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Abstract: The objective of this study is to clarify the relationship between the
employees’ organizational justice perception levels and mobbing behavior. In order to
test the hypotheses, a questionnaire was administered to 334 employees in two firms
from automotive supply and furniture industries in Turkey. Distributive, interactional
and, procedural approaches to justice were considered in terms of organizational justice
perceptions, while mobbing was handled in terms of dimensions such as preventing the
individual from communicating and expressing himself, attacks against the individual’s
social relationships, reputation, professional and life quality, and financial and physical
damage towards the individual. The results revealed that there is a moderate relationship
(r: -567) between organizational justice and mobbing. In specific words, the employees’
mobbing behavior tends to decline, as their levels of organizational justice perception
rise.

Keywords: Organizational justice, mobbing, distributive justice, procedural justice,
interactional justice.

Cahsanlarn Orgiitsel Adalet Algilari ile Psikolojik Yildirma Davramsi
(Mobbing) Arasindaki iligki

Oz: Bu calismanin temel amact, calisanlarin orgiitsel adalet algi diizeyleri ile psi-
kolojik yildirma davranist arasindaki iliskiyi tespit etmektir. Calismanin amacina bagl
olarak gelistirilen hipotezleri test etmek amaciyla otomotiv yan sanayi ve mobilyacilik
sektoriinde faaliyet gosteren iki igsletmede toplam 334 calisana yiiz yiize goriisme yonte-
miyle anket yapumistir. Calismada orgiitsel adalet; dagitumsal adalet, etkilesim adalet
ve prosediirel adalet boyutlari ile ele alinirken, psikolojik yildirma ise bireyin iletisim
kurmasint ve kendisini ifade etmesini engellemek, bireyin sosyal iliskilerine, itibarina,
mesleki ve yasam kalitesine saldirilar, bireye yonelik mali ve fiziksel zarar gibi alt boyut-
lartyla ele alinmugtir. Elde edilen sonuglara gore, calisanlarin orgiitsel algi diizeyleri yiik-
seldikce psikolojik yildirma davramislarina maruz kalma durumunun da azaldigi tespit
edilmistir. Diger bir ifadeyle orgiitsel adalet ile psikolojik yildirma arasinda orta diizeyde
bir iliskinin (r:-,567) oldugu goriilmiistiir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Orgiitsel adalet, psikolojik yildirma (mobbing), dagitimsal ada-
let, prosediirel adalet ve etkilesimsel adalet.
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Introduction

As it is widely perceived that focusing on financial, structural and similar material
dynamics of organizations remains inadequate to achieve organizational goals and to
generate surplus value, the appeal of employee-focused management approaches striving
for workforce engagement is rising. In this sense, the concept of justice distinguishes as an
indispensable value to win the employees of an organization. Every employee is expected
to compare the gains with the benefits other employees gain under equal conditions from
their organizations. This comparison forms the basis of the employees’ perceptions of
justice towards their organizations. Employees’ perception of justice concerning their
organization has a three-dimensional content. Employees attribute different meanings to
each of these dimensions, which are labeled as distributive, procedural and interactional
justice. In this respect; distributive justice implies the ideal amount of reward that
employees must receive for the value they add to the organization. Procedural justice
refers to the perception of justice concerning the processes of determining the payment
and rewards that employees receive. Interactional justice represents the perception of
justice regarding how organizational decisions are or will be explained to the individuals.
The employees’ perception of justice concerning the organization is determinant in
reactions that they give towards the organization.

Perception of organizational justice shapes organizational processes through various
ways including the organizational commitment, job satisfaction and turnover intention of
the employees. This impact brings about significant consequences in terms of relations
among the employees. It is probable that employees might have anomalous tendencies
due to conditions that negatively affect the employees’ perception of justice and might
give reactions parallel to those tendencies. One of these disconcerting behaviors which
have become a severe and rampant problem of the organizations is mobbing, of which
consequences have a deep impact on employees, leading to quitting work, depression and
even in extreme cases suicide attempts of targets. Mobbing, of which destructive effect
is not limited to victimized employees, is a universal phenomenon of organizational life
to be encountered at any workplace. In order to survive this menace, managers can use
organizational justice as an offsetting variable in reversing the employees’ inclinations to
mobbing behavior. This study is an attempt to verify the importance of justice perception
for preventing mobbing behavior in organizations.

I. Mobbing: Conceptual Framework

The concept of “mobbing”, which was brought to the literature by Dr. Leymann in the
1980s, is generally considered as psychological terror, mental harassment, psychological
intimidation, bullying, and emotional abuse (Giingdr, 2008). Mobbing, which expresses
an emotional attack more than a physical one, is the act of gathering people against a
specific victim, and forcing the target to quit his job by provoking negative intentions,
insinuations, mocking and decreasing the person’s prestige by stigmatizing him/her
(Davenport, Schwartz & Elliot, 2003). Mobbing, which involves hostile and unethical
behaviors, represents deliberate and destructive behaviors that are systematically directed
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towards the person chosen as the victim (Leymann & Gustafson, 1996). For the behaviors
developed against the victim to be regarded as mobbing, they must be repeated pretty
frequently and in a long period of time (Baillien, Neyens, De Witte & De Cuyper, 2009).
According to Field (1996), mobbing occurs as destructive, continuous and merciless
behaviors that are directed towards the self-confidence and self-respect of the chosen
person (Cited in Yaman, 2009). Although its beginning is “individual” based, its results
are more comprehensive in that they negatively affect the effectiveness and efficiency of
the organization. In this respect, it is possible to itemize main points regarding mobbing
as follows (Ozen Col, 2008; Aydin & Ozkul, 2007); The behaviors that are fundamental
to mobbing involve deliberate, offensive and hostile actions and are perceived to be so
by the victim, these actions occur frequently and consistently, they do not occur for once
and independently from each other, they consist of patterns of direct or indirect emotional
assaults, the victim perceives herself/himself to be desperate and vulnerable, there is a
clear imbalance of power between the parties.

Leymann identified 45 different typical mobbing behaviors and grouped them under
five titles (Leymann, 1996; Einarsen, 1999; Giil, 2009; Ibicioglu, Ciftgi &Derya, 2009);
preventing the individual from expressing self, isolating the individual, attacking the
esteem of the victim, attacking the life quality and occupation of the victim, directly
attacking the health of the victim. Faced with these deliberate and premeditated actions,
the individual experiences loss of self-confidence becomes alienated from his social
environment (Sperry & Duffy, 2009), directs his feelings of guilt towards self, experiences
loss of performance, and at the end of this process, the victim may submit his resignation
and even be inclined to suicide (Hoel, Cooper &Zapf, 2002; Einarsen, 1999). There is
a remarkable variety in the literature regarding classifications of mobbing. However, it
is possible to categorize mobbing in terms of reasons leading to it (Cobanoglu, 2005;
Davenport et al., 2003; Yaman, 2009); reasons arising from the personality of the victim,
reasons arising from the personality of the perpetrator, reasons arising from organizational
structure and working atmosphere, reasons arising from organizational culture. The set
of behaviors regarding mobbing behavior occur due to an intentional process and its
possible effects on the victim can be quite destructive. There may be disease symptoms,
major depression due to stress can be observed, the victim can describe his role as back
role, he can experience cognitive inefficiency and family problems (Tinaz, 2008; Vega &
Comer, 2005; Yaman, 2009).

There are three aspects to mobbing behavior. The victim of mobbing behavior feels
desperate and trapped with the beginning of this process and cannot develop a healthy
understanding of what is happening. The perpetrators may become more relentless when
they understand that the victim has lost self-confidence and has become desperate. Although
there isn’t any exact characteristic of the victim’s personality, it is a quite strong possibility
that lonely, strange, successful, quiet, and sensitive workers might be victims (Baillien,
2009; Tinaz, 2008). The perpetrator, on the other hand, is the person who manipulates the
relative balance of power in the process in his/her own favor. (Thirlwall & Haar, 2010;
Matthiesen, 2006). These people generally prefer the more hostile behavior between two
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behaviors. They make an effort to continue the conflicts in their environment and they have
no feeling of guilt (Tinaz, 2008). Although the observers may seem outside this process,
they contribute to the seriousness of the process. They are included in the process the
moment they have a grasp of the mobbing behavior. Whereas some of them are passive,
the others take part in the process actively. When they are worried that they may be the next
victim, their attitudes and behaviors become more clear (Giingor, 2008; Tinaz, 2008).

Mobbing behavior is formed by three different levels and has consequences associated
with these levels. Mobbing may occur in top to bottom level, bottom to top level and
between equal levels. When mobbing is performed top to bottom, the offender is in a superior
status compared to the victim. According to the hierarchical status, the offender can be a
department manager, a chief or an older person. If the perpetrator and the victim are people
who have similar status who perform similar duties, it means there is mobbing behavior
between equal levels. If the perpetrator is in an inferior status compared to the victim, it
means there is mobbing behavior performed in bottom to top level (Tinaz, 2008).

I1. Organizational Justice: The Concept, Content and Significance

The interest in organizational justice in the literature is based on Blau’s (1964)
Social Exchange Theory and Adams’ (1965) Equity Theory (Wittmer, Martin & Tekleab,
2010). According to Adams, employees develop general comparative perceptions in
their workplace environment concerning professional success and satisfaction levels.
They compare the gains they receive in return for the information, skills and abilities.
They think they add to the organization with the gains that similar employees in other
organizations receive. They develop an attitude towards their organization, manager
and job (Ozdevecioglu, 2004). This process forms the employees’ perception of justice
about their organization. The relative value that employees attribute to justice also shapes
the direction and content of the reaction they give to the organization. Thus, in general
sense, organizational justice is the perception of the employee regarding the practices in
the organization (Greenberg, 1996). In this respect, employees base their perceptions of
justice, which is also the focus of organizational justice studies, on the financial benefits
and the procedures through which they receive the benefits. This assessment, at first sight,
determines the limits of the employees’ perception of organizational justice, on the other
hand, it demonstrates the direction and degree of the positive/negative reactions they
will give to the organization. As it is quoted from Konovsky and Pugh (1994), the sense
of trust that employees have for the organization is affected greatly by their perception
of justice (Arslantag & Pekdemir, 2007). In other words, the perception of justice has an
important structure that affects the reactions and behaviors of the employees within the
organization (Cole, Bertnerth, Walter & Hold, 2010).

The earlier studies in the literature handled organizational justice in two respects:
distributive and procedural justice. Distributive justice is related to the criteria through
which the organization makes decisions and the consequences of those decisions,
whereas procedural justice focuses more on the procedures and how procedures are
fomed (Fischer, 2004). In the later studies, (intrapersonal) interactional justice was
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added to organizational justice. This dimension is concerned with whether employees
are treated with respect and sensitiveness in the organization and to what degree they
are taken into consideration in the decision making process. The interactional dimension
was considered as the interpretation of procedural justice, and then it was regarded as
involving the informative justice which is seen as the fourth dimension of organizational
justice (Tutar, 2007). According to those who consider informative justice as the fourth
dimension of organizational justice, this justice is used in a broad sense such as being
informed about their social and personal rights, protecting their benefits and respect for
the right to information (Tutar, 2007) besides their judgments of the adequacy, accuracy,
timeliness, and honesty of the information they receive from the managers (Cole et
al., 2010). Often the three dimensions of organizational justice are emphasized in the
literature. Those are distributive, procedural and interactional justice (Young, 2010; Inoue
et al., 2009; Greenberg, 2004; Giderler Atalay, 2010).

Distributive justice: The inputs that the organization uses for the desired outputs
require the employees to organize their knowledge, skills and abilities for this purpose.
Distributive justice is concerned with the gains that employees get as a result of their
contributions to the organization and the results that employees get form the focus of their
perceptions of justice (Ozdevecioglu, 2004). According to the definition quoted from Folger
and Cropanzano (1998), distributive justice is about the perceived fairness of the shares
or results obtained by an individual (Chan, 2000). As it is pointed out in the definition, the
employee develops a perception depending on whether he receives the expected return
for the value he adds to the organization and develops certain attitudes and behaviors
depending on this perception. From the perspective of making a return, distributive justice
is formed by factors such as equal payment for equal job, improvement in workplace
conditions and processes and equal distribution of rewards. In this respect, distributive
justice refers to the consequences of organizational decisions (Campbell & Finch, 2004)
and points to the degree of justice perceived by employees regarding the distribution of
the gains from the organization such as income, bonus, promotion and social rights (Cinar
Altintag, 2006). The content of this statement overlaps with Meyer’s (2001) regarding
organizational justice in terms of the distribution of resources and the reactions towards the
distribution style. When the employees take into consideration the moral and ethical values
in their perceptions of distribution of organizational resources, it may prompt them to
develop emotional reactions regarding distributive justice, as it may involve a subjectivity
threat. Thus, it may damage the employees’ perceptions of justice (Yildirim, 2007).

Procedural justice: The studies on procedural justice date back to Thibaut and
Walker’s (1975) research on the operation of legal processes in the court. Thibaut and
Walker observed that, if the legal process operated properly, the defendants reacted
positively to the conclusion, even if it was a negative conclusion. Based on this, Folger
and Greenberg carried procedural justice to organizational subjects (Yazicioglu &
Topaloglu, 2009). Procedural justice, with its meaning accepted in the literature, is the
level of justice of the duties and responsibilities and the gains received in return for these
duties and responsibilities in organizations (Tutar, 2007). In this context, procedural
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justice is also defined as the level of justice of the methods, procedures and policies used
for the determination and calculation of wage, promotion, financial benefits, working
conditions, performance appraisal, etc (Jahangir, Muzahid & Begum 2006; Cropanzano
& Folger, 1991). From another perspective, procedural justice is the social structure of the
workplace that offers the employees the opportunity to take part in the decision process,
in a way that will include the visible behaviors. (Inoue et al., 2009). Distributive justice
focuses on results whereas procedural justice focuses on tools that ensure justice (Sweeney
and McFarlin, 1993). Procedural justice is handled in two dimensions in the literature.
The first dimension is related to the structural properties of procedures and practices
used in the decision making process and it involves issues on formal process. Asking
the opinions of employees before making the decision and listening to their ideas and
suggestions can be considered as examples for this. The second dimension is related to
the implementation of policies and practices fundamental to the decision making process
by decision makers (Ozdevecioglu, 2003).

Interactional justice: The interpersonal interactional justice expresses how respectfully,
sensitively the employees are treated in an organization and to what extent they are
taken into consideration (Cole, et al., 2010). To put it another way, interactional justice
reflects the perceptions of employees regarding fairness of the treatment of the managers
(Wittmer et al., 2010). In this context, interactional justice involves the process that
indicates treating employees respectfully, valuing them and showing social sensitiveness
to them. Depending on the projection of this tendency originating from the manager on
the perception level of the employee, the employee will develop a positive or negative
attitude or behavior in terms of interactional justice. As interactional justice represents a
situation related to the quality of interpersonal practices that the individual is exposed to,
certain forms of practice may be perceived to be fair, while others may not be perceived
to be fair (Yildirim, 2007). Interactional justice is concerned with the interaction between
those who have the authority to make decisions on how the organizational resources will
be distributed and the individuals who will be affected by this decision (Ozdevecioglu,
2004). It is a widely accepted fact that limiting the employees’ expectations to pecuniary
advantages is adequate. Employees expect sympathy, respect, politeness, honesty and
fairness on issues that concern themselves. When the studies on employees’ justice
are handled as a whole, it is understood that organizational practices, procedures and
communication bring about consequences depending on whether they are perceived to
be fair by the employees and this perception has an effect on not only organizational
outcomes but also the attitudes and behaviors that they develop towards the manager.

II1. The Relationship between the Organizational Justice Perceptions of
Employees and Mobbing Behavior
The employees’ perceptions of organizational justice are formed based on many factors.
These factors have consequences associated with distributive, procedural and interactional
justice and are the basis of the behaviors that employees will develop. Employees shape
their prejudices against the organization based on their perceptions of justice (Arslantag
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& Pekdemir, 2007). An important consequence based on the employees’ perceptions of
organizational justice and mobbing is related with stress. Perception of organizational
practices as unjust affects the stress level of employees negatively (Greenberg, 2004). The
same situation occurs when an employee is faced with mobbing; he experiences diseases
due to stress and isolates himself from his social environment (Sperry & Duffy, 2009). The
victim frequently being interrupted during the mobbing process (Einarsen, 1999; Leymann,
1996) and the employees’ perceptions when they cannot make effective communication in
the process of interactional justice are similar situations. Problems of communication that
the employees have among themselves and with the management negatively affect their
perceptions of organizational justice. On the other hand, the efficiency of the interpersonal
interaction process can be the basis of the employees’ avoidance of mobbing behavior.
Open communication channels, recognizing the employees during decision-making
process and respecting them are important developments not only in terms of personal
satisfaction but also organizational outcomes. Besides, employees act quite sensitively
on how managers treat them. Employees expect from managers to communicate with
them just as they do with others and they do not regard managers who treat certain
people respectfully and others disrespectfully as fair. In this context, perceived injustice
of interpersonal interaction affects the employees’ attitudes and behaviors towards their
managers (Cropanzano, Prehar & Chen, 2002). One of the most important elements that
affect mobbing behavior is that managers either take part in the process or ignore what
is happening and encourage the offender. The manager’s arbitrary behavior and seeing
himself as superior to others, looking down on his subordinates, always being the first to
start the conversations put the victim in a very difficult situation (Senturan & Mankan,
2009) and reinforces the prejudices against the organization and the managers.

IV. The Methodology of the Study

The methodology of the study, the purpose of the study, the basic suppositions and
hypotheses, the contents and limitations, sampling process and data collection method,
and results regarding the findings of the study are given below.

A. The Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to reveal the relationship between the organizational justice
perceptions of employees from various sectors and mobbing behaviors they experience.
Accordingly, employees’ organizational justice perceptions have been studied with the
dimensions of distributive justice, procedural justice and interactional justice. Mobbing
behaviors that the employees experience have been dealt as behaviors intended to affect
the individual himself and his communication, to harm the social relations, prestige, life
quality, professional status and health of the individual.

B. Basic Suppositions and Hypotheses of the Study

Basic suppositions and hypotheses that the study is based on has been formed as
follows:
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Table 1: Basic Suppositions and Hypotheses of the Study

Basic suppositions of the study Basic hypotheses of the study

1. If the employees’ perception levels of ~ H;: There is a relationship between
organizational justice are low, they are organizational justice and mobbing.
faced with mobbing

2. Sufficiency of the employees’ H,: Employees’ organizational justice
organizational justice perceptions perceptions affect mobbing behavior.
affects mobbing behavior positively or

negatively.

C. Content and Limitations of the Study

The main population of this study consists of the employees of an enterprise operating
in the automotive sector in city A and the employees of an enterprise operating in the
service sector in city B. The fact that only employees from two sectors are included in
the study and that the content of the study is restricted to two cities constitutes the most
important limitation of the study. Nevertheless, it is thought that as the related sectors
have been handled comparatively in the study, it will provide significant clues for the
related sectors, employees and managers.

D. Sampling Process and Data Collection Method

Convenience sampling was preferred in sampling process of the study. All of the
employees of the related enterprise were included in the sample. Questionnaire technique
was used for data collection in the study. The questionnaires were applied to the employees
by the human resources managers of the enterprises that were included n the study. The
questionnaires were designed in three sections. The first section involves the employees’
socio-demographic characteristics, the second section involves their perceptions of
organizational justice and the third section involves their perceptions of mobbing. The
organizational justice scale used in the study was adapted from the work of Villanueva
(2006) and the mobbing scale was adapted from the work of Davenport et al. (2003).

E. Findings of the Study

The findings of the study are the socio-demographic characteristics of the participants,
the reliability-validity analysis of the scales used in the study, correlation and regression
analysis and the t-test results.

The Employees’Socio-Demographic Characteristics: When the distributions regarding
the socio-demographic characteristics of the employees included in the study were taken
into account, it was determined that 155 (46.4%) of 334 total employees work in industry
sector, 179 of them (53.6%) work in service sector, 29% of them are female, 71% of them
are male, average age is 34 and average monthly income is 1200 TL. When participants’
educational levels are considered, it was confirmed that the educational leve of 23.4% is
primary education, 46.7% is high school, 26.1% is two-year degree or bachelor’s degree,
and 3.9% is master-doctoral degree. It was also observed that their tenures are generally
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3-10 years and more than 10 years, average tenure in the same sector is 8-10 years and
average tenure in the same enterprise is 8 years.

Reliability-Validity Analysis of the Scales: Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient was used in
the reliability analysis and factor analysis was used in the validity analysis of the scales
used in the study. The Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient of organizational justice is, 953, and
the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient of mobbing is ,974. The results of the validity analysis
of the scales are given in Table 2 and Table 3.

Table 2: Factor Analysis Results Regarding Organizational Justice

Variables _llias‘ml:zs_
My work schedule is quite fair ,66

I think that the wage that I receive regarding my job is fair ,86

I think my workload is quite fair ,85

I think the rewards and premiums I receive are quite fair ,83

I think my job responsibilities are fair 1
Professional decisions made by the manager do not raise doubts A7
The employees are consulted for their ideas and opinions before a decision is made ,53
Professional decisions are made after exact and precise information is collected ,54
Managers give the necessary information to the employees when they demand it ,64

The employees are free to object to or approve of the decisions made by the

managers 8
My manager treats me with understanding when a decision regarding my job is 74
made ’
My manager treats me with respect and protects my honor when he is making a 80
decision regarding my job ’
My manager is sensitive about my personal needs when he is making a decision 83

regarding my job
My manager treats me honestly when he is making a decision regarding my job ,82
My manager respects me as an employee about my rights when he is making a

- . . ,76
decision regarding my job
My manager discusses with me the effect of the decisions to be made when he is 47
making a decision regarding my job ’
My manager presents his reasons that are acceptable enough when he is making a 74
decision regarding my job ’
My manager makes reasonable explanations about my job when he is making a 71
decision regarding my job ’
My manager makes the necessary explanations when a decision regarding my job is 706
made >
Cronbach’s Alpha 89 | 91
Explained Variance 7,97 154,92
Total Explained Variance 62,88
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. (KMO9 ,946
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity- Approx. Chi-Square 4859,798

p<0,05. Factor 1: Distributive justice; Factor 2: Procedural and interactional justice
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The results regarding the validity analysis of the scale used to determine the
organizational justice perceptions of the employees included in the study are in Table
2. It was determined that organizational justice is explained by two factors with 62.88%
total variance. It was also determined that the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients regarding the
factors are, 89 and, 91, and the sampling adequacy coefficient is ,94. In this context, in the
level of 0,05 when all values regarding the scale are considered, it is understood that the
internal consistency or validity level of the scale is high.

Table 3: Factor Analysis Results Regarding Mobbing Behavior

Variables Factors
1 21 3 4 |5 6

Our superior restricts the opportunities to distinguish myself. 81

I am frequently interrupted. ,82

The people I am working with restrict the opportunities to ,80

distinguish myself.

I am shouted at and scolded loudly. ,56

The work I do is always criticized. 44

I am harassed by phone. ,65

I receive verbal threats. ,70

I am sent written threats. ,63

My relationships are rejected through gestures and looks. 45

The people around me do not talk to me. ,62

[ cannot talk to anybody; I am prevented from contacting others. ,70

I 'am given a workplace that is isolated from others. ,69

It is forbidden for emy colleagues to talk to me. 53

I am treated as if [ were not there. ,46

My private life is constantly criticized. ,51

People speak ill of me. 48

There are groundless rumors about me. ,63

I am humiliated. 74

I am treated as if I were mentally ill. 75

I am pressured to go under psychological assessment/examination. ,70

I am ridiculed because of a handicap of me. ,61

The way I walk, my gestures or my voice is imitated to humiliate 57

me.

My private life is mocked. 52

My nationality is mocked. 53

[ am forced to carry out a work that will affect my self-confidence ,48

negatively.

My efforts are judged in a wrong and humiliating way. 48

My decisions are constantly criticized. ,49
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I am referred to with humiliating names.

,68

Sexual implications

,60

My religious or political views are mocked.

There is no private duty for me.

,58

Duties given to me are taken back; you cannot create yourself a new
duty.

,61

I am given meaningless duties to carry out.

,66

I am given duties that require less skill than I already have.

,63

My duties are constantly changed.

74

I am given duties that will affect my self-confidence.

71

Duties that are far from my qualities are given to me in a way that
will decrease my prestige.

Financial burden is caused by the general harm brought onto me by
others.

57

My house or workplace is damaged.

,64

I am forced to perform physically demanding work.

Ad

I am threatened to physical violence.

Slight violence is performed against me to discourage me.

,69

Direct sexual harassment.

85

Physical harm.

,78

Cronbach's Alpha

,84

,87

,96

,92

Explained Variance

8,09

7,0

9,86

19,8

12,6

11,4

Explained Total Variance

68,823

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.

,934

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity- Approx. Chi-Square

13671,794

p<0, 05. Factor 1: Preventing the individual from distinguishing himself, Factor 2:
Affecting the communication status of the individual, Factor 3: Attacks against the
social relations of the individual, Factor 4: Attacks against the prestige of the individual,
Factor 5: Attacks against the professional and life quality of the individual and Factor 6:

Financial and physical harm against the individual

Validity analysis results of the mobbing scale is shown in Table 3. Mobbing behavior
is explained by six basic factors with 68.82% variance. It was determined that validity
coefficients regarding the factors are quite high. On the other hand, it was also found that
the load values regarding the factors are generally over 0,50. The sampling adequacy
coefficient (KMO) of the scale was calculated as ,93. Briefly, it was found out that the

scale has high level of validity overall.
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F. Results in Terms of Relationship Between Mobbing and Justice Perceptions

The fact that justice perception is a strong motivator from the perspective of
employees affects their attitudes towards their jobs (Yildirim, 2007). The same case
is also important in terms of the mobbing behavior perceptions of the employees. The
employees develop attitudes according to the meaning they attribute to the behaviors
towards them in the workplace. The fact that organizational justice is a significant
necessity in terms of the personal satisfaction of the employees and the effectiveness
of the organization (Ozmen, Arbak & Ozer, 2007) is not independent from the possible
consequence that will arise when there is mobbing in the organization. It is commonly
accepted that there is a decrease in the personal performance of the employees and that
it affects the organizational outcomes negatively when they are faced with mobbing
behavior (Standen & Omari, 2009). Besides, negative developments such as increasing
role conflicts in the workplace, unhealthy information flow, passivation of the employees
in the organizational restructure, authoritarian management style are regarded among
the most important causes of mobbing behavior in organizations (Vartia, 2001). These
developments are among the basic premises that will negatively affect the organizational
justice perceptions of the employees.

When the positive perception of organizational justice is compared with its expected
outcomes, it can be assumed that there is a negative relationship between mobbing
behavior. In other words, it can be considered that as long as the employees have a positive
perception of organizational justice, the probability of their perceive of mobbing behavior
will be stronger. In the case where the opposite situation is existent, when the employees’
perceptions of organizational justice are negative, then it is a probable consequence that
mobbing behavior will become common among the employees. The positive perception
of employees regarding organizational justice may decrease the tendency to perform
mobbing behavior. The existence of factors such as fair distribution of organizational
resources, high interaction level among the employees, the stability of the belief
that procedures are carried out fairly may increase the tendency of the employees to
organizational goals. The perceptions of the employees which are in accordance with this
situation have an influence on organizational outcomes (Currall, Towler, Judge & Kohn,
2005) positively affect the employees’ opinions on justice, organizational commitment
and performances and prevent their turnover intentions. To put it in other words, while
organizational justice perception of the employees provides opportunities to remove both
individual and organizational negative consequences, it will also protect the employees
from the harmful effects of mobbing behavior at the same time. Table 4 demonstrates
the correlation analysis results regarding the determination of the relationship between
organizational justices and mobbing behavior.

Correlation analysis results regarding the relationship between employees’
organizational justice perceptions and mobbing behavior are given in Table 4.
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Table 4: The Relationship between Mobbing and Organizational Justice
Mobbing and Organizational Distributive| Procedural and Organizational
Justice Factors Justice |Interactional Justice |Justice in General
Preventing the Individual from| T - 491" -537" -554"
Distinguishing Himself P ,001 ,001 ,001
Affecting the Communication | T -,329" - 428" -,406™
Status of the Individual p 001 ,001 ,001
Attacks Against the Social r -,321" -430™ -403™
Relations of the p 001 ,001 ,001
Attacks Against the Prestige of | T 297" -,397" -,373"
the Individual p 001 ,001 ,001
Attacks Against the r -,355™ -,443" -, 429"
Professional and Life Quality
of the Individual p 001 001 001
Financial and Physical Attacks| T -216™ -,308™ -,280"
Against the Individual p ,001 ,001 ,001
L. r -,485™ -,568™ -567"
Mobbing in General
p ,001 ,001 ,001
“p<0.05

The correlation relationship is demonstrated with the general and lower dimensions.
It was found out that there is a negative relationship between general mobbing behavior
and the distributive justice perceptions of the employees with the prevention of the
employers’ distinguishing themselves, the prevention of employers’ communication,
the attacks against the individual’s social relations, the attacks against the individual’s
professional/life quality and financial/physical harm against the individual. Similarly, it
was determined that there is a negative relationship between procedural and interactional
justice and the lower dimensions of mobbing behaviors. As a consequence, the fact that
there is a medium level (r: -, 567) of negative relationship between organizational justice
and mobbing verifies the hypothesis “H,: There is a relationship between organizational
justice and mobbing behavior.” It is clear that many studies on mobbing and organizational
justice have been carried out separately. On the other hand, the number of studies regarding
the relationship between mobbing and organizational justice appears scarce. According
to Cowan (2008: 285), most researches on mobbing have focused on possible victims
and offenders. Although a great deal is known about who participate in mobbing, who
the victims are, and what the components of mobbing behaviors and the effects of these
behaviors are, we know very little about what is the meaning of justice for the victims and
what kind of fairness perception is generated in them. As Nielsen and colleagues quote
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Adoric and Kvartuc (2007), the justice perception of the person exposed to mobbing
behavior withers, and psychological condition of the target gets ruined as well (2012:
42). It is recorded that employees who experience mobbing develop some reactions
towards their organizations. The findings of a study on public officials conducted by
Atalay (2010: 126) indicated that there is a reverse --and 90% meaningful-- relationship
between the employees’ perception of exposure to offences against their reputation and
their organizational commitment feeling. The employees having such perceptions develop
negative attitudes toward the organization they work in and may even tend to damage
the properties of the organization as a manifestation of their frustration (Fox, Spector &
Miles 2001: 294; Murphy, Ramamoorthy, Flood & McCurtain, 2006: 328).

Regression analysis in order to find out the effect of organizational justice on mobbing
behavior has been carried out and the results are demonstrated in Table 5.

Table 5: The Effect of Organizational Justice on Mobbing Behavior

Regression F p R R? B T p

Model 83,814 | ,001 ,580 ,332

Constant Value 2,384 31,18 ,001
Distributive Justice ,-,451 -7,08 ,001
Procedural and Interactional Justice -,164 -2,57 ,001

p<0,05. Dependent variable: Mobbing and independent variables: Distributive justice,
procedural justice and interactional justice.

The regression analysis results regarding the effect of distributive, procedural
and interactional justice on mobbing behavior are demonstrated in Table 5. When we
examine the results, it is seen that the model is meaningful as a whole and the rate to
which organizational justice explains mobbing behavior is 33%. It is also seen that when
distributive justice increases by one digit, mobbing behavior decreases by ,-451 and when
procedural and interactional justice increases by one digit, it decreases by ,-164. Thus,
as the employees’ organizational justice perception levels increase, the probability of
them to experience mobbing behavior decreases. In this context, “H,: The employees’
organizational justice perceptions affect mobbing behavior.” hypothesis is confirmed. As
Reichert (2003) suggested, it is of great importance that human rights play a determinant
role in the formation the behaviors of the employees working in the organizations.
Mobbing occurs as a consequence of the violation of human rights in the organizations.
Thus, sociological studies in the organizations can be carried out to prevent mobbing.
According to the results of the study of Tekleab et al. (2005), the employees’ perceptions
of procedural and interactional justice affect their turnover intentions. This phenomenon
is parallel with the turnover intentions of the employees faced with mobbing behavior
(Cobanoglu, 2005; Leymann, 1996). LaVan and Martin (2008) emphasize that when
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some individuals and groups experience negative discrimination against other individuals
and groups during the distribution of organizational resources, it causes mobbing to
emerge and become common. Thus, if the distribution of the resources is based on certain
principles, mobbing within the organization will decrease in a considerable amount. In a
study carried out by Semmer et al. (2010) as case study 1 (199) and case study 2 (205),
it was found out that there is a negative relationship between organizational justice and
counterproductive behaviors. In this study, it was concluded that as the perception level
of procedural and interactional justice increases, counterproductive behaviors decrease.
In a study carried out by Ocel and Aydi (2010), it was determined that the individual
and world views of the employees have a meaningful effect on the negative behaviors.
The findings of the study suggest that employees whose belief in a just world is low
demonstrate behaviors such as withdrawal, sabotage or office abuse.

Conclusion

Regarding the basic criteria on whether the employees’ expectations from the
organization are met, organizational justice is one of the most critical ones affecting all
outcomes of the organization, and also the employees. The employees’ perceptions of
organizational justice are an important factor in the organization of their knowledge, skills
and efforts in favor of the organization. In this context, the limits of organizational justice
should not be determined based on the financial benefits provided for the employees.
Although it seems as a critical challenge to study, the relationship between the terms
justice or fairness and mobbing in the workplace still awaits particular attention (Cowan,
2008: 285). The limited number of studies on the issue have so far indicated that the
victims experience psychological destruction remarkably (Glasg and Vie, 2009: 49-51),
their professional and social relations get wrecked (Giil, 2009: 516), they tend to display
counterproductive behaviors, their performance plummets (Einarsen, 1999: 17), and their
commitment toward the organization they work in vanishes (Yiiksel & Tungsiper, 2011:
57-58). Mobbing naturally halts as the target employee quits his job. However, recent
findings have shown that, most victims do not give up and surrender, on the contrary, they
—at least for a while- resist. Thus, justice seems as an area to be studied. In their study on
the victims of mobbing and their colleagues in the USA, Lutgen-Sandvik (2006) found
out that victims resist to mobbing and mobbers in many creative ways. The argument
that victims resisting to mobbing gain a certain feeling of justice consequently sounds
convincing (Cowan, 2008: 285-286).

Factors such as how the decision-making process is performed, whether the
employees contribute to this process, whether communication channels are open and
used effectively, whether the employees are satisfied when they compare the benefit
they receive with other employees are important parameters that shape their perceptions
of justice. The direction of this perception is strong enough to determine the limits of
the behaviors that the employees will develop against each other. The weakness of the
employees’ perceptions of organizational justice may shape their reaction against the
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organization. A universal reality of the workplace, mobbing may be shaped depending on
the employees’ perceptions of organizational justice. The employees’ positive perception
of organizational justice may cause them to avoid mobbing behavior. The findings of the
study support this inference. The managers of the organization can use organizational
justice as an intervening variable in preventing mobbing behavior. In this context, the
managers of the organization can take the following precautions in order to strengthen the
employees’ perceptions of justice and limit the tendency to mobbing behavior:

v To take measures to strengthen the communication among the employees and
encourage them to share information,
To enable the contribution of employees to decisions about themselves,
To support the participation of the employees in decision making process,
To form an organizational policy against mobbing,
To prevent a probable organizational culture that encourages mobbing behavior,

To take legal measures to prevent mobbing,

SN NSNS

To act decisively so that mobbing will be accepted as a workplace reality and it
will be prevented,

\

To enable manager-employee cooperation against mobbing,

\

To use organizational justice as an intervening variable to prevent mobbing
behavior,

v To follow the developments regarding mobbing within the organizations, taking

the complaints on this issue seriously,

v To define mobbing and recognize it as a universal workplace reality.

According to the findings of the study, the most significant issue that future studies must
primarily focus is the implementation of the issue on the employees working in different
sectors. In this context, a country-level inference can be made by making a comparison of
the organizational justice perceptions of the employees working in mentioned sectors and
the mobbing behaviors they experience.
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