
 

186 | P a g e  

THE WORKPLACE MISTREATMENT IN AMSHAM 

Pvt ltd A NEW PERSPECTIVE 

1
Dr. C. Madhavaiahand

2
J Vishnu prasanna

 

1
Assistant Professor,

2
Ph.D.,Research Scholar(PT), 

1,2
 Department of Management,Pondicherry University, Karaikal Campus 

  

ABSTRACT 

The aim of this paper is to examine the workplace mistreatment andto analyze factors that affect the degree of 

discrepancy between actual and ‘ideal’ (i.e.desired) responses. Two-hundred and seventeen employees at a 

Amsham pvt ltd reported their actual and ideal responses to mistreatment.The most common responses involved 

passive and social support-seeking strategies.Respondents generally wished they could have been more 

assertive. The size of thediscrepancy between actual and ideal responses to mistreatment was predicted bythe 

perceived severity of the behavior, the coping strategy chosen and a differencein organizational status and 

gender between the perpetrator and the target ofmistreatment. While our findings show that status differences 

were associated witha larger discrepancy regardless of the direction of the status differences, our 

resultsindicate that the mechanisms behind the discrepancy differed. Despite being a relativelyhigh status 

population, employees at a prestigious university responded more passively to mistreatment than desired, 

primarily due to situational constraints. Because the reasons for this discrepancy were often structural (i.e. 

based on organizational or social status structures), this research highlights the need for organizations to 

address mistreatment proactively, even in the absence of formal complaints. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

 

During the past few decades, we have seen an increased scholarly interest in the phenomenon of workplace 

mistreatment and how targets cope with it. Research has shown that mistreatment has negative consequences for 

targets, such as reducing job satisfaction and organizational commitment and increasing psychological distress 

and physical health problems (Cortina et al., 2001; Fox and Stallworth, 2010; Lim et al., 2008; Pearson et al., 

2001; Salin, 2013). 

Workplace mistreatment has been studied using a plethora of different terms, such as victimization, incivility, 

bullying, harassment, emotional abuse and social undermining, just to mention a few (e.g. Hershcovis, 2011). In 

this paper we use the term mistreatment to cover a broad range of behavior, from milder forms of incivility to 

blatant harassment and violence (Cortina and Magley, 2003). We define mistreatment as ‘offensive behavior 

that is unsolicited and unwelcome’ and which ‘violates . . . a fundamental right to respectful treatment’(Harlos, 

2010: 312). We focus on personalized forms of mistreatment, with a clearly distinguishable perpetrator, rather 
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than more depersonalized forms of injustice, such as policy-related mistreatment (see Boswell and Olson-

Buchanan, 2004; Klaas and DeNisi, 1989; Olson-Buchanan and Boswell, 2008). 

 

II.LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Research has indicated that many employees stay silent about mistreatment and try to ignore, deny or minimize 

the experience, that is, use passive strategies rather than active ones that could actually lead to changes in the 

perpetrator’s behavior (Bies et al., 1997; Cortina et al., 2002). Research on workplace bullying shows a 

discrepancy between how actual victims of bullying respond to mistreatment and how non-victims believe they 

would act (e.g. Rayner, 1997). Non-victims typically believe they would respond actively and confront the 

perpetrator more often than victims actually do (e.g. Rayner, 1997). 

 While we cannot rule out personality differences between targets and non-targets, it is likely that target 

responses are affected by situational constraints. This is supported by the finding that mistreated employees 

often face a Catch-22 dilemma (Cortina and Magley, 2003). Employees who voice and confront perpetrators, or 

who seek social or organizational support, are often subject to retaliation from other organizational members. 

Consistently, several studies have shown that employees who use grievancesystems may be punished for doing 

so, such as in the form of lower performance ratings (Klaas and DeNisi, 1989; Lewin, 1987). On the other hand, 

Cortina and Magley (2003) showed that employees who endured mistreatment in silence were the ones who 

reported the highest levels of psychological and physical damage. Thus, both speaking up and refraining from 

speaking up are associated with high risks and costs. 

The aim of this study is to analyze how targets of workplace mistreatment responded to the mistreatment and, in 

retrospect, how they wished they would or could have responded. We show that a discrepancy between actual 

and desired responses typically involved a desire for more assertive responses. Further, we examine factors that 

might explain a discrepancy between actual and ideal responses: the severity of mistreatment, coping strategy 

used and differences between the target and perpetrator in social and organizational status. We contribute to the 

growing literature on how social status affects experiences of, and responses to, mistreatment and victimization 

(e.g. Berdahl et al., 1996; Cortina, 2008; Harlos, 2010; Lamertz and Aquino, 2004). 

 

III. TARGET RESPONSES TO MISTREATMENT 

 

As scholarly interest in workplace mistreatment has increased, attention has shifted from a focus on physical 

aggression and sexual harassment toward more generalized forms of mistreatment and incivility (see Berdahl, 

2007; Cortina, 2008; Einarsen et al., 2011; Salin, 2003). More generalized forms of mistreatment and incivility 

are typically of a psychological or verbal nature, and though some examples of individual acts may not seem 

very severe,the negative effects of repeated accumulated experiences may be considerable Cortina et al., 2001; 

Pearson et al., 2001; Salin, 2013. 

Large surveys indicate that a majority of employees encounter occasional negative acts in their places of work 

(e.g. Fox and Stallworth, 2005). Several studies point to the importance of social status in the mistreatment 

process. First of all, social status may affect the risk of being subjected to mistreatment in the first place. For 
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instance, studies show particularly high exposure rates to mistreatment for ethnic minority members (Lewis and 

Gunn, 2007) and employees of an underrepresented sex within a certain occupation (e.g. Salin and Hoel, 2013). 

Moreover, an individual’s location in the social status structure has a significant effect on how that individual 

appraises a certain act (e.g. Berdahl and Moore, 2006; Berdahl et al., 1996; Carli, 1999; Cortina and Magley, 

2009; Lazarus and Folkman, 1984). Having more power will be associated with a greater sense of control over 

the situation and a high-power individual is more likely than a low-power individual to appraise a stressor as 

manageable.  

Many factors affect target responses to mistreatment, including organizational status, gender, work-related self-

esteem and appraisal (Cortina and Magley, 2009; Harlos, 2010). Research on power shows that being high in 

power reduces concerns about retaliation, while being low in power promotes anxiety and concern about 

punishment (Anderson and Galinsky, 2006; Keltner et al., 2003). High power individuals are likely to openly 

express their feelings and opinions, while low power individuals are likely to keep their feelings and opinions to 

themselves (Anderson and Berdahl, 2002; Berdahl and Martorana, 2006).  

However, some studies question the assumption that high power is always associated with more risk-taking and 

draw a more complex picture. Jordan et al. (2011) argue that the amount of power and stability of that power 

interact to affect risk-taking. They showed that both unstable power and stable powerlessness were associated 

with increased stress and risk-taking. Related to responses to mistreatment, this could mean that low-power 

targets may, under certain circumstances, contemplate more assertive responses than those with higher levels of 

power. 

Organizational position is one of the most visible dimensions of social status at work. Studies show that targets 

appraise mistreatment and harassment as more severe when the perpetrator holds a position of higher 

organizational status than themselves (Langhout et al., 2005). Harlos (2010) reported that relative power vis-a-

vis the perpetrator affected propensity to use remedial voice – people with less power were less likely to use 

voice – and that relative power also interacted with other factors, such as gender and self-esteem. Moreover, 

studies show that targets face a higher risk of retaliation when speaking up against superiors (Cortina and 

Magley, 2003). Therefore, we hypothesize that employees will feel more restricted in responding to 

mistreatment when the perpetrator is a superior compared with a peer and consequently they will report a larger 

discrepancy between their ideal and actual responses. 

However, we argue that previous findings provide an oversimplified picture of the relationship between 

organizational status and responses to mistreatment. We argue that a gap in power between a perpetrator and 

target of mistreatment will restrict the target from responding even when the power differential is in the opposite 

direction. It has been argued that accountability leads high-power individuals to more strongly consider the 

social consequences of their behavior and thus to inhibit it (Keltner et al., 2003). Given that high-power 

individuals in organizational contexts often are monitored and held accountable for their behavior toward 

subordinates, they may feel restricted in their options to respond assertively to mistreatment from a subordinate. 

High-power individuals may also feel a sense of responsibility toward a subordinate (Fiske and Berdahl, 2007; 

Overbeck and Park, 2001), as well as the need to model appropriate behavior and guide the subordinate. Finally, 

powerholders are less likely to engage in risky behavior when their power is stable (Jordan et al., 2011). The 

larger the gap between a high power target and a low power perpetrator, the more stable the target’s power may 
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be and the less inclined the target may be to take risky, or assertive, action in response to mistreatment from a 

subordinate. 

Discrimination (Cortina, 2008). Moreover, Meares et al. (2004) found that, compared with European American 

respondents, ethnic minority respondents who had been mistreated typically felt less in control and were less 

likely to believe they could find a constructive solution through voice. Thus, we expect that when Non-White 

respondents are mistreated, they are more sensitive to perceived threats and retaliation and thus more restricted 

in their responses than White respondents who are mistreated. Furthermore, this stifling of Non-Whites’ ability 

to respond assertively to mistreatment will be greater to the degree the perpetrator of this mistreatment is White. 

 

IV. SCOPE OF THE STUDY 

 

The study is primary and secondary data source as the topic chosen is broad and not 

restricted. It is an attempt to understand with Amsham pvt ltd.pondicherry. 

 

V. OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 

 

 Review the theoretical background and the conceptual issues pertaining to workplace 

mistreatment. 

 To understand the removal  of workplace mistreatment. 

 To know the ways to manage the workplace mistreatment. 

 

VI. METHODOLOGY 

 

 This study is purely a descriptive research work 

 The data source is based on primary and secondary data 

 The data were collected from Amsham pvt ltd Pondicherry 

Total population :321 

Sample size :217 
 

VII. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

 

 Our results highlight the importance of social status discrepancies for responding to mistreatment. 

 This study extends current research by demonstrating how different facets of social status relate to 

whether targets of mistreatment are able to respond in ideal and desired ways to the mistreatment. 

 The primary focus and contribution of this study is what it reveals about the gap between how 

employees actually respond to being mistreated and how they would ideally have liked to respond, and 

what predicts this gap.  

 Consistent with prior research, this study reveals a high tendency to rely on passive forms of responses 

or social coping, rather than more active strategies  such as confronting or advocacy seeking – which 
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could actually stop the mistreatment. Employees seldom confronted the perpetrator and very few filed 

formal complaints. 

 The preference for avoidant and unassertive response strategies may partly reflect the fact that many of 

the incidents in this study were rather low-key and thus did not necessarily provoke strong feelings.  

 However, our employees respondents were asked to reflect upon the episode of mistreatment that had 

bothered them the most, and average ratings of the severity of the mistreatment episode were 

moderately high. 

 This study explains why many targets instead resort to cognitive restructuring, denial, avoidance, or 

simply ‘doing nothing’. Moreover, targets find it difficult to take more direct action as the mistreatment 

often is subtle and very hard to prove. 

 Respondents who reported a discrepancy between their actual and ideal responses, however, wished 

they would, or could, have been more assertive. This is in line with the finding that having resorted to 

conflict avoidance was associated with a higher tendency to report a discrepancy – this route seems to 

have been chosen not because the target wanted to choose it, but because he or she found it too risky to 

do otherwise.  

 The open replies in this study revealed that those experiencing a discrepancy between their actual and 

ideal responses to mistreatment typically refrained from a more assertive response out of fear.  

 This paper broadens our understanding of employee decision-making about speaking up and taking 

assertive action by showing that not only upwards power differences, but also downward power 

differences affect employee behavior. However, the reasons for refraining from taking assertive action 

were different when superiors had been mistreated by subordinates.  

 The open replies highlight the fact that refraining from taking action sometimes was motivated by the 

desire to portray oneself as a ‘just person’, that is, somebody who is not a racist or who protects his or 

her subordinates. Lack of policies and lack of support were other reasons discussed by those in a higher 

hierarchical position. 

 This study examined in more detail the factors that predict a discrepancy between what respondents 

would have liked to do and what they actually did. The results highlighted the importance of social 

status and showed that differences between perpetrator and target status were important to predicting 

the degree of the discrepancy.  

 The study encompasses a broad range of mistreatment, ranging from relatively minor instances of 

‘incivility’ to blatant mistreatment and abuse, indicating that our results are relevant for a broad range 

of different behaviors. An important contribution of this paper is that it shows that it matters less 

whether the perpetrator is of a higher or a lower status than the respondent, as a linear model would 

predict, and that it matters more whether the perpetrator is simply of a different hierarchical status than 

the respondent.  

 The difference in discrepancy scores was not significant when comparing responses to mistreatment by 

superiors or by subordinates, but both of these conditions differed significantly from responses to 

mistreatment from peers. While status differences mattered regardless of direction, the mechanisms 
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appeared to be different: subordinates refrained from taking action out of fear of retaliation, whereas 

superiors refrained from taking action primarily because of lack of support/policies or because they 

wanted to protect the perpetrator or be seen as ‘fair persons’. This clearly demonstrates the very 

complex relationship between social power, mistreatment and responses. 

VIII. CONCLUSION 

 

Thus, a responsible employer needs to identify and address issues of mistreatment proactively, rather than sitting 

around and waiting for employees to file complaints. Employers need to be especially alert when it comes to 

mistreatment between employees holding different levels of social status, as targets in such cases may be least 

able to take action themselves.Overall, the complex relationships between different forms of social status and 

mistreatment need to be further studied in order to make sure mistreatment can be managed as effectively as 

possible when it occurs. 
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