir miisteri, bayi veya is arkadasiyla bas
etmesinde yardime1 oldum.

19. Diger i arkadaslarim ya da yoneticim tarafindan kii¢iik diistirtilen
veya aleyhinde konusulan bir is arkadagimi savundum.

20. Ortak calisma alanimi dekore ettim/siisledim, diizenledim veya
baska bir sekilde giizellestirdim.
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BOLUM 10: iS ODAKLI LIDERLIK OLCEGI

Asagida, is hayatinda yoneticilerin sergiledigi davramslarla ilgili tanimlar yer
almaktadir. Dogrudan bagh oldugunuz yoneticinizi diisiindiigiiniizde, asagida
yer alan her bir davranisi ne sikhkta gerceklestirdigi ile ilgili goriisiiniizii

verilen 5 basamakh olcegi kullanarak belirtiniz.

DOGRUDAN BAGLI BULUNDUGUNUZ YONETICINiZ...

1 2 3

4

5

Higbir zaman | Nadiren Zaman zaman

Cogunlukla

Her zaman

1. Az ¢alisan elemanlarini daha gok ¢alismalar1 i¢in tegvik eder.

2. Biitiin bir birimin/kurulusun esenligini elemanlarinin tek tek
refahindan daha iistiin tutar.

3. Elemanlarinin neyi nasil yapmalari gerektigi konusunda ayrmtilt
kararlar verir.

4. Elemanlarimin aldiklar1 kararlardan kendisini haberdar etmelerini ister.

5. Kotii yapilan isleri elestirir.

6. Elemanlarindan var olan standartlara harfi harfine uymalarini ister.

7. Iste kendi fikirlerini dener.

8. Kurallarindan taviz vermez bir sekilde yonetir.

9. Biitiin bir birimin iyiligi i¢in elemanlarindan fedakarlikta
bulunmalarin ister.

10. Elemanlarini daha fazla ¢aba harcamalar1 konusunda “diirtiikler”.

11. Verilen islerin zamaninda bitirilmesi gerektigini 6zellikle belirtir.

12. Elemanlarinin her birine ayri gorevler verir.

13. Elemanlariyla yalnizca daha 6nceden tayin edilmis zamanlarda
toplantilar yapar.

yapar.

14. Rakip gruplardan daha 6nde olmalar1 konusunda elemanlarina baski

15. Elemanlarinin bir isi en iyi bildikleri bicimde yapmalarina izin verir.

16. Sorunlara yeni yaklagimlar getirir.

17. Elemanlarin1 normal siireden (mesai disinda) daha fazla ¢caligsmalari
konusunda tesvik eder.

18. Elemanlarinin miimkiin oldugunca ¢ok ¢alismalarini saglar.

19. Ne kadar is yapilmasi gerektigi konusunda elemanlarina talimatlar
verir.

20. Elemanlarmin yeni fikirler {iretmeleri igin sabirla bekler.

BOLUM 11: SADAKAT OLCEGI

Asagida, is yerinizle ilgili goriislerinize dair maddeler yer almaktadir. Liitfen
her maddeyi dikkatlice okuduktan sonra o maddeye ne derecede katildiginizi

verilen 5 basamakl dl¢cegi kullanarak degerlendiriniz.

1

2

3

4

5

Hicbir zaman

Nadiren

Bazen

Cogu zaman

Her zaman

seyler sdylerim.

Miisterilerle veya hizmet alanlarla konusurken, ¢alistigim kurum hakkinda olumlu

sOylerim.

Akraba ve arkadaslarimla konusurken, ¢alistigim kurum hakkinda olumlu seyler

Calistigim kurumun iiriin ve/ya hizmetlerini bagkalaria 6nerebilirim.

Gelecekte de su anda ¢alistigim kurumda kalmak isterim.

Bir ig teklifi alsam bile, hemen bagka bir kuruma gecmezdim.

131




BOLUM 12: iS MEMNUNIYETi OLCEGI

Lutfen, genel olarak isinizden ne derecede memnun oldugunuzu en iyi temsil eden
yuz ifadesinin altindaki ya da listiindeki rakami, verilen dlgekte isaretleyiniz.

BOLUM 13: iSYERI NEZAKETSIZLiGi OLCEGI

Asagida, igyerinde karsilagilabilecek ve yonetici/amir, ¢alisma arkadasi ve/ya astlar
tarafindan sergilenebilecek farkli davranig 6rnekleri yer almaktadir. Liitfen, her bir
davranisa (eger pandemi baslangicindan beri uzaktan ¢alisiyorsaniz, pandemi
oncesindeki) SON 6 AYI DUSUNEREK ne siklikla maruz kaldiginiz1 asagida
sunulan 5 basamakli 6l¢egi kullanarak degerlendiriniz.

1= Hicbir Zaman 2= Nadiren 3= Bazen 4=Sik sik 5= Her Zaman

ISYERINIZDE “PANDEMi ONCESINDEKI SON 6 AY ” ICERISINDE
YONETICI, iS ARKADASLARINIZ VEYA ASTLARINIZ...

1. Biri sizi asagiladi m1 ya da kiiclimsedi mi?
Birinin soylediklerinizi az 6nemsedigi ya da fikirlerinize az ilgi
2. gosterdigi oldu mu?
3. Biri hakkinizda kiigiik diisiiriicii ya da onur kirict yorumlar yapt: mi1?
4. Yalnizken ya da bagkalarinin yaninda biri size profesyonel olmayan bir

sekilde hitap etti mi?

5. Isyerindeki iliskilerde biri sizi yok saydi m1 ya da disladi m1?

6. Biri sorumluluk alaniniza giren bir konuda yaptiginiz bir
degerlendirmeyi siiphe ile karsiladi mi?

Biri istemediginiz halde sizi kisisel konularda bir tartismaya
7. siiriikklemeye caligti m1?
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BOLUM 14: GUC MESAFESI VE KADERCILiK OLCEGI

Liitfen asagidaki ifadeleri okuyunuz ve katilma derecenizi verilen 6 basamakh
ol¢egi kullanarak belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum | Pek Biraz Katihyorum Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katilmiyorum katillyorum katilhyorum
1. Makam sahibi kisilere konumlar1 geregi sayg1 gosterilmelidir.
2. Cogu zaman c¢abalamaya degmez, ¢iinkii igler istendigi gibi
gitmez.
3. Makam sahibi ve statii sahibi kisiler 6zel ayricaliklara ve
imtiyazlara sahip olmalidirlar.
4, Plan yapmak bir kisiyi yalnizca mutsuz eder ¢iinkil yapilan
planlar zaten hi¢bir zaman gerceklesmez.
5. Toplumdaki kisiler arasinda statii farki olmasi kabul edilebilir.
6. Ne kadar ugrasirsan ugrag kotii bir seyler olacaksa 6niine
gecemezsin.
7. Aileler ¢ocuklarina biiyiiklerine kars1 itaatkar olmalar:
gerektigini 6gretmelidir.
8. Insanin gelecekteki basarisi ya da basarisizligi dogumuyla
birlikte kaderine yazilmistir bu ylizden kisi bunu kabul etmelidir.
9. Otorite sahibi kisilerin talepleri her zaman yerine getirilmelidir.
10. Bilge insan giinii yasar ve gelecegi diisiinmez.
11. Bir toplumda otorite konusunda hiyerarsi olmasi gerekir.
12. Ogrenciler dgretmenleriyle fikir ¢atismasina girmemelidir.
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BOLUM 15:URETKENLIK KARSITI iS DAVRANISLARI OLCEGI

Asagida kurumlarda gozlenen is Higbir Cok Seyrek | Ayda bir 4.Haftada | 5. Her
davramslarina yonelik baz Zaman ya da iki bir ya da giin
ifadeler yer almaktadir. Liitfen bu kez iki kez

ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz.
Mevcut isinizde asagidaki
maddelerde yer alan davramislari
eger pandemi baslangicindan beri
uzaktan c¢ahsiyorsaniz, pandemi
oncesindeki son 6 ay1 diisiinerek ne
sikhikla yaptigimzi verilen 5
basamakh 6l¢egi kullanarak
belirtiniz.

Isyerinde énemsiz konulardan
yakinma

Isvereninize ait arac/geregleri kasitl
bir sekilde bosa harcama

Isyerindekileri performanslarindan
dolay1 agagilama

Disaridaki insanlara ¢aligtiginiz yer
hakkinda kétii seyler sdyleme

Insanlarin 6zel hayatlartyla alay etme

Izin almadan ise gec gelme

Isyerindeki diger calisanlar1 yok
sayma

Hasta oldugunuzu bahane ederek ise
gelmeme

Isyerindeki insanlarla tartigma
¢ikarma

Isyerindeki biriyle dalga gecme ya da
ona hakaret etme

BOLUM 16: (DEMOGRAFIK BILGi FORMU)
Son olarak, liitfen asagidaki sorulari cevaplayiniz.
Yasmniz:

Cinsiyetiniz:

Kadin

Erkek

Belirtmek Istemiyorum

w oo™ e

En son aldigimiz egitim derecesi:
_ llkokul

___ Ortaokul

___Lise

ki y1llik yiiksekokul

_ Universite (dért yillik)

_ Yiiksek lisans

____ Doktora
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4. Liitfen asagidaki segeneklerden size uygun olani seginiz.
a. Mavi yakali ¢alisganim

b. Beyaz yakali ¢alisanim

5. Calistiginiz sektor:

_ Kamu

_ Ozel

___Sivil Toplum Kurulusu (STK)

____Diger (liitfen agiklayiniz)

6. Kurumunuzun faaliyet gosterdigi is kolu:
[ Finans 3 Teknoloji
(J Hizhi Tiiketim Mallar1 M Insaat ve Malzeme
O Saglik ve Ilag O Medya
[ Otomotiv 3 Tekstil
[ Metal O Egitim

[ Dayanikli Tiiketim Mallari

[ Diger (Liitfen belirtiniz)

7. Kag yildir meveut igyerinizde ¢alistyorsunuz? (Liitfen y1l ve ay olarak
belirtiniz. Ornegin, 3 y1l 0 ay veya 2 y1l 7 ay gibi)

R 4

Ay

8. Kag yildir dogrudan bagli bulundugunuz yoneticiniz ile birlikte
calistyorsunuz?

R 4

Ay

9. Dogrudan bagli bulundugunuz ydneticinizin cinsiyeti nedir?
_ Kadin

_ Erkek

Magaza veya sanal alisveriste kullanabileceginiz 25 TL tutarindaki D&R
magazasi hediye cekinizi gonderebilmemiz icin liitfen size ulasabilecegimiz bir
e-posta adresi yaziniz.

ARASTIRMAMIZA KATILDIGINIZ iCIN COK TESEKKUR EDERIZ :)
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