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Over the past several decades, educational systems in many parts of the world have undergone 
manifold changes that have significantly affected the work environment of educators. Among 
other negative impacts of the globalized reforms in higher education has been the increasing 
prevalence of workplace bullying. The purpose of this research note is to serve different purpos-
es: (1) examine the causes behind the changing landscape of higher education; (2) discuss previ-
ous and current research on workplace bullying; (3) introduce the methodology of the Taiwan 
Higher Education Faculty Survey (THEFS); (4) outline its anticipated outcome.  
 
 
 
Global trends in higher education and consequences 

 
Higher or post-secondary education includes universities, colleges and junior colleges (Varghese, 
2012). During the 1960s and 1970s, higher education expanded worldwide as a result of consid-
erable governmental support. This boom ended in the 1980s when enrolment figures and the 
share of public resources allocated to higher education declined. As a consequence, members of 
the scholarly community shifted to other employment sectors or sought employment abroad 
while research facilities, the quality of teaching and academic standards declined considerably. 
Although this trend was observable worldwide, conditions in the developing world were the most 
greatly affected (Varghese, 2012: 45-46). In the late 1990s, there was a revitalization in the edu-
cation sector that was caused by global changes involving three actors – the state, employers, and 
households (Varghese, 2012: 47). The most important change was the changing perception of the 
economic value of higher education in a globalized economic system. That is, research and edu-
cation became acknowledged as key factors in securing industrial and technological competi-
tiveness (Dobbins, Knill and Vögtle, 2011), which led to new initiatives and investments into the 
education sector.  

The rise of higher education in the 1960s and 1970s and the subsequent decline in the 
1980s are related to developments in the labor market. In the first decades after the Second 
World War, the public sector became the major employer of university graduates, and conse-
quently higher education boomed as a result. In the 1980s however, employment patterns shifted 
away from the public to the private sector. As requirements differ significantly in both sectors, 
post-secondary education had to be diversified and extended into new disciplines. Consequently, 
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new degrees and certified courses offered incentives to invest in higher education to a much 
greater number of households than in previous decades. In addition, social demand for higher 
education was on the rise due to the growing number of secondary school graduates seeking fur-
ther education (Varghese, 2012: 48). However, the public sector lacked financial and institution-
al capabilities to meet these growing demands. As a result, new ways of financing had to be 
found and the private sector became a promising alternative. Globalization and the knowledge 
economy later accelerated and intensified this transformation process (Kwiek, 2008). The revital-
ization of higher education drastically increased enrollment figures in countries belonging to all 
level of developments and geographical regions. Moreover, higher education in middle income 
countries could be categorized as “massified” and in most OECD countries, nearing universaliza-
tion (Varghese, 2012: 48).   

Over the last two decades, the role of the state changed fundamentally from a “provider 
of welfare benefits” to a “builder of markets” (Sbragia, 2000). In terms of education, the new 
paradigm  led to the marketization and privatization of education. New concepts, such as New 
Public Management (Page, 2005) and the “entrepreneurial university” (Clark, 1998), have re-
placed global postwar patterns of university governance (Shattock, 2008). In the European con-
text for example, the EU has envisaged a radical transformation of university governance in or-
der to successfully implement its Lisbon Strategy for creating more jobs and growth. Under the 
new concept, universities are required to deliver services to society and the private sector, 
whereas governments are urged to shift from state control to accountability to society (Kwiek, 
2008: 758). A further important aspect of the new governance model is quality control and striv-
ing for global competitiveness. University rankings and national programs of excellence have 
challenged the education landscape globally (Liu and Cheng, 2005). Other results of the revitali-
zation of higher education include: (1) the commercialization of university know-how (Cook et 
al, 2008); (2) the emergence of the Triple Helix model of cooperation between government, the 
private sector and university (Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff, 2000); (3) the internationalization of 
universities (Altbach and Knight, 2007); (4) the future funding of higher education (Armbruster, 
2008).   

The new marketing-oriented approach also has its critics and shortcomings. Suzuki 
(1989), Readings (1996) and Ritzer (1996) were among the early scholars pointing at the poten-
tial risks of commercializing higher education and conceptualized such a process as the “prosti-
tution of academia,” which would lead to “fast food academic chain stores.” More recent studies, 
such as Wilkesmann and Schmid (2012), show that New Public Management has produced a 
new breed of educators who are conditioned by entrepreneurial logic. There is concern among 
liberal scholars that this new corporate academic culture may endanger the traditional role of 
higher education in liberal democracies, which is to educate society for active and critical citi-
zenship (Giroux, 2002). Moreover, the revitalization of higher education in developed societies 
has been accompanied by rising unemployment among university graduates, a dramatic increase 
in the cost of higher education, grade inflation, and growing doubt about the value of higher edu-
cation (Barber et al, 2013). Scholars also draw attention to the negative social and political im-
pact of the global quest for world-class universities in response to the intensifying competition in 
the higher education sector (Deem, Mok and Lucas, 2008). In addition, entrepreneurialism has 
worsened the working conditions of faculty members, have intensified intra-faculty competition 
and have created potential conflicts between management and academic personnel (Mainardes, 
Alves and Raposo, 2011).    
 



April/May 2013 | 83 

 
Taiwan and higher education 

 
Higher education in Taiwan is comprised of (1) universities and colleges, offering undergraduate 
and graduate courses, and (2) junior colleges, awarding diplomas upon graduation. Institutions of 
higher education were first established in the early twentieth century when Taiwan was under 
Japanese occupation. The Japanese considered economic development as one of the most im-
portant pillars of colonial rule, and thus encouraged entrepreneurship and put great emphasis on 
education, especially on primary and vocational education to increase productivity (Phillips, 
2003). However, higher education was mostly restricted to Japanese citizens and it was not be-
fore the early 1920s that a growing number of Taiwanese were allowed to enroll in commercial 
and agricultural colleges as well as the island’s first universities and medical schools (Beasley, 
1987: 147).  

At the end of World War II, the United States, as the principal occupying power of Japa-
nese territory, authorized the Chinese President Chiang Kai-shek to administer Taiwan. The ex-
pansion of higher education in postwar Taiwan began in the early 1960s as a result of industriali-
zation and the rapid growth of secondary school education (Wang, 2003: 263). In 1964, a special 
committee in charge of manpower development was set up to project the demand for manpower 
in accordance with the government’s planned economic growth rate and industrial structure. Un-
til the mid-1980s, manpower projections determined the growth of higher education (Wang, 
2003: 263). Government policies led to a boom in the higher education sector in the mid-1960s, 
with annual growth rates averaging 30 percent. The number of institutions then increased from 
27 in 1960 to 92 in 1970, and student enrollment numbers quadrupled during the same time. Ex-
pansion mostly took place within the junior college sector in order to cultivate medium-level 
manpower that was required by industry and business (Wu, Chen and Wu, 1989: 126). Most of 
the newly established institutions were established and funded by the private sector (Wang, 
2003: 262).  

During the 1980s, the demand for higher education increased due to the changing politi-
cal and social environment, arising from rapid economic growth, urbanization and rising living 
standards. Education could no longer be solely determined by manpower development plans, but 
had had to cater to the demands of a growing middle class and politically more active citizens 
(Wang, 2003: 265). In 1985, the government liberalized higher education by lifting previous re-
strictions on the establishment of institutions by the private sector (Yung, 2009: 8). Taiwan’s 
higher education in the 1980s can be conceptualized as processes of privatization, decentraliza-
tion, and “autonomisation” (Mok, 2003: 122). In other words, the state gave up its monopoly on 
higher education, moving away from the “state-control model” to the “state supervision model.” 
Universities thus gained a greater degree of autonomy in terms of their management and func-
tions (Mok, 2003: 122).  

Since the early 1990s, Taiwan’s higher education has followed globalization trends, 
which has led to higher education having become more greatly diversified and commercialized 
(Yung, 2009), and has shifted from elitism to mass education (Wang 2003). Taiwan has also 
joined efforts found worldwide in striving to establish world-class universities and has likewise 
followed the trend of internationalization (Deem, Mok and Lucas, 2008). However, Taiwanese 
higher education institutions have suffered from decreasing numbers of students in recent years 
as a result of decades of low birth rates (Yung, 2009). In order to compensate for the decrease in 
student numbers and subsequent losses of income, universities and colleges have: (1) entered 
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strategic alliances with other institutions of higher education; (2) intensified cooperation with 
businesses; (3) closed unprofitable departments; (4) diversified course programs in order to at-
tract different segments of society; (5) lowered student requirements; (6) made staff redundant; 
(7) cut down on benefits and payments offered to academic personnel. The negative consequenc-
es are manifold and include grade inflation (Yung, 2009), an increasing prevalence of academic 
dishonesty, such as plagiarism and falsification of documents (Lin and Wen, 2007), unprece-
dented psychological pressure on academic personnel (Yung, 2009: 12), and unethical practices 
of university management to manipulate performance indicators in order to increase profits.1 

 Although most of the issues have been publicly addressed and have been subjects of var-
ious blogs and discussion forums, legislative initiatives to improve the working conditions of ac-
ademic personnel in higher education have hitherto been limited. It was only in 2010 that the 
government, after persistent criticism from human rights groups and labor activists, lifted the ban 
on the formation of teachers’ unions (Ting, 2011; Shyu, 2003). Since then, numerous unions 
have been established in cities around the country, but their bargaining power still remains lim-
ited. Teachers’ unions, for example, are not allowed to call for a strike (Tsai, 2011). A further 
obstacle appears to be that union leaders lack legal and organizational expertise to operate their 
unions effectively.2 
 
Working conditions and abusive behavior 

 
As shown in international studies, organizational changes due to increased competition generally 
lead to intimidating, offensive, degrading or humiliating behavior at the workplace, and seriously 
worsening the working conditions of employees (Zapf and Einarsen, 2001). Such hostile abusive 
behavior is commonly referred to as bullying or mobbing and is much in evidence in revitalized 
higher educational systems around the world (Keashly and Neuman, 2004; Westhues, 2004; Ti-
grel and Kokalan, 2009; Buka and Karaj, 2012).  

What has been revealed as a group form of abusive behavior has been labeled as mob-
bing. This is as an act of systematic and indiscriminate collective hostility against a specific tar-
get for elimination from a workplace organization through non-violent yet malicious and aggres-
sive means through humiliation, devaluation, discrediting and degradation that is often initiated 
by an individual occupying a position of power or influence (Duffy and Sperry, 2012: 25-27, 50, 
52, 55-56, 263; Davenport, Schwartz and Elliott, 1999: 34; Westhues, 2002: 32). This type of 
hostile conduct in the workplace is instigated by group of perpetrators who attack a single of 
multiple targeted victims while acting under the auspices of an organizational domain from 
which the perpetrators’ authority is derived. Hostile behavior in the workplace has also been ex-
amined as bullying or harassment, by which a wide range of different types of negative acts in 
the form of individual behaviors that threaten or intimidate one of more individuals, or under-
mine their reputation or performance. In all such cases, the targeted individuals are repeatedly 
subject to and experience negative actions and aggressive conduct. The distinguishing factor be-
tween them is how mobbing entails the involvement of an organization, while this is lacking in 
bullying (Duffy and Sperry, 2012: 43, 48). 

Actions that substantiate non-physical psychological aggression take place in many 
forms, whether they are in verbal or written form, such as gossip about negative characterizations 
regarding an employee’s personality, personal life or job performance, and spreading rumors of 
false information and malicious lies with the intention of attacking a targeted individual’s per-
sonal or academic credibility. The specific purpose of mobbing is to cast the targeted individuals 
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into a negative light to ultimately remove them from the organization, or at least neutralize their 
influence within it (Duffy and Sperry, 2012: 58, 74, 216, 263-264). Others examples of abusive 
behavior include: blocking of appointments, blocking of promotions, blacklisting, being criti-
cized harshly and attacked verbally in private or public, being put down in front of others, lied to 
or deceived, subject to false accusations, attempts made to turn others against the target (Keashly 
and Jagatic, 2003: 37; Gumbus and Christian, 2010: 220), demeaning someone by setting them 
up to fail, exclusion, unfair treatment, threatening someone’s job security without valid reasons, 
and deliberately undermining a subordinate with constant criticism.3 

These types of hostile conduct can occur vertically, whereby supervisors or administra-
tors abuse or misuse power by staging harassment against a subordinate in the workplace hierar-
chy, when superiors act in a hostile manner by using their authority to intimidate subordinates, or 
horizontally when it is instigated by employees at the same level in the organization who enlist 
others to join in the mobbing (Duffy and Sperry, 2012: 102-103; Davenport, Schwartz and El-
liott, 1999: 48) of a targeted individual once the process has begun. Bullying of academics can 
otherwise be instigated by administrators, colleagues or students (McKay, Fratzl and Thomas, 
2008: 77). This premeditated hostile conduct is also undertaken with little risk for the conse-
quences of their actions (Lester, 2009: 449), while the victims may not complain for fear of the 
possibility of retaliation or be unaware of the legal recourses that may be available in their juris-
diction. 

Another mobbing tactic has been termed “’puppet master’” bullying. In these cases, the 
main aggressor enlists others to launch an attack against a targeted victim while placing the re-
sponsibility for the instigated action on another party, which may be more common than other 
forms of mobbing.4 The aggressor in such instances may be a peer of the victim who had induced 
an individual in a superior position of authority to take this form of action, while themselves re-
maining invisible behind this type of “human shield,” and thereby be absolved of facing the con-
sequences of any retaliatory action that the victim may attempt in the interest of self-defense 
against unjustifiable aggression. This could be particularly significant if the mobbing actions 
may be construed as being illegal, depending on the jurisdiction in which the mobbing takes 
place, such as spreading rumors about the victim or insulting them in a public setting, which are 
criminal violations against specific articles in the Taiwan criminal code that compose the “social 
conduct law.”  
 
Research on workplace bullying 

 
Early work on mobbing and bullying as two related yet distinct terms referring to specific ways 
in which eliminative impulses manifest themselves in the workplace (Westhues, 2005: 39), be-
gan in the 1960s and 1970s, before further studies demonstrated how these types of hostile con-
duct manifested themselves in workplaces as collective or individual acts of aggression. Re-
search has indicated that hostile conduct in the workplace transcends geographic boundaries and 
is prevalent in different types of workplaces. New findings have begun to indicate that workplace 
harassment in academic settings parallels those in other types of workplaces and in different 
countries worldwide. 

Pioneering research by Heinz Leymann established the foundation for further study of 
mobbing. There has since been a worldwide interest in this subject that has led to a considerable 
amount of theoretical and research literature. Konrad Lorenz first introduced the term “mobbing” 
to describe organizational behavior in a 1968 study on aggression. These were followed by fur-
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ther studies on mobbing by Peter-Paul Heinemann in 1972 and Dan Olweus in 1973. In 1976, 
Carroll Brodsky published a landmark work on defining harassment in the workplace. Heinz 
Leymann later introduced pioneering work on workplace mobbing to describe abusive workplace 
behavior in various works (Leymann, 1986, 1990, 1993, 1996). These led to worldwide interest 
in this inadequately understood phenomenon relating to offences against the preservation of 
basic human dignity. Leymann outlined a process for the elimination of a target in the workplace 
with the sanction of the administration or management. Dieter Zapf (1996, 1999, 2001, 2003) 
and others followed Leymann’s earlier research on mobbing with the term bullying to describe 
new research on workplace abuse. Leymann’s work was followed by Davenport, Schwartz, and 
Elliott in the first work on workplace mobbing in the US in 1998, which was followed by Helge 
Hoel, Charlotte Rayner and Cary L. Cooper comprehensively reviewing and analyzing the litera-
ture by that time (Hoel, Rayner and Cooper, 1999). Also during this time and thereafter, Kenneth 
Westhues (1998, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2008) also followed Leymann’s research in its qualitative 
application in the specific sphere of academic workplaces through presenting various case stud-
ies. 

Bjorkqvist, Österman, and Hjelt-Bäck (1994) published the first examination of work-
place harassment in higher education. Keashly’s study in cooperation with Joel H. Neuman 
(2010) on bullying in higher education in particular synthesizes the literature on bullying in the 
academic sphere and offers an analysis, which complements the earlier studies by Westhues. 
Other studies (Bjorkqvist, 1994; Rayner, 1997; Lester, 2009) have examined instances of work-
place bullying in higher education in the contexts of particular institutions, while Lewis (1999) 
has examined bullying among higher education academic community in Wales. A detailed exam-
ination of academic bullying is also examined in Faculty Incivility (Twale and De Luca, 2008). 
Tigrel and Kokalan (2009) used qualitative and quantitative methods to investigate mobbing in 
Turkish institutions of higher education. In a more recent study, Buka and Karaj (2012) looked at 
workplace harassment at Albanian universities in a nationwide survey. 
 
Research on workplace bullying in Taiwan and the role of THEFS 

  
The concept of bullying is publicly known in Taiwan and there is only one Chinese term, baling, 
in usage to describe this phenomenon. Taiwan differs significantly in this respect from South 
Korea, another highly-developed East Asian democracy, where bullying as defined in European 
and North American literature lacks an equivalent term, and thus has to rely on descriptions em-
ploying a series of related terms (Seo 2010). Most Taiwanese have become familiar with baling 
during their high school years, and bullying at school has been a publicly acknowledged phe-
nomenon for several decades. Studies on bullying carried out by local scholars, such as Chen and 
Astor (2009), Wei et al (2007, 2010), and Huang and Chou (2010), have thus primarily focused 
on bullying in schools. Bullying as a form of workplace harassment has not been researched in as 
much depth.  

In recent years however, there has been an increase in theoretical studies on workplace 
bullying. For example, Ma, Wang and Chen (2011) have examined the various definitions of bul-
lying and common survey methodologies to measure the prevalence of bullying. Hong and Wang 
(2008) investigated the relationship between intra-personal conflicts and bullying. A further set 
of studies compares workplace bullying in Taiwan with other countries, such as Tian (2012), 
who examines the differences and commonalities of workplace harassment in Japan and Taiwan 
from a legal perspective. In another study, Tai (2010) investigates the measures for preventing, 
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controlling and redeeming of workplace violence in the US, Canada, UK and Australia, and 
points out deficiencies in the current legal framework in Taiwan to address this issue. Research 
articles published in international journals remain scarce and seem to be limited to bullying of 
nurses in hospitals (Chen et al, 2009; Chen et al, 2008). Surveys on the prevalence of workplace 
bullying have hitherto only been conducted by non-academic institutions, such as the Labor Af-

fairs Council, a government agency, and by 1111 Renli Yinhang, a leading online job agency. 
These online surveys have consistently shown that more than half of the people interviewed were 
exposed to bullying. The most common form of workplace bullying are verbal attacks (54 per-
cent), followed by abuse in relationships, such as being overruled, ignored, sidelined or ostra-
cized by colleagues or superiors (26 percent). About 15 percent experienced work-related bully-
ing, such as being given unrealistic goals and deadlines. Another 4 percent were exposed to psy-
chological terror and less than 1 percent to physical abuse.5  

However, the issue of bullying in higher education has been neglected by scholars as well 
as labor activists and government institutions, despite increasing numbers of reports of worsen-
ing working conditions and conflicts between university management and academic personnel. 
The Taiwan Higher Education Faculty Survey attempts to shed light on latter developments in 
Taiwan and its findings should contribute to clarify the impact globalized educational reforms 
have had on working conditions in the sphere of higher education in Taiwan. 
 
Applied methodology of THEFS 

 

THEFS is an online survey aiming at obtaining concrete evidence on how working conditions of 
faculty members at institutions of higher education in Taiwan have related to the impact of re-
cent reforms in the educational sectors on the livelihood of teaching professionals, how they deal 
with such changes, and thereby evaluate the research findings. Particular focus is given to quanti-
fying the prevalence of bullying. 
 
Participants 
 
The survey targets a total of 65,000 educators employed in institutions of higher education in 
Taiwan. Invitations are distributed through labor unions and similar institutions, with a short text 
describing the aims and procedure of the study as well as assuring the potential respondents that 
the survey is anonymous and that no individual would be identified in analyzing and reporting 
the data. In order to increase the number of respondents, snowball sampling is also applied. The 
English version was translated into Mandarin Chinese and modified using plain Mandarin Chi-
nese language expressions by one of the authors and a bilingual researcher. A team of profes-
sional translators back-translated the instrument into English, and then compared it with the orig-
inal English version to verify the accuracy of the translation. No discrepancies were found be-
tween the two language versions. In addition, the Mandarin Chinese translation was tested with a 
group of eight university teachers to receive their feedback. No revision was necessary. 
 
Measurements 
 
Since the early 1990s, a number of different methodologies have been applied to measure work-
place bullying. Questionnaires have been the predominant method used in most large-scale sur-
veys (Cowie et al, 2002: 38). In recent studies that were carried out in Europe and the USA, the 



88 | Journal of Contemporary Eastern Asia, Volume 12, No.1 

prevalence of workplace bullying was measured by applying the so-called subjective survey 
method, which provides respondents with an exact definition of the concept of bullying and asks 
for a personal assessment of perceived exposure to bullying at work (Giorgi, 2008: 71). In other 
studies, surveys employ a list of negative and potentially harassing acts to measure bullying 
without usually offering a definition thereof to the participants. Most studies of the latter type 
base on either the Leymann Inventory of Psychological Terror (LIPT) or the Negative Acts 
Questionnaire (NAQ). The LIPT comprises 45 categories of acts of bullying and serves as diag-
nostic tool to identify victims of severe bullying likely to be traumatized from their experiences 
(Staale Einarsen, Hoel and Notelaers, 2009: 25). The NAQ was developed by Einarsen and Rak-
nes (1997) in the late 1990s and was derived from literature studies and accounts given by vic-
tims of long lasting harassment (Cowie et al 2002, 39). It consists of 22 items and is a survey in-
strument rather than a diagnostic tool (Staale Einarsen, Hoel and Notelaers 2009, 25). Einarsen, 
Hoel and Notelaers (2009) provided considerable evidence of the construct validity of NAQ-R 
by demonstrating dimensionality, validity and internal consistency (Giorgi, 2008: 73). With a 
total of 22 short and easy-to-read items, the NAQ-R has become increasingly popular among re-
searchers of workplace bullying in recent years. It has been translated into a number of languages 
and successfully tested in studies conducted in various parts of the world.  In this survey, NAQ-R 
is used to measure incidents of bullying. All of the items in the NAQ-R are described without 
reference to the word “bullying” or “harassment.” Respondents are asked to indicate the frequen-
cy of exposure to negative acts within the past 6 months, with response alternatives: “Never,” 
“Now and then,” “Monthly,” “Weekly,” and “Daily.” A single-item measuring self-labeled vic-
timization from bullying during the last six months is included after presenting the respondents 
with the following definition of bullying (Tsuno et al, 2010: 218): “ We define bullying as a situ-
ation where one or several individuals persistently over a period of time perceive themselves to 
be on the receiving end of negative acts from one or several persons, in a situation where the tar-
get of bullying has difficulty in defending him or herself against these acts. We will not refer to a 
one-off incident as bullying.” Response categories are identical with the NAQ-R items. Those 
who consider themselves as having been exposed to bullying are categorized as self-labeling vic-
tims of workplace bullying (Ståle Einarsen and Skogstad, 1996) and are asked what approaches 
they have considered taking or have actually taken to cope with the bullying.     
 
Other measures 

 

Mental and psychosomatic health. Mental health is measured by the 12-item version of General 
Health Questionnaire GHQ-12. The questionnaire was developed by Goldberg (1978) to quantify 
the risk of developing psychiatric disorders by assessing the respondent’s inability to carry out 
normal functions and the appearance of distress (Goldberg, 1978). The validity of the GHQ-12 
has been confirmed in several studies (Goldberg and Blackwell, 1970; Goldberg et al, 1997). 
Psychosomatic health complaints are measured by using a 12-item scale taken from the Occupa-
tional Stress Indicator (OSI). The OSI was developed by Cooper and Williams (1988) and de-
signed to measure the key components of the stress process—effects, sources and individual dif-
ferences (Williams and Cooper, 1998). The reliability and validity of the psychosomatic health 
scales has been tested extensively and confirmed in various studies (Williams and Cooper, 1998: 
308; Robertson et al, 1990).  
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Psychosocial and environment quality. Three subscales from the Pressure Management Indicator 
(Williams and Cooper, 1998), a revised version of the OSI, are employed: “Relationships with 
Colleagues” includes two items measuring the support and interaction with colleagues; “Organi-
zational climate” includes 14 items focusing on the atmosphere and working conditions; while 
“Organizational satisfaction” includes five items measuring the respondent’s level of satisfaction 
with the job itself and the organization. Two further subscales are added: “Organizational chang-
es” include nine items measuring the occurrence of significant changes in respondent’s working 
environment; “Level of adaption” include four items focusing on the likelihood of possible re-
sponses to the changing working environment. 
 
 
Expected outcomes 

 
As was indicated in the previous sections, organizational changes due to increased competition 
generally lead to intimidating, offensive, degrading or humiliating behavior at the workplace, 
seriously worsening the working conditions of employees. Such hostile abusive behavior is 
commonly referred to as bullying or mobbing and much in evidence in revitalized higher educa-
tional systems around the world.  

The liberalization of higher education in Taiwan and decades of unprecedented low birth 
rates have forced universities and colleges in Taiwan to reduce personnel, to increase the work-
load of teaching faculty and to minimize fringe benefits, and thereby significantly worsening 
working conditions and intensifying competition. The survey is thus expected to show increasing 
prevalence of workplace bullying. In addition, the survey may confirm other comparative stud-
ies, such as Power et al (2013), which have shown comparatively high acceptance levels of 
workplace bullying among employees in Taiwan due to cultural factors. 

The findings of the survey are expected to assist the scientific community in carrying out 
further comparative studies on workplace bullying, and how victims have coped with its effects. 
It should also assist policy makers in formulating organizational and legislative strategies to pre-
vent workplace bullying in higher education in the future.  
 
 
Notes

 
1  http://bulliedacademics.blogspot.tw/2013/06/taiwan-university-administration.html 
2  Interview, union activists, Taichung, April 2013. 
3  http://www.acas.org.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=306&p=0. 
4  http://newworkplace.wordpress.com/2012/01/23/puppet-master-bullying-vs-genuine-mobbing-at-work/ 
5  http://www.cna.com.tw/News/FirstNews/201210310042-1.aspx;   

http://hr.1111.com.tw/knowledgeDetail.asp?kind=1&lno=986 
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