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ABSTRACT

Research on the rela� onship between workplace mobbing and revenge thoughts in the 
literature is very limited. Therefore, this study aims to examine and be� er understand the 
rela� onships between these two variables. The sample for the study was collected from 
academicians who worked in higher educa� on ins� tu� ons. Correla� on and hierarchical 
regression analysis were used to explore the rela� onships between variables in the study, 
and the results show sta� s� cally signifi cant and posi� ve rela� onships between mobbing 
and revenge thoughts. Moreover, it is noteworthy that mobbing has a high level of in-
fl uence on revenge thoughts. Managerial and research implica� ons and contribu� ons of 
the study are discussed.

Keywords: Workplace Mobbing; Revenge Thoughts; Academician; Higher Educa� on Ins-
� tu� ons.



S&G Journal
Volume 17, Number 2, 2022, pp. 185-195
DOI: 10.20985/1980-5160.2022.v17n2.1656

186

INTRODUCTION

Over the past decades, there has been a growing scho-
larly interest in workplace mobbing and revenge thoughts. 
The reason for this interest is that mobbing and revenge 
are behaviors that nega� vely aff ect employees and orga-
niza� ons. In the literature, many studies try to describe 
workplace mobbing with the nega� ve behavior of bullies in 
diff erent organiza� ons (Zapf, 1999). In subsequent studies 
focusing on the consequences of mobbing, the rela� onships 
between mobbing and other variables were discussed (Vvei-
nhardt, Fominiene, and Andriukai� ene, 2019).

Mobbing, which has complex and heterogeneous cha-
racteris� cs, is a unique phenomenon. This phenomenon is 
a specifi c form of psychological violence in the workplace 
intended to a� ack an employee’s integrity over � me, aiming 
to have them leave an organiza� on (Leymann, 1996). The In-
terna� onal Labour Organiza� on (ILO) reported an increasing 
trend of nega� ve psychological work environments related 
to mobbing that played an important role in workplace vio-
lence. According to sta� s� cs, hundreds of millions of emplo-
yees are aff ected nega� vely by this phenomenon every year 
(Volk, Dane, and Marini, 2014). For instance, in the United 
States, 38% of health employees reported psychological ha-
rassment (Dunn, 2003). Especially in European countries, 
mobbing at the workplace is a very widespread phenome-
non. In the Fi� h European Working Condi� ons Survey 2010 
by the European Founda� on, in the EU-27 Member States, 
on average, 4.1% of employees stated exposure to mobbing 
at the workplace. Academic studies in Scandinavian and Eu-
ropean countries have shown that mobbing is a phenome-
non that can be seen in working environments regardless of 
gender and culture (Leymann and Gustafsson, 1996). Emplo-
yees who have been directly exposed to mobbing behaviors 
report a nega� ve eff ect on their physical, psychological, and 
emo� onal health, social rela� onships, and well-being (Niedl, 
1996).

Despite over two decades of studies on mobbing in va-
rious working environments, higher educa� onal ins� tu� ons 
(HEIs) are a se�  ng where very li� le research has been con-
ducted to date (King and Piotrowski, 2015). Mobbing beha-
viors experienced by academicians have recently appeared 
in the literature (Ozturk et al., 2008). In eff ect, the top-down 
organiza� onal structure of HEIs allows the emergence of 
mobbing. HEIs are pres� gious workplaces that have a re-
ward in terms of academic � tles, administra� ve posi� ons, 
etc., for academicians. In HEIs, academicians conduct edu-
ca� onal ac� vi� es, scien� fi c research, and publishing ac� vi-
� es to meet their own need for achievement. In return for 
their performance, they demand a top � tle. In addi� on, they 
can demand an administra� ve posi� on to meet their power 
needs (Yildiz, 2020). Therefore, it can be said that limited 
� tles and posi� ons in HEIs are important factors that crea-

te compe� � on for academicians. Procedural means to gain 
superiority among academicians is acceptable, but one’s be-
havior that harms the other is unacceptable. In this context, 
mobbing has made a reputa� on as a way of harming one 
another.

Undoubtedly, mobbing is the antecedent of many ne-
ga� ve consequences. The impact of mobbing in HEIs can 
have corrosive repercussions both for academicians (i.e., 
demoraliza� on, low performance) and on the ins� tu� onal 
climate (i.e., employee turnover, low produc� vity) (Raskaus-
kas and Skrabec, 2011). At the same � me, mobbing leads 
to many problems that may disturb the working peace and 
rela� onships. At this point, examples include the breakdown 
of social rela� ons among employees and the forma� on of 
revenge in vic� ms. Revenge is part of the social fabric of or-
ganiza� onal life (Tripp and Bies, 2010) and is a sense of de-
priva� on arising from the percep� on of injus� ce (Bies and 
Tripp, 2001). Although there are many studies on revenge in 
the literature, studies dealing with the rela� onship between 
mobbing and revenge are very limited (Moreno-Jimenez et 
al., 2009). To the best of our knowledge, there is no research 
dealing with the rela� onship between the two variables on 
academicians in the environment of HEIs. Therefore, this 
study aims to explore the rela� onship between mobbing 
and revenge thoughts in the context of academicians in HEI. 
Accordingly, this paper is organized into three parts. First, 
the literature review and methodology are provided. Then, 
the study fi ndings are presented. And fi nally, the contribu-
� ons of this study are developed.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Mobbing

The term “mobbing” was introduced by Konrad Lorenz 
(1963), an Austrian ethologist. He originally used the term 
of “mobbing behavior” to describe in� mida� ng animal be-
havior in which a group of small animals targeted a single 
animal in various ways. Later, Heinemann (1972) applied 
this term to inves� gate children’s group behavior associated 
with harming a group member by other group members. Al-
though mobbing has existed for a long � me, its eff ects in the 
workplace have only been scien� fi cally examined over the 
last two decades.

Leymann (1996) can be considered a leading researcher 
examining the psychological eff ects of workplace mobbing 
on employees. Leymann’s research has focused on the cha-
racteris� cs of mobbing behaviors and their eff ects on indi-
viduals exposed to these behaviors. He defi ned mobbing in 
the workplace as “[…] a social interac� on through which one 
individual (seldom more) is a� acked by one or more (seldom 
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more than four) individuals almost on a daily basis and for 
many months, bringing the person into an almost helpless 
posi� on with a poten� ally high risk of expulsion” (p. 168). 
Leymann (1996) conducted a series of inves� ga� ons into 
mobbing and classifi ed 45 behaviors into fi ve diff erent ca-
tegories: self-expression and communica� on (i.e., silencing 
the vic� ms; threatening the vic� ms verbally; constantly cri-
� cizing the vic� m’s work performance); social rela� onships 
(i.e., banning the vic� m from speaking to colleagues; staying 
away from the vic� m); a� acks on reputa� on (i.e., gossiping 
about the vic� m, ridiculing the vic� m’s private life); a� acks 
on quality of work life (i.e., giving the vic� m meaningless 
work tasks; giving the vic� m tasks well below their qualifi -
ca� ons); and a� acks on health (i.e., giving the vic� m dange-
rous work tasks, threatening, a� acking).

Basically, Leymann’s classifi ca� on describes the concep-
tualiza� on of mobbing as a process, not just an event, and 
the work environment condi� ons in which the vic� m expe-
riences the injury. Any of the above behaviors may arise un-
der certain condi� ons as a one-off  and/or limited ac� vity. 
When a nega� ve behavior occurs once, it would not be right 
to call it mobbing (Yildiz, 2020). The researchers agree that 
for the diagnosis of mobbing, behaviors need to be long-
-term and have frequent repe� � on (Einarsen et al., 2003; 
Notelaers et al., 2006).

The fact that mobbing, which creates serious problems 
in the workplace, is widespread in every sector has pushed 
researchers to develop scales. Mobbing scales play an im-
portant role in determining nega� ve behaviors toward the 
vic� m. Therefore, a number of researchers developed the 
mobbing scales to measure the nega� ve a�  tude and beha-
vior of bullies. For instance, there is a 45-item Leymann In-
ventory of Psychological Terror (Leymann, 1996), a 22-item 
Nega� ve Acts Ques� onnaire–Revised (Einarsen, Hoel, and 
Notelaers, 2009), a 4-item Nega� ve Acts Ques� onnaire–Re-
vised–United States (Simons, Stark, and De Marco, 2011), 
and a 5-item The Luxembourg Workplace Mobbing Scale 
(Steff gen et al., 2016). These scales have been commonly 
used to measure mobbing exposure levels. The samples 
included in these scales consist of diff erent occupa� onal 
groups in diff erent sectors. Recently, Yildiz (2020) developed 
a scale for academicians in HEIs called the Mobbing Scale for 
Academicians (MS-A). Dis� nct from other scales men� oned 
previously, MS-A proposes an economic and short-version 
measurement instrument with the strong psychometric as-
pect of mobbing specifi cally designed for HEIs. This scale 
has ten items and consists of two sub-dimensions named 
ver� cal/horizontal mobbing and ver� cal mobbing. Ver� cal 
or horizontal mobbing refers to an employee’s exposure to 
mobbing behavior by their manager or colleagues of the 
same status. Ver� cal mobbing, on the other hand, refers to 
an employee’s exposure to mobbing behaviors only by their 
manager.

Revenge thoughts

A person exposing wrongdoing or unfair treatment may 
also develop a feeling of reac� on (Venkataramani and Da-
lal, 2007), similar to the feeling of doing good to someone 
who is prac� cing good behavior (Gouldner, 1960). In an or-
ganiza� on, if a person violates the rights of another person, 
contradic� ng wri� en or unwri� en norms, this is considered 
to be damaging behavior (Thau et al., 2007). The emo� onal 
response of the person who is harmed by the damaging be-
havior is explained by the concept of revenge thoughts (Kim 
et al., 1998). Revenge is considered a basic human impul-
se and a strong mo� vator of social behavior (Marongui and 
Newman, 1987). The sense of restoring jus� ce against the 
percep� on of injus� ce is the main reason underlying the act 
of revenge (Kim and Smith, 1993).

Stuckless and Goranson (1992) defi ned revenge as the 
punishment imposed in response to perceived inaccuracy. 
Skarlicki and Folger (1997) evaluated revenge as a response 
to perceived inequality. The rela� ve depriva� on theory can 
explain nega� ve feelings towards unfair situa� ons in emplo-
yees. According to the rela� ve depriva� on theory, when a 
person perceives a contradic� on between what he thinks 
he deserves and the actual results, a feeling of depriva� on 
occurs in him, crea� ng feelings of frustra� on, dissa� sfac-
� on, anger, and revenge (Bernstein and Crosby, 1980). The 
vic� m’s percep� on of injus� ce arises from the assessment 
of the damage to which he or she is exposed. If the percep-
� on of harm is great, the degree of revenge increases (Kim 
and Smith, 1993).

Tripp, Bies, and Aquino (2007) men� on a number of re-
venge triggers. One of them is goal obstruc� on. When the 
achievement of the desired career goals of employees is obs-
tructed, they will have strong revenge thoughts. Another is 
status and power deroga� on. When an employees’ status is 
undermined, their thoughts of revenge increase. Therefore, 
employees who experience interpersonal mistreatment can 
experience an intense desire to strike back (Jones, 2010).

The process of revenge consists of two steps. When injus-
� ce is perceived, a mo� va� on for revenge develops. This mo-
� va� on then works as an act of revenge (Bordia et al., 2014). 
The fi rst act of the employee may be to reduce their contri-
bu� on to the organiza� on. For instance, an employee with 
the idea of revenge may exhibit psychological withdrawal 
behavior and withdraw organiza� onal ci� zenship behavior 
(Skarlicki, Folger, and Tesluk, 1999). Par� cularly if distribu-
� on jus� ce is violated, the perceived injus� ce increases the 
employee’s desire to punish the infringer (Skarlicki and Fol-
ger, 1997). Employees who feel unfair treatment within the 
organiza� on may resort to indirect and covert forms of reta-
lia� on methods to restore jus� ce, as they are weak against 
managers (Sommers, Schell, and Vodanovich, 2002). Under 
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unjust managerial policies and unfair behavior, subordinates 
may seek revenge through work sabotage (doing work in-
correctly) (Ambrose, Seabright, and Schminke, 2000), the�  
(Greenberg, 1993), and rumor (Bordia et al., 2014).

In the context of organiza� onal hierarchy, upward re-
venge (subordinates’ sense of revenge against superiors) is 
higher than downward revenge (Kim, Smith, and Brigham, 
1998). This is because retalia� on develops as a nega� ve res-
ponse to perceived injus� ce in subordinates (Skarlicki and 
Folger, 1997). Considering that the sense of revenge has an 
annoying, mo� va� ng, and performance-degrading eff ect on 
organiza� ons (Sener, Ce� nkaya, and Akkoca, 2017), it is clear 
that the preven� on of this emo� on depends on a number of 
managerial eff orts. The leading one is the healthy func� o-
ning of the jus� ce mechanism in the organiza� on. Indeed, 
there is evidence in the literature that jus� ce provided by 
organiza� ons reduces employees’ feelings of revenge (Güllü 
and Sahin, 2017).

Relationships between mobbing and revenge thoughts

Employees, one of the dynamics of the organiza� on, have 
a number of expecta� ons not clearly stated. These expecta-
� ons mean that one employee wants to see goodness from 
others or at least does not want to suff er from others. One 
of the greatest benefi ts of an employee is to support ano-
ther employee when he/she has problems with the work in 
terms of informa� on and psychological and social aspects. In 
addi� on, an employee’s expecta� on is that his/her manager 
will contribute to his/her personal rights (i.e., salary, perfor-
mance, promo� on, etc.) and act fairly. In a sense, this is the 
beginning of social exchange.

According to Blau (1964), the fi rst to use the term “so-
cial exchange”, when individuals see the goodness of others, 
they fi nd themselves obliged to return that goodness in the 
future. On the other hand, the person doing good does not 
know when and how, but he/she expects this goodness to 
return in the future (Wayne, Shore, and Liden, 1997, p. 82). 
An employee who receives posi� ve behavior from another 
colleague will exhibit similar behavior as a response. The 
employee who receives posi� ve behavior from the mana-
ger will provide more commitment, trust, and performance 
in return, and the sa� sfi ed manager will provide them with 
more resources and rewards.

There are also nega� ve behaviors in the work environ-
ment that may be contrary to the above-men� oned social 
exchange phenomenon. Mobbing behavior is one of them. 
As the basis of mobbing behavior is to inten� onally and deli-
berately harm the targeted individual, it is inevitable for the 
vic� m to develop a sense of retalia� on (Foster, 2012). There 
is evidence in the literature that when employees are ex-

posed to unfair behavior, there is fi rst an increase in anger 
and then the inten� on of revenge (Bies et al., 2007; Nelson, 
Li� le, and Simmons, 2007). However, it is stated that not all 
employees who think they have suff ered injus� ce and vic� -
miza� on in organiza� ons have turned to revenge behavior 
and that it is possible to forgive and show mercy to the per-
son who harmed them (Akin, Ozdevecioglu, and Unlu, 2012; 
Cosgrove and Konstam, 2008). However, if the vic� m thinks 
that he or she has been deliberately vic� mized and suff e-
red considerable harm, the possibility of forgiveness is low 
and the inten� on of revenge is high (Saricam and Ce� nka-
ya, 2017). Inten� onal, systema� c, and sustained mobbing 
behavior, also known as exhibi� ng undeserved behavior to 
a person, can be a signifi cant cause of revenge forma� on. 
There are very few studies in the literature dealing with 
the rela� onship between mobbing and revenge thoughts 
(Moreno-Jimenez et al., 2009). There is no study, especially 
for academicians, on the environment of HEI. To fi ll this gap, 
the following hypotheses have been developed in order to 
be� er understand the rela� onship between mobbing and 
revenge thoughts in the context of academicians in HEIs:

H1. Ver� cal or horizontal mobbing will have a posi� ve ef-
fect on revenge thoughts.

H2. Ver� cal mobbing will have a posi� ve eff ect on revenge 
thoughts.

H3. Mobbing will have a posi� ve eff ect on revenge 
thoughts.

METHOD

Sample size and procedure

The data used in this study were collected from full-� me 
academicians working in the faculty of sport sciences at 12 
Turkish state universi� es. Communica� on with all academi-
cians was provided via e-mail. First, the academicians were 
informed about the study aim, which was sent to 358 acade-
micians to voluntarily par� cipate in the study. Then, 214 vo-
luntary academicians were iden� fi ed (a 59.7% return rate). 
As a result of the examina� on, 18 forms were found to be 
lacking informa� on, and therefore, 196 forms were found 
suitable for the analysis.

Measurement instruments

The Mobbing Scale for Academicians (MS-A) developed 
by Yildiz (2020) was used to measure mobbing behaviors in 
HEIs. This instrument consists of ten items and measures 
mobbing in two dimensions: ver� cal and horizontal mob-
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bing (1–7 items), and ver� cal mobbing (8–10 items). Sta-
tement examples include: “How o� en your performance is 
being cri� cized as unjus� fi ed by your colleagues or adminis-
trator” and “How o� en you are being assigned absurd du� es 
and more trivial or unpleasant tasks by your administrator”. 
The statements were measured with a fi ve-point Likert-type 
scale between “never” and 5 “always”. High values indicate 
mobbing.

To measure the revenge thoughts of academicians, 
Bradfield and Aquino’s (1999) reworded version of the re-
venge thoughts scale originally developed by Wade (1989) 
was used. This instrument is unidimensional and contains 
seven scale items. Statement examples include: “I’ll make 
them pay”, and “I wish that something bad would happen 
to them”. The statements were measured with a fi ve-point 
Likert-type scale between “not at all accurate” and 5 “very 
accurate”. High values indicate revenge thoughts.

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

Sample characteristics

A majority of the par� cipants were males (70.9%) and 
married (68.9%). Most of the par� cipants had doctorate 
degrees (70.4%) and were between 26 and 35 years old. 
Approximately one-third (29.1%) of the par� cipants had ad-
ministra� ve du� es, and their academic rank was distributed 
as follows: research assistant (19.9%), instructor (29.6%), as-
sistant professor (22.4%), associate professor (19.4%), and 
professor (8.7%). Most of the par� cipants had more than 11 
years of employment (Table 1).

Test for validity and reliability

To test the dimensionality of the mobbing scale and the 
unidimensionality of the revenge thought scale, we used 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). For mobbing, we ran CFA 
with all core variables. CFA results provided strong model 
fit indices (chi-square = 74.8, p<0.001; GFI = 0.925; AGFI = 
0.878; CFI = 0.966; RMSEA = 0.78). Similarly, CFA results of 
the 7-item revenge thought scale yielded good model fit in-
dices (chi-square = 41.2, p<0.001; GFI = 0.922; AGFI = 0.869; 
CFI = 0.957; RMSEA = 0.79). All CFA values meet the criteria 
suggested in the literature for assessing model fit (Browne 
and Cudeck, 1993; Byrne, 2001).

The reliability analysis using the Cronbach’s alpha coeffi  -
cient indicated a high reliability score of 0.915 for the mob-
bing scale and 0.910 for the revenge thought scale. These 
values indicate that all scales were highly reliable.

Correlation analysis

Correla� on analyses (Table 2) show a signifi cant and pos-
i� ve rela� onship between mobbing and revenge thoughts 
(r = 0.614). According to Cohen (1988), if the coeffi  cient r is 
between 0.5 and 0.7, it is considered to be a high rela� on-
ship. Therefore, it can be said that the rela� onship between 
mobbing and revenge thoughts is high. In addi� on, there is 
a signifi cant and posi� ve rela� onship between the subscales 
of mobbing and revenge thoughts. When demographic vari-
ables were examined, it was observed that the � tle had a 
signifi cant and posi� ve rela� onship with revenge thoughts 
(r = 0.216). In other words, as the academicians’ � tles in-
creased, their revenge thoughts also increased.
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Hierarchical regression analysis

For the purpose of this study, to test hypotheses, hierar-
chical regression analysis was performed between revenge 
thoughts and independent variables. Table 3 shows the 
results of the hierarchical regression analysis (two steps) 
between revenge thoughts and ver� cal and horizontal 
mobbing. According to the results of the analysis, ver� cal/
horizontal mobbing has a significant and posi� ve eff ect on 
revenge thoughts (ß = 0.638, p<0.001) in support of the first 
hypothesis. Addi� onally, no significant rela� onship could 
be established between the control variables and revenge 
thoughts.

Table 4 shows the results of the hierarchical regression 
analysis (two steps) between revenge thoughts and ver� cal 
mobbing. According to the results of the analysis, ver� cal 
mobbing has a significant and posi� ve eff ect on revenge 
thoughts (ß = 0.424, p<0.001) in support of the second 
hypothesis. Addi� onally, the eff ect of the � tle on revenge 
thoughts con� nued to be signifi cant in the second step of 
the hierarchical regression. High � tles bring high power; 
therefore, it can be said that academicians may think of 
them as a means of revenge.

Table 5 shows the results of the hierarchical regression Table 5 shows the results of the hierarchical regression 
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analysis (two steps) between revenge thoughts and mob-
bing. According to the results of the analysis, mobbing has 
a significant and posi� ve eff ect on revenge thoughts (ß = 
0.590, p<0.001) in support of the third hypothesis. An R2 of 
0.409 for the model shows that almost half of the variance in 
the dependent variable was accounted for by the indepen-
dent variables used in this study. Addi� onally, no significant 
rela� onship could be established between the control vari-
ables and revenge thoughts.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

There are many studies in the literature that deal with 
mobbing and revenge thoughts separately. However, stud-
ies inves� ga� ng the rela� onships between the two variables 
are limited (Moreno-Jimenez et al., 2009). Especially in HEIs, 
no research has been found in the sample group that in-
cludes academicians. The results of this study focused on 
the rela� onship between mobbing and revenge thoughts 
will contribute to the literature on management and orga-
niza� onal behavior.

The fi ndings of our study show a signifi cant and posi� ve 
rela� onship between mobbing and revenge thoughts. In ad-
di� on, the same results were observed in the rela� onship 
between the subscales of mobbing and revenge thoughts. 
According to these results, three research hypotheses were 
accepted in this study. In addi� on, correla� on analysis 
shows that the rela� onship between ver� cal and horizon-
tal mobbing and revenge thoughts is higher than in ver� cal 
mobbing. Regression analysis also confi rms that the revenge 
thoughts of academicians would be seriously aff ected in the 
case of mobbing by managers or colleagues. Cassel (2011) 
reported in a literature review on academic mobbing that 
revenge may develop in academicians exposed to mobbing 
behavior by their managers or colleagues. Moreno-Jimenez 
et al. (2009) found a signifi cant and posi� ve rela� onship 
between mobbing and revenge thoughts in their empirical 
research on telecommunica� on workers (r = 0.320; p<0.01). 
Jones (2009) states that an employee treated unfairly by a 
manager will have a sense of revenge. In summary, since the 
concept of mobbing is described as being exposed to unde-
served behaviors, it is highly probable that the employee ex-
posed to mobbing will have or develop a sense of revenge.
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On the other hand, of the demographic variables in our 
study, the � tle has a signifi cant and posi� ve rela� onship 
with revenge thoughts (r = 0.216). Therefore, as the � tle in-
creases, the idea of revenge also increases. Thus, it could be 
said that high � tling is considered a means of revenge. In 
addi� on, in the hierarchical regression analysis, it was obser-
ved that the � tle and ver� cal mobbing, which are among the 
independent variables, aff ect revenge thoughts signifi cantly 
and posi� vely. Of course, it is known that increasing the � tle 
gives academicians more status and power. Therefore, the 
academicians who have been subjected to bad behavior be-
fore may have thought that, as their � tles increase, they will 
have the opportunity to take revenge.

In the literature, there is a consensus in research conduc-
ted in various sectors that mobbing nega� vely aff ects orga-
niza� ons and employees. For example, Querishi et al. (2015) 
emphasize that mobbing creates high stress on employees, 
decreasing produc� vity and crea� ng a confl ict environment 
by damaging business peace. In other studies, it is emphasi-
zed that mobbing reduces job sa� sfac� on (Cerci and Dum-
ludag, 2019) and organiza� onal commitment (Tengilimoglu, 
Mansur, and Dziegielewski, 2010) of employees, increases 
turnover inten� on (Yildiz, 2018), and even creates a risk of 
suicide for the vic� m by adversely aff ec� ng their psycholo-
gical health (Maurizio et al., 2008). It is also possible that 
mobbing behaviors, which have such nega� ve eff ects, create 
a sense of revenge on employees. Joao and Proteleda (2019) 
argue that mobbing disrupts rela� ons among employees in 
the work environment, and Benevides (2012) argues that 
advanced mobbing can trigger revenge behaviors.

To sum up, employees are the dynamics of organiza� ons, 
and there are many studies showing that nega� ve rela� ons 
among employees and the nega� ve consequences of nega-
� ve rela� ons are seen in the organiza� onal environment. 
Soylu and Sheehy-Skeffi  ngton (2015) stated that harassment 
in the workplace, such as mobbing behaviors among groups, 
impacts the well-being and produc� vity of employees and 
organiza� ons. As explained earlier, in addi� on to the nega� -
vity seen in the employee who suff ers from mobbing beha-
vior, perhaps the most important outcome is the forma� on 
of a sense of revenge, because there is evidence that reven-
ge could serve as a way of perpetua� ng violence (Hamber 
and Wilson, 2002). Cogenli and Barli (2013) emphasize that 
the idea of revenge leads to mobbing behavior, and similarly, 
Saricam and Ce� nkaya (2017) suggest that vic� miza� on 
leads to revenge, and revenge leads to mobbing.

Consequently, considering that mobbing and revenge be-
haviors are among the nega� ve behaviors that harm both 
individuals and organiza� ons (Cropanzano et al., 2017), it is 
clear that administra� ve eff orts are required to prevent the 
possible mobbing-revenge-mobbing cycle in organiza� ons. 
First of all, the behaviors that may create tension should be 

discovered by top management early and should be dealt 
with eff ec� vely (Raver, 2013). Employees who are par� cu-
larly prone to mobbing should be kept as far away as possi-
ble from decision-making mechanisms. In addi� on, mana-
gers should make a culture of jus� ce prevalent throughout 
the organiza� on so that most problems that may be expe-
rienced among employees can be eliminated.

Limitations and Future Research

This study focused on academicians in HEIs and tested 
hypotheses in that specifi c context. Therefore, the results of 
this study should not be generalized to other popula� ons. In 
addi� on, sta� s� cal limita� ons should be considered in the 
interpreta� on of the results due to the small sample size 
used. Hence, future research should test the consistency 
of results by applying similar data collec� on and analysis 
methods to other research groups and to diff erent HEIs (in-
cluding private HEIs). Addi� onally, similar studies should be 
conducted in diff erent countries and cultures because tole-
rance levels of mobbing and revenge percep� on may not be 
similar in socie� es with diff erent cultures.
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