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ABSTRACT

MODERATING EFFECTS OF LEADERSHIP STYLES ON THE
RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN MISTREATMENT AND WORKPLACE
OUTCOMES

SELCUK, Aycan
M.A. in Psychology

Thesis Advisor: Assoc. Prof. Asli GONCU KOSE
September 2021, 103 pages

This study aimed to investigate the effects of workplace incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision on job satisfaction, CWBs and two types of burnouts (i.e.,
work-related and personal burnout. Furthermore, the moderating effects of
paternalistic leadership style and task-oriented leadership style in the links of
workplace mistreatment (i.e., workplace incivility, mobbing, abusive supervision)
with outcome variables (i.e., job satisfaction, CWBs, work-related and personal
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. Besides, mobbing is positively associated with burnout and CWBs.
Additionally, PL moderated some of the proposed relationships between workplace
mistreatment and CWBs as well as burnout. Furthermore, T-O style moderated the
relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with job satisfaction and
burnout. Thefindings are discussed regarding their theoretical contributions,

suggestion for future studies as well as implications for practices.

Keywords: Workplace incivility, mobbing, abusive supervision, job satisfaction,

CWB, burnout, paternalistic leadership, task-oriented leadership



OZET

LIiDERLIK STILLERININ IS YERINDE KOTU MUAMELE VE iS iLE
ILGILi DEGISKENLER ARASINDAKI iLiSKILERDE DUZENLEYICi
ROLU

SELCUK, Aycan
Psikoloji Yiiksek Lisans Tezi

Tez Danismant: Dog. Dr. Asli GONCU KOSE
Eyliil 2021, 103 sayfa

Bu c¢alisma, is yeri nezaketsizligi, is yeri psikolojik taciz ve istismarci
yoneticiligin i doyumu, tiretim karisit1 is davraniglari ve iki tiir tikenmislik (isle ilgili
ve kigisel tiikenmislik) tizerindeki etkilerini arastirmayi amaglamistir. Ayrica, is
yerinde kotii muamele (is yeri nezaketsizligi, is yeri psikolojik taciz, istismarci
yoneticilik) ile bagimli degiskenler (is doyumu, iiretim karisit1 is davranislar, isle ilgili
ve kisisel tiikkenmislik) iliskisinde babacan liderlik tarzi ve is odakli liderlik tarzinin
diizenleyici rolii incelenmistir. Calismanin verileri 715 goniillii ¢alisandan
toplanmigtir. Onerilen calisma modeli Yapisal Esitlikci Modellemesi (YEM)
kullanilarak analiz edilmistir. Sonuglar 6nerildigi gibi, isyerinde kotii muamele tiirleri,
is doyumu ile negatif iliskili ¢gitkmistir. Ayrica, is yeri psikolojik taciz, tiikkenmislik ve
tiretim karsiti is davraniglart ile pozitif iliskili oldugu bulunmustur. Babacan liderlik
tarzi, is yerinde kotlii muamele tiirleri ile tiretim karsit1 is davranislar ve tilkenmislik
arasindaki iliskide diizenleyici role sahiptir. Ek olarak, is odakli liderlik tarzinin
isyerinde kotii muamele tiirleri ile is doyumu ve tilkenmislik arasindaki iligkide
diizenleyici role sahip oldugu gozlemlenmistir. Calismanin bulgular1 teoriye yaptigi
katkilar, gelecek calismalar i¢in Oneriler ve uygulamaya yonelik c¢ikarimlar

cercevesinde tartisilmistir.



Anahtar Kelimeler: Is yeri nezaketsizligi, is yerinde psikolojik taciz, istismarci
yoneticilik, is doyumu, iiretim karsit1 is davranislari, tiikenmislik, babacan liderlik, is

odakl liderlik.
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CHAPTERII
INTRODUCTION

It's a known fact that there are many different types of workplace mistreatment.
Among these, those that have been subjects of the majority of the studies in the fields
of organizational psychology and organizational behavior and which are related to
important employee attitudes and behaviors (e.g., job satisfaction, burnout,
counterproductive work behaviors) as well as to the main organizational outcomes are
“workplace incivility” (Pearson & Andersson, 1999), “mobbing or psychological
abuse” (Leymann, 1990) and “abusive supervision” (Tepper, 2000).

Even though there are numerous studies in the Western literature, the number
of studies that address the effects of these types of mistreatments on employees within
the cultural context of Turkey is very few (Duygulu & Sezgin, 2015; Eroglu, 2015).
In addition, existing studies focused only one type of mistreatment and one of the
outcome variables. In line with the propositions of the job demands-resources (JD-R)
model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), | aimed to test the effects of different types of
workplace mistreatment (i.e., mobbing, abusive supervision, workplace incivility) on
job satisfaction (Brayfield & Rothe, 1951), burnout (Maslach, 1976; as cited in Cox,
Tisserand & Taris, 2005), counterproductive work behaviors (CWBs; Fox, & Spector,
1999), and work-related as well as personal burnout (Janssen, Schaufelioe, & Houkes,
1999) by utilizing a holistic model in the present study. | specifically focused on job
satisfaction, burnout, and CWBs because job satisfaction represents one of the most
important positive work-related attitudes; work-related and personal burnout represent
both work-related and personal psychological health outcomes, and CWBs are among
the most detrimental employee behaviors directed towards the organization. However,
previous research suggested that the direct effects of the aforementioned types of
workplace mistreatment on employee attitudes and behaviors may be influenced by
various individual, organizational and environmental factors. In other words, these
relationships can be regulated by different contextual variables (Sperry, 2009).

Consistently, the secondary aim of the present study is to examine the moderating



effects of two different leadership styles on the relationships of incivility, mobbing
and abusive supervision with positive and negative attitudes and behaviors of
employees. The leadership styles included in the present study are paternalistic
leadership style, which is described as a culture-specific or emic leadership style
(Westwood & Chan, 1992), and task-oriented leadership style which is considered to
be a universal and more common type of leadership (Fleishman, 1953). | propose that,
while immediate supervisors’ paternalistic leadership style is likely to weaken the
relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with the above-mentioned
outcome variables, immediate supervisors’ task-oriented leadership style is likely to
strengthen these associations. In the following sections, first, the literature review
regarding the different types of workplace mistreatment (i.e., incivility, mobbing, and
abusive supervision) focused in the study are presented. Second, findings of the
previous studies regarding their negative effects on job satisfaction and their positive
effects on negative outcomes (i.e., burnout and CWBSs) are summarized. Third,
theoretical background regarding the moderating effects of paternalistic leadership and
task-oriented leadership in the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive

supervision with outcome variables are presented.

1.1 MISTREATMENT AT WORKPLACE

Today's conditions require people to spend most of their time in the workplace.
In addition to the intensity of work and the speed of the general flow of life, people
may also have to deal with additional stressors that may be encountered in the
workplace such as incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision. Mistreatment in the
workplace have many undesirable consequences for both individuals and
organizations. In recent years, researchers have turned their attention to the
relationships between workplace mistreatment and these outcomes (Andersson &
Pearson, 1999; Welbourne & Sariol, 2017; Lim, Cortina, & Magley, 2008).

1.1.1 Incivility

Incivility is defined as relatively low-intensity deviant behaviors with uncertain
intent that are encountered in the workplace. Workplace incivility mainly occurs by
violating workplace norms. Incivil behaviors are also labelled as rude, unkind and
disrespectful acts (Pearson, Andersson, & Wegner, 2001). To illustrate, not saying

thank you, throwing garbage on one’s table, or talking loudly about personal issues on



the phone (Martin, 1996; as cited in Andersson & Pearson, 1999, p. 453) are among
behaviors that are involved in workplace incivility.

Incivility differs from other types of mistreatments, such as mobbing and
abusive supervision. Intensity of mistreatment is lower in incivility compared to
mobbing and abusive supervision. Another difference of incivility from mobbing and
abusive supervision is uncertainty of intention. Therefore, incivility may not always
be clearly defined and intention of such behaviors may be vogue for exposed
individuals. On the other hand, accidental behaviors are not included in incivility
(Neuman & Baron, 2005). Another difference of workplace incivility from mobbing
and abusive supervision is that incivility may be displayed by multiple sources
including not only the supervisor and/or colleagues but also by customers (Schilpzand,
De Pater, & Erez, 2016; Hershcovis, 2011).

Individuals’ emotional states are among the factors which trigger incivility. To
illustrate, aggression and fear may lead a person to act hostile towards others in
workplace. Another factor that may positively affect incivility is difficulty in
adaptation to the workplace environment (Reio & Callahan, 2004; Reio & Ghosh,
2009). Adaptation to the workplace environment requires compliance with different
conditions and healthy communication with colleagues and supervisors. If the person
is unable to adapt to the workplace environment, s/he may display inappropriate

behaviors which also brings out incivility (Reio & Ghosh, 2009).

1.1.2 Mobbing

Mobbing, which occurs in workplace, is defined as an unethical type of
behavior that systematically puts the person in a helpless and vulnerable position over
a long period of time (Leymann, 1996). Most researchers consider the terms of
bullying and mobbing as identical and they use them interchangeably. However, while
mobbing may be performed by a group of people, bullying is usually performed by
one perpetrator (Keim & McDermott, 2010). Besides, mobbing involves individual,
group and organizational dynamics. Unlike mobbing, there is little or no organizational
involvement in bullying which consists of attacks from one person (Sperry, 2009).

Leymann has defined 4 stages related to the formation and continuation of the
mobbing process. In the first stage, there are conflicts and disagreements among
employees. If this situation is not resolved constructively, it may turn into intimidation.

In the second stage, psychological well-being of the victim starts to be negatively



affected. Depending on the duration and intensity of mobbing, health problems such
as anxiety and long-term stress are likely to occur. In the third stage, the rights of the
victim are violated and this situation is tolerated by management. Finally, the fourth
stage includes stigma and social isolation which may even result in the victim's
dismissal or turnover (Leymann, 1990; cited in Cornoiu, & Gyorgy, 2013, p. 710).

Leymann (1996) divided the effects of mobbing on victims into five categories.
The first is defined as the effects on the person’s right to communicate adequately
(e.g., the person may not be allowed to communicate with others; s/he may be silenced
or exposed to verbal threats). The second involves effects on probabilities to sustain
social contact processes (e.g., colleagues may not speak to the person). The third
consists of the effects on the victim's reputation (e.g., mocking the person, gossiping
about him or her, having fun with his or her behaviors). The fourth reflects the effects
on the victim’s profession or job (e.g., the person may be given meaningless tasks).
Lastly, the fifth category involves the effects on the victim’s physical health (e.g.,
physical assaults or giving dangerous assignments to the person). In the literature, it is
observed that criteria of and behavioral dimensions involved in mobbing differ
depending on samples and/or cultural context. In studies conducted in Turkey,
mobbing is generally categorized under four dimensions which are "work-oriented
behaviors", "behaviors that harm personal reputation”, "social exclusion”, and "verbal,
written, and visual attacks" (Tinaz, Gok, & Karatuna, 2010).

Antecedents of mobbing are categorized into three dimensions which are
organizational, social, and individual. Organizational antecedents include general
problems created by the conditions within the organization. Power differences among
employees and related imbalance, excessive workload, leadership style, organizational
culture, and uncertainties in management may trigger mobbing behaviors. Social
antecedents include social context and attitudes in the workplace. Excessive
competition, ambition, enmity, and jealousy among employees may trigger mobbing.
Personal antecedents include individual factors. Employees' psychological states,
personalities, demographic characteristics, and perceptual differences are among
personal antecedents of mobbing (Duffy & Sperry, 2007; Akar, Anafarta, & Sarvan,
2011).



1.1.3 Abusive Supervision

Abusive supervision is defined as deliberate aggressive or hostile behaviors
performed by the authority figure (Tepper, 2000). Tepper (2007) emphasizes that
certain features need attention within this definition. First of all, abusive supervision
is related to subjective perceptions and assessment of behavior varies from person to
person. Therefore, evaluation of a specific behavior as abusive supervision varies
depending on the observer and it is influenced by characteristics of individuals (e.g.,
personality traits, demographic structure) as well as the context in which the
observation is made (e.g., work environment, organizational structure). Second,
abusive supervision does not include physical contact (Tepper 2000; Hershcovis,
2011). Third, abusive supervision includes constant or systematic exposure to non-
physical hostility. Continuity of abusive acts is emphasized in the definition because
one-day or one-time behaviors of the supervisor are not included in this category.
Abusive supervision differs from mobbing and incivility because it focuses only on
the supervisor. Another difference of abusive supervision from mobbing and incivility
is that abusive supervisory behaviors are directed to many employees at the same time
by the same supervisor. That is, unlike mobbing and incivility, most of the time,
abusive supervisory behaviors do not target specific individuals. However, similar to
mobbing, it includes systematic behaviors which are consistently performed.

Supervisors' misuse of power, negative and stressful emotions and adoption of
authoritarian or destructive leadership styles trigger abusive behaviors. Also,
supervisors’ personality characteristics such as narcissism and neuroticism are
positively associated with abusive supervision (Eissa & Lester, 2017). Organizational
features such as adoption of aggressive norms and unhealthy communication patterns
are also positively related to abusive supervisory behaviors (Zhang & Bednall, 2016).
Subordinate characteristics also may have significant effects on perceived abusive
supervision because individuals differ in their perceptions, attitudes, and
interpretations of the same behavior depending on their characteristics. Employees
who score high on hostility, extraversion, and emotional stability and those who score
low on agreeableness are more likely to report abusive supervision (Brees, Mackey,
Martinko, & Harvey, 2014). Situational variables are also related to incidences of
abusive supervision as well as tolerance towards such behaviors. To illustrate, in crises
or stressful teamwork processes, supervisors’ abusive behaviors are likely to be

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



Studies on the effects of abusive supervision have found that abusive
supervision leads to high levels of turnover, conflict, and psychological distress as well
as low levels of performance among subordinates. It is known that even relatively mild
negativities are associated with significant social and financial costs for the
organizations and, it is not surprising that, above mentioned negative outcomes give
high levels of damage to the organizations and these are among the consequences that
every work organization would attempt to eliminate (Tepper, 2000). In the following
section, negative outcomes of abusive supervision (as well as those of incivility and

mobbing) are explained in more detail.

1.2 CONSEQUENCES OF MISTREATMENT AT WORKPLACE

Different types of mistreatments at workplace, such as incivility, mobbing and
abusive supervision harm not only efficiency of organizations but also threat
employers, employees, their families and psychological well-being of society (Ebeid,
Kaul, Neumann, & Shane, 2003). In the following sections, literature review and
theoretical propositions regarding the negative effects of different workplace
mistreatment types (i.e., incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision) on job
satisfaction and their positive effects on negative outcomes (i.e., burnout and CWBs)
are summarized. Also, findings of the previous studies regarding their effects are
presented. Next, paternalistic and task-oriented leadership styles are introduced along
with their positive and negative relationships with the variables of the present study.
Finally, moderating effects of paternalistic leadership and task-oriented leadership
styles in the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with the

outcome variables are presented.

1.2.1 Negative Effects on a Positive Outcome: Job Satisfaction

Job satisfaction generally refers to the internal assessments and general
attitudes of employees towards their jobs, work environments, and/or colleagues. Job
satisfaction is related to the degree of fulfilment of expectations such as wage,
promotion, and management and leadership style (Luthans, 1995; as cited in Sevimli
& Iscan, 2005, p. 56).

Physical factors in the workplace (e.g., noise, lighting, crowd); individual
factors (e.g., amount of responsibility, workload); interpersonal relationships with

others (e.g., supervisors, colleagues, and customers) and organizational factors (e.g.,



uncertainty, administration, level of structure) affect employees’ job satisfaction
(Aziri, 2011; Judge, Weiss, Kammeyer-Mueller, & Hulin, 2017; Fairbrother & Warn,
2002). Contents of job satisfaction are examined in two dimensions which are events
and agents. Events represent the “what happened” and agents represent the “who made
it happen”. Events depend on contents which are task and non-task related. This
dimension includes work, reward and context. In addition, agents include self and non-
self or others. How the employee will refer to events and agents determines whether
job satisfaction is low or high (Ben-Porat, 1981). Previous findings revealed that trust
in colleagues or supervisors and job satisfaction was positively and strongly related.

According to the job demands-resources (JD-R) model (Bakker & Demerouiti,
2007), different types of mistreatments at workplace are among the demands that drain
employees’ resources. In the JD-R model, job demands require sustainable mental or
physical effort which may eventually lead to exhaustion. Imbalance between job
demands and resources plays important role in the progress of burnout (Bakker,
Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2003). Consistently, research shows that incivility leads to
negative consequences such as reduced job satisfaction, turnover intentions and sleep
problems (Holm, Torkelson, & Béckstrom, 2015). Lim, Cortina, and Magley (2008)
found that job satisfaction mediated the negative relationships of workplace incivility
with mental health and physical health. Pearson and Porath (2005) found that
employees who are exposed to incivility are likely to change their behaviors and to
reduce work effort, productivity, performance. Their job satisfaction was also found
to be negatively affected.

Previous studies also found that there was a significant negative relationship
between mobbing, which creates highly stressful work environment, and employees’
job satisfaction (e.g., Ertureten, Cemalcilar, & Aycan, 2013). Mobbing is also likely
to increase employees’ intention to quit their jobs (Goris, Ceyhan, Tagci, Sungur,
Tekinsoy, & Cetinkaya, 2016; Oztiirk & Sahbudak, 2017; Dogan & Dogan, 2009).
Samnani and Singh (2012) stated that mobbing, motivation, and job satisfaction are
interrelated. Being exposed to mobbing causes low motivation, which, in turn, reduces
job satisfaction. Low job satisfaction affects not only employees’ psychological well-
being but also job quality (Kirkcaldy & Martin, 2000). Similarly, as a main resource-
draining process, abusive supervision negatively affects not only job satisfaction (e.g.,
Zhang & Liao, 2015) but also other job-related attitudes such as intentions to stay

(Mathieu & Babiak, 2016). Indeed, in a recent study it was found that job satisfaction



mediated the relationship between abusive supervision and employees’ physical and
mental health problems (Peltokorpi & Ramaswami, 2019). In line with the
propositions of the JD-R model and the findings of the previous research, the first set
of hypotheses is generated as follows:
Hypothesis 1a: Incivility is negatively associated with job satisfaction.
Hypothesis 1b: Mobbing is negatively associated with job satisfaction.
Hypothesis 1c: Abusive supervision is negatively associated with job

satisfaction.

1.2.2 Positive Effects on Negative Outcomes: (Work-Related and Personal)

Burnout and CWBs

Burnout is a psychological syndrome which occurs as a result of prolonged
exposure to stress factors. Organization, tasks, work experiences, colleagues and
customers constitute stress factors for work-related burnout. Burnout includes three
dimensions; namely, exhaustion, cynicism, and sense of inefficacy (e.g., Leiter &
Maslach, 2005; Swider & Zimmerman, 2010; Best, Stapleton, & Downey, 2005).
Exhaustion is described as loss of energy, fatigue, and depletion of emotional
resources. Cynicism includes withdrawal and negative behaviors. To illustrate, the
person reflects his negative emotions and attitudes to others including supervisors,
coworkers, and customers; or s/he may be indifferent towards others as well as the job.
Sense of inefficacy is described as feelings of in accomplishment, diminished
performance and progress as well as reduced work-related self-esteem. (Maslach,
Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001). The factors that trigger burnout are grouped under two
main categories which are situational factors and personal factors. Situational factors
include characteristics of the work, such as excessive workload, uncertainty of tasks,
role confusion and time pressure. The characteristics of the institution, attitudes
towards employees, reward and promotion mechanisms and sharing of tasks also affect
burnout. Personal factors include personality, locus of control, and coping skills. To
illustrate, individuals who score high on external locus of control are more prone to
burnout than those who score high on internal locus of control (Maslach, Schaufeli, &
Leiter, 2001). According to the conservation of resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll,
1989), while the person is facing a stressful situation, s/he spends extra energy in order
not to lose her/his resources. Fear of losing resources causes a person to experience

chronic stress. Accordingly, stressful situations caused by mistreatment at workplace



and burnout are positively associated (Raja, Javed, & Abbas, 2018). Likewise, the JD-
R model based on the COR theory. As mentioned above, the JD-R model focuses on
the balance between job demands and resources. Job demands refers to psychological,
physical, or organizational aspects of the job. In addition, job resources refer to
psychological, physical or organizational factors that help an employee to achieve set
goals and reduce stress (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Also, if the relationship between
job demands and job resources is imbalanced, this leads to burnout (Huang, Wang, &
You, 2016). Burnout includes two distinct dimensions which are work-related and
personal burnout. Work-related burnout is defined as physical or psychological
exhaustion that is perceived by the employee as related to his/her work. On the other
hand, personal burnout is defined as non-work-related physical or psychological
exhaustion experienced by the person. Each of the dimensions have own discrete
antecedents and consequences (Kristensen, Borritz, Villadsen, & Christensen, 2005).
According to the JD-R model, imbalance between job demands and job resources has
distinct effects on both work-related and personal burnout.

In organizations where mobbing behaviors are common, burnout increases as
a result of increase in stress factor (Giil, ince, & Ozcan, 2011; Cengiz & Aytan, 2013;
Tiirkan & Kilig, 2015; Albar & Ofluoglu, 2017). Mobbing is an important predictor of
emotional exhaustion, cynicism, and sense of inefficacy, that is, all dimensions of
burnout (Dikmetas, Top, & Ergin, 2011). Abusive supervision was also found to be
significantly related to burnout, and especially to emotional exhaustion dimension in
one study (Carlson, Ferguson, Hunter, & Whitten, 2012). Although abusive
supervision was shown to be positively related to overall burnout almost in every
study, correlations between abusive supervision and burnout dimensions may vary
depending on samples. To illustrate, in another study, abusive supervision had the
strongest correlation with cynicism dimension (Sulea, Filipescu, Horga, Ortan, &
Fischmann, 2012). Another study conducted in Turkey showed that, depersonalization
and emotional exhaustion dimensions of burnout and abusive supervision were found
to be strongly and significantly positively associated (Yagil, 2006).

In line with the theoretical background and the findings of the previous studies,
the next set of hypotheses are generated as follows:

Hypothesis 2a: Incivility is positively associated with work-related and

personal burnout.



Hypothesis 2b: Mobbing is positively associated with work-related and
personal burnout.

Hypothesis 2c: Abusive supervision is positively associated with work-related
and personal burnout.

Counterproductive work behaviors (CWBs) are defined as behaviors that are
intentionally performed to disrupt the functioning of the organization and its
employees (Spector & Fox, 2002). CWBs are examined in five dimensions: Abuse,
production deviance, sabotage, theft, and withdrawal. Abuse includes psychologically
damaging behaviors such as humiliating and threatening others. Deviation from
production includes poor performance, taking the job slow and/or unfollowing the
instructions. Sabotage includes behaviors that aim to intentionally damage processes,
tasks, or properties. Withdrawal includes behaviors such as coming to work late,
leaving work early or extending breaks more than necessary. Finally, theft refers to
stealing from the organization (Spector, Fox, Penney, Bruursema, Goh, & Kessler,
2006; Polatg1, Ozcalik, & Cindiloglu, 2014).

Although there may be minor overlaps between CWBs and incivility, they are
significantly different concepts. First, CWBs intentionally harm an organization or
person, whereas incivility is not defined as a deliberate malicious behavior.
Furthermore, incivility includes milder behaviors than CWBs directed towards
individuals. Also, CWBs mainly includes destructive behaviors directed towards the
organization itself such as theft behaviors, production deviance, sabotage, and
withdrawal. Finally, the two concepts differ in their dynamics. While incivility is a
stress factor in the environment, CWBs reflect responses to stress factors (Cortina,
Magley, Williams, & Langhout, 2001; as cited in Penney & Spector, 2005, p. 778).

A reciprocal relationship was observed between CWBs and workplace
mistreatment. It has been concluded that while CWBs cause increase in hostile
behaviors in the workplace, hostile behaviors in the workplace increase CWBs twice
as much (Kim, Cohen, & Panter, 2015). Previous studies revealed that there was a
positive relationship between workplace incivility and CWBs (Penney & Spector,
2005). Negative emotions may mediate the relationship between incivility and CWBs.
Incivility behaviors trigger a negative emotional state when it is believed to be done to
give intentional harm (Sakurai & Jex, 2012). Previous studies showed that workplace
bullying was strongly associated with abuse and sabotage dimensions of CWBs rather

than withdrawal dimension (Baka, 2019). Different kinds of job stressors are related
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to CWBs, such as interpersonal conflicts at workplace, role conflicts (Spector & Fox,
2005) and injustice (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). Injustice is a phenomenon that may
affect organizations and employees in many different ways. Justice has been
conceptualized according to instrumental, interpersonal, and moral principles
(Cropanzano, Rupp, Mohler, & Schminke, 2001). According to the instrumental
approach, an employee focuses on their losses and gains and evaluates role of justice
according to these outputs. Employees who receive negative outcomes reduce their
efforts to ensure fairness in the workplace. According to the interpersonal approach,
the employee evaluates justice according to his/her interpersonal relationships. Finally,
according to the moral principles approach employees have their own ethical standards
to evaluate the role of justice. In addition, when ethical values of employees are
violated, they may also change these standards and intend to harm the organization
(Zhang, Liu, Xu, Yang, & Bednall, 2019; Cropanzano & Byrne, 2000). According to
the moral principles approach, the perception of injustice occurs because abusive
supervision violates the ethical standards of the employees (Chan & McAllister, 2014).
Zhang et al. (2019) stated that there was a negative relationship between organizational
justice and abusive supervision. In addition, there was an indirect effect of abusive
supervision on CWBs via organizational justice. Consistently, it is proposed that
incivility, mobbing, and abusive supervision are positively associated with CWBs.

Hypothesis 3a: Incivility is positively associated with CWBs.

Hypothesis 3b: Mobbing is positively associated with CWBs.

Hypothesis 3c: Abusive supervision is positively associated with CWBs.

1.3 MODERATING EFFECTS OF LEADERSHIP

Abuse or mistreatment in work environment is also affected by individual-
level, group-level, and organizational dynamics. Understanding the roles of these
dynamics potentially helps us intervene and reduce the likelihood of mistreatment in
workplace. In organizational dynamics, the leaders have major impacts (Sperry, 2009).
Leaders may either increase the likelihood of maltreatment by causing power
imbalance in organizations or prevent it from the beginning (Strandmark, Lillemor, &
Hallberg, 2007).

Researchers in the field suggest that leadership has a critical role in preventing

mistreatment in the workplace as well as in buffering the negative effects of
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mistreatment (Laschinger & Fida, 2014). Previous studies revealed that mistreatment
in the workplace was positively associated with burnout (Livne & Goussinsky, 2017).

In hostile organizational contexts where various forms of workplace
mistreatment are common, it is very likely that these negative behaviors spread among
employees as well as supervisors (Mayer, Thau, Workman, Van Dijke, & De Cremer,
2012). Leaders who are unresponsive towards these actions are likely to lose their
subordinates’ respect and trust (Pearson, Andersson, & Wegner, 2001). On the other
hand, supportive organizational leaders may weaken the adverse impacts of incivility
and mobbing performed by co-workers or subordinates towards their own
subordinates; whereas, those who embrace emotionally non-supportive, distant or cold
leadership styles may enhance these adverse effects. Moreover, even abusive
supervisory behaviors performed by a manager who gives individualized support on
non-work issues, acts as an elder family figure at the same time (i.e., a paternalistic
leader) may cause less stress and strain among employees than the same behaviors
performed by a more work-oriented and professional manager (i.e., a task-oriented
leader). In the following sections propositions regarding the moderating effects of
paternalistic and task-oriented leadership styles in the relationships of incivility,
mobbing, and abusive supervision with job satisfaction, CWBs, and work-related and

personal burnout are explained in detail.

1.3.1 Paternalistic Leadership

In the early 2000s, Aycan and colleagues (Aycan, 2006; Aycan, Kanungo,
Mendonca, Yu, Deller, Stahl, & Kurshid, 2000) and Cheng and colleagues (Cheng,
Chou, & Farh, 2000) described paternalistic leadership (PL) in an integrative manner.
Cheng and colleagues (2000) defined PL as a leadership style that combines authority
with a father's benevolence and moral integrity, with a strong discipline. According to
Aycan (2006), PL is a hierarchical system in which the leader guides his or her
employees regarding matters related to their professional and personal lives and
expects loyalty and respect from them in return. In addition, PL is a common and
endorsed leadership style in Asian, Middle East, Latin American and African cultural
contexts; especially in those characterized by high levels of collectivism and power
distance (Aycan, 2006; Gonctli, Aycan, & Johnson, 2014; Niu, Wang, & Cheng, 2009).

Based on their research, Farh and Cheng (2000) proposed the three-

dimensional PL model which included the dimensions of authoritarianism,
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benevolence, and moral leadership. Authoritarianism dimension includes expectation
of acceptance of the leader’s control over subordinates without questioning.
Benevolence implies that a leader strives for well-being of his/her subordinates in their
personal lives, and that s/he shows genuine concern. Finally, moral leadership
dimension reflects moral values such as unselfishness, honesty, and integrity.

According to Aycan (2006), PL has five dimensions: Creating a family
atmosphere in the workplace (e.g., the leader acts like as if s/he is an elder family
member), building individualized relationships with subordinates (e.g., the leader
establishes relations with employee’s family, personal problems), involvement in
employees' non-work lives (e.g., the leader attend employee’s important events like
wedding or graduation), loyalty expectation (e.g., the leader expects that employees
attend the organization when emergency situations), and maintenance of status
hierarchy and authority (e.g., the leader expects that employees behave according to
status differences).

1.3.1.1 Paternalistic Leadership and Mistreatment at Workplace

PL is expected to prevent inequalities in terms of power among subordinates
and reduce the negative effects of incivility and bullying by providing social support
to employees. Consistently, studies on PL indicated that creating a family atmosphere
in the workplace dimension of PL was negatively related to employees’ perceptions of
bullying (Ertureten, Cemalcilar, & Aycan, 2013; Soylu, 2011).

Studies on mobbing have identified negative relationships between the sub-
dimensions of PL and mobbing (Aycan, 2006; Ozmen, 2019; Soylu, 2011). Actually,
PL includes coexistence of opposite concepts: Benevolence and exploitation;
nurturance and authoritarianism, empowerment and dependency. Positive aspects of
PL (i.e., benevolence, nurturance, empowerment) seem to be negatively related to
mobbing, and negative aspects of PL (i.e., exploitation, authoritarianism, dependency)
may be positively associated with mobbing (Ertureten, Cemalcilar, & Aycan, 2013).
However, cultural tendencies of collectivism and power distance make (at least some)
individuals endorse and like paternalistic leaders and studies conducted in Turkey have
found a negative relationship between PL and perceived mobbing (Aycan et al. 2000;
Ertiireten, Cemalcilar, & Aycan, 2013). In addition, Cerit (2013) found that PL was
negatively related to subordinates’ perceptions of work- and non-work-related

criticism and social isolation. The author suggested that PL had a significant negative
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effect on adverse workplace behaviors and that it may also reduce the negative effects
of workplace mistreatment behaviors experienced by employees. In line with the
theoretical background and suggestions of previous studies, the next set of hypotheses
is generated as follows:

Hypothesis 4: PL style moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing and
abusive supervision with job satisfaction in such a way that, the negative relationships
of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with job satisfaction is weaker when
supervisor is rated high on PL style than when supervisor is rated low on PL style.

Hypothesis 5: PL style moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing and
abusive supervision with CWB in such a way that, positive relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with CWB is weaker when supervisor is rated high
on PL style than when supervisor is rated low on PL style.

Hypothesis 6: PL style 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 is weaker when supervisor is rated high on PL style than when

supervisor is rated low on PL style.

1.3.2 Task-Oriented Leadership

Task-oriented (T-O) leadership includes initiation of structure, identification of
group activities, success and production-oriented goal-achieving behaviors
(Tabernero, Chambel, Curral, & Arana, 2009). T-O leadership behaviors include short
term planning, clarifying responsibilities and performance objectives, and closely
monitoring performance. What and how to do a task is usually planned by the T-O
leader in the organizational context. Afterwards, roles and responsibilities are
distributed to individuals by the leader (Yukl, Gordon, & Taber, 2002).

1.3.2.1 Task-Oriented Leadership and Mistreatment at Workplace

Although some studies focused on the effects of T-O leadership style on job
satisfaction (e.g., Hua, 2020) and CWB:s (e.g., Holtz & Harold, 2013), the number of
studies that investigated the associations of T-O leadership with work-related and
personal burnout are few. However, task-oriented behavior is generally not related to
job satisfaction and CWBs (Fernandez, 2008; Holtz & Harold, 2013). On the other
hand, Hua (2020) stated that T-O leadership style was negatively associated with job
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satisfaction whereas it was positively related to burnout (Alga, 2017; as cited in
Cinnioglu, Liitfi, Atay & Karakas, 2019). A previous study showed that T-O leadership
was not found to be related to CWBs (Fernandez, 2008). However, the number of
studies that examined the relationships of T-O leadership style with incivility,
mobbing, and abusive supervision is extremely few (Baillien, Neyens, & De Witte,
2011). In addition, there are contradictory conclusions in the literature regarding the
impacts of T-O leadership style on negative behaviors in the workplace. Some authors
suggested that orientation towards tasks rather than relationships in an organizational
context might reduce the risk of bullying and thus, there might be a negative
association between T-O leadership style and bullying (Tambur & Vadi, 2012).
Another study found that there was not a significant relationship between T-O
leadership style and bullying (Baillien, Neyens, & De Witte, 2009).

Leaders with high managerial self-efficacy define themselves as competent in
organizing their own and their followers' behavior. They may be more effective in
guiding and setting rules, assigning tasks, and actually, these are some of the basic
components of T-O leadership. A recent study showed that both abusive supervisory
behaviors and T-O leadership behaviors were positively associated with managerial
self-efficacy (Ju, Huang, Liu, Qin, Hu, & Chen, 2019).

| propose that human- or relationship-oriented leaders are more likely to
increase employees’ job satisfaction and emotional well-being than T-O leaders and
the literature revealed that sincere leaders who develop friendly relations with their
subordinates make their employees feel happier and more satisfied than T-O leaders
(Doganay, 2014). As mentioned above, supervisors who focus mainly on task
accomplishment and performance rather than interpersonal relationships are expected
to be more unresponsive to incivility and mobbing among their subordinates as well
as to the negative effects of workplace mistreatment on employees. Similarly, abusive
supervisory behaviors performed by a such a manager may cause more stress and strain
among employees than the same behaviors performed by a manager who endorsed PL
style. Therefore, the last set of hypotheses of the present study is generated as follows:

Hypothesis 7: T-O style moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing and
abusive supervision with job satisfaction in such a way that, the negative relationships
of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with job satisfaction is stronger when

supervisor is rated high on T-O style than when supervisor is rated low on T-O style.
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Hypothesis 8: T-O style moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing and
abusive supervision with CWB in such a way that, positive relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with CWB is stronger when supervisor is rated high
on T-O style than when supervisor is rated low on T-O style.

Hypothesis 9: T-O style 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 is stronger when supervisor is rated high on T-O style than when

supervisor is rated low on T-O style.
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CHAPTER I
METHOD

2.1 PARTICIPANTS AND THE PROCEDURE

The data of the present thesis is a part of the data of the thesis supervisor’s
project funded by the Scientific Research Projects Council of the Cankaya University
(Project number: FEF.20.001). The data were collected from a total of 737 people,
including 370 white-collar and 367 blue-collar employees who had been working with
their direct manager or supervisor at least for 1 year during the data collection. The
online survey package was prepared using Qualtrics software, which had been
purchased for research by the Department of Psychology. The project coordinator (i.e.,
thesis supervisor) and the researcher summarized the topic of the study and shared the
questionnaire link on online professional networks (LinkedlIn, e-mail groups and
WhatsApp groups) and via their social media accounts (Twitter and Instagram). In
addition, personal communication was established with colleagues and stakeholders
working in the Human Resources Management units of the institutions who could
share the survey announcement and the link with their colleagues working in different
institutions.

After the link has been distributed, 353 white collar and 137 blue-collar
employees completed the survey. In accordance with the project objectives, after
reaching 353 white collar employees, the questionnaire was revised so that only blue-
collar employees (i.e., those who mentioned that they were blue-collar employees in
the first question) could continue to the main survey. At the same time, the researcher
contacted with the blue-collar participants face-to-face after consulting with different
institutions and obtaining the necessary permissions. Blue-collar employees who were
contacted face-to-face, were given a tablet after opening the questionnaire link. The
participant completed the survey by maintaining a safe social distance and then the
tablet was disinfected.

Participation was voluntary. Participants were given general information about

the study in the informed consent form, which was presented before the survey began,
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and they were informed that they had the right to leave the study any time. Each
participant who completed the full survey was given a virtual gift voucher worth 25
TL from the D&R Store. Gift vouchers were sent to participants' e-mail addresses. The
D&R Store was chosen because the gift voucher of this store is thought to be a
charming gift as it could be used to buy many different things such as books, stationery,
and toys.

Since time to complete the questionnaire was relatively long (i.e., 30-35
minutes), the two bogus items were added to the two scales with the highest number
of items (i.e., Psychological Harassment at Work Scale, Paternalistic Leadership
Scale) in order to check for distraction. These items are as follows:

- If you are reading this question, please select 4.

- If you are reading this question, please select 5.

The participants who failed to give the correct answer to 1 or 2 bogus items
were removed from the data set and they were informed via e-mail that they did not
give the correct answers to the control questions placed in the questionnaire to ensure
that each question was carefully read and answered, and that their data would not be
used. In addition, in order to verify that the participants who gave the same e-mail
address more than once did not complete the questionnaire twice, e-mails were sent to
the participants stating that this situation was detected and that each participant had
only one chance to get the gift voucher.

The link of the online survey was clicked by 2034 people. 351 people left the
survey without giving any answer. At the beginning of the survey, there are three
questions related to the inclusion criteria. 265 participants selected "No" as the answer
for the question of "I have been working in the same institution at least for 1 year” and
24 participants did not continue the survey after they selected “Yes” as the answer to
this question. 39 participants selected "No" as the answer for the question of "I have
been working with the same manager at least for 1 year" and 29 participants did not
continue the survey after selected “Yes” as the answer to this question. 39 participants
selected "No" as the answer for the question of “Do you accept to participate in the
study?”. In total, 730 participants left the survey by selecting “No” as the answer for
questions related to the inclusion criteria. 30 participants were excluded from the
survey because they gave incorrect answers to the bogus items. Since 2 participants
gave the same e-mail addresses, they were not included in the study. Out of the 921

participants remaining in the data set of the study, 737 of them completed the survey
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by responding to all scales completely. The demographic characteristics of the

participants are presented in Table 1.

Table 1: Demographic Characteristics of the Participants

Demographic characteristics of the participants

Age M 31.20
SD 14.62
Gender (%) Male 60.1
Female 36.4
Do not prefer to mention 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
Organizational Tenure (years) M 4.36
SD 4.68
Tenure with Manager (years) M 3.09
SD 3.14
Supervisor Gender (%) Male 32.7
Female 67.3
Industry (%) Finance 51
Fast-moving consumer goods 6.1
Health and Pharmaceutical 15.7
Automotive 3.5
Metal 2.5
Durable consumer goods 2.3
Technology 5.8
Construction and materials 6.2
Textile 6.1
Education 23.1
Other 23.7

2.2 MEASURES

All of the scales are presented in Appendix-1. For the scales other than
personality characteristics and general behavior styles (such as Psychological
Harassment at Work Scale, Workplace Incivility Scale, Organizational Citizenship
Behavior Scale, Counterproductive Work Behavior Checklist), the participants were

asked to respond by thinking about the last 6 months before the pandemic if they were

19



working remotely since the beginning of the pandemic because the investigated
behaviors during remote working conditions or due to part-time working schedule

could be different from those during normal working conditions.

2.2.1 Demographic Information Form
The demographic information form included the questions of age, gender,
education level, sector, tenure at current job, tenure with current immediate supervisor,

and gender of immediate supervisor.

2.2.2 Workplace Incivility Scale

Workplace Incivility Scale developed by Cortina, Magley, Williams, and
Langhout (2001) and adapted to Turkish by Gok, Karatuna ve Basol (2019) was used.
The unidimensional scale consists of 7 items. The participants rated each item using a
5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (“never”) to 5 (“always”). The Cronbach’s alpha
internal consistency coefficient of the Turkish scale was reported as .92 by Gok,
Karatuna, and Basol (2019). A sample item is (In your workplace, your supervisor,
colleagues or subordinates in the last 6 months before the pandemic period...) “Did

someone insult or belittle you?”

2.2.3 Psychological Harassment at Work Scale

Mobbing was measured by Psychological Harassment at Work Scale
developed in Turkish by Tinaz, Gok, and Karatuna (2010). The scale consists of 28
items and four dimensions: Behaviors towards work; damaging reputation, dismissive
behaviors, and verbal-written-visual attacks. The participants were asked to indicate
how often they had been exposed to each behavior by using a 5-point scale ranging
from 1 (“never”) to 5 (“always”). The Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency
coefficient of the scale was reported as .90. A sample item is “My colleagues avoid

working and participating in the same projects with me.”

2.2.4 Abusive Supervision Scale

Abusive Supervision Scale was developed by Tepper (2000). It was adapted to
Turkish by Ulbegi et. al (2014). The scale consists of 15 items. The participants rated
each item using a 5-point scale ranging from 1 ("I cannot remember him/her ever using
this behavior with me") to 5 (""He/she uses this behavior very often with me”). Ulbegi

et al. (2014) reported the Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency coefficient as .97 for
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the Turkish version of the scale. A sample item is "My supervision tells me that my
feelings and thoughts are stupid.”

2.2.5 Job Satisfaction Scale

The Faces Scale developed by Kunin (1955) and adapted to Turkish by Erol
(2010) was used. The scale consists of one item. The participants were asked to choose
the facial expression that best reflected their job satisfaction level.

2.2.6 The Kopenhagen Burnout Inventory

The scale was developed by Kristensen, Borritz, Villadsen and Christensen
(2015) as an alternative to the Maslach Burnout Inventory. It is a 19-item scale
consisting of 3 sub-dimensions measuring personal burnout, work-related burnout, and
customer-related burnout. The customer-related burnout dimension of the scale was
not used because it was not in scope of the present study (and the project). The scale
was adapted to Turkish by Bakoglu, Tastan Boz, Yigit, and Yildiz (2009). The
participants rated each item using a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (“never”) to 5
(“always™). The Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency coefficient of the Turkish
version of the scale was reported as .92 (Bakoglu et al., 2009). A sample item of the
personal burnout subdimension is “How often do you feel worn out?”” and a sample
item of the work-related burnout subdimension is “Do you feel that every working

hour is tiring for you?”

2.2.7 Counterproductive Work Behavior Checklist

Counterproductive Work Behavior Checklist was developed by Spector et al.
(2006) and adapted to Turkish by Ocel (2010). The long and original form of this scale
consists of 32 items covering five dimensions: abuse, deviation from production,
sabotage, theft, and withdrawal. In this study, the short form of the scale consisting of
10 items was used. The participants rated each item using a 5-point scale ranging from
1 ("never") to 5 (“always"). The Cronbach’s alpha for the short form was found as .89
by Spector, Bauer, and Fox (2010). A sample item is “Purposely wasted your

employer’s materials/supplies.”

2.2.8 Leadership Opinion Questionnaire
Leadership Opinion Questionnaire was developed by Fleishman (1953). It was

adapted to Turkish by Stimer and Bilgi¢ (2006). The scale consists of 40 items
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covering two dimensions: Relationship-orientation and task-orientation. In this
research, only the task-orientation dimension which included 20 items was used. The
participants rated each item using a 5-point scale ranging froml (“never") to 5
("always"). The Cronbach’s alpha for the dimension of task-orientation was reported

as .88 (Stimer & Bilgig, 2006). A sample item is "She/He criticizes bad works.”

2.2.9 Paternalistic Leadership Scale

The 21-item scale was developed by Aycan (2006). It includes five sub-
dimensions which are creating family atmosphere in the workplace, individualized
relationships, involvement in employees’ non-work lives, loyalty expectation, and
status hierarchy and authority. The participants rated each item using a 5-point scale
ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree™) to 5 (“strongly agree”). The Cronbach’s alpha
internal reliability coefficient of the scale was reported as .87 by Aycan (2006). A
sample item is (My immediate supervisor) “behaves like a family member

(father/mother or elder brother/sister) towards his/her employees.”
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CHAPTER 11
RESULTS

3.1 OVERVIEW

In this chapter, first, data screening and cleaning procedures are presented.
Second, reliability analyses of the measures are summarized. Third, bivariate
correlations among the study variables are presented. In the last section, the results of
the main analyses are explained in detail.

Descriptive statistics and correlations were analyzed using SPSS (Statistical
Package for Social Sciences). The proposed regression model was analyzed using
AMOS 23.0 software (Arbuckle, 2013), by using the Structural Equation Modelling
(SEM) technique. Hypotheses suggesting moderated relationships were tested by
conducting Moderated Multiple Regression (MMR) analyses.

3.2 DATA SCREENING AND DATA CLEANING

In order to determine the multivariate outliers, Mahalonobis distance analysis
was conducted. The Mahalonobis distance analysis showed that, 20 participants were
multivariate outliers and their data were excluded from the data set. Consequently, the

final sample included 717 participants.

3.3 RELIABILITY ANALYSES OF THE STUDY MEASURES
Since all of the scales used in the present research were well-established
measures used in many studies, only the reliability analyses of the scales were

reported.

3.3.1 Workplace Incivility Scale
Workplace Incivility Scale includes 7 items. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability
coefficient of this scale was found as .88.

3.3.2 Psychological Harassment at Work Scale
Psychological Harassment at Work Scale includes 28 items and four

dimensions. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients of behaviors towards work;
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damaging reputation, dismissive behaviors, and verbal-written-visual attacks
subscales were found as .91, .84, .86, and .83, respectively. The Cronbach’s alpha

reliability coefficient of the overall scale was .96.

3.3.3 Abusive Supervision
Abusive Supervision Scale includes 15 items. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability
coefficient of this scale was found as .94.

3.3.4 Counterproductive Work Behavior Checklist
Counterproductive Work Behavior Checklist includes 10 items. The

Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient of this scale was found as .87.

3.3.5 Kopenhagen Burnout Inventory

The two subscales (i.e., work-related burnout and personal burnout) of the
Kopenhagen Burnout Inventory that included 13 items were used in the present study.
According to the results of the reliability analysis, the item total correlation of one item
in the work-related burnout subscale (Do you have enough energy for family and
friends during leisure time? (Reverse coded item) was found to be -.19. Also, for work-
related burnout subscale the Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient was found as .79.
It was decided to exclude one item from the subscale. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability
coefficients of the work-related burnout and personal burnout subscales were .88 and

.87, respectively. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient of the overall scale was
.93.

3.3.6 Paternalistic Leadership Scale

Paternalistic Leadership Scale includes 21 items and five dimensions. The
Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients of creating family atmosphere in the
workplace, individualized relationships, involvement in employees’ non-work lives,
loyalty expectation, and status hierarchy and authority subscales were.83, .71, .76, .55,
and .70, respectively. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient of the overall scale

was .91.

3.4 DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS, BIVARIATE AND PARTIAL
CORRELATIONS AMONG THE STUDY VARIABLES
The means, standard deviations, minimum, maximum scores, skewness and

kurtosis values of the study variables are presented in Table 2. Job satisfaction and
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status hierarchy and authority subdimension of PL had the highest mean scores;
whereas, abusive supervision and CWBs had the lowest mean scores.

Table 2: Means, Standard Deviations, Minimum and Maximum Scores, Skewness and
Kurtosis Values of Study Variables

Variables Mean SD Min. Max. Skewness Kurtosis
Mobbing 184 0.72 100 4.14 0.72 -0.54
Abusive Supervision 170 0.76 1.00 4.20 0.98 -0.08
Incivility 207 0.80 1.00 4.71 0.53 -0.35
Job Satisfaction 479 150 1.00 7.00 -0.50 -0.26
CWBs 1.72 0.63 1.00 4.00 1.14 0.53
Personal Burnout 297 0.83 1.00 5.00 0.13 -0.33
Work-Related Burnout 298 0.81 1.00 5.00 0.21 -0.44
Paternalistic Leadership 322 071 100 500 -0.13 0.04
%ﬁ?ﬁ';.iciam"y Atmosphere IRg> 313 095 100 500 -018  -053
Individualized Relationships 321 086 1.00 500 -0.26 -0.27
Status Hierarchy and Authority 346 0.73 1.00 500 -051 0.49
'L”i‘\’lg's"eme”t in Employees' Non-Work 595 101 1.00 500 -003  -0.72
Loyalty Expectation 321 084 1.00 500 -0.13 -0.17
Task-Oriented Leadership 334 060 120 480 -0.23 -0.04
Valid N (listwise) 717

Note: Job satisfaction is rated on a 7-point Likert type scale. All the remaining questionnaires are rated
on a 5-point Likert type scale.

Bivariate correlations among the study variables are presented in Table 3. Age
was positively correlated with organizational tenure, tenure with the current
supervisor, and job satisfaction (r =.08, p<.05;r=.33,p<.01;r=.22,p<.01;r=
.08, p <.05; respectively). In addition, it has been observed that age had a negative
relationship with personal and work-related burnout and T-O leadership scores (r = -
.09, p<.05;r=-.08, p<.05;r=-.12, p <.01; respectively).

Gender had a negative relationship with education level (r =-.22, p <.01) and
personal burnout (r = -.09, p < .05). That is, women had higher education levels than
men and female participants were more affected by personal burnout than males. On
the other hand, gender had positive relationships with organizational tenure, mobbing,
abusive supervision, and CWBs (r=.09, p<.05;r=.13,p<.01;r=.13,p<.01;r=
.09, p < .05; respectively). More specifically, male participants reported higher levels
of mobbing, abusive supervision, and CWBs than female participants.
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Table 3: Bivariate Correlations between Study Variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
1. Age ]

2. Gender .08* -

3. Education -07 -.20% -

4. Organizational Tenure 33** 09* -.07** -

5. Tenure with Manager 20%* .09 -16%*  66** -

6. Mobbing -00 .13 -13% .07  -08* -

7. Abusive Supervision .02 13** _1x .07 -07 83** -

8. Incivility -.06 01 01 S07* - 11xe T1Rx 70%* -

9. Personal Burnout -09%  -09%  .08%  -12%%  -13%%  36**  34%% g% -

10. Work-related Burnout -.08* -.04 07* SA3%* S 12%*  AQ** A40** A2%* 87** -

11.cws -.05 .09*  -09*  -.06 -07  B5**F  B0**  4GF* 3%k D4 -

12. Job Satisfaction .08* -01 S01 10%% 12%% 4B%E 4%k _41%% GEER L GGRk 30k -

13. Paternalistic Leadership -.04 -.03 .05 .00 06 -38%F  -40%* - 30%% - 10%F -20%% L 20%%  4Qr* -

14. Creating Family Atmosphereinthe o, o4 04 01 07 -30%% 4% -34%% 26 37%% 25%% AT Q0% -
Workplace

15. Individualized Relationships -.02 -.02 .02 .01 05 -35%%  L35%k _30%k L 22%% L 30%F  _2B%%  30%%  8gF* g2 -
16. Status Hierarchy and Authority -.06 -05 .08  -07 -02  -23%% 4% Q1% 01 -05  -25%%  ]5¥x 75k Gpkk Dok
mm"l_oi'\)’:sme”“” Employees' Non- 04 -01 .02 05 1% 33 35wk _DQec  _pFkx 3wk _Jgex  3gex  gwk 77wk 73w
18. Loyalty Expectation -.03 -01 .06 .03 03 -25%F L 26%%  15FF L 10%F - 16%F - 21%% 24%%  72%%  BERX 53
19. Task-Oriented Leadership -12**  -03 .08  -07 -.04 .03 .02 09%  21%%  18%% S 14%F - 09%  20%%  14%%  10%*

Note. Numbers on the diagonal are Cronbach’s alpha coefficients.

*p<.05.** p<.0L

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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Table 3: Continued

16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
16. Status Hierarchy and Authority -
17. Involvement in Employees' Non- o i
Work Lives
18. Loyalty Expectation A9** 54%* -
19. Task-Oriented Leadership S51** .06 24** -

Note. Numbers on the diagonal are Cronbach’s alpha coefficients.
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)



Education level was positively correlated with status hierarchy and authority
subdimension of PL (r = .08, p < .05) and T-O leadership (r = .08, p < .05). Also,
education level was negatively correlated with organizational tenure, tenure with the
immediate supervisor, mobbing, abusive supervision, and CWBs (r =-.07, p <.05;r =
-16,p<.01;r=-13,p<.01;r=-11,p<.01; r =-.09, p <.05; respectively).

Organizational tenure was positively correlated with tenure with the immediate
supervisor (r = .66, p < .01) and job satisfaction (r = .10, p <.01). On the other hand,
organizational tenure was negatively correlated with incivility, personal burnout and
work-related burnout (r =-.07, p<.05; r=-.12, p<.01; r =-.13, p < .01; respectively).

Tenure with the immediate supervisor was positively correlated with job
satisfaction (r = .12, p < .01) and involvement in employees’ non-work lives
subdimension of PL (r = .11, p < .01). Besides, tenure with manager was negatively
correlated with mobbing, incivility, personal burnout and work-related burnout (r = -
08,p<.05r=-11,p<.01;r=-13,p<.01; r=-.12, p <.01; respectively).

As expected, mobbing was positively correlated with abusive supervision,
incivility, personal burnout, work-related burnout, and CWBs (r = .83, p<.01; r=.71,
p<.01;r=.36,p<.01;r=.40,p<.01; r=.65, p <.01; respectively). On the other
hand, mobbing was negatively correlated with job satisfaction, PL, creating family
atmosphere in the workplace, individualized relationships, status hierarchy and
authority, involvement in employees’ non-work lives and loyalty expectation
subdimensions of PL (r=-.43,p<.01;r=-.38,p<.01;r=-39,p<.01;r=-35p<
01;r=-23,p<.01;r=-33, p<.01; r=-.25, p <.01; respectively).

Abusive supervision was positively correlated with incivility, personal
burnout, work-related burnout and CWBs (r = .70, p<.01;r=.34,p<.01;r= .40, p
< .01; r = .60, p < .01; respectively). Also, abusive supervision was negatively
correlated with job satisfaction, PL, creating family atmosphere in the workplace,
individualized relationships, status hierarchy and authority, involvement in
employees’ non-work lives and loyalty expectation subdimensions of PL (r = -.42, p
<.0L;r=-40,p<.0%;r=-42,p<.0%;r=-35p<.01;r=-24,p<.01;r=-35p
<.01;r=-.26, p <.01; respectively).

Incivility was positively correlated with personal burnout, work-related
burnout, CWBs and T-O leadership (r =.39, p<.01;r=.42,p<.01;r=.45,p<.01;
r =.09, p <.05; respectively). On the other hand, incivility was negatively correlated

with job satisfaction, PL, creating family atmosphere in the workplace, individualized
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relationships, status hierarchy and authority, involvement in employees’ non-work
lives and loyalty expectation (r=-.41,p<.01;r=-30,p<.01;r=-34,p<.0L;r=-
30,p<.01;r=-11,p<.01;r=-29,p<.01; r=-.15, p <.01; respectively).

Personal burnout was positively correlated with work-related burnout, CWBs
and T-O leadership (r = .87, p <.01; r =.23, p <.01; r = .21, p < .01; respectively).
Also, personal burnout was negatively correlated with job satisfaction, PL, creating
family atmosphere in the workplace, individualized relationships, involvement in
employees’ non-work lives and loyalty expectation subdimensions of PL (r = -.56, p
<.01;r=-19,p<.0L;r=-26,p<.01;r=-22,p<.01;r=-23,p<.01;r=-10,p
<.05; respectively).

Work-related burnout was positively correlated with CWBs (r = .24, p < .01)
and T-O leadership (r = .18, p < .01). On the other hand, work-related burnout was
negatively correlated with job satisfaction, PL, creating family atmosphere in the
workplace, individualized relationships, involvement in employees’ non-work lives
and loyalty expectation subdimensions of PL (r =-.65,p<.01;r=-29,p<.01;r=-
37,p<.01;r=-30,p<.01;r=-32,p<.01; r=-16, p <.01; respectively). Work-
related burnout had negative relationships with all dimensions of PL except for status
hierarchy and authority subdimension.

CWBs was positively correlated with gender, mobbing, abusive supervision,
incivility, personal burnout and work-related burnout (r = .09, p <.05; r = .65, p < .01;
r=.60,p<.01;r=.45p<.01;r=.23,p<.01;r=.24, p <.01; respectively). CWBs
was negatively correlated with job satisfaction, PL, creating family atmosphere in the
workplace, individualized relationships, status hierarchy and authority, involvement
in employees’ non-work lives and loyalty expectation subdimensions of PL and T-O
leadership (r=-.30,p<.01;r=-29,p<.01;r=-25p<.01;r=-26,p<.01;r=-
25, p<.0l;r=-19, p<.01;r=-21 p < .01 r =-14, p < .01; respectively).

Job Satisfaction was also significantly correlated with PL and all
subdimensions of PL (r =.40,p<.05;r=.47,p<.01;r=.39,p<.01;r=.15,p<.01,;
r=.15p<.01;r=.38,p<.01;r=.24, p<.01; respectively). However, job satisfaction
was negatively correlated with T-O leadership (r =-.09, p < .05).

Finally, T-O leadership was positively correlated with incivility, personal and
work-related burnout, PL, creating family atmosphere in the workplace, individualized
relationships, status hierarchy and authority, loyalty expectation subdimensions of PL
(r=.08,p<.05r=.09,p<.05r=.21,p<.01;r=.18,p<.01;r=.29,p<.01;r=
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14, p<.01;r=.19, p<.01;r=.51 p<.01; r=.24, p <.01; respectively). On the
other hand, T-O leadership was negatively associated with CWBs (r = -.12, p <.05)
and job satisfaction (r = -.14, p < .01).

3.5HYPOTHESIS TESTING

3.5.1. SEM Results of the Proposed Regression Model

The hypothesized heuristic model was tested by using SEM with AMOS 23.0
software. The results of the analysis made with the whole data set (containing both the
blue collar and the white-collar employees revealed that the proposed model (M1). In
this model, the error terms of job satisfaction and CWBs, work-related burnout and
personal burnout; work-related burnout and CWBs, job satisfaction and both work-
related and personal burnout were allowed to covary. After these modifications, it
provided acceptable fit to the data (J2(N =717, df =2) = 5.87 CFI = .99, TLI = .98,
NFI = .99, RMSEA = .05) (Figure 1). In line with the Hypotheses 1a, 1b,1c, 2a, 2b,
2¢, 3a, 3b and 3c workplace incivility, mobbing, and abusive supervision were directly

linked to job satisfaction, CWBs, work-related burnout, and personal burnout.
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Figure 1: The standardized parameter estimates of the analyzed model for all sample
which includes both white and blue-collar employees

Note. * p <.05. ** p< .01.
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Hypothesis la suggested that there would be a negative relationship between
incivility and job satisfaction. According to the analysis results, a negative relationship
was found between incivility and job satisfaction (# = -.18, p = .01). Accordingly,
Hypothesis 1la was supported. Hypothesis 1b which suggested that there would be a
negative relationship between mobbing and job satisfaction was also supported (f = -
17, p = .01). Supporting Hypothesis 1c, abusive supervision was found to be
significantly and negatively associated with job satisfaction (f = -.16, p <.05).

Hypothesis 2a suggested that incivility would be positively correlated with
work-related and personal burnout. According to the analysis results, incivility was
positively associated with personal burnout (5 = .26, p = .01), and work-related burnout
(8 = .25, p = .01). Therefore, Hypothesis 2a was supported. Hypothesis 2b which
suggested that mobbing would be a positively related to personal (8 = .13, p =.05) and
work-related burnout (5 = .14, p = .03). Therefore, Hypothesis 2b was supported.
Hypothesis 2¢ suggested that abusive supervision would be positively associated with
personal burnout and work-related burnout. According to results, abusive supervision
was positively correlated personal burnout (8 = .04, p <.05) but it was not significantly
associated with work-related burnout (5 = .10, p = .46). Therefore, Hypothesis 2c was
partially supported. In addition, Hypothesis 3a, 3b and 3c suggested that incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision would be positively associated with CWBs. The
results showed that mobbing and abusive supervision was positively correlated with
CWBs (5 = .51, p = .01; g = .22, p = .01; respectively) but incivility was negatively
correlated with CWBs (f = -.07, p < .05). Therefore, Hypothesis 3a was not supported
but Hypothesis 3b and 3c was supported.

Secondly, an analysis was made with a data set containing only the blue-collar
participants. The results of the SEM analysis revealed that the proposed model (M2)
provided acceptable fit to the data ([12(N = 353, df = 0) =4.30, CFI = .99, TLI = .98,
NFI =.99, RMSEA = .06) (Figure 2). In this analysis, Hypothesis 1c was not supported
for blue-collar employees because abusive supervision was not significantly associated

with employees’ job satisfaction (5 = -.08, p = .30).
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Figure 2: The Standardized Parameter Estimates of the Analyzed Model For Blue-Collar

Employees

Note. * p < .05. ** p< .01.
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In addition, incivility was not significantly associated with CWBs (8 = -.07, p
= .25), but it was positively associated with personal burnout (8 = .25, p = .01) and
work-related burnout (8 = .31, p = .03). Accordingly, Hypothesis 2a was partially
supported. These analyses partially supported Hypothesis 2b, since mobbing was
positively related to CWBs (5 = .45, p = .01) but it was not significantly associated
with personal (5 = .07, p = .38) and work-related burnout (8 = .10, p =.24). Moreover,
while abusive supervision was positively associated with CWBs (# = .29, p = .01), it
was not significantly associated neither with personal (5 = .08, p = .38) nor with work-
related burnout (8 = .09, p = .31). Therefore, Hypothesis 3b was partially supported
with this data set.

Lastly, an analysis was made with a data set containing only the white-collar
participants. The results of the SEM analysis revealed that the proposed model
provided overfit to the data ([12(N = 364, df =2)=1.93, CFI = 1.0, TLI = 1.0, NFI =
.99, RMSEA = .00). In this model, the error terms of job satisfaction and CWBs were
not allowed to covary (M3). On the other hand, the error terms of work-related burnout
and personal burnout; work-related burnout and CWBs, job satisfaction and both
work-related and personal burnout were allowed to covary. After these modifications,
it provided better fit to the data ([12(N =364, df = 6) = 8.68, CF1=.99, TLI = .99, NFI
=.99, RMSEA = .03) (Figure 3).
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Figure 3: The Standardized Parameter Estimates of the Analyzed Model For White-Collar

Employees

Note. * p <.05. ** p<.01.
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Contrary to the initial findings, in this model a negative relationship was not
found between incivility and job satisfaction (f = -.07, p =.29). Accordingly,
Hypothesis 1a was not supported for white-collar participants.

In addition, incivility was not significantly associated with CWBs (8 = -.05, p
= .40), but it was positively associated with personal burnout (8 = .23, p = .01) and
work-related burnout (6 = .17, p = .01). Therefore, Hypothesis 2a was partially
supported. However, contrary to Hypothesis 3b, abusive supervision was not
significantly related to CWBSs, personal burnout and work-related burnout among
white-collar employees. In additional analyses, independent sample t-tests were
conducted to examine in which variables the scores of blue-collar and white-collar
employees differed significantly. The results revealed that blue collar (M=1.8, SD=.71)
and white collar (M=1.6, SD=.53) employees’ CWBs scores differed significantly
(t(707)=4.03, p<. 001). According to these results, blue-collar employees were more
likely to perform CWBs than white-collar employees.

3.5.2 Moderated Multiple Regression (MMR) Analyses

To investigate the moderating roles of leadership styles (i.e., PL and T-O
leadership styles) in the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision
with the outcome variables, a series of MMR analyzes were conducted by using
PROCESS Macro.

3.5.2.1 MMR Analyses for PL Style

MMR analyses of PL style revealed that the effects of incivility, mobbing and
abusive supervision on job satisfaction were not significant (B = .04, SE = .08, p = .61,
95% ClI [-.12, .21]; B=-.11, SE=.09, p = .22, 95% CI [ -.30, .07]; B =-.07, SE = .09,
p = .46, 95% CI [ -.26, .12]; respectively). Therefore, Hypothesis 4 which suggested
that PL style would moderate the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with job satisfaction in such a way that, the negative relationships of
incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with job satisfaction would be weaker
when supervisor was rated high on PL style than when supervisor was rated low on PL
style was not supported.

The same analysis strategy was employed for testing the moderation effect of
PL style in the relationship between incivility, mobbing, abusive supervision and

CWBs. The results revealed that when supervisor was rated low on PL style,
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employees were significantly more likely to have high scores on CWBs under high
incivility condition (B = .26, SE = .036, p < .01, 95% CI [ .19, .33]) (Figure 4). Also,
when supervisor was rated low on PL style, employees were significantly more likely
to have high scores on CWBs when level of mobbing was low (B = .50, SE =.034, p
< .01, 95% CI [ .44, .57]) (Figure 5). However, under high mobbing condition,
employees’ scores of CWBs were similar regardless of level of PL. Employees were
significantly more likely to have high scores on CWBs under high PL high abusive
supervision condition than high PL-low abusive supervision condition (B = .38, SE =
033, p <.01, 95% CI [ .32, .45]) (Figure 6). The unstandardized simple slope for
employees -1 SD below the mean of PL was B = .38, SE =.03, 95% CI [.32, .45], p <
.001), and the unstandardized simple slope for employees +1 SD above the mean of
PL was B = .64, SE = .04, 95%, CI [.56, .72], p < .001). Employees who reported high
levels of abusive supervision and rated their supervisors as high on PL style reported
the highest level of CWBs. However, employees who reported low levels of abusive
supervision and rated their supervisors as high on PL style reported the lowest level of
CWBs. Therefore, Hypothesis 5 which suggested that PL 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 CWB
would be weaker when supervisor was rated high on PL style than when supervisor

was rated low on PL style was partially supported.
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Figure 4: Moderating Effect of PL Style on the Relationship Between Incivility and CWBs

2,5

1,5

Low Level of PL

CWBs

@m—gHich Level of PL

0,5

Low Mobbing High Mobbing

Figure 5: Moderating Effect of PL Style on the Relationship between Mobbing and CWBs
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Figure 6: Moderating Effect of PL Style on the Relationship between Abusive Supervision
and CWBs

MMR analyses revealed that the interaction effect of PL and incivility on
burnout which included personal and work-related burnout was not significant (B = -
.02, SE = .05, p = .64, 95% CI [-.12, .07]; B = -.02, SE = .05, p = .68, 95% CI [-.11,
.07]; respectively). The interaction effect of PL and abusive supervision on personal
and work-related burnout was also not significant (B = .05, SE = .05, p = .36, 95% ClI
[-.06, .16]; B =.06, SE =.06, p = .25, 95% CI [ -.05, .18]; respectively). However, the
interaction effect of PL and mobbing on personal and work-related burnout was
significant (B = .31, SE =.054, p< .01, 95% CI [ .20, .42]; B = .32, SE=.051, p< .01,
95% CI [ .22, .42]; respectively). The scores were plotted (Figure 7 and Figure 8).
Under low mobbing condition, employees who rated their supervisors as high on PL
style reported lower levels of personal and work-related burnout than those who rated
their supervisors as low on PL. However, under high mobbing condition, employees
reported similar levels of personal and work-related burnout regardless of level of PL.
Therefore, Hypothesis 6 which suggested that PL style 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 when
supervisor was rated high on PL style than when supervisor was rated low on PL style

was partially supported.
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Figure 7: Moderating Effect of PL Style on the Relationship between Mobbing and Work-
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Figure 8: Moderating Effect of PL Style on the Relationship between Mobbing and Personal
Burnout
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3.5.2.2 MMR Analyses for T-O Style

A series of MMR analyzes were also conducted to examine the moderating role
of T-O style in the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with
the outcome variables.

First, the moderating effects of T-O leadership style in the relationships
between incivility, mobbing, abusive supervision, and job satisfaction were analyzed.
The results revealed that the interaction effect of T-O leadership style and incivility on
job satisfaction was significant (B = -.56, SE = .093, p < .01, 95% CI [ -.75, -.38])
(Figure 9). Under high incivility condition, employees who rated their supervisors as
high on T-O leadership style reported significantly lower levels of job satisfaction than
those who rated their supervisors as low on T-O leadership style. However, under low
incivility condition, employees reported similar scores of job satisfaction regardless of
their supervisors’ level of T-O leadership style. Similarly, under high mobbing
condition, employees who rated their supervisors as high on T-O leadership style
reported significantly lower levels of job satisfaction than those who rated their
supervisors as low on T-O leadership style. However, under low mobbing condition,
employees reported similar scores of job satisfaction regardless of their supervisors’
level of T-O leadership style. (B =-.54, SE =.093, p <.01,95% CI [ -.72, -.35]) (Figure
10). The unstandardized simple slopes for the employees -1 SD below the mean of T-
O leadership style was B = -.53, SE = .09, p < .001, 95% CI [-.72, -.35]. The
unstandardized simple slopes for the employees +1 SD above the mean of T-O
leadership style was B =-.1.2, SE =.09, p <.001, 95% CI [-.1.4, -.1.05]. Finally, under
high abusive supervision condition, employees who rated their supervisors as high on
T-O leadership style reported significantly lower levels of job satisfaction than those
who rated their supervisors as low on T-O leadership style. However, under low
abusive supervision condition, employees reported similar scores of job satisfaction
regardless of their supervisors’ level of T-O leadership style. (B = -.54, SE =.094, p <
.01, 95% CI [ -.72, -.35]) (Figure 11). Therefore, Hypothesis 7 which suggested that
T-O style would moderate the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with job satisfaction in such a way that, the negative relationships of
incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with job satisfaction would be stronger
when supervisor was rated high on T-O style than when supervisor is rated low on T-

O style was supported.
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Figure 9: Moderating Effect of T-O Style on the Relationship between Incivility and Job
Satisfaction
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Figure 10. Moderating Effect of T-O Style on the Relationship between Mobbing and
Job Satisfaction
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Figure 11. Moderating Effect of T-O Style on the Relationship between Abusive
Supervision and Job Satisfaction

The same analysis strategy was employed for testing the moderation effect of
T-O leadership style in the relationships of incivility, mobbing, and abusive
supervision with CWBs. The results revealed that the interaction effect of T-O
leadership style and incivility on CWBs was significant (B = .45, SE = .037, p < .01,
95% CI [ .37, .52]) (Figure 12). However, the findings were in the opposite direction
of the expected results. More specifically, under high incivility condition, employees
who rated their supervisors as low on T-O leadership style reported significantly higher
levels of CWBs than those who rated their supervisors as high on T-O leadership style.
In addition, regardless of their supervisors’ level of T-O leadership style, employees
reported significantly higher levels of CWBs under low incivility condition. In
addition, under high mobbing and abusive supervision conditions, employees who
rated their supervisors as low on T-O leadership style reported significantly higher
levels of CWBs than those who rated their supervisors as high on T-O leadership style
(B =.68, SE =.032, p<.01, 95% CI [ .62, .75]; B = .61, SE =.034, p < .01, 95% CI [
54, .67], respectively) (Figure 13 and Figure 14). Therefore, Hypothesis 8 which
suggested that T-O style 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 when supervisor was
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rated high on T-O style than when supervisor was rated low on T-O style was not

supported.
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Figure 12: Moderating Effect of T-O Style on the Relationship between Incivility and
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Figure 13: Moderating Effect of T-O Style on the Relationship between Mobbing and
CWBs
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Figure 14: Moderating Effect of T-O Style on the Relationship between Abusive
Supervision and CWBs

Finally, the moderating effects of T-O style in the relationships of incivility,
mobbing, and abusive supervision with work-related and personal burnout were
analyzed. The results revealed all of the interaction effects were significant (B = .34,
SE =.050, p<.01, 95% CI [ .024, .43]; B = .27, SE=.051, p<.01,95% CI [ .17, .37];
respectively; (B = .31, SE =.051, p <.01, 95% CI [ .21, .41]; B = .24, SE =.052, p <
.01, 95% CI [ .14, .34]; respectively; (B = .34, SE = .051, p <.01, 95% CI [ .24, .44];
B =.28, SE =.053, p<.01, 95% CI [ .17, .38]; respectively). More specifically, under
high incivility, mobbing, and abusive supervision conditions, employees who rated
their supervisors as high on T-O leadership style reported significantly higher levels
of work-related and personal burnout than those who rated their supervisors as low on
T-O leadership style. (Figure 15, Figure 16, Figure 17, Figure 18, Figure 19, and
Figure 20, respectively). However, under low incivility, mobbing, and abusive
supervision conditions, employees reported similar scores of work-related and
personal burnouts (which were lower than those under high incivility, mobbing, and
abusive supervision conditions) regardless of their supervisors’ level of T-O leadership
style. Therefore, Hypothesis 9 which proposed that T-O style 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 when
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supervisor was rated high on T-O style than when supervisor was rated low on T-O

style was supported.
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Figure 15: Moderating Effect of T-O Style on the Relationship between Incivility and
Work-Related Burnout
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Figure 16: Moderating Effect of T-O Style on the Relationship between Incivility and
Personal Burnout
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Figure 17: Moderating Effect of T-O Style on the Relationship between Mobbing and
Work-Related Burnout
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Figure 18: Moderating Effect of T-O Style on the Relationship between Mobbing and
Personal Burnout
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Figure 19: Moderating Effect of T-O Style on the Relationship between Abusive
Supervision and Work-Related Burnout
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Figure 20: Moderating Effect of T-O Style on the Relationship between Abusive
Supervision and Personal Burnout
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Table 4: Summary of the Hypotheses and the Results

Hypothesis

Results

1a: Incivility is negatively associated with job satisfaction.

S

1b: Mobbing is negatively associated with job satisfaction.

1c: Abusive supervision is negatively associated with job satisfaction.

2a: Incivility is positively associated with work-related and personal burnout.

2b: Mobbing is positively associated with work-related and personal burnout.

nunnmwm

2c: Abusive supervision is positively associated with work-related and personal
burnout.

3a: Incivility is positively associated with CWBs.

3b: Mobbing is positively associated with CWBs.

3c: Abusive supervision is positively associated with CWBs.

4. PL style moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with job satisfaction in such a way that, the negative relationships of
incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with job satisfaction is weaker when
supervisor is rated high on PL style than when supervisor is rated low on PL
style.

5: PL style moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with CWB in such a way that, positive relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with CWB is weaker when supervisor is rated
high on PL style than when supervisor is rated low on PL style.

6: PL style 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 is weaker when supervisor is rated high on PL style than
when supervisor is rated low on PL style.

7: T-O style moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with job satisfaction in such a way that, the negative relationships of
incivility, mobbing and abusive supervision with job satisfaction is stronger
when supervisor is rated high on T-O style than when supervisor is rated low on
T-0 style.

8: T-O style moderates the relationships of incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision with CWB in such a way that, positive relationships of incivility,
mobbing and abusive supervision with CWB is stronger when supervisor is rated
high on T-O style than when supervisor is rated low on T-O style.

NS

9: T-O style 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 is stronger when supervisor is rated high on T-O style than
when supervisor is rated low on T-O style.
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CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION

In this study, it is aimed to test the effects of different types of workplace
mistreatments which are mobbing, abusive supervision, and workplace incivility on
job satisfaction, burnout (i.e., work-related burnout and personal burnout), and CWBs
by utilizing a holistic model. In addition, the moderating effects of two different
leadership styles which were PL and T-O leadership in the relationships of mobbing,
abusive supervision, and incivility with positive and negative attitudes and behaviors
of employees were examined. One of the main contributions of the present study is to
investigate the effects of workplace mistreatment which are incivility, abusive
supervision, and mobbing on the same outcome variables among both white-collar and
blue-collar employees by utilizing a holistic model for the first time. The findings
revealed that these relationships are regulated by different contextual variables. The
second main contribution of the study is to reveal the moderating effects of two
different leadership styles (i.e., PL and T-O leadership style) the relationships of
incivility, mobbing, and abusive supervision with positive (i.e., job satisfaction) and

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

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

Employees who had high educational levels, long organizational tenure, and
tenure with the immediate supervisor reported low levels of workplace mistreatment.
One of the explanations regarding the education level may be that highly educated
individuals may have better job alternatives than those with low education levels
therefore, they may easily quit from their jobs when they are exposed to workplace
mistreatment (Ito, & Brotheridge, 2007). In other words, employees with high
education levels are more likely to work and stay in organizations that provide
mistreatment-free contexts than those with low education levels. A similar explanation
is likely to be valid for the findings regarding organizational tenure and tenure with

the immediate supervisor. Employees who are exposed to workplace mistreatment
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may be resigning immediately. Therefore, employees who work in the same
organization and/or with the same supervisor for long periods of time may be those
who are not exposed to high levels of workplace mistreatment. It is also likely that
managers and co-workers may show respect towards others who have worked at the
same institution for long time. This circumstance is very common in Turkish culture
and Onaran and Goncii-Kose (under review) also found a similar result with a Turkish
sample. Although education level, organizational tenure and tenure with the immediate
supervisor seem to be protective factors for mistreatment, situational or personality
variables may still moderate this situation. To illustrate, employees with certain
personality characteristics may be more likely to be exposed to mobbing, abusive
supervision, or incivility than others regardless of their education levels,
organizational tenure, and tenure with the immediate supervisor. Consistently,
literature revealed that individuals with high levels of neurotic personality traits were
more likely to be victims of mobbing (Alfano & Fraccaroli, 2009). Therefore, future
studies are suggested to investigate other moderating variables in the relationship of
employees’ education levels, organizational tenure, and tenure with the immediate
supervisor with exposure to different types of workplace mistreatment.

Bivariate correlation analysis showed that employees who rated their
immediate supervisors as high on PL reported low levels of incivility and mobbing as
well as abusive supervision. In addition, those who rated their supervisors as high on
PL reported low scores of personal and work-related burnouts. Moreover, PL was
positively correlated with job satisfaction; whereas, T-O leadership style was
negatively associated with job satisfaction. These findings may indicate that PL is a
desired and effective leadership style in the Turkish cultural context. Consistently,
previous studies also revealed that PL was positively related to job satisfaction,
organizational commitment, OCBs and it was negatively related to turnover intentions,
workplace deviance (Bedi, 2020). On the other hand, the authoritarian dimension of
PL may lead to negative consequences and cause intimidation (Sahin, 2015). It is also
likely that employee characteristics may moderate the relationships between PL and
outcome variables. To illustrate, employees with high levels of need for autonomy
and/or those who are highly concerned about invasion of privacy may be intimated
especially by certain types of PL behaviors. Therefore, moderating variables such as
employees’ motivational tendencies and personality characteristics involved in the

relationships of PL with positive and negative workplace outcomes should be
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investigated in future studies. The results of the SEM analysis conducted with the data
from all sample including both white- and blue-collar employees showed that,
although mobbing and incivility were positively associated with both personal and
work-related burnout, abusive supervision was positively related only to work-related
burnout. I argue that incivility and mobbing may be indeed and perceived as more
personal than abusive supervision. That is, individuals are likely to feel themselves as
targets when they are exposed to incivility and mobbing and this may contribute to an
increased level of personal burnout feelings. In addition, persecutors of incivility and
mobbing may include coworkers and subordinates. Negative relationships with
multiple agents in the workplace may trigger not only work-related but also personal
burnout. On the other hand, abusive supervisors are likely to perform their hostile
behaviors towards all or majority of their subordinates and, therefore, their behaviors
may not be perceived as personal encounters. Therefore, the effects of abusive
supervision may be limited to work-related burnout. However, there are few studies,
at least in Turkey, focusing on the relationships of abusive supervision with personal
and work-related burnout (Bolat et al., 2017) and future studies are suggested to
investigate these relationships. In addition, abusive supervision may be related to
personal burnout in the long term because of their effects on other processes. To
illustrate, previous studies showed that abusive supervision was positively related to
work-family conflict (WFC; Koksal, & Giirsoy, 2019) and in the long run, increased
level of WFC may contribute to increase in personal burnout experienced by
subordinates of abusive supervisors. Therefore, future studies are suggested to
investigate the effects of abusive supervision on personal burnout by employing
longitudinal design.

One of the main contributions of the present study was to reveal the differential
effects of incivility, mobbing, and abusive supervision on job satisfaction, CWBSs,
personal and work-related burnout among white-collar and blue-collar employees. The
SEM analyses showed that abusive supervision was not negatively related to job
satisfaction among blue-collar employees. It may be speculated that abusive
supervisory behaviors such as showing angry outbursts or not keeping promises are
more common among blue-collars’ supervisors than they are among white-collar
employees’ supervisors and blue-collar employees may perceive these behaviors as
normal or usual. Therefore, abusive supervisory behaviors may not decrease blue-

collar employees’ job satisfaction. However, studies that focus on differential effects
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on abusive supervision on blue- and white-collar employees are rare in the literature
(Martinko, Harvey, Brees, & Mackey, 2013) and future studies are suggested to
replicate these findings and empirically examine the present propositions regarding the
non-significant relationship between abusive supervision and job satisfaction among
blue-collar employees.

Another contribution of the present study was to reveal that incivility, which is
a mild form of workplace mistreatment, had significant effects on all of the outcome
variables just like mobbing, which is a relatively intense form of mistreatment, did.
Although incivility was negatively related to job satisfaction and positively related to
CWBs, personal and work-related burnout in the bivariate correlation analysis, the
results of the separate SEM analyses for white-collar and blue-collar employees
showed that the paths from incivility to CWBs were not significant. One of the reasons
may be that mobbing, which was strongly related to CWBs, explained the majority of
the variance in CWBs cancelling out the effects of incivility in analyses conducted
with the data of both samples and of abusive supervision in the analysis conducted
with the data of the white-collar sample.

Although incivility was not significantly associated with CWBs, it was related
to job satisfaction, personal and work-related burnout in the expected directions among
blue-collar employees. Moreover, mobbing and abusive supervision were not
significantly associated with personal and work-related burnout; however, both types
of workplace mistreatment were positively associated with CWBs among blue-collar
employees. Overall, these findings may indicate that incivility may be associated with
personal outcomes and it may not be perceived as related with the organizational
systems and procedures among blue-collar employees. On the other hand, mobbing
and abusive supervision may be more likely to trigger deviant organizational behaviors
such as CWBs among blue-collar employees since the organization is hold responsible
for these two types of mistreatments. In other words, blue-collar employees may blame
the organization for occurrence and maintenance of these behaviors and they may be
more likely to get their revenge from the organization by performing CWBs in return.

SEM analysis for the white-collar sample showed that abusive supervision was
significantly associated only with job satisfaction. Incivility was significantly
associated with only with personal and work-related burnout. However, mobbing was
significantly associated with all of the dependent variables. Mobbing seems to be the

common predictor of CWBs for both blue- and white-collar employees. In addition,
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incivility is the common predictor of personal and work-related burnout for both
samples. On the other hand, abusive supervision seems to decrease white-collar
employees’ job satisfaction, while it seems to contribute to CWBs among blue-collar
employees. It can be speculated that, white-collar employees holding professional jobs
may be more likely to be psychologically and personally affected by abusive
supervisory behaviors than blue-collar workers. They may be making responsibility
attributions for such behaviors, whereas blue-collar employees may make external
attributions for abusive supervisory acts. Future studies may benefit from investigating
the moderating effects of responsibility attributions and other psychological processes
(e.g., locus of control, Spector, 1982) in the relationships of abusive supervision and
work-related, employee-related and organizational outcomes. Moderation analyses
revealed that the moderating effects of PL style in the relationships of incivility,
mobbing, and abusive supervision with job satisfaction were not significant. On the
other hand, when incivility and mobbing are at low levels (i.e., under desirable
conditions), employees working with highly paternalistic supervisors reported lower
levels of CWBSs than those whose supervisors were rated low on PL. These findings
imply that PL may contribute to decrease employees’ engagement of deviant behaviors
such as CWBs under normal circumstances. However, when incivility and especially
mobbing are at high levels, employees reported high levels of CWBs regardless of the
level of PL. Therefore, these results confirmed the strong relationship between
mobbing and CWBs. One of the practical implications of these findings is that in
favorable organizational contexts, PL may be a buffering mechanism for preventing
or minimizing CWBs. Another practical implication is that, organizational leaders
should develop proactive strategies to prevent both incivility and mobbing in
workplace and should not think that paternalistic relationships formed between
immediate supervisors and their subordinates may prevent their employees to engage
in CWBs as a response to incivility and mobbing.

The findings also revealed that employees who reported high levels of abusive
supervision and rated their supervisors as high on PL style reported the highest level
of CWBs. On the other hand, employees who reported low levels of abusive
supervision and rated their supervisors as high on PL style reported the lowest level of
CWBs. These findings may be explained by the difference between exploitative and
benevolent PL. Exploitative paternalism involves overt autocratic behaviors whereas

benevolent paternalism is characterized by emphasis on the employees’ welfare by the
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management (Aycan, 2006). On the one hand, paternalistic supervisors who perform
abusive supervisory behaviors (exploitative paternalistic leaders) are likely to trigger
employees’ negative feelings and attitudes towards the organization and others, which
results in escalation in CWBs. On the other hand, paternalistic supervisors who do not
engage in abusive supervisory behaviors are likely to be perceived as benevolent leader
figures and to contribute to positive feelings and attitudes towards the organization and
its members. A practical implication of these findings is that supervisors with
paternalistic attitudes should be careful about the borders of their authority and their
behaviors that aim to protect status hierarchy. Researchers are suggested to examine
the antecedents and differential effects of exploitative and benevolent PL in their future
attempts. However, although benevolent and exploitative PL are accepted as distinct
constructs (e.g., Mansur et al., 2017), valid and indigenous measures of both PL styles
have not been developed with very few exceptions (Cheng, Chou, & Farh, 2000;
Pellegrini & Scandura, 2006). Therefore, future studies are encouraged to develop
valid and emic measures of exploitative and benevolent PL styles in workplace context
by employing both qualitative and quantitative designs.

As expected, under low mobbing condition, employees who rated their
supervisors as high on PL style reported lower levels of personal and work-related
burnout than those who rated their supervisors as low on PL. Hence, PL style may be
a protective factor in this circumstance. One explanation may be that paternalistic
supervisors create a family atmosphere in workplace and establish emotional bonds
with their subordinates. Also, employees are likely to see such supervisors as an elder
family figure (Aycan, 2006). However, under high mobbing conditions, employees
reported similar levels of personal and work-related burnout levels regardless of the
level of PL. Therefore, as stated above, organizations should not trust only
supervisions to reduce the serious impacts of mobbing on employees and should take
more proactive precautions.

The results indicated that under high incivility, mobbing and abusive
supervision conditions, employees who rated their supervisors as high on T-O
leadership style reported significantly lower levels of job satisfaction than those who
rated their supervisors as low on T-O leadership style. These results were in line with
the propositions. Interestingly, however, under low mobbing and abusive supervision
conditions employees who rated their supervisors as high on T-O leadership style

reported a higher levels of job satisfaction than those who rated their supervisors as
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low on T-O leadership style. | speculate that when employees work in favorable
conditions and they are not exposed to mistreatment, T-O leaders may contribute to
their job satisfaction by providing adequate levels of work-related guidance and
supervision. However, when employees are exposed to different types of workplace
mistreatment, a T-O supervisor may become an additional source of stress and burden.
Yet, the present study is among the first attempts to examine these relationships and
future studies are suggested to test the proposed moderated relationships with different
samples in order to draw more precise conclusions.

Contrary to my expectations, under high incivility, mobbing, and abusive
supervision condition, employees who rated their supervisors as low on T-O leadership
style reported significantly higher levels of CWBs than employees who rated their
supervisors as high on T-O leadership style. Moreover, employees who were exposed
to low levels of incivility reported higher levels of CWBs than those who were exposed
to high levels of incivility, regardless of the level of T-O leadership style. In contrast,
employees who were exposed to low levels of mobbing and abusive supervision
reported lower levels of CWBs than those who were exposed to high levels of mobbing
and abusive supervision, regardless of the level of T-O leadership style. One
explanation for the first finding may be that T-O managers are likely to provide close
and strict supervision (Brown, 2003). Therefore, under high mistreatment conditions,
employees whose supervisors are highly T-O and who are strictly monitored by their
supervisors may not have opportunity to perform CWBs as much as those whose
supervisors are low on T-O leadership style. One practical implication of these
findings is that in organizations where workplace mistreatment is common, T-O
leadership style may be a protective factor that reduces destructive behaviors despite
the fact that it decreases job satisfaction. However, these findings should be replicated
by future studies that involve different samples from various cultural contexts.

The second set of findings may imply that when supervisors, co-workers, and
subordinates are polite and kind (i.e., low incivility condition), it may be easier for
employees to engage in CWBs. However, when other parties are hostile and aggressive
(i.e., high mobbing and abusive supervision conditions), employees may hold back
from destructive or deviant workplace behaviors such as CWBs which may further
escalate mistreatment and arguments. Future studies are strongly suggested to
investigate these propositions especially by employing experimental and quasi-

experimental designs.
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As expected, under high incivility, mobbing, and abusive supervision
conditions, employees who rated their supervisors as high on T-O leadership style
reported significantly higher levels of work-related and personal burnout than those
who rated their supervisors as low on T-O leadership style. T-O leadership style seems
to increase the impact of workplace mistreatment on work-related and personal
burnout because it is a leadership style that require employees to spend high level of
effort to meet the performance goals, which in turn, results in further drain of resources
and, eventually, employees’ burnout (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). However, at least
to our knowledge, the present study is the first research that revealed these moderated
relationships and future studies are suggested to replicate the results and examine the

propositions by including other leadership styles in addition to T-O leadership style.

4.2 LIMITATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

No study is without limitations and the present one has also a few. First of all,
only correlational relationships were examined in this study and cause-effect
relationships could not be deduced. Secondly, data were collected from blue-collar and
white-collar employees in Turkey. Future studies are encouraged to test the proposed
relationships with large representative samples from different cultural contexts to
improve the generalizability and external validity of the findings. A third limitation is
that data of this study were collected with self-report measures, which may increase
the possibility of self-report bias. Therefore, it is recommended that follow-up studies
use multiple sources to collect data for variables such as CWBs when replicating
findings or in their attempts to improve the proposed model.

Overall, the findings suggest that mobbing, incivility, and abusive supervision
are likely to have differential effects on employees’ attitudes and behaviors. These
results are hoped to serve as guidelines for future research that aim to investigate
different types of workplace mistreatment. In addition, the results showed that the
relationships between the two different types of leadership, which were PL and T-O
leadership styles, moderate at least some of the relationships of incivility, mobbing,
and abusive supervision with the outcome variables, and other moderating leadership
types and behaviors are suggested to be considered by researchers in their future
attempts. However, since this study was conducted with white-collar and blue-collar
employees in Turkey, it should be kept in mind that cultural differences may have very

important effects on the proposed relationships and should be explored in future
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studies. Hereby, the present study, which attempted to reveal the differential effects of
different forms of workplace mistreatment (i.e., mobbing, incivility, and abusive
supervision) on both negative outcomes (i.e., CWBs, personal and work-related
burnout) and a positive outcome (i.e., job satisfaction) and the moderating effects of
two leadership styles (i.e., PL and T-O leadership style) in the proposed relationships,
are hoped to encourage other researchers to conduct further studies with improved
methodologies and to guide practitioners in their efforts to understand and overcome

the negative consequences of different types of workplace mistreatment.
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BOLUM 1: BABACAN LIiDERLIK OLCEGI

Asagida, is hayatinda yoneticilerin sergiledigi davranislarla ilgili tanimlar yer
almaktadir. Dogrudan bagli oldugunuz yoneticinizi diislindiigiiniizde, asagida yer alan
her bir tanimla ilgili goriisiiniizii verilen 5 basamakl1 6l¢egi kullanarak belirtiniz.

DOGRUDAN BAGLI BULUNDUGUM YONETICI...

1= Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum

2= Katilmiyorum

3= Kararsizim

4= Katiliyorum

5= Kesinlikle Katilryorum

1. Caliganlarina kars1 bir aile biiyligii (baba/anne veya agabey/abla) gibi davranur.

2 Calisanlarin1 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
' onemli kriter degildir.

6. Caliganlarini disaridan gelen elestirilere karsi korur.

7 Caliganlariyla iliskilerinde duygusal tepkiler gdsterir; seving, liziintii, kizginlik
' gibi duygularini diga vurur.

8. Isle ilgili her konunun kontrolii altinda ve bilgisi dahilinde olmasini ister.

9 Ihtiyaglar1 oldugu zaman, calisanlarima is dis1 konularda (6rn., ev kurma, cocuk
' 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.

Bu maddeyi okuyorsaniz, liitfen 5°i isaretleyiniz.

12. | Calisanlariyla bire bir iliski kurmak onun i¢in ¢ok 6nemlidir.

13 Gerektiginde, ¢aliganlar1 adina, onaylarini almaksizin bir seyler yapmaktan
" | ¢cekinmez.

14. | Calisanlarinin 6zel giinlerine (6rn., nikah, cenaze, mezuniyet vs.) katilir.

15. | Calisanlarinda sadakate, performansa verdiginden daha fazla 6nem verir.

16. | Is yerinde aile ortani yaratmaya dnem Verir.

17. | Calisanlarinin gelisimini yakindan takip eder.

18. | Calisanlariyla yakin iliski kurmasina ragmen aradaki mesafeyi de korur.

Bir ebeveynin ¢ocugundan sorumlu olmasi gibi, her ¢alisanindan kendini sorumlu

19. hisseder.

20. | Calisanlari 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 KiSILIK ENVANTERI

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

1= Beni hi¢ yansitmiyor

2= Beni biraz yansitiyor

3= Beni yansitiyor

4= Beni oldukc¢a yansitiyor

5= Beni tamamen yansitiyor

Bagkalariin kusurlarin1 bulmaya egilimli olan

Bir isi eksiksiz yapan

Yardimsever, bencil olmayan

Ozensiz

Bagkalariyla agiz dalasi baslatan

Diizensiz olmaya egilimli

Bagislayici bir yapiya sahip

Tembellige meyilli

© X N o g MW N

Hemen hemen herkese karsi nazik ve diisiinceli

10.Bir isi bitirmeden birakmayan

11.Zaman zaman baskalarina kabalasan

12.1sleri etkin ve verimli yapan

13.Bagkalart ile igbirligi yapmaktan hoslanan

14.Plan yapan ve onlar1 uygulayan

15.Genellikle bagkalarina giivenen

16.Giivenilir bir ¢alisan

17.Soguk ve mesafeli olabilen

18.Kolaylikla dikkati dagilan
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BOLUM 3. iSYERINDE PSIKOLOJIK TACiZ OLCEGI

Asagida, is yerinde karsilagilabilecek ve amir, ¢alisma arkadasi ve/ya astlar
tarafindan sergilenebilecek farkli davranis 6rnekleri yer almaktadir. Liitfen, her bir
davranisa (eger pandemi baslangicindan beri uzaktan c¢alistyorsaniz, pandemi

oncesindeki) SON 6 AYI DUSUNEREK ne siklikla maruz kaldigimizi asagida

sunulan 5 basamakli 6l¢egi kullanarak degerlendiriniz.

1= Hicbir Zaman

2= Nadiren
3= Bazen
4= Sik sik

5= Her Zaman

Yaptigim her is ince ince izlendi.

Olumsuz mimik ve bakislar yoneltildi.

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

Isyerimde yasanan her tiirlii problemin sorumlusu tutuldum.

Ozel yasamima iliskin hakaret boyutuna varan elestiriler yapildi.

Yaptigim her is elestiriliyor, hatalarim tekrar tekrar yiiziime vuruldu.

Ozel yasamimla ilgili konusulmasini istemedigim hassas konular aciga ¢ikarildi.

Isimle ilgili yanls bilgi verildi veya sakland.

O XN~ W=

Isyerinde sanki yokmusum gibi davramldi.

-
©

Siyasi ve dini goriislerim nedeniyle s6zli veya sozsiiz saldirilara hedef oldum.

(BN
(BN

. Soru ve taleplerim yanitsiz birakildi.

-
r

Benimle herkesin 6niinde asagilayici bir tislupla konusuldu.

-
w

Yetistirilmesi imkansiz, mantiksiz gorev ve hedefler verildi.

14. Isyerinin kutlamalarina benim disimda herkes cagrildi.

Bu maddeyi okuyorsaniz, liitfen 4’ isaretleyiniz.

15. Ofis i¢inde veya disindayken gereksiz telefon cagrilari ile rahatsiz edildim.

16. Isle ilgili konularda séz hakk: verilmedi veya sdziim kesildi.

17. Dig goriiniigiimle, hal ve hareketlerimle veya kusurlarimla alay edildi.

18. Sorumluluklarim daraltild1 veya elimden alindi.

19. Basarilarim, bagkalarinca sahiplenildi.

20. Cinsel icerikli s6z ve bakiglar yoneltildi.

21. Isle ilgili 6neri ve goriislerim reddedildi.

22. Ozel yasamimla alay edildi.

23. Benimle bagirilip ¢agirilarak veya kaba bir tarzda konusuldu.

24. s arkadaslarim benimle birlikte ¢alismaktan, ayni projede yer almaktan kagindi.

25. Tehditkar s6z veya davraniglar yoneltildi.

26. Ise iliskin kararlarim sorgulandi.

27. Is arkadaslarimdan ayr1 bir boliimde ¢alismaya zorlandim.

28. E-postama veya ofisime asagilayici, hakaret igeren resim veya yazilar gonderildi.
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BOLUM 4: KARANLIK UCLU KiSiLiK OZELLiKLERI OLCEGIi

Asagida cesitli durumlara iliskin ifadeler bulunmaktadir. Ifadeleri
degerlendirirken sizin tutumunuza en uygun secenegi, verilen bes basamakli dlgegi
kullanarak belirtiniz.

1= Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum

2= Katilmiyorum

3= Kararsizim

4= Katilhyorum

5= Kesinlikle Katilryorum

Sirlarinizi1 bagkalartyla paylagmak akillica degildir.

Insanlar benim dogal bir lider oldugumu diisiiniir.

Otoritelerden (yOnetici, amir vb.) intikam almak hosuma gider.

Insanlar zorunlu olmadikea siki bir sekilde calismamalidir.

flgi odag1 olmaktan hoslanmam.

Tehlikeli durumlara girmekten kaginirim.

Onemli insanlar1 kendi tarafimza ¢ekmek igin her seyi yapabilirsiniz.

Arkadaslarimin bensiz yaptig1 sosyal aktiviteler sikici olur.

OO (NOO|OI|B|W|IN|F

Intikam hizli ve kétii bir sekilde alinmalidr.

Ileride isinize yarabilecegini diisiindiigiiniiz icin, insanlarla ¢atismaktan
kaginmalisiniz.

[N
o

=
=

Ozel oldugumu biliyorum ¢iinkii herkes bana bunu soyler.

[EY
N

Insanlar genellikle kontroliimii kaybettigimi soylerler

Insanlara kars1 ileride kullanabileceginiz bilgileri bir kenarda tutmak,
akillica bir istir.

=
w

H
o

Onemli insanlarla tanismaktan hoslanirim.

Bu maddeyi okuyorsaniz, liitfen 3’1 isaretleyiniz.

15 | Gerektiginde insanlara kaba davranabilirim.

16 | Insanlardan &¢ almak i¢in dogru zamani beklemelisiniz.

17 | Biri bana iltifat ettiginde utanirim.

18 | Benimle ugrasan insanlar yaptiklarina pisman olurlar.

19 Diger insanlarim hakkimizdaki her seyi bilmelerine gerek yok, bu nedenle
onlardan baz1 seyleri saklamaliyiz.

20 | Genellikle iinlii kisilere benzetilir, onlarla kiyaslanirim.

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

22 | Planlarimz bagkalarindan 6nce sizin yarariniza olmalidir.

23 | Kendimi siradan bir insan olarak goriiyorum.

24 | Ezik ve silik kisilerle ugrasmaktan hoslanirim.

25 | Insanlarin ¢ogu baskalarmin etkisi altinda kalir.

26 | Insanlarin bana saygi duymasi gerektigini diisiiniiyorum.

27 | Istedigimi almak igin higbir seyden cekinmem.
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BOLUM 5: SESLILiK DAVRANISI OLCEGI

Asagida, farkli davraniglar iceren maddeler yer almaktadir. Liitfen her maddeyi
dikkatlice okuduktan sonra o maddeye ne derecede katildiginizi verilen 5 basamakli
Olcegi kullanarak degerlendiriniz.

1= Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum

2= Katilmiyorum

3= Kararsizim

4= Katilhyorum

5= Kesinlikle Katilryorum

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

2- Bu igyerinde ¢alisan arkadagslarimi igleriyle ilgili problemlerin ¢6ziimleri konusunda
amirleriyle cekinmeden konugmalar1 konusunda tesvik ederim.

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

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

5- Bu igyerinde caligma ortamin1 olumsuz yonde etkileyecek problemlerin ¢6ziimii i¢in
ugrasirim.

6- Bu igyerinde is siirecini kolaylastiracak yenilik fikirleri ve degisikliler hakkinda
amirlerimle rahatca konusabilirim.

BOLUM 6: iISTISMARCI YONETICILiK OLCEGI

Asagida, 1s hayatinda yoneticilerin sergiledigi davranislarla ilgili tanimlar yer
almaktadir. Dogrudan bagli oldugunuz yoneticinizi diislindiigiiniizde, asagida yer alan
her bir tanimla ilgili goriistiniizli verilen 5 basamakli 6l¢egi kullanarak belirtiniz.

1= Bana bu sekilde davrandigim hi¢ hatirlamiyorum

2= Bana nadiren bu sekilde davranir

3= Bana zaman zaman bu sekilde davranir

4= Bana sikhikla bu sekilde davramr

5= Bana her zaman bu sekilde davranir

Yoneticim bana, duygu ve diisiincelerimin aptalca oldugunu séyler.

Yoneticim beni gormezden gelir.

Yoneticim beni bagkalarinin yaninda kiiciik diisiiriir.

Yoneticim benim 6zel hayatimi ihlal eder.

Yoneticim gegmisteki hata ve basarisizliklarimi yiiziime vurur.

Yoneticim ¢ok ¢aba isteyen isler i¢in bana glivenmez.

Yoneticim sikintili durumlardan kendisini kurtarmak i¢in beni suglar.

® NS G| W N

Yoneticim bana verdigi sozleri tutmaz.

9. | Yoneticim bagka seylere sinirlendiginde, kizginligini benden ¢ikarir.

10.| YOneticim benim hakkimda bagkalarina olumsuz yorumlar yapar.

11.| Yoneticim bana kaba davranir.

12.| Yoneticim is arkadaglarimla etkilesimde bulunmama izin vermez.

13.| Yoneticim bana beceriksiz oldugumu sdyler.

14.| Yoneticim bana yalan sdyler.
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BOLUM 7: BIREYCILiK VE TOPLULUKCULUK OLCEGI

Liitfen asagidaki ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve bu ifadelerin sizi ne oranda

yansittigini verilen 5 basamakli 6lgegi kullanarak belirtiniz.

1= Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum
2= Katilmiyorum

3= Kararsizim

4= Katilhyorum

5= Kesinlikle Katilryorum

1. Kazanmak her seydir.
2. Yakin ¢cevremin kararlarina saygi gostermek benim i¢in 6nemlidir.
3. Bagkalar1 benden daha basarili oldugunda rahatsiz olurum.
4 Ne fedakarlik gerekirse gereksin aile bireyleri birbirlerine
' kenetlenmelidirler.
5. Isimi baskalarmdan daha iyi yapmak benim i¢in dnemlidir.
6. Anne-baba ve ¢ocuklar miimkiin oldugu kadar birlikte kalmalidirlar.
7. Rekabet doganin kanunudur.
8 Kendi isteklerimden fedakarlik yapmak gerekirse de aileme bakmak
' benim gorevimdir.
9 Bagkas1 benden daha bagarili oldugu zaman kendimi gergin ve
' kamgilanmig hissederim.
10. | Yakin ¢cevremde ¢ogunlugun isteklerine saygi gosteririm.
11. | Rekabet olmadan iyi bir toplum diizeni kurulamaz.
12. | Cok hosuma giden bir seyden ailem onaylamazsa vazgecerim.
13. | Baskalariyla rekabet edebilecegim ortamlarda ¢alismak hosuma gider.
14. | Cocuklara vazifenin eglenceden once geldigi 6gretilmelidir.
15. | Basar1 hayattaki en 6nemli seydir.
16. | Yakin ¢evremle fikir ayriligina diismekten hi¢ hoglanmam.
17. | Ailemi memnun edecek seyleri nefret etsem de yaparim.
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BOLUM 8: TUKENMISLIiK OLCEGI

Asagida, kisisel deneyimlerinizle ilgili maddeler yer almaktadir. Liitfen her
maddeyi dikkatlice okuduktan sonra, o maddede ifade edilen durumu ne siklikla
deneyimlediginizi, verilen 5 basamakli 6l¢egi kullanarak degerlendiriniz.

1= Hicbir zaman

2= Nadiren

3= Bazen

4= Cogu Zaman

5= Her zaman

Isiniz nedeniyle tiikendiginizi 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 kars1 zayif ve direngsiz hissedersiniz?

OO N ok wiN -

Is dis1 zamanlariizda aileniz ve arkadaslarmiz igin yeterli vakit ayiracak
giicii kendinizde bulur musunuz?

10. Ne siklikta "daha fazla dayanamayacagim" diye diigtiniirsiiniiz?

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

12. Kendinizi ne siklikta yorgun hissedersiniz?

13. Is giinii sonunda kendinizi tiikenmis hisseder misiniz?
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BOLUM 9: ORGUTSEL VATANDASLIK DAVRANISI OLCEGI

Su andaki isinizde asagidaki davranislardan her birini (eger pandemi

baslangicindan beri uzaktan calisiyorsaniz, pandemi oncesindeki) SON 6 AYI

distinerek ne siklikla yaptiginizi, sunulan 5 basamakli 6lcegi

degerlendiriniz.

1= Hicbir zaman

2= Bir ya da iki kez

3= Ayda bir ya da iki kez
4= Haftada bir ya da iki kez
5= Her giin

kullanarak

Diger calisanlar i¢in yemek aldim.

Ise yeni baslayanlarin ise alismalarina yardime1 oldum.

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

Isin daha iyi yapilmasin1 saglayacak &nerilerde bulundum.

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

Caligma ortamini iyilestirecek onerilerde bulundum.

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

Erken ¢ikmak zorunda olan bir ig arkadasimin isini tamamladim.

© N O |~ ww NI

Kisisel bir problemi olan birini samimi bir sekilde dinledim.

-
©

Fazladan is veya gorevler almak igin goniillii oldum.

-
.

Bir ig arkadasimin ihtiyaglar1 dogrultusunda tatil programimi, ¢calisma
giinlerimi ya da vardiyami degistirdim.

12.

O anda yerinde olmayan veya mesgul olan bir ig arkadasim igin telefon
mesajlar1 aldim.

13.

Benden daha giigsiiz bir is arkadasim i¢in agir bir kutu veya benzeri bir
esyayl tasidim.

14.

Isverenim hakkinda yabancilarin veya bagka insanlarin yaninda iyi
seyler soyledim.

15.

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

16.

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

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
yardimci oldum.

19.

Diger is arkadaslarim ya da yoneticim tarafindan kiigiik diisiiriilen veya
aleyhinde konusulan bir is arkadagimi savundum.

20.

Ortak ¢aligma alanini dekore ettim/siisledim, diizenledim veya bagka bir
sekilde giizellestirdim.
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BOLUM 10: iS ODAKLI LIDERLIK OLCEGI
Asagida, is hayatinda yoneticilerin sergiledigi davranislarla ilgili tanimlar
yer almaktadir. Dogrudan bagli oldugunuz yoneticinizi disiindiigiiniizde, asagida
yer alan her bir davranisi ne siklikta gergeklestirdigi ile ilgili goriisiiniizii verilen 5
basamakli 6l¢egi kullanarak belirtiniz.
1= Hicbir zaman
2= Nadiren
3= Zaman zaman
4= Cogunlukla

5= Her zaman

DOGRUDAN BAGLI BULUNDUGUNUZ YONETICINiZ...

1. Az galisan elemanlarini1 daha ¢ok ¢aligmalari igin tesvik eder.

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

3. Elemanlarinin neyi nasil yapmalar1 gerektigi konusunda ayrintili kararlar
verir.

4. Elemanlarinin aldiklar1 kararlardan kendisini haberdar etmelerini ister.

5. Kotii yapilan igleri elestirir.

6. Elemanlarindan var olan standartlara harfi harfine uymalarin 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. Elemanlarini1 daha fazla ¢aba harcamalar1 konusunda “diirtiikler”.

11. Verilen islerin zamaninda bitirilmesi gerektigini 6zellikle belirtir.

12. Elemanlarinin her birine ayr1 gorevler verir.

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

14. Rakip gruplardan daha 6nde olmalar1 konusunda elemanlarina baski
yapar.

15. Elemanlarmin bir isi en iyi bildikleri bigimde yapmalarina izin verir.

16. Sorunlara yeni yaklagimlar getirir.

17. Elemanlarini normal siireden (mesai diginda) daha fazla ¢aligmalari
konusunda tesvik eder.

18. Elemanlarinin miimkiin oldugunca ¢ok ¢aligmalarini saglar.

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

20. Elemanlarinin yeni fikirler tiretmeleri i¢in sabirla bekler.
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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
basamakli 6l¢egi kullanarak degerlendiriniz.

1= Hicbir zaman

2= Nadiren

3= Bazen

4= Cogu Zaman

5= Her zaman

1. Miisterilerle veya hizmet alanlarla konusurken, ¢alistigim kurum hakkinda
olumlu seyler soylerim.

2. Akraba ve arkadaslarimla konusurken, ¢alistigim kurum hakkinda olumlu seyler
soylerim.

3. Calistigim kurumun iiriin ve/ya hizmetlerini baskalarina 6nerebilirim.

4. Gelecekte de su anda galistigim kurumda kalmak isterim.

5. Bir ig teklifi alsam bile, hemen baska bir kuruma gecmezdim.

BOLUM 12: iS MEMNUNIYETI OLCEGI
Liitfen, genel olarak isinizden ne derecede memnun oldugunuzu en iyi temsil

eden yiiz ifadesinin altindaki ya da tistiindeki rakami, verilen olgekte isaretleyiniz.
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BOLUM 13: iSYERI NEZAKETSIZLiGi OLCEGI

Asagida, isyerinde karsilasilabilecek ve yonetici/amir, ¢alisma arkadasi ve/ya
astlar tarafindan sergilenebilecek farkli davranis 6rnekleri yer almaktadir. Liitfen, her
bir davranisa (eger pandemi baslangicindan beri uzaktan calisiyorsamz, pandemi

oncesindeki) SON 6 AYI DUSUNEREK ne siklikla maruz kaldigimizi asagida

sunulan 5 basamakli 6l¢egi kullanarak degerlendiriniz.

1= Hicbir Zaman

2= Nadiren

3= Bazen

4= Sik s1k

5= Her Zaman

ISYERINIZDE “PANDEMI ONCESINDEKI SON 6 AY ” iCERISINDE
YONETICI, IS ARKADASLARINIZ VEYA ASTLARINIZ...

Biri sizi asagiladi mi1 ya da kiiciimsedi mi?

Birinin sdylediklerinizi az 6nemsedigi ya da fikirlerinize az ilgi
gosterdigi oldu mu?

Biri hakkinizda kiigiik diisiiriicti ya da onur kiric1 yorumlar yaptt mi1?

Yalnizken ya da baskalarinin yaninda biri size profesyonel olmayan bir
sekilde hitap etti mi?

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

2 N I R I A N

Biri sorumluluk alaniniza giren bir konuda yaptiginiz bir degerlendirmeyi
stiphe ile karsiladi m1?

7 Biri istemediginiz halde sizi kisisel konularda bir tartismaya
' stiriiklemeye calistt mi1?
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BOLUM 14: GUC MESAFESIi VE KADERCILIK OLCEGI

Liitfen agagidaki ifadeleri okuyunuz ve katilma derecenizi verilen 6 basamakl
Olcegi kullanarak belirtiniz.

1= Kesinlikle katilmiyorum

2= Katilmiyorum

3= Pek katilmiyorum

4= Biraz katilhyorum

5= Katihyorum

6= Kesinlikle katillyorum

Makam sahibi kisilere konumlar1 geregi saygi gosterilmelidir.

Cogu zaman ¢abalamaya degmez, ¢iinkii isler istendigi gibi gitmez.
Makam sahibi ve statii sahibi kisiler 6zel ayricaliklara ve imtiyazlara sahip
olmalidirlar.

o2

Plan yapmak bir kisiyi yalnizca mutsuz eder ¢iinkii yapilan planlar zaten
hi¢bir zaman gergeklesmez.

Toplumdaki kisiler arasinda statii farki olmasi kabul edilebilir.

Ne kadar ugrasirsan ugras kotii bir seyler olacaksa dniine gecemezsin.

Aileler ¢cocuklarma biiytiklerine kars1 itaatkar olmalar1 gerektigini
Ogretmelidir.

N |jolal &

Insanin gelecekteki basarisi ya da basarisizlig1 dogumuyla birlikte kaderine
yazilmistir bu yilizden 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 olmasi1 gerekir.

12. | Ogrenciler dgretmenleriyle fikir catigmasina girmemelidir.
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BOLUM 15: URETKENLIK KARSITI iS DAVRANISLARI OLCEGI

Asagida kurumlarda gozlenen is davranislarina yonelik bazi ifadeler yer
almaktadir. Liitfen bu ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz. Mevcut isinizde asagidaki
maddelerde yer alan davranislar1 e@er pandemi baslangicindan beri uzaktan
calisiyorsaniz, pandemi oncesindeki son 6 ay1 diisiinerek ne siklikla yaptiginizi
verilen 5 basamakli 6l¢egi kullanarak belirtiniz.

1= Hicbir Zaman

2= Cok Seyrek

3= Ayda bir ya da iki kez

4= Haftada bir ya da iki kez

5= Her giin

Isyerinde énemsiz konulardan yakinma

Isvereninize ait arag/gerecleri kasitli bir sekilde bosa harcama

Isyerindekileri performanslarindan dolay1 asagilama

Disaridaki insanlara ¢alistiginiz yer hakkinda kotii seyler sdyleme

Insanlarin 6zel hayatlariyla alay etme

Izin almadan ise ge¢ gelme

Isyerindeki diger calisanlar1 yok sayma

Hasta oldugunuzu bahane ederek ise gelmeme

© © N o g & W N E

Isyerindeki insanlarla tartisma ¢ikarma

10.Isyerindeki biriyle dalga gegme ya da ona hakaret etme
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BOLUM 16. Son olarak, liitfen asagidaki sorulari cevaplayiniz.
Son olarak, liitfen asagidaki sorular1 cevaplayiniz.

1. Yasmz:

2. Cinsiyetiniz:

[] Kadin

[J Erkek

[J Belirtmek istemiyorum

3. En son aldigimiz egitim derecesi:

_ llkokul

___ Ortaokul

__Lise

ki y1llik yiiksekokul

___Universite (dort yillik)

_Yiiksek lisans

____ Doktora

Liitfen asagidaki seceneklerden size uygun olani se¢iniz.

Mavi yakali ¢aliganim

Beyaz yakali ¢caliganim

o T o2 s

Caligtiginiz sektor:

_ Kamu

_ Ozel

___Sivil Toplum Kurulusu (STK)
____Diger (liitfen agiklayiniz)

6. Kurumunuzun faaliyet gosterdigi is kolu:

O Finans O Teknoloji

0 Hizh Tiiketim Mallar1 0 Insaat ve Malzeme
[ Saglhk ve llag O Medya

0 Otomotiv O Tekstil

O Metal 0 Egitim

O Dayanikli Tiiketim Mallar1
O Diger (Liitfen belirtiniz) ..................

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

Ay
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8. Kag yildir dogrudan bagli bulundugunuz yoéneticiniz ile birlikte ¢alisiyorsunuz?

Y1

Ay

9. Dogrudan bagli bulundugunuz yoneticinizin cinsiyeti nedir?
[] Kadin
L] Erkek

Magaza veya sanal ahisveriste kullanabileceginiz 25 TL tutarindaki D&R
magazasi hediye cekinizi gonderebilmemiz icin liitfen size ulasabileceg@imiz bir e-posta

adresi yazimiz.
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