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ABSTRACT

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MOBBING AND PATERNALISTIC
LEADERSHIP: PERCEPTION OF GENERATION Y’S

Sahin, Gizem Suzan
M. Sc., Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. H. Canan Siimer
July, 2015, 93 Pages

Leyman introduced the term mobbing as a severe form of harassment in
organizations in the1980’s based on research conducted in Sweden (Leymann, 1996).
Research trying to explain the causes of bullying has two main focuses: personality
of the victim/target and psychosocial work environment (Coyne, Seigne, & Randall,
2000). Research focusing on the victim’s personality characteristics is based on the
premise that an individual is predisposed to be bullied due to some specific
individual attributes. On the other hand, studies focusing on psychosocial work
environment suggest that bullying occurs in a generally stressful psychological work
environment (Lind, Glaso, Pallesen, & Einarsen, 2009).

The main purpose of the present study was to investigate how mobbing
perception influenced job attitudes as critical outcome variables. Moreover, it was
hypothesized that job-related and supervisory factors, a psychological work
environment factor, could cause experience of mobbing. That is, negative aspects of
paternalistic leadership were predicted to cause mobbing perceptions. Job-related
factors were proposed to have a moderating effect on this relationship. Lastly,
moderating roles of generational cohort and core self-evaluations on mobbing-

outcome relationships were tested.



Findings of the study provided support for the negative effect of mobbing on
job-related attitudes. Moreover, core self-evaluations moderated the effect of
mobbing on organizational commitment and turnover intentions. On the other hand,
paternalistic leadership dimensions did not have an influence of mobbing
perceptions. Similarly, the job-related factors and generational cohort were not found
to moderate the relationship between negative aspects of paternalistic leadership and
mobbing perceptions. The results and implications of the study were discussed and
limitations of the study were addressed.

Key words: Mobbing, paternalistic leadership, core self-evaluations, Y generation
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DUYGUSAL TACiZ VE BABACAN LIDERLIK ILiSKIiSI: Y JENERASYONU
ALGISI

Sahin, Gizem Suzan
Yiiksek Lisans, Psikoloji Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. H. Canan Stimer
Temmuz, 2015, 93 Sayfa

Okul c¢ocuklarinin zararli davraniglarinin  isimlendirilmesine ithafen,
1980’lerde lIsvigre’de gergeklestirilen calismalara dayanarak, mobing kavrami
igyerlerindeki siddetli taciz sekli olarak Leyman tarafindan ortaya atilmistir
(Leymann, 1996). Mobingin nedenlerini agiklamaya calisan arastirmalar iki ana
odaga sahiptir: hedefin/kurbanin kisiligi ve psikososyal is ortami (Coyne ve ark.,
2000). Hedefin kisilik ozelliklerine odaklanan g¢alismalar, kisilerin belli bireysel
niteliklerinin onlar1 mobinge ugramaya yatkin hale getirdikleri Onermesine
dayanmaktadir. Diger yandan, psikososyal calisma ortamina odaklanan c¢aligsmalar
mobingin genel olarak stresli bir psikososyal ortamda ortaya ¢ikacagin
Onermektedir.

Bu caligmanin temel amaci mobing algisinin ise yonelik tutumlara olan
etkisini incelemektir. Yonetici davraniglarinin —bir psikolojik ¢alisma ortami
degiskeni- mobinge neden olacagi ongoriilmiistiir. Son olarak, is 6zellikleri, nesil ve
temel benlik algilarinin hipotez edilen iliskilerdeki diizenleyici etkisi test edilmistir.

Calismanin bulgulart mobingin ise yonelik tutumlar {izerinde negatif bir etkisi
oldugunu desteklemektedir. Bunun yaninda, temel benlik algilarinin mobingin ise
yonelik tutumlar tizerindeki negatif etkisinde diizenleyici degisken oldugu

bulunmustur. Diger yandan, babacan liderlik boyutlarinin mobing algisi {izerinde bir

Vi



etkisi bulunmamstir. Is 6zellikleri ve Y jenerasyonu iiyeliginin sadakat bekleme
boyutu ve mobing algis1 arasindaki iliskide hipotez edilen diizenleyici etkileri de
anlamli bulunmamistir. Calismanin sonuglar1 ve 6ne siirdiigii ¢ikarimlar tartigilmis,
calismanin sinirliliklarina deginilmistir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Mobbing, babacan liderlik, temel-benlik degerlendirmeleri, Y

jenerasyonu
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1.0verview

Since its introduction by Leymann (1990), mobbing has attracted extensive
research attention (e.g., Coyne et al., 2000; Einarsen, Raknes, &Matthiesen, 1994;
Hauge, Skogstad, & Einarsen, 2007). This organizational phenomenon has been
explored from different perspectives including its dimensions (e.g., Zapf, 1999),
actors, namely victims and perpetrators (e.g., Hauge, Skogstad, & Einarsen, 2009),
antecedents (e.g., Einarsen, 1999), and consequences (e.g., Hansen, Hogh, Persson,
Karlson, Garde, & Orbaek, 2006). Relevant literature suggests that mobbing has
effects on a number of work attitudes and health related consequences (e.g.,
Agervold & Mikkelsen, 2004; Bowling & Beehr, 2006; Hauge et al., 2007).
Organizational commitment, turnover intentions, job satisfaction, and absenteeism
were outcome variables of interest in the present study. The present study also
focused on the potential moderator effect of the mobbing-outcome relationship. That
is, core self-evaluations were believed to be the potential moderator of the
relationship between mobbing and critical outcome variables.

Apart from the consequences, antecedents of mobbing were also of interest in
the present study. There are two main approaches in the search of the antecedents of
mobbing: personality of the victim/target and psychosocial work environment
(Coyne et al., 2000). The premise of the research focusing on the victim’s personality
characteristics is that an individual is predisposed to be bullied due to some specific
individual attributes. On the other hand, studies focusing on psychosocial work
environment suggest that bullying occurs in a generally stressful psychological work
environment (Lind et al., 2009). Psychosocial work environment, more specifically
paternalistic leadership and job characteristics, was the focus the present study. It
was hypothesized that specific forms of paternalistic leadership behaviors could
result in mobbing perceptions. This perception would be experienced at higher levels

when generation Y members were confronted with paternalistic leadership behaviors
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due to their desire for autonomy and individual freedom. In other words, generational
membership was expected to moderate the relationship between paternalistic
leadership and mobbing perceptions. On the other hand, enriched works measured in
terms of core job characteristics were expected to have neutralizing effect on the

negative relationship between paternalistic leadership and mobbing perceptions.

1.2.Mobbing: Definitions and Neighboring Concepts

Mobbing was introduced as a severe form of harassment in organizations by
Leymann in the1980’s based on his research conducted in Sweden (Leymann, 1996).
According to Leymann, mobbing involves “hostile and unethical communication,
which is directed in a systematic way by one or a few individuals mainly towards one
individual who, due to mobbing, is pushed into a helpless and defenseless position,
being held there by means of continuing mobbing activities” (p.168). Mobbing is
different from conflict by its high frequency (at least once a week) and duration (at
least six months of duration). Leymann argues that hostile activities are used
negatively in mobbing cases; however, these activities themselves are not purely
negative in nature. Indeed, they can be identified as quite normal interactive
behaviors. Their high frequency and duration change the meaning and content of
these behaviors, which eventually makes them dangerous communicative weapons in
the course of mobbing process.

Based on this conceptualization, Leymann (1996) developed a typology of
mobbing behaviors, and divided them into five categories according to their effects
on the victim or the target of mobbing: 1) Effects on the victims’ communication
possibilities (e.g., obstructing communication channels, being silenced, and verbal
threats), 2) Effects on the victims’ social circumstance (e.g., being isolated in an
office/location far away from others, and colleagues’ refusal to talk with the victim
any longer), 3) Effects on the victims’ personal reputation (e.g., gossips about the
victim, making fun of a handicap, ethnic heritage, the way victim walks or talks), 4)
Effects on the victims’ occupational situation (e.g., being provided with no work
tasks and/or meaningless ones, degrading), 5) Effects on the victims’ physical health
(e.g., provision of dangerous work tasks, being threaten or attacked physically). On
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the other hand, Einarsen (1999) used broader categories covering different negative
acts: work-related and person-related actions. Work-related acts result in difficulty in
completing work. Taking responsibilities away is a form of work—related act. On the
other hand, the main focus of person-related actions is primarily the target. Socially
excluding the individual, spreading rumors or libels about him/her, not considering
opinions of the target are some examples of person-related acts.

Different terms are used to refer to more or less the same phenomenon.
According to Matthiesen and Einarsen (2010), German-speaking countries, the
Netherlands, and some Mediterranean countries adopted the term mobbing following
Leymann (1996) whereas English speaking countries, such as the US prefer the term
bullying. However, in the US, seemingly synonymous concepts such as “emotional
abuse in the workplace” (Keashly, 1998) and “workplace harassment” (Brodsky,
1976) are in use (as cited in Matthiesen & Einarsen). In a recent review study,
Aquino and Thau (2009) used the term workplace victimization in order to refer to
the same phenomenon. According to the authors, when one or more members of the
organization harm an employee’s wellbeing, workplace victimization occurs. Harm
to wellbeing means unsatisfaction of psychological and physiological needs such as
sense of belonging, being able to trust others, and believing that one is able to predict
and control one’s environment.

In order mobbing to occur, a number of criteria have to be met. To illustrate,
according to Einarsen (2000), when negative acts (regardless of their nature) are
directed towards one or more individuals by again one or more individuals, over a
period of time, bullying and/or harassment occurs. Also, the target has to have
difficulty in defending him/herself, which implies imbalance of power between the
parties. Therefore, the parties should not have equal power, and it should not be one
single isolated event in order to call the experience as bullying. Apart from these
features, Leyman’s (1990) definition focuses on frequency and length of these
negative acts. In order to name the experience as mobbing, one has to be exposed to
these acts at least weekly for a period of six months. Moreover, harassment can

continue for years by developing gradually through an escalation process.



Taken together, workplace bullying/mobbing can be fully formulated as
offending, socially excluding someone, or negatively affecting someone's work. A
particular activity has to occur repeatedly and regularly (i.e., weekly) and over a
considerable period of time (i.e., about six months) in order to call it bullying (or
mobbing). Mobbing is an escalating process, and the person who experiences the
activities find himself/herself in an inferior position which make him/her target of
systematic negative social acts. If the two conflicting parties have approximately
equal 'power' or the conflict is one single, isolated event, this cannot be called
bullying (Einarsen, Hoel, Zapf, & Cooper, 2003a, p. 15 as cited in Matthiesen &
Einarsen, 2010).

Since its introduction by Leymann (1990), mobbing has attracted extensive
research attention (e.g., Coyne et al., 2000; Einarsen et al., 1994; Hauge et al., 2007).
This organizational phenomenon has been explored from different perspectives
including its dimensions (e.g., Zapf, 1999), actors, namely victims and perpetrators
(e.g., Hauge et al., 2009), antecedents (e.g., Einarsen, 1999), and consequences (e.g.,
Hansen et al., 2006). The present study investigated this phenomenon in terms of its
antecedents and consequences. Specifically, paternalistic leadership, a critical
component of psychological work environment, was considered to be an antecedent.
Core job characteristics and generation Y membership were believed to have a
moderating effect on the relationship between paternalistic leadership and mobbing
perceptions. Participants’ identity statuses were considered as a sign of generation Y
membership instead of chronological age. In terms of consequences, organizational
commitment, turnover intentions, job satisfaction, and absenteeism were of interest.
Core self-evaluations were believed to be potential moderators of the relationship
between mobbing perceptions and critical outcome variables. In the following
sections, first the literature on the consequences of mobbing is reviewed. Then, the
literature on the antecedents, specifically psychosocial work environment
components, is briefly reviewed. Following the review of antecedents, identity
literature in terms of defining generation Y is provided. Finally, hypotheses of the

study are presented.



1.3.Consequences of Mobbing
Mobbing has been found to have effects on work attitudes and health related
consequences. To illustrate, in their study that investigated work environment
hypothesis, Hauge et al. (2007) found that individuals exposed to mobbing had
lowest levels of job satisfaction compared to bystanders or perpetrators. Supporting
results came from the meta-analytic study of Bowling and Beehr (2006) on
workplace harassment. There was a negative relationship between harassment and
job satisfaction. Moreover, negative relationships were found between harassment
and positive emotions at work, self-esteem, life satisfaction, and organizational
commitment. Turnover intentions were found to be positively related to harassment.
A firm conclusion drawn from the literature is that targets of mobbing are
likely to experience a variety of negative health effects as a result of being exposed
to systematic and long term verbal, non-physical, and non-sexual negative acts in the
workplace (Zapf & Einarsen, 2001). The results of Agervold and Mikkelsen’s (2004)
study supported that bullying had substantial negative effects on individuals.
Individuals who were exposed to negative acts on a daily or weekly basis reported
significantly higher levels of psychological stress symptoms, mental fatigue/burnout,
and psychosomatic symptoms. Moreover, they had more sick-leave compared to
their non-bullied counterparts. According to Bowling and Beehr (2006), generic
strains, anxiety, depression, burnout, frustration, negative emotions at work, and
physical symptoms were positively related to generic workplace harassment, as well.
Hierarchical regression analysis revealed further support for these relationships.
Workplace harassment predicted practically significant amounts of variance in
burnout, physical symptoms, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and
turnover intentions after controlling for role ambiguity and role conflict. Bullied
participants of Hansen et al.’s (2006) study reported more somatization, depression,
and anxiety symptoms, too. A recent meta-analysis conducted by Nielsen and
Einarsen (2012) on the outcomes of exposure to bullying revealed similar results. In
terms of health and well-being outcomes, bullying was found to be positively related

with symptoms of both mental health problems in general and its sub-dimensions,



anxiety and depression, symptoms of post-traumatic stress, general strain,
somatization, burnout, and physical health problems. Although more moderate than
health and well-being outcomes, job-related outcomes have also been associated with
mobbing. Specifically, intent to leave, job satisfaction, organizational commitment,
and absenteeism were significant correlates of bullying. Nielsen and Einarsen further
analyzed their data from 13 studies in order to provide indications of long-term
effects or causal directions between variables. They found that exposure to bullying
were significantly related to absenteeism and mental health problems.
1.3.1.Core Self-Evaluations as a Potential Moderator of the Relationship Between

Mobbing and Outcome Variables

Although the relationships of mobbing with attitudinal variables and
psychological outcome variables have been well established, the literature on
individual differences variables that are likely to moderate this relationship is still
emerging. For example, core self-evaluations are believed to be a critical individual
difference factor playing a role in the experience of mobbing. Judge, Locke, and
Durham (1997) introduced the term “core evaluations” as an integrating factor in
understanding individual bases of job satisfaction. According to the authors,
individuals’ fundamental evaluations about themselves, the world and others make
up their core evaluations. Individuals’ essential assumptions about their own worth
constitute their core self-evaluations. Self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy,
emotional stability, and locus of control are the fundamental components of these
evaluations (Aquino & Bradfield, 2000).

Supporting the role of core self-evaluations in the experience of mobbing,
Bowling, Beehr, Bennett, and Watson (2010) investigated the effects of individual
factors on a specific form of workplace victimization namely interpersonal conflict.
Victim’s affectivity and core self-evaluations were studied as predictors of
interpersonal conflict. According to the authors, individuals with low core self-
evaluations may appear as easy targets due to their poor self-view (Bowling et al.).
Indeed, core self-evaluations of targets were found to be negatively related to

victimization. Moreover, results supported the hypothesis that target’s positive

6



affectivity and core self-evaluations predicted co-worker and supervisor
victimization over time. That is, initial personality variables predicted victimization
measured on the second wave after initial victimization, demographic and
environmental variables were controlled for, too. Although the focus of the present
study was not interpersonal conflict, the findings of Bowling et al.’s study seem to
apply to the perceptions of mobbing. According to Leymann (1996), mobbing can be
considered as an exaggerated conflict, and in many cases, an initial critical conflict is
the starting point of the experience of mobbing. | believe, mobbing can be
conceptualized as a work-related stress factor. According to Harris, Harvey, and
Kacmar’s (2009) findings, social stressors do not impact everyone equally. That is,
higher core self-evaluations “buffered” the negative effect of stressors on job-related
attitudes. Thus, | expected core self-evaluations to be related with mobbing
experience. More specifically, core self-evaluations were considered as factors that
determine the degree of impact mobbing has on individuals since core evaluations
contain individuals’ fundamental evaluations about themselves, the world and others
(Judge et al, 1997).

1.4.Antecedents of Mobbing

Trying to explain the causes of mobbing is another stream of research, and it
has two main focuses: personality of the victim/target and psychosocial work
environment related factors (Coyne et al., 2000). Research focusing on the victim’s
personality characteristics is based on the premise that some individuals are
predisposed to be bullied. It has been suggested that personality determines who is
likely to be bullied and explains the mechanisms why these individuals became a
target (Lind et al. 2009).

Although not being conclusive, there is some evidence supporting the idea
that target’s personality has an effect in the process of mobbing. According to
literature, conscientiousness and neuroticism seem common personality factors that
are related to mobbing (e.g. Coyne et al., 2000; Lind et al., 2009; Samnani & Singh,
2012). Organized, self-disciplined, hardworking, conventional, and moralistic nature

of conscientious individuals seem to make them potential targets of mistreatment as



their peers see them annoyingly patronizing (Lind et al., 2009). Neurotic individuals’
anxiety, stress, negative attitude towards workplace may trigger potential
perpetrators, too. Negative affect, proclivity to experience negative emotions such as
anxiety, sadness, fear, and anger, is another characteristic that make individuals
appear vulnerable to potential perpetrators (Bowling & Beehr, 2006; Hansen et al.,
2006; Samnani & Singh, 2012). Employees high on negative affect may behave in
certain ways that can be perceived as violating social norms or threatening others’
identities. Then, they become targets of aggression or negative acts in order to
enforce norms. Alternatively, they may develop high negative affect as a result of

experiencing aggression over a period of time (Hansen et al., 2006).

Different from research focusing on the victim’s personality characteristics,
studies focusing on psychosocial work environment suggest that bullying occurs in a
generally stressful psychological work environment (Lind et al., 2009). For example,
research shows that both targets and bystanders are dissatisfied with leadership
(Einarsen et al., 1994), they describe a poorly organized work environment with no
clear roles and command structures (Leymann, 1996).

Although there is research evidence that certain personality characteristics might
relate to being a target of mobbing, individual explanations of mobbing still seem
controversial as it means blaming the target (Lind et al., 2009). Moreover, Leymann
(1996) claimed that in its early stages mobbing is a sign of conflict about the
organization of work tasks. It is the employer’s responsibility to manage this conflict
in the first instance. If a conflict escalates into mobbing process, it is meaningless to
blame an individual’s personality for it. Also, he argues that due to mobbing process,
an individual could experience a post-traumatic stress syndrome, and his/her
personality could change as a symptom of major mental disorder. That is, there are
not any personality differences between targets and nontargets of mobbing before
mobbing starts, and any observation of personality differences between targets and
nontargets must be seen as a result of exposure to mobbing. Lastly, compared to an
individual’s personality, it is easier to control workplace environment for employers
by fixing deficiencies in conflict management or building organizational policies

8



about conflict situations and mobbing. Taken together, factors related to
psychological work environment are of special concern. Two aspects of psychosocial
work environment are believed to play especially a critical role in the perception or
experience of mobbing. Those are leadership and job characteristics. Hence, in the
following section, the role of psychological work environment in the experience of
mobbing is reviewed.

1.4.1.Psychological Work Environment as an Antecedent of Mobbing

According to work environment hypothesis of mobbing, leadership behavior
could be a critical factor in the experience of mobbing (Einarsen et al., 1994).
Einarsen and colleagues argue that deficiencies in leadership behavior set a proper
ground for bullying to occur by creating stressful and poorly organized work
environment. Supporting this view, Hauge et al. (2007) found that destructive forms
of leadership, such as tyrannical leadership behavior, and passive and avoidant
leadership behavior, laissez-faire leadership, were strongly related to bullying.
Similarly, satisfaction with the leader was found to be mainly associated with
bullying (Einarsen et al., 1994).

Skogstad, Einarsen, Torsheim, Aasland, and Hetland’s (2007) study provided
further support for the idea that laissez-faire leadership was not a zero-leadership
type. Instead, it was a kind of destructive leadership style as it had relationship with
workplace stressors, workplace bullying, and psychological distress. The results
showed that role conflict, role ambiguity, and conflicts with coworkers were
significant and positive correlates of laissez-faire leadership. Furthermore, these
authors found that the effects of laissez-faire leadership on bullying at work were
mediated by role conflict, role ambiguity, and conflicts with coworkers.

In another study, Hoel, Glaso, Hetland, Cooper, and Einarsen (2010)
investigated the relationship between non-contingent punishment, autocratic
leadership, laissez-faire leadership, participative leadership, and bullying. The results
showed that all these particular leadership styles were associated with bullying
perceptions in different patterns. Specifically, significant paths were present from



both laissez-faire leadership and non-contingent punishment to self-reported
experience of bullying.

Similarly, bullied participants differed from their non-bullied colleagues on
their ratings of leader’s management style (Agervold & Mikkelsen, 2004). That is,
they were more likely to report experiencing a more authoritarian and less employee-
oriented style. For further investigation, the researchers extracted bullied
participants’ ratings of management style from the analysis in order to eliminate the
effect of their perceptions. Job demands and management style were the only aspects
differentiating between affected work departments and others.

All these studies support that there are some specific leadership behaviors
under which mobbing occurs. However, above mentioned leadership practices comes
from Western based managerial theories. Culture plays an important role on the
success of the managerial implications. Supporting this, Aycan, Kanungo,
Mendonca, Yu, Deller, Stahl, and Kurshid’s (2000) comparative study on human
resources practices among ten countries demonstrated that leadership in Eastern
countries such as Turkey, Pakistan, and China revealed paternalistic characteristics.
Moreover, Fikret-Pasa, Kabasakal, and Bodur (2001) studied the leadership
behaviors which were generally accepted and performed in Turkey. According to the
results, the most dominant organizational value in Turkey was identified to be
collectivist values. Also, these values influenced paternalistic-considerate and
laissez-faire leadership behaviors. That is, leader behaviors observed in Turkish
organizations show more paternalistic-considerate and laissez-faire characteristics as
the dominant culture in those organizations becomes collectivistic. Taken together,
paternalistic leadership deserves attention here.
1.4.1.1.Components of Paternalistic Leadership as Antecedent of Mobbing

Paternalistic leadership can be defined as a combination of strong discipline
and authority with fatherly benevolence and moral integrity, and it has three
important elements: authoritarianism, benevolence, and moral leadership (Cheng,
Chou, Wu, Huang, & Farh, 2004). Authoritarianism is about asserting absolute

authority and control over subordinates. Moreover, unquestionable obedience from
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subordinates is demanded by the leader. The paternalistic leader is concerned about
the personal or familial wellbeing of his/her subordinates, which characterizes the
benevolence component. Finally, leader’s behaviors demonstrating superior personal
virtues, self-discipline, and unselfishness refer to the moral leadership aspect (Cheng
et al., 2004). Aycan (2006) further operationalized the construct as having five
dimensions: ‘creating a family atmosphere in the workplace,” ‘establishing close and
individualized relationships with subordinates,” ‘getting involved with non-work
domain,” ‘loyalty expectation,” and ‘maintaining authority.” According to her,
creating family atmosphere in the workplace is related to acting like a father to
subordinates, giving advices to subordinates in both professional and personal lives
like a father. A paternalistic leader forms close relationships with every subordinate
one by one, knows each subordinate in person, is concerned with subordinates’
welfare, and has a close interest in subordinates’ both professional and personal
lives, which describes establishing close and individualized relationships with
subordinates dimension. Participating to important events such as wedding and
funeral ceremonies of his/her subordinates’ and their immediate family members,
when they need it, providing help and assistance to subordinates are signs of getting
involved in the non-work domain. A paternalistic leader expects loyalty and
commitment from subordinates. Moreover, he/she expects immediate attendance to
an emergency in the company even if it means expensing private lives of
subordinates. Lastly, status differences are important for paternalistic leaders, and
employees should behave accordingly. Parallel to that, employees should never
doubt the authority of a paternalistic leader.

Ertiireten, Cemalcilar, and Aycan (2013) investigated the effects of different
leadership styles, namely transactional, transformational, authoritarian, and
paternalistic, on organizational attitudes (i.e. job satisfaction, organizational
commitment, turnover intentions) of mobbing victims in their study. According to
the path analysis results, authoritarian leadership increased the likelihood of
mobbing, while transformational and transactional leadership decreased it. In terms

of paternalistic leadership, there was a small, overall negative association.
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Similarly, Soylu (2011) examined the effects of paternalistic leadership on
workplace bullying in the Turkish context. The results showed that bullying was
associated differentially with different types/components of paternalistic leadership.
Specifically, there was a positive relationship between loyalty seeking paternalism
and bullying, while creating family atmosphere at work negatively contributed to
bullying. Similar to Ertiireten et al.’s (2013) finding, there was a negative
relationship between positive aspects of paternalistic leadership and mobbing.
However, unlike the Ertiiren et al. findings, negative aspects of paternalistic
leadership increased the likelihood of mobbing.

Although one of these two studies found small, negative effect of paternalistic
leadership on mobbing, while the other found positive relationship, it is thought that
the difference can be the result of different conceptualizations’ of the authors. As
stated above, paternalistic leadership is conceptualized as a multifactorial
phenomenon in the literature. However, Ertiireten et al. (2013) treated paternalistic
leadership as a broad factor, and they did not make specific predictions about
different aspects of it. On the contrary, Soylu (2011) investigated the relationship
between specific aspects of paternalistic leadership and mobbing. As explained
before, there is an inherent duality between control and care in paternalism. | believe
that different aspects of paternalistic leadership would result in different
consequences due to this inherent duality. Therefore, paternalistic leadership was
considered as a multifactorial phenomenon, and different hypotheses need to be
formed related to the effects of different aspects of paternalistic leadership on
mobbing.
1.4.1.2.Job Characteristics and Mobbing: Job Characteristics as a Moderator

Role conflict, role ambiguity, work control, and work load are other contents
of work environment hypothesis (Einarsen et al., 1994). In their study that explored
the relationship between bullying at work and work environment quality, Einarsen et
al. found that control over work and experiencing role conflict were among the
strongest correlates of bullying. That is, individuals desire to have control over their

work and clear role definitions. Similarly, targets of workplace bullying perceived
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their work environment more negatively with respect to role clarity and
meaningfulness of work compared to non-bullied ones (Agervold & Mikkelsen,
2004). The results of Bowling and Beehr’s (2006) study on workplace harassment
showed that role conflict and role ambiguity had the strongest effect sizes among a
number of possible antecedents of victimizing behaviors. Baillien, De Cuyper, and
De Witte (2011) investigated the effects of job autonomy and workload on
workplace bullying by applying a two-wave design with six-month interval. The
results showed a positive relationship between previous workload and being a target.
Previous job autonomy, however, was negatively related to being a target.

As Notelaers, DeWitte, and Einarsen (2010) stated, above mentioned working
conditions or work related antecedent of mobbing are framed as job characteristics in
the literature. Hackman and Oldham (1976) proposed a model that explains the
conditions under which individuals will become internally motivated to perform
effectively on their jobs. Based on the job characteristics model of work motivation,
the overall motivating potential of a job can be computed by using job diagnostic
survey. Skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and feedback are the
five dimensions used in the computation. Skill variety examines the degree to which
a job requires number of different skills, abilities, or talents. The extent to which job
requires completion of whole and identifiable piece of work is related to task
identity. A task is significant when the job is important and has an impact on the
lives of the other people. Autonomy refers to the degree to which the person is free to
schedule the pace of his or her work and examine the procedures to be used. Lastly,
feedback refers to the degree which the individual doing a job gets information about
the effectiveness of the performance from the results (Hackman & Oldham, 1980).

Empirical evidence suggests that certain job characteristics correlate strongly
with mobbing. Individuals desire to have control over their work and clear role
definitions as well as meaningful work, and when their work fails to provide the
desired autonomy, clarity, and meaningfulness, they became defenseless towards
mobbing. It can be argued that if the work/job offers favorable conditions, the

individuals can be less likely to experience mobbing. Supporting results came from
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Schaubroeck, Walumbwa, Ganster, and Kepes’s (2007) study. They argued that
enriched jobs would have a neutralizing effect on destructive leader traits namely
hostility and negative affectivity. Indeed, their results showed that the negative
influence of supervisors characterized by high hostility or high negative affectivity
on the well being and attachment of subordinates disappeared when individuals had
high job scope. Based on these results, | believe that favorable job characteristics
would have similar effects on mobbing. That is, when individuals have potentially
motivating jobs, their perception of mobbing would be lower in response to negative
aspects of paternalistic leadership.

In addition to job characteristics, | believe generational membership can be a
critical factor in the leadership-mobbing relationship. More specifically, | expected
generation Y membership to play a moderator role in this relationship. At this point it
is important to clarify what makes some a member of given generation. | believe,
date of birth is a loose measure of generational membership. Rather than assuming
that individuals born after/between a given date/period would be members of a given
generation, a value based identification would provide a more precise measure of
generational membership. Hence, in the present study | used participants’ identity
statuses as a way to classify individuals’ generational membership. In the following
section, identity literature as | related it to generation Y is explained.
1.4.1.3.Generation Y and Identity Statuses: How Are They Connected?

Age diversity exists in almost all organizations in addition to gender and
ethnic diversity (Murphy, Jr., Gibson, & Greenwood, 2010), and generation Y is the
most recent cohort entering the work force (VanMeter, Grisaffe, Chonko, & Roberts,
2013). According to Mannheim (1953 as cited in Murphy, Jr. et al., 2010), a
generation is a cohort of individuals born in a specific period and raised in a similar
social and historical context. Therefore, understanding the particular generation, their
values and expectations seems to be crucial in making some sense out of their
workplace behaviors, perceptions, and attitudes. Before further dwelling on why
generational differences may play critical role in workplace behaviors and attitudes,

it is important to note that there are disagreements regarding the beginning and
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ending years of generations (Murphy, Jr. et al., 2010). The present study’s sample
was composed of working adults born in and after 1980. Cennamo and Gardner
(2008) used “1980 onwards” criterion to identify generation Y membership.
However, in the present study, date of birth by itself was not used as an indicator of
generational membership. Identity statuses’ of the participants were used for further
identify individuals as Generation Y members. Below, | explain how | used identity
statuses in determining generational membership.

Generation Y is thought to have no long-term commitments due to having
been witnessed high rates of divorce and layoffs, and they are believed to have a
desire for flexibility in their career (Kaifi, Nafei, Khanfar, & Kaifi, 2012). They seek
intellectual challenge, have a desire to succeed, look for people who will increase
their professional development, make an effort to create a difference, and evaluate
their own success (Eisner, 2005). They also have different values than other
generations. Understanding value differences is important as they can cause different
attitudes and behaviors in turn. Murphy, Jr. et al. (2010) investigated value
differences due to generational differences. They tried to identify value patterns
among managers and non-managers in three generational cohorts namely the baby
boomers (1946-1964), generation X (1965-1979), and generation Y (1980-2000).
They used Rokeach's model which is based on two sets of 18 values; terminal values
and instrumental values. Terminal values refer to end states that a person desires to
reach. Instrumental values, on the other hand, are desired “modes of conduct”
(Rokeach, 1973, as cited in Murphy, Jr. et al., 2010). Their results revealed
significant differences between managers and non-managers regarding both terminal
values and instrumental values. Moreover, statistically significant differences in
terminal and instrumental values of managers from different generational cohorts
were found. Lastly, non-managers from different generations held statistically
different terminal and instrumental values, as well. More specifically, a comfortable
life, family security, health, true friendship, and wisdom were the five most
important terminal values of generation Y non-managers. Their five most important

instrumental values were ambitious, loving, honest, responsible, and independent.
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In their study, Cennamo and Gardner (2008) investigated the difference
between three generational groups, baby boomers, generation X, and generation Y, in
work values and person-organization values fit. The results showed significant
generational differences in terms of individual work values involving status and
freedom but not extrinsic, intrinsic, social, and altruism-related values. Specifically,
younger generations valued status more than did older groups. For generation Y
members, freedom-related items were more important than for generation X
members and baby boomers. It is clear that autonomy, opportunities for
development, achievement, and integrity are among the motivating factors for
members of generation Y.

Although there seems to be general characteristics related to generation Y,
Becton, Walker, and Jones-Farmer (2014) warn future researchers to consider
individual differences such as ethnicity and national culture that can have within-
generation effects. Indeed, Guillot-Soulez and Soulez (2014) categorized young
graduates of generation Y into four groups based on their job preferences and
concluded that generation Y was not homogeneous. According to these authors,
socialization that is linked to microenvironment (e.g. family) can have greater effect
on individuals than socialization that is linked to macroenvironment (e.g. historical
events). Parallel to that, I believe all individuals who happen to have born after 1980
may not necessarily be typical members of generation Y in terms of the values
representing generation Y. Therefore, as stated above, in the present study,
participants’ age was not considered as a sign of generation Y membership in itself.
Rather, identity status, because of its links to values, is used to identify individuals as
likely members of generation Y.
1.4.1.3.1. ldentity Formation

According to Erikson (1968 as cited in Berzonsky, Cieciuch, Duriez, &
Soenens, 2011), identity formation is one of the major developmental challenges that
adolescents and young adults face. The identity status model developed by James
Marcia (1966) has been the focus of most identity research over the past four decades

(e.g., Berzonsky, 2004; Luyckx, Goossens, Soenens, & Beyers, 2006; Luyckx,
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Schwartz, Berzonsky, Soenens, Vansteenkiste, Smits, & Goossens, 2008). According
to Marcia (1966), identity statuses can be considered as individual styles of coping
with the psychosocial task of ego identity formation. Crisis and commitment were
the two variables comprising the criteria used to establish identity status. Crisis refers
to the adolescents’ time spent in choosing among meaningful alternatives; while the
degree of personal investment the individual has is referred as commitment. By
crossing these two dimensions, four identity statuses were derived: achievement,
foreclosure, moratorium, and diffusion. A person with achievement identity status
has clear commitments after experiencing a crisis period. A person with foreclosure
identity status expresses commitments without experiencing a crisis. A person with
moratorium identity status is in the crisis period with no or rather vague
commitments. Lastly, a person with diffusion identity status lacks commitments;
however, he/she may or may not have experienced a crisis period.

Although the identity status model has been used for over 40 years and has
inspired hundreds of both theoretical and empirical publications (Luyckx et al.,
2008), there are some critics (Luyckx et al., 2008). Some scholars have criticized this
status approach as being overly narrow (e.g. van Hoof, 1999), while some others
have tried to extend the model by introducing more dynamic views on identity
formation (e.g., Bosma & Kunnen, 2001). There are some methodological concerns
over how the statuses are derived, as well. The commonly used median-split method
is said to have some disadvantages and to allow a theory-based approach instead of
data driven results like in cluster analysis (Luyckx, Goossens, Soenens, Beyers, &
Vansteenkiste, 2005).

In an attempt to qualitatively refine and quantitatively extend Marcia’s (1966)
model, Luyckx et al. (2005) proposed a model of identity formation, in which
commitment and exploration (crisis) are both unpacked into two components,
making four distinct but interrelated identity dimensions: commitment making,
identification with commitment, exploration in breadth, and exploration in depth.
Commitment making means making choices; while identification with commitment

refers to the degree of identification with commitments already made. The logic
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behind this differentiation is the fact that making commitments does not
automatically mean identification with or feeling certain about this commitment
(Luyckx et al., 2005). On the other hand, exploration in breadth refers to seeking out
information about different alternatives. Gathering information about choices made
in order to evaluate them and ascertain maintenance is labeled as exploration in
depth. Recently, the fifth dimension, ruminative exploration, is added to the model in
order to explain the association between identity exploration and anxiety and
depression (Luyckx et al., 2008). As being maladaptive subtype of exploration,
ruminative exploration is characterized by rumination and psychological distress, and
it is referred to becoming “stuck” in the exploration process.

Based on these five identity dimensions, six identity statuses (i.e., clusters)
were hypothesized by the researchers (Luyckx et al., 2008) (See Table 1). The
achievement cluster is characterized by high scores on all identity dimensions except
for a low score on ruminative exploration. The foreclosure cluster is represented by
low scores on all exploration dimensions and high scores on both commitment
dimensions. Low scores on both commitment dimensions, high scores on exploration
in breadth, and low to moderate scores on ruminative exploration are the
characteristics of the moratorium cluster. Contrary to the moratorium cluster, the
ruminative moratorium is represented by high score on ruminative exploration
additionally. Low to moderate scores on all five dimensions characterize the carefree
diffusion. Lastly, the diffused diffusion has an additional high score on ruminative
exploration. Cluster analysis revealed existence of five clusters: achievement,
diffused diffusion, carefree diffusion, ruminative moratorium, and foreclosure
(Luyckx et al., 2008). However, instead of moratorium cluster, an undifferentiated

cluster emerged with intermediate scores on all dimensions.
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Tablel: Proposed patterns of identity statuses in terms of the five identity dimensions

Dimensions Statuses

Achievement Foreclosure Moratorium Ruminative Carefree  Diffused
Moratorium Diffusion Diffusion

Commitment  High High Low to Low to Low Low
Making moderate moderate

Identification High High Low to Low to Low Low
with moderate moderate

Commitment

Exploration  High Low High High Low to Low to
in Breadth moderate moderate
Exploration  High Low Moderate Moderate Low to Low to
in Depth to high to high moderate  moderate
Ruminative  Low Low Low to High Low to High
Exploration moderate moderate

Source: Luyckx, K., Schwartz, S. J., Berzonsky, M. D., Soenens, B., Vansteenkiste,
M., Smits, 1., & Goossens, L. (2008)

In the previous sections, it was explained that autonomy, opportunities for
development, achievement, and integrity are considered as the most motivating
factors by generation Y members. Also, as Luyckx et al. (2008) hypothesized,
achievement and moratorium statuses are believed to be high on exploration
dimensions. Moreover, moratorium status is characterized by low to moderate scores
on commitment dimensions. Therefore, | believe that due to their desire for
flexibility and autonomy, generation Y members are likely to have achievement and
moratorium identity statuses. To summarize, | believe achievement and moratorium
statuses are more likely to represent generation Y cohort due to their flexibility and
low commitments. Hence, in the present study | used these two identity statuses to
identify generation Y members among my participants.
1.5.The Present Study

Generation Y employees are becoming part of the workforce. Therefore, it is
important to adopt leadership practices that meet these employees’ individual needs.
However, paternalistic leadership, which has been found an effective and preferred

style in Turkish organizations, is not promising due to its inherent duality between
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care and control (Aycan, 2006). That is, negative aspects of paternalistic leadership
are believed to cause mobbing perceptions. Especially the authoritarianism element
of paternalism can be thought to be associated with bullying parallel to Soylu’s
(2011) findings. Moreover, the government has recently started to pronounce
mobbing and to include in legislations (Sakar, 2012). In the Turkish Obligations
Code that was effectuated on 1% July 2012, employers made accountable for
protecting their employees from not only sexual but also psychological harassment.
Before that time, victims were referring to Turkish Constitution, Turkish Criminal
Code or some related codes (Kadin Erkek Firsat Esitligi Komisyonu Yayinlari,
2011). Therefore, it became more important to fully understand the phenomenon in
order to protect employees and prevent such events before happening.

All in all, the present study is an attempt to contribute to the literature by
testing the effect of mobbing on critical outcome variables of job attitudes and
performance by examining the moderating role of core self-evaluations. Moreover,
whether paternalistic leadership dimensions have an influence on mobbing
perceptions is tested with the moderating effect of job characteristics and generation
Y membership. Based on this, below hypotheses are formed:

H1: There is a negative relationship between job satisfaction (H1a),
organizational commitment (H1b) and exposure to bullying, and a positive
relationship between turnover intentions (H1c) and bullying experience.

H2: There is a positive correlation between employees’ absenteeism and
being exposed to mobbing.

H3: The relationship between mobbing and job satisfaction, organizational
commitment, turnover intentions, and absenteeism is moderated by participants’ core
self-evaluations.

H4: Negative aspects of paternalistic leadership (i.e. loyalty seeking and
status authority and hierarchy) are positively related to mobbing,

H5: The relationship between loyalty seeking aspect of paternalistic
leadership and mobbing is lower when the subordinate has a potentially motivating

job.
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H6: The positive relationship between loyalty seeking aspect of paternalistic
leadership and mobbing is greater for subordinate with achievement and moratorium

identity statuses than participants with foreclosure status.

Figurel: The Study Hypotheses
Note: ! These moderating effects were hypothesized for the loyalty seeking-mobbing

relationship only.
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CHAPTER 2
METHOD

2.1.Participants

The sample of the study consisted of 175 blue collar and white collar
employees working in a food production company operating in fast moving
consumer goods sector. The participants held different jobs such as mechanical
design engineer, security guard, operator, and maintenance technician. Of the
participants, 17% (N = 29) held white collar jobs with the remaining in blue collar
jobs. One-hundred-and-sixty-nine participants who indicated their gender were male,
while there were only three females. Age of the participants ranged from 21 to 44
years, with an average age of 29.53 years (SD = 3.66). The average tenure level in
the sample ranged from six months to 16 years (M = 4.6 years, SD = 3.56 years).

One-hundred-and-eighteen of 151 participants approved collection of data
from their immediate supervisors, while 24 participants did not answer the question.
Forty-six supervisors were contacted after the approval of their subordinates. Their
mean age was 41.1 years (SD = 6.58), ranging from 32 to 63 years. The average
tenure level of the supervisors was 14.4 years (SD = 7.12). Forty of the supervisors
stated their gender, and only one of them was female.
2.2.Measures

Job Diagnostic Survey. To find the motivational characteristics of
participants’ jobs, first two parts of the Turkish version of the Job Diagnostic Survey
were used. The scale was originally developed by Hackman and Oldham (1975) and
translated into Turkish by Bilgi¢ (1999). Skill variety (SV), task identity (TI), task
significance (TS), autonomy (A), feedback (F), and dealing with others (DWO) are
the motivational characteristics measured by the instrument. The internal reliability
estimate in the current study was .75. The Job Diagnostic Survey is presented in
Appendix B. Motivating potential scores (MPS) of their job perceived by the
participants were calculated as follows:
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MPS= SV+TlI+TS xAXF
3

Core Self-Evaluations. The Turkish adaption of the 12-item scale developed

by Judge, Erez, Bono, and Thoresen (2003) was used in order to measure core self-
evaluations. Bayazit and Kisbu (Kisbu, 2006) translated and adapted the scale into
Turkish. The items are rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 =
Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree. “Sometimes, I feel depressed” and “Overall,
I am satisfied with myself” are example items. Original test-retest reliability of the
scale was reported to be .81 by Judge et al. (2003). The internal reliability estimate of
the Turkish version of the scale was reported to be .70 (Kisbu, 2006). In the present
study, one item (“I determine what will happen in my life.”) had a very low item-
total correlation value. Therefore, this item was dropped from further analysis. The
internal consistency of the remaining 11-item scale was 0.69. The average of the 11
items was calculated in order to derive a core self-evaluation score of the
participants. The Core Self-Evaluations Scale is presented in Appendix C.

General Satisfaction Questionnaire. A three-item General Satisfaction
Questionnaire was used in the study to measure overall satisfaction with the job. The
scale was adopted from Hackman and Oldham’s (1975) job diagnostic survey by
Bilgi¢ (1999). The items are rated on a 5-point Likert types scale (1 = Strongly
disagree; 5 = Strongly agree). In the present study, since the internal reliability
estimate was low (o = .60), a decision was made to use one item to measure overall
satisfaction with the job (Overall, | am satisfied with this job). The General
Satisfaction Questionnaire is presented in Appendix D.

Organizational Commitment Scale. Organizational commitment was
measured using the three-component commitment scale developed by Meyer, Allen,
and Smith (1993) and translated into Turkish by Wasti (1999). Originally, the scale
measures affective, continuance, and normative commitment components, and the
items are rated on a 5-point Likert type scale (1 = Strongly disagree; 5 = Strongly
agree). Although the original 33 items were administered to the participants, the 9-

item, shorter version of the scale adopted by Karakurum (2005) was used in the
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present analyses. The short version included items thought to best represent each
commitment dimension based on factor loadings under the respective components.
The internal consistency of this short, overall commitment scale was 0.84. Average
of the items was calculated in order to derive an organizational commitment score of
the participants. The Organizational Commitment Scale is presented in Appendix E.

Turnover Intentions Scale. Five-item turnover intentions scale developed by
Walsh, Ashford and Hill (1985) and adopted to Turkish by Ok (2007) was used to
measure participants’ turnover intentions. Participants were asked to rate each item
on the basis of their agreement level on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = Strongly
disagree; 5 = Strongly agree). “l am almost sure that | will leave my current job as
soon as I find another one” is an example item on the scale. The internal consistency
of the scale was found to be 0.86 in the present study. The average of items was
computed in order to derive a turnover intention score of the participants. The
Turnover Intentions Scale is presented in Appendix F.

Identity Development Scale. In the present study, rather than simply relying
on the birth date, generation Y members were identified based on their pattern of
responses in an identity development scale. In other words, an identity development
scale was used to identify participants’ generational membership based on their value
profiles. Dimensions of ldentity Development Scale developed by Luyckx et al.
(2008) and adapted to Turkish by Morsiinbiil and Cok (2014) was used (See
Appendix G). The scale includes 25 items, five items measuring each one of five
identity development dimensions, namely commitment making, identification with
commitment, exploration in breath, exploration in depth, and ruminative exploration.
Participants were asked to rate each item on a 5-point Likert type scale on the basis
of their agreement level with each item (1 = Disagree; 5 = Agree). In the present
study, the internal consistencies of the dimensions were 0.84 for commitment
making, 0.79 for exploration in breath, 0.83 for ruminative exploration, 0.83 for
identification with commitment, and 0.79 for exploration in depth. The total of items
was calculated for each dimension. Later, based on the cluster analysis, four identity

statuses were identified: achievement, moratorium, foreclosure, and diffusion. For

24



more detailed information concerning how the identity statuses were identified, see
the results section. Due to their high scores on the two exploration dimensions,
individuals with achievement and moratorium statuses were considered as generation
Y members.

Psychological Harassment at Work Scale. In order to measure exposure to
mobbing, the 28-item Psychological Harassment at Work Scale developed by Tinaz,
Gok, and Karatuna (2010) was used. In this sale, eleven items measure behaviors
towards work; five items measure behaviors damaging reputation; six items measure
dismissive behaviors, and lastly six items measure verbal-written-visual attacks.
Participants were asked to indicate how often they had been exposed to each
behavior on a 4-point frequency scale (1 = Never, 2 = Once, Twice a Month or
Seldom, 3 = Once a Week, 4 = Almost Daily). Three items were omitted due to low
item-total correlations. The internal consistency of the scale was 0.90 in the present
study. The average of items was calculated in order to derive an overall mobbing
perception score of the participants. The Psychological Harassment at Work Scale is
presented in Appendix H.

Paternalistic Leadership Scale. The 21-item Paternalistic Leadership Scale
developed by Aycan (2006) was used to measure this specific style of leadership. In
this scale, five items measure family atmosphere at work, four items measure
individualized relationships, four items measure involvement in employees’ non-
work lives, three items measure loyalty expectation, and five items measure status
hierarchy and authority dimensions. The items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1
= Strongly disagree; 5 = Strongly agree). In order to avoid from single source bias,
the questionnaire was adopted so that supervisors of the participants could state how
strongly they agree with the listed statements. Reliabilities for loyalty expectation
and status hierarchy and authority dimensions were .43 and .54 respectively. Due to
low reliabilities, marker items of the dimensions were chosen. “I expect loyalty and
deference in exchange for my care and nurturance.” was used as the marker of
loyalty expectation dimension. “I want to control or to be informed about every

work-related activity.” And “Despite establishing close relationships with
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employees, I keep my distance” were used as markers of status hierarchy and
authority dimensions. The internal consistency of the remaining sub-scales were
0.66 for family atmosphere at work, .58 for individualized relationship, .56 for
involvement in employees’ non-work lives, and .62 for status hierarchy and
authority. The overall reliability for paternalistic leadership scale was .76. The scale
is presented in Appendix K.
2.3.Procedure

After receiving the approval from the Human Subjects Ethics Committee of
Middle East Technical University, Human Resources Department of the company
was informed about the study and the procedure to be followed. Human Resources
Department decided in which departments and production units the study could be
conducted. White collar employees who were born after 1979 and who had been
working at least six months were identified in the chosen departments. All white
collar workers (N = 93) meeting these criteria in those departments were asked to
participate in the study. Before they filled out the online survey package, they were
given the informed consent form. The online questionnaire package included
psychological harassment at work scale, identity development scale, job diagnostic
survey, core self-evaluations scale, global job satisfaction scale, organizational
commitment scale, turnover intentions measure, a demographic information form and
a debriefing form.

Blue collar workers from the chosen departments and production units
received a paper-and-pencil version of the same package. Employees in those
departments were randomly selected by the Human Resources Department based on
the same criteria. Questionnaires were delivered to them by the researcher herself
and another human resources personnel. A human resources specialist collected the
online administered surveys from white collar workers and the paper-and-pencil
version of the survey from the blue collar workers. The researcher received data after
identities of the participants were concealed and each participant was assigned a

number.
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All employee participants were asked whether they would give their consent
concerning data collection from their supervisors. If yes, they were then asked to
write down the name and last name of their immediate supervisor. Using the
information provided by employee participants, the same specialist identified the
supervisors from whom supervisory data would be collected. These supervisors were
administered the paternalistic leadership scale, the demographic information form
and the debriefing form. Data from employee participants and supervisor participants
were matched by the same HR specialist before the analyses. Employees’ sick leave

and absenteeism data were collected from the personnel files.
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CHAPTER 3
RESULTS

In this chapter, the statistical analyses are presented under four sub headings.
Firstly, data screening and cleaning procedures are described. Second, descriptive
statistics are presented. Third, the results of hypothesis testing via multiple regression
techniques are presented. Lastly, the results of a number of exploratory analyses are
provided.
3.1.Data Screening

Prior to analyses, accuracy of data entry, missing values, existence of
univariate and multivariate outliers, and assumptions of normality, linearity and
homoscedasticity were all examined for employee and supervisor data sets
separately. Fifteen cases were identified with missing data points in the employee
data set. That is, those cases failed to fill out more than half of the scale in the
questionnaire package. Moreover, 32 cases had considerable missing data points
from the Job Diagnostic Survey. All 47 cases were omitted from the data set, leaving
175 cases for analyses. Apart from these, there were only 186 (1 %) missing values
out of 187250 data points in the employee data set. Twenty six of these missing
values were for the demographic questions of age, gender, and tenure. In the
supervisor data set, there were 58 (4.8%) missing values out of 1196 data points.
Specifically, for 21 paternalistic leadership items, there were 26 missing data points
out of 966 data points. For the demographic questions of age, gender, and tenure, a
total of 32 values were missing. In order to keep the remaining sample size as high as
possible, these missing values were replaced with the item mean.

There were no univariate or multivariate outliers in the data set. The
normality and linearity of the measures were examined to meet the assumptions of
multivariate analyses. Skewness and kurtosis values revealed that all variables had
acceptable distributions in terms of normality. Lastly, scatter plots were examined in
order to determine the linearity of the associations between study variables. It was

revealed that the linearity assumption was in general met.
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3.2.Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics for the study variables, as well as the correlation matrix,
and alpha coefficients of the scales are presented in Table 2. As can be seen from the
descriptive statistics, participants were exposed to mobbing behaviors relatively less
frequently (i.e. seldom on average). On the other hand, their supervisors tended to
exhibit paternalistic leadership behaviors. Furthermore, status hierarchy and
authority behaviors had the highest mean score (M = 4.07) among the paternalistic
leadership dimensions.

The mean turnover intention score (M = 2.38) was lower than the scale
midpoint, while the mean job satisfaction score (M = 3.09) was slightly above the
scale midpoint. Similarly, the mean organizational commitment (M = 3.38) and core
self-evaluation score (M = 3.64) were higher than the scale midpoints. In general, the
standard deviations of the measures ranged between 0.0 and 1.0. Only the standard
deviation of the single item job satisfaction measure was 1.16.

Correlations among the study variables were in general in the expected
direction. None of the correlations were higher than .80, except for the correlation
between supervisor’s total tenure and age (r = .88) and family atmosphere at work
dimension and overall paternalism scale score (r = .83). Not surprisingly, there were
significant correlations among the dimensions of paternalistic leadership (ranging
from .21 to .50). Also, the dimensions of paternalistic leadership had significant
correlations with total paternalism scores (ranging from .24 to .83).

Job satisfaction had low to moderate correlations with organizational commitment,
turnover intentions, motivating potential score, core self-evaluations, and status
hierarchy and authority behaviors (»’s = .44, -59, .31, .28, -.21, respectively).
Similarly, motivating potential of the job had moderate correlations with core self-
evaluations and turnover intentions (r’s = .36 and -.21, respectively). Turnover
intentions were negatively and significantly correlated with organizational
commitment (r = -.68) and core self-evaluations (r = -.32), and they were positively
and significantly correlated with mobbing (r =.42) and status hierarchy and authority

behaviors (.20). Core self-evaluations were found to be related to family atmosphere

29



at work (r = .31) and individualized relationship (r = .31) dimensions of paternalistic
leadership and total paternalism (r = .27). There were negative and significant
correlations between mobbing and organizational commitment (r = -.23) and core
self-evaluations (r = -.21).

For majority of the scales with smaller number of items, internal consistency
reliability values were somewhat lower than expected. Specifically, internal
consistency reliability values of core self-evaluations, family atmosphere at work,
individualized relationship, involvement in employees’ non-work lives, and status
hierarchy and authority were .69, .66, .58, .56, and .62, respectively. Internal
consistency values higher than .70 were found for mobbing (.91), organizational
commitment (.84), and turnover intentions (.86) scales Although internal
consistencies of paternalistic leadership dimensions were low, overall reliability of
paternalistic leadership was .76. However, since the hypothesized relationships were
between dimensions and other study variables, total paternalism scores were not used

in the analyses.
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Table 2: Descriptive statistics of mean and standard deviations for the study variables, the correlation matrix of the variables, and alpha

coefficients of the scales

1

2 3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

1- Family 0.66

Atmosphere at
Work (N=99)

2- Individualized .42**

Relationship
(N=99)

3- Involvement 50**

in Employees’
Non-work Lives
(N=99)

4- Loyalty .09
Expectation
(N=99)

5- Status 21*
Hierarchy &

Authority

(N=99)

6- Paternalism
(N=99)

7-Mobbing -17

83**

0.58

37 0.56

-12 13

-.04 .04

B5**  76**

-.09 -.05

15

24%

-.13

0.62

34%*

-.03

0.76

-14

0.91
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Table 2 (continued)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
8-Job .06 .07 -.00 -20 -21* -03 -13 -
Satisfaction
9-Organisational  -.03 .09 .04 .03 -12 .01 -23%*  44** (0.84
Commitment
10 Turnover .01 -.14 -.05 .04 .20* -.01 A2** - 59** - 68** (.86
Intention
11-Motivating .05 19 .03 -17  -14 .03 -.12 31> 12 -21%* -
Potential Score
12-Core Self- 31** 31%* 16 -07 -01 27** - 21*%*  28** .03 -32*%*  36** 0.69
Evaluations
13-Generation .01 -15 A1 .10 -.03 .00 -.04 -.00 .07 -.07 -12 -.02 -
(N=77)
14-Age .06 15 -.03 -04 -.05 .05 -.05 A1 A3 -.10 19* .03 A0 -
(Participants)
15-Tenure inthe -.07 .06 -23* -08 -.05 -.13 .03 .09 A2 -.04 .18* -.07 A4 B9** -
Company
(Participants)
16-Tenure on the .04 .01 -.05 .05 .01 .01 A1 .04 .05 .01 21* -.06 A3 B1** 74**
Job
(Participants)
17-Total Tenure -.05 .05 -.05 -02 -.05 -.04 .06 .07 A3 -.01 .18* -.16* .06  .56** .68**

(Participants)
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Table 2 (continued)

1

9 10

11

12

13

14

15

18-Gender .08
(Participants)
19-Age
(Supervisors)
(N=99)
20-Tenure inthe .14
Company
(Supervisors)
(N=99)
21-Tenure on the .03
Job
(Supervisors)
(N=99)
22-Total Tenure
(Supervisors)
(N=99)

Mean 3.87
SD 43

40**

43%*

18

.10

-.03

-.05

24%

3.91
48

12

35**

-17

-.05

24*

3.63
51

12

.01

-.16

-.08

3.77
.78

12

14

-.13

.05

4.07
.61

A1

38**

.03

-.07

35**

3.83
32

-.04 .03

-19 19

-.06 .06

.05 12

-21 19

1.29 3.09
34 1.16

.02 .02

23* -.29%*

.00 .01

.09 -.09

19 -27*

3.38 2.38
.80 .95

-.05

14

-.09

-.02

.16

94.54
49.67

-.06

33**

-.02

.05

.25*

3.64
Sl

.02

A2

A2

A1

15

-.06

.16

A1

24%

23*

29.53
3.66

-.04

-13

.07

.07

.02

55.53
42.77




Table 2 (continued)

16 17 18 19 20 21 22
16-Tenure on the -
Job(Participants)

17-Total Tenure B61**
(Participants)

18-Gender -.09 -.07 -
(Participants)

19-Age .05 .09 -.07 -
(Supervisors)
(N=99)

20-Tenure in the -.06 A1 -.09 34%*
Company

(Supervisors)

(N=99)

21-Tenure on the .01 21 -.07 52** .80** -
Job (Supervisors)
(N=99)

22-Total Tenure .01 16 -.08 .88** S55%*  60** -
(Supervisors)
(N=99)

Mean 4582 7812 - 40.80  149.94 74.44  219.24

SD 39.22 5596 - 6.26 79.31 74.15 72.23
Note: Core self-evaluations, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, turnover
intentions, family atmosphere at work, individualized relationships, involvement in
employees’ in non-work lives, loyalty expectation, status hierarchy and authority, and
paternalism are rated on a 5-point scale (1 = Strongly disagree; 5 = Strongly agree).
Mobbing is rated on a 4-point scale (1 = Never, 2 = Once, Twice a Month or Seldom, 3 =
Once a Week, 4 = Almost Daily). Generation is formed as a dichotomous variable based
on identity statuses (0 = Foreclosure; 1 = Achievement and Moratorium). **Correlation is
significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-
tailed).
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3.3.Hypotheses Testing

For testing the hypotheses of the study, a series of regression analyses were
conducted. Separate regression analyses were conducted in order to see the effect of
mobbing on job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and turnover intentions as
proposed in Hypothesis 1. In the analysis for testing the effect of mobbing on job
satisfaction, none of the demographical variables were controlled due to insignificant
correlations with job satisfaction. Both mobbing and job satisfaction were entered in
the equation in Step 1. According to the results, mobbing have only marginally
significant influence in predicting job satisfaction (R>= .02, F (1, 173) = 2.87,p =
09, B = -13, p = .09). In the analysis for testing the effect of mobbing on
organizational commitment, only age of the supervisor was controlled. Mobbing was
entered in the equation in Step 2. According to the results, mobbing had significant
prediction power on organizational commitment (R?A = .14, F (2, 77) = 9.15, p <
.001, B =-.38, p <.001). In the analysis for testing the effect of mobbing on turnover
intentions, age and total tenure of the supervisor were controlled. Mobbing was
entered in the equation in Step 2. Similarly, mobbing was found to have significant
contribution in predicting turnover intentions (R>A = .23, F (3, 72) = 10.26, p < .001,
B = .49, p< .001). That is, mobbing was significantly and negatively predicting job
satisfaction and organizational commitment. On the other, it was a positive predictor
of turnover intentions. Overall, Hypothesis 1 was supported. That is, mobbing had
the expected impact on the attitudinal outcome variables.

Hypothesis 2 predicted a positive correlation between employees’
absenteeism and being exposed to mobbing. However, due to range restriction on
absenteeism data, this hypothesis could not be tested.

In order to test whether core self-evaluations had any moderating effect on
the relationship between mobbing and the outcome variables of interest as stated by
Hypothesis 3, three separate hierarchical regression analyses were run. As suggested
by Aiken and West (1991), all of the variables (except for the dependent variable)
were centered before entering the analysis. Interaction terms were created by

multiplying mobbing with core self-evaluations. In each regression analysis,
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mobbing and core self-evaluations were entered at Step 1, while the two-way
interaction term was entered at Step 2. It was found that the interaction term between
mobbing and core self-evaluations did not contribute significantly to the prediction
of job satisfaction (B = -.08, p >.05). On the other hand, core self-evaluations had
moderating effect on the relationship between mobbing and organizational
commitment (R°A = .06, F (3, 171) = 6.98, p <.001, B = -.25, p< .01) (See Table 3).
Simple slope analysis showed that under high mobbing situations, individuals with
high core self-evaluations had lower organizational commitment compared to
individuals with low core self-evaluations (See Figure 2). The moderating effect of
core self-evaluations on the relationship between mobbing and turnover intentions
was significant, too (R?A = .01, F (3, 171) = 18.40, p <.001, B = .13, p = .07) (See
Table 4). Simple slope analysis showed that under low mobbing situations,
individuals with low core self-evaluations had higher turnover intentions compared
to individuals with high core self-evaluations (See Figure 3). Based on the results,
Hypothesis 3 was partially supported. That is, core self-evaluations moderated the
relationship between mobbing and organizational commitment and turnover

intentions.
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Table 3: Results from Hierarchical Regression Analyses Showing the Moderation

Effect of Core Self-evaluations on the Relationship between Mobbing and

Organizational Commitment

Steps Measurement Unstandardised ~ Standardised p F R? RZA
Coefficient Coefficient
B SE B
1 . - - - - 486 .05 -
Constant 3.38 .06 - .000 - - -
CSE -.03 12 -.02 771 - - .
Mobbing .55 .18 -.24 002 - - -
2 . - - - - 698 .11 .06
Constant 3.35 .06 - .000 - - -
CSE .01 A2 .00 .961 - - -
Mobbing -71 18 -30 000 - - -
-.78 24 -.25 .001 - - -
CSE X
Mobbing

Note: CSE = Core Self-Evaluations

Organizational Commitm ent

—+— Low Core Self-
evaluations

--#--High Core Self-
evaluations

Low Mobbing

High Mobbing

Figure 2: Regression of Organizational Commitment on Mobbing at Levels of Core

Self-Evaluations
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Table 4: Results from Hierarchical Regression Analyses Showing the Moderation
Effect of Core Self-evaluations on the Relationship between Mobbing and Turnover
Intentions

Unstandardised  Standardised

2 2
Steps Measurement Coefficient Coefficient P F R®RA
B SE B

1 - - - - 2565 .23 -

Constant 2.38 .06 - .000 - - R

CSE -44 13 -.24 001 - - -

Mobbing 1.03 19 40 000 - . .

2 _ - - - - 1840 24 .01

Constant 2.40 .06 - .000 - - R

CSE -46 13 -.25 000 - - .

1.13 20 40 000 - - -

Mobbing 47 26 13 074 - ) ]
CSE X
Maobbing

Note: CSE = Core Self-Evaluations

4.5
g 4
=
= -
g5 35
=
I —+— Low Core Self-
2 evaluations
€254 S || .
5 . #--- High Core Self-
=, evaluations
13
] T

Low Mobbing High Mobbing

Figure 3: Regression of Turnover Intentions on Mobbing at Levels of Core Self-
Evaluations
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Another hierarchical regression analyses was conducted to determine whether
negative aspects of paternalistic leadership had prediction power on mobbing as
proposed by Hypothesis 4. In this regression analysis loyalty expectation and status
hierarchy and authority were entered into the regression equation simultaneously in
Step 1. These negative aspects of the paternalistic leadership dimensions of loyalty
expectation, status hierarchy and authority failed to predict mobbing (R?> =.02 and F
(2, 96) = .82, p>.05). Therefore, Hypothesis 4 was not supported.

In order to test the moderating effect of motivating potential of the job on the
relationship between loyalty expectation aspect of paternalistic leadership and
mobbing proposed by Hypothesis 5, a hierarchical regression analysis was
conducted. In order to prevent possible multi-collinearity among predictors, all of
them were centered before testing as suggested by Aiken and West (1991).
Interaction term was created by multiplying loyalty expectation with motivating
potential scores. Loyalty expectation and motivating potential score were entered at
Step 1, while the two-way interaction term was entered at Step 2. Results indicated
that the two-way interaction between loyalty expectation and motivating potential
score of the job was not significant (R? = .00, F (3, 95) = 1.28, p > .05). Therefore,
Hypothesis 5 was not supported. That is, motivating potential of the job did not
moderate the relationship between loyalty expectation dimension of paternalistic
leadership and mobbing.

Hypothesis 6 stated that the positive relationship between loyalty seeking
paternalism and mobbing would be greater for subordinates with achievement and
moratorium identity statuses. As explained before, identity statuses of the
participants were used as a sign of generation Y membership. That is, individuals
with achievement and moratorium statuses were considered as generation Y
members. According to cluster analysis results, individuals with achievement and
moratorium statuses had high scores on exploration in depth and exploration in
breadth dimensions. In order to test possible moderating effect of identity statuses
(i.e. generation Y), a hierarchical regression analysis was conducted. In order to

prevent possible multi-collinearity, predictors were centered before testing as
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suggested by Aiken and West (1991). Interaction term was created by multiplying
paternalistic leadership dimension with group membership of generation Y. In the
regression analysis, loyalty expectation and group membership were entered at Step
1, while the interaction term was entered at Step 2. According to the regression
analysis result, the two-way interaction between loyalty expectation dimension and
identity statuses was not significant (F (3, 73) = 2.19, p > .05). Therefore, Hypothesis
6 proposing a moderating influence of identity statuses on the relationship between
loyalty expectation and mobbing was not supported.
3.4. Exploratory Analyses

In addition to hypotheses testing, a series of exploratory analyses were
conducted in order to identify additional associations of paternalistic leadership and
mobbing with variables of interest.
3.4.1. Frequencies of Individual Mobbing Behaviors

In order to gain further insight on which mobbing behaviors experienced
most, descriptive statistics of the mobbing behaviors were examined in detail. For
identifying those behaviors that are experienced frequently, mean values for mobbing
behaviors were calculated for each single behavior. Table 2 in Appendix M presents
the behaviors having the highest and lowest average values in terms of frequency. As
can be seen from the table, participants experienced behavior damaging reputation
mostly. On the other hand, dismissive behavior had the lowest frequency.
3.4.2. Paternalistic Leadership as an Antecedent of Mobbing

The hypothesis regarding paternalistic leadership was formed considering
different aspects of the phenomenon. However, some researchers (e.g., Ertiireten et
al., 2013) treat paternalistic leadership as one broad factor. Therefore, total
paternalistic leadership score of supervisors were computed, and a hierarchical
regression analyses was conducted to determine whether paternalistic leadership as a
single factor improved prediction of mobbing beyond that afforded by differences in
participants’ and supervisors’ sex, age, and tenure. In the three step sequential
regression analysis gender, age, and tenure of the participants, then gender, age,

tenure of the supervisors, and finally total paternalistic leadership scores were
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entered into the equation. Results showed that paternalistic leadership had no
prediction power of mobbing beyond that afforded by differences in participants’ and
supervisors’ sex, age, and tenure (R?A =.00 and F (11, 77) = 1.14, p > .05).
3.4.3. Mobbing Experience Based on Identity Clusters

Individuals’ identity development statuses were determined based on cluster
analysis in order to determine whether they were members of generation Y or not.
Four clusters emerged: achievement, moratorium, foreclosure, and diffusion. One-
way ANOVA was employed in order to measure mean mobbing score differences
across the clusters. Results showed that clusters did not differ significantly from each
other based on their mobbing scores (F (3, 171) = 0.31, p > .05). That is, differences
in identity statues did not lead to differences in mobbing experience.
3.4.4. A Critical Difference between Participants who did and did not Give Consent

for Supervisory Data Collection

Participants were asked whether they would give their consent concerning
data collection from their supervisors. One-hundred-and-eighteen participants gave
their consent by saying Yes to that question. In order to see whether there was a
difference between participants who said Yes and who said No, a number of one-way
ANOVAs was employed. Results showed that participants who did not give their
consent (N = 33) concerning data collection from their supervisors experienced
mobbing behaviors more frequently (M = 1.46, SD = 0.49) compared to participants
who gave their consent (M = 1.25, SD = 0.25) (F (1, 149) = 10.86, p < .01). On the
other hand, these two groups of participants did not differ in terms of their turnover
intentions (F (1, 149) = 1.92, p > .05), job satisfaction (F (1, 149) = 1.78, p > .05),
and organizational commitment (F (1, 149) =.08, p > .05).
3.4.5. Task Significance and Autonomy as Potential Moderators

Rather than using individual job characteristics, motivating potential scores of
the jobs were computed and used in the analysis. However, in the literature, core job
characteristics themselves were used as variables. Therefore, task significance and
autonomy scores were investigated as potential moderators in the relationship

between mobbing and loyalty expectation. In order to prevent possible multi-
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collinearity among predictors, all of them were centered before testing as suggested
by Aiken and West (1991). Interaction term was created by multiplying loyalty
expectation with task significance and autonomy scores separately. Loyalty
expectation and task significance or autonomy score were entered at Step 1, while
the two-way interaction term was entered at Step 2. According to the regression
analysis result, the two-way interaction between loyalty expectation and task
significance was not significant (R?A = .04 and F (3, 95) = 2.29, p > .05). Similarly,
the two-way interaction between loyalty expectation and autonomy was not
significant, too (R?A = .00 and F (3, 95) =.69, p > .05).
3.4.6. Core Self-Evaluations as Antecedent of Mobbing

Individuals® essential assumptions about their own worth, core self-
evaluations were expected to be the factors that determine the degree of impact
mobbing has on individuals. However, in Bowling et al.’s (2010) study, core self-
evaluations were directly related to victimization. Therefore, whether core self-
evaluations predicted mobbing perception beyond that afforded by differences in
participants’ and supervisors’ Sex, age, and tenure was tested by hierarchical
regression analysis. In the three step sequential regression analysis gender, age,
tenure of the participants, then gender, age, tenure of the supervisors, and finally core
self-evaluation scores were entered into the equation. According to the results, core
self-evaluations had no prediction power of mobbing beyond that afforded by
differences in participants’ and supervisors’ sex, age, and tenure (R?A = .03 and F
(10, 78) = 1.63, p > .05). However, the individual contribution of core self-
evaluations in predicting mobbing was marginally significant (p = -.21, p = .08).
That is, individuals with low core self-evaluations experienced mobbing more
frequently compared with individuals with high core self-evaluations.
3.4.7. Y Generation Based on Exploration Scores and Mobbing

Individuals’ generation Y membership was determined based on their identity
statuses. That is, participants with achieved and moratorium statuses were considered
as generation Y members as they had high scores on both exploration in depth and

exploration breadth dimensions. Exploration dimensions were the common feature of
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these identity statuses. Therefore, scores on exploration dimensions were considered
as a sign of generation Y membership, and hence a continuous variable was formed.
In order to see whether this generation Y variable had a moderating effect on the
relationship between loyalty expectation dimension of paternalistic leadership and
mobbing, a hierarchical regression analysis was employed. In order to prevent
possible multi-collinearity among predictors, loyalty expectation and new generation
Y variable were centered before testing as suggested by Aiken and West (1991).
Interaction term was created by multiplying loyalty expectation with generation Y
variable. Loyalty expectation and generation Y score were entered at Step 1, while
the two-way interaction term was entered at Step 2. According to the regression
analysis result, the two-way interaction between loyalty expectation and generation
Y was not significant (R>A = .01 and F (3, 95) =.75, p > .05).
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CHAPTER 4
DISCUSSION

The present study was conducted to examine the effects of leadership on the
perceptions of mobbing as well as the effects of mobbing on critical outcome
variables of job attitudes and performance. Generation Y membership as well as job
characteristics were expected to moderate the leadership-mobbing relationships.
Core self-evaluations, on the other hand, were hypothesized to moderate the effects
of mobbing on the outcome variables. The findings are discussed within the
framework depicted in Figure 1.

4.1. Findings Concerning the Mobbing-Outcome Variables Relationships

Two hypotheses were proposed regarding the effects of mobbing on critical
outcome variables of job attitudes and performance/absenteeism. The one related
with absenteeism could not be tested due to range restriction in the variable. The
hypothesis about the effects of mobbing on job attitudes (i.e., job satisfaction,
organizational commitment, and turnover intentions) was in general supported. That
IS, as mobbing perceptions increased, individuals’ job satisfaction levels decreased.
Furthermore, mobbing was found to be negatively and significantly related to
organizational commitment. That is, greater levels of mobbing perceptions resulted
in lower levels of organizational commitment. Lastly, there was a positive and
significant relationship between mobbing and turnover intentions. Employees who
experienced greater levels of mobbing were more likely to develop turnover
intentions.

It is important to note that compared to the effects of mobbing on
organizational commitment and turnover intentions, the effects of mobbing on job
satisfaction was not impressively strong, it was only marginally significant. A
plausible explanation for this finding could be related to the relative dispositional
nature of job satisfaction variable. According to Arvey, Bouchard, Jr, Segal, and
Abraham (1989), almost 30% of the observed variance in general job satisfaction

was the result of genetic factors. Moreover, job satisfaction levels of individuals
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were found to be relatively stable over time and across situations (Staw & Ross,
1985). That is, satisfaction measures over a five-year time period had significant
intercorrelations, and there was a significant consistency between the measures.
Furthermore, although being decreased, there were still substantial intercorrelations
among satisfaction measures when individuals changed their occupation and/or
employer. In the light of these findings, it is possible to argue that, compared to other
job-related attitudes, job satisfaction may be more immune to environmental factors,
both facilitators and inhibitors. Hence as an environmental inhibitor, mobbing may
have a weaker effect on job satisfaction than on the other attitudinal variables.

Mobbing’s expected effects on organizational commitment and turnover
intentions were supported by the results. As Hauge, Skogstad, and Einarsen (2010)
explain, employees may experience stress from time to time; however, this is part of
being employed and expected. But, perceiving oneself as being treated unequally and
aggressively is emotionally upsetting, and this can result in developing a sense of
cynicism about one’s workplace and employer. When such cynicism has been
developed, it is possible that the person’s desire to stay with the organization is going
to diminish (Hauge, Skogstad, & Einarsen). Alternatively, targeted employees can
think that the organization is responsible for the occurrence and frequency of
mobbing due to lack of protective conditions that could help them to manage the
situation (Nielsen & Einarsen, 2012). Therefore, they can become angry with the
organization itself and blame the organization for not protecting its employees. The
inability to handle with such treatment can lead to prolonged discomfort. As a result,
absence of organizational commitment and intention to leave the job can develop
(Nielsen & Einarsen).

Hypothesis 3, stating that core self-evaluations would moderate the
relationships of mobbing with attitudinal outcomes, was partially supported. For
individuals with high positive core self-evaluations, as perceptions of mobbing
increased, organizational commitment decreased and turnover intentions increased.
For those with relatively low levels of core self evaluations, however, organizational

commitment levels were quite stable regardless of mobbing perception levels. On the
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other hand, turnover intentions increased as mobbing perceptions increased. The
pattern of response given by individuals with high positive core self-evaluations can
be explained by referring to coping literature. According to the meta analysis study
of Kammeyer-Mueller, Judge, and Scott (2009), core self evaluations were
associated with less avoidance coping. Instead, higher core self-evaluations were
associated with more problem-solving coping. In light of these findings, it can be
argued that lowered commitment and increased turnover intentions of participants
with high core self evaluations may be an adaptive, problem focused response to the
problem (i.e., mobbing). Individuals with low core self evaluations, on the other
hand, may be using less effective coping strategies in response to mobbing. Self-
verification theory (Swann, 1983) can be another plausible explanation for these
findings. According to Swann, people look for environments and interactions that
help them to protect their self views. However, being subjected to mobbing is likely
to be a threat to positive self-image of those with high core self-evaluations.
Therefore, the mobbing experience may result in low levels of organizational
commitment and high levels of turnover intentions as a response to this cognitive
dissonance for individuals with positive core self evaluations.
4.2.Findings Concerning the Paternalistic Leadership-Mobbing Relationships

The negative aspects of paternalistic leadership (i.e. loyalty seeking and status
authority and hierarchy) were hypothesized to be related with mobbing. However,
regression analyses revealed that the negative aspects of paternalistic leadership did
not have prediction power of mobbing. One reason for not finding any effects of
negative paternalistic leadership on the perception of mobbing may be the self-
elimination of participants with considerable mobbing experience. That is, in the
current study, participants were asked whether they would give their consent
concerning data collection from their supervisors. Exploratory analyses revealed that
thirty three participants who did not give their consent for data collection from their
supervisors experienced higher levels of mobbing (M = 1.46, SD = 0.49) than those
who gave their consent (M = 1.25, SD = 0.25). Since they did not give their consent,

leadership data of their supervisors could not be included in the analyses. Hence,
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paternalistic leadership may have failed to have an influence on mobbing in this
study, probably because those experiencing mobbing from their supervisor had been
self-excluded from the study.

Another plausible explanation for not finding the effect of paternalistic leadership
on mobbing could be the features of national culture. The literature on paternalistic
leadership suggests that in cultures high on collectivism and power distance like
Turkey, the behaviors of paternalistic leader are considered positively (Aycan, 2006).
Consideration of paternalistic leadership as an effective leadership strategy in
collectivistic cultures could have led these insignifact findings regarding the effect of
paternalistic leadership on mobbing.

The results did not support Hypothesis 5 either, which predicted a positive
moderation effect of core job characteristics on the relationship between loyalty
expectation aspect of paternalistic leadership and mobbing. One plausible
explanation could be the nature of participants’ jobs. That is, majority of the
participants held blue collar jobs, and the mean motivating potential score was quite
low (M = 94.54, SD = 49.67). It is known that enriched jobs provide opportunities to
neutralize the effects of negative work experiences such as destructive leader traits
(i.e. hostility and negative affectivity) (Schaubroeck et al., 2007). However, when
blue collar employees are confronted with negative experiences such as mobbing,
their jobs may fall short in providing sources required to cope such negative
experiences.

Hypothesis 6 proposed a moderation effect of generation Y on the
relationship between loyalty expectation aspect of paternalistic leadership and
mobbing. However, results did not support the hypothesis. All the participants were
chronologically generation Y members. Their identity statuses were used as a further
classification measure. However, this classification was largely theoretical in nature.
This theoretical classification may not have been precise enough to identify
generation Y membership. Alternatively, generational differences may not be even
present among individuals as Wong, Gardiner, Lang, and Coulon (2008) argue.

According to these authors, the differences between generations are not in line with
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popular belief, and these differences are almost negligible in terms of practical
interpretation.
4.3.Practical Implications of the Study Findings

The results of the study supported the view that as mobbing decreases, one’s
attachment to the organization as well as intentions to stay with the organization
increase. It is well established in the literature that organizational commitment is a
critical outcome variable for work organizations and is related to other important
outcome variables, such as turnover intentions, absenteeism, and job performance
(e.g. Cohen, 1993; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, &
Topolnytsky, 2002). According to Staw (1980), turnover, which may be a result of
lack of commitment, results in substantial selection and recruitment costs, training
and development costs, operational disruption, and low morale among other
employees. Rayner and Keashly’s (2005) estimated replacement cost in an
organization with 1000 employees to be around $750000 (as cited in Matthiesen and
Einarsen, 2010). Therefore, the message of the present study is a straightforward one.
That is, work organizations should try to prevent mobbing to occur. Since lack of
organizational policies could result in frustration on the side of mobbing victims (e.g.
Nielsen & Einarsen, 2012), organizational policies and training aimed to prevent
victimization should be well developed and administered.

Moreover, above effects were found to be especially greater when the
potential targets had high core self-evaluations. Core self-evaluation and
performance relationship is well established in the literature. Four core self-
evaluation traits (i.e. self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy, emotional stability, and
locus of control) were linked to job performance in Judge and Bono’s (2001) meta-
analytic study. According to the results, the average correlation was .23. This is
exactly the same amount of validity that conscientiousness has in predicting job
performance (Barrick & Mount, 1991). Therefore, core self-evaluations stand as an
important  dispositional trait in predicting job performance alongside
conscientiousness (Bono & Judge, 2003). Therefore, organizations might monitor
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those high in core self-evaluations to prevent them from becoming victims, and
coaching might be provided to those low in core self-evaluations.
4.4. Limitations, Strengths, and Suggestions for Future Research

It is important to acknowledge a number of limitations of the current study. First
of all, in the present study, a self-report measure of mobbing was used. Such self
perception based data are likely to be biased. Future research should benefit from
different data sources, such as observers and organizational reports, in measuring
mobbing experience. Secondly, in the present study, to eliminate common-method
bias problem, paternalistic leadership data were obtained from supervisors only.
However, some employees, who happened to be more likely targets of mobbing,
refused to give their consent for supervisory data collection. This selective
elimination of certain supervisors may have contributed to failure to support the link
between mobbing and negative paternalistic leadership. As a solution, future research
may benefit from collecting leadership data from subordinates themselves.

Thirdly, all of the participants were chronologically generation Y members in
the current study. In order to see whether chronological differences exist, future
research could include different generation members in the sample. Lastly, as being
cross-sectional, the current study has limited value with regard to understand cause
and effect relationships between variables. Therefore, future research should use
longitudinal designs.

Besides these limitations, the present study has some particular strengths. As
mentioned above, by obtaining paternalistic leadership data from supervisors, single
source bias was prevented. Moreover, most of the participants were blue collar
workers, which is not quite common in mobbing research. Third, apart from
chronological age, an alternative method of measuring generational membership (i.e.
identity statuses) was explored in the present study. Lastly, the moderating effect of
core self-evaluations on the relationship between mobbing and outcome variables

was tested, and some supporting results were obtained.
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APPENDICES
A. Informed Consent Form for Employees

Sayin katilimei,

Bu anket, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Psikoloji Boliimii Endiistri ve Orgiit
Psikolojisi alan1 Yiiksek Lisans 6grencisi Gizem Suzan Sahin tarafindan Prof. Dr.
Canan Siimer’in danigmanliginda yliriitiilen bitirme tezi ¢aligmasi kapsaminda
hazirlanmigtir. Calismanin amaci, is yerinde yonetici davraniglari ve g¢alisanlarin

tutumlari etkileyen faktorler hakkinda bilgi edinmektir.

Calismaya katilim tamamiyla goniilliilik temelindedir. Calismaya katilabilmeniz i¢in
bagli oldugunuz yoneticinizle en az 6 aydir calisiyor olmaniz gerekmektedir. Sizden,
calisan ve yonetici yanitlarint eslestirebilmek i¢in kimlik belirleyici bazi bilgiler
istenecektir. Bu kapsamda, anketin son bdliimiinde, bagli bulundugunuz yoneticiyi
belirtmeniz beklenmektedir. Yoneticinizden, kendi yoneticilik davranislarina yonelik
degerlendirmeler yapmasi istenecektir. Bu c¢alismadan elde edilecek bilgiler,
arastirmacilar tarafindan sadece bilimsel arastirma amagli kullanilacaktir.
Vereceginiz cevaplar kesinlikle gizli tutulacak ve bagkalariyla paylasilmayacaktir.
Anketin cevaplandirilmasinda siire sinirlamasi yoktur; anketin doldurulmasi yaklasik
45 dakika siirmektedir. Liitfen, tiim aciklamalar1 ve sorular1 dikkatlice okuyarak
cevaplandirimiz.

Katkilariniz ve yardimlariniz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz.

Gizem Suzan Sahin Prof. Dr. Canan Siimer
ODTU Endiistri ve Orgiit Psikolojisi ODTU Psikoloji Boliimii
Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi Tez Danigmani
gizemssahin@gmail.com

0537 517 56 68

Bu ¢calismaya tamamen goniillii olarak katiliyorum ve istedigim zaman yarida
kesip cikabilecegimi biliyorum. Verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel amach yayimlarda
kullanilmasint kabul ediyorum. (Formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra uygulayiciya
geri veriniz).

Isim Soyad Tarih Imza



B. Job Diagnostic Survey

Birinci Bolim

Bu boéliimiin, isinizi miimkiin oldugunca acgik bir bi¢gimde tanimlanmaniz
istenmektedir. Tanimlamalariniz1 olabildigince dogru yapmaya calisiniz.

Asagida bir 6rnek verilmistir.

A- Bu i, ne dereceye kadar mekanik araglarla ¢alismay1 gerektiriyor?

Cok az; bu is hemen

hemen hig bir Cok fazla; bu is

. surekli olarak
mekanik aragla

M mekanik araglarla
ugrasmay

gerektirmez ugrasmay!

gerektirir

Isi en iyi tammlayan rakami daire i¢ine aliniz. Bu iste siirekli olarak makinalarla
ugrasiliyor ama, ayn1 zamanda bir parca masa isi de varsa, yukaridaki 6rnekte oldugu
gibi 6 rakamini daire i¢ine alabilirsiniz.

Simdi sayfayi ¢evirip, anketi cevaplandirmaya baglayiniz.
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1- Isiniz, ne dereceye kadar, baska insanlarla (is takipgileri, miisteriler veya aym
kurulustaki isle ilgili diger kisiler) iliskide bulunarak ¢alismay1 gerektirmektedir?

Cok az; isimi Orta derecede: Cok fazla; insanlarla
yapmak igin ' iliskide bulunmak

baskalari ile iliskide

diger kisilerle biraz bu isin t |

iliskide bulunmak “u |§|n. e.me v

bulunmak pek . onemli bir pargasi.
gerekli

gerekli degil.

2- Isiniz, ne dereceye kadar, galigmalarm nasil yapilacagi konusunda sizin kendi
kendinize kararlar vermenize miisaade eder?

| P 2 i, 3 4 S 6. 7
Cok az; bu is kisiye Orta derecede; Cok fazla; iste ne
nasil ve ne zaman bircok sey standart zaman ve nasil
cahigilacag hale getirildiginden cahisilacag
konusunda hemen is yapanin kontroli konusundaki karar
hemen hig karar altinda degil, ama tamamen isi
verme imkani isle ilgili bazi yapanin
tanimaz. kararlar alinmasina sorumlulugu

imkan tanir. altindadir.

3- Isiniz, ne Slciide tam ve tanimlanabilir bir biitiiniin pargasin1 yapmay1 kapsar?
Yani, yaptiginiz sey belirli bir bas1 ve sonu olan biitiin bir is mi? Yoksa, baskalari
veya otomatik makineler tarafindan bitirilen bir isin sadece kiiciik bir par¢ast midir?

| 2 i 3 4 S 6. 7

is bir butanin son is bir biitiiniin orta is basindan sonuna
derece ufak bir buyuklikte bir kadar bitirilen bir
parcasidir. pargasidir. Katkilar butlni kapsar.
Cabalarin sonu son ¢iktida Galismalar

Griiniin veya gorulebilir. kolaylikla Griiniin

servisin son halinde veya servisin son

gorulmez. halinde gorlr.
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4- Isinizde ne kadar bir cesitlilik s6z konusudur? Yani, isiniz cesitli beceri ve
yetenekleri kullanarak bir¢ok degisik seyler yapmay1 ne dlgiide gerektirir?

Cok fazla; is birgok
degisik beceri ve

Cok az; ig stirekli Orta derece

olarak ayni rutin cesitlilik
yetenekleri
kullanarak birgok
sey yapmayi
gerektirir.

seyleri tekrar tekrar
yapmayi gerektirir.

5- Genel olarak, isiniz ne derece 6nemli vay anlamlidir? Yani, yaptiZiniz igin sonucu,
baskalarinin hayatlarin1 veya durumlarini 6nemli derecede etkiler mi?

| D 2 i, 3 4 i S5 (U 7
Cok anlamli degil; Orta derecede Cok fazla;
calismalarin anlamli ve calismalarin
sonucunun diger énemlidir. sonucunun diger

insanlar lizerinde
fazla bir etkisi
yoktur.

insanlar lizerinde
¢ok dnemli ydnde
etkisi vardir.

6- Yoneticiler ve is arkadaslarimiz ne ol¢iide isteki basariniz konusunda size bilgi
verirler?

Cok fazla;
yOneticiler veya is

Cok az; insanlar isin Orta derece de;

ne kadar iyi bazen isin iyi yapilip

yapildigi konusunda arkadaslari isin iyi

yapilmadigi
hakkinda bilgi verir

Bazen vermezler.

ipucu vermezler. yapildigi konusunda
surekliipucu

verirler.

62



7- Isin kendisini yapmamz ne 6lgiide isinizdeki performansiniz hakkinda bilgi
vermektedir? Yani, isin kendisi, amirlerinizin veya mesai arkadaslarinizin
saglayabilecegi bilgiden ayr1 olarak, basarili oldugunuz konusunda ne kadar ipucu
saglar?

Cok az; is o sekilde
diizenlenmistir ki,
isi yapan nasil
yaptigi konusunda
bir bilgiye sahip
olmadan sonsuza
kadar calsir.

Orta derecede;
bazen isi yapmak isi
yapana
performansla ilgili
bilgi saglar.
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diizenlenis bigimi
isin nasil yapildigi
hakkinda strekli
bilgi verir.



Ikinci Boliim

Bu boliimde, herhangi bir isi tanimlamak i¢in kullanilabilen bir dizi ifadeler
stralanmistir. Sizden, her ifadenin isinizin dogru ya da dogru olmayan bir tanimi
oldugunu belirtmeniz istenmistir. Her ifadenin, isinizin ne derece dogru bir tanimi
olduguna karar verirken isi sevip sevmediginize bakmaksizin degerlendirmelerinizi
yapmaniz gerekmektedir.

Verilen ifade isin ne derece dogru bir tanimidir.

| TR 2 3 4o S 0., 7
Cok Oldukga Biraz Emin Biraz Oldukga Cok
Yanhs Yanhs Yanls Degil Dogru Dogru Dogru

1. |Buis, bir dizi karmasik ve yiiksek diizeyde beceriler kullanmay1 gerektirir.

2. |Buis, isi yapanin bagkalariyla fazlaca is birligi i¢inde ¢alismasini
gerektirir.

3. | Buis, biitiin bir par¢ay1 bagindan sonuna kadar yapmaya olanak
tanimayacak bi¢imde diizenlenmistir.

4. | Sadece isimin gerektirdiklerini yapmak, bana basar1 diizeyimi belirlemek
acisindan bir¢ok olanak tanir.

5. |Buis oldukga basit ve tekrarlanan bir niteliktedir.

6. |Buis, bagkalar1 tarafindan denetlenmeksizin veya diger insanlarla
konusmadan, tek basina ¢alisan biri tarafindan yeterli bir diizeyde
yapilabilir.

7. |Buiste, yoneticiler ve is arkadasglarim ¢alismalarimi ne derece iyi yaptigim
konusunda hicbir zaman bilgi saglamazlar

8. |Buis, calismalarin iyi yapilip yapilmamasindan dolay1 bir¢ok kisinin
etkilendigi bir istir.

9. |Buis, kisisel inisiyatifimi veya yargimi kullanmaya asla imkan tanimaz.

10. | Yoneticiler, isimin nasil yapilmasi gerektigi konusundaki diistincelerini
bana sik sik bildirirler.

11. | Bu is, bagladigim bir is parg¢asini tamamen bitirmeme olanak saglar.

12. |Isin kendisi, ne derece basarili oldugum konusunda bana ¢ok az ipucu
saglar.

13. | Bu is, caligsmalarimi nasil yapacagim konusunda bana oldukca fazla
bagimsizlik ve 6zgiirliik tanir.

14. | Bu is, daha genis bir ¢ergeve i¢inde, ¢ok 6nemli ve anlamli degildir.
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Liitfen, asagidaki ifadelerden her birine ne 6lgiide katildiginiz1 belirtiniz.

C. Core Self-Evaluations Scale

1 2 3 4 5
Hig Katilmiyorum Biraz Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
Katilmiyorum Katiliyorum Katiltyorum
1. Hayatta hak ettigim basariy1 2 3 4 3)
yakaladigima eminim.
2. Bazen kendimi depresyonda 2 3 4 5
hissederim.
3. Ugrastigim zaman genelde basaririm. 2 3 4 5
4. Bazen basarisiz oldugumda kendimi 2 3 4 5
degersiz hissederim.
5. Isleri basartyla tamamlarim. 2 3 4 5
6. Bazen kendimi isime hakim hissetmem. 2 3 4 5
7. Genel olarak, kendimden memnunum. 2 3 4 5
8. Yeteneklerimle ilgili siiphe duyarim 2 3 4 5
9. Hayatimda ne olacagini ben belirlerim. 2 3 4 5
10. Meslek yasamimdaki basarimin 2 3 4 5
kontroliiniin elimde olmadigini
hissederim.
11. Sorunlarimin ¢oguyla basa ¢ikabilirim. 2 3 4 5
12. Baz1 zamanlar var ki her sey bana 2 3 4 5
karamsar ve timitsiz goriiniir.
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D. General Satisfaction Questionnaire

Asagidaki ifadelerden her biri i¢in, verilen 5 basamakli 6l¢egi kullanarak her ifadeye
ne oranda katildiginiz1 belirleyiniz ve uygun rakami daire i¢ine aliniz.
Cevaplar 1 = “Hi¢ katilmiyorum” ve 5 = “Tamamen katiliyorum” arasinda

degismektedir.
(1) Hi¢ Katilmiyorum

(2) Katilmiyorum
(3) Biraz Katiliyorum
(4) Katiliyorum

(5) Kesinlikle Katiliyorum

Bl E ElE |oE
B | = = = =
S| © N = | B X o
(2 BE~N I c S| S — =
= = = NS [
TEE |mE|E |2%F
=l = L =R = QD N
(= ARG v S
3| 3 M| M

1. Genel olarak konusmak gerekirse, bu
. : L 1 2 & 4 5
1s beni ¢ok tatmin ediyor.

2. Bu iste yaptigim ¢aligmalar, genel 1 2 3 4 5
olarak, beni tatmin ediyor.

3. Bu iste calisanlarin ¢ogu islerinden
tatmin olmaktadirlar. 1 2 < . 2
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E. Organizational Commitment Scale

Asagidaki ifadeler, kisilerin ¢alistiklar1 kuruluslar hakkinda ¢esitli duygu ve
diisiincelerini yansitmaktadir. Asagida sunulan 9 ifadeye, su anda c¢alistiginiz kurum
acisindan ne Olgiide katildiginizi verilen 6lgek iizerinde uygun rakami daire igine

alarak belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Hig Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum Tamamen
Katilmiyorum Katiliyorum
1. Bu kuruma kars1 giiclii bir aidiyet 2 3 4 5
hissim yok.
2. Kendimi bu kuruma duygusal olarak 2 3 4 5
bagli hissetmiyorum.
3. Bu kurumun bir ¢alisan1 olmanin gurur 2 3 4 5
verici oldugunu diistiniiyorum.
4. Su anda bu kurumdan ayrilacak olsam 2 3 4 5
hayatim biiyiik 6l¢iide alt iist olur.
5. Yeni bir igyerine alismak benim i¢in zor 2 3 4 5
olurdu.
6. Baska bir igyerinin buradan daha iyi 2 3 4 )
olacaginin garantisi yok, burayi hi¢
olmazsa biliyorum.
7. Bu igyerinden ayrilip burada kurdugum 2 3 4 5
kisisel iliskileri bozmam dogru olmaz.
8. Bu kuruma sadakat gostermenin 2 3 4 5
gorevim oldugunu diisliniiyorum.
9. Bu kurumdan simdi ayrilsam kendimi 2 3 4 )
suclu hissederim.
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F. Turnover Intentions Scale

Asagida, c¢alistigimiz isletme hakkinda baz

ifadeler bulunmaktadir. Litfen

okudugunuz ifadeye asagidaki 6l¢egi kullanarak ne derecede katildiginizi belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Hig Katilmiyorum Biraz Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
Katilmiyorum Katiliyorum Katiliyorum
1. Biiyiik bir olasilikla 6nlimiizdeki y1l 1 2 3 4 5
icinde bu isten ayrilacagim (emeklilik vb.
disindaki nedenler yiiziinden).
2. Sik sik bu isi birakmay1 diigiiniirim. 1 2 3 4 5
3. Baska bir kurumda bagka bir is 1 2 3 4 5
artyorum.
4. Baska bir is bulur bulmaz bu kurumdaki 1 2 3 4 5
isimden ayrilacagim.
5. Bu isteki insanlarin ¢ogu, sik sik 1 2 3 4 5
islerinden ¢ikmay1 diigiiniirler.
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G. Identity Development Scale

Asagida sizin kendinizi tanimlamaniza iligkin 25 ifade bulunmaktadir. Liitfen her bir
ifadenin sizi ne kadar tanimladigini, ifadenin yaninda verilen kutucugu isaretleyerek
belirtiniz. Her ifade i¢in yalnizca bir kutucugu isaretleyiniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Ne Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katilmiyorum/Ne katiliyorum
Katiliyorum

1. Yasamimda izleyecegim yone karar 1 2 3 4 5
verdim.

2. Gelecekte yapacaklarimla ilgili planlarim 1 2 3 4 5
var.

3. Yasamimda hangi yolu izleyecegimi 1 2 3 4 5
biliyorum.
4. Gelecekte yapacaklarima iligkin diisiincem 1 2 3 4 5
var.

5. Yasamimda ne yapacagim konusunda 1 2 3 4 5
secimimi yaptim.

6. Yasamimda izleyebilecegim farkli yollar 1 2 3 4 5
hakkinda etkin bi¢gimde diisiiniiriim.

7. Gelecekte yapabilecegim farkli seyler 1 2 3 4 5
hakkinda diistiniiriim.

8. Bana uyabilecek birtakim farkli yasam 1 2 3 4 5
bicimlerini gbz dniinde bulunduruyorum.

9. izleyebilecegim farkli amaglar hakkinda 1 2 3 4 5
diistintirtim.

10. Benim ig¢in iyi olabilecek farkli yagam 1 2 3 4 5
bicimleri hakkinda diisiiniiyorum.

11. Yasamda gercekten elde etmek 1 2 3 4 5
istediklerim konusunda kuskularim var.

12. Gelecekte yapmak istediklerim 1 2 3 4 5
konusunda endiseliyim.

13. Yasamimda izlemek istedigim yonii 1 2 3 4 5
aray1p duruyorum.

14. Yasamimin ne yonde olmasi gerektigini 1 2 3 4 5
merak edip duruyorum.

15. Yasamimda izleyecegim yonii 1 2 3 4 5
diisiinmemek benim i¢in zor.

16. Gelecekle ilgili planlarim, gergek ilgi ve 1 2 3 4 5
degerlerimle Ortiigiiyor.

17. Gelecekle ilgili planlarim bana giiven 1 2 3 4 5
veriyor.
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1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Ne Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katilmryorum/Ne katiliyorum
Katiliyorum
18. Gelecekle ilgili planlarimin olmast, 1 2 3 4 5
kendime giiven duymami sagliyor.
19. Yasamima vermek istedigim yoniin bana 1 2 3 4 )
gercekten uygun olacagini hissediyorum.
20. Gelecekle ilgili planlarimin benim i¢in 1 2 3 4 5
dogru oldugundan eminim.
21. Gelecek i¢in yaptigim planlar lizerine 1 2 3 4 )
diisiiniirim.
22. Gelecekle ilgili yapmis oldugum planlar 1 2 3 4 5
hakkinda bagkalariyla konugurum.
23. Yasamim i¢in belirledigim hedeflerin 1 2 3 4 5
bana gercekten uyup uymadigini diigiiniirim.
24. Yasamimda izlemeyi planladigim belli 1 2 3 4 5
yon hakkinda baskalarinin ne diigiindiigiinii
anlamaya caliginm.
25. Gelecek planlarimin gergekten ne 1 2 3 4 5
istedigimle uyusup uyusmadigini
diistintiriim.
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H. Psychological Harassment at Work Scale

Asagida, isyerinde karsilasilabilecek durumlarla ilgili ifadeler bulunmaktadir. Liitfen
asagidaki 6lgegi kullanarak bu davranislarla karsilagma sikliginizi belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4
Higbir Ayda Bir, iki Haftada Bir Hemen
Zaman Defa veya Defa Hemen Her
Nadiren Giin
1. Olumsuz mimik ve bakislar 1 2 3 4
yoneltiliyor.
2. Ozel yasanumla ilgili konusulmasini 1 2 3 4
istemedigim hassas konular agiga
cikariliyor.
3. Benimle herkesin 6niinde asagilayici bir 1 2 3 4
tislupla konusuluyor.
4. D1g goriiniisiimle, hal ve hareketlerimle 1 2 3 4
veya kusurlarimla alay ediliyor.
5. Ozel yasamimla alay ediliyor. 1 2 3 4
6. Isyerimde yasanan her tiirlii problemin 1 2 3 4
sorumlusu tutuluyorum.
7. Isyerinde sanki yokmusum gibi 1 2 3 4
davraniliyor.
8. Isyerinin kutlamalarina benim disimda 1 2 3 4
herkes ¢agriliyor.
9. Basarilarim, baskalarinca sahipleniliyor. 1 2 3 4
10. Is arkadaslarim benimle birlikte 1 2 3 4
calismaktan, ayni projede yer almaktan
kaginiyor.
11. Is arkadaslarimdan ayr1 bir béliimde 1 2 3 4
caligsmaya zorlantyorum.
12. Yaptigim her is ince ince izleniyor. 1 2 3 4
13. Mesleki becerilerimin altinda veya 1 2 3 4
0zsaygima zarar veren isler yapmam
isteniyor.
14. Yaptigim her is elestiriliyor, hatalarim 1 2 3 4
tekrar tekrar yiiziime vuruluyor.
15. Isimle ilgili yanlis bilgi veriliyor veya 1 2 3 4
saklaniyor.
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1 2 3 4
Higbir Ayda Bir, Iki Haftada Bir Hemen
Zaman Defa veya Defa Hemen Her

Nadiren Giin

16. Soru ve taleplerim yanitsiz birakiliyor. 1 2 3

17. Yetistirilmesi imkansiz, mantiksiz 1 2 3

gorev ve hedefler veriliyor.

18. Isle ilgili konularda s6z hakk1 1 2 3

verilmiyor veya soziim kesiliyor.

19. Sorumluluklarim daraltiliyor veya 1 2 3

elimden alintyor.

20. Isle ilgili 6neri ve goriislerim 1 2 3

reddediliyor.

21. Benimle bagirilip cagirilarak veya 1 2 3

kaba bir tarzda konusuluyor.

22. Ise iliskin kararlarim sorgulaniyor. 1 2 3

23. Ozel yasamima iliskin hakaret 1 2 3

boyutuna varan elestiriler yapiliyor.

24. Siyasi ve dini goriislerim nedeniyle 1 2 3

s0zlli veya sozsliz saldirilara hedef

oluyorum.

25. Ofis i¢inde veya disindayken gereksiz 1 2 3

telefon ¢agrilari ile rahatsiz ediliyorum.

26. Cinsel icerikli s6z ve bakiglar 1 2 3

yoneltiliyor.

27. Tehditkar s6z veya davranislar 1 2 3

yoneltiliyor.

28. E-postama veya ofisime asagilayici, 1 2 3

hakaret i¢eren resim veya yazilar

gonderiliyor.

72




Litfen asagidaki tanim dogrultusunda kendinizi psikolojik taciz magduru olarak
diisiiniip diistinmediginizi belirtiniz:

Psikolojik taciz, igyerinde bir veya daha fazla kisinin, genellikle bir diger
kisiye sistematik ve uzun siireli saldirgan davraniglar yonelttigi ve hedef
kisinin bu davraniglar karsisinda kendini savunmasiz hissettigi bir siireci
ifade etmektedir. Bu siire¢ icerisinde yoneltilen saldirgan davranislarin
veya dismanca iletisimin, isyerinde psikolojik taciz  olarak
isimlendirilmesi i¢in, s6z konusu davranislarin ya da iletisimin siirekli ve
diizenli olarak ve belirli bir siire yoneltilmesi gerekmektedir. Tek seferlik
yagsanan bir tartisgma ya da anlagsmazlik, isyerinde psikolojik taciz
kapsaminda degerlendirilmemektedir.

1 2 3 4
Kesinlikle Biraz Oldukca Kesinlikle
Dustinmiiyorum | Distintiyorum | Dustintiyorum | Dustiniilyorum
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A

I. Demographical Information (Employees)

Yasimiz:

Cinsiyetinizz  Kadin  Erkek

Ne kadar siiredir bu kurumda c¢aligmaktasimiz? ~~ yil ~  ay
Ne kadar siiredir bu pozisyonda ¢alismaktasiniz? ~ yil  ay
Toplam ¢alisma stireniz: ~~ yil ay

Daha once belirtildigi gibi, calisan ve yonetici yanitlarini eslestirebilmek icin
kimlik belirleyici bilgiler istenmektedir. Bu kapsamda, bagli bulundugunuz
yoneticiyi belirtmeniz beklenmektedir.

Yoneticimden de veri toplanmasini onayliyorum. Evet Hay1r

Bagli oldugunuz yoneticinizin adi:

Calistiginiz Bolim:

Unvaniniz:
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J. Informed Consent Form for Supervisors

Sayin katilimei,

Bu anket, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Psikoloji Boliimii Endiistri ve Orgiit
Psikolojisi alan1 Yiiksek Lisans dgrencisi Gizem Suzan Sahin tarafindan Prof. Dr.
Canan Silimer’in danismanliginda yiiriitilen bitirme tezi caligmas1 kapsaminda
hazirlanmistir. Calismanin amaci, is yerinde yonetici davramiglari ve g¢alisanlarin
tutumlarini etkileyen faktorler hakkinda bilgi edinmektir.

Calismaya katillm tamamiyla gonillilik temelindedir. Caligmaya
katilabilmeniz icin, en az 6 aydir size baglh g¢alisanlarinizin olmasi gerekmektedir.
Sizden, g¢alisan ve yonetici yanitlarini eslestirebilmek i¢in kimlik belirleyici bazi
bilgiler istenecektir. Bu kapsamda, anketin son bdliimiinde, unvaniniz ve g¢alistyor
oldugunuz boliimiin bilgilerini belirtmeniz beklenmektedir. Calisan yanitlari, ayr
olarak uygulanacak bir anket formu araciligi ile elde edilecektir. Bu ¢alismadan elde
edilecek bilgiler, arastirmacilar tarafindan sadece bilimsel arastirma amagh
kullanilacaktir. Vereceginiz cevaplar kesinlikle gizli tutulacak ve bagkalariyla
paylasilmayacaktir.

Anketin cevaplandirilmasinda siire sinirlamasi yoktur; anketin doldurulmasi
yaklagik 15 dakika siirmektedir. Liitfen, tiim aciklamalar1 ve sorular1 dikkatlice
okuyarak cevaplandiriniz.

Katkilariniz ve yardimlariniz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz.

Gizem Suzan Sahin Prof. Dr. Canan Siimer
ODTU Endiistri ve Orgiit Psikolojisi ODTU Psikoloji Boliimii
Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi Tez Danigmani
gizemssahin@gmail.com

0537 517 56 68

Bu ¢calismaya tamamen goniillii olarak katilyyorum ve istedigim zaman
yaruda kesip ¢ikabilecegimi biliyorum. Verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel amach
yayimlarda kullanilmasini kabul ediyorum. (Formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra
uygulayiciya geri veriniz).

Isim Soyad Tarih Imza



K. Paternalistic Leadership Scale

Asagida, is hayatinda yoneticilerin sergiledigi davranislarla ilgili tanimlar yer
almaktadir. Liitfen, size dogrudan bagli olan c¢alisanlarimizi diisiinerek
davranislarinizla ilgili goriislerinizi ilgili kutucugu isaretleyerek belirtin. Her bir
davranig1 ayri olarak diigiiniin ve ¢alisanlariniz hakkindaki goriislerinizin belirtilen
davranis konusundaki degerlendirmelerinizi yaniltmasina izin vermeyin.

1 2 3 4 5
Hig Katilmiyorum | Ne Katiliyorum Katiliyorum Tamamen
Katilmiyorum Ne Katiliyorum
Katilmiyorum
1. Calisanlarima kars1 bir aile biiytigi 1 2 3 4 5
(baba/anne veya agabey, abla) gibi
davranirim.
2. Calisanlarima bir aile biiyiigli gibi 6giit 1 2 3 4 5
veririm.
3. Isyerinde aile ortami1 yaratmaya dnem 1 2 3 4 5
veririm.
4. Ebeveynin ¢ocugundan sorumlu 1 2 3 4 5

olmasi gibi, her ¢alisanimdan kendimi
sorumlu hissederim.

5. Calisanlarimi disaridan gelen 1 2 3 4 5}
elestirilere kars1 korurum.
6. Calisanlarimla bire bir iligki kurmak 1 2 3 4 5
benim i¢in ¢ok dnemlidir.
7. Calisanlarimi yakindan (6rn. kisisel 1 2 3 4 5

sorunlar, aile yasantisi vs.) tanimaya
Onem veririm.

8. Calisanlarimla iliskilerimde duygusal 1 2 3 4 5
tepkiler gosteririm; seving, iizlintii,
kizginlik gibi duygularimi disa vururum.

9. Calisanlarimin gelisimini yakindan 1 2 3 4 5
takip ederim.
10. Gerektiginde, ¢alisanlarim adina, 1 2 3 4 5

onaylarini almaksizin bir seyler
yapmaktan ¢ekinmem.

11. ihtiyaglar1 oldugu zaman, 1 2 3 4 5
calisanlarima is dis1 konularda (6rn. ev
kurma, ¢ocuk okutma saglik vs.) yardim
etmeye hazirimdir.
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1
Hig
Katilmiyorum

2
Katilmiyorum

3
Ne Katiliyorum
Ne
Katilmiyorum

4
Katiliyorum

5
Tamamen
Katiliyorum

12. Calisanlarimin 6zel giinlerine (rn.
nikah, cenaze, mezuniyet vs.) katilirim.

1

13. Calisanlarimdan birinin 6zel
hayatinda yasadigi problemlerde (6rn;
esler aras1 problemlerde) arabuluculuk
yapmaya hazirimdir.

1

14. Calisanlarima gosterdigim ilgi ve
alakaya karsilik, onlardan baglilik ve
sadakat beklerim.

15. Calisanlarimla ilgili kararlar alirken
(6rn. terfi, isten ¢ikartma), performans en
onemli kriter degildir.

16. Calisanlarimda sadakate,
performansa verdigimden daha fazla
Onem veririm.

17. Calisanlarima karsi tatli-sertimdir.

D
(@3]

18. Calisanlarim i¢in neyin en 1yi
oldugunu bilirim.

N
(6]

19. Isle ilgili konularda ¢alisanlarimin
fikrini sorarim, ama son karar1 kendim
veririm.

20. Isle ilgili her konunun kontroliim
altinda ve bilgim dahilinde olmasini
isterim.

21. Calisanlarimla yakin iligki kurmama
ragmen aradaki mesafeyi de korurum.
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N o a A wDbdh e

L. Demographical Information (Supervisors)

Calistiginiz Boliim:

Unvanimiz:

Yasimiz:

Cinsiyetinizz  Kadin _ Erkek

Ne kadar stiredir bu kurumda ¢aligmaktasiniz? ~ yil ~ ay

Ne kadar stiredir bu pozisyonda yoneticilik yapmaktasimz? ~~ yil ~ ay
Toplam ¢aligma slireniz: ~~ yil ~ ay
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M. Debriefing Form

Bu calisma daha once de belirtildigi gibi Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi
Psikoloji Béliimii Endiistri ve Orgiit Psikolojisi alan1 Yiiksek Lisans 6grencisi Gizem
Suzan Sahin tarafindan Prof. Dr. Canan Stimer’in danigmanliginda yiiriitiilen bitirme
tezi caligmasidir. Calismada temel olarak, duygusal taciz (mobbing, yildirma)
algilarinin ise yonelik tutumlara ve performansa etkisi incelenecektir.

Mobbing literatiirii, psikolojik ¢alisma ortamini olusturan isle ilgili faktorler
ve yonetici davraniglarinin psikolojik taciz algisina neden oldugunu gostermistir. Bu
bulgular temelinde, babacan liderligin baghlik ve itaat bekleme boyutuyla
calisanlarin  duygusal taciz algilar1 arasinda sistematik bir iliski olmasi
beklenmektedir. Algilanan psikolojik tacizin de galisanlarin is doyumu, Orgiitsel
baglilig1, isten ayrilma niyetleri, istirahat izni ve devamsizlik oranlarinda farkliliklara
neden olacag1 beklenmektedir. Belirtilen iligkilerin, ¢alisanin Y jenerasyonu iiyesi
oldugu durumlarda, Y jenerasyonu iiyesi ¢alisanlarin motive etme potansiyeli yiiksek
islere sahip oldugu durumlarda ve ¢alisanlarin temel benlik-degerlendirmelerinin
diisiik oldugu durumlarda daha gii¢lii olmas1 beklenmektedir. Bu iliskileri ortaya
koyabilmek amaciyla, katilimci olan ¢alisanlarin isyerinde psikolojik taciz, kimlik
gelisiminin boyutlari, is tanisi, temel benlik-degerlendirmesi, is doyumu, Orgiitsel
baglilik ve isten ayrilma niyeti 6lgeklerini; yoneticilerin ise babacan liderlik 6lgegini
cevaplamalari istenmistir.

Bu calismadan alinacak ilk verilerin Agustos 2014 sonunda elde edilmesi
amaglanmaktadir. Elde edilen bilgiler sadece bilimsel arastirma ve yazilarda
kullanilacaktir. Caligmanin sonuglarini 6grenmek ya da bu arastirma hakkinda daha
fazla bilgi almak i¢in asagidaki isimlere bagvurabilirsiniz. Bu aragtirmaya

katildiginiz i¢in tekrar tesekkiir ederiz.
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M. Individual Mobbing Behaviors and Descriptive Statistics

Mobbing Behaviors Mean Std. Dev.
Olumsuz mimik ve bakislar yoneltiliyor. 2.08 1.05
Yaptigim her is ince ince izleniyor. 1.85 1.03
Basarilarim, baskalarinca sahipleniliyor. 1.49 0.85
Yetistirilmesi imkansiz, mantiksiz gorev ve hedefler veriliyor. 1.42 0.71
Ise iliskin kararlarim sorgulaniyor. 141 0.61
Soru ve taleplerim yanitsiz birakiliyor. 1.40 0.65
Isle ilgili konularda s6z hakki verilmiyor veya sdziim kesiliyor. 1.37 0.68
Isle ilgili dneri ve goriislerim reddediliyor. 1.32 0.59
Benimle herkesin dniinde agagilayici bir iislupla konusuluyor. 1.29 0.61
Sorumluluklarim daraltiliyor veya elimden aliniyor. 1.29 0.62
Benimle bagirilip ¢agirilarak veya kaba bir tarzda konusuluyor. 1.26 0.60
Isyerimde yasanan her tiirlii problemin sorumlusu tutuluyorum. 1.25 0.56
Isimle ilgili yanls bilgi veriliyor veya saklaniyor. 1.24 0.54
Isyerinde sanki yokmusum gibi davraniliyor. 1.23 0.60
Is arkadaslarimdan ayr1 bir boliimde ¢alismaya zorlantyorum. 1.21 0.60
Ozel yasamimla ilgili konusulmasini istemedigim hassas konular 1.19 0.53
aciga cikariliyor.
Yaptigim her is elestiriliyor, hatalarim tekrar tekrar yiiziime 1.19 0.52
vuruluyor.
Tehditkar s6z veya davraniglar yoneltiliyor. 1.19 0.47
D1s goriiniisiimle, hal ve hareketlerimle veya kusurlarimla alay 1.16 0.48
ediliyor.
Mesleki becerilerimin altinda veya 6zsaygima zarar veren isler 1.14 0.44
yapmam isteniyor.
Isyerinin kutlamalarina benim disimda herkes ¢agriliyor. 1.13 0.53
Ozel yasamimla alay ediliyor. 1.09 0.38
Siyasi ve dini goriislerim nedeniyle sozlii veya sozsiiz saldirilara 1.07 0.38
hedef oluyorum.
Ozel yasamima iligkin hakaret boyutuna varan elestiriler yapilryor. 1.06 0.30
Is arkadaslarim benimle birlikte ¢aligmaktan, ayn1 projede yer 1.03 0.21

almaktan kaginiyor.
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N. Tezin Tiirkce Ozeti

“Bir veya birkag kisi tarafindan genellikle mobing nedeniyle savunmasiz bir
duruma sokulmus ve devam eden mobing aktiviteleri nedeniyle bu durumda kalan bir
kisiye yoneltilmis diismanca ve etik disi iletisim” olarak tanimlanan “mobing” ya da
“is yerinde psikolojik taciz” (Leymann, 1996, p.168), endiistri ve orgiit psikolojisi
yazininda giderek ilgi ¢eken bir kavram olmustur. Leymann’a goére, bir
davranisin/muamelenin mobing olarak nitelendirilebilmesi i¢in en az haftada bir kez
olmasi ve en az alt1 ay siireyle devam etmesi gerekmektedir.

Mobingin igse yoOnelik tutumlar ve saglikla ilgili sonuglar1 oldugu
bulunmustur. Mobing, is doyumu, hayat doyumu, isten ayrilma niyeti ve 6z-saygi
tizerinde olumsuz bir etkiye sahiptir (6r. Bowling ve Beehr, 2006; Hauge ve ark.,
2007). Mobing kurbanlarinin sistematik ve uzun siireli, fiziksel ve cinsel olmayan
olumsuz davranislarin sonucu olarak bir dizi olumsuz saglik sonuglarina sahip
oldugu bulunmustur (Zapf ve Einarsen, 2001). Mobing kurbanlarinin anlamli olarak
daha fazla stres semptomlari, zihinsel yorgunluk ve psikosomatik semptomlar rapor
ettigi bulunmustur (Agervold ve Mikkelsen, 2004). Ayrica, bu kisiler, mobinge
maruz kalmayan emsallerine gore daha fazla rapor almislardir. Bowling ve Beehr’in
(2006) calisma sonuclar1 da gerginlik, kaygi, depresyon, tiikenme, mahrumiyet,
olumsuz duygular ve fiziksel semptomlarin igyerinde tacizle ilgili oldugunu
desteklemektedir.

Ilgili yazinda mobingin etkileri ya da sonuglar1 kadar, onciilleri de ilgi
gormektedir. Ornegin, baglamsal bir degisken olarak liderlik stili ya da
yaklagimlarinin mobing ile iligkili olacagi beklenmektedir. Tiirk kiiltiirii baglaminda
is kurumlarinda etkili ve tercih edilen bir tarz oldugu belirlenen babacan liderlik
tarzinin, muhtemelen O6ziindeki ilgi ve kontrol ikililigi (Aycan, 2006) nedeniyle,
mobing ile iligkili olacagi sdylenebilir. Bu argiimani destekler nitelikte Soylu (2011),
babacan liderligin 0Ozellikle sadakat bekleme boyutunun mobing ile iliskili

olabilecegini tespit etmistir. Bu tez calismasi, babacan liderlik davranislarinin
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mobing algilar1 lizerindeki etkisini ve bu algilarin da ise yonelik tutumlara olan
etkisini incelemeyi amaglamaktadir.
Mobing-Sonu¢ Degiskenleri Iliskisinde Potansiyel Diizenleyici Degisken Olarak
Temel Benlik Degerlendirmeleri

Mobingin ise yonelik tutumlar ve psikolojik sonuglar ile iligkisi belirlenmis
olsa da baz kisisel farkliliklarin bu iliskide diizenleyici olacag: diislintilmektedir.
Ornegin, temel benlik degerlendirmelerinin, mobing deneyiminde kritik bir bireysel
farklilik olduguna inanilmaktadir. Bowling, Beehr, Bennett ve Watson’in (2010)
bireysel faktorlerin kisiler arasi ¢atisma iizerindeki etkilerini inceledigi ¢alismalari
destekleyici  sonuclar  sunmaktadir.  Sonuglar  kurbanlarin  temel benlik
degerlendirmelerinin  ¢atismaya maruz kalmakla negatif iliskisi oldugunu
gostermektedir. Bu calismanin amaci kisiler arasi ¢atisma olmasa da Bowling ve
arkadaglarinin ¢aligmalarinin mobing algilarina uygulanabilecegi diisiiniilebilir. Bu
nedenle, temel benlik algilarinin mobing siirecinde etkisi olacagini diisliniiyorum.
Spesifik olarak, temel benlik degerlendirmeleri, mobingin bireyler {izerindeki
etkisinin derecesini belirleyen faktor olarak diisiiniilmektedir.
Mobingin Onciilleri

Mobingin nedenlerini agiklamaya ¢alisan arastirmalar iki ana odaga sahiptir:
hedefin/kurbanin kisiligi ve psikososyal is ortami (Coyne et al., 2000). Hedefin
kisilik 6zelliklerine odaklanan ¢aligmalar, kisilerin belli bireysel niteliklerinin onlar1
mobinge ugramaya yatkin hale getirdikleri Onermesine dayanmaktadir. Diger
yandan, psikososyal calisma ortamina odaklanan ¢aligmalar mobingin genel olarak
stresli bir psikososyal ortamda ortaya ¢ikacagini 6nermektedir (Coyne ve ark., 2000).
Psikolojik ¢aligma ortamina iligkin faktorler bu ¢alismanin ilgi konusudur.
Mobingin Onciilii Olarak Algilanan Liderlik

Einarsen ve arkadaglar1 (1994), liderlik davranislarinin ya da stilinin, mobinge
maruz kalmada kritik bir rol oynayabilecegini ileri siirmektedirler. Bu yazarlara gore
liderlik davraniglarindaki eksiklik, stresli ve iyi organize edilmemis bir ¢aligma
ortami yaratarak mobingin olusmasi i¢in uygun ortam Yyaratir. Zorba liderlik

(tyrannical leadership), serbest birakici liderlik (laissez-faire leadership) ve de pasif
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ve kaginmali liderlik mobing ile iliskili bulunan liderlik davranislar1 arasindadir (or.
Hauge ve ark., 2007; Hoel, Glaso, Hetland, Cooper ve Einarsen, 2010; Skogstad,
Einarsen, Torsheim, Aasland, ve Hetland, 2007). Ancak, bu liderlik davraniglar1 Bati
temelli liderlik kuramlarina dayanmaktadir. Kiiltiirtin, yoneticilik uygulamalarinin
basarisin1 belirlemede 6nemli bir rol oynadigi bilinmektedir. Bu nedenle, Tiirkiye,
Pakistan ve Cin gibi Dogu iilkelerinde gozlenen babacan liderlik (Aycan, Kanungo,
Mendonca, Yu, Deller, Stahl, ve Kurshid, 2000), orgiitsel davranis ve tepkileri
anlaminda dikkate deger bir liderlik tipidir.

Mobingin Onciilleri Olarak Babacan Liderlik Bilesenleri

Ertiireten, Cemalcilar ve Aycan (2013) farkl: liderlik tarzlarinin —etkilesimsel,
dontisiimsel, otoriter ve babacan- kurumsal tutumlar tizerindeki etkisini arastirmistir.
Sonuglara gore, otoriter liderlik mobing ihtimalini artirirken etkilesimsel ve
dontistimsel liderlik bu ihtimali diisiirmiistiir. Babacan liderlik a¢isindan ise zayif,
negatif bir iliski bulunmustur. Benzer sekilde, Soylu (2011) babacan liderligin
mobing Tlzerindeki etkisini arastirmistir. Sonuglar, farkli babacan liderlik
bilesenlerinin mobing ile farkli iliskileri oldugunu gostermistir. Sadakat bekleme
boyutu ile mobing arasinda pozitif bir iliski bulunurken is yerinde aile ortamu
yaratma boyutu mobing ile negatif iligkili bulunmustur. Ertiiren ve arkadaslarinin
(2013) bulgularina paralel olarak, babacan liderligin olumlu bilesenleri ile mobing
arasinda negatif bir iliski bulunmustur. Ancak, Ertiireten ve arkadaslarinin
bulgularindan farkli olarak, babacan liderligin olumsuz bilesenleri mobing ihtimalini
artirmigtir.

Yukarida deginilen g¢aligmalarin farkli bulgulara ulagmalarinin nedeninin
yazarlarin babacan liderlik olgusunu farkli kavramsallagtirmalar1  oldugu
diisiiniilmektedir. Babacan liderlik ilgili yazinda ¢ok boyutlu bir olgu olarak
kavramsallastirilmaktadir. Ancak, Ertlireten ve arkadaslar1 (2013) babacan liderligi
tek boyutlu olarak ele almis ve farkli bilesenleri ile ilgili tahminlerde
bulunmamiglardir. Diger yandan, Soylu (2011) babacan liderligin farkli bilesenleri
ile mobing arasindaki iligkileri incelemistir. Daha 6nce agiklandigi gibi babacan

liderligin dogasinda kontrol ve ilgi arasinda bir ikilik vardir. Bu ikilik nedeniyle
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babacan liderligin farkli bilesenlerinin farkli sonuglara neden olacagina
inanmaktayim. Bu nedenle, bu tez calismasinda babacan liderlik ¢cok boyutlu olarak
ele alinmistir ve farkli bilesenleri ile ilgili farkli hipotezler olusturulmustur.
Liderlik-Mobing Iliskisinde Diizenleyici Bir Degisken Olarak Is Ozellikleri

Einarsen ve arkadaglarinin (1994) mobing ve is ortami kalitesi arasindaki
iligkiyi inceledikleri ¢alismalarinda, is tizerindeki kontrol ve rol karmasasi
degiskenlerinin mobing algis1 ile kuvvetli iliskileri oldugu bulunmustur. Is
tizerindeki kontrol azaldikga ve de rol karmasasi arttikca mobing algist da
artmaktadir. Benzer sekilde, mobing kurbanlar1 rol acikligi ve is anlamlilig
acisindan is ortamlarini daha olumsuz degerlendirmektedir (Agervold ve Mikkelsen,
2004). Bowling ve Beehr’in (2006) is yeri tacizi iizerine yaptiklar1 ¢alismada da rol
karmasas1 ve rol belirsizligi mobing iizerinde en giiglii etkiye sahip degiskenler
olarak tespit edilmistir.

Notelaers, DeWitte ve Einarsen’in (2010) belirttigi gibi yukarida deginilen
calisma kosullar1 ilgili yazinda is Ozellikleri olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Gorgiil
sonuglar belli is 6zelliklerinin mobing ile iligkili oldugunu goéstermektedir. Bireyler
igleri lizerinde kontrol sahibi olmayi, agik rol tanimlar1 ve anlamli islere sahip olmay1
istemektedir; ancak isleri istenen otonomi, agiklik ve anlamliligi saglamadiginda
mobinge karst savunmasiz hale gelirler. Eger isleri olumlu kosullar1 saglarsa,
bireylerin mobing yasama olasiligimin daha disik olacagi iddia edilebilir.
Schaubroeck, Walumbwa, Ganster ve Kepes’in (2007) calismasi destekleyici
bulgular sunmaktadir. Kisiler zenginlestirilmis islere sahip olduklarinda
yoneticilerinin olumsuz o6zelliklerinin iyi olma ve baglilik iizerindeki etkisi yok
olmustur. Bu bulgulara dayanarak, olumlu is 6zelliklerinin mobing iizerinde benzer
etkiye sahip olacagimi diisiinmekteyim. Yani, kisiler motivasyon potansiyeli yiiksek
islere sahip olduklarinda, mobing algilar diisiik olacaktir.

Liderlik-Mobing iliskisinde Diizenleyici Bir Degisken Olarak Y Jenerasyonu
Degerleri
Cinsiyet ve etnik c¢esitlilige ek olarak yas cesitliligi hemen hemen her

organizasyonda mevcuttur (Murphy, Jr., Gibson ve Greenwood, 2010) ve Y
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jenerasyonu is giiciine katilan en giincel gruptur (VanMeter, Grisaffe, Chonko ve
Roberts, 2013). Y jenerasyonu ile ilgili genel 6zelliklerin oldugu goriilse de Becton,
Walker ve Jones-Farmer (2014) etnik koken ve ulusal kiiltiir gibi jenerasyon-igi
etkilere sahip olabilecek bireysel farkliliklar1 goz 6niinde bulundurmalari konusunda
arastirmacilar1 uyarmaktadir. Gergekten de Guillot-Soulez ve Soulez (2014) yeni
mezunlari is tercihlerine gore dort gruba ayirmig ve Y jenerasyonunun homojen bir
grup olmadig1 sonucuna varmislardir. Yazarlara gore, mikroortam ile ilgili sosyal
entegrasyon (Orn. aile) makroortam ile ilgili sosyal entegrasyondan (6rn. tarihsel
olaylar) daha biiyiik etkiye sahip olabilir. Bu dogrultuda, 1980 sonrasi dogan tiim
bireylerin Y jenerasyonunun tasidigi degerler goéz Oniine alindiginda tipik bir Y
jenerasyonu iiyesi olmayacagini diisiinmekteyim. Bu nedenle, bu c¢aligmada liderlik-
mobing iliskisinde jenerasyon etkisi incelenirken dogum yili yerine kimlik statiileri
Y jenerasyonu gostergesi olarak kullanilmistir.
Kimlik Olusumu

James Marcia (1966) tarafindan gelistirilen kimlik statlisii modeli, son kirk
yilda kimlik yazininin odagi olmustur (6r. Berzonsky, 2004; Luyckx, Goossens,
Soenens ve Beyers, 2006; Luyckx, Schwartz, Berzonsky, Soenens, Vansteenkiste,
Smits ve Goossens, 2008). Seceneklerin arastirilmast (crisis) ve igsel yatirim
(commitment) kimlik statiileri belirlenirken kullanilan iki O6nemli kriterdir. Bu
kriterler kullanilarak dort statii olusturulmaktadir: basarili, askiya alinmis, ipotekli,
daginik. Marcia’nin (1966) modelini gelistirmek tizere Luyckx ve arkadaslar1 (2005)
seceneklerin arastirilmasi ve igsel yatinmda bulunma boyutlarini iki bilesene
ayirdiklart bir kimlik olusumu modeli dnermislerdir. Boylece birbirinden ayri1 ancak
iligkili dort kimlik boyutu olusmustur: i¢sel/ yatirimda bulunma, igsel yatirimla
ozdeslesme, seceneklerin derinlemesine arastirilmasi ve seceneklerin geniglemesine
arastirtlmasi. Son zamanlarda, besinci boyut olan segeneklerin saplantili
arastirilmast boyutu modele eklenmistir (Luyckx ve ark., 2008). Bu bes kimlik
boyutu dogrultusunda alt1 kimlik statiisii 6ne siirilmiistiir: basarili, ipotekli, askiya

alinmis, kaygisiz daginik, dagilmis daginik ve farklilagmamis.
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Luyckx ve arkadaslarinin (2008) hipotez ettigi gibi basarili ve askiya alinmis
kimlik statiilerinin segeneklerin arastirilmast  boyutlarinda yiiksek olacagi
disiiniilmektedir. Ayrica, askiya alimmis statii de igsel yatirimda bulunma
boyutlarinda diisiik puanlarla iligkilidir. Bu nedenle, Y jenerasyonu iiyelerinin
esneklik ve otonomi beklentileri nedeniyle basarili ve askiya alinmis statiilere sahip
olacaklar diistiniilmektedir.

Calismanin Amaci ve Beklenen Sonuc¢lar

Bu calismada, mobingin potansiyel onciisii olarak sadakat bekleme (babacan
liderlik), mobingin sonucu olarak da is tutumlari incelenmistir. Liderlik-tutum
iliskisinde, temel benlik degerlendirmeleri; liderlik-mobbing iligkisinde ise hem Y
jenerasyonu hem de is 6zelliklerinin diizenleyici rolleri hipotez edilmistir.

Calisma kapsaminda test edilen denenceler asagidadir:

1. Mobing ile is doyumu (negatif), orgiitsel baglilik (negatif) ve isten ayrilma
niyeti (pozitif) arasinda bir iligki vardir.

2. Mobing ile calisanlarin ise devamsizlik oranlar1 arasinda pozitif bir iligki
vardir (eksik veri nedeni ile test edilememistir).

3. Mobingle is doyumu, Orgiitsel baglilik, isten ayrilma niyeti arasindaki
iligskilerde temel benlik degerlendirmeleri diizenleyici bir rol oynamaktadir.

4. Babacan liderligin negatif boyutlar1 ile mobing arasinda pozitif bir iliski
vardir.

5. Babacan liderligin sadakat bekleme boyutu ve mobing arasindaki iliski,
motivasyon potansiyeli yliksek is algis1 durumunda daha zayiftir.

6. Babacan liderligin sadakat bekleme boyutu ve mobing arasindaki iligki, Y
jenerasyonunu temsil ettigi diisiiniilen kimlik statiilerine sahip kisiler (basarili ve
askiya alinmis kimlik statiisiine sahip calisanlar) i¢in, Y jenerasyonunun tipik
temsilcisi olmayan (ipotekli statiiye sahip) kisilere oranla daha gii¢liidiir.

Yontem
Katihmcilar
Calisma kapsaminda hizli tiiketim mallar sektoriinde gida iiretimi yapmakta

olan bir firmada ¢alisan 175 mavi ve beyaz yakali c¢alisandan veri toplanmustir.
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Katilimcilar mekanik tasarim miihendisi, giivenlik gorevlisi, operatér ve bakim
teknisyeni gibi cesitli islerde ¢aligmaktadirlar. Katilimeilarin %17°si beyaz yaka
islere sahiptir. Cinsiyetini belirten katilimcilarin yiiz altmis dokuzu erkeklerden
olugmaktadir ve sadece ii¢ katilime1 kadindir. Katilimcilarin ortalama yagi 29.53 (SS
= 3.66) ve firmadaki is deneyimi ortalamasi 4.6’dir (SS = 3.56).

Yiiz elli bir katilimcinin 118’1 ilk yéneticilerinden veri alinmasini onaylarken,
24 calisan bu soruya cevap vermemistir. Astlarinin onay1 sonrasinda 46 yonetici ile
iletisime gecilmistir. Yoneticilerin ortalama yast 41.1 (SS = 6.58), firmadaki is
deneyimi ortalamalar1 14.4°diir (SS = 7.12). Kirk yOnetici cinsiyetini belirtmistir ve
bunlarin sadece 1’1 kadindir.
Kullanilan Ol¢iim Araclar

Calisanlara uygulanan anket paketinde is tanis1 (Bilgi¢, 1999), temel benlik
degerlendirmesi (Kisbu, 2006), is doyumu (Bilgig¢, 1999), orgiitsel baglilik (Wasti,
1999), isten ayrilma niyeti (Ok, 2007), kimlik gelisimi (Morsiinbiil ve Cok, 2014) ve
isyerinde psikolojik taciz (Tinaz, Gok ve Karatuna, 2010) degiskenlerini dlgmek
tizere yaygin kullanilan Likert tipi ol¢ekler kullanilmistir. Dort basamakli olan
isyerinde psikolojik taciz Olcegi ile yedi basamakli is tanist 6lcegi disindaki tiim
Olgekler bes basamakli Likert 6l¢egi lizerinden yanitlanmistir. Anket paketi ayrica,
demografik sorularin yer aldigi bir formu ve katilim sonrasi bilgi formunu da
icermektedir. Amir anket paketi ise, babacan liderlik 6lcegi (Aycan, 2006),
demografik bilgi formu ve katilim sonrasi bilgi formundan olusmaktadir.
Bulgular
Betimleyici Istatistikler

Katilimcilarin isten ayrilma niyetleri ortalamasi (2.38) 6l¢ek orta noktasinin
altinda iken, i3 doyumu ortalamasi (3.09) 6lcek orta noktasinin biraz {izerinde olarak
tespit edilmistir. Benzer sekilde, orgiitsel baglilik ortalamasi (3.38) ve temel benlik
degerlendirmeleri ortalamasi1 (3.64) da ol¢ek orta noktasinin iizerindedir. Genel
olarak Olgeklerin standart sapma degerleri 0.00 ile 1.0 arasindadir. Sadece tek bir

madde ile dlgiilen is doyumu i¢in standart sapma 1.16 olarak bulunmustur.
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Calismada yer alan degiskenler arasindaki korelasyonlarin ydnleri genel
olarak beklenilen dogrultuda bulunmustur. Yoneticilerin toplam is deneyimi ve
yaslar1 arasindaki korelasyon ile (r = .88) is yerinde aile ortami olusturma ve genel
babacan liderlik skoru arasindaki korelasyon (r = .83) disindaki degerler. 80’in
altindadir.

Calismada kullanilan olceklerin biiyiikk ¢ogunlugunun giivenirlik katsayisi
.70’in altindadir. Mobing, oOrgiitsel baglilik ve isten ayrilma niyeti o6lg¢eklerinin
giivenirlik katsayilarinin ise. 70’in {izerinde oldugu tespit edilmistir (sirasiyla. 91, .84
ve .86).

Denencelerin Test Edilmesi

Mobingin is doyumu, oOrglitsel baglilik ve isten ayrilma niyeti lizerindeki
etkisini tespit etmek lizere ayr1 ayri regresyon analizleri yapilmistir. Mobingin is
doyumu iizerindeki etkisinin incelendigi analizde hi¢cbir demografik degisken kontrol
edilmemigtir. Mobingin is doyumu iizerinde marjinal bir etkiye sahip oldugu
bulunmustur (R? = .02, F (1, 173) = 2.87, p = .09, B = -.13, p = .09). Mobingin
orgiitsel baglilik tizerindeki etkisinin test edildigi analizde sadece yOneticinin yasi
kontrol edilmis olup mobing degiskeni ikinci asamada analize katilmistir. Sonuglar
mobingin Orgiitsel baglilik {izerinde anlamli bir etkiye sahip oldugunu gostermistir
(RZA = .14, F (2, 77) = 9.15, p < .001, B = -.38, p < .001). Son olarak, mobing ve
isten ayrilma niyeti arasindaki iligkinin test edildigi analizde yoneticilerin yas ve
toplam is deneyimi degiskenleri kontrol edilmis olup mobing degiskeni ikinci
asamada analize katilmistir. Sonuglara gére mobing isten ayrilma niyetini anlaml
sekilde ongdérmektedir (RZA = .23, F (3, 72) = 10.26, p < .001, B = .49, p< .001).
Temel benlik degerlendirmelerinin mobing ve sonu¢ degiskenleri arasindaki
iliskideki diizenleyici etkisini test etmek amaciyla bir dizi hiyerarsik/diizenleyici
regresyon analizi yiriitiilmiistir. Moderasyon etkisini test etmek amaciyla temel
benlik degerlendirmeleri ve mobingin ¢arpimi alinarak etkilesim degiskenleri
yaratilmigtir. Regresyonun ilk agamasinda temel benlik degerlendirmeleri ve mobing
degiskenleri bagimsiz degiskenler olarak regresyona dahil edilmistir. Ikinci asamada

ise, etkilesim degiskeni regresyona katilmistir. Etkilesim degiskeni, orgiitsel baglilik
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ve isten ayrilma niyetini istatistiksel olarak anlamli diizeyde yordamistir (sirasiyla R?
A = .06, F (3, 171) = 6.98, p < .001, B = -.25, p< .01 ve R?A = .01, F (3, 171) =
18.40, p <.001, B = .13, p =.07). Egim analizi, mobingin yiiksek oldugu durumlarda
pozitif temel benlik degerlendirmelerine sahip bireylerin orgiitsel bagliliginin, negatif
temel benlik degerlendirmelerine sahip bireylere gore daha diisiik oldugunu
gostermistir. Mobingin  diislik oldugu durumlarda, negatif temel benlik
degerlendirmelerine sahip bireylerin isten ayrilma niyeti pozitif temel benlik
degerlendirmelerine sahip bireylerden daha diistiktiir.

Babacan liderligin negatif bilesenlerinin mobingi yordama tizerindeki etkisini
test etmek i¢in regresyon analizi yiriitilmistiir. Sadakat bekleme ve otoriteyi
koruma degiskenleri ayni anda analize dahil edilmistir. Ancak, babacan liderligin bu
negatif boyutlart mobingi yordamada etkili bulunmamstir (R? = .02, F (2, 96) = .82,
p > .05).

Katilimeilarinin islerinin motivasyon potansiyelinin diizenleyici etkisini test
etmek amaciyla hiyerarsik regresyon analizi yiiriitiilmiistiir. Moderasyon etkisini test
etmek amaciyla sadakat bekleme ve motivasyon potansiyeli skorlarinin garpimi
ahnarak etkilesim degiskeni yaratilmistir. Regresyonun ilk asamasinda sadakat
bekleme ve motivasyon potansiyeli skorlar1 bagimsiz degiskenler olarak regresyona
dahil edilmistir. ikinci asamada ise, etkilesim degiskeni regresyona katilmistir.
Sonuglar, etkilesim degiskeninin mobingi istatistiksel olarak anlamli diizeyde
yordamadigini gostermistir (R? = .00, F (3, 95) = 1.28, p > .05).

Y jenerasyonu iyeliginin Sadakat bekleme ve mobing arasindaki iligkideki
diizenleyici etkisini test etmek iizere hiyerarsik regresyon analizi yiirtitiilmistiir.
Basarili ve askiya alinmig kimlik statiisiine sahip katilimecilar, Y jenerasyonu iiyesi
olarak degerlendirilmistir. Moderasyon etkisini test etmek amaciyla Y jenerasyonu
tiyeligi degiskeni ile sadakat bekleme degiskenleri ¢arpilarak etkilesim degiskeni
olusturulmustur. Sadakat bekleme ve grup iiyeligi degiskenleri bagimsiz degiskenler
olarak ilk asamada regresyona dahil edilmistir. Ikinci asamada ise, etkilesim

degiskeni regresyona katilmistir. Sonuglar, etkilesim degiskeninin mobingi
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istatistiksel olarak anlamli diizeyde yordamadigin1 gostermistir (F (3, 73) = 2.19, p >
.05).
Tartisma

Bu caligmada, liderligin mobing algilar1 iizerindeki etkisi ve mobingin ise
yonelik tutumlar tizerindeki etkisi incelenmis, 6zellikle mobing-sonuglar iligkisini
destekleyici bulgular elde edilmistir. Y jenerasyonu {liyeligi ve is Ozelliklerinin,
liderlik-mobing iliskisi tlizerinde diizenleyici etkisi olacagi ongoriilmiis ancak bu
iligkiyi destekleyici bulgular elde edilmemistir. Diger yandan, temel benlik
degerlendirmelerinin  mobing-sonuglar iliskisi {izerindeki diizenleyici etkisini
destekleyen bulgular elde edilmistir.

Mobingin orgiitsel baglilik ve isten ayrilma niyeti iizerindeki etkisi gorece
kuvvetli iken, is doyumu iizerindeki etkisinin sadece marjinal bir etki oldugu
bulunmustur. Is doyumu degiskeninin gorece yapisal dogas1, gdzlenen bu zayif etki
icin bir agiklama olabilir. Arvey, Bouchard, Jr, Segal ve Abraham’a (1989) gore, is
doyumu degiskeninde gdzlenen varyansin yaklasik %30’u genetik faktorlerin
sonucudur. Bu baglamda, is doyumunun diger ise yonelik tutumlara nazaran ¢evresel
faktorlere, destekleyici ya da engelleyici, karsi bagisikligi oldugu diisiiniilebilir. Bu
nedenle ¢evresel bir engelleyici olarak mobing is doyumu iizerinde daha zayif bir
etkiye sahip olabilir. Belirtildigi gibi, mobingin orgiitsel baglilik ve isten ayrilma
niyeti iizerindeki etkisini destekleyici bulgular elde edilmistir. Hauge, Skogstad ve
Einarsen’in (2010) belirttigi gibi calisanlar zaman zaman stres yasayabilir; ancak bu
calistyor olmanin bir pargasidir ve beklenen bir durumdur. Fakat, farkli ve agresifce
davranilmak iziiciidiir ve bu durum kisinin is yeri ve isvereni hakkinda sinizm
gelistirmesine neden olabilir. Bunun sonucunda da kisinin igverenine olan baglilig
ile iste bulunma isteginin etkilenmesi olagandir.

Temel benlik degerlendirmelerinin, mobingin Orgiitsel baglilik ve isten
ayrilma niyeti iizerindeki etkisinde diizenleyici roliinii destekler bulgular elde
edilmistir. Mobing algist arttik¢a, olumlu temel benlik degerlendirmelerine sahip
kisilerin orgiitsel bagliliklar1 diismiis, isten ayrilma niyetleri artmistir. Olumsuz temel

benlik degerlendirmelerine sahip bireylerin orgiitsel baglilik diizeyleri ise mobing
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algisindan bagimsiz olarak gorece sabit kalmistir. Isten ayrilma niyetleri ise mobing
algistyla birlikte artmistir. Temel benlik degerlendirmelerinin gézlenen diizenleyici
etkisini anlamada, basa ¢ikma yazinindan yararlanilabilir. Kammeyer-Mueller, Judge
ve Scott’'un (2009) meta-analiz c¢alismasina gore, olumlu temel benlik
degerlendirmeleri problem odakli basa ¢ikma ile iliskilidir. Bu baglamda, olumlu
temel benlik degerlendirmelerine sahip katilimecilarin azalan baglilik ve artan isten
ayrilma niyeti, problem (mobing) odakli bir tepki olarak nitelendirilebilir.

Babacan liderligin negatif bilesenlerinin, mobing iizerinde yordayici bir
etkiye sahip olmadigi goriilmiistiir. Kayda deger sekilde mobinge maruz kalan
calisanlarin calismadan elenmis olmasi bu bulgulara neden olmus olabilir. Bu
calismada, yoneticilerden veri alinmasi konusunda katilimcilara danisilmistir.
Acgimlayic1 analizler, yoneticilerinden veri alinmasini onaylamayan katilimcilarin
veri alimmasimi onaylayan katilimcilara gore anlamli olarak daha fazla mobinge
maruz kaldigin1 gostermistir. Babacan liderlik-mobing arasinda bir iliski
bulunamamasinin bir sebebi, mobing magduru katilimcilarin segici 6z-elenmeleri ile
agiklanabilir.

Is 6zelliklerinin babacan liderligin olumsuz bilesenleri ve mobing arasindaki
iligkide diizenleyici etkisi desteklenmemigstir. Katilimcilarin islerinin dogas1 bu
bulgulara bir agiklama olabilir. Katilimcilarin ¢ogu mavi yaka islere sahiptir ve
islerinin ortalama motivasyon potansiyeli oldukca diistiktiir. Bu nedenle, islerinin
mobingle basa ¢ikmak i¢in gerekli kaynaklari saglamadig: diisiiniilebilir.

Y jenerasyonunun babacan liderlik ve mobing arasindaki iliskideki
diizenleyici etkisi de desteklenmemistir. Daha 6nce belirtildigi gibi, tiim katilimcilar
kronolojik olarak Y jenerasyonu liyesidir; ancak katilimcilar ayristirmak i¢in kimlik
statiileri kullanilmigtir. Fakat bu ayristirma tamamen teoriktir ve gercek Y
jenerasyonu tyelerini ayristirmada yeterli olmamuis olabilir.

Deneyimlenen mobingin orgiitsel baglilik ve isten ayrilma niyeti iizerindeki
etkisine yonelik bulgularin kurumlar agisindan 6nemli ¢ikarimlar1 bulunmaktadir.
Orgiitsel bagllik, isten ayrilma niyeti, devamsizlik ve performans ile iliskili olarak

bulunmustur (6r. Cohen, 1993; Mathieu ve Zajac, 1990; Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch
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ve Topolnytsky, 2002). Benzer sekilde, isten ayrilmanin kurumlar iizerinde negatif
etkileri bulunmaktadir. Staw’a (1980) gore isten ayrilma segme ve yerlestirme
maliyetinden ¢alisanlar arasinda diisiik morale kadar bir¢ok etkiye sahiptir. Bu
nedenle, magduriyeti Onleyici kurumsal politikalar ve egitim faaliyetleri
gelistirilebilir. Mobing ve ise yonelik tutumlar arasindaki bu iligki olumlu temel
benlik degerlendirmelerine sahip calisanlar i¢cin daha giicliidiir. Temel benlik
degerlendirmeleri ve performans iligkisini destekleyen bulgular bulunmaktadir.
Hatta, temel benlik degerlendirmeleri sorumluluk yaninda performansi yordayan en
onemli yapisal 6zelliklerdendir (Bono ve Judge, 2003). Bu nedenle, kurumlar olumlu
temel benlik degerlendirmesine sahip ¢alisanlarin mobinge maruz kalmasini 6nlemek
icin bu calisanlar1 gozleyebilir, temel benlik degerlendirmesi diisiik olan calisanlara
ise kogluk destegi saglayabilir.

Bu calisma baz1 smirhiliklara sahiptir. Mobing verilerinin ¢alisanlarin
kendisinden alinmasi 6nemli bir yontemsel kisit olarak diisiiniilebilir. Gelecekteki
caligmalar mobinge sahit olanlar ve/ya vaka kayitlar1 gibi daha az siibjektif olmasi
beklenen veri kaynaklarini kullanabilir. Bu caligmada babacan liderlik verisi, tek
kaynak yanliligina neden olmamak ig¢in yoneticilerden alimmustir. Gelecekteki
calismalarda, yoneticilerin yam1 sira, c¢alisanlardan da liderlik algist verisi
toplanabilir. Bu calismanin tiim katilimecilar1 kronolojik olarak Y jenerasyonu
tiyesidir. Gelecekteki calismalar kronolojik farklarin olup olmadigini test etmek icin
farkli jenerasyon tiiyelerini ¢aligmaya dahil edebilir. Son olarak, kesitsel bir ¢alisma
oldugundan, bu c¢alisma degiskenler arasindaki neden-sonug iligkisini anlamada
kisith 6neme sahiptir. Bu nedenle gelecekte boylamsal ¢aligmalar yapilabilir.

Yiriitilen bu ¢aligma, mobingin ne gibi etkiler dogurduguna ve bu etkilerin
hangi kosullarda farklilastigina yonelik bilgiler saglamistir. Calismanin bulgular

yonetimsel uygulamalar ve gelecekteki arastirmalara yonelik katkilar sunmaktadir.
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