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 Research on bullying victimization is extensive, but currently, relatively little is known about bullying from the bully’s perspective. This study investigates bully’s tactics, motives, personality structures, and perceived outcomes. Specifically, the self-report survey of college students with work experience examined the following strategic aspects of the bullying experience: the extent to which individuals report engaging in bullying tactics; the degree to which they believe it appropriate; whether the behavior is motivated by goal attainment; if the goal is perceived to have been reached; and narcissism as a predictor of exhibiting bullying behaviors. 
An online survey was distributed to 198 university students. In order to address the extent to which individuals report engaging in bullying tactics, and the degree to which they believe it appropriate, the Negative Acts Questionnaire (NAQ; Einarsen & Hoel, 2001) was adapted to a perpetration wording. Respondents were asked to rate the extent to which each behavior had been used and the extent to which it was appropriate. Further, given that no existing measure of bullying motives and outcomes could be identified, a new measure was developed for this study. Studies relating to the subject of bullying were reviewed to determine potential reasons and objectives underlying bullying activities. After removing overlapping, irrelevant and ambiguous items, a total of 30 items remained. Respondents were asked to rate the extent to which each motive was or would be a reason for using the behavior, and the extent to which their behaviors satisfied the motive. In order to examine the extent to which personality might account for such motives and tactics, and based on theoretical and experimental research demonstrating a link between narcissism and aggression, an adapted version of Hendin and Cheek’s (1997) 10-item measure of hypersensitive narcissism was employed. Finally, given that reports of bullying perpetration might be biased by social desirability motives, the Hays, Hayashi, and Stewart (1989) five-item measure of social desirability was included.
Results in a sample of largely working college students indicated that few respondents admit to engaging in much bullying activity, but when they do, they can envision reasons or motivations for doing so. Social exclusion, organizational climate, influence, and peer incompetence emerged as motivations for bullying through factor analysis of data, and consistent with previous research on aggression, exploratory analysis revealed a distinction between direct (e.g., threatened violence, shouted at others) and indirect aggression (e.g., teased or ignored others). Respondents felt generally unsatisfied that bullying would assist in goal attainment; however, some felt that bullying tactics may be slightly appropriate. Narcissism revealed a small significant positive relationship with bullying and was found to be significantly related to indirect bullying tactics rather than direct tactics. Narcissism also revealed a strong relationship with overall bullying motivation and a moderate relationship with bullying satisfaction.
The development of more humanistic approaches, and the genesis of theories recognizing the actualizing potential that individuals seek and often find in the workplace, have ushered into the corporate consciousness a concern with the interpersonal climate of the institutional context. Employees who find their interactional relations more satisfying and competent are far more likely to be satisfied with their jobs, and more likely to be productive. As organizations increasingly recognize this, the shadows of the dark side of organizational behavior have emerged as a looming and important problem. Extensive research has been conducted on the process and nature of bullying victimization, but almost nothing is known empirically about the nature and process of bullying perpetration, and a call to researchers must be made in this regard.
Practical and theoretical implications of this study are extensive. First, researchers must be aware that although prevalence of bullying is largely greater in the US than in Scandinavian countries (Lutgen-Sandvik et al, 2007), prodigious efforts to obtain a workplace sample in the US for this study fell upon deaf ears and disinterest. Amazingly, 17 associations within the United States, with members made up of professionals interested in human relations, were contacted for assistance, as well as many organizations through the researcher’s own business contacts. These efforts were met with an almost overzealous “no,” and given time constraints, university students were used only as a last resort. Institutions and organizations must develop an environment more amenable to research among their own employee populations if research and theory are to develop a full understanding of these toxic activities, and ways in which interventions may manage such processes. Second, in retrospect, the measure used in this study may have been somewhat extensive and complicated, yet the psychometrics provided by this study provided an excellent first step in developing more standardized measures for use in applied workplace settings. Third, a measure addressing both the tendency to bully and the motives behind it would be quite useful, and a shortened version of the measure may also be useful for hiring managers to ask during job interviews or personality and ethics employment tests. Fourth, this study contributed significant innovation in bullying research by investigating the perpetrator, yet understanding more closely the discourse constructed by bullies and meanings assigned by others is imperative. Simply, a greater understanding of bullying as a group phenomenon and the associated cultural discourse is necessary. In the end, as research further elucidates the bullying equation, social science will be increasingly capable of informing public policy and individual strategies for use, and for resistance. 
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