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ABSTRACT

THE MODERATING EFFECT OF PERCEIVED SITUATIONAL STRENGTH ON
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE DARK TRIAD AND
COUNTERPRODUCTIVE WORK BEHAVIORS

Kogoglu, Oykii
M.Sc., Department of Psychology

Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Yonca Toker

January 2020, 110 pages

Counterproductive Work Behaviors (CWBs) can be defined as intentional and
harmful behaviors of employees that are against the organization, members of the
organization or both. The literature provides a link between CWBs and the Dark
Triad personality traits which consist of three antagonistic traits: Machiavellianism,
narcissism, and psychopathy. Individuals who are high on the Dark Triad
characteristics engage in more deviant workplace behaviors than their non-dark
themed counterparts. It was hypothesized that situational strength, which inhibits and
shapes people’s behaviors and thus minimizes individual differences in displayed
behaviors, moderates the relationship between the Dark Triad characteristics and
CWBs. This study used six facets (clarity, consistency, constraints, consequences,
group norms, performance monitoring) to assess situational strength and two facets
(interpersonal and organizational) to assess CWBs. Moderation analysis results
partially supported the hypothesis as situational strength moderated specific the Dark
Triad and CWB relationships. More specifically, group norms moderated all three
Dark Triad traits and interpersonal CWB relationship, and the relationship between
psychopathy and organizational CWB. Clarity moderated these three traits and
organizational CWB relationship. In addition, consistency moderated organizational
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CWRB?’s association with Machiavellianism and psychopathy.

Keywords: Counterproductive Work Behavior, Machiavellianism, Narcissism,

Psychopathy, Situational Strength



0z

DURUMSAL KUVVETIN KARANLIK UCLU KiSILIK OZELLIKLERI VE
URETKENLIK KARSITI IS DAVRANISLARI ARASINDAKI MODERASYON
ETKISi

Kogoglu, Oykii
Yiiksek Lisans, Psikoloji Bolimii

Tez Yéneticisi: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Yonca Toker

Ocak 2020, 110 sayfa

Uretkenlik karsiti davramslar; kuruma, kurumun iiyelerine veya her ikisine karsi
calisanlarin kasith ve zararli davramslari olarak tanimlanabilir. Karanlik Uglii
(Makyavelizm, narsisizm, psikopati) kisilik 6zelliklerine sahip calisanlarin karanlik
olmayan meslektaslarindan daha fazla iiretkenlik karsit1 is davraniglar sergiledikleri
bilinmektedir. Bununla birlikte, durumsal kuvvet kavrami, durumlarin insanlarin
davraniglarini nasil engelleyebilecegi veya sekillendirebilecegi fikrini ifade eder ve
bu sayede sergilenen davranislar agisindan bireysel farkliliklar en aza indirilir. Bu
calismada durumsal kuvvetin Karanlik Uglii kisilik 6zellikleri ve iiretkenlik karsit1 is
davraniglar1 arasindaki iliskideki diizenleyici etkisi arastirilmistir. Durumsal kuvveti
Olciimlemek adina alt1 faktor (aciklik, tutarlilik, kisitlamalar, sonuglar, grup normlart,
performans izleme) ve iiretkenlik karsitt davranislar1 dlglimlemek adina iki faktor
(kisiler aras1 ve oOrgiitsel) kullanilmistir. Analiz sonuglar1 hipotezleri kismen
dogrulamistir; durumsal kuvvet, baz1 karanlik kisilik 6zellikleri ve tiretkenlik karsitt
is davranislar arasinda diizenleyici etkiye sahiptir. Daha spesifik olarak, performans
izleme, ii¢ karanlik kisilik 6zelligi ve kisiler arasi iiretkenlik karsit1 is davraniglarim

diizenlerken; aciklik, bu ii¢ 6zellik ile orgiite kars1 olan davranislar1 diizenlemistir.
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Ayni1 zamanda, tutarlilik, Makyavelizm ve oOrgiitsel tiretkenlik karsiti is davranislari
ile olan iliskiyi diizenlerken; tutarlilik ve grup normlari psikopati ve Orgiitsel

tiretkenlik karsit1 is davranislar ile olan iligkiyi diizenlemistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Durumsal Kuvvet, Makyavelizm, Narsizm, Psikopati,

Uretkenlik Karsit1 Is Davranislart
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview

Examining the relationship between individual characteristics and work behavior
has been a major interest for the area of Industrial and Organizational Psychology
(Gruys & Sackett, 2003). For example, understanding this relationship helps
organizations to structure their selection system based on desirable work behaviors.
Work behaviors can be explained as what employees do and say at the workplace
(Hiriyappa, 2008). Those behaviors are important for organizations as they can be
either beneficial or harmful for the organization. More recently, both researchers’
and practitioners’ interest for work behavior has been shifted into undesirable and
harmful ones. In the literature, there are different names for these undesirable
behaviors such as antisocial behavior, counterproductive work behavior, employee
deviance, organizational misbehavior, and workplace aggression (Sulea, Maricutoiu,
Zaborila, Dumitru, & Pitariu, 2010). This paper will focus on and use the name of
counterproductive work behaviors.

There are antagonistic traits that are positively correlated with
counterproductive work behaviors in the literature. Three of them are
Machiavellianism, narcissism and psychopathy which are correlated with each other
and form the concept of the Dark Triad. There are several studies showing the
positive relationship between the Dark Triad malevolent personality traits and
counterproductive work behaviors (e.g., O’Boyle, Forsyth, Banks, & McDaniel,
2012; DeShong, Grant, & Mullins-Sweatt, 2015). Such undesirable behaviors can be
predicted by using personality assessments. ldentification of moderating variables
can add explanatory power to the association between personality and
counterproductive work behaviors. The expression of personality is affected by
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situational variables (Mischel, 1977) which acts as a moderator in the personality-
behavior relationship (Martinko, Gundlach & Douglas, 2002; Meyer, Dalal, &
Bonaccio, 2009). If situational variables are powerful, they create a strong situation
which eliminates the influences of individual differences by limiting expressions of a
person’s personality in terms of acts and behaviors (Meyer & Dalal, 2009).
Therefore, the impact of personality and individual differences on behaviors would
be lowest in strong situations (Maall & Ziegler, 2017). The present study’s aim is to
investigate the moderating effect of situational strength on the associations between

the dark triad personality traits and counterproductive work behaviors.

1.2 Counterproductive Work Behavior

Counterproductive Work Behavior (hereafter CWB) can be defined as
intentional and harmful behaviors of employees that are against the organization,
members of the organization or both. According to Robinson and Bennett (1995), a
behavior is deviant when “organization’s customs, policies, or internal regulations
are violated by an individual or a group that may jeopardize the well-being of the
organization or its citizens”. Gruys and Sackett (2003) explained that there were
studies investigating employee theft, sabotage, poor quality of work, and
absenteeism conducted in the early 1980s, yet these studies did not examine CWBS,
rather they looked at these behaviors as individual and separate acts. Some other
forms of CWBs are aggression toward others, spreading rumors, favoritism,
harassment, violence, bullying, misuse of time and resources, unsafe behavior,
inappropriate verbal or physical action and the like. According to Bennett and
Robinson (2000), organizations pay billions of dollars because of CWABs.
Accordingly, 75 percent of employees have at least engaged in one of absenteeism,
computer fraud, embezzlement, sabotage, theft and vandalism (Robinson & Bennett,
1995). Also, employees who are the target of the deviant behavior are more likely to
quit their jobs (Giacalone & Greenberg, 1997). In addition, they suffer from

problems related to stress, show less productivity, and lost work time (Henle, 2005).
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In terms of the categorization of CWB, Gruys and Sackett (2003) on the one
hand suggested two categories; interpersonal-organizational CWB and task-relevant
CWAB. They split these dimensions into 11 different sub-groups which are theft and
related behavior, destruction of property, misuse of information, misuse of time and
resources, unsafe behavior, poor attendance, poor quality work, alcohol use, drug
use, inappropriate verbal actions, and inappropriate physical actions. On the other
hand, Spector, Fox, Penney, Bruursema, Goh, and Kessler (2006) divided CWBs into
five dimensions which are abuse against others, production deviance, sabotage, theft,
and withdrawal.

In addition, Robinson and Bennett (1995) made a typology for deviant
workplace behavior. This typology has two dimensions; one is minor versus serious
and the other one is organizational versus interpersonal. First one (minor-serious) is a
quantitative distinction and it indicates the severity of the deviant behavior (Bennett
& Robinson, 2000). For example, while leaving early is a minor deviant behavior,
stealing from the company is a serious one. Second one is the interpersonal-
organizational one and it makes a qualitative distinction indicating the type of the
deviant behavior in terms of whether it is directed at the organization or a member of
the organization (Bennett & Robinson, 2000). Organizational deviance (CWB-O)
includes, but is not limited to, leaving early, coming to work late without permission,
taking too long breaks, theft, sabotage, working intentionally slow, putting little
effort into work (Robinson & Bennett, 1995). Interpersonal deviance (CWB-I)
indicates behaviors directed at individuals within the organization and those acts
include, but are not limited to, favoritism, playing mean pranks, gossiping about co-
workers, arguing, stealing from co-workers, making fun of others, harassment, verbal
abuse, acting rudely, and physical aggression.

This two dimensional chart split deviant work behaviors into four: minor
CWB-I (political deviance), serious CWB-I (personal aggression), minor CWB-O
(production deviance), and serious CWB-O (property deviance). Political deviance
includes showing favoritism, gossiping about co-workers, blaming co-workers and

competing non-beneficially. Personal aggression includes sexual harassment, verbal
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abuse, stealing from co-workers and endangering co-workers. Production deviance
includes leaving early, taking excessive breaks, intentionally working slow, and
wasting resources. Property deviance includes sabotaging equipment, accepting
kickbacks, lying about hours worked and stealing from company.

Some determinants of CWBs are workaholism (Galperin & Burke, 2006),
gender — with men engaging in more CWB (Bowling & Burns, 2015), deviant
personality characteristics (Zagenczyk, Smallfield, Scott, Galloway, & Purvis, 2017)
and Big Five personality traits (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007). The present study
focuses on the personality correlates of CWB. According to Berry and colleagues
(2007), agreeableness, emotional stability and conscientiousness have a negative
correlation with CWB. Specifically, agreeableness is predictive of CWB-I, while
conscientiousness predicts CWB-0O. Emotional stability is negatively related to both
forms of CWBs. In other words, CWB-I is significantly related to high neuroticism,
low agreeableness and low conscientiousness, while CWB-O is significantly related
to low conscientiousness. In addition, Bruk-Lee and Spector (2006) suggested that
having conflict with co-workers predicts CWB-I, whereas having conflict with a
supervisor predicts CWB-O. Also, a recent study by Schiitte et al. (2018) suggested
that CWB-I1 has significant associations with hierarchical position (r = -.18), self-
centered impulsivity (r = .29), Machiavellian ego-centricity (r = .23), rebellious
nonconformity (r = .22), blame externalization (r = .24), contextual performance (r =
-.25), and psychopathy (r = .29). In addition to the Big Five correlates of CWB,
malevolent personality tendencies, which are presented next in more detail, were also

posed as antecedents.

1.3 The Dark Triad

Paulhus and Williams (2002) came up with the concept of the Dark Triad when
they tried to identify malevolent personality characteristics at a sub-clinical level.
They labeled these traits according to their level of social averseness. The Dark Triad
consists of three antagonistic traits: Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy.

The term “dark™ here refers to malevolent personality characteristics. These three
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traits are conceptually different but they are empirically overlapping (Furnham,
Richards, & Paulhus, 2013).

In addition, these three traits are related to destructive and undesirable
behaviors like aggression, substance abuse, and CWB (O’Boyle, Forsyth, Banks,
Story, & White, 2014). Jones and Paulhus (2013) explained that the Dark Triad traits
have similar relationships with antisocial behavior, prosocial behavior, disinhibition,
forcefulness, and cooperativeness. They are also related to interpersonal hostility,
callousness, ethical expediency and interpersonal offensiveness (O’Boyle et al.,
2014). According to Rauthmann and Will (2011), some characteristics of the Dark
Triad traits are self-centeredness, disagreeableness, exploitation, and manipulation.
Among these three malevolent traits, only Machiavellianism is not treated as a
clinical syndrome. Narcissism and psychopathy are also pathological disorders, but
in the Dark Triad concept they are considered at a sub-clinical level. Furnham (2010)
suggested that if the Dark Triad traits are combined with other qualities like
intelligence and physical attractiveness, the likelihood of an individual having a
leadership position increases. In addition, they lack honesty and humility leading
them to be criticized as insincere and unfair (Robertson, Datu, Brawley, Pury, &
Mateo, 2016). According to Hogan (2007), the Dark Triad characteristics help people
to “get ahead of” others, but it cannot be said that they “get along with” other
individuals in the work environment.

In the last two decades, Dark Triad has received considerable attention in the
workplace literature. Significant associations between the Dark Triad traits and
workplace concepts like team processes (Baysinger, Scherer & LeBreton, 2014),
leadership (Kaiser et al., 2015) and CWBs (Grijalva & Newman, 2015; Scherer,
Baysinger, Zolynsky & Lebreton, 2013; Wu & LeBreton, 2011) were found. Also,
the Dark Triad was found to be negatively correlated with performance and positive
employee attitudes (Dahling, Whitaker, & Levy, 2009; Mathieu, Neumann, Hare, &
Babiak, 2014; Michel & Bowling, 2013; Smith, Wallace, & Jordan, 2016; Wille, De
Fruyt & De Clercq 2013). One notable finding is between the Dark Triad traits and
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). While individuals high in narcissism
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(Smith et al., 2016) and psychopathy (Schiitte et al., 2018) show lower levels of
OCBs, high Machevellians act differently and show OCBs in specific situations (e.qg.,
having a transactional leader).

As the dark-themed individuals and related outcomes have been receiving a
considerable attention for the last two decades, there are considerable amount of
research investigating them in the workplace. For example, James, Kavanagh,
Jonason, Chonody and Scrutton (2014)) have found that individuals high on the Dark
Triad traits are found as experiencing positive emotions (i.e., satisfaction, joy,
amusement) from seeing others in pain (like a colleague having a bad feedback about
the job done). In addition, psychopathy was found to be related to be taking shortcuts
at work (Jonason & O’Connor, 2017) and intention to commit CWBs and self-
reported I-CWBs in the team (Scherer et al., 2013). Machiavellianism was also found
to be related to taking shortcuts at work (Jonason & O’Connor, 2017). Additionally,
a recent study by Clercq, Haq, and Azeem (2019) found a positive association
between CWB and Machiavellianism (r = .55), narcissism (r = .26) and psychopathy
(r = .57). These three traits were found to be moderately correlated with each other
as well as many workplace characteristics which will be presented in more detail
(Smith & Lilienfeld, 2013; Wu & LeBreton, 2011).

1.3.1 Machiavellianism

Niccolo Machiavelli was an Italian politician and philosopher who lived in
the 15" century. Now, he is considered as the founder of modern political science.
He gathered his ideas in his book, the Prince. His writings explain how to acquire
and maintain the power even in an ambiguous and changeable environment.
Machiavelli suggested leaders to use manipulative and deceitful tactics if it is
necessary. He also said that a leader does not have to be harsh, if it is possible, he
should try to be kind. In 1960s, Christie and Geis gathered statements of Machiavelli
from his book. They asked participants about how much they agree with each
statement. After this collection, they came to a conclusion that there is a distinct trait
that possesses those characteristics and they named it Machiavellianism.
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According to Christie and Geis (1970), Machiavellianism can be identified
by three sets of characteristics which are a cynical view about human nature (e.g., “It
is safest to assume that all people have a vicious streak and it will come out when
they are given a chance”), a manipulative interpersonal style (e.g., “Never tell
anyone the real reason you did something unless it is useful to do s0”), and a lack of
ethical concern (e.g., “It is hard to get ahead without cutting corners here and there”).
Machiavellians can easily deceive and manipulate others in order to reach their goals
and they can sacrifice their close relationships and moral values for this purpose
without the blink of an eye. Also, it is suggested that, Machiavellians give very little
importance to building close and intimate friendships (Lyons & Aitken, 2010).

They take pleasure from manipulating others, so that they can easily lie and
exploit others. They lie more regularly to their friends (Kashy & DePaulo, 1996) and
are more likely to cheat and betray others (Jones & Paulhus, 2009) compared to the
normal population. Also, they see themselves as skilled manipulators, yet they are
not superior to others in doing so (Jones & Paulhus, 2009). In addition, Dahling,
Whitaker, and Levy (2009) suggested that although Machiavellians think that they
are good at manipulating, their emotional intelligence levels are no different from the
normal population. They have low empathy skills, hence focus on their own plans
and situations and do not consider others. People who are high in Machiavellianism
are called high-Machs. High-Machs seek revenge more than other individuals do
(Nathanson, 2008).

Machiavellianism was found to negatively predict organizational citizenship
behavior towards individuals (r = -.28) and the organization (r = -.34; Becker &
O’Hair, 2007) whereas positively predict CWBs (r = .20; O’Boyle et al., 2012).
Similarly, Dahling and colleagues (2009) also found that Machiavellianism and
CWBs were related (r = .38). As reason behind this association it has been
speculated that if Machevellians are disappointed about their work environment or
they have to work in a stressful one, they experience satisfaction from punishing
their institution by harmful work behaviors (Cohen, 2016; Moore et al., 2012; Wu &
LeBreton, 2011; Zagenczyk et al., 2014).
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1.3.2 Narcissism

Narcissism has been an important topic for the field of Industrial and
Organizational Psychology, because it is a core trait for understanding leadership as
well as for understanding some workplace behaviors like CWB. There are numerous
research and studies in the literature on narcissism and there is clarity about some of
its characteristics.

Narcissism has been investigated as an abnormal personality disorder for so
long, yet less severe similar tendencies can also be considered as a normal trait rather
than a pathological disease with some characteristics like ideals of dominance,
feelings of entitlement, exploitation and a grandiose view of self (Vernon, Villani,
Vickers, & Harris, 2007). Narcissists have excessive high and unrealistic views of
themselves (O’Boyle et al., 2014), this is why they either block negative feedback or
show excessive reactions to it. They have extreme high self-esteem and self-love
more than a person normally would have. They need to be in the center of attention
and they need to get admiration from others (Rhodewalt & Peterson, 2009), so that
their grandiose views about themselves can be reinforced. If a narcissists’ ego is
threatened, the person can become hostile and aggressive (Miller, Widiger, &
Campbell, 2010). Also, individuals with high levels of narcissism generally focus on
themselves rather than caring about others (Cohen, 2016; John and Robins, 1994). In
addition, their romantic relationships are generally problematic because of
narcissists’ egocentrism and unfaithfulness (Miller, Widiger, & Campbell, 2010).
Narcissists think they have unique skills which are linked to creativity (Furnham,
2010).

In the literature, there are several studies which have showed the narcissism-
CWB relationship. For example, a relatively recent study found a positive
relationship between covert (i.e. vulnerable) narcissism and interpersonal CWB (r =
.19) and organizational CWB (r = .22; Aghaz, Atashgah, & Zoghipour, 2014). In
addition, literature provides some explanations to this obvious link. For example, as
narcissists do not care for others as much as they care for themselves (Rhodewalt &
Morf, 1998; Wink, 1991), they are not inclined to think about the negative
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consequences of their harmful behaviors to others or the organization itself (Judge et
al., 2006). Narcissists think that normal standards and procedures do not apply to
them —as they think they are special, which could be the another reason behind the
positive correlation (r = .35) between narcissism and CWBs in a meta-analysis
conducted by O’Boyle et al. (2012). Another finding was found by Penney and
Spector (2002) claiming that narcissists are more inclined to engage in CWBs (r =
.27) as they experience more anger driving from their threatened sensitive high self-
esteem. Michel and Bowling (2013), also explained two reasons why narcissists are
more likely to engage in CWBs. First, they think they are very important so that they
can shape or violate the norms in order to reach their aims. To put it differently, they
claim the privileges that they think they deserve. Second, narcissist’s’ impulsive
nature is highly correlated with CWBs. Impulsiveness, which is one of the main
characteristics of narcissism, most of the time accompanies CWBs. However, it is
meaningful to point out that a meta-analysis conducted by Grijalva and Newman
(2015) suggested that culture acts as a moderator in the Narcissism-CWBs
relationship, resulting in this relationship to be stronger in low collectivistic countries

as compared to high collectivistic ones.

1.3.3 Psychopathy

Psychopathy can be classified as the darkest of the Dark Triad. It can be both
a clinical disorder (antisocial personality disorder) and a normal personality tendency
just like narcissism. People with psychopathic characteristics are individuals who are
arrogant, impulsive, and incapacitated at the emotional level, meaning that they lack
empathy and guilt. It is a dark personality trait which can be characterized as the
tendency to search for impulsive thrill-seeking, the tendency for manipulation
(Rauthmann, 2012) and antisocial behavior stemming from disregard for societal
norms (O’Boyle et al., 2014). Hare and Neumann (2009) indicated that there was a
higher risk for individuals high in psychopathic tendencies to engage in antisocial
behaviour, crime, and violence and they are emotionally shallow individuals who

have high levels of criminal records. Higher levels of psychopathy are linked with
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lower levels of agreeableness and conscientiousness (O’Boyle et al., 2014). In
addition, there is a positive association between psychopathy and academic cheating
(Nathanson, Paulhus, & Williams, 2006), short-term mating strategies (Jonason, Li,
Webster, & Schmitt, 2009), violent behavior (Williams, McAndrew, Learn, Harms,
& Paulhus, 2001), sexual assault and murder (Megargee, 2009). Because of
previously mentioned characteristics, the forensic literature has been mostly
interested in psychopathy rather than Machiavellianism and narcissism (Furnham,
Richards, Rangel, & Jones, 2014). In addition, having a psychopath leader in an
organization decreases the organizational support for employees and also decreases
corporate social support (Boddy, Ladyshewsky, & Galvin, 2010). In addition, it was
found by Schiitte et al. (2018) that psychopathy was related to fearless dominance (r
= .74), social influence (r = .45), fearlessness (r = .68), stress immunity (r = .37),
self-centered impulsivity (r = .57), Machiavellian ego-centricity (r = .35), rebellious
nonconformity (r = .65), blame externalization (r = .24), carefree non-planfullness (r
= .30), cold-heartedness (r = .48) and CWB-I (r = .23). Blickle and Schiitte (2017)
also found a positive correlation (r = .34) between self-centered impulsivity of
psychopathy and O-CWBs. Nevertheless, a meta-analysis conducted by O’Boyle et
al. (2012) showed only a small positive correlation (r = .06) between psychopathy
and CWBs. Even though psychopaths’ impulsive destructiveness and low levels of
self-control increase the likelihood of theft and sabotage (O’Boyle et al., 2012), the
behavioral display of psychopathic tendencies might be shaped by organizational
characteristics, which might have led to a range of effect sizes between psychopathy
and CWB, and hence a small meta-analytic association. The present study will
investigate situational strength as a potential moderator of this association.

Common characteristics of Dark Triad traits include instinctually using other
individuals by manipulation in order to reach desirable goals, impulsivity and low
levels of self-control. Because of these features and supporting evidence in the
literature, it can be suggested that in the present study sample, those with higher DT

levels would engage in CWBs more.
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Hypothesis 1: All of the Dark Triad traits will be positively related to both
interpersonal and organizational CWB.
la. Machiavellianism will be positively related to both interpersonal and
organizational CWB.
1b. Narcissism will be positively related to both interpersonal and
organizational CWB.
1c. Psychopathy will be positively related to both interpersonal and

organizational CWB.

1.4 Situational Strength

It is widely assumed by social scientists that human behavior occurs due to
combinations of individual differences (e.g., personality, intelligence, and
experience) and situational characteristics surrounding the person (Cronbach, 1957;
Lewin, 1936). Several researchers agreed on the idea that effects of personality on
behaviors exhibited by people are more obvious in situations which there is no
specific expectation of the behavior (Mischel, 1977; Monson, Hesley, & Chernick,
1982; Snyder & Ickes, 1985). Conceptualization of the situations and their strengths

goes back to Mischel’s work in which he describes a strong situation as:

“lead everyone to construe the particular events the same way, induce
uniform expectancies regarding the most appropriate response pattern,
provide adequate incentives for the performance of that response pattern

and require skills that everyone has to the same extent” (1977, p. 347)

Therefore, situational strength hypothesis assumes that the strong situations
can inhibit and shape people’s behaviors as they minimize the differences in
individuals’ interpretations and expectations of the situations. The main idea of this
hypothesis is that it encourages people to engage in behaviors they would not
normally perform when they are left alone or free as different characteristics of
situations have the ability to limit the expression of typical behaviors (Meyer, Dalal,
& Bonaccio, 2009).
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1.4.1 Facets of Classical Situational Strength

In order to conceptualize the situational strength, Meyer, Dalal, and Hermida
(2010) explained four dimensions. The first one is clarity which refers to the extent
cues about work requirements are accessible and easily understandable (Meyer et al.,
2010). When there is clarity, individual differences are restricted by providing
certain information about the expected employee behaviors. In this facet,
understandable and clear information about work-related responsibilities are
provided to the employees resulting with an impact on employee behaviors.

The second one, consistency, refers to the extent to which the cues about
work requirements are concordant with each other (Meyer et al., 2010). This facet
emphasizes the consistency of given information about expected employee behaviors
and whether or not they are similar and coherent across time. This facet is different
from the clarity as information may be given in a very clear manner, but it does not
necessarily have to be consistent across different parties and across different times.
For example, an employee may receive clear instructions from different supervisors,
indicating a high clarity environment, yet these supervisors may point out and stress
on different tasks or priorities, indicating a low consistency (Meyer et al., 2014).

The third one, constraints, refers to the extent of employees’ freedom of
decision and actions are restricted by external forces (Meyer et al., 2010). These
forces can be close supervision, behavioral monitoring systems or external
regulations. Constraints facet is treated as the opposite of autonomy in a sense that
employees are restricted and cannot follow their own individual predispositions.
Therefore, in a work setting with high constraints, employees may be instructed
about which tasks to do and also what to do, when to do and even where to do (Dalal
et al., 2015).

The last one, consequences, refers to the extent that outcomes of decisions or
actions have significant positive or negative effects on the person or the organization
concerned (Meyer et al., 2010). Instructions or regulations, which can be categorized

in consequences facet, encourage employees to engage in actions that result in
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increase in positive outcomes and/or decrease in negative outcomes (Meyer et al.,
2014).

1.4.2 Strong vs. Weak Situations

Situational cues are crucial as they are provided by external entities in order
to affect a person’s behavior in a desirable way (Meyer et al., 2010). This notion is
useful for defining different situations. In other words, existence of the explicit or
implicit cues lead individuals to meet behavioral expectations. In situations where
the cues are strong, the state is called a “strong situation” and individuals act in a
similar manner. For example, in a strong situation, employees from the same
organization may agree on gossiping about a co-worker is not appropriate for the
work environment. On the other hand, if the cues are inadequate or inconsistent, the
state is called a “weak situation” and individuals act in a way that they feel the most
natural (Dalal & Meyer, 2012). Therefore, the individual differences (like
personality) become more apparent in weak situations. In other words, if the
necessary characteristics exist, the situation is called strong and individuals’
behavioral differences in terms of workplace outcomes are eliminated. If these
characteristics are missing, the situation becomes weak and individual differences
become clearer (Meyer et al., 2009). According to Meyer et al. (2009), strong
situations can provide “behavioral homogeneity” in the workplace.

The classic example of this concept is traffic lights (Cooper & Withey, 2009;
Dalal & Meyer, 2012; Mischel, 1977). Red traffic light is an example of a strong
situation in which the expectations are clear and consistent (as you should stop your
vehicle) and also you may face some consequences unless you behave in the
expected way. On the other hand, yellow traffic light is an example of a weak
situation, as personal tendencies and individual difference become more apparent as
some individuals may prefer to stop and others may want to speed up and pass
through the lights. To put it differently, situational strength theory suggests that

behaviors are exhibited by the impact of personality in weak situations and they are
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affected by the situational context in strong situations (Dalal, Alaybek, Sheng,
Holland, & Tomassetti, 2019).

1.4.3 Situational Strength in Literature and Moderation Hypotheses

Several studies stressed the significance of situational strength (e.g., Johns,
2006; Weiss & Adler, 1984) and even it is suggested for situational strength to be
considered as “the most important situational moderating variable” (Snyder & Ickes,
1985: 904). There are various meta-analysis studies that have been investigated this
hypothesis as a moderator variable. For example, Meyer, Dalal, and Bonaccio (2009)
showed that task performance and overall job performance were more strongly
predicted by conscientiousness personality trait in occupations which have low levels
of constraints and consequences as compared to occupations which have high levels
of constraints and consequences. In addition, Bowling, Khazon, Meyer, and Burrus
(2015) also demonstrated in their meta-analysis that magnitude of the relationship
between job satisfaction and job performance was negatively related to constraints
dimension of the situational strength. Judge and Zapata (2015) also conducted a
meta-analysis and suggested that job performance was more strongly predicted by all
Big 5 traits in weak situations as compared to strong situations.

In addition, there are several primary studies in the literature showing the
moderation effect of situational strength on the relationship between individual
differences and job outcomes by homogenizing employee behaviors (e.g., Barrick &
Mount, 1996; Beaty, Cleveland, & Murphy, 2001; Lee & Dalal, 2016; Meyer et al.,
2014; Smithikrai, 2008). For example, in one study situational strength was
conceptualized as safety climate and moderated the relationship between
conscientiousness and safety compliance behavior and also conscientiousness and
safety helping behavior as higher levels of these behavior were captured in weak
situations for individuals high in conscientiousness trait (Lee & Dalal, 2016).
Another study suggested that in weak situations, conscientiousness and
agreeableness were found to be more strongly related to organizational citizenship
behavior (Meyer et al., 2014). Similarly, two decades ago, Barrick and Mount (1993)
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used low autonomy and found that conscientiousness and extraversion were related
to job performance in high autonomy (low situational strength). Smithikrai (2008)
also found that strength of the situation moderates the personality and CWB
relationship. Results vyielded that the negative correlation coefficient of
conscientiousness and CWB was higher in weak situations. Same pattern was also
found for agreeableness and CWB relationship (Smithikrai, 2008).

Although there is a general agreement among scholars working on situational
strength stating that strong situations weakens the personality and job outcome
relationship, there is one anomalous finding worth mentioning. The aforementioned
study found that personality and job performance relationship is stronger in strong
situations and weaker in weak situations as completely opposed to situational
strength theory (Meyer et al., 2014). The hypothesized assumption was that
situational strength would moderate the conscientiousness and CWB association
such that this relationship would be weaker in strong situations, yet the results
suggested the opposite. Same results were obtained for the agreeableness and CWB
relationship. Yet, the assumptions for personality and OCB relationship were
supported in the expected manner as strong situations weakened this association.

However, Dalal et al. (2019) extended these findings in a recent study and
suggested a two layered construct. They claimed that individuals are affected by their
dispositions and try to fulfill their inclinations, even the negative ones. More
specifically, when employees with an inclination for low performance (i.e. having
low conscientiousness), are in a strong situation in which they have to engage in
moderate to high levels of performance, their predispositions are not fulfilled and
they need to outlet themselves in different forms like deviant behaviors. The authors
found this pattern both for contientiousness and agreeableness but not for emotional
stability.

Based on the situational strength literature, it is predicted that the situation
moderates the association between dark triad traits and CWBs. However, there can
be different results regarding the facets. For example, in terms of clarity, clear-cut

rules can be used and announced to prevent manipulative individuals violating rules.
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This facet restricts individual differences in a way that leaving no ambiguity as the
expectations in the work-setting are very clear. On the other hand, in an unclear
environment, expectations and ways to do things can be interpreted differently by
employees and employee related outcomes can vary. Considering the manipulative
and self-centered nature of people high on the Dark Triad traits, unclear
environments would create a perfect environment for them by allowing them to use
their skills to manipulate the situations in a way that favors themselves. Therefore,
clearing the environment would eliminate the individual differences as it sweeps the
ambiguity from the job context. In terms of consistency, same pattern could be
expected. The facet refers to a consistent work environment as work-related
requirements are compatible with each other. This suggests that different sources of
information is consistent over-time, or coming from different resources (e.g.
supervisor, co-worker, manager). Similar to clarity, manipulating or “re-interpreting”
the work context would be harder for individuals in a consistent environment.
Therefore, people high on Dark Triad traits would find no place to engage in a more
favorable way for themselves. Therefore, consistency helps to maintain the desirable
work setting.

On the other hand, constraints is the opposite of autonomy and it restricts the
ways to get a job done, in other words it restricts the individuals just like
consequences facet which characterizes as the extent to have an impact on person or
entity according to individuals’ behaviors. The difference between clarity and
consistency vs. constraints and consequences can also be conceptualized as the
following. Clarity and consistency is about the job environment that the person
cannot have an effect on, meaning that these two facets are highly depend on
information that are given by the job environment to the employees. Yet, constraints
and consequences have a direct effect of how employees should act as these facets
stress which task to do, when to do, how to do and what happens unless not do.
Considering people high on Dark Triad traits have an impulsive nature, meaning that
people with higher Dark Triad traits act without thinking the outcomes, the
constraints and consequences facets are not expected to shape the behaviors of these
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individuals. In other words, it can be speculated that while clarity and consistency
shape individuals’ behaviors in a more positive way, constraints, being the opposite
of autonomy, restricts them in a more negative way, and consequences restricts their
manner of carrying out job-related tasks. In their recent study Dalal et al. (2019) also
used positive and negative terms for defining these facets. They conceptualized
clarity as the positive facet and constraints as the negative one (Dalal et al., 2019).
They did not give an indication for consistency or consequences.

Additionally, literature provides some insights into the moderator/mediator
variables of dark characteristics and deviant work behaviors. For example,
Machiavellianism and production deviance relationship was mediated by social
undermining and moderated by organizational constraints (the concept is different
from the constraints using in situational strength hypothesis, it was related to being
lack of resources to get a job done like necessary equipment) such that this
relationship was stronger when constraints were high as compared to low (Castille et
al., 2017). In addition, moral disengagement, which was found to be associated to
CWB (Barsky, 2011; Moore et al., 2012; as cited in LeBreton, Shiverdecker,
Grimaldi, 2018) was related to psychopathy and Machiavellianism (Egan et al.,
2015; as cited in LeBreton, Shiverdecker & Grimaldi, 2018).

In light of these, individuals with high levels of the Dark Triad traits are
expected to engage in less CWBs in a strong situation compared to a weak situation
as characterized by clarity and consistency. That is, individuals with high levels of
the Dark Triad traits would engage in less CWBs in stronger situations as compared
to weaker situations, characterized by clarity and consistency. However, there would
be different results for interpersonal and organizational CWB. As both clarity and
consistency facets are closely related to job-related situations and are lacking
interpersonally related ones, they would not be expected to have an effect on

interpersonal CWBs. Hence;

31



Hypothesis 2: Clarity will moderate the relationship between Dark Triad personality
traits and CWBSs, such that the association would be higher when clarity is lower.

2a: Clarity will moderate the relationship between Machiavellianism and
CWB-O,

2b: Clarity will moderate the relationship between narcissism and CWB-O,

2c: Clarity will moderate the relationship between psychopathy and CWB-O.

Hypothesis 3: Consistency will moderate the relationship between Dark Triad
personality traits and CWBs, such that the association would be higher when
consistency is lower.

3a: Consistency will moderate the relationship between Machiavellianism and
CWB-O,

3b: Consistency will moderate the relationship between narcissism and
CWB-O,

3c: Consistency will moderate the relationship between psychopathy and
CWB-O.

In general, the literature uses situational strength with its four facets of clarity,
consistency, constraints, and consequences. Although this conceptualization is
widely supported and effective in detecting the strength in given situations, using
other concepts to detect the strength of the situation is not unprecedented. For
example, Smithikrai (2008) used group norms and performance monitoring
constructs to assess situational strength and treated them as a moderator variable.
The conceptualization of these two constructs and how they are related to and

different from the situational strength facets will be explained shortly after.

1.4.4 Group Norms
Chen, Wasti and Triandis (2007) explained group norms as ‘“member’s
perceptions of majority others’ expected behavior in a given situation”. Levi (2011)

defined group norms as established rules being used by the group members in
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determining which behaviors are acceptable and which are not in the group. Another
definition was made by Birenbaum and Sagarin (1976) stating that norms are guides
for individuals in order to determine the acceptable human behaviors in a particular
situation at a particular time. Cialdini and Trost (1998) stated that group norms are
unofficially accepted principles and rules about the acceptable behaviors which are
derived from individuals’ interactions with the other group members. Hence, these
expectations may transfer actively by explicitly stating or passively by imitating the
nonverbal behaviors (Naumann & Ehrhart, 2011). Some scholars have divided group
norms into two as implicit and perceived (Pillutla & Chen, 1999), others (e.g.,
Cialdini & Trost, 1998; Cialdini, 2007) referring to many other forms (e.g.,
descriptive norms, injunctive/prescriptive norms) of group norms. In this study,
perceived group norms, which refers to the observed context, are taken into account
and focused on.

Norms are thought to have an impact on human behaviors if a behavioral
judgment is in question (McDonald & Crandall, 2015). It was suggested that
perceived group norms are important predictor of behavior which are presented by
the employees (Kuraa, Shamsudina & Chauhana, 2013). Parks (2004) justified this
idea as group norms have regulatory and survival functions in the group, so they
have a big impact on the behaviors exhibited by the employees. Other researchers
found important relationships between group norms and performance (Cai & Yang,
2008) and also between group norms and organizational citizenship behavior
(Ehrhart & Naumann, 2004).

In the scope of this study, group norms are considered to have common
characteristics with situational strength dimensions. For example, group norms
clearly define specific expected and unacceptable behaviors leading to a clear
environment just like in clarity dimension. Also, group norms indicate a consistent
environment as the acceptable behaviors are specific to the situation and same over
time similar to consistency dimension. In addition, group norms are defined by the
group and not subject to the individual, leading a stricter environment which

decreases autonomy similar to constraints. Finally, individuals may have to face
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some results of the behaviors exhibit by the other group members (e.g., social
isolation) if they do not meet the group’s regulations and rules similar to
consequences dimension. Also, one study used group norms as a substitute and
measured situational strength with it (Smithikrai, 2008).

Additionally, group norms is about participants’ perceptions of the observed
behavioral patterns in the work group as having rules reinforcing by the group and
just like situational strength, group norms may act in the same manner regarding DT
traits-CWB relationship. Similar to the situational strength facets, the group norms
scale used in this study is mostly about task-related constructs and does not contain
interpersonal behaviors, so group norms are not expected to be a moderator in the
Dark Triad traits and CWB-I relationship. Hence it is expected that group norms

would act as a moderator in the Dark Triad traits and CWB-O.

Hypothesis 4: Group norms will moderate the relationship between Dark Triad
personality traits and CWB-O, such that the association would be higher when group
norms is lower.

4a: Group norms will moderate the relationship between Machiavellianism
and CWB-O,

4b: Group norms will moderate the relationship between narcissism and
CWB-O,

4c: Group norms will moderate the relationship between psychopathy and
CWB-O.

1.45 Performance Monitoring

Stanton (2000) defined performance monitoring (PM) as all applications that
include observing, examining and recording job-related behaviors of employees in
the work context. PM could be used with or without the technological help. If
performance monitoring systems (PMS) are used with a technological assistance it is
called the electronic performance monitoring (EPM) and if the system does not have

a technological assistance, it is classified as the traditional one. Those systems
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monitor behaviors that are directly or indirectly relevant to the job performance of
the employees (Bhave, 2014; Stanton, 2000). EPM systems have being empirically
examined by the late 1980s (Cahill & Landsbergis, 1989; Chalykoff & Kochan,
1989). As technology progressively enters human’s lives more EPM studies are
being conducted. On the other hand, traditional performance monitoring (TPM)
research can be found as early as in 1920s in Hawthorne experiments which were
actually not aimed to monitor the performance yet the findings were the first results
indicating human behavior (like performance) is sensitive to monitoring as the
experiment suggested that monitoring has an effect on employees’ productivity
(Mayo 1933).

In a recent review, which was the first comprehensive one after Stanton’s
work in 2000, authors explained how electronic and traditional performance
monitoring are different from each other (Ravid, Tomczak, White, & Behrend,
2020). While TPM uses direct supervision of individuals like managers, EPM can
track employees ceaselessly, indiscriminately or intermittently; letting or not letting
employees know they are monitored, and discreetly or intrusively (Ajunwa,
Crawford, & Schultz, 2017; Ravid et al., 2020). Consequently, EPM provides
behaviors to be captured more thoroughly and offers more concrete and enduring
records which were more easily usable by supervisors (Montealegre & Cascio, 2017,
Ravid et al., 2020). However, there are some ethical concerns about EPM as these
systems also captures personal data which could be sensitive (West & Bowman,
2016). These two different PM systems may have different effects on several
outcomes such as employee compliance (Boyce, 2017) and social facilitation (Laird,
Bailey, & Hester, 2018).

Although PM was used to measure situational strength (Smithikrai, 2008) as
these two constructs have obvious commonalities, they have some particular
differences. For example, clarity and consistency stress the given information about
the job indicating that information are clearly stated, understandable and consistent
across different sources or time. These two notions are speculated to not to have a

common ground with the PM. Additionally, constraints is about restrictions
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containing how an employee conducts a specific task, yet in PM, there are specific
regulations to inhibit deviant behaviors by monitoring the employees and these
feature makes PM closely related to CWB. Therefore they restrict the individuals for
different purposes making constraints and PM separate conducts. In addition,
consequences is about increasing a positive outcome or decreasing a negative one by
adhering to some rules and regulations (Meyer et al., 2014). It can be speculated for
them to be not an immediate but rather a long-term resulting constructs. Yet, PM is
about the direct observations and recording simultaneously as the behavior occurs
which makes it a more immediate construct. In these ways, PM becomes a totally
different construct, yet contains some similarities to situational strength.

Just like group norms, performance monitoring is also used in this context as
a situational strength indicator and it is expected that to be act like situational
strength and moderate the relationship between the Dark Triad traits and deviant

work behaviors. Hence following statements are hypothesized:

Hypothesis 5: Performance monitoring will moderate the relationship

between Dark Triad personality traits and both CWBs, such that the

association would be higher when monitoring is lower.

5a: Performance monitoring will moderate the relationship between
Machiavellianism and CWB-I,

5b: Performance monitoring will moderate the relationship between
narcissism and CWB-I,

5c: Performance monitoring will moderate the relationship between
psychopathy and CWB-I.

5d: Performance monitoring will moderate the relationship between
Machiavellianism and CWB-O,

5e: Performance monitoring will moderate the relationship between
narcissism and CWB-O,

5f: Performance monitoring will moderate the relationship between
psychopathy and CWB-O.
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To sum up, it is expected for situational strength to act as a moderator in Dark
Triad traits and deviant work place behaviors (Figure 1). In the scope of this study,
moderator effect of situational strength was expected for clarity, consistency, group
norms and performance monitoring. Predictor variables of this model are
Machiavellianism, narcissism and psychopathy and outcome variables are
interpersonal-CWB and organizational-CWB.

Situational
Strength

The Dark Triad Y Counterproductive

Work Behaviors

A 4

Figure 1. Proposed Model
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD

In this study, the relationships between Dark Triad traits (Machiavellianism,
narcissism, and psychopathy) and perceived counterproductive work behaviors
(interpersonal and organizational) were investigated by taking account of the
moderating role of situational strength and its four facets: clarity, consistency,

constraints, and consequences.

2.1 Participants and Procedure

Ethics approval was obtained from the University Human Subjects Ethics
Committee. All the instruments were spread in social media such as Twitter,
LinkedIn, Facebook via an online METU Qualtrics link.

Data were collected online from employees who have been working at their
current company for at least six months at the time they completed the survey. The
reason behind requiring participants to work at least six months in their current
company is to eliminate the honeymoon effect which is a deceptive job satisfaction
occuring after a job change. Also, participants indicated their current sector,
education level and sex in the demographics form. There was no restriction in terms
of participants’ sector. Participation was anonymous, hence no one indicated a name
or a company. 653 participants completed the survey. Of these, 95 participants who
did not choose the specified responses in two bogus questions, 7 outliers and 1
participant who had experience less than 6 months were deleted and 550 participants
were left.

Of the participants, while 367 (66.7%) were women, 180 (32.7%) were men
and 3 participants (0.5%) did not want to indicate their sex. In terms of the age

distribution, 128 participants’ (23.3%) ages ranged from18 to 24, 306 participants’
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(55.6%) ages ranged from 25 to 34, 88 participants’ (16%) ages ranged from 35 to
44, 21 participants’ (3.8 %) ages ranged from 45 to 54, and 7 participants’ (1.3%)
ages were above 55. Mean age of the participants was 29.87.

In terms of education levels, 66 participants (%12) either completed their
PhD education or were still pursuing it, 175 participants (32%) either completed their
master’s education or were still pursuing it, 269 people (49%) either completed their
bachelor’s education or were still pursuing it, 16 people (3%) either completed their
associate’s education or were still pursuing it, and 24 people (4%) had completed
high school.

Mean of overall work experience of the participants was 77.63 months
ranging from 6 months to 420 months whereas mean of work experience of the
participants’ current institution was found as 43 months ranging from 6 months to
336 months.

Of the participants 123 (22%) were employed in the education sector, 59
(11%) were in the health sector, 58 (11%) were in academia, and 24 (4%) were in the
consultancy sector. 286 participants (52%) were distributed across the remaining 44
sectors ranging from 1 person (0.2%) to 20 people (4%). Of the participants 196
(36%) were working in a public institution, 314 (57%) were in a private institution,

and 40 (7%) did not want to indicate their institution.

2.2 Measures

2.2.1 Dirty Dozen Scale

To assess the Dark Triad traits, the Dirty Dozen scale (12 items; Jonason &
Webster, 2010) was used including the Machiavellianism (4 items; o = .78),
narcissism (4 items; o = .87), and psychopathy (4 items; o = .80) subscales. Turkish
version of the Dirty Dozen was used (see Appendix D; Ozsoy, Rauthmann, Jonason,
& Ardig, 2017). A sample item for Machiavellianism is “I tend to exploit others
towards my own end”. A sample item for narcissism is “I tend to want others to pay

attention to me”. A sample item for psychopathy is “I tend to be unconcerned with
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the morality of my actions”. The scale was answered on a 6-point Likert-type scale
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). Also, 20 items that were taken from
the Big-5 Scale were randomly added to the scale in order not to present a dark

theme to the participants (Cemalcilar, Sumer, Sumer, & Baruh, 2017).

2.2.2 CWB Scale

In order to assess CWB-O and CWB-I, 37 item adapted version (Agca &
Toker, 2014) of CWB Checklist developed by Spector, Fox, Penney, Bruursema,
Goh, and Kessler (2006) was used (see Appendix E). Participants rated items on a 6-
point Likert-type scale from 1 (never) to 6 (daily) indicating the extent they had
engaged in that behavior in last three weeks. A sample item for organizational
deviance (o = .81) is “Taking an additional or longer break than is acceptable at my
workplace”. A sample item for interpersonal deviance (a = .78) is “Said something

hurtful to someone at work”.

2.2.3 Situational Strength at Work (SSW) Scale

In order to assess situational strength the SSW used (20-item; Meyer et al.,
2014; see Appendix F). The measure has four facets and each of the facets were
shown to have acceptable levels of internal consistency: clarity (5 items; a = .94),
constraints (5 items; o = .94), consistency (5 items; a = .91) and consequences (5
items; o = .89). The scale was answered on a 6-point Likert-type scale from 1
(strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). Sample items are “On this job, specific
information about work-related responsibilities is provided” for Clarity, “On this job,
different sources of work information are always consistent with each other” for
Consistency, “On this job, an employee’s decisions have extremely important
consequences for other people” for Consequences, and “On this job, an employee is

prevented from making his/her own decisions” for Constraints.

2.2.4 Group Norms Scale
The scale (5 items; o =.93) was developed by Smithikrai (2008) in order to

assess participants’ perceptions of the observed behavioral patterns in the work
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group regarding CWBs (see Appendix G). A sample item for group norms scale is
“In my department, reading magazines, newspapers, or talking on the phone for
personal matters during office hours are something everyone can do without
receiving negative feedback from coworkers”. The scale was answered on a 6-point
Likert-type scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). The scale was first
translated from English to Turkish in this study by using the translation — back
translation technique. Back translation was achieved by a bilingual speaker. Original

items and back translated items were observed to have conceptual equivalence.

2.2.5 Performance Monitoring Scale

The scale (5 items; a = .83) was developed by Smithikrai (2008) in order to
assess participants’ perceptions of performance monitoring in their organizations
(see Appendix G). The scale assesses the knowledge of the employee about the
degree of performance monitoring which involves observation and examination of
employees’ work behaviors with or without the help of technological devices. A
sample item for performance monitoring scale is “My organization closely monitors
employees’ work behaviors”. The scale was answered on a 6-point Likert-type scale
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). The scale was first translated from
English to Turkish in this study by using the translation — back translation technique.
Back translation was achieved by a bilingual speaker. Original items and back

translated items were observed to have conceptual equivalence.

2.2.6 Social Desirability Scale

As the study’s nature has a dark theme, social desirability was used as a
control variable. Adaptation of Short-form of Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability
Scale (MCSDS) developed by Marlowe and Crowne (1960, 1964) was used (Ural &
Ozbirecikli, 2006; see Appendix H). Participants answer the 7 item-questionnaire as

“Yes” or “No”.
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2.2.7 Demographics
Participants were asked about tenure, sector, work experience, education

level and sex.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

3.1 Overview

This chapter presents data screening and cleaning procedures, descriptive
statistics, results of factor analysis, correlational relationships between all variables
and hypothesis testing. In the first section, data screening and cleaning procedures
are described followed by confirmatory and exploratory factor analysis. In addition,
descriptive statistics, sex, education level and institutional differences are presented.
Next section presents correlation results of all variables. Finally, results of
moderation analysis are presented aiming to understand how the relationship
between dark triad characteristics and deviant work behaviors are affected by

situational factors.

3.2 Data Screening and Cleaning

This section examines the data accuracy, missing data treatment, and
multivariate statistical assumptions.

There were 653 participants who completed all of the questionnaires with no
missing data as responses on all scales were forced to proceed. In order to detect
random responders, there were two bogus items, asking participants to choose a
specific response. 95 participants who did not choose the specified responses in these
two bogus questions were deleted and 558 respondents were left. In order to test the
multicollinearity assumption, item correlations were examined. There was no
multicollinearity issue in this data. To investigate outliers in the data, Mahalanobis
distance was used. Results indicated removing 7 participants as they were
multivariate outliers. Finally, one person was deleted because of indicating having

less than 6 months of work experience, leaving the data with 550 participants.
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3.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis

To confirm the factor structure of the Dark Triad, Confirmatory Factor
Analysis (CFA) was conducted on Narcissism, Machiavellianism and Psychopathy.
The average off-diagonal absolute standardized residual was 0.0382. The percentage
of residuals that fell between -.1 and +.1 was 88.47% which indicated non-normally
distributed data. Model fit was not achieved. Lagrange Multiplier test indicated
adding two freely estimated error covariances to the model. First one was between
item 6 (“I tend to exploit others towards my own end”) and item 10 (“I tend to
manipulate others to get my way”’) from Machiavellianism and the second one was
between the errors of item 12 (“I tend to lack remorse”), and item 18 (“I tend to be
callous or insensitive”) from Psychopathy. The modified model fit the data well (S-B
2(49) = 97.93, p < .001, CFI = .955, RMSEA= .042, 90% CI of RMSEA [.030,
.054], RHO=.75).

To confirm the factor structure of Situational Strength, a CFA was conducted
on clarity, consistency, constraints, and consequences. The average off-diagonal
absolute standardized residual was 0.1191. The percentage of residuals falling
between -.1 and +.1 was 80% which indicated non-normally distributed data. The
analysis suggested adding three freely estimated error covariances. One was in the
constraint factor, between item 43 (“An employee has the freedom to determine his
or her tasks, priorities or goals”) and item 44 (“There is an obligation to comply with
very strict deadlines”) and the other was in the consistency scale between item 41
(“The instructions of the superiors (manager & supervisor) and corporate policies are
in line with each other”) and item 42 (“Informal referrals are generally consistent
with corporate policies”), and the last one was in the clarity factor between item 33
(“Detailed information about job responsibilities is provided”) and item 34 (“Clear
information about what employees need to do to succeed is provided”). Results
showed an acceptable fit to the data (S-B x?(243) = 591.893, p < .001, CFI = .932,
RMSEA= .051, 90% CI of RMSEA [.046, .056], RHO= .83).
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3.4 Exploratory Factor Analysis

Exploratory Factor Analyses (EFA) were conducted for the scales of Group
Norms and Performance Monitoring and Counterproductive Work Behavior as they
were translated to Turkish.

In order to examine the factor structure of Group Norms and Performance
Monitoring scales an EFA was conducted using principal-axis factor extraction with
Direct Oblimin rotation. The results yielded that Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of
Adequacy was .82 with significant Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (X?= 1308.41, p <
.001). The results suggested a two-factor structure based on the Eigen value of 1 or
above. All items loaded on the exact factors that they were supposed to load. These
two factors explained 34.72% and 14.86% of the total variance, with a total of
49.58% explained variance. For the first factor of Performance Monitoring, factor
loadings ranged from .797 to .505 whereas for Group Norms, factor loadings ranged
from .635 to .309.

For the counterproductive work behavior scale an EFA was conducted with a
principal-axis factor extraction and Direct Oblimin as the rotation method. EFA was
preferred to examine the factor structure of the scale as the scale was taken from an
unpublished master’s thesis (Agca, 2014) and was being used for the first time. The
results showed that Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Adequacy was .866 with
significant Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (X?= 7834.135, p < .001). As the scale was
used in a two-factor manner as interpersonal and organizational, a two-factor
structure was tested. Cut-off point of item loadings was determined as .40 and any
item lower than this was deleted. In addition, items that loaded on the opposite
factors and those which did not load on any factors were deleted. Accordingly, 12
items were deleted leaving the scale with 25 items; 14 items for CWB-O, 11 items
for CWB-I.

3.5 Descriptive Statistics
All variables had Cronbach’s alpha coefficients above acceptable level

ranging from .74 to .91 except for Narcissism (o = .63), Psychopathy (a = .41),
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Group Norms (a = .64), and Social Desirability (e = .42 (Table 1). In Turkish
context, alpha coefficient for psychopathy in the Dark Triad scales are generally not
high but adequate. For example, Ozsoy, Rauthmann, Jonason, and Ardi¢ (2017)
found a = .67. Since Narcissism was measured with 4 items, .63 was considered
adequate. In addition, Social Desirability scale was a dichotomous one so its alpha

value was measured with Kuder-Richardson technique.

3.6 Exploratory Group Differences on Variables

3.6.1 Sex Differences

Independent-samples t-tests were conducted to compare sex differences on all
study variables which were Dark Triad and its facets, Situational Strength and its
facets, CWB and its facets. Results suggested that there was a significant sex
difference for Machiavellianism, Psychopathy, composite Dark Triad levels, and
Interpersonal-CWB. According to the results Machiavellianism levels of men (M =
2.17, SD = 1.04) were significantly higher than women (M = 1.93, SD = 0.8); t(288)
=-2.72, p =.007. In addition, psychopathy levels of men (M = 2.61, SD = 0.85) were
significantly higher than women (M = 2.34, SD = 0.74); t(545) = -3.73, p < .001.
Composite Dark Triad scores of men (M = 2.90, SD=0.69) were significantly higher
than women (M = 2.74, SD = 0.61); t(545) = -2.64, p = .008. Interpersonal-CWB
levels of men (M = 1.20, SD = 0.47) were significantly higher than women (M =
1.09, SD = 0.24); t(225.36) =-2.94, p = .004.
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Table 1.

Descriptive Statistics of Study Variables

Number  Cronbach Mean SD Range Skew

of Items Alpha ness
DT 12 74 2.80 .64  3.67 A7
Narcissism 4 .63 3.94 89 475 =21
Psychopathy 4 41 2.44 80 450 46
Machiavellianism 4 7 2.02 90 425 1.09
SS 24 .76 3.88 54 3.38 -13
Clarity 5 91 4.06 1.13 5.00 -59
Consistency 5 .80 3.73 1.03 5.00 -.48
Constraints 7 81 3.73 97 4.86 -.06
Consequences 7 .80 3.99 .94 5.00 -17
CwB 25 .88 1.32 37 244 2.23
Interpersonal 11 .89 121 34 4.09 6.16
Organizational 14 .82 1.43 50 2.86 1.53
GNPM 10 .79 3.35 78  3.90 .04
Group Norms 5 .64 3.46 98  5.00 .02
Perf. Monitoring 5 81 3.24 91 4.20 .10
SD
Social Desirability 7 42 74 .20 1.00 -.83

Notes. DT = Dark Triad, SS = Situational Strength, CWB = Counterproductive Work Behavior,
GNPM = Group Norms and Performance Monitoring Scale, SD = Social Desirability. All scales are
rated on a 6-point scale with higher scores indicating higher endorsement of the construct. N = 550.
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3.6.2 Institutional Differences (Public vs. Private)

Independent-samples t-tests were conducted to compare institution (public vs
private) differences in all study variables. Results suggested that there were
significant institution differences for Machiavellianism, Psychopathy, Dark Triad
levels, Constraints, and Performance Monitoring.

According to the results Machiavellianism levels of participants working in
private institutions (M = 2.09, SD = .97) were significantly higher than participants
working in public institutions (M = 1.89, SD =.75); t(483) = -2.63, p = .001.
Similarly, psychopathy levels of participants working in private institutions (M =
2.51, SD = .79) were significantly higher than participants working in public
institutions (M = 2.29, SD = .75); t(508) = -3.068, p = .002. Composite Dark Triad
scores of participants working in private institutions (M = 2.87, SD = .65) were
significantly higher than participants working in public institutions (M = 2.69, SD =
.60); t(508) = -3.153, p = .002. Constraints levels reported by participants working in
public institutions (M = 3.89, SD = .88) were significantly higher than those reported
by participants working in private institutions (M = 3.65, SD = .99); t(508) = 2.796, p
= .005. Also, performance monitoring levels of participants working in public
institutions (M = 3.72, SD = 1.07) were significantly higher than participants
working in private institutions (M = 3.38, SD = 1.26); t(463) = 3.238, p = .001. In
addition, composite group norms and performance monitoring scores of participants
working in public institutions (M = 3.69, SD = .84) were significantly higher than
participants working in private institutions (M = 3.43, SD = 95); t(508) = 3.145, p =

.002. Lastly, no group differences were observed on CWBs.

3.6.3 Education Level Differences

One-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the effect of education levels
(the highest degree of education which was completed or currently pursuing it) on all
study variables. There was a significant effect of education levels (high school,

associate’s, bachelor’s, master’s, PhD degrees) on Group Norms and Performance
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Monitoring Scale, its two sub-facets, the consequences facet of situational strength
and also the composite score of situational strength.

According to the results, there was a significant effect of education on
consequences at the p < .01 level for the five education levels [F(4,545) = 3.58, p =
.007]. Post-hoc comparisons indicated that mean score of consequences reported by
high school graduates (M =4.48, SD =.63) was significantly higher than those in the
master’s category (M = 3.91, SD =.87) and PhD category (M = 3.77, SD =1.02).

In addition, there was a significant effect of education on situational strength
at the p < .05 level for the five conditions [F(4,545) = 3.066, p = .016]. Post-hoc
comparisons using the Bonferroni adjustment indicated that mean score of situational
strength of high school category (M = 4.17, SD = .31) was significantly higher than
the master’s category (M = 3.81, SD = .54).

In addition, there was a significant effect of education on group norms and
performance monitoring at the p < .05 level for the five conditions [F(4, 545) =
10.566, p < .001]. Post-hoc comparisons using the Bonferroni adjustment indicated
that mean score of group norms and performance monitoring of the PhD category (M
= 4.06, SD = .84) was significantly higher than the high school category (M = 3.19,
SD = .87), bachelor’s category (M = 3.35, SD = .84) and master’s category (M =
3.65, SD = .93).The bachelor’s category (M = 3.35, SD = .84) was significantly
different than the master’s category (M = 3.65, SD = .93).

Also, there was a significant effect of education on group norms at the p < .01
level for the five conditions [F(4, 545) = 4.467, p = .001]. Post-hoc comparisons
using the Bonferroni adjustment indicated that mean score of group norms of PhD
category (M = 3.90, SD = 1.01) was significantly different than bachelor’s category
(M =3.39, SD =.92).

In addition, there was a significant effect of education on performance
monitoring at the p<.01 level for the five conditions [F(4, 545) = 10.14, p < .001].
Post-hoc comparisons using the Bonferroni adjustment indicated that mean score of
group norms and performance monitoring of master’s category (M = 4.06, SD = .84)

was significantly different than high school category (M = 2.98, SD = .93),
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bachelor’s category (M = 3.3, SD = 1.14) and PhD category (M = 4.22, SD = 1.06) as
well as bachelor’s category (M = 3.3, SD = 1.14) was significantly different than
PhD category (M = 4.22, SD = 1.06). No group differences were observed on CWBs.

3.7 Correlations

All study variables were examined regarding their correlational associations
(see Table 1). All Dark Triad traits were positively correlated with each other
consistent with the literature. The highest correlation was between Machiavellianism
and Psychopathy (r = .49), following by Machiavellianism and Narcissism (r = .34)
and the lowest one was between Narcissism and Psychopathy (r = .18).

In addition, all facets of situational strength were correlated with each other.
Clarity was positively related to consistency (r = .66) and consequences (r = .20),
and negatively related to constraints (r = -.31). Consistency was negatively related to
constraints (r = -.42) and positively related to consequences (r = .11). Constraints
was positively associated with consequences (r = .13). Also, all situational strength
variables were positively related to group norms and performance monitoring.
Clarity was positively related togroup norms (r = .14) and performance monitoring (r
=.10). Consistency was positively related to group norms (r = .11). Constraints was
positively associated to group norms (r = .15) and performance monitoring (r = .27).
Consequences was positively correlated to group norms (r = .17) and performance
monitoring (r = .28). Also, results indicated that group norms and performance
monitoring were positively correlated with each other (r = .39).

CWB-I was positively associated with Narcissism (r = .11),
Machiavellianism (r = .31), and Psychopathy (r = .25). CWB-O was positively
related to Narcissism (r = .19), Machiavellianism (r = .35), and Psychopathy (r =
.26). Thus, Hypothesis 2 was supported for all the Dark Triad Traits.

CWB-0 was negatively related to clarity (r = -.18), consistency (r = -.22),
and consequences (r = -.09), group norms (r = -.30), and performance monitoring (r
= -.14) but not constraints. CWB-I was not related to none of the situational strength

variables.
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Social desirability was negatively correlated with all Dark Triad traits
[Narcissism (r = -.19), Machiavellianism (r = -.31), and Psychopathy (r = -.28)],
consequences (r = 16), group norms (r = .15), performance monitoring (r = .15),
CWB-I (r =-.19), CWB-O (r = -.31); and positively correlated with clarity (r = .10),
and consistency (r = .09). It appears that those who respond more desirably tend to
report less dark triad traits and less CWBs. Thus, social desirability was controlled in

all moderation analyses.
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Table 2.

Pearson Correlation Coefficients

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
1. Narcissism _
2. Mach. 347
3. Psychopathy 187 497
4. Clarity 11" 08 .06
5. Consistency 04 -00 .01 667
6. Constraints -08 -04 -07 -317 -427 _
7. Conseqiences 04 -03 -03 .20 .11° 13" _
8.Group Norms 01 -09° -10° 147 117 157 a7
9. PM .03 -05 -05 .10" 04 277 287 397 -
10. CWB-O A9 357 26 -18" -227 -00 -09° -307 -14" -
11. CWB-I A17 31 257 -02 -.08 .06 .00 -07 -01 .407 -
12. SD -19"™ -317 -287 10" .09" 05 177 157 157 -317 -19™ -
13. Gender -04 127 167 .05 .02 02 117" .02 -.00 01 157 .09 -
14. Age -19™ -197 -157 .05 04 11" -00 .11 07 -13" -00 .19 .06 -

*p <.05 (2-tailed), ** p < .01 (2-tailed), N = 550



3.8 Moderation Analyses

Series of moderation analyses were conducted by using the PROCESS macro
for Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 23.0 (SPSS 23.0). In the analyses.
Dark Triad traits were the predictors. Clarity, consistency, group norms, and
performance monitoring were the moderators and counterproductive work behaviors
(interpersonal and organizational) were outcome variables. Social desirability and
gender were controlled by using them as the covariate in every analysis. An alpha

level of .05 was used to test statistical significance.

3.8.1 Clarity as a Moderator

The Hypothesis 2 was supported which suggested that all DT traits and CWB-
O relationships were moderated by clarity. More specifically, Machiavellianism and
CWB-O relationship was moderated by clarity (b = -.05, SE = .02, t =-2.63, p = .01,
95% CI = -.09 -.01). Therefore, Hypothesis 2a, stating that individuals high in
Machiavellianism would show lower levels of CWB-O in environments with high
clarity, was supported (Figure 2). There is a stronger significant positive relationship
between Machiavellianism and CWB-O when there is lower levels of clarity (b =
24, SE = .03,t=7.11, p = .00, 95% CI = .17, .30) and a weaker association when
clarity is high (b = .12, SE = .03, t = 4.18, p = .00, 95% CI = .07, .18).

In addition, narcissism and CWB-O relationship was moderated by clarity (b =
-.05, SE =.02,t =-2.49, p = .01, 95% CI =-.08, -.01). Therefore, hypothesis 2b was
supported stating that individuals high on narcissism engage in less CWB-O when
there is high clarity (Figure 3). There is a significant positive relationship between
Narcissism and CWB-O when there is low levels of clarity (b = .14, SE = .03, t =
4.62, p < .00, 95% CI = .08, .20), but there is a non-significant relationship when
clarity is high (b = .04, SE = .03,t=1.24, p = .21, 95% CI =-.02, .10).
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Figure 3. Moderating Effect of Clarity on Narcissism and CWB-O.
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Also, psychopathy and CWB-O relationship was moderated by clarity (b = -
.05, SE =.02,t =-2.16, p = .03, 95% CI = -.09, -.00). Therefore, Hypothesis 2c was
supported stating that individuals high on psychopathy engage in less CWB-O when
there is high clarity (Figure 4). There is a significant and stronger positive
relationship between Psychopathy and CWB-O when there is low levels of clarity (b
= .19, SE = .04, t = 4.85, p < .001, 95% CI = .11, .26) and a weaker association
when clarity is high (b = .08, SE =.03,t = 2.26, p =.02, 95% CI = .01, .15).
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Figure 4. Moderating Effect of Clarity on Psychopathy and CWB-O.

3.8.2 Consistency as a Moderator

The Hypothesis 3 was partially supported which suggested that all DT traits
and CWB-O relationships were moderated by consistency. More specifically,
Machiavellianism and CWB-O relationship was moderated by consistency (b = -.05,
SE =.02,t=-2.58, p=.01, 95% CI = -.10, -.01). Therefore, Hypothesis 3a stating
that individuals high in Machiavellianism would show lower levels of CWB-O in
strong environments with high consistency, was supported (Figure 5). There is a

significant and stronger positive relationship between Machiavellianism and CWB-O
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when there is low levels of consistency (b = .22, SE = .03, t = 7.02, p < .00, 95% ClI
= .16, .28) and a weaker association when consistency is high (b = .11, SE =.03,t =
3.4,p <.00, 95% CI = .05, .17).

1.6

CWB-O

------ Moderate

= == High

Low Moderate High

Machiavellianism

Figure 5. Moderating Effect of Consistency on Machiavellianism and CWB-O.

Also, psychopathy and CWB-O relationship was moderated by consistency (b
=-.05, SE = .02, t =-2.19, p = .03, 95% CI = -.10, -.01). Therefore, hypothesis 3c
was supported stating that individuals high on psychopathy engage in less CWB-O
when there is high consistency (Figure 6). There is a significant positive relationship
between Psychopathy and CWB-O when there is low levels of consistency (b = .18,
SE = .04, t = 4.88, p < .001, 95% CI = .11, .25), but there is a non-significant
relationship when consistency is high (b = .07, SE =.04,t=1.93, p = .05, 95% CI =
-.00, .14). However, Hypothesis 3b stating that individuals high in narcissism would
show lower levels of CWB-O in strong environments with high consistency, was not
supported (b = -03, SE = .02, t = -1.33, p = .19, 95% CI = -.07, .01).
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Figure 6. Moderating Effect of Consistency on Psychopathy and CWB-O.

3.8.3 Group Norms as a Moderator

Hypothesis 4 was partially supported which suggested that all DT traits and
CWB-O relationships were moderated by group norms. More specifically,
psychopathy and CWB-O relationship was moderated by group norms (b = -.06, SE
= .02, t =-234, p = .02 95% CI = -.11, -.01). Therefore, hypothesis 4c was
supported stating that individuals high on psychopathy engage in less CWB-O when
there is high group norms (Figure 7). There is a significant positive relationship
between Psychopathy and CWB-O when there is low levels of group norms (b = .16,
SE = .03, t = 4.64, p < .001, 95% CI = .09, .23), but there is a non-significant
relationship when group norms is high (b = .05, SE = .04, t = 1.30, p = .19, 95% CI
= -.02, .12). However, Hypothesis 4a stating that group norms would moderate the
Machiavellianism and CWB-O relationship was not supported (b = -.03, SE = .02, t
= -1.52, p = .13, 95% CI = -.07, .01). Similarly, Hypothesis 4b stating that group
norms would moderate the narcissism and CWB-O relationship was not supported (b
=-.03,SE=.02,t=-1.22, p =.22, 95% Cl = -.07, .01).
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Figure 7. Moderating Effect of Group Norms on Psychopathy and CWB-O.

3.8.4 Performance Monitoring as a Moderator

Hypothesis 5 stating that performance monitoring would moderate the
relationship between DT traits and CWB-O and CWB-I was partially supported.
More specifically, Machiavellianism and CWB-I relationship was moderated by
performance monitoring (b = -.21, SE = .10, t = -2.09, p = .04, 95% CI = -.41, .01).
Therefore, Hypothesis 5a, stating that individuals high in Machiavellianism show
lower levels of CWB-I where there are higher levels of performance monitoring, was
supported (Figure 8). There is a significant positive relationship between
Machiavellianism and CWB-I when there is low levels of performance monitoring (b
= .83, SE =.14,t=5.95, p <.00, 95% CI = .56, 1.10), but there is a non-significant
relationship when performance monitoring is high (b = .32, SE = .19, t = 1.75, p =
.08, 95% CI = -.03, .69).
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Figure 8. Moderating Effect of Performance Monitoring on Machiavellianism and
CWB-I.

Additionally, narcissism and CWAB-I relationship was moderated by
performance monitoring (b = -.03, SE = .01, t = -2.03, p = .04, 95% CI = -.05, -.00).
Therefore, Hypothesis 5b was supported stating that individuals high on narcissism
engage in less CWB-I. when there is high monitoring (Figure 9). There is a
significant positive relationship between Narcissism and CWB-I when there is low
levels of performance monitoring (b = .07, SE = .02, t = 2.77, p = .01, 95% CI =
.02, .11), but there is a non-significant relationship when monitoring is high (b =
.003, SE =.02,t =0.14, p = .89, 95% CI = -.04, .04).

Also, psychopathy and CWB-I relationship was moderated by performance
monitoring (b = -.03, SE = .01, t = -2.16, p = .03, 95% CI = -.05, -.00). Therefore,
Hypothesis 5¢ was supported stating that individuals high on psychopathy engage in
less CWB-I when there is high monitoring (Figure 10). There is a significant positive
relationship between Psychopathy and CWB-I when there is low levels of
performance monitoring (b = .11, SE = .02, t = 4.78, p < .001, 95% CI = .07, .16),
but there is a non-significant relationship when performance monitoring is high (b =
.04, SE =.03,t=1.74, p = .08, 95% CI =-.01, .09).
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However, Hypothesis 5d suggesting that performance monitoring would
moderate the Machiavellianism and CWB-O relationship was not supported (b = -
.03, SE = .02, t = -1.49, p = .14, 95% CI = -.06, .01). Similarly, Hypothesis 5e
suggesting that performance monitoring would moderate the narcissism and CWB-O
relationship was not supported (b = .01, SE = .02, t = .33, p = .74, 95% CI = -.03,
.04). Additionally, Hypothesis 5f suggesting that performance monitoring would
moderate the psychopathy and CWB-O relationship was not supported (b = -.01, SE
=.02,t=-.69, p = .49, 95% CI = -.05, .03).
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

4.1 Overview

The aim of the current study was to investigate the moderating effect of
situational strength between dark personality traits and deviant work place behaviors.
Three personality variables, Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy were
used as indicators and interpersonally related CWB and organizationally related
CWB were used as outcomes. Moderator constructs were clarity, consistency, group
norms and performance monitoring all of which are used for assessing situational
strength in different studies (e.g. Meyer et al., 2014; Smithikrai, 2008). Results
showed that while clarity moderated three Dark Triad variables and CWB-O
relationship; performance monitoring moderated three Dark Triad variables and
CWB-I relationship. In addition, consistency moderated Machiavellianism and
CWB-O relationship as well as psychopathy and CWB-O relationship. Also, group
norms moderated psychopathy and CWB-O relationship.

In the following sections, discussion of the findings, strengths and limitations

of the study and future suggestions are presented.

4.2 Discussion of the Findings

The moderating effect of situational strength between deviant work place
behaviors and dark personality traits was investigated and results showed that there
are several expected associations between these variables and people high on dark
traits are clearly influenced by the strength of the situation. Yet, different patterns
were found for these three malevolent traits which will be discussed in short.

In moderation analyses, results showed that one or more form of situational

strength moderate the relationship between the Dark Triad traits and interpersonal or

62



organizational CWBs. For example, one prominent finding is that the relationship
between CWB-1 and all three Dark Triad traits were moderated only by performance
monitoring. This means that individuals who are high on dark traits are engaging in
less interpersonally related CWB when they are monitored. This is a novel
contribution to the literature, so we can only make speculations about these findings.
Interpersonal CWBSs are closely related to interpersonal relations between colleagues
which are shaped by several different external sources. Classical situational strength
measures (Meyer et al., 2014) are closely related to task-performance (Dalal et al.,
2019) and contain job-related items rather than interpersonally related ones.
Therefore, classical situational strength facets would not be expected to act as a
moderator. Similarly, group norms scale used in this study was related to task and
job related constructs rather than interpersonally related ones. Therefore, just like
classical situational strength measures, group norms would not be expected to act as
a moderator between the Dark Triad traits and CWB-I. These relationships were not
hypothesized, but the analysis were conducted anyhow. Results supported the
speculation as the Dark Triad traits and CWB-I relationship was not moderated by
clarity, consistency, constraints, consequences, or group norms. Yet, the relationship
was moderated by performance monitoring as it had been expected. It would be
beneficial to mention that performance monitoring scale used in this study contained
items related both to organizationally and interpersonally related behaviors.
However, the same moderation effect was not found in CWB-O and the Dark Triad
traits for performance monitoring. It appears that the Dark Triad traits’s main effect
on CWB-O is more powerful.

Moving to the CWB-O and the Dark Triad relationship, there are several
expected moderation effects. More specifically, Machiavellianism and CWB-O
relationship was moderated by clarity and consistency. This suggests that individuals
high on Machiavellianism engage in less CWB-O in strong situations defined by
clarity and consistency. If the cues about the work requirements are accessible and
easily understandable (Meyer et al., 2010), individual differences are restricted by
providing certain information about the expected employee behaviors. Therefore,

63



organizationally related CWBs stemming from Machiavellianism are restricted in
environments with high clarity. Similarly, if the cues about the work environment are
concordant with each other (Meyer et al., 2010), organizationally related CWBs
stemming from Machiavellianism are restricted as the information is similar and
coherent across time and different sources in highly consistent work environments.
One possible explanation is that consistency may act as a blockage against
Machiavellians’ manipulative nature. If the environmental cues are consistent and
coherent, there would be no room for interpretating the expectations, consequently
Machiavellians cannot use their manipulation tactics.

Additionally, Narcissism and CWB-O relationship was moderated by clarity.
Similar to Machiavellians, narcissists engage in less organizationally related CWBs
in work environments in which information about the work are easy to access and
expectations are clearly defined. Clarity is the only facet that moderated the
narcissism and CWB-O relationship. This suggests that in environments where there
are low clarity, narcissists find place for themselves to engage in CWB-O. As they
think rules and regulations do not apply to them, they can easily convince themselves
and others to act in a way that favoring themselves or showing some form of rage
against what irritate or threaten them.

Also, Psychopathy and CWB-O relationship was moderated by clarity,
consistency, and group norms. Similar to Machiavellians, individuals high on
psychopathy were also engagin in less CWB-O in work environments with clearly
defined expectations and highly consistent information. In addition to these relations,
psychopathy and CWB-O relationship was also moderated by group norms which are
established rules being used by the group members in determining which behaviors
are acceptable and which are not in the group (Levi, 2011). Therefore, individuals
high on psychopathy trait engage in less CWB-O when their work environment is
affected by the group defining what is acceptable or not.

From the situational strength perspective, results can also be interpreted as the
following. First of all, one prominent finding is that clarity moderated the all three
Dark Triad traits and CWB-O relationship. It can be speculated that clarity is the
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number one factor which has an effect on CWB-O. Additionally, consistency
moderated Machiavellianism and CWB-O relationship as well as psychopathy and
CWB-O relationship. Although it is not hypothesized, constraints and consequences
were also tested as a moderator in all Dark Triad and CWB relationships; as expected
no relationship was found. Also, group norms moderated psychopathy and CWB-O
relationship. Finally, performance monitoring moderated all three Dark Triad traits
and CWB-I relationship. All these findings suggest a common theme about how
individuals high on Dark Triad act in interpersonal and organizational CWBs in
strong situtations. First of all, the common finding for CWB-I is that it is only
affected by performance monitoring for all three traits. This means that when Dark
Triad people know they are monitored, they keep their interpersonal relations in a
more desirable manner. One possible explanation is that monitoring simultaneously
happens as the act occurs, so their impulsive nature is blocked because it is also
affected simultaneously unlike some consequences they will face in the future.

The results showed that men had significantly higher levels of
Machiavellianism and psychopathy which were consistent with the literature. One
interesting finding is that men have higher levels of CWB-I than women. Another
finding is that Machiavellianism and psychopathy levels of participants working in
private institutions were significantly higher than participants working in public
institutions. This finding could be rooted in the fact that private institutions are much
more competitive and sometimes aggressive than the public sector. People high on
Machiavellianism and psychopathy may prefer to be a part of private institution as it
is much more compatible and motivational for their characteristics. Also, constraints
and performance monitoring levels of participants working in public institutions
were significantly higher than participants working in private institutions. It makes
sense that public institutes have clear-cut rules which do not allow interpersonal
interpretations of how to do a job and resulting in sense of less freedom.

Also, CWB-O is negatively associated with clarity, consistency,
consequences, group norms, performance monitoring and social desirability. This

could suggest that if there are consequences to be faced for employees and the job
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environment is more clear and consistent; employees may show less CWB-O. Also,
if the work environment supports a high performance culture along with monitoring
the performance, CWB-O can be seen less. Such effect was not found in CWB-I.
This may have resulted as situational strength factors, except for performance
monitoring, were mostly related to job and organizational outcomes rather than
employee relationships which are more about CWB-I. In addition, all classical
situational strength variables are positively related to group norms and -except for
consistency- to performance monitoring. Also, one finding is that CWB-O and
CWB-I are both negatively correlated to Social Desirability. This may indicate that
people high in social desirability may not honestly present themselves regarding
CWAB questionnaires either and rather they show themselves in a more positive and
desirable manner. A similar finding was also found with Dark Triad traits;
narcissism, psychopathy, Machiavellianism are all negatively related to Social
Desirability, again indicating a less honest and more desirable way for participants to
present themselves(Martin, Rao, & Sloan, 2009).

Also, CWB-O and CWB-I has a moderate correlation indicating that they
overlap but have differences in terms of what they measure. Likewise, all Dark Triad
traits have a weak to moderate correlation with each other, indicating they share

some common characteristics but fundamentally they are different constructs.

4.3 Strengths and Limitations

Firstly, participants’ dark tendencies were measured by using the Dark Triad
traits, Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy. In order to lighten the dark-
theme of the assessment, several socially desirable or neutral Big Five items were
added to the Dark Triad scale. Also, in order to assess situational strength several
concepts were measured: clarity, consistency, constraints, consequences, group
norms and performance monitoring. Therefore, this study used additional facets to
Meyer et al.’s (2014) classical four facet conceptualization of situational strength.
The reason behind not only using Meyer et al.’s (2014) four facet structure but also

adding two more facets (Smithikrai, 2008) is to be able to have a greater
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apprehension of the situational strength construct and its theory suggesting that
situations shapes the personality-behavior relationship. There are no other study
using six facets to assess situational strength to author’s knowledge. Similarly, this
study used CWB with its two facets CWB-I and CWB-O. The reason behind this
logic is again to have a deeper understanding of the CWB and its facets’ differential
relationships with other constructs.

The study used a self-report technique to collect data. As the study has a dark
theme and includes several negative or socially undesirable constructs, anonymous
self-report measure was believed to be have a greater integrity. Yet, in order to be
more precise, social desirability was also measured and used as a control variable. In
addition, in order to eliminate careless respondents, two bogus questions were used.
However, bogus questions are both a strength and a limitation to this study as bogus
questions indicated to eliminate 15% of the participants. Considering the
manipulative nature of the dark themed individuals, there might be careful
respondents who would intentionally give a wrong response to misguide the
question.

In addition, common method bias was another limitation. The data were
collected at one point in time from the same participants using the same self-report
measure technique. Also, the data were collected online and the participation was
due to the willingness of the respondents. Therefore, personal tendencies such as
being high on openness to experience may be a factor in participation resulting in a
more homogenous sample.

Also, social desirability scale was a dichotomous one with 7 items. This may
have lead to a low alpha coefficient of the scale. In addition, psychopathy had also a

low alpha coefficient. Therefore, both constructs should be interpreted cautiously.

4.4 Implications and Future Suggestions

The study provides several insights to the literature and the applied settings.
First, situational strength construct can be a wider topic and be conceptualized with
more than four facets as it has different relations to task vs. people related constructs
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(Dalal et al., 2019). Therefore, by examining the situational strength concept, its
hypothesis about the personality-behavior relationship can be much deeply
understood. In future studies, it is recommended that scholars take a wider
perspective on the concept.

Second, the Dark Triad has gained attention in the last decade and there is
growing evidence that it has several impacts on many work outcomes like CWB. The
field practitioners generally assessing positive personality traits are unaware of dark
ones like the Dark Triad. Recruiters can put more attention on identifying Dark
personality traits of applicants.

Third, CWB can be a problematic construct both for scholars to study on and
practitioners to deal with. Understanding its facets would help to eliminate some of
the difficulties like having an insight about the antecedents of CWB and how to
eliminate it. Because, in order to eliminate CWB in the organizations, both scholars
and practitioners need to understand the concept; examining the construct with its
two facets is one way to do so. Future studies should also consider CWB facets. In
addition, practitioners should create new practices to reduce CWB. One way to do so
can be strengthening the situations in purposeful ways. For example, every line of
business could benefit from environments with high clarity in which expectations are
very clear and there is no room for different interpretations. This would help
companies to reduce organizational CWBs. In addition, monitoring systems may
help to have a better working environment by reducing interpersonal CWBs.

For methodological concerns, future studies can prefer longer version of the
scales in order to have a more reliable measures. Also, implicit measures can be
considered for assessing a dark theme.

In addition, although this study does not put a cultural perspective priority, it
is worth mentioning that classical situational strength facets are derived from an
individualistic culture, yet the two extra facets are derived from a collectivistic
culture. Future studies should consider the cultural perspective as culture can also be

a moderator in personality-work outcome relationship (Grijalva & Newman, 2015).
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To sum up, while dark people are among us creating some negative
atmosphere in the workplace, they have also contributions to the organizations.
Rather than labeling some of the characteristics of them as dark, it can be controlled
and directed in productive ways. A less deviant work place could be achieved by

following some structures and configuring the regulations.
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B: INFORMED CONSENT FORMS

Goniilli Katihm Formu
Sayin Katilimet,

Bu c¢alisma, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi, Endiistri ve Orgiit Psikolojisi
Yiiksek Lisans Programi 6grencisi Oykii Kogoglu tarafindan Yrd. Dog. Dr. Yonca
Toker danigsmanliginda vyiiriitiillen tez calismast kapsaminda yapilmaktadir. Bu
calismanin amaci kisilik 6zellikleri ve is davraniglar: arasindaki iliskiyi incelemektir.

Calismaya katilim tamamiyla goniilliilik esasina dayanmaktadir. Ankette,
sizden kurum kimligi veya kisisel kimlik belirleyici hi¢bir bilgi istenmemektedir.
Cevaplariniz tamamiyla gizli tutulacak ve sadece arastirmacilar tarafindan
degerlendirilecektir; kesinlikle hicbir kisi ya da kurumla paylasilmayacaktir. Elde
edilecek bilgiler bilimsel yayimlarda kullanilacaktir.

Anket, genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik verecek sorulari icermemektedir.
Ancak, katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi baska bir nedenden Otiirii
kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz cevaplama isini yarida birakabilirsiniz. Boyle bir
durumda anket linkini kapatmaniz yeterli olacaktir.

Liitfen anket sorularini dikkatli okuyunuz ve yanitsiz soru birakmayiniz.
Anketi tamamlamak yaklastk 20 dakika siirmektedir. Arastirmanin giivenilir
olabilmesi a¢isindan sorulari dikkatli ve igtenlikle cevaplamaniz biiylik 6nem
tasimaktadir.

Calismayla ilgili soru ve yorumlarinizi arastirmaciya

oyku.kocoglu@metu.edu.tr adresinden iletebilirsiniz.
Bu calismaya tamamen goniillii olarak katiliyorum ve istedigim zaman

yarida kesip c¢ikabilecegimi biliyorum. Verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel amach

yayimlarda kullanilmasini kabul ediyorum.

Evet [ Hayir [
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C: INFORMATION FORMS

Katilim Sonrasi Bilgi Formu

Sayin Katilimci,

Oncelikle arastirmamiza katildiginiz igin tesekkiir ederiz.

Bu arastirma, daha dnce de belirtildigi gibi, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi,
Endiistri ve Orgiit Psikolojisi Yiiksek Lisans Programi 6grencisi Oykii Kogoglu
tarafindan Yrd. Dog¢. Dr. Yonca Toker danigmanhiginda yiiriitiilen tez caligsmasi
kapsaminda yapilmaktadir. Arastirmanin amaci, klinik dis1 normal popiilasyonlarda,
diizeyleri kisiden kisiye farklilik gosterebilen bazi kisilik 6zellikleri (Makyavelizm,
klinik olmayan Narsisizm ve klinik olmayan Psikopati) ve Uretkenlik Karsiti Is
Davraniglar (hirsizlik vb.) arasindaki iliskinin Durumsal Kuvvet tarafindan ne kadar
etkilendiginin incelenmesidir.

Belirtilen kisilik 6zelliklerinin is yerlerinde sorunlara neden olan Uretkenlik
Karsiti Is Davranislar: ile iliskisi oldugu bilinmektedir. Durumsal Kuvvetin ise,
kisilik ozellikleri ve bu davraniglar arasindaki iliskiye nasil etki edecegi
arastirilmaktadir.

Bu c¢alismadan alinacak ilk verilerin 2018 yili baglarinda elde edilmesi
amaclanmaktadir. Elde edilen bilgiler sadece bilimsel arastirma ve yazilarda
kullanilacaktir. Caligmanin saglikli ilerleyebilmesi ve bulgularin giivenilir olmasi
icin ¢alismaya katilacagini bildiginiz diger kisilerle ¢alisma ile ilgili detayli bilgi
paylasiminda bulunmamanizi rica ederiz.

Arastirmanin sonuglarin1 6grenmek ya da daha fazla bilgi almak i¢in Oykii

Kogoglu’na (e-mail: oyku.kocoglu@metu.edu.tr) basvurabilirsiniz.
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D: DARK TRIAD SCALE

Istedigimi elde etmek igin
baskalarini manipiile etmeye
egilimliyim.

Istedigimi elde etmek igin hileye
bagvurmuslugum ya da yalan
sOylemigligim vardir.

Istedigimi elde etmek icin
pohpohlamaya bagvururum.

Kendi ¢ikarim ig¢in bagkalarini
kullanmaya egilimliyim.

Pigsmanlik duymamaya egilimliyim.

Davraniglarimin ahlaki boyutunu
umursamamaya egilimliyim.

Duyarsiz ya da duygusuz olmaya
egilimliyim.

Alayci davranmaya egilimliyim.

Bagkalariin bana hayranlik
duymasini istemeye egilimliyim.

10

Baskalarinin beni dikkate almasini
istemeye egilimliyim.

11

Prestij ya da statii arayisinda
olmaya egilimliyim.

12

Baskalarindan 6zel iyilikler
beklemeye egilimliyim.
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E: COUNTERPRODUCTIVE WORK BEHAVIOR SCALE

Isverene ait arac/gerecleri kasitli bir

1 sekilde bosa harcama 3 4

2 Isi bilerek yanlis yapma 3 4

3 izin almadan ise ge¢ gelme 3 | 4

4 Hasta oldugunuzu bahane ederek ise 3 4
gelmeme

5 Orgiit mallarmna bilerek zarar verme 3 4

6 Calisma ortaminizi bilerek kirletme 3 4

v Isverene ait olan baz1 seyleri izinsiz alip 3 4
goturme

8 Isyerine zarar verici sdylentiler ¢ikarma 3 4
Miisterilere ya da tiiketicilere karst kaba

9 e 3 4
ya da ¢irkin davranma
Yapilmasi gereken isler oldugunda

10 . 3 4
bilerek yavas ¢alisma
Mola saatlerini izin verilenden daha

11 3 4
uzun tutma

12 Verilen yonergelere bilerek uymama 3 4

13 Mesai bitiminden dnce isten ayrilma 3 4
Isyerindekileri performanslarindan

14 > 3 4
dolay1 agagilama

15 Insanlarin 6zel hayatlariyla alay etme 3 4

16 Isyerine ait baz1 arac-geregleri izin 3 4
almadan eve gotiirme

17 Gergekte calisilandan daha fazla saat 3 4
i¢in mesai licreti almaya ¢alisma

18 Izin almadan isverene ait paray1 alma 3 4

19 Isyerindeki diger calisanlar1 yok sayma 3 4
Kendisinin yaptig1 bir hatadan dolayi bir

20 3 4
baskasini su¢lama

21 Isyerindeki insanlarla tartisma ¢ikarma 3 4

29 Isyerindeki birine ait bir seyi izinsiz 3 4

alma
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23

Isyerindeki herhangi birini sézel olarak
asagilama

24

Isyerindeki birine uygunsuz el kol
hareketleri yapma

25

Isyerindeki insanlari itip kakarak
korkutma

26

Isyerindeki insanlar1 sdzel olarak tehdit
etme

27

Isyerindeki herhangi birine kendisini
kot hissettirecek agik sagik seyler
sOyleme

28

Isyerindeki birinin kétii duruma
diismesine yol agacak bir seyler yapma

29

Isyerindeki birine onu utandiracak
sevimsiz sakalar yapma

30

Izin almadan herhangi birinin 6zel
esyalarini (mektup, cekmece) karigtirma

31

Isyerindeki birini itme ya da vurma

32

Isyerindeki biriyle dalga gegme ya da
ona hakaret etme

33

Calisma arkadaslarinin az ¢alistig
diisiiniildiigli zamanlarda performansini
diisiirme

34

Isyerinin 6nemli bilgi ve belgelerini
disaridan 3. kisilerle paylagma

35

Isyerinde internet kullanimindan dolay1
151 aksatma

36

Amirin emirlerini uygulamay1 ihmal
etme

37

[s yerinin olanaklarmi 6zel ihtiyaglar
i¢in kullanma
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F: SITUATIONAL STRENGTH SCALE

Is ile ilgili sorumluluklar hakkinda detayli
bilgi saglanir.

Calisanlarin basarili olmalar i¢in yapmalari
gerekenlerle ilgili net bilgi saglanir.

Bir ¢alisanin igini diizgiin bir sekilde nasil
yapabilecegine dair gereken detayli bilgi
saglanir.

Hangi gorevlerin tamamlanmasi gerektigi ile
ilgili net bilgi saglanir.

Bir calisana kendisinden ne beklenildigi
eksiksiz ve acik olarak sdylenir.

Is ile ilgili farkli bilgi kaynaklar1 her zaman
birbirleriyle tutarlidir.

Bir ¢alisanin sorumluluklar1 birbiriyle
uyumludur.

Prosediirler/is siirecleri zaman igerisinde
tutarlilik gosterir.

Ustlerin (ydnetici, amir, siipervizor)
talimatlar1 ile kurum politikalar birbiri ile
uyumludur.

10

Resmi olmayan yonlendirmeler genellikle
kurum politikalari ile uyumludur.

11

Denetlenmeden, yonlendirme almadan
onemli kararlar alma imkan1 vardir.

12

Bir ¢alisanin goérevlerini, onceliklerini veya
hedeflerini belirleme 6zgiirliigli vardir.

13

Cok kati teslim tarihlerine/is bitirme
tarithlerine uyma zorunlulugu vardir.

14

Bir calisanin kendi kararlarin1  vermesi
engellenir.
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15

Kisitlamalar bir ¢alisanin gorevlerini kendi
bildigi yontemle yapmasinin oniine geger.

16

Bir calisanin karar verme 6zgiirligii digerleri
tarafindan siirlandirilir.

17

Uygulanan yontemler bir calisanin kendi
bildigi gibi calismasina engel olur.

18

Calisanlar, diger calisanlarin is
sonuclarindan 6nemli derecede sorumludur.

19

Bir ¢alisanin gorevini kesinlik ve dogruluk
ile yapmasi ¢ok dnemlidir.

20

Siklikla koruyucu veya giivenlik ekipmani
ile calismas1 gereklidir.

21

Bir ¢alisanin kararlarinin diger insanlar i¢in
son derece onemli sonuglar1 vardir.

22

Bir ¢alisanin yapabilecegi bir hata diger
insanlar i¢in ¢ok ciddi sonuglar dogurur.

23

Bir ¢alisan diisiik performans gosterdiginde
diger insanlar1 zarar gérme riskine sokar.

24

Bir calisan isinde kendisinden beklenileni
vermediginde bunun olumsuz sonuglar1 olur.
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G: GROUP NORMS AND PERFORMANCE MONITORING SCALE

Meslektaslarimin ¢ogu ise ge¢ gelmenin veya
erken ayrilmanin yanlis olmadigin diisiiniir.

Departmanimda; dergi, gazete okumak veya
caligma saatleri boyunca kisisel konular igin
telefonda konusmak, her ¢alisanin is
arkadaslarindan olumsuz geri bildirim
almadan yapabilecegi bir seydir.

Calisanlar, 6gle saatlerini uzatip geri
caligmaya ge¢ dondiiklerinde is arkadaslarim
bunu dnemsemezler.

Calistigim boliimde, kirtasiye ve ofis
malzemelerinin kisisel ihtiyaglar i¢in
kullanilmas ofis ¢alisanlari tarafindan
kimanmaz.

Boliimiimdeki kisiler sirketin kurallarini kati
bir sekilde takip etmezler.

Kurumum, ¢alisanlarin olagandist
davranislarini izlemek igin bir sistem
gelistirmistir.

Kurumum, ¢alisanlarin ¢aligma faaliyetlerini
takip etmek i¢in elektronik cihazlar (6rnegin
kamera, bilgisayar) kullanir.

Kurumumun ¢alisanlarin ¢alisma
davraniglarini yakindan takip ettigine
inantyorum.

Calistigim kurum, yemek ve mola saatleri
konusunda c¢ok kat1 kurallar dayatmaktadir.

10

Kurumumun {ist yonetimi, ¢alisanlarin
organizasyon kurallarini ve prosediirlerini
titizlikle takip etmesini vurgular ve talep eder.
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H: SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE

Asla birinden ¢ok fazla nefret etmem.

Daima giyimime 6zen gosteririm.

Kiminle konustugumun hi¢ Onemi yoktur, daima 1iyi bir
dinleyiciyimdir.

Hata yaptigimda daima itiraf etmek isterim.

Diger insanlar benimkinden ¢ok farkli fikirler ileri siirdiiglinde
hi¢ canim sikilmaz.

Hatalarimdan dolay1 bagka birinin cezalandirilmasina seyirci
kalmay1 asla diistinmedim.

Bagkalarina verdigim 6giitleri daima kendim de uygulamaya
caligirim.
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I: TURKISH SUMMARY/ TURKCE OZET

GIRIS

Bireysel oOzellikler ve is davramiglar1 arasindaki iliskinin incelenmesi,
Endiistri ve Orgiit Psikolojisi alaninda her zaman biiyiik ilgi gdrmiistiir (Gruys ve
Sackett, 2003). Ornegin, bu iliskinin anlasilmasi kuruluslarin ise alim sistemlerini
istenen calisma davranislarma dayanarak yapilandirmalarina yardimeir olur. Is
davraniglari, c¢alisanlarin isyerinde yaptiklart ve sdyledikleri davranislar olarak
aciklanabilir (Hiriyappa, 2008). Bu davranislar, kuruluslar i¢in faydali ya da zararh
sonuclar verebilecegi i¢in kurumlar i¢in biiylik 6nem tasir. Hem arastirmacilarin hem
de sahadaki uygulayicilarin is davranigina ilgisi son zamanlarda istenmeyen ve
zararli olanlara kaymistir. Literatiirde antisosyal davranis, iiretkenlik karsiti is
davraniglar1 gibi terimlerle anilan istenmeyen davramiglar igin farkli adlar
kullanilmaktadir (Sulea, Maricutoiu, Zaborila, Dumitru ve Pitariu, 2010). Bu yazida,
iiretkenlik karsit1 is davranislarinin tizerinde durulacaktir.

Literatiirde iiretkenlik karsiti is davraniglariyla pozitif korelasyon gosteren
antagonistik 6zellikler vardir. Bunlardan {igii, birbirleriyle iligkili olan ve Karanlik
Uclii kavramm olusturan Makyavelizm, narsisizm ve psikopatidir. Karanlik iiclii
kisilik oOzellikleri ile iiretkenlik karsiti is davranislari arasindaki pozitif iliskiyi
gosteren birka¢ c¢alisma vardir (6rnegin, DeShong, Grant ve Mullins-Sweatt, 2015;
O'Boyle, Forsyth, Banks ve McDaniel, 2012). Bu tiir istenmeyen davranislar, kisilik
degerlendirmeleri  kullanilarak tahmin edilebilir. Diizenleyici degiskenlerin
belirlenmesi, kisilik ile iiretkenlik karsit1 is davraniglar arasindaki iliskiye agiklayici
bir gii¢ katabilir. Kisilik tezahiirii, kisilik-davranis iliskisinde diizenleyici gorev
(Martinko, 2002; Meyer, Dalal ve Bonaccio, 2009) géren durumsal degiskenlerden
etkilenir (Mischel, 1977). Durumsal degiskenler giiclii ise, bir kisinin kisiliginin
ifadelerini davraniglar agisindan sinirlayarak bireysel farkliliklarin etkilerini ortadan

kaldiran giiclii bir durum yaratirlar (Meyer ve Dalal, 2009). Bu nedenle, kisilik ve
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bireysel farkliliklarin davraniglar iizerindeki etkisi gili¢li durumlarda en diisiik
diizeyde olur (MaaB3 ve Ziegler, 2017). Bu caligmanin amaci, durumsal kuvvetin,
karanlik ticlii kisilik 6zellikleri ile tiretkenlik karsit1 is davranislar1 arasindaki iliskide
diizenleyici etkisini aragtirmaktir.

Uretkenlik karsiti is davranislari (UKD) calisanlarin kurulusa, kurulusun
tiyelerine veya her ikisine karsi kasith ve zararli davranislart olarak tanimlanabilir.
Calisanlarin yilizde 75'1 en az devamsizlik, bilgisayar sahtekarlii, zimmete para
gecirme, sabotaj, hirsizlik ve vandalizmden birini sergilemislerdir (Robinson ve
Bennett, 1995). Ayrica, liretkenlik karsiti is davranislarina maruz kalan calisanlarin
islerini birakmalar1 daha olasidir (Giacalone ve Greenberg, 1997). Ayrica bu kisiler,
stresle ilgili problemlerden muzdariptirler, daha az iiretkenlik gosterirler ve calisma
stirelerini kaybederler (Henle, 2005). Bu calismada {iiretkenlik karsit1 is davranislari
iki boyutuyla ele alinmistir: kisiler aras1 ve orgiitsel. Literatiirde, duygusal denge her
iki UKD boyutu ile de negatif iliskili bulunmustur. Buna ek olarak, Bruk-Lee ve
Spector (2006), is arkadaslariyla catismanin kisiler aras1 UKD’yi ongoriirken, bir
siipervizorle ¢atigmamin orgiitsel UKD’yi 6ngérdiigiinii 6ne siirmiistiir. Ayrica,
Schiitte ve ark. (2018), kisiler aras1 UKD’nin hiyerarsik pozisyon (r = -.18), ben
merkezli diirtlisellik (r = .29), Makyavel ego merkezlilik (r = .23), asi uygunsuzluk (r
=. 22), digsal suglama (r = .24), baglamsal performans (r = -.25) ve psikopati (r = .29)
ile iliskili oldugunu bulmuslardir. Aym zamanda UKD, Karanlik Uglii kisilik
ozellikleri ile de anlaml1 bir iligkiye sahiptir.

Paulhus ve Williams (2002) kotii niyetli kisilik 6zelliklerini klinik olmayan
diizeyde tanimlamaya c¢alistiklarinda Karanlik Uclii kavrammi ortaya ¢ikardilar.
Karanlik Uclii, ii¢ diismancil karakterden olusur: Makyavelizm, narsisizm ve
psikopati. Buradaki “karanlik” terimi, kotii niyetli kisilik 6zelliklerini ifade eder. Bu
tic ozellik kavramsal olarak farklidir ancak ampirik olarak ortiistirler (Furnham,
Richards ve Paulhus, 2013).

Ayrica, bu li¢ 6zellik saldirganlik, madde kullanimi ve iiretkenlik karsiti is
davraniglart gibi yikic1 ve istenmeyen davranislarla da ilgilidir (O'Boyle, Forsyth,

Banks, Story, & White, 2014). Karanlik Uglii 6zelliklerinin kisileraras1 diismanlik,
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dikkatsizlik, etik uygunluk ve kisilerarast saldirganlik ile ilgili olduklar
gosterilmistir (O'Boyle ve ark., 2014). Rauthmann ve Will’e gore (2011), Karanlik
Uclii’niin baz1 6zellikleri bencillik, uyusmazlik, sémiirii ve manipiilasyondur. Bu ii¢
kot niyetli Ozellik arasinda sadece Makyavelizm klinik bir sendrom olarak
degerlendirilmez. Narsisizm ve psikopati ayni zamanda patolojik bozukluklardir,
ancak Karanlik Uglii kavraminda klinik olmayan diizeyde incelenirler. Hogan'a gore
(2007), Karanlik Uclii kisilik 6zellikleri, insanlara diger kisilerin oniine ge¢me
konusunda yardimci olur, ancak caligsma ortamindaki diger bireylerle iyi gecindikleri
sOylenemez. Bu ii¢ 6zellik birbirleriyle orta derecede anlamli bir iliskiye sahiptir.
Christie ve Geis'e (1970) gore, Makyavelizm insan dogasi hakkinda alayc1 bir
goriis olan ii¢ 6zellik seti ile tanimlanabilir: insan dogas1 hakkinda siipheci bir bakis
acis1, kisiler arasi iligskilerde manipiilatiflik ve etik endise duymamak. Makyaveller,
hedeflerine ulasmak icin bagkalarini kolayca aldatip manipiile ederken, bu amag igin
yakin iligkilerini ve ahlaki degerlerini feda edebilirler. Ayrica, Makyavellerin yakin
arkadasliklar kurmaya ¢ok az 6nem verdigi Onerilmistir (Lyons ve Aitken, 2010).
Makyavellerin, normal niifusa kiyasla baskalarini aldatma ve ihanet etme olasiligi
daha ytiksektir (Jones ve Paulhus, 2009). Buna ek olarak, Dahling, Whitaker ve Levy
(2009), Makyavellerin manipiilasyonda 1iyi olduklarin1 diisiinmesine ragmen,
duygusal zeka diizeylerinin normal popiilasyondan farkli olmadigini ileri stirmistiir.
Empati becerileri diigiiktiir, bu nedenle kendi planlarina ve durumlarina odaklanirlar
ve bagkalarini dikkate almazlar. Makyavelizm, UKD’yi anlamli ve pozitif bir sekilde
yordamaktadir (r = .20; O'Boyle et al., 2012). Benzer sekilde Dahling ve arkadaslar
(2009) da Makyavelizm ve UKD’nin iliskili oldugunu bulmuslardir (r = .38).
Narsisizm, Endiistri ve Orgiit Psikolojisi alaninda énemli bir konudur, ¢iinkii
liderligi anlamak ve UKD gibi bazi isyeri davramslarini anlamak icin temel bir
Ozelliktir. Literatiirde narsisizm {lizerine ¢ok sayida arastirma ve ¢alisma vardir.
Narsisizm, c¢ok wuzun siiredir anormal bir kisilik bozuklugu olarak
arastirtlmistir, ancak daha az siddetli benzer egilimler patolojik bir hastaliktan ziyade
normal bir 6zellik olarak diisiiniilebilir (Vernon, Villani, Vickers ve Harris, 2007).

Narsistlerin kendileri hakkinda asir1 yiiksek ve gergcekei olmayan goriisleri vardir
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(O’Boyle ve ark., 2014), bu yiizden ya olumsuz geri bildirimi engellerler ya da buna
asir1 tepki gosterirler. Normalde bir kisinin sahip olacagindan daha fazla yiiksek
0zsaygis1 ve 0z sevgisi vardir. Dikkatin onlarin lizerinde olmasina ve diger kisilerin
onlara hayranlik duymalarina ihtiyag duyarlar (Rhodewalt ve Peterson, 2009), bu
sayede kendileri hakkindaki gorkemli goriisleri giiclendirilebilir. Narsistlerin egosu
tehdit edilirse, kisi diismanca ve saldirgan olabilir (Miller, Widiger ve Campbell,
2010). Ayrica, yiikksek narsisizm diizeyine sahip bireyler genellikle baskalarini
onemsemekten ziyade kendilerine odaklanirlar (Cohen, 2016; John ve Robins, 1994).
Bununla birlikte, narsistlerin benmerkezciligi ve sadakatsizligi nedeniyle romantik
iligkileri genellikle sorunludur (Miller, Widiger ve Campbell, 2010). Narsistler
yaraticilikla baglantili benzersiz becerilere sahip olduklarina inanirlar (Furnham,
2010).

Literatiirde narsisizm-UKD iliskisini gosteren ¢esitli ¢alismalar vardir.
Ornegin, nispeten yeni bir calisma, gizli (yani savunmasiz) narsisizm ve kisilerarasi
UKD (r = .19) ve orgiitsel UKD (r = .22; Aghaz, Atashgah ve Zoghipour, 2014)
arasinda pozitif bir iligki bulmustur. Ek olarak, literatiir bu bariz bag i¢in bazi
aciklamalar sunar. Ornegin, narsistler kendilerine énem verdikleri kadar baskalarma
da 6nem vermedikleri i¢in (Rhodewalt ve Morf, 1998; Wink, 1991), baskalarina veya
kurulusun kendisine yonelik zararli davranislarinin olumsuz sonuglarini diisiinmeye
meyilli degildirler (Judge ve ark., 2006). Narsistler normal standartlar ve
prosediirlerin onlar icin gegerli olmadigmi diisliniirler. O'Boyle ve ark. (2012)
tarafindan yapilan bir meta analizde narsisizm ve UKD arasinda pozitif iliski (r =
.35) bulunmustur. Michel ve Bowling (2013), narsisistlerin UKD’larda bulunma
olasiliklarinin daha yiiksek olmasinin iki sebebini agiklamistir. Birincisi, hak
ettiklerini diislindiikleri ayricaliklari talep etmeleriyken, ikincisi, narsistlerin diirtiisel
dogasmin UKD ile vyiiksek derecede iliskili olmasidir. Narsisizmin temel
ozelliklerinden biri olan diirtiisellik, gogu zaman UKD’ye eslik eder.

Psikopati, Karanlik Uglii'niin en karanlik olani olarak smiflandirilabilir. Hem
klinik bir bozukluk (antisosyal kisilik bozuklugu) hem de narsisizm gibi normal bir

kisilik egilimi olabilir. Psikopatik ozelliklere sahip insanlar kibirli, diirtiisel ve
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duygusal diizeyde yetersiz olan bireylerdir, empati ve sugluluktan yoksundurlar.
Diirtiisel heyecan arama egilimi, manipiilasyon egilimi (Rauthmann, 2012) ve
toplumsal normlara uymamaktan kaynaklanan antisosyal davranis olarak
nitelendirilebilen karanlik bir kisilik 6zelligidir (O’Boyle ve ark., 2014). Daha
yiikksek psikopati diizeyleri, daha diisik uyumluluk ve 6z-disiplin ile baglantilidir
(O’Boyle vd., 2014). Blickle ve Schiitte (2017), psikopati ve 6rgiitsel UKD arasinda
pozitif bir iligki (r = .34) bulmustur. Bununla birlikte, O’Boyle ve ark. (2012) meta
analiz calisamasinda psikopati ve UKD arasinda kiiciik bir pozitif korelasyon (r =
.06) gostermistir.

Bu 6zellikler ve alanyazindaki destekleyici kanitlar nedeniyle, mevcut ¢aligma
orneginde, Karanhik Uglii diizeyi daha yiiksek olanlarin UKD’lerde daha fazla

bulunacagi sdylenebilir.

Hipotez 1: Biitiin Karanlik Uclii kisilik 6zellikleri, UKD ile pozitif iliskide
olacaktir.

la. Makyavelizm, kisileraras1 ve orgiitsel UKD ile pozitif olarak iliskili
olacaktir.

1b. Narsisizm, kisileraras: ve orgiitsel UKD ile pozitif olarak iliskili olacaktir.

lc. Psikopati kisilerarasi ve drgiitsel UKD ile pozitif olarak iliskili olacaktir.

Sosyal bilimciler tarafindan, insan davranisinin, bireysel farkliliklarin (6rnegin
kisilik, zeka ve deneyim) ve kisiyi ¢cevreleyen durumsal 6zelliklerin kombinasyonlari
nedeniyle meydana geldigi yaygin olarak varsayilmaktadir (Cronbach, 1957; Lewin,
1936). Bazi arastirmacilar, kisiligin insanlar tarafindan sergilenen davraniglar
tizerindeki etkilerinin, davranisin belirli bir beklentisi olmayan durumlarda daha acik
oldugu fikrini kabul etmislerdir (Mischel, 1977; Monson, Hesley ve Chernick, 1982;
Snyder & Ickes, 1985). Bu nedenle, durumsal gii¢ hipotezi, durumlarin kisilerin
davraniglarinin  bireylerin yorumlarindaki ve durumlarindaki beklentilerindeki
farkliliklar1 en aza indirgedigi icin engelleyebilecegini ve sekillendirebilecegini

varsayar. Bu hipotezin ana fikri, insanlar1 normalde yalniz birakildiklarinda veya
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Ozglr olduklar1 zaman gercgeklestiremeyecekleri davranislarda bulunmaya tesvik
etmesidir (Meyer, Dalal ve Bonaccio, 2009).

Durumsal kuvveti kavramsallagtirmak i¢in Meyer, Dalal ve Hermida (2010)
dort boyutlu bir yapi1 acgiklamislardir. Birincisi, ¢alisma gerekliliklerine iliskin
ipuclarimin erisilebilir ve kolayca anlasilabilir oldugu anlamina gelen agikliktir
(Meyer ve digerleri, 2010). Aciklik s6z konusu oldugunda, bireysel c¢alisan
farkliliklar1, beklenen calisan davraniglari hakkinda belirli bilgiler verilerek kisitlanir.
Bu boyutta, ¢alisanlara isle ilgili sorumluluklar hakkinda anlasilir ve net bilgiler
saglamaktadir ve bu da ¢alisan davranislari iizerinde bir etki yaratmaktadir. ikincisi,
tutarlilik, calisma gereklilikleri ile ilgili ipuclarmin birbiriyle ne 6lgiide uyumlu
oldugunu ifade eder (Meyer ve digerleri, 2010). Ugiinciisii, kisitlamalar, ¢alisanlarin
karar verme Ozgiirliigliniin kapsamini ifade eder ve eylemler, dis giicler tarafindan
kisitlanir (Meyer ve digerleri, 2010). Yiiksek kisitlamalara sahip bir i ortaminda
calisanlara hangi gorevleri yapacaklar1 ve ne yapacaklari, ne zaman yapacaklar1 ve
hatta nerede yapacaklar1 konusunda bilgi verilebilir (Meyer ve ark., 2011).
Sonuncusu, sonuglar, kararlarin veya eylemlerin sonuglarinin ilgili kisi veya kurulus
tizerinde 6nemli olumlu veya olumsuz etkilere sahip oldugu anlamina gelir (Meyer
ve digerleri, 2010).

Bunlarin 1s1ginda, yiiksek seviyelerde Karanlik Uglii 6zelliklerine sahip
bireylerin, aciklik ve tutarlilik boyutlari ile karakterize edilen zayif bir duruma
kiyasla gii¢lii bir durumda daha az UKD sergilemesi beklenir. Ancak, kisileraras1 ve
orgiitsel UKD igin farkli sonuglar olacaktir. Hem agiklik hem de tutarlilik yonleri isle
ilgili durumlarla yakindan iligkili oldugundan ve kisileraras1 iligkililerle alakali
durumlardan yoksun oldugundan, kisilerarast UKD {izerinde bir etkiye sahip olmalar
beklenmez. Bu nedenle;

Hipotez 2: Agiklik, Karanhk Uclii kisilik ozellikleri ile orgiitsel UKD
arasindaki iligkiyi diizenleyecektir.

2a: Aciklik, Makyavelizm ve &rgiitsel UKD arasindaki iliskiyi diizenleyecektir,

2b: Aciklik, narsisizm ve drgiitsel UKD arasindaki iligkiyi diizenleyecektir,

2¢: Agiklik, psikopati ve drgiitsel UKD arasindaki iliskiyi diizenleyecektir.
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Hipotez 3: Tutarhilhk, Karanhk Uglii kisilik ozellikleri ile &rgiitsel UKD
arasindaki iliskiyi diizenleyecektir.

3a: Tutarhlik Makyavelizm ve orgiitsel UKD arasindaki iliskiyi
diizenleyecektir,

3b: Tutarlilik, narsisizm ve drgiitsel UKD arasindaki iliskiyi diizenleyecektir,

3c: Tutarlilik, psikopati ve drgiitsel UKD arasindaki iliskiyi diizenleyecektir.

Genel olarak alinyazin, agiklik, tutarhilik, kisitlamalar ve sonuglarin dort yonii
ile durumsal kuvveti kullanmaktadir. Bu kavramsallastirma, belirli durumlarda giiciin
tespit edilmesinde genis ¢apta desteklenmekte ve etkili olmakla birlikte, durumun
giiciinii tespit etmek igin baska kavramlar da kullanilmaktadir. Ornegin, Smithikrai
(2008) durumsal giicii degerlendirmek i¢in grup normlarini ve performans izleme
yapilarii kullanmis ve bunlar bir diizenleyici degiskeni olarak ele almistir.

Birenbaum ve Sagarin (1976) belirli bir zamanda belirli bir durumda kabul
edilebilir insan davraniglarin1 belirlemek i¢in normlarin bireyler i¢in yol gdsterici
oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Cialdini ve Trost (1998), grup normlarinin, bireylerin diger
grup lyeleriyle olan etkilesimlerinden tiireyen kabul edilebilir davranislarla ilgili
olarak resmi olarak kabul edilmeyen ilke ve kurallar oldugunu belirtmistir.

Davranigsal bir yargi soz konusu oldugunda normlarin insan davranislar
tizerinde etkili oldugu diisliniilmektedir (McDonald ve Crandall, 2015). Algilanan
grup normlarinin, ¢alisanlar tarafindan sunulan davranislarin 6nemli bir yordayicisi
oldugu ileri siiriilmiistiir (Kuraa, Shamsudina ve Chauhana, 2013). Parks (2004) bu
fikri, grup normlarinin grupta diizenleyici ve hayatta kalma iglevlerine sahip oldugu
icin hakli ¢cikarmistir, bu nedenle ¢alisanlarin sergiledigi davranislar iizerinde biiyiik
bir etkisi vardir. Diger arastirmacilar grup normlar1 ve performans arasinda (Cans &
Yang, 2008) ve ayrica grup normlar1 ve Orglitsel vatandaglik davranigi arasinda
onemli iligkiler bulmuglardir (Ehrhart ve Naumann, 2004).

Bu ¢aligma kapsaminda, grup normlarinin durumsal kuvvet boyutlartyla ortak
Ozelliklere sahip oldugu diisiinlilmektedir. Durumsal kuvvet boyutlarina benzer

sekilde, bu caligmada kullanilan grup normlar1 6l¢egi cogunlukla gorevle ilgilidir ve
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kisileraras1 davranislar icermemektedir, bu nedenle grup normlarmnin Karanlik Uglii
ozellikleri ve kisilerarass1 UKD iliskisinde diizenleyici bir roliiniin olmasi
beklenmemektedir, ancak Karanhik Uclii ve orgiitsel UKD iliskisinde arasinda

diizenleyici roliiniin olmas1 beklenmektedir.

Hipotez 4: Grup normlari, Kara Uglii kisilik 6zellikleri ile orgiitsel UKD
arasindaki iliskiyi diizenleyecektir.

4a:  Grup normlar1 Makyavelizm ve CWB-O arasindaki iliskiyi
diizenleyecektir,

4b: Grup normlari, narsisizm ve CWB-O arasindaki iligkiyi diizenleyecektir,

4c: Grup normlar1 psikopati ve CWB-O arasindaki iliskiyi diizenleyecektir.

Stanton (2000), performans izlemeyi (P), ¢alisanlarin is baglaminda isle ilgili
davraniglarin1 gézlemleme, inceleme ve kaydetmeyi igeren tiim uygulamalar olarak
tamimlamustir. PI, durumsal kuvveti lgmek icin kullanmilmasina ragmen (Smithikrai,
2008) bu iki yap1 bariz ortak 6zelliklere sahip oldugu gibi, bazi belirli farkliliklar:
vardir. Ornegin, aciklik ve tutarlilik, is hakkinda verilen bilgilerin, farkli kaynaklar
veya zaman boyunca agik bir sekilde ifade edildigini, anlasilabilir ve tutarli oldugunu
gdsteren bilgileri vurgular. Bu iki kavramin Pi ile ortak bir zemine sahip olmadig1
diisiiniilmektedir. Ek olarak, kisitlamalar bir c¢alisanin belirli bir goérevi nasil
yiiriittiigiinii iceren kisitlamalarla ilgilidir, ancak PI'de, calisanlar izleyerek UKD’leri
engellemek igin belirli diizenlemeler vardir ve bu 6zellik PM'yi UKD ile yakindan
iliskilendirir.

Grup normlarinda oldugu gibi performans izleme de bu baglamda durumsal
kuvvet gostergesi olarak kullanilir ve Karanhik Uglii &zellikleri ve UKD arasinda

diizenleyici olmas1 beklenir. Bu nedenle:

Hipotez 5: Performans izleme, Karanlik Uclii kisilik 6zellikleri ile her iki UKD

arasindaki iligkiyi diizenleyecektir.
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5a: Performans izleme Makyavelizm ve kisilerarast UKD arasindaki iliskiyi
diizenleyecektir,

5b: Performans izleme, narsisizm ve kisileraras1 UKD arasindaki iliskiyi
diizenleyecektir,

Sc: Performans izleme, psikopati ve kisileraras1 UKD arasindaki iliskiyi
diizenleyecektir.

5d: Performans izleme Makyavelizm ve orgiitsel UKD arasindaki iliskiyi
diizenleyecektir,

Se: Performans izleme, narsisizm ve orgiitsel UKD arasindaki iliskiyi
diizenleyecektir,

5f: Performans izleme, psikopati ve orgiitsel UKD arasindaki iliskiyi

diizenleyecektir.

YONTEM

Etik onayr ODTU Insan Arastirmalar1 Etik Kurulundan alinmustir. Tiim
Olcekler Twitter, LinkedIn, Facebook gibi sosyal medyada yayinlanmistir. Veriler,
anketi tamamladiklar1 sirada mevcut sirketlerinde en az alti aydir calisanlardan
cevrimigi olarak toplanmistir. Katilimcilarin mevcut sirketlerinde en az alti ay
caligmalarini zorunlu kilmasinin nedeni balay1 etkisini ortadan kaldirmaktir. Ayrica
katilimecilar mevcut sektorlerini, egitim diizeylerini ve cinsiyetlerini demografik
formda belirtmislerdir. Katilimeilarin sektorii agisindan herhangi bir kisitlama
yoktur. Anketi 653 katilimci tamamlamistir. Bunlardan iki sahte soruda belirtilen
yanitlar1 segmeyen 95 katilimei, 7 aykiri deger ve 6 aydan az deneyimi olan 1
katilimer silinmis ve 550 katilimer kalmastir.

Katilimcilarin  367'si (%66.7) kadm, 1801 (%32.7) erkek, 3'i (%0.5)
cinsiyetlerini belirtmek istememistir. Yas dagilimi agisindan 128 katilimcinin
(%23.3) yaslar1 18 ile 24 arasinda degismekte olup, 306 katilimcinin (%55.6) yas1 25
ila 34, 88 katilimcinin (%16) yas1 35 ila 44, 21 katilimcinin (%3.8) yast 45-54
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arasinda degismekte olup 7 katilimcinin (%1.3) yast 55'in lizerindeydi. Katilimcilarin
yas ortalamasi 29.87 idi.

Egitim diizeyleri agisindan, 66 katilime1 (%12) ya doktora egitimini
tamamlamis ya da hala devam ediyordu, 175 katilimer (%32) ya yiiksek lisans
egitimini tamamlamis ya da hala devam ediyordu, 269 kisi (%49) ya lisans egitimini
tamamlamis ya da hala devam ediyordu, 16 kisi (%3) ya meslek yiiksek okulunu
tamamlamis ya da hala devam ediyordu ve 24 kisi (%4) liseyi bitirmistir.

Katilimcilarin toplam is deneyiminin ortalamalar1 6 aydan 420 aya kadar 77.63
ay iken, katilimcilarin mevcut kurumlariin is tecriibelerinin ortalamalari 6 aydan
336 aya kadar 43 ay olarak bulunmustur.

Katilimeilarin 123" (9%22) egitim sektoriinde, 59'u (%11) saglik sektoriinde,
58'1 (%11) akademi ve 24"l (%4) danigsmanlik sektoriinde caligmaktadir. Kalan 44
sektore 1 kisi (9%0.2) ile 20 kisi (%4) arasinda 286 katilimer (%52) dagitilmigtir.
Katilimeilarin = 196's1  (%36) bir kamu kurumunda, 3144 (%7) 0Ozel bir

kurumdaoldugunu belirtmistir ve 40'1 (%7) kurumlarini belirtmek istememislerdir.

Karanlik Uclii Olgegi. Makyavelizm (4 madde; a = .78), narsisizm (4 madde; o =
.87) ve psikopati (4 madde; o = .80) (Jonason ve Webster, 2010) kullanilmustir.
Dirty Dozen'in Tiirkge versiyonu kullamlmistir (Ozsoy, Rauthmann, Jonason ve
Ardig, 2017). Makyavelizm i¢in 6rnek bir madde “Baskalarin1 kendi hedefime dogru
kullanma egilimindeyim”dir. Narsizm i¢in 6rnek bir madde, “Bagskalarinin bana
dikkat etmesini isteme egilimim” dir. Psikopati i¢in 6rnek bir madde, “Eylemlerimin
ahlaki ile ilgilenmeme egilimindeyim” dir. Olgek, 1 (kesinlikle katilmryorum) ile 6
(kesinlikle katiliyorum) arasindaki 6'l1 Likert tipi bir dlgcekte cevaplanmistir. Ayrica,
katilimcilara karanlik bir tema sunmamak i¢in Biiyiik Besli 6l¢eginden alman 20

madde, Olcege rastgele eklenmistir (Cemalcilar, Stimer, Stimer ve Baruh, 2017).

UKD (")lg:egi. Orgiitsel ve kisileraras1t UKD’yi degerlendirmek icin Spector, Fox,
Penney, Bruursema, Goh ve Kessler (2006) tarafindan gelistirilen CWB Check

List’in 37 maddeye uyarlanmis versiyonu (Agca, 2014) kullanilmistir. Katilimcilar,
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son ii¢ haftada bu davranisi ne dlgiide gergeklestirdiklerini gosteren 1 (asla) ila 6 (her
giin) arasinda degisen 6 puanlik Likert tipi bir dlgekte puan vermislerdir. Orgiitsel
UKD (a = .81) igin 6rnek bir madde “Isyerimde kabul edilenden daha fazla veya
daha uzun bir mola” dir. Kisileraras1 UKD (o = .78) i¢in 6rnek bir madde

“Isyerindeki birine zarar verici bir sey soyledi” dir.

Is yerinde Durumsal Kuvvet. Durumsal giicii degerlendirmek igin SSW
kullanilmistir (20-madde; Meyer et al., 2014). Dort boyutun da kabul edilebilir i¢
tutarlik diizeylerine sahip oldugu gosterilmistir: agiklik (5 madde; o = .94),
kisitlamalar (5 madde; a = .94), tutarlilik (5 madde; o =. 91) ve sonuglar (5 madde; a
= .89). Olgek, 1 (kesinlikle katilmiyorum) ile 6 (kesinlikle katiliyorum) arasindaki
6'lh Likert tipi bir 6lgekte cevaplanmistir.

Ayrica durumsal kuvvet, dolayli olarak c¢alisanlarin grup normlari ve
performans izleme algis1 Olgiilerek de degerlendirilmistir (Smithikrai, 2008).
Olgekler bu calismada ilk olarak geviri - geri ceviri teknigi kullanilarak Ingilizceden
Tiirkgceye cevrilmistir. Orijinal ve geri cevrilmis ogelerin kavramsal esdegerligi

gozlenmistir.

Grup Normlar1 Olgegi. Olcek (5 madde; a = .93) Smithikrai (2008) tarafindan
katilimcilarin UKD'lerle ilgili ¢aliyma grubunda gdzlemlenen davramis bigimleri
hakkindaki algilarmi degerlendirmek amaciyla gelistirilmistir. Olgek, 1 (kesinlikle
katilmiyorum) ile 6 (kesinlikle katiliyorum) arasindaki 6'li Likert tipi bir dlcekte

cevaplanmistir.

Performans 1Izleme Olcegi. Olcek (5 madde; a = .83), katilimcilarm
kuruluslarindaki performans izleme algilarin1 degerlendirmek i¢in Smithikrai (2008)
tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Olgek, ¢alisanlarm, teknolojik cihazlarin yardimiyla veya
yardimi olmaksizin calisanlarin ¢alisma davraniglarinin = gbézlemlenmesi ve

incelenmesini  igeren performans izleme derecesi hakkindaki bilgilerini
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degerlendirmektedir. Olgek, 1 (kesinlikle katilmryorum) ile 6 (kesinlikle katiliyorum)
arasindaki 6'l1 Likert tipi bir 6l¢ekte cevaplanmustir.

Sosyal Istenirlik Olgegi. Calismanin dogasi karanlik bir temaya sahip oldugundan,
sosyal istenirlik bir kontrol degiskeni olarak kullanilmistir. Marlowe ve Crowne
(1960, 1964) tarafindan gelistirilen Kisa Marlowe-Crowne Sosyal Istenirlik
Olgegi'nin uyarlamasi kullanilmistir (Ural ve Ozbirecikli, 2006). Katilimcilar 7

soruluk anketi “Evet” veya “Hayir” olarak cevaplamislardir.

Demografikler. Katilimcilara gorev siiresi, sektor, is deneyimi, egitim diizeyi ve

cinsiyet hakkinda sorular sorulmustur.

SONUCLAR

Analiz sonuglarma gore, Karanlik Uclii 6zellikleri ve UKD arasinda bulunan
pozitif iliski Hipotez 1’1 dogrulamistir. Tanimlayici istatistikler Tablo 1°de,
korelasyon sonuglart Tablo 2°de verilmistir.

Tiim Karanlik Uglii 6zelliklerinin ve orgiitsel UKD iliskisinin agiklik ile
diizenleyecegini One siiren hipotez 2 desteklenmistir. Daha spesifik olarak,
Makyavelizm ve 6rgiitsel UKD iliskisi (b = -.05, SE = .02, t = -2.63, p = .01,% 95 ClI
=-.09 -.01), narsisizm ve drgiitsel UKD iliskisi (b = -.05, SE = .02, t = -2.49, p = .01,
%95 CI = -.08, -.01) ve psikopati ve orgiitsel UKD iliskisi (b = -.05, SE = .02, t = -
2.16, p = .03, %95 CI = -.09, -.00) agiklik tarafindan diizenlenmistir. Daha yiiksek
aciklik durumlarinda daha diisiik iliski gézlenmistir.

Tiim Karanhik Uglii 6zelliklerinin ve orgiitsel UKD iliskisinin tutarlilik ile
diizenleyecegini One siiren hipotez 3 kismen desteklenmistir. Daha spesifik olarak,
Makyavelizm ve Orgiitsel UKD iliskisi (b=-.05,SE=.02,t=-2.58, p=.01, %95 CI
= -.10, -.01) ve psikopati ve orgiitsel UKD iliskisi (b = -.05, SE = .02, t=-2.19, p =

.03, % 95CI = -.10, -.01) tutarlilik tarafindan diizenlenirken, narsisizm i¢in benzer bir

106



bulgu bulunamamistir. Desteklenen hipotezlerde, daha yiiksek tutarlilik
durumlarinda daha diisiik iliski gézlenmistir.

Tiim Karanlik Uclii dzelliklerinin ve drgiitsel UKD iliskisinin grup normlari ile
diizenleyecegini One siliren hipotez 4 kismen desteklenmistir. Daha spesifik olarak,
psikopati ve orgiitsel UKD iligkisi (b = -.06, SE = .02, t = -2.34, p = .02, %95 CI = -
11, -.01) grup normlar tarafindan diizenlenirken, Makyavelizm ve narsisizm ig¢in
benzer bir bulgu bulunamamistir. Desteklenen hipotezde, daha yiiksek grup normu
durumunda daha diisiik iliski gozlenmistir.

Performans izlemenin Karanlik Uclii 6zellikleri ile kisileraras1 UKD ve
orgiitsel UKD arasindaki iliskiyi diizenleyecegini &ne siiren hipotez 5 kismen
desteklenmistir. Daha spesifik olarak, Makyavelizm ve kisileraras1 UKD iliskisi (b =
-21, SE =.10,t=-2.09, p = .04, %95 CI = -41, .01), narsisizm ve kisilerarasi UKD
iliskisi (b = -.03, SE = .01, t = -2.03, p = .04, %95 CI = -.05, -.00) ve psikopati ve
kisileraras1t UKD iliskisi (b = -.03, SE = .01, t = -2.16, p =.03, % 95 CI = -.05, -.00)
performans izleme tarafindan diizenlenirken aymi iliski &rgiitsel UKD igin
bulunamamistir. Daha yiiksek performans izleme durumlarinda karanhk {iglii

ozellikleri ve kisileraras1 UKD arasinda daha diisiik iliski gdzlenmistir.

TARTISMA

Bu ¢alismanin amaci, karanlik kisilik 6zellikleri ile UKD arasindaki iliskide
durumsal giiciin diizenleyici etkisini arastirmaktr. UKD ve karanlik kisilik dzellikleri
arasindaki durumsal giiciin diizenleyici etkisi aragtirilmis ve sonuglar, bu degiskenler
arasinda ¢ok sayida iliski oldugunu ve karanlik 6zelliklere sahip kisilerin durumun
kuvvetinden acgikca etkilendigini gdstermistir. Ancak, kisaca ele alinacak olan bu {i¢
kotii niyetli 6zellik i¢in farkli oriintiiler bulunmustur.

Durumsal kuvvet perspektifinden bakildiginda, sonuglar asagidaki gibi
yorumlanabilir. Her seyden once, agiklik, Karanhik Uclii &zelliklerini ve orgiitsel
UKD iliskisini diizenlemistir. Buna ek olarak, tutarliik Makyavelizm ve &rgiitsel
UKD iliskisinin yan1 sira psikopati ve orgiitsel UKD iliskisini de diizenlemistir.
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Ayrica, grup normlar1 psikopati ve drgiitsel UKD iliskisini diizenlemistir. Son olarak,
performans izleme, Karanlik Uglii ve kisileraras1t UKD iliskisini diizenlemistir.

Sonuglar erkeklerin kadin katilimcilara kiyasla anlamli derecede daha yiiksek
Makyavelizm ve psikopati diizeylerine sahip oldugunu gostermistir. Ayni1 zamanda,
erkeklerin kadimlardan daha yiiksek kisileraras1 UKD seviyelerine sahip olduklari
bulunmustur. Bir baska bulgu ise 06zel kurumlarda c¢alisan katilimcilarin
Makyavelizm ve psikopati diizeylerinin kamu kurumlarinda calisanlardan anlamli
derecede yiiksek oldugudur. Bu bulgu, 6zel kurumlarin kamu sektdriinden ¢ok daha
rekabetci ve bazen agresif olmasi ger¢eginden kaynaklaniyor olabilir. Makyavelizm
ve psikopati Ozelliklerine sahip kisiler, kendilerine daha uygun oldugu icin ozel
kurumda caligsmay1 tercih ediyor olabilirler. Ayrica, kamu kurumlarinda c¢alisan
katilimcilarin  kisitlamalar ve performans izleme boyutlarindaki diizeyleri, ozel
kurumlarda c¢aligan katilimcilardan anlamli sekilde daha yiiksektir.

Bu ¢alismay1 giiclendirmek i¢in onceden ¢esitli prosediirler uygulanmistir. Bu
calismada, sapkin isyeri davranislart ve karanlik kisilik ozellikleri arasindaki
durumsal giiciin diizenleyici etkilerini arastirmak icin ¢esitli degiskenler 6l¢tilmiistiir.

Ik olarak, katilimcilarin karanlik egilimleri Makyavelizm, narsisizm ve
psikopati kullanilarak Sl¢iilmiistiir. Degerlendirmenin karanlik temasini hafifletmek
i¢in, Karanlik Uglii dlgegine sosyal istenirlikle uyumlu Biiyiikk Besli maddeleri
eklenmistir. Ayrica, durumsal kuvveti degerlendirmek igin cesitli kavramlar
Olctilmiustiir: agiklik, tutarlilik, kisitlamalar, sonuglar, grup normlar1 ve performans
izleme. Bu nedenle, bu calismada Meyer ve arkadaglarinin (2014) kullandiklar
klasik dort boyutlu kavramsallagtirmasina ek boyutlar kullanilmistir. Meyer ve
arkadaglarinin (2014) sadece dort boyut yapisini kullanmayip iki boyut (Smithikrai,
2008) daha eklemenin arkasindaki sebep durumsal kuvveti daha 1iyi
kavrayabilmektir. Benzer sekilde, bu ¢alismada iki UKD’yi 6l¢gmek icin orgiitsel ve
kisileraras1 olarak iki boyut kullamlmistir. Bu mantifin ardindaki neden, UKD
boyutlarinin diger yapilarla farklilasan iliskisini daha iyi anlamaktir.

Calisma, arastirmacilar ve uygulayicilar i¢in birkag fikir vermektedir. Birincisi,

durumsal kuvvet, alinyazinda yogun olarak calisilandan daha genis bir konu olabilir.
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Gelecekteki c¢alismalarda, akademisyenlerin kavram hakkinda daha genis bir
perspektif almalar1 Onerilir. Ayrica, saha uygulayicilari, ise alim gibi siireglerde,
genellikle olumlu kisilik &zelliklerini degerlendirir ve Karanlik Uclii gibi karanlik
olanlardan habersizdirler. Isverenler buna daha fazla dikkat edebilir.

Metodolojik kaygilar i¢in, gelecekteki calismalar daha gilivenilir i¢ tutarlilik
icin Karanlik Uglii ve sosyal istenirlik &lgeklerinin daha uzun versiyonunu tercih
edebilir. Ayrica, karanlik bir temayir degerlendirmek i¢in oOrtiik Onlemler de
diistiniilebilir.

Ozetlemek gerekirse, karanlik insanlar is ortamlarinda olumsuz bir atmosfer
yaratirken, kuruluslara da katkilar1 vardir. Bu Ozelliklerin negatif davraniglara
doniismemesi igin UKD’leri iyi anlamak yardimc olabilir.

Ozetlemek gerekirse, karanlik insanlar is ortamlarinda olumsuz bir atmosfer
yaratirken, kuruluslara da katkilar1 vardir. Bu Ozelliklerin negatif davraniglara
doniismemesi i¢in UKD’leri iyi anlamak yardimci olabilir. Ozellikle kurumlar
kisileraras1 UKD’leri azaltmak i¢in performans izleme sistemi getirebilirler. Orgiitsel

UKD’leri azaltmak icin ise kurumlar agik ve tutarl bir ¢aligma ortami saglayabilirler.
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