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ABSTRACT

DOES FOCUS OF ORGANIZATIONAL IDENTITY MODERATE THE
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN NORM CONFLICT AND DISSENT TO NORMS?

Kocak, Ozde
M.Sc. Department of Psychology

Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Banu Cing6z Ulu

Aralik 2019, 64 pages

Prior studies suggested that dissenters were the weakly identified members in
groups. On the contrary, more recent studies are challenging this view; for
example, according to Packer (2008) highly identified members when faced with
norm conflict, tend to dissent for the collective good. He claims that dissent is
explained by collective identification and norm conflict. His study also applies to
organizations as well. There are also some studies claiming that not every highly
identified member dissent. Instead, members’ focus of identification may play a
role in dissent as well. For instance, it is claimed that members who prioritize their
organizational welfare may dissent more than members who prioritize harmony
and relationships within the organizations (Blader, Patil, Packer, 2017).
Additionally, some research indicated that members with an organization focus of
identification compared to members with team focus of identification are likely to
dissent more (Miceli & Near, 1984). Regarding different priorities and motivations
of members owing to the different foci of identification, foci of identification also
may influence the discomfort that is experienced as a result of disagreement with a
norm. This current study examines the moderation effect of the focus of

identification on the relationship between norm conflict and dissent. Participants (N
iv



= 215, 154 men, and 61 women) participated in the study and completed the
measures of focus of organizational identification, norm conflict, and dissent.
Results revealed that norm conflict is positively correlated with dissent. In addition,
both the profession and organization foci of identification moderate the relationship
between norm conflict and dissent while the team focus of identification does not.
Keywords: Dissent, Norm Conflict, Organizational Identification, Focus of
Organizational Identification



0z

ORGUTSEL KIMLIK ODAGI ORGUTLERDEKI NORM CATISMASI
VE MUHALEFET ARASINDAKI ILISKiYT ETKILER

Kogak, Ozde
Psikoloji Departmani Yiiksek Lisans Programi
Danigman: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Banu Cingdz Ulu

Aralik 2019, 64 sayfa

Onceki ¢alismalar muhalif davramisin diisiik grup dzdeslesmesi ile iliskili oldugunu
One siirdii. Yeni calismalar ise eski ¢aligmalarin aksine yliksek grup 6zdeslesmesi
olan grup lyelerinin de muhalif davranigslarda bulunabilecegi {izerine odaklandi.
Ornegin Packer (2008)’1n ¢aligmasina gore grup dzdeslesmesi yiiksek olan iiyeler,
yiiksek norm catismasi yasadiklarinda, grubun iyiligini gozeterek muhalefet etmeye
meyillidirler. Packer’in gelistirdigi normatif catisma modeline gore muhalif
davraniglar, kolektif 6zdeslesme ve norm gatismasi ile agiklanabilir Packer (2008).
Bir taraftan, bazi ¢alismalar, orgiitsel 6zdeslesmenin odaginin da muhalif davranista
etkili olabilecegini One siiriiyor. Grup oOzdeslesmesinin seviyesinin yani sira
ozdeslesmenin kaynag1 da muhalif davranisi belirlemekte etkili olabilir. Ornegin, bir
iddiaya gore, oOrgiitlerinin iyiligine ve prestijine odaklanan iiyeler, orgiitlerindeki
iligki ve harmoniye odaklanan iiyelere gore daha fazla muhalif olabilirler (Blader,
Patil, Packer 2017). Bagka bir arastirmaya gore de orgiitsel kimlik odag: sirket olan
calisanlar orgiitsel kimlik odagi takim olan calisanlara gére daha fazla muhalif
olabilirler (Miceli & Near, 1984). Farkli 6rgiitsel kimlik odagi olan iiyelerin farkli
oncelikleri ve motivasyonlari oldugu goz onilinde bulunduruldugunda orgiitsel
kimlik odaklar yasadiklari norm catismasini da etkileyebilir. Bu c¢alisma, orgiitsel

kimlik odaginin, norm ¢atismasi ve muhalif davranis tizerindeki diizenleyici etkisini

vi



incelemektedir. Katilimcilar (N=215, 154 erkek, 61 kadin) bu ¢alismada yer ald1 ve
orgiitsel kimlik odagi, norm c¢atigmasi ve muhalif davranis 6l¢eklerini doldurdu.
Sonuglara gére norm catismast muhalif davranisla pozitif yonde iliskilidir. Ayrica
hem meslek odagi hem orgiit odagi, norm ¢atismasi ve muhalefet arasindaki iliskiyi
diizenlemekte; ancak takim odagi norm ¢atismasi ve muhalif davranis arasindaki
iliskiyi diizenlememektedir.

Anahtar Kelimler: Orgiitsel Muhalefet, Norm Catismasi, Orgiitsel Ozdeslesme,

Orgiitsel Ozdeslesme Odag1
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Previous social psychology studies attached more priority on conformity studies
including Asch’s (1951) line judgment studies conveying the message that
conformity is a strong and prevailing force for members of groups (Jetten &
Hornsey, 2014). Even if people thought differently, they adapted their behavior
since conformity was the regular and desired behavior, whereas nonconformity
was undesired and not regular (Asch, 1966). Milgram (1963) also revealed that
people tended to conform to authorities even if it involved harm to other people.
In addition, the Stanford prison experiment study of Hanye, Banks, and
Zimbardo (1973) reflected how individuals were inclined to conform to the social
roles and adapt their behavior accordingly. Besides the studies that indicate the
pervasiveness of conformity, there have been also some sociological perspectives
that see non-conformity as dangerous and negative. For instance, Becker (1963)
stated that regarding sociological background, people should behave according to
the norms for the sake of social order and dissent should be regarded as harmful.
Therefore, people who do not conform should be considered as untrustworthy
(Becker, 1963). Additionally, Albert Cohen who served as Vice President of the
American Society of Criminology in the 1980s, in his famous book “Deviance
and Control” defined nonconformity as cheating, betrayal, knavery and
immorality (1966).

According to the social identity perspective, in order to be accepted by the fellow
group members, individuals should exhibit group’s expected behaviors and
distinguish themselves from outgroups (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, and
Wetherell, 1987). Group members have a common identity, beliefs, attitudes,
and behavioral patterns, so this prototypicality brings norms (Turner, 1991).

Highly identified members may behave in accordance with norms more
1



compared to weakly identified members (Terry, Hogg, & White 1999). In
addition, Deutsch and Gerard (1955) state that individuals who do not conform
may be punished; therefore, in order to be accepted and avoid sanctions, people

conform.

Although prior studies regard conformity as a particularly strong and robust
predictor of human behavior (Moscovici, 1985; Cialdini and Trost, 1998), there
are also some studies claiming that dissent and deviance are also widespread
within groups (Haslam & Reicher, 2012). Even in Asch’s conformity
experiments, only 12% of participants chose conformity while a greater number
of participants did not conform (Asch 1951). Contrary to classical studies on
conformity, neither conformity nor deviance and dissent is the default. Both
conformity, dissent and deviance are experienced according to the circumstances

in the groups (Jetten & Hornsey, 2014).

There are some circumstances influencing dissent; such as norm conflict and
social identification. Regarding group norms, sometimes group members might
experience norm conflict which refers to the discomfort felt by a person when
he/she disagrees with the norm. Norm conflict is related to dissent (Packer,
2008). The greater a member experiences norm conflict, the more he/she is likely
to dissent. In addition, contrary to studies indicating that highly identified
members were the ones who conform the most (Terry, Hogg, & White, 1999),
according to Packer (2008), this was not the case all the time. He originated a
model of dissent that explained dissent with norm conflict and level of
identification. The model explained the dissent as when highly identified
members experienced high norm conflict, they tended to dissent. Since they
perceived a norm to have potential harm for their group, they preferred dissent
over conformity. Therefore, in contrast to prior views on the association between
dissent and low identification, highly identified members are more likely to

dissent.



There are also some recent studies reflecting new perspectives on the relationship
between identification and dissent. Besides the level of identification, the source
of the identification also might play a role in dissent. For instance; Blader, Patil,
and Packer (2017) assert that there are two motivational orientations that
influence dissent. Affiliative motivational orientation is related to satisfying
belongingness need through organizational membership, whereas organizational
welfare motivational orientation is related to defining self with the organization.
The study argues that since employees who have more affiliative motivational
orientation give importance to the team and relationships within the organization,
they tend to dissent less. On the other hand, the ones who have organizational
welfare motivational orientation are more likely to dissent since they value the
group’s welfare and success. Additionally, Taylor and Curtis (2009) found
evidence that the source of organizational identification and dissent were
associated. While some members’ source of identification might be team, other
members’ identification source might be the organization itself. Since members
with team focus of identification would prioritize the relationships within the
group, members with organization focus would give more importance to the
success of the group rather than relationships. Therefore, members with the
organization focus of identification were more likely to dissent comparing to
team-oriented members (Taylor and Curtis, 2009). Regarding both studies, since
members with different focus have different preferences and motivations, it is
possible to assume that the focus of identification may have an influence on

dissent.

There are some social psychology studies that reflect the link between social
identification, norm conflict, and dissent. Furthermore, there are some studies
depicting the association between focus of identification and dissent; however,
there is not enough study that analyzes the effect of the focus of identification on
the relationship between norm conflict and dissent. The current study aims to
investigate the relationship between dissent and norm conflict, and the

moderating role of the focus of organizational identification. Although the

3



identification level and level of normative conflict might be explaining the
dissent behavior in Packer’s model (2008), the type or source of the identity may
moderate the relationship in a different manner. Since identification is complex
and multidimensional (Ashmore, Deaux & Mclaughlin, and Volpe 2004), the
focus of identification may moderate the relationship between dissent and
normative conflict. Since the different focus of identification might affect
members’ motivations and behaviors, their dissent behavior might be influenced

too.

1.1. Social Identity and Conformity

According to social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979); individuals’ self-
concepts include their memberships to the groups that they value and direct
emotional significance. Social identity is an individual’s sense of who is he/she
depending on group memberships. Tajfel and Turner (1979) proposed that
different groups (e.g. social groups, social class, hobbies, organization,
occupation, sports team, etc.) that individuals feel attached to, might be sources

of their self-concept.

The self-categorization theory, which was derived from the social identity theory
focuses on social categorization. It is a social-cognitive process that makes
individuals identify themselves with their groups (Turner et al 1987). Hogg &
Reid (2006) assert that people advocate their social identities with their behaviors
and attitudes. By doing so, individuals represent their group memberships in a
way that they can be categorized and distinguished from other groups.
Especially, when the members’ social identity deriving from the valued group is
salient, they will experience the depersonalization process. In the
depersonalization process, individuals project the group stereotype into their self-
concept. In line with that, they will adopt groups’ beliefs and values of fellow
members. Accordingly, they will build themselves and exhibit group behaviors in

a way that they will behave as prototypes (Turner et al, 1987).



The prototypicality of the group will lead to the formation of group norms
(Turner, 1991). Turner (1991) claims that groups build some norms in a way that
group members share a common identity, beliefs, attitudes, and behavioral
patterns, so members embrace these commonly shared values and build
themselves with the accordance of shared behaviors. Therefore, it is expected
that group members having a social identity, involve in the depersonalization
process and adapt the norms of the group. Since group members, while becoming
prototypes by adapting their beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors, they conform to the
norms of the group. Accordingly, social identification brings conformity within

groups.

Consistent with the social identity perspective and self-categorization theory,
Terry, Hogg, and White (1996) found evidence that social identification
moderated the relationship between group norms and behaviors of members.
Compared to members whose identification were low, members with high social
identification were inclined to conform to the group norms. Astrem and Rise
(2001) also found evidence that highly identified group members were more
likely to conform compared to weakly identified ones. According to the results,
the greater group members categorize themselves and identify with their group,
the more they will be conforming to the norms of groups. When group
membership is an important part of self-concept, individuals are expected to
behave according to the norms; whereas, for the weakly identified individuals,

personal choice of behavior could be more prominent.

Although prior studies indicated the positive association between identification
and conformity, it does mean that group members would blindly show deference
to all group norms (Packer & Chasteen, 2009). Members might question whether
a norm is beneficial or harmful for the group or for themselves. When they find a
norm to be harmful, they may feel some disturbance and find themselves in a

dilemma in terms of conforming or not conforming.



1.2. Norm Conflict and Dissent

Normative conflict captures the uneasiness felt by members when they have a
disagreement with the specific group norm or set of norms (Packer, 2008;
Merton, 1968; Sherif & Sherif, 1967; Warren, 2003). According to their sources

and types, norm conflicts might be various.

Different types of norms may create norm conflicts. According to Crane and
Platow (2010), sometimes disagreements might be caused by the difference
between the current status of the group (descriptive norms) and the group’s ideals
(injunctive norms). Sani and Reicher (1998) add that group members sometimes
may feel that their group may not be able to meet its own standards for some
reason. Accordingly, this might be disturbing for some members in a way that
they feel norm conflict. Furthermore, norm conflict sometimes may occur due to
inconsistency between a group norm and personal value (Cooley, 1902). Some
group members may feel dissonance when they perceive that a group norm is not
a good fit for themselves. Considering different types, the reasons behind norm

conflicts might be different.

Packer (2009) implied that the level of social identity may have an influence on
norm conflict that group members experience. Group members’ self-concepts
include their subjective assessments of their group (Crocker & Luhtanen, 1990).
When the members evaluate the group status as positive, their self-esteem
increases. Therefore, it is expected that highly identified members desire the
welfare of their groups since their self-concept will be improved accordingly.
Haslam and his colleagues (2006) also assert that highly identified members tend
to be more motivated toward collective good and make their decisions for the
sake of their group. According to Packer (2009), highly identified group
members tend to experience norm conflict when they perceive a gap between the
descriptive norms and the group’s injunctive norms. Since they pursue the
welfare of their group, when the group fails to meet its own standard, highly
identified members might be disturbed. Packer (2009) also adds that while highly

6



identifiers pursue collective goals, weakly identified members are determined
with more personal-oriented goals. Therefore, one can claim that norm conflict
may be influenced by the identification level.

Since both highly or weakly identified members have the capacity to feel norm
conflict, conformity may be effortful for both. Although the social identity
perspective draws a link between high identification level and conformity, Packer
(2008) challenged this view by his normative conflict model of dissent (NCM).
In this model, he claimed that there were some situations that strongly identified
members chose dissent over conformity. If they perceived that group norms
deteriorate the collective interest then they chose dissent (Packer, 2008; Packer,
2010; Packer, 2011; Packer, 2014a). For the sake of their group, if they regarded
dissent as more beneficial for the group, they did not conform to the norm.
Commager (1947) and Lapham (2004) also claimed that dissent actually could be
a sign of loyalty to the organizations since people who dissented, aimed to
develop their organizations by prioritizing the group interest. Therefore,
compared to weakly identified members, highly identified members might

dissent more when they find a norm to be harmful to the group.

To explain NCM in more detail; it addresses the relationship between group
identity and dissent by analyzing the effect of three psychological variables
including collective identification, normative conflict and cost and benefit
estimation of both personal and collective goals on dissent (Packer et al 2014).
When highly identified members experience low norm conflict, they conform to
the norms loyally. However, when they feel high norm conflict, they either
dissent or prefer uneasy conformity. If they perceive that dissent will be costly
for the group, then they choose uneasy conformity over dissent. In this state, they
decide not to express their dissent and continue to conform despite their high
norm conflict. If the collective benefits of dissent will be greater than its costs,
then highly identified members dissent. Meanwhile, weakly identified members,
in the face of high normative conflict disengage from the group instead of

dissenting. When weakly identified ones experience low norm conflict and
7



perceive that conformity is more personally beneficial, they will be conforming
strategically for their personal interest. They will choose passive non-conformity
when their estimation of benefits of conformity is not much in the face of low

norm conflict (Packer et al, 2014).

According to a study done by Gutworth and Dahling (2013), NCM could be applied
to organizational settings. Their results were in parallel with Packer’s study (2008)
since in the face of high norm conflict, organizational members whose
organizational identification is high, dissented for the welfare of their organization.
Organizational identification is defined as a form of social identification, that
includes recognition of wholeness or placing attachment to the organization
(Ashfort and Mael, 1989). In addition, it answers the question of “Who am I”.
Accordingly, in this paper, organizational identification will be considered as social
identification.

The identification level affects the relationship between norm conflict and dissent

in organizations as well (Gutworth and Dahling, 2013). However, there might be
some other factors besides the level of identification that may play a role in the
relationship between norm conflict and dissent. Since organizational
identification is not a unitary construct and has different sources that are more
than one, not all highly or weakly identified members may behave similarly in
the same situation. Even though the members have a similar level of
identification, due to their different focus of identification; members’ perceptions

and motivations might differ, including on the issues related to dissent.

1.3. Multidimensionality of Organizational Identification and Focus of
Organizational Identification as New Moderator of Normative Conflict
Model of Dissent

Ashmore, Deaux, Mclaughlin, and Volpe (2004) state that identification is a
multidimensional construct. Accordingly, identification may not be based on
solely one source; instead, the source of identification might be various. For
example, some members of the organization take their strength from norms, and

some of them are encouraged by belongingness and team harmony, while some
8



members are inspired by the superiority of their groups in the same organization
(Ashmore et al, 2004). There are some studies claiming that identification in
organizations could stem from different sources such as career, team, profession,
union group, supervisor, the organization itself (Ashfort & Mael, 2006). Becker
and Billings (1993) also distinguished different profiles according to the different
focus of identification including co-workers, superiors, subordinates, customers,
and organizations. They found evidence that there are different motivations
behind different foci of identification. In addition, Ellemers, Gilder, and van den
Heuvel (1998) found a difference in organizational behaviors of members due to
their levels of team-oriented identification, career-oriented identification, and
organizational identification. For example, work satisfaction was more correlated
with organization identification while working hours were positively correlated
with team-oriented identification. Results indicated the evidence that members
with a different focus of identification may have different motivations and

behaviors.

There are some studies claiming that motivational orientation in an organization
might have an influence on dissent. According to Blader and his colleagues
(2017), there are two different motivational orientations such as affiliative
motivational orientation and organizational motivational orientation. While some
highly identified members with affiliative motivational orientation, value their
team and satisfy their belongingness needs through organizational membership,
some other highly identified ones who have organizational welfare motivational
orientation, value the company’s wellbeing (Blader et al, 2017). If the employee
is seeking for satisfying the fundamental need of belongingness (Baumeister and
Leary, 1995) and seeking a sense of security provided by group membership, it
means that the primary motivational orientation of that employee is affiliative
which will result in conforming behaviors. On the other hand, if an employee’s
primary motivation is the success of the organization because the success of the
organization is a source of their self-concept then the motivational orientation of

the employee is organizational welfare. Since the success of the organization will

9



affect the way they feel about himself/herself, he/she might behave in a deviant
way if he/she thinks this way brings success for the organization (Ashfort &
Mael, 1989). Therefore, there might be differences in dissent behaviors
according to members’ source of organizational identification that demonstrates

their priorities.

Taylor and Curtis (2009) found evidence that there was a relationship between
whistleblowing and the focus of commitment in the organizations.
Whistleblowing refers to one of the organizational dissent types which involve
transmitting the disturbance and wrongdoing in secret to the upper authorities
who are outside of the formal hierarchical system who might be in a position to
conclude the wrongdoing (Miceli & Near, 1984). According to the study done by
Taylor and Curtis (2009), the perseverance of whistleblowing was significantly
associated with the focus of the commitment of employees. In their study, they
focused on commitment to the organization itself and to the team. They found
that if one’s commitment approached the organization while distanced from the
team; the frequency of whistleblowing was expected to rise. The team-oriented
members chose conformity since they gave priority to harmony within the team

whereas dissenters were organization-oriented members.

There are some studies examining the relationship between the focus of
identification and dissent. However, there is not enough study focusing on the
relationship between the focus of identification and norm conflict. Regarding the
literature of focus of identification that reflects the motivational differences
between members with a different focus of identification; one can claim that the
focus of identification may have an influence on norm conflict that individuals
experience. According to Knippenberg and Schie (2000), organizational
members with profession focus are more likely to emphasize both the quality of
the product that the company produces and the correctness of the process of the
job. Additionally, members with organization focus are more likely to give
attention to the reputation and success of the organization whereas the members

with team focus are the ones who prioritize the harmony and relationships within
10



the organization. In accordance with the differences stemming from the different
foci of identification, it is possible to claim that the type or level of norm conflict
or response to the norm conflict may be different according to the focus of
identification. Yalabik, Swart, Kinnie, and Rossenberg (2016) found that
individuals with organization focus regard organizational values and goals as
norms, while individuals with the team focus regard collaboration, knowledge-
sharing activities, and citizenship behavior. Therefore, one can claim that when
in the presence of a huge gap between the current status of the organization or
organization’s ideals regarding the company progress and operations in the
organizations, compared to members with the team focus, members with
organization focus and profession focus may experience more norm conflict. In
such conditions since members with organization focus may have some concerns
over the organization’s welfare and reputation, members with profession focus
might be worried due to lack of quality of outputs that they produce. Therefore,
the focus of identification may have an influence on norm conflict. Additionally,
regarding the relationship between the focus of identification and dissent, the
focus of identification may have some influence on the relationship between

norm conflict and dissent.

1.4. The Current Study

Prior studies examining organizational identification, norm conflict and dissent,
have found that organizational identification and norm conflict were both
positively correlated with dissent as normative conflict model of dissent
suggested (Packer, 2008). Furthermore, some studies claimed that the
identification focus of employees also had an effect on dissent; members with
organizational welfare motivational orientation dissented more than members
with affiliative motivational orientation (Blader et al 2017). Also, some
whistleblowing studies indicated that the focus of organizational identification
affected dissent since employees with organization focus involved in
whistleblowing more than employees with the team focus (Taylor and Curtis

(2009). Therefore, it could be said that different focus of identification such as
11



profession, organization, and the team may have some effects on dissent.
However, the relationship between the focus of organizational identification and
the norm conflict model is not directly addressed in the previous literature. This
study aims to investigate the relationship between norm conflict and dissent that
is moderated by the focus of identification by examining the three different foci

of identification including profession, organization, and team foci.
Related hypotheses are figured below:

H1: Relationship between norm conflict and dissent is moderated by professional

identification.

H1: Relationship between norm conflict and dissent is moderated by

organizational identification.

H1: Relationship between norm conflict and dissent is moderated by team

identification.
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD

2.1. Participants

Participants in the study were 262 employees. After eliminating participants from
different companies (n=16), those who occupy managerial positions (n=14),
missing responses (n=15), and outliers (n=2), data from 215 participants remained
and included in further analyses. These participants were from different
workgroups and had different titles. The participants were mostly male (72%), the
mean age was 31 (SD= 5.35), the average organizational tenure was four years
(SD= 4.15), and the job tenure (all work experience) was eight years (SD= 6.31).
They worked in teams consisting of 10 people on the average (SD= 10.43).

2.2. Procedure

Upon approval of the Ethics Committee from the Middle East Technical
University brochures hanged in the facility are utilized in order to attract the
participants. Also, employees are emailed with the link to the research by the

Human Resources department.

2.3. Measures

2.3.1 Focus of organizational identification The focus of identification was
measured by adapting the same four items of the scale for the profession,
organization, and team foci. The scale was originally developed by Mael & Ashfort
(2002) for measuring the focus of organizational identification. Two of the items
are: "My ... is really important to me."”, "When someone praises my ..., it feels like a
personal compliment.”. The measure is repeated three times and the blanks are

replaced by the words of profession, name of the company, and team. Participants
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rated these items on a 1 (not at all) to 7 (a lot) Likert-type scale. All scales had
acceptable internal consistency coefficients, alphas = .80, .89, and .88 for
profession, organization, and team identification respectively.

2.3.2. Norm conflict Based on the results of a previous study (Great Place to
Work, Marrewijk, 2004) executed in the organization, a norm that the majority of
the company's employees feel uneasy about was selected. This norm was presented
to the participants in a scenario format: "Imagine that workforce planning, task
allocation, and coordination do not work well in your company. Man/hour planning,
delegation, and control in accordance with the projects, deadlines are not performed

in a healthy way.”

Consequently, two questions measured the existence of the norm " How much do
you think this situation reflects the reality?" and " How frequently have you
encountered this situation?”. Two questions assessed discomfort: "To what extent
does this situation bother you?" and " How serious a problem do you think this
situation is generally?". The participants rated these items on a 1 (not at all) to 7 (a
lot) Likert-type scale. Norm conflict was computed by taking the mean score of the

existence of the norm with the discomfort felt due to this norm.

2.3.3. Organizational dissent A questionnaire that includes twenty-five possible
reactions to norm conflict was created to evaluate dissent integrating the two
different dissent scales that were employed to measure dissent in the literature.
The questionnaire was adapted according to the scenario for creating norm
conflict. Therefore, items were assessing the behaviors by referring to the scenario
that was given.

The participants were asked to report their degree of agreement with the items in
percentages, from 0% (I would never do it) to 100% (I would absolutely do it)
with 50% being the point of uncertainty (Uncertain/l am not sure).

Firstly, Kassing's (2000) revised Organizational Dissent Questionnaire was
utilized for the scale. Kassing’s latest version of measurement includes 18 items

which translated into Turkish by Dagli (2015). 12 items of this scale were utilized
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such as I tell management when I believe employees are being treated unfairly
related to this issue.” 6 items of that scale were reverse items such as “I do not
express my disagreement on this topic to management.”, “I hardly ever complain
to my coworkers about problems related to this topic.”. In addition to this scale,
13 items of Conformity and Dissent Scale were added (Yakin, 2018). Six items
for measuring conformity: “I would not bring the subject up because I did not
know how it is seen in the company.”, “Even if | was uncomfortable, in order not
to be perceived as a protrusion, I would remain silent at the department meetings.”
and seven items for measuring dissent: “I would tell the team that I did not find
this situation right.” Were utilized. 13 items out of 25 of the organizational dissent
questionnaire measuring conformity were reversed and mean scores of these 25
items were calculated to measure dissent (alpha = .92), where higher scores

indicated a greater tendency to dissent.

2.3.4. Demographics The firm that participants are currently being employed,
their age, gender, and current organizational tenure and job tenure, and the
number of employees in their team were asked. Additionally, two questions were
asked in order to measure the managerial satisfaction level of participants and
learn whether they are in a managerial position or not. Furthermore, the past
dissent behavior of participants was measured with the question of whether they
have been involved in behaviors included in the organizational dissent
questionnaire. If they answered yes, another question followed: How often they
have been involved with those behaviors that were presented in the dissent
questionnaire. Participants answered this question on a 1 (not at all) to 7 (a lot)
Likert type scale.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

3.1. Descriptive Statistics and Correlational Analysis

Pearson’s correlations between all variables were computed. Ranges, means and
standard deviations of studied variables are presented in Table 1. The correlations
between variables are presented in Table 2. Dissent is positively and significantly
associated with norm conflict (r = .23, p < 0.01). Participants who experience
norm conflict, are more likely to dissent. Participants who dissented in the past

are also more likely to express their current dissent (r = .47, p < 0.01).

Supervisor satisfaction is significantly and positively correlated with both team (r
= .55, p < 0.01), profession (r = .25, p < 0.01), and organization (r = .22, p <
0.01) foci of identification. Norm conflict is negatively and significantly
associated with supervisor satisfaction (r = -.30, p < 0.01. In addition, norm
conflict is negatively and significantly associated with team identification (r = -
17, p < 0.05).

All of three foci of organizational identification are associated with each other;
professional identification is both positively correlated with organizational
identification (r = .65, p < 0.01) and team identification (r = .52, p < 0.01) while
team and organizational identifications are positively correlated as well (r = .50,
p <0.01).

16



Table 1

Descriptive Statistics (Observed N rages between 193 and 215)

Scale Mean SD 95 Cl%
Cronbach’s

Range Alpha
Age (years) 31.23 5.40 [30.41, 31.87]
Organizational
Tenure (months) 48.43  50.28 [41.43,54.46]
Job Tenure
(months) 97.46 76.26 [41.43, 54.46]
Supervisor
Satisfaction 1-7 4.96 1.55 [87.16, 107.47]
Professional
Identification 1-7 5.04 .90 [4.65,5.1] .80
Team ldentification 1-7 4.80 1.22 [4.85,5.12] .88
Organizational
Identification 1-7 5.48 .93 [4.56,4.91] .89
Norm Conflict 1-7 5.23 .82 [5.23,5.53] .63
Dissent 0-100 7440  15.04 [5.14,5.38] 92
Past Di
ast Dissent 1-7 395 106 [73.79,77.80]

Behavior

Note. Cl = confidence interval

17



Table 2

Bivariate Correlations (Observed N rages between 193 and 215) of Studied Variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Tenure (Organization) -
2. Tenure (total) .69** -
3. Supervisor Satisfaction -0.08 -0.02 -
4. Profession ldentification 0.04 0 22%* -
5. Team Identification -0.03 -0.13  55*%*  52** -
6. Organizational Identification 0.01 0.02 .21**  .64**  50** -
7. Norm Conflict 0.07 0.12 -.30** 0.01 -173* -0.03 -
8. Dissent 0.01 0.12 0.04 0.13 0.13 0.1  .23** -
9. Past dissent 0.11 18* -0.14 0.06 0.04 0.01  .31**  AT7**

*p < .05. **p< .0
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3.4. Test of Moderation Effects

Utilizing PROCESS Macro version 4.3 Model 1 (Hayes. 2018) with 95%
confidence intervals and 5000 bootstrapped samples. three moderation analyses
were conducted using Dissent as the criterion variable and Norm Conflict as the
predictor. Each identification focus (profession. organization. and team) was
separately entered as a moderator of this relationship while controlling for the
other two focus of identification (keeping them constant at their means). A
depiction of the overview of these three models may be found in Figure 1.

The results showed that the relationship between norm conflict and dissent was
moderated by professional identification. (B = 2.54. SE = 1.21. p < 05. 95% CI =
[.16. 4.92]). This interaction is illustrated in Figure 2. The interaction was probed
by testing the conditional effects of the professional identification at three levels
of norm conflict. one standard deviation below the mean. at the mean. and one
standard deviation above the mean. As shown in Table 4. norm conflict was
significantly related to dissent when professional identification was one standard
deviation above the mean and when at the mean (p < .001). but not when
profession focus was one standard deviation below the mean (p = .10). The
Johnson-Neyman technique showed that the relationship between norm conflict
and dissent was significantly moderated when the organizational identification
was higher than 4.40.

In other words. for those with moderate and strong professional identification.
greater perceived norm conflict was associated with a stronger tendency to
dissent. This positive relationship between norm conflict and dissent was not
present for those with weaker professional identification.
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Focus of
Identification
(Profession,
Organization,
and Team)

Morm Conflict .

Dissent

Figure 1
Proposed research model

Table 3

Dissent Predicted from Professional Identification and Norm Conflict

B SE(B) t p 95% C.I
Norm Conflict -8.32 6.23 -1.34 .18 -20.62 3.96
Professional Identification -12.94 6.74 -192 .06 -26.24 .35
Norm Conflict x 2.53 1.21 210 .04 .16 4.92

Professional Identification

R°Model = -10. p < .001. AR%eraction = .01. p < .05
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Table 4

Conditional Effects of Norm Conflict on Dissent When Professional Identification is

the Moderator

Professional

0,
Identification . P 95 % Cl
One SD below mean 4.04 .26 1.47 5.32
At the mean 5.00 <.001 2.00 .35
One SD above mean 5.96 <.001 3.64 4.92

The same model was then tested with the organizational identification acting as a
moderator between norm conflict and dissent. The analyses showed that
organizational identification moderated the relationship between norm conflict
and dissent significantly (B = 2.80. SE = 1.17. p < 05. 95% CI = [.50. 5.12]). The
interaction was probed by testing the conditional effects of organizational

identification at three levels of norm conflict. one standard deviation below the
mean. at the mean. and one standard deviation above the mean. As shown in
Table 5. norm conflict was significantly related to dissent when the
organizational identification was one standard deviation above the mean and
when at the mean (p < .001). but not when the organizational identification was
one standard deviation below the mean (p = .10). The Johnson-Neyman
technique showed that the relationship between norm conflict and dissent was
significantly moderated when the organizational identification was higher than
4.88.

When professional identification is moderate and strong. there is a strong
relationship between norm conflict and dissent. This strong relationship between

norm conflict and dissent is not present when professional identification is low.
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Figure 2

Moderating Influence of Professional Identification on the Effect of Norm

Conflict on Dissent
Table 5
Dissent Predicted from Organizational Identification and Norm Conflict

B SE(B) t P 95%Cl

Norm Conflict -1093 658 -166 .10 -2390 2.04
Organizational Identification -15.06 6.38 -2.36 .02 -27.64 -2.48
Norm Conflict x 280 117 239 .018 50 5.12

Organizational Identification

R%vioget = .11. p < .001. AR%eraction = .01. p < .05
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Table 6

Conditional Effects of Norm Conflict on Dissent When Organizational Identification

Is the Moderator

Organizational Identification b p 95 % ClI
One SD below mean 1.44 A1 2.02 491
At the mean 4.28 <.001 1.94 6.63
One SD above mean 7.12 <.001 3.97 10.28
82
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74 —
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<
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a 70
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62
60
low norm conflict  medium norm conflict  high norm conflict
—|ow organization focus
—medium organization focus
high organization focus
Figut++++++++++++++++++-+++++H++4++ - - -—re3

Moderating Influence Of Organizational ldentification On The Effect Of Norm
Conflict And Dissent
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As the same model was tested as team identification was moderating the
relationship between norm conflict and dissent. As shown in Table 9. the results
showed that the relationship between organizational identification and dissent
was not significantly moderated by the team identification (B = 1.59. SE = .94. p
=.09. 95% CI = [.26. 3.43]).

Table 7

Dissent Predicted from Team Identification and Norm Conflict

B SE(B) t p 95% C.I
Norm Conflict -3.45 4.87 -71 .48 -13.05 6.14
Team ldentification 7.14 5.31 -1.35 .18 -17.60 3.33
Norm Conflict x Team  1.59 .94 1.70 .09 -.26 3.43

Identification

R°Model = .10. p < .001. AR%jneraction = .01. p < .05
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

4.1. Discussion on Findings

The contribution of this study is the examination of the moderation effect of the
focus of identification on the relationship between norm conflict and dissent.
Previous studies focused on the relationship between social identification level
with a group and norm conflict in predicting dissent. Some studies claimed that
highly identified members dissent when they experience high norm conflict
(Packer. 2008). Some recent studies found evidence that the focus of
identification plays a role in dissent (Blader et al. 2017). However. there was not
enough study that focused on the effect of focus of identification on the norm
conflict and on the relationship between norm conflict and dissent. This current
study examined the moderation effect of the focus of identification on the
relationship between norm conflict and dissent when the moderator variable was
respectively professional identification. organizational identification. and team

identification.

According to the results of this study. both the profession focus and organization
focus of identification moderates the relationship between norm conflict and
dissent. In the presence of moderate or high professional and organizational
identification. there is a strong relationship between norm conflict and dissent.
However. in the presence of low professional and organizational identification.
there is no relationship between norm conflict and dissent. On the other hand.
team identification does not moderate the relationship between norm conflict and
dissent. None of the focus of identification is associated with dissent. Although

prior studies found the evidence that the focus of identification had an effect on
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dissent (Taylor and Curtis. 2009). in this current study there was no significant
relationship between the focus of identification and dissent. In addition. although
no association could be found between norm conflict and organizational or
professional identification. there is a significant and negative association between

team identification and norm conflict.

The most important finding of this study is that professional identification and
organizational identification moderate the relationship between norm conflict and
dissent while team identification does not. The difference between the
moderation effect of the focus of identification might be due to goal approaches.
According to Packer and Miners (2014). group members’ decision-making
process has an influence on dissent behaviors. In the face of norm conflict.
members calculate the cost and benefits of possible dissent choices. If members
perceive that the costs of dissent are more than benefits. then they will be likely
to conform. On the other hand. if members think that the benefits of the dissent
will be more than costs. they will dissent accordingly. Considering team
identification. since the priority is pursuing the relationships. the costs of dissent
may seem great. In addition. since nonconformity may result in social isolation
and rejection by the group (Deutsch and Gerard. 1955) this possibility may weigh
more as team identification increases. Since priority is not the relationships for
professional identification and organizational identification. the cost of dissent
may seem less comparing to team identification. The more conflict members with
professional or organizational identification experience. the more they dissent.
Therefore. the relationship between norm conflict and dissent may become
stronger for professional and organizational identification. A reason why team
identification does not moderate the relationship between norm conflict and
dissent could be that the decision-making process may emphasize relational costs
of dissent in a way that whether there is high norm conflict or not. the members

with team identification tend to dissent less.

For an alternative perspective. a reason why team identification does not

moderate the relationship between norm conflict and dissent may be their
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relationship to supervisors or to the people who are the source of norm conflict.
Team identification is the only one that is negatively associated with norm
conflict. In addition. the greater team identification that members have. the more
they feel supervisor satisfaction and the less norm conflict they experience.
Mesmer and Viswesvaran (2005) claimed that relational closeness to the
wrongdoer may diminish the dissent intention. As a result of high team
identification. employees give importance to relationships more. so they may be
more relationally close to people who are the source of norm conflict. Therefore.
that may be experiencing lower norm conflict. Mesmer and Viswesvaran (2005)
found that employees whose relationships with their supervisors are positive
tended to dissent more. According to this finding and results of the current study.
members with team identification may dissent more comparing to members with
organizational and professional identification since they may be likely to have
better relationships with their supervisors regardless of their level of norm
conflict. While members with higher professional or organizational
identification. dissent more as their norm conflict level rise; members with team

identification may be dissenting whether they feel high norm conflict or not.

Findings indicate that tenure is neither associated with norm conflict nor dissent.
There are various views on the relationship between tenure and dissent.
According to Near and Miceli (2012). age and tenure have an influence on
dissent. Younger employees and newcomers are more likely to dissent. Grant
(2017) also asserts that employees with low tenure are inclined to dissent more
compared to seniors. Since employees with higher tenure are more accustomed to
the norms of the company due to the longer time that they spent in the same
company. they may be blinded to the wrongdoings while fresh minds could
notice the harmful norms easily. On the other hand. Mesmer and Viswesvaran
(2005) claim that organizational status is positively associated with dissent. The
employees with higher tenure hold higher positions; accordingly. they have less
retaliation fear for dissent. Therefore. more senior employees may calculate the

cost of dissent less and prefer dissent more compared to less senior employees.
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Regarding the opposing views on the tenure and dissent. both employees with
low tenure and high tenure may dissent. In line with that. since the result of this
study indicates that there is no significant relationship between tenure and

dissent. employees dissent either they have high or low tenure.

4.2. Strengths and Limitations of the Study

As one of the major strengths of the study is that past dissent of participants is
positively associated with current dissent. Correspondingly. the participants who
dissented for any reason in their past work life are more likely to prefer dissent in
the face of a hypothesized scenario in the study. This finding implies the
accuracy of this study. Since the ones who dissented in the past for any reason
are found to experience more norm conflict and dissent. one can claim that norm
conflict and dissent results are realistic. In addition. the scenario chosen in order
to create for norm conflict accomplishes to create a norm conflict for the study
since the average participant’s norm conflict level is 5.23 on the scale that
answers of 1 have the meaning of not at all while 7 have the meaning of a lot.
Since the scenario was based on a previous study called Great Place to Work
(Marrewijk.2004) in the same organization. the choice of scenario in the research

was realistic.

There are other strengths of the study. For instance. since the responses of the
same organization were analyzed. the company culture was controlled. The
cultural context of organizations may affect dissent if the compliance and norms
are valued it might be harder to dissent comparing to the cultures that value
creativity and innovation. As Blanton and Christie (2003) claim. if an
organization punishes the dissenters. then members are less likely to dissent.
Therefore. participants from various organizations having different cultural
contexts would mislead the results. Since the respondents are in the same
company. they are influenced by a similar cultural context in their dissent

choices.

28



Another limitation of the study is might be the norm conflict scale since
Cronbach’s alpha is .63. The reason why the internal consistency is low may be
the correlation between two dimensions of the scale. Since one dimension
measured the existence of the norm in real life. the other measured discomfort
felt. Therefore. a high correlation between these dimensions was not expected.
However. since the norm conflict literature is recent. there is not yet a more

reliable norm conflict scale.

4.3. Recommendation for Future Studies

Since there is a gap in the literature for the link between the focus of
identification and norm conflict. for further research. the relationship between the
focus of identification and norm conflict may be examined. This study indicates
that participants with higher team identification. experience less norm conflict.
However. this study utilized only one scenario in order to create a norm conflict.
therefore the norms in the chosen scenario may not have the required conditions
for employees with team identification feels discomfort. In addition. according to
the focus of identification. types of norm conflict that employees experience
could be affected. Further research may enlighten the differences in the
conditions that create norm conflict and types of norm conflicts. owing to

different foci of identification.

In the current study. dissent was not associated with any of the focus of

identification. unlike Taylor and Curtis (2009 ‘s study that found a significant

difference in whistleblowing due to the focus of identification. While their study

examined one type of organizational dissent as an outcome. this study generalized

all disagreeing behaviors as dissent without distinguishing different types of dissent.

According to Kassing (1998). there are different types of dissent such as upward.

lateral and articulated. The channel of the dissent varies. it could be the supervisor.

it could be team. top management or people outside of the organization. Further

research might examine whether there is a relationship between types of dissent.
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This dissent study had focused on the moderating effect of the focus of
identification. However. antecedents of the focus of identification are such
unchartered areas. What conditions and external factors. and personal characters

underlie in foci of identification; might be studied furtherly.

Future studies may also focus on the relationship between gender and dissent.
This study indicated that there is no association between gender and dissent.
Regardless of gender. participants either dissented or conformed. However.
Miceli and Near (1985) assert that females are less likely to dissent and the
reported cases were dominated by male participants since females are more likely
to conform. According to the study of Dahling & Gutworth (2015). females are
less likely to dissent. Most psychological studies may include psychology
students as participants (Grohol. 2018). In addition. Clay claims that females
outnumber males in the psychology departments. Therefore. previous dissent
studies also may have included such participant groups. For instance. regarding
the studies of Dahling and Gutworth (2015). the majority of their participants
were females (75.5%. 54%). On the contrary. the majority of this study are males
(72%) since the chosen organization and sector was male dominant. Having
different proportions of females and males in an organization or participant
groups may cause different dynamics and results in the association between
gender and dissent. Further studies on gender and dissent may light the way.

4.4. Practical Implications

Organizations and supervisors should not consider that dissenter as harmful

employees since they may be the ones with the highest organizational identification

and collective goals on their minds. For their own good. organizations should prefer

their employees to criticize norms and dissent. In order to have employees who

dissent for the collective good. companies may examine the level of identification

and focus of identification as well.

If organizations are on a period that dissent and different perspectives may be

dangerous. efforts for increasing the managerial satisfaction of employees might be
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helpful. If employees’ managerial satisfaction is high. they may feel less norm
conflict. Also increasing managerial satisfaction may also result in an increase in
each focus of identification. Therefore. increasing managerial satisfaction may play

arole in the increase in overall organizational identification.
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APPENDICES

A: INFORMED CONSENT FORM

ARASTIRMAYA GONULLU KATILIM FORMU

Bu aragtirma. ODTU Psikoloji Béliimii Sosyal Psikoloji Yiiksek Lisans Programi
ogrencisi Ozde Kogak tarafindan tez ¢aligmalar kapsaminda. Dr. Ogr. Uyesi
Banu Cing6z Ulu danismanliginda yiiriitiilmektedir. Bu form sizi aragtirma

hakkinda bilgilendirmek i¢in hazirlanmistir.

Calismanin Amaci Nedir?

Arastirmanin amaci bir orgiitteki calisanlarin muhalefet davraniglarini belirleyen

faktorleri incelemektir. Bu anlamda muhalefet. yaygin olan grup normlarina karsi
cikmay1 veya uymamay tarif etmektedir. Bu arastirma; Sosyal Psikoloji Yiiksek

Lisans Programi 6grencisi Ozde Kogak’in programi tamamlamak adia yapacag1

tez ¢alismasini olusturmaktadir.

Bize Nasil Yardimc1 Olmamz isteyecegiz?

Arastirmaya katilmay1 kabul ederseniz. size sundugumuz bu baglanti {izerinden
bir anket doldurmanizi rica edecegiz. Anket yaklasik olarak 15 dakika
stirmektedir. Anketi yalnizca XXX ¢alisanlar1 doldurabilecekler ve XXX'e dair
fikirlerinin ve karsilastiklar1 bazi olumsuz olabilecek durumlarda sergiledikleri

davranislara dair sorular bulunmaktadir.

Sizden Topladigimiz Bilgileri Nasil Kullanacagiz?
Aragtirmaya tamamen goniillii olarak katilabilirsiniz. Higbir yaptirima maruz
kalmadan calismaya katilmay1 reddedebilir veya istediginiz zaman ¢aligsmay1

birakabilirsiniz.
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Verdiginiz cevaplar tamamiyla gizli tutulacak ve sadece arastirmacilar tarafindan
ulagilabilecektir. Cevaplariniz is ortaminda analiz edilmeyecek ve sirket
tarafindan kullanilmayacaktir. Toplanilan veriler sadece bilimsel amaglarla
kullanilacaktir. Ankette sizden kimliginizi belirtecek higbir ayrinti sormuyor ve
buna dair kisisel verileri islemiyoruz. Bu ¢alismanin bulgular1 bilimsel yayinlarda
kullanilabilir ancak dyle bir durumda katilimcilarin kimligi tamamen gizli
kalacak ve tek bir kisinin cevaplarini belirtecek bir veri olmayacaktir. Bu
anlamda yanitlariniz anonim olacaktir. Arastirmada kisisel cevaplarla degil.

toplamda olusan oriintiiler ile ilgilenmekteyiz.

Katilimimizla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler:

Calisma. genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik verecek sorular icermemektedir. Ancak.
katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi baska bir nedenden 6tiirii kendinizi
rahatsiz hissederseniz cevaplama isini yarida birakmakta serbestsiniz. Boyle bir
durumda anketi kapatabilirsiniz. Ancak arastirmanin saglikl bir sekilde
sonuclanabilmesi adina sorularin hepsini yanitlamanizi umariz. Eger arastirmaya
dair sorulariniz veya geri bildiriminiz olursa arastirmaci Ozde Kogak ile iletisime
gecebilirsiniz. Arastirmanin size dogrudan bir fayda saglamasini veya herhangi

bir zarar1 dokunmasini beklemiyoruz.

Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz:

Calisma hakkinda sorulariniz olursa veya daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz.
arastirmaci Ozde Kogak (e-posta: ozdkck@gmail.com. telefon: 0555 834 33 08)
veya tez danismani Banu Cing6z Ulu (e-posta: cingoz@metu.edu.tr. telefon: 0
312 210 51 12) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz. Bu ¢alisma ODTU Insan Arastirmalar:
Etik Kurulu onayimi almistir. Endiselerinizi veya sikayetlerinizi ODTU IAEK e

ueam@metu.edu.tr adresinden iletebilirsiniz.
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B: DEMOGRAPHICS

Demografik Bilgiler
1.Calistiginiz sirket:

2. Yasiniz:

3.Cinsiyetiniz:

4. Kag yildir bu sirkette calistyorsunuz?

5.Toplam kag yildir ¢alistyorsunuz?

6. Ekibiniz kag kisiden olusmaktadir?

7. YOneticinizden ne kadar memnunsunuz?

Verilebilecek cevaplar:

Hig

Cok az

Az

Orta

Fazla

Oldukga fazla

Cok fazla
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8. Rahatsiz olunan konu ile ilgili ekiple konusmak
Rahatsiz edici bir konuyu yoneticiye iletmek

Sirketin is yapis seklini agikca elestirmek

Boliim toplantisinda rahatsiz edici konular1 agiga vurmak

Yukarida belirtilen davraniglardan  birini  ya

gergeklestirdiniz mi?

Verilebilecek Cevaplar:

Evet

Hayir

Emin Degilim

9. Eger yukarida belirtilen davraniglardan
gerceklestirdiyseniz. ne siklikta yaptiniz?
Verilebilecek Cevaplar:

Hig

Cok az

Az

Orta

Fazla

Oldukga fazla

Cok fazla

10. Yorumlariniz
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C: FOCUS OF IDENTIFICATION

Bu olcek kisilerin 6zdesim odaginin sirket / ekip / meslek boyutlarindaki
derecelerini 6lgmeyi amaglamaktadir. Bu 3 odak 4er maddeden olusan sorularla
Olctimlenecek ve kiyaslanabilecektir. Ek olarak katilimcilara ekiplerindeki
calisan sayist ve yoneticilerinden ne kadar memnun olduklarina dair soru
sorulacaktir.

Verilebilecek Yanitlar:

1-Hig

2-Cok az

3-Az

4-Orta

5-Fazla

6-Oldukg¢a fazla

7-Cok fazla

. Sirket Odag1

1. XXX ile gurur duyuyorum.

2. XXX benim i¢in énemli.

3. Birisi XXX’i 6vdiigli zaman bana iltifat edilmis gibi hissediyorum.
4. Insanlarm XXX hakkinda ne diisiindiigiinii umursarim.

. Ekip Odag1

1. Birlikte calistigim ekiple gurur duyuyorum.

2. Birlikte calistigim ekibim benim i¢in 6nemli.

3. Birisi ekibimi 6vdiigii zaman bana iltifat edilmis gibi hissediyorum.

4. Insanlarin ekibim hakkinda ne diisiindiigiinii umursarim.
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C. Meslek Odag:
1. Meslegimle gurur duyuyorum.
2. Meslegim benim i¢in dnemli.
3. Birisi meslegimi 6vdiigli zaman bana iltifat edilmis gibi hissediyorum.

4. Insanlarin meslegim hakkinda ne diisiindiigiinii umursarim.
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E: NORM CONFLICT MEASUREMENT

Bu olgekte sirkette sikca yasandigi varsayilan bir durum katilimcilara bir senaryo

ile paylasilip bu durumdan ne kadar rahatsiz olabilecekleri dl¢iilecektir.
Farz edin ki sirketinizde asagida okuyacaginiz senaryo oldukea sik karsilasilan.
XXX’in geneline yayilmis bir durumdur:

Sirketinizde isglicli planlamasi. gorev dagilimi ve koordinasyon iyi
calismamaktadir. Projelere. teslim tarihlerine uygun adam / saat planlamasi.

kisilere delegasyonu ve kontrolii saglikli bir sekilde yapilmamaktadir.
Verilebilecek cevaplar:

Hig

Cok az

Az

Orta

Fazla

Oldukga fazla

Cok fazla

1.Bu durumdan ne kadar rahatsizlik duyuyorsunuz?
2.Genel olarak bu durumun ne kadar ciddi oldugunu diisiintiyorsunuz?
3.Sizce bu durum gercegi ne kadar yansitiyor?

4.Bu durumla daha 6nce ne siklikla karsilastiniz?
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F: ORGANIZATIONAL DISSENT MEASUREMENT

Sirketinizde isgilicii planlamasi. gorev dagilimi  ve koordinasyon iyi
caligmamaktadir. Projelere. teslim tarihlerine uygun adam / saat planlamasi.
kisilere delegasyonu ve kontrolii saglikli bir sekilde yapilmamaktadir. Bizzat bu
durumun i¢inde oldugunuzu hayal ettiginizde asagidaki davraniglar1 yapma
thtimalinizi asagidaki Olgegi kullanarak 9%0; kesinlikle yapmazdim ile %100
kesinlikle yapardim anlamina gelecek sekilde her birinin yanma 0 ile 100

arasinda bir say1 yaziniz.

%ol %10 2020 %30 %040 2050 %60 %70 %80 %000 %100

Kesinlikle Belirsiz Kesinlikle
vapmazdim (Emin degilim) vapardim

Sirket icinde nasil karsilanacagini bilmedigim i¢in bu konuyu agmazdim.

Yapma ihtimalim: %

. Cikint1 olarak algilanmamak i¢in rahatsiz olsam bile béliim toplantisinda bu konu

ile ilgili sessiz kalirdim.

Yapma ihtimalim: %

. Ekiptekilere bu durumu dogru bulmadigimi séylerdim.

Yapma ihtimalim: %

. Yoneticimle bu konu hakkinda konusurdum.

Yapma ihtimalim: %
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10.

11.

Tadimizin kagmamasi i¢in boyle bir durum yokmus gibi davranirdim.

Yapma ihtimalim: %

Bir toplantida bu konuyu agan birini desteklerdim.

Yapma ihtimalim: %

. Yoneticilerle aramin bozulmamasi i¢in bu durum hakkinda tartismazdim.

Yapma ihtimalim: %

Bunca zamandir bu sekilde yapilagelmis is yapis seklini fazla sorgulamazdim.

Yapma ihtimalim: %

Herkes yapiyorsa ben de “sirketin kurali bu” diye diisliniir ve ben de onlara

uyardim.

Yapma ihtimalim: %

Elestirimin sirkete zarar verebilecegini diisiiniip susmayi tercih ederdim.

Yapma ihtimalim: %

E-mail ile yazismalarin oldugu departman gruplarinda rahatsizligimi ifade

ederdim.

Yapma ihtimalim: %
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Dislanmak istemedigim i¢in durumu oldugu gibi kabul ederdim.

Yapma ihtimalim: %

Ust yonetime bu konuyu dile getirirdim.

Yapma ihtimalim: %

Is yerimde bu konu ile ilgili soru sormaktan ve karsit fikirler sunmaktan
cekinirim.

Yapma ihtimalim: %

Bu durumu herkesin yaninda elestiririm.

Yapma ihtimalim: %

Sirket yonetimini bu konuda sorgulamam.

Yapma ihtimalim: %

Sirket politikalarini sorgulamaktan ¢ekinirim.

Yapma ihtimalim: %

Bu konuya iligkin elestirilerimi diger caligma arkadaslarimin yaninda agikga
paylasirim.

Yapma ihtimalim: %

Bu konularda alinan kararlara katilmadigimda bu durumu y6neticime séylemem.
Yapma ihtimalim: %
Diger is arkadaslarimla bu sirketteki bu islerin yapilis sekline iliskin duygularimi

paylasirim.
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21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

Yapma ihtimalim: %

Bu konuda alinan kararlar1 sorgulamak istedigimde bu durumu ydneticilerimle

konusurum.

Yapma ihtimalim: %

Sirketimi bu konularda baskalarinin yaninda elestirmem.

Yapma ihtimalim: %

Bu konulardaki yetersizlikleri gidermek i¢in yoneticilere dnerilerde bulunurum.

Yapma ihtimalim: %

Yonetimle bu konuda anlasamadigimizi kendileriyle paylasmam.

Yapma ihtimalim: %

Is arkadaslarima bu konularda adil davranilmadigina inandigimda bunu yonetime

iletirim.

Yapma ihtimalim: %
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H: TURKISH SUMMARY/ TURKCE OZET

1. Giris

Sosyal psikoloji alan yazinindaki eski ¢alismalar daha ¢ok uyum c¢alismalarina
odaklanmigtir. Ornegin Asch (1951)’in uyum deneyi ¢alismasinda oldugu gibi grup
tiyelerinin uyuma yonlendigi ve uyumun olduk¢a dogal bir tepki oldugu iizerinde
durulmustur. Bireylerin farkli diistiniip farkli davranmak isteseler bile yine de uyum
sagladiklari ¢iinkii uyum gostermenin ¢ogunluk tarafindan arzulanan ve kabul edilen
davranig oldugu iddia edilmistir (Asch. 1966). Hatta diger insanlara zarar vermenin
s6z konusu oldugu durumlarda bile bireylerin uymay1 sectigini gozlemlenmistir
(Milgram. 1963). Diger taraftan uyum gostermemeyi segen insanlarin topluma
zararli olabilecegini agiklayan g¢alismalar da yapilmistir (Becker. 1963). Becker
(1963)’ a gore uyum gostermek toplumsal diizeni korumay1 amacladigi i¢in dogru

olan davranistir. uyum gostermemek ise glivenilmez olmak anlamina gelmektedir.

1.1. Sosyal Kimlik Kavram ve Uyum

Sosyal kimlik bir bireyin grup aidiyetinden beslenerek olusturdugu kimlik algisidir.
Yani bireyler ait olduklar1 ve duygusal bag kurduklari sosyal gruplari ben
kavramlarina dahil ederler ve kendileri tamimlarken sosyal grup tyeliklerini bu
tamima dahil ederler (Tajfel & Turner. 1979). Bu sosyal gruplar; aile. arkadas
gruplar1. calisma ekibi. hobi gruplari gibi gruplar olabilir.

Sosyal kimlik kavramindan tiiremis olan kendini siniflandirma teorisine gore
bireyler kendilerini ait olduklari grup ve grubun oOzellikleriyle ozdeslestirirler
(Turner ve digerleri. 1987). Ait olduklar1 grubun 6zelliklerini tasiyarak ve disartya
yansitarak kendi gruplarini 6n plana ¢ikarmak ve diger gruplardan kendilerini farkl
gostermek isterler (Hogg ve Reid. 2006). Bireyler grubun 6zelliklerini kendi benlik
kavramlarina kattiklar1 kisiliksizlesme siirecine girerler. Bu siiregle birlikte. grubun
diger liyelerinin davranis ve diislincelerine adapte olur. kendilerini bir nevi bastan

yaratir ve grubun bir prototipi haline gelirler (Turner ve digerleri. 1987).
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Grup iiyelerinin birer prototipe doniismesi sonucu grup normlar1 olugur (Turner.
1991). Bu normlar aslinda. grup liyelerinin ortak olarak sahip oldugu degerlerin.
diistincelerin. duygularin ve davraniglarin bir yansimasidir. Bireyler girdikleri grupla
Ozdesleserek grupca paylasilan degerler ve grubun 6&zellikleri dogrultusunda
kendilerini insa eder. Dolayisiyla sosyal kimliklerine uygun olarak bireyler.
kisiliksizlesme ve kendini siniflandirma siiregleri dolayisiyla birer prototip haline
gelirken aslinda grubun normlarina uyum gostermektedirler. Bu sebeple sosyal

kimligin uyuma neden oldugu séylenebilir.

Terry. Hogg ve White (1996)’1n ¢alismasina gore grup liyeleri ve grubun normlari
arasindaki iliskiyi 6zdeslesme seviyesi diizenler. Ozdeslesmesi diisiik olan grup
iiyelerine kiyasla 0Ozdeslesmesi yiiksek olan iiyeler normlara daha ¢ok
uymaktadirlar. Astrom ve Rise (2001)’in de yaptigi ¢alisma da paralel sonuglar
tasimaktadir. Grup tyelerinin grup aidiyetleri eger benlik kavramlarinda az bir yer
kapliyorsa. bu tiyelerin grup normlarindan ziyade kendi kisisel tercihlerini 6n planda

bulundurup daha az uyum gosterdigi kanitlanmistir.
1.2 Norm Catismasi1 ve Muhalefet

Normatif ¢atigsma grup iiyelerinin grubun spesifik bir normuna katilmadiklar1 zaman
hissettikleri rahatsizlik anlamina gelmektedir (Merton. 1968; Warren.2003).

Normatif catigmalar kaynaklarina ve sebeplerine gore ¢esitlilik gosterebilir.

Farkl1 gesitteki normlar norm ¢atigsmasina sebep olabilir. Crane ve Platow (2010)’a
gore bir grubun mevcut durumu ve ideal durumu arasindaki farkliliklar norm
catigmasina sebebiyet verebilir. Baz1 grup liyeleri bdyle bir durumda gruplarinin
kendi standardini karsilamadigini ve basarisizlik gosterdigini diislinerek rahatsizlik
hissedebilir. Bazen de norm ¢atismasi grubun bir normunun Kisinin bir degeri ile

uyumsuzluk gostermesinden kaynaklanabilir (Cooley. 1902).

Packer (2009) farkli norm catismalarmi diisiinerek 6zdeslesme seviyesinin norm
catismasi ile iligkili oldugunu ima etmistir. Grup 6zdeslesmesi yiiksek olan grup

tiyelerinin benlik kavramlarinda gruplarimin 6nemli bir yer tutmasindan Otiird
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gruplarinin iyiligini isterler (Haslam ve digerleri. 2006). Gruplarinin iyiligi onlarin
kendi 6z benlik algilarini da iyilestirecektir. Bu sebeple 6zdeslesmesi yiiksek iiyeler.
grubun ideal durumu ve mevcut durumu arasindaki bosluktan kaynakli olarak norm
catismasi hissedebilirler (Packer. 2009). Packer (2009) ayrica grup 6zdeslesmesi
yiiksek olan tiyelerin kolektif amaglar1 6n plana aldigin1 ve 6zdeslesmesi diisiik olan

tiyelerin ise bireysel ¢ikarlarini gozettiklerini 6ne stirer.

Grup 6zdeslesmesi hem yiiksek hem diisiik iiyelerin farkli sebeplerle olsa da norm
catigmas1 yasamasinin miimkiin oldugu sdylenebilir. Bu sebeple. uyum gdstermenin
her iki grup icin de zor olacagi zamanlar olabilir. Onceki ¢aligmalarda uyum
gostermenin yiiksek grup 6zdeslesmesi olan bireylere 6zgii oldugunu iddia edilse de
Packer (2008) bu savi1 ¢iiriitecek ¢alismalar yapmistir. Gelistirdigi normatif ¢atigma
modeliyle muhalif davranigi segen iiyelerin de aslinda 6zdeslesmesi yiiksek olan
tiyeler olabilecegini géz Oniine sermistir. Normatif ¢atisma modeline gore. grup
0zdeslesmesi yliksen olan kisiler. grup normunun gruba zarar verdigini diisiiniirlerse

gruplarinin iyiligi i¢in muhalif davranis gosterebilirler (Packer. 2008).

Normatif ¢atisma modeli muhalif davranisi iki degisken iizerinden agiklar: norm
catismast ve grup Ozdeslesmesi. Grup Ozdeslesmesi yiiksek olan grup iiyeleri
yasadiklar1 norm ¢atigsmasi diisiikken sadik bir sekilde uyum gosterirler. Ancak.
hissettikleri norm catigmasi yiiksek ise grubun iyiligini gozeterek muhalif davranisi
secerler. Grup 6zdeslesmesi diisiik bireyler ise norm ¢atismasi diisiik ise stratejik bir
sekilde uyum gosterir veya pasif bir sekilde uyumsuzluk gosterirler. Yasadiklar
norm catigsmasi yiiksek oldugunda ise 6zdeslesmesi diisiik bireyler gruptan bireysel

cikarlari igin uzaklasirlar (Packer ve digerleri. 2014).

Gutworth ve Dahling (2013). Packer (2008)’in normatif ¢atisma modelinin orgiitsel
bir ortamda da uygulanabilecegini gostermistir. Packer (2008)’in saviyla dogru
orantil1 bir sekilde drgiitteki 6zdeslesmesi yiiksek bireyler de yliksek norm ¢atigmasi
hissettiklerinde muhalif davranmislardir. Orgiitsel 6zdeslesmenin de tipki sosyal

grup Ozdeslesmesi gibi bireyin orgiitle bag kurup kendini ait hissetmesi anlamina
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geldigi ve bireyin kim oldugu sorusunun cevabini bulmasina hizmet ettigi igin bu

calismada grup 6zdeslesmesi ile orgiitsel 6zdeslesme ayni tutulacaktir.

Muhalif davranisi etkileyen norm catismasi ve 6zdeslesme seviyesinin yani sira
baska faktorler de olabilir. Orgiitsel 6zdeslesme tek bir boyuttan olusan bir yapi
olmadig1 gibi ¢ok ¢esitli kaynaklardan meydana gelebilir. Bu ¢esitli kaynaklar grup
tiyelerinin algisini ve motivasyonunda farkliliga yol agabilir; hatta muhalif davranig

da etkileyebilir.

1.3. Orgiitsel Ozdeslesmenin Cok Boyutlulugu ve Orgiitsel Ozdeslesme
Odagimmin Normatif Catismas1 Modeli ‘ndeki Diizenleyici Etkisi

Orgiitsel 6zdeslesme ¢ok boyutlu bir yapidir (Ashmore. Deaux. Mclaughlin. and
Volpe. 2004). Tek bir kaynaktan ziyade ¢ok cesitli kaynaklardan olusabilir. Ornegin
bazi ¢alisanlarin 6zdeslesme kaynag birlikte calistiklar1 ekip olabilirken bazi grup
tiyelerinin 6zdeslesme kaynagi yoneticileri. sirketin kendisi veya meslekleri olabilir
(Ashfort & Mael. 2006). Ellemers. Gilder ve van den Heuvel (1998) 6zdeslesme
kaynaklar1 farkli olan grup fyelerinin oOrgiitsel davraniglarinda farkliliklar
bulmustur. Ornegin; is tatmini orgiitsel 6zdeslesmesi yiiksek olan iiyelerde daha
yiiksek iken takim 6zdeslesmesi yiiksek olan iiyelerde ¢alisma saatlerinin daha fazla
oldugu goriiliir. Sonuglara gore Ozdeslesme kaynag farkli olan tyelerin

motivasyonlari ve davraniglar: farklilik gosterebilir.

Orgiitsel muhalif davranis ile iiyelerin motivasyonel oryantasyonlari arasinda iliski
olduguna dair iddialar bulunmaktadir (Blader ve digerleri. 2017). Blader ve ¢alisma
arkadaglarina gore iki farkli motivasyonel oryantasyon vardir: iligskisel motivasyonel
oryantasyon ve organizasyonun iyiligi motivasyonel oryantasyon. iliskisel
motivasyonel oryantasyon. sirket aidiyeti tizerinden aidiyet ihtiyacini karsilamak ve
orgiit icerisindeki iliskilerden beslenmek ve iliski odakli olmak ile ilgilidir.
Organizasyonun iyiligi motivasyonal oryantasyonu ise orgiitlin iyiligini giiderek ve
orgiitiin daha basarili olmasina hizmet ederek bireyin kendi benlik kavramini olumlu
iligkilendirmesi ile alakalidir. Dolayisiyla iliski motivasyonel oryantasyonuna sahip

tyeler uyum gostermeyi tercih ederken organizasyonun iyiligi motivasyonel
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oryantasyona sahip tiyeler Orgiitlerini daha basarili kilmak adma muhalif

davranmay1 segerler (Blader ve digerleri. 2017).

Taylor ve Curtis (2009)’un yapmis oldugu bilgi ucurma c¢alismasit da muhalif
davranigi belirleyen farktorlerden birinin 6zdeslesme odagi oldugunu gosterir. Bu
caligmaya gore lyelerin 6zdeslesme odagi oOrgiite yaklasip takimdan uzaklastikca

muhalif davranista bulunmaya daha meyillidirler.

Gegmis calismalar muhalif davranis. norm c¢atismasi ve grup Ozdeslesmesi
arasindaki iliskiyi ortaya koymustur. Ilaveten. drgiitsel 6zdeslesme odag1 ve muhalif
davranig arasindaki iliskiyi analiz eden c¢alismalar da mevcuttur. Ancak. alan
yazininda dogrudan norm catismasi ve Orglitsel O0zdeslesme arasindaki iligkiye
odaklanan bir ¢alismaya rastlanamamis ve norm catismast ile muhalif davranis
arasindaki iliskiyi Orgiitsel 6zdeslesme odaginin diizenleyip diizenlemedigine dair

bir bosluk vardir.
1.4. Cahismaya Genel Bakis

Bu caligma. orgiitsel muhalif davranis ve norm catismasi arasindaki iliskideki
orgiitsel 0zdeslesme kaynagiin diizenleyici roliinii arastirmaktadir. Bu iliski ¢
farkli diizenleyici degisken kullanilarak analiz edilmistir. Bagimli degisken muhalif
davranis. bagimsiz degisken norm catigmasi iken sirasiyla; meslek 6zdeslesmesi.

orgiit 6zdeslesmesi ve takim 6zdeslemesi diizenleyici degisken olarak incelenmistir.
2. Yontem
2.1 Katithhmeilar

Bu calismaya toplamda 262 kisi katilmistir. Farkli sirketlerde calisan 16 kisi.
yonetsel pozisyonlarda c¢alisan 14 kisi. kayip veriden dolayr 15 kisi ve ug
degerlerden dolay1 2 kisinin cevaplar1 ¢calismadan ¢ikarildiktan sonra geriye kalan
ayni sirkette calisan 215 kisinin cevaplariyla analizler yapilmistir. Katilimcilarin
%72’sini  erkekler olusturmaktadir. Katilimcilarin yas ortalamasi 31. ortalama

kidemleri 8 yil. ortalama sirket kidemleri 4 yildir.
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2.2. islem

Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Etik Komisyonu'ndan izin almarak bir sirket

igerisinde duyuru sonucu goniillii olan calisanlara anket linki gonderilmistir.
2.3. Olcekler
2.3.1. Orgiitsel 6zdeslesme odag 6lcegi

Mael ve Ashfort (2002) tarafindan gelistirilen orgiitsel 6zdeslesme odak Glgeginin
ayni 4 maddesi 3 farkli 6zdeslesme odagina adapte edilerek kullanilmistir. Maddeler
su sekildedir: “XXX ile gurur duyuyorum.”.” XXX benim i¢in 6nemli.”. “Birisi
XXX’i évdiigii zaman bana iltifat edilmis gibi hissediyorum.” ve “Insanlarm XXX
hakkinda ne diisiindiiglinii umursarim.” XXX yazan yere sirketin adi. meslegim ve
ekibim kelimeleri getirilerek bu 4 soru 3 farkli sekilde sorulmustur. Katilimcilar
cevaplandirirken 1 (en diisiik) ve. 7 (en fazla) arasinda 71i Likert 6l¢egi tizerinden
secim yapmuslardir. Olgegin i¢ tutarlk katsayilar1 meslek. sirket ve ekip

0zdeslesmesi i¢in sirastyla .80. .89. .88 olarak hesaplanmustir.
2.3.2. Norm catismasi

Sirkette daha once yapilan “Great Place to Work™ c¢alismasinda (Marrewijk.
2004) sirketin ¢gogunlugunu rahatsiz ettigi diigiiniilen bir norm segilerek senaryo
formatina doniistiiriildii: “Farz edin ki sirketinizde asagida okuyacaginiz senaryo
oldukca sik karsilagilan. XXX’in geneline yayilmis bir durumdur: Sirketinizde
isglicii planlamasi. gorev dagilimi ve koordinasyon 1iyi c¢aligmamaktadir.
Projelere. teslim tarihlerine uygun adam / saat planlamasi. kisilere delegasyonu

ve kontrolii saglikl bir sekilde yapilmamaktadir.”

Senaryonun ardindan normun gergekg¢iligini ve normun yaratti§i rahatsizlig
Olcen ikiser sorudan toplamda dort soru soruldu. Sorulara 6rnek olarak: “Bu
durumla ne kadar sik karsilasmaktasiniz?” ve “Bu durum sizi ne kadar rahatsiz

etmektedir?”. Katilimcilar dort soruyu da 1 (hi¢) ve 7 (cok fazla) olacak sekilde
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7li Likert olgegi iizerinden cevaplandirdi. Norm c¢atismasi bu doért maddenin

ortalamasi alinarak hesaplandi.
2.3.3 Orgiitsel muhalefet

Alan yazmindaki iki farkli muhalefet 6lgeginden faydalanilarak 25 maddelik bir
Ol¢ek kullanildi. Tiim maddeler norm catismasi igin kullanilan senaryoya adapte
edildi.

Katilimcilar sorulart yiizde 1 (Asla yapmazdim) ile yiizde 100 (Kesinlikle yapardim)

skalas1 iizerinden cevaplandirdi.

Oncelikle Kassing (2000)’in revize edilmis olan ve Dagli (2005) tarafindan Tiirkce’
ye cevrilmis olan Orgiitsel muhalefet 6l¢eginden 12 madde. Yakin (2018)’in
calismasindan 13 madde alinarak 25 madde olusturuldu. Muhalif davranis1 6lgen 12
soru su sekildeydi: “Ekiptekilere bu durumu dogru bulmadigimi sdylerdim.”.
“Yoneticimle bu konu hakkinda konusurdum. 25 maddeden 13 tanesi uyumu 6lgen
sorulardr ve 6l¢imleme igin ters kodlandilar. Bu sorulara 6rnek: “Sirket i¢inde nasil
karsilanacagini  bilmedigim i¢in bu konuyu a¢cmazdim”. “Cikinti olarak
algilanmamak i¢in rahatsiz olsam bile bdliim toplantisinda bu konu ile ilgili sessiz

kalirdim.”
2.4.4 Demografik bilgiler

Katilimcilara hangi sirkette c¢alismakta olduklari. yaslari. cinsiyetleri. sirket
kidemleri. toplam kidemleri ve ekiplerindeki kisi sayis1 soruldu. Ek olarak yonetsel
bir pozisyonda c¢alisip c¢aligmadiklar1 ve yoOneticilerinden ne kadar memnun
olduklar1 soruldu. Ayrica orgiitsel muhalefet 6lgegindeki muhalif davraniglarda
gecmiste ne kadar bulunduklar1 soruldu. Katilimcilar bu soruyu 1 (Hig) ile 7 (Cok

fazla) 7°1i Likert 6lcegi lizerinden cevaplandirdilar.
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3. Bulgular
3.1. Veri Incelemesi ve On Analizler

Calismada kullanilan degiskenler arasindaki iligkiyi belirlemek {izere yapilan
Pearson Carpim Moment analizi sonucunda norm c¢atismasi ve muhalif davranis
arasinda pozitif yonde bir iligki saptanmistir. Ayrica gecmiste Orgiitsel muhalefet
yaptigin1 sdyleyen katilimcilar bu calismada da gegmiste oOrgiitsel muhalefet

yapmadigini sdyleyen calisanlara kiyasla daha muhalif bulunmustur.

Yonetici memnuniyeti hem ekip hem meslek hem de organizasyon 6zdeslesmesi ile
iligkilidir. Norm ¢atismasi ve yOnetici memnuniyeti arasindaki iligski ise negatif

yondedir.

Her tli¢ 6zdeslesme kaynagi da birbiriyle iligkilidir; meslek 6zdeslesmesi hem o6rgiit

hem takim 6zdeslesmesi ile pozitif yonde iliskidedir.
3.2. Diizenleyici Degiskenlerin incelenmesi

ROCESS Makro 4.3 versiyonu ve 1. Model kullanilarak gergeklestirilen ii¢
moderasyon analizi yapilmigtir. Her ii¢ analizde de bagimsiz degisken norm
catismasi. bagimli degisken muhalif davranigs olarak hesaplanirken moderator
sirastyla meslek. orgilit ve ekip 6zdeslesmesidir. Her bir analiz yapilirken diger

orglitsel 6zdeslesme odaklar1 kontrol degiskeni olarak hesaplanmustir.

Norm catigsmast ve muhalif davranig arasindaki iligkiyi meslek 06zdeslesmesi
diizenlemektedir. Meslek 6zdeslesmesi diisiikken norm ¢atismasit ve muhalif
davranig arasinda bir iliski goriilmezken meslek 6zdeslesmesi orta seviye ve yiiksek

iken. bu iligki gligliidiir.

Norm catismast ve muhalif davranig arasindaki iligkiyi oOrgiit 6zdeslesmesi
diizenlemektedir. Orgiit 6zdeslemesi orta ve yiiksek seviyedeyken muhalif davranis
ve norm ¢atigmasi arasindaki iligki anlamhidir; 6rgiit 6zdeslesmesi yiikseldikge bu

iliski de gii¢lenir.
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Norm c¢atismas1t ve muhalif davramis arasindaki iliskide ekip 06zdeslemesinin

diizenleyici bir rolii bulunamamustir.
4. Tartisma

Bu c¢alismanin katkisi 6zdeslesme odagimin. norm catigmasi ve muhalif davranig
arasindaki iliski iizerindeki diizenleyici etkisini 6lgmek olmustur. Onceki ¢alismalar
norm ¢atigmasinin ve orgiitsel aidiyet odaginin ayr1 ayr1 muhalif davranis tizerindeki
etkisi ilizerine calismistir ancak norm catismasi ve muhalif davranis arasindaki

iliskide 6zdeslesme odaginin diizenleyici etkisini analiz eden ilk ¢alisma olmustur.

Calismanin sonuglarina gore hem meslek hem 6rgiit 6zdeslesmesi norm catigmasi ve
muhalif davranis arasindaki iliskiyi diizenlemektedir. Orgiit 6zdeslesmesi de meslek
0zdeslesmesi de orta ve yiiksek seviyedeyken norm g¢atigmasi ve muhalif davranis
arasindaki iliski ¢ok giiclii ve pozitif yondedir. Diger yandan. takim 6zdeslesmesinin
norm catismast ve muhalif davranig arasindaki iliskide diizenleyici etkisi

bulunamamastir.

Taylor ve Curtis (2009)’in ¢alismalarina gére muhalif davranis ¢esidi olan bilgi
ucurma ile 6zdeslesme odagi arasinda iliski bulunmustur. Ancak bu g¢alismada

0zdeslesme odag1 ve muhalif davranis arasinda bir iliski bulunamamustir.

Norm catigmasi ile hem oOrgiit 6zdeslesmesi hem de meslek 6zdeslesmesi arasinda
anlamli bir iliski bulunamamis ancak norm c¢atigmasi ile ekip 6zdeslesmesi arasinda

anlamli ve negatif yonde bir iligki bulunmustur.

Calismanin en 6nemli bulgusu meslek 6zdeslesmesi ve orgiit 6zdeslesmesinin. norm
catismast ve muhalif davranis arasindaki iligkiyi diizenleyici etkisi varken. takim
ozdeslesmesinin bu iliskide diizenleyici etkisi yoktur. Ozdeslesme odaklarinin
diizenleyici etkileri arasindaki farkin kaynagi amag¢ yaklasimi olabilir. Packer ve
Miner (2014)’e gore bireyler muhalif davranmaya veya uymaya karar verirken kar
ve zararlar1 dlgiip bir tiir karar verme siirecinden gegerler. Uyeler hem diisiik norm
catismast hem de yiiksek norm catismasi yasadiklari bu karar verme siireci sonrasi
muhalif davranmaya veya uymaya yonlenirler. Takim 6zdeslesmesi yiiksek olan
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tyeler diger iiyelere gore iliskileri 6n planda tutarlar. Sosyal izolasyondan ve
diglanmaktan korkmaya meyillidirler. Dolayisiyla karar verme siirecinde muhalif
davranigin beraberinde getirebilecegi dislanma ve cezalandirilma (Deutsch &
Gerard. 1955) takim 6zdeslesmesi yiiksek liyelere diger iiyelere kiyasla daha yiiksek
bir zarar gibi gelebilir. Dolayisiyla zarar1 biiyiikk algilayip yasadiklar1 norm
catismasindan bagimsiz muhalif davranigtan kagmabilirler. Ayrica takim
0zdeslesmesi yiiksek insanlarin norm c¢atigmasina sebep olan kaynak kisilerle olan
yakinliklar1 ve dolayisiyla norm c¢atismasini diger liyelere gore az algiliyor
olmalarina neden olabilir. Mesmer ve Viswesvaran (2005) norm c¢atigsmasi
kaynagimna yakin olan ¢alisanlarin muhalif davranma istediginin azalabilecegini
iddia eder. Dolayisiyla ¢alismanin sonucu ile paralel olarak; takim 6zdeslesmesi
yilksek calisanlar daha az norm c¢atismasi yasiyor olabilirler. Diger yandan
yoneticileri ile iligkileri daha iyi olan ¢alisanlar daha ¢ok muhalif olmaya egilimlidir
(Mesver and Viswesvaran. 2005). Bu sebeple norm ¢atigsmasi diger iiyelere kiyasla
diisiik olsa da takim Ozdeslemesi yiiksek tyeler muhalif davranmay:1 tercih

edebilirler.

Kidem ile muhalif davranig arasinda iligski kurulamamistir. Near ve Miceli (2012)’ye
gore yast ve kidemi az olan sirket calisanlar1 daha muhaliftir. Grant (2017) de eski
calisanlarin  sirketteki normlara alismalar1 ve korlesmeleri nedeniyle yeni
calisanlarin eski ¢alisanlara gore daha muhalif olabilecegini belirtmistir. Bir taraftan
tam tersi goriisler de vardir. Mesmer ve Viswesvaran (2005) ise organizasyonda
statiisii daha yliksek olan kidemli c¢alisanlarin sirket icinde daha giivenilir
olmalarindan dolayr kolay muhalif davranabilecekleri i¢in yeni calisanlara gore
daha fazla muhalif olduklarin1 iddia etmektedir. Dolayisiyla bu ¢alismada kidem.
yas ile muhalif davranmis arasinda iligki bulunamamasiin sebebi tiim bu savlara

dayaniyor olabilir.
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4.1. Cahismanin Giiclii Yanlari ve Simirhhiklar:

Calismada ge¢miste de muhalif davrandigini sdyleyen calisanlar bu c¢alismada da
mubhalif davranacaklarini iletmiglerdir Dolayisiyla bu iligki ¢alismanin sonuglarinin

gercekei oldugunu desteklemektedir.

Muhalif davranist etkileyen bir bagka faktor de sirket kiiltiiriidiir; bazi sirketler
aciklik. inovasyon ve degisimi 6nem verdikleri i¢in muhalif davranis1 desteklerler.
Ancak bazi sirketler de kurallar1 ve stiregleri 6n plana koyar ve muhalif davranisi
cezalandirirlar (Blanton ve Christie. 2003). Tiim katilimcilar tek bir sirket ¢alisani

olduklart i¢in girket kiiltiiriiniin ¢aligmaya olan etkisi sinirlandirtlmistir.

Calismanin sinirliliklarindan  biri; c¢alismada kullanilan orgiitsel  6zdeslesme
odaginin ¢alismada toplanilan veri ile uyumsuz olmasidir. Meslek 6zdeslesmesi ve

orgiit 6zdeslesmesi arasinda ayrim yeterli bir sekilde saglanamamustir.

Norm catigmasi konsepti ve 6lgegi kokli bir alan yazinina sahip olmadig: i¢in norm
catismasinda kullanilan dlgek de calismanin sinirhiliklar arasindadir. Olgegin i¢

tutarlilik kat sayis1 .63 tiir.
4.2. Tleriye Yénelik Oneriler

Norm ¢atigmasi1 ve Orglitsel 6zdeslesme odagi arasindaki iliskiyi aydinlatacak bir
calisma yapilabilir. Bu ¢alismada tek bir senaryo kullanildig i¢in bu iligski i¢in
yeterli bir veri saglanamamustir. Ileriki ¢alismalar 6zdeslesme odaklari ile norm

catismasi gesitleri arasindaki iliskiyi analiz edebilir.

Bu c¢alismada muhalif davranigin tiirlerine inilmemis tek bir boyut olarak
bakilmistir. Bu calisma muhalif davranis ile oOrglitsel 6zdeslesme arasinda iliski
bulamamisken Taylor ve Curtis (2009) bilgi ugurma ve muhalif davranis arasinda
iligki bulmustur. Dolayisiyla orgiitsel muhalif davranislarinin tiirlerine bakilarak
orglitsel 0Ozdeslesme odaklart ve muhalif davranis ¢esidi arasindaki iligki

incelenebilir.
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