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An adaptation of Leymann Inventory of Psychological Terror
to health sciences programs in Turkey*

Oznur KORUKCU,'! Okan BULUT,? Ayla TUZCU,®
Zeliha BAYRAM,* Hafize OZTURK TURKMEN?®

ABSTRACT

Objective: The aim of this study was to adapt the Leymann Inventory of Psychological Terror (LIPT) to health
sciences programs in Turkey and examine its psychometric qualities. Methods: A sample of 270 health sciences
employees from Turkey was given a modified version of LIPT. Scale reliability of the modified LIPT was assessed
using Cronbach’s alpha. Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses were conducted to examine the factor
structure of the modified LIPT in Mplus 6. Results: The modified LIPT indicated high reliability (Cronbach’s alpha
>0.80). A six-factor model was chosen to explain the modified LIPT scale based on the satisfactory fit indices from
exploratory factor analyses. The model fit of the same model was also tested using confirmatory factor analysis
and the results were again satisfactory in terms of model-data fit. The Tucker-Lewis Index and comparative fit
index indices are both greater than 0.90 for both exploratory and confirmatory models. The factors indicated the
relationship among different types of bullying acts. Conclusion: The modified LIPT scale is a reliable measure-
ment tool that can be used with confidence determining the reasons and types of bullying in health sciences
programs. (Anatolian Journal of Psychiatry 2014; 15:335-343)
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Leymann Psikolojik Yilginlik Olgeginin Tiirkiye'deki
saglik bilimleri programlarina uyarlanmasi

OZET

Amagc: Bu calismanin amaci, Leymann’in Uyarlanmis Psikolojik Yilginlik Olgegdinin (LUPTO) faktdr yapisini ve
psikometrik &zelliklerini incelemektir. Yéntem: Sadlik bilimleri alaninda ¢alisan 270 akademisyene uyarlanmis
LUPTO uygulanmustir. Alt boyutlarin i¢ gegerliligi Cronbach alfa katsayisi ile saptanmustir. Uyarlanmis LUPTO niin
alt boyutlarin yapisini degerlendirmek igcin Mplus6 programi kullanilarak dogrulayici ve agiklayici faktér analizi
yapilmigtir. Bulgular: Uyarlanmis LUPTO 6lgedi yiiksek giivenirlige sahiptir (Cronbach’s alpha>0.80). Agiklayici
faktér analizi sonucu uyarlanan LUPTO 6lgeginin memnun edici uyum sonuglarini agiklamak igin alti-faktorli
model secilmistir. Ayrica, ayni model dogrulayici faktér analiziyle de test edilmis ve modelin verilerle memnun
edici sekilde uyumlu oldugu gériilmistir. The Tucker-Lewis Index ve comparative fit index hem agiklayici, hem de
dogrulayici faktér analizinde 0.90'in lzerindedir. Faktérler farkli zorbalik davranigi gesitleri ile iliskili bulunmusgtur.
Tartisma: Uyarlanan LUPTO &icedi sadlik bilimleri alanindaki zorbalik davranislarinin nedenlerini ve cesitlerini
belirlemede kullanilabilecek olan giivenilir bir éigektir. (Anadolu Psikiyatri Derg 2014; 15:335-343)
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INTRODUCTION

The phenomenon of the physical, moral, and
psychological violence in a work environment
has been described using various terms in the
literature, such as workplace bullying, work-
place harassment, or mobbing."* As many
workplaces, higher education institutions are
not immune to the prowl of bullies.” Several
aspects of the academic world lend themselves
to the practice and discourage its reporting and
mitigation. Its leadership is usually drawn from
the ranks of faculty, most of who have not
received the management training that could
enable an effective response to such situa-
tions.”> Also, conflict of interests between aca-
demic employees and extreme ambition of
particular faculty members may result in serious
arguments and bullying behaviors among
colleagues.

Bullying in academia is a type of workplace
bullying among scholars and staff in academia,
especially higher education institutions such as
colleges and universities. Bullying in academic
environments can occur as a form of harass-
ment in which members of a department gan%
up to isolate or humiliate a colleague. Fogg
listed common bullying activities in academia
such as interrupting the victim during meetings,
eye rolling, undermining credibility, and ex-
cluding the victim from social conversations.
The perpetrators may possess a high-status or
a protected position, or the victims may belong
to the increasing number of adjunct professors,
who are often part-time employees. The 2007
survey of workplace bullying conducted by the
Workplace Bullying Institute (WBI) indicated
that 72% of workplace bullying incidences in-
volved a harasser that was ranked higher than
his or her victims.”

Bullying behaviors in academic environments
are difficult to identify because they are mostly
psychological rather than physical.8 Academic
employees who have been exposed to bullying
may have some problems such as insufficient
job satisfaction and low motivation, high stress
levels, anxiety, blood pressure problems, de-
pression, sleep disorders, occupational fatigue,
burnout, firing, resignation and sometimes sui-
cide.®*% In order to identify reasons and conse-
guences of bullying in workplaces including
universities and colleges, researchers have
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developed several instruments, such as the
Leymann Inventory of Psychological Terror',
Workplace Bullying Survey,> Workplace Psy-
chologically Violence Behaviors Instrument,***
Workplace Relationships Questionnaire,*® and
Workplace Violence Questionnaire.*®

The Leymann Inventory of Psychological Ter-
ror' (LIPT) has been the most popular instru-
ment to investigate the reasons of bullying and
categorize bullying behaviors. The LIPT scale is
a reliable instrument to measure several types
of workplace bullying.***"?° Previous studies
with the LIPT scale in European countries (e.g.,
Germany and Austria) have indicated that there
are seven types of bullying behaviors: Bullying
by organizational measures, social isolation,
attacking the victim’s private life, attacking the
victim’s attitudes, physical violence, verbal ag-
gression, and rumors.*”*® However, it should be
noted that these bullying activities are not
necessarily cross-cultural. While some of the
bullying activities that the LIPT scale refers to
may not appear, other bullying behaviors may
arise depending on the culture and type of
workplace. Therefore, it is important to investi-
gate bullying behaviors considering cultural and
workplace norms.

Surprisingly, bullying in academia has not
received as much attention from researchers as
bullying in some other contexts.”* A number of
studies have focused on workplace bullying in
business and finance programs of universi-
ties.'***?*% However, comparing to other uni-
versity programs, health sciences is the most
fragile field against bullying due to its hier-
archical organizational structure. Yildirim et al."®
described health sciences as a high-risk job be-
cause both academic employees in health sci-
ences and healthcare professionals are usually
exposed to physical and emotional violence at
their workplace. Challenges that academic em-
ployees in health sciences may need to cope
with include work overload, responsibility of
dealing with increasing number of students in
health sciences programs, and extreme compe-
tition between colleagues. These types of chal-
lenges may drain academic employees and
healthcare professionals emotionally and
physiccally, and cause additional issues, such
as lack of motivation and poor performance at
work.
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Given the need for more research on elabora-
ting reasons and outcomes of bullying in health
programs, this study aims to provide an adap-
tation of the LIPT Scale to detect reasons and
outcomes of bullying in health sciences prog-
rams. Psychometric qualities of the adapted
instrument, such as reliability and validity, were
examined based on the responses to the instru-
ment from a sample of academic employees in
health sciences programs in Turkey. Implica-
tions for the use of the instrument for health
sciences programs were discussed.

METHODS

Instrument

To develop an adapted version of the LIPT
scale, the questions in the original LIPT scale
were reviewed and the relevant questions for
health sciences programs were selected. The
selected items were translated from English to
Turkish, and back translated from Turkish to
English. To validate the translation process, the
following steps were carried out. First, the
translated questions were reviewed by three
specialists from the Department of Medical
History and Ethics. Also, Ethic Committee of
Scientific Research checked the adequacy of
the translated questions for health sciences
programs. The instrument was modified based
on the feedback received from the language
and content specialists. In the second stage,
the adapted instrument was compared with
another adaptation of the LIPT scale by Aktop®®
who translated the original LIPT items into
Turkish and developed additional items to im-
prove the clarity of the translated LIPT scale in
the Turkish context.

The final version of the adapted LIPT scale in
this study included fifty-one Likert-type ques-
tions including the forty-five items from the
original LIPT and the six items suggested by
Aktop.26 All Likert-type questions were based
on a five-point scale (strongly disagree, dis-
agree, neutral, agree, and strongly agree). The
modified LIPT consists of six subscales (bul-
lying against self-presentation and communica-
tion, bullying against social relationships, bul-
lying against dignity, bullying against quality of
life and occupational status, bullying against
health, bullying against emotions). In addition to
the fifty-one LIPT items, eight questions about
frequency and duration of bullying and other
demographics variables (e.g., gender, age,
marital status, job title) were presented at the
end of the instrument.

Participants and study setting

The sample of this study included 270 academ-
ic employees in health sciences programs of a
public university in Turkey. The academic
degrees of participants were professors, associ-
ate and assistant professors, graduate assis-
tants, and other academic staff. Although a
probabilistic survey sampling method was used
to determine the participants of this study,
participation rates were still dependent on the
availability and willingness of the participants
due to the highly sensitive nature of bullying in
academic contexts.

Ethical approval

Permission to conduct this study was obtained
from the directors of health sciences programs.
The participants were assured about the confi-
dentiality, protection, and anonymity of data.
Ethical committee approval from Ethic Commit-
tee of Scientific Research of the university was
obtained by the researchers.

Data analysis

Data analysis of this study consists of three
sections. In the first section, demographic infor-
mation from the sample was obtained to define
the participants’ characteristics (e.g., gender,
age). Also, duration and frequency of the parti-
cipants’ exposure to bullying were examined
using the last items in the scale. Then, the
internal consistency (reliability) coefficient and
item-total correlations were calculated for the
51 items that ask participants’ opinions about
bullying in certain situations.

In the second section, exploratory factor ana-
lysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) were conducted to identify the factor
structure of the modified LIPT Scale. First, sev-
eral EFA models (one- to six-factor solutions)
were run to identify the underlying structure of
the modified LIPT Scale. Then, the EFA model
with the best model-data fit was determined and
CFA was run for the selected model. All factor
analyses were conducted in Mplus 6.*” The
weighted least squares method (WLSMV) was
used for estimating the factorial models derived
from the modified LIPT Scale. Goodness-of-fit
criteria, including root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA), Tucker-Lewis Index
(TLI), and comparative fit index (CFl), were
used to evaluate model-data fit for EFA and
CFA models. The literature contains different
recommendations about the type, number, and
cut-off values for goodness-of-fit required to be
reported.28 TLI and CFI values greater than
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Table 1. Description of the sample used in the study

Men (n=66) Women (n=204) Total (n=270)
n % n % n %
Age (years)
<25 9 4.4 0 0 9 3.3
26-30 58 28.8 13 19.7 71 26.3
31-35 61 29.9 13 19.7 74 27.4
36-40 44 21.6 14 21.2 58 215
41-45 10 4.9 10 15.2 20 7.4
46-50 7 3.4 12 18.2 19 7.0
> 51 15 7.4 4 6.1 19 7.0
Marital status
Single 79 38.7 21 31.8 100 37.0
Married 99 48.5 43 65.2 142 52.6
Divorced 19 9.3 0 0 19 7.0
Widowed 7 3.4 2 3.0 9 3.3
Academic title
Professor 15 7.4 24 36.4 39 14.4
Associate Professor 19 9.3 1 15 20 7.4
Assistant Professor 40 19.6 8 12.1 48 17.8
Teaching Assistant 19 9.3 0 0 19 7.0
Research Assistant 100 49.0 33 50 133 49.3
Lecturer/Specialist 11 5.4 0 0 11 4.1
Department/faculty
FM 182 89.2 65 98.5 247 915
SH 17 8.3 0 0 17 6.3
SVHS 5 25 1 15 6 2.2
Exposure to bullying
Current exposure 0 0 33 16.2 33 12.2
In last 6 months 0 0 11 5.4 11 4.1
In last 3 years 2 3.0 15 7.4 17 6.3
First years of work 24 36.4 31 15.2 55 20.4
Most productive 4 6.1 23 11.3 27 10.0
times in work
No exposure 36 54.5 91 44.6 127 47.0
Frequency of exposure to bullying
Very often 5 7.6 22 10.8 27 10.0
Often 0 0 17 8.3 17 6.3
Sometimes 25 37.9 61 29.9 86 31.9
Never 36 54.5 91 44.6 127 47.0
Don’t know 0 0 13 6.4 3 4.8
Duration of exposure to bullying
No exposure 40 60.6 93 45.6 133 49.3
6 months 14 21.2 21 10.3 35 13.0
1 year 0 0 21 10.3 21 7.8
2 years 2 3 32 15.7 34 12.6
> 3 years 10 15.2 37 18.1 a7 17.4

FM: Faculty of Medicine; SH: School of Health; VSHS: Vocational School of Health Services

0.90 are considered acceptable, and values indices, the chi-square test of model fit was pro-
greater than 0.95 are considered a good fit.?*** vided as an indicator of model-data fit.

RMSEA values smaller than 0.05 are usually
considered a close fit, values equal or greater
than 0.10 a poor fit.>>*° In addition to these fit

In the last section, factor scores were estimated
for the modified LIPT Scale using the Rasch
Partial Credit Model (RPCM).* This measure-
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Figure 1. Average item scores and item-total correlations from the modified LIPT Scale

Table 2. Goodness of fit indices for the EFA models

Model r CFI

3-factor model 2872.024 0.94
4-factor model 2582.367 0.95
5-factor model 2388.852 0.96
6-factor model 2253.911 0.97

TLI RMSEA
0.94 0.077
0.94 0.072
0.95 0.070
0.96 0.066

CFIl: Comparative fit index; TLI: Tucker-Lewis; RMSEA: Root mean square error of approximation

ment model allows scoring ordinal and ordered
categorical items (e.g., Likert scales, rating
scales) and provides the probability of selecting
a response option (e.g., Strongly agree) on a
given item as a function of the person’s compe-
tence. Because RPCM provides factor scores in
a logistic scoring metric (typically ranging from -
4 to 4) rather than scale scores, the estimated
factor scores were placed on a score metric
from 0 to 100 using a linear transformation.
Descriptive statistics and correlations among
the factor scores were presented.

RESULTS
Description of the sample

Table 1 shows a summary of demographic
information for the sample of this study. The

participants were 270 academic employees
(204 female, 66 male) ranging in age from 22 to
61 years. Almost half of the participants were
graduate research assistants (49.3%) and
married (48.5%). Age of the participants ranged
from 23 to 60 with a mean of 36. The results
also show that the amount and frequency of
exposure to bullying was different for male and
female academic employees. Over 50% of the
male participants reported not being exposed to
bullying while almost half of the female partici-
pants reported being exposed to bullying cur-
rently or in the past. Similarly, duration and fre-
guency of exposure to bullying was higher for
the female participants in the study.

Reliability
The Cronbach'’s alpha value for the modified.
Anadolu Psikiyatri Derg 2014; 15:335-343
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Table 3. Factor loadings of the six factor model from the modified LIPT Scale

Factor/item A Factor/item A
Bullying against self-presentation & communication 51. Desire to change work if possible 0.69
1. Being inhibited from showing skills/lknowledge 0.71 Bullying against dignity
2. Being interrupted at meetings 0.72 ying ag 9 .
. 16. Hearing bad things about himself/herself 0.76
3. Others ignores my success/exaggerates my ) )
X 17. Being gossiped about 0.78
failures 0.67 L2 =
- 18. Being ridiculed 0.93
4. Getting scolded and yelled 0.76 . - .
. e 19. Being said to have a mental iliness 0.90
5. Getting criticized for no reason 0.85 20. Getting pushed to have psychiatric exams  0.95
6. Private life being criticized by others 0.85 - =etling p ave psyc )
. . 21. Being ridiculed for his/her mistakes 0.92
7. Being terrorized by means of phone calls 0.88 -~
- 22. Gestures are imitated to tease by others 0.98
8. Receiving verbal threats 0.89 C e
L . 23. Way of moving is imitated to tease 0.96
9. Receiving written threats 0.83 RN
10. Getting exposed to irritating gestures/looks  0.93 24. Voice 1S imitated to tease . " 0.91
’ ’ 25. Suffering verbal attacks regarding political 0.90
Bullying against social relationships and religious beliefs
11. Not being talked by people in faculty/ 26. Being teased due to ethnic background 0.78
department 0.83 27. Being forced to do humiliating jobs 0.90
12. Being criticized due to conversations with 30. Being called with humiliating nicknames 0.94
some people 0.79 . . . .
13. Being known as someone’s minion 0.82 Bullying against quality of life
- . . 28. Efforts are treated scornfully by others 0.94
14. Conversation with colleagues is prevented  0.88 29. Behaviors are questioned by others 0.83
15. My presence is ignored among other people 0.87 31. Never being given any special duty 0.88
Bullying against emotions 32. Being forced to lose work 0.89
41. Feeling alone in faculty/department 0.89 33. Being given meaningless work assignments 0.83
42. Struggling with focusing on work 0.90 34. Being given work assignments far below
43. Feeling worthless in faculty/department 0.92 capacity 0.87
44. Not wanting to go to work in the morning 0.80 35. Being given humiliating work assignments 0.88
45. Feeling uneasy in faculty/department 0.95 36. Workplace/home is damaged by others 0.32
46. Having sleep problems 0.84 : :
47. Decrease in work efficiency and strength 0.86 g;‘”é’ng agalnskt].heﬁlthh d 0.95
48. Feeling inadequate in faculty/department 0.80 - BeIng psychica y threatene :
L9 ; h 2 38. Being psychically attacked 0.92
49. Feeling intensively anxious in faculty/ 39, Bei hicallv h d 0.85
department 0.78 - DeIng psychically harme )
' 40. Being sexually attacked 0.77

50. Having headaches or stomachaches at work 0.80

A: Factor loadings

Table 4. Correlations among the factor scores from the six-factor CFA model

Bullying factors F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6

F1 (Self-presentation & communication) 1.00

F2 (Social relationships) 0.83 1.00

F3 (Dignity) 0.76 0.94 1.00

F4 (Quality of life) 091 095 094 1.00

F5 (Health) 048 0.85 0.87 0.69 1.00

F6 (Emotions) 0.82 0.86 0.83 0.92 0.52 1.00

LIPT scale was 0.97, suggesting high reliability across all items on the scale. None of the items
for the translated and modified LIPT items. had an item-to-total correlation below the
Figure 1 shows the distributions of corrected acceptable level of 0.30.** The average score
item-total correlations and average scores for the items ranged from 1.32 to 2.67.

Anatolian Journal of Psychiatry 2014; 15:335-343
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Exploratory and confirmatory factor ana-
lyses

EFA models with one-factor to six-factor solu-
tions were run. Table 2 shows a summary of
model-fit indices from the EFA models used in
this study. Because one-factor and two-factor
solutions indicated poor model-data fit with
some convergence issues, the results for those
models were not presented. Three-, four-, five-,
and six-dimensional EFA models provided ac-
ceptable levels of model-data fit in terms of CFI
and TLI indices. However, the six-dimensional
provided the smallest RMSEA among the four
models. Because all items indicated high
loadings on the particular factors, none of the
items were needed to be removed. The six
factors derived from the modified LIPT scale
are bullying against self-presentation and com-
munication, bullying against social relation-
ships, bullying against emotions, dignity, quality
of life, and health.

After determining the EFA model with the best
model-data fit, CFA was run for the six-factor
solution to confirm the six-factor structure of the
modified LIPT Scale. The results of CFA
showed that the six-factor model had an
adequate model-data fit (CFI=0.95, TLI=0.95,
RMSEA=0.067). The factor loadings of the
items from the six-factor CFA model were pre-
sented in Table 3. All standardized factor
loadings for were high, ranging from 0.32 to
0.98. The high loadings of the items indicate
that there is a strong relationship between each
of the factors and their corresponding items.
Table 4 shows the correlations among the fac-
tor scores from the six factors of the modified
LIPT. The correlations were moderate to high
(0.48 to 0.95). Especially the factor scores from
bullying against the quality of life were highly
correlated with the first three factors that are
also related to inter-personal and intra-personal
impacts of bullying in academia. This suggests
that if a person is exposed to bullying against
his/her dignity, social relationships, and self-
presentation in an academic environment, the
quality of his/her life is highly affected by those
bullying acts. Similarly, bullying against emo-
tions is highly correlated with the first three-fac-
tors, indicating that academic employees are
emotionally affected by hostile bullying attacks
in their academic environments.

DISCUSSION

Health sciences programs are built upon a
certain hierarchy that employees are likely to

feel under pressure because of their rigorous
relationship with the superiors.**®" To investi-
gate the underlying reasons of bullying among
academic employees in health sciences prog-
rams, reliable and informative measurement
tools are needed. In this study, the LIPT scale
was modified for academic employees in health
sciences programs in Turkey, and the psycho-
metric qualities of this tool were thoroughly
examined.

The results of this study indicated that the modi-
fied LIPT Scale is highly reliable and all items in
the scale are positively related to each other.
To examine the factor structure of the modified
LIPT, exploratory and confirmatory factor ana-
lyses were conducted. The results from EFA
runs indicated that a six-factor structure ex-
plained the response data from the modified
LIPT better than the other alternative models.
The model-data fit of this model was also tested
within a CFA model. As in the EFA model, the
model-fit results in the CFA model were accept-
able, suggesting that the six-factor structure is
appropriate for the modified LIPT scale. Corre-
lations among the factor scores from the six
factors provide information about the relation-
ship between the factors of the modified LIPT.
These correlations suggest that being exposed
to bullying influence victims in several way
(e.g., emotionally, health, quality of life). Bul-
lying seems to have a negative impact on both
inter-personal and intra-personal characteristics
of academic employees.

The psychometric examination of the modified
LIPT scale indicated that LIPT is a reliable mea-
surement tool for identifying bullying behaviors
in Workglaces, as also suggested by previous
studies.*®**° Also, higher prevalence of bullying
against women is another cross-cultural finding
of this study that is consistent with previous
studies.”® Although the original LIPT Scale and
its variants have been commonly used in the
literature, none of those studies have focused
on the factorial structure of the scale. Con-
sidering the increasing interest in understanding
bullying in academic environments, the factors
described in this study will be particularly useful
for researchers who aim to use LIPT for evalu-
ating workplace bullying. However, it should be
noted that the meaning of the factors may
change depending on the cultural norms and
participant characteristics in different popula-
tions.

Although this study achieved to make a thor-
ough psychometric analysis of the modified

Anadolu Psikiyatri Derg 2014; 15:335-343
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LIPT Scale, some limitations of the study
should be considered when using this version
of the scale. First, the sample size of the study
was not large. Because of the sensitive nature
of the topic and lack of an online network
among academic employees in Turkey, it was
difficult to reach to a larger group of partici-
pants. Second, this study could not provide any
evidence on the concurrent validity of the modi-

fied LIPT Scale because there is no other scale
or questionnaire in the literature that specifically
examines bullying in health sciences programs.
Future studies can focus on examining the
modified LIPT Scale in a larger sample of aca-
demic employees or expand the scale by ad-
ding more items to identify other bullying fac-
tors.

REFERENCES

1. Di-Rosa AE, Gangemi S, Cristani M, Fenga C,
Saitta S, Abenavoli B, et al. Serum levels of car-
bonylated and nitrosylated proteins in mobbing
victims with workplace adjustment disorders. Biol
Psychol 2009; 82:308-311.

2. Einarsen S. Harassment and bullying at work: A
review of the Scandinavian approach. Aggress
Violent Behav 2000; 5:379-401.

3. Leymann H. Mobbing and psychological terror at
the workplace. Violence Vict 1990; 5:119-126.

4. Salin D. The prevention of workplace bullying as
a question of human resource management:
Measures adopted and underlying organizational
factors. Scand J Manag 2008; 24:221-231.

5. Cassell AM. Bullying in academe: prevalent,
significant, and incessant. Contemporary Issues
in Education Research 2011; 4:33-44.

6. Fogg P. Academic bullies. Chron High Educ
2008; 55:B10.

7. Workplace Bullying Institute: 2012 Results of the
2010 and 2007 WBI U.S. Workplace Bullying
Survey. http://www.workplacebullying.org/
whiresearch/2010-wbi-national-survey/
(accessed December 20, 2012)

8. Cam O. The burnout in nursing academicians in
Turkey. Int J Nurs Stud 2001; 38:201-207.

9. Karabiyik L, Eker M, Anbar A. Determining the
factors that affect burnout among academicians.
Ankara Universitesi Siyasal Bilgiler Fakiiltesi
Dergisi 2008; 63:91-115.

10. Leymann H. The content and development of
mobbing at work. Eur J Work Organ Psy 1996;
5:165-184.

11. Efe SY, Ayaz S. Mobbing against nurses in the
workplace in Turkey. Int Nurs Rev 2010; 57:328-
334.

12. Gul H, Alcalar N, Kayi I, Ozel S, Ozgulnar N.
Mobbing in working life and its effects on health:
A cross sectional study among privately-owned
bank workers. Turkish J Med Sci 2010; 30:1917-
1927.

13. Keim J, McDermott JC. Mobbing: Workplace vio-
lence in the academy. The Educational Forum
2010; 74:167-173.

Anatolian Journal of Psychiatry 2014; 15:335-343

14. McKay R, Arnold DH, Fratzl J, Thomas R. Work-
place bullying in academia: A Canadian study.
Employ Respons Rights J 2008; 20:77-100.

15. Yildirm D, Yildinrm A. Mobbing behaviours en-
countered by health science faculties staff and
their reponses to them. Turkish J Med Sci 2010;
30:559-570.

16. Yurdakul M, Tirkles S, Vefikurugay-Yilmaz D,
Celik T, Sahin M, Ozcan A. Workplace psycho-
logical intimidation behaviors encountered by
midwives and nurses. Turkish Journal of Re-
search and Development in Nursing 2011; 3:28-
41.

17. Aksu T, Akyol T. The examination of states to
mobbing exposure of intensive care nurses.
Turkiye Klinikleri Journal of Nursing Sciences
2011, 3:29-37.

18. Jeniffer D, Cowie H, Ananiadou K. Perceptions
and experience of workplace bullying in five
different working populations. Aggressive Behav
2003; 29:489-496.

19. Yildirrm A, Yildirm D. Mobbing in the workplace
by peers and managers: mobbing experienced
by nurses working in healthcare facilities in
Turkey and its effect on nurses. J Clin Nurs
2007; 16:1444-1453.

20. Chapell M, Casey D, Cruz C, Ferrel J, Forman J,
Lipkin R, et al. Bulliying in college by students
and teachers. Adolescence 2004. Avaible at:
http://www.tarleton.edu/testing/documents/WPE
%20Spring%202011--Article.pdf (accessed
December 11, 2012).

21. Pai HC, Lee S. Risk factors for workplace vio-
lence in clinical registered nurses in Taiwan. J
Clin Nurs 2011; 20:1405-1412.

22. Nield K. Mobbing/Bullying am Arbeitsplatz. Eine
empirische Analyse zum Ph&nomen sowie zu
personalwirtschaftlich relevanten Effekten von
systematischen Feindseligkeiten. Munich:
Hampp, 1995.

23. Zapf D, Knorz C, Kulla M. On the relationship
between mobbing factors, the job content, social
work environment and health outcomes. Eur J
Work Organ Psy 1996; 5:215-237.


http://www.workplacebullying.org/%20wbiresearch/2010-wbi-national-survey/
http://www.workplacebullying.org/%20wbiresearch/2010-wbi-national-survey/
http://www.tarleton.edu/testing/documents/WPE%20Spring%202011--Article.pdf
http://www.tarleton.edu/testing/documents/WPE%20Spring%202011--Article.pdf

Korukcu et al. 343

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

Keashly L, Neuman JH. Faculty experiences with
bullying in higher education: Causes, consequ-
ences and management. Administrative Theory
and Praxis 2010; 32:48-70.

Khoo SB. Academic mobbing: Hidden health
hazard at workplace. Malaysian Family Physician
2010; 5:61-67.

Tigrel EY, Kokalan O. Academic mobbing in Tur-
key. International Journal of Human and Social
Sciences 2009; 4:716-724.

Westhues K. At the mercy of the mob: A sum-
mary of research on workplace mobbing. Cana-
da’s Occupational Health and Safety Magazine
2002; 18:30-36.

Brousse G, Fontana L, Ouchchane L, Boisson C,
Gerbaud L, Bourguet D. Psychopathological fea-
tures of a patient population of targets of work-
place bullying. Occup Med- Oxford 2008; 58:122-
128.

Neidhammer |, David S, Degioanni S, Drummond
A, Philip P, et al. Workplace bullying and psycho-
tropic drug use: the mediating role of physical
and mental health status. Ann Occup Hyg 2011,
55:152-163.

Aktop NG. The Opinions and Experiences of
Lecturers at Anadolu University about Mobbing.
Unpublished Master Thesis, Anadolu University,
Social Sciences Institute, Eskisehir, 2006.

Marsh HW, Parada RH, Craven RG, Finger L. In
the looking glass: A reciprocal effects model
elucidating the complex nature of bullying,
psychological determinants, and the central role

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

of self-concept. SG Phye (Ed.), Sand Diego, CA:
Elsevier, 2004.

Browne M, Cudeck R. Testing Structural Equa-
tion Models. KA Bollen, JS Long (Eds.), Newbury
Park, CA: Sage, 1993.

Hu LT, Bentler PM. Cutoff criteria for fit indices in
covariance structure analysis: Conventional crite-
ria versus new alternatives. Struct Equ Modeling
1999, 6:1-55.

Kline RB. Principle and Practice of Structural
Equation Modelling. New York: Guilford Press,
2005.

Muthén LK, Muthén BO. Mplus User's Guide.
Sixth ed., Los Angeles, CA: Muthén and Muthén,
2011.

Nunnally JC, Bernstein IH. Psychometric Theory.
New York: McGraw-Hill, 1994.

Gul H, Ince M, Ozcan N. The relationship be-
tween workplace mobbing and burnout among
academics at a Turkish University. Research
Journal of International Studies 2011; 18:118-
134.

Tompa E, Culyer AJ, Dolinschi R. Economic eva-
luation of interventions for occupational health
and safety-developing good practice. Eur J
Public Health 2010; 20:607-608.

Yesilcay M, Demircivi BM. A research on em-
ployees’ exposure to mobbing: The case of
Antalya. Anatolia: Turizm Arastirmalari Dergisi
2010, 21:199-217.

Yildirm D, Yildirm A, Timucin A. Mobbing be-
haviors encountered by nurse teaching staff.
Nurs Ethics 2007; 14:447-463.

Anadolu Psikiyatri Derg 2014; 15:335-343



