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Abstract
Research on workplace bullying has focused almost exclusively on victims’ perceptions, yet the phenomenon is interactional, occurring through interpersonal, group and cultural processes, and communicated through a variety of direct and indirect verbal and nonverbal behaviors. This study examined perceptions of those engaging in workplace bullying. Respondents rated the extent to which bullying behaviors were appropriate, goal directed, and successful in achieving goals. Narcissism was also explored as a predictor of bullying behaviors. Respondents reported some bullying tactics may be appropriate. Social exclusion, organizational climate, influence, and peer incompetence emerged as motivations for bullying, as did a clear distinction between direct and indirect aggression. Narcissism was found to be significantly related to indirect bullying tactics rather than direct tactics.
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Investigating Workplace Bullies: Perpetrator Tactics and Motives

Between 30% (Jennifer, Cowie, & Ananiadou, 2003) and 53% (Porhola, Karhunen, & Rainivaara, 2006; Rayner, 1997) of employees report having felt bullied at some point in their working lives. Targets of bullying and observers report psychological problems such as distress, humiliation, anger, anxiety, embarrassment, discouragement, feelings of inadequacy, hopelessness, depression, burnout, lower job satisfaction, a perceived lack of support from colleagues and work-group cohesiveness, eroded attachment to the job and organization, and greater intention to leave (Ashforth, 1994; 1997; Infante & Gordon, 1986; Rayner, Hoel, & Cooper, 2002; Rayner & Keashly, 2005; Sheehan, 1999; Sheehan, Barker, & Rayner 1999; Tepper, 2000). In fact, Rayner (1997) reported that 27% of victims do leave their jobs. Research also suggests that psychological well-being is impaired more through psychologically abusive behavior than physically abusive behavior (Daily, Lee, & Spitzberg, 2007), imperative to note if a bully’s preferred form of aggression is passive and indirect (Buss, 1961; Keashly & Jagatic, 2003). Damage to the organization also occurs through absenteeism, high turnover, and time and money lost due to reduced productivity during work distractions and vengeful activities.
Communication researchers have only recently become interested in workplace bullying specifically (e.g., Lutgen-Sandvik, 2003; 2006; Lutgen-Sandvik, Tracy, & Alberts, 2007; Porhola et al., 2006), yet “bullying is realized in the processes of interaction between the parties” and is related “to various communication processes taking place between individuals and within groups” (Porhola et al., 2006, p. 250). Several roles other than those of victim, observer and bully have also been identified [i.e., bullies, assistants (those who join in), reinforcers (the audience that laughs or provides other forms of positive reinforcement), outsiders (allow bullying through silent approval), victims, defenders (victim supporters whether through comforting the victim or trying to stop the bullying), observers, non-observers (those who do not notice it), victim/observers, bully/victims, and bully/non-victims (Jennifer et al., 2003; Porhola et al., 2006; Smith, Singer, Hoel, & Cooper, 2003)], indicating an explicit assumption that bullying behavior is an interactional and communicative phenomenon.
Extensive research has investigated the prevalence (e.g., Einarsen & Skogstad, 1996; Jennifer et al., 2003; Lutgen-Sandvik, 2006; Porhola et al., 2006; Rayner, 1997; Rayner & Hoel, 1997; Tracy, Lutgen-Sandvik, & Alberts, 2006; Zapf, 1999), and the deleterious personal (e.g., Einarsen, Raknes, & Matthiesen, 1994; Hearn & Parkin, 2001; Tepper, 2000) and institutional outcomes (e.g., Ashforth, 1997; Salin, 2003) of bullying. Relatively little research, however, exists with regard to perpetrators, save knowledge collected from surrounding victims and organizational events, an irony Rayner and Cooper (2003) refer to as the “black hole in ‘bullying at work research” (Rayner & Cooper, 2003), and a deficiency addressed by this investigation. The researchers sought to discover the extent to which individuals claim to engage in bullying tactics, to what extent the behaviors are perceived to be appropriate to the context, whether the behavior serves some specific purpose or is motivated by goal attainment (e.g., a bonus or promotion, losing control of job responsibilities), and are effective in that regard. In addition, an individual difference variable, narcissism, was explored as a potential predictor of exhibiting bullying behaviors.
“Workplace bullying is a combination of tactics in which numerous types of hostile communication and behavior are used;” as such, bullying  “is not limited to active communication but is also perpetrated through passive, nonacts of social ostracism” (Tracy et al., 2006, p. 152). In other words, bullying is communicated through a variety of verbal and nonverbal behaviors that include, but are not limited to: social isolation, silent treatment, or impersonal interactions (Ashforth, 1997; Einarsen, 1999; Rayner & Hoel, 1997; Salin, 2003; Zapf, 1999); excessive criticism or monitoring of work, assigning tasks above or below competence levels, or arbitrarily changing tasks (Einarsen, 1999; Zapf, 1999); withholding information or depriving responsibility (Rayner & Hoel, 1997; Salin, 2003); discouragement of initiative (Ashforth, 1997); or public humiliation (Einarsen, 1999; Zapf, 1999).
Bullying is conceptually defined as unwanted (Porhola et al., 2006) and recurring (Dailey et al., 2007; Einarsen, 1999; Einarsen & Skogstad, 1996; Olweus, 1991; Rayner, 1997; Rayner & Hoel, 1997) negative acts aimed at one or more individual, involving perceived power imbalance (Einarsen, 1999; Einarsen & Skogstad, 1996; Rayner & Hoel, 1997) and a relative inability on the part of the victim to engage in self-defense, resulting in some degree of psychological or work-related harm to the victims (Einarsen, 1999). The term “bullying” is preferred here despite available cognate terms such as workplace aggression (Neuman & Baron, 1998), workplace deviance (Bennett & Robinson, 2000), and antisocial behavior (Aquino & Douglas, 2003) because victims of this behavior commonly identify with the term “bullying” (Tracy et al., 2006), perhaps due to connotations associated with bullying experienced in school.
Bullying must be repeated to be considered as such (Einarsen, 1999; Einarsen & Skogstad, 1996; Rayner, 1997; Rayner & Hoel, 1997) because single negative acts, such as giving an employee a project below his or her competence level or shouting once, could be fairly normal if isolated. Notably, the more frequent the bullying, the more intense and negative the behaviors become (Einarsen & Skogstad, 1996), and whether because of a lack of conflict management skills or impairments in confidence, organizational members fail to “fight off” bullying behaviors, indicating they perceive a relative power imbalance (Einarsen, 1999; Einarsen & Skogstad, 1996) though not necessarily formal. Whereas 71% of bullies are in management positions, 29% are peers and subordinates (Rayner, 1997), and perpetrators report a higher level of aggression against superiors (Matthiesen & Einarsen, 2007). Given the extent to which bullying depends on perceptions, victims will discern the extent of victimization differently (Einarsen & Skogstad, 1996; Porhola et al., 2006; Rayner & Hoel, 1997). For example, Jennifer et al. (2003) reported that while one-third of participants experienced behaviors defined as bullying by the researchers, only one-fifth identified themselves as victims.
Research Questions

Admission of Bullying

To date, measures utilized in bullying research address the victims,’  and sometimes the observers,’ views of the behavior, but rarely if ever the bully’s (e.g., Work Harassment Scale, Björkqvist, Osterman, Hjelt-Back, 1994; Negative Acts Questionnaire, Einarsen & Raknes, 1997; Workplace Bullying, Rayner & Hoel, 1997). In response to this asymmetry, the following question is posited:

RQ1: To what extent do individuals admit to engaging in workplace bullying behavior?
Perceived Appropriateness or Acceptability of Bullying Behavior

Several studies have investigated perpetrators’ perceptions of the acceptability or justification of negative or “rule-breaking” behaviors (e.g., Infante, Anderson, Martin, Herrington, & Kim, 1993; Martin & Anderson, 1997; Seabright & Schminke, 2002). Aggressive employees believe their behavior acceptable for a variety of reasons, including having a low negativity threshold, argumentative skill deficiency, or immoral imagination; or believing aggressive retaliation is justifiable. Managers are less likely to use negative messages to obtain compliance when the threshold for negativity is high, because they do not find negative messages appropriate or acceptable. When the threshold is low, on the other hand, negative messages and strategies are used because there are few tactics found to be unacceptable (Infante et al., 1993, p. 311). 
Research also suggests cognitive learning of aggressive behaviors may serve as a catalyst for believing in their appropriateness, simply because the behaviors were learned, and it therefore may not occur to the user others consider them inappropriate and hurtful. For example, Martin and Anderson (1997) determined mothers who reported having argumentative skill deficiency had children who reported the same. Comparatively, males who observe parents attacking each other as children are three times as likely to assault their own wives as adults, and studies of twins indicate that as much as 58% of individuals’ verbal aggressiveness is heritable (Beatty, Heisel, Hall, Levine, & La France, 2002). 
On the other hand, workplace bullies may very well have unique access to and understanding of the organization’s discourse and shared meanings, and use them to their advantage, whereas the victim remains unaware and therefore unable to counteract or respond in an assertive manner. The bully can choose how deeply he or she wants to hurt targets, and construct attacks accordingly (Kinney, 1994). When identifying a course of action in a situation, immoral imagination, or the capability to assign positive value to other’s suffering, allows broadening of possible options, such as getting even with a co-worker (Seabright & Schminke, 2002). Immoral imagination in fact enables sufficient empathy to identify the harms that behaviors will cause victims (Bandura, Barbaranelli, & Caprara, 1996) and pleasure may be derived from another worker’s pain. For example, a bully who is aware that degrading a co-worker’s opinion during a staff meeting is hurtful and embarrassing may do just that, and in turn feel a sense of pleasure, and perhaps even gratification, during and after the act is committed. In contrast, moral imagination would promote a prosocial route as a result of empathizing.
Repugnant behavior may also be seen as a justifiable act of retaliation for having been mistreated by others (James, McIntyre, Glisson, Bowler, et al., 2004; Seabright & Schminke, 2002), where aggressives share a main focus of progressive retribution (James, McIntyre, Glisson, Bowler, et al., 2004). McCullough, Bellah, Kilpatrick, and Johnson (2001) cite three reasons one may act in reprisal of rejection: (a) restoration of equity, (b) “teaching the offender(s) a lesson” and (c) saving face. In other words, violence goaded by defense or provocation is generally viewed as more acceptable than that motivated by peer influence, personal disposition, or avoiding accountability (Cauffman, Feldman, Jensen, & Arnett, 2000). For example, despite disapproval of violence against peers, (Cauffman et al., 2000), as well as sexual betrayal (Tafoya & Spitzberg, 2007), sizable percentages of people engage in these acts. 
In recapitulation, individuals with low negativity thresholds (or who are highly verbally aggressive) may find the use of workplace bullying behaviors acceptable because they do not perceive negative messages to be harmful, or because the behaviors are perceived as justified by the situation. If the behavior is largely innate or is learned, it is likely viewed as a normal functional extension of interactional resources. Workplace bullies may also find ways to justify the behavior through reasoning, immoral imagination, or in revenge-seeking or retaliation to provocation or mistreatment by others. Thus, the question is posited:

RQ2: To what extent do perpetrators of workplace bullying believe their behavior to be appropriate or acceptable?

Motivations to Bully and Effectiveness

“There are no known societies in which most of the people prefer to live in social isolation” (Twenge, Baumeister, DeWall, Ciarocco, & Bartels, 2007, p. 56), and social acceptance has proven to be highly correlated with prosocial actions (Twenge et al., 2007). In this context, rejection has proven to ignite significant amounts of angry feelings (Buckley, Winkel, & Leary, 2004; Williams, Cheung, & Choi, 2000): rejected research participants have shown greater likelihood of criticizing and devaluing those who rejected them (Leary, Twenge, & Quinlivan, 2006), rejected children (i.e., those with fewer friends) react to the distress of others with less moral capacity and empathic sensitivity than those with more friends (Dekovic & Gerris, 1994), and anti-social animals become less sensitive to pain (MacDonald & Leary, 2005). Aggression is propelled by improvement in mood, establishment of self-efficacy, and demonstration to others that such careless devaluation will not be tolerated (Leary et al., 2006). In addition, excluded individuals are more likely to interpret ambiguous messages as aggressive (Twenge et al., 2007), which perhaps leads to seemingly reciprocated workplace aggressive behavior.
Aside from social exclusion, aggressive behavior may be motivated by attempts to gain power (Randall, 1997) or status and authority (Ashforth, 1994; 1997). Aggressive individuals may want to appear tough during interactions that could subsequently turn into verbal “fights” (Martin, Anderson, & Horvath, 1996), or when interactants want to be hurtful and “express disdain for the message receiver” (Infante, Riddle, Horvath, & Tumlin, 1992, p. 122). Research in school age bullying often focuses on “the intentional attempt of a bully to hurt and cause harm to his or her target” (Porhola et al., 2006, p. 259), and school bullies likely realize their behavior is on some level painful for the victim (Olweus, 2003). Further, it seems aggressive behavior expressed in the workplace is curvilinear to power, in that powerless employees may aggressively try to hold on to what power they do have in order to create a power distance between themselves and co-workers, whereas powerful organizational members may aggressively exploit their authority and are inclined to take advantage of managerial control or jurisdiction over work product, because they do not feel the same constraints as others (Ashforth, 1997).
Bullying may also occur as a result of specific contexts, in that it may seem “permitted” (Salin, 2003) or “natural to insiders” (Pacanowsky & O’Donnel-Trujillo, 1983). In environments where establishing a pecking order or picking on a low performing team member is “normal” (Salin, 2003), someone may commit these aggressions in an effort to fit in. Negative behaviors can flourish in a work environment where a laissez faire style of leadership exists (Salin, 2003), goals or job responsibilities are ambiguous and stressful (Sheehan, 1999), or management fails to notice, chooses to ignore, or even participates in, such behavior (Brodsky, 1976; Einarsen et al., 1994). Motivations that stem from organizational culture may also entail an attempt to succeed, such that when bullies are perceived to be rewarded by monetary compensation, promotions, or some other recognition, others may follow suit. Additionally, stressful environments increase aggressive tendencies, while organizations downsize, lay employees off, reassign workgroups, increase competition, or provide uncomfortable temperatures and crowding. Such events may provoke “taking it out” on others (Einarsen & Skogstad, 1996; Salin, 2003; Sheehan, 1999), perhaps moderated by stress tolerance (Mattice, 2006).
Whether a bully exhibits negative behavior as a result of social exclusion, stressful working environments, organizational norms, or in an attempt to gain power, bullies appear to have some motive or purpose for doing so. If a motive indeed lies at the heart of antagonism, we ask:

RQ3: What are the self-reported motives for utilization of workplace bullying behavior?

RQ4: Do individuals perceive workplace bullying tactics as effective, to the extent that these motivations are fulfilled?

Narcissism

Type A personality (Neuman & Baron, 1998); trait anger (Penny & Spector, 2002); hostile attribution style (external attributions for negative workplace outcomes); attitudes accepting of revenge, low self-control (Douglas & Martinko, 2001); negative affectivity (Infante, et al., 1993); bureaucratic orientation; “Theory X” orientation (i.e., a belief that the average person does not possess ambition and avoids responsibility) (Ashforth, 1994); both low (Kipnis, 1976) and high self-esteem (Diamond & Allcorn, 1984); argumentative skill deficiency (Infante, Trebing, Shepherd, & Seeds, 1984); and high verbal aggressiveness (Infante et al., 1992) have all been associated with exhibiting bullying behaviors, however narcissism has yet to be explored.
Narcissistic individuals’ self-esteem holds a positive image “not grounded in objective reality” (Penny & Spector, 2002, p. 127). Self-appraisal is framed by the appetite to be superior, confirmation of dominance is sought in virtually every situation, and narcissists expect to be better than most, making the workplace community a likely place for bullying behaviors to flourish as each organizational member strives to make a contribution, protect control of responsibilities, and gain the attention of managers in order to receive acknowledgement.  Strategies for maintaining this inflated image are imperative to achieve these goals, and can result in poor relationships as the narcissist fights for high-self esteem and positive feedback from higher-ups and peers. Essentially, narcissists are “likely to encounter information that refutes their positive, but inaccurate, self-appraisal and threatens their self-esteem” (Penny & Spector, 2002, p. 127), and therefore utilize maintenance strategies that include confrontation, blame and anger, dominance seeking, derogation of others, and reactions that include threats and petulance (Twenge & Campbell, 2003). 
Other researchers purport narcissists have a negative self-image, in that a veneer of high self-regard, however brittle, is developed to conceal underlying feelings of insecurity and low self-esteem. Persistent poor self-concept mobilizes a range of defenses (perhaps bullying) in order to avoid shame, depression, and shattering of the self (Bushman & Baumeister, 1998; Hockenberry, 1995). In either case, narcissists regulate their self-esteem by aggressively defending a favorable self-image, whether it be extremely positive or haughtily negative. Narcissistic rage is released when one feels loss of control, and when expectations of others are not met, causing retaliation. The offender is now seen as a flawed person or unwelcome company (Hockenberry, 1995), and in this vigilant conquest to feel superior, or avoid a negative self-image, narcissists may find bullying tactics such as belittling of opinions or public humiliation useful, where encountering unwelcome company or degradation of work product (i.e., self) is very possible and not easily avoidable.
Further, superiors with narcissistic tendencies supervise using intimidation and autocratic behavior (Diamond & Allcorn, 1984), and narcissists are also prone to becoming aggressive after receiving an insult, negative feedback, or social rejection, and attack or derogate the source of the insult or dismissal (Bushman & Baumeister, 1998) as well as bystanders (Twenge & Campbell, 2003). Narcissism has also been linked to counterproductive work behavior (i.e., behaviors aimed at the organization as a whole such as stealing office supplies or damaging institutional property, and also at other individuals within the organization, such as insulting co-workers). It is therefore hypothesized:


H1:  Employee narcissism is positively related to workplace bullying.
Method
Sample

One hundred and seventy eight undergraduate students at a major university in Southern California participated in the study, where 99 (55.6%) were female, 34 (19.2%) were male, and 45 (25.2%) declined to state their gender. One hundred sixty one (90.4%) were 18 to 25 years old, 12 (6.7%) were 26-35, and five (2.9%) were 36-50; 86 (48.3%) were currently working, 47 (26.4%) were not, and 45 declined to state (25.2%); 29 (16.3%) held full-time jobs (over 32 hours per week), 104 (58.4%) held part-time jobs (under 32 hours per week), and 45 (25.2%) declined to state; 14 (10.5%) worked on campus and 119 (89.5%) off campus; 77 (43.3%) worked at their current organization for less than 12 months, 49 (27.5%) for one to four years, and seven (4%) for five or more years. Twenty four (13.5%) respondents held only one job since high school graduation, 28 (15.7%) held two, 61 (34.3%) held three to five, 12 (6.7%) held six or more, and 53 (29.8%) declined to state.
Measurement

Exhibiting bullying behavior and perspectives of appropriateness. The widely utilized Negative Acts Questionnaire (NAQ) (Einarsen & Hoel, 2001) was used and adapted to a perpetration wording instead of a victim wording. The reliability of this measure has been established through its use in other studies (e.g., Einarsen & Hoel, 2001; Einarsen & Raknes, 1997; Salin, 2001), and Cronbach’s alpha indicates high internal consistency, ranging from .81 to .92 (Lutgen-Sandvik et al., 2007; Mikkelsen & Einarsen, 2001; Salin, 2001). Items never make reference to the term “bullying.”
Respondents were asked (a) how often they committed 22 behaviorally specific negative acts in their current, or most recent, organization (response categories range from “never used” to “used almost daily” on a 7-point Likert scale) and; (b) the extent to which the behaviors were appropriate (response categories range from “very inappropriate” to “very appropriate” on a 7-point Likert scale). At the end of this portion, respondents were also asked to review the list of behaviors as a whole, and indicate either that “I have engaged in at least one of the behaviors listed above in my current (or most recent) organization,” or “I have never engaged in any of the behaviors listed above in my current organization.” One item on the NAQ, “Threatened violence or abused/attacked someone else” was modified so as not to include the use of violence, and read simply, “Threatened violence or abuse.” Exploratory factor analysis was also utilized and compared to factors identified in previous research regarding victims of bullying (e.g., Einarsen & Raknes, 1997).

Given that these were exploratory applications of measures (i.e., applied to operationalized perpetration rather than victimization), the factor structure of the bullying perpetration items and the bullying motivation items was explored for the sake of seeking a more parsimonious set of variables. The bullying perpetration items were submitted to a principle components factor analysis with oblique rotation. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy is a measure of the extent to which a correlation matrix provides sufficient covariance to recommend factor analysis.  The estimate of .88 is considered “meritorious” (.90 and above is considered “marvelous,” Dziuban & Shirkey, 1974). There were 5 components with eigenvalues greater than 1. The scree plot indicated sharp leveling at the third factor. Successive factor extractions and rotations, beginning with five, resulted in a two-factor solution, accounting for 42% of the common variance. The factors1 are suggestive of the distinction between direct aggression and indirect aggression. Specifically, the first factor was defined by 9 items such as "pressured," "threatened violence," "threatened," and "shouted." The indirect aggression factor was defined by 7 items, including items such as "monitor," "practical jokes," "teased," and "ordered others." The items defining each factor were averaged across items to produce a measure of self-reported direct bullying aggression and indirect bullying aggression. Both the direct and indirect factors were reliable (.85, .79, respectively).
Motivation to bully and effectiveness in goal achievement.

Several studies (e.g., Ashforth, 1997; Infante, 1987; Rayner, 1997; Salin, 2003) were reviewed to identify potential motivations for bullying others. The resulting list of motives were examined for overlap, redundancy, ambiguity, and relevance, and reduced to a total of 30 items (e.g., “I felt like others were making fun of me,” “My role at the organization was ambiguous” and “I was attempting to gain power”). Respondents were asked to rate the extent to which each item was or would be a reason for using the behavior (response categories ranged from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree” on a 5-point Likert scale). Respondents were also asked to rate the extent to which the behaviors satisfied the specific motive (response categories ranged from “very unsatisfied” to “strongly satisfied” on a 5-point Likert scale). Participants who indicated that they never engaged in bullying behaviors were asked to rate the extent to which they believed the behaviors were generally motivated by the reasons given, and the extent to which they believed goals are satisfied by those who use them.
The bullying motive items were also submitted to principle components factor analysis in order to explore the extent to which there was a complex set of motives underlying respondent reports of bullying. The KMO was excellent (.90), and six components emerged with eigenvalues greater than one. The scree plot, however, displayed sharp leveling at the third factor. Despite this, the four factor solution produced both an interpretable and reliable structure1. The first factor loaded 10 items, including "nobody liked," "others insulted," "embarrassed," and "picking on me," and was therefore labeled social exclusion. The second component loaded 6 items, including "organizational ambiguity," "unfair treatment," and "organizational changes," and was interpreted as an organizational climate factor. The third factor loaded 5 items, including “get appropriate behavior,” “soften stubbornness,” and “influence others,” and was interpreted as an influence factor. Finally, the fourth component loaded 6 items, including “frustrated with staff,” “others incompetent,” and “people just plain stupid,” and was interpreted as a peer incompetence factor. Each of these motive factors for bullying were reliable: social inclusion (α = .89), organizational climate (α = .82), influence factor (α = .80), and peer incompetence (α = .72). The items for these were averaged and each factor was subsequently treated as a composite variable.

 Narcissism.

Narcissism was assessed using an adapted version of Hendin and Cheek’s (1997) 10-item measure of hypersensitive narcissism (e.g., “I dislike sharing the credit of achievement with others,” “I easily become wrapped up in my own interests and forget the existence of others”). Response categories appeared on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” The reliability in this study was .80.

Social desirablity.
Given the potential social undesirability of workplace bullying behavior and the possibility that bullies are cognizant of such inappropriateness, social desirability was assessed by a slightly adapted version of Hays, Hayashi, and Stewart’s (1989) 5-item measure in the event it was found to contaminate the assessment of bullying. Reliability is reported at .66 and .68, with a one-month retest reliability of .75. Response categories appeared on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” The reliability in this sample was .69.

Labeling behaviors as bullying.


A question in the survey presented after the bullying perpetration and motivation items asked “Have you ever bullied at work?” (a modified version of the NAQ question) and provided the following definition: “We define bullying as a situation where one or several individuals persistently over a period of time exerts negative actions toward one or several persons, in a situation where the receiver of the behavior has difficulty in defending him or herself against these actions. We are not referring to a one-time incident of bullying.” Respondents were asked to indicate whether they had bullied someone at work over the course of the last six months. Response categories appeared on a 5-point scale (i.e., “No”; “Yes, almost daily”; “Yes, now and then”; “Yes, several times per week”; “Yes, almost daily”).
Results
Admitting to Engaging in Bullying Behaviors

Research question 1 asked to what extent individuals admit to engaging in workplace bullying behavior. This question was addressed by examining the means on the bullying perpetration items1. Means ranged from 1.31 to 3.11 (1 = ”never used”, 3 = “2-3 times”), indicating individuals generally did not admit to engaging in bullying behaviors at work. The five most reported bullying activities reveal a variety of forms, consisting of excessively teasing or using sarcasm, playing practical jokes on someone, excessively monitoring others’ work, ignoring the opinions and views of others, and reminding others repeatedly of their errors or mistakes. The least reported behaviors were making false allegations, threatening violence or abuse, and pressuring others into not claiming something to which they were entitled.
Appropriateness of Bullying Behaviors

Research question 2 asked to what extent individuals believed their behavior to be appropriate. This question was addressed by examining the means on the bullying appropriateness items, represented in Table 4. Means ranged from 2.76 to 4.11 (2 = “mildly inappropriate”, 4 = “neutral”), suggesting respondents are far more likely to consider behaviors appropriate than they are to admit utilization. The five most common activities were excessively monitoring the work of others, reminding others of errors or mistakes, ordering others to do work below their level of competence, playing practical jokes, and hinting or signaling to others that they should quit their job. The partial overlap of items most often used and most appropriate suggests employees are capable of rationalizing their felicitousness. It may also indicate that some behaviors identified as aggressive by the researchers are viewed by society as normative workplace activity, and therefore auspicious when in moderation. In contrast, least appropriate behaviors were making false allegations, threatening violence or abuse, ignoring, excluding or isolating someone, spreading gossip or rumors about someone, or insulting or making offensive remarks about someone. It may be that these activities also seem more like forms of social interaction rather than “workplace” interaction, and thereby can be evaluated in a distinct way.
Self-Reported Motives
Research question 3 asked to what extent individuals claimed they were motivated to exhibit bullying behaviors. This question was addressed by examining the means on the bullying motivation items1. Respondents generally disagreed that the motives listed in the survey would be motives for bullying, in that mean ranged from 1.7 to 3.15 (1 = “strongly disagree”, 3 = “neither agree nor disagree”). Top motives were stress, organizational norms, frustration with other staff members, that others were incompetent, and attempting to gain appropriate behavior from others. Least likely motives were feeling outcast, wanting revenge, feeling like nobody liked them, wanting to punish someone, and wanting others to feel bad.
Satisfaction of Motives
Research question 4 asked to what extent individuals believed their tactics to be effective, to the extent that motivations were met or satisfied (e.g., if the motive was to gain control of an ambiguous organizational role, did bullying succeed in the achievement of that goal?). This question was addressed by examining the means on the bullying appropriateness items1. Respondents generally felt unsatisfied that succeeding in the motivation would be met, in that mean ranged from 2.54 to 3.09 (2 = “mildly unsatisfied”, 3 = “neither satisfied or unsatisfied”). Motives most likely to be satisfied included that it was the organizational norm, attempting to gain appropriate behavior, trying to soften stubbornness, and gaining influence. Surprisingly, although feeling stressed out was largely a motive for bullying, acting in an aggressive manner did not relieve participant’s stress.
Narcissism and Bullying 

The research hypothesis anticipated that hypersensitive narcissism would be positively related to bullying behavior. Narcissism revealed a small significant positive relationship with overall bullying perpetration (r = .20, p < .05). When separated by the bullying perpetration factors, however, this correlation revealed a moderation differential relationship with distinct types of bullying. Hypersensitive narcissism was unrelated to aggressive bullying perpetration (r =- .06, ns), but was significantly related to indirect bullying aggression (r = .26, p = .003). Although not explicitly implied by the hypothesis, narcissism revealed a strong relationship with overall bullying motivation (r = .47, p < .001), no relationship with bullying appropriateness ratings (r = -.06, ns), and a small relationship with bullying satisfaction (r = .29, p < .001). Overall, the results support hypothesis one, but also offer an informative qualification—narcissism is unrelated to aggressive forms of bullying, but is related to indirect forms of bullying. (See Table 1).
Preliminary Exploratory Analyses

The a priori constructs were summed and divided by the number of items to return constructs to their original scale. Thus, the primary constructed variables consist of the following: bullying perpetration (22 items), bullying appropriateness (22 items), bullying motives (32 items), bullying satisfaction (32 items), hypersensitive narcissism (10 items), and social desirability (5 items). The overall constructed variables, as well as several of the exploratory demographic and descriptive variables, were examined in terms of their intercorrelations and several notable relationships emerged. (See Table 2). First, most of the employment variables revealed no significant relationship with the bullying variables, which indicates (a) little need to investigate these variables as moderating constructs, and (b) that any models that do result are likely to be relatively stable across employment contexts. Second, overall self-reported workplace bullying perpetration showed several small to moderate relationships with other constructs, including bullying satisfaction (r = .18, p < .05), narcissism (r = .20, p < .05), sex (r = -.25, p < .05, 1 = male), and social desirability (r = -.35, p < .001). In addition, there was a large correlation between overall bullying motivation and self-reported bullying perpetration (r = .46, p < .001). Third, narcissism reveals a much stronger relationship with bullying motivation (r = .47, p < .001) than with self-reported bullying perpetration (r = .20, p < .05), suggesting that motivational dynamics are complex in their prediction of bullying behavior.
When bullying factors are separated, very distinct pictures emerge of the profile of predictors. (See Table 3). Specifically, in predicting the indirect aggression factor of the bullying perpetration measure as the dependent variable, and using stepwise entry for the bullying motivation factors (social exclusion, organizational climate, influence, peer incompetence), social desirability, sex, bullying satisfaction, and bullying appropriateness, only two variables entered the model: bullying motivation—influence, and bullying motivation—incompetence. This model accounted for 28% of the variance in self-reported perpetration of indirect bullying behavior (R = .54, adjR2 = .28, p < .001). The influence motive (B = .315, p < .001) and incompetence motive (B = .295, p < .001) both revealed positive standardized beta weights in the model.


In contrast, when the direct aggression factor of self-reported bullying was used as the dependent variable, and the same variables were entered stepwise as predictor variables, a smaller amount of variance was accounted for, but more variables entered, and they represented an entirely different set of predictors. (See Table 4). Specifically, the model accounted for almost 19% of the variance (R=.46; adjR2=.187; p<.05), with social desirability (B = -.263, p < .001), sex (B = -.238, p < .001), bullying motivation—exclusion (B = -.286, p < .001), and narcissism (B = -.207, p < .001) entering the model.
Discussion
This study surveyed 178 university students regarding the extent to which they engage in various bullying behaviors in the workplace, the extent to which they view such behaviors as appropriate, their motivations for using such behaviors, and the extent to which they found satisfaction with their use. In addition, the roles that narcissism and social desirability play in the process of bullying and its assessment were examined. The results indicate several important implications.
When asked the question, “have you ever bullied at work?” the answer was a resounding “no” (70.8%), and comparatively, the NAQ revealed individuals generally do not admit to engaging in bullying. However the behaviors “excessively teased or used sarcasm” and “played practical jokes” scored the highest mean, perhaps because these behaviors could be considered harmless by others or “played off” easily as behaviors not meant to harm anyone. Employees are also far more likely to consider bullying appropriate than they are to admit in engaging in it, with excessive monitoring of work, reminding others of mistakes, and ordering others to perform work below competence level being most appropriate. In parallel, employees often do not admit to being the recipient of bullying behaviors (Lutgen-Sandvik et al., 2007), in that respondents identified by researchers as targets of bullying behavior do not define themselves as victims (Jennifer et al., 2003). These points indicate that organizational members may normalize bullying as part of the job (particularly if the organizational norm exists), or simply may not consider the acts as negative or outside the normal course of human behavior. 
Consistent with previous research (e.g., Buss, 1961; Dupré & Barling, 2006; Neuman & Baron, 1998), a clear distinction was made between indirect and direct aggression. Items such as threatening violence, intimidation and ridicule, shouting, and providing unmanageable workloads were differentiated from items such as teasing and ignoring others, playing practical jokes, spreading rumors or gossip, reminding someone of errors, and providing workload below competence level. In other words, providing unmanageable workloads appears to be a more overt form of aggression, whereas providing workload below competence level is more inconspicuous.

Indirect aggression is defined by its goals and strategies (Archer & Coyne, 2005), which include manipulation and social exclusion, and is more effective than direct forms because it is more easily adopted in social contexts (i.e., the workplace). In fact superior social skills may be useful in performing indirect bullying covertly (Archer & Coyne, 2005; Kinney, 1994; Porhola et al., 2006), while a lack in verbal, argumentative, and conflict management skills have also been identified as catalysts to bullying behavior (Infante, 1987; Martin & Anderson, 1997). Advances in the theory of bullying will require that the precise role of both the bully’s and victim’s interpersonal skills be articulated and investigated, as well as their utilization in both bullying and strategic resistance on the part of the victim.
Further, direct confrontation under social conditions is not generally permitted, and costs may outweigh the benefits of acting in a direct aggressive manner in an environment such as the workplace. Social networks would, on some level, have to allow or be accepting of the advancement of social standing through such tactics as manipulating social position or at the expense of another member of the group (e.g., spreading rumors). Research has demonstrated a positive relationship between indirect forms of aggression and higher group ranking, and being better looking and more capable of getting one’s own way (see Archer & Coyne, 2005), which comports with the positive relationship this study revealed between narcissism and bullying, and indirect aggression specifically.
Respondents indicated that none of the behaviors would satisfy any sort of motive, and that few of the motivations would be reason to bully, with the exception of three items (i.e., feeling frustrated with staff, feeling generally stressed out, and that it seemed normal within the organization). Bullying motives revealed four dimensions: social exclusion, organizational climate, influencing others (power), and peer incompetence. Peer incompetence did not come up during preliminary research with regard to a motive prior to these results, although incompetence is a cluster of reasons why people get angry at others (Canary, Spitzberg, & Semic, 1998), and thereby may account for the perceived appropriateness of bullying as a response to perceived employee inadequacy. Research has already identified social exclusion, improvement in mood, aggressive intentions, obtaining power, organizational climate (e.g., culture, norms), and stress as possible motives to aggress, items compatible with the factor structure identified here.
Limitations and Future Directions

Several limitations deserve mention. The most obvious is that despite prodigious efforts to obtain a workplace sample, requests fell upon extraordinarily deaf ears and disinterested or avoidant dispositions. The consistency with which organizations rejected facilitating this study is somewhat surprising given that (a) bullying reports show up in the popular media at a regular pace, (b) most people intuitively recognize it as a real phenomenon in the workplace, and (c) failing to deal with bullying in a proactive way will likely have consequences similar to sexual harassment—organizations will be expected to engage in due diligence, and therefore demonstrate active policies and procedures not only for reacting to bullying, but preventing it before it happens. Although employment variables revealed no significant relationship with bullying variables, this research clearly needs to be applied to workplace contexts and populations to investigate these processes in more mature samples with greater responsibilities and pressures.
The list of motives utilized in this study were extracted and adapted from both empirical and theoretical studies, therefore the four core motives identified through factor analysis may need further exploration to validate their relevance in organizational contexts.  A measure addressing both the tendency to bully and the motives behind it would be quite useful to academe in exploring the phenomenon more fully, particularly because review of the literature suggests that such a measure does not currently exist. A shortened version of the measure may also be useful for hiring managers to utilize during interviews or personality and ethics employment tests, in order to provide a pre-screening of one’s tendency to bully. Future studies should also introduce job satisfaction, status, and climate variables in the research, so that the effects of bullying perpetration from the bully’s perspective can be investigated.
Given that motivations for bullying indeed exist (i.e., social exclusion, organizational climate, to influence others, and peer incompetence), and methods are chosen wisely (i.e., direct versus indirect tactics), more attention must be paid to bullies. Numerous victim self-report studies provide information on tactics and organizational climate, but almost nothing has been reported of the bullies’ discourse or motivations. Understanding more closely the messages constructed by bullies and the meanings assigned by others is imperative, and so is exploration of the bully’s ability to gain social standing, group ranking, and tactical or strategic goal attainment through indirect negative behaviors aimed at the very people who are in positions to provide such awards (Porhola et al., 2006). Workplace bullying is no doubt a group phenomenon, involving victims, bullies, observers, management and an associated cultural language, where the organization is made up of actors who watch other actors and subsequently assign perception to their interplay. Furthermore, a bully likely becomes so through a given set of stages, where earlier phases may provide a more valuable period for human resources intervention, and thus prevention of the trajectory by which new bullies are ‘trained’ by existing role models. Understanding how bullying is constructive for some members, or serves some purpose for the group, also represents an important priority for future research, as well as standing to explain why bullying seems so intractable in organizational settings. 
That management has the capability to determine organizational discourse through defining organizational missions, goals, objectives, rules and policies; terminate employment of some wrong-doers and not others; place notes of conflict management conversations and discipline warnings in personnel files; allow it to occur through passivity or involvement; and simultaneously are largely identified as the perpetrator (71% according to Rayner, 1997), should be addressed through further research. Organizational climate, norms and discourse undisputedly play a large role in fostering the behavior, but what of the management who create them? Identification and understanding of the managerial messages advocating aggressive behavior would certainly provide valuable information.
Finally, although this study contributed a significant innovation in bullying research by investigating perpetrator perceptions, it was highly monadic in assessment. That is, just as perpetrators are underrepresented in bullying research, the victim was underrepresented in this study. It would be useful in future research to examine the extent to which bullies perceive that their behaviors elicit defensive or protective strategies from the targets of such behavior. Identifying the conflict and bullying management responses of victims from a perpetrator’s perspective could provide invaluable comparison profiles. Such comparisons may reveal that bullies and victims “live in different perceptual worlds,” in which workplace bullies perceive nothing for victims to respond to, while victims perceive a morass of damaging behavior that requires tactical reverberation. To the extent that bullies reveal distortions in their perceptions of interactional contexts and processes, it could potentially lead to perceptual tasks, role-plays, scenarios, or assessments that could differentiate employees that have the potential to ignore the deleterious effects of their messages on others, and such screening instruments could be valuable to the employee hiring process.
If the history of sexual harassment as a legal, social, and organizational phenomenon is any indication, bullying stands to become a major concern of every organization and manager within them. Regulations and training ultimately began to catch up to the process, but decades after the awareness of sexual harassment became part of the public psyche, multi-million dollar decisions continue to plague businesses throughout North American workplaces. Bullying has similar destructive effects for its victims, and the redress that these victims will eventually begin to seek will have potent effects on the financial health of organizations. A better understanding of the dynamics of this phenomenon is therefore essential, and as research further elucidates this equation, social science will be increasingly capable of informing public policy and individual strategies for resistance. 
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Footnotes

1 Summarization of data in table format is available from the first author.
Table 1.
Correlation of Bullying and Narcissism
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	Narcissism
	Bullying
Perpetration
	Bullying-Aggression
	Bullying-Ind Aggression
	Bullying Appropriate
	Bullying Motivation


Bullying
r
.202*
 
 
 
 
 

Perpetration
N
135 
 
 
 
 

Bullying-
r
.058
.840**
Aggression
N
135
178
 
 
 

Bullying-Ind
r
.257**
.862**
.512**
 
 
 

Aggression
N
135
178
178
 
 
 

Bullying
r
-.057
.142
.015
.196**
 
 

Appropriate
N
135
174
174
174
 
 

Bullying
r
.467**
.458**
.324**
.429**
.001
 

Motivation
N
135
166
166
166
163
 

Bullying
r
.287**
.179*
.057
.217**
.238**
.337**

Satisfaction
N
135
164
164
164
162
164

	*  p < 0.05 (2-tailed); ** p < 0.01 level (2-tailed).
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	 


Table 2.
Zero-order Correlations Among Constructed Variables (n ( 135)


1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

1.
Bullying Perpetration
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---

2.
Bullying Appropriateness
 .142
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---

3.
Bullying Motive
 .458**
.001
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---

4.
Bullying Satisfaction
 .179*
.238**
.337**
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---

5.
Narcissism
 .202*
-.057
.467**
.287**
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---

6.
Social Desirability
-.347**
.066
-.369**
-.192*
-.473**
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---

7.
Sex
 -.245**
-.066
-.03
-.023
-.088
.135
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---

8.
Age
 .072
.099
.222*
.009
.021
.054
-.135
.---
.---
.---
.---
.---

9.
Number of Jobs
 .065
-.033
.162
.015
.142
-.192
-.08
.231**
.---
.---
.---
.---

10.
Currently Working
 -.061
-.042
.033
-.015
.149
.088
.181*
-.068
-.168
.---
.---
.---

11.
Hours per Week
 .096
-.056
.144
-.025
.076
-.077
-.181*
-.396**
.218*
-.07
.---
.---

12.
Time at Current Organization
 .184*
.076
.165
.021
.065
-.015
-.174
.333**
.052
-.039
.321**
.---
	*  p < 0.05 (2-tailed); ** p < 0.01 level (2-tailed).
	 
	 
	 


Table 3.

Multiple Regression Of Indirect Aggression Onto Motivation, Social Desirability, Sex, Satisfaction and Appropriateness
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Change Statistics

	
	R
	R2
	Adj R2
	SE
	R2(
	F(
	df
	p

	
	.476a
	0.227
	0.221
	0.94703
	0.227
	38.413
	131
	0.001

	
	.537b
	0.288
	0.277
	0.91231
	0.061
	11.161
	130
	0.001


Table 4.

Multiple Regression of Direct Aggression Onto Motivation, Social Desirability, Sex, Satisfaction and Appropriateness
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Change Statistics

	
	R
	R2
	AdjR2
	SE
	R2(
	F(
	df
	p

	
	0.294
	0.087
	0.080
	0.67043
	0.087
	12.4
	131
	0.001

	
	0.366
	0.134
	0.121
	0.65531
	0.047
	7.117
	130
	0.009

	
	0.425
	0.181
	0.162
	0.63978
	0.047
	7.388
	129
	0.007

	
	0.460
	0.212
	0.187
	0.63015
	0.031
	4.971
	128
	0.028

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


