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Mepidnym

Tig TeAeutaieg SekaeTieG EXOVV ONUELWOEL ONUAVTIKEG XAAAYEG GTOV EPYNCLAKO
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Xpovia Kot €xeL 0dnynoet oe aviavopevn BLpAoypagia oxetikd pe to Opa. H Bla
O0TO XWPO EPYAOIAG ATMOTEAEL GNUAVTIKI TINYN] AYXOUG LE APVNTIKESG ETIUTTWOELS
0TI CWUATIKN Kot PuXIKY VYEld TwV BUHATWV.
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€EeTACOVLE TO PALVOUEVO TNG EPYACLAKNG Blag 6TOV EAANVIKO TpaTelikd TOUE.
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31000: 2009 To omoio Ba pag BonBnoel va aflodoynoovpe toug Kvdvvous. To
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TAaioLo Tov TpoTeiveTal amd to mpoTuTo ISO 31000: 2009.

Ta amotedéopata Seixvouv 0tTL 1 Bla 0TO YWPO gpyaciag eival yaunAn n
ueoaiov kvéVvov. EmimAéov, ol yuvaikes elval To eVAAWTEG A’ OTL Ol AVOPES

ouvvaded@ol Tovg.



Summary

Recent decades have seen significant changes in the workplace. Such changes
have resulted in emerging risks in the field of occupational safety and health. The
problem of workplace violence has created scientific interest over the past years
and has resulted in a growing literature related to the issue. Workplace violence
is an important source of stress with detrimental effects to the physical and
mental health of the victims.

The aim of this study is to identify, analyze and evaluate the risk emerging
from the diverse forms of workplace violence. Using a non-random sample of
employees, we examine the phenomenon of workplace violence in the Greek
banking sector.

This study consists of two parts. The first part, the literature review, sets
the stage for integrated analysis of the phenomenon. It provides a description of
the prevalence, types, causes, and consequences of workplace violence. It also
briefly describes the ISO 31000:2009 Standard which will help us assess the
risks. The second part is the empirical survey. The risk assessment builds upon
the framework proposed by the ISO 31000:2009.

The results show that workplace violence is low or medium risk. Further,

women are more vulnerable than their male counterparts.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Workplace violence, a type of violence that occurs in workplaces, is a complex
and heterogeneous social phenomenon, as reflected by the variability of
definitions in circulation, with antecedents in individual, organization, and
society. Violence risk is induced by the interaction of various facilitators and its
consequences are differentiated. In order to be able to assess the risk of
victimization it is important to identify and address its root causes.

Violence at work has become increasingly significant to organizations. It is
argued that workplace violence - be it physical or psychological - is a
fundamental organizational problem (O'Leary-Kelly, Griffin & Glew 1996). No
organization, in any industry, is immune to workplace violence. Violence at work
is recognized as an occupational hazard which may have detrimental effects on
the well-being of employees as it may trigger a range of physical and emotional
outcomes. Being victimized at work can also result in significant economic losses
to organizations associated with absenteeism and leaves, lower productivity and
higher turnover. Awareness of these facts among researchers and international
organizations was significantly enhanced over the past decades.

So far, the majority of workplace violence studies in the literature have
been conducted in the healthcare industry. Within the banking industry, little is
known about the extent and nature of the problem. To the best of my knowledge,
there have been no published studies regarding the phenomenon of workplace
violence in the Greek banking sector. Motivated by the lack of research on this
issue, this research aims to study workplace violence from a risk management
perspective.

Nowadays, Greece’s banking sector is dominated by a total of four systemic

banks (Alpha Bank, National Bank of Greece, Piraeus Bank, Eurobank) which



account for 90 percent of the market share in terms of loan market and deposits
(Hohler, 2017).

The Greek banking sector is an interesting case for study due to the
structural changes it has witnessed over the last decade as a consequence of the
unprecedented financial crisis that hit Greece and harmed its economy and
society. Inevitably the ongoing crisis has affected significantly the Greek banks
by putting pressure on their liquidity and capital adequacy. Greek banks incurred
losses through their holdings of Greek bonds as a result of the debt restructuring
operations known colloquially as P.S.I (Private Sector Involvement) that took
place in 2012. The large outflow of deposits from the domestic banking system,
forced the authorities to impose capital controls in June 2015.

In view of potential instability, the crisis-hit banking sector was
restructured to safeguard financial stability and protect depositors’ interests.
The restructuring agenda included a series of measures, inter alia,
recapitalization, targeted mergers and acquisitions, sale of international
subsidiaries, domestic branch network and personnel reduction. The main aim of
such restructuring was to create stronger and more flexible institutions.
Therefore, the Greek banking system was radically restructured and ended up an
oligopolistic retail banking one consisting of four core banks.

In an era of downsizing, reengineering, and restructuring, which is usually
accompanied by changes in management, pay cuts or freezes, and heavier
workload (ILO, 2001), it is reasoned that such changes generate negative
reactions, such as anger, frustration, and anxiety that may in turn lead to violence
in the workplace (Baron & Neuman, 1996, 1998).

The remainder of the dissertation is organized as follows. Chapter 2
provides a thorough review of the literature by shedding light on concepts and
definitions, focusing on various forms and types of violence. Furthermore, factors
that may contribute to and cause violence are also discussed here. Chapter 3
provides an overview of the ISO 31000:2009 International Standard on Risk
Management. Chapter 4 presents the procedure of the research methodology. It
describes the pilot study, participants, instrumentation, questionnaire
distribution, and the sampling technique of the study. Chapter 5 presents the

results of the data analysis and a discussion of the results. In Chapter 6, a risk



matrix analysis framework is proposed for each type of workplace (physical,
verbal, bullying/mobbing, sexual harassment). A risk management process
aligned with the requirements of ISO 31000:2009 Standard is established. A risk
management perspective places workplace violence within the realm of potential
occupational hazards. Finally, Section 7 concludes with a brief summary of the

main findings of the dissertation and its limitations.



Chapter 2

Literature Review

Identified as an occupational hazard, workplace violence has gathered much
attention at the global level. Over the last years the issue of violence in the
workplace has attained greater prominence and has been extensively researched
in a plethora of theoretical and empirical studies (for an in-depth overview see
Chappell & Di Martino, 2006). In this chapter we review in depth the literature,
with the foci on the prevalence, types, causes, and consequences of violence in
the workplace. The findings that are discussed below refer to Western countries,

since most of the studies on the issue have been conducted there.

2.1. The crux of workplace violence

Workplace violence (WPV) constitutes a public health problem that transcends
the boundaries of countries, industry sectors and occupational groups. The issue
is increasingly emerging as a priority area of concern, in view of its definite
adverse and sometimes even severe outcomes on individuals, organizations and
the whole society (Chappell & DiMartino 2006). Yet, the study of workplace
violence is complicated by the fact what constitutes violence is diverse in

different contexts and cultures (EU-OSHA 2010).

2.2. Prevalence of violence

There are difficulties when comparing workplace violence prevalence rates from
different studies, due to the way workplace is conceptualized and
operationalized by researchers. Prevalence data are disparate due to the
diversity in the methods used, the definition of the concept, the type of violence

measured, the sample size, and the monitoring period, which usually ranges from



6 to 12 months long. Regardless of these disparities, the statistics are alarming
and the empirical results demonstrate that violence at workplace is an increasing
problem worldwide. A growing number of empirical studies have documented
the magnitude of violence at workplaces primarily in Western industrialized
societies. For example, the sixth European Working Conditions Survey
(Eurofound, 2017) reported that about one-sixth (15%) workers have

experienced adverse social behavior.

2.3. The definition of workplace violence

Workplace violence is a concept that defies precise definition. The World Health
Organization (WHO) defines violence as “the intentional use of physical force or
power, threatened or actual, against oneself, another person, or against a group
or community, which either results in or has a high likelihood of resulting in
injury, death, psychological harm, maldevelopment, or deprivation”. (Krug,
Dahlberg, Mercy, Zwi, & Lozano, 2002, p.5).

Although there is no agreed definition of workplace violence, one common,
if loose, description is “any physical assault, threatening behavior, or verbal
abuse occurring in the work setting that humiliates, degrades or damages a
person’s well-being, value and dignity”. Though conventionally understood, there
is no unanimity so far about the definition among institutions and researchers, as
the intended meaning of the term differs in several contexts in which it is used.
According to Di Martino (2003), “Physical and psychological violence often
overlap in practice, making any attempt to categorise different forms of violence
very difficult” (p.2).

Moreover, the concept of the workplace is elusive (Chappell & Di Martino,
2006). With the growing number of people working from home or self-employed
people nowadays, work does not take place within the traditional “public sphere”
such as a corporate office. New forms of “workplaces” have also emerged due to
technological changes. Therefore, the term “work-related” instead of “workplace”
puts violence at work in a broader perspective (Di Martino 2003). In this study,
the two terms are used interchangeably.

Nevertheless, it is important to establish the definitions used by various

international organizations. A review of the current state of workplace research
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reveals that there are various accepted definitions of workplace violence.

The International Labor Organization (2003) provides the following
definition of workplace violence in its code of practice: “Any action, incident or
behavior that departs from reasonable conduct in which a person is assaulted,
threatened, harmed, injured in the course of, or as a direct result of, his or her
work” (p.4).

For the purpose of conducting the present study, a widely accepted
definition proposed by the European Commission, is adopted. According to
European Commission, workplace violence is defined as: “Incidents where staff
are abused, threatened or assaulted in circumstances related to their work,
including commuting to and from work, involving an explicit or implicit

challenge to their safety, well-being or health” (Wynne et al. 1997: 1).

2.4. Typology of workplace violence

Despite a shared understanding, workplace violence is not of a uniform type. To
fully understand workplace violence as an occupational hazard, it is important to
focus on its different forms. Categorization is important for identification of the
most appropriate risk preventive measures. To gain better understanding of
what constitutes workplace violence, those involved in the occupational safety
and health, need to examine the nature and origin of workplace violence. There is
a range of ways to categorize different forms of workplace violence. Distinction
among different types of violence in the workplace may come from the type of
victimization and/or by the victim-perpetrator relationship, either outside or

inside the workplace.

a. Nature of workplace violence

Workplace violence extends from physical to psychological behaviors which are
often interrelated and overlapping (Stutzenberger & Fisher, 2014). Examples of
behaviors that constitute each type are shown in Table 2.1. Physical violence is
the use of physical force against another person or group that results in physical,
sexual or psychological harm. Psychological violence includes verbal abuse,
bullying/mobbing, harassment and threats. It can result in harm to physical,

mental, spiritual, moral or social development (ILO/ICN/WHO/PSI, 2003).

6



Table 2.1.: Types of violence and violent behaviors in the workplace

Type of violence Violent behavior
Physical Homicide
Rape
Robbery

Assault/attack (e.g kicking, punching, scratching,
squeezing, pinching and biting)

Psychological Bullying
Threats of intimidation (e.g. swearing, shouting and
interfering with work tools and equipment)
Harassment (e.g. sexual, racial, and ethnic slurs, remarks
and behavior)
Stalking
Deliberate silence

Ostracism (e.g. exclusion or isolation)

Adopted from: Stutzenberger and Fisher (2014 : 209)

In terms of how the perpetrator behaves, literature has classified workplace
violence into physical/verbal, active /passive, direct/indirect, overt/covert

(Buss, 1961; Keashly and Jagatic, 2003).

b. Origin of workplace violence
Violence can come from outside the workplace or has its origin within it.
According to this distinction, workplace violence is classified into:
* Internal violence, which takes place between workers (including
supervisors and managers)
= External violence, which takes place between workers (including

supervisors and managers) and any other person who is at the workplace.

This definition is widely also used and has gained wide acceptance in literature

(ILO, 2003; Chappell & Di Martino, 2006; Eurofound, 2010).



A similar typology was developed by the Californian Occupational Safety and
Health Administration (Cal/OSHA, 1995) on the basis of the relationship
between the assailant and the workplace. Cal/OSHA has proposed the following

three types of workplace violence':

» (Criminal intent (Type I) exists when a perpetrator has no legitimate
relationship to the business or its employees and generally occurs in
conjunction with a crime.

* Customer/Client (Type II) exists when an offender has a legitimate
relationship to the business and becomes violent while being served by
the business.

»  Worker-on-Worker (Type III) exists when an employee or prior
employee attacks or threatens another employee or prior employee in the

workplace.

LeBlanc and Kelloway (2002) argue that “operationally, it may be difficult to
distinguish between criminals and clients as sources of workplace violence
because criminals often pose as clients to gain entry into the organization”
(p-445). In this context, we have differentiated between only two sources of
violence: client initiated (Type II) and co-worker initiated (Type III). This
categorization can be particularly helpful in the design of strategies to prevent
workplace violence, since each type of violence requires a different approach for

prevention.

2.5. Risk factors

Workplace violence, as mentioned before, is a multifaceted problem, and mono-
causal explanations fail to provide a deeper understanding of perpetrator’s
actions. Violent behavior can be explained by a number of risk factors on
multiple levels. No single factor explains why some individuals behave violently

toward others. The Chappell-Di Martino (2006) interactive model of workplace

1 Lately, a fourth source of workplace has been suggested. Personal Relationship (Type IV) exists
when an individual does not have a relationship with the organization, but has a relationship
with an employee who is the target of the violence. (Source: Merchant, J. A, & Lundell, J. A.
(2001). Workplace violence: A report to the nation. lowa City: University of lowa.).



violence integrates the risk factors for workplace violence across on a multitude

of levels: individual, workplace, societal, and contextual (Figure 2.1.).
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\ ) B Financial loss
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B Widespread injustice

Figure 2.1.: The Chappell-Di Martino interactive model of workplace violence (Adapted from:

Chappell & Di Martino, 2006).

These factors are often interconnected, as when contextual or societal risk
factors fuel the individual ones. However, it is not the intention of this thesis to
examine the entire spectrum of risk factors. Rather, this section offers an
overview of the factors cited by past research as antecedents of workplace
violence. Adopting an “organization-motivated” perspective, attention is focused
on risk-producing variables which are traceable to the characteristics of the
work environment within which employees operate (O'Leary-Kelly et al., 1996).
That workplace environment is composed of a variety of factors including
the physical and organizational structure. It can also be related to elements such
as managerial style and the prevailing culture (Chappell & Di Martino, 2006).
Once the risk factors are determined, appropriate strategy to prevent workplace
violence can be established. For purposes of simplification, the range of
suggested contributory factors has been grouped into three levels of analysis:

environmental, organizational, and situational. Some of these factors are



summarized in Table 2.2.

Table 2.2.: Workplace risk factors

Category Risk factor

Environmental Insufficient safety equipment (e.g. lack of protective glass
panels)
Poor environmental conditions (e.g. poor lighting, high noise
levels, temperature, poor air quality, poor ventilation)
Organizational Authoritarian management style
Understaffed
Excessive workload
Overcrowding
Bureaucratic procedures
Organizational changes (e.g. downsizing, budget cuts, sizeable
layoffs)
Situational Working alone
Dealing with the public
Working with cash handling and valuables
Working with people in distress
Certain days or periods of year (e.g. pension payment days,

tax-related payment deadlines, holidays)

a. Environmental

Environmental risk factors are those that are attributable to the layout, design,
and amenities of the physical workspace. These risk features include:
overcrowding, poor lighting, high noise levels, high humidity, poor air quality,
poor ventilation, uncomfortably high or low temperature. Studies have provided
many insights into the relationship between environmental risk factors and
workplace violence (Baron & Neuman, 1998). For example, a poor workplace
design along with inadequate design features such as poor ventilation may lead

to customer frustration increasing the risk of violent behavior.
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b. Organizational

Organizational risk factors are those that are intrinsic to the job and result from
the policies, procedures, work practices and culture of the organization.
Organisational behavior literature offers important perspectives on the
organisational elements that encourage violence. An authoritarian management
style, which relies on harsh discipline, may create a climate of fear and can be
regarded as a forerunner of violent behavior (Di Martino, Hoel, & Cooper, 2003).
Deficiencies in work design (e.g. high job demands, low job control) are also
fertile ground for workplace violence. Other organisational-related factors such
as organizational changes (e.g. downsizing, layoffs, restructuring processes) can
generate, or contribute to, workplace violence (Baron & Neuman, 1998). For
example, excessive workload or insufficient staff can slow down the provision of
services, which can result in excessive delays and queuing for customers

especially during peak periods.

c. Situational

In the same vein, situational factors are also associated with an increased risk of
workplace violence. Such risk factors are attributed to specific times and
situations when employees are at enhanced risk. Contact with the public and
working with cash and valuables are two well-known risk factors (Cal/OSHA,

1995; Chappell & Di Martino, 2006).

2.6. Consequences

The presence of violence in the workplace represents very considerable costs
which are borne not only by the individuals, but also by the employing
organizations. The negative health, economic, and social impacts of workplace
violence are well documented (Hoel, Sparks, & Cooper, 2001). As a result of
workplace violence, individuals may suffer negative consequences which include,
among others, deteriorating health, demoralization, and reduced performance.
On the organizational level, workplace violence entails numerous direct and
indirect costs, in addition to other intangible ones, in terms of financial and non-
financial indicators. Such costs include increased absenteeism, high levels of

turnover, reduced performance and productivity, negative working climate and

11



diminished public image. The negative consequences of workplace violence

extend beyond victims and enterprises as they are also externalized to society.

They pervade victims’ family and their community, disrupting their family and

social life, increasing medical expenses and unemployment. The particular costs

of violence are summarized in Table 2.3.

Table 2.3.: Costs of workplace violence

Costs to individuals

Costs to society

e increased risk of an accident

e frustration, demoralisation, stress
e deteriorating health, disability

e pain, distress, death

e stigmatisation and discrimination

« ineffective performance

* social security costs

e compensation claims

e unemployment

e disruption in family life
e disruption in social life
e poor health care

e increased violence

Costs to organizations

Direct

Indirect

Intangible

e disruption

e accidents

¢ illness, disability, death
« legal liabilities
 absenteeism

e turnover

* reduced job satisfaction
 reduced morale

e reduced commitment

e reduced efficiency

» reduced performance

e reduced productivity

e organization image

e creativity

e quality

e anticipation

o working climate (less
conducive environment)

e openness to innovation

(Sources: Di Martino, Hoel & Cooper, 2003; Chappell & Di Martino, 2006)
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Chapter 3
The ISO 31000:2009
Standard

Enterprise risk management (ERM), a holistic approach to manage corporate
risks, has been identified as a key issue for business agenda. The effective
management of corporate risks is a driver of long-term success. Recognizing that
risk management is an integral part of the corporate governance, this research
follows an approach to manage workplace violence risk that aligns with the
requirements of ISO 31000:2009 Standard”. Its Risk Assessment activity is the

focus of this chapter.

3.1. The ISO 31000:2009

In 2009 the International Organization for Standardization (ISO) released the
first internationally recognised standard entitled: ISO 31000:2009, Risk
Management-Principles and Guidelines.  The standard aims to provide
organisations a universal benchmark for the design of risk management strategy
regardless of their size, activity or sector. Though not prescriptive, it aims to
provide organizations with universally accepted principles and guidelines on
risk management. The ISO 31000:2009 Standard is based on three pillars:

» Risk management principles (11 principles for managing risk) - Clause 3

» Risk management framework (5 components to the framework for

managing risk) - Clause 4

» Risk management process (5 processes for managing risk) - Clause 5

2In February 2018, the International Standards Organization (ISO) released ISO 31000:2018, an
updated version that revises and supersedes the ISO 31000:2009 standard.
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The three-pillar architecture is shown in figure below.
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¢) Part of decision making t (5.3)
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Figure 6.1.: Relationships between the risk management principles, framework

and process (Source: 1SO, 2009)

3.2. The Risk Management Process

The risk management process under ISO 31000:2009 (Clause 5) is an integrative
and iterative stepwise process to manage occupational hazards. Its cornerstone
is risk assessment. It also comprises two other activities: context and risk
treatment. Risk management is an ongoing process buttressed by continuous
monitoring and review, and communication and consultation. These key
activities may prove useful in identifying the risks - and hopefully improve the

effectiveness of strategies for the prevention.

3.2.1. Establishing the context

Establishing the context defines the scope for the risk management process
within the context of the firm's organizational objectives. It also sets the criteria
for the risk management policy. Though external and internal factors may impact
the organization and should both be taken into account when managing risk, the
current study focuses on influences that derive from the internal environment in

which the firm operates and articulates its objectives.
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3.2.2. Risk Assessment

Once the context has been established, risks need to be assessed. Risk
Assessment is an overall process that involves three interdependent activities:
risk identification, risk analysis, and risk evaluation. Risk identification is a
systematic process that involves the identification of sources of the risk and their
potential to cause harm. Risk analysis is concerned with risk comprehension. It
involves determining the level of each risk, i.e. its consequences and the
likelihood of occurrence. Risk analysis provides the basis for risk evaluation and
decision-making about risk treatment. Risk analysis includes risk estimation.
Risk evaluation prioritizes risks and identifies which risks may require
treatment. It is a process of comparing the results of risk analysis with risk
criteria developed when the context was established. Risk evaluation is used to
determine whether the risk is acceptable or tolerable and hence, whether risk

treatment is worthwhile.

3.2.3. Risk Treatment

Risk treatment selects the appropriate options for treating or modifying risks.
Such options include: avoiding the risk, removing the risk source, reduction of
the likelihood and the consequences of the risk, sharing or transferring the risk

with other parties, retain the risk.

3.2.4. Monitoring and Review

Monitoring and review involves continual analysis of the risks encountered, and

activity undertaken to determine risk treatment effectiveness.

3.2.5. Communication and Consultation

Communication and consultation are ongoing processes that a corporation
conducts to provide, share or obtain information and to engage in dialogue with
stakeholders regarding the management of risk (or by involving all

stakeholders).
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Chapter 4
Research Methodology

Workplace violence is a sensitive research topic and getting truthful answers is
difficult. To circumvent this hurdle, the use of anonymous surveys is
recommended. As no existing questionnaire was available for use for this
particular project, it was necessary to develop one. For the empirical part of the
study a questionnaire was designed following a comprehensive review of the

literature.

4.1. Data collection

Google Docs platform was used to develop a self-administered questionnaire as a
method of data collection. The online questionnaire was automatically hosted on
the Google Docs platform between 15t January and 30t March 2018. The survey
was conducted electronically: the participants were acquired with the help of the
social media platforms. The researcher explained the purpose of the study and

emphasizes the voluntary and confidential nature of the study.

4.2. Study population

Participation was voluntary but not randomly selected. This study included
current employees of Greek banks. For the sake of clarity, the survey was

conducted in Greek.

4.3. Sampling method

As random sampling was not feasible due to time and resource constraints, a
non-probabilistic sampling method was used. In particular, access to the

employees who participated in the study was enabled by the snowball sampling
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technique. However, such technique comes at the expense of external validity

(Nielsen, Matthiesen, & Einarsen, 2010).

4.4. Instrument

The questionnaire deployed in the study was structured in 4 parts, or “blocks”,
and includes 35 items in total. A draft version of the questionnaire was pre-
tested through a paper-based pilot survey by a group of bank employees (N=10)
to ascertain respondents’ comprehension and completion time.

The first part of the questionnaire gathered demographic information of the
participants such as gender, age, current position, years of experience,
marital /relationship status etc. The most important source of information on
workplace violence hazard is based on the subjective perception of the
respondents. Thus, the approach followed on this survey is known in the
literature as the subjective (or self-assessment) method (Zapf & Einarsen, 2003).

The second part of the questionnaire was used to identify which factors
generated or contributed to workplace violence based on participants’
perceptions. These risk factors were derived from previous research on
workplace violence. At the end of this subsection, participants had to answer a
skip logic question. In particular, they were asked whether they had been
subjected to workplace violence or not during the last 12 months. A “no”
response allowed to route them to the last section of the survey.

The third part of the survey contained a number of questions related to
Type II (Customer/Client initiated) violence and Type III (Worker-on-Worker)
violence. Prior to these questions respondents were presented with a specific
definition of violence at workplace to ensure consistency in their understanding.
This, highly accepted definition proposed by the European Commission (1997),

is the following:

“Incidents where staff are abused, threatened or assaulted in
circumstances related to their work, including commuting to
and from work, involving an explicit or implicit challenge to
their safety, well-being or health”. (Wynne, Clarkin, &
Griffiths, 1997, p.1.)
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The definition was immediately followed by separate subsections about physical
violence, verbal abuse, bullying/mobbing, and sexual harassment. In particular,
each of these subsections comprised a set of questions that provided further
information on the frequency, the impact, and in cases of internal violence, the
perpetrator. Likert-type responses were sought to items rating frequency and
influence on perceived mental health. The reason for choosing mental health is
reflected on the importance of mental health reflected in the World Health
Organization (2004) definition: “Mental health is defined as a state of well-being
in which every individual realizes his or her own potential, can cope with the
normal stresses of life, can work productively and fruitfully, and is able to make a
contribution to her or his community”. Mayhew and Chappell (2007) argue that
“Violence at work (VAW) is a frequent precursor to mental ill health, and to a
lesser degree physical injury, among those exposed to this occupational hazard”
(p- 327).

First, participants were asked to respond how often the respondents have
experienced violence at work in the course of the previous year. The question on
actual exposure is stated as follows: “How often have you been exposed to [type of
violence] in the last 12 months?”.

The consequences of the traumatic events on participants’ mental health
were measured by a 3-item instrument adopted by the ILO/ICN/WHO/PSI
questionnaire. This measure was used in order to assess subjective evaluation of
the experience of the traumatic event and specifically the symptoms that meet
the DSM-IV criteria of Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD). PTSD is defined by
the simultaneous presence of symptoms belonging to three main categories:
intrusion, avoidance, and hyperarousal.

To assess the psychological consequences, the following question was
addressed: “Since you were attacked, how BOTHERED have you been by [symptoms
of PTSD]”. Participants were asked to rate the impact (0 = Not at all to 5 =
Extremely) with which they experienced each of the three distinct symptom
areas (intrusion, avoidance, hyperarousal) corresponding to the criteria for PTSD
within a 12-month time window. To evaluate the degree of prevalence of PTSD I
averaged scores on each PTSD item.

In addition, the exposed to internal violence (Type III) participants were
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also asked whether the perpetrators were persons in a superior (a superior),
equally high (a co-worker), or lower position (a subordinate).

An additional six-item instrument was used to gauge participants’
perceptions about workplace violence consequences on a variety of outcomes.
Participants were asked to rate the impact they considered workplace violence
had on each outcome on a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 means “Not at all” and 5
“Extremely”.

Finally, the questionnaire included items about prevention and treatment of

the issue; both exposed and non-exposed participants were requested to answer.
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Chapter 5

Results

5.1. Data analysis

The totals used for the analysis were the number of valid responses for each
question. Due to rounding, percentages presented throughout this document
may not add up precisely to the totals provided and may not precisely reflect the

absolute figures.

5.2. Demographics
Ninety-six employees responded to survey questionnaire. The respondents were
predominantly female (61.46%) and married (57.29%). The majority were aged
between 35 and 44. The respondents identified their organizational status as
employees (68.75%) or supervisors (31.25%). Most had 11 to 15 years of
experience in the profession (45.83%). Approximately one-third of employees
reported that 6 to 10 coworkers were present in the same work setting. Table 5.1
displays the demographic and professional characteristics of the respondents.
The results showed 50% of respondents had been subjected to at least one
kind of violence in the workplace over the past 12 months (Table 5.2). The
prevalence of any type of violence was 16.67% and 33.33% for male and female
employees respectively. Subjects could choose more than one type of workplace
violence. The workplace violence reported varied according to the type of
violence; the prevalence ranged from 38.54% to 50%. In particular, out the total
sample of 48 respondents reported being exposed to workplace violence, the
most prevalent violence was verbal abuse, followed by bullying, physical
violence, and sexual harassment. All types of violence are most prevalent for

female employees.
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Table 5.1: Demographics and job-related characteristics of the sample (N=96)

Frequency (N) Percentage (%)

Gender

Male 37 38.54
Female 59 61.46
Age (years)

18-24 - -
25-34 28 29.17
35-44 64 66.67
45-54 4 4.17
55+ - -
Marital status

Single 33 34.38
Married 55 57.29
Living with a partner 4 4.17
Divorced 4 4.17
Widowed - -
Position

Manager - -
Supervisor 30 31.25
Employee 66 68.75
Experience (years)

<5 4 4.17
6-10 27 28.13
11-15 44 45.83
16-20 19 19.79
>20 2 2.08
Number of colleagues present

none 1 1.04
1-5 23 23.96
6-10 35 36.46
11-15 16 16.67
>15 21 21.88
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The following table displays the distribution for different

experienced by gender over the past 12 months.

Table 5.2: Exposure to workplace violence

types of violence

Gender
Male Female Total
Yes 16 32 48
(16.67) (33.33) (50.00)
15 23 38
15.63 23.96 39.58
Physical ( ) ( ) ( )
16 32 48
16.67 33.33 50.00
Verbal ( ) ( ) ( )
15 31 46
(15.63) (32.29) (47.92)
Bullying/Mobbing
14 23 37
(14.58) (23.96) (38.54)
Sexual harassment
No 21 27 48
(38.54) (28.13) (50.00)
Total 37 59 96

Note: The numbers in parentheses indicate the percentage of each category in the total

population (N=96). Respondents could choose more than one type of violence.

5.2. Precursors of workplace violence

Both exposed and non-exposed participants were asked to identify which of

individual, organizational and situational factors associated with workplace

violence they considered to be the most important. Comparison between the two

groups in terms of perception showed that there is general agreement on many

factors. Figures 5.1 and 5.2 illustrate the number of responses each of these

factors received.

22



mexposed M not exposed

Other
Working with cash handling and valuables
Deficiencies in workplace design and poor environmental conditions
Dealing with the public
Working with people in (financial) distress
Bureaucratic procedures
Owercrowding
Understaffing

Certain days or periods of year

Figure 5.1: Factors associated with workplace violence initiated by clients (Type II)

mexposed M not exposed

Other

Job insecurity

Power imbalance

Internal com petition (for promotion or reward)
Organizational (imjustice

Organizational changes (e.g. Downsizing or reorganization)
Attainment of organizational goals

Poory defined job tasks and responsibilities

Authoritarian management style

Excessive workload

Figure 5.2: Factors associated with workplace violence initiated by co-workers (Type I1I)

Certain days or periods of year, understaffing and overcrowding were ranked 1,
2, and 3, receiving 76, 71, and 62 responses respectively. Excessive workload,
authoritarian management style and poorly defined job tasks and
responsibilities were identified as the most important factors associated with
violence initiated by co-workers, with a total number of 73, 61, and 59 responses

each.

5.3. Perpetrators

Participants who had been exposed to workplace violence over the 12-month
period were asked to indicate the source of violence. They could also report

several types of violence. In most cases, clients were the main perpetrators
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violent behavior (Figure 5.3). In particular, clients were identified in 164 cases

while co-workers were identified in 153 cases.

B Type ll O Typell
20 1 46 45 43 43
] 38 37

40 33 27
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Py sical Werbal Bully ing/Mobbing Sexual harassment

Figure 5.3: Perpetrators of workplace violence

Internal workplace violence can be perpetrated by organizational insiders.
Respondents were asked to identify the perpetrator in the incidents of violence
experienced. They were allowed to identify more than one perpetrator. However,
not all respondents provided information about the perpetrator. As shown in
Figure 5.4, in all four types of violence, participants reported as perpetrators
their superiors and co-workers, whereas no case of sexual harassment was

perpetrated by a subordinate.

O Superior @ Coworker m Subordinate
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Priysical Verbal Bullying/Mobbing Sexual harassment

Figure 5.4: Perpetrators of internal violence
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Of the reported cases, the majority of the respondents described perpetrators of
internal workplace violence persons in a superior position. Only few cases
concerned violence perpetrated by a person in a lower position. Overall,
superiors were the main perpetrators in all types of violence, with the exception

of sexual harassment where co-workers were slightly more.

5.4. Self-rated frequency and seriousness of violence

The benchmark used in this survey’s possible answers comprised Likert-type
response scales. For the question on likelihood, respondents could select one of

» “ » o« » “

five choices: “Rarely”, “Occasionally”, “Sometimes”, “Often” or “Frequently”. For
the question on impact, respondents could select one of five choices: “Not at all”,
“A little bit”, “Moderately”, “Quite a bit”, or “Extremely”. Then, these alternatives

are turned into a 1-5 scale (Table 5.3).

Table 5.3: Likert-scale classification of likelihood and impact

Likelihood Score Impact Score
Frequently 5 Extremely 5
Often 4 Quite a bit 4
Sometimes 3 Moderately 3
Occasionally 2 A little bit 2
Rarely 1 Not at all 1

The mean score was used to compare the frequency and impact from the four
types of violence. Client-initiated verbal abuse was the most frequent and severe,
with a mean score 3.02 and 3.80 respectively. In contrast, worker-on-worker
physical violence was the least frequent and severe, with a mean score 1.09 and
1.76 respectively. Table 5.4 summarizes the results for the four types in terms of

the origin of the source of workplace violence.
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Table 5.4: Frequency and impact by source of workplace violence

Type 11 Type III

Frequency Impact Frequency Impact

Physical 1.45 2.28 1.09 1.76
Verbal 3.02 3.80 2.58 3.07
Bullying/Mobbing 2.28 2.72 2.44 2.94
Sexual harassment 1.14 1.88 1.22 1.92

The following tables present the results for different types of violence according
to gender. As can be seen in tables 5.5 and 5.6, gender-based variations have
been identified for both reported frequency and impact. The mean scores for

women were slightly higher than men on all types of violence.

Table 5.5: Frequency and impact of Type Il violence risk by gender

Male Female

Frequency Impact Frequency Impact

Physical 1.40 1.87 1.48 2.55
Verbal 2.88 2.48 3.10 3.03
Bullying/Mobbing 1.93 2.16 2.46 3.02
Sexual harassment 1.07 1.17 1.17 2.32

Table 5.6: Frequency and impact of Type III violence risk by gender

Male Female

Frequency Impact Frequency Impact

Physical
Verbal
Bullying/Mobbing

Sexual harassment

1.07
2.13
1.71
1.00

1.52
2.71
2.36
1.31

1.11
2.80
2.79
1.37

1.93
3.24
3.22
2.33
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The items in the survey showed satisfactory levels of reliability and internal

consistency, with Cronbach’s alpha’s for the scales ranging from 0.85 to 0.97.

(Table 5.7)

Table 5.7: Distribution and Cronbach alpha’s for the PTSD, by type of violence

Client Coworker
PTSD-subscales Mean SD Cronbach’s PTSD-subscales Mean SD Cronbach’s
alpha alpha
Physical 0.92 Physical 0.96
intrusion 1.81 1.47 intrusion 1.21 1.29
avoidance 1.56 1.35 avoidance 1.08 1.15
hyperarousal 2.04 1.70 hyperarousal 1.33 1.37
Verbal 0.85 Verbal 0.92
intrusion 3.00 1.29 intrusion 290 1.57
avoidance 248 1.37 avoidance 2.63 1.59
hyperarousal 3.06 1.45 hyperarousal 3.10 1.69
Bullying/mobbing 0.93 Bullying/mobbing 0.94
intrusion 2.54 1.50 intrusion 2.65 1.64
avoidance 2.19 148 avoidance 246 1.66
hyperarousal 2.58 1.57 hyperarousal 2.79 1.76
Sexual 0.94 Sexual 0.97
harassment harassment
intrusion 146 1.38 intrusion 1.23 1.40
avoidance 1.29 1.18 avoidance 1.21 135
hyperarousal 1.60 1.51 hyperarousal 1.35 1.58
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Chapter 6
Workplace violence from a
risk management

perspective

In chapter 3, we presented and discussed the ISO 31000:2009 International
Standard. The risk assessment of the workplace violence discussed in this
chapter follows the risk assessment framework provided by the Standard, which

involves identifying, analyze and evaluate risk.

6.1. Risk identification

As discussed previously, risk identification is a process that involves the
identification of sources of the risk and their potential to cause harm. For the
purpose of identifying risk factors and the consequences, outside sources, such
as publications, are used. Input from employees helps us identify which factors

contribute to workplace violence.

6.1.1. Risk factors
Respondents were asked which factors contribute to violence. A full list of
individual, organizational and situational factors which were assessed in terms

of their importance as precursors associated with workplace violence initiated

by clients (Tables 6.1) and co-workers (Tables 6.2).
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Table 6.1: Ranking of contributing factors to Type II violence.

Risk factor Exposed

Certain days or periods of year 39
Understaffing 38
Overcrowding 29
Bureaucratic procedures 29
Working with people in (financial) distress 30
Dealing with the public 16
Deficiencies in workplace design and poor
environmental conditions 17
Working with cash handling and valuables 5
Other 1

Table 6.2: Ranking of contributing factors to Type III violence.

Risk factor Exposed
Excessive workload 38
Authoritarian management style 31
Poorly defined job tasks and responsibilities 29
Attainment of organizational goals 32

Organizational changes (e.g. downsizing or

reorganization) 31
Organizational (in)justice 23
Internal competition (for promotion or reward) 24
Power imbalance 16
Job insecurity 13
Other 1

The most reported factors resulting in workplace violence are organizational

ones. In particular, the most frequent responses include understaffing (38
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responses), excessive workload (38 responses) and overcrowding (29
responses). Organizational factors in conjunction with situational ones, e.g.
certain days or periods of year (39 responses), can influence the risks of violence
in the workplace. For example, excessive workload or insufficient staff can slow
down the provision of services, which can result in excessive delays and queuing

for customers especially during peak periods.

6.1.2. Consequences of violence

Bank personnel in Greece have to deal with the needs of clients as well as to cope
with structural changes which may generate negative reactions and lead to
violence. Violence in workplace has been associated with consequences of
increased stress and absenteeism, reduced job satisfaction and productivity,
increased turnover, and conflicts that externalized to family and society.
Participants who had experienced workplace violence in the past 12 months
were asked to report the degree to which the violent incident(s) has been
associated with a variety of outcomes. A list of plausible outcomes was presented
to the participants, who could answer either “Not at all”, “A little bit”,
“Moderately”, “Quite a bit” or “Extremely”. The following figure illustrates the

frequencies of the answers given.

How much impact do you think workplac e violence has on the following outcomes?
Please rate your view on a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 means "Not at all” and 5 "Extremely”.

Conflicts extend to family and society [ | I
Tumover intention [ | I
Produc tivty [ | I
Job satisfaction | [ 1 ]
Absenteeism | e
Stress = E— —
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

ENotatall OA little bit O Moderately @ Quite a bit B Extremely

Figure 6.1: Workplace violence and its consequences

Nearly two thirds of all respondents considered that violence increased stress
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“quite a bit” (39.58%) or “extremely” (29.17%). A significant proportion of
employees (56.25%) reported that violence did not increased absenteeism. It is
worth mentioning that no one reported that violence had an extreme impact on
absenteeism. One quarter of respondents said that their job satisfaction was
extremely reduced due to work-related violence. Interestingly, the percentage of
the opposing view is negligible amounting to 4.17%. The majority of respondents
(41.67%) said that violence had either “quite a bit” (25.00%) or “an extreme”
(16.67%) of impact on their productivity. 37.5% of the staff expressed their
intention to resign from their job. Almost one third of the respondents said that
conflicts due to violence had been extended to their family and social “quite a bit”
or “extremely” (35.42%). Due to all these consequences, violence is an issue of

major importance that organizations need to address.

6.2. Risk analysis
Risk analysis is concerned with risk comprehension. It involves determining the
level of each risk, based on its likelihood of occurrence and the degree of
potential impact. Risk analysis includes risk estimation. In this study, risk
analysis is based on the personal experiences of the participants.

Questions were used to collect risk-related information. Respondents were
asked to assess the likelihood and impact of each type of violence. Risk is a
measure of the likelihood and impact of adverse effects. Therefore, the risk of

each type of violence i can be expressed mathematically as:
risk; = likelihood; ximpact;

For any given type of violence i, its likelihood and impact, denoted respectively

likelihoodi and impact;, are:
- 1 N;
likelihood; =— " likelihood, ,
i n=1

- N;
impact, = L > impact; ,

i n=l1
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where, N, the number of respondents for type of violence i,
likelihood, , the likelihood assigned by respondent n to type of violence i

impact; , the impact assigned by respondent n to type of violence i, as an

average of the scores on each PTSD symptom (intrusion, avoidance, and

hyperarousal) for that individual.

The likelihood and impact values used in the analysis are those assessed by
employees in the previous section. If one value was missing from the score on
each PTSD symptom (intrusion, avoidance, and hyperarousal), the degree of
PTSD was based on the average score of the non-missing items. Further, partially
filled answers, i.e. respondents that failed to assess either the likelihood or the
impact of each type of violence, were eliminated. The self-rated likelihood and

impact values, and hence risk scores, are presented in the following Tables.

Tables 6.3 - 6.5 display the average values for frequency, impact and risk for

each type of workplace violence.

Table 6.3: Violence risk by source of workplace violence

Type Il Type III
Risk category F I R Risk category F I R
Physical (PVu) 1.45 2.28 3.31 Physical (PVm) 1.09 1.76 1.92
Verbal (VAn) 3.02 3.80 11.48 Verbal (VAm) 2.58 3.07 7.92

Bullying/Mobbing 2.28 2.72 6.20 Bullying/Mobbing 244 294 7.17
(BMu) (BM)

Sexual harassment 1.14 1.88 2.14 Sexual harassment 1.22 192 2.34
(SHu) (SHm)
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Table 6.4: Type Il violence risk by gender

Male Female
Risk category F I R Risk category F I R
PV 140 187 2.62 PVy 148 255 3.77
VAj 288 248 7.14 VAu 310 3.03 939
BMy 193 216 417 BMj 246 3.02 743
SHu 1.07 117 1.25 SHy 117 232 271

Table 6.5: Type Il violence risk by gender

Male Female
Risk category F I R Risk category F I R
PV 1.07 152 1.63 PVy 111 193 214
VA 213 271 577 VAum 280 324 9.07
BMiy 1.71 236 4.04 BMpy 279 322 898
SHin 1.00 131 131 SHnu 137 233 3.19

6.3. Risk evaluation

The aim of this section is to determine the significance of the identified types of
workplace violence and estimated risks to those concerned. As was discussed in
chapter 3, risk evaluation prioritizes risks and identifies which risks may require

treatment. Risk matrices will be deployed to assess the risk of each violence type.

6.3.1. Risk matrices

Risk matrix, a semi-quantitative risk assessment technique, is a practical tool
utilized for risk ranking and prioritization in a variety of industries for the
benefit of decision makers. A risk matrix is a graphical representation of the two
dimensions of an adverse outcome (likelihood, consequence) to some value of
risk. Typically, risk level cells in a risk matrix are symmetrically distributed and

divided into three classes, “low”, “medium”, and “high” based on distances from

the origin. The closer to the origin of the axes, the lower the risk level it outputs.
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Risk levels are depicted using different colours: green typically marks the
acceptable risk level and no action is required. Yellow represents risks that
require further action to reduce them, while red represents unacceptable risks
and immediate action is required. The 3x3 risk matrix is usually adopted for its
simplicity. However, a typical 3x3 matrix does not provide enough resolution,
while anything greater than a 5x5 is too distracting (Moses & Malone, 2005).
Non-symmetrical matrices are not logical. Given all these, for the purpose of this
study a 5 x 5 risk matrix is deployed.

With the frequency and impact being assessed, our risk matrix consists of
25 cells and three risk categories (Figure 6.2). The green area (1-4) shows the
low risk level, while the yellow area (5-12) shows the medium risk level. The red
area (>12) stands for the high risk level. The aim of the risk matrix is to assist

decision-making about the acceptance of risk.

Frequently
(5]

#
Z i
5 E
g 3
2 4 6 8 10
:
3
3 1 2 3 4 5
Not at all A little bit Moderately Quite a bit Extremely

IMPACT

Figure 6.2: Risk matrix

In line with the risk criteria identified, the employer should initiate measures that
allow the organization to manage risks more effectively and efficiently. The results
from risk analysis and evaluation help organization build its risk profile and define its
risk appetite. Such measures which provide qualitative and subjective information are

described below:
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Table 6.6: Risk Acceptability

Risk Level Acceptability of Risk Recommended actions

Immediate measures required to

reduce risk with highest priority.
Unacceptable
Interventions must be implemented to

bring risk to at least medium level.

Medium (5-12) Tolerable Evaluate measures for risk reduction.

No measures required. Continue to
Acceptable monitor to ensure risk does not

escalate to a higher level

6.3.2. The violence risk matrix

The purpose of this section is to determine whether the different types of
violence displayed in Tables 6.3-6.5, are of low, medium or high risk. Based on
the 5x5 risk matrix (Figure 6.2), the results shown in Table 6.7, indicate four
types of violence (PVu, SHi, PV and SHui) classified as low risk and four types of
violence (VAu, BMn, VAwm, BMm) as medium risk. Verbal abuse and
bullying/mobbing, either client-initiated or co-worker-initiated, were the types

of workplace violence with the highest risk levels for both genders.

Table 6.7: Risk level by source of workplace violence

Type II Type III
Risk category R Risk category R
Physical (PVy) - Physical (PVi) -
Verbal (VAn) 11.48 Verbal (VAn) 7.92
Bullying/Mobbing (BMu) 6.20 Bullying/Mobbing (BMu) 7.17

Sexual harassment (SHi) - Sexual harassment (SHu) -

The main finding, shown in table 6.8, is that, workplace violence is a gendered

phenomenon. The results show that, on average, female employees face a higher
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risk of violence than male employees (5.84 vs 3.49).

Table 6.8: Male-female risk differentials of Type Il and Type III violence

Male Female
Risk category R Risk category R
Physical (PVy) - Physical (PVy) -
Verbal (VAn) 7.14  Verbal (VAy) 9.39
Bullying/Mobbing (BMi) Bullying/Mobbing (BMi) 7.43
Sexual harassment (SHi) Sexual harassment (SHi)
Physical (PVi) Physical (PVi)
Verbal (VAm) 5.77 Verbal (VAu) 9.07
Bullying/Mobbing (BMix) Bullying/Mobbing (BMi) 8.98
Sexual harassment (SHi) Sexual harassment (SHui) -
Average Average 5.84

Furthermore, the difference between male and female employees in the risk
levels they reported varies by the type of violence. In particular, a comparison on
risks of workplace violence reveals that female respondents have been exposed
to a greater risk of any type than their male counterparts. Female employees are
more vulnerable than their male colleagues in each of the 8 types of violence.
This pattern is reflective of how clients and co-workers behave towards female
employees. The greatest difference concerns bullying/mobbing perpetrated by
co-workers, whereas internal physical violence has the lowest difference. It is
noticeable that almost all types of workplace violence for males are of low risk,
whereas half of the workplace violence risks concerning females are medium

risks.

6.4. Workplace interventions

The following figures illustrate whether or not employees are aware of their
employer strategies to deal with the negative consequences of workplace

violence risk. Respondents were given a set of questions related to workplace
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interventions. Interestingly, the majority of the respondents answered either
“no” or “do not know” to the questions that concern organization’s interventions
to fight workplace violence.

The respondents were asked whether their employer has developed
specific policies on workplace violence. As evident from Figure 6.4, almost one-
third of the respondents answered “yes”. The following question aimed at
determining if there were procedures for reporting workplace violence. As
shown in Figure 6.5, approximately one-half of all respondents, answered “yes”.
Only one-quarter of the respondents (26%) are aware of the existence of
support/counseling programs (Figure 6.6). In these three questions, the number
of positive answers was lower than the sum of the “no” and “do not know”
answers. Interestingly though, high percentages of “do not know” answers
indicate that respondents are unaware of the existence of such interventions.
From one perspective, the above findings reflect the necessity for organizations
to communicate their efforts to promote a violence-free workplace. A clear policy
statement of intent should be published, indicating the company’s objectives and
plans for combating workplace violence. As shown in Figure 6.7, a vast majority
of respondents (84%) have never received training in recognizing and
preventing violence. This fact highlights the need for organizations to provide
effective training to equip employees with the skills they need to handle violent

behaviors.

O Yes mNo O Don't know O Yes m No O Don't know

Figure 6.4.: Has your employer developed Figure 6.5.: Are there procedures for

specific policies on workplace violence? reporting violence at your workplace?

37



O Yes @mNo O Don't know OYes mNo

Figure 6.6.: Is there a support / counselling Figure 6.7.: Have you received training in
program for victims of workplace violence? recognizing and preventing workplace
violence?

Therefore, after evaluating the risk level with regard to risk criteria, anti-
violence plans and measures should be developed. The role of intervention is
critical to counter the phenomenon of workplace violence. Following the risk
mapping, a short list of interventions is proposed in an attempt to deal with the
phenomenon of workplace violence. Interventions can be considered primary,

secondary, or tertiary:

* Primary: includes preventative interventions which attempt to prevent
workplace violence from occurring. It may include implementation of
prevention policies and pre-incident training.

» Secondary: includes ameliorative interventions. Their objective is to
provide employees with the necessary resources to cope with workplace
violence should it occur. It may include education and training.

* Tertiary: includes reactive interventions. Tertiary intervention aims to
minimize the impact of workplace violence and to ensure that such
incidents will not be repeated. It may include the provision of support and

counselling after an incident of violence has occurred.
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Chapter 7

Conclusion

7.1. Discussion

Workplace violence is considered an important occupational health hazard, a
fundamental organizational problem and a major concern for both employers
and employees. The issue has become an emerging problem and has drawn the
attention of professionals over the last decades. Risk of exposure to workplace
violence has been associated with a number of factors at different levels, such as
individual, organizational and situational level.

A novel feature of this work is that it approaches the issue from a risk
management perspective. This aim of this research was to investigate the risk of
exposure following a self-assessment method. Using a non-random sample of
bank employees, this study analyzed the risk of the different forms that it takes:
physical violence, verbal abuse, bullying/mobbing, and sexual harassment.

The results from the current thesis on violence in the banking sector in
Greece showed that, in general, employees face a medium risk of workplace
violence. Moreover, the presented results revealed significant differences
between male and female employees at all types of violence. In particular, a
comparison on risks of workplace violence revealed that female employees tend
to be at a higher risk level than their male counterparts.

Both exposed and non-exposed participants have identified understaffing,
overcrowding, excessive workload as factors that can put employees at increased
risk from workplace violence, which may be greater at certain days (tax return
season, pay days, during the holidays).

The findings from this thesis, which are consistent with empirical

research on workplace violence based on self-report, have two main
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implications. First, by introducing the ISO 31000:2009 standard for risk
management the field of occupational safety and health may be seen as a new
area of research and application in terms of risk management. Secondly, to
ensure the accuracy and reliability of the results future studies should include
analysis of the formal reporting system for the staff's experience of violent
incidents. However, this will be dependent on such reporting mechanisms being
in place at the participating employers.

Since risk management is an ongoing process, continuous monitoring and
reviewing as well as communication and consultation are two key activities that
could improve the effectiveness of the risk management process. Given that risks
are dynamic and subject to constant change, the process needs to be up-to-date
as changes occur and repeated on a regular basis to determine whether the
control measures are effective and the risk remains within tolerable limits.
Moreover, communication and consultation plays an important role in
establishing a health and safety culture within the company. Communication
should be seen as a two-way process. In order to ensure that it is done
effectively, the organization needs to establish a culture that rejects violence and
cultivate an open atmosphere that encourages its employees to openly speak,
seek support and guidance. In addition, consultation is a constructive process
between the manager and employees. It involves information and feedback that
can be utilized to make changes in the workplace.

In conclusion, the findings of this study are of theoretical importance that
provides a useful starting point for considering the risk management of the

violence in the workplaces.

7.2. Limitations

As is the case with most studies, this study has also some limitations. This
research is limited in several ways that may affect the generalizability and
interpretation of the findings. First, since this study relies on voluntary
participation, the sample is not a random, representative sample, and this biases
the results, when compared to statistical sampling. There are three main issues
relating to selection bias that are raised with the sampling approach to online

panel surveys: coverage, selectivity, and non-response. In particular, online
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surveys can reach only those who are online; second, they can reach only those
who agree to become part of the panel; and, third, not all those who are invited
respond (Duffy, Terhanian, & Bremer, 2005). Therefore, the findings may not be
generalized to other settings.

Additionally, the potential limitations for this study include recall bias and
selections bias. There is a potential for recall bias due to the design of the study,
because participants were asked to describe their past experiences with
workplace violence. The data were collected by means of retrospective self-
report in a questionnaire, relying on the respondents’ ability to recall past
experiences. As a result, recall bias cannot be excluded. Subjects may be more
likely to remember serious events or exclude less serious ones. However,
limiting recall to the previous 12 months has been used successfully as a time
reference in other studies. Potential selection bias is another limitation, in that
survey respondents may have been more or less likely to experience violence
than non-respondents. Lastly, there are differences in employees’ opinions on
what constitutes workplace violence. For instance, workplace violence victims’
perceptions are biased by their own experiences. Moreover, it has to be
considered the subjectivity of judgements which are attributed to cognitive
biases (Hubbard & Evans, 2010). In an attempt to avoid such biases it is
recommended to use quantitative data as frequently as possible (thereby
reducing the need for subjective judgments) (Duijm, 2015). Actual
documentation of adverse workplace events can be employed to correct for
biases (Hubbard & Evans, 2010) and calculate incidence and prevalence rates
through surveillance (Stout, 2008). However, such reporting mechanisms come
at the expense of underreporting (Arnetz et al.,, 2015). Prior research has found
that only around 10% of violent events are likely to be reported formally
(Mayhew & Chappell, 2007).

Despite the above weaknesses, we should bear in mind that our objective is
to understand and address the workplace violence phenomenon. A solid validity
or generalizability of qualitative research is beyond the scope of this study. As
Groleau, Zelkovwitz and Cabral (2009: 418) state “It is not the qualitative data
itself that must have a direct impact on decision makers but the insights they foster

in relation to the problem under investigation”. Thus, the aim of this study is to
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underscore the importance of implementing measures to tackle violence in the
workplace. While not offering definitive conclusions, this survey intends to offer
directions for future research and interventions. Further work in the area of

workplace violence from a risk management perspective is clearly needed.
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Appendix

Questionnaire

AvaAvovtac¢ Tov Kivéuvo TnG gpyaclakng filag
14 14 14
OTOV EAANVIKO TPATECLKO TONEX

Ayamntég Kot ayammtol cuvadeAgol,

To Tapdv EpWTNUATOAGYLO EVTIACCETAL GTO TAAIGLO EPEVVAG TIOU SLEEAYW YLOoL TNV
UETATITUXLAKT SITAWUATIKY gpyacia pov, 6to Avolkto [Mavemiotiuio Kumpou.
LKOTIOG TOV EPWTNUATOAOYIOV £lvat 1) avdAvomn Tov KivdUuvou Blag 6To eyxwplo
TPATE(IKO EPYAOLAKO TIEPLBAAAOV.

Ma T avaykeg oAokANpwong G £pevvag, {NTw T OCUUUETOXN OOS OTN
OUUTIA|PWOT TOU €pwTnuatoAoyiov. H ovppetoxn oag eivat avovoun kot
ebedovtikn. To ovoua ¢ kabe Tpamelag Ba avtikatactabel amd Tpamela A,
Tpamela B k.o.x. Ta J&edopéva mouv Ba ovAiegyBouv Ba aglomonBolv
QTOKAELOTIKA YLt TOUG OKOTIOUG TNG TApoVoag LEAETNG. ['la T cUUTATPWOT) TOV
amoattovvtal Tepimov 10 Aemtd.

[TapaKoA® ATIAVTIOTE OTIG EPWTNOELS PE ELAKPIVELQ.

ZaG EUXUPLOTW EK TWV TIPOTEPWV YLK TOV XPOVO KL TN CUVEPYATIA 0O,

Me extiunon,
Anuntplog MatoAag

email emkowvwviag: dimitrios.batolas@st.ouc.ac.cy
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* Required

A. AHMOT'PA®IKA XTOIXEIA

1. T oo Miotwtikd 18pupa epyddleots; *

Mark only one oval.

o Alpha Bank

o Eurobank

o EBvwm Tpdamela

o Tpamnela Mewpaiwg

o Other:

N

. HAwclo: *

Mark only one oval.

o 18-24
o 25-34
o 35-44
o 45-54
o 55+

3. dvAo: *

Mark only one oval.

o Avdpag

o Tuvaika

4. Okoyevelakn katdotoon: *

Mark only one oval.

o Ayapog/n
o ‘Eyyapog/n
o ZuuBiwon

o Xedldotaon -Awalevypévog/n
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(o}

5

*

Xfpog/a

. Iowa katnyopla avTImPoowTEVEL KAAVTEPA TNV TTAPOVOA EPYACLAKN 0aS BEoN;

Mark only one oval.

o

o

@)

AlevBuVTIKO OTEAEYOG
[Ipoiotdpevog

YTaAAnAog

Moo xpoévia epyaclakng eptmelpiag EXETe 0TOV TPATE(KO KAGSO; *

Mark only one oval.

(o}

<5
6-10
11-15
16-20
>20

7. 0 aplBuog Twv vmaAAnAwv mov Bpiokovtal oto (8lo epyaciako mepBaAiov

noll oag KAt To HEYAAVTEPO HEPOG TOV XPOVOL gpyaciag oag: *

Mark only one oval.

B
H

Kavévag
1-5

6-10
11-15
>15

. OPIXMOI

Evpwmaikn Emitpomn opilel ) Bla 6TOV £pyaolakd YwpPo wg “TMEPLTTWOELS

IOV TO TIPOCWTIIKO KAKOUETHXEPI(ETAL ameAeital 1) §€xetal emiBeon ev wpa

epyaciag aAAd Kol €V UETAKLVEITAL AmO KAl TPOG TNV gpyacia Tou, OTOoL

LTApxeL pa BefatdTnTa 1 TOAVOTNTA VU EMNPEACTEL 1] ACPAAELR, 1] EVESIA 1) 1)
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vyela tov”. H doknon Blag pmopel va elval cwUATIKY, AEKTIKY, LE TN HOPEN
eK@OoBLopoV/MOIKNG TapevoxAnomg, oefovaiikng mapevoyAnons. TOMATIKH H
OUUTIEPLPOPA KATA TNV OTOIX €VH ATOUO TANYWVEL KAl TTPOKUAEL (PUOLKO TTOVO
EOKEUPEVA 0 KATOlo dAro. Teplapfavel EuAodapuols, KAOTOLEG, XAOTOUKLA,
Saykwpa, tolumnua, petadd dAAwv. AEKTIKH Ilepllapfdavel @wvég, UBpeL,
OVPALAXTA, @PACTIKEG amellég, katnyopleg, Siatayés EKPOBIZMOZ/HOIKH
[TAPENOXAHXZH Emavodapfoavopevn kat Slaxpovikn €MOETIKY) CLUUTEPLPOPA
HECW EKOIKNTIKWVY, OKANPWV 1 KAKOPBOVAWV TpoomaBelwv HE OKOTO TNV
tameivwon 1 vmovopevon XEEOYAAIKH TIIAPENOXAHXH Xkomun kot
QVETIOVUNTN OWUATIKY €ma@n, emavadapfavopeva oxOoAla oeEoLaALKOV
TIEPLEXOUEVOV, TIPOOPANTIKEG YeLpovopies, BAEupata pe oeEOVAAIKO VTIALVLYULO
Aappavovtag vToYT TA TUPATAV®, TIAPAKAAW VO ATIAVTNCETE OTIG EPWTNOELS

TWV EMOUEVWOV EVOTNTWV.

I'. MAPATONTEZX KINAYNOY
8. Muapakodw EeMAEETE TOUG TMAPAYOVTEG TIOU TILOTEVETE OTL GUUBAAAOLV OF
ekdnAwon Blag apyxopevns amd meddtn (Mmopeite va eMAEEETE TEPLOCOTEPES

amod pla amavtnoelg) *

Check all that apply.

o EMelpeig otov oxedlaopd TOU XWPOUL EPyACING KAl OKATAAANAESG
TEPLBAAAOVTIKEG CLUVOTKES

0 ZUVWOTIOUOG

o YmooteAéxwon/EAAelm TPOCWTILKOV

o Tpagelokpatia

o Emaen pe xowod

o Ymapin xpnuUaTwv 1] AAAWVY aVTIKEHLEVWY alag

o Emaen pe dtopa mov Bplokovtal 6€ 0LKOVOLLKTY SUoYEPELX

o Huépegn meplodot atyung (m.x. TANPWUNG CLVTAEEWY, KATABOANS POpwWV)

o Other:
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9. Muapakodw EeMAEETE TOUG TMAPAYOVTEG TIOU TILOTEVETE OTL CLUUBAAAOLV OF
exkdnAwon Plag apxopevns amdé ouvvaded@oug (Mmopeite va  emAElete

TEPLOCOTEPES ATIO PlA ATIAVTNOELS) *

Check all that apply.

o Avtapyikéd (amoAvTtapyiko) oTUA Slolknong

o YmepPoAkog @OpTOG Epyaciog

o Koaxog oxediaopos g epyaciag (acagelx otnv avabeon poAwv Kol
KaONKOVTWV)

o 'EAAewym opyavwolakng Stkaloovvng

o Epyaoiaxkn avao@daieia

o Opyavwolakég QAAQYEG (Ttx. SLOIKNTIKES aAlayég, nelwon
KATAOTNUATWV/TIPOCWTILKOV)

o AvicoppoTia Suvapewv/avicotTnTa e€ovoiag

o ExmAnpwon otoxobeoiag

o EowTtepkds avtaywviopog (Yia mpoaywyn 1 avtapof3n)

o Other:

10. 'Exete Sextel omowadnmote pop@n Plag oTov Xwpo gpyaciag oag TOuG
TeAevTalovg 12 unveg, 1 omola mMponABe elte amod TMEAGTN £lTe AMO GLUVASEAPO

(.. v TEPO 1) VPLOTAUEVO); *
Mark only one oval.

o Na

o 'Ox. Skip to question 32.

A. EKOEXH XE BIA APXOMENH AIIO ITEAATH

ItV evotnta auty eéetalovtal mepLoTatika Biag ue Spaoctn meAdtn. Kabe idog
Blag etetaletar amd 600 €pWTNOELS OV a@OPOVV TN oLYVOTNTA KAl TNV
evoxAnon. IMapakaAw amavtiote Kat 0TS U0 EPWTNOELS Kol LOVO Ylx Ta €(6M

Bloag OV EXETE AVTIUETWTILOEL
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Lowpatikt) fla

11. 1600 ouxva £xete Sextel cwpatikn Bla Toug TEAevTaiovg 12 unveg;

Mark only one oval.

o ZImavia

o [lleplotaciaka
o Mepkég @opég
o Zuxva

o IIoA¥ ocuyva

12. TlapakoAw ava@EPETE TO TMOCO EVOXANUEVOG/N aloBavOnkate amd To/a

TEPLOTATIKO /X CWUATIKNG ETIOEON G, OGOV APOPA TA TAPAKAT®W CUUTTWHATAL.

Mark only one oval per row.

KaBdAov

Atyo

Métpla

Apketa

[Tapa oAV

(o) emavaAapBavopeveg,
EVOXANTIKEG OVAUVNOELG,
OKEPELS 1] EIKOVEG TNG
emiBeong;

O

(B) To va amoelyete va
OKEPTEOTE M Vo HAATE
Yy v emibeon 1N va
ATOPEVYETE VA  EXETE
ouvalcOnuata oV
oxetilovtal ue auTNV;

(v) To va elote o€ cuvex
ETOYpUTIVIOT) 1
TapATNENTIKOG/1 1
ETILPUANKTIKOG/N;

AgkTiky) Bla

13. [16c0 ouxvd £xete Sextel AekTikN) TiBeom TOUG TEAsLTAIOVG 12 PNVEG;

Mark only one oval.

0 XTavix

o [leplotaciaka

48




o0 Mepkég @opég
o Zuyxva

o IloA¥ ocuyva

14. TlapakoA®w aVU@EPETE TO TMOCO EVOXANUEVOG/M aloBavOnkate amd To/a

TEPLOTATIKO /& AEKTIKNG ETIOEONG, OGOV APOPA TA TAPAKATW CUUTTWUATA.

Mark only one oval per row.

KaBdAov

Atyo

Métpla

Apketa

[Tapa oAV

(o) emavaAapBavopeveg,
EVOXANTIKEG OVAUVNOELG,
OKEPELS 1] EIKOVEG TNG
emiBeong;

O

(B) To va amoelyete va
OKEPTEOTE N VA HAATE
Yy v emibeon 1N va
ATOPEVYETE VA  EXETE
ouvaloOnpaTa oV
oxetilovtal ue auTNV;

(v) To va elote o€ ouvex
ETOYpUTIVIOT) 1

TAPATNPNTIKOG/M 1
ETILPUANKTIKOG/N;

Ex@ofiopnog/ N0k mapevoyinon

15. [16c0 ovxva éxete Sextel ekofLopnd/ O] TapevoxANoT TOUG TEAELTAIOVG

12 pmveg;

Mark only one oval.

o ZImavia

o [leplotaciaka
o Mepkég @opég
o Zuxva

o IIoA¥ cuyva

49




16. TMapakoAw ava@EPETE TO TMOCO EVOXANUEVOG/N aloBavOnkate amd To/a
TEPLOTATIKO /& ekofLopol/ NOKNG TapeEVOXANON, OGOV APOPA TA TAPAKATW

OUUTITWUOTA.

Mark only one oval per row.

Kaborov | Atyo | Métpia | Apxetd | [apa oA0

(o) emavaiapBavopeveg,
EVOXANTIKEG OVAUVNOELG,
OKEPELG 1] EKOVEG TNG
emiBeong;

@) ©) O ©) ©)

(B) to va amoelyete va
OKEPTEOTE N VA WAATE
vl v emiBeon n va o o o o o
ATOEEVYETE VA £XETE
ouvaledpata IOV
oxeTilovtal e aUTNV;

(v) To va elote o€ cuvex
ETOYpUTIVI|OT) 1 o o o o o

TapaTNPNTIKOG/1 1
ETILPUANKTIKOG/N;

ZeE0VaALKT) TAPEVOYXATOT)
17. Tl6co ovyva éxete Sextel oefovalikn TapevoxAnomn Toug TeAevtaiovg 12

WMVEG;

Mark only one oval.

o ZImavia

o [lleplotaciaka
0o Mepkég @opég
o Zuxva

o IIoA¥ ocuyva

18. TapakoAw ava@EPETE TO MOCO EVOXANUEVOG/N aloBavOnkate amd To/a
TEPLOTATIKO /&  OEEOVAALKNG  TAPEVOXANONG, 00OV  a@OPA TA TOPAKATW

OUUTITWUOTA.

Mark only one oval per row.
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Kaborov | Atyo | Métpua | Apxeta | [apa oA0

(o) emavaiapBavopeveg,

EVOYXANTIKEG QVOUVIOELG, o o) 0O 0O 'e)
OKEPELG 1 ELKOVEG TNG
emiBeong;

(B) to va amoelyete va
OKEPTEOTE N VA WAATE

ya v emibeon 1 va o o) O O o
ATOPEVYETE VU EXETE
ouvvaloOnpaTa gy

oxetilovtal e auTNV;

(v) To va elote o€ ouvexm

ETOYPUTIVI|OT 1 o o o o o
TAPATNPNTIKOG/M 1
ETILPUANKTIKOG/N;

E. EKOEXH XE BIA APXOMENH AIIO XYNAAEA®O

IV evotnta auth eéetalovtal TeploTatika Blag pe dpdotn ovvadeAd@o. Kabe
eldo¢ Blag e€etaletal amd TPELS EPWTNOELS TTOVU APOPOVV TN OUXVOTNTA, TNV
eVOxAnom kat Tov §paotn. [MapakaAw ATMAVTOTE KAl OTIS TPELS EPWTNOELS KoL

HOVO Yl Ta €8N Blag oL €xeTE AVTIHETWTIOEL

Topatikn Bla

19. 1600 ouxva £xete Sextel cwpatikn Bla Toug TEAevTaiovg 12 unveg;

Mark only one oval.

o ZImavia

o [lleplotaciakd
o Mepkég @opég
o Zuxva

o IIoA¥ ocuyva

20. Mapakodw ava@épete To OGO eVOXANUEVOG/N aoBavOnkate amd Tto/o

TEPLOTATIKO /& CWUATIKNG ETIOEONG, OO0V APOPA TA TAPAKATW CUUTTWOUATAL.
Mark only one oval per row.
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Kaborov | Atyo | Métpua | Apxeta | [apa oA0

(o) emavaiapBavopeveg,
EVOXANTIKEG OVAUVNOELG,
OKEPELS 1] EKOVEG TNG
emiBeong;

@) ©) @) ©) ©)

(B) to va amoelyete va
OKEPTEOTE N VA WAATE
vl my emiBeon n va o o o o o
ATOEEVYETE VA £XETE
ouvaledpata IOV
oxetilovtal e auTNV;

(v) To va elote o€ ouvexm
ETOYPUTIVI|OT 1 o o o o o

TAPATNPNTIKOG/M 1
ETILPUANKTIKOG/N;

21. Mowog Ntav o §pdotng NG cwWHATIKNG emiBeong; (Mmopeite va emAegete

TEPLOCOTEPES ATIO PO ATIAVTTOELG)

Check all that apply.

0 Avwtepog Lepapyikd
o Y@lotauevog

0 XuvdadeApog

AgxTkn Bla

22. 11600 ouxva €xete Sextel AekTIKN emiBeoT TOVG TEAEVTAOVG 12 PNveg;

Mark only one oval.

o ZImavia

o [lleplotaciakd
o Mepkég @opég
o Zuxva

o IIoA¥ cuyva

23. Tapakodw ava@epete To OGO €VOXANUEVOG/N aoBavOnkate amd Tto/o

TEPLOTATIKO /& AEKTIKNG ETIOEONG, OGOV APOPA TA TTAPAKATW CUUTTWHUATA.
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Mark only one oval per row.

KaBoAov | Atyo | Métpua | Apxetd | [ldpa oA0

(o) emavaAapBavoueveg,

EVOYXANTIKEG VAUV OELG, o 0O o) 0O 'e)
okeéPelg 1N ewkdveg g
emiBeong;

(B) To va amoelyete va
OKEPTEOTE N VA WAATE

yw v emibeon 1 va o o o o o
ATOPEVYETE VU  EXETE
ouvvaloOnpaTa oV

oxetilovtal ue autnyv;

(v) To va elote o€ ouvexm

ETOYpUTIVI|ON) 1 o o o o o
TAPATNPNTIKOG/M 1
ETILPUANKTLKOG/N;

24. Tlowog Ntav o Spaotng TG AekTkNG emiBeong (Mmopeite va emAéete

TEPLOOOTEPES ATIO UIA ATIAVTTOEL)

Check all that apply.

0 AvwTtepog Lepapykd
o Y@lotduevog

0 ZuvadeAog

Ex@ofiopnog/ N0k mapevoyinon
25. Tl66o ouyxva éxete Sextel ek@oflopd/ nOKNY TapevoxAnon Toug TelevTaiovg

12 unveg;

Mark only one oval.

o ZImavia

o [lleplotaciaka
o0 Mepkég @opég
o Zuxva

o IIoA¥ ocuyva
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26. TTapakodw aVa@EPETE TO TOGO EVOXANUEVOG/M aloBavOnkate amod To/o
TEPLOTATIKO /& €KPOBLOUOV/ NOIKNG TAPEVOXANONG, OGOV APOPA TA TIUPAKATW

OUUTITWUOTA.

Mark only one oval per row.

Kaborov | Alyo | Métpua | Apxetd | [apa oA0

(o) emavaiapBavopeveg,

EVOYXANTIKEG QVOUVIOELG, o o) o) 0O 'e)
OKEPELG 1 ELKOVEG TNG
emiBeong;

(B) to va amoelyete va
OKEPTEOTE N VA WAATE

ya v emibeon 1 va o o) O O o
AMO@EVYETE VA £XETE
ouvvaloOnpaTa oV

oxeTilovtal e aUTNV;

(v) To va elote o€ cuvex

ETOYpUTIVI|OT) 1 o o o o o
TapaTNPNTIKOG/1 1
ETILPUANKTIKOG/N;

27. Tlolog Ntav o Spdotng Ttou ek@oflopov/mapevoxAnong; (Mmopeite va

EMAEEETE TIEPLOCOTEPEG ATIO LK ATIAVTTOELG)

Check all that apply.

0 Avwtepog Lepapyikd
o Y@lotauevog

0 XuvadeApog

TegovaAkn mapevoyAnon
28. Tl6oo ouvxva éxete Sextel oefovadikn TMAPEVOXANOT TOUG TeAguTaiovg 12

HTVEG;

Mark only one oval.

0 Xmhvin

o [lleplotaciakd
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o0 Mepkég @opég
o Zuyxva

o IloA¥ ocuyva

29. TMapakodw QaVOEEPETE TO TIOCO EVOXANUEVOG/M aloBavOnkate amod To/o

TEPLOTATIKO /&  OEEOVAALKNG  TIaPEVOYXANOT|G,

OUUTITOUOTA.

Mark only one oval per row.

000V a@OpA TA TOHPUKATW

KaboAov | Aiyo

Métpla

Apketa

[Tapa oAV

(o) emavaiapBavopeveg,
EVOXANTIKEG OVAUVNOELG, o o
OKEPELG 1] EKOVEG TNG
emiBeong;

O

(B) To va amoelyete va
OKEPTEOTE M Vo HAATE
Yy v emibeon 1N va o o
amo@EVYETE VA EXETE
ouvalcOnuata oV
oxetilovtal ue auTNV;

(v) To va elote o€ cuvex
ETOYpUTIVIOT) 1 o o

TAPATNPNTIKOG/M 1
ETILPUANKTIKOG/N;

30. IMowog Ntav o Spdotng NG oefovaAlkng TapevoyxAnong; (Mmopeite va

EMAELETE TIEPLOCOTEPES ATIO LK ATIAVTIOELG)

Check all that apply.

0 AvwTtepog Lepapykd
o Y@lotdpevog

0 ZuvadeApog
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XT. ENINITQXEIX
31. AkoAoVBwG VTIAPYEL Pl AloTa e COPBAPEG EMTTWOELS TNG EPYATLAKNS PBlag.
Kata moéco to/-a mapamdvew mepLoTaTiko /- Blag Tov avTieTwTicate 0dnynoe

evéeyopévwg oe: *

Mark only one oval per row.

Kabodov | Aiyo | Métpua | IToAV | [apa moAvy

Avénon otpeg

O @) @) O @)
Avénon ATOVCLAC OV
(amovoia amod ™mv ©) @) ©) O @)
epyaoia)
Melwon EPYAOLAKNG
LKavoToinong 0O o) 0O 0 0O
Meiwon 0 o o 0 o
TAPAYWYIKOT TG
[Ip6Beon Y o o o o o
Tapaitnon/amoxwpnon
Eméxtaon TWV
OUYKPOUCEWV otV o o o o o
OLKOYEVELX KoL TOV
KOLVWVIKO TEPLYyLpO

Z.ITPOAHYH & ANTIMETQIIIXH

32. 0 gpyod0TNG 0UG €YEL TOALTIKN] QVTIMETWTILONG NG Blag oTOV €pyacilako

Xwpo; *

Mark only one oval.

o Na

o Ox
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o Aevyvwpilw

33. Ymapyovv Stadikacies yia v avagopd Bilag otov xwpo epyaciag oag; *

Mark only one oval.

o Nat
o Ox.

o Aevyvwpilw

34. YTApxeL TPOYPOUUA Yl TNV TAPOXN LTOOTHPLENG / OUUPBOVAEVUTIKNG OF

LTTAAANA0VG IOV TTE@TOoVY BVpata Blag oTov xwpo epyaaciag; *

Mark only one oval.

o Nat
o Ox.

o Aevyvwpllw

35. 'Exete Adfel exmaiSevon OXETIKA PE TNV AVAYVWOPLOT KAl TNV ATOTPOTN TNG

Biag otov xwpo epyaociag; *

Mark only one oval.

o Na

o Ox.
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