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ABSTRACT

This thesis empirically investigates the factors of mobbing in commercial banks in
the Case of North Cyprus. First of all, | assumed that there was no significant
difference between gender groups based on the factors of mobbing influencing
individual performance. Second, there was no significant difference among age
groups based on the factors of mobbing influencing individual performance. Third,
there was no significant difference among income levels of the groups based on the
factors of mobbing influencing individual performance. Fourth, there was no
significant difference among job task groups based on the factors of mobbing
influencing individual performance. The statistical analysis showed that, there are
significant differences among working staffs with different gender, age and income
level as well as job task based on the factors of mobbing influencing individual

performance.

Keywords: Mobbing, Job Performance, Workplace Bullying, Commercial Banks,

North Cyprus.
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Bu makale deneysel olarak Kuzey Kibris'ta ticari bankalarin Mobing etkenlerini
incelemektedir. Her seyden once kisisel performansa etkili olan Mobing etkenlerine
dayanarak gruplarin cinsiyeti arasinda énemli farkin bulunmasini varsayiyorum.

Ikinci kisisel performansa etkili olan Mobing etkenlerine dayanarak yas gruplari
arasinda her hangi bir énemli fark bulunmamaktadir.Ugiincii kisisel performansa
etkili olan Mobing etkenlerine dayanarak gelir diizeyi gruplari1 arasinda 6nemli bir
fark gbze c¢arpmamaktadir.Sonugta kisisel performansa etkili olan Mobing
etkenlerine dayanarak mesleki gruplar arasinda gozde goriilir bir fark
gorinmemektedir. T testi ve tek yonli ANOVA yontemleri sonuglari kisisel
performansa etkili olan Mobing etkenlerine dayanarak farkli gelir diizeyi, yas ve
cinsiyet kosullariyla calisan elemanlar arasinda 6nemli fark gbze c¢arpmamasini

gostermektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Mobbing, Is Performansi, Isyeri Zorbalik, Ticari Bankalar,

Kuzey Kibris.



To My Dear Parents



ACKNOWLEDGMENT

First and foremost, | would like to thank my supervisor, Prof. Dr. Salih Katircioglu,
for giving me valuable advice and guidance while conducting my research and

writing the thesis.

My sincere thanks go to Assoc. Prof. Dr. Sami Fethi and Assoc. Prof. Nesrin Ozatac,

for giving me crucial advice to make this thesis more comprehensive and organized.

| am truly thankful to my beloved family who has always supported me

unconditionally throughout my life.

Vi



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ABSTRACT ...ttt b ettt ii
OZ oo iv
DEDICATION ...ttt e s %
ACKNOWLEDGMENT ...ttt Vi
LIST OF TABLES ... oot IX
L INTRODUCTION ...ttt 1
1.1 Background Of the SUAY ........cceecieiiiieeieeeeeeeesee et 1
1.2 ObjJectives Of the STUY ........coiriririeee e 4
1.3 RESEAICN QUESTIONS ......eitieeieierieeiesie sttt ettt e e eseebesreesaesesseensesneeneas 4
1.4 TRESIS SITUCTUIE ...ttt ettt eb ettt ettt st sbe b e 4
2 LITERATURE REVIEW ..ottt 5
2.1 BACKGIOUNG ....c.viuteuieiieiieiestestestest ettt sttt ettt bbb b e nnes 5
2.2 Workplace Victimization: MOBDING ......cccccveieiiieeecececece e 6
2.3 Definition 0f MODDING .....c.ooveiiecee e e e 7
24 HISEOTY ..ottt et et s e e e st e st e et e s beeba e besasesbesbeessetesbeentesbeereentesreenns 9
2.5 Workplace MobbhINg FEALUIES.........ccuivieiieitieieceeteete ettt ste e te st aae b e 9
2.6 TYPES OF MODDING......ccciiiecececece ettt s 11
B 1Y/ o] o T a0 o TSRS 11
2.8 Personality and MObDING ......ccooieiiiiee e s 12
2.8.1 THE PEIPEIIALON .....eceeeieceeeieeieetete ettt et e s e ae st e eseenbesseensesneennes 14
2.9 Demographic Characteristics and Mobbing..........ccocovevevireeceneceeeceeeee e, 15
2.10 Consequences of MObDING........c.ccviieieieeee s 17
2.10.1 Consequences 0N INAIVIAUALS ........cocereeieiirceeeeeee e e 17
2.10.2 CONSEYUENCES ON GIOUP -.euveeiieuieruieeieeteeteesteesaeesuteseeebeesbeesbeesseesaeessesbeenseennes 18



2.10.3 Consequences 0N OrganiZation ...........cceceeeeeerereeeeneeeeseseeesee e sseeseesseeneesneenees 19

2.11 Antecedents OFf MODDING ......c.coirieiiiiieineresreee e 19
2.11.1 ANteCedentS OF GrOUP.....c.evirieieieieienieeteetestertete ettt neens 19
2.11.2 Antecedents Of Organization ...........cccceecvevereereneeeeseeeese et 21
2.11.3 Individual Antecedents of MobDING.......c.ccooeveviieeiiiiceceee e, 23

S METHODOLOGY ..ottt 24

3.1 SUIVEY DBSIGN .veeiiiteeieete ettt ettt ettt et e st e s te et e st e e s e tesreenbesteesaentessnensesrennes 24

3.2 Data COMBCTION ...ttt 25

3.3 DAtA ANAIYSIS ...c.eeeiiciecieceeeee et be et st ean et e reeanas 25

4 FINDINGS AND RESULTS ..ottt 27

4.1 DemographiC Profile ..o 27

4.2 Chi-SQUAIE ANAIYSIS .....ooveriiiiieieieiie ettt ettt 31

4.3 One Way-Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) ..ot 32

4.4 FACTON ANAIYSIS ...ttt ettt 35

5 CONCLUSION. ...ttt ettt beesree s 37
REFERENCES ...ttt et 40
APPENDIX ...ttt et 53

viii



LIST OF TABLES

Table 4.1. Demographic Profile ..., 27
Table 4.2, MEANSCOE . ...uitit ittt e e e 29
Table 4.3. Meanscore Interpretation ...........o.oeeiiriiiieiriireeeieaannaeanns 31
Table 4.4. Table 4.4. P-value Interpretation ..................oooviiiiiiiiiinein, 32

Table 4.5. ANOVA Test for Statistical Differences..................coeeviininnn 33

Table 4.6. Alternate Hypothesis ..........o.ovviiiiiiiiiiee e 34
Table 4.7. Factor analysSis .........c.ouiiririniiiitiit ettt 35



Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the Study

In today’s world, the nature of work has changed. Efficiency, motivation, job
satisfaction and personal relations are important for job performance. In the past, the
focus was just on earning money. Nowadays, psychological issues, especially
mobbing, are inevitable parts of work, particularly in the countries such as Sweden,
Finland, and Norway, where they are concern about social and emotional wellbeing
of their employees, besides the physical improvement. Competition between
employees is another important issue which can lead to hostile and unethical actions

between managers and employees.

The term ‘Mobbing’ originally used by Konrad Lorenz, Austrian-German founder
of ethology, to describe animal group behavior in his book titled “On Aggression in
1966.” He identified mobbing among birds and he termed *’the attacks from a group
of smaller animals threatening a single larger animal “mobbing”. In his view,
humans are subject to similar innate impulses but capable of bringing them under

rational control.

In the 1970s, the term was applied to the psychology by the Swedish scientist, Peter
Paul Heinemann in his book “Mobbing: Group Violence among Children”, which

was regarding violence committed by students in schools. Then the term was



applied to “ganging up in the workplace” by German-Swedish psychologist, the
founder of the international anti-bullying movement, Heinz Leymann who cared
most about bullying’s impact on the health of individuals in 70’s (Giilen, 2008).

Andrea Adams applied bullying to adulthood misery in 1992.

Based on Leymann, bullying at school refers to physically aggressive acts, while on
the other hand, physical violence is rarely found at work. Mobbing in the workplace
is considered by behaviors such as the social isolation of the target. Hence, he
reserved the word ‘bullying’ for actions between youths at school and used the word

‘mobbing’ for adult behavior in workplaces (Leymann, 1996).

Mobbing refers as “’emotional abuse’’ (Einarsen & Skogstad, 1996) which one
individual is attacked by another (or more) frequently and over long period of time
and circumstance for the one under attack will be to feel helpless and defenseless

(Leymann, 1996).

Some studies argue that there is a relationship between mobbing and personality.
However, mobbing is a consequence of not only individual but also situational
factors. Some individual exposed to mobbing as result of their personal

characteristics (Mathiesen & Einarsen, 2007; Ballucci, 2009).

Mobbing also arises as a result of conflict between employees which cause social
stress (Zapf et al., 1996). Based on Scandinavian research, mobbing creates stress
condition at work and it exposes victims to physiological and psychological

problems (Leymann, 1990; Vartia, 2001; Tinaz, 2006).



Workplace victimization has only recently become a subject of academic study and
there is now high public awareness. It was recognized as an important issue in mid-

1980s and it has only recently become a subject of academic study.

Namie (2003) described workplace bullying as “status-blind”, which is frequent and
deliberate hostility to control other person and can harm that person’s health and/or
economic status. This kind of behavior can be either verbal or physical and moves
to render the target unproductive and unsuccessful —it is the aggressor’s desire to

control the target that motivates the action.

Workplace bullying is common and destructive phenomenon results in emotional
harm and mental distress as results of deliberate negative interactions either verbal
abuse or physical treatment toward other co-workers to control them in workplace

(Lutgen-Sandvik, 2005).

Carmichael professor of organization and human resources at the University Of
Buffalo School of Management argued that human resource managers have recently
recognized the importance of controlling aggressive behavior in workplace as result
of its productivity cost (Farrell, 2002). Based on survey on 9,000 Canadian federal
employees, which is done by Canada Safety Council in 2002, 42% of female and
15% of male employees experienced bullying in 2-years, causing over $180 million
in lost time and productivity. Psychologist Michael H. Harrison, Ph.D., of Harrison
Psychological Associates, conveys “This kind of harassment has a huge impact on a

company’s bottom line,” he says.



1.2 Objectives of the Study

This study was conducted to investigate mobbing in the commercial bank of North
Cyprus. The first objective was to assess prevalence of mobbing. The second
objective was to investigate underlying patterns and structure in negative behaviors.
The third objective was to determine the reasons and effects of such behaviors and

interactions.
1.3 Research Questions

One of the most important parts of each study is the questions which need to be

answered. This study used banking sectors in North Cyprus.

The following statements were to be answered:

1. Was there significant mobbing in the commercial banks of North Cyprus?
2. Were there significant relationships between mobbing and individual
performances in the commercial banks of North Cyprus?

3. Were there significant relationships between mobbing and individual

psychological situations of personnel in the commercial banks of North Cyprus?

The results of this investigation were expected to useful for Cypriot banking
management, as well as to policy makers, in order to improve the performances in

the banks.
1.4 Thesis Structure

Content of this thesis is divided into 5 sections. The first part is an introduction of
the study. The second part is literature review, which focused on the background of
the study in North Cyprus. The third part explains the methodology. The fourth part

explains the empirical results. The fifth part includes the conclusions.



Chapter 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Background

Broad recognition of the workplace environment which is mostly composed
physical, social and psychological factors have effect on employees’ physical and
mental health as well as organizations’ performance and effectiveness. Work
environment needs to be safe and sound positive and supportive, which encourages
employees to make best use of their skills and enables them to perform more
efficiently (Leshabari et al., 2008). In fact, employees’ well-being, satisfaction and
performance have been found to be influenced by psycho-social environment of
work organization (Franco et al., 2000). Based on research conducted by Stallworth
and Kleiner (1996) for creating such workplace environment, physical and

behavioral components should be considered.

It is generally realized that the physical design and the workplace environmental
conditions play a vital role in organization’s efficiency. The study conducted by
Haynes (2008) illustrated that the development in the physical design increase
productivity and performance. According to (Stallworth & Kleiner, 1996) when
human needs are considered, employees work more efficiently. It is also argued that
safe and healthy workplace condition affects employees’ job performance (Strong et

al., 1999).



The behavioral environment is a key factor of productivity level which connected to
employees’ communication, and the impression the workplace environment can
have on individual’s actions. Haynes (2008) discussed that the behavioral
environment represents the two main components namely interaction and
distraction. Administrators also have to motivate their employees to have good and
productive relationships with fellow (Latham & Yukl, 1975). Thus to carry out
work in good conditions; employees need a positive environment including
collaboration and mutual relation which is the key of organization’s success. Poor
collaboration creates negative working atmosphere, and consequently results in
workplace victimization.

2.2 Workplace Victimization: Mobbing

Over the past two decades, with the increase in incidence of negative behavior at
working environment, studies on workplace victimization have increased
significantly around the world. According to Einarsen et al. (2011), who debated
that even a 10% prevalence of workplace victimization warrants strong attention,
although some other researches argue that almost 95% of employees experienced
bullying behaviors in the workplace over a 5-year period (Fox, 2005). Workplace
victimization describes systematic aggression and hostility in workplace such as

harassment, bullying, mobbing and emotional abuse.

Bullying which identified in 1990s has attracted researchers’ attention throughout
the world especially in Europe (Duffy & Sperry, 2007). Although several books and
surveys debate consequences of workplace mobbing such as mental distress,
physical illness, and career damage, yet national and international academic study

began only recently (Needham, 2003; Rigby, 2002). Given the prevalence of



workplace mobbing, its negative effect on victims and emphasis of European
countries such as Sweden, Norway, and Finland for applying preventive activities
against workplace bullying, study on bullying started to be more common in other

countries (Mueller, 2006).

Mobbing is a more systematic form of bullying carried out by a mob or group of
people. However, bullying is a behavior that can be executed by a single individual.
In fact, Westhues (2006) debated that the terms bullying and mobbing have been

used interchangeably.

Rigby (2002) noted more studies based upon reliable, credible, and empirical
investigations are needed regarding the relationship between health status and
involvement in bully-target problems. This study demonstrated a relationship
between actions and involvement of bullies, targets, and the environment of the

organization when measuring bullying and productivity.
2.3 Definition of Mobbing

Workplace victimization was first introduced by Heinz Leymann and Bo-Goran
Gustavsson in 1984 (Leymann, 1996). Beginning with Leymann’s findings, the
issue started to get considerable scientific and societal attention in Europe, first in
Sweden and the Nordic countries than in the rest of Western Europe. The definition
given by Leymann is still valid and basic today: mobbing is a hostile, “unethical
communication” and behavior of one individual or of a group directed towards one
or a small number of individuals who due to the systematic negative acts — at least
once a week for at least six months — becomes unable to defend himself. As a result

of such behaviors the target may experience serious health and social harms



(Leymann, 1996). There has been general agreement on basic definition of mobbing
introduced by leymann among researchers. However, they added new components
to standard definition. Einarsen (1999) completed the concept with the perception
element: the directed behavior must be perceived by the target as hostile and
humiliating. Vartia (2001) proved that not the strictly defined duration and
frequency but the systematic nature of negative acts is harmful. Researchers report
the following devastating effect of mobbing: psychosomatic symptoms, depression,

low self-confidence, deterioration of family relationships, and permanent job loss.

The phenomenon of mobbing refers to “emotional abuse’’, was defined by Einarsen
(1996) when one individual is attacked by one another (or more) frequently and
over long period of time and the one under attack will feel helpless and defenseless
(Laymann, 1996). Based on Davenport et al. (2003) mobbing is defined as negative
actions in the form of physical violence or verbal abuse which has negative
consequence on psychological health and well-being of victim. It affects
organization and employees’ work productivity. Leymann (1984) described
mobbing as hostile and unethical behaviors by one individual toward another

individual which occurs frequently and over long period of time.

Bullies are defined as individual who repeatedly use negative actions such as verbal
or physical violence against victims (Olweus, 2003). According to Seals and Young
(2002), bullying changes from aggressive forms to more passive forms as children

get older.

According to Duffy and Sperry (2007), individual exposed to derogatory or

exclusionary actions will lose their self-esteem and professional reputation. The

8



main reason for such behaviors is to remove the victim from organization. Research
studies in the area of mobbing behavior show that employees who suffer mobbing
behavior experience biological and psychological health problems. Einarsen and
Raknes (1997) conducted a study that mentioned that 22 % of employees who
exposed to mobbing behavior in the workplace experience emotional harm, mental

distress, and physical illness consequently.

2.4 History

The first study of workplace bullying was published just over 20 years ago in 1990
by Heinz Leymann. Leymann (1990) illustrated in his study that the bullying
behaviors which he had researched in the playground were similarly apparent in the
workplace. Einarsen et al. (1994) subsequently investigated workplace bullying in
Norway and found that bullying was indeed a prevalent phenomenon in
organizations. Olweus was the first researcher started to study about bullying
behavior in Swedish and Norwegians school in 1970 and estimated the incidence of

bullying behavior in children (Olweus, 2003).

Andrea Adams, a British broadcaster and journalist, was the first person who
documented the consequence of adult bullying in the workplace in the United
Kingdom and its destructive effect on people’s lives and health. Rayner, Hoel and
Cooper (2002) also conducted a study about bullying in the United Kingdom which

was the most recent large-scale and comprehensive report of workplace.

2.5 Workplace Mobbing Features

Einarsen, Hoel, zapf and cooper (2011) considered four features including
frequency, persistency, power imbalance and hostility to describe workplace

bullying.



There is disagreement between researchers on frequency (minimum number of
times negative behaviors must be exhibited per week ‘one or two’) and Persistency
(the duration of time the negative behaviors are experienced ‘six or twelve
months”) .Moreover, power imbalance refers to the disparity in perceived power
between the target and the perpetrator which may take many forms from open
verbal or physical attacks to rather indirect and subtle acts of aggression. Finally,
hostility ranges from subtle to overt acts. Although subtle bullying behaviors are
more common, violence and aggression are easier to detect by others (Fox &
Stallworth, 2005). According to Tepper and Henle (2011), workplace bullying is

sufficiently distinct and meaningful to be treated separately.

As mentioned before workplace bullying needs the negative behaviors to occur
frequently (once or twice a week) and persistently (duration of six to twelve
months). Therefore, bullying is a systematic and persistent phenomenon which
causes individual to face psychological problem (Fox & Stallworth, 2010). Cortina
(2008) mentioned that workplace victimization has significant consequences not
only on individual but also on groups and organization.

Workplace bullying includes abuses that not only occur between co-workers but

also from customers to employee (Fox & Stallworth, 2005).

Although workplace bullying has been considered as a phenomenon which has
global prevalence, researchers have revealed varied prevalence rates around the
world. Lutgen-Sandvik, Tracy and Alberts (2007) reported U.S prevalence rate of

nearly 50%, however this rate ranging from 5 to 10% in Europe.

10



2.6 Types of Mobbing

Three types of mobbing can be considered depending on the power of victims and
offenders. They are horizontal, up-down and down-up mobbing.

1. Horizontal Mobbing: When mobbing occurs between co-workers at the same
hierarchical level it is called horizontal mobbing.

2. Up-down Mobbing: This type of mobbing occurs when a superior harasses one of
her/his subordinates.

3. Down-up Mobbing: Down-up mobbing occurs when a worker or a group or

workers harasses his/their superior (Branch, Sheehan, Barker & Ramsay, 2004).
2.7 Mobbing Phases

According to Leymann (1996), there are four critical incident phases causing

mobbing behavior to occur:

Phase 1: The Original Critical Incident is characterized by the observed conflict
which can be a triggering situation for mobbing to occur. This phase is very short
and individual will enter into the next phase as soon as the target’s coworkers

expose stigmatized actions.

Phase 2: Mobbing and Stigmatizing is characterized by harassment, hostile behavior
in addition to psychological attacks which have an harmful consequence on the

victim and are used consistently and systematically over a long period of time.

Phase 3: In Personnel Administration phase, individual can be confronted with
serious violations of justice. Management can take on the prejudices of the victims.

As a consequence of mobbing behavior target employ will become a marked

11



individual and other workmates assume the problem lies with the victim’s

personality.

Phase 4: In expulsion phase victim finds themselves socially stigmatized and
emotionally distressed. If they get different work in same place the particular
stigmatizing gives go up to long-term, moving to degrading work along with
psychological treatment.

2.8 Personality and Mobbing

Personality is one of the key factors in workplace bullying which researchers have
tended to report conflicting findings. Personality refers to relatively stable and
organized set of characteristics within the individual which account for consistent
patterns of behavior and has significant impact on his or her behaviors in different
situations. According to Ryckman (2000), it can also be considered as a
psychological construct including the individual’s genetic background and the ways
in which genetic factors effect person’s reactions to different circumstances. Vartia
(2001) believes that there is a significant relationship between personality
characteristics and being the target of mobbing. In fact there is a relationship
between being a victim by organizational measures and being a neurotic. Therefore,
neurotic people are more exposed to such behaviors. In addition it has been found
that being a psychotic person and being exposed to verbal violence is positively
related to one another. As a result of research conducted by Deniz and Ertosun
(2007) who stated that there is a positive relations between mobbing and neurotic
personality and fantasy cross ego defense mechanisms were found.

In contrast, Leymann believes there is no relation between personality of a person

and being victim. According to Leymann (1996), changes in victim’s personality

12



are due to workplace mobbing and it is not true to consider individual’s personality
as consequences of mobbing. Moreover, he argues that whenever conflict occurs
between coworkers, the mobbing will start and influence on individual’s behavior.
Shin (2005) debated also that mobbing will not occur if there is positive

organizational climate.

However, according to Rayner (1997), organizational factors are important but can’t
clarify the whole of the picture without individual factors. In fact, the experiences of
mobbing affected by both situational and personality factors. Another researcher
reported that neuroticism in victims was higher than non-victims but when there is a
controlled and positive work climate the relation was reduced. A personality model
based upon three universal traits developed by British psychologist Hans Eysenck:
1) Introversion/Extraversion

2) Neuroticism/Emotional Stability

3) Psychoticism/ hostile

Introversion/Extraversion: Introversion involves directing attention on inner
experiences, while extraversion relates to focusing attention outward on other
people and the environment. So, a person high in introversion might be quiet and

reserved, while an individual high in extraversion might be sociable and outgoing.

Neuroticism/Emotional Stability: Neuroticism refers to an individual’s tendency
to become upset or emotional, while emotional stability refers to the tendency to

remain emotionally constant.

13



Psychoticism/ hostile: Psychoticism; individuals who are high on this trait tend to
have difficulty dealing with reality and may be antisocial, hostile, non-empathetic

and manipulative (Cherry, 2012).

Introverted employees who are passive and unlikely to retaliate to undesirable
behaviors are more likely to be victims for perpetrators (Goldberg, 1990). Although
researchers have found conflicting results about personality traits such as
extraversion, conscientiousness and agreeableness, and there is a consistent finding
that targets tend to have higher levels of neuroticism. Another reason for the
conflicting findings can be related to the two different types of targets: vulnerable
and provocative (Aquino & Lamertz, 2004). Researchers reported that extraverts
and employees with low agreeableness may fall more often under the provocative
type. Several researchers have found that targets often have higher levels of
negative affect (Glasg, 2007). Negative affect refers to a tendency to experience
emotions that include anxiety, fear, sadness and anger (Watson & Clark, 1984).
Employees who experienced such emotions tend to appear more vulnerable to
bullying behaviors. Similarly, employees with low levels of self-confidence have
also been found to be more likely target. (Aquino & Lamertz, 2004).

2.8.1 The Perpetrator

Researchers have found that males are more likely to engage in bullying behaviors
than females (Rayner, 1997). Furthermore, employees with high strain jobs, which
entail high workloads and low job autonomy, are more likely to engage in bullying
behaviors (Baillien et al., 2011). This suggests that high stress may be a predictor of
bullying behaviors (Hoel et al., 1999). Researchers have also found that being a

target is correlated with being a perpetrator (Baillien et al., 2011). This supports

14



(Aquino and Lamertz’s, 2004) the assertion that provocative employees, through
their own bullying behaviors, may provoke others to engage in similar behaviors

towards them as a form of revenge.

In a study examining job security and perceived employability, De Cuyper et al.
(2009) found that job insecurity was associated with employees engaging in
workplace bullying. Moreover, they found that employees who concurrently
perceived themselves as employable at other organizations were also more likely to
engage in bullying. While job insecurity suggests that stress may be a possible
factor stimulating bullying behaviors, perceived employability may suggest that
employees who believe they can be more easily to find a job elsewhere will likely
take more risks in their current job.

2.9 Demographic Characteristics and Mobbing

Nowadays mobbing is a fact that occurs in almost all workplaces without
discrimination of gender and hierarchy which means risk of being exposed to

mobbing is equal for everybody.

Based on recent studies conducted by Tinaz (2011), who believes that some
demographic characteristics can be changeable from one culture to another would

be effective on being victim.

As for demographics, while some researchers have reported that females are more
likely to be bullied than males (Lewis & Gunn, 2007), other researchers have
reported no differences across gender. Researchers have also found that in
workplace bullying situations, males are typically only targeted by other males,

while females tend to be bullied by both males and females, but more often by

15



females (Einarsen & Skogstad, 1996). Olweus (1994) founds males to be more
involved in physical bullying. However, females use more covert forms like
gossiping and spreading rumors. In relation to age Einarsen and Skogstad (1996)
found a higher likelihood of older employees being bullied than younger ones. As
with gender, Vartia (1996) reported conflicting findings with respect to age. Fox and
Stallworth (2005) argue that Hispanics/Latinos experienced significantly higher
rates of bullying than Whites; however, they found no significant differences in the
prevalence rates between Blacks and Whites. In contrast, Lewis and Gunn (2007)
conducted a study of workplace bullying in the public sector in the UK and
interestingly found significant differences between White respondents and ethnic
respondents; ethnic minorities were almost four times more likely to experience

workplace bullying than White respondents.

According to Giilen (2008), employees whose ages were below 30 was exposed
bullying more than older ones, In Contrast, Einarsen & Skogstad (1996) believe risk

of exposure to mobbing increase as age become older.

Ethnic minorities were almost fourteen times more likely to be ignored while at
work by their line manager, almost seven times more likely to face continued
criticism of their work by colleagues of equal rank, and over nine times more likely
to be told to quit their job by colleagues of equal rank than white respondents. For
the former, researchers have found that bullying has adverse effects on physical and
mental health (Cooper et al., 2004), causes depression and stress (Mikkelsen &

Einarsen, 2002), and sleep problems (Strandmark & Hallberg, 2007).
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2.10 Consequences of Mobbing

1. Physical Consequences

2. Social Consequences

3. Social-psychological Consequences

4. Psychological Consequences

5. Psychosomatic and psychiatric Consequences

6. Economic Consequences

2.10.1 Consequences on Individuals

Mobbing can have severe consequences on employees. Recent studies shows
psychological consequences like psychosomatic complaints, depression, obsession
and compulsive behaviors, sleeping and eating disorders, anxiety disorders, lower
self-esteem and mainly post-traumatic stress disorder found to be consequences of
mobbing (Zapf, 1999; Vartia, 2001). According to Tinaz (2011), victims face with
different problems as results of mobbing: They can’t go to work, feels stress due to
this psychosomatic symptoms, experiences a heavy depression and think to have

suicide, or commit suicide.

A psychological disorder is a psychological pattern which is reflected in behavior.
Psychological disorders are generally defined as a disorder of the mind including
emotions, thoughts, behaviors which lead to substantial self-distress. Substantial
distress can be defined as a situation in which the person is not able to meet her/his
personal needs, or are a threat to themselves or others. Recent researches mentioned
that there is a relationship between mobbing and psychological disorders. In fact,
psychological disorders including Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD),

depression, somatization panic disorders and panic attacks can occur as
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consequences of mobbing (Leymann, 1996). In a study that was conducted by De
pedro et al. (2008), it was found that there was also significant and positive relation
between workplace mobbing and psychosomatic symptoms. Cleary (2000) believes
that peer victimization can result in negative self-evaluation which can lead to

depression or suicide.

According to results of a research done at the University of Rochester Medical
School, work stress is a substantial risk factor for the development of depression. It
is argued that lack of support from colleagues and managers leads to depression in
both men and women.

2.10.2 Consequences on Group

It truly is obvious that every employee’s performance primarily impacts outcome of
team. Hoel and Cooper (2000) debated that employees within the group will be
adversely affected by the individual who is bullied. Consequently, Ramsay et al.
(2011) debated that employees will have less efficiency and they significantly affect

group functionality.

According to Robinson and O’Leary-Kelly (1998), bullying behavior in a group
may become a norm in a way that perpetuates such behaviors in the group (Lutgen-
Sandvik et al., 2007). These bullying behaviors may create norms that we identify
group norms, status inconsistency, and certain situational factors as antecedents of

workplace bullying.

Coyne, Craig and Chong (2004) found that employees who were identified as both
targets and perpetrators simultaneously were more likely to be isolated within the
team. Moreover, they found that perceptions about team success were lower in

18



groups that had instances of bullying. As mentioned earlier, bullying in groups can
also produce more bullying (Robinson & O’Leary-Kelly, 1998).

2.10.3 Consequences on Organization

Vega and Comer (2005) suggested that the cumulative effects of bullying at the
organization are likely to influence organizational performance. Furthermore,
researchers have found that workplace bullying has negative consequences for
witnesses. In addition, we believe that bullying can affect organizational culture
whereby such behaviors can permeate through multiple departments and divisions
within the firm (Salin, 2003). In this way, certain aggressive employees, particularly
holding important positions within the organization, may influence aggressiveness

within the organizational culture (O’Leary-Kelly, 1996).

2.11 Antecedents of Mobbing
2.11.1 Antecedents of Group

Groups, or employees within groups, who are indirectly impacted by workplace
bullying may alter existing group norms as a result (Heames & Harvey, 2006).
Indeed, researchers have found that employees are more aggressive when
witnessing aggressive colleagues (Glomb & Liao, 2003). Moreover, employees who
witness bullying behaviors tend to take sides between the target and the perpetrator,
and more often take the perpetrator’s side in fear of becoming the next target
(D’Cruz & Noronha, 2011). This can be particularly destructive for group norms
and cohesion (De Dreu, 2008) and may serve to encourage the perpetrator to

continue exhibiting these behaviors.

In a theory-driven analysis of group-level factors, Harvey et al. (2006) introduced

the concept of status inconsistency and theorized its role as an antecedent of intra-
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group-level workplace bullying. Status inconsistency represents a situation wherein
an employee is different from other members of a group based on a certain
characteristic (status) such as age, race, or gender (Lenski, 1954). The potential for
status inconsistency to exist is particularly high in the context of globalization and
the increasing diversity within organizations, and thus work groups. Interestingly,
Heames et al. (2006) suggested employee experiencing the status inconsistency can

become either a perpetrator or a target.

For instance, researchers have found the feeling of uncertainty resulting from status
inconsistency can produce aggression in employees (Lenski, 1954). Consequently,
this aggression may lead them to engage in bullying behaviors; hence, becoming a
perpetrator (Heames & Harvey, 2006). However, an employee experiencing status
inconsistency may alternatively be targeted because other group members may
perceive a greater power disparity between them and the employee based on the
difference in the relevant characteristic (status). Moreover, an earlier study by
Vartia (1996), provides some support for this proposition. More specifically, he
found that 20% of targets felt that they were bullied because of being different from
others. Therefore, status inconsistency represents an antecedent to intra-group-level

bullying in the workplace.

Similar to individual factors, situational factors may also help explain the presence
of workplace bullying at the group. To illustrate, Ayoko (2007) found that high
levels of task conflict predicted greater levels of bullying within groups. In addition,
he also found that groups with low communication openness were more likely to
have employees subjected to bullying behaviors from other group members.

Furthermore, Arthur (2011) found less team autonomy predicted lower levels of
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workplace bullying, while self-managed teams were associated with higher levels of
bullying. To explain, he suggested self-managed teams are associated with
increased pressures and stress associated with peer monitoring and task
interdependence, which lead to more opportunities for bullying to represent an
exertion of social power and status. Thus, these findings suggest that certain
situational factors are more strongly related to workplace bullying.

2.11.2 Antecedents of Organization

There are four major antecedents of workplace bullying at the organizational level
which have been theorized and/or empirically supported: 1) leadership and
management style, 2) organizational culture and ethical climate, 3) organizational

policies and 4) situational factors.

First, leadership and management styles represent an organizational level antecedent
of workplace bullying. Einarsen, Raknes and Matthiesen (1994) argued that there is
a link between an abuse of power in the organization and workplace bullying.
Additionally, they identified abuse of power from leaders, and others have declared
that leadership can be too passive, which then stimulates bullying behaviors within
the organization. Vartia, (1996) also reported the target’s dissatisfaction with

organizational leadership.

When there is a high level of conflict, management tends to give up much of their
leadership responsibility which, in turn, results in bullying (Ashforth, 1994). Weak
leadership causes perpetrators to continue to engage in bullying behaviors because
of perceiving a lower risk of being punished for bullying (Strandmark & Hallberg,
2007). Bulutlar and Oz (2009) found in an organization which employee act in their

own self-interests, bullying behavior is occurring more. On the other hand, there
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will be lower levels of workplace bullying in organization with ethical climate.
Salin (2003) asserted some organizations may perceive workplace bullying as an
efficient way of inducing performance. Furthermore, some researchers believe
bullying behavior can become an accepted part of organizational cultures (Harvey et
al., 2009). In fact, there is a direct relationship between organizational culture and

individual characteristics.

To illustrate, an organization’s culture may influence an individual to be aggressive
and engage in bullying, while on the other hand, an aggressive individual may
influence an organizational culture to encourage workplace bullying (O’Leary-Kelly
et al., 1996). Therefore, while we acknowledge the bi-directional possibility of the
relationship, we recognize in both instances organizational culture plays the key role
in fostering or stimulating the behavior. Indeed, bullying is found to be most
prevalent in organizations where the behaviors are explicitly, or implicitly

supported or condoned by senior management (Salin, 2005).

It is important to establish some policies in organization to clear statements relating
to actions which are appropriate versus undesirable. (Richards & Daley, 2003).
Indeed, such policies help organizations to prevent some level of power imbalances

(Salin, 2003).

As mentioned earlier, Bulutlar and Oz (2009) found that a work climate, which is a
more explicit component of culture (Cullen et al., 1989), based on rules and policies,
had significantly lower rates of bullying. A work climate based on rules and policies

strongly differentiates between right and wrong behavior (Bulutlar & Oz, 2009).
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Researchers have found that there is a strong relationship between work climate and
employee behavior (Wimbush et al., 1997). While clear policies may prevent
bullying behaviors to a degree, empirical evidence reveals when these policies
embedded within the work climate of the organization there is a significantly lower

likelihood of workplace bullying.

To illustrate, organizational change/restructuring can result in job insecurity, which
Baillien et al. (2009) found to be associated with higher levels of workplace
bullying. Forms of work organization, such as small, repetitive tasks, can create
frustration, which researchers have also suggested to be related to workplace
bullying (Salin, 2003). Finally, reward structures that provide incentives for
employees to compete with one another can stimulate bullying through behaviors
that are intended to weaken competition. In addition, less concern about job security
amongst employees explains fewer instances of bullying.

2.11.3 Individual Antecedents of Mobbing

Possibility of being a target is usually equivalent for anyone in an organization.
There’s no definite character which can be state the kind of person will be a target
of mobbing. However, some people have more risk to be a victim. In particular; a
person who is the only woman in the place of work along with the rest are men;
distinctive from other people, prosperous than other people or even a newbie has

more risk to become a target (Tinaz, 2006).
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Chapter 3

METHODOLOGY

The purpose of the study is to evaluate mobbing in banking sector of North Cyprus.
Questionnaire used as an instrument to measure workplace mobbing experiences
which significantly affect job performance and examine how often respondents have
been exposed to a range of negative behaviors such as aggressive and hostile actions,
humiliation and intimidation during the last six months. (Einarsen et al., 2009). The
questionnaire was distributed to 20 banks in North Cyprus and 190 (n=190) employees

working in these banks participated to the study.
3.1 Survey Design

The questionnaire was translated into Turkish by back translation into English as
suggested by McGorry (2000), Aulakh and Kotabe (1993). All three translators
were also fluent in both written and spoken English. Later, an instructors from the
Eastern Mediterranean University with quality management and banking
backgrounds examined the questionnaire items separately and expressed their

opinions about the phrasing and wording of the questionnaire.

Questionnaire which was used in this study consists of three parts: First part covers
demographic questions about respondents such as gender, age, marital status, Job
task. Second part includes items that measure the dependent variables of the study

(mobbing). A 5-scale ranging from “Strongly Disagree = 1” to “Strongly Agree = 5”
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was used to measure the 37 items. Third Part contains expectations and perceptions

of respondents according to the five dimensions which were reliable and tangible.
3.2 Data Collection

Convenient sampling method has been used to distribute two hundred
questionnaires between employees of 20 banks in Famagusta, Kyrenia and Nicosia.
Of the 200 surveys, 190 surveys were useable. Of these 190 surveys, 54.7 percent
were male and 45.3 percent were female. Majority of respondents were in frontline
position, 32.6 percent were in unit manager positions and 12.6 percent were general

manager. Generally, 10% of employees refused to participate into study.
3.3 Data Analysis

Statistical analyses of the data were performed by using SPSS software. Initially,
frequency distribution was used to displays the distribution of demographic

variables.

Mean score analysis is used to analyze satisfaction questions which scored by
respondents. The whole satisfaction can be summarized by calculating the mean of
all the items in each part. Actually, by converting each score into useful mean, it
will be determined that whether people are generally agreed or not, by how high or

low the mean is.

Chi-square analyses have been used to see if two variables are dependent or not.
Additionally, ANOVA is also used which is normally used to determine if there is a

significant difference between the means of two or more groups.
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The main application of factor analysis is to categorize variables. Factor analysis is
used to reduce the number of variables and detect structure in the relationships
between variables. Therefore, factor analysis is applied as a data reduction or

structure detection method to give idea for further analyses such as path analysis.
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Chapter 4

FINDINGS AND RESULTS

The objective of this chapter is to analyze the data collected by questionnaire.
Findings were analyzed through the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences

(SPSS) based on the method described in the previous Chapter.
4.1 Demographic Profile

Demographic data was generated from first section of questionnaire including 7
questions. Parameters of the demographic profiles; gender, age, marital status,
number of children, job task, monthly income and work experience are presented in

table 1.

Table 4.1. Demographic Profile

Frequency Percent

Gender

Female 86 453
male 104 54.7
Total 190 100.0
Age

20-29 42 22.1
30-39 65 34.2
40-49 61 32.1
50-59 21 11.1
5.00 1 .5
Total 190 100.0
Marital Status

Married 108 56.8
Single 61 32.1
Divorced 21 11.1
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(Continued)

Total 190 100.0
Number Of Children

0-2 164 86.3
3-5 26 13.7
Total 190 100.0
Job Task

Frontline 104 54.7
Unit Manager 62 32.6
General Manager 24 12.6
Total 190 100.0
Monthly Income

0-999% 50 26.3
1000-1999% 91 47.9
2000-2999% 37 19.5
3000$ or more 12 6.3
Total 190 100.0
Work Experience

0-4 38 20.0
5-9 36 18.9
10-14 57 30.0
15 and more 59 31.1
Total 190 100.0

As shown in table 1, 190 respondents (bank staff) with the age range of 20 to 59
years old participated into the study. However, most of the respondents were
between 30-39 and 40-49 with the frequency of 65 (34.2%) and 61(32.1%)
respectively. Although the age of respondents was asked directly, it was decided to
categorize the age item into 4 ranges in our statistical analysis. Regarding gender,
the number of male evidence is 104 (54.7%) and the rest is female, 86 (45.3%).
Furthermore, of these 190 respondents, 108 (56.8%) respondents were married, 61
(32.1%) were single and 21(11.1%) were divorced. In terms of monthly income,

four categorizes were considered. The categorization division was 0-999, 1000-
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1999, 2000-2999 and 3000 or more. Whereas out of these categorization, there are
more evidences with the monthly income of 1000-1999 (47.9%) and the least
evidences with 3000$ or more (6.3%). Most of the respondents have been working
in their current workplace for 10-14 years or 15 and more years with the frequency
of 57(30%) and 59(31.1%) respectively. In Job Task item, the number of Front line
staff (104-54.7%) is the most frequent one than the Unit Manager (62-32.6%) and

General Manager (24-12.6%).
4.2 Meanscore Analysis

This section is intended to explain the result of mean score analysis. The following

table shows the basic statistical function of mean and standard deviation.

Table 4.2. Meanscore

Mean S.t d'.
Deviation

Mobbing(Attack To Personal Development) 3.23 0.62
1. my managers are narrating down my personal development 2.39 0.93

2. | have been precluded every time | speak at work 3.65 0.92

3. Sometimes my colleagues are precludes me for showing my self 3.86 1.25

4. Sometimes they act with loud noise or by yelling 181 0.87

5. The work I do are being negative interpreted 331 0.92

6. Sometimes I get oral treats 3.55 0.89

7. Sometimes | get written treats 3.85 126

8. Sometimes | have to get alone with others 2.89 0.98

9. My efforts are being limited 3.82 0.93
Mobbing(Attack To Social Connection) 3.71 1.02
1. People around me speak to me 4.37 1.38

2. | cannot speak to anyone | have to find other connections 3.95 1.35

3. I have been pushed to do the work that my colleagues give me 4.47 118

4. Speaking with colleagues have been banned 2.71 0.97

5. Sometimes they act like | am not at work 3.05 0.96
Attack To Personality 3.57 0.95
1. I hear bad things about my self 2.88 0.94

2. | hear gossips about myself 3.59 0.98

3. They act like that | have psychological problem 3.22 0.96

4. Sometimes they pushed me to take psychological help 3.52 112
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(Continued)

5. Asmall mistake that | do has been mocked
6. Sometimes they understand my behavior like been mocked
7. Sometimes my religion and political views have been mocked
8. Sometimes my private life have been mocked
9. Sometimes | have been pushed for doing bad things that harms my
confidence
10. Sometimes my efforts are been treated like humiliating
11. Every decisions that | take has been questioned
12. Sometimes | have been exposed for sexual harassment
Attack To Life Quality and career
1. At work | have private authority and duty
2. Sometimes | have been given work under my capacity
3. Always my duty and responsibilities are being changed
4. Sometimes the duties are harming my confidence
5. Sometimes | have been given a work that | do not know anything
about and that harms my reputations
6. My private belongings are damaged
Attack To Health
1. They have harmed my physic
2. | have been getting physical threats
3. They made me scared to stay silent
4. | have been given work more than my ability
Emotional Abuse
1. Come to insanity point at work
2. Been exhausted at work
3. Every morning telling myself that | could not work one day more
at this place
4. | feel like that I have to work at this place
5. Have to work, pushed me for standing for others
6. | feel like energize
7. | feel like that I can create good relationship with others
8. Inmy career | can feel successful
9. | am afraid to have honest personality in my career
Loss Of Self Respect
1. 1 am not accepted at work
2. | know what others are thinking about me
3. Meeting my colleagues after work feels friendly with them
4. 1like dealing with peoples’ problem because of my duties work
5. People around me put pressure on me while they have problem
Personal Success
1. Dealing with people all day is
2. | think I work very hard

3.66
2.65
3.40
3.58

4.23

3.88
3.86
4.33
3.36
4.14
4.20
3.02
3.15

3.12

3.16
3.67
3.55
3.58
3.74
3.80
3.93
3.77
3.44

4.17

4.19
3.73
4.19
4.25
3.43
4.19
3.82
4.22
3.49
3.84
3.79
3.76
3.89
3.97
4.06

1.09
1.33
1.01
0.99

1.27

1.22
1.23
1.44
0.79
1.24
1.22
0.80
0.97

0.94

0.97
1.08
1.07
1.20
1.16
1.14
0.60
0.91
121

1.00

1.08
1.19
0.96
0.88
1.44
0.91
0.77
0.88
0.73
1.11
1.16
1.19
0.47
1.08
0.88
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3. I think that | have come to the end at work
4. I think when | am working | approach people being calm

Every problem appears at work | am solving them being calm
I do not make my colleagues feel bad about themselves

Since | have started this work | care more about my reactions

o N o a

Sometimes I do not think of people’ feeling

3.91

3.52

3.55
4.01
3.95
4.12

1.00

0.71

0.72
0.87
0.90
1.05

Table 4.3 summarizes the result of mean score analysis. It indicates that most of the
respondents are agreed that they felt their social connection, personality and health

care were attacked in the workplace. Moreover, they approved that they have

experienced abusive behavior and lost their self-confidence.

Table 4.3. Meanscore Interpretation

Attack To Personal Development
Attack To Social Connection
Attack To Personality

Attack To Life Quality

Attack To Health

Emotional Abuse

Loss Of Self Respect

Personal Success

Neutral
Agree
Agree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
Agree
Agree

4.2 Chi-Square Analysis

The Chi-square used for testing the statistical significant relationship. Chi-square
tests whether two variables are dependent or not. If the variables are independent,

that means they have no relationship. Therefore the results of the test will be not-

significant and null hypothesis will be accepted.
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On the other hand, if the variables are dependent, it means there is a relationship
between the variables. Hence, the results of the test will be significant and null
hypothesis of no dependency will be rejected. Table 4.4 shows that there are some
dependency of factors on personal profile of respondents since p-value of them are
less than alpha = 0.10 level. This suggests that personal profile of respondents do

matter some mobbing factors in the commercial banks of North Cyprus.

Table 4.4 shows the relationship between demographics variables and critical
statements. For instance, the relationship between gender and A9 is significant
which mean they have relationship and they are dependent. However, there is no

relationship between marital status and A9 and they are independent.

Table 4.4. P-value Interpretation

Gender  Age Gge wbTak R emence
A9  Significant Significant Sigrll\illf)i::ant Sigr|1\i119i::ant Sigrl:ill(‘)i::ant Significant
B4  Significant Significant Significant Significant Sigrll\ilztzant Significant
C9  Significant Significant Significant Sigrll\ilgt:ant Sigrll\ilztzant Significant

R R N Not A R
D6  Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant
R N R N Not N
E1  Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant
Not Not Not A Not R
F8 Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant
Gl Not Not Not Not Not Sianificant
Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant g
R Not A S Not R
H3  Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant

4.3 One Way-Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)

ANOVA is normally used to determine if there is a significant difference between

the means of two or more groups. Moreover, (Pallant, 2005) argued that as this
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statistical method compares the variance between groups, it is also called analysis of

variance.

It is vital to know that the one-way ANOVA cannot explain which specific groups
were significantly different from each other; it only shows that two groups were
completely different. If the probability is less than 0.05 then it means differences
between groups are statistically significant (Saunders et al., 2012, p.520). Hence, we
should accept alternate hypothesis and reject the null hypothesis (Pallant,
2005).Therefore, in this section ANOVA is used to check the acceptance or
rejection of hypotheses of the study. Following table shows the difference between
mean of two or more groups of demographic variables such as difference between

men and women regarding ‘Attack to personal development’.

Table 4.5. ANOVA for Statistical Difference

Gender Age Marital Job Task Monthly Wo_rk
Status Income Experience
Attack To Personal
.002 077 .023 .022 199 .020
Development
Attack To Social
. .000 .021 .000 .000 251 .005
Connection
Attack To Personality .003 .007 .003 012 .338 .007
Attack To Life Quality .003 .003 .000 .009 .343 .010
Attack To Health .006 .002 .000 .003 .166 .001
Emotional Abuse .001 .569 .029 .004 .760 .003
Loss Of Self Respect 042 492 .090 357 .703 307
Personal Success .043 .258 .000 .001 .148 .063

Note: Figures in this table are One-way P-values
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Table 4.5 indicate that the significance level for all groups except emotional abuse

and age ,loss of self-respect, marital status and monthly income, and attack to health

and monthly income is less than 0.05.Hence, we have to reject the null hypothesis

and accept alternate hypothesis which mean there is relationship between those

variables.

Table 4.6 prepared to better understand the relationship between the variables. From

the ANOVA test as performed above, it is also concluded that

1. There is no significant relationship between age and emotional abuse.

2. There is no significant relationship between marital status and loss of self-

respect.

3. There is no significant relationship between monthly income and loss of

self-respect.

4. There is no significant relationship between monthly income and attack to

health.

Table 4.6. Alternate Hypothesis

Hypothesis 1: There is a

significant relationship
between

Attack To Personal
Development
Attack To Social
Connection
Attack To Personality
Attack To Life Quality
Attack To Health
Emotional Abuse
Loss Of Self Respect
Personal Success

Gender

Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Ade Marital
g Status
Yes Yes
Yes Yes
Yes Yes
Yes Yes
Yes Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes Yes

Job Task

Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Monthly
Income

Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes

Work
Experience

Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
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4.4 Factor Analysis

This section is devoted to interpret result of factor analysis. Initially, reliability test
was done to determine the overall consistency of the instrument. Based on the result,
measure is said to have a high reliability because Cronbach's Alpha was 0.972.
Afterward, other test was used to clarify the factor structure and find out which
instrument should be eliminated in further analysis. Nunnally (1978) recommends
that each item used in the survey need to have reliability at least 0.70 or better. As it
is shown in the following table, out of overall instrument one item was slightly
diversified. It was below the decision rule and it did not passed factor loading.

Therefore, that item should be taken out before doing next analysis.

Table 4.7. Factor analysis

Mobbing(Attack To Personal Development)

e my managers are narrating down my personal development .819
o | have been precluded every time | speak at work .856
e Sometimes my colleagues are precludes me for showing my self 911
e  Sometimes they act with loud noise or by yelling .862
e The work | do are being negative interpreted .876
e Sometimes | get oral treats .847
e Sometimes | get written treats .945
e Sometimes | have to get alone with others .880
e My efforts are being limited .836
Mobbing(Attack To Social Connection)
e People around me speak to me .965
e | cannot speak to anyone I have to find other connections 790
e | have been pushed to do the work that my colleagues give me .904
e  Speaking with colleagues have been banned 773
e  Sometimes they act like | am not at work .822
Attack To Personality
e | hear bad things about my self .826
e | hear gossips about myself .817
e They act like that | have psychological problem .937
e  Sometimes they pushed me to take psychological help .829
e A small mistake that | do has been mocked .885
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e  Sometimes they understand my behavior like been mocked 941
e Sometimes my religion and political views have been mocked .923
e  Sometimes my private life have been mocked .943
e  Sometimes | have been pushed for doing bad things that harms my 921
confidence
e  Sometimes my efforts are been treated like humiliating .923
o  Every decisions that | take has been questioned .758
e Sometimes | have been exposed for sexual harassment .956
Attack To Life Quality and career
e At work | have private authority and duty .786
e  Sometimes | have been given work under my capacity 775
e Always my duty and responsibilities are being changed 877
e  Sometimes the duties are harming my confidence .708
e Sometimes | have been given a work that | do not know anything about .821
and that harms my reputations
e My private belongings are damaged .938
e My colleagues are harming me .897

Attack To Health

e  They have harmed my physic .943
o | have been getting physical threats .849
e They made me scared to stay silent .906
¢ | have been given work more than my ability .888
Emotional Abuse
e Come to insanity point at work .783
e  Been exhausted at work .843
e  Every morning telling myself that | could not work one day more at this .891
place
o | feel like that I have to work at this place 748
e Have to work, pushed me for standing for others 749
o | feel like energize .870
o | feel like that I can create good relationship with others .803
e Inmy career | can feel successful .906
e | am afraid to have honest personality in my career .812
Loss Of Self Respect
e | am not accepted at work .899
e | know what others are thinking about me 71
e  Meeting my colleagues after work feels friendly with them 872
e I like dealing with peoples’ problem because of my duties work .863
e People around me put pressure on me while they have problem .890

Personal Success
o Dealing with people all day is 784
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I think | work very hard

I think that | have come to the end at work

I think when | am working | approach people being calm
Every problem appears at work | am solving them being calm
I do not make my colleagues feel bad about themselves

Since | have started this work | care more about my reactions
Sometimes | do not think of people’ feeling
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Chapter 5

CONCLUSION

Workplace mobbing is common in almost all organizations especially in developing
countries. The present study indicated that moderate level of mobbing exists

between the employees of banking sector in North Cyprus.

It is crucial to recognize mobbing as these behaviors lead to devastating losses for
both individual and organizations. Regardless of the form, mobbing negatively
affects employees’ well-being and performance and need to be discouraged to have
organizational effectiveness. In fact, employees who experience low level of
mobbing at work are better performers than those who experience high workplace
mobbing. Moreover, mobbing negatively affects job satisfaction while satisfied

employees are likely to be high performers at work.

Therefore banking sector in North Cyprus must develop policies to control mobbing
at work by applying severe sanctions to perpetrators of mobbing while providing
adequate support to victims of workplace mobbing. This will decline the negative

consequences of mobbing on job performance followed by job satisfaction.

In this study, it is found that negative emotions have a reverse effect on individuals’
well-being and performance. Research questions argued in the introduction section

of this study have generally been confirmed. Hence there is a need to create positive
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and friendly environment for employees to feel better at work. As a matter of fact,
when employees have more positive emotions, they are more productive and feel

succeed.

Positive social interactions at workplace have large and positive effects on
employee mood and health. Employees in positive moods are more willing to help

co-workers and to provide better customer service.

It has been shown that friendly and supportive environment causes employees to
improve the quality of relationship with co-workers. In doing so, they try to boost
peer confidence, productivity levels, as well as their levels of engagement with their

job.
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PART 1. PERSONAL PROFILE

1. Gender

a. Female
b. Male

2. AQE: i,
3. Marital Status

a. Married

b. Single

c. Divorced

4. Number of children: ...,

5. Jobtask: ...coovvviieiieeee,

6. Monthly Income: ...........ccooenee.

7. Work Experience (years): ........ccceerueenen.

PART 2. MOBBING

Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4 5

A. Attack To Personal Development

Occasionally my managers are narrating down my personal
development

I have been precluded every time | speak at work

w

Sometimes my colleagues are precludes me for showing my
self

Sometimes they act with loud noise or by yelling

The work | do are being negative interpreted

Sometimes | get oral treats

Sometimes | get written treats

Sometimes | have to get alone with others

QX N0~

My efforts are being limited

A R I I

NININININING N (N DN

WWWWww| w |w w

IR R R R S R

oljojorjoiforjol| o1 (o1 o1
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B. Attack To Social Connection

People around me speak to me

I cannot speak to anyone | have to find other connections

I have been pushed to do the work that my colleagues give me

Speaking with colleagues have been banned

SHEIRd I e

Sometimes they act like | am not at work

I

NININININ

WwWwwwlw

IR E RIS

oljol|o1| o1 o1

C. Attack to personality

I hear bad things about my self

I hear gossips about myself

They act like that | have psychological problem

Sometimes they pushed me to take psychological help

A small mistake that | do has been mocked

Sometimes they understand my behavior like been mocked

NogM~wiN e

Sometimes my religion and political views have been
mocked

2

Sometimes my private life have been mocked

Sometimes | have been pushed for doing bad things that
harms my confidence

10.

Sometimes my efforts are been treated like humiliating

11.

Every decisions that | take has been questioned

12.

Sometimes | have been exposed for sexual harassment

R R

NININ| NN N INDNDNININIDN

WWW W W W  Wwwwwlw

I R LI S IR R

oljoljol o1 (o1 o1 (oo o1|Oo1| 01|01

D. Attack to life quality and career

At work | have private authority and duty

Sometimes | have been given work under my capacity

Always my duty and responsibilities are being changed

Sometimes the duties are harming my confidence

S ER N

Sometimes I have been given a work that | do not know
anything about and that harms my reputations

S

My private belongings are damaged

At work | have private authority and duty

Rl P RRR(e

NN N (NININIDN

WW W Wwww

IR U - S S

ool o1 jorjo1for ol

E. Attack to health

They have harmed my physic

| have been getting physical threats

They made me scared to stay silent

MwiN e

I have been given work more than my ability

N

NINININ

Wwwiw

N EEN

oljo|o1 ol
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Part 3. Exhaustion

A. Emotional Abuse

Come to insanity point at work

N

Been exhausted at work

w

Every morning telling myself that I could not work one day
more at this place

| feel like that | have to work at this place

Have to work, pushed me for standing for others

| feel like energize

| feel like that | can create good relationship with others

In my career | can feel successful

QX |N|o|0 B~

| am afraid to have honest personality in my career

RlRrRrRr PR P R

NINININININ N (NN

WWWWww| w ww

N N S SN Y R SN I N N

oljorfjorjorjolfolf o1 (OOl

B. Loss of Self -Respect

I am not accepted at work

I know what others are thinking about me

Meeting my colleagues after work feels friendly with them

HlwiNE

| like dealing with peoples’ problem because of my duties
work

(N TN IS

N INNIN

w wWwwlw

I F SN EN S

o1 oo o1

People around me put pressure on me while they have
problem

C. Personal Success

Dealing with people all day is

I think 1 work very hard

| think that | have come to the end at work

I think when I am working | approach people being calm

Every problem appears at work | am solving them being calm

I do not make my colleagues feel bad about themselves

Since | have started this work | care more about my reactions

X|N|o|g| R~ w N

Sometimes I do not think of people’ feeling

RRrRRPrR PR

NINININININININ

WWWww wiwiw

R E N N N EE

oljorjorjorjoroor| ol
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