
Neglect: The Response to Workplace Bullying by Junior Faculty in Higher Educational Institutions 

 

Section A-Research paper 

1539 

Eur. Chem. Bull. 2023, 12(Special Issue 6), 1539-1547 

 

Neglect: The Response to Workplace Bullying 

by Junior Faculty in Higher Educational Institutions 
 

Levia Levia
*
, Rishita Goyal 

 

School of Humanities and Social Sciences,  

Thapar Institute of Engineering and Technology, 

Bhadson Road, Patiala, Punjab, India. 
 

Email: llevia_phd20@thapar.edu 
 

doi: 10.48047/ecb/2023.12.si6.142 
 

Abstract: This study aims to study faculty as target to workplace bullying(WB) and its 

response to the same. On surveying 520 junior faculty from various HEIs of Punjab, 228 

were found under the threat of WB. Further when these 228 targets were contacted to 

understand their response to the situation, 211 responses were received. WB depicted 

significant relation with the neglect as the coping response. Neglect as response involved: 

loss of motivation to do job, calling sick, showing up late, putting less efforts and taking a 

lot of breaks. During the analysis of field notes, it was further found that junior faculty found 

themselves with no solution but to tolerate WB in order to progress in career. They also 

mentioned that the institutions did not involve any effective conflict management solutions, 

hence they chose neglect as an option. It can thus, be understood that in order to progress in 

achieving desired goal, first it is important to get the mentors feel safe and focused at their 

work, for them to deliver the best. Hence, focus on building stronger and institutions is 

recommended. 
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1. Introduction 
 

Leon-Perez et al., (2021) carried out a systematic literature review to unfold that in India 

44% of the working population has faced workplace bullying. This rate of occurrence of 

workplace bullying in India, is comparatively much higher than the other countries around 

the globe, varying between 11% and 18% (Nielsen et al. 2010). 

 

Leymann (1990), the psychiatrist, is considered to be the first person to study the 

aggressive behavior in the school going children in Scandinavia (Rai & Agarwal,2016) 

and termed this hostile treatment towards some individuals as mobbing (Einarsen et al., 

2011), which later expanded into the workplace bullying domain. Later the focus was 

shifted from school arena to the workplaces concerning adult bullying (Rai & 
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Agarwal,2016). The topic received interest from various researchers, particularly from 

European Nations, where projects to examine the phenomenon and its prevalence gained 

pace. In 1992, the term ‘bullying’ was coined by Adams, a freelance journalist, to describe 

this kind of harassment regardless of subject’s demographics (Adams and Crawford, 

2014).  

 

As defined by European Researchers: “Bullying at work means harassing, offending, 

socially excluding someone or negatively affecting someone’s work tasks. In order for the 

label bullying to be applied to a particular activity, interaction or process, it has to occur 

repeatedly and regularly (e.g., weekly) and over a period of time (e.g., about six months). 

Bullying is an escalating process in the course of which the person confronted ends up in 

an inferior position and becomes the target of systematic negative social acts. A conflict 

cannot be called bullying if the incident is an isolated event or if two parties of 

approximately equal ‘strength’ are in conflict” (Einarsen et al., 2011). 

 

Bullying in academia is wide-spreading with the universities being amongst worse 

workplaces (Keashly 2021, Twale and De Luca 2008, Hollis 2012). Further, examining 

the impact of bullying in academia, it is found that the loss occurs at numerous levels: 

Loss for the one who is victim to bullying (in terms of health and wellbeing); the cost to 

department (example: loss of an employee, upset schedules); damage for students (in 

terms of teaching quality and unsatisfying mentoring); loss to institutions (such as: time, 

money and resources); and for the society (indicating undermined intellect and freedom) 

(Keashly 2021, Daniela et al., 2018, Anjum et al., 2019). 

 

Over past few decades the research has progressed to study antecedents and outcomes of 

bullying, however research relating to coping has noticeably emerged only in recent years 

(Nielsen et al., 2020). Coping has been defined as the efforts made to tolerate, master or 

reduce the effects of conflicts (Lazarus and Folkman, 1984). Raising voice, complaining, 

support seeking, patience, aggression, problem avoidance, withdrawal from work, intent to 

leave, quitting the organization, social isolation etc. are various coping strategies used by 

the targets to workplace bullying (Nielsen et al., 2020). These strategies have been 

classified into active, passive, constructive, destructive; based on the response chosen 

(Withey and Cooper, 1989). 

 

Therefore, this study focuses to understand the neglect as coping response of the faculty, 

target to workplace bullying. 

 

2. Literature Survey 
 

Conceptually, the cognitive and behavioral efforts made in order to master, endure, or 

reduce the conflict between internal and external demand has been defined as coping 

(Folkman and Lazarus, 1980). Carver and Connor-Smith (2010), described coping as 

peoples’ response to handle the demanding experiences of conflict, loss, threat and harm. 

Further in the literature, attempts have been made to categorize the coping responses as 

active and passive (Bandler and Shipley, 1994); adaptive and maladaptive (Zeidner and 

Saklofske, 1996); problem focused and emotion focused (Nielsen et al., 2020); 



Neglect: The Response to Workplace Bullying by Junior Faculty in Higher Educational Institutions 

 

Section A-Research paper 

1541 

Eur. Chem. Bull. 2023, 12(Special Issue 6), 1539-1547 

 

engagement and disengagement coping (Carver and Connor-Smith, 2010); and approach 

and avoidance coping (Nes and Segerstrom, 2006). Specifically, in context to workplace 

bullying, the research indicated that avoidance and inactive coping behaviors are highly 

common; however, at one point or the other, the targets try to make an effort to use 

problem focused strategies (D’Cruz and Noronha, 2010; Nielsen et al., 2020). 

 

Originally, Hirschmann (1970) gave the exit-voice-loyalty model of dissatisfaction. The 

author proposed that dissatisfied employees either exit or raise voice against the wrong. 

However, in some cases when exit and voice, none is practiced, it is probably because of 

the moderating factor of loyalty of employees to the firm. Over the years of research, 

further researchers found that it was incomplete in itself, and thus was later expanded by 

Rusbult and Farrell (1983) introducing neglect as the fourth kind of response. 

 

Hirschman (1970) did not address the fourth response in his model. This term of neglect 

was added by Rusbult et al., (1982) describing the carefree and indifferent behavior at 

work. This kind of behavior was associated with absenteeism, high error rates, lateness, 

etc. (Farell 1983). The people who responded in neglect were described as passive in 

approach who thought acting upon was useless and things were better at other places, at 

the same time the cost of exiting and rising voice was considered high by them (Withey 

and Cooper 1989). 
 

2.1. Workplace Bullying and Neglect 
 

Neglect can be considered as the negative behaviour presented when difficult situations 

causing stress are perceived (Spector and Jex, 1998). It has been described as passive 

behaviour that permits the conditions to get worse by reducing the interest, effort and 

increasing error rate, absences, lateness, sickness, withdrawal behavior, disengagement 

etc. (Rusbult et al., 1988). According to D’Cruz and Noronha (2010) targets’ continuous 

feeling of powerlessness and helplessness creates a negative state. This state of negativity 

may tend to cause disruption in emotions and therefore employees engage in neglect 

behavior perceiving that the situation is uncontrollable by them.  
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Also, Neglect is also the outcome as to when a person tries to protect the personal 

resources and makes efforts to reduce the psychological strain (Krischer et al., 2010). 

Dolev et al., (2021) found two reactions of neglect that were prominent. One being the 

reduction in effectiveness of work and the other as revenge intentions. The author also 

witnessed that the former reaction was more frequent. Also, when Akhmad et al., (2020) 

employed clustering technique on the employee’s reactions to negative situation, neglect 

came out as dominant and most prominent cluster indicating employees who would keep 

on staying in the organization but at the same time show withdrawal behaviors of being 

sick, coming late or employing least effort in work. Workplace bullying further also 

depicted a positive relation with neglect among Indian managers (Rai and Agarwal, 2019). 

Therefore, it has been hypothesized as: 

 

H1: Experience of Workplace Bullying is positively associated with Neglect. 

 

Figure 1: Research Model  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. The Research Methodology 
 

The study employs cross-sectional research design. The sample of the study includes 

assistant professors working in the higher educational institutions of Punjab. This research 

focuses on targets to workplace bullying and therefore faculty disqualified through the cut 

off score (discussed ahead) was eliminated from the study.   

 

In order to measure the two variables of workplace bullying and neglect, the study used 

22-item scale NAQ-R (Einarsen et al., 2009) and 4-item Neglect of Rusbult Typology 

(Rusbult et al., 1988) respectively. Demographic variables of Gender, Age and Experience 

were also measured and taken as control variables for the study.  

 

Data collection was carried out in two phases. In the first phase the questionnaire included 

demographics and items relating to workplace bullying and second phase involved items 

relating to neglect as coping response. First phase involved the faculty of 700, of which 

520 responses were received. Based on cut-off score of NAQ-R with 33 or more (Gupta et 

al., 2017; Rosander and Bloomberg, 2019) the respondents were classified as targets to 

workplace bullying. 228 such targets were found and questionnaires relating to neglect 

were asked. 211 responses received and were considered for the study.  

 

Workplace  

Bullying 

H1 
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The data was analyzed using SPSS and Process Macro. 

 

4. Empirical Results 
 

The demographic statistics of the sample has been depicted in the Table 1.  

 

Table 1: Demographics of the Respondents 
 

Demography  Absolute Number Percentage 

Gender   

Male 70 33.2 

Female 141 66.8 

Age   

20-35 146 69.2 

35-50 55 26.1 

50-65 10 4.7 

Experience   

6 months to 1 year 61 28.9 

1 year to 5 years 91 43.1 

More than 5 years 59 28.0 

 

The Workplace Bullying can be seen rising in the education sector (Keashly 2021). In the 

current study, the targets with score from 33 to 40 were classified at the risk of being 

bullied, 40 to 56 were occasionally bullied and more than 56 depicted severely bullied 

(Gupta et al., 2017; Rosander and Bloomberg, 2019). Of the total sample 43.8% of the 

faculty was found to be targets of workplace bullying of which 43.4% at the risk of being 

bullied, 40.3% occasionally bullied and 16.3% severely bullied.  
 

 The relationship between workplace bullying and neglect as coping response was studied 

using SPSS and Process Macro. A significant correlation between the two variables was 

found, with r as 0.179 significant at p<0.05. Further a highly significant positive relation 

was found between workplace bullying and neglect at 0.0206 significant at p<0.01. The 

results depicted that targets being bullied chose neglect as option to cope with it.  

 

From the results it can depicted that, junior faculty finds no solution as to how to deal with 

(Karatuna, 2015) or worries about the job insecurity (Burk and Eby, 2010) and their 

reputation at stake (Seibert et al., 2001), inclines towards using neglect as the response. 

The faculty withdraws itself from working efficiently and indulges in excusing behavior of 

absenteeism, sickness etc. The already accepted notion of nothing can be done and the 

current ongoing status cannot be changed passes on the newer joinees and thus raising 

voice gets discouraged. According to the field notes, the faculty finds no alternative and 

believes that organizations are tolerant to such behavior and therefore prefer neglect as an 

option.  
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Another factor that contributes to the choice of neglect is the supervisor bullying, as most 

faculty face bullying from superiors, it becomes difficult to tackle the situation and 

therefore majority if the targets chose to suffer in silence. 

 

Organizations can make advancement in terms of establishing proper conflict resolution 

mechanism and ensuring its effective implementation. Also examples can be set to 

encourage raising voice against the wrong doers and help the organization become a better 

place to work for. 
 

 

5. Summary and Conclusions 
 

Workplace bullying in India has been seen at the higher verge in comparison to other 

western nations. Pertaining to higher education, 43.8% rate of bullying has been 

witnessed, addressing which has become a major challenge. The junior faculty joining and 

working as assistant professors face major problem as a result of superior to subordinate 

bullying and chose neglect as a coping response in order to cope with the situation. 

Depicting withdrawal behaviors from work has become common. Therefore, for the 

educational institutions to progress and for building the stronger foundation of the students 

it is important that the mentors feel safe to work without worrying about being bullied. 

Necessary support from organizations can help curb the issue and make institutions 

workable spaces.  
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