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Abstract                                                                     

Background/purpose. Administrative bullying has become associated 
with inappropriate behaviors at work. This raised some concerns about 
how to define and measure it precisely. Nonetheless, there is a 
theoretical and practical gap in educational literature. So, this study 
explores the impact of administrative bullying on the quality of 
education. 

Materials/methods. The sample consisted of (300) employees selected 
randomly from employees working at Jordanian universities. To achieve 
the objectives of the study, Administrative Bullying and Quality of 
Education questionnaires were developed 

Results. The results showed that the level of administrative bullying 
practiced at Jordanian universities was low (M=2.30, SD=0.13); that the 
level of the quality of education was moderate (M=2.69, SD=0.30). The 
findings also showed a negative correlation between administrative 
bullying and the quality of education (r=-0.047, sig. =0.413). 

Conclusion. The study examined the effect of administrative bullying on 
the quality of education and worked on identifying the level of 
administrative bulling at higher education institutions in Jordan, 
attempted to determin the level of education quality at higher 
education institutions in Jordan, and investigated the effect of 
administrative bullying on education quality at higher education 
institutions in Jordan, providing an instrument that can be used to 
determine the effect of administrative bullying on the quality of 
education.  

Limitations. The study was confined to employees at public and private 
universities in Jordan and this limits the generalization of the results to 
other populations in other geographical regions. 
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1. Introduction  

Advocates have pushed for the implementation of state and local laws and policies addressing 
bullying. Research in the field of bullying has also expanded, aiming to uncover the root causes, 
predictors, effects, and effective strategies for intervention and prevention. (Kaki& Alnusair, 2023). 
The concept of bullying has emerged recently in the administrative field, focusing on a philosophy 
and authoritarian management styles that have become a central axis for many administrative 
problems. Educational institutions suffer from this, as many non-physical practices and behaviors 
issued by an individual or a group of individuals targeting a specific person or group, to the exclusion 
of others. This targeting is considered a repeated aggressive behavior resulting in gaining power at 
the expense of others, affecting the morale of the workers. 

As highlighted by Alatyat (2021), bullying by managers is often manifested as nit-picking, 
unjustified criticisms, or unfair treatment compared to other employees. However, labeling these 
actions as bullying may not always be accurate. These issues typically stem from a lack of clarity in 
defining bullying, setting performance expectations, and agreeing on outcomes between managers 
and employees. When bullying and harassment come from another employee, it commonly takes the 
form of negative body language, nitpicking, and unjustified criticism. 

1.1. Problem of the Study 

Administrative bullying has become associated with inappropriate behaviors at work. There are 
debates in the literature on how to precisely define and measure this negative phenomenon. Despite 
numerous studies that have addressed administrative bullying and its impact in our current era, there 
is a theoretical and practical gap in educational literature regarding conducting studies that 
specifically examine the impact of administrative bullying on the quality of education. For Example, a 
study by Alatyat (2021) examined the impact of administrative bullying on the employee 
performance. In another study, Kaki and Alnusair (2023) investigated the reality of the practice of 
administrative bullying behavior on employees of Sirte University. So, this study aims to explore the 
impact of the administrative bullying on the quality of education.  

1.2. Questions of the Study

The study attempted answering the following questions: 

1. What is the level of administrative bullying at higher education institutions in Jordan? 

2. What is the level of education quality at higher education institutions in Jordan? 

3. Is there an effect for administrative bullying on education quality at higher education 
institutions in Jordan?  

1.3. Significance of the Study

The significance of the study is two folded. Firstly, it opens the venture for future researchers 
interested in higher education administration organizational behaviors by opening their eyes on one 
of the organizational variables that have not been the main focus of these researchers, that is 
administrative bullying. Although such a behavior has been noticed and documented in some 
business organizations, it is still under investigated in higher education institutions. Secondly, this 
study may open the eyes of HR personnel in higher education institutions to develop some rules and 
regulations able to reduce the level of administrative bullying in these organizations. 

1.4. Objectives of the Study

The study sought to achieve the following three objectives: 

1. Identifying the level of administrative bulling at higher education institutions in Jordan. 
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2. Determining the level of education quality at higher education institutions in Jordan.  

3. Investigating the effect of administrative bullying on education quality at higher education 
institutions in Jordan.     

1.5. Limitations of the Study

Several limitations can restrict the generalization of the study results. For example, the study was 
confined to employees at public and private universities in Jordan and this limits the generalization 
of the results to other populations in other geographical regions. Furthermore, the study was 
conducted in the academic year 2023/2024, and this is a major obstacle in generalizing the results to 
other time periods.  

1.6. Definition of Terms

Administrative Bullying: A type of control or intimidation aimed at others, involving verbal or 
written mistreatment, using derogatory language, excluding from activities, or pressuring to 
complete specific tasks. Specifically, it occurs when managers mistreat their employees, exerting 
authority over them and causing some to resign due to the harassment endured (Alshater & Alsalem, 
2024). 

Quality of Education: A set of policies and objectives are adopted to achieve the control of the 
performance of the educational institution to achieve its goals related to educational quality (Haddad, 
2019). 

1.7. Theoretical Framework

Employees in the educational environment face significant challenges due to administrative 
bullying and psychological pressures they experience. These problems affect the quality of work and 
the educational environment in general. According to Bulut and Hihi (2021), about 75% of bullying 
cases in the workplace were from managers on employees. Additionally, it was concluded that 90% 
of American workers have experienced bullying. The socioeconomic effects of workplace bullying are 
significant. Bullied workers often experience a decrease in job performance and quality due to 
difficulties in concentration and decision-making. Additionally, absenteeism increases among bullying 
victims, leading to reduced productivity. In the same vein, administrative bullying can have 
detrimental effect on both teachers and students, impacting their emotional, cognitive, and social 
development. Moreover, the negative outcomes of such behaviors highlight the importance of 
addressing this issue to create a healthier educational environment for all involved (Flores, 2019).  

Al Shater and Al Salem (2024) defined administrative bullying as any domination or intimidation 
that targets others, including verbal or written abuse, name-calling, exclusion from activities, or 
forcing someone to do something. Although the methods and forms of bullying may vary, they all aim 
to harm others. Administrative bullying is any use of hostile behavior against a colleague or a manager 
towards their employees. It is also known as bosses' control over employees, harassing them until 
some are forced to leave their jobs. In addition, Awar (2023) defined administrative bullying as both 
extreme and negative behaviors in the workplace resulting from a power imbalance, leading to 
distress and negative outcomes for subordinates.  

According to Kaki and Alnusair (2023), administrative bullying is the practice of administrative 
tasks and duties that demonstrate dominance, intimidation, and organizational behaviors aimed to 
excluding others, illustrating the tendency of employers to control and dominate subordinates and 
harass them with dominance and abuse. Al-Ajmi and Al-Anzi (2021) stated that the impact of 
administrative bullying has various psychological and social challenges within their communities and 
workplaces, as well as affecting their academic performance and self-perception negatively. 
Employees have emotions, dignity, and rights in the workplace. Degrading or belittling them can lead 
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to negative emotions, psychological harm, and a desire for retaliation among colleagues (Awar, 
2023). 

Mufti (2020) mentioned that administrative bullying poses a significant threat to human capital 
and creativity in the work environment by focusing on superficial aspects rather than actual 
knowledge and skills. It isolates talented and creative employees, leading them to feel neglected and 
marginalized, redirecting their efforts and innovations in unproductive directions. This behavior 
negatively impacts individuals, diminishing their potential and creativity. As Fettache (2024) points 
out, various studies have highlighted the prevalence of this type of hostility in all workplaces, with a 
more pronounced occurrence in specific sectors like education. Undoubtedly, workplace bullying 
poses ethical concerns and significantly impacts teachers' lives, affecting both personal and 
professional quality. 

Bukhari and Akhter (2022) confirm that the emotional toll of bullying on employees is profound, 
leading to stress, anger, anxiety, fatigue, and impatience, all of which can impact their performance 
and work quality. Employees may experience a decline in quantity and quality of work completed and 
increased desire to leave their job and lose interest in their work. Therefore, bullying results in a shift 
in perspective, loss of interest in work, sleep disturbances, challenges in interpersonal interactions, 
and difficulties with concentration. These effects lead to decreased job satisfaction, reduced job 
motivation, difficulty focusing, efficiency, lack of effort and dedication, and strained relationships 
with managers and colleagues.   

As of, Al Yousefi (2022) states that when teachers are bullied or feel mistreated by their 
colleagues or principals, they react by engaging in knowledge hiding practices such as withholding 
information or remaining silent when asked for knowledge. These behaviors can stem from a desire 
protect their knowledge and resources in response to feeling bullied or encountering rudeness from 
their co-workers or managers. Arifin (2019) highlightes the negative impact of bullying by managers 
on employee performance and well-being, focusing on how workplace bullying affects job 
performance, employee engagement, and job satisfaction, underscoring the importance of 
addressing this issue in organizational settings.  

In the same line, workplace bullying has severe consequences on employees’ wellbeing and job 
performance. Bullying in the workplace is indeed a significant form of work stress that can have 
detrimental effects on both the organization and its employees. It can impact physical, psychological, 
and mental health. Bullying involves repeated harmful behaviors towards colleagues, creating a 
hostile work environment. This behavior is a targeted form of intimidation towards individuals or 
groups, leading to negative consequences for all involved (Al-Romeedy et al. 2023).  

In general, when teachers experience bullying from principals, it can lead to increased stress, 
decreased job satisfaction, and lower morale. This hostile environment affects their ability to focus 
on teaching effectively, impacting student learning outcomes. Additionally, administrative bullying 
creates a toxic work culture that hinders collaboration and professional growth among educators. 
Addressing and preventing administrative bullying is crucial to maintaining a positive teaching 
environment and enhancing the quality of education provided to students.  

Adam et al. (2022) emphasize the need for a clear understanding of quality teaching to enhance 
students' achievement and promote social justice. The complexity of determining teacher 
effectiveness underscores the importance of promoting effective teaching practices and providing 
supportive conditions. Teachers must also be equipped to address diverse student learning needs to 
ensure quality education. Education quality has various interpretations and is divided into dimensions 
like healthy learners, conducive environments, relevant curricula, child-friendly pedagogy, and useful 
outcomes. Each of these elements has a crucial role in shaping a robust educational system that 
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upholds the right to effective learning for students (Thinley, 2021). Therefore, the need for safe 
school environment for teachers free of administrative bullying becomes prominent.   

Papanthymou and Darra (2023) defined quality of education as a contribution to moral 
development, personality integration, and spiritual growth. Therefore, another definition suggests 
focusing on meeting the needs and expectations of the learners to encompass a more comprehensive 
view of quality education. Moreover, Organization that provides services must have five services 
quality indicators: tangible (Physical evidence), dependable (reliability), responsiveness, assurance 
(guarantee) and empathy (Tešić, 2020). Tangible involve physical evidence means that learners want 
evidence that employees can show to satisfy them, such as interactions with learners (Abbas, 2020), 
reliability in the manner that employees are dependable in carrying out tasks assigned to students 
(Ali et al., 2021), responsiveness requires prompt responses to student needs, assurance entails 
knowledgeable and trustworthy staff, free of danger, risk, through student engagement with 
academic leaders, lecturers, and employees (Upadhyay et al., 2019), empathy involves understanding 
and addressing individual student needs (Latif et al., 2019). 

In the same hand, quality service consisted of five indicators and these indicators have a vital 
role in shaping the overall quality of services provided by organizations.  

1. Reliability:   

Reliability involves delivering on promises consistently and accurately. Customers value firms 
that uphold their commitments, which significantly influence their perception of service quality and 
loyalty. Service providers must understand and meet customer expectations. Additionally, reliability 
encompasses aspects like regularity, attitude towards complaints, and communication with 
customers, consistency, and adherence to procedures. Reliability is building trust and maintaining 
strong customer relationships in the service industry (Ramya et al. 2019). 

2. Tangible:  

  Tangible refers to the physical aspects such as the appearance of the facilities, equipment, and 
service provider personnel.  The dimension includes include attributes like modern equipment, 
visually attractive facilities, well-groomed and professional-looking employees, and materials that 
enhance the visual appeal of the services provided. These tangible elements have in shaping 
customers' perceptions of service quality and can contribute to a positive overall experience (Setiono 
& Hidayat, 2022). 

3. Responsiveness:  

Responsiveness is all about how quickly and effectively customer support addresses issues or 
problems faced by customers. This includes handling complaints due to any service failures promptly 
and efficiently. Businesses need to be proactive in resolving customer concerns and compensating 
for any inconveniences or financial losses (Salome et al. 2022).  

4. Empathy:  

According to Widyaningrum (2020), empathy refers to the organization’s ability to comprehend 
costumer issues, prioritize customer interest, provide personalized attention, and offer convenient 
operating hours. It involves understanding and addressing customer needs effectively to build strong 
relationships and enhance customer satisfaction. 

5. Assurance:  

Assurance reflects the level of trust and confidence clients have in the organization’s ability to 
provide the service. It is largely influenced by the trust clients place in the staff of the service provider. 
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Clients will not be satisfied unless they are confident in the competence of the service provider 
(Denboba, 2020).  

2. Literature Review 

This section presents previous studies addressing administrative bullying in educational 
institutions in addition to studies examining the indicators of education quality indicators. It should 
be noted that the researcher did not find any previous study that investigated the effect of 
administrative bullying on education quality in both schools and universities. Thus, the presentation 
of previous studies is confined to those studies related to each of the two variables in this study.  
Thus, this paper is diferent from previous studies sine ti attempts to highlight the effects of 
administrative bullying on quality of education in the Jordanian universities.   In one of these studies, 
Daka and Changwe (2020) examined the relationship between education quality and GBA. The 
sample of the study consisted of (69) students. To achieve the objectives of the study, Meta-analysis 
design was adopted. The findings of the study showed that Low GPA can result in low graduation 
rates and low retention of students, and The best predictors to graduation of students are 
undergraduate GPA, gender and race.  

In the same vein, Alhajj (2020) investigated the administrative bullying in the Saudi government 
agencies from various aspects.  A descriptive approach was adopted. The sample of the study include 
(580) employees. The results revealed that the administrative bullying is rarely practiced in 
government agencies. The results also indicated that the director represents the first source, then 
the co-workers, the superior manager, the beneficiaries of the service and the subordinates. 
Moreover, the study revealed that the main reasons of bullying, which are as follows: the power and 
the authority as well as psychological, legal, organizational and ethical reasons. 

In Indonesia, Arman et al. (2020) analyzed the relationship between education and growth in 
Indonesia and (2) compile a formulation of education policy as an important driving factor in long-
term growth. The sample of the study consisted of (33) provinces in Indonesia in the period 2013-
2015. To achieve the objectives of the study, empirical model was employed. The findings of the 
study showed that the level of prosperity and prosperity was positively correlated with regional 
economic growth. This shows that the more qualified human development and increasing prosperity, 
the better economic growth in the region. Furthermore, the better the quality of education, the 
better economic growth.  

In another study, a study by Alatyat (2021) in Jordan determined the impact of the administrative 
bullying on the employee performance. To achieve the study objective, the study adopted a 
descriptive analytical approach. The sample of the study consisted of (250) employees. The findings 
of the study showed that the extent of prevalence of administrative bullying behaviors in 
municipalities in Jordan is high. The findings also showed that administrative bullying has negative 
impacts on municipalities and victimized employee. In addition, administrative bullying negatively 
affects the employee performance. 

In Nigeria, Patrick et al. (2022) aimed to determine workplace bullying and how it affects 
employees' performance. To achieve the study objective, a survey was used. The sample of the study 
consisted of (167) staff. The findings of the study indicated that a positive relationship exists between 
workplace aggression and occupational stress and that a 90% change in occupational stress is a result 
of changes in workplace aggression (R = .904; R2 = 898; F statistics = 7097.588; p-value < .05).  

In Palestine, a study by Awer (2023) examined the effect of administrative bullying on 
organizational commitment and job satisfaction among secondary school teachers in the city of 
Jerusalem. To achieve the study objective, a quantitative descriptive approach was used. The sample 
of the study included (200) male and female employees. The results indicated that a statistically 
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significant effect of the behavior of administrative bullying on the organizational commitment of 
secondary school teachers in the city of Jerusalem. The results also showed a statistically significant 
effect of the behavior of administrative bullying on the organizational commitment of secondary 
stage teachers in the city of Jerusalem. 

A study by Al Shater and Al Salem (2024) in Libya sought to identify the reality of the practice of 
administrative bullying behavior on employees of Sirte University. To achieve the study objective, a 
questionnaire was adopted. The sample of the study consisted of (1579) male and female employees. 
The findings of the study showed that there are behaviors of administrative bullying practiced against 
employees at Sirte University at a high rate, and others occur at a moderate rate. The findings also 
showed that there are statistically significant differences according to the gender variable in favor of 
females in exposure to administrative bullying behavior.  

3. Methodology  

3.1. Design of the Study

The study adopted the descriptive-analytical design to achieve the study objectives. The 
descriptive analytical design focuses on a specific issue, providing a detailed and accurate description 
both quantitatively and qualitatively. This method aims to understand the issue's connections to 
other aspects and draw conclusions that can enhance comprehension of the phenomena under 
study. 

3.2. Population and Sample of the Study

The study population consisted of all employees working at Jerash University in Jordan during 
the second semester of the academic year 2023/2024. While the study sample consisted of (300) 
employees selected using random sampling method from the population of the study.  Table (1) 
presents the distribution of the study sample based on their demographic variables.  

Table 1. Study Sample Distribution based on the Study Variables 

Gender Male 124 41.3% 

female 176 58.7% 

University type Public 107 35.7% 

Private 193 64.3% 

Experience Less than 5 years 87 29% 

5-10 147 49% 

More than 10 66 22% 

The descriptive data in table 2 shows that (41.3%) of the participants were male and (58.7%) 
were female. As for the University type, (35.7%) of the study sample were from public universities 
and (64.3%) were from private universities. With respect to work experience, (29%) were (less than 
5) years of experience, (49%) were in (5-10) years of experience and (22%) have (more than 10) years 
of work experience. Since the researchers are faculty members and administrators in the Jordanian 
universities, they made sure that all of those determined to be eligible for the partcipation in the 
study are given the two scales and they returned them after the researchers supervised the 
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completion of the instruments.  The administration of the scales lasted for 2 weeks begining from 
December, 12th, 2024 to 26th of the same monnth.    

3.3. Instruments of the Study

To achieve the objectives of the study, and after reviewing the literature and previous studies 
such as Alatyat (2021), Awer (2023) and Papanthymou and Darra (2023), two questionnaires were 
used in the study. The first was to assess administrative bullying while the second was to measure 
education quality. The Administrative Bullying scale was developed by Alhajj (2020) contains 25 items 
measures the reality of the prevalence of administrative bullying between the administrators in the 
university. A 5-point Likert scale (Strongly agree 5, Agree: 4, Neutral: 3, Disagree: 2, strongly Disagree: 
1) was employed.  (5) indicates that administrative bullying is at its highest level, while (1) indicates 
that administrative bullying is at its lowest level. Thus, the level of each item can be extracted as well 
as the total level of administrative bullying after defining the mean score of the responses on the 
items.  

While the Quality of Education scale was developed by Haddad (2019) consisted of 20 items 
measures the perspectives of education quality assessors in the Ministry of higher Education to 
ensure educational quality in universities. 5-point Likert scale (Strongly agree 5, Agree: 4, Neutral: 3, 
Disagree: 2, strongly Disagree: 1) was employed, (5) indicates that quality of education is at its highest 
level, while (1) indicates that quality of education is at its lowest level. Thus, the level of each item 
can be extracted as well as the total level of each domain, after defining the mean score of the 
responses on the items. As for the discussion of the results, the following scale was adopted: 

3.4. Validity and Reliability

The scale was shared, reviewed with faculty experts, and pilot tested before distribution to 
obtain any feedback to improve the questionnaire and ensure that the instrument was appropriate. 
Face validity of the scales was checked using a panel of experts from faculty members of different 
Jordanian universities. As for content validity, the scales weredistributed to a pilot study, then,  
correlation coefficient (Pearson) was calculated for the total score of the tool and the correlation 
coefficient (Pearson) between each statement and the total score of the tool using the statistical 
program (SPSS).  

Table 2.  Results of Internal Consistency (Cronbach Alpha) for the Study Measure 

 Number Item Cronbach alpha 

Administrative Bullying 25 0.84 

Quality of Education 20 0.75 

As for reliability, internal consistenny was computed. Table (2) shows that internal consistency 
coefficients using Cronbach alpha was (0.84) for Administrative Bullying total scale while it was (0.75) 
for Quality of Education total scale.  

Table (3) presents internal consistency coefficients using Cronbach alpha for Administrative 
Bullying scale.   
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Table 3. Correlations Administrative Bullying 

 TOT  TOT 

1 .784 15 .586 

2 .666 16 .786 

3 .581 17 .707 

4 .890 18 .757 

5 .884 19 .575 

6 .643 20 .662 

7 .660 21 .540 

8 .608 22 .723 

9 .557 23 .898 

10 .710 24 .661 

13 .624 25 .725 

14 .681   

Internal consistency coefficients for Administrative Bullying scale ranged between (α=0.540) and 
(α=0.898) which signifies high internal consistency coefficients. Thus, none of the items were deleted.    

Table (4) presents internal consistency coefficients using Cronbach alpha for Quality of Education 
scale.   

Table 4. Correlations Quality of Education 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 TOT  TOT 

1 .650 11 .631 

2 .692 12 .521 

3 .618 13 .767 

4 .837 14 .746 

5 .513 15 .715 

6 .716 16 .860 

7 .526 17 .617 

8 .718 18 .591 

9 .857 19 .721 

10 .743 20 .629 
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Internal consistency coefficients for Administrative Bullying scale ranged between (α=0.513) and 
(α=0.860) which signifies high internal consistency coefficients. Thus, none of the items were deleted.    

3.5. Scoring 

The statistical model with the thirty degree of Likert scale has been adopted, for estimating the 
responses means scores for the study questionnaires and individual items of each questionnaire. The 
statistical standard was adopted using the following equation: 

High                 3.67 – 5 

Moderate       2.34 – 3.77 

Low                 1.33 – 2.33  

(5) - Minimum scale (1) / Number of required categories (5) 

1-5 / 3= 1.33 

4. Results & Discussion 

To answer the first and the second questions of the study, means, standard deviations, 
percentages and frequencies were obtained for the individual items and the total scales of both 
administrative bullying and quality of education. As for the third question of the study, correlations 
and regression were employed to answer this question.       

4.1. Q1: What is the Level of Administrative Bullying at Jordanian Universities?

To answer this question, means and standard deviations were extracted for the level of 
administrative bullying at Jordanian universities.  Table (5) shows the means and standard deviations 
of the study sample responses to each of the individual items and the total scale.  

Table 5. Means and Standard Deviations of the Estimates of the Study Sample for Administrative 
Bullying Items in Descending Order 

  Mean Std. Degree 

1 
Your administrator is using inappropriate language when 
speaking to you. 

2.33 0.61 Moderate 

2 Your administrator indirectly insults you. 2.49 0.60 Moderate 

3 Your administrator mocks you in front of others. 1.68 0.62 Low 

4 
Your administrator raises his voice and interrupts you while you 
speak. 

2.32 0.47 Low 

5 Your administrator ignores your inquiries directed to him. 2.11 0.51 Low 

6 
Your administrator calls you names and attributes that do not 
suit you. 

2.26 0.58 Low 

7 
Your administrator belittles you and the value of the work you 
do. 

1.99 0.40 Low 

8 
Your administrator physically attacks you by raising his hand - 
pushing... etc. 

1.36 0.51 Low 

9 
Your administrator deliberately speaks to you in an 
incomprehensible accent. 

2.06 0.31 Low 
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  Mean Std. Degree 

10 Your administrator often excludes you. 1.67 0.76 Low 

11 
Your administrator excludes you because of your weak physical 
build. 

2.06 0.56 Low 

12 
Your administrator shows disdain towards you for being of a 
different gender (male - female). 

1.74 0.68 Low 

13 
Your administrator brags in front of you for having advanced 
degrees. 

2.53 0.53 Moderate 

14 
You are held accountable alone for mistakes with collective 
responsibility. 

2.74 0.45 Moderate 

15 
Your administrator deliberately keeps you working extra hours 
without others. 

2.60 0.52 Moderate 

16 You are deprived of bonuses without any reason. 2.55 0.54 Moderate 

17 You receive continuous and authoritarian orders. 2.49 0.54 Moderate 

18 You are under strict surveillance by your manager. 2.59 0.56 Moderate 

19 
You are constantly transferred between workplaces without 
reason. 

2.55 0.59 Moderate 

20 Your administrator revokes your authority without justification.  2.58 0.56 Moderate 

21 
Your administrator assigns tasks to you that do not align with 
your job nature. 

2.53 0.59 Moderate 

22 You are not involved in making the decisions entrusted to you. 2.52 0.56 Moderate 

23 
You are frequently subjected to psychological abuse and your 
dignity is violated.  

2.52 0.57 Moderate 

24 You feel like your administrator monitors work to catch mistakes. 2.62 0.51 Moderate 

25 
Your administrator handles your office devices without any 
legitimate reason.  

2.64 0.52 Moderate 

 Total Administrative Bullying 2.30 0.13 Low 

The results show that means ranged between (1.36 – 2.74), where item (14) which states "You 
are held accountable alone for mistakes with collective responsibility" ranked first with a mean of 
(2.74), while item (8) stating " Your manager physically attacks you by raising his hand - pushing... 
etc", ranked last, with a mean of (1.36). The mean score of the administrative bullying as a whole was 
(2.30), which indicates that the level of administrative bullying in Jordanian universities was low. This 
result may be due to the fact that universities are academic institutions that always work on 
encouraging the positive behaviors that should be the dominating ones in the university. Also, head 
of departments, deans of faculties and academic leaders in the different university positions in the 
diverse faculties are individuals holding the highest degrees and have gained the needed experience 
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to be professional leaders able to contribute in the advancement of the university they are honored 
to work in, 

In this respect, Kaki and Alnusair (2023) affirmed that effective leaders are those who know the 
consequences of administrative bullying on the wellbeing of employees working in the different 
departments and sections of the organization. Since the employees working in Jordanian universities 
were the sample of this study, it can be inferred that they work with leaders knowing the negative 
effects of practicing administrative bullying in the workplace. As such, leaders in these universities 
are relatively aware that bullying is one of the aggressive behaviors that have been documented in 
the psychological literature as having severe outcomes on achievement and productivity. 

Furthermore, the academic leaders are well-informed about to how extent practicing 
administrative bullying may hinder the progress of the department they assume responsibility of 
leading to achieve the strategic objective of these departments. As it is known, Jordan is an oriental 
country and the majority of the population in this Middle East country are Muslims. Islam calls for 
having good manners and to be a role model for followers. Academic leaders in the Jordanian 
universities work to set an example of the behaviors that should be encouraged and those behaviors 
that must be avoided, and this applies to administrative bullying. 

This result is different from the results reported in Al Shater and Al Salem study (2024) indicating 
that level of administrative bullying at Sirte University was high, while the results of this study showed 
that administrative bullying is low. May this may be attributed to the differences in the demographic 
characteristics of the two samples participating in these studies. This result is also different from the 
results indicated by Alatyat (2021) in the study he conducted in Jordanian municipalities. Although 
these two studies were conducted in Jordan, it can be assumed that the sample of this study was 
from employees working in the Jordanian universities while the sample of Alatyat (2021) study were 
employees working in municipalities.  

4.2. Q2: What is the Level of Quality of Education at Jordanian Universities?

To answer this question, means and standard deviations were extracted for the level of quality 
of education at Jordanian universities.  and the following table shows that. The results are presented 
in the following table. 

Table 6. Means and Standard Deviations of the Estimates of the Study Sample for Quality of 
Education Items in Descending Order 

  Mean Std. Degree 

1 
The university focuses on building positive values and attitudes 
among students  

2.35 1.31 Moderate 

2 
The university provides opportunities for collaborative 
leadership among university staff. 

2.42 1.32 Moderate 

3 
The university relies on diversifying teaching strategies and 
considering individual differences to meet students' needs. . 

2.57 1.30 Moderate 

4 
Continuous development initiatives are adopted in the 
university and are continuously evaluated. 

2.53 1.27 Moderate 

5 The University staff serves as a role model for the students. 2.54 1.28 Moderate 
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  Mean Std. Degree 

6 
The university provides sufficient learning resources that suit 
students' learning and educational needs, helping them take 
responsibility for their learning. 

3.08 0.95 Moderate 

7 
The University provides a healthy and safe environment that is 
well-maintained and continuously cared for. 

2.61 1.03 Moderate 

8 The University cares about connecting knowledge to life. 3.18 0.80 Moderate 

9 
The University works on employing competencies and skills to 
deal with students with special needs, talented students, slow 
learners, and sensory and mental disabilities. 

2.55 1.33 Moderate 

10 
The University works on employing various strategies and 
methods to modify and adjust students' behavior effectively. 

2.70 1.25 Moderate 

11 
The university adopts individual and cumulative student 
assessment results efficiently to support student learning and 
the university’ developmental plan. 

2.23 1.26 Low 

12 
The university adopts an institutional communication 
methodology. 

2.43 1.29 Moderate 

13 
The university engages in reciprocal partnerships with the local 
community to support the university' development. 

2.73 1.24 Moderate 

14 
The university is keen on monitoring students' achievements 
transparently and fairly, reflecting their actual performance. 

2.72 1.16 Moderate 

15 
The university values working as a learning community, 
providing opportunities for professional development and self-
improvement for the staff. 

2.76 1.16 Moderate 

16 
The university is keen on spreading a culture of high and 
positive expectations within the university community. 

3.03 1.14 Moderate 

17 The university focuses on involving parents in the university. 2.83 1.25 Moderate 

18 
The university provides various opportunities for students to 
engage in leadership activities. 

2.94 1.12 Moderate 

19 The university’ activities are all driven by its vision and mission. 2.72 1.10 Moderate 

20 
The university invests in human, financial, and material 
resources. 

2.89 1.08 Moderate 

 Total Quality of Education 2.69 0.30 Moderate 

The results show that means ranged between (3.98 – 3.73), where item (18) stating "The 
university provides various opportunities for students to engage in leadership activities" ranked first 
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with a mean of (2.94), while item (11) stating "The university adopts individual and cumulative student 
assessment results efficiently to support student learning and the university’ developmental plan", 
ranked last, with an arithmetic mean of (2.23). The mean score of the Quality of Education total scale 
was (2.69). This value indicates that quality of education is at moderate levels as reflected by the 
responses of the study sample on the Quality of Education scale.  

The results of the study also showed that quality of education in the Jordanian universities was 
at moderate levels. This result is relative mirroring the status quo of the situation of these universities 
that are suffering from financial hardships due to the insufficient funding from the central movement 
in Jordan. As known, the Jordanian government is experiencing difficulties in providing the needed 
financial and human resources that can be described as the main contributor sin improving the 
quality of education in the educational institutions. 

Although this result may be disappointing since the quality of education in the Jordanian 
universities was moderate, it reflects an important fact that these universities are doing their best to 
provide students with quality education despite the difficulties they are experiencing. Jordanian 
universities are always working to develop their academic programs based on the results of the 
scientific research in the various academic disciplines. Nonetheless, this needs enormous 
infrastructure and human capital, and the Jordanian universities are lacking these resources in the 
time being. 

Confirming this fact, Papanthymou and Darra (2023) emphasized the need for providing 
adequate financial and human resources for improving the quality of education or any other service 
or product in the different organizations. In the administrative literature, improving the quality of the 
service or product requires the collaboration of managers, administrators in the various levels of 
management with employees so as the end user of the service or product can develop positive 
attitudes and perceptions. 

In the case of quality in the educational institutions, students are those who can make informed 
judgements about the ability of the school or university in making the learning experience as 
productive as possible. This result is consistent with the results indicated by Haddad (2019) in his 
study. 

4.3. Q3:  What is the Effect of Administrative Bullying on the Quality of Education?

To answer the third question of the study, correlations and regression were employed to answer 
this question. Table (7) shows the values of correlations by calculating the values of Pearson 
coefficients between administrative bullying total score and quality of education score at Jordanian 
universities.  

Table 7. Correlations 

 Quality of Education 

Administrative Bullying 
Pearson Correlation -0.047 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.413 

As shown in the above table, R- value was (r=-0.047, sig. =0.413) which signifies a statistically 
significant and negative correlation between administrative bullying and quality of education at the 
Jordanian universities. 

Table (8) presents the values of regression to show the effect of independent variable 
(Administrative Bullying) on the dependent variable (Quality of Education).     

Table 8. Regression 
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Independent F Sig df R R2 β T Sig. 

Administrative Bullying .673 .413 .298 .047 .002 -.058 -.820 .413 

Dependent: Quality of Education 

As shown in the above table, there is a negative impact for administrative bullying on quality of 
education at the Jordanian universities (f=, .673, df=.298, r=.047, r2= .002, , sig.=.413).  The effect size 
for the administrative bullying on quality of education was significant (β=-.058).   These values confirm 
the negative and significant effect for administrative bullying on quality of education at Jordanian 
universities. 

This result is plausible noting the negative consequences of practicing administrative bullying on 
the organizational commitment of employees. In this respect, several scholars have documented that 
administrative bullying has negative effects on employees' psychological wellbeing, which in turn 
reduces the productivity of the employees who are the main contributor in increasing the quality of 
products or services. 

For example, Awer (2023) stressed that administrative bullying practices by administrators was 
the main contributor in demotivating employees and teachers in the educational institutions, The 
author explained this by indicating that being mocked in the workplace and ridiculed by the 
administrator increases occupational stress. Thus, employees feel insecure while being in the 
university or school environment. This in turn makes it easier for them to develop psychological 
burnout and the feelings that they are not appreciated and respected by their administrators. 

In the case of Jordanian universities, the employees participating in this study indicated that 
feeling secure in the university environment is a key pillar of their workday hours. They expressed 
that when being respected, acknowledged and appreciated, they feel that they should devote their 
time and effort to promote the quality of the educational services provided by the university. 

In the same vein, Park and Ono (2017) expressed their concern about the overlooked results of 
administrative bullying on employees' psychological and personal outcomes. They claimed that 
shouting to employees and insulting them reduces organizational loyalty among employees and this 
reduces their contribution in the progress of the institution. 

5. Conclusion 

The current study presented some important conclusions and implications for those working int 
he higher education. For example, there should be focus on the practice of administrative bullying in 
the unove  

7. Recommendations 

Based on the results, the study recommends the ned for developing organizational rules and 
regulations able to decrease the level of administrative bullying at the departments levels in 
Jordanian universities since this study was conducted at the university level. Developing educational 
programs aiming to increase employees' knowledge about the importance service quality in 
universities are neded. Future research examining the practice level of administrative bullying in 
schools is of great significance. .   
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