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ABSTRACT

BEING DISSIMILAR BUT FEELING ENTITATIVE AT THE SAME TIME: THE
MODERATING ROLE OF DIVERSITY BELIEFS

Dindar, Nefide
M.B.A., The Department of Business Administration
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Feride Pinar ACAR

August 2022, 117 pages

The purpose of this study is to investigate the moderated indirect effect of
demographic dissimilarity (gender, nationality and informational dissimilarity) on
incivility, citizenship behavior, emotional conflict, satisfaction with group and
perceived performance through entitativity in which diversity beliefs is a moderator.
To test the hypotheses, data were acquired from 94 undergraduate students registered
to the Organizational Behavior class of Business Administration Department at
Middle East Technical University by three different questionnaires conducted in
three different times during the semester. Data was analyzed at the individual-level
by using hierarchical regression and bootstrap analyses. The results indicated that,
contrary to the expectation, diversity beliefs strengthened the negative direct effect of
gender dissimilarity on entitativity, its negative indirect effect on citizenship
behavior, satisfaction with group and perceived performance, and its positive indirect

effect on incivility. There was no significant moderated indirect effect found on
iv



emotional conflict. Furthermore, entitativity was found to be as a significant
predictor of incivility, citizenship behavior, satisfaction with group and perceived
performance, but not emotional conflict. According to the results, nationality and
informational dissimilarity did not have any direct or indirect effect on entitativity

and aforementioned outcomes.

Keywords: Demographic Dissimilarity, Diversity Beliefs, Entitativity, Incivility,

Citizenship Behavior
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FARKLI OLMAK AMA AYNI ZAMANDA MEVCUDIYET HiSSETMEK:
FARKLILIKLARA YONELIK INANCLARIN DUZENLEYICI ROLU

Dindar, Nefide
Yiiksek Lisans, Isletme Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Feride Pimnar ACAR

Agustos 2022, 117 sayfa

Bu c¢alismanin amaci demografik farkliligin (cinsiyet, milliyet ve bilgi farkliligi)
nezaketsizlik, vatandaslik davranigi, duygusal catisma, gruptan memnuniyet ve
algilanan performans iizerindeki, farkliliklara yonelik inan¢larin moderatér oldugu ve
grup mevcudiyetinin aracilik ettigi kosullu dolayli etkisini arastirmaktir. Hipotezleri
test etmek i¢in, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Isletme Boliimii Orgiitsel Davranis
dersine kayithh 94 lisans Ogrencisinden donem boyunca ii¢ farkli zamanda
gerceklestirilen iic farkli anket ile veriler elde edilmistir. Veriler, hiyerarsik
regresyon ve boostsrap analizleri kullanilarak bireysel diizeyde analiz edildi.
Beklenenin aksine sonuclar, farkliliklara yonelik inanglarin, cinsiyet farkliliginin
grup mevcudiyeti Uzerindeki olumsuz dogrudan etkisini, vatandaslik davranisi,
gruptan memnuniyet ve algilanan performans tlizerindeki olumsuz dolayl etkisini,

nezaketsizlik tizerindeki olumlu dolayli etkisini giiclendirdigini gostermistir.

Vi



Duygusal ¢atigsma iizerinde anlamli bir kosullu dolayli etki bulunmamistir. Ayrica,
grup mevcudiyetinin nezaketsizlik, vatandaslik davranigi, gruptan memnuniyet ve
algilanan performans i¢in anlamli bir belirleyici oldugu, ancak duygusal ¢atisma icin
anlamli bir belirleyici olmadigi bulunmustur. Sonuglara gore milliyet ve bilgi
farkliliginin, grup mevcudiyeti ve yukarida belirtilen sonuglar {izerinde dogrudan

veya dolayli bir etkisi olmamustir.

Keywords: Demografik Farklilik, Farkliliklara Yonelik Inanclar, Mevcudiyet,
Nezaketsizlik, Vatandaslik Davranisi
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Diversity is a very popular field which much research was conducted on. Due to the
changing workforce, diversity management is getting more crucial in organizations.
In the literature, we see that both demographic diversity (gender, age, nationality
etc.) and deep-level diversity (personality, value, beliefs etc.) has mostly negative
consequences for organizations. However, diversity can also increase task
performance by providing a broad range of task-relevant knowledge, skills, and
abilities to work groups. The categorization-elaboration model developed by van
Knippenberg, De Dreu and Homan (2004) argues that diversity can increase group
performance by providing elaboration of task-relevant information and perspectives.
On the other hand, it also leads to social categorization which might negatively affect
group cohesion, group identification and commitment and cause emotional conflict.

This damages the process of information-elaboration, in turn group performance.

Relational demography approach analysis diversity as dissimilarities of individuals in
a work unit. It suggests that diversity has different effects on the more similar and the
more dissimilar individuals (Guillaume et al., 2012). Most of the studies show that
similarity leads to more attachment, involvement and identification (Kristof-Brown
et al., 2005; Ostroff et al., 2005; Riordan, 2000; Wheeler et al., 2007; Meyer et al.,
1993) whereas dissimilarity decreases social integration and coworker satisfaction
(Cunningham, 2007), and increases turnover intention (Tsui et al., 1992; O’Reilly et
al., 1991). Although there is limited research on dissimilarity, most of the findings

indicate that demographic dissimilarity generally is harmful for unity of work groups



since it lessens social integration and group identification (van Dick et al., 2008,
Hentschel et. al, 2013; Dumas et al., 2013; Guillaume et al., 2012).

Entitativity is another concept which is rarely studied in the literature. It refers to the
extent to which a group of people are perceived as a coherent unit (Campbell, 1958).
We see that similarity and entitativity influence each other. While similarity
increases the perception of entitativity, entitative groups are also perceived as more
homogeneous (Brewer & Harasty, 1996; Brewer, Weber, & Carini, 1995). In work
groups, people tend to form sub-groups separated from each other by faultlines with
other people who are similar to them(Lawrence & Zyphur, 2011; Lau & Murnighan,
1998). While identification with these sub-groups has many negative consequences
for work groups, Common In-Group Identity Model suggests that identification with
superordinate group with a common in-group identity has an integrative role
(Kramer, 1991; Gaertner et al., 1993; Dovidio et al., 2008; Williams & O’Reilly,
1998).

The Optimal Distinctiveness Theory suggests that individuals want to have a balance
on their needs for belonging and distinctiveness within groups. When at least one of
these two motives is frustrated, people perceive the group as having stronger fault
lines than it actually does (Brewer, 1991). The studies show that entitativity is
closely related with group identification. If individuals perceive their dissimilarities
as an individual distinctiveness which contributed to group identity, they also
perceive the group as entitative and identify with the group(Castano, 2004; Jans et
al., 2011). Although there is limited research on the consequences of entitativity, it is
seen that it can lead to a positive attitude to the group and group members.
Individuals who see their groups as entitative, might see the process of working
together more positively. Thus, they can get more satisfied with the group and
perceive less interpersonal problems such as conflict and deviant behavior while they
perceive more citizenship behavior. Furthermore, the studies show that group
entitativity increases integration of processing information. Therefore, group
members with high perceived entitativity can also have high perception of

performance.



Diversity beliefs are the beliefs that diversity is favorable for the group’s functioning
(van Knippenberg & Haslam, 2003). People with high diversity beliefs perceive
individual differences rather than sub-groups which might lead to undesirable
consequences such as conflict and discrimination. They see dissimilarity of group
members as individual distinctiveness which adds value to the group. Therefore,
diversity beliefs can weaken the negative effects of dissimilarity on perceived group

entitativity.

The relational demography literature generally shows that demographic dissimilarity
has a negative effect on favorable group outcomes, while it has positive effect on
undesirable outcomes. There are many studies which revealed a positive relation of
demographic dissimilarity with perceived incivility (Cunningham et al., 2013; Avery
et al., 2008; He et al., 2019) and emotional conflict (Chattopadhyay et al., 2008;
Pelled, 1996; Randel & Jaussi, 2008), a negative relation with citizenship behavior
(Van der Vegt et al., 2003; Chattopadhyay, 1999), satisfaction (Cunningham, 2007)
and perceived performance (Lefkowitz, 1994; Mount, Hazucha, Holt, & Sytsma,
1995, Bertolino et al., 2013). Based on the possible negative effect of dissimilarity on
group entitativity, dissimilarity can also affect incivility, citizenship behavior,
emotional conflict, satisfaction with group and perceived performance through

entitativity. Furthermore, diversity beliefs can also moderate these indirect effects.

1.1.Significance of the Study

This study aims to analyze the moderating of diversity beliefs which is a new
concept in the diversity literature. Most of the research shows that demographic
dissimilarity is detrimental for unity of work groups since it damages social
integration and group identification. We also see that diversity beliefs, mostly lessen
the negative effects of diversity in work groups. Differently from the literature, the
current study analyzes the moderating effect of diversity beliefs from relational

demography perspective by using demographic dissimilarity as an independent

3



variable. It is suggested that diversity beliefs will moderate the negative relationship
between demographic dissimilarity and perceived group entitativity.

The study also contributes to the literature by examining entitativity which has been
limitedly studied in the literature especially in workplace context. Most of the
research analyzed entitativity in psychological context. However, there is limited
attempt to investigate the workplace outcomes of entitativity by using the
organizational behavior perspective. In order to make a contribution to filling this
gap in the literature, the current study examines the effect of entitativity on incivility,
citizenship behavior, satisfaction with group, emotional conflict and perceived

performance.

The final contribution of this study is the proposition of the model which integrates
the social identity theory, the similarity-attraction paradigm, the optimal
distinctiveness theory, the categorization-elaboration model and the common in-
group identity model which are very important theories and models underlying

diversity and identification research.

1.2.Research Questions

This thesis investigates the moderating effect of diversity beliefs on the indirect
relationship of demographic dissimilarity (gender, nationality and informational
dissimilarity) with incivility, citizenship behavior, satisfaction with group, emotional
conflict and perceived performance through entitativity. In addition, the direct effect
of entitativity on incivility, citizenship behavior, satisfaction with group, emotional
conflict and perceived performance will be analyzed. The main objective of the study

is to answer the following research questions:

1. Do diversity beliefs moderate the relationship between demographic dissimilarity

(gender, nationality and informational dissimilarity) and entitativity?



2. What is the effect of entitativity on perceived incivility, perceived citizenship
behavior, satisfaction with group, perceived emotional conflict and perceived
performance?

3. Do diversity beliefs moderate the indirect effect of demographic dissimilarity
(gender, nationality and informational dissimilarity) on perceived incivility,
perceived citizenship behavior, satisfaction with group, perceived emotional

conflict and perceived performance mediated through entitativity?



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter is composed of the theoretical background of the relations between
dissimilarity, diversity beliefs, entitativity and several individual-level outcomes.
Firstly, the concept of dissimilarity with the relevant theories, models and approaches
will be introduced. After consequences of dissimilarity are described, entitativity and
diversity beliefs will be explained with the related theories and models. Then, the
relationship between these three concepts will be discussed. Further, the hypotheses

and the conceptual model will be presented.

2.1.Defining Diversity

Diversity refers to objective and perceived differences between individuals in terms
of certain attributes such as gender, age, and race (van Knippenberg et al., 2004).
According to the classification of Harrison and his colleagues (1998), there are two
general types of diversity: surface-level and deep-level diversity. Surface level
(demographic) diversity refers to differences in characteristics such as age, gender,
race, functional background, and organizational tenure. These differences can be
immediately recognized and used to implicitly assign other people in categories.

Deep-level diversity refers to differences in personalities, attitudes, beliefs, or values.

According to Harrison and Klein (2007), diversity can be conceptualized and
operationalized in three different ways: separation, variety, and disparity. Separation

means differences, disagreements, or oppositions of unit members in terms of
6



characteristics, attitudes, beliefs, or position. The theories of social identity,
similarity attraction, and attraction selection-attrition theories handle diversity as
separation in values, beliefs and attitudes. Variety refers to differences in kind,
sources or category of knowledge or experience. Variety is related to the law of
requisite variety, information processing, and variation, selection, and retention
theories (VSR), and it might lead to creativity, innovation, and better decision
quality. Disparity is the differences in proportion of assets and resources held by
members. This type is used in the studies on within-unit competition, resentful
deviance, reduced member input, withdrawal explained by the theories of distributive
(in)justice and (in)equity, status hierarchy, tournament and social stratification
(Harrison & Klein, 2007).

Literature of deep-level diversity can be classified under three different aspects:
personality, value and attitude (Harrison et al, 2002). Most of the studies used Big
Five Personality Traits to search for the effects of personality diversity on group
processes and outcomes. Some of these studies have indicated significant
relationships, while some of them had contradicting findings (Barrick & Mount,
1991; Costa & McCrae, 1992). When it comes to values, there are mostly consistent
results showing negative effects on desirable group outcomes such as satisfaction and
organizational commitment (O’Reilly, Chatman & Caldwell, 1991; Jehn & Mannix,
2001). In addition to these, attitude diversity as an important predictor of attraction
and liking, has been found as negatively related to group cohesiveness (Byrne, 1971;
McGrath, 1984; Newcomb, 1961; Harrison et al.,1998).

The studies on the effects of age, gender and ethnic/racial diversity as different types
of demographic diversity have shown various findings regarding the consequences of
diversity. Age diversity is mostly found to be positively related to social isolation
(Kirchmeyer, 1995), reduced cohesion (O'Reilly et al., 1989), lowered
communication (Zenger & Lawrence, 1989), and higher turnover (Jackson et al.,
1991; O'Reilly et al., 1989; Tsui, Egan, & O'Reilly, 1991). Similarly, the research has
frequently indicated that gender diversity leads to negative consequences including

feelings of isolation, dissatisfaction, and lack of attachment (Konrad, Winter, &



Gutek, 1992; Pelled & Xin, 1997; Tsui et al., 1992). Ethnic/racial diversity is also
generally related to lower performance ratings (Kraiger & Ford, 1985), diminished
communication (Larkey, 1996), and reduced commitment (Tsui et al., 1992). As a
result of these negative consequences, diversity might affect group performance
negatively through low commitment (Riordan & Shore, 1997; Tsui et al., 1992) of
group members, less group cohesion (O’Reilly, Caldwell, & Barnett, 1989), more
relational conflict (Jehn et al., 1999; Pelled, Eisenhardt, & Xin, 1999) and high
turnover rates (Wagner, Pfeffer, & O’Reilly, 1984).

As explained above, both demographic and deep-level diversity are generally
associated with negative outcomes for organizations and work groups. However,
diversity also provides a broad range of task-relevant knowledge, skills, and abilities
to work groups. Diverse groups have a larger variety of resources with different ideas
and perspectives which might be beneficial for task performance. There are many
studies showing that different and surprising perspectives bring more creative and
innovative ideas and solutions (Ancona & Caldwell, 1992; Bantel & Jackson, 1989;
De Dreu & West, 2001). In line with this implication, some research revealed that
diversity is strongly linked to higher performance and innovation (Bantel & Jackson,
1989; Cox, Lobel, & McLeod, 1991; Jehn et al., 1999).

Two different approaches are used in examining positive and negative outcomes of
diversity for organizations and work groups: the compositional approach and the
relational approach. The compositional approach goes around diversity as the
distribution of differences between members in the unit level such as organization,
work group or team and it concerns unit level outcomes. According to this approach,
diversity affects all individuals in a unit in the same way (Harrison & Klein, 2007
Tsui & Gutek, 1999; Guillaume, Brodbeck & Riketta, 2012). On the other hand,
relational approach examines diversity as dissimilarities of the individuals in a unit
and focus on individual-level outcomes. In contrast to the compositional approach, it
argues that diversity affects the more similar and the more dissimilar individuals in a
unit differently (Guillaume et al., 2012). According to this approach, when

individuals are similar to the other members in their organizations, they have more



attachment, involvement and identification (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Ostroff et al.,
2005; Riordan, 2000; Wheeler et al., 2007; Meyer et al., 1993). On the other side,
dissimilarity is negatively related to desirable organizational outcomes such as social
integration (Guillaume et. al., 2012), coworker satisfaction (Cunningham, 2007) and

positively related to turnover intention (Tsui et al., 1992; O’Reilly et al., 1991).

2.2 Theories Underlying Diversity Research

Before reviewing the literature, it is essential to explain some major theories
underlying the research on diversity. These theories which are the basis of the studies
on dissimilarity are social identity theory, social categorization theory,  similarity
attraction paradigm and the categorization-elaboration model.

2.2.1. Social Identity Theory

The social identity theory (SIT) was developed by Tajfel and Turner in 1979.
According to Tajfel (1981: 255), social identity is "that part of the individuals' self-
concept which derives from their knowledge of their membership of a social group
(or groups) together with the value and emotional significance of that membership".
The theory analyzes the changes of the behaviors, values, motives, and social
perceptions of the persons, which occur after they become a part of a group.
According to the theory, the relation of the individual with the society is determined
by the social group, which he/she is a member of and viewpoints of the individual
and other groups about this group. According to the SIT, humankind has a natural
tendency to categorize things by some patterns. This leads them to categorize others
who are similar to them as “in-groups” and others who are different from them “out-
groups” (Cuhadar & Dayton, 2011). People tend to have more favorable attitudes
toward in-group members than out-group members. Prejudice and discrimination
result from individual categorization of someone else as an outgroup member (van
Knippenberg & Shippers, 2007).



The main assumptions of the SIT:(1) individuals try to create and maintain a positive
self-esteem, (2) individuals perceive their own group more positive than the other
groups so as to obtain and maintain a positive social identity, (3) when their social
identity is not satisfactory, people try leave their group and join another group or
make their existing group more positively distinct (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). The
theory suggests that in order to maintain or enhance a positive social identity, people
compare their own group with other groups. When their social identification is
positive, they come up with a positive evaluation for their own group as a result of
the categorization. The minimal group experiments (Tajfel et al., 1971) revealed that
individuals assign more resources to members of their own group than to members of
out-groups even if there is not any group interaction between or within the groups
such as competition. This might be the result of struggle for a positive social identity
(Abrams & Hogg, 1988).

2.2.2. Social Categorization Theory

Categorization refers to the cognitive process of “understanding what something is
by knowing what other things it is equivalent to, and what other things it is different
from” (McGarty, 1999). Social categorization is applying this process to people, and

it leads to perception of categories as “us” versus “them” (Leonardelli & Toh, 2015).

As proposed by the SIT, people naturally have a tendency to categorize things. The
social categorization theory (SCT) suggests that individuals categorize themselves
and other people into social categories to obtain social identities. According to the
theory, identification with any group is based upon the extent to which individuals
can both reduce uncertainty related to their social identity and enhance their social
identity through categorizing themselves as group members (Turner et al., 1987).
The study of Chattopadhyay et al. (2004) shows that demographic dissimilarity
affects group member’s identification with group through its negative effect on
group’s prototype valence and clarity and the individual’s perceptions of self-

prototypicality which are the basic components of group identification. Inline with
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the self-categorization theory, not only high-status individuals but also low-status
individuals may prefer to use high-status groups to define themselves so that they can

maximize their self-enhancement.

2.2.3.Similarity-Attraction Paradigm

The similarity-attraction paradigm (SAP) is another important theory utilized by
most of the diversity research. According to the theory, people are attracted to and
have positive feelings for people who are similar in terms of attitudes, personalities
and demographic characteristics (Byrne, 1971). The studies of Newcomb (1956) and
Izard (1960) show that perceived similarity is a significant predictor of interpersonal
attraction. Additionally, there are other studies indicating that people are more likely
to be persuaded by the people who are similar to them (Cialdini, 1993; Cialdini &
Trost, 1998). Furthermore, research on similarity revealed that similarity has many
desirable outcomes such as behavioral integration and communication, social
interaction and communication, low conflict and a desire to maintain group
affiliation (Riordan, 2000). The findings of these studies are in line with the SAP.

The social identity theory, the social categorization theory and the similarity-
attraction paradigm complement each other. The SIT and the SCT concentrate on
people’s tendency of categorizing themselves based on salient characteristics such as
age, race and gender. It is not necessary to get involved in social interaction for
social categorization. On the other hand, the similarity-attraction paradigm
investigates interaction between people as a result of social categorization (Tsui et al,
1992).

2.2.4. The Categorization-Elaboration Model

The relationship between workgroup diversity and performance are discussed on the

two main perspectives: the social categorization and the information/decision-
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making (Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). Social categorization perspective focuses on
relational aspects of group processes and consists of people categorizing themselves
and other people as “in-group” and “out-group” based on similarities and differences.
People are more likely to trust and favor in-group members rather than out-group
members (Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Turner et al., 1987). The categorization causes sub-
groups to emerge in workgroups which produce many problems for the workgroups.
On the other hand, according to the information/decision-making perspective
concentrating on task-related aspects of group processes, diverse groups have better
performance than homogenous groups with their variety of task-related knowledge,
abilities, skills and, different perspectives and opinions (van Knippenberg, De Dreu
& Homan, 2004).

Based on theories explained above (SIT, SCT and SAP), van Knippenberg, De Dreu
and Homan (2004) proposed the categorization-elaboration model (CEM) which
integrates both the social categorization and the information/decision-making
perspectives. The CEM suggests that diversity can increase group performance by
providing elaboration of task-relevant information and perspectives (see Figure 1).
Information-elaboration refers to the exchange, individual-level process, discussion,
and integration of information and perspectives. Diversity is most likely to lead to
elaboration of information when the task has strong information-processing and
decision-making components, and when the group members have high motivation
and high task ability.

On the other hand, diversity leads to social categorization depending upon the
cognitive accessibility, the normative fit, and the comparative fit of the
categorization. Cognitive accessibility means the degree to which the social
categorization based on differences is easily cognitively activated. Normative fit
refers to what extent the social categorization has a subjective meaning to group
members. Comparative fit refers to what extent the social categorization leads to sub-
groups with high intra-group similarity and high intergroup differences. Social
categorization leads to intergroup bias to the extent that there is a threat to sub-group

identity carried with categorization. Intergroup bias leads to relational conflict and
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negatively affects group cohesion, group identification and commitment. It is
detrimental to elaboration of task relevant information and perspectives, in turn to
group performance (van Knippenberg et al., 2004).

Identity threat

social
categorization

- commitment

Diversity

- comparative fit

- task-relevant
information &
perspectives

Figure 1. The Categorization-Elaboration Model (van Knipenberg et al., 2004:
p. 1010)

Another implication of the CEM is that all dimensions of diversity may cause
elaboration processes as well as social categorization processes. In other words, both
informational (task-related) diversity and social category (demographic) diversity
may provide varied task-relevant information and perspectives. Likewise, both types
may form a basis for social categorization (van Knippenberg et al., 2004).

The Categorization Elaboration Model revealed that diversity is helpful for
elaboration of task-related information and perspectives which improves group

performance. However, since it also leads to social categorization between members
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which may result in intergroup bias, it might also endanger the information
elaboration process.

2.3. The Consequences of Dissimilarity

In the literature, while many studies exist on the effects that diversity has on various
group outcomes, fewer studies searched for the importance of the various types of
dissimilarity and their impacts on individual level outcomes. Despite the limited
research, the literature mostly indicates that employees who are demographically
similar to their colleagues, are more likely to have better work experiences and
positive attitudes (Tsui & Gutek 1999; Williams & O’Reilly 1998). Dissimilarity,
however, is generally associated with negative experiences (Jen & Thatcher, 1997,
Chattopadhyay et al., 2008). The study of Cunningham (2007) shows that perceived
age dissimilarity has a negative effect on coworker satisfaction mediated by
perceived deep-level dissimilarity. It also indicates that demographic dissimilarity
uncovers deep-level dissimilarity. These findings show that people see the others
who are demographically different from themselves also as different in values,

personalities and attitudes.

The research on dissimilarity generally shows that it has a strong impact on
individuals’ perception of performance. There are a large variety of studies showing
that African American employees are generally rated lower than White employees by
their supervisors (Lefkowitz, 1994; Mount, Hazucha, Holt, & Sytsma, 1995; Pulakos,
Oppler, White, & Borman, 1989; Sackett & DuBois, 1991; Sackett, DuBois, & Noe,
1991; Waldman & Avolio, 1991). Bertolino et al. (2013) conducted a study on how
older and younger people are perceived in terms of personality and performance. In
the study, the participants filled up a survey to rate typical younger and older people.
The results revealed that the respondents mostly favored the people from their own
age group. However, in contrast to these findings, the study of van der Heijden and
his colleagues (2010) did not find a significant relationship between age dissimilarity

and age-related stereotyping by supervisors in ratings of performance.
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According to the literature, demographically dissimilar individuals are subject to
more incivility. Andersson and Pearson (1999) described workplace incivility as
“low intensity deviant behavior with ambiguous intent to harm the target, in violation
of workplace norms for mutual respect”. Incivility has some negative outcomes such
as job dissatisfaction, decreased organizational commitment and high turnover rates
of targeted employees (Cortina, Magley, Williams, & Langhout, 2001). Incivility
toward members of minority groups arising from negative feelings and stereotypes is
the subtle form of discrimination. These behaviors have an ambiguous nature and
enable people to protect their non prejudiced image by showing unprejudiced reasons
for their such behaviors (Cortina, 2008; Krings et. Al., 2014). Cunningham and his
colleagues (2013) conducted research on the relationship between racial dissimilarity
and experienced incivility. The findings showed that racial dissimilarity is positively
related to experienced incivility. Avery, McKay, and Wilson (2008) have found
similar results. Accordingly, people perceive more racial discrimination when their
supervisors are of different races. Similarly, the study of He et al. (2019) shows that
dissimilar individuals in terms of political identity experienced more incivility by

their coworkers.

The relationship between demographic dissimilarity and organizational citizenship
behavior (OCB) is one of the topics neglected in the literature. According to Organ
(1997), OCB refers to the behaviors contributing “to the maintenance and
enhancement of the social and psychological context that supports task
performance”. There are five dimensions of OBC: altruism (helping other people in
their task), conscientiousness (doing more than the requirements of the role),
sportsmanship (not complaining about ordinary problems in work), courtesy (helping
others to avoid interpersonal problems), civic virtue (involving in the matters
affecting the organizations) (Organ, 1988). Van der Vegt and his colleagues (2003)
studied the relationship between demographic dissimilarity and OCB. They found
that informational dissimilarity had a significant effect on citizenship behavior when
there is an incongruent low-high or high-low combination of task and goal
interdependence. Furthermore, group identification mediated this effect. Similarly,
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the results of the study conducted by Chattopadhyay (1999) showed that race, gender
and age dissimilarity have a significant negative effect on altruism.

Another consequence of demographic dissimilarity is intragroup conflict. Jehn and
his colleagues (1997) conducted a study on the relationship between different types
of demographic dissimilarity on perceived conflict. They found that whereas age and
nationality dissimilarity were related to perceived emotional conflict, informational
dissimilarity was related to task conflict. Chattopadhyay et al. (2008) conducted
research showing the negative effect of gender dissimilarity on perceived task and
emotional conflict. Pelled (1996) also had similar results in her study on relationship
between dissimilarity and perceived emotional conflict. According to the findings of
the study, gender and tenure dissimilarity are associated with greater emotional
conflict. Furthermore, Randel and Jaussi (2008) found that gender social identity
moderated the negative relationship between gender dissimilarity and emotional
conflict. For those who have a strong gender identity, this negative relationship is

stronger.

Most of the research indicates that demographic dissimilarity has detrimental
individual-level consequences for work groups. There are many studies which show
the negative effects of demographic dissimilarity on psychological attachment
(Mueller et al. 1999; Tsui et al. 1992). Both the study of Stewart and Garcia-Prietro
(2008) and the study of Chattopadhyay et al. (2008) revealed the negative impact of
demographic dissimilarity on group identification. Research conducted by Dumas et
al. (2013) revealed that racial dissimilarity moderates the relationship between
integration and closeness. Accordingly, integration positively affects relationship
closeness for those who were racially similar to their coworkers, but not for those
who were dissimilar from their coworkers. Guillaume et al. (2012) conducted a meta-
analysis on the relationship of dissimilarity with social integration and individual
effectiveness related outcomes in work groups. The results showed that demographic
dissimilarity negatively affects social integration when there is a low team
interdependence but not under high team interdependence. Another implication of

the study is that social integration mediates the relationship between demographic
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dissimilarity and individual effectiveness related outcomes under low

interdependence.

Although there is limited research, the literature shows that demographic
dissimilarity is negatively linked to the desirable relational or affective outcomes for
organizations and work groups. We can also see that, in groups, dissimilarity plays a
dividing role rather than an integrative role by damaging group identification and
social integration which mediates its relations with many outcomes. In this way, it
poses a threat to the unity of the group. This brings us to the possible negative
relation of dissimilarity with the concept of group entitativity which will be

described in the following sections.

2.4. Entitativity

Entitativity refers to the extent to which a group of people are perceived as a
coherent unit (Campbell, 1958). According to Lickel et al. (2000), there are four
types of groups: intimacy groups (e.g., families), task groups (e.g., the cast of a play),
social categories (e.g., women), and loose associations (e.g., people in line at a bank).
Respectively, intimacy groups are perceived the most entitative and loose
associations are seen the least entitative. People tend to make more impetuous
dispositional judgements for high-entitativity groups as they do for an individual.
This shows that they see such a group almost as a living individual. Besides, these

groups are seen as more capable to act collectively (Hamilton & Sherman, 1996).

The antecedents of perception of entitativity can be classified under three main types:
chronic perceiver differences, contextual factors, and properties of the group (Lickel
et al., 2000). In terms of group properties, although there is a relationship between
similarity and perception of entitativity (Campbell, 1958; McGarty et al., 1995);
interaction, common goals, or common outcomes can also facilitate entitativity
within a group (Gaertner, luzzini, Witt, & Orifia, 2006; Lickel et al., 2000; Campbell,
1958). Besides, not only perceived similarity leads to perception of entitativity, but

17



also members of high-entitativity groups are seen as more homogeneous (Brewer &
Harasty, 1996; Brewer, Weber, & Carini, 1995). For group identification to develop,
it is very important that the group is perceived as an entity which is built by unitary
of distinct individuals. In other words, group members’ perception of entitativity
positively affects their level of identification with the group (Castano, 2004; Jans et
al., 2011). However, identification with sub-groups which potentially exist in diverse
groups is an obstacle for the groups to be perceived as entitative. Next section will
explain the concept of sub-group identification and the common in-group identity

model presented to eliminate negative consequences of sub-groups identification.

2.4.1. Sub-Groups and Common In-Group Identity Model

People potentially belong to several groups and their weights on an individual’s
identity differ. (Brewer, 1991; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). In organizations, people have
a tendency to form sub-groups with other people who have similar characteristics
with them such as gender, ethnicity or age (Lawrence & Zyphur, 2011). These sub-
groups are separated from each other by “hypothetical dividing lines” called
faultlines (Lau & Murnighan, 1998). According to the studies, salient sub-groups in a
group might lead to “us” versus “them” distinctions which may engender intergroup
bias (Gaertner, Mann, Murrell, & Dovidio, 1989; Homan, van Knippenberg, Van
Kleef, & De Dreu, 2007b; Lau & Murnighan, 1998; Levine et al., 2005; Sawyer et
al., 2006).

The common in-group identity model (CIIM) suggests that bias can be lowered by
the process of recategorization, which means changing different group members’
perceptions about group boundaries from separate groups to a single more inclusive
group. When there is a common in-group identity, the negative effects of
dissimilarity decrease. Although dissimilarities between groups (sub-groups in this
context) strengthen categorization in the form of “us” and “them”, existence of a
common in-group identity (superordinate group in this context) leads to former out-

group members to be included in “us”. These members can now become in-group
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members by maintaining their original identities. This results in increased
satisfaction with these members and therefore, the satisfaction with all members
increases (Gaertner et al., 1993; Dovidio et al., 2008; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998).
Although this recategorization process through a superordinate group identity is
beneficial for intergroup relations, some studies revealed that it can also increase
intergroup bias. The members of sub-groups might perceive the process of building a
common in-group identity as a threat to their current sub-group identity. However,
this effect only applies to the individuals with strong sub-group identity (Crisp et al.
2006). Similarly, the study of Huo et al., (1996) revealed that sub-group
identification is detrimental for the authorities of the group only when group
members have strong sub-group identification and weak superordinate-group
identification. Superordinate group identification can draw the member’s attention

away from interpersonal concerns (Hornsey & Hogg, 2000).

To sum up, whereas we generally see group identification in an integrative role, sub-
group identification mostly leads to negative consequences in work groups. When
individuals’ identification with the sub-group is more dominant than their
identification with the superordinate group, intergroup conflict is more likely to
occur between these different sub-groups (Kramer, 1991). In order to understand the
process of identification with the superordinate group, it is crucial to understand the
Optimal Distinctiveness Theory which focuses on the needs for belongingness and
distinctiveness of individuals. The next section will describe this theory and

demonstrate its importance for group entitativity.

2.4.2.0ptimal Distinctiveness Theory

Optimal Distinctiveness Theory (ODT) developed by Brewer (1991) suggests that
individuals want to have a balance on their needs for belonging and distinctiveness
within groups. Ormiston (2016) used ODT to explain the role of belonging and
distinctiveness, which are two of the essential motives of identity (Vignoles et al.,

2006), on the differences between objective and perceived group composition.
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Objective group diversity affects satisfaction of both motives in such a way that high
levels of objective differences make them feel too distinct whereas low levels of
objective differences make them feel too deindividuated. Frustration of these motives
affects individuals’ perceptual framing strategies (identity differentiation, self-
stereotype, group stereotype), in turn it affects their perceptions of diversity. People
with frustration of distinctiveness motive engage in strategies (e.g., identity
differentiation) that will lead them to perceive the group as being more diverse than
it actually is. On the other hand, people with frustration of belonging motive engage
in strategies (e.g., self-stereotyping, group stereotyping) that will lead them to
perceive the group as being less diverse than it actually is. Members with frustration
of both motives engage in perceptual framing strategies (e.g., self and group
stereotyping) that result in perceived moderate diversity. Furthermore, people
perceive the group as having stronger fault lines than it actually does when at least
one of their two motives is frustrated. All these relations are moderated by
individuals’ chronic needs for belonging and distinctiveness. According to Brewer
(1991), people tend to choose the groups which provide the best balance between the
needs of belonging and distinctiveness as in-groups. Yzerbyt and his colleagues
(2000) argue that entitative groups satisfy these needs better than less entitative
groups by enhancing the individuals’ self-esteem and giving them an insight about

who they are and their relation to other people.

In the literature, similarity and homogeneity have been widely seen as important
factors determining group member’s perception of unity. (Campbell, 1958).
However, research of Jans et al. (2011) shows that how the members perceive their
contribution to the group is the essential determinant. In the research, they
investigated the effects of the inductive social identity process on identification in
groups. The research shows that feeling of individual distinctiveness mediates the
relationship between inductive social identity formation and entitativity, which in
turn affects group identification (see Figure 2). In other words, when group members
perceive that individual contributions form out group identity, they feel more
distinctive in the group. In this way, they perceive the group as an entity and so they

have stronger identification with the group. The study shows the importance of
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individual distinctiveness for the members to perceive the group as an entity and
identify with the group. An inductive group identity including both personal and
social level of their identities leads them to feel individually distinctive while they

are seeing the group as an entity (Postmes et al., 2005).

In conclusion if individuals perceive their dissimilarities as an individual
distinctiveness which contributed to superordinate group identity, they also perceive
the group as entitative and identify with the group by satisfying both the needs for
belonging and distinctiveness. This process of perceiving dissimilarities as individual
distinctiveness can be explained with the concept of diversity beliefs.

2.5. Diversity Beliefs

Diversity beliefs can be defined as the beliefs that diversity is favorable for the
group’s functioning. People with diversity beliefs react to diversity more favorably.
They see diversity as an enrichment which can add value to the organization or group
(van Knippenberg & Haslam, 2003; Ely & Thomas, 2001; Homan et al., 2007a; van
Oudenhoven-van der Zee et al., 2009). Diversity beliefs are beneficial for the
information-elaboration processes in work groups. Van Dick and his colleagues
(2008) found that subjective diversity is more negatively related to information
elaboration and desire to stay in the group for the members with low diversity beliefs
than for the members with high diversity beliefs. Homan et. al. (2007a) conducted
another study on the moderation effect of diversity beliefs on the relationship
between informational diversity and performance. The results of the study show that
informationally diverse groups have better performance when they hold high
diversity beliefs rather than low diversity beliefs. When informationally diverse
groups’ members hold diversity beliefs, elaboration of task-relevant information

arises, in turn, group performance increases.

Diversity beliefs are also advantageous from the social categorization perspective.

According to the literature, group members with diversity beliefs have more
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favorable attitudes toward outgroups compared to those who do not hold diversity
beliefs (Adesokan et al., 2011; Ren et al., 2019). Kauff and Wagner (2012) found
that diversity beliefs reduce discriminatory behavioral intentions against immigrants
in their study by collecting data from the participants from seven different European
countries. Similarly, according to Adesokan et al. (2011), the negative relationship
between intergroup contact and outgroup prejudice is stronger for individuals with

less diversity beliefs in comparison to those with more diversity beliefs.

Kauff, Schmid and Christ (2020) investigated the interaction between
instrumentality-based diversity beliefs, actual instrumentality of diversity in groups
and outgroup attitudes on their studies conducted with immigrants and non-
immigrant Germans in Germany. However, they did not find a strong interaction
effect between instrumentality-based pro-diversity beliefs and actual instrumentality
of diversity. Similarly, they only found weak evidence for the proposition that
perceived non-instrumentality of diversity reduces or reverses the positive effects of
instrumentality-based diversity beliefs on positive outgroup attitudes. These results
might indicate that diversity beliefs affect positive outgroup attitudes even in the

cases in which diversity does not actually bring value.

Van Dick and his colleagues (2008) enriched the CEM through their studies on the
moderating role of diversity beliefs on the relationship between group diversity and
group identification. The study shows that diversity beliefs have a moderating effect
on the relationship between perceived ethnic diversity and group identification. The
relationship between perceived diversity and group identification is more positive for
individuals with high diversity beliefs than individuals with low diversity beliefs.
Similarly, the study of Hentschel and her colleagues (2013) shows that in teams with
low diversity beliefs, both the negative relationship between perceived diversity and
identification, and the positive relationship between perceived diversity and
relationship conflict are stronger. Van Knippenberg et al. (2007) also supported this
moderation effect of diversity beliefs in their study in which they used gender
diversity as the predictor of group identification. Homan and his colleagues (2007a)

conducted a study to examine whether objective group composition is perceived as
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sub-groups or different individuals. The results indicated that people with low
diversity beliefs are more likely to perceive sub-groups, while people with high

diversity beliefs are more likely to perceive individual differences.

When we look at these studies, first, we see that diversity beliefs help to increase
favorable attitudes and decrease unfavorable attitudes toward outgroup members
mostly through its moderator role on several relationships. Another conclusion is that
diversity beliefs are helpful for diverse group members to have a common group
identity. Finally, diversity beliefs emphasize individual differences which can enrich
organizations rather than sub-groups which are more likely to bring negative

outcomes such as conflict and discrimination.

2.6. The Proposed Framework and Hypotheses

Current study mostly utilized the social categorization part of the CEM. However,
instead of diversity, demographic dissimilarity (gender, age and information) was
used as an independent variable (see Figure 1). Besides, entitativity (which might
lead to group identification) (Castano, 2004; Jans et al., 2011) took part as an
affective/evaluative reaction. From the information/decision perspective, perceived
performance was used with other desirable and undesirable individual-level
outcomes (incivility, citizenship behavior, emotional conflict and satisfaction)
through the mediation of entitativity. In the place of cognitive accessibility,
normative fit and identity, diversity beliefs, which is a relatively new concept in
diversity management literature, took part as a moderator.

2.6.1. The Moderating Role of Diversity Beliefs between Dissimilarity and
Entitativity

In a work group, salient sub-groups harm group functioning since it might produce

intergroup bias. On the other hand, diversity is more beneficial when it is perceived
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as individual differences (Brewer & Brown, 1998; Gaertner et al., 1989; Homan, van
Knippenberg, Van Kleef, & De Dreu, 2007b; Lau & Murnighan, 1998; Levine,
Prosser, Evans, & Reicher, 2005; Sawyer et al., 2006, Homan et al., 2008).
According to van Veelen, Otten and Hansen (2014), in diverse groups, majority
members’ attitudes toward diversity are shaped by the personal self and social self of
these members. Self-anchoring refers to projection of an individual’s personal
characteristics into the group of which he/she is a member (Cadinu and Rothbart,
1996). Inversely, self-stereotyping indicates assimilation of the self to prototypical
group norms, and it makes social self more salient rather than personal self. The
study shows that compared to self-stereotyping, self-anchoring of majority members
promotes diversity beliefs and positive attitudes toward minority members. Besides,
when their diversity beliefs increase through self-anchoring, their level of group
identification (not sub-group; superordinate group which contains this diversity in
itself) is not decreased. Another study of van Veelen, Otten and Hansen (2013)
revealed that, in comparison to self-stereotyping, self-anchoring of minority
members also leads to these members to perceive diversity as a value and being more
identified with the group. When they focus on their personal self, they are more
identified with the group while they keep their distinctiveness.

To sum up, people with high diversity beliefs do not see the diversity within group as
sub-groups, which might be a basis for intergroup bias. Rather they see it as
individual distinctiveness which can add value to the group. Since they do not
perceive diversity as a threat, their own dissimilarity does not constitute a reason to
identify with the sub-group they potentially belong to. Accordingly, we can infer that
dissimilar people with low diversity beliefs see their diverse group composed of
various sub-groups separated from each. On the other side, dissimilar people with
high diversity beliefs perceive their diverse group as an entity consisting of
distinctive individuals who can add value to the group. They see themselves with
their dissimilarity, as inseparable parts of the group. In this way, people can build a
balance between their needs for belonging and distinctiveness by feeling like they are
distinctive members belonging to an entitative group with a common in-group

identity which embraces all members. Thus, we can propose the hypotheses below:
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Hypothesis 1a: The negative relationship between gender dissimilarity and
entitativity will be moderated by diversity beliefs such that the relationship will be
weaker for individuals holding high diversity beliefs compared with individuals

holding low diversity beliefs.

Hypothesis 1b: The negative relationship between nationality dissimilarity and
entitativity will be moderated by diversity beliefs such that the relationship will be
weaker for individuals holding high diversity beliefs compared with individuals

holding low diversity beliefs.

Hypothesis 1c: The negative relationship between informational dissimilarity and
entitativity will be moderated by diversity beliefs such that the relationship will be
weaker for individuals holding high diversity beliefs compared with individuals
holding low diversity beliefs.

2.6.2. The Direct Effects of Entitativity

When we look at the literature, we see that entitativity is mostly studied in cognitive
context. In the workplace context there is a gap in the consequences of group
entitativity. Although there are many studies revealing that it has a positive effect on
group identification (Castano, 2004; Postmes et al., 2005; Jans et al., 2011) and
integration of processing information (Hamilton & Sherman, 1996; Hamilton,
Sherman, & Lickel, 1998), the outcomes of entitativity for group work are still open
to research. Therefore, in this study, some desirable and undesirable outcomes were
investigated as possible consequences of entitativity. These are incivility, citizenship

behavior, satisfaction with group, emotional conflict and perceived performance.

When individuals perceive their groups as an entity, they will see the process of
working together more positively. This will lead them to get satisfied with the group
and they will also perceive less interpersonal problems leading to emotional conflict

in the group. Furthermore, as the members see the group members’ attitudes and
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behaviors more positively because of an entitative structure of the group, they tend
not to interpret their behaviors as incivility.

Entitativity might also affect group members’ perceived OCB in their groups.
According to Organ (1988) OCB is not caused by external motivation. Forcing
employees to perform OCB or rewarding those who perform this was not effective.
Rather, the source of OCB is internal motivation resulting from the need for
achievement, competence, belonging or affiliation. Considering this in group context,
when people feel like they are a valuable part of an entitative group, they can meet
their need for belonging, and affiliation to the others. This might provide an internal
motivation for them to exhibit citizenship behavior. Thus, the people in more

entitative groups might perceive more citizenship behaviors in their groups.

Finally, there are many studies indicating that there is a positive relationship between
entitativity and integration of processing information (Hamilton & Sherman, 1996;
Hamilton, Sherman, & Lickel, 1998). This might result in entitative groups being
more successful and, in turn, positively affect the group members’ perception toward
group performance.

Accordingly, the proposed hypotheses are below:

Hypothesis 2a: Entitativity is negatively related to perceived incivility.

Hypothesis 2b: Entitativity is positively related to perceived citizenship behavior.
Hypothesis 2c: Entitativity is positively related to satisfaction with group.

Hypothesis 2d: Entitativity is negatively related to perceived emotional conflict.

Hypothesis 2e: Entitativity is positively related to perceived performance.
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2.6.3. The Moderating Role of Diversity Beliefs on the Indirect Relationships
Mediated by Entitativity

When we look at the relational demography literature, we see that most of the
research indicates a positive relation of demographic dissimilarity with perceived
incivility (Cunningham et al., 2013; Avery et al., 2008; He et al., 2019) and
emotional conflict (Chattopadhyay et al., 2008; Pelled, 1996; Randel & Jaussi,
2008), a negative relation with citizenship behavior (Van der Vegt et al., 2003;
Chattopadhyay, 1999), satisfaction (Cunningham, 2007) and perceived performance
(Lefkowitz, 1994; Mount, Hazucha, Holt, & Sytsma, 1995, Bertolino et al., 2013)
Combining both moderation and mediation, we can put forward that diversity beliefs
is a moderator between demographic dissimilarity and entitativity, which in turn
influences incivility, citizenship behavior, satisfaction with group, emotional conflict
and perceived performance. For dissimilar group members with high diversity
beliefs, perceived group entitativity will be higher and this in turn will increase
perceived citizenship behavior of other members, satisfaction with group and
perceived group performance, whereas it will decrease perceived incivility and
perceived emotional conflict in the group. On the other hand, for dissimilar group
members with low diversity beliefs, perceived group entitativity will be lower and
this in turn will decrease perceived citizenship behavior of other members,
satisfaction with group and perceived group performance whereas it will increase
perceived incivility and perceived emotional conflict. Accordingly, the final

hypotheses and the conceptual model of the study are below:

Hypothesis 3a: Contingent on diversity beliefs, gender dissimilarity has a positive
indirect relationship with perceived incivility mediated by entitativity; more
specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for group members with high diversity

beliefs.

Hypothesis 3b: Contingent on diversity beliefs, nationality dissimilarity has a

positive indirect relationship with perceived incivility mediated by entitativity; more
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specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for group members with high diversity
beliefs.

Hypothesis 3c: Contingent on diversity beliefs, informational dissimilarity has a
positive indirect relationship with perceived incivility mediated by entitativity; more
specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for group members with high diversity

beliefs.

Hypothesis 4a: Contingent on diversity beliefs, gender dissimilarity has a negative
indirect relationship with perceived citizenship behavior of other group members
mediated by entitativity; more specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for

group members with high diversity beliefs.

Hypothesis 4b: Contingent on diversity beliefs, nationality dissimilarity has a
negative indirect relationship with perceived citizenship behavior of other members
mediated by entitativity; more specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for

group members with high diversity beliefs.

Hypothesis 4c: Contingent on diversity beliefs, informational dissimilarity has a
negative indirect relationship with perceived citizenship behavior of other members
mediated by entitativity; more specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for
group members with high diversity beliefs.

Hypothesis 5a: Contingent on diversity beliefs, gender dissimilarity has a negative
indirect relationship with group members’ satisfaction with group mediated by
entitativity; more specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for group members
with high diversity beliefs.

Hypothesis 5b: Contingent on diversity beliefs, nationality dissimilarity has a
negative indirect relationship with group members’ satisfaction with group mediated
by entitativity; more specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for group

members with high diversity beliefs.
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Hypothesis 5c: Contingent on diversity beliefs, informational dissimilarity has a
negative indirect relationship with group members’ satisfaction with group mediated
by entitativity; more specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for group

members with high diversity beliefs.

Hypothesis 6a: Contingent on diversity beliefs, gender dissimilarity has a positive
indirect relationship with group members’ perceived emotional conflict mediated by
entitativity; more specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for group members

with high diversity beliefs.

Hypothesis 6b: Contingent on diversity beliefs, nationality dissimilarity has a
positive indirect relationship with group members’ perceived emotional conflict
mediated by entitativity; more specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for

group members with high diversity beliefs.

Hypothesis 6¢: Contingent on diversity beliefs, informational dissimilarity has a
positive indirect relationship with group members’ perceived emotional conflict
mediated by entitativity; more specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for

group members with high diversity beliefs.

Hypothesis 7a: Contingent on diversity beliefs, gender dissimilarity has a negative
indirect relationship with group members’ perceived group performance mediated by
entitativity; more specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for group members

with high diversity beliefs.

Hypothesis 7b: Contingent on diversity beliefs, nationality dissimilarity has a
negative indirect relationship with group members’ perceived group performance
mediated by entitativity; more specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for

group members with high diversity beliefs.

Hypothesis 7c: Contingent on diversity beliefs, informational dissimilarity has a

negative indirect relationship with group members’ perceived group performance

29



mediated by entitativity; more specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for
group members with high diversity beliefs.
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Figure 2. The Conceptual Model
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

This chapter describes the methods and procedures which were used to test the
proposed hypotheses. This section also involves the information about general

procedure, sample, data collection process and measurements.

3.1. Procedure

Data of the study was collected by surveying the students registered to the
Organizational Behavior class of Business Administration Department at Middle
East Technical University. As a part of the course, all students were assigned to 20
groups (19 groups of 6 people and one group of 5 people) which would stay together
during the semester. To ensure diversity, the groups were formed as heterogeneously
as possible in terms of gender, nationality and information. There were 18 groups
with 2 female and 4 four male students, one group with 3 female and 3 male
students, one group with 2 female and 3 male students. There were 10 foreign
students and 17 non-BA students (the students from other departments). Three of
these students were both foreign and non-BA students. These 27 students were
allocated to the groups so that at least one foreign or non-BA student was in each
group. In the following weeks, two foreign students were also detected by the
demographic questions of the first survey after they filled up. In the weeks after the
groups were formed, 3 students dropped out. Accordingly, in the final form of the
groups, there were 17 groups of 6 people, 2 groups of 5 people and one group of 4

people.
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There were two assignments the students had to perform as a group. Both of these
were the assignments in which members of the groups needed to gather different
information each member had in order to reach a result. In Assignment 1, they
answered a number of questions which measured certain types of personality traits
which they learned in the class. After they filled up the survey, their scores for these
traits were sent to them in an order through e-mail without specifying the names of
the traits. As a group, their task was to find out which personality trait each score
represented. Assignment 2 was a simulation assignment in which they, as a group,
selected a new rector for a university between three candidates by using the different
information that each group member had. Due to the Covid 19 pandemic, education
was held remotely throughout the term. Since the students mostly lived in different
cities, they used online platforms and email to communicate with each other. They
were asked to meet regularly on Zoom for each assignment and record and submit
their final meeting in which they present their solution of the task.

Hypotheses 1a, 1b and 1c proposed that the relationship between the three types of
dissimilarity (gender, nationality and information) and entitativity moderated by
diversity beliefs. To test these hypotheses, hierarchical regression was used. Besides,
simple slope test was conducted by using Hayes Process Macro. Hypotheses 2a, 2b,
2c, 2d, and 2e proposed that entitativity is negatively related to incivility and
emotional conflict, and positively related to citizenship behavior, satisfaction with
group and perceived performance. These hypotheses were also tested by hierarchical
regression analysis. Finally, hypotheses 3a, 3b, 3c, 4a, 4b, 4c, 5a, 5b, 5c, 6a, 6b, 6c,
7a, 7b and 7c proposed that contingent on diversity beliefs, gender dissimilarity has
an indirect relationship with incivility, citizenship behavior, satisfaction with group,
emotional conflict and perceived performance mediated by entitativity, Bootstrap

analysis was used to test these moderated mediation models.

Three questionnaires were filled up in different three time periods of the first term of
the academic year as online on METU Survey website. The students completed the
first survey during week 4 and week 5 (time 1), before starting Assignment 1. The

second questionnaire was completed between week 10 and week 12 (time 2), after
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Assignment 1 and before Assignment 2. Finally, the third questionnaire was filled up
during the finals week (weeks 17 and 18) after the classes ended before grades were
announced (time 3). Diversity beliefs were measured in time 1, entitativity was
measured in time 2 and incivility, citizenship behavior, satisfaction with group,

emotional conflict and perceived performance were measured in time 3.

3.2.Sample

The participants of the study were the undergraduate students registered to the
Organizational Behavior class of Business Administration Department at Middle
East Technical University. From the sample, 94 of 119 students answered all three
questionnaires with 79% response rate. Thirty three of these students were female.
Seventy nine percent of the participants were business administration students
whereas the rest were from the other departments. The students’ average age was
21.97 (SD = 1.61) ranging from 18 to 31. The percentage of the participants who
were Turkish citizens were 89.4 percent, and 10.6 percent of the participants were
foreign nationals. The students were assigned to 20 different work teams in which
they worked together during the whole semester. The average group size of the
groups was 5.8 (SD = .47). The groups had at least 4 members and at most 6

members.

Participation in the questionnaires was voluntary. However, those who filled up all
three questionnaires gained extra credit which was added to their final course grades.
Besides, a lottery was drawn among students who participated in all three
questionnaires and three D&R gift cards worth 100 TL were given to randomly
selected three students. The students were asked to write their student identification
number so that those who were able to get extra credit and be involved in the
giveaway could be determined. Still, different identification numbers were assigned

to the students to follow-up each of them throughout the three questionnaires.
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3.3. Measures

Dissimilarity

In the demographic questions part of the questionnaires, the students were asked to
state their gender, nationality and department. By using information from these
questions, the Euclidean Distance formula was used to calculate the dissimilarity
score of each student in a group. Scores were calculated separately for each of gender
dissimilarity, nationality dissimilarity and informational dissimilarity. In order to
calculate informational dissimilarity scores, the departments of the students were
used. Tsui, Egan, and O’Reilly (1992) describe the Euclidean Distance formula as
“the square root of the summed squared differences between an individual Si ’s value
on a specific demographic variable and the value on the same variable for every
other individual Sj in the sample for the work unit, divided by the total number of
respondents in the unit (n)”. For example, in a group with 4 male 2 female group
members, gender dissimilarity score of a female student was calculated by taking the

square root of 4 divided by 6.

Diversity Beliefs

Diversity beliefs of the students was measured by a 4-item scale developed by
Homan and his colleagues (2007a). This instrument asks participants to indicate the
extent they agree with statements about diversity” It was used in a 6-point scale such
that 1 = strongly disagree and 6 = strongly agree. Higher scores on the scale indicate
high diversity beliefs, meanwhile lower scores indicate low diversity beliefs. A
sample item from the diversity beliefs scale is “Diversity is an asset for teams.” The

scale had adequate reliability (0=.89).

Entitativity

In order to assess perceived group entitativity of the students, an instrument

developed by Blanchard, Caudill and Walker (2020) used. This instrument contained
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three numbers of statements that asked participants to evaluate their group
entitativity. The anchors ranged from 1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree. Its

internal consistency reliability was .72. An example item is “We are a unit”.

Incivility

Because the participants of the study interacted through online platforms, incivility
was operationalized as online incivility. The incivility scale of Lim and Teo (2009),
which is adapted to email and online platforms by Aljawarneh and his colleagues
(2022), was used to measure perceived incivility behaviors of the students in their
groups. The instrument asks participants to state how frequently their team members
displayed certain behaviors towards them or other team members through e-mail and
online platforms during the assignments. This was a 6-point scale ranged from 1 =
not at all to 6 = all the time and included 14 items. Cronbach’s alpha was .82 for this

scale, indicating high reliability.

Citizenship Behavior

The organizational citizenship behavior scale of Konovsky and Organ (1996) was
used to assess perceived citizenship behavior of the students in their work group by
adapting the items to group and university context. This instrument asks participants
to indicate the extent they agree with statements about their group members. There
were 13 items on a 6-point scale ranged from 1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly
agree. Some items of the original scale were eliminated from the questionnaire since
they were not the types of behaviors which could be observed in the work groups in
this study. Four dimensions of OCB were measured by certain items: altruism,
courtesy, sportsmanship and conscientiousness. Civic virtue was excluded from the
study since it was not also related to the concept of this study. In addition to this, the
items of sportsmanship were not included in the analysis. Since they were reverse
coded questions, they lead to misunderstanding for some students. For each
participant, answers to all items of OCB instrument were averaged to reach an

overall measure of OCB.
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Emotional Conflict

The students’ perception of emotional conflict in their group was measured by the
items from the emotional conflict dimension of the intragroup conflict scale
developed by Jehn (1994). This instrument contained four numbers of statements that
asked participants to state how much emotional conflict exists in their group on a 6-
point scale ranged from 1 = not at all to 6 = too much. The reliability of the scale was
high (o= .83)

Satisfaction with Group

Satisfaction of group members with their group was assessed by Kunin’s faces scale
(1955). This instrument asks to select the one that best represents their satisfaction

level within seven facial expressions.

Perceived Performance

The Group Effectiveness scale developed by Jung and Sosik (2002) was used to
measure the students’ perception of their groups’ performance. This instrument asks
participants to indicate the extent they agree with statements about the performance
of their groups. There were 4 items on a 6-point scale ranged from 1 = strongly
disagree to 6 = strongly agree. As a result of the back translation, it was seen that the
Turkish translation of the first and the second items were identical (“My group is
effective in getting things done.” and “My group does a great job in getting things
done.”). Thus the first item was excluded from the questionnaire. The internal

consistency reliability of the scale was found to be .93.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

In this chapter the results of the thesis are presented. First, the data screening, then
the sample characteristics and the descriptive statistics are discussed. After the
correlations between the variables are presented, determination of control variables

will be explained. Finally, the results of the hypothesis testing will be provided.

4.1. Data Screening

Prior to the analysis, data were checked for accuracy and missing values. All values
were within their ranges and there were no missing values. In addition, the answers
to reverse coded questions were compared with the other questions of the same

scales. There were no conflicting answers found.

4.2. Sample Demographics

The participants of this study were 94 students enrolled in the Organizational
Behavior class of Middle East Technical University Business Administration
Department. The results show that 64.9% of these participants were male and 35.1%
of them were female. The average age of the students is 21.97. The percentage of
students from the department of business administration was 84% and the percentage
of students from other departments were 16%. In addition, 89.4% of the participants

were Turkish citizens, whereas 10.6% were foreign citizens. 77.7% of the students

37



lived in Ankara at the time when the survey was conducted, and the remaining of
these lived in different cities in Turkey and other countries. Finally, 3.2% of the
students are the members of a 4-person group, 13.8% of them are the members of 5-
person groups and 83% of them are the members of 6-person groups. Information

regarding the demographic characteristics of the participants is presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

Percentage

Characteristics Category Frequency (%)

Male =0 61 64.9
Gender

Female =1 33 35.1

18-24 =0 92 97.9
Age

25-31=1 2 2.1

Business Administration =
Department 0 9 84

Other =1 15 16

o Turkish Citizen =0 84 89.4

Nationality

Foreign Citizen =1 10 10.6

Ankara=0 73 7.7
City

Other =1 21 22.3

4-person = 4 3 3.2
Group Size 5-person =5 13 13.8

6-person = 6 78 83

4.3. Descriptive Statistics of the Variables

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics of the variables. According to the table,
gender dissimilarity is higher than the other types of dissimilarity (M=0.64,
SD=0.11), whereas national dissimilarity has the lowest mean (M=0.27, SD=0.29).
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Informational dissimilarity has a moderate level (M=0.43, SD=0.25). Perceived
entitativity level of the students is relatively high (M=4.07, SD=0.99). While their
perceptions of incivility (M=1.53, SD=0.56) and emotional conflict (M=1.45,
SD=0.69) in their groups are very low, their satisfaction levels with their groups
(M=5.92, SD=1.33) and perceptions of OCB (M=4.93, SD=0.78) and group
performance (M=5.29, SD=0.90) are very high.

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for All Study Variables

Std.
Variable Mean Deviation Minimum  Maximum
Gender 0.47 0 1
Age 20.97 1.61 17 30
Department 0.36 0 1
Nationality 0.30 0 1
City 0.41 0 1
Group Size 5.80 0.47 4 6
Gender Dissimilarity 0.64 0.11 0.44 0.89
Nationality
Dissimilarity 0.27 0.29 0 0.91
Informational
Dissimilarity 0.43 0.25 0 0.91
Entitativity 4.07 0.99 1 6
Incivility 1.53 0.56 1 3.71
Citizenship Behavior 4.93 0.78 2.60 6
Satisfaction
with Group 5.92 1.33 1 7
Emotional Conflict  1.45 0.69 1 4.5
Perceived
Performance 5.29 0.90 1 6

4.4. Correlations between The Variables

Table 3 shows bivariate Pearson correlations for all variables in the proposed model.
Accordingly, age is significantly correlated with department (r = .37, p <.01) and

informational dissimilarity (r = .37, p <.01). Age is also negatively correlated to
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nationality (r = -.31, p < .01) and satisfaction with group (r = -.22, p < .05). Not
surprisingly, there is a significant positive correlation between department and
informational dissimilarity (r = .82, p < .01), between gender and gender
dissimilarity (r = .93, p < .01), between nationality and, nationality dissimilarity (r =
.72, p < .01). City and group size are not significantly correlated with any of the

variables.

As demonstrated in Table 3, there is a negative correlation between gender
dissimilarity and entitativity (r = -.21, p <0.05). A similar relationship exists between
national dissimilarity and citizenship behavior (r = -.21, p < .05). National
dissimilarity is also positively correlated with emotional conflict (r = .22, p < .05).
Informational dissimilarity, on the contrary, is positively correlated with citizenship
behavior (r = 26, p <.01) and negatively correlated with emotional conflict (r = -.23,
p < .05). Furthermore, entitativity has a significant negative correlation with
incivility (r = -.39, p <.01) and emotional conflict (r = -.21, p < .05), whereas it has a
positive significant relationship with citizenship behavior (r = .49, p < .01),
satisfaction with group (r =.47, p <.01) and perceived performance (r = .43, p <.01).
Finally, there is negative correlation between incivility and citizenship behavior (r = -
45, p <.01), incivility and satisfaction with group (r = -.37, p < .01), incivility and
perceived performance (r = -.38, p <.01), citizenship behavior and emotional conflict
(r =-.52, p <.01), emotional conflict and perceived performance (r = -.35, p < .01).
On the other hand, there is a positive correlation between incivility and emotional
conflict (r = .54, p < .01), citizenship behavior and satisfaction with group (r = .61, p
<.01), citizenship behavior and perceived performance (r = .56, p < .01), satisfaction

with group and perceived performance (r = .60, p <.01).
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4.5. Determination of Control Variables

All potential control variables were included in regression analysis as independent
variables in order to define their effect on the dependent variables. These potential
variables are gender, age, department, nationality, city and group size. The results of
the regression analysis are presented in Table 4. Accordingly, age and department
were identified as control variables since department has a significant effect on
citizenship behavior (B = 52, p <.05), age has a significant effect on satisfaction with

group (B =-.27, p <.01) and perceived performance (f = -.14, p <.05).

Table 4. Standardized Regression Coefficients of the Control Variables
Predicting the Mediator and Dependent Variables

Variable E | CB SG EC PP
Gender -.36 .23 .20 -.02 -.07 -.08
Age -.09 .05 -.08 - 27** .08 -.14*
Department .32 -.16 52* g7 -.24 42
Nationality .16 -.16 -.34 -.46 25 -41
City -.01 .08 -.05 -.25 .06 21
Group Size .29 .07 .23 21 -.05 -.02
*p<.05 **p<.01

E: Entitativity, I: Incivility, CB: Citizenship Behavior, SG: Satisfaction with Group,
EC: Emotional Conflict, PP: Perceived Performance
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4.6. Hypothesis Testing

4.6.1. Moderating Effect of Diversity Beliefs

To test the moderating role of diversity beliefs on the relationship between three
different types of dissimilarity (gender, nationality and information) and entitativity,
hierarchical regression analysis was conducted in SPSS. In Step 1, age and
department were entered as control variables and entitativity was entered as the
dependent variable (see Table 5). All types of dissimilarity and diversity beliefs were
standardized before they were entered, and interaction terms were computed. In Step

2 and 3, these standardized values were entered.

In the first step, entitativity was not significantly predicted by the control variables.
Step 2 shows that there is a significant negative relationship between gender
dissimilarity and entitativity (B = -.266, p < .05), but not between any of the other
types of dissimilarity and entitativity. Diversity beliefs do not have any significant
effect on entitativity. In Step 3, there is a significant interaction effect of gender
dissimilarity and diversity beliefs on entitativity (B = -.214, p < .05). Nonetheless,
this moderation effect of diversity beliefs is the opposite of the proposed direction.
This unexpected finding will be further discussed in the next chapter. Besides, there
is no significant interaction effect of nationality dissimilarity or informational

dissimilarity with diversity beliefs.

Simple slope test was also used for further analysis of this moderated relationship
between gender dissimilarity and entitativity. As demonstrated in Figure 3, contrary
to expectations, the negative effect of gender dissimilarity on entitativity is stronger
and significant (p = -.423, p <.01) for the individuals with high diversity beliefs (+1
SD) and, weaker and insignificant (f = -.026, p = .85) for the individuals with low
diversity beliefs (-1 SD). The results of both hierarchical regression analysis and

simple slope test did not support Hypotheses 1a, 1b and 1c.
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Table 5. Diversity Beliefs Moderating Dissimilarity and Entitativity: Summary
of the Hierarchical Regression Analysis

Variable p R2 R2 Change F Change
Step 1 .025 .025 1.157
Age -.150

Department 129

Step 2 135 110 2.766*
Age -.201

Department -.119

Gender Dissimilarity (GD) -.266*

Nationality Dissimilarity (ND) -.044

Informational Dissimilarity (ID) 291

Diversity Beliefs (DB) .166

Step 3 178 .043 1.474
Age -.184

Department -.164

Gender Dissimilarity (GD) -.250*

Nationality Dissimilarity (ND) -.040

Informational Dissimilarity (ID) .355

Diversity Beliefs (DB) 150

GD X DB -.214*

ND X DB 021

ID X DB .006

*p< .05 ** < 01 **xp < 001
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Figure 3. Gender Dissimilarity and Diversity Beliefs Interaction on Entitativity

4.6.2. Main Effect Of Entitativity

In order to test the effects of entitativity on incivility, citizenship behavior,
satisfaction with group, emotional conflict and perceived performance, hierarchical
regression analysis was used. Table 6 shows the results for the relationship between
entitativity and incivility. In Step 1, age, department, all types of dissimilarity and
diversity beliefs were entered as control variables. Only age (p = .252, p < .05) and
informational dissimilarity (B = -.465, p < .05) were found to be significant
predictors of incivility. In Step 2, entitativity was entered as an independent variable.
The results in Table 6 shows that entitativity has a significant negative effect on

incivility (p =-.332, p <.01). Thus, Hypothesis 2a was supported.
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Table 6. Predicting Incivility from Entitativity: Summary of the Hierarchical

Regression Analysis

Variable p R2 R2 Change F Change
Step 1 132 132 2.208
Age .252*

Department 234

Gender Dissimilarity 190

Nationality Dissimilarity .002

Informational Dissimilarity -.465*

Diversity Beliefs .050

Step 2 227 .095 10.616**
Age 185

Department 194

Gender Dissimilarity 102

Nationality Dissimilarity -.012

Informational Dissimilarity -.368*

Diversity Beliefs 105

Entitativity -.332**

*p<.05 **p<.01 **%*p < .001

The relationship between entitativity and citizenship behavior, is presented in Table

7. In Step 1, the control variables significantly predicted citizenship behavior (R2 =

172, F = 3.020, p < .05). Only nationality dissimilarity had a significant effect on

citizenship behavior (p = -.209, p < .05). The results in Step 2 shows that entitativity

has a significant positive effect on citizenship behavior (B = .492, p < .001). These

results supported Hypothesis 2b.
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Table 7. Predicting Citizenship Behavior from Entitativity: Summary of the
Hierarchical Regression Analysis

Variable p R2 R2 Change F Change
Step 1 172 72 3.020*
Age -171

Department -.065

Gender Dissimilarity .091

Nationality Dissimilarity -.209*

Informational Dissimilarity .356

Diversity Beliefs 142

Step 2 .382 .209 29.123***
Age -.072

Department -.006

Gender Dissimilarity 222*

Nationality Dissimilarity -.188*

Informational Dissimilarity 213

Diversity Beliefs .060

Entitativity A92%**

*p<.05 **p < 01 *xx < 001

The results of the regression analysis between entitativity and satisfaction with group
are demonstrated in Table 8. These results show that the control variables entered in
Step 1 did not significantly estimate satisfaction with group. Only age had a
significant effect on satisfaction with group (f = -.321, p < .01). In Step 2 it was
revealed that entitativity was a significant predictor of satisfaction with group (B =

434, p <.001). Accordingly, Hypothesis 2c was supported.
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Table 8. Predicting Satisfaction with Group from Entitativity: Summary of the
Hierarchical Regression Analysis

Variable p R2 R2 Change F Change
Step 1 122 122 2.013
Age -.321**

Department .097

Gender Dissimilarity -.069

Nationality Dissimilarity -.125

Informational Dissimilarity 109

Diversity Beliefs 151

Step 2 .285 163 19.647***
Age -.233*

Department .148

Gender Dissimilarity .046

Nationality Dissimilarity -.106

Informational Dissimilarity -.017

Diversity Beliefs .079

Entitativity A3475F*

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

The results of the analysis for the relationship between entitativity emotional conflict
are provided in Table 9. In Step 1, the control variables significantly estimated
emotional conflict (R2 = .204, F = 3.711, p < .01). Age (B = .237, p < .05),
department (B = .397, p < .05) and informational dissimilarity (p = -.640, p < .001)
were significantly related to emotional conflict. However, in Step 2, there was no
significant relationship between entitativity and emotional conflict. Thus, hypothesis
2d was not supported.
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Table 9. Predicting Emotional Conflict from Entitativity: Summary of the
Hierarchical Regression Analysis

Variable B R2 R2 Change F Change
Step 1 204 204 3.711**
Age 237*

Department .397*

Gender Dissimilarity -.014

Nationality Dissimilarity 152

Informational Dissimilarity -.640%**

Diversity Beliefs .078

Step 2 227 .023 2.589
Age 204

Department 377*

Gender Dissimilarity -.058

Nationality Dissimilarity .145

Informational Dissimilarity -.593**

Diversity Beliefs .105

Entitativity -.164

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

Table 10 presents the analysis results for the relationships between entitativity and
perceived performance. Accordingly, the control variables did not significantly
influence perceived performance. Only age was significantly related to emotional
conflict (B = -.129, p < .05). However, entitativity was found to be significantly
associated with perceived performance (B = .412, p < .001). As a result of this,
Hypothesis 2e was also supported.
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Table 10. Predicting Perceived Performance from Entitativity: Summary of the

Hierarchical Regression Analysis

Variable p R2 R2 Change F Change
Step 1 .076 .076 1.196
Age -.129*

Department .052

Gender Dissimilarity -.019

Nationality Dissimilarity -132

Informational Dissimilarity 130

Diversity Beliefs -111

Step 2 .255 79 20.625***
Age -.138

Department .106

Gender Dissimilarity 102

Nationality Dissimilarity -112

Informational Dissimilarity -.002

Diversity Beliefs -.187

Entitativity A12%**

*p<.05 **p <01 % < 001

4.6.3. Moderated Indirect Effect of Dissimilarity Mediated by Entitativity

Bootstrap analysis was used to test indirect effect of gender, nationality and

informational dissimilarity on incivility, citizenship behavior, satisfaction with

group, emotional conflict and perceived performance through entitativity at each

level of diversity beliefs as a moderator. The analysis was conducted by drawing

10.000 random samples. Standardized value of each type of dissimilarity and

diversity beliefs were entered in the analysis.
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4.6.3.1. Moderated Indirect Effect of Dissimilarity on Incivility

The results of bootstrap analysis were provided in Table 11 for the indirect
relationship between gender dissimilarity and incivility mediated by entitativity in
each level of diversity beliefs. The results show that in low diversity beliefs
condition, the indirect effect of dissimilarity on incivility was .005 with the 95
percent confidence interval which includes zero (-.052, .060) indicating a non-
significant effect. In moderate diversity beliefs, the indirect effect was .048 with the
95 percent confidence interval not including zero (.002, .105) and in high diversity
beliefs, the indirect effect was .090 with the 95 percent confidence interval not
including zero (.006, .194). However, the direction of the relationship was the
opposite of the proposed. Therefore Hypothesis 3a was not supported. This

unexpected finding is further discussed in the Discussion Chapter.

Table 11. Bootstrapped Indirect Effects of Dissimilarity on Incivility through
Entitativity at Specific Values of Diversity Beliefs

Variable Diversity beliefs Effect ([SE [LLCI [ULCI
-1SD .005 [.027 |-.052 |.060
Gender Dissimilarity M .048 .026 |.002 [.105
+1SD .090 |.047 |.006 |,194
-1SD 011 |.026 |-.033 |.075
Nationality Dissimilarity M .013 .024 |-.029 |.069
+1SD 014 ].039 |-.059 |.101
-1SD -026 |.022 |-.081 |.005
Informational Dissimilarity M -.027 ].021 |-.079 |.002
+1SD -028 |.028 |-.098 |.012
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As it is demonstrated in Table 11, nationality dissimilarity and informational
dissimilarity do not have a significant indirect effect on incivility through entitativity
at any level of diversity beliefs. Therefore, Hypothesis 3b and Hypothesis 3c were

not supported.

4.6.3.2. Moderated Indirect Effect of Dissimilarity on Citizenship Behavior

For the moderated indirect relationship between gender dissimilarity and citizenship
behavior through entitativity, the results in Table 12 show that the indirect effect was
-.011 and insignificant (95% CI: —119, .100) in low diversity beliefs condition. In
moderate diversity beliefs condition, the effect was -.097 and significant (95% CI: -
197, -.005). In high diversity beliefs condition, the effect was -.183 and significant
(95% CI: -.353, -.018). Accordingly, the direction of the moderating effect was in the
opposite of the proposed direction. These results will be discussed in more detail in

the next chapter. Hypothesis 4a was not supported.

Table 12. Bootstrapped Indirect Effects of Dissimilarity on Citizenship Behavior
through Entitativity at Specific Values of Diversity Beliefs

Variables Diversity beliefs Effect |SE LLCI [ULCI
-1SD -011 |.054 |-.119 |.100
Gender Dissimilarity M -.097 |.048 |-.197 |-.005
+1SD -183 |.085 |-.353 |-.018
-1SD -.020 |.046 |-.128 |.057
Nationality Dissimilarity M -.023 |.042 |-.122 |.046
+1 SD -.025 |.068 |-.180 |.093
-1SD .046 037 |-.013 |.134
Informational Dissimilarity M .048 031 |-.006 |.119
+1 SD .050 044 |-.028 |.147
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According to the results of the analysis in Table 12, the indirect effects of nationality
dissimilarity and informational dissimilarity on citizenship behavior were not
significant at any level of diversity beliefs. Hypothesis 4b and Hypothesis 4c were

not supported.

4.6.3.3. Moderated Indirect Effect of Dissimilarity on Satisfaction with Group

According to the results in Table 13, the indirect effect of gender dissimilarity on
satisfaction with group was -.017 and insignificant (95% confidence interval: —.173,
.161) in low diversity beliefs condition. In moderate diversity beliefs condition, the
effect was -.147 and significant (95% confidence interval: -.307, -.009). In positive
diversity beliefs condition, the effect was -.278 and significant (95% confidence
interval: -.569 -.029). These results indicate that there was an effect in the opposite

direction of the suggested. Hypothesis 5a was not supported.

Table 13. Bootstrapped Indirect Effects of Gender Dissimilarity on Satisfaction
with Group through Entitativity at Specific Values of Diversity Beliefs

Variables Diversity beliefs Effect |SE LLCI [ULCI
-1SD -.017 ].083 |-.173 |.161
Gender Dissimilarity M -147 |.075 |[-.307 |-.009
+1SD -278 |.139 |-569 |[-.029
-1SD -.033 |.076 |-.213 |.093
Nationality Dissimilarity M -037 |.071 |-.207 |.075
+1 SD -.041 |.114 |-.302 |.159
-1SD .078 065 |-.022 |.236
Informational Dissimilarity M .082 055 [-.005 |.211
+1SD 085 [.075 |-.039 [.256
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There were no significant indirect effects of nationality dissimilarity and
informational dissimilarity at any level of diversity beliefs, as it is demonstrated in

Table 13. Thus, Hypothesis 5b and Hypothesis 5¢ were not supported.

4.6.3.4. Moderated Indirect Effect of Dissimilarity on Emotional Conflict

For the moderated indirect effect of gender dissimilarity, nationality dissimilarity and
informational dissimilarity and emotional conflict through entitativity, the results are
presented in Table 14. Accordingly, any of the three types of dissimilarity did not
have a significant indirect effect on emotional conflict at any level of diversity
beliefs. Because the confidence intervals include zero at each level of diversity
beliefs for all types of dissimilarity. Therefore, Hypotheses 7a, 7b and 7c were not
supported.

Table 14. Bootstrapped Indirect Effects of Dissimilarity on Emotional Conflict
through Entitativity at Specific Values of Diversity Beliefs

Variable Diversity beliefs Effect |SE LLCI (ULCI
-1SD .004 .023 |-.040 |.056
Gender Dissimilarity M .037 .025 |-.001 |.096
+1SD .070 [.043 |.000 |.168
-1SD .007 020 |-.023 |.058
Nationality Dissimilarity M .008 .019 [-.017 |.058
+1SD .009 .029 |-.035 |.083
-1SD -.016 (.019 |-.065 |.004
Informational Dissimilarity M -017 |.018 |-.065 [.002
+1 SD -.018 [.023 |-.079 |.007
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4.6.3.5. Moderated Indirect Effect of Dissimilarity on Perceived Performance

The results of bootstrap analysis was provided in Table 15 for the moderated indirect
relationship between gender dissimilarity and perceived performance mediated by
entitativity. The indirect effect of gender dissimilarity was -.010 and insignificant
(95% confidence interval: —111, .090) in negative diversity beliefs condition. In
moderate diversity beliefs condition, the effect was -.091 and significant (95%
confidence interval: -.185, -.005). In positive diversity beliefs condition, the effect
was -.172 and significant (95% confidence interval: -.335, -.014). Again, the
moderating effect was in the opposite direction of the suggested and this finding will

be further discussed later. Hypothesis 7a was not supported.

According to the results of the analysis in Table 15, the indirect effects of nationality
dissimilarity and informational dissimilarity on perceived performance were not
significant at any level of diversity beliefs. Hypothesis 7b and Hypothesis 7c were

not supported.

Table 15. Bootstrapped Indirect Effects of Dissimilarity on Perceived

Performance through Entitativity at Specific Values of Diversity Beliefs

Variable Diversity beliefs Effect [SE LLCI (ULCI
-1SD -010 |.050 |-.111 {.090
Gender Dissimilarity M -.091 |.045 |[-.185 |-.005
+1SD -172 |.082 |-335 [-.014
-1SD -020 |.046 |-.133 |.054
Nationality Dissimilarity M -.023 |.042 |-119 |.051
+1SD -025 |.068 |-.166 |.109
-1SD .048 026 [-.013 |.141
Informational Dissimilarity M .050 .052 |-.006 |.127
+1SD .052 026 |[-.025 |.157
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Table 16. Overview of Hypothesis Testing

Hypothesis Result
la: The negative relationship between gender dissimilarity and entitativity will ;\LOt orted
be moderated by diversity beliefs such that the relationship will be weaker for anpg osi'te
individuals holding high diversity beliefs compared with individuals holding low effethJp
diversity beliefs.
ohserved
1b: The negative relationship between nationality dissimilarity and entitativity
will be moderated by diversity beliefs such that the relationship will be weaker | Not
for individuals holding high diversity beliefs compared with individuals holding | supported
low diversity beliefs.
1c: The negative relationship between informational dissimilarity and entitativity
will be moderated by diversity beliefs such that the relationship will be weaker | Not
for individuals holding high diversity beliefs compared with individuals holding | supported
low diversity beliefs.
2a: Entitativity is negatively related to perceived incivility. Supported
2b: Entitativity is positively related to perceived citizenship behavior. Supported
2c: Entitativity is positively related to satisfaction with group. Supported
2d: Entitativity is negatively related to perceived emotional conflict. Not
supported
2e: Entitativity is positively related to perceived performance. Supported
Not
3a: Contingent on diversity beliefs, gender dissimilarity has a positive indirect | supported,
relationship with perceived incivility mediated by entitativity; more specifically, | an opposite
the indirect effect will be weaker for group members with high diversity beliefs. | effect
observed
3b: Contingent on diversity beliefs, nationality dissimilarity has a positive
indirect relationship with perceived incivility mediated by entitativity; more | Not
specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for group members with high | supported

diversity beliefs.
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Table 16. (continued)

3c: Contingent on diversity beliefs, informational dissimilarity has a positive

indirect relationship with perceived incivility mediated by entitativity; more | Not
specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for group members with high | supported
diversity beliefs.
4a: Contingent on diversity beliefs, gender dissimilarity has a negative indirect Not
; . . > L . . supported,
relationship with perceived citizenship behavior of other group members -
. R . L : an opposite
mediated by entitativity; more specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for effect
group members with high diversity beliefs.
observed
4b: Contingent on diversity beliefs, nationality dissimilarity has a negative
indirect relationship with perceived citizenship behavior of other members | Not
mediated by entitativity; more specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for | supported
group members with high diversity beliefs.
4c: Contingent on diversity beliefs, informational dissimilarity has a negative
indirect relationship with perceived citizenship behavior of other members | Not
mediated by entitativity; more specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for | supported
group members with high diversity beliefs.
5a: Contingent on diversity beliefs, gender dissimilarity has a negative indirect Not
. . . ; . . . . supported,
relationship with group members’ satisfaction with group mediated by .
T e - . an opposite
entitativity; more specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for group offect
members with high diversity beliefs.
observed
5b: Contingent on diversity beliefs, nationality dissimilarity has a negative
indirect relationship with group members’ satisfaction with group mediated by | Not
entitativity; more specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for group | supported
members with high diversity beliefs.
5c¢: Contingent on diversity beliefs, informational dissimilarity has a negative
indirect relationship with group members’ satisfaction with group mediated by | Not
entitativity; more specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for group | supported
members with high diversity beliefs.
6a: Contingent on diversity beliefs, gender dissimilarity has a positive indirect
relationship with group members’ perceived emotional conflict mediated by | Not
entitativity; more specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for group | supported
members with high diversity beliefs.
6b:Contingent on diversity beliefs, nationality dissimilarity has a positive
indirect relationship with group members’ perceived emotional conflict mediated | Not
by entitativity; more specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for group | supported
members with high diversity beliefs.
6¢: Contingent on diversity beliefs, informational dissimilarity has a positive
indirect relationship with group members’ perceived emotional conflict mediated Not
by entitativity; more specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for group supported
members with high diversity beliefs.
7a: Contingent on diversity beliefs, gender dissimilarity has a negative indirect Not
. el , . . supported,
relationship with group members’ perceived group performance mediated by -
T s L . an opposite
entitativity; more specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for group offect
members with high diversity beliefs. observed
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Table 16. (continued)

7b: Contingent on diversity beliefs, nationality dissimilarity has a negative
indirect relationship with group members’ perceived group performance Not

mediated by entitativity; more specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for supported
group members with high diversity beliefs.

7c: Contingent on diversity beliefs, informational dissimilarity has a negative
indirect relationship with group members’ perceived group performance Not

mediated by entitativity; more specifically, the indirect effect will be weaker for supported
group members with high diversity beliefs.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

5.1. Discussion

The main purpose of the present study was to examine the moderating role of
diversity beliefs on the relationship between demographic dissimilarity of group
members (gender, nationality and information) on their perception of group
entitativity, and how several individual-level outcomes are affected by this
moderated mediation relationship. In this chapter, the results of the study will be
discussed in detail. Following this, the contributions and the limitations of study,

recommendations for future research and managerial implications will be presented.

5.1.1. The Moderating Effect of Diversity Beliefs on the Relationship Between
Dissimilarity And Entitativity

In the literature, it is seen that demographic dissimilarity generally plays a
detrimental role in unity of work groups by reducing social integration and group
identification. Diversity beliefs, on the other hand, generally prevent or weaken the
negative effects of diversity for work groups. Therefore, the current study suggested
that diversity beliefs will moderate the negative relationship between demographic
dissimilarity and perceived group entitativity. However, unexpected findings were
found. Hierarchical regression analysis supported the moderating effect of diversity
beliefs on the relationship between gender dissimilarity and entitativity.
Nevertheless, the direction of the moderation was the opposite of the expected. In

other words, the dissimilar individuals with high diversity beliefs perceived their
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group less entitative than the dissimilar individuals with low diversity beliefs. This
result is conflicting with the literature indicating that diversity beliefs positively
moderate the negative effect of perceived diversity on group identification and social
integration in groups (van Dick et al., 2008, Hentschel et. al, 2013; Dumas et al.,
2013; Guillaume et al., 2012). For entitativity, as an important antecedent of group
identification, this reverse finding is remarkable. It is not in line with the study of
Homan et al. (2010) showing diversity beliefs weaken group members’ perceptions
of sub-groups. In contrast to previous studies, it was seen that diversity beliefs
played a role that made the divisions in the groups more visible for dissimilar
members. Thus, the reason for this result is not clear. Still, some potential
explanations could be made. Firstly, diversity beliefs literature mostly concentrates
on its interaction effect with diversity. However, this study examined diversity
beliefs from relational demography perspective using dissimilarities as predictor
variables. This different perspective might have led to a different result from the
literature. Another explanation is the possibility that diversity beliefs made these
individuals more sensitive to differences. The belief that diversity is beneficial for
groups might be a factor making it easier to notice divisions within the group. Acar
(2010) also found a similar unexpected result in her study conducted on the
moderating effect of shared leadership between perceived diversity and emotional
conflict. The results show that, contrary to the expectation, shared leadership

strengthens the positive effect of shared leadership on emotional conflict.

According to the results of the current study, there was not a significant moderation
effect of diversity beliefs on the relationship between national and informational
dissimilarity. This is most probably because the percentages of dissimilar participants
in terms of nationality and information are very low (10.6% and 16% respectively) in
comparison to the proportion of dissimilar participants in gender (35.1%).
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5.1.2. The Main Effect of Entitativity on the Outcomes

There is very limited research on the consequences of entitativity. However, based
on its close relationship with group identification, it was proposed that entitativity is
related to perceived incivility, perceived citizenship behavior, satisfaction with
group, perceived emotional conflict and perceived performance. These relationships
were tested by hierarchical regression. The results of the analysis showed the
negative effect of entitativity on incivility. Accordingly, when a group member’s
perception of group entitativity was high, he/she observed less incivility behaviors in
the groups. There was no research on this relationship in literature. However, lack of
communication and negative feelings such as anger and fear have been stated among
the antecedents of incivility (Bartlett et al., 2008; Reio & Callahan, 2004). Since
entitative groups have strong ties between individuals, it would be not surprising that
members of such groups have less negative feelings and adequate communication
with each other. It was also suggested that entitativity is positively linked to
citizenship behavior. The findings also supported this suggestion. People with high
perceived entitativity were more likely to perceive citizenship behavior in their
groups. These results are consistent with the studies showing the relation between
identification and citizenship behaviors (van Dick et al.,, 2006; Riketta, 2005).
Another proposition of the study was that entitativity positively affects satisfaction
with group. This proposition was also supported. People felt more satisfaction with
their groups when they perceived the group more entitativity. The literature has not
provided inferences about this relationship. However, Van Dick et al. (2004)
revealed the effects of identification on job satisfaction in organization level. This
might apply to entitative groups. There was no support found for the negative
relationship between entitativity and emotional conflict. Nevertheless, the groups in
the study were impermanent teams without much interpersonal background which
was formed for this study. Therefore, interpersonal processes that will cause
emotional conflict may not have occurred. Finally, a significant positive relationship
was found between entitativity and perceived performance. This is in line with the

assumptions of the Categorization Elaboration Model. Since entitative groups have
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more cohesion with strongly identified group members are able to provide better
information elaboration than less entitative groups (van Knippenberg et al., 2004).

Although the entitativity literature has mostly been limited to the cognitive aspect of
this concept, the result is not surprising when we consider the close relation of
entitativity with group identification. The literature has been investigating this
variable for a very long time. The results of the current study have also supported the

effects of entitativity as a precursor of group identification.

5.1.3. Diversity Beliefs as a Moderator on the Indirect Relationship Between

Dissimilarity and the Outcomes

The literature mostly indicates that demographic dissimilarity is positively linked to
desirable group outcomes, whereas it is negatively related to undesirable outcomes.
Thus, this study proposed that demographic dissimilarity has a positive impact on
perceived incivility and perceived emotional conflict, a negative impact on

satisfaction with group, perceived emotional conflict and perceived performance.

To test the moderation effect of diversity beliefs on the indirect relationship between
dissimilarity and the dependent variables, bootstrap analysis was conducted. There
was no significant effect found for nationality and informational dissimilarity on any
of the variables, quite likely insufficient proportions of dissimilar members in the
sample. On the other hand, there were significant relationships found for gender
dissimilarity. However, these moderating conditional effects of diversity beliefs were
also in the opposite of the hypothesized directions. We can present the same potential
explanations for these reverse effects which are use of dissimilarity differently from
the literature centered upon diversity, the possible sensitizing effect of diversity
beliefs and the cultural differences.

According to the results, diversity moderates the indirect relationship between gender

dissimilarity and incivility. Dissimilar people with high diversity beliefs perceived
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their groups as less entitative, in turn, they observed more incivility behaviors in their
groups. Although this is an unexpected result, the negative indirect relationship
between gender dissimilarity and incivility is consistent with the research of
Cunningham et al., (2013) suggesting that dissimilarity is strongly linked to
instigated incivility. Chattopadhyay (1999) revealed that relationship between
demographic dissimilarity and OCB is mediated by demographic characteristics and
work group composition. Similarly, in this study, the indirect relationship between
gender dissimilarity and citizenship behavior was supported. Besides, moderation
effect of diversity beliefs was found though it was in the reverse direction of the
proposed. Accordingly, dissimilar group members with high diversity beliefs
perceived less entitativity, in turn, observed less citizenship behaviors in their
groups. Another result of the study is that diversity beliefs moderated the relationship
between gender dissimilarity and satisfaction with group. When dissimilar people
hold high diversity beliefs, they perceive the group less entitative and this leads them
to get less satisfied with the group. For emotional conflict, there were no moderated
indirect relationships found. This result is not consistent with the study of Pelled
(1996) which revealed a positive indirect effect of gender and tenure dissimilarity on
perceived emotional conflict mediated. However, as discussed for its insignificant
relationship with entitativity, the possible reason for this is the impermanence of the
groups and lack of long interpersonal background. Finally, the results showed that
diversity beliefs moderated the indirect relationship between gender dissimilarity and
perceived performance through entitativity. The dissimilar people with high diversity
beliefs had a low perception of entitativity and, in turn, perceived their group less
successful. According to the categorization elaboration model (CEM), diversity is
both beneficial for information elaboration and detrimental to it by the negative
outcomes of the social categorization process. The result of this study is consistent
with the social categorization part of the CEM. However, the reason for the
moderating effect of diversity beliefs which strengthen the negative effect of

dissimilarity on perceived performance is still not clear.
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5.2. Contributions

This study has several contributions to the literature. First of all, diversity beliefs as a
relatively new concept was investigated as a moderator. Whereas the literature
mostly indicates the positive interventions of diversity beliefs on negative effects of
diversity, this study points out that it also might bring undesirable consequences.
Furthermore, although there are many studies on the moderating role of diversity
beliefs between diversity and various outcomes, it has rarely been explored with
dissimilarity. This study provides a new perspective to diversity beliefs literature by
examining it with the relational demography approach.

Another contribution is the examination of entitativity which is a concept that has not
been sufficiently studied in the literature especially in workplace context. While the
studies mostly have been concentrated on the psychological aspect of
entitativity, examining the consequences of this concept from the perspective of
organizational behavior has been neglected. The current study revealed the relations
of entitativity with many desirable and undesirable work group outcomes.
Finally, the study contributes to the literature to propose a model which is
integrating the social identity theory, the similarity-attraction paradigm, the
optimal distinctiveness theory, the categorization-elaboration model and the
common in-group identity model which are very important theories and models that
are the basis of diversity and identification research.

5.3. Limitations and Directions for Future Research

This study has also some limitations as every academic research. The first limitation
is relatively small sample size and characteristics. Data of the study was collected
from 94 participants. These participants are the undergraduate students in Middle
East Technical University and a very large majority is from Business Administration
departments. In addition, sufficient nationality and department heterogeneity were

not achieved in the groups due to the limited proportions of non-Business
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Administration students and foreign students. Furthermore, collecting data from
already established project teams in a large defense industry firm might have been

more fruitful.

The other limitation that needs to be taken into consideration is about the
methodology. The variables were measured by self-report questionnaires which
might lead to social desirability bias. Moreover, although it was clearly stated that
the survey results will totally be anonymous, the students might have doubted that
thecourse instructor would see their answers. This might have affected the accuracy
of their responses to the questions.

For future research, experiment might be an appropriate method to complement the
findings of the study. In addition to that, searching the relationship between deep-
level dissimilarity and entitativity with the moderation of diversity beliefs would be
very beneficial. Finally, this study examined the constructs only at an individual
level. A multilevel research might explore the group level effects or outcomes of the

variables used in the study.

5.4. Managerial Implications

Diversity management is an increasingly important issue for organizations since
diversity leads to many important desirable and undesirable consequences. The
current study offers valuable insight to managers by its implications for work groups
to manage diversity. Firstly, the results showed when people feel as a part of an
entitative group they have a positive attitude towards the groups and behaviors of
other members. They observed less incivility behaviors and more citizenship
behaviors, they see the group more successful and feel more satisfaction. Managers
and organizations should try to build a sense of unity in work groups to eliminate the
negative effects of dissimilarity of members in these groups. On the other hand,
managers should be aware of the diversity beliefs’ effect reducing entitativity and

that, as a result, they perceive more problems in the group. People with strong
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diversity beliefs have higher tendencies to realize the divisions. Efforts should be
made to make these individuals feel more integrated with their work group. Hereby,
it can be achieved that they interpret the other member’s behaviors more positively

and have a more positive attitude towards their groups.
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B. ARASTIRMAYA GONULLU KATILIM FORMU

Bu arastirma, ODTU isletme Boliimii Yiiksek Lisans ogrencisi Nefide Dindar
tarafindan Prof. Dr. Feride Pmnar Acar damismanligindaki yiiksek lisans tezi
kapsaminda ylriitiilmektedir. Bu form sizi arastirma kosullar1 hakkinda

bilgilendirmek i¢in hazirlanmstir.

Calismamin Amaci Nedir?

Arastirmanin amaci grup ¢alismasinin olumlu ve olumsuz yonlerini arastirmaktir.
Bize Nasil Yardimc1 Olmanmizi Isteyecegiz?

Arastirmaya katilmay1 kabul ederseniz, sizden beklenen, ankette yer alan bir dizi
soruyu derecelendirme Olgegi lizerinde yanitlamanizdir. Bu ¢alismaya katilim

ortalama olarak 20 dakika stirmektedir.
Sizden Topladigimiz Bilgileri Nasil Kullanacagiz?

Aragtirmaya katiliminiz tamamen goniilliiliikk temelinde olmalidir. Cevaplariniz
tamamiyla gizli tutulacak ve sadece arastirmaci tarafindan degerlendirilecektir.
Katilimcilardan elde edilecek bilgiler toplu halde degerlendirilecek ve bilimsel
yaymmlarda kullanilacaktir. Sizden 0Ogrenci numaraniz ekstra kredi alacak
ogrencilerin listesini olusturmak i¢in istenmektedir. Kimliginizi belirten her bilgi veri

tabanindan silinecek ve sadece bir kod ile temsil edileceksiniz.
Katilminizla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler:

Anket genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik verecek sorular igermemektedir. Ancak, katilim
sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi bagka bir nedenden otiirii kendinizi rahatsiz
hissederseniz cevaplama isini yarida birakip ¢ikmakta serbestsiniz. Boyle bir
durumda anketi uygulayan kisiye, anketi tamamlamadiginizi sdylemek yeterli

olacaktir.

Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz:
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Anket sonunda, bu c¢aligmayla ilgili sorularmmiz cevaplanacaktir. Bu c¢alismaya
katildiginiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz. Calisma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak

icin Isletme Boliimii dgretim iiyelerinden Prof. Dr. Feride Pmar Acar (E-posta:

pacar@metu.edu.tr) ya da yiiksek lisans Ogrencisi Nefide Dindar (E-posta:

nefide@metu.edu.tr) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Yukaridaki bilgileri okudum ve bu c¢alismaya tamamen goniillii olarak

katiliyorum.

(Formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra uygulayiciya geri veriniz).

Isim Soyad Tarih Imza
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C. VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION IN THE RESEARCH

This research is conducted by graduate student Nefide Dindar, as a part of the METU
Business Administration Master's Thesis, under the supervision of Prof. Dr. F. Pinar
Acar. This form has been prepared to inform you about the research conditions.

What is the Aim of the Study?

The aim of the study is to investigate the positive and negative aspects of group

work.
How Will We Ask You to Help Us?

If you agree to participate in the research, you are expected to answer a series of
questions on the rating scale. Participation in this study takes approximately 20

minutes.
How Will We Use the Information We Collect From You?

Your participation in the research must be entirely voluntary. Your answers will be
kept completely confidential and will only be evaluated by the researcher. The
information obtained from the participants will be evaluated collectively and used in
scientific publications. You are asked for your student ID number to create a list of
students who will receive extra credit. Any information that identifies you will be

deleted from the database, and you will only be represented by a code.
What you need to know about your participation:

The survey generally does not contain questions that may cause personal discomfort.
However, if you feel uncomfortable during participation due to questions or any
other reason, you are free to stop answering and leave. In such a case, it will be
sufficient to tell the person who administered the survey that you did not complete

the survey.

If you would like more information about the research:
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At the end of the survey, your questions about this study will be answered. Thank
you in advance for your participation in this study. For more information about the

study, you can contact Prof. Dr. Feride Pmar Acar (E-mail: pacar@metu.edu.tr) from

Faculty of Business Administration or graduate student Nefide Dindar (E-mail:

nefide@metu.edu.tr).

I have read the above information and participate in this study completely

voluntarily.

(After completing and signing the form, return it to the practitioner).

Name Surname Date Signature
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D. FARKLILIKLARA YONELIK INANC OLCEGIi TURKCE

Cesitlilik, bir grubun iiyelerinin cinsiyet, yas, Kisilik ozellikleri ve Kisisel

degerler gibi 6zellikler bakimindan birbirlerinden farkl olmalaridir.

Asagida ¢esitlilik hakkinda bazi ifadeler yer almaktadir. Liitfen bu ifadelere ne

olgtide katildiginizi verilen Olgek Gzerindebelirtiniz.

1: Kesinlikle katilmiyorum, 2: Katilmiyorum, 3: Biraz katilmiyorum, 4: Biraz
katiltyorum,

5: Katiliyorum, 6: Kesinlikle katiltyorum

. Cesitlilik takimlar icin bir zenginliktir.

. Cesitliligin iyi bir sey olduguna inanirim.

. Cesitliligin oldugu gruplarda ¢alismaktan keyif alirim.
. Cesitlilik konusunda hevesli hissediyorum.
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E. DIVERSITY BELIEFS SCALE ENGLISH

Diversity means that members of a group have a varieties of attributes such as

gender, age, personality traits, and personal values.

Below there are a number of statements about diversity. Please indicate on the given
scale the extent of your agreement with these statements.

1: Strongly disagree, 2: Disagree, 3: Somewhat disagree, 4. Somewhat agree,

5: Agree, 6: Strongly agree

Diversity is an asset for teams.

| believe that diversity is good.

| enjoy working in diverse groups.
| feel enthusiastic about diversity
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F. MEVCUDIYET OLCEGIi TURKCE

Asagida BA 2203 Organizational Behavior simiilasyon Odevindeki c¢alisma
grubunuzla ilgili bazi ifadeler yer almaktadir. Liitfen bu ifadelere ne olclde

katildiginiz1 verilen 6lgek iizerinde belirtiniz.

1: Kesinlikle katilmiyorum, 2: Katilmiyorum, 3: Biraz katilmiyorum, 4: Biraz

katiliyorum,

5: Katiliyorum, 6: Kesinlikle katiliyorum

1. Hepimiz biriz. 1/2/3|4|/5|6
2. Biz bir takimiz. 1/2/3|4|/5|6
3. Bu grup bana bir takim gibi geliyor. 112|3[4|5|6
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G. ENTITATIVITY SCALE ENGLISH

Below there are a number of statements about your work team in BA 2203
Organizational Behavior simulation assignment. Please indicate on the given scale

the extent of your agreement with these statements.

1: Strongly disagree, 2: Disagree, 3: Somewhat disagree, 4: Somewhat agree,

5: Agree, 6: Strongly agree

1. Hepimiz biriz. 112(3|4|5|6
2. Biz bir takimiz. 112(3/4|5|6
3. Bu grup bana bir takim gibi geliyor. 112(3|4|5|6
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H. NEZAKETSIZLiK OLCEGi TURKCE

BA 2203 Organizational Behavior simiilasyon oOdevleri sirasinda grup

arkadaslarinizin asagidaki davranislarda ne siklikla bulunduklarini belirtiniz.

1: Higbir zaman, 2: Neredeyse higbir zaman, 3: Nadiren, 4: Ara sira, 5: Cok sik, 6:
Surekli

1. E-posta veya cevrimici platform (6r. WhatsApp, Zoom) 112|3|4|/5|6
araciligtyla size veya diger grup liyelerine kirici bir sey
soyledi.

2. Sizin veya diger grup iiyelerinin hakkinda yiiz ytlize 112/3|4|/5|6

sOyleyemeyecegi olumsuz seyleri sdylemek i¢in epostalari
veya ¢evrimici platformu (6r. WhatsApp, Zoom) kullandi.
3. E-posta veya cevrimici platform (6r. WhatsApp, Zoom) 112/3/4|5|6
aracilifiyla sizin hakkinizda veya diger grup iiyelerinin
hakkinda kiiciiltiicii veya asagilayici yorumlar yapti.

4. E-postalarda veya cevrimici platformda (6r. WhatsApp, 112/3|4|/5|6
Zoom) ciimleler arasina igneleyici veya kaba yorumlar
ekledi.

5. E-posta veya cevrimici platform (6r. WhatsApp, Zoom) 112/3|4|/5|6

aracilifiyla sizi ya da diger grup iiyelerini kii¢cimsedi.

6. Size veya diger grup liyelerine kaba ve nezaketsiz birtonla/ | 1| 2| 3|4|5|6
islupla yazilmig epostalar/mesajlar gonderdi.

7. E-posta veya gevrimici platform (6r. WhatsApp, Zoom) 1/2/3|4|/5|6
aracilifiyla size veya diger grup iiyelerine bagirmak i¢in
Caps Lock (biiytik harfler) kullandi.

8. Sizin veya diger grup iiyelerinin e-postalarina veya 1/2/3|4|/5|6
cevrimi¢i platformdan yazdiklarina (6r. WhatsApp, Zoom)
hi¢ yanit vermedi.

9. E-posta veya cevrimici platform (6r. WhatsApp, Zoom) 112/3/4|5|6
aracilifiyla sizin veya diger grup liyelerinin yaptig1 bir
istegi (Or. bir toplant1 6nerisini) gérmezden geldi.

10. Sizin veya diger grup Uyelerinin e-postalarina ya da 112/3|4/5|6
cevrimici platformdan yazdiklarina (6r. WhatsApp, Zoom)
doniis yapti, ancak sorularini yanitlamada.
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11.

Zaman kisitinin oldugu durumlarda (6r. acilen toplantiy1
iptal etme veya planlama) mesaj atmak icin e-postalari veya
cevrimigi platformu (6r. WhatsApp, Zoom) kullandi.

12.

Sizin veya diger grup iiyelerinin e-posta ya da ¢evrimigi
platform (6r. WhatsApp, Zoom) aracilifiyla yaptig1 bir
aciklamaya veya fikrine ilgi gostermedi.

13.

Siz veya diger grup iiyeleri mesaj alindi bilgisi istegi
gonderse bile e-postay1/mesaji aldigini bildirmedi.

14.

Yiiz yiize diyalog gerektirecek tartismalar i¢in e-posta veya
cevrimigi platform (6r. WhatsApp, Zoom) kullandi.
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I. INCIVILITY SCALE ENGLISH

Please indicate how frequently your team members displayed the following
behaviors towards you or other members of the team during BA 2203 Organizational

Behavior simulation assignments.

1: Not at all, 2: Hardly ever, 3: Rarely, 4: Sometimes, 5: Very frequently, 6: All the

time

1. Said something hurtful to you or other group members 112/3/4|5|6
through email or online platform (e.g. WhatsApp, Zoom).

2. Used emails or online platform (e.g. WhatsApp, Zoom)to | 1{2|3|4|5|6
say negative things about you or other group members that
he/she would not say face-to-face.

3. Made demeaning or derogatory remarks about you or other | 1(2|3|4|5|6
group members through email or online platform (e.g.
WhatsApp, Zoom).

4. Inserted sarcastic or mean comments between paragraphsin | 1{ 2| 3| 4| 5|6
emails or online platform (e.g. WhatsApp, Zoom).

5. Put you or other group members down or was 112/3/4|5|6
condescending to you in some way through email or online
platform (e.g. WhatsApp, Zoom).

6. Sent you or other group members emails/messagesusinga | 1|2|/3|4[5|6
rude and discourteous tone.

7. Used CAPS (capital letters) to shout at you or other group 112/3/4|5|6
members through email or online platform (e.g. WhatsApp,

Zoom).

8. Not replying to your or other group member’s email or 1/2/3/4|5|6
online platform (e.g. WhatsApp, Zoom) at all.

9. Ignored a request (e.g., schedule a meeting) that you or 112|3/4|5|6

other group members made through email or online
platform (e.g. WhatsApp, Zoom).

10. Replied to your or other group member’s emails or online 112/3/4|5|6
platform (e.g. WhatsApp, Zoom) but did not answer your
queries.

11. Used emails or online platform (e.g. WhatsApp, Zoom) for | 1{2(3|4|5|6

92



time sensitive messages (e.g. canceling or scheduling a
meeting on short notice).

12.

Paid little attention to a statement made by you other group
members through email or online platform (e.g. WhatsApp,
Zoom) or showed little interest in your opinion.

13.

Not acknowledging that he/she has received your
email/message even when you or other group members sent
a request receipt function.

14.

Used email or online platform (e.g. WhatsApp, Zoom) for
discussions that would require face-to-face dialogue.
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J. VATANDASLIK DAVRANISI OLCEGIi TURKCE

Liitfen BA 2203 Organizational Behavior simiilasyon o&devlerindeki ¢alisma
grubunuzla ilgili her bir ifadeye ne kadar katilip katilmadigimizi verilen Olgek

Uzerinde belirtiniz.

1: Kesinlikle katilmiyorum, 2: Katilmiyorum, 3: Biraz katilmiyorum, 4: Biraz
katiliyorum,

5: Katiliyorum, 6: Kesinlikle katiliyorum

1. Grup arkadaslarim ders yiikii agir olan grup arkadaglarina 1/2{3|4|5|6
yardim ederler.

2. Grup arkadaslarim grup toplantisina katilmamus, derse 1/2{3|4|5|6
gelmemis olan grup arkadaslarina yardim ederler.

3. Grup arkadaslarim diger grup iiyelerini daha verimli hale 1/2{3|4|5|6
getirmeye yardimci olur.

4. Grup arkadaslarim diger grup iiyelerine yardimci olmak igin 112/3/4|/5|6

onlarla kigisel kaynaklarini (bilgi, zaman vb.) paylasirlar.
5. Grup arkadaglarim diger grup iiyelerinin haklarina saygi duyar. |1 23| 4|5|6

6. Grup arkadaglarim bana veya eylemlerinden ya da kararlarindan | 1| 23| 4|5| 6
etkilenebilecek diger grup iiyelerine akil danisir.

7. Grup arkadaglarim herhangi bir 6nemli adim atmadan 6nce 1/2/3|4|5|6
birbirlerini bilgilendirir.

8. Grup arkadaslarim 6nemsiz meseleler hakkinda ¢ok sikayet 1/213|4|5/|6
eder.

9. Grup arkadaslarim sadece kendi sorunlarini (ders yiikii vb.) 1/2[3|4|5/|6

diistiniir, digerlerininkini degil.
10. Grup arkadaslarim 6devler hakkinda bilgi veren duyuru, mesaj 1/2[3|4|5/|6
veya materyallere dikkat etmez.

11. Grup arkadaslarim her zaman dakiktir. 112/3/4/5|6
12. Grup arkadaslarimin toplantilara katilimi ortalamanin 112/3/4/5|6
uzerindedir.

13. Grup arkadaglarim toplantiya gelemeyecekleri zaman 6nceden 112/3/4|/5/|6
haber verirler.

94



K. CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOR SCALE ENGLISH

Regarding your work team in BA 2203 Organizational Behavior simulation
assignments, please rate each statement on the given scale based on how much you

agree or disagree.

1: Strongly disagree, 2: Disagree, 3: Somewhat disagree, 4: Somewhat agree,

5: Agree, 6: Strongly agree

My teammates help others who have heavy course loads.
My teammates help others who have been absent.

My teammates help make other group members productive.
My teammates share their personal resources (information,
time etc.) with others if necessary to help them with the
assignments.

5. My teammates respect the rights and privileges of others.
6. My teammates consult with me or other people who might | 1| 2| 3|4|5|6
be affected by their actions or decisions.
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7. My teammates inform each other before taking any 1/2/3{4|5|6
important actions.

8. My teammates complain a lot about trivial matters. 1/2/3/4|5|6

9. My teammates think only about their problems (such as 1/2/3{4|5|6
course loads), not others.

10. My teammates pay no attention to announcements, 112|3/4|5|6

messages, or material that provide information about the
assignments.
11. My teammates are always on time. 1/2/3/4|5|6
12. Attendance of my teammates at meetings is above average. | 1
13. My teammates give advance notice when unable to cometo | 12| 3|4|5|6
meeting.

N
w
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L. DUYGUSAL CATISMA OLCEGIi TURKCE

Bu bolumdeki sorular BA 2203 Organizational Behavior simulasyon ddevlerindeki
calisma grubunuzda yasanan etkilesimler hakkindaki diisiincelerinizi almaya

yoneliktir. Liitfen asagidaki sorular verilen 6lgek iizerinde yanitlayiiz.

1: Hig, 2: Cok az, 3: Biraz, 4: Kismen, 5: Fazla, 6: Cok fazla

Grubunuz i¢inde ne kadar siirtiisme var?
Grubunuzda ne 6l¢iide kisilik catigmalar1 var?
Grubunuzda ne kadar 6fke mevcut?
Grubunuzda ne kadar duygusal ¢atigma var?
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M. EMOTIONAL CONFLICT SCALE ENGLISH

The questions in this section are aimed at getting your thoughts on the interactions in
your BA 2203 Organizational Behavior simulation group. Please answer the

questions below on the given scale.

1: Not at all, 2: Barely, 3: Little, 4: Partly, 5: Much, 6: Too much

1. How much friction is present in your work group? 1/2/3/4|5|6

2. To what extent are personality clashes present in your 1/2/3/4|5|6
work group?

3. How much anger is present in your work group? 1/2/3/4|5|6

4. How much emotional conflict is there in your work group? | 1| 2| 3|4|5|6
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N. GRUPTAN MEMNUNIYET OLCEGIi TURKCE

Liitfen BA 2203 Organizational Behavior simiilasyon o&devlerindeki ¢alisma
grubunuzdan ne derecede memnun oldugunuzu en iyi temsil eden yiiz ifadesini

seciniz.

OB
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O. SATISFACTION WITH GROUP SCALE ENGLISH

Please select the facial expression that best represents how satisfied you are with

your BA 2203 Organizational Behavior simulation team.

YOOV
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P. ALGILANAN PERFORMANS OLCEGi TURKCE

Latfen BA 2203 Organizational Behavior simiilasyon Odevlerindeki ¢alisma
grubunuzla ilgili her bir ifadeye ne kadar katilip katilmadigimizi verilen Olgek

Uzerinde belirtiniz.

1: Kesinlikle katilmiyorum, 2: Katilmiyorum, 3: Biraz katilmiyorum, 4: Biraz
katiliyorum,

5: Katiliyorum, 6: Kesinlikle katiliyorum

1. Grubum 6devlerinde harika bir is ¢ikardi. 112(3{4|/5|6

2. Grubum 6devlerin gereklerini basarili bir sekilde yerine 112/3/4|/5|6
getirdi.

3. Grubum hedeflerine basariyla ulast. 1/2|/3/4|5|6

4. Grubum 6devleri basarili bir sekilde tamamlada. 112(3{4|/5|6
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R. PERCEIVED PERFORMANCE SCALE ENGLISH

Regarding your work team in BA 2203 Organizational Behavior simulation
assignments, please rate each statement on the given scale based on how much you

agree or disagree.

1: Strongly disagree, 2: Disagree, 3: Somewhat disagree, 4: Somewhat agree,

5: Agree, 6: Strongly agree

1. My group did a great job in getting things done. 1/2/3|4|5|6
2. My group was effective in meeting task requirements. 1/2/3|4|5|6
3. My group accomplished its goals successfully. 1/2/3/4|5|6
4. My group completed its task successfully 1/2/3/4|5|6
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S. DEMOGRAFIK SORULAR TURKCE

1. Ogrenci numaraniz:

2. BA 2203 Organizational Behavior simulasyon ddevlerindeki grubunuz:

Grupl Grup11i
Grup2 Grupl1l2
Grup3 Grup13
Grupd Grup14
Grup5 Grup15
Grup6 Grupl6
Grup7 Grupl7
Grup8 Grup18
Grup9 Grup19
Grup10__ Grup20

3. Bolumiinuz:

4. Dogum tarihiniz:

5. Dogum yeriniz:

6. Cinsiyetinizz Kadin  FErkek

7. Uyrugunuz: T.C.  Diger

8.

Yasadiginiz sehir:
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T. DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS ENGLISH

1. Student ID number:

2. Your group in BA 2203 Organizational Behavior simulation assignments:

Groupl Group 11
Group2 Group12
Group3 Group13
Group4 Group 14
Group5 Group 15
Group6 Group1l6
Group7 Group 17
Group8 Group 18
Group9 Group19
Group10_ Group20

3. Department:

4. Birth date:

5. Place of birth:

6. Gender: Female ~  Male

7. Nationality: T.C.___ Other

8.

What city do you live in?
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U. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

Giris

Cesitlilik, lizerinde ¢ok fazla arastirma yapilan ¢ok popiiler bir alandir. Degisen
isgiici nedeniyle, organizasyonlarda c¢esitlilik yonetimi daha Onemli hale
gelmektedir. Literatiirde hem demografik ¢esitliligin (cinsiyet, yas, milliyet vb.) hem
de derin ¢esitliligin (kisilik, deger, inanglar vb.) orgiitler i¢in ¢cogunlukla olumsuz
sonuclar1 oldugunu goériiyoruz. Bununla birlikte ¢esitlilik, calisma gruplarina gérevle
ilgili genis bir bilgi, beceri ve yetenek yelpazesi saglayarak gorev performansini da
artirabilir (van Knippenberg, 2007). Van Knippenberg, De Dreu ve Homan (2004)
tarafindan gelistirilen Kategorilestirme-Ayrintilandirma modeli, ¢esitliligin goérevle
ilgili bilgi ve bakis agilarinin detaylandirilmasini saglayarak grup performansini
artirabilecegini savunmaktadir. Ote yandan, grup uyumunu, grupla 6zdeslesme ve
grup bagliligin1 olumsuz yonde etkileyebilecek ve duygusal catismaya neden
olabilecek sosyal kategorilestirmeye de yol agmaktadir. Bu, bilgi isleme siirecine ve

dolayistyla grup performansina zarar vermektedir.

Iliskisel demografi yaklasimi, cesitliligi bir is birimindeki bireylerin farkliliklar:
olarak analiz eder. Farkliligin daha benzer ve daha farkli bireyler iizerinde farkl
etkileri oldugunu 6ne siirer (Guillaume vd., 2012). Arastirmalarin ¢ogu, benzerligin
daha fazla baglanma, katilim ve 6zdeslesmeye yol agtigin1 géstermektedir (Kristof-
Brown vd., 2005; Ostroff vd., 2005; Riordan, 2000; Wheeler vd., 2007; Meyer vd.,
1993). Farklilik ise sosyal biitiinlesmeyi ve is arkadaslarindan duyulan memnuniyeti
azaltir (Cunningham, 2007) ve isten ayrilma niyetini artirir (Tsui vd., 1992; O'Reilly
vd., 1991). Farklilik {izerine kisith sayida arastirmalar olmasina ragmen, bulgularin
cogu, demografik farkliligin sosyal entegrasyonu ve grupla 6zdeslesmeyi azalttig

icin ¢alisma gruplarmin biitiinligl i¢cin genellikle zararli oldugunu gostermektedir
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(van Dick vd., 2008, Hentschel vd., 2013; Dumas vd.) digerleri, 2013; Guillaume
vd., 2012).

Grup mevcudiyeti, literatiirde nadiren c¢alisilan bir diger kavramdir ve bir grup
insanin birbirine bagl bir birim olarak algilanma derecesini ifade eder (Campbell,
1958). Literaturde, benzerlik ve mevcudiyetin birbirini etkiledigini gorebiliriz.
Benzerlik, mevcudiyet algisimi artirirken, mevcudiyeti yiksek olan gruplar da daha
homojen olarak algilanmaktadir (Brewer ve Harasty, 1996; Brewer, Weber & Carini,
1995). Calisma gruplarinda insanlar kendilerine benzeyen diger insanlarla, fay
hatlartyla ayrilmis alt gruplar olusturma egilimindedir (Lawrence & Zyphur, 2011;
Lau & Murnighan, 1998). Alt gruplarla 6zdeslesmenin ¢alisma gruplar i¢in birgok
olumsuz sonucu varken, Ortak Grup Igi Kimlik Modeli, ortak bir grup i¢i kimlige
sahip olan iist grupla 6zdeslesmenin biitlinlestirici bir rolii oldugunu 6ne siirmektedir
(Kramer, 1991; Gaertner vd., 1993). ; Dovidio vd., 2008; Williams & O'Reilly,
1998).

Optimal Ayirt Edicilik Teorisi, bireylerin gruplar i¢cinde ait olma ve ayirt edicilik
ihtiyaglari arasinda bir denge kurmak istediklerini 6ne sirer. Bu iki gududen en az
biri engellendiginde, insanlar grubu gercekte oldugundan daha gii¢lii fay hatlarma
sahip olarak algilarlar (Brewer, 1991). Yapilan aragtirmalar ayn1 zamanda grup
mevcudiyetinin grupla 6zdeslesme ile yakindan iliskili oldugunu gostermektedir
(Castano, 2004; Jans vd., 2011). Mevcudiyet kavraminin sonuglarina iliskin sinirlt
aragtirma olmasina ragmen, gruba ve grup {iiyelerine karsi olumlu bir tutuma yol
acabilecegi goriilmektedir. Algilanan grup mevcudiyeti yiksek olan bireyler, birlikte
caligma siirecine daha olumlu bakabilirler. Boylece gruptan daha fazla memnuniyet
hissedip, grupta daha fazla vatandashik davranisi algilarken, catisma ve nezaketsizlik
gibi kisilerarast sorunlar1 daha az algilayabilirler. Ayrica, calismalar grup
mevcudiyetinin bilgi isleme entegrasyonunu arttirdigini gostermektedir. Bu nedenle,
algilanan grup mevcudiyeti yiiksek olan grup iiyelerinin performans algisi da yiiksek

olabilir.
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Farkliliklara yonelik inanclar, cesitliligin grubun isleyisi i¢in faydali olduguna dair
inanglardir (van Knippenberg ve Haslam, 2003). Farkliliklara yonelik inanglar
yuksek olan kisiler, ¢atisma ve ayrimcilik gibi istenmeyen sonuglara yol agabilecek
alt gruplardan ziyade bireysel farkliliklar1 algilarlar. Grup iiyelerinin farkliliklarini,
gruba deger katan bireysel ayirt edicilik olarak goriirler. Bu nedenle, farkliliklara
yonelik inanglar, farkliligin algilanan grup mevcudiyeti tizerindeki olumsuz etkilerini

zayiflatabilir.

Iliskisel demografi literatiirii genel olarak, demografik farkliligin istenen grup
sonuclar1 iizerinde olumsuz, istenmeyen sonuglar iizerinde ise olumlu bir etkisi
oldugunu gostermektedir. Demografik  farkliligin  algilanan  nezaketsizlik
(Cunningham vd., 2013; Avery vd., 2008; He vd., 2019) ve duygusal catisma
(Chattopadhyay vd., 2008; Pelled, 1996; Randel ve Jaussi, 2008) ile pozitif bir
iligkisi; vatandaslik davranisi (Van der Vegt vd., 2003; Chattopadhyay, 1999),
memnuniyet (Cunningham, 2007) ve algilanan performans (Lefkowitz, 1994; Mount
vd., 1995, Bertolino vd., 2013) ile ise negatif bir iligkisi oldugunu gosteren birgok
calisma vardir. Farkliligin grup mevcudiyeti Uzerindeki muhtemel olumsuz etkisine
dayanarak, farkliligin ayn1 zamanda nezaketsizlik, vatandaslik davranisi, duygusal
catigma, gruptan memnuniyet ve algilanan performans: grup mevcudiyeti araciligiyla
da etkilemesini bekleyebiliriz. Ayrica farkliliklara yonelik inanglar da bu dolaylh
etkileri azaltabilir.

Calismanin Onemi

Bu calisma, cesitlilik literatiiriinde yeni bir kavram olan farkliliklara yonelik
inanc¢larin diizenleyici etkisini incelemeyi amaclamaktadir. Arastirmalarin ¢ogu,
demografik farkliligin sosyal biitiinlesmeyi ve grupla 6zdeslesmeyi azalttii igin
calisgma gruplarmin birligine zarar verdigini gostermektedir. Ayrica ¢ogunlukla
farkliliklara yonelik inancglarin ¢alisma gruplarinda cesitliligin olumsuz etkilerini
azalttigin1 goriiyoruz. Literatiirden farkli olarak, bu calisma, demografik farklilig:

bagimsiz degisken olarak kullanarak, farkliliklara yonelik inanglarin diizenleyici
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etkisini iliskisel demografi perspektifinden analiz etmektedir. Calismada, farkliliklara
yonelik inanglarin, demografik farklilik ile algilanan grup mevcudiyeti arasindaki

negatif iliskiyi zayiflattigi ileri stiriilmektedir.

Bu c¢alisma ayni zamanda literatiirde kisith olarak c¢alisilan grup mevcudiyeti
ozellikle isyeri baglaminda inceleyerek literatiire katki saglamaktadir. Aragtirmalarin
cogu, grup mevcudiyetini psikolojik baglamda analiz ederken, grup mevcudiyetinin
igyerleri igin sonuglarmi oOrgilitsel davranis perspektifini kullanarak arastirma
konusunda yeterince ¢alisma yapilmamistir. Literatiirdeki bu boslugu doldurmaya
katki saglamak amactyla mevcut c¢alisma, grup mevcudiyetinin nezaketsizlik,
vatandaslik davranigi, gruptan memnuniyet, duygusal catisma ve algilanan

performans lzerindeki etkisini incelemektedir.

Calismanin son katkisi, ¢esitlilik ve 6zdeslesme tizerine yapilan ¢alismalarin temelini
olusturan ¢ok 6nemli teori ve modeller olan sosyal kimlik teorisi, benzerlik-¢ekim
paradigmasi, optimal ayirt edicilik teorisi, kategorilestirme-ayrintilandirma modeli ve

ortak grup i¢i kimlik modelini birlestiren bir model 6ne siirmesidir.

Arastirma Sorulari

Bu tez, farkliliklara yonelik inanglarin, demografik farkliligin (cinsiyet, milliyet ve
bilgi farklilig1) nezaketsizlik, vatandaglik davranisi, gruptan memnuniyet, duygusal
catigma ve algilanan performans ile grup mevcudiyetinin aracilik ettigi dolayl
iligkisi tizerindeki diizenleyici etkisini arastirmaktadir. Ayrica, grup mevcudiyetinin
nezaketsizlik, vatandaslik davranisi, gruptan memnuniyet, duygusal c¢atisma ve
algilanan performans tizerindeki dogrudan etkisi de analiz edilecektir. Calismanin

temel amaci agagidaki arastirma sorularina yanit bulmaktir:

1. Farkliliklara yonelik inanglar, demografik farklilik (cinsiyet, milliyet ve bilgi

farklilig1) ile grup mevcudiyeti arasindaki iliskiyi diizenler mi?
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2. Grup mevcudiyetinin algilanan nezaketsizlik, algilanan vatandaslik davranisi,
gruptan memnuniyet, algilanan duygusal catisma ve algilanan performans
uzerindeki etkisi nedir?

3. Farkliliklara yonelik inanglar, demografik farkliligin (cinsiyet, milliyet ve
bilgi farkliligi) algilanan nezaketsizlik, algilanan vatandaslik davranisi,
gruptan memnuniyet, algilanan duygusal catisma ve algilanan performans
Uzerindeki grup mevcudiyeti tarafindan aracilik edilen dolayli etkilerini

dizenler mi?

Calismanin Yontemi

Arastirmanin verileri Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Isletme Boliimii Orgiitsel
Davranig dersine kayitli Ogrencilerden, anket yapilarak toplanmistir. Dersin bir
pargast olarak tiim Ogrenciler, donem boyunca birlikte calistiklar1 yirmi gruba (alt1
kisilik on dokuz grup ve bes kisilik bir grup) ayrildi. Cesitliligi saglamak i¢in gruplar
cinsiyet, milliyet ve bilgi agisindan miimkiin oldugunca heterojen bir sekilde
olusturulmustur. Grup olarak yapmalar1 gereken iki 6dev vardi. Her ikisi de, bir
sonuca ulagmak i¢in grup iiyelerinin her bir iiyenin sahip oldugu farkl bilgileri bir
araya toplamasi gereken 6devlerdi. Covid 19 pandemisi nedeniyle donem boyunca
egitim uzaktan gerceklestirilmistir. Ogrenciler ¢ogunlukla farkli sehirlerde
yasadiklari i¢in birbirleriyle iletisim kurmak icin ¢evrimigi platformlari ve e-postay1
kullanmiglardir. Her bir 6dev igin Zoom uygulamasi iizerinden diizenli olarak
bulugsmalar1 ve hazirladiklar1 6devi sunduklar1 son toplantilarini kaydetmeleri

istenmistir.

Arastirmada, literatliirde yaygin olarak kullanilan ve giivenilirligi yiiksek anketler
kullanilmistir. Demografik farkliliklar olarak cinsiyet, milliyet ve bilgi farklilig1
olmak iizere ii¢ farklilik tiirii Oklid Uzaklig1 formiilii kullanilarak her bir grup iiyesi
icin ayr1 ayr1 hesaplanmistir. Egitim-6gretim yilinin ilk déneminin farkli {i¢ zaman
diliminde ¢ ayr1 anket METU Survey internet sitesinde ¢evrimi¢i olarak

doldurulmustur. Ogrenciler ilk anketi 4. hafta ve 5. haftada (1. zaman) Odev 1'e
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baslamadan énce doldurdular. Ikinci anket 10. hafta ile 12. hafta (2. zaman) arasinda,
Odev 1’den sonra ve Odev 2’den 6nce tamamlandi. Son olarak, ii¢iincii anket anket,
donemin sonunda (17 ve 18. haftalar) dersler bittikten sonra, notlar agiklanmadan
once (3. zaman) dolduruldu. Zaman 1'de farkliliklara yonelik inanglar, zaman 2'de
grup mevcudiyeti ve zaman 3'te nezaketsizlik, vatandaslik davranisi, gruptan
memnuniyet, duygusal ¢atisma ve algilanan performans dlglilmiistiir. 119 6grenciden
94 kisi tli¢ anketi de tamamlamistir. Anketlere katilim goniillii gerceklesmistir.
Ancak, her ii¢ anketi de dolduranlar, final ders notlarina eklenen ekstra puan
kazanmislardir. Ayrica her ii¢ ankete de katilan 6grenciler arasinda ¢ekilis yapilip
secilen ii¢ 6grencinin her birine 100 TL degerinde birer D&R hediye ¢eki verilmistir.
Ekstra puan alabilecek ve c¢ekilise katilabilecek olanlarin belirlenebilmesi igin
anketlerde 6grencilerden 6grenci kimlik numaralarini yazmalari istenmistir. Yine de
Ogrencileri li¢ anket boyunca takip edebilmek amaciyla onlara farkli kimlik

numaralart atanmistir.

Demografik farklilik ve grup mevcudiyeti arasindaki farkliliklara yonelik inanglar
tarafindan diizenlenen iliskiyi ve grup mevcudiyetinin s6z konusu bireysel sonuglar
tizerindeki etkilerini test etmek icin hiyerarsik regresyon analizi kullanilmistir.
Demografik farklilik ve bu bireysel sonuglar arasindaki, grup mevcudiyetiniin
aracilik ettigi, farkliliklara yonelik inanglar tarafindan diizenlenen dolayli iligkileri
test etmek icin ise bootstrap analizi kullanilmistir. Yas ve boliim kontrol degiskenleri

olarak kullanilmastir.

Calisma Bulgular1 ve Tartisma

Bu calismanin temel amaci, grup lyelerinin demografik farkliliklart (cinsiyet,
milliyet ve bilgi) ve grup mevcudiyeti algilart arasindaki iligskide farkliliklara yonelik
inanglarinin diizenleyici roliinii ve ¢esitli bireysel sonuglarin bu diizenlenen dolayl
iliskisinden nasil etkilendigini arastirmaktir. Yapilan analizlerin sonucunda hem

beklenen hem de beklenmeyen sonuglar elde edilmistir.
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Farkhlik ve Grup Mevcudiyeti Arasindaki Iliskide Farkhliklara Yénelik

Inanclarin Diizenleyici Etkisi

Literatirde demografik farkliigin genel olarak sosyal biitiinlesmeyi ve grupla
0zdeslesmeyi azaltarak ¢alisma gruplarinin birligine zarar verdigi goriilmektedir.
Farkliliklara yonelik inanclar ise genellikle cesitliligin ¢alisma gruplar iizerindeki
olumsuz etkilerini engellemekte veya zayiflatmaktadir. Bu nedenle, mevcut ¢alisma,
farkliliklara yonelik inanglarin demografik farkliliklar ile algilanan grup mevcudiyeti
arasindaki olumsuz iliskiyi zayiflattigi ileri siirmiistiir. Ancak bazi beklenmedik
sonuglar bulunmustur. Hiyerarsik regresyon analizi, farkliliklara yonelik inanglarin
cinsiyet farkliligi ve grup mevcudiyeti arasindaki iliski tizerindeki diizenleyici
etkisini desteklemistir. Bununla birlikte, diizenleyici etkinin yonii beklenenin tam
tersi ¢ikmistir. Bagka bir deyisle, farkliliklara yonelik inanglar yiiksek olan farkli
bireyler, farkliliklara yonelik inanglar diistik olan farkli bireylere gore gruplarimin
mevcudiyetini daha diisiik olarak algilamislardir. Bu sonug, farkliliklara yonelik
inanglarin algilanan ¢esitliligin grupla 6zdeslesme ve gruplardaki sosyal entegrasyon
tizerindeki olumsuz etkisini olumlu yonde diizenledigini gosteren literatiirle
celismektedir (van Dick vd., 2008; Hentschel vd., 2013; Dumas vd., 2013; Guillaume
et al., 2012). Grupla 6zdeslesmenin 6nemli bir énclli olan grup mevcudiyeti igin bu
ters bulgu dikkat ¢ekicidir. Bu sonu¢ ayn1 zamanda Homan ve arkadaglarinin (2010)
farkliliklara yonelik inanglarin grup Tyelerinin alt gruplara iliskin algilarim
zayiflattigin1 gosteren caligmasiyla da uyumlu degildir. Daha onceki ¢aligsmalarin
aksine, mevcut calismada farkliliklara yonelik inanglarin gruplardaki boliinmeleri
farkli iiyeler i¢in daha goriiniir hale getirdigi goriilmiistiir. Bu nedenle, bu sonucun
nedeni belirsizdir. Yine de, bazi olas1 agiklamalar yapilabilir. Ilk olarak, farkliliklara
yonelik inanglar literatiirii gogunlukla bu kavramin cesitlilik ile birlikte olan etkisine
odaklanmaktadir. Ancak, bu calisma farkliliklara yonelik inanglari, farkliliklari
bagimsiz degisken olarak kullanarak iliskisel demografi perspektifinden incelemistir.
Bu farkli bakis acisi literatiirden farkli bir sonuca yol agmis olabilir. Bir diger
aciklama ise, farkliklara yonelik inanglarin bu bireyleri farkliliklara karsi daha
duyarli hale getirme olasiligidir. Cesitliligin gruplar i¢in faydali oldugu inanci, grup
icindeki boliinmeleri fark etmeyi kolaylagtiran bir faktor olmus olabilir. Acar (2010)
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da paylasilan liderligin algilanan cesitlilik ile duygusal catisma arasindaki
diizenleyici etkisi lizerine yaptigi calismasinda benzer beklenmedik bir sonug
bulmustur. Sonuglar, beklenenin aksine paylasilan liderligin algilanan c¢esitliligin

duygusal catigsma iizerindeki olumlu etkisini giiglendirdigini gdstermektedir.

Mevcut caligmanin sonuglarina gore, farkliliklara yonelik inanglari milliyet ve bilgi
farkliligmin grup mevcudiyeti ile olan iligskisinde anlamli bir diizenleyici etkisi
bulunmamistir. Bunun nedeni biiyiik olasilikla milliyet ve bilgi agisindan farkli olan
katilimcilarin yiizdelerinin (sirastyla %10,6 ve %]16), cinsiyete gore farkli olan

katilimcilarin orania (%35,1) kiyasla ¢ok diigiik olmasidir.

Grup Mevcudiyetinin Cesitli Bireysel Sonuclar Uzerindeki Dogrudan Etkisi

Grup mevcudiyetiniin sonuglar1 hakkinda ¢ok kisitli arastirma bulunmaktadir.
Bununla birlikte, mevcut calismada, grupla 6zdeslesme ile olan yakin iligkisine
dayanarak, mevcudiyet algisinin algilanan nezaketsizlik, algilanan vatandaslik
davranisi, gruptan memnuniyet, algilanan duygusal ¢atisma ve algilanan performans
ile iligkili oldugu 6ne siiriilmiistiir. Bu iliskiler hiyerarsik regresyon ile test edilmistir.
Analiz sonuglari, grup mevcudiyetiniin nezaketsizlik Gzerindeki olumsuz etkisini
ortaya koymustur. Buna gore, bir grup tiyesinin grup mevcudiyeti algisi yiiksek
oldugunda, grubunda daha az nezaketsiz davranis gozlemlemistir. Literatiirde bu
iliski ile ilgili herhangi bir arastirmaya rastlanmamistir. Ancak iletisim eksikligi, 6fke
ve korku gibi olumsuz duygularin nezaketsizligin Onciilleri arasinda oldugu
belirtilmektedir (Barlett vd., 2015; Reio ve Callahan, 2004). Mevcudiyeti yuksek
olan gruplardaki bireyler arasinda giiclii baglar1 oldugundan, bu tiir gruplarin
tiyelerinin ve yeterli iletisime ve birbirlerine kars1 daha az olumsuz duygulara sahip
olmalar1 sasirtict degildir. Ayrica, grup mevcudiyetiniin vatandaslik davranisiyla
olumlu bir sekilde baglantili oldugu One siirlilmistiir. Bulgular da bu Oneriyi
desteklemistir. Algilanan grup mevcudiyeti yiiksek olan kisilerin, gruplarinda
vatandaslik davranislarin1 algilama olasiliklar1 daha yiiksektir. Bu sonuglar,
O0zdeslesme ve vatandaslik davraniglar1 arasindaki iligskiyi gosteren caligmalarla

uyumludur (van Dick vd., 2006; Riketta, 2005). Arastirmanin bir diger hipotezi grup
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mevcudiyetiniin gruptan memnuniyeti olumlu yonde etkiledigidir. Bu hipotez de
desteklenmistir. Insanlar, grubun mevcudiyetini daha yiiksek olarak algiladiklarinda
gruplarindan daha fazla memnuniyet hissetmislerdir. Literatiirde bu iliski hakkinda
bir sonu¢ bulunamamaistir. Ancak, Van Dick ve ark. (2004), 6zdeslesmenin is tatmini
tizerindeki etkilerini 6rgiit diizeyinde ortaya koymustur. Bu, mevcudiyeti yiksek olan
gruplar icin de gecerli olabilir. Grup mevcudiyeti ve duygusal catisma arasindaki
olumsuz iligki desteklenmemistir. Bununla birlikte, ¢alismadaki gruplar, bu ¢alisma
i¢cin olusturulmus ve c¢ok fazla gecmisten gelen kisiler arasi etkilesimlerin olmadigi
gecici takimlardi. Dolayistyla duygusal ¢atismaya neden olacak kisileraras: siiregler
gerceklesmemis olabilir. Son olarak, grup mevcudiyeti ile algilanan performans
arasinda anlamli bir pozitif iliski bulunmustur. Bu, Kategorilestirme-Ayrintilandirma
modelinin varsayimlari ile uyumludur. Mevcudiyeti yiiksek olan gruplarda, gucli bir
sekilde 6zdeslesmis grup tyeleri arasinda daha giiclii baglar oldugundan, daha az
mevcudiyeti olan gruplara gore daha iyi bilgi detaylandirmasi saglayabilir (van
Knippenberg vd., 2004).

Ozdeslesme literatiirii cogunlukla bu kavramin psikolojik boyutu ile sinirl olsa da,
grup mevcudiyeti ve grupla 0zdeslesme arasindaki yakin iligkiyi diisiindiigiimiizde
sonu¢ sasirtict degildir. Literatiir grupla 6zdeslesme kavramini ¢ok uzun siiredir
arastirmaktadir. Mevcut ¢alismanin sonuglari, bu kavramin bir onciilii olarak grup

mevcudiyetiniin etkilerini de dogrulamistir.

Farklihk ve Bireysel Sonuclar Arasindaki Dolayh Iliski Uzerinde Diizenleyici
Olarak Farkhliklara Yonelik Inanclar

Literatiir ¢cogunlukla, demografik farkliligin arzu edilen grup sonuclariyla negatif
olarak baglantili oldugunu, buna karsin istenmeyen sonugclarla pozitif olarak iligkili
oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu nedenle, bu ¢alismada demografik farkliligin algilanan
nezaketsizlik ve algilanan duygusal catisma {lizerinde olumlu bir etkisi oldugunu,
gruptan memnuniyet, algilanan vatandaslik davranisi ve algilanan performans

tizerinde olumsuz bir etkiye sahip oldugunu 6ne siiriilmiistiir.
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Farklilikk ve bagimli degiskenler arasindaki dolayl iliskide farkliliklara yonelik
inanglarin diizenleyici etkisini test etmek i¢in bootstrap analizi yapilmistir. Milliyet
ve bilgi farkliligimmin degiskenlerden higbirinin {izerinde anlamli bir etkisi
bulunmamustir. Ote yandan, cinsiyet farklilig1 i¢in anlamli iliskiler bulunmustur.
Bununla birlikte, farkliliklara yonelik inanglarin diizenleyici etkileri beklenenin tersi
yonlerdedir. Genelde c¢esitliligi ele alan literatiirden farkli olarak demografik
farkliligin kullanilmas1 ve farkliliklara yonelik inanglarin olas1 duyarlilastirici

etkisini bu beklenmeyen bulgularin agiklamasi olabilir.

Sonuglara gore farkliliklara yonelik inanglar, cinsiyet farkliligi ile nezaketsizlik
arasindaki dolayl iliskiyi diizenlemektedir. Farkliliklara yonelik inanglar1 yiiksek
olan farkli kisiler, gruplarmin mevcudiyetini daha diisik olarak algiladilar ve
gruplarinda daha fazla nezaketsizlik davranisi gozlemlediler. Bu beklenmedik bir
sonu¢ olmasina ragmen, cinsiyet farkliligi ile nezaketsizlik arasindaki olumsuz
dolayl iligki, Cunningham ve arkadaglarinin (2012) farkliligin nezaketsizlik ile giiglii
bir sekilde baglantili oldugunu 6ne siiren arastirmasi ile tutarlidir. Chattopadhyay
(1999), demografik farkliliklar ve orgiitsel vatandaglik davranisi arasindaki iligkiye
demografik 6zellikler ve grup kompozisyonunun aracilik ettigini ortaya koymustur.
Benzer sekilde bu calismada da cinsiyet farkliligi ile vatandaslik davranisi arasindaki
dolayh iligki desteklenmistir. Ayrica, Oone sliriilenin tersi yonde olmasina ragmen
farkliliklara yonelik inanclarin diizenleyici etkisi bulunmustur. Buna gore,
farkliliklara yonelik inanglar1 yiiksek olan grup iiyeleri, daha fazla mevcudiyet
algilarken, gruplarinda daha az vatandaslik davranist goézlemlemislerdir.
Arastirmanin bir diger sonucu da, farkliliklara yonelik inanglarin cinsiyet farkliligi
ile gruptan memnuniyet arasindaki iligskiyi diizenledigidir. Farkli insanlar yiiksek
farkliliklara yonelik inanglara sahip olduklarinda, grubun mevcudiyetini daha diisiik
olarak algilarlar ve bu da onlarin gruptan daha az memnuniyet duymasina yol agar.
Duygusal catisma icin, diizenlenen dolayli bir iliski bulunamamistir. Bu sonug,
Pelled'in (1996) cinsiyet ve gorev siiresi farkliliginin algilanan duygusal ¢atisma
tizerinde olumlu dolayli bir etkisi oldugunu ortaya koyan ¢alismasiyla tutarli degildir.

Ancak,, bu sonucun muhtemel nedeni de yine gruplarin kalict olmamasi ve uzun bir
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kisileraras1 ge¢misin olmamasidir. Son olarak, sonuglar, farkliliklara yonelik
inanglarin, cinsiyet farklilign ile algilanan performans arasindaki grup
mevcudiyetiniin aracilik ettigi dolayli iliskiyi diizenledigini gostermistir. Farklilik
inanglarma sahip farkli kisiler, daha diisiik bir grup mevcudiyeti algisina sahip olup
gruplarii1 daha az bagarili olarak algilamislardir. kategorilestirme-detaylandirma
modeli'ne (KDM) gore ¢esitlilik, bilginin detaylandirilmasi i¢in hem faydalidir hem
de sosyal kategorizasyon surecinin olumsuz sonuclart nedeniyle bilgi igin zararhdir.
Bu ¢alismanin sonucu, KDM’nin sosyal kategorilestirme kismu ile tutarlidir. Ancak
farkliliklara yonelik inanglarin farklili§in algilanan performans iizerindeki olumsuz

etkisini guiclendiren duizenleyici etkisinin nedeni hala belirsizdir

Katkilar

Bu ¢alismanin literatiire cesitli katkilari bulunmaktadir. Oncelikle gorece yeni bir
kavram olan farkliliklara yonelik inanglar moderator olarak incelenmistir. Literatiir
daha ¢ok farkliliklara yonelik inanglarin g¢esitliligin olumsuz etkilerini pozitif olarak
diizenledigini gosterirken, bu c¢alisma ayni zamanda istenmeyen sonuglart da
beraberinde getirebilecegine isaret etmektedir. Ayrica, farkliliklara yonelik inanglarin
cesitlilik ve bireysel sonuglar arasindaki diizenleyici rolii iizerine bir¢ok calisma
olmasma ragmen, bu kavram c¢ok nadiren farklilikla birlikte arastirilmistir. Bu
calisma, farkliliklara yonelik inanclar literatiiriinii iligskisel demografi yaklagimiyla

inceleyerek yeni bir bakis acis1 sunmaktadir.

Diger bir katki ise literatiirde yeterince calisilmamis bir kavram olan grup
mevcudiyeti kavraminin 6zellikle isyeri baglaminda incelenmesidir. Caligmalar daha
cok grup mevcudiyetiniin psikolojik yoniine odaklanirken, bu kavramin sonuglarinin
orgiitsel davranis perspektifinden incelenmesi ihmal edilmistir. Mevcut ¢alisma, pek
¢ok istenen ve istenmeyen calisma grubu sonuglari ile grup mevcudiyeti arasindaki
iliskileri ortaya koymustur. Son olarak, bu ¢alisma literatiire, ¢esitlilik ve 6zdeslesme
aragtirmalarmin temelini olusturan ¢ok 6nemli teoriler olan sosyal kimlik teorisi,

benzerlik-cekim paradigmasi, optimal ayirt edicilik teorisi, kategorilestirme-
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ayrintilandirma modeli ve ortak grup i¢i kimlik modelini birlestiren bir model

sunmaktadir.

Siirlamalar ve Gelecekteki Arastirmalar icin Tavsiyeler

Her akademik arastirmada oldugu gibi bu c¢alismanin da baz1 sirhiliklar
bulunmaktadir. Bunlardan ilki 6rneklem 6zellikleri ve nispeten kii¢iik Orneklem
biiylikliigiidiir. Aragtirmanin verileri 94 katilimcidan toplanmistir. Bu katilimcilar
Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesindeki lisans ogrencileridir ve ¢ok biiyiik bir
cogunlugu Isletme boliimiinde okumaktadir. Ayrica, Isletme boliimii dis1 6grenci ve
yabanci uyruklu 6grenci oranlarinin sinirli olmasi nedeniyle gruplarda yeterli milliyet

ve bolum heterojenligi saglanamamustir.

Dikkate alinmasi gereken bir diger siirlilik ise metodoloji ile ilgilidir. Degiskenler,
ortak yontem yanliligina yol acabilecek 6zbildirim anketleriyle 6l¢iilmiistiir. Ayrica,
anket sonuclarinin tamamen anonim olacagi agik¢a belirtilmis olmasina ragmen,
Ogrenciler dersi veren oOgretim iiyesinin cevaplart goreceginden sliphe duymus

olabilirler. Bu, sorulara verdikleri yanitlarin dogrulugunu etkilemis olabilir.

Gelecekteki aragtirmalar igin deney, ¢aligmanin bulgularini tamamlamak igin uygun
bir yontem olabilir. Buna ek olarak, farkliliga yonelik inanglarin derin farklilik ve
mevcudiyet arasindaki iligki tizerindeki diizenleyici etkisini arastirmak ¢ok faydali
olacaktir. Son olarak, bu calismadaki degiskenler yalnizca bireysel diizeyde
incelemistir. Cok diizeyli bir arastirma, ¢aligmada kullanilan degiskenlerin grup

diizeyindeki etkilerini veya sonuglarini ortaya koyabilir.

Yoneticiler i¢cin Cikarimlar

Cesitlilik, istenen ve istenmeyen birgok Onemli sonuca yol actifindan, cesitlilik

yonetimi Orgiitler icin giderek daha 6dnemli hale gelen bir konudur. Mevcut ¢alisma,
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calisma gruplarinda ¢esitlilik yonetimine yonelik ¢ikarimlart ile ydneticilere bakis
acis1 sunmaktadir. ilk olarak, sonuglar, insanlar kendilerini mevcudiyeti olan bir
grubun bir pargasi olarak hissettiklerinde, gruplara ve diger liyelerin davraniglarina
kars1 olumlu bir tutuma sahip olduklarin1 gosterdi. Daha az nezaketsizlik davranisi ve
daha fazla vatandaslik davranisi gozlemleyip, grubu daha basarili gordiiler ve daha
fazla memnuniyet hissettiler. Yoneticiler ve firmalar, ¢caligma gruplarindaki tiyelerin
farkliliginin olumsuz etkilerini ortadan kaldirmak i¢in bu gruplarda birlik duygusu
olusturmaya calismalidir. Diger yandan yoneticiler, farkliliklara yonelik inanglarin
grup mevcudiyetinii zayiflatici etkisinin ve bunun sonucunda grupta daha fazla sorun
algilanmasia neden oldugunun farkinda olmalidirlar. Yiiksek farkliliklara yonelik
inanclara sahip olan insanlar, gruplardaki béliinmeleri daha ¢abuk algilama egilimine
sahiptir. Bu bireylerin ¢alisma gruplariyla daha biitiinlesmis hissetmeleri icin caba
gosterilmelidir. Boylece diger tiyelerin davranislarini daha olumlu yorumlamalari ve

gruplarina kars1 daha olumlu bir tutum i¢inde olmalar1 saglanabilir.

116



V.SAMPLE TEZ iZIN FORMU / THESIS PERMISSION FORM

(Please fill out this form on computer. Double click on the boxes to fill them)

ENSTITU / INSTITUTE

Fen Bilimleri Enstitiisti / Graduate School of Natural and Applied Sciences
Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii / Graduate School of Social Sciences
Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii / Graduate School of Applied Mathematics

Enformatik Enstitiisii / Graduate School of Informatics

O 0O0X O

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitlisii / Graduate School of Marine Sciences

YAZARIN / AUTHOR

Soyadi / Surname : Dindar
Adi / Name : Nefide

B6liimii / Department  : Isletme / Business Administration

TEZIN ADI / TITLE OF THE THESIS (ingilizce / English): Being Dissimilar but Feeling Entitative at the
Same Time: The Moderating Role of Diversity Beliefs

TEZIN TURU/ DEGREE:  Yiiksek Lisans / Master  [X] Doktora/PhD [ ]

1. Tezin tamami diinya ¢apinda erisime agilacaktir. / Release the entire
work immediately for access worldwide. |Z|

2. Tez iki yil siireyle erisime kapal olacaktir. / Secure the entire work for
patent and/or proprietary purposes for a period of two years. * []

3. Tez alt1 ay siireyle erisime kapali olacaktir. / Secure the entire work for
period of six months. * ]

* Enstitli Yonetim Kurulu kararinin basili kopyasi tezle birlikte kiitiiphaneye teslim edilecektir. /
A copy of the decision of the Institute Administrative Committee will be delivered to the library
together with the printed thesis.

Yazarin imzasi / Signature ........cccoceveevvveennenn. Tarih / Date ...cccovvvvveevievnnnens
(Kiitiiphaneye teslim ettiginiz tarih. Elle doldurulacaktir.)
(Library submission date. Please fill out by hand.)

Tezin son sayfasidwr. | This is the last page of the thesis/dissertation.

117



