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INTRODUCTION

Motivation for research

Organizational studies have started to pay more and more attention to investi-
gating the dark side of working life — workplace bullying. The perspective on
bullying at work was developed in Sweden, Finland and Norway during the late
1980s and early 1990s due to national work environment legislation in those
countries supporting the rights of all workers to remain both physically and
mentally healthy at work (Leymann, 1996). Unfortunately, studies indicate that
many employees have to suffer from psychological bullying and comparable
negative behavior in their daily work (Di Martino, 2002; Salin, 2003; Lutgen-
Sandvik et al., 2007). Workplace bullying refers to persistent negative behavior
and communication at work or unresolved escalating conflict (Matthiesen et al.,
2003), whereas the harmful effect of bullying is revealed particularly due to the
high frequency and long duration of the hostile behavior (Leymann, 1996).
Workplace bullying may be related to work tasks, the employee’s personality or
even threats of physical violence.

Workplace bullying is a rather complicated and often unclearly perceived
phenomenon. On the one hand bullying is constituted of the concrete aggressive
activities between coworkers and on the other hand of how “a person perceives
or feels that he is being bullied” (Agervold, 2007). Researchers have proposed
that bullying should be understood as a social stressor at work (Zapf et al.,
1996), whereas others even go as far as to say that workplace bullying should be
considered to be violence (Di Martino, Hoel and Cooper, 2003). There are two
sides involved in the process of workplace bullying — target or victim and per-
petrator or bully. This dissertation follows the European perspective in describ-
ing and analyzing the concept of bullying from the view of the victimization of
a particular target instead of displaying the aggressive behavior of certain per-
petrators (Einarsen, Hoel, Zapf, Cooper, 2003). The victim, who is the direct
target of negative behavior, is most affected in the process of workplace bully-
ing and is set to the focus as the weakest part. Different individuals may per-
ceive the impact of negative behavior differently and the question that arises is:
are there particular groups of people that form a risk group for workplace
bullying.

The necessity to focus on workplace bullying comes above all from its neg-
ative consequences to individuals, and thereby also to organizations as well as
the whole society. On the individual level, the risk is foremost related to an
employee’s mental and physical health: several studies have verified a high
correlation between workplace bullying, psychological satisfaction and health
(Einarsen and Raknes, 1997; Zapf et al., 1996, Vartia, 2001). According to Ki-
vimaki et al. (2000) the occurrence of bullying at the workplace can as much as
nearly double the risk of belonging to a group of high sickness incidence. Other
research results confirm that victims of bullying suffer under remarkable stress
(Vartia, 2001; Agervold & Mikkelsen, 2004). For an organization, decrease in



well-being and increase in the occurrence of bullying leads to more frequent
sickness absence that is closely related to loss of productivity. Long-lasting
workplace bullying results in lower levels of general and job-related well-being
(Tepper, 2000) and in higher propensity to leave (Quine, 2001). Altogether, a
bullying incident may have a clearly devastating effect on an employee’s health,
social relationships, job and income.

Organizations do not remain untouched from the negative impact caused
workplace bullying. First of all, employee absenteeism and presenteeism are a
concern for organizations that are closely related to other problems. Due to
sickness or decrease in motivation, victims of workplace bullying are not able to
continue working as before (McKay et al., 2008). Workplace bullying is also
related to increased staff turnover (Hogh et al., 2011) which represents serious
problems for any organization. These consequences, absenteeism and presen-
teeism and staff turnover, are related to lower productivity and considerable
costs for organizations. The main costs caused for organization by bullying are
the following: recruitment and selection costs, replacement training costs, and
productivity loss costs (Hogh et al. 2011; Hoel, Sparks, Cooper, 2001). In addi-
tion, costs arising from the impaired performance due to decreased output and
mistakes related to workplace bullying may emerge (Brun and Lamarche, 2006
in Giga et al., 2008). Last but not least, one must also consider the costs pro-
ceeding from grievance, compensations and loss of public reputation for
the organization (Hoel et al., 2003). The expenditures for organizations may
be direct or indirect; however, an organization shall bear the cost one way
or another.

Workplace bullying causes considerable economic loss or costs also to the
society. For example, health care and medical treatment costs, premature re-
tirement, loss of human resources in a society as a whole, quality of services
and products that is related to lower productivity and motivation among workers
(Leymann, 1996; Di Martino et al, 2003). Traumatized by their experience of
being bullied, victims are often unable to work again. In these circumstances,
economic suffering is not only confined to the victim but is passed also to the
victim's family (Sheehan, Barker and Rayner, 1999). This refers to the impact of
productivity loss to the economy, loss of competitiveness and their conse-
quences to the Gross Domestic Product (Giga et al. 2008). The negative effect
of workplace bullying on the societal level are worsened public services, patient
care, customer service as well as decreased quality of goods and lower level
of innovation.

Although the negative impact of workplace bullying can be visible on the
individual, organizational as well as the societal level, first and foremost the
phenomenon spreads in a work context, within an organization. Therefore, in
order to handle workplace bullying it is important to pay more attention to rele-
vant organizational factors. Many researchers have indicated that the causes of
workplace bullying proceed from organizational culture that tolerates negative
behavior (Namie, 2007; Lieber, 2010). Additionally problems in the work envi-
ronment, such as high workload, poor information flow, role-ambiguity, job
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insecurity (Einarsen et al., 1994; Hoel and Cooper, 2000) and inappropriate
management style (Hauge et al., 2007) may induce workplace bullying. Never-
theless, there is a lack of empirical findings on how exactly can workplace bul-
lying be prevented in organizations considering the main causes of negative
behavior. So far, there is no tool or solution for how to cope with the organiza-
tional factors that represent extensive antecedents of workplace bullying. There-
fore, it is very important to analyze the causes of workplace bullying from the
perspective of how to provide practical solutions for its prevention.

Because of its considerable harmful impact to employees, organizations and
the whole society in general, workplace bullying represents a very serious
problem in many countries. However, job insecurity in the society and on the
labor market increases the risk of workplace bullying even more. Many post-
transitional countries' have experienced necessary but rapid reconstructions
during the last decades; and these reorganizations in the society have induced
uncertainty that has a negative effect on employees’ well-being. Estonia belongs
among post-transitional countries and therefore the concept is important. Fur-
thermore, trade unions represent only relatively few employees in post-transi-
tional countries and therefore employees are at a much weaker position com-
pared to employers. However, in post-transitional countries in Europe work-
place bullying has not been explored up until now leading to a lack of relative
awareness in these countries. Therefore, the hidden impact of bullying may
affect even more of the labor market in many post-transitional countries than it
does in countries with long lasting experiences of regulating work relations.

Consequently, the research gap of the study proceeds from the following is-
sues. First, the prevalence and risk groups of workplace bullying in post-transi-
tional countries is so far an unstudied topic. If we know whether employees
from some sectors are more threaten than others, the mechanisms of prevention
can be better targeted and thus more efficient. Secondly, there is no information
available about the attitudes and values of managers from post-transitional
countries concerning workplace bullying. Prevention of workplace bullying
belongs to management’s responsibility but their willingness to handle negative
behavior at work is unknown. Thirdly, the research gap is also related to previ-
ous studies on organizational culture. Although organizational culture is seen as
one main antecedent of workplace bullying, it is still not known how exactly it
would be possible to implement organizational culture for the prevention of
bullying.

' Post-transitional countries is defined as the countries which have passed the transition

from centrally planned economy to market economy
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Originality of research

As seen from the foregoing, workplace bullying has injured organizations, in-
dustries and individuals but its causes and antecedents are not yet clear. In addi-
tion, workplace bullying is an unexplored topic in many countries so far. There
are several reasons for studying workplace bullying in Estonia. First, the issue
has not been dealt with in Estonia — its dispersal, causes and impact have not
been studied thoroughly enough. Likewise, there is no relevant law concerning
bullying, nor does Estonian law on employment cover the issue of work-related
bullying, its prevention and intervention responsibilities. No internationally
accepted measurement tool which would allow comparison with other countries
has also not been adjusted or implemented yet in Estonia. Secondly, the rela-
tionship between workplace bullying and organizational culture has not been
studied on a deeper level with the aim of finding solutions for preventive ac-
tions. Thirdly, it should be considered that Estonian organizations have passed
through very fast changes during the last decades: first restructuring and imple-
menting a new economic model, afterward coping with economic recession. It
is important to understand the attitudes and willingness of managers to deal
with the problem for the first time. Subsequently the contribution of the disser-
tation is explained more precisely.

This dissertation concentrates on the prevalence and causes of workplace
bullying in Estonia concerning the specific societal context of Estonia, which,
similarly to other former Soviet states, has gone through a transitional process
and undertaken far-reaching transition reforms at cultural, individual, institu-
tional and societal levels during the last decades. Taking the radical change in
society as a criterion, the following distinction of development periods in Esto-
nia can be proposed — transitional (post-Soviet, until 2004) and post-transitional
(signs: EU, NATO, and Euro-zone member statuses). These periods are used for
distinguishing the period of post-communist transition in Eastern Europe until
the beginning of this century from the latest developments, where most of the
countries in the region became full members of the European Union but are still
experiencing the effects of the transition (Tchalakov et al., 2010). Rapid recon-
structions still have an effect on the society, inducing uncertainty among em-
ployees, which has a negative effect on well-being. In the organizational con-
text, especially from the perspective of employees’ well-being the following
characteristics are important in Estonia:

1) tensions and fear induced by rapid changes and uncertainty;

2) underdeveloped regulations of work relationships and pertinent everyday
practices;

3) changes in organizational life — understanding of goals and relationships;

4) opened and vulnerable economic and social life, highly influenced by global
trends.

The above characteristics constitute a combination, accumulate and provide

abundant material to consider.
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Workplace bullying has so far remained an unexplored topic in post-transi-
tional countries and its prevalence and causes are unclear. That proceeds par-
tially from the societal context which appears also on the organizational level.
As for now, the content of bullying is unclear and there have been no societal
debates about bullying in Estonia.

Therefore, the first research problem is the extent of workplace bullying
in Estonia. The present research is the first large scale survey for studying
workplace bullying in Estonia and it is important to focus on the problem that
has so far been ignored and learn more of its existence.

Previous studies of workplace bullying have associated bullying risk factors
primarily with organizational factors. Many surveys refer to specific organi-
zational problems related to bullying, including poor conflict management and
work organization (Leymann, 1996), hectic and competitive organizational en-
vironment (Salin, 2003), stressful working environment and destructive man-
agement styles (Hauge et al., 2007; Hoel et al., 2010), poor communication and
organizational climate (Vartia, 1996). However, the question arises whether
organizational culture as a whole has an impact on the prevalence of workplace
bullying in organizations.

An organization is in constant interaction with its environment and therefore
organizations must pursue to implement radical changes when the surroundings
alter fast. Organizational culture is influenced by the general cultural environ-
ment as the organizational members transfer values into the organization from
the external cultural environment, whereas these values can be very different.
Thus, organizational culture appears to comply with the societal culture.
Organizational culture is a set of several elements, involving unconscious parts
of organizational life, and it covers all functions of an organization (Schein,
2004). Additionally, organizational culture depends on the industrial sector and
sphere of activity as well as on the economical environment where the organi-
zation operates in.

In the dissertation the concept of organizational culture is used for identify-
ing the causes of workplace bullying because it determines the values and
norms of an organization and therefore tacitly but strongly affects the behavior
of employees. Therefore, the second research problem is to understand the
aspects that factually induce workplace bullying, taking into account the
deepest roots of behavior.

Workplace bullying has been frequently associated with organization man-
agement (Ferris et al., 2007; Hauge, Skogstad, Einarsen, 2007). In terms of
workplace bullying the management is especially important for two reasons.
First, the formation of communication style and organizational culture depends
largely on the managers’ attitudes. Secondly, preventive actions of bullying
and handling of conflicts are related to the awareness and values of managers.
In Estonia, the value system of managers on the one hand originates from the
Soviet period and one the other hand has been adjusted by rapid societal
changes. The problem may arise because the applied management style and
managerial methods are not appropriate any more in the changed business envi-
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ronment (Liuhto, 1999). Although the old value system has expired, the new
one doesn’t function fully either since it does not involve a deeper understand-
ing of employees’ well-being Therefore, managers are in a situation where there
is no open discussion about bullying at work and they have not perceived the
risk of negative behavior in organizations. Hence, the third research problem
is related to the awareness of managers about workplace bullying and
willingness to implement prevention activities. Prevention starts from the
management and it is important to explore the managers’ perspective in this
respect. The actuality of the topic is further enforced by the need for public
debate on whether this area should be governed on the national level through
passing relevant regulations. Currently no laws or practices concerning work-
place bullying that would consider the actual local situation in many post-tran-
sitional countries exist.

Aim and research tasks

The aim of the present dissertation is to identify the prevalence and causes of
workplace bullying in Estonian organizations as an example of a post-transi-
tional country.

The following research tasks (RT) have been set up to fulfill the aim:

1. To build a fundamental theoretical basis for the analysis of workplace bully-
ing, including the definition, terminology, nature, and previous empirical
findings (Chapter 1);

2. To analyze the consequences of workplace bullying that impact on the
individual, organizational and societal level (Chapter 1);

3. To formulate research propositions about the prevalence and causes of work-
place bullying (Chapter 1);

4. To work out a methodological framework for analyzing comprehensive
empirical evidence about the prevalence and causes of workplace bullying
(Chapter 2);

5. Based on the empirical research results, to analyze which is the prevalence
of workplace bullying in Estonia and which are the major causes for work-
place bullying in Estonian organizations (Chapter 3);

6. To draw recommendations as synthesis of the theory and results of the study
for preventing and handling workplace bullying within organizations in
Estonia as an example of a post-transitional country. (Discussion and
Conclusions).

14



Data and methodology

For studying the prevalence and causes of workplace bullying a total of three
empirical studies were carried out from 2009-2013. First, a pilot study was un-
dertaken in 2009 to test the measurement tool for workplace bullying (Negative
Acts Questionnaire Revised, NAQ-R). Secondly, a large-scale survey of work-
place bullying and organizational culture was conducted in 2010 among 59
organizations with 1748 respondents. Thirdly, semi-structured interviews with
210 top and middle managers were carried out in 2012-2013.

On the individual level, the study concentrates on data that is not related to
the personality but rather the socio demographic variables and employee status
of the respondents. The choice is based on the standpoint that personality is a
very complicated object of study because it may chance during the process of
workplace bullying and therefore the results may be incorrect. Secondly, the
selected variables allow finding out which groups of employees are the most
vulnerable and thereby it is possible to compile the victim’s profile. On the or-
ganizational level, data are related on the one hand with the area of work, size
and sector and on the other hand the characteristics of organizational culture.

For analyzing data both quantitative and qualitative methods are used. The
quantitative analysis methods for identifying the prevalence of workplace bul-
lying are descriptive statistics, a chi-square test and the K-means cluster analy-
sis. For analyzing causes of workplace bullying the ordinary regression analy-
sis, correlation analysis and Mann-Whitney U test was used. In addition, the
qualitative analysis was used for interpreting the interviews with managers. The
managers’ comments, which were given during the interviews, are used to il-
lustrate the statistical data and for the synthesis of both analyses.

Dissertation structure

The dissertation consists of three chapters: theoretical foundations, methodo-
logy for exploring workplace bullying, and results of empirical studies. In addi-
tion, the thesis includes discussion and suggestions for implementing preventive
measures, and conclusions. Figure 1 gives an overview of the structure of the
dissertation.

The first chapter concentrates on the theoretical foundations of workplace
bullying and provides a fundamental overview about the phenomenon. First, the
terminology and concept of workplace bullying are clarified by introducing the
terms and definitions and by bringing out the common features of the concept.
Also, the process and activities of workplace bullying are described (subchapter
1.1.). Secondly, the theoretical foundations give an overview of the conse-
quences of workplace bullying on the individual, organizational and societal
level (1.2.). In this chapter, also the ways in which the consequences of work-
place bullying are related to each-other and how these consequences may again
become causes of bullying, are described Thirdly, the theoretical part also co-
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vers the prevalence and risk groups of workplace bullying. An analysis based on
previous empirical findings in view of different measurement methods is pro-
vided about the prevalence of workplace bullying disparities across countries
(1.3.). As follows, the individual and organizational risk factors are presented
based on existing studies and potential individual and organizational risk
groups. Fourthly, the conceptual framework of the causes of workplace bullying
is developed in the first chapter (1.4.). The individual-related causes are ana-
lyzed from the bully’s and victim’s point of view and the organizational causes
of workplace bullying, which are related to organizational culture, management
style, etc., are analyzed. Finally, the societal-related causes are discussed from
the cultural and environmental point of view in a post-transitional country.

The focus of the second chapter is the methodology for exploring workplace
bullying prevalence and causes. Firstly, the description of the samples and pro-
cess of three studies are given (2.1.). Secondly, the measurement tools used for
measuring workplace bullying and organizational culture are analyzed, whereas
the limitations related to measuring workplace bullying are brought out (2.2.).
Thirdly, the choice of research methods used in the study are discussed (2.3.),
and finally the results of a pilot study are presented to confirm the relevance of
the NAQ-R questionnaire in Estonia (2.4.).

Definitions, <{RT1 @ 4 Prevalence of {(RT 5
terminology, WB by
dimensions and e individual and
fWB, 1.1 Description of organizational
process o , 1.1, the sample, org:
Methods and indicators, 3.1.
A 4 measurement
Consequences of <RT 2 tools used in the The impact of <RT 5
WB, 1.2 study; L
Pilot study of »| organizational
the Negative culture on WB,
Acts 3.2.
Prevalence and <RT 3J Questionnaire;
risk groups, 1.3. 5124 Managerial
o | viewon WB, [
l 33. @T
Causes of WB on@T 3 |
individual,
organizational and
societal level, 1.4.
\4
RT6 Discussion and Conclusion

Figure 1. Dissertation structure
Source: Compiled by the author
Note: WB — workplace bulling, RT — research task
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The third chapter is dedicated to describing the results of three empirical
studies. The first study offers results about the prevalence of workplace bullying
by individual and organizational characteristics (3.1). The risk of workplace
bullying in Estonia is evaluated and risk groups are identified. The second study
provides the results of the study about the relationship between organizational
culture and workplace bullying (3.2.). The results indicate prevention opportu-
nities of workplace bullying by means of organizational culture. The third study
presents the causes and prevention perspectives through a managerial view
(3.3.). The propositions that have been set up in the first chapter will be an-
swered in the third chapter as well as are the research questions. Finally, results
are discussed and implications are provided about prevention in a post-transi-
tional country.
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I. THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS FOR
WORKPLACE BULLYING

I.1. Definitions, terminology, dimensions and
process of workplace bullying

Workplace bullying is a relatively new object for scientific research and the
understanding of the phenomenon is only in formation. Many terms and defini-
tions for describing workplace bullying exist, whereas their exact meaning may
vary. To clarify the content and concept of workplace bullying the following
subchapter gives an overview of the developments in the field of study and the
positioning of workplace bullying among the concept of work-related violence.
Additionally, the subchapter concentrates on clarifying the definitions, termi-
nology, and dimensions of workplace bullying as well as on describing the pro-
cess of workplace bullying. Also, the terms and definitions used in this study
will be specified.

The concept of bullying was developed in Scandinavia over 20 years ago to
examine unethical and aggressive behavior at a workplace. Professor Heinz
Leymann observed malicious behavior between coworkers at a workplace that
is similar to such behavior between schoolchildren, and described it in his book
Mobbing — Psychological Violence at Work, which, in 1986, was the first Swe-
dish book about bullying (Einarsen et al., 2003). Actually, the first publication
about bullying was published already earlier, in 1976, in the USA, The Har-
assed Worker, by Brodsky who studied bullying behavior, but his investigation
had an impact much later (Einarsen et al., 2003). Since the publishing of Ley-
mann’s empirical study of bullying, many researchers in Scandinavia have fo-
cused their studies narrowly on the activities, antecedents and frequency of
workplace bullying (e.g., Bjorkqvist et al., 1994, Einarsen et al., 1994; Einarsen
and Skogstad, 1996; Vartia, 1996, 2001). On the one hand, more attention has
been paid to humans in organizations in the recent decades, but on the other
hand, more problems related to the human factor have been detected that need
to be dealt with. Workplace bullying is one of them.

From Scandinavian studies of bullying in 1990-s the topic spread quickly to
other countries and continents, for example, the UK (e.g., Rayner, 1997; Hoel
and Cooper, 2000), Austria and Germany (e.g., Niedl, 1995, 1996; Zapf et al.,
1996), Italy (e.g., Ege, 1996), the USA (e.g., Lutgen-Sandvik et al., 2007), and
Australia (e.g., McCarthy et al., 1996; Sheehan and Jordan, 2003). Workplace
bullying has rapidly become an internationally widespread field of study. How-
ever, in the post-transitional countries in Europe, up to now workplace bullying
has not been explored, which leads to a lack of relative awareness of the issue in
these countries. Relevant studies have so far been conducted in Poland (Durniat,
2010) and Estonia (Tambur and Vadi, 2009, 2011). Although information from
post-transitional countries is insufficient, it is obvious that workplace bullying
as a germinal discipline that expands continually to more and more countries
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that start to pay attention to the problem. The rapid development of studies con-
ducted all over the world, indicates that the problems discovered in Scandinavia
are extensive and widespread.

For understanding the nature of workplace bullying it is important to begin
by clarifying the relationship between the related fields. Workplace bullying is a
part of workplace violence, or occupational violence, which covers both phy-
sical and psychological violence. According to its definition, workplace vio-
lence refers to “incidents where staff are abused, threatened or assaulted in
circumstances related to their work, including commuting to and from work, in-
volving an explicit or implicit challenge to their safety, well-being and health”
(Wynne, 1997). This definition is universal and involves four crucial aspects:

1. both physical and psychological violence is considered;

2. delineation of work situation where commuting is included;

3. any possible impact of violence is taken into account (explicitly or implic-
itly);

4. affected targets are widely specified (safety, well-being and health).

Figure 2 demonstrates the difference between physical and psychological vio-

lence and the position of workplace bullying in this concept. The elements of

the concept are explained in more detail as follows.

——————————————————————————————

__________________________________

ASSAULT/ [ ABUSE
ATTACK ! Harassment i Bullying

N

Figure 2: Workplace violence: assault, abuse and threat
Source: Compiled by the author, based on Di Martino, Hoel and Cooper, 2003; EU-
OSHA, 2010

According to the World Health Organization (WHO) physical violence is de-
fined as “the use of physical force against another person or group that results
in physical, sexual or psychological harm” (ILO/ICN/WHO/PSI, 2000). Physi-
cal violence is expressed in an assault or attack which means “an attempt at
physical injury or attack on a person leading to actual physical harm” (Di
Martino, Hoel and Cooper, 2003). It may include physical attacks, beating,
kicking, slapping, stabbing, shooting, pushing, biting, etc. (Di Martino, Hoel
and Cooper, 2003). Psychological violence is “intentional use of power against
another person or group that can result in harm to physical, mental, spiritual,
moral or social development” (ILO/ICN/WHO/PSI, 2000). However, frequently

20



it can be found difficult to distinguish between psychical and psychological
violence, since these forms occur together and have an effect at the same time.
For example, abuse’ includes both bullying and harassment, whereas in the
latter case the border between the two is not clear. Harassment,” whereby the
nature of violence may be both physical and psychological, depends on the be-
havior of the perpetrator. Similarly, the actual nature of threat’ depends on the
additional activities of the perpetrator.

Regarding the object of the present dissertation — workplace bullying — there
is a clear understanding that the phenomenon belongs to the group of psycho-
logical violence, more precisely under non-physical abuse. At the same time, no
general agreement or clear consensus exists on the definition of workplace bul-
lying (Vartia, 2003). The author of the dissertation supports the definition given
by Einarsen and Skogstad: “Situations where a worker or a supervisor is sys-
tematically mistreated and victimized by fellow workers or supervisors through
repeated negative acts. To be a victim of such bullying one must also feel inferi-
ority in defending oneself in the actual situation” (1996). The definition is
broadly used in studies, it provides the main idea of workplace bullying briefly
and intelligibly. The definition by Einarsen and Skogstad clearly summarizes
five main features of workplace bullying that can be taken as the basis of the
phenomenon: repetitiveness of activities, social nature of the phenomenon, in-
tentionality, imbalance of power, and reference to specific negative acts.
Through these five features the essence of workplace bullying reveals itself.

In the present study, the five features are named “dimensions of workplace
bullying”, whereas Table 1 presents the summary of how different authors have
used the dimensions in their definitions during the period of 1976-2007. Differ-
ent authors have also used different terms for the phenomenon (which will be
discussed in more detail below). However, first the nature of workplace bully-
ing is discussed in more detail and the main five dimensions of workplace bul-
lying are analyzed.

First, the concept of bullying refers to the repetitiveness of certain activi-
ties. Workplace bullying is a behavior that appears in a repeated and persistent
form (Brodsky, 1976; Hoel & Cooper, 2000; Salin, 2001; Vartia, 2003) and
systematically (Einarsen, Skogstad, 1996). Some authors have specified the
frequency and duration of bullying actions and have suggested that bullying
actions must occur “very frequently (at least once a week)” and “over a long

> Behaviour that departs from reasonable conduct and involves the misuse of physical and

psychological strength (Di Martino, Hoel, Cooper, 2003).

Unwanted conduct — verbal, non verbal, visual, psychological or physical — based on age,
disability, HIV status, domestic circumstances, sex, sexual orientation, race, colour,
language, religion, political views, trade union affiliation or other opinion or belief, national
or social origin, association with a minority, birth or other status that negatively affects the
dignity of men and women at work. It includes sexual harassment. (Di Martino, Hoel,
Cooper, 2003).

Promised use of unlawful force resulting in fear of physical, sexual, psychological harm
or other negative consequences to the victim(s) (Di Martino, Hoel, Cooper, 2003).
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period of time (at least six months)” (Leymann, 1990, 1996; Zapf, 1999). Ley-
mann referred to scientific definitions by which the person who has been at-
tacked by one or more individuals is in a helpless position with potentially high
risk of expulsion on a daily basis and for periods of many months (Leymann,
1996). Leymann explained that the negative impact of bullying appears in the
repetition of maltreatment for a long time as psychological, psychosomatic and
social misery (Leymann, 1996). The main reason for using the criterions of
duration and frequency proceeds from the evidence that bullying differs from
normal occupational stressors (time-pressure, role-conflict) and leads to psychi-
atric impairment, whereat the period 6 month is frequently used in the assess-
ment of various psychiatric disorders (Einarsen et al., 2003). The criterions (six
months and at least once a week) have been used by many authors for measur-
ing bullying activities (e.g., Einarsen & Skogstad, 1996; Vartia, 1996; Zapf et
al., 1996; Niedl, 1995). The repetitiveness of the action distinguishes bullying
clearly from conflict and any other single instance.

According to Leymann “the distinction between “conflict” and “mobbing”
does not focus on what is done or how it is done, but on the frequency and du-
ration of what is done” (Leymann, 1996, p. 168). Herewith one-off incidents
and conflicts are excluded from the bullying concept (Zapf, 1999; Hoel &
Cooper, 2000). As seen in Table 1, almost all authors have found it necessary to
emphasize repetitiveness as a main characteristic of bullying when formulating
their definition.

Secondly, workplace bullying can be characterized by the social nature of
the phenomenon where at least two participants (agents) are involved. Both
superiors and workers are regarded as potential bullies or victims (Einarsen,
Skogstad, 1996; Vartia, 2003). Additionally, one party of workplace bullying
can be from outside the organization, e.g., clients, patients, partners (Hoel &
Cooper 2000, Hogh & Dofradottir 2001). The fact that bullying presumes the
existence of a perpetrator and a victim seems self-evident and it could be asked,
why include the feature in the definition at all? Liefooghe & Mackenzie Davey
(2001) have extended the view of interactive bullying describing organizational
practices themselves as bullying and the organization itself is regarded as re-
sponsible for bullying practices rather than the individuals within it. Organi-
zational bullying includes organizational procedures, reward systems, hierarchy
that might have a negative impact on employees and cause dissatisfaction. Ash-
forth (1994) supports the same view and argues that tyrannical behavior may be
validated by organizational norms, whereas values and, therefore, organizations
facilitate the emergence of petty tyranny.
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However, most of the authors still focus on individuals and define workplace
bullying as only an interactive phenomenon (see Table 1). Oppressive and
difficult situations in an organization have been explained as antecedents for
workplace bullying. Zapf clarified this question as follows: “...organizational
problems cannot “harass” an employee. Such behavior is only possible for hu-
man beings. In such cases, there must always be people who react to these
problems” (1999, p. 72). Organizational procedures may be inappropriate or
oppressive but if the relationships between employees are good then there no
workplace bullying exists. Therefore, in order for workplace bullying to take
place, at least two individuals must participate, a perpetrator and a victim. The
author of the dissertation considers it justified to underline that bullying is an
interactive phenomenon and any and all organizational circumstances should be
regarded as causes of bullying and not as bullying itself.

The third aspect of workplace bullying is intentionality. Intentionality is
controversial in some respects and the understanding of it differs by researcher.
Intentionality of bullying means that the perpetrator is aware of his activity
harming another person or persons (Bjorkqvist et al., 1994). According to this
description, if the perpetrator is not acting intentionally there is no bullying
regardless of the repetitiveness of negative acts and the suffering of the victim.
Many authors have excluded the criterion of intentionality because it is very
difficult to realize the presence of intent; instead they concentrate their studies
on the perception of the victim on how they receive negative actions (Hoel and
Cooper, 1999; Vartia, 2003). The victim’s perception is subjective and it is al-
most impossible to understand the purpose of the perpetrator. Hence, the inten-
tional prejudiced action is certainly specified to be an aspect of workplace bul-
lying, but behaving negatively and harming an individual without straight in-
tention to harass them is still considered workplace bullying if the other features
of bullying appear simultaneously.

Authors who do not consider intent being part of workplace bullying have
stressed the target’s subjective cognition and perception in their definitions
(Hoel & Cooper, 2000; Vartia, 2003). First Brodsky (1976) pointed out the dif-
ference between subjective and objective harassment. According to Brodsky
(1976) “subjective harassment” refers to the awareness of harassment by the
victim and “objective harassment” to a situation where actual external evidence
of harassment is found. Subjective stressors, according to Frese and Zapf
(1988), are influenced by an individual’s cognitive and emotional processing,
whereas objective stressors are observed independently from an individual’s
cognitive and emotional processing.

In behalf of subjective bullying based on the victim’s own perception talks
the experience that many of the reported consequences of bullying, such as ill-
health, reduced commitment and decreased productivity, are strongly associated
with the target’s own evaluation of the situation (Salin, 2003). People also show
differences in their perceptions (Liefooghe & Mackenzie Davey, 2001) and the
injurious events may not be shared, validated or observed by others (Aquino,
Lamertz, 2004). The perpetrator and the recipient may only know the signifi-
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cance of a particular behavior, whereas bystanders might interpret the behavior
completely differently (Einarsen et al., 2003). Therefore, the measurement
methods for workplace bullying are principally based on the self-report of vic-
tims (Einarsen and Skogstad, 1996, Leymann, 1990, 1993). In definitions,
keywords like “attempts by one person to frustrate”, “hostile communication
that is directed”, “activities with the aim of bringing mental pain” refer to the
existence of an objective concept of bullying. Otherwise, the definitions seem to
emphasize the subjective phenomenon of workplace bullying but do not exclude
anyhow the intention of the perpetrator.

The fourth, imbalance of power, is one relevant feature of workplace bul-
lying which is included in many definitions (e.g., Leymann, 1990, 1996; Bjor-
kqvist, Osterman & Hjelt-Bick, 1994; Einarsen, Skogstad, 1996; Hoel &
Cooper, 2000). According to the definitions, the victim is fallen due to bullying
into a defenseless, inferior position and has difficulty in defending themselves.
It is not considered bullying if two parties of approximately equal “strength” are
involved in an incident (Zapf, 1999). Salin (2003) classified the perceived imba-
lance of power among the enabling structures and processes which include con-
ditions that make it possible for bullying to occur in the first place, i.e. factors
that provide a fertile soil for bullying. The imbalance of power might appear
directly from the formal position in an organization’s hierarchy, for instance,
superior and subordinate. Indirect imbalance of power — informal position —
between the perpetrator(s) and the target might proceed from informal domina-
tion due to the perpetrators outnumbering the victims, their special knowledge
and experiences, or support of influential persons (Hoel & Cooper, 2000). Still,
some authors do not consider the imbalance of power necessary enough to be
added in their definition. One reason could be the issue that it is difficult to de-
cide who decides whether there is an imbalance of power or not (Cowie et al.,
2002). An imbalance of power is a situation whereby indirect or direct power
has been given to people so that the targeted person is at a lower power-level. In
the nature of the conflict or negative incident this means that there are two une-
qual parties. Thus, both the perpetrator and the victim may both perceive the
imbalance, which is the exact reason why bullying may last over a long period
of time and systematically.

The fifth and last common feature of the definitions of workplace bullying is
negative acts that represents one of the central features of workplace bullying.
The authors have named the acts differently in their definitions: “hostile and
unethical communication” (Leymann, 1990) or “offending, socially excluding
someone or assigning offending work tasks to someone” (Zapf, 1999) or just
“negative acts” (Salin, 2001; Hoel &Cooper, 2000). All the definitions of work-
place bullying contain explicit reference to negative acts that occur during
bullying.

The scale of workplace bullying activities could be very wide and therefore
several researches have classified the numerous negative acts or behaviors that
could occur during workplace bullying (e.g., Einarsen, Skogstad, 1996; Hoel &
Cooper, 2000; Salin, 2001; Vartia 2003). One of the first classifications was
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compiled by Leymann (1990) who divided the negative acts into five categories
depending on the effects they have on the victim (see Table 2). Leymann gave
examples in each category to illustrate the possible effects to the victim. Many
of these acts may be relatively common in the workplace, for example “collea-
gues do not talk with target, not giving work assignments” whereas “used fre-
quently and over a long period of time, their content and meaning changes, con-
sequently turning into dangerous communicative weapons” (Leymann, 1996, p.
170). Therefore, with the other features of bullying, regularity, imbalance of
power and intentionality, the factual meaning of these activities appears in the
communication process.

Several other classifications of bullying could be found. For example,
Rayner and Hoel (1997) classified negative acts into the following categories:
threat to professional status, threat to personal standing, isolation, overwork and
destabilization. Namie (2007) divided these according to the perpetrator and
gave provocative names to four categories (see Table 2). However, factually
based on the existing literature, the different activities and categories could fi-
nally be divided into two basic categories: activities related to work and activi-
ties related to the person, as classified by Einarsen and Hoel (2001) as well as
by Beswick et al (2006). Personal behaviors are ignoring, excluding, public
humiliation, insulting, spreading rumors or gossip, yelling, intruding on privacy,
etc. Work-related behaviors are giving unachievable tasks, impossible dead-
lines, unmanageable workloads, meaningless tasks, withholding information
deliberately or supplying unclear information, threats about job security, scape-
goating, etc. These two basic categories enable to distinguish the different be-
haviors and causes of bullying at work more clearly.

Measuring workplace bullying in organizations the author of the dissertation
supports three categories: work-related, person-related and physically intimi-
dating bullying, to distinguish the most severe incidences, as necessary. The
previous discussion about different workplace bullying activities finally pointed
out two major categories — work-related and person-related bullying activities.
For managing and preventing workplace bullying in organizations, it is practical
to find out if the bullying activities are primarily related to work tasks or di-
rected to a person.
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Table 2. The classification of bullying activities

Author(s) Categories Types of activities
Leymann, Effects to the victim’ 1) verbal attacking regarding work
1996 1) possibilities to communicate assignments, verbal threats, verbal
adequately activities in order to reject the target
2) possibilities to maintain 2) colleagues do not talk with target any
social contacts longer or target is forbidden by
3) possibilities to maintain management to talk to them, isolated
personal reputation in a room away from others
4) occupational situation 3) gossiping, ridicule, making fun of a
5) physical health handicap or ethnic heritage or way of
moving or talking
4) not giving any work assignments,
giving meaningless work assignments
5) giving dangerous work assignments,
threatening physically or attacking
physically, harassing sexually
Zapf, 1999 1) work-related bullying 1) changing victim’s work tasks in

2) social isolation
3) attacking the private sphere

4) verbal threats

5) spreading rumors

negative way; making victim’s work
tasks difficult to perform

2) excluding someone from social events

3) personal ridicule, insulting remarks on
someone’s private life

4) criticizing, yelling or humiliating in
public

Einarsen and

1) person-related bullying

1) insulting remarks, excessive teasing,

Hoel, 2001 spreading gossip or rumors, persistent
criticism, playing practical jokes,
intimidation

2) work-related bullying 2) giving unreasonable deadlines or
unmanageable workloads, excessive
monitoring of work, assigning
meaningless tasks or no tasks

Beswick, 1) person-related bullying 1) ignoring, isolating, malicious rumors,

Gore, belittling remarks, public humiliation,

Palferman ridiculing, shouting at, threats of

(2006) violence, attacking person’s beliefs,

2) work-related bullying

intimidation, verbal abuse

2) unachievable tasks, impossible
deadlines, overloading, meaningless
tasks, withholding information
deliberately, constant criticism,
offensive administrative penal
sanctions
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Table 2. The classification of bullying activities (Continued)

Author(s) Categories Types of activities
Namie, 2003 | 1) The Screaming Mimi — 1) humiliating publicly, spreading fear,
stereotypical bully screaming, yelling, swearing,

throwing things.
2) The Constant Critic — hyper- | 2) branding target incompetent, abusing

critical nitpicker and criticizing with the aim of
destroying target’s career
3) The Two-Headed Snake 3) rumors and double dealings in teams
4) The Gatekeeper — obsessed | 4) allocates time, money, staffing and
with control information in ways that ensures

target’s failure, withholding resources
necessary for target to succeed

Source: Compiled by the author

Nevertheless, several authors considered it important to point out threats to the
victim’s physical health by marking it as a separate category (e.g., Leymann,
1996; Zapf et al., 1996). This category represents the most extreme form of
workplace bullying which refer to the direct risk to the victim’s health or life.
However, the behaviors included in the category of physical health are mainly
of a psychological nature (Einarsen et al., 2003). Principally, activities related to
threats of physical violence belong to bullying but physical violence is a prob-
lem even more serious than that. Whereas the activities under this category
could be related to work (forcing to do dangerous work tasks) as well as to a
person (intimidation), the nature of the activities is more extreme, and therefore
the category is justified.

There is no common understanding about sexual harassment as a bullying
activity. According to several authors, sexual harassment might belong to
workplace bullying (e.g., Brodsky 1976, Mikkelsen & Einarsen 2001), whereat
some see it as a specific form of bullying in which sexuality is utilized as means
of oppression (e.g., Bjorqvist et al., 1994). At the same time, some researchers
exclude sexual abuse from bullying activities at all (Keashly et al., 1994). In
some cases activities with reference to sexual behavior have also been presented
as workplace bullying. After all, sexual harassment is a form of psychological
violence (Di Martino, Hoel and Cooper, 2003) but it is different in category
from workplace bullying. The author of the dissertation undertakes this posi-
tion. While sexual harassment and workplace bullying may occur simultane-
ously, these are different categories of violence.

The classification of bullying activities give an overview of possible activi-
ties but the list of acts can never be final. New forms of workplace bullying
emerge continually due to technological progress and the changing nature of
work. Job insecurity and new forms of employment agreements, ageing work-
force (especially in Europe), work intensification and poor work-life balance are
the areas characterized by higher psychosocial hazards (EU-OSHA, 2007).
These topics should be considered for closer analysis in the context of work-
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place bullying. For example, the possession of valuable information and availa-
bility of networks is becoming an increasingly important advantage on the labor
market, whereas new opportunities for negative behavior may emerge in rela-
tion to these particular activities. Similarly, cyberbullying is new and important
form of bullying (Privitera and Campbell 2009) which would require more at-
tention also within the concept of workplace bullying. Therefore, the definition
of bullying does not comprise of all potential acts, but it always involves be-
havior or an attitude that causes the victim emotional harm and affects his or her
mental and physical health.

To summarize the basic features of different definitions, the phenomenon of
workplace bullying means repeated and persistent negative activities by one or
more persons to another. Bullying at work means also an imbalance of power
between the concerned parties that may become obvious in formal or informal
positions in an organization. The objective concept of workplace bullying con-
tains the intentionality factor, i.e. the perpetrator is aware of their attempt to
harm another person. The alternative way is to concentrate on the victim’s’
suffering and consider the situation as workplace bullying even without direct
intentional behavior from the perpetrator’s side. Nevertheless, analyzing the
different concepts of bullying, intentionality has been considered as a relatively
self-evident assumption. Still, some of the authors have included and underlined
this characteristic of workplace bullying, which change the concept by making
it more understandable. Because of intentionality, workplace bullying may cer-
tainly be described as an objective phenomenon that also takes place indepen-
dently from the victim’s perception. As seen from Table 1, various terms are
used at the same time for denominating the phenomenon. Therefore, it is impor-
tant to clarify the terms. The formation of terminology within the discipline is
related to different regions and languages. Researchers in English-speaking
countries, such as the UK and Ireland (e.g., Hoel & Cooper, 2000; O’Moore,
2000; Rayner, 1997) and Australia (e.g., McCarthy, 1996; Sheehan, 1996)
mainly use the term “bullying”. In Germanic countries, the term “mobbing” is
mainly used (e.g., Zapf et al., 1996). In the USA very different terms have been
used by researchers about the phenomenon of unethical behavior at work: har-
assment (Brodsky, 1976), workplace aggression (Baron and Neuman, 1998;
O'Leary, Griffin & Glew, 1996), employee abuse (Keashly, 1998, Keashly et
al., 1994), victimization (Aquino et al., 1999), workplace deviance (Robinson
and Bennet, 1995), workplace incivility (Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Cortina et
al., 2001), and bullying (Namie and Namie, 2000). During a short period of
time several different terms have been used for the same or similar concept;
referring to the different cultures, traditions and short but quick development of
the discipline. This inevitably leads to a confusion and inaccuracy in under-
standing the concept because through different terms different nuances of work-
place bullying are expressed.

Nevertheless, by today, two terms have become more widespread: “bully-
ing” and “mobbing”. The term “mobbing” was borrowed from the English word
“mob”, originally describing animal aggression; however, today the term is
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preferred among German-speakers and in the Netherlands (Einarsen et al.,
2003). Leymann preferred the term “bullying” for activities between children
and teenagers at school and reserved the word “mobbing” for adult behavior
(1996). The term “bullying” has connotations to physical aggression and threat,
but physical violence is very seldom found at work, simultaneously “mobbing”
is characterized by much more sophisticated behaviors, such as, for example,
socially isolating the victim (Leymann, 1996). In spite of Leymann’s explana-
tion, the term “bullying” came broadly into use in English-speaking countries
and also in Scandinavia (e.g., Einarsen and Skogstad, 1996; Salin, 2001; Vartia,
1996), with the latter being the area where studies in the subject initially origi-
nated. The distinction between terms ,,bullying” and ,,mobbing* has also dis-
cussed by Zapf and Einarsen (2005) who suggested the use of ,,bullying® in case
of negative acts from a manager towards their subordinate(s), and the use of
term ,,mobbing* in case of negative acts between peers, coworkers. Still, the
suggestion has not been widely followed by researchers.

As revealed in the prior overview, several terms have been used in parallel
for the phenomenon of workplace bullying. At the moment, there is no con-
sensus about the term of workplace bullying in different countries and among
researchers. Moreover, it is not possible to distinguish nuances of negative be-
havior at work or at school based on the used terms. In the literature, “bullying”
or “mobbing” is used for negative activities both at work and in school, which
does not enable to understand the differences thereof. In this dissertation, the
terms “workplace bullying” or “bullying at work™ are used. The author prefers
the term “bullying” for the following reasons:

1. the term is used and accepted in English-speaking countries;

2. it is one of the most widely used terms in scientific publications;

3. most researchers in Scandinavia where the discipline originates from, sup-
port the term “bullying”, which means that the term is the clearest to express
the idea of workplace bullying.

For better differentiation from school bullying, the addition word “workplace”

or “at work” is essential.

To sum up the terms used in the discipline, it becomes evident that various
terms have been used simultaneously and interchangeably, whereas a unified
and unambiguous terminology is still undeveloped. In addition to other terms,
“bullying” and “mobbing” have most commonly been used in parallel to mark
the aggression in school and at work. The lack of unified terminology compli-
cates the understanding of the phenomenon. Therefore, one challenge the re-
searchers of the discipline are facing is to find a consensus and unify the
terminology.

The complicated nature of workplace bullying manifests itself in the long-
lasting process of behavior between the parties. The following discussion clari-
fies the parts of the process to better understand its functioning. The process of
workplace bullying is characterized by the escalation of negative activities
which become more intense. Based on the existing literature (e.g., Glasl, 1994;
Leymann, 1990), the author of the dissertation distinguishes four phases during
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the process of workplace bullying. Figure 3 demonstrates the rise and escalation
of workplace bullying. At the beginning, a conflict occurs between two equal
employees, who are initially concentrated on solving the problem. In the second
stage, tension turns from the problem to the person and the parties to the con-
flict begin to worry about their reputation. Therefore, they start to look for sup-
porters from the organization using indirect negative activities: rumors con-
cerning their conflict partner, hostile communication to demonstrate their atti-
tude, etc. The behavior intensifies, direct negative activities will be added, espe-
cially if the one party achieves more power inside the organization, and the
hostile behavior changes systematically (every day or every week). The final
phase represents destruction, which means that one party leaves the organiza-
tion or must take sick leave because of the complications.

The described process starts with the conflict which demonstrates one of the
possible and yet most common ways for progression of workplace bullying.
Instead of conflict the trigger of the process could be related to some personal or
organizational reasons that will be analyzed in the third subchapter. Irrelevant to
the fact whether the initial reason come from unresolved conflict or something
else, the targets’ do not often realize for a long time what is happening to them
(Leymann, 1993 in Zapf, Gross, 2001) in the beginning of the process. The
victim usually is able to understand workplace bullying in retrospect (D’Cruz
and Noronha, 2010) when the negative behavior is already systematic. The ini-
tial problem could be work-related but during the process, focus shifts more and
more to the personal level and the negative behavior becomes more harmful.
The bully carries out new and more serious negative activities and the aim of
the behavior becomes to harm or destroy the victim as a person, and not to solve
a work-related problem. Therefore, the process of workplace bullying can be
characterized as stealthily and gradually expanding while moving away from
the ultimate cause.
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Figure 3. The escalating process of workplace bullying
Source: Compiled by the author based on the literature (Einarsen, 2000; Glasl, 1994;
Leymann, 1990)

There are always two sides involved in workplace bullying: the target or the
victim and the perpetrator or the bully. Basically, there are two ways to deter-
mine the status of a victim. First, the subjective approach — does the target feel
themselves as victim. On the other hand, there is the objective assessment from
a bystander (colleague) or a psychologist. According to the definition of Aquino
and Lamertz victimization is the “employee’s perception of having been the
target, either momentarily or over time, of emotionally, psychologically, or
physically injurious actions by another organizational member with whom the
target has an ongoing relationship” (2004). Thus, the victim can be identified by
self-labeling based on his or hers subjective perception. The definition assumes
additionally that the behavior was intentional and that it was meant to cause
harm to the target (Aquino, Lamertz, 2004). A bystander (coworker, manager)
could describe the situation from their point of view and a doctor could diag-
nose the psychological and physical conditions of the target (consequences) but
either of them could never sense the target’s pain and understand what she or he
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had experienced. In the present dissertation, third parties are not used for deter-
mining victimization, the conception of self-labeling and targets’ subjective
perception is applied to determine victimization.

Beside the victim there always has to be another party to the process of
workplace bullying — the perpetrator. There are different definitions or descrip-
tions about the bully as perpetrator of workplace bullying. Aquino and Lamertz
define a perpetrator as “the party judged responsible by the victim for inflicting
the injurious action” (2004). Aquino and Lamertz (2004) argue that sometimes
it is hard to differentiate the victim from the perpetrator and illustrate their ar-
gument with the following example. If one party criticizes the other party’s
ideas that in turn cause insulting remarks from the other side, then the first party
can be considered the original perpetrator who instigated the victimizing act. At
the workplace, there are no pure actors or pure targets. Results also suggest that
being the target of aggression is related to engaging in aggression and therefore
support the reciprocity effect at the victimization process (Glomb, Liao, 2003).
Therefore, the role of a bully is first and foremost related to the responsibility
for intentional injurious activities, but it depends on the perception of the target.

This subchapter gave an overview about the terms and concept of workplace
bullying for the better understanding of the complicated phenomenon. However,
the question does not apply only to the terminology and definitions, but also to
risk factors, causes and measurement methods. The problem with the vagueness
of the concept of workplace bullying interferes with the common understanding
of the problem and also results in inadequate policies and interventions (Rayner
and Mclvor, 2006). For organizations the benefit of common understanding of
bullying is related to cost-saving. Whereas employees and employers under-
stand and define the problem similarly, the risk of violating the psychological
contact is much lower (Saunders et al., 2007). On a societal level it is important
to take measures against such violence. This is a particularly serious challenge
for post-transitional countries because it has received very little attention there
and the unified concept of workplace bullying is a useful tool for taking the next
steps. Therefore, for preventing and managing workplace bullying, it is essential
to harmonize and specify the phenomenon of workplace bullying. In the next
subchapters the analysis of the concept of workplace bullying will be continued
to help understand the phenomenon in more depth.

1.2. Consequences of workplace bullying

Workplace bullying is complex and complicated phenomenon, which related to
the consequences of negative activities. The nature of bullying manifests itself
completely after considering the effects of negative behavior. Because the hos-
tile behavior lasts for a long time and frequently, workplace bullying often re-
sults in considerable psychological, psychosomatic, and social suffering (Ley-
mann, 1996). The focus of the present dissertation is to understand the causes of
workplace bullying and find out its prevalence in a post-transitional country.
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However, the reason to research the causes and prevalence proceeds particularly
from the negative consequences of bullying. Understanding the causes of work-
place bullying enables to prevent the phenomenon more effectively and to avoid
its negative consequences. The following subchapter demonstrates that the con-
sequences are very serious and constitute an actual threat to individuals, organi-
zations and the society.

Due to the nature of workplace bullying, it always has a negative impact and
there might be different kind of effects of workplace bullying. In order to better
perceive the extent, seriousness and depth of the problem, the consequences of
workplace bullying will be analyzed subsequently. However, what are the con-
crete and specific outcomes of bullying behaviors and in which exact form they
appear on the individual, organizational, and the societal level, this is the topic
of this subchapter which aims to identify the most important consequences at
all levels.

On the individual level, workplace bullying harms in first order the victims
who are the direct targets of long-term negative behavior. Their emotional and
social well-being is injured during the process of workplace bullying which
leads also to different consequences. The negative effect of workplace bullying
extends further and becomes also the bystanders’ concern (Vartia, 2001). The
witnesses of bullying may worry about becoming the next target of bullying and
have been reported to leave their job as a result of an increased stress levels
(Rayner, 1999; UNISON, 2000). The consequences discussed in this subchapter
are considered both from the victims’ and the bystanders’ perspective but the
focus is on the victims’ side due to preliminary researches and availability
of data.

On the individual level, the consequences of workplace bullying can be di-
vided into three categories: mental and physical health problems and work-re-
lated consequences. Mental health problems include stress, depression, anxiety,
higher level of emotional exhaustion, etc. Physical health disorders are, for ex-
ample, headache or musculoskeletal problems. Work-related consequences are
related to decreased job-satisfaction and motivation. The consequences may
appear simultaneously or selectively, the emergence of negative effects is indi-
vidual. It is not correct to present consequences chronologically considering the
workplace bullying process, because frequently a mixture of them occurs. Next,
the categories of consequences on the individual level are discussed and
analyzed.

Most frequently the negative effect of workplace bullying to individuals is
revealed by mental health problems. Workplace bullying represents a very seri-
ous traumatic event to the target, which may cause internal harm that will never
heal. The consequences to individuals who have been exposed to workplace
bullying have been described by Hallberg and Strandmark in their model named
“being marked for life by bullying” (2006). In this light it is easier to understand
the other results about the relationship of workplace bullying and several mental
health problems (Hoel et al., 2004; Vartia & Hyyti, 2002). The immediate reac-
tions of workplace bullying are usually anger and frustration (Ciby and Raya,
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2014). Targets of bullying are confused and scared; they lose control over the
situation. Bullying victims also feel increased mental fatigue (Agervold & Mik-
kelsen, 2004; Hogh et al., 2005) and a higher level of emotional exhaustion
appeared among employees who are more frequently victimized (Tepper, 2000;
Winstanley & Whittington, 2002). The victims must work under enormous
strain every day and that causes exhaustion. The more serious the negative in-
fluence becomes and the longer it lasts, the more serious are the mental prob-
lems that may appear. A large number of researchers have found increased
symptoms of depression and anxiety among bullying victims (e.g., Bjorqvist et
al., 1994; Cortina et al., 2001; Hansen et al., 2006; Mikkelsen & Einarsen,
2001; Quine, 1999; Zapf, 1999). Nearly all victims interviewed by the research-
ers revealed various nervous symptoms, melancholy, apathy and sociophobia
(Bjorqvist et al., 1994). The above-mentioned mental health disorders signifi-
cantly affect the ability to work and the person’s well-being.

On the one hand, the occurrence of mental health problems is intelligible in
such horrible conditions but on the other hand the question of personality traits
and characteristics rises. Matthiesen & Einarsen (2001) have found that a spe-
cific vulnerability factor may exist because some victims of bullying are more
sensitive to bullying or react more dramatically than others. Zapf (1999) has
already before suggested the same tendency that there could be a group of indi-
viduals who had pre-existing symptoms of anxiety, depression and negative
effect. This group of bullying victims has lower social skills than their col-
leagues and show deficiencies in their social behavior and, thus, they have an
increased likelihood of becoming a victim of bullying (Zapf, 1999). However,
due to workplace bullying these symptoms may occur or become more pro-
nounced. Even if becoming a victim and suffering from the negative conse-
quences of bullying is associated with the personality factor, such personality
traits are not manifested in a peaceful environment.

The topic that must be explored more closely is stress and its relatively com-
plicated relationship to workplace bullying. Mikkelsen and Einarsen (2001)
found significant positive relationships between bullying behaviors and self-
reported stress symptoms, but the authors concede that they cannot determine
cause-and-effect relationships. Stress could be an effect of long-lasting bullying
but otherwise the psychological problems may lead to provocative behavior and
induce workplace bullying. Nevertheless, study results (e.g., Vartia, 2001; Qui-
ne, 1999; Agervold & Mikkelsen, 2004) confirm that victims of bullying suffer
considerable stress caused by negative behaviors, and that this may even cause
suicides (Leymann, 1992 in Einarsen and Mikkelsen, 2003), which is the most
dramatic consequence of workplace bullying revealing the seriousness and
intensity of the effect of workplace bullying. Again, here the personality factor
may be an additional factor but it does not diminish the riskiness of the work-
place bullying.

Stress can take a very complex form and long-term victims of workplace
bullying may suffer under post-traumatic stress disorders (PTSD) (Leymann &
Gustafsson, 1996; Matthiesen & Einarsen, 2004; Mikkelsen & Einarsen, 2002).
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By American Psychiatric Association the PTSD diagnosis refers to stress
symptoms that are typically exhibited by victims who have experienced extra
traumatic events. Various studies clarify the relationship between PTSD and
workplace bullying experiences. For example, in a Danish study including
about 118 bullied victims, it was found that 76% of the victims portrayed
symptoms indicating to post-traumatic disorder (Mikkelsen & Einarsen, 2002).
Matthiesen and Einarsen (2004) verified the results and compared bullying vic-
tims with several other groups of victims or offended people (medical students
who were exposed to a high level of temporary stress, postal employees affected
by an organizational downsizing process, recently divorced persons and others)
and found that PTSD may be widespread among victims of bullying at work.
Firstly it can be concluded that the victims of bullying have got a strong experi-
ence of trauma which has induced stress and secondly, that the trauma can be
compared to any other physical or psychological traumatic event.

Nevertheless, the appearance of PTSD as a result of long lasting workplace
bullying is disputable. The question is whether bullying is really equal to other
traumatic events and may cause PTSD. The diagnosis of PTSD means that the
victim must have experienced a traumatic event that involved loss of physical
integrity, or risk of serious injury or death to self or others (Bryant, Harvey,
2000). Leymann & Gustafsson (1996) declared that bullying victims’ degree of
PTSD is comparable with war or prison camp experiences. Bullying victims are
in a prolonged stress-creating situation and therefore PTSD is constantly re-
newed (Leymann & Gustafsson, 1996). This is exactly the reason why the neg-
ative effect of workplace bullying is so strong and harmful. However, returning
to the question about the occurrence of PTSD among bullying victims, it is im-
portant to consider that the meaning of war has changed and is replaced with
economical struggle. Survival and means of living depends from one’s job, thus
dramatic events at work could lead to losing income and become a question of
life. Additionally, from the socio-biological perspective, the survival of human
beings depends on whether they are integrated into a well-functioning social
group (Einarsen & Mikkelsen, 2003) but workplace bullying causes social ex-
clusion. Due to workplace bullying, targets may experience social death. There-
fore, the PTSD diagnosis concerning workplace bullying may be considered
valid, as PTSD is a potential consequence of bullying and workplace bullying
certainly constitutes a trauma for the victim.

The second category of consequences on the individual level represents sev-
eral physical health problems caused by workplace bullying. One can find lots
of empirical evidence about the relationships between workplace bullying and
the deterioration of physical health. The stress and depression caused by the
prolonged negative acts of workplace bullying can result in various physical
sicknesses for the victims (Agervold & Mikkelsen, 2004; Kivimaiki et al., 2000).
Headache, migraine and insomnia can easily emerge as a result of workplace
bullying (Ciby and Raya, 2014). Evidence about musculoskeletal problems
(Niedl, 1996), cardiovascular system health problems (i.e. heart palpitations and
hypertension) and irritable bowel disorder (Workplace Bullying Institute, 2012)

37



being connected to bullying has been found. These diseases have been diag-
nosed and have been found to be in association with workplace bullying which
refers to very serious physical illnesses in addition to emotional sufferings.

Due to severe illness the victim is not capable to continue working and is
forced to take sick leave. Studies have found that individuals who are frequently
exposed to acts of bullying have a higher prevalence to chronic diseases (Ki-
viméki et al., 2000) and take sick leave more often than their non-bullied col-
leagues (Agervold & Mikkelsen, 2004). In another study, almost 1 out of 5
(17%) bullying victims reported that they had been away from work because of
bullying (Vartia, 2001). A Finnish study by Kivimaki et al. (2000) even esti-
mated that targets of bullying had on average 50% higher certified sickness
absenteeism compared to those who were not bullied. The risk of long-term
sickness absence is higher especially for frequently bullied victims (Ortega et
al., 2011). Hence, workplace bullying decreases the working ability and weak-
ens the body emotionally or physically to the extent that the victim becomes
unable to work.

Studies have found that some negative acts have a stronger negative impact
to a victim’s’ psychological and physical health than others. The activities that
are most strongly connected to feelings of self-confidence are related to assign-
ing meaningless tasks, restricting one’s possibilities to express his or her opin-
ions, being treated like air, and isolation from others (Vartia, 2001). In addition
to these acts one’s possibilities to express his or her opinions and gossiping
behind one’s back are associated with mental stress reactions (Vartia, 2001).
There is also evidence that attacking a person’s private life correlates strongest
with the psychological ill-health of a bullied employee (Zapf et al., 1996). Ac-
cording to another study, the behaviors to which regular exposure represented
the greatest risk of nonchronic mental health problems were hints to quit, ig-
noring and persistent criticism (Hoel et al., 2004). To sum up, ’the behaviors
that are directed to the expulsion of the target from the unit and their exclusion
so that one stays psychologically and/or physically alone has the strongest effect
on a target’s health.

The third category of consequences on the individual level covers work-re-
lated consequences. There is much evidence which confirms that workplace
bullying is related to job satisfaction and motivation. Diminished emotional
well-being and job satisfaction is the result of long-lasting bullying at work
(Quine, 1999; Quine 2001; Tepper, 2000; Vartia, 2001). Bullying at work is a
threat to the psychological well-being of the bullied employees (Vartia, 2001),
whereas abusive supervision is associated with lower job and life satisfaction
(Tepper, 2000). A study in Norway verified the relationship between workplace
bullying, burn-out and lowered job satisfaction (Einarsen et al., 1998). Job satis-
faction is an important factor in predicting employee turnover exactly in post-
transitional countries (Miheli¢, 2013). A study from Trepanieret al. has found
that higher burnout correlates with workplace bullying and it is explained with
“lack of satisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy (i.e. the sense of re-
striction and absence of self-endorsement at work)” (2013). Several bullying
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activities, for example, excessive monitoring or unreasonable criticism contrib-
ute to the perception. Targets may easily turn against their organization because
of the feeling that they are not a part of a group or the organization any more.
Research results confirm that workplace bullying is associated significantly
with lowered organizational commitment (Demir, Rodwell, 2012). The victim’s
willingness to work is considerably lowered especially if he or she does not get
any support from the organization. Excluded or socially ignored and with dam-
aged mental and physical health the victim is not capable of working any more.

Talking about work-related consequences it is important to discuss the em-
pirical evidence about job loss. According to the last survey by the Workplace
Bullying Institute 74% of bullying targets lose their job because of workplace
bullying (2014). Other sources have also claimed that the intention to leave
increases significantly due to workplace bullying (e.g., Djurkovic et al., 2008;
Quine 1999, 2001; Bowling & Beehr, 2006; Houshmand et al., 2012; Hauge et
al., 2010; McKay et al., 2008). For example, in a UK-based study, approxi-
mately a quarter of victims left their jobs because they were being bullied
(Rayner, 1997). Quitting, including the desire to quit, is one of the most preva-
lent forms of response to workplace bullying (Lutgen-Sandvik, 2006). The tar-
gets of bullying feel themselves too weak and helpless to fight against the bully
and leaving provides an escape from the terrible situation. Houshmand et al.
(2012) declare that the effect of workplace bullying extends to the bystanders
and merely working in a unit with noticeable bullying is linked to higher em-
ployee turnover intentions. Those who are not the direct target of bullying can
be moved to quit their organization as soon as an opportunity arises out of dis-
gust and protest toward the bullies and toward their organization (Houshmand et
al., 2012). Bullying affects also bystanders and the extent of the negative
impact extends to the organization. Organizational consequences are discussed
hereinafter.

There is adequate affirmation to concede that workplace bullying is related
to losing one’s job and earnings. For example, the victims of bullying take sick-
leave more frequently and are absent from work more often because of mental
and physical health disturbances, than non-victims. On the basis of the studies
analyzed previously that bring out the negative psychological and physical con-
sequences (e.g., stress, depression, low self-esteem, phobias, sleeping disorders,
problems with the digestive and bone and muscle systems, etc.) may presume
that the victims of bullying are not capable of working as effectively and with
the same workload as before. Their capability of work has been damaged and
they are not competitive on the labor market. The results confirm directly that
the intention to quit increases among victims and bystanders. In addition to that,
the people’s personal relations may also suffer; deteriorating relationships with
partners may be a result of workplace bullying that sometimes ends in separa-
tion or divorce (Maclntosh, 2012). Therefore, based on previous studies it may
be concluded that the potential consequences on the individual level might be
extended to loss of income, loss of social relations, and loss of healthiness. One
has to start from the beginning.
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Next, the consequences on the organizational level are analyzed. The nega-
tive effect to an organization is closely related to the consequences to employ-
ees. Figuratively speaking, the individual consequences of workplace bullying
accumulate and thereby the organization becomes ill. The organizational level
consequences are discussed foremost from the perspective of absenteeism, pres-
enteeism, productivity, staff turnover, costs and reputation.

As seen above, workplace bullying leads to several health concerns to em-
ployees that cause absence due sickness. Absenteeism due to sickness has a
considerable negative influence to the work of the organization. From the or-
ganization’s standpoint, there is one more factor related to absence from work —
this is called presenteeism, which means “attending work while ill” (Johns,
2010). That means that although the bullying victims are incapable of work due
to sickness or some other individual consequence of bullying, e.g., stress or
depression, they are still physically at work. Presenteeism is difficult to discover
but the negative effect to the organization may be extensive. Workplace bully-
ing is complex and hidden phenomenon and absenteeism alone does not reveal
the effect of bullying.

The primary concern of absenteeism and presenteeism for organization is the
decrease in productivity and work efficiency. Violence at work could affect
work productivity, whether employees are personally attacked or whether they
are just a witness to such events (Hoel, Sparks, Cooper, 2001). A study that
examined the effects of workplace bullying verified that bullying experiences
changed the respondent’s productivity at work (McKay et al., 2008). There are
several examples about loss of productivity in the health care sector where bul-
lying behaviors hinder effective patient care (Yildirim, 2009). Another study
had previously pointed out that nurses who have been bullied state that distrac-
tions related to bullying interfered with their ability to care for patients and de-
creased their commitment to patient care (Sa & Fleming, 2008). Thus, the con-
sequences of bullying in the health care sector extend to patients who are al-
ready in a defenseless position. Similarly, in other sectors the effects of bullying
transmit to the work results and the productivity of the whole organization
decreases.

For each organization, having experienced, skillful and motivated employees
is a critical resource. The quitting of valuable employees could damage the or-
ganization. Intention to leave, i.e. thinking about quitting the job, has been
found to be a significant predictor of staff turnover (Begley, 1998; Steel and
Ovalle, 1984). Several studies have verified the relationship between exposure
to bullying and staff turnover (Hogh et al., 2011; UNISON, 2000; Cox, 1987).
The risk of staff turnover increases with frequency of exposure, whereas poor
management emerged as the most important factor for leaving (Hogh et al.,
2011). Staff turnover represents a serious problem for any organization. In-
creased employee turnover is associated with decreased performance (Ton,
Huckman, 2008). Excessive staff turnover hinders the achievement of organi-
zational goals and maintaining stable customer relations. Employees who leave
from an organization take valuable knowledge and competences with them.
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This loss of knowledge and competence should be considered an organizational
consequence of workplace bullying. The reputation and competitiveness of an
organization has been injured.

Bowling & Beehr (2006) consider that staff turnover might be an antecedent
rather than a consequence to workplace bullying. An employee who expresses
the intention to leave the organization may become the target of bullying
(Bowling & Beehr, 2006), but this refers to another issue. The intention for
leaving arises due to being a target of bullying and after expressing the inten-
tion, bullying may intensify because the perpetrator(s) have made progress. In
this case, the intention to leave appears simultaneously as an antecedent and a
consequence. In fact, being simultaneously a cause and a consequence is a
common characteristic for most consequences.

The above-described problems caused by bullying — absenteeism, staff turn-
over, and decrease of productivity — bring about notable costs for organizations.
High costs of absenteeism, sick leave, staff turnover and litigation initiated by
victims of bullying (Duffy, 2009) are bullying-related risk for organizations.
Staff turnover costs proceed from recruitment and selection, training of re-
placements, and productivity loss costs (Hogh et al. 2011; Hoel, Sparks,
Cooper, 2001). According to Waldman et al. (2004) the costs of staff turnover
represents a loss of 5% of an organization’s total annual operating budget.
There are also several costs for an organization related to presenteeism: im-
paired performance due to decreased output, reduced standards of production,
cost of errors and mistakes (Brun and Lamarche, 2006 in Giga et al., 2008). In
addition to the named, workplace bullying may raise the costs of grievance or
litigation, compensation and loss of public reputation (Hoel et al., 2003)
whereas the hidden costs include monitoring absenteeism (Sheehan et al., 2001
in Giga et al., 2008). Therefore, the consequences of workplace bullying finally
lead to a concrete increase in financial expenditure for an organization.

Several studies have concentrated to calculating the expenditures of work-
place bullying and have affirmed a direct link between workplace bullying and
costs for organizations. Leymann (1990) calculated the cost of bullying for an
organization to be approximately 30,000—100,000 USD per year for each indi-
vidual subjected of bullying. In a Finnish study among hospital staff (Kivimaki
et al., 2000) the financial costs that resulted from increased absenteeism was
about 125,000 GBP (about 312,593 EUR) in the studied hospitals. In 2007 an
illuminating and comprehensive research project was carried out in the UK
about the costs of bullying. Giga et al. (2008) calculated that 199,375 employ-
ees (approximately) left organizations because of bullying in 2007 and that the
relevant total cost of bullying (related to staff turnover) was approximately 1.5
billion GBP. The study took account of the CIPD report (2007), which declared
that the cost of staff turnover per employee averages at 7,750 GBP. In addition,
33.5 million days were lost by UK organizations due to bullying-related absen-
teeism whereas the cost of bullying-related absenteeism was approximately 3
billion GBP (Giga et al., 2008). Taking account the costs for absenteeism, staff
turnover and productivity, the total cost of bullying for organizations in the UK
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in 2007 was 13.75 billion GBP (Giga, et al., 2008). Although this calculation
presents the estimated indirect cost of bullying and it is difficult to assess the
exact direct loss, this approximate number is serious enough to illustrate the
potential consequences of bullying for companies.

Altogether, the organizational consequences of workplace bullying have a
negative effect on an organization's performance mostly for the following rea-
sons: employees’ (both victims and bystanders) increased intention to leave and
increased staff turnover, increased absenteeism and presenteeism, decreased
productivity, harm to the organization’s reputation, and, most importantly, in-
creased costs. The relationship between workplace bullying and its negative
impact to an organization is not always easily recognizable because the loss
appears mostly afterwards when it is not possible to manage the workplace
bullying incident any more. Therefore identifying the causes and dealing with
prevention makes it possible to avoid additional costs for organizations.

In addition to the individual and the organization, workplace bullying impli-
cates negative consequences also to the whole society. The effects of workplace
bullying on the society have not been well documented or characterized, yet.
However, on the societal level the following consequences can be identified:
rising health care costs, loss of productive human resources, premature retire-
ment, loss of GDP, and decreased quality of products and services. These fac-
tors are discussed below.

Based on literature, it is possible to highlight that for the society the negative
impact is first and foremost related to substantially increased costs on health
care, loss of able workers, and a rise in premature retirement (Hoel, Sparks,
Cooper, 2001). Above all, the costs for the society may be related to sickness
and health care costs and loss of productivity (Hoel, Sparks, Cooper, 2001).
Workplace bullying causes medical expenses that the national health care sys-
tem has to incur, constituting thereby an economic burden to the society and
decreasing productivity and output (Poilpot-Rocaboy, 2006). Therefore, presen-
teeism, absenteeism and loss of productive human resources lead to the dimin-
ishing of the general GDP. While it has not been well studied, some targets of
workplace bullying report increased aggression toward family members after
experiencing workplace bullying (Maclntosh, 2005). Problems at work carry
over to the employees’ personal life and may harm their family members.
Therefore, the need for health care caused by bullying concerns a much
wider group of people and the general costs to be covered by the society
increase heavily.

Regardless of the fact that societal costs of workplace bullying cannot be
easily estimated, different calculations about the costs to the society caused by
workplace bullying can be found. Armetz & Arnetz (2001) demonstrated the
indirect impact of violence as having a possible significant effect on the quality
of work. In this case, the quality of patient care was under observation; but gen-
erally the impact of bullying is viewed through customer service degradation in
the service sector and loss of productivity elsewhere. Members of the society
may suffer under the negative effects of workplace bullying. This is an espe-
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cially important aspect in the context of a post-transitional country where the
traditions of providing better and sustainable high-quality public services are
still being developed. Therefore, the costs caused to an organization by bullying
are closely related to the societal costs of bullying.

Previous studies have already attempted to calculate the direct, indirect and
estimated costs for health care, welfare, premature retirement, criminal justice
system, third party interventions, and it has been stated that workplace bullying
might cost for the society approximately 682.5 million GBP per year in the UK,
but for the total economy 13.75 billion GBP if taking into account costs for
absenteeism, staff turnover and productivity loss (Giga et al., 2008). Because of
these enormous costs, the consumers and taxpayers in turn become burdened
with having to defray additional costs (Hoel, Sparks, Cooper, 2001). It is very
difficult, if not impossible to calculate the total loss, including all direct and
indirect costs, caused by bullying, but studies do enable to realize the extent of
consequences and what a huge costs it must be for the society.

Altogether, the results of studies indicate various consequences of bullying
on the individual, organizational and societal level which are presented on Fig-
ure 4. The consequences appear first at the individual level, then become an
organizational problem, and finally expand to the whole society. On the indi-
vidual level, the consequences are related first and foremost with negative im-
pact to mental and physical health, job security and income. The caused stress
and depression bring about various health problems, which may bring about the
need to stay on sick leave for a long time, which in turn may lead to losing
one’s job and position. It appears that the consequences of workplace bullying
to an individual may depend on the duration and intensity of negative acts; and
if the bullying doesn’t stop, the consequences can potentially even be fatal. The
influence of consequences depends on factors to do with an individual
(e.g., personality, attitude) but it does not leave the victims unharmed, nor
the bystanders.

Workplace bullying is always brings about inevitable damages to an organi-
zation. The consequences of bullying on the individual level have a negative
influence to an organization and this in turn affects the society as a whole (see
Figure 4). Such a situation can be called “accumulation of consequences”. The
following example clarifies the meaning of this accumulation. Employee’s’
impaired job satisfaction, prolonged stress or anxiety may induce presenteeism
or increased absenteeism which leads to lower productivity and higher costs on
the organizational level. On the societal level, this translates to the loss of pro-
ductive human resources — people who are not employed or who are no longer
able to work. Above all the consequences for the society stand the increased
total costs for health care and premature retirement. However, the consequences
may again influence the causes of bullying and therefore give rise to continuing
or intensifying activities of bullying. Since workplace bullying arises in the
work environment, it is important to investigate the causes of workplace bully-
ing first and foremost on the organizational level.
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Figure 4. The main consequences of workplace bullying on the individual, organiza-
tional and societal level

Source: Compiled by the author based on the literature (Bjorqvist, et al., 1994; Mikkel-
sen & Einarsen, 2001; Agervold & Mikkelsen, 2004; Kivimaiki, et al., 2000; Vartia, 2001;
Quine, 2001; Hoel, et al., 2001; Hogh, et al., 2011; Duffy, 2009; Giga, et al., 2008)

1.3. Prevalence and risk groups of workplace bullying

Studies on workplace bullying most frequently concentrate on the prevalence of
negative activities to identify if the problem exists in organizations and how
serious it is. Afterward other questions arise about the causes and the coping
strategies on the organizational, individual or societal level. Although in Eu-
rope, the USA and elsewhere studies have been carried out already for about 20
years, there are only a number of studies that can be found about post-transi-
tional countries. There is insufficient information on what kind of sectors, or-
ganizations or individuals are more vulnerable to bullying at work. In this sub-
chapter, the previous empirical findings from different countries will be com-
pared and analyzed in view of different measurement methods. The risk groups
of workplace bullying will be identified and brought out on the individual level
considering gender, position, marital status, age and education. These socio-
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demographic categories represent and include groups which could be more vul-
nerable in organizations as well as the whole society. On the organizational
level, in view of sector, size and field of activity, the risk groups will be identi-
fied to bring out the main differences. The propositions of the study are set up
based on the risk groups both on the individual and the organizational level.

Large amounts of studies have been carried out in many countries to mea-
sure the prevalence of workplace bullying but the comparison of study results is
very complicated. The prevalence of bullying behaviors varies in different
studies and by countries to a great extent because of cultural differences and
differences in definitions and measurement methods (Agervold, 2007). The
measurement of bullying is closely related to the understanding what bullying is
(Zapf et al., 2003). On the one hand, the understanding of bullying proceeds
from its definition and the list of negative acts which were discussed in the pre-
vious subchapter. On the other hand, the understanding of what bullying at
work exactly means, is related to its societal and cultural context — what are the
basic values, what kind of behavior is accepted and why. The societal back-
ground in Western European countries varies considerably from the same in
post-transitional countries where the awareness of psychosocial risk factors is
lower and general tensions in society are higher. When comparing and inter-
preting the results of previous studies, it is essential to take into consideration
the societal and cultural context and the methodology used.

Before comparing the prevalence of workplace bullying in different coun-
tries, it is important to understand the basis of the measurement methods. There
are two main methods for measuring workplace bullying: self-labeling and op-
erational criteria. Self-labeling in the context of workplace bullying is a subjec-
tive measurement method which is based on the perception of the respondent.
The respondents assess by the definition of workplace bullying if they have
been bullied during the last six months, and if they consider themselves victims
of bullying.

The second method is to measure occurrence of various negative acts over a
determined period of time (at least 6 months, sometimes one year) and by fre-
quency (weekly, per day). This method is the operational classification method, or
operational criteria, which was developed by Leymann (1990). An objective
measurement tool would be the perceived exposure to specific bullying behaviors
(Einarsen et al., 2003), whereas the most well-known methods for measuring the
occurrence of negative acts are Leymann’s Inventory of Psychological
Terrorization (LIPT) (Leymann, 1990, 1996), the Negative Acts Questionnaire
(NAQ) (Einarsen and Raknes, 1997) and the Work Harassment Scale (WHS)
(Bjorkqvist et al., 1994). In the questionnaire negative activities are mostly pre-
sented in behavioral terms with no reference to bullying. The questionnaires have
been developed mainly to measure the experience of being a victim, less for
measuring the perpetration of bullying, or the witnessing of bullying (Cowie et
al., 2002). To be considered a victim, the response to at least one item in the
frequency of bullying actions should be “at least once a week” and the duration of
bullying should be at least six months (Zapf et al., 2003). The named condition
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“at least once a week and at least during last 6 months” has been set by Leymann
(1990) and it has become known as the “Leymann criterion” (Zapf et al., 2003).

However, the self-labeling and operational classification methods enable to
find out the frequency of workplace bullying and to retrieve statistical material
about the problem. Other methods for studying workplace bullying could also
be found, i.e. case study, interviews, self-report and diary, critical incident tech-
nique (Cowie et al., 2002) but all these methods are qualitative and do not pro-
vide information about the prevalence of negative acts. When looking to know
if there any problems with workplace bullying, how frequently and where ex-
actly these problems arise, then these two methods should give sufficiently de-
tailed responses.

The results of international studies on workplace bullying together with their
selected measuring criteria are presented in Table 3. The differences are remarka-
ble. The lowest results of workplace bullying are found where the respondents
have been self-labeling by definition. Respondents have had to assess whether
they feel themselves to be victims of bullying by the given definition on a weekly
basis. On average, this strategy shows 1-4% of bullying (Zapf et al., 2003) but
there are exceptions, for example 9.4% in the USA (Lutgen-Sandvik et al., 2007).
More respondents declare they are victims occasionally and therefore the percent-
age is higher, around 10-20% (see Table 3). Studies using the other strategy, op-
erational criteria, usually report frequency of bullying to be between 3—7% (Zapf
et al., 2003). Here, several exceptions can be seen even in Europe and Scandina-
via: 16% in Denmark (Agervold, 2007); 24.1% in Finland (Salin, 2001); 14.3% in
Norway (Nielsen et al., 2009).

Nevertheless, the findings of the prevalence of bullying reflect that in some
respects the behavior of respondents is relatively similar: self-labeling is much
lower than the prevalence of targets based on exposure to negative acts. For
example, a study conducted among business professionals in Finland (Salin,
2001) reveals that by definition 8.8% of employees labeled themselves as vic-
tims of bullying, whereas measured by negative acts in the Negative Acts
Questionnaire, 24.1% of the respondents had been subjected to at least one neg-
ative act weekly over past 12 months. In another study conducted between 2539
Norwegian employees, 2% labeled themselves as victims of bullying, whereas
14.3% were classified as targets of bullying with at least one negative act per
week for the duration of at least 6 months (Nielsen et al., 2009). The results
from several other studies from other countries verify the general trend that self-
labeling with the definition of bullying is much lower than the frequency by
negative acts (e.g., Mikkelsen and Finarsen, 2001; Tsuno et al., 2010; Lutgen-
Sandvik et al., 2007). The discrepancy in the results may be explained in many
ways. First, respondents may not want to identify themselves ’as victims; it is
discreditable and painful for them. Secondly, awareness about bullying may not
be very high and therefore recognition of workplace bullying and its association
to the definition is complicated. At the same time, negative acts are simply rec-
ognizable in the victims” regular work.
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The results indicate that while the differences in frequencies of negative be-
havior can be explained through the use of a different method, there should be
other explanations as well. The results also clearly reveal how important the
societal context is in prevalence of bullying — lower rates were revealed in
western European countries and higher rates appear in the USA and the UK
(Hoel & Cooper, 2000; Lutgen-Sandvik et al., 2007). Table 3 shows that the
appearance of negative acts at least weekly is highest in Turkey (55%) and the
USA (46%), and the lowest in Germany (2.9%). In Scandinavian countries,
prevalence has increased considerably during the last 15-20 years. In Sweden
3.5% of respondents were victims in 1993, but as many as 18.5% in 2012. In
Norway the same trend is revealed: according to the study conducted in 1996,
the victim ratio was 1.2% whereas in 2009 it was 14.3%. These results are para-
doxical at first sight, but may be explained with the increase of awareness as the
topic is continually actual in the society and gaining higher visibility. Addition-
ally, the results depend undoubtedly on the particular study sample and the
prevalence of workplace bullying among hospital and municipality employees
in Sweden (Rahm et al., 2012) is not transferrable to other fields of activities
and to other countries. Self-labeling by definition is highest in the UK (53% —
during the whole career) and lowest in Norway (0.6% — during last 6 months).
Generally, the prevalence of bullying in Scandinavia and Nordic countries var-
ies between 1.2% — 25%, in South Europe between 5%-55%, and in the UK and
the USA the prevalence differs between 1.4-53% (see Table 3).

Lower prevalence may be related to lower power distance and feminine val-
ues in the national culture (Hofstede, 1980). Bullying is a power-down phenom-
enon, meaning that smaller power and status differences between employees in
different positions are likely to result in less bullying. In feminine cultures with
high concern for the quality of interpersonal relations, one might also expect
persons to communicate more respectfully (Lutgen-Sandvik et al., 2009). In
Scandinavia, for example, awareness of bullying activities is high, workplace
bullying is perceived as a risk in the society during a long period. However,
there is no knowledge of the behavior of respondents from most post-transi-
tional societies where awareness is still low and regulations of work relation-
ships do not sufficiently control workplace bullying. The societal context will
be analyzed in more detail in the next chapter.

One recent explanation about differences in prevalence of workplace bully-
ing is related to climate. Van de Vliert, Einarsen and Nielsen concluded in their
comprehensive study that prevalence of workplace bullying is lower “in poor
and rich countries with temperate climates and /.../ in rich countries with de-
manding cold winters or hot summers” (2013). At the same time, the degree of
workplace bullying tends to be higher in “poor countries with demanding cold
or hot climates, such as the East European countries with continental climates”
(Van de Vliert et al., 2013). Therefore, climate and weather represent a chal-
lenge especially for poor countries because survival requires higher efforts and
has an effect on the occurrence of workplace bullying. To confirm the validity
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of the results, more studies should be carried out, especially in Eastern Euro-
pean countries, which are poor in economic terms.

In many studies the most prevalent negative behaviors belong to work-re-
lated bullying activities. In a study among business professionals (Salin, 2001)
the following work-related bullying activities were found most prevalent: giving
tasks below the level of competence (13.7%), withholding important infor-
mation (7.4%), giving tasks with impossible targets and deadlines (5.3%), and
ignoring opinions and views (5.1%). Hoel and Cooper (2000) revealed rela-
tively similar results, whereas almost all frequent activities they recorded be-
long to work-related bullying activities. Which bullying activities are more fre-
quent depends on the socio-demographic characteristics of the examined group,
for example managers are more frequently exposed to “unmanageable work-
load” and “unreasonable deadlines” as opposed to workers and superiors (Hoel,
Cooper, Faragher, 2001). Information about the most frequent negative behav-
iors in post-transitional countries is currently insufficient.

To sum up, the differences of workplace bullying prevalence are not as much
related to different actual situations, but more to cultural and societal differ-
ences, traditions and awareness of bullying influence the outcome. Also for
exploring the prevalence of bullying at work, it is always essential to consider
the methodology used. So far, the studies have not conducted everywhere and
the information about prevalence is not sufficient. While a large number of
studies on intimidation and bullying have been undertaken in northern and cen-
tral European countries, quite few have been conducted in southern Europe and
almost no studies from eastern Europe. Elsewhere in the world the studies can
be found at most in the USA.

While country-based statistics give an overview of the general situation, the
risk groups of bullying indicate more precisely where the problem manifests
itself more seriously and who are more likely to become the victims. For im-
plementing preventive actions it is essential to identify individual and organiza-
tional risk factors. Much evidence can be found of risk groups on the individual
and organizational level where the prevalence of workplace bullying differs.
First of all, risk groups will be analyzed on individual level to understand which
groups of people are more vulnerable to bullying. The potential risk groups are
related to socio-demographic variables like gender, position, education, age and
marital status. Subsequently, previous studies are analyzed, and, based on the
discussion, the first set of propositions, considering the individual risk groups,
is given.

A new and important issue has risen recently in workplace bullying
studies — gender differences. In previous surveys about gender distribution the
victims of bullying have been found to be about one-third men and two-thirds
women in most samples (Zapf et al., 2003). There is much evidence from
different countries of women being victims of bullying more often than men:
from a total sample of victims 12% were men and 88% women in Finland
(Kivimiki et al., 2000), 31% men and 69% women in Sweden (Leymann and
Gustafsson, 1996), 23% men and 77% women in Norway (Matthiesen and
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Einarsen, 2001), 18% men and 82% women in the UK (Quine, 1999), 39% men
and 61% women in France (Niedhammer et al., 2006). In Japan, the results
revealed that respondents who labeled themselves victims of bullying regularly
were in 3.5% cases men and in 9.1% cases women (Giorgi et al., 2013). At the
same results where there are no statistically significant differences between
genders can also be found (e.g., Vartia & Hyyti, 2002; Gumbus, Lyons, 2011)
or where men have reported a slightly higher prevalence to a bullying or
psychological aggression experience, for example in the USA (Schat et al.,
2006) and surveys conducted in Portugal, Spain and the UK (Jennifer et al.,
2003). However, the results raise the question of why bullying at work is mostly
higher among women and what kind of gender effect appears on bullying.

One explanation to why women tend to be victims more often is related to
the activities and process of workplace bullying. Frequently the perpetrator is in
a superior position and the victim on a subordinate position. Women tend to be
in subordinate positions more often, which may also increase the risk of be-
coming a victim of bullying (Zapf et al., 2003). A study conducted in Great
Britain showed that a total of 75% of targets reported being bullied by a person
in a managerial or supervisory capacity, 37% by a colleague and 6,7% by a
subordinate (Hoel, Cooper, Faragher, 2001). According to study from the UK,
the bullies were a manager in 54% of cases (Quine, 1999). At the same time in
Norway (Einarsen & Skogstad, 1996), most of the bullies were coworkers on
the same level with the victims (54%). Interesting results were found from Fin-
land where ,three out of four female victims had been bullied by their cowork-
ers, whereas male victims had been bullied about equally often by their cowork-
ers and their superiors or managers*“(Vartia & Hyyti, 2002). In this study the
sample consisted of prison officers and majority of the employees were male,
both the subordinates and the managers. Therefore, in a male-dominant envi-
ronment female employees may obey more easily, a male officer may perceive
orders as humiliating, and conflicts may emerge between a female superior and
a male subordinate more easily (Vartia & Hyyti, 2002). The described behavior
reveals that traditional gender roles may be amplified in a male or female domi-
nant organization and may have an additional risk for emergence in workplace
bullying. The study by Vartia and Hyyti (2002) demonstrated differences be-
tween the genders of bullies in different environments, but still, according to
other previous studies majority of bullies were working in a superior position,
whereas victims were in a subordinate position.

Another explanation is related to the gender of the bully: men are mostly
bullied by men and women by both men and women (Rayner, 1997). However,
in the total sample of most studies women were proportionally over-repre-
sented, which may be caused by the over-representation of women in the whole
population or in the respective sector (health care, social services, service sec-
tor). Therefore, the evidence that women are more frequently at risk to become
a victim of bullying is still insufficient (Zapf et al., 2003) and gender differ-
ences with a bullying act are not completely clear.
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Gender differences may also proceed from different behavioral patterns.
First, when women face stress or frustration they manifest more negative emo-
tions which may in turn evoke attacks from the perpetrator (Drabek, Merecz,
2013). Emotional reactions of women differ from men’s reactions and may
cause misunderstandings. Secondly, since women are physically weaker than
men, they may learn to avoid physical aggression already early in their life, and
instead develop other means for conflict resolution (Bjorkqvist, 1994). Accord-
ing to Bjorkqvist, Osterman, and Lagerspetz (1994) men use strategies that is
more direct and their aggression is more rational-appearing (e.g., criticism, in-
terruption) whereas women used more socially manipulative strategies (e.g.,
gossiping, ignoring). In their study the behavior of men may appear more ag-
gressive and straightforward and therefore more offensive. The same results
were submitted by Crothers, et al. (2009) who declared that “women can be just
as aggressive as men” and that women tend to use the special more subtle form
of bullying — relational aggression, which is a new challenge for managers. The
social manipulative behavior used by women may be similarly aggressive but it
remains more hidden as an indirect way of communication. However, the ag-
gressive behavior of men is more conspicuous and therefore it is easier to un-
derstand that workplace bullying has taken place and to identify its victims.

Gender differences could be combined also with national culture and societal
background. For example, sexual harassment is part of psychological violence
and a form of bullying that is mostly suffered by women, especially in mascu-
line cultures. In feminine cultures, women tend to have much fewer negative
experiences because of sexual harassment (Einarsen & Sorum, 1996). The sex-
ual harassment of women is also one reason to assume that workplace bullying
as a form of abuse also affects women more than men.

However, according to the latest results the perception of workplace bullying
is a relatively gendered, and not a gender-neutral, phenomenon because female
employees assess the negative acts to be more severe than men do (Escartin et
al., 2011). In post-transitional countries traditional gender roles tend to be fol-
lowed, which may have an additional effect on the prevalence of workplace
bullying. On the basis of the previous discussion the proposition about gender
differences in the case of workplace bullying is set as follows:

Proposition la: The victims of workplace bullying are more frequently women
than men.

There is plenty of evidence of position having significance in the bullying pro-
cess and studies have confirmed that the hierarchical level or job status tend to
influence workplace bullying (Hoel, Cooper, Faragher, 2001). Most frequently
bullies are reported to be line managers or senior managers: 71% of bullying
incidents have been identified by to have been initiated by line managers or
senior line managers (Rayner, 1997), 75% by the study of Hoel and Cooper
(2000) and 54% by Quine (1999). The following study results indicate clearly
that mostly managers were perpetrators. Bjorkqvist et al. (1994) observed 137
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bullying cases in 76 of which the bully was in a superior position, and in only
17 of which in a lower position. Durniat (2010) found that the perpetrator is
mostly superior in 53% of cases, followed by a group of superiors (20%), then
coworkers (16%) and finally a coworker with a superior (8%). Blue-collar em-
ployees appeared to be more bullied than white-collar employees (Giorgi et al.,
2013). Therefore, empirical findings from various studies affirm unambiguously
that most frequently the bully has been in the position of a superior.

These explanations are principally related to the concept of power differ-
ences, due to their low status, employees’ lack legitimate authority and are
thereby also excluded from the organization’s dominant coalitions (Aquino,
2000). It is the superiors, who have power to hire people, decide upon their
remuneration and retributions (Gumbus, Lyons, 2011) and this has a strong
impact to the reciprocal behavior of managers and subordinates. Still, there is
some evidence about upward bullying (Branch et al, 2007). In such a case, usu-
ally subordinates bully a superior together with other superiors because it is not
easy to overcome the formal power structure and therefore informal power is
used (Zapf et al., 2003). As an assumption of workplace bullying only being in
a managerial position gives a superior official power over the subordinate. In
post-transitional countries organizations tend to be more hierarchical, meaning
managers have more power to dominate over employees. Previous studies have
claimed that the formal power of a superior is the reason why more victims are
on the subordinate level, not in managerial positions. Consequently, based on
the previous discussion, the following proposition is set:

Proposition 1b: The victims of workplace bullying are more frequently on a
subordinate position than on a superior position.

There is not much evidence about relationships between workplace bullying and
the victim’s educational level as such an issue has remained relatively unex-
plored. However, some implications have been made that a lower level of edu-
cation could be a risk factor to become a victim of workplace bullying (Moreno-
Jiménez et al., 2008). The explanation could be that ,,it is possible that educa-
tion may provide some protection against bullying by providing people with
good conflict management skills, thus decreasing the likelihood of conflict es-
calation” (Moreno-Jiménez et al., 2008). According to another study, employees
who had a Bachelor’s degree compared to other graduates (Master, Doctoral)
were more exposed to bullying behaviors (Hacicaferoglu et al et al., 2012).
Higher education may provide higher awareness about workplace bullying or at
least generally about psychological violence and its negative consequences for
other individuals. Therefore, educated and trained employees may consciously
keep away from harmful behavior. On the other hand, employees with higher
education tend to be on higher positions in organizations and contrariwise.
Thereby, it is not surprising that higher education is one of the assumptions for
a lower level of victimization. As already previously demonstrated, victims are
mostly on a subordinate position in an organization. Accordingly, there is rea-
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son to expect that lower level of education is related to higher prevalence of
workplace bullying. In the context of this research lower level of education is
defined as basic or primary school, secondary school or trade school; whereas
higher level of education is specified as any university degree. On the basis of
the assumptions presented above, the following proposition is set:

Proposition 1c: The victims of workplace bullying are more frequently employ-
ees with lower education than higher education.

There is very little evidence about the association between victimization and
age. Hoel and Cooper (2000) have concluded that age has very little importance
in regard to bullying prevalence but still they found that the risk is a little bit
higher for younger and middle-aged than older employees. According to a rela-
tively recent study the victims have more often been employees under 30 years
of age (Hacicaferoglu et al., 2012). According to another study, the age below
30 is associated more frequently with anxiety (Pai, Lee, 2011). That could be
one of the reasons for higher risk of bullying. The most recent results published
by the Workplace Bullying Institute state that the targets of bullying are mostly
employees in their 40’s (40%), followed by employees in their 50’s (26.4%)
and under 30-year-olds (21.3%). The lowest prevalence of bullying was rec-
orded among employees in their 30’s (18.9%) (WBI, 2013).

Thus, according to different studies, younger employees, especially under
30-year-olds, are more vulnerable to bullying, even if the impact of age in other
age categories is not clear. The reasons for this may be related to position and
education already covered in previous discussion. In post-transitional countries
younger people are often forced to work beside or instead of their studies due to
economic reasons, but they are not prepared enough for the working life. Em-
ployees under 30 years old have recently entered to the labor market and their
university studies may still be unfinished. Most of these employees are not on a
managerial position. They do not have sufficient knowledge and experience yet
on how to defend themselves against aggressive behavior. What’s more, job
insecurity increases the risk of workplace bullying due to its negative impact on
the employees well-being. Additionally, in post-transitional countries the differ-
ent work culture between younger and older employees could be the reason for
disagreements. Under 30-year-olds prefer flexibility and freedom of choice;
whereas older employees are used to working in accordance to strict rules and
as a remnant of the Soviet times, formal power relationships are very important
to them. These attitudes can be encountered in an organization and may cause
misunderstanding. Therefore, younger employees frequently have a weaker
formal and informal position in an organization. On the basis of the previous
arguments, the following proposition about prevalence of workplace bullying
and the victim’s age are set:

Proposition 1d: The victims of workplace bullying are more frequently younger
employees (under 30 years of age) than older employees.
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Until now, the relationship between marital status and workplace bullying has
remained almost unstudied. It was found only recently that married individuals
are less frequently bullied than unmarried individuals (Giorgi et al., 2013).
There are many arguments on why it is not necessary to research this aspect at
all. First, marital status is a very personal issue and may seem like it has no
connection to workplace bullying. Secondly, this question may even be consid-
ered discriminative by respondents and they may feel uncomfortable answering
to it. On the other hand, there are strong arguments in favor of studying this
issue. The question about marital status is relevant in the context of workplace
bullying because of the nature of the human being is monolithic in social rela-
tionships. If the pattern of social relationships is harmed, people become more
vulnerable and this may have an impact on their relationships at work. Relation-
ships form an integral part of ’person’s life and any tension or stress in the pri-
vate life may be carried over to the work environment. The author of the dis-
sertation considers it necessary to understand the broader impact of social rela-
tionships on workplace bullying because this may help to find more effective
and consistent solutions for the prevention of bullying.

This subject is particularly topical in Estonia because the percentage of sin-
gle and divorced persons has risen substantially during the recent years. Ac-
cording to the data of the 2011 Population and Housing Census, the share of
households with married couples has decreased compared to the same at the
previous census in 2000 (from 36.8% to 30.1%), whereas the share of one-
member households has grown significantly (from 33.5% to 39.9%) (PHC,
2011). Simultaneously, the share of divorced persons has increased over the
past 10 years (PHC, 2011). The number of single persons in the society, whose
social relationships are not ideal or have suffered, is proportionally considerable
Having relationship problems, especially combined with other life problems,
may influence relationships at work to bring out suppressed tensions. On the
basis of the previous discussion, the proposition about marital status in the con-
text of workplace bullying is set as follows:

Proposition le: The victims of workplace bullying are more frequently single or
divorced than married.

Beside the individual level risk groups (age, gender, position, education, and
marital status) there are several organizational factors that may have an effect
on the higher prevalence of workplace bullying. Next, the connection of eco-
nomic sector, size of organization and area of work to workplace bullying are
discussed. The main results and basic reasons are brought out and analyzed, to
consider why the workplace bullying became a more serious problem in some
organizations than in others. Based on the discussion the second set of proposi-
tion is set in relation to the organizational factors of workplace bullying.
Previous results reveal that bureaucracy and difficulties in laying off em-
ployees with permanent status may increase the value of using bullying in the
public sector as a micro-political strategy for circumventing rules, eliminating
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unwanted persons or improving one’s own position (Salin, 2001). At the same
time, studies bring out empirical evidences that the victims of bullying have
jobs with good or average job complexity and task control, but they have less
control over time. The area of work determines task types where the prevalence
of bullying is higher, for example in public administration, health services,
schools and offices in general; whereas less bullying was detected concerning
industrial workers whose jobs are typically characterized by low complexity and
control (Einarsen et al., 1994, Zapf, 1996). Plenty of evidence can be found of
bullying being more prevalent in the public than in the private sector (Hoel and
Cooper, 2000; Durniat, 2010).

Hence, there is sufficient argument supporting the fact that the causes are
related to the work sector. Bureaucratic organizations, role conflicts, poor in-
formation flow with autocratic management, little control over time, ambiguity
in job descriptions are at the same time risk factors of bullying behaviors as
well as characteristics of public sector organizations. Evidence shows that bul-
lying is related to highly politicized and competitive work environments
(O’Moore et al., 1998, Vartia, 1996). However, the impact of sector to bullying
is not completely clear yet. First, the results of some studies reveal that the
prevalence of bullying is higher in the private sector (Einarsen and Skogstad,
1996). Secondly, most studies have focused only on the public sector, e.g.,
health service, public administration (Niedl, 1995; Agervold, 2007; Bjorkqvist
et al., 1994; Kivimiki et al., 2000; Einarsen et al., 1998; Hoel and Cooper,
2000); and only a few are concentrated on the private sector (Salin, 2003),
meaning the evidence about the private sector is currently insufficient. Hence,
comparing the public and the private sector is relevant. Based on current em-
pirical evidence there is reason to expect that workplace bullying is a more fre-
quent problem in the public sector but it is necessary to clarify to be sure. Based
on the previous discussion, the following proposition about workplace bullying
prevalence and sector is set:

Proposition 2a: The prevalence of bullying is higher in the public sector than in
the private sector.

In spite of the assumption that the risk is higher in the public sector, the ques-
tion about the field of activity is still relevant. Is the risk of workplace bullying
the same in different sectors? What are the specific risk factors in the private
sector that may contribute to the emergence of workplace bullying? After all,
empirical evidence reveals large differences between industries. Subsequently,
fields of activities where the prevalence of workplace bullying has been found
to be more serious are discussed.

According to preliminary studies the prevalence of bullying is highest in the
service sector compared to other fields of activities in the private sector, for
example the risk is especially high in retail, hotel industry, catering and health
service (Hoel and Cooper, 2000). There are several reasons for that. For one,
personal interaction is part of the occupation, which means the risk of conflicts
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is much higher, whereas managers tend to control all these interactions (Mac-
Donald, Sirianni, 1996). This means that greater emphasis on customer satis-
faction may lead to excessive demands and abusive behavior from the clients
(Hoel, Salin, 2003). Higher demands from clients and a need for rapid responses
have an impact to the relations between employees who are under high pressure.
In a service organization the assumption that pressure must be tolerated because
employees can follow the customers’ behavior can easily emerge. Thus, the
workplace bullying could be price paid for higher customer satisfaction.

Higher cooperation requirements and excessive workload should not be un-
derestimated as risk factors of bullying behaviors. Co-operation offers more
possibilities for unresolved conflicts as basis for bullying (Zapf, 1996), whereas
collective bonus system may reinforce some employees’ concern and will to
control their colleagues (Collinson, 1988). In addition, excessive workload may
induce work stress, whereas the experience of great work strain is found to have
negative impact on a person’s relationships with their colleagues (French &
Caplan, 1972; Marcelissen et al., 1988). According the theory of social interac-
tion (Felson, 1992, Felson and Tedeschi, 1993) negative events affect people’s
behavior and indirectly cause aggressive behavior in an organization. For ex-
ample, a miserable or worried employee may not meet other’s expectations,
may annoy others, behave less professionally or even ignore social norms (Fel-
son, 1992), and in this way they may cause aggressive behavior in the people
they interact with. Therefore, workplace bullying might be higher in the service
industry where employees are forced to do teamwork and collaborate because of
the characteristics of their jobs.

Based on the previous discussion, the proposition about workplace bullying
prevalence and sector of operation is as follows:

Proposition 2b: In the private sector, the prevalence of bullying is higher in
service organizations.

Previous studies have revealed that the size of an organization appears to be one
of the risk factors of workplace bullying. However, study results concerning the
organization size and workplace bullying have so far been somewhat contro-
versial and no clear conclusions can yet be drawn. However, it seems that the
prevalence of bullying tends to be higher especially in larger organizations like
manufacturing companies (Einarsen & Raknes, 1997; Einarsen & Skogstad,
1996). The reason for higher victimization in manufacturing companies and in
the industrial sector can be related to male aggressiveness in general (Einarsen,
2000) because traditional manufacturing companies are mainly male-dominated
organizations. At the same, results about higher level of victimization in small
and medium sized organizations can be found (Hoel and Cooper, 2000). An-
other study declares that workplace bullying appears significantly more often in
organizations of medium size (from 30 to 100 employees) (Durniat, 2010).
These findings are explained by the assumption that whereas in post-transitional
countries bigger organizations have already worked out preventive policies
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against workplace bullying, then in smaller organizations the specific policies
may still be missing. In a bigger organization there is a higher likelihood that
there is a f working environment specialist hired, whose duties also include
dealing with psychological risk factors. Therefore, bigger organizations can be
better prepared for workplace bullying incidents and their employees should be
more informed of coping with negative acts.

Based on the previous discussion the proposition about workplace bullying
prevalence and size of organization will be set as follows:

Proposition 2c: The prevalence of bullying is higher in small and medium sized
organizations.

Accordingly to the previous discussion it can be seen that the several risk
groups of workplace bullying differ. Summarizing the primary risk factors of
bullying on individual level the victims of workplace bullying it can be seen
that a typically bullied person is most frequently a single or divorced woman
from the younger age group working on a subordinate position with a lower
level of education (as shown on Figure 5). Younger employees on subordinate
positions do not have sufficient power to stand up for themselves if necessary
and more often women tend to be on the subordinate position. Lower level of
education refers to the lack of ability in conflict management and lower skills to
behave appropriately in case of negative actions by colleagues. Single and di-
vorced persons are more likely to be vulnerable because of their dissatisfaction
with their social relationships. From the analysis of risk groups, it appears that
the main factors which may lead to workplace bullying on the individual level
are lack of social skills and ability to behave adequately and imbalance of
power.

In Figure 5 the first circle contains the list of individual risk groups and the
second circle the risk groups on the organizational level. The design of the fig-
ure derives from the nature and process of workplace bullying where negative
behavior is identified foremost between individuals (target and perpetrator(s)).
Not before workplace bullying is determined on the individual level, is it possi-
ble to specify the prevalence and risk groups for the organizational level. How-
ever, for an integrated and multifold picture of workplace bullying both the risk
factors on the organizational and the individual level should be considered.
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Figure 5. Risk groups of workplace bullying on organizational and individual level
Source: Compiled by the author

Findings about risk groups on the organizational level reveal that the prevalence
of workplace bullying tends to be higher in the public sector because of the
problems that tend to occur within a bureaucratic organization. In addition, the
prevalence of bullying in the private sector is higher in service organizations
and small and medium sized organizations (see Figure 5). For planning preven-
tion it if foremost important to know the risk groups, as also Mikkelsen and
Einarsen have marked that information on which sectors are more affected by
bullying is valuable because of the possibility to apply preventive measures
(2001). Therefore, greater attention to manage and prevent negative acts should
be paid in sectors with higher prevalence of workplace bullying.

|.4. Conceptual framework for the causes
of workplace bullying

Based on the evidence in previous chapters, workplace bullying represents a
real danger for organizations, individuals and the society. Workplace bullying
leads to harmful consequences and the prevalence of bullying in different coun-
tries showed clearly that there is a reason to be concerned about negative ef-
fects. In previous chapters the main risk groups were presented and the prob-
lems of workplace bullying prevalence were determined. Nevertheless, while
the risk groups reflect the basic statistics about the manifestation of workplace
bullying, the real causes of bullying at work remain unknown. These causes are
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related to the issues of why and how negative acts begin and spread in an or-
ganization. Being aware of the causes, workplace bullying is preventable and
manageable; therefore, the causes are within meaning of antecedents here. The
causes of bullying at work could be divided into three large groups (Zapf &
Einarsen, 2003; Hoel & Salin, 2003; Neuman & Baron, 2003): individual-, or-
ganizational- and societal-related. In the present subchapter all of these cause-
categories are considered and analyzed.

The causes of workplace bullying on the individual level can be distin-
guished from the side of the victim’ as a target and the bully’s’ as a perpetrator.
Some potential causes that are relevant for both sides can be detected. First, the
personality traits of the victim and the perpetrator, such as tendency to experi-
ence negative effect or express negative emotions (anxiety, depression, anger).
Secondly, the lack of social competences and being overly aggressive are re-
lated to victim’ status. From the victim’s perspective the causes may addition-
ally be related to higher demands and criticism towards other colleagues and to
the fact that the victim is somehow different or outstanding in their work unit.
From the perpetrator’s or bully’s side the causes are also the protection of self-
esteem and micro-political behavior. The causes of workplace bullying from the
victim’s and bully’s side are presented in Table 4 and discussed below.

Table 4. Main causes of workplace bullying at the individual level

Victim-sided: Bully-sided:

1. personality traits
2. lack of social competences
3. different or outstanding 3. protection of self-esteem
4. overcritical, more demanding 4. micro-political behavior
Source: Compiled by the author based on the literature (Zapf, Einarsen, 2003; Namie,
2007; Poilpot-Rocaboy, 2006)

Negative behavior begins with the choice of an individual to react one way or
another and therefore several researchers (Coyne et al.,, 2000; Namie, 2007)
focus mainly on the personality or individual characteristics of the victim or the
bully when analyzing the bullying process in organizations. Brodsky (1976)
claims that aggressive conduct may be the result of an individual’s natural dis-
position and bullying is a result of human interaction, and therefore, it is impos-
sible to entirely eliminate bullying at work. In research among university em-
ployees, workplace bullying was most often attributed to envy and competition
for position and status, whereas the victims felt uncertain about the degree to
which personality features were important (Bjorkqvist et al., 1994). Hence, in-
dividuality factors might also be important causes of workplace bullying; espe-
cially in conjunction with other antecedents of bullying at work.
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Information on workplace bullying comes almost exclusively from targets,
thus arguably the target is the most researched element within the bullying sce-
nario (Rayner, 1999). Several researches stress the importance of the victim’s
personality traits as predictors of workplace bullying and victimization. The
individual propensity to experience negative effect, which includes such emo-
tions as anger, fear, worry, anxiousness, sadness, and depression are related to
victimization measures (Aquino and Thau, 2009). In a Finnish sample victims
tended to be less independent and extroverted, less stable, higher in neuroticism
than non-victims (Vartia, 1996), whereas in Germany it was also confirmed that
victims had pre-existing symptoms of anxiety and depression and lower social
skills than a control sample and they avoided conflict by tending to give way
(Zapf, 1999). According to another study, the victims of bullying tended to be
humorless people (Brodsky, 1976). On the one hand, it is possible to declare
based on these results that certain personality traits may lead to workplace bul-
lying. On the other hand, there is no confidence in this claim because it is very
difficult, if not impossible, to measure the victims’ personality before and after
bullying incidences.

Considering the personality of the victim is relatively complicated because
of the presumption that the bullying process can change the personality of the
victim (Leymann, 1996). The comparison of claimants of work-related harass-
ment and non-harassment complaints in the USA revealed that the victims of
harassment were more oversensitive, suspicious and angry than the other stud-
ied people (Gandolfo, 1995). Matthiesen and Einarsen (2001) later repeated the
research with the same instrument in Norway and verified the results. Research-
ers (Coyne et al., 2000) concede that the personality profile of an individual
may predispose them to workplace bullying but it does not “prove” that person-
ality is a cause of bullying.

Nevertheless, the personality of the victim is relevant in explaining the per-
ception of and reactions to workplace bullying, but is not necessarily as relevant
in explaining the behavior of the bully because the personality of the victim
may be an antecedent or a consequence of the victimization (Einarsen, 2000).
The author of the thesis believes that whereas personality may change during
the bullying process, it would be very difficult to consider personality charac-
teristics as one of the major causes of workplace bullying. Instead, other causes
on the individual, organizational and societal level should be considered.

While personality is not so easily modified, other factors that are more easily
developed and which play important role in becoming a victim could be found.
Different studies have pointed to the existence of a relationship between higher
risk to victimization and the following abilities and competencies of victims:
lack of social skills and unassertive behavior, inability to recognize conflict,
being shy, and showing little effort to integrate in the work group (Zapf, 1999).
The distant behavior of a victim that characterizes insufficient association is the
risk factor. This is related to the submissiveness of the role of a victim. On the
other hand, active behavior could provoke bullying like people with a prosocial
orientation, a desire to help, educate, or heal others or who try to ignore office
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politics (Namie, 2007), whereas this kind of behavior represents rather provoc-
ative victim role. Good communication and social skills and competences repre-
sent prerequisites for preventing workplace bullying and help to cope in work-
ing team. Since good interpersonal skills were not so important in the Soviet-
time hierarchical organizations, these competences represent a new challenge in
post-transitional countries.

In some cases, factors independent of the victim’s personality and social
skills may be important. The prerequisite for workplace bullying is the imbal-
ance of power between participants and usually this comes from the formal
structure of the organization. The imbalance of power may also be informal and
related to individual factors such as knowledge, experience, social situation
(e.g., single parent with a dependent child), physical characteristics (e.g., handi-
capped person or the only black person in a white group) and economic situa-
tion (Poilpot-Rocaboy, 2006). Victims of workplace bullying are often different
or outstanding in some respect from other coworkers in their work unit (Vartia,
2003). Vartia (2003) has pointed out that a victim may represent a minority in
terms of gender, race, religion, education or occupation. In this case the causes
of victimization may come from poor assimilation in the work unit due to big
differences to other colleagues. The victim may have some silent characteristic,
including positive that is not accepted by colleagues. In such a case the problem
is that the workplace is not tolerant and open-minded. The above described
types of victims might represent more the submissive role of a victim, because
the minority try to avoid conflicts and disagreements in organization and may
therefore feel anxiety.

Studies have also found that victims of workplace bullying are more consci-
entious, honest, rule-bound and accurate compared to a control group (Coyne et
al., 2000). Brodsky (1976) declared that victim tends to be conscientious, lit-
eral-minded and unsophisticated. By Brodsky the victim may believe he is an
ideal employee and he has difficulty handling the imperfections (Brodsky,
1976). Therefore, some victims tend to be overcritical and threat the self-esteem
of their colleagues or contradict with group norms (Zapf, Einarsen, 2003). The
results about what the victims themselves perceived most often as the reasons of
workplace bullying are as follows: envy, competition (Vartia, 1996, Bjorkqvist
et al.,, 1994) and having a weak superior (Vartia, 1996). The victims often see
the specific perpetrator wanting to “push her/him out of the company” and as a
“hostile person influencing others” (Zapf, 1999). In this case, the victim has
higher motivation or commitment, he is more demanding and colleagues may
perceive the victim as a threat to their job and career.

Beside the victim there is always another side in the workplace bullying pro-
cess and therefore it is also important to consider the causes that are related to
the perpetrator. Before the primary theoretical approaches about the perpetrator
of workplace bullying will be argued, it is important to clarify that it is rather
complicated to discuss about the causes of workplace bullying from the perpe-
trator’s perspective because there is not many studies have been carried out to
this effect. Most studies are directed to explore the characteristics of the victim
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and approach the issue from the victim’s perspective. Therefore, valuable in-
formation about the perpetrators is not as easily available and has so far re-
mained partly a hidden area. The reason may proceed from the fact that the
researchers in this area first of all concentrated on the problem of prevalence
and frequency of negative activities and information was received from targets.
Studies about the causes for the targets followed as well.

The personality of the perpetrator may be related to workplace bullying. Ac-
cording to Namie (2007) a toxic mix of personalities exists in the workplace,
including highly aggressive, narcissistic individuals; however, a bully is not
necessarily a psychopath and may act normally in other non-work situations. A
bully may be extremely ambitious, and willing to exploit others when opportu-
nities arise. All bullies are Machiavellian, extremely ambitious, use others to
advance their careers, they see and seize opportunities to harm (Namie, 2007).
The personality of a bully may be especially relevant in the combination with
other factors.

Another explanation for workplace bullying from perpetrator’s point of view
is their lack of social competences. For example, lack of emotional control or
lack of self-reflection which means that bullies might not be aware of what they
are doing and how their behavior affects the victims (Zapf and Einarse, 2003).
A manager who is nervous and yelling at a subordinate is a typical example of
the lack of emotional control. Nevertheless, the question whether the lack of
social competences belongs to workplace bullying at all, arises. Negative activ-
ity comes from the perpetrator’s inability to communicate properly and he or
she does not intentionally harm the victim. Still, workplace bullying is related to
and measured first of all using the subjective perception of the victim, and the
lack of social competences is not an excuse for a perpetrator.

In addition to personality and lack of social competences, the causes for ag-
gressive behavior can be related both to the high and low self-esteem of the
bully. Traditionally, aggressive behavior is related to low self-esteem. The low
self-esteem of the aggressor is directed against the victim and may also cause
low self-esteem in the victim, which will in turn reinforce the aggressive be-
havior of the aggressor (Luzio-Locett, 1995). The bully deals with “anxiety
through aggression” (Adams, 1992, p 74) whereby aggression can become a
self-defence mechanism. The alternative and contemporary theories believe that
one of the basic reasons for aggressive behavior is the protection of a threatened
ego (Baumeister et al., 1996), which means individuals may become aggressive
when they receive feedback that contradicts with their favorable views of them-
selves (Baumeister, 1996). High self-esteem may also be as justification or ar-
gumentation for behaving in a negative way because thane individual with very
high self-esteem may feel the superior to others.

Zapf and Einarsen summarized previously discussed theories about protec-
tion of self-esteem stating that bullies could be especially frequently be manag-
ers because “being dominant, self-assertive, having high self-esteem and pro-
tecting this positive self-esteem is normally expected from this group” (2003).
Hence, people with high self-esteem are more vulnerable, thus they may react
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unexpectedly and may be intolerant to critique towards them. They may inter-
pret different opinions and disagreements as attacks at their self-appraisal and
therefore this may become the antecedent of workplace bullying. Besides, such
people may not be aware of their own behavior or reactions and the impact it
has on other people.

From the perpetrator’s point of view it is important to consider micropoliti-
cal behavior as a potential cause of workplace bullying. Micropolitical behavior
in an organization is based on several presumptions. First, the formal structures
and processes are not perfect in organizations and the members of an organiza-
tion influence the decision-making process (Zapf, Einarsen, 2003). Next, the
members of organizations try to protect and improve their status in the organi-
zation and they are directed by their own interests (Zapf, Einarsen, 2003). Bul-
lying due to micropolitical behavior indicates harassment in order to protect or
improve one’s own position in their organization (Zapf, Einarsen, 2003), hence
the need for strengthening the power through micropolitical behavior creates a
chance for bullying. Frequently vertical bullying from a manager to a subordi-
nate occurs in an organization regardless of whether the manager has official
power or not. Considering the main types of bullying related to the perpetrator’s
characteristics, managers obviously use the protection of self-esteem and mi-
cropolitical behavior to achieve and strengthen their power and position in their
organization. Hence, perpetrators may use workplace bullying like a useful tool
to enforce their will in the organization especially in case their social competen-
cies are not good enough.

It seems that the causes for workplace bullying are often associated with
victims’ and perpetrators’ personalities or individual characteristics. If people
use the position of a victim to achieve their personal goals (Zapf and Einarsen,
2003) then the causes are really related to individuals. In case the employee
provokes negative behavior in an organization then at first the causes will be
sought for on the individual level. However, the victim or perpetrator may be
considered guilty in the bullying incident because it seems the easiest solution
for an organization. In such a case the actual situation may remain indistinct and
the real causes unidentified. Furthermore, recent results about the relationship
between the target personality and victimization suggest that the target disposi-
tions explain less than 20% of the variance in victimization (Bowling et al.,
2010). If workplace bullying proceeds from micropolitical reasons then the
situation implies that there could be problems with communication and man-
agement in this unit. Organizational factors may create a fertile ground for re-
vealing individual-based problems because workplace bullying arises and
spreads foremost in the work environment, in an organization. In this disserta-
tion the individual-based causes of bullying that were discussed above are con-
sidered as possible antecedents to workplace bullying but the main focus is
placed on the organizational causes. The reasons are related to particular as-
sumptions. First, workplace bullying takes place in an organizational environ-
ment and secondly, organizational factors have a strong and immediate effect on
the phenomenon. Thirdly, it is important to consider that the organizational
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causes can be managed within an organization, whereas individual-based causes
of workplace bullying can not be controlled by the organization. Next, the or-
ganizational antecedents are analyzed in more detail.

Workplace bullying takes place if the combination of certain factors appears.
There should exist some situational facilitators, like the values and norms of the
organization that in combination with other factors foster the bully to gain
power over others (Ashforth, 1994). While organizational values and basic un-
derstandings appear by organizational culture, the culture could be the primary
indicator for determining the pattern of behavior of the individuals. According
to the definition of Chatman (1989) behavior is a function of specific people in
a specific context. This definition implies that it is not correct to allocate be-
havior from the surroundings and that is an important implication for under-
standing workplace bullying. Working in an aggressive environment may lead
to offensive intentions “because bullying represents a severe moral transgres-
sion that creates an abstract sense of moral uneasiness” (Houshmand et al.,
2012). Whereas a peaceful working environment may decrease undesirable
intentions. The surrounding environment has a powerful effect on thoughts and
behavior of its members, therefore organizational culture contains a wide scope
of opportunities for maintaining a healthy working environment. Many authors
agree that workplace bullying is a direct result of an organizational culture that
tolerates bullying behavior (e.g., Brodsky, 1976; Namie, 2007; Lieber, 2010).
However, there is currently a lack of empirical findings how it exactly works.
Therefore, the following discussion and the third set of propositions are set up
with the aim to understand the relationship between workplace bullying and
organizational culture more deeply.

Every organization has its own organizational culture created collectively by
its members that provides guidelines for the members on how they should be-
have. This is a mutual relationship because on the one hand, a certain type of
organizational culture affects an individual’s behavior, and on the other hand,
how the members of an organization actually act, influences organizational
culture. The definitions of organizational culture vary from a very short de-
scription given by Deal and Kennedy (1982), “It’s the way we do things around
here” to more sophisticated ones, for example, as proposed by Schein (1992),
who expresses organizational culture through two major factors, doing and be-
ing. In accordance with Schein’s understanding, there is another concept, by
Harrison (1995), of organizational culture that can be characterized by two ma-
jor factors — task orientation and relationship orientation,) where the former
demonstrates the understanding of goals, freedom of activity and changes in the
organization, and the latter indicates interpersonal relationships, knowing and
helping each other. These two orientations — task orientation and relationship
orientation — are vital aspects of organizational culture which can influence
employee attitudes. Already in the 1970s Harrison marked a trend towards per-
son orientation (Harrison, 1972) which should be taken in to consideration in
modern industrial organizations. According to the approach of Harrison power-
oriented and role-oriented organizational cultures are traditional and the oldest
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(1972), whereas task-oriented and person-oriented cultures are younger and
more modern (Roots, 2003). The author of the present dissertation concentrates
on the task- and relationship-oriented cultures as part of present-day organi-
zational cultures. Besides, because the activities of workplace bullying can be
broadly divided into two large groups (person-related and work-related), rela-
tionship-oriented and task-oriented organizational cultures allow a better insight
into explaining the reasons behind negative behavior.

Task-oriented organizational culture has a specific way to explore the indi-
vidual so that work satisfaction tends to decrease. Status and recognition depend
almost entirely on task contribution and when the employees’ knowledge or
skills become obsolete then an individual is expected to step aside (Harrison,
1972). A task-oriented organization uses people as instruments for higher ends
(Harrison, 1972). A the task-oriented organization’s greatest strength is dealing
with complex and changing environments, their well-organized communication
and decentralized control system enables to contrive in an unstable environment
(Harrison, 1972). Due to short lines of communication and control, relationship-
oriented organizational culture is able to deal well with changes inside the or-
ganization (Harrison, 1972). On the other hand, relationship-oriented culture has
difficulty directing its members in an unstable and unsafe environment (Harri-
son, 1972). Maybe relationship-oriented culture is not suitable in the conditions
of unconsciousness and transition, when it is time for accomplishing high goals
and not being concerned about the well-being and satisfaction of individuals?
However, members of relationship-oriented organizations are more committed
and cooperative and concentrated on common aims which give a powerful ef-
fect of synergy. Strong task orientation and relationship orientation imply that
the organization is complete by, on the one hand, supporting achieving the aims
and, on the other hand, bringing together the members of the organization. This
leads to the assumption that the occurrence of negative behavior may be related
to some problems with the functioning of the two orientations of organization
culture. Subsequently the causes for workplace bullying in connection to or-
ganizational culture are discussed.

Several causes of workplace bullying refer to the low orientation on task ori-
entation of organizational culture. Studies have found that workplace bullying is
related to role-conflict and role ambiguity (Einarsen et al., 1994) and employees
perceive their job situations unpredictable and unclear (Vartia, 1996). Accord-
ing to Leymann (1996), the factors that most likely cause psychological bully-
ing at work are related to work administration in an organization where roles
and commands are unclear. Leymann brought out the hospital as an example of
an environment where the possible contradictory expectations and demands
exist. The nurses in hospitals are often faced with the conflicting demands of
doctors and nursing managers at the same time. Lacking formal authority in
such kind of working environment stimulates conflict and bullying (Leymann,
1996). Moreover, the experience of role conflict was found to be one of the
factors most strongly correlated with bullying, and because of vagueness in
work-design and tasks, some persons may attain more informal power in the
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organization and thereby the organizational culture will change (Einarsen et al.,
1994). The large scale of bullying risk factors lies in the organization’s work
environment which tolerates ambiguity and uncertainty. An organization with a
task-oriented organizational culture is well organized, its tasks have been de-
fined unambiguously and its roles are intelligible.

Paying relatively little attention to task orientation seems to be related also to
the poor flow of information and poor conflict management which are the pre-
dictors of workplace bullying (Vartia, 1996). Leymann (1996) regards conflict
management as an organizational rather than an individual-related problem.
Poor conflict management is often combined with poor work administration in
the organization. Whereas if the task-oriented organization means well-orga-
nized communication (Harrison, 1972) and willingness to achieve organiza-
tional goals (Vadi et al., 2002), then the risk of conflict should be hedged and
the occurrence of workplace bullying as well.

Another important antecedent for aggression is unfair treatment and injustice
in an organization (Neuman and Baron, 2003; Baron et al., 1999). Injustice
causes a type of harm or loss to the victim and conflict spirals can proceed to
escalate (Reb et al., 2006). The perceived injustice creates preconditions for
triggering bullying in an organization. Neuman and Baron (2003) demonstrated
that in case of perceived injustice, the aggression is usually directed to someone
else than the source of provocation because a direct attack would be too danger-
ous. The perceived injustice is often related to supervisors’ behavior but the
displacement of aggression is directed to a relatively weak and defenseless per-
son (Neuman and Baron, 2003). Therefore, perceived injustice represents an
organizational problem, because often a supervisor evokes the situation by un-
fair treatment, which has an effect to the third members of the organization. The
roots of unfair behavior may often come from the societal level where this kind
of behavior constitutes a social norm. Societal causes of workplace bullying are
discussed later in more detail.

Reb et al (2006) argue that the different types of organizational remedies
(monetary compensation, disciplinary action) rectify the injustice by providing
adequate redress to balance the harm done and that the remedies are most effec-
tive in avoiding conflict escalation. Organizational remedy is defined as “an
action carried out by an organization with the intention of creating in the mind
of an aggrieved employee the judgment that the perceived injustice has been
atoned for” (Reb, 2006). The remedies help to manage with injustice afterwards
but the system is not so effective that it would enable to avoid perceiving injus-
tice or negative feelings in organizations completely. A more effective way to
deal with injustice is through enforcing a task-orientated organizational culture
that reveals the employees’ attitudes towards management. High task orienta-
tion means that the differences between subordinates and superiors are not em-
phasized (Vadi et al., 2002) and there is decentralized control and freedom of
activity on behalf of the general aim of the organization, which facilitates
avoiding those causes for workplace bullying that are related to injustice.
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Nowadays, organizational changes are frequent and inevitable because the
working environment is related to the general economical environment. The
development process is inevitable and essential for organizations but restruc-
turing causes greater pressure for employees and makes for a more stressful
work environment. Job insecurity in the change process may induce negative
behavior, especially in cases of insufficient information. The risk of bullying
increases if the changes are enforced in an autocratic manner (McCarthy et al.,
1995; Sheehan, 1999). Workplace bullying caused by rapid changes in an or-
ganization could be a problem especially in post-transitional countries where
large reconstructions have taken place and employees are not able to get used to
the changed environment so quickly. Coping with changed circumstances is a
question of survival both for employees and for organizations, therefore power-
ful or strong manners are used more frequently in the transition period. Salin
(2003) argues that restructuring and other changes in an organization represent
the processes that can easily trigger the bullying process. Indeed, organizational
changes may cause chaos and the likelihood of workplace bullying may become
much higher. Through well-organized information distribution and goal setting,
high task orientation of organizational culture would enable to decrease the
chaos and risk of bullying related to organizational changes. Focus on tasks and
results, clear roles and concrete plans facilitate coping with organizational
changes.

On the organizational level, bullying has been found to be associated also
with unsatisfactory relationships at work (Hoel and Cooper, 2000) and the so-
cial atmosphere (Baillien et al., 2008). Workplace bullying is likely to prevail in
stressful working environments and situations where the immediate supervisor
avoids intervening in and managing such stressful situations (Hauge, Skogstad,
Einarsen, 2007). The presence of various stressors at work may constitute a
generally stressful work environment, which may lead to feelings such as psy-
chological discomfort or goal-blockage. The stressor may be, for example,
strong competition between employees that fosters bullying behavior (Namie,
2007). Such stressful working environments may give rise to aggressive be-
havior by having a negative effect on individuals and generating the search for
scapegoats. For dealing with stressful working environment, it would be neces-
sary to focus on the high relationship orientation of organizational culture. A
relationship-oriented organization emphasizes the importance of interpersonal
relationships in an organization (Vadi et al, 2002), it facilitates interaction, in-
creases togetherness and well-being. As a result, the level of stress may de-
crease in an organization and the thereby focusing on relationship orientation
may prevent the risk of bullying.

From the foregoing discussion it turns out that organizational causes of
workplace bullying reveal themselves in the organizational culture that involves
work environment features. The culture of the organization may allow or favor
bullying behaviors and work as a filter through which behaviors are interpreted
(Brodsky, 1976; Einarsen and Skogstad, 1996). The norms of organizational
culture are considered the main factors that influence the occurrence of victimi-
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zation (Aquino and Lamertz, 2004). Figure 6 presents the main causes of work-
place bullying on the organizational level and explains the role of organizational
culture to manage the potential risk factors of bulling by task orientation and
relationship orientation.

Role ambiguity
Poor flow of information

Task-
orientation,

Relationship Poor conflict management
orientation of M ab ] Injustice E P Work‘place
organizational anaged by Stressful working eads to bullying
culture environment

e Organizational change

Figure 6. Main causes for workplace bullying on the organizational level that are man-
aged by organizational culture
Source: Compiled by the author

The behavior of employees is determined to a great extent by organizational
culture, values and norms of the organization. Therefore, the focus on organiza-
tional culture in the present study enables to disclose the deepest roots of the
causes for workplace bullying.

Summarizing the empirical findings on the primary causes of bullying on the
organizational level, the most important antecedents are poor conflict manage-
ment (Leymann, 1996), a hostile, stressful and unethical work environment
(Einarsen et al., 1994; Hauge et al., 2007; O’Moore et al., 2003), and bad com-
munication (Vartia, 1996; Zapf et al., 1996). Frequently, workplace bullying is
a result of fear of organizational change (Agervold, 2009) that is directly related
to the employee’s welfare. Reorganizations may carry threats to the employee’s
position and work experience, with adverse effects on health and well-being
(Voss et al., 2001). Simultaneously, task-oriented organizational culture should
guarantee well-functioning activities related to communication, change man-
agement and control, and therefore eliminate the risk of bullying. The results of
bullying studies have affirmed additionally that a poor social climate at work
and autocratic management can induce the emergence of higher incidences of
bullying (Agervold, 2009; Einarsen et al., 1994; Hoel and Cooper, 2000). Poor
information flow and lack of mutual discussions about tasks and goals of the
work unit can promote bullying (Vartia, 1996). Social support by supervisors is
negatively correlated with negative behaviors, the victims perceive less criti-
cism, verbal threats and being shouted at less (Zapf et al., 1996). Bullying can
also occur due to job insecurity or due to receiving insufficient task-related
feedback (Hoel et al., 2002, Notelaers et al., 2010). The study by Quine (2001)
also brings out the role of organizational culture and the study results show that
victims who reported being bullied but had good support at work had signifi-
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cantly lower scores on the propensity to leave and higher scores for job satis-
faction than those who reported being bullied but had poor support. This illus-
trates that not only can organizational culture be seen as encouraging to work-
place bullying activities, supportive work environment can contrariwise be seen
protecting the employees from the destructive impact of bullying. The relation-
ship-oriented organizational culture manages with uncertainty and offers social
support to members of the organization. Thereby the risk of workplace bullying
decreases. Therefore, it can be concluded that a negative correlation exists be-
tween task orientation and relationship orientation and workplace bullying.

Summarizing the primary antecedents of bullying in an organization and the
above discussed orientations of organizational culture, the third set of proposi-
tions is formulated as follows:

Proposition 3a: The occurrence of workplace bullying is negatively correlated
to the relationship orientation of organizational culture.

Proposition 3b: The occurrence of workplace bullying is negatively correlated
to the task orientation of organizational culture.

In addition to organizational culture, the role of managers in an organization
deserves special attention in conjunction with the causes for workplace bully-
ing. Especially because from the moment there is bullying in an organization, it
is the organization's problem, and finding a solution to this problem is the man-
agement’s responsibility. In addition, workplace bullying is interrelated with
showing emotions and managers’ behavior in different circumstances demon-
strates the accepted manner among employees. Therefore, the awareness of
managers about the problem and their behavior has an important role in han-
dling with workplace bullying on the organizational level. The fourth proposi-
tion will be set up to understand management behavior as a reason of workplace
bullying more clearly.

Studies have made a connection between bullying and particular styles of
management behavior: autocratic and laissez-faire management (e.g., Hauge et
al., 2007; Einarsen et al., 1994; Vartia, 1996; Hoel et al., 2010). Autocratic
management styles, which are divisive or which use punishment unrelated to
the behavior of the subordinate, has particularly been associated with bullying
(Hoel and Cooper, 2000). Ashforth (1997) describes the model of “petty tyr-
anny” as a tendency to lord one’s power over others, the situational antecedents
and effects on subordinates. Ashforth (1994) suggests that the particular be-
haviors of petty tyranny are belittling subordinates, arbitrariness, lack of consid-
eration, a forceful style of conflict resolution, discouraging initiative, and non-
contingent punishment. This theory supports the concept of autocratic manage-
ment and an authoritarian way of settling conflicts which has been found to be
related to workplace bullying (O’Moore et al., 1998, Vartia, 1996 and Hoel et
al., 2010). Autocratic management is unfavorable mainly for two reasons. First,
the assertive manager who does not choose the means represents itself the po-
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tential bully in the organization. Secondly, the management style gives a signal
or an example to subordinates on how to communicate within the organization.

Bullying does not necessarily reflect the abuse of power; it is more likely
that it results from weak management or the lack of authority. Laissez-faire
management may attribute to the occurrence of undesired workplace behavior
patterns. The absence of adequate management may be experienced by subordi-
nates as an intended and systematic neglect and ignorance (Hoel et al., 2010).
Laissez-faire management could induce workplace bullying through managers
non-intervention or total neglection in case of conflicts (Einarsen et al., 2003).
A survey of 2273 Norwegian employees supports that laissez-faire management
behavior is not a type of zero-management, but rather a type of destructive
management behavior that shows systematic relationships with workplace
stressors, bullying at work, and psychological distress (Skogstad et al., 2007).
Laissez-faire management is most harmful in case of changes or conflicts. As
demonstrated above, the risk of workplace bulling increases in an organization
during changes. Employees perceive confusion and panic whereas the /aissez-
faire management does not handle the challenges and employees are left to deal
with tensions between each other.

Thus, one risk factor of workplace bullying is certainly management style,
which defines the communication between employees. However, there is no one
particular style that is certain to induce negative behavior and both of these
management styles — autocratic and laissez-faire — have a greater risk. On the
one hand, autocratic management generates uncertainty, resentment, fear and
anger among subordinates and reveals the strongest predictor of self-perceived
exposure to bullying (Hoel et al., 2010). On the other hand, laissez-faire man-
agement emerged as a predictor of self-reported as well as observed bullying
(Hoel et al., 2010).

Furthermore, autocratic management is not always negative for an organiza-
tion. Ferris et al. (2007) suggests that managers may even use bullying in a
manner that can result in positive consequences and organizations may get a
short-term increase in productivity. Hersey and Blanchard support the view
stating that directing is a favorable behavior in case the follower is not moti-
vated and skills are low (1982). Sheehan (1999) emphasizes the role of manag-
ers’ self-concept in the change process and argues that if managers influence the
processes in an organization, they need to be aware of their own behavior. On
the one hand, managers are responsible for the outcome and effectiveness; on
the other hand, they are also responsible for generating a healthy work envi-
ronment and for settling conflicts in the organization. Due to their role, manag-
ers have responsibility to deal both with team performance and with relation-
ships at work. But managers may make a conscious choice and concentrate only
on the productivity and effectiveness of the organization and choose the man-
agement style respectively. Inability or unwillingness to solve conflicts and
increase the risk of workplace bullying could be the managers’ conduct to in-
crease efficiency. Considering the duality of managers’ role and the fact that
sufficiently evidence can be found about the relationship of workplace bullying
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and management style, there is reason to believe that managers are presumably
more aware of how their behavior increases or decreases the risk of bullying.

To sum up the previous discussion, the following proposition concerning the
managers’ awareness of their behavior which may cause workplace bullying
is set:

Proposition 4: Managers are aware of management style as an antecedent of
workplace bullying.

Managers’ awareness is actually very important because it gives opportunities
for the prevention of workplace bullying. However, in spite of the fact that
sometimes autocratic management may appear effective, the author of the dis-
sertation believes that an aggressive and autocratic management style represents
a more dangerous management behavior for an organization because of the
tense atmosphere and higher imbalance of power. Conflicts are not resolved
democratically and the interests of subordinates are not taken into account. The
aggressive behavior of managers spreads among subordinates who use the same
communication style with each other. If the laissez-faire management represents
a higher risk factor for workplace bullying particularly in critical situations (re-
structuring, conflict), then the autocratic and aggressive management style has a
heightened risk for workplace bullying also in daily work and routine opera-
tions.

To sum up the above discussion about the antecedents of workplace bullying
on the organizational level it seems that work environment, organizational cul-
ture and management style represent the main causes of workplace bullying and
at the same time also relevant tools for prevention. This is explained by the fact
that an organization and its management are responsible for intervening in cases
of interpersonal conflicts and bullying caused by factors at the individual, or-
ganizational and societal levels (Zapf, 1999). Einarsen et al. (1994) and Rayner
et al. (2002) have found that conflicts may develop into workplace bullying if
an appropriate strategy of intervention or conflict management is not applied
because of the perception that the organization accepts the behavior. Another
study shows that in the majority of cases, employees perceived no or ineffective
action from the organization (Namie, Lutgen-Sandvik, 2010). The causes for
workplace bullying seem to be related to organizational settings that permit
negative behavior and does not apply any prevention policy.

Exploring the causes behind the occurrence of workplace bullying it is im-
portant to understand the bigger picture in addition to the individual and organi-
zational level. Next, the societal and environmental causes are taken under ob-
servation with the aim of gaining a deeper insight into the problem in a post-
transitional country. The main causes in this context are: values and norms ac-
cepted in the society, national culture, social environment that supports aggres-
sive behavior, imbalance of power on the labor market, and lack of legal pro-
tection (see Table 5). The values and norms accepted in the society are related
to the dominant economic system in the country and shape the managerial
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culture, which is influenced by path-dependency. Therefore, some managerial
issues are analyzed considering the societal context among other causes on the
societal level in detail and the fifth set of proposition will be compiled based on
the following discussion.

Table 5. Main causes of workplace bullying on the societal level

Societal level causes of WB
1. values and norms accepted in society: materialistic values, profitability,
efficiency, pressure of competition
national culture: masculinity, individualistic
societal environment that supports aggressive behavior
the imbalance of power on the labor market
5. lack of legal protection and preventive policy
Source: Compiled by the author based on the literature (Jackson, 2001; Mikkelsen,
Einarsen, 2001; Salin, 2003, Lutgen-Sandvik, McDermott, 2011)

B

Despite the organization being the unit under research in this dissertation, the
society, which is interrelated to workplace bullying via national culture and
belief system, is also an important factor to be covered. According to Ralston et
al., culture may be viewed as “those beliefs and values that are widely shared in
a specific society at a particular point in time” (1997), whereas these values,
beliefs, and economic ideology have a considerable impact on managerial work
values. Cultural variations are important in explaining ethical behavior of mana-
gers including judgments involving conflicts and relationships within organi-
zation (Jackson, 2001). Proceeding more particularly, Johnson (2001) defines
the macrosystem which involves societal and cultural norms of behavior, and
laws governing workplace bullying and harassment; and similarly Bjorkqvist
(1994) declares that the choice of an aggressive strategy may be reinforced by
social norms in the society in question. Thus, for making sense of the back-
ground of workplace bullying it is necessary to clarify the societal framework,
which also takes into consideration the cultural context.

Organizational culture in an Estonian organization is influenced by the rapid
modernization of the economic system in the early 1990s. In Soviet period the
formal ideology allowed behavior in the organization and two tendencies could
be bring out for describing the organizational culture. First, interpersonal rela-
tionships (comradeship) were very important and secondly, the opposition be-
tween a material motive, salary, and satisfaction with job content is also stressed
(Loos, 1974; Donskaja and Lintshevski, 1979; Kitvel, 1983). Organizational
goals had to be in accordance with the state’s goals (Lazarev and Gregory,
2002) and political ideology dominated over economical and organizational
goals. The transition period changed the understanding about the relationship
between policy and economy radically.
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In post-transitional countries organizations face dilemmas in dealing with
the tension between the existing set of values and the desired ones (Trompe-
naars and Woolliams 2003). As a result of privatization or transformation, many
organizations that existed in the Soviet period no longer exist, but the values
and attitudes of managers have remained and been transferred to the managers
who work in the post-transitional period (Akbar, 2010). Impacts from the transi-
tional processes may intervene with the way in which the industry, organiza-
tional size and age determine organizational values (Reino and Vadi, 2012).
Finding new forms of existence the organization’s members are under high
pressure (Vadi, Roots, 2006). The transition processes reveals a situation where
the old rules, values and norms are not valid any more, but the new ones do not
exist yet.

However, as a result of economical and societal changes the value systems
vary substantially between transitional and western countries. In Central and
Eastern European countries modern values, like materialism and individual
achievement, prevail; whereas in Western Europe social welfare and environ-
mental sustainability are more dominant (Inglehart and Welzel, 2005). Due to
transition period Central and Eastern Europe has focused on economic benefits
and development and in Western Europe the attention has shifted more from
material issues towards well-being and welfare. Therefore, the ethics of mana-
gers in post-transitional countries could differ from the ethics of the managers in
western countries by emphasizing more materialistic values and keeping well-
being in mind as much.

Leadership and management are a relevant part of organizational culture
(Schein, 2004) but for a long time the managers in transitional countries were not
aware of the importance and significance of organizational culture. This is
characterized by the fact that the term “organizational culture” entered the mana-
gerial language not before than in the end of the 1990s (Vadi, 2003). Concerning
purposes, the next aspects are most important to point out. First, a great part of the
managers of the older generation have acquired their education during the Soviet
period. The managers’ knowledge and background has been shaped by the
experience of the command economy (Vadi, 2003). However, regardless of the
changes that have taken place in the business environment during last decades,
the assumptions of managers have not changed much (Roots, 2003). A recent
study carried out by Sakowski et al. (2015) confirmed the statement that the
Soviet style of management which is characterized by high formalization
continues today. There is reason to believe that management style and
management techniques have not changed as much as the economic environment.

Secondly, instead of the implementation of new knowledge and adoption of
new values, it seems that the new generation of managers has taken over the
basic assumptions and values of the previous generation. Managers do not al-
ways notice how managerial methods from the Soviet period may be unsuitable
in a changed business environment (Liuhto, 1999). Still, at the same time, there
has been a positive shift in overcoming the power-oriented administrative or-
ganizational culture that derives from the Soviet period towards a task-oriented
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organization culture (Roots, 2003) which is more suitable for modern organiza-
tions. At the same time, the shift will take time to reflect in the behavior of
managers.

However, the new generation who became managers during the post-transi-
tion period, differ from the previous generations of managers in some respect.
While organizations have become less hierarchical, the skills that were impor-
tant before have changed, and the importance of communication skills has in-
creased considerably (Gentry et al., 2008). The new generation of managers has
graduated from university after the transition period and participated in manage-
ment trainings which are in accordance with the changed business environment.
Although perhaps not enough, but still, multinational corporations have invested
substantially in transforming management practices through training (Akbar,
2010). When the new generation started their career as manager, there was con-
siderably more special information and literature on human resources manage-
ment. Thus, the new generation is in a better position because it did not have to
relearn or reassess their previous knowledge; the managers are able to practice a
new managerial culture instantly. Nevertheless, the new generation of managers
can be characterized also by a smaller number of subordinates, because their
career started substantially later compared to old generation of managers who
are still on the labor market.

Therefore, based on the discussion, it can be assumed that the managers with
shorter tenure but also with less number of subordinates still meet the changing
needs better and are more aware of the new challenges in an organization, in-
cluding workplace bullying. Until now, there is no information available on
what kind of standpoint managers from post-transitional countries have about
workplace bullying. Because the prevention starts from managers, it is essential
to find out the managers’ opinions towards workplace bullying in order to learn
about their awareness of negative behavior in an organization and if they are
ready to deal with it. To sum up the preceding discussion about the new gene-
ration of managers, the following propositions about the managerial experience
and attitudes towards workplace bullying are set:

Proposition 5a: The new generation of managers (less managerial experience
and a smaller number of subordinates) is more informed about workplace bul-
lying;

Proposition 5b: The new generation of managers (less managerial experience
and a smaller number of subordinates) is more supportive of preventive actions.

The other aspect to consider beside the effect of the post-Soviet society, is the
natural national culture of Estonia. The national culture has an impact on the
formation of organizational culture and further the organizational culture deter-
mines the behavior of employees. While Scandinavian culture is more feminine
and egalitarian (Mikkelsen, Einarsen, 2001), Estonian national culture is char-
acterized as masculine, since the dominant values are success, efficiency and
competition. Cooperation, friendly atmosphere and safeness are not currently
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the most acceptable values. The position of Estonia among other cultures in
Hofstede’s cultural dimensions diagram is “well-oiled machine” type of culture
with a low power distance and relatively small uncertainty avoidance (Vadi,
Meri, 2005). Situations are solved according to rules and regulations (Hofstede
2003). On the scale of individualism-collectivism, Estonian national culture is
rather individualistic, people are supposed to take care of themselves and of
their own families (The Hofstede Centre; Vihalem, 2007). Aggressive behavior
is likely to be less tolerated in feminine than in masculine cultures, in which
there is a greater focus on individual assertiveness and achievement (Mikkelsen,
Einarsen, 2001). Thus, considering the national cultural context in Estonia, the
highest risk of workplace bullying proceeds from the prevailing masculine val-
ues and from individualistic and self-centered attitudes.

Beside national culture, the everyday environment in a work group has and
impact on an employee’s behavior. Even after individual predispositions are
accounted for, dyadic and workgroup factors influence individual member beha-
viors (Glomb, Liao, 2003). Antisocial behavior exhibited by a work group is a
significant predictor of an individual's antisocial behavior at work (Robinson
and O'Leary-Kelly, 1998). The roots for those statements come from social
learning theory created by Bandura. According to the social learning theory
“most human behavior is learned observationally through modeling: from ob-
serving others, one forms an idea of how new behaviors are performed, and on
later occasions this coded information serves as a guide for action” (Bandura,
1977). The central idea is that the world and a person’s behavior cause each
other; behavioral, cognitive and other personal factors and environmental events
operate as interacting determinants that influence each other bidirectionally,
which is called reciprocal determinism (Bandura, 1977). These theories give a
new prism to the causes of workplace bullying and it follows that the occur-
rence of aggressive behavior requires the conjunction of circumstances, most
importantly the environment that facilitates negative behavior. One and the
same conflict situation may lead to different behavior and consequences de-
pending on the social environment.

Survey data by Glomb and Liao (2003) suggest a social exchange or reciprocal
process as a determinant of individual aggression. The social information
processing approach (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978) supports this approach on the
impact of the social environment. The social information processing approach
proceeds from the fundamental premise that individuals adapt attitudes, behavior,
and beliefs to their social context. Developing their attitudes employees use social
information, i.e. information about past behavior and about what others think,
therefore their further behavior is influenced by others (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978).
According to these theories, aggressive behavior is not internal aggressiveness but
a learned behavior and it is imitation of your social environment.

While workplace bullying arises most commonly from a conflict, it is im-
portant to understand why the conflict is the reason. The main reason derives
from value conflicts which remain unsolved and the gap widening between
participants (Strandmark, Hallberg, 2007). Proceeding with similar under-
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standings of the antecedents of workplace bullying, the social interaction ap-
proach maintains that nervous situations have an impact on the victim’s behav-
ior and therefore the distressed persons may violate expectations, annoy other
people and hence elicit aggressive behavior in others (Felson, 1992). Previous
theories are similar in some respect with dynamic models of conflict escalation.
The formation and escalation of conflict spirals in organizations (“incivility
spirals”) begin with one party's perception of an incivility and reciprocation
with a counter incivility, which can potentially escalate to an exchange of coer-
cive actions when one party reaches a tipping point (i.e., perceives an identity
threat) (Andersson and Pearson, 1999). The rise of conflict may most likely
happen because of perception errors and the escalation of conflict, which is the
main reason of workplace bullying; it is the result of the combination of a per-
ception mistake and the social environment that supports the spreading of ag-
gressiveness.

The roots of negative behavior extend further into the societal level. The
values and beliefs accepted in a society influence the interpersonal relations in
working groups. The pressure for efficiency and restructuring may lead to an
environment where hostility becomes normal behavior (Salin, 2003). In the
modern economy market competition enforces organizations to carry out orga-
nizational changes, restructuring and cost-cutting which leads to job insecurity
of current employees; whereas all of the named are related to hostile behavior at
work (Baron, Neuman, 1998). Similarly, the reasons for bullying could be so-
cial patterns like reverence toward hard-driving achievers when “the society
favours and awards productive people regardless of how they treat others” (Lut-
gen-Sandvik & McDermott, 2011). The ambitions of profitability are evaluated
very highly in the modern society but the way to achieve the objective is not in
the spotlight.

While one of the prerequisites for workplace bullying is the imbalance of
power, some authors refer to the concept of labor market by which work relations
are defined. The changing employment relationships due to technological
developments, restructuring and downsizing, cost reductions and delayering leads
to the loss of job security (Cooper, 1999). Ironside and Seifert (2003) discuss that
employees are mostly in a weaker position when they offer their labor power and
if the employee is already hired he or she might be free to quit at any time, but
because of the fear of remaining unemployed, it is not realistic. Therefore, the
employee is probably ready to suffer at work, if necessary, to keep their job.
Ironside and Seifert (2003) suggest that trade unions could modify the situation
by empowering employees. In this respect the imbalance between employees and
employers is very high in post-transitional countries where trade unions have an
especially weak position in the society. However, the weakening position of trade
unions is inevitable in the modern society because the nature of work has
changed, project-based or contractual employment relationship is prevalent and
employees are becoming partners for organizations.

Lack of legal protection can be considered as one potential subject of work-
place bullying. According to the implication in the survey of Lutgen-Sandvik &
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McDermott (2011) if no laws prohibited bullying then organizations failed to
take bullying seriously because the law is seen to be a “societal vocabulary”
which frames explanations. Individuals and organizations follow the societal
norms and do not consider it necessary to pay attention to the prevention of
hostile behavior. Legislation could be one the key initiatives that can help pre-
vent bullying if used wisely (Duffy, 2009). Yamada (2000) has referred to sev-
eral functions of legislation that help to deal with bullying: encourage the use of
preventive measures for organizations and self-help measures for individuals,
also provide a compensation system for targets and punishment measures for
bullies. There are important tasks that the legal system could implement: for-
mulate the basic values and norms in the society, foresee resources to achieve
the goals and give protection against workplace bullying.

At the European Union level, several directives and agreements, which are
directed to prevent workplace bullying socially, protect the health and safety of
employees. The following steps should be considered as the most important
milestones. First, the EU Health and Safety Framework Directive (89/391/
EEC), which states “the employer shall have a duty to ensure the safety and
health of workers in every aspect related to the work”. Secondly, due to an
ongoing concern of increasing prevalence of workplace bullying in the Euro-
pean Union, in 2001 the European Parliament adopted the Resolution on Har-
assment at the Workplace (2001/2339), which, among other things, underlined
the need that member states will counteract bullying at work and review their
existing legislation and standardize the definition of bullying. Thirdly, between
social partner organizations in 2007 Framework Agreement on Violence and
Harassment at Work was signed with the aim of raising awareness and devel-
oping collaboration between employees and employers on the national level
concerning workplace bullying (Psychosocial risks in Europe, 2014). As can be
seen, the activities at the EU are directed to increasing the responsibility of the
employer and raise the activeness of member states to deal with workplace bul-
lying on the national level.

Either as a result of the above mentioned EU resolutions and agreements or
due to higher awareness, but several member states have found it is necessary to
implement a relevant law on the issue. Anti-bullying legislation has been passed
in Sweden, the Netherlands, France, Belgium, Finland, Denmark, Norway and,
most recently, in Serbia (Pinkos Cobb 2012). In the UK there is no one particu-
lar law governing workplace bullying, but claims concerning workplace bully-
ing may be submitted under a variety of laws (Pinkos Cobb, 2012). Neverthe-
less, in many countries, first of all in post-transitional countries a law regulating
workplace bullying is still missing, and therefore there is a lack of juridical
remedies, if necessary. The reason may be related to low awareness in these
countries about the consequences and causes of workplace bullying. Hence,
organizations and individuals in post-transitional countries do not yet pay
enough attention to preventive actions of workplace bullying and also social
partner organizations are not involved enough. At the same time, the EU direc-
tives and national regulations in many countries covering workplace bullying
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create a new situation in Europe where post-transitional countries are forced to
pass a relevant law.

To sum up, the societal and environmental antecedents of workplace bully-
ing are related first and foremost to the cultural and economical context, learned
patterns of behavior, a social environment that supports aggressive behavior,
certain values and norms from the society, injustice and imbalance of power on
the labor market, and lack of awareness, legal protection and prevention. How-
ever, in the case of social and environmental factors, the arising of workplace
bullying depends to a great extent on how the individual interprets these factors.
According to the General Affective Aggression Model proposed by Anderson et
al. (1996) and completed by Neuman and Baron (2003) numerous social-situa-
tional variables lead to physiological arousal, negative affect and hostile cogni-
tion. Depending on an individual’s appraisals of current situation, aggression
may occur or not (Neuman and Bauman, 2003). Even though often personal
perception represents the decisive factor for workplace bullying, still several
social and environmental antecedents give the basis to provoke negative be-
havior and therefore the prevention should start from the society.

Altogether, the individual, societal and organizational factors discussed in
this subchapter are interrelated and the causes for workplace bullying are char-
acterized as a combination of them. Figure 7 summarizes the propositions that
were set up based on the discussion about the main risk factors and antecedents
of workplace bullying and presents the framework for the present study. The
factors that increase the risk of workplace bullying are gender (P1a), work level
(P1b), education (Plc), age (P1d) and marital status (Ple) on the individual
level; and sector (P2a), area of work (P2b) and size of organization (P2c) on the
organizational level. The study focuses on these factors to find out which indi-
viduals and organizations are more vulnerable and where is the best focus point
for preventive actions.

The studies discussed above support the concept that an organization is re-
sponsible for its employees’ health and well-being, and that workplace bullying
constitutes a threat to that. On the organizational level this dissertation concen-
trates on two main causes of workplace bullying: organizational culture (P3a,
P3b) and management style (P4). The norms of organizational culture may fa-
cilitate aggression or foster stress where negative behavior can flourish and
therefore the culture is responsible for workplace bullying (Aquino & Lamertz,
2004; Bowling & Beehr, 2006). The causes for workplace bullying may be re-
lated to the society and the national culture or come from the individual level,
but workplace bullying appears on the organizational level and therefore the
organization is the unit which has to cope with the problem. The best resource
for that purpose is organizational culture because it comprises of norms and
values which direct the individuals’ behavior. The present phenomenon was
selected for the present study primarily on the assumption that organization
culture is the key success factor for developing bullying free organizations and
keeping organizations bullying free; however there is a lack of suggestions
based on study results on which measures to apply.
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On the organizational level the other factor that has a strong impact on the
occurrence of workplace bullying is management style. According to the em-
pirical evidence argued in the subchapter, management style plays an important
role in the bullying process and therefore this was one of the two main causes of
workplace bullying chosen for focus in the dissertation. Dissatisfaction with
managers constitutes one of the strongest factors behind bullying at work
(Einarsen 1994). Autocratic management is the strongest predictor of observed
bullying where targets identified bullying primarily with aggression and arbi-
trary punishment by managers (Hoel et al., 2010). Therefore, ignoring the
problems and conflicts has a very destructive impact and promotes the mani-
festation of workplace bullying. Management style may have contributed to a
higher level of bullying, whereas the management’s inefficiency with respect to
solving conflicts is related to the incidence of bullying (Agervold & Mikkelsen,
2004). The results of the present study enable to find out if managers’ behavior
could induce workplace bullying and therefore make practical suggestions for
the prevention of workplace bullying in post-transitional countries.
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Figure 7. Study framework: the main risk factors and causes of workplace bullying
Source: Compiled by the author

Note: White areas on the figure indicate to the focus of the empirical study. Dotted lines
indicate that the consequences may become new causes of bullying.
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Finally, it is important to involve the societal contextual factors because due to
the impact of national culture and post-transitional managers’ attitudes, the
wider picture opens and the interpretation of results is more significant (P5a,
P5Db). Since the prevalence of workplace bullying varies from country to country
substantially, and there are only a few studies carried out in post-transitional
countries, it is important to study the aspects that may have a broader influence.

On Figure 7 the main focus of the present dissertation is indicated with the
white area and involves firstly, the causes of workplace bullying on the organi-
zational and societal level, and secondly, the prevalence of workplace bullying
on the individual and organizational level. The consequences of bullying at
work are an important part of the concept of bullying but these are not in the
focus of the present empirical study. The dotted lines on the figure indicate the
reciprocal effect of causes and consequences of bullying, showing that the neg-
ative consequences during the process of bullying may become the new ante-
cedents of bullying.

&3



2. METHODOLOGY FOR EXPLORING
WORKPLACE BULLYING PREVALENCE AND
CAUSES

2.1. Description of the sample

In the present chapter the overview of the sample of the studies, methodology

and measurement tools for exploring the workplace bullying are provided. Ad-

ditionally the pilot study that was carried out for testing the Estonian version of

Negative Acts Questionnaire Revised is introduced. The empirical part of the

dissertation includes three studies, which were carried out in Estonian organi-

zations from February 2009 until April 2013 as follows:

1) a pilot study was carried out from February to March 2009 among 75 people;

2) a large-scale survey of workplace bullying and organizational culture was
conducted from January to October 2010 in 59 organizations;

3) a semi-structured interviews took place from February 2012 to April 2013
among 210 top and middle managers.

The present subchapter gives a detailed overview about samples of the studies.

The sample of the pilot study consisted of the customers of the Estonian Un-
employment Insurance Fund. On 28 February people were surveyed at the Tal-
linn Office of the Unemployment Insurance Fund and on 4 and 10 March in
Tartu among the participants of further training commissioned by the Estonian
Unemployment Insurance Fund. In the course of the pilot study all in all 75
people were surveyed about workplace bullying, 8 responses proved invalid,
making the total number of valid responses 67. All the respondents were con-
tacted personally and asked consent to participate in the survey. After filling the
questionnaire form the respondents were asked whether all of the questions
were understandable to them. Nearly all of the respondents declared that the
questionnaire was clear.

The sample of the pilot study consisted of 62.6% men and 37.4% women.
The average age was 42.4 years (SD=11.12), with ages ranging from 21 to 64.
As much as 40.3% of the respondents defined themselves as unemployed,
10.4% named transport as their current field of work, 8.9% administration,
7.5% industry and 6% health care; the remaining respondents were divided be-
tween other pre-set fields of activity. Most of the respondents noted their em-
ployment status to be “not employed” (55%), followed by full-time employment
(34%). The type of organization where the respondents were working at the
time or where they last had worked was marked by 59.2% as the private sector,
by 26% as the public sector and by 14.8% as neither. As much as 10.4% of the
respondents were members of a trade union. The highest level of completed
education was high school (42%), vocational school (28%) and university
(22%).

The second study was large-scale survey of workplace bullying and organi-
zational culture. The total number of valid questionnaires that were returned
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was 1941. The sample covered 59 organizations across Estonia representing a
total of 30 000 employees. The sample included also 73 unemployed respon-
dents who were not related to any organization. The same survey included a
questionnaire about organizational culture, where the total number of valid
questionnaires that were returned was 1748. Therefore, 1748 respondents re-
turned both questionnaires — workplace bullying and organizational culture (193
respondents did not complete the questionnaire on organizational culture).

In the process of the survey, over 100 organizations all over Estonia were
contacted for asking permission to conduct the survey at them. The represen-
tatives of organizations were contacted personally and the purpose of the study
was explained to them. The critical presumption for cooperation with the or-
ganizations was the common understanding that managers or other represen-
tatives of the company are interested in guaranteeing the anonymity of respon-
dents and do not prepossess the employees any way. 56% of the contacted or-
ganizations agreed with the survey to be carried out among their employees and
supported the study. The questionnaires were delivered to personnel in open
envelopes. Employees who were interested in participating voluntarily in the
survey filled in the questionnaire and returned it in closed envelopes.

Preparing the sample important factors had to be considered. First, proceed-
ing from the propositions that have been set in the theoretical part, it was im-
portant that organizations from different areas of work would be represented
from both the public and the private sector. Additionally, the representation of
men and women, of individuals from different age groups, and with a different
educational background was relevant. For that reason, the choice of organiza-
tions had to be well-considered and the formation of the sample was limited to
some extent. Secondly, it had to be considered that the topic is very sensible and
can be unfamiliar to respondents. On the one hand, employees may be afraid to
answer the questions about workplace bullying honestly in spite of anonymity.
After all, the questionnaire points out potential acute shortages at their work-
place. On the other hand, several managers and human resource managers may
refuse to conduct the survey about workplace bullying because the theme of the
survey may give rise to inconvenient and painful discussions in their organiza-
tion and they may prefer to avoid that.

The socio-demographic variables on the individual level asked about in the
questionnaire are: gender, age, education, marital status, position, employment
status. Further questions covered the organizational form, area of work, and size
of organization (number of employees). The most important variables have been
presented and description of the sample has compiled (see Appendix 1) based
on these variables. Subsequently, some features that characterize the sample
follow. The sample consists of 62% women and 38% men. The average age is
36.2 years (SD=11.9; n=1928), with ages ranging from 18 to 70. Majority of the
respondents holds a Bachelor’s degree (35.3%), followed by high school di-
ploma (28.3%). The vast majority of respondents are first level employees
(72.8%). The employment status of 83.8% is full-time and 92.9% of respond-
ents are not union representatives at their workplace. A large part of all re-
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spondents are married (46.7%), most of the younger respondents (up to 30 years
old) are single (71.8%). The educational level of women is higher, 41% of
women hold a Bachelor’s degree, while the same for men is 26%.

The Estonian Classification of Economic Activities (EMTAK) was taken as
basis for determining the respondents’ field of work (Appendix 1). More than
half of the respondents work in the private sector (55.6%). The respondents
represent 12 different areas of work and industries (besides unemployed respon-
dents and the ones who selected “other”). A higher number of respondents rep-
resented the following areas: retail (17.2%), manufacturing (14.6%), electricity,
gas (13.5%), and public administration (11.6%). While the percentage of male
employees is much greater in electricity (77%) and transport (75%), the per-
centage of women is higher in health care (91%) and education (89%). The
proportion of younger employees (under 30 years old) is much higher in ac-
commodation and food service (72%) and voluntary organizations (100%). The
proportion of older employees (over 51 years of age) is higher in health service
(41%) and transport (30%). The size of organization where the respondents
work was noted by 34.5% between 26—100 employees and by 32.2% between
101-500 employees. These types of organizations were most common and there
were no differences between men and women or age groups.

The third study was carried out from February 2012 to April 2013 among
210 middle or top managers from Estonian private and public organizations.
The description of the sample is presented in Table 6. Most of the respondents
are from the private sector (91%) and represent different industries as follows:
20.5% service organizations, 13.3% production sector, 9% transport organi-
zations, 7% information technology, 6% financial organizations, 4% education
organizations, 9% the public sector. The proportion of respondents divides rela-
tively equally concerning the number of subordinates but a higher number of
managers had shorter tenure (1-9 years) — 60.5%.

Table 6. Description of the sample, semi-structured interviews with managers, n=210

S TOTAL Organization form
ector
n % Private n (%) Public n (%)
Number of subordinates
1-9 99 47.1 93 (48.4) 6(33.3)
10 ormore | 111 52.9 99 (51.6) 12 (66.7)
Tenure
1-10 years | 127 60.5 117 (60.9) 10 (55.6)
Over 10 years 83 39.5 75 (39.1) 8 (44.4)

Source: Compiled by the author
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The semi-structured interviews were conducted verbally by interviewing mana-
gers or in written form by e-mail, depending on the respondent’s preference.
Approximately 30% of respondents preferred to respond by e-mail. The re-
spondents were contacted personally, the purpose of the study was explained to
them and their consent to participate in the research was asked for. If the re-
spondent agreed, they were asked if they are ready for an interview or prefer to
answer the questions in written form. In the first case, time and place for inter-
view were agreed upon and in the second case the questions were sent by e-
mail. In both cases, respondents were asked to add their own comments to each
question. Each interview lasted approximately 20-30 minutes.

2.2. Defining the measurement tools in view
of the nature of workplace bullying

For defining the appropriate methodology for the study, it is first important to
specify some limitations to the study. First, workplace bullying is a very sensi-
tive topic and the fact that individuals may not be ready to answer questions
about negative experiences should be considered. They may be ashamed or
afraid to talk of bullying in their workplace. Therefore, the questioning must
without fail be anonymous and confidential. Secondly, the survey is related to
some ethical problems. There are always at least two parties in workplace bul-
lying activities: victim and perpetrator. Identification of victims is indirectly
related to determining the perpetrator, the offender. But labeling the offenders
on the basis of the survey is not the focus of the present study. Therefore, the
questionnaire should not be too personal and should contain questions about
negative behavior in generalized form. Thirdly, the respondents may have very
little prior information about workplace bullying. The topic may be unfamiliar
for respondents and this may change the results. For example, answering about
the causes of bullying the respondent may not necessarily know what bullying
exactly means. However, the methodology presumes that the questionnaire is
understandable and clear for all respondents and if the questionnaire contains
the term “workplace bullying” then it should also include the explanation or
definition of it.

There is a principal choice between two different research approaches:
quantitative and qualitative data collection. Quantitative research tends to limit its
range to finding out what exists from a perspective of distance (isolating
variables) and of averaging phenomena through numerical proxies (Thorpe, Holt,
2008). The object of quantitative research is to obtain numerical data and answer
the questions “how much”, “how frequently”, etc. Using a quantitative method, it
is possible to calculate the frequency of responses for a particular survey item and
to analyse the data by comparing the responses to another variable, such as gender
or age (Colton, Covert, 2007). Quantitative data collection allows to obtain data,
which describes the respondents by socio-demographical characteristics and gives
information about the risk groups of workplace bullying.
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In the research on workplace bullying quantitative research methods have
mostly been used in the form of various questionnaires, because it makes possi-
ble to obtain data on the dispersal, reasons and duration of work-related bully-
ing, and also differentiate the occurrence of bullying in terms of gender, age,
education level, field of activity and other parameters. A questionnaire can also
be used with other questionnaires if looking at relationships between bullying
and organizational culture. The advantages of the questionnaire method are that
the researcher can collect large amounts of data in a relatively short space of
time; also, the anonymity of the participants can be assured (Cowie et al., 2002).
In this way it is also easy to carry out statistical analysis of a range of factors
(Cowie et al., 2002). Thus, a questionnaire allows collecting a large amount of
data, to make general conclusions and find correlations with other variables.

The disadvantages of the quantitative methods according to Cowie et al.
(2002) are that such methods are inflexible in their structure and therefore it is
complicated to get detailed information and radically new findings. The number
of questions is limited and does not necessarily include the behaviors that have
taken place. Also, there may be difficulties in relying on the respondent’s
memory concerning defined periods (at least 6 months), and the questionnaire
format makes it difficult to gain detailed information regarding the processes
and dynamics of bully or victim situations (Cowie et al., 2002). The results ob-
tained by a questionnaire do not allow deep insights into the problem, as they do
not reflect the bullying process in detail. Besides, the questionnaire method does
not correspond to all criterions of workplace bullying, i.e. intention of perpe-
trator and causes for negative behavior.

A qualitative research method looks to find what exists by involvement and
hence accepts the ensuing messiness and difference of using rich descriptions
(Thorpe, Holt, 2008). This method includes descriptive information and allows
the researcher to understand the respondent’s behaviors in a particular context
and at a particular time (Colton, Covert, 2007). Using qualitative research, it is
possible to answer the questions “how”, “why” and “when” and the process of
research is more flexible compared to a quantitative method. Thus, the qualita-
tive research allows explaining the phenomenon in concrete context, at a spe-
cific time and place, but the generalizability is relatively small.

Therefore, both methods have advantages and disadvantages, but the quanti-
tative and qualitative methods may also be used together to broaden the range of
information made available and to complement the data collected under each
approach (Colton, Covert, 2007). The combination of quantitative and qualita-
tive methods allows obtaining diverse information and therefore to get a more
comprehensive overview of the subject. Combining the quantitative and qualita-
tive methods is especially useful when prior information in the field is limited;
and therefore the task of the researcher is to create a holistic approach as a result
of the study process. Multiple or mixed methods might be used when different
methods are appropriate for different elements of the study, with each contri-
buting to an overall picture (Thorpe, Holt, 2008).
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In the present study, the quantitative methods are certainly appropriate for
obtaining data about the prevalence of workplace bullying. Additionally, based
on the literature and using the quantitative methods, it is possible to find out the
main reasons of workplace bullying. However, for deeper insight and for under-
standing the causes in the context of Estonia as a post-transitional country, the
qualitative method is reasonable. There is still only little knowledge about bul-
lying in Estonia and qualitative research allows to get a more detailed insight
into the subject.

Beside the quantitative and qualitative methods there is another methodo-
logical choice to consider for measuring workplace bullying. There are two
methodological approaches for research on bullying: the subjective and the ob-
jective method. The subjective method is based on the subjective perception of
the respondents (self-assessment or self-labeling) whether they perceive them-
selves as a victim of bullying or not (Zapf & Einarsen, 2003). The subjective
method is usually based on the definition of workplace bullying. The objective
method is based on exposure to specific negative behaviors at work. According
to the operational criterion (Leymann, 1990) or latent class cluster approach
(Notelaers et al. 2006), the victims of bullying were identified and the frequency
of bullying activities was ascertained.

A self-assessment of bullying at work and objective evaluation of the occur-
rence of various negative acts may yield different results. The subjective
method is based on the definition of bullying and the result depends very much
on the interpretation of the definition by the respondent. Additionally, self-as-
sessing depends on personal characteristics and readiness to accept the status of
a victim. Measuring workplace bullying by negative activities, the list of acts is
always limited and does not take into account all bullying situations that may
occur, which depend on the circumstances and the fantasy of the perpetrator. In
addition, there may be difficulties in relying on memory in defining periods (6
months) (Cowie et al., 2002). Also the respondent may take into account differ-
ent negative acts that have occurred just once. However, only situations where a
specific act is repeated regularly are regarded, and cases where the target is
subjected to different acts should be left out (Salin, 2001). Therefore, a re-
spondent, who suffers under various negative acts that have happened only once
or twice, is not considered to be a victim. What’s more, there is a possibility
that the questionnaire does not include a negative act that a respondent has ex-
perienced as bullying and therefore all bullying incidents are not reported of
through the questionnaire.

Researchers Mikkelsen and Einarsen (2001) suggested, on the basis of their
extensive research on workplace bullying in the Danish work-life, that research-
ers should use a combination of self-reported exposure to bullying (subjective
method) and exposure to negative acts (objective method) to provide infor-
mation on both self-reported victimization by bullying as well as exposure to
specific bullying behaviors. Nielsen et al (2009) have confirmed these results
and argued that workplace bullying is a complex phenomenon that is not easy to
measure using one single method and therefore the most adequate solution is to
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combine self-labeling with the behavioral experience approach. The objective
method enables to obtain large amounts of data about the regularity of different
negative activities. The definition of bullying summarizes criterions of work-
place bullying; and therefore the combination of two methods allows measuring
the main features of workplace bullying and obtain more detailed information.
Considering the previous discussion and particularly the limitations in meas-
uring the workplace bullying, the methodology of the present research is based
on the combination of 1) quantitative and qualitative methods; and 2) subjective
and objective methods. Therefore, three measurement tools were chosen for
exploring the causes and prevalence of workplace bullying in this dissertation:

1) the Negative Acts Questionnaire Revised (NAQ-R) which includes subjec-
tive and objective methods for measuring prevalence of workplace bullying;

2) Questionnaire of Organizational Culture (QOC) which enables to receive
data for exploring the relationship between organizational culture and work-
place bullying;

3) semi-structured interviews which make a more profound insight about work-
place bullying in Estonian organizations possible and understand managers’
attitudes about workplace bullying;

Next, the description of the measurement tools is provided.

The Negative Acts Questionnaire Revised

Thus, there are a few basic conditions for measuring workplace bullying. First,
the measurement tool should include both a list of negative acts and a chance to
give a subjective self-report of workplace bullying. Secondly, it is important
that a questionnaire should comprise of questions about negative acts without
using the term “bullying”. The internationally standardized questionnaire which
completely satisfies these conditions, is the Negative Acts Questionnaire Re-
vised (NAQ-R). The NAQ is a research inventory developed for measuring
perceived exposure to bullying and victimization at work; whereas the NAQ-R
is a revised version based on a previous version of questionnaire (Einarsen &
Raknes, 1997). The new version was developed because the validity of some
items was found questionable, especially because it was revealing the cultural
bias (Einarsen et al., 2009). To sum up, “the NAQ-R was therefore created with
the aim of establishing a reliable, valid, comprehensive, yet a relatively short-
scale, tailor-made questionnaire for use in a variety of occupational settings, and
it was especially adapted to Anglo-American cultures” (Einarsen et al., 2009). If
a questionnaire comprises of both subjective self-reporting of bullying at work
and responses about occurrences of negative acts, it is possible to get a more
comprehensive overview of the problem.

The analysis of validity and factor structure confirm that the NAQ-R repre-
sents a reliable instrument for measuring bullying. First, according to the
Einarsen et al. (2009) the Cronbach’s alpha for the 22 items is 0.90 which indi-
cates high internal consistency. Secondly, the three-dimensional structure that
divides the NAQ-R into three factors — work-related, person-related and physi-

90



cally intimidating bullying — has the best fit (RMSEA=0.049, p>0.05) and all
factor loadings exceed 0.070 (Einarsen et al., 2009). The correlations between
the factors or dimensions are very high: 0.96 between person-related and work-
related bullying, 0.89 between work-related and physically intimidating bully-
ing and 0.83 between person-related and physically intimidating bullying
(Einarsen et al., 2009). The high correlation between factors refers to the co-
occurrence of these different types of bullying (Einarsen et al., 2009) i.e. the
negative acts are generally used in combination.

The NAQ-R was used in the present dissertation to test the propositions re-
lated to the prevalence of workplace bullying on the individual and the organi-
zational level (la-le, 2a-2c). Additionally the NAQ was used to test the rela-
tionship between organizational culture and workplace bullying (3a, 3b). Before
using the questionnaire, the English version of the NAQ-R questionnaire was
translated into Estonian and Russian, the content and meaning of the questions
were not changed. The translation process consisted of three phases. First, a
preliminary version of the translation was sent to experts of organizational be-
havior who made corrections and comments. The experts were working or stud-
ying in University of Tartu and Tallinn Technical University. On the basis of
the feedback, the second version of the questionnaire was compiled, which was
sent back to the experts, and thirdly, after further improvements, the final
translation was composed. No questions were added or excluded compared to
the original version. The questionnaire in Estonian is presented in Appendix 2.

The NAQ-R consists of two parts. First, the respondents were asked via 22
items how often they had been exposed to particular negative behavior t their
workplace during the last 6 months. The questionnaire is based on studies of
literature and accounts given by victims of long-lasting harassment; whereas the
items are written in behavioral terms with no reference to the term harassment
or bullying. Secondly, the respondents were asked how often they had been
bullied during the previous 6 months. The response categories were: no, yes but
only rarely, yes, now and then, yes several times per week, and yes almost
daily. When answering that question, the respondents were asked to take into
account the following definition of bullying: A situation where one or several
individuals persistently over a period of time perceived themselves to be on the
receiving end of negative actions from one or several persons, in a situation
where the target of the bullying has difficulty in defending him/herself against
these actions. A one-off incident is not bullying. The formulation of the defi-
nition in the NAQ-R is slightly simplified for respondents compared to the defi-
nition by Einarsen and Skogstad (1996), the latter of which the author of the
present dissertation supports; however, the definition is completely consistent
with the definition of Einarsen and Skogstad and includes all five dimensions of
workplace bullying (presented in subchapter 1.2.). Bullying was measured in

7 RMSEA - The root-mean square error of approximation, RMSEA values < 0.05 indi-

cates good fit of model
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the NAQ-R on the basis of the definition as the respondent’s own perception
and subjective feeling.

In conclusion, the NAQ-R is a valid and reliable measure of exposure to
workplace bullying, and for measuring the correlation between the NAQ-R and
other scales. The NAQ-R is a reliable measurement tool; the internal consisten-
cy of the scale is very high. The NAQ-R includes both self-labeling exposure to
bullying and exposure to negative acts, enabling to get both a comprehensive
database and a deeper overview of the problem, making it suitable for measur-
ing workplace bullying. As a result, it is possible to measure the frequency of
the behavior in question and the respondent’s self-reported exposure to bullying
can be identified on the basis of a subjective evaluation of bullying at work.

Questionnaire of Organizational Culture

For analyzing the relationship between workplace bullying and organizational
culture to understand the possible causes of negative behavior the measurement
tool developed by Vadi et al. (2002), Questionnaire of Organizational Culture
(QOC), was used. The measurement tool is based on the theory of Harrison
(1972, 1995) who suggested the view of task-oriented culture and relationship-
oriented culture. The QOC consists of 43 items and respondents were asked to
indicate their attitude to each item on a 10-point scale ranging from “completely
disagree” to “completely agree” (Vadi et al., 2002). The QOC questionnaire can
be found in Appendix 3.

The QOC contains two main factors: general attitudes towards organizatio-
nal task (OC1) and interpersonal relations between the members of the organi-
zation (OC2) (Vadi et al., 2002). Both of subfactors consist of eight items. The
reliability of the scale is relatively high, the Cronbach alpha for OCI1 subscale
was 0.80 and for OC2 0.74 (Vadi et al., 2002). The subscales are not completely
independent from each other because the correlation between the two subscales
was moderate (r = 0.36, p = 0.000) (Vadi et al., 2002). The first subscale (OC1)
consists, for example, of the following items: people are proud of their organi-
zation, people are rewarded for their good work, everyone has a much freedom
for activity, people are not afraid of making mistakes. The second subscale
(OC2) includes, for example, the following items: employees know one another,
accepted communication standards exist, people know about each other’s per-
sonal lives, in case of mistakes one feels embarrassed in front of the other
members of the organization. On the one hand, the use of QOC enables a com-
plete overview of organizational culture in an organization, and on the other
hand, it clearly allows bringing out the relationships between person-related and
work-related negative activities in the NAQ-R. The subscales of QOC are com-
parable to the activities in the NAQ-R.

The QOC was used for testing two propositions in order to identify if work-
place bullying correlates negatively to relationship orientation and task orienta-
tion of the organizational culture (3a and 3b).
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Semi-structured interviews with managers

For evaluating managers’ attitudes towards workplace bullying and to get a
deeper insight into the subject, qualitative analysis was used. The chosen form
was semi-structured interviews. The author of the dissertation compiled the
interview questionnaire on the basis of the literature and the results of previous
studies on workplace bullying. For example, for compiling the list of possible
causes of workplace bullying for the questionnaire, the studies by the following
authors were used: Vartia, 1996; Leymann 1996; Zapf and Einarsen, 2003; Na-
mie, 2007; Lieber, 2010; O'Moore et al., 2003; Hauge et al., 2007. The results
of these studies were also discussed in the theoretical part of the present disser-
tation. The questionnaire covers the causes of workplace bullying considering
all levels — individual, organizational and societal. The question about preven-
tive actions was created as a synthesis of two types of sources. First, the impli-
cations and recommendations from the above mentioned studies were applied
for that reason. Secondly, reports of international organizations (Workplace
Violence and Harassment: a European Picture, 2011; Chappell, Di Marti-
no, 2006) were used to test the prevention recommendations made by ILO
and EU-OSHA.

The questionnaire consisted of 10 items, which were divided into three cate-
gories: 1) respondents’ awareness and their evaluation of workplace bullying, 2)
the prevalence and potential causes of workplace bullying, and 3) the prevention
and managing of workplace bullying. First, the general attitude of managers
about workplace bullying was evaluated through 5 indicators: awareness of the
problem, previous experience of workplace bullying according to the definition,
frequency of bullying incidences, job performance depending on relations at
work, and bullying as a health risk. Secondly, two items were used to measure
the causes workplace bullying: occurrence of negative activities and main ante-
cedents of bullying behavior; both questions were provided with various
alternatives. Finally, the prevention of workplace bullying was measured by
three indicators: relevance of prevention, specific preventive actions, and neces-
sity of relevant law.

The response alternatives were predetermined for each question whereas af-
ter each question there was space for comments. The managers’ comments
given during the interview enabled to realize the managers’ understanding of
workplace bullying in more detail and more comprehensively. In addition to the
main 10 questions, each interview includes questions about the duration of
working experience as a manager, number of subordinates, number of employ-
ees in the organization and about sector the organization operates in. The ques-
tionnaire is presented in Appendix 4.

The semi-structured interviews were used for testing two propositions: first,
the general awareness of the new generation of managers’ about workplace
bullying and their readiness to use preventive actions (propositions 5a, 5b) and
the managers’ awareness of management style as an antecedent of workplace
bullying (proposition 4).
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2.3. Research methods used for measuring workplace
bullying and relationships with organizational culture

For testing the propositions that have been raised in the theoretical part of the
dissertation different statistical methods are combined and qualitative analysis is
used. First, a pilot study was conducted for testing the measurement tool, Nega-
tive Acts Questionnaire, and descriptive statistics are used to analyze the re-
ceived data. Secondly, for testing the propositions about prevalence of work-
place bullying (1a-le, 2a-2c), the following statistical methods are used: de-
scriptive statistics, chi-square test and K-means cluster analysis. Thirdly, propo-
sitions about the causes of workplace bullying (3a, 3b, 4, Sa, 5b) are tested by
regression analysis, factor analysis, correlation analysis, and Mann-Whitney U
test. Additionally, qualitative analysis for interpreting the interviews with man-
agers is carried out. Table 7 presents the methods in regard to each proposition
that has been set up. This subchapter explains the choice of statistical methods
as well as the qualitative method.

The Cronbach alpha was used to measure the internal consistency of the
measurement tools, the Negative Acts Questionnaire Revised (NAQ-R) and the
Questionnaire of Organizational Culture (QOC). The score of alpha ranges from
0 to 1 and the higher value of Cronbach alpha indicates the reliability of the
scale. According to a widely used rule, alpha over 0.7 is good and over 0.9 is
excellent (George and Mallery, 2003).

Descriptive statistics is used to explore the frequency of negative acts and
thereby identify the prevalence of workplace bullying on the individual and the
organizational level. The descriptive statistics used in the present dissertation
includes average estimations, standard deviations and percentages. Descriptive
statistics gives the main summary of the sample and describes the general situa-
tion of workplace bullying in Estonia. A chi-square test was conducted to eval-
uate the tables of frequencies about various demographic groups, for example,
age, marital status, area of work, to find out the sample variances concerning
workplace bullying. The chi-square statistical method compares the fit between
the covariance matrix to the observed data, whereas the covariance matrix is
derived from a theoretically specified model (Fornell, Larcker, 1981). The chi-
square analysis enables to test the sampling distribution whether significant
differences between expected and observed frequencies occur or not. Two
hypotheses were set for conducting the test. First, HO: Workplace bullying and
demographic variables are independent. Second, H1: Workplace bullying and
demographic variables are dependent. A chi-square test was conducted to iden-
tify the victims of workplace bullying on the basis of Leymann’s criterion
according to which bullying occurs at least once a week over the period of six
months (Leymann, 1996).

H1 can be adopted if the value of the standardized residual exceeds 4 and at
a significance level of 0.05 (Agresti, 2002). The standardized residual reports
the number of standard errors that an observed count falls from its expected
count and indicates strong evidence of a deviation from independence (Agresti,
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2002). The test assumes random sampling and a large sample size, whereas both
conditions were satisfied. Consequently, a chi-square test allows specifying the
victim’s profile and determine the basic risk factors for workplace bullying.

K-means cluster analysis was used to group objects by classifying similar re-
sponses. The aim of the process was to identify the victims of workplace bully-
ing in another way, which is more flexible and differs from Leymann’s crite-
rion. K-means clustering divides N observations into K clusters so that the dif-
ferences between clusters are maximized and the within-cluster sum of squares
(variances) is minimized (Hartigan and Wong, 1979). The cluster analysis ena-
bles a different perspective to the assessment of the prevalence of bullying.
Cramér’s phi was used to test the association between variables. Cramer’s V is
suitable for measuring the strength between ordinal or nominal variables with
no restriction to the number of categories. Cramér’s V varies from 0 to 1, where
0 means there is no association between variables and 1 means complete
association.

Ordinary regression analysis (ordered logistic regression) was used to iden-
tify the potential predictors or antecedents of workplace bullying. The ordinary
regression model is suitable for ordinal variables where responses to the ques-
tionnaire are not equal and measurable. For that purpose independent variables
were first recoded to dummy variables to carry out the ordinary regression anal-
ysis. The organizational culture task orientation variable was re-coded into three
dummy variables: orientation is low (1-3 points on a 10 point scale), orientation
is medium (4-7 points) and orientation is high (8—10 points). Likewise, the or-
ganizational culture relationship orientation variable was re-coded. Low, me-
dium and high orientation of organizational culture, enable to express the basic
tendency of organizational culture in an organization.

Factor analysis was used for grouping the questionnaire of the NAQ-R
items. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) allows to place substantively mean-
ingful constraints on the factor model and gives the opportunity to specify the
number of factors or set the effect of one latent variable on observed variables
to particular values (Albright, Park, 2009). In this dissertation, the CFA was
used for following the structure of the measurement tool. The Negative Acts
Questionnaire consists of 22 items and after the reduction of items during the
process of factor analysis, three sub-factors were found. Einarsen et al (2009)
suggested the NAQ-R as a three-factor measurement tool where the inter-related
factors are associated with person-related bullying, work-related bullying and
physically intimidating bullying. Therefore, the CFA was used for analyzing the
results of workplace bullying more precisely by following the structure of the
original questionnaire.

95



[1eI9p Ul SWNIA
SuAmuopt 10y VN Ut
sasuodsar rejrurs dnois 0y
— SISA[eUER J13)SN[d SUBIW-Y|

"SuonezZIuesIo

POZIS WNIpawl pue [[ews ul Y31y st SurA[ng jo aouayeaard oy :0g uonisodoiq
*SUOIJEZIUBSIO 9OIAIOS

ur 1oy31y st Surk[ng jo souajeaard ayy ‘10309s ajearid oy uj :qg uonisodoiq
*10303s ojeALid o

ur uey 10309s orqnd ayy ur 10y31y s1 Sur&[[nq Jo soudreadrd oy :eg uonisodoig

uUI[BAIJ

=

2

=]

=

2

o

2

OVN . .

PALLIBW UBY) PIDIOAIP 2

sarouanbaiy paalssqo 10 9[3urs Apuoenbaiy arow are Jul[nqg soe[dyIom Jo SWNOIA oY, :9] uonisodoig Z

pue pajoadxo usamioq sooud ‘soaKo[dwo 1op[o uey) (95e Jo sIeak ()¢ Jopun) seakojdwo ]

-IO[Tp JuBOYIUSIS o) AJN3 I03unoA Apuanbaiy axow are Sur[nqg soe[dxrom Jo swnolA oy, :p[ uonisodoiq <X

-uopI 0} — 3893 daenbs-1g) "uoneONpd JoySIY Uey) UONEINDPI JOMO] M Sookodwo 3

Apuanbaiy axow a1e SurA[ng ooe[dsyTom JO SWIOIA Y, 0] uonisodord a

‘uonisod Jorradns & uo uey uonisod ajeurproqns M .

S108 9AN} & uo Apjuonboyy axowr axe SuiA[ng soedsgom Jo swnolA Y[, :q] uonisodoig g
-e3ou jo Aouanbaiy AJrzuspt ‘uowr uey)
01 — sansne)s IANdLIsaq uswom Apuanbaiy axow axe SurA[ng soedyIom Jo swnodlA Ay [, ;] uonisodord

sonsne)s dANdLIoSa(q OVN Apnis joid
(s)poygomt [00} JUIWAINSBIA] uonisodoag

sIsA[eue e)ep [edsne)s

adA,

suonisodod oy Sunsa) 10 pasn S[00} JUSWIOINSEIW PUB SPOYIAW [BINSHBIS L e




Joyine oy Aq porrdwo)) :901n0g

s1o3euew Jo sdnoid
U0MIOq SIOURISYJIP AJ1jUopI
0} — 389} () AQWIYA\-UUBIA]

SMOIAIOUI
PAIMONLIS-TUIOS

‘suonoe 9AnudAald Jo oantoddns a1ow s1 (sejeurpioqns Jo JoquInNU J9MO][ € pue
ooudLIadxo JeLIaSeURW SSI) SI9FRURW JO UONRIOUIS Mau oY, :q¢ uonisodoiq
“Suik]ng

ooe[dyIom InOqe PIWLIOJUT 9IOW SI (S9JBUIPIOQNS JO JOqUINU JOMO] € pue
ooudLIadx9 [eLIoSeURW SSI[) SI9FRURW JO UONRIOUIS MU oY [ ‘¢ uonisodord

‘3uinq aoe[dxIom
JO JUOpPIIJUR UR SB J[A)S JudWAeURW JO dIeme Ik s1o3eurl f uonisodoid

2IM[Nd [BUONBZIULSIO PUE
Surkqnq aoejdyrom usamy
-9q drysuonear Anuapt

sasne))

uoreziuesIo Jo SOTSLISOBILYD

0} — SISA[eue UONE[A.LI0)) D00
Sur
-A[Inq 9oe[d3I0oM JO SI10J01p
-o1d AJnuapr 0} — sisA[eue
UOISSAIGIY AxeuIp.aQ OVN
*9IMNO [RUONEZIULRSIO JO UONBIUILIO YSE) Y} O}
A-OVN Jo Aupijea pare[a1100 A[oAne3au st Sur[nqg 9oe[dx1om JO 90UALINDO0 Y, :q¢ uonisodord
oty 3unsay J10J — SISA[eUy *2In)Nd [euoneZIULSIO JO UOLIUdLIO dIysuone[aI oy} 0}
1039t AI10)BULIJU0)) pare[a1109 A[oAne3au s1 Sul[[nq aoe[dx1om JO 90UALINDD0 Y |, ‘B¢ uonisodord
sonsne)s dANdLIoSa(q OVN Apnis joid
(s)poygomt [00} JUIWAINSBIA] uonisodoag
SISA[eue Bjep [BINSHEIS adA],
(ponunuo)) suonisodoid ay3 Sunss) I0J PAsn S|O0} JUSTAINSBIW PUB SPOYIAW [BONSHIEIS L J[qe L




Correlation analysis is a method used for finding out which kind of relation-
ships exist between variables, whether the relationships are negative or positive,
and how strong the are. Namely, correlation analysis was used to examine
which kind of relationship exists between workplace bullying and organiza-
tional culture in organizations where the victims of workplace bullying work.
The Spearman correlation coefficient was used for describing associations be-
tween variables. The Spearman correlation coefficient does not assume a nor-
mal distribution of the data; whereat the coefficient measures the statistical de-
pendence between variables in the scale between +1 and —1, inclusive, where 1
is positive correlation, 0 is no correlation, and —1 is negative correlation.

The Mann-Whitney U test was carried out to find out differences between
different groups of managers. Mann-Whitney U test was found appropriate be-
cause it is a nonparametric test and does not’ assume a specific distribution. The
U-test requires two independently sampled groups and assess whether two
groups differ on a single variable (McKnight, Najab, 2010). The test was used
for linking the results with basic managerial attributes — tenure and number of
subordinates. The analysis is useful for differentiating groups of managers by
their attitudes towards workplace bullying.

Confirmatory factor analysis was performed with Amos 5, all other statisti-
cal analyses were carried out using the SPSS Statistics 19.

In addition to statistical methods, thematic analysis was also used. Semi-
structured interviews with managers were carried out and numerous comments
were received during the interviews. The majority of the respondents provided
comments to at least half of the questions; meaning each question gathered
around 100 comments. The comments were transcribed verbatim and analyzed
using descriptive codes or keywords. The codes were set depending on the
question. For example, if the question was “Is workplace bullying a frequent
problem in Estonia?”, the codes were related to frequency: “often”, “frequent”,
“infrequent”, “rare” etc. Or, if the question was “Was the bully at the same
position as the victim or at a higher position in the organization?”, then the
codes were related to the employee’s position in the organization: “manager”,
“subordinate”, “colleague”, etc. The codes were then grouped into themes and
categories. As a result of the analysis, a model was designed and a detailed re-
port was written to present the dominant understandings of bullying by manag-
ers. The method includes basic elements of thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke,
2006) and this kind of method has been used before in workplace bullying
studies (Huntington et al., 2011).

Altogether, determining the prevalence of workplace bullying and under-
standing the causes for it dictate different methodological approaches. Using
both quantitative and qualitative methods enables a versatile and broad ap-
proach to the content. Details about the use of methods are provided in the re-
spective parts of the empirical study.
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2.4. NAQ-R pilot study

The pilot research was carried out to administer the NAQ-R questionnaire for
measuring the dispersal, frequency and intensity of bullying for the first time in
Estonia. It was important to carry out he pilot study for two reasons. First, there
was no certainty whether the negative acts presented in the NAQ harass people
in Estonia at all and through the pilot study it was possible to ascertain if work-
place bullying presents a problem in Estonia that required research. The second
reason was to test the definition of workplace bullying to know whether the
internationally known definition remains unintelligible or if it is recognizable to
Estonians and if it is possible to use it in the main study.

Because workplace bullying may result in loss of job, the unemployed make
a bullying risk group. Exploring the risk group of workplace bullying in a pilot
study raises the likelihood of finding bullying incidents. This makes it possible
to test negative acts and their translations presented in the questionnaire in a
more efficient way, and also to find out whether the statements in their pre-
sented form are understood in the Estonian cultural space. As the respondents
are unemployed and/or are currently looking for work, it meets the requirement
that the questionnaire is first tested in a bullying risk group and among respon-
dents with varying work experience.

In order to test the questionnaire, an important criterion for conducting the
survey was to ensure that the respondents should be permitted to contact the
person administering the survey if they failed to understand the questions or the
instructions for filling in the questionnaire. This being a pilot research, it was
equally important to obtain information on whether the respondents had additio-
nal questions and if they did, what kinds of questions these were. It was also
necessary to observe how long it took to fill in the questionnaire. The survey
was conducted at the office of the Labour Market Board at a further training
event where the immediate contact between the respondent and the person ad-
ministering the questionnaire was possible.

Conducting the survey among the customers of the Estonian Unemployment
Insurance Fund was well-grounded, as based on the objective of the research; an
appropriate sample would be characterized as follows: 1) having had work
experience in different organizations; and 2) belonging to a bullying risk group.
The existence of respondents who had worked or were currently working in
various organizations provides the research with as extensive a feedback as pos-
sible, and shows whether and how respondents from different backgrounds un-
derstood the questionnaire. It also makes it possible to obtain a preliminary
picture of the situation with workplace bullying in Estonia, which is important
information in preparing for further research.

The results of the pilot study are presented from two perspectives. The pilot
study evaluates the scale of the NAQ and the results, in essence. Both assess-
ments are important to be sure the NAQ-R is an appropriate measurement tool
for the purpose within the selected study area. The model revealed a relatively
high internal consistency, Cronbach alpha was 0.78.
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Following the structure of the NAQ-R, the results are given in two parts.
First, the prevalence of bullying was evaluated according to 22 negative acts
(see Appendix 2). At least one negative act given in the questionnaire was re-
ported to have happened “daily” by 16.4% of the respondents and “weekly” by
28.3% of the respondents. Secondly, self-reported exposure to bullying was
measured. Respondents were presented the definition of bullying and they were
asked whether they had experienced any bullying. The question: “Have you
been bullied at work over the past six months?”” was answered affirmatively by
19.4% of the respondents. Out of these respondents 14.9% reported “yes, but
only rarely” and 4.5% reported “yes, now and then”. None of the respondents
defined themselves as victims of bullying that had a frequency of several times
per week or almost daily.

As much as 21.4% of the men and 16% of the women defined themselves as
having been bullied according to the definition. The fact that men in general
report a higher frequency of exposure to negative behavior compared to women
may suggest that the male work environments are more hostile (Hoel, Cooper,
Faragher, 2001). On the other hand, according to negative acts, more women
were exposed to bullying (see Table 8).

Of the bullying victims, the majority (69.2%) worked in the private sector.
Just one victim of bullying was a member of a trade union. The negative acts
which most of the respondents experienced at least once a week, were the fol-
lowing:

1. Someone withholding information which affects your performance (13.4%);
2. Excessive monitoring of your work (12%);

3. Being given tasks with unreasonable or impossible targets or deadlines (9%);
4. Being exposed to an unmanageable workload (7.5%).

The 22 acts presented for evaluation can be divided into two groups: acts related
to work or performing work tasks (8 acts) and acts related to the personality of
the respondent (14 acts). It turned out that the four acts that the largest number
of respondents reported to have occurred “daily” and “weekly” all belong to the
first group, i.e. questions about work or about performing a work task.
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Table 8 highlights the demographic indicators of the victims of bullying, by
respondents who have experienced bullying at least weekly concerning the most
frequent negative acts. The results of the research indicate clearly that the risk
group studied in Estonia suffers from bullying. The research proved that the
negative acts that the largest number of respondents reported to have experi-
enced “daily” or “weekly” were all related to work or performing work tasks.
Figure 8 highlights the main negative acts and characteristics of the victims
according to the results of the study; it also indicates to the relationship between
the potential causes and consequences of bullying. Compared to other re-
searches, the pilot study revealed very similar results (e.g., Salin, 2003; Hoel,
Cooper, 2000) for the most frequent reports of respondents’ experience with
work-related negative acts. The strong dominance of work-related harassment
over personality-related harassment indicates that bullying tends to be con-
nected closely to work. The results of the pilot study may refer to the fact that
masculine values generally prevail in the Estonian cultural space, and that
achievements at work are highly valued (Vadi, Meri, 2005). At the same time,
the dominance of work-related negative acts indicates that in spite of problems
existing at work, the capacity to keep personal and work-related subjects sepa-
rate exists.
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,:":> Negative acts and characteristics of victims .:lr

1. Withholding information

Potential 78% male; 55.6% unemployed; 66.6% private sector el
s of 1 2. Excessive monitoring Sl
bullying 75% female; 25% public administration; 75 % private sector quenfces
3. Impossible or unreasonable deadlines or targets S
bullying

50% male, 50% female; 50% manufacturing; 66 % private sector
4. Unmanageable workload
80% female; 40% administration; 60% public sector

Figure 8. Negative acts that most respondents have experienced and characteristics of
the victims, results of the pilot study
Source: Compiled by the author

In the case of the present pilot study, the fact that the sample consisted of the
customers of the Estonian Unemployment Insurance Fund, whose work-related
problems are currently more acute, cannot be dismissed. This raises the question
of whether the respondents were unemployed as a result of workplace bullying
or rather because they have problems coping with work tasks. It is clear that
further studies of the causes and consequences are necessary to determine other
possible risk groups of bullying in Estonia.

According to Leymann's criterion, bullying at work is defined as incidents
with an occurrence of once a week or more, over the past six months (Leymann,
1996). On this point, the research reveals different results. The pilot study indi-
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cates that a large number of respondents have experienced negative acts at work
at least once a week and even once a day. At the same time, the respondents did
not admit to a daily or weekly bullying experience if they were asked to respond
to the term bullying, given its definition. In comparison, results from research
that used similar methods for measuring bullying can be looked at. A study
carried out in the UK demonstrated that when adding together all those who
labeled their experience as bullying independent of the frequency of their expo-
sure, 10.6% reported having been bullied during the last 6 months. At the same
time, a total of 9.2% were “occasionally bullied” and 1.4% “regularly bullied”
(Hoel, Cooper, Faragher, 2001). The pilot study shows that the results also vary
significantly depending on the method of measurement, whereas the self-re-
ported exposure to bullying is noticeably lower.

Number of reasons can explain the differences in the results of the pilot study
between self-report and negative activities. First, there may be a psychological
explanation: it was humiliating or offensive for the respondents to identify
themselves as victims of bullying. Presumably, one reason for this is that many
victims reject the victim role, given that this role implies weakness and passivity
— personal attributes that most people would feel do not fit their usual self-image
(Einarsen, Raknes & Matthiesen, 1994). The second reason may be connected to
information. The negative acts presented in the questionnaire were familiar to the
respondents — they had encountered them, and they also admitted so in their
responses. But bullying as a term was unfamiliar to the respondents, and they
were tackling the definition of bullying for the first time — they did not have any
prior information about what bullying was. Where bullying as a phenomenon was
unknown to the respondents, they did not identify themselves with it.

Compared to previous studies of workplace bullying, the different preva-
lence rates of victims supports the argument that workplace bullying has differ-
ent meanings in different organizations, populations, countries and even profes-
sions. “The lack of a standardized definition and method to measure bullying
and cultural differences regarding the concept of bullying can be considered
among the prime factors leading to the differences in the rates” (Moayed et al.,
2006). Therefore, to ensure reliable data, the term and definition of bullying
should first be clear to the respondent.

To sum up, the pilot study confirmed several aspects to consider carrying out
the following studies. Firstly, the formulation of negative activities was under-
standable for respondents and therefore the NAQ-R is an appropriate question-
naire for measuring workplace bullying in Estonia. During the survey, the re-
spondents did not comment on any question being unintelligible and the results
of the pilot survey were in accordance with previous studies. Secondly, the re-
sults indicated clearly that the rates of bullying depend on the measurement
method and differ considerably weathered measured by negative acts or by self-
labeling, which is an important aspect to keep in mind when interpreting the
results. Thirdly, workplace bullying is a serious problem among respondents
who participated in the pilot study; therefore it is important to continue with
research in order to find out the prevalence and causes of workplace bullying.
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3. RESULTS OF EMPIRICAL STUDY
OF WORKPLACE BULLYING IN ESTONIAN
ORGANIZATIONS

3.1. The effect of individual and organizational indicators
on the prevalence of workplace bullying

The first research question of the present dissertation was to find out how seri-
ous the risk of workplace bullying is in Estonia. In the theoretical part it was
assumed that on the individual level the prevalence of workplace bullying is
higher among single and divorced women from the younger age group working
on a subordinate position and with a lower level of education (propositions 1a-
le). On the organizational level it was assumed that the public sector, service
organizations and manufacturing companies are more vulnerable (propositions
2a-2c¢). In this subchapter the results of the study on workplace bullying on the
individual and organizational level are presented, propositions are tested and the
research problem is solved.

Following the structure of the NAQ, the results are given in two parts. First,
the prevalence of bullying is evaluated according to 22 negative acts. According
to Leymann’s criterion (1996), at least one negative act per week® with a dura-
tion of at least 6 months was reported by 23.44% (n=455) of the respondents
(n=1941). Considering the criteria recommended by Mikkelsen and Einarsen
(2001), two negative acts weekly during the last 6 months, was declared by
10.46% (n=203) of the respondents.

Secondly, self-reported exposure to bullying was measured. Respondents
were given the definition of bullying and they were asked whether they had
experienced any bullying at work. Only 0.87% of the respondents defined them-
selves as victims of bullying that had a frequency of several times per week or
daily and 8% of the respondents labeled themselves as “occasionally bullied”.

The negative acts which most of the respondents experienced at least once a
week were the following (n=1941):

1. being exposed to an unmanageable workload (8.4%, n=163);

2. someone withholding information which affects your performance (7.4%,
n=144);

3. excessive monitoring of your work (5.8%, n=112);

4. being ordered to do work below your level of competence (4.5%, n=87).

The 22 acts presented for evaluation can be divided into two groups: acts related

to work or performing work tasks (8 acts) and acts related to the personality of

the respondent (14 acts). It turned out that the four acts that the largest number

of respondents reported to have occurred “daily” and “weekly” all belong to the

first group, i.e. questions about work or about performing a work task. Table 9

¥ Hereinafter negative acts per week are calculated by summing the responses ,,daily* and

»weekly*
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represents the descriptive statistics of endorsed items of the NAQ. The percent-
age is calculated according to Leymann’s criterion and represents the respond-
ents who have been subject to the following negative acts at work at least
weekly.

Table 9. Descriptive statistics of bullying activities by NAQ-R by respondents
(n=1941)

Negative activities (NAQ-R) n Ave- SD %
rage

Someone withholding information which affects your 1937 | 1.84 | 0.96 7.4

performance

Being humiliated or ridiculed in connection with your 1941 | 1.27 | 0.60 1.6

work

Being ordered to do work below your level of competence | 1941 | 1.61 0.87 4.5
Having key areas of responsibility removed or replaced 1940 | 144 | 0.71 2.4
with more trivial or unpleasant tasks
Spreading of gossip and rumors about you 1938 | 140 | 0.71 2.5
Being ignored, excluded or being 'sent to Coventry' 1939 1.38 | 0.65 1.6
Having insulting or offensive remarks made about your 1940 | 1.27 | 0.60 1.4
person (i.e. habits and background), your attitudes or your
private life

Being shouted at or being the target of spontaneous anger | 1940 | 1.46 | 0.71 2.5
(or rage)
Intimidating behavior such as finger-pointing, invasion of | 1941 | 1.13 0.45 0.8
personal space, shoving, blocking/barring the way
Hints or signals from others that you should quit your job | 1941 | 1.16 | 0.47 0.7

Repeated reminders of your errors or mistakes 1940 | 1.49 | 0.70 1.5
Being ignored or facing a hostile reaction when you 1939 | 1.39 | 0.67 1.9
approach

Persistent criticism of your work and effort 1941 | 137 | 0.66 1.9
Having your opinions and views ignored 1937 | 1.66 | 0.74 24

Practical jokes carried out by people you don't get along | 1940 | 1.21 0.51 0.8
with
Being given tasks with unreasonable or impossible targets | 1939 | 1.52 | 0.74 2.7
or deadlines
Having allegations made against you 1941 | 1.26 | 0.54 0.8
Excessive monitoring of your work 1939 | 1.64 | 0.96 5.8
Pressure not to claim something which by right you are 1941 | 1.23 0.55 1.0
entitled to (e.g., sick leave, holiday entitlement, travel

expenses)

Being the subject of excessive teasing and sarcasm 1940 | 1.28 | 0.59 1.3
Being exposed to an unmanageable workload 1941 1.82 1.02 8.4
Threats of violence or physical abuse or actual abuse 1941 | 1.04 | 0.26 0.5

Source: Compiled by the author
Notes: The scale of the NAQ-R: 1-never, 2-now and then, 3-monthly, 4-weekly, 5-daily
% — labels the occurrence of incidence with frequency “weekly” or “daily”
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The negative acts which most of the victims experienced at least once a week,
were the following (over 10% of all victims, n=455):

1. being exposed to an unmanageable workload (35.8%, n=163);

2. someone withholding information which affects your performance (31.6%,
n=144);

excessive monitoring of your work (24.6%, n=112);

being ordered to do work below your level of competence (19.1%, n=87);
being given tasks with unreasonable or impossible targets (11.4%, n=52);
spreading of gossip and rumors about you (10.8%, n=49);

being shouted at or being the target of spontaneous anger (10.5%, n=48).
The first three acts that the largest number of victims reported to have occurred
“daily” and “weekly” (over 20% of victims) all belong to the first factor, i.e.
issues concerning work-related bullying.

SNk w

=

Prevalence of workplace bullying on individual level

For specifying the risk groups of workplace bullying, the analysis of the vic-
tim’s profile was carried out. Checking the validity of the propositions about
prevalence of workplace bullying and specifying the victims profile two meth-
ods were used: Leymann’s criteria and K-means cluster analysis. First, accord-
ing to Leymann’s criterion (1996), at least one negative act per week with a
duration of at least 6 months was reported by 23.44% (n=455) of the respon-
dents from the total sample (n=1941). Secondly, the cluster analysis K-means
was used to form the groups on the basis of similar responses. The number of
clusters was determined by comparing the variance of groups in case of a diffe-
rent number of clusters. Three clusters appeared the most appropriate solution
because the decrease of variance ends with three clusters and the addition of the
fourth cluster it is not possible for getting relevant information.

The K-means analysis reveals the following three clusters:
1. Cluster 1: Victims of bullying (2.7%, n=52);
2. Cluster 2: Occasionally perceived workplace bullying (30%, n=583); and
3. Cluster 3: Non-victims (66%, n=1285).
Three clusters are distinguishable by the responses to 22 questions in the NAQ.
The first cluster characterizes the negative activities mostly weekly or daily (35%)
or monthly (27%). In the second cluster large part of respondents have reported
negative acts to take place “now and then” (43%, n=251). The third cluster is
characterized mainly by the response ‘“never” (82%). Table 10 summarizes the
general output of clusters and later in this subchapter Tables 12 and 13 describe
the three clusters by individual and organizational indicators in detail.
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Table 10. Clusters of workplace bullying by frequency of negative acts

Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3
Occasionally
Victims of bullying | perceived negative No bullying
behavior

Size of cluster n % n % n %
52 2.7 583 30 1285 66

Never 8 15 269 46 1051 82
Now and then 12 23 251 43 221 17

Monthly 14 27 42 7 10 1
Weekly/Daily 18 35 21 4 3 0.2

Source: Compiled by the author

Descriptive statistics indicates that according to the comparison between female
and male respondents, 60% of the victims were female (n=276) and 40% male
(n=179). Respectively to Leymann’s criteria from the total sample of male
(n=739) the proportion of victims was 24.2% and from the total sample of fe-
male (n=1202) the proportion of victims was 23%. According to a chi-square
test, the differences were not statistically significant: ¥* = 0.42, df =1, p=0.51.
The cluster analysis did not reveal any differences by gender: victims were
found with the equal rate of 2.7% among men and women. The results were not
statistically significant. Tables 11 and 12 demonstrate the prevalence of work-
place bullying in detail by bullying criteria and cluster analysis, correspond-
ingly.

The discovered difference between genders was statistically not signifi-
cant; therefore, proposition 1a which proposed that the victims of bullying
are more frequently women than men, was not confirmed.

For analyzing victimization according to the formal position of respondents,
three main positions were distinguishable. The results were analyzed on the
level of the worker, middle manager and senior manager. The positions of
10.1% of respondents were not known (n=197). Descriptive statistics revealed
that from the total sample of workers the proportion of victims was 24%; from
the total sample of middle managers the proportion of victims was 21.5% and
from the sample of top managers the proportion of victims was 15,1%. The
results were not statistically significant (Table 11). According to cluster analysis
there is no association between position and workplace bullying (Cramer’s
V=0.046, p=0.257).

Therefore, proposition 1b that declared that the victims of workplace
bullying are more frequently on a subordinate position than on a superior
position, is not confirmed.

According to highest level of education, five groups of respondents were
formed: the lowest level was basic school, and the highest Master’s degree. The
proportion of victims by education is shown in Table 11. The differences
between all levels of education were not statistically significant. Therefore,
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proposition 1c which proposed that the victims of workplace bullying are
more frequently employees with a lower level of education than higher, was
not confirmed.

For the next analysis, to understand if the frequency of bullying is higher
among younger or older employees, the sample was divided into four age
groups: respondents between 18-25 years (younger employees who have just
entered the labor market), 26—40 years, and 41-55 years (respondents in the ac-
tive working age), and 56—70 years (the older group of employees who prepare
to retire). 17 respondents did not reveal their age. The results of the descriptive
statistics revealed that the prevalence of workplace bullying was especially high
inside the first group among the youngest employees, under 25 years old. Clus-
ter analysis confirmed the results partially: respondents under 25 years most
frequently belong to the second cluster, perceive negative behavior occasion-
ally, whereas older employees (56—70 years) belong more frequently among
victims of bullying (first cluster). At the same time older employees suffer
much less under occasional negative behavior compared to other age groups and
older employees belong more frequently to the third cluster which means they
do not have bullying experiences at all (Table 12). The association between
workplace bullying and respondents’ age is relatively weak (Cramer’s V=0.088,
p=0.000) but considering the fact that the results are statistically significant (y’=
11.3, df = 3, p = 0.01) we can conclude that workplace bullying is related to
employees’ age.

Thus, the results revealed that employees who lately entered the labor
market and have not adjusted to the circumstances are vulnerable to workplace
bullying. Additionally, respondents over 56 years of age, who begin to leave the
labor market, tend to suffer under serious bullying behavior but do not suffer
under the occasionally perceived negative behavior as much as the other age
groups. Therefore, proposition 1d which declared that victims of workplace
bullying are more frequently younger employees (under 30 years of age)
than older employees, was partially confirmed.

According to marital status, the respondents divided into four groups: mar-
ried, divorced, widowed and single. The highest victimization appears among
respondents who are widowed, followed by single respondents. Table 11 sum-
marizes the results. Cluster analysis clarified the results and revealed that wid-
owed and single employees tend to belong to a different cluster: widows suffer
mostly under serious bullying acts (belong to the first cluster “Victims”) and
respondents who are single experience mostly occasional negative behavior
(second cluster) (Table 12). The second group after widowed respondents, who
belong to first cluster, is divorced employees. The association between work-
place bullying and marital status exists (Cramer’s V=0.089, p=0.000) and the
differences between respondents with different marital status are statistically
significant (x> = 9.19, df = 3, p = 0.02). Therefore, proposition le that de-
clared that the victims of workplace bullying are more frequently single or
divorced than married, was partially confirmed.
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Table 11. The prevalence of victims by Leymann’s criterion

Respondents | Victims | Victims
(n) (n) (%) Chi-square test
Gender
Female 1202 276 23 | x*=0.42
Male 739 179 242 | df=1
p=0.51
Age groups
18-25 years old 467 134 287 | y*=113
26—40 years old 778 166 21.3 df=3
41-55 years old 546 126 23.1 p=0.01
56-70 years old 133 24 18
Level of education
Basic school 63 17 27 | %*=2.50
Upper secondary school 549 130 23.7 df=4
Vocational school 522 132 253 | p=0.64
Bachelor’s degree 686 150 22
Master’s degree 113 25 22
Position
Worker 1414 340 24 | y?=2.142
Middle manager 297 64 21.5 df=2
Senior manager 33 5 151 | p=0.342
Marital status
Married 907 209 23 72=9.19
Divorced 215 35 16.3 df=3
Widowed 49 14 28.6 | p=0.02
Single 753 194 25.8
Size of organization
Less than 25 employees 108 27 25 7=19.9
26—-100 employees 670 125 18.6 df=4
101-500 employees 625 181 29 p =0.00
501-1000 employees 135 28 20.7
more than 1000 employees 324 75 23
Sector
Private 1079 244 226 | %*=0.85
Public 681 167 245 |df=1
p=0.35
Area of work
Manufacturing 546 136 249 |¥*=139
Service industry 563 140 249 |df=5
Public administration 225 64 284 |p=0.02
Education 189 30 15.9
Health care 53 7 13.2
Other 369 78 21.1

Source: Compiled by the author
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Table 12. The three clusters of workplace bullying and prevalence by individual
indicators, N=1920 (21 cases missing)

Victims of | Occasionally| No bullying

bullying perceived
negative
behavior
Total n % n % n %
52 2.7 583 [30.0 |1285 |66.2
Gender Male 20 2.7 237 324 [475 649
Female 32 2.7 345 129.1 |810 |68.2
Phi=0.035, Cramer’s V=0.035, p=0.301
Position Worker 39 2.8 413 295 [948 [67.7
Middle manager 6 2.0 99 33.8 |188 [64.2
Senior manager 2 6.1 11 333 |20 60.6
Phi=0.065, Cramer’s V=0.046, p=0.257
Education Basic school 1 1.6 24 38.1 |38 60.3
Upper secondary 14 2.6 165 (304 (364 |67.0

school
Vocational school 16 3.1 151 29.2 350 |67.7
Bachelor’s degree |19 2.8 202 (299 |455 |67.3

Master’s degree 2 1.8 37 32.7 |74 65.5
Phi=0.041, Cramer’s V=0.029, p=0.919
Age 18-25 14 3.0 171 {369 [279 ]60.1
2640 14 1.8 223 289 534 1693
41-55 17 3.2 164 [304 [358 [664
56-70 6 4.7 19 147 104 [80.6
Phi=0.124, Cramer’s V=0.088, p=0.000
Marital status | Married 20 2.2 255 1285 [621 |69.3
Divorced 10 4.7 49 23.0 |154 |72.3
Widowed 5 10.4 12 25.0 |31 64.6
Single 17 2.3 263 353 466 |62.5

Phi=0.125, Cramer’s V=0.089, p=0.000

Source: Compiled by the author

Finally, it is important to highlight some characteristics about the victims of
workplace bullying. The next results refer clearly to the uncertain position on
the labor market and imbalance of power which may increase the risk of vic-
timization. First, the prevalence of workplace bullying was calculated consid-
ering full-time or part-time employment status. 85.5% (n=389) of the victims
were full-time employees and 7% (n=31) part-time employees. 7.5% of the
victims did not declare their employment status. The prevalence of workplace
bullying is higher among full-time employees, 23.9% from the total sample of
full-time employees (n=1624) appeared victims and 17.7% from all part-time
employees (n=175) were victims of bullying. Secondly, workplace bullying was
measured among the unemployed (n=73), who answered about their previous
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place of work. In this group victimization was very high — 24.6% (n=18). It can
be assumed that workplace bullying may be one reason why they are not ac-
tively on the labor market. Most of the victims were not members of a trade
union (94%, n=429). From all respondents who were not members of a trade
union (n=1795, 92.5%) the proportion of victims was 23.9%, and from the re-
spondents who were the members of trade union (n=138, 7.1%) the proportion
of victims was 5% (n=23). Organizational culture may be less tolerant towards
negative behavior where trade unions create a much safer environment in an
organization. Employees do not need to use or suffer under workplace bullying
behavior for job retention. But the needs for affiliation and safety of the em-
ployees, who have already lost their job because of workplace bullying, have
not been fulfilled and they have been totally broken, which means these people
lack support to cope with the situation.

In conclusion, according to Leymann’s criterion of workplace bullying on the
individual level, the statistically significant differences are related to age and
marital status. The risk to become a victim of workplace bullying or to perceive
negative behavior occasionally is especially high among younger employees
under 25 years of age, older employees over 56 years of age, and among widowed
or single persons. The differences in victimization are not related to gender,
working position or education. Cluster analysis did not reveal strong relationships
between individual characteristics and being a victim of workplace bullying.

Prevalence of workplace bullying on organizational level

On the organizational level the prevalence of workplace bullying was calculated
in regard to the type of organization, area of work and size of organization.
Further calculations about workplace bullying prevalence are based on Ley-
mann’s criterion and K-means cluster analysis by response categories.

First, workplace bullying was identified in the public and private sector.
53.6% of the bullied victims work in the public sector and 36.7% in the private
sector; 5.7% of victims did not belong to either category (selected “other”) and
4% of victims did not specify their working sector. From all the respondents who
were working in the private sector (n=1079), the proportion of victims was 22.6%
(n=244); and from all the respondents who were working in the public sector
(n=681), the proportion of victims was 24.5% (n=167). Using a chi-square test no
statistical differences were discovered between the private and the public sector:
x> =0.85, df = 1, p = 0.35. According to cluster analysis, the victims of bullying
were almost equally from among the private and the public sector inside the
second cluster and there were no sectorial difference concerning workplace
bullying (see Table 13). Therefore, proposition 2a which declared that
bullying is higher in the public sector than in the private sector, is not valid.

Secondly, the prevalence of workplace bullying was calculated by area of
work. The respondents were divided into five main working areas. According to
proposition 2b, the prevalence of bullying in the private sector is higher in ser-
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vice organizations. According to Leymann’s criterion, the highest prevalence of
bullying appeared in public administration, but in the private sector the preva-
lence appeared equally high in the service industry and in manufacturing com-
panies. Cluster analysis confirms these result, finding the occasional negative
behavior and victimization both very high. Additionally, the cluster analysis
revealed that workplace bullying is a problem in health care. The differences
between areas were statistically significant (3> = 13.9, df = 5, p = 0.02), but the
cluster analysis revealed that the association was relatively weak (Phi=0.102,
Cramer’s V=0.072, p=0.030) and therefore it can be concluded that the area of
work 1is slightly related to victimization. To sum up, proposition 2b which
declared that in the private sector, the prevalence of bullying is higher in
service organizations, is partially valid.

Table 13. Three clusters of workplace bullying and prevalence by organizational
indicators, N=1920 (21 cases missing)

Total Victims of | Occasionally | No bullying
bullying perceived
negative
behavior
n % n % n %

52 2.7 583 [30.0 1285 |66.2
Sector Private 23 2.2 307 |28.7 738 |69.1
Public 18 2.7 217 322 438 ]65.1
Other 10 9.4 27 25.5 69 65.1

Phi=0.109, Cramer’s V=0.077, p=0.000
Size of Less than 25 1 0.9 32 29.6 75 69.4
organization |26-100 13 2.0 185 |27.9 464 170.1
101-500 20 3.2 197 |31.8 403 165.0
501-1000 6 4.5 42 313 86 64.2
More than 1000 11 3.5 92 28.9 215 |67.6

Phi=0.068, Cramer’s V=0.048, p=0.379
Area of work | Manufacturing 21 3.9 170 |314 351 |64.8
Service industry 10 1.8 166 |29.7 383 |68.5
Public administration |9 4.0 79 354 135 [60.5
Education 2 1.1 47 25.0 139 1739
Health care 2 4.2 8 16.7 38 79.2
Other 8 2.2 113 314 239 1664

Phi=0.102, Cramer’s V=0.072, p=0.030

Source: Compiled by the author

Thirdly, the victims of workplace bullying were specified according to the size
of organization. Further analysis about the proportion of victims in different
sizes of organizations presents the situation in more detail. Proposition 2c
declared that the prevalence of workplace bullying is higher in small and me-
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dium-sized organizations. First, the results demonstrated that the prevalence of
bullying depends on the size of organization and the risk of bullying is the high-
est in medium-sized organizations (101-500 employees) — 29%. The prevalence
is also high in very small organizations (less than 25 employees) — 25%. The
differences were statistically significant (x> = 19.9, df = 4, p = 0.00). Secondly,
cluster analysis did not reveal any differences by size of organization. There-
fore, proposition 2¢ which declared that the prevalence of workplace bul-
lying is higher in small and medium-sized organizations, is partially valid.

To sum up, on the organizational level workplace bullying is dependent on
area of work and size of organization according to Leymann’s criterion. The
victim’s profile in detail according to cluster analysis did not reveal any strong
associations between workplace bullying and organizational variables. There-
fore, it can be concluded that victimization by bullying is a relatively poorly
predictable phenomenon which does not depend on most individual or
organizational characteristics. Returning to the research problem that was set up
concerning the risk of workplace bullying, it must be admitted that the pre-
valence of workplace bullying measured by negative activities indicates a very
high level of risk in Estonian organizations. The risk is the highest among
younger and older employees, widowed and single individuals, who are
working in public administration in medium sized organizations. The risks
groups concerning other characteristics (gender, education, position) are more
latent and clear risk groups were indistinguishable.

3.2. The impact of organizational culture
on workplace bullying

In this subchapter propositions 3a and 3b are tested. These propositions de-
clared that bullying is negatively correlated to relationship orientation and task
orientation of organizational culture. To examine the impact of organizational
culture on workplace bullying, the following analysis was carried out. Firstly,
the scale of the NAQ and the QOC were tested to confirm their internal stability
and reliability. Secondly, a regression model was created to identify the most
important antecedents of bullying. Thirdly, the correlation between workplace
bullying and organizational culture was calculated. As a result, the second re-
search problem of the study about organizational culture, which may affect the
prevalence of workplace bullying in organizations, finds an answer.

Before finding a relationship between organizational culture and workplace
bullying, the validity of the NAQ was tested. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.89 for all
22 items of the NAQ-R. This confirms the results of earlier studies which have
shown a high internal stability of the scale, ranging from 0.87 to 0.93 (Einarsen
and Hoel, 2001). To test the validity of the NAQ-R, confirmatory factor analy-
sis was conducted according to the original questionnaire (Einarsen et al., 2009)
(see Table 14).
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Next, ordinary least square (OLS) regression analysis was carried out to
identify if organizational culture or other factors function as predictors for
workplace bullying. Work-related bullying was chosen as a dependent variable
because bullying incidence was found extremely high there (according to the
results presented in the previous subchapter). Three models are presented in
Table 15. First, organizational culture where the variables of task orientation
and relationship orientation are recoded into dummy variables: orientation is
low (1-3 points on a 10 point scale), orientation is medium (4—7 points) and
orientation is high (8—10 points). Second model covered organizational culture
and variables on the individual level that were statistically significant according
to the results of a chi-square test in the previous subchapter (age and marital
status). The third model includes organizational culture and the variables on the
organizational level that are statistically significant (area of work and size of
organization). After constructing different regression models, the results showed
that organizational culture is the best describer of workplace bullying.

Table 15. Results of OLS regressions, n=1748

Model 2: Model 3:
Independent variables Model 1: OC OC and individual | OC and organizational
level variables variables
OC task low 0.69% (0.31) 0.63* (0.31) 0.71* (0.31)
OC task medium -0.47 (0.29) -0.55 (0.30) -0.46 (0.30)
OC task high -1.33%* (0.35) -1.37%* (0.36) -1.34%* (0.36)
OC relation low 0.86* (0.46) 0.81 (0.47) 0.83 (0.47)
OC relation medium 0.35 (0.40) 0.27 (0.40) 0.30 (0.40)
OC relation high -0.02 (0.40) -0.08 (0.40) -0.07 (0.40)
Married -0.43 (1.09)
Divorced -0.50 (1.10)
Widowed 0.03 (1.13)
Single -0.32 (1.08)
Age 18-30 -0.12 (1.64)
Age 31-50 -0.50 (1.64)
Age 51-70 -0.49 (1.64)
Manufacturing -0.09 (0.15)
Service industry -0.26 (0.16)
Public administration -0.41 (0.22)
Education -0.41* (0.20)
Health care -0.41 (0.33)
Less than 25 employees 1.91 (1.23)
26-100 employees 1.71 (1.21)
101-500 employees 1.82 (1.21)
501-1000 employees 1.83 (1.22)
Over 1000 employees 2.06 (1.21)
Nagelkerke R’ 0.09 0.10 0.10

Source: Compiled by the author
Notes: Dependent variable is work-related bullying; Independent variables are dummy
variables;
Standard errors in parentheses.
*p<0.05, **p<0.01
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The results show that organizational culture (OC) is an important predictor of
workplace bullying. Highly task-oriented culture (B= -1.33; p<0.00) is nega-
tively correlated to work-related bullying. The model reveals clearly that low
task orientation of organization culture (B=0.69; p<0.02) and low relationship
orientation (B=0.86; p<0.05) are both strong predictors of workplace bullying:
the lower the task orientation and relationship orientation of the organizational
culture, the higher could be the risk of bullying.

Regression Model 1 is significant according to a chi-square test (p<0.000).
The Nagelkerke R” indicates that the model explains 9.1% of the variance of
workplace bullying. The attempt to identify more antecedents of work-related
bullying did not get any statistically significant results. Age groups, marital
status or size of organization were not predictors of work-related bullying. Only
education (area of work) seems to be related to work-related bullying (B=-0.41;
p<0.04).

Thirdly, a correlation analysis was carried out and the results indicated clear
negative relationships between bullying and organizational culture (the results
are shown in Table 16). The scale of the NAQ correlated negatively with the
scale of the QOC (-0.36**, p<0.01). The analysis indicated that task-oriented
organizational culture and sub-factors of bullying are related negatively to each
other, the correlation coefficients vary between -0.23 and -0.38 (see Figure 9).
Relationship-oriented organizational culture and sub-factors of bullying are
related negatively to each other, the correlation coefficients remain between
-0.21 and -0.30 (see Figure 9).

Table 16. Cronbach’s alphas, correlations and descriptive statistics of NAQ and QOC
scales

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. NAQ 0.89
2. Work-related 0.87** | 0.72
bullying
3. Person-related | 0.94** | 0.67** | 0.87
bullying
4. Physically 0.72*%* | 0.49%* | 0.69%* | 0.49
intimidating
5.Q0C -0.36%* [-0.36%* |-0.31*%* |-0.24** | 0.92
6. Task -0.35%* |-0.38%* |-0.29%* |-0.23%** 0.80
orientation 0.85%*
7. Relationship -0.30%* [-0.23%* |-0.25%* |-0.21%** 0.79
orientation 0.88** |(0.69**
Mean 1.38 1.58 1.31 1.20 6.44 4.69 6.58
Standard 0.37 0.50 0.39 0.35 1.15 1.67 1.48
Deviation

Source: The author’s calculations on the basis of research data
Notes: ** Correlations are significant at the 0.01 level.
Cronbach’s alphas are shown along the diagonal
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The negative correlation demonstrates that the risk of bullying is higher when
the task orientation or relationship orientation of the organizational culture is
lower. Correlation analysis brings out the strongest negative relationship be-
tween task orientation and work-related bullying (-0.38). Comparing the other
correlation coefficients, it can be concluded that task orientation and workplace
bullying are more strongly related to each other; whereas the occurrence of
work-related bullying depends more on organizational culture. Therefore, the
results reveal that misunderstanding the goals and changes in an organization
can be one of the main predictors of work-related bullying.

1
[ Bullying (NAQ-R) ]_ - | .0.36 | — __[ Organizational culture (QOC) ]

1—___

Task- D Em—
: oriented

»| Work-related

A 4

Person-related

| Relationship-
| oriented B

A 4

Physically
intimidating

Figure 9. Relationship between bullying and organizational culture (based on Spearman
correlation coefficient)
Source: Compiled by the author

To sum up, the results bring out that organizational culture is a clear predictor
of the occurrence of workplace bullying. Low task orientation of organizational
culture facilitates workplace bullying in an organization while high task orien-
tation of organizational culture has a preventive effect towards workplace bul-
lying. Therefore, well-organized communication, clear roles and goal-settings
are important aspects of managing workplace bullying. Medium and high rela-
tionship orientation of organizational culture does not have a significant impact.
In other words, good relations between employees do not have an important role
concerning workplace bullying. However, poor relationships in an organization
and low relationship orientation of the organizational culture are certainly re-
lated to workplace bullying and give rise to negative behavior. The results also
revealed that there is negative correlation between workplace bullying and
the relationship orientation and task orientation of organizational culture;
whereas this refers once again to the suggestion that if organization culture
is highly oriented to tasks and relationships, then the risk of workplace
bullying is lower. Therefore, propositions 3a and 3b are confirmed. The
second research problem was to understand the aspects that induce workplace
bullying. In light of these results the causes of workplace bullying are related to
organizational culture and negative behavior is managed by task orientation and
relationship orientation of organizational culture.
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3.3. Managerial view on workplace bullying

The present subchapter continues to analyze the causes of workplace bullying
and examines possible prevention prospects. It was proposed that that managers
are aware of management style as the antecedent of workplace bullying (propo-
sition 4) and declared that the new generation of managers (less managerial
experience and lower number of subordinates) is more informed about work-
place bullying and are more supportive towards preventive actions. (proposi-
tions 5a and 5b). Subsequently, the results of semi-structured interviews with
managers are presented and propositions 4 and 5 are tested.

The thematic analysis of the interviews with managers brought out three
main categories as follows: 1) the managers’ general awareness of workplace
bullying; 2) potential causes of bullying; and 3) preventive actions. The first
category, general awareness, includes the following subcategories: information
channels where managers have received information about bullying; have they
had earlier personal experiences; assessment about the prevalence of bullying in
Estonia; and attitude concerning the relationship between negative behavior and
work results. Secondly, the causes and negative activities were identified, which
provides the necessary knowledge about the need and direction of prevention.
Thirdly, the prevention section concentrates on the importance of prevention,
implementation of relevant law, concrete anticipatory measures that managers
considered most important, and the impact of negative behavior on employees’
health. Figure 10 summaries the model of the survey, presenting the categories
and subcategories and bringing out the main results by each subcategory. The
following analysis presents the results by each subcategory in detail. Comments
given by respondents have also been given to illustrate the results. The com-
ments have been translated from Estonian language by the author of the disser-
tation. In parentheses, after the comment, the tenure of the respondent as a man-
ager in years (y) and their number of subordinates (s) have been marked. The
information is especially important considering the propositions 5a and 5b.

Managers’ awareness of workplace bullying

The first category covers managers’ awareness about and attitudes towards
workplace bullying. Results revealed that the general awareness of workplace
bullying among middle and top managers is satisfactory — more than two thirds
of respondents are generally or completely aware of the problem. Awareness
among less experienced managers (tenure up to 10 years) was 75.6% and
awareness among more experienced managers (over 10 years) was 62.7%. The
managers with a smaller number of subordinates (up to 9) were more informed
(74.7%) compared to managers with a larger number of subordinates (over 10)
who were less informed (66.4%). The results are presented in Appendix 5.
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Primarily managers have received information about workplace bullying via the
press, the internet or from their colleagues. Information has also come from
management training programs or special courses, whereas some respondents
had their own experiences or had witnessed bullying incidences. None of the
managers had been informed about workplace bullying through formal organi-
zational documents or channels.

According to the workplace bullying definition, 53% (n=112) of managers
have had personal experiences or have witnessed workplace bullying during
their career: 10% several times, 31% a couple of times and 12% once. 47% of
respondents have not had any previous contact with workplace bullying during
their working time. Respondents, who had personal contacts or had witnessed
bullying, commented their experiences as follows:

“A victim was a subordinate and the manager just did not perceive the
impact of his behavior, he was just demanding by his opinion” (3y/4s); “I
have seen similar behavior (like bullying) between same level co-work-
ers, it was really horrible” (1y/2s).

The comments demonstrate that respondents have noticed negative behavior on
the same level as well as between different levels in an organization. A selection
of the most typical comments by managers who have had previous experiences
with workplace bullying is presented in Table 17.

Table 17. Comments of the interviewees: previous exposure to negative behavior

On the same level On different levels
- competition between employees - manager was very demanding (6y/13s)
(5y/14s) - employer themselves was the bully
- overstepping (10y/4s) (4y/Ss)
- slandering was part of culture (2y/3s) | - belittling employees (2y/6s)
- teasing and jokes every day (3y/4s) - manager was continuously blaming his
- incompetent manager was the main subordinate (3y/5s)
reason (12y/9s) - the purpose was to get rid of the
worker (7y/10s)

Source: Compiled by the author on the basis of the interviews

From the interviews it appeared that most managers have heard the term “work-
place bullying” before but they are not sure of the particular meaning of the
term. The definition of workplace bullying was unfamiliar and incomprehen-
sible in some respects. The most surprising circumstance for managers about the
definition of workplace bullying was the understanding that a one-time conflict
or hassle is not considered workplace bullying. On the other hand, some of the
managers commented the definition saying that such negative behavior and

120



attitude towards colleagues happens in their organization from time to time and
sometimes even every day, but such behavior is nothing special and it is not
necessary to deal with it.

Awareness about the prevalence of workplace bullying in Estonia was rela-
tively low among the respondents — 44% (n=92) of managers were not able to
evaluate the extent of the problem. 15% (n=32) of respondents believed that the
problem is rather frequent and 41% (n=86) believed on the contrary that it is
rather not. Table 18 presents a selection of comments by the respondents who
assessed the problem to be frequent, infrequent or abstained from evaluating.

It can be concluded that managers who have not had any personal experi-
ences, tend to consider bullying as a rather infrequent problem, whereas manag-
ers who were not able to evaluate the extent of the problem, were not aware of
the exact content and meaning of bullying. Respondents who considered work-
place bullying a frequent problem drew attention to the fact that employees do
not want to raise the problem and just suffer quietly.

Table 18. Comments of interviewees: arguments determining the frequency of bullying

Frequent problem
(15%)

Do not know (44%)

Infrequent problem (41%)

- Among female
personnel bullying is
a really serious
problem (8y/5s)

- Big problem of
course, but people
do not name it
“bullying” every
time it happens
(2y/2s)

- People do not want
to talk about that and
suffer silently
(3y/4s)

- Unfortunately it
happens quite often

(3y/1s)

Hard to decide on the
basis of the press, it may
not be true (8y/3s)
From newspapers we
can hear only single
cases, we do not know
what’s really happening
(2y/6s)

Bullying is more likely
to appear in bigger or-
ganizations (4y/6s)

It depends on the sector
or area, difficult to
comment (3y/4s)
Managers do not have
an overview of the real
situation (4y/5s)

Do not know, I have
worked only in one or-
ganization for a long
time (12y/9s)

There is no bullying in
our organization (5y/8s)
I have never seen
something like that
(10y/12s)

Serious problems are not
widespread (4y/4s)

The problems are more
likely to be conflicts than
bullying (3y/5s)

In the banking sector it is
not a problem (6y/7s)

I can’t give any examples
(8y/10s)

There are much more
serious problems for
businesses in Estonia
(15y/7s)

Source: Compiled by the author on the basis of the interviews

121




The first category covers also the managers’ awareness about the connection of
good relationships in a working team to work results. Nearly all respondents
agreed with that statement: 42% (n=88) of managers answered that good rela-
tions guarantee good results and 55% (n=116) answered that good relations
promote gaining better work results. Managers commented the issue as follows:

“It is obvious that good relations are related to good results” (2y/4s);,
“Good relations between employees means also good relations with cli-
ents” (7y/13s); “Good relations are important for having long-time suc-
cess, only in a short-time prospect success is possible even with bad rela-
tions” (11y/6s).

Respondents stressed the importance of good relations especially in the case of
teamwork. The consensus of managers’ opinion in this question can be sum-
marized with the next comment: , Human capital is the main asset for a
firm“(4y/6s).

The respondents pointed out the important role of a manager, stating that
good relations between employees depend mostly on the attitude of the man-
ager:

“The relations depend on the behavior of the manager, how they treat the
subordinates. Their attitude determines the mentality of the working
team” (5y/3s), “If the manager is friendly then employees dare to ask
help or advice and that leads to better results ’(3y/2s).

However, also other kinds of comments were given in the course of the inter-
views regarding good relationships between co-workers. The managers questio-
ned if too kind relationships could interfere with concentrating on the working
process:

“The chatting and coffee breaks are just a loss of time and could not help
gain better work results in any way” (11y/6s), “The relations should be
normal, not familiar” (5y/4s).

Although some of the respondents argued that results do not depend on good
relations in the working team, they still agreed that negative relations have a
negative impact on work results. Therefore, even if good relations may not al-
ways guarantee attaining the goals and better results in an organization, then
negative relations between co-workers certainly interfere with achieving the
organization’s goals.

As discussed, more than half of the respondents have had a previous contact
or experience with workplace bullying during their career and most of the re-
spondents agreed that good relations between co-workers guarantee or help to
attain good results at work. Nevertheless, managers are not well enough aware
about the problem of workplace bullying in Estonia and their knowledge of
bullying, being based on the media and the internet, is superficial. Therefore, it
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is important to ask managers about their personal experiences with negative
behavior, what kind of negative acts they have experienced or witnessed at
work, before continuing the interview with causes for bullying. The managers
may not necessarily know what bullying activities exactly include, but if they
have had exposure to the negative behaviors that are considered bullying, then
the further examination of causes towards this kind of behavior is justified. The
results are presented in the next section.

Causes for workplace bullying

The second category concentrates on the results concerning previously expe-
rienced negative activities and presents the causes for workplace bullying. At
first, the interview question focused on whether and how frequently respondents
have had any previous experiences with bullying activities or have witnessed
negative activities in their organization. The results revealed that the acts the
interviewed managers have witnessed most frequently are: ignoring opinions
(13.3% of interviewees named that these activities have happened daily or
weekly), withholding information that affects performance (12.4%), and
spreading gossip and rumors (11.9%) (see Figure 11). Most of the respondents
admitted that these negative acts have happened now and then in their organiza-
tion between employees, with the most frequent act being giving tasks with
unreasonable or impossible targets or deadlines (68.6% of managers have wit-
nessed or experienced this) and gossiping (68.1%). The results demonstrated
clearly that managers have previous experiences or have witnessed negative
behavior between employees at least now and then. Therefore, the respondents
are aware of the existence of negative behavior in organizations and there is
reasonable ground to ask for their opinions about potential causes of bullying.

During the interviews, lots of comments were given by the respondents that
reflected their attitudes towards negative behavior in an organization. The
opinions divided broadly in two opposite standpoints. One part of the respon-
dents considered negative behavior to be relatively inevitable and believed that
the negative acts mentioned above could happen sometimes in every organiza-
tion, especially gossiping, withholding information or insulting. The following
quote illustrates this attitude:

,,In many cases the behavior is not malevolent and systematic but just a
part of organizational life* (7y/3s).

Thus, managers sometimes accept negative activities in an organization and
consider the behavior as unavoidable. This attitude of managers is rather harm-
ful for an organization and refers to the fact that managers do not believe in the
existence of a bullying-free organization.
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Figure 11. Estimations on the appearance of workplace bullying activities according to
interviewees (%)
Source: The author’s calculations on the basis of research data

Simultaneously, the other part of interviewees considered negative behavior a
relatively serious problem that should not belong to the modern working life.
They admitted that they have had serious contacts with workplace bullying, and
especially before they became managers. The next quote explains the situation:

“Every week on a certain day was an audience by the chief where insult-
ing and reviling took place, just in case” (3y/8s).

Another respondent pointed out that insulting as a managerial style belongs to
the soviet time. Still there are managers who continue using this kind of mana-
gerial style. Thus, the responses were somewhat controversial. The respondents
revealed that sometimes managers accept negative behavior or even cause neg-
ativity in an organization. At the same time, the respondents considered nega-
tive behavior certainly not normal, on the contrary, it is problematic and they
condemned unfavorable activities.

The second subcategory presents the causes and antecedents of workplace
bullying. Workplace bullying is caused mostly by personality traits (83% of
respondents agree completely or agree), inappropriate management style (74%),
followed by organizational culture which tolerates negative behavior (70%), and
unclear assignment of work (59%). Problems or dissatisfaction with the phy-
sical working environment, such as lighting, equipment and workrooms were
not considered as a high risk factor for bullying. According to the manager’s
opinion, both the lack of a particular law for regulating the subject in Estonia
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and insufficient participation in the decision-making process are also not pri-
mary causes of workplace bullying. Figure 12 gives an overview of the fre-
quency of causes according to the respondents’ estimations.

personality characteristics | T W o e

management style 16
organizational culture 15
work assignments 23

lack of prevention strategy | 32
lack of awareness [ IIIE N 25
workload NN 22

insufficient involvment | NI 22
operating environment [ NE- 22 40 |

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

W surely yes/rather yes don‘tknow M rather no/surely no

Figure 12. Estimations of causes for workplace bullying according to interviewees (%)
Source: The author’s calculation based on research data

The majority of respondents were convinced that personality traits are related to
negative behavior in an organization and therefore during the recruitment pro-
cess it is important to take personality into consideration. Respondents were
also critical concerning managers themselves and brought out arguments that
support the opinion that management style could be a risk factor for workplace
bullying. Table 19 presents the main comments concerning personality and
management. One main reason for bullying according to the interviews is or-
ganizational culture, which proceeds from and could be interrelated to manage-
ment: “weak organizational culture that tolerates bullying is the main reason
behind bullying” (7y/5s). For summarizing the category of causes for workplace
bullying, the following quotation from an interview illustrates the situation in
many organizations: ,, The problem could be simply that the employees are
ready to suffer in the name of their job. First of all they (employees) care about
retaining their job and monthly salary and if there is negative behavior in their
workplace, then they just do not pay attention to it* (5y/4s). Respondents dis-
cussed also that if the problems already exist at a workplace then the solution
could be providing a mentor or the help of a trained colleague who is able to
support the defenseless employee.
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Table 19. Comments by interviewees: arguments about the causes of workplace bullying

Causes
Personality Management style
- workplace bullying proceeds from - after all the manager is responsible for
attitudes and norms which are related the situation (7y/11s)
to personality (10y/8s) - if the manager ignores someone or
- victims are usually somewhat differ- insults them, then the behavior is the
ent as people, silent and reserved main reason why bullying could appear
(13y/9s) and spread in the organization (7y/Ss)
- some employees just want to show - the main reason of bullying is definitely
power over others (2y/2s) an inappropriate management style (5y/4s)

Source: Compiled by the author

To sum up the second section and category, it can be said that managers named
the most frequent workplace bullying activities to be “ignoring opinions” and
“withholding information”. The primary causes for workplace bullying accord-
ing to interviewees are personality traits, management style, and organizational
culture (at least 70% of respondents agreed). Managers admitted that they take
personality into account when selecting new employees, because behavior pro-
ceeds from personality traits. At the same time, respondents were very critical
towards managers themselves, 74% of respondents found management style to
be one of the three main causes for workplace bullying. The comments pointed
out that managers sometimes use autocratic managerial style, which is charac-
teristic of the Soviet period, and causes negativity in an organization. Respond-
ents were well informed of the managerial style as one main antecedent for
workplace bullying. Proposition 4 declared that managers are aware of
management style as an antecedent to workplace bullying. According to the
results, the proposition is completely valid.

Prevention of workplace bullying

The third category covers the attitudes and readiness towards prevention activi-
ties. This is an important additional input to the recommendations and conclu-
sions of this dissertation and helps understand the willingness to deal with the
issue of workplace bullying. The results revealed that the respondents approved
almost all basic preventive actions in an organization: support and recognition,
settling a dispute in an amicable way, politeness, organizing joint events, ex-
plaining to the employees the aims of work tasks and the functioning of the
whole organization and facilitating communication between managers and sub-
ordinates. Assessing the need for the prevention of workplace bullying a total of
67% (n=141) of managers considered preventive actions necessary to be im-
plemented in Estonian organizations, 22% (n=46) did not know, and only 11%
(n=23) considered prevention relatively non-important. Many respondents re-
garded the above-mentioned activities to be self-evident:
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“Supporting employees, explaining aims, communicating politely, etc. —
these are elementary activities for normal operating” (9y/15s).

However, several respondents considered preventive actions to be too time-con-
suming and needless, especially in Estonia because they did not believe that
workplace bullying could be a problem here. Another reason for being against
prevention was fear of overregulation.

The managers commented that the most important preventive actions and
behaviors from their point of view are open communication, including regular
meetings and availability of information, which precludes misunderstandings so
that the employees would perceive themselves as equal:

“If communication is organized poorly inside the organization, then
questions need to be asked over and over again and this is just additional
time spent and problems or conflicts may arise” (4y/6s).

Acknowledgement is a good resource for achieving a bullying-free environ-
ment:

“Showing gratitude or appreciation for a good job is simple but creates a
good synergy in a working team ”’(5y/3s).

Additionally, the respondents pointed out a connection with job management:

“If employees work without a common purpose then the possibility work-
place bullying incidents arising is much higher because in case of prob-
lematic subjects it is more complicated to find satisfying solutions”
(5y/3s).

Most differing opinions revealed considering organizing joint events at work;
whereas some respondents believe that joint events are not necessary at all:

“They are working together all the time, why should they spend their free
time together as well? These events are not profitable.” (12y/7s), “A joint
event offers a great opportunity for bullying” (8y/12s).

Thus, managers doubted if joint events have any preventive impact on work-
place bullying.

The respondents gave supplementary suggestions for prevention: special
trainings for personnel about the consequences of workplace bullying, psycho-
logist in organization who helps solve the incidents, considering candidates’
personality characteristics during the personnel selection process. The respon-
dents believed that prevention of workplace bullying is part of organizational
culture to start from. However, prevention begins on the societal level with the
formation of general ethical values and morale.
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The results on the question concerning relevant law for the prevention and
punishment for bullying incidents, differ greatly: 40% of managers supported
legal regulation whereas 29% was against it; 31% was not able to assess the
need for a law. The divided comments regarding passing a relevant law are
given in Table 20. Respondents who expressed their opposition to the law ques-
tioned the possibility to measure negative behavior and find juridical solution
for bullying incidents. The third category includes also the managers’ opinions
about the perceived risk of workplace bullying among Estonians and its harmful
effect on health. The results reveal that according to managers’ views awareness
is low or relatively low in Estonia (67%, n=141). Actually 31% (n=65) of the
respondents were not able to assess the situation and only 2% (n=4) believed
that the awareness of threats caused by bullying is relatively high among Esto-
nians. Therefore, the respondents consider general awareness among Estonian
employees to be much lower than the managers’ own awareness. According to
the results presented in the first section, managers believed themselves to be
relatively well-informed about the problems of workplace bullying.

To sum up, the third section of the survey shows that managers support pre-
vention activities in organizations and generally consider prevention important
and essential. On the other hand, respondents are not in the same opinion re-
garding the need of a relevant law for regulating workplace bullying in Estonia
and think that Estonians are not yet aware of the harmful effect of bullying on
employees’ health.

Table 20. Comments by interviewees: arguments about relevant law on workplace
bullying

For the law Against the law
- Bullying is violence and the - Does organization have to pay compensation
perpetrator must be held re- then? (11y/
sponsible (5y/3s) - This is overregulation, as in the Northern
- Psychological terror is very countries (15y/7s)
harmful and needs to be dealt | - It is not possible to solve the issue just juridi-
with (6y/3s) cally, this is more a question of morale
- Protection for victims is im- (3y/1s)
portant, especially if managers| - Managers have to solve these kinds of prob-
do not want to deal with the lems themselves (10y/12s)
problems (10y/7s) - People do not anyway dare to speak about
- Then people would think bullying, let alone give a formal statement
more about their behavior (3y/3s)
(12y/4s) - Prevention is more important than punish-
- It is a way for decreasing ment (6y/8s)
bullying (2y/2s) - Hard to measure and find evidence (5y/4s)
- Employees could use the law in their interest
(8y/10s)

Source: Compiled by the author on the basis of the interviews
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Differences between groups of managers

One of the objectives was to investigate the relevant differences between man-
agers concerning their awareness of bullying, the prevalence of bullying, opin-
ion on the need for relevant law and need for prevention in Estonia. For that
reason, managers were divided into groups on the basis of their tenure and
number of subordinates. First, by tenure, the managers were divided as follows:
1) tenure up to 10 years (n=127); over 10 years (n=83). Secondly, the groups
were formed accordingly: 1) number of subordinates 1-9 (n=99); 2) 10 and
more (n=110). Descriptive statistics about the groups of managers is shown in
Appendix 5.

The first group of managers, tenure up to 10 years, is characterized by the
highest awareness about the phenomenon of workplace bullying (75.6%); also,
the respondents in this group have had personal contacts to or have been wit-
nessed the workplace bullying activities most frequently (61.4%) comparing to
other groups of managers. The majority from this group was not able to assess
the general situation in Estonia on how serious the problem of workplace bul-
lying is for Estonian organizations. Compared to other groups, managers with
tenure up to 10 years were most confident that workplace bullying has not been
perceived as risk to employees’ health in Estonia (74%), the awareness about
the consequences of workplace bullying is rather low. The respondents belong-
ing to the first group support prevention activities in Estonian organizations
(69.3%) and most of the respondents support the implementation of special law
on workplace bullying (46.5%).

The second group of managers, tenure over 10 years, is the least informed
about workplace bullying compared to the other groups, but inside the group the
awareness is average (62.7% of respondents informed). Simultaneously, the
members of this group have had the least previous personal experiences with or
have not witnessed workplace bullying (41.0%). Managers with longer tenure
do not believe workplace bullying could be a frequent problem for Estonian
organizations (48.2%). At the same time, they believe that workplace bullying
has not been perceived as risk to employees’ health in Estonia (56.6%) and
support preventive actions, still not as strongly as the other groups (63.9%).
The second group could not assess the necessity of the implementation a
relevant law.

The third group of managers, 1-9 subordinates, is characterized by relatively
high awareness about workplace bullying (74.7%) and by an above-average
level of previous personal contacts with workplace bullying (56.6%). The group
is most confident that workplace bullying is a frequent problem in Estonian
organizations (19.2%) and they believe more than other groups that it has been
perceived as a high risk factor to employees’ health in Estonia (4%). The third
group supports preventive actions (67.7%) as well as a relevant law on work-
place bullying in Estonia (43.4%).

The fourth group of managers, over 10 subordinates, is characterized by av-
erage awareness of workplace bullying (66,4%), whereas the members of the
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group have had previous contacts or have witnessed workplace bullying activi-
ties (50.9%). In spite of the awareness and previous experiences, the group was
and able to assess the frequency of workplace bullying in Estonian organiza-
tions. Most of the respondents in this group were sure that the risk of workplace
bullying to employees’ health has been undervalued in Estonia (65.5%). The
group supports preventive actions (66.4%) but was not sure about a relevant law
for regulating workplace bullying in Estonia (36.4%).

Furthermore, the Mann-Whitney U test was conducted to find out differ-
ences between different groups of managers by number of subordinates and
tenure. The results of the Mann-Whitney U test by tenure revealed statistically
significant group differences in the estimation of awareness and previous con-
tacts with workplace bullying: managers” with up to 10 years of managerial
experiences awareness about workplace bullying is higher than the ones with
longer managerial experiences. Also, the former considered bullying to be a
more frequent problem in Estonia and evaluated the risk of workplace bullying
to employees’ health higher (see Table 21). However, no statistically significant
differences by number of subordinates were discovered (see Table 22).

To sum up, awareness of workplace bullying is the highest among managers
with the shortest tenure — up to 10 years. The second group, tenure over 10
years, differs by the fact that the managers in this group are least informed of
workplace bullying. Therefore, the second group could not assess the perceived
risk of workplace bullying to employees’ health. Statistically significant diffe-
rences appeared between these two groups by tenure. However, no statistical
differences appeared between the groups of managers with smaller and larger
number of subordinates. Therefore, to answer proposition 5a, which de-
clared that the new generation of managers (less managerial experience
and a lower number of subordinates) is more informed about workplace
bullying, is partially valid. Proposition 5b, according to which the new gen-
eration of managers (less managerial experience and a lower number of
subordinates) is more supportive towards preventive actions, is not valid.
Thereby, the third research problem of the study has also found a solution. The
awareness of managers with tenure up to 10 years, is higher compared to man-
agers with longer tenure, and they are better informed about the possible risks of
workplace bullying in Estonia. Information about workplace bullying is mainly
obtained from the media, the internet and from colleagues. Managers are willing
to implement preventive actions but consider that the perceived risk of work-
place bullying to employees’ health is rather low.
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DISCUSSION AND SUGGESTIONS FOR
IMPLEMENTING PREVENTIVE MEASURES OF
WORKPLACE BULLYING

In the present study, the prevalence of workplace bullying in Estonian organi-
zations was identified and the risk groups in the specific societal context were
brought out. The contribution of the dissertation lies, among other things, in the
fact that the topic of workplace bullying is no longer a vague and undefined
concept in Estonia, on the contrary, the understanding of the phenomenon and
information about the concrete risk levels has become clearer. The findings of
the empirical studies are discussed below, whereas the results are associated to
the theoretical part of the dissertation. Additionally, suggestions for prevention,
which are based on the synthesis of the empirical and theoretical part,
are provided.

The first research problem was to find out the extent of the workplace bul-
lying in Estonia. The research results indicate clearly that bullying represents a
very serious problem in Estonia. According to Leymann’s criterion, at least one
of the negative acts presented in the questionnaire, was reported to have hap-
pened at least weekly by nearly a quarter of all respondents. Compared to
stricter criterion, two negative acts weekly during the 6 months (Mikkelsen and
Einarsen, 2001), the prevalence of workplace bullying was found to be about
10% in Estonia. The second measurement method was self-labeling, which re-
vealed that almost 1% of the respondents defined themselves as victims of bul-
lying that had a frequency of at least weekly; and 8% of the respondents labeled
themselves as occasionally bullied. The results revealed that respondents suffer
under workplace bullying in Estonian organizations, but the results differ con-
siderably depending on whether the chosen measurement method is direct
or indirect.

Based on the indirect measurement method the responses indicated that a
large number of respondents have experienced negative acts at work at least
once a week and even once a day. Based on the direct method, the respondents
did not admit to a daily or weekly bullying experience if they were given the
term “workplace bullying” and its definition. Research shows that the results
also vary significantly depending on the method of measurement, whereby the
self-reported exposure to bullying was found noticeably lower. The results from
other countries that have used similar methods for measuring bullying, confirm
the same tendency (e.g., Lutgen-Sandvik et al., 2007; Salin, 2001). The findings
of this study provide significant support for the argument that self-labeling of
workplace bullying is much lower and revealed different results from negative
acts presented indirectly in the questionnaire. One explanation could derive
from psychology: it was humiliating or offensive for the respondents to identify
themselves as victims of bullying. However, the reason could also be related to
insufficient prior information, bullying as a term having been unfamiliar to the
respondents and them tackling the definition of bullying for the first time.
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The negative activities that respondents most frequently reported were all
work-related activities, i.e. belonged to organizational features, not personal
features. Being exposed to unmanageable workload and withholding infor-
mation which affects performance were most frequently the reasons of victimi-
zation (reported by over 30% of victims). These results refer clearly to manage-
rial problems in organizations. In post-transitional countries, Soviet-time-influ-
enced management style often supports high formalization and therefore limits
employees’ freedom to cope with their work (Sakowski et al., 2015). Soviet
management style and high formalization are not suitable any more in the
changed business environment and it has led to serious risks of workplace
bullying.

At the individual level no considerable differences between men and women
among victims of workplace bullying were identified in Estonia (see Table 23,
proposition 1a). Considering the large number of previous studies which refer to
the predominance of women among victims of workplace bullying (e.g., Zapf et
al., 2003; Quine, 1999) the result of the present study was surprising. The prop-
osition la, which stated that the victims of workplace bullying are more fre-
quently women, was not valid because no significant evidence was found that
women would be more vulnerable than men or the other way around (see
Table 23).

The findings of previous studies have found that women tend be victims of
bullying more frequently (Vartia & Hyyti 2002) and most that the common
forms of bullying against women are unfair criticism and intimidation (Simpson
and Cohen, 2004). These activities refer to the possibility that the bully could be
on a managerial position. The explanation why there were no gender differences
in the Estonian study could be related to the gender of the superior. While men
tend to be more often in a superior position and women are still on a subordi-
nate position, then women do not dare to report of negative behavior, whereas
men have power and courage to confront such issues.

The results of the study reveal that victimization does not depend on the po-
sition of the victim (proposition 1b). These results refer to an actual situation
whereby the superiors, regardless of their higher position of power are not pro-
tected against bullying either. The reason may be related to the interpretation of
manager’s behavior, for example, staff may perceive implementing change as
bullying and activate retaliatory behavior directed against the manager (Branch
et al., 2007). In post-transitional countries the changes in organizations take
place very often. Therefore, it could be considered an understandable reason. In
situations where the victim is on a managerial position, there have to be several
subordinates as bullies to overcome the official power distance. The relatively
high degree of victims among respondents on managerial positions was unex-
pected and demonstrated that workplace bullying takes place at all levels of
organization.

The study did not confirm the statement that the victims of workplace bul-
lying are more frequently employees with lower education than higher educa-
tion (proposition 1 ¢). In fact, there were no statistically significant differences
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between different levels of education (see Table 23). Although there are quite a
few previous studies concerning victim’s education, the relationships are still
unclear. One explanation is related to awareness. Lower level of education may
be a risk for workplace bullying due to the person’s lack of knowledge on how
to manage negative behavior and how to behave conflict situation (Moreno-
Jiménez et al., 2008). Another explanation to why higher education could be a
risk factor for bullying is that some of the negative activities presume office
work on a relatively high position (i.e. being ordered to do work below your
level of competence; having key areas of responsibility removed or replaced
with more trivial or unpleasant tasks), which means that “the higher the educa-
tion of an employee, the higher the risk that some of the tasks he or she has to
do are below their level of competence” (Salin, 2001). According to the results,
the prevalence of the above mentioned work-related bullying activities was very
high and therefore this could be the reason why respondents with higher level of
education were victims of workplace bullying.

The results mostly supported the proposition that the victims of workplace
bullying are more frequently younger employees (under 30 years of age) than
older employees, which is in accordance with other recent studies (Hacica-
feroglu et al., 2012). The reasons are related to lower awareness of bullying and
lower level of knowledge to manage conflicts. Additionally, younger people are
often on lower positions in an organization because they have entered the labor
market only recently and may have not finished their studies yet. Therefore, the
risk of losing their job and earnings is higher namely among younger emplo-
yees, those between 18-26 years of age. The results revealed also that younger
employees suffer under occasional negative behavior while older employees
(5670 years old) belonged most frequently to the victims’ cluster. High risk of
bullying among older people may be explained through the fact that they are
less welcome in the organization because they are close to retirement and are
soon leaving the labor market (Zukauskas, Vveinhardt, 2009). Therefore,
workplace bullying is related to age in an organization, whereas younger and
older age groups are especially vulnerable: younger employees because their
insufficient preparation on labor market and older employees because the
interest of the organization has decreased. Proposition 1d is only partially valid,
because in addition to the younger age group, higher risk for bullying was also
revealed among older employees.

The proposition which stated that victims of workplace bullying are more
frequently single or divorced than married people, has been partially confirmed
(proposition le, see Table 23). The results of the present study revealed that
there are two groups who are most vulnerable. Firstly, widowed employees,
who are most frequently victims of bullying; and secondly, single respondents
who most frequently suffer under occasional negative behavior. In this respect,
the results support previous studies that claim that marital status is associated
with workplace bullying, stating that single employees are more frequently bul-
lied than married (e.g., Iglesias and De Bengoa Vallejo, 2012; Giorgi et al., 2013).
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Some assumptions on why marital status may have an influence on the fre-
quency of bullying could be brought out. First, social relationships of single
individuals may not be balanced and they may bring their personal problems to
work. In case of problems at work, single persons may not have supporters who
help cope with the complicated situation. Married individuals may not turn so
much attention to the negative activities at work because of the other responsi-
bilities at home which have occupied a more important place in their lives
(Hacicaferoglu et al., 2012). However, it is only one assumption and may not be
valid for many single and married individuals. The issue is more complicated
and depends on other factors as well. At the same time, the results in the Esto-
nian study did not reveal that the risk of bullying is very high among divorced
individuals compared to other groups. It may be concluded that divorced people
have learned how to cope with complicated relationships or how to protect
themselves against negative behavior.

On the organizational level the study revealed that workplace bullying does
not depend on the work sector (proposition 2a). There were no statistically sig-
nificant differences between private and public sector (Table 23). Researchers
have reported different results about the prevalence of bullying in the public and
the private sector (e.g., Salin, 2003, Einarsen and Skogstad, 1996). The public
sector is more bureaucratic and employees have less control over time (govern-
ment agencies), at the same time employees in the private sector have higher
cooperation requirements (sales organizations). Thus, there could be different
reasons for high prevalence of bullying in the public and the private sector. The
results of the current study are particularly valuable considering the fact that
most previous studies have concentrated on the public sector.
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Table 23. Individual and organizational risk factors of workplace bullying

Propositions

Validity

la:
The victims of
bullying are more
frequently women

Not valid

From the total sample of men (n=739) the proportion of
victims is 24.2% and from the total sample of women
(n=1202) the proportion of victims is 23%.

According to cluster analysis, the proportion of victims

than men. was equally 2.7% among men and women.
- There were no statistically significant differences
between men and women.
Not valid
1b: - Among first level employees were found 24% (n=340)
The victims of of victims, among middle managers 21.5% and senior
workplace bullying managers 15.1%

are more frequently
on a subordinate
position than on a
superior position.

According to cluster analysis the proportion of victims
among managers was 6%, first level employees 2.8%
and senior managers 2%

There were no statistically significant differences
between respondents on different positions.

le:

The victims of
workplace bullying
are more frequently

employees with
lower education than
higher education.

Not valid

Among respondents whose highest level of education
was primary school was found 27% (n=17) of victims,
among respondents whose highest level of education
was trade school was found 25.2% (n=132) of victims.
Respondents with the lowest level of education, primary
school, belonged to victims” cluster 1.6% (n=1).

There were no statistically significant differences
between different levels of education.

1d:

The victims of
workplace bullying
are more frequently
younger employees

(under 30 years of
age) than older

Partially

valid

The prevalence of workplace bullying was the highest
among youngest employees, between 18-26 years of
age (28.7%, n=134)

The youngest employees belonged most frequently to
the cluster “occasionally perceived negative behavior”
(36.9%, n=171), but the oldest employees (56—70 years
old) belonged most frequently to the victims’ cluster
(4.7%, n=6).

employees. - The differences between age groups were statistically
significant.
Partially valid
- The prevalence of workplace bullying was the highest
le: among widowed respondents (28.6%, n=14), followed
: . o)
oviimor | S G rn e
workplace bullying pondents belonged most frequently to the

are more frequently
single or divorced
than married.

victims' cluster (10.4%, n=5).

Single respondents have experienced occasionally
negative behavior more than other groups (35.3%,
n=263).

The differences between groups of respondents con-
sidering marital status were statistically significant.
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Table 23. Individual and organizational risk factors of workplace bullying (Continued)

Not valid
- The prevalence of bullying was 24.5%, n= 167 in public
sector and 22.6%, n=244 in private sector.

2a: - There were no statistically significant differences
The prevalence of
S . between sectors.
bullying is higher in

- Employees from the private and the public sector
belonged equally 2% to the victims’ cluster.
- The public sector was more frequently exposed to

the public sector
than in the private

sector. occasionally negative behavior (32.2%).
- The differences between sectors were statistically
significant in cluster analysis.
Partially valid
2b: - The prevalence is highest in public administration
In the private sector, (28.4%, n=64).
the prevalence of - The prevalence of bullying among the private sector is
bullying is higher in highest in the service industry (24.9%, n=140) and in
service manufacturing (24.9%, n=136).
organizations. - The differences between different areas of work were
statistically significant.
Partially valid
e - The prevalence of bullying is highest in medium sized

organizations (29%, n=180) and in small organizations
(less than 25 employees) (25%, n=27).

- The differences between different sizes of organizations
are significant.

- The differences considering the size of organization
were not statistically significant in the cluster analysis.

The prevalence of
bullying is higher in
small and medium
sized organizations

Source: Compiled by the author

Among the private sector, bullying is the most serious problem in the service
sector (travel, hotel industry, catering, sales organizations, etc.) and in manu-
facturing. By the study of Leymann, bullying is frequent among employees who
did graphical work, e.g., hotel and restaurant workers (Zapf et al., 2003). Some
causes of bullying argued previously, refer to the poor flow of information and
autocratic or tyrannical management. The results confirm that the organizational
environment is hostile and unfriendly in these sectors. Previous studies have
found that there is a need in the restaurant sector for challenging the attitude that
aggression and bullying is a natural and even necessary part of the work envi-
ronment (Matthiesen, Einarsen, Mykletun, 2008). In conclusion, proposition 2b
is only partially valid — the prevalence of bullying is indeed high in the service
sector, but at the same time it constitutes a major problem among factories. These
results indicate that bullying is not only a problem among office employees.

The implication of the present study is that the prevalence of bullying de-
pends on the size of organization and it is highest in organizations with 101-500
of employees. At the same time, bullying is a serious problem in smallest or-
ganizations too, ones with less than 25 of employees. Insufficient job manage-
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ment may induce negative behavior between employees similarly in smaller and
in medium sized organizations. The study does not confirm the previous em-
pirical findings discussed in the theoretical part that the higher prevalence of
workplace bullying in bigger companies (e.g., manufacturing companies) could
be the result of male domination. Workplace bullying in Estonian organizations
does not depend on gender and bullying is even a more serious problem in
smaller and medium organizations. The causes of higher prevalence in manu-
facturing companies tend to be related to other circumstances. The study sup-
ported the idea that in smaller organizations the prevention of workplace bullying
could be less organized and therefore induces a higher prevalence of bullying.

To sum up the results about the prevalence of workplace bullying, then the
conclusion to the first research problem is that the risk of workplace bullying is
relatively high in Estonian organizations. The negative acts that were reported
of most frequently are all related to organizational features. On the individual
level, workplace bullying depends on age and marital status; and on the organi-
zational level, on area of work and size of organization. The risk of workplace
bullying is highest among younger (18-25 years old), widowed or single em-
ployees who are working in medium sized enterprises (101-500 employees) in
service industry or in manufacturing. In spite of the fact that bullying is highest
in the above mentioned layers, it is not only a sector-specific or people-centered
problem. Numerous victims are working in other areas or represent other char-
acteristics. The study reveals that very clearly distinguishable groups of victims
do not exist and therefore workplace bullying is not a phenomenon we can
identify and explain by individual or organizational socio-demographical char-
acteristics. This tendency should be considered especially important in the con-
text of a post-transitional country where the prevalence of workplace bullying is
high but risk groups do not reveal themselves clearly.

The results showed clearly that workplace bullying represents a serious or-
ganizational problem and bullying itself is related to organizational culture. The
following discussion concentrates on organizational factors that have an influ-
ence on the existence of bullying and the results are discussed in the light of the
propositions about the relationship of organizational culture and workplace
bullying.

The second research problem was to understand the aspects that factually in-
duce workplace bullying when taking into account the deepest roots of behav-
ior. The results reveal that workplace bullying is the result of ongoing changes
in the organizational life, creating vagueness and uncertainty. The negative acts
that the largest number of respondents reported to have experienced weekly or
more frequently were all related to work or performing work tasks or to other
organizational features: unmanageable workload, poor flow of information,
excessive monitoring and incorrect tasks. These results are in accordance with
previous studies (e.g., Salin, 2003; Hoel, Cooper, 2000). A high degree of am-
biguity or incompatible demands and expectations around roles, tasks and re-
sponsibilities may have created a high degree of frustration and conflicts within
a work group (Einarsen, Raknes & Matthiesen, 1994). Hence, the negative acts
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that the largest number of respondents reported to have experienced weekly or
more frequently were all related to work or performing work tasks, and there-
fore it can be concluded that workplace bullying is first and foremost an organi-
zational problem.

The results demonstrate a clear negative link between bullying and task-ori-
ented and relationship-oriented organizational culture (propositions 3a and 3b,
see Table 24). The negative relationship between bullying and organizational
culture indicates that the strong orientation to tasks and relations in organiza-
tional culture will lead to a decreasing risk of bullying. A stronger negative
correlation was found between bullying behavior and task orientation. It could
be alleged intuitively that negative acts are more related to interpersonal rela-
tions inside the organization than to attitudes towards organizational tasks, but
the results demonstrate that task orientation is even more important in Estonia.
This could be influenced by the recent economic crisis during which the effi-
ciency dimension was emphasized very much and it outshone the human aspect
of work relations in Estonian organizations. The recent global crisis has demon-
strated the vulnerability of organizations to external shocks where practices
were targeted on quantitative growth. Therefore, it may happen that bullying is
more related to organizational tasks than to the interpersonal relationships. This
leads to the idea that supporting the achievement of organizational goals by
employees and rewarding good work by employers creates an atmosphere for a
bullying free environment. Simultaneously, togetherness and open discussions
between employees contribute to the prevention of the occurrence of bullying.

Organizational culture is a very complicated and multilevel phenomenon
which holds valuable tools on how to prevent workplace bullying. The study
confirms that both substantial orientations of organizational culture have sig-
nificant relationships with bullying (see Table 24). This is an important issue for
understanding bullying in the context of a post-transitional country where these
problems have not yet been addressed.

Table 24. Relationships between bullying and organizational culture

Propositions Validity
Completely valid
3a: The occurrence of workplace bul- | Negative correlation was found between
lying is negatively correlated to rela- negative acts and relationship orientation of
tionship orientation of organizational | organizational culture.
culture.
3b: The occurrence of workplace bul- | Completely valid
lying is negatively correlated to task Negative correlation was found between
orientation of organizational culture. negative acts and task orientation of organi-
zational culture.

Source: Compiled by the author
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Hence, it is apparent that workplace bullying in a post-transitional country is
connected primarily with organizational factors. It can be understood in the light
of path dependency, according to which the activities and decisions made in the
past influence subsequent behaviors. The socialist system created a specific
context where certain managerial behavior patterns were introduced and rein-
forced due to the ideological pressure. The behavior patterns have a long lasting
impact on a role model in the society and the path dependency may explain
actual relationships and activities. Estonia as a post-transitional country has ex-
perienced necessary but rapid reconstructions during the last decades and these
reorganizations in the society have induced uncertainty which has a negative
effect on well-being. Job insecurity has a negative impact on employee well-
being, which could be the one main reason for a high level of workplace
bullying.

The managerial view of workplace bullying provides a clear input for under-
standing the causes more deeply and engaging in the prevention of workplace
bullying. Based on the results, the main antecedents of workplace bullying ap-
peared to be personality characteristics, organizational culture and management
style. Previous findings to support the idea that causes of workplace bullying
are related to personality can also be found (e.g., Vartia, 1996; Zapf, 1999).
Simultaneously there are lots of studies contradicting the statement and arguing
that the victim’s personality may change and disorders appear namely due to the
bullying process (e.g., Leymann & Gustafsson, 1996) and there is not enough
evidence to clearly confirm such a statement. On the other hand, explanation
only by means of personality traits can be understood as avoidance of responsi-
bility from the manager’s point of view. The organization and its management
are responsible for intervening in cases of interpersonal conflict and bullying
caused by factors at the individual, organizational and societal levels (Zapf,
1999). Therefore, the managers’ awareness about causes also on the organiza-
tional level and ability to react, may help to avoid bullying or on the contrary,
lead to bullying.

The third research problem was to understand the awareness of managers
about workplace bullying and willingness to implement preventional activities.
The study provides support also to the statement that managers are aware of
organizational antecedents. First, the managers admitted the role of the organi-
zational culture as precursor of workplace bullying, which confirms also the
previous empirical study (propositions 3a and 3b: relationships between organi-
zational culture and workplace bullying). These results, similarly to many other
studies, increase the support to the arguments that organizational work environ-
ment factors play an important role in the occurrence of bullying and raise the
doubts that the main causes are related to personality (Jennifer, 2000). Sec-
ondly, the managers’ high awareness of management style as one of the most
frequent antecedents of bullying reveals that managers are relatively critical
towards themselves and admit their participation in the bullying. Similarly to
many previous studies (e.g., O’Moore et al., 1998, Hoel et al., 2010) bullying
was associated with an autocratic managerial style, which has remained as a
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common behavioral pattern from the Soviet period. Based on the results, it can
be summarized that proposition 4 is completely valid: managers are aware of
the management style as an antecedent of workplace bullying (see Table 25).

The management style as one important antecedent and managers’ high
awareness of the consequences of their behavior leads to controversial conclu-
sions. On the one hand, bullies are more often rated as superior to the target of
the bullying (Hoel, Cooper, Faragher, 2001; Durniat, 2010) and victims are
therefore more frequently on the subordinate position. It follows that if manag-
ers are aware of the managerial style as one of the causes of bullying, then they
are doing it deliberately — using an inappropriate managerial style for the pur-
pose of bullying. On the other hand, the study reveals that general awareness of
workplace bullying among managers is still random and the knowledge origi-
nates mainly from the media and the internet. According to Namie and Lutgen-
Sandvik (2010) senior management is unlikely to witness employee abuse and
many interactions between employees may even be concealed from the man-
agement. In many organizations in the EU, the occupational health and safety
issues are never, or not on a regular basis raised at top-level management meet-
ings, most rarely in Lithuania and Estonia (European Survey of Enterprises on
New and Emerging Risks, 2010). Therefore, the management may be generally
informed about the phenomenon and may condemn negative behavior between
employees. Nevertheless, this is not sufficient for the managers to adjust their
management style because they are not familiar with the actual risk situation in
their organization.

Finally, the discussion concentrates on the wider societal context of work-
place bullying. The study indicates that managers with less managerial experi-
ences (up to 10 years) are more informed about workplace bullying compared to
managers with tenure over 10 years (see Table 25). Managers with shorter ten-
ure consider workplace bullying a greater risk to employees’ health and fre-
quent problem in Estonian organizations. The respondents with a smaller num-
ber of subordinates did not differ from others substantially. The results support
the theoretical foundations about the new generation of managers, who have
emerged in post-transitional countries and differ from the managers in Soviet
period. Organizations have changed significantly and survived reconstructions,
as well as the required skills and knowledge of managers have done during the
past 10 years (Gentry et al., 2008). In conclusion, propositions 5a and 5b about
the new generation of managers are partially valid. The results reveal that man-
agers with shorter tenure represent the new generation of managers whose val-
ues differ and awareness is higher. Apparently, the number of subordinates does
not determine belonging to the new generation, instead, the main indicator is the
new managerial culture which is free from Soviet influence.
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Table 25. Managerial view on workplace bullying

Propositions Validity
Completely valid
Proposition 4: - 74% of respondents found that management style
Managers are aware of is the cause of workplace bullying.
management style as an - Managers were found very well informed of
antecedents of workplace managerial style as one main antecedent for
bullying. workplace bullying in addition to organizational
culture and personality traits.
Partially valid
Proposition 5Sa: - Managers with less managerial experiences (up
The new generation of to 10 years) were found more informed about
managers (less managerial workplace bullying. The differences between
experience and a smaller longer and shorter tenure are statistically signifi-
number of subordinates) is cant.
more informed about - The differences considering the number of subor-
workplace bullying dinates were not statistically significant
Proposition 5b: Not valid
The new generation of - The differences between longer and shorter ten-
managers (less managerial ure are not statistically significant.
experience and a smaller - The differences considering number of subordi-
number of subordinates) is nates were not statistically significant.
more supportive towards
preventive actions

Source: Compiled by the author

The results of the interviews with managers also indicated that the respondents
approved basic preventive actions in an organization and their attitude towards
prevention was very supportive. Respondents agreed that effective preventive
methods are open communication, recognition of employees, and trainings.
Managers’ opinions differed concerning joint events, enforcing a law for the
prevention and punishment in the case of bullying incidents. Prevention is
within the competence of a manager and the choice of preventive actions de-
pends on the manager’s vision. The results of the present study revealed that
different generations of managers may have different attitudes towards work-
place bullying, therefore problems in finding consensus on prevention activities
in organization may occur.

However, the results of the managerial study are positive especially in the
light of the broader societal context in a post-transitional country. Due to exten-
sive reforms and the transition process to he modern economy, job insecurity
may increase, whereas well-being decreases (Baron, Neuman, 1998) and wors-
ened relationships between employees may follow. Organizational cultures are
rooted in larger social norms (Lutgen-Sandvik & McDermott, 2011) but in the
conditions of a modern economy the value system is still immature and the legal
system is insufficient for providing protection to the targets due to no national
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prevention policy. Therefore, it is gratifying that managers are generally famil-
iar with the problem, they are critical towards their own behavior of causing
bullying in an organization, and that they are supportive towards prevention. A
new generation of managers has come whose readiness towards prevention ac-
tivities is higher and who considered bullying an important issue to be well
aware of. There is reason to believe the trend will continue.

Altogether, the results of the study support several recommendations to cope
with workplace bullying in a post-transitional country. The next suggestions
foresee practices and steps necessary for preventing or decreasing the negative
impact of workplace bullying. Since workplace bullying causes harmful conse-
quences to individuals, organizations and to the whole society, the practical
recommendations are distributed into three categories to provide opportunities
for prevention at all levels. The recommendations about prevention are grouped
and presented on Figure 13. On the societal level the preventive measures
should derive from and be in accordance with the national preventive policy.
The following topics are raised and recommendations are directed on the socie-
tal level.

1. Work environment legislation. At least three reasons for using legislation
in the prevention process of workplace bullying can be identified. First, the law
defines the societal norms and values that people follow and raises the im-
portance of the topic publicly. Good examples exist in the Nordic countries as
well as in other countries where the rights for all employees to remain physi-
cally and mentally healthy at work are guaranteed through relevant anti-bullying
legislation (Duffy, 2009). Secondly, relevant law of workplace bullying en-
hances the juridical responsibility of the perpetrator and guarantees the protec-
tion of the victims. A law would help to claim compensation for suffering and
identify an appropriate punishment for a bullying incident. Thirdly, a law pro-
vides organizations with official tools to implement prevention activities. At
present, the responsibility to deal with workplace bullying has remained only
with the organizations. In some respect organizations have left the state behind
— they have general knowledge and awareness about workplace bullying, espe-
cially among the new generation of managers, and willingness to deal with pre-
vention. However, for organizations there is no guarantee that the issue is im-
portant nationally and there are no guidelines on how to proceed, because there
is a lack of support from the state in the form of legislation or official policy.

2. Nation-wide communication campaign. The subject of workplace bullying
is still new and very little recognized in post-transitional countries. The fre-
quency of bullying in post-transitional countries exceeds the Nordic countries or
Western Europe, but the awareness is relatively low, particularly concerning the
negative impact to employees’ health. In Norway, positive results have been
achieved with the help of nation-wide campaigns. For example, in collaboration
with the government and trade unions the campaign “The Bully-Free Work-
place” was carried out. Constant attention on workplace bullying has had an
impact and has decreased the prevalence of bullying during the last decades
(Nielsen et al., 2009). A nation-wide preventive communication campaign helps
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recognize negative behavior and preclude it. The campaign should include the
following information: the nature of bullying, consequences, preventive and
interventive measures.

~

[ Organizational causes ] [ Societal contextual causes }

T~ —

[ Prevalence of workplace bullying ]

|

Supposed consequences ]

- _\@ Preventing the consequences of WB: } Z___

Societal level:

National long-term prevention: developing a law for regulating
WB; raising awareness of WB through communication campaign,
improving labour market measures, training specialists; creating a
central organization for implementing prevention on national level

Strengthening task orientation and relationship orientation of
organizational culture; trainings for managers on how to prevent WB;
trainings for employees to raise awareness; creating a prevention
program for a bullying free organization

Individual level:
Developing communication skills and social competences; developing
stress management skills; raising awareness of WB
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Figure 13. Main recommendations of the study: preventing WB
Source: Compiled by the author
Note: The white areas of the figure indicate the focus of the recommendations

3. Labor market measures. Due to the risk groups of bullying among younger
(under 25 years of age) and older (over 56 years of age) employees, the negative
impact for the society is the loss of productive human resources, unemployment
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and premature retirement. These problems cause a considerable economical loss
for the society. On the other hand, the problem of higher prevalence of work-
place bullying among younger and older employees refer to a power imbalance
on the labor market. Therefore, the application of labor market measures is
needed for decreasing the risk of bullying. It would be important to develop
practical guidelines and programs for young people to improve their conflict
management skills, communication skills and juridical knowledge about their
rights and responsibilities at work. The preparation for entering to the labor
market should be organized more efficiently. At the same time, for older people
life-long learning opportunities should be supported to maintain their equal
position on the labor market and prevent premature retirement.

4. Qualified specialists. There is a lack of competence in dealing with the
problem of bullying in post-transitional counties. Therefore, it is important to
provide special trainings with the aim to increase the competence for preventive
activities. On the one hand, skilled professionals are effectively able to prepare
preventive policies, communication campaigns and other measures that need to
be implemented. On the other hand, the existence of qualified specialists or
consultants, who have passed special trainings and are able to carry out the
reconciliation in the organization — neutral and impartial trustee —, would be a
great help for organizations.

5. Central national organization. The prevention activities on the national
level are currently at a very early stage. Guided by the experiences of other
countries the most effective way to organize prevention and deal with the
consequences would be a central organization of workplace bullying. The pre-
sent study encourages considering the establishment of a central national or-
ganization which would be responsible for prevention, empirical studies, infor-
mation, trainings, and legal and psychological consultations for individuals and
organizations.

In reality workplace bullying occurs in a work context and therefore several
preventive actions can be performed directly in the organizations. The following
recommendations are directed to the organizational level with the aim to
decrease the negative consequences of bullying.

1. Organizational culture. Similarly to the societal level, where the indivi-
duals’ behavior is affected by the environment; in organizations organizational
culture has an impact to its employees’ behavior and performance. Or-
ganizational culture is a strong predictor of workplace bullying, strong task
orientation especially decreases the risk of bullying. Therefore, organizations
should turn attention to their culture to develop task orientation for preventing
negative behavior and support the (mental) health of their employees. Open
communication, clear tasks and roles, decentralized management, a transparent
reward system, understandable vision and mission, innovative and inspiring
goals — these are essential components of an organizational culture which
minimizes the risk of bullying.
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2. Trainings for managers. Changes at the organizational level start from the
managers, and management style is one of the predictors of bullying in an
organization. At present, managers with tenure over 10 years are less informed
about bullying and do not consider the risk of workplace bullying as high as
managers with shorter tenure. Therefore, trainings for medium and top level
managers and personnel managers, especially with longer tenure, are needed to
achieve positive changes on the organizational level and for managing bullying
by changing organizational culture. Managers are responsible for providing a
healthy work environment and they need to be aware of the consequences and
positive impact of prevention. The trainings should provide managers with
skills and knowledge necessary for creating bullying-free organizations.

3. The preventive program. The present study recommends that all organi-
zations would develop a preventive program for their organization. According
the ESENER study, only 2% of Estonian organizations have implemented
procedures to deal with bullying and harassment, which is the lowest rate in
Europe (2010). Several aims could be highlighted here for the prevention
program. First, defining acceptable and unacceptable activities. Secondly,
providing guidelines for victim on how to get assistance in case of a bullying
incident and who is responsible to analyze and solve the case. Thirdly, planning
concrete preventive actions.

4. Trainings for employees. Workplace bullying is not a matter only
between the victim and the perpetrator, the whole collective suffers and the
motivation of bystanders decreases because of the negative climate. Organiza-
tions should organize trainings for their employees about the causes and conse-
quences of workplace bullying with the aim of raising awareness. Being aware
of the preventive possibilities, employees can solve conflicts and thereby avoid
malevolent behavior. The trainings should also include developing emotional
intelligence competences. Also, such trainings are useful for linking with
strengthening the task orientation of the organizational culture in collaboration
with the employees.

Surprisingly workplace bullying and individual risk factors are not associated,
or if, then only in a very small extent. There are only some risk groups on the
individual level, who are more vulnerable to bullying, and in other cases the
coincidence may play an important role. Although most prevention opportu-
nities are related to the societal or organizational level, some implications and
recommendations could also be provided on the individual level.

1. Social competences. Developing general communication skills and social
competences is the most important assumption for avoiding bullying at work.
Due to poor social competences, conflicts may arise at work; and workplace
bullying is the result of unresolved conflicts. High level of social competences
implies successful coping skills in every working area. Better preparation for
entering the labour market is especially important for younger people who start
working before finishing their studies.
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2. Stress management. Stress management skills and stress tolerance give
protection in tense situations. This skill and knowledge is useful mainly for two
reasons. First, high workload, problems in the work environment or other
negative conditions at work do not lead to stress as quickly. Secondly, higher
stress resistance may give protection against workplace bullying or reduce the
negative consequences of bullying because the negative emotions that occur
have no effect. Stress management with the aim to maintain good working
relations is especially important for individuals with lack of social support
(single, widowed, divorced).

3. Awareness. General awareness of the consequences of workplace
bullying is relatively low and its harmful effect to health is not considered
relevant. It would be important to raise awareness about aggressive and negative
behavior, its causes and risk to mental and physical health. Increased knowledge
about workplace bullying helps on the one hand monitor employees’ own be-
havior with the aim of not harming colleagues and, on the other hand, to be able
to respond better in case of bullying.

The negative influence of workplace bullying accumulates on the societal
level because of extensive harm and loss to organizations and individuals.
Therefore, planning and performing a national long-term preventive policy for
workplace bullying should be a priority. In post-transitional countries the focus
over past two decades has been on extensive reforms and developing the new
economic model; this has taken place in the circumstances of job insecurity and
uncertainty. The consequences of the transition process on individuals’ well-
being and security have remained neglected. There are considerable differences
between new and old EU Member States concerning the awareness of the im-
pact of workplace bullying on employees’ health (Natali et al., 2008). Negative
behavior represents a pattern of an individual’s behavior which is supported by
environmental conditions. In post-transitional countries individuals’ learned
pattern of behavior often reflects the turbulent transition period and the roots
lead to the Soviet period. Therefore, it is essential to develop a national long-
term prevention policy to minimize the costs of workplace bullying for the soci-
ety. Developing a national prevention program will help to decrease the high
prevalence of workplace bullying. A long-term policy would be sustainable if it
specifies all risk factors of workplace bullying and provides the measures to
minimize these factors at the individual, organizational and national level.
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CONCLUSIONS

The need to conduct a study on workplace bullying in a post-transitional coun-
try proceeds from the fact that this area has been neglected for a long time in
these countries. Previous studies about workplace bullying have originated from
the Nordic countries, where research started over 20 years ago. The studies have
spread quickly all over the world, but so far there are no sufficient empirical
findings about the prevalence of workplace bullying in Eastern Europe. The
occurrence and spreading of workplace bullying is closely associated to the
surrounding environment on the organizational and the societal level. Post-tran-
sitional countries have passed extensive reforms during the last decades which
have had a considerable effect to the society. Therefore, to understand how seri-
ous the risk of workplace bullying is and how to prevent it in Estonia, the aim of
the dissertation was to identify the prevalence and causes of workplace bullying
in organizations in Estonian that serves as an example of a post-transitional
country.

The concept of workplace bullying is summarized by the definition given by
Einarsen and Skogstad: “Situations where a worker or a supervisor is systema-
tically mistreated and victimized by fellow workers or supervisors through re-
peated negative acts” (1996). Workplace bullying is an escalating process of
negative activities which frequently begins form an unresolved conflict and
ends with the aim to destroy the other party. The process of bullying is charac-
terized by repetitiveness of activities, interpersonal phenomenon, intentionality,
imbalance of power and referring to specific negative acts.

One reason for studying workplace bullying proceeds from the need to pre-
vent or manage its expansive and harmful effect on individuals, organizations
and the society. The consequences to victims and bystanders are related to di-
minished motivation and job satisfaction, mental and physical health disorders,
which may lead to the loss of job and social relations. Workplace bullying
causes the increase of costs to organizations, which derive from loss of produc-
tivity, absenteeism and presenteeism, and increased staff turnover. On the soci-
etal level, the negative consequences are related to increased health care costs,
premature retirement, and loss of productive human resources.

According to previous empirical findings about the prevalence of workplace
bullying in Scandinavia, other countries in Europe and elsewhere, the higher
risk to become a victim has been identified more frequently among women,
single or divorced individuals, in the younger age group, on a subordinate posi-
tion, and with a lower level of education. The common feature of these risk
groups is a lower level of power on the labor market for different reasons. On
the organizational level, the risk tends to be higher in the public sector and
among private sector organizations in service organizations and small and me-
dium size organizations. Regarding several risk groups, there was a lack of in-
formation from post-transitional countries and previous empirical results were
sometimes controversial. In the present dissertation, the prevalence of work-
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place bullying was explored and the validity of the risk groups was tested in
Estonian organizations as organizations in a post-transitional country.

The most difficult task is to identify and understand the causes of such ag-
gressive and harmful behavior as workplace bullying, but this is an essential
goal for providing practical suggestions for prevention. While workplace bul-
lying manifests and spreads on the organizational level, it is most important to
identify its organizational causes. The claim that organizational culture that
tolerates bullying behavior represents the main risk factor has been supported
by many researchers, but so far it lacks the empirical proofs. The surrounding
environment, the values and norms supported in the organization are reflected in
the employees’ behavior. Strong task orientation and relationship orientation of
organizational culture has a positive effect to employees’ behavior through clear
goals and tasks, freedom of activities and changes, helping coworkers, joint
events, etc. The risk factor for the emergence of workplace bullying is also cer-
tainly the management style, since the manager determines the communication
style, manners and behavior practices that subordinates follow. Additionally,
the implementation of the prevention of bullying in an organization starts from
the manager. Therefore it is very important that the awareness of managers
about the problem and the readiness to create a bullying-free organization
would be high. The present study examined the relationship between organi-
zational culture and workplace bullying as well as manager’s awareness.

As one of the first large-scale studies in a post-transition country, this re-
search has explored the prevalence of bullying using the internationally
acknowledged measurement tool Negative Acts Questionnaire Revised (NAQ-
R) that has enabled comparisons with other results from countries. The ques-
tionnaire involves 22 items for measuring the occurrence of negative activities
during the last 6 months and self-labeling by definition of bullying. A total of
three studies were carried out: in 2009 a pilot study among 75 people; in 2010 a
large-scale survey of workplace bullying and organizational culture in 59
organizations; and in 2012-2013 semi-structured interviews with 210 managers.

The results of the present dissertation reveal that bullying presents a serious
problem in Estonia. A strong dominance of work-related bullying behavior over
person-related negative activities is revealed. Victims suffer mostly from being
exposed to an unmanageable workload, from information being withheld so that
it affects performance, from excessive monitoring of work; and from being or-
dered to do work below their level of competence. Findings indicate that organi-
zational factors have a considerable influence on the existence of bullying and
there could be problems with work administration and workflow.

While the research clearly points to the occurrence of bullying on a weekly
basis, the self-labeling by respondents does not reveal the same frequency of
occurrences. At least one of the negative acts presented in the questionnaire was
reported to have happened at least weekly by 23% of respondents. Two negative
acts weekly during the last 6 month was report by about 10% of respondents.
Whereas according to self-labeling almost 1% of the respondents defined them-
selves as victims of bullying that had a frequency of at least weekly and 8% of
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the respondents labeled themselves as occasionally bullied. The results of the
study confirmed the results of earlier research carried out in other countries: a
subjective evaluation of workplace bullying and evaluation of occurrence of

various negative yields different results.
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Figure 14. Main results of the study: risk factors and causes of bullying

Source: Compiled by the author

Notes: The white areas indicate to the focus of the empirical study. The dotted lines
indicate that the consequences may become new causes of bullying.

Main risk factors of workplace bullying are presented on Figure 14. On the in-
dividual level, workplace bullying is related to age and marital status. Work-
place bullying does not depend on gender, work level and education. The study
indicated that the risk of workplace bullying is higher among younger and older
employees. Younger employees (1826 years old) are not yet master conflict
management techniques and they mostly work on lower positions in an organi-
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zation. They have not graduated from university yet and are located on a weaker
position on the labor market. Similarly, older employees (over 56 years old)
represent a risk group of bullying at work because they are less welcome in the
organization, they are nearing retirement. Organizations’ interest towards older
people is decreased, and therefore are older employees more vulnerable. If older
employees leave an organization because of victimization before they can or
want to retire, then finding a new job is very complicated and they may not be
able to return to the labor market.

The study revealed that victims of bullying are more frequently single and
divorced individuals. Social relationships of married people help to cope with
conflicts and they have other responsibilities to turn their attention to. Individu-
als whose social relationships have been injured or are missing, may bring their
personal problems to work. In case of negative behavior at work single persons
do not have supporters who help them to cope with the stress and tension.

On the organizational level workplace bullying is related to area of work and
size of organization. Workplace bullying does not depend on the sector. The
prevalence of bullying is higher in the service organizations and in manufac-
turing. The results are in accordance with previous studies confirming that bul-
lying is frequent among employees who did scheduled work (Zapf et al., 2003).
Previous studies have also suggested that bullying is a natural and even a neces-
sary part of the work environment in the restaurant sector (Matthiesen, Einar-
sen, Mykletun, 2008). The high prevalence of bullying in different industries
has a substantial influence on customer outcomes: services and products. This
may be particularly evident within service-led organizations where bullying
could take place in front of public view or have an immediate impact on the
quality of the service received, but it is equally damaging in, for example, man-
ufacturing settings where an established brand image may very easily be com-
promised by the production of faulty goods (Giga, Hoel, Lewis, 2008). The
results of the present study show clearly, that bullying is not only a problem
among office workers. The study indicated that the prevalence of bullying is
higher among medium-sized organizations with 101-500 of employees and a
relatively serious problem in small organizations with under 25 employees.

The results about the prevalence of bullying in Estonia reveal some features
that can be compared to Western and Northern Europe. First, assessing the risk
of workplace bullying in the European context, Estonian results it should be
considered relatively high affecting a large number of employees. Secondly,
according to the results of other European studies, there are risk groups of
workplace bullying who are more vulnerable. In the present study, the existence
of few risk groups was confirmed, but mostly not. In Estonian organizations the
risk is more hidden and workplace bullying affects a wider range of employees.
Therefore, prevention in post-transition countries, where the risk groups are not
clearly identified, should be more general involving employees at all levels, and
organized more widely.

The results of the present study clearly prove the need for preventing and
managing workplace bullying in post-transitional countries. The low level of
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self-labeling by the definition of bullying compared to an indirect method, sup-
port the need for rising public awareness of bullying at work which could help
recognize negative acts and preclude them. Managing workplace bullying is
directly related to employee well-being and the employers’ need: a reduction of
bullying brings economic benefit (Kivimaiki et al., 2000) through rising produc-
tivity. The duty of employers to ensure employees are treated fairly at work
benefits also the employees’ mental health and well-being (Ferrie et al., 2006).

The present study provides evidence of managing bullying by organizational
culture. To eliminate bullying in the workplace the necessity to change organi-
zational culture will emerge (Cowie et al., 2002).Workplace bullying is the
combination of individual, organizational and contextual factors. The results
showed that workplace bullying is not as widespread in an task-oriented or rela-
tionship-oriented organization. Furthermore, clear factors on the organizational
level indicate to the need to direct preventive actions against workplace bullying
in post-transitional cultures. In other words, when considering activities covered
by the statements of organizational culture orientations, it would be possible
significantly reduce bullying. This is a very practical issue because it may lead
to better performance through task orientation and relationship orientation also
being positively related to organizational performance (Aidla and Vadi 2008).

The study confirms the existence of a new generation of managers, whose
values have changed, awareness has increased and readiness to deal with nega-
tive behavior is higher compared to managers with longer tenure. The results
indicate that the new generation of managers (ones with up to 10 years of man-
agerial experience) are most informed of workplace bullying as a possible
problem in an organization and understand that workplace bullying represents
serious risk on employees’ health. They perceive the real situation realistically.
On the opposite end, managers with longer tenure, over 10 years, are the least
informed and do not believe workplace bullying represents a serious problem.

The results supported the presumption that managers are aware of their own
role in the occurrence of workplace bullying. Additionally, managers consid-
ered organizational culture and personality traits as the main antecedents of
bullying. While bullying behavior often begins because of micropolitical rea-
sons, it would be more easily controlled by organizational culture or the man-
agement instead of the employees personally. Therefore, a critical attitude by
the managers towards their own part in preventing workplace bullying provides
a potential solution.

The study demonstrated managers’ general willingness to deal with preven-
tion and they are generally aware of their own role in tackling bullying via man-
agement style. However, several barriers may occur. First, managers may be not
sufficiently aware of the actual situation in the organization, since workplace
bullying may take place covertly. Also, only a number of studies about work-
place bullying have been carried out in post-transitional countries. Secondly,
regardless of the higher awareness of the new managers, they may not have
acquired new management techniques to deal with workplace bullying cases.
Managers have to learn or relearn and adapt to the new situation where issues
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about the mental work environment are part of a manager’s routine work.
Thirdly, there are no laws and regulations imposed by the state to tackle work-
place bullying. Because no laws have prohibited bullying, organizations have
failed to take bullying seriously (Lutgen-Sandvik & McDermott, 2011). In fact,
prevention in organization starts even farther, on the national level, because
managers in turn need support. The law or a national prevention program would
provide a general framework to organizations and it would help to increase the
attention given to the topic nationally and cater a harmonized vocabulary.

The present study encourages an open discussion and further studies of
workplace bullying in post-transitional countries. It would be invaluable to
identify the prevalence and causes of bullying in other post-transitional coun-
tries, and find confirmation to the finding that organizational culture represents
the main predictor as well as the main preventive tool for bullying. Organiza-
tional culture has become affected by similar occasions during the past decades,
therefore the results would provide a good basis for comparison. Also, it would
be interesting to identify what are the other organizational and societal anteced-
ents that could affect the occurrence of workplace bullying and to which of
these should attention be paid especially in post-transitional countries. Never-
theless, it is important to continue with studies on workplace bullying to iden-
tify its prevalence and understand the effects of bullying on the individual, or-
ganizational and societal level. Comparable statistics would enable to monitor
the effectiveness of prevention.

This dissertation contributes to the complete and integrated understanding of
workplace bullying in Estonia. The study provides a comprehensive theoretical
basis for the phenomenon: it clarified the terminology and content of bullying,
systematized and analyzed the risk factors, and discussed the consequences and
causes of workplace bullying on the individual, organizational and societal level
considering the context of a post-transitional country. By searching for opportu-
nities to decrease economical and societal loss and increase productivity on the
societal level, the present dissertation offered an understanding about the effect
of psychological risk factors on individuals’ health and performance. On the
methodological level, the study was the first in Estonia where an internationally
well-known and approved questionnaire was used (Negative Acts Questionnaire
Revised). The NAQ was translated and tested and as a result, the comparison
with other countries all over the world is feasible. The empirical findings re-
vealed a relatively high frequency of negative activities in Estonian organiza-
tions that indicates to the strong need to turn attention to prevention. Individu-
als, organizations and the society/state should all be involved in the process of
prevention to decrease the occurrence of workplace bullying and increase the
work efficiency. Whereas the surrounding environment has a significant impact
to individuals’ pattern of behavior, at least in the initial phase the main focus of
prevention has to be on the societal level. The author of the thesis believes the
most important contribution of the study is activating a societal debate in Esto-
nia concerning the prevention of workplace bullying.
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Limitations

The main limitation of the study is the measurement tool that was used. Meas-
uring the occurrence of certain negative acts and self-labeling are the most
commonly used methods for identifying the prevalence of workplace bullying.
The results of previous studies reveal that the prevalence of workplace bullying
depends on the method that was used; whereas the cultural context also an im-
pact. The Negative Acts Questionnaire Revised is an internationally recognized
questionnaire for studying workplace bullying and it allows to measure self-
labeling as well as the occurrence of negative acts. However, the definition and
negative acts that were used in this questionnaire may delimit the results. The
respondents’ understanding of workplace bullying depends of the wording of
the definition and of the set of questions. If another questionnaire for workplace
bullying would have been used, the results could differ.

Another limitation to the study is the awareness and prior information about
the topic. In Estonia, the term ,,workplace bullying” is relatively new and un-
known as well as the issue itself. Many respondents heard the definition of bul-
lying for the first time and they did not have any prior information about it.
Answering the questions in the NAQ-R, respondents may have thought about
the problem consciously for first time and identifying bullying incidents may
have been confusing and difficult for them. Especially complicated may have be
answering to the last question where respondents were asked to label them-
selves victims of bullying or not according to the definition. Therefore, the re-
sults may be underestimated, particularly in case of self-labeling, because the
issue is not familiar to respondents, the term and definition is unknown and
respondents could not identify with the subject.
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APPENDIX |.Description of the sample

Large-scale survey of workplace bullying and organizational culture, n=1941

Total Gender
(% of total sample) Male Female
n =1941 739 (38%) 1202 (62%)
Education: n %
Basic school 6313.2 33 (4.5) 30 (2.5)
Upper secondary school 54928.3 234 (31.7) 315(26.2)
Vocational school 522126.9 244 (33.1) 278 (23.1)
Bachelor’s degree 6851 35.3 192 (26.0) 493 (41.0)
Master’s degree 113/5.8 32 (4.3) 81 (6.7)
Missing 90.4 4(0.4) 5(0.4)
Marital status:
Married 907 | 46.7 345 (46.7) 562 (46.8)
Divorced 215|111 56 (7.5) 159 (13.2)
Widowed 49(2.5 8(1.1) 41 (3.4)
Single 753 |38.8 326 (44.2) 427 (35.5)
Missing 17/0.9 4(0.5) 13 (1.1)
Position:
First level 1414 |72.8 517 (70.1) 897 (74.6)
Middle manager 297|15.3 85(11.4) 212 (17.6)
Senior manager 41 (2.1 25(3.4) 16 (1.3)
Other 113|5.8 42 (5.7) 71(5.9)
Missing 7613.9 70 (9.5) 6 (0.5)
Number of employees
(size of organization):
Less than 25 108 |5.6 354.7) 73 (6.1)
Between 26—100 670|34.5 269 (36.4) 401 (33.4)
Between 101-500 625(32.2 223 (30.2) 402 (33.4)
Between 501-1000 135|7.0 59 (8.0) 76 (6.3)
More than 1000 324|16.7 81 (10.8) 243 (20.2)
Missing 7914.1 72 (9.8) 7 (0.6)

Source: Compiled by the author
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APPENDIX I. (Continued)

Description of the sample

Total

Gender
Variable| (% of total
sample) Male Female
Industry
n =1941 739 (38%) 1202 (62%)
Organizational form:
Private | 1078 (55.6) 421 (57.0) 657 (54.7)
Public | 681 (35.1) 199 (27.0) 482 (40.1)
None | 108 (5.6) 47 (6.4) 61(5.1)
Missing/unemployed | 74 (3.7) 72 (9.6) 2(0.2)
Area of work:
Manufacturing | 284 (14.6) 78 (4.0) 206 (10.6)
Electricity, gas|262 (13.5) 201 (10.4) 61 (3.1)
Retail trade | 334 (17.2) 71 (3.6) 263 (13.6)
Transportation, storage | 63 (3.2) 47 (2.4) 16 (0.8)
Accommodation, food | 116 (6.0) 20 (1) 96 (4.9)
IT, communication | 187 (9.6) 91 (4.7) 96 (4.9)
Finance, insurance | 50 (2.6) 9(0.5) 41 (2.1)
Real estate | 25 (1.3) 10 (0.5) 15 (0.8)
Public administration | 225 (11.6) 69 (3.6) 156 (8.0)
Education | 189 (9.7) 21 (1.1) 168 (8.7)
Health care, social work |53 (2.7) 5(0.3) 48 (2.5)
Voluntary activities | 29 (1.5) 15 (0.8) 14 (0.7)
Unemployed |73 (3.76) 72 (3.7) 1(0.1)
Other | 51 (2.63) 30(1.5) 21 (1.1)

Source: Compiled by the author
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APPENDIX 2.
The Negative Acts Questionnaire Revised

Negatiivne kditumine t60l
Kiisimustik

Jargnevad tegevused on sagedamini esinevad néited negatiivsest kditumisest
t66l. Kui tihti vimase 6 kuu jooksul on teile t66l olles osaks saanud jargmised
negatiivset kditumist néitavad teod?

Palun tehke vastuses ring timber numbrile, mis kbige enam vastab Teie
kogemusele viimase 6 kuu jooksul.

Kui tihti olete tundnud, et...

1 2 3 4 5
Mitte kunagi Vahetevahel Kord kuus Kord nadalas Iga paev

1) Teile ei anta t60ks vajalikku informatsiooni 1 2 3 4 5
2) Teid alandatakse voi naeruvaaristatakse teie 1 2 3

tébga seoses
3) Teil kéastakse teha t66d, mis on allpool teie 1 2 3 4 5

kompetentsi taset
4) Teilt voetakse &ra peamised 1 2 3 4 5

vastutusvaldkonnad vdi asendatakse need
lihtsamate vdi ebameeldivamate lUlesannetega

5) Teie kohta levitatakse laimu ja kuulujutte 1 2 3 4 5
6) Teid ignoreeritakse, valditakse 1
7) Teile tehakse solvavaid vai riindavaid markusi 1

teie isiku (st harjumuste ja péritolu),
seisukohtade voi eraelu kohta

8) Teie peale karjutakse vGi valatakse vélja viha 1 2 3 4 5
(vOi raevu)
9) Teid hirmutatakse nagu vibutatakse sérme, 1 2 3 4 5

tungitakse isiklikku ruumi, tdugatakse,
tOkestatakse tee

10) Te saate teistelt vihjeid voi signaale, et 1 2 3 4 5
peaksite t60lt lahkuma

11) Teile tuletatakse korduvalt meelde teie vigu voi 1 2 3 4 5
eksimusi
12) Teie pddrdumisi ignoreeritakse vdi neile 1 2 3 4 5

reageeritakse vaenulikult
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13) Teie t66d ja pingutusi kritiseeritakse 1 2 3 4 5
jarjepidevalt

14) Teie arvamusi ja seisukohti ignoreeritakse 1 2 3 4 5

15) Teile tehakse vingerpussi inimeste poolt, 1 2 3 4 5
kellega te ei saa hasti 1abi

16) Teile antud llesanded on ebamdistliku voi 1 2 3 4 5
vdimatu eesmargiga voi tahtajaga

17) Teie vastu esitatakse studistusi 1 2 3 4 5

18) Teie t66d kontrollitakse liigselt 1 2 3 4 5

19) Teile avaldatakse survet, et te ei kasutaks oma 1 2 3 4 5
digusi (naiteks digust jaada puhkusele,
haiguse korral 6igust votta todvoimetusleht,
Iahetuses viibides katta ettenahtud kulusid)

20) Teid narritakse ja tehakse sarkastilisi méarkusi 1 2 3 4 5
21) Te olete kaitsetu llemaarase té6koormuse 1 2 3 4 5
tottu

22) Teid ahvardatakse vagivallaga vdi tarvitatakse 1 2 3 4 5
fulsilist vagivalda

23. Kas teid on t606l kiusatud? Meie defineerime tébalast kiusamist jargmiselt:
situatsioon, kus (ks vbi mitu inimest plisivalt teatud ajavahemiku jooksul
tunnevad ennast negatiivsete tegevuste sihtmérgina (he vbi mitme inimese
poolt ja seda olukorras, kus kiusatava(te)l on raske ennast kaitsta. Uhekordne
Jjuhtum ei ole kiusamine.

Kasutades Ulalmainitud definitsiooni, palun maaratlege, kas teid on t60l
kiusatud viimase 6 kuu jooksul?

Ei

Jah, kuid harva

Jah, vahetevahel

Jah, mitu korda nadalas
Jah, peaaegu iga paev

I [ B |

NAQ — Negative Acts Questionnaire
© Einarsen, Raknes, Matthiesen and Hellesgy, 1994; Hoel, 1999
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APPENDIX 2. (Continued)

The Negative Acts Questionnaire Revised — Demographic

Negatiivsed tegevused to0l
Kiisimustik — demograafilised nditajad

Palun tehke vastuses ring imber numbrile, mis kirjeldab teid kdige paremini

1. Teie vanus? aastat
2. Teie sugu? 1 Mees
2 Naine
3. Teie 1 Abielus 3 Lesk
perekonnaseis? 2 Lahutatud 4 Vallaline
4. Teie haridus? 1 Alg- vdi pohiharidus 4 Koérgharidus
2  Kesk- voi 5 Magister
gumnaasiumiharidus
3 Kutseharidus
5. Teie praegune 1 Tervishoid 13 Omanik/Juht
téovaldkond? 2 Haridus/teaduslik t66 14 Vaimulik
3 Riigiteenistus 15 Vabakutseline
4 Kohalik omavalitsus 16 Jaekaubandus
5 Haldus 17 Sdjavaelane
6 Ravimitddstus 18 Péaasteteenistus
7 Keemiatdostus 19 Infotehnoloogia
8 Energia/Energeetikatdédstus 20 Meedia
9 Muu tédstus/ tddline 21 Turism/Hotellindus
10 Transport 22 Vabatahtlik

organisatsioon
11 Post/Telekommunikatsioon 23 To66tu

12 Tootmine /Todtlev tdostus 24 Muu
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6. Teie pragune
staatus t66hoives?

7. Milline on teie
organisatsioonivorm,
kus te tootate?

8. Kui palju on selles
organisatsioonis
tootajaid, kus te
tootate?

9. Mis tasandil te
organisatsioonis
tootate?

10. Kas te olete
ametidhingu liige?

A WO DN -~

—_

Taiskohaga to6taja

Osalise té6ajaga tootaja

Kodune

Ulidpilane

Erasektor

Avalik sektor

Vahem kui 25
26-100
101-500

Tddline / teenistuja

Keskastme juht

Jah
Ei

o

Uksikettevotja
Pensionar

Ei toota

Mitte kumbki

501-1000
Rohkem kui 1000

Tippjuht
Muu
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APPENDIX 3. The Questionnaire of Organizational
Culture

2. Organisatsioonikditumine

Mis iihendab inimesi nende tookohas? Antud uurimus piitiab leida sellele
kiisimusele vastust. Palume ka Teie abi! Jargnevatele védidetele pole “digeid” ja
“valesid” vastuseid ja tulemus kujuneb paljude arvamuste liitmisel. Piiiidke
hinnata 10-pallilisel skaalal, millisel mééral kehtivad Teie organisatsioonis jérg-
mised véited.

Palun miirgistage lahter, mis kdige paremini
kirjeldab Teie organisatsiooni:

Meie organisatsioonis vdi firmas:

1 kui viide ei kehti ja 10 kui ndustute tiiel
méiral

vajadustele kui organisatsiooni
eesmarkidele

1. ... on palju alliiksusi 1 2:3:4:5:6:7:8:9 10

2. ... on meeldiv tookeskkond 1 23 4:5 6 :7 :8:9 10

3. ... tuntakse iiksteist 1 2:3:4:5:6:7:8:9 10

4. ... korraldatakse tihisiiritusi 1234 5:i6 7:8 9:10

5. ... inimesed tunnevad uhkust oma 1 2 34 56 7:8 910
organisatsiooni iile

6. ... tuntakse hésti konkurente 1 7 2:3:4:5:6:7:8:i9:i10

7. ... tunnustatakse inimesi hea t60 eest 1 2:3 :4:5:6:7:8:9 10

8. ... teatakse, kuidas omavahel suhelda 1 :2:i3:4:5:6:7:8:9:10

9. ... paiseb juhi jutule kui vaja 12 314 516 7:8 9 10

10. ... teatakse, millised on organisatsiooni 1 2:3:4:5:6:7:8:9 10
eesmirgid

11. ... vdetakse uusi tddtajaid hdsti vastu 1 :2:3:4:5:6:7:8:9:10

12. ... on traditsioonidel suur tihtsus 12 :3:4 5:6 7:8 9:10

13. ... arvestatakse iga inimesega 1 2 314 5:i6 78 9:10

14. ... arvavad inimesed iihtemoodi paljudest 1 2 34 5i6 7:8 910
maailma asjadest

15. ... on vajalik teave kdigile kittesaadav 12 4 :5:6 7 :8:9 10

16. ... teatakse iiksteise isiklikust elust 1 2 :3:4 5:6 7:8 :9:10

17. ... langevad juhtide ja teiste toGtajate 1 2:3:4:5:6:7:8:9i10
arvamused sageli kokku

18. ... on eksimuste korral piinlik teiste 1 2:3:4:5:6:7:8i9i10
organisatsiooni liikmete ees

19. ... on rasketes olukordades tugev 1:2:3:4:5:6:7:8i9i10
ithtekuuluvustunne

20. ... liikmed tahaksid rohkem teada oma 12 314 5i6 7:8 910
organisatsioonist

21. ... on igaiihel suur tegevusvabadus 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

22. ... eikarda inimesed eksida 1 2:3:4:5:6:7:8:9:10

23. ... toimuvad pidevalt positiivsedmuutused |1 2 i3 415 6 7 8 :9 10

24. ... lahendatakse omavahelised 12 314 5i6 7:8 910
arusaamatused Jdigeaegselt

25. ... ei rohutata alluvate ja iilemuste 1 2 34 5i6 7:8 910
erinevusi

26. ... mdtlevad inimesed rohkem oma 1 23 :4:5:6 :7:8:9:10
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27. ... tunnustatakse neid, kes on juhtkonnaga 1 2 34 56 78 910
heades suhetes

28. ... teatakse iiksteise harrastustest ja 1:2:3:4:5:6:7:8i9i10
toovélistest tegevustest

29. ... on moodustunud mitmesuguseid 1 :2:3:4:5:6:i7:i8i9i10
sOprusgruppe

30. ... suheldakse omavahel viisakalt 1 2 314 516 7:8 910

31. ... on hibi tunnistada teistele oma todkohta | 1 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

32. ... tullakse to6le vastumeelselt 1 23 : 4:5: 6 7 8:9 10

33. ... peetakse lugu heast tujust 1 :2:3:4:5:6:7:8:i9:i10

34. ... abistatakse iiksteist todalastes 12 34 5i6 7:8 910
probleemides

35. ... tuntakse t66rodmu 12 4 6 7 :8 9 10

36. ... arutatakse koik olulised asjad omavahel | 1 = 2 4 6 7 8 9 10
1abi

37. ... reageeritakse igale eksimusele rangelt 1 2:3:4:5:6:7:8:i9:i10

38. ... moeldakse inimeste heaolule 1 2 314 5:i6 7:8 9:10

39. ... tdidavad koik oma tdoiilesandeid hasti 1 2 34 5:i6 7:8 910

40. ... on iihisiiritused populaarsed 1 2:3:4:5:6:7:8:9 10

41. ... tahavad paljud t6okohta vahetada 1 :2:3:4:5:6:7:8:i9 110

42. ... tootavad paljud inimesed juba pikka 1:2:3:4:5:6:7:8i9i10
aega koos

43. ... selgitatakse iilesandeid tapselt 1 2 34 5i6 7:8 910

Taname vastamast!
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APPENDIX 4.
The questionnaire for semi-structured
interviews with managers

Intervjuu kiisimused juhile

Eestis on ldbi viidud tookditumise ja organisatsioonikultuuri vaheliste seoste
uuring Tartu Ulikooli majandusteaduskonna doktoritdd raames, millele vastas
ile 1700 tootaja erinevatest organisatsioonidest. Uuringu tulemuste analiiiisi-
misel ja jarelduste tegemisel on vdga oluline teada saada ka juhtide ndgemust
antud teemal. Selleks viiakse 1dbi intervjuud Eesti era- ja avaliku sektori
keskastme ja tippjuhtidega. Intervjuude eesmérgiks on kaardistada juhtide
suhtumine ja hinnangud tookiusamise kohta: kuidas on seotud too6tajate oma-
vahelised suhted ja to6tulemused, mis voib pShjustada negatiivset kditumist t661
ja kuidas sellega toime tulla. Teie poolt antud vastuseid ei seostata konkreetse
isiku ja organisatsiooniga, vaid kasutatakse iildise olukorra analiiiisimiseks.

| osa: juhtide teadlikkus ja hinnang probleemile

1. Kuivord olete teadlik tookiusamise probleemist organisatsioonides?

1 — olen téielikult teadlik probleemist

2 —olen uldiselt kursis probleemiga

3 —olen kuulnud maistet ,t66kiusamine”, kuid ei tea, mida see tdpsemalt
tdhendab

4 — ei ole lldse teadlik

Vastuste 1,2,3 korral palun tapsustage, millistest allikatest olete lugenud/ kuulnud
téokiusamisest (ajakirjandus, konverents/koolitus, internet, kolleegid, organisatsiooni
ametlikud  kanalid VM) e e

2. Tookiusamine on rahvusvahelise definitsiooni jargi vaenulik ja ebaeetiline suhtumine
ja kditumine Uhe vGi mitme tootaja suhtes, kes selle tottu on kaitsetus olukorras.
Tegevused on sel juhul korduvad ja regulaarsed, ilmnevad vahemalt kord nadalas ja
pika perioodi viltel, kuus kuud. Uhekordne konflikt ei ole tédkiusamine.

Kas selle madaratluse jargi olete oma praeguses vdi varasemates t6dkohtades kokku
puutunud vdi pealt ndinud tdédkiusamise juhtumeid?

1 - jah, mitmeid kordi
2 —jah, paaril korral

3 —jah, tiks kord

4 — ei, mitte kunagi
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Vastuste 1, 2, 3 korral palun tapsustage, kas kiusaja(d) oli(d) sama tasandi to6taja(d)
vOi kdrgemal positsioonil vorreldes Kiusatavaga®........cccceecueeeiiieeeeciieecccieeeeeieeeeeveee s

3. Kas tookiusamine on Teie arvates Eesti organisatsioonides sagedane probleem?

1 —jah, kindlasti on
2 —jah, pigem on

3 — ei oska hinnata

4 — ei, pigem ei ole

5 — ei, kindlasti ei ole

4. Kuidas Teie arvates head suhted todkollektiivis on seotud td6tulemustega?

1 — head suhted t66l tagavad head t66tulemused

2 — head suhted aitavad kaasa t66tulemuste paranemisele
3 —eiole seotud

4 — head suhted toovad kaasa to6tulemuste halvenemise
5 — head suhted t66l toovad kaasa kehvad t66tulemused

(€11 01041101 =T 1 SRS

Il osa: Negatiivse kditumise esinemine t66l ja pohjused

5. Kas ja kui sageli olete kokku puutunud/pealt ndinud organisatsioonis jargmisi
tegevusi tootaja(te) vahel:

1- jah, iga paev 2- jah, iga nadal 3- jah,
vahetevahel 4 — ei, mitte kunagi

1. Laimu ja kuulujutu levitamine
2. Antavad tooulesanded on ebamdistliku tdhtaja
vOi eesmargiga

3. To60ks vajaliku informatsiooni mitte edastamine

4. Arvamuste ja seisukohtade ignoreerimine

5. Solvavate markuste tegemine, alandamine

6. To6 liigne kontrollimine

T e e
Kommentaar: .....cccoooeeviieiiinnnn.
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6. Kas Teie arvates voib tookiusamise peamisteks pShjusteks olla:

1- kindlasti jah 2- pigem jah 3- Ei oska 6elda 4- pigem ei 5- kindlasti ei

Tootaja isiksuse omadused

Ebasobiv juhtimisstiil

Organisatsioonikultuur, mis sallib t66kiusamist
Rahulolematus tookeskkonna teguritega
(valgustus, to6ruumid, todvahendid)

Liigne to6koormus

Ebaselged tooillesanded

Vdhene tootajate kaasatus otsustamisse
Vdhene teadlikkus tookiusamise tagajargedest
Ennetusstrateegia puudumine organisatsioonides
10 Vastava seadusandluse puudumine

L0, e e s s

PwnNpE

©ow~Now;

Kommentaar:.......ccoooiiii
Il Ennetamine ja toimetulek

7. Kui oluliseks peate alljargnevaid tegevusi ja olukordi organisatsioonis
tookiusamisega toimetulekul ja ennetamisel:

1- vaga oluline 2- oluline 3- ei oska 6elda 4- ei ole oluline 5- ei ole ldse oluline

Korraldatakse uhistritusi

Tunnustatakse hea t60 eest

Organisatsiooni eesmarke selgitatakse kdikidele to6otajatele
Arusaamatused lahendatakse Gigeaegselt

Omavahel suheldakse viisakalt

Alluvate ja Glemuste erinevusi ei rohutata

Vajalik info on koikidele tootajatele alati kdttesaadav
Juhtide jutule paasemine on kerge

Abistatakse t66tajaid todalastes probleemides

LoONOWLREWNRE

8. Kui vajalikuks peate tegeleda Eesti organisatsioonides té6kiusamise ennetamisega?

1 — kindlasti vaga vajalik
2 — pigem vajalik
3 —ei oska Oelda
4 — pigem ei ole vajalik
5 —kindlasti ei ole vajalik
(ol 00] 41T o - | PSP PRSPPI
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9. Kas Teie arvates peaks Eestis olema eraldi seadus, mis kaitseks tookiusamise ohvreid
ja satestaks juriidilise vastutuse kiusajale?

1 — kindlasti jah

2 —pigem jah
3 — ei oska oelda
4 — pigem ei
5 —kindlasti ei
(ol 0 0100 ]=10] - -] ST

10. Kuivord Teie arvates on Eestis seni teadvustatud té6kiusamist kui ohtu to6taja
tervisele?

1 — teadlikkus on viga korge

2 — teadlikkus on pigem korge
3 —raske oelda

4 — teadlikkus on pigem madal
5 — teadlikkus on véga madal

o] 001 0 0 T=1 0 1 = - | S

Lopetuseks:

Tookogemus juhina kokku.................. aastat

Alluvate arv praegu..................

Organisatsiooni tegevusvaldkond............cccccvveeeiiiiiecciiiee e , sektor
(avalik/era)....cccceeveevvveevreesrvennnen.

Tootajate arv organisatsioonis........cccceeeeeveeennnes

Suur tanu vastamast!
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APPENDIX 5.

Descriptive statistics of managers’ opinions

Descriptive statistics of managers’ opinions on awareness, prevention and
special law in terms of managers tenure and numbers of subordinates, n=210

Tenure Number of
subordinates
Upto10 | Over 10 | Upto9 | Over 10
years
% % % %
Respondents’ Informed 75.6 62.7 74.7 66.4
awareness about WB | Uninformed 24.4 373 25.3 33.6
Have respondents had | Yes 61.4 41.0 56.6 50.9
personal contacts or No 38.6 59.0 434 49.1
have they witnessed
WB
Is WB a frequent Strongly agree/ 18.1 10.8 19.2 11.8
problem for Estonian | agree 45.7 41.0 39.4 48.2
organizations? Don’t know 36.2 48.2 41.4 40.0
Strongly
disagree/
disagree
To what extent has WB | high/ relatively 2.4 1.2 4.0 0.0
been perceived in high 23.6 42.2 27.3 34.5
Estonia as arisk to an | Don’t know 74.0 56.6 68.7 65.5
employee’s health? Low/relatively
low
Necessity of prevention | Necessary 69.3 63.9 67.7 66.4
Don’t know 22.0 21.7 21.2 22.7
Not necessary 8.7 14.5 11.1 10.9
Need for relevant law | Strongly agree/ 46.5 30.1 43.4 36.4
considering WB? agree 26.0 39.8 313 31.8
Don’t know 27.6 30.1 253 31.8
Strongly
disagree/
disagree
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SUMMARY IN ESTONIAN

Tookiusamine Eesti organisatsioonides:
levik ja pohjused

To606 aktuaalsus ja uudsus

Organisatsiooni késitlevates uuringutes on jérjest suuremat tihelepanu saamas
tooelu varjukiilg, milleks on tookiusamine. Uurimissuund sai alguse 1980-ndate
aastate 10pus ja 1990-ndate alguses Rootsis, Norras ning Soomes seoses t&0-
seadusandluse arenguga neis riikides, mis toetasid koikide tootajate vordset
Oigust jédda todl nii vaimselt kui fiitsiliselt terveks (Leymann, 1996). Uuringud
siiski kahjuks nditavad, et paljud tootajad peavad kannatama todkiusamist ja
negatiivset kditumist oma igapdevases t60s (Di Martino, 2002; Salin, 2003;
Lutgen-Sandvik et al., 2007). Tookiusamine tdhendab vaenulikku ja ebaeetilist
kditumist, mis on siistemaatiline ja pikaajaline ning mille tottu t06taja on abitus
ja kaitsetus positsioonis (Leymann, 1990; Einarsen, Skogstad, 1996). Tookiusa-
mine viitab pidevale negatiivsele suhtlemis- ja kéitumismaneerile t66l voi
lahendamata jddnud ja eskaleerunud konfliktiolukorrale (Matthiesen et al.,
2003). Sellise olukorra kahjulik moju tuleneb eelkdige pikaajalisest ja korduvast
vaenulikust kéditumisest (Leymann, 1996). To6kiusamine voib olla seotud t60-
iilesannetega, tootaja isikuga voi isegi dhvardustega fiilisilisele végivallale.

Vajadus keskenduda tookiusamise teemale tuleneb peamiselt kahjulikest
tagajdrgedest nii tootajale, organisatsioonile kui kogu iihiskonnale. Indiviidi
tasandil on tagajirjed seotud eelkdige vaimse ja fiiiisilise tervise halvenemisega:
paljud uuringud kinnitavad tugevat korrelatsiooni td0kiusamise ja tervise ning
psithholoogilise rahulolu néitajate vahel (Einarsen and Raknes, 1997; Zapf et
al., 1996, Vartia, 2001). Negatiivsed tegevused tookohal peaaegu kahekordista-
vad haigusjuhtumite esinemissageduste riski (Kiviméki et al., 2000). Uuringu-
tulemused néitavad ka, et kiusamise ohvrid kannatavad tihti tugeva stressi all
(Vartia, 2001; Agervold & Mikkelsen, 2004), mis vihendab nende t6dvoimet.
Samuti on pikaajalise tookiusamise tulemuseks alanenud rahulolu t66 ja eluga
(Tepper, 2000) ja suurenenud soodumus lahkuda t661t (Quine, 2001). Seega,
tookiusamisel on laastav moju todtaja tervisele, toGtamise efektiivsusele,
sotsiaalsetele suhetele ja sissetulekutele.

Organisatsiooni tasandil avaldub negatiivne moju todkiusamise tdttu toota-
jate sagenenud t661t puudumises, personali voolavuses, tootajate alanenud moti-
vatsioonis (McKay et al., 2008), mis omakorda on seotud suurenenud otseste
voi kaudsete kuludega. Peamised kulud organisatsiooni jaoks tookiusamise tottu
on uute tootajate varbamine, valik ning koolitamine (Hogh et al., 2011; Hoel,
Sparks, Cooper, 2001). Lisaks vdivad tekkida tulemuslikkuse ja tooviljakuse
alanemisest tingitud kahjud (Brun and Lamarche, 2006 in Giga et al., 2008).
Organisatsioon peab tookiusamise korral arvestama ka kuludega, mis on seotud
kaebustega, kompensatsioonitasudega ja iildise maine langusega (Hoel et al.,
2003).
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Tookiusamine avaldab negatiivset moju ka kogu iihiskonnale. Siia kuuluvad
suurenenud kulud tervishoiule, enneaegne pensionile jadmine ja to6turult vélja
langemine, teenuste ja toodete kvaliteedi langus, mis tuleneb todtajate alanenud
produktiivsusest ja motivatsioonist (Leymann, 1996; Di Martino et al, 2003).
Tootajad, kes on sattunud pikaajalise kiusamise ohvriks ei ole tihti suutelised
jatkama tootamist endise intensiivsusega, on sunnitud t66lt lahkuma ega suuda
labielatud trauma tottu kohe siseneda uuesti todturule. Sel juhul laienevad nega-
titvsed tagajarjed majanduslike kannatuste ndol ka ohvri perekonnaliikmetele
(Sheehan, Barker and Rayner, 1999). Negatiivne mdju iihiskonna tasandil toob
kaasa to0voimeliste toOtajate eemalejddmise tooturult, suuremad ravi- ja totu-
kaitsekulud ning sellega ka surve majanduse konkurentsivoimele.

Tookiusamise uurimine Eesti organisatsioonides on oluline mitmel pohjusel.
Esiteks tookiusamise levikut, pShjuseid ja mojusid ei ole pdhjalikult veel Eestis
uuritud. Rahvusvaheliselt tunnustatud kiisimustikku, mis vOimaldaks tulemuste
vordlust teiste riikidega ei ole kohandatud ega rakendatud Eestis ja seni puudub
teadmine probleemi ulatuse ja pohjuste kohta. Teiseks, varasemad uuringud on
vilja toonud organisatsioonikultuuri tihtsuse tookiusamise ennetamisel. Samal
ajal puuduvad pohjalikumad uuringud organisatsioonikultuuri ja téokiusamise
omavahelistest seostest ja konkreetsetest ennetusvoimalustest. Kolmandaks, kuna
ennetustegevused organisatsioonis sdltuvad suuresti juhtkonna tegevusest, siis on
viga oluline vilja selgitada juhtide teadlikkus ja arusaam todkiusamisest. Eesti
organisatsioonid on viimastel aastakiimnetel pidanud 14bi tegema kiired muu-
datused seoses uuele majandusmudelile tileminekuga ning hiljem majandus-
langusega toimetulekuga. Uleminekuperioodi jéirgses riigis juhtide hoiakud seoses
tookiusamise ja negatiivsete tegevustega toimetulekuga t661 on vairtuslik sisend
ennetustegevuste tdpsemaks kavandamiseks sarnastes riikides.

Kéesolev doktoritdd kontsentreerub tookiusamise uurimisele Eesti organisat-
sioonides arvestades spetsiifilist kultuurilist konteksti ja iilemineku protsesse
ithiskonnas. Eestis on toimunud viimastel aastakiimnetel radikaalsed muuda-
tused: endisest noukogude vabariigist on saanud Euroopa Liidu, NATO ja euro-
tsooni liige. Ulatuslikud reformid Ida-Euroopa riikides ei ole toimunud jélgi jat-
mata ja on pohjustanud tootajates ebakindlust, mis mdjutab negatiivselt heaolu
taset. Organisatsioonilises kontekstis viljendub see eeskatt jairgmistes tegurites:
1) pinged ja hirm pohjustatud kiiretest muudatustest ja ebakindlus;

2) véljaarenemata td0suhetealane seadusandlus;

3) muudatused organisatsioonilises elus — suhete ja eesmérkide moistmine;

4) avatud ja haavatav majandus, mis on mdjutatud globaalsetest trendidest.
Tookiusamine on seni vdheuuritud teema iileminekuajajirgsetes riikides ning
selle levik ning pdhjused on ebaselged. See tuleneb osaliselt kultuurilisest taus-
tast, mis avaldub organisatsiooni tasandil, kus ei ole seda teemat téhtsustatud.
Samuti pole nendes riikides algatatud iihiskondlikku debatti tookiusamise iile,
selle kahjulikest mojudest vdi ennetamise voimalustest. Eestis puudub tead-
mine, millised sektorid voi grupid on rohkem ohustatud, kas ja kui suur on
tookiusamise risk erinevates todvaldkondades, mis omakorda pérsib ennetus-

186



tegevuste planeerimist ja suunamist. Seega, esimene uurimisprobleem on tea-
da saada, kui tosine on tookiusamise risk Eesti organisatsioonides.

Varasemad uuringud on seostanud tookiusamise riski organisatsiooniliste
teguritega viidates probleemidele nagu halb konfliktijuhtimine ja todkorraldus
(Leymann, 1996), hektiline ja vdistlev téokeskkond (Salin, 2003), stressirohke
tookeskkond ja destruktiivne juhtimisstiil (Hauge et al., 2007; Hoel et al.,
2010), halb kommunikatsioon ja kliima organisatsioonis (Vartia, 1996). Tule-
muste pdhjal tekib kiisimus, kas organisatsioonikultuur tervikuna mojutab t66-
kiusamise tekkimist ja levikut organisatsioonis. Organisatsioonikultuur koosneb
paljudest elementidest hdlmates ka alateadliku osa organisatsiooni elust ja katab
koik organisatsiooni funktsioonid (Schein, 2004). Organisatsiooni liikkmed too-
vad endaga kaasa erinevad véddrtushinnangud ja organisatsioonikultuur on
otseselt mdjutatud vilisest kultuurikeskkonnast. Organisatsioonilutuur sdltub
toostusharust ja tegevusvaldkonnast ning majanduskeskkonnast, kus organisat-
sioon tegutseb. Kuna organisatsioonikultuur maéadrab vidirtused ja normid
organisatsioonis, mis juhivad inimeste kditumist, siis tookiusamise pohjuseid
tuleks otsida organisatsioonikultuuri kontseptsioonist. Teiseks uurimisproblee-
miks on uurida, millised tegurid pohjustavad tookiusamist arvestades kéi-
tumise siigavamaid pohjuseid organisatsioonis.

Tookiusamist on sageli seostatud juhtimisega (Ferris et al., 2007; Hauge,
Skogstad, Einarsen, 2007). Juhtimine on oluline kahel pohjusel. Esiteks,
suhtlemisstiil organisatsioonis ja organisatsioonikultuur soltub paljuski juhtide
hoiakutest. Teiseks, tookiusamise ennetus ja konfliktijuhtimine soltuvad samuti
paljuski juhtide teadlikkusest ja véirtushinnangutest. Eestis pirineb paljude
juhtide vairtussiisteem ndukogude perioodist, mis on samal ajal viidud koos-
kolla iihiskonnas toimunud muudatustega. Probleem v&ib tekkida juhul, kui
juhtimisstiil ja meetodid ei ole enam sobivad uues majanduskeskkonnas
(Liuhto, 1999). Vananenud véairtussiisteem ei ole enam efektiivne, kuid uus ei
oma veel sligavamat arusaama tdotajate heaolu olulisusest. Juhid on olukorras,
kus iihiskonnas puudub laiem diskussioon tdokiusamisest ja negatiivse kiitu-
mise riski ei tajuta. Kolmandaks uurimisprobleemiks on vilja selgitada, mil-
line on juhtide teadlikkus tookiusamisest ning valmidus rakendada enne-
tustegevusi iileminekujérgses riigis.

To66 eesmirk ja uurimisiilesanded

Too eesmirgiks on vilja selgitada tookiusamise levik ja pohjused Eesti

organisatsioonides iileminekuperioodi jirgse riigi niitel.

Eesmaérgi tditmiseks piistitati t6s jairgmised uurimisiilesanded:

1. luua teoreetiline raamistik tdokiusamise uurimiseks, sealhulgas tookiusamise
definitsiooni, terminoloogia, omaduste ja varasemate uuringutulemuste
kohta;

2. analiiisida to0kiusamise tagajargi, mis avaldavad mdju indiviidi, organi-
satsiooni ja iihiskonna tasandil;
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3. formuleerida uurimisviited tookiusamise esinemissageduse ja pdOhjuste
kohta;

4. vilja tootada metodoloogiline raamistik empiiriliste andmete analiiiisiks;

5. analiilisida, millised on tookiusamise riskigrupid Eesti organisatsioonides ja
millised on peamised téokiusamise pohjused;

6. koostada soovitused teooria ja uurimistulemuste baasil tookiusamise enneta-
miseks ja sellega toimetulekuks Eesti organisatsioonide néitel.

To0 lilesehitus

Doktorit6d koosneb kolmest sisupeatiikist: teoreetilised alused, uurimismetoo-
dika tookiusamise uurimiseks ja tulemused. Lisaks on t60s esitatud diskussioon
ja soovitused ning kokkuvdte.

Esimene peatiikk keskendub tdokiusamise teoreetilise raamistiku loomisele
ja pakub uuritavast nihtusest pdhjaliku iilevaate. Peatiiki esimeses alapunktis
selgitatakse tookiusamise terminoloogiat, definitsiooni ja tuuakse vilja kont-
septsiooni peamised tunnused. Samuti kirjeldatakse todkiusamise protsessi
kulgu ja negatiivsete tegevuste jaotust. Esimese peatiiki teine alapeatiikk kes-
kendub tookiusamise tagajdrgedele nii iiksikisiku, organisatsiooni kui kogu
ithiskonna seisukohast. Tagajarjed koigil tasanditel on omavahel tihedalt seotud
ja neist voivad saada pShjused tookiusamise jatkumiseks voi taastekkimiseks
organisatsioonis.

Teoreetilise peatiiki kolmas alapeatiikk késitleb tookiusamise levikut ja riski-
gruppe. Analiiiisitakse seniste uuringutulemuste pohjal tookiusamise esinemis-
sageduse erinevusi riikide 1oikes ja erinevate mootmisviiside valguses. Tuuakse
vilja individuaalsed ja organisatsioonilised riskifaktorid ja méératletakse riski-
grupid, mis on haavatavamad vastavalt eelnevatele empiirilistele uuringutele.
Arutelu pdhjal piistitatakse uurimisvéited kdesoleva t60 jaoks. Teoreetilise osa
neljandas alapeatiikis koostatakse pohjalik iilevaade tookiusamise voimalikest
pohjustest. Pohjuseid indiviidi tasandil analiiiisitakse nii ohvri kui kiusaja seisu-
kohast; organisatsioonilisi pohjuseid késitletakse seoses organisatsioonikultuuri,
juhtimisstiili jt. teguritega. Uurimisvéited piistitatakse tookiusamise pOhjuste
kohta organisatsiooni tasandil. Lopuks, tihiskonna tasandi pohjuseid analiiiisi-
takse kultuurilisest ja keskkonna vaatepunktist iileminekuaja jirgse riigi eri-
pérasid arvestades.

Teises peatiikis kirjeldatakse uurimismetoodikat, mida on kasutatud t66-
kiusamise pohjuste ja leviku uurimiseks. Esimene alapeatiikk annab {ilevaate
labiviidud uuringute valimitest ja uuringu protsessist. Teises alapeatiikis kirjel-
datakse mootmisvahendeid (kiisimustikke), mida on kasutatud tookiusamise ja
organisatsioonikultuuri uurimiseks ning selgitatakse té0kiusamise uurimisega
seonduvaid piiranguid. Kolmandas alapeatiikis pdhjendatakse kvantitatiivsete ja
kvalitatiivsete uurimismeetodite kasutamist t00 empiirilises osas ja neljandas
alapeatiikis esitatakse pilootuuringu tulemused. Pilootuuring selgitas vilja, kas
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tookiusamise rahvusvaheline kiisimustik on Eestis kasutamiseks sobiv ja asja-
kohane.

Kolmandas peatiikis esitatakse empiiriliste uuringute tulemused. Esimeses
alapeatiikis hinnatakse tookiusamise riski Eestis ja médratletakse riskigrupid nii
indiviidi kui ka organisatsiooni tasandil. Teises alapeatiikis esitatakse teise
empiirilise uuringu tulemused todkiusamise ja organisatsioonikultuuri seoste
kohta. Tulemused viitavad ennetusvoimalustele organisatsioonikultuuri iilesan-
de ja suhete orientatsiooni kaudu. Kolmandas alapeatiikis esitatakse tookiusa-
mise pohjused ja ennetamise vdimalused 1dbi juhtide hoiakute ja arvamuste.
Kolmandas peatiikis saavad vastuse teoreetilises osas seatud uurimisvéited ja ka
uurimiskiisimused.

Tulemuste {ile diskuteeritakse pdhjalikumalt diskussiooni osas ja jagatakse
soovitusi tookiusamise ennetuseks siinteesitult teoreetiliste seisukohtade ja
empiiriliste uuringute baasil. Kdige olulisemad jéreldused ja seisukohad esita-
takse t60 kokkuvottes.

Teoreetiline taust

Tooviagivald voib olla nii vaimne kui fiitisiline. Kui fiilisiline végivald on fiiii-
silise jou kasutamine isiku vastu pShjustades sellega fiiiisilist kahju, siis psiihho-
loogiline e vaimne vigivald on voimu tahtlik kasutamine teise isiku voi grupi
vastu, mis vOib pohjustada vaimset, fiilisilist, hingelist, moraalset voi sotsiaalset
kahju (ILO/ICN/WHO/PSI, 2000). Tihti on vaimset ja fiilisilist végivalda raske
piiritleda, sest nad esinevad koos ja iiks voib iile minna teiseks. Todkiusamist
loetakse vaimse vigivalla alla kuuluvaks toovagivalla liigiks.

Tookiusamise definitsiooni osas on kasutusel mitmeid erinevaid méaratlusi
ja puudub iihine kokkulepe. Autor ldhtub t66s Einarseni ja Skogstadi poolt
1996. a. esitatud definitsioonist: Tookiusamine on situatsioon, kus téotaja on
slistemaatiliste negatiivsete tegevuste tulemusena halvasti koheldud ja tagakiu-
satud, ohver on kaitsetus positsioonis ega saa ennast kaitsta. Antud definitsioon
viljendab tookiusamise pdhiolemust, mida saab kirjeldada 5 kriteeriumi kaudu:
tegevuste korduvus, tahtlikkus, erinev voimupositsioon, negatiivsete tegevuste
esinemine ja protsessi sotsiaalne iseloom. Need kriteeriumid peavad olema
tiidetud selleks, et situatsiooni saab lugeda todkiusamiseks. Jargnevalt selgita-
takse kriteeriumite tdhendust tdpsemalt.

Tegevuste korduvus eristab tookiusamist konfliktist ja teistest iihekordsetest
intsidentidest. Tookiusamise tegevused ilmnevad regulaarselt ja siistemaatiliselt
pika aja viltel (Brodsky, 1976; Hoel ja Cooper, 2000). Tdpsemalt on soovitatud,
et kui negatiivsed tegevused ilmnevad vdhemalt 6 kuu viltel ja vdhemalt kord
nddalas, siis on tegemist tookiusamisega (Leymann, 1996). Nimetatud kritee-
rium on rahvusvahelistes uuringutes kodige sagedamini kasutusel olev moddik
tookiusamise moGtmiseks. Seega, tookiusamise puhul on oluline eeldus, kui
kaua ja kui tihti on to6tajat halvasti koheldud. Erinev voimupositsioon tdokiusa-
mise protsessis viljendab ohvri kaitsetut olukorda ja keerukust ennast kaitsta.
See voib tuleneda ohvri madalamast ametipositsioonist vorreldes kiusajaga
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organisatsiooni struktuuris. Kuid pdhjused voivad peituda ka selles, et kiusajatel
on arvuline iilekaal, kiusaja omab ohvri jaoks véartuslikku informatsiooni voi
toetab kiusajat mojukas persoon (Hoel, Cooper, 2000). Tahtlikkus viitab, et
kiusaja on teadlik oma kiitumisest ja selle tagajargedest (Bjorkqvist jt. 1994).
Tookiusamises kasutatavad negatiivsed tegevuste skaala voib olla véga lai, kuid
saab vilja tuua kolm peamist kategooriat tegevusi: t00ga ja isikuga seotud tege-
vused ning fiiiisilise vdgivallaga dhvardamine. To6kiusamine avaldub inimeste-
vahelises suhtes, millesse on kaasatud vihemalt kaks osapoolt: kiusaja ja kiusa-
tav e ohver. Tookiusamise 5 kriteeriumit tuleb kisitleda kombinatsioonis ja
mitte eraldiseisvatena.

Tookiusamise protsessi iseloomustab negatiivsete tegevuste jark-jarguline
laienemine, mis muutuvad iiha intensiivsemateks. Protsessis voib eristada 4
faasi. Esimeses faasis saab alguse konflikt kahe vordse osapoole vahel, kes on
keskendunud probleemile, osapooled soovivad konflikti lahendada. Teises
faasis pinge podrdub konfliktilt isikule ja osapooled hakkavad muretsema oma
reputatsiooni parast organisatsioonis. Seetdttu piiliavad nad leida toetust kollee-
gide poolt kasutades selleks kaudseid negatiivseid tegevusi, nt kuulujutud konf-
likti teise osapoole kohta, vaenulik kommunikatsioon, et demonstreerida oma
suhtumist jne. Kolmandas faasis muutub negatiivne kiitumine siistemaatiliseks
ja intensiivsemaks, lisanduvad otsesed teist osapoolt kahjustavad tegevused,
eeskatt juhul, kui iiks osapool on leidnud organisatsioonis suuremat toetust. Sel-
les faasis muutub olukord téokiusamiseks. Viimases, neljandas faasis on kiusaja
eesmirk ohver juba tdielikult hdvitada. Tihti ohver lahkubki organisatsioonist
tagajirgede tottu vaimsele voi fliiisilisele tervisele. Kogu protsessi iseloomustab
pidev kaugenemine esialgsest konflikti pdhjuseks olnud probleemist, fookus
nihkub isiku tasandile ning jérjest joulisemaks muutunud negatiivse kditumise
eesmaérgiks saab ohvri alistamine. Samal ajal ohver tihti ei taju temaga toimuvat
protsessi alguses ja saab sellest aru alles tagasiulatuvalt, kui negatiivsed tege-
vused on juba siistemaatilised. To6kiusamine voib alguse saada ja kulgeda ka
muul viisil lisaks siin esitatule, kirjeldatud on iildistus sageli esinevast stsenaa-
riumist.

Informatsioon tookiusamise leviku ja riskigruppide kohta périneb peamiselt
viimase 20 aasta jooksul 14dbi viidud uuringutest Ladne-Euroopa riikidest ja
USA-st. Kesk- ja Ida-Euroopa riikide kohta on teave veel liinklik. To6kiusamist
on mdddetud peamiselt kahe meetodi alusel: negatiivsete tegevuste kaudu ja
vastaja enesehinnangu alusel. Negatiivsete tegevuste kaudu mdddetuna on t60-
kiusamise esinemissagedus keskmiselt 3—-7% (iiks negatiivne tegevus kord
nddalas 6 kuu valtel). Siiski esineb erandeid ka Euroopa riikides, nditeks 16%
Taanis, 24% Soomes ja 14% Norras. Enesehinnangu pohiselt on tulemused
markimisvédrselt madalamad. Kui vastaja peab tookiusamise definitsiooni
alusel hindama, kas ta on tookiusamise ohver, siis keskmiselt on tdokiusamise
esinemissagedus 1-4%, kuid esineb erandeid, nditeks 9% USA-s. Modtmine
vastaja enesehinnangu pohjal annab {ildjuhul madalama tédkiusamise esinemis-
sageduse mitmel pohjusel. Esiteks, vastaja jaoks voib olla hdbiviédrne ja alandav
tunnistada ohvri staatust. Teiseks, teadlikkus tookiusamisest ei pruugi olla viga
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korge ja definitsiooni alusel tookiusamise miératlemine voib olla keerukas.
Samal ajal negatiivsed tegevused t66l on lihtsamini &ra tuntavad ja nende alusel
on kiusamist kergem tuvastada.

Tookiusamise levik erineb riigiti oluliselt. Uuringutest ilmneb, et tookiusa-
mise esinemissagedus on korgeim USA-s, 46% (Lutgen-Sandvik jt, 2007) ja
Tiirgis, 55% (Bilgel jt. 2006). Madalam on tdokiusamise levik Skandinaavia-
riikides, kuigi viimastel aastatel on méirkimisvéérselt tdousnud. Niiteks Norras
1,2% 1996.a. (Einarsen ja Skogstad) ja 14,3% 2009.a. (Nielsen jt). Erinevused
tulemustes ei peegelda alati tegelikku olukorda neis riikides, vaid véivad olla
seotud kultuuriliste pohjustega. Madalam tookiusamise esinemissagedus voib
olla seotud madalama véimudistantsiga ja feminiinsete véartuste levikuga nende
riikide rahvuskultuuris. Feminiinsetes kultuurides, kus inimestevaheliste suhete
kvaliteet on olulisel kohal, v3ib eeldada ka lugupidavamat suhtlemist to6okesk-
konnas. Viiksem vdimudistants ja staatuse rohutamine tootajate ja juhi vahel
viib harvemini kiusamiseni. Samuti on erinevad tulemused seotud teadlikkusega
tookiusamisest. Seda peegeldab ilmekalt olukord Skandinaaviariikides, kus
teadlikkus tookiusamisest on véga kdrge ja teema on iihiskonnas jatkuvalt
aktuaalne. To6kiusamise teadvustamine ja dratundmine t66l on viimastel aasta-
tel kasvanud koos teadlikkuse tdusuga.

Tookiusamise leviku kaardistamisel on autor t60s vilja toonud riskigrupid,
kus varasemate uuringute pohjal esineb rohkem kiusamise ohvreid. Riski-
gruppide méadratlemine on oluline eelkdige ennetusmeetmete viljatéotamiseks
ja suunamiseks. Riskigrupid indiviidi tasandil on seotud sooga, vanusega,
ametipositsiooniga, haridusega ja perekonnaseisuga. Organisatsiooni tasandil
tulenevad riskigrupid sektorist, tegevusvaldkonnast ja organisatsiooni suurusest.
Jargenvalt lithitilevaade riskigruppidest, kus téokiusamine on tdsisem probleem.

Sagedamini satuvad todkiusamise ohvriteks naised, paljude uuringute jérgi
on ligikaudu iiks kolmandik ohvrid mehed ja kaks kolmandikku naised (Zapf jt.,
2003). Uheks selgituseks vaib pidada sageli naiste madalamat ametipositsiooni
organisatsioonis. Kuna tookiusamine on seotud erineva voimupositsiooniga, siis
see annab eelise tootajale, kes on kdorgemal ametikohal. Teine selgitus vdib olla
seotud naiste ja meeste erinevate kditumismustritega. Stressi voi pinge olukord
tekitab naistes suuremal hulgal negatiivseid emotsioone, mis v3ib omakorda
esile kutsuda negatiivseid reaktsioone teiste isikute poolt (Drabek, Merecz,
2013). Naiste ja meeste emotsionaalsed reaktsioonid on viga erinevad ja voivad
tekitada arusaamatusi. Siiski, naiste ja meeste arv ohvrite hulgas ei pruugi
tegelikkuses erineda suurel mééral, vaid voib olla seletatav ka sellega, et mehed
kasutavad otsesemat ja agressiivsemat kditumist (nt kritiseerimine, karjumine),
mida on kerge tookiusamiseks pidada, kuid naised kasutavad kaudsemaid ja
manipulatiivsemaid strateegiaid (nt ignoreerimine, kuulujutud), mida on keeru-
kam tuvastada.

Tookiusamise risk on suurem madalamal ametipositsioonil todtades ja
sagedamini on kiusajaks juht (Hoel ja Cooper, 2000). Vorreldes kontoritdotaja-
tega on tookiusamise risk kdrgem tehasetodliste hulgas (Giorgi jt., 2013). Juht
omab kontrolli todtasude iile ja omab voimu uute todtajate palkamisel ning
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ametist vabastamisel ja mida suurem on vOimupositsioonide erinevus, seda
raskem on madalamal ametikohal oleval t6Gtajal ennast kaitsta. Tookiusamise
riskigruppi kuuluvad ka madalama haridustasemega to6tajad (Moreno-Jiménez
jt., 2008), kuna korgem haridus annab sageli paremad konflikti lahendamise
oskused ja teadlikkuse, kuidas oma negatiivsete emotsioonidega toime tulla.
Samal ajal on korgema haridusega t66tajad sagedamini organisatsioonis korge-
mal ametipositsioonil.

Todkiusamine on sagedane probleem nooremas vanusegrupis (alla 30-aasta-
sed) (Hacicaferoglu jt., 2012). Tookiusamise moju teistes vanusegruppides ei
ole iiheselt selge, uuringuid ei ole veel piisavalt ldbi viidud. Nooremate tootajate
kuulumine t6dkiusamise riskigruppi on seotud eelnevate selgitustega ameti-
positsiooni ja hariduse kohta. Noored, kes alles on sisenenud to6turule ei oma
veel organisatsioonis kdrget ametikohta ning nende iilikoolidpingud on sageli
lopetamata. Seega, alla 30-aastatel tihti puuduvad kogemused ja teadmised,
kuidas ennast kaitsta agressiivse kéitumise eest ja nad on organisatsioonis
ndrgemas olukorras. Uleminekujirgsete riikide eripirana saab vilja tuua pdhju-
sena ka erineva tookultuuri. Alla 30-aastased eelistavad paindlikkust ja vabamat
ohkkonda, mis porkub vanemates vanusegruppides juurdunud jdigema aru-
saamisega, kus esmatdhtsad on alluvussuhted organisatsioonis ja kindlad
reeglid, mida on raske muuta. Ldpuks saab vélja tuua, et perekonnaseisu jargi
on abielus olevatel tootajatel kdige vdiksem risk tookiusamiseks (Giorgi jt.,
2013). Potentsiaalselt suurem risk voib olla vallalistel ning lahutanutel, kuna
puudub perekonna toetus t661 esinevate pingetega toimetulekul.

Viimased uuringud viitavad, et tookiusamine on suuremaks probleemiks
avaliku sektori organisatsioonides (Hoel ja Cooper, 2000; Durniat, 2010) eel-
koige seetOttu, et tdotajatel on vihe kontrolli oma t6daja iile, organisatsioonid
on politiseeritud ja biirokraatlikud ning ametijuhendid on koostatud liiga
ildsonaliselt, mis tekitavad mitmetdhenduslikkust. Samas on varasemalt leitud
ka vastupidiseid néiteid korgemast tookiusamise riskist erasektoris vorreldes
avaliku sektoriga (Einarsen ja Skogstad, 1996). Erasektoris on tookiusamine
koige suuremaks probleemiks teenindus- ja miiligiettevitete hulgas (Hoel ja
Cooper, 2000). Uheks pdhjuseks vodib olla tddtajate omavaheline tihedama
koost6d ja suhtlemise vajadus tulenevalt t66 iseloomust ja seega ka suurem
konflikti sattumise oht. Teiseks pohjuseks voib tuua klientide poolsed ndudmi-
sed, mis mdjutavad todtajate omavahelisi suhteid ja pingeid vdidakse elada
vilja ka kolleegide peal (Hoel, Salin, 2003). Té6kiusamine v3ib olla hind korge
kliendirahulolu eest. Té6kiusamise ja organisatsiooni suuruse vahel on varase-
malt leitud vastakaid tulemusi ning on keeruline iitheselt méiratleda, millise
suurusega organisatsioonides on risk korgem. Siiski, {ileminekujéargsetes riiki-
des voib tookiusamine olla suuremaks probleemiks véiksemates ja keskmise
suurusega organisatsioonides. Paljud suured organisatsioonid (iile 500 tdo6taja)
on tdnaseks rakendanud esimesi to0kiusamise ennetusmeetmeid ja on loodud
tootervishoiuspetsialisti ametikoht, mille pddevusse kuulub ka toGtajate vaimse
tervise kiisimused. Véikestes ja keskmise suurusega ettevitetes on ennetusele ja
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koolitusele veel vihem tdhelepanu pooratud, mistottu todkiusamise risk voib
olla suurem.

Kokkuvéttes saab uuringute pohjal jareldada, et tookiusamise risk on kor-
gem vallaliste ja lahutatud alla 30-aastatste madalama haridustasemega naiste
hulgas, kes tootavad organisatsioonis madalamal ametipositsioonil. Neil ei ole
piisavalt vGimu, et ennast vajadusel kaitsta, samuti ei ole teadmised ja koge-
mused piisavad konfliktide lahendamisest ja tdokiusamisega toimetulekust ning
ebarahuldavad sotsiaalsed suhted viljaspool t66d ei paku toetust probleemide
korral. Tookiusamine on uuringute jargi suurem avalikus sektoris, teenindus-
ettevotetes ja eeldatavalt viiksema ja keskmise suurusega organisatsioonides.

To6 teine fookus tookiusamise leviku viljaselgitamise korval on tookiusa-
mise pdhjuste uurimine. PShjuseid kisitletakse t66s voimalike eelsiindmustena,
mis aitavad selgitada, miks negatiivne kditumine organisatsioonis alguse saab.
See holbustab leida vdimalusi tookiusamise ennetamiseks ja toimetulekuks.
Tookiusamise pohjuseid saab eristada kolmel tasandil: indiviidi, organisatsiooni
ja thiskonna tasandil. Indiviidi tasandil jaotuvad pohjused omakorda kaheks —
kiusaja- ja ohvripoolsed. Nii ohvri kui kiusaja poolt vaadatuna on pohjusteks
isikuomadused ja ebapiisavad sotsiaalsed kompetentsid (Zapf, Einarsen, 2003).
Lisaks on pdhjusteks ohvri poolt vaadatuna liigne kriitilisus ja korged ndud-
mised, samuti erinevus voi véljapaistvus organisatsioonis kas oma teadmiste ja
oskuste poolest, vilimuse vm teguri poolest, millega tdmbab tidhelepanu voi
tekitab kadedust (Vartia, 2003). Kiusaja alustab sagedamini negatiivset kiitu-
mist mikropoliitilistel pohjustel voi enesekaitseks (Zapf, Einarsen, 2003).

Tookiusamisega on otseselt seotud oskamatus toime tulla oma negatiivsete
emotsioonidega (nt viha voi hirm) ja kalduvus agressiivsele kditumisele (Aqui-
no, Thau, 2009). Kiusaja poolt vaadatuna v3ib olla tegemist darmuslikult ambit-
sioonika persooniga, kes soovib teisi allutada voi nartsissistiga (Namie, 2007).
Agressiivne kditumine vo0ib olla seotud inimese iseloomuga ja sel juhul on
keeruline tookiusamist tiielikult vilistada (Brodsky, 1976). Uhest kiiljest vdib
todkiusamine tdepoolest olla seotud konkreetsete isiksuseomadustega. Teisalt
ohvri puhul ei saa seda iiheselt viita, sest pikaajaline kiusamine on sageli isik-
sust muutnud, kuna ohvrid kannatavad sageli traumajirgse stressihdire all (Ley-
mann ja Gustafsson, 1996). Seega, isiksuseomadusi ei saa ohvri puhul lugeda
peamiseks kiusamist vallandavaks teguriks. Olulisemaks tuleks pidada sotsiaal-
seid oskusi ja kompetentse, mis aitavad juhtida negatiivseid emotsioone. Head
suhtlemisoskused ei olnud nii vajalikud ndukogude perioodil toGtades hierarhi-
lises organisatsioonis, kuid on ténapédeval organisatsioonis hiddavajalik eeldus
edukaks meeskonnatdoks, mis vihendavad ka t66kiusamise riski.

To66s on selgitatud téokiusamise ja organisatsioonikultuuri omavahelisi seo-
seid, kuna organisatsioonikultuuri voib pidada iiheks oluliseks pShjuseks t66-
kiusamise tekkimisel. T60kiusamine leiab aset, kui teatud faktorite kombinat-
sioon seda soodustab. Organisatsiooni vairtused ja baasarusaamad avalduvad
organisatsioonikultuuri kaudu, mis mératleb inimeste kditumismustri. Umbrit-
sev keskkond mojutab kditumist ja tootamine keskkonnas, mis toetab agressiiv-
seid kditumisnorme viib riindava kditumiseni (Houshmand et al., 2012). Ja
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vastupidi, rahulik t6okeskkond vihendab ebasoovitavat kditumist. Paljud uuri-
jad on ndus viitega, et organisatsioonikultuur, mis tolereerib negatiivseid tege-
vusi on peamine pohjus todkiusamise tekkimiseks (Brodsky, 1976; Namie,
2007; Lieber, 2010). Seega, organisatsioonikultuur peidab endas vdimalusi,
kuidas to0kiusamist ennetada ja sdilitada terveid todsuhteid.

Autor ldahtub t66s Harrisoni poolt esitatud organisatsioonikultuuri kontsept-
sioonist, mis pdhineb iilesande ja suhete orientatsioonil (1995). Ulesande orien-
tatsioon véljendab arusaama organisatsiooni eesmarkidesse, juhtkonna tege-
vusse, aga ka tegevusvabadusse, muudatustesse jt tegurid. Suhete orientatsioon
nditab tootajate arusaama, kas ja kuidas organisatsioonis toetatakse omavahelisi
hiid suhteid ja iiksteise abistamist. Organisatsioonikultuuri suhte ja iilesande
orientatsioon mojutavad oluliselt todtaja kaitumist.

Kuna tugev iilesande ja suhete orientatsioon viitavad terviklikule ja tugevale
organisatsioonile, mis toetab nii eesmirkide saavutamist kui ka heade suhete
hoidmist, siis tookiusamine organisatsioonis voib olla seotud probleemidega
organisatsioonikultuuri orientatsioonide funktsioneerimises. Seda ilmestavad
mitmed empiirilised uuringud. Té6kiusamise pohjuseks on tihti rollikonflikt v3i
olukord, kui iilesanded ja rollid ei ole selged (Leymann, 1996), samuti ebapiisav
kommunikatsioon ja konfliktijuhtimine organisatsioonis (Vartia, 1996). See
viitab iilesande orientatsiooni probleemidele, iilesanded ei ole selgelt ja iihe-
tdhenduslikult defineeritud ja infovahetus korraldamata. Téokiusamise vallan-
dab ka todtajate ebadiglane kohtlemine ja iilekohus (Neuman and Baron, 2003;
Baron et al., 1999). Tugeva iilesande orientatsiooniga organisatsioonis alluvate
ja iilemuste vahelisi erinevusi ei rohutata, mis aitaks probleemi valtida. T66kiu-
samise risk suureneb organisatsiooniliste muudatuste perioodil, eriti, kui neid
viiakse ellu autokraatlikul viisil (McCarthy et al., 1995; Sheehan, 1999). Kiired
ja tormilised muudatused on toimunud iileminekujirgsete riikide organisat-
sioonides viimastel aastakiimnetel ja tostnud tookiusamise riski. Korge iilesande
orientatsioon organisatsioonikultuuris aitab muudatuste perioodil véltida kaost
tdnu hésti organiseeritud infosiisteemile ja eesmérkidele. Tookiusamine on
seotud ka ebarahuldavate suhetega kolleegide vahel (Hoel and Cooper, 2000) ja
pingelise sotsiaalse atmosféddriga (Baillien et al., 2008). Stressi ja pingeid voib
tekitada nditeks tugev konkurents tootajate vahel (Namie, 2007), mis annab
alust negatiivseks kditumiseks. Tugeva suhete orientatsiooniga organisatsioonis
rohutatakse inimestevaheliste suhete tihtsust, mis tdstab heaolu taset t60l ja
ennetab todkiusamist.

Seega, tugev iilesande orientatsioon organisatsioonikultuuris peaks garantee-
rima héstitoimiva kommunikatsiooni, muudatustejuhtimise ja kontrolli protses-
side iile ning tugev suhete orientatsioon tagama sotsiaalse toetuse organisat-
siooniliikmetele ning vdhendama ebakindlust. Tugevalt iilesandele ja suhetele
orienteeritud organisatsioon tuleb sel moel toime tookiusamise riskitegurite ja
pohjustega.

Lisaks organisatsioonikultuurile on t60s késitletud ka juhtimisstiili kui iihte
olulist tddkiusamisega seotud tegurit. To0kiusamine on seotud eelkdige auto-
kraatliku ja laissez-faire e sekkumatu juhtimisstiiliga (Hauge et al., 2007; Hoel
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et al., 2010). Autokraatlik juht vdib ennast maksma pannes vahendeid valimata
saada ise kiusajaks v0i oma juhtimisstiiliga anda alluvatele signaali, kuidas
organisatsioonis omavahel suhelda. Agressiivne suhtlemisstiil levib juhilt allu-
vatele ja saab organisatsioonis tavaks. Laissez-faire juhtimisstiili kasutav juht
suurendab tookiusamise ohtu organisatsioonis kuna eitab konflikti ega sekku
vajadusel. Muudatuste ldbiviimisel ei vota sekkumatu juht vastu vajalikke otsu-
seid voi need viibivad ja organisatsioonis tekib kaos. Juht on tihelt poolt vastu-
tav organisatsiooni tulemuste eest ja teiselt poolt vastutab tootajate tervisliku
tookeskkonna eest. On oluline, et juht teadvustaks oma rolli duaalsust ja
juhtimisstiili seoseid todkiusamisega.

Selleks, et paremini mdista tookiusamise tekkimise sligavamaid juuri, on
t60s vélja toodud ka iihiskonna tasandi pdhjused. Kditumist mojutavad vadrtu-
sed ja normid, mis on aktsepteeritud iihiskonnas ja rahvuskultuur. Ka agressiiv-
ne kéitumine voib vélja kasvada normidest, mis on iihiskonnas tolereeritud.
Eesti tihiskonnas toimusid 90-ndatel véga kiired ja tormilised muudatused nii
majanduses kui thiskondlikus elus. Muudatuste tulemusena erineb véirtus-
stisteem tileminekujirgsetes riikides ja Lédne-Euroopa riikides iisna oluliselt.
Kesk- ja Ida-Euroopa riikides aktsepteeritakse pigem modernistlikke vaartuseid,
mis rohutavad materiaalsust, individuaalseid tulemusi ja majanduslikku kasvu
(Inglehart ja Welzel, 2005). Samal ajal Laéne-Euroopas, stabiilsemates ja jouka-
mates riikides, on olulisemad sotsiaalvaldkonda kuuluvad teemad. Ulemineku-
jargsete riikide normid ja véértused ei rohuta veel piisavalt inimkesksust, hooli-
vust ega hdid inimsuhteid, selle asemel on tdhtsal kohal edukus ja saavutused.

Uleminekujirgsetes riikides vdib eristada vanemat ja nooremat juhtide gene-
ratsiooni, kellest esimene on omandanud oma hariduse ndukogude perioodil ja
teine pérast seda. Vanema juhtide generatsiooni teadmised ja taust on mojutatud
kédsumajanduse kogemusest (Vadi, 2003) ning juhtimisstiil v3ib olla vdhem
muutunud kui iimbritsev majanduskeskkond. Noorem juhtide polvkond on saanud
juhtivatele positsioonidele iileminekujargsel perioodil, kui organisatsioonid olid
juba ldbinud restruktureerimise ja organisatsioonikultuuri ning kommunikatsiooni
roll ettevottes oli oluliselt tdusnud (Gentry jt., 2008). Noorte juhtide haridus on
vastavuses muutunud majanduskeskkonnaga ja nende ettevalmistus parem, et
toime tulla véljakutsetega kaasaegses organisatsioonis, sh tookiusamine.

Andmed ja uurimismetoodika

Perioodil veebruar 2009-aprill 2013 viidi 14bi kolm empiirilist uuringut:

1) pilootuuring 75 vastajaga 2009. aastal;

2) todkiusamise ja organisatsioonikultuuri uuring 59 organisatsioonis 2010.
aastal;

3) poolstruktureeritud intervjuud 210 tipp- ja keskastme juhiga 2012-2013
aastal.

Pilootuuringu vastajad olid Eesti Todtukassa kliendid, kellega kontakteeruti

isiklikult ja kutsuti osalema tookiusamise pilootuuringus. Teises uuringus osales

kokku 1941 vastajat 59 organisatsioonist iile Eesti, kes vastasid tookiusamise

195



kiisimustikule. Nendest 1748 vastajat tditsid lisaks kiisimustiku organisatsiooni-
kultuuri kohta. Vastajatest 62% olid naised ja 38% mehed, keskmine vanus oli
36,2 aastat. 55% vastajates toGtas erasektoris ja 45% avalikus sektoris. Tegevus-
valdkondadest (EMTAK-i jéargi) olid esindatud jaeckaubandus (17,2%), t60stus
(14,6%), elektrienergia (13,5%), avalik haldus (11,6%), info ja side (9,6%),
haridus (9,7%), majutus ja toitlustus (6,0%), transport (3,2%), tervishoid
(2,7%), finants- ja kindlustustegevus (2,6%), kinnisvara (1,3%), vabatahtlik
tegevus (1,5%), muud (2,63%).

Poolstruktureeritud intervjuudes osalenud juhtidest todtas 91% erasektoris.
60.5% intervjueeritavatest on téotanud juhina 1-10 aastat ja 39,5% on juhikoge-
must iile 10 aasta. 53% vastanutel on iile 10 alluva ja 47% vastanutest 1-9 alluvat.

Tookiusamise modtmisvahendi valikul ldhtuti jargmistest eeldustest ja
piirangutest. Esiteks, tookiusamine on tundlik teema ja vastajad ei pruugi olla
valmis vastama negatiivsete kogemuste kohta. Seega, kiisimustik peab olema
anoniiiimne ja konfidentsiaalne. Teiseks, uuring on seotud eetilise probleemiga.
Tookiusamise protsessis on alati vihemalt kaks osapoolt: kiusaja ja kiusatav.
Ohvri ehk kiusatava viljaselgitamine on seotud ka kiusaja méératlemisega, mis
kaudselt osutab siiiidlasele ja see ei ole antud uuringu eesmairgiks. Seega,
kiisimustik ei tohiks olla liiga isiklik ja peaks sisaldama negatiivseid tegevusi
iildistatud kujul. Kolmandaks, vastajatel v3ib olla vihe eelinformatsiooni t66-
kiusamise kohta ja see voib mojutada tulemusi. Néiteks kiisides tookiusamise
pohjuste kohta v4ib vastaja mitte teada, mida tdokiusamine tipselt tdhendab.
Seega, kiisimustik peab olema arusaadav ja selge vastajale ning kui see sisaldab
terminit ,,to0kiusamine*, siis peab jargnema ka selgitus voi definitsioon.

Arvestades kirjeldatud piiranguid valiti tookiusamise modtmisvahendiks
rahvusvaheliselt tunnustatud ja aktsepteeritud kiisimustik Negatiivne kditumine
tool (Negative Acts Questionnaire Revised, NAQ-R). Kiisimustik NAQ-R on
vilja tootatud eesmérgiga luua usaldusviidrne ja terviklik skaala tookiusamise
mootmiseks erinevate elukutse ja ametikohtade 16ikes (Einarsen et al., 2009).
Kiisimustikus on 22 negatiivset tegevust, mida palutakse vastajatel hinnata, kui
sageli on neid viimase 6 kuu jooksul esinenud skaalal ,,mitte kunagi* kuni ,,iga
pdev®. Negatiivsed tegevused kiisimustikus on koostatud kirjanduse ja pika-
aegse tookiusamise ohvrite poolt antud kommentaaride pohjal. Negatiivsed
tegevused ei sisalda terminit ,,to0kiusamine®. Lisaks sisaldab kiisimustik t60-
kiusamise definitsiooni ja vastajatel palutakse hinnata, kas antud definitsiooni
jargi peavad nad ennast tookiusamise ohvriks. Seega, NAQ-R moddab tookiusa-
mist kahel erineval viisil: negatiivsete tegevuste kaudu, mida loetakse t00-
kiusamiseks ja tookiusamise definitsiooni alusel vastajate enesehinnangu jargi.
NAQ-R sisaldab negatiivseid tegevusi, mis on seotud isikuga, to6ga ja fiiiisilise
végivallaga dhvardamisega, seda on kasutatud varasemalt paljudes uuringutes ja
seega vOimaldab tulemusi vorrelda ka teiste riikidega.

Negatiivsete tegevuste kiisimustikku kasutati doktoritdd raames Eestis esi-
mest korda ja seetdttu viidi eelnevalt 14bi pilootuuring, et testida selle sobivust
kasutamiseks pShiuuringus. Kuna t66kiusamine v3ib ohvri jaoks pShjustada t66
kaotust, siis tootud kuuluvad tédkiusamise riskigruppi ja pilootuuringu jaoks
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valiti just riskigruppi kuuluvad vastajad. Pilootuuringus paluti vastajatel esiteks
tdita kiisimustik ja teiseks avaldada arvamust, kas esitatud kiisimused olid aru-
saadavad. Pilootuuring néitas, et selle tulemused on vorreldavad ja vastavuses
varasemate uuringutega, mis on libi viidud sama modtmisvahendit kasutades.
Vastajatele olid viited arusaadavad, tdiendavaid kiisimusi ega kommentaare
kiisimustiku kohta ei esitatud. Seega, NAQ-R on sobiv kasutada tookiusamise
uurimiseks Eesti organisatsioonides.

Organisatsioonikultuuri modtmiseks kasutati Organisatsioonikultuuri kiisi-
mustikku (The Questionnaire of Organizational Culture, QOC), mis on vilja
todtatud 2002.a. Vadi jt. poolt. Kiisimustik baseerub Harrisoni (1972, 1995)
teoorial, mis kisitleb organisatsioonikultuuri iilesande ja suhete orientatsiooni
pohiselt. QOC koosneb 43 kiisimusest ja vastajal paluti hinnata igat viidet 10-
palli skaalal vahemikus ,,vdide ei kehti“ kuni ,,nGustun tiiel mééral®. Kiisimus-
tik mootis organisatsiooni iilesande ja suhete orientatsiooni ja tulemusi kasutati
tookiusamise ja organisatsioonikultuuri seoste uurimiseks.

Juhtide hoiakute viljaselgitamiseks tookiusamise kohta kasutati poolstruktu-
reeritud intervjuusid, et saada siigavamat sissevaadet uuritavasse teemasse.
Kiisimused koostati teoreetilise kirjanduse ja empiiriliste uuringute pdhjal (nt.
Leymann 1996; Zapf and Einarsen, 2003; Namie, 2007; Lieber, 2010;). Interv-
juud kiisimused koosnesid valikvastustega kiisimustest, mis keskendusid pohili-
selt juhtide iildisele teadlikkusele tookiusamisest Eestis, samuti sisaldas interv-
juu kiisimusi tookiusamise pohjuste ja ennetuse kohta. Juhtidel paluti lisada
omapoolseid kommentaare ja arvamusi.

Andmete analiiiisimiseks on t60s kasutatud erinevaid statistilise analiiiisi
meetodeid ja temaatilist analiilisi. Tookiusamise leviku véljaselgitamiseks ja
riskigruppide tuvastamiseks nii indiviidi kui ka organisatsiooniliste niitajate
alusel on kasutatud kirjeldavat statistikat, hii-ruut testi ja klasteranaliiiisi. T60-
kiusamise ja organisatsioonikultuuri vaheliste seoste leidmisel on kasutatud
regressioon- ja korrelatsioonanaliiiisi. Juhtidega labiviidud poolstruktureeritud
intervjuude analiilisimiseks viidi 14bi Mann-Whitney U test gruppide vaheliste
erinevuste leidmiseks ja temaatiline analiiiis intervjuude kidigus saadud kom-
mentaaride analiiiisimiseks.

Uurimisviited ja péhitulemused

To0s piistitati tuginedes teooriale ja eelnevatele empiirilistele uuringutele erine-
vates riikides 13 uurimisvéidet todkiusamise leviku ja pohjuste kohta Eesti
organisatsioonides. Uurimisvéited vO0ib jagada neljaks kategooriaks: 1) t60-
kiusamise levik indiviidi tasandil; 2) tookiusamise levik organisatsiooni tasan-
dil; 3) tookiusamise pohjused seoses organisatsioonikultuuriga; 4) tdokiusamise
pohjused seoses juhtimisega. Jargnevas Tabelis 1 on esitatud uurimisviited ja
pOhitulemused, mis baseeruvad empiirilistel uuringutel.
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Tabel 1. Uurimisviited ja tulemused

Uurimisviide

Tulemused

Kommentaar

INDIVIIDI TASAND

la: Tookiusamise
ohvrid on
sagedamini
naised

Viide ei ole kehtiv. Meeste ja
naiste vahel ei ole olulisi
erinevusi ja ohvreid on samas
suurusjdrgus nii meeste kui
naiste hulgas.

Naissoost vastajatest (n=1202)
oli todkiusamise ohvreid 23% ja
meessoost vastajatest (n=739)
oli ohvreid 24,2%.

Kuna mehed on sagedamini
juhtival ametipositsioonil, siis
voib eeldada, et naised ei julge
tookiusamisest alati
raporteerida, kuid mehed
julgevad seda suurema
tdendosusega teha.

1b: Tookiusamise
ohvrid on
sagedamini
alluva
positsioonis

Viide ei ole kehtiv. Esimese
tasandi tootajatest oli ohvreid
24% ja kesktasandi juhtide
hulgas 21,5%. Erinevused ei ole
markimisvaarsed.

Tulemused viitavad, et ka juhid
ei ole tookiusamise eest kaitstud
ja tookiusamine leiab aset
erinevatel tasanditel
organisatsioonis.
Organisatsioonilisi muudatusi
voidakse alluvate poolt
tdlgendada kiusamisena ja see
kutsub esile kaitsereaktsioonina
kiusamise alluvatelt juhi
suunas.

1¢c: To6kiusamise
ohvrid on
sagedamini
madalama
haridustasemega

Viide ei ole kehtiv.
Tookiusamise ohvreid oli
pohiharidusega vastajate hulgas
27%, kutseharidusega vastajate
hulgas 25% ja keskharidusega
vastajate hulgas 24%.
Ulikooliharidusega vastajate
hulgas oli kiusamise ohvreid
22%. Erinevused ei olnud
mérkimisvéirsed.

Madalama haridusega todtajate
hulgas v&ib téokiusamine olla
probleemiks viiksema
teadlikkuse tottu, kuidas toime
tulla konfliktidega ja mis on
tookiusamine. Suur hulk
tookiusamise ohvreid kdrgema
haridusega tootajate hulgas voib
olla aga seetdttu, et mitmed
negatiivsed tegevused uuringus
kasutatud kiisimustikus NAQ-R
eeldavad kontorit6dd ja
korgemat positsiooni, seega ka
kdrgemat haridust.

1d: Téokiusamise
ohvrid on
sagedamini
nooremas
vanusegrupis
(alla 30-aastased)

Viide on osaliselt kehtiv.
Tookiusamise ohvreid on kodige
rohkem 18-25 aastate hulgas
(28,7%). Erinevused teiste
vanusegruppidega on
mérkimisvéarsed.

Samal ajal klasteranaliiiis toi
vilja, et todtajad vanemas
vanusegrupis (5670 aastat)
kuuluvad sageli ,,Ohvri*
klastrisse ja seega lisaks
noortele on tookiusamise risk
selles vanusegrupis kdrge.

18-25. aastased noored on alles
sisenenud tooturule, tootavad
madalamal ametikohal ja ei oma
piisavat ettevalmistust, kuidas
toime tulla tookiusamisega.
Vanemaealised todtajad, kes on
to6turult lahkumas, kuna
lahenevad pensionieale, vdivad
olla organisatsioonis vihem
teretulnud. See vdib saada
iiheks tookiusamise pohjuseks.
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Tabel 1. Uurimisviited ja tulemused (jatkub)

INDIVIIDI TASAND

Uurimisviide Tulemused Kommentaar

le: Tookiusamise | Vdide on osaliselt kehtiv. Tulemused kinnitavad

ohvrid on Todkiusamine on korgeim varasemaid empiirilisi uuringuid
sagedamini lesestunud to6tajate hulgas selles osas, et perekonnaseis on
vallalised voi (28,6%), jargnevad vallalised tookiusamisega seotud ja
lahutatud tootajad (25,8%) ja abielus tookiusamise ohvrid on

(23%). Tookiusamine on kodige
viiksem probleem lahutanute
seas (16,3%). Erinevused on
markimisvaérsed.

sagedamini vallalised ja mitte
abielus. See voib tuleneda
asjaolust, et abielus inimesed
pooravad probleemidele t661
vahem téhelepanu, kuna on
hdivatud rohkem koduste
kohustustega. Vallalistel voib
aga puududa todvéline
tugivorgustik ning kiusamine
tool tdhendada tdsisemaid
tagajérgi.

ORGANISATSIOONI TASAND

2a: Tookiusamine
on kdrgem avalikus
sektoris

Viide ei ole kehtiv.
To6kiusamine ei ole
markimisvéirselt erinev avalikus
(24,5%) ja erasektoris (22,6%).

Varasemad uuringud on enamasti
keskendunud avalikule sektorile,
seega tulemused on olulised ja
néditavad, et ka erasektor ei ole
toOkiusamisest vaba.

2b: To6kiusamine
on erasektori
organisatsioonides
kdrgem
teenindusettevotetes

Viide on osaliselt kehtiv.
Tookiusamine erasektoris on
kdige kdrgem teenindus- ja
tootmisettevotetes (24,9%).
Erinevused teiste
tegevusvaldkondadega on
markimisvaarsed.

Tookiusamist voib tekitada
graafikujirgne pingeline t60 ja
kohustus suhelda. Need
tingimused iseloomustavad t66d
teeninduses ja vdivad suurendada
tookiusamise riski. Lisaks on oht
kiusamiseks klientide poolt.

2c: Tookiusamine
on korgem véikestes
ja keskmise
suurusega
ettevotetes

Viide on osaliselt kehtiv.
Tookiusamine on korgeim
keskmise suurusega ettevotetes
(101-500 tdotajat) (29%),
jdrgmisena viikeettevatetes (alla
25 toodtaja) (25%). Erinevused
ettevotete suuruse jargi on
mirkimisvéérsed.

Uheks selgituseks vdib olla
asjaolu, et véikeettevotetes ja
keskmise suurusega ettevotetes ei
ole todkiusamise ennetus veel
piisavalt tdhelepanu ja rakendust
leidnud.
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Tabel 1. Uurimisviited ja tulemused (jatkub)

Uurimisviide

Tulemused

Kommentaar

3a: Tookiusamine on
negatiivselt seotud
organisatsioonikultuu
ri suhete
orientatsiooniga

Viide on téielikult kehtiv.
Negatiivsete tegevuste (NAQ-
R) ja organisatsioonikultuuri
suhete orientatsiooni vahel on
negatiivne korrelatsioon.

3b: Todkiusamine on
negatiivselt seotud
organisatsioonikultuu
ri iilesande
orientatsiooniga

ORGANISATSIOONIKULTUUR

Viide on tdielikult kehtiv.
Negatiivsete tegevuste (NAQ-
R) ja organisatsioonikultuuri
tilesande orientatsiooni vahel
on negatiivne korrelatsioon.

Uuring kinnitab, et tugev
orientatsioon suhetele ja
tilesandele organisatsiooni-
kultuuris vihendab
tookiusamise riski. Tugevam
negatiivne seos on iilesande
orientatsiooni ja tookiusamise
vahel.

4: Juhid on teadlikud

juhtimisstiilist kui
tookiusamise  lihest
pOhjustajast

Viide on téielikult kehtiv.
74% intervjueeritavatest
ndustus, et juhtimisstiil on
tookiusamise pohjus. Lisaks
sellele pidasid juhid
peamisteks todkiusamise
pOhjusteks isiksuseomadusi ja
organisatsioonikultuuri.

Tulemused kinnitavad, et
juhid on enda suhtes
kriitilised ja tunnistavad enda
voimalikku osalust
tookiusamise tekkimisel
organisatsioonis. Seega on
juhid ka teadlikud, et saavad
juhtimisstiili valikuga kaasa
aidata kiusamise
ennetamisele.

Sa: Juhtide uus
polvkond
(juhikogemus kuni 10
aastat ja 1-9 alluvat)
on paremini
informeeritud
tookiusamisest
vorreldes vanema
pOlvkonnaga

JUHTIMINE

Viide on osaliselt kehtiv.
Juhid véiksema
juhikogemusega (kuni 10
aastat) on paremini
informeeritud tookiusamisest
kui pikema t66kogemusega
juhid. Erinevused on
mérkimisvéarsed. Alluvate
arvu jargi erinevused ei
osutunud olulisteks.

5b: Juhtide uus
pdlvkond on
toetavam
tookiusamise
ennetustegevuste
suhtes vorreldes
vanema pdlvkonnaga.

Viide ei ole kehtiv.
Erinevused juhtide uue ja
vanema polvkonna vahel ei
ole miarkimisvaarsed

Tulemused néitavad, et
suhtumine ja teadlikkus
tookiusamisest vdiksema ja
suurema juhikogemusega
juhtide vahel erineb oluliselt.
See voib viidata voimalikele
probleemidele
organisatsioonis konsensuse
leidmisel tookiusamise
ennetus- ja
sekkumistegevuste suhtes.

Allikas: Autori koostatud
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Jareldused ja soovitused

To0s oli esitatud kolm uurimisprobleemi ja jirgnevalt on toodud t66 pohijérel-
dused uurimisprobleemide 15ikes.

1. Esimene uurimisprobleem oli teada saada, kui tdsine on tookiusa-
mise risk Eesti organisatsioonides.

Tulemuste pdhjal voib véita, et tdokiusamine on Eesti organisatsioonides véiga
tdsine probleem. Vastavalt rahvusvahelisele tookiusamise modtmiskriteeriumile
(negatiivsed tegevused iiks kord néddalas vihemalt 6 kuu véltel) kannatab ligi
neljandik vastanutest tookiusamise all. Enesehinnangu alusel raporteeris 1%
vastanutest, et on kiusamise ohver. Tulemuste lahknevus viitab iihelt poolt soo-
vimatusele tunnistada ohvri staatust. Teiselt poolt niditavad tulemused nega-
titvsete tegevuste olemasolu Eesti organisatsioonides, mida véga sageli ei peeta
todkiusamiseks.

Tookiusamine soltub Eesti organisatsioonides indiviidi tasandil vanusest ja
perekonnaseisust ning organisatsiooni tasandil tegevusvaldkonnast ja organisat-
siooni suurusest. Kuna mitmed uurimisvéited tookiusamise leviku osas ei leid-
nud kinnitust voi olid osaliselt kehtivad, siis voib jareldada, et selgelt eristuvaid
tookiusamise riskigruppe ei ole vdimalik esile tuua Eesti organisatsioonides.
Tookiusamise riski ei saa hinnata sotsiaal-demograafiliste tunnuste alusel, mis
raskendab ennetusmeetmete viljatdotamist ja suunamist. Tendents omab taht-
sust eriti tileminekujirgse riigi seisukohalt, kus tookiusamise risk on korge, kuid
riskigrupid ei eristu. Selles osas erinevad tdokiusamise tulemused oluliselt
Léaéne-Euroopa riikides ja USA-s 14bi viidud uuringutest, kus tulevad selgemalt
esile enam ohustatud grupid. Eesti organisatsioonides ei ole tookiusamine vaid
kaitsetumas positsioonis olevate todtajate probleem, vaid ohustab erinevaid
toOtajate gruppe ja organisatsioone ning seega ka ennetus ja informeerimine
peab puudutama té6tajaid laiemalt.

2. Teiseks uurimisprobleemiks oli uurida, millised tegurid pohjusta-
vad tookiusamist arvestades kiitumise siigavamaid pohjuseid orga-
nisatsioonis.

T66 tulemused néitavad, et nork organisatsioonikultuuri orientatsioon iilesan-
dele ja suhetele on tookiusamise pohjuseks organisatsioonis. Tugeva iilesande ja
suhete orientatsiooniga organisatsioonikultuur suudab juhtida ja toime tulla
tookiusamise peamiste pohjustega organisatsiooni tasandil nagu rollide eba-
selgus, halb konfliktijuhtimine ja infovoog, muudatuste l&biviimine, stressi-
tekitav tookeskkond, iilekohus jt. Seega, arvestades tegevusi, mida hdlmavad
organisatsioonikultuuri suhete ja lilesande orientatsioon, on vdimalik oluliselt
tookiusamist vdhendada. See jédreldus on vidga praktilise iseloomuga, kuna
sisaldab konkreetseid tegevusi, mida ja kuidas peaks organisatsioonis muutma,
et ennetada todkiusamist voi sellega toime tulla.
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Tookiusamine on tugevamini seotud organisatsioonikultuuri iilesande orien-
tatsiooniga, st negatiivne kditumine on pigem seotud organisatsiooni iilesanne-
tega ja eesmérkidega ning muudatuste juhtimisega kui {ihtekuuluvustunde ja
omavaheliste suhetega. Seda voisid mdjutada nii iileminekujirgse riigis lébi-
viidud mitmed {imberstruktureerimised kui ka hiljutine majanduskriis, mille
tulemusena rohutati tugevalt efektiivsust ja rentaablust organisatsiooni
eesmaérkides ning inimlik mddde on jédénud tahaplaanile. Sellises olukorras on
koige tohusam viis tookiusamisega toimetulekuks saavutada tootajate toetus
ettevotte eesmdrkidele ja juhtkonna otsustele. Tootajate omavaheline hea
labisaamine ei vilista veel tookiusamist.

3. Kolmandaks uurimisprobleemiks oli vilja selgitada, milline on juh-
tide teadlikkus tookiusamisest ning valmidus rakendada ennetus-
tegevusi iileminekujirgses riigis.

Juhid on enesekriitilised ning tunnistavad juhtimisstiili kui {ihte peamist tegurit
todkiusamise pdhjusena. Uuel juhtide pdlvkonnal (kuni 10 aastat juhikogemust)
on korgem teadlikkus tookiusamisest ja selle kahjulikust mojust tootaja tervisele
ning suurem valmidus rakendada ennetustegevusi organisatsioonis vorreldes
vanema polvkonna juhtidega (juhikogemus iile 10 aasta). Seega, uus juhtide
polvkond on paremini kursis reaalse olukorraga Eesti organisatsioonides ning
peab vajalikuks seda muuta.

Kuigi juhid on valmis tookiusamise ennetuseks, siis seisab nende ees mit-
meid takistusi. Esiteks, vaatamata korgele teadlikkusele tookiusamisest noore-
ma pdlvkonna juhtide hulgas ei pruugi juhtidel olla piisavalt teadmisi ja infor-
matsiooni, kuidas toime tulla konkreetsete tookiusamise juhtumitega. Vanema
pOlvkonna juhid aga ei ole hésti kursis teemaga iildisemalt. Seega, juhid peaksid
kohanema olukorraga, kus vaimse todkeskkonna kiisimused kuuluvad juhi
igapdevase t60 juurde. Teiseks, kuna tookiusamist puudutav seadusandlik regu-
latsioon on puudulik paljudes tileminekujérgsetes riikides, siis organisatsioonid
ei ole tookiusamise ennetusega seni tdsisemalt tegelenud. Riigipoolne vastav
regulatsioon ja ennetuspoliitika kui {ihtne raamistik toetaks juhte ennetuse ellu-
viimisel organisatsiooni tasandil.

T66s on esitatud soovitused tdokiusamise ennetamiseks ja riski vihendami-
seks indiviidi, organisatsiooni ka iihiskonna tasandil, mis on koostatud siinteesis
uuringutulemuste ja teooria baasil. Uhiskonna tasandil on viga oluline t&o-
seadusandluse tdiendamine, et méératleda aktsepteeritavad normid ja védrtused
ithiskonna tasandil ning tdsta teema téhtsust avalikkuses. Samuti on voimalik
seadusandluse kaudu kindlustada kaitse ohvrile ja vastutus kiusajale ning anda
organisatsioonile ennetuse rakendamiseks konkreetsed juhised. Tookiusamise
kahjulikud tagajérjed avaldavad tugevat mdju kogu tihiskonnale, kuid kogu
vastutus toimetuleku osas on hetkel organisatsioonil ja riigipoolne toetus puu-
dub. Kuna tookiusamise teema on ikka veel uus ja negatiivseid tegevusi ei tajuta
tookiusamisena, kuid samal ajal avaldab see tootajate tervisele kahjulikku moju,
siis tuleks kaaluda sotsiaalkampaania korraldamist eesmérgiga teavitada, mis on
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tookiusamine, kuidas seda dra tunda ja mida teha. Kuna nooremate ja vanemate
tootajate hulgas on tookiusamise risk oluliselt kdrgem, siis toGturumeetmete
kujundamisel tuleb sellega arvestada ja pakkuda nendes vanusegruppides
eriprogramme, ndustamist ja tdiendavat opet, et vihendada tookiusamise riski.
Teiste riikide kogemusele tuginedes tuleks kaaluda ka keskse riikliku organisat-
siooni loomist, mille iilesandeks on tegelda todkiusamise ennetamisega, uurin-
gute lébiviimisega, juriidilise ja psithholoogilise nodustamisega, koolituste
pakkumisega jne.

Organisatsiooni tasandil on oluline pakkuda kesk- ja tipptasandi juhtidele
koolitusi tookiusamise teemal, et esile kutsuda positiivseid muudatusi. Juhid
vastutavad tervisliku to6keskkonna eest ja neil on oluline moista, millised taga-
jarjed toob kaasa tookiusamine. Organisatsiooni tasandil on oluline poddrata
tdhelepanu organisatsioonikultuurile, kuna see on otseselt seotud tookiusamise
pohjustega. Organisatsioonikultuuri elemendid, mis toetavad todkiusamise
ennetamist on jargmised: avatud kommunikatsioon, selged iilesanded ja rollid,
detsentraliseeritud juhtimine, ldbipaistev tasustamissiisteem, jagatud visioon ja
missioon, innovatiivsed ja inspireerivad eesmérgid. Organisatsioon peaks koos-
tama ka oma ennetusprogrammi, kus on kindlaks méiratud aktsepteeritavad ja
ebasoovitavad kéitumisviisid, juhised toimimiseks kiusamise korral ning
ennetusmeetmed. Organisatsioonis peaks 1dbi viima informatiivseid koolitusi
koikidele tootajatele, et tosta teadlikkust todkiusamisest ja tutvustada ennetus-
programmi.

Indiviidi tasandil on tookiusamise ennetamiseks vdimalik arendada sotsiaal-
seid kompetentse, suhtlemisoskusi, mis aitab toime tulla konfliktiolukorras ja
mitte kaasa minna negatiivsete tegevustega. Teiseks kasulikuks oskuseks on
stressijuhtimine, mis annab kaitse pingelistes olukordades. Korgem stressitalu-
vus vOib anda kaitse tookiusamise eest vOi vihendada tagajirgi, sest negatiiv-
setel emotsioonidel on vidiksem md&ju. Lopuks, igal inimesel tuleks olla kursis
tookiusamise olemusega, tagajirgedega ja ennetusvOimalustega. Suurem
teadlikkus aitab vajadusel paremini reageerida, kuid suunab téhelepanu ka enda
kiitumisele, et mitte kahjustada teisi.

Kokkuvéttes, doktorit6d panuseks on terviklik késitlus tookiusamisest {ile-
minekujérgse riigi kontekstis. T66s on toodud podhjalik teoreetiline iilevaade
todkiusamisest, iihtlustatud tookiusamise terminoloogiat ja sisu, siistematiseeri-
tud riskifaktoreid, analiiiisitud tagajéirgi ja pdhjuseid indiviidi, organisatsiooni ja
ithiskonna tasandil. Metodoloogiliselt on kédesolev uurimus Eestis esimene, kus
on kasutatud rahvusvaheliselt hésti tuntud ja tunnustatud kiisimustikku — Nega-
tive Acts Questionnaire — mis hdlbustab tulemuste vordlust teiste riikidega.
Empiirilised tulemused t6id vélja kdrge negatiivsete tegevuste esinemissage-
duse Eesti organisatsioonides, mis viitab tugevale ennetusvajadusele, kus on
kaasatud nii iihiskond (riik), organisatsioonid kui to6tajad. Kuna {imbritseval
keskkonnal on oluline mdju indiviidi kditumisele, siis esimeses faasis tuleks
ennetusele suuremat tihelepanu podrata just tihiskondlikul tasandil. Autor usub,
et to6 panus seisneb iihiskondliku debati kéivitamises ja tdokiusamise ennetus-
tegevuste aktiveerimises.
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