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RELATIONS BETWEEN WORKPLACE BULLYING,
CONSCIENTIOUSNESS AND COUNTERPRODUCTIVE WORK
BEHAVIOURS: A STUDY AT LOGISTICS COMPANY*
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Abstract

Employee behaviors gets popular in today’s academic and business environment because of its
impact on organizational outcomes. Especially, increase of the dark attitudes of managers and
colleagues towards the individuals, affects the formation of employees’ deviance behaviors. In
this context, workplace bullying is considered as one of the types of destructive approaches in
organizations that excluding someone in social environment or influencing co-workers job
sustainability with the harassment and offending emotions. Rising of workplace bullying in
organizations leads employees to demonstrate negative behaviors which are defined as
counterproductive work behaviors. On the other side, personality traits of an employee may
have a major role in transformation of perception of negative attitudes towards to the work
outcomes. For this reason, it was aimed to find out the role of conscientiousness, one of the
personality traits of Five Factor Model, in the interaction between workplace bullying and
counterproductive work behaviors. Statistical analyzes were made with the participation of
204 employees of a logistics company. According to findings it was revealed out that
conscientiousness has a moderation role in the interaction between workplace bullying and
counterproductive work behaviors.
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iS YERiI ZORBALIGI, SORUMLULUK VE URETKENLIK KARSITI i$
DAVRANISLARI ARASINDAKI ILISKILER: LOJISTIiK SIRKETINDE BiR
CALISMA
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Calisan davraniglari, orgiitsel sonuglar iizerindeki etkisi nedeniyle giiniimiiziin akademik ve is
ortaminda popiiler hale gelmektedir. Ozellikle yoneticilerin ve meslektaslarin kisilere yonelik
karanlik tutumlarmnin artmasi, ¢alisanlarin sapma davraniglarinin olusumunu etkilemektedir.
Bu baglamda, isyeri zorbalig1, organizasyonlarda bir ¢alisani diglayan veya is arkadaglarinin is
stirdiirtilebilirligini taciz ve rahatsiz edici duygularla etkileyen yikici yaklasim tiirlerinden biri
olarak kabul edilmektedir. Orgiitlerde isyerinde zorbalign artmasi, ¢alisanlarin iiretkenlik
karsiti is davranislar olarak tanimlanan olumsuz davranislar sergilemelerine yol agmaktadir.
Diger taraftan, bir calisanin kisilik Ozellikleri, olumsuz tutum algisimin is sonuglarina
doniistiiriilmesinde 6nemli bir rol oynayabilir. Bu nedenle, bes faktor kisilik 6zelliklerinden
sorumlulugun, isyerinde zorbalik ve iiretkenlik karsit1 is davranmiglar1 arasindaki etkilesimde
roliiniin belirlenmesi amaglanmigtir. Lojistik sirketinin 204 ¢alisganinin katilimiyla istatistiksel
analizler yapilmistir. Bulgulara gore, isyerinde zorbalik ve iiretkenlik karsiti is davranislart
arasindaki etkilesimde sorumlulugun diizenleyici rolii oldugu ortaya ¢ikmistir.
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1. Introduction

It is well known that human capital has a significant impact on organization’s sustainability
and competitive advantage in today’s market structure. Therefore, organizations need to
benefit employees’ productivity in correctly (Hitlan & Noel, 2009:477). On the other side,
negativity in the organizational environment generally impress employee’s perceptions that
can easily leads them to behave as counterproductive. Workplace bullying is considered as
one of the antecedents of deviance behaviors of employees in organizations. According to
Nielsen and colleagues (2010) %15 of working population around the world were exposed to
negative behaviors that can be defined as bullying. Furthermore, %11 of the global working
population also defines themselves as a victim of bullying (Einarsen &Nielsen, 2015). Fox and
Stallworth (2005) analyzed a participant group and revealed out that they experienced
workplace bullying at least once in the last five years. Lutgen-Sandvik and colleagues (2007)
also stated that % 47 of the employees in United States of America were exposed to workplace
bullying over the last two years. Finally, Boddy (2014) found that there is a positive and
strong correlation between workplace bullying and counterproductive work behaviors.

In this context, there are various factors that can lead to negative or counterproductive work
behaviors such as personal factors and organizational factors (Instone, 2012). Leadership,
working conditions, organizational support, job content, work environment, bullying can be
classified under organizational factors that form the counterproductive work behaviors.
Moreover, it is believed that personality traits also have a significant impact on workplace
bullying etiology (Einarsen et al, 2011). Personality traits both influence the individual
perception of the external events and direct the emotions to cope with negative situations
(Semmer, 2003).

Many researchers in organizational behavior and human resource management area tried to
explain the roles of the employee relations and work environment on work performance and
individual behaviors (Devonish, 2013). In literature there exist limited studies searching the
relationship between workplace bullying, conscientiousness, and their impact on
counterproductive work behaviors in the organizations. For that reason, in this study it was
aimed to find out the moderation role of conscientiousness, which is a positive personality
trait, in the interaction between workplace bullying and counterproductive work behaviors.
Accordance with this aim, theoretical framework was mentioned, and methodology was
designed. Findings of the statistical analyzes demonstrated that conscientiousness has a
moderation role in the interaction between workplace bullying and counterproductive work
behaviors.
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2. Theoretical Framework

2.1. Workplace Bullying

Workplace bullying is an organizational trouble in today’s business environment.
Consequences of workplace bullying on employees and organization also bring this concept to
the light. Moreover, enhancement of corporation complaints about bullying also plays a major
role for analyzing workplace negative behaviors like mobbing and bullying. In this context,
excluding someone in social environment or influencing co-workers job sustainability with the
harassment and offending emotions is considered as workplace bullying (Einarsen et al.,
2011:22). Furthermore, persistency, frequency, intensity of negative behaviors and perception
of power imbalance (not required hierarchical) between sides are assumptions of the bullying
concept (Fox & Stallworth, 2005; Bulutlar & Unler Oz, 2009; Lutgen-Sandvik, Tracy &
Alberts, 2007). It is also important to emphasize that bullying should be regularly or
repeatedly (weekly) over a period (about six months) to conceptualize it as a workplace
bullying. In this context, over intimidation, verbal and non-verbal negative behaviors,
violence, belittling, humbling, irritating, hurdling, angry behaviors, stressful change in
employee’s tasks, work and time pressure, dangerous working conditions, social isolation and
direct attacks are some of bullying related actions (Einarsen & Nielsen, 2015; Samnani &
Singh, 2014; Einarsen et al., 2011; Parzefall & Salin, 2010; Fox & Stallworth, 2005). In the
literature, workplace bullying, and mobbing is generally used to point out the undesired
phenomenon in the organizations. In fact, in many studies to reveal out the workplace
bullying, it is seen that these two concepts are announced together (Einarsen, 2003;
Matthiesen & Einarsen, 2004; Salin, 2011). Furthermore, workplace harassment (Bjorkqvist,
Osterman & Hjelt-Back, 1994), emotional abuse at work (Keashly, 1998), workplace
aggression (Baron & Neuman, 1996), workplace incivility (Cortina et al., 2001) are some of
the notions which are used in researches within the meaning of workplace bullying.

Salin (2015) classified workplace bullying phenomena under two dimensions as work related
(organizational) and interpersonal. Unjustified criticism, sabotage, withholding relevant
information are generally considered as work-related bullying. On the other side, gossip,
rumors, aggressive and hateful comments for co-worker’s attitudes and political-religious-
racial related discrimination are evaluated as interpersonal bullying. Furthermore, according to
the Francioli and colleagues (2016) literature distinguished workplace bullying under two
main approaches. As the first one “work environment” perspective by Leymann (1996), it was
stated that workplace bullying is a result of negative working conditions which includes
physical and psychosocial elements (Salin &Hoel, 2011). In this context, a poor work
environment increases the risk of bullying behaviors in organizations. Besides, aggressive, and
laissez-faire leadership style, unfair competition and performance systems, poor physical
working conditions and discrimination may influence workplace bullying formation (Salin,
2015). Leymann (1996) also divides workplace bullying into five stages. In the first stage
disagreement and similar critical events trigger the existence of conflicts. Later, an active state
of bullying through attacks on intimidation under the name of psychological harassment starts
to be observed. In the third stage, if the person who has been bullied cannot be understood by
the management, the solution becomes more difficult with the misunderstanding and then the
victim starts to be labeled with various adjectives.

119



Beykoz Akademi Dergisi, 2020; 8(1), 117-136
Gonderim tarihi: 11.02.2020 Kabul tarihi: 25.05.2020
DOI: 10.14514/BYK.m.26515393.2020.8/1.117-136

In the last stage, the victim quits his/her job and ends his/her career and struggles with various
psychological disorders along with emotional tension.

Farr-Wharton and colleagues (2017) established a mutual relation with workplace bullying
phenomena and Social Exchange and Leader-Member Exchange Theories. Social Exchange
Theory supports that when organizational structure and environment satisfy the needs of
employee’s well-being and task requirements, interaction between all members may be
effective and beneficial. Concordantly, providing organizational trust with sharing information
and powering relations also have a major role over the organizational sustainability
(Cropanzano & Mitchell,2005). If there is not a social environment that employees can share
and change their knowledge and experience, then bullying comes into being by itself. On the
other side, it is generally accepted that bullies are at senior level leaders and managers.
However, it is not required a hierarchical bully-victim interaction, it was seen from the
literature and cases that a huge majority of the workplace bullying is actualized between
superior-and subordinate. To the extent that, Leader-Member Exchange Theory explains the
quality of the relationship between leaders and employees (Hooper & Martin, 2008). In the
meantime, Leader-Member Exchange Theory lays emphasis on that a good relation between
superior and employees plays an adverse impact over bullying occurrence (Farr-Wharton et al,
2017).

On the other side, in the perspective of Cognitive Trauma Theory, Carnelley and Janoff-
Bulman (1992) states that victims of bullying react with fear, anxiety, stress, depression, and
pain. Furthermore, depending on these traumatic results, perceptions of victims about the
future may also shaped with threat, danger, and self-questioning (Mikkelsen & Einarsen,
2002). Besides, mental problems, burn out, health problems, sleep disturbance and related
symptoms appear to happen with workplace bullying behaviors (Francioli et al., 2016;
Einarsen & Nielsen,2015). Finally, it is also possible to say that bullying increases the degree
of job insecurity in the workplace over time that leads loss of satisfaction, commitment,
performance and well-being; increased turn over, absenteeism and intention to leave
(Glambek, Skogstad & Einarsen, 2018; Salin, 2015; Einarsen & Nielsen, 2015; Berthelsen et
al, 2011; Rodriguez-Munoz et al., 2009).

2.2. Conscientiousness

In the past decades, scholars’ analyzed human’s characteristic features that leads personality
traits occurrence. However, it is still not a consensus over a personality traits, similar
humanity features were established as personality traits in the literature (Akgiindiiz & Akdag,
2014:299) Even though there have been different theories about personality traits, Five Factor
Model is generally one of the most preferred one by researchers. According to Costa and
McCrae (1992) five factors for personality traits which are internationally accepted as similar.
Mc Crae and John (1992) described that five factors about personality are biological in origin
and have the validity around the world (Pervin, 1993). These factors are listed as,
extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness to experience
(Costa & McCrae 1992).

Personality traits are generally being thought as a predictor of employees’ behaviors (Witt et
al, 2002; Somer, 1998:30).

For this reason, personality traits have been studied in the behavioral related studies.
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In this research, it was aimed to analyze the role of conscientiousness in the interaction
between workplace bullying and counterproductive work behaviors. Therefore, it was only
conscientiousness mentioned here.

Conscientiousness is one of the personality traits of Five Factor Model (Costa & McCrae
1992). Mc Crae and John (1992) defined conscientiousness as a hardworking, organized, rule
based and self-disciplined. Besides, planned behaviors of conscientiousness and self-
responsible employees organize the job requirements more detailed (Heyde et al., 2014:3). In
addition to these, conscientiousness is considered as a task-oriented personality trait (Bowling
et al., 2011). Conscientiousness is also accepted as more adaptive to achieve work aims and
individual job outcomes than other personality traits (Judge & llies, 2002). Moreover,
conscientious people target to i) reach success and ii) scrabble complete tasks effectively.
They generally follow the rules of the organization. Finally, conscientiousness increases the
job productivity and competition in the organization that triggers rise of sustainable
performance (Kim & Glomb 2014; Jensen, Patel &Raver, 2014).

2.3. Counterproductive work behavior

Employees’ dark behaviors get popular day by day in the management and the occupational
psychology studies due to their negative impact on organizational and individual job
outcomes. In this context, counterproductive work behavior is one of the most used concepts
for deviant and dark behaviors in the workplace (Heyde et al., 2014:1). Counterproductive
work behavior (CWB) is considered as conscious behavior which has the risk of devastation
on organization and its members (Spector & Fox, 2005). Spector and Fox (2005) defined
CWB as an employee behavior that has the intention and act to damage the organization,
employees, customers, supervisors, co-workers, leaders, clients, and shareholders. CWB is
also accepted as dangerous behaviors of employees that can harm the organizational functions
and processes (Fox, Spector & Miles, 2001:292). Besides, Penney, Hunter and Perry (2011)
stated that wasting time, rudeness, withholding effort and sabotage are comprised of CWB.
Furthermore, drug use, alcohol use, inappropriate physical actions, unsafe behaviors, poor
attendance, inappropriate verbal actions, destruction of property, misuse of time and resources,
theft and related behaviors, workplace aggression, anger, frustration, ignoring others,
employee deviance and imprudent behaviors are listed under counterproductive behavior
(Heyde et al., 2014:2; Penney,Hunter & Perry, 2011:60; Gruys & Sackett, 2003:38).

Collins and Griffin (1998) defined counterproductive work behaviors as dark behaviors which
may change in a range low to high. According to researchers, while petty stealing looks like a
low-level counterproductive behavior, on the other hand violence is observed as a high-level
counterproductive behavior. Hogan and Hogan (1989) also noted that all deviant behaviors
from absenteeism to assault should be examined as counterproductive work behaviors. In
addition to these, Spector and colleagues (2006) explained CWB in five examples as abuse,
passive behaviors, sabotage, theft and withdrawal. In this perspective, abuse against others is
described as physical and psychosocial dangerous actions. Passive behaviors to decrease
production is also explained as production deviance. Sabotage is taken as a physical damage
on the organizational properties. Theft is stealing things from company including
organizational information. Finally, withdrawal is related behaviors with reducing work hours.
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Generally, CWB is comprised of organizational and interpersonal related dark behaviors.
While CWB-O (Organization) intents to harm organization directly, CWB-I (Interpersonal)
focuses on other employees (Spector et al., 2006; Robinson &Bennett, 1995). Reference to
this approach; sabotage, withdrawal, production deviant is evaluated as CWB-O, whereas
abuse, interpersonal conflicts, gossip, revenge, aggressive reaction, anti-social behaviors,
impoliteness physical injuries are considered as CWB-I (Abdullah & Halim, 2016:3; Abas et
al., 2015:100). However, accidental actions which may damage to organizational process or
members should not have announced as counterproductive work behaviors. It should be noted
that counterproductive work behaviors are harmful behaviors which are planned and intended
to act (Gruys and Sackett, 2003:30).

Spector and Jex (1998) and Jex and Beehr (1991) also indicated that CWB is a response to
perceived workplace related stressors. According to the Social Learning Theory (Decker,
1986), human behaviors are shaped with the observed behaviors of others. Specifically, leader
or manager behaviors play a major role for employees in organizations. If leader’s behaviors
are perceived as negative or toxic, employee behaviors are also started to assimilate like
unfavorable in organizations. In the circumstances, harmful behavioral intentions come to
exist which is called as counterproductive work behaviors (Boddy, 2014:108; Hauge,
Skogstad & Einarsen, 2009). Nevertheless, Social Exchange Theory, Cognitive Social Theory,
General Strain Theory are also considered as some explanatory theories that can help to
explain why employee’s behaviors transform to the counterproductive in organizations
(Abdullah &Halim, 2015 :3).

Counterproductive work behaviors (CWBs) of employees induce huge financial losses per
year (Bennett & Robinson, 2000). For example, employee’s theft and dark behaviors cost
approximately billion dollars annually in USA (Greenberg, 1997). In addition to financial
performance defaults, counterproductive work behaviors also damage the organizational
image in the business environment (Kozako, Safin & Rahim 2013:182). CWBs decrease
productivity, profitability, efficiency, and performance in organizations (Deshong, Gront &
Mullins-Sweatt, 2015:55; Nasir & Bashir, 2012). Furthermore, CWBs decline the job
performance, job satisfaction and individual success of employees in the workplace
(Herschcovis & Barling, 2010). Since having large potential effects to an organization,
precautions need to be taken to diminish the risk of negative outcomes of CWB in the
workplace (Instone, 2012). There are many ways in organizations to avoid the damages of
CWBs. Some of these are; supporting communication, creating an atmosphere of mutual trust
to express their feelings and thoughts, taking into account the thoughts of the employees in the
organization and making them to participate into various decision and change processes,
preventing organizational silence resulting from the lack of knowledge and skills (Giiltag &
Erigiig, 2019).

3. Hypotheses Development and Methodological Framework

Individual’s perception of the environment and attributions for the events, emotional
responses and abilities are generally related with personality traits (Kozako, Safin &Rahim,
2013:182). Pervin (1993) and Leymann (1996) underlined the importance of character and
personality on the human’s feelings, emotions, attitudes, and behaviors.
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Colbert and colleagues (2004) also emphasized the differences of personality traits of
employees that influence the perception of the work environment. According to Ajzen and
Fishbein’s Attitude Behavior Theory (1977), personality and CWB relates to each other.
Moreover, differences in personality make variation on counterproductive work behaviors
(Kozako,Safin &Rahim,2013:182; Bowling et al., 2011; Spector, 2005; Elliot, 2010; Kish-
Gephart, Harrison &Trevino, 2010; Hastings & O’Neill, 2009). Otherwise, negativity of
employees’ perception about workplace events also triggers CWBs in the organizations
(Martinko, Gundlach & Douglas, 2002).

Bowling and colleagues (2011) investigated the literature about counterproductive work
behaviors and obtained that predictors of these behaviors distinguished as situational
predictors (work stressor, leadership styles) and personality traits (neurotics,
conscientiousness). Kozako, Safin and Rahim (2013) researched the articles which were
related to conscientiousness and counterproductive work behaviors. According to the results,
in generally, negative relations were obtained between variables (Kozako, Safin &Rahim,
2013). Berry, Ones and Scott (2007) analyzed the relationship between counterproductive
work behaviors and personality traits. As far as the study’s results, it was revealed out that
while agreeableness is related with interpersonal CWB-I, conscientiousness relates to CWB-
O. A further study’s results also indicated that agreeableness and conscientiousness are
negatively related with counterproductive work behaviors (Deshong, Gront & Mullins-Sweatt,
2015:55).

On the other side, Persson and colleagues (2016) stated that focusing on individual differences
may be helpful for understanding bullying problem. Nielsen, Matthiesen and Einarsen (2008)
also explained that personality traits of a victim play an important role for bullying actions.
For example, neuroticism, low emational stability, and low conscientiousness are positively
related with bullying (Glaso et al., 2007). Generally, victims of bullying work harder to
intervene aggressive pressure of bully. Conscientiousness is observed in the victims of
bullying to avoid themselves against the perpetrator’s power (Hoel et al., 2011). Furthermore,
Nielsen and Knardahl (2015) found that victimization of workplace bullying is related with
lower levels of conscientiousness. In addition to these explanations, reference to some
empirical studies it was also obtained that there is a negative relationship between bullying
and conscientiousness (Glaso et al., 2007; Hitlan, Cliffton & Desoto, 2006; Bamberger &
Bacharach, 2006). In another perspective, conscientiousness increases the job productivity and
competition in the organization that may cause an intolerance to other employees. In this way,
sometimes conscientious people may exposure to the bullying by other employees (Kim &
Glomb, 2014; Jensen, Patel &Raver, 2014). Otherwise, if responsible employees’ expectations
(reward, bonus, promotion) are not met or if they are not appreciated for their efforts, they
may also perceive a bullying on them (Nielsen & Knardahl, 2015:132).

Reference to upper explanations, in this study, it was aimed to find out the moderator role of
conscientiousness on the interaction between workplace bullying and counterproductive
workplace behaviors. Research model and hypothesis were formulated in accordance with the
literature. In this section, research methodology was mentioned, and statistical analyses were
explained. Finally, results were discussed in relation with the theoretical perspective.
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Figure 1: Research Model

Accordance with the model, hypothesis of the study was formed as.

Hi: Workplace bullying has a positive impact on employees’ counterproductive work
behaviors.

H,: Conscientiousness moderates the impact of workplace bullying on employees’
counterproductive work behaviors such as conscientiousness reduce the positive effect of

workplace bullying on employees’ counterproductive behaviors.

In this study it was used of Einarsen, Hoel and Notelaers’s (2009) “Negative Acts
Questionnaire-Revised Form, work-related bullying sub-dimension to measure workplace
bullying with 6 items. Conscientiousness was also measured with the related sub-dimension of
Costa and McCrae’s (1992) Five Factor Model Questionnaire. The dimension has 6 items.
Furthermore, it was benefit from Spector and colleagues’ (2006) Counterproductive Work
Behaviors Scale’s abuse related sub-dimension. In the questionnaire form, sample items were
rated 5 points Likert Scale ranging between 1 (completely disagree) and 5 (completely agree)
in all scales. There were also four demographic questions in the last part of the questionnaire
form which were not needed to respond mandatory.

The sample of this study consists of a logistics company’s employees in Istanbul. Logistics
industry has been progressed for last two decades rapidly. Development of technology usage,
enhancement of e-business operations trigger the scope of logistics related organizations.
Because of logistics is a service industry, employees’ work outcomes have a major role on
operational success and customers’ satisfaction. In this context, the population of this study
was generated from the sampling formulation. There were 408 employees in the company.
Considering error margin and confidence interval, it was found suitable 198 forms were
enough for statistical analyses (Barlett et al., 2001). 300 questionnaires were dispensed to the
employees with the convenience sampling method. At the end of the 10 days it was acquired
204 valid and errorless questionnaire forms.

In this study to provide regression analysis assumptions, the normality and correlation analysis
tests and factorial structures of the scales were investigated by IBM SPSS Statistics 21.00
Program. In the normality tests, diagrams, and Skewness-Kurtosis values; it was accepted that
the data demonstrated normal distribution. To test relationships between workplace bullying
and conscientiousness, conscientiousness and counterproductive work behaviors and
workplace bullying and counterproductive work behaviors, correlation analysis were used.
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Finally, with the regression model, the research hypothesis supported in the IBM SPSS
Statistics 21.00 Process Macro Program Tests (Hayes, 2018).

3.1. Findings

According to results of statistical analyses made by SPSS 21.00 Program, factorial structures
of the scales tested by Explanatory Factor Analysis with the usage of Varimax Rotation.
Findings showed that scales have acceptable construct validities. KMO values of the scales are
0.805 for workplace bullying, 0.854 for conscientiousness and 0.778 for counterproductive
work behavior. Besides, scales have high explanations. Factor loadings also observed between
0.962-0.981 for workplace bullying, 0.955-0.968 for conscientiousness and 0.935-0.960 for
counterproductive work behavior.

Table 1: Explanatory Factor Analysis Results

Indicator Workplace Conscientiousness Counterproductive
Bullying Work Behavior
KMO: 0.805 0.854 0.778
Chi Square: 2954.147 1155.166 1247.194
Df: 15 6 6
Sig: ,000 ,000 ,000
Explanation: %94.485 %92.588 %89.52
Range of Factor 0.962-0.981 0.955-0.968 0.935-0.960
Values:

In this study, it was benefit from Cronbach’s Alpha value to analyze the reliabilities of
measures. Reference to the findings, it was revealed out that all scales have good Cronbach’s
alpha values as; workplace bullying (0=0.988), conscientiousness (0=0.967) and
counterproductive work behaviors (a=0.931). Besides, means of variables were obtained as:
workplace bullying 4.28, conscientiousness 3.30 and counterproductive work behaviors 3.67.
It was also used Pearson Correlation Tests to discuss the relationships between variables.
Findings demonstrated that there is a positive and statistically significant relationship between
workplace bullying and conscientiousness (r=0.276) while a negative relationship between
conscientiousness and counterproductive work behavior (r= -0.458). Furthermore, it was
found that there is a positive relationship between workplace bullying and counterproductive
work behaviors (r=0.565).

Table 2: Means, Standard Deviations, Reliability Coefficients and Pearson Correlation
Analysis Results

Scales Workplace Conscientiousness Counterproductive
s Bullying: 2 Work Behaviorss
ndicators

X 4.28 3.30 3.67
s.d 1.25 0.92 1.14
a 0.988 0.967 0.931
1 - 0.276** 0,565**
2 0,276** - -0.458**
3 0.565** -0.458** -
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For Analyzing Moderation Impact, it was used SPSS Program Process Macro. Moreover, in
this study it was used Regression Analysis with the usage of Bootstrap Method (Hayes, 2018;
Giirbiiz, 2019). Reference to the results, it was revealed out that moderation role of
conscientiousness is statistically significant. Findings showed that % 33.58 of variation on the
counterproductive workplace can be explained by workplace bullying (X), conscientiousness
(M) and moderator (X.M). Besides, in Table 3, it is seen that Beta coefficient of moderation
variable (X.M) is statistically significant (b= -0.7652, %95 CI [ -1.7722, -1. 1608], t= -
9.4446, p<0.05). Findings demonstrate that moderation is statistically significant due to the
p<0.005. CI values also do not include 0 value (Giirbiiz, 2019).

Table 3: Modal Summary and Coefficients Table of Regression Analysis (Process Macro)

Model coeff se t p LLCI ULCI
Constant 2.9128 .0664 19.8761 .000 2.7821 3.0435
Workplace 598 .0972 7.6116 .000 .5487 .9316
Bullying(X)
Conscientiousness(M) .326 .0565 3.0966 .0022 .0637 .2861
XM -.7652 1553 -9.4446 .000 -1.7722 -1.1608

Additionally, it was obtained conditional effects of the focal predictor at values of the
moderator (s) as -1.30 (low), 0.44 (medium) and 1.44 (high) levels. In this context, when
conscientiousness is low (-1.30), the positive interaction between workplace deviance and
counterproductive work behaviors is statistically significant (b= .647, %95 CI [ 2.0892,
3.2056], t= - 9.3382, p<0.05). When conscientiousness is at medium level (0.44), positive
interaction between workplace bullying and counterproductive work behaviors is not
statistically significant (b= 0.811, %95 CI [ -0.420, 20.42], t= 1.2966, p=0.1959). On the other
side when there is a high conscientiousness, (1.44) positive interaction between workplace
bullying and counterproductive work behaviors turns to negative (b= -.591, %95 CI [ -1.7060,
-1.0648], t= -8.5076, p <0.05).

Table 4: Moderation Impact at Different Values

Moderator | Effect se t p LLCI ULCI
-1.30 .647 .2835 9.3382 .000 2.0892 3.2056
0.44 0.811 .0625 1.2966 1959 -0.420 20.42
1.44 -591 1628 -8.5076 .000 -1.7060 -1.0648

*Level of confidence for all intervals is 0.95.

In addition to upper explanations, as it is observed from the Figure 2 below, positive
interaction of workplace bullying on counterproductive work behaviors turns to negative when
conscientiousness increases.
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Figure 2: Moderation Chart

4, Conclusion

The workplace bullying mentioned by Leymann (1996) for the first time in business life by
citing the concept as a situation of individual or organizational origin. In this context,
workplace bullying was defined as behaviors that comprised of harmful emotions in
organizations (Leymann, 1996). Ozkalp and Kirel (2016) argued that situations such as
hostility, jealousy, competition, and lack of understanding trigger workplace bullying
behavior. Besides, personality, organizational structure, insufficiency of managers, cultural
structure and legal gaps are determined as antecedents of workplace bullying (Oksiizoglu &
Sesen, 2018). Ayoko, Callan and Hértel (2003) also emphasized that most common bullying
behaviors are evaluated as; being ignored, withholding information, unrealistic targets,
belittling remarks, intimidation, criticism, or verbal threats.

Reference to upper explanations, workplace bullying is considered as a serious organizational
problem that can have many negative consequences for both employees and the organization.
Researches showed that problems such as sleep disorders (Lallukka, Rahkonen & Lahelma,
2011), high levels of anxiety (Rodriguez-Mufioz, Moreno-Jiménez & Sanz-Vergel, 2015),
difficulty in concentration (Einarsen & Mikkelsen, 2003), lower self-esteem and self-
efficiency (Chang, Su, & Mizanur, 2018; Hsieh, Wang, & Ma, 2019), burn out (Livne &
Goussinsky, 2018; Purpora et al., 2019), post-trauma stress disorder (Matthiesen & Einarsen,
2004), depression (Chang, Su, & Mizanur, 2018; Miller et al., 2019), psychosomatic health
problems (Bjorkqvist et al., 1994), physical problems (Ciby & Raya, 2018; Glambek et al.,
2018; Lever et al., 2019) are observed as consequences of workplace bullying related
employees’ reactions. Furthermore, O’Moore and colleagues (1998) pointed out that
workplace bullying not only influences physical and mental health of employees but also
damages the careers of victims.

In this context, it is well known that employees’ problems can also directly affect
organizational productivity.
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In addition, being a target of bullying negatively affects job satisfaction and job performance
(Einarsen & Raknes, 1997; Einarsen, Matthiesen & Skogstad, 1998; Quine, 2001).

Employee performance is an important issue for maintaining organizational efficiency and
effectiveness, and workplace bullying becomes an obvious threat for companies whose main
goal is to ensure that the performance at the highest level to maximize profit and secure
competitive advantage (Devonish, 2013). Besides, workplace bullying increases cynicism
(Kaya, Tekpinar & Tekin, 2019), organizational silence (Harlos & Knoll, 2018; Demirtas,
2018), anti-productive business behaviors (Einarsen et al., 2011) and intention to leave (Hsieh,
Wang, & Ma, 2019), while causes reduced work engagement (Einarsen et al., 2018) and less
organizational citizenship (Constantino, Domingez & Galan, 2006).

On the other side, counterproductive work behaviors can be thought as a shape of protest
within the organization by members to express their dissatisfaction or act to resolve injustice
(Kelloway et al., 2010). For example, wasting company material and supplies, doing
someone's work incorrectly and damaging a valuable piece of property belonging to the
employer on purpose are defined as counterproductive work behaviors (Ayoko, Callan &
Hirtel, 2003).

Workplace bullying is considered as a kind of social stressor that affects the psychosocial
work environment in ways by forming organization as damaging and destructive for
employees and itself (Hauge, Skogstad & Einarsen, 2010). Regarding counterproductive work
behaviors, Bruk-Lee and Spector (2006) pointed out the significant role of social stressors
(e.g. interpersonal conflict) on counterproductive work behaviors and informed that
employees who experience negative emotions or displeasure will respond with
counterproductive work behaviors against people causing these negative feelings. Boddy
(2014) also stated that corporate psychopaths have large and significant impacts on bullying
and these people also play a major role on existence of counterproductive work behavior. In
this perspective, Boddy (2014) i) found that there is significant correlation between conflict
(including bullying) and counterproductive work behaviors and ii) noticed that higher levels of
workplace bullying were obtained as predictive of workplace counterproductive behaviors.

Besides, in organizational behavior literature there are some studies that have discussed the
effect of personality trait of Five Factor Model on CWBs. One of the personality traits is
conscientiousness which relates to impulse control and contains behaviors such as thinking
before doing something (Chang & Smithikrai, 2010). Reference to the related studies,
conscientiousness is evaluated as a predicting composite measure of CWBs (Kog¢ & Bayraktar,
2019; Farhadi et al., 2012; Instone, 2012; Bolton, Becker &Barber, 2010). Moreover, in
another study, all five of the personality traits found to influence CWBSs, whereas strongest
predictor was obtained as conscientiousness (Chang & Smithikrai, 2010). Nevertheless,
Hafidz (2012) determined that conscientiousness (out of the five-personality factor) was
revealed out to be negatively correlated with CWBs.

Accordance with the upper explanations, in this study it was aimed to find out the moderation
role of conscientiousness on the interaction between workplace bullying and
counterproductive work behaviors. For this purpose, conceptual framework and hypothesis
development were designed in detail. Furthermore, research model and hypothesis were also
figured.
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According to results of statistical analyses made by SPSS 21.00 Program, means of variables
were obtained as: workplace bullying 4.28, conscientiousness 3.30 and counterproductive
work behaviors 3.67. It was also used Pearson Correlation coefficients to discuss the
relationships between variables. Additionally, it was revealed out that all scales have good
Cronbach’s alpha values as; workplace bullying (0=0.988), conscientiousness (¢=0.967) and
counterproductive work behaviors (0=0.931). Moreover, factorial structures of the scales
tested by Explanatory Factor Analysis with the usage of Varimax Rotation. Findings showed
that scales have acceptable construct validities. Finally, it was obtained conditional effects of
the focal predictor at values of the moderator as -1.30 (low), 0.44 (medium) and 1.44 (high)
levels. In this context, when conscientiousness is low (-1.30), the positive interaction between
workplace deviance and counterproductive work behaviors is statistically significant (b= .647,
%95 CI [ 2.0892, 3.2056], t= - 9.3382, p<0.05). When conscientiousness is at medium level
(0.44), positive interaction between workplace bullying and counterproductive work behaviors
is not statistically significant (b=0.811, %95 CI [ -0.420, 20.42], t= 1.2966, p=0.1959). On the
other side, when there is a high conscientiousness (1.44) positive interaction between
workplace bullying and workplace deviance turns to negative (b= -.591, %95 CI [ -1.7060, -
1.0648], t= -8.5076, p <0.05).Findings demonstrated that when the moderation variable takes
different values (low-medium-high), interaction of workplace bullying on counterproductive
work behaviors tends to change. For example, when conscientiousness has a low level, the
positive impact of workplace bullying on counterproductive work behaviors increase, whereas
if conscientiousness is high, this positive impact turns to negative. This means that, increase of
conscientiousness transform the positive impact of workplace bullying on CWB to negative.
While employees who have low level of conscientiousness show counterproductive work
behaviors due to the workplace bullying, employees with high conscientiousness do not
demonstrate counterproductive work behaviors as the employees who have low level,
although they experience workplace bullying. This result supports H, that emphasizes the
moderation impact will reduce the positive affect of workplace bullying on counterproductive
behaviors. Moreover, it is important to underline that moderation not only reduce the positive
impact between variables, but also transform the positive impact to negative.

Conscientious employees are likely to be more productive and engage in fewer CWBSs than
less conscientious employees due to having more control over their work-related behaviors
(Ones & Viswesvaran, 1996). For that reason, personality traits related tests during
employment have positive impacts on work outcomes more than normal expectations.
Moreover, Ciby and Raya (2014) emphasized that the victims should be empowered with
some awareness programs and organizational support to diminish the outcomes of workplace
bullying.

In this study, it was used one logistics company’s employees to analyze relationships between
variables in micro level. For that reason, findings are not generalized for all companies. In
further studies, the scope of the companies is required to increase. Besides, enhancement of
the model with other personality traits, it will provide better results. In this study, demographic
variables related questions were not mandatory. So, differences between participant groups
among research variables were not studied detailed. Next studies may also focus on age,
education, occupation etc. related variables.
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