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A LITERATURE REVIEW OF
MOBBING RESEARCH IN DIFFERENT SECTORS

Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Sevgi COBAN
Hacettepe Universitesi — Edebiyat Fakiiltesi — Sosyoloji Boliimii

coban.sevgi@gmail.com

ABSTRACT

his study is a review of research conducted on workplace mobbing in education, higher
education and health sectors between 2000 and 2016. In all sectors, prevalence and
types of mobbing, sex, age, level of education, seniority, work experience and coping

strategies of victims are investigated.

Results revealed that mobbing victimization rates are high in Turkey, and the highest rates were
found in health institutions. Types of mobbing behaviors are attacks against occupational status in more
homogenious groups of professional workers in education sector. On the other hand, attacks against
victims' communication and personal status are involved as well as ocuupational status in heteroge-
neous groups such as health employees. As a result of hierarchical organizational structure and power
distance in Turkish workplace, studies indicate that people experience mobbing at relatively younger
ages -at their 30’s- in Turkey and with nearly 5 years of work experience. In connection to this, in all
three sectors, people at the lowest levels of job hierarchy experience higher rates of mobbing. Gen-
der and marital status do not have a significant effect on victimization; however, gender affects per-
ceptions of mobbing and coping strategies as a result of traditional gender roles. Finally, in higher ed-
ucation, direct coping mechanisms are adopted while in education and health, indirect and informal

ways are put to use.

Key words: Workplace mobbing, mobbing by sectors, mobbing victimization
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OZET

u ¢aligma 2000 ile 2016 yillar1 arasinda egitim, yiiksek ogretim ve saglik sektdrlerin-
de isyerinde mobbing tizerine yapilan ¢aligmalarin derlenmesidir. Tiim bu sektorlerde
mobbingin yayginligi ve tiirleri, kurbanlarin cinsiyeti, yast, 6grenim diizeyi, kidemliligi,

calisma deneyimi ve basa ¢itkma stratejileri ile ilgili bilgiler incelenmistir.

Sonuglar Tiirkiyede mobbinge maruz kalma oranlarinin yiiksek oldugunu géstermektedir; en yiik-
sek oldugu sektor ise sagliktir. Mobbing davarniglarinin tiirleri ile ilgili olarak egitim alanindaki daha
profesyonel calisanlardan olusan homojen gruplarda mesleki statiiye yonelik saldirilar yiiksekeir. Diger
yandan, saglik calisanlar1 gibi daha heterojen gruplarda saldirilarin mesleki statiiye saldirilarn yani sira
iletisim olanaklari ve kisisel statiiye yonelik saldirilarin da s6z konusu oldugu gériilmekeedir. Tiirki-
ye'deki isyerlerinde hiyerarsik 6rgiitlenme ve yiiksek giic mesafesinin bir sonucu olarak aragtirmalar in-
sanlarin mobbing ile gérece daha erken yaslarda -30’larinin baslarinda- ve gorece deneyimsiz olduklar: bir
donemde —yaklasik 5 yillik deneyim sahibi olduklarinda- tanigtiklarini gostermektedir. Bununla baglanuli
olarak, her ti¢ sektorde de is hiyerarsisinin en alt basamaginda yer alanlar daha yiiksek diizeyde mob-
binge maruz kalmaktadirlar. Sonuglar, cinsiyet ve medeni durumun mobbing kurbani olmada 6nemli
bir etken oldugunu géstermemektedir; ancak, cinsiyet mobbing algisini etkilemekte ve mobbingle basa
citkma stratejileri geleneksel cinsiyet rollerinden etkilenmektedir. Son olarak, yiiksek 6gretimde dogru-
dan miicadele stratejileri tercih edilirken egitim ve saglik alanlarinda dolayli ve informel stratejilerin

daha cok kullanildig1 goriilmekeedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Isyerinde mobbing, sektirlere gore mobbing, mobbing kurbani olma
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obbing in the workplace is a complex phenomenon. It has also been referred as ha-
rassment, scapegoating, psychological terror, health-endangering leadership, petty
tyranny, workplace aggression, workplace incivility, and bullying (Einarsen, 2000:
382; Keashley and Jagatic, 2011). Although discontent caused by work relations is quite common and
visible, having a conclusion on what is mobbing is rather difficult due to context-dependent nature of
the incidents. Although definitions vary, they usually emphasize “repeated negative acts” (Einarsen,
2000: 383). Leymann (1990: 120) defines psychological terror or mobbing as hostile and unethical
communication that is directed in a systematical way by one or more persons mainly towards one

targeted individual.

Studies on mobbing usually focus on these key points: the types of behaviors involved; gender, age
and position of the victim; gender, age and position of the perpetrator and coping strategies against

mobbing.

Defining a negative act in the workplace as mobbing is quite challenging. Diverse behaviors such
as hiding information which an employee needs to complete a work task as well as threats of physical
violence can be considered as mobbing within a specific context, while the same acts can be seen as
a part of personal competition within another. To specify mobbing behaviors, Leymann (1990: 120)
indicates that these acts may be directed towards the victim’s reputation, victim’s possibilities of per-
forming the work tasks, victim’s social circumstances or behaviors included physical coercion or assault
orthe threat of such. Barlett and Barlett (2011), indicate that wokplace bullying behaviors are catego-
rized as work related, personal and physical/threatening. Zapf et al., (2003: 121) mention that ‘organi-
sational measures” affecting the victims’ tasks and competencies, ‘social isolation’, ‘attacking the private
person, ‘verbal aggression’ and ‘spreading rumours’ are typical categories of bullying while “attacking”
and “physical violence” occur occasionally. On the other hand, Tomic (2012: 248) indicates that most
of the mobbing activities directs victim’s job performance such as insufficient work recognition, inad-
equate salary, excessive control, work overload, assigning tasks which are inappropriate to the qualifi-

cation level, giving worse workspace, assigning tasks that impair health and banning employees from



using paid time off and days off. Zapf (1999: 77) on the other hand, states that at the lower levels of
the hierarchy, employees have also lower occupational skills, while at the higher levels, they have higher

skills, and professional workers become the target of workplace harassment.

Most common mobbing behaviors are work-related such as being given tasks with impossible tar-
gets or deadlines, having one’s opinions and views ignored. In social, health, public administration and
education sectors, mobbing victimization risk is higher than it is in other sectors (Zapf et al., 2004:
118-121).

There are several techniques of measuring mobbing incidents in the workplace. However, the most
commonly used ones are Leymann inventory of psychological terror (LIPT), negative acts question-
naire (NAQ) and bullying inventory developed by Quine in 1999. All three scales predicate mobbing
on different frequency and time periods and include different items as mobbing behaviors. As a conse-
quence, research results vary in a wide range between %1 and %25 on prevalence of mobbing victim-

ization in Europe depending on the selected measurement tool.

Review of the European literature reveals that while 10 to 20 percent of employees may occasion-
ally be confronted with negative social behaviors at work; only 8 to 10 experience occasional bullying
and 1 to 4 percent of the employeed can be considered as the victims of serious mobbing (Zapf et al.,
2004: 104). In Norway, mobbing rate was found as 8.6% (Einarsen and Skogstad, 1996). In Sweden,
it was found as 3.5% (Einarsen and Skogstad, 1996). According to a meta-analysis of Nielsen, Mat-
thiesen, and Einarsen (2010: 967), “at least 1 out of 10, and maybe as many as about 1 out of 5, work-

ers are exposed to bullying in their workplaces”.

As for the mobbing victims, it was found that women are slightly more likely to be the victims
and men are slightly more likely to be the perpetrators (Zapf et al., 2004: 104). Vartia Vaaananen in-
dicates that in Europe, women reported bullying or harassment slightly more often (4.4%) than men
(3.9%). Zapf et al. (2003: 112) point out that in most samples in Europe; the victims are about one-
third men and two-thirds women. However, it was stressed that research results vary by sector, gender
domination and gender distribution of employees and thus results are controvesial on the gender of
victims. Tomic (2012: 247) also argues that mobbing victims are not a member of specific sex but are
“employees of different sex —a woman in a group of men or a man in a group of women”, these results

show that gender is not a unvariable factor of victimization.

Although age and positions of the mobbing perpetrators may vary; mobbing perpetrators were found
to be more in superior positions. As an exception, in Einarsen and Skogstad’s study (1996) older em-
ployees reported significantly more bullying than younger ones. The prevalence rate among respondents
younger than 45 was 8.2%, whereas the prevalence rate among older respondents varied between 9.3%
(61-65 years) and 10.3% (51-60 years).

On job experience, results vary to a large extend. For example, in a review, Tomic (2012: 247)
states that “young employees, at the beginning of their careers, and older workers who are about to re-
tire” are at risk. However, Hoel ve Cooper’s review (2000) point out that among middle managers, in-
creased competition may cause high prevalence of mobbing among these groups. Similarly, Bas and
Oral (2012: 19) drew attention to the fact that mobbing is more prevalent among employees with
moderate work experience due to unmet expectations of better treatment as well as unmet career and

job status goals at work.

As for the perpetrator, superiors rank first in Europe. However, Wolmerath (2013: 81) indicates
that mobbing by the same level collegues is on the increase by 2000’s and almost equal to the incidents
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caused by supervisors. According to Zapf et al. (2013: 116), in Scandinavian studies, supervisors are
equal to peers as perpetrators and in Britain supervisors are “overwhelmingly majority of cases” while

in Europe, results are in between.

The last point the mobbing reseach deal with is the coping strategies against mobbing. Although
studies generally indicate subtle forms of coping strategies are widely adopted, Einarsen (2000: 393)
draws attention to different ways and constructive problem-solving strategies. Einersen and Mikkelsen
(2013) also draw attention to victims’ avoidant reactions. They found a general tendency towards vic-
tim taking less action than “non-bullied employees claim they would do if they were bullied” and con-

clude that many victims often fail to put an end to the bullying (Einarsen and Mikkelsen, 2013: 1306).

In Turkey, it is reported that violence in workplaces is a major problem (Yildiz, Kaya and Bilir,
2011). Similar to European examples (Vartia Vaananen, 2013: 24), the report reveals that although
studies on workplace violence in Turkey are limited, present research proves that all kinds of violence
are common in health, education and higher education sectors. Most common types are verbal and
psychological violence.Women and younger employees are more likely to be the victims of workplace

violence according to the report.

In this study, the main characteristics and nature of the mobbing problem are brought to light by
a literature review of the mobbing research on health, education and higher education in Turkey. The
aim of the study is to review the results on prevalence and types of mobbing, victims sex, age, level
of education, seniority, work experience and coping strategies and compare the results with the Euro-

pean examples.

The Study

This study is a literature review of quantitative studies which were published in 2000-2016 in na-
tional and international journals on mobbing at education, higher education and health sectors in Tur-
key. Articles which include the words “mobbing”, “bullying”, “psychological harassment”, “violence at
work”, “emotional harassment” and “psychological violence” in their titles were taken into consider-
ation for the review. In total, 98 articles were selected. Results on prevalence of mobbing, types of be-
haviors, victims™ features such as sex, age, marital status, level of education, seniority and work expe-
rience and coping strategies were investigated. The results are discussed below for education, higher

education and health sectors.

Education

In this section, research findings on public and private primary and secondary school teachers and

school managers are discussed. There is a list of the mobbing studies on this sector in Table 1.

Study Scale Institution Nur.nl.Jer of
Participants
A 27 items Mobbing _— R
Akpunar, 2016 Perceptions of Teachers Scale Public high school te.achers in Diyarbalar 128
City
developed by the author
Mete et al., 2015 NAQ Public School Teachers in Batman City 132
23 items Psycho-Violence Public school teachers and intern teachers
Yaman and Sarigam, 2015 | Scale developed by Yaman o . 218
i1 2009 in Kuatahya City
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Ertiirk and Cemaloglu, NAQ Public school teac.hers a.md principals 1316
2014 from 21 provinces in Turkey
A scale developed by the
Karabacak Asir, and authors based on Workplace | Public primary school teachers in Ankara 230
Akin, 2014 Bullying Scale developed by City
Keashly and Jagatic in 2008
Akan, Yildirim, and . o . .
Yalcin, 2013 NAQ Public school principals in Erzurum City 60
Ertiirk, 2013 NAQ Public school teachers. a.md principals 1316
from 21 Cities
Teachers in high school in Mamak
Sener, 2013 NAQ District of Ankara 279
Cemaloglu and Kiling, Public primary schools in Kastamonu
2012 NAQ City 2131
Celep ve Eminoglu, 2012 LIPT Public primary schools in Istanbul City 412
Civilidag,2012 NAQ Psychological counsek.)rs in primary and o1
secondary schools in Antalya City
Civilidag and Sargn, NAQ Public high school ‘teachers in Antalya 105
2011 City
Mobbing Scale for Primary
School Teachers developed S . .
Comak and Tung, 2012 by Extiirk in 2005 drawing Public primary schools in Adana City 382
from LIPT
Karakus and Cankaya, LIPT Public school teachers and principles in 4 347
2012 districts of Ankara City
Kiling, 2012 NAQ Public school teachers in Ankara City 753
Center
) 59 item likert scale Public and private primary school
> - fe 124
Toker Gokee,2012 developed by the authors teachers and principles from 28 cities ?
The Mobbing Scale for . .
Tanhan and Cam, 2011 | Teachers (MOST) developed Public school teachers. and principles in 451
Van City
by the authors
i Emotionall
Ugurlu, Caglar and >9 items mo'tlona Y Secondary Public school teachers in
Giines, 2012 Harmful Behaviors Scale Adryaman and Sivas cities 480
% developed by Toker in 2006 Y
Mobbing and its effects
on the teacher-manager —
Celik and Peker, 2010 | relationship scale developed Puuls:;g&:;:;)tos lt:;e;)cll;leésitfrom 4 400
by Yildirim in 2008 based ¥
on LIPT
A 48 items Scale adapted
from LIPT and Mobbing . .
Aksu and Balci, 2009 Behaviors Scale developed Public school t?;ilffscf;om 4 counties of 373
by Gokge in 2008 based on ¥
LIPT
Kog and Urasoglu Bulut, LIPT Public secondary stool teachers from 6 396
2009 cities
Mobbing Scale for Primary
Otrar and Ozen, 2009 SchooluTea.chers develoPed Public primary schoo.l ounselors in 306
by Ertiirk in 2005 drawing Istanbul City
from LIPT
Cemaloglu, 2007 NAQ Public school teachers in Ank;':lr.a, Yozgat, 500
Kastamonu, and Van cities
Cemaloglu and Ertiirk, LIPT Public primary school teachers and 347
2007 principles from 4 districts of Ankara City
Palaz et al,, 2008 LIPT Public and private education and health 464

organisations in Balikesir City
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25 primary health care units, a public
hospital, nine schools (two kindergartens,
four primary 944
schools, three high schools) and 13 police
stations

Bilgel, Ayta¢ and Bayram, A 20-item inventory of
2006 bullying developed by Quine

Findings on mobbing victimization rates in educational institutions vary. A major part of the stud-
ies revealed that educators are exposed to mobbing on a low level (Ertiirk and Cemaloglu, 2014; Sener,
2013; Ugurlu, Caglar and Giines, 2012; Aksu and Balct, 2009). On the other hand; in a study con-
ducted by Kiling (2012), 11.2% of teachers were found to have been exposed to mobbing. Mete et al.
(2015) proved that 22% of teachers “seldomly”, 12% “occationally”, 2.7 “frequently” and 1% “always”
exposed to mobbing. Akan, Yildirim, and Yal¢in’s research conducted among school principals (2013)
revealed similar results: Of principals 21.4% “seldomly”, 5.8% “occationally”, 1.9% “frequently” and
1.7% “always” subjected to mobbing activities. Ertiirk (2013) showed that 4.1% of teachers confront
with one kind of mobbing behaviors every day. Bilgel, Ayta¢ and Bayram’s study (2006) on employ-
ees working in various sectors including educational institutions indicated that 55% of the employ-
ees experienced one or more types of bullying in the previous year and 47% had witnessed bullying

of other employees.

Despite research in education sector indicate slightly varying results on the prevalence, almost all of
the studies which employed NAQ indicate that mobbing victimization is remarkably common (Mete
et al., 2015; Akan, Yildirim, and Yal¢in, 2013; Ertiirk, 2013; Kiling, 2012; Cemaloglu, 2007). In Tan-
han and Cam’s study (2011) which a mobbing scale for theachers was employed, rates are considerably

higher than those studies: More than half of the teachers reported victimization.

The most frequently encountered acts are interrupting, ignoring one’s suggestions and opinions,
over-monitoring and over critisizing one’s tasks ($ener, 2013; Cemaloglu and Kiling, 2012; Toker Gékge,
2012; Ugurlu, Caglar, and Giines, 2012; Celik and Peker, 2010; Aksu and Balci, 2009). In Mete et
al.’s study (2015), behaviors of hiding information affects employees most. While results indicate that
the most common behaviors are attacks against victim’s occupational status; Ertiirk’s wide-range study

(2013) unfolded that it is the attacks against personal reputations such as gossiping.

There is not a strong variation by sex according to a large part of the studies (Akan, Yildirim, and
Yalgin, 2013; Sener, 2013; Civilidag, 2012; Comak and Tung, 2012; Aksu and Balci, 2009). Noneth-
less, there is also a body of research that indicate man experience such acts more than women do (Mete
et al. 2015; Ertiirk, 2013; Celep and Emiroglu, 2012; Celik and Peker, 2010; Kog and Urasoglu Bu-
lut, 2009; Cemaloglu and Ertiirk, 2007). Only the study of Karabacak Agir and Akin (2014) revealed

that female teachers are represented more among victims in primary schools.

How mobbing is experienced and perceived also varies. For example, according to Cemaloglu and
Ertiirk (2007), male teachers and managers are exposed to mobbing by their collegues at the same level
more than females do. According to a more recent study of them (Ertiirk and Cemaloglu, 2014), fe-
males are exposed to mobbing due to organizational structure and due to perpetrators’ characteristics
and males are exposed to mobbing due to victim’s characteristics. Akpunar (2016) also underlines that
male teachers cope with mobbing behaviors more effectively. In relation to this, as an interesting result,
Ertiirk revealed that two-third of man and one-third of women perceive mobbing as “ordinary, nor-

mal behaviors that can ocur” at a workplace. These results indicate that male educators may perceive



mobbing and cope with it on a more institutional/structural level; and on the opposite, women per-

ceive it on a more personal level and resort to more implicit strategies.

As for the victim’s marital status, not a significant difference could be detected in most of the stud-
ies (Mete et al., 2015; Ugurlu, Caglar, and Giines, 2012; Otrar and Ozen, 2009). However, Palaz et
al. (2008), have shown that mobbing victimization is statistically higher among married education staff
than it is among the singles. In Karabacak Asir and Akin’s study (2014) the rate is higher for married
female teachers than not only for married or single males but also for single female teachers. This con-
dition gives rise to the thought that female teachers get under pressure to manage and balance between

their career and family life after getting married.

Most of the studies which LIPT or NAQ were selected as data gathering technique concluded that
level of education does not make a difference on victimization (Mete et al., 2015; Akan, Yildirim, and
Yal¢in, 2013; Sener, 2013; Celik and Peker, 2010; Aksu and Balci, 2009). On the other hand, some
studies show that the higher the mobbing victimization rates are higher among employees with higher
educational levels (Akpunar, 2016; Ertiirk and Cemaloglu, 2014; Palaz et al., 2008). In addition to
this, Ertiirk and Cemaloglu (2014) demonstrated that teachers with graduate degree are more likely to

experience mobbing due to structural reasons.

Research indicate that teachers at their 30’s, become targets of mobbing more frequently than other
age groups do (Mete et al., 2015; Ertiirk and Cemaloglu, 2014; Celep and Eminoglu, 2012; Celik and
Peker, 2010). Palaz et al. (2008) similarly found out that victimization is higher among teachers at the

age of 35 and above than the younger ones.

Results regarding work experience generally conclude that educators who have 10 to 20 years of
work experience are exposed to mobbing more frequently (Ertiirk and Cemaloglu, 2014; Civilidag
and Sargin, 2011; Celik and Peker, 2010). On the other hand, studies that were conducted in primary
school teachers who have relatively less experience were found to be a larger group among victims (Astr
and Akin, 2014; Comak and Tung, 2012). The variation of organizational structures and work rela-

tionships between different educational institutions may explain this controversy.

Results indicate that indirect coping strategies are commonly used. The usual responses to mob-
bing are “ignoring the offenders, acting as if they are not there” (Toker Gékee, 2012), “not paying at-
tention and ignoring them” (Ugurlu, Caglar ve Giines, 2012), “not giving in by mobbing behaviors”
and “responding in an aware and appropriate way” (Aksu and Balci, 2009), “trying not to be criticized
by working harder and in a more planned way” (Palaz et al., 2008). It can be understood from these
results that victims generally avoid talking about the problem openly and officially reporting it. When
these results are considered altogether with the conclusion that mobbing is perceived as an ordinary act

(Ertiirk, 2013), these results may be pointing to a problem on victims™ awareness on the issue.

Higher Education: In this section studies conducted among academicians were analysed. Studies

conducted among academicians can be seen from Table 2.

Study Scale Institution Nur?il')er of
Participants
Sahbudak and Wofl(sylca}l(:zl:cg;lceaille_?erlzsszies ¢ ?thaz Academicians of Cumhuriyet University in 312
Oztiirk, 2015 P e pec by Sivas City
Senerkal and Mobbing and its effects on the -
. . . Randomly choosen academicians from

Corbacioglu, relationship scale developed by Turke 108

2015 Yildirim in 2010 based on LIPT ey
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I Tareli
salvara Tureli A questionnaire developed by the | Academicians and administrative officers of
and Dolmaci, . . o . 278
2013 authors Siileyman Demirel University in Isparta City
R h assistants from th bli
Ayan and 22 items Organizational Mobbing uni\e/:ri:irtciesisxfisiasrar(l)(lgcaerl‘;Zrlzzll Sil\fas 188
Sahbudak, 2012 | Scale developed by Deniz in 2007 citie;
Ge?ik.h and NAQ Female academ.ician.s from a public 9
Gegikli, 2012 university
Ozyer and Orhan, An adaptation of LIPT Academicians (?f Mustafa Kemal University 929
2012 in Hatay City
Aksu and Giineri, NAQ Academicians of Akden'lz University in 346
2011 Antalya City
Sahin and Turk, A scale developed by authors Female academiciﬂs of Nigde University in 61
2010 Nigde City
33 items Psychological Harassment Randomly choosen academicians 80%
Yildirim and . . . . .
Scale Behaviors scale developed by | working on medicine from various Turkish 880
Yildirim, 2010 o
the authors universities
Tiizel, 2009 An adaptation of NAQ Research assistants of G'am University in 115
Ankara City

Studies indicate different results about prevalence of the problem among academic staff. On a na-
tion-wide study of Senerkal and Corbacioglu (2015), all of the participants reported victimization of
mobbing behaviors by their supervisors. Of the participants, 4.7% victimized by behaviors of only
their superiors while 26.9% victimized both by their superiors’ and peers’ behaviors (Senerkal ve Cor-
bacioglu, 2015: 124). Yildirim and Yildirim’s national study (2010) revealed even high rates: 90% of
the staff experience psychological violence and 17% think that these are intentional acts, not random
incidences. Results of other studies which are limited to employees in one city or one university in-
dicate lower rates (Sahbudak and Oztiirk, 2015; Kalay, Ugrak, and Nisanci, 2014; Aksu and Giineri,
2011; Sahin and Tiirk, 2010).

Attacks to occupational status are more frequent than other types of mobbing behaviors. “Acts
against one’s fulfillment of tasks” (Gegikli ve Gegikli, 2012; Aksu ve Giineri, 2011), “over monitoring
of work and duties” (Sahbudak and Oztiirk, 2015), “acting as if one’s performance is inadequate even
when it is not” among female academicians (Eroglu ve Solmaz, 2004), “compelling one to quit by giv-
ing simple and unneccessary tasks that are under her/his qualifications” among research assistants (Ayan
and $ahbudak, 2012). In addition, it was found that these behaviors against work and occupational
status are mostly committed by superiors; and such behaviors from above constitute a typical form in
academy ($ahin and Tiirk, 2010; Yildirim and Yildirim, 2010; Ttizel, 2009). “Baseless rumours” and
“derogatory and insulting talk in front of people” (Senerkal and Corbacioglu, 2015), “attacks against
personal communications” (Kalay, Ograk and Nisanci, 2014), and “peeking out from behind and gos-
siping” (Ayan and $ahbudak, 2012) are other common types.

Research revealed that factors such as title and seniority make difference on mobbing victimiza-
tion. Ayan and Sahbudak (2012) found out that research assistants are more likely to become target
than academicians in upper positions. Similarly, Gegikli and Gegikli (2012) concluded that probabil-
ity of becoming a target decreases with career advancement. Sahbudak and Oztiirk (2015) also revealed
that reserach assistants become victims more frequently than other academic staff does. In addition to
this, staff at or under the age of 30 are more likely to be victimized than the ones above 30. Ayan and
Sahbudak (2012) on the other hand, indicated that research assistants become victims due to organi-
zational causes than other groups do.
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There is not a significant difference in mobbing victimization by sex (Akpinar, 2015; Sahbudak and
Oztiirk, 2015; Kalay, Ograk, and Nisanci, 2014; Ayan and Sahbudak, 2012; Yildirim and Yildirim,
2010). Similarly, studies indicate that there is not a significant difference by marital status (Ayan and
Sahbudak; Sahbudak and Oztiirk, 2015; Salvarct Tiireli and Dolmaci, 2013). On the other side, Ak-
pinar (2015) draws attention to a particular difference that single research assistans are subject to at-

tacks against their social relationships more frequently than the married ones.

Evidence which support that victimization varies by age is limited. One of them is Gegikli and
Gegikli’s study (2012) which manifests that victimization rates are higher among academicians at the
ages between 26 and 35 than academicians at or above 41. Likewise, Sahbudak and Oztiirk (2015)
have shown that academicians at the age of 30 and below experience mobbing more frequently than
the ones above 30. According to Ozyer and Orhan (2012), academicians under the age of 25 experi-

ence mobbing at the highest levels.

Sahudak and Oztiirk (2015) proved that research assistants experience mobbing victimization more
frequently than other academic staff does. Akpinar (2015) further found out that there are also differ-
ences of mobbing experiences among research assistants: Ones doing their master degree experience
“attacks against personal status” and “interference in their private lives” more frequently than ones that
doing their doctorate do. These findings together with Ayan and Sahbudak’s (2012) findings among
research assistants that mobbing victimization does not differ by age lead to the idea that difference of
victimization by age in other studies may be a result og career advancement and promotion. This point
is supported by Gegikli and Gegikli’s study which indicates lesser psychological violence and dimished

negative effects on victims with advancement of academicians’ titles.

Research indicates more direct coping strategies against mobbing. For example, Yildirim and Yildirim
(2010) demonstrated that most common strategy is “trying to solve the problem by talking face to face

with the offender” and “report the incident to an upper management level”. They also have found that

Health: In this category, research on employees in health care such as doctors, nurses, midwives,

patient care professionals and medical secretaries is reviewed. Studies are listed in Table 3.

Study Scale Institution Nur.nl.)er of
Participants
Sezerel, Bostan, Psychological violence at workplace Health care staff from various institutions in
scale developed by Yildirim and . . » 1187
and Okan, 2015 . Trabzon, Rize, and Glimiishane cities
Yildirim in 2008
Bayrak Kok et Nurses from a university, a public and a
LIPT . s T 270
al,, 2014 private hospital in Denizli City
Demir et al Mobbing scale developed by
2014 v Oztiirk, Yilmaz, and Hindistan in Nurses from a university hospital 126
2007
Karahan and N . .
Yilmaz. 2014 NAQ Kocatepe University Hospital staft, Afyon City 321
Karsavuran,
2014 LIPT Public hospital managers in Ankara City 244
Work h t scale developed
Aslan and ori harassment scae cevelope Health care staff of three biggest hospitals in
Akarcay, 2013 by Bjorkvist et al. in 1992 and Konva Cit 237
Y adapted by Grunau in 2007 ya iy
Calis and Tokat, | A questionnaire developed by the . . . .
P h 1 staff, 4
2013 authors based on NAQ and LIPT rivate hospital staff, Giresun City >0
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Ozaydin Biilbiil Employees of public and private health
LIPT NN s o s 860
etal., 2013 institutions in six different cities
Sénmez et al,, Workplace violence survey Health care staff of various institutions in 588
2013 developed by WHO Malatya City
Angel, Yuva, | Psychological violence at workplace
and Gokmen scale developed by Yildirim and Nurses from a university hospital 210
Oztuna, 2012 Yildirim in 2008
Workplace violence survey . .
Dursun, 2012 developed by ILO and WHO Health care staff of a public hospital 161
Giiven, Ozcan, | Mobbing factors scale developed by Nurses and midwives working in public 142
and Kartal, 2012 Caligkan in 2005 health institutions in Nevsehir City
Psychological viol 1
Tutar and SYCho ogleal Vo ence sca'e Staff of public heath institutions in Sakarya
developed by Fox and Stallworth in . 185
Akbolat, 2012 City
2005
Bahceci Gecici A 68-item scale developed by
b ¢ Oztiirk, Yilmaz and Hindistan in Nurses working in a county of Izmir City 128
and Sagkal, 2011
2007
Camci and A descriptive questionnaire Health care staff from 12 medical institutions 270
Kutlu, 2011 developed by the authors in Kocaeli City
Dikmetas, Top, LIPT Assistant medical doctors of Ondokuz Mayis 270
and Ergin, 2011 University in {zmir City
Gl arzlg Sglroz, LIPT Nurses of Public Hospital of Karaman City 103
Karakus, 2011 A questionnaire developed by the | Nurses from three pu.bhc hospitals in Sivas 329
authors based on LIPT City
Sahin and Health care staff of one public, one university
. LIPT . N . 514
Diindar, 2011 and two private hospitals in Bolu City
Karciogluand | A quetionnaire developed by the o .
Akbas, 2010 authors based on LIPT Health care staff of hospitals in Erzurum City 395
Carik¢r and Stileman Demirel University Hospital Staff,
LIPT . 189
Yavuz, 2009 Isparta City
Nljljt :}c,lsiaz%% 9 A questionnaire based on LIPT Nurses from public hospitals in Erzurum 205
Yllfnaz, Ergun A questionnaire developed by the Health care staff of two public hospitals in
Ozler, and . ) 121
authors based on LIPT and NAQ Kiitahya City
Mercan, 2008

Results show that mobbing is considerably high in this sector in general. In Camet and Kutdu’s study
(2011), victimization rate was found as 24% among health personnel in Kocaeli City. In Yilmaz, Ergun
Ozler, and Mercan’s study in public hospitals in Kiitahya City is is 29.8%. In “a public hospital” again
it was found as 58.5% among personnel of medical institutions in a public hospital (Dursun, 2012)
and among health staff in Malatya City it is 60.4% (S6nmez et al., 2013). Lastly, 70.4% of health staff
of hospitals in Bolu city reported being exposed to at least one of the possible mobbing acts in last six
months (Sahin and Diindar, 2011).

Among nurses, the ratio was found as 11.9% in a university hospital for the whole of their career;
43% for whole of their career and 34.5% currently in a hospital in a county of Izmir City (Bahgeci
Gegici and Sagkal, 2011); 12.7% among nurses and midwives working in a public health institution
in Nevsehir City (Gtiven, Ozcan, and Kartal, 2012); 45.1% in three public hospitals (Karakus, 2011)
and 63% in a university hospital (Angel, Yuva, and Gékmen Oztuna, 2012).

Research indicating low ratios of mobbing victimization is rather limited. Some of them are the study
of Dikmetas, Top, Ergin (2011) which has been conducted among assistant doctors in a public hospital;
the study of Giil and Agiréz (2011) which has been conducted among health staff in Public Hospital
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of Karaman City; the study of Tutar and Akbolat (2012) which has been conducted in a health insti-
tution in Sakarya City and the study of Carik¢i and Yavuz (2009) which has been conducted among
health staff of Siileyman Demirel University Hospital in Isparta City. These studies have in common
that their scope is a provincial city like Karaman, Sakarya or Isparta. That is quite likely the reason of

lower rates of mobbing victimization in contrast with the major body of research.

In health sector, most of the attacks are the ones that impede victims’ communication. The specific
behaviors are verbal violence (Dursun, 2012; Camci and Kutlu, 2011), interrupting (Ozaydm Biilbiil
et al., 2013; Sahin and Diindar, 2011), attacks against communication among hospital managers (Kar-

savuran, 2014) and among nurses (Karakus, 2011).

In addition to attacks against communication, attacks against status and quality of life and working
life are also common. Calis and Tokat’s study (2013) which has been conducted among health staff has
shown that employees usually are exposed to “not appreciating one’s purposes and values”, “not receiving
new opportunities at work”, “being given contrary orders from more than one supervisor” and “having
been strictly controlled on how he/she spend time at work”. According to the study of Giiven, Ozcan,
and Kartal (2012), most prevalent form was found to be attacks against personal status among nurses
and midwives. Tutar and Akbolat (2012) point out that attacks against private life is the most com-
mon behavior among health staff. In their study, Bayrak Kok, Bursali, and Eroglu (2014) revealed that

most frequent attacks among nurses are “attacks against quality of work life and occupational status”.

In addition to prevalence of attacks against personal status in health sector; Sezerel, Bostan and
Okan (2015: 111) indicated that such “indirect” attacks against one’s status affect her/his psychological

health negatively due to the central role of “shame” in Turkish culture which is collectivistic in nature.

Findings on victims’ sex are controversial. A part of the research support that female health workers
are exposed to mobbing more frequently (Karsavuran, 2014; Ozaydm Biilbil et al., 2013; Camci and
Kutlu, 2011) and women are attacked more frequently on showing their abilities and on their commu-
nication more than men do (Yilmaz, Ergun Ozler, and Mercan, 2008). On the contrary, some studies
indicate that male health personnel are victimized more frequently than females do (Tutar and Akbo-
lat, 2012; Karcioglu and Akbas, 2010).

Similar to sex, marital status does not make a difference in general (Demir and digerleri, 2014;
Karcioglu and Akbas, 2010; Cariket and Yavuz, 2009). However, among hospital managers (Karsavu-
ran, 2014) and health personnel in Kocaeli City (Camei ve Kutlu 2011) single employees were found

to be the largest group in mobbing victims.

As for age, research shows that mobbing victimization peaks at 30’s. Critical age range was found as
31-35 (Sonmez et al., 2013), 29-39 (Karsavuran, 2014) and 35-39 (Giiven, Ozcan, and Kartal, 2012).
According to other studies, victimization starts to decrease after the age of 30’s. Accorging to these, the
age range is 18-30 (Yilmaz, Ergun Ozler, and Mercan, 2008), earlier than 29 (C")zaydm Biilbiil et al.,
2013) or earlier than 25 (Tutar and Akbolat, 2012). Results indicate a negative correlation between
victimization and age in general (Angel, Yuva, and Gokmen Oztuna, 2012; Giiven, Ozcan, and Kar-
tal, 2012; Carik¢t and Yavuz, 2009).

Ozaydin Biilbiil et al. (2013) have found an increase in mobbing victimization with higher work ex-
perience. Similarly; Angel, Yuva, and Gékmen Oztuna (2012) found out that nurses with longer work
experience have lower rates of victimization. Karsavuran (2014) concludes a different result for hospi-

tal managers: most of the victims were managers who have 0 to 5 years of experience. Yilmaz, Ergun



Ozler, and Mercan (2008) also proved that health personnel who have 1 to 5 years of experience are

exposed to mobbing more frequently.

A bulk of research indicate that employees with higher educational levels are more likely to expe-
rience mobbing than the others are (Bahgeci Gegici, and Sagkal, 2011; Karcioglu and Akbas, 2010;
Palaz et al., 2008; Yilmaz, Ergun Ozler and Mercan, 2008). According to Karsavuran’s study on hospi-
tal managers on the other hand, employees who have vocational high school or associate degree are the
largest group among the victims. This opposite results gives clue about the varying nature of the rela-
tionship between mobbing and educational level: It is likely that the relationship of victimization and
educational level vary by context: Victims become targets due to their differences from other employ-
ees. Furthermore, Carik¢t and Yavuz's study (2009) manifested that people with higher levels of edu-

cation have a stronger perception of mobbing victimization.

In contrast with the results discussed above, a part of the research proved no significant relation-
ship of educational level with mobbing victimization (Demir et al., 2014; Giiven, Ozcan, and Kartal,
2012; Tutar and Akbolat, 2012). However, it can be seen that in all of these studies, the sample were
selected from a single health institution. This may explain these different results. In addition, health
personnel, especially nurses working in provincial cities are likely to be a rather homogenious group in

terms of educational level and this may have affected results.

Research reveals significant relationship between mobbing and organizational structure. Research
of Ozaydin Biilbiil et al. (2013) shows that mobbing victimization is more common in private health
institutions than it is in public health institutions. Calis and Tokat (2013), on the other hand, con-
cluded that strict bureaucracy leads to an authoritarian structure in private health institutions and this
causes mobbing and conflicts in the workplace. Similarly, according to Calis and Tokat (2013: 116)
when organizational structure becomes strict and “mechanical”, it encourages mobbing perpetrators and
makes employees more vulnerable. As another aspect of the organizational regulations, Bahgeci Gegici
and Sagkal (2011) indicate that the longer the working hours are, the more mobbing incidences em-

ployees are exposed to in especially private health institutions.

Aslan and Akargay (2013) revealed that employees who have a high level of psychological violence
also have negative feelings and thoughts against their organization but do not reflect this on their be-
haviors. Similarly, Giil and Agiroz (2011) indicate that there is a significant and positive relationship
between mobbing and emotional cynicism, but there is not such a relationship between mobbing and
cognitive and behavioral dimensions of cynicism. Sahin and Diindar (2011) found that perceptions of
employees on ethical climate in hospitals do not vary by exposure to mobbing behaviors. According to
the results, although victims are emotionally affected, they do not reflect it on attitudinal and behav-
ioral levels. This gives clue on victims™ general tendency to adopt passive coping strategies. In accor-
dance, most of the victims “do not do anything” (Demir et al., 2014), “keep in the background; do
not express their ideas, feelings and thoughts” (Angel, Yuva, and Gékmen Oztuna, 2012), “remain si-
lent, turn in on herself/himself” (Bahgeci Gegici and Sagkal, 2011), resort to informal ways and “work
harder and in a more planned way” just like in the education sector (Palaz et al., 2008).

Conclusion: Mobbing victimization rates in Turkey indicate an alarming problem when compared
to European cases. While studies indicate of rates vary from 3.5% to 10% for European cases (Ein-
arsen, 2010: 967; Einarsen and Skogstad, 1996), mobbing rates are between 30% and 51% in Turkey
(Demirci et al., 2010: 26; Einarsen, 2010: 967). This study also proves that mobbing victimization is



very high —above 20%, in all three sectors. Mobbing victimization reaches up to 55% when various

sectors are combined (Bilgel, Ayta¢ and Bayram, 2006).

Although European studies conclude that work related attacks are the most common forms of mob-
bing, present review gives clue on that there might be specific forms of mobbing in different organiza-
tional levels. Mobbing acts are rather directed against occupational status such as over monitoring the
work, underestimating one’s performance, forcing one to do unqualified and over simple tasks in more
professional positions. However, for example in health sector which include workers from various oc-
cupational statuses, the most prevalent attacks vary to a large extend from verbal violence to commu-
nication possibilities and life quality. These findings can be explained by Zapf’s (1999: 77) conclusion

that mobbing types vary by lower and higher levels of organizational structure.

It can be concluded that attacks against communication opportunities are quite common in every
level of work hierarchy while attacks against occupational status are more common in more professional
positions. In complience with the European cases in general (Vartia Vaananen, 2013: 24), service sec-
tor employees in health and education, there are personal attakcs such as gossiping; hiding informa-
tion, interrupting; ignoring one’s aims and values and attacks against occupational status. It can be
concluded from these results that not only occupational status but also personal status is at the target

of mobbing acts in service sector ocupations.

Another point is that there is a rather poor relation between mobbing and gender. However, women
are slightly more likely to be exposed to mobbing than men do. This point complies with European
cases (Vartia Vaananen, 2013; Hoel and Cooper, 2001; Einarsen and Skogstad, 1996; Niedl, 1995).
However, exceptions can be found for gender of victims. Especially victimization rates are higher for
men at the lower and middle levels of health sector. This may be a result of a combination of gender
discrimination and strict work hierarchy (female domination in nursing at the lower level and male
domination in medicine at the upper level). In accordance with Tomic’s (2012: 247) conclusion that
mobbing victims are not a member of specific sex but are “employees of different sex —a woman in a
group of men or a man in a group of women”, these results show that gender is not a context-depen-

dent factor of victimization.

There are also results that a bigger proportion of men take mobbing behaviors normally than women,
men are affected less than women and men cope more effectively with mobbing than women do. These
differences may result from traditional gender roles; men’s more aggressive and competitive behaviors
are approved but women are culturally not expected to act this way. These traditional gender roles may

explain women’s higher victimization rates and stronger victimization perceptions.

There is not a significant difference of marital status on mobbing victimization in general. None-
theless, there are few studies which indicate the opposite by showing that single employees in some
health institutions are exposed to mobbing more than the married ones. This point does not support
that married people would be more likely to be exposed to mobbing due to the pressure of flexible
working conditions on the balance between work and family life. On the other hand, this result may
also be considered as a result of single employees’ majority in this sector, especially compared to those

in education. However, further research is needed to support this point.

A large body of research indicates that people usually become target to mobbing at the relatively
early ages; 30’s to 40’s and at the medium level of job experience (5-10 years). These results differ partly
from Einersen and Skogstad’s study (1996) which indicates that older employees reported significantly

more bullying than yournger employees.



Another result of the review regarding job hierarchy is that employees at lower levels of this hier-
archy such as research assistants in universities and nurses in health institutions are exposed to mob-
bing more than employees at the higher levels do. This leads to the idea that there is a significant re-
lationship between structural hierarchy and mobbing. According to Hofstede’s power distance index
(2001), Turkish culture has a high power distance. This has a significant effect on organizational struc-
ture. Research proves that autocratic and authoritarian leadership is related to mobbing (Hoel and Sa-
lin, 2013: 213). But these findings do not mean that only employees at the bottom are exposed to
mobbing. Yet, findings give rise to the argument that employees at the lower levels are exposed to mob-
bing from above while employees at the upper levels suffer from mobbing behaviors of their peers just

as much as mobbing from above.

There is not a specific investigation on the perpetrators. Nonetheless, in education (Otrar and Ozen,
2009) and higher education (Tiizel, 2009), it was found that most of the perpetrators are superiors. Ac-
cording to the studies on psychological violence in health institutions, most of the perpetrators are pa-
tients’ relatives, it is followed by superiors (Camct and Kutlu, 2011; Carikei and Yavuz, 2009). Thus,
in Turkey, superiors were still found to be majority in most of the studies just like it is in Britain (Bil-

gel, Aytag and Bayram, 2006; Zapf et al., 2013: 116).

In education and health sectors, studies indicate that employees with higher educational level are
exposed to mobbing more frequently. A possible reason of this could be a higher awareness of peo-
ple with higher educational levels. Another possible reason indicated by Salin (2001: 436) is that “the
higher the education of an employee, the higher the risk that some of the tasks he or she has to do are
below their level of competence” and the hierarchical position and high education of the employees are

also assumed to be explaining factors in mobbing”.

Results on responses and coping strategies indicate that both in education and health sectors, vic-
tims choose avoiding the problem or deal with it through indirect and informal ways instead of using
formal procedures and making an official report. Research also indicate that although almost 80% of
the victims take actions against mobbing such as talking to collegues or friends, ignoring the perpe-
trator or warning the perpetrator not to do this again; 23% of them were not satisfied with the result

(Bilgel, Ayta¢ and Bayram, 2006).

While employees usually refrain from formal actions against mobbing, academicians are an excep-
tion. Research reveals that academicians discuss the problem with the perpetrator or report it to man-
agement. This could be a result of high awareness on mobbing among academicians. In this particular,
further research is needed to understand how and why employees in different sectors cope with mob-

bing victimization in different ways.

This study is a literature review of research articles published in scientific journals in a specific time
period. Results of other studies on the issues such as reports and books as well as other articles pub-
lished before and after this time were excluded. Further, a meta-analysis on the issue would be a more
proper and practical analytical tool; however, the nature of the research; studies that have been re-
viewed include many findings such as frequency and prevalence of the problem, age, sex, position, se-
niority of victims and perpetrators and coping strategies. In order to take all of these factors into ac-

count as much as possible, this study is methodologically limited within the scope of literature review.
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