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ABSTRACT

INDIVIDUAL AND ORGANIZATIONAL PREDICTORS OF PERCEIVING
WORKPLACE BEHAVIORS AS COUNTERPRODUCTIVE

Agca, Hande
M.S., Department of Psychology

Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Yonca Toker

August 2014, 92 pages

In the present study, the aim was to examine the predictors of perceived
counterproductive work behaviors (PCWB) by employees. The proximal variables of
personality characteristics and individual values and the distal organizational
variables were included in the research to study the predictors of PCWB in a
comprehensive fashion. Self-control, agreeableness and conscientiousness were
hypothesized as the personality predictors, of universalism, benevolence, conformity
and tradition under the frame of self-transcendence and conservation values were
hypothesized as the individual values predictors, and organizational uncertainty
avoidance (defined as clarity of organizational rules and procedures) and overall
organizational justice climate were hypothesized as the organizational predictors of
PCWB. Perceived counterproductive work behaviors were included the sub-
dimensions of abuse, theft, withdrawal and sabotage. Analyses were conducted with
220 working adults. The results of regression analyses revealed that self-control,
conscientiousness, self-transcendence values and organizational uncertainty

avoidance significantly predicted all sub-dimensions and the PCWB composite,
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whereas conservation values predicted the theft, withdrawal sub-dimensions together
with the compoiste PCWB. On the other hand, agreeableness and overall
organizational justice variables did not predict any of the criteria. In addition to
regression analyses, dominance analyses were conducted to reveal the relative
contributions of individual values. The findings and implications of the study were

discussed.

Keywords: Counterproductive Work Behaviors, Personality, Individual Values,
Organizational Predictors, Workplace Behaviors
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URETIM-KARSITI IS YERI DAVRANISLARI ALGILANISININ BIiREYSEL VE
ORGUTSEL YORDAY ICILARI

Agca, Hande
Yiksek Lisans, Psikoloji Bolimi
Tez Yoneticisi: Yrd. Dog. Dr. Yonca Toker

Agustos 2014, 92 sayfa

Bu c¢alismanin amaci, c¢alisanlar tarafindan algilanan Oretim-karsitt is yeri
davraniglarinin ~ yordayicilarim  agiklamaktir.  Uretim-Karsitt  is  davramislan
algilaniginin yordayicilarini kapsamli bir calismayla incelemek amaci ile ¢alismaya
Kisilik 6zellikleri ve bireysel degerlerin yakinsal degiskenleri ve uzaksak degiskenler
dahil edilmistir. Oz-denetim, uyumluluk ve sorumluluk bilinci kisilik ozellikleri
yordayicilart olarak dahil edilmistir. Bireysel degerler ise, oOz-askinlik ve
muhafazacilik degerleri ¢ergevesinde, evrenselcilik, iyilikseverlik, uyma ve
geleneksellik degerlerini igermektedir. Orgiitsel yordayicilar olarak, orgutsel
belirsizlikten kaginma (caligmada oOrgiitsel kural ve prosediirlerin agikligr olarak
tanimlanan) ve genel orgiitsel adalet iklimi incelenmistir. Uretim karsit1 is yeri
davraniglar1 algilanisi, kotiiye kullanma, ¢alma, geri g¢ekilme, sabote etme olmak
Uzere dort alt boyut icermektedir. Analizler, 220 c¢alisan ile yiritilmistiir.
Regresyon analizlerinin sonuglarina gore, 6z-denetim, sorumluluk bilinci, 6z-askinlik

degerleri ve Orgiitsel belirsizlikten kaginma degiskenleri, iiretim karsiti is yeri
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davraniglar1 algilaniginin tim alt boyutlarin1 ve bir biitiin olarak bu davraniglari
anlamli olarak yordamaktadir. Muhafazacilik degerleri ise, ¢calma ve geri ¢ekilme
boyutlariyla, genel iiretim karsiti is yeri davranislari algilanmisini yordamaktadir.
Uyumluluk ve genel orgutsel adalet ikliminin kriterlerden hi¢ birini yordamadigi
saptanmistir. Regresyon analizlerinin yan sira, bireysel degerlerin 6zgiin katkilarim
aciklamak amaci ile bir goreceli 6onem analizi olan dominans analizi yiiriitilmiistiir.
Calismanin bulgular1 ve uygulanabilecek ¢6ziim Onerileri literatiir temel alinarak

tartisilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Uretim Karsit1 Is Yeri Davranislari, Kisilik, Bireysel Degerler,
Orgiitsel Yordayicilar
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview

In business life, counterproductive behaviors come up in various forms such
as stealing, vandalism, bullying, absenteeism (Gruys, 1999; Sackett, 2002).
Counterproductive work behaviors (CWB) are voluntary acts which harm
organizations and organizational stakeholders (Spector & Fox, 2005).

The National Retail Security Survey indicated that retail shrinkage loss was at
$26 billion in 1998 when restaurants, bars and auto dealers were excluded
(Hollinger, Lee, Kane, & Hayes, 1998). Association of Certified Fraud Examiners
stated that American companies lost approximately $400 billion annually due to
forms of internal fraud, including employee theft (Wells, 1999). Moreover, Murphy
(1993) indicated that organizational loss has been reported as between $6 billion and
$200 billion each year due to employee deviance. The cost of employee theft for
organizations can be seen directly. Besides theft, other forms of deviant behaviors
cost indirectly to the organizations in the form of loss of productivity. Both
organizations and individuals are affected negatively by these behaviors. Individuals
are suffered from workplace aggression or harassment which brings psychological
and physical health problems and poor job attitudes (Bowling, & Beehr, 2006).

Unfortunately, these deviant behaviors have been seen in organizations more
than estimated or reported. Organizations and employees are affected in various
degrees in terms of severity of these behaviors. In order to minimize or even prevent
CWaBs, organizations need to take action regarding both organizational policies and
practices focusing on individuals. However, it is hard to capture counterproductive
behaviors since mostly, they are not reported accurately. At this point, it is important
to measure what employees perceive as counterproductive. Individuals engage in
counterproductive behaviors easily, when they do not perceive them as deviant
behaviors. Hence, examining the factors which affect individuals’ perception of

counterproductive behaviors is crucial.



Research on the antecendents of counterproductive behaviors has examined
its relationship with personality especially in terms of Big Five personality traits. The
results have supported that conscientiousness and agreeableness are consistently
associated with counterproductive behaviors (Mount, Illies, & Johnson, 2006;
Spector & Fox, 2005). Moreover, values that individuals hold could also be related to
perceiving CWBs. Specifically, self-transcendence and conservation values are
suggested as associated with ethical behaviors (Morris, 2012; Shaw, Grehan, Shiu,
Hassan, & Thomson, 2005).

Organizational culture is also related to counterproductive behaviors (Enns &
Rotundo, 2012). To illustrate, organizational values such as fairness and uncertainty
avoidance are seen as (Chew & Putti, 1995; Li & Cropanzano, 2009) antecedents of
these unethical behaviors. Therefore, the system affects employees’ attitudes and

behaviors towards organization either in a positive or negative way.

1.2 Counterproductive Work Behaviors

In the job performance research, it is proposed that counterproductive
behavior is a significant dimension besides task and organizational citizenship
performance (Rotundo & Sackett, 2002). Researchers have focused their attention on
mostly organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) at first. Then, by the
understanding of the impact of CWB on organizations and employees’ well-being,
more interest has been given in this topic (Hafidz, 2012).

In recent years, organizational research has focused on voluntary behaviors of
employees. These behaviors contribute to organizations but at the same time, some
of them may do harm to organizations. Intentional behaviors of employees which
result in harming the organization and organization stakeholders such as coworkers
and clients are called Counterproductive Work Behavior (CWB) (Spector & Fox,
2002). These deviant behaviors at the workplace has been examined with different
terms which are organizational delinquency (Hogan & Hogan, 1989), workplace
deviance (Robinson & Bennett, 1995), organizational retaliation (Skarlicki & Folger,
1997), and workplace aggression (Baron & Neuman, 1996).



By this time, researchers have studied counterproductivity from different
theoretical frameworks with different labels. Behaviors such as deviance, physical
and verbal aggression, and revenge can be classified as CWB since the set of
behaviors coincide with each other (Spector & Fox, 2005). Moreover, theft,
absenteeism, and fraud are other forms of CWB (Marcus & Schuler, 2004). In
accordance with research, Marcus and Schuler (2004) stressed that counterproductive
behaviors have different forms but the correlation between them are mostly positive
in terms of both self-report and supervisory ratings. Therefore, mostly, researchers
have studied this topic as a single unit without separating the construct into its
specific forms of behaviors.

Studies in the literature that focused on how CWB can be categorized, mostly
focused on deviant behaviors directed at organizations (e.g., Chen & Spector, 1992;
Hollinger & Clark, 1982). However, the study of Robinson and Bennett (1995)
showed that some deviant behaviors are directed at individuals. Specifically, CWB
can be differentiated on the basis of whether the action is directed towards the
organization or other people.

Counterproductive behaviors may be property based or production based.
Specifically, behaviors such as theft and vandalism are property based deviances and
reflect misappropriating the property of the organization or other employees.
Hollinger and Clark (1983) conducted a study related to employee theft involving
different industries. In this study, results showed that taking advantage of the
employee discount privilege and getting store merchandise were the most common
forms of theft for retail employees. On the other hand, receiving payment for extra
hours that were not actually put in and taking materials were the forms of theft
mostly seen among manufacturing employees. Production based deviances involve
behaviors such as absenteeism and tardiness and refer to violation of organizational
norms which have detrimental effects on the quality and quantity of work (Mikulay,
Neuman, & Finkelstein, 2001). Hollinger and Clark (1983) also indicated extending
breaks, arriving work late and leaving early, working slow intentionally and working

under the influence of substance as counterproductive behaviors.



According to Lim, Cortina, and Magley (2008), forms of interpersonal
deviance, such as harassment and incivility also have negative effects on individuals’
mental and physical health. Verbal abuse can be included in interpersonal deviance
type of behaviors (Hollinger & Clark, 1983). Moreover, Spector and Fox (2005)
stated that abuse against other people, which can be in the forms of physical or
psychological abuse and varied in terms of their severity, affect work satisfactions of
employees negatively. Thus, harassment, incivility and abuse-type behaviors are
considered another form of CWB.

In the meta-analysis of Kish-Gephart, Harrison and Trevino (2010),
researchers claim that CWB is differentiated from unethical behaviors since CWBs
refer to actions which violate organizational norms while unethical behaviors refer to
actions which violate moral (societal) norms. Nevertheless, mostly, any action which
harms others reflects violation of morality because moral principles lead individuals
not to harm others (Haidt, 2007; Rai & Fiske, 2011; Rozin, 1999). Therefore, CWB
can be examined through unethical behaviors besides violation of organizational
norms.

To conclude, violating the organizational interests, and causing potential
harm and loss for the organization or its members can be regarded as common
characteristic of all counterproductive acts (Marcus & Schuler, 2004). In addition,
the act must be intentional no matter what the outcomes of the behavior are. Also, the
behavior does not have to end with obvious and undesirable outcomes; instead, so
long the possibility of harm exists the behavior is categorized as CWB. Not all
people may regard the same behavior as counterproductive, thus it is important to

understand individual differences in perceiving and in engaging in CWBs.

1.3 Antecedents of Counterproductive Behavior

The answer of why employees engage in counterproductive behaviors has
been discussed by researchers for many years. There are not only conflicts but also
some overlaps between them regarding this topic. In general, employees act
counterproductively due to economic factors, individual factors and organizational

factors.



Economic factors can be considered as one of the factors which results in
counterproductive behaviors. According to Boye and Jones (1997), dishonest
employees may steal from their organizations and use economical factors as an
excuse for their theft. Prices or interest rates can be involved in economical factors.
Employees may act counterproductively due to desires of improving their living
standard. However, Hollinger and Clark (1983) found that financial needs were not
antecedents of CWB. Moretti (1986) stated that employees have a tendency to
perform counterproductive behaviors when they adopt more tolerable attitudes
toward these behaviors. Moreover, employees’ attitudes toward such behaviors and
how they perceive others’ attitudes about CWB are influenced by their traits (Kamp
& Brooks, 1991). The literature on individual differences and also organizational
variables in relation to engaging in CWB or perceiving behaviors as CWB are

presented in the following sections.

1.3.1 Individual Variables as Antecedents of CWB
Certain personality factors and values as individual differences variables have

been implicated either in engaging in CWB or attitudes toward such behaviors.

1.3.1.1 Personality Variables

In the literature, researchers examined the link between personality variables
and CWBs. Spector (2010) indicated that individuals’ perceptions, attributions for
causes of events and their tendency to behave aggressively or counterproductively
can be affected by personality. The result of the study conducted by Kozako, Safin
and Rahim (2013) showed that neuroticism (# = .32, .26) and openness to experience
(6 = .13, .21) were positively related to CWB directed both at the organization and
individuals, whereas agreeableness (5 = -.41, -.46) was negatively related. Also,
extraversion (f = -.19) was found as negatively related to individually directed CWB.
Among these personality traits, agreeableness was the most strongly associated one.

In the work psychology literature, personality measures based on the Five
Factor model of personality, are employed in order to assess individual differences

that predict specific work behaviors of interest. For example, to predict violence,



employee theft or dishonest behaviors of employees at work, specific personality
scales were put together to form the criterion-focused occupational personality scale
of integrity (COPS; Ones & Viswesvaran, 2001). The personality factors included in
these tests were conscientiousness, agreeableness, and emotional stability. Such
integrity tests show similarities with counterproductive behavior scales in terms of
their purpose of use. Since, these tests are used to assess integrity and honesty of
applicants; they enable prediction of theft and dishonest behaviors at work (Ones,
Viswesvaran, & Schmidt, 1995). The results of the study conducted by Ones,
Viswesvaran, and Schmidt (1993) showed that integrity test validities for the overt
and personality-based integrity tests are considerable while predicting broad
counterproductive behaviors. The mean operational validities of integrity tests for
both types of integrity tests were found to be moderate in size across situations
(.30’s). Moreover, in the study of Ones and Viswesvaran (1998), additional criteria,
one of which was property damage, were examined to further support the criterion-
related validities of these integrity tests. The operational validities indicated that
property damage can be predicted with integrity tests with a large effect size
(operational r = .69). In addition, other COPS developed to measure specific criteria
like integrity scales were assessed in the study of Ones and Viswesvaran (2001). To
illustrate, violence scales have .48 operational validity in the prediction of violent
behaviors on the job while they have .46 operational validity in predicting other
counterproductive work behaviors. These authors also found that conscientiousness
itself had higher criterion-related validities than COPS in the prediction of
counterproductive work behaviors (r = .47) (Ones & Viswesvaran, 2001).

In the study of Ones and Viswesvaran (2001), it was indicated that the COPS
of integrity tests, drug and alcohol scales, and violence scales have consistent results.
Specifically, the same Big Five personality dimensions can be utilized in these tests
which are conscientiousness, agreeableness and emotional stability.

Mount, Illies, and Johnson (2006) also examined CWB in terms of its relation
to personality traits by indicating that individuals choose such acts intentionally. In
the meta-analysis by Salgado (2002), conscientiousness and agreeableness were

found as valid predictors of a composite of deviant behavior which included



measures of theft, admissions, substance abuse, disciplinary problems, property
damage and other irresponsible behaviors. The operational validity for
conscientiousness and agreeableness were reported as .26 and .20, respectively. In
the meta-analysis of Dalal (2005), it was found that conscientiousness is negatively
related to CWB (r = -.38). Similarly, in more recent studies, agreeableness and
conscientiousness were reported as negatively associated with CWB (r = -.14, r = -
.21, respectively) (Hafidz, 2012) and with organizational and interpersonal deviance
at .30s (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007). Smithikrai (2008) examined the relationship
between personality and CWB within the framework of situational strength theory.
Individuals® perceptions of group norms and performance monitoring was measured
in the study to specify the situational strength. Two organizations were selected to
represent organizations with strong and weak situations. Accordingly, agreeableness
and conscientiousness related to CWB, with lower correlations in strong situations
(r=—0.31, r=—0.24) and higher correlations in weak situations (r=— 0.49,
r =—0.58).

Taken together, individuals higher on conscientiousness and agreeableness
tend to engage less in CWB. Since engaging in CWB and attitudes towards such
behaviors are related (Moretti, 1986), one can also expect that individuals higher on
the same personality factors would be less tolerable of CWB and perceive such
behaviors as more counterproductive.

According to Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990), in the general theory of crime,
individual difference variables, general theory of crime have accounted for all types
of employee deviance. It is indicated that criminal acts have a tendency to be
positively correlated with each other in a long period of time. This correlation
between numerous behaviors can be called as versatility and the time period can be
called as stability of crime. Authors inferred that a latent personality trait; which is
self-control can account for the pattern of these acts which are quite stable over time.
Self-control is defined as the ability to restrain one’s own desires or actions with
regard to reaching higher goals and avoiding acts which have negative consequences
in the long run (Hirschi & Gottfredson, 1994). Marcus and Schuler (2004) indicated

that low self-control is strongly (r = -.63) related to counterproductive behaviors in



the workplace, and the strongest predictor among other variables. The reason is that,
individuals with high self-control think about the long-term consequences of their
acts and keep away from negative ones. Likewise, Zettler (2011) also found a

negative correlation (r = -.39) between self-control and counterproductive behaviors.

1.3.1.2 Individual Values

In this study, human values will also be examined in terms of their relation to
CWB. Even though, to the knowledge of the author, there is no research which
directly examined the relationship between values and CWB, it could be argued that
individual values that motivate and guide everyday behavior based on a set of
adopted principles would also shape individuals’ course of conduct at the workplace.
Values that reflect individual differences in terms of evaluating what is good or bad
and what is desired could potentially act as buffers against CWB.

Rokeach (1973) described values as trans-situational goals with varying
degrees of importance which guide people in their lives. Similarly, Schwartz (1992)
defined values as a set of principles which guide individuals in their lives. The nature
of individual values was described by Hansson, Carey, and Kjartansson (2010). First,
values are beliefs linked to emotions. Second, values signify desirable goals which
motivate people. Third, values go beyond specific actions and situations. Fourth,
values serve as standards or criteria for individuals while assessing actions, people,
situations and events. Last, values vary in degrees of importance and they are ordered
among them, relatively. Hence, values do not specify situations; rather across all
situations, they bridge the gap between people’s preferences and behaviors

Schwartz (1992) defined 10 universal human values and motivations across
cultures based on the research carried out in different countries. These values are: 1)
Self-direction; that refers to independence in thought and action, exploration, and
creativity, 2) Hedonism, that reflects pleasure and striving to satisfy individual needs,
3) Stimulation, that refers to looking for novelty, excitement and challenge in life, 4)
Achievement, that refers to seeking personal achievement by demonstrating
competence consistent with social standards, 5) Power, that reflects social status and

prestige, control and dominance over other people and resources, 6) Benevolence,



that refers to protecting the welfare of people whom one is in personal contact
frequently, 7) Universalism, that indicates protecting the welfare of all people and
nature, also signifies appreciation and tolerance for all people and nature, 8)
Tradition, that means respecting and accepting the customs and ideas of one’s culture
or religion, 9) Conformity, that refers to restriction of actions, inclination, and
impulses that distress or harm others and violate social expectations or norms, and
finally 10) Security, that reflects harmony, stability of society and relationships, and
national safety.

After Schwartz (1992, 2006) defined these values, he proposed that values are
located in a circle which reflects their motivational continuum. In the circle, while
similar motivational constructs are represented with the values next to each other,
conflicting ones are represented on the opposite side. Besides, Schwartz grouped
these values as two bipolar dimensions around the circle. The dimension of openness
to change versus conservation reflects the opposition between a desire for change,
independent actions and thoughts and self-restriction, preservation of stability. On
the other hand, the dimension of self-enhancement versus self-transcendence reflects
the opposition between promotion of the self and showing concern for the interests of
others. Based on their definitions, conservation and self-transcendence values are
natural canditates for predictors of sensitivity towards deviant behaviors in
organizations. Specific self-transcendence values are universalism and benevolence,
and specifics conservation values are conformity and tradition.

Universalism values are about understanding, appreciating and protecting the
welfare of all people and nature. It is expected that people who value universalism
more will perceive deviant behaviors as more counterproductive, since these
behaviors harm others and violate the norms in nature. Another value is benevolence
which reflects preservation and enhancement of the people whom one is in personal
contact. Thus, the relationship between perceived CWBs and benevolence values
will be expected to be in a positive direction. These two values form the self-
transcendence end of the second dimension of Schwartz reflecting a concern for the
welfare of others. An indirect piece of support for associating self-transcendence to

CWB comes from Morris (2012), in which self-transcendence values were found as



negatively related to cheating behavior of students. That is, as the self-transcendence
value levels of students increased, they were less likely to cheat (B = -.076). Also, in
a sample of psychology students self-transcendence values (r = .32) were found as
positively related to moral sensitivity as indicated by their performance in identifying
and resolving ethical problems (Myyry & Helkama, 2002). Therefore, | expect that
individuals who endorse the values of universalism and benevolence more so will
also be more sensitive to potentially harmful behaviors at the workplace and will
perceive more CWB.

Individuals with higher conformity values refrain from violating social
expectations and norms and restrain their actions accordingly. Thus, the association
between levels of conformity and sensitivity to CWB is also expected to be in the
positive direction. Finally, tradition values suggest that individuals respect, commit
and accept the ideas of their culture or religion. Traditional cultures and religious
value on ethics and require being one’s ethical person (Stajkovic, & Luthans, 1997).
By this reason, these values will be positively related to perception of CWB; CWBs
would be though to violate the standards and ethics. Therefore, individuals who
value tradition would avoid CWBs, unethical behaviors. An indirect piece of support
for associating conservation values with CWB comes from the business ethics
literature. Shafer, Fukukawa and Lee (2007) found that conservation values which
are conformity and tradition were significantly related to importance factors of the
Perceived Role of Ethics and also to the Social Responsibility scale which consists of
two broad categories, stockholder view and stakeholder view. In the study,
stockholder view refers to a limited view of corporate obligations which emphasize
the importance of profitability. Stakeholder view refers to the importance of ethics
and social responsibility for organizational survival and success (the importance
factor) and the compatibility of profitability with ethics and social responsibility (the
compatibility factor). Specifically, conformity values had significant positive
correlations with the importance and compatibility factors, while tradition values
were significantly but negatively correlated with the stockholder view and
compatibility factors. However, the compatibility factor had only two items and it

might be misleading to reach a conclusion as to its association with conservation
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values. To sum up, conservation values of Schwartz indicate that these individuals do
not engage in CWBs mostly and are more sensitive to ethical issues and social

responsibility. In other words, these values will positively relate to PCWB.

1.3.2 Organizational VVariables

In addition to individual variables as antecedents of CWB, the situations in
which employees are operating have been implicated as CWB predictors. Skarlicki
and Folger (1997) showed that counterproductive behavior, such as anger and
outrage can arise due to perceived injustice in organizations. Moreover,
organizational climate and measures taken to prevent CWB can trigger these
behaviors unintentionally unless they discourage employees’ deviant behaviors in
organizations (Hollinger & Clark, 1983). Hence, the situation or perceived situation
makes the negative consequences of these acts less visible and easier for employees
to engage in counterproductive acts (Marcus & Schuler, 2004).

Behaviors such as abuse, aggression and production deviance are encouraged
or inhibited by social norms and organizational culture (Spector et al., 2005). Still,
work stressors, negative emotions and perceived organizational injustice are related
to CWB as factors motivating an individual to deviate from the norms. Different
situations can create different motives for individuals to engage in specific forms of
CWB. Social controls in organizations, which are perceived management sanctions
and coworker attitudes, were also proposed as predictors of employee theft
(Hollinger & Clark, 1983). A climate either favoring honesty or not encouraging
honesty in organizations is diffused around all levels of the organization. Kamp and
Brooks’ (1991) study came up with similar result in terms of a climate encouraging
or discouraging counterproductivity at all organizational levels. As a result employee
attitudes towards theft are consistent with how they perceived the management of
organization.

Researchers have defined organizational climate as the shared perception of
people regarding their work setting (Ostroff, 1993). Both the characteristics of the
work environment and how employees perceive these organizational characteristics

define climate.
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The characteristics of the work environment are a matter of organizational
values and culture. A framework for comparing and contrasting organizations’
culture and values has been provided by Hofstede (1980). The model is based on six
dimensions which are power distance, uncertainty avoidance, individualism,
masculinity, long-term orientation and indulgence versus restraint. In the present
study, uncertainty avoidance will be examined in terms of its relationship with CWB.

According to Hofstede (1984), uncertainty avoidance is defined as the extent
of the organization or society’s tolerance for ambiguity and uncertainty. It means that
while trying to deal with uncertainty or ambiguity, in what degree members of the
organization feel anxiety. This dimension reflects consistency, norms and rules.
Individuals in the organization with this characteristic feel uncomfortable when faced
with ambiguous situations and desire to avoid this uncertainty.

Hofstede (1984) stressed that societies with high uncertainty avoidance
preserve certain beliefs and behaviors and they do not show tolerance towards
deviant people and ideas. However, there is a more relaxed atmosphere in societies
with low uncertainty avoidance and they tolerate deviance more easily. Even the
meaning of time show differences among cultures to the extent of uncertainty
avoidance. According to Hofstede (1984), time is seen as a scarce resource in high
uncertainty avoidance society and herewith, precision and punctuality become more
important. Also, cultures with high uncertainty avoidance are characterized as
emotional, aggressive and more active. In Romania, which is characterized as a high
uncertainty country, jobs are highly structured in the organizations and also,
management requirements and instructions are clarified in detail (Marinescu, 2014).
Uncertainty avoidance levels of countries influence organizational outcomes as well
as organizations’ rules and regulations. For example, Chew and Putti (1995) found
that longer tenure and intentions to remain in the organization rather than quiting
were observed for Singapore Chinese managers who are high on uncertainty
avoidance.

Uncertainty avoidance can be seen by the clarity of plans, procedures and
systems in organizations (Newman & Nollen, 1996). Organizations which have clear

procedures, well-known strategies and well-understood rules provide work-setting
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with less uncertainty for employees. Therefore, employees feel safe and less anxious
when they encounter with unknown situations. Moreover, employment contracts are
used more in organizations with higher uncertainty avoidance rather than in
organizations with lower uncertainty avoidance (Raghuram, London, & Larsen,
2001). Newman and Nollen (1996) found that work units in cultures with higher
uncertainty avoidance have better financial performance with employees reporting a
more clear sense of direction or more clear organizational policies.

In the literature, the relationship between uncertainty avoidance and CWB has
not directly been studied. CWBs are unethical behaviors and violate organizational
norms and procedures. A study found that uncertainty avoidance was positively
related to ethical policies of organizations (Scholtens & Dam, 2007). In the study of
Davis and Ruhe (2003), it was found that uncertainty avoidance and corruption
which is country’s integrity performance, was correlated significantly (r = .40).
Individuals high on uncertainty avoidance are not willing to take risks since they
have fear of failure and are inclined towards taking responsibility (Chew & Putti,
1995). Therefore, these individuals look for security and probably avoid unethical
behaviors which pose a risk regarding their status quo.

CWB threatens the status quo of the organization. According to Hofstede
(1980), organizations with higher uncertainty avoidance are characterized by less
risk-taking and an intolerance toward deviant ideas and behaviors. Therefore, it is
expected that individuals in organizations embedded in a characterized by
uncertainty avoidance would refrain from such behaviors and would perceive these
deviant behaviors as CWBs.

Another factor that relates to the climate of an organization is justice and
fairness perceptions. According to Li and Cropanzano (2009), justice climate is how
employees perceive their organization in the judgment of fairness. In general, the
literature has accumulated information on the association between justice climate and
positive work behaviors, and only a few studies examined the association with
negative work behaviors. According to such studies, employees tend to engage in
negative work behaviors when they perceive an unfair climate (Enns & Rotundo,

2012). Several studies indicated that teamwork processes are influenced by unit-level
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judgments of fairness (e.g., Chen, Sharma, Edinger, Shapiro, & Farh, 2011,
Cropanzano, Li, & Benson, 2011). Specifically, communication, coordination,
mutual support for members and cohesion which are called characteristics of team
processes are influenced positively by fairness. Chen and colleagues (2011)
emphasized that injustice climate in team processes causes decreases in teamwork
behaviors since more self-serving behaviors occur. Priesemuth, Arnaud and
Schminke (2013) supported this claim in their study by showing that there are
positive relationship between overall injustice climate perceived at the group-level
and interpersonal deviance (f = .28).

Studies showed that fairness is related to less counterproductive behavior in
organizations, since unfairness is seen as a kind of job stressor (e.g., Fox, Spector, &
Miles, 2001; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). Like other job stressors, perceived injustice
results in negative emotions and both the stressor variable and negative emotion were
significantly related to CWB. According to Fox et al. (2001), distributive justice and
organizational CWBs were significantly correlated (r = -.17). Also, procedural
justice was found as significantly correlated with both organizational CWB (r = -.26)
and personal CWB (r = -.15). Skarlicki, Folger and Tesluk (1999) showed that
procedural (r = -.51), distributive (r = -.40), and interactional justice (r = -.49) were
negatively associated with organizational retaliation.

The literature has evidence that fairness perceptions are related to engaging in
CWB. One could also argue that perceiving a behavior as counterproductive for the
organization would be shaped by how the individual perceives the organization in
terms of its already existing climate, thus a positive association between sensitivity to
perceiving behaviors as CWB and perceiving the organization as fair is expected.

In the organizational justice literature, there are different justice dimensions,
such as distributive, procedural, and interactional justice which affects organizational
outcomes (Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001). However, Colquitt and
Shaw (2005) claimed that the measurement of perceived overall justice can bring
more clear explanations about employee behaviors rather than distinct justice
dimensions, since different justice dimensions may overlap or conflict with each

other while measuring an organizational outcome. Therefore, validity of
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measurement may not be provided due to contamination or deficiency. Moreover, if
any researcher wants to capture individuals’ overall justice perceptions in the
organization, he/she falls behind by assessing different justice facets only (Colquitt
& Shaw, 2005), since in general, individuals tend to make overall judgments about
their environment in order to avoid uncertainty. Hence, individuals generate overall
justice perceptions rather than justice facets. In the study of Ambrose and Schminke
(2009), it has been shown that behaviors and attitudes of employees are better
predicted with overall justice compared to specific justice facets. In short, in
organizations, employees experience various justice cues and generate overall justice
perceptions regarding these cues. As a result, employee behaviors are affected by
these generated justice perceptions.

In the organizational behavior literature, the Theory of Planned Behavior
(TPB) has frequently been used to predict human social behavior (Ajzen, 1991). In
TPB, individuals perform a behavior depending on the strength of their intentions to
perform or not to perform the behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975).
According to Ajzen (1991), factors behind these intentions are attitudes, subjective
norms and efficacy beliefs. Attitudes refer to evaluations of a behavior in terms of
the favorability to act. Subjective norms refer to individuals’ perception of social
pressure while deciding to perform the behavior or not. Self-efficacy refers to the
extent of individuals’ belief about being able to perform a behavior successfully. In
the present study, individuals’ perceptions of CWB was measured with the
assumption that individuals are more likely to perform a behavior when they judge
that behavior as favorable (or as not unfavorable). Therefore, attitudes, which were
shown to be linked with behaviors in the TPB literature (e.g., Ajzen, 1991; Ajzen
2011; Sheeran, Norman, & Orbell (1999) were of interest of the current study.

Kamp and Brooks (1991) indicated that due to social desirability, employees
would not report the actual amount of their involvement with theft in the workplace.
Therefore, employees reported their engagement with theft less than they reported
for their coworkers. In fact, self-report measures tend to have responses which are
socially desirable. However, social scientists mostly need to rely on individuals’ self-

reports while conducting study because of lack of other resources and the nature of
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work itself. Hence, self-report measure will be used in this study. Nonetheless, by
measuring perceived CWBs of employees, this study aims to find out their real
intentions. Since if any employee who does not perceive deviant behavior as

counterproductive, they engage in that behavior more easily.

1.4 The Current Study and Hypotheses

In the present study, the aim was to examine perceived CWB by employees
and its relationship with personality, individual values and organizational variables.
The purpose of including both the proximal variables of personality characteristics
and individual values, and the distal organizational variables in the research were to
study the predictors of perceived CWB in a comprehensive fashion as much as
possible. Hypotheses of the present study are presented below.

Individuals who score higher scores on the three personality dimensions, four
individual values, perceptions of organizational rule clarity (uncertainty avoidance),
and perceptions of organizational justice were expected to be more sensitive in

perceiving counterproductive work behaviors as such. Hence;

Hypothesis 1: Agreeableness and Conscientiousness will be significantly
positively related to PCWBs.

Hypothesis 2: Self-control will be positively related to PCWBs.

Hypothesis 3: The self-transcendence values of Universalism and
Benevolence will be significantly positively related to PCWBs.

Hypothesis 4: The conservation values of Conformity and Tradition will be
significantly positively related to PCWBs.

Hypothesis 5: Employee perceptions of organizational uncertainty avoidance
(defined as clarity of organizational rules and procedures) will be significantly
positively related to PCWBs.

Hypothesis 6: Employee perceptions of overall organizational justice climate

will be significantly positively related to PCWBs.
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CHAPTER II

METHOD

2.1 Participants and Procedure

In the study, data were collected from 255 employees working in 13 different
private organizations in Turkey, spanning 12 different jobs. Mostly, participants are
selected from the defense industry in Ankara. The survey was distributed to 222
people in this industry and 187 of them were completed with a return rate of 84.23%.
Also, questionnaires were delivered via the Internet on request. In the study, of the
total participants, 187 (73.33%) took a paper-and-pencil test and 68 participants
(26.67%) filled the questionnaires on the Internet. There were missing scales in 35
cases which were not included in the analysis, leaving a sample size of 220.

Of the participants, 65 were female (29.5%) and 155 were male (70.5%). The
age ranged from 21 to 57 (M = 30.34, SD = 6.46). The education level of employees
ranged from having a high school diploma to a graduate school diploma; 20 (9.1%)
reported being a high school graduate, 15 (6.8%) reported having an associate
degree, 101 participants (45.9%) reported having a bachelor’s degree, 83 (37.7%)
reported having a graduate degree, and one of them did not report the education
level. The tenure of employees in the organization they were currently working in
ranged from 1 month to 23 years (M = 4.85, SD = 4.80). Moreover, total tenure of
participants ranged from 2 months to 36 years (M = 7.69, SD = 6.91).

Both the paper-and-pencil test and the Internet versions of the questionnaire
was presented to participants with six sections, including The Brief Self-Control
Scale, The Big Five Inventory (Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness,
Neuroticism, and Openness), Schwartz Value Survey (Universalism, Benevolence,
Tradition, and Conformity), Uncertainty Avoidance Subscale of Dorfman and
Howell’s (1988) Cultural Scales, Perceived Overall Justice Scale, Perceived
Counterproductive Work Behavior Scale, and the demographic information form.
Ethical guidelines were followed by first obtaining approvals from the Ethics

Committee for Research with Human Participants of the university the researcher
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was affiliated with and the organization in which the paper-and-pencil version was
distributed. All participants took part in the study on a voluntary basis upon
providing their informed consent. Those who took the paper-and-pencil version were
presented with the questionnaires in envelopes. They were informed about the
overall purpose and duration of the study that the data collected would be used for a
graduate study of the researcher, and that the data from all participants would be
treated collectively for purposes of publication. Also, the participants were asked not
to write their names or any other personal identifiers on the questionnaires to assure

anonymity.

2.2 Measures

2.2.1 Self-Control Scale

The Self-Control Scale developed by Tangney, Baumeister, and Boone
(2004) was used in the present study in order to measure dispositional self-control
(see Appendix A). The original scale was constructed with 36 items, each scored on
a 5-point Likert-type scale, from 1 (not at all like me) to 5 (very much like me) with
higher scores reflecting higher self-control. In addition, Tangney et al. (2004)
constructed a 13-item Brief Self-Control Scale which taps the same range of content
with the Total Self-Control Scale. In their studies, this brief scale was found to be
correlated in the .90s with the original scale. An example item is “I often act without
thinking through all the alternatives”. The Brief Self-Control Scale was translated
and adapted to Turkish by Coskan (2010) who reported a .79 internal consistency
reliability.

2.2.2 The Big Five Inventory

To measure the personality traits, the Big Five Inventory (BFI) one of the
most common assessments, was administered to participants (see Appendix B)
(Benet-Martinez & John, 1998), which includes items to assess the five personality
dimensions of Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness to Experience, Agreeableness,

and Conscientiousness. Benet-Martinez and John (1998) showed that the BFI is a
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reliable as well as a valid measure of the Big Five factors in their cross-cultural
research. This inventory was translated and adapted to Turkish Language (Siimer &
Stmer, 2002). The BFI items are rated on a scale from 1 (disagree strongly) to 5
(agree strongly) for each item, with higher scores indicating higher endorsement of
the factor. Nine items are used to assess each of the Agreeableness,
Conscientiousness, and Openness to Experience dimensions and eight items are used
to assess the Extraversion and Neuroticism dimensions. Cronbach’s alpha
reliabilities were found to be moderate ranging from .64 to .77 for the five factors
assessed in the inventory (Stimer, Lajunen & Ozkan, 2005). In the present study only
the factors of Agreeableness and Conscientiousness were put to the test of
hypotheses. Example items include “Is considerate and kind to almost everyone” for

Agreeableness and “Perseveres until the task is finished” for Conscientiousness.

2.2.3 Schwartz Value Survey

Individual values were assessed with Schwartz Values Scale. The scale
developed by Schwartz (1992) includes 57 items and ten dimensions. However, in
the present study items of the hypothesized dimensions, 24-item as total, were used
(see Appendix C). Specifically, nine items were included for universalism, six items
for benevolence, six items for conformity and three items for tradition. Items in the
scale are rated on a scale from 1 (not like me) to 6 (very much like me) for each item.
The coefficient alphas for these dimensions were reported as .70 for benevolence, .74
for universalism, .72 for conformity, and .60 for tradition (Schwartz, 2005). The
scale was translated and adapted to Turkish by Demirutku and Stumer (2010).
Demirutku and Sumer reported test-retest reliability coefficients as .66 for
benevolence, .72 for universalism, .75 for conformity, and .82 for tradition. Also, the
internal consistency of the scale was reported as .91. Example items for each
dimension include “He wants everyone to be treated justly, even people he doesn’t
know” for universalism, “Caring for the well-being of people he is close to is
important to him” for benevolence, “It is important to him to follow rules even when

no one is watching” for conformity, and “He strongly values the traditional practices
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of his culture” for tradition. Participants are instructed to rate the degree to which

they resemble the person depicted in each item.

2.2.4 Uncertainty Avoidance Scale

In this study, Dorfman and Howell’s (1988) cultural values scale, which was
developed to measure Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, was used to measure only the
dimension of perceived uncertainty avoidance of the organization. Here, the aim was
to measure clarity of organizational rules and procedures, and uncertainty avoidance
in the study refers to this definition. The scale was differentiated from Hofstede’s
scale since it did not measure social, religious and interpersonal rituals and ideas.
Items in the present study were concerned about clarity of rules, regulations, and
procedures in the organization (see Appendix D). This scale has 5 items, each rated
on a 5-point Likert-type scale from 1 (does not describe the organization | work at
all) to 5 (describes the organization | work very well). The items are “It is important
to have job requirements and instructions spelled out in detail so that employees
always know what they are expected to do”; “Managers expect employees to closely
follow instructions and procedures”; “Rules and regulations are important because
they inform employees what the organization expects of them”; “Standard operating
procedures are helpful to employees on the job” “Instructions for operations are
important to employees on the job”. The reliability coefficient for uncertainty
avoidance was found as .81 (Clugston, Howell, & Dorfman, 2000). It is translated
and adapted to Turkish by Albas and Ergeneli (2011) who reported a .89 internal

consistency reliability.

2.3.5 Perceived Overall Justice Scale

Overall justice perception was measured with six items adapted from the
Perceived Overall Justice (POJ) scale by Ambrose and Schminke (2009) (see
Appendix E). In this scale, individuals’ personal justice experiences are assessed
with three items (an example item is “In general, the treatment | receive around here
is fair.”) and the perceived fairness of the organization in general is assessed with

three items (an example is “For the most part, this organization treats its employees
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fairly.”). The higher ratings in the scale indicate greater perceptions of fairness.
Items were rated on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) in this
study. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability for overall justice was found as .93 (Ambrose
& Schminke, 2009). The scale was translated to Turkish by the researcher and a
bilingual speaker.

2.3.6 Perceived Counterproductive Work Behavior Scale

In order to assess employees’ perceptions of counterproductive work
behaviors, the CWB Checklist developed by Spector, Fox, Penney, Bruursema, Goh,
and Kessler (2006) was used (see Appendix F). The scale was at first developed to
include 45 items; and later on was reduced to 32 items. The scale consists of five
subscales which are production deviance, sabotage, theft, abuse towards others and
withdrawal. Production deviance dimension is defined as purposely failing while
performing job tasks. Sabotage is described as intentionally destroying something in
the organization. Theft dimension measures the tendency to steal. Abuse was defined
as incivility-type behaviors which are intended to harm others psychologically or
physically such as nasty comments, threatening others, and ignoring a coworker.
Withdrawal dimension includes refraining from work-related behaviors in the
organization such as arriving at work late and taking longer breaks. Cronbach’s alpha
reliabilities were reported as .61, .42, .58, .81 and .63, respectively for the sub-
dimensions and .87 for the entire scale (Spector et al., 2006). Example items for each
dimension include “Did something to make someone at work look bad” for abuse,
“Took supplies or tools home without permission” for theft, “Stayed home from
work and said you were sick when you weren’t” for withdrawal, and “Purposely
wasted your employer’s materials/supplies” for sabotage.

The measure was translated and adapted to Turkish by Ocel (2010). The
Cronbach’s alpha reliability was found as .97. Item-total-test correlation was
reported between .53 and .92. Moreover, in order to acquire additional information,
five items were added to the scale by the researcher. These items were derived from
another CWB measure and were selected to offer information related to the sucker

effect, sharing classified company-related information with third parties, excessive
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usage of the Internet during work hours, neglecting orders of the supervisor, and
using company resources for private needs (Algi, Aydin, Agca, Selvi, & Yiice,
2010).

The scale was presented to participants with a different instruction. In the
original version, participants were instructed with the question “How often have you
done each of the following things on your present job?” However, in the current
study, the aim was to measure the level of perceived counterproductive work
behavior of individuals. Therefore, participants were instructed as “State to what
extent you think each of the following behavioral examples is harmful to the
organization or its employees.” A total of 37 items in this measure were rated on a 6-

point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 “not harmful at all” to 6 “very much harmful”.

2.3.7 Demographic Information Questionnaire
A demographic information questionnaire was administered to participants
(see Appendix G). Age, gender, level of education, current tenure in the organization

and total tenure were included as questions.
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CHAPTER |11

RESULTS

In this chapter, firstly, data screening and cleaning procedures are described
followed by factor analyses. Second, reliability analyses for the scales used in the
study are examined. Third, descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations among
study variables are presented. Last, the results of hypotheses testing are examined by
treating the four sub-dimensions and the total perceived CWB (PCWB) as outcomes

of the regression analyses.

3.1 Data Screening, Cleaning, and Factor Analyses

Missing values were examined. In the present study, they were detected as
less than 5% of all participants on all variables. In this case, Tabachnick and Fidell
(2007) stated that any procedure yield similar results while handling missing values.
Therefore, mean substitution was used to handle missing values. After the mean
substitution, data was checked for univariate and multivariate outliers once the
variables were formed. Five of the cases were detected as univariate outliers by
examining the scores above 3.29 and below -3.29. Also, one of these cases was
detected as a multivariate outlier by examining the Mahalanobis distance (> > 34.53,
p < .001). Hence, these six outliers were excluded from further analysis and the data
was analyzed with the remaining 214 participants. After that, normality and linearity
were checked by screening the skewness, kurtosis values, scatter plots and P-P plots
for the variables. Study variables were normally distributed and pairwise associations
were linear.

The composite variable forming process was undertaken as follows. The BFI
factors of Agreeableness and Conscientiousness were formed by averaging the item
responses. Self-control was treated as a unitary dimension by taking the average of
all 13 items since the brief version of the scale was used in this study (Tangney et al.,
2004).
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In the study, universalism and benevolence which are self-transcendence
values, and also conformity and tradition which are conservation values were used.
Hence, the factor structure was forced into a two-factor solution as well as a four-
factor solution by using Principal Axis Factoring with Oblique rotation. It was found
that the four-factor solution yielded the four value dimensions as expected whereas
in the two factor solution several items did not load on the higher-order dimensions
of self-transcendence and conservation in the expected way. As a result, for the
variables of Schwartz values, four composites were generated, which are
Universalism, Benevolence, Conformity and Tradition, as suggested in the literature
(Schwartz, 2005). After that, due to higher correlation between these values (Table
3.3.), factor analysis was performed again by using Principal Axis Factoring with the
Direct Oblimin rotation but it was run with the four composite variables. The results
showed that two-factor structure would be appropriate as seen in the Table 3.1. As a
result, two composites were generated for the higher-order values.

Table 3.1. Factor Loadings

Factor Loadings

Variables 1 2
Universalism .823
Benevolence 722
Conformity .607
Tradition .550

Note. 1 = Self-transcendence, 2 = Conservation

Perceived organizational uncertainty avoidance (i.e. clarity of organizational
rules/regulations/expectations) and perceived overall organizational justice were each
treated as one-dimensional constructs in the literature and therefore composites based
one item averages were computed for each.

Lastly, in order to generate composites of perceived CWB, factor analysis
was conducted by using Principal Axis Factoring with the Direct Oblimin rotation.

During analysis, factor structure was forced to both four and five factors, since the
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original scale yielded a five-factor structure (Spector et al., 2006), while the Turkish
version of the scale has a four-factor structure (Ocel, 2010). Unfortunately, results
did not yield interpretable outcomes. Therefore, it was decided to form variable
composites that would reflect the factor structure found in the Turkish context with
the factors of Abuse, Theft, Withdrawal, and Sabotage. Hence, 32 items were
distributed to factors based on Ocel’s study (2010). In addition, five-items, which
were added for this study, were distributed to factors in accordance with theoretical
expectations. The items which are “Underperforming when one thinks that his/her
coworkers do not work enough”, “Slacking off due to the use of internet at the
workplace”, and “Ignoring the practice of the supervisor’s orders” were placed under
the Withdrawal sub-dimension. The item of “Sharing classified workplace
information or documents with parties outside the organization” was placed under
the Sabotage sub-dimension whereas “Using workplace resources for personal
needs” was placed under the Theft sub-dimension.

Independent t-test analysis was conducted in order to examine whether there
was a difference between participants who took the paper-and-pencil test and the
Internet-based version. Levene’s test for homogeneity of variance was not significant
for any of the study variables; therefore, equal variances were assumed. The result of
independent t-test analyses for agreeableness, conscientiousness, self-control, self-
transcendence, conservation, uncertainty avoidance, abuse, theft, withdrawal and
sabotage were not significant. However, the result of perceived organizational justice
was significant. That is, participants who took paper-and-pencil test (M = 2.89, SD =
.84) and internet-based version (M = 3.55, SD = .88) differed in their perceived
organizational justice scores significantly. Thus, the result of this variable should be

interpreted carefully.

3.2 Reliability Analyses
After items were composited, reliability analysis was conducted for each

scale. The alpha reliability values of each scale are shown in Table 3.2. The
Cronbach’s alpha level was found as .79 for Self-Control scale. The alpha
reliabilities of Agreeableness and Conscientiousness were found as .65 and .77,
respectively. The reliabilities of Schwartz’s values were reported as .78 for
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Universalism, .85 for Benevolence, .61 for Conformity, and .93 for Tradition. The
alpha reliabilities of Uncertainty Avoidance and Organizational Justice scales were
reported as .90 for each one. Cronbach’s alpha levels of the sub-dimensions of
PCWB were reported as .95 for Abuse, .80 for Theft, .89 for Withdrawal, and .65 for
Sabotage. However, omitting the item “Purposely did your work incorrectly” under
the Theft sub-dimension increased the alpha reliability to .82. Also, this item did not
fit the Theft sub-dimension conceptually. As a result this item was omitted from the
scale and not included in further analyses. In total, the alpha reliability of PCWB

scale was reported as .96. Reliabilities are presented in Table 3.2.

3.3 Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlations
Means, standard deviations, minimum and maximum values of the study

variables are presented in Table 3.2. The correlation matrix of the study variables is
presented in Table 3.3.

As seen in the Table 3.3., for benevolence, tradition, uncertainty avoidance,
abuse, theft and sabotage variables, the distribution was moderately skewed in a
negative way, since values were between -1 and +1, whereas for other study
variables, the distribution was approximately symmetric. When standard deviations
were examined, variance was found as relatively higher for theft (SD = .71) and
withdrawal (SD = .76) as compared to other PCWB variables. In these variables, the
range was also reported as higher for theft and withdrawal, 3.20 and 3.50,
respectively. It showed that larger variance was observed for these variables.
Moreover, withdrawal had the lowest mean values among PCWB variables (M =
4.67 on a 6-point scale). That is, individuals may have difficulties while labeling the
behaviors under this sub-dimension as counterproductive rather than other variables.

Bivariate correlations between study variables were examined and the results
showed that almost all PCWB variables were significantly related to the predictors
except perceived organizational justice. When the relationship among personality
variables were examined, self-control was found as moderately related to
agreeableness (r = .31, p < .01) and largely with conscientiousness (r = .73, p < .01).
Moreover, agreeableness was moderately related to conscientiousness (r = .31, p <

.01). Next, the relationship among individual values was examined. Universalism
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had a large relation with benevolence (r = .60, p <.01), and conformity (r = .48, p <
.01) and a smaller relation with tradition (r = .22, p < .01). Benevolence was
positively related to conformity (r = .46, p < .01) and tradition (r = .23, p < .01).
Besides, conformity was related to tradition (r = .41, p <.01).

Lastly, the relationship between predictors and criteria were examined. Self-
control was positively related to perceiving abuse (r = .28, p <.01), theft (r =.38, p <
.01), withdrawal (r = .45, p < .01), sabotage (r = .27, p < .01) and composite PCWB
(r =.39, p < .01) as being counterproductive to the organization. Agreeableness was
positively related to perceiving theft (r = .19, p < .01), withdrawal (r = .22, p < .01),
sabotage (r = .15, p < .05) and composite PCWB (r = .18, p < .01), excepting abuse
sub-dimension, as being counterproductive. Conscientiousness was positively related
to perceiving abuse (r = .19, p <.01), theft (r = .35, p <.01), withdrawal (r = .37, p <
.01), sabotage (r = .23, p < .01) and composite PCWB (r = .31, p < .01) as being
counterproductive. All individual values, were positively and significantly related to
perceiving all forms of PCWB and the composite as being counterproductive; with
correlations for universalism ranging from .34 to .42, for benevolence ranging from
.29 to .36, for conformity ranging from .25 to .50 with the highest correlation with
the withdrawal factor, and finally for tradition ranging from .19 to .30.Uncertainty
avoidance was positively related to perceiving abuse (r = .20, p < .01), theft (r = .29,
p <.01), withdrawal (r = .37, p < .01), sabotage (r = .26, p < .01) and the composite
PCWB (r = .31, p < .01). Perceived justice was not significantly associated with

perceiving behaviors as counterproductive.
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Table 3.2. Descriptive statistics for all study variables

# of Cronbach’s

Variable Mean SD Min. Max. Skewness items  alpha
1. Age 30.37 6.51 21.00 57.00 1.33

gulggfgiéggrzztlon 490 481 .10 2300 162

3. Total tenure 778 692 .20 36.00 1.45

4. Self-control 3.61 59 177 5.00 -.18 13 .79
5. Agreeableness 3.87 45 256 5.00 -31 9 .65
6. Conscientiousness 3.88 54 233 5.00 -.06 9 77
7. Universalism 5.02 51 356 6.00 -.06 9 .78
8. Benevolence 5.39 51 383  6.00 -.63 6 .85
9. Conformity 4.59 .66 250 6.00 -31 6 .61
10. Tradition 410 131 100 6.00 -.58 3 .93
LL. Lincertainty 378 89 120 500  -54 5 90
éfg;frz‘;i:gﬁgl e 309 90 100 500 -4 6 90
13.Abuse 5.34 55 374  6.00 =77 19 .95
14. Theft 509 .71 2380 6.00 -.76 5 .82
15. Withdrawal 467 .76 250 6.00 -.28 8 .89
16. Sabotage 5.24 b5 325  6.00 -.65 4 .65
17. PCWB 516 .53 378 6.00 -45 36 .96

Notes. Self-control, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Uncertainty Avoidance and Perceived
Organizational Justice were rated on a 5-point scale; Universalism, Benevolence, Conformity,
Tradition, Abuse, Theft, Withdrawal, Sabotage and PCWB were rated on a 6-point scale.
Standard error for all variables is .166.
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Table 3.3. Correlations between Study Variables

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Gender 1

2. Age .06 1

3. Education -03 -.06 1

4. Current Tenure 03 .76 -07 1

5.Total Tenure 07 947 -207 .78 1

6. Casual Leave -.04 .01 -.02 -.07 -.02 1

7. Self-Control -08 11 -01 .07 .15 -02 1

8. Agreeableness 01 13 -04 08 15 12 317 1

9. Conscientiousness  -01 .11  -08 .06 .18 -04 737 317 1

10. Universalism 10 11 -02 .02 14" 14" 337 347 337 1

11. Benevolence 12 00 .02 -09 .02 12 277 347 257 607 1

12. Conformity 01 177 -1 12 217 4" 337 387 317 487 460 1
13. Tradition 09 -02 -287 -01 .08 11 227 07 200 227 237 41”7
14. UA -06 .02 -12 06 .08 -01 217 07 247 307 13 207
15. POJ 04 -14° -01 -12 -14" -04 .03 .05 .09 02 -1 -o01
16. Abuse -14° 11 -07 03 10 .04 287 11 197 347 317 257
17. Theft -12 13 -15° 04 .16 .08 387 197 357 397 347 37T
18. Withdrawal -08 11 -217 -02 14" 12 45T 227 377 387 317 507
19. Sabotage -00 15 -10 .06 .12 .07 27 15 237 377 297 287
20. PCWB -12 14" -14° 02 147 08 397 187 317 427 360 397




Table 3.3. (continued)

Variable 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
13. Tradition 1

14. UA 307 1

15. POJ 10 367 1

16. Abuse 197 207 .02 1

17. Theft 317 297 -00 .68 1

18. Withdrawal 377 377 01 547 747 1

19. Sabotage 197 267 .02 707 687 55 1

20. PCWB 307 317 .02 927 86" 807 80T 1

0€

Notes. * p <.05; ** p <.01;
UA = Uncertainty avoidance; POJ = Perceived organizational justice; PCWB = Perceived counterproductive work behavior; Gender 1 = Female 2 = Male;
Level of Education 1 = Primary School, 2 = High School, 3 = Associate’s Degree, 4 = Bachelor’s Degree, 5 = Master’s Degree.



3.4 Hypothesis Testing

In order to test the hypotheses of the study, a number of hierarchical
regression analyses were conducted. The predictors of personality, individual values,
and organizational variables, were analyzed separately by taking PCWB and its sub-
dimensions as the dependent variables. During the analyses, demographic variables,
which were significantly correlated with dependent variables, were entered into the
equation as control variables. Gender was controlled for the abuse sub-dimension,
whereas education level and total tenure were controlled for the theft and withdrawal
sub-dimensions. In addition, for the sabotage sub-dimension age was controlled.
Age, education level, and total tenure were controlled for the composite PCWB.
Results are presented for each outcome separately. Results are tabulated for the
groups of personality, value, and organizational variables separately in Tables 3.4.,
3.5, and 3.6.

3.4.1 Prediction of Perceiving Abuse

Hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to test the hypotheses
regarding the abuse sub-dimension. Firstly, gender was entered in the first step as the
control variable. Then, personality traits which are agreeableness and
conscientiousness were entered in the second step and self-control was entered in the
third step. The first step with the demographic variables was significant (R* = .02,
Fa212 = 3.91, p = .049). Gender significantly predicted abuse (f = -.14,t=-1.98, p <
.05). Agreeableness and conscientiousness were entered into the equation at the
second step. The incremental variance added by these variables was also significant
(4R? = .04, AF 210 = 4.46, p = .013); however, only conscientiousness (5 = .17, t =
2.46, p = .015) predicted abuse significantly. In the third step, self-control was
entered into the equation. The incremental variance added by the variable over
personality and demographic variables was significant (4R? = .03, AF @209y = 7.89, p
=.005). Self-control (5 = .27, t = 2.81, p = .005) predicted abuse significantly. That
is, people who score high in conscientiousness and self-control are more likely to
perceive abuse as a form of deviant behavior that would harm the organization.
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Therefore, hypothesis regarding the predictive role of personality was partially
supported for the abuse sub-dimension.

Second regression analysis was conducted with individual values as
predictors while controlling gender. Results showed that individual values added
incremental variance in explaining the abuse sub-dimension (AR2 = .14, 4F 210 =
17.07, p <. 001). Nevertheless, only self-transcendence was significantly related to
abuse (8 = .30, t = 4.21, p < .001) which means individuals with self-transcendence
values are more likely to perceive abuse as counterproductive to the organization.
Hence, hypothesis regarding the predictive role of individual values was partially
supported for the abuse sub-dimension.

Last analysis was conducted with organizational variables predicting abuse.
After controlling for the effects of gender, organizational variables added
incremental variance in explaining abuse (4R? = .04, AF @210 = 4.46, p = .013).
However, only uncertainty avoidance was related to abuse significantly ( = .21, t =
2.96, p = .003). The result shows that employees who perceive their organizations to
have clear rules, procedures, and expectations perceive abuse-related behaviors to be
more harmful. Thus, hypothesis regarding the predictive role of organizational
variables was partially supported for the abuse sub-dimension.

3.4.2 Prediction of Perceiving Theft

Hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to test the hypotheses
regarding the theft sub-dimension. In the first step, education level and total work
tenure were entered into the equation as the control variables. The first step with the
demographic variables was significant (R* = .04, F.211) = 4.56, p = .011). However,
only tenure significantly predicted theft (4 = .14, t = 1.99, p = .048). It means that
people who have higher tenure perceive theft as more counterproductive. Personality
traits of agreeableness and conscientiousness were entered into the equation in the
second step. These variables added incremental variance in explaining theft (4R? =
11, AF2209) = 13.10, p < .001). However, only conscientiousness (5 = .30, t = 4.42, p
< .001) predicted theft significantly. In the third step, self-control was entered into

the equation, which added significant incremental variance (4R? = .04, AF @ 208) =
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9.26, p = .003). Self-control (5 = .28, t = 3.04, p = .003) predicted theft significantly.
Hence, hypothesis regarding the predictive role of personality was partially
supported for the theft sub-dimension.

Next regression analysis was conducted with individual values as predictors
and same control variables. Results showed that individual values added incremental
variance in explaining the theft (4R? = .20, AF @209y = 27.23, p <.001). Both self-
transcendence (5 = .31, t = 4.61, p < .001) and conservation (f = .23,t = 3.37, p <
.001) values were significantly related to perceiving theft as CWB. The, hypothesis
regarding the predictive role of individual values was supported for the theft sub-
dimension.

Lastly, analysis was conducted with organizational variables predicting theft.
Regarding the model, organizational variables added incremental variance in
explaining the theft (4R? = .08, AF(2209) = 9.64, p <.001). However, only uncertainty
avoidance predicted theft significantly (5 = .31, t = 4.39, p < .001). The result shows
that employees who perceive their organizations to have clear rules, procedures, and
expectations perceive theft-related behaviors to be more harmful. Thus, hypothesis
regarding the predictive role of organizational variables was partially supported for
the theft sub-dimension.

3.5.3 Prediction of Perceiving Withdrawal

In the first step, education level and tenure were entered into the equation as
the control variables. The first step with the demographic variables was significant
(R* = .06, Fe211y = 6.10, p = .003). However, only education level significantly
predicted withdrawal (5 = -.19, t = -2.75, p = .006). It indicates that as individuals’
education level decreased, their perception of withdrawal as a form of CWB
increased. In the second step, personality traits, agreeableness and conscientiousness
were entered into the equation and these variables added incremental variance in
explaining perceptions of withdrawal (4R? = .13, AF @209 = 16.39, p < .001).
However, only conscientiousness (5 = .32, t = 4.76, p < .001) predicted withdrawal
significantly. In the third step the incremental variance added by self-control was
also significant (4R? = .07, AF @208 = 19.29, p <.001). Self-control (5 = .39, t = 4.39,
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p <.001) predicted withdrawal significantly. Therefore, the hypothesis regarding the
predictive role of personality was partially supported for the withdrawal sub-
dimension.

Another regression analysis was conducted with individual values as
predictors by controlling the same demographic variables. Results showed that after
controlling education level and tenure, individual values explained incremental
variance in the withdrawal sub-dimension (4R? = .24, AF 209y = 34.88, p <.001).
Both self-transcendence (8 = .24, t = 3.80, p < .05) and conservation (8 = .35, t =
5.24, p < .001) values significantly predicted withdrawal. Thus, the hypothesis
regarding the predictive role of individual values was supported for the withdrawal
sub-dimension.

Last, analysis was conducted with organizational variables predicting
withdrawal. Regarding the model, organizational variables added incremental
variance in explaining withdrawal (4/R* = .13, AF.209) = 16.06, p <.001). However,
only uncertainty avoidance predicted withdrawal significantly (5 = .38, t = 5.65, p <
.001). It shows that employees who perceive their organizations to have clear rules,
procedures, and expectations perceive withdrawal-related behaviors to be more
harmful. Therefore, hypothesis regarding the predictive role of organizational

variables was partially supported for the withdrawal sub-dimension.

3.5.4 Prediction of Perceiving Sabotage

In the first step, age was entered into the equation as the control variable. The
first step with the demographic variable was significant (R? = .02, Fa21)=4.82,p=
.029). As individuals” age increases, the perception of sabotage as CWB increases
also (p = .15, t = 2.20, p = .029). In the second step, personality traits, agreeableness
and conscientiousness were entered into the equation. These variables added
incremental variance in explaining sabotage (4R* = .05, AF 2100 = 5.82, p = .003).
However, regression coefficients showed that only conscientiousness (# = .20, t =
2.82, p = .005) predicted sabotage significantly. In the third step, self-control entered
into the equation. The incremental variance added by the variable over personality
traits was also significant (/R? = .02, AF 1,209 = 4.08, p = .045). Self-control (5 = .20,
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t = 2.02, p = .045) predicted sabotage significantly. The hypothesis regarding the
predictive role of personality was partially supported for the sabotage sub-dimension.

Next regression analysis was conducted with individual values as predictors
while controlling age. Individual values explained incremental variance on sabotage
sub-dimension (4R? = .14, AF@20 = 17.88, p <.001). However, only self-
transcendence (f = .31, t = 4.86, p < .001) was related to sabotage significantly
which means individuals with self-transcendence values are more likely to perceive
sabotage as deviant behavior. Hence, hypothesis regarding the predictive role of
individual values was partially supported for the sabotage sub-dimension.

Last, analysis was conducted with organizational variables predicting
sabotage. Regarding the model, organizational variables added incremental variance
in explaining sabotage perceptions (4R? = .07, AF@2.210) = 8.18, p < .001). However,
only uncertainty avoidance significantly predicted sabotage (f = .28, t = 3.99, p <
.001). The result shows that employees who perceive their organizations to have
clear rules, procedures, and expectations perceive sabotage-related behaviors to be
more harmful. Therefore, hypothesis regarding the predictive role of organizational

variables was partially supported for the sabotage sub-dimension.

3.5.5 Prediction of Perceiving CWB

In the first step, education level and total tenure were entered into the
equation as the control variables. The first step with the demographic variables was
significant (R* = .03, F.211) = 3.48, p = .033). However, none of the control variables
were significantly related to PCWB by itself. In other words, these variables just had
an effect on the model together. In the second step, personality traits, agreeableness
and conscientiousness, were entered into the equation. These variables added
incremental variance in explaining PCWB (4R? = .09, AF(2209) = 10.41, p< .001).
However, regression coefficients showed that only conscientiousness (f = .26, t =
3.82, p <.001) predicted PCWB significantly. In the third step, self-control entered
into the equation. The incremental variance added by the variable over personality
traits was also significant (4R? = .06, AF@208) = 14.57, p < .001). Self-control (5 =
.35, t = 3.82, p < .001) predicted PCWB significantly. It means people who score
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high in conscientiousness and self-control are more likely to have higher scores on
PCWB. Therefore, hypothesis regarding the predictive role of personality was
partially supported for PCWB.

Next regression analysis was conducted with individual values as predictors
by controlling same demographic variables. After controlling education level and
whole life tenure, individual values added incremental variance in explaining PCWB
(UR? = .22, AF.209) = 30.74, p<.001). Both self-transcendence (5 = .34,t=5.23, p <
.001) and conservation (# = .22, t = 3.20, p = .002) values significantly predicted
PCWB. That is, individuals with self-transcendence and conservation values are
more likely to have higher scores on PCWB. Thus, hypothesis regarding the
predictive role of individual values was supported for the PCWB.

Last, analysis was conducted with organizational variables predicting PCWB.
Regarding the model, organizational variables added incremental variance in
explaining PCWB (4R? = .09, AF 2209y = 10.57, p < .001). However, only uncertainty
avoidance was significantly related to PCWB ( = .32, t = 4.58, p < .001). It shows
that employees who perceive their organizations to have clear rules, procedures, and
expectations perceive CWB behaviors to be more harmful. Therefore, the hypothesis
regarding the predictive role of organizational variables was partially supported for
the PCWB.
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Table 3.4. Hierarchical Regression Analyses Predicting Perceived Counterproductive Work Behaviors based on Personality

Characteristics

Dependent Variable Abuse Theft Withdrawal Sabotage PCWB
Step 1
1. Gender -14" - - - -
2. Age - - - 15 -
3. Education level - -13 -197 - -12
4. Total tenure - 14" 11 - 12
R? .02 .04 .06 .02 .03
F 3.91° 456 6.10" 4.82" 3.48"
Df (1, 212) (2, 211) (2, 211) (1, 212) (2, 211)
Step 2
5. Agreeableness .06 .08 11 .07 .09
6. Conscientiousness 17" 3077 327 207 26
R*change .04 11 13 .05 .09
F change 4.46 13.077 16.397 5.82" 10417
Df (2, 210) (2, 209) (2, 209) (2, 210) (2, 209)
Step 3
7. Self-control 277 28" 397 2.02" 3577
R“change .03 .04 .07 .02 .06
F change 7.797 9.26" 19.297 4.08" 14577
Df (1, 209) (1, 208) (1, 208) (1, 209) (1, 208)

Notes. Values in table are Beta weights, unless otherwise indicated. Percent of incremental variance is shown in bold type. PCWB:
Work Behavior. * p < .05; ** p <.01; *** p <.001

Perceived Counterproductive
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Table 3.5. Hierarchical Regression Analyses Predicting Perceived Counterproductive Work Behaviors based on Individual Values

Dependent Variable Abuse Theft Withdrawal Sabotage PCWB
Step 1
1. Gender =147 - - - -
2. Age - - - 15 -
3. Education level - -13 =197 - -12
4. Total tenure - 147 A1 - 12
R? .02 .04 .06 .02 .03
F 3.91° 456 6.10" 482" 3.48"
Df (1, 212) (2, 211) (2, 211) (1, 212) (2, 211)
Step 2
5. Self-transcendence 3077 317 247 317 347
6. Conservation 14 237 357 13 227
R’change 14 20 24 14 22
F change 17.07” 27.237 34.887 17.887 30.747
Df (2, 210) (2, 209) (2, 209) (2, 210) (2, 209)

Notes. Values in table are Beta weights, unless otherwise indicated. Percent of incremental variance is shown in bold type. PCWB: Perceived
Counterproductive Work Behavior. * p <.05; ** p <.01; *** p <.001
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Table 3.6. Hierarchical Regression Analyses Predicting Perceived Counterproductive Work Behaviors based on Organizational

Variables
Dependent Variable Abuse Theft Withdrawal Sabotage PCwWB
Step 1
1. Gender -14 - - - -
2. Age - - - 15 -
3. Education level - -13 197 - -12
4. Total tenure - 147 11 - 12
R’ .02 .04 .06 .02 .03
F 3.91° 456 6.10" 4.82° 3.48
Df (1, 212) (2, 211) (2, 211) (1, 212) (2, 211)
Step 2
5. Uncertainty Avoidance 217 3177 387 287" 3277
6. Organizational Justice -.05 -.10 -12 -.06 -.09
R“change .04 .08 13 .07 .09
F change 4.46 9.64"" 16.06" 8.18"" 10.577
Df (2, 210) (2, 209) (2, 209) (2, 210) (2, 209)
Notes. Values in table are Beta weights, unless otherwise indicated. Percent of incremental variance is shown in bold type. PCWB: Perceived

Counterproductive Work Behavior. * p <.05; ** p <.01; *** p <.001



3.4.6 Dominance Analyses

In the main analyses, regression analyses were conducted with self-
transcendence and conservation values. However, unique contribution of these values
could not be explained. Dominance analysis was performed in order to examine the
contribution of each value in predicting PCWB and sub-dimensions. In Table 3.7.,
the results concerning individual values are summarized.

At first, for each criterion, regression analyses were conducted for subsets of
predictors. Therefore, for a four predictor analyses, 15 regression analyses were
performed with each criterion. The percent of variance that each variable shares with
the criterion was recorded (k = 0) followed by the per cent of variance that each
subset of variables, that is two-predictor, three-predictor, and four-predictor
combinations, shared with the criterion. Then, the additional contribution of each
predictor over the other single predictors was calculated with an aid of dominance
analysis calculation table (k = 1) (see Appendix H). It was followed by calculation of
each predictor over the 2-predictor subsets (k = 2) and over the 3-predictor subsets (k
= 3). At last, the overall average contribution of each predictor was calculated by
averaging the subset contributions. These steps were followed for each criterion in
the study.

The results in predicting perceiving abuse showed that of the 14% variance
shared by the four values, universalism accounted for 43% of it, benevolence
accounted for 30%, conformity accounted for 16%, and lastly, tradition accounted
for 11% of that variance. In addition, dominance analysis showed that universalism
(.062) dominated other predictors which are benevolence (.044), conformity (.023)
and tradition (.016) by considering global dominance values. Therefore, universalism
had the highest relative contribution for each subset.

Next, the results in predicting perceiving theft showed that universalism
shared 33% of variance with criteria, benevolence shared 19% of variance with
criteria, conformity shared 25% of variance with criteria, and lastly, tradition shared
23% of the 23% explained variance with criteria. In addition, by considering global
dominance values, dominance analysis showed that universalism (.076)

outperformed benevolence (.044), conformity (.058) and tradition (.052) on average.
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Thus, universalism had the highest relative contribution for each subset as in the
abuse.

In predicting perceiving withdrawal, the results showed that universalism
shared 20% of variance with criteria, benevolence shared 11% of variance with
criteria, conformity shared 47% of variance with criteria, and lastly, tradition shared
23% of the 30% explained variance with criteria. Besides, by considering global
dominance values, dominance analysis showed that conformity (.143) dominated
universalism (.061), benevolence (.032) and tradition (.070). Hence, conformity had
the highest relative contribution for each subset.

In predicting perceiving sabotage, the results showed that universalism shared
50% of variance with criteria, benevolence shared 20% of variance with criteria,
conformity shared 20% of variance with criteria, and lastly, tradition shared 9% of
the 16% explained variance with criteria. Moreover, by considering global
dominance values, dominance analysis showed that universalism (.080)
outperformed benevolence (.033), conformity (.032) and tradition (.015) on average.
Therefore, universalism had the highest relative contribution for each subset.

At last, the results in predicting PCWB showed that universalism shared 35%
of variance with criteria, benevolence shared 21% of variance with criteria,
conformity shared 27% of variance with criteria, and lastly, tradition shared 17% of
the 25% explained variance with criteria. Furthermore, dominance analysis showed
that universalism (.087) outperformed benevolence (.053), conformity (.069) and
tradition (.042) on average by considering global dominance values. Therefore,
universalism had the highest relative contribution for each subset.

In conclusion, universalism had the highest relative contribution for each
subset regression model across the criteria except for the withdrawal sub-dimension
(between 20% and 50%). All individual values had a relative contribution to PCWB

and sub-dimensions with a range between 9% and 50%.
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Table 3.7. Dominance Analyses: Shared Variance with Criteria

Shared Variance

Abuse Theft Withdrawal Sabotage @ Composite
CwWB

Universalism .06 (43%) .08 (33%) .06 (20%) .08 (50%) .09 (35%)
Benevolence .04 (30%) .04 (19%) .03 (11%) .03 (20%) .05 (21%)
Conformity .02 (16%) .06 (25%) .14 (47%) .03 (20%) .07 (27%)
Tradition 02 (11%) .05(23%) .07 (23%) .02 (9%) .04 (17%)
TOTAL 14 (100%) .23 (100%) .30 (100%) .16 (100%) .25 (100%)

Notes. Values indicate each predictor’s shared variance with the outcome variable. Percentages in
parentheses are the relative contribution of each variable in relation to the remaining three variables in
the model.

3.4.7 Summary

In the results of a number of hierarchical regression analyses, Hypothesis 1,
regarding the predictive role of conscientiousness and agreeableness was partially
supported, only for conscientiousness. Self-control was found as significantly related
to PCWB and all its sub-dimensions. Therefore, Hypothesis 2 was fully supported.
Similarly, Hypothesis 3, regarding the predictive role of self-transcendence values,
universalism and benevolence, was supported. On the other hand, Hypothesis 4,
regarding the predictive role of conservation values, conformity and tradition, was
partially supported since there was a significant relationship with PCWB and its
some sub-dimensions, theft, and withdrawal. Next, uncertainty avoidance was found
as significantly related to PCWB and all its sub-dimensions, thus Hypothesis 5 was
supported. On the other hand, organizational justice did not predict PCWB and of the

sub-dimensions, thus, Hypothesis 6 was not supported.
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

The aim of the study was to examine the relationship between perceptions of
counterproductive work behaviors and personality characteristics, individual values
and the distal organizational variables. In the current study, individuals were
instructed to state whether or not the presented CWBs are harmful to the
organization, the employees and their performances. By this reason, positive
relationships between study variables and CWB perceptions were expected as
opposed to the negative relationships in the literature when the outcome was taken as
actual CWB.

In this chapter, firstly the results of the hypotheses testing are discussed.
Next, the contributions and implications of the study are presented followed by the
limitations and suggestions for further research. Lastly, conclusion of the study is

presented.

4.1 Major Findings

In the current study, hypotheses were tested in order to see whether
individuals who score higher on the three personality dimensions, four individual
values, perceptions of organizational rule clarity, and perceptions of organizational
justice would have higher scores in perceiving counterproductive work behaviors as
such. Perceptions of counterproductive work behaviors were measured in the study,
since it was believed that individuals would give more honest responses when their
perceptions were asked rather than their behavioral tendencies. Ultimately, it was
assumed that individuals who do not perceive these counterproductive work
behaviors as harmful to the organization would be more inclined to engage in such
acts. Therefore, in the present study, positive relationships between predictors of the
study and the criterion were expected. Readers should be reminded that individual

differences variables (i.e., agreeableness, conscientiousness, and organizational
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justice) were reported to have negative relationships when the criterion was engaging
in CWB, and not attitutes towards such behaviors (e.g., Berry et al., 2007).

In the first hypothesis, personality traits of agreeableness and
conscientiousness were suggested as predictors of PCWB. This hypothesis was
partially supported. Only conscientiousness predicted the composite PCWB and all
sub-dimensions of abuse, theft, withdrawal and sabotage. Although agreeableness
was significantly correlated with the composite PCWB and its sub-dimensions
except for abuse, regression analysis did not yield significant predictions. In the
literature, studies reported agreeableness as a valid predictor of engaging in CWB
(Berry et al., 2007; Hafidz, 2012; Salgado, 2002). Also, it was indicated that there
was a direct relationship between agreeableness and CWB (Mount et al., 2006).
Especially, studies showed that lower agreeableness was related to interpersonally-
directed behaviors that fall under CWBs (Bolton, Backer, & Barber, 2010; Salgado,
2002). Since agreeableness refers to generosity, cooperativeness, trustworthiness and
good-nature, individuals of high agreeableness are expected not to be directed to
harm individuals or organizations (Peng, 2012). The finding of the present study fell
short of being consistent with previous studies which yielded consistent relationships
between agreeableness and CWB engagement. Although CWB perceptions of
individuals were measured in the study, it was expected to obtain results in line with
the CWB engagement literature. That is, | expected that if highly agreeable
individuals had been found as avoiding CWBs, they would probably perceived these
CWBs as harmful behaviors. Indeed, significant positive correlations between
agreeableness and composite CWB and its sub-dimensions were obtained. However,
they were small associations. Agreeableness was moderately correlated with
conscientiousness, another personality variable in the study. Therefore, after entering
these variables together in the regression analyses, agreeableness fell short of
significantly predicting the outcomes as conscientiousness was a stronger associate
of CWB perceptions. An interesting finding was that the only CWB sub-dimension
that agreeableness was not significantly correlated with was abuse, which involves
interpersonally-directed deviant behaviors. This finding especially was unexpected

considering findings related to interpersonally-directed deviant behavior (e.g. Bolton
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et al., 2010). As mentioned before, agreeable individuals are characterized as
cooperative and trustful in general. Such individuals would be expected to engage in
thoughful behaviors with one another, as evidenced in the literature. When it comes
to labelling behaviors as counterproductive, individuals in this sample appeared to be
more sensitive about labelling theft, withdrawal, and sabotage, dimensions all
prohibited by explicitly written organizational policies. Interpersonal deviance,
which is the topic of psychological harassment, has not received sufficient emphasis
in organizations in Turkey, as a form of behavior that would affect organizational
effectiveness (see Tinaz, 2008 for a brief review on efforts to raise awareness on
mobbing in Turkey in recent years). Thus, even agreable individuals may not be
thinking along the lines of following organizational rules, norms, and expectations
when it comes to abuse-related incidents.

Personality has been taken into hand as a predictor of CWB in many studies
(Berry et al., 2007; Salgado, 2002). Indeed, the finding concerning conscientiousness
as being significantly related to PCWB is consistent with the literature of CWB
engagement. The literature suggested that conscientiousness was seen as a robust
predictor of different aspects of job performance including productive or
counterproductive work behavior (Barrick, & Mount, 1991; Fallon, Avis, Kudisch,
Gornet, & Frost, 2000). A meta-analysis by Berry et al. (2007) indicated that
conscientiousness was significantly associated with CWB. Similarly, Dalal (2005)
showed the strong negative correlation between conscientiousness and CWBs in the
meta-analysis. Conscientiousness includes self-discipline and cautiousness
components as well as being responsible and hard-working (Costa & McCrae, 1992;
Hastings & O’Neill, 2009). As a result, individuals who are high in
conscientiousness have a tendency to avoid CWBSs since these behaviors are seen as
irresponsible and unethical behaviors (Spector, & Fox, 2002). Similarly, individuals
with higher levels of conscientiousness are expected to perceive CWBs as harmful
behaviors by getting higher scores on the newly instructed scale. That is, finding the
positive association between conscientiousness and PCWB was in a similar trend
with the negative relationship between conscientiousness and CWB. The reason

behind this, individuals who perceive CWBs as harmful behaviors probably would
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not engage in these behaviors. Therefore, the result went beyond classical measures
of CWB since it differed from the literature of CWB engagement by assessing the
perceptions of individuals regarding CWBs. Moreover, specifically,
conscientiousness in predicting theft, withdrawal and sabotage which are
organizationally-directed deviant behaviors was found as differentially higher in
magnitude compared to abuse. This result regarding perceptions of individuals’
shows a similar trend with previous studiessuggesting that lower conscientiousness is
related to higher theft, withdrawal and sabotage (Bolton et al., 2010). Individuals
who are high in conscientiousnessadhere to organizational norms and rules because
they are achievement oriented and dependable (Mount et al., 2006).

In the second hypothesis, it was suggested that self-control would be
positively related to PCWB. Self-control was analyzed at the last step of regression
analysis with conscientiousness and agreeableness in the prior step since self-control
was highly correlated with conscientiousness. Results showed that self-control
significantly predicted composite PCWB and all sub-dimensions over and above
conscientiousness. The finding is consistent with the CWB engagement literature as
research showed that self-control significantly related to counterproductive behaviors
of students (Zettler, 2011). Similarly, in the work setting, research revealed that self-
control is an antecedent of CWB (Marcus, & Schuler, 2004; Villanueva, 2006).
Marcus and Schuler (2004) stated that people who are high on self-control consider
the consequences of their behavior in the long-run. Therefore, in the literature, self-
control is seen as an inhibitory factor of CWB (Spector, 2011). Likewise, in the
present study, individuals who are high in self-control were expected to perceive
CWBs as harmful behaviors. Positive associations between self-control and CWB
sub-dimensions supported this expectation. Results also indicated that for PCWB
and its sub-dimensions, self-control had the highest predictive value among
personality variables in the present study.

Third hypothesis suggested that self-transcendence values of universalism
and benevolence would predict PCWB. However, due to high correlation between
universalism and benevolence, they were generated as a single unit by averaging

these two composites, and then analysis was conducted with this composite. In the
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literature, there is no direct evidence of the relationship between self-transcendence
values and CWB. However, personal values were suggested as associated with
business ethics in some studies (Coye, 1986; Nonis & Swift, 2001). Also, in the
study of Morris (2012), the relationship between self-transcendence values and
cheating behavior of students were examined and negative relationship was reported.
Because of the negative relationship with actual deviant behavior, in the current
study positive relationship would be expected since individuals who value self-
transcendence would perceive these deviant behaviors as harmful. Due to lack of
direct research in the literature and indirect suggestions of literature, it was decided
to study the relationship between self-transcendence values and PCWB. Findings of
the study showed that self-transcendence predicted composite PCWB and all sub-
dimensions of abuse, theft, withdrawal and sabotage. Moreover, dominance analysis
results revealed that universalism accounted for most of the variance from (33% to
50%) explained in the PCWB factors of abuse, theft and sabotage by all individual
values. However, for withdrawal sub-dimension, universalism came after conformity
and tradition values. The possible explanation for this result may come from the
definition of universalism. This value refers to protecting the welfare of all people
and nature as well as appreciation and tolerance for all people and nature. Actually, it
was not surprising to have highest scores on abuse, theft and sabotage sub-
dimensions for this value since stating these sub-dimensions as not harmful would
mean that hurting other people or organization would be acceptable. Specifically,
abuse includes perceptions of behaviors directed interpersonally and sabotage
includes perceptions of behaviors directed to organization while theft includes both
of them considering items in the scale. On the other hand, withdrawal reflects
behaviors such as absence, and lateness which refer to distancing/removing the self
from work itself. Also, the mean of withdrawal was relatively low and the standard
deviation relatively larger compared to other PCWB factors. This showed that
participants were not in agreement with each other while assessing whether or not
this variable was harmful to the organization, since it does not indicate harm directly.
Therefore, withdrawal refers to avoiding behaviors and can be linked to
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responsibility. This is the reason why individuals who value universalism might not
perceive withdrawal behaviors as harmful as other PCWB factors.

Following universalism, benevolence accounted for most of the variance from
(30%) explained in the PCWB factors of abuse by all individual values. However, for
PCWB factors of theft and withdrawal, the explained variances by benevolence were
lower, while benevolence explained equal variance with conformity for sabotage.
Therefore, benevolence followed universalism in predicting abuse as would be
expected since this value is defined as protecting the welfare of people whom one is
in personal contact frequently. Individuals who value benevolence are expected to
perceive hurting other people in the organization as harmful. That is, people who are
in frequent one-to-one contact would be affected by their benevolent values when it
comes to evaluating behaviors related to abuse. On the other hand, other PCWB
factors, theft, withdrawal and sabotage, mostly include organizationally directed
behaviors. Perceptions towards these factors might not be primarily affected by
benevolence since these factors indicate organizations excepting individuals who is
in personal contact. For example, in the case of theft, people whom the evaluater is in
personal contact would not be impacted.

In the fourth hypothesis, it was suggested that conservation values of
conformity and tradition would predict PCWB. Similar to previous hypothesis, the
tradition and conformity values under the frame of conservation values were
averaged. As in self-transcendence values, there is no direct evidence of the
association between conservation values and CWB in the literature. A study provided
support of the relationship between conservation values and dimensions of ethics
scale which is indirect evidence for the current study (Shafer, Fukukawa, & Lee,
2007). The finding of the present study contributed to the literature of deviant
behaviors by partially supporting the association between conservation values and
PCWB. Conservation predicted theft, withdrawal and composite PCWB but not
abuse and sabotage. Furthermore, dominance analysis results showed that conformity
accounted for most of the variance (47%) explained in the PCWB factors of
withdrawal followed by the factor of theft. That is, while universalism, of all values,

shared the highest variance with all the sub-dimensions of PCWB except withdrawal,

48



conformity, of all values, shared the highest variance with withdrawal. Conformity
refers to restriction of actions and impulses which harm others and violate social
norms. Specifically, individuals who value conformity refrain from violating social
expectations and norms. Therefore, the reason of this result can be that individuals
who avoid the job itself by being absent or late to work would violate social
expectations and norms since they are expected to be there on time. Even though
behaviors related to withdrawal are not intended to harm other people, organizations
are affected negatively by these behaviors due to workforce loss. As a result,
perceptions of individuals regarding these behaviors would be arranged accordingly.

Moreover, conformity followed universalism instead of benevolence while
predicting theft since both organization and third parties are affected by theft
negatively. Tradition followed conformity while explaining variance in the PCWB
factors of theft and withdrawal. However, for tradition as well as conformity, low
variances were obtained in PCWB factors of abuse and sabotage since conservation
values did not get significant results while explaining these factors. Tradition refers
to respecting and accepting the customs and ideas of culture or religion which
individuals belong to. Therefore, deviant behaviors of individuals would not be seen
as tolerable in traditional cultures. Especially, theft is not just an unethical behavior,
it also reflects a kind of crime such as taking money from anyone without
permission.

Fifth hypothesis suggested that employee perceptions of organizational
uncertainty avoidance (defined as clarity of organizational rules and procedures)
would predict PCWBs. Findings of the study showed that uncertainty avoidance
significantly predicted PCWB in all sub-dimensions, abuse, theft, withdrawal,
sabotage and composite PCWB after conscientiousness. In the literature, there is no
direct evidence of the relationship between uncertainty avoidance and CWB to
support the idea of linking this variable to PCWB. However, uncertainty avoidance
relation to ethics was suggested in some studies (Li, Moy, Lam, & Chu, 2008;
Scholtens & Dam, 2007). Since high uncertainty individuals avoid risky and
ambiguous situations, they do not tend to violate organizational norms and rules

(Chew & Putti, 1995), which could also explain relationship between uncertainty
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avoidance and PCWB. The literature has lack of direct evidence on this topic;
therefore, the current study suggested a link between uncertainty avoidance and
PCWB by supporting hypothesis. In the present study, specifically, the highest
association was found between uncertainty avoidance and perceiving withdrawal as
CWB. The possible explanation for this association can be that individuals show
passive resistance towards organization due to ambiguous climate. Theft sub-
dimension followed this association may cause due to lack of clear rules and
regulations in the organization. The reason of this, in question of perceptions,
individuals may not figure out what kind of stealing is acceptable or not in such an
environment. For example, in case there is no clear rules related to use of paper and
pencil, individuals may not be aware of whether it could be harmful. The lowest
association was found for abuse sub-dimension. Thus, it can be inferred that
uncertainty avoidance is related to organizationally-directed deviant behaviors.

In the last and the sixth hypothesis, it was suggested that employee
perceptions of overall organizational justice climate would predict PCWBs of
employees. However, Hypothesis 6 was not supported as opposed to literature. In the
literature, there are studies which reported organizational justice as a predictor of
CWB (Fox et al., 2001; Priesemuth et al., 2013). Also, organizational distributive
justice and interactional justice were found as an antecedents of CWB (Chernyak-Hai
& Tziner, 2014; Le Roy, Bastounis, & Poussard, 2012). The finding of the present
study was contradictory to previous studies which stressed the consistent relationship
between organizational justice and CWB engagement. Also, there was not significant
correlation between organizational justice and composite PCWB, and its sub-
dimensions. Possible explanation for the contradiction could be that individuals’
perception of CWB was not affected by whether organizations have justice or not
since it may be just a moderator between organizational justice and actual CWB.
That is, even if they perceive these behaviors as harmful; they might tend to perform
these behaviors depending on how just and fair employees perceive their
organizations to be. Individuals may perceive their organization to be so unfair that
they may be develop a tendency to behave counterproductively to cope with this

unfair climate. Individuals may still perceive these deviant behaviors as harmful even
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when they perceive an unfair climate, but may decide to retaliate against their
organizations.

In addition, interactional justice may predict PCWB rather than overall
organizational justice because of cultural characteristics of Turkey. Interactional
justice reflects the perceptions of individuals regarding interpersonal treatment by
authorities (Bies, 2005). Support for this idea comes from study of Jones (2009)
which proposed that CWB might be predicted by interpersonal justice directed to
supervisor by neglecting to follow instruction of supervisors, trying to get supervisor
into trouble intentionally, and provoking coworkers to get back at supervisor.
Therefore, different justice types in predicting PCWB should be examined in the
further studies to extend the study. Besides, as opposed to proposed idea in the
present study, individuals might overlook some specific cases while assessing overall
organizational justice rather than certain justice types such as procedural, distributive
or interactional justice. This is because individuals are directed to consider some
certain cases concerning justice concept faced in their organization while assessing

items regarding these different justice types.

4.2 Contributions and Implications of the Study

The current study contributed to the literature by showing the individual and
organizational predictors of perceived counterproductive work behaviors. In general,
it was believed that the study gathered more reliable data from participants by asking
their perceptions of CWB in the scope of the CWB literature, since individuals are
not willing to respond to questions honestly when they are asked whether they
engage in CWB or not. In the study, individuals were instructed as to what extent
each behavior is harmful to the organization or its employees. By asking in this way,
it was shown that employees see these deviant behaviors as harmful to the
organization and performance of them just like researchers do. Also, data were
gathered from employees in the real work setting, and by this way valuable results
were captured.

The next contribution of the study was the findings concerning

conscientiousness and self-control as predictors of perceiving CWB. This finding
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extends the literature on these variables’ associations with engaging in CWB. The
implication is that organizations can utilize personality measures which assess these
variables during the recruitment process. The reason of this, individuals might have
tendencies to behave in deviant way due to personal characteristics and organizations
can use this assessment as a pre-employment tool.

Another contribution of the study was examining the relationship between
self-transcendence and conservation values in relation to PCWB. It is a noteworthy
contribution to the literature since the CWB literature lacks research regarding
individual values. In the current study, revealing significant relationship between
individual values and perceiving deviant behaviors as such would suggest that these
variables also should be examined in the scope of actual CWB literature.

This study contributed to the literature by providing a link between
uncertainty avoidance (clarity of organizational rules and regulations) and PCWB.
Thus, employees with high perceptions of organizational uncertainty avoidance
perceive counterproductive behaviors as harmful. This study can also suggest
examining the association between uncertainty avoidance and CWB to extend the
scope of CWB literature since it is a new organizational predictor of deviant
behaviors. Therefore, organizations can take precautions regarding this predictor
which is proposed in the study in order to avoid CWBs. For example, code of ethics
can be practiced in the organization to clarify ethical norms and regulation which
adopted by the organization. Also, organizations should be clear on what they expect
from their employees to avoid confusing circumstances.

At last, organizations should arrange training programs to inform their
employees about extensions of CWBs and how these behaviors harm both
organizations and them. For instance, employees might not consider that incivility is
a form of abuse and which behaviors are labeled as incivility should be indicated to
them. Moreover, they might not seen behaviors under the withdrawal sub-dimension
as counterproductive and these behaviors also cause a loss for organizations.
Training programs regarding CWBs is essential to identify these behaviors and
indicate how these behaviors harm organization and its employees.
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4.3 Limitations of the Study and Suggestions for Further Research

The present study makes noteworthy contributions to the literature by
examining the individual and organizational predictors of perceiving
counterproductive work behaviors. However, the study has also some limitations.

The first limitation in the current study could arise because of gathering data
with self-report measures. Participants might have given socially desirable responses
to look favorable to others. In this study, to what extent each behavior is harmful to
the organization was asked to measure participants’ perceptions of CWBs; however,
this instruction is prone to unintentional desirable responding.

The second limitation of the study could be the current tenure range of the
participants since it ranged from 1 month to 23 years. Tenure of the participants
might have an effect on their judgments regarding these organizational variables. For
instance, if participants do not have enough time to internalize organizational rules
and procedures, their judgment regarding these rules and procedures are mostly
based on their individual background in perceiving CWB. However, in the present
study, including individuals who work at least 6-month in the organization would be
more appropriate.

Next limitation is that actual engagement in CWB was not assessed in the
present study even though the underlying assumption was that CWB perceptions
would be related to CWB engagement. After 3-5 months following data collection,
the CWB Checklist could be given to participants in order to reveal if individuals
who perceive counterproductive behaviors as harmful would really engage in these
behaviors or not.

In the current study, participants were mostly white-collar workers. Also,
demographics section did not include any questions related to participants’ job title.
Based on the knowledge of the researcher, the job titles mostly spanned engineer etc.
Therefore, the group in the study was homogenous and a work-group comparison
could not be performed. As a suggestion for future research, data should be collected
by including a heterogeneous group of participants in terms of work-group.

Moreover, if the sample size for the groups from different companies would

be equal or close, organizational groups could be compared in terms of their
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perceptions of CWB. In other words, the effects of organizational differences
regarding uncertainty avoidance and perceived organizational justice variables on
PCWB could be compared organization by organization. Another limitation is the
generalizability of results to different populations. Since all data were collected
mostly in Ankara, it could be difficult to generalize findings to all working groups.

4.4 Conclusion

The aim of this study was to show individual and organizational predictors of
PCWB since | considered that instructions directed to measure perceptions of
individuals give more honest results rather than their actual behaviors. The current
study showed that there was a positive relationship between conscientiousness and
PCWB and its all sub-dimensions, abuse, theft, withdrawal and sabotage. This result
indicates that high conscientiousness individuals perceived counterproductive
behaviors as harmful. Similarly, a positive relationship was found between self-
control and PCWB with all sub-dimensions. Next, self-transcendence values were
found as positively related to PCWB and its all sub-dimensions which mean
individuals who value universalism and benevolence perceive counterproductive
behaviors as harmful. On the other hand, conservation values were positively related
to total PCWB and theft, and withdrawal sub-dimensions.

Organizational predictors were also examined in the study. Uncertainty
avoidance, which refers to clarity of organizational rules and procedures, predicted
PCWB and its all sub-dimensions. In conclusion, individuals in the organizations
which have clear norms and regulations perceive counterproductive behaviors as
harmful to the organizations and performance.

Consequently, this study makes a theoretical contribution to the CWB
literature by proposing new variables, which are individual values and uncertainty
avoidance. Even if perceptions of individuals regarding these variables were
measured in the study, further studies would be suggested to extend the study by

assessing the relationship between these variables and CWB engagement.
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APPENDIX A. OZDENETIM OLCEGI

Asagidaki ctimlelerin her birinin sizin tipik 6zelliklerinizi ne kadar yansittigini
Olgekte isaretleyerek belirtiniz.

1 = Beni hi¢ yansitmiyor

2 = Beni pek yansitmiyor

3 = Beni ne yansitiyor ne yansitmiyor

4 = Beni biraz yansitiyor

5 = Beni tamamen yansitiyor

3
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1. Bagtan ¢ikarmalara/ayartmalara kars1
direnmekte bagariliyim.

2. Kot aligkanliklarimin tistesinden gelmekte
zorluk ¢cekerim.

3. Tembelim. 1 2 3 4 5

4. Uygunsuz seyler sdylerim. 1 2 3 4 5)

5. Kendim i¢in kétii olan bazi1 seyleri eglenceli
ise yaparim.

6. Kendim i¢in kotii olan seyleri reddederim. 1 2 3 4 5

7. Daha 6z disiplinli olabilmeyi isterdim. 1 2 3 4 5

8. Insanlar kat1 bir 6z disipline sahip oldugumu
soyler.

9. Keyif ve eglence beni bazen isten alikoyar. 1 2 3 4 5

10. Odaklanmakta (konsantrasyon saglamakta)
guclik cekerim.

11. Uzun sureli hedeflere ulagsmak i¢in etkin bir
sekilde caba gosteririm.

12. Bir seyin yanlis oldugunu bilsem de bazen o
seyl yapmaktan kendimi alikoyamam.

13. Siklikla tiim alternatifleri gozden gecirmeden
harekete gecerim.
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APPENDIX B. BES FAKTOR ENVANTERI

Asagida sizi kismen tanimlayan (ya da pek tanimlayamayan) bir takim o6zellikler
sunulmaktadir. Ornegin, baskalari ile zaman gecirmekten hoslanan birisi oldugunuzu
diisiinliyor musunuz? Liitfen asagida verilen 6zelliklerin sizi ne oranda yansittigini
ya da yansitmadigini belirtmek i¢in sizi en iyl tanimlayan rakami her bir 6zelligin

soluna yaziniz.

1 = Kesinlikle katilmiyorum
2 = Katilmiyorum

3 = Ne katihyorum ne katilmiyorum (Kararsizim)

4 = Katiliyorum
5 = Kesinlikle katiliyorum

‘Kendimi ........ biri olarak géruyorum.’

Konuskan

Tembel olma egiliminde olan

Baskalarinda hata arayan

Duygusal olarak dengeli, kolayca
keyfi kagmayan

Isini tam yapan

Kesfeden, icat eden

Bunalimli, melankolik

Atilgan bir kisilige sahip olan

Orijinal, yeni goriisler ortaya
koyan

Soguk ve mesafeli olabilen

Ketum / vakur

Gorevi tamamlanincaya kadar sebat
edebilen

Yardimsever olan ve ¢ikarci
olmayan

Dakikas1 dakikasina uymayan

Biraz umursamaz

Sanata ve estetik degerlere 6nem
veren

Rahat, stresle kolay bas eden

Bazen utangag, ¢ekingen olan

Cok degisik konular1 merak
eden

Hemen hemen herkese kars1 saygili
ve nazik olan

Enerji dolu

Isleri verimli yapan

Bagkalaryla siirekli didisen

Gergin ortamlarda sakin kalabilen

Glivenilir bir ¢aligan

Rutin igleri yapmayi tercih eden

Gergin olabilen

Sosyal, girisken

Mabharetli, derin diisiinen

Bazen baskalarina kaba davranabilen
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Heyecan yaratabilen

Planlar yapan ve bunlar1 takip eden

Aftedici bir yapiya sahip

Kolayca sinirlenen

olan
Daginik olma egiliminde Diisiinmeyi seven, fikirler
olan gelistirebilen

Cok endiselenen

Sanata ilgisi cok az olan

Hayal guci yuksek olan

Baskalariyla isbirligi yapmay1 seven

Sessiz bir yapida olan

Kolaylikla dikkati dagilan

Genellikle baskalarina
guvenen

Sanat, muzik ve edebiyatta cok
bilgili olan

Liitfen kontrol ediniz: Biitiin ifadelerin oniine bir rakam yazdiniz mi?
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APPENDIX C. BIREYSEL DEGERLER OLCEGI

Asagida kisaca bazi insanlar tanimlanmistir. Liitfen her tanimlamay1 okuyun ve her
bir insanin size ne kadar benzedigini veya benzemedigini diisliniin. Sonra, her
tanimlamanin saginda olan kutulardan birini X ile isaretleyerek bu kisinin size ne
kadar benzedigini veya benzemedigini belirtin.

BU KiSI SIZE NE KADAR BENZiYOR?
Bana Bana
hic Bana Bana Bana Bana c¢ok
benze- benze- c¢okaz biraz  ben- benzi-
miyor miyor benziyor benziyor ziyor yor

O

1. Baska insanlari izmekten kacinmak O O O O O
onun i¢in dnemlidir.

2. Toplumun glgsiz ve savunmasiz
Uyelerini korumak onun icin énemlidir.

3. Dogaya 6zen gosterilmesi gerektigine
¢ok inanir.

4. Kendisine yakin olanlara sadik olmak
onun i¢in énemlidir.

5. Cesitli gruplar arasinda uyumu ve
barigi arttirmak igin calisir.

6. Otorite konumundaki insanlarin
soylediklerini her zaman yapmasi
gerektigine inanir.

7. Geleneksel degerleri ve inanglari
strdirmek onun i¢in dnemlidir.

8. Dogal hayati tehdit eden seylere karsi
galismak onun i¢in 6nemlidir.

9. Baskalari i¢in sinir bozucu biri
olmamanin énemli oldugunu dusunar.

10. Sevdigi insanlara yardim etmek onun
icin cok onemlidir.

11. Bagkalari izlemiyorken bile kurallara
uymak onun i¢in dnemlidir.

12. DUnyadaki herkesin hayatta esit
firsatlara sahip olmasinin 6nemli
oldugunu dasunur.

13. Yakin oldugu insanlarin iyiligini
g6zetmek onun icin dnemlidir.

14. Kendisinden farkli insanlari dinlemek
onun i¢in énemlidir.

15. Ailesinin veya bir dinin geleneklerini
surdirmek onun igin dnemlidir.

16. Bitun yasalara uymak onun icin
onemlidir.

17. Glvenilir bir arkadas olmak igin
elinden geleni yapar.

18. Kiltdrtinun geleneksel
uygulamalarina son derece deger
verir.

19. Dogal ¢evreyi yokolmaktan ve
kirlilikten korumak onun i¢in dnemlidir.

OO0 000000 00000 0 0000
OO0 00000 O0 00000 O0o0oo00ao
OO0 00000 0 00000 O00o00aOo
OO0 00000 0 00000 O00o00aOo
OO0 00000 0 00000 O00o00aOo
OO0 000000 00000 0 0000

(o2}
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BU KISi SIZE NE KADAR BENZIYOR?
Bana Bana
hic Bana Bana Bana Bana c¢ok
benze- benze- c¢okaz biraz  ben- benzi-
miyor miyor benziyor benziyor ziyor yor

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

Ailesinin ve arkadaslarinin
intiyaglarina her zaman cevap
vermeye calisir.

Her zaman ince diglnceli olmaya ve
baskalarini kizdirmamaya calisir.
Herkesin, tanimadigi insanlarin bile,
adil muamele gérmesini ister.

Birlikte zaman gegirdidi insanlarin ona
tamamen givenebilmesini ister.
insanlarla ayni fikirde olmasa bile,
onlari anlamak onun igin dnemlidir.

O

O000

O

O000

O

O0O00

O

O000

O

O0O00

O

O000
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APPENDIX D. KULTUR BOYUTLARI OLCEGI

Asagida organizasyondaki kiiltiirel tutumlara iliskin ¢esitli ifadeler sunulmaktadir.
Liitfen cahsmakta oldugunuz kurumu diisiinerek asagida yer alan ifadelere ne
kadar katildiginiz1 ya da katilmadiginizi 5 basamakli 6lgek tizerinden belirtiniz;

1 = Calistigim kurumu hig iyi tanimlamyor

2 = Calistigim kurumu pek tammmlamiyor

3 = Calistigim kurumu ne tanmimliyor ne tanimlamiyor
4 = Calistigim kurumu biraz tanimhiyor

5 = Calistigim kurumu ¢ok iyi tanimhiyor

Ne

Calistigim kurumda:

Hig iyi

tanimla-

Pek
tanimla-

miyor

miyor

tanimliyor
ne
tanimla-

Biraz
tanimli-
yor

Cok iyi
tanimli-
yor

miyor

1. Kurumda is
gerekleri ve
talimatlar1 ayrintili 1 2 3 4 5
olarak
belirtilmektedir.

2. Yoneticiler
calisanlarinin talimat
ve prosedirleri 1 2 3 4 5
yakindan takip
etmelerini bekler.

3. Kural ve
yonetmelikler
calisanlar1
organizasyonun 1 2 3 4 5
beklentileri hakkinda
yeterince
bilgilendirmektedir.

4. Standart is
prosedurleri
calisanlarina 1 2 3 4 5
islerinde yardimci
olmaktadir.

5. Operasyon
talimatlari
calisanlara islerinde
yardimc1 olmaktadir.
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APPENDIX E. GENEL ADALET ALGISI OLCEGI

Latfen ciimleleri dikkatlice okuyarak s6z konusu ifadeye ne oOlgiide katildiginizi,
ilgili kutucuktaki rakamlardan size uygun olami yuvarlak i¢ine alarak belirtiniz.
Rakamlarin anlamlar su sekildedir:

1 = Kesinlikle katilmiyorum

2 = Katilmyorum

3 = Ne katiliyorum ne katilmiyorum (Kararsizim)
4 = Katihyorum

5 = Kesinlikle katiliyorum

Kesinlikle
Katilmiyorum
Katilmiyorum

Kararsizim
Katihyorum

Kesinlikle

katilhlyorum

1. Genel olarak, ¢alistigim kurumda bana kars1
adil davraniliyor.

=
N
w
I
(€3]

2. Genellikle, bu sirketteki isleyis adaletli
degil.

3. Genel olarak, ¢alistigim sirketin adaletli
olduguna giivenirim.

4. Genel olarak, burada bana kars1 adaletli
davraniliyor.

5. Bu sirket ¢alisanlarina ¢ogunlukla adaletli
davraniyor.

6. Burada calisanlarin cogu onlara karsi
adaletsiz davranildigini sdyleyecektir.
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APPENDIX F. URETIM KARSITI iS DAVRANISLARI ALGISI OLCEGI

Asagida, kurumlarda goézlemlenen is davranislarina yonelik bazi ifadeler yer
almaktadir. Liitfen bu ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz. Her bir davranisin kurumun
veya caliganlarin performansina ne derece zarar verici davramiglar oldugunu
diisiindiigliniizii  belirtiniz. Cevaplarinizi verirken 6-basamakli derecelendirme
6lcegini kullaniniz. Uygun olan rakami daire i¢ine aliniz. Rakamlarin anlamlar1 su
sekildedir:

1 = Hig zarar vermez

2 = Zarar vermez

3 = Pek zarar vermez

4 = Biraz zarar verir

5 = Zarar verir

6 = Cok zarar verir

S L] E .t |-
S3sBERE 2 (S.
SESERENT Z |NE
| T - SN O S | @
L LN QLT > & 5>
T a5 S O
1. Isverene ait arag/gerecleri kasith bir sekilde 1 5 3 4 5 6
bosa harcama
2. Isi bilerek yanlis yapma 1 2 3 4 5 6
3. Izin almadan ise gec gelme 1 2 3 4 ) 6
4. Hasta oldugunuzu bahane ederek ise 1 9 3 4 5 6
gelmeme
5. Orgiit mallarina bilerek zarar verme 1 2 2 4 5 6
6. Calisma ortaminizi bilerek kirletme 1 2 3 4 5 6
7."I§Verene ait olan baz1 seyleri izinsiz alip 1 9 3 4 5 6
gotlirme
8. Isyerine zarar verici sdylentiler cikarma 1 2 3 4 5 6

9. Miisterilere ya da tiiketicilere karsi kaba ya
da cirkin davranma

10. Yapilmasi gereken isler oldugunda bilerek
yavas calisma

11. Mola saatlerini izin verilenden daha uzun

tutma
12. Verilen yonergelere bilerek uymama 1 2 3 4 5 6
13. Mesai bitiminden dnce isten ayrilma 1 2 3 4 5) 6

14. Isyerindekileri performanslarindan dolayi
asagilama
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15. Insanlarin 6zel hayatlariyla alay etme 3 4 5} 6
16. Isyerine ait baz1 arag-gerecleri izin
e 3 4 5 6
almadan eve goétirme
17. Gergekte ¢alisilandan daha fazla saat igin 3 4 5 6
mesai iicreti almaya ¢aligsma
18. Izin almadan isverene ait paray1 alma 3 4 5 6
19. Isyerindeki diger calisanlar1 yok sayma 3 4 5)
20. Kendisinin yaptig1 bir hatadan dolay1 bir
3 4 5 6
baskasini su¢lama
21. Isyerindeki insanlarla tartisma ¢ikarma 3 4 5 6
22. Isyerindeki birine ait bir seyi izinsiz alma 3 4 5 6
23. Isyerindeki herhangi birini sézel olarak 3 4 5 6
asagilama
24. Isyerindeki birine uygunsuz el kol 3 5 6
hareketleri yapma
25. Isyerindeki insanlari itip kakarak korkutma 3 5 6
26. Isyerindeki insanlar1 s6zel olarak tehdit
3 4 5 6
etme
27. Isyerindeki herhangi birine kendisini kotii 3 4 5 6
hissettirecek agik sagik seyler sOyleme
28. Isyerindeki birinin kétii duruma diismesine
. 3 4 5 6
yol acacak bir seyler yapma
29. Isyerindeki birine onu utandiracak
7 3 4 5 6
sevimsiz sakalar yapma
30. izin almadan herhangi birinin 6zel
3 4 5 6
esyalarii (mektup, ¢cekmece) karistirma
31. Isyerindeki birini itme ya da vurma 3 4 5 6
32. Isyerindeki biriyle dalga gegme ya da ona
3 4 5 6
hakaret etme
33. Calisma arkadaglarinin az ¢alistigi
diisiiniildiigli zamanlarda performansini 3 4 5 6
diistirme
34. Isyerinin 6nemli bilgi ve belgelerini 34|56
disaridan 3. kisilerle paylasma
35. Isyerinde internet kullanimindan dolayi isi 3 4 5 6
aksatma
36. Amirin emirlerini uygulamayi ihmal etme 3 4 5} 6
37. Is yerinin olanaklarini 6zel ihtiyaglar i¢in 3 4 5 6

kullanma
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APPENDIX G. DEMOGRAFIK BiLGi FORMU

Liitfen asagida yer alan bilgileri doldurunuz.

1. Cinsiyetiniz: [ ] Kadin

D Erkek

2. Yasmiz:

3. Egitim durumunuz:
[ ] ilkégretim
Lise
[ 1 on Lisans

D Lisans

D Lisans Ustii

4. Bulundugunuz kurulusta ¢alisma stireniz:

5. Toplam is tecriibeniz:

6. Son 6 ay i¢erisinde ortalama kag¢ saat mazeret izni kullandiniz?

Tesekkiir ederiz.

72



APPENDIX H. DOMINANCE ANALYSIS CALCULATION TABLES FOR
THE PCWB FACTORS

Table 4.1. Dominance analysis calculation for the abuse criterion

rho”2Y.X X1 X2 X3 X4
k=0 & Null 0 0,116 0,095 0,064 0,036
X1 0,116 - 0,017 0,010 0,014
X2 0,095 0,038 - 0,016 0,015
X3 0,064 0,062 0,047 - 0,009
X4 0,036 0,094 0,074 0,037 -
k=1 0,065 0,046 0,021 0,013
X1X2 0,133 - - 0,005 0,010
X1X3 0,126 - 0,012 - 0,008
X1X4 0,130 - 0,013 0,004 -
X2X3 0,111 0,027 - - 0,007
X2X4 0,110 0,033 - 0,008 -
X3X4 0,073 0,061 0,045 - -
k=2 0,040 0,023 0,006 0,008
X1X2X3 0,138 - - - 0,007
X1X2X4 0,143 - - 0,002 -
X1X3X4 0,134 - 0,011 - -
X2X3X4 0,118 0,027 - - -
k=3 0,027 0,011 0,002 0,007
X1X2X3X4 0,145 - - - -
Overall Average 0,062 0,044 0,023 0,016 0,145
Percentage 43% 30% 16% 11%

Notes. X1 = Universalism; X1 = Benevolence; X3 = Conformity; X4 = Tradition;
rho2Y.X = variance that the subset shared with the criterion (R?); k = 0 & Null
shows the zero-order squared correlations between each predictor and criterion; k
= 1 shows the contribution of each predictor over the other single predictor; k = 2
shows the contribution of each predictor over the 2-predictor subsets; k = 3 shows

the contribution 2-predictor subset over the 3-predictor subsets.
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Table 4.2. Dominance analysis calculation for the theft criterion

rho”2Y.X X1 X2 X3 X4
k=0 & Null 0 0,153 0,113 0,136 0,097
X1 0,153 - 0,016 0,043 0,053
X2 0,113 0,056 - 0,058 0,058
X3 0,136 0,060 0,035 - 0,032
X4 0,097 0,109 0,074 0,071 -
k=1 0,075 0,042 0,057 0,048
X1X2 0,169 - - 0,033 0,047
X1X3 0,196 - 0,006 - 0,028
X1X4 0,206 - 0,010 0,018 -
X2X3 0,171 0,031 - - 0,028
X2X4 0,171 0,045 - 0,028 -
X3X4 0,168 0,056 0,031 - -
k=2 0,044 0,016 0,026 0,034
X1X2X3 0,202 - - - 0,028
X1X2X4 0,216 - - 0,014 -
X1X3X4 0,224 - 0,006 - -
X2X3X4 0,199 0,031 - - -
k=3 0,031 0,006 0,014 0,028
X1X2X3X4 0,230 - - - -
Overall Average 0,076 0,044 0,058 0,052
Percentage 33% 19% 25% 23%

0,230

Notes. X1 = Universalism; X1 = Benevolence; X3 = Conformity; X4 = Tradition;
rho”2Y.X = variance that the subset shared with the criterion (R%); k = 0 & Null
shows the zero-order squared correlations between each predictor and criterion; k
= 1 shows the contribution of each predictor over the other single predictor; k = 2
shows the contribution of each predictor over the 2-predictor subsets; k = 3 shows

the contribution 2-predictor subset over the 3-predictor subsets.
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Table 4.3. Dominance analysis calculation for the withdrawal criterion

rho”2Y.X X1 X2 X3 X4
k=0 & Null 0 0,143 0,099 0,251 0,134
X1 0,143 - 0,012 0,133 0,085
X2 0,099 0,056 - 0,161 0,091
X3 0,251 0,025 0,009 - 0,032
X4 0,134 0,094 0,056 0,149 -
k=1 0,058 0,026 0,148 0,069
X1X2 0,155 - - 0,121 0,078
X1X3 0,276 - 0,000 - 0,030
X1X4 0,228 - 0,005 0,078 -
X2X3 0,260 0,016 - - 0,030
X2X4 0,190 0,043 - 0,100 -
X3X4 0,283 0,023 0,007 - -
k=2 0,027 0,004 0,100 0,046
X1X2X3 0,276 - - - 0,030
X1X2X4 0,233 - - 0,073 -
X1X3X4 0,306 - 0,000 - -
X2X3X4 0,290 0,016 - - -
k=3 0,016 0,000 0,073 0,030
X1X2X3X4 0,306 - - - -
Overall Average 0,061 0,032 0,143 0,070 0,306
Percentage 20% 11% 47% 23%

Notes. X1 = Universalism; X1 = Benevolence; X3 = Conformity; X4 = Tradition;
rho”2Y.X = variance that the subset shared with the criterion (R%); k = 0 & Null
shows the zero-order squared correlations between each predictor and criterion; k
= 1 shows the contribution of each predictor over the other single predictor; k = 2
shows the contribution of each predictor over the 2-predictor subsets; k = 3 shows

the contribution 2-predictor subset over the 3-predictor subsets.
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Table 4.4. Dominance analysis calculation for the sabotage criterion

rho”2Y.X X1 X2 X3 X4
k=0 & Null 0 0,137 0,082 0,079 0,036
X1 0,137 - 0,007 0,014 0,012
X2 0,082 0,062 - 0,028 0,016
X3 0,079 0,072 0,031 - 0,007
X4 0,036 0,113 0,062 0,050 -
k=1 0,082 0,033 0,031 0,012
X1X2 0,144 - - 0,010 0,010
X1X3 0,151 - 0,003 - 0,006
X1X4 0,149 - 0,005 0,008 -
X2X3 0,110 0,044 - - 0,006
X2X4 0,098 0,056 - 0,018 -
X3X4 0,086 0,071 0,030 - -
k=2 0,057 0,013 0,012 0,007
X1X2X3 0,154 - - - 0,005
X1X2X4 0,154 - - 0,005 -
X1X3X4 0,157 - 0,002 - -
X2X3X4 0,116 0,043 - - -
k=3 0,043 0,002 0,005 0,005
X1X2X3X4 0,159 - - - -
Overall Average 0,080 0,033 0,032 0,015
Percentage 50% 20% 20% 9%

0,159

Notes. X1 = Universalism; X1 = Benevolence; X3 = Conformity; X4 = Tradition;
rho”2Y.X = variance that the subset shared with the criterion (R%); k = 0 & Null
shows the zero-order squared correlations between each predictor and criterion; k
= 1 shows the contribution of each predictor over the other single predictor; k = 2
shows the contribution of each predictor over the 2-predictor subsets; k = 3 shows

the contribution 2-predictor subset over the 3-predictor subsets.
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Table 4.5. Dominance analysis calculation for the composite PCWB criterion

rho”2Y.X X1 X2 X3 X4
k=0 & Null 0 0,175 0,132 0,155 0,087
X1 0,175 - 0,020 0,049 0,043
X2 0,132 0,063 - 0,065 0,047
X3 0,155 0,069 0,042 - 0,022
X4 0,087 0,131 0,092 0,090 -
k=1 0,088 0,051 0,068 0,037
X1X2 0,195 - - 0,037 0,037
X1X3 0,224 - 0,008 - 0,019
X1X4 0,218 - 0,014 0,025 -
X2X3 0,197 0,035 - - 0,019
X2X4 0,179 0,053 - 0,037 -
X3X4 0,177 0,066 0,039 - -
k=2 0,051 0,020 0,033 0,025
X1X2X3 0,232 - - - 0,018
X1X2X4 0,232 - - 0,018 -
X1X3X4 0,243 - 0,007 - -
X2X3X4 0,216 0,034 - - -
k=3 0,034 0,007 0,018 0,018
X1X2X3X4 0,250 - - - -
Overall Average 0,087 0,053 0,069 0,042
Percentage 35% 21% 27% 17%

0,250

Notes. X1 = Universalism; X1 = Benevolence; X3 = Conformity; X4 = Tradition;
rho”2Y.X = variance that the subset shared with the criterion (R%); k = 0 & Null
shows the zero-order squared correlations between each predictor and criterion; k
= 1 shows the contribution of each predictor over the other single predictor; k = 2
shows the contribution of each predictor over the 2-predictor subsets; k = 3 shows

the contribution 2-predictor subset over the 3-predictor subsets.
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APPENDIX I. EXTENDED TURKISH SUMMARY

TURKGE OZET

1. GIRIS

Son yillarda, Orgiitsel arastirmalar c¢alisanlarin rol Otesi davraniglarina
odaklanmaktadir. Bu davramiglar orgiite katki sagladigi gibi zarar da verebilir.
Yazinda, bireylerin Orgiite veya oOrgiitteki diger insanlara zarar vermek amaciyla
yaptiklar1 davranislar, iiretim karsit1 is davraniglari olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Spector
ve Fox, 2002). Arastirmacilar, bu davraniglar1 farkli basliklar altinda ¢alismustir;
sapkinlik, fiziksel ve sozli saldirganlik ve intikam (Spector ve Fox, 2005). Bu
davraniglar, Orgiite yonelik olabildigi gibi kisileraras1 sapkinlik olarak da
g6zlemlenebilir (Chen ve Spector, 1992; Robinson ve Bennett, 1995).

Arastirmacilar, calisanlarin iiretim karsiti is davranislarinda bulunmasinin
nedenlerini yillardir tartigmaktadirlar. Genel olarak bakildiginda, ¢alisanlar bireysel
ya da orgiitsel etkenler nedeniyle bu davranislarda bulunmaktadirlar.

Spector (2010) bireylerin, algi, olaylara karsi tutum ve saldirganlik davranisi
egilimlerinin kisilikten etkilenebilecegini belirtmistir. Salgado (2002) ise meta analiz
calismasinda, sorumluluk bilinci ve uyumlulugun ¢alma, disiplin sorunlari, sorumsuz
davraniglar gibi sapkin davraniglarin 6nciilii oldugunu saptamistir. Benzer olarak,
bagka bir ¢aligmada da tretim karsitt davranislar ile uyumluluk (r = -.14) ve
sorumluluk bilincinin (r = .21) negatif yonli iliskisi bulunmustur.

Bes faktor kisilik 6zelliklerinden olan uyumluluk ve sorumluluk bilincinin
yani sira 0z-denetimin de bireylerin iiretim karsiti is davramiglarini yordayacagi
bulunmustur (Marcus ve Schuler, 2004). Ozdenetim, kisinin istek ve hareketlerini
daha uzun vadeli amaclara ulasmak i¢in siirlandirmasi1 ve uzun vadede olumsuz
sonuglar dogurabilecek durumlardan kaginmasi olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Hirschi ve
Gottfredson, 1994). Bu nedenle, 6zdenetimi yiiksek olan bireylerin iiretim karsiti is

davraniglart gibi olumsuz sonuglar getirebilecek davranislardan kaginmalar1 beklenir.
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Mevcut ¢aligsmada ise, bu bireylerin iiretim karsit1 is davraniglarini, orgiite veya diger
insanlara zararli olarak algilamasi beklenmistir.

Calismada, arastirmacinin bilgisi dahilinde daha Once iiretim karsit1 is
davraniglartyla iligkisi agiklanmamis olan bireysel degerler incelenmistir. Bireysel
degerler insanlarin yasamlarina rehberlik eden ilkeler grubu olarak tanimlanmaktadir
(Schwartz, 1992). Schwartz (1992) farkli tilkelerde yiiriittiigii ¢alismasindan yola
cikarak bireylerin 10 evrensel degere sahip oldugunu belirtmistir ve bu degerleri
giidiisel altyapilarina gore gruplandirmigtir. Calismada, bu degerlerden dordi
hipotezlere dahil edilmistir: evrenselcilik, iyilikseverlik, uyma ve geleneksellik.
Dahil edilen degerlerden evrenselcilik ve iyilikseverlik, yakin olunan bagkalar1 ve
diger insanlarin refahim1 ifade eden 6zaskinlik boyutunda yer almaktadir. Uyma ve
geleneksellik ise, bireysel smirlama ve istikrarin  korunmasmi ifade eden
muhafazacilik boyutundadir. Caligmada, bu degerlere sahip bireylerin iiretim karsiti
is davraniglarini 6rgiite ve dier insanlara zararli olarak algilamasi beklenmistir.

Bireysel degiskenler ile birlikte oOrgiitsel degiskenler de bu ¢alismada
incelenmistir. Ik olarak, Hofstede’nin (1980) belirsizlikten kaginma boyutu
calismada yer almaktadir. Hofstede (1984) belirsizlikten kacinmayi orgiitiin veya
toplumun belirsiz durumlara karsi toleransi olarak tanimlamaktadir. Newman ve
Nollen (1996) ise, belirsizlikten kaginmanin, orgiitlerde plan, islem ve sistemlerin
aciklig1 olarak goriilebilecegini belirtmistir. Yazinda, arastirmacinin bilgisi dahilinde,
belirsizlikten kacinma ve tiiretim karsiti i davraniglarini iligkisi saptanmamuistir.
Fakat belirsizlikten kagimmmanin, oOrgiitlerin etik prensipleriyle iliskili oldugu
bulunmustur (Scholtens ve Dom, 2007). Bu nedenle, belirsizlikten kacinma ile
karakterize edilmis orgiitlerde calisan bireylerin {iretim karsit1 is davraniglarini orgiite
zarar verici olarak algilamasi beklenmistir.

Son olarak, ¢alismada orgiitsel adalet ikliminin {iretim karsiti is davraniglari
algisiyla iligkisi incelenmistir. Li ve Cropanzano ( 2009), adalet iklimini, ¢alisanlarin
bulunduklar 6rgiite yonelik adalet algis1 olarak tanimlamistir. Arastirmalara gore,
calisanlarin adaletsiz bir ortam algiladiginda, negatif is davranislarina yonelmekte
oldugu bulunmustur (Enns ve Rotunda, 2012). Priesemuth ve arkadaslar1 (2013) grup

dizeyinde adaletsiz bir ortam algilandiginda, ¢alisanlarin sapkin davraniglara
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yoneldiklerini  bulmustur. Yazindaki bulgulardan yola ¢ikarak, c¢alismada,
calisanlarin adalet algisinin liretim karsiti is davranislart algisiyla iligkili olmasi
beklenmistir.

Mevcut calismada, tliretim karsiti is davranislart algisinin, kisilik 6zellikleri,
bireysel degerler ve orgiitsel degiskenlerle iliskisinin incelenmesi amaglanmistir.
Calisanlar, sosyal istenirlik nedeniyle iiretim karsit1 is davraniglarinda bulunduklarini
daha az rapor etme egilimindedirler (Kamp ve Brooks, 1991). Bu nedenle, ¢alismada,
bireylerin bu davranislara yonelik algisi Olgiilerek, sosyal istenirlik egilimini
azaltmak istenmistir. Bdylece, calisanlardan daha diiriist cevaplar almak

amaglanmistir. Bu bilgiler 15181nda, ¢aligmanin hipotezleri sunlardir:

H1: Uyumluluk ve Sorumluluk bilinci, tiretim karsit1 is davranislar: algisi ile

pozitif yonde iligkilidir.

H2: Oz-denetim, iiretim karsit1 is davramslar algis1 ile pozitif ydnde

iliskilidir.

H3: Ozaskinlik degerleri olan Evrenselcilik ve Iyilikseverlik, iiretim karsit1 is

davraniglari algisi ile pozitif yonde iligkilidir.

H4: Muhafazacilik degerleri olan Uyma ve Geleneksellik iiretim karsiti is

davraniglar1 algisi ile pozitif yonde iliskilidir.

H5: Calisanlarin orgiitsel belirsizlikten kaginma algisi (6rgiitsel kurallarin ve

islemlerin agikligr) tiretim karsit1 is davraniglari algisi ile pozitif yonde iligkilidir.

H6: Calisanlarin genel orgiitsel adalet algisi iiretim karsiti is davraniglar

algisi ile pozitif yonde iliskilidir.
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2. YONTEM

2.1 Katihmeilar ve islem

Arastirmanin  0rneklemi, Tirkiye’de 13 farkli 6zel orgiitte, 12 farkl is
kolunda gorev yapan 255 calisan bireyden olusmaktadir. Anketler, 187 (% 73.33)
katilimciya kagit-kalem-testi, 68 (% 26.67) katilimciya ise internet {iizerinden
uygulanmistir. 35 katilimciin verisi, eksik birakilan olgekler oldugu icin analize
dahil edilmemistir. Bu ylizden calismanin analizi 220 katilimci verisi lizerinde
yapilmustir. Yaslar1 21 ile 57 (Ort. = 30.34, SS = 6.46) arasinda degisen katilimcilarin
65’1 kadin, 155’1 erkektir. Katilimcilarin 20’si (% 9.1) lise mezunu, 15’1 (% 6.8)
onlisans mezunu, 101’i (% 45.9) lisans mezunu ve 83’0 (% 37.7) lisansustu okul
mezunudur. Katilimcilarin halen bulunduklar: 6rgiitte ¢alisma siireleri 1 ay ile 23 yil
(Ort. = 4.85, SS = 4.80) arasinda ve toplam calisma siireleri 2 ay ile 36 yil (Ort. =
7.69, SS = 6.91) arasinda degismektedir.

Anket seti alt1 boliimden olusmaktadir: Oz-Denetim Olgegi, Bes Faktor
Kisilik Olgegi, Schwartz Degerler Olcegi, Belirsizlikten Kacinma Alt-Boyut Olgegi,
Genel Adalet Algis1 Olgegi, Uretim Karsiti Is Davramslart Algis1 Olgegi ve
Demografik Bilgi Formu.

2.2 Veri Toplama Araglari

2.2.1 Oz-Denetim Olgegi

Bu c¢alismada, katilimcilarin 6z-denetimini 6lgmek amaci ile Tangney,
Baumeister ve Boone (2004) tarafindan gelistirilen Oz-Denetim Olgegi
kullanilmistir. Orijinal dlgek 36 maddeden olugmaktadir. Katilimcilardan, sunulan
ifadelerin kendilerinin tipik 6zelliklerini ne kadar yansittigin1 5-basamakli Likert tipi
Olcek (1 = Beni hi¢ yansitmiyor, 5 = Beni tamamen yansittyor) kullanarak
belirtmeleri istenmistir. Tangney ve arkadaslart (2004) tiim O6lgek ile aymi igerik
araligim olcen 13-maddelik Kisa Oz-Denetim Olgegi olusturmuslar ve bu kisa

dlgegin orijinal dlcek ile .90’larda korelasyona sahip oldugunu bulmuslardir. Olgegin

81



Tiirkge’ye adaptasyonu Coskan (2010) tarafindan yapilmis ve i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi

.79 olarak raporlanmistir.

2.2.2 Bes Faktor Kisilik Olcegi

Kisilik ozelliklerini 6lgmek amaci ile katilimcilara Benet-Martinez ve John
(1998) tarafindan gelistirilen Bes Faktor Kisilik Olgegi (Nevrotizm, Disadoniikliik,
Deneyime Agiklik, Uyumluluk ve Sorumluluk Bilinci) uygulanmistir. 44 maddeden
olusan olgegin Tiirkge’ye adaptasyonu Siimer ve Simer (2002) tarafindan
yapilmigtir.  Olgekte katilimcilardan, verilen sifatlarin  kendilerini ne kadar
tanimladigin1 1’den 5’e kadar (1 = Hi¢ katilmiyorum, 5 = Tamamen katiliyorum)
derecelendirerek belirtmeleri istenmistir. Faktorlerin i¢ tutarlilik katsayilar1 Tirkiye
orneklemi icin .64 - .77 araliginda bulunmustur (Siimer, Lajunen ve Ozkan, 2005).
Bu calismada, hipotezleri test etmek amaci ile sadece Uyumluluk ve Sorumluluk

Bilinci faktorleri kullanilmistir.

2.2.3 Schwartz Degerler Olcegi

Calismada bireysel degerlere iliskin degiskenler Schwartz Degerler Olgegi ile
degerlendirilmistir. 57 madde ve 10 boyuttan olusan Olcek Schwartz (1992)
tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Fakat bu ¢alismada, sadece hipotez edilen boyutlara dair
maddeler, 24-madde, kullanilmistir. Katilimcilardan 6l¢ekteki maddelerin her birini
altt basamakli 6lcekler iizerinde kendileri i¢in uygun olan segenegi isaretleyerek
doldurmalar1 istenmistir (1 = Bana hi¢ benzemiyor, 6 = Bana ¢ok benziyor). Olgegin
Tirkge’ye adaptasyonu Demirutku ve Siimer (2010) tarafindan yapilmistir.
Faktorlerin  test-yeniden test glvenirlik katsayilart evrenselcilik icin .72,
tyilikseverlik i¢in .66, uyma i¢in .75 ve geleneksellik i¢in .82 olarak bulunmustur.
Ayn1 zamanda, 6lcegin i¢ tutarliligi .91 olarak raporlanmistir (Demirutku ve Stimer,

2010).

2.2.4 Belirsizlikten Kacinma Olcegi
Bu calismada, orgiitiin belirsizlikten kaginma algis1 boyutunu 6lgmek igin

Dorfman ve Howell (1988) tarafindan Hofstede’nin kiiltiirel boyutlarin1 6lgmek
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amaci ile gelistirilen kiiltiirel degerler 6l¢egi kullanilmigtir. Calismada, belirsizlikten
kaginma, Orgiitiin kural, diizenleme ve islemlerinin agiklig1 olarak tanimlanmistir ve
kullanilan 6lgekteki maddeler bu kavrami 6lgen ifadeler icermektedir. Olgek,
Hofstede’nin o6l¢egindeki sosyal, dinsel ve kisilerarast ritliel ve inanglari
O0lcmemektedir. Katilimcilardan, sunulan ifadelerin  bulunduklari  kurumun
Ozelliklerini ne kadar yansittigin1 5-basamakli Likert tipi olgek (1 = Calistigim
kurumu hi¢ iyi tanimlamiyor, 5 = Calistigim kurumu ¢ok iyi tanimliyor) kullanarak
belirtmeleri istenmistir. Belirsizlikten kaginma O6lg¢eginin giivenilirlik katsayisi .81
olarak bulunmustur (Clugston, Howell ve Dorfman, 2000). Olcegin Tiirkge’ye
adaptasyonu Albas ve Ergeneli (2011) tarafindan yapilmis ve i¢ tutarliligr .89 olarak

raporlanmaistir.

2.2.5 Genel Adalet Algis1 Olgegi

Calismada, genel adalet algisi degiskeni, Ambrose ve Schminke (2009)
tarafindan 6-madde ile gelistirilen Genel Adalet Algisi 6lgegi ile Olcililmiistiir. Bu
Olcekte, 3 madde, bireylerin kisisel adalet deneyimlerine iligskin ifadeler icermekte,
diger 3-madde ise genel olarak Orgutiin adalet algisina yonelik ifadeler icermektedir.
Katilimcilardan, sunulan ifadelere ne derece katildiklarini 5-basamakli Likert tipi
Olcek (1 = Kesinlikle katilmiyorum, 5 = Kesinlikle katiliyorum) kullanarak
belirtmeleri istenmistir. Olgegin Cronbach alfa giivenirligi .93 olarak bulunmustur
(Ambrose ve Schminke, 2009). Olgek, bu ¢alisma icin arastirmaci ve ikidilli bir

konusmaci tarafindan Tiirk¢e’ye ¢evirilmistir.

2.2.6 Uretim Karsit1 is Davramslar1 Algis1 Olcegi

Calisanlarin iiretim-karsit1 is davraniglari algisin1 6l¢gmek amaci ile, Spector,
Fox, Penney, Bruursema, Goh ve Kessler (2006) tarafindan gelistirilen Uretim
Karsit1 Is Davranislar1 Olgegi kullanilmistir. 32 maddeden olusan &lgek iiretimden
sapma, sabote etme, ¢calma, kotlye kullanma ve geri ¢ekilme olarak adlandirilan bes
alt boyutu kapsamaktadir. Olgegin Cronbach alfa degerleri, iiretimden sapma boyutu
icin .61, sabote etme boyutu igin .42, ¢alma boyutu igin .58, kétiye kullanma boyutu
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icin .81, geri ¢ekilme boyutu icin .63 ve Olgegin tiim maddeleri i¢in .87 olarak
bulunmustur (Spector ve ark., 2006).

Olgegin Tiirkce’ye adaptasyonu Ocel (2010) tarafindan yapilmistir ve
Cronbach alfa degeri 6l¢egin tiimii i¢in .97 olarak rapor edilmistir. Daha fazla bilgi
edinmek amaci ile 6lgekteki maddelere ek olarak arastirmaci tarafindan dlgege bes
madde eklenmistir. Bu bes madde iiretim karsiti is davranislarini 6lgen baska bir
Olcekten elde edilmistir: Calisma arkadaslarinin az calistigi diistiniildiigli zamanlarda
performansini  diisiirme, isyerinin 6nemli bilgi ve belgelerini {igiincli kisilerle
paylasma, isyerinde internet kullanimindan dolay1 isi aksatma, amirin emirlerini
uygulamay1 ithmal etme ve igyerinin olanaklarin1 6zel ihtiyaglar i¢in kullanma (Algi,
Aydin, Agca, Selvi ve Yce, 2010).

Bu ¢alismada, dlgek katilimcilara farkli bir yonergeyle sunulmustur. Olgegin
orijinal suriminde, katilimcilara “Asagida sunulan her bir davramisi ne siklikla
vapmaktasiniz?” sorusu yoneltilmektedir. Bu g¢alismada ise, ¢alisanlarin {iretim-
karsit1 is davraniglar algisimi 6lgmek amacglanmaktadir. Bu nedenle, katilimcilara
“Her bir davranisin kurumun veya ¢alisanlarin performansina ne derece zarar verici
davramislar  oldugunu  diisiindiigiiniizii ~ belirtiniz.”  sorusu  yoneltilmistir.
Katilimcilardan, sunulan 37 maddeyi 6-basamakli Likert tipi (1 = Hi¢ zarar vermez,

6 = Cok zarar verir) 6l¢ek kullanarak degerlendirmeleri istenmistir.

2.2.7 Demografik Bilgi Formu
Katilimcilardan demografik bilgi formunu doldurmalari istenmistir. Bu form,
yas, cinsiyet, egitim diizeyi, halen ¢alisilmakta olan drgutteki gorev siresi ve toplam

calisma siiresi sorularini igermektedir.

3. BULGULAR

3.1 Faktor ve Guvenirlik Analizleri
Calismada, hipotezleri test etmek i¢in sirast ile faktorler olusturulmustur.
Oncelikle, Bes Faktér Kisilik 6lgegine iliskin Uyumluluk ve Sorumluluk BilinCi

faktorleri olusturulmustur. Calismada, Oz-Denetim degiskeni dlgegin kisa formu

84



kullanildigr i¢in bir biitiin olarak ele alinmistir. Bireysel degerlere iliskin degiskenler,
yazinda belirtildigi boyutlar; Evrenselcilik, Iyilikseverlik, Uyma ve Geleneksellik
temel alinarak olusturulmustur (Schwartz, 2005). Fakat degerler arasindaki yiiksek
korelasyonlar nedeni ile tekrar faktor analizi yapilmistir ve sonug bu dort degerin
Ozaskinlik (Evrenselcilik ve lyilikseverlik) ve Muhafazacihk (Uyma ve
Geleneksellik) olarak 2-faktor seklinde gruplanmasini desteklemistir. Belirsizlikten
kacinma algis1 ve genel adalet algis1 yazinda tek boyut olarak ele alindigindan
calismada da bu sekilde kullanilmistir. Son olarak, Uretim karsiti is davranislar
Ocel’in (2010) Tiirkge Olcek calismasinda oldugu gibi dort faktdr seklinde
gruplanmistir; Kotliye kullanma, Calma, Geri ¢ekilme ve Sabote etme.

Calismada kullanilan her o6lcegin  Cronbach alfas1 Tablo 3.2°de
sunulmaktadir. Oz-Denetm 6lgeginin Cronbach alfa degeri .79 olarak bulunmustur.
Uyumluluk ve Sorumluluk Bilinci’nin Cronbach degeleri ise sirali olarak .65 ve .77
olarak bulunmustur. Schwartz’in degerlerine ait gilivenirlik sonuglart Evrenselcilik
i¢in .78, lyilikseverlik igin .85, Uyma icin .61 ve Geleneksillik icin .93 olarak rapor
edilmistir. Belirsizlikten kaginma ve Genel adalet algis1 6l¢egi i¢in Cronbach alfa
degeri .90 olarak bulunmustur. Uretim-karsiti is davranislar1 algis1 dlgeginin alt
boyutlart i¢in raporlanan Cronbach alfa degerleri su sekildedir: Kotiiye kullanma ici
.95, Calma i¢in .82, Geri ¢ekilme icin .89, Sabote etme i¢in .65 ve Olgegin tlim

maddeleri icin .96.

3.2. Arastirma Degiskenleri Arasindaki Korelasyonlar

Arastirma degiskenleri arasindaki korelasyonlar matrisi Tablo 3.3’te
gosterilmektedir. Oz-denetim degiskeni, kétiiye kullanma (r = .28, p < .01), calma (r
= .38, p < .01), geri ¢ekilme (r = .45, p < .01), sabote etme (r = .27, p < .01) ve
kompozit 6lgek ile (r = .39, p < .01) pozitif yonde iligkili bulunmustur. Uyumluluk
faktorid calma (r = .19, p <.01), geri ¢ekilme (r = .22, p <.01), sabote etme (r = .15,
p < .05) ve kompozit dlgek ile (r = .18, p < .01) pozitif yonde iliskili bulunmustur.
Sorumluluk bilinci faktori kétuye kullanma (r = .19, p < .01), ¢calma (r = .35, p <
.01), geri gekilme (r = .37, p < .01), sabote etme (r = .23, p < .01) ve kompozit 6lgek

ile (r = .31, p < .01) pozitif yonde iliskili bulunmustur. Bireysel degerlerin timii ve
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alt boyutlarin tiimi arasinda pozitif ve anlamli bir ilisgki bulunmustur. Bu
korelasyonlar su sekildedir: Evrenselcilik icin .34 - .42 araliginda, lyilikseverlik igin
29 - .36 araliginda, Uyma i¢in .25 - .50 araliginda ve Geleneksellik i¢in .19 - .30
araligindadir. Belirsizlikten ka¢inma faktorii, kotiiye kullanma (r = .20, p < .01),
calma (r = .29, p < .01), geri ¢ekilme (r = .37, p <.01), sabote etme (r = .26, p < .01)
ve kompozit élgek ile (r = .31, p < .01) pozitif yonde iliskili bulunmustur. Genel

adalet algis1 ve galisma kriterleri arasinda anlamli bir korelasyon gézlenmemistir.

3.3 Hipotez Testleri

Calismada yiiriitiilen hiyerarsik regresyon analizleri sonuglari, Tablo 3.4, 3.5
ve 3.6’da Ozetlenmektedir. Tablo 3.4’e bakildiginda, uyumluluk ve sorumluluk
bilincinin yordayiciligina iliskin Hipotez 1’in kismen desteklendigi goriilmektedir.
Analizler sonucunda, sorumluluk bilinci degiskeninin {iretim karsit1 is davranislari
algisini ve tiim alt boyutlarini (kotiiye kullanma, ¢alma, geri ¢ekilme ve sabote etme)
yordadigi saptanmistir. Ayrica, 6z-denetim degiskeninin iiretim karsit1 is davranislar
algisini ve tiim alt boyutlarini (kétiiye kullanma, ¢alma, geri ¢ekilme ve sabote etme)
kisilik ozelliklerinin iistiine varyans ekleyerek yordadigi saptanmistir. Bu bulgu ile
Hipotez 2 tamamiyla desteklenmistir.

Tablo 3.5’te goriildiigii gibi, O6zaskinlik degerlerinin (Evrenselcilik ve
Iyilikseverlik) yordayiciligina iliskin Hipotez 3, analizler sonucunda desteklenmistir.
Buna karsin, muhafazacilik degerlerinin (Uyma ve Geleneksellik) yordayiciligina
iliskin Hipotez 4, analizler sonucunda kismen desteklenmistir. Muhafazacilik
degerlerinin iiretim karsit1 is davranislar1 algisini, calma ve geri ¢ekilme boyutlarini
yordadig1 saptanmustir.

Tablo 3.6’ya bakildiginda belirsizlikten kaginma degiskeninin iiretim karsiti
is davraniglar1 algisini ve tiim alt boyutlarini (koétiiye kullanma, ¢alma, geri ¢ekilme
ve sabote etme) yordadigi saptanmistir. Bu sonu¢ dogrultusunda, Hipotez 5
tamamiyla desteklenmistir. Diger yandan, genel adalet algist degiskeninin Uretim
karsit1 is davraniglar1 algisini ve alt boyutlarint yordamadigi bulunmustur. Bu

nedenle Hipotez 6 desteklenememistir.

86



3.4 Dominans Analizi

Calismada, regresyon analizlerinin yani sira, dominans analizi yiiriitiilmesine
karar verilmistir. Dominans analizini yapabilmek amaci ile her bir kriter igin (kotiiye
kullanma, c¢alma, geri ¢ekilme ve sabote etme) 15 ayr1 regresyon analizi
yiiriitiilmiistiir. Daha sonra, bireysel degerlerin 6zgiin katkilarin1 agiklamak amaci ile
bir goreceli énem analizi olan dominans analizi yiiritilmistir (Bkz. Appendix I).
Bireysel degerlere iliskin bu sonuglar Tablo 3.7°de 6zetlenmektedir.

Sonug olarak, evrenselciligin, geri ¢ekilme disindaki tim Kriterlerde her bir
regresyon altkiimesi modeline katkisi goreceli olarak en yuksek bulunmustur (% 20 -
% 50). Tim bireysel degerlerin iiretim karsitt is davraniglart algisina ve alt

boyutlarma % 9 - % 50 araliginda goreceli katkis1 oldugu saptanmistir.

4. TARTISMA

Calismada, katilimcilardan daha diiriist yanitlar almak amaciyla tiretim karsiti
1s davraniglarina yonelik davramigsal egilimlerinden ziyade algilart olclilmiistiir.
Bunun nedeni, bireylerin iiretim karsit1 is davranislarini zararli olarak algilamadiklar
zaman bu davraniglarda bulunmaya daha egilimli olacagi varsayimidir. Degiskenler
ile gercekten tiretim karsit1 is davraniglarinda bulunma arasindaki iliski negatif yonde
iken, ¢alismada pozitif yonde bir iliski beklenmesi bu durumdan kaynaklanmaktadir.

Yardimseverlik, gilivenilirlik ve comertlik ifadelerini iceren uyumlulugun
bircok calismada tretim karsiti is davramiglart ile anlamli bir iligkisi oldugu
bulunmustur (Berry ark., 2007; Hafidz, 2012; Salgado, 2002). Mevcut ¢alismada ise,
uyumluluk faktorii iiretim karsiti is davraniglar algisi ile anlamli korelasyona sahip
olmasina ragmen, bu faktoriin kriteri hicbir sekilde yordamadigi bulunmustur. Bu
anlamli korelasyonlar diisiik diizeydedir ve ayni zamanda uyumluluk, sorumluluk
bilinci ile orta derecede korelasyona sahiptir. Kisilik 6zellikleri olan bu degiskenler
analiz denklemine birlikte girildiginde, gii¢lii bir degisken olan sorumluluk bilinci
uyumlulugun yordayiciligini etkilemis olabilir. Calismanin ilgi ¢eken bir diger
bulgusu ise, uyumluluk faktort ile en yiiksek iliskide olmasi beklenen kotuye

kullanma boyutunun anlamli bir korelasyona sahip olmadiginin bulunmasi olmustur
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(6rn., Bolton ark., 2010). Bunun nedeni ise, psikolojik tacizin bir konusu olan kisiler
aras1 sapkinligal yonetimsel acidan Turkiye'de yeterince deginilmemis, 6nleyici
mekanizmalar alinmamis olmasidir (Tinaz, 2008).

Calismada ele aliman bir diger kisilik 6zelligi olan sorumluluk bilincinin
tiretim karsit1 is davraniglar1 algisini yordayarak bu davranislarda bulunmaya iliskin
yazinla tutarli oldugu gozlemlenmistir (Barrick ve Mount, 1991; Fallon, Auvis,
Kudisch, Gornet ve Frost, 2000). Bu degisken 6z-disiplin, sorumluluk ve ¢aligkanlik
gibi kavramlar1 icermektedir (Hastings ve O’Neill, 2009). Bu nedenle, sorumluluk
bilinci yiiksek olan bireylerin iiretim karsit1 is davraniglarini 6rgiit i¢in zararli olarak
algilamasi ve bu davraniglardan kaginmasi beklenmektedir.

Calismada, 0z-denetimin iiretim karsit1 is davraniglari ile pozitif yonde iliskili
oldugu bulunmustur. Bu degiskenin, kriteri sorumluluk bilincine ilaveten yordadig:
bulunmustur. Bulgular, 6z-denetimin iretim karsiti is davraniglarinda bulunmanin
oncili olarak ele alindig1 yazinla tutarlidir (Marcus ve Schuler, 2004; Villanueva,
2006). Oz-denetimi yiiksek olan bireylerin davranislarinin uzun dénem sonuglarini
diisiindiigii yazinda belirtilmektedir (Marcus ve Schuler (2004). Bu nedenle,
calismada bu bireylerin {iretim karsit1 is davraniglarini zararli olarak algilamasi
beklenmistir.

Calismada tretim karsiti is davraniglart algisim yordayacagi one siiriilen
evrenselcilik ve iyilikseverlik degerleri, aralarindaki yiiksek korelasyon nedeniyle
6zaskinlik degeri ¢ercevesinde analizlere dahil edilmistir. Yazinda yeni bir degisken
olarak alinan 6zaskinligin, liretim karsit1 ig davraniglart algisini ve tiim boyutlarini
yordadigi bulunmustur. Buna ek olarak yapilan dominans analizinde, evrenselciligin
kotiiye kullanma, calma ve sabote etme boyutlarini diger degerlere kiyasla en ¢ok
varyansla agikladig1 goriismiistiir (% 33 - % 50). Fakat, bu degisken geri ¢ekilme
boyutunda uyma ve geleneksellikten sonra gelmektedir. Evrenselciligin tiim insanlari
ve dogay1 korumayi igeren bir deger olmasi nedeniyle, bu degere sahip bireylerin,
insanlara ve Orgiite zarar veren bu tiir davranislar1 zarar vermez seklinde ifade
etmeleri beklenmemekteydi. Geri g¢ekilmenin ise, diisiik ortalamaya ve goreceli
olarak yuksek standart sapmaya sahip olmasi, katilimcilarin bu boyutun zararlilig

hakkinda fikir birliginde olmadigim gostermektedir. lyilikseverlik degeri,

88



evrenselcilikten sonra kotiiye kullanma boyutu igin en yiiksek varyanst (% 30)
aciklamaktadir. Bunun nedeni, iyiliksever degerlere sahip insanlar, birebir iletisimde
bulunduklar1 insanlar etkilenecegi i¢in kotliye kullanma boyutunu zararli olarak
degerlendirme egiliminde olurlar. Ote yandan, diger boyutlar orgiite yonelik
davraniglar1 igerdigi igin birincil olarak bireyin bu degere sahip olup olmamasindan
etkilenmemektedir.

Uyma ve geleneksellik degerleri ise, aralarindaki yiliksek korelasyon
nedeniyle muhafazacilik degeri c¢ercevesinde analizere dahil edilmistir.
Muhafazacilik degeri, calma, geri ¢ekilme ve kompozit iiretim karsit1 is davraniglari
algis1 kompozitini yordamistir. Dominans analizlerinde ise, degerler tiim boyutlar
icin varyans agiklamistir. Uyma degeri, geri c¢ekilme boyutunda diger degerlere
kiyasla en yiiksek varyansi (% 47) aciklamaktadir. Uyma degeri, sosyal beklentiler
ve kurallart kabul etmeyi igcermektedir. Bu degere sahip kisiler, geri c¢ekilme
boyutunda yer alan, devamsizlik ya da ise gec gelme gibi sosyal beklentiler ile
celisen davramiglar1 Orgiite zararli olarak adlandiracaklardir. Buna ek olarak,
geleneksellik ise, kiiltiir veya dinlerin gelencklerine saygi gostermeyi icermektedir.
Geleneksellik degerine sahip kisilerin, ¢almak gibi etik olmayan bir davranisi hos
goérmesi beklenmemektedir.

Calismada orgiitsel degisken olarak ele alinan belirsizlikten kag¢inmanin,
tiretim karsit1 is davraniglar algisin1 ve tiim alt boyutlarini yordadigi bulunmustur.
Uretim karsit1 is davranislarinda bulunma yazininda bu degisken ile ilgili bir bulguya
rastlanmamistir. Chew ve Putti (1995), calismalarinda yiiksek belirsizlikten kaginma
diizeyine sahip olan bireylerin risk almaktan kagindigin1 ve bu nedenle oOrgiitsel
kurallara kars1 gelme egiliminde olmadiklarini belirtmistir. Ayrica, bu degisken ile
en yiksek iligki geri c¢ekilme boyutu arasinda saptanmistir. Bu bulgu, orgiitte
belirsizlik iklimi oldugu durumlarda, bireylerin daha ¢ok pasif bir direnis
benimseyebileceklerini gostermektedir.

Son olarak, genel adalet algisinin iiretim karsit1 is davraniglart algisini hig bir
sekilde yordamadigi bulunmustur. Bununla birlikte, bu degiskene iliskin
korelasyonlarin da anlamli olmadigi goriilmiistiir. Yazinda ise calisanin adalet

algisinin tutarli bir sekilde iiretim karsiti is davraniglarinda bulunma ile iligkili
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oldugu belirtilmektedir (Fox ark., 2001; Priesemuth ark., 2013). Bu durumun bir
aciklamasi, ¢alisanin iiretim karsit1 is davraniglarina iliskin algisi, genel adalet algisi
ve Uretim karsiti ig davranmiglar1 arasinda sadece bir araci degisken olabilir. Bu
davraniglar zararli olarak algilansa bile, ¢aligan Orgiitteki adalet algisina gdére bu
davraniglart yapmaya karar verebilir. Buna ek olarak, Tirklerin kiltiirel
Ozelliklerinden oOtiirli, genel adalet algisindan ziyade etklilesimli adalet algisi bu
Kriteri yorduyor olabilir. Ayrica, bireyler genel adalet algisin1 degerlendirirken bazi

0zel durumlar1 gozden kagirabilirler.

4.1. Calismanin Potansiyel Katkilar1 ve Dogurgular

Calismanin verileri gercek is ortaminda toplanmistir ve boylelikle degerli
sonuglar elde edilmistir. Calismada sorumluluk bilinci ve 6z-denetim degiskenlerinin
tiretim karsit1 is davranist algisin1 yordamasi, orgiitlerde ise alim siireclerinde kisilik
Olciimlerinden yararlanilmasini destekler niteliktedir. Calismanin bir diger katkisi
ise, O0zaskinlik ve muhafazacilik degerleri ile {liretim karsiti is davranislart algisi
arasindaki iligkinin saptanmis olmasidir. Calismada anlamli bulunan bu iligki, aym
zamanda tiretim karsiti is davranislart yazininda da davranis sikligina bakilarak
incelenmelidir. Calisma, yazinda yeni bir degisken olan belirsizlikten kaginma
(6rgutsel kural ve duzenlemelerin agikligl) ve tretim karsiti is davranislari algisi
arasinda anlamli bir iliski bularak yazina katki saglamistir. Orgiitler iiretim karsit1 is
davraniglarindan kaginmak i¢in kurum igerisinde kurallar ve diizenlemeleri agiklayan
ahlaki yasalar olusturarak bu degiskene iliskin 6nlem alabilirler. Ayrica, ¢aligsanlari
tretim karsitt is davraniglarinin  boyutlar1 hakkinda bilgilendirmek amaciyla
orgiitlerde egitim programlar1 diizenlenmelidir. Boylelikle, bu davraniglarin orgiite

ve kendilerine ne kadar zarar verici oldugu onlara gosterilebilir.

4.2. Cahismanin Simirhiliklar ve Oneriler

Calismanin ilk sirliligi  verilerin - 6zbildirim  Olgekleri ile toplanmis
olmasidir. Bu durumda, katilimcilar sosyal istenirlik yoniinde cevap vermis
olabilirler. Ikinci bir smirlilik ise, katilimcilarin halen galistiklar1 orgiitteki gorev

siireleri olarak diisiiniilmiistiir. 1 ay — 23 yil araliginda olan bu siire, katilimcilarin
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orgiitsel degiskenlere iliskin yargilarini etkilemis olabilir. Diisiiniilen ii¢ilincii
sinirlilik, ¢alismada, tiretim karsiti is davranislar1 algis1 bu davranislarda gercekten
bulunma durumuyla iliskilendirilmesine ragmen bu durum o6l¢iilmemistir. Calismay1
izleyen belirli bir zaman aralifinda bu yonde veri toplanip varsayimimizin
dogrulanmasi saglanabilirdi. Dordiincii sinirlilik, katilimeilar gogunlukla beyaz-yaka
ve miihendis unvani ile calisanlardi. Katilimcilarin homojen bir grup olmasi
nedeniyle calisma grubu karsilastirmasi1 yapilamamistir. Son olarak, calisma farkl
orglitlerden benzer sayida katilimcilar ile yapilsaydi, belirsizlikten kaginma ve genel
adalet algis1 degiskenlerine iliskin orgiitlere yonelik bir kiyaslama yapmak miimkiin

olabilirdi.
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APPENDIX J. TEZ FOTOKOPISI iZiIN FORMU

TEZ FOTOKOPISI iZIN FORMU

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstitlisu

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitlsu

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisti I:I

Enformatik Enstitisi

Deniz Bilimleri Enstittsi

YAZARIN

Soyadi : Agca
Adi : Hande
Bolima : Psikoloji

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce) : Individual and Organizational Predictors of Perceiving
Workplace Behaviors as Counterproductive

TEZIN TURU : VYiksek Lisans Doktora

1. Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

2. Tezimin i¢indekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir

boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

3. Tezimden bir (1) yil siireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIM TARIHIi:
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