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ABSTRACT

In this study the effects of LMX has been studied as a part of an
integrative model of trust where trustworthiness and trust were suggested as
mediating variables for the outcomes such as employee job satisfaction and
OCB while organizational justice perception and propensity of trust of the

subordinate were proposed as moderating variables.

Study was conducted in several production facilities of an holding
company located in some major cities of Turkey and designed at a dyatic level
which involved groups of one leader and two white collar subordinates directly
reporting to the leader, one of which was an “in” and the other was an “out”
member. Data coming from two hierarchical levels, was gathered from 150

triadic groups composed as such .

Since LMX theory is distinguished among other leadership theories by its
emphasis on leaders differentiating among their subordinates so that in and out-
groups form, some differences were also expected to exist between these
groups. Findings indicate that there are significantly meaningful differences
between in and out-groups in terms of; trust in the leader, perception of
trustworthiness of the leader and subordinates’ OCB both for individual and for
organization, meanwhile there is a positive relationship between subordinate’s

job satisfaction and OCB of the in-group members.

However due to multicollinearity problem, roles of some variables within
the model could not be tested. Trust, as one of the suggested mediators of the
research model was not found to be in this role neither between LMX and OCB
nor LMX and job satisfaction. But it has been shown that as a social exchange
currency “information exchange” and propensity of trust in the out- group could
play a moderating role in these relationships. On the other hand for the whole

sample group “information exchange” has been found as a mediator in the



relationship between LMX (professional respect) and OCBI as well as in the
relationship between LMX (loyalty and affect) and OCBO. A further finding is
that trust, acts as an antecedent of LMX in its relation with OCB and job

satisfaction rather than being a mediator in this relationship.
Effects of in-role performance and some demographic variables such

as leader age, subordinate age and leader tenure on OCB and job satisfaction

have also been found and discussed.



OZET

Bu calismada Yonetici — Calisan lligki Kalitesinin, calisanin is Tatmini ve
Orglitsel Vatandaslik Davranigi Uzerindeki etkisi; Yonetici Guvenilirligi ve
yoneticiye duyulan Guven’in ara degisken, calisanin Adalet algisi ve Guven
Egilimi'nin sarth degisken olarak onerildigi butinsel bir modelde, “yakin” ve

“uzak” grup calisan ayirimi yapilarak incelenmigtir.

Calisma, Tuarkiye’nin buyik sehirlerinde igletmeleri olan bir holdingin
Uretim tesislerinde gorev yapan; bir lider ve ona dogrudan bagli, liderin birini
kendine *“yakin” digerini “uzak® buldugu iki calisanindan olugan u¢ kigilik
gruplarda yuritilmustir. iki hiyerarsik kademeyi iceren caligmanin verileri, 450

kisiyi kapsayan 150 hiyerarsik tglu gruptan toplanmistir.

Yonetici- Calisan lligki Kalitesi kurami, diger liderlik kuramlarindan farkl
olarak liderlerin bazi g¢aliganlarini kendilerine yakin, bazilarini ise uzak olarak
algiladiklarini ve buna gore farkli muamelelerde bulunduklarini ileri sirmektedir.
Yoneticilerin yaptigi bu ayirimin, c¢alisanlarin tutum, davranis ve algilamalari
tzerinde etki yaratacagi ve gruplar arasi farkhliklarin ortaya ¢ikmasina vesile
olacagi 6ngorulmugtur. Nitekim bulgular; ¢aliganin yoneticiye duydugu Guven,
yoneticide algiladigi Guvenilirlik, sergiledigi bireye ve orgite yonelik Orgutsel
Vatandaglik Davraniglari gibi degigkenlerde, yakin ve uzak gruplar arasinda
istatistiki olarak manidar dizeyde farklliklar oldugunu gostermistir. Ote yandan
yakin gruptaki caliganlarin is Tatminleri ile Orgitsel Vatandaglik Davranislar

arasinda da pozitif iligki bulunmustur.

Bununla birlikte bazi degiskenlerin aralarindaki ¢oklu baginti problemi
nedeni ile modeldeki rolleri test edilememigstir. Arastirma modelinde ara
degisken olarak dngoriilen yoneticiye duyulan Given'in, Yonetici- Caligan ligki
Kalitesi’nin hem Orgutsel Vatandaglik Davranigi, hem de ¢alisanin is Tatmini ile

kurdugu iliskide; ara degisken olmadigi saptanmistir. Ote yandan bir sosyal



takas unsuru niteligindeki Bilgi Paylagimi ve c¢alisanin Given Egilimi'nin, uzak-

grup icin sartli degisken rolt oynadigi gorulmustir. Grup ayirimi yapiimadan

tum orneklem Uzerindeki analizlerde ise, Yonetici- Calisan lliski Kalitesi'nin
(profesyonel saygi) faktori ile bireye yonelik Orgutsel Vatandaglik Davranisi, ve
(sadakat ve duygusal bag) faktorii ile orgite yonelik Orgutsel Vatandashk
Davranigi arasindaki iligkide, Bilgi Paylagim’nin ara degigsken oldugu
saptanmigtir. Arastirmanin ek bir bulgusu ise yoneticiye duyulan Glven'’in
onerildigi gibi Yonetici- Calisan liski Kalitesi ile calisanin is Tatmini ve Orgiitsel
Vatandaglik Davranigi arasindaki iliskide ara degisken degil, fakat Yonetici-

Calisan lliski Kalitesinin bir énceli oldugudur.

Calisma kapsaminda gorev performansi ile liderin yasi, ¢alisanin yasi ve
liderin kidemi gibi bazi demografik degiskenlerin; calisanin Orglitsel Vatandashk
Davranigi ve Is Tatmini Uzerindeki etkilerine iliskin bulgular da ayrica

tartisilmigtir.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Studies on leadership indicate that leaders have important influences on
critical success factors of organizations such as employee, team and
organizational performance (Gerstner & Day, 1997). Although different
leadership theories bring various explanations for the mechanism of the
influence of leadership styles on performance, all of them agree that the
prominent effect of leaders on performance is through their followers who
contribute to the realization of organizational goals (lllies, Nahrgang. &
Morgeson, 2007).

While majority of leadership theories base their theoretical foundation on
the assumption that leaders have equal attitudes and behaviors towards their
employees, the Leader- Member Exchange theory formerly known as Vertical
Dyad Linkage theory claim that the relationships leaders establish with their
employees are differentiated so that leaders while experiencing close
relationships with some of their employees, can experience formal relationships

with some others (Dansereau, Graen & Haga,1975).

Social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) is helpful in finding an explanation for
the outcomes of differentiated attitudes and behaviors of leaders towards their
employees. That is; various job roles, exchanges and negotiation latitudes
(Dienesch & Lieden, 1986) between the leader and the employee determine the
relationship quality between the two, but at the same time if the relationship
quality is high, cause a need in the employee to reciprocate so that exchange

balance with the leader is re-established.

In social exchange theory, although there is an expectation of reciprocation
in future, its form is not defined as it is in economical exchange relationships.
For this reason the employee’s endeavor to reciprocate by changing his/her job
attitudes and behavior, can only be explained by social but not economical
exchange theory (Konovsky & Pugh, 1994).



When the relationship quality with the leader is high, not only the
employee’s organizational commitment and job satisfaction is effected positively
but also employee starts to feel a need to reciprocate. On the other hand
employee has two choices to re-establish this exchange; to make changes in
his/her in-role performance behaviors or in a group of behaviors called
“organizational citizenship behaviors”. The latter is different than the task or in-
role performance and includes behaviors such as helping coworkers, not
complaining for inconveniences related with organizational conditions or issues.
Employee is neither rewarded nor punished for this group of behaviors which
help to improve psychological conditions and effective functioning of the

organization (Smith, Organ & Near, 1983).

Meta analysis results based on empirical studies also indicate the effect of
leader- member exchange quality on task performance, job satisfaction,
turnover, organizational commitment and, support the theory (Gerstner et.al.,
1997). In this respect it has been empirically shown that leader-member
exchange quality is a full mediator between transformational leadership and

organizational citizenship behavior (Wang, Law, Hackett, Wang & Chen, 2005).

On the other hand according to Blau(1964) social exchanges can only
develop under trust, loyalty and commitment and all of these are related with the
attributions of actors of the exchange relationship (Konovsky et.al.,1994). For
example to perceive the other one as a trustworthy individual or in other words
trustworthiness perception, is an attribution and is shown as an antecedent of

trust in a theoretical study of Mayer, Davis and Schoorman (1995).

In this respect one of the aims of this study is to analyze how leader-
member exchange quality exerts influence on organizational citizenship
behavior through trustworthiness and trust, as intervening variables. Also, as it
has already been found in meta analysis of La Pine, Erez & Johnson (2002) that
leader-member exchange quality effects organizational citizenship behavior of
the follower directly, a further step in this study will be taken to analyze the roles
of organizational justice, trustworthiness of the leader, trust in the leader and the

propensity of trust of the member in this relationship.

-2-



One of the factors that have influence on the organizational citizenship
behaviors of the follower is the fairness level of the leader as perceived by the
follower (Moorman, 1991; Deluga, 1995; Schappe, 1998). Even under
circumstances where leaders apply close monitoring, if followers perceive their
leaders as fair, this can have positive effects on their in-role performance and

organizational citizenship behavior (Niehoff & Moorman, 1993).

The relationship between job satisfaction and organizational citizenship
behavior of the followers has been found positive especially for nonprofessional
workers in the meta analysis of Organ and Ryan (1995). In addition to this,
leader- member exchange quality is the most important positive correlate of job
satisfaction found in meta analysis (Hackett & Lapierre, 2004) as also is the

case in separate studies ( Schyns & Croon, 2006).

In summary, literature on organizational citizenship behavior covers many
theoretical and empirical studies based on the effects of leader-member
exchange quality, fairness or organizational justice perception of the follower on
his/her in-role performance and organizational citizenship behavior and it seems

that sound conclusions have been reached.

On the other hand, although leadership and trust have been widely
discussed as interrelated concepts in religion, philosophy, psychology and
leadership, and many associations have been found, these two streams of

literature have developed separately.

Browner, Schoorman and Tan’s (2000) theoretical study can be mentioned
as an exception to this. In this study, the authors have tried to develop a model
called “relational leadership” by using Mayer, Davis and Schoorman’s (1995)
model of trust in which trustworthiness was separated from trust as an
antecedent and a theoretical explanation of how trust develops within the

dynamics of leader- member exchange was given.



In this model; it is suggested that the trustee’s or the leader’s attributes
such as ability, benevolence and integrity are thought to be the antecedents of
trust felt for him/her and this level of trust, through moderating and mediating
variables such as perceived risk and risk taking influences the trustor’s in this
case the employee’s job performance, job satisfaction and organizational
citizenship behavior. But this theoretical model has not been empirically tested.
On the other hand there are other empirical studies in literature showing that
behaviors developing trust can explain the variance in organizational citizenship
behavior of the trustee (e.g. Deluga, 1995) but trust building behaviors in these
studies are different than the antecedents of trust defined in the “relational
leadership” model, such as Butler's (1991) antecedents of trust which
constitutes; availability, competence, consistency, confidentiality, fairness,

integrity, loyalty, openness, promise fulfillment.

The dimensions of leader-member exchange quality used in this study are
loyalty, affect, professional respect and perceived contribution to the exchange
as suggested by Liden and Maslyn (1998) rather than the many other
dimensions suggested by several scholars such as competency, interpersonal
relationship, trust (Graen,1976), concern, and sensitivity (Cashman, Dansereau,
Graen and Haga,1976) . Researcher’s aim in this study was to empirically test;
whether the leader- member exchange quality had any effect on member
organizational citizenship behavior and job satisfaction through Ileader
trustworthiness and trust as suggested in relational leadership model or not and
understand the roles of organizational justice and propensity to trust so that an
empirical study of the extended model can be contributed to the literature to fill a
void in this respect.

In summary the purpose of this study was to empirically test the effect of
leader-member exchange quality on job satisfaction and organizational
citizenship behavior through trust building behaviors as suggested in relational
leadership model (Browner et.al., 2000) and to analyze the roles of model

variables while using in and out groups distinctively .



Due to the well developed literature of each variable included in this
research model; first development and content of variable constructs as they are
being used in this study and their relations with other constructs will be

mentioned then; hypothesis, findings and discussion of the findings will follow.

II. ORGANIZATIONAL CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOR

A. DEVELOPMENT AND DEFINITION OF THE CONSTRUCT

The roots of organizational citizenship behavior originate from the seminal
work of Daniel Katz (1964) who made a distinction between “dependable in-role
performance” and “innovative and spontaneous behaviors” based on Chester
Barnard’s (1938) concept of “willingness to cooperate”. According to Katz, to
achieve organizational effectiveness, one first has to join the organization then
dependably perform his/her task roles and finally perform in an innovative and

spontaneous way to go beyond his/her job description and in-role duties.

However Organ and his colleagues (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Smith,
Organ & Near, 1983) were the first ones to use the term “organizational
citizenship behavior” and contribute it to the terminology of organizational

psychology (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine & Brachrach, 2000)

The search for the type of behaviors that leaders could not force but
wished to see in their employees and that job satisfaction had influence upon,
was the starting point that provoked the thoughts for the development of the

concept of organizational citizenship behavior ( Le Pine, Erez & Johnson).

Organizational citizenship behavior in Organ’s (1988) first definition was:
individual behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by
the formal reward system, and in aggregate promotes the efficient and effective
functioning of the organization (Williams & Anderson, 1991). Discretionary

behavior, as used in here implies behaviors that employee is not obliged to do



due to his task roles and is not rewarded for performing or is punished for not

performing.

On the other hand since its first definition in 1980’s scholars have
suggested very similar constructs with different names that could be categorized
under one group of behaviors such as organizational citizenship behavior. To
name few, prosocial organizational behavior (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986),
organizational spontaneity (George& Brief,1992), extra-role behavior (Van Dyne
& Le Pine, 1998) and Borman & Motowidlo’s (1993) contextual performance can
be mentioned. But although contextual performance resemble Organ’'s
organizational citizenship behavior it is different, in a way that former is
considered within the formal reward system of an organization while the second

is not.

In fact due to misleading resemblance of some of the constructs and
changing meaning of discretionary behaviors for different individuals, Organ has
revised his definition in 1997 and defined organizational citizenship behavior as
“behaviors that contribute to the maintenance and enhancement of the social
and psychological context that supports task performance” ( LePine, Erez &
Johnson, 2002).

B. THE CONTENT OF ORGANIZATIONAL CITIZENSHIP

1. Dimensions

As mentioned in the meta analysis of Podsakoff and colleagues (2000),
parallel to increasing interest in this construct, around 30 different group of
behaviors were introduced as organizational citizenship behavior (OCB).
Although under different names the themes of these behaviors are: (1) Helping
Behavior (2) Sportsmanship, (3) Organizational Loyalty, (4) Organizational
Compliance, (5) Individual Initiative, (6) Civic Virtue and (7) Self Development.



Helping Behavior other than being the main dimensions of OCB, is also

the most widely accepted one among researchers. It covers voluntary help

given to others or preventing work related problems.

Sportsmanship is willingness to tolerate the inevitable inconveniences of

work without complaining and having a positive attitude, to be willing to give
away personal benefits for the good of the group and not taking critiques as

personal.

Organizational Loyalty covers behaviors that promote the organization to

outsiders, protect and defend it against external threats and remaining

committed to it even under adverse conditions.

Organizational Compliance is related with an employee’s internalization

and acceptance of the organization’s rules, regulations and procedures even

when no one observes or monitors compliance.

Individual Initiative includes voluntary acts of creativity and innovation

designed to improve his/her task or the organization’s performance by showing
persistence, enthusiasm and effort to accomplish and volunteering to take on
extra responsibilities while encouraging others to do the same. But because this
dimension is usually difficult to distinguish from in-role performance, some
researchers (MacKenzie, Podsakoff & Fetter; 1991) have not included it into the
OCB construct.

Civic Virtue consists a group of behavior that is related with
organization’s macro level interests and commitment to it. Willingness to
participate meetings, engaging in policy debates, expressing opinion about
company strategies, keeping up with changes in industry that might affect the

organization and preventing problems voluntarily are such behaviors.

Self Development is the least empirically supported dimension of OCB in

literature and it includes voluntary behaviors employees engage in, to improve

their knowledge, skill and abilities like attending training seminars.
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William and Anderson (1991) have categorized OCB according to its
target and defined two broad dimensions such as towards individuals (OCBI)
and towards organization (OCBO). While OCBI is close to the dimension Smith
& his colleagues (1983) and Organ & Knowsky’'s (1989) dimension, used under
the name of “altruism” and OCBO is close to “generalized compliance”. Alturism
is helping behavior of the individual towards another individual, in one to one
situations while general compliance indicates obedience of a good employee to

company norms.

Meanwhile the dimensions suggested by Organ (1988) for OCB
taxonomy included only altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy
and civic virtue and these dimensions were first operationalized by Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, Moorman and Fetter (1990) as they have later been used in

numerous empirical studies.

Coleman and Borman (2000) have studied 27 different dimensions as
suggested in the rich literature of OCB by different scholars and have shown
that they pile up into two upper dimensions according to the target as William
and Anderson (1991) have suggested, OCBI and OCBO.

2. Latent and Aggregate Models of OCB

LePine and his colleagues (2002) in their meta analysis by using latent
and aggregate models have discussed the dimensionality of OCB, and shown
that a lot of dimensions suggested for OCB also have inter correlations as well
as having correlations with some antecedents such as job satisfaction,
organizational commitment, fairness, conscientiousness as a personality

dimension and leader support.

In the latent model; each dimension is a manifestation of OCB and the
direction of cause and effect arrow is from OCB towards dimensions. Due to the
latent character of OCB in this model, OCB causes the behaviors defined in the

dimensions. Although Organ (1997) agrees with it, La Pine and his colleagues
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(2002) believe that the studies they have covered in their meta analysis do not
agree with this model. In fact Motowidlo (2000) argues that if OCB was a latent
construct, it would then have to be like personality or trait and cause the

behaviors that are grouped under this construct.

In aggregate model OCB is a function of its dimensions and each
dimension represents a part of OCB. Therefore OCB is elicited as variance
explained by each dimension adds up on to one another and the direction of the

cause and effect arrow is from the dimensions towards OCB construct.

Many researchers studying OCB agree that, behavioral dimensions are
different but are related with each other and to obtain composite scores one

should sum up scores of each dimension (Le Pine, et. al., 2002).

C. ANTECEDENTS OF OCB

In their meta analysis with theoretical and empirical studies Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, Paine and Bachrach (2000) claim that all the antecedents
suggested for OCB in the literature can be categorized into four groups. Such
as;

1. Employee Characteristics

The early studies on OCB have defined two antecedents from two different
fields one of which is the “moral factors” that indicate the general affective
condition of the employee such as his/her job satisfaction, organizational
commitment, fairness perception and leader support and the second
“personality factors” such as agreeableness, conscientiousness, positive and
negative affect. In the later studies although some relations between “role
perception” and OCB have been found, in general demographic variables
including gender, contrary to expectations were not found to be related with
OCB.

Another variable that has shown constant relationship with OCB is the

“indifference towards rewards”. This employee characteristic has negative
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relations with the sub dimensions of OCB including altruism, conscientiousness,
courtesy, sportsmanship and civic virtue. Some other employee characteristics
such as competency, experience, training, professional knowledge and need for

autonomy could not exhibit strong and consistent relationship with OCB.

2. Task Characteristics

Although not emphasized in OCB literature, there are some studies in
Substitutes for Leadership literature that show the relationship of OCB with task
characteristics (Podsakoff and MacKenzie, 1995). The three characteristics of
tasks; feedback, routinization and intrinsic satisfaction have been found as
having  significant relations with altruism, courtesy, conscientiousness,
sportsmanship and civic virtue, this relation is positive for task feedback and

intrinsic satisfaction while negative for task routinization .

3. Organizational Characteristics

Although variables such as the degree of formality and flexibility of the
organization, availability of consultants, physical distances haven't shown stable
relations with OCB, group cohesiveness have been found related with altruism,
courtesy, sportsmanship and civic virtue while perceived organizational support
showed significant relations with altruism. On the other hand rewards that are
not under the control of leader were found to be negatively related with some of
the sub dimensions of OCB such as altruism, courtesy and conscientiousness
(Podsakoff, MacKenzie and Bommer, 1996).

4. Leader Behaviors

The leadership behaviors that were studied as antecedents of OCB in the
meta analysis of Podsakoff and his colleagues (2000) were behaviors that
characterized transformational, transactional leadership and behaviors used in
path-goal and leader-member exchange quality theories. The five sub-
dimensions of OCB have been found related with behaviors of transformational

leadership such as creating visions, role modeling, high performance
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expectations, distributing team goals among members and the contingent
rewarding of transactional leadership. But the relationship between contingent
rewarding of transactional leadership with all OCB sub dimensions were
negative. Meanwhile leader- member exchange quality has been found related
with total OCB (r=.36 p<.05) and with altruism as a sub-dimension (r=.30 p<.05).

On the other hand because of the importance of OCB due to its impact on
organizational effectiveness, different variables have been studied that seemed
possible to have some relations with OCB by several researchers. Job
satisfaction (Smith, Organ &Near, 1983), trust and loyalty in the leader
(Deluga,1995), fairness perception of the employee (Niehoff and
Moorman,1993; Organ & Kozlowsky,1989) are some of the variables that were

studied in this respect.

D. EFFECTS AND OUTCOMES OF OCB

As early studies on OCB focused on to its antecedents, later studies were
more concerned with its outcomes and parallel to this shift of interest, leaders’
performance evaluations and organizational effectiveness were the most

popular variables that were studied.

1. Performance Evaluations

There are studies suggesting that leaders while evaluating performance of
their employees are under positive influence of OCB. They also discuss
reciprocity, norm of fairness and distinctiveness of OCB among other in-role

behaviors as factors causing this influence.

Podsakoff and his colleagues (2000) in their meta analysis which covered
11 studies have shown that while objective performance criteria could explain
9.5% of the variance in performance evaluations, OCB could explain
42.5%.These results suggest the importance of OCB when leaders are

evaluating employee performance.
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Effects of OCB is not only limited to performance evaluations, decisions
that leaders make to provide training, reward and promotion opportunities for

their employees are also under the influence of OCB (Allen & Rush, 1998).

2. Organizational Performance and Success

Although the studies on the effects of OCB on organizational
performance are much less than the empirical studies of its antecedents,
results seem to support Organ’s(1988) hypothesis that OCB is related with
organizational performance (Podsakoff, et.al., 2000). Indeed the meta analysis
of these researchers indicate that OCB can explain the variance of quantitative
organizational performance results by 19%, qualitative performance results by

18%, financial efficiency by 25%, and customer service indicators by 38%.

E. OCB AND SOCIAL EXCHANGE THEORY

Social exchange theory built on economical modeling of human behaviors
suggests that the interaction process between individuals are guided by the
need of increasing one’s gains while reducing loses (Thibaut & Kelly, 1959).
According to this theory rewarding relationships as they cause trust between the
parties also increase attraction (Blau, 1964).

According to Blau who has been the fist scholar making distinction
between social and economical exchanges, in social exchanges similar to
economical exchanges there is a future expectation that other party will cover
or repay his/her obligations, although no specific currency for reciprocation has
been defined in this type of exchange. While economical exchanges proceed
with contracts and agreements between the parties, social exchanges take
place on the premises of mutual trust so that obligations will be covered in the
long run (Konowsky & Pugh, 1994).

In leader-member exchange, quality of the relationship between the two,
develops through rewards and punishments of both social and economical

exchanges. For example an employee who receives concern and individual
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support from his/her manager may want to reciprocate and reflect this on his/her
task performance and OCB (Organ, 1988).

However, since OCB is a group of voluntary behaviors that is beyond job
descriptions, in line with justice perceived by the employee as he is rewarded or
punished by the leader, from the employee point of view making changes in
his/her OCB rather than in-role performance might seem to be a safer strategy

for social exchange (Organ,1988) .

lll. JOB SATISFACTION

Job satisfaction that is a pleasant affective state caused by work
experiences has been one of the most popular variable studied since the book
written by Hoppock in 1935 ( Hackett & Lapierre, 2004).

Today the studies of job satisfaction of which still continues with various
variables can be grouped into four major categories. First as an antecedent of
organizational issues such as performance, turn over and OCB, second as an
antecedent of individual outcomes such as stress and burnout, third as a
consequence of organizational context such as leadership, leader gender, job
characteristics and fourth as a congenital factor that is affected by personality (
Schyns & Croon,2006).

A. THE RELATION BETWEEN OCB AND JOB SATISFACTION

As the relationship between job satisfaction and performance has been
subject to many studies, OCB’s relation with job satisfaction has also been
frequently studied (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Puffer,1987; Organ &
Konovsky,1989). Organ and his colleague (1989) have analyzed the effects of
job satisfaction on OCB as a dispositional outcome and also from cognitive and
affective perspectives. As a result they have concluded that cognitive elements
of job satisfaction caused by certain work related criteria have more influence

upon OCB, in comparison to the effects of moods. Based on this finding, these
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scholars have distinguished OCB from behaviors originating from moods and

claimed that OCB is a deliberate act.

On the other hand Williams and Anderson (1991) in their study analyzed
the effects of role performance and job satisfaction together with organizational
commitment as antecedents of OCB and used cognitive dimension of job
satisfaction in connection with intrinsic and external factors. Their findings
confirmed Organ and Konovsky’'s (1989) findings that cognitive dimension of job

satisfaction (e.g. satisfaction with pay) explains both OCBI and OCBO.

Moorman(1993), in his study to evaluate whether the relationship between
job satisfaction and OCB is affected by the type of job satisfaction scale used or
not ; found that cognitive dimension of job satisfaction caused by work
conditions and rational evaluation of threats and opportunities is more

influential on elicitation of OCB than the affective dimension of job satisfaction.

B. JOB SATISFACTION AND LEADER-MEMBER EXCHANGE

Gerstner and Day (1997) in their meta analysis covering of 164 studies;
focused on the variables related with leader-member exchange quality and have
found its strongest relationship with “satisfaction with the leader” (r=.71) and

next to that with “general job satisfaction” (r=.50).

C. MEASUREMENT OF JOB SATISFACTION

Job satisfaction as one of the main variables within the industrial
psychology literature is either measured as a general or more specific attitude
towards the leader, peers or work conditions (Schyns et .al., 2006). Following
this line, job satisfaction scales with several items such as Minnesota Work
Satisfaction Questionnaire or General Satisfaction Scale from Job Diagnostic
Survey (Hackman & Oldham, 1975) or single item scales measuring general job

satisfaction have been used and discussed in the literature.
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Wanous, Reichers and Huddy (1997) in their meta analysis covering of
7682 participants in 17 studies have found the relationship between multi and
single item job satisfaction questionnaires as r=.67 and that single item
guestionnaires of general job satisfaction to be more robust in comparison to
multi item ones. Parallel to this finding they have claimed that if analysis of sub
dimensions was not required or under conditions where only small number of

items could be used, then single item scales could be preferred.

IV. LEADER-MEMBER EXCHANGE QUALITY

A. A DIFFERENT PERSPECTIVE AMONG LEADERSHIP
THEORIES

The assumption that leaders approach to all their followers in a similar and
identical way is a general premise in almost all leadership theories. One
exception to this is the Vertical Dyad Linkage theory of Dansereau, Graen and
Haga (1975). In this theory it is claimed that the superior and the member who
are linked to each other hierarchically, through a series of role taking
experiences, exchange various currencies over time and the degree of
negotiation latitude that is granted to the member by the superior is predictive
of subsequent behavior of both parties. This leadership model that propose
differentiated leadership approaches of the superior towards specific members
of the dyadic relationship, have developed in time and later became known as
Leader- Member Exchange Quality (LMX) and established its place among

other leadership theories (Bauer & Green,1996).

Dansereau and his colleagues (1975) have suggested that almost all
leaders perceive some of their members as distant and some of them as close
to himself/herself because of their a) competence b) trustworthiness -especially
when they are not being watched over- c¢) willingness to take responsibility
within the department. On the other hand some other demographic factors such
as; gender, social status have also been suggested as causing in and out

difference among members (Duchon, Stephen, Green and Taber, 1986).
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In group members, on the other hand as they make contributions beyond
their normal duties for the completion of their critical tasks by taking extra
responsibilities also receive concern, sensitivity and support from their superiors
in return. In contrast to this, employees perceived by the superior as out
members, experience more formal relations with the superior and more often
find themselves in doing more routine and mundane work (Liden and
Graen,1980).

Kozlowski and Doherty (1989) in their study of vertical dyad linkage model
in relation with organizational climate have found that members of the in-group
perceive organizational climate more positively and more similar to what their

superior perceive in comparison to out- group members.

B. THE DEVELOPMENT OF LMX THEORY

LMX theory has evolved through four stages since its first introduction 35
years ago ( Graen & Uhl- Bien,1995). In the first stage focus of attention has
been on differentiated relations ( in and out groups), later the quality of the
relation and its outcomes have received more attention and then the things that
need to be done to become partners and finally evaluation LMX quality within a
network and between groups rather than dyadic relations have become more

popular.

C. THE RELATIONSHIP OF LMX WITH OTHER LEADERSHIP
STYLES

Yukl (1989) have tried to interpret LMX with interactional leadership, while
Graen and his colleagues (1995) have used both interactional and transactional
leadership processes for the same purpose. Based on these interpretations,
LMX quality develops through stages of trust formation, showing loyalty and
respect. The quality of LMX, although transactional in nature at the beginning,
as the relationship develops and moves towards to its final stage assumes more

of transformational character (Bass, 1999).
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D. THE DIMENSIONS OF LMX

Schriesheim, Castro and Cogliser (1999) where they have analyzed 82
studies of LMX since its first introduction in1972, made a list of different LMX
constructs and their sub dimensions compiled in literature until 1998 in their
meta analysis and emphasized how different scholars have had diverted
thoughts about LMX construct and its dimensions without having sound basis
and explanations for this diversification. Although a complete agreement had
never been achieved, some of the sub-dimensions mentioned in LMX literature

are;

- Competence, interpersonal skill and trust (Graen, 1976)

- Attention and sensitivity (Cashman, Dansereau & Haga, 1976)

-Support, reward and satisfaction with leader (Graen & Ginsburg,
1977)

-Trust, sensitivity, support and attention (Schiemann, 1977)

-Excluding trust, sensitivity, support and attention (Graen
&Schiemann, 1978)

-Mutual affect, contribution to the exchange and loyalty (Dienesch
& Liden, 1986)

In between 1980-90 studies of Graen with his 13 colleagues, added some
other dimensions to the LMX construct including motivation, help and support,
negotiation latitude, authority, knowledge and influence on decision taking

processes.

Liden and Maslyn (1989) tested the multi dimensional construct of LMX by
developing and validating a new scale and added “professional respect” as a
new dimension to the former ones suggested by Dienesch and colleagues

(1986) as “affect”, “loyalty” and “contribution to the exchange”.

Liden and her colleague (1989), in line with the hypothesis of role making

theory (Graen,1976) and the hypothesis of social exchange theories claimed
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that LMX should be multi rather than single dimensional construct and explained
their reasoning behind this by pointing out that; according to the premises of
role making theory, leaders observe and test their followers as they do their
tasks, evaluate how they achieve the requirements of their tasks and decide
whether or not they deserve to be trusted. Perceptions of leaders during these
observations, set the tone of their relationship with each individual employee.
On the other hand according to the social exchange theories, this relationship
quality determine what the leader might provide for the employee in return,

such as sharing information, giving inspiring tasks or autonomy.

Psychometrically tested dimensions of LMX proposed by Liden and

her colleague (1998) are;

Affect: is a kind of bond that develops between the leader and the member
due to mutual affection for each other based primarily on interpersonal attraction
rather than work or professional values. This affection might also be manifested

in a rewarding outcome such as friendship.
Loyalty: is the expression of public support for goals and personal
character of the other member in the dyad. It also includes faithfulness to the

member that is generally consistent from one situation to another.

Contribution to the exchange: is the perception of the dyad, of current level

of work-oriented activity of each member puts forth implicitly or explicitly towards
mutual goals. This perception can be due do to the personal experiences with
the other party, opinions of some authorities from within or outside of the

organization or achievements and rewards of that party.

E. THE MEASUREMENT OF LMX QUALITY

Measurement of LMX quality, developed from two item scales measuring
negotiation latitude, to multi dimensional scale of Liden and Maslyn (1998). But
in LMX literature until the multi dimensional scale developed, the most widely

used scale with highest reliability had been the scale named as LMX7 of Graen
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and Uhl-Bien (Gerstener & Day, 1997). However, multi dimensional scale of
Liden and her colleague (1998) as an alternative to LMX7 has been used in
literature in several studies (Wang, Law, Hackett, Wang & Chen, 2005; Maslyn,
Uhl-Bien, 2001) since then.

F. THE VARIABLES RELATED WITH LMX

In meta analysis of Gerstner and his colleague (1997) it has been shown
that LMX has positive relations with job satisfaction, performance evaluations,
organizational commitment, role clarity and negative relations with role conflict

and intention to leave.

On the other hand there are findings that LMX is a moderating variable
between trust that a leader has for a member and the level of empoverment he
/she provides (Carolina & Benson, 2001),and that has effects on extra role
behavior (Tierney, Bauer & Potter, 2002) and OCB (Wayne & Green, 1993).

In a manufacturing company that takes place within the top 500 of Furtune
magazine Wayne, Schore, Bommer and Tetrick (2002) have found that
contingent rewarding has a positive relation with LMX such as (r=.77 p< .01)

while non-contingent punishing has negative relation (r=-.51 p<.01).

In a study in North China with 162 leader- member groups Wang, Law,
Hacket, Wang and Chen(2005) showed that LMX is a full mediator between
transformational leadership behaviors and both member job performance and
OCB.

In a more recent study Piccola and Colquit (2006) where they have
analyzed the role of job characteristics on the relationship between
transformational leadership behaviors and members’ task performance, found
that members perceiving high LMX were more affected by transformational
leadership behaviors. Authors have explained this phenomenon by the high
vulnerability of this group of members’ towards the leader’s influence of whom

they have developed commitment and trust.
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On the other hand Pellegrini (2006) in his empirical study on the effect of
LMX, paternalism delegation and job satisfaction in Turkish business culture has
found that paternalism plays a mediating role between LMX and job satisfaction.

One of the latest meta analysis on the relationship between LMX and OCB
( lllies, Nahrgang & Morgeson, 2007) covering 50 different sample groups
indicates a moderate relationship ( r=.37) between the two variables . However
when OCB is analyzed according to its target then the relation of LMX is found
to be r=.38 with OCBI, and r=.31 with OCBO.

V. ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE

The fairness level of a behavior in a broader sense can only be judged in
comparison to the prevailing ethical system and values (Colquitt, Conlon,
Wesson, Porter & Ng, 2001). On the other hand employees in organizations
expect to be fairly treated and rewarded by their superiors.

Organizational justice theory classifies thoughts and feelings of employees
about the situations and interactions they are exposed to during their
organizational life and analyze employee perception of fairness that is formed
as a result of these expositions (Greenberg, 1987). This categorization
comprises three sub dimensions. “distributive justice” as the first dimension is
concerned with the outcomes of the decisions, the second dimension
“procedural justice” is concerned with the decision making processes and how
decisions are applied and finally the third dimension “interactional justice” is
about the way the parties approach to each other . However later, two sub
dimensions for interactional justice such as “interpersonal” and “informational”
justice have also been proposed and discussed (Saunders and Thorndike,
2004).
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A. DIMENSIONS OF ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE

1. Distributive Justice

In the era before the introduction of procedural justice in 1975 researchers
focusing on distributive justice have used exchange theory of Adams as a basis
for their studies to evaluate perception of fairness. Adams suggested to look for
the ratio between what the employee brings to the organization (intellect,
education, experience, etc.) and what he/she receives in return and how this
ratio compares to others within the organization as a way to evaluate if the
distributive justice is applied with fairness or not. However in addition to Adams’
fairness principle other principles of distributive justice such as equity and need
have also been identified and used in evaluation of distributive justice (Colquit
et. al., 2001).

2. Procedural Justice

Thibaut and Walker (1975), following their study of reactions of conflicting
parties towards legal processes were the first scholars who contributed the term
“procedural justice” to literature. They have claimed that in conflict resolution
efforts where a third party is involved, there is also a process of arbitration and
decision making and if disputing parties during the arbitration phase can have
choice to express themselves, can give up to be in control of the situation during
decision making stage. The effects of this situation which is called “process
effect” or “voice effect” has also been empirically tested and proven
(Folger,1977; Lind & Tyler,1988).

Although the work of Thibaut and his colleagues (1975) was essentially
targeting judiciary field, Leventhal (1980) has succeeded to bring out procedural
justice construct to a wider field covering organizational context. According to
this elaboration, for any operation or process to be fair, it must meet at least one

of the following conditions called Leventhal criteria. That is;
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Procedures should be applied consistently across people and across
time.

Be free from biases (e.g., ensuring that third party has no vested
interest in a particular settlement).

Ensure that accurate information is collected and used in decision
making.

Have some mechanism to correct flawed or inaccurate decisions.

Conform to personal or prevailing standards of ethics or morality

Ensure that the opinions of various groups affected by the decision

have been taken into account.

In the end procedural justice is about the perception of fairness in decision
making processes. However two other dimensions such as “structural” (e.g.,
formal process characteristics) and “interactional” justice (e.g., how one is
treated during processes) have peen proposed as sub-dimensions of procedural
justice (Schappe,1998).

3. Interactional Justice

Bies and Moag (1986) were the first scholars who emphasized the
importance of the way employees were approached and treated during
processes and labeled this “interactional justice”. Later this construct has been
further developed and divided into two other sub-dimensions one of which is
“interpersonal justice”, concerned with the degree of politeness, dignity and
respect by authorities or third parties involved in executing procedures or
determining outcomes. The second one labeled as “informational justice” is
focused on the explanations provided to employees that convey information
about why procedures were used in a certain way or why outcomes were
distributed in a certain fashion and Colquitt (2001) have discussed
organizational justice as a construct having four sub-dimensions (distributive,

procedural, interactional and informational).
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B. THE RELATIONSHIP OF ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE
WITH OTHER VARIABLES

Sweeney and Mc Farlin (1993) in their study where they have analyzed the
relationship between distributive and procedural justice with pay satisfaction and
OCB, found that distributive justice better explains personal outcomes such as
pay and general job satisfaction where as procedural justice, better explains
organizational outcomes such as organizational commitment and employee

evaluation of the superior.

In a similar way Masterson, Lewis, Goldman and Taylor (2000) field study
based on social exchange theory indicates that interactional justice, better
explains variables related with superiors such as OCB towards the superior or
evaluation of the superior while procedural justice better explains variables

related with organizational outcomes such as OCB towards organization.

Colquitt and his colleagues (2001) in their meta analysis covering an era of
25 years of research have found the relationship of procedural justice with job
satisfaction (r=. 51), organizational commitment (r=.48), trust (r=.52), OCBI
(r=.19) and OCBO (r=.23). As the first sub-dimension of interactional justice,
they have found the relationship of “interpersonal justice” with job satisfaction
(r=.31), OCBI (r=.23), organizational commitment (r=.16) and the relationship of
“informational justice” as the second sub- dimension of interactional justice has
been found with trust (r=.43), job satisfaction (r=.38), organizational commitment
(r=.26), OCBI (r=.21) and OBCO (r=.18).

In another meta analysis (Yochi & Paul, 2001) covering 190 studies and a
sample group of 64.757 in total, it has been shown that perception of
organizational justice has no relation with demographic characteristics of the
perceiver but explains the variance in OCB, organizational commitment and

trust with procedural justice having the strongest explanation power.
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Ascigil, Nace and Yener (2005) after conducting a study in Turkish
organizations have found that employees’ justice perception in terms of
distributive, procedural and interactional justice, is related with the perceived

OCB in peers.

On the other hand Masterson and his colleagues (2000) have shown that
while perception of procedural justice has effects on OCB, LMX plays a full

mediator role in this relationship.

C. PROCEDURAL JUSTICE PERCEPTION AND GROUP-VALUE
MODEL

Lind and Tyler (1988) who brought an alternative explanation to the effects
of procedural justice, in their group-value model proclaim that procedural justice
perceptions provide information to individuals about their relations with the
authorities of the groups they feel connected or belong to. According to this
model authorities signal two symbolic messages when they manage processes
and interactions in fair way; first that the members possess valued positions
within the group, second that they can be proud of being in this group.
Complementary to this model as in Brewer and Kremer’s works in social identity
(1986) theory, O'Reilly and Chatman (1986) suggest that members identifying
themselves with the group, make more positive evaluations of the group and
accept its goals as their goals and even go further by doing volunteer work
such as staying after work hours to continue for work and become more willing

to exhibit extra —role behaviors.

As social identity theory sheds light to intra group relations by using identity
as a basis, group value model focuses on individuals and their relations with
authorities. Tyler, Degorey and Smith (1996) in their study where they have
tested the dynamics of group value model have shown that pride one has for
being a member of a group and respect he/she receives within that group is a
mediator between his/her relationship with the authorities, self esteem and extra
role behavior. In other words as the degree of pride one has for the membership

of the group and feelings of being respected increase, the effects of procedural
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justice on self esteem and extra role behavior decrease or diminish completely.
In the study of Tyler and his colleagues quality of relations with decision making
authorities has been defined as trustworthiness, neutrality and recognition of
status and it has been shown that perception of respect in relations with
authorities, neutrality and trustworthiness help elicitation of group oriented

behaviors.

VI. TRUST, TRUSTWORTHINESS and TRUST
PROPENSITY

A. TRUST

Other than playing an important role in any theoretical explanation of any
social relationship, trust has been a thoroughly studied concept primarily in
social psychology. In organizational psychology its importance on organizational
performance has also been recognized and mentioned (e.g. Argyris, 1974) as
early as 34 years ago. In 1998 one of the issues of Academy of Management
Review has been devoted to trust, showing the growing and today still

continuing interest in the subject.

In literature trust has been conceptualized as an attitude towards another
individual or an object, and comprises three elements; cognitive or belief
component, referring to what we know about the other person, which influences
what we feel about that person (affective component), which then influences
how we intend to behave towards that person (behavioral component) ( Payne
& Clark, 2003).

1. Definition of Trust
Griffin (1967) has defined trust as having belief in someone or something
without questioning, to achieve a desired goal in a risky situation. Deutcsch

(1973) proposed that trust is based on what one expects to find other than what

one fears of to find. In literature the most well accepted definition of trust is
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“willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party based on
expectation that the other will perform a particular action important to the trustor,
irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other party” (Mayer, Davis &
Schoorman, 1995). The main difference of this definition of trust from other
definitions, is in its approach to risk taking. But this element as used in here is
about “willingness to take risks” by being open to the actions of the other party

rather than actually taking risks.

Mc Allister (1995) who proposed that trust is not only about beliefs but also
is about willingness to use that information in actions related with the other
party. By combining these ideas he has defined trust between individuals as
“the degree of which a person is confident in, and is willing to act on the basis

of, the words, actions and decisions of another”.

Another definition of trust brought up by Costa (2003) is stated such as
“manifestation of psychological back ground of behaviors that could be directed

towards others based on their perceived intention and motivations”.

2. Dimensions of Trust

In social psychology trust in close relationships is defined with two
dimensions; “consistency based trust” and “affection based trust’. Mc Allister
(1995) working on trust in industrial psychology context, similarly proposed two

dimensions in this vein such as “affective” and “cognitive” trust.

Affection based trust is related with the attributions one has for the other
party's motivation behind his/her behaviors and develops through the
individualized concern shown to meet the needs of the other party rather than
ego centered behaviors on one’s own will even when he/she is not obliged to do

SO.

Cognition based trust on the other hand is related with our past experiences
and knowledge about to whom, in what subjects and under what conditions we

can trust and according to Mayer and his colleagues (1995) who distinguished
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antecedents of trust from trust and called it trustworthiness, is also synonym to

cognition based trust.

3. Formation of Trust and Attribution Theory

Attribution theory provides explanations on how individuals judge others
and find causes for events by analyzing the way they perceive cause and effect
relations. Social perception, self perception and attribution errors are the main
processes of this theory. Individuals not having sufficient time, motivation or
information as they are forming cause and effect relationships, prefer
attributional short cuts and use their mental schemas that already exist. For
example when an employee relates reasons behind the behaviors of his/her
superior to either contextual or personal factors, then he is in the process of
forming opinion about the superior's trustworthiness (Korsgaard, Brodt &
Whitener, 2002). If an individual attributes the other person’s behavior to internal
factors, the individual is likely to use the behavior as a source of information for
making inferences about the other one’s internal characteristics (Ferrin & Dirks,
2003).

On the other hand research on attribution theory shows that individuals
making inferences on behavior and character of the other party, can frequently
and systematically be biased (Gilbert and Jones, 1986).

In social or organizational life as individuals form opinions about each
other’s trustworthiness during their relations, they also develop beliefs which
cause them to relate the behaviors of the other party either to internal or
external causes (Korsgard et.al., 2002). For this reason trust formation has been
studied as an attributional process by some researchers like Ferrin and Dirks
(2003).

On the other hand research on attribution theory indicates the critical

importance of behaviors of showing concern and meeting legitimate needs of

the other party -not because of the defined roles but out of personal
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preferences-, rather than satisfying one’s own personal goals, have on the

formation of affection based trust (McAllister,1995).

4. Trust and its difference from similar constructs

Since there are some words used in daily life that seem to be
synonymous with trust, mentioning about the difference of these terms might
contribute to the clarification of “trust” framework, as it is one of the main
variables of this study. In many cases trust is confused with “confidence” or “co-

operation” caused because of trust or “predictability” (Mayer et.al., 1995).

Although trust leads to co-operation, the reverse does not hold true in
every case, in other words trust can not always elicit co-operation because co-
operation doesn’t necessarily put the trustor and trustee under risk. Individuals
from time to time engage in co-operative or competitive behaviors that do not

reflect their level of trust.

However the difference between trust and confidence is not well defined.
Their difference originating from perception and attribution can better be
discussed with the following example. For example a person going out everyday
without carrying a gun has a perception that he won’t need such a gun and has
confidence in public security and order on the streets. On the contrary, in spite
of risks and disappointment involved if a person prefers to act in a certain way
rather than in another way, in this case it would be more appropriate to mention
about confidence rather than trust. For example in another similar case a person
with enemies might go out without a gun but feels confident that his bodyguard
will protect him. Therefore confidence is an attitude about the expectation of a

possibility that a certain event or situation will occur in future ( Eberl, 2004).

On the other hand although there is a relationship between trust and
predictability, it might not be sufficient for one to take risks even if the other
party is predictable. However in literature it is possible to find scholars who treat
predictability synonym to trust. For example Gabarro (1978) had defined trust as

“the extent to which one person can expect predictability in the other’'s behavior
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in terms of what is normally expected of a person acting in good faith”. However
predictability is not sufficient to make the other party to take risks but it can have

influence on creating inclination to co-operate ( Mayer et.al., 1995).

5. Trust in the leader

Dirks and Ferrin (2002) due to the importance of trust in leadership after
analyzing various empirical studies on trust and its relations with 23 different
constructs for their meta analysis, have come to the conclusion that trust is
studied with two different perspectives in literature, of which antecedents and

outcomes are given in the framework of Figurel.

Since in the first perspective, trust between leader and member is
explained using exchange theories, the group of studies using this approach is
called “relation based”, in the second perspective focus is on the feelings of
members and their degree of vulnerability to the action or behaviors of the

leader and the group of studies using this approach is called “character based”.

This model of Dirk and Ferrin (2002) as a result of an extensive meta
analytic research, covers LMX and job satisfaction constructs which are also
among the variables of this dissertation. However authors after emphasizing the
complexity of the relationship between LMX and trust, mention about some
studies, that have used these constructs as separate ones (e.g. Cunningham
and Mac Gregor, 2000) while some others treat trust as a sub dimension of
LMX.

Trust in leader is often studied with perceived justice in leaders’ behaviors,
e.g. Lind and Tyler (1988) have shown procedural justice to be an antecedent
of trust in leader- member relationships. Deluga (1994) in a study with 86
leader-member dyads has found fairness, to be the most strongly related
variable with OCB amongst the other trust building antecedents. At the same
time Konovsky and Pugh (1994) studying the relationship of member’s justice
perception with OCB by using social exchange theory to explain the mechanism

of this relationship have found trust as a mediator in this relationship.
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5. An Integrative Model of Organizational Trust

Mayer and his colleagues (1995) while proposing an integrative model for
organizational trust with its antecedents together with the necessary conditions
of trust as given in its definition such as “interdependence” and “risk taking”,
have also included “trustworthiness” and “propensity to trust” as variables that
can be considered in relation to the personality of both trustor and trustee. In
this model trustworthiness of the trustor takes place as an antecedent of trust
while propensity to trust is in the role of a moderating variable that increase or

decrease the level of trustworthiness perception of the trustor (Figure 2).
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- Intent to quit (*)
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Figure-1. Framework for trust in leadership. ( *) sign indicates the negative relationship with trust
(Dirks & Ferrin, 2002 )
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Figure- 2. Integrative Trust Model ( Mayer, Davis & Schoorman,1995)
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B. TRUSTWORTHINESS

The leader and the member as trustor and trustee by using the
information they gain through out repeated interactions with each other in time,
form trust and the trustor who has impressions that trustee is trustworthy also
develops positive expectations about the trustee’s intentions (Rousseau, Sitkin,
Burt & Camerer, 1998).

Whitner, Brodt, Korsgaard and Werner (1995) have suggested that it is the
leaders’ responsibility to take the first step in dyadic relationships to built trust,
and defined leader trustworthiness as deliberate behaviors and interactions of
the leader, if not sufficient but necessary to built trust. According to these
scholars the behaviors or factors that have influence on the level of
trustworthiness of the leader as perceived by the employees can be grouped

into the following five categories.

Behavioral consistency

Behavioral integrity

Sharing and delegation of control

Communication (e.g. accuracy, explanations and openness)

Demonstration of concern

This classification is similar to what previous researchers have suggested
in order an individual to trust to another one. For example Butler (1991) has
proposed these ten conditions for trust; consistency, discreetness, fairness,
integrity, loyalty, openness, availability, competence, confidentiality and

promise fulfillment.
However Mayer and his colleagues (1995) pointed out that although many

similar constructs in literature are discussed with various synonym words by

various researchers ability, benevolence and integrity could cover all the other
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previously discussed ones and that this type of parsimonious classification

could be more appropriate in empirical studies.

ABILITY is a group of skills, competencies and characteristics that enable
a party to have influence within some specific domain. As an individual can be
competent in some domain while not in some others, same applies for trust, as
also trustworthiness depends on the competency in specific domains
(Zand,1972). For example a leader might not trust to an employee to make the
first contact with the customer if that employee is competent in technical field

but not so in building relations with others.

BENEVOLENCE is the extent to which a trustee is believed to want to do
good to the trustor, aside from the egocentric profit motive. Benevolence is also
an indication of existence of some bonds between the trustor and trustee
(Mayer, et.al., (1995).

INTEGRITY is about the perception of the trustor that trustee adheres to a
set of principles that is also accepted by the trustor. Consistency of the trustee’s
past actions, credible comments about the trustee from other parties, belief that
trustee has a strong sense of justice and the extent to which trustee’s actions
are in line with his/her words are the factors that affect the level of integrity
perception of the trustor. But in the evaluation of trustworthiness it is the
perceived level of integrity that is important rather than the reasons why this

perception is formed (Mayer, et.al,1995).
An individual is perceived to be trustworthy if he is being perceived to be

high in ability, benevolence and integrity but evaluations of trustworthiness

changes along a continuum rather than to exist or non-exist.
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2. The Relationship of Trustworthiness with Trust and its Affect on
OCB

Kosgaard, Brodt & Whitener (2002) who studied leader’s trustworthiness
with dimensions such as “open communication” with the employees and
“displaying concern” for them, have shown that trustworthiness has negative
relations with employees’ attributions of leader’s personal responsibility when
they experience negative interactions with the leader. And this negative
relationship is even stronger when human resource practices are perceived to
be unfair. These researchers have also shown that perceived trustworthiness of

the leader and trust had positive relations with the OCB of the employees.

C. PROPENSITY TO TRUST

1. The Definition and Content
It is known that some researchers who studied trust (e.g. Farris, Senner &
Butterfield, 1973) have taken it as a trait or personality characteristics. In this
approach trust is seen as a generalized expectation of one that others are
trustworthy. For example Rotter (1967) have conceptualized trust as a
consistent personality trait that doesn’t change by time or context and defined
interpersonal trust as an expectancy held by an individual or a group that the
word, promise, verbal or written statement of another individual or group can be

relied upon.

This personality trait in Mayer and colleagues’ (1995) trust model is called
“propensity to trust” and again defined as a stable trait that doesn’t change from
one situation to another. According to their model propensity to trust when
taken together with a group of variables that have effects on trust, can explain

some of the variance in the level of trust one has for the trustee.
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On the other hand since it is an innate character, individuals are different
from each other in terms of their propensity to trust. It also varies with cultural
back ground and different experiences one gains as he/she is brought up
(Hofstede, 1980).

However although it is important to know propensity to trust of an
individual to understand his level of trust for others, this level still might be
different from one individual to another depending upon their trustworthiness
etc. ( Mayer, et.al.,1995).

2. Relationship Between Trustworthiness and Propensity toTrust

In the trust model, perception of trustworthiness of a trustee is not
sufficient to explain the variance of trust levels of different trustors, if trustor's
propensity of trust is not taken into consideration. In a similar way knowing the
level of propensity to trust of the trustor is not sufficient to explain the variance
in his /her trust level because this time trustworthiness of the trustee is omitted.
For this reason to understand the degree one is willing to trust others, both the
trustor’s propensity to trust and trustor’s perception of trustee’s trustworthiness (

ability, benevolence, integrity) must be discerned ( Mayer et.al, 1995).

Harjinger, Kathleen, Joan and Jeffrey (2005) in their study where they
have tried to define the boundary conditions in the relationship of propensity of
trust with intention to trust, found out that when information about
trustworthiness of the other party is ambiguous, then propensity to trust is

related with intention to trust but not so if explicit information is available.
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VIl. PURPOSE AND IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY,ITS
VARIABLES AND HYPOTHESIS

A. PURPOSE, IMPORTANCE AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK OF
THE STUDY

Although the main variables of this dissertation -LMX and trust- have
extensive literature of theirs own, developed with different definitions of
constructs and sub-dimensions, there are only very few studies that both of
them are considered together (e.g., Carolina & Benson, 2001; Garmon,1996).
This dissertation that can be seen as an attempt to use LMX and trust
constructs simultaneously where its inspiration came from the theoretical study
of Brower, Schoorman and Tan (2000) as they have called it the “ relational
leadership” ( Figure-3) . And the source of their inspiration is the “integrative
trust model” of Mayer, Davis and Schoorman (1995) as shown in figure-2. But

both of the studies are theoretical and not empirically tested.

P Ability Perceived Risk | | Gergek Risk
»( Benevolence Trust v Risk Taking v
> » in the » Performance
relationship
»| Integrity
Job
Satisfaction ]
Prosensity Commitment b—
to relate
OoCB

Figure-3.Model of Relational Leadership ( Brower, Schoorman& Tan,2000)
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The variables that come from the integrative trust model are shaded gray
in the relational leadership model by the researcher to make them
distinguishable since this model in nature is a hybrid one that comprises two

models.

Also from the LMX point of view, it is not possible to mention about a
concensus about its dimensions in the literature. For example as most
frequently used LMX-7 scale is uni-dimensional while Graen and Uhl- Bien
(1995) suggested a three dimensional construct such as loyalty, respect and
trust, meanwhile Schriesheim, Castro and Cogliser (1999) have increased the
number of dimensions up to six such as mutual support, trust, liking, latitude,

attention and loyalty.

Liden and Maslyn’s (1998) approach on the dimensionality of LMX
construct resulting with a proposition of only four dimensions -affect, loyalty,
contribution to the exchange, professional respect- and used to develop a

psychometrically tested scale is being utilized in this dissertation.

Therefore the purpose of this study is by using the relational leadership
model as a basis; to define the roles of variables within the model and to
analyze the effects of LMX -as have been proposed by Liden and her
colleagues (1998)- on job satisfaction and OCB, both for in and out group
members through variables such as trustworthiness of the leader, trust in the
leader, justice perception of employees and their propensity to trust . The
importance of this research comes from analyzing the effects of LMX on job
satisfaction and OCB through moderators such as organizational justice and
propensity to trust, and mediators like leader’'s trustworthiness and trust in
leader but doing this by eliminating the effects of in-role performance and by

distinguishing the in and out groups.

-38 -



Other contributions of this study are that; it is the first time this type of
research model is being tested in Turkish work life by distinguishing in and out
employees and also empirically testing a theoretical model developed in
Western culture and using its results to provide hints on how a post modern

variable such as trust and trustworthiness are perceived in Turkish culture.

Theoretical framework of this study is based on several theories; one of
which is “role making” theory of Lind & Tyler (1988) that brings an explanation
to how leaders and members develop relationship and opinion of each other
and another one is “social exchange” theory of Blau(1964) which provide
reasons why such a relationship is formed. In a case where LMX is high, its
reflection on members’ OCB can be explained by “social exchange” theory.
While effects of procedural and interactional justice on employee attitude and
behaviors as they are being used in this research model can also be explained
with “group value model” of Lind & Tyler (1988). On the other hand perception
of employees on procedural and interactional justice as well as leader’s
trustworthiness can be understood with “attribution theory” but since all of these
theories are mentioned about in the relevant sections of the dissertation they

won’t be elaborated any further.

B. RESEARCH MODEL AND VARIABLES

Approach of the Research: is based on dyads from organizational life
composed of one leader/ manager and two members/employees directly
reporting to him/her, one of which is a well liked member called “in” and the
other one is the least liked member called “out” . Therefore since the unit of
analysis is a dyad in this research, the level of analysis is also at the dyadic
level. In addition to the variables of the model, the role of “information sharing”
is used to reconfirm the distinction between members as in & out, and its role is

also analyzed as a variable in the research model given in Figure-4.
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Since the focus of the research is on the attitude and behaviors of both
leaders and members, a correlative research methodology and regressions
have been used to analyze the degree of explanation power of independent
variables over depended ones. For the mediating roles of variables within the
model, three steps regression method of Baron and Kenny (1986) and for the

moderator roles regression of the interactions have been used.

Research Variables:

Liden and Maslyn’s (1998) four dimensional LMX construct as being the
independent variable of the research model, other variables are grouped

according to their roles within the model and given below.

Independent Variable

Leader- Member Exchange Quality ( LMX)
- Loyalty
- Affect
- Professional Respect

- Perceived Contribution to Exchange

Dependent Variables

Job Satisfaction

Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB)

Control Variables

Leader’s age
Member’s age
Leader’s years of service within the company

In-role performance of the member
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Year’s of working together

Moderator Variables

Justice Perception of the member
- Interactional Justice
- Procedural Justice

Propensity to trust of the member

Mediating Variables

Trust for the leader
Trustworthiness of the leader
- Ability
- Benevolence

- Integrity
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Figure- 4. Research Model of the Study

-42 -




C. HYPOTHESIS OF THE STUDY

1. Hypothesis Based on Relationships and Differences

The basic assumption of LMX is that leaders do not use the same style
in dealing with all their subordinates, but rather develop different type of
relationships or exchanges with each of them while being closer to some, have
distant and more contractual relationships with some others (Dansereau, Graen
and Haga, 1975). This differentiation in leader- member relations have marked
effects on subordinate’s perception of leader behaviors, and attitudes such as
job satisfaction and OCB as has been shown in various meta analysis as well
as in individual studies. It is possible to find meta analysis in literature
mentioning the relationship of LMX with job satisfaction to be r=.50 (Gerstner &
Day,1997) and with OCB r= .37 (llies, Nahrgang and Morgeson, 2007), r=.32 (
Hackett, Fahr, Song and Lapirre, 2003). High performance evaluations, more
satisfying tasks and promotions that in-group subordinates receive, based on
mutual trust and support are the organizational factors that originate from
leader- member relations which in the end can cause increase in job

satisfaction (Deluga,1994).

There are differences in met expectations of in and out group members;
in having open communication, meaningful tasks, opportunity to obtain
necessary information when needed and positive performance evaluations
(Maslyn & Uhl- Bien, 2001) and it is expected that these differences can also be
found in job satisfaction and OCB levels of the members of these groups, since

such variables are under the influence of leader- member relations.

Graen and Schiemann (1978), in their study conducted with 109 leader-
member dyads have found that; the similarity of perceptions of events dyads
experience, is positively correlated with level of LMX. Since in the in-groups,

LMX level is high and members have positive perceptions of the leader, it is
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proposed that followers of this group can also find the leader trustworthy and

have trust in him/her.

Meanwhile social exchange theories assert that subordinates need to
reciprocate for all the exchange currencies that leaders provide, such as
concern, support, good relations etc. and need to reciprocate is stronger for in
group members due to receiving more exchange currencies in comparison to
out- group members. Therefore, in parallel to exchange theories, it is expected
that this difference would reflect on the level of OCB displayed by both group

members.

On the other hand job satisfaction has positive effects on OCB. In fact
amongst other variables of the meta analysis of Le Pine, Erez & Johnson
(2002), job satisfaction was found to have the strongest relationship with OCB
(r=.24)

Following all these reasoning, hypothesis for the relations between main

variables and differences between groups are being proposed as follows;

H.1 There is a positive relationship between LMX, trustworthiness
of the leader and trust in leader with both job satisfaction and OCB of the

member.

H.2 There is a positive relationship between job satisfaction and
OCB of the member.

H. 3 In-group member’s perception of leader trustworthiness, trust

in the leader, job satisfaction and OCB will be higher than out- group

members.
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2. Hypothesis Based on Mediator Roles of Variables

Dienesch and Liden (1986) who have interpreted LMX construct with
social exchange theory, proposed development of LMX as such a process that
starts with a first step of either leader or the member and continues with other
steps where they both evaluate the exchange currencies as they receive in a
series of steps, to decide whether they can built quality relationships based on
trust, respect and inter-relatedness or not. However since trust is a dynamic
belief in nature and hard to gain but easy to lose, LMX in immature stage is
open to re-evaluations of both sides and these re-evaluations are under the
influence of perception and attribution processes. In another words; the things
the leader does or doesn’t do, depending on member’s perception have always
the potential of affecting his/her level of trustworthiness and trust felt for him/her
(Williams, 2001). On the other hand subordinate’s feelings of himself/herself as
an in-group member and having similar value and psychological climate
perceptions with the leader, also have positive effects on the level of perceived
trustworthiness of the leader and trust in the leader (Kozlowski and
Doherty,1989).

As a precursor of LMX, in studies of Vertical Dyad Linkage approach, it
was also found that in-group members in comparison to out- group members
due to more similar perceptions and higher levels of trust for their leaders,

share more information (Graen & Schiemann, 1978).

Although trust has been considered within LMX construct by some
scholars, Liden and Maslyn (1998) when proposed their four dimensional
construct have not included trust in it. But since LMX is important for elicitation
of OCB and job satisfaction, and objective of this study is to define the role of
trust for these outcomes, as suggested in integrative trust model (Mayer, et. al.,
1995) trustworthiness was also included as a mediating variable together with

trust. According to the research model of this study; the effects of affection,
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loyalty and professional respect perception of the member on the level of trust
he/she has for the leader, will decrease or diminish as member perceives the
leader competent (ability), benevolent (benevolence) and righteous (integrity).
In a similar way the effects of leader's trustworthiness on member’s job
satisfaction and OCB will decrease or diminish if member have trust in the
leader, in other words can take risks in this relationship e.g. talking about

mistakes one makes without any reservations.

Dirks and Ferrin (2002) point out the difficulty and hampering effect of
not having reached an agreement whether trust should be included or excluded
from LMX construct and interpreting their meta analysis results they have
come to the conclusion that trust should be a mediator between leaders’
behaviors (LMX) and members’ response to them. Meanwhile these
researchers have also found trust as a related construct with job satisfaction.
On the other hand, all studies analyzing the relationship between trust and OCB
have found positive results but this relationship is more pronounced between
trust and OCB than between trust and in-role performance (Mayer & Gavin,
2005). Because even if a subordinate doesn’t have trust in the leader, still might
try to increase his/her in-role performance to prevent any risk of losing the job
but since no reward or punishment is involved with OCB, without trust

subordinate is not motivated to display it.
Within the direction of these findings and interpretations, in the proposed
research model; trustworthiness and trust are assumed to be mediating

variables and following hypothesis are developed;

H.4 The degree of relationship between LMX and trust will diminish

or disappear as trustworthiness of leader enters into the model.
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H.5 The degree of relationship between trustworthiness of leader
with job satisfaction and OCB of the member, diminish or disappear as

trust in leader enters into the model.

3. Hypothesis Based on Moderator Roles of Variables

It is known that whether employees are treated fairly at the workplace or
not, have effects on their attitudes, behaviors and perceptions of the leader
(Moorman, 1991).

In fact, trust in literature has been frequently associated with justice,
because employee perception of how fair the organizational practices and
decisions are and the quality of leader- member interactions, give signals about
LMX and leader‘s character (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). For example Lind and Tyler
(1988) have shown that in leader-member interaction procedural justice is one
of the main sources of trust while Folger and Konovsky (1989) have empirically
found that trust in leader does explain procedural but not distributive justice
dimension of organizational justice. On the other hand Colquitt (2001) have
shown the explicit relationship between interactional justice and employees’

evaluation of the leader.

As the leader’s behavior is compatible with the norms of procedural and
interactional justice, this might cause the employee feel as a valued member of
the group and that his/her rights and integrity is being respected and in turn
these feelings might lead for more positive evaluations of the leader so that
leader is perceived to be more competent, benevolent and righteous. Since
individuals while forming an opinion about the other party, use their feelings as
a source of information (Brower, Schoorman and Tan, 2000), perception of
leader’s trustworthiness is also subjective more than being objective. On the
other hand individuals in positive moods, evaluate events and other individuals

in a more positive direction (Williams, 2001).
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Parallel to this reasoning for the moderator role of organizational justice

the following hypothesis is proposed.

H.6 The interaction of LMX with organizational justice will effect the
direction and degree of the relationship between LMX and leader
trustworthiness such that; as perception of justice is low, relation of LMX
with trustworthiness will decrease and as perception of justice is high,

relation of LMX with trustworthiness will increase.

Trust as defined with a variety of different contents, has also been
considered as a trait by some scholars and researchers. In trait approach, there
is an expectancy that other individuals are trustworthy and this doesn’t alter
much from one situation to another. In their integrative trust model Mayer and
colleagues (1995) have separated this generalized expectancy, as a personality
trait from trust and named it as “propensity of trust”. They have also proposed
that when an employee doesn’'t have concrete information about personality of
the leader then propensity of trust plays moderating role on the employee’s

perception of leader trustworthiness.

Employees as they experience various situations with the leader, form
impressions and perception of a certain level of trustworthiness of the leader
and since propensity of trust varies from one individual to another, its
interaction with this perception of leader trustworthiness is expected to have
effects on the level of trust felt for the leader.

Therefore the following hypothesis for the moderator role of propensity of
trust is formed;

H.7 The interaction of leader trustworthiness with propensity of

trust of an employee will effect the direction and degree of the

relationship between leader trustworthiness and trust such that; as
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propensity of trust is low, relation of trustworthiness with trust will
decrease and as propensity to trust is high, relation of trustworthiness

with trust will increase.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Although not considered as a dimension of LMX construct, “information
exchange” has been utilized in literature (e.g. Kozlowsky & Doherty, 1989) to
distinguish in and out groups as they come from the basic assumption of LMX
theory. For the very same reason, “information exchange” is included into the

research model and the following research questions are asked.

S.1 What is the role of “information exchange” in the relationhip

between LMX with trust in the leader?

S.2 What is the role of “information exchange” in the relationship
of LMX with OCB and job satisfaction?
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VIll. METHOD

A. SAMPLE

Study was conducted with hierarchical groups, composed of one leader
(manager/superior) and two directly reporting members (employees/
subordinates). During the pilot study data was gathered from 36 leader-member

groups of which 64% came from service and, 34% from production sector.

The leader- member groups of the main sample which contributed all the
data for the main study were all from production sector. Although data collection
started with 158 leader-member dyad groups, due to some missing data only
150 data sets could be used in analysis. Therefore study covers 450
participants of which 150 leaders and 300 members are included. Data of each
set or dyadic group was entered into SPSS in a way that in and out members’

data could be split during group based analysis.

In the pilot study, sample data came from 23 bank branch offices and 3
production companies in Istanbul where as in the main study data source was 9
production facilities of a holding company located in Istanbul. However location
of production facilities were both in Istanbul and in various parts of Turkey. The
demographic distribution of the white collar sample group consisting of 78%

(351 person) men and 22% (99 person) women is given in Table-1.
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Table-1. Demographic characteristics of the sample group

Mean SD Min. Max.
Leaders’ age 41.62 7.82 26 64
Members’ age 35.73 7.36 20 66
Tenure of the leader 13.98 7.18 1 32
Member’s tenure 10.12 7.53 1 31
Years of working together 5.01 4.63 1 25

B. SCALES

The scales for variables that take place in the theoretical research
model such as LMX, procedural & interactional justice, leader’s trustworthiness,
trust, member’s propensity of trust, job satisfaction, OCB, in-role performance
and information exchange are mentioned in detail in the following section and

their factor and reliability analysis are given in Table-2.

All the scales after being translated by the researcher have been
controlled by each of the 5 training experts with 18 to 20 years of experience for
any conceptual or linguistic misinterpretations if any and corrections have been

made for fluency and compliance with daily usage of the language.

After having approval of the dissertation jury about appropriateness of
the scales based on the satisfactory results of factor and reliability analysis from
the pilot study, same scales have also been used for the main study.

1. In-role Performance Scale

Williams & Anderson (1991) in their study where they have analyzed

the relationship between OCB and in-role performance with job satisfaction and
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organizational commitment; have emphasized the importance of including in-
role performance as a control variable to any study on OCB, to isolate its
effects on OCB variance. In fact Deluga (1995) in compliance with this
suggestion had used a six-item in-role performance scale, in a study where he

analyzed the relationship between trust in the leader and OCB.

Similarly in this dissertation in order to be able to eliminate the possible
effects of in-role performance on OCB, a 7 item part of a 21 item scale
developed by Williams and colleague (1991) measuring general performance
including OCBI and OCBO, is used. The 6- point Likert type evaluation scale
changed from 1= never to 6= always. With this one dimensional scale, during
the pilot study although alpha reliability coefficient has been found to be (.80), it

was (.92) in the main study.

2. OCB Scale

Although it is possible to find various OCB scales in literature, a special
one has been developed for this dissertation by merging three scales together
with the results of a qualitative study conducted by the researcher to find some
emic items and by evaluating all of these items together to form a hybrid OCB

scale .

The building blocs or items of this hybrid scale came from; two
dimensional (OCBI & OCBO) 14-item scale of Williams and colleagues (1991),
again two dimensional 16 item-scale of Lee & Allen (2002) and five dimensional
18-item scale of Podsakoff & Mac Kenzie (1989) that have been used by
Moorman(1991) and Niehoff & Moorman(1993) and the emic items obtained

through qualitative study conducted by the researcher.

Through evaluation of all items from above mentioned resources, in

terms of meaning and originality, similar or repeating items were eliminated and
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the resulting 29-item of the hybrid scale was factor analyzed. It contained 12
emic items with an evaluation scale of 6-point ranging from 1=completely

disagree, to 6= completely agree.

To develop emic items which were not covered in other OCB scales,
33 white collar personnel from different functions during their attendance to in-
house seminars, together with verbal explanations about the meaning of OCB
and several examples, were handed out a form given in Appendix-1 as a guide
and were asked to write down their examples of OCB’s before seminar
sessions started. The qualitative data gathered from these participants were
later analyzed for originality and compliance with definition of OCB and

rephrased as items and used in the newly formed hybrid scale.

As expected, in the pilot study two dimensions such as OCB for
individuals (OCBI) and organization (OCBO) have been found with alpha
reliability coefficients (.97) and (.93) respectively. In the main sample after
factor analysis again two factors were found while the number of items went
down to 14, only three of them being emic. Total variance explained was 63.99
% while reliabilities of the dimensions were (.93) and (.89). The emic items that
remained after the factor analysis were about “when faced with problems
focusing on solution rather than blaming colleagues”, “being conscientious in
using company resources”, “sharing company related news heard with

appropriate authorities within the company”.

3. Information Exchange Scale

The 8-item scale developed by Kozlowsky & Doherty (1989) to
distinguish in and out groups, has been used with a 6-point evaluation scale
ranging from 1= never to 6= always. The high correlation of this scale with
LMX such as r=.73, is considered to be a reminder of the possibility that both of

them can be measuring the same construct.
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Although in the pilot study two factors such as “open communication”
and “private information sharing” could be found with alpha reliabilities of (.70)
and (.76) respectively, in the main study only one factor could be extracted with
reliability of (.76)

4. LMX Scale

Although in the past history of 30 years, as pointed out in Gerstner &
Day's (1997) meta analysis, starting with 2-item LMX scale developed by
Dansereau, et.al. (1975), many LMX scales have been introduced and used in
literature but only very few have been psychometrically tested. For this reason
in this dissertation as an exception of this, Liden & Maslyn’s (1998) 11- item
psychometrically tested scale (LMX-MDM) measuring LMX in four factors have
been used. As this scale measures LMX in dimensions such as “loyalty”,
“affect”, "professional respect” and perceived “contribution to the exchange”, it
provides an opportunity to detect different aspects of LMX and to analyze their

effects on dependent variables in a more profound way.

In literature apart from the mostly used single item scale of LMX-7
(Scandura & Graen, 1984), there also have been some researchers who have
used LMX-MDM, e.g. Wang, Law, Hacket, Wang & Chen (2005) and found
reliabilities for affect, loyalty, professional respect and contribution to exchange
as (.82), (.63),(.86),(.80) respectively. Following the first introduction of LMX-
MDM in a yearly symposium of Academy of Management in 1993, Settoon,
Bennett & Liden (1996) have used it in their studies on social exchange in
organizations and have found reliabilities for loyalty (.92), professional respect
(.78), contribution to the exchange (.70) and affect (.96).

During the pilot study of dissertation only two dimensions with

reliabilities (.94) and (.57) could be found. While data from the main sample
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also gave two dimensions in factor analysis; items for loyalty and affect loaded
under same factor and professional respect appeared as a distinct dimension
but items for contribution to exchange could not load together as to form a

factor of its own.

With a 6-point evaluation scale ranging from 1= completely disagree to
6=completely agree, total variance explained was found to be 73.79% and

reliabilities for “loyalty and affect” (.9032) and for “professional respect” (.8975).

5. Procedural and Interactional Justice

Since in this study only procedural and interactional justice dimensions
of organizational justice have been included in the research model, relevant
parts of Niehoff & Moorman’s(1993) scale such as; 6 items for procedural and

9 items for interactional justice have been used.

ltems of procedural justice scale are about unbiased data gathering
during decision making and having open channels for appeals to higher
authorities whenever it is necessary, while items of interactional justice is about
employees’ perception of the level of care shown for their feelings and the
degree of explanations they receive. Niehoff and colleauges (1993) reported

reliabilities over (.90) for both dimensions.

In the pilot study reliability of the one dimensional procedural justice
scale was found to be (.95), although in the main study reliability (.89) slightly
went down as the number of items were also went down to five . On the other
hand reliability of interactional justice in the main study has increased up to
(.95) from (.87) in the pilot study.

-55 -



6. Trustworthiness, Trust and Propensity to Trust

The 18-item trustworthiness scale based on three dimensions — ability,
benevolence, integrity- of integrative trust model (Mayer, et.al., 1995) and used
in Mayer & Davis’s (1999) research, has also been employed in this study.
Reliabilities for trustworthiness scale as Mayer,et al (1999) have found at two
different applications were (.85) and (.88) for ability, (.87) and (.89) for
benevolence, (.82) and (.88) for integrity.

Meanwhile reliabilities for the only two dimensions found during pilot
study of the dissertation were (.96) for “ability and integrity” and (.94) for
“benevolence and fairness”. In the main study, again two dimensions have
been found and named such as “ability” and “benevolence & integrity” with

reliabilities (.96), (.93) respectively and total variance explained was 76.962%.

For measuring trust in the leader, Mayer and Gavin's (2005) 10-item
scale that is based on Mayer and colleauges (1999) 4-item scale has been
utilized. The reliabilities calculated by Mayer and Gavin at two different

applications of this uni-dimensional test were (.55) and (.66).

The three factors and reliabilities of this scale during the pilot study were;
“openness and expectancy for a result” (.75), “belief in the leader” (.62) and
“desire to keep leader under control” (.36). With the data for the main study,
only two factors could be extracted such as “risk taking in the relationship” (.71)

and “belief in the leader” (.63) with total variance explained 55.09%.

For propensity of trust, a 7-item scale developed by Mayer and
colleagues (1999) have been employed and two factors such as “suspicion”
and “confidence” have been found. While the reliabilities calculated at two
different times for this scale by Mayer and colleagues (1999) were, (.55) and

(.66) respectively and although these reliabilities were found to be higher at
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the pilot study, such as (.76) and (.70), during the main study of this dissertation
total variance explained was found to be 55.46%, with reliabilities (.69) and

(.61) respectively.

C. APPLICATION

Due to the importance of confidentiality at group level, tests for the
leader and two directly reporting subordinates were put into separate envelopes
by coding subordinates’ envelopes such as “A” standing for in-group member
and “B” for out-group member and all were put together into a bigger envelope
to form a set and leaders were asked to hand over the subordinate envelopes
according to the coding on them, e.g. “A” to the closest and most well liked
subordinate and “B” to the most distant and least liked subordinate, meanwhile
leaders were asked to fill out two identical tests, one for subordinate A and one
for subordinate B. All participants were asked to fill out questionnaires
anonymously and put them again into their coded envelopes and seal. Leaders
were also asked to put all sealed envelopes including theirs and subordinates’
into the bigger envelope given to them and submit it to the HR department
manager as a set. In banks during the pilot run, data sets were returned to

branch managers.

At the pilot run; questionnaires were distributed after briefings with
branch managers in their offices and at production facilities again after meeting
with several HR managers at which a brief was given by the researcher. For
data gathering of the main study, meetings with plant HR managers and
department managers were organized at each plant in Istanbul. After providing
necessary explanations with instructions and emphasizing that participation is
voluntary, data sets were presented to the department heads before meetings
were adjourned. For plants located out of Istanbul (Mersin, Denizli, Kirklareli,
Bursa/Yenisehir) necessary information about the purpose of the study and

instructions how to use the questionnaires were given to HR managers on
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phone and distribution of questionnaires to department managers were done by

these local HR managers.

Leaders (dept. managers) were asked to fill out questionnaires of in-role
performance, and OCB both for in and out group employees while
subordinates filled questionnaires composed of items for information exchange,
LMX, procedural & interactional justice , trustworthiness of the leader , trust in

the leader and their own propensity of trust and job satisfaction.

D. DATA ANALYSIS

Raw data was entered to SPSS by using group or set number as a
binding reference number so that the leader, A and B member of that leader
could be processed together during data analysis. The following statistical
analysis were done after checking for normal distribution on item basis and

eliminating outliers if there was any.

a) Following factor analysis of all scales, Cronbach alpha correlation
coefficients were calculated to test internal reliabilities of each sub -factor

found.

b) After applying simple regression analysis to see whether each sub-
factor found could explain any variance of the depended variables; sub-factors
failing to have any significant explanation power and sub-factors showing
multicollinearity have been excluded from the research model. Following this
procedure both for in-group and out-group separately in addition to the whole
sample group, research model was revised for each of these ( in, out and whole
group) and all the hypothesis tests were conducted on these revised research

models.
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c) To analyze relationships between research variables; Pearson
correlation analysis, to evaluate explanation power of the model variables on
dependent variables; hierarchical regression, to evaluate hypothesis for
mediator roles; three stage multiple regression and for moderating roles;

regression analysis covering interactions have been employed.

d) To analyze the differences between groups independent t-tests have
been applied.

IX. FINDINGS

Findings of his study are presented in three sections.

a) In the first section the factor analysis of the scales used to measure

the variables of the study are given together with reliabilities of each factor

b) In the second section results of the hypothesis tests are given
separately for in and out groups.

c) In the third section without making in and out group distinction,
findings belonging to the whole sample group are presented

A. RESEARCH VARIABLES AND FINDINGS RELATED WITH
SCALES USED

The results of internal reliabilities and factor analysis of scales are
given in Table-2 and Table-3. and all of the reliabilities are above the
acceptable limit of (.60) Cronbach alfa for social studies.
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Table-2. Internal Reliabilities of the Scales

Scale Factors Number of Means of Cronbach
Items Factors alfa

In-role Performance 7 4.7452 .9231
Information Exchange 7 3.8308 7624
OCB.

- OCB for individual (OCBI) 8 4.5269 .9259

- OCB for organization (OCBO) 6 4.6944 .8909
LMX

- Loyalty and affect 6 4.6174 .9032

- Professional Respect 3 4.8998 .8975
Procedural Justice 5 4.6373 .8844
Interactional Justice 9 4.6896 .9490

Propensity of Trust

- Suspicion 4 3.0995 .6866

- Confidence 3 2.8238 .6061
Trustworthiness

- Ability 6 4.8276 .9545

- Benevolence and Integrity 7 4.6823 .9286
Trust

- Risk taking in the Relationship 3 5.1231 .7110

- Belief in the Leader 4 3.9700 .6326

-60 -



Prior to the factor analysis, scales eligibility for these analysis were
checked. As a first step Kaiser-Meyer- Olkin (KMO) values indicating the suitability
of the sample size for factor analysis were found to be above (.50) as is the
acceptable KMO level for social studies. KMO values for all scales ranged in
between (.942) and (.655).

On the other hand Bartlett tests which indicates whether relationships
between variables are sufficient at a significant level were checked and Bartlett

tests were all found to be significant at a level below (p<.05).

Measures of Sampling Adequacy (MSA) were also evaluated by checking
the anti-image correlation matrixes and no value was found to be higher than the
critical value (.50) ( Sipahi, Yurtkoru and Cinko,2006). Therefore none of the items

had to be removed from factor analysis because of MSA.

Since independent factors were desired, orthogonal rotation technique
Varimax had been applied and after removal of the items with factor loadings below
(.50) or reducing internal reliability, or having inconsistent meaning; factors

obtained with Eigen values above (1.000) are given in Table-3 .
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Table- 3. FACTORS AND FACTOR LOADINGS OF SCALES

Scale 1. IN-ROLE PERFORMANCE

FACTORS Factor Variance Reliability
Loadings Explained (%)
SINGLE FACTOR .9231
1. Gorevini uygun sekilde tamamlama
2. I tanimindaki sorumluluklarini yerine getirme
3. lsin resmi olarak tanimlanmis unsurlarini gerceklestirme
4. Kendi performans degerlendirmesini etkileyecek aktivitelerde bulunma
5. Kendinden beklenen gorevleri ifa etme
6. Isin yapmakla yukimlu oldugu bazi yonlerini ihmal etme ®
7. Asli gorevini yerine getirmede basarisiz olma ®
KMO : .928 Bartlett Test Kisquare 1363.86 Total : %100
sd 21
p value .000
Olgek 2. INFORMATION EXCHANGE
FACTORS Factor Variance Reliability
Loadings Explained (%)
SINGLE FACTOR .7624

1. Y&neticinin ¢calisana sirkette olup biten hakkinda bilgi vermesi

2. Yoneticinin ¢alisani dinlemeye istekli davranmasi

3. Calisanin yoneticisine kisisel bilgileri ile ilgili sir vermesi

5. Yoneticinin ¢alisanin katki ve dnerisini almak istemesi

6. Calisanin kendini yoneticinin gliven duydugu bir yardimcisi olarak hissetmesi
7. Calisanin grubunda olup biten hakkinda yoneticisine bilgi vermesi

8. Yoneticinin calisana kisisel bilgileri ile ilgili sir vermesi

KMO : .788 Bartlett Test Kisquare 333.319
sd 15
p value .000

Total : % 100
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Scale 3: ORGANIZATIONAL CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOR
FACTORS 1. Factor 2.Factor Variance Reliability
Loading Loading Explained (%)

FACTOR 1. BIREYE YONELIK OVD (OCBI) 36.936 .9259

9. !ste sorun yasayanlara yardim icin elinden geleni yapma 811
14. Is arkadaslarina gorevlerini yapabilmeleri icin yardim etme .803
10. Is arkadaslarinin ihtiyacglarina duyarlilik .801
15. Bilgi ve deneyimlerini is arkadaslari ile paylasma .780
11.Yeni baglayanlara ise uyum saglamalari i¢in yardimci olma .749
12. Zor durumda olsa dahi is arkadaglarina icten ilgi ve nezaket gdsterme 736
17. Sorunlar kargisinda arkadaslarini suglamadan ¢6zime odaklanma (e) .701

8. Ise gelmemis olanlarin iglerine yardim etme .654
FACTOR 2. ORGUTE YONELIK OVD (OCBO) 27.057 .8909
33. Digerleri sirketi elestirdiginde, olumluluklardan s6z ederek sirketi savunma .822
34. Toplum iginde sirketini temsil ederken gurur duydugunu belli etme .809
29. Sirket mallarinin iyi korunmasi ve kullanimina 6zen gosterme 732
28. Sirket kaynaklarinin tasarruflu kullanimi i¢in sorumlu davranma (e) 726
30. Sirketi ilgilendiren haber ve bilgi aldiginda bunlari ilgililerle paylasma (e) .675
36. Sirket yontem, kural ve sinirlamalarina kimse gérmese de riayet etme .629
KMO : .924 Bartlett Test Ki square 2177.42 Total : % 63.994

sd 91
p value .000
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Scale 4. LEADER- MEMBER EXCHANGE

FAKTORS 1.Factor 2. Factor Variance Reliability
Loadings Loadings Explained (%)
FACTOR 1. SADAKAT VE DUYGUSAL BAG (LOYALTY AND AFFECT) 43.124 .9032
11. Yoneticinin birlikte calisilmasi keyifli bir kisi olmasi .810
13. Yoneticinin bagkalari saldirdiginda ¢alisani savunmasi ve korumasi .809
12. Yoneticinin ¢alisani bir tste kargi korumasi .785
10. Yoneticinin herkesin arkadas olmak isteyecegi tirden bir kisi olmasi 762
9. Yoneticiden insan olarak hoslanma 739
14. Yoneticinin iyi niyetle yapilan hatalarda calisanin arkasinda durmasi 717
FACTOR 2. MESLEKI SAYGI (PROFESSIONAL RESPECT) 30.661 .8975
17. Yoneticinin igle ilgili bilgisinden etkilenme .890
18. Yoneticinin mesleki bilgi ve yeterliligine saygi duyma .882
19. Yoneticinin mesleki becerilerine hayran olma .800
KMO: . 897 Bartlett Test Ki square 1810.19 Total : % 73.785
sd 36
p value .000

Scale 5. PROCEDURAL JUSTICE

FACTORS Factor Variance Reliability
Loadings Explained (%)

SINGLE FACTOR .8844
20. Yoneticinin isle ilgili kararlari tarafsiz alarak almasi

21. Ydneticinin karar vermeden dnce herkesin gorisinid almasi

22. Yoneticinin karar almadan énce dogru ve eksiksiz bilgi toplamasi

23. Ydneticinin alinan kararlari agiklamasi, talep edilirse ek ilgi vermesi

24. Ydneticinin isle ilgili kararlari herkese ayni sekilde uygulamasi

KMO : . 860 Bartlett Test Ki square 744.19 Total : % 100
sd 10
p value .000
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Scale 6. INTERACTIONAL JUSTICE

FAKTORS Factor

Loadings

Variance Reliabilities

Explained(%)

SINGLE FACTOR
isi ile ilgili karar verirken yoneticinin;
26. Calisana nazik davranmasi
27. Calisana saygili olmasi ve itibar etmesi
28. Calisanin ihtiyaclarina duyarlhk gostermesi
29. Calisana dogru s6zlu ve icten davranmasi
30. Galisanin haklarini g6z 6niinde bulundurmasi
31. Alinan kararlarin olasi sonuglarini ¢aligan ile gérismesi
32. I hakkinda verilen kararlar galisana yeterince agiklamasi
33. Isi ile ilgili karar alirken galisana anlaml agiklamalar yapmasi
34. Isiile ilgili verilen kararlari calisana gok net agiklamasi

.9490

KMO : .936 Bartlett Test Kisquare 2274.5
sd 36

p value .000

Total : % 100

Scale 7. PROPENSITY TO TRUST

FAKTORS 1. Factor

Loadings

Variance
Explained (%)

2.Factor
Loadings

Reliability

FACTOR 1. SUPHE ETME (SUSPICION)

63. Bu guinlerde yabancilara karsi ¢ok dikkatli oimak gerekir ® .803
66. Bu giinlerde uyanik olunmali yoksa birileri sizi istismar edebilir ® 797
64. Uzmanlarin gogu ne kadar bilgi sahibi olduklarina dair gercegi sdylemezler® .700
68. Tamircilerin codu o isten anlamayanlardan yiuksek bedel talep eder ® .568

FACTOR 2. ITIMAT ETME ( CONFIDENCE)

67. Satiscilarin cogu urdinlerini tanitirken dirtist davranir.

69. Yetigkin insanlarin ¢godu yaptigi isin ehlidir.

65. Cogu kisiye, soylediklerini yapacaklarina dair gtiven duyulabilir.

30.688 .6866

24.774 .6061
.758
.754
.729

KMO : . 655 Bartlett Test
sd 21

p value .000

Ki square 311.96

Total : % 55.463
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Scale 8. TRUSTWORTHINESS

FACTORS 1.Factor 2. Factor Variance Reliability
Loadings Loadings Explained (%)

FACTOR 1. YETENEKLILIK (ABILITY ) 39.010 .9545

47. Yoneticinin yapilmasi gereken isle ilgili ¢ok bilgisinin olmasi .890

46. YOneticinin giristigi islerde basarili bir kisi olarak taninmasi .875

48. Calisanin yoneticisinin becerilerine ¢ok giivenmesi .866

45. Yoneticinin yaptigi isin ehli olmasi .853

50. Ydneticinin ¢ok nitelikli olmasi 751

49. Yoneticinin calisanin performansini yikseltici bilgi ve becerilerinin olmasi  .675

FACTOR 2. BABACANLIK VE DURUSTLUK ( BENEVOLENCE AND INTEGRITY) 37.951 .9286
54. Ydneticinin ¢aligan i¢in ne énemli ise onu gézetmesi .834
52. Calisanin ihtiyac ve arzularinin yonetici icin énemli olmasi .814
55. Ydneticinin ¢alisanina yardim igin sartlarini zorlamasi .809
56. Ydneticinin gugcli bir adalet duygusunun olmasi 721
53. Ydneticinin ¢aliganini bilerek incitecek bir sey yapmamasi .715
51. Ydneticinin ¢alisaninin iyi durumda olmasini istemesi .715
58. Ydneticinin digerlerine kargi hakkaniyetli olmaya ¢ok 6zen gdstermesi .664
KMO : . 942 Bartlett Test Ki kare 3577.32 Total : % 76.962
sd 78

p value .000
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Descriptive analysis of the research variables are given in Table-4. In- group
mean values of variables are found to be higher than out-group. The only exception
of this is seen in the “confidence” factor of propensity of trust although the mean
values of this factor for both groups are very close.

Another finding is that, other than some of the sub-factors of trust (belief in
the leader) and propensity of trust (suspicion) standard deviations of variables are
found to be lower in the in-group in comparison to out —group. In another words
perceptions of in-group members about the leader have a smaller deviation than
out-group members, meaning that leader perception of in—group members are

more homogeneous than out-group members.
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blo- - Jysis of h Variabl

IN- Group OUT-Group

N Min Max. Mean. SD N Min Max. Mean SD
In-role Performance 144 3.71 6.00 521 55 133 271 6.00 424 .72
Information Exchange 126 257 543 413 .68 129 1.71 543 353 .75
Organizational Citizenship Behavior
- For Individuals 149 3.13 6.00 499 .61 116 225 6.00 392 .81
- For Organization 147 283 6.00 497 .66 111 250 583 433 .80
Leader-Member Exchange
- Loyalty and Affect 146 183 6.00 4.88 .95 138 233 6.00 434 1.10
- Professional Respect 143 200 6.00 5.05 .96 143 200 6.00 476 1.05
Organizational Justice
- Procedural 144 200 6.00 479 .94 135 240 6.00 447 1.02
- Interactional 146 233 6.00 493 .91 140 1.89 6.00 4.44 1.06
Trustworthiness
- Ability 146 200 6.00 5.05 .96 145 200 6.00 460 1.10
- Benevolence and Integrity 141 286 6.00 498 .84 136 1.86 6.00 4.37 1.07
Trust
- Risk Taking in the Relationship 139 3.00 6.00 526 .69 129 3.00 6.00 497 .85
- Belief in the Leader 150 1.00 6.00 419 1.15 150 1.00 6.00 3.75 111
Propensity to Trust
- Suspicion 149 1.00 6.00 325 1.11 150 1.00 550 295 1.06
- Confidence 128 1.00 467 281 .88 135 1.00 467 284 91
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B. FINDINGS OF IN AND OUT GROUPS SEPERATELY

1. Relationships Between the Research Variables

The relationships of variables within the research model have been
analyzed after separating the data set for in and out groups. Based on this
criteria, correlation matrix for in-group is shown in Table-5, and for out-group in

Table -6.The following relationships seem to exist;

a) Except the “suspicion” factor of propensity of trust, there are a lot of

statistically meaningful relationships between research variables.

b) Job satisfaction of in-group have meaningful relationships with all
research variables other than trust (risk taking in the relationship) and
propensity of trust. But it is interesting to note that; out group’s job satisfaction
has been found positively related with “information exchange”, LMX,
“organizational justice”, “leader trustworthiness”, and “trust in the leader” while
“in-role performance” and OCB as evaluated by the leaders have shown no

relationship with subordinates’ job satisfaction.

c) OCBI, as the other dependent variable of the model has positive
relationships with LMX ( loyalty and affect) both in, in —group (r=.313; p<.01)
and out-group (r=.220; p<.01).

d) The only variables that have positive relationships with OCBO in the
in-group are; “in-role performance”, “information exchange”, “procedural justice”
and leader trustworthiness (benevolence & integrity). In the out —group OCBO
while still found to be related with “in-role performance”, among other research
variables only has positive relationships with “interactional justice” (r=.243;

p<.05).
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e) Another important issue was about statistically meaningful high
relationships between the variables at a level that multicollinearity could be
thought . For this reason all the variables in both groups that either have shown
multicollinearity ( r>.700; p<.05 or <.01) and /or variables with no explaining
power have been removed from the original research model and hypothesis

tests have been carried out on the adopted models given in Figure-5 and 6.

The abbreviations used in correlation matrixes are given below;

(JOBSAT: Job Satisfaction), (OCB1: Organizational Citizenship
Behavior for the Individual), ( OCB2 : Organizational Citizenship Behavior for
the Organization), ( INROL : In-role Performance), (IE: Information Exchange),
(LMX1: Loyalty and Affect), (LMX2: Professional Respect), (PJ : Procedural
Justice), ( 13: Interactional Justice), ( T1 : Risk Taking in The Relationship), (T2:
Belief in the Leader), ( TWH1: Ability ), (TWH2 : Benevolence & Integrity), (PT1:
Suspicion), ( PT2: Confidence).
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Table- 5. THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN RESEARCH VARIABLES ( In- Group)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
1.JOBSAT 1.000 -
2.0CB1 .194*  1.000
3.0CB2 .166*  .547** 1.000
4.INROLE .215** .608** 524** 1.000
5.IE .289** 314**  .197* .102 1.000
6.LMX1 363 .313** 142  .246** .576** 1.000
7.LMX2 312%* 131 .095 .016  .453** .625** 1.000
8.PJ A50** .260** .186* .070  .560** .695** .627** 1.000
9.l A32% . 301** 115  .216* 554* .769** .674** .794** 1.000
10.T1 62 138 .115 127 .295% .316** .329* .410** .424** 1.000
11.72 .266** .197* .047 -.002 .416** .514** .528** 577 .554** .333* 1.000
12.TWH1 352** .187* .054 .097  .438** .669** .785** .646** .686** .436** .547** 1.000
13.TWH2 A32%267** .186* .205* .546** .746** .611* .728** .789** .511* .546** .701** 1.000
14.PT1 .053 -.003 .016 -.008 -052 -023 -112 -007 -019 -041 -081 -060 -.098 1.000
15.PT2 A52 117 .224* 123 139 143 154 119 .098 .106 .105 .099 .174 -.029. 1.000

*p <.05;**p<.01
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Table- 6. THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN RESEARCH VARIABLES ( Out- Group)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

11 12 13 14 15

1.JOBSAT 1.000

2.0CB1 .086  1.000

3.0CB2 .059 .586** 1.000

4.INROL .066  .653** .532** 1.000

5.IE 527 322** 173 .286** 1.000

6.LMX1 A31* 220 111 154  .625** 1.000

7.LMX2 399 102 .018 .064  .451** .673* 1.000

8.PJ 400 .243** 103  .140  .584** .785* .721* 1.000

9.l A94** 323** .243* .303* .710* .851* .653** .813** 1.000

10.T1 214 176 .098 176 .249* .347* .330* .294** .357** 1.000
11.72 A69**  270** .095  .186* .520** .616** .531** .654** .658** .371**
12.TWH1 379 .195% 101 .051  .520** .771** .795** .758** .758** .243**
13.TWH2 S506%* .251** 192 101  .642** .848** .654** .768** .836** .350**
14.PT1 -052 .139 119 137 .025 -072 -160 -132 -.036 -.065
15.PT2 A27 259** 094 .034  .232** .201* .108 .145 .228* .123

1.000

.682** 1.000

736** .802** 1.000

-.007 -113 -.027 1.000

317+ 146 .264** .094  1.000

*p <.05;**p<.01
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Following removal of all variables showing multicolinearity, the
remaining ones were regressed on dependent variables to evaluate whether
each of them had any explaining power over them or not. In the in-group
removed variables due to multicollinearity were: both sub-factors of leader’s
trustworthiness (ability) (benevolence & integrity) and interactional justice. The
variables removed from the out-group for the same reason were: both sub-
factors of leader’s trustworthiness (ability) (benevolence & integrity) and both

factors of organizational justice (procedural justice)(interactional justice ).

Regression analysis of the remaining variables are shown in Table-7
and Table-8 for in and out groups respectively. Variables that could not explain
any of the dependent variables (OCBI, OCBO and job satisfaction) were also
removed from the research model. Those variables for both groups are;
propensity of trust (suspicion) and trust in the leader (risk taking in the
relationship). Other than this, reason that trust in the leader (risk taking in the
relationship) is not retained in the model is due to its low F value. Following the
results of these analysis the remaining variables for in and out group are given

in Figure -5 and Figure-6.
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Table-7. SIMPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS ( for IN-Group variables)

Independent Variable F p R? Adjusted R2 Beta t p

Loyalty and Affect 15.531 .000 .098 .092 .313 3.941 .000
Professional Respect 2.451 .120 .017 .010 131 1.565 .120
Information Exchange 13.478 .000 .099 .091 .314 3.671 .000
Procedural Justice 10.209 .002 .068 .061 .260 3.195 .002
Suspicion 2.657 .105 .019 .012 .138 1.630 .105
Confidence 1.731 191 .014 .006 117 1.316 191
Risk Taking in the Relation 2.657 .105 .019 .012 .138 1.630 .105
Belief in the Leader 5.955 .016 .039 .032 .197 2.440 .016

Dependent Variable: OCB for individual

Independent Variable F p R2 Adjusted R2 Beta t p

Loyalty and Affect 2.917 .090 .020 .013 142 1.708 .090
Professional Respect 1.260 .264 .009 .002 .095 1.123 .264
Information Exchange 4.913 .029 .039 .031 197 2.217 .029
Procedural Justice 5.026 .027 .035 .028 .186 2.242 .027
Suspicion .038 .845 .000 -.007 .016 .196 .845
Confidence 6.577 .012 .050 .043 .224 2.565 .012
Risk Taking in the Relation 1.794 .183 .013 .006 115 1.339 .183
Belief in the Leader .328 .568 .002 -.005 .047 .573 .058

Dependent Variable : OCB for the organization

Independent Variable F p R2 Adjusted R2 Beta t p

Loyalty and Affect 21.813 .000 132 .126 .363 4.670 .000
Professional Respect 15.234 .000 .098 .091 .312 3.903 .000
Information Exchange 11.326 .001 .084 .076 .289 3.365 .001
Procedural Justice 36.114 .000 .203 .197 .450 6.010 .000
Suspicion 416 .520 .003 -.004 .053 .645 .520
Confidence 2.970 .087 .023 .015 .152 1.723 .087
Risk Taking in the Relation 3.706 .056 .026 .019 .162 1.925 .056
Belief in the Leader 11.266 .001 .071 .064 .266 3.356 .001

Dependent Variable : Job Satisfaction
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Table-8. SIMPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS (for OUT- Group variables)

Independent Variable F p R2 Adj. R? Beta t p
Loyalty and Affect 5.384 .022 .048 .039 .220 2.320 .022
Professional Respect 1.126 291 .010 .001 .102 1.061 291
Information Exchange 11.320 .001 .104 .094 .322 3.364 .001
Procedural Justice 6.607 .012 .059 .050 .243 2.570 .012
Suspicion 3.181 .078 .031 .021 176 1.784 .078
Confidence 7.475 .007 .067 .058 .259 2.734 .007
Risk Taking in the Relation 3.181 .078 .031 .021 176 1.784 .078
Belief in the Leader 8.947 .003 .073 .065 .270 2.991 .003
Dependent Variable: OCB for the individual

Independent Variable F p R2 Adj. R2 Beta t p
Loyalty and Affect 1.261 .264 .012 .003 111 1.123 .264
Professional Respect .034 .854 .000 -.009 .018 .185 .854
Information Exchange 2.895 .087 .030 .020 173 1.728 .087
Procedural Justice 1.061 .306 .011 .001 .103 1.030 .306
Suspicion 1.553 .215 .014 .005 119 .1.246 .215
Confidence .884 .349 .009 -.001 .094 .940 .349
Risk Taking in the Relation .905 .344 .010 -.001 .099 .951 .344
Belief in the Leader .898 .322 .009 .000 .095 .994 .322
Dependent Variable: OCB for the organization

Independent Variable F p R2 Adj. R? Beta t p
Loyalty and Affect 31.014 .000 .186 .180 431 5.569 .000
Professional Respect 26.746 .000 .159 .153 .399 5.172 .000
Information Exchange 48.803 .000 .278 .272 .527 6.986 .000
Procedural Justice 25.376 .000 .160 .154 .400 5.027 .000
Suspicion 405 .525 .003 -.004 -.052 -.637 .525
Confidence 29.616 .000 .182 176 427 5.442 .000
Risk Taking in the Relation 6.016 .015 .046 .038 .217 2.473 .015
Belief in the Leader 41.829 .000 .220 .215 .469 6.468 .000

Dependent Variable: Job Satisfaction
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JOB

SATISFACTION

CONTROL
VARIABLES
Age,Tenure, Years Subordinate’s perception
of working of Subordinate’s
together, In-role ORGANIZATIONAL PROPENSITY OF TRUST
performance JUSTICE
- Suspicion (*)
- Procedural - Confidence
- Interactional (**)
TRUST
LMX v Leader's v in the Leader

- Loyalty and Affect
- Professional Respect

A

TRUSTWORTHINESS

- Ability (**)

- Risk Taking in
the Relation (*)

- Belief in the

|
]
' - Benevolence and Integrity(**)
|
'

Leader

OoCB
- for individual
- for organization

Figure-5. Adopted Model for the IN- Group

(*) Variables excluded from the model due to multicollinearity

(**) Variables excluded from the model due to lack of explaining power in regression analysis.

JOB
SATISFACTION

CONTROL
VARIABLES
Age,Tenure, Years ) , .
of working Subordinate’s perception _
together, In-role of Subordinate’s
performance ORGANIZATIONAL PROPENSITY OF TRUST
JUSTICE
- Suspicion (*)
- Procedural (**) - Confidence
- Interactional (**)
TRUST
in the Leader
Leader's Y - Risk Taking in
LMX . TRUSTWORTHINESS P the Relation (*)
A
- Loyalty and Affect - Ability (**) - Belief in the
- Professional Respect - Benevolence and Integrity(**) Leader

- for individual
- for organization

Figure-6. Adopted Model for the OUT- Group

(*) Variables excluded from the model due to multicollinearity

(**) Variables excluded from the model due to lack of explaining power in regression analysis.
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Hypothesis H.1, based the leader’s

trustworthiness and trust in the leader with OCB and job satisfaction, through

on relationship  between
analysis of data according to in and out groups has been partially supported.
Since correlation coefficients of variables for in and out groups are given in
Table-5 and Table-6, for ease of evaluation relevant correlation coefficients are

summarized in Table-9.

IN ouT IN OouT IN ouT

LMX LMX T TWH TWH
Lmx1 | Imx2 | Imx1 | Ilmx2 | T1 T2 T1 T2 Twh1l | Twh2 | Twh1l | Twh?2
JOBSAT 363** | 312%* | A431* | 300%* 266%* | 214* | AB9** | 352%* | A32** | 379** | B506**
OCB | ochl | .313** 220** 197* 270** 187* 267** 195* 251**

och?

186*

186*

Table-9. Summary of correlation coefficients of variables of H.1

Hypothesis H.2 again based on the relationship between OCB and job
satisfaction has been partially supported due to the positive relationship of both
OCB sub- factors with job satisfaction such as OCB for individual (r=.194;
p<.05) and OCB for organization (r=.166; p<.05).

2. Differences Between IN and OUT Groups

To analyze the differences between in and out groups in terms of
employee job satisfaction, OCB, leader trustworthiness and trust in the leader

independent groups t-tests have been applied and results are given in Table-10.

Except job satisfaction, findings show statistically meaningful differences
between in and out groups, both in terms of each individual sub-factor of
variables and their total mean values. In addition to this, all the mean values are

higher for the in- group. Therefore hypothesis H.3 is partially supported.
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Tablo-10. Independent t-test Results

N Mean SD. t value p value
TWH1 In 146  5.05 0.96
3.738 000
Out 145 460 1.10
TWH2 n 141 498 o084
5.228 000
______________ Oow. . 136 __ 438 _ 107 e
TWH mean. In 139 504 081
4.541 .000
Out 134 454 1.00
T1 In 139 5.26 0.69
2.922 004
Out 129 497 0.85
e n 150 419 115
3.356 001
Out 150 3.75 1.11
Tmean. n 139 479 o073
3.911 000
Out 129 442 0.80
JOBSAT In 150 457 1.44
1.898 .059
Out 150 4.24 154
OCB 1 In 149 499 0.61
1.763 000
Out 116  3.93 0.81
ocB2 n 147 497 o066
6.799 000
Out 111  4.33 0.80
‘OCB mean. | n 146 499 055
9.126 000
Out 97 423 0.68

Abbreviations : ( TWH1= Ability) (TWH2=Professional Respect) (T1= Risk Taking in Relationship) (T2=Belief in the
Leader) (JOBSAT= Job Satisfaction) ( OCBl= Organizational Citizenship Behavior for Individuals) (OCB2=

Organizational Citizenship Behavior for Organizations)
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3. Hypothesis Tests on Adopted Models

The hypothesis tests for mediating and moderating variables of the
research model was carried out on the adopted models for both in and out
groups. Adopted models were obtained through removal of the variables
showing multicollinearity or with no explaining power over dependent variables

from the original research model.

In this respect since leader trustworthiness has been eliminated from
both in and out group models due to multicollinearity and “risk taking in the
relationship”, as a sub-factor of trust due to no contribution to variance
explanation of the dependent variables, only trust in the leader (belief in the

leader) could be tested for mediation role.

3.1 Hypothesis Tests for Mediating Variables

For these tests; the role of trust for the leader, in the relationship of LMX
(loyalty and affect)( professional respect) with OCB both (for individual) and (for

organization ) have been analyzed.

For testing mediating roles, three stages multiple regression of Baron
and Kenny (1986) has been applied. According to this method; at the first step
the relationship of independent variable with mediating variable, at the second
step the relationship of independent variable with dependent variable is
analyzed. At the third step independent variable is regressed with mediating

variable on to the dependent variable.

To conclude that a certain variable is playing a mediating role, the
following conditions must hold; first, the independent variable must affect the
mediator in the first step; second the independent variable must affect the

dependent variable in the second step; and third, the mediator must affect the
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the dependent variable and the effect of independent variable on the dependent
variable must be less in the third step than in the second. Perfect mediation

holds if the independent variable has no effect when the mediator is controlled.

The three stage regression analysis to conclude whether trust (belief in
the leader) plays mediating role in the relationship between LMX( loyalty and
affect) and OCB ( for individual and for organization) for in and out-groups or

not are given in Table-11.

Results indicate that in none of the analysis, trust (belief in the leader) is
a mediator between LMX ( loyalty and affect) (professional respect) and OCB.
That is; in three stage multiple regression at the first analysis, LMX (loyalty and
affect) effects trust (belief in the leader) at a statistically meaningful level
(B=.505; p<.001) for in-group and (B=.573; p<.001) for out-group; in the second
step LMX (loyalty and affect) again effects OCB(for individual) at levels
(B=.302; p<.001) and (B=.196; p<.05) for in and out groups respectively but has
no effect on OCB (for organization) in both groups. In the third step of the

analysis again conditions for mediation are not established.

The analysis of mediating role of trust (belief in the leader) in the
relationship between LMX( professional respect) and OCB are given in Table-
11A and results indicate that trust (belief in the leader) is not in a mediating role

in this relationship either.
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Table—11. Analysis of mediating role of TRUST (belief in the leader T-2 ) on OCB

Group Independent  Dependent Beta t R2 Adj. R? A R? F
1 LMX1 T2 .505%** 7.111 .255%** .250%** .255%** 50.561***
IN 2 LMX1 ocCB1 .302%** 3.853 .091%** .085%** .09 *** 14.849***
3 LMXl} ocCB1 2727 2.986 .091%** .085%** .09 *** 14.849***
________________ e _J _ _______.060 _________663_________.094 _________082_ ________.003 _________7.616%* ___________
1 LMX1 T2 573xxx 8.516 .329%** 324 .329%* 72.524%*
ouT 2 LMX1 0ocCB1 .196* 2.436 .039* .032* .039* 5.933*
3 LMX1 0ocCB1 .093 .957 .039* .032* .039* 5.933*
T2 } 179 1.839 .060 .047 .022 4.705*
1 LMX1 T2 .505%** 7.111 .255%** .250%** .255%** 50.561***
IN 2 LMX1 0oCB2 132 1.616 .017 .011 .017 2.610
3 LMXl} 0oCB2 144 1.526 .017 .011 .017 2.610
T2 -.025 -.269 .018 .004 .000 1.333
1 LMX1 T2 573xxx 8.516 .329%** 324 .329%* 72.524%*
ouT 2 LMX1 0oCB2 .094 1.154 .009 .002 .009 1.333
3 LMX1 0oCB2 .076 761 .009 .002 .009 1.333
T2 } .032 317 .010 -.004 .001 712

ABBREVIATIONS (LMX 1= Loyalty and Affect), (T2 =Belief in the Leader), (OCB1= for the Individuals), (OCB2 = for the Organization)
***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05

-81 -



Table—11 A. Analysis of mediating role of TRUST (belief in the leader T-2 ) on OCB

Group Independent  Dependent Beta t R2 Adj. R? A R? F
1 LMX2 T2 528 7.384 279%** 274 279xxx 54.516***
IN 2 LMX2 ocCB1 131 1.565 .017 .010 .017 2.451
3 LMXZ} ocCB1 .037 .382 .017 .010 .017 2.451
________________ e _J . _.1y8 1815 _______.040 ________Q26_________.023 _______.2892_ _____________
1 LMX2 T2 531 % 7.449 .282%** 272k 282 55.487***
ouT 2 LMX2 0ocCB1 102 1.061 .010 .001 .010 1.126
3 LMX2 0ocCB1 -.058 -522 .010 .001 .010 1.126
T2 } .300%** 2.724 .075%* .058** .065** 4.306*
1 LMX2 T2 .528*** 7.384 279%** 274 279xxx 54.516***
IN 2 LMX2 0oCB2 .095 1.123 .009 .002 .009 1.260
3 LMXZ} 0oCB2 .097 .970 .009 .002 .009 1.260
T2 -.004 -.038 .009 -.005 .000 .536
1 LMX2 T2 531 % 7.449 .282%** 272k .282%xx 55.487***
ouT 2 LMX2 0oCB2 .018 185 .000 -.009 .000 .034
3 LMX2 0oCB2 -.045 -.389 .000 -.009 .000 .034
T2 } 119 1.026 .010 -.009 .010 .543

ABBREVIATIONS (LMX 2= Professional Respect), (T2 =Belief in the Leader), (OCB1= for the individual), (OCB2 = for the organization)

**n<.001, *p<.01, *p<.05
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The effects of trust (belief in the leader) on the relationship of LMX
(loyalty and affect) with the other dependent variable of the model, job

satisfaction are analyzed in Table-12.

In this table analysis results for the in-group show that mediation

conditions are not met.

However, for the out group; LMX (loyalty and affect) had significant
effects on trust (belief in the leader) at the first stage (3=.573; p<.001) and on
job satisfaction at the second stage (B=.391; p<.001). At the third stage
although the effects of LMX (loyalty and affect) on job satisfaction had
decreased from (B=.391; p<.001) to (B=.182; p<.05) and trust (belief in the
leader) had some effects (8=.365; p<.001) on job satisfaction, the effect of LMX
(loyalty and affect) on job satisfaction (3=.182; p<.05) continued to be

statistically meaningful.

On the other hand even though trust (belief in the leader) can be thought
of partially playing a mediating role, the very incremental difference between the
F values such as F(1)= 26.757, p<.001 at the second stage and F(2)=23.538,
p<.001lat the third stage and its decreasing nature is a clear indication that trust
(belief in the leader) is not a mediator in this relationship. In similar vein as
shown in Table-12 A, trust (belief in the leader) is not a mediator in the

relationship between LMX (professional respect) and job satisfaction either.
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Table—12. Analysis of mediating role of TRUST ( Belief in the Leader T-2 ) on JOB SATISFACTION

Group Independent  Dependent Beta t R2 Adj. R? A R? F
1 LMX1 T2 .505*** 7.111 .255%** .250%** .255%** 50.561***
IN 2 LMX1 JOBSAT .352%** 4.582 1243 .118%* .124%* 20.999***
3 LMXl} .293** 3.295 1243 .118%* .124%* 20.999***
T2 JOBSAT 118 1.330 .135 123 .010 11.438***
1 LMX1 T2 573%* 8.516 .3209%** .324%* .329%** 72.524%*
ouT 2 LMX1 JOBSAT 391+ 5.173 153+ 147 .153%** 26.757**
3 LMXl} .182* 2.076 153*** 147 .153%** 26.757**
T2 JOBSAT .365%** 4.167 243+ 232 .089*** 23.538**

ABBREVIATIONS ( LMX 1= Loyalty and Affect), (T2 =Belief in the Leader), (JOBSAT= Job Satisfaction)
**n<.001, *p<.01, *p<.05
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Tablo—-12 A. Analysis of mediating role of TRUST( Belief in the Leader T-2 ) on JOB SATISFACTION

Group Independent  Dependent Beta t R2 Diuz. R2 A R? F
1 LMX2 T2 .528*** 7.384 279+ 274%* 279%* 54.516***
IN 2 LMX2 JOBSAT .312%* 3.903 .098*** .091*** .098*** 15.234%**
3 LMXZ} .238* 2.540 112 .099 .014 15.234%**
T2 JOBSAT .140 1.494 112 .099 .014 8.800***
1 LMX2 T2 531+** 7.449 .282%** 277+ .282%** 55.487***
ouT 2 LMX2 JOBSAT .399%** 5.172 .159%** .153%*** .159%** 26.746***
3 LMXZ} .209* 2.420 .159%** .153%*** .159%** 26.746**
T2 JOBSAT .358%** 4.153 .252%** 241+ .092%** 23.538**

ABBREVIATIONS ( LMX 2= Professional Respect), (T2 =Belief in the Leader), (JOBSAT= Job Satisfaction)
**n<.001, *p<.01, *p<.05
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3.2 Hypothesis Tests for Moderating Variables

Hypothesis tests for moderating variables were also conducted on the
basis of adopted models for in and out-groups. For the three dependent
variables of the model; OCB for individual, OCB for organization and job
satisfaction and both for in and out groups, six hierarchical regression analysis

have been done.

Other than the main effects, interaction effects were also analyzed. To
do this; first item based means were calculated for all variables and their
differences with raw score were calculated as standard scores and then to
evaluate the effects of their interaction with variables, the product of standard

scores of related variables were taken and used in hierarchical analysis.

In all the hierarchical regression analysis at the first stage; leaders’
age, subordinates’ age, leaders’ tenure, years of working together and in-role
performance of the subordinates were entered as control variables and then all
the other variables of the models were entered in groups one after another. One
point to ponder at this stage is that trust (belief in the leader) had no mediating

role in the previous analysis.
3.2.1 Hierarchical Regression Analysis for OCB (for organization)

The results of hierarchical regression analysis of in- group evaluations
of OCB (for organization) are given in Table-13. As could be seen from this
analysis, in the first stage control variables can explain the variance of the
dependent variable at a level (R?=.296; p<.001). At this stage subordinate’s
age, leader’s tenure, and subordinate in-role performance have established
statistically meaningful relationships with OCB (for organization). All the other
variables entered at the second stage failed to explain variances in a statically
meaningful level. However 3 value of in-role performance in all stages and
leader’s tenure in the first five steps of the analysis could succeed to be

statistically meaningful. At the sixth stage, as propensity of trust was entered, 3
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value of leader’s tenure had lost its significance. The interactions entered to the

analysis at the last stage but all of them had failed to show any significance.

Hierarchical regression analysis for out-group where OCB (for
organization) was the dependent variable, is given in Table-14. In this analysis
among other control variables, in-role performance of the subordinate, could
explain the variance in OCB at a statistically meaningful level (R?= .270;
p<.001). On the other hand none of the other variables could establish
statistically meaningful relationships with OCB (for organization) or contribute to

the explanation of its variance.
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Table- 13. Hierarchical Regression Analysis of IN —Group evaluations of OCB ( for Organization)

Independent Variables 1.Step 2.Step 3.Step 4.Step 5. Step 6. Step 7. Step
Control Variables

- Leader Age 179 -.179 -.176 -.167 -.147 -.146 -.144

- Subordinate Age 159* 159 127 .096 .084 .083 .084

- Leader Tenure 221* .220* .224* .228* .236* .245 .218

- Years of working together -.151 -.151 -.144 -.130 -.159 -.162 -.145

- In-role Performance 517 51 5% 528 553%xx 54T 542xxx 535%**
LMX

- Loyalty and Affect (LMX1) .010 -.094 -.219 -.233 -221 -.244
Information Exchange (IE) 178 .138 128 134 .089
Organizational Justice

- Procedural Justice (PJ) .206 .205 231 .229
Propensity of Trust

- Confidence (PT2) .158 .161* .187*
Trust

- Belief in the Leader (T2) -.065 -.065
Interactions

(LMX1) (PJ) -.034

(LMX2) (IE) 130

(LMX1) (PT2) -.037
Adjusted R2.296 291 .301 .315 .328 324 .307
A R2 .32 Hx .000 .020 .019 .023 .003 .007
Model F Value 12.780%** 10.497*** 8.380*** 7.901%** 6.848*** 6.167*** 4.581%**

**n<.001,**p<.01,*p<.05
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Table- 14. Hierarchical Regression Analysis of OUT —Group evaluations of

OCB ( for Organization)

Independent Variables 1.Step 2.Step 3.Step 4.Step 5. Step 6. Step
Control Variables

- Leader Age .088 .092 .090 .108 .108 101

- Subordinate Age -.023 -.028 -.029 -.038 -.038 -.090

- Leader Tenure -.104 -.108 -.109 -.120 -121 -.130

- Years of working together -.110 -.106 -.105 =117 -.114 -.085

- In-role performance .562%** .553*** .550*** .556*** 557 .555***
LMX

- Loyalty and Affect (LMX1) .076 .066 .053 .059 .056

- Professional Respect (LMX2) -.049 -.050 -.043 -.040 -.043
Information Exchange( IE) .017 -.003 .000 .026
Propensity of Trust

- Confidence (PT2) .105 .108 116
Trust

- Belief in the Leader (T2) -.016 .033
Etkilesimler

(LMX1) (IE) 27

(LMX1) (PT2) 104

(LMX2) (IE) -046

(LMX2) (PT2) .068
Adjusted R2 .270 .258 247 .250 241 .238
A R2 .306%** .003 .000 .010 .000 .035
Model F Value 8.625%** 6.058*** 5.026%** 4.627%** 4.120%** 3.054%*

**n<.001,**p<.01,*p<.05
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3.2.2 Hierarchical Regression Analysis for OCB ( for individual)

The hierarchical regression analysis results of the in-group when OCB

(for individual) is a dependent variable are given in Table-15.

Control variables as they are entered into the regression can explain
variances of OCB (for individual) at the first step by 37.9%. It is note worthy that
at this stage, leader age establish a negative relationship (= -.202; p<.05) with
OCB (for individual) while leader tenure (3=.596; p<.001) has positive
relationship with it. Leader tenure, until the last step of the analysis and in-role
performance in all steps could preserve their relationship with OCB (for

individual) at a statistically meaningful level.

LMX (loyalty and affect), as entered to the analysis at the second step
could contribute to the variance explained (AR?=.028; p<.05) and information
exchange in step three, even further contributed to the explained variance
(AR?=.034; p<.01). However interactions brought into the analysis at the 7.
step, could not contribute any further to the explanation of variance in OCB (for

individual)

The hierarchical regression analysis results of the out-group when
OCB (for individual) is a dependent variable are given in Table-16. Also in here;
control variables could explain 40.2% of the variances of OCB (for individual)
and among them only the in-role performance could establish positive relations
with dependent variable ($=.633; p<.001) and preserve this relationship

through out all the other steps.
Propensity of trust as entered to the analysis at the 4™. step, other than

having a positive relationship (f=.224; p<.01) with OCB (for individual) could

also contribute to the explanation of variance in this variable (AR?=.045; p<.01).
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On the other hand, four interactions entered into the analysis at the 7",
step could succeed to establish statistically meaningful relationships with OCB
(for individual) and further contribute to the variance explained (AR2?=.095;
p<.01). This finding indicates the moderating role of information exchange and
propensity of trust ((confidence) in the relationship between LMX (loyalty and
affect) and OCB (for individual), due to the existence of statistically significant
interactions between LMX (loyalty and affect) and Information exchange
(B=.555; p<.001) and propensity of trust (confidence) (8=-.348; p<.001).

In a similar way; information exchange and propensity of trust
(confidence) is found to be playing moderating roles in the relationship between
LMX (professional respect) and OCB (for individual) in the out-group.
Statistically meaningful interactions of LMX (professional respect) with
information exchange (B=-.579; p<.01) and with propensity of trust (3=.243;
p<.05) were found.
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Table- 15. Hierarchical Regression Analysis of IN-Group Evaluations of OCB (for individual)

Independent Variables 1.Step 2.Step 3.Step 4.Step 5. Step 6. Step 7. Step
Control Variables

- Leader Age -.202* -.209* -.204 -.198* -.199 -.200 -.207

- Subordinate Age .055 .051 .010 -.010 -.010 -.008 -.007

- Leader Tenure 219* .209* .215* 217* 217* .206 213

- Years of Working Together-.019 -.017 -.008 .002 .002 .005 -.003

- In-role Performance .596*** 555%** 57 2%xx .588*** .588*** 594 xxx .59 #xx
LMX

- Loyalty and Affect (LMX1) A72* .037 -.045 -.045 -.060 -.037
Information Exchange (IE) 231+ .204* .204* 197+ .209
Organizational Justice

- Procedural Justice (PJ) 135 135 .102 .096
Propensity of Trust

- Confidence (PT2) -.003 -.006 -.017
Trust

- Belief in the Leader (T2) .081 .080
Interactions

(LMX1) (PJ) .057

(LMX2) (IE) -.055

(LMX1) (PT2) .007
Adjusted R2 .379 402 429 432 422 420 402
A R2 A400*** .028* .034#* .008 .000 .004 .002
Model F value 18.286*** 16.580*** 13.859*** 12.418%*= 9.957+** 8.832%* 6.425%**

**n<.001,**p<.01,*p<.05
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Table- 16. Hierarchical Regression Analysis of OUT-Group evaluations of OCB (for individual)

Independent Variables 1.Step 2.Step 3.Step 4.Step 5. Step 6. Step
Control Variables

- Leader Age -.057 -.046 -.055 -.016 -.016 .021

- Subordinate Age .005 .002 -.004 -.024 -.024 -.090

- Leader Tenure .010 -.017 -.019 -.043 -.040 -.055

- Years of Working Together -.033 -.027 -.024 -.049 -.062 -.005

- In-role performance .663*** .664*** .620*** .633*** .630%** .601***
LMX

- Loyalty and Affect (LMX1) .146 .077 .050 .023 .397**

- Professional Respect (LMX2) -.026 -.034 -.020 -.037 - 411%*
Information Exchange( IE) 127 .084 .072 .043
Propensity of Trust

- Confidence (PT2) 2247 211* .202*
Trust

- Belief in the Leader (T2) .078 .059
Interactions

(LMX2) (IE) 555%**

(LMX1) (PT2) -.348**

(LMX2) (IE) - 579**

(LMX2) (PT2) .243*
Adjusted R2 402 407 408 450 448 527
A R2 A30%** .016 .009 .045** .003 .095**
Maodel F value 15.1714*** 11.294*** 9. 5] 5*** 10.07 7 *** 9.027 *** 8 .399***

*xp<.001,**p<.01,*p<.05
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3.2.3 Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Job Satisfaction

Hierarchical regression analysis results of in-group for job satisfaction

are given in Table-17. Findings show that at the first step as control variables

are entered into the regression they contribute to the variance explained
(R?=.147 p<.001) and at the second stage as LMX (loyalty and affect)

(professional respect) is entered a further contribution for variance explanation

(AR?=.118;

p<.001) is achieved. Another contribution for variance (AR?=.040;

p<.01) came from organizational justice (procedural justice) as this variable

entered into the regression at the 4™.step. All the other variables including

interactions could not bring any further explanation for the variance in job

satisfaction.

In this analysis following issues are worth mentioning;

a)

b)

Subordinate’s age, showed positive relations with job satisfaction in
all stages ranging between (=.326; p<.001) and (3=.249; p<.05).
In another words subordinates declare higher job satisfaction as

their age increases.

Leader’s tenure, except the last stage of the analysis showed
statistically meaningful negative relationship with job satisfaction in
a range between (B=-.257; p<.01) and (= -.275; p<.05). Meaning
that as tenure of the leader increases , subordinate’s job

satisfaction decreases.

In-role performance which made considerable contribution for
explanation of the variance in OCB both for individual and for
organization in previous analysis could not establish meaningful

relationship with job satisfaction.
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d) Procedural justice, as entered into the analysis at the 4 th. step,
contributed to the variance explained (AR2?=.040; p<.01) and
showed positive relations with job satisfaction through out the

steps.

Hierarchical regression analysis of out —group for job satisfaction are
presented in Table-18. The control variables entered into the analysis at the
first stage could not bring any explanation for the variance but both factors of
LMX (loyalty and affect) (professional respect) entered at the second stage
established positive relationship with job satisfaction and were able to explain
some of its variation (AR2= .216; p<.001). At the third step information
exchange brought further explanation for the variation (AR?=.113; p<.001).

At the fifth step with inclusion of trust (belief in the leader),
subordinate’s propensity of trust showed positive relations with job satisfaction
both in 5th. (B=.271; p<.001) and 6th. step (= .271; p<.001).

On the other hand interactions of LMX (loyalty and affect) with
(information exchange) (B= -.342; p<.05), and LMX (professional respect) with
propensity of trust (confidence) (B= -.315; p<.01) and LMX (loyalty and affect)
with propensity of trust (confidence) (3= .355; p<.01) showed positive relations
with subordinate’s job satisfaction and contributed to the variance explained
(AR?=.060; p<.05).
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Table- 17. Hierarchical Regression Analysis of IN-Group evaluations for Job Satisfaction

Independent Variables 1.Step 2.Step 3.Step 4.Step 5. Step 6. Step 7. Step
Control Variables

- Leader Age .045 .033 .033 .047 .051 .051 .039

- Subordinate Age .326%** 297 .29 ** 257 254 257 249

- Leader Tenure - 257** -.282%* -.281** -.270* -.268* -.275* -.214

- Years of Working Together-.019 -.008 -.007 .010 .004 .005 .030

- In-role Performance .146 .085 .087 A11 .109 112 .103
LMX

- Loyalty and Affect (LMX1) .259* .240* .098 .096 .090 .070

- Professional Respect (LMX2) 127 123 .042 .038 .027 .056
Information Exchange (IE) .037 -.016 -.018 -.023 .056
Organizational Justice

- Procedural Justice (PJ) .312* .313* .294* .336*
Propensity of Trust

- Confidence (PT2) .034 .032 -.035
Trust

- Belief in the Leader (T2) .057 .022
Interactions

(LMX2) (IE) -.002

(LMX1) (PT2) .202

(LMX2) (IE) -.183

(LMX2)(PT2) -.015
Adjusted R2 147 .256 .245 .281 .269 .263 .259
A R2 176%** 118 .001 .040%** .001 .002 .031
Model E value 5 91 B*** 7 691*** 5 81 5*** 6 167*** 4 Q[ /*** 4 5Q8*** 3 350Q***

**n<.001,**p<.01,*p<.05
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Table- 18. Hierarchical Regression Analysis of OUT-Group evaluations for Job Satisfaction

Independent Variables 1.Step 2.Step 3.Step 4.Step 5. Step 6. Step
Control Variables

- Leader Age -.136 -.094 -.126 .037 -.075 -.106

- Subordinate Age 131 .156 131 .289 .106 .136

- Leder Tenure .056 -.077 -.084 -.279 -111 -.096

- Years of Working Together .094 .094 .102 -.013 .051 .052

- In-role Performance .050 .007 -.080 .086 -.067 -.051
LMX

- Loyalty and Affect (LMX1) .288** .044 .239 -.031 -.254

- Professional Respect (LMX2) .237* .208* 119 .202* .330*
Information Exchange( IE) A48rrx .036 375%** 406***
Propensity of Trust

- Confidence (PT2) .029 27 1% 297
Trust

- Belief in the Leader (T2) 116 .109
Interactions

(LMX2) (IE) -.342*

(LMX1) (PT2) .355**

(LMX2) (IE) 210

(LMX2) (PT2) -.315**
Adjusted R2 .011 .220 .330 406 407 445
A R2 .049 .216%** 113 .075%** .007 .060*
Model E value 1295 5 865*** 7 960*** Q 764*** 8 763*** 6 963***

*p<.001,**p<.01,*p<.05
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C. FINDINGS FROM THE WHOLE SAMPLE

Since when data was analyzed on, in and out-group basis, trust in the
leader did not appear as a mediating variable for both groups in the proposed
model, so it was provoking to see whether different results could be obtained if

data from the whole sample was used .

In pursuit of this thought, data from the whole sample was analyzed to
evaluate relationships between variables and found Pearson correlation

coefficients are given in Table-19.

Multicollinearity problem appeared again between variables: (in-role
performace) with (OCB for individual), LMX (loyalty and affect) with organizational
justice (procedural and interactional) and leader trustworthiness (ability,
benevolence and integrity). Other than these variables, a number of statistically
significant relationships between other variables were also found. After removal of
the variables showing multicollinearity, adopted research model with remaining

variables is given in Figure-7 and analysis of the whole sample is based on this

model .
CONTROL
VARIABLES S
PROPENSITY OF oo
Age, Tenure, TRUST |} T
Years of Working - Suspicion
Together - Confidence JOB
TRUST for the leader
LMX . L
Y - Risk Taking in the
- Loyalty and A Relationship
Affect ' e
! - Belief in the Leader ocB
. ! - for the individual
- Professional ! o
! - for the organization
Respect I
r——=-=-—-=--- Lo i
i INFORMATION | T
: EXCHANGE : L

Figure-7. Adopted model for the whole sample
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Table-19. THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN RESEARCH VARIABLES (WHOLE SAMPLE)

N 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
1.JOBSAT 300 1.000
2.0CB1 265 .170** 1.000
3.0CB2 256 .145%  .644** 1.000
4.INROLE 277 .158** . 756** .621** 1.000
5.IE 255 A24%*  A55%  297** .375** 1.000
6.LMX1 284 A04**  .341** .213** .301** .637** 1.000
7.LMX2 286 371 .169** 110  .109  .477** .654** 1.000
8.PJ 279 A30** 287 .186** .187** .592** .751* .686** 1.000
9.l 286 A71**.381**  .260** .344** .673** .824** .664** .811** 1.000
10.T1 268 .202** . 228** .168* .233** .318** .365** .342** .365** .411* 1.000
11.72 300 381** . 278* .128** .184** .498* .579** .541** .622** .619** .375** 1.000
12.TWH1 201 .380** . 275** . 167** .171** .524** 736** .794** .711** .736** .348** .631** 1.000
13.TWH2 277 A80** .369** .289** .289** .645** .818** .635** .756** .827** .447* .670** .768** 1.000
14.PT1 299 .015 .130* .112  .133* .040 -010 -.114 -045 .007 -029 ~-.017 -.049 -.023 1.000
15.PT2 263 297 \162* 135 .051  .172* .162* .127* .128* .166** .111 .205** .119 .211* .029 1.000

*p <.05;*p<.01

-Q9 -



1. Analysis of Mediation Role of Trust in the Leader on OCB

The three stage multiple regression analysis for evaluation of mediation
role of trust (risk taking in the relationship), between LMX (loyalty and affect)
(professional respect) and OCB (for individual) (for organization) is given in Table-
20.

As can be seen in the first two analysis; trust (risk taking in the
relationship) could not meet the criteria to be eligible for mediating role between

LMX (loyalty and affect) and OCB both (for individual) and (for organization).

In the third and fourth analysis of this table although beta values might
imply that trust (risk taking in the relationship) could be a mediator, the low F value
of the model F(3)=7.698 p<.01 casts doubt on this conclusion. Therefore trust (risk
taking in the relationship) is not evaluated as a mediator between LMX

(professional respect) and OCB (for individual) (for organization) either.

Same analysis has been done for the other sub-factor of trust (belief in the
leader) and results are given in Table-21. As could be seen in all the analysis of
this table; necessary conditions for mediation have not been established. But in the
3 rd. analysis, there are some findings that can lead one to think; trust (belief in the
leader) as a mediator between LMX (professional respect) and OCB (for individual)
(for organization). However low F(3)=10.433; p<.001 does not confirm this

conclusion either.
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Table- 20. Analysis of MEDIATION role of TRUST( Risk Taking in the Relationship- T1 ) on OCB ( WHOLE SAMPLE)

Analysis no Independent  Dependent Beta t R2 Adj. R2 A R? F
1 LMmx1 T1 .365%** 19.004 133 130 .133%** 38.819***
1 2 LMX1 0oCB1 341 % 5.749 116 113 1167 33.046%**
3 LMXl} 0ocCB1 .298** 4.561 116 113 1167 31.202%**
________________ .. J ... A19 1824 _______ 129 ________ 121 ________.012 ________17.419* __________
1 LMmx1 T1 .365%** 19.004 133 130 .133%** 38.819***
2 2 LMX1 0oCB2 213 3.400 .045 .041 .045%* 11.557**
3 LMx1 0oCB2 A75* 2.527 .045 .041 .045 10.847**=*
T1 } 104 1.503 .055 .046 .009 6.582%*
1 LMX2 T1 .34 2% 5.789 A17 113 17 33.515%**
3 2 LMX2 0ocCB1 .169** 2.708 .029 .025 .029** 7.332%*
3 LMXZ} 0oCB1 .103 1.540 .029 .025 .029** 6.798**
T1 .192%* 2.865 .061 .053 .033** 7.698**
1 LMX2 T1 .34 2% 5.789 A17 113 17 33.515%**
4 2 LMX2 0oCB2 110 .855 .012 .008 .012 2.789
3 LMX2 0oCB2 .059 .855 .012 .008 .012 2.789
T1 } 147 2.125 .031 .023 .019 3.673

ABBREVATIONS (LMX 1= Loyalty and Affect), (T1 =Risk Taking in the Relationship), (OCB1= for individual), (OCB2 = for organization )

***n<.001, *p<.01, *p<.05
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Table- 21. Analysis of MEDIATION role of TRUST( Belief in the Leader - T2 ) on OCB ( WHOLE SAMPLE)

Analysis no  Independent Dependent Beta t R2 Adj. R? A R? F
1 LMx1 T2 579xxx 11.916 .335 .333 .335%** 141.996%**
1 2 LMX1 ocCB1 .34 % 5.749 116 113 116%** 33.046***
3 LMXl} ocCB1 271 xxx 3.741 116 113 116%** 33.046***
________________ e _ J 120 __1le65________.126 ________J126_________.010 _________18.Q25%* __________
1 LMX1 T2 579xxx 11.916 .335 .333 .335%** 141.996%**
2 2 LMX1 0ocCB2 213 3.400 .045 .041 .045%* 11.557*
3 LMX1 0ocCB2 .209** 2.715 .045 .041 .045%* 11.557*
T2 } .007 .089 .045 .037 .000 5.759**
1 LMX2 T2 541 % 10.838 .293 .290 .293 117.455%**
3 2 LMX2 OocCB1 .169** 2.708 .029 .025 .029* 7.332**
3 LMXZ} ocCB1 .027 .369 .029 .025 .029** 7.332%*
T2 .263%** 3.630 .078 .070 049 10.433**=*
1 LMX2 T2 541 % 10.838 .293 .290 .293 117.455%**
4 2 LMX2 oCB2 110 1.724 012 .008 .012 2.971
3 LMX2 oCB2 .057 761 .012 .008 .012 2.971
T2 } .097 1.278 019 .011 .007 2.306

ABBREVATIONS (LMX 1= Loyalty and Affect), (T2 =Belief in the Leader), (OCB1= for individual), (OCB2 = for organization)

**n<.001, *p<.01, *p<.05
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2. Analysis of Mediation Role of Trust in the Leader on Job

Satisfaction

Analysis of mediation role of trust (risk taking in the relationship) is
given in Table-22, when LMX (loyalty and affect) (professional respect) are
independent and job satisfaction dependent variables. Under same conditions
analysis of mediation role of trust (belief in the leader) is presented in Table -
23.

Findings in Table-22 show that; when LMX (loyalty and affect) in first
analysis and LMX (professional respect) in second analysis are independent
variables and job satisfaction is dependent variable, trust (risk taking in the

relationship) does not mediate this relationship.

In a similar vein findings in Table-23 also indicate that when LMX
(loyalty and affect) in first analysis and LMX (professional respect) in the
second analysis are independent variables and job satisfaction is dependent

variable, trust (belief in the leader) does not play a mediator role.
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Table-22. Analysis of MEDIATION role of TRUST (Risk Taking in the Relationship T-1) on Job Satisfaction (WHOLE SAMPLE)

Analysisno  Independent  Dependent Beta t R2 Adj. R? A R? F
1 LMX1 T1 .365%** 6.230 133 .130 .133% 38.819***
1 2 LMX1 JS 404 xxx 7.419 .163 .160 .163%** 55.041***
3 LMXl} JS .38 % 6.169 .163 .160 .163%** 49.381***
________________ .2 . ______.069 _ _______10Q27_._______.167 _________160Q_________.003 ________25223%* __________
1 LMX2 T1 .34 5.789 117 113 117 33.515%*
2 2 LMX2 JS 371 6.725 137 134 137 45.227%**
3 LMX2 JS .34 % 5.503 137 134 137 40.290%***
T1 } .086 1.380 144 137 .006 21.169***

Table-23. Analysis of MEDIATION role of TRUST (Belief in the Leader T-2) on Job Satisfaction (WHOLE SAMPLE)

Analysis no Independent  Dependent Beta t R2 Adj. R? A R? F
1 LMX1 T2 579xxx 11.916 .335 .333 .335%** 141.996%**
1 2 LMX1 JS 404 7.419 .163 .160 .163%** 55.041***
3 LMX2 JS 276%** 4.210 .163 .160 .163%** 55.041***
T2 } 221** 3.370 .196 190 .033** 34.210%**
""""""" 1 LMx2 T2 5a1» 10838 293 290  203%  117.485%
2 2 LMX2 JS 371 6.725 137 134 137 45.227%**
3 LMX2 JS .233%x 3.643 137 134 137 45.227%**
T2 } .255%** 3.993 .183 178 .046%** 31.776***

ABBREVATIONS: (LMX 1= Loyalty and Affect), (LMX2= Professional Respect)( T1= Risk Taking in the Relationship) (T2 =Belief in the Leader),
(JS=Job Satisfaction)
**n<.001, *p<.01, *p<.05
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3. Analysis of MODERATING Role of Subordinate’s Propensity of

Trust on Trust in the Leader

Moderating role of propensity of trust in the relationship between LMX
and trust in the leader has been analyzed with data from the whole sample and
findings are given in Table-24 for trust in the leader (risk taking in the
relationship) and in Table-25 for trust in the leader (belief in the leader) sub-

factors.

In Table-24 where trust (risk taking in the relationship) is dependent
variable; in the first step control variables contributed to the variance explained
(AR?2= .089; p<.001), in the second step as LMX (loyalty and affect)
(professional respect) is entered to the analysis, a further contribution for
variance explanation is obtained (AR?= .114; p<.001) but in other steps
including interactions, none of the variables could contribute any further to the
variance explained. Therefore it is concluded that both sub-factors of
propensity of trust (suspicion) and (confidence) are not moderators in the
relationship of both factors of LMX (loyalty and affect) (professional respect)

with trust (risk taking in the relationship).

In a similar way as shown in Table- 25 where trust (belief in the leader)
is dependent variable; control variables at the first step could explain some of
the variance (AR?= .040; p<.01), at the second step LMX (loyalty and affect)
(professional respect) also could contribute to the variance explained (AR2=
.333; p<.001), and at the third step as information exchange is entered (AR?=
.020; p<.01) was obtained but in the last step, none of the interactions could
bring any further explanation for the variance . Therefore it is concluded that
both sub- factors of propensity of trust (suspicion) (confidence) and “information
exchange” are not moderators in the relationship of LMX (loyalty and affect)
(professional respect) with trust (belief in the leader).
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Table- 24. Hierarchical Regression Analysis of WHOLE SAMPLE evaluations of TRUST (Risk Taking in the Relationship)

Independent Variables 1.Step 2.Step 3.Step 4.Step 5. Step
Control Variables
- Leader Age -.134 -.125 -.126 -.128 -.124
- Subordinate Age .140* .135* .130 129 135
- Leader Tenure .109 .048 .047 .045 .033
- Years of Working Together .103 113 115 116 .104
- In-role Performance .199*** 123* .108 .109 113
LMX
- Loyalty and Affect (LMX1) .193** .158 .159 192
- Professional Respect (LMX2) .193** .184 .182* .163
Information Exchange( IE) .073 .074 .046
Propensity of Trust
- Suspicion (PT1) -.012 -.016
- Confidence (PT2) -.005 -.007
Interactions
(LMX1) (IE) .063
(LMX1) (PT1) .019
(LMX1) (PT2) -.123
(LMX2) (IE) -.120
(LMX2) (PT1) .007
(LMX2) (PT2) .036
Adjusted R2 .089 .200 197 .189 170
A R? .108*** 1145 .003 .000 .009
Model F value 5.832%** 9.762*** 7.848*** 6.226*** 3.635***

**n<.001,**p<.01,*p<.05
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Table- 25. Hierarchical Regression Analysis of WHOLE SAMPLE evaluations of TRUST (Belief in the Leader)

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 1.Step 2.Step 3.Step 4.Step 5. Step
Control Variables

- Leader Age -.030 -.014 -.017 -.002 .010

- Subordinate Age .022 .015 .001 -.005 .008

- Leader Tenure 142 .041 .039 .040 .026

- Years of Working Together .048 .064 .072 .059 .047

- In-role Performance .165** .025 -.016 -.015 -.010
LMX

- Loyalty and Affect (LMX1) .380*** .287*** 279%** .314%**

- Professional Respect (LMX2) 279*** .254%** .256*** .246**
Information Exchange (IE) 191** .180* .143
Propensity of Trust

- Suspicion (PT1) .022 .035

- Confidence (PT2) .086 .090
Interactions

(LMX2) (IE) .058

(LMX1) (PT1) -.081

(LMX1) (PT2) -.048

(LMX2) (IE) -.072

(LMX2) (PT1) .072

(LMX2) (PT2) .128
Adjusted R2 .040 373 .389 .390 .381
A R2 .057** .333%x .020%** .007 .012
Model E value 3 301** 23 193*** 19 61 5*** 15 463*** 8 91 7***

**n<.001,**p<.01,*p<.05
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D. FINDINGS RELATED WITH RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Since research design was based on the differences of in and out
groups, whether scales designed for these groups were in fact given to in and
out- group subordinates by the leaders, as a cross check a set of questions
on ‘“information exchange” with the leader was also asked to the

subordinates.

It was expected to have higher scores for “information exchange”
when LMX perception of the subordinates were high. In the correlation matrix
given for the whole sample in Table-19, “information exchange” showed
positive relationships with LMX (loyalty and affect) (r=.637; p<.01), and with
LMX (professional respect) (r=.477; p<.01) as expected.

The following research questions were asked about the role of

“information exchange” since it was included in the research variables.

S.1 What is the role of “information exchange” in the

relationship between LMX and Trust ?

S.2 What is the role of “information exchange” in the
relationship of LMX with OCB and Job Satisfaction?

For the first question both mediating and moderating roles of
information exchange was analyzed when LMX was independent and Trust in
the leader was dependent variable. Hierarchical analysis where moderating
role was analyzed are already given in Table-24 and Table-25 and analysis

for mediating role are given in Table -26 in Appendix-2.

For the second question, analysis for the mediation role of

“information exchange” is given in Table-27 and Table-28 and, regression
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analysis where moderating role have been tested are given in Table-29,
Table-30 and Table-31 in Appendix-2.

For these analysis data from the whole sample have been used and
findings indicate that “information exchange” is not a mediating or a
moderating variable between LMX (loyalty and affect) (professional respect)
and trust ( see . Table-24, 25 and 26).

On the other hand in the analysis done for the second research
question, “information exchange” has been found in a mediating role between
LMX (professional respect) and OCB (for individual) as well as LMX (loyalty
and affect) and OCB ( for organization)( See.Table-27 analysis 2 and 3). On
the contrary, “information exchange” is not in a mediating role between LMX

(loyalty and affect) (professional respect) and job satisfaction (see. Table-28).

Hierarchical regression analysis results show only a weak sign of
moderating role for “information exchange” in the relationship of LMX (loyalty
and affect) (professional respect) with OCB (for individual) ( see. Table- 29).
This relationship is positive for the interaction with LMX (loyalty and affect)
(B= .181; p<.05), and negative for the interaction with LMX (professional
respect) (B=-.197; p<.05).

E. ADDITIONAL FINDINGS
The hypothesis that proclaimed leader trustworthiness and trust as
mediating variables in the relationship of LMX with both OCB and job

satisfaction were not supported therefore based upon this finding, role of LMX

as a mediator was also tested.
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In this respect data from the whole sample has been analyzed to find
out whether LMX is in a mediating role or not when trust in the leader is

independent, OCB and job satisfaction are dependent variables.

Findings are given in Table-32 and Table-33 of Appendix-3 and the
model supported with these findings in Figure-8. Conclusions based on these
findings are that, LMX (loyalty and affect) plays mediating role in the
relationships between

Trust (risk taking in the relationship) and OCB (for individual) (see
Table-32, analysis no. 1)

Trust (belief in the leader) and OCB (for individual) ( see Table-32,
analysis no.2)

Trust (belief in the leader) and OCB (for organization) (see Table-32,
analysis no.3). But low F value of this model casts doubt on the

mediating role of LMX (loyalty and affect) in this relationship.
In a similar way;
LMX (loyalty and affect)(professional respect) plays a mediating role in

the relationship of trust (risk taking in the relationship) with job

satisfaction (see. Table-33, analysis no.1 and 2).
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F. SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS

In this research that aimed to analyze how LMX; through variables
such as leader trustworthiness and trust with the contribution of variables such
as organizational justice and propensity of trust influenced subordinate
organizational citizenship behavior and job satisfaction and to define the roles
of these variables within the model, following the data analysis based on in, out
group and whole group analysis, obtained findings in summary are given

below.

1- Correlation analysis mainly done to evaluate the relationships

among LMX, job satisfaction and OCB has shown that;

In the in-group, out-group and whole sample; both sub-factors of LMX

with job satisfaction

In the in and out- group LMX (loyalty and affect) with OCB (for
individual), in whole sample both sub-factors of LMX (loyalty and affect)

(professional respect) with OCB (for individual).

In whole sample LMX (loyalty and affect) with OCB (for organization)
are significantly related .

On the other hand in both in-group and out-group; trust ( belief in the
leader) and both sub- factors of leader trustworthiness have been found
related with OCB (for individual) but LMX (professional respect), trust (risk
taking in the relationship) and leader trustworthiness showed no relationship

with OCB ( for organization).

With these findings hypothesis H.1 has been partially supported.
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2- The relationship between job satisfaction and OCB although has
been found positive and statistically meaningful in the in-group, no relationship
has been found in the out-group but analysis of the data from the whole sample
showed meaningful relationships of job satisfaction with both sub- factors OCB

(for individual) (for organization).

These findings indicate that hypothesis H.2 is partially supported when
groups are considered separately but fully supported when whole group is

considered.

3- In the independent t-tests where differences between groups were
analyzed ; statistically meaningful differences have been found between groups
in terms of perception of leader trustworthiness, trust in the leader and OCB
(for individual)(for organization) and mean values were higher for the in —group
than the out-group. However job satisfaction failed to show statistically
meaningful differences between groups, therefore hypothesis H.3 has also

been partially supported.

4- Due to multicollinearity and having no contribution for explanation of
dependent variables, some variables such as; leader trustworthiness, some
sub-factors of organizational justice and propensity of trust have been removed
from the research model. Therefore to test hypothesis H.4, H.5, H.6, H.7
directly in their original form was not possible, therefore analysis have been

conducted for remaining variables of the model.

Summary of the findings of in-group and out-group

Both in the in-group and out-group “in-role performance” could explain a
considerable portion of the variance in both sub-factors of OCB (for
individual) (for organization) (Table-13, 14, 15, 16).
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In the in-group after controlling for the in-role performance; LMX (loyalty
and affect) with “information exchange” could further contribute to the
explanation of variance in OCB (for individual) ( Table-15).

In the in-group leader age showed negative relationship with both sub-
factors of OCB (for individual) (for organization) (Table-13, 15) but
positive relations with the tenure of the leader within the organization
(Table-13, 15).

In the out-group the propensity of trust (confidence), was positively
related with OCB (for individual) and could contribute for the explanation
of its variance (Table-16).

In the in-group subordinate age was found; positively related with “job
satisfaction”, while leader tenure was negatively related with it (Table-
17).

In the in-group the other variables that contributed to the variance
explained and positively related with “job satisfaction” have been LMX
(loyalty and affect) and organizational justice (procedural justice) (Table-
17).

In the out- group both sub-factors of OCB and “information exchange”
showed positive relationships with job satisfaction and could contribute

to the explanation of its variance ( Table-18).

In the out-group between LMX (loyalty and affect) and job satisfaction;
both “information exchange” and propensity of trust (confidence) has
been found in a moderating role. At the same time propensity of trust
(confidence) showed moderating effect in the relationship between LMX

(professional respect) and job satisfaction.
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Summary of hypothesis tests based on the whole sample data

When LMX (professional respect) is independent and OCB (for
individual) is dependent variable; it has been found that trust ( risk taking
in the relationship) (Table-20, analysis no.3) and trust (belief in the
leader) ( Table-21, analysis no.3) are in mediating roles between these
variables. But this is not a firm conclusion due to the low F value of the

models.

Both sub-factors of LMX (loyalty and affect) (professional respect)
established positive relationships with trust (risk taking in the
relationship) and could contribute to the explanation of its variance
(Table-24).

Both sub-factors of LMX (loyalty and affect) (professional respect) and
“information exchange” showed positive relationships with trust (belief in
the leader) and could contribute to the explanation of its variance (Table-
25).

“Information exchange” is found in mediating role both in the relationship
between LMX (professional respect) and OCB (for individual) and in the
relationship between LMX (loyalty and affect) and OCB (for organization)
( Appendix-2, Table-27, analysis no. 2 and 3).

On the other hand LMX (loyalty and affect) and “information exchange”
establish positive relations with both sub—factors of OCB (for
individual)(for organization) and contribute to explanation of their
variation (Appendix-2, Table- 29 and Table-30).

Both sub-factors of LMX (loyalty and affect)(professional respect),

“information exchange” and propensity of trust (confidence) established
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positive relations with job satisfaction and could contribute to explain its

variance (Apendix-2, Table-31).

Finally after verifying that trust in the leader is not a mediator as
proposed in the research model, while analyzing other possible
alternatives, in a model where trust is independent and job satisfaction
together with OCB are dependent variables, it has been found that LMX
plays a mediating role in this relationship ( Appendix-3 Table-32 and
Table-33)
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X. DISSCUSION

A. Interpretation of findings

By using LMX as a starting point; trust that is interpreted as a sub-
factor of LMX by some scholars, has been studied and analyzed as a
separate construct within the framework of research model, for its effects on
employee job satisfaction and OCB. Along with this, other variables that took
place in the research model such as leader trustworthiness, organizational
justice and propensity of trust have also been investigated for their roles and
previously proposed theoretical models of “integrative trust” (Mayer, and
et.al.,1995) and ‘“relational leadership” (Brower and et.al.,2000) have been

empirically tested.

Since the main premise of LMX theory is based on the distinctiveness
of in and out- group of employees, data have been analyzed both for groups
separately, as well as together as one whole sample. In this respect, first the
differences between the groups, then the findings from the whole sample and

finally a proposal for a better supported model will be discussed.

1. Differences between in and out groups

The negative relationship of OCB (for individual) with leader age and
positive relationship of OCB (for individual) with leader tenure, LMX

(loyalty and affect) and information exchange does not exist in the out-

group.

Higher OCB of in- group employees working for younger leaders can
be due to; leader to be closely in touch with this group of employees and
that young leaders for their comparatively limited life experiences might not

be much accustomed to this group of behaviors and detect them more easily
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when ever they are performed. On the other hand in-group employees as
they receive concern, support, and more information from their leader,
according to the exchange theory; to balance the reciprocity might also show
concern and offer help towards their co-workers as Deluga (1994) has also
found out in this study of LMX in relation to OCB.

Perception of leader trustworthiness, trust in the leader, OCB (for
individual) (for organization) of in-group members are found to be

higher than out-group members.

This finding is indicating that subordinates who receive high
performance evaluations, concern and information from their leader as
currencies of social exchange, exhibit OCB (for individual)(for organization)
more frequently as a reciprocity response and due to the development of
higher quality leader-member exchange relationship also develop more
positive perceptions of the leader and make positive attributions for his/her
personality such as finding the leader trustworthy (Deluga,1995; Ferrin
et.al,2003).

Even if it is not a material or monetary exchange, the in-group
members who receive or experience positive social exchanges, as the theory
proclaims, perform more organizational citizenship behaviors to re-establish
the exchange balance. As also found in this study this phenomenon has been
supported by other researchers working on the relationship of LMX with OCB
(e.g. lllies et.al., 2007; Hackett et.al.,2002; Podsakoff et.al., 2000).

Another difference found between in and out- groups is that; while job
satisfaction is related with OCB (for individual) (for organization) and
in-role performance in the in-group, there is no such relationship in the

out-group.
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Between the two dependent variables of the model; job satisfaction
and OCB, the positive relationships found are parallel with the findings of the
previous researchers (Smith et.al., 1983; Organ et.al., 1995). An employee
experiencing general job satisfaction, other than reflecting this attitude on to
his/her in-role job performance also exhibit OCB as a deliberate act. But in
the case of out-group members since they receive very limited amount of
social exchange currencies, this relationship between job satisfaction and
OCB does not appear and out-group members might just limit their efforts

with behaviors that are defined in their job descriptions.

On the other hand, as job satisfaction of in and out groups are
positively related with LMX (loyalty and affect), in the out-group job
satisfaction is also related with LMX (professional respect).

This finding is parallel with the findings of researchers who have
studied the relationship between LMX and job satisfaction but without making
in and out group distinction (e.g. Schyns, et.al.,2006). However in this
research by showing different relationships of job satisfaction with LMX in
different groups, it has been possible to emphasize that, to analyze this
relationship on group basis rather than the whole sample, might contribute for
a more detailed view of this relationship. In fact, although LMX (professional
respect) failed to explain the variance of job satisfaction in the in- group, for
out-group members to work with a competent and professionally respectable

leader showed positive effect on their level of job satisfaction.

Although for the in-group, procedural justice as a sub-factor of
organizational justice could be retained in the adopted model, in the
out —group, due to multicollinearity both sub-factors of organizational

justice had to be removed from the model.
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Consequently, not much could be said in terms of organizational
justice perception of in and out groups. However, in the in-group although
procedural justice, could not explain any of the variance of OCB (for
individual) (for organization), showed statistically meaningful relationship with
job satisfaction. This finding does not comply with the findings of Moorman
(1991) who empirically showed the relationship between organizational justice
and OCB. However in a later study, the warning of Niehoff and Moorman
(1993) about the multicollinearity problem between organizational justice and
OCB scales is worth mentioning. On the other hand Williams, Pitre, Zainuba
(2002) after controlling the effects of other variables, could show that among
the sub —factors of organizational justice, only the interactional justice could
predict OCB. In this respect since only the procedural justice could be
retained in the model and not found related with OCB in this research, even
this, could be considered as supporting the findings of Williams and
colleagues (2002).

In the out-group; as “information exchange” and propensity of trust
(confidence) are in the role of moderating variables both between LMX
and job satisfaction and between LMX and OCB(for individual), this

role does not appear to be true for the in -group.

It is interesting to note that in some cases interaction between
“information exchange” and propensity of trust (confidence) showed negative
relationships with some of the variables. This could be due to higher scores
given for LMX (loyalty and affect) and “information exchange” scales by the
out-group members under the influence of social desirability than the real

situation demands for, while their OCB’s were evaluated by the leader.
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2. Similarity between in and out- groups
IN-ROLE PERFORMANCE

Another finding that deserves attention is that, in both groups (in & out)
in-role performance, appears as the strongest and most stable variable
establishing relationship with OCB. This finding about the ability of in-role
performance, on forming a strong relationship with OCB and contributing to
the explanation of its variance, is in line with the findings of Podsakoff and
colleagues (2000) that claimed OCB could explain 42.9 % of the variance in

employee performance evaluations.

On the other hand there are studies in OCB literature that emphasizes
the importance of the how behaviors are evaluated in terms of their nature
and whether they are considered as a part of in-role performance or OCB, is
dependent upon perceiver’s attribution (Teper and Taylor, 2003; Williams and
Anderson, 1991). Apart from this, it is being thought that leaders probably
due to an attribution error such as hollow effect, evaluate high in-role
performers whether they are in-group or out-group members also as high
performers of OCB (for individual)(for organization). However by using in-role

performance as a control variable, its effects on OCB have been eliminated.
3. Findings from the whole sample
Subordinate age showed positive relations with trust (risk taking in the
relationship) and job satisfaction and could contribute to the
explanation of the variances of these variables.
As subordinate’s age increases, the increase in trust (risk taking in the

relationship) can be explained with self-confidence that develops as one

matures with age, so that subordinate can speak about mistakes he/she
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makes, and share personal views about sensitive issues with the leader more

frequently.

On the other hand other than social desirability, increase in job
satisfaction as employee ages, can be explained by his/her more realistic
evaluation of the job, especially in countries such as Turkey where

opportunities at the job market are scarce for candidates.

As perceived by the subordinate LMX (loyalty and affect) (professional
respect) showed positive relations with trust (risk taking in the
relationship) and (belief in the leader) and could contribute to the

explanation of variances of these variables.

This finding is supported by Garmon’s (1996) findings, as he also
found positive relationship between LMX and trust in the leader which implies

that some management practices can help building trust towards the leader.

According to the perception of the employee, both LMX and
“information exchange” establish positive relations with OCB (for
individual) (for organization) and can contribute for the explanation of

its variances.

This finding has been supported by other empirical findings in the
literature that there is a positive relationship between LMX and OCB (Setton,
Bennett and Liden, 1996; Deluga, 1994). On the other hand “information
exchange” as a currency of social exchange, other than having positive
relationship with LMX can also induce an obligation in subordinate to

reciprocate that might in the form of OCB.
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According employee perception; LMX (loyalty and affect) (professional
respect) and propensity of trust (confidence), showed positive relations
with job satisfaction and could contribute to the explanation of variance

in this variable.

Leader being a pleasant person to work with, and protective of the
employee towards other individuals within the organization and, competent
and knowledgeable so that employee can learn from the leader; are
interpreted as the factors that could contribute to increase in job satisfaction.
As a matter of fact Schyns, Marcel and Croon (2006) have found similar
results in their study on the effects of work requirements and LMX on job

satisfaction.

At the other hand to interpret the role of propensity of trust (confidence)
in explaining variances of job satisfaction, it might be necessary to look for the
results of meta analysis of Judge, Heller and Mount (2002) about the
relationship of five factor model of personality with job satisfaction. As they
have found many sub-factors of this personality model related with job
satisfaction at a level of r=.41, they have considerably supported the notion
that one of the major sources of job satisfaction is the personality of the
individual.

“Information exchange” is not found as a moderating variable as
proposed within the model but found in mediating role both
between LMX (loyalty and affect) and OCB (for organization) and,

between LMX (professional respect) and OCB (for individual).

“Information exchange” with the leader comprises behaviors such as;
willingness of the leader to listen to the subordinate for his/her contributions
and proposals, giving information about things that is going on within the

organization, and making subordinate feel as a valued and trustworthy

-123 -



member. In this respect finding “information exchange” in a mediating role
between LMX (loyalty and affect) and OCB (for organization), in another
words “information exchange” being an intervening variable in this
relationship so that attitudes such as liking the leader as an individual and
knowing that the he/she will defend (subordinate) towards others; might
cause LMX (loyalty and affect) to lose its effect on OCB, seems logical and
close to what is actually observed in real life situations. Because as
subordinate, through “information exchange” learns more about
organizational issues and feels as a valued member due to information
shared, can become more willing to contribute to the organization that

provides this intrinsic motivation and job opportunity for him/her.

On the other hand mediating role of “information exchange” between
LMX (professional respect) and OCB (for individual) can be due to the desire
of the subordinate to reciprocate for the positive exchange currencies such as
information, experience, coaching that he/she receives from the leader so
that he/she is motivated to be supporting and helping towards his/her
coworkers in return. In fact information exchange can offer a sound basis for
the employee to understand the things happening within the organization and
to identify himself/herself with it, while feeling valued. On the other hand,
employee can re —establish exchange balance and repay the things he/she

gains through information exchange by showing OCB (for individual).

4. Indications of additional findings

In the research model of this study, findings from LMX, OCB,
organizational justice, trust and job satisfaction literature have been used, and
except the hypothesis based on relations between variables and differences
among groups, none of the hypothesis based on moderating and mediating

roles of variables have been supported.
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However it has been thought that changes in the work life due to
globalization together with local cultural elements of Turkey, could make
differences in how leader attributes such as leader trustworthiness and trust
exert influence upon other variables such as OCB and job satisfaction . For
this reason at the beginning of the study, although some researchers used
trust as a sub-factor of LMX and some others excepted it as separate
construct, Dirks and Ferrin’'s (2002) approach which proposed trust as a
mediator between LMX and subordinate’s in-role performance and OCB, has
been accepted and research model was proposed accordingly. However
since findings failed to support mediating role of trust between LMX and
OCB, an alternative model where trust was taken as an independent variable

has also been analyzed to evaluate whether LMX is in a mediating role or not.

Findings show that when trust is independent and job satisfaction
together with OCB are dependent variables, LMX can play mediating role

between these variables.

This conclusion based on the whole sample, indicate that trust which is
discussed in literature both as a part of LMX and as a separate construct of
its own, in this alternative model is an antecedent of LMX, which means that if
LMX perception of the subordinate is high, the effects of trust in the leader on

subordinate’s job satisfaction and OCB decrease or diminish.

With this line of reasoning if the leader is a pleasant person to work
with, could protect his/her subordinate from others’ attacks and could be
tolerant for mistakes done with goodwill, than the effect of trust (risk taking in
the relationship)(belief in the leader) loses its importance on subordinate’s
OCB and job satisfaction. A similar situation exists with LMX (professional
respect); this time trust ( risk taking in the relationship) loses its effect on job
satisfaction as LMX (professional respect) intervenes into the relationship.

The implication of these findings in management practices is that; even in a
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work environment where subordinate has trust in the leader, the importance
of LMX perception in terms of (loyalty and affect) and (professional respect)
and their influence on subordinate’s job satisfaction and OCB has been

empirically shown.

B. LIMITATIONS AND CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE STUDY

In this study influence mechanisms of a series of variables that could
produce effects on employee job satisfaction and OCB have been studied. In
today’'s global economy as it is becoming more and more essential for
organizations to work in teams with less number of employees but in a more
dynamic, proactive and creative fashion and for employees doing things that
go beyond job descriptions such as organizational citizenship behaviors to

produce more efficient work results.

In this research relationships between some variables that have been
separately studied in literature by some researchers like; trust and OCB
(Deluga,1995; Mayer et.al., 2005), organizational justice and OCB (Organ
et.al.,1989; Neiehoff et.al., 1993), LMX and OCB (Deluga,1994; Podsakoff,
et.al.,2000; Lapine et.al., 2002), job satisfaction and OCB (Organ,
et.al.,1989), LMX and job satisfaction (Gerstneret.al.,1997; Hackett
et.al.,2004; Schyns et.al.,2006) have been considered together in a model
inspired by the theoretical studies of “integrative model of trust” (Mayer
et.al.,1995) and “relational leadership” (Brower et.al, 2000). Thereby in
Turkish culture the effects of, LMX, organizational justice, leader
trustworthiness, trust in the leader and subordinate’s propensity of trust, on
OCB and job satisfaction of employee have been analyzed by using groups
(in & out ) separately and how these variables exerted influence upon job
satisfaction and OCB has been tried to be clarified by determining their roles

in the research model.
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According to the researcher this study makes the following

contributions;

1- Since many of the constructs are defined in Western culture as is
the case in OCB, by enriching the already existing OCB scales from literature
with emic items reflecting OCB as it is perceived in Turkish culture, a new

hybrid scale was developed and used for this research.

2- In and out- groups as a consequence of the leader having different
distances with different groups of employees, is one the basic premises of
LMX theory. This distinction has been used to determine the methodology of
the research, so that proposed research model could be analyzed separately
both for in & out groups and whole sample. From methodology point of view,
this study other than the whole sample approach is first in Turkey using in &
out group distinction for LMX research.

3- Although there has been ample amount of scales used in LMX
literature, in this study LMX-MDM has been used since it is the only scale with
psychometric studies done and as Liden and Maslyn (1998) claim captures
all facades of the construct. Thus one more study using this scale had been
conducted in a different culture other than the Western culture.

4- In the research model that contained several variables, high
correlation found primarily between leader trustworthiness and LMX; has
shown that in this sample, participants have not perceived LMX and leader
trustworthiness as different constructs. Whether this is originating from local
culture or only from the sample group, has the potential of being a subject of
another study. However it has been empirically shown that trustworthiness
proposed as antecedent of trust has the potential of causing multicollinearity
when used together with LMX, and this finding can be a warning signal for the

other researchers interested using these variables together in their studies.
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5- The strong effect of in-role performance on OCB (for individual) (for
organization) in Turkish work life, provides hints about how Turkish leaders
are result oriented in their perceptions and attributions related with their
subordinates which is also indicative of a similarity with their counterparts in
Western work life. However one of the distinctive features of this study is to
eliminate the effects of in-role performance on OCB that can often be

evaluated as OCB by the leaders.

6- According to research method due to obtaining data from multiple,
but not from a single source by involving both leaders and subordinates in to
the sample group, it is being thought that “common method variance” has

been reduced if not totally prevented.

On the other hand there are some limitations of this study. That are;

1- It is difficult to proclaim that questionnaires have been given to real
in and out-group members, although leaders were strictly informed about the
criticality of this distinction and as a control check, the level of information
exchange data have been used to confirm this distinction. On the other hand
during data processing since some of the outliers have been removed from
the data set, there is a possibility that the difference between in and out

groups have been weakened.

2- Although patrticipation was voluntary, the high participation rate urge
us to think that, it might be perceived as mandatory especially among
subordinates. Under these circumstances, due to expected high level of
anxiety, some subordinates might have evaluated their leaders under the

influence of social desirability.

3- With this sample group although LMX-MDM scale based on four

factors has been used, only two factors could be extracted and loyalty
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together with affect loaded under the same factor. Having to deal with only
two sub-factors of LMX, had limited detail measurement of the content of this

construct.

5- Since this study was not experimental or longitudinal, although with
the statistical analysis used, the directions of cause and effect relationships
were tried to be determined, results should still be interpreted with caution
(Settoon, Bennett and Liden,1996).

6- Although the scales used had reliability coefficients above
acceptable limits with sufficient variance explanations, the multicollinearity
problem between organizational justice and leader trustworthiness as well as
LMX and trustworthiness had limited the option of testing all of the model

variables as desired.

7- The size and composition of the sample group, limits generalizabilty

of the results.

C. CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS

For future studies in Turkish culture with post modern concepts such
as trust and LMX, it would be advisable to use trust as an antecedent of LMX
and work with a larger sample group, since this might contribute for the
development of a more consistent research model and elicitation of more

generalizable results.

In Turkish culture, data collected for LMX with LMX-MDM scale had
shown multicollinearity problem, in future parallel use of other LMX scales
such as LMX-7 might contribute to the elimination of this problem. Another
point that deserves special attention is the potential possibility of social

desirability. Especially in scales searching for subordinate’s perception of the
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leader such as organizational justice, trustworthiness or trust, it would be very
beneficial if means to eliminate this possibility can be incorporated into the

data analysis.

Another point that should be considered is the inclusion of
organizational culture in studies where trust and LMX are involved. Since
building trust and LMX is a process, sensitive for he effects of organizational
culture it would help for a more through analysis if organizational cultural

issues are considered together with the other variables of the research.

In conclusion this study; has empirically shown that as LMX theory
proposes, in Turkish work life, leaders are not at an equal distance to all their
subordinates and this discrimination has effects on some subordinate
attitudes and behaviors; such as job satisfaction and OCB and that
especially trust and LMX have effects on OCB (for individual) and job
satisfaction and the interaction that starts with trust in the leader, exerts its
influence on OCB and job satisfaction through LMX, in other words LMX
plays a mediating role in this relationship while in both in and out- groups in-
role performance appears to be the most important variable in predicting

variance of OCB (for individual) (for organization).
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App.- 1: OVD emik maddelerin tespiti icin hazirlanan yénerge
22 MART 2007

DEGERLI KATILIMCIMIZ,

Katkida bulunmaya gonilli olmaniz halinde sizden bir ricam var....

Yuritmekte oldugum doktora tez calismasi icin akademik gevrelerde “ Orgiitsel Vatandaslik
Davranis1” is cevrelerinde ise daha ziyade “ Kurumdashk” olarak bilinen bir kavramin emik
(yerel kiltire ait diger bir ifadeyle Turk calisma hayatinda gecerli olan) boyutlarini
¢ikartmak istiyorum.

Bunun icin calisma hayatindan kisilerin asagida verecegim aciklama cercevesinde
kendi algilamalarina goére ne gibi davraniglarn orgutsel vatandaslhk davranisi olarak
gorduklerine iligkin fikirlerine ihtiyacim var.

Verecegdiniz davranig orneklerinin yanhs veya dogru olmasi gibi durum s6éz konusu
degil, 6nemli olan yazacaginiz davranisin verilen tanima gore sizin acginizdan o6rguatsel
vatandaslik davranigi olarak goruliyor olmasi.

ifadelerinizi bir kompozisyon tarzinda degil de maddeler halinde yazmaniz, bilahare
yapilacak olan analizi kolaylastiracaktir.

“ORGUTSEL VATANDASLIK DAVRANISI” TANIMI

Calisanlarin gorev tanimi kapsamina girmeyen bu nedenle de drgutin resmi ddil ve ceza
sisteminde tanimlanmis bir 6dil ya da cezaya yol acmayan fakat gbrev performansini
destekleyici sosyal ve psikolojik ortamin sirdirtlmesi ve glglenmesine katkida bulunan
basiretli davranislardir.

Birka¢ ornek:
is yiikii fazla olan arkadagina yardim etmek.
ise yeni alinan elemanlara uyum saglamalari igin yardimci olmak.
icinde bulundugu durumun olumsuz yonleri yerine olumlu yénlerine odaklanmak.
Sirketteki gelismeleri izlemek.

SizIN ORNEKLERINIZ icin liitfen arka sayfayi kullanin.
Katkiniz ve katiliminiz icin ¢cok tesekkir ederim.

Sema KUSCULUOGLU
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Appendix - 2

Table-26. Analysis of MEDIATION role of “INFORMATION EXCHANGE” on TRUST ( Risk Taking in the Relationship-T1) ( Belief in the

Leader- T2) in the WHOLE SAMPLE

Analysis no Independent  Dependent Beta t R2 Adj. R? A R? F
1 LMX1 IE 637 12.862 .406 404 406%** 165.426%**
1 2 LMX1 T1 .365%** 6.230 133 .130 .133%x 38.819***
3 LMXl} T1 2727 3.385 133 129 133 34.216***
________________ e _J 145 _ ________ 1789 _______.145 ________A38_________.012 _______.18897%** __________
1 LMX1 IE 637 12.862 .406 404 406%** 165.426%**
2 2 LMX1 T2 579xxx 11.916 .335 .333 .335%** 141.996%**
3 LMX1 T2 A40*** 6.591 .335 332 .335%** 121.855%**
IE } .218** 3.274 .363 .358 .028** 68.732***
1 LMX2 IE AT 8.421 .227 224 227 70.919%**
3 2 LMX2 T1 .34k 5.789 117 113 117 33.515%*
3 LMX2 T1 246%** 3.493 117 113 117 29.541%*
________________ IE____}_____________________._29_1_’"_‘_________2;853_________._1_48__________._1_41___________.03_12"5_________19;31_2’§*_*___________
1 LMX2 IE AT 8.421 .227 224 227 70.919%**
4 2 LMX2 T2 541 % 10.838 .293 .290 .293%x 117.455%**
3 LMX2 T2 .39 6.720 .293 .290 .293%x 99.671***
IE } 31 5.330 .367 .362 .075%** 69.708***

ABBREVATIONS (LMX 1= Loyalty and Affect), ( LMX2= Professional Respect ), (T1 =Risk Taking in the Relationship), (T2= Belief in the

Leader) (IE= Information Exchange)

**n<.001, *p<.01, *p<.05
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Appendix -2 continues...

Table-27. Analysis of MEDIATION role of “INFORMATION EXCHANGE” on OCB in the WHOLE SAMPLE

Analysis no Independent  Dependent Beta t R2 Adj. R2 A R? F
1 LMX1 IE 637 12.862 406 404 406%** 165.426%**
1 2 LMX1 ocCB1 341 5.749 116 113 116%** 33.046***
3 LMXl} ocCB1 .086 1.112 116 112 116%** 29.359%*
________________ e__J _______A00*_ _____ 5A7¢ _______.212 _______ 204 _________095%* ______20.181%* __________
1 LMX2 IE AT 8.421 .227 224 227 70.919%**
2 2 LMX2 ocCB1 .169** 2.708 .029 .025 .029** 7.332**
3 LMX2 ocCB1 -.062 -914 .029 .024 .029* 6.566%**
IE } 485%** 7.143 .210 .203 .182%x 29.528***
1 LMX1 IE 637 12.862 406 404 406%** 165.426%**
3 2 LMX1 0ocCB2 213%x .3.400 045 .041 .045%** 11.557**
3 LMXl} 0ocCB2 .040 474 .045 .041 .045%** 10.468***
IE 272k 3.254 089 .081 044 10.755%**
1 LMX2 IE AT G 8.421 .227 224 227 70.919%**
4 2 LMX2 0ocCB2 110 1.724 012 .008 .012 2.971
3 LMX2 0ocCB2 -.041 -.564 .012 .008 .012 2.691
IE } 317 4.325 .089 .081 Q77%* 10.807***

ABBREVATIONS (LMX 1= Loyalty and Affect), (LMX2= Professional Respect ), (OCB1 = OCB for individual), (OCB2= OCB for organization)

(IE= Information Exchange)

**n<.001, *p<.01, *p<.05
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Appendix - 2 continues ...

Tablo-28. Analysis of MEDIATION role of “INFORMATION EXCHANGE " on Job Satisfaction in the WHOLE SAMPLE

Analysis no Independent  Dependent Beta t R2 Adj. R? A R? F
1 LMX1 IE .637** 12.862 .406 404 406*** 165.426***
1 2 LMX1 JS 404> 7.419 .163 .160 .163** 55.041**
3 LMXl} JS .225** 3.035 .163 .160 .163** 57.184**
IE .280*** 3.773 .210 .203 047+ 32.027**
1 LMX2 IE ATTR* 8.421 .227 224 227+ 70.919***
2 2 LMX2 JS 371+ 6.725 137 134 137+ 45 227
3 LMXZ} JS .218%*** 3.354 137 134 137+ 38.379***
IE .320%** 4.923 217 .210 .079%* 33.160***

ABBREVATIONS (LMX 1= Loyalty and Affect), (LMX2= Professional Respect ), (IE = Information Exchange), (JS= Job Satisfaction)
**n<.001, *p<.01, *p<.05
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Appendix - 2 continues...

Table- 29. Hierarchical Regression Analysis of the WHOLE SAMPLE’s Evaluations of OCB (for INDIVIDUAL)

Independent Variables 1.Step 2.Step 3.Step 4.Step 5. Step 6. Step
Control Variables

- Leader Age -.143 -.133 -.138 -.120 -.110 -.111

- Subordinate Age .005 .006 -.023 -.019 -.028 -.038

- Leader Tenure 114 .076 .071 .087 .082 .073

- Years of Working Together .093 .084 .085 .075 .062 .084
LMX

- Loyalty and Affect (LMX1) .399%** 163 153 127 .180

- Professional Respect(LMX2) -.097 -.138 -.123 -.148 -.215*
Information Exchange (IE) A1 4xxx .396*** .380*** 374%xx
Propensity of Trust

- Suspicion (PT1) 101 .100 .105

- Confidence (PT2) .063 .059 .070
Trust in the Leader

- Risk Taking in the Relationship (T1) .074 .071

- Belief in the Leader (T2) .048 .043
Interactions

(LMX1) (IE) .181*

(LMX2) (IE) -.197*
Adjusted R2 .006 116 213 219 219 032
A R? .021 116%** .100*** .013 .006 .022*
Model E value 1388 6 475%** 9 RAR*** 7 99Q*** 6 69B*** 5 Q1 Bx**

**n<.001,**p<.01,*p<.05
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Appendix - 2 continues...

Table- 30. Hierarchical Regression Analysis of the WHOLE SAMPLE’s Evaluations of OCB (for ORGANIZATION)

Independent Variables 1.Step 2.Step 3.Step 4.Step 5.Step 6. Step
Control Variables

- Leader Age -.066 -.060 -.063 -.043 -.031 -.035

- Subordinate Age .051 .052 .032 .034 .022 .008

- Leader Tenure .070 .045 .042 .057 .055 .045

- Years of Working Together -.017 -.022 -.021 -.034 -.043 -.027
LMX

- Loyalty and Affect (LMX1) 247%* .089 .078 .078 .096

- Professional Respect (LMX2) -.054 -.081 -.068 -.067 -.078
Information Exchange( IE) .278%* .258** .259** 257
Propensity of Trust

- Suspicion (PT1) .098 .099 .093

- Confidence (PT2) .080 .087 .097
Trust

- Risk Taking in the Relationship (T1) .096 .094

- Belief in the Leader (T2) -.064 -.064
Interactions

(LMX2) (IE) 125

(LMX2) (IE) -044
Adjusted R2 -.011 .027 .066 .073 .073 .072
A R2 .005 .046** .045%** .015 .008 .010
Model E value 320 2 137 *** 3 252%** 2 9AB** 2 H94** 2 266**

**n<.001,**p<.01,*p<.05
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Table- 31. Hierarchical Regression Analysis of WHOLE SAMPLE'’s Evaluations of JOB SATISFACTION

Independent Variables 1.Step 2.Step 3.Step 4.Step 5. Step 6. Step
Control Variables

- Leader Age -.054 -.039 -.041 -.015 -.022 -.017

- Subordinate Age .22k 216%** .198** 181 .188** .199**

- Leader Tenure .017 -171* - 174* -.181* -.184* -177*

- Years of Working Together .022 .020 .055 .022 .030 .025
LMX

- Loyalty and Affect (LMX1) .098*** 147 133 .106 122

- Professional Respect (LMX2) .203** .178* A173* .148 110
Information Exchange( IE) 246%** 229%* 211%* .210**
Propensity to Trust

- Suspicion (PT1) -.003 -.006 .005

- Confidence (PT2) .183** 71 .165**
Trust

- Risk Taking in the Relationship (T1) -.052 -.051

- Belief in the Leader (T2) 132 .128
Interactions

(LMX2) (IE) -.130

(LMX2) (IE) -.093
Adjusted R2 .058 .248 279 .303 .308 312
A R2 071 xxx 194 .035%** .031** 011 .012
Maodel F value 5. 627 *** 16.034*** 14.397*** 11.923*** 10.049%** 8 41 6***

**n<.001,**p<.01,*p<.05
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Table-32. Analysis of MEDIATION role of LMX (Loyalty and Affect) on OCB ( for individual ) and (for organization) in the WHOLE SAMPLE

Analysis no Independent  Dependents  Beta t R2 Adj.. R? A R? F
1 T LMX1 .365%** 6.230 .133 130 .133%* 38.819***
1 2 11 OCB1 .228%* 3.599 .052 .048 .052%** 12.950
3 T1 } OCB1 119 1.824 .052 .048 .052%** 12.950%**
LMX1 .298%** 4.561 129 A21 077+ 17.419%**
1 T2 LMX1 579%* 11.916 .335 .333 .335%** 141.996***
2 2 T2 OCB1 278%* 4.687 .077 .074 077%* 21.971%*
3 T2 } OCB1 A21 1.665 .077 .073 077+ 20.969***
LMX1 271 3.741 .126 119 .049** 18.025***
1 T2 LMX1 579%* 11.916 .335 .333 .335%** 141.996***
3 2 T2 0OCB2 .128* 2.059 .016 .012 .016* 4.239*
3 T2 } 0OCB2 .007 .089 .016 .012 .016* 4.040*
LMX1 .209** 2.715 .045 .037 .029** 5.759**

ABBREVATIONS (T1= Risk Taking in the Relationship), ( T2= Belief in the Leader), (LMX 1= Loyalty and Affect), (OCB1 = OCB for individual),
(OCB2= OCB for organization)
**n<.001, *p<.01, *p<.05

NOTE : In this table, only the analysis where mediation role could be found are given
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Table-33. Analysis of MEDIATION role of LMX (Loyalty and Affect) and (Professional Respect) on JOB SATISFACTION in the WHOLE
SAMPLE

Analysis no Independent  Dependent Beta t R2 Adj. R? A R? F
1 T LMX1 .365*** 6.230 .133 130 .133%* 38.819***
1 2 11 JS .202%** 3.370 .041 .037 .041%* 11.357***
3 T1 } JS .063 1.027 .041 .037 .041** 10.802%**
LMX1 .381%** 6.169 .167 .160 126> 25.000***
1 T LMX2 .342%* 5.789 111 113 17+ 33.515%**
2 2 11 JS .202%** 3.370 .041 .037 .041** 11.357%**
3 T1 } JS .086 1.380 .041 .037 .041** 10.802**
LMX2 3471+ 5.503 144 137 .103*** 21.169***

ABBREVATIONS (T1= Risk Taking in the Relationship), (LMX 1= Loyalty and Affect),(LMX 2 = Professional Respect), (JS= Job Satisfaction)

<001, *p<.01, *p<.05

NOTE : In this table, only the analysis where mediation role could be found are given
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YONETICI igin ACIKLAMA NOTU
( DIKKATINIZE !t  Bu not yénetici olarak yalnizea sizin okumaniz igin diizenlenmistir )

Marmara Universitesi Isletme Fakiltesi Organizational Behavior { Oralitsel Daveanis ) Ana Bilim Dalinda yardtiilen bir doktora tez galigmasi ile ilgili

olarak bir ydnetici ve iki elemanindan clugan Ggll caligma gruplanna intiyag duyulmaktadie. Siz ve birinel yneticisi (amiri) oldudunuz iki elemanimizin ekteki
zarflarda bulunan anketleri cevaplamasi, bizlere bu caligma ile ilgili cok kiymetl bir destek saflayacaktir. Bu dederl destefinizi esirgemeyip, arastirmanin
yuritilmesini olanakh kilacadiniza olan inancimiz ile simdiden sonsuz tesekkirlerimizi sunuyomnz.,

Sizin ve galiganlanmzin delduracaklan bu anketler kesinlikle gizli tutulacak ve arastirmaci tarafindan sadece Oniversite binyesinde akademik bir galisma olarak
hazirianan doktora lezindeki aragtirma amacing uygun istatistiksel analizler ve hipatezlerin test edimesi igin kullanilacaktr. Giziligl saglamak Gzare size takdim
edilen biyik zarfda ; yoneticl ve calisan ankefler ile bunlan dolduran kigierin kullanmas) igin Op adet zarf bulunmakta olup anketlerin sim ve sirkel adi verilmadan
doldurulmasi istanmektedi,

UYGULAMA :
Litfen size sunulan blylk zarf igindek; iki adet ¢ahigan anketi zarfindan Gzerinde "A® kodu yazam kendisinden “gdrecel alarak en COK hosnut olduiunuz"
ve kendimize en yakin hissetliginiz elemammza, dzernds * B " kodu yazam ise yine kendisinden “gdrecell olarak en AZ hosnul oldudunus” ve kendimize en

uzak hissetfifiniz elemaniniza variniz, siz de yinatici zarfindaki iki adet Yonetici Anketini, hem A hem de B elemanlanniz igin ayn ayn ve |itfen tim sorulan

yamitlayarak doldurunuz. Deldurdugunuz bu iki anketi yine yonetici zarfina koyarak, zarfin agizini kapatiniz. Galsanlarinizdan da lGthen kendi anketlerini doldurarak

benzer sekilde kendilerine verilen zarflara koymalanini ve zarflan kapatmalanni isteyiniz.

Anketler araglirmaci larafindan sirketiniz K biriminden toplu olarak gen alinacagindan Iitlen anketlerin 26 Ekim 2007 tarihing kadar doldurularak kapali

zarflar iginde size Wastinlmasim elemanlarnizdan rica ediniz ve sizinki de dahil olmak (zere lim ankelleri toplu olarak sirketiniz Insan Kaynaklari birimine iletiniz.
DEGERLI KATKILARINIZ VE DESTEGINIZ igiN EN ICTEN TESEKKURLERIMIZLE,

Tez Danismani Aragtirmac | Doklora dgrencisi)
Prof. Or. Tllay BOZKURT Sema KUSCULUOGLU

OMEMLI : Litlen asagidaki demografik bilgilerie ligili bosluldar dodurarak bu sayfayl da anketlerinizle birikte zarfa koyup arastirmaciya iade efmeyi unutmayiniz.

Sirketinizin
Cinsiyetiniz : Kadin 1 Erkek [ WRLBHTIES 4ot i smar s Sektdrd  Caligan sayisi
Egitim durumunuz:  Orta 3 Lisans 3 Lisans st 3 Doktara T Uretim ; |
Sirketteki kideminiz { vl olarak) . T Pazariama - 1-30 kisi
Departmanda yinetici olarak ganﬁma aﬁramz Uretim & Pazarlama : 3 31-100 kisi
Departmaninizda ¢aligan eleman sayisi . Hizmet : = 101-350 kigi
* A elemaminizia { en GOK hognut nldugunuz ] I:ur'ilkle ¢EIII$TI13 slireniz... Diger : — 351- dstl

‘B elemaninizla ( en AZ hognut oldufunuz ) bidikte galisma sdreniz & ...

qoo0



YONETICI ANKETI

Grup Kodu Form Kodu
Litfen bu formdaki tdm sorulart kendisine galigan formu verdiginiz elemaniarimzdan gdreceli olarak A
en COK hognut oldugunuz kighyi didsdnerek yamitiayin ve formu doldurmadan eveel formun saif
st kdgesinde “Form Kodu A " yvazdifindan emin olurn.
LOTFEN SORULARI, YUKARIDAKI AGIKLAMAYI OKUDUKTAM SONRA YANITLAYIN,
z‘:’f::; Madiren | Bazen | Sik sik | Gok Sik z:_:;"
1- | Verilen garevieri uygun sekilde tamamlar.
2- | s tamminda yer alan sorumluluklarini yerine getirir.
3- | lgin resmi olarak tanimlanmis unsurlarin gergeklestirir,
4- | Kendi performans degeriendirmesini dogrudan etkileyecek aktivitelerde bulunur.
5- | Kendisinden beklenen garevleri ifa eder,
6- | lsinin yapmakla ylkimld oldugu baz yénlerini ihmal eder.
7- | Asli gbrevierini yerine getirmede basansizdir.
5| . § El=s5 | 85| 558
- o= = = = =
5|“8| J|°5|88 |28
8- | Ise gelmemis olan is arkadaslannin islerine yardim eder.
9- | Isle ilgili sorun yasayanlara yardim etmek igin elinden geleni yvapar.
10- | Is arkadaslarinin ihtiyaglarina karsi duyarl davranir.
11- | Gdérevi olmasa da ise yeni baglayanlara ortama uyum sadlamalarn icin yardimae olur.
12- | Is ve kisisel agidan en zorda oldufu zamanlarda dahi is arkadaslarina igten ilgi ve nezaket gosterir.
13- | Is arkadaslannin is digindaki sorunlan ile ilgilenir,
14-| Gérevilerini yerine getirmeleri hususunda is arkadaslarnna yvardime olur.
15- | Bilgi ve deneyimlerini dier is arkadaslan ile paylasir.
16- | Isi yanlis yapmak Ozere olan ig arkadaslarnn fark ettigi zaman onlar uyarr.
17- | Seorunlar karginda is arkadaslanm suclamadan giziime odaklanir.
18- | Diger galiganlarnn haklanm ihlal etmez.
18- | Kararlarindan ve eylemlerinden etkilenebilecek diger kisilere dnceden bilgi verir.
20- | Zoruniu clmasa da girket imajina katki saglayic girisimlerde rol alir,
21- | Sirketteki gelismelen takip eder.
22- | Sirketteki sosyal etkinliklere katilir, digerlerini de katilima tesvik eder
23- | Cevresindekileri espri, kutlamalar vb. eylemlerle rahatlatir ve motive eder.
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Form Kodu

A
YONETICi FORMU devam ediyor
8|45 5| 25|35 85
g2| 28| 225358 Eg

185|855 (83| 25|63
53| 5|°3|%5|:8

24- | Digandan gelenlerin/ arayanlann girkette istediklen kisi veya bilgiye ulasmalanna yardimet olur, 1 9

25- | Ortam ve igle ilgili problemlberi’ arizalar iigililere bildirerek giderilmesine caligir,

26- | Alis verislerinde sirketinin drinlerini / hizmetierini diger markalara tercin ettigini ifade eder.

27- | Gerektijinde sirketi igin baz angarya isleri de yerine getirir.

28- | Sirket kaynaklarnim lasarruflu kullanmak ve israf énlemek igin birey olarak sorumiu davranir,

29- | Sirket mallaninin iyi korunmasina ve kullanimina dzen gisterir,

30- | Sirketi ilgilendiren haber ve bilgiler aldiinda bunlan ilgililerle paylasir.

31- | Gerektijinde durumdan vazife ¢ikanp, gérevi olmasa da gereken gi yapar.

32- | Sirket hakkinda birisinden yvanlis bir bilgi ya da sdvlenti duydujunda dodru bilgi vermek icin ugrasir.

33- | Diger caliganlar sirketi elestirdijinde, olumiu yonlerinden s6z ederak sirketi savunur.

34- | Sirketini toplum icinde temsil ederken gurur duydugunu belli eder.

35- | Isi gelistirici, kolaylastine ¢ozim allematifieri Snerir.

36- | Sirket yontem, kural ve sinirlamalarina kimse onu girmiiyor olsa dahi riayel eder.

SAGLADIGINIZ KATKI ICIN COK TESEKKURLER




CALISAN icin ACIKLAMA NOTU

Marmara Universitesi Isletme Fakiiltesi Organizational Behavior ( Crgiitsel Davrams ) Ana Bilim Dalinda ylritdlen bir doktora tez galigmas:
ile ilgili olarak bir yénetici ve iki calisanindan olusan (gli galigma gruplanna ihtiyag duyulmaktadir. Yéneticiniz, siz ve departmanimzdaki
bir dider is arkadasimizin ekteki ilgili anketler cevaplamas), bizlere bu galisma igin ¢ok kiymetli bir katki saflayacaktir. Bu degerli desteginizi
esirgemeyip, arastirmanin yiritGimesini olanakl kilacadiniza olan inancimiz ile simdiden sonsuz tesekkirlerimizi sunuyoruz.

Yénetici ve calisanlann dolduracaklan bu anketler kesinlikle gizli tutulacak ve arastirmac tarafindan sadece dniversite blnyesinde akademik

bir calisma olarak hazirlanan doktora tezindeki aragtirma amacina uygun istatistiksel analiz ve hipotez testleri i¢in kullanilacaktir,

Gizliligi teminen. size takdim edilen anket beraberinde bir adet zarf bulunmakta olup anketi isim ve sirket adi vermeden doldurmaniz ve yine bu zarfa
koymaniz istenmektedir.

UYGULAMA :

Liitfen size verilen anketinin sag (st kisesinde bulunan form kodu ile zarfinin Uzerindeki form kodunun ( Her ikisinin de "A" veya "B" olmas gibi)
ayni cimasina dikkat edin, aksi durumda yaneticinize bilgi verin ve sizi yénlendirmesine gore gereken dilzeltmeyi yapin.Caligan anket formunun
lstindeki kisa agiklamay! okuduktan sonra litfen tim sorulan atlamadan yanitlayin . Bilahare doldurdugunuz anketi size verilen zarfa
koyarak afizini kapatin ve lGtfen en ge¢ 26 Ekim 2007 tarihine kadar arastirmaciya iletilmek lzere ydneticinize iade edin.

DEGERLI KATKILARINIZ VE DESTEGINIZ IGIN EN ICTEN TESEKKURLERIMIZLE,

Tez Danismani Aragtirmaci { Doktora dgrencisi )
Prof. Dr. Tilay BOZKURT Sema KUSCULUOGLU
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QALI$M J‘-NKETi Grup Kedu Form Kodu
A
Liitfen agadidaki sorular dogrudan badh oldugunuz birincl dereceki ydneaticinizi (amirinizi) digdnersk ve
uygun kutucuda v X " isareti koyarak yamtiayiniz. Verecediniz cevaplar, aragtirmact tarafindan tamamen gizli
tututacaktir. Bu nedenie ldffen yanitiarinizr glivenie ve gerpefie uygun olarak vermeye dzen géstarin.
zt':;; Nadiren| Bazen | Sik sk | ok Sik Z::;H
1- ]| ¥Yoneticiniz sirketinizde neler olup bittifi hakkinda size bilgi verir mi?
2- | Yoneticiniz sizi dinlemeye istekli davranir mi 7
3- | Yoneticinize kisisel bilgilerinizle ilgili sir verir misiniz ?
4- | Yoneticinizle olan iliskinizde kendinizi ne siklikla sadece istihdam edilen herhangi bir eleman olarak gorirsdniz?
5- | Yodneticiniz sizin katk veya dnernlerinizi ister mi?
G- | Yoneticinizle olan iliskinizde kendinizi ne siklikla onun given duydugu bir yardimcigi olarak hissedersiniz ?
7- | Yéneticinize ¢alisma grubunuzda neler olup bittigi hakkinda bilgl verir misiniz?
8- | Yoneticiniz size kigisel bilgiler ile ilgili sir verir mi?
S| uS| 5|25|85|85
Fr|gE| 82|32 |55| 82
§|78| E|%8|8s|~¢2
9- | Yoneticimden insan olarak cok hoslanirnim.
10- | Yéneticim, herkesin arkadas olmak isteyecadi tirden bir kigidir.
11- | Yéneticim, birlikte calisiilmas) cok keyifli bir insandir.
12- | Yéneticim, isle ilgili eylemlerimde o konu hakkinda tam bilgisi olmasa dahi beni bir dsle karg savunur,
13- | Sayet baskalan bana saldracak olsa, yaneticim beni savunur ve korur.
14- | Sayet iyi niyelle istemeaeden bir hata yapmigsam. yoneticim sirkelteki diger kisilere kars: beni savunur.
15- | Yéneticim igin is tammimda yer alan islerin dtesine gecen isleri de yaparim.
16- | Calisma grubumun menfaatini artiracaksa, isteyersk normalde gerekenden daha fazla caba gdsteririm.
17- | Yoneticimin yaptig isle ilgili bilgisi beni etkiler.
18- | Ydneticimin igteki bilgi ve yeterliligine sayg) duyarim.
19- | Yéneticimin mesleki becerilering hayranim,
20- | Yéneticim, isle ilgili kararlar tarafsiz olarak alir,
21- | Ydéneticim, igle ilgill karar almadan énce hepimizin endigelerini dile getirdijinden emin olmak ister.
22- | Yoneticim igle ilgili karariar almadan énce dofru ve eksiksiz bilgi toplar.
23- | Yaneticim, alinan kararlan aciklar ve calisanlar talep ederse ek bilgi verir.
24- | Yéneticim, isle llgili alinan tim kararlar bunlardan etkilenen herkese aymi gekilde uygular.
25- | Yéneticim, aldif kararlann gahsaniarca sorgulanmasi veya konunun bir dst yGnetichre gtdrilmesine izin verir.
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Grup Kodu Form Kodu
A
Galigan anketi devam ediyor...
Tensr | Nadiren | Bazen | siksik | Gok sik| 1o
26- | lgimle ilgili karadar alinirken , ydneticim bana nazik ve ilgili davranir.
27- | Isimle ligili kararar alimirken, yoneticim bana saygill davranir_ve itibar gosterir.
28- | Isimle ilgili kararar alinirken , yaneticim kisisel intivaclanma karg duyarhdir,
29- | lgimle ilgili kararar alinirken, yaneticim bana kars) dogru stzi0 ve igten davranir.
30- | Isimle ilgill karadar alinirken, yaneticim bir calisan olarak haklarimi gz Sninde bulundurur.
31-| lgim hakkinda verilen kararlarla ifgili olarak, yéneticim kararlann ortaya gkariabilecedi sonuglan benimle gérisgr.
32- | Yaéneticim, isim hakkinda verilen kararlar kanusunda yeledi agiklamada bulunur.
33- | Izimle ilgili karar alinirken ydneticim, bana anlamh gelen agiklamalar yapar.
34- | Ydneticim, Isimle ligil verilen her karan gok net bir bigimde agikiar.
$E|z2| 8235|5252
a 2 2|22 | 8L |F2
35- | Sayet imkamim clsayd:, benim igin dnem tasiyan konular dzerinde ydneticimin etkili olmasini istemezdim.
36- | Bu sirkette gelecefimle ilgili tim kontrolu rahatsizlik duymadan, isteyerek yonsticimin eline birakabilirdim.
37- | Yéneticimin yaptig) seyleri denetimim altinda (utabilmeyi gergeklen isterdim.
38- | Benim igin kritik bir sorunu.hareketlerini yonlendiremesem de giizmesi icin yineticime rahathkla teslim edebilirim.
39- | ltibarim kol etkileyecegini bilsem de igte yaphidim bir hatay, yoneticime soyleyebilirim.
40- | Hassas konulardaki gérislerimi pek hos olmasalar dahi, yéneticimle payiazabilirim.
41- | Ydneticimin iste bana vapabileceklerinden korkanm.
42- | Yoneticim yasanan bir problemin nedenini sordujunda, kismen suglanacak durumdaysam dahl dzglree konugabilisim.
43- | Sayet birisi ydneticimin niyetini sorgulayacak olsa . bu sorgulamay siphe ile kargilanm,
44- | Sayet yonaticim benden bir sey isteyecek olsa, bunu aleyhime kullanabilir mi dive disinmeden harekete gecearim.
45- | Yéneticim, isini yapma hususunda gok ehildir.
45- | Yéneticim, yapmaya giristigl islerde basar i bir kisi olarak taminr,
47- | Yoneticimin yapilmasi gereken iglerie ilgili gok bilgisi vardir.
48- | Yéneticimin becerlering gok glvenirim.
49- | Yéneticimin performansimiz yikseltmey saflayabilecek dzel bilgi ve becerileri vardir.
50- | Yéneticim cok niteliklidir,
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Caligan anketi devam ediyor...

Grup Kodu Farm kodu
A
E
J8|af|ak]2d g% Eg
fE|g2| 52|22 52| 12
=] o= aR = =
5 2 =5 o §§ [

51- | Yéneticimn iyi durumda olmami ister.

52- | Benim ihtiyaclanm ve arzulanm yaneticim igin cok dnem lidir.

53- | Yénelicim bilerek beni incitecek hicbir sey yapmaz.

54- | Yénelicim benim igin_ Snemli olan ne ise gergeklen onu gézetir.

55- | Yéneticim bana yardim adebimek icin gartlarin zorar,

56- | Yéneticimin gichl bir adalet duygusu vardir,

57- | Yoneticimin s8z0n0 tutrmasi hususunda asla endise elmem gerekmez.

58- | Yoneticim digerlering karsi hakkaniyetli oimak igin gok zen gdsterir.

59- | Yaneticimin eylem ve davraruslar gok tutarh degildir,

60- | éneticimin sahip oldugu dederlern bedeniyorum.

f1-| Yoneticimin davramslarnn sadlam prensipler yénlendiriyor gibi gozikoyor.

Bitin olarak degerlendirdiffimde, igimden tatmin duyuyenm.

Buglnlerde yabancilara kars gok dikkatli olmak gerekir.

Lzmanlarin ¢ofju, bir konu hakkinda ne kadar bilgi sahibi olduklarina dair gergedi séylemezier.

Codu kigiye, soylediklerini yapacaklanna dair_glven duyulabilir.

Bu glnlerds wyambk olmalisiniz, yeksa birileri sizi istismar adabilir.

Sans elemanlarinin gofu Grinkerini tantirken dirdst davranir.

Tamirgilerin godu o isten anlamayan kisilerden yiiksek bedel talep eder.

BETFEEER

Yetiskin insanlann codu yaphdi igin ehlidir,

LOTFEN ASAGIDAKI BOLUMO DE DOLDURUNUZ...

Cinsiyetiniz : Kadin = Erkey [ WEHGIANE . i suasssunssdsamnssn
Egitim durumunuz: Ora Lisans Lisans osta Doktora
Sirketteki KideminlZ f....memimeacineinnea

Yoneticinizle Birlikte Calisma SGraniz:. ...

SAGLADIGINIZ KATKI iGiN COK TESEKKURLER
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TESEKKUR

Once hayal etmek, sonra onu gerceklestirebilmek...
Bu arada 6grenmek, 6grenmek, 6grenmek...

Firsat buldugumda bildiklerimi baskalariyla paylagsmak...

Benim i¢in yagsamda mutlu olmanin yollarindan bir kagi. O nedenledir ki
insan psikolojisini is ortaminin dinamikleri ¢cercevesinde daha iyi anlamak ve
bunu akademik diizeyde bagsarmak gibi bir hayalimin peginden gittigim alti yil
boyunca, beni ¢ok mutlu eden bir yolda ydrimenin hazzini yasadim. Simdi ise
bu hayalimi, arada yagsadigim saglik sorunlarina ve devam eden profesyonel
calisma hayatima ragmen doktora tezi asamasina getirebilmis olmaktan dolayi
biyik mutluluk duyuyorum. Ancak biliyorum ki, benim i¢in ¢ok degerli bir dizi

insanin destegi olmadan, bu yolculuk sadece hayal etme agamasinda kalabilirdi.

Yarim yuzyili geride birakmis olmama ragmen beni yeniden 6grenci olma
konusunda yureklendiren, aksam ve hafta sonlarindaki ¢alismalarima alti yil
boyunca sabirla katlanan, moral veren ve her turli yardimini esirgemeyen
esime, yuksek lisans ve doktora derslerine katilabilmem icin bana olanak
taniyan ve bu hayalimin gercege donusmesinde en kritik desteklerden birini
saglayan Turkiye Sise ve Cam Fab. A.$ Genel Muduru Sn. Dogan Arikan’a,
fevkalade yodun bir akademik giindeme sahip olmasina ragmen benim tez
danismanim olmayi kabul ederek, akademik yol gdstericiliginin Otesinde her
zaman c¢ok iyi bir dost oldugunu hissettiren ve her sart altinda beni
yureklendiren ¢ok degerli hocam Prof. Dr. Tulay Bozkurt'a, Organizational
Behavior bolimune ilk girdigim ginden itibaren inaniimaz enerjisi ile en buyuk
yol gostericimiz olan ve varligini hep yanimizda hissettigimiz Prof. Dr. Suna
Tevruz hocama, hastaligim sirasinda bana verdigi olumlu telkinlerle hayalimden
vazgecmekten alikoyan ¢ok degerli hocam Prof. Dr. Handan Kepir Sinangil’e,
tez izleme ve savunma jurilerime katilarak akademik anlamda yolumu
aydinlatan ¢cok degerli hocalarim Prof. Dr. Hayat Kabasakal, Prof. Dr. Cavide

Uyargil, Prof. Dr. inci Artan ve Dog. Dr. Alev Torun’a ve 6grencileri olma sansini



elde ettigim Organizational Behavior boélimindeki tum hocalarima bana bu

yolculugu olanakh kildiklari i¢in sevgi ve suikranlarimi sunuyorum.



OZET

Bu calismada Yonetici — Calisan lligki Kalitesinin, ¢caliganin is Tatmini ve
Orglitsel Vatandaslik Davranigi Uzerindeki etkisi; Yonetici Guvenilirligi ve
yoneticiye duyulan Guven’in ara degisken, calisanin Adalet algisi ve Guven
Egilimi'nin sarth degisken olarak onerildigi butinsel bir modelde, “yakin” ve

“uzak” grup calisan ayirimi yapilarak incelenmigtir.

Calisma, Tuarkiye’'nin buyik sehirlerinde igletmeleri olan bir holdingin
Uretim tesislerinde gorev yapan; bir lider ve ona dogrudan bagli, liderin birini
kendine *“yakin” digerini “uzak® buldugu iki calisanindan olugan u¢ kigilik
gruplarda yuritilmustir. iki hiyerarsik kademeyi iceren caligmanin verileri, 450

kisiyi kapsayan 150 hiyerarsik tglu gruptan toplanmistir.

Yonetici- Calisan lligki Kalitesi kurami, diger liderlik kuramlarindan farkl
olarak liderlerin bazi g¢aliganlarini kendilerine yakin, bazilarini ise uzak olarak
algiladiklarini ve buna gore farkl muamelelerde bulunduklarini ileri sirmektedir.
Yoneticilerin yaptigi bu ayirimin, c¢alisanlarin tutum, davranis ve algilamalari
tzerinde etki yaratacagdi! ve gruplar arasi farkhliklarin ortaya ¢ikmasina vesile
olacagl 6ngorulmuagtur. Nitekim bulgular; ¢aliganin ydneticiye duydugu Guven,
yoneticide algiladigi Guvenilirlik, sergiledigi bireye ve orgite yonelik Orgutsel
Vatandaslik Davraniglari gibi degiskenlerde, yakin ve uzak gruplar arasinda
istatistiki olarak manidar dizeyde farkhliklar oldugunu gostermistir. Ote yandan
yakin gruptaki calisanlarin is Tatminleri ile Orgiitsel Vatandaslk Davraniglari

arasinda da pozitif iligki bulunmustur.

Bununla birlikte bazi degiskenlerin aralarindaki ¢oklu baginti problemi
nedeni ile modeldeki rolleri test edilememistir. Arastirma modelinde ara
degisken olarak dngoriilen yoneticiye duyulan Given'in, Yonetici- Caligan ligki
Kalitesi’nin hem Orgutsel Vatandaglik Davranigi, hem de ¢alisanin is Tatmini ile

kurdugu iligkide; ara degisken olmadigi saptanmigtir. Ote yandan bir sosyal



takas unsuru niteligindeki Bilgi Paylagimi ve c¢alisanin Given Egilimi'nin, uzak-
grup icin sartli degisken rolt oynadigi gorulmustir. Grup ayirimi yapiimadan
tum orneklem Uzerindeki analizlerde ise, Yonetici- Calisan lliski Kalitesi'nin
(profesyonel saygi) faktori ile bireye yonelik Orgutsel Vatandaglik Davranisi, ve
(sadakat ve duygusal bag) faktoru ile orgite yonelik Orgltsel Vatandashk
Davranigi arasindaki iliskide, Bilgi Paylasimr’nin ara degisken oldugu
saptanmigtir. Arastirmanin ek bir bulgusu ise yoneticiye duyulan Glven’in
onerildigi gibi Yonetici- Calisan liski Kalitesi ile calisanin is Tatmini ve Orgiitsel
Vatandaslik Davranigi arasindaki iligkide ara degisken degil, fakat Yonetici-
Calisan iligki Kalitesinin bir énceli oldugudur.

Calisma kapsaminda gorev performansi ile liderin yasi, ¢alisanin yasi ve
liderin kidemi gibi bazi demografik degiskenlerin; calisanin Orglitsel Vatandashk
Davranigi ve Is Tatmini Uzerindeki etkilerine iliskin bulgular da ayrica

tartisimistir.



ABSTRACT

In this study the effects of LMX has been studied as a part of an
integrative model of trust where trustworthiness and trust were suggested as
mediating variables for the outcomes such as employee job satisfaction and
OCB while organizational justice perception and propensity of trust of the

subordinate were proposed as moderating variables.

Study was conducted in several production facilities of an holding
company located in some major cities of Turkey and designed at a dyatic level
which involved groups of one leader and two white collar subordinates directly
reporting to the leader, one of which was an “in” and the other was an “out”
member. Data coming from two hierarchical levels, was gathered from 150

triadic groups composed as such .

Since LMX theory is distinguished among other leadership theories by its
emphasis on leaders differentiating among their subordinates so that in and out-
groups form, some differences were also expected to exist between these
groups. Findings indicate that there are significantly meaningful differences
between in and out-groups in terms of; trust in the leader, perception of
trustworthiness of the leader and subordinates’ OCB both for individual and for
organization, meanwhile there is a positive relationship between subordinate’s

job satisfaction and OCB of the in-group members.

However due to multicollinearity problem, roles of some variables within
the model could not be tested. Trust, as one of the suggested mediators of the
research model was not found to be in this role neither between LMX and OCB
nor LMX and job satisfaction. But it has been shown that as a social exchange
currency “information exchange” and propensity of trust in the out- group could
play a moderating role in these relationships. On the other hand for the whole

sample group “information exchange” has been found as a mediator in the



relationship between LMX (professional respect) and OCBI as well as in the
relationship between LMX (loyalty and affect) and OCBO. A further finding is

that trust, acts as an antecedent of LMX in its relation with OCB and job

satisfaction rather than being a mediator in this relationship.
Effects of in-role performance and some demographic variables such

as leader age, subordinate age and leader tenure on OCB and job satisfaction

have also been found and discussed.
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. GIRIS

Liderlik konusunda yapilan arastirmalar liderlerin birey, grup ve 0orgut
performansi gibi is yasaminin en énemli basari kriterlerinden biri tGzerinde etkili
olduklarini gostermektedir ( Gerstner ve Day,1997). Bu konuda her ne kadar
farkli liderlik teorileri, liderlik tarzlarinin performans Gzerindeki etkilerini farkli
mekanizmalarla agikliyor olsalar da genel kabul géren yaklasim, liderlerin makro
diizeydeki etkilerini 6rgut hedeflerini gergeklestirmeye katki saglayan bireyler ve
gruplar aracilidi ile yarattiklar yonindedir (llies, Nahrgang ve Morgeson, 2007).

Bilinen liderlik teorilerinin 6nemli bir kismi liderlerin tim c¢alisanlarina karsi
genel tutum ve davranislarinda esit oldugu varsayimi tzerine temellenirken
onceleri dikey hiyerarsik bag (Vertical Dyad Linkage) daha sonralari yonetici-
calisan iliski kalitesi (Leader- Member Exchange) olarak anilan liderlik teorisi,
farkli bir sdylem ile yoneticilerin calisanlari ile geligtirdigi iligkilerin tutum ve
davraniglar acisindan ikili duzeyde farkhilklar icerdigini; yoOneticilerin bazi
calsanlari ile daha yakin iligkiler kurarken bazilari ile daha mesafeli iligkiler

icinde bulunabildiklerini ileri sirmektedir (Dansereau, Graen ve Haga,1975).

Yoneticinin calisanlar ile farkhlagmis iligkiler kurmasi, yonetici- calisan
iligki kalitesi kuraminin temel 6nermesi olan ydneticiye yakin (in-group) ve uzak
grup (out- group) ¢alisanlar kavramini giindeme getirmistir. Nitekim yoneticilerin
is yasaminda calisanlarina uyguladiklari farkh yoneticilik yaklagimlari, bu
gruplari yarattid1 gibi ¢alisanlarin kendilerini bu gruplardan birinin Uyesi olarak

gormeleri, yoneticiye donuk algi, tutum ve davranislarini da etkilemektedir.

Yoneticinin yakin gruptaki calisanlari ile surdirdugu iligkiler;  kargilikli
olarak biririni etkileme, glven, saygil, hoglanma ve ortak kader algisina sahip
olma gibi hususlar kapsayan bir birliktelik olarak karakterize edilirken uzak
grupla surdurdugu iligkiler; tek yonlu olarak yukaridan asagiya dogru etkileme,
rol tanimi ¢cergevesinde bigimlenen davraniglar ve zayif bir ortak kader duygusu

olarak belirmektedir ( Duchon, Green ve Taber, 1986).



Yonetici-galigan iliski kalitesi kurami ¢gergevesinde yoneticinin ¢alisanlarina
yonelik farkl tutum ve davraniglar icinde olmasi ile bu durumun vesile oldugu
sonuglar arasindaki iligkileri agiklamada, bizlere sosyal takas teorisi (Blau,1964)
yardimci olmaktadir. Soyle ki; calisanin zaman icinde edindigi muhtelif gorev
rolleri, yoneticisi ile alip verdigi muhtelif takas unsurlar ve bunlara iligkin yaptigi
muzakereler (Dienesch ve Liden,1986), bir taraftan yoOneticisi ile aralarinda
olusan iligkinin kalitesini belirlerken, bir taraftan da bu iligki kalitesinin yuksek
olmasi halinde calisanda karsilik verme ihtiyaci yaratmakta ve caligan, takas

dengesini yeniden kurabilmek adina baz girisimlerde bulunmaktadir.

Sosyal takas kuraminda, yapilan katkiya gelecekte karsilik verilmesi
beklentisi s6z konusu olsa da bunun ne gekilde saglanacagi, ekonomik takas
iligkilerinde oldugu gibi, tanimlanmis degildir. Bu nedenle calisanin karsilik
verme istegini isteki tutum ve davranislarina yansitip onlarda degisiklik yaparak
ortaya koyma gayretini, ekonomik takas degil ancak sosyal takas kurami ile

aciklamak mumkin olabilmektedir (Konovsky ve Pugh, 1994).

Calisan, yoneticisiyle paylastigi iligki kalitesinin iyi olmasi halinde 6rgutsel
baglilik, is tatmini vb. tutumlarinda olumlu yénde degisiklik yasamakla
kalmamakta ayni zamanda yoOneticisine de kargilik verme ihtiyaci duymaktadir.
Diger taraftan bu ihtiyacini kargilamak ve yoneticisi ile olan iligkisindeki takasi
dengelemek amaci ile calisanin elinde; biri gbrev performansi (task
performance/in-role performance) digeri ise Orgutsel vatandaslik olarak anilan
bir dizi davranig (organizational citizenship behavior) olmak tzere iki farkh
kategorideki davraniglarinda degigiklik yapma olanagi bulunmaktadir. Bahsi
gecgen oOrgutsel vatandaglk davraniglari ise gorev performans: ile ilgili
davraniglarindan farkli olarak calisanin, yaptigi icin odudllendiriimedigi buna
karsin yapmadiginda da ceza gormedigi Ornegin; didger is arkadaslarina
yardimci olmak, olumsuzluklardan yakinmamak, oOrgitteki gelismelerle ilgili
olmak gibi is taniminda kapsanmayan, O0te yandan orgutiin psikolojik ortamina
ve etkin isleyisine katkida bulunabilecek bir dizi davraniglardir (Smith, Organ ve
Near,1983).



Nitekim, gorgul aragtirmalara dayali meta analiz sonuglari da 6rnegin gorev
performansi, ig tatmini, is glcu devri, orgutsel baghlik gibi 6énemli drgutsel
sonuglar tzerinde ydnetici- ¢aligan iliski kalitesinin etkili oldugunu gdstermekte
ve teoriyi desteklemektedir (Gerstner ve ark.,1997). Bu paralelde yonetici-
cahsan iligki kalitesinin, donasturict liderligin calisan is tatmini ve orgitsel
vatandaglik davranigi Gzerindeki etkisinde tam bir ara degigken rolli oynadigi da

yine gorgul olarak saptanmigtir ( Wang, Law, Hackett, Wang ve Chen,2005).

Diger taraftan Blau’ya gore sosyal takas iligkileri giiven, sadakat, baglilik
gibi unsurlarin var oldugu bir zeminde gelisebilmektedir. Bu makro unsurlar ise
bireylerin takas iligkisi icine girdikleri karsi tarafla ilgili algi ve atiflariyla yakindan
iligkilidir (Konovsky ve ark.,1994). Ornegin karsi tarafi guvenilir bulma ya da
diger bir ifadeyle guvenilirlik bu tir bir atif olup given olusumunun da 6nceli
oldugu teorik olarak gdosterilmistir (Mayer, Davis ve Schoorman,1995). Giiven ve
guvenilirlik arasindaki iligkiyi, Flores ve Solomon (1998) su sozlerle veciz bir
sekilde 6zetlemigtir ” ideal durumda birey, bir diger bireye onu guvenilir buldugu
icin guvenir ve diger bireyin guvenilirligi, kargisindakine guven telkin eder”
(p-209)

Bu baglamda yonetici- ¢aligsan iliski kalitesinin guvenilirlik ve given ara
degdiskenleri Uzerinden Orgutsel vatandaghk davranisini nasil etkiledigini
incelemek bu aragtirma konusunun hedefleri arasinda yer almaktadir. Bunun
yaninda, dogrudan yonetici- cahsan iligki kalitesi ile orgutsel vatandaglk
davraniglari arasinda olumlu iligki bulundugu, literatirde meta analizlerle de (La
Pine, Erez ve Johnson, 2002) saptanmig bir olgu oldugundan bu arastirmada bir
adim ileri gidilerek orgutsel adalet, yoneticiyi guvenilir bulma, yoneticiye duyulan
guiiven, caliganin guven egilimi gibi degiskenlerin de bu iligkideki rolleri

incelenecektir.

Calisani sosyal takas baglaminda orgutsel vatandaslik davraniglarinda

bulunmaya yonelten 6nemli bir diger etken yukarida bahsedildigi gibi



yoneticisinde  algiladigr  “hakkaniyetli  davraniglardir”  (Moorman,1991;
Deluga,1995; Schappe,1998). Ydneticinin siki nezaret (monitoring) uyguladigi
durumlarda dahi calisanin yonetici davranigini hakkaniyetli algilamasi, onun
daha sorumlu ve is arkadaslarina karsi daha nazik davranmasina yol acarak
hem goérev performansi ve hem de orgutsel vatandaslik davranisini olumlu

yonde etkileyebilmektedir (Niehoff ve Moorman,1993).

Pek c¢ok arastirmaya konu olmus is tatmini ile orgutsel vatandaslik
davranisi arasindaki iligki ise, bu alanda yuirttilen meta analiz gcalismalariyla da
(Organ ve Ryan, 1995) ozellikle ¢cok profesyonel olmayan ¢alisan gruplari igin
olumlu yonde dogrulanmigtir. Buna ek olarak yonetici- ¢alisan iligki kalitesinin,
genel is tatmini ile olumlu iligki gbsteren en dnemli bagimsiz degiskenlerin
hemen basinda geldidi yine meta analizlerle (Hackett ve Lapierre, 2004) ve

diger munferit arastirmalarla (Schyns ve Croon,2006) saptanmig bir gergekliktir.

Ozetle orgutsel davranis literatirti, bagimsiz degiskenler olarak yonetici-
calisan iligki kalitesi, calisanin hakkaniyet ya da orgitsel adalet algisinin
calisanin gorev performansi ve orgutsel vatandashk davraniglari Gzerindeki
etkilerine yonelik pek ¢ok teorik ve gorgul arastirmayr kapsamakta olup bu

konuda saglam temelli sonuclar elde edilmistir.

Diger taraftan liderlik ve guven konular din, felsefe, psikoloji ve ydnetim
alanlarinda birbirinin igcine gegmis kavramlar olarak cokca tartisiimis ve
sonuglari birbirleri ile gok baglantili bulunmus olmasina ragmen liderlik ve guven

teorileri literattrde birbirinden bagimsiz olarak geligsmigtir.

Bunun istisnalarina bir 6rnek olarak Browner, Schoorman ve Tan (2000)
calismasi gosterilebilir. Bu calismalarinda yazarlar, bir liderlik teorisi olan
yonetici- calisan iligki kalitesi ile Mayer, Davis ve Schoorman’in (1995)
Oncellerinden ayirt ederek tanimladidi yoneticiye duyulan guven arasinda,

“iligkisel liderlik” (relational leadership) adini verdikleri bir model gelistirerek,



yonetici- ¢alisan iligki dinamigi ¢ergevesinde givenin nasil olugtuguna dair teorik

bir agiklama sunmaya ¢calhgmislardir.

Bu modelde; guvenilen kisinin diger bir ifadeyle yoneticinin yeteneklilik
(ability), iyilikseverlik/ babacanlik (benevolence), buttunsellik/dirustlik (integrity)
gibi niteliklerinin, kendisine duyulacak guvenin oncelleri olup algilanan risk ve
iligkide risk alma; sarth ve ara degiskenlerinin de etkisiyle ¢calisanin performansi,
is tatmini, o6rgutsel baglihk ve drgitsel vatandaglik davraniglari tzerinde fark
yarattigi ileri surtlmektedir. Teorik bir ¢caligma olan bu model, literatirde gorgdl
olarak arastirlmamigtir. Bununla birlikte literatirde yoneticinin kigiler arasi
gliven olusturucu davraniglarinin orgutsel vatandaglk davranisini agikladigini
gosterir bagka gorgul arastirmalar bulunmaktadir (Deluga,1995) ancak burada
da ele alinan guven olusturucu davranislar; bulunabilirlik (availability), yeterlilik
(competence), tutarlilik (consistency), sir sakliyabilirlik (confidentiality), adillik
(fairness), butunsellik/durustlik (integrity), sadakat (loyalty), aciklik (openness),
sozlerin yerine getirilmesi (promise fulfilment) gibi Butler'in (1991) tanimladigi
guiiven duymanin oncelleri olup iligkisel liderlik modelindeki giiven dncellerinden
farkhdir.

Degisik arastirmacilar yonetici- calisan iliski kalitesini; yeterlilik
(competency), insanlar arasi iligki (interpersonal relationsip), given (trust)
(Graen,1976), ilgi (concern) ve duyarliik (sensevity) (Cashman,Dansereau,
Graen ve Haga, 1976) gibi farkl alt boyutlarla tanimlamiglardir. Bununla birlikte
sonralari daha da gesitlenen bu boyutlar yerine, bu tez ¢alismasi kapsaminda
yonetici —¢alisan iliski kalitesi icin Liden ve Maslyn (1989) tarafindan dnerilen
“sadakat” (loyalty), “duygusal bag” (affect), “mesleki saygi” (professional
respect), ve “iligkisel takasa katki algisi” (perceived contribution to the
exchange) boyutlarini esas alinmigtir. Bu boyutlar kullanilarak yonetici-caligan
iligki  kalitesinin, iligkisel liderlik modelinde oldugu gibi guvenilirlik
(trustworthiness) ve guven ( trust) Uzerinden 6rgutsel vatandaslik davranigi ve
calisanin is tatmini etkileyip etkilemedigi ayrica 6rgutsel adalet ve given egilimi

(propensity to trust) gibi degiskenlerin bu modelde oynadigi rollerinin ne oldugu,



literatiirde bu alanda saptanan gorgul arastirma eksikligini de gidermek Uzere

arastirilmistir.

Ozetle bu arastirmanin amaci; yonetici- caligsan iligki kalitesi liderlik
kuramindan hareketle, yoneticiye duyulan gtivenin olusumu ve bunun etkiledigi
is tatmini, o6rgltsel vatandaslik gibi sonuglar, teorik olarak aciklayan iligkisel
liderlik modelinden (Browner ve ark. 2000) hareketle, ©nerilen arastirma
modelini, yonetici- ¢calisan iliski kalitesi kuraminin temel kavramlarindan biri olan
yakin (in- group) ve uzak (out-group) grup ¢alisanlari ayirimini yaparak gorgul

olarak sinamaktir.

Arastirmanin 6nemi yonetici-calisan iligki kalitesinin, ¢alisanin OVD ve ig
tatmini Uzerindeki etkisini modelde yer alan; ¢alisanin ¢rgltsel adalet algisi ve
guiven egilimi gibi sarth degiskenler ile yonetici gtivenilirligi ve yoneticiye duyulan
given gibi ara degigkenler Uzerinden incelerken bunu, calisanin goérev
performansinin getirdigi etkiden arindirarak yapmasi ve modelin yakin ve uzak
gruptaki calisanlar icin nasil igledigini ayri ayri analiz etmesinden

kaynaklanmaktadir.

Arastirma modelinde ele alinan dediskenlerin hemen her birinin bir
digerinden bagimsiz olarak gelisen olduk¢a zengin literaturlerinin bulunmasi
nedeni ile dnce sOz konusu degdigkenlerle ilgili kavramlarin gelisimi ve bu
arastirmada kullanildiklart  sekliyle kapsamlari ve iligkili olduklari diger
kavramlarla ilgili baglantilar incelenecek, bilahare arastirmanin hipotezleri,

bulgu ve yorumlarina yer verilecektir.

Il. ORGUTSEL VATANDASLIK KAVRAMI

A. KAVRAMIN GELISIMi VE TANIMI

Orgutsel Vatandaslhk kavraminin kokeni, Chester Barnard'in 1938'de
tanimladigi “ igbirligine gondlli olma” tutumundan hareket ederek “gtvenilir rol

performansi” ile “yenilik¢i ve spontan” davraniglar arasinda ayirim yapan Daniel



Katz'in calismalarina dayanmaktadir. Katz’'a (1964) gore orgutsel etkinlik igin
Once calisanin drgute katilmasi, daha sonra guvenilir sekilde kendisinden
beklenen belirli rolleri yerine getirmesi ve en nihayetinde de gerektiginde gorev
taniminin da otesine gececek yenilikgi ve spontan davranislarda bulunabilmesi

gerekmektedir.

Bununla birlikte “Orgutsel Vatandashk” terimini o6rgut psikolojisi
terminolojisine ilk kazandiran Organ ve meslektaslari (Bateman ve Organ, 1983;
Smith, Organ ve Near, 1983) olmustur (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine ve
Brachrach, 2000).

Orgltsel Vatandaglk kavraminin ortaya ¢ikisina vesile olan disunce ise,
bir 6rgttiin etkin isleyigine 6nemli katkilari oldugu varsayilan calisan is tatmini
olgusunun yol agtigi ve yoneticilerin ¢ahisanlarinda gdérmeyi arzulamalarina
ragmen onlari zorunlu tutamadiklari davraniglarin neler oldugunu belirleme

isteginden dogmustur ( Le Pine , Erez ve Johnson,2002).

Orgltsel Vatandaglik Davranisi, Organ’in ilk betimlemesine gore: “orgitiin
resmi odullendirme sistemi iginde agiklikla tanimlanmamis fakat calisanin
orgutun isleyigini etkin ve verimli kilan basiretli davraniglandir”  (Williams ve
Anderson, 1991). Burada bahsi gegen “basiretli davranis”, calisanin is tanimi
ya da ustlendigi rol nedeni ile yapmak zorunda olmadidi buna karsin kendi
tercihine gore yaptid1 veya yapmadigi ve ihmali halinde ceza gormedigi ancak

yapmasi halinde de ddullendiriimedigi davraniglar anlamina gelmektedir.

Ne var ki Orgutsel Vatandaglik Davraniginin ilk kez tanimlandigi 1980’li
yillar takiben bu alanda ¢aligan akademisyenler, genel anlamda birbirlerine gok
yakin ve bu tanim iginde de degerlendirilebilecek bir takim yeni kavramlari farkli
isimlerle ileri strulmuslerdir. Bu kavramlar arasinda “Sosyal Egilimli Orgutsel
Davranig” (prosocial organizational behavior) (Brief ve Motowidlo,1986),
“Orgutsel Kendilegindenlik” (organizational spontanity) (George & Brief, 1992),
“Rol-Otesi Davranig” ( extra-role behavior) (Van Dyne ve LePine, J.A.,1998)
sayllabilecegdi gibi Borman ve Motowidlo’nun 1993'de tanimladiklari “Baglamsal

Performans” (contextual performance) da insan kaynaklari alanindaki



uygulamacilarin dzellikle ise alim sureglerinde ihmal ettikleri bir yone dikkatlerini
cekmeyi hedeflemesi agisindan Onemlidir. Zira bu akademisyenler,
uygulamacilarin eleman secimleri sirasinda adaylarin genellikle igletmenin
girdilerini kullanarak c¢ikti elde etmeyi saglayici niteliklerine odaklandiklarini
fakat esasen igletmelerin teknik 6zinul de iginde barindiran sosyal ve psikolojik
boyuta iligkin ¢calisan tutum ve davraniglarini ihmal ettiklerini gézlemlemislerdir.
Bu eksiklikten yola ¢ikilarak olusturulan baglamsal performans kavrami, pek
¢ok yonu ile Organ'in tanimladig1 orgutsel vatandaglk davranigi ile benzerlik
tasimasina kargin  orgutsel vatandaslik davraniginda oldugu gibi resmi
ddullendirme sistemi diginda tutulmadigindan diger bir ifadeyle ddullendirmeye

tabi olmasi bakimindan drgutsel vatandaslik kavramindan farkhdir.

Nitekim birbirine ¢ok yakin bu kavramlarin yol acabilecegi karigiklik ve
basiretli davranis gibi bir kavramin kigsiden kisiye degisebilecek yorumunun
getirebilecegi zorluklari goren Organ, 1983'de yaptidi ilk orgutsel vatandaghk
tanimi revize ederek 1997’de bu kavrami yine orgutin resmi 6dullendirme
sistemi kapsamina girmemekle birlikte “gdrev performansini destekleyen sosyal
ve psikolojik ortami zenginlestirici ve devamini saglayici davranislar’ seklinde

yeniden tanimlama ihtiyaci duymustur (LePine, Erez ve Johnson, 2002) .

Diger taraftan Orgutsel vatandaslk kavrami, ilk ortaya atildigi yillarda
endustri psikolojisi alaninda dnemli bir etki yaratmamig olsa da bu kavramin
cevresinde olusan yeni tanimlamalarin da gundeme gelmesi ile birlikte
arastirmacilarin giderek daha fazla ilgisini gekmigtir. Nitekim bu konuda 1983
yihni takip eden alti yil igcinde 13 makale yayinlanmigken yine alti yillik bir
periyot olan 1993-1998 yillari arasinda yayinlanan makale sayisinin alti kat
artarak 122 ‘ye ulasmasi, bu ilginin agik bir gostergesidir (Podsakoff ve ark.,
2000).

Bu dénemde yonetim disiplini altinda; insan kaynaklari, endustri iligkileri,
stratejik yoOnetim, uluslararasi iligkiler ve liderlik gibi konularda o6rgutsel
vatandaghk kavrami ile iligkili caligmalar yapilmig, ayrica bu kavrama gdosterilen
ilgi pazarlama, hastane yonetimi, toplum psikolojisi, ekonomi ve askeri psikoloji

gibi alanlara da yayilmistir (Podsakoff ve ark, 2000).



B. iS PERFORMANSININ iKi FARKLI BOYUTU

is performansi, igin veya orgiitin amagclari ile ilgili bir dizi davranigi
kapsayan bir kavramdir. is performansinin icerdigi boyutlara iligkin yapilan
calismalarda ortaya cgesitli gorugler konmussa da, bu gorusler esas itibari ile iki
genel kategori altinda toplanmaktadir; a) gorev performansi b) diger ¢alisanlarin
da gorev performanslarini yerine getirmelerine olanak saglayici, sosyal ve
orgutsel ortami yaratan ve bunu surdiren davraniglara yonelik performans
(Murphy,1997).

Gorev performansi belli bir gorevin ve yerine getirildigi ortamin calisan
tarafindan ogrenilmesi ile ilgili oldugu kadar, calisanin talep edildiginde bu
gorevi yerine getirmeye muktedir ve istekli olmasi ile de ilgilidir. Ancak genel ig
performansi, spesifik gorevlere iligkin gorev performansinin yani sira, ekip
calismasi, mugteri hizmeti ve orgutsel vatandaglk davranigi gibi bireyin spesifik
isindeki gdrevini yerine getirmesi icin her zaman gerekmeyen fakat ekip
calismalarinda ve genel anlamda 6rgutin diuzgin ¢alismasinda gerekli olan bir

dizi bagka davranisi da icermektedir.

Bu nedenle yoneticiler, calisanin is performansini degerlendirirken, bu iki
farkl kategorideki performansi her zaman objektif is kriterleri kullanarak
birbirinden tam olarak ayird edememektedirler. Nitekim Borman, White, ve
Dorsey’in (1995), 631 askeri personel Uzerinde vyuruttikleri bir calismada;
yonetici degerlendirmelerinde degerlendirilenin  bilgi, yetenek ve igteki
ustaliginin  degerlendirme  sonuclarindaki  degisimin  sadece %13'Unu
aciklayabildigini gostermistir. Deluga (1994) bu algi karisikliginin etkisini
ortadan kaldirmak igin oOrgutsel vatandaghk davranisi 6lgiimlerinin yapilmasi
gereken arastirmalarda calisanin gérev performansinin bir kontrol degigkeni

olarak kullanimini 6nermektedir.



C. ORGUTSEL VATANDASLIK DAVRANISI KAPSAMI
1. Boyutlar

Orglitsel vatandaglik kavramina duyulan ilginin artmasina paralel olarak bu
kapsamda dugunulebilecek 30 kadar davranisin tanimlanarak literatire girdidi,
Podsakoff ve arkadaslarinin (2000) yaptigi meta analizde ortaya konmustur.
Farkli arastirmacilarin farkli isimler vermis oldugu bu davraniglar, ana temalari
itibari ile : (1) Yardim etme, (2) Sportmenlik, (3) Orgiitsel Sadakat, (4) Orgltsel
Uyma, (5) Bireysel Inisiyatif, (6) Vatandaghk Erdemi ve (7) Kisisel Gelisim

olmak UGizere yedi alt grupta toplanmaktadir.

Bunlardan yardim etme davransgs, Orgitsel vatandaghk kavraminin ana
motiflerinden biri olmasi nedeni ile bu alanda ¢alisan hemen her arastirmacinin
ortak olarak kabul ettikleri bir faktor olma 6zelligi tagimaktadir. Kavramsal olarak
digerlerine gondlltlik esasina dayanarak yardimci olma veya igle ilgili sorun

yasanmasini 6nleyici davraniglar kapsamaktadir.

Sportmenlik genis anlamiyla; baskalari tarafindan olumsuz kosullar
yaratildiginda bundan sikayet etmeme, buna karsin isler yolunda gitmediginde
dahi olumlu tutumu surdidrme, digerleri onerilerini dikkate almadiginda bundan
alinmama, birlikte calistidi grubun menfaati igin kendi kisisel ¢ikarindan
vazgecme ve fikirleri reddedildiginde bunu kisisellestirmeme gibi davranimlari

icermektedir.

Orgutsel sadakat, 6rgiiti disindakilere kargi yuceltme, dig tehditlere karsi

koruma ve savunma, olumsuz kosullar altinda dahi 6rgite bagli olmayi

surdirme gibi tutum ve davraniglari kapsamaktadir.

Orglitsel uyma, bireyin igcinde bulundugu 6rgutin kurallarini, prosedurlerini

ve yasaklarini i¢sellestirmis olmasi ve bunun sonucunda bagkalar kendisini

gormese ya da kontrol etmese dahi bunlara titizle uymasi ile ilgilidir.

Bireysel inisiyatif, bireyin kendi gorev ve orgut performansini geligtirmek

tzere gonulli olarak yaratici ve yenilikgi eylemlere girismesi, isini bagarmak igin
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ekstra ¢caba ve cosku gostermesi, gonulli olarak ilave sorumluluklar Gstlenmesi
ve digerlerini de benzer davraniglara tesvik etmesi gibi davranislar
icermektedir. Ancak bu faktdr ¢cogu zaman gorev veya rol performansi ile
karistirilabilme riski tasidigindan MacKenzie, Podsakoff ve Fetter(1991) gibi
bazi arastirmacilar tarafindan orgitsel vatandaslik davranigi arastirmalarina

dahil edilmemistir.

Vatandaslik erdemi olarak adlandirilan bir diger oOrgutsel vatandaslik

davranis kumesi ise Orgute karsi daha makro duzeyde gosterilen bagllik ve
ilgiden kaynaklanan davraniglari icermektedir. Bu davraniglar arasinda; sirket
yonetimiyle ilgili toplanti, strateji tartismalari gibi aktivitelere isteyerek katilim,
sektorde orgutu etkileyebilecek dig etkenlerin nasil degistigini izleme, kigisel
anlamda bedel 6deme durumunda olsa dahi tehlikeli maddeleri/durumlari veya
supheli kisi ve eylemleri rapor etme gibi girketin ¢ikar ve guvenligini koruyucu

girisimlerde bulunma tarzinda davraniglar yer almaktadir.

Literaturde en az ampirik destek bulan son 6rgutsel vatandaslik davranig

kiimesi ise bireysel gelisim ile ilgili olandir ve bireyin, Orgutine sagladigi

katkinin boyutunu gelistirme amaci ile gonullu olarak bilgi ve becerisini
artiracag! firsatlarr gérmesi  ve kullanma girisiminde bulunmasi  6rnegin

egitimlere katilmasi gibi davranislari icermektedir

Williams ve Anderson (1991), Orgutsel Vatandaglik Davranisini yoneltildigi

hedefi esas alarak daha genel siniflandirmis ve “Bireye yonelik Orgutsel

Vatandaslik Davranisi” (BOVD) ile “Organizasyona _yonelik Orgitsel

Vatandaslik Davranisi” (OOVD) olmak (zere iki boyut tamimlamiglardir.

Bunlardan BOVD 6rnegin Smith ve arkadaglari (1983), ile Organ ve Knowsky
(1989), gibi arastirmacilarin ¢alismalarinda kullandiklari digerkamlik ( alturism)
boyutuna daha dar anlamda da olsa karsilik gelirken, OOVD genel uyma
davranimi (generalized compliance) boyutuna karsilik gelmektedir. Digerkamlik;
bir bireyin bir digerine, bire bir karsi kargiya olduklari durumlardaki yardim etme
davranimlarini, genel uyma davranimi ise bireyin her hangi bir muhatabi olmasa
da iyi bir caligani tarif eden normlara uyumunu gdsteren davranimlarini

kapsamaktadir.
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Diger taraftan Organ’in 1988'de onermis oldugu genigletimis OVD

taksonomisinin icerdigi faktorler digerkamlik, sorumluluk, sportmenlik, nezaket

ve vatandaslik erdemi olarak isimlendirilmis olup bu faktorler ilk kez Podsakoff,

Mac Kenzie, Moorman ve Fetter(1990) tarafindan ise vuruk hale getirilerek gok

sayida gorgul galismada kullaniimigtir.

OVD konusunda zenginlesen literatiir paralelinde farkli aragtirmacilarin
birbirine yakin kavramlardan olugsmus olsa da farkli isimlerle adlandirnlan gok
sayida boyut dnermesi karsinda bu boyutlarin daha genel ve genis kapsamli
boyutlarda toplanip toplanamayacagini arastiran Coleman ve Borman (2000),
27 farkli OVD boyutunun Wiliam ve Anderson’'un (1991) onerdigi gibi
muhatabin kim olduguna gore bireye ve oOrgite yonelik olmak Uzere iki Ust

boyutta toplandigini gostermiglerdir (LePine ve ark., 2002).
2. OVD ile ilgili Gizil (LATENT) ve Toplu (AGGREGATE) Modeller

Orgltsel Vatandaslik Davranisinin niteligi ve faktorlerini 2002'de yapmis
olduklari meta analizde gizil veya toplu modellerle tartisan Le Pine ve
arkadaslari, OVD konusunda onerilen pek ¢ok faktorin kendi aralarinda da
iligkili oldugunu ayrica ig tatmini, orgutsel baglilik, hakkaniyet, kigilik 6zelligi
olarak sorumluluk ve yonetici destegi gibi ©6ncellerle de birbirinin esdegeri

agirlikta iligkiler kurdugunu gostermislerdir.

Gizil modele gore; Orgutsel Vatandashk Davranisi faktorlerinden her biri
ayri ayrt OVD manifestosu niteliginde olup nedensellik iligkisi okunun yoni
OvD’dan faktorlere dogrudur. Bu modelde OVD, gizil degisken niteligi nedeni ile
faktorlerde ifade edilen davraniglarin ortaya c¢ikmasina kismen vesile
olmaktadir. Her ne kadar Organ (1997) bu gorist benimsemis olsa da LePine
ve arkadaslari, meta analizleri kapsaminda inceledikleri calismalarda bu
modelin agiklikla benimsenmedigi gorusundedirler. Nitekim Motowidlo (2000)
sayet OVD gizil modele uygun bir kavram olsaydi, bu durumda bir kigilik
Ozelligine benzeyerek bu kisilik 0zelliginin alt boyutlarinda tanimlanan

davranislarin ortaya ¢ikmasina neden olurdu yorumunu yapmaktadir.
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Toplu modele gére ise OVD, alt faktorlerinin bir matematiksel fonksiyonu
olarak ortaya ¢ikmakta ve her bir faktor, OVD kavraminin bir boluminu temsil
etmektedir. Dolayisi ile OVD, her bir faktoriin sistematik aciklayicihigi ve birbiri
tzerine eklenmesi o6lcistinde elde edilmekte, nedensellik oklarinin yonu ise

faktorlerden OVD kavramina dogru olmaktadir.

OVD uzerinde calisan pek cok arastirmaci, davranigsal boyutlarin
birbirinden farkh fakat iligkili oldugu gorusunde birlesmekte ve kompozit puanlar

elde etmek Gizere boyutlarin puanlarini toplamaktadirlar (Le Pine ve ark., 2002).
D. ORGUTSEL VATANDASLIK DAVRANISININ ONCELLERI

Padsakoff, Mac Kenzie, Paine ve Bachrach (2000), OVD ile ilgili teorik ve
gorgul aragtirmalar tzerinde yuruttikleri meta analiz galismasinda literattrdeki
OVD oncellerinin dort grup altinda kategorize edilebilecegini ileri surmuglerdir.

Buna gore ;
1. Calhigan Karakteristikleri

OVD konusundaki ilk calismalar bu davranigi ortaya cikartan iki onceli;
calisan tatmini, orgttsel baglihk, hakkaniyet algisi ve yonetici destegi algisi gibi
genel duygulanim durumunu ifade eden "moral faktorler® ile yumusak bagllk,
sorumluluk, pozitif ve negatif duygulanim gibi dogustan gelen “kisilik 6zellikleri”
olmak uzere iki farkh alanda tanimlamistir. Daha sonralari yapilan ¢alismalarda
kismen de olsa “rol algisi” ve OVD arasinda anlamli iliskiler bulunmug olmakla
birlikte genel anlamda demografik degiskenler, OVD ile iligkili bulunmadigi gibi

cinsiyet de sasirtici olarak OVD ile iliski gostermemistir.

OVD ile kararh bir iligki kuran bir diger calisan karakteristigi ise “6dle
duyarsizlik™tir. Bu ¢ahsan 6zelligi; digerkamlik, sorumluluk, nezaket, sportmenlik
ve vatandaglik erdemi gibi OVD alt faktorleri ile olumsuz iliski gostermektedir.
Yetenek, deneyim, egitim, bilgi, profesyonel yonelim, bagimsiz olma ihtiyaci gibi
diger bazi calisan ozelliklerinin de hic biri OVD ile kararli ve kuvvetli bir iligki

ortaya koymamigtir.
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2.Gorev Karakteristikleri

Her ne kadar OVD literatiiriinde yeterince vurgulanmamis olsa da ikame
Liderlik  (Substitudes for Leadership) literatirinde OVD’nin  gorev
karakteristikleri ile iligkisini gosteren caligmalar bulunmaktadir (Podsakoff ve
MacKenzie,1995). Gorev karakteristiklerinin ¢ temel unsurundan gorev geri
bildirimi, gorev rutinlesmesi ve i¢sel olarak tatmin edicilik; digerkamlik, nezaket,
sorumluluk, sportmenlik ve vatandaslk erdemi ile anlamh dizeyde iliskili
bulunurken, bu iligki gorev geri bildirimi ve gorevin i¢gsel tatmin ediciligi igin

olumlu, gorev rutinlesmesi icin ise olumsuzdur.
3.0rgiit Karakteristikleri

Orgutun formallik derecesi, orgltsel esneklik ve danisman/ uzman
desteginden yoksun olusu veya fiziki uzaklik gibi degiskenler OVD ile surekli
olarak iligkili bulunamazken grup ici yakinhk; digerkamlik, nezaket, sorumluluk,
sportmenlik ve vatandaslik erdemi ile, algilanan o6rgttsel destek ise calisan
digerkamhg ile kararh bigcimde anlaml dizeyde iligkili bulunmustur. Diger
taraftan liderin kontrolinde olmayan odiller; OVD’nin digerkamlik, nezaket ve
sorumluluk gibi alt faktorleri ile olumsuz iliski goOstermigtir (Podsakoff,

MacKenzie ve Bommer; 1996).
4.Yonetici / Lider Davraniglari

Podsakoff ve arkadaglarinin (2000) yaptiklari meta analizde OVD 6ncelleri
acisindan incelenen yonetici/lider  davraniglari;  donugturictu  liderlik
(transformational), isgorduricu liderlik (transactional), hedef yonelimi (path-
goal) ve yonetici- ¢alisan iligki kalitesi (LMX) teorileri kapsaminda tanimlanmis
davraniglar olmustur. Bunlardan vizyon yaratma, uygun bir model olusturma,
yuksek performans beklentisi, grup hedeflerinin paylagimini saglama gibi
donustiruci liderlik kavramina giren davraniglar ile is gorddrtci liderligin sarta
bagll odullendirme davranigi, OVD'nin bes boyutu ile de olumlu iligkili
bulunmustur. Ancak OVD alt boyutlarinin timdi is gordirucu liderligin sarta bagh

olmayan cezalandirma davranisiyla olumsuz iligki gostermigtir.
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Yonetici- calisan iliski kalitesi; toplam OVD ile (r=.36; ps .05) ve OVD’nin
bir alt faktori olan digerkamlik ile (r=.30; p< .05), mertebesinde olumlu iligkili

bulunmustur.

Diger taraftan orgutsel etkinlik agisindan OVD’nin tagidigi 6nem nedeni ile
calisanin sergileyecegi OVD ile iligkili olabilecek cesitli de@igkenler, muhtelif
arastirmacilarca incelenmistir. Bunlar arasinda is tatmini (Smith, Organ ve
Near,1983), yoneticiye duyulan given ve sadakat (Deluga ,1995) ve calisanin
yoneticide adillik algilamasi (Niehoff ve Moorman, 1993; Organ ve

Konovsky,1989) OVD ile iligkisi arastirilan baglica degiskenlerdir.
E. ORGUTSEL VATANDASLIK DAVRANISI ETKI ve SONUCLARI

OVD konusundaki erken donem arastirmalari agirlikli olarak 6nceller
uzerine odaklanmigken daha sonralari ilgi, OVD’nin neden oldugu sonuglara
yonelmis ve bu baglamda yoneticinin ¢alisan hakkindaki degerlendirmeleri ve

orgutsel performans bu alanda arastirilan bagimli degiskenler olmustur.
1. Caligan Degerlendirmeleri

Yoneticilerin ¢alisan performansini degerlendirirken onlarin OVD ‘larindan
olumlu yodnde etkilendiklerini ve bu etkinin; mutekabiliyet (karsilikhlik),
hakkaniyet normu, yoneticinin degerlendirme tarzi, OVD’nin diger davranislar
arasinda daha fark edilebilir ve kolay hatirlanir olmasi gibi nedenlere bagl

olarak ortaya ¢iktigini ileri siiren muhtelif aragtirmalar yapilmistir.

Podsakoff ve ark. (2000) meta analizleri kapsaminda inceledikleri 11
arastirmada, objektif performans oOlgutlerinin performans degerlendirmedeki
degisimin sadece % 9.5'ini aciklarken OVD’nin calisan performans
degerlendirmelerindeki degisimin % 42.9'unu acikladigini saptamiglardir. Bu
sonug, Yyoneticilerin caligan performans: ile ilgili karar verirken objektif
performans olgitlerinden daha ¢ok OVD'ni dikkate aldigini net bir bicimde

ortaya koymaktadir.
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Calisanin  sergiledigi OVD'nin etkisi, sadece calisan performans
degerlendirmesi ile sinirl kalmamakta terfi, egitim firsati ve 6dul tahsisi gibi
konularda da yonetici kararlarini etkileyen bir unsur olabilmektedir ( Allen ve
Rush, 1998).

2. Orgutsel Performans ve Basari

OVD ‘nin 6rgutsel performansi etkilemesi ile ilgili gérgul caligmalarin sayisi
Oncel arastirmalarina kiyasla ¢ok daha kisith olmakla birlikte sonuglar, Organ’in
(1988) OVD'nin orglt performansi ile iligkili oldugu temel énermesini dogrular
niteliktedir (aktaran Podsakoff ve ark.,2000). Nitekim bu yazarlarin meta analiz
sonuglart OVD’nin; orgltun niceliksel performans sonuclarinin %19'unu,
niteliksel performans sonuglarinin  %18'ini, finansal verim gd&stergelerinin
%25’ini, musteri hizmeti gostergelerinin ise % 38'ini aciklamakta oldugunu

gostermektedir.
F. ORGUTSEL VATANDASLIK DAVRANISI VE SOSYAL TAKAS

insan davraniglarinin ekonomik modellemesi iizerine inga edilen “Sosyal
Takas” kurami, bireyler arasindaki kargilikli etkilesim sureclerinin, bireylerin
kendi kazanimlarini arttirma, kayiplarini ise azaltma istegi tarafindan
yonlendirildigini ileri surmektedir (Thibaut ve Kelly,1959). Bu kurama gore
taraflar arasindaki odullendirici iligkiler, saglam bir gtven iligkisine vesile oldugu

gibi taraflar arasindaki ¢ekimi de artirmaktadir ( Blau,1964).

Sosyal takasi ekonomik takastan ayirt eden ilk arastirmaci olan Blau'ya
gore sosyal takas da ekonomik takasta oldugu gibi taraflardan birinin, yaptigi
katkiya kargilik diger tarafin, gelecekte yerine getirmesi gereken bazi
yukamlalukleri hakkindaki beklentileri ile ilgilidir fakat ekonomik takastan farkli
olarak sosyal takasta spesifik olarak belirlenmig bir takas unsuru yoktur. Sosyal
takas, taraflarin uzun vadede yukimliluklerini adil bir gekilde yerine
getireceklerine dair birbirlerine duyduklari gliiven, ekonomik takas ise taraflar

aras! anlagmalar zemininde gergeklesmektedir (Konovsky ve Pugh, 1994).
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Yonetici- ¢alisan iligkisinde taraflarin birbirleri ile kurdugu iligskinin niteligi,
bu iligkide takasa konu olan maddi veya maddi olmayan odul ve cezalarla
bicimlenir. Ornegdin yoneticisinden ilgi ve destek bulan calisanin bunun
karsihgini vermek istemesi, gosterecegi is performansi ve ¢rgutsel vatandaghk

davranisina yansir ( Organ,1988).

Diger taraftan OVD, gonullilik esasina dayanan ve ig tanimini asan
konularla ilgili oldugundan, yoneticinin verdidi 6dul veya cezalarda algilanan
hakkaniyete kargilik, sosyal takas baglaminda; gorev kapsamina giren
davraniglarda degil de gorev kapsami disinda kalan, diger bir ifade ile OVD
olarak nitelenebilecek davraniglarda degisiklik yapmak, calisan nezdinde de

politik agcidan daha guvenli bir strateji olarak algilanabilmektedir ( Organ,1988).
1. iS TATMINI

is ve igte yagsanan deneyimlerden kaynaklanan hos ya da olumlu duygu
durumu olarak tanimlanan is tatmini, Hoppock'un 1935 de bu konuda yazmis
oldugu kitaptan bu yana oOrgit psikolojisi alaninda incelenen en populer

degdiskenlerden biridir ( Hackett ve Lapierre, 2004).

Gunumizde de muhtelif degiskenlerle olan iligkisi incelenmeye devam
eden ig tatmini konusundaki ¢caligmalar birincisi; performans, ¢alisan devir orani,
OVD gibi orgitsel, ikincisi; stres ve tiikkenmislik gibi bireysel sonuglarin 6nceli
olarak, Ucuncusu; liderlik, lider cinsiyeti, is nitelikleri gibi 6rgutsel kosullarin bir
sonucu olarak ve dordincisu de kigilik 6zelliklerinden etkilenen ve dogustan
gelen bir yatkinlik olarak ele alindig1 ¢alismalar olmak Uzere dort grup altinda

toplanabilmektedir ( Schyns ve Croon,2006).

Calisanin motivasyonu ile is tatmini arasindaki iliski, literatirede 4 farkl
motivasyon teorisinden (ihtiyag, cift faktor, esitlik ve beklenti) hareketle
incelenmis fakat tek bir motivasyon teorisine bagh kalarak bu iligkiyi agiklamaya

calisan her hangi bir aragtirma akimi olusmamistir (Leboyer,1979).
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A. IS TATMINI — OVD iLigKisi

is tatmini- performans iligkisi pek ¢cok arastirmaya konu oldugu gibi OVD da
is tatmini ile iligkili bir degisken olarak siklikla arastirilmistir ( Bateman ve
Organ,1983; Puffer,1987; Organ ve Konovsky,1989). Organ ve Konovsky
(1989) is tatmininin OVD Uzerindeki etkilerini; dogustan gelen yatkinlik, bilissel
ve duyussal boyutlar agisindan incelemis, is sonuglarina dénuk olarak belli bir
kriter baglaminda duyulan is tatmininde biligsel boyutun, OVD’ni karakteristik
ruh hallerine kiyasla daha fazla etkiledigi sonucuna varmiglardir. Bu sonugtan
hareketle OVD’ni ruh hallerine bagh olarak gelisen davraniglardan ayirarak,
tersine OVD’nin kontrollu ve galisan tarafindan kasitl olarak ortaya konan bir

dizi davranis oldugunu ileri sirmuslerdir.

Diger taraftan Wililams ve Anderson (1991), gorev kapsamindaki
davraniglar ve OVD oncelleri olarak is tatmini ve o6rgutsel baghhgin etkilerini
arastirdiklari calismalarinda; biligsel baglamdaki is tatminini, i¢csel ve digsal
faktorlere bagli olmak tzere iki boyutta incelemisler ve Organ ile Konovsky'nin
1989 da elde ettikleri sonucu teyit eder bigimde is tatmininin biligsel ( 6rn.
Ucretten duyulan tatmin) boyutunun, hem bireye yonelik (BOVD) hem de
organizasyona yonelik (OOVD) orgutsel vatandaglik davranigini yordadigini

gostermislerdir.

Moorman (1993) is tatmini ile OVD arasindaki iligkinin, kullanilan ig tatmin
Olceginin niteliginden kaynaklanip kaynaklanmadigini goérmek Uzere yaptigi
incelemede; isteki calisma kosullari, firsat ve sonuglarinin rasyonel olarak
degerlendiriimesinden kaynaklanan “biligsel kaynakh” ig tatmininin, isin bir batin
olarak olumlu degerlendirmesinden kaynaklanan “duyussal kaynakh” is tatmine
kiyasla OVD’'nin ortaya cikmasinda goreceli olarak daha 6nemli oldugunu

saptamistir.
B. IS TATMINI VE YONETICI-CALISAN ILISKI KALITESI

Gerstner ve Day (1997) 164 arastirma Uzerinde yaruttukleri meta

analizlerinde; liderlik teorileri kapsamindaki yaklagsimlardan biri olan yonetici-
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calisan iliski kalitesi ile baglantili bulunan degiskenleri arastirmis ve en guclu
bagi; yoneticiden tatmin (r =.71), bunun hemen arkasindan da genel is

tatmininin ( r = .50) olusturdugunu saptamiglardir.
C. IS TATMINI OLCUMU

Orglt psikolojisinin ilgi odagindaki temel deg@iskenlerden olan is tatmini;
literatiirde ya genel olarak ya da yoneticiden, is arkadaglarindan, is sartlarindan,
gorevden duyulan tatmin gibi farkli yonlerden dlgulebilen bir ¢alisan tutumdur
(Schyns ve ark.,2006). Buna gore literatirde is tatminini boyutlarina ayristirarak
olcen Minnesota is Tatmin Olgegi veya Job Diagnostic Survey (Hackman ve
Oldham,1975) gibi cok maddeli dl¢eklerin yani sira genel is tatminini tek madde

ile 6lcen Olgekler de kullaniimis ve tartisiimistir.

Wanous, Reichers ve Huddy (1997) 7682 denegi kapsayan 17 arastirma
Uzerinde yurattakleri meta analizde; genel is tatminini 6lgen ¢ok maddel
Olceklerle, tek maddeli 6lgekler arasindaki iligki ortalamasini r=.67 olarak bulmusg
ve tek maddeli Olgeklerin, genel is tatminini ¢oklu madde ile 6lgcen Olgeklere
kiyasla daha gugli oldugunu saptamiglardir. Buna paralel olarak az sayida
sorunun kullanilmasini gerektiren ya da alt faktorlerin incelenmesine ihtiyag
duyulmayan durumlarda, is tatmini Olciminde tek maddeli Glgeklerin tercih

edilebilecegini ileri stirmusglerdir.
IV. YONETICI- CALISAN ILiSKi KALITESI
A. LIDERLIK TEORILERI ARASINDA FARKLI BiR BAKIS

Liderin tim takipgilerine karsi esit olarak tek bir liderlik tarzinin 6ngordugu
davraniglar sergiledigi varsayimi, tim liderlik teorilerinin ortak yanini
olusturmaktadir. Bunun bir istisnasi Dansereau, Graen ve Haga (1975)
tarafindan “Hiyerarsik ikili iligki Bagi” (Vertical Dyad Linkage) adi ile tanimlamig
olan liderlik modelidir. Bu model; birbirine hiyerarsik anlamda bagli yonetici ve
calisan ikilisi arasinda zaman iginde gorev/rol Gstlenme eylemleri araciligi ile bir
dizi takas iligkisi yasandigini ve yoneticinin bu takas surecinde caliganina

tanidigi, gorevini/rolini mizakere etme firsati yada misamahanin (NL-
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Negotiation Latitude) ikilinin daha sonraki davranislarini belirledigini ileri
surmektedir. Hiyerarsik ikili arasindaki iliski bagi kavramini temel alarak liderin,
her bir caligsani igin ayri ve kisiye 6zel bir yaklagimi olabilecegini éngdren bu
liderlik modeli, daha sonralari Yénetici- Lider iliski Kalitesi (LMX- Leader
Member Exchange) olarak adlandirilarak liderlik teorileri arasindaki yerini

almistir (Bauer ve Green,1996).

Dansereau ve ark. (1975) hemen her liderin bélimindeki bazi ¢ahganlari
kendisine yakin, bazilarini uzak, bazilarini ise ara grupta gordugini ve bunun
calisanlarin; (a) yeterlilikleri (b) ne kadar guvenilir olduklari (6zellikle yonetici
kendilerini izlemediginde) (c) bolum iginde daha fazla sorumluluk almaya ne
derece istekli olduklari gibi nedenlerden kaynaklandigini ileri strmuglerdir.
Bunlarin digsinda yoneticilerin calisanlari kendilerine yakin ve uzak olarak
algilamalarinda; cinsiyet, sosyal statl vb. bazi demografik degiskenlerin de etkili

oldugu saptanmistir (Duchon, Green ve Taber,1986).

Diger taraftan secilmis (yakin) gruptaki ¢aligsanlar, b6limin basarisinda en
kritik gorevlerin tamamlanmasi ile ilgili sorumluluk alarak normal gdrevlerinin
Otesinde katkida bulunurken, yoneticilerinden de bunun karsihginda daha buyuk
ilgi, destek ve duyarhlik gormektedirler. Ydneticinin kendisine uzak olarak
algiladig caligsanlar ise yonetici ile daha resmi dizeyde iligkiler yagsamakta ve
b6lim icinde daha rutin ve sikici igleri yapma durumunda kalmaktadirlar (Liden
ve Graen,1980).

Orgut kaltart ve liderlik kavramlarinin yakin iligkisi nedeniyle hiyerarsik ikili
iliski bagr modelini oOrgut kulturt  baglaminda arastiran Kozlowski ve
Doherty(1989), yoneticisi ile daha kaliteli iligkileri bulunan yakin gruptaki
calisanlarin uzak gruptaki calisanlara kiyasla orgut iklimini daha olumlu ve

yoneticilerinin algilamasina daha benzer bicimde algiladiklarini saptamiglardir.
B. YONETICI- CALISAN iLISKi KALITESI KURAMININ GELISIMI

ilk onerildigi tarinten bu yana gecgen 35 yil icinde pek ¢ok teorik ve gorgiil

calismaya konu olan yonetici- calisan iliski kalitesi (YCIK ) kurami, giinimiize
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degin dort gelisim evresi gecirmigtir (Graen ve Uhl-Bien,1995). ilk dénemde
calismalarin odak noktasini farklilasmis iligkiler (yakin ve uzak ¢aligan gruplari),
sonralari iligkinin kalitesi ve bunun sonuclar olustururken daha sonralari ikili
iligkilerde partner olabilmek igin neler yapilmasi gerektigi ve en son olarak da
yonetici- calisan iligki kalitesini sistem perspektifi ile degerlendirme diger bir
ifade ile ikili iligkilerden gruplar ve ag yap! dizeyindeki iligkilere ydnelme

seklinde bir gecis yasanmigtir.
C. DIGER LIDERLIK TARZLARI ILE YCIK iLiSKisSi

Yukl (1989) 6diil takasina dayandigi icin YCIK'ni, is gordiriicu liderlik
baglaminda yorumlarken Graen ve ark. (1995) YCIK'ni hem ig gordiriicii hem
de donistiriici liderlik sirecleri ile aciklamistir. Buna gére YCIK giiven
olusumu, sadakat gbsterme ve saygl duyma gibi bazi agamalardan gecerek
olgunlagmaktadir. Yonetici- calisan iligki kalitesi ilk asamada ig gordartcl, son

asamaya ulasildiginda ise dontsturici nitelik kazanmaktadir ( Bass ,1999).

Graen ve ark.(1995) YCIK'nin, yoénetici ile calisan arasinda birbiri ardina
gelisen “yabancr’, *“tanidik” ve “partner’” olma sireglerinden gegerek
gelisebildigini ileri surmuslerdir. Ote yandan kendini yonetici ile 6zdeslestiren
yakin gruptaki calisanlar, yoneticilerinin degerlerini ve inanglarini igsellestirerek
ve bunlara uygun davranarak hem kendi 6z —deger algilarini yikseltmekte
(Wang, Law, Hackett, Wang ve Chen, 2005) hem de yoneticileri ile yasadiklari
iligki kalitesi, ©rgut iklimi algilamalarinda bir filtre rolti oynamaktadir ( Kozlowski
ve Doherty, 1989).

Deluga (1992) donusturuct liderligin bireye yonelik ilgi (individualized
consideration) ve karizma boyutlarinin, YCIK'y1 yordadigini ve doénistiriici
liderlerin, calisanlari ile aralarinda sosyal takas sireglerinin yasanmasi igin bu
liderlik boyutlarinin adeta bir “katalizor” roli oynadigini tartismistir (Wang, et.al,
2005).
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D. YCIiK’nin BOYUTLARI

Schriesheim, Castro ve Cogliser (1999) YCiK'ne iliskin kavramlarin ilk kez
ortaya ciktigi 1972 yilindan itibaren bu alanda yayinlanmig 82 calismayi
inceledikleri meta analizlerinde; muhtelif arastirmacilarin saglam gerekgelere
dayanmadan YCIK tanimi ve alt boyutlari konusunda yillar itibari ile nasil farkl
disiincelere sahip olduklarina vurgu yaparak, YCIK literatiirinde 1998 yilina
kadar var olan tim boyutlarin kronolojik dokimunid ¢ikarmiglardir. Buna gore
arastirmacilar arasinda tam bir uzlagsmaya varilmamig olsa da incelenen alt

boyutlar 6zetle sunlardir;

Kigiler arasi iligki kurma becerisi ve given ( Graen, 1976 )

- llgi ve duyarlilik (Cashman, Dansereau ve Haga,1976)

- Onceki boyutlara ilaveten, destek, 6dil ve yoneticiden duyulan tatmin (Graen
ve Ginsburg,1977)

- Guven, duyarhhk, destek ve ilgi (Schiemann, 1977)

- Guveni harig tutarak duyarlilik, destek ve ilgi (Graen ve Schiemann,1978)

- Karsilikh duygusal bag, iliskisel takasa katki algisi ve sadakat (Dienesch ve

Liden, 1986)

- 1980-90 yillari arasinda ise Graen ve arkadaslarinin yaptigi 13
calismadacesitlenen boyutlar arasina guven, yeterlilik, motivasyon, yardim ve
destek, anlayis, misamaha, otorite, bilgi, karar sirecinde etkili olma, iletigim,

itimat, ilgi ve delegasyon gibi kavramlar katilmigtir.

YCiK'nin, tek ya da cok boyutlu bir kavram oldugunu olcek gelistirip
gecerligini test ederek arastiran Liden ve Maslyn (1998), daha oOnceleri
Dienesch ve Liden’in (1986) onerdigi “duygusal bag”, “iligkisel takasa katki

algisi” ve “sadakat” boyutlarina “mesleki saygl” boyutunu da eklemislerdir.

Liden ve ark. (1998) YCIK'nin, “rol yaratma” (Graen,1976) ve “sosyal takas”
teorilerinin 6nermeleri dogrultusunda tek degil cok boyutlu olmasi gerektigini ileri

sirerek, bu teorilerin YCIK'ni neden c¢ok boyutlu kildigini su sekilde
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aciklamiglardir; rol teorisine gore liderler is iliskileri sirasinda gorev gereklerini
ne kadar yerine getirdikleri ve givene ne kadar layik olduklari hususunda
calisanlarini gozlemler ve sinarlar. Yoneticilerin, bu gozlem ve sinamalariyla
ilgili algilari, daha sonra her bir ¢alisanla aralarinda olusacak iligki kalitesinin
belirleyicisidir. Diger taraftan olugan bu iligki kalitesi, sosyal takas teorisine gore
yoneticinin igle ilgili 6rnegin; bilgi paylasma, sevk yaratan iddiali gérevler verme,
otonomi tanima gibi takas unsurlarini ne 6lgide kullanarak g¢alisanina karsilik
verecegini belirler. Ote yandan Unitesindeki calismalara nezaret, kaynak tahsisi
ve i¢/ dis iliskileri yuritmek gibi de gorevleri olan yonetici, bu goreviere
odaklanirken calisanlariyla sosyal iligkilerini ihmal ediyor ve bu durum da

YCIiK’ni olugturan farkli boyutlar {izerinde farkli etkiler yaratiyor olabilir.

Liden ve arkadaslarinin (1998) tanimlandiklari ve psikometrik olarak da

kanitladiklari sekli ile YICK'ni olusturan faktorler ise sunlardir;

Duyqgusal Bag : Yonetici ile calisan arasinda is veya mesleki degerlerden
cok, kisiler arasi ¢cekime bagl olarak gelisen karsilikli bagdir. Bu turden bir
bagin 0Ornegin arkadaghk gibi kisisel olarak &dullendirici bir yani da

bulunmaktadir.

Sadakat: Hiyerarsik ikilideki taraflardan birinin digerinin kisisel karakter ve
hedeflerini destekledigini baskalarinin yaninda aciklikla ifade etmesi ya da
gostermesidir. Sadakat, ayni zamanda kisiye durumdan duruma degdismeyecek

sekilde inang beslenmesini de kapsar.

fliskisel Takasa Katk/ Algis: Hiyerarsik ikilinin, ortak hedefler
dogrultusunda ig yonelimli eylemlere iligkin agik ya da ortik bigcimde sahip
oldugu mevcut durum algisidir. Burada is yonelimli eylem Ornekleri olarak;
calisanin  kendi sorumlulugunu nasil tasididi, is tanimi veya kontratinin da
Otesine gececek sekilde gorevlerini nasil yerine getirdigi ve benzer bigimde

yoneticinin de bu eylemler i¢in ne 6lglde firsat ve kaynak sundugu verilebilir.

Mesleki Sayq:: Hiyerarsik ikilideki her bir Giyenin, is veya mesleki agidan ne

Olctiide basaril oldugu konusunda 6rgut icinde veya disinda yarattigi izlenimdir.
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Bu izlenim veya algi; s6z konusu bireyle yasanan bazi deneyimler, 6rgit iginden
veya digindan bazi kigilerin o bireyle ilgili bildirdikleri gorusler veya bireyin

kazanmis oldugu 6duller ya da mesleki basarilarindan kaynaklanmis olabilir.

Buradaki son faktor olan “mesleki saygl”, Dienesch ve ark.(1986)
tarafindan ileri surdlen ilk U¢ faktore ilave edilen bir faktor olup Liden ve ark
.(1998) bu faktort eklemenin yani sira ayrica “sadakat” faktoriini de yukarida

belirtildigi sekli ile yeniden tanimlamislardir.
E. YCIK OLCUMU

YCIK‘nin oélgiimii, yoneticinin  calisana gosterdigi  misamahayi (NL-
Negotation Latitude) olgcen iki maddelik Olgeklerden c¢ok faktorli Olgeklere
(Liden ve Maslyn,1998) dogru giderek daha kapsamli hale gelmigtir. Ancak
YCIK literatiirinde ¢ok faktorlii 6lgek olusturulana kadar en cok kullanilan ve
guvenilirligi en yiksek bulunan oOlgek, Graen ve Uhl-Bien tarafindan gelistirilip

LMX7 olarak anilan yedi maddelik dlgek olmugstur (Gerstner ve Day, 1997).

Bununla birlikte LMX7'ye bir alternatif olarak Liden ve arkadaglarinin
(1998) gelistirdigi cok faktorlu 6lceginin, kullanildigr arastirmalar da (Wang, Law,
Hackett, Wang & Chen, 2005; Maslyn, Uhl Bien,2001) literattirde yerini almistir.

F. YCIiK’nin ILISKILI OLDUGU DEGISKENLER

Gerstner ve ark. (1997) yapmig olduklari meta analizde; YCIK'nin basta
yoneticiden duyulan tatmin olmak tzere genel is tatmini, ¢alisan performans
degerlendirmeleri, drgutsel baglilik, rol netligi ile olumlu, rol ¢atismasi, isten

ayrilma, isten ayrilma niyeti ile olumsuz yonde iligki kurdugunu saptamiglardir.

Diger taraftan YCIK'nin, yoneticinin calisana duydugu giiven ile galisanin
yetkelendirilmesi arasindaki iligskide sarth degisken roli oynadigini (Carolina ve
Benson, 2001), calisanin rol otesi davranislarini (Tierney, Bauer ve Potter,
2002), ve orgutsel vatandaslik davranisini etkiledigini (Wayne ve Green 1993)

gosteren ¢alismalar bulunmaktadir.
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Wayne, Shore, Bommer ve Tetrick (2002) Fortune 500 listesindeki bir
fabrikada yapmis olduklari arastirmada uygun sarta bagli olarak yapilan
odiillendirmelerle YCIK arasinda r=.77 (p<.01) gibi yiiksek bir olumlu iliski, sarta
bagh olmadan yapilan cezalandirmalarla ise r= -.51(p<.01) diizeyinde olumsuz

bir iligki bulmuslardir.

Wang, Law, Hacket, Wang ve Chen(2005), Kuzey Cin'de 162 yonetici-
calisan ikili grubu ile yuriittikleri aragtirmada; YCiK'nin dénustiiriict liderlik
davraniglari ile calisan performansi ve orgutsel vatandaglik davranigi arasindaki
iliskide tam bir ara degigken roli oynadigini gostermislerdir. Buna gore
donustiruct liderlik davraniglar ile calisan performansi ve OVD'I arasindaki
iliski, araya YCIK'nin girmesi ile zayiflamakta diger bir ifade ile calisanin
performans ve OVD’ daki degisimini YCIK daha iyi agiklar hale gelmektedir. Bu
arastirmanin sonuglari, agirhkl olarak yonetici- ¢alisan ikilisi arasindaki sosyal
takasin niteligine odaklanarak davraniglara daha marjinal bir 6nem veren YCIK'i
literatiriinde, donusturicu liderlik davraniglarinin hem goérev performansi hem
de OVD ile iligkisinde YCIK'nin roliinii ortaya koymasi bakimindan énem

tasimaktadir.

Piccolo ve Colcquitt (2006) donusturict liderlik ve calisanlarin gorev
performanslari arasindaki iliskide is karakteristiklerinin rolini inceledikleri
caligmalarinda; YCIK algisi yiiksek olan calisanlarin dénistiricii lider
davraniglarindan daha cok etkilendiklerini bularak bu durumu, YCIK’sini yiiksek
olarak algilayan calisanlarin, given ve baghliklarini kazanan donustiricu

liderlerin etkisine daha acgik hale gelmis olmalariyla agiklamislardir.

Diger taraftan (Pellegrini, 2006)Tirk Kkiiltirinde YCIK, ataerkillik ve
delegasyon ile ig tatmini arasindaki iligskiyi arastirdigi goérgul ¢calismasinda emik
bir degisken olarak ataerkilligin, YCIK ile is tatmini arasindaki iliskide ara

degdisken olarak rol oynadigini saptamistir.

YCIK ile OVD'ni arasindaki iligkinin bir meta analiz cercevesinde
arastinldigr en yeni calisma llies, Nahrgang ve Morgeson (2007) tarafindan

yapilmis ve 50 farkli 6rneklem grubunun kapsandigi bu analizde iki degisken
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arasinda orta gigte ( r=.37) bir iligkinin var oldugu gortlmustur. Ancak OVD,
bireye ve orgite yonelik olmak Uzere iki farkl hedefe gore ayri ayri analiz
edildiginde YCIK ile BOVD iligkisi r=.38, OOVD iligkisi ise r=.31 diizeyinde

bulunmustur.
G. BILGI PAYLASIMI

YCIK literatiirine ilk kez Kozlovsky ve Doherty (1989) tarafindan
kazandirilan “bilgi paylagimi” kavrami, yonetici ile ¢calisanin birlikte galismaktan
dogan is iligkilerinde iletisim yolu ile bir takas unsuru olan bilgiyi, nitelik ve igerik
olarak aralarinda hangi siklik ve amagla paylastiklari ile ilgili olup yakin ve uzak

gruptaki ¢alisanlari birbirinden ayirabilmenin bir araci olarak disundlmustir.

Nitekim daha sonralari Kacmar, Zivnuska, ve Gully ve Rutgers (2003) 6zel
sektér caliganlari ile yurittikleri bir arastirmada YCIK ile performans
degerlendirmeleri arasindaki iligkiyi, yoneticisi ile daha siklikla iletisim icinde
oldugunu bildiren calisanlarda daha yilksek bulmuglardir. Yiiksek YCIK'i
algisina sahip ¢alisanlar, daha sik iletisim i¢cinde bulunmalarini beyan etmenin
yani sira daha az iletigim icinde oldugunu beyan eden diisiikk YCIK algisina
sahip calisanlardan daha yiksek performans degerlendirmeleri de elde

etmislerdir.
V. ORGUTSEL ADALET

Genis anlami ile bir davranigin ne kadar adil sayilabilecedi, gecerli ve
hakim olan etik sistem Ogretileri ile yapilacak kiyaslamalara gore varilabilecek
bir sonuctur ( Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter ve Ng, 2001). Ote yandan 6rgiit
catilar altindaki calisanlar da hem elde ettikleri 6dil nitelikli kazanimlarin hem

de kendilerine yapilan muamelenin adil ve hakkaniyetli olmasini beklerler.

Orgltsel adalet teorisi; calisanlarin, kendilerinin ve diger caligsanlarin
orguttte maruz kaldiklari durum ve muameleler kargisinda dastnduklerini ve
hissettiklerini siniflandirarak calisanlarda olugan hakkaniyet algisini inceler
(Greenberg,1987). Bu siniflandirmalarin ilki alinan kararlarin sonuglari ile ilgili

“‘dagitimsal adalet” , ikincisi Orgutteki karar alma suregleri ve uygulamasini da
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kapsayan “iglemsel adalet” (procedural justice) ve sonuncusu da taraflarin
birbirleri ile iligki kurma tarzina odaklanan “etkilesimsel adalet* (interactional
justice) olmak lzere U¢ temel boyut icermektedir. Ancak daha sonralar “insan
iligkilerinde adalet” (interpersonal justice) ve “bilgi paylasminda adalet”
(informational justice) gibi boyutlar da 6nerilmis ve tartisilmistir (Saunders ve
Thorndike, 2004).

A. ORGUTSEL ADALET BOYUTLARI
1. Dagitimsal Adalet

islemsel adalet kavraminin heniiz ortaya atiimadigi 1975 6ncesindeki
donemde dagitimsal adalet kavrami Uzerinde yogunlasan bu donemdeki
arastirmalar, Adams’in (1965) hakkaniyet algisini degerlendirme amaciyla
Onerdigi esitlik kuramini temel almiglardir. Adams, dagitimsal adaletin
hakkaniyetle igleyip islemedigini gostermenin bir yolu olarak; ¢alisanin 6rgute
sunduklari (egitim, zeka, deneyim vb.) ile 6rgutten elde ettikleri arasindaki orana
bakilmasi ve bunun da diger ¢alisanlarin oranlari ile kiyaslanmasini dnermigtir.
Bununla birlikte Adams’in dagitimsal adalet baglamindaki hakkaniyet ilkesine ek
olarak esitlik ve muhta¢ olma gibi bagka dagitimsal adalet ilkeleri de tanimlamig

ve dagitimsal adalet degerlendirmelerinde kullaniimistir (Colquitt ve ark.2001).
2. lglemsel Adalet

Anlasmazliga dusen taraflarin hukuki sureclere gosterdikleri tepkileri
inceleyen Thibaut ve Walker (1975), “islemsel adalet” terimini literattre ilk
kazandiran arastirmacilar olup anlagmazliklarin bir tgliinct tarafin da yer aldigi
ortamlardaki ¢6zim arayiglarinda; arabulma ve karar agsamalarindan gegen bir
sure¢ yasandigini ve anlagmazliga dusen taraflarin arabulma asamasinda
kendilerini ifade etme (voice effect) ve katkida bulunma firsati elde etmeleri
halinde karar asamasinda kontrolu elde tutmaktan vaz gecebileceklerini ileri
surmuslerdir.  “Adil sure¢ etkisi” veya “s0z hakki elde etme etkisi” olarak
isimlendirilen bu durum muhtelif gorgul calismalarla da ( Folger, 1977; Lind ve

Tyler, 1988) dogrulanmigtir.
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Thibaut ve arkadaglarinin (1975) calismalari, esas itibari ile hukuki alani
hedef almakla birlikte Levanthal (1980), islemsel adalet kavramini hukuk
kapsamindan ¢ikartarak, orgit ortamlarini da igerecek sekilde genigletilmesini
saglamistir. Buna gore bir sirecin ya da islemin adil olabilmesi i¢in Levental

kriterleri olarak bilinen alti kriterden en az birinin gecerli olmasi gerekmektedir.

LEVENTHAL KRITERLERI

islemlerin farkli zamanlarda ve farkli kigiler icin de olsa ayni sekilde

uygulanmasi.

islemlerin uygulanmasinda yanlilik olmamasi (Ornegin karar vericinin sorunun

su ya da bu sekilde ¢ozulmus olmasi ile ilgili highir menfaatinin bulunmamasi).
Gerekli bilgilerin toplanmasi ve karar agsamasinda kullanimi.
Eksik veya hatall kararlarin duzeltilebilmesi i¢in bir mekanizmanin olmasi
Gegerli etik kurallara veya ahlak ilkelerine uyulmasi.
Karardan etkilenebilecek tim taraflarin dikkate alinmasi

Sonug olarak islemsel adalet, karar alma sireglerinde algilanan hakkaniyetle
ilgilidir. Bununla birlikte biri “yapisal” ( 6rn. resmi suire¢ karakteristikleri) ve digeri
“etkilesimsel* adalet ( Orn. surecler sirasinda bireye nasil muamele edildigi)

olmak lGizere baz alt boyutlar icerdigi de ileri strtlmustir (Schappe, 1998).
3. Etkilesimsel adalet

Sureclerin igleyisi sirasinda calisanlarin muhatap olduklari muamelenin
onemine ilk kez dikkati geken Bies ve Moag (1986) bu konudaki adalet algisini
“etkilesimsel adalet “olarak isimlendirmiglerdir. Bu kavram da daha sonralari
birincisi; sdreglerin uygulanmasi ve istenen sonuglara ulagilmasi sirasinda
calisanlara yetkililer veya uglnciu taraflarca ne oOlcude nezaket, ve kigisel
batunliklerine saygi iceren bir Uslup ile yaklasildigini ifade eden “insan

iligkilerinde adalet” (interpersonal justice), ikincisi ise sureclerin neden belli bir
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sekilde igledigi veya sonuglarinin belli bir sekilde dagitildigina iliskin bilginin
paylagimina odaklanan *“bilgi paylasiminda adalet” (informational justice) olmak
Uzere iki alt boyuta daha ayristirilmig ve orgutsel adalet kavraminin dort boyutlu
(dagitimsal, islemsel, iligkisel, bilgi paylagimsal) oldugu Colquit (2001)

tarafindan tartisiimistir.
B. ORGUTSEL ADALETIN DIGER DEGISKENLERLE iLiSKISI

Sweeney ve Mc Farlin (1993) dagitimsal ve iglemsel adaletle tcret tatmini
ve Orgutsel baglilik arasindaki iligkiyi arastirdiklari ¢aligmalarinda dagitimsal
adaletin; Ucret tatmini ve genel is tatmini gibi kigisel sonuclari yordamada,
islemsel adaletin ise 6rgutsel baghlik ve calisanin yoneticisini degerlendirmesi

gibi 6rgutsel sonuclari yordamada daha gugli olduklarini saptamiglardir.

Benzer bicimde sosyal takas kuramini temel alarak yurdttikleri bir saha
arastirmasinda Masterson, Lewis, Goldman ve Taylor (2000), etkilesimsel
adaletin yoneticiye donik OVD ve yonetici performans degderlendirmeleri gibi
“yoneticiyi referans alan”, islemsel adaletin ise orgiite yonelik OVD ve orgiitsel

baghhk gibi “6rguti referans alan” sonuglari etkiledigini gostermislerdir.

Colquitt ve ark. (2000) orgutsel adalet literatirindeki 25 yillik dénemi
kapsayan meta analizlerinde iglemsel adaleti; is tatmini ile (r=.51), orgitsel
baghlkla (r=.48), guven ile (r=.52), BOVD ile (r=.19) ve OOVD ile (r=.23)
mertebesinde iligkili bulmuglardir. Etkilesimsel adaletin alt boyutlarindan birincisi
“insan iligkilerinde adalet’; ig tatmini ile (r=.31), BOVD ile (r=.23), orgiitsel
baghhkla (r=.16), ikincisi “bilgi paylasiminda adalet” ise; guven ile (r=.43), is
tatmini ile (r=.38), orgutsel baglilikla (r=.26), BOVD ile (r=.21), OOVD ile de
(r=.18 ) mertebesinde iligkili bulunmustur.

Orglitsel adalet konusunda toplam 64,757 denek ve 190 arastirma
sonucunu kapsayan bir diger meta analizde (Yochi ve Paul, 2001); drgutsel
adalet algisinin algilayicinin demografik dzellikleri ile iligkili olmadigi, buna

kargin OVD’'ni yordadigi, orgutsel baghlik ve guvenin diger orgitsel adalet
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turleriyle de iligki kurmakla birlikte en guglu iligkiyi islemsel adalet ile kurdugu

saptanmistir.

Ascigil, Nace ve Yener (2005), Turk sirketlerinde yurattikleri bir
arastirmada calisanlarin; dagitimsal, islemsel ve etkilesimsel adalet
baglamindaki orgitsel adalet algilarinin, is arkadaslari icin yaptiklari OVD

degerlendirmeleri ile iligkili oldugunu bulmuslardir.

Diger taraftan calisanin etkilesimsel adalet algisi, ig tatmini ve ydneticiye
yonelik OVD'yi etkilerken YCIK’nin bu iligkide tam bir ara degisken rolii oynadigi

gosterilmistir ( Masterson ve ark.2001).
C. ISLEMSEL ADALET ALGISI VE GRUP-DEGERI MODELI

islemsel adalet algisinin yaratti§i etkilere alternatif bir aciklama getiren
Lind ve Tyler (1988), “grup-degeri” (group value) adini verdikleri modelde
islemsel adalet algisinin, bireylere icinde bulunduklari grup ve bagh olduklari
yetkililerle surdurdukleri iligkiler hakkinda bilgi verdigini ileri strmektedirler.
Soyle ki; grup-degeri modeline gore yetkililer, adil stregler uyguladiklari ve adil
muamelede bulunduklari takdirde beraberlerindeki bireylere grup uyelikleri
hakkinda; biri grup iginde saygin bir pozisyonlari oldugu, digeri ise grup
tyeliklerinden gurur duyabilecekleri  konusunda iki sembolik mesaj
iletmektedirler. Diger taraftan sosyal kimlik kuramina iligkin calismalarin (Brewer
ve Kramer,1986 ) ortaya koydugu gibi kendini grubu ile Ozlestirebilen bireyler
grubu daha olumlu degerlendirmekte, grup amaglarini daha fazla benimseyerek
kendi amaci haline getirmekte ve daha da ileriye giderek grubun bir Uyesi olarak
kalmaya ve o©6rnegin sikisik durumlarda mesaiye devam etme veya bazi
calismalara gonulla olarak katilma gibi rol 6tesi davranislarda bulunmaya istekli
olmaktadirlar (O’Reilly ve Chatman,1986 ) .

Sosyal kimlik kurami, kimligi esas alan aciklamalarla gruplar arasi iligkilere
IsIk tutarken grup degeri modeli, tek tek bireylere ve onlarin karar mercii
yetkililerle olan iligkilerine odaklanmaktadir. Tyler, Degoey ve Smith (1996) grup

degderi modelindeki dinamikleri test etmek tzere yapmig olduklari ¢alismada,
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bireyin grup Uyesi olmaktan duydugu gurur ve grup i¢inde gordugu sayginin,
karar merciindeki yetkiliyle strdurdtgu iligki ile kendi 0z-saygisi ve rol otesi
davraniglari arasindaki iligkide ara degigken rolu oynadigini gdstermiglerdir.
Diger bir ifade ile birey, grup tyesi olmaktan gurur duydugu ve grupta saygi
gorduguni hissettigi lctide, karar mercii ile strdardigu iliskilerin igslemsel adalet
algisinin vesile olacagi rol otesi davraniglar ve 0z- saygisi uzerindeki etkisi
azalmakta ya da tamamen ortadan kalkmaktadir. Bu ¢alismada karar mercii ile
surdurdlen iligkiler tarafsizlik, glvenilirik ve statinin taninmasi olarak
tanimlanmis ve vyetkilerle olan iligki - saygi, tarafsizhk ve guvenilirlik-
degerlendirmelerinin grup yonelimli davraniglarin ortaya c¢ikmasini nasil

destekledigi gosterilmistir.

VI. GUVEN, GUVENILILIRLIK ve GUVEN EGILimi
A. GUVEN

Guven, her tirden sosyal iligkiye getirilecek teorik agiklamalarda dnemli yer
tutan bir kavram oldugu gibi basta sosyal psikoloji olmak Ulzere muhtelif
alanlarda kapsamli sekilde arastiriimis bir kavramdir. Orgit psikolojisi alaninda
da; gunumuzden ceyrek yuzyilldan daha uzun bir sure 6nce Argyris (1964)
tarafindan da orgut performansina olan etkisi agisindan givenin dnemine isaret
edildigi gorulmektedir. Academy of Management Review'unun 1998'deki bir
sayisinda tim makalelerin given konusuna ayrilmasi, Orgut psikolojisinde
gliiven kavramina duyulmaya baglayan ve bugin de devam eden yogun ilginin

bir gostergesidir.

Guven, literatirde genellikle bir bagka kisi ya da nesneye karsi sahip
olunan bir tutum olarak kavramsallastiriimistir ve her tutumda oldugu gibi su g
boyutu icermektedir; kargimizdaki bireye donuk davranislarimizi etkileyen
(davranigsal boyut), o birey hakkinda hissettiklerimiz (duyussal boyut) ve
hissettiklerimizi de etkileyen o birey hakkinda bildiklerimiz (bilissel boyut)
(Payne ve Clark, 2003).
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1.Gluven Tanimi

Griffin  (1967) guveni, riskli bir durumda arzulanan bir hedefi
gerceklestirmek igin bir seye ya da birisine sorgulamadan inan¢ besleme olarak
tanimlamistir. Deutcsch (1973) ise guvenin, bireyin korktugundan ziyade
umdugunu bulma beklentisi tUzerine temellendigini ileri surmugtar. Literatirde
en yaygin kabul goren tanimi ile guven, “taraflardan birinin diger tarafi
yonlendirme veya kontrol etme kabiliyeti olup olmadigina bakmadan kendisi igin
belli 6nemi olan bir konuda, kendini isteyerek karsi tarafin eylemlerine agik
birakmasi” durumudur (Mayer, Davis ve Schooorman, 1995) . Bu tanimi daha
Onceki guven tanimlarindan ayiran husus, risk konusuna olan yaklagimidir.
Ancak buradaki anlami ile guven, kendini kargi tarafin eylemlerine agik

birakarak risk almaktan ziyade “risk almaya istekli olma” ile ilgilidir.

Guvenin sadece karsi tarafa iligkin inancglari degil fakat bu inancglari ya da
bilgileri karsi tarafla ilgili eylemlerde kullanma istegini de kapsadigini ileri stren
Mc Allister(1995), bu fikirleri birlestirerek kisiler arasi given olgusunu; bireyin
karsi tarafin sotzleri, eylemleri ve kararlarina ne o6lgide itimat ederek ve
isteyerek davrandiginin bir dlglist olarak tanimlamigtir. Bu dogrultuda Costa’nin
(2003) guven icin getirdigi tanim “diger kigilerin algilanan niyet ve gudduleri
tzerine temellenen fakat ayni zamanda digerlerine yoneltilecek davraniglarin da

bir manifestosu olan psikolojik durum” seklindedir.

2. Guven Boyutlari

Mc. Allister (1995), guven icin yine “duygu temelli” ve “biligsel temelli” olmak
tzere iki boyut onermistir. Buna gore duygu temelli given (affection based
trust); bireyin karsisindakinin davraniglarinin arkasinda yatan gudulerle ilgili
olarak yaptigi atiflarla iligkili olup atif teorisi aragtirmalarinin ortaya koydugu
sekilde; bireyin gorevi olmasa da kendi serbest se¢imi ile bencil davraniglarda
bulunmak yerine karsisindakinin mesru ihtiyaglarini karsilayacak sekilde 6zel ilgi

gostermesi Uzerine gelisebilen bir gliven boyutudur.
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Biligssel temelli giiven (cognition based trust) ise kime hangi konularda ve
ne sartlar altinda givenebilecegimizle ilgili gegmis deneyim veya bilgilerimize
dayanir ki, bu boyut ayni zamanda giveni, 6ncellerinden ve sonuglarindan ayirt
eden Mayer ve arkadaslarina (1995) go6re giuvenin bir o©nceli olarak

degerlendirilen “guvenilirlik” ile de es anlamlidir.
3. Guven Olugsumu ve Atif Teorisi

Atif teorisi, bireylerin olaylarin nedenlerini agiklayis ya da digerlerini
algilama ve yargilayis bicimlerini, neden sonug iliskilerini nasil kurduklarina
bakarak agiklamaya ¢ahlgir. Sosyal algi, benlik algisi ve atif hatalari ise bu teori
ile ilgili temel sureclerdir. Bireyler codu kez yetersiz zaman, gudu veya bilgiye
sahip olduklarindan yasadiklari ile ilgili sebep-sonug iligkilerini kurarken kisa
yollar yaratma veya sebep- sonug iligkileri ile ilgili olarak daha ©Onceden
olusturduklari zihni semalari kullanma yoluna giderler. Ornegin bir calisan
yoneticisinin davraniglarina neden olan faktorleri cevresel veya kigisel nedenlere
baglayarak guvenilirligi konusunda belli gorugler olusturur ( Korsgard, Brodt ve
Whitener,2002). Bir birey, sayet kargisindaki bireyin davraniglari arkasindaki
nedenleri o bireyin i¢ dinyasindan kaynaklanan nedenlere bagliyorsa bu
davraniglarla ilgili bilgiyi onun karakterine yonelik c¢ikarsamalarda kullanma

olasihgi yuksektir ( Ferrin ve Dirks, 2003).

Ote yandan atif teorisi ile ilgili aragtirmalar; bireylerin, karsilarindaki diger
bireylerin 6zellik ve davranislar ile ilgili olarak yaptiklari degerlendirmelerde
siklikla ve sistematik bigcimde yanli olabildiklerini de gostermektedir (Gilbert ve
Jones, 1986).

Sosyal ya da 6rgut yasaminda iliskide bulunan bireyler de birbirlerinin
guvenilirlikleri hakkinda kanaat olustururken, kargi tarafin davraniglarinin
kaynagini i¢csel ya da digsal nedenlere baglamalarina neden olan belli inanclar
gelistirmektedirler (Korsgard ve ark., 2002). Bu nedenle guven olusumu, Ferrin
ve Dirks (2003) gibi bazi arastirmacilar tarafindan bir atifta bulunma streci

olarak da incelenmigtir. Glven konusunu arastiran sosyal bilimcilerin 6nemli bir
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kismi da, bu kavrami tanimlar ve ise vuruk hale getirirken, bir bireyin diger

bireyin dzellikleri ile ilgili kanaatlerinden yola ¢ikmislardir( Dirks ve Ferrin, 2002)

Bu arastirmacilar, 6dul yapilarinin (isbirligi veya rekabete doénik) given
tzerinde 6nemli etkisi oldugunu ve bu etkide bireylerin neden — sonug iligkisi
konusunda sahip olduklari zihni semalarin, supheciligin (suspicion) ve benlik

algisinin ara degisken rolti oynadigini bulmuglardir.

Ote yandan atifla ilgili arastirmalar; kigisel ¢ikarlarin degil de karsi tarafin
mesru ihtiyacglarinin giderilmesi, sosyal ilgi godsterme gibi davraniglarin
tanimlanmis bir rol geregi yerine kisisel tercihler sonucu ortaya konmasinin
duygu temelli gliven olusumunda kritik 6nem tagidigini gostermigtir (Mc. Allister,
1995).

4. Guven ve Benzeri Kavramlardan Farki

Gunlik yasamda gliven sozcugu ile es anlamli cgesitli sozcukler
kullanilabildiginden bu sozcuklerin guven kavramindan ayrildiklari noktalara
deginmek arastirmanin ana degiskenlerinden biri olan given kavraminin

gercevesini netlestirmeye katki saglayabilir.

Kigiye duyulan “itimat” (confidence), bazi durumlarda given (trust) ile es
anlamh kullanilabilen zaman zaman da; given nedeni ile kisiyle olusturan
“igbirligi” (co-operation) ya da kisinin tutum ve davranislarinin “6ngorulebilir
olmasi” (predictability) durumu ile karigtirilabilen bir kavramdir (Mayer ve
ark.,1995).

Soyle ki; guven, igbirligine yol agabilen bir tutum olsa da tersi her zaman
gecerli degildir diger bir ifade ile igbirligi her zaman given yaratmayabilir ¢inku
igbirliginin taraflari her zaman riske sokmasi gerekmez. Zira bireyler, zaman
zaman c¢ok farkli nedenlerle birbirlerine duyduklari given dizeyini yansitmayan

ishirligi veya rekabet davraniglari igine girebilirler.

itimat ile giiven arasindaki iliski de ¢ok net bicimde tanimlanmamis olmakla

birlikte aralarindaki farkin, algi ve atiftan kaynaklandigi su 6rnekle tartigilabilir.
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Ornegin her giin soka@a silahini almadan cikan bir kisi béyle bir seye ihtiyaci
olmadigi algisi igindedir, diger bir ifade ile sokakta var olan diizene ve asayise
itimat etmektedir. Buna karsin birey, bir digerinin davranigi nedeni ile hayal
kirikhdina ugratilmak pahasina ya da riskine ragmen belli bir davranigi degil de
bir baska davranigi sergilemeyi tercih ediyorsa o durumda itimat yerine
glivenden sz etmek daha dogru olmaktadir. Ornegin dismanlari oldugu halde
Ozel korumasinin kendisini koruyabilecegine giivenen bir kiginin yanina silah
almadan sokaga c¢ikmasi gibi. Bu nedenle “itimat” belli bir olayin ya da durumun
gelecekte gerceklesip gercekleseyecegi beklentisi ile ilgili bir tutumdur (Eberl,
2004).

Diger taraftan 6ngdorulebilirlik ile giiven arasinda bir iligki olsa da taraflardan
birinin davraniglarinin dngorulebilir olmasi, diger tarafin risk almasi dolayisi ile
giiven duymasi igin yeterli olmayabilmektedir. Bununla birlikte literatirde
guivenle  ongorulebilirligi  es anlamh  degerlendiren arastirmacilar da
bulunmaktadir. Ornegin Gabarro (1978) guveni “iyi niyetle hareket eden bir
kisinin davraniglarinin normalde ne olgide o©ngorilebilir olacagr beklentisi®
olarak tanimlamistir. Bununla birlikte karsi tarafin 6ngordlebilir olmasi bireyin
risk almaya istekli olmasini saglamaya yetmemekte ancak igbirligi egilimini

etkileyebilmektedir (Mayer ve ark.,1995).
5. Lidere duyulan given

Liderlikte guven olgusunun tasidigi dneme binaen liderlik, given ve 23
farkl kavram arasindaki iligkiyi ele alan goérgul arastirma ile bir meta analiz
gerceklestiren Dirks ve Ferin (2002), guven olgusunun literatirde iki farkl
perspektiften incelenmis oldugu degerlendirmesini yaparak, gliven oncelleri ve

sonugclari ile ilgili olarak Sekil 1. deki modeli 6nermiglerdir.

Birinci perspektifte liderle ¢alisani arasindaki guven iligkisi, takas teorisi
kapsaminda aciklanmakta oldugundan, bu yaklagimla ele alinan arastirmalar
“iligki temelli” olarak gruplandinimigtir. Diger perspektif ise liderin karakteri ve
hiyerarsik bir iligki icinde astin yoneticisinden gelebilecek davraniglardan ne

kadar yaralanabilecegi ya da incinebilecegine iligkin hissettikleri Uzerine
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odaklandidindan, bu yaklasimla ele alinan calismalar da “karakter temelli

olarak tanimlanmig ve gruplandiriimistir.

Genis kapsamli bir meta analiz sonucu ortaya ¢ikan bu modelde arastirma
konumuz kapsamina giren yonetici- calisan iligki kalitesi ve is tatmini de glivenle
iligkili kavramlar olarak yer almaktadir. Ancak kimi yazarlar (e.g Dirks ve Ferrin,
2002) yonetici- calisan iligki kalitesi ile yoneticiye duyulan guven arasindaki
iligkinin karmasikligina isaret ederek, 6rnegin Cunnigham ve Mac Gregor (2000)
gibi bazi arastirmacilarin bunlari ayri kavramlar olarak ele aldiklarini, bazilarinin
ise (e.g Schriesheim ve ark., 1999) guveni ydnetici- ¢alisan iliski kalitesinin bir
alt faktori olarak degerlendirdiklerini belirtmektedirler.

Yoneticiye duyulan given siklikla yodnetici davranislarinda algilanan
adaletle iligkili olarak da incelenmis, O6rnegin Lind ve Tyler (1988) islemsel
adaleti, yoOnetici- calisan iliskisinde guven kaynaklarindan biri olarak
gostermiglerdir. 86 YOnetici-caligsan ikilisi ile yurattigu bir arastirmada Deluga
(1994) da tum diger guven olugturucu onceller arasinda c¢alisanin yoneticide
algiladi1 hakkaniyetin, orgutsel vatandaghk davranisi ile en gugli iligkiyi
kurdugunu bulmustur. Diger taraftan calisanin adalet algisi ile orgutsel
vatandaglk davranigi arasindaki iliskiyi sosyal takas kurami ile agiklayan
Konovsky ve Pugh (1994) guvenin bu iligkideki rolini ara degisken olarak

saptamiglardir.
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Liderlik Uygulamalari

e Donusturuc liderlik

* Algilanan orgitsel
destek

* Etkilegsimsel adalet

* islemsel adalet

e Katilimci karar verme

« is gordurici liderlik

* Dagitimsal adalet

* Karsilanmamig
beklentiler (-)

Ast Nitelikleri
* Glven egilimi

lliski nitelikleri
« fligkinin uzunlugu

Lidere Duyulan Giliven

* Dogrudan bagh olunan lider

 Orgutin liderligi
iligkiyi temel
alan
cikarsamalar

(x>

Duygu
temelli tanim

Biligsel
temelli tanim

N2

Liderin
karakterini
temel alan
¢cikarsamalar

lliskideki 6zen
ve

ilginin
karsihiai

(7R

N2

Liderin
karakterine
duyulan itimat

Davranis ve performans

Sonuclari

« Orgiitsel Vatandaslik
Davranigi(OVD)

« is performansi

Is Tutum ve egilimleri

* [s tatmini

« Orgiitsel baglhilik

« isten ayrilma niyeti (-)
* Hedefe baglanma

* Enformasyona inanma

iliskili oldugu kurultular

e Liderden duyulan
tatmin

* Yonetici- caligan iligki
kalitesi

$ekil-1.GUVEN oncelleri ve sonuglari (Dirks&Ferrin,2002)
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6. Orgltsel glven igin butiinsel bir model

Mayer ve ark. (1995) orgutsel given igin 6ncelleri ile birlikte buttinsel
bir model dnerirken, given taniminin 6ziinde var olan “karsihkli bagimhhk” ve
“risk alma” kosullarinin yani sira glvenilen (trustee) ve glvenen (trustor)
taraflarin ~ kisilik  Ozelligi olarak da degerlendirilebilecek “guvenilirlik’
(trustworthiness) ve “guven egilimi"ne (propensity to trust) yer vermistir.
Bunlardan guvenilen kiginin guvenilirligi, modelde guven ©nceli olarak yer
almakta, guven egilimi ise guvenen tarafin muhatabini ne kadar guvenilir
bulduguna iligkin algisini guglendiren ya da zayiflatan bir sartli degisken roltnu
ustlenmektedir (Bkz. Sekil- 2).

Sozii edilen teorik modelin, yonetici- caligan iligki kalitesi (YCIK) ve
calisanin adalet algisi ile olan iligkisi baglaminda gorgul olarak aragstirildig bu
doktora tezinde, cikti olarak calisanin OVD ve genel isg tatmini Gzerindeki
etkilere bakilmakta ve modelin oOnerdigi degiskenlerin modeldeki rolleri

irdelenmektedir.

-38 -



Algilanan
Guvenilirlik
Faktorleri

Yeterlilik

lyilikseverlik/
Babacanlik

Algilanan Risk

Buttinsellik/
Durustluk

Glven

iliskide
Risk Alma

Guvenenin
Guven Egilimi

Sonuglar

Sekil -2 . Butiinsel Guven Modeli ( Mayer, Davis ve'§gh'oorman,1995)




B. GUVENILIRLIK
1. Tanimi ve kapsami

Guvenilen ve guvenen taraflar olarak yonetici ve calisan arasinda
gliven, zaman iginde yasanan karsilikli etkilesimler sonucu taraflarin bu
etkilesim sirasinda birbirleri hakkinda edindikleri bilgiler 1siginda olusmakta ve
givenme durumunda olan kisi, onceki etkilesimlerde kargi tarafin guvenilir
olduguna iligkin izlenimler edinmisse guvenecegi kisinin niyeti konusunda da

olumlu bir beklenti icine girmektedir (Rousseau, Siktin, Burt ve Camerer,1998).

Hiyerargik ikili iligkilerde given olusumunu saglamak igin ilk adimi
atmasi! gereken tarafin yoOneticiler oldugunu ileri suren Whitner, Brodt,
Korsgaard ve Werner (1995), yoOnetici guvenilirligini c¢aliganin gulvenini
saglamak igin yeterli degilse de gerekli ve yonetici tarafindan iradi olarak
ortaya konan eylem ve etkilesimler olarak tanimlamiglardir. Bu arastirmacilara
gore calisanlarin yoneticilerinde algiladiklart guvenilirligi  etkileyen cesitli

faktorleri kapsayan davraniglar su bes kategoride gruplanabilmektedir.
Davranis tutarliligi
Davranigsal batunlik
Kontrol fonksiyonunun delegasyonu ve paylagimi
iletisim ( 6rn. dogruluk, aciklamalar ve agiklik gibi)
Karsi tarafa ilgi gosterme

Bu siniflandirma daha 0Onceki arastirmacilarin bir bireyin bir baska
bireye guven duyabilmesi i¢cin tanimladiklari davranis gruplandirmalarina
benzemektedir. Ornegin Butler (1991) guiven icin su on sarti dGnermistir; tutarhlk
(consistency), basiret (discreetness), adillik (fairness), butinsellik/durastlik

(integrity), sadakat (loyalty) ve aciklik (openness), bulunabilirlik ( availability),
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yetkinlik (competence),sir tutabilirlik (confidentiality), s6zuni tutabilirlik (promise

fulfilment).

Buna karsin Mayer ve ark. (1995), gliveni etkileyen ¢ok sayida benzer
kavramin literatirde pek cok arastirmaci tarafindan muhtelif es anlamh
soOzcuklerle tartigildigini oysaki yeteneklilik (ability), iyilikseverlik/babacanhk
(benevolence) ve butunsellik/durustlik (integrity) sartlarinin, tartigilan tum diger
guvenilirlik sartlarini kapsadigini ve gorgul arastirmalar agisindan da bu tarz bir

siniflandirmanin daha uygun olacagini ileri sirmusglerdir.

YETENEK, bireyin belli bir alanda etkili olabilmesini saglayan bir grup
beceri, yeterlilik ya da 6zelliktir. Birey bir alanda yetenekli iken bir baska alanda
yetenekli olamayabileceginden, given de guvenilirligin yetenek boyutuna bagli
olarak belli konular icin gecerlidir (Zand, 1972). Ornegin teknik acidan cok
yetenekli ancak insanlarla iligki kurmada ayni sekilde basarih olmayan bir
elemana yoneticisi bir musteri ile ilk temaslari baslatmasi hususunda given

duymayabilir.

IYILIKSEVERLIK/BABACANLIK, kendisine giiven duyulma
durumundaki bireyin, ben merkezli kazanim gudusine sahip olmadan
karsisindakinde onun ne denli iyiligini istedigine dair yarattidi inancin
yogunlugudur. iyilikseverlik/ babacanlik, giivenilen kisi ile giivenen kisi arasinda

belli baglarin oldugunun da bir gostergesidir ( Mayer ve ark.,1995).

BUTUNSELLIK/DURUSTLUK, giivenen ile giivenilen kisi arasinda
glvenilenin, guvenen kisi tarafindan da kabul géren bir dizi ilkeye bagh oldugu
algisinin yaratiimig olmasi ile ilgilidir. Glvenilen tarafin; gegmisteki davraniglari
arasindaki tutarliik, uguncu sahislardan guvenilir olduguna dair alinan
duyumlar, gucli bir adalet duygusuna sahip olduguna iliskin inanglar ve
soyledikleri ile yaptiklari arasindaki uyumun derecesi glvenen tarafin
butinsellik/durustluk algisini etkileyen faktorlerdir. Ancak bireylerin kargi tarafla

ilgili  glvenilirik degerlendirmesinde 6nemli olan  butinsellik/durastlik
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degerlendirmesine yol agan nedenlerden c¢ok butunsellik/dirustlik algisinin

dizeyidir ( Mayer ve ark.,1995).

Birey yeteneklilik, iyilikseverlik/ babacanhk ve butunsellik/dirustlik
boyutlarinin hepsinde yiksek olmasi halinde guvenilir olarak algilanir ancak
guvenilirlik degerlendirmeleri ya hep ya higten ziyade, sureklilik arz eden bir

Olgek tGizerinde degisim gosterir.
2. Guvenilirlik, guven iligkisi ve guvenilirligin OVD Ulzerine etkisi

Yonetici guvenilirligini “acik iletisim” ve calisanlarina “ilgi gosterme”
boyutlarinda inceleyen Koosgard, Brodt ve Whitener (2002), yonetici
guvenilirliginin; olumsuz etkilesimlerin yasandidi durumlarda c¢alisanin
yoneticinin kisisel sorumluluguna yoénelik atiflariyla negatif iligki gosterdigini ve
bu iliskinin, hakkaniyetsiz olarak algilanan insan kaynaklari politikalarinin
varliginda daha da gugcli oldugunu bulmuslardir. Bu arastirmacilar ayrica
yonetici guvenilirliginin yoneticiye duyulan given ve galisanin OVD ile de olumlu

iligki gosterdigini ortaya koymuslardir.
C. GUVEN EGILiMmi
1. Tanimive kapsami

Guven Uzerinde galisan Farris, Senner ve Butterfield (1973) gibi baz
arastirmacilarin guveni bir kigilik 6zelligi olarak degerlendirdikleri bilinmektedir.
Bu yaklagimda guven, diger kigilerin givenilir olduklarina dair genellegtirilmig bir
beklentiye yol acan bir kisilik 6zelligi olarak gorulmektedir. Ornedin Rotter
(1967), giiveni durumdan duruma degismeyen ve zaman iginde kararlilik

gOsteren bir kigilik 6zelligi olarak kavramsallagtirmigtir.

Mayer ve arkadaslarinin (1995) giiven modelinde ise bu kigilik 6zelligi
“‘guven egilimi” olarak adlandirmakta ve yine durumdan duruma degisim
gostermeyen kararl bir kisilik 6zelligi olarak betimlenmektedirler. Buna goére

gliven egilimi, gliven tzerinde etkili olan diger degiskenlerin de yer aldigi bir dizi
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degigkenle birlikte kullanildiginda guvende gorilen degisimin bir kismini

aciklayabilmektedir.

Ote yandan bireyler, dogustan getirdikleri bir 6zellik olarak given
egilimleri agisindan farklidirlar. Ayrica guven egilimi farkl kisilik tiplerine, farkh
kaltirel ge¢cmiglere ve farkli gelisim deneyimlerine sahip olunmasi ile de ilgili
olarak farkhliklar gostermektedir (Hofstede,1980).

Bununla birlikte her ne kadar bireyin digerlerine duydugu guveni
anlamada bu bireyin guven egilimini bilmenin 6nemi varsa da digerlerine
duydugu guven, guvenilen kigilerin givenilirlikleri vb. etkenler nedeni ile yine de
farkl olabilmektedir (Mayer ve ark.1995).

2. Guvenilirlik ve Giiven Egilimi Arasindaki iligki

Guven modeline gore; sayet guvenen Kkisilerin guven egilimleri
arasindaki fark dikkate alinmamigsa guvenilen bireyin guvenilirligi ile ilgili
algilama, sonucta ortaya gikacak giiveni tam olarak agiklayamaktadir. Benzer
bicimde guliven egiliminin anlasiimasi da tek bagina guveni aciklamaya yeterli
degildir, cuinki bu defa glvenilen bireyin guvenilirligi hesaba katilmamigtir. O
nedenle bir bireyin diger bir bireye glivenmeye ne kadar istekli oldugunu
anlayabilmek icin hem glvenen bireyin giiven egilimine hem de guvenilen
bireyin ne kadar guvenilir olduguna, diger bir ifade ile guvenilirligine
(yeteneklilik, iyilikseverlik/ babacanlik, buttinsellik/durustlik) bakiimalidir (Mayer
ve ark.,1995).

Harjinder, Kathleen, Joan, Jeffrey (2005), gliiven egilimi ile glivenmeye
niyet (intention to trust) arasindaki iligkide sinir kosullar belirlemek Gzere
yaptiklari bir caligmada; karsi tarafin guvenilirligi ile ilgili bilgiler belirsiz
oldugunda bireyin gtiven egiliminin givenme niyetini yordadigini 6te yandan

guvenilirlik hakkinda acik bilgiler var ise yordayamadigini bulmuglardir.
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VIl. ARASTIRMANIN AMACI, ONEMI, DEGISKENLERI
VE HIPOTEZLERI

A.  ARASTIRMANIN AMACI, ONEMi, KURAMSAL CERGCEVESI

Arastirmaya konu olan temel degiskenlerden YCIK (yonetici-calisan
iligki kalitesi) ve guven kavramlarinin her ikisi de uzun arastirma geg¢migine
sahip olmakla birlikte farkli arastirmacilarin farkli tanimlama veya alt boyutlarla
aciklamaya caligtiklari kavramlar olup ¢ok az sayida calismada, birlikte ele
alinarak incelenmislerdir (Carolina ve Benson,2001; Garmon,1996). Birbirinden
ayri iki aragtirma alani olarak gelistirilen YCIK ve giiven kavramlarini bir arada
degerlendirme girisimi olarak da gorebilecegimiz bu tez calismasina ilham
veren Brower, Schoorman ve Tan'in (2000) ) “iligkisel liderlik” modelidir
(Bkz.Sekil 3). lligkisel liderlik modeli ise Mayer, Davis ve Schoorman’in (1995)
“batinsel given modeli” nden esinlenerek gelistirilmigtir (Bkz.Sekil 2). Ancak
her iki model de teorik bir calismanin drunt olup gorgul olarak

sinanmamislardir.

Algilanan Risk | | Gerceklegen |
Yetenek
Giiven v iligkide X
Babacanh »  Risk Alma ;@7
Butunselli
is Tatmini
iliski Kurma e Baglilik
Egilimi St
OvD

Sekil- 3. lligkisel Liderlik Modeli ( Brower, Schoorman ve Tan,2000)

iligkisel liderlik modelinde, bitiinsel giiven modelinden gelen yonetici

guvenilirligi ve yoOneticiye duyulan guvenle ilgili boyutlar arastirmacilar
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tarafindan Sekil 3'de goruldugu gibi gri alanlar olarak isaretlenmis olmakla
birlikte bu model, butinsel given modelini de igeren hibrid bir model

niteligindedir.

Diger taraftan YCIK literatiirinde bu kavrami olusturan boyutlar
konusunda bir konsensustan soz etmek miimkiin degildir. Ornegin YCIK
kavraminin literatirde kullanimi en sik gorilen LMX-7 0lcedi, tek faktorlulik
varsayimi ile hazirlanmigken Graen ve Uhl Bien (1995) sadakat (loyalty), saygi
(respect) ve trust (guven)den olusan ug faktorli bir yapi 6nermis buna karsin
Schriesheim, Castro, Cogliser (1999) karsilikli destek (mutual support), gliven
(trust), hoslanma (liking), misamaha (latitude), ilgi (attention), ve sadakat

(loyalty) den olugan alti faktor ileri sirmuslerdir.

YCIK faktor sayisini bir 6lgcek geligtirerek dorde indiren Liden ve
Maslyn’'in  (1998) calismasi ise bu alandaki son gelisme olup bu tez
calismasinda da s6z konusu arastirmacilarin 6nerdigi duygusal bag (affect),
loyalty (sadakat), iligkisel takasa katki algisi (contribution) ve mesleki saygi

(professional respect) faktorleri esas alinmigtir.

Arastirmanin amaci; iligkisel liderlik modelini esas alarak Liden ve ark.
(1998) tanimladigi sekli ile YCIK'nin, yoneticinin givenilirligi ve yoneticiye
duyulan guven Ulzerinden galisanin orgltsel adalet algisi ve guven egilimi gibi
degiskenlerin de modele katilimiyla, caligan is tatmini ve OVD'ni nasil
etkiledigini, yakin ( in) ve uzak grup (out) calisan ayirimi yaparak incelemek ve

bahsi gecen degigkenlerin modeldeki rollerini arastirmaktir.

Diger bir anlatimla YCIK ile OVD ve is tatmini arasindaki iligkide;
sirastyla yonetici guvenilirligi ve yoneticiye duyulan guvenin ara degiskenler
olarak rollerinin irdelenmesi hedeflenmistir. Bu genel amag paralelinde; hem
orgiitsel adalet algisinin YCIK ile yonetici giivenilirligi arasindaki iligkiyi hem de
calisanin given ediliminin, yonetici guvenilirligi ile yoneticiye duyulan glven
arasindaki iligkiyi nasil etkiledigi, ayrica bu etkilerin yon ve derecesinin ne

oldugu arastiriimistir.
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Aragtirma modeli YCIK'nin kuramsal tartismalari baglaminda
yoneticilerin  kendilerine yakin ve wuzak olarak degerlendirdikleri grup
tyeleri/calisanlari baglaminda test edilerek, kuramsal olarak yonetim bigim ve
sonuglarina yansiyacagi dngortlen bu algilama farkinin, uygulamada ne derece

gozlemlenebilecegi anlasiimaya calisiimigtir.

Arastirma modelinin Tark calisma hayatindan olusturulan 6rneklem
gruplari Uzerinde ilk kez ve yakin/fuzak c¢alisan gruplari ayirimi yapilarak
sinanmasi ve Bati kuilturinde teorik olarak kurgulanmis bir modelin Turk
kaltirinde gorgul bir arastirmaya konu edilerek, given gibi bir kavramin ig
yasamimizda, calisanlarca nasil anlagildigina isaret etmesi, kanimizca bu
arastirmay! 6nemli kilan unsurlardir. Bir diger husus ise; gunumizin yogun
rekabetci kosullarinda bir orgutin rekabet gicuni korumasinda en onemli
stratejik unsurlardan biri haline gelen i¢ ve dis musterilerin tatmininde, hem
calisanlarin iglerinden tatmin duyuyor olmalarinin hem de OVD sergilemelerinin

tagidigr 6nemin guncelligidir.

Aragtirmanin teorik cercevesi ele alinan degiskenler itibari ile YCIK
kurami igin yonetici ve ¢alisanlar arasinda zaman iginde iligkilerin ve kanaatlerin
olusum surecini agiklayan “rol yaratma” (rol making) (Lind ve Tyler,1988),
nedenlerini aciklayan “sosyal takas* (Blau,1964) kuramlarinin birlikte
kullanilmasiyla olusturulabilmektedir. Benzer sekilde calisanin olumiu YCIK
yasamas! halinde bunu OVD’na yansitmasi yine sosyal takas kurami ile
aciklanabilmektedir. Orgiitsel adaletin bu arastirmada ele alinan boyutlari olan
islemsel ve etkilesimsel adaletin de yine calisan tutum ve davraniglar
tzerindeki etkisi teorik dizeyde “grup degeri modeli” ile agiklanabilmektedir.
Diger taraftan ¢alisanlarin yoneticide algiladiklari islemsel ve etkilesimsel adalet
ile galisanlarin yonetici guvenilirligi algisi “atif teorisi” ile agiklanabilecek olgular
olup bahsi gegen tim bu kuramlara ilgili bolimlerde yer verildiginden s6z

konusu kuramlarla ilgili agiklamalara burada tekrar geri dontlmemektedir.
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ARASTIRMA MODELI VE DEGISKENLERI

Aragtirma Yaklagimi: Yapilan arastirma, ig yasamindan bir yonetici
ile biri yoneticiye en yakin ve hosnut oldugu, digeri ise en uzak ve en az hognut
oldugu iki calisani olmak tzere olusturulan hiyerarsik gruplarin, arastirma birimi
olarak ele alinmasiyla gerceklestirilmistir. Bu hiyerarsik gruplarda ydneticinin
calisanlarinda algiladigi OVD ile ¢alisanlarin her birinin bagl oldugu bu yonetici
ile yasadidi iliskinin kalitesi, yoneticinin tutum ve davraniglarinda algiladigi
orgutsel adalet, givenilirlik ve yoneticiye duydugu given ile ig tatmini arasindaki
iligkiler, calisanin gorev performansi ve given egilimi gibi degiskenler de
dikkate alinarak incelenmigtir. Arastirmada ayrica, yakin ve uzak gruplari ayirt
edici bilgi paylagimin rolti de analiz edilmigtir. Arastirma modeli Sekil- 4'de yer

almaktadir.

Arastirmada calisan tutum ve davraniglari ile yoneticinin tutum ve
davraniglari arasindaki iligkiye odaklanildigindan korelatif arastirma yontemi
kullanilmig, degiskenlerin birbirlerini ne kadar acikladiklarini gérmek igin ise
regresyon yonteminden yararlaniimigtir. Modeldeki degiskenlerin ara degisken
rolleri igin ise esasi yine regresyon olan Baron ve Kenny'nin ( 1986) ¢ asamal
regresyon metodu ile sarth degisken rolleri igin etkilesimlere bakilan hiyerargik

regresyon analizlerinden yararlaniimistir.
Aragtirmanin Degigkenleri:

YCIK icin bu degigkenin cok faktorlii bir yapiya sahip oldugunu ileri
suren ve bunlar 6lgmek lzere bir 6lcek gelistiren Liden ve Maslyn’in (1998)
Onerdigi dort faktorli yapi, bagimsiz degisken olarak ele alinmis diger

degiskenler ise modeldeki rollerine gore asagidaki sekilde gruplanmigtir.

Bagimsiz Degisken

e Yonetici- Calisan iligki Kalitesi (YCIK)

- Sadakat
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- Duygusal Bag
- Mesleki Saygi

- lligkisel Takasa Katki Algisi

Bagimli Degiskenler

e is Tatmini
e Orgutsel Vatandaslik Davranigi (OVD)

Kontrol Degiskenleri

e YoOnetici Yasi

e Caliganin Yasi

e Yoneticinin Kidemi

e Birlikte calisma siresi

e Calisanin Gorev Performansi

Sarth Degiskenler

e Calisanin Adalet Algisi

- islemsel Adalet

- Etkilesimsel Adalet
e Calisanin Guven Egilimi

Ara Degiskenler

e Yonetici Guvenilirligi
- Yeteneklilik
- lyilikseverlik/ Babacanlik
- Ddarustluk / Batunsellik

e Gilven

-48 -



KONTROL
DEGISKENLERI

Yas, Kidem, Birlikte Calisma
Suresi, Gorev Performansi

YONETICI- CALISAN
ILISKI KALITESI

- Sadakat
Duygusal Bag
Mesleki Saygi
iliskisel Takasa
Katki Algisi

Caliganin

ADALET ALGISI Caliganin

- Islemsel GUVEN EGILIimi

- Etkilesimsel

v YONETICI Y— |  YONETICIYE

‘.i d GUVENILIRLIGI DUYULAN

- - Yeteneklilik GUVEN
- Babacanlk
- Ddrustlik

BILGI PAYLASIMI

A\ 4

VATANDASLIK
- Bireye Yonelik

- Orgiite Yonelik

Sekil- 4 ARASTIRMA MODELI
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C. ARASTIRMANIN HIPOTEZLERI
1. Farklar ve lligkiler Uzerine Kurgulanan Hipotezler

YCIK kuraminin ¢ikis noktasini olusturan temel varsayim; yoneticinin
tum calisanlar ile esit mesafede iligki kurmadidi bazi calisanlarina daha
yakinken bazilarina daha mesafeli durdugu ve is akdi gercevesinde sinirli
baglar olugturdugudur (Dansereau, Graen ve Haga, 1975). lligkilerdeki bu
farkhliklarin ise calisanin yonetici ile ilgili algr ve isine yonelik tutumlarinda
ornegin is tatmin duzeyi ve OVD’ da fark yarattigi, bu alanda yapilan minferit
calismalarda oldugu kadar meta analizlerde de ortaya konmustur. Ornegin
YCIK ile calisanin genel ig tatmini arasindaki iligkiyi, r=.50 (Gerstner ve Day,
1997). OVD ile iligkiyi r=.37 (llies, Nahrgang ve Morgeson, 2007), r=.32
(Hackett, Farh, Song ve Lapirre, 2003) duzeyinde bulan meta analiz
sonuglarindan s6z etmek muimkinddr. Ayrica yakin gruptaki calisanlarin
yoneticileri tarafindan karsilikli given ve destege dayali daha iyi performans
degerlendirmeleri elde etmeleri, daha tatmin edici gorevler ve terfiler almalari,
yonetici- c¢ahgsan ikilisi arasindaki etkilesiminin iligkili oldugu 6rgltsel
sonuglardan biri olan galisan is tatminini olusumunu destekleyici olgulardir
(Delugal994).

Yoneticinin yakin ve uzak buldugu caligsanlarin yonetici ile agik iletisim
kurma, anlamli islerle gorevlendiriime, ihtiya¢ duydugu ya da istedigi bilgiye
erisme, olumlu performans degerlendirmeleri elde etme gibi konulardaki
beklentilerinin karsilanmasi arasinda da farkhliklar vardir (Maslyn ve Uhl-Bien,
2001) ve bu farkliiklarin YCIK'nin etkiledigi érnegin calisanin is tatmini, OVD
gibi sonuglarda da kendini gostermesi ve gruplar arasinda fark olmasi

beklenmektedir.

Graen ve Schiemann (1978), 109 yonetici-gcalisan grubunda yurdttikleri
bir calismada yonetici ve ¢alisanin birlikte yasadiklari deneyimlerde ortak algi

veya benzer gorus sahibi olmalarinin, paylastiklari YCIK diizeyi ile dogru
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orantih oldugunu gostermislerdir. Buradan hareketle YCIiK'nin yiiksek oldugu
yakin gruplarda calisanin, diger gruba kiyasla yoneticiye yonelik daha olumlu
algilamalara sahip olacagi, bunun da yoOneticiyi daha guvenilir bulmasina yol

acarak, sonugta yoneticiye givenmesine neden olabilecegi 6ngoriulmektedir.

Sosyal takas teorisi, ¢aliganin yoneticisinin kendisine sagladidi ilgi,
destek, iyi iligkiler, diger kaynaklar vb. takas unsurlari nedeni ile kendisine
karsihk verme ihtiyaci duyacagini ileri sirmektedir ve bu ihtiya¢ kuskusuz,
yakin grupta oldugunu hisseden galiganlarda, uzak grupta hissedenlere oranla
daha fazla takas unsuru elde etmelerinden dolay! daha yuksektir. Bu farkin is
tatmininde de oldugu gibi sosyal takas teorisinin dnermeleri dogrultusunda her

iki grubun ortaya koyacagi OVD’'na da yansimasi beklenmektedir.

Diger taraftan is tatmini de calisanin OVD (Uzerinde etkili olmaktadir.
Nitekim is tatmini, meta analizlerde OVD ile r=.24 mertebesinde en yiiksek
iligkiyi kuran degigkenlerden biri olarak bulunmaktadir (Le Pine, Erez ve
Johnson, 2002).

Bu nedenlerle arastirmanin ana degiskenleri arasindaki iligkiler ve
yoneticiye yakin ve uzak gruplar arasinda 6ngorilen farkliliklar igin su hipotezler

olusturulmustur.

H.1 Yonetici- Caligan fligki Kalitesi (YCIK) , Yonetici Givenilirligi
(Trustwothiness), Yéneticiye Duyulan Giiven (Trust) ile genel fs Tatmini ,
ve Orgutsel Vatandaglik Davranigi (OVD) arasmda dogru orantils bir iligki

vardir.

H. 2 Caliganm ls Tatmini ve OVD arasmda dogru orantils bir iligki

vardir.

H. 3 YOneticinin kendine yakm buldugu (in —gruptaki) ¢aliganlarm
algrladiklarr, Yonetici Guvenilirligi, Yoneticiye Duyulan Giiven, s Tatmini
ve Orgutsel Vatandaglik Davranigr yoneticinin kendisine uzak buldugu

calisanlarm ( out-grup) algrladiklarmmdan daha yliksek olacaktrr.
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2. Ara Degiskenlerin Rolleri Uzerine Kurgulanan Hipotezler

Sosyal takas kuramini YCIK kavramina uygulayan Dienesch ve
Liden(1986), yonetici-gcalisan iligkisi gelisiminin, taraflardan birinin attigr ilk
adimla baglayan bir dizi adimdan olustugunu ve her adimda taraflarin birbirlerini
elde ettikleri takas unsurlarina gére degerlendirerek kaliteli iligkilerin temeli olan
gliven, saygi, karsilikli bagimlihk gibi unsurlari insa edip edemeyeceklerini
anlamaya calistiklarini ileri surmektedirler. Ancak given zor elde edilip kolay
kaybedilen, statik degil dinamik bir unsur oldugu gibi olumlu ya da olumsuz
anlamda belli bir olgunluk seviyesine ulasmig bir yonetici- ¢alisan iligki kalitesi
de taraflarca sirekli sinanmaya acgik olup, sinamalar sinayan tarafin algi ve
atiflarindan etkilenmektedir. Diger bir ifade ile yoneticinin yaptiklari veya
yapmadiklari, calisanlarin nezdinde yine ¢alisanlarin algilamalarina bagl olarak
yoneticinin mevcut guvenilirligini ve kendisine duyulan guveni sirekli olarak
etkileme potansiyeli tagimaktadir (Williams, 2001). Ote yandan calisanin
kendisini yakin grupta hissetmesi ve yoneticisi ile benzer deder ve psikolojik
iklim algilamalar1 iginde olmasi, yoneticisini guvenilir bulmasi ve ona
glivenmesini olumlu yonde etkilerken, tersine uzak grupta hissetmesi guvenilirlik
algisi ve givenme davranislarini olumsuz yénde etkileyebilmektedir (Kozlowski
ve Doherty,1989).

YCIiK Kuraminin énceli niteligindeki Dikey ikili iligki Bag: (Vertical Dyad
Linkage) yaklagimiyla, yonetici—¢alisan ikilisinin birlikte yasadiklari problemler
ve olaylar hakkinda ne kadar ortak bir algiya ya da mutabakata sahip olduklarini
arasgtiran calismalarda da; yakin gruptaki ¢aligsanlarin uzak gruptaki ¢alisanlara
kiyasla yoneticileri ile daha benzer algilamalar icinde olduklari ve given
duymanin bir sonucu olarak daha fazla bilgi paylasabildikleri saptanmigtir

(Graen ve Schiemann,1978).

Giiven, bazi aragtirmacilar tarafindan YCIK kavrami iginde disiiniilen
bir faktorken bu arastirmada kullanilan Liden ve Maslyn’in (1998) dort faktorlu
YCIK yaklasiminda, giiven bu faktérlerin diginda tutulmustur. Ancak YCIK’nin

etkili oldugu is tatmini ve OVD gibi sonuglarin ortaya ¢ikmasinda yoneticiye
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duyulan gilivenin oynayabilecegi roliin incelenmesi amagclandigindan, Mayer ve
arkadaslarinin (1995) batiinsel given modelinde 6nerdikleri gibi gliven, dnceli
niteligindeki yonetici guvenilirligi ile birlikte ara degiskenler olarak aragtirma
modeline katilmistir. Buna gore yonetici-calisan ikilisi arasinda yoneticinin
mesleki becerisi, ¢aligani ile olugturdugu duygusal bag, calisanina gosterdigi
sadakat gibi degiskenlerin calisanin yoneticisine duydugu guven uzerindeki
etkisi sayet caligsan; yoneticisini mesleki yeterlilik, babacanlik ve durustlik gibi
nedenlerle givenilir buluyorsa azalacak veya ortadan kalkacaktir. Benzer
bicimde yonetici guvenilirliginin calisanin is tatmini ve OVD Uzerindeki etkisi de
sayet calisan, yoneticisine guven duyuyorsa diger bir anlatimla onunla olan
iligkilerinde risk almayi gbze alabiliyorsa —6rnegin yaptigi bir hatay1 sdylemekten

¢cekinmiyorsa — yine dugecek veya tamamen ortadan kalkacaktir.

Liderlikte given faktorii konusunda gerceklestirdikleri meta analizde
Dirks ve Ferrin (2002) de giivenin, literatiirde bazen YCIK kavrami icine danhil
edildigi bazen de ayn tutulduguna deginerek, bunun YCIK konusundaki
arastirmalarin ilerlemesini zorlastirict bir durum oldugunu ifade etmekte ve
gliveni, yonetici davranislari ile ¢alisanlarin bu davraniglara verdikleri tepkiler
arasinda bir ara degisken olarak gorulmesi gerektigi sonucuna varmaktadirlar.
Ote yandan bu arastirmacilara gore given de, calisanin i tatmini ile iligkili
bulunan bir degiskendir. Nitekim, OVD ile gliven arasindaki iliskiyi arastiran
calismalarin hemen tamami her iki degigsken arasinda pozitif bir iliski oldugunu
saptarken, guvenin OVD ile kurdugu iliskinin calisanin gorev performansi ile
kurdugu iliskiden daha agik oldugu dikkat cekmektedir( Mayer ve Gavin, 2005).
Zira calisan, yoneticisine guvenmese de isini kaybetme vb. nedenlerle gorev
performansini yukariya ¢ekme gayreti icine girebilmekte fakat bir ddil/ceza
baglantisi olmayan OVD’ larini, en 6nemli sosyal takas unsurlarindan biri olan

gliven olmadan ortaya koyma yontinde bir ihtiya¢ hissetmemektedir.

Bu bulgular ve gortsler 1511 altinda olusturulan arastirma modelinde
yonetici guvenilirligi ve yoneticiye duyulan gliven ara degiskenler olarak ele

alinarak su hipotezler geligtirilmistir;
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H.4 Yénetici- Caligan fligki Kalitesi ile Yoneticiye Duyulan Giiven
iligkisinin derecesi; Yonetici Guvenilirligi modele girdiginde azalacak veya

yok olacaktrr.

H.5 Yénetici Guvenilirligi ile calisanm s Tatmini ve Orgiitsel
Vatandaglik Davranigr arasmdaki iligkinin derecesi; modele Ydneticiye

Duyulan Guven girdiginde azalacak veya yok olacaktrr.
3. Sarth Degigkenlerin Rollerinin Uzerine Kurgulanan Hipotezler

Cahlsanlarin is ortaminda adil muamele gorip gérmemelerinin is ve
yonetici ile ilgili tutum, davranis ve algilarinda degisiklik yarattigi bilinmektedir
(Moorman,1991).

Nitekim given olgusu, literatirde siklikla galisanin adalet algisi ile
iligkilendirilmistir ¢cuinkii ¢calisan nezdinde algilanan hakkaniyet ya da orgutsel
uygulama ve kararlarin ne kadar adil oldugu ve yonetici ile karsilikh etkilesimleri
konusundaki algisi, yoOnetici ile surdurdigu iligkinin kalitesi ve yoneticinin
karakteri konusunda c¢alisana ipuglari vermektedir (Dirks ve Ferrin, 2002).
Orneg@in Lind ve Tyler(1988), yonetici-calisan iligkisinde islemsel adaletin,
¢alisanin yoneticisine duydugu givenin ana kaynaklarindan birini olusturdugunu
gostermis, Folger ve Konovsky (1989) yoOneticiye duyulan guvenin, 6rgutsel
adaletin dagitimsal degil, islemsel boyutunu yordadigint gorgul olarak
saptamistir. Ote taraftan Colquitt (2001), 6rgitsel adaletin bir diger boyutu olan
etkilesimsel adaletle calisanin yoneticisi hakkinda yaptigi degerlendirmeler

arasinda da acik bir iliski bulmustur.

Yoneticinin islemsel ve etkilesimsel adalet kriterlerine uygun davranisi,
calisanda kendi hak ve onuruna saygi duyuldugu ve grubun degerli bir Gyesi
olarak goruldigu yoninde inang olusturmasina vesile olabilmekte, bu ise
yoneticisini daha olumlu bir ruh hali ile degerlendirerek onu daha yetenekli,
babacanl/iyiliksever ve durilst olarak algilamasina da yol agabilmektedir. Zira

yoneticiyi glivenilir bulma ve givenme, nesnel gergeklikten ¢ok caliganin 6znel
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algisi ile olugsmaktadir (Brower, Schoorman ve Tan, 2000) ve bireyler, digerleri
hakkinda bir kanaat olustururken duygularindan bir bilgi kaynagi gibi
yararlanma yoluna gitmektedirler. Bunun Otesinde olumlu ruh hali iginde
bulunan bireyler, yasadiklari olaylari ve diger kisileri daha olumlu yodnde
degerlendirmektedirler (Williams, 2001).

Bu bulgular 1siginda arastirma modelinde orgutsel adaletin sartl

degisken roliine iligkin su hipotez olusturulmustur.

H.6 Yonetici- Calisan fligki Kalitesi ile caliganin Adalet algismm
birlikte etkilesimi, YCIK ile Yonetici Guvenilirligi arasmdaki iligkinin yén ve
derecesini etkileyecektir. S6yle ki; Adalet Algis1 diisiik oldugunda YCIKK ile
Yonetici Guvenilirligi arasmdaki iligki azalacak, yuksek oldugunda ise

artacaktrr.

Literaturde farkl arastirmacilar tarafindan farkl yaklasim ve igeriklerle
tanimlanan given kavrami, bir kisim aragtirmaci tarafindan da bir kisilik 6zelligi
olarak gorulmustur. Guvenin kisilik 6zelligi olarak kabul edilmesi yaklagiminda;
bireyin genelde durumdan duruma fazla degisiklik gostermeyen ve diger
bireylerin guvenilir olmalari ile ilgili genel bir beklentisi s6z konusudur. Mayer,
Davis ve Schoorman (1995) buttinsel given modelinde bireyin sahip oldugu bu
genel beklenti duzeyini kigisel bir 6zellik olarak giiven kavramindan ayirip given
egilimi olarak adlandirmigtir. Mayer ve arkadaslari(1995) ayni zamanda;
yoneticinin karakteri ile ilgili olarak ¢alisanin elinde somut veriler olmadiginda
calisanin given egiliminin, yoneticisini ne kadar guvenilir bulacagi hususunda

bir sarth degisken roli oynadigini da ileri sirmuslerdir.

Calsanin yasadidi olaylar ve edindigi izlenimler sonucu yoneticisinde
algiladigi guvenilirlik diizeyi, kendi giiven egilimi ile etkilesime girdiginde; given
egiliminin bireyden bireye degisiklik gosteren bir kisilik 6zelligi olmasi nedeniyle
bu etkilesimin yoneticiye duyulan guven uUzerinde de farkli etkiler yaratmasi

beklenmektedir.

-B55 .-



Buna gore given egiliminin gsarth degisken rolt ile ilgili olarak su

hipotez olusturulmustur.

H.7 YoOnetici Guvenilirligi ile caliganin Guven Egiliminin birlikte
etkilegimi Yonetici Guvenilirligi ile YOoneticiye Duyulan Given arasmdaki
iligkinin yon ve derecesini etkileyecektir. Soyle ki; ¢aliganin Guven Egilimi
disuk ise Yonetici Guvenilirligi ile YOoneticiye Duyulan Glven arasmdaki

iligki azalacak, yiksek oldugunda ise artacaktir.
ARASTIRMA SORULARI

Bilgi paylasimi, Liden ve Maslyn (1998) YCIK tanimlamasinda bir
faktor olarak ele alinmamis olmakla birlikte literatirde Kozlowski ve Doherty
(1989) tarafindan YCIK kuraminin temel énermesi olan yakin ve uzak gruplari
birbirinden ayirt edici bir degigsken olarak degerlendirilmistir. Bu nedenle bilgi
paylasimi, arastirma degiskenleri arasina dahil edilmis ve modeldeki roltni

incelemek Uzere su arasgtirma sorulari olusturulmustur;

S.1 Yénetici- Caligan fligki Kalitesi ile Yéneticiye Duyulan Giiven

arasmdaki iligkide Bilgi Paylagimmm rolu nedir?

S.2 Yénetici-Caligan fligki Kalitesi ile OVD ve is tatmini arasmdaki

iligkide Bilgi Paylagimmm rolu nedir?

-56 -



VIl - METOD
A - ORNEKLEM

Aragtirma, bir yonetici ve kendisine dogrudan bagh iki ¢alisanindan
olusan U¢ kigilik kucuk hiyerarsik gruplar Uzerinde yuratilmastur. Bir pilot
calisma ile baslayan arastirmanin bu asamasinda istanbul’da faaliyet gosteren
%64’0 hizmet % 34’U Uretim sektérinden gelen 36 yonetici- ¢calisan grubundan

veri toplanmistir.

Aragtirma verilerinin alindig1 ana 6rneklem grubundaki deneklerin ise
tamami Uretim sektorinden gelmektedir. Toplam 158 yo6netici- ¢alisan ikilisinin
kapsandidi ana 6rneklem grubunda, geriye donen anket setleri arasinda bazi
eksiklikler bulunmasi nedeni ile kullanilabilir nitelikte 150 anket seti elde
edilebilmigtir. Buna bagh olarak aragtirma; 150’si yonetici 300’0 ¢alisan olmak
tzere toplam 450 kisiyi kapsamaktadir. Diger bir ifade ile her yonetici kendisine
dogrudan bagl, birini yakin digerini ise kendisine uzak grupta algiladigi iki
calisanini degerlendirmigtir. Her bir anket setindeki yonetici-galigsan ikililerinin
verileri, SPSS programinda s6zi edilen yakin ve uzak grup ayirimina olanak

verecek sekilde analize tabi tutularak incelenmistir.

Pilot calismada istanbul’da hizmet sektériinden 23 banka subesi ile
uretim sektériinden yine istanbul’da bulunan ii¢ tretim kurulusu yer almistir.
Ana 6rneklem grubunun denekleri ise merkezi istanbul'da olup Tiirkiye'nin farkli
bolgelerinde faaliyet gdsteren bir holdinge ait 9 Uretim girketinin orta kademe
yonetici ve aylik Ucretli caliganlaridir. Yonetici ve ¢alisan dahil olmak Uzere %
78’1 ( 351kisi ) erkek, % 22'si (99 kigi) kadin olan ana 6rneklem grubunun

demografik 6zellikleri ile ilgili dagilim Tablo-1'de gorulmektedir.
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Tablo 1. Arastirma 6rnekleminin demografik 6zellikleri

Ort. SD. Min. Max.
Yonetici Yasl 41.62 7.82 26 64
Calisan Yagi 35.73 7.36 20 66
Yoneticinin Sirkette Kidemi 13.98 7.18 1 32
Calisanin Sirkette Kidemi 10.12 7.53 1 31
Birlikte Calisma Suresi 5.01 4.63 1 25

B. OLCUM ARACLARI

Aragtirmanin  kuramsal modelinde yer alan yonetici-calisan iligki
kalitesi, igslemsel ve etkilesimsel adalet, yonetici guvenilirligi, yoneticiye duyulan
glven, caliganin guven egilimi, is tatmini, 6rgutsel vatandaghk davranigi, gorev
performansi ve bilgi paylasimi degiskenleri ile ilgili olarak kullanilan 6lgim
araglari asagida agiklanmakta olup tim olgeklerin faktor ve i¢ tutarllik analizleri
Tablo- 2'de yer almaktadir. Faktor yapilari ile ilgili ayrintili bilgiler ise bulgular

boéliminde sunulacaktir.

Olgekler arastirmaci tarafindan Turkcelestirildikten sonra hizmet igi
egitim sektoériinde 18-20 yil arasinda kideme sahip bes egitim uzmaninin her
biri tarafindan ayri ayr dil ve kavramlarin dogru anlasilabilirligi agisindan kontrol
edilmis, gerekli dizeltmeler yapilarak dilin gincel kullanimina uygun ifadeler

icermesi saglanmstir.

Pilot uygulamay takiben guvenilirlik ve faktor analizi yapilan dlgekler,
elde edilen sonuglarin tez danigmani ve jlrisi tarafindan da uygun bulunmasi

Uzerine ana 6rneklem grubunda da aynen kullaniimistir.
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1. Gorev Performansi Olcegi

Williams ve Anderson (1991), OVD ve gorev performansi ile is tatmini
ve orgltsel baglilik arasindaki iligkiyi arastirdiklari caligmalarinda; OVD ile ilgili
her turll incelemede goérev performansinin bir kontrol degiskeni olarak kapsama
dahil edilmesinin OVD varyansi Uzerinde vyarattigi etkinin izole edilmesi
acisindan 6nemine dikkat ¢cekmislerdir. Nitekim Deluga (1995) da, yOneticiye
duyulan guvenle calisanin OVD’lari arasindaki iliskiyi arastirdigi calismasinda

bu uyari dogrultusunda 6 maddelik bir gorev performansi olgegi kullanmgtir.

Bu nedenle bu tez calismasinda da benzer sekilde hareket edilerek
OVD uzerindeki varyansin bir kismindan sorumlu olabilecegi beklenen goérev
performansinin etkisini gérmek Uzere Willilams ve ark. (1991) tarafindan
gelistirilen 21 maddelik, bireye ve orgite yonelik OVD' ni da 6lgen genel
performans  0dlgeginin 7 maddelik gbrev performansi  boliminden
yararlanilmistir. Boylelikle aragtirma modeline gorev performansinin bir kontrol
deg@iskeni olarak katiimasiyla, OVD davranigli Uzerinde olmasi beklenen

etkisinin giderilmesine ¢ahisiimigtir.

Olgegin maddelerindeki ifadeler “hicbir zaman’dan “her zaman’a
uzanan alti basamakli bir skala tzerinden degerlendirilmigtir. Pilot ¢calismada
tek alt faktorli bulunan bu o6lgegin alfa guvenilirlik katsayisi (.80) olarak
saptanmig, ana orneklem grubunda ise yine tek alt faktor elde edilmesine kargin

guvenilirlik katsayisi (.92 ) olarak bulunmusgtur.
2. Orgutsel Vatandaglik Davranigi Olgegi

Literaturde farkh arastirmacilarnin farkh alt faktorler ileri surdigu bu
kavram igin geligtiriimis muhtelif Olgekler bulunmakla birlikte bu c¢alhsma
kapsaminda ug¢ farkl OVD olgegi ile emik alt faktorler elde etmek uzere
arastirmaci tarafindan yurutulen kalitatif bir calisma sonucunda saptanan
maddelerin birlikte degerlendiriimesiyle olusturulan hibrid (melez) bir o6lgek

kullaniimistir.
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Williams ve Anderson’un(1991) OVD konusunda daha énce gelistirilmis
Olceklerden yararlanarak hazirladiklari 14 maddeli ve iki alt faktorli (bireye ve
orgute yonelik OVD) olcegdi, Lee ve Allen’in (2002) yine iki alt faktorlu 6lcegi,
Podsakoff ve MacKenzie(1989) tarafindan geligtirilip Moorman(1991) ve Niehoff
ve Moorman(1993) tarafindan kullanilan bes alt faktorlu (digerkamlik, nezaket,
sportmenlik, sorumluluk ve kurumdaglk erdemi) 18 maddelik dlgcek ve emik alt
faktorlerin arastirmasindan elde edilen maddeler bu arastirmada kullanilan

hibrid OVD 6lgegdinin yapi taglarini olugturmustur.

Bahsi gecen ¢ Olcegin maddeleri ile emik arastirmadan elde edilen
maddeler anlam ve igerik bakimindan birlikte degerlendirilerek farkli ve dzgin
tim maddeler kapsanacak fakat benzer ve tekrar eden maddeler disarida
birakilacak sekilde bir ayristirma yapiimig ve elde edilen 29 maddelik hibrid
olcek, faktor ve gecerlilik analizlerine tabi tutulmustur. Olcekte faktor analizi
Ooncesi 12 emik madde yer almis ve “hi¢ katilmiyorum” dan “tamamen

katilyorum” a dogru degisen 6 basamakli degerlendirme skalasi kullaniimistir.

ODV ile ilgili emik alt faktorlerin saptanabilmesi amaci ile hizmet igi
egitim programlarina katilan muhtelif fonksiyon alanlarindan toplam 33 aylik
ucretli katiimciya egitim baslamadan 6nce sozel olarak OVD’ nin ne anlama
geldigi orneklerle agiklandiktan sonra Ek 1'de yer alan yazili yonerge verilmis
ve yapilan tanimlama cercevesinde is yasamindaki deneyimlerine dayanarak
orgutsel vatandaslik davranisi olarak algiladiklari diger davraniglari yazmalari
istenmigtir. Toplanan veriler, kalitatif olarak analiz edilmis ve her 6zgtin ifade,
olcekte yer alan diger OVD' larindan farkli olmasi halinde 6lcege emik bir

madde olarak ilave edilmigtir.

Olusturulan hibrid o6lgekle, pilot uygulamada beklendigi gibi “bireye” ve
“Orglte yonelik OVD” olmak Uzere iki alt faktor elde edilmis ve alfa guvenilirlik
katsayilari sirasiyla (.97) ve (.93) olmustur. Ana 0Orneklem grubundan elde
edilen verilerin faktor analizi sonrasinda ise 3’0 emik olmak Uzere olgekteki
toplam madde sayisi 14’e inmis ve yine beklendigi gibi biri “bireye yonelik OVD”

digeri “orgite yonelik OVD” olmak uzere iki alt faktor bulunmustur. Olgegin
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toplam aciklayiciligr % 63.99, alt faktorlerin guvenilirlik katsayilari ise sirasiyla
(.93) ve (.89) olmustur. Faktor analizi sonrasi oOlcekte kalan emik maddeler
“sorunlar kargisinda arkadaslarini suclamadan ¢6zime odaklanma”, “sirket
kaynaklarinin tasarruflu kullanimi i¢cin sorumlu davranma” ve “sirketi ilgilendiren

bir haber veya bilgi alindiginda bunlari ilgililerle paylasma” dir.
3. Bilgi Paylagimi Olgegi

Kozlowsky ve Doherty’'nin (1989) yoOneticiye yakin ve uzak gruplari
birbirinden ayirt edecegi dustncesi ile gelistirmis olduklari 8 maddelik bilgi
paylagim olcegi “hicbir zaman” dan “her zaman” a degisen alti kademeli
degerlendirme skalasi ile kullanmimigtir. Kozlowsky ve arkadasinin (1989)
gelistirmis olduklari bilgi paylagim 6lcegi ile YCIK arasinda r=.73 gibi yiiksek bir
iliski bulmus olmalar, YCIK 6lcegi ile bilgi paylagimi 6lgeginin ayni kavrami

Olgtiguniu disundurmektedir.

Pilot calismada biri “acik iletisim” digeri “sir paylagimi olmak” Gizere iki
alt faktor elde edilmig, guvenilirlik katsayisi alfa ise sirasiyla (.70) ve (.76 )
olarak bulunmustur. Olgegin, ana orneklem grubunda uygulanmasinda

guvenilirlik katsayisi (.76 ) olan tek bir faktor elde edilmistir.
4. Ydnetici- Cahgan iligki Kalitesi Olcegi

YCIK literatiiriniin 30 yillilk gecmiginde Dansereau ve arkadaslarinin
(2975) kullandiklari 2 maddelik dlgekten bu yana Gerstner ve Day’in (1997)
meta analizlerinde de vurguladiklari gibi farkli madde sayi ve igerigine sahip pek
¢cok Olgegin gundeme gelmis olmasina karsin pek azinin psikometrik agidan
degerlendirmesi yapilmistir. O nedenle bu arastirmada bunun bir istisnasi olan
Liden ve Maslyn'in (1998) YCIK'ni dort alt faktérle 6lgen 11 maddelik olcegi,
LMX-MDM kullanilmigtir. S6z konusu élgek, YCIK’ni “sadakat”, “duygusal bag”,
“mesleki saygl” ve “iliskisel takasa katki” alt faktorleriyle 6lgcmektedir. Olgegdin
amaci, yonetici- ¢alisan iligkisine katkida bulunan farkli yonleri yakalayabilmek
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ve YCIK’nin sonu¢ degiskenleri {izerindeki etkilerini daha rafine bir sekilde

inceleme olanagi yaratmaktir.

Literatirde en sik kullanilan YCIK 6lcedi Scandura ve Graen'in tek
faktorlu (1984) LMX-7 Olgegi olmakla birlikte ( Gerstner ve ark.,1997) Liden ve
arkadasinin LMX-MDM dlgegini kullanan  arastirmacilar da bulunmaktadir.
Bunlardan Wang, Law, Hacket, Wang, Chen (2005) duygusal bag, sadakat,
mesleki saygi ve iligkisel takasa katki alt faktorleri icin alfa guvenilirlik
katsayilarini sirasiyla (.82), (.63), (.86), (.80) olarak elde etmislerdir. LMX-
MDM’nin 1993 yilinda Academy of Management'in yillik sempozyumunda bildiri
olarak sunulmasini takiben Settoon, Bennett ve Liden (1996), 6rgutlerde sosyal
takasla ilgili arastirmalarinda bu Olgegi kullanmis ve alfa guvenilirlik
katsayilarini; sadakat (.92), mesleki saygi (.78), iliskisel takasa katki (.70),
duygusal bag (.96) olarak bulmuslardir.

Bu arastirmanin pilot calismasinda ise dért alt faktor ayrismamis,
guvenilirlik katsayilari (.94) ve (.57) olan iki alt faktor elde edilmigtir. Daha sonra
ana orneklem grubundan elde edilen verilerle yapilan faktér analizinde, dlgegin
sadakat ve duygusal bag ile ilgili olan maddeleri tek bir alt faktor altinda
toplanirken, mesleki saygi yine ayri bir alt faktor olarak ayrismig, iligkisel takasa

katki algisi ise kendi basina bir alt faktor olarak belirmemigtir.

“Hi¢ katilmiyorum” dan “ Tamamen katiliyorum” a kadar degisen 6
basamakli degerlendirme skalasi bulunan 6l¢cegin, ana drneklem grubundan
elde edilen verilerle toplam agiklayiciligi % 73.79, alt faktorlerin alfa gutvenilirlik
katsayilari ise “sadakat ve duygusal bag” igin (.9032), “mesleki saygi” icin
(.8975) dizeyindedir.

5. iglemsel ve Etkilegsimsel Adalet Olcegi

Orgltsel adalet baglaminda bu calismada sadece iglemsel adalet ve
etkilesimsel adalet deg@iskenlerine yer verildiginden bu alt faktorlerin her ikisi de,

Niehoff ve Moorman’in (1993) arastirmasinda yer alan 0lgegin 6 maddelik
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islemsel adalet ve 9 maddelik etkilesimsel adalet bélimleri kullanilarak

Olculmustar.

islemsel adalet olcegi; karar alimi sirasinda hassas ve tarafsiz bilgi
toplanmasi, c¢alisana s0z hakki verilmesi, gerektiginde daha ust makamlara
basvuruda bulunma vyollarinin agik olmasi gibi hususlari aragtirmakta,
etkilesimsel adalet 6lgegi ise calisanin duygularinin ne olgiide dikkate alindigi
ve kendisine yeterli agiklamalarda bulunuldugu hissini tasidigina bakmaktadir.
Niehoff ve arkadaslari (1993), bu her iki alt faktérin de alfa guvenilirlik

katsayilarini .90’nin tizerinde bulduklarini bildirmektedirler.

Pilot caligmada tek alt faktorin elde edildigi islemsel adalet Glgegi
guvenilirlik katsayisi (.95) olmustur. Ana Orneklem grubundan elde edilen
verilerin faktor analizi sonrasi ise 5 maddeye disen iglemsel adalet 6lgeginin
guvenilirlik katsayisi (.89) olarak bulunmustur. Diger taraftan etkilesimsel adalet
Olgeginin pilot caligmadaki tek alt faktoriinuin (.87) olan alfa guvenilirlik katsayisi,
ana orneklem grubunda (.95)’e yukselmistir.

6. Guvenilirlik, Given ve Guven Egilimi 6lgekleri

Bitunsel guven modelini ( Mayer ark.,1995) temel alarak guvenilirligi
uc alt faktorle inceleyen, Mayer ve Davis'in (1999) kullandigi 18 maddelik, tg¢
alt faktorla (yeteneklilik, iyilikseverlik/babacanlik, buttunsellik/dirustlik) yonetici
guvenilirligi dlgeginden bu arastirmada da yararlanilmigtir. Davis ve arkadasinin
iki ayri zamanda uyguladiklari bu o6lcekle ilgili olarak bulduklari alfa guvenilirlik
katsayilari “yeteneklilik” icin (.85) ve (.88),” iyilikseverlik/babacanlik” i¢in (.87) ve
(.89), “butunsellik/durdstluk” i¢in (.82) ve (.88) dir .

Sadece iki alt faktorin elde edildigi pilot calismada; alfa guvenilirlik
katsayilari “yeterlilik ve butunsellik” igin (.96), “babacanlik ve adillik” i¢in (.94)
olmustur. Aragtirmanin ana orneklem grubu verileriyle de yine biri “yeteneklilik”
digeri “babacanlhk ve durlstluk “ olmak Uzere iki alt faktor ayrigmigtir.

“Yeteneklilik” alt faktoriniin ana 6rneklem grubu icin alfa givenilirlik katsayisi
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(.96), “babacanlik ve durdstluk” alt faktortintin ise (.93) olarak elde edilmistir.

Olgegin toplam aciklayicilidi ise % 76.962 mertebesinde bulunmustur.

Guven 0lcegdi olarak Mayer ve arkadaginin (1999) kullandigi 4 maddelik
gliven Olgegini gelistirerek kullanan Mayer ve Gavin'in (2005), 10 maddelik
Olgcegi kullanilmistir. Mayer ve arkadaginin (2005) iki ayri zamanda uyguladiklari
bu tek alt faktorli dlgek icin elde ettikleri alfa guvenilirlik katsayilari (.55) ve
(.66) dur.

Pilot calisma da “aciklik ve sonug beklentisi”, “inanma” ve “ydneticiyi
denetim altinda tutma arzusu” olarak tanimlanan ve guvenilirlik katsayilari (.75),
(.62) ve (.36) olan U¢ alt faktor saptanmistir. Ana Orneklem grubunda ise
“iligkide risk gbze alabilme” ve “inanma” olmak tzere iki alt faktor elde edilmis
ve guvenilirlik katsayilari sirasiyla (.71) ve (.63), dlgegin toplam aciklayiciligi ise

% 55.09 olarak bulunmustur.

Guven egiliminin o6lcimd igin ise yine Mayer ve arkadasinin(1999)
kullandid1 7 maddelik tek boyutlu 6lgekten yararlanilmig, biri “stiphe etme” digeri
ise “itimat etme” olarak adlandirilan iki alt faktor elde edilmigtir. Mayer ve
arkadasinin iki ayri zamanda uyguladigi bu dlgek icin bulduklari alfa givenilirlik
katsayilari (.55) ve (.66) iken bu aragtirmanin ana 6rneklem grubunda stphe
etme alt faktord icin (.69) , itimat etme alt faktoru icin (.61) bulunmus, Olgegin
toplam aciklayicii§i da % 55.46 mertebesinde elde edilmistir. Olgegin pilot
calismada saptanan alt faktdrleri ve guvenilirlik katsayilari ise yine “stiphe etme”

icin (.76), “itimat etme” icin (.70) mertebesinde olmustur.
C. UYGULAMA

Veri toplama sulrecinde gizliligin saglanmasi buna kargin grup
seviyesinde  yapilan analizlerde  yonetici-galisan ikilisinin birlikte
degerlendirilebilmesi amaci ile yonetici ve iki ¢alisani i¢cin hazirlanan anketler,
uc ayn zarfa konarak bir diger buyuk zarf icinde anket seti olarak yoneticilere

teslim edilmis, yoneticinin A ile kodlanmis zarfi kendisine en yakin hissettigi ve
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hosnut oldugu, B ile kodlanmig zarfi ise kendisine en uzak hissettigi ve en az
hosnut oldugu caliganina vermesi, kendisinin de yonetici zarfindan ¢ikan
anketlerden birini A, digerini B ¢alisani i¢cin doldurmasi istenmigtir. Yonetici ve
calisanlara, doldurduklari anketleri kendilerine verilen ve her birinin tzerinde
sadece grup kodu bulunan zarflarlara koyarak, uretim sirketlerinde sirket IK
yoneticisine iletmeleri bildirilmig, banka subelerinde ise anketler arastirmaci

tarafindan toplanmistir.

Pilot calisma icin anket dagitimlar, bankalarda sube mudurleri ile
yapilan gorusmeler, Uretim sirketlerinde ise IK mudiirlerinin katildigi bir
toplantida arastirmaci tarafindan yapilan aciklamalar sonrasinda olmustur. Ana
orneklem grubundan veri toplama agamasinda istanbul bélgesindeki retim
sirketlerinin her birinde K ve bolim yoneticilerinin katildi§i toplantilar
diizenlenmig, gonullulik esasina dayanan arastirmanin veri toplama sistemine
iligskin agiklamalari takiben, toplantilarin sonunda anketler bélim yoneticilerine
set halinde sunulmustur. istanbul disindaki (Mersin, Denizli, Kirklareli,
Bursa/Yenisehir) lretim sirketlerinde de aragtirmacinin K yoneticilerine
telefondaki bilgi aktarimlari ve agiklamalarini takiben anket setlerinin bolim

yoneticilerine dagitimlari sirket iK yoneticileri tarafindan gerceklestirilmistir.

Yoneticiler A ve B ile kodlanan yakin ve uzak ¢aliganlarinin her biri igin
gorev performansi ve OVD, calisanlar ise bagl olduklari yonetici ile ilgili bilgi
paylagimi, YCIK, giivenilirlik, giiven, islemsel ve etkilesimsel adalet ve kendi

guven egilimleri ile ilgili maddeler iceren anketleri doldurmusglardir.
D. VERI ANALIZI

Anket verileri veri tabanina grup numarasi esas alinarak yonetici, A ve
B calisanina ait veriler bir arada olacak sekilde girilmis ve soru bazinda aykiri
degerler ayiklandiktan sonra normal dagilhim elde edilip edilmedigine bakilmigtir.
Daha sonra yapilacak etkilesim hesaplamalari igcin ayrica standart puanlar

hesaplanmis bunun i¢in normal dagilim gdsteren her bir sorunun soru bazinda
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elde edilen ortalama ile farki alinmigtir. Bilahare istatistiksel analizler i¢in su

yontemler kullaniimistir;

a) Tum Olgekler faktor analizine tabi tutulduktan sonra elde edilen her
bir boyutun igsel tutarliginin test edilmesi igin Cronbach alfa korelasyon

katsayilari hesaplanmisg,

b) Elde edilen her bir faktérin bagimh degiskenleri aciklayip
aciklamadigina basit regresyon yontemi ile bakilarak agiklayiciliyi olmayan ve
multicolinearity (¢coklu baginti) godsteren degiskenler modelden atilmistir. Bu
islemler yakin grup, uzak grup ve tum Orneklem grubu igin ayri ayri yapilarak
revize modeller elde edilmig, hipotez testleri dahil tim analizler bu uygunlugu

test edilmis modeller Gzerinden yarataimostar.

c) Arastirmanin degiskenleri arasindaki iligkilerin degerlendirilmesi igin
Pearson korelasyon analizi, bagimsiz ve sarth degiskenlerin bagimli
degigskenleri etkileme glcund gormek icin hiyerarsik regresyon, ara
degigkenlere iligkin hipotez testleri ise icin U¢ asamali regresyon analizleri

kullaniimistir.

d) Gruplar arasi fark analizleri igin bagimsiz gruplar t- testi analiz

yonteminden yararlaniimistir.
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IX.

BULGULAR

Aragtirmada elde edilen bulgular G¢ bolimde gruplanarak

sunulmaktadir.

a)

b)

Birinci bolimde arastirma degdiskenlerini 6lgmek Uzere kullanilan
Olceklerin faktdr analizi sonrasi ayrigsan alt faktorler ve diger faktor

analizi bulgular yer almaktadir.

ikinci bélumde hipotez testleri icin yakin grup, uzak grup ayirimi

yapilarak elde edilen bulgulara yer verilmigtir.

Uctincli bolimde ise yine hipotez testleri icin bu defa yakin ve uzak
grup ayirimi yapilmaksizin tim orneklem grubundan elde edilen

verilerin kullaniimasi ile elde edilen bulgular sunulmustur.

ARASTIRMA DEGISKENLERI VE OLCEKLER ILE ILGILI
BULGULAR

Arasgtirma modelinde yer alan degiskenleri dlgmek icin kullanilan tim

Olgeklerin alt faktor i¢ tutarlilik sonuglari Tablo-2, faktér analizleri Tablo-3'de yer

almaktadir.

Tam olgeklerin alt faktor i¢ tutarhlik sonuclari, sosyal bilimlerde en

dusuk i¢ tutarhhk seviyesi olarak kabul edilen (.60) Cronbach alfa sinir degerinin

Uzerinde bulunmustur. Literatirde bu degiskenlerden bazilarini dlgmek igin

kullanilan 6lgeklerle elde edildigi bildirilen i¢ tutarhlik katsayilari ise soyledir;

Yonetici-Calisan lliski Kalitesi 6lcedi alt faktorleri: Duygusal bag
(.82), sadakat (.63), mesleki saygi (.86), iliskisel takasa katki (.80)
(Wang ve ark., 2005)

Guvenilirlik dlcedi alt faktérleri : Yeteneklilik (.88), iyilikseverlik/
babacanlik (.89), buttinsellik /durtsliuk(.88) Mayer ve ark.,2005)
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Tablo-2. Arastirma 6lgeklerinin i¢ tutarlilik sonuclari

Olcek Olcek alt faktorleri Madde sayis| Madde Cronbach
Sayisi ortalamalari alfa

Gorev Performansi 7 4.7452 9231
Bilgi Paylagimi 7 3.8308 7624
Orgiitsel Vatandaglik Dav.

-Bireye Yonelik OVD 8 4.5269 .9259

-OrgiteYoénelik OVD 6 4.6944 .8909
Yénetici-Calisan iliski Kal.

-Sadakat ve Duygusal Bag 6 4.6174 .9032

-Mesleki Saygi 3 4.8998 .8975
islemsel Adalet 5 4.6373 .8844
Etkilesimsel Adalet 9 4.6896 .9490
Guven Egilimi

-Stiphe Etme 4 3.0995 .6866

-itimat etme 3 2.8238 .6061
Yonetici Guvenilirligi

-Yeteneklilik 6 4.8276 .9545

-Babacanlik ve Durustlik 7 4.6823 .9286
Yoneticiye Duyulan Given

-lliskide Risk Goze Alabilme 3 5.1231 .7110

- inanma 4 3.9700 6326
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Kullanilan dlgeklerin faktor analizine gecilmeden 6nce, verilerin faktor
analizine uygunlugu igin gerekli sartlari yerine getirip getirmedigi arastiriimigtir.
Bunun icin ornekleme vyeterliligini gosteren Kaiser- Meyer —Olkin (KMO)
degerlerine bakilmis ve O ila 1 arasinda degisebilen bu degerin, sosyal
bilimlerde kabul edilebilir 6rnekleme degerine isaret eden (.50 ) mertebesinin,
istendigi gibi tum Olgeklerde asildigi saptanmistir. Buna goére kullanilan tim

Olgeklerin KMO degerleri (.942) ila (.655) arasinda degisim gostermigtir.

Ayrica degigkenler arasindaki yeterli oranda iligki olup olmadigini
gormemizi saglayan Bartlett kuresellik testlerinin anlamhlilik duzeyleri
degerlendirilmis ve tim Olceklerde “p” degerininin (.05) anlamlilik derecesinden
daha kiguk oldugu, dolayisi ile degigkenler arasinda faktor analizi yapmaya

yeterli diizeyde iligki bulundugu gorulmastur.

Bitlin bir soru grubunun genel olarak faktor analizine uygunlugunu
Olcen Kaiser- Meyer- Olkin degerlerinin diginda, tek tek her bir sorunun faktér
analizine uygunlugunu degerlendirmemizi saglayan Measures of Sampling
Adequecy ( MSA) degerlerine de bakilmistir. Bunun icin 6l¢ceklerin her biri i¢in
anti-image correlation matrislerinde her bir soru i¢in diyagonelde yer alan
degerler incelenmistir. Buradaki inceleme kriteri, bu degerlerin higbirinin (.50)
'den daha distk olmamasi, aksi durumda o sorunun faktér analizinden
cikartilmasi (Sipahi, Yurtkoru ve Cinko, 2006) olmustur ki, kullanilan dlgeklerin
tim maddeleri bu kosulu sagladigindan, bu kriter nedeni ile analizden ¢ikartilan

soru olmamistir.

Faktor analizlerinde birbirinden bagimsiz alt faktorler elde edilmek
istendiginden dik (orthogonal) dondirme yontemi kullanilmig, bunun igin

Varimax rotasyonu segilmigtir.

Faktor yukleri (.50)'nin altinda kalan, i¢ tutarhligi distren veya anlam
tutarsizligi yaratan sorular analizlerden ¢ikartildiktan sonra 6z degerleri (eigen

value) 1.000’in Ustinde olan Tablo-3 deki alt faktorler elde edilmistir.
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Tablo-3. TUM OLCEKLERIN FAKTOR VE i TUTARLILIK ANALIZLERI

Olcek 1: GOREV PERFORMANSI (In —Role Performance)

FAKTORLER Faktor Faktoriin Guvenilirlik
AJgirhgi Aciklayiciligr (%)

TEK FAKTOR .9231
8. Gorevini uygun sekilde tamamlama
9. s tanimindaki sorumluluklarini yerine getirme
10. igin resmi olarak tanimlanmis unsurlarini gerceklestirme
11. Kendi performans degerlendirmesini etkileyecek aktivitelerde bulunma
12. Kendinden beklenen gorevleri ifa etme
13. isin yapmakla yukumli oldugu bazi yonlerini ihmal etme ®
14. Asli gorevini yerine getirmede basarisiz olma ®

KMO Olcek Gegerliligi: .928 Bartlett Kuresellik Testi  Ki kare 1363.86 Toplam Aciklayicilik: %100
sd 21
p degeri .000

Olcek 2. BILGI PAYLASIMI (Information Exchange)

FAKTORLER Faktor Faktoriin Gvenilirlik
Agirligi Aciklayiciligi(%)
TEK FAKTOR
1. Ydneticinin galisana sirkette olup biten hakkinda bilgi vermesi .7624

2. Yoneticinin ¢alisani dinlemeye istekli davranmasi

3. Calisanin yoneticisine kisisel bilgileri ile ilgili sir vermesi

5. YOneticinin galisanin katki ve dnerisini almak istemesi

6. Calisanin kendini yoneticinin gliven duydugu bir yardimcisi olarak hissetmesi
7. Calisanin grubunda olup biten hakkinda yoneticisine bilgi vermesi

8. Yoneticinin calisana Kisisel bilgileri ile ilgili sir vermesi

KMO Olcek Gegerliligi : .788 Bartlett Kiresellik Testi  Ki kare 333.319 Toplam Aciklayicilik: % 100
sd 15
p degeri .000
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Olcek 3 : ORGUTSEL VATANDASLIK DAVRANISI ( Organizational Citizenship Behavior)

FAKTORLER 1. Faktor 2.Faktor Faktorin Guvenilirlik
Agirliklan Agirliklan Aciklayicihgi
Faktor 1. BIREYE YONELIK OVD 36.936 .9259
9. !ste sorun yasayanlara yardim icin elinden geleni yapma 811
14. Is arkadaslarina gdrevlerini yapabilmeleri icin yardim etme .803
10. Is arkadaslarinin ihtiyaclarina duyarlihik .801
15. Bilgi ve deneyimlerini is arkadaslari ile paylasma .780
11.Yeni baglayanlara ise uyum saglamalari i¢in yardimci olma .749
12. Zor durumda olsa dahi is arkadaglarina icten ilgi ve nezaket gésterme .736
17. Sorunlar kargisinda arkadaslarini suglamadan ¢6zime odaklanma (e) .701
8. Ise gelmemis olanlarin iglerine yardim etme .654
Faktér 2. ORGUTE YONELIK OVD 27.057 .8909
33. Digerleri sirketi elestirdiginde, olumluluklardan sz ederek sirketi savunma .822
34. Toplum iginde sirketini temsil ederken gurur duydugunu belli etme .809
29. Sirket mallarinin iyi korunmasi ve kullanimina 6zen gosterme 732
28. Sirket kaynaklarinin tasarruflu kullanimi icin sorumlu davranma (e) .726
30. Sirketi ilgilendiren haber ve bilgi aldiginda bunlari ilgililerle paylasma (e) .675
36. Sirket yontem, kural ve sinirlamalarina kimse gérmese de riayet etme .629
KMO o6lcek gecerliligi : .924  Bartlett Kuresellik Testi Ki kare 2177.42 Toplam Aciklayicilik : % 63.994
sd 91
p degeri .000
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Olcek 4. YONETICI CALISAN iLISKI KALITESI ( Leader- Member Exchange)

FAKTORLER 1.Faktor 2. Faktor Faktorin Guvenilirlik
Agirhiklan Agirliklan Aciklayicihgi

Faktér 1. SADAKAT VE DUYGUSAL BAG 43.124 .9032

11. Yoneticinin birlikte calisilmasi keyifli bir kisi olmasi .810

13. Yoneticinin bagkalari saldirdiginda ¢alisani savunmasi ve korumasi .809

12. Yoneticinin ¢alisani bir tGste kargi korumasi .785

10. Yoneticinin herkesin arkadas olmak isteyecedi tirden bir kisi olmasi .762

9. Yodneticiden insan olarak hoslanma .739

14. Yoneticinin iyi niyetle yapilan hatalarda ¢alisanin arkasinda durmasi 717

Faktér 2. MESLEKI SAYGI 30.661 .8975

17. Yoneticinin igle ilgili bilgisinden etkilenme .890

18. Yoneticinin mesleki bilgi ve yeterliligine saygi duyma .882

19. Yoneticinin mesleki becerilerine hayran olma .800

KMO Olcek Gegerliligi : . 897 Bartlett Kiresellik Testi  Ki kare 1810.19

sd 36
p degeri .000

Toplam Aciklayicilik : % 73.785

Olcek 5. ISLEMSEL ADALET (Procedural Justice)

FAKTORLER Faktor
Agirhgi

Faktorin Glvenilirlik
Aciklayicihgi (%)

TEK FAKTOR

20. Yoneticinin isle ilgili kararlari tarafsiz alarak almasi

21. Ydneticinin karar vermeden dnce herkesin gorisini almasi

22. Yoneticinin karar almadan énce dogru ve eksiksiz bilgi toplamasi
23. Yoneticinin alinan kararlari agiklamasi, talep edilirse ek ilgi vermesi
24. Ydneticinin isle ilgili kararlari herkese ayni sekilde uygulamasi

.8844

KMO Olcek Gegerliligi: . 860 Bartlett Kuresellik Testi  Ki kare 744.19
sd 10
p degeri .000

Toplam Aciklayicilik : % 100
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Olcek 6. ETKILESIMSEL ADALET (Interactional Justice)

FAKTORLER Faktor
AJirhgi

Faktorun Guvenilirlik
Aciklayiciligi(%)

TEK FAKTOR
isi ile ilgili karar verirken yoneticinin;
26. Calisana nazik davranmasi
27. Calisana saygili olmasi ve itibar etmesi
28. Calisanin intiyaclarina duyarlhk gostermesi
29. Calisana dogru s6zlu ve icten davranmasi
30. Galisanin haklarini g6z 6niinde bulundurmasi
31. Alinan kararlarin olasi sonuglarini ¢alisan ile gérismesi
32. Is hakkinda verilen kararlar galisana yeterince agiklamasi
33. Isi ile ilgili karar alirken galisana anlaml agiklamalar yapmasi
34. Isiile ilgili verilen kararlari calisana ¢ok net agiklamasi

.9490

KMO Olcek Gegerliligi : . 936 Bartlett Kuresellik Testi  Ki kare 2274.5
sd 36
p degeri .000

Toplam Aciklayicilik : % 100

Olgek 7. GUVEN EGILIMI (Propensity to Trust)

FAKTORLER 1. Faktor
Agirligi

2.Faktor
Agirhgi

Faktor Guvenilirlik
Aciklayicihgi(%)

Faktor 1. SUPHE ETME

63. Bu giinlerde yabancilara karsi ¢cok dikkatli oimak gerekir ® .803
66. Bu glinlerde uyanik olunmali yoksa birileri sizi istismar edebilir ® 797
64. Uzmanlarin gogu ne kadar bilgi sahibi olduklarina dair gercegi sdylemezler® .700
68. Tamircilerin codu o isten anlamayanlardan yiuksek bedel talep eder ® .568

Faktor 2. ITIMAT ETME

67. Satiscilarin cogu uriinlerini tanitirken durust davranir.

69. Yetigkin insanlarin godu yaptigi isin ehlidir.

65. Cogu kisiye, soylediklerini yapacaklarina dair giiven duyulabilir.

.758
.754
.729

30.688 .6866

24.774 .6061

KMO Olcek Gegerliligi : . 655 Bartlett Kiresellik Testi  Ki kare 311.96
sd 21
p degeri .000

Toplam : % 55.463
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Olgek 8. Yénetici GUVENILIRLIGI (Trustworthiness)

FAKTORLER 1.Faktor 2. Faktor Faktorin Guvenilirlik
Agirhiklan Agirliklan Aciklayicihgi(%)
Faktor 1. YETENEKLILIK 39.010 .9545
47. Yoneticinin yapilmasi gereken isle ilgili cok bilgisinin olmasi .890
46. YOneticinin giristigi islerde basarili bir kisi olarak taninmasi .875
48. Calisanin yoneticisinin becerilerine ¢ok giivenmesi .866
45. Yoneticinin yaptigi isin ehli olmasi .853
50. Ydneticinin ¢ok nitelikli olmasi .751
49. Yoneticinin ¢alisanin performansini yikseltici bilgi ve becerilerinin olmasi  .675
Faktor 2. BABACANLIK ve DURUSTLUK 37.951 .9286
54. Ydneticinin ¢aligan icin ne dnemli ise onu gézetmesi .834
52. Calisanin ihtiyag ve arzularinin yonetici icin énemli olmasi .814
55. Ydneticinin ¢alisanina yardim igin sartlarini zorlamasi .809
56. Ydneticinin gugcli bir adalet duygusunun olmasi 721
53. Ydneticinin ¢aliganini bilerek incitecek bir sey yapmamasi 715
51. Ydneticinin ¢alisaninin iyi durumda olmasini istemesi 715
58. Ydneticinin digerlerine kargi hakkaniyetli olmaya ¢ok 6zen gdstermesi .664
KMO Olcek Gegerliligi : . 942 Bartlett Kuresellik Testi  Ki kare 3577.32 Toplam Acgiklayicilik : % 76.962
sd 78
p degeri .000
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Olcek 9. Yoneticiye GUVEN (Trust)

FAKTORLER 1.Faktor 2. Faktor Faktor Guvenilirlik
Agirliklan Agirliklan Aciklayicihgi(%)

Faktor 1. ILISKIDE RiSK GOZE ALABILME 28.920 .7110
39. Yaptidi bir hatayi yoneticiye sdyleyebilme .838
42. Kismen suc¢lanacak durumda olsa da yonetici ile 6zgirce konusabilme .786
40. Hassas konulardaki goruslerini hos olmasalar da yonetici ile paylasabilme .756
Faktor 2. INANMA 26.172 .6326
38. Kiritik sorunlarini yoneticisinin eline teslim edebilme 772
36. Gelecedi ile ilgili kontroll ydneticisinin eline birakamama® .736
44. Yoneticisinin istedigi seyler icin aleyhte kullanabilecegini disiinmeden

harekete gecme .613
43. YOneticisinin niyetini sorgulayanlari siphe ile karsilama .502

KMO Olcek Gegerliligi : . 737 Bartlett Kiresellik Testi  Ki kare 375.46 Toplam Aciklayicilik : % 55.091
sd 21
p degeri .000
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Arastirma modelindeki degiskenlerin betimsel analizleri ise Tablo-4'de
verilmigtir. Yakin ve uzak gruplarda her bir degisken igin elde edilen ortalamalar,
modeldeki tum degiskenler igin yakin grupta, uzak gruba kiyasla daha yuksek
bulunmustur. Bunun bir istisnasi given egiliminin “itimat etme” boyutudur ki,

yine burada da ortalamalarin birbirine ¢ok yakin oldugu gorulmektedir.

Bir diger saptama ise “inanma” ve “suphe etme” degiskenleri diginda
tim diger degiskenlere ait standart sapmalarin yakin grupta, uzak gruba gore
daha dusik bulunmasidir. Diger bir ifade ile yakin gruptaki c¢alisanlarin
yoneticileri ile ilgili algilari, uzak gruptakilerden daha az sapma goéstermekte bu
da yakin gruptaki caligsanlarin yonetici ile ilgili algilarinin uzak gruptaki

¢alisanlara kiyasla daha homojen oldugunu disinduirmektedir.
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Tablo- 4. Arastirma dediskenlerinin betimsel analiz sonuclari

YAKIN Grup UZAK Grup

N Min Max.  Ort SD N Min Max.  Ort SD
Calisan Performansi 144 3.71 6.00 521 .55 133 271 6.00 424 .72
Bilgi Paylagimi 126 257 543 4.13 .68 129 1.71 543 353 .75
Orgiitsel Vatandaslik Davranisi
- Bireye Yonelik 149 3.13 6.00 499 .61 116 225 6.00 392 .81
- Orgiite Yonelik 147 283 6.00 4.97 .66 111 250 583 4.33 .80
Yénetici- Caligan iligki Kalitesi
- Sadakat ve Duygusal Bag 146 183 6.00 488 .95 138 233 6.00 434 110
- Mesleki Saygi 143 200 6.00 5.05 .96 143 200 6.00 476 1.05
Orgiitsel Adalet
- lIslemsel 144 200 6.00 479 .94 135 240 6.00 4.47 1.02
- Etkilesimsel 146 233 6.00 493 .91 140 189 6.00 444 1.06
Yonetici Guvenilirligi
- Yeteneklilik 146 200 6.00 5.05 .96 145 200 6.00 4.60 1.10
- Babacanlik ve durustlik 141 286 6.00 498 .84 136 186 6.00 437 1.07
Given
- lliskide Risk Goze Alabilme 139 3.00 6.00 526 .69 129 3.00 6.00 497 .85
- Inanma 150 1.00 6.00 419 1.15 150 1.00 6.00 3.75 1.11
Gulven Egilimi
- Suphe Etme 149 1.00 6.00 325 111 150 1.00 550 295 1.06
- Itimat Etme 128 1.00 467 281 .88 135 1.00 467 284 .91
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B . UZAK VE YAKIN GRUP AYIRIMI YAPILARAK ELDE EDILEN
BULGULAR

1. Aragtirma Degiskenleri Arasindaki iligkiler

Arasgtirma modelinde yer alan degigkenlerin birbirleriyle olan iligkilerini
gosteren korelasyon tablolari, analize dahil edilen ¢aliganlarin yakin veya uzak
grupta yer almasina gore ayrigtirlarak, her iki grup icin de ayri elde edilmistir.
Bu ayirima gore yakin grubun korelasyon analizi Tablo-5, uzak grubun ki Tablo-
6'da yer almaktadir. Yapilan korelasyon analizleri incelendiginde su hususlar
dikkati cekmektedir;

a) Modelde yer alan degiskenler arasinda guven egiliminin “stiphe

etme” boyutu disinda pek ¢cok anlamli iliski saptanmistir.

b) Modelin bagimh degiskenlerinden *“ig tatmini” yakin grupta; “iliskide
risk gbze alabilme* ve calisanin *“glven egilimi” digindaki tim diger
degiskenlerle anlaml dizeyde olumlu iligkili bulunmustur. ilging olan uzak
gruptaki ¢alisanlarin da ig tatmini diizeylerinin, ¢alisan beyanina dayali; yonetici
ile “bilgi paylasim”, “YCIK”, “orgutsel adalet’, “yonetici givenilirligi® ve
“yoneticiye duyulan given” degiskenlerinin alt boyutlari ile pozitif iligkili olmasi,
buna kargin yoneticilerin degerlendirdikleri ¢alisanin “gérev performansi” ve

“OVD" gibi degiskenlerle iligkili bulunmamasidir.

c) Modelin bir diger bagimli degiskeni olan bireye yonelik OVD, YCIK’
nin bir alt boyutu olan “sadakat ve duygusal bag” ile hem yakin (r=.313; p<.01)
hem de uzak gruplarda (r=.220; p<.01) iligkili bulunmustur.

d) Orgute yonelik OVD ile yakin grupta anlaml diizeyde pozitif iligki
gosteren degiskenler sadece ; “gorev performansi”, “bilgi paylasimi”, “islemsel
adalet” ve yoOnetici guvenilirliginin “babacanlik/duristlik” boyutlaridir. Uzak

grupta ise orgute yonelik OVD; yine “gérev performansi” ile iligkili bulunurken
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bunun digindaki diger degigkenlerden sadece orgitsel adaletin “etkilesimsel

adalet” boyutu ile anlamli diizeyde ( r=.243, p<.05) pozitif iligki gdstermigtir.

e) Bir diger onemli husus ise arastirma degiskenleri arasinda ¢oklu
baginti disundurecek seviyede anlaml ve yuksek dizeyde iliski saptanmig
olmasidir. Bu nedenle yakin ve uzak gruplar i¢in yuksek coklu baginti veren
(r>.700; p<.05 veya p<.01) ve/veya aciklayiciligi olmayan degiskenler aragtirma
modelinden ¢ikartilarak yakin ve uzak gruplar igin uygunlugu test edilmisg iki ayri
model elde edilmig, hipotez testleri bu modeller (Sekil-5 ve 6) Uzerinde

yurattlmastdr.

Korelasyon matrisinde arastirma degiskenleri ve boyutlar igin

kullanilan kisaltmalar ise sunlardir ;

(JOBSAT: ig Tatmini), ( OCB1: Bireye yonelik orgitsel vatandaglik
davranisi), (OCB2 : Orgute yonelik orgitsel vatandaslik davranigi), (INROL:
Gorev performansi), ( IE : Bilgi paylagimi), (LMX1: Sadakat ve duygusal bag),
(LMX2 : Mesleki saygi), (PJ: islemsel adalet), (1J: Etkilesimsel adalet), ( T1:
iligkide risk goze alabilme),( T2: inanma),( TWH1: yeteneKklilik), (TWH2:
Babacanlik ve diiriistliik), (PT1: Siiphe etme), (PT2: itimat etme).
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Tablo- 5. ARASTIRMA DEGISKENLERININ FAKTOR BAZINDA KORELASYON ANALIZi ( YAKIN - grup icin)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
1.JOBSAT 1.000 -
2.0CB1 .194*  1.000
3.0CB2 .166*  .547** 1.000
4.INROLE .215** .608** 524** 1.000
5.IE .289** 314  .197* .102  1.000
6.LMX1 363 .313** 142  .246** .576** 1.000
7.LMX2 312%* 131 .095 .016  .453** .625** 1.000
8.PJ A50** .260** .186* .070  .560** .695** .627** 1.000
9.l A32% . 301** 115  .216* 554* .769** .674** .794** 1.000
10.T1 62 138 115 127 .295% .316** .329* .410** .424** 1.000
11.72 .266** .197* .047 -.002 .416** .514** .528** 577 .554** .333* 1.000
12.TWH1 352** .187* .054 .097  .438** .669** .785** .646** .686** .436** .547** 1.000
13.TWH2 A32% 267 .186* .205* .546** .746** .611* .728** .789** .511* .546** .701** 1.000
14.PT1 .053 -.003 .016 -.008 -052 -023 -112 -007 -019 -041 -081 -060 -.098 1.000
15.PT2 A52 117 .224* 123 139 143 154 119 .098 .106 .105 .099 .174 -.029. 1.000

*p <.05;**p<.01
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Tablo- 6. ARASTIRMA DEGISKENLERININ FAKTOR BAZINDA KORELASYON ANALIZi ( UZAK- grup igin)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
1.JOBSAT 1.000
2.0CB1 .086  1.000
3.0CB2 .059 .586** 1.000
4.INROL .066  .653** .532** 1.000
5.IE 527 322** 173 .286** 1.000
6.LMX1 A31* 220 111 154  .625** 1.000
7.LMX2 399 102 .018 .064  .451** .673** 1.000
8.PJ 400 .243** 103  .140  .584** .785* .721* 1.000
9.1 A94** 323** .243* .303* .710* .851* .653** .813** 1.000
10.T1 214 176 .098 176 .249* .347* .330** .294** .357** 1.000
11.72 A69**  270** .095  .186* .520** .616** .531** .654** .658** .371* 1.000
12.TWH1 379 195* 101 .051  .520** .771* 795 .758* .758** .243** .682** 1.000
13.TWH2 S506%* .251** 192 101  .642** .848** .654** .768** .836** .350** .736** .802** 1.000
14.PT1 -052 .139 119 137 025 -072 -160 -132 -.036 -065 -007 -113 -027 1.000
15.PT2 A27* 259** 094 .034  .232** .201* .108 .145 .228* .123 .317** .146 .264** .094 1.000

*p <.05;**p<.01
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Yakin ve uzak gruplar igin ¢coklu baginti gosteren degiskenler modelden
atildiktan sonra geride kalan tim degiskenler, basit regresyon analizine tabi
tutularak bagimli degiskenlere katkilari agisindan yeniden test edilmistir. Yakin
grupta ¢oklu baginti gosterdidi icin modelden ¢ikartilan degiskenler sunlardir ;
yonetici guvenilirliginin her iki alt faktori (yeteneklilik ile babacanlik ve
darustlik) ile drgutsel adaletin etkilesimsel adalet alt faktorii. Ayni nedenle uzak
grupta modelden ¢ikartilan degiskenler ise hem ydnetici guvenilirliginin her iki
alt faktori (yeteneklilik ile babacanlk ve duristlik) hem de 6rgutsel adaletin

(islemsel ve etkilesimsel adalet) alt faktorleridir.

Modeldeki diger degigkenler igin yapilan basit regresyon sonuglari Tablo-
7 de yakin grup, Tablo-8'de uzak grup igin gosterilmigtir. Arastirma modelinin alt
faktorler dikkate alindiginda t¢ bagimh degiskeninin  (bireye yonelik OVD,
orgute yonelik OVD ve is tatmini) herbiri icin yapilan bu regresyon analizleri
sonucunda, bagimh degigkenlerden  higbirini aciklayamayan degiskenler
modelden ¢ikartilmistir. Bu degigkenler hem yakin hem uzak grup igin given
egilimi (siphe etme) ve yoneticiye duyulan given (iliskide risk goze
alabilme)’dir. Ayrica yoneticiye duyulan guven (iligkide risk goze alma) ¢ok
distuk F degerine sahip olmasi nedeni ile modele dahil edilmemigtir. Analiz
sonuglarina bagh olarak yakin grup c¢aligsanlari i¢cin uygunlugu test edilen
arastirma modelinin yeni kapsami Sekil-5, uzak grup ¢ahlsanlari icin ise Sekil-6

‘da verilmistir.
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Tablo-7. BASIT REGRESYON ANALIZI (YAKIN-grup degiskenleri igin)

Bagimsiz Degisken F p R2 Duzeltiimis R2 Beta t p

Sadakat ve duy. Bag 15.531 .000 .098 .092 .313 3.941 .000
Mesleki Sayg! 2.451 120 .017 .010 131 1.565 120
Bilgi Paylagimi 13.478 .000 .099 .001 .314 3.671 .000
islemsel Adalet 10.209 .002 .068 .061 .260 3.195 .002
Stiphe Etme 2.657 .105 .019 .012 .138 1.630 .105
itimat Etme 1.731 191 .014 .006 117 1.316 191
iligkide Risk Géze Alma ~ 2.657 .105 .019 .012 .138 1.630 .105
inanma 5.955 .016 .039 .032 .197 2.440 .016

Bagimli Degisken: Bireye Yonelik Orgiitsel Vatandaslik Davranigi

Bagimsiz Degisken F p R2 Duzeltimis R2 Beta t p

Sadakat ve duy. Bag 2.917 .090 .020 .013 142 1.708 .090
Mesleki Saygi 1.260 .264 .009 .002 .095 1.123 .264
Bilgi Paylagimi 4.913 .029 .039 .031 .197 2.217 .029
islemsel Adalet 5.026 .027 .035 .028 .186 2.242 .027
Suphe Etme .038 .845 .000 -.007 .016 .196 .845
itimat Etme 6.577 .012 .050 .043 .224 2.565 .012
ilskide Risk Géze Alma 1.794 .183 .013 .006 115 1.339 .183
inanma .328 .568 .002 -.005 .047 .573 .058

Bagimli Degisken : Orgiite Yonelik Orgiitsel Vatandaslik Davranigi

Bagimsiz degisken F p R2 Duzeltiimis Rz Beta t p

Sadakat ve Duy. Bag 21.813 .000 132 126 .363 4670  .000
Mesleki Sayg! 15.234 .000 .098 .001 312 3.903  .000
Bilgi Paylagimi 11.326 .001 .084 .076 .289 3.365  .001
islemsel Adalet 36.114 .000 .203 .197 .450 6.010  .000
Stiphe Etme 416 520 .003 -.004 .053 .645 520
itimat Etme 2.970 .087 .023 .015 152 1723  .087
liskide Risk Géze Ama  3.706 .056 .026 .019 .162 1.925  .056
inanma 11.266 .001 .071 .064 .266 3.356  .001

Bagimh Degisken : Is Tatmini
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Tablo-8. BASIT REGRESYON ANALIZI (UZAK-grup dedgiskenleri icin)

Bagimsiz Degigken F p R? Dizeltiimig Rz Beta t p

Sadakat ve duy. Bag 5.384 .022 .048 .039 .220 2.320 .022
Mesleki Sayg! 1.126 291 .010 .001 .102 1.061 291
Bilgi Paylagimi 11.320 .001 .104 .094 .322 3.364 .001
islemsel Adalet 6.607 .012 .059 .050 .243 2.570 .012
Siiphe Etme 3.181 .078 .031 .021 .176 1.784 .078
itimat Etme 7.475 .007 .067 .058 .259 2.734 .007
lliskide Risk Géze Alma  3.181 .078 .031 .021 .176 1.784 .078
inanma 8.947 .003 .073 .065 .270 2.991 .003

Bagimli Degisken: Bireye Yonelik Orgiitsel Vatandaslik Davranigi

Bagimsiz Degisken F p R2 Duzeltiimis R2 Beta t p

Sadakat ve Duy. Bag 1.261 264 .012 .003 A1 1.123 264
Mesleki Sayg! .034 .854 .000 -.009 .018 .185 .854
Bilgi Paylagimi 2.895 .087 .030 .020 173 1.728 .087
islemsel Adalet 1.061 .306 .011 .001 .103 1.030 .306
Stiphe Etme 1.553 215 .014 .005 119 .1.246 215
itimat Etme .884 .349 .009 -.001 .094 .940 .349
iligkide Risk Goze Alma 905 .344 .010 -.001 .099 .951 .344
inanma .898 322 .009 .000 .095 .994 322

Bagimli Degisken: Orgiite Yonelik Orgiitsel Vatandaslik Davranisi

Bagimsiz Degisken F p R2 Duzeltiimis R2 Beta t p

Sadakat ve Duy. Bag. 31.014 .000 .186 .180 431 5.569 .000
Mesleki Sayg 26.746 .000 .159 .153 .399 5.172 .000
Bilgi Paylagimi 48.803 .000 .278 272 527 6.986 .000
islemsel Adalet 25.376 .000 .160 154 .400 5.027 .000
Siiphe Etme .405 .525 .003 -.004 -052  -.637 .525
itimat Etme 29.616 .000 .182 .176 427 5.442 .000
iliskide Risk Géze Alma  6.016 .015 .046 .038 217 2.473 .015
inanma 41.829 .000 .220 .215 .469 6.468 .000

Bagimh Degisken: is Tatmini
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KONTROL
DEGISKENLERI
Yas, Kidem, Birlikte

Calisma Suresi,
Gorev Performansi

Calisanin
ADALET ALGISI
- Islemsel
- Etkilesimsel (**)

Calisanin
GUVEN EGILIMi
- Sliphe Etme (¥)
- itimat Etme

YONETICI- CALISAN
ILISKI KALITESI

- Sadakat ve
Duygusal Bag

- Mesleki Saygi

YONETICI GUVENILIRLIGI

- Yeteneklilik (**)
- Babacanlik /Duristlik

(**)

y

IS TATMINI

YONETICIYE
DUYULAN
GUVEN

- lligkide Risk

EEREY Fe R

Goze Alabilme(*)

- Inanma

ORGUTSEL
VATANDASLIK
- Bireye yonelik

- Orgiite yonelik

1

Sekil-5. Yakin Grup i¢in uyarlanmis model

(*) Basit Regresyona sokuldugunda aciklayiciligi oimadigi icin modelden ¢ikartilan degiskenler

(**) Coklu korelasyon gosterdigi icin modelden ¢ikartilan degiskenler

KONTROL
DEGISKENLERI

Yas, Kidem, Birlikte

Calisma Siiresi,
Gorev Performansi

Calisanin Calisanin
ADALET ALGISI GUVEN EGILIMi
- iglemsel (**) - Siiphe Etme (*)
- Etkilesimsel (**) - itimat Etme
YONETICI- CALISAN - —
ILISKI KALITESI IS TATMINI
A
- Sadakat ve
Duygusal Bag y YONETICI GUVENILIRLIGI v . YONETICIYE T
A DUYULAN o S
- Mesleki Saygi ! - Yeteneklilik (**) GUVEN .
' - Babacanhk /Durdstliik ORGUTSEL
! **) - lligkide Risk VATANDASLIK
' Goze Alabilme(*) - Bireye yonelik
.———.——.———* ————————— a - Orgute yonelik
:L BILGI PAYLASIMI - Inanma — -

Sekil-6. Uzak Grup i¢in uyarlanmis model

(*) Basit Regresyona sokuldugunda aciklayiciligi oimadigi icin modelden ¢ikartilan degiskenler

(**) Coklu korelasyon gdsterdigi icin modelden ¢ikartilan degiskenler
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YCIK, yonetici givenilirligi ve giiven ile OVD ve ig tatmini arasindaki
iligkiler Gzerine kurulan H.1 hipotezi, yakin ve uzak grup ayirimi yapilarak
incelenen bulgulara gore kismen dogrulanmistir. H.1 hipotezinde aralarinda
iligki, oldugu 6ne surulen bu degigkenlerle ilgili korelasyon katsayilari, yakin ve
uzak gruplar icin iki ayri tabloda ( Tablo-5 ve Tablo-6 ) gosterilmis oldugundan,
degerlendirme kolayligi amaciyla s6z konusu degiskenlerin bu iki tablodan

alinan korelasyon katsayilar1 Tablo-9'da bir arada 6zetlenmigtir.

YAKIN UZAK YAKIN UZAK YAKIN UZAK
LMX LMX T T TWH TWH
Lmx1 | Lmx2 | Lmx1 | Lmx2 | T1 T2 T1 T2 Twhil | Twh2 | Twhil | Twh2
JOBSAT .363** | .312* | .431** | .390** 266** | .214* | .469** | .352** | .432** | .379** | .506**
OCB | ocbl | .313* 220** 197* 270** 187* 267** 195*% | [ 251**
ocbh2 .186* .186*

Tablo- 9. H.1 hipotezi degiskenleri arasindaki iligkiler dzeti

is tatmini ile OVD iligkisine yonelik olarak kurulan H.2 hipotezi de yine
sadece yakin gruptaki calisanlarin ig tatmini ile bireye yonelik OVD (r=.194 ;
*p<.05) ve orgute yonelik ODV (r=.166; *p<.05) arasinda anlamh dizeyde
pozitif iligki bulunmasi, buna kargin uzak grupta bu iligkinin ortaya ¢ikmamasi

nedeni ile kismen dogrulanmistir.
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2. Yakin ve uzak gruplar arasindaki farklar

Caliganin is tatmini, OVD, yonetici givenilirligi ve yoneticiye duyulan
guiven degiskenlerinin ¢alisanlarin yakin ve uzak grupta olmalarina gére farkhlik
gosterip gostermedigini analiz etmek tzere bagimsiz gruplar t-testi uygulamasi

yapilmig, sonuglar Tablo-10" da verilmigtir.

Bagimsiz gruplar t-testi; OVD, yonetici guvenilirligi, yoneticiye
duyulan guven ve is tatmini degiskenleri icin hem tek tek alt faktorler dizeyinde
hem de alt faktorlerin ortalamalari dizeyinde ayri ayri incelenmis, is tatmini
disinda yakin ve uzak grup udyelerinin bu degigkenleri arasindaki farklar,
istatistiksel agidan manidar bulunmustur. Ayrica incelenen degigkenlere iligkin
ortalamalar yakin grupta daha yuksektir. Sonug olarak yakin grubun uzak gruba
kiyasla algiladigi yonetici guvenilirligi, yoneticiye duydugu guven, ig tatmini ve
OVD'larinin  daha yuksek oldugunu ileri stren H.3 hipotezi, kismen

dogrulanmugtir.
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Tablo-10. BAGIMSIZ GRUPLAR t-Testi SONUCLARI

N Ort. Std.Sap. t degeri p degeri

TWH1 Yakin 146 505 0.96
3.738 000
Uzak 145 460 110
TWH2 Yakin 141 498 o84
5.228 000
______________ Uzak _______ 136 438 107 ...
TWH ort Yakin 139 504 081
4,541 000
Uzak 134 454 100
T1 Yakin 139 526 0.69
2.922 004
Uzak 129 497 085
Fr vakn 150 419 115
3.356 001
Uzak 150 375 111
Tot. Yakin 139 479 o073
3.911 000
Uzak 129 442 080
JOBSAT Yakin 150 457 144
1.898 059
Uzak 150 424 154
OCB 1 Yakin 149 499 061
1.764 000
Uzak 116 3.93 081
ocB2 vakn 147 497 o066
6.799 000
Uzak 111 433 080
OCB ort.  Yakn 146 499 055
9.127 000
Uzak 97 423 068

Kisaltmalar: ( TWH1= Yeteneklilik) (TWH2=Mesleki Saygi) (T1=lliskide Risk Géze Alabilme) (T2=inanma) (JOBSAT=
is Tatmini) ( OCB1= Bireye Yonelik OVD) (OCB2= Orgiite Yonelik OVD)
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3. Uyarlanmig modeller Gizerinde hipotez testleri

Arastirma modelindeki ara ve sartli degiskenlerin bu rollerine iligkin
hipotezlerin sinanmasi amaciyla 6nce modelde ¢oklu baginti gbsteren ve basit
regresyon analizinde bagmh degiskenleri agiklamaya katki getirmeyen
degiskenler c¢ikartilarak, yakin ve uzak gruplar i¢in analize uygun hale getirilmis

iki model elde edilmig, bilahare analizler bu modeller tizerinden yurutilmustir.

Bu dogrultuda; ara degisken olarak 6nerilen “yonetici guvenilirligi” ¢oklu
baginti, “yoneticiye duyulan guven”in bir alt faktori olan “iligkide risk goze alma”
ise aciklayiciligi olmadigdi icin hem yakin hem de uzak grubun modellerinden
cikartildigi igcin ara degisken olarak, sadece modelde kalan yoneticiye duyulan

guven (inanma ) alt faktoranun rolt incelenebilmigtir.
3.1 ARA DEGISKENLERLE ILGILI HIPOTEZ TESTLERI

Bunun igin modelin bagimsiz degiskeni “YCIK"nin iki alt faktori
(sadakat ve duygusal bag) ile (mesleki saygi)'nin, bireye ve orgite yonelik OVD
ve galisanin is tatmini Gzerindeki etkisinde, yoneticiye duyulan guvenin(inanma)

ara degisken roliine bakilmigtir.

Modelde ara degisken olarak gorilen degiskenlerin bu rollerinin
sinanmasi igin u¢ asamal ¢oklu regresyon ( three stage multiple regression)
analizi metodundan yararlaniimigtir (Baron ve Kenny,1986). Bu metoda goére
birinci etapta badimsiz degiskenin ara degiskenle, ikinci etapta bagimsiz
degiskenin bagimh degiskenlerle iliskisine bakilmaktadir. Uglincu etapta ise
bagimsiz degigkenle ara degisken birlikte regresyona sokularak her ikisinin de

bagimli deg@iskenle kurdugu iligki incelenmektedir.

Bir degiskenin ara degisken olarak kabul edilebilmesinin kosullari ise
bagimsiz degiskenin, birinci etapta ara degisken ikinci etapta bagimli
degiskenle anlamh diizeyde bir iligki kurmus olmasi, Uglncl etapta ara
degiskenle birlikte regresyona sokulan bagimsiz degiskenin, bagimli degiskenle

kurdugu iligkinin hem gucinin azalmasi hem de anlamhhgini kaybetmesi buna
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karsin ara degiskenin bagimli degiskenle anlamli dizeyde bir iliski kurabilmis

olmasidir.

Yakin ve uzak gruptaki caliganlar icin bagimsiz degisken YCIK
(sadakat ve duygusal bag) bagimli degisken, bireye ve orgute yonelik OVD
iken; yoneticiye duyulan guvenin (inanma) bunlar arasinda ara degisken rolu
oynaylp oynamadigini incelemek Uzere yapilan G¢ asamali ¢oklu regresyon

analizleri Tablo-11'de yer almaktadir..

Sonuglar yoneticiye givenmenin (inanma), yapilan analizlerin hi¢
birinde YCIK’'nin her iki alt faktériiyle de (“sadakat ve duygusal bag) ve (mesleki
saygl) ile calisganin OVD arasinda ara degigken olma kosullarini saglamadigini
gostermektedir. S0yle ki; yakin ve uzak gruplar icin yapilan analizlerin her
birinde (sadakat ve duygusal bag); uU¢ asamali analizin birinci asamasinda
yoneticiye duyulan giveni (inanma) yakin grupta (beta=.505; p<.001), uzak
grupta (beta=573; p<.001), ikinci asamada bireye yonelik OVD’ni yakin grupta
(beta=.302 p<.001), uzak grupta (beta =.196 p<.05) olacak sekilde istatistiksel
olarak manidar duzeyde etkilemis fakat hem yakin hem de uzak grupta orgute
yonelik OVD tzerinde anlamh bir etki yaratamamigtir. Analizin (sadakat ve
duygusal bag) ile (inanma) degiskenleri bir arada iken OVD uzerindeki etkilerine
bakildigi u¢lincl asamasinda ise (sadakat ve duygusal bag), hem bireye hem
de orgute yonelik OVD uzerindeki etkisini kaybederken yoneticiye duyulan
givenin (inanma) yine hem bireye hem de orglite yonelik OVD uzerinde

anlamli diizeyde bir etkileme gtictine sahip olmadigi goralmustar.

Yakin ve uzak grup modellerinde YCIK’'nin bir diger alt faktorii olarak
yer alan (mesleki saygi) ile OVD arasindaki iliskide, yoneticiye duyulan giivenin
(inanma), ara degisken rolu de aragtinlmig, sonuglar Tablo-11A’da verilmistir.
Burada da yoneticiye duyulan giivenin (inanma), YCIK (mesleki saygi) ile
OVD'nin (bireye ve orgute yonelik) her iki alt faktorti arasinda ara degisken rolii

oynamadigigorulmustir.
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Tablo—11. “YONETICIYE GUVEN" degiskeni T-2 (inanma ) alt faktoriiniin “OVD” lizerinde ARA DEGISKEN roliiniin analizi

Grup Bagimsiz Bagimli Beta t R2 Duz. R2 A R? F
1 LMX1 T2 .505%** 7.111 .255%** .250%** .255%** 50.561***
YAKIN 2 LMX1 ocCB1 .302%** 3.853 .091%** .085%** .09 *** 14.849***
3 LMXl} ocCB1 2727 2.986 .091%** .085%** .09 % 14.849***
________________ e _J _ _______.060 _________663_________.094 _________082_ ________.003 _________7.616%*_ ___________
1 LMX1 T2 573xxx 8.516 .329%** 324 .329%* 72.524%*
UZAK 2 LMX1 OocCB1 .196* 2.436 .039* .032* .039* 5.933*
3 LMX1 ocCB1 .093 .957 .039* .032* .039* 5.933*
T2 } 179 1.839 .060 .047 .022 4.705*
1 LMX1 T2 .505%** 7.111 .255%** .250%** .255%** 50.561***
YAKIN 2 LMX1 ocCB2 132 1.616 .017 .011 .017 2.610
3 LMXl} 0oCB2 144 1.526 .017 .011 .017 2.610
T2 -.025 -.269 .018 .004 .000 1.333
1 LMX1 T2 573xxx 8.516 .329%** 324 .329%* 72.524%*
UZAK 2 LMX1 oCB2 .094 1.154 .009 .002 .009 1.333
3 LMX1 0oCB2 .076 761 .009 .002 .009 1.333
T2 } .032 317 .010 -.004 .001 712

KISALTMALAR (LMX 1= Sadakat ve duygusal bag), (T2 =inanma), (OCB1= Bireye ybnelik OVD), (OCB2 = Orgiite ybnelik OVD)
#xp< 001, **p<.01, *p<.05
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Tablo—11 A. “YONETICIYE GUVEN” degiskeni T-2 (inanma ) alt faktoriiniin “OVD” tizerinde ARA DEGISKEN roliiniin analizi

Grup Bagimsiz Bagimli Beta t R2 Duz. R2 A R? F
LMX2 T2 528 7.384 279%** 274 279xxx 54.516***
YAKIN LMX2 ocCB1 131 1.565 .017 .010 .017 2.451
LMXZ} ocCB1 .037 .382 .017 .010 .017 2.451
________________ e _J . _.1y8 1815 _______.040 ________Q26_________.023 _______.2892_ _____________
LMX2 T2 531 % 7.449 .282%** 272k 282 55.487***
UZAK LMX2 ocCB1 102 1.061 .010 .001 .010 1.126
LMX2 0ocCB1 -.058 -522 .010 .001 .010 1.126
T2 } .300%** 2.724 .075%* .058** .065** 4.306*
LMX2 T2 .528*** 7.384 279%** 274 279xxx 54.516***
YAKIN LMX2 ocCB2 .095 1.123 .009 .002 .009 1.260
LMXZ} 0oCB2 .097 .970 .009 .002 .009 1.260
T2 -.004 -.038 .009 -.005 .000 .536
LMX2 T2 531 % 7.449 .282%** 272k .282%xx 55.487***
UZAK LMX2 oCB2 .018 .185 .000 -.009 .000 .034
LMX2 0oCB2 -.045 -.389 .000 -.009 .000 .034
T2 } 119 1.026 .010 -.009 .010 .543

KISALTMALAR

**n<.001,**p<.01,*p<.05
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YCiK'nin (sadakat ve duygusal bag) arastirma modelinin bir diger
bagimli degiskeni, is tatmini Uzerinde yarattidi etkide yoneticiye duyulan
gliivenin(inanma), ara degisken roli oynayip oynamadidi ise Tablo-12'de

incelenmistir.

Bu tabloda yakin grup icin elde edilen veriler, yoneticiye duyulan
giivenin (inanma), YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag) ile is tatmini arasinda da ara

degisken olma kosullarini saglamadigini gostermektedir.

Bununla birlikte uzak grup igin bu tabloda gorilen G¢ asamali
regresyon analizinin birinci asamasinda YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag),
yoneticiye duyulan guveni (inanma) (beta=.573 p<.001), ikinci asamasinda ise
is tatminini (beta=.391 p<.001) dlzeyinde etkilemigtir. Analizin Ugtncu
agsamasinda ise her ne kadar bagimsiz degisken olarak YCiK'nin (sadakat ve
duygusal bag) is tatmini tzerindeki etkisi ( beta =.182 p<.05 ) ikinci asamadaki
etkisine (beta= .391 p<.001) oranla bir miktar azalmig, bunun yani sira
ybneticiye duyulan guven (inanma), is tatmini Gzerinde etkili olmugsa da ( beta
=.365 p<.001), YCIK'nin (sadakat ve duygusal bag) is tatmini lizerindeki etkisi,
dcincu asamada da ( beta =182; p<.05) dizeyinde anlaml olmaya devam

etmistir.

Ote yandan sonuglar yoneticiye duyulan giivenin (inanma) uzak grup
icin kismen bir ara deg@isken oldugunu dugtindirecek olsa bile ikinci agamada
elde edilen F(1)=26.757 p<.001degeri ile dg¢lncu asamada bulunan
F(2)=23.538 p<.001 degeri arasinda sadece kuguk bir fark olmasi ve bunun da
artma dedil azalma yoninde ortaya c¢lkmasi, yoneticiye duyulan
glivenin(inanma), uzak grup icin de YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag) ile is
tatmini arasinda bir ara degisken roli oynamadigini acik bigimde
gostermektedir. YCIK (mesleki sayg)) ile is tatmini arasindaki iliskide yoneticiye
duyulan givenin (inanma) ara degisken rolindn incelendigi Tablo-12 A’'daki
analiz de, benzer bir durum ortaya koymus ve yoOneticiye duyulan guvenin

(inanma) ara degisken rolu dogrulanmamistir.
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Tablo—12. “YONETICIYE GUVEN” degiskeni T-2 (inanma ) alt faktériiniin “iS TATMINI” lizerinde ARA DEGISKEN roliiniin Analizi

Grup Bagimsiz Bagimli Beta t R2 Duz. R2 A R? F
1 LMX1 T2 .505*** 7.111 .255%** .250%** .255%** 50.561***
YAKIN 2 LMX1 JOBSAT .352%** 4.582 1243 .118%* .124%* 20.999***
3 LMXl} .293** 3.295 1243 .118%* .124%* 20.999***
T2 JOBSAT 118 1.330 .135 123 .010 11.438***
1 LMX1 T2 573%* 8.516 .3209%** .324%* .329%** 72.524%*
UZAK 2 LMX1 JOBSAT 391+ 5.173 153+ 147 .153%** 26.757**
3 LMXl} .182* 2.076 153*** 147 .153%** 26.757**
T2 JOBSAT .365%** 4.167 243+ 232 .089*** 23.538**

KISALTMALAR ( LMX 1= Sadakat ve duygusal bag), (T2 =inanma), (JOBSAT= Is tatmini)
*+*p<, 001, **p<.01, *p<.05
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Tablo-12 A. “YONETICIYE GUVEN" degiskeni T-2 (inanma ) boyutunun “IS TATMINI” tizerinde ARA DEGISKEN roliiniin analizi

Grup Bagimsiz Bagimli Beta t R2 Duz. R2 A R? F
1 LMX2 T2 .528*** 7.384 279+ 274%* 279%* 54.516***
YAKIN 2 LMX2 JOBSAT .312%* 3.903 .098*** .091*** .098*** 15.234%**
3 LMXZ} .238* 2.540 112 .099 .014 15.234%**
T2 JOBSAT .140 1.494 112 .099 .014 8.800***
1 LMX2 T2 531+ 7.449 .282%** 277+ .282%** 55.487***
UZAK 2 LMX2 JOBSAT .399%** 5.172 .159%** .153%** .159%** 26.746**
3 LMXZ} .209* 2.420 .159%** .153%*** .159%** 26.746***
T2 JOBSAT .358%** 4.153 .252%** 2471+ .092%** 23.538***

KISALTMALAR ( LMX 2= Mesleki Saygi), (T2 =inanma), (JOBSAT= Is tatmini)
*+*p<, 001, **p<.01, *p<.05
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3.2 SARTLI DEGISKENLERLE iLGILi HIPOTEZ TESTLERI

Sarth degiskenlerle ilgili hipotez testleri de yine yakin ve uzak grup
baglaminda her bir grup i¢in uygunlugu test edilmis modeller esas alinarak
yapilmistir. Buna gore sarth degiskenlerin, aragtirma modelinin ¢ bagimli
degiskeni; bireye yonelik OVD, caligana yonelik OVD ve ig tatmini Gzerindeki
etkilerini gérmek ve oynadiklari roli degerlendirmek amaci ile hem yakin hem

de uzak grup icin toplam alti adet hiyerarsik regresyon analizi yapilmigtir.

Analizlerde degiskenlerin ana etkilerinin (main effect) yani sira
etkilesimlerine (interaction effect) de bakilmis bunun igin, dnce degiskenlerin
madde ortalamalariyla farklari alinarak standart puanlari hesaplanmig, daha
sonra etkilesimlerin yarattigi etkileri gérmek Uzere ilgili degiskenlerin standart

puanlarinin garpimlari kullanilmistir.

Yakin ve uzak grup modellerinin icerdigi degiskenlerle yapilan tim
hiyerarsik regresyon analizlerinde; birinci asamada kontrol degiskenleri olarak
(yoneticinin yas1) (calisanin yagi) (yoneticinin sirketteki kidemi) (birlikte calisma
suresi) ve (¢alisanin gorev performansi) kullaniimig, daha sonra modele giris
sirasina gore degiskenler, sirayla analize katilmigtir. Burada dikkati ¢ekmek
istedigimiz bir husus, yoOneticiye duyulan given (inanma) degiskeninin daha

onceki analizlerde ara degisken rolt olmadiginin gorilmus olmasidir.
3.2.1 Orgute Yonelik OVD igin Hiyerargik Regresyon Analizleri

Yakin grubun orgite yonelik OVD degerlendirmelerinin  bagimh
degisken olarak kullanildigi analiz Tablo-13'de verilmigtir. Burada birinci
asamada analize sokulan kontrol degiskenleri, modeli (R?= .296; p<.001)
mertebesinde agiklamaktadir. Bu asamada calisanin yasi, yoneticinin kidemi ve
calisanin gorev performansi, 6rgute yonelik OVD ile istatistiksel olarak manidar
diizeyde iligki kurmustur. ikinci agsamadan itibaren sirayla analize giren tim
diger degisken gruplari, 6rgute yonelik OVD'Inda meydana gelen degisimleri

manidar dizeyde agiklayamamigtir Bununla birlikte gérev performansi 3 degeri,
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analizin tim asamalarinda, yonetici kidemi [ degeri ise analizin ilk bes
asamasinda istatiksel olarak manidar olmustur. 6. Asamada calisanin giiven
egiliminin (itimat etme) analize girmesi ile, yonetici kidemi 8 degeri manidarhgini
kaybetmigtir. Analize en son asamada sokulan (sadakat ve duygusal bag) ile
(islemsel adalet),( bilgi paylagimi), (itimat etme) etkilesimlerin ise hi¢ biri

manidar bulunamamistir.

Uzak grubun orgite yonelik OVD'nin bagimh degisken olarak
kullanildigi analiz Tablo-14’ de verilmigtir. Burada analize birinci asamada giren
kontrol degiskenleri arasindaki calisanin gorev performansi, orgute yonelik
OVD’nda meydana gelen degisimi, istatistiksel olarak manidar diizeyde (R2=
27; p<.001) aciklayabilmistir. Buna karsin analizin tim diger agsamalarinda
diger degiskenlerden calisanin goérev performansi disinda higbiri, ¢alisanin
orgute yonelik OVD’lari ile manidar bir iligki kuramamig ve agiklayiciliklara

manidar diizeyde katkida bulunamamistir.
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Tablo- 13. YAKIN grubun ORGUTE YONELIK OVD degerlendirmelerinin hiyerarsik regresyon analizi

YORDAYICILAR 1.Basamak 2.Basamak 3.Basamak 4.Basamak 5. Basamak 6. Basamak 7. Basamak
Kontrol Degiskenleri

- Yoneticinin Yasl 179 -.179 -.176 -.167 -.147 -.146 -.144

- Calisanin Yasil .159* .159 127 .096 .084 .083 .084

- Yoneticinin Kidemi 221* .220* .224* .228* .236* .245 .218

- Birlikte Calisma Siresi -.151 -.151 -.144 -.130 -.159 -.162 -.145

- Gorev Performansi 517%** .51 5%** .528*** 553%** 54 7*** 54.2%** .535%**
Yonetici- Calisan lliski Kalitesi

- Sadakat ve Duy.Bag (LMX1) .010 -.094 -.219 -.233 -.221 -.244
Bilgi Paylasimi( IE) .178 .138 .128 134 .089
Orgiitsel Adalet

- islemsel Adalet (PJ) .206 .205 231 229
Glven Egilimi

- itimat Etme (PT2) .158 .161* .187*
Glven

- inanma (T2) -.065 -.065
Etkilesimler

(LMX1) (PJ) -.034

(LMX1) (IE) .130

(LMX1) (PT2) -.037
Duzeltilmis R2 .296 291 .301 .315 .328 .324 .307
A R2 321 %** .000 .020 .019 .023 .003 .007
Modelin F degeri 12.780*** 10.497*** 8.380*** 7.901%** 6.848*** 6.167*** 4,581 ***

**n<.001,**p<.01,*p<.05
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Tablo- 14. UZAK grubun ORGUTE YONELIK OVD degerlendirmelerinin hiyerarsik regresyon analizi

YORDAYICILAR 1.Basamak 2.Basamak 3.Basamak 4 Basamak 5. Basamak 6. Basamak
Kontrol Degiskenleri

- Yoneticinin Yasl .088 .092 .090 .108 .108 101

- Calisanin Yasi -.023 -.028 -.029 -.038 -.038 -.090

- Yoneticinin Kidemi -.104 -.108 -.109 -.120 -.121 -.130

- Birlikte Calisma Suresi -.110 -.106 -.105 =117 -.114 -.085

- Gorev Performansi 562%** H553*** S550*** S556%** SE7*** S55%**
Yonetici- Cahisan Iliski Kalitesi

- Sadakat ve Duy.Bag (LMX1) .076 .066 .053 .059 .056

- Mesleki Saygi (LMX2) -.049 -.050 -.043 -.040 -.043
Bilgi Paylagimi( IE) .017 -.003 .000 .026
Guven Egilimi

- itimat Etme (PT2) 105 .108 116
Given

- inanma (T2) -.016 .033
Etkilesimler

(LMX2) (IE) 127

(LMX1) (PT2) .104

(LMX2) (IE) -.046

(LMX2) (PT2) .068
Duzeltilmis R2 .270 .258 247 .250 241 .238
A R? .306*** .003 .000 .010 .000 .035
Modelin F degeri 8.625%** 6.058*** 5.026*** 4.627** 4.120%** 3.054***

**n<.001,**p<.01,*p<.05
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3.2.2 Bireye Yonelik OVD icin Hiyerarsik Regresyon Analizi

Bireye yonelik OVD bagimh degisken iken yakin gruptaki calisanlarin
modelinde bulunan degigkenlerle yapilan hiyerarsik regresyon analizi sonuclari

Tablo-15'de yer almaktadir.

Kontrol degigkenleri bu tabloda analize girdikleri birinci agamada, bireye
yonelik OVD’ndaki degisimlerin % 37.9' unu acgiklamaktadir. Burada dikkati
ceken husus; yonetici yasinin bireye yonelik OVD ile olumsuz (B= -.202; p<.05),
sirketteki kideminin ise olumlu iligki (B= .219; p<.05) go6stermesi fakat bu
asamada calsanin gorev performansinin en guglu iligkiyi (B= .596; p<.001)
kurmasidir. Yonetici kidemi, analizin 6. asamasina kadar, gbrev performansi
ise tim asamalarinda bireye yonelik OVD ile manidar diizeyde olumlu iligkilerini

korumuslardir.

Analize ikinci agsamada giren YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag)
(AR?=.028; p<.05) duzeyinde bir ilave agiklayicilik saglamis, bunu 3. asamada
analize giren bilgi paylasimi (AR2=.034; p<.01) duzeyinde bir aciklayicilikla
izlemistir. Etkilesimlerin 7. asamada analize katiimalari ile ise hi¢ bir ilave

aciklayicilik saglamamigtir.

Uzak grubun, bireye yonelik OVD bagimli degisken olarak alindiginda
elde edilen hiyerargik regresyon analizi sonucglari Tablo-16'da verilmigtir.
Burada da analizin birinci asamasinda kontrol degiskenleri bireye yonelik
OVD’nda meydana gelen degisimlerin %40.2'sini agiklarken, bu degiskenlerden
sadece calisanin gorev performansi, bagimh degiskenle olumlu iligki kurmus

(B= .663; p<.001) ve bu iligkiyi analizin tim asamalarinda korumustur.

4. asamada analize giren ¢aliganin giiven egilimi, bireye yonelik OVD ile
kurdugu olumlu iligkinin (B= .224;p<.01) yani sira bu degiskendeki varyansa
(AR?=.045;p<.01) diizeyinde ilave bir agiklayicilik saglamigtir.
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Ote yandan 7. asamada analize katilan dort etkilesim de bireye yonelik
OVD ile istatistiksel olarak manidar dizeyde iliski kurmayi basarmis ve
aciklayiciiga (AR2?=.095; p<.01) mertebesinde ilave bir katki daha
saglamiglardir. Bu da bize YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag) ile bireye yonelik
OVD arasinda; bilgi paylasimi ve calisanin given egilimininin (itimat etme)
sartl degisken rolii oynadigini gostermektedir. Zira YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal
bag) (bilgi paylagimi) etkilesimi i¢cin (B=.555 p<.001), YCiK(sadakat ve duygusal
bag) guven egilimi (itimat etme) etkilegimi igin (8= -.348 p<.01), manidarlik

dizeyinde iligkiler saptanmistir.

Benzer bicimde YCIK (mesleki sayg)) ile bireye yonelik OVD arasinda da
yine bilgi paylasimi ve ¢aliganin guven egiliminin (itimat etme) sarth degisken
rolii oynadigi gériilmektedir. Burada da YCIK (meslekisayi)(bilgi paylasimi)
etkilesimi igin (B= -.579 p<.01), YCIK (mesleki sayg) giiven egilimi (itimat etme)
etkilesimi igin (B= .243 p<.05) manidarlik dizeyinde iligkiler saptanmistir.
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Tablo- 15. YAKIN grubun BIREYE YONELIK OVD degerlendirmelerinin hiyerargik regresyon analizi

YORDAYICILAR 1.Basamak 2.Basamak 3.Basamak 4.Basamak 5. Basamak 6. Basamak 7. Basamak
Kontrol Degiskenleri

- Yoneticinin Yasl -.202* -.209* -.204 -.198* -.199 -.200 -.207

- Calisanin Yasi .055 .051 .010 -.010 -.010 -.008 -.007

- Yoneticinin Kidemi .219* .209* .215* 217 217 .206 .213

- Birlikte Calisma Suresi -.019 -.017 -.008 .002 .002 .005 -.003

- Gorev Performansi 596*** S55%** S72%** .588*** .588*** 594 *** 591 H**
Yénetici- Cahsan lligki Kalitesi

- Sadakat ve Duy.Bag (LMX1) 172* .037 -.045 -.045 -.060 -.037
Bilgi Paylagimi (IE) 231 .204* .204* 197+ .209
Orgiitsel Adalet

- islemsel Adalet (PJ) 135 135 .102 .096
Guven Egilimi

- itimat Etme (PT2) -.003 -.006 -.017
Glven

- inanma (T2) .081 .080
Etkilesimler

(LMX1) (PJ) .057

(LMX1) (IE) -.055

(LMX1) (PT2) .007
Duzeltilmis R2 379 402 429 432 422 420 402
A R? A400%** .028* .034** .008 .000 .004 .002
Modelin F degeri 18.286*** 16.580*** 13.859*** 12.418*** 9.957*** 8.832%** 6.425***

*p< 001, *p<.01,*p<.05
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Tablo- 16. UZAK grubun BIREYE YONELIK OVD degerlendirmelerinin hiyerargik regresyon analizi

YORDAYICILAR 1.Basamak 2.Basamak 3.Basamak 4.Basamak 5. Basamak 6. Basamak

Kontrol Degiskenleri

- YOneticinin Yasl -.057 -.046 -.055 -.016 -.016 .021
- Calisanin Yasi .005 .002 -.004 -.024 -.024 -.090
- Yoneticinin Kidemi .010 -.017 -.019 -.043 -.040 -.055
- Birlikte Calisma Suresi -.033 -.027 -.024 -.049 -.062 -.005
- Gorev Performansi .663*** .664** .620*** .633*** .630*** .601***

Yonetici- Calisan lliski Kalitesi

- Sadakat ve Duy.Bag (LMX1) 146 077 .050 .023 397

- Mesleki Saygi (LMX2) -.026 -.034 -.020 -.037 - 411%
Bilgi Paylasimi( IE) 127 .084 .072 .043
Glven Egilimi

- [timat Etme (PT2) 224%* 211* .202*
Given

- inanma (T2) .078 .059
Etkilesimler

(LMX1) (IE) 555*x

(LMX1) (PT2) -.348%*

(LMX2) (IE) - 579%*

(LMX2) (PT2) .243*
Duzeltilmis R2 402 407 .408 .450 448 527
A R? A30%** .016 .009 .045** .003 .095**
Modelin E degeri 15 114%** 11 294*** Q 515%** 10 011*** 9 2 1*** 8 399***

**n<.001,**p<.01,*p<.05
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3.2.3 Ig Tatmini igin Hiyerersik Regresyon Analizi

Yakin grubun ig tatmini degerlendirmeleri lzerine yapilan hiyerargik

regresyon analizi Tablo-17' de verilmistir. Bu tabloda kontrol degiskenlerinin

analize girdigi birinci asamada aciklayiciligin (R?=.147; p<.001) olarak elde

edildigi, ikinci asamada YCIK ( sadakat ve duygusal bag) ile (mesleki saygi)'nin

analize girmesi ile (AR2?=.118; p<.001) mertebesinde ilave bir agiklayicihigin

daha saglandigi gorilmektedir. Aciklayiciiga bir diger katki ise analize 4.

asamada giren Orgitsel Adalet (islemsel adalet) ile (AR2=.040; p<.01)

mertebesinde elde edilmistir. Etkilesimler de dahil olmak Uzere analize diger

asamalarda giren degigken gruplari ise, ig tatminini agiklamada istatistiki olarak

manidar diizeyde ilave bir katki getirememiglerdir.

Bu analizde dikkati geken diger hususlar ise sunlardir;

a)

b)

d)

Calisanin yagi, analizin tim asamalarinda ($=.326; p<.001)
dizeyinden baslayip en disuk (8=249; p<.05) olacak sekilde is
tatmini ile olumlu iligki gostermistir. Diger bir ifadeyle ¢alisan, yasi

ilerledikce isinden daha fazla tatmin duydugunu beyan etmektedir.

Yonetici kidemi ise analizin son agamasi hari¢ tim asamalarinda is
tatmini ile (3= -.257; p<.0l)den (B= -.275; p<.05)'e degisen ve
istatistiksel olarak manidar olan negatif bir iligki gostermigtir. Diger bir
ifade ile yoneticinin kidemi arttikga birlikte ¢calistigi kisilerin is tatmini

dusmektedir.

Onceki analizlerde bireye ve orgite yonelik OVD'ni agiklamaya
onemli dlgliide katki getiren galisanin gorev performansi, ¢aligsanin is

tatminini ile iligkili bulunmamisgtir.

islemsel adalet ise hem analize girdigi 4. asamada (AR2=.040; p<.01)
dizeyinde ilave bir agiklayicilik saglamig hem de analize dahil oldugu

her asamada caliganin ig tatmini ile olumlu iligki gbstermistir.
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Uzak grubun is tatmini degerlendirmeleri Uzerine yapilan hiyerarsik
regresyon analizi ise Tablo-18'de gorulmektedir. Burada analize ilk asamada
giren kontrol degigkenleri higbir agiklayicilik saglayamamis fakat 2. agsamada
analize dahil edilen YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag) ve (mesleki saygi)
degiskenleri, hem ig tatmini ile olumlu iligki gostermis hem de is tatmininde
gorulen varyansi (AR?=.216; p<.001) duzeyinde agiklayabilmislerdir. 3. agmada
(bilgi paylasimi) degiskeninin katihmi, agiklayiciiga (AR?=.113; p<.001) ilave bir
katki yapmigtir.

5. asamada yoneticiye duyulan given(inanma) degiskeninin analize
dahil olmasiyla calisanin guven edgilimi (itimat etme) hem 5. hem de 6.
asamalarda is tatmini ile olumlu iligki gostermis ($=.271; p<.001) ve (B=.297;
p<.001)tir.

Diger taraftan 7. asamada analize katilan etkilesimlerden; YCIK (sadakat
ve duygusal bag) ile (bilgi paylasimi) etkilesimi (B= -.342; p<.05), YCiK(mesleki
saygl) ile ¢ahganin guven egilimi (itimat etme) etkilesimi (B= -.315; p<.01),
YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag) ile calisanin giiven egilimi (itimat etme)
etkilesimi (B= .355; p<.01), hem ig tatmini ile istatistiksel olarak manidar iligki
gostermis hem de is tatminindeki varyansa (AR2?=.060; p<.05) mertebesinde

ilave bir agiklayicilik saglamistir.
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Tablo- 17. YAKIN grubun iS TATMINIi degerlendirmelerinin hiyerarsik regresyon analizi

YORDAYICILAR 1.Basamak 2.Basamak 3.Basamak 4.Basamak 5. Basamak 6. Basamak 7. Basamak
Kontrol Degiskenleri

- Yoneticinin Yasl .045 .033 .033 .047 .051 .051 .039

- Calisanin Yasi .326*** L297*** .291** 257 .254** 257 .249%*

- Yoneticinin Kidemi -.257** -.282** -.281** -.270* -.268* -.275*% -.214

- Birlikte Calisma Suresi -.019 -.008 -.007 .010 .004 .005 .030

- Gorev Performansi 146 .085 .087 11 .109 112 .103
Yénetici- Cahsgan lligki Kalitesi

- Sadakat ve Duy.Bag (LMX1) .259* .240* .098 .096 .090 .070

- Mesleki Saygi (LMX2) 127 123 042 .038 .027 .056
Bilgi Paylagsimi( IE .037 -.016 -.018 -.023 .056
Orqgiitsel Adalet

- islemsel Adalet (PJ) 312* 313* .294* .336*
Gulven Egilimi

- itimat Etme (PT2) .034 .032 -.035
Glven

- inanma (T2) .057 .022
Etkilesimler

(LMX2) (IE) -.002

(LMX1) (PT2) 202

(LMX2) (IE) -.183

(LMX2)(PT2) -.015
Duzeltilmis R2 147 .256 .245 .281 .269 .263 .259
A R? A176%** .118*** .001 .040** .001 .002 .031
Maodelin F degeri 5 Q1 B*** 7 691*** 5 81 5*** 6 167*** 4 Q[ /*** 4 5Q8*** 3 350Q***

**n<.001,**p<.01,*p<.05
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Tablo- 18. UZAK grubun IS TATMINI degerlendirmelerinin hiyerarsik regresyon analizi

YORDAYICILAR 1.Basamak 2.Basamak 3.Basamak 4.Basamak 5. Basamak 6. Basamak

Kontrol Degiskenleri

- Yoneticinin Yagl -.136 -.094 -.126 .037 -.075 -.106
- Calisanin Yasl 131 156 131 .289 .106 136
- Yoneticinin Kidemi .056 -.077 -.084 -.279 -111 -.096
- Birlikte Calisma Suresi .094 .094 .102 -.013 .051 .052
- Gorev Performansi .050 .007 -.080 .086 -.067 -.051

Yonetici- Calisan lliski Kalitesi

- Sadakat ve Duy.Bag (LMX1) .288** .044 239 -.031 -.254

- Mesleki Saygi (LMX2) 237* .208* 119 .202* .330%
Bilgi Paylasimi( IE) A48*** .036 375%** A406%**
Gluven Egilimi

- itimat Etme (PT2) .029 271 L297***
Glven

- inanma (T2) 116 .109
Etkilesimler

(LMX1) (IE) -.342*

(LMX1) (PT2) .355%*

(LMX2) (IE) 210

(LMX2) (PT2) -.315**
Duzeltilmis R2 .011 .220 .330 406 407 445
A R? .049 216%** 113%** Q75%** .007 .060*
Modelin E degeri 1295 5 8B5*** 7 96Q*** Q 764%** 8 763*** 6 9R3***

**n<.001,**p<.01,*p<.05
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C. TUM ORNEKLEM UZERINDE ELDE EDILEN BULGULAR

Onerilen arastirma modelinde yakin ve uzak grup deneklerinin verileri ile
yapilan incelemelerde hem yakin hem de uzak grupta yoneticiye duyulan
glivenin ara degisken roli oynamadiginin saptanmasi tzerine, tim orneklem
grubunun birlikte analiz edilmesiyle farkli bir sonuca ulasilip ulagilamayacagi

test edilmek istenmistir.

Bunun igin yakin ve uzak grup ayirmi yapilmaksizin tim &rneklem
grubuna ait veriler birlikte kullanilarak aragtirma degiskenleri arasindaki iligkiler
Pearson korelasyon analizi ile yeniden incelenmis, elde edilen sonuclar Tablo-

19’da verilmigtir.

Yakin ve uzak gruplar ayri ayri ele alindiginda da ortaya c¢ikan ¢oklu
baginti problemi; (gérev performansi) ile (bireye yonelik OVD), YCIK (sadakat
ve duygusal bag) ile oérgutsel adalet (islemsel ve etkilesimsel adalet), yonetici
guvenilirligi (yeteneklilik, babacanhk ve durustlik) degiskenleri arasinda yine
yasanmistir. Bunun diginda tabloda yer alan hemen tum diger degigkenler

arasinda ¢ok sayida ve farkli ancak anlaml diizeylerde iligkiler saptanmistir.

Tam Orneklem grubu Uzerinde vydratilen analizler de, c¢oklu baginti
gosteren degiskenlerin modelden ¢ikartilmasi sonrasi elde edilen ana 6rneklem

grubu uyarlanmis arastirma modeli ( Sekil-7) esas alinarak gergeklestirilmigtir.

KONTROL Caliganin
DEGISKENLERI GUVEN EGILIiMi
- Suphe Etme
Yas, Kidem, - ftimat Etme
Birlikte Caligma . o
Siresi IS TATMINI
YONETICI- YONETICIYE DUYULAN
CALISAN ILigKI " GUVEN T
KALITESI A > 1 SR
' - lligkide Risk Goze —
- Sadakat ve ' Alabilme ORGUTSEL
Duygusal Bag ' -Inanma VATANDASLIK
1 - Bireye Yonelik
-Mesleki Saygi el el - Orgiite Yénelik
! Bilgi Paylagimi 1

Sekil-7.Tim 6rneklem (yakin ve uzak) grubu i¢in uyarlanmis model
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Tablo-19. ARASTIRMA DEGISKENLERININ FAKTOR BAZINDA KORELASYON MATRISI ( TUM ORNEKLEM )

N 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
1.JOBSAT 300 1.000
2.0CB1 265 .170** 1.000
3.0CB2 256 .145*  .644** 1.000
4.INROLE 277 .158* . 756** .621** 1.000
5.IE 255 A24%  ABG**  297*  375* 1.000
6.LMX1 284 A404*  341** 213* .301** .637** 1.000
7.LMX2 286 371 169** 110 .109  .477* .654** 1.000
8.PJ 279 A430%  287* .186* .187** .592* .751* .686** 1.000
9.1 286 A71% 381*  260** .344** .673* .824* .664* .811** 1.000
10.T1 268 .202*  228* 168* .233* .318** .365* .342* .365** .411** 1.000
11.12 300 .381%  278* 128* .184* .498* 579* 541* 622** 619** .375** 1.000
12.TWH1 291 .380*  275* 167* .171** .524* .736* .794* 711** 736* .348** .631** 1.000
13.TWH2 277 A80* .369** .289** .289** .645** .818* .635* .756* .827* .447** .670** .768* 1.000
14.PT1 299 .015 .130* .112 .133* .040 -.010 -.124 -045 .007 -.029 -.017 -.049 -.023 1.000
15.PT2 263 297+ 162* .135* .051 .172* .162* .127* .128* .166** .111  .205** .119 .211* .029 1.000
*p <.05;*p<.01
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1. Ydneticiye duyulan giivenin OVD lizerindeki ARA DEGISKEN

rolindn analizi

Yoneticiye duyulan giivenin (iligkide risk alma), YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal
bag) ve (mesleki saygi) alt faktorleri ile OVD’nin hem bireye yonelik hem de
orgute yonelik alt faktorleri arasinda ara degisken roli oynayip oynamadigini
incelemek Uzere yapilan G¢ asamali regresyon analizi sonuglari Tablo-20'de

yer almaktadir.

Tablodaki ilk iki analizden géruldiigi tizere; YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal
bag) ile hem (bireye yonelik) OVD hem de (orgite yonelik) OVD arasinda,
yoneticiye duyulan guvenin (iligkide risk alma) alt faktori, ara degisken olma

kosullarini yerine getirememistir.

Bununla birlikte Tablo-20’de 3. ve 4. analizlerdeki YCIK (mesleki sayg)) ile
hem bireye hem de 6rgute yonelik OVD arasinda, yoneticiye duyulan givenin
(liskide risk alma ) ara degigken roll incelenirken, her ne kadar 3. analizin her
bir asamasinda elde edilen beta degerleri, yoneticiye duyulan guvenin (iliskide
risk alma) ara degisken olabilecegini disindirmigse de, elde edilen disuk
F(3)=7.698 p<.01 degeri bu konuda siiphe yaratmistir. Bu itibarla yoneticiye
duyulan giiven (iliskide risk géze alma ) YCIK (mesleki saygi) ve OVD (bireye
ve Orgute yonelik) arasinda da ara degisken roli oynamadidi sonucuna

varilmistir.

Tablo-21'de ise ayni analizler bu defa yoneticiye duyulan glvenin
(inanma) alt faktérindn ara degisken rolund incelemek tzere yapilmis ve 1., 2.
ve 4. analizlerde ara degigsken olma kosullarinin yine saglanamadigi
gorilmistiir. Tablodaki 3. analizde ise YCIK (mesleki saygi) bagimsiz
degisken iken, yoneticiye duyulan givenin(inanma), ¢aliganin bireye ve orgute
yonelik OVD’ni yordamada bir ara degisken rolti oynadigini duslindurecek bazi
bulgular vardir. Soyleki; YCIK (mesleki saygi) tek basina iken hem ara

degigsken rolindeki ydneticiye duyulan given (inanma) boyutunu
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(B=.541;p<.001) hem de bagimh degisken konumundaki bireye yonelik OVD'ni
(B =.169; p<.01) etkilemis, analizin 3. basamaginda yOneticiye duyulan
guiven(inanma) ile birlikte regresyona sokuldugunda ise bagimsiz degisken
YCIK (mesleki saygi) bagimli degisken (izerindeki etkisini yitirmig, bu arada ara
degisken roliindeki YCIK (inanma)’nin bireye ydnelik OVD (izerinde anlamli
diizeyde etkili (B=.263; p<.001) oldugu gorulmustir. Ancak analizin
3.basamaginda modelin F degerinin F(3)= 10.433; p<.001 gibi kugik bir
mertebeye inmesi yoneticiye duyulan guven(inanma) alt faktorinin ara

degisken rolu Uzerinde yine stphe uyandirmistir.
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TUM ORNEKLEM GRUBUNDA

Tablo- 20. “YONETICIYE DUYULAN GUVEN?” degiskeni T-1 (ILISKIDE RISK ALMA ) alt faktériiniin “OVD” iizerinde ARA DEGISKEN roliiniin analizi

Analiz no Bagimsiz Bagimli Beta t R2 Duz. R2 A R? F
1 LMmx1 T1 .365%** 19.004 133 130 .133%** 38.819***
1 2 LMX1 0oCB1 341 % 5.749 116 113 1167 33.046***
3 LMXl} 0ocCB1 .298** 4.561 116 113 1167 31.202%**
________________ mn..J ... 119 _______..1824 _______.129 ________ 121 ________.012 ________17.419* __________
1 LMmx1 T1 .365%** 19.004 133 130 .133%** 38.819***
2 2 LMX1 0oCB2 213 3.400 .045 .041 .045%* 11.557**
3 LMx1 0oCB2 A75* 2.527 .045 .041 .045 10.847**=*
T1 } 104 1.503 .055 .046 .009 6.582%*
1 LMX2 T1 .34 2% 5.789 A17 113 17 33.515%**
3 2 LMX2 0oCB1 .169** 2.708 .029 .025 .029** 7.332%*
3 LMXZ} 0oCB1 103 1.540 .029 .025 .029** 6.798**
T1 .192%* 2.865 .061 .053 .033** 7.698**
1 LMX2 T1 .34 2% 5.789 A17 113 17 33.515%**
4 2 LMX2 0oCB2 110 .855 .012 .008 .012 2.789
3 LMX2 0oCB2 .059 .855 .012 .008 .012 2.789
T1 } 147 2.125 .031 .023 .019 3.673

KISALTMALAR (LMX 1= Sadakat ve duygusal bag), (T1 =iliskide Risk Alma), (OCB1= Bireye ydnelik OVD), (OCB2 = Orgiite ydnelik OVD)

***n<.001, *p<.01, *p<.05
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TUM ORNEKLEM GRUBUNDA

Tablo-21. “YONETICIYE GUVEN” degiskeni T-2 (INANMA ) alt faktériiniin “OVD” {izerinde ARA DEGISKEN roliiniin analizi

Analiz no Bagimsiz Bagimli Beta t R2 Diuz. R2 A R? F
1 LMx1 T2 579xxx 11.916 .335 .333 .335%** 141.996%**
1 2 LMX1 0ocCB1 341 % 5.749 116 113 1167 33.046***
3 LMXl} 0ocCB1 27 1xxx 3.741 116 113 1167 33.046%**
________________ Te__J 120 __1ee5 _______.126 126 ________.010 _______ _18.02%%* __________
1 LMmx1 T2 579xxx 11.916 .335 .333 .335%** 141.996%**
2 2 LMX1 0oCB2 213 3.400 .045 .041 .045** 11.557**
3 LMX1 0oCB2 .209** 2.715 .045 .041 .045** 11.557**
T2 } .007 .089 .045 .037 .000 5.759%*
1 LMX2 T2 541 xxx 10.838 .293 .290 .293 117.455%**
3 2 LMX2 0ocCB1 .169** 2.708 .029 .025 .029* 7.332%*
3 LMXZ} 0oCB1 .027 .369 .029 .025 .029** 7.332%*
T2 .263%** 3.630 .078 .070 .049%*=* 10.433***
1 LMX2 T2 541w 10.838 .293 .290 .293 117.455%**
4 2 LMX2 0OCB2 110 1.724 012 .008 .012 2.971
3 LMX2 0OCB2 .057 761 .012 .008 .012 2.971
T2 } .097 1.278 .019 .011 .007 2.306

KISALTMALAR (LMX 1= Sadakat ve duygusal bag), (T2 =inanma), (OCB1= Bireye yonelik OVD), (OCB2 = Orgiite yénelik OVD)

***n<.001, *p<.01, *p<.05
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2. Yéneticiye duyulan GUVEN' in caliganin i$ TATMINI
Uizerindeki ARA DEGISKEN roliiniin analizi

Yoneticiye duyulan givenin (iliskide risk alma); YCIK (sadakat ve
duygusal bag) ve (mesleki saygi) alt faktorleri bagimsiz, ¢alisanin is tatmini
bagimli degisken olmasi halinde, ara degisken roli oynayip oynamadigini
aragtiran analiz sonuglari Tablo-22, ayni sartlar altinda yodneticiye duyulan
glvenin (inanma) alt faktorinun ara degisken roltine yonelik analiz sonugclari

ise Tablo-23’ de verilmigtir.

Tablo-22'deki sonuglar; 1. analizde YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag)
2.analizde ise (mesleki saygi) boyutlari bagimsiz, ig tatmini ise bagimh
degisken iken yoneticiye duyulan guvenin (iliskide risk alma) alt faktorinun,

bunlar arasinda ara degigken rolii oynamadigini gostermektedir.

Benzer bicimde Tablo-23'deki sonuclar da 1. analizde YCIK (sadakat
ve duygusal bag) 2. analizde ise (mesleki saygi) boyutlari bagimsiz, i tatmini
ise bagimh degigken iken bu defa yOneticiye duyulan guvenin (inanma) alt

faktorinun ara degigken roli oynamadigini gostermektedir.
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TUM ORNEKLEM GRUBUNDA

Tablo-22. “YONETICIYE GUVEN" degiskeni T-1 ( ILISKIDE RISK ALMA ) alt faktorinin “iS TATMINI” tizerindeki ARA DEGISKEN roliiniin analizi

Analiz no Bagimsiz Bagimli Beta t R2 Duz. R2 A R? F
1 LMX1 T1 .365%** 6.230 133 130 .133%** 38.819***
1 2 LMX1 JS A04xxx 7.419 163 .160 .163%** 55.041%*=*
3 LMXl} JS .38 % 6.169 163 .160 .163%** 49.381***
________________ m._. -2 . _____.069 ________ 1027 ________.167 _________16Q.________.003 ________25223** __________
1 LMX2 T1 .34 2% 5.789 A17 113 17 33.515%**
2 2 LMX2 JS 37 Lr 6.725 137 134 137 45.227**
3 LMX2 JS 341 % 5.503 137 134 137 40.290***
T1 } .086 1.380 144 137 .006 21.169***

Tablo-23. “YONETICIYE GUVEN” degiskeni T-2( INANMA ) alt faktériiniin “iS TATMINI” tizerindeki ARA DEGISKEN roliiniin analizi

Analiz no Bagimsiz Bagimli Beta t R2 Diuz. R2 A R? F
1 LMmx1 T2 579xx* 11.916 .335 .333 .335%** 141.996%**
1 2 LMX1 JS A04xxx 7.419 163 .160 .163%** 55.041%*=*
3 LMXZ} JS 276xxx 4.210 163 .160 .163%** 55.041%*=*
T2 221 3.370 .196 190 .033** 34.210%**
""""""" 1 LMx2 T2 a1 10838 293 200 293"  117.455%
2 2 LMX2 JS 37 Lr 6.725 137 134 137 45.227**
3 LMX2 JS 233 3.643 137 134 137 45.227**
T2 } .255%** 3.993 .183 178 .046%** 31.776***

KISALTMALAR (LMX 1= Sadakat ve duygusal bag), (LMX2= Mesleki Saygi)( T1= iliskide Risk Aima) (T2 =inanma), ( JS= Is Tatmini)
**n<.001, *p<.01, *p<.05
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3. Caliganin GUVEN EGILIiMI'nin yéneticiye duyulan GUVEN
Uzerindeki SARTLI DEGISKEN roliiniin analizi

YCIK ile yoneticiye duyulan giiven arasinda calisanin giiven
egiliminin sarth degigken rolu olup olmadigi; tim Orneklem grubunun verileri
kullanilarak Tablo-24’'de yOneticiye duyulan given (iliskide risk alma), Tablo-
25'de ise yoOneticiye duyulan given (inanma) alt faktorleri bagimli degisken

iken yapilan hiyerargik regresyon analizleri ile incelenmistir.

Yoneticiye duyulan guven (iliskide risk alma)'nin bagimh degisken
oldugu Tablo-24'de, 1. asamada analize giren kontrol degiskenleri (R?=.089;
p<.001) mertebesinde bir aciklayicilik saglarken, 2. asamada YCIK (sadakat
ve duygusal bag) ve (mesleki saygi) alt faktorlerinin analize girmesi ile ( A
R?=.114; p<.001) mertebesinde ilave bir aciklayicilik daha elde edilmig, fakat
analizin diger agamalarindaki degisken gruplarn aciklayiciliga ilave bir katki
saglayamamistir. Bu durum, etkilesimlerin analize sokuldugu son asama igin
de gecerli olup, buradan galigsan giiven egiliminin her iki alt faktoriintin (stiphe
etme) ve (itimat etme), YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag) ve (mesleki saygi) alt
faktorleri ile yoneticiye duyulan given (iliskide risk goze alma) arasindaki

iligskide, sarth degisken rolii oynamadidi sonucuna variimistir.

Benzer bicimde Tablo-25'de goruldugu gibi, yoneticiye duyulan
glven(inanma) alt faktort bagimli degisken iken yapilan analizde 1. asamada
kontrol degigkenleri bagimli degisken Ulzerinde sadece (R?=.040; p<.01)
mertebesinde bir agiklayicihk saglayabilmistir. Buna karsin 2. asamada
analize giren YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag) ve (mesleki sayg) alt faktorleri,
ybneticiye duyulan glveni (inanma) aciklamaya (AR?= .333; p<.001)
mertebesinde ilave bir katki getirebilmig, 3. asamada analize sokulan bilgi
paylagsimi ise agciklayiciligr yine (AR?2= .020; p<.01) mertebesinde
artirabilmistir. Analizin son asamasinda kullanilan etkilegimlerin ise hig biri,
ybneticiye duyulan given (inanma) ile istatistiki olarak manidar diizeyde bir

iligki kuramamis ve bagimli degiskenin varyansina her hangi bir ilave
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agiklayicilik getirememistir. Bunun sonucunda YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal
bag) ve (mesleki sayg) alt faktorleri ile yoneticiye duyulan giiven (inanma) alt
faktorii arasinda caliganin guven egilimi (siphe etme) ve (itimat etme) alt
faktorleri ile bilgi paylagiminin sarth degigken rolii oynamadigi sonucuna

varilmistir.
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Tablo- 24. TUM ORNEKLEMIN Yéneticiye Duyulan Giiven ( ILISKIDE RISK GOZE ALABILME) degerlendirmelerinin hiyerarsik regresyon analizi

YORDAYICILAR 1.Basamak 2.Basamak 3.Basamak 4.Basamak 5. Basamak

Kontrol Degiskenleri

- Yoneticinin Yasi -.134 -.125 -.126 -.128 -.124
- Calisanin Yasl .140* .135* .130 129 135
- Yoneticinin Kidemi .109 .048 .047 .045 .033
- Birlikte Calisma Suresi .103 113 115 116 .104
- Gorev Performansi 199+ 123* .108 .109 113

Yonetici- Calisan lligki Kalitesi

- Sadakat ve Duy.Bag (LMX1) 193 .158 .159 192
- Mesleki Saygi (LMX2) 193 .184 .182* .163
Bilgi Paylasimi(1E) .073 .074 .046
Guven Egilimi
- Stiphe Etme (PT1) -.012 -.016
- itimat Etme (PT2) -.005 -.007
Etkilesimler
(LMX1) (IE) .063
(LMX1) (PT1) .019
(LMX1) (PT2) -.123
(LMX2) (IE) -.120
(LMX2) (PT1) .007
(LMX2) (PT2) .036
Duzeltilmis R? .089 .200 197 .189 170
A R? .108*** 114%** .003 .000 .009
Madelin E degeri 5 830+ Q 7GD*k* 7 848*+* 6 22G*** 3 B3G***

***n<.001,**p<.01,*p<.05
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Tablo- 25. TUM ORNEKLEMIN Yéneticiye Duyulan Gilven (INANMA) degerlendirmelerinin hiyerarsik regresyon analizi

YORDAYICILAR 1.Basamak 2.Basamak 3.Basamak 4.Basamak 5. Basamak

Kontrol Degiskenleri

- Yoneticinin Yasi -.030 -.014 -.017 -.002 .010

- Calisanin Yasi .022 .015 .001 -.005 .008

- Yoneticinin Kidemi 142 .041 .039 .040 .026

- Birlikte Calisma Suresi .048 .064 .072 .059 .047

- Gorev Performansi .165** .025 -.016 -.015 -.010
Yonetici- Cahsan Iliski Kalitesi

- Sadakat ve Duy.Bag (LMX1) .380*** .287%** 2T79%** .314%**

- Mesleki Saygi (LMX2) 279%** .254%** .256%** .246**
Bilgi Paylasimi( IE) .191** .180* .143
Guven Egilimi

- Stiphe Etme (PT1) .022 .035

- itimat Etme (PT2) .086 .090
Etkilesimler

(LMX1) (IE) .058

(LMX1) (PT1) -.081

(LMX1) (PT2) -.048

(LMX2) (IE) -.072

(LMX2) (PT1) 072

(LMX2) (PT2) .128
Duzeltilmis R? .040 373 .389 .390 .381
A R? .057** .333*** .020** .007 .012
Maodelin F degeri 3 301** 23 193*** 19 61 5*** 15 463*** 8 91 7***

***n<.001,**p<.01,*p<.05
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D. ARASTIRMA SORULARIILE iLGILI BULGULAR

Yoneticinin algisina gore yakin ve uzak grupta yer alan caligan
ayinmi temel alinarak tasarlanan aragtirmada, yoneticinin her bir grup igin
ayri ayri duzenlenen anket formlarini, gergekten kendini yakin veya uzak
grupta algilayan bir calisana verip vermediginin kontrolii amaci ile ¢alisana

“bilgi paylasimi” na donik sorular da yoneltilmigtir.

YCIK yiiksek oldugunda “bilgi paylasimi” degerlendirmelerinin de
yuksek olmasi beklenmistir. Nitekim tim grup igin degiskenler arasi iligkilerin
yer aldi§i Tablo-19'da “bilgi paylasimi’nin, YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag)
ile (r=.637; p<.01), (mesleki sayq) ile (r=.477; p< .01) diizeyinde olumlu iligki

kurdugu saptanmstir.

Arastirma  degiskenleri arasinda yer alan “bilgi paylasimi”
degiskeninin modeldeki konumuna iligkin ise su arastirma sorulari

sorulmustur;

S.1 Yénetici- Caligan fligki Kalitesi ile Yoneticiye Duyulan Giiven

arasindaki iligkide Bilgi Paylagimmm rolu nedir?

S.2 Yénetici-Caligan figki Kalitesi ile OVD ve [ Tatmini

arasindaki iligkide Bilgi Paylagimmm rolu nedir?

Birinci sorunun yanitini bulmak icin YCIK bagimsiz, yoneticiye
duyulan guven bagimli degigken iken, bilgi paylagiminin hem ara hem de
sartl degisken rolleri arastinimigtir. Sarth degisken rolinin sinandigi
hiyerergik regresyon analizleri daha 6nce sunulan Tablo-24 ve Tablo-25, ara
degigsken rolinin sinandigl t¢ asamali regresyon analizleri ise Ek-2 Tablo-

26’da verilmigtir.

ikinci sorunun yanitini bulmak icin yine YCIK bagimsiz, bireye ve
orgute yonelik OVD ve ig tatmini bagimli degisken iken, bilgi paylagiminin ara

degisken rolunu arastirmak Uzere yapilan analizler Ek-2'deki Tablo-27 ve
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Tablo-28, sarth degisken roliinin sinandigi hiyerarsik regresyon analizleri ise
yine Ek-2 Tablo-29, Tablo-30 ve Tablo-31'de sunulmustur.

Analizler icin 6rneklem grubunun timinden elde edilen veriler
kullanilmig, elde edilen sonuglar “bilgi paylasiminin” tim 6rneklem grubunda
YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag) ve (mesleki saygi) ile yoneticiye duyulan
gliven arasinda ara ve sartll degigken roli oynamadigini gostermistir (Bkz.
Tablo-24, 25 ve 26).

Ote yandan 2. arastirma sorusunun yanitlarini olusturmak Uzere
yapilan analizde; “bilgi paylasimi’nin YCIK( mesleki sayg) ile bireye yonelik
OVD ve YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag) ile érgiite yonelik OVD arasindaki
iligkide ara degisken roli oynadigi saptanmistir (Bkz.Tablo-27, 2 ve 3 nolu
analiz). Bilgi paylasimi, YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag) ve ( mesleki sayg)
ile ig tatmini arasindaki iligskide ise ara degigken rolinde dedgildir ( Bkz. Tablo-
28).

Hiyerargik regresyon analizi sonuglari ise “bilgi paylagim”
degiskeninin sadece YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag) ve ( mesleki sayg) ile
bireye yonelik OVD arasindaki iliskide cok zayif olarak sartl degisken roli
oynadigini diisiindiirmektedir (Bkz. Tablo- 29). Bu iligki, YCIK (sadakat ve
duygusal bag) ile etkilesimde olumlu (8=.181; p<.05), YCIK (mesleki sayg)) ile
etkilesimde ise (3= -.197; p<.05), negatif yondedir.

E- EK BULGULAR

Aragtirma modeline gére YCIK bagimsiz degisken, OVD ve is tatmini
bagimli degisken oldugunda ydnetici guvenilirligi ve yoneticiye duyulan guven
gibi degiskenlerin ara degigken roli oynayacaklarina dair ileri surilen
hipotezlerin dogrulanmamistir. Bunun {izerine YCIK'nin modelde bir ara

degisken roli oynayip oynamadigi da irdelenmigtir.

Bu baglamda yoneticiye duyulan guven, bagimsiz degisken olarak

ele alindiginda, OVD ile ig tatmini bagimh degiskenler iken YCIiK'nin bu
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modelde ara degisken roliinde olup olmadigi tum 6rneklem grubunun verileri

kullanilarak incelenmistir.

Bulgular Ek-3'deki Tablo- 32 ve Tablo-33' de verilmis olup bu
tablolarda yer alan bulgularin dogruladigi model ise $ekil-8 ‘de sunulmustur.

Elde edilen sonuglar;

Yoneticiye duyulan given (iligkide risk alma) ile bireye yonelik OVD
arasindaki iliskide YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag) alt faktoriinin (Bkz.

Tablo- 32, 1 nolu analiz),

Yoneticiye duyulan given (inanma) ile bireye yonelik OVD arasindaki
liskide YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag) alt faktoriiniin (Bkz. Tablo- 32, 2.

nolu analiz),

Yoneticiye duyulan gliven (inanma) ile 6rgite yonelik OVD arasindaki
liskide YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag) alt faktériiniin ( Bkz. Tablo- 32, 3

nolu analiz),

ara degigken roli oynadigini gostermektedir. Ancak 6zellikle 3. analizdeki
digiik F degeri dikkat gekici olup yoneticiye duyulan giivenin (inanma), YCIK
(sadakat ve duygusal bag) ile orgute yonelik OVD arasindaki iliskide ara

degisken oldugu hususunda stuphe uyandirmaktadir.
Benzer bigcimde;

Yoneticiye duyulan guven (iligskide risk alma) ile ig tatmini arasindaki
liskide hem YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag) hem de (mesleki saygi) ara

degisken roli oynamaktadir (Bkz. Tablo-33, 1 ve 2 nolu analiz )
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F. BULGULARIN OZETI

Temel amaci YCIK'nin, yonetici giivenilirligi ve yoneticiye duyulan giiven
tzerinden caliganin oOrgltsel adalet algisi ve guven egilimi gibi sarth
degiskenlerin de katkisi ile ¢alisanin ig tatmini ve OVD’ni nasil etkiledigini yakin
ve uzak grup ayirimi yaparak incelemek ve bahsi gecen degiskenlerin modeldeki
rollerini tanimlamak olan bu arastirmada, yapilan analizler sonucu elde edilen

bulgular 6zetle sunlardir.

1- YCIK ile calisanin is tatmini ve OVD arasindaki iligkiler basta olmak
Uzere arastirma degigkenleri arasindaki iligkileri incelemek Uzere yapilan

korelasyon analizleri;

Yakin, uzak ve tiim érneklem grubunda YCIK ‘nin tiim alt faktorlerinin ig

tatmini ile,

Yakin ve uzak grupta YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag) alt faktoriinin,
bireye yonelik OVD ile, tim érneklem grubunda ise YCIK'nin her iki alt

faktorinin bireye yonelik OVD ile,

Tum 6rneklem grubunda YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag) alt faktériinin

orgute yonelik OVD ile iligkili oldugunu gostermistir.

Diger taraftan hem yakin hem de uzak grupta yoneticiye duyulan giiven
(inanma) alt faktorl, hem de yonetici guvenilirliginin tim alt boyutlarinin, bireye
yonelik OVD ile iligkili oldugu fakat YCIK (mesleki saygi), yoneticiye duyulan
guven( iliskide risk gbze alma) ve yonetici guvenilirliginin érgite yonelik OVD ile

iligkili olmadigi saptanmigtir.
Bu sonuglar dogrultusunda H.1lhipotezi kismen dogrulanmigtir.

2- Calisanlarin ig tatmini ve OVD arasindaki iligkiler ise yakin grupta pozitif
ve anlamli bulunurken, uzak grupta bu iligki ortaya ¢ikmamig fakat tum 6rneklem
grubu Uzerinde yapilan incelemede galisanin ig tatmininin yine hem bireye hem

de orgute yonelik OVD ile iligkili oldugu goralmuistur.
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Bu sonuglar dogrultusunda H.2 hipotezi grup ayinmi yapilarak
degerlendirildiginde kismen, tim Orneklem (yakin ve uzak grup birlikte) birlikte

degerlendirildiginde ise tam olarak desteklenmigtir.

3- Yakin ve uzak gruplarin farkhliklarinin incelendigi t-testi sonuglarina
gore; her iki grubun yodneticisine yonelik guvenilirlik algisi, yoneticilerine
duyduklari glven, bireye yonelik OVD ve orgite yonelik OVD’'lari arasinda
anlaml farklar olup, bu degiskenlerin ortalamalarinin yakin grupta daha yuksek
seviyede oldugu saptanmistir. Bununla birlikte iki grup arasinda, is tatmini
istatistiksel olarak manidar bir fark ortaya koymadigindan H.3 hipotezi de kismen

desteklenmigtir.

4- Korelasyon analizi sonuglarinin bazi degiskenler arasinda ¢oklu baginti
gostermesi ve yine bazi degiskenlerin basit regresyon analizlerinde bagimli
degiskenler Uzerinde aciklayici olmamalari nedeni ile 6rgitsel adaletin bazi
boyutlari ve yonetici guvenilirligi gibi degiskenler zorunlu olarak aragtirma
modelinden ¢ikartilmistir. Bu nedenle H.4, H.5, H.6 ve H.7 hipotezlerinin aslina
sadik kalinarak test edilme sansi da ortadan kalkmis fakat ara degisken rollerine

iligkin hipotez testleri modelde kalan diger degiskenler tizerinden yuratilmastur.

YAKIN VE UZAK GRUP ayirimi yapilarak gergeklestirilen hipotez testlerine

iligkin analizlerde saptanan bulgular 6zetle sunlardir;

Hem yakin hem uzak grupta ¢alisanin “gorev performansi” bireye ve orgite
yonelik OVD’ indaki varyansin énemli bir kismini agiklayabilmektedir (Tablo- 13,
14, 15 ve 16).

Yakin grupta YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag) ve “bilgi paylagimi” bireye
yonelik OVD’larindaki varyansa, calisanin gorev performansinin yarattiyi etki
kontrol edildikten sonra da bir miktar daha agiklayicilik getirmektedir (Tablo- 13,
15).

Yakin grupta yoneticinin yasi calisanin bireye yonelik OVD ile negatif
(Tablo15), yoneticinin girketteki kidemi ise hem bireye yonelik hem de 6rgite

yonelik OVD ile pozitif iliski gostermistir (Tablo- 13 ve 15).
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Uzak grupta caliganin given egilimi (itimat etme), bireye yonelik OVD ile

pozitif iligkili olup varyansin bir kismini agiklayabilmektedir ( Tablo- 16)

Uzak grupta YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag) ile bireye yonelik OVD
arasindaki iligkide “bilgi paylasimi” ve calisan given egiliminin (itimat etme)
SARTLI degisken roli oynadigi gorulmustir. Benzer bigcimde bu degiskenler,
YCIK (mesleki saygi) alt faktorii ile bireye yonelik OVD arasindaki iligkide de
SARTLI degisken ozellikleri géstermiglerdir (Tablo- 16).

Yakin grupta ¢alisanin yagi; “is tatmini” ile pozitif, “yoneticinin kidemi” ile ise
negatif iliskili bulunmustur. Ayrica bu iki degisken is tatminindeki varyansin

aciklanmasina da katki saglamaktadirlar (Tablo- 17).

Yakin grupta “is tatmini” ile pozitif iligkili olan ve varyansa agiklayici katki
saglayan diger degiskenler ise YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag) ve orgitsel

adalet( islemsel adalet ) olmustur (Tablo- 17).

Uzak grupta YCIK’nin her iki alt faktorii ve “bilgi paylagimi”, hem “ig tatmini*
ile pozitif iliski kuran hem de varyansa agiklayici katki saglayabilen degiskenler
olarak belirmigtir (Tablo- 18)

Uzak grupta yine YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag) ile bu defa is tatmini
arasindaki iliskide; hem “bilgi paylasimi” hem de calisanin given egiliminin
(itimat etme) SARTLI degigken rolu oynadigi gorulmugtir. Calisanin given
egilimi (itimat etme) ayni zamanda YCiK(mesleki saygi) ve is tatmini arasindaki
iliskide de SARTLI degisken rolindedir (Tablo- 18).

TUM ORNEKLEM GRUBU bir arada iken yapilan hipotez testlerine iligkin

analizlerde saptanan bulgular ise sunlardir;

YCIK (mesleki saygl) bagimsiz, bireye yonelik OVD bagimh degisken iken
yoneticiye duyulan guvenin (iliskide risk alma) (Tablo-20, Analiz 3) ve (inanma)
alt faktorlerinin  (Tablo-21, Analiz 3) sadece iki grup bir arada iken (tum
orneklem) ARA degisken roli oynadigi saptanmistir. Ancak bu rol, disuk F

degeri nedeni ile gsupheli bir durum arz etmektedir.

-126 -



YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bagd) ve (mesleki saygl ) alt faktorleri hem
yoneticiye duyulan guven ( iliskide risk goze alma) ile pozitif iligkili bulunmug hem

de bu degiskenin varyansini agiklamaya katki sagladigi gorulmustir ( Tablo-24).

YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bagd) ve (mesleki saygi) alt faktorleri ile "bilgi
paylagimi” yoneticiye duyulan given (inanma) alt faktori ile de pozitif iligkili olup

yine varyansi agiklamaya katki saglamaktadirlar (Tablo-25).

“Bilgi paylasimi” nin hem YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag) ile 6rgiite yonelik
OVD, hem de YCIK (mesleki sayg) ile bireye yonelik OVD arasindaki iligkide
ARA degisken rolti oynadigi gorilmustir ( Ek-2'de Tablo- 27, Analiz 2 ve 3).

Ote yandan YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag) ile “bilgi paylagimi”
degiskenleri hem bireye ve orglte yonelik OVD ile pozitif iliski kurmakta, hem de
bu degiskenlerdeki varyansin agiklanmasina katki getirmektedirler ( Ek-2'de
Tablo-29 ve Tablo-30) .

YCIK'nin her iki alt faktorii, “bilgi paylasimi” ve calisanin given egilimi
(itimat etme), calisganin is tatmini ile pozitif iliskili ve bu degiskendeki degisimleri

aciklamaya katki saglayan degiskenler olarak belirmigtir ( Ek-2'de Tablo-31 )

Son olarak yoneticiye duyulan givenin modelde onerildigi gibi ara degisken
roli oynamadiginin gorulmesi Uzerine sinanan diger alternatifler arasinda
yoneticiye duyulan glvenin bagimsiz, OVD ve is tatmininin bagimli degisken
oldugu bir modelde yapilan analizde YCIK'nin ARA degisken rolinii oynadig
saptanmistir ( EK-3 Tablo- 32 ve Tablo-33).
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X. TARTISMA
A. YORUMLAR

is ortaminin iki ana oyuncusu yonetici ve calisan arasindaki iligki
kalitesinden yola cikilarak, kimi arastirmacilara goére bu kavramin bir alt
faktori olarak da degerlendirilen gliven olgusunun, caligan is tatmini ve
OVD'lar Uzerindeki etkileri bir model cercevesinde incelenmistir. Bu arada
modelde yer alan galisanin; 6rgultsel adalet ve yonetici guvenilirligi algisi ile
yoneticiye duydugu given ve kendi given egilimi gibi degiskenlerin
modeldeki rolleri irdelenerek, 6nceki arastirmacilarin teorik olarak énerdikleri
“butuinsel guven” (Mayer ve ark.,1995) ve “iliskisel liderlik” (Brower ve

ark.,2000) modelleri de gorgul olarak sinanmaya ¢ahligiimigtir.

Caligmanin metedolojisi YCIK kuramin temel énermesi olan yakin ve
uzak calisan gruplari ayinmina dayandigindan, gruplar hem ayri ayri hem de
her iki grup bir arada olacak sekilde incelenmistir. Bu baglamda dnce gruplar
arasindaki farklihklar, daha sonra tim orneklem grubunda elde edilen

sonugclar ve yeni 6nerilen model tartigilacaktir.
1. Yakin ve Uzak Gruplar Arasindaki Farklar

Yak/n grubun; bireye yonelik OVD’larmnin yonetici yags: ile negatif,
yonetici kidemi, YC/K (sadakat ve duygusal bag) ve bilgi paylagimi ile

pozitif iligkisi, uzak grupta gozlenmemektedir.

Geng yoneticilerin, kendilerine yakin bulduklari c¢alisanlarin bireye
yonelik OVD’'nin daha ylksek olmasi; hem bu gruptaki calisanlarla yakin
temasta olmalari, hem de yagam deneyimlerinin daha az olmasi nedeni ile bu
tir davraniglarnt kaniksamadan daha kolay fark etmelerine ve gorev
performansinin gerektirdigi davraniglardan ayirt edebilmelerine baglanabilir.
Ote yandan yakin grup calisanlari yonetici ile surdardikleri iligkide
yoneticiden gordukleri yakin ilgi, destek ve paylasilan bilgi artikga, sosyal
takas kuramina gore karsiligini vererek dengeyi yeniden kurabilmek igin

benzer bicimde is arkadaglarina daha yardimci ve ilgili olmaya caba
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gosteriyor olabilirler. Nitekim bu bulgu, Deluga'nin (1994) YCIK ve OVD
kuramlarini bir arada degerlendirerek yaptigi calismanin sonuglariyla da

ortigmektedir.

Yakin gruptaki calisanlarin  yoneticide alg/ladiklarr  guvenilirlik,
yOneticiye duyduklars giiven, bireye ve orgite yonelik OVD'lari, uzak

gruptakilerden daha yuksektir.

Bu sonug; yoneticisinden -bagta kisisel ilgi, daha yiksek performans
degerlendirmesi ve bilgi paylasimi olmak Uzere- muhtelif sosyal takas
unsurlari elde eden yakin gruptaki ¢alisanlarin, beklendidi gibi bu takasa bir
karsihk niteligindeki gOrev tanimina girmeyen bireye ve Orgite yonelik
OVD'larini daha sik sergilediklerini ve yonetici ile aralarinda olusan yiiksek
iligki kalitesi nedeni ile yoneticiye yonelik daha olumlu algilamalara sahip
olmalarinin bir neticesi olarak da o6rnegin yoneticiyi givenilir bulma gibi
yoneticinin kigiligi ile ilgili olumlu atiflar yapmaya yoneldiklerini gostermektedir
(Deluga ,1995; Ferrin ve ark.,2003).

Maddi olmasa da bir takim olumlu sosyal takas deneyimi yasayan
yakin gruptaki caliganlarin, uzak grup calisanlarina kiyasla teorinin de
0ngordugu gibi dengeyi yeniden kurmak adina bireye ve oOrgute yonelik
OvD'larini daha fazla ortaya koyuyor olmalari, YCIK ile OVD iligkisi tizerinde
calismalar yapan diger arastirmacilarin bulgulari ile de desteklenmigtir (lllies
ve ark. 2007; Hackett ve ark., 2004; La Pine ve ark., 2002; Possakoff ve
ark.,2000).

Yakin ve uzak gruplar arasmda bir diger fark ise yakmn gruptaki
calisanlarin is tatmini; bireye ve orgute yonelik OVD ve gorev

performansi ile iligkili iken uzak grupta bu iligkinin gérilmemesidir.

Yakin grupta arastirma modelinin iki bagimli degigkeni; calisanin ig
tatmini ve OVD arasinda beklenildigi gibi bulunan pozitif iliskiler, daha énceki
arastirmacilarin (Smith ve ark.,1983; Organ ve ark.,1995) bulgulari ile

paralellik gostermektedir. isinden genel tatmin duyan caligan, bunu gorev
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performansina yansitmanin 6tesinde olumlu ve kasitl bir dizi davranis olarak
OVD'lari da sergilemektedir (Organ ve Konovsky,1989). Ancak ayni durum
yoneticiden c¢cok daha az sosyal takas unsurlarn elde eden uzak grup
calisanlari igin gegerli olmamakta ve bu gruptaki ¢alisanlar, gbrev tanimlari

cercevesinde kalan igler igin gcaba sarf etmekle yetinmektedirler.

Diger taraftan yakmn ve uzak grupta caliganlarn duydugu is tatmini,
YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag) ile pozitif iligkili iken, uzak grupta
YCIK (mesleki saygr) ile de olumlu iligki icindedir.

Bu sonug, uzak/ yakin grubu ayirimi yapmadan YCIK ile ig tatmini
arasindaki iligkiyi arastiran ve pozitif iligkiler bulan diger arastirmacilarin
bulgular! ile paralellik gostermektedir (Schyns ve ark.,2006). Ancak grup
ayinmi yapilan bu arastirmadaki sonuglar, yakin grubun ig tatmininin YCIK
(mesleki saygr) ile iliski kurmadigini, bu iliskinin sadece uzak grupta ortaya
ciktigini gostererek, YCIK ile is tatmini arasindaki iliskiye 6rneklem genelinde
degil fakat yoneticiye yakinhk agisindan farkl gruplar 6zelinde bakmanin
daha ayrintih sonuclar verebilecegine igaret etmektedir. Nitekim yakin
gruptaki calisanlarin yoneticilerine duyduklari YCIK (mesleki saygi) is
tatminlerindeki degisimleri acgiklamazken, wuzak gruptaki calisanlarin
mesleginde yetkin ve saygin bir yonetici ile galisiyor olmalari is tatminlerindeki

degisimleri olumlu yonde etkileyebilmektedir.

Yakin grubun uyarlanmsg arastirma modelinde orgitsel adalet alt
faktorlerinden yalnizca islemsel adaletin yer almasma karsin, uzak
grupta hem islemsel hem de etkilesimsel adalet ¢coklu bag/nt/ problemi

nedeni ile modelden ¢ikart/imigtir.

Buna bagli olarak iki grup arasinda islemsel adalet algisi agisindan
farklar tam olarak belirlenememigtir. Ancak yakin grupta islemsel adalet,
calisanin ig tatmini ile iliski kursa da bireye ve orglte yonelik OVD'ni
aciklayamamaktadir. Bu durum Moorman(1991)'in 6rgitsel adalet ile OVD
arasindaki iligkiyi kanitlayan bulgulari ile tam olarak értismemektedir. Ancak

daha sonraki bir calismada Niehoff ve Moorman’in (1993), 6rgutsel adalet ve
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OVD olgekleri arasinda coklu baginti problemi olabilecegine dair uyarisi
dikkat cekicidir. Ote yandan Williams, Pitre ve Zainuba (2002) diger
degiskenlerin etkisini kontrol ettikten sonra OVD’ni, Orgitsel adalet alt
faktorleri arasinda sadece  etkilesimsel adaletin  yordayabildigini
gOstermiglerdir. Bu itibarla bu arastirmada etkilesimsel degil sadece islemsel
adalete bakilabildiginden elde edilen bulgu, Williams ve arkadaglarinin (2002)

elde ettikleri sonucu destekler niteliktedir.

Uzak grupta “bilgi paylasim/” ve ¢alisanm given egilimi (itimat etme),
hem YCIK ile ig tatmini, hem de YCIK ile bireye yonelik OVD arasmnda

sartll degisken rolu oynarken, yakin grupta bu gerceklesmemektedir.

Burada ilging olan husus “bilgi paylasimi” ve giiven egilimi (itimat
etme) etkilesiminin, bazi durumlarda bagimh degiskenlerle iligkisinin negatif
yonde olmasidir. Bu durum arastirmaciya deneklerin Ozellikle uzak grupta
sosyal begenilirlik kaygisi ile YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bagd) ve “bilgi
paylagimi” 0dlgeklerini gercekte oldugundan daha iyimser sekilde yiksek

puanlar vererek, yanitlamis olabileceklerini diistindtirmektedir.
2. Yakin ve Uzak Gruplar Arasinda Benzerlik
GOREV PERFORMANSI

Aragtirma bulgulari arasinda dikkati ¢ceken bir diger 6nemli husus,
gorev performansinin, hem yakin hem uzak grupta bireye ve orgite yonelik
OVD ile en giglu ve kararli iligkiyi kurmasidir. Gorev performansinin OVD
tzerindeki bu arastirmada da ortaya ¢ikan guglu iliski ve acgiklayiciligi, bu
davranig turunan calisan performans degerlendirmelerindeki degisimin %
42.9'unu aglkladigini bildiren Podsakoff ve arkadaglarinin (2000) bulgulari ile

ortigmektedir.

Diger taraftan OVD literattirinde ¢aliganin hangi davraniglarinin gorev
performansi hangilerinin ise  OVD kapsaminda  goruldugunan,
degerlendirmeyi yapan tarafin algilamasina bagli oldugunu vurgulayan

calismalar mevcuttur (Teper ve Taylor, 2003; Williams ve Anderson,1991).
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Ayrica bu tez calismasindaki 6rneklemde c¢alisanin gorev performansi ve
OVD'larini  degerlendiren yoneticilerin, gorev performansindan hosnut
olduklar caliganlarin ister yakin ister uzak grupta olsunlar bireye ve oOrgite
yonelik OVD’larini da muhtemelen bir atif hatasi (hale etkisi) nedeni ile daha
olumlu degerlendirdikleri dustnulmektedir. Ancak gorev performansinin bir
kontrol degiskeni olarak kullanilmasiyla, yakin ve uzak gruplardaki analizlerde

OVD'ile ilgili bulgular Gizerindeki bu etkinin ortadan kaldiriimasi saglanmigtir.

3. Tum Orneklem Grubu Bulgularinda Dikkati Ceken Hususlar

Caliganin yagi, yoneticiye duyulan guven (iliskide risk goze alma) ve is
tatmini ile pozitif iliski gostermekte ve her ikisinde de meydana gelen

degisimleri ag/klamaktadir.

Calisanin yasi yukseldikge, yoneticiye duyulan guven (ilskide risk goze
alma) baglaminda; yoneticisine hatalarini daha rahat sdyleyebilme, hassas
konulardaki goruglerini daha rahat paylasabilme gibi davraniglari daha sik
sergilemesi, yasla birlikte gelisebilen olgunlasmasinin sagladigi 6zguven ile

aciklanabilir.

Ayrica ¢alisanin yagi yukseldikge isinden daha fazla tatmin duydugunu
beyan etmesi, bir yandan sosyal begenilirlik bir yandan da - Ozellikle
Turkiye'deki gibi is gucl arzinin fazla, talebin az oldugu bir ortamda — daha

gercekgi olarak degerlendirme yapmaya caligmasi ile aciklanabilir.

Calisanin algllamasma gore YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag) ve
(mesleki saygr), yoneticiye duydugu guiiven ( iliskide risk goze alma) ve
(inanma) ile pozitif iliski gbstermekte ve bu degiskendeki degisimleri

ac/klamaktadir.

YCIK ile yoneticiye duyulan giiven arasinda pozitif iligki bulan
Garmon’un (1996) elde ettigi sonuglarin da destekledigi bu bulgu, yonetim tarzi
ve bazi yoneticilik uygulamalarinin yoneticiye duyulan giiveni artirabilecegini

gostermektedir.
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Calisanin alg/llamasma gore YCI/K ( sadakat ve duygusal bag) ve “bilgi
paylasims”’, hem bireye hem de orgite yonelik OVD ile pouzitif iligki
kurmakta ve OVD’daki degisimleri ag/klamaktadir.

Bu bulgu literatiirde YCIK ile OVD arasinda pozitif iligkiler bulan diger
gorgul calismalarla (Settoon, Bennett ve Liden,1996; Deluga,1994) da
dogrulanmistir. Diger taraftan YCIK ile pozitif iligki gosteren, bir sosyal takas
unsuru niteligindeki bilgi paylagiminin, tim diger takaslarda oldugu gibi
yoneticisinden bilgi alan ¢alisani, bu takasi dengelemek igin bireye ve orgite
yonelik OVD’lari gostermeye sevk etmesi de yine teorinin destekledigi pratik bir

sonugtur.

Calisan/n alg/lamasina gore YCI/K ( sadakat ve duygusal bag) (mesleki
saygl), “bilgi paylagim/” ve caliganin given egilimi (itimat etme)
caligan/in is tatmini ile de pozitif iliski gOostermekte ve buradaki

degisimleri ag/klamaktadir.

Yoneticinin birlikte cahsilmasi hos bir kisi olmasi, calsanini
baskalarina karsi korumasi, mesleki agidan bilgili ve yetenekli olmasi dolayisi
ile calisanin kendisinden o6grenebilecegi bir seylerin bulunmasi, c¢alisanin
isinden duydugu tatmini yikseltecek etkenler olarak yorumlanmaktadir. Nitekim
isin gerekleri ve YCIK'nin, calisan is tatmini (zerindeki etkilerini arastiran
Schyns, Marcel ve Croon(2006) da ¢aligmalarinda bu yorumu dogrular nitelikte

sonuglar elde etmiglerdir.

Ote yandan kisilige bagh bir 6zellik olan (itimat etme) egiliminin i
tatminini aciklamadaki roltinl, bes faktor kigilik modelinin is tatmini ile iligkisini
aragtiran Judge, Heller ve Mount'un (2002) vyuruttukleri meta analizin
sonuglarinda aramak gerekebilir. Zira bu kisilik modelinin pek ¢ok alt boyutunu
is tatmini ile r=.41 dizeyinde iligkili bulan arastirmacilar, bireyin yasadigi is
tatmini kaynaklarindan birinin de, sahip oldugu kisilik oOzellikleri oldugunu

gOrusuni daha da kuvvetlendirmiglerdir.
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“ Bilgi paylasim/; modelin 6ngordigu gibi sartll degisken degil hem
YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag) ile orgiite yonelik OVD arasmdaki
iliskide hem de YC/K( mesleki saygi) ve bireye yonelik OVD arasimdaki
iligkide ARA degisken roli oynamaktadr.

Calisanin yoneticisi ile arasindaki bilgi paylasimi; yoneticinin ¢aligsanin
katki ve onerilerini dinlemeye istekli olmasi, sirkette olup bitenler hakkinda bilgi
vermesi, ona kendisine giiven duydugu bir yardimcisi oldugunu hissettirmesi
gibi tutum ve davraniglari icermektedir. Bu durumda “bilgi paylagiminin”, YCIK
(sadakat ve duygusal bag) ve orgite yonelik OVD arasindaki iliskide ara
degisken rolu Ustlenmesi, diger bir ifade ile bu iligkide araya “bilgi paylagiminin”
girmesi ile yoneticiden insan olarak hoslanma, ydneticinin kendisini baskalarina
kargi savunacagini bilme gibi YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal ba@) olusturan
unsurlarin, calisanin érgite yonelik OVD’lari Gizerindeki etkisini kaybetmesi akla
yakin gelmektedir. Cunku calisan orgutiinde olup bitenleri daha iyi anladikga,
Onerilerine kulak verildigini goérdikce ve kendini katkisi degerli bir yardimci
olarak hissettikge ona bu is ve igsel motivasyon olanagini sunan drgutu igin de

gorevinin ¢tesinde katkilarda bulunmaya istekli hale gelmektedir.

Caliganin yoneticisi ile arasindaki “bilgi paylagimi’nin YCIK ( mesleki
saygl) ve bireye yonelik OVD arasindaki iliskide ARA degisken rolii oynamasi
ise goOyle aciklanabilir; c¢aliganin yoneticisine mesleki sayglr duymasi,
yoneticiden bilgi, deneyim, yol gostericilik gibi pozitif takas unsurlar elde
etmesi, onu ig arkadaslarina kargi da benzer bicimde yardimci ve destekleyici
davranislar sergilemeye tesvik ediyor olabilir. Buna karsin bu iligkide araya
“bilgi paylasimi’nin girmesi, YCIK (mesleki sayginin) manidarligini yitirerek,
"bilgi paylagiminin” bireye yonelik OVD’larini daha iyi aciklar hale gelmesine
neden olmaktadir. Zira bilgi paylagsimi, hem calisana kendini degerli
hissetmesine vesile olurken, hem de o6rgutte olup biteni daha iyi anlamasi ve
orgutle 6zdeglesebilmesi icin saglam bir zemin sunmaktadir. Ote yandan
calisan, yoneticisinden bilgi paylagimi ile elde ettiklerini bireye yonelik OVD'lari

sergileyerek dengeleme olanagi bulmaktadir.
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4. Ek Bulgularin isaret Ettigi Hususlar

YCiK, OVD, orgltsel adalet, given ve ig tatmini literatirinin
bulgularindan yola ¢ikilarak olusturulan arastirma modelinde; degiskenler arasi
iligkiler ve gruplar arasi farklar disinda, ara ve sarth degisken rolleri ile ilgili
olarak kurulan hipotezlerden hi¢ biri bu drneklem grubundan elde edilen veriler

cercevesinde dogrulanmamistir.

is dinyasindaki basta kiiresellesmenin yarattigi  kosullardan
kaynaklanan ¢ok yonlu ve surekli degisimlerin, Turkiye‘de var olan yerel kiltur
unsurlarimizla birlikte; yonetici guavenilirligi, yoneticiye duyulan guven gibi
yonetici niteligine iligkin bazi kavramlarin etki mekanizmalarinda bir takim
farklliklara yol acgabilecegi, dolayisiyla bahsi gegcen degiskenlerin caliganin
OVD ve isg tatminini farkli yollardan etkileyebileceg@i dustnulmustir. Bu nedenle
calismanin baslangicinda; liderlik ve given konusunda ydruttikleri meta
analizde bazi arastirmacilarin YCIK kavramindan ayri, bazilarinin ise birlikte
ele aldigi giiven degiskeninin, YCIK ile calisanin buna kargi ortaya koydugu
ornegin performans, OVD gibi sonuglar arasinda bir ara degisken olmasi
gerektigini ileri siren Dirks ve Ferrrin’'in (2002) gorugtuinden hareket edilmistir.
Bununla birlikte ¢alismanin baglangicinda ara degisken olarak dnerilen guvenin
yapilan analizlerde bu roli dogrulanmadigindan, yoneticiye duyulan givenin
bu defa bagimsiz degigsken konumuna getirilmesi durumunda, YCiK'nin ara

degisken rolu oynayip oynamadigi incelenmigtir.

Elde edilen bulgular, 6nerilen modelin galistigini ve yoneticiye duyulan
giiven, bagimsiz degisken iken YCIK'nin, calisanin ig tatmini ve OVD’larini

yordamada bir ara degisken roli oynadidini gostermistir.

Bu sonug, literatiirde hem YCIK’nin icinde hem de diginda bir kavram
olarak tartigilan giivenin, bu érneklem grubunda YCIK'nin bir énceli niteliginde
oldugunu, calisanin ydneticisine duydugu guvenin sayet yoneticisi ile

arasindaki iligki kalitesi yiksek ise duyacagi is tatmini ve sergileyecegi bireye
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ve Orgute yonelik OVD Uzerindeki etkisinin zayiflayacagi veya kaybolacagini

ortaya koymaktadir.

Buna gore yonetici; birlikte calisiimasi hos, calisanini drgut iginde
koruyan ve kollayan, iyi niyetle yapilan hatalarda c¢alisaninin arkasinda
durabilen bir kisi ise calisanin sergileyecegi bireye ve orgite yonelik OVD
Uzerinde yoneticisine duydugu givenin (iliskide risk alma) ve (inanma) alt
faktorleri Onemini yitirmektedir. Benzer bir durum c¢alisanin yoneticisine
duydugu mesleki saygida da ortaya ¢ikmakta ve yodneticiye duydugu giivenin
(liskide risk alma) calisanin is tatmini Uzerindeki etkisi, araya calisanin
yoneticisine duydugu (mesleki saygi) girdiginde kaybolmaktadir. Bu bulgularin
uygulamadaki sonuglari: ¢alisaninin yoéneticisine given duydugu bir ortamda
dahi yoneticilerin mesleki yeterlilikleri ve galisanda YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal
bag) anlaminda olugturduklar izlenimin, ¢aliganin ortaya koyacagi bireye ve
orgute yonelik OVD ve is tatmini Gizerindeki olumlu katkisinin 6ne ciktiginin

anlagilmasi ve gorgul olarak da saptanmis olmasidir.
B. ARASTIRMANIN KATKI ve SINIRLILIKLARI

Bu caligmada gunumuz kiresel ekonomi kosullarinda daha az
calisanla daha dinamik, daha proaktif, daha yaratici ve daha etkili sonuglari,
takimlar halinde calisarak uUretmek durumunda olan o¢rgitlerde, ¢alisanin ig
taniminin da Otesine gecerek isin niteligi ve grup performansini arttiracak
sekilde is ortaminin sosyal ve psikolojik yonlerini geligtirici bireye ve 0Orgite
yonelik OVD’lari ortaya koymasinda ve isinden genel anlamda tatmin
duymasinda etkili olabilecek bir dizi degisken, etki mekanizmalari ile birlikte

incelenmistir.

Daha Once pek ¢ok aragtirmacinin ayri ayri ele aldigi iligkiler rnegin;
given ve OVD (Deluga,1995; Mayer ve ark.,2005), orglitsel adalet ve OVD
(Organ ve ark.1989; Niehoff ve ark.,1993), YCIK ve OVD (Deluga,1994;
Podaskoff ve ark.,2000; La Pine ve ark.,2002), is tatmini ve OVD (Organ ve
ark.,1989), YCIK ve ig tatmini (Gertner ve ark.1997; Hackett ve ark., 2004;

Schyns ve ark. 2006) daha sonra teorik olarak Onerilen “butinsel guven”
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(Mayer ve ark.1995) ve “iligkisel liderlik” (Brower ve ark.,2000) gibi
modellerden de esinlenerek olusturulan bir model i¢inde birlikte ele alinmistir.
Boylelikle Turk kiiltiriinde YCIK, orgiitsel adalet, yonetici givenilirligi,
ybneticiye duyulan guven, given egilimi gibi degiskenlerin ¢aliganin is tatmini
ve OVD uzerindeki etkileri yakin ve uzak grup ayirimi yapilarak gorgil olarak
incelenmis ve bunlarin nasil bir etki mekanizmasiyla, calisan OVD ve is

tatminine vesile oldugu ve /veya olamadigina aciklik getiriimeye ¢alisiimigtir.

Bu calismanin arastirmacinin kanisina goére getirdigi katkilar su

hususlardan olusmaktadir.

1- Orgut psikolojisinin pek ¢ok kavraminda oldugu gibi Bati kultirinde
tanimlanan OVD gibi bir dizi gonulli davranisin, literattirde yer alan kapsaminin
Otesinde Turk calisma hayatinda yasandidi ve algilandigi sekli ile emik
maddelerle zenginlestiriimesi amaciyla bir ¢alisma yapilmis ve hibrid bir dlgek

geligtirilmistir.

2- YCIK kuraminin ilk ortaya atiigina vesile olan yoneticinin farkl
calisanlari ile farkh mesafelerde ig iligkileri gelistirdigi anlayiginin getirdigi yakin
ve uzak c¢alisan kavrami, bu ¢aligmanin arastirma metodolojisini belirleyen ana
tema olarak kullaniimig ve bu yolla, 6nerilen arastirma modeli her iki grup
Ozelinde ve tum Oorneklem grubu genelinde incelenebilmigtir. Calisma bu
yoniiyle YCIK konusunda Tiirkiye’de bu ayirima dayali olarak gerceklestirilen ilk

calismalardan biri konumundadir.

3- Bu caligmada YCIK kuraminin ilk ortaya atildigi yillardan itibaren
literatiirde yer alan ¢ok sayida farkli 6lgek arasinda bu kurutlu ile ilgili tim
yonleri en az boyutla yakalama iddiasinda olan Liden ve Maslyn’in (1998)
psikometrik caligmalart yapiimig LMX-MDM 0dlgegi kullanilmig, boylelikle bu
Olgegin Bati kulturi disinda nasil algilandigina iligkin bir 6rnek daha elde

edilmistir.

4- Cok sayida degisken iceren arastirma modelinde, basta YCIK ile

yonetici guvenilirligi arasinda bulunan yiksek korelasyon olmak Uzere, ele
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alinan orneklem grubundaki deneklerin, yoOneticileri ile aralarindaki iliskinin
kalitesiyle yoneticilerinde algiladiklari guvenilirlik arasinda bir fark gormedikleri
anlagilmistir. Bu hususun yerel kiltuirden mi yoksa sadece mevcut 6rneklem
grubundan mi kaynaklandigi bir bagka arastirmaya konu olma potansiyeli
tagimaktadir. Ancak giivenin bir énceli olarak ©nerilen givenilirligin, YCIK
kavrami ile birlikte kullaniimasi halinde goklu baginti problemine yol agabilecegi
gorgul olarak saptanmistir ve bu husus gelecekte bu konuda calisacak

arastirmacilar igin uyarici ve yol gosterici niteliktedir.

5- Turk calisma yasaminda gorev performansinin, hem yakin hem de
uzak gruptaki caliganin bireye ve 6rgute yonelik OVD’lari Gizerindeki yiksek etki
ve aclklayicilik gucd, Turk yoneticilerinin galiganlari ile ilgili algi ve atiflarinda ne
kadar sonu¢ odakli olduklari hususunda ipuclari vermig ve Batrdaki yonetici
degerlendirmeleri ile benzerligini ortaya koymustur. Ancak bundan da 6te bu
arastirmanin bir diger farkli yonu; degerlendiren tarafindan ¢ogunlukla gorev
performansi ile karistirilabilen OVD ile ilgili sonuglarin, calisanin gorev
performansinin  bir kontrol degiskeni olarak kullanilmasi sonucu go6rev

performansinin etkisinden arindiriimig olarak elde edilmis olmasidir.

6- Aragtrma metoduna gore verilerin, tek bir kaynaktan degil fakat
karsihkli olarak hem calisan hem de yoneticiden toplanmig olmasinin ortak
metod kullanmaya baglh olarak ortaya c¢ikan varyans (common method
variance) sorununu goreceli olarak azalttigi velveya ortadan kaldirdigi

dustndlmektedir.
Diger taraftan bu ¢alismanin bazi sinirhliklari da s6z konusudur. Soyleki;

1- Yoneticiler calisan anketlerini yakin ve uzak ¢aligan ayirimini net
olarak yapabildikleri ¢calisanlarina vermeleri hususunda yonlendirilmis ve ikinci
kontrol bir unsuru olarak galiganin yoneticisi ile olan bilgi paylagim dizeyine
bakilmis da olsa, bu ayirimin tum drneklem grubundaki her bir denek igin tam
olarak dogru yapildigini ileri sirmek gugtur. Ayrica veri analizi sirasinda bazi
aykiri degerlerin veri setinden c¢ikartiimasi sirasinda yakin ve uzak grup

ayinmindaki farklarin hafifletiimis olma olasiligi vardir.
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2- Arastirmaya katilimin her ne kadar gonullilik esasina dayali
oldugu duyurulmussa da yuksek katilim orani, 6zellikle ¢alisanlar tarafindan
bunun gonallulikten ziyade bir zorunluluk olarak da algilanmis olabilecegini
disundirmektedir. Bu sartlar altinda bazi ¢alisanlarin, kaygi duymalari nedeni
ile yoneticilerini gergekte oldugundan daha olumlu degerlendirmis olmalari ve
toplanan verilerin sosyal begenilirlik icermesi yuksek bir olasilik olarak

gorulmektedir.

3- Bu 6rneklem grubunda YCIK'ni 6élgmek icin kullanilan dért boyutlu
LMX-MDM dlgegi ile sadece iki boyut elde edilebilmis ve orijinal 6lgekteki iki
ayri boyut olan “sadakat” ve “duygusal bag” tek bir boyut altinda toplanmgtir.
Bu sonug, deneklerin her iki boyut arasinda fark gérmemesi nedeni ile YCIK’nin

kapsam acisindan daha sinirl bir ayrintida 6lgtilmesine yol agmistir.

4- Calisma deneysel bir arastirma olarak yurutilmediginden, her ne
kadar kullanilan istatistiki yontemlerle neden-sonug iligkilerinin  yonu
saptanmaya calisiilmigsa da, bu sonuglar yine de ihtiyatla kargilanmalidir
(Settoon, Bennett ve Liden, 1996).

5- Calismada kullanilan dlgeklerin  oldukga yuksek guvenilirlik
katsayilari ve aciklayiciliklari olmasina kargin o6zellikle oOrgitsel adalet ve
yonetici guvenilirligi ile ilgili boyutlarin ¢oklu baginti nedeni ile zorunlu olarak
modelden cikartilmalari, arastirma modelinin tim degigkenleri ile birlikte

sinanmasina olanak vermemigtir.

6- Orneklem grubunun buyukligi ve kompozisyonu sonuglarin

genellenilebilirligini sinirlamaktadir.
C. ONERILER VE SONUC

Gelecege yonelik olarak Tiirk kiiltiriinde YCIK ve yoneticiye duyulan
gliven gibi post modern kavramlara donuk arastirmalarda gtvenin bir dncel
olarak degerlendirilmesi ve daha buyik bir 6rneklem grubu ile ¢calisiilmasi elde
edilecek sonuglarin genellenilebilirligini artiracadr gibi daha tutarli bir model

olusturmaya da katki saglayabilir.
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Turk kultiriinde yapilan bu calismada YCIK élciimii icin kullanilan
LMX-MDM olcedi ile elde edilen veriler, yonetici guvenilirligi verileri ile ¢oklu
baginti sorunu yarattigindan gelecekte bu degiskenlerin birlikte kullanildigi
calismalarda, 6rnegin LMX-7 6lgeginin de paralel kulanimi ile daha guvenilir
sonuglar elde edilebilir. Bir diger husus ise ¢alisanin yoneticisi ile ilgili algilarinin
arastinldig1 adalet, guvenilirlik ya da yodneticiye duyulan guven gibi yiksek
sosyal beg@enilirlik potansiyeli tagiyan o6lceklerde, bu soruna karsi dnlem alma

yollarinin bulunmasidir.

Bir diger husus ise bir sure¢ olan given ve yonetici —¢alisan iligkisi
olusumunun ayni zamanda Orgut kultirinden de etkilenebilecek degiskenler
olmasi nedeni ile gelecekte bu alanda yapilacak ¢alismalarda o6rgut kultarine
iligskin unsurlarin da kapsanmasi, bahsi gegen sureclerin daha derinlemesine

analiz edilmesine 1s1k tutabilir.

Bu calisma; Tirk is yasaminda YCIK kuraminin onerdigi gibi
yoneticilerin tim c¢alisanlarina esit mesafede olmadidi ve bunun g¢alisanin is
tatmini, bireye ve orgite yonelik OVD gibi bazi tutum ve davraniglarinda gruplar
aras| farklara yol actigini, yoneticiye duyulan giiven ve YCIK’nin 6zellikle bireye
yonelik OVD ve ig tatminini etkiledigini ve calisanin yoneticisine duydugu
glivenle baslayan bu etkilegimin, ¢alisanin algiladigi yonetici —¢alisan iliski
kalitesi lizerinden igledigini, diger bir ifade ile YCIK'nin ara degisken rolii
oynadigini, ayrica hem yakin hem de wuzak grupta calisan gorev
performansinin, bireye ve orgite yonelik OVD'ni yordamada en onemli

degisken oldugunu gorgul olarak ortaya koymustur.

- 140 -



KAYNAKLAR

Allen, T. D. ve Rush, M. C. (1998). The effects of organizational
citizenship behavior on performance judgements: A field study and a

laboratuary experiment . Journal of Applied Psychology, 83: 247-260.

Argyris, C.(1964). Integrating the Individual and the Organization.

Newyork :Wiley.

Ascigil, S. F., Nace, M. R., & Yener, S. (2005). Are employees’ ratings
of coworkers’ OCB influenced by their own perceptions of organizational

justice. Psychological Reports.97,1,98-100.

Bateman, T.S. ve Organ, D.W. (1983). Job satisfaction and the good
soldier: The relationship between affect and employee “citizenship”. Academy
of Management Journal, 26,587-595

Bauer, N.T. & Gree,S.G.(1996). Development of Leader - Member
Exchange: A longitudinal Test .Academy of Management Journal.39, 6, 1538-
1567.

Barnard, C. 1.(1938). The functions of the executive. Aktaran Organ, D.
W. & Konovsky, M.(1989). Cognitive versus affective determinants of OCB.
Journal of Applied Psychology,74,1,157-164

Baron R. M. ve Kenny D.A. (1986).The Moderator-Mediator variable
distinction in psychological research: Conceptual, strategic and statistical

consideration. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,51, 6, 1173-1182.

Bass, B. M. (1999). Two decades of research and development in

transformational leadership. European Journal of Work and Organizational

Psychology, 8,1, 9-32.

- 141 -



Bies, R. J. & Moag, F. J. (1986). Interactional justice: Communication
criteria of fairness. Aktaran Colquit, J.A. ( 2001). On the dimensionality of

organizational justice: A construct validation of a measure. Journal of Applied

Psychology.86, 3, 386-400.

Blau, P.(1964). Exchange and power in social life. New York: Wiley.
Aktaran Deluga, R.J. (1994). Supervisor trust building, leader- member

exchange and organizational citizenship behavior. Journal of Occupational

Psychology, 67,315-326

Brief, A. P., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1986). Prosocial organizational

behaviors. Academy of Management Review, 11,710-725

Brewer, M. B. & Kramer, R.M.(1986).Choice behavior in social
dilemmas: Effects of social identity, group size and decision framing. Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology, 50,543-549

Brower, H.H., Schoorman, F. D. & Tan, H.H. (2000).A model of
relational relationship: An integration of trust and LMX. Leadership
Quarterly,11,1, 227-250.

Borman,W.C.& Motowidlo,S.J.(1993). Expeding the criterian domain to
include elemnts of contextual performance. Aktaran Podsakoff, P.M., Mac
Kenzie S.B., Paine,J.B. & Bachrach,D.G. (2000). OCB: A critical review of
theoretical and empirical literature and suggestion for the future research.
Journal of Management, 26, 3, 513-563.

Borman, W.C., Tampa, U., White, L.A. & Dorsey,D.W.(1995). Effects of
ratee task performance and interpersonal factors on supervisor and peer

performance ratings. Journal of Applied Psychology, 80,1,168-177.

Butler, J. K., Jr. (1991).Towards understanding and measuring
conditions of trust:Evolution of a conditions of a trust inventory.Journal of

Management,17: 643-663.

-142 -



Cunnigham & MacGregor (2000). Trust and design of work:
Complementary cunstructs in satisfaction and performance. Human Relations,
53,1575-1591.

Carolina, G. & Benson, R.(2001).The LMX as a link between

managerial trust and employee empowerment. Group and Organization

Management, 26, 1, 53-70.

Cashman, J., Dansereau, F., Graen, G. & Haga, W. (1976).
Organizational understructure and leadership: A longitudinal investigation of
managerial role- making process. Aktaran Schriesheim, C.A, Castro, S. L. &
Cogliser,C.C. (Ed.), Leadership Quarterly,10,1,63-114.

Coleman, V.I. & Borman,W.C.(2000). Investigating the underlying
strucure of citizenship performance domain. Human Resource Management
Review, 10, 25-44.

Colquitt,J.A.,Conlon,D.E.,Wesson,M.J.,Porter,O.L.H.,&Ng, K.Y.(2001).
Justice at the milenium: A meta- analytic review of 25 years of organizational
justice . Journal of Applied Psycholoqgy.86, 3, 425-445.

Colquit, J. A. ( 2001). On the dimensionality of organizational justice: A
construct validation of a measure. Journal of Applied Psychology.86, 3, 386-
400.

Costa, A.C. (2003). Work team trust and effectiveness. Personnel
Review, 32,605-622.

Dansereau, J.F.,Graen, G & Haga,W.J. (1975).A vertical dyad linkage

approach to leadership within formal organizations. Organizational Behavior &

Human Performance. 13, 1, 46-78.

Deluga, R. J. (1992). The relationship of LMX with laissez-faire,
transactional and transformational leadership. Aktaran Wang, H., Law, K.S.,
HackettR. D., Wang, D. & Chen, Z. X. (2005). LMX as a mediator of the

- 143 -



relationship between transformational leadership and followers’ performance
and OCB. Academy of Management Journal, 48, 3, 420-432.

Deluga, R. J. (1994). Supervisor trust buiding, Leader-Member

exchange and organizational citizenship behavior. Journal of Occupational and

Organizational Psychological Society. 67, 315-326.

Deluga, R. J. (1995). The relation between trust in the supervisor and
subordinate OCB. Military Psychology, 7 ,1,1-16.

Deutsch, M. (1973). The resolution of conflict: Constructive and
distructive processes. Aktaran Mc. Allister, D.J. (1995). Affect and cognitive
based trust as foundations for interpersonal co-operation in organizations.

Academy of Management Journal, 38, 1, 24-59.

Dienesch and Lieden (1986). LMX model of leadership: A critique and
further development. Aktaran Schriesheim, C.A, Castro, S. L. & Cogliser,C.C.
(Ed.), Leadership Quarterly,10,1,63-114.

Dirk, K.T. & Ferin, D. L. (2002).Trust in leadership: Meta- analytic

findings and implications for research and practice. Journal of Applied

Psychology, 84, 4, 611-628.

Duchon, D., Green,S.G. & Taber,T.D. (1986). Vertical Dyad Linkage: A
longitudinal assessment of antecedents, measures and consequences. Journal
of Applied Psychology,71,1, 56-60.

Eberl, P. (2004). The development of trust and implications for
organizational design: A game and attribution theoretical framework.

Schmalenbach Business Review. 56, June, 258-273.

Farris, G., Senner, E. & Butterfield, D. (1973). Trust, culture and

organizational behavior. Industrial Relations, 12, 144-157.

- 144 -



Ferrin, D. L. & Dirks, K. T. (2003). The use of rewards to increase and
decrease trust: mediating processes and differential effects. Organization
Science .14, 18-31.

Flores, F. & Solomon, R. C. (1998). Creating Trust. Aktaran Colquitt,
J.A., Schott, B. A., & La Pine, T. A. (1998). Trust, trustworthiness and trust
propensity: A meta analytic test of their unique relationships with risk taking and

job performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 4, 909-927.

Folger, R. (1977). Distributive and Procedural Justice : Combined
impact of “voice” and improvement on experienced inequity. Journal of

Personality and Social Pschology, 35,108-119.

Folger, R. & Konovsky, M. A.(1989). Effects of procedural and
distributive justice on reactions to pay rise decisions. Academy of Management
Journal, 32,115-130.

Gabarro (1978). The development of trust, influence and expectations.
Aktaran Mayer, R. C., Davis,J. H. & Schooorman, F. D. (1995).An integrative

model of organizational trust. Academy of Management Review. 20, 3,709-734.

Garmon, J. 0.(1996).Dissertation Abstarcts International Section A:
Humanities and Social Sciences, 56(-A), 3207

Gerstner, C. R. & Day, D.V. (1997). Meta analytic review of LMX
theory: Correlates and Construct Issues._Journal of Applied Psychology, 82, 6,
827-844.

George, J. M., & Brief, AP. (1992). Feeling good-doing good: A
conceptual analysis of the mood at work-organizational spontaneity
relationship. Psychological Bulletin, 112, 310-329.

Gilbert, D.T. & Jones, E.E (1986). Perceiver—induced constraint:
Interpretation of self generated reality. Aktaran Ferrin, D. L. & Dirks, K. T.
(2003). The use of rewards to increase and decrease trust: mediating

processes and differential effects. Organization Science .14, 18-31.

- 145 -



Graen, G. & Ginsburg, S. (1977). Job resignation as a function of role
orientation and leader acceptance: Alongitudinal investigation of organizational
assimilation. Aktaran Schriesheim, C. A, Castro, S. L. & Cogliser,C.C. (Ed.),
Leadership Quarterly,10,1,63-114.

Graen, G. (1976). Role making process within complex organizations.
Aktaran Schriesheim, C. A, Castro, S. L. & Cogliser, C. C. (Ed.), Leadership
Quarterly,10,1,63-114.

Graen, G. & Schiemann, W. (1978). LMX agreement: A vertical dyad
likage approach. Aktaran Schriesheim, C.A, Castro, S. L. & Cogliser,C.C. (Ed.),
Leadership Quarterly,10,1,63-114.

Graen, G. B. & Uhl-Bien,M.(1995).Relationship based approach to
leadership : Development of LMX theory of leadership over 25 years : Applying

a multi-level multi-domain perspective . Leadership Quarterly, 6, 219-24.

Greenberg, J. (1987). A taxonomy of organizational justice theories.

Academy of Management Review.12,9-22.

Griffin, K. (1967).The contribution of studies of source credebility to a
theory of interpersonal trust in the communication process. 68,104-120.
Aktaran Barone, S.J. & Sekaran,.U (2001).Effects of Supervisor's Gender on
American Women’s Trust. The Journal of Social Psychology, 134,2, 253-255.

Hacket D.R. Farh,j. I., Song,L.J., & Lapierre L.M. (2003). LMX and
OCB. Examining the links within and across Western and Chinese samples.
Aktaran Wang,H., Law,K.S., HackettR.D., Wang,D. & Chen,Z.X.(2005). LMX as
a mediator of the relationship between transformational leadership and
followers’s performance and OCB. Academy of Management Journal,48, 3,
420-432.

Hacket D. R., & Lapierre L.M. (2004). A meta —analytical explanation of

the relationship between LMX and OCB. Academy of Management Best

Conference Paper

- 146 -



Hackman, J. R. & Oldham, G. R.(1975). Development of the job
diagnostic survey. Journal of Applied Psychology, 60,159-170.

Harjinder, G., Kathleen, B., Joan, F. & Jeffrey, M. (2005). Antecedents
of trust: Establishing a boundary condition for the relationship between
propensity to trust and intention to trust. Journal of Business and Psychology,
19, 3, 287-302.

Hofstede, G. (1980). Motivation, leadership and organizations: Do

Amarican theories apply abroad? Organizational Dynamics, 9,1, 42-63.

Hoppock, R. (1935).Job Satisfaction. New York: Harper.

lllies, R., Nahrgang, J. D. and Morgeson, F.P. (2007). LMX and OCB: A
meta analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92,1, 269-277.

Judge, T. A, Heller, D. & Mount, M. K. (2002). Five factor model of
personality and job satisfaction. Journal of Applied Psychology. 87, 3, 530-541

Katz, D.(1964). The motivational basis of organizational behavior.
Behavioral Science, 9, 131-133. Aktaran Williams, L.J.(1991). Job satisfaction
and organizational commitment as predictors of organizational citizenship

behavior and in —role behaviors.Journal of Management, 17,3,601-617.

Kacmar, K. M., Zivnuska, S. & Gully, S. M. & Rutgers, U. (2003). The
interactive effect f LMX and communication frequency on performance ratings .
Journal of Applied Psychology. 88, 4, 764-772.

Konovsky, M. A. & Pugh, S. D.(1994). Citizenship behavior and social
exchange. Academy of Management Journal. 37, 3, 656-669.

Korsgaard, M. A., Brodt, S. E. & Whitener, E.M. (2002) . Trust in the
face of conflict: The role of mangerial trustworthy behavior and organizational

context. Journal of Applied Psychology. 87, 2, 312-3109.

- 147 -



Kozlowski, S. W. J. & Doherty,M.L. (1989).Integration of climate and
leadership: Examination of a Neglected Issue. Journal of Applied Psychology,
74, 4, 546-553.

Le Pine, J.A., Erez A. & Joohnson, D.E. (2002). The nature and
dimentionality of organizational citizenship behavior: A critical review and meta

analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(1), 52-65

Lee, K. & Allen, N. N. (2002). OCB and workplace deviance. The role of
affect and cognition. Journal of Applied Psychology.87, 131-142.

Leboyer, L. (1980). Job satisfaction and motivation. Theory and
research. Bulletin de Psychologie. 33,( 44-11), 409-412.

Liden,R. C. & Graen, G (1980).Generalizability of the vertical dyad
linkage model of leadership. Academy of Management Journal, 23, 3, 451-465.

Liden,R.C. & Maslyn, J. M. (1998). Multi- dimentionality of LMX: An
empirical assessment through scale development. Journal of Management, 24,
43-72.

Lind, E. A.& Tyler, T.R.(1988). The social psychology of procedural
justice. Aktaran Colquitt, J.A., Conlon,D.E., Wesson,M.J., Porter,0.L.H., &Ng,

K.Y.(2001). Justice at the milenium: A meta- analytic review of 25 years of

organizational justice. Journal of Applied Psychology.86, 3, 425-445.

Lind, E. A.& Tyler, T.R.(1988). The social psychology of procedural
justice. Aktaran Konovsky, M. A. Citizenship behavior and social Exchange.
(1994), Academy of Management Journal 37,3,656-669.

Leventhal, G. S. (1980). What should be done with equity theory? New
approaches to the study of fairness in social relationships. Aktaran
Colquitt,J.A.,Conlon,D.E.,Wesson,M.J.,Porter,O.L.H.,&Ng, K.Y.(2001). Justice
at the milenium: A meta- analytic review of 25 years of organizational justice.
Journal of Applied Psychology.86,3, 425-445.

- 148 -



MacKenzie, S.B., Podsakoff,P.M., & Fetter,R.(1991). Organizational
citizenship behavior and objective productivity as determinants of managerial
evaluations of salespersons’ performance. Organizational Behavior and
Decision Processes, 50 ,123-150.

Maslyn, J.M. & Uhl Bien, M. (2001). LMX and its dimensions: Effects of

self effort and other’s effort on relationship quality. Journal of Applied

Psychology.86,4,697-708.

Masterson,S.S.,Lewis,K.,Goldman,B.M.,&Taylor,M.S.(2000).Integrating
justice and social exchange: The differing effects of fair procedures and
treatment on work relationships. Academy of Management Journal,43, 738-
748.

Mayer, R. C. & Gavin, M. B. (2005). Trust in management and
performance: Who minds the shop while the employees watch the

boss.Academy of Management Journal 48, 5,874-888.

Mayer, R. C. & Davis, J. H. (1999). The effect of performance appraisal

system on trust for management: A field Quasi- experiment . Journal of Applied

Psychology. 1, 123-136.

Mayer,R.C., Davis,J.H. & Schoorman, F.D.(1995).An integrative model

of organizational trust. Academy of Management Review.20,3,709-734.

McAllister, D. J. (1995).Affect and cognition-based trust as foundations
for interpersonal cooperation in organizations. Academy of Management
Journal. 38,1, 24-59.

Moorman, R.H. (1993).The influence of cognitive and affective based

job satisfaction and organizational citizenship behavior. Human Relations, 46,
759-776.

Moorman, R. H.(1991). Relationship between organizational justice and
OCB: Do fairness perceptions influence employee citizenship? Journal of
Applied Psychology.76, 6, 845-855.

- 149 -



Motowidlo, S. J. (2000). Some basic issues related to contextual
performance and organizational citizenship behavior in human resource

management. Human Resource Management Review, 10, 115 -126.

Murphy, K. R. & Shiarella, A. H.(1997). Implications of the multi-
dimensional nature of job performance for the validity of selection tests:
Multivariate frameworks for studiying test validity. Personnel Psychology, 50, 4,
823-854.

Niehoff,R.P. & Moorman,R.H.(1993). Justice as a mediator of the
relationship between methods of monitoring and OCB. Academy of
Management Journal, 36, 527-556.

Organ, D. W. (1988). Organizational citizenship behavior: The Good
Soldier Syndrome. Lexington, M.A: Lexington Books. Aktaran Podsakof, P.M.,
MacKenzie,S.B.,Paine,J.B. ve Bachrach,D.C. (2000).0Organizational citizenship
behaviors: A critical review of the theoretical and emprical literature and

suggestions for future research. Journal of Management, 26 (3), 513 -563.

Organ, D. W., & Konovsky, M. (1989). Cognitive versus affective

determinants of organizational citizenship behavior. Journal of Applied

Psychology, 74, 157-164.

Organ, D.W. (1997). Organizational Citizenship Behavior: It's construct

clean-up time. Human Performance , 10,85-97.

Organ, D. W. & Ryan, K. (1995). A meta analytic review of attitudinal
and dispositional predictors of OCB. Personnel Psychology, 48, 775-802.

O'Reilly, C. A. & Chatman, J. A. (1986). Organizational commitment

and psychological attachment: The effects of compliance, identification and

internalization on prosocial behavior. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71,492-
499

- 150 -



Payne, R. L. & Clark, M. C. (2003). Dispositional and situational
determinants of trust in two types of managers. Human Resource Management,
14,1, 128-138.

Pellegrini, E.K. (2006). LMX, paternalism, and delegation in the Turkish
business culture: An empirical investigation .Journal of International Business
Studies, 37,2, 264-279.

Piccola, R. F. & Colquitt, J. A. (2006). Transformational leadership and
job behaviors: The mediating role of job characteheristics. Academy of
Management Journal. 49, 2, 327-340.

Podsakof, P. M., MacKenzie,S.B., Paine,J.B. ve Bachrach,D.C.(2000).
Organizational citizenship behaviors: A critical review of the theoretical and
emperical literature and suggestions for future research. Journal of

Management, 26, 3, 513-563.

Podsakoff, P.M.& MacKenzie,S.B.(1995). An examination of substitutes
for leadership within a level of analysis framework. Leadership Quarterly, 6,
289-328.

Podsakoff, P. M., Mac Kenzie, S.B. ve Bommer, W.H. (1996). A meta
analysis of the relationship between Kerr and Jermier's substitutes for
leadership and employee attitudes, role perceptions, and performance. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 81,380-399.

Podsakoff, P.M. & Mac. Kenzie, S. B.(1989). A second generation
measure of OCB. Aktaran Niehoff, R. P. & Moorman, R. H.(1993). Justice as a
mediator of the relationship between methods of monitoring and OCB.

Academy of Management Journal, 36, 527-556.

Podsakoff, P. M., Mac Kenzie, S. B. Moorman, R. H. & Fetter, R.
(1990).Transformational leader behaviors and their effects on follower’s trust,
satisfaction and OCB. Leadership Quarterly, 1, 100-142.

-151 -



Puffer, S.(1987). Prosocial behavior, non-complaint behavior and work
performance among commission salespeople. Journal of Applied Psychology,
72, 615-621.

Rousseau, D. M., Siktin, S. B., Burt, R. S., & Camerer,C.(1998). Not so
different after all: A cross discipline view of trust. Academy of Management
Review.23, 3, 393-404.

Rotter, J. B. (1967). A new scale for the measurement of interpersonal
trust. Journal of Personality. 35, 615-665.

Saunders, M. N. K. & Thorndike, A. (2004). Trust and mistrust in
organizations: An exploration using an organizational justice frame work.

European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 13,4,493-515.

Scandura, T.A. & Graen, G.B. (1984). Moderating effects of initial LMX

status on the effects of a leadership intervention. Journal of Applied

Psychology, 69, 428-436.

Schyns, B.& Croon M.A.(2006). A model of task demands, social
structure, and leader-member exchange and their relationship to job
satisfaction. International Journal of Human Resource Management,17,602-
615.

Schiemann, W. A. (1977).The nature and prediction of organizational
communications. A review of the literature and an empirical investigation.
Aktaran Schriesheim, C. A, Castro, S. L. & Cogliser, C. C. (Ed.), Leadership
Quarterly, 10,1,63-114.

Schappe, S. P. (1998). The influence of job satisfaction, organization
commitment and fairness perceptions on organizational citizenship behavior.
The Journal of Psycholoqy.132, 3, 277-290.

Schriesheim, C. A., Castro, S. L. & Cogliser, C. C. (1999). Leader-
Member Exchange (LMX) research: A comprehensive review of theory,

measurement and data analytic practices. Leadership Quarterly, 10, 1, 63-114.

-152 -



Sipahi,B., Yurtkoru, E.S. & Cinko,M. (2006). Sosyal Bilimlerde SPSS ile

Veri Analizi. istanbul: Beta Basim Yayim Dagitim A.S.

Smith, C. A., Organ, D. W., & Near, J.P. (1983). Organizational

citizenship behavior: Its nature and antecedents. Journal of Applied

Psychology, 68, 653-663.

Settoon, R. P., Bennett, N. ve Liden, R. C. (1996). Social exchange in
organizations: Perceived organizational support, LMX, and employee

reciprocity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81, 3,219-227.

Sweeney, P. D.& Mc Farlin,D.B. (1993). Workers evaluation of the
“ends” and the “means”: An examination of four models of distributive and
procedural justice. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes,
55, 32-40.

Tepper, B. J. & Taylor, E. C. (2003). Relationships among supervisors
and subordinates procedural justice perceptionds and OCB. Academy of
Management Journal, 46,1, 97-105.

Thibaut, J. W, & Walker, L. (1975). Procedural Justice : A psychological
analysis.Hillsdale,N.J.AktaranColquitt,J.A.,Conlon,D.E.,Wesson,M.J.,Porter,O.L
.H.,&Ng, K.Y.(2001). Justice at the milenium: A meta- analytic review of 25
years of organizational justice. Journal of Applied Psychology.86,3, 425-445.

Thibaut, J.W, & Kelley, H. H.(1959). The Social Psychology of Groups.
Newyork: Wiley . Aktaran Deluga, R.J.(1994). Supervisor trust building, leader-
member exchange and organizational citizenship behavior. Journal of

Occupational Psychology, 67,315-326.

Tierney, P., Bauer, T. N. & Potter, R.(2002). Extra-role behavior
among Mexican Employees: The impact of LMX, group acceptance and job

attitudes. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 10, 4, 292- 303.

Tyler, T., Degoey,P., & Smith, H. (1996). Understanding why the justice
of group procedures matters: A test of the psychological dynamics of the

-153 -



Group- Value Model. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 70, 5, 913-
930.

Wang, H., Law, K. S., HackettR.D., Wang,D. & Chen,Z.X.(2005).LMX
as a mediator of the relationship between transformational leadership and
followers’s performance and OCB. Academy of Management Journal, 48, 3,
420-432.

Warner, J. C., Reynolds & Roman, P.(2005). Organizational Justice
and Job Satisfaction: A Test of Three Competing Models. Social Justice
Research.18,4. DOI:10/1007/S 11211-005-8767-5

Wayne, S, J., & Green,S.A.(1993).The Effects of LMX on employee
OCB and impression management behavior. Human Relations, 46, 1431-1440.

Wayne, S. J., Shore, L. M., Bommer, W. H. & Tetrick, L. E. (2002).The
role of fair treatment and rewards in perceptions of organizational support and
LMX. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 3, 590-598.

Wanous, J. P., Reichers, A. E. & Hudy, M. (1997). Overall job

satisfaction: How good are single-item measures. Journal of Applied

Psychology, 82, 2, 247- 252.

Whitner, E. M., Brodt, S. E., Korsgaard, M. A. & Werner, J. M. (1995).
Managers initiators of trust: An exchange relationship frameworkfor
understanding managerial trustworthy behavior. Academy of Management
Review.23, 3, 513-530.

Williams,L.J.,&Anderson,S.E.(1991).JobSatisfaction and Organizational
Commitment as Predictors of organizational citizenship and in-role behaviors.
Journal of Management.17 (3), 601-617.

Williams, M. (2001). In whom we trust: Group membership as an
effective context for trust development. Academy of Management Review. 26,
3, 377-396.

-154 -



Williams, S. Pitre, R. & Zainuba, M. (2002). Justice and OCB intentions:

Fair rewards versus rewards versus fair treatment. The Journal of Social

Psychology. 142,1, 33-44.

Van Dyne, L., & LePine, J. A. (1998). Helping and voice extra-role
behavior: Evidence of construct and predictive validity. Academy of
Management Journal, 41,108-119.

Yukl, G. A. (1989). Leadership in organizations. Aktaran Bass, B. M.
(1999).Two decades of research and development in transformational
leadership. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology. 8, 1,9-
32.

Yochi, C. C., & Paul, E. C. (2001). The role of justice in organizations:
A meta analysis .Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 86,
2,278-321.

Zand, D. E. (1972). Trust and managerial problem solving.
Administrative Science Quarterly.17, 229-239.

- 155 -



Ek- 1: OVD emik maddelerin tespiti icin hazirlanan yonerge

22 MART 2007

DEGERLI KATILIMCIMIZ,

Katkida bulunmaya gonullti olmaniz halinde sizden bir ricam var....

Yurutmekte oldugum doktora tez calismasi igin akademik cevrelerde Orgtsel
Vatandaslik Davranigi” is ¢cevrelerinde ise daha ziyade “ Kurumdasghk” olarak bilinen bir
kavramin emik (yerel kulttire ait diger bir ifadeyle Turk ¢calisma hayatinda gegerli olan)
boyutlarini gikartmak istiyorum.

Bunun igin galisma hayatindan kisilerin agagida verecegim agiklama gergevesinde
kendi algilamalarina gore ne gibi davraniglari 6rgutsel vatandaghk davranisi olarak
gorduklerine iligkin fikirlerine ihtiyacim var.

Vereceginiz davranis 6rneklerinin yanhs veya dogru olmasi gibi durum s6z konusu
degil, 6nemli olan yazacaginiz davranisin verilen tanima gore sizin aginizdan orgutsel
vatandaslik davranigi olarak gorultyor olmasi.

ifadelerinizi bir kompozisyon tarzinda degil de maddeler halinde yazmaniz,
bilahare yapilacak olan analizi kolaylastiracaktir.

“ORGUTSEL VATANDASLIK DAVRANISI” TANIMI
Calisanlarin gorev tanimi kapsamina girmeyen bu nedenle de 6rgutin resmi 6dul ve
ceza sisteminde tanimlanmis bir 6dil ya da cezaya yol agmayan fakat gorev
performansini destekleyici sosyal ve psikolojik ortamin surddrilmesi ve glglenmesine
katkida bulunan basiretli davraniglardir.
Birkag ornek :

Is yuikii fazla olan arkadasina yardim etmek.

ise yeni alinan elemanlara uyum saglamalari i¢in yardimci olmak.

icinde bulundugu durumun olumsuz yénleri yerine olumlu yénlerine odaklanmak.
Sirketteki gelismeleri izlemek.

SiZIN ORNEKLERINIZ icin liitfen arka sayfayi kullanin .
Katkiniz ve katiliminiz igin ¢ok tesekkir ederim.

Sema KUSCULUOGLU
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Ek -2

Tablo-26. Tum érneklem grubunda “ BILGI PAYLASIMI” degiskeninin “ YONETICIYE GUVEN” {izerinde ARA DEGISKEN réliiniin analizi

Analiz no Bagimsiz Bagimli Beta t R2 Duz. R2 A R? F
1 LMmx1 iE 637 12.862 .406 404 .406*** 165.426%**
1 2 LMX1 T1 .365%** 6.230 133 130 .133%** 38.819***
3 LMXl} T1 272 3.385 133 129 .133%** 34.216%**
________________ E___J o __.145 1789 _______ 145 _________A38_________.012 ________18.897%* _________._
1 LMmx1 iE 537 12.862 .406 404 .406*** 165.426%**
2 2 LMX1 T2 579xxx 11.916 .335 .333 .335%** 141.996%**
3 LMX1 T2 A40xxx 6.591 .335 .332 .335%** 121.855%**
IE } .218** 3.274 .363 .358 .028** 68.732%**
1 LMX2 IE AT 8.421 227 224 227%** 70.919%**
3 2 LMX2 T1 .34 2% 5.789 A17 113 17 33.515%**
3 LMXZ} T1 246%x* 3.493 A17 113 17 29.541%**
IE 201 2.853 .148 141 .031** 19.312%*=*
1 LMX2 IE AT 8.421 227 224 227%** 70.919%**
4 2 LMX2 T2 541 xxx 10.838 .293 .290 .293%** 117.455%**
3 LMX2 T2 .392%x 6.720 .293 .290 .293%** 99.671***
IE } 311 5.330 .367 .362 .075%** 69.708***

KISALTMALAR (LMX 1= Sadakat ve duygusal bag), ( LMX2= Mesleki Saygi ), (T1 =iliskide Risk Alma), (T2= Inanma)

***n<.001, *p<.01, *p<.05



Ek - 2 devam...

Tablo-27. Tum érneklem grubunda “ BILGI PAYLASIMI” degiskeninin “ ORGUTSEL VATANDASLIK ” iizerinde ARA DEGISKEN rélunin analizi

Analiz no Bagimsiz Bagimli Beta t R2 Diuz. R2 A R? F
1 LMmx1 IE 537 12.862 .406 404 .406*** 165.426%**
1 2 LMX1 0oCB1 341 5.749 116 113 1167 33.046%**
3 LMXl} 0oCB1 .086 1.112 116 12 1167 29.359***
________________ E__ J _____A00¥* 5177 ___.212 204 _________095*%* ______29.781%* __________
1 LMX2 IE AT TR 8.421 227 224 227%** 70.919%**
2 2 LMX2 0oCB1 .169** 2.708 .029 .025 .029** 7.332%*
3 LMX2 0oCB1 -.062 -914 .029 .024 .029* 6.566%**
IE } 485*** 7.143 210 .203 .182%** 29.528%**
1 LMmx1 IE 637 12.862 .406 404 .406*** 165.426%**
3 2 LMX1 0OCB2 213 .3.400 .045 .041 .045%** 11.557**=
3 LMXl} 0oCB2 .040 474 .045 .041 .045%** 10.468***
IE 27 2% 3.254 .089 .081 .044%** 10.755***
1 LMX2 IE AT 4 8.421 227 224 227%** 70.919%**
4 2 LMX2 0oCB2 110 1.724 .012 .008 .012 2.971
3 LMX2 0oCB2 -.041 -.564 .012 .008 .012 2.691
IE } 317 4.325 .089 .081 077 10.807***

KISALTMALAR (LMX 1= Sadakat ve duygusal bag), ( LMX2= Mesleki Saygi ), (OCB1 = Bireye yonelik OVD), (OCB2= Orgiite yonelik OVD)
***n<.001, *p<.01, *p<.05
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Ek - 2 devam...

Tablo-28. Tum érneklem grubunda “ BILGI PAYLASIMI” degiskeninin “ IS TATMINI ” izerinde ARA DEGISKEN réliiniin analizi

Analiz no Bagimsiz Bagimli Beta t R2 Duz. R2 A R? F
1 LMX1 IE 637+ 12.862 406 404 406+ 165.426%***
1 2 LMX1 JS 404> 7.419 .163 .160 .163*** 55.041%**
3 LMXl} JS .225%* 3.035 .163 .160 .163*** 57.184***
IE .280%** 3.773 210 .203 047 32.027***
1 LMX2 IE AT 8.421 227 224 227 70.919%**
2 2 LMX2 JS 371+ 6.725 137 134 137 45.227%*
3 LMX2 JS .218** 3.354 137 134 137 38.379%**
IE .320%** 4.923 217 210 079+ 33.160***

KISALTMALAR (LMX 1= Sadakat ve duygusal bag), ( LMX2= Mesleki Sayg! ), (IE = Bilgi Paylagimi), (JS= Is Tatmini)
***n<.001, *p<.01, *p<.05
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Ek - 2 devam...

Tablo- 29. Tum érneklemin BIREYE yonelik ORGUTSEL VATANDASLIK DAVRANISLARI

degerlendirmelerinin hiyerarsik regresyon analizi

YORDAYICILAR 1.Basamak 2.Basamak 3.Basamak 4.Basamak 5. Basamak 6. Basamak
Kontrol Degiskenleri

- Yoneticinin Yasi -.143 -.133 -.138 -.120 -.110 -.111

- Calisanin Yasi .005 .006 -.023 -.019 -.028 -.038

- Yoneticinin Kidemi 114 .076 .071 .087 .082 .073

- Birlikte Calisma Suresi .093 .084 .085 .075 .062 .084
Yénetici- Cahsan lligki Kalitesi

- Sadakat ve Duy.Bag (LMX1) .399*x+ .163 153 127 .180

- Mesleki Saygi (LMX2) -.097 -.138 -.123 -.148 -.215%
Bilgi Paylasimi( IE) AL4* .396*** .380*** 374%**
Guven Egilimi

- Stiphe Etme (PT1) .101 .100 105

- itimat Etme (PT2) .063 .059 .070
YoOneticiye Duyulan Given

- lligkide Risk Gdze Alma (T1) .074 .071

- inanma (T2) .048 .043
Etkilesimler

(LMX1) (IE) .181*

(LMX2) (IE) -.197*
Duzeltilmis R? .006 116 .213 .219 .219 .032
A R? .021 116%** .100*** .013 .006 .022*
Maodelin F degeri 1.388 6 47H*** 9 RAR*** 7 99Q*** 6 69B*** 5 Q1 B***

***n<.001,**p<.01,*p<.05

- 160 -



Ek -2 devam...

Tablo- 30. Tum érneklemin ORGUTE yo6nelik ORGUTSEL VATANDASLIK DAVRANISI degerlendirmelerinin hiyerarsik regresyon analizi

YORDAYICILAR 1.Basamak 2.Basamak 3.Basamak 4.Basamak 5. Basamak 6. Basamak
Kontrol Degiskenleri

- Yoneticinin Yasi -.066 -.060 -.063 -.043 -.031 -.035

- Calisanin Yasi .051 .052 .032 .034 .022 .008

- Yoneticinin Kidemi .070 .045 .042 .057 .055 .045

- Birlikte Calisma Suresi -.017 -.022 -.021 -.034 -.043 -.027
Yénetici- Cahsan lligki Kalitesi

- Sadakat ve Duy.Bag (LMX1) 247 .089 .078 .078 .096

- Mesleki Saygi (LMX2) -.054 -.081 -.068 -.067 -.078
Bilgi Paylasimi( IE) 278%** .258** .259** 257
Guven Egilimi

- Stiphe Etme (PT1) .098 .099 .093

- itimat Etme (PT2) .080 .087 .097
YoOneticiye Duyulan Given

- lligkide Risk Gdze Alma (T1) .096 .094

- inanma (T2) -.064 -.064
Etkilesimler

(LMX1) (IE) 125

(LMX2) (IE) -.044
Duzeltilmis R? -.011 .027 .066 .073 .073 .072
A R? .005 .046** .045%** .015 .008 .010
Maodelin F degeri 320 2 137 *** 3 2R2** 2 948** 2 Ho4** 2 266**

***n<.001,**p<.01,*p<.05
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Ek - 2 devam...

Tablo- 31. Tum érneklemin IS TATMINI degerlendirmelerinin hiyerarsik regresyon analizi

YORDAYICILAR 1.Basamak 2.Basamak 3.Basamak 4.Basamak 5. Basamak 6. Basamak
Kontrol Degiskenleri

- Yoneticinin Yasi -.054 -.039 -.041 -.015 -.022 -.017

- Calisanin Yasi 222%** 216%** .198** .181** .188** .199**

- Yoneticinin Kidemi .017 -.171* -.174* -.181* -.184* =177

- Birlikte Calisma Suresi .022 .020 .055 .022 .030 .025
Yénetici- Cahsan lligki Kalitesi

- Sadakat ve Duy.Bag (LMX1) .098*** 147 133 .106 122

- Mesleki Saygi (LMX2) 203 .178* 173* .148 110
Bilgi Paylasimi( IE) 246%** .229%* 211% .210**
Guven Egilimi

- Stiphe Etme (PT1) -.003 -.006 .005

- itimat Etme (PT2) .183** A71% .165**
YoOneticiye Duyulan Given

- lliskide Risk Gdze Alma (T1) -.052 -.051

- inanma (T2) 132 .128
Etkilesimler

(LMX1) (IE) -.130

(LMX2) (IE) -.093
Duzeltilmis R? .058 .248 .279 .303 .308 312
A R? 071%** .194*** .035*** .031** .011 .012
Madelin F degeri 5. 627 *** 16.034*** 14 .397*** 11.923%** 10.049%** 8. 416***

***n<.001,**p<.01,*p<.05
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Ek -3

Tablo-32. Tum érneklem grubunda YCiK(sadakat ve duygusal bag) degiskeninin BIREYE ve ORGUTE yonelik OVD ” iizerinde ARA DEGISKEN

roliiniin analizi

Analiz no Bagimsiz Bagimli Beta t R2 Diuz. R2 A R? F
1 T1 LMX1 .365%** 6.230 133 130 133+ 38.819***
1 2 T1 OoCB1 .228%** 3.599 .052 .048 .05 2%+ 12.950
3 T1 } OoCB1 119 1.824 .052 .048 .05 2%+ 12.950%***
LMX1 .298*** 4561 129 A21 Q77 17.419%*
1 T2 LMX1 579%* 11.916 .335 .333 .335%** 141.996***
2 2 T2 OoCB1 278%* 4.687 .077 .074 Q77 21.971%**
3 T2 } OCB1 A21 1.665 .077 .073 Q77 20.969***
LMX1 271 3.741 126 119 .049%* 18.025%***
1 T2 LMX1 579%* 11.916 .335 .333 .335%* 141.996***
3 2 T2 OCB2 .128* 2.059 .016 .012 .016* 4.239*
3 T2 } OCB2 .007 .089 .016 .012 .016* 4.040*
LMX1 .209** 2.715 .045 .037 .029%* 5.759**

KISALTMALAR (T1= iliskide GézeRisk Alma), ( T2= inanma), (LMX 1= Sadakat ve duygusal bag),(OCB1 = Bireye ydnelik OVD),
(0cB2= Orgitte yonelik OVD)
***n<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05

ACIKLAMA : Burada sadece ARA degisken 6zelliginin ortaya ¢iktigi analizlere yer verilmistir.
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Ek -3 devam...

Tablo-33. Tim érneklem grubunda YCIK (sadakat ve duygusal bag) ve (mesleki saygi) degiskenlerinin calisanin IS TATMINI lizerinde ARA
DEGISKEN roliiniin analizi

Analiz no Bagimsiz Bagimli Beta t R2 Diuz. R2 A R? F
1 T1 LMX1 .365%** 6.230 133 130 133+ 38.819***
1 2 T1 JS .202%** 3.370 .041 .037 .04 1 xxx 11.357%**
3 T1 } JS .063 1.027 .041 .037 041 10.802***
LMX1 .381%* 6.169 167 .160 1267+ 25.000%**
1 T1 LMX2 .342%* 5.789 A11 113 L7 33.515%**
2 2 T1 JS .202%** 3.370 .041 .037 041 11.357%**
3 T1 } JS .086 1.380 .041 .037 041 10.802**
LMX2 341+ 5.503 144 137 .103*** 21.169***

KISALTMALAR (T1= iliskide GézeRisk Alma), (LMX 1= Sadakat ve duygusal bag),(LMX 2 = Mesleki Saygi), (JS= is Tatmini)
**n<.001, *p<.01, *p<.05

ACIKLAMA: Burada sadece ARA degisken 6zelliginin ortaya ¢iktigi analizlere yer verilmistir.
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Ek - 4
YONETICI igin ACIKLAMA NOTU
( DIKKATINIZE !t  Bu not yénetici olarak yalnizea sizin okumaniz igin diizenlenmistir )

Marmara Universitesi Isletme Fakiltesi Organizational Behavior { Oralitsel Daveanis ) Ana Bilim Dalinda yardtiilen bir doktora tez galigmasi ile ilgili

olarak bir ydnetici ve iki elemanindan clugan Ggll caligma gruplanna intiyag duyulmaktadie. Siz ve birinel yneticisi (amiri) oldudunuz iki elemanimizin ekteki
zarflarda bulunan anketleri cevaplamasi, bizlere bu caligma ile ilgili cok kiymetl bir destek saflayacaktir. Bu dederl destefinizi esirgemeyip, arastirmanin
yuritilmesini olanakh kilacadiniza olan inancimiz ile simdiden sonsuz tesekkirlerimizi sunuyomnz.,

Sizin ve galiganlanmzin delduracaklan bu anketler kesinlikle gizli tutulacak ve arastirmaci tarafindan sadece Oniversite binyesinde akademik bir galisma olarak
hazirianan doktora lezindeki aragtirma amacing uygun istatistiksel analizler ve hipatezlerin test edimesi igin kullanilacaktr. Giziligl saglamak Gzare size takdim
edilen biyik zarfda ; yoneticl ve calisan ankefler ile bunlan dolduran kigierin kullanmas) igin Op adet zarf bulunmakta olup anketlerin sim ve sirkel adi verilmadan
doldurulmasi istanmektedi,

UYGULAMA :

Litfen size sunulan blylk zarf igindek; iki adet ¢ahigan anketi zarfindan Gzerinde "A® kodu yazam kendisinden “gdrecel alarak en COK hosnut olduiunuz"

ve kendimize en yakin hissetliginiz elemammza, dzernds * B " kodu yazam ise yine kendisinden “gdrecell olarak en AZ hosnul oldudunus” ve kendimize en

uzak hissetfifiniz elemaniniza variniz, siz de yinatici zarfindaki iki adet Yonetici Anketini, hem A hem de B elemanlanniz igin ayn ayn ve |itfen tim sorulan
yamitlayarak doldurunuz. Deldurdugunuz bu iki anketi yine yonetici zarfina koyarak, zarfin agizini kapatiniz. Galsanlarinizdan da lGthen kendi anketlerini doldurarak
benzer sekilde kendilerine verilen zarflara koymalanini ve zarflan kapatmalanni isteyiniz.

Anketler araglirmaci larafindan sirketiniz K biriminden toplu olarak gen alinacagindan Iitlen anketlerin 26 Ekim 2007 tarihing kadar doldurularak kapali
zarflar iginde size Wastinlmasim elemanlarnizdan rica ediniz ve sizinki de dahil olmak (zere lim ankelleri toplu olarak sirketiniz Insan Kaynaklari birimine iletiniz.
DEGERLI KATKILARINIZ VE DESTEGINIZ iGiN EN ICTEN TESEKKURLERIMIZLE,

Tez Danismani Aragtirmac | Doklora dgrencisi)
Prof. Or. Tllay BOZKURT Sema KUSCULUOGLU

OMEMLI : Litlen asagidaki demografik bilgilerie ligili bosluldar dodurarak bu sayfay da ankeflerinizle birlikte zarfa koyup arastrmaciya iade efmeyi unutmayiniz.

Sirketinizin
Cinsiyetiniz : Kadin 1 Erkek [ WRLBHTIES 4ot i smar s Sektdrd  Caligan sayisi
Egitim durumunuz:  Orta 3 Lisans 3 Lisans st 3 Doktara T Uretim ; |
Sirketteki kideminiz { vl olarak) . T Pazariama - 1-30 kisi
Departmanda yinetici olarak ganﬁma aﬁramz Uretim & Pazarlama : 3 31-100 kisi
Departmaninizda ¢aligan eleman sayisi . Hizmet : = 101-350 kigi
* A elemaminizia { en GOK hognut nldugunuz ] I:ur'ilkle ¢EIII$TI13 slireniz... Diger : — 351- dstl

‘B elemaninizla ( en AZ hognut oldufunuz ) bidikte galisma sdreniz & ...
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YONETICI ANKETI
Grup Kodu Form Kodu

Litfen bu formdaki tdm sorulart kendising galigan formu verdiginiz elemaniarinizdan gdreceli olarak
en COK hognut oldugunuz kighy disdnersk yamtiayin ve formu doldurmadan evvel formun sadif
st kdgesinde "Form Kodu A " yazdidindan emin olur.

LOTFEN SORULARI, YUKARIDAKI ACIKLAMAYI OKUDUKTAN SONRA YANITLAYIN.

HIGhIr | padiren | Bazen | ik sk | o si| e

Zaman Zaman
1- | Verilen garevieri uygun sekilde tamamlar.
2- | s taniminda yer alan sorumluluklarini yerine getirir.
3- | lgin resmi olarak tanimlanmis unsurlarin gergeklestirir,
4- | Kendi performans degerlendirmesini dogrudan etkileyecek aktivitelerde bulunur.
5- | Kendisinden beklenen garevleri ifa eder,
6- | lsinin yapmakia ylkimli oldugu bazi yénlerini inmal eder.
7- | Asli gdrevierini yerine getirmede basansizdir.
| w8 E|l sE| EE| 5§
= O = = = = =
5|°8| J|°5|88 |28
8- | Ise gelmemis olan is arkadaslarinin islerine yardim eder.
9- | Isle ilgili sorun yasayanlara yardim etmek igin elinden geleni yapar.
10- | Is arkadaslaninin ihtivaglarina karsi duvarl davranir.
11- | Gdérevi olmasa da ise yeni baglayanlara ortama uyum sadlamalar icin yardimac olur.
12- | Is ve kisisel agidan en zorda oldufu zamanlarda dahi is arkadaslarina igten ilgi ve nezaket gosterir.
13- | Is arkadaslannin is disindaki sorunlan ike ilgilenir,
14-| Gérevlerini yerine getirmeleri hususunda is arkadaglarnna yardimer alur,
15- | Eilgi ve deneyimlerini diger is arkadaslan ile paylasir.
16- | Isi vanlis yapmak Ozere olan ig arkadaslanni fark ettigi zaman onlan uyarr.
17- | Seorunlar karginda is arkadaslanm suclamadan gézime odaklanir.
18- | Diger galiganlarnn haklanm ihlal etmez.
18- | Kararlarindan ve eylemlerinden etkilenebilecek diger kisilere énceden bilgi verir.
20- | Zoruniu clmasa da girket imajina katki saglayic: girisimlerde rol alr,
21- | Sirkelteki gelismeleri takip eder.
22- | Sirketteki sosyal etkinliklere katilir, digerlerini de katilima tesvik eder
23- | Cewresindekileri espri, kutlamalar vb. eylemlerle rahatlatir ve motive eder.
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YONETICi FORMU devam ediyor

Form Kodu

8|45 5| 25|35 85
g2| 28| 225358 Eg

E|lgs|s=|28=|52| 8=
53| 5|°3|%5|:8

24- | Digandan gelenlerin/ arayanlann girkette istediklen kisi veya bilgiye ulasmalanna yardimet olur, 1 : 9

25- | Ortam ve igle ilgili problemlberi’ arizalar iigililere bildirerek giderilmesine caligir,

26- | Alis verislerinde sirketinin drinlerini / hizmetierini diger markalara tercin ettigini ifade eder.

27- | Gerektijinde sirketi igin baz angarya isleri de yerine getirir.

28- | Sirket kaynaklarnim lasarruflu kullanmak ve israf énlemek igin birey olarak sorumiu davranir,

29- | Sirket mallaninin iyi korunmasina ve kullanimina dzen gisterir,

30- | Sirketi ilgilendiren haber ve bilgiler aldiinda bunlan ilgililerle paylasir.

31- | Gerektijinde durumdan vazife ¢ikanp, gérevi olmasa da gereken gi yapar.

32- | Sirket hakkinda birisinden yvanlis bir bilgi ya da sdvlenti duydujunda dodru bilgi vermek icin ugrasir.

33- | Diger caliganlar sirketi elestirdijinde, olumiu yonlerinden s6z ederak sirketi savunur.

34- | Sirketini toplum icinde temsil ederken gurur duydugunu belli eder.

35- | Isi gelistirici, kolaylastine ¢ozim allematifieri Snerir.

36- | Sirket yontem, kural ve sinirlamalarina kimse onu girmiiyor olsa dahi riayel eder.

SAGLADIGINIZ KATKI ICIN COK TESEKKURLER




CALISAN icin ACIKLAMA NOTU

Marmara Universitesi Isletme Fakiiltesi Organizational Behavior ( Crgiitsel Davrams ) Ana Bilim Dalinda ylritdlen bir doktora tez galigmas:
ile ilgili olarak bir yénetici ve iki calisanindan olusan (gli galigma gruplanna ihtiyag duyulmaktadir. Yéneticiniz, siz ve departmanimzdaki
bir dider is arkadasimizin ekteki ilgili anketler cevaplamas), bizlere bu galisma igin ¢ok kiymetli bir katki saflayacaktir. Bu degerli desteginizi
esirgemeyip, arastirmanin yiritGimesini olanakl kilacadiniza olan inancimiz ile simdiden sonsuz tesekkirlerimizi sunuyoruz.

Yénetici ve calisanlann dolduracaklan bu anketler kesinlikle gizli tutulacak ve arastirmac tarafindan sadece dniversite blnyesinde akademik

bir calisma olarak hazirlanan doktora tezindeki aragtirma amacina uygun istatistiksel analiz ve hipotez testleri i¢in kullanilacaktir,

Gizliligi teminen. size takdim edilen anket beraberinde bir adet zarf bulunmakta olup anketi isim ve sirket adi vermeden doldurmaniz ve yine bu zarfa
koymaniz istenmektedir.

UYGULAMA :

Liitfen size verilen anketinin sag (st kisesinde bulunan form kodu ile zarfinin Uzerindeki form kodunun ( Her ikisinin de "A" veya "B" olmas gibi)
ayni cimasina dikkat edin, aksi durumda yaneticinize bilgi verin ve sizi yénlendirmesine gore gereken dilzeltmeyi yapin.Caligan anket formunun
lstindeki kisa agiklamay! okuduktan sonra litfen tim sorulan atlamadan yanitlayin . Bilahare doldurdugunuz anketi size verilen zarfa
koyarak afizini kapatin ve lGtfen en ge¢ 26 Ekim 2007 tarihine kadar arastirmaciya iletilmek lzere ydneticinize iade edin.

DEGERLI KATKILARINIZ VE DESTEGINIZ IGIN EN ICTEN TESEKKURLERIMIZLE,

Tez Danismani Aragtirmaci { Doktora dgrencisi )
Prof. Dr. Tilay BOZKURT Sema KUSCULUOGLU
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QELI$J\N J‘-NKETi Grup Kedu Form Kodu
A
Liitfen agadidaki sorular dogrudan badh oldugunuz birincl dereceki ydneaticinizi (amirinizi) digdnersk ve
uygun kutucuda v X " isareti koyarak yamtiayiniz. Verecediniz cevaplar, aragtirmact tarafindan tamamen gizli
tututacaktir. Bu nedenie ldffen yanitiarinizr glivenie ve gerpefie uygun olarak vermeye dzen géstarin.
zt':;; Nadiren| Bazen | Sik sk | ok Sik Z::;H
1- ]| ¥Yoneticiniz sirketinizde neler olup bittifi hakkinda size bilgi verir mi?
2- | Yoneticiniz sizi dinlemeye istekli davranir mi 7
3- | Yoneticinize kisisel bilgilerinizle ilgili sir verir misiniz ?
4- | Yoneticinizle olan iliskinizde kendinizi ne siklikla sadece istihdam edilen herhangi bir eleman olarak gorirsdniz?
5- | Yodneticiniz sizin katk veya dnernlerinizi ister mi?
G- | Yoneticinizle olan iliskinizde kendinizi ne siklikla onun given duydugu bir yardimcigi olarak hissedersiniz ?
7- | Yéneticinize ¢alisma grubunuzda neler olup bittigi hakkinda bilgl verir misiniz?
8- | Yoneticiniz size kigisel bilgiler ile ilgili sir verir mi?
S| us| 5|25|85|85
FE|gf| 22|32 |55| 82
5|78| B|°5|8s|~8
9- | Yéneticimden insan clarak ¢ok hoslaninm.
10- | Yéneticim, herkesin arkadas olmak isteyecedi tirden bir kisidir,
11- | Yéneticim, birlikte cahisiimas) cok keyifli bir insandir.
12- | Yéneticim, isle ilgili eylemlerimde o konu hakkinda tam bilgisi olmasa dahi beni bir dsle karg savunur,
13- | Sayet baskalan bana saldracak olsa, yaneticim beni savunur ve korur.
14- | Sayet iyi niyelle istemeaeden bir hata yapmigsam. yoneticim sirkelteki diger kisilere kars: beni savunur.
15- | Yéneticim igin is tammimda yer alan islerin dtesine gecen isleri de yaparim.
16- | Calisma grubumun menfaatini artiracaksa, isteyersk normalde gerekenden daha fazla caba gdsteririm.
17- | Yoneticimin yaptig isle ilgili bilgisi beni etkiler.
18- | Ydneticimin igteki bilgi ve yeterliligine sayg) duyarim.
19- | Yéneticimin mesleki becerilering hayranim,
20- | Yéneticim, isle ilgili kararlar tarafsiz olarak alir,
21- | Ydéneticim, igle ilgill karar almadan énce hepimizin endigelerini dile getirdijinden emin olmak ister.
22- | Yoneticim igle ilgili karariar almadan énce dofru ve eksiksiz bilgi toplar.
23- | Yoneticim, alinan kararlan aciklar ve caligsanlar talep ederse ek bilgi verir.
24- | Yaneticim, igle llgili alinan tim kararlar bunlardan etkilenen herkese aym gekilde uygular.
25- | Yéneticim, aldi§ kararlann galisaniarca sorgulanmasi veya konunun bir dst yoneticiye gotGrilmesine izin verir.
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Latfen devam ediniz




Grup Kodu Form Kodu
A
Galigan anketi devam ediyor...
Tensr | Nadiren | Bazen | siksik | Gok sik| 1o
26- | lzimle ilgili karadar alinirken , ydneticim bana nazik ve ilgili davranir.
27- | Isimle ligili kararar alimirken, yoneticim bana saygill davranir_ve itibar gosterir.
28- | Isimle ilgili kararar alinirken , yaneticim kisisel intivaclanma karg duyarhdir,
29- | lgimle ilgili kararar alinirken, yaneticim bana kars) dogru stzi0 ve igten davranir.
30- | Isimle ilgill karadar alinirken, yaneticim bir calisan olarak haklarimi gz Sninde bulundurur.
31-| lgim hakkinda verilen kararlarla ifgili olarak, yéneticim kararlann ortaya gkariabilecedi sonuglan benimle gérisgr.
32- | Yaéneticim, isim hakkinda verilen kararlar kanusunda yeledi agiklamada bulunur.
33- | Izimle ilgili karar alinirken ydneticim, bana anlamh gelen agiklamalar yapar.
34- | Ydneticim, Isimle ligil verilen her karan gok net bir bigimde agikiar.
$E|z2| 8235|5252
5|“8| 8|°5|58|=¢
35- | Sayet imkamim olsaydi, benim igin dnem fasiyan konular dzerinde yoneticimin etkili olmasini istemezdim.
36- | Bu sirkette gelecefimle ilgili tim kontrolu rahatsizlik duymadan, isteyerek yonsticimin eline birakabilirdim.
37- | Yéneticimin yaptig) seyleri denetimim altinda (utabilmeyi gergeklen isterdim.
38- | Benim igin kritik bir sorunu.hareketlerini yonlendiremesem de giizmesi icin yineticime rahathkla teslim edebilirim.
39- | ltibarim kol etkileyecegini bilsem de igte yaphidim bir hatay, yoneticime soyleyebilirim.
40- | Hassas konulardaki gérislerimi pek hos olmasalar dahi, yéneticimle payiazabilirim.
41- | Ydneticimin iste bana vapabileceklerinden korkanm.
42- | Yoneticim yasanan bir problemin nedenini sordujunda, kismen suglanacak durumdaysam dahl dzglree konugabilisim.
43- | Sayet birisi ydneticimin niyetini sorgulayacak olsa . bu sorgulamay siphe ile kargilanm,
44- | Sayet yonaticim benden bir sey isteyecek olsa, bunu aleyhime kullanabilir mi dive disinmeden harekete gecearim.
45- | Yéneticim, isini yapma hususunda gok ehildir.
45- | Yéneticim, yapmaya giristigl islerde basar i bir kisi olarak taminr,
47- | Yoneticimin yapilmasi gereken iglerie ilgili gok bilgisi vardir.
48- | Yéneticimin becerilering gok glvenirim.
49- | Yoneticimin performansimiz yiikseltmeyi saglayabilecek &Gzel bilgi ve bacerileri vardir.
50- | Yéneticim cok niteliklidir,
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Litfen devam aediniz....




Caligan anketi devam ediyor...

Grup Kodu Farm kodu
A
§ 5 |25 5
= o= aR = =
3 2 E = §§ [

51- | Yéneticimn iyi durumda olmami ister.

52- | Benim ihtiyaclanm ve arzulanm yaneticim igin cok dnem lidir.

53- | Yénelicim bilerek beni incitecek hicbir sey yapmaz.

54- | Yénelicim benim igin_ Snemli olan ne ise gergeklen onu gézetir.

55- | Yéneticim bana yardim adebimek icin gartlarin zorar,

56- | Yéneticimin gichl bir adalet duygusu vardir,

57- | Yoneticimin s8z0n0 tutrmasi hususunda asla endise elmem gerekmez.

58- | Yoneticim digerlering karsi hakkaniyetli oimak igin gok zen gdsterir.

59- | Yaneticimin eylem ve davraruslar gok tutarh degildir,

60- | éneticimin sahip oldugu dederlern bedeniyorum.
f1-| Yoneticimin davramslarnn sadlam prensipler yénlendiriyor gibi gozikoyor.

Bitin olarak degerlendirdiffimde, igimden tatmin duyuyenm.

Buglnlerde yabancilara kars gok dikkatli olmak gerekir.

Lzmanlarin ¢ofju, bir konu hakkinda ne kadar bilgi sahibi olduklarina dair gergedi séylemezier.

Codu kigiye, soylediklerini yapacaklanna dair_glven duyulabilir.

Bu glnlerds wyambk olmalisiniz, yeksa birileri sizi istismar adabilir.

Sans elemanlarinin gofu Grinkerini tantirken dirdst davranir.

Tamirgilerin godu o isten anlamayan kisilerden yiiksek bedel talep eder.

BETFEEER

Yetiskin insanlann codu yaphdi igin ehlidir,

LOTFEN ASAGIDAKI BOLUMO DE DOLDURUNUZ...

Cinsiyetiniz : Kadin = Erkey [ WEHGIANE . i suasssunssdsamnssn
Egitim durumunuz: Ora Lisans Lisans osta Doktora
Sirketteki KideminlZ f....memimeacineinnea

Yoneticinizle Birlikte Calisma SGraniz:. ...

SAGLADIGINIZ KATKI iGIN GOK TESEKKURLER
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