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ABSTRACT

EXAMINING THE DARK SIDE OF LEADERSHIP:
THE ROLE OF GENDER ON THE PERCEPTION OF ABUSIVE SUPERVISION

Taftaf, Selin
Department of Business Administration
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. F. Pinar Acar

September, 2018, 127 pages

This thesis intends to investigate the roles of supervisor gender, subordinate
gender and perceivers’ sexist attitudes within the context of perception of abusive
supervision on a Turkish sample. Defined as a form of dark leadership through which
supervisors engage in hostile behaviors, excluding any physical harassment, towards
their subordinates at the workplace, abusive supervision is relatively a new
phenomenon that is rather unexplored in the leadership literature. Even though
negative consequences of abusive supervision have been investigated, the antecedents
that lead to the abusive supervision are still in need of further research. Moreover,
perceptions of abusive supervision have not yet been explored with reference to the
differential gender stereotypes. Therefore, this thesis examines the roles of supervisor
gender, subordinate gender and gender similarity in supervisor-subordinate dyad on
subordinate’s perception of abusive supervision. The moderating effects of the sexist
attitudes of the perceivers (hostile sexism and benevolent sexism) on the relationship
between the supervisor behavior and the perception of abusive supervision are also

investigated. In order to observe the relationships and test the hypotheses, data was



collected from 260 graduate and undergraduate students from various universities

located in Ankara, Turkey and analyzed by using quantitative methods.

This study contributes to the leadership literature by examining the roles of
gender and sexist attitudes on the perception of abusive supervision through vignettes,

which are used for the first time on a Turkish sample.

Keywords: Abusive Supervision, Dark Leadership, Supervisor Gender, Subordinate

Gender, Ambivalent Sexism
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KARANLIK LIDERLIGIN INCELENMESI: ISTISMARCI YONETIM
ALGISINDA TOPLUMSAL CINSIYETIN ROLU

Taftaf, Selin
Yiiksek Lisans, Isletme Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. F. Pmar Acar
Eyliil, 2018, 127 sayfa

Bu tezin amaci, toplumsal cinsiyetin ve kisilerin cinsiyet¢ilik tutumlarinin
istismarct yoOnetim algisina etkisini Tiirkiye’den elde edilen 6rneklem {izerinde
incelemektir. Karanlik liderlik tiirlerinden biri olarak tanimlanan ve yoneticilerin
calisanlarina kars1 sergiledikleri, fiziksel rahatsizlik harici is ortamindaki her tiirlii
diismanca davranisi igeren istismarct yonetim, liderlik literatiiriinde nispeten yeni ve
heniiz tamamen kesfedilmemis bir kavramdir. Istismarci ydnetimin olumsuz sonuglar
daha yaygin bir sekilde arastirilmis olsa da, istismarcit yonetimin Onciilleri, hala
arastirilmasi gereken konular arasinda yer alir. Ayrica, istismarci yonetim algisi, farkli
toplumsal cinsiyet rolii kaliplar1 goz Oniine alinarak heniliz incelenmemistir. Bu
sebeple, bu ¢aligma, istismarci yonetim algisinda yonetici cinsiyeti, ¢alisan cinsiyeti
ve yonetici-¢alisan ikili iliskisinde cinsiyet benzerliginin etkilerine 151k tutmay:
hedeflemistir. Ek olarak, kisilerin kadin ve erkeklere yonelik cinsiyetcilik tutumlarinin
(diismanca cinsiyetcilik ve korumaci cinsiyet¢ilik), istismarci yonetim algisina
diizenleyici etkisi de c¢alisma kapsaminda incelenmistir. Degiskenler arasindaki
iligkileri gézlemlemek ve c¢alismanin denencelerini test etmek amaciyla, Ankara’da
bulunan gesitli tiniversitelerdeki lisans ve lisansiistii 6grencilerinin katildigi 260 kisilik

Vi



bir orneklem grubu olusturulmustur ve sonuglar sayisal yontemler kullanilarak

yorumlanmustir.

Bu calisma, toplumsal cinsiyet rollerinin ve cinsiyet¢ilik tutumlarinin
istismarci yonetim algisina etkisini Tiirkiye’de 6lgen ilk ¢alisma olarak literatiire katk1

saglamistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Istismarci Yénetim, Karanlik Liderlik, Lider Cinsiyeti, Calisan

Cinsiyeti, Celisik Duygulu Cinsiyetgilik
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Attaining gender equality at the workplace still seems to be a distant aim even
though women are progressively acquiring critical leadership and top-level roles in
organizations. The ongoing construal of leadership on masculine terms (Rudman &
Kilianski, 2000) and its attribution to males primarily (Eagly, 1987; Heilman, 2001)
can be of the reasons why such gender inequality exists at the workplace, specifically
within the context of leadership positions. As women have increasingly started to enter
the work force and take leadership roles, issues regarding gender roles at the
workplace have gained even more importance. Apart from studying effective
leadership and possible disparities of men and women in terms of leadership behavior,
recent studies have started to focus on the destructive leadership as well (i.e. Schyns
& Schilling, 2013; Tepper, 2007; Einarsen et al., 2007). Therefore, studies have started
acknowledging that leaders and leadership practices may have dark sides (Xiagi, Kun,
Chongsen and Sufang, 2012).

The growing interest towards destructive leadership research is mainly due to
the costly outcomes for the employees, organizations and society. Initially defined as
the lack of effective leadership behaviors (Ashforth, 1997), scholars have examined
destructive leadership behaviors of leaders at the workplace under different concepts
such as “bullying” (Nielsen and Einarsen, 2012), “workplace aggression” (Hershcovis
et al., 2007), “petty tyranny” (Ashforth, 1997), “toxic leadership” (Lipman-Blumen,
2005) and “abusive supervision” (Tepper, 2000). In fact, these terms are being used in
an interchangeable manner (Reed and Bullis, 2009).

Defined as “subordinate’s perceptions of the extent to which supervisor

engages in sustained display of hostile verbal and non-verbal behaviors, excluding the
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physical contact” by Tepper (2000, p. 178), abusive supervision is one of the forms of
destructive leadership that harms organizations, lowers employee’s job satisfaction,
and increases employee’s engagement in counterproductive work behaviors (Tepper,
2007). Tepper (2000) developed a 15-item-scale to measure abusive supervision by
asking subordinates to evaluate their supervisors on the abusive supervision scale.
Therefore, abusive supervision emerges as a subjective concept that depends on the
perception of the subordinate who is exposed to abusive supervision from the
immediate supervisor (Tepper, 2000). Compared to physical violence acts at the
workplace, abusive supervision practices are more common and around 50% of
employees face or expect to face an abusive leader during their work life (Tepper,
2006). Schat et al. (2006) stated that survey results on the US workforce revealed that
more than 13.6% of the employees have experienced or witnessed abusive supervision
type of acts at work. According to the survey conducted on a sample of 1000 by Hogan
and Kaiser (2005), 50% of the respondents identify their bosses as manipulative and
44% describe their bosses as passive aggressive. Therefore, the prevalence of abusive
supervision makes the topic even more important to be investigated.

Although the consequences of abusive supervision have been more widely
studied, there is still room for thoroughly discovering the antecedents of abusive
supervision (Aryee et al., 2007). Since abusive supervision stems from perceptions,
among the antecedents, subordinate and supervisor related attributions related to
abusive supervision come to the fore. Gender, as a demographic variable, is also
recognized as a basis on which individuals can categorize others as similar or
dissimilar with themselves. Therefore, gender is considered as an important variable
to predict workplace aggression and abusive supervision (Baron et al., 1999).

Although included in the previous studies, gender of the supervisor as well as
the subordinate and gender similarity in supervisor-subordinate dyad have not been
widely examined. As proposed, gender roles determine the expectations from men and
women (Johnson et al., 2008). Accordingly, people are expected to behave in
accordance with their traditional gender roles (Atwater at al., 2001). As the social role
theory of Eagly (1987) argues, men have the agentic characteristics of being

aggressive and dominant while women have the communal characteristics of being
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submissive, nurturing and kind. These gender roles dictate women to stay at home, be
polite and agreeable at all times while men to be the breadwinner, have aggressive,

dominant and challenging attitudes (Eagly & Karau, 2002).

Deriving from their traditional gender roles, men are expected to perform
aggressive behaviors more compared to women, who are expected to display more
sensitive and display less aggressive behaviors at the workplace (Restubog et al.,
2011).Therefore, researchers have the tendency to predict and approve the differences
between men and women to interpret the differential attributions in different settings
since these differences are significant and have a consistency to favor men (Cleveland
et al. 2000). These differences stemming from the social roles of men and women may
spill over to the tendency to perceive abusive supervision practices of the supervisors
as well depending on both the supervisor and subordinate gender.

It is evident that women are perceived and evaluated more negatively than men
when they perform stereotypic behaviors which are attributed to males (Heilman and
Chen, 2005). This is because when women violate their traditional gender roles and
attain leadership positions at the workplace, incongruity happens between what gender
and leadership roles demand from women, the latter of which requires the attributions
that are highly associated with men (Eagly and Karau, 2002). Given the fact that
hostile and aggressive behaviors are more attributed to males, when female
supervisors exercise abusive supervision, which are destructive behaviors that are
unexpected for them to display, they may more likely face severe criticism and

negative perceptions compared to their male counterparts.

Apart from the supervisor gender, studies argue that subordinate gender plays
a more decisive role in terms of perceiving abusive supervision (Ouyang et al., 2015).
Although women and men are found to be equally exposed to abusive supervision at
the workplace, female subordinates believe that they face with difficulties at the
workplace at higher levels compared to their male counterparts (Wang et al., 2016).
Similarly, women are expected to perceive workplace mistreatment at greater extents
(McCord et al., 2017).



Gender similarity in supervisor-subordinate dyads is also worth examining as
a factor on the perception of abusive supervision. This is because gender is considered
as one of the factors through which people consider others as similar or dissimilar and
establish relationships accordingly (Park et al., 2016). Leader-Member Exchange
Theory that focuses on similarities, can therefore, be used in terms of investigating

perceptions of abusive supervision (Xu et al., 2012).

Sexist attitudes, that refer to men as the superior, are argued to be important in
terms of underlying the bias towards women in the workplace (Rudman & Glick,
2010). Glick and Fiske (1996) developed Ambivalent Sexism Theory to examine
sexist attitudes within the context of gender roles, which is composed of hostile sexism
and benevolent sexism that together create an ambivalence on one sex towards the
other one (Rudman and Glick, 2010; Glick and Fiske, 2011). People who have high
sexism, both hostile and benevolent terms, tend to perceive working women as
aggressive while people who have low sexism, tend to perceive working women as
rather smart (Glick et al., 1997).

Therefore, this thesis aims to further investigate the roles of supervisor gender,
subordinate gender, gender similarity between the dyads and sexist attitudes of the
subordinate with respect to gender stereotypes in the perception of abusive
supervision. Following the demonstration of the research questions and the
significance of the study in Chapter 1, Chapter 2 includes the theoretical background
of the study corresponding the definition of abusive supervision, the relevant theories
regarding gender and leadership and sexist attitudes. Moreover, hypotheses of the
study as well as the conceptual model will be introduced in this chapter. In Chapter 3,
the methodology of the study regarding to both the pre-test and the main study is
presented. Chapter 4 analyzes the results of the study. Lastly, Chapter 5 reviews the
study findings with respect to the literature, discusses the limitations of the study and

offers implications for managers and recommendations for further research.



1.1.Research Questions
This thesis focuses on the differential attributions of abusive supervision
depending on the supervisor’s and subordinate’s gender as well as the victim’s sexist
attitudes. The study recognizes that abusive supervision perceptions are subjective and
can be investigated through the subordinates’ evaluation of their immediate
supervisors. Therefore, this thesis examines the effects of supervisor gender,
subordinate gender, gender similarity in supervisor-subordinate dyad as well as the
subordinate’s sexist attitudes on the perception of abusive supervision, conducted by
their immediate supervisor. The study seeks to find answers to the following research
questions:
1) To what extent is supervisor gender effective in perceiving abusive
supervision?
2) To what extent is subordinate gender effective in perceiving abusive
supervision?
3) To what extent is gender similarity in supervisor-subordinate dyad
effective in perceiving abusive supervision?
4) Do sexist attitudes of the subordinate (i.e. hostile sexism and benevolent
sexism) moderate the relationship between supervisor gender and

perception of abusive supervision?

1.1.Significance of the Study

The present study is significant in various ways. First, it addresses abusive
supervision, which is relatively a new concept in leadership literature but a prevalent
reality for the work setting relations. Moreover, there is scarcity in the literature about
gender differences in workplace hostility and the findings are away from achieving a
consensus. This study puts gender at the focus to investigate any possible gender
differences in terms of perception of abusive supervision while the research in the
workplace hostility and leadership literature mostly consider gender as either a control
variable or a moderator. Secondly, the present study points out once more how the
traditional gender roles create a prejudice towards women leadership. It specifically
advocates the point that women are seen not only incompetent for the leadership

positions but also perceived negatively when they perform destructive leadership
5



practices both by female and male subordinates. Thirdly, no study thus far has found
analyzing the moderating effect of perceivers’ sexist attitudes over their abusive
supervision perceptions. Although gender has been included in the studies regarding
sexism, no study has jointly analyzed the roles of supervisor and subordinate gender
as well as subordinate’s sexist attitudes in perceiving abusive supervision. Finally,
abusive supervision is relatively an undiscovered topic specifically in the Turkish
context. Therefore, this study contributes to the development of the abusive
supervision literature, by specifically addressing its antecedents, by conducting a study

through vignettes applied on a Turkish sample.



CHAPTER 2

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES OF THE STUDY

In this chapter, a review of the literature that includes abusive supervision, its
antecedents and consequences will be introduced. Relevant theories regarding gender
roles and leadership roles will be presented. The role of sexist attitudes will be
examined. Furthermore, the hypotheses of the study will be proposed together with

the conceptual model.

2.1. Overview of Abusive Supervision

The behaviors of organizational leaders have attracted the attention of the
researchers and scholars (Tepper et al., 2017). However, in their research, scholars
primarily focus on the “more constructive side” of the leadership behaviors of the
leaders at the workplace (Tierney & Tepper, 2007, p. 171). More recently, studies
started to realize that leadership can also have a dark or destructive side (Schyns &
Schilling, 2013; Tepper, 2007; Einarsen et al., 2007; Xiagqi et al., 2012). The growing
interest towards destructive leadership research is mainly due to the costly and
negative outcomes for the employees, organizations and society (Padilla et al., 2007).

More generally defined as the lack of effective leadership behaviors (Ashforth,
1997), scholars have examined destructive leadership behaviors of the leaders at the
workplace under different concepts such as “bullying” (Nielsen & Einarsen, 2012),
“workplace aggression” (Hershcovis et al., 2007), “petty tyranny” (Ashforth, 1997),
“toxic leadership” (Lipman-Blumen, 2005) and “abusive supervision” (Tepper, 2000).
Even, these terms are being used in an interchangeable manner (Reed and Bullis,
2009).



The following sections will introduce the construct of abusive supervision with

respect to its antecedents and consequences.
2.1.1. Abusive Supervision as a Construct

Initially identified by Tepper (2000) as a construct, abusive supervision is a
form of destructive leadership, which is conceptualized as “subordinates’ perceptions
of the extent to which supervisors engage in the sustained display of hostile verbal and
nonverbal behaviors, excluding physical contact” (p.178). It is one of the misconducts
that a manager can have which involves “sustained dysfunctional behavior towards
the subordinates” (Pradhan and Jena, 2017, p. 825). Therefore, abusive supervision is
a mistreatment conducted from top to down, which becomes a manager’s ordinary
practice (Tepper, 2007).

Contrary to relatively narrow research on the topic, abusive supervision is
prevalent at the workplace setting (Keashly et al., 1994). Reportedly, abusive
supervision is more common than physical violence at the workplace and around 50%
of employees face or expect to face an abusive leader during their work life (Tepper,
2006). Moreover, Baron and Neuman (1996) concluded that aggressive behaviors that
contain passive and verbal misconducts happen to be more frequently displayed
compared to physical hostile behaviors in the workplace. Thus, it becomes even more
crucial to investigate abusive supervision further.

The judgment of abusive supervision is based on how the employees perceive
the behaviors of their leaders. Tepper (2007) suggested that this dimension of abusive
supervision makes it subjective. This is because abusive supervision practices are
assessed after the employees’ filters of characteristic features such as demographics
and the environmental context of where the abusive supervision and the evaluation of
it take place. Consequently, employees’ evaluations of their leaders on whether they
are abusive or not may diverge. Even the colleagues at the same workplace who are
working with the same manager may have different ratings about whether their
supervisor is abusive or not (Tepper, 2000). Martinko et al. (2011) concluded that
perception and evaluation of abusive supervision can be affected by attributional

biases of the employees in the sense that the employees who have the propensity to



link the negative outcomes with external elements have higher tendency to consider
their supervisors as abusive.

The conducts of abusive supervision do not include physical misbehaviors.
Nonetheless, the negative consequences are argued to last longer compared to the
workplace hostility behaviors including physical harm (Harris et al., 2013). With the
exclusion of physical misconducts, abusive supervision involves the actions of
deterring the employee, having an aggressive manner towards the employee and
forcing the employee to silent treatment in which the employee feels unable to defend
themselves (Pradhan & Jena, 2017). Abusive supervision practices may contain
variety of behaviors and can be in the forms of public criticism, blaming invidiously,
disrespect and rudeness, yelling, privacy invasion, undervaluing, aggressive eye-
contact, actions targeting to embarrass and undermine the employee, insulting,
humiliating in the presence of others, and taking the credits of a work conducted by a
subordinate (Bies, 2000; Tepper, 2000; Tepper et al., 2011, Burton & Hoobler, 2006;
Keashly et al., 1994). McCord and his colleagues (2017) analyzed abusive supervision
as a sub-category of workplace mistreatment, alongside with other forms of
mistreatments such as bullying, discrimination, harassment and interpersonal conflict,
and considered it as a collection of interpersonal actions against the norms.

Tepper (2007) specified that abusive supervision practices can also be used as
tools to increase employee productivity, give a warning to the employee or encourage
the employee to work in a disciplined manner. In that sense, abusive supervision
practices differ from workplace hostility and workplace aggression by including
different constructs as well.

The supervisor, who performs above-mentioned course of actions in a
frequentative manner, can be considered as an abusive leader (Mehta and Maheswari,
2013). Hornstein (1996) identified the leader who exercises abusive supervision
practices as the person who aims to take control of other people by building an
environment of fear, hostility and terror. Abusive leaders exercise their authority
through oppressive and vindictive manners (Ashforth, 1997). Under these conditions,
the employees, who face abusive supervision, experience the incapability of protecting

themselves against the supervisor and the abusive behaviors (Einarsen, 2000).



The possible rationale behind why leaders engage in abusive supervision
practices has been discussed in the literature. Tepper (2007) argued that the
supervisors conduct abusive supervision willingly, but this does not necessarily mean
that they intend to do so. The distinction between willingness and intention is
important in terms of defining abusive supervision. In that sense, the supervisor
conducts abusive supervision for a reason, but this reason does not necessarily include
the intention of directly harming the subordinate as the planned outcome conceptually
(Tepper, 2007).

Tepper (2000) developed a 15-item-scale to measure abusive supervision
depending on the evaluations of the subordinates od their immediate supervisors. The
sample items in the scale are : “Ridicules me”, “Makes negative comments about me

to others” and “Is rude to me” (Tepper, 2000).

2.1.2. Antecedents of Abusive Supervision

The literature has not yet fully discovered and achieved a consensus on the
antecedents of abusive supervision (Aryee et al., 2007; Tepper et al., 2011, Harvey et
al., 2007, Restubog et al., 2011). However, as an example of a misconduct at the
workplace, grasping the reasons why abusive supervision takes place is crucial to cope
with its undesired results over the employees and its costly outcomes over
organizations and the working environments (Harvey et al., 2007). Pradhan and Jena
(2017) suggested that abusive supervision is an inseparable dimension of workplace
and therefore, the causes should be carefully identified. By unveiling the antecedents,
abusive supervision can better be managed before it leads to inescapably greater and
costly consequences (Liang, 2016).

Tepper (2007) made the first review of the work that has been done so far to
frame abusive supervision concept and its antecedents. In his work, he deduced that
all conducted research has the common point that abusive supervision is “hostility that
is directed against convenient and innocent targets” (p.272), where the followers are
not in the position of giving a response.

Tepper et al. (2006) argued that leaders have the propensity to conduct abusive
supervision when they have previously faced with such kind of a mistreatment from

their supervisors and select their targets from vulnerable and incapacitated followers.
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He introduced the justice-based model. Accordingly, individuals’ value and fairness
judgments are analyzed as triggering factors of abusive supervision behavior and
perceptions (Tepper, 2000). Aryee and his colleagues (2007) discussed this antecedent
under the concept of “interactional justice”, emphasizing that the likelihood of the
supervisor’s exercising of abusive supervision towards their subordinates increases
when the supervisor has been exposed to such mistreatment previously. Liu et al.
(2012) agreed that the managers who experience abuse from their upper levels,
exercise abusive supervision to their subordinates even at higher degrees. In line with
Tepper (2007), Zhang and Bednall (2015) suggested that negative experience of the
leader with the hostile behaviors increases the tendency of the leader of conducting
abusive supervision to the subordinates. In that sense, supervisors’ own experience
about aggression and hostility is suggested to have their reflections over their own
behaviors towards their followers.

To strengthen these claims, Garcia et al. (2014) validated not only Tepper
(2007)’s listed antecedents of abusive supervision but also Bandura (1973)’s theory of
social learning, which encompasses the idea that abusive supervisors may learn the
aggressive behaviors from their parents and therefore, abusive supervision practices
can be learned socially from third parties who are important for the executer in social
terms.

Apart from Tepper (2000)’s justice model to understand the antecedents of
abusive supervision, Zellars et al. (2002) proposed reactance theory, which is based
on the idea that people seek to establish and sustain control over other individuals. The
theory both tries to explain why supervisors engage in abusive supervision and how
the subordinates react to these behaviors. More explicitly, the reactance theory
suggests that employees who have abusive supervisors feel lack of control and that is
why they conduct negative workplace behaviors as a response to restore their
autonomy (Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007). The consequences as well as workplace
behaviors of the employees will be discussed more broadly in the following section.

To discover the potential stressors of abusive supervision, Martinko et al.
(2013) reviewed Tepper (2007)’s model in a constructive manner. Accordingly, they
placed subordinate perceptions as the primary antecedent. Their justification is related

to the possible nuance in perceiving abuse due to the individual differences of the
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employees. This means that while some employees may consider a supervisor as
abusive, others may think the reverse, which is explained by their “personal hostile
attribution styles” (p. 126), in accordance with the definition of abusive supervision.
Accordingly, the tendency of supervisor towards conducting abusive supervision is
argued to be shaped in combination with the subordinates’ characteristics (i.e. being
weak and vulnerable towards aggressive behavior) (Martinko et al., 2013).

More recently, Zhang and Bednall (2015) classified the factors that lead to
abusive supervision behaviors derived from the frameworks of Tepper (2007) and
Martinko et al. (2013) under four categories as such: Supervisor related antecedents
based on the leadership styles and personal characteristics of the supervisor;
organization related antecedents based on the characteristics of the organization (i.e.
the norms being used and the culture of the organization); subordinate related
antecedents based on the personality characteristics of the employee as well as the
culture; and demographic characteristics of the subordinate and the supervisor. This
fourfold model of antecedents contributes to the broader understanding of the concept
and recognizes the demographic characteristics such as gender, age and working
tenure as moderating variables. The study findings of Zhang and Bednall (2015)
support the idea that abusive supervision practices are prevalent in the case of

destructive leadership rather than constructive leadership practices.

2.1.3. Consequences of Abusive Supervision

The consequences of abusive supervision have been a topic which has attracted
more attention than the antecedents of abusive supervision in the existing literature
(Martinko et al.,2013). Being recognized as a serious form of mistreatment at the
workplace, abusive supervision is diagnosed as infusive within the organization (Xu
et al., 2012). Thus, all involved parties, meaning the supervisor, subordinate and the
organization is affected by the negative outcomes of abusive supervision.
Accordingly, employees tend to have lower job satisfaction and organizational
commitment, perform organizational deviance and experience psychological distress
(Tepper et al., 2009). Since it is the organization’s responsibility to provide a working
environment which values the physical and mental health of its employees, the

consequences should be carefully addressed (Zapf & Einarsen, 2003).
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The ways employees react to abusive supervision are dependent on various
factors, including psychological health and personality traits of the employee (Tepper,
2006). As perception of abusive supervision is subjective, individuals may inevitably
respond to abusive supervision in differential manners (Atwater et al., 2016). Some
employees who are exposed to abusive supervision avoid, or fear to report, their
experience significantly (Thoroughgood et al., 2012). This situation makes it difficult
to measure the consequences of abusive supervision and have a comprehensive
outcome.

Abusive supervision practices have outcomes over diversified realms. Harvey
and his colleagues (2007) underlined that abusive supervision behaviors are linked to
undesirable psychological consequences for the employee such as low levels of self-
efficacy (Duffy et al., 2002), high levels of emotional fatigue (Ashforth, 1997) and
work-family conflict (Tepper, 2007).

Atwater et al. (2016) reviewed the literature and grouped the consequences as
employee strain, psychological distress, work-family conflict, decreased job
satisfaction and organizational commitment, lower task and contextual performance,
reduced employee creativity, increased turnover intentions and increased
counterproductive work behaviors. These outcomes mostly consider the negative
consequences from the perspective of the employee occurring mainly due to
supervisor-related antecedents (Wang et al., 2016). Tepper et al. (2006) included
excessive costs of employee healthcare for the organization as well. There have been
recent studies which propose that abused employees may retaliate against their
supervisors as well as their organizations to take revenge either by stopping
performing organizational citizenship behaviors (i.e. Aryee et al., 2007; Zellars,
Tepper & Duffy, 2002) and engage in organizational deviant behaviors at the
workplace (i.e. Thau et al., 2009; Tepper et al., 2007; Aquino et al., 2001).

Abusive supervision may not necessarily result with negative consequences.
This is because sometimes abusive supervision can be used as a tool to increase
performance and motivation in the workplace by the leaders (Kedharnath, 2015). As
a consequence, subordinates who perceive and/or experience abusive supervision
practices do not necessarily behave in a negative way. Due to the power-dependence

relationship existing between the subordinate and abusive leader, subordinates may
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also react to abusive supervision with “(1) reconciliation behaviors that are designed
to restore relationship quality, (2) forgiveness of their anger and desire to get even
with the perpetrator, or (3) avoidance of the abusive supervisor” (Tepper et al., 2009,
p.157). Nonetheless, the employees who face with abuse at the workplace have higher
rates of turnover, have lower levels of job satisfaction, lack of organizational
commitment and a higher tendency to engage in counterproductive behaviors and have
lower levels of productivity in the long run (Tepper, 2007). This means that abusive

supervision has primarily negative behavioral outcomes and consequences.

2.2. Gendered Perceptions of Leadership

“HE is talking with his co-workers.
He must be discussing the latest deal.
SHE is talking with her co-workers.
She must be gossiping.

HE’s not in the office.

He’s meeting the customers.
SHE’s not in the office.

She must be out shopping.

HE got an unfair deal.

Did he get angry?

SHE got an unfair deal.

Did she cry?”

(Gardenswartz & Rowe, 1994)

The examination of gender on leadership practices has attracted the attention of
the scholars as the numeric representation of women at leadership positions is
increasing over time (Korabik & Ayman, 1987; Paustian-Underdhal et al., 2014;
Stempel et al., 2015). Starting from the early times, leadership has been associated
more with masculinity and leadership positions are mostly represented with men
(Eagly, 2007; Stempel et al., 2015). Notwithstanding the initiatives to increase the
number of women in the work force generally and appoint them to leadership positions
specifically, men are still being favored for the leadership roles while the valid domain

for women is seen as home or jobs that require tasks such as caretaking (Heilman and
14



Eagly, 2008; Brenner et al., 1989). It is due to the fact that although not determined
by biological sex (Korabik & Ayman, 1987), to some extent, leadership behaviors are

gender stereotyped (Eagly & Carli, 2003).

The following sections will cover the implicit theories on gender and
leadership with respect to the perception of abusive supervision. The effect of gender
on the perception of abusive supervision will also be evaluated in terms of supervisor-

subordinate dyad and sexist attitudes.

2.2.1. Theories about Gender and Leadership

The reason why men are preferred over women in terms of leadership positions
is mainly explained with sex role stereotyping in the literature (Eagly, 1987). Sex roles
specify the behavioral expectations from men and women and these expectations are
mostly discussed with reference to agency and communality (Johnson et al., 2008).
Initially proposed by Bakan (1966), agency and communality have been identified as
the fundamentals of the existence of the human beings. Agency refers to the drive of
seeking power and control together with the feelings of assertiveness and dominance.
On the other hand, communality relates to the motivation to build societal relations

together with the feelings of connection and harmony (Bakan, 1966).

Deriving from the ideas of Bakan (1966), Eagly (1987) introduced social role
theory. As the theory suggests, males have the agentic characteristics of being
aggressive, decisive, ambitious, forceful, independent and dominant while females
have the communal characteristics of being kind, caring, obedient, sensitive, warm
and gentle (Eagly, 1987; Heilman, 2001; Rudman & Glick, 2010). The social role
theory argues that the difference between males and females in terms of their behaviors
and characteristics originate from the opposing distribution of their social roles (Eagly,
1987, 2005). These social roles are in line with the division of labor that is derived
from traditional roles in the family and employment in the society (i.e domestic jobs
such as child-bearing and cooking are attributed to women while men earn the money
for the household) (Eagly and Wood, 2012).
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Supported by the gender role stereotypes and social role theory, Eagly and Steffen
(1986) found out that men and women have differential attitudes in terms of displaying
aggression in the sense that men are more aggressive and dominant compared to
women. Similarly, women tend to be perceived as nicer, kinder and warmer compared
to men (Carli, 2001; Eagly & Johannesen-Schmidt, 2001). This is because traditional
male gender role supports men to be engaged in aggressive behaviors since men are
stereotyped to be aggressive, tough and forceful (Heilman, 2001). However,
traditional female gender role urges women not to engage in aggressiveness; and
supports them to rather avoid any aggression since they are not powerful and should
be displaying caring behaviors (Eagly and Steffen, 1986). The association of males
with dominance and aggressiveness and the association of females with passive and

sympathetic behaviors is effectual in many cultures (Neuman, 2012).

Gender role stereotypes can be descriptive and prescriptive (Heilman et al.,
2004). Descriptive gender stereotypes define the behaviors and attributes of men and
women while prescriptive gender roles posit how men and women should behave
(Burgess and Borgida, 1999). Therefore, they not only point out the differences of men
and women in their beings but also the suitable behaviors for each of them (Heilman,
2001). For example, descriptive component of gender stereotypes dictates that
“women are nurturing and soft-spoken” while prescriptive component of gender

stereotypes dictates that “women should be nurturing and soft-spoken” (Burgess and
Borgida, 1999, p. 666).

As gender stereotypes are pervasive, descriptive and prescriptive gender roles
spill over to the realm of workplace and supervision (Heilman, 2001; Holloway &
Wolleat, 1994). Deriving from the descriptive gender roles, Hershcovis et al. (2007)
argued that males are more aggressive than females in terms of displaying workplace
hostility. Similarly, Restubog et al. (2011) claimed that consistent with their gender
roles, men tend to perform aggressive behaviors compared to women, who tend to
behave more sensitive and less aggressively at the workplace. Other study by Heilman
(2012) revealed that, according to the prescriptive female gender roles, women should

behave in warm and considerate manners, therefore will engage in altruistic

16



citizenship behavior at the workplace and be cooperative more than their male
counterparts.

By being successful leaders at the workplace, women violate what is expected
from them as a part of their gender stereotype and therefore, are considered as socially
less appealing, which leads women to be perceived and labeled as “ice queen” or
“bitch” (Heilman, 2001, p. 668). In fact, they will be evaluated as they are hindering
the career advancement of other females (Cikara & Fiske, 2008), which contributes to
the queen bee syndrome. By being successful, they shatter the prescriptive female
stereotypes and display themselves as more masculine (Cikara & Fiske, 2008). Thus,
as they gain more power, they are evaluated as they “risk losing their perceived
humanity, their warmth in particular” (Cikara & Fiske, 2008, p. 89).

It is evident that women are perceived and evaluated more negatively than men
when they perform stereotypic behaviors which are attributed to males (Heilman and
Chen, 2005). To be more specific, even though women behave in line with their
prescriptive gender roles, they are not likely to be considered as positively as when
men behave in line with their prescriptive gender roles (Heilman and Chen, 2005)
Similarly, when women fail to perform what their prescriptive gender roles demand
from them, they are treated with more strongly negative manners. The perceptions and
evaluations may get even worse when women become leaders and are engaged to
abusive supervision.

De Hoogh and her colleagues (2013) discussed the prescriptive gender roles
within the context of narcissistic leaders. They argued that women narcissistic leaders
go against the female gender role and therefore are evaluated more negatively while
narcissistic leadership can be more tolerated in men. Given the fact that narcissistic
leadership characteristics of being arrogant and ruthless are mostly associated with
agentic, having these qualities will be unexpected and unacceptable for women
leaders.

In that sense, these descriptive and prescriptive aspects contribute to the
stereotypical ideas especially towards women and lie behind the reasons of gender
biases in perceptions and evaluations (Heilman, 2001).

There are also proscriptive gender stereotypes, which refer to the ways in

which women and men should not behave (Rudman et al., 2012). Accordingly,
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communal attributes are associated with females and therefore are proscribed to males
while agentic attributes are associated with males and therefore are proscribed to
females (Rudman and Phelan, 2008). To, being arrogant and assertive are considered
as ideal traits for men but not welcomed for women. Similarly, being kind and caring
are considered as the ideal traits for women but not welcomed for men (Rudman et al.,
2012).

Schein conducted two studies in 1973 and 1975 to investigate the resemblance
between sex role stereotypes and leadership role stereotypes. She developed a
descriptive index through which she examined how successful managers are perceived
with respect to characteristics that are ascribed to men and women in general. Both
studies revealed that female and male employees working at the middle management
positions associated successful managers with the behaviors and characteristics
attributed to men rather than women. This stereotyping, thus, creates a sense where

females are thought to lack the capability for leadership positions (Schein, 1978).

Consciously or unconsciously, people and subordinates in the workplace
continue to attribute masculine qualities to the leader (Rudman & Kilianski, 2000).
Since managerial attributes are mainly characterized by agentic attributes that are
stereotypically male, such as being decisive and ambitious, there occurs a lack of fit
between female gender role, that is highly associated with communal traits, and
leadership role (Eagly, 1987; Heilman, 2001). This leads to the perception that women
have lack of competence for the stereotypically male work (Heilman and Okimoto,
2007) while males are acknowledged and respected as managers with more ease
(Garcia-Retamero & Lopez-Zafara, 2009). As Heilman (2001) suggested, “The
perceived lack of fit between the requirements of traditionally male jobs and the
stereotypic attributes ascribed to women is therefore likely to produce expectations of
failure” (p. 660). As the extent of gender role stereotyping increases, the degree of
perceived lack of fit against females increases (Heilman and Okimoto, 2007).

The lack of fit theory argues that to be perceived as leaders, women violate
their stereotyped attributes and try to fulfil the agentic requirements of the leader role
such as being confident and assertive to reduce the conflict (Rudman & Phelan, 2008).

However, if a female combines agentic qualities that are required to be considered as
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a leader with her communal characteristics, she will remain incapable of satisfying the
norms of a female role, which creates a paradoxical situation (Eagly & Karau, 2002).
Rudman and Phelan (2010) explained this with the backlash effect. According to this
argument, women are judged by not being socially attractive enough when they shift
performing agentic attributes and become leaders. However, it is also the case that
women are generally not taken into account if they do not display any assertive
behavior in the workplace. At the same time, they are evaluated more harshly
compared to men if they display any assertive behavior (Haslett et al., 1992). As
Rudman and Phelan (2008) noted, this paradox for women happens “between their
powerful role and their second-class sex” (p. 69).

This double bind faced by women is explained by role congruity of prejudice by
Eagly and Karau (2002). The theory acknowledges that agentic qualities are mainly
associated with leadership and masculine roles while communal qualities are mainly
associated with feminine roles, which creates an incongruence between the female
gender role and leadership role (Aycan et al., 2012). Accordingly, traditional gender
roles of men fit with the leadership roles within an organization but traditional gender
roles of women do not (Rudman & Phelan, 2008). Resulting from this incongruity,
prejudice seems to be inevitable when the female is viewed as a potential candidate

for becoming a leader in the workplace.

Although gender role stereotyping regards females as the more pure sex by nature
in terms of having the communal attributes, they still face with challenges and biases
when it comes to leadership (Heilman & Eagly, 2008). According to the role congruity
of prejudice theory, women face this incongruity due to the descriptive and
prescriptive aspects of the gender roles consistently with the social role theory (Eagly
& Karau, 2002). As it is proposed by Eagly and Karau (2002), “The potential for
prejudice against female leaders that is inherent in the female gender role follows from
its dissimilarity to the expectations that people typically have about leaders” (p. 575).
Consequently, women are judged by not only having a deficit in terms of leadership
attributions compared to men but also being evaluated as more negatively in the case
of an agentic leadership behavior display (Koenig et al., 2011). Since females are

expected to behave in a nice and kind manner but by displaying leadership behavior

19



that deviates from this expectation, they need to “pay a price for stereotype

disconfirmation” (Rudman & Phelan, 2008, p.67).

The positions about gender role stereotyping, the perceived lack of fit of women
to leadership positions and the presumable incongruity between the descriptive and
prescriptive components of the female gender role and leadership role result in think
manager — think male paradigm (Schein, 1996, 2007). The outcomes of the previous
studies revealed that there is a relationship between gender stereotypes and perceived
requirements of a manager, favoring males to be recognized as managers both by
males and females (Schein, 2007). Accordingly, the assumed suitability of males to
the requirements of managerial roles, meaning the think manager — think male
paradigm, is suggested to be the reason of lower representation of females at the
managerial positions since the sex role stereotyping may be creating an obstacle on
females on their promotions and appointments to the higher positions (Schein &
Mueller, 1992).

To investigate whether think manager - think male paradigm is a globally valid
phenomenon, Schein et al. (1996) conducted a study applied to the contexts of US,
Great Britain and Germany to the management students in People’s Republic of China
and Japan. The results showed that primarily for males, think manager — think male is
a globally valid phenomenon. Thus, males predominantly believe that men, more
likely than women, hold the required characteristics for the leadership role. (Schein et
al., 1996).

In order to examine presumable gender bias towards women, specifically by their
female counterparts, Goldberg (1968) discussed that both males and females
appreciate men and male characteristics more than women and female characteristics.
Furthermore, he argued that different characteristics of male and female create a
prejudice disfavoring women and considering them as unqualified. These “anti-female
prejudices” were considered as the source of distortion and bias against women at the
workplace (Soto & Cole, 1975). In his study, Goldberg (1968) discussed that women
tend to think men perform better than themselves even in traditionally feminine fields.

In that sense, it is argued that there is an overall bias against women where even
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women are taught to think their own gender as the inferior group compared to men
(Goldberg, 1968).

Based on Goldberg study, the presumable bias against women is investigated
within the context of personnel selection and performance appraisals where the
evaluations are affected by the factors such as candidate gender, evaluator gender and
requirements of the job vacancy (Curseu & Boros, 2008). A meta-analysis conducted
by Eagly and her colleagues (1992) showed that male evaluators underappreciated
women to a larger extent than female evaluators did. Similarly, women leaders’
efficiency in masculine fields are evaluate less favorably by males (Eagly, Makhijiani
& Klonsky, 1992).

Although Kanter (1977)’s tokenism theory enables to discuss any minority group
with respect to their work environments, it is also used to see the implications of
women involvement to the traditionally male stereotyped occupations (Zimmer,
1988). The theory advocates that women experience bias and negative treatment due
to “their low numeric representation” in the workplace (Stichman et al., 2010, p.633).
She asserted that women’s discrimination and the biases they experienced is due to
the gender composition of the setting (Settles et al., 2018). She also argued that women
face “boundary heightening because men overestimated the similarities between
themselves and other men and exaggerated differences between themselves and

women” with reference to the gender stereotypes (Settles et al., 2018, p. 2).

This boundary heightening can be associated with the hypervisibility that is
created by the token status. By being the minority, the token group, women in the
workplace in this case, may become hypervisible so that their behaviors as well as
failures are overly highlighted since they are recognized as the others (Kanter, 1977;
Lewis & Simpson, 2012; Settles et al., 2018). As a result, and in line with Goldberg
(1968), women face discrimination and bias where their performance is perceived in
a less positive manner for the similar behaviors and performance (Eagly et al., 1992;
Curseu and Baros, 2008). This is also the case for the leadership behaviors such that
even though both male and female leaders display similar leadership behaviors,
perceptions of leader behavior may change based on the leader gender (Kulich et al.,

2011; Heilman and Hayes, 2005).
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More recently, Koenig et al. (2011) conducted a meta-analysis to review the
above -mentioned paradigms of gender, leadership and their attributed association
with masculinity. They concluded that leadership is constructed by masculine terms.
Therefore, people approve their superiors as leaders easier and to a larger extent when
they are men rather than women; when they are agentic rather than communal; and
when they are masculine rather than feminine. Koenig et al. (2011) categorized the
gender of the perceiver as an important predictor specifically for the think manager —
think male paradigm and presented that “... men would have a more masculine

construal of leadership than women” (p.635).

Martinko et al. (2013) asserted that implicit leadership theories, which
correspond to the subordinates’ prototypes about leadership, will influence the
perceptions of abusive supervision regarding the leader such that “if subordinates
employ an overall negative prototype for a supervisor, they are more likely to rate the

supervisor behaviors [...] regardless of the supervisor’s actual behavior” (p. 133).

In their study, Heilman and Chen (2005) investigated the role of gender on the
evaluations of the altruistic citizenship behavior. They suggested that women are
evaluated more negatively when they not only act like men but also because they do
not act like women. They found out that women are perceived less favorably compared
to men when they did not conduct any altruistic citizenship behavior. This is because
altruistic citizenship behavior has been associated with female gender role, both

descriptively and prescriptively (Heilman & Chen, 2005).

In this direction, as abusive supervision behaviors can be associated with male
gender role and masculinity, female supervisors, will therefore be both descriptively
and prescriptively violate their gender roles by engaging in abusive supervision.
Accordingly, they will be perceived more unfavorably compared to men when they
conduct abusive supervision. This is due to the fact that women are perceived less
favorably when they perform behaviors that are stereotypically male such as
performing aggressive leadership behaviors (Heilman and Chen, 2005; Eagly et al.,
1992).
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Therefore, this study proposes that:

Hypothesis 1: Supervisor gender will have an impact on the subordinate’s
perception of abusive supervision such that female supervisors will be perceived more

abusive compared to male supervisors.

Apart from the supervisor’s gender, the literature covers the impact of
observer’s and victim’s gender in perceiving a specific attitude in the workplace
(Korabik et al., 1993; Keashly et al., 1994). The proposition that subordinate gender
will have an impact on the perception of leadership, and specifically abusive
supervision for the purposes of the current study, derives its roots from the social role
theory of Eagly (1987). Social role theory can be applicable in the perception of
hostility and aggression because “Like other social behaviors, aggression can be
viewed as role behavior and therefore as regulated by the social norms that apply to
people based on the roles they occupy” (Eagly and Steffen, 1986, p. 310). Therefore,
different social expectations from men and women shape traits, which can be used to

explore the different evaluations of abusive supervision.

As it was presented previously, male gender role is associated with aggression,
toughness and violence (Heilman, 2001). On the other hand, female gender role is
associated with being “submissive, dependent and easily hurt” (Stewart-Williams,
2002, p. 178). Therefore, aggressive behaviors are more favorable for men compared
to women (Eagly and Steffen, 1986). Moreover, women are more sensitive in terms
of evaluating and labeling uncivil behaviors as offensive and hostile compared to men
(Bjorkqvist et al., 1994). Similarly, women tend to perceive and report the conflicts
they face at the workplace, especially the interpersonal conflicts, more often compared
to men (McCord et al., 2017).

Aquino and Bradfield (2000) found that gender is a significant predictor of the
subordinates’ victim status in terms of abusive supervision, revealing that females
consider themselves to be more frequently victimized compared to their male

coworkers. Similarly, in the study conducted by McCord and his colleagues (2017), it
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was found that women tend to perceive and report workplace mistreatment (including

abusive supervision) to a larger extent compared to men.

In their study, Ouyang and his colleagues (2015) analyzed subordinates’
perceived insider status and its relation to abusive supervision and proactive behavior
using the social role theory. They asserted that subordinate gender, in fact, plays a 6pre
important role than supervisor gender. Their study findings found that subordinate
gender is a mediator between abusive supervision and subordinates’ perceived insider
status in the sense that abusive supervision has a stronger negative affect on females’

perceived insider status.

Therefore, the present study proposes that:

Hypothesis 2: Subordinate gender will have an impact on the subordinate’s
perception of abusive supervision such that female subordinates are expected to

perceive abusive supervision more than male subordinates.

2.2.2. Gender Similarity in Supervisor-Subordinate Dyad

Facilitating a harmonious relationship with the supervisor is valuable for the
subordinate (Wang et al., 2016). As a demographic feature, gender is one of the
determinants frequently used by individuals to categorize others as similar or
dissimilar to them in social context (Park et al., 2016), to build strong connections and
enhance their relationships. Moreover, by definition, abusive supervision is specific to
the dyadic relationship between the supervisor and the subordinate (Burton and
Hoobler, 2006).

In the literature, Leader-Member Exchange Theory (LMX) recognizes
leadership as a dyadic relationship between the leader and the follower (Graen and
Uhl-Bien, 1995; llies et al., 2007). Deriving from Social Exchange Theory, LMX
theory suggests that, a supervisor can develop different relationships with the
subordinates, which causes subordinate to be considered as either as a part of “in-

group”, in which they are provided with the opportunities of development and

24



responsibility, or “out-group”, in which lower quality relationship is built between the
two domains (Kedharnath, 2015). According to LMX theory, supervisors and
subordinates have an exchange relationship in which they try to figure out their
expectations from each other (Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995). While supervisors are
expected to be capable of doing the job by their subordinates, the subordinates are
expected to be friendly, influential and having a common understanding by their
supervisors (Xu et al., 2012).

LMX has been studied within the context of organizational outcomes such as
job satisfaction, organizational commitment and turnover intentions (Gerstner & Day,
1997). It is discussed that high LMX quality guides subordinates to “pay back their
leaders” by conducting organizational citizenship behaviors that are both beneficial
for the supervisor and work environment (llies et al., 2007). Hackett et al. (2003) also
suggested that high quality LMX will encourage the subordinates to conduct
organizational citizenship behaviors that are beyond their roles.

In the literature, the similarities and disparities between the dyads are specified
as the source of LMX (Barbuto & Gifford, 2012). Demographics of the subjects such
as age, gender, educational background are indicated as the sources of these
similarities and differences (Barbuto & Gifford, 2012; Malangwasira, 2013). Gender
as one of the demographic characteristics over which supervisor-subordinate
relationships are evaluated, is argued to play an important role on the relationship
between the supervisor and the subordinate (Bhal et al., 2007). However, the research
on LMX and gender similarities have so far produced different and inconsistent
results, meaning that some scholars concluded that gender similarity produces high
quality LMX while others argued that there is no significant relationship.

In line with the majority of the research, Bhal and colleagues (2007) found that
gender dissimilarity produces low quality of LMX and as a result, employee’s job
satisfaction is affected negatively. Further, Jones (2009) suggested that gender
dissimilarity influences low quality LMX although gender similarity does not
guarantee high quality LMX. Suazo and his colleagues (2008) noted that dissimilarity
in terms of demographic variables in the supervisor-subordinate dyad result with

negative attitudes at work. As discussed by Tsui and O’Reilly (1998), demographic
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dissimilarities in supervisor-subordinate dyad lead to ambiguity in the subordinate’s
side and lower evaluations of performance in the supervisor’s side.

LMX can also be studied within the context of abusive supervision. This is
because LMX Theory has been previously associated with abusive supervision in
several studies (i.e. Xu et al., 2012; Decoster et al., 2014; Martinko et al., 2011).

Tepper and his colleagues (2011) encouraged scholars and further studies to
integrate the exchange relationships between supervisor and subordinate to study on
the antecedents of abusive supervision. Accordingly, Harris et al. (2011) found out
that supervisors who believe they have conflict with their subordinates tend to engage
in abusive supervision behaviors while this relationship is being moderated by the
LMX quality.

With the dyadic nature of the LMX Theory and its focus on the similarities
between the involved parties, it has recently started being used by the scholars in order
to understand the relationship between abusive supervision and employee’s negative
behaviors as a response (Xu et al., 2012). For example, in their study, Zhang and
Bednall (2015) considered the demographic features as moderators, suggesting that
similarities in terms of demographics between the employees and supervisors reduce
the likelihood of the supervisor’s exercise of abusive supervision.

Martinko et al. (2012, 2013) recognized that there are similarities between the
notions of abusive supervision and the quality of LMX. They stated that “Thus, it is
likely that perceptions of abusive supervision by subordinates are a subset or at least
overlap with the set of perceptions that members access when they report low-quality
LMX relationships” (p. 403). In their study, they proposed that poor LMX is likely to
be positively correlated with subordinate perception of abusive supervision (Martinko
etal., 2012).

Therefore, the study proposes that:
Hypothesis 3: Subordinates with gender dissimilar supervisors are expected
to perceive higher levels of abusive supervision compared to subordinates with gender

similar supervisors.
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2.2.3. Gender Roles and Sexist Attitudes

The views referring men as superior and supporting the interdependence of sexes,
correspond to the sexist attitudes (Rudman & Glick, 2010). Defined as the “negative
attitude or discriminatory behavior based on the presumed inferiority or difference of
women as a group” (Sakalli-Ugurlu & Beydogan, 2002, p. 648), sexism is argued to
be an important factor upon which women experience discrimination at their working
environments. This is because sexism is “the bias based on gender categorization”
which recognizes men as more competent than women (Rudman & Glick, 2010, p.9).

By definition, both men and women may have and may be subject to sexist attitudes.

Sexist attitudes have previously examined within the context of gender
thoroughly with respect to ambivalent sexism theory. It is because ambivalent sexism
theory contributes to the understanding that how traditional gender roles and gender
stereotypes sexism attitudes create ambivalence on one sex towards the other one
(Rudman and Glick, 2010; Glick and Fiske, 2011). Initially identified by Glick and
Fiske (1996), ambivalent sexism is composed of hostile sexism and benevolent sexism
as the two constructs of sexist attitudes. Hostile sexism is defined as the attitude to
justify the male power and the gender role of men, that leads to control and
exploitation of women while benevolent sexism refers to the attitude to a gentler
definition of male power and gender role of men, that leads to a “romanticized view”
towards women (Glick and Fiske, 1997, p.121). Although it may sound more positive
for the perceiver, benevolent sexism recognizes women as dependent to men and in
need of protection and help from men, which emphasizes male dominance as in the
case of hostile sexism (Glick and Fiske, 1996). Both hostile and benevolent sexism
take their roots from the societal views that division of labor is dependent of the
societal gender roles, the most dominant group is the males and both sexes are

dependent on each other in terms of sexual reproduction (Lee, Fiske and Glick, 2010).

Despite differing conceptually, hostile sexism and benevolent sexism have some
common assumptions such as viewing the women as the weaker sex, having the
traditional gender role as their basis, serving for the purpose of justifying the
masculine structures (Glick and Fiske, 1997). Therefore, as Glick and Fiske (1996)
demonstrated, both hostile and benevolent sexism has three sources that are driven
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from biological and social aspects of human lives as “paternalism, gender

differentiation and heterosexuality” (p. 493) (see Figure 1).

Hostile Benevolent
Sexism Sexism
Protective Complementary Heterosexual
Paternalism Gender Intimacy
Differentiation

Figure 1. Components of Hostile and Benevolent Sexism by Glick and Fiske
(1996, p. 493).

Glick and Fiske (1996) defined the paternalism factor under two attitudes of
sexism as dominative paternalism and protective paternalism. According to them,
dominative paternalism refers to the idea that women are not competent enough and
therefore, males have the superior power over them. On the other hand, protective
paternalism, which may coexist with dominative paternalism as well, refers to the idea
that due to the sexual reproduction issue, males are dependent on females, which
portray women as the mother figure and in need of protection (Glick and Fiske, 1996,
1997). Dominative paternalism is included in hostile sexism while protective
paternalism is included in benevolent sexism (Glick and Fiske, 1996).

The second factor, gender differentiation, is defined under two components as
competitive gender differentiation and complementary gender differentiation (Glick
and Fiske, 1996). Competitive gender differentiation stresses the idea of male power,
which is the “hostile side of the factor (Glick and Fiske, 1997). It suggests that males
are the superior who are capable of governing social institutions and therefore, females
are undervalued (Glick and Fiske, 1996). The second component, complementary
gender differentiation, emphasizes that women can also be competent but only in the

sense of becoming mothers and wives to support and complement men, in line with
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the traditional division of labor (Glick and Fiske, 1996). Therefore, complementary

gender differentiation is involved in benevolent sexism.

The final factor of heterosexuality is also defined under two components as
heterosexual hostility and heterosexual intimacy by Glick and Fiske (1996). They
argued that this factor is one of the most powerful reasons why men have ambivalence
towards women. They elaborated heterosexual hostility through suggesting that
women try to use their sexuality in order to create a dominant power over men, which
leads men to view women as sexual objects. On the contrary, heterosexual intimacy is
explained through the idea that psychological closeness is the main motivation that
men have towards women in terms of sexual relationships. Heterosexual hostility is
present in hostile sexism while heterosexual intimacy is the case for benevolent sexism
(Glick and Fiske, 1996).

Glick and Fiske (1996) suggested that although the components of hostile and
benevolent sexism seem to be mutually exclusive, they create an ambivalence and
therefore the framework is labeled as Ambivalent Sexism. The framework is
conceptualized as a “well-coordinated carrot and stick reinforcement system” through
which men are portrayed as the favorable and competent sex with agentic attributes,
and women are portrayed as the weaker, dependent and less competent sex with
relatively subordinate roles, congruent with their gender stereotypes (Lee, Glick and
Fiske, 2010, p. 397). Therefore, hostile sexism claims a clear support for the fit of men
and while benevolent sexism appraises women only in terms of depicting their fit for

domestic and secondary roles.

Glick and Fiske (1996) developed a 22-item-scale entitled Ambivalent Sexism
Inventory (ASI) that reflect to the above-mentioned ideologies in order to measure the
levels of hostile and benevolent sexism that individuals have. They also validated their
scale through conducting it in the global scale with 15,000 participants across 19
countries and concluded that hostile sexism and benevolent sexism are two opposing
but complementary constructs towards women, and collectively they contribute to the
differential gender equality perceptions across nations (Glick et al., 2000). As Glick
and Fiske (1996) asserted, hostile sexism and benevolent sexism take their roots from

the social and biological conditions which are common among human beings. The
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cross-cultural study of Glick et al. (2000) argued that in many countries, women and
men have differential social roles and attributions in which women are seen as the
inferior group. In other words, ambivalent sexism derives its roots from the culture
and spreads in all levels of the society (Fields et al., 2009). The results demonstrated
that hostile sexism and benevolent sexism are positively corelated and they are the
components of sexism in different cultures (Glick and Fiske, 1996; Glick et al., 2000).
Regarding the ASI scale which is composed of both hostile sexism (HS) and
benevolent sexism (BS) items, the study proposed that the people who have high
scores on both HS and BS items can be argued to be ambivalent towards women
although they may have their hostile attitudes and benevolent attitudes in different
realms (i.e. hostile sexism in terms of woman’s career advancement — benevolent

sexism in terms of woman’s role as mother and wife) (Glick et al., 1997).

The cross-cultural study findings revealed that men have higher ratings in both
HS and BS items of ASI scale while women are more accepting towards benevolent
sexism compared to hostile sexism especially in the cultures where overall sexism is
high (Glick et al., 2000). This also paves the path for sexist men to see themselves not
hostile but rather the guards of women through exercising benevolent sexism.
However, it is worth noting that ASI scale is not specifically developed for men, but
women can also have sexist attitudes towards other women (Kilianski & Rudman,
1998), which is in line with the Goldberg Paradigm that is presented in the previous
section. In other words, biological sex does not determine whether a person is sexist.

To the extent known, sexist attitudes have not yet been studied by using
ambivalent sexism theory to discover the perceptions of abusive supervision.
However, the theory is used to examine the differential perceptions towards women at
the workplace. For example, in their study, Glick et al. (1997) argued that people who
are high in ambivalent sexism tend to categorize professional working women as
aggressive, cold and self-centered although, same as people who are low in ambivalent
sexism, they admit that professional working women are smart. Taking one step
further, in their study, Glick and the others (1997) asserted that people who are high
in ambivalent sexism have a propensity to be jealous and feel competitive towards

professional working women.
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The study conducted by Gaunt (2013) focused on role of ambivalent sexism
theory with respect to examining the perceptions towards men and women who obey
the traditional gender roles and those who disregard them. It is recognized that there
are very few studies which enlighten the differential perceptions towards men and
women who do not comply with the traditional gender roles. Therefore, the study
findings revealed that as the components of ambivalent sexism, hostile sexism predicts
the negative attributions towards the working female while benevolent sexism predicts
the positive attributions towards the female who stays at home and comply with her
traditional gender role, conforming the previous studies in the field (i.e. Lee et al.,
2010). In that sense, attitudes of sexism fostered by gender roles may spill over to the
perception of abusive supervision behaviors of the supervisors, especially of the

female supervisors, at the workplace.

Accordingly, the study proposes that:

Hypothesis 4: Sexist attitudes of the subordinates will moderate the
relationship between supervisor gender and subordinate perception of abusive

supervision such that:

Hypothesis 4a: For high hostile sexism scores, female supervisors will be

perceived as more abusive compared to the male supervisors.

Hypothesis 4b: For high benevolent sexism scores, female supervisors will be

perceived as more abusive compared to the male supervisors.

2.2.4. Conceptual Model of the Study

The literature and the findings of abusive supervision have not been
established in an integrated manner because the researchers have been using different
concepts to define abusive supervision (Tepper, 2007). Therefore, perceptions and
consequences regarding abusive supervision have been investigated. Extant research

has focused more on the consequences (Martinko et al., 2013) while the degree to
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which individuals and certain groups perceive abusive supervision differently is not
widely investigated (McCord et al., 2017).

Abusive supervision is measured mainly depending on the viewpoints of the
employees (Martinko et al., 2011). Employee demographics such as age and gender
are advised to be considered in the investigation of abusive supervision perceptions
(Tepper, 2007). In spite of this, these demographics have mostly been included in the
models as either moderators or control variables although they are recognized as
important predictors of human aggression at the workplace (Ouyang et al., 2015;
Mawritz et al., 2012; Restubog et al., 2011; Harvey et al., 2007; Baron et al., 1999).

Based on the discussions and presented hypotheses, the proposed conceptual
model of the study is presented below in Figure 2. The study looks at the impacts of
supervisor gender, subordinate gender, gender similarity of supervisor-subordinate
dyads and the moderating effect of sexist attitudes of the perceiver (i.e. hostile sexism
and benevolent sexism) on the perceived abusive supervision practices of the
supervisor by the subordinate.

Sexist Attitudes of
Subordinate

Supervisor Gender

Subordinate Perception of Abusive
Gender Supervision

Gender Similarity
in Supervisor-
Subordinate Dyad

Figure 2: Conceptual Model of the Study
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The conceptual model aims to explore the perception of abusive supervision
with respect to gender and by considering the sexist attitudes of the perceiver, the
subordinate, as the moderator. When compared with the existing literature, this study
is developed to investigate the main effects of gender instead of considering this
variable as a control variable or a moderator. Any possible impact of gender on the
perception of abusive supervision will pave the path towards shedding a light to biases

against women leadership.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

The procedure of the study was based on the well-known Goldberg (1968)
“Joan McKay-John McKay” study, in which female participants judged written work
to be higher in quality when it was attributed to a male rather than a female author.
Goldberg (1968)’s study, was emphasizing only the perceptions of females. The
present study, on the other hand, measured the perceptions of both males and females
on the leadership vignettes. Similar to Goldberg (1968), vignettes that examined the
perceptions of participants were used in the literature (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014).
Before performing the main study, two pre-tests were conducted. Pre-Test 1 aimed to
ensure that the extent of abusive behavior of the leader in each scenario has been
effectively designed. Pre-Test 2 intended to assure that the sample pictures of the
leaders (Bahar Yilmaz and Baris Yilmaz) do not possess any gender biases in terms
of attractiveness. After the pre-tests, in order to test the hypotheses, the main study
was conducted. This chapter provides information about the participants and methods
used for both the pre-tests and the main study which seeks to explore the association
between supervisor gender, subordinate gender, gender similarity of supervisor
subordinate dyad, sexist attitudes of the perceiver and perception of abusive

supervision.

3.1. Pre-Test 1

The purpose of pre-test 1 was to see the effectiveness of the leadership
behavior scenarios of the hypothesized supervisors. The degree of abusiveness in each

scenario as well as the possible gender of the supervisor in the scenarios were both
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investigated. According to the results, the scenarios in which the leader was rated as

not abusive, neutral and highly abusive were used in the main study.
3.1.1. Participants of Pre-Test 1

The participant group for the pre-test 1 consisted of undergraduate and
graduate students from various departments in Faculty of Economics and
Administrative Sciences in Middle East Technical University. The participant group
consisted of 28 participants where 16 participants were female (57.2%) and 12

participants were male (42.8%).

3.1.2. Instruments and Procedure of Pre-Test 1

Four scenarios with different abusive supervision levels from no abusive
supervision to high abusive supervision (see Appendix A) were designed. In the
scenarios, the participants were asked to think of themselves as the subordinates of the
supervisor. No information was given regarding the gender of the supervisor. The
respondents were distributed one of the four questionnaire packages randomly. First,
the participants were requested to indicate their own gender as the demographic
information. Second, participants were asked to read the hypothetical scenario where
the supervisor was either behaving considerately (Scenario 1), neutral (Scenario 2),
abusively to some extent (Scenario 3) or highly abusively (Scenario 4). Later,
definition of abusive supervision by Tepper (2000) was provided to the respondents.
They were requested to evaluate the behaviors of the supervisor defined in the scenario
on the scale from “I=Not abusive at all” to “5=Highly abusive”. Following the
evaluation of the behavior of the supervisor, as the final section of the questionnaire
package, the participants were inquired to indicate their views upon the possible
gender of the supervisor (either female or male) who was engaged such leadership

behaviors.
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3.1.3. Results of Pre-Test 1

Results of the pre-test showed that the manipulation of the abusive supervision
scenarios was generally successful. It is seen that the leader in Scenario 1, which was
designed to portray a supervisor with considerate behaviors, was evaluated as non-
abusive in general while the leader in Scenario 4, which was designed to portray a
leader with highly abusive supervision practices, was rated as highly abusive in
general. Scenario 2, which was designed to indicate a leader displaying laissez-faire

style of leadership (neutral) was also rated in line with the expectations.

The results of the pre-test demonstrated that the supervisor in Scenario 1, the
considerate supervisor scenario, had the lowest abusive supervision ratings (M = 1.71)
compared to Scenario 2, the neutral scenario (M = 3.29) and Scenario 3, relatively
lower level of abusive supervision scenario (M = 4.00). Moreover, the supervisor in
Scenario 4, the highly abusive scenario, had the highest abusive supervision ratings
(M =4.71). In that sense, the pre-test showed that, there was a statistically significant
difference between the groups of participants who were given differential scenarios,
as determined by one-way ANOVA (F(3,24) = 19.360, p < .001).

In addition to the results of the pre-test, it was observed that abusive
supervision ratings of the supervisors in Scenario 3 and Scenario 4 were somewhat
similar. The participants reported that they would have been rated Scenario 3
differently, meaning evaluating the supervisor less abusive instead of evaluating as
highly abusive, if they have seen Scenario 4. For the main study, Scenario 3 and
Scenario 4 were merged into one highly abusive supervision scenario in order to get
better results. Moreover, abusive supervision ratings of the supervisor in Scenario 2
were also perceived abusive to some extent. Therefore, for the main study, Scenario 2
was modified and the behaviors of the leader were adjusted to display more of the

qualities of laissez-faire leadership.

3.2. Pre-Test 2

The aim of pre-test 2 conducted was to ensure that the pictures that will be

used in the main study to reflect the supervisors in the scenarios are bias-free and
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perceived as equally attractive. For this aim, the pre-test was designed to compare the
pictures depending on several qualities such as attractiveness, elegance, assertiveness.
According to the results, after the test, the pictures were used in the main study to
demonstrate the leaders. Therefore, pictures have been designed to help the
participants on their ways to consider these hypothetical leaders as their supervisors
and themselves as their subordinate while reading the scenarios and responding the

questionnaire.

3.2.1. Participants of Pre-Test 2

The participant group for the pre-test 2 consisted of undergraduate students
from the Department of Business Administration in Middle East Technical University,
who did not participate to the pre-test 1. The participant group consisted of 16
participants. The pre-test was applied within a class-hour in exchange of bonus points
for the participation.

3.2.2. Instruments and Procedure of Pre-Test 2

One picture of a female leader reflecting the hypothesized supervisor in the
scenarios, Bahar Yilmaz, and one picture of a male leader reflecting the hypothesized
supervisor in the scenarios, Baris Yilmaz (see Appendix B) were chosen. The
participants were distributed a questionnaire sheet where they were asked to evaluate
both of the pictures regardless of knowing their positions or the context of the research
on the basis of the Attractiveness Dimension of the scale to measure the perceived
attractiveness of the celebrities that is developed and validated by Ohanian (1990). In
addition to the attractiveness items, trustworthiness, expertise and qualification items
were also integrated into the questionnaire for participants’ evaluations. After seeing
the pictures, the participants were asked to give ratings for the images regarding each
item on a scale from “1=Not at all” to “5=Very”. Sample items from the questionnaire

were as follows: “Attractive”, “Elegant”, “Handsome/Beautiful”.
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3.2.3. Results of Pre-Test 2

According to the results of the pre-test, the pictures chosen to depict the
supervisors in the scenarios were found equally attractive and bias-free in terms either
favoring the female or male over one another. Paired samples t-test was applied in
order to see whether there is any significant difference in terms of attractiveness
among the female supervisor picture and the male supervisor picture. The results
indicated that there was no significant difference in terms of attractiveness for the
female supervisor picture (M=3.50, SD=1.03) and for the male supervisor picture
(M=2.94, SD=0.99); conditions t(15)=1.96, p=0.07. Similarly, no significant
difference was found in either of the items other than attractiveness (classy,
beautiful/handsome, elegant, sexy, assertive, determinant, confident) for the female
supervisor picture and male supervisor picture. Therefore, two pictures were used in

the main study.

3.3. Main Study

In order to test the hypotheses, the main study was conducted. The independent
variables were as such: Leadership behavior specified with scenario type including
different levels of abusive supervision (considerate, neutral or abusive), supervisor
gender (male or female) and subordinate (participant) gender (male or female). The
dependent variable was subordinate (participant) perception of abusive supervision.
For the moderation analysis, hostile sexism and benevolent sexism were used as
moderators while supervisor gender was the independent variable and subordinate

(participant) perception of abusive supervision was the dependent variable.

3.3.1. Participants

The participants of the study consisted of 260 undergraduate and graduate
students (130 females and 130 males) from four universities located in Ankara Turkey:
Middle East Technical University, Bilkent University, Baskent University, TOBB
University of Economics and Technology. The mean age for the female participants
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was 22.51 (SD=2.02) while the mean age for the male participants was 22.73
(SD=1.87). The majority of the participants (90.3%) consisted of the students from
the Department of Business Administration. 17.7% of the male participants and 16.1%
of the female participants were working at the time when the study was conducted. Of
the working participants, 87.0% of the male participants and 57.1% of the female
participants were working in private sector. Details regarding the demographic
characteristics of the sample as well as the distribution of the scenarios they received

in the questionnaires packages are given in Table 1.

3.3.2. Measures

In order to conduct the study, a questionnaire package was designed which
consisted of five sections within the following order: A description of the supervisor
and leadership behavior scenario of the respective supervisor (Appendix C) in the first
section abusive supervision scale (Appendix D) for the second section, ambivalent
sexism scale (Appendix E) in the third section and demographic characteristics of the
participant in the final section (see Appendix F). Before receiving the questionnaire
packages, each participant was provided the Voluntary Participation Form.
Accordingly, participation to the study was voluntary and participants were assured

that their answers will be held confidential.
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3.3.2.1. Short CV of the Supervisor and Leadership Scenario

Short CVs for both the female and male supervisors were prepared by keeping
all information regarding their educational background and work experiences the same
and by changing only the names of the supervisors. Each participant received one
questionnaire package which included the information and scenario either of the
female supervisor or male supervisor. Pictures were also included within the CVs of

the supervisors after conducting the pre-test.

3.3.2.2. Abusive Supervision Scale

Abusive supervision scale was developed by Tepper in 2000. The scale
consists of 15 items in total which are developed to evaluate the subordinate’s
perception of his/her supervisor. Each item in the scale is rated on a 5-point Likert
scale ranging from 1: “I cannot remember him/her ever using this behavior with me”
to 5: “He/she uses this behavior very often with me” (Tepper, 2000).The abusive
supervision scale was translated into Turkish and back-translated to English by Ulbegi
et al. (2014). The reliability and validity study of the Turkish version was also
conducted. Accordingly, it was concluded that the scale is a reliable measure to
investigate abusive supervision in the Turkish context, with a Cronbach’s alpha of .97
(Ulbegi et al., 2014).

For the purposes of this study, Ulbegi et al. (2014)’s translated and validated
abusive supervision scale was used. In order to find the aggregate abusive supervision
for the leaders in the scenarios, the mean value was calculated for each participant.

The reliability analysis with respect to Cronbach Alpha’s of each item is presented in
Table 2:

Table 2. Reliability Analysis Result for the Abusive Supervision Scale

Cronbach's
Scale # of Items Alpha
Abusive Supervision 15 95
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3.3.2.3. Ambivalent Sexism Scale

Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI) was developed by Glick and Fiske in
1996. The ASI scale consists of 22 items in total: 11 items to measure hostile sexism
and 11 items to measure benevolent sexism. Each item in the scale are rated on a 7-
point Likert scale ranging from “1=Strongly disagree” to “7= Strongly agree”. The
higher ratings in the scale correspond higher level of sexism in the relevant subscale.

In the study, the Turkish version of the ASI scale translated to Turkish and
back-translated to English by Sakalli-Ugurlu (2002) was used to test hostile sexism
and benevolent sexism of the participants. The reverse items in the original ASI scale
were reformulated in the Turkish version. Moreover, Sakalli-Ugurlu (2002) conducted
the reliability and validity study for the Turkish version of ASI scale and concluded
that it is a reliable measure to be used in Turkish context by obtaining a Cronbach’s
alpha of .85.

For the purposes of the study, reliability analysis was conducted as well on the
Turkish version of ASI scale both separately on the two components, hostile sexism

and benevolent sexism, and on the whole scale. Results are presented in Table 3:

Table 3. Reliability Analysis Results for the Ambivalent Sexism Scale

Cronbach's
Scale # of Items Alpha
Hostile Sexism (HS) 11 .89
Benevolent Sexism (BS) 11 .85
Ambivalent Sexism 22 .90

3.3.2.4. Demographic Information

As the final part of the questionnaire package, the participants were asked to
indicate their age, gender, university, department, class and information regarding
their work experience. No information that may reveal their personal identification

was requested.
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3.3.3. Procedure

The data collection process for the study started after the approval of the
Middle East Technical University Human Subjects Ethics Committee. The students
recruited from 4 different universities in Ankara, Turkey, as such Middle East
Technical University, Bilkent University, Baskent University and TOBB University
of Economics and Technology. The students from Middle East Technical University
were given bonus points for their participation to the questionnaire. The questionnaires
were distributed in class hours and in office hour times. A professor from Bilkent
University provided consent to reach the students in Bilkent University and to conduct
the questionnaire during the class hours. A Professor from TOBB University of
Economics and Technology delivered the surveys to the students in Baskent
University and TOBB University of Economics and Technology, as the contact
person. All students participated to the study voluntarily. Before distributing the
questionnaires, the participants were briefly informed about the study. However, the
main aim of the study was not revealed until the participants finished filling out the
surveys in order to prevent any biases in their responses. The main aim of the study
was explained after each participant completed answering the questionnaire.
Additional information was also provided to the participants who were willing to learn
more about the study.

The questionnaires were conducted in a pencil-and-paper manner. Each
participant was randomly assigned to one of six versions of the questionnaire,
depending on the scenario type (considerate, neutral or abusive) and the supervisor
gender (female or male) in the scenario. Each participant received a questionnaire
package including only one of these scenarios and supervisors. The number of
participants who received each scenario with each supervisor gender, with respect to
their own gender, was approximately equal.

The first page of the questionnaire consisted of a short CV of either the female
(Bahar Yilmaz) or male (Baris Yilmaz) supervisor with a symbolic picture of the
supervisors, and the designated leader behavior scenario with either considerate,
neutral or abusive behaviors of the supervisor. In the following page, the participants
were asked to evaluate the supervisor based on their expectations of the supervisor’s

tendency of performing the behaviors in the abusive supervision scale with respect to
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the scenarios they read. Afterwards, participants were requested to answer the
ambivalent sexism scale. Finally, the participants were asked to fill out the
demographic information page. Additional space was also provided for the

participants who wanted to reflect their comments on the study.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

With the aim of exploring the perception of abusive supervision with respect
to gender in the Turkish context, this study suggested that female supervisors are not
expected to be engaged in abusive supervision practices and therefore, will be
perceived as more abusive when they are engaged in such leadership behaviors
compared to their equally qualified male counterparts. The study also aimed at
investigating the impact of ambivalent sexism on abusive supervision, as the first
attempt in the literature.

In this chapter, results of the study are discussed within the respective order of
sections: Data screening, descriptive statistics of the study variables, correlations
between the study variables and hypothesis testing.

4.1. Data Screening

Prior to the analyses to test the hypotheses, major variables were investigated in
terms of exploring the missing values and data accuracy as described by Tabachnick
and Fidell (2001). All values were found within their ranges and all mean values were
found greater than their respective standard deviations. The values which were
consecutively repetitive for one respondent were also examined by coloring for
ensuring the data accuracy. It was seen that the no respondent repeated a certain value
throughout the whole questionnaire. Therefore, all responses were kept in the data set.

The number of the missing variables was found not exceeding 5% of the total
number of all the variables. Therefore, the missing values were replaced by the mean
value of the corresponding set of variables for the respondent before conducting the
analysis.

At the end of the data screening process, responses from 260 participants were

decided to be included in the data analyses.
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4.2. Explanatory Factor Analysis on Abusive Supervision Scale

Tepper (2000) identified the Abusive Supervision Scale as unidimensional.
However, he admitted that the “perceptions of abusive supervisor behaviors might
involve a categorization scheme that is more complex than “abusive” or “not abusive”
(Martinko et al., 2013, p. 123). To support this argument and as a result of their
explanatory and confirmatory factor analyses, Mitchell and Amborse (2007) found out
that the Abusive Supervision Scale consists of 2 factors: Factor 1 as passive-aggressive
abusive supervision and Factor 2 as active-aggressive abusive supervision (see Figure
3). Apart from that study, no study so far has further explored that abusive supervision
scale indeed consists of more than one dimension (Martinko et al., 2013). In this study,
the translated version by Ulbegi et al. (2014) of Tepper’s (2000) Abusive Supervision
Scale was used. In Ulbegi et al.’s (2014) study, the Turkish version of the scale has

loaded on one factor as well.

Factor

Ttem 1 2

1. Ridicules me." .23 g1

2. Tells me my thoughts or feelings are stupid.” 28 .61

3. Gives me the silent treatment. 45 A9

4. Puts me down in front of others.” 30 19

5. Invades my privacy. 58 .29

6. Reminds me of my past mistakes and failures. 46 .50

7. Doesn’t give me credit for jobs requiring a lot of effort. .60 .29

8. Blames me o save himself/hersell embarrassment. 63 30

9. Breaks promises he/she makes. 78 A7

10. Expresses anger at me when he/she is mad for another reason. 53 45
11. Makes negative comments about me to others.” 40 68
12. Is rude to me. 54 55
13. Does not allow me to interact with my coworkers. 42 .29
14. Tells me I'm incompetent.” 16 .65
15. Lies to me. 76 .23

Figure 3. Mitchell and Ambrose’s (2007) Explanatory Factor Analysis for
Tepper’s (2000) Abusive Supervision Scale (p. 1168)

Explanatory Factor Analysis was conducted to the Turkish version of Abusive
Supervision Scale within the context of the present study by using quartimax rotation.
Coefficients with values below .35 were suppressed to capture the best fit. Contrary
to the prior study findings in the literature and for the Turkish version of the scale that
recognized the scale as unidimensional, following the analysis, the scale has found to

46



be loaded on 2 factors: 13 items have loaded on the first factor and 2 items have loaded
on the second factor. The two-factor model explained the 69.69% of the total variance
with having Eigenvalues greater than 1. Factor 1 explained 59.75% of the total
variance while Factor 2 explained 9.94% of the total variance. Details regarding the

factor loadings are presented in Table 4:

Table 4. Factor Analysis of Abusive Supervision Scale

Factor Loading

Items Factor 1 Factor 2

1 .88

2 .87

3 57

4 .90

5 .70

6 .82

7 7

8 87

9 .50 1

10 75

11 81

12 .85

13 .67

14 88

15 .54 .60

Explained Variance 69.69%

Eigenvalue 8.96 1.49

As the results of the analysis show, Item #9 and Item #15 loaded both on Factor
1 and Factor 2, with loading primarily on Factor 2. According to the scale, these
corresponding items are designed to measure the trustworthiness of the supervisor
(Item #9: Breaks promises he/she makes; Item #15: Lies to me). As Tabachnick and
Fidell (2001) suggested, as long as cross-loading items have strong loadings (.50 or
higher), it depends on the researcher’s judgment to either drop the items from the scale
or not (as cited in Costello and Osborne, 2005). Moreover, a factor with less than 3
items is considered “weak and unstable” (Costello and Osborne, 2005, p.5). Since, the

cross-loading items, in this case, loaded on both Factor 1 and Factor 2 with loadings
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either equal to or better than .50, and since Factor 2 consists only of Item #9 and Item
#15, the scale was recognized as unidimensional in accordance with the existing

literature.

4.3. Descriptive Statistics of the Variables

In terms of descriptive statistics for the study variables, each scenario condition
was examined separately. When all participants were considered as a whole, male
supervisor was perceived more abusive (M=1.61, SD=.60) than female supervisor
(M=1.55, SD=.47) in the considerate scenario (Scenario Type=1). For the neutral
scenario (Scenario Type=2), female supervisor was perceived more abusive (M=3.01,
SD=.73) than male supervisor (M=2.87, SD=.87). For the abusive scenario (Scenario
Type=3), male supervisor was perceived more abusive (M=3.68, SD=.68) than female
supervisor (M=3.67, SD=.57).

Details regarding the descriptive statistics can be found in Table 5.1, 5.2 and
5.3.
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4.4. Correlations Among the Study Variables

In order to capture the correlations among the variables, Pearson’s 2-tailed
correlation test was applied. The corresponding results are presented in Table 6 and
the variables with significant correlations are explained below.

As it is demonstrated in the table, respondent age and work experience were
found significantly and positively correlated (r=.55, p < .01). Respondent age and
university were found significantly negatively correlated (r=-.12, p < .05). The
universities were coded as 1 for the respondents from Middle East Technical
University (METU), 2 for the respondents from Bilkent University, 3 for the
respondents from Baskent University and 4 for the respondents from TOBB
University of Economics and Technology (TOBB). The negative correlation indicates
that the respondents from METU were younger than the respondents of Bilkent

University, Baskent University and TOBB.

Scenario type had positive significant correlation with perceived abusive
supervision (r=.78, p < .01). It makes sense to have such kind of a correlation since
abusive scenario type was coded as 3, while considerate scenario type was coded as 1
and neutral scenario type was coded as 2. In that sense, as the scenario became more
abusive, perceived abusive supervision increased. Moreover, hostile sexism and
benevolent sexism were found as significantly positively correlated (r=.48, p < .01).
Also, there were positively significant correlations between participant gender and
hostile sexism (r=.48, p < .01) and benevolent sexism (r=.23, p < .01), meaning that

male participants scored higher in terms of both hostile sexism and benevolent sexism.
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4.5. Difference of University Among Participants

Since the participants of the study were students from different universities,
independent samples t-tests were conducted to explore whether university has a
significant effect on the variables of the study. Since the majority of the participants
were students from Middle East Technical University (N=190), Middle East Technical
University was considered as a base and responses from other universities (Bilkent
Univeristy, Baskent University and TOBB University of Technology and Economics)
were compared respectively for the sexist attitudes. The t-tests were performed
separately for both hostile sexism and benevolent sexism scores as the components of
sexism. These variables were chosen because the corresponding part of the
questionnaire that measures ambivalent sexism was the same for all participants and
did not contain any question regarding the scenario or the behavior of the leader in the
scenario. Rather, ambivalent sexism questionnaire was used to grasp the sexist

attitudes of the participants.

For the hostile sexism scores, no significant difference was found between the
participants from METU (M=3.52, SD=1.33) and Bilkent University (M=3.84,
SD=1.21); conditions t(217)=-1.22, p=.22. However, there was a significant
difference between the participants from METU and Baskent University (M=4.06,
SD=1.10); conditions t(216)=-2.07, p=.04, and TOBB (M=2.66, SD=1.21);
conditions t(201)=2.27, p=.03.

For the benevolent sexism scores, no significant difference was found between
the participants from METU (M=3.35, SD=1.26) and Bilkent University (M=3.39,
SD=1.14); conditions t(217)=-.17, p=.87. Similarly, there was no significant
difference between the participants from METU and TOBB (M=3.40, SD=1.42);
conditions t(201)=-.14, p=.89. However, there was a significant difference between
the participants from METU and Baskent University (M=4.00, SD=1.11); conditions
t(216)=-2.60, p=.01.

Since the hostile and benevolent sexism scores of the participants had some

significantly difference results, university was included as a control variable in the
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analysis of perceived abusive supervision. Therefore, university as considered as a

covariate.

3 (scenario type: considerate, neutral or abusive) x 2 (supervisor gender:
female or male) x 2 (participant gender: female or male) three-way between-subjects
ANCOVA was conducted in order to see whether university has a significant effect
on the perception of abusive supervision, by including university as the covariate in
the model. According to the results, university has no significant main effect on the
perception of abusive supervision, F(1,247)=1.74, p=.19. Therefore, university

variable was dropped from the further analysis and hypothesis testing.

4.6. Manipulation Check

In addition to the scales that participants answered in the questionnaire
packages, there were evaluation questions of the leadership behavior in the scenario
following the ambivalent sexism scale. Within the evaluation questions, there was one
manipulation check item in order to test the designed leadership scenario once more.
The item was as follows: “The supervisor (Bahar Yilmaz or Baris Yi1lmaz)’s behavior
is abusive”. The participants were asked to rate the item on a Likert scale from

1=Strongly disagree to 5=Strongly agree.

Three different independent samples t-tests were conducted to see whether the
manipulation of the leadership behavior scenarios was successful. Accordingly, the
manipulation check for the level of abuse in the leadership scenarios produced a
statistical difference between Scenario 1 (M=1.73, SD=.92) and Scenario 2 (M=3.57,
SD=1.18); conditions t(162.06)=-11.48, p<.001; and Scenario 3(M=4.57, SD=.77);
conditions t(163.90)=-21.99, p<.00. There was a significant difference between
Scenario 2 and Scenario 3 as well; conditions t(147.95)=-6.60, p<.001.
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4.7. Hypothesis Testing

In this section, how the testing of the hypotheses of the study was conducted
will be presented. Initially, the analysis regarding the first two hypotheses will be
revealed, followed by the analysis regarding the testing of Hypothesis 3. Finally,
analysis regarding Hypothesis 4, that argues the possible moderation effect of sexist
attitudes (hostile sexism and benevolent sexism separately as the components) will be

put forward.

4.7.1. Testing Hypotheses 1 and 2

In order to examine the impacts of supervisor gender and subordinate gender
on perception of abusive supervision, 3 (scenario type: considerate, neutral or abusive)
x 2 (supervisor gender: female or male) x 2 (participant gender: female or male) three-
way between-subjects ANOVA was conducted separately on the dependent variable
of perceived abusive supervision (For the results, see Table 7).It is important to note
that the assumptions of normality and homogeneity of variance were not satisfied for
the analysis. Therefore, the results require being cautious in terms of the

generalizability of the findings.

Source 55 df M3 F p
Corrected Model 201,322° 11.00 18.30 42.06 0.000
Intercept 1929.22 1.00 1929.22 4433.32 0.000
Scenario Type 194.05 2.00 97.02 22296 0.000
Supervisor Gender 0.69 1.00 0.49 1.58 0.210
Participant (Subordinate] Gender 0.05 1.00 0.05 0.12 0.728
Scenario Type * Participant Gender 4.10 2.00 2.05 4.72 0.010
Scenario Type * Supervisor Gender 0.53 2.00 0.27 0.61 0.542
Supervisar Gender * Participant Gender 1.75 1.00 1.75 401 0.046
Scenario Type * Supervisor Gender * Participant Gender 0.17 2,00 0.09 0.20 0.822
Error 107.92 248.00 0.44

Total 2265.70 2460.00 0.00

s. R Squared = 651 (Agjusted R Squared = 628)

Table 7. ANOVA Results for Hypotheses 1 and 2

For the perceived abusive supervision analysis, the main effect of the
supervisor gender was not statistically significant, F(1,248)=.12, p=.73. The main
effect of participant gender was not statistically significant either, F(1,248)=1.58,
p=.21. However, the main effect of the scenario type was statistically significant,

F(2,248)=222.96, p<.01. This means that there is a significant relationship between
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the scenario type and the perception of abusive supervision such that as the scenario
becomes more abusive, meaning that as the leader conducts abusive supervision, the
participants, meaning the subordinates, perceive abusive supervision more (see Figure
4).

4,007

w
w
o

1

3,004

Perceived Abusive Supervision
T

°
9

1,504

T T T
Considerate Scenario Neutral Scenario Abusive Scenario

Scenario Type

Figure 4. Main Effect of Scenario Type on the Perception of Abusive Supervision

Although the three-way interaction of supervisor gender, subordinate gender
and scenario type was not significant on the perception of abusive supervision,
F(2,248)=.20, p=.82, the analysis produced interaction effects. Accordingly, the
interaction between supervisor gender and participant gender was found statistically
significant, F(1,248)=4.01, p=.04. In that sense, the impact of supervisor gender on
perceived abusive supervision practices depends on the participant gender. The results
showed that female participants perceive female supervisors more abusive and male
participants perceive male supervisors more abusive, depending on the condition (i.e.
scenario type determined by the level of abusive supervision conducted by the

supervisor).

As Figure 5 shows, abusive scenario (Scenario 3) was perceived more abusive
compared to neutral scenario (Scenario 2) and considerate scenario (Scenario 2) for
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both the female supervisor and male supervisor. Considerate scenario condition was
perceived as the least abusive condition for both the female supervisor and male
supervisor. Generally, while male supervisor was perceived as more abusive in
considerate scenario condition, female supervisor was perceived as more abusive
compared to male supervisor. However, the interaction between scenario type and

leader gender was not found as statistically significant, F(2,248)=.61, p=.54.

Scenario Type
4,00 yp
Considerate Scenario
Neutral Scenario

Abusive Scenario

3,00

2,50

Perceived Abusive Supervision

2,00

T T
Female Male

Supervisor Gender

Figure 5. Supervisor Gender and Scenario Type Interaction on the Perception of

Abusive Supervision

Figure 6 shows that independent from the scenario type, as compared to male
respondents, female respondents find female supervisors more abusive than male
supervisors. Compared to females, male respondents find male supervisors more

abusive than female supervisors, F(2,248)=4.72, p=.01.
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Figure 6. Supervisor Gender and Respondent Gender Interaction on the

Perception of Abusive Supervision

Accordingly, Hypothesis 1 which suggested that female supervisors will be
perceived more abusive compared to male supervisors was not supported. This is
because supervisor gender did not produce a significant effect on the perception of
abusive supervision. The hypothesis was not supported either when the levels of
abusive supervision was considered since the interaction of scenario type and
supervisor gender did not have a significant effect on the perception of abusive

supervision.

Hypothesis 2 proposed that subordinate gender will have an impact on the
perception of abusive supervision such that female subordinates will perceive abusive
supervision more than their male counterparts in each conditional scenario. The
interaction effect between the subordinate gender and scenario type was statistically

significant for the perception of abusive supervision, F(2,248)=4.72, p=.01.
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As it is demonstrated in Figure 7, female respondents perceived abusive
supervision more than their male counterparts in the neutral and abusive scenario.
However, in the considerate scenario, male respondents had higher ratings for the

perceived abusive supervision. Therefore, Hypothesis 2 was partially supported.

4001 Scenario Type
Considerate Scenario
Neutral Scenario

Abusive Scenario

3,509

3,00

2,50

2,007

Perceived Abusive Supervision
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1,004

T T
Female Male

Respondent Gender

Figure 7. Respondent Gender and Scenario Type Interaction on the Perception

of Abusive Supervision

4.7.2. Testing Hypothesis 3

To test Hypothesis 3, a new variable was created corresponding to the gender
similarity in the supervisor-subordinate dyad based on the gender of the participant
and the gender of the supervisor in the scenarios that were distributed to each
respondent of the questionnaire. Gender similarity between the supervisor and the
subordinate (participant) was coded as 0 while gender dissimilarity was coded as 1. In
order to examine the impact of gender similarity on the perception of abusive

supervision, 3 (scenario type: considerate, neutral or abusive) x 2 (gender similarity in
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supervisor-subordinate dyad: gender similar or gender dissimilar) between-subjects

ANOVA was conducted. The results were demonstrated in Table 8:

Source 33 df M3 F P
Corrected Model 195,977° 5.00 39.20 87.90 0.00
Intercept 1936.64 1.00 1936.64 434298 0.00
Scenario Type 194.00 2.00 97.00 217.53 0.00
Gender Similarity 1.84 1.00 1.84 4.13 0.04
Scenario Type * Gender Similarity 0.13 2.00 0.07 0.15 0.86
Error 113.26 254.00 0.45

Total 22465.70 260.00

=. A Squared = 651 [Adjusted R Squared = ,82€)

Table 8. ANOVA Results for Hypothesis 3

The findings produced two main effects for both of the independent variables.
Accordingly, the main effect of the scenario type was statistically significant,
F(2,254)=217.53, p<.01. The main effect of the gender similarity was statistically
significant as well, F(1,254)=4.129, p=.04. However, the interaction effect of the
scenario type and gender similarity was not found as statistically significant,
F(2,254)=.151, p=.86.

Contrary to the hypothesis, it was found that participants who had gender
similar supervisors perceived higher levels of abusive supervision compared to the
participants with gender dissimilar supervisors. This was the case for each of the
abusive supervision level condition. The results were demonstrated in Figure 8.

Accordingly, hypothesis 3 was not supported.
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Figure 8. Main Effect of Gender Similarity on the Perception of Abusive

Supervision

4.7.3. Testing Hypothesis 4

Hypothesis 4 was suggesting that for high hostile sexism scores (4a) and high
benevolent sexism scores (4b), female supervisor will be perceived as more abusive
compared to the equally qualified male supervisor. In order to test the hypothesis
regarding the possible moderation effect of sexist attitudes, a hierarchical regression

was applied.

For the testing process, Hayes’s (2013) PROCESS macro v2 16.3 was used in
SPSS. For the moderation analysis, PROCESS macro automatically applies the steps
of mean-centering the variables and creating the interaction term introduced by Aiken
and West (1991). For both the moderation analysis of hostile sexism and benevolent
sexism, Model 1 of PROCESS macro was applied (see Figure 9 for the conceptual

diagram and Figure 10 for the statistical diagram).
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Figure 9. Conceptual Diagram for Model 1 (Hayes, 2013, p. 442)

€y
)
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Conditional effect of X on ¥'= by + byM

Figure 10. Statistical Diagram for Model 1 (Hayes, 2013, p. 442)

To test Hypothesis 4a, which was proposing that hostile sexism moderates the
relationship between the supervisor gender and abusive supervision, perceived abusive
supervision scores were entered as the outcome variable (Y) while supervisor gender
was entered as the independent variable (X) and the hostile sexism scores for each
participant were entered as the M variable, with 5000 bootstrapping technique. In Step
1 of the moderation model, the regression of supervisor gender on the perception of
abusive supervision was not found significant, b=-.47, t(256)=-1.17, p=.24. The
regression of hostile sexism on the perception of abusive supervision was not found
significant either, b=-.12, t(256)=-1.52, p=.13. In Step 2, the interaction term between
the supervisor gender and hostile sexism was included in the model. The interaction

of the supervisor gender and hostile sexism was not found significant, b=-.12,
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1(256)=1.19, p=.24. The findings showed that the model was not significant, R? = .01,
F (3, 256) = .78, p=.50. Therefore, Hypothesis 4a was not supported. That is, as the
component of ambivalent sexism, hostile sexism did not moderate the relationship

between the supervisor gender and the perception of abusive supervision.

To test Hypothesis 4b, which was proposing that benevolent sexism moderates
the relationship between the supervisor gender and abusive supervision, perceived
abusive supervision scores were entered as the outcome variable (Y) while supervisor
gender was entered as the independent variable (X) and the benevolent sexism scores
for each participant were entered as the M variable, with 5000 bootstrapping
technique. In Step 1 of the moderation model, the regression of supervisor gender on
the perception of abusive supervision was not found significant, b=-.44, t(256)=-1.12,
p=.26. The regression of benevolent sexism on the perception of abusive supervision
was not found significant either, b=-.05, t(256)=-.65, p=.52. In Step 2, the interaction
term between the supervisor gender and benevolent sexism was included in the model.
The interaction of the supervisor gender and benevolent sexism was not found
significant, b=-.12, t(256)=1.14, p=.26. The findings showed that the model was not
significant, R? = .01, F (3, 259) =.45, p= .50. Therefore, Hypothesis 4b was not
supported. That is, as the component of ambivalent sexism, benevolent sexism did not
moderate the relationship between the supervisor gender and the perception of abusive

supervision.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

The main purpose of the study was to examine whether perception of abusive
supervision is affected by the gender. Moreover, the study aimed to investigate any
possible moderation effect of sexist attitudes on the perception of abusive supervision.
By this way, the study had the aim of remarking the biases that women have been
facing in terms of attaining and sustaining their leadership positions at the workplace
as a result of the gender role stereotyping. This chapter demonstrates the study findings
with reference to the literature. Following this, the limitations of the study as well as

recommendations for further research will be presented.

5.1. Overview of the Study Findings

In this section, the results of the study findings will be discussed. The findings
will be evaluated separately with respect to the different variables used in the study as
the effect of scenario type, supervisor gender, subordinate gender, gender similarity in
the supervisor-subordinate dyad as well as sexist attitudes of the subordinate (both

hostile sexism and benevolent sexism) as the moderators.

5.1.1. The Effect of Scenario Type

According to the study findings, scenario type had a significant effect on the
perception of abusive supervision. While considerate scenario (Scenario 1) had the

lowest ratings in terms of perception of abusive supervision, abusive scenario
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(Scenario 3) had the highest ratings. Accordingly, the level of abuse had a significant

effect on the perceptions of leadership behavior.

In the literature, vignettes have been in order to assess the perceptions
regarding the leadership behaviors as well as the role of gender on the perception of
aggression (i.e. Brees et al., 2016; Garcia-Retamero and Lopez-Zafara, 2009; Ozanser
and Hovardaoglu, 2011; Johnson et al. 2008; Stewart-Williams 2002). In Stewart-
Williams (2002)’s study, aggression levels in the vignettes had a main effect on the
perception of aggression. Similarly, the current study results produced main effect of
the scenario type (different levels of abuse in each scenario) in the perception of
abusive supervision. Since leadership is dependent on the context (Eagly, 2007), as a
form of dark leadership, perception of abusive supervision is also found context-
dependent.

5.1.2. The Effect of Supervisor Gender

No significant difference was observed for the female supervisor and male
supervisor in terms of subordinates’ perceptions of abusive supervision. That is,
participants (subordinates) did not perceive female supervisor as more abusive

compared to the male supervisor, irrespective of the level of abuse.

This finding has both consistencies and inconsistencies with the existing
literature. That is because the literature regarding the implications of gender in terms
of workplace hostility has no consensus within itself. Leadership is suggested to be
the function of gender roles (Korabik, 1990). Accordingly, women are perceived to be
kinder and nicer compared to men, who are perceived to be forceful (Carli, 2001;
Heilman; 2001; Eagly and Johannesen-Schmidt, 2001), which will reflect to the
expectations regarding the leadership behaviors as prescriptions. Moreover, although
women and men display the similar behaviors, they are argued to be perceived
differently due to their differential gender roles (Eagly, 1987; Eagly and Karau;
Johnson et al., 2008).

The literature has not yet examined the direct effect of supervisor gender on the

abusive supervision perceptions. However, previous studies were conducted to grasp
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the effect of supervisor gender on the perceived transformational leadership (Ayman
et al., 2009), which is considered as a feminine leadership behavior and attributed to
female managers mostly (Eagly & Carli, 2003). Just like the societal gender roles of
females, transformational leadership values development and has aspects of nurturing
and being supportive (Eagly et al., 2003; Eagly & Karau, 2002). Regarding the studies
to investigate the potential effect of supervisor gender on the transformational
leadership, it was generally found that female leaders are perceived more

transformational than male leaders (Eagly et al., 2003).

In this direction, deriving from the gender roles, the present study discussed that
as an aggressive and hostile behavior at the workplace, abusive supervision can mostly
be associated with males while female supervisor, then, will be both descriptively and
prescriptively violate their gender roles by engaging in abusive supervision. Therefore,
the study hypothesized that female supervisors will be perceived as more abusive
compared to the male supervisors as abusive supervision behaviors will be the
violation of female gender role while it will be the norm for the male gender role of

being aggressive, assertive and dominant.

As the study findings produced no main effect of supervisor gender in the
perception of abusive supervision, it can be suggested that gender role stereotyping
seems irrelevant in terms of evaluating dark leadership practices of female and male
supervisors for the study sample. There are studies that found no significant effect of
the gender of the aggressor on the perception of aggression (i.e. Stewart-Williams,
2002). However, within the context of leadership, women are argued to face with role
congruity of prejudice and backlash when they display agentic traits (Eagly & Karau,
2002), which lead them to be perceived negatively.

The reason why the main effect of supervisor gender was not observed can be
due to the scenarios used in order to test the perceptions. The perceptions regarding
female and male abusive supervisors may differ in a real life situation (Eagly and
Mladinic, 1994). Although the manipulation check was performed and the scenario
type depending on the level of abuse produced a significant effect on the perception

of abusive supervision, they might not create the desired effect.
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On the other hand, gender role stereotyping is argued to diminish as the
societies evolve over time or at least, their effects can be hindered (Koenig et al.,
2011). Furthermore, since the token status of women at leadership positions are
improving day by day, their attitudes may become not that hypervisible, and therefore
may not be evaluated more negatively. Nonetheless, gender roles will stay as
considerable factors in terms of pointing out the biases that especially women face at

the workplace until attaining gender equality at the workplace (Heilman, 2012)

5.1.3. The Effect of Subordinate Gender

Subordinate gender’s main effect was not significant on the perception of
abusive supervision. However, interactions of subordinate gender with scenario type
and leader gender were found significant, separately. That is, female participants
(subordinates) and male participants (subordinates) perceived different levels of
abusive supervision depending on either the scenario type or the supervisor gender.

Literature suggests that subordinate gender is a significant predictor of the
perception of workplace aggression and reveals that women perceive higher extents
of workplace mistreatment compared to men (McCord et al., 2017; Wang et al., 2016).
The study findings support these views. Therefore, the present thesis work can be
evaluated as the replication of the previous findings in the Turkish context.
Accordingly, for the neutral and abusive scenario conditions, female participants
perceived higher abusive supervision compared to male participants. This finding
supports McCord et al. (2017)’s finding that revealed females perceive higher levels
of workplace mistreatment compared to males. Taking one step further, since both
female and male participants judged the same vignettes, this is in line with the study
finding of Wang et al. (2016) which proposed that even though female and male
subordinates experience similar degrees of workplace mistreatment, female
subordinates have higher tendencies to advocate that they experience higher degrees

of abuse at the workplace due to their tender gender stereotypes.

Interestingly, for the considerate leadership scenario, male participants
perceived higher levels of abuse compared to female participants, which was neither

expected within the scope of the study nor previously found in the literature. This may
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be due to the tendency of males toward aggression, in line with their descriptive gender
roles. Even though there are no implications of any aggression, in fact the supervisor
in the scenario has been acting in a kind and gentle way, since this is on contrary to
the males’ expectation of a leadership of a command-and-control way (Eagly,
Johannesen-Schmidt & Van Engen, 2003), the male participants may perceive this
situation as incongruent to masculinity and give higher ratings of perceived abusive

supervision compared to female participants.

Rather than the disparities of women and men in the perception of workplace
hostility and abusive supervision, the literature mainly suggests that women and men
have disparities in reacting to such dark leadership practices in line with their societal
gender roles (i.e. Restubog et al., 2011; Burke, 2002; Wang et al., 2016). The present
study only examined the effect of subordinate gender in terms of perception but further

research can be conducted to test these arguments.

5.1.4. The Effect of Gender Similarity in Supervisor-Subordinate Dyad

As the major finding of the study, gender similarity in supervisor-subordinate
dyad had a significant effect on the perception of abusive supervision. Participants
who answered the questionnaire with the similar gender supervisor behaviors
perceived higher levels of abusive supervision in every condition (considerate, neutral
and abusive) compared to the participants who answered the questionnaire with the

gender dissimilar supervisor behaviors.

The impact of gender similarity on abusive supervision is in accordance with
the previous studies. Although previous studies were investigating the effect of gender
on transformational leadership, the results show that most of the effects of gender are
at the level of the gender-dyad of supervisor and subordinate relationship (Ayman et
al., 2009).

According to the analysis results, female respondents perceived female
supervisor more abusive and male respondents perceived male supervisor more
abusive. The finding of the study was on the contrary to what was hypothesized.

Accordingly, it was found that subordinates with gender-similar supervisors perceive
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more abusive supervision compared to the subordinates with gender-dissimilar
supervisors. This finding, in fact, supports the idea that similarities does not
necessarily predict high quality LMX in the supervisor-subordinate dyad (Green et al.,
1996).

The hypothesis of the study predicted that subordinates with gender-similar
supervisors will perceive lower levels of abusive supervision compared to
subordinates with gender-dissimilar supervisors with respect to the LMX Theory.
Deriving from the fundamentals of similarity attraction paradigm, LMX Theory
indicates that supervisors and subordinates who have similarities in terms of predictor
variables have generally higher quality relationships with their supervisors (Barbuto
and Gifford, 2012). Although the present study did not measure LMX quality in the
supervisor-subordinate dyad, gender is one of the bases upon which people categorize
others as similar or dissimilar so that subordinates and supervisors specify who an in-
group or out-group in their work environment (Hobfoll, 1989). However, the literature
about LMX Theory depending on gender similarity in the supervisor-subordinate dyad
has so far produced inconsistent results in the sense that some studies find that gender
similarity in the dyad predicts high quality of LMX while some studies argue that
gender similarity has no relationship with high quality of LMX (Jones, 2009).

Previously, Park et al. (2016) investigated the impact of gender similarity on
supervisor-subordinate dyad on the perception of abusive supervision. Instead of LMX
Theory, they used Conservation of Resources (COR) Theory of Hobfoll (1989) to
explain the relationship. As the theory suggests, people are motivated to attain, sustain
and preserve their resources (Hobfoll, 1989). Park et al. (2016) recognized that the
relationship between the supervisor and subordinate as well as the “in-group
membership” as a “cognitive resource” (p. 2). Therefore, subordinates with gender
similar supervisors will have the tendency to expect more favorable treatment
compared to subordinates with gender dissimilar supervisors (Park et al., 2016). When
this expectation is not met, they will perceive higher levels of abuse compared to the
subordinates with gender dissimilar supervisor. This is because it will not be surprising

for subordinates to experience abusive supervision from their gender dissimilar
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supervisors since they do not establish any in-group categorization and they have

already been expecting unfavorable treatment from them (Park et al., 2016).

Accordingly, COR Theory can be applicable for the current study to shed a
light on the relationship between the gender similarity in the supervisor-subordinate
dyad and subordinate perception of abusive supervision. Moreover, since female
participants perceived female supervisors as more abusive compared to male

supervisors, it can be interpreted as the validation of Goldberg’s (1968) paradigm.

5.1.5. The Moderator Effect of Sexist Attitudes

The present study measured the sexist attitudes with respect to Ambivalent
Sexism Inventory Scale by Glick and Fiske 1996). According to the study findings,
hostile sexism and benevolent sexism did not moderate the relationship between the
supervisor gender and the perception of abusive supervision. Although ambivalent
sexism has been considered as a moderator within the context of the studies which
investigated possible differential leadership behaviors of women and men (i.e. Glick
and Fiske, 1996; Ryan and Haslam, 2006), this study was first to investigate the roles

of hostile sexism and benevolent sexism on the perception of abusive supervision.

This study wanted to examine any possible moderation role of sexist attitudes
in perceived abusive supervision because the literature discusses that people with high
ambivalent sexism scores will perceive women at the workplace as more aggressive
while people with low ambivalent sexism scores will perceive women at the workplace
as smart (Glick et al., 1997). However, no significant moderation effect for either
hostile sexism or benevolent sexism was found. Further studies should be conducted

with different samples as well.

Since high hostile sexism scores correspond to the idea of male dominance
which is against women’s advancement at the workplace (Glick and Fiske, 1996), a
female supervisor will be going against the male dominance at the workplace by being
promoted to a leadership position and exercising abusive supervision. Therefore, she
will be acting against both her descriptive and prescriptive gender roles. Moreover,

benevolent sexism suggests that women should carry their duties as mothers and wives
69



at home (Glick and Fiske, 1996). By becoming leaders and being engaged to abusive
supervision, abusive female leader will be double-violating what is described and
prescribed to her gender role. The student sample may not have high hostility or
benevolence in terms of sexism to predict their perceptions about abusive supervision.
Since they have limited work experience, they may not develop any hostility or
benevolence regarding the gender roles at the workplace that are shaped by the

division of labor in the society.

5.2. Implications for Managers

By examining abusive supervision, this study has pointed out an important
phenomenon of destructive leadership. The consequences occur in various
organizational realms such as organizational citizenship, job satisfaction,
organizational performance, workplace deviant behaviors while affecting the
subordinate well-being (Martinko et al., 2013).

Before conveying to the consequences, this study acknowledged the
importance of further discovering the antecedents of abusive supervision (Martinko et
al., 2013) by specifically focusing on the possible impact of gender and sexist attitudes
on the perceptions of abusive supervision. The study found out that rather than solely
the supervisor gender or the subordinate gender, gender similarity in supervisor-
subordinate dyad has an impact on the perception of abusive supervision. The
literature also points out that gender dyads in supervisor-subordinate relationship is an
important aspect to examine (Avert et al., 2013; Park et al., 2016). In other words, the
composition of gender in the dyadic relationship between supervisor and subordinate
emerges as a salient dimension. There are studies that focus on this relational
dimension in abusive supervision literature as well (i.e. Xu et al., Park et al., 2016).
Therefore, the relational aspect in supervisor-subordinate dyad will help discovering
the reasons behind the differential perceptions of abusive supervision (Restubog et al.,
2011; Park et al., 2016).

Accordingly, managers should be aware of the idea that demographic

characteristics such as gender will influence the subordinate and trigger their
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perceptions about considering the supervisor as abusive or not. Female subordinates
have generally higher tendencies to perceive abusive supervision compared to male
subordinates. Moreover, subordinates who have gender similar supervisors tend to
perceive higher levels of abusive supervision compared to subordinates with gender
dissimilar supervisors, as explained by COR Theory. Therefore, managers should be
trained by the organizations so that they will abstain from exercising any abusive

supervision at the workplace towards their subordinates.

5.3. Limitations of the Present Study

As no study is without limitations, the present study has been subject to some
that should be discussed. The first limitation of the study is regarding to the
characteristics of the sample. The sample consisted mainly of the Business
Administration graduate and undergraduate students with very limited working
experience. Therefore, the participants may not be able to grasp the dynamics of the
subordinate-supervisor dyad, which leads to concerns in terms of the generalizability
of the study findings. In order to overcome this situation, the study should be replicated

with participants with significant work experience and/or who are currently working.

Another limitation of the study is related with the methodology. Within this
study, each participant was asked to read a vignette that demonstrated behaviors of the
hypothetical supervisor and evaluate the supervisor as if they were the subordinates of
this supervisor. In real life, the scope of information that people have about someone
(e.g. their supervisor) will be different than being limited by a vignette (Eagly and
Mladinic, 1994). Accordingly, their judgment and perceptions regarding to the subject
may differ in a favorable or unfavorable way. Moreover, the participants were
randomly assigned to evaluate one leadership scenario, which means that the study
has a between-participant design. The motivation to have a between-participant design
was to prevent the participant noticing the main purpose of the study beforehand,
which was exploring the differential perceptions in evaluating the abusive supervision
behavior of male and female supervisors depending on their gender. There are

examples of scenario-type studies designed in a between-subject manner in the
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leadership literature. Within-participant designs are also being conducted by the

scholars, and can therefore, be applied in the Turkish context as well.

Yet, another shortcoming of the study is that the data was collected at a single
point in time. Although in the hypothetical scenario conditions, it was stated that the
given leadership behavior is common and very much expected for the supervisor, it
may not foster the idea that the supervisor will be behaving in the same manner in
every condition. Therefore, in order to make a comprehensive evaluation regarding
the leadership behavior, and specifically abusive supervision, longitudinal studies can
better give the idea that one specific behavior of the leader is repetitive in time that

will lead the subordinate to have a solid evaluation.

As another limitation, the present study focused only to the gender among other
demographic variables or characteristics. Previous studies investigated the roles of
dark personality in terms of destructive leadership behaviors (Jonason et al., 2012;
Mathieu & Babiak, 2016). Therefore, alongside with gender of the supervisor and
subordinates, can also be considered as the important factors on the perceptions of

abusive supervision.
5.4. Recommendations for Further Research

The present study explored whether the perception of abusive supervision
differs based on gender of the supervisor and subordinate in the Turkish context while
looking at any moderation effect of sexist attitudes. Previous studies have generally
considered gender either as a control variable or a moderator. By examining the main
effect of a demographic variable, i.e. gender, this study has a distinctive nature.
Moreover, although used in the leadership literature, abusive supervision has not yet
been investigated through using scenarios in Turkey so therefore, this study is the first
in many ways in Turkey including (1) investigating the role of gender on the
perception of abusive supervision, (2) measuring the perception of abusive supervision
through using vignettes, (3) investigating the moderating role of ambivalent sexism
on the perception of abusive supervision. Although this study found no significant
main effect of supervisor gender on the subordinate perception of abusive supervision

with a sample consisted of students, the study should be replicated in the future with
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a sample which consists of working people or people with considerable experience at

the workplace.

Another suggestion for future research can be in terms of investigating the
outcomes of abusive supervision with respect to the supervisor gender. That is, in
addition to examining the main effect of gender in the perception of abusive
supervision, the main effect of gender in terms of behavioral outcomes of abusive
supervision can be investigated in the Turkish context (i.e. intentions to quit, job
satisfaction as a result of experiencing abusive supervision from a female supervisor
versus from a male supervisor). This is because perception of leadership has an impact

on how subordinates behave (Hau-Siu Chow, 2005).

Future research can also focus more on the supervisor-subordinate dyad in the
perception of abusive supervision. In line with the findings of the study (gender
similarity in supervisor-subordinate dyad predicts higher abusive supervision), impact
of other factors such as organizational tenure or marital status in supervisor-

subordinate dyad and perception of abusive supervision can be further investigated.

Further, studies exploring the relationship between the gender stereotypes and
the perception of dark leadership is very limited in Turkey. Although the literature and
theories have been mostly developed in the western cultures, the discussion and
findings can be applicable to the Turkish context with the Turkish sample of this
present study. This is because gender role stereotyping is prevalent in the Turkish
context (Aycan, 2004). Although women are participating to the labor force, they are
still underrepresented at the leadership levels (Kabasakal et al., 1994). In line with the
case in the world in general, in Turkey, men and women are associated with different
attributes while managerial attributes are mainly defined with the attributes of men
(Siimer, 2006). Moreover, traditional viewpoint towards the gender roles is strong in
Turkey in such a way that men are seen as they have the capability of leadership while
women are seen as they can only be “good at domestic tasks and child rearing”
(Sakalli-Ugurlu & Beydogan, 2002, p.648). Nonetheless, the study can be replicated
in a cross-cultural manner. Based on Hofstede’s (1983) classification of Turkey as
highly power distant, a study with a same design and methodology can be applied to

another country to measure the perceptions of abusive supervision. Moreover, in order
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to grasp the sexist attitudes, alongside with the ASI scale, the Ambivalence Toward
Men Inventory by Glick and Fiske (1999) can be also implemented to more broadly

investigate the gender dyads in supervisor-subordinate relationship.
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APPENDICES

A PRE-TEST 1 SCENARIOS

SCENARIO 1

Degerli katlime, asafdaki senarvonun kahramam olan voneticivi, birlikte akia
oldusunuz miidiiriiniiz; kendinizi de onun ¢ m olarak diiziiniip verilen senarvovu dikkatlice

olmuyarak vineltilen sorulan cevaplandirmamez istenmelctedir,

1. Liitfen kendinize en wyzun secenegi izaretleyiniz:

Cinsiyetiniz: Kadm Erkele

Senaryo:

Yaneticinizle bir siredir birlikte galizmaktasimz. Ommn hderlizinde, eldp olarak gesithi projeler yvitritivorsunuz.
Ekip galiymasimn sommda ortaya gikan raporlan hanrlamaktan da siz sorumlusmuz. Ekp olarak yiirimelds
oldufumez son proje dzhulinde, vineticimz sizden, dzha dnce de defalarca vapmyg oldufunuz, benzer fakat daha
genig kapsamh bir rapor hazrlamamz istedi. Sika bar galigma ve uzun saatler gerektiren raporn hazrladiktan sonra,
},'onehcmrae imzalatmal: fizere ofisine gittiniz. Yéneticiniz, rapora giz gezdinrken birtalam hataler fark etti. Bummn
lizerine, size dogru dinersk, “Bu raporda gézle gorilir hatalar var. Daha dikdath olalm ki éniimiizdeld zorlu
dénemde de bu hatalan telaarlamayalm ™ dedi ve raperla ilzili size bir som yoneltt ancak sonuya hemen cevap
veremediniz. iz soniya nasl cevap vereceZinizi dilsiniirken, véneticiniz, ““Sammm ¢ok agik ve anlasihr bir som
olmad $&vyle tekrar edeyim.” diyerek sorusumm daha basit ciimlelerle yineledi ve siz de cevabi girigimiizii
aktardimz.

Gérigmenizin semmda, yineticiniz, “Elsildikler ve yanhslar var. Yme de, iyl bir 15 gilcartmigem. Omceld rapora
istinaden vaprmg cldugumuz toplantyl gdz énfne aldigm belli oluyor.” dedi ve eldedi, “Tyi gidivonuz, sl

cahgmaya devam!™
Bumlar, tam da yéneticinizden bellenen davramsglards.

Literatiirde son yillarde, yapicr ve exkili lideriik dzellitlert izerine yapimalkta olan caliymalara ok olarak,
yikeer fideriik davraniglar: fizerine de avagtemalar gergeklegtivilimeye baylonmugter. Yilaer lider{ik, “karanitk
lideriik”, “kahi liderfit”, “zararil fiderlit”™ ve “istismorci yonetim™ gibi ¢ok ¢egitli kavram ve tirler ile
incelenmekiedir.

Yefuet lideriik tiivlerinden istismare: yonetim, bir tist yénetici favafindon deveamly olarak uygulanan, fiziksel
giddet umsury ipermeyen, sdzii veya sdzel olmoyan digmanca davraniylari sergilfenmesi olarak
tarmlanmygior (Tepper, 2000).

2. Verilen tamm ve zenaryo 1;18mda, senaryodalki yoneticinizin liderlik davranzmnm iztizmaren (yiker)
olma diizeyi nedir? Liitfen en uygnn clduzonu dizindiginiiz zecenegi isaretleyiniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Hig Istizmara Orta Dizeyde -
Desil feti o Cok Istizmarcy

3. Senaryodaki liderlik davranizmm gisteren yoneticinizin cinsiyeti hangizi olabilir? Liitfen en
uygon oldugunu dizindiigintiz zecenedi isaretleyiniz,

Eadm Erkel
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SCENARIO 2

Degerli katlimel, asamdaki senarvonun kahramam olan vineticivi, birlikte alata
oldutunuz miidiiriniiz; kendinizi de onun ¢ m olarak diisiiniip verilen senarvovu diklzatlice

okuyarak vineltilen sorulan cevaplandirmamez istenmektedir,

1. Liitfen kendinize en uygun secenegi izaretleyiniz:

Cinziyetiniz: Eadm Erkel

Senaryo:

Yéneticinizle bir siredir birlikte ¢aligmaktazimz. Omm hiderhizmde, elap olarak: gegith projeler vimritivorsumez. Eldp
caligmasmmn sonunda ortava gikan raperlan hazrlamaktan da siz sonmmbismmez. Elip olarak viriitmelkte olduzumuoz
son proje dahilinde, yoneticiniz sizden, daha dnce de defalarca yapmmsg oldugumiz, benzer fakat daha geniy kapsambh
bir rapor hazirlamamz istedi. Sikn bir cahgma ve uzim szatler gerektiren raporu hazirladiktan senra, rapom
yoneticinize sunmak: fizere ofisine gittiniz. Y éneticiniz, Snemli bir toplants cldufimdan milzait olmadifim ve gin
icinde rapora bakamayacagim sdyledi. Izin acilivetini kendisine hatwlatarak: kendisinden randevu talep ettiniz ve ertesi
giim sabah saat 11°de kendiziyle gorisme sz aldmz.

Ertes1 giin, kararlagtimmy oldugunmiz saatte, girismek: fizere yineticimzin ofisine gittimz. ¥ dneticiniz, harwlarms
oldugumiz rapora heniiz bakanadan, “Fapon takamla birlikte teloar degerlendinirsiniz ve uyzum bulursamez milgteriyle
paylasrsimz ” dedi. Rapor ile ilgili olarak yoneticinize damgmak istedifimz bam konnlar vard: aneak yoneticimz, zize
gerel: rapar sirect gerekse raperun 1gengl haldonda yénlendiniei bir gen bildirmmde bulumadan, “Fapeor sekreterime
burakabilirsin ya da mazanmn fizerine koyabilirsm ™ dedi.

(Grériigimi alabileceZiniz bagka yoneticiler aramak ve eldp arkadaglermmzla rapem degerlendirmelk fizere yineticinizin
ofizinden aynldmmsz.

Bunlar, tam da yéneticinizden beklenen davramslards.

Literatiivde son yiliarda, yapict ve eitili liderlik dzellitleri izering yapumalkia olan calymalara ek olarak, yiac:
lideritk davramiylary izerine de aragtrmalar gergeklestiviimeye baglawmugirr. Yiker liderlik, “karamitk liderlit”™,
“kdtii liderlit”, “zavarly liderlik” ve “istirmarer yonetim” gibi gok pegitli kavram ve fiirler ile incelonmeliedir.
Yitacr liderlik tiirlerinden istismarc: yinetim, bir 5t yonetic} tavafndom devamlr olarak uyeulanan, fiziksel yiddet
unsury ipermeyven, sozli veva sdzel olmayan dismanca davreaniglarm sergilenmesi olavak tanmlanmigter
{Tepper, 2000).

-

2. Verilen tanmm ve senaryo 1318mnda, senarvodalkd yoneticinizin liderlik davranizimm istismarea (yikier)
olma diizeyi nedir? Litfen en uygun oldugunu dizindiginiz secenegi izaretleyviniz.

1 2 3 4 3
Hig Istizmarn Orta Diizavde .
Desil teti o Cok Istizmarca

1. Senaryodaki liderlik davramzlarim gésteren yineticinizin cinziyeti hangizi olabilir? Liitfen
en uygun oldugnnu diizindigiiniz zecenegi izaretleyiniz.

Eadm Erkele
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SCENARIO 3

iDegerli kathme, asaéidaki senarvonun kahramam olan vineticivi, birlikte cabsmalta
oldugunuz miidiiriniiz; kendinizi de onun cahsam olarak diisiinip verilen senarvovu diklatlice
okuyarak vineltilen sorulan cevaplandirmamz istenmelctedir.

1. Liitfen kendinize en uygun secenegi izaretleyiniz:

Cinsiyetiniz: Kadm Erkek

Senarvo:

Yineticimzle bir stredir birlikte cabigmeltasimz. Omun hiderliZinde, elap olarak gegithi projeler viitivorsunuz. Elap
cahigmazmm sommda crtaya gikan raporlan hazirlamaktan da siz sorumbnsumiz. Eldp olarak yiritmekte oldufimuz
son proje dahilmde, yéneticiniz sizden, daha dnce de defalarca yaprng oldugumz, benzer fakat daha genig kapsamh
bir rapor hazirlamamsz istedi. Sika bir cahigma ve uzn szatler gereldiren raporu hazrladiktan sonra, yéneticoize
imzalatmalk fizere ofisine gittiniz. Yneticiniz, rapora gz gezdinrken birtalom hatalar fark ettl. Bu sirada,
yoneticinizin ofisine birlikte ¢ahymalkta oldufumuz ekip arkadaglarmezm birkag da geldi. YVénetiomiz, size dogru
dinerek, “Bu raporda gok fazla hata var. Bam hatalar ize oldukca giling ™ dedi. Tekrar dniindeld rapora dénerek:
size rapor ile ilgili bir som yaneltt ve siz de disiincenizi sovlediniz. Yoneticiniz, sordugu soruya verdiginiz cevabl
wygun bulmadi ve “Sagmahk!™ diverek kafasim sallad.

Gérigmenizin sommnda, yoneticiniz, “Gegen ayin raporunda da neredeyze aym hatalan yaprustn. Bu gérevi verine
getirebilecegine emin mizin™ dedi. Talam arkadaglarmmzm da duyabilecesi seldlde, “Bu rapom milsteriye summak
tam bir utang kaymag ohordn.™ ded:.

Bumlar, tam da yéneticinizden beklenen davramglards

Literatiirde son yillarda, yapict ve exkili liderlik dzeliikieri iizerine yapiimalkia olan caliymalara ek olarak,
yker fiderlik dovraniglar: izerine de aragtomalar gergeklesiirifmeyve baglarmugtr. Tikct lideriik, “karanlitk
lider{ik ™, kot liderlik”, “zararl liderlit” ve “istismarci yonetim™ gibi ok ¢eyitli kavram ve tirler ile
incelenmeltedir.

Yekeer lideriik tilrlerinden istismarc: yénetim, bir izt ydnetici tarafindan devamly olarak wygulamen, fiziksel
jledet wsury permeven, szl veya sdzel olmayan dilsmomca davraniglarin sergilenmesi olarak
tammlanmetir (Tepper, 2000).

2. Verilen tanmm ve senaryo i;iEnda, senarvodalki yoneticinizin liderlik davranmzinm istizmaren (yikaer)
olma diizeyi nedir? Litfen en uygun oldugonu diizindiginiiz zecenegi izaretleyiniz.,

1 2 3 4 5
Hig Istismarr Orta Diazeyde -
Desil feti o ok Istismarcy

3. Senaryodaki liderlik davramzm gizteren yvoneticinizin cinsiyeti hangizi olabilir? Liitfen en
uygnn oldugunu dizindigintiz secenesi izaretleyiniz,

Kadm Erkelk
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SCENARIO 4

Degerli kanlimcl, asa@idaki senarvonun kahramam olan vineticivi, birlikte alata

oldugunuz miidiiriiniz; kendinizi de onun c m olarak diisiiniip verilen senarvovn dikkatlice

okuvarak vineltilen sorulan cevaplandirmamz istenmelktedir.
1. Liitfen kendinize en wvezun 3ecenegi izaretleyiniz:

Cinsivetiniz: Kadm Erkelk

Senaryo:

Yineticinizle bir siredir birlikte galizmaktasnme. Onun hiderlizmde, eldp olarak gegitli projeler yiiritivorsume. Elap
cahgmaznm sommda ortava ¢ikan raperlan hazrlamaktan da siz sommbeswmez. Eldp olarak yiriimelte cldufmuoz
son proje dahilinde, yéneticiniz sizden, daha énce de defalarca yaprug oldugumz, benzer fakat dzha penis kapsamh
bir rapor hazrlamamez istedi. Stk bir cahiyma ve weum saatler gerebdiren raporn hazrladibtan sonra, yoneticmize
imzzalatmak fizere ofisme gittiniz. Ydneticimiz, rapora géz gezdimrken birtalam hatalar fark etti. Bu swada,
yoneticinizin ofisine, birlikte ¢aligmalta oldufunuz talam arkadaglanmzdan birkag da geldi. Yéneticiniz, size dogrn
dinerek, “Fapom hazrlarken aklin neredeydi? Sen hep bovle Gzensiz mi gahgyirsm? Gegen ayld proje raponmdald
hatalanm ditzeltmem saatlerim alrigh!™ dedi. Tekrar Snindeld rapora dénerek: size rapor 1le ilgili bir sem vonelit
ancak soruya hemen cevap veremediniz. Siz soniva nasil cevap versceginizi diigimirken, talam arkadaglanmezdan
destek almak fizere onlara fikarlerin sordumuz. Bumm fizerine yoneticiniz, “Ben sonnyu sana vénelttim, talama degil!
Dzha bu temel sonnyu bile cevaplayarmyorsun!™ dedi ve size sor iizerninde biraz dzha diigimme firsat vermedi.
Gérigmenizin sommda, yoneticiniz, “Karrverim boyunca biyle beceriksiz bir cahisma gémedim. Bu gérevi yerine
getirebilecefme emin misin? ded: ve talam arkadaglanmzn dz duyabileceg gelalde, “Enunim sokaktan gegen 10
insandan 7 si bu raporu senden daha ryi hazwlard: ™ dedi ve kinayeli bir gekilde eldedi “Bu i3 tam bir zaman kayb
olmaya baglad. Bir dzha beni hayal karikhiFma ngratmasan ivi edersin.”

Bumlar, tam da yéneticimizden beklenen davramslard:

Literatirde son yillarda, yapicr ve etkili liderlit dzeliiftiori izerine yapimakia olan calimalara ok olaral,
yikict fideriik davranglart izerine de aragtrmalar gergeklegiiriimeye baglonmugir. Yikict liderlik,
“karanltk lderlit™, “kiti liderlit”, “zararll fiderlit” ve “istismarc: yonetim™ gibi gok ceyitli kavram ve
tifrler ile mcelenmekiedir.

Yikucr lideriik tivlerinden istismarce yonetin, bir st yonetic torqfndan devamit olarak uyeuloram,
Jizikzel siddet unsury igermeyen, s6zlii veya sdzel olmayan dilfjmanca davranglarm sergilenmesi olarak
tammlanmugir (Tepper, 2000).

2. Verilen tamm ve senaryo 13inda, senarvodaki yoneticinizin liderlik davramizmin izstizmaren (viker)
olma diizeyi nedir? Litfen en uygnn oldugunu dizindiginiz ecenegi izaretleyviniz,

1 2 3 4 5
Hig Istismarcy Omta Diizaryde .
Desil tati o Cok Tstizmarcy

3. Senaryodaki liderlik davramzm gésteren yoneticinizin cinsiyeti hangizi olabilir? Liitfen en
uyenn oldugunu dizindiginiz secenesi izaretleviniz,

Eadm Erkel
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PRE-TEST 2 ATTRACTIVENESS OF THE SUPERVISOR PICTURES

BAHAR YILMAZ & BARIS YILMAZ

Degerli katihmeay, liitfen asagidaki fotograflari, siralanan ozellikler cercevesinde 1°den 5°e kadar derecelendirilmis dlcek
iizerinden degerlendiriniz.

[ [ Orta [ Cok |

[ 2 | 3] a5 |

6 -
p &

L
Cekici 1 2 3 4 5 Cekici 1 2 3 4 s
$ik 1 2 3 4 s Sik 1 2 3 4 s
Yakipikl/Gzel 1 2 3 4 5 Yakipkl/Giizel 1 2 3 4 5
Zarif 1 2 3 4 5 Zarif 1 2 3 4 5
Seksi 1 2 3 4 5 Seksi 1 2 3 4 s
iddial 1 2 3 4 5 iddiah 1 2 3 4 5
Kararh 1 2 3 4 s Kararh 1 2 3 4 5
Kendinden emin 1 2 3 4 5 Kendinden emin |1 2 3 4 S
CINSIYETINIZ: KADIN ERKEK
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C. DESCRIPTION OF THE SUPERVISORS AND LEADERSHIP
SCENARIOS

. BAHAR YILMAZ IN CONSIDERATE SCENARIO (SCENARIO 1)

Degerli katihmci, bu béliimde, asagida kisa 6zgecmisi verilen ve okuyacagimz senaryonun bas kahramam
olan Bahar Yilmaz adh Kisiyi, bir siiredir birlikte calismakta oldugunuz ydneticiniz olarak diisiinmeniz
istenmektedir.

Liitfen asagidaki 6zgecmis 6zetini bu dogrultuda okuyunuz.

BAHAR YILMAZ
Bahar Yilmaz, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Isletme Bolimi‘nden
yiiksek geref derecesiyle mezun oldu. Bugiine dek pazarlama sektorinde
st dilizey yonetim pozisvonlarinda gorev aldi. Giincel olarak. 5 vildir
Protech Biligim A $.’de Pazarlama Direktdr olarak ¢aligmaktadir. fleri
seviyede Ingilizce ve Almanca bilen Bahar Yilmaz, liderlik ve etkin
yoneticilik, etkili iletigim yontemleri, i§ saghg: ve givenligi sertifika

programlanna da katilmigtir.

Degerli katihmcy, kisa 6zgecmisini okudugunuz Bahar Yilmaz’i, asagidaki senaryo cercevesinde birlikte
caliymakta oldugunuz yoneticiniz: kendinizi de onun calisam olarak diisiiniip verilen senaryoyu
dikkatlice okuyunuz.

Senaryo:

Yoneticiniz Bahar Yilmaz ile bir siiredir birlikte ¢aligmaktasiniz. Onun liderliginde, ekip olarak gesithi
projeler yiriitiyorsunuz. Ekip ¢aligmasinin sonunda ortaya ¢ikan raporlan hazirlamaktan da siz
sorumlusunuz. Ekip olarak yiiritmekte oldugunuz son proje dahilinde, Bahar Yilmaz sizden. daha once de
defalarca yapmig oldugunuz. benzer fakat daha genig kapsamli bir rapor hazirlamamizs istedi. Sik: bir caligma
ve uzun saatler gerektiren raporu hazirladiktan sonra. Bahar Yilmaz'a imzalatmak iizere ofisine gittiniz.
Bahar Yilmaz, rapora goz gezdirirken birtakim hatalar fark etti. Bunun iizerine, size dogru donerek. “Bu
raporda gozle goriiliir hatalar var. Daha dikkatli olalim ki énimiizdeki zorlu donemde de bu hatalan
tekrarlamayalim.” dedi. Sonrasinda ise size raporla ilgili bir soru sordu ve siz de cevabiniz: aktardimz Bahar
Yilmaz, onaylar nitelikte bagms salladi.

Goriigmenizin sonunda, Bahar Yilmaz, “Eksiklikler ve vanhslar var. Yine de. 1vi bir i§ ¢cikartmigsin. Eline
saglik. Onceki rapora istinaden yapmis oldugumuz toplantiy1 goz oniine aldigm belli oluyor.” dedi ve ekledi,
“Iyi gidiyoruz, siki galigmaya devam!”

Bunlar, tam da Bahar Yilmaz'dan beklenen davraniglardi.
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BAHAR YILMAZ IN NEUTRAL SCENARIO (SCENARIO 2)

Degerli katthmer, bu béliimde, asagida kisa dzgecmisi verilen ve okuyacagimiz senaryonun bas
kahramam olan Bahar Yilmaz adh kisiyi, bir siiredir birlikte cabsmakta oldugunuz yéneticiniz olarak
diislinmeniz istenmektedir.

Liitfen agagidaki ézge¢mis Gzetini bu dogrultuda okuyunuz.

BAHAR VILMAZ
Bahar Yilmaz, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Igletme Bélimi nden
viksek seref derecesiyle mezun oldu. Bugine dek pazarlama
sektbrinde st diizey ydnetim pozisyonlarnda gdrev aldi. Giincel
olarak, 3 wildir Protech Bilisim A.§.'de Pazarlama Direktdrii olarak
caligmaltadie. Ileri seviyede Ingilizce ve Almanca bilen Bahar
Yilmaz, lderlik ve etkin yoneticilik, etkili iletigim vontemleri, 15

saflidi ve glivenlidi sertifika programlanina da katilmigtir,

Degerli katthme, kisa dzgecmisini okudugunuz Bahar Yilmaz’, asagidaki senarvo cercevesinde
birlikte cahsmalkta oldugunuz yineticiniz; kendinizi de onun cahsam olarak disiiniip verilen

senaryoyu bu dogrultuda dikkatlice ckuyunuz.

Senaryo:
Yéneticiniz Behar Yilmaz ile bir siredir birlikte ¢ahgmaltasmmz. Omm liderliginde, ekip olarak gesitli projeler

vitritityorsunnz. Ekip ¢aligmazimn sommda ortaya gikan raporlan hazirlamaltan da siz sorumlusumuz. Ekip
olarak yiriitmekte oldufunuz son proje dahilinde, Bahar Yilmaz sizden, daha dnce de defalarca yaprmg
oldufumnz, benzer fakat daha genig kapsamh bir rapor hazirlamamz: istedi. Sika bir galigma ve uzim saatler
gerektiren raporu hazirladiktan sonra, raporu Bahar Yilmaz'a sunmal: fizere ofisine gittimiz. Bzhar Tilmaz,
énemli bir toplantis1 oldugundan misait olmadizm ve giin iginds rapora bakamayacagm soyledi. Izin
acilivetini kendisine hatirlatarak kendizinden randesu talep ettiniz ve ertesi gfin sabah saat 117de kendisryle
gdrigme 36z aldmsz.

Enrtest giin, kararlaghmmg oldufunuz saatte, goriigmel fizere Bahar Yilmaz'm ofisine gittiniz. Bahar Yilmaz,
hazrlamg oldufunuz rapora heniiz bakmadan, “Faporu takamla birlikde tekrar degerlendinrsiniz ve uygun
bulursamz miigteriyle paylasirsmmz.”™ dedi. Rapor ile ilgili olarak Bahar Yilmaz'a damismak istedifiniz bazn
konular vard: ancak Bahar Yilmaz, size gerek rapor siirect gerekse raporun igerigl hakianda bir gern bildinmde
bulunmadan, “Rapor tamamlaninea sekoreterime birakabilirsin.™ dedi.

Gériigiini alzbileceginz bagka ydneticiler aramak ve ekip arkadaglanmzla raporu degerlendirmek fizers Bahar
Tilmaz'in ofismden aynldmz.

Bunlar, tam da Bahar Yilmaz dan beklenen davramsglardi.
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I11.  BAHAR YILMAZ IN ABUSIVE SCENARIO (SCENARIO 3)

Degerli kanhmecy, bu biliimde, asagida kasa 6zgecmisi verilen ve okuyacagmiz senarvonun bas kahramam
olan Bahar Yilmaz adh kisiyi, bir siiredir birlikte cahsmakta oldugunuz yoneticiniz olarak disinmeniz
istenmektedir.

Liitfen asagidalki dzgecmis dzetini bu dogrultuda okuyunuz.

BAHAR VILMAZ

Bahar Yilmaz, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Isletme B&limi nden
yiiksek geref derecesiyle mezun oldu. Bugiine dek pazarlama sektSrinde
dst diizey yonetim pozisyonlarinda gdrev aldi. Gincel olarak, 5 wilder
Protech Biligim A $.’de Pazarlama Direktdri olarak galismaktadic Ileri
seviyede Ingilizce ve Almanca bilen Bahar Vilmaz liderlik ve etkin
yoneticilik, etkili iletigim yontemleri, i3 sagh® ve givenligi sertifika
programlarina da katilmagter.

Degerli kanhmcy, lnsa dzgecmisini okudugunuz Bahar Yilmaz'y, asagidaki semarvo cercevesinde birlikie
calismakta oldugunuz yéneticiniz; kendinizi de onun ¢alisam olarak diisiiniip verilen senarvoyu
dikkatlice okuyunuz.

Senaryo:
Yaneticiniz Bahar Yilmaz ile bir siwedir birlikte gabiymaktasimz. Onun liderliginde, ekip olarak gegitli projeler

yiriitityorsunuz. Ekip ¢alismasimin sonunda ortava gikan raporlan hazirlamaktan da siz sorumlusunnz. Ekip olarak
yiriitrekte oldugunuz son proje dahilinde, Bahar Yilmaz sizden, daha Gnce de defalarca yvapeug oldugunuz, benzer
fakat daha geniy kapsamb bir rapor hazirlamanizi istedi. Siky bir gabiyma ve uzun saatler gerektiren raporu
hazirladiktan sonra, Bahar Yilmaz'a imzalatmak fizere ofisine pittimiz. Bahar Yilmaz, rapora gbz gezdinrken
birtakum hatalar fark etti. Bu sirada, Bahar Yilmaz'm ofisine, birlikte galiymakta oldugunuz talom arkadaglanmzdan
birkag: da geldi. Bahar Yilmaz, size dogru dénerek, “Bu raporda gok fazla hata var. Baz hatalar 1se oldukga giiliing!
Raporu hazirlarken aklin neredeydi? Sen hep bévle dzensiz mi gahyirsin? Gegen ayka proje raponundalka hatalarm
diizeltmem saatlerimi almizh!™ dedi. Tekrar Gniindeki rapora dénerek size rapor ile ilgili bir som véneltti ancak
soruya hemen cevap veremediniz. Siz soruya nasl cevap vereceginizi diijiniirken, talim arkadaglanmzdan destek
almak iizere onlara fikirlerini sordunuz. Bunun iizerine Bahar Yilmaz, “Ben soruyu sana yonelttim, takima degil!
Daha bu temel soruyu bile cevaplayamiyorsun!™ dedi ve size soru fizerinde biraz daha dilginme firsah vermed:.
Gariigmenizin sonunda, Bahar Yilmaz, “Kariyerim boyunca bdyle beceriksiz bir ¢absma gémmedim Bu gérevi
yering getirebilecefine emin misin?” dedi ve talum arkadaglanmzin da duyabilecefn jekilde, “Eminim sokaktan
gegen 10 insandan 7'si bu raporu senden daha iyi hazirlardi.™ dedi ve kinayeli bir gekilde ekledi “Bu raporu
milgteriye sunmak tam bir utang kaynag olurdu. Bir daha beni hayal kinkhifina ugratmasan ivi edersin.”

Bunlar, tam da Bahar Yilmaz'dan beklenen davraniglardir.
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IV. BARIS YILMAZ IN CONSIDERATE SCENARIO (SCENARIO 1)

Degerli kanhme, bu béliimde, asagida kisa 6zgecmisi verilen ve okuyacagimiz senaryonun bhas kahramany
olan Bars Yilmaz adh kisiyi, bir siiredir birlikte cahismakta oldugunuz yoneticiniz olarak diisiinmeniz
istenmektedir.

Liitfen agagidaki Gzge¢mis 6zetini bu dogrultuda okuyunuz.

BARIS YILMAZ

Bany Yilmaz, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Iyletme
Bélimi'nden yiksek geref derecesiyle mezun oldu. Bugiine
dek pazarlama sektériinde Gist diizey ySnetim pozisyonlarinda
ghrev aldi. Giincel olarak, 5 yildir Protech Biligim A.§.'de
Pazarlama Direktérii olarak galiymaktadir. lleri seviyede
Ingilizce ve Almanca bilen Barg Yilmaz, liderlik ve etkin

yoneticilik, etkili iletigim y&ntemleri, iy saglify ve glivenlifi

v

sertifika programlarina da katilmagtir.

Degerli katihmey, kisa ézgegmisini okudugunuz Barg Yilmaz'y, asagidaki senaryo cergevesinde birlikte
cahgmakta oldugunuz yineticiniz; kendinizi de onun ¢ahsam olarak diisiiniip verilen senaryoyu
dikkatlice okuyunuz.

Senaryo:

Yéneticiniz Baryy Yilmaz ile bir stiredir birlikte galigmaktasiniz. Onun liderliginde, ekip olarak gegitli
projeler yiritiyorsunuz. Ekip galigmasinin sonunda ortaya gikan raporlan hazirlamaktan da siz
sorumlusunuz, Ekip olarak yliritmekte oldugunuz son proje dahilinde, Barig Yilmaz sizden, daha &nce de
defalarca yapmug oldugunuz, benzer fakat daha genig kapsamli bir rapor hazirlamanizy istedi. Stk bir galigma
ve uzun saatler gerektiren raporu hazirladiktan sonra, Barig Yimaz'a imzalatmak iizere ofisine gittiniz. Bang
Yilmaz, rapora g6z gezdirirken birtakim hatalar fark etti. Bunun iizerine, size dogru dénerek, “Bu raporda
gbzle goriiliir hatalar var. Daha dikkatli olalim ki 8ntmizdeki zorlu d8nemde de bu hatalan
tekrarlamayalim.” dedi. Sonrasinda ise size raporla ilgili bir soru sordu ve siz de cevabimz aktardimiz. Bang
Yilmaz, onaylar nitelikte bagim sallads.

Gérigmenizin sonunda, Barig Yilmaz, “Eksiklikler ve vanliglar var. Yine de, iyi bir i§ gikartmigsin. Eline
saglik. Onceki rapora istinaden yapmuy oldugumuz toplantsy: géiz éniine aldigm belli oluyor,” dedi ve ekledi,
“Iyi gidiyoruz, sk galigmaya devam!”

Bunlar, tam da Bang Yilmaz'dan beklenen davraniglards.
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V. BARIS YILMAZ IN NEUTRAL SCENARIO (SCENARIO 2)

Degerli katihmer, bu biliimde, asagida kasa Szgecmisi verilen ve okuyacaginiz senaryonun bas kahramam
olan Barg Yilmaz adh kigiyi, bir siivedir birlikte caliymakta oldugunuz yineticiniz olarak diigiinmeniz
istenmektedir.

Liitfen agagidaki zgecmis dzetini bu dogrultuda okuyunuz.

BARIS YILMAZ

Bang Yilmaz, Orta Dogu Telmik Universitesi fsletme
Bélimii'nden yilksek seref derecesivle mezun oldu. Bugiine
dek pazarlama seltériinde st diwzey yénetim pozisyonlannda
gdreyv aldi, Glincel olarak, 5 wldir Protech Biligim A S."de
Pazarlama Direktérit olarak caligmaldadu, fleri seviyede
lnglli.zce ve Almanca bilen Bang Yilmaz, liderlik ve ethin
vineticilik, etkili iletigim yéntemlen, iy saflif ve glivenligi
¥ sertifika programlanna da katilmagtir.

Degerli katihmen, kisa Szgecmisini okudugunuz Bariy Yilmaz'y, agagidaki senaryo cerevesinde birlikte
galgmalcta oldugunuz yoneticiniz; kendinizi de onun ¢aligam olarak digiiniip verilen senarvoya
dikkatlice okuyunuz.

Senaryo:
Yénaticiniz Bary Yilmaz ila bir stivedir birlikte galiymaletasmiz. Onon Liderlifinds, akip olarak gapitli projeler

yiritiyorsunus, Ekip caligmaninn sonunda ortava giloan raporlan hazrlamaktan da siz sorumlusunuz, Ekip
olarak viriitmekte oldufunuz son proje dahilinde, Bary Yilmaz sizden, daha énce de defalarea yapagy
oldufunuz, benzer fakat daha geniy kapsaml bir rapor hamrlamaniz istedi, Sika bir galipma ve uzun saatler
garektiren raporu hazirladiktan sonra, raporu Bang Yilmaz'a sunmak tzere ofisine gittiniz, Bang Vilmaz, onemli
bir toplantin oldufundan mitsait elmadifeu ve gin ipmde rapora bakamayacaon séyledi, [y aciliveting
kandisine hatorlatarak kendisinden randeva talep ettiniz ve ertesi gin sabah saat 11'de kendisivle gériyme sozi
aldime.

Ertasi gim, kararlagtinny oldujunuz saatte, gériymek dzere Bang Yilmaz i offsine gittiniz. Bang Yilmaz,
hazirlanny eldufunus rapera haniiz balomadan, “Raporu takamla birlikte telorar degerlandirirsiniz va uy gun
bulursaniz mitgterivlie pavlagrnnz,” dedi. Rapor ile ilgili olarak Barg YVilmaz's dangmak istedifiniz baz konular
vard: ancak Bany Yilmaz, size gerek rapor stireci gerekse raporun igenfi hakianda bir geni bildirimde
bulunmadan, “Rapor tamamlaninca sekraterime birakabilinsin.” dedi,

Crériigtini alabilecafiniz bagka voneticilar aramak ve ekip arkadaglanmzla raporu deferlendirmak dizere Bang
Yilmaz'n ofisinden ayrildime,

Bunlar, tam da Barg Yilmaz'dan beklenen davramglards.
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VI.  BARIS YILMAZ IN ABUSIVE SCENARIO (SCENARIO 3)

Degerli kanhmer, bu bilimde, asagida kisa fzgeemisi verilen ve okuyacaginiz senarvonun bas kahramam
olan Bans Yimaz adh kigiyi, bir siiredir birlikte cahsmakta oldugunuz vineticiniz olarak diisinmeniz
istenmeltedir.

Liitfen asagidaki dzgecmis dzetini bu dogruliuda okuyunuz.

BARIS YILMAZ

' ' ! Bang Yimaz Orta Dogu Tekmk Universitest Isletme

dek pazarlama sektériinde Gist dizey yinetim pozisyonlannda
giirev aldr. Giincel olarak, 5 yldir Protech Biligim A §.'de
Pazarlama Direktéri olarak calismaltady, Ilen seviyede
ingilizce ve Almanca bilen Bang Yilmaz, liderlik ve etkin
yineticilik, etkili iletisim ydntemler, i5 sagh® ve givenhi
sertifika programlarma da kanlmistir,

Biéliimii'nden yiiksek geref derecesiyle mezun oldu. Bugiine
Degerli kanhmes, kisa Szgecmisini okndugunuz Bans Yilmaz', asagidaki senarvo cercevesinde birlikte
cabismakta oldugunuz vineticiniz; kendinizi de onun ¢alisam olarak disinip verilen senarvoyu
dikkatlice okuyunuz.

Senarvo:
Yoneticiniz Bang Yilmaz ile bir siredir birlikte caligmaktasyuz, Onun liderlizinde, elap clarak gesitli projeler

yiristiyersunuz. Elap galigmasiun sonunda ortaya glan raporlan hazulamaktan da sz sorumlusunuz. Elap elaral
yiriitmekte oldugunuz son proje dahilinde, Bang Yilmaz sizden, daha énce de defalarca yapmg oldugunuz, benzer
fakat daha geniy kapsaml bir rapor hazirlamamz istedi. Sia bir caliyma ve uzun sastler gerektiren raporu
hazrladildtan sonra, Bang Yilmaz'a imzalatmak iizere ofisine gittniz. Bang Yilmaz, rapora gz gezdirirken
birtakum hatalar fark etti. Bu sirada, Banig Yilmaz'm ofisine, birlilte ¢aligmakta oldugunuz takim arkadaglanmzdan
birkagi da geldi, Bang Yilmaz, size dogru dénerek, “Bu raporda gok: fazla hata var, Baz hatalar ise oldukga gilling!
Raporu hazirlarken aklin neredeydi? Sen hep boyle §zensiz mi ¢aligrsm? Gegen ayla proje raponundalka hatalanm
dilzeltmem saatlerimi almgh!” dedi. Tekrar énimdeld rapora donerek size rapor ile ilgili bir soru ydneltti ancak
soruya hemen cevap veremediniz, 8iz soruya nasl cevap vereceginizi digiiniirken, takum arkadaglanmzdan destek
almal; fizere onlara fikirlerini sordunuz. Bunun fizerine Bang Yilmaz, “Ben soruyu sana yanelttim, taloma degil!
Daha bu temel sonny bile cevaplayamiyorsun!™ dedi ve size soru izerinde biraz daha diigimme firsah vermedi.
Gorilymenizin sonunda, Bang Yilmaz, “Kaniyerim boyunca byle beceriksiz bir abyma girmedim. Bu gérevi
yerine getirebileceZine emin misin?” dedi ve talam arkadaglanmzin da duyabilecegi gekilde, “Eminim solkaktan
gecen 10 insandan 7°si bu raporu senden daha iyi hazrlard ™ dedi ve kinayeli bir geldlde ekledi “Bu raporu
miigteriye sunmak tam bir utang kayna@ olurdu. Bir daha beni hayal kanklifina ugratmasan ivi edersin.”

Bunlar, tam da Bany Yilmaz'dan beklenen davramsglardur.
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D. ABUSIVE SUPERVISION SCALE

l. ABUSIVE SUPERVISION SCALE FOR BAHAR YILMAZ

Degerli katilimer, bu biliimde, okumug oldugunuz senaryedan yola ¢ikarak, yéneticiniz olan Bahar Yilmaz'm
davraniyg egilimlerini degerlendirmeniz beklenmektedir.

Liitfen verilen davramslar, Bahar Yilmaz'in sergileyebilecegi davrams beklentilerinize gére, 1'den (Kesinlikle
Katlmiyorum) §'e kadar (Kesinlikle Katlivorum) derecelendirilmis dlgek iizerinde isaretleyiniz. Liitfen Glcekte
bulunan tiim ifadeleri degerlendiriniz.

BAHAR YILMAZ

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kismen Kismen Kesinlikle
Katilmivorum | Katilmiyorum Kararizim Katiliyorum Katiliyorum

1. Cahsanlariyla alay eder. 1 2 3 4 5
2. Cahsanlarimn duygu ve diigiincelerini aptalca bulur. 1 2 3 - 5
3. Cahsanlarma kiiser 1 2 3 - 5
4. Cahsanlarim bagkalarmn éniinde agagilar. 1 2 3 4 5
5. Cahsanlarmn Gzel hayatm ihlal eder. 1 2 3 4 5
6. Cahsanlarimn ge¢mistekd hatalanm yiiziine vurur, 1 2 3 4 5
7. Cahsanlarmn isteki cabalarm takdir etmez. 1 2 3 - 5
8. Cahsanlarm kendini wtandirmalda suglar. 1 2 3 4 5
9, Sorinde durmaz. 1 2 3 4 5
10. Baskasma olan hincimi ¢ahsanlarmdan ¢ikarir, 1 2 3 4 5
11. Cahsanlar haklonda baskalarina olumsuz yorumlarda { 3 3 4 -

’ 5
bulunur,
12. Cahsanlarma kars: kabadr, 1 2 3 4 5
13. Cahsanlarm is arkadaslarryla etkilesim halinde olmasma i 5 3 4 -
izin vermez. 3
14. Cahsanlarimm beceriksiz oldugunu séyler. 1 2 3 - 5
15. Cahsanlarma yalan siyler. 1 2 3 4 3
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1. ABUSIVE SUPERVISION SCALE FOR BARIS YILMAZ

Degerli katihmer, bu biliimde, okumug oldugunuz senarvodan vola cikarak, vineticiniz olan Bars Yilmaz'm
davranis egilimlerini degerlendirmeniz beklenmektedir.

Liitfen verilen davramslan, Bans Yilmaz'mn sergilevebilecegi davrams bellentilerinize gre, 1'den (Kesinlikle
Katilmrvorom) 5'e kadar (Kesinlikle Katnlyvorum) derecelendirilmis #lcek iizerinde isaretleviniz. Litfen dlcekte
bulunan tiim ifadeleri degerlendiriniz.

BARIS YILMAZ

.. &

-

4

L
1 2 3 4 5
Keamlikle Kismen K o Eazmen Kesmhlle
Eathlmyvorum | Eahlbmoyvorum Kahhvorum Eanlyvorum

1. Cahzanlariyla alay eder. 1 2 3 4 5
1. Calhzanlarmmm duygn ve diiziineelerini aptalea bulur. 1 2 3 4 5
3. Cahzanlarma kiizer 1 2 3 4 5
4, Cabzanlarim bazkalarinm oninde agagilar. 1 2 3 4 5
5. Calhzanlarimmn dzel hayatm ihlal eder, 1 2 3 4 5
6. Calhzanlarimmn gecmizteki hatalarm yliziine varar, 1 2 3 4 5
7. Calhzanlarimm izteki cabalarim taldir etmez, 1 2 3 4 5
B. Calzanlarim kendini utandirmakla suclar. 1 2 3 4 5
9. Siziinde durmaz, 1 2 3 4 3
10. Bazkazma olan hmeim cabzanlarmdan cikarr. 1 2 3 4 5
11. Cahzaunlars haklonda baskalarma olomezuz yorumlarda 1 - 3 4 .
bulunur, -
12, Cahzanlarma kars kabadar, 1 2 3 4 5
13, Cahsanlarm iz arkadazlariyla etkdlegim halinde olmazina 1 - 3 4 =
izin vermez. -
14. Calizanlarmm beceriksiz oldugunu sdyler. 1 2 3 4 5
15, Cahganlarma yalam sbyler. 1 2 3 4 5
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E. AMBIVALENT SEXISM SCALE

Degerli katihmes, bu biliimde bulunan Glgek, toplumsal cinsivet rolleri haklandaki goriiglerinizi

dlgmeyi amaglamaktadar,

Liitfen, her vargyicin, size en uygun gelen secenedi, 1'den (Kesinlikle Katlmiyorum) T've kadar
(Kesinlikle Katiliyorum) derecelendirilmis dlgek tizerinde isaretleyiniz.

Liitfen dlcekte bulunan tiim ifadeleri degerlendiriniz.

1 2 3 4 5 [ 7
Kesmlikle Kismen Kismen Kesmlikle
Ratlnuyvorum Katilmiyorum Katilmiyerum Kararsizin Katiliyorum Katliyorum Katilivorum
1. Ne kadar bagaril olursa olsun, bir kadinin sevgisine
sahip olmadikga, bir erkek gercek anlamda biitiin bir 1 2 3 4 5 & 7
insan olamaz.
1. Gergelte birgok kadin, "esitlik anyoruz” maskesi
altinda, ise almirken kendilerinin ayinlmas gibi tzel 1 2 3 4 5 & 7
muameleler armvorlar.
3. Bir felaket durumunda kadmlar erkeklerden dnce ] 2 3 4 s | 6| 9
kurtarilmalidir,
4. Birgok kadin masum sz veya davramglan cinsel ] 3 3 4 5 6 5
ayirimeilik olarak yorumlamaktadur,
5. Kadmnlar ¢ok cabuk almirlar. 1 2 3 4 5 & 7
6. Kars cinsten bird ile romantik iliski olmaksizin
insanlar hayatta gercekten mutlu olamazlar, 1 2 3 4 51617
7. Feministler gergekte kadinlarn erkeklerden daha fazla ] 3 3 4 5 6 -
giice sahip olmalarm istemektedirler.
8. Birgok kadin, cok az erkekte olan bir saflifa sahiptir. | 2 3 4 5 & 7
9. Kadnlar erkekler tarafindan el iistiinde tutulmal ve | 3 3 4 s e |9
korunmalidur,
10. Bir¢ok kadin erkeklerin kendileri icin yaptiklarina
tamamen minnettar olmamaktadir, 1 2 3 4 3 6 7
11. Kadinlar erkekler iizerinde kontrolii saglayarak giic y 2 3 4 5 6 -
kazanmak hevesindeler,
12, Her erkefin hayatinda hayran oldugu bir kadmn
Glmﬂldlhw e 1 2 3 4 3 6 7
13, Erkekler, kadmsiz eksiktirler. 1 2 3 4 5 & 7
14, Kadinlar igyerlerindeki problemleri
abartmaktadirlar. P 1 2 3 4 3 6 7
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E. AMBIVALENT SEXISM SCALE (CONTINUED)

1 2 k] 4 5 & 7

| Kesmlikle Kismen Kismen Keumlikle

| Katimyorum | K™%0 | gadvorum | F#5H5 | gabyorum | RO | Katlvorum
15, Bir kadmn bir erkegin baghhgim kazandiktan sonra { 3 3 4 5 6 -
genellikle o erkege sl bir vular takmaya galisir,
16, Adil bir yansmada kadinlar erkeklere kars
kaybettikleri zaman, genellikle kendilerinin ayirimciliga 1 2 E] 4 5 ] 7
maruz kaldiklarindan yakimrlar,
17. iyi bir kadn erkegi tarafindan yiiceltilmelidir. 1 2 3 4 5 [ 7
18, Erkeklere cinsel yinden yaklagilabilir olduklarmi
ghisterircesine sakalar yapip daha sonra erkeklerin 1 2 E] 4 5 ] 7
tekliflerini reddetmekten zevk alan birgok kadin vardar.
19, Kadinlar erkeklerden daha viiksek ahlaki duyarlihiga
sahip olma egilimindedirler. L2 34567
20. Erkekler, hayatlarmdaki kadinin gegimini saglamak { 2 3 4 s |6 | 3
igin kendi hayatlanm giniillii olarak feda etmelidirler,
21. Feministler erkeklere makul olmayan isteller 1 P 3 4 5 7
sunmaktadur.
12, Kadmlar erkeklerden daha ince bir kiiltiir anlayisina 1 2 3 4 5 7
ve zevkine sahiptirler,
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F. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

. Cinsiyetiniz: Erkek ~ Kadm

. Yagmez:

. Olulunuz:

. Bélinniniiz:

. Sunfunz:

. Su anda bir yerde qahgiyor musunuz: Evet Hayir_
(Evetse) Calighamz sektér: Kamu_ Ozl
(Evetse) Bir iist yneticinizin cinsiveti: Erkek ~ Kadmn

. Toplam i5 deneyiminiz (ay veya yl):

Anketin sonuna gelmis bulunmaktasinz.
Liitfen tiim sorulan cevaplandirdifymizdan emin olunuz.

Yapilan aligma ile ilgili belirtmelk istedifiniz gérily ve ditjlincelenniz varsa litfen doldurunuz:

Valat ayrdifmz ve deferli katilmmmz igin gok: tegelddirler.
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G. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

Karanlik Liderligin Incelenmesi: Istismarci Yonetim Algisinda Toplumsal
Cinsiyetin Rolii

Gilintimiizde her ne kadar liderlik ve iist diizey yonetim kadrolarinda gorev alan
kadinlarin sayist artiyor olsa da, is yasaminda cinsiyet esitligini saglamak, maalesef ki
hala uzak bir hedef olarak goriilmektedir. Is yasaminda ve ozellikle de liderlik
pozisyonlart kapsaminda mevcut olan cinsiyet esitsizliginin nedenleri arasinda,
liderligin erkeksilik (maskiilinite) ve erkeklerin sahip oldugu diisiiniilen 6zelliklerle
iligkilendirilmesi gosterilmektedir. Kadin ve erkeklere yonelik toplumsal cinsiyet
yargilarinin etkilerinin, zaman igerisinde azaldigi savunulabilse de, giiniimiiz is
diinyasinda erkeklik ve erkeklerin sahip oldugu niteliksel 6zellikler, iyi yonetici

olmanin baslica belirtegleri olarak diisiiniilmektedir (Parks-Stamm ve ark., 2008).

Toplumsal olarak olusturulan cinsiyet rolleri, her cinsiyetin niteliklerini
belirlemenin yani sira bu cinsiyetlerin nasil davraniyor olmalar1 gerektigini de
ongoriir. Bu roller, kadinlarin evde durmalarini, itaatkar, uzlagmaci ve kibar olmalarini
dikte ettirirken erkeklerin de eve “ekmek getiren”, baskici, atilgan ve miicadeleci
olmalarim1 6ngoriir. Eger kadinlar, kendileri i¢in bi¢ilmis bu rolleri ihlal ederek is
yasamina dahil olup liderlik pozisyonlarinda ¢aligmaya baslarlarsa, toplumsal cinsiyet
rollerinin gereklilikleri ile 6nciil olarak erkeklere bigilen liderlik roliiniin gereklilikleri

arasinda bir uyusmazlik s6z konusu olur (Eagly ve Karau, 2002).

Liderligin, kadin ve erkege atfedilen farkli 6zellikler baglaminda ve bu farkl
ozelliklerden ortaya ¢ikmasi muhtemel farkli liderlik stilleri ile etkili ve olumlu
liderlik calismalar1 kapsaminda cinsiyetin ¢alisilmasina ek olarak, literatiirde yikici
liderlik konusu da calisilmaya baslanmistir (6rnegin, Schyns ve Schilling, 2013;
Tepper, 2007; Einarsen ve ark., 2007). Bu kapsamda, liderlerin ve liderligin de
“karanlik bir yan1” olabilecegi kabul edilmis olup bu konu hem organizasyonlar hem
calisanlar hem de tim toplum ic¢in dogurdugu olumsuz sonucglardan dolayr 6nem

kazanmaktadir.
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Tepper (2000) tarafindan “calisanin, yoneticisinin fiziksel temas hari¢ olmak
iizere, devamli olarak gdosterdigi sozlii ve s6zel olmayan diismanca davranislarina
iliskin sahip oldugu alg1” olarak tanimlanan istismarct yonetim, literatiirde
caligilmakta olan yikici liderlik tiirlerinden biridir (sf. 178). Istismarci ydnetim,
organizasyonlara zarar verir, ¢alisanlarin is tatmininin azalmasina sebep olur ve
calisanlarin zarar verici is davranislar1 gdstermelerine zemin hazirlar. Is yerinde
gergeklesen fiziksel davraniglarla karsilastirildiginda, istismarci yonetim daha yaygin
olarak karsilasilan bir durumdur ve ¢alisanlarin yaklasik %50’si is hayatinda istismarci

yonetimle karsilagsmaktadir ya da karsilagacagini diistinmektedir (Tepper, 2006).

Istismarc1 yonetimin bu kadar yaygin olmasi, konuyu daha da énemli hale
getirmektedir. Istismarci yonetimin sonuglar, literatirde daha yaygin bir sekilde
calisilmakta olsa da istismarci yonetimin Onciil sebepleri de artan bir sekilde
aragtirilmaktadir (Aryee ve ark., 2007). Istismarci ydnetim, calisanlarin algisi ve dznel
degerlendirmeleri ile ilgili oldugundan, calisanlar ve yoneticilerin 6zelliklerinin

arastiritlmasi 6nem arz etmektedir.

Geleneksel cinsiyet rollerinden hareketle, erkeklerin kadinlara kiyasla agresif
davranislarda bulunmaya daha meyilli olduklar1 ve is yasaminda da bu sekilde
davrandiklart diistiniilmektedir (Restubog ve ark., 2011). Kadinlarin, kaliplastirilan
toplumsal cinsiyet rollerine uyum gostermeyip erkeklere atfedilen davranislar
gosterdiklerinde, erkeklerin toplumsal cinsiyet rollerine uygun davranmadiklar
durumlara kiyasla daha olumsuz degerlendirildikleri ve yargilandiklar1 ortadadir
(Heilman ve Chen, 2005). Kadinlarin da, kaliplasmis toplumsal cinsiyet rolleri
bakimindan erkeklere atfedilen yikici liderlik ve istismarct yonetim ozelliklerini
gosterdiklerinde, erkeklere gore daha olumsuz degerlendirilmeleri beklenebilir.
Yonetici cinsiyetine ek olarak, calisan cinsiyetinin de istismarct yOnetim algisi
iizerinde etkili olabilecegi one siiriilmektedir. Kadin ve erkek calisanlarin, is yerinde
aynt oranda istismarct yonetime maruz kaldiklar1 diisiinlilse de erkek caligma
arkadaslarina kiyasla, kadin c¢alisanlar is yerinde daha fazla zorluk ve istismar
yasadiklarin1 belirtmektedirler (Wang ve ark.,2016). Ayni1 paralelde, kadin ¢alisanlar,
erkekler calisanlara oranla is yerinde daha fazla kotii davranisa maruz kaldiklarini

algilarlar ve bunu daha sik rapor ederler (McCord ve ark., 2017). Calisan-yonetici
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iliskisinden ortaya cikan istismarct yonetim algisi incelenirken, calisan-yonetici

arasindaki cinsiyet benzerliginin de degerlendirilmesi de ayrica faydali olacaktir.

Bu tez, istismarci yonetim algisinda, yonetici cinsiyeti, calisan cinsiyeti,
calisan-yonetici iliskisinde cinsiyet benzerligi ve cinsiyet¢i tutumlari incelemeyi
hedeflemektedir. Ozellikle Tiirkiye baglaminda, istismarci ydnetim algisi ile ilgili
caligmalar oldukga kisithdir. Literatiirde de yikici liderlik ve istismarci yonetim
caligmalarinda cinsiyet ya kontrol degiskeni ya da diizenleyici olarak kullanilmakta
olup kaliplagsmis cinsiyet rollerinin algisin1 bu baglamlarda arastiran bir ¢aligmaya
rastlanmamistir. Toplumsal cinsiyet rollerinin ve cinsiyet¢iligin kadin ve erkek liderler
icin calisanlarda yarattig1 algiy1 arastiran bu ¢calisma, ayn1 zamanda, kadinlarin liderlik
rolleri ve yoneticilik pozisyonlar1 ¢er¢evesinde karsilastiklar1 6nyargi ve olumsuz

degerlendirmelere de 151k tutmay1 hedeflemektedir.
Istismarc1 Yonetim

Ik defa Tepper (2000) tarafindan, yikici liderlik tiirlerinden biri olarak goriilen
istismarct yonetim, “calisanin, yoneticisinin fiziksel temas hari¢ olmak iizere, devamli
olarak gdsterdigi sozlii ve sdzel olmayan diismanca davranislarina iligskin sahip oldugu
alg1” (sf.178) olarak tanimlanmistir. Tanim itibariyle, kavramsal olarak ast-iist iligkisi

kapsaminda, yoneticilerin aligkanlik haline getirdigi davranislar olarak degerlendirilir.

Tepper (2007)’e gore, istismarci yonetimin ¢alisan algisina bagli olmasi, onu
O0znel bir kavram haline getirmektedir. Calisanlarin  yoneticileri hakkindaki
degerlendirmeleri, ¢alisanlarin demografik 6zellikleri ya da etkilendikleri c¢evresel
faktorler gibi etmenlerin etkisiyle sekillenmektedir. Bu sebeple, ayn1 yoneticiye bagli
olarak calisan c¢alisanlarin bile, s6z konusu yoneticinin istismarci olup olmadig

yoniindeki fikirleri ve algilar1 farklilik gosterebilir (Tepper, 2000).

Istismarc1 yonetim kapsaminda, yoneticinin uygunsuz fiziksel temas igeren
davraniglart yoktur. Fiziksel davranis harici, asagilayict davraniglar, saygisizlik,
kabalik, bagirma, gizliligin ihlali, agresif gz temasi, ¢alisan1 asagilayici davranislar,
alay etmek, calisan tarafindan yapilmis bir isi listlenerek takdir toplamaya ¢alismak
gibi cok ¢esitli davraniglar istismarct yonetim kapsamina girer (Bies, 2000; Tepper,

2000; Tepper ve ark., 2011, Burton ve Hoobler, 2006; Keashly ve ark., 1994). Bu
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davranislarin ortak 6zelligi, calisana karsi agresif ve yikici bir tutum takinarak ¢aligant
sessiz miidahaleye zorlamak ve c¢alisan1 kendini savunamayacak sekilde
hissettirmektir. (Pradhan ve Jena, 2017). Tepper (2007) ise istismarci yonetimin, kimi
zaman calisanin performansini arttirmak, calisana uyarit vererek motivasyonunu
yiikseltmek ya da calisanin disiplinli ¢alismasin1 saglamak gibi nedenlerle de
uygulanabilecegini belirterek istismarci yonetimin bu yonleriyle, diger yikici liderlik

davraniglarindan ayrildigini belirtmektedir.

Is yerinde yikic1 ve toksik liderlik dzellikleri gdsteren yoneticiler, istismarci
olarak kabul edilir (Mehta ve Maheswari, 2013). Lutgen-Sandvik (2006)’e gore, bir
yOneticinin, istismarci olarak kabul edilebilmesi icin, s6z konusu yikici davranislar
18 ila 20 ay siireyle tekrarlamasi gereklidir. Bu ¢ergevede, bir yonetici, stres altinda
ya da belirsizligin hakim oldugu kosullarda bir defaya mahsus olmak iizere istismarci
bir davranis gosterirse, bu onu istismarct lider yapmaz. Tepper (2000), istismarci
yOnetimi, calisan algisina bagli olarak olgmek iizere 15 maddelik bir odlgek
gelistirmistir. Olcek maddeleri su soruyu cevaplar niteliktedir: “Yoneticiniz hangi

siklikta size kars1 bu davranislari sergilemektedir?”.

Hakkinda yapilan arastirmalarin kisithiligina ragmen, istismarci yonetim is
yerinde oldukca yaygindir. Hatta, istismarct yonetim, diger yikici liderlik
davraniglarina kiyasla daha sik rastlanan bir durumdur ¢iinkii ¢alisanlar tarafindan
daha ¢ok tahammiil edilir ancak bu sebeple de etkileri daha zarar verici olabilir
(Keashly ve ark., 1994). Soylendigine gore, istismarci yonetim, igyerinde karsilasilan
fiziksel siddetten daha yaygin olup calisanlarin neredeyse %50’si is yasamlari
boyunca istismarci bir liderle karsilagsmakta ya da karsilasmayr beklemektedir

(Tepper, 2006).
istismarci Yonetim Onciilleri

Literatiir, heniiz istismarci yOnetim algisina sebebiyet veren faktorler
konusunda bir anlagmaya varamamakla birlikte bu faktorler tam olarak tespit
edilememistir (Aryee ve ark., 2007; Tepper ve ark., 2011; Harvey ve ark., 2007,
Restubog ve ark., 2011). Yine de, istismarci yonetimin onciillerinin tespiti, olumsuz

sonuclariyla miicadele konusunda biiyiik 6nem arz etmektedir (Liang, 2016).
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Tepper ve arkadaglara (2006) gore, daha Once istismarci yonetime maruz
kalan liderler de kendi ¢alisanlarina istismarci yonetim uygulamaya daha meyillidirler.
Bu durum, adalet-temelli model olarak agiklanmistir. Liu ve arkadaslari. (2012) ve
Zhang ve Bedall (2015) da bu modele katilmaktadirlar.

Istismarc1 yonetimin nedenlerini ortaya koymak ve Tepper (2007)’in
gorlslerini desteklemek amaciyla, Martinko ve arkadaslar1 (2013) bir calisma
gerceklestirmistir. Buna gore, ¢alisan algisi, istismarct yonetimin birincil dnciiliidiir.
Bu paralelde, yonetici davranisini algilamada ¢alisan faktorii onem tagimaktadir. Ayni
paralelde, Zhang ve Bednall (2015) da istismarci yonetim Onciillerini 4 grupta
incelemistir: Yonetici kaynakli Onciiller, organizasyon kaynakli onciiller, c¢alisan
kaynakli onciiller ile ¢alisan ve yoneticinin demografik ozelliklerinden kaynakli
oncitller. Yonetici kaynakli onciiller, yoneticinin liderlik davranislarini ve kisilik
ozelliklerini yansitirken organizasyon kaynakli onciiller, is yerinin kurum kiiltiirtint
ve normlarini temel almaktadir. Calisan kaynakli 6nciiller, ¢calisanin kisilik 6zellikleri
ile iligkiliyken, ¢alisanin ve yoOneticinin demografik 6zellikleri de cinsiyet, yas gibi
faktorler olup bunlar diizenleyici olarak model dahilinde degerlendirilmistir. Zhang ve
Bednall (2015)’in modelinde diizenleyici olarak degerlendirilmis olan demografik
ozellikler, baz1 calismalarda ise kontrol degiskeni olarak kullanilmistir (Ornegin;

Ouyang ve ark, 2015).
Istismarci Yonetim Sonuclar

Istismarc1 ydnetim magdurlari, kimi zaman yasadiklari tecriibeleri paylasmaya
ve rapor etmeye korkup cekindiklerinden, istismarci yonetimin sonuglarini kesin
olarak tespit etmek olduk¢a zordur (Thoroughgood ve ark., 2012). Bu durum,
istismarci yonetimin sonuglarini tespit etmeyi ve kapsamli bir sonug elde etmeyi

zorlastirmaktadir.

Istismarc1 ydnetim kapsaminda hem organizasyon hem maruz kalan galisanlar
hem de lider olumsuz olarak etkilenmektedir; bu nedenle istismarci yonetim,
organizasyonlarda yayilmaci bir sekilde viicut bulur (Xu ve ark., 2012). Genel olarak,

istismarci yonetime maruz kalan ¢alisanlarda, diisiik is tatmini ve isyeri baglilig ile
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yiiksek diizeylerde psikolojik sikint1 ve igyerinde iiretkenlik dist davranislar gosterme

egilimleri goriiliir (Tepper ve ark., 2009).

Her ne kadar istismarci yonetim, tanimi geregi diigmanca davranislari igerse
de, liderler istismarci yonetimi kimi zaman ¢alisanin motivasyonunu ve performansint
arttirmak amacli da kullanabilmektedirler (Kedharnath, 2015). Yine de, istismarci
yonetime maruz kalan ¢alisanlarda daha yiiksek oranlarda isten ayrilma niyeti, daha
diistik oranlarda is memnuniyeti, daha diisiik oranlarda organizasyon baglilig1 ve uzun
vadede daha diislik is performanst oldugu belirtilmektedir (Tepper, 2007). Sonug
olarak, istismarcit yonetim, Oncelikli olarak, olumlu sonuglar degil de olumsuz

sonuclar dogurmaktadir.
Toplumsal Cinsiyet Rolleri ve Liderlik Algisi

Kadin ve erkeklerin ayni liderlik ve yoneticilik pozisyonlari i¢in ayni liderlik
davraniglarini gosterdikleri yoniindeki tartigsmalara ek olarak (Atwater ve ark., 2001),
toplumsal cinsiyetin liderlik davranigi iizerinde ayirici bir etkisinin oldugu da

savunulmaktadir (Eagly ve Johannesen-Schmidt, 2001).

Cinsiyet rolleri kaliplarina gore, kadin ve erkek birbirinden farkli olarak
degerlendirilmektedir. Bu cergevede, erkekler daha kararli, giiclii ve iddiali olarak
tanimlanirken kadinlar daha kirilgan, sefkatli ve yardimsever olarak tanimlanir
(Heilman, 2001). Bu baglamda, liderlik ve yoneticilik rolleri erkeklerle ve erkeklerin

sahip oldugu 6zelliklerle iliskilendirilmektedir (Schein, 1978).

Bu diisiinceye paralel olarak, Schein (1996, 2007) “yonetici diistin-erkek
diisiin” kavramini1 6ne siirmiistiir. Cinsiyet rollerinin yonetici algisim1 sekillendirdigi
ve bu alginin da kadinlar1 yoneticilik pozisyonlarina atanmalar1 yoniinde bir bariyer

oldugu savunulmustur (Schein ve Miiller, 1992).

Goldberg tarafindan 1968 yilinda 6ne stiriilen “Goldberg Paradigmas1™ da,
kadin ve erkeklerin farkli karakterlerde ve 6zelliklerde oldugunu belirtmis olup bu
durumun kadinlar1 hem erkekler hem de hemcinsleri tarafindan erkeklerden daha alt

pozisyonda gérmelerine sebebiyet verdigini savunmaktadir.
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Heilman ve Eagly (2008)’ye gore, toplumsal cinsiyet rolleri kapsaminda daha
1yi ve olumlu 6zellikler tasiyan cinsiyetin kadinlara atfedilmesine ragmen, kadinlarin
liderlik pozisyonlar1 kapsaminda Onyargilarla karsilagiyor olmalari bir ikilem
yaratmaktadir. Bu cergevede, Heilman (1983, 1995)’a gore, geleneksel olarak
erkeksilikle iligkilendirilen is tanimlarina kadinlarin atanmasi, kadinlarin liderliginde
bir yetersizlik oldugu seklinde algilanir. Eagly (1987) ise konuyu toplumsal rol
teorisiyle agiklamaktadir. Bu teoriye gore, kadin ve erkek davramiglarinin farkl
algilanmasinin temelinde, toplumsal rollerinin farkli ve zit dagilimi yatmaktadir

(Eagly, 2000).
Toplumsal Cinsiyet ve Celisik Duygulu Cinsiyetg¢ilik

Glick ve Fiske (1996) tarafindan tanimlanan gelisik duygulu cinsiyetgilik,
diismanca cinsiyet¢ilik ve korumaci cinsiyetcilik olmak iizere iki bilesenden olusur.
Diismanca cinsiyetgilik, erkek giiclinii ve kadinin istismarina yol acan, erkegin
toplumsal cinsiyet roliinii ifade ederken korumaci cinsiyetgilik, kadina karsi1 daha
romantik bir bakis agisini temsil etmesine karsin kadinlari, erkeklerin egemenligine ve
korumasina muhtag olarak tanimlar (Glick ve Fiske, 1996). Celisik duygulu
cinsiyet¢iligi olusturan bilesenler her ne kadar terminolojik olarak farklilik gosterse
de, iki bilesen de kadinlar1 daha zayif goriir (Glick ve Fiske, 1997). Celisik duygulu
cinsiyet¢iligin  kokleri, is gilicliniin sosyal ve toplumsal cinsiyet rollerinden

kaynaklanan bdliinmesine ve hakim grubun erkekler olduguna dayanir (Lee, Fiske ve
Glick, 2010).

Toplumsal Cinsiyet ve Istismarci Yonetim

Literatlirdeki mevcut ¢aligmalar, bireylerin ya da gruplarin istismarci yonetimi
neden farkli algiladiklarina yonelik arastirmalar yapmamislar (McCord ve ark., 2017).
Literatiir, istismarci yonetim algisinda bireylerin farkliliklarini incelemeyi tavsiye etse
de, istismarct yonetim c¢ogunlukla yoneticilerin 0Ozellikleri bazli incelenmistir

(Martinko ve ark., 2012).

Istismarc1 yonetim, genellikle calisanin algis1 temelli Sl¢iilmektedir (Martinko
ve ark., 2011). Harvey ve arkadaslar1 (2007), istismarci yonetim algisinda bireylerin

oOzelliklerini diizenleyici olarak degerlendirmenin 6nemini vurgulamislardir. Baron ve
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arkadaslar1 (1999) ise yas ve toplumsal cinsiyet gibi demografik ozelliklerin, is
yerindeki agresif davraniglari tahmin etmede O©nemli etmenler olduklarini
belirtmislerdir. Tepper (2007) de, ¢alisan 6zelliklerinin, istismarci yonetim algisinda

degerlendirilmeleri gerektigine dikkat cekmistir.

Istismarc1 yonetim algisinin arastirilmasinda cinsiyet de arastirmalara dahil
edilmistir (Restubog vd., 2011). Kadin ve erkegin toplumsal cinsiyetlerinden
kaynaklanabilecek algisal farkliliklart literatiirde ¢ok fazla ilgi ¢ekmemistir (Chua ve
Murray, 2015). Yine de lider cinsiyeti, ¢alisan cinsiyeti ve lider-calisan ikili iligkisinde
cinsiyet benzerligi istismarci yonetim algis1 kapsaminda ¢alisilmaktadir (Park ve ark.,
2016).

Insanlarin genel olarak toplumsal cinsiyet rolleri dogrultusunda hareket
ettikleri ve bu roller cergevesinde algisal beklentilerini olusturduklar: 6ngoriiliir
(Atwater ve ark., 2001). Kadinlar, lider ve tist diizey yonetici olarak kendileri igin
bigilmis toplumsal cinsiyet roliiniin aksine hareket etmis olurlar. Oyle ki, kadmlar,
kendileri i¢in 6ngoriilen kaliplagmis cinsiyet rollerinin disina ¢iktiklarinda erkeklere
kiyasla daha olumsuz degerlendirilirler (Heilman ve Chen, 2005). Bu baglamda,
toplumsal cinsiyet rollerinden hareketle, erkeklerin kadinlara kiyasla is yerinde daha
siklikla agresif davranislar sergilemesi beklenmektedir (Baron ve ark., 1999). Ciinkii
agresiflik ve acimasizlik, erkeksilikle iligskilendirilen kavramlardir (De Hoogh ve ark.,

2013).

Yonetici ile ¢alisan arasindaki benzerliklerin yoOnetici-galisan iliskisini
etkiledigi savunulmaktadir (Wang ve ark., 2016). Cinsiyet de, ikili iligkilerde taraflarin
benzerlik ve farkliik algiladiklar1 degisken temellerinden biri olarak
degerlendirilmektedir (Park ve ark., 2016). Lider-iiye etkilesimi teorisine gore, taraflar
ortak bulduklar1 6zelliklere gore belirli algilar olustururlar ve bu algilar onlarin
iliskilerini olumlu ya da olumsuz etkiler (Graen ve Uhl-Bien, 1995). Cinsiyetin de
aynilik ya da farklilbik yargisinda onemli bir faktér oldugu diisiiniildiiglinde, bu
faktoriin istismarci yonetim algisi gergevesinde degerlendirilmesi de 6nemli hale gelir.
Park ve arkadaslar1 (2016) yonetici-calisan arasindaki cinsiyet benzerligini
diizenleyici olarak degerlendirmistir ve yoneticisiyle cinsiyet farkliligi olan

calisanlarin, istismarci yonetimi, yoneticisiyle cinsiyet benzerligi olan ¢alisana kiyasla
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daha az oranda algiladig1 ortaya koymustur. Avery ve arkadaslar1 (2013) ise kadin
calisanlarin erkek yoneticiler tarafindan daha ¢ok istismarci yonetime ugradiklarina

dair sonuclar bulmustur.
Calismanin Amaci ve Denenceleri

Bu ¢alisma, yonetici cinsiyetinin, ¢alisan cinsiyetinin ve ydnetici-¢alisan
ikiliginde cinsiyet benzerliginin istismarct  yonetim algisindaki  etkisini
aragtirmaktadir. Ayn1 zamanda, gelisik duygulu cinsiyetciligin, istismarct yonetim
algisindaki diizenleyici etkisini aragtirmaktadir. Calisma, toplumsal cinsiyeti,
istismarct yonetim algisinda bagimsiz degisken olarak kullanarak, bulunacak olan
sonuclar 1s1ginda, kadinlarin is hayatinda liderlik pozisyonlart kapsaminda

karsilastiklar1 6nyargilara da 151k tutmay1 hedeflemektedir.
Calismanin denenceleri agagidaki gibidir:

1. Kadin yoneticiler, erkek yoneticilere kiyasla daha istismarci algilanir.

2. Kadin galisanlar, her durumda (olumlu, notr ve istismarci), erkek calisanlara
kiyasla daha yiiksek seviyede istismarci yonetim algilarlar.

3. Kendileriyle farkli cinsiyette yoOneticiye sahip olan caligsanlar, kendileriyle
benzer cinsiyette yoneticiye sahip olan ¢alisanlara kiyasla, daha yiiksek
istismarci yonetim algilarlar.

4. Celisik duygulu cinsiyet¢iligin istismarct yoOnetim algisinda sdyle bir
diizenleyici etkisi vardir:

a. Yiksek diismanca cinsiyetgilie sahip olan calisanlar, kadin
yoneticileri, erkek yoneticilere kiyasla daha istismarci algilar.
b. Yiikksek korumaci cinsiyetgilige sahip olan c¢alisanlar, kadin

yoneticileri, erkek yoneticilere kiyasla daha istismarci algilar.

Calismanin Yontemi

Calisma kapsaminda, Ankara’da bulunan ¢esitli {iniversitelerde (Orta Dogu
Teknik Universitesi, Bilkent Universitesi, Baskent Universitesi, TOBB Ekonomi ve
Teknoloji Universitesi) lisans ve yiiksek lisans seviyesinde, %90.3ii Isletme

Boliimii’nde kalan1 da Iktisat dahil ¢esitli boliimlerde dgrenim gérmekte olan 260 (130
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kadin, 130 erkek) 6grenciye anket uygulanmistir. Kadin katilimcilarin yas ortalamasi
22,51 (SS=2.02) olup %16.1°1 halihazirda ¢alismaktadir. Erkek katilimcilarin ise yas
ortalamasi 22.73 (SS=1.87) olup %17.7’si ¢alismaktadir.

Ana caligmadan Once 2 tane On test uygulanmistir. Ana ¢alismada, liderlik
davraniglarini tasvir eden olumlu senaryo, nétr senaryo ve istismarci senaryo olmak
tizere 3 ¢esit varsayimsal hikaye olusturulmustur. 1. 6n test kapsaminda, tasarlanan
varsayimsal liderlik hikayelerinin algilanmasina yonelik bir degerlendirme anketi
uygulanmustir. On test i¢in, istismarcilik seviyeleri farkli 4 ¢esit senaryo kullanilmustir.
Senaryo 1, olumlu liderlik 6zellikleri gosteren; Senaryo 2, nétr liderlik 6zellikleri
gosteren, Senaryo 3 ve Senaryo 4 ise diisiik ve yiiksek seviyelerde istismarci yonetim
ozellikleri gosteren liderlik davraniglar iceren varsayimsal hikayelerdir.1. 6n testin
sonuclarina gore, Senaryo 1, 1.71’°lik ortalamasiyla en az istismarci senaryo, Senaryo
4, 4.71’lik ortalamasiyla en istismarct senaryo olmustur. Senaryo 3 ise 4.00
ortalamaya sahip ¢ikmistir. Bu nedenle, ana ¢alismada kullanilmak {izere, Senaryo 3

ve Senaryo 4 birlestirilmistir.

2. 6n test kapsaminda ise, Bahar Yilmaz ve Baris Yilmaz isimli varsayimsal
liderlerin fotograflar1 caligmaya dahil edileceginden, ana ¢alismada olas1 bir
Oonyarginin Oniine gecebilmek adina, fotograflara cekicilik testi yapilmistir. Testin
sonuclarina gore, kadin ve erkek lider fotograflarinin cekicilik algisinda anlamli bir

farka rastlanmamugtir (p=.07).

On testleri takiben, ana ¢alisma icin bir anket kitap¢181 hazirlanmustir. Goniillii
katilim formunda, calismanin ana amaci gizli tutulmus olup katilimcilar ¢alismay1
tamamladiktan sonra caligmanin ana amaci agiklanmistir. Anket kitapgiginin ilk
kisminda, rastgele olarak, kadin (Bahar Yilmaz) ya da erkek (Baris Yilmaz)
yoneticilerden birinin fotografli kisa 6zge¢misi verilmistir. Kisa 6zgegmisi takiben,
katilimcidan, rastgele olarak, 3 liderlik senaryosundan birini, 6zge¢misini okuduklari
liderin bu davranislar1 gerceklestirdigini diisiinerek okumalar1 istenmektedir.
Katilimcilardan, sonrasinda, okuduklar1 senaryodaki liderleri Istismarci Yonetim
Olgegi (Tepper, 2000) iizerinden degerlendirmeleri istenmistir. Takip eden boliimde,
katilimcilardan Celisik Duygulu Cinsiyetgilik Olgegi (Glick ve Fiske, 1990) ni

doldurmalar1 istenmistir. Katilimcilar, anket kitap¢iginin en son bdliimiinde ise
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kendileri hakkinda demografik bilgileri belirtmislerdir (yas, cinsiyet, lniversite,
boliim, sinif, is tecriibesi). Istismarci Yénetim Olgegi 5 puanl Likert Olgegi tarzinda
olup Celisik Duygulu Cinsiyet¢ilik Olgegi ise 7 puanli Likert Olgegi tarzinda

degerlendirilmistir.
Calismanin Bulgular:

Calisma, farkli {lniversitelerden katilimcilar tarafindan tamamlandigindan,
tiniversite Once kontrol degiskeni olarak analiz edilmistir. Analiz sonucunda
tiniversitenin istismarci yonetim algisi ile anlamli bir iligki vermemesi sonucunda,

iniversite ilerleyen analizlerde kontrol degiskeni olarak kullanilmamastir.

Beklendigi gibi, caligma sonuglarina gore, istismarci yoOnetim algisinda

senaryo tipinin ana etkisi tespit edilmistir (Figiir 5).

Beklenenin aksine, lider cinsiyetinin, istismarct yonetim algisinda ana etkisi
gbézlenmemistir. Figlir 6’da gorildiigii iizere, lider cinsiyetinin senaryo tipi ile

etkilesimi de, istismarci yonetim algisinda belirleyici bir etki yaratmamaktadir.

Beklendigi gibi, calisan (katilimci) cinsiyetinin senaryo tipi g6z Oniine
alindiginda, istismarc liderlik algisi tizerinde anlamli etkisi tespit edilmistir. Ancak,
kadin katilimcilarin her senaryo kosulunda (olumlu, nétr, istismarci) erkek
katilimcilara kiyasla, daha fazla istismar algilayacaklar1 denencesi tamamen
desteklenmemektedir. Figiir 9°da da goriildiigii lizere, kadin katilimcilar, olumlu ve
istismarct senaryo tiplerinde erkek katilimcilara kiyasla daha yiiksek istismar
algilarken erkek katilimecilar, olumlu senaryo durumunda kadin katilimcilara kiyasla

daha fazla istismar algilamiglardir.

Caligmanin en 6nemli bulgusu ise, istismarci yonetim algisinda lider (yonetici)
cinsiyeti ile katilime1 (¢alisan) cinsiyeti etkilesiminin etkisidir. Figiir 7°de goriildigi
tizere, kadin katilimcilar (¢alisanlar) kadin liderleri, erkek ¢alisanlar ise erkek liderleri

daha istismarci olarak algilamiglardir.

Buradan hareketle, yonetici-¢calisan ikili iliskisinde cinsiyet benzerliginin,
istismarci yonetim algisina anlamli bir etkisi oldugu tespit edilmistir. Y onetici-¢alisan

ikili iligkisinde cinsiyet benzerligi s6z konusu oldugunda, ¢alisanin istismarci yonetim
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algisi, yonetici-¢alisan ikili iliskisinde cinsiyet farkliligi olan calisanin istismarct

yonetim algisindan daha diisiik bulunmustur.

Beklenilenin aksine, regresyon analizleri sonucunda, c¢elisik duygulu
cinsiyet¢iligin  bilesenlerinden olan diismanca cinsiyetciligin  ve korumact
cinsiyet¢iligin, lider cinsiyeti ile istismarci yonetim algisi arasinda diizenleyici olarak

dahil edildigi analizler anlaml1 sonuglar ortaya koymamuistir.
Tartisma ve Sonug¢

Bu calismanin amaci, cinsiyetin istismarct yonetim algisina etkisini
aragtirmaktir. Caligma, literatiirde son yillarda dikkat ¢eken ve heniiz tam anlamiyla
kesfedilmemis bir kavram olan istismarci yonetimin Onciillerinin kesfi ve yonetici-
calisgan baglaminda yasanan bu alginin aydinlatilmasi konusunda birtakim 6nemli

bulgular ortaya koymustur.

Literatiirde de Orneklerine rastlanildigi gibi (6rnegin; Brees ve ark., 2016;
Garcia-Retamero ve Lopez-Zafara, 2009; Ozanser ve Hovardaoglu,2011; Stewart-
Williams, 2002) varsayimsal senaryolar kullanilarak uygulanan bu ¢alismada, istismar
seviyesinin yonetim algisinda anlamli bir etkisi oldugu tespit edilmistir. Bu durum,
liderlik algisinin da, liderlik tiirii gibi baglama bagli oldugunun da bir gostergesidir
(Eagly, 2007).

Calismada, lider cinsiyetinin istismarci liderlik algisina ana etkisi
gozlenmemistir. Literatlirde, toplumsal cinsiyet rollerinden hareketle, kadinlarin
erkeklere kiyasla daha nazik, erkeklerin ise kadinlara kiyasla daha etkin algilandiklar
belirtilmistir (Carli, 2001; Heilman, 2001; Eagly ve Johannesen-Schmidt, 2001). Yine
de, tamamen kaybolmasa da, toplumsal cinsiyet hakkindaki yargi ve kaliplarin,
toplumlar ilerledikce ve gelistikce azaldiklari 6ne siiriilmiistiir (Heilman, 2012).
Buradan hareketle, karanlik liderlik 6zelliklerinin atfedilmesinde, toplumsal cinsiyet

rollerinin ana etkisinin olmadigi, bu ¢alisma dahilinde de tespit edilmistir.

Calisma bulgulari, ¢alisan cinsiyetinin, is yerindeki saldirgan davraniglarin
algilanmasinda onemli bir gosterge oldugunu desteklemektedir. Ayni zamanda,
kadinlarin, erkeklere kiyasla daha yiliksek seviyelerde istismar algiladiklarini da

literatiirle uyumlu olarak ortaya koymaktadir (McCord ve ark., 2017; Wang ve ark.,
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2016). Olumlu senaryo kapsaminda ise erkek katilimcilarin kadin katilimcilara kiyasla
daha yiiksek seviyede istismar algilamasi ise erkeklerin saldirganliga olan egilimi ile
aciklanabilir. Olumlu senaryo kapsaminda, liderin istismar ve saldirganliktan uzak
olarak sergiledigi liderlik o6zellikleri, erkeklerin bir liderlikten bekledigi komuta ve
kontrol tarzina uygun olmadig i¢in (Eagly, Johannesen-Schmidt ve Van Engen, 2003)
maskiiliinite ve liderlik arasindaki uyumsuzluk olarak algilanmis olup bu sebeple

kadin katilimcilara kiyasla daha istismarci olarak algilanmis olmasi muhtemeldir.

Denencenin aksine, tiim istismar seviyeleri igin, 3 senaryo durumunda da,
kadin katilimcilarin kadin lideri, erkek katilimcilarin ise erkek lideri daha istismarci
olarak algilamislardir. Yonetici-¢calisan ikili iliskisindeki benzerliklere odaklanan
yOnetici-liye etkilesim teorisi ¢cergevesinde toplumsal cinsiyet, lider-iiye etkilesiminde
taraflarin birbirlerini benzer ve farkli olarak gruplandirmasinda etkili bir faktor olarak
goriilmektedir  (Hobfoll, 1989). Ancak bu teori, c¢alisma bulgularini
aciklayamamaktadir. Park ve arkadaslar1 (2016) tarafindan gerceklestirilen, yonetici-
calisan iliskisinde cinsiyet benzerliginin istismarci yonetime algisini dlgen ¢aligmada,
Hobfoll (1989)’un kaynaklar1 koruma teorisinden yararlanilmigtir. Teoriye gore,
yonetici-calisan ikili iligkisi bir bilissel kaynak olarak degerlendirilmis ve bu
cergevede benzer toplumsal cinsiyete mensup calisanlarin, liderlerinden daha olumlu
ve nazik davraniglar bekleme egiliminde olduklar1 6ne siiriilmiistiir (Park ve ark.,
2016). Benzer cinsiyetteki yoneticisinden istismarci yonetime maruz kalan ¢aligan ise,
bu beklentisi karsilanmadigindan, farkli cinsiyetteki yoneticisinden istismarct yonetim
goren ¢alisana kiyasla daha biiyiik dl¢iide istismar algilamaktadir denmektedir (Park
ve ark., 2016). Bu dogrultuda, yonetici-¢calisan iligkisinde cinsiyet benzerliginin
istismarct yonetime algisini incelerken kaynaklarin korunmasi teorisi daha yararli

olacaktir.

Kadin ve erkek liderlik davraniglar1 arasindaki potansiyel farklari arastiran
calismalarda c¢elisik duygulu cinsiyetgilik diizenleyici olarak kullanilsa da (6rnegin;
Glick ve Fiske, 1996; Ryan ve Haslam, 2006), bu ¢aligsma, istismarc1 yonetim algisinda
celisik duygulu cinsiyeteiligin diizenleyici etkisini arastiran ilk c¢alisma olma
ozelligindedir. Calisma bulgulari, lider cinsiyeti ve istismarci yonetim algisinda,

diismanca cinsiyet¢iligin ve korumaci cinsiyetciligin diizenleyici etkisine yonelik
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sonuclar bulmasa da, calisma 6grenciler haricinde, is tecriibesi olan farkli bir 6rneklem
iizerinde de denenebilir. Neticede, yiiksek diismanca cinsiyetgilige sahip ¢alisanlar, is
yerinde erkek liderligi savunacak (Glick ve Fiske, 1996), kadin lider ise hem yonetici
pozisyonuna atanarak hem de feminen oOzelliklerinin aksine istismarci yonetim
ozellikleri gostererek bu goriise zit bir durum ortaya koyacaktir. Ayni paralelde,
yiiksek korumaci cinsiyetgilige sahip ¢alisanlar da, kadinlarin anne ve iyi bir es olarak
ev isleriyle ilgilenmesini savunacak (Glick ve Fiske, 1996), istismarct yOnetim
ozellikleri gosteren kadin lider de yine, kadinlar i¢in bigilmis olan kaliplagmis
toplumsal cinsiyet rollerinin aksi yoniinde hareket ediyor olacaktir. Calisma
denenceleri arasinda bulunmasa da, korumaci cinsiyetgiligin, yonetici-calisan ikili
iliskisinde cinsiyet benzerligi ve istismarci yonetim algisi arasindaki diizenleyici
etkisini de lider-iiye etkilesim teorisi ve liderlik algisindaki toplumsal cinsiyet rolleri
ile agiklamak miimkiindiir. Diisiik korumaci cinsiyetcilige sahip ¢alisanlarin,
kadinlarin liderlik pozisyonlarina atanmasini destekleyerek hem kadinlar hem de
erkekler icin esitlik¢i bir calisma ortami prensibine sahip olma egilimleri, yiiksek
korumaci cinsiyetcilige sahip calisanlara oranla daha fazladir. Bu egilime ragmen,
benzer cinsiyette yoneticiye sahip calisanlar, bu olumlu goriislerine ragmen takdir
edildiklerini diisiinmeyip farkli cinsiyette yoneticiye sahip calisanlara kiyasla daha

yiiksek seviyelerde istismarci yonetim algilayabilirler.

Bu ¢alisma, toplumsal cinsiyetin ve g¢elisik duygulu cinsiyetciligin istismarct
yonetim algisindaki etkisini varsayimsal senaryolar ile Tiirkiye baglaminda inceleyen
ilk calisma olma ozelligini tasimaktadir. Gelecekteki arastirmalar, is tecriibesi olan
katilimcilardan bir 6rneklem olusturulmasi yolu ile ve farkli zaman dilimlerinde
caligmanin uygulanmasi ile liderlik davranisinin siiregelen sekilde tekrarlandiginin
vurgulanmas1 yolu ile gergeklestirilerek ¢alisma denenceleri test edilebilir. Bu sekilde,
caligma bulgularinin genellenmesi de daha miimkiin olacaktir. Toplumsal cinsiyetin
istismarci yonetim algisina etkisine ek olarak da, istismarci yonetime maruz kalan
calisanlardaki davranigsal sonuglara etkisini incelemek de bir arastirma konusu

olabilir.
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