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ABSTRACT
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Thesis Advisor: Assoc. Prof. Asli GONCU KOSE
Fubruary 2021, 98 pages

The present study aimed to investigate the positive effects of experienced
workplace incivility on counterproductive work behaviors, depressive symptoms and
silencing-the-self behaviors and the negative effects of experienced workplace
incivility on co-worker satisfaction, satisfaction with the supervisor, and psychological
well-being. In addition, the moderating effects of emotion regulation strategies (i.e.,
cognitive reappraisal and expressive suppression) and of responsibility attributions for
negative behaviors performed by different agents (i.e., self, supervisor, and co-
workers) in the links of experienced workplace incivility with the psychological and
behavioral outcome variables were examined. Data were collected from 409 workers
who volunteered to complete the survey packages. The model was analyzed using
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) and provided a good fit to the data. The results
revealed that, as hypothesized, both supervisor and co-worker incivility were directly
related to counterproductive work behaviors. Furthermore, while supervisor incivility
was associated with employees’satisfaction with the supervisor and depression
symptoms; coworker incivility was associated with co-worker satisfaction.
Responsibility attributions for negative co-worker behaviors moderated the
association of co-worker incivility and counterproductive behaviors. In addition,

cognitive reappraisal moderated the relationships of both supervisor and co-worker

iv



incivility with CWBs as well as the relationship between co-worker incivility and co-
worker satisfaction. The findings are discussed regarding their theoretical

contributions and implications for practice along with suggestions for future research.

Keywords: Incivility, responsibility  attributions, emotion  regulation,
counterproductive work behaviors, silencing-the-self behaviors, depressive

symptoms.



OZET

DUYGU DUZENLEME VE SORUMLULUK ATIFLARININ iSYERI
NEZAKETSIZLiGi VE i$ iLE iLGILi DEGISKENLER ARASINDAKI
ILISKILERDE DUZENLEYICi ETKILERI

ALPER, Selma
Yiiksek Lisans Tezi
Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii

Sosyal ve Orgiitsel Psikoloji

Tez Danismant: Dog. Dr. Asli GONCU KOSE
Subat 2021, 98 Sayfa

Bu c¢alisma, isyeri nezaketsizliginin liretim karsiti is davranislari, depresif
belirtiler ve kendini susturma davranisi iizerindeki pozitif yonlii etkisini ve is arkadasi
memnuniyeti, yonetici memnuniyeti ve psikolojik iyi olma hali lizerindeki negatif
yonlii etkisini ortaya c¢ikarmayir amaglamaktadir. Ek olarak, duygu diizenleme
stratejileri (bilissel yeniden degerlendirme ve ifade edici bastirma) ve farkli kisiler (6z,
yonetici ve meslektaglar) tarafindan gergeklestirilen olumsuz davranislar i¢in yapilan
sorumluluk atiflarinin, yasanan isyeri nezaketsizligi ile psikolojik ve davranigsal sonug
degiskenleri arasindaki iligskideki diizenleyici etkileri incelenmistir. Veriler, calismaya
goniillii olarak katilan 409 ¢alisandan toplanmistir. Onerilen kuramsal model Yapisal
Esitlik Modellemesi (YEM) kullanilarak analiz edilmistir. Sonuglar, varsayildig: gibi
hem yonetici hem de is arkadas: tarafindan sergilenen is yeri nezaketsizliginin tiretim
karsit1 is davraniglari ile dogrudan iligkili oldugunu ortaya ¢ikarmistir. Ayrica, yonetici
nezaketsizliginin ¢alisanlarin yonetici memnuniyeti ve depresyon belirtileri ile iligkili
oldugu goriiliirken; is arkadasi nezaketsizliginin is arkadast memnuniyeti ile iligkili
oldugu bulunmustur. is arkadasmin olumsuz davranislari igin yapilan sorumluluk
atiflari, is arkadaslar1 tarafindan sergilenen nezaketsizlik ile iiretim karsiti is

davraniglar1 arasindaki iliskide diizenleyici rol oynamaktadir. Ayrica, bilissel yeniden



degerlendirme hem yonetici hem de is arkadasi nezaketsizligi ile {iretim karsiti
davranig arasindaki iligkilerde, hem de is arkadasi nezaketsizligi ile is arkadasi
memnuyeti arasindaki iliskide diizenleyici degiskendir. Bulgular, kuramsal ve
uygulamaya yonelik ¢ikarimlar ile gelecekteki ¢caligmalara yonelik onerilerle birlikte

tartigilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Nezaketsizlik, sorumluluk atiflari, duygu diizenleme, liretim

karsit1 is davraniglari, kendini susturma davranisi, depresif belirtiler.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Workplace incivility is defined as low intensity deviant behaviors that emerge
as an outcome of the violation of respect rules at the workplace and even though some
of these behaviors may be unintentional, they give harm to the target (Andersson &
Pearson, 1999). The three main characteristics of workplace incivility are violation of
norms, uncertainty of intention, and low severity (Lim, Cortina, & Magley, 2008;
Pearson, Andersson, & Wegner, 2001). These behaviors may be harmful for
individuals and for organizational processes and outcomes and, more importantly, they
may be the initial point of destructive workplace behaviors by building an environment
for these behaviors to occur and to become the norms (Kanten, 2014). Even though,
the intention of the person performing workplace incivility may be uncertain, the
effects of it may be very powerful. In the literature the concept of “incivility” is mainly
discussed along with concepts such as job satisfaction, turnover intentions,
harassment, organizational commitment, emotional labor, organizational support, and
work stress (Cortina, Kabat-Farr, Leskinen, Huerta, & Magley, 2013; Cortina, Magley,
Williams, & Langhout, 2001; Diefendorff & Croyle, 2008; Lim, & Cortina, 2005; Lim,
& Teo, 2009; Miner, Settles, Pratt-Hyatt, & Brady, 2012). Employees who encounter
incivility often report high levels of work stress, distractibility, dissatisfaction, and
psychological distress (Meier, & Semmer, 2012). At the same time, incivility has been
found to be associated with burnout (Blau, & Andersson, 2005). Especially,
discourteous behavior of managers has been shown to have negative impacts on
employees’ job satisfaction, work stress, organizational commitment, and intentions
to quit (Laschinger, Leiter, Day, & Gilin, 2009). Majority of the research on incivility
examined the concept by combining incivility performed by supervisors and incivility
performed by co-workers together (Schilpzand, De Pater, & Erez, 2016) and scientific
knowledge regarding the differential effects of incivility performed by various agents
on outcome variables is very limited. In addition, effects of experienced incivility at

work may differ in intensity depending on the moderating processes involved in these
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relationships (Sakurai & Jex, 2012; Zhou, Che & Meier, 2015). Therefore, examining
the moderating roles of specific psychological mechanisms in the links of workplace
incivility with its aversive consequences would significantly contribute to our
understanding of both the processes in organizational settings where incivility exist
and the implications for practice.

The first aim of the present study was to contribute to the existing body of research
by investigating the differential relationships of incivility performed by supervisors
and co-workers with co-worker satisfaction, satisfaction with the supervisor,
Counterproductive Work Behaviors (CWBs), depressive symptoms, psychological
well-being, and Silencing-the-Self (STS) behaviors in a comprehensive heuristic
model. Secondly, moderating effects of responsibility attributions for negative self and
others’ behaviors in the links of incivility performed by different agents (i.e.,
supervisor and co-workers) with the outcome variables (i.e., CWBs, depressive
symptoms, psychological well-being, and silencing-the-self behaviors) were
examined. Thirdly, moderating effects of emotion regulation strategies in the
relationships of workplace incivility and outcome variables were investigated. To our
knowledge, the present study is the first attempt to examine the effects of incivility on
the above mentioned work-related and employee-related outcome variables in a

comprehensive model (Figure 1).
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In addition, the proposed study is the first research attempt to reveal the
moderating roles of responsibility attributions for negative work-related behaviors of
different agents in the proposed relationships. By revealing differential effects of
incivility performed by different agents, the present research aims to provide guidance
to organizational leaders and Human Resources Management (HRM) professionals.
By focusing on moderating roles of attributions and emotion regulation strategies in
the links of incivility and negative outcomes, the study is also inclined to provide

useful information for prevention and intervention strategies for practitioners.

1.1 CONSEQUENCES OF WORKPLACE INCIVILITY
1.1.1 Two Types of Incivility and Psychological Well-Being

As a term, well-being has also been used to define physical, emotional, and
psychological health of individuals. In the broadest sense, it is related to general health,
identity development, reaching personal goals, seeking spiritual meaning, prevention
of incompatible behaviors, and improving competencies and skills (Doyle & Gough,
1984, 1991; Kagan, 2007). According to Ryff (1995), the key dimensions of
psychological well-being are self-acceptance, positive relations with other people,
autonomy, environmental dominance, individual development, and to have a purpose
in life. It may vary depending on the factors such as gender, age, marital status,
personality traits and culture (Batz & Tay, 2018). In general, psychological well-being
is related to positive self-perception; being able to evaluate oneself in a positive way
despite of one’s limitations, to communicate with others to create an effective social
environment; being autonomous and independent, understanding the purpose and
meaning of life, and being aware of one’s own skills (Gtirel, 2009; Keyes, Shmotkin,
& Ryff, 2002). Considering that adults spend most of their time at their workplaces, it
is obvious that positive and negative experiences in work life will be reflected in
general psychological well-being. Workplace incivility is likely to decrease morale, to
negatively affect one’s mood during the day and to create a negative work environment
in which decreases in motivation and morale escalates over time. In addition,
employees who were exposed to workplace incivility were found to suffer from
damaged psychological well-being along with anxiety and depression which
contributes to decreased job satisfaction. Supervisor incivility may have more
detrimental effects on employees’ psychological health than co-worker incivility

because of supervisors’ power to evaluate, reward and punish employees (Reico Jr.,

4



2011). In addition, employees tend to respond more negatively to uncivil supervisor
behaviors (Cortina, & Magley, 2009). Therefore, in the present study it is suggested
that workplace incivility performed by both supervisors and co-workers negatively
affects psychological well-being of individuals but it is expected that the negative
relationship between supervisor incivility and pscyhological well-being would be
stronger than the negative relationship between co-worker incivlity and psychological
well-being.

Hypothesis 1a: Supervisor incivility is negatively associated with
psychological well-being.

Hypothesis 1b: Co-worker incivility is negatively associated with
psychological well-being.

Hypothesis 1c: The negative relationship between supervisor incivility and
pscyhological well-being is stronger than the negative relationship between co-worker

incivlity and psychological well-being.

1.1.2. Two Types of Incivility and Different Facets of Job Satisfaction

According to the two most common definitions, job satisfaction is defined as a
pleasurable emotional state that results from the person's ability to achieve the benefits
of his or her profession (Locke, 1976) and it is the degree of the individual’s passion
for their job (i.e., satisfaction) or disliking their job (i.e., dissatisfaction) (Spector,
1997). The degree to which employees feel comfortable and peaceful in the work
environment also affects their levels of job satisfaction. The outcome of the
expectations for the job can determine the level of job satisfaction (Luthans, 1992).
Taber and Alliger (1995) found that when they evaluated how much people enjoyed
individual tasks in their roles, the scores were moderately correlated with the job
satisfaction and weakly associated with global job satisfaction. Therefore, how much
individual likes his or her job is not the only factor to determine employees’ job
satisfaction. Indeed, some scholars suggest that different facets of job satisfaction (e.g.,
pay satisfaction, co-worker satisfaction, satisfaction with the supervisor) should be
investigated and evaluated as indicators of general job satisfaction (Chen,1977;
Watland, 1988).

The antecedents and consequences of job satisfaction have been examined in
many studies. In general, job satisfaction is found to be affected mainly by factors such

as dysfunctional or toxic interpersonal relationships at workplace (Dalal, Lam, Weiss,
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Welch, & Hulin, 2009; Johnson, Tolentino, Rodopman, & Cho, 2010; Judge & Larsen,
2001; Niklas & Dormann, 2005; Kaplan, Bradley, Luchman, & Haynes, 2009;
Thoresen, Kaplan, Barsky, Warren, & de Chermont, 2003). Consistently, Vickers
(2006) suggested that feelings of isolation and alienation are related to job
dissatisfaction and that these feelings are intensified by workplace incivility. In
addition, high frequency of exposure to workplace incivility was found to be
negatively related to job satisfaction (Cortina, Magley, Williams, & Langhout, 2001).

Although there are many factors affecting job satisfaction, two main elements
can be mentioned in the general framework (Blegen, 1993). The first includes person-
related factors such as personality, emotions, thoughts, desires, needs, hereditary
characteristics, education level, value judgments, working history, social environment
(Bouckenooghe, Raja, & Butt, 2013). The second includes organizational factors such
as social opportunities and physical conditions, wages, job characteristics, job
discipline, participation in decisions, rewards, human relations, management style, and
promotion opportunities (Bruk-Lee, Khoury, Nixon, Goh, & Spector, 2009; Connolly
& Viswesvaran, 2000).

As mentioned above, job satisfaction is related to many work- and non-work-
related attitudes and behaviors and is affected by various factors. In this study, job
satisfaction is divided into two facets (i.e., satisfaction with the supervisor and co-
worker satisfaction) and it is suggested that both supervisor and co-worker incivility
are negatively related to the two facets of job satisfaction. More specifically,
supervisor incivility is expected to be negatively associated with satisfaction with the
supervisor whereas co-worker incivility is suggested to be negatively related to co-
worker satisfaction.

Hypothesis 2a: Supervisor incivility is negatively associated with satisfaction
with the supervisor.

Hypothesis 2b: Co-worker incivility is negatively associated with co-worker

satisfaction.

1.1.3. Two Types of Incivility and Counterproductive Work Behaviors

In the workplace context, counterproductive work behaviors (CWBs), which is
one of the most commonly investigated behaviors, are defined as behaviors displayed
intentionally by individuals or groups that harm the organization itself and/or its

workers (Spector, & Fox, 2002). They include behaviors such as theft, sabotage, verbal
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abuse, withdrawal, lying, denial of cooperation, and physical assault. Robinson and
Bennett (1995) categorized CWBs into four categories which were productivity
deviation, property deviation, political deviation, and personal aggression. These
components are further divided into categories such as resource waste, recoil etc. In
the upcoming years, several different studies analyzed CWBs in various dimensions.
Spector, Fox, Penney, Bruursema and Kessler (2006) suggested that CWBs involve
five main dimensions, and these were abuse, productivity deviation, sabotage, theft,
and withdrawal. Sabotage behaviors include intentional behaviors that disrupt the
production of other employees and harm the organization (Crino, 1994). Production
deviance is defined as deliberately failing to do job tasks, or purposefully doing them
wrong (Spector et. al, 2006). Withdrawal includes behaviors such as failure to come
to work, being late and leaving the job early without a valid reason and the aim of such
acts are suggested to be moving away from negative work-related emotions and
situations (Fox, & Spector, 2000). Theft is taking someone else’s or the organization’s
goods without permission and it has also been defined as an aggressive behavior
(Spector, & Fox, 2002; Spector et al., 2006). Abuse is a form of harmful behavior that
creates physical or psychological threat to others (Spector, & Fox, 2002; Spector et al.,
2006).

Incivility creates some costs for both individuals and organizations; organizations need
to take negative consequences that are resulted from incivility into consideration and
CWRBs are likely to be among these negative consequences. According to stressor-
strain (Spector, 1998; Spector & Jex, 1998) and coping (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984)
frameworks, incivility is a kind of stress factor, and CWBs are among the behavioral
strain factors for dealing with stress of incivility. More specifically, workplace
incivility causes significant levels of stress in working environments and stressed
employees are likely to exhibit negative behaviors as a coping mechanism. Previous
research found that especially co-worker incivility was the most important stressor
factor that caused decrease in positive work outcomes, such as job performance, job
satisfaction and increase in work-related negative consequences like intentions to quit
and distress (Lim et al., 2008; Rhee et al., 2017; Sakurai, & Jex, 2012; Laschinger et
al., 2010). Consistently, Krischer, Penney, and Hunter (2010) found that CWBs were
developed as an emotion-oriented coping mechanism and they were likely to enable
employees to respond to or escape from their negative experiences in stressful work

environments. Therefore, both supervisor and co-worker incivility are suggested to be
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positively associated with employees” CWBs which are performed in attempts to deal
with such negative treatments. In addition, positive association between co-worker
incivility and CWBs is expected to be more stronger than positive association between
supervisor incivility and CWBs.

In line with the theoretical background and the findings of the previous studies
(Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Greco et. al., 2019; Pearson et al., 2000; Penney&
Spector, 2005; Pearson, Andersson, & Wegner, 2001; Slitter, Slitter & Jex, 2012;
Welbourne & Sariol, 2016), the next two hypotheses are generated as follows:

Hypothesis 3a: Supervisor incivility is positively associated with CWBs.

Hypothesis 3b: Co-worker incivility is positively associated with CWBs.

Hypothesis 3c: The positive relationship between co-worker incivility and
CWBs is stronger than the positive relationship between supervisor incivility and

CWBs.

1.1.4. Two Types of Incivility and Employees’ Depressive Symptoms

Another negative consequence of incivility, which is indirectly harmful to the
workplace, but which may have direct damage and much more negative and severe
effects for individuals, is employees’ depressive symptoms. One of the most important
contributions of this study is to investigate the effects of supervisor and co-worker
incivility on employees’ depressive symptoms because very limited number of studies
have focused on these relationships so far. According to the American Psychiatry
Association (2013), depression is a common and a serious medical disease, which
negatively effects how we feel, think and act. Depression causes loss of pleasure and/or
loss of interest for activities that have previously been enjoyed. It can lead to various
emotional and physical problems and reduce the ability of a person to work at
workplace and home. Depression symptoms range from mild to severe and the
symptoms for depression can vary from sadness, loss of interest and/or loss of pleasure
from previously enjoyed activities, difficulty in thinking and focusing, energy loss and
increased fatigue.

Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, and Schaufeli (2001) categorized the working
conditions in the workplace into two groups as job demadends and job resources. Job
demands include work overloads, work environments with no supportive behaviors
and emotional demands (Bakker, Demerouti & Verbeke, 2004). Demerouti and

colleagues (2001) found that job demands are related with negative work outcomes
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like disrupted health (e.g., burnout) and aberrant behavior. On the other hand, job
resources are associated with positive work outcomes. Bakker and Demerouti (2007)
proposed that serious job demands were likely to consume employees' physical and
mental resources and they might cause serious health problems. Incivility exerted by
managers is likely to affect employees’ depressive symptoms since the job demands
are usually conveyed to the employee by managers. Consistently, Hornstein (1996)
found that supervisory deviant behaviors were positively related to employees’
anxiety, depression, and decreased levels of self-esteem. At least to our knowledge,
the relationship between co-worker incivility and employees’ depressive symptoms
has not been investigated in the literature yet. However, similar to supervisor incivility,
co-worker incivility is likely to increase job demands for exposed employees,
negatively affect workplace harmony, and to put additional emotional burden for those
who are exposed. Therefore, although it has not been extensively investigated in
literature, it is suggested here that both supervisor and co-worker incivility are likely
to be positively related to employees’ depressive symptoms.

Hypothesis 4a: Supervisor incivility is positively associated with employees’
depressive symptoms.

Hypothesis 4b: Co-worker incivility is positively associated with employees’

depressive symptoms.

1.1.5. Two Types of Incivility and Silencing-The-Self Behaviors

Employees’ silencing-the-self (STS) behaviors are another outcome variable
that examined in the present study. They were first described by Jack and Dill (1992)
and categorized under four dimensions: 1) self-judgment according to external
standards (e.g., externalized self-perception); 2) prioritizing the needs of others more
than theirs’ (e.g., self-sacrifice); 3) decrease in self- expression behavior to prevent
loss of the relationship, and 4) a harmonious attitude towards important individuals
despite of feelings of anger and hostility (e.g., divided self). Similar to the link between
workplace incivility and depressive symptoms, it is suggested that both supervisor and
co-worker incivility are likely to be positively related to employees’ STS behaviors
since, at least for some individuals, incivility is likely to lead an individual to suppress
his or her voice, to spend more effort to be accepted by others in the workplace, and
to try to avoid further uncivil acts by silencing himself or herself and by trying to get

along with others. So far, STS behaviors are not investigated in the workplace context.
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The present study is intended to contribute to the incivility literature by investigating
the relationships of incivility behaviors performed by different agents with employees’
STS behaviors and the next set of hypotheses of the present study is generated as
follows:

Hypothesis 5a: Supervisor incivility is positively associated with STS
behaviors.

Hypothesis 5b: Co-worker incivility is positively associated with STS

behaviors.

1.2 MODERATING ROLES OF EMOTIONAL REGULATION STRATEGIES
IN THE PROPOSED RELATIONSHIPS

Exposure of employees to negative acts (e.g., incivility) in the workplace is
likely to activate cognitive appraisal process in order to cope with these stressful
situations. Stress assessments that become active cause workers to be alerted, causing
both physical and psychological detrimental consequences. Previous studies found that
the negative interpersonal situations such as being exposed to hostile acts in the
organization were associated with serious impacts on employees' health and well-
being (Bowling & Beehr, 2006; Kivimaki et. al., 2003; Leymann, 1996; Mikkelsen &
Einarsen, 2002). Negative events in the workplace are affected by various factors such
as organizational support or individual factors and they also create stress on
employees. Emotional regulation is a way of dealing with stress by controlling
emotions (Gross, 2014; Lazarus, 1966). Such internal control is one of the most
prominent management resources (Hobfoll, 2002).

Emotion regulation refers to deliberate attempts ‘‘the process by which
individuals influence which emotions they have, when they have them, and how they
experience and express these emotions’’ (Gross, 1998b, p. 275). According to Gross
(1998b), there are two types of regulation strategies which are antecedent-focused and
response-focused. Antecedent-focused regulation changes the input to regulate
emotions. It includes situation selection, situation modification, attentional
deployment, and cognitive change. In situation selection, a person intentionally
chooses to enter or avoid a situation in order to avoid emotional effect and in situation
modification, a person actively changes the situation to reduce effect of emotions.
However, these two strategies neutralize the emotion regulation mechanism because

these two regulation strategies are difficult to employ in the workplace especially for
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those in service sector. In attentional deployment, attention is changed by thinking of
events that evoke positive emotions (e.g., thinking funny things). Also, using
attentional deployment is difficult to regulate emotions because in workplace,
employees have to face all kind of situations. Finally, in cognitive change, how an
event is interpreted is changed by reappraisal in a different context to reduce emotional
impact. Contrary to antecedent-focused regulation that focuses on input, response-
focused regulation manipulates output to regulate emotions. Suppression is a type of
response-focused strategy which includes inhibition of emotion expression. However,
suppression does not change experience of emotions. It is also a common emotion
regulation strategy in the workplace.

Based on Gross’ (1998b) model, expressive suppression should be less
effective in altering negative emotions compared to reappraisal and also associated
with psychopathology, social dysfunction, and depressed mood. On the other hand,
cognitive reappraisal appears to be vastly divergent. Generally, expressive suppression
is associated with reduced positive affect and life satisfaction, greater depression and
social anxiety, and greater negative emotion in response to negative affective stimuli
(e.g., Kashdan, Barrios, Forsyth, & Steger, 2006; Sperberg & Stabb, 1998).
Suppression of thoughts and emotion is thought to contribute to depression and anxiety
disorders (Campbell-Sills, Barlow, Brown, & Hoffman, 2006a, 2006b; Kashdan et al.,
2006; Lynch, Robins, Morse, & Krause, 2001; Mennin, 2006). Also, Haga, Kraft and
Corby (2009) found that suppression was positively correlated with depressed mood
and cognitive reappraisal had a small negative correlation with depressed mood. On
the other hand, reappraisal is related with low levels of depression, negative affect, and
with increased life satisfaction (Garnefski & Kraaij, 2006; Kashdan et al., 2006).
Reappraisal also decreases negative emotion. In the literature, there is little evidence
for the positive relationships between suppression and STS behaviors; however, at
least to our knowledge, there is no research that has focused on the relationship
between reappraisal and STS behaviors. In addition, Rutter and Fielding (1988)
reported that suppressing emotions was related with lower job satisfaction whereas
Adelmann (1995) reported that reappraisal at work was positively associated with job
satisfaction. Kafetsios and Loumakou (2007) found that two emotion regulation
strategies (i.e., reappraisal and suppression) were consistent predictors of job
satisfaction. Based on the theoretical background and the findings of the previous

research, the following hypotheses are generated:

11



Hypothesis 6a: Expressive suppression moderates the relationships of
supervisor and co-worker incivility with CWBs, depressive symptoms and STS
behaviors in such a way that expressive suppression strengthens the positive
relationships of supervisor and co-worker incivility with CWBs, depressive symptoms
and STS behaviors.

Hypothesis 6b: Expressive suppression moderates the relationships of
supervisor and co-worker incivility with satisfaction with the supervisor, co-worker
satisfaction, and psychological well-being in such a way that expressive suppression
strengthens the negative relationships of supervisor and co-worker incivility with
satisfaction with the supervisor, co-worker satisfaction, and psychological well-being.

Hypothesis 6¢.: Cognitive reappraisal moderates the relationships of supervisor
and co-worker incivility with CWBs, depressive symptoms and STS behaviors in such
a way that cognitive reappraisal weakens the positive relationships of supervisor and
co-worker incivility with CWBs, depressive symptoms and STS behaviors.

Hypothesis 6d: Cognitive reappraisal moderates the relationships of supervisor
and co-worker incivility with satisfaction with the supervisor, co-worker satisfaction,
and psychological well-being in such a way that cognitive reappraisal weakens the
negative relationships of supervisor and co-worker incivility with satisfaction with the

supervisor, co-worker satisfaction and psychological well-being.

1.3 MODERATING ROLES OF RESPONSIBILITY ATTRIBUTIONS IN THE
PROPOSED RELATIONSHIPS

Attributions refer to interpretations of the reasons and sources of behaviors.
Fiske and Tailor (1991) state that attribution is related to how the social sensor uses
information to reach casual explanations for the events. Attribution theory focuses on
information individuals collect when they try to make sense of others’ and their own
behaviors and on how they are combined to create casual judgments. According to
Heider (1958) when individuals make internal references, they attribute the cause of
specific behavior to some internal characteristics of the person performing the
behavior rather than external forces. When individuals make situational or external
attributions, the reason of specific behavior is seen as a situation or an event beyond
the control of the conductor rather than internal characteristics. In general, when
individuals try to explain their own behaviors, they tend to make situational or external

references. When people try to explain behaviors of other individuals, they tend to
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make internal attributions. However, some personality characteristics may cause
people to make internal attributions for their own behaviors as well (Goncii & Stimer,
2011). To illustrate, in a study conducted in Turkey, it was found that one of the major
antecedents of STS behaviors was rejection sensitivity and that responsibility
attributions for self-behaviors mediated the relationship between rejection sensitivity
and STS behaviors (Goncii & Siimer, 2011). Effects of responsibility attributions are
widely studied in social psychology, especially in close relationships contexts.
However, their influences in organizational settings are relatively ignored up to now
(Goncii, 2013). However, workplaces are social contexts where psychological
processes involved in all interpersonal relationships exist and can be observed.
Therefore, it is reasonable to suggest to that, just like in close relationships contexts,
individuals who tend to make internal responsibility attributions for their own negative
acts and blame themselves for such behaviors are more likely to show internalizing
symptoms (e.g., STS, depressive symptoms); whereas, those who tend to make internal
responsibility attributions for others’ negative acts and blame others for such behaviors
(rather than attributing the cause of these behaviors to situational factors which are not
under control of the performing agent) are more likely to show externalizing behaviors
(e.g., CWBs) in organizational contexts and work life. In this study it is proposed that,
experienced workplace incivility is more likely to be associated with co-worker
(dis)satisfaction, (dis)satisfaction with the supervisor, (low level of) psychological
well-being, depressive symptoms, and STS behaviors among employees who have
tendencies to make internal responsibility references for their own behaviors. On the
other hand, employees who tend to make responsibility attributions for others’
negative behaviors are expected to be more likely to engage in CWBs when they are
exposed to workplace incivility. Therefore, the final set of hypotheses is generated as
follows:

Hypothesis 7a: Responsibility attributions for others’ (i.e., supervisor and co-
workers) negative behaviors moderate the relationships of supervisor and co-worker
incivility with CWBs in such a way that responsibility attributions for others’ (i.e.,
supervisor and co-workers) negative behaviors strengthen the positive relationships of
supervisor and co-worker incivility with CWBs.

Hypothesis 7b: Responsibility attributions for negative supervisor behaviors
moderate the relationships of supervisor incivility with satisfaction with the supervisor

in such a way that responsibility attributions for negative supervisor behaviors

13



strengthen the negative relationships of supervisor incivility with satisfaction with the
supervisor.

Hypothesis 7c: Responsibility attributions for negative co-worker behaviors
moderate the relationships of co-worker incivility with co-worker satisfaction in such
a way that responsibility attributions for negative co-workers’ behaviors strengthen the
negative relationships of co-worker incivility with co-worker satisfaction.

Hypothesis 7d: Responsibility attributions for negative self-behaviors
moderate the relationships of supervisor and co-worker incivility with psychological
well-being in such a way that responsibility attributions for negative self-behaviors
strengthen the negative relationships of supervisor and co-worker incivility with
psychological well-being.

Hypothesis 7e: Responsibility attributions for negative self-behaviors
moderate the relationships of supervisor and co-worker incivility with depressive
symptoms in such a way that responsibility attributions for self-behaviors strengthen
the positive relationships of supervisor and co-worker incivility with depressive
symptoms.

Hypothesis 7f: Responsibility attributions for negative self-behaviors moderate
the relationships of supervisor and co-worker incivility with STS behaviors in such a
way that responsibility attributions for self-behaviors strengthen the positive

relationships of supervisor and co-worker incivility with STS behaviors.
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CHAPTER 11

METHOD

2.1 PARTICIPANTS AND THE PROCEDURE

The data were collected from 409 employees working at various organizations
operating in different sectors in Turkey. The inclusion criterion was working in the
same organization and with the same manager for at least 6 months. Participants were
informed about the aim of the study before starting the survey and the inform consents
were taken. After approving the inform consents, participants filled out the survey
package which included measures of workplace incivility, responsibility attributions
for negative self and others’ behaviors, CWBs, co-worker satisfaction, satisfaction
with the supervisor, depressive symptoms, STS behaviors, psychological well-being,

and a demographics section (Appendix B).

2.2 MEASURES
2.2.1. Demographic Information Form

Demographic information form contained information regarding gender, age,
education level, tenure at the current job, tenure with the current supervisor, total
duration of work, number of people working in the current work group, sector, contract

type (tenured vs. non-tenured/contracted), and the type of organization.

2.2.2. Workplace Incivility Scale

The Turkish form (Kaya, 2015) of 14-item Workplace Incivility Scale (Cortina,
Magley, Williams & Langhout, 2001) was used to measure workplace incivility.
Participants gave their responses by using a 4-point Likert type scale ranging from (1
= Never) to (4 = Almost Every day). In order to investigate the differential effects of
supervisor and co-worker incivility, the items were reworded in such a way that they
assessed the two forms of incivility and the questions were shuffled. The sample items
were “Did your current supervisor / manager make humiliating comments about you?”

and “Did your colleagues exclude you from a group of professional friends?”.
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2.2.3. Counterproductive Work Behavior Scale

The Counterproductive Work Behavior Scale was developed by Spector and
colleagues (2006). There are 5 sub-dimensions in the 32-item scale: Abuse,
productivity deviation, sabotage, theft, and withdrawal. Spector and colleagues (2006)
reported the internal consistency coefficients for sub-dimensions as .81 for abuse, .82
for productivity, .42 for sabotage, .58 for theft, .63 for retraction, .87 for withdrawal,
and as .87 for all items. The scale was adapted to Turkish by Ocel (2010) and the
author concluded that the Turkish version of the scale was valid and reliable with 32
items representing four dimensions: Sabotage, withdrawal, theft, and abuse. The
sample items were “Verbally abused someone at work” and “Purposely damaged a

piece of equipment or property.”.

2.2.4. Job Satisfaction Scales

The reworded versions of the one-item faces scale which was developed by
Kunin (1955) were used to measure the participants’ co-worker satisfaction and
satisfaction with the supervisor. Scale was divided into two facets to measure co-
worker and supervisor satisfaction independently and the participants were asked to
choose the facial expression that best reflected their state in terms of their satisfaction
with their co-workers and with their immediate supervisors among the seven facial
expressions presented to them. Participants were provided with both female and male
facial expressions. In a study conducted in Turkey, Erol (2010) reported that faces
scale was applied in two-week intervals and that the test-retest reliability of the scale
was .79. The scale was positively associated with positive emotional states in the

workplace and it was negatively associated with turnover intentions.

2.2.5. Beck Depression Inventory

Beck Depression Inventory (BDI) was developed by Beck (1967) and is one of
the most commonly used scales to measure the intensity of depression experienced by
individuals. The scale defines depressive symptoms with 21 items (mood, pessimism,
sense of failure, lack of satisfaction, guilt feelings, sense of punishment, self-dislike,
self-accusation, suicidal wishes, crying, irritability, social withdrawal, indecisiveness,
distortion of body image, work inhibition, sleep disturbance, fatigability, loss of
appetite, weight loss, somatic preoccupation and loss of libido) and it is used as a

symptom and attitude check list. Participants make their
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valuations by choosing from 4 different options that are specific to each statement.
According to Beck (1967), the mean BDI scores of the classifications of minimal, mild,
moderate, and severe depression were 10.9, 18.7, 25.4, and 30.0, respectively. The

scale was adapted to Turkish by Hisli (1989).

2.2.6. Silencing-the-Self Behaviors at Work Scale

The 9-item Silencing-the-Self Scale (Jack & Dill, 1992) was used to assess STS
behaviors. The scale consists of 4 sub-dimensions which are external self-perception,
sacrifice, self-silencing, and split self. The internal consistency coefficients of the sub-
dimensions of the original scale ranged from .86 to .94. The scale was adapted to
Turkish by Goncii and Siimer (2011). The original form of the scale includes self-
silencing behaviors of individuals in close relationships. In accordance with the
purpose of the study, the items in the scale were reworded so that they covered the
behaviors in an organizational setting. Participants made their evaluations by using a
7-point Likert scale ranging from “1 = Strongly disagree” to “7 = Strongly agree”. A
sample item was “I prefer to remain silent rather than taking the risk of having a

discussion in my business relationship”.

2.2.7. Psychological Well-Being Scale

To determine the levels of psychological well-being, 18-items Psychological
Well-Being Scale developed by Ryff (1989) were used. The scale consists of 6
dimensions and 18 items, including autonomy, environmental dominance, individual
development, positive relations with others, life goals and self-acceptance. Sample
items were “I like many aspects of my personality” and “I have had many friendly and
trustworthy relationships with other people”. Participants gave their responses by
using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from “1 = Strongly disagree” to “7 = Strongly
agree”. The scale was adapted to Turkish by Akin, Demirci, Yildiz, Gediksiz, and
Eroglu (2012) and the authors reported that the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of scale

was .66.

2.2.8. Responsibility Attribution Scales
Responsibility attributions were measured with two modified versions of the
Relationship Attribution Measure (RAM) developed by Fincham and Bradbury (1992)

and with 4 additional items developed by Goncii (2013) to measure responsibility
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attributions for negative leader behaviors. In the original forms, each of the six items
on the scale consisted of six attribution sub-dimensions. Three statements in the scale
are used to measure three types of causality (position, stability, sphericity) and other
three statements in the scale are used to measure three types of responsibility
(intention, selfish motivation, blame) attributions (Siimer & Cozzarelli, 2004). In the
present study, only responsibility subdimensions were used. The participants were
asked to evaluate the six items designed to assess their responsibility attributions for
each hypothetical behavior using a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from (1 =
Strongly disagree) to (5 = Strongly agree). For the purposes of the present study, four
different versions of the scale were created: 1) Scale of responsibility attributions for
negative supervisor behaviors; 2) Scale of responsibility attributions for negative co-
worker behaviors; 3) Scale of responsibility attributions for negative self-behaviors
directed towards the supervisor; 4) Scale of responsibility attributions for negative
self-behaviors directed towards co-workers. The sample items were “Your supervisor
/ manager negatively criticizes a job you do”, “Your co-worker is negatively criticizes
a job you do”, “You are negatively criticizing a job done by your supervisor /

manager”, and “You are negatively criticizing a co-worker's work”, respectively.

2.2.9. Emotion Regulation Questionnaire

10-item Emotion Regulation Questionnaire (Gross, & John, 2003) was used to
measure emotion regulation strategies. Participants made their evaluations on a 7-point
Likert type scale ranging from "1 = strongly disagree" to "7 = strongly agree". The
scale consists of 2 sub-dimensions: Expressive suppression and cognitive reappraisal.
6 items represent cognitive reappraisal, and a sample item is “I control my emotions
by changing the way I think about the situation I’'m in”. 4 items represent expressive
suppression, and a sample item is “I control my emotions by not expressing them”.
The internal consistency coefficient for cognitive reappraisal is .79, and for expressive
suppression is .73 while 3-month test-retest reliability was found as .69 for both
subscales (Gross & John, 2003). Scores range of cognitive reappraisal is between 6
and 42, whereas scores range of suppression is between 4 and 28. The scale was
adapted to Turkish by Yurtsever (2004) and the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the
cognitive reappraisal subscale was .88 and for the expressive suppression subscale was

.82. Some of the items in the scale were reworded (e.g., I control my emotions by not
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expressing them in the workplace) so that they represent the situations in workplace

and the items were shuffled.
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CHAPTER IIT

RESULTS

3.1. OVERVIEW

Analyses conducted in this study are presented in five sections. In the first
section data cleaning and data screening processes are presented. The second section
includes reliability analyses of the study measures. The third section consists of
descriptive statistics, bivariate, and partial correlations among the study variables. The
fourth section includes hypothesis testing results.

Data were analyzed by using Statistical Package of Social Sciences (SPSS),
version 22.0 (IBM Corp, 2015). The hypothesized heuristic model was tested with
Structural Equation Modeling technique by using AMOS 25.0 (Arbuckle, 2013). In
order to conduct the moderation analyses of the study, PROCESS Macro 3.3. for SPSS
which was developed by Hayes (2017) was used.

3.2. DATA SCREENING AND DATA CLEANING

Out of 460 participants, 6 participants who did not meet inclusion criterion of
working with the current supervisor at least for six months were excluded. 12
participants did not fill at least one of the scales. Therefore, 18 participants were
eliminated at the beginning of the data screening process. The remaining data did not
include any missing data points.

Next, outlier analysis was performed and to detect multivariate outliers in the
data, Mahalonobis distance was used. These analyses revealed that 33 participants
were multivariate outliers, and they were excluded from the data set. Therefore, the

final sample included 409 participants.

3.3. FACTOR STRUCTURES AND/OR RELIABILITY ANALYSES OF THE
STUDY MEASURES
Before further analyses, reliability analyses of the scales and subscales were

conducted. Since all the scales used in the present study were validated scales and there
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were no translated/back-translated measures in the present study, the Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients were used as the estimates of internal reliabilities of the scales except for
incivility measures. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was performed to understand

whether the supervisor and co-worker incivility scales measure different constructs.

3.3.1. Workplace Incivility Scale

Principal component analysis was conducted on the 14 items of the Workplace
Incivility Scale. Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (32 (91) =2803.60, p <.001)
and The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was high (KMO = .92).
EFA results revealed that 14 items were loaded on two factors which explained 57.1
% of variance; however, these two factors did not clearly represent supervisor and co-
worker incivility. In addition, eight items were cross loaded. Next, confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) in which number of factors was fixed to two was conducted. Two-
factor solution explained again 57.1 % of variance and nine items were cross-loaded.
Item loadings, eigenvalues, and the proportions of explained variance are presented in
Appendix C.

Both EFA and CFA revealed that most of the items were cross loaded. It seems
that the same behaviors performed by different targets (i.e., supervisors and co-
workers) were loaded on the same factors. In addition, as explained below, bivariate
correlation between supervisor incivility and co-worker incivility was .78 (p < .01).
Therefore, in line with the aim of the study, a decision was made to calculate the scale
scores of supervisor and co-worker incivility separately. In the present study, the
reliability coefficient of the supervisor incivility scale was found as .85 and the

reliability coefficient of the co-worker incivility scale was found as .86.

3.3.2. CWBs Scale

The CWB scale consists of 32-items representing five dimensions. Abuse
dimension of the scale includes 17 items and the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .91.
Production deviance dimension of the scale includes 3 items and the Cronbach’s alpha
was .68. Sabotage dimension of the scale includes 3 items and the Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient was .89. Theft dimension of the scale includes 5 items and the Cronbach’s
alpha was .88. Withdrawal dimension of the scale includes 4 items and the Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient was .74. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of the overall CWB scale

was .94.
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3.3.3. Beck Depression Inventory

21-items Beck Depression Inventory (BDI) was used to measure the intensity
of depression experienced by individuals. Participants make their evaluations by
choosing from 4 different options that are specific to each statement. In the present

study, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of the scale was found as .88.

3.3.4. Silencing-the-Self Behavior at Work Scale
The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of the 9-item STS subscale was .81.

3.3.5. Psychological Well-Being Scale

The scale consists of 6 dimensions and 18 items, including autonomy (2 items),
environmental dominance (4 items), individual development (3 items), positive
relations with others (3 items), life goals (3 items) and self-acceptance (3 items). Initial
reliability analysis revealed that the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of the overall scale
was .68 and all of the reverse-coded items (8 items) had item-total correlations lower
than .30. After excluding these eight items, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of the 10-
item scale was .83. Therefore, the scale score for psychological well-being was

calculated by using ten items.

3.3.6. Responsbility Attribution Scales

In the original forms, each of the six items on the scale consisted of six
attribution sub-dimensions. 3 statements out of 6 items are used to measure three types
of causality and other 3 statements are used to measure three types of responsibility.
For the purposes of the present study, four different versions of the scale were created:
Scale of responsibility attributions for negative supervisor behaviors; scale of
responsibility attributions for negative co-worker behaviors; scale of responsibility
attributions for negative self-behaviors directed towards the supervisor; scale of
responsibility attributions for negative self-behaviors directed towards co-workers. In
the present study, each subscale consisted of 18 items and 3 dimensions, including
intent (6 items), selfishness (6 items), and blame (6 items). The Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient of the responsibility attributions for negative supervisor behaviors scale
was .96. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of the responsibility attributions for
negative co-worker behaviors scale was .97. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of the

responsibility attributions for negative self-behaviors directed towards the supervisor
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scale were.88. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of the responsibility attributions for

negative self-behaviors directed towards co-workers were found to be .88.

3.3.7. Emotion Regulation Questionnaire

Emotion Regulation Questionnaire consists of ten items representing two
dimensions. These dimensions were expressive suppression (4 items) and cognitive
reappraisal (6 items). The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of expressive suppression
subscale was .73 and the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of cognitive reappraisal

subscale was .83.

3.4 DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS AND BIVARIATE CORRELATIONS
Means, standard deviations, minimum and maximum values of study variables

and reliabilities are presented in Table 1.
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Table 1
Means, Standard Deviations, Minimum and Maximum Scores, Skewness and Kurtosis

Values of Study Variables

Variables Mean SD Min. Max. Skewness  Kurtosis
Supervisor Incivility 1.71 0.61  1.00 3.86 0.87 0.04

Co-worker Incivility 1.64 0.58 1.00 3.86 1.10 0.94

Co-worker Satisfaction 488 1.31 1.00 7.00 -0.60 0.55

Satisfaction with the

Supervisor 459 1.70 1.00 7.00 -0.41 -0.54
Psychological Well-Being 537 0.83 1.00 7.00 -1.39 3.83

Depressive Symptoms 46  0.37 0 2.14 1.11 1.61

STS Behaviors 335  1.00 1.00 6.44 0.35 0.00

CWBs 1.20  0.31 1.00 3.78 4.46 25.72
Resp. Attribu.s form Negative

Supervisor Behaviors 2.88 093 1.00 5.00 -0.01 -0.51
Resp. Attribu.s for Negative

Coworker BAP ors 277 093 1.00 5.00 0.06 -0.50
Resp. Attribu.s for Negative

Self-Behaviors tow. 2.17  0.62 1.00 4.11 0.19 -0.36
Supervisor

Resp. Attribu.s for Negative

Self-Behaviors tow. Co- 2.19  0.63 1.00 4.22 0.29 -0.17
workers

Cognitive Reappraisal 440 1.14 1.00 7.00 -0.61 0.54

Expressive Suppression 373  1.18 1.00 7.00 0.01 -0.26
Valid N (listwise) 409

Note. Depressive Symptoms are rated on a 3-point Likert type scale. Incivility is rated
on a 4-point Likert type scale. CWBs and both types of responsibility attributions for
self and others’ behaviors are rated on 5-point Likert type scale. Psychological well-
being, silencing-the-self-behaviors and emotion regulation strategies are rated on 7-
point Likert type scale. Co-worker satisfaction and satisfaction with the supervisor are
rated on 7-point Likert type scale.

Bivariate correlations among the study variables are presented in Table 2. As

expected, age was found to be positively correlated with education level, tenure, tenure
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at the current job, and tenure with current supervisor (» =.16, p < .01; r= .46, p < .01;
r=.38p<.01;r=.18 p<.01; respectively). In addition, age was negatively correlated
with co-worker satisfaction (r = -.12, p <.05).

Gender was positively correlated with tenure, tenure at the current job, tenure
with supervisor and number of co-workers (r=.16,p < .01;r=.11,p<.05;r=.11,p
<.05; r=.11, p < .05; respectively). That is, males reported higher levels of tenure,
tenure at the current job, tenure with supervisor and number of co-workers, than
females. On the other hand, gender was negatively associated with depressive
symptoms (r =- .13, p <.01) meaning that females reported higher levels of depressive
symptoms than males.

Education level was found to be positively correlated with tenure (r = .10, p <
.05). That is, as the education level increase, rate of yenure also increase. On the other
hand, education level was negatively linked to co-worker incivility (r =-.10, p <.05).
In addition, education level of employees was negatively related with responsibility
attributions for negative co-worker behaviors, responsibility attributions for self-
behaviors towards supervisor, and responsibility attributions for self-behaviors

towards co-workers (r=-.11, p <.05; r=-.13, p <.05; r =-.12, p <.05; respectively).
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Table 2.

Bivariate Correlations between Study Variables

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
1. Age -
2. Gender .05 -
3. Education Level 16" -.06 -
4. Tenure 467 167 10" -
5.Tenure at the Current Job 387 117 .08 697 -
6. Tenure with Supervisor A8 117 -05 417 497 -
7. Number of Co-workers 03 117 -02 .07 .147 .03 -
8. Supervisor Incivility -07 -09 -04 -06 -05 -04 -11° -
9. Co-worker Incivility -00 -08 -10° .03 .00 -04 -05 .78" -
10. Depressive Symptoms -05 -13" -07 -12° -07 -01 -03 247 197 -
11. STS Behaviors 03 04 -01 -03 -07 -01 -147 177 167 217 -

12. Psychological Well-Being -.04 -08 .09 -07 -09 -14" .09 -22"-23"-23"-16" -

*

13. Co-worker Satisfaction 12505 .02 .05 .04 .00 .01 -327-33"-26" -07 .11 -

14. Satisfaction with the . . . .
07 01 03 05 .04 07 .05 -38 -20 -15 -06 .05 .39 -

Supervisor
15. CWBs -01 -05 -05 -09 -06 .02 -01 .39

ok ok

397 167 127 -307 -167 -.10" -

Note. * p <.05. **. p <.01. Gender was coded as “0” for females and “1” for males. Education level ranges from

1 (Primary school) to 5 (Doctoral Degree).
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Table 2

Continued
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 11 12 13 14 15
16. Cognitive Reappraisal 02 -07 .02 -04 -09 -09 .09 -09 -05 -04 -04 36~ .02 .05 -.12°
17. Expressive Suppression 05 04 -04 -06 -03 -06 .01 .01 .04 .04 .18 207 -09 -04 -07

18. Resp. Attribu.s for Negative

-05 -07 -.07 -14" -08 -06 -10° .39 227 .18 .12 .03 -217 -447 .12
Supervisor Behaviors

19. Resp. Attribu.s for Negative

-03 .01 -11" -06 -03 -00 -03 .25 307 .18 20" .01 -25" -12° .06
Co-worker Behaviors
20. Resp. Attribu.s for Negative . ” " ” . ” ”
-01 -02 -13 -14" -09 .02 -08 23" 21 .12 .18 -04 -08 -.09 .21
Self- Behaviors tow. Supervisor
21. Resp. Attribu.s for Negative . - » ” ” . " . ”
-02 .00 -12° -18" -14" -01 -05 .17 .18 .12 .17 -06 -12° .01 .21

Self- Behaviors tow. Co-workers

Note. * p <.05. ** p <.01. Gender was coded as “0” for females and “1” for males. Education level ranges from

1 (Primary school) to 5 (Doctoral Degree).
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Table 2

Continued

Variables 16 17 18 19 20 21

16. Cognitive Reappraisal -

ok

17. Expressive Suppression .59 -

*

18. Resp. Attribu.s for Negative Supervisor Behaviors 01 11 -

ok

19. Resp. Attribu.s for Negative Co-worker Behaviors A1° 207 .58 -
20. Resp. Attribu.s for Negative Self- Behaviors tow.

ok

.06 .09 397 41 -
Supervisor

21. Resp. Attribu.s for Negative Self- Behaviors tow. Co-

ok

.03 .06 26" 377 78 -
worker

Note. * p <.05. **. p <.01. Gender was coded as “0” for females and “1” for males. Education level

ranges from 1 (Primary school) to 5 (Doctoral Degree).
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Tenure was positively correlated with tenure at current job, and tenure with
current supervisor (r = .69, p <.01; r = .41, p <.01; respectively). On the other hand,
tenure was negatively related with depressive symptoms, responsibility attributions for
negative supervisor behaviors, responsibility attributions for self-behaviors towards
supervisor, and responsibility attributions for self-behaviors towards co-workers (r = -
A2, p<.05r=-14,p<.0l;r=-.14, p < .01; r=-.18, p <.01; respectively). Tenure
at the current job was positively related with tenure with supervisor, number of co-
worker (r = .49, p < .01; r = .14, p < .01; respectively). Furthermore, tenure at the
current job was also negatively related with responsibility attributions for self-
behaviors towards co-workers (r = -.14, p <.01).

Tenure with current supervisor was only negatively correlated with
psychological well-being (r = -.14 , p <.05).

Number of co-worker was negatively correlated with supervisor incivility,
employees’ STS behaviors, and responsibility attributions for negative supervisor
behaviors (r=-.11, p <.05; r=-.14, p < .01; r = -.10, p < .05; respectively) meaning
that as the number of co-worker increases, supervisor incivility, STS behaviors, and
responsibility attributions for negative supervisor behaviors were decrease.

Supervisor incivility was significantly correlated with all of the study variables
except reappraisal and suppression which were emotion regulation strategies.
Specifically, as expected, supervisor incivility was positively correlated with co-
worker incivility, depressive symptoms, STS behaviors of employees, CWBs, and
additionally, responsibility attributions for negative supervisor behaviors,
responsibility attributions for negative co-worker behaviors, responsibility attributions
for negative self-behaviors towards supervisor and towards co-workers (r = .78, p <
OLr=24,p<0L;r=.17,p<.0l;r=39,p<.01;r=.39,p<.0l;r=.25p<.01;
r=.23,p<.0l; r=.17, p < .01; respectively). On the other hand, as expected,
supervisor incivility was negatively related with psychological well-being, co-worker
satisfaction, and satisfaction with the supervisor (r =-.22, p < .01;r=-32,p < .0l; r
= -.38, p <.01; respectively).

Similarly, co-worker incivility was also significantly correlated with all of the
study variables except cognitive reappraisal and expressive suppression. Specifically,
as expected, co-worker incivility was positively correlated with depressive symptoms,
STS behaviors of employees, CWBs, and additionally, responsibility attributions for

negative supervisor behaviors, responsibility attributions for negative co-worker

29



behaviors, responsibility attributions for negative self-behaviors towards supervisor
and towards co-workers (r=.19,p <.01;r=.16,p<.01;r=.39,p<.0l;r=.22,p<
01;r=.30,p<.01;r=.21,p <.01;r=.18, p <.01; respectively). As expected, co-
worker incivility was also negatively correlated with psychological well-being (r = -
.22, p <.01). Same with supervisor incivility, as expected, co-worker incivility was
negatively related to co-worker satisfaction and satisfaction with the supervisor (r = -
32, p<.01;r=-38, p <.01; respectively).

Depressive symptoms were positively correlated with STS behaviors of
employees’ CWBs, responsibility attributions for negative supervisor behaviors,
responsibility attributions for negative co-worker behaviors, responsibility attributions
for negative self-behaviors towards supervisor and towards co-workers (r = .21, p <
05r=.16,p<.0L;r=.18,p<.0l;r=.18, p<.0l;r=.12, p<.05; r= .12, p < .05;
respectively). As expected, depressive symptoms were negatively correlated with
psychological well-being, co-worker satisfaction and satisfaction with the supervisor
(r=-23,p<.01;r=-26,p<.01;r=-.15, p <.01; respectively). However, depressive
symptoms were not found to be significantly correlated with emotion regulation
strategies.

As expected, STS behaviors were found to be negatively correlated with
psychological well-being (r = -.16, p < .01). On the other hand, STS behaviors of
employees were positively related to CWBs, expressive suppression, responsibility
attributions for negative supervisor behaviors, responsibility attributions for negative
co-worker behaviors, responsibility attributions for negative self-behaviors towards
supervisor and towards co-workers (r=.12,p <.05;r=.18,p<.01;r=.12, p<.05; r
=.20,p<.0l;r=.18,p<.01;r=.17, p <.01; respectively). However, the relationships
of STS behaviors with cognitive reappraisal, co-worker satisfaction, and satisfaction
with the supervisor were not significant.

Psychological well-being was also significantly correlated with all the study
variables except responsibility attributions for both self and others’ negative behaviors,
and satisfaction with the supervisor. As expected, psychological well-being was
negatively related to CWBs (r = -.30, p < .01). Furthermore, it was positively
associated with co-worker satisfaction, cognitive reappraisal and expressive
suppression (r=.11, p <.05; r=.36, p <.01; r= .20, p <.01; respectively).

As expected, co-worker satisfaction was positively correlated with satisfaction

with the supervisor (r=.39, p <.01). In addition, co-worker satisfaction was negatively
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correlated with responsibility attributions for negative supervisor behaviors,
responsibility attributions for negative co-worker behaviors, responsibility attributions
for self-behaviors towards co-workers as well as with CWBs (r = -21, p <.01;r = -
25, p <.01;=-12, p < .05; r =-.16, p < .01; respectively). On the other hand, co-
worker satisfaction was significantly associated neither with cognitive reappraisal nor
with expressive suppression.

As similar with co-worker satisfaction, satisfaction with the supervisor was
negatively correlated with CWBs and responsibility attributions for others’ behaviors
(r=-10,p < .05, r=-44, p < .01; r = -.12, p < .05; respectively). However, the
relationships between satisfaction with the supervisor and both types of emotion
regulation strategies, and responsibility attributions for self-behaviors towards
supervisor and towards co-workers were not significant.

CWBs was positively correlated with responsibility attributions for negative
supervisor behaviors, responsibility attributions for self-behaviors towards supervisor
and towards co-workers (r=.12,p <.05;r=.21,p<.01; r= .21, p <.01; respectively).
On the other hand, CWBs was negatively related with cognitive reappraisal (r = -.12,
p <.05).

Cognitive reappraisal was positively related with expressive suppression (r =
.59, p <.05). Additionally, expressive suppression was also positively correlated with
responsibility attributions for negative supervisor behaviors and responsibility
attributions for negative co-worker behaviors (r = .11, p < .05; r = .20, p < .01;
respectively).

As expected, responsibility attributions for negative supervisor behaviors was
positively related with responsibility attributions for negative co-worker behaviors,
responsibility attributions for self-behaviors towards supervisor and towards co-
workers (r = .58, p <.01; r=.39, p <.05; r = .26, p < .01; respectively). In addition,
responsibility attributions for negative co-worker behaviors was also positively
correlated with responsibility attributions for self-behaviors towards supervisor and
towards co-workers (r = .41, p <.01; r=.37, p <.01; respectively).

Finally, responsibility attributions for self-behaviors towards supervisor were
positively related to responsibility attributions for self-behaviors towards co-workers

(r=".78, p <.01).
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3.5 HYPOTHESIS TESTING
3.5.1. SEM Results of the Proposed Regression Model

Structural equation modeling was used to test the hypothesized heuristic model
(Mi1) by AMOS 24.0 (Arbuckle, 2013). According to the proposed model, both
supervisor and co-worker incivility are directly related to CWBs, co-worker
satisfaction, satisfaction with the supervisor, depressive symptoms, psychological
well-being and STS behaviors. The results of the SEM analysis revealed that the
proposed model (M1) provided acceptable fit to the data (x2(N =409, df = 11) =3.72,
CFI = .96, TLI = .90, NFI = .95, RMSEA = .08). However, modification indices
suggested that error terms of co-worker satisfaction and depressive symptoms, and
those of psychological well-being and CWBs should be allowed to covary in the model
testing. Since co-worker satisfaction and depressive symptoms are likely to covary, in
the second analysis (M) error terms of these variables are allowed to covary. The
results revealed that the second model provided better fit to the data (y2(N =409, df =
28)=27.57, CF1 = .98, TLI = .94, NFI1 = .97, RMSEA = .06) (Figure 2).

The analysis of the standardized estimates revealed that both supervisor and
co-worker incivility were not significantly associated with psychological well-being.
Therefore, Hypothesis 1a, which suggested that supervisor incivility would be
negatively related to psychological well-being (= -.10, p = .22)., and Hypotheses 1b,
which proposed negative links between co-worker incivility and psychological well-
being (f = -.16, p = .04) was not supported by the data. In addition, consistent with the
results of correlation analyses, the SEM results showed that the negative relationship
between supervisor incivility and psychological well-being was not significantly
stronger than negative relationship between co-worker incivility and psychological
well-being. Therefore, Hypothesis 1c¢, which suggested that the negative relationship
between supervisor incivility and pscyhological well-being would be stronger than the
negative relationship between co-worker incivlity and psychological well-being was
not supported.

As expected, Hypothesis 2a which proposed that supervisor incivility would be
negatively associated with satisfaction with the supervisor was supported (5 = -.59, p
<.001). Additionally, Hypothesis 2b which proposed that co-worker incivility would
be negatively related to co-worker satisfaction was supported by the data (8 = -.20, p
<.01).
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Supervisor incivility was significantly and positively associated with CWBs (f
= .20, p < .01). Therefore, Hypothesis 3a which suggested a positive link between
supervisor incivility and CWBs was supported. As expected, co-worker incivility was
significantly and positively associated with CWBs (= .23, p <.01). Thus, Hypothesis
3b was also supported. Additionally, even though the relationships between them were
the same in the correlation analyses results, the SEM results showed that the positive
association between co-worker incivility and CWBs was stronger than the positive link
between supervisor incivility and CWBs. Therefore, Hypothesis 3¢, which proposed
that the positive relationship between co-worker incivility and CWBs would be
stronger than the positive relationship between supervisor incivility and CWBs was
supported.

Supporting Hypothesis 4a, co-worker incivility was found to be significantly
and positively associated with depressive symptoms (5 = .23, p < .005). On the other
hand, Hypothesis 4b which proposed a positive association between co-worker
incivility and depressive symptoms was not supported by the data.

Unexpectedly, the relationships of both supervisor and co-worker incivility
with STS behaviors were insignificant. Therefore, Hypothesis 5a and 5b were not

supported.
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3.5.2 Moderated Multiple Regression (MMR) Analyses of Emotion Regulation
Strategies

To investigate the moderating roles of emotion regulation strategies (i.e.,
cognitive reappraisal and expressive suppression) in the relationships of supervisor
and coworker incivility with outcome variables, a series of MMR analyzes were
conducted.

MMR analysis consists of three steps (Baron & Kenny, 1986). In the first step,
criterion variable is regressed on the predictor variable. In the second step, criterion
variable is regressed on the moderator. In the final step, criterion variable is regressed
on the interaction of predictor and moderator variables.

MMR analyses of emotion regulation strategies revealed that the interaction
effects of expressive suppresion and both supervisor and co-worker incivility on
CWBSs, depressive symptoms and STS behaviors were not significant (AR’ = .00, B =
-.03,95%, CI [-.06, .01], p=.16; AR’=-.00, B =-.02, 95%, CI [-.06, .02], p = .37; AR’
=.00, B= .01, 95%, CI [-.04, .06], p = .64; AR’= .00, B = .00, 95%, CI [-.05, .06], p =
81; AR*=.00, B = .03, 95%, CI1[-.09, .16], p = .63; AR’= .00, B=-.02, 95%, CI [-.16,
12], p = .77; respectively). Therefore, Hypothesis 6a which suggested that expressive
suppression would moderate the relationships of supervisor and co-worker incivility
with CWBs, depressive symptoms and STS behaviors in such a way that suppression
strengthens the positive relationships of supervisor and co-worker incivility with
CWBs, depressive symptoms and STS behaviors were not supported. Additionally,
interaction effects of expressive suppresion and both supervisor and co-worker
incivility on satisfaction with the supervisor, co-worker satisfaction and psychological
well-being were also not significant (AR’ = .00, B =.00, 95%, CI [-.20, .21], p = .98;
AR’= 01, B =-.15, 95%, CI [-.33, .03], p = .01; AR’= .00, B = -.01, 95%, CI [-.12,
.09], p=.81; AR?= .00, B= .02, 95%, CI [-.10, .13], p = .74; respectively). Therefore,
Hypothesis 6b which proposed that expressive suppression would moderate the
relationships of supervisor and co-worker incivility with satisfaction with the
supervisor, co-worker satisfaction, and psychological well-being in such a way that
suppression strengthens the negative relationships of supervisor and co-worker
incivility with job satisfaction and psychological well-being were not supported.

The MMR analysis was employed for testing the moderation effect of cognitive

reappraisal in the relationship between both supervisor and co-worker incivility and
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CWaBs, depressive symptoms, and STS behaviors. In this way, six MMR analyses were
conducted. The scores were plotted (Figure 3). The findings revealed that, the
interaction effects of cognitive reappraisal and both supervisor and co-worker
incivility on depressive symptoms and STS behaviors were not significant. However,
the interaction effects of cognitive reappraisal and both supervisor and coworker
incivility on CWBs was significant (F (1,405) = 4.28, AR’= .01, p = .04). Moreover,
simple slopes t-tests were conducted to understand whether each slope differs from
zero. The unstandardized simple slope for employees -1 SD below the mean of
cognitive reappraisal was .23 (t (405) = 7.78, 95% CI [.17, .28], p < .001), and the
unstandardized simple slope for employees +1 SD above the mean of cognitive
reappraisal was .14 (t (405) = 4.20, 95%, CI [.07, .21], p < .001). More specifically,
employees who scored high on cognitive reappraisal were significantly more likely to
have low scores on CWBs when supervisors were rated high on incivility than those

who scored low on cognitive reappraisal.
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Figure 3. Moderating effect of cognitive reappraisal on the relationship between

supervisor incivility and CWBs

The same analysis strategy was employed for testing the moderation effect of
cognitive reappraisal in the relationship between co-worker incivility and employees’
CWBs and the scores were plotted. The results revealed that, employees who scored

high on cognitive reappraisal were significantly more likely to have low scores on
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CWBs when co-workers were rated high on incivility than those who scored low
cognitive reappraisal (F (1,405)=3.63, AR’= .01, p = .06). The unstandardized simple
slope for employees -1 SD below the mean of cognitive reappraisal was .24 (t (405) =
8.09, 95%, CI[.18, .30], p <.001), and the unstandardized simple slope for employees
+1 SD above the mean of cognitive reappraisal was .16 (t (405) = 4.52, 95%, CI [.09,
23], p < .001) (Figure 4). Therefore, Hypothesis 6¢ which proposed that cognitive
reappraisal would moderate the relationships of supervisor and co-worker incivility

with CWBs, depressive symptoms and STS behaviors was partially supported.
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Figure 4. Moderating effect of cognitive reappraisal on the relationship between co-

worker incivility and CWBs

The MMR findings revealed that, interaction effects of cognitive reappraisal
and both supervisor and co-worker incivility on satisfaction with the supervisor, and
psychological well-being were not significant. However, the interaction effect of co-
worker incivility and cognitive reappraisal on employees’ co-worker satisfaction was
significant (F (1,405) =3.30, AR?= .01, p =.07). The unstandardized simple slope for
employees -1 SD below the mean of cognitive reappraisal was -.61 (t (405) = -4.71,
95%, CI [-.87, -.36], p <.001), and the unstandardized simple slope for employees +1
SD above the mean of cognitive reappraisal was -.95 (t (405) =-6.18, 95%, CI [-1.25,
-.65], p < .001) (Figure 5). The results showed that, employees who scored high on

cognitive reappraisal were less likely to have high scores on co-worker satisfaction
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when co-worker incivility was high, and they were more likely to have high scores on
co-worker satisfaction when co-worker incivility was low. In addition, employees who
scored high on cognitive reappraisal were significantly more likely to have low scores
on co-worker satisfaction when co-workers were rated high on incivility than those
who scored low on cognitive reappraisal. Therefore, Hypothesis 6d which proposed
that cognitive reappraisal would moderate the relationships of supervisor and co-
worker incivility with satisfaction with the supervisor, co-worker satisfaction, and
psychological well-being in such a way that reappraisal would weaken the negative
relationships of supervisor and co-worker incivility with satisfaction with the

supervisor, co-worker satisfaction and psychological well-being was partially

supported.
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Figure 5. Moderating effect of cognitive reappraisal on the relationship between co-

worker incivility and co-worker satisfaction

3.5.3 MMR Analyses of Responsibility Attributions

A series of MMR analyzes were also conducted to examine the moderating roles of
responsibility attributions in the relationships of supervisor and coworker incivility
with outcome variables.

First, the moderating effects of negative others’ behaviors in the relationships
between both supervisor and co-worker incivility and CWBs were analyzed. The

results showed that, interaction effect of responsibility attributions for negative
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supervisor behaviors and supervisor incivility on CWBs were not significant. The
MMR in which co-worker incivility was the independent, responsibility attributions
for negative co-worker behaviors were the moderating, and CWBs were the dependent
variables was conducted. The results showed that, the interaction effect of co-worker
incivility and attribution for negative co-worker behaviors on employees’ CWBs was
also significant (F (1,405) = 5.72, AR*= .01, p = .02). The unstandardized simple slope
for employees -1 SD below the mean of attributions for their negative co-worker
behaviors was .29 (t (405) =7.49, 95%, CI[.21, .36], p <.001), and the unstandardized
simple slope for employees +1 SD above the mean of attributions for their negative
co-workers’ behaviors was .18 (t (405) = 5.83, 95%, CI [.12, .24], p < .001) (Figure
6). That is, as expected, employees who scored low on attribution for negative co-
worker behaviors were significantly more likely to have low scores on CWBs when
co-workers were rated both high and low on incivility than those who scored high on
attributions for negative co-worker behaviors. However, employees who scored high
on responsibility attributions for negative co-worker behaviors were also significantly
more likely to have low scores on CWBs when co-workers were rated high on
incivility and they were less likely to have low scores on CWBs when co-worker
incivility was low. That is, the results showed the opposite of the proposition of the
Hypothesis 7a. Therefore, Hypothesis 7a which suggested that responsibility
attributions for others’ negative behaviors would strengthen the positive relationships

of supervisor and co-worker incivility with CWBs was not supported.
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Figure 6. Moderating effect of responsibility attributions for negative co-worker

behavior on the relationship between co-worker incivility and CWBs

On the other hand, MMR analyses of responsibility attributions also showed
that the interaction effect of responsibility attributions for negative supervisor
behaviors and supervisor incivility on satisfaction with the supervisor were not
significant (AR’>= .00, B = .10, 95%, CI [-.14, .34], p = .41). Therefore, Hypothesis 7b
which suggested that responsibility attributions for negative supervisor behaviors
would moderate the relationships of supervisor incivility with satisfaction with the
supervisor in such a way that responsibility attributions for negative supervisor
behaviors strengthen the negative relationships of supervisor incivility with
satisfaction with the supervisor was not supported. Additionally, the interaction effect
of responsibility attributions for negative co-worker behaviors and co-worker incivility
on co-worker satisfaction was not significant (AR’ = .00, B = .03, 95%, CI [-.18, .24],
p =.78). Therefore, Hypothesis 7c which proposed that responsibility attributions for
negative co-worker behaviors would moderate the relationships of co-worker incivility
with co-worker satisfaction was not supported. The interaction effects of responsibility
attributions for negative self-behaviors and both supervisor and co-worker incivility
on psychological well-being were not significant (AR’ = .00, B = -.14, 95%, CI [-.38,
.09], p=.23; AR>= .00, B =-.00, 95%, CI [-.22, .22], p = .99; respectively). Therefore,
Hypothesis 7d which proposed that responsibility attributions for negative self-
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behaviors would moderate the relationships of supervisor and co-worker incivility
with psychological well-being was also not supported. In addition, the interaction
effects of responsibility attributions for negative self-behaviors and both supervisor
and co-worker incivility on depressive symptoms were not significant (AR?= .00, B =
-.02, 95%, CI [-.12, .09], p = .75; AR’ = .00, B = -.02, 95%, CI [-.08, .11], p = .76;
respectively). Therefore, Hypothesis 7e which proposed that responsibility attributions
for self-behaviors would strengthen the positive relationships of supervisor and co-
worker incivility with depressive symptoms was not supported. Finally, the interaction
effects of responsibility attributions for negative self-behaviors and both supervisor
and co-worker incivility on STS behaviors were not significant (AR’ = .00, B = .20,
95%, CI [-.08, .48], p = .17; AR?= .01, B = .24, 95%, CI [-.02, .50], p = .07;
respectively). Therefore, Hypothesis 7f which suggested that responsibility
attributions for negative self-behaviors would strengthen the positive relationships of
supervisor and co-worker incivility with STS behaviors was not supported.

Summary of the hypotheses and the results are presented in Table 3.

Table 3.
Summary of the hypotheses and the results
Hypothesis Results

la: Supervisor incivility is negatively associated with psychological well NS
being.
1b: Co-worker incivility is negatively associated with psychological well- NS
being.
1c: The negative relationship between supervisor incivility and pscyhological
well-being is stronger than the negative relationship between co-worker NS
incivlity and psychological well-being.
2a: Supervisor incivility is negatively associated satisfaction with the
supervisor. NS
2b: Co-worker incivility is negatively associated with co-worker satisfaction. S
3a: Supervisor incivility is positively associated with CWBs. S
3b: Co-worker incivility is positively associated with CWBs. S
3c: The positive relationship between co-worker incivility and CWBs is
stronger than the positive relationship between supervisor incivility and CWBs. >
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4a: Supervisor incivility is positively associated with employees’ depressive

symptoms.

4b: Co-worker incivility is positively associated with employees’ depressive

symptoms.

NS

5a: Supervisor incivility is positively associated with STS behaviors.

NS

5b: Co-worker incivility is positively associated with STS behaviors.

NS

6a: Suppression moderates the relationships of supervisor and co-worker
incivility with CWBs, depressive symptoms and STS behaviors in such a way
that suppression strengthens the positive relationships of supervisor and co-

worker incivility with CWBs, depressive symptoms and STS behaviors.

NS

6b: Suppression moderates the relationships of supervisor and co-worker
incivility with satisfaction with the supervisor, co-worker satisfaction, and
psychological well-being in such a way that suppression strengthens the
negative relationships of supervisor and co-worker incivility with job

satisfaction and psychological well-being.

NS

6¢c: Reappraisal moderates the relationships of supervisor and co-worker
incivility with CWBs, depressive symptoms and STS behaviors in such a way
that reappraisal weakens the positive relationships of supervisor and co-worker

incivility with CWBs, depressive symptoms and STS behaviors.

6d: Reappraisal moderates the relationships of supervisor and co-worker
incivility with satisfaction with the supervisor, co-worker satisfaction, and
psychological well-being in such a way that reappraisal weakens the negative
relationships of supervisor and co-worker incivility with satisfaction with the

supervisor, co-worker satisfaction and psychological well-being.

7a: Responsibility attributions for others’ (i.e., supervisor and co-workers)
negative behaviors moderate the relationships of supervisor and co-worker
incivility with CWBs in such a way that responsibility attributions for others’
(i.e., supervisor and co-workers) negative behaviors strengthen the positive

relationships of supervisor and co-worker incivility with CWBs.

NS

7b: Responsibility attributions for negative supervisor behaviors moderate the
relationships of supervisor incivility with satisfaction with the supervisor in
such a way that responsibility attributions for negative supervisor behaviors
strengthen the negative relationships of supervisor incivility with satisfaction

with the supervisor.

NS
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7c¢: Responsibility attributions for negative co-workers behaviors moderate the
relationships of co-worker incivility with co-worker satisfaction in such a way
that responsibility attributions for negative co-workers behaviors strengthen the

negative relationships of supervisor incivility with co-worker satisfaction.

NS

7d: Responsibility attributions for negative self-behaviors moderate the
relationships of supervisor and co-worker incivility with psychological well-
being in such a way that responsibility attributions for negative self-behaviors
strengthen the negative relationships of supervisor and co-worker incivility

with psychological well-being.

NS

7e: Responsibility attributions for negative self-behaviors moderate the
relationships of supervisor and co-worker incivility with depressive symptoms
in such a way that responsibility attributions for self-behaviors strengthen the
positive relationships of supervisor and co-worker incivility with depressive

symptoms.

NS

7f: Responsibility attributions for negative self-behaviors moderate the
relationships of supervisor and co-worker incivility with STS behaviors in such
a way that responsibility attributions for self-behaviors strengthen the positive

relationships of supervisor and co-worker incivility with STS behaviors.

NS
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CHAPTER 1V

DISCUSSION

The present study aimed to investigate the effects of experienced workplace
incivility on employees’ CWBs, depressive symptoms and STS behaviors, co-worker
satisfaction, satisfaction with the supervisor and psychological well-being. In addition,
the moderating effects of responsibility attributions for negative self-behaviors
directed towards different targets (i.e., supervisor and co-workers) as well as the
moderating effects of responsibility attributions for negative behaviors performed by
different agents (i.e., supervisor and co-workers) directed towards the self and
moderating effects of emotion regulation strategies in the links of experienced
workplace incivility with psychological and behavioral outcome variables were
examined. By this way, the current study is aimed to contribute to the existing body of
research by investigating the links of experienced workplace incivility with important
outcome variables in a comprehensive heuristic model in which attributions for self
and others’ behaviors were included and examined in detail. One of the main
contributions of the present study is to examine the effects of incivility exposed by
different targets on the same outcome variables for the first time and to reveal the
differential and similar effects of supervisor and co-worker incivility in a
comprehensive model. The findings revealed that supervisor and co-worker incivility
had differential effects on some of the outcome variables included in the present study.
These findings showed the importance of studying workplace incivility by focusing on
different agents performing such behaviors. In addition, the present study is the first
attempt to reveal the moderating effects of employees’ emotion regulation strategies
in the relationships of workplace incivility exposed by different targets with the above-
mentioned outcome variables and this is the second main contribution of the study.
The third contribution is that, at least to our knowledge, the present study is the first
research that examined the effects of both supervisor and co-worker incivility on two
facets of job satisfaction (i.e., co-worker satisfaction and satisfaction with the

supervisor).
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4.1. MAIN FINDINGS OF THE STUDY AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE
RESEARCH

Although both types of incivility were negatively related to psychological well-
being in the bivariate correlation analysis, the results of the SEM analysis showed that
the paths from supervisor incivility and co-worker incivility to psychological well-
being were not significant. Again, this finding may be a result of strong negative effect
of supervisor incivility on depressive symptoms. In other words, the path supervisor
incivility to psychological well-being may be non-significant due to the effect of
supervisor incivility on depressive symptoms which represent more specific aspect of
psychological well-being.

As expected, supervisor incivility was negatively related to satisfaction with
the supervisor and co-worker incivility was negatively associated with co-worker
satisfaction in the SEM analysis. However, bivariate correlation analyses revealed that
supervisor incivility was significantly and negatively associated with co-worker
satisfaction and co-worker incivility was significantly and negatively related to
satisfaction with the supervisor, as well. Although when analyzed in the SEM each
type of incivility was associated only with its own facet of satisfaction, regarding the
results of bivariate correlations it can be speculated that employees who are exposed
to co-worker incivility may blame their supervisors for allowing these kinds of
negative behaviors at workplace (Reio Jr & Sanders-Reio, 2011; Lim & Lee, 2011).
Therefore, they may be reporting low levels of satisfaction with the supervisor. On the
other hand, the negative relationship between supervisor incivility and co-worker
satisfaction may be more complicated. Supervisors who perform uncivil acts are likely
to create tense and stressful work environments for their subordinates. In such
workplaces, stressed out subordinates are likely to engage in negative acts towards
their colleagues which contribute to decreased levels of co-worker satisfaction. Also,
they may show negative reactions that they cannot show towards their supervisors, and
this situation may negatively affect the interpersonal relationships among subordinates
(Lim & Lee, 2011). At least to our knowledge, the present study is the first to show
these relationships and future studies should investigate the effects of both types of
incivility on different facets of job satisfaction as well as other variables such as team
harmony, interpersonal trust, and identification with the work group. In addition,

potential moderating variables such as personality characteristics which may affect the
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above-mentioned relationships and mediating variables such as knowledge sharing
versus knowledge hiding should be investigated by future research.

As expected, the SEM results showed that both supervisor and co-worker
incivility were significant predictors of CWBs. Furthermore, CWBs was the only
work-related outcome in the analyzed model which was strongly predicted by both
types of incivility. Employees who are exposed to uncivil behaviors of their
supervisors and co-workers may retaliate against those by performing CWBs. These
findings showed that although incivility is a mild form of hostile behaviors at
workplace, they may result in destructive employee behaviors such as CWBs which
may deteriorate organizational practices and processes. The previous studies revealed
that mobbing, which consists of more severe forms of hostile acts, are positively
associated with CWBs (Ayoko, Callan, & Hartel, 2003), Although it is a milder form
of hostile behaviors at workplace, the present study also contributed the literature by
showing that supervisor and co-worker incivility are also positively related to CWBs.
As mentioned, CWBs consist of five dimensions and these dimensions do not include
only interpersonal aggression. That is, CWBs include actions that would harm the
organizational practices such as withdrawal, theft etc. As long as organizational
practices and policies let or tolerate incivility in the workplace and do not take actions
to prevent such behaviors in the organizational context, employees may develop
negative feelings towards the organization itself especially in the long run. In other
words, it is speculated that intensity of these negative feelings may increase overtime.
Therefore, future studies should employ longitudinal design in order to reveal the
effects of two types of incivility especially on CWBs and other negative employee
attitudes and behaviors.

Although both supervisor and co-worker incivility were found to be positively
and significantly associated with employees’ STS behaviors in the bivariate
correlation analyses, the SEM analyses showed that the paths from both types of
incivility to STS behaviors were non-significant. One explanation may be that
supervisor incivility had strong significant relationship with employees’ depressive
symptoms which were positively correlated with STS behaviors. The strong
relationship of supervisor incivility with depressive symptoms might have canceled
out the path from supervisor incivility to STS behaviors in the SEM analysis.
Similarly, co-worker incivility had relatively strong relationships with employees’

CWBs and co-worker satisfaction and when all variables were analyzed together in the
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SEM analysis, the paths from co-worker incivility to STS behaviors might have turned
out to be non-significant.

As stated above, depressive symptoms were positively predicted by supervisor
incivility whereas, co-worker incivility was not found to be significantly related to
employees’ depressive symptoms in the SEM analysis. It can be speculated that
supervisor incivility is a stronger predictor of employees’ depressive symptoms than
co-worker incivility. Therefore, although co-worker incivility negatively affects co-
worker satisfaction, it is not a strong variable that causes depressive symptoms when
compared to supervisor incivility. It is plausible to suggest that supervisors have much
stronger influence on employee-related and organizational decision-making processes
than co-workers (Wasti & Erdas, 2019). Therefore, negative relationship patterns with
supervisors, which are implied and amplified by supervisor incivility, are likely to
convey information that employees are likely to face with adverse work-related
consequences at any time and this situation is likely to contribute to an increase in
depressive symptoms. As mentioned above, employees’ depressive symptoms are
likely to be positively associated with work-related stress and perceived organizational
support may be a highly important factor to decrease these kinds of symptoms even
among employees who are exposed to supervisor incivility (Kurtessis et al., 2017,
Stinglhamber et al., 2016). Therefore, future studies are suggested to investigate
moderating or buffering effects of perceived organizational support in the relationships

between supervisor incivility and employees’ depressive symptoms.

Moderation analyses revealed that, as expected, among employees exposed to
high levels of both supervisor and co-worker incivility, those who used cognitive
reappraisal as an emotional regulation strategy at low levels reported higher levels of
CWBs than those who scored high on cognitive reappraisal. This finding shows that
cognitive appraisal reduces the likelihood of responding to supervisor incivility with
similarly negative or even worse behaviors. It is possible that other cognitive
mechanisms or strategies may also buffer the detrimental effects of workplace
incivility on employees’ attitudes towards their organizations and, therefore, should be
examined by future studies.

The findings revealed that, under both high and low levels of co-worker
incivility, employees who scored low on cognitive reappraisal reported similarly high

levels of co-worker satisfaction. It can be speculated that, employees who use

47



cognitive reappraisal less often may not be affected by uncivil behavior of their co-
workers as much as those who make high levels of cognitive reappraisal. On the other
hand, the lowest level of co-worker satisfaction was reported by employees who were
exposed to high levels of co-worker incivility and reported to use high levels of
cognitive reappraisal. These findings may imply that when employees who think too
much about the causes of others’ behavior or try to frequently reappraise the situation
are exposed to high levels of uncivil behaviors by their co-workers, their exposure and
(possibly) concurrent reappraisal efforts may exhaust them. Therefore, this situation
may be causing their satisfaction to drop at high levels and this effect may escalate
over time. However, these propositions need scientific investigation by future studies
which especially employ longitudinal research design.

In line with the expectations, the current study showed that employees who
scored low on responsibility attributions for negative co-worker behaviors were less
likely to engage in CWBs regardless of the level of incivility they were exposed to by
their co-workers. The interesting thing was thatthose who scored high on responsibility
attributions for negative co-worker behaviors tended to engage in CWBs more often
when their co-workers scored low on incivility. In other words, when these employees
in the “high level of responsibility attributions for negative co-worker behaviors
group” were more likely to engage in detrimental behaviors when their co-workers
were kind rather than rude towards them. It is likely that although individuals who
score high on responsibility attributions for others’ behaviors are more likely to engage
in aggressive acts such as CWBs in general, they are even more likely to do so when
they are surrounded by others who are not likely to pay in kind. Rather, they may be
withdrawing their negative acts (e.g., CWBs) when others around them are likely to
make them pay back. As other original findings of the present study, these findings
should be replicated by other studies and the suggestions regarding the underlying
psychological mechanisms involved in the above-mentioned relationships also need to
be tested by further research.

On the other hand, none of the other moderation hypotheses regarding
responsibility attributions were supported by the data. Specifically, responsibility
attribution of negative self-behaviors did not strengthen the relationships between two
types of incivility and the outcome variables (i.e., CWBs, psychological well-being,
depressive symptoms, co-worker satisfaction, satisfaction with the supervisor, and

STS behaviors) and responsibility attributions for negative supervisor behaviors did
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not strengthen the relationships of both supervisor and co-worker incivility with
CWBs. Additionally, responsibility attributions for negative supervisor behaviors did
not strengthen the relationships between supervisor incivility and satisfaction with the
supervisor and also responsibility attributions for negative co-worker behaviors did
not strengthen the relationships between co-worker incivility and co-worker
satisfaction. Cultural differences might have affected the above-mentioned findings.
Previous research revealed that in collectivistic cultures, people use external references
for behaviors since mutual relationships and reciprocity are highly important
especially in social interactions, whereas in individualistic cultural contexts people are
likely to pay attention to personal needs such as expectations, desires, etc. and they
make internal references for behaviors (Fletcher & Ward, 1988). In Turkish cultural
context, which is characterized by moderate to high level of collectivism (Hofstede,
2001), employees may be more likely to make external references for both their self-
behaviors as well as for their superiors’ (in the present case, their immediate
supervisors’) behaviors. On the other hand, moderating effects of emotion regulation
strategies (i.e., cognitive reappraisal and expressive suppression) were also not
supported except for the moderating effects of cognitive reappraisal on the
relationships of supervisor and co-worker incivility with CWBs and on the relationship
between co-worker incivility and co-worker satisfaction. It is possible that cognitive
reappraisal may be a more important moderator in these links rather than expressive
suppression and expressive suppression may even be a norm in Turkish cultural
context as well as in organizational settings (Niedenthal, 2006; (Butler et al. 2007).
Effects of cultural tendencies on attributions made for negative behaviors at workplace
and on emotion regulation strategies used while dealing with workplace mistreatment
is a very new area of research for scholars and awaits for future investigation.
Although not hypothesized, some of the relationships revealed by the present
study were also interesting and needs further exploration. To illustrate, the bivariate
correlation analyses revealed that STS behaviors and CWBs were positively
correlated. The relationship between STS behaviors and CWBs has not been
investigated in the relevant literature before. However, it can be argued that employees
who silence themselves may show their negative reactions by engaging in covert
aggression and by doing behaviors that harm the organization more frequently than
those who speak out their criticisms and concerns. Previous studies found that

neuroticism had positive relationships with CWBs (Bowling, Burns, Stewart & Gruys,
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2011). Witte, Sherman, and Flynn (2001) revealed that neuroticism was the best
predictor to the STS behaviors than any of the other Big Five factors. In addition,
person who scores high on neuroticism may have greater risk to have symptoms of
psychiatric disorder or depression (Costa, & McCrae, 1993). In line with these
findings, I argue that neuroticism may the common antecedent of STS behaviors and
CWBs. However, the present study is the first to focus on STS behaviors in workplace
and that revealed its relationship with CWBs and these links as well as the validity of
these propositions needs further empirical investigation.

The results indicated that responsibility attributions for both self and others’
bahaviors were also positively associated as shown by the bivariate correlations and
this finding was consistent with the previous research (Goncii & Siimer, 2011). Goncii
and Stimer (2011) suggested that this positive relationship implied that individuals
have generalized attributional styles which resemble stable personality characteristics,
and it seems that those who are likely to blame others tend to blame themselves as well
when they are faced with aversive situations or behaviors. Indeed, these propositions
make studying attributions at workplace even more important since attributions are
likely to increase likelihood of undesired attitudes and behaviors at organizational
settings and the present study had been among the very attempts in this vein. Therefore,
moderating effects of intervention strategies should be investigated to avoid
employees’ incompatible attribution pattern in future studies.

The present study also showed that there was a significant and positive
relationship between expressive suppression and responsibility attribution for others’
behavior. That is, when employees have a tendency to think that the negative behaviors
are caused by others’ traits or characteristics that they cannot change, they are likely
to suppress their efforts and reactions. However, cognitive reappraisal was positively
associated only with responsibility attributions for negative “co-worker” behaviors,
and it was not significantly related to responsibility attributions for negative
“supervisor” behaviors. These interesting findings may imply that employees who
score high on expressive suppression are also likely to blame both their supervisors
and co-workers for negative behaviors whereas those who score high on cognitive
reappraisal are likely to have high levels of responsibility attributions for negative
behaviors performed by their supervisors. However, these correlational relationships
may also imply more complicated associations. That is, employees may be likely to

suppress their reactions to incivility when they blame others in general for their
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negative behaviors (i.e., supervisor and co-workers in the present study). However,
they may be more likely to use cognitive reappraisal emotion regulation strategy as a
means to protect close relationships when incivility or negative behaviors are
performed by their co-workers, even though they have a general tendency to blame
their co-workers for negative behaviors. As stated before, this is the first study to
investigate the relationships between incivility performed by different targets,
responsibility attributions for negative behaviors of others and the self, and emotion
regulation strategies and future research is strongly encouraged to focus on moderating
effects of responsibility attributions for behaviors performed by different agents in the

links of workplace incivility and employees’ emotion regulation strategies.

4.2. PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS

The findings of the current study are suggested to contribute to the existing
body of research by revealing the direct effects of supervisor incivility on depressive
symptoms. With the increasing economic troubles, many workplace climates have
become too tense and stressful. Employees, including supervisors, are also affected by
these conditions to a very large extent. This situation caused employees to feel the
pressure exerted by the supervisors even more. In addition, not surprisingly, supervisor
incivility was found to be an antecedent of satisfaction with the supervisor. Prevention
and intervention strategies that target supervisor incility may have tremendious effects
on employees’ psychological health and satisfaction especially in organizational
settings characterized by high levels of hierarchy and those leave very little room for
subordinates to voice their concerns and complaints regarding their supervisors.
Hence, the first practical implication of the current study is associated with
implementing effective management training strategies and their beneficial effects on
softening workplace climates. In addition, the moderating effect of cognitive
reappraisal on the relationship between supervisor incivility and CWBs was found to
be significant. As a way of dealing with negative events, reappraisal may help
employees regulate their reactions towards their workplace related experiences.
Therefore, in line with the findings, organizational trainings designed to present
information about and increase awareness of stress coping strategies as well as those
target attitude or strategy change are suggested to be implemented as one of the means

to prevent or decrease negative work-related behaviors and attitudes.
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4.3. LIMITATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

None of the studies are without limitations and the present one also has a few.
First of all, only correlational relationships were examined, and cause-and-effect
relationships could not be inferred because of the cross-sectional design of the study
and. Therefore, the findings should be replicated with studies that employ longitudinal
or/and experimental design. Secondly, data were collected from employees in Turkey.
To improve generalizability and external validity of the findings, further studies are
encouraged to test the poposed relationships with large representative samples from
different cultural contexts. The third limitation is that data were collected with self-
report measures which might increased the possibility of self-report bias. Therefore,
follow-up studies are suggested to use multiple resources to collect data at least for
variables such as CWBs while replicating the findings or improving the proposed
model.

Overall, the findings revealed that both types of incivility are likely to have
differential effects on employees’ behaviors and these results should be a guide for
future studies that aim to examine workplace incivility. In addition, the results showed
that cognitive reappraisal and responsibility attributions for negative co-worker
behaviors moderated at least some of the relationships between incivility and outcome
variables and other moderating variables should be taken into consideration by
scholars. However, it should be noted that, cultural differences might have very
important effects on the proposed relationships in the present study and should be
investigated by future research. In conclusion, the present study which attempted to
reveal the differential effects of supervisor and coworker incivility on both
organizational (i.e., CWB) and employee-related (i.e., STS, depressive symptoms,
psychological well-being, co-worker satisfaction, and satisfaction with the supervisor)
outcomes and the moderating effects of responsibility attributions and of emotion
regulation strategies (i.e., cognitive reappraisal and expressive suppression) in the
proposed relationships are hoped to encourage other researchers to conduct further
studies with improved methodologies and to guide practitioners on their efforts to
understand underlying psychological processes and to overcome the negative results

of workplace incivility.
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BOLUM 1. Bu béliimde,
tammlanmstir. Liitfen, her bir maddede tanimlanan davramsi SIZIN birlikte
calistiginiz is arkadaslarimiza YAPIYOR OLDUGUNUZU FARZEDINIZ. Her bir
maddeyi okuduktan sonra, 6l¢ekte goriisiiniize en uygun olan ifadenin tizerindeki
rakami maddenin sonunda verilen siituna yaziniz.

is ortaminda sergilenebilen c¢esitli davranislar

1. Is arkadasimizin yaptig: bir isi olumsuz yonde elestiriyorsunuz...

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum | Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katihyorum katiliyorum
Bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasitli olarak yapmigimdir.
Bu davranisim tamamen kendi bencilligimden kaynaklanmaktadir.
Bu davranigim i¢in su¢lanmay1 hak etmisimdir.
2. s arkadasimza karsi soguk ve mesafeli davraniyorsunuz...
1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum katiliyorum
Bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasitl olarak yapmisimdir.
Bu davranisim tamamen kendi bencilligimden kaynaklanmaktadir.
Bu davranigim i¢in su¢lanmay1 hak etmisimdir.
3. Is arkadasmza bir hatasindan dolay: cikisiyorsunuz...
1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum katihyorum
Bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasitli olarak yapmigimdir.
Bu davranisim tamamen kendi bencilligimden kaynaklanmaktadir.
Bu davranigim i¢in su¢lanmay1 hak etmisimdir.

4. Ts arkadasimzi basarih oldugu bir is icin takdir etmiyorsunuz...
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1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum | Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum katiliyorum
Bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasitli olarak yapmigimdir.
Bu davranisim tamamen kendi bencilligimden kaynaklanmaktadir.
Bu davranigim i¢in su¢lanmay1 hak etmisimdir.
5. s arkadasimzin s ile ilgili getirdigi yeni bir 6neriyi dikkate
almiyorsunuz...
1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum | Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum katiliyorum

Bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasitli olarak yapmi simdir.

Bu davranisim tamamen kendi bencilligimden kaynaklanmaktadir.

Bu davranigim i¢in su¢lanmay1 hak etmisimdir.

6. Is arkadasiniza bir cahsan olarak kendinizi gelistirmesine firsat verecek

geribildirimler vermiyorsunuz...

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum | Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum katiliyorum

Bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasitli olarak yapmigimdir.

Bu davranisim tamamen kendi bencilligimden kaynaklanmaktadir.

Bu davranigim i¢in su¢lanmay1 hak etmisimdir.
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BOLUM 2. Liitfen, genel olarak CALISMA ARKADASLARINIZDAN ne derecede
memnun oldugunuzu en iyi temsil eden yiiz ifadesine ait rakami asagiya
isaretleyiniz. (Kadin katilimcilar kadin yiiz ifadesinin iistiindeki rakamlardan birini,
erkek katilimcilar erkek yiiz ifadesinin altindaki rakamlardan birini isaretlemelidir).

Liitfen, genel olarak DOGRUDAN BAGLI OLDUGUNUZ YONETICINiZDEN ne
derecede memnun oldugunuzu en iyi temsil eden yiiz ifadesine ait rakami asagiya
isaretleyiniz.

BOLUM 3. Bu bolimde, is ortaminda sergilenebilen cesitli davranislar
tanimlanmustir. Liitfen, her bir maddede tanimlanan davramisi SIZIN DOGRUDAN
BAGLI OLDUGUNUZ AMIRINIZE/YONETICINIZE YAPIYOR OLDUGUNUZU
FARZEDINIZ. Her bir maddeyi okuduktan sonra, dlgekte goriisiiniize en uygun olan
ifadenin tlizerindeki rakami1 maddenin sonunda verilen siituna yaziniz.

1. Amirinizin/yoneticinizin yaptig: bir isi olumsuz yonde

elestiriyorsunuz...
1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum | Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum katihyorum

Bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasitl olarak yapmigimdir.

Bu davranisim tamamen kendi bencilligimden kaynaklanmaktadir.

Bu davranisim i¢in su¢lanmay1 hak etmisimdir.
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2. Anmirinize/yoneticinize karsi soguk ve mesafeli davraniyorsunuz...

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum | Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum katiliyorum

Bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasitli olarak yapmigimdir.

Bu davranisim tamamen kendi bencilligimden kaynaklanmaktadir.

Bu davranigim i¢in su¢lanmay1 hak etmisimdir.

3. Amirinize/yoneticinize bir hatasindan dolay tepki gosteriyorsunuz...

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum | Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum katiliyorum
Bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasitli olarak yapmigimdir.
Bu davranisim tamamen kendi bencilligimden kaynaklanmaktadir.
Bu davranisim i¢in su¢lanmay1 hak etmisimdir.
4. Amirinizi/yoneticinizi basarili oldugu bir is icin takdir
etmiyorsunuz...
1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum katiliyorum

Bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasitli olarak yapmigimdir.

Bu davranisim tamamen kendi bencilligimden kaynaklanmaktadir.

Bu davranigim i¢in su¢lanmay1 hak etmisimdir.

S. Amirinizin/yoneticinizin is ile ilgili getirdigi yeni bir oneriyi dikkate

almiyorsunuz...
1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum | Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum katiliyorum

Bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasitli olarak yapmigimdir.

Bu davranisim tamamen kendi bencilligimden kaynaklanmaktadir.

Bu davranigim i¢in su¢lanmay1 hak etmisimdir.
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6. Amirinize/yoneticinize isle ilgili olarak kendisini gelistirmesini

saglayacak geribildirimler vermiyorsunuz...

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum | Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum katiliyorum

Bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasitl olarak yapmisimdir.

Bu davranisim tamamen kendi bencilligimden kaynaklanmaktadir.

Bu davranisim i¢in su¢lanmay1 hak etmisimdir.

BOLUM 4. Asagida kendiniz ve yasaminiz hakkinda hissettiklerinizle ilgili bir dizi
ifade yer almaktadir. Liitfen dogru veya yanlis cevap olmadigini unutmayiniz.
Asagidaki ifadeleri okuduktan sonra kendinizi degerlendirip sizin i¢in en uygun
secenegin karsisina carpi (X) isareti koyunuz. Liitfen her ifadeye mutlaka TEK yanit
veriniz ve kesinlikle BOS birakmayimiz. En uygun yanitlar1 vereceginizi imit eder

katkilariniz i¢in tesekkiir ederiz.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Kesinlikle Katilmiyor Pek Biraz Katihlyoru Kesinlikle
katilmiyoru Kararsizim Katihyoru
m um katilmiyorum Katilyorum m m
1. | Kisiligimin bir¢ok yoniinii begenirim.
) Yasamimu gozden gecirdigimde, yasamimdaki olaylarin sonuglarindan
" | memnuniyet duyarim.
3. | Bazi insanlar yagamini amagsizca gegirir ancak ben onlardan biri degilim.
4. | Giinlik yasam gereksinimleri siklikla enerjimi tiiketir.
5 Birgok yonden yasamdan elde ettiklerime iliskin hayal kiriklig1 yasadigimi
" | hissediyorum.
6. | Yakin iligkilerimi siirdiirmek benim i¢in zordur.
7. | iginde bulundugum giinii yasarim ve gelecege yonelik hicbir sey diisiinmem.
8. | Genellikle yasamimdaki olaylardan sorumlu oldugumu hissederim.
9. | Giinlik yasamimdaki ¢ogu sorumlulugumu yerine getirmede gayet iyiyim.
10. | Bazen kendimi yapilmasi gereken her seyi yapmis gibi hissederim.
11. | Benim igin yasam siirekli bir 6grenme, degisim ve gelisim siirecidir.
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Kendime ve diinyaya yonelik bakis agimi degistirecek yeni deneyimleri

12. | . .
o6nemserim.
13 Insanlar beni 6zverili ve zamanini digerleriyle paylasmaya istekli birisi olarak
* | tanimlarlar.
14 Yasamimda bilyiik gelisimler veya degisiklikler yapmay1 denemekten uzun

zaman Once vazgegtim.

15. | Giiglii fikirleri olan insanlardan etkilenme egilimim var.

16. | Diger insanlarla ¢ok sayida samimi ve giivenilir iligkiler yasamadim.

17. | Genel kaniya ters diigse bile goriislerime giivenirim.

18. | Zevklerime uygun bir ev ve yasam tarzi kurabildim.

BOLUM 5. Bu béliimde, gesitli yonetici davramislar1 tanimlanmistir. Liitfen, her bir
maddede  tamimlanan  davramisi  DOGRUDAN BAGLI OLDUGUNUZ
AMIRINIZIN/YONETICINIZIN YAPIYOR OLDUGUNU FARZEDINIZ. Her bir
maddeyi okuduktan sonra, 6l¢ekte goriisiinlize en uygun olan ifadenin tizerindeki
rakam1 maddenin sonunda verilen siituna yaziniz.

1. Amiriniz/yoneticiniz yaptiginiz bir isi olumsuz yonde elestiriyor...

1 2 3 4 5

Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum | Katilmiyorum| Kararsizim | Katihyorum | katillyorum

Amirim bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasitli olarak yapmustir.

Amirimin bu davranigi tamamen onun bencilliginden
kaynaklanmustir.

Amirim bu davranisi i¢in su¢lanmay1 hak etmistir.

2. Amiriniz/yoneticiniz size kars1 soguk ve mesafeli davraniyor...

1 2 3 4 5

Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum |Katilmiyorum| Kararsizim | Katihyorum | katillyorum

Amirim bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasitli olarak yapmustir.

Amirimin bu davranigi tamamen onun bencilliginden
kaynaklanmustir.

Amirim bu davranisi i¢in su¢lanmay1 hak etmistir.
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3. Amiriniz/yoneticiniz bir hatanmizdan dolayi size ¢ikisiyor...

1 2 3 4 5

Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum | Katilmiyorum| Kararsizim | Katihyorum | katillyorum

Amirim bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasitli olarak yapmuistir.

Amirimin bu davranig1 tamamen onun bencilliginden
kaynaklanmustir.

Amirim bu davranisi i¢in su¢lanmay1 hak etmistir.

4. Amiriniz/yoneticiniz basarili oldugunuz bir is icin sizi takdir

etmiyor...
1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum | Katilmiyorum| Kararsizim | Katihyorum | katillyorum

Amirim bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasitli olarak yapmustir.

Amirimin bu davranig1 tamamen onun bencilliginden
kaynaklanmstir.

Amirim bu davranisi i¢in su¢lanmay1 hak etmistir.

5. Amiriniz/yoneticiniz is ile ilgili getirdiginiz yeni bir oneriyi dikkate

almiyor...
1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum | Katilmiyorum| Kararsizim | Katihyorum | katillyorum

Amirim bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasitli olarak yapmustir.

Amirimin bu davranisi tamamen onun bencilliginden
kaynaklanmustir.

Amirim bu davranisi i¢in su¢lanmay1 hak etmistir.

6. Amiriniz/yoneticiniz bir ¢alisan olarak kendinizi gelistirmenize firsat
tamyacak geribildirimler vermiyor...

1 2 3 4 5

Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum | Katilmiyorum| Kararsizim | Katihyorum | katillyorum

Amirim bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasitli olarak yapmustir.

Amirimin bu davranig1 tamamen onun bencilliginden
kaynaklanmustir.

Amirim bu davranisi i¢in su¢lanmay1 hak etmistir.
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BOLUM 6. Asagida, kisilerin ruh durumlarimi ifade ederken kullandiklari bazi
climleler verilmistir. Her madde, bir ¢esit ruh durumunu anlatmaktadir. Her maddede
o duygu durumunun derecesini belirleyen 4 segenek vardir. Liitfen bu secenekleri
dikkatlice okuyunuz. Son bir hafta i¢indeki (su an dahil) kendi duygu durumunuzu goéz
onlinde bulundurarak, size uygun olan ifadeyi bulunuz. Daha sonra, o madde
numarasinin karsisinda, size uygun ifadeye karsilik gelen se¢enegi bulup isaretleyiniz.

1. a) Kendimi {izgiin hissetmiyorum.
b) Kendimi {izgiin hissediyorum.
¢) Her zaman i¢in {izgiiniim ve kendimi bu duygudan kurtaramiyorum.
d) Oylesine iizgiin ve mutsuzum ki dayanamryorum.

2. a) Gelecekten umutsuz degilim.
b) Gelecege biraz umutsuz bakiyorum.
¢) Gelecekten bekledigim higbir sey yok.
d) Benim i¢in bir gelecek yok ve bu durum diizelmeyecek.

3. a) Kendimi basarisiz gérmiiyorum.
b) Cevremdeki bir¢ok kisiden daha fazla basarisizliklarim oldu sayilir.
¢) Geriye doniip baktigimda, ¢ok fazla basarisizligimin oldugunu goriiyorum.
d) Kendimi tiimiiyle basarisiz bir insan olarak goériiyorum.

4. a) Her seyden eskisi kadar zevk alabiliyorum.
b) Her seyden eskisi kadar zevk alamiyorum.
c) Artik higbir seyden gercek bir zevk alamiyorum.
d) Bana zevk veren hicbir sey yok. Her sey cok sikici.

5. a) Kendimi suglu hissetmiyorum.
b) Arada bir kendimi suglu hissettigim oluyor.
¢) Kendimi ¢ogunlukla suglu hissediyorum.
d) Kendimi her an i¢in suglu hissediyorum.

6. a) Cezalandirildigimi diistinmiiyorum.
b) Bazi seyler icin cezalandirilabilecegimi hissediyorum.
¢) Cezalandirilmay1 bekliyorum.
d) Cezalandirildigimi hissediyorum.

7. a) Kendimden hognutum.
b) Kendimden pek hosnut degilim.
¢) Kendimden hi¢ hoslanmiyorum.
d) Kendimden nefret ediyorum.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

a) Kendimi diger insanlardan daha kotii gdrmiiyorum.

b) Kendimi zayifliklarim ve hatalarim i¢in elestiriyorum.
¢) Kendimi hatalarim i¢in her zaman suc¢luyorum.

d) Her kotii olayda kendimi su¢luyorum.

a) Kendimi 6ldiirmek gibi diislincelerim yok.

b) Bazen kendimi 6ldiirmeyi diisiiniiyorum fakat bunu yapamam.
¢) Kendimi 6ldiirebilmeyi isterdim.

d) Bir firsatin1 bulursam kendimi 6ldiiriirdiim.

a) Her zamankinden daha fazla agladigimi sanmiyorum.

b) Eskisine gore su siralarda daha fazla agliyorum.

¢) Su siralar her an agliyorum.

d) Eskiden aglayabilirdim, ama su siralarda istesem de aglayamiyorum.

a) Her zamankinden daha sinirli degilim.

b) Her zamankinden daha kolayca sinirleniyor ve kiziyorum.
¢) Cogu zaman sinirliyim.

d) Eskiden sinirlendigim seylere bile artik sinirlenemiyorum.

a) Diger insanlara kars1 ilgimi kaybetmedim.

b) Eskisine gore insanlarla daha az ilgiliyim.

c¢) Diger insanlara kars1 ilgimin ¢ogunu kaybettim.
d) Diger insanlara kars1 hi¢ ilgim kalmada.

a) Kararlarimi eskisi kadar kolay ve rahat verebiliyorum.
b) Su siralarda kararlarimi vermeyi erteliyorum.

¢) Kararlarimi vermekte oldukea giicliik ¢ekiyorum.

d) Artik hi¢ karar veremiyorum.

a) D1g goriiniisiimiin eskisinden daha kétii oldugunu sanmiyorum.

b) Yaslandigimi ve ¢ekiciligimi kaybettigimi diigiiniiyor ve {iziiliiyorum.
¢) Dis goriintisiimde artik degistirilmesi miimkiin olmayan olumsuz
degisiklikler oldugunu hissediyorum.

d) Cok ¢irkin oldugumu diisiiniiyorum.

a) Eskisi kadar iyi ¢alisabiliyorum.

b) Bir ige baslayabilmek i¢in eskisine gore kendimi daha fazla zorlamam
gerekiyor.

¢) Hangi is olursa olsun, yapabilmek i¢in kendimi ¢ok zorluyorum.

d) Higbir is yapamiyorum.
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

a) Eskisi kadar rahat uyuyabiliyorum.

b) Su siralar eskisi kadar rahat uyuyamiyorum.

c) Eskisine gore 1 veya 2 saat erken uyaniyor ve tekrar uyumakta zorluk
cekiyorum.

d) Eskisine gore ¢ok erken uyaniyor ve tekrar uyuyamiyorum.

a) Eskisine kiyasla daha ¢abuk yoruldugumu sanmiyorum.
b) Eskisinden daha ¢abuk yoruluyorum.

¢) Su siralarda neredeyse her sey beni yoruyor.

d) Oyle yorgunum ki higbir sey yapamiyorum.

a) Istahim eskisinden pek farkl1 degil.
b) Istahim eskisi kadar iyi degil.

¢) Su siralarda istahim epey kotii.

d) Artik hi¢ istahim yok.

a) Son zamanlarda pek fazla kilo kaybettigimi sanmiyorum.

b) Son zamanlarda istemedigim halde ii¢ kilodan fazla kaybettim.
¢) Son zamanlarda bes kilodan fazla kaybettim.

d) Son zamanlarda yedi kilodan fazla kaybettim.

a) Sagligim beni pek endiselendirmiyor.

b) Son zamanlarda agri, s1z1, mide bozuklugu, kabizlik gibi sorunlarim var.
c¢) Agri, s1z1 gibi bu sikintilarim beni epey endiselendirdigi i¢in baska seyleri
diistinmek zor geliyor.

d) Bu tiir sikintilar beni dylesine endiselendiriyor ki, artik baska birsey
diisiinemiyorum.

a) Son zamanlarda cinsel yasantimda dikkatimi ¢eken bisey yok.
b) Eskisine gore cinsel konularla daha az ilgileniyorum.

¢) Su siralarda cinsellikle pek ilgili degilim.

d) Artik, cinsellikle higbir ilgim kalmadi.
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BOLUM 7. Bu béliimde, is yerinde sergilenebilecek gesitli davranislar tanimlanmistir.
Liitfen, her bir maddede tanimlanan davramisi BIRLIKTE CALISTIGINIZ IS
ARKADASLARINIZIN YAPIYOR OLDUGUNU FARZEDINIZ. Her bir maddeyi
okuduktan sonra, Olgekte goriisiinlize en uygun olan ifadenin iizerindeki rakamui

maddenin sonunda verilen siituna yaziniz.

1. s arkadasimz yaptiginiz bir isi olumsuz yonde elestiriyor...

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum katihyorum

Is arkadasim bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasith olarak yapmustir.
Is arkadasimi bu davranisi tamamen onun bencilliginden kaynaklanmistir.
Is arkadasim bu davranisi i¢in suglanmayi hak etmistir.
2. 1Is arkadasimiz size karsi soguk ve mesafeli davraniyor...

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum katihyorum

Is arkadasim bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasith olarak yapnustir.
Is arkadasimi bu davranisi tamamen onun bencilliginden kaynaklanmstir.
Is arkadasim bu davranisi i¢in suglanmayi hak etmistir.
3. Is arkadasmiz bir hatamzdan dolayi size cikisiyor...
1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum katiliyorum

Is arkadasim bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasith olarak yapmustir.

Is arkadasimi bu davranigi tamamen onun bencilliginden kaynaklanmistir.

Is arkadasim bu davranisi i¢in suglanmayi hak etmistir.

4. s arkadasimz basarih oldugunuz bir is icin sizi takdir etmiyor...

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum katihyorum

Is arkadasim bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasith olarak yapmustir.

Is arkadasimi bu davranigi tamamen onun bencilliginden kaynaklanmigtir.
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1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum katihyorum

Is arkadasim bu davranisi i¢in suglanmayi hak etmistir.

5. 1Isarkadasimz is ile ilgili getirdiginiz yeni bir 6neriyi dikkate
almiyor...
1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katilryorum katihyorum

Is arkadasim bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasith olarak yapmustir.

Is arkadasimi bu davranigi tamamen onun bencilliginden kaynaklanmistir.

Is arkadasim bu davramsi icin suglanmay hak etmistir.

6. Is arkadasmiz bir cahsan olarak kendinizi gelistirmenize firsat
tamyacak geribildirimler vermiyor...
1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum katihyorum

Is arkadasim bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasith olarak yapmustir.

Is arkadasimi bu davranigi tamamen onun bencilliginden kaynaklanmistir.

Is arkadasim bu davranisi i¢in suclanmayi hak etmistir.

BOLUM 8. Liitfen asagidaki her maddeyi dikkatlice okuduktan sonra o maddede yer
alan ifadeye ne derecede katildiginiz1 asagidaki 6l¢egi kullanarak belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Kesinlikl Kesinlikl
estitce Katilmiyor Pek Biraz Katihiyor estite
katilmiyoru Kararsizim Katihyoru
um katilmiyorum Katilyorum um
m m
1. | Isiliskilerimde tartisma yasama riskini almaktansa, sessiz kalmay1 tercih
ederim.
) Is arkadaslarimla ve/ya amirimle sorun ya da goriis ayriliklarina yol
‘ acacagin bilsem de duygularimi dile getiririm.
3 Is iliskilerimde sorunlara yol agacagim diisiindiigiim zaman hislerimi icime
* | gdmerim.
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Kesinlikl Kesinlikl

estniride Katilmiyor Pek Biraz Katiliyor estniride

katilmiyoru Kararsizim Katihyoru
m um katilmiyorum Katiliyorum um m

Is yerindeki iliskilerimde gdriis ayriligia sebep olacagim bildigim
durumlarda gerg¢ek duygularimdan bahsetmem.

4.

Is arkadaslarimin ve/ya amirimin istekleri veya diisiinceleri benimkilerle
5. | uyusmadiginda, kendi goriisiimii kabul ettirmeye ¢alismak yerine genellikle
onlarla hemfikir olurum.

Is arkadaslarimin ve/ya amirimin istekleri veya diisiinceleri benimkilerle
catistiginda kendiminkileri her zaman agikc¢a dile getiririm.

Is arkadaslarimin ve/ya amiriminkilerle gatistig1 durumlarda, duygularimi
kendime saklamanin daha iyi olacagini diistiniiriim.

8. | Bana yakin olan kisilere 6fkemi ¢ok nadir gdsteririm.

Bir iligkide bazi ihtiyaglarimin karsilanamamasi ihtimali oldugunda,
genellikle onlarin zaten ¢ok da 6énemli olmadiklarini digiintirim.

BOLUM 9. Asagidaki maddelerde bazi is davramislar1 yer almaktadir. Liitfen bu
maddeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve is yerinde bu davraniglarin size ne siklikla
uygulandigini agsagidaki dl¢egi kullanarak belirtiniz.

SU ANDA CALISTIGINIZ ISYERINIZDE “SON 1 YIL” ICERISINDE...

1 2 3 4
Asla Nadiren Bazen Sikhikla

Dogrudan bagli bulundugunuz ydneticiniz/amiriniz, sizin
1. | sorumlulugunuzda olan bir konuyla ilgili kararinizi sorgulayip,
kararlarinizin dogrulugundan siiphe ettiler m1?

Calisma arkadaslariniz, istemediginiz halde sizi kisisel
meselelerinizle ilgili bir tartigsmaya sokmaya caligtt m1?

Dogrudan  bagli  bulundugunuz yoneticiniz/amiriniz ~ sizin
3. | hakkimizda haddini asan ya da sizi kiigiik diisiiriicli yorumlar
yaptilar m1?

Calisma arkadaslariniz, sizi profesyonel arkadas grubundan
disladilar mi1?

Dogrudan bagli bulundugunuz ydneticiniz/amiriniz sizi kiigiimsedi
veya tepeden baktt m1?
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1 2 3 4
Asla Nadiren Bazen Sikhikla

Calisma arkadaslariniz, sizin sorumlulugunuzda olan bir konuyla
6. | ilgili karariniz1 sorgulayip, kararlarmizin dogrulugundan siiphe
ettiler m1?

Dogrudan bagli bulundugunuz ydneticiniz/amiriniz
sOylediklerinizi veya diislincelerinizi onemsemedikleri oldu mu?

8. | Calisma arkadaslariniz sizi kiiclimsedi veya tepeden bakti m1?

Dogrudan bagli bulundugunuz ydneticiniz/amiriniz herkesin
9. | oniinde veya bag basayken, sizden profesyonel is hayatinda
kullanilan terimlerin disindaki terimler kullanarak bahsettiler mi?

Calisma arkadaslariniz sdylediklerinizi veya diisiincelerinizi

10. onemsemedikleri oldu mu?

Dogrudan bagli bulundugunuz yoneticiniz/amiriniz, istemediginiz
11. | halde sizi kisisel meselelerinizle ilgili bir tartigmaya sokmaya
calistt m1?

(Calisma arkadaslariniz sizin hakkinizda haddini asan ya da sizi

12. kiictik diisiirticii yorumlar yaptilar mi1?

Dogrudan bagli bulundugunuz ydneticiniz/amiriniz, sizi

13. profesyonel arkadas grubundan digladilar mi1?

(Calisma arkadaslariniz herkesin 6niinde veya bag basayken, sizden
14. | profesyonel is hayatinda kullanilan terimlerin digindaki terimler
kullanarak bahsettiler mi?

BOLUM 10. Asagida kurumlarda gézlenen is davranislaria yonelik bazi ifadeler yer
almaktadir. Liitfen bu ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz. Mevcut isinizde asagidaki
davraniglarin her birini ne siklikla yaptigimizi diistinliniiz. Cevaplariniz1 verirken 5
basamakli degerlendirme 6l¢egini kullaniniz.

Ayda bir I-{)z;itaga
Hicbir Cok ya da iki o v Her
zaman seyrek kez Kez giin

1. | Isvereninize ait arac/gerecleri kasitli bir sekilde bosa harcama

Orgiit mallaria bilerek zarar verme

Calisma ortaminizi bilerek kirletme

Hasta oldugunuzu bahane ederek ise gelmeme

AN I

Isi bilerek yanls yapma
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1 2 3 4 5
. Aydabir | B
Higbir Cok ya da iki da iki Her
zaman seyrek kez Kez giin

6. | Isvereninize ait olan bazi seyleri yiiriitme

7. | Isyerine ait baz1 arag-gerecleri izin almadan eve gétiirme

3. Gergekte calistiginizdan daha fazla saat i¢in mesai ticreti almaya
calisma

9. | izin almadan isvereninize ait paray1 alma

10. | Isyerindeki birine ait bir seyi izinsiz alma/yiiriitme

11. | isyerindeki insanlar1 s6zel olarak tehdit etme

12. | Izin almadan ise gec gelme

13. | Mola saatlerini izin verilenden daha uzun tutma

14. | Mesai bitiminden dnce isten ayrilma

15. | Verilen yonergelere bilerek uymama

16. | Disaridaki insanlara ¢alistiginiz yer hakkinda kotii seyler sdyleme

17. | Isyerindeki insanlarla tartisma ¢ikarma

18. | Isyerine zarar verici sdylentiler ¢ikarma

19. | Miisterilere ya da tiiketicilere karsi kaba ya da ¢irkin davranma

20. | Isyerindekileri performanslarindan dolay1 asagilama

21. | Insanlarin 6zel hayatlariyla alay etme

22. | Isyerindeki diger calisanlar1 yok sayma

23. | Kendi yaptiginiz bir hatadan dolay1 bir bagkasini su¢lama

24. | lIsyerindeki herhangi birini s6zel olarak asagilama

25. | Isyerindeki birine uygunsuz el kol hareketleri yapma

26 | Isyerindeki insanlart itip kakarak korkutma

27, Isyerindeki herhangi birine kendisini kotii hissettirecek agik sacik
seyler sdyleme

28. Isyerindeki birinin kétii duruma diismesine yol acacak bir seyler
yapma

29. | Isyerindeki birine onu utandiracak esek sakalar1 yapma

30. Izin almadan herhangi birinin &zel esyalarin1 (mektup, cekmece)
karistirma

31. | Isyerindeki birini itme ya da vurma
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1 2 3 4 5
Ayda bir I-{)z;itaga
Hicbir Cok ya da iki da i)l’(i Her
zaman seyrek kez Kez giin
32. | Isyerindeki biriyle dalga gecme ya da ona hakaret etme

BOLUM 11: Asagida insanlarin is yerinde duygularini kontrol etmekte kullandiklar:
baz1 yontemler verilmistir. Liitfen her durumu dikkatlice okuyunuz ve her birinin sizin
icin ne kadar dogru oldugunu ictenlikle yanitlayiniz. Cevaplarinizi verirken 7
basamakli degerlendirme 6l¢egini kullaniniz

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
kI:t‘i:::lliyl;l:u Katilmiyoru katlll:;ll;oru PO Kaljlill;;(z)ru Kathyoru Il((:tsllllll}l’:)l:'llf
m m m m m m m

Is yerinde duygularimi i¢inde bulundugum durum hakkindaki

1. diisiincelerimi degistirerek kontrol ederim.

2. Is yerinde olumlu duygular hissettigimde, onlar1 belli etmemeye 6zen
gosteririm.

3. Is yerinde hissettigim olumlu duygulari arttirmak istedigimde, iginde
bulundugum durum hakkindaki diisiincelerimi degistiririm.

4 Is yerinde olumsuz duygular hissettigimde, onlar1 belli etmemek igin
elimden geleni yaparim.

5 Is yerinde stres yaratan bir durumla karsilastigimda, sakin kalmama
yardimect olacak sekilde diigiinmeye ¢aligirim.

6. Is yerinde hissettigim olumsuz duygulari (iiziintii veya kizgmlik gibi)
azaltmak istedigimde, diisiindiigiim seyleri degistiririm.

7. Is yerinde duygularimi onlar1 belli etmeyerek kontrol ederim.

8. Is yerinde hissettigim olumlu duygulari (seving veya eglence/cosku gibi)
arttirmak istedigimde, diisiindiigiim seyleri degistiririm.

9. Is yerinde duygularimi kendime (igimde) saklarim.

10. [s yerinde hissettigim olumsuz duygular1 azaltmak istedigimde, iginde
bulundugum durum hakkindaki diisiincelerimi degistiririm.
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BOLUM 12.

1.  Cinsiyetiniz: [| Erkek [] Kadin
2. Yasmz:
3. Kagc yildir mevcut gorevinizde cahisiyorsunuz? (1 yildan az ise liitfen ay

olarak belirtiniz)

4.  Su anda bagh oldugunuz yoneticinizle ka¢ yildir birlikte
calistyorsunuz?

(1 yildan az ise liitfen ay olarak belirtiniz)

5. Toplam calisma siireniz:

6.  Suanki caliyma grubunuzda (siz dahil) yaklasik kag¢ kisi calismaktadir?

kisi
7.  Cahstiginiz sektor:
] Hizl1 Tiketim Mallar1 (1 Insaat ve Malzeme
'] Saglik ve Ilag "] Medya
1 Otomotiv ] Tekstil
1 Dayanikli Tiiketim Mallar1 1 Metal

1 Diger (Liitfen belirtiniz)

8. Cahstigimizbirim:

9. Kontrat tiiriiniiz: (] Kadrolu [] Sozlesmeli

10. Egitim diizeyiniz:
[ TIkogretim "1 Universite "1 Yiiksekokul
I Lise ) Yiiksek Lisans 1 Doktora

11. Cahstigimz kurum:

"1 Cok uluslu bir kurumdur.
"1 Ortaklarin hepsinin Tiirk oldugu bir kurumdur.
"1 Tek bir kisiye ait olan ve sahibi Tiirk olan bir kurumdur.

) Diger (Liitfen belirtiniz)

ARASTIRMAMIZA KATILDIGINIZ iCiN COK TESEKKUR EDERIZ :)
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