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Summary

This study identifies the negative effects resulting from being accused of 

bullying behaviour on thirty four people in their place of work. Those accused of 

bullying were asked to rate their accuser as a person in their own right as well as 

compare themselves with their accuser on a variety of aspects. Personality differences 

between participants in the study who were accused of bullying and a matched control 

group, and the coping strategies employed were sought. Possible individual and 

organisational antecedents to bullying were identified. In addition, to using 

psychometric measures to obtain quantitative data the findings were enriched by 

including qualitative research methods.

The thesis is divided into four sections. The first section includes a literature 

review covering studies carried out by major researchers in Europe, Australia, the 

United States of America and Japan into the area of workplace bullying. Psychological 

theory is examined in an attempt to explain the behaviours of the alleged perpetrators 

and recipients of bullying behaviours. The relationship between aggression and 

bullying behaviour is also examined. The effects of bullying on the recipients of 

bullying and the possible negative effects of trauma are explained. Due to the lack of 

empirical data on the effect of being accused of bullying, no research literature is 

included. Coping strategies and their effectiveness are discussed.

The second section details the methods used and describes the questionnaires, 

psychological measures, and inventories which were completed by the participants and 

explains the procedure for obtaining qualitative data during interviews with the accused 

group. The inclusion of qualitative data in the study was seen as central to the study 

because it gives a more insightful understanding of the experiences of people who have 

been accused of bullying in the workplace.

Section three contains the results of the study and an outline of the physical and 

psychological ill health experienced by the accused group. This includes analysis of 

anxiety, anger, self-esteem, post-traumatic stress disorder, somatic symptoms, 

insomnia/anxiety, social dysfunction, and depression. Where appropriate, results 

obtained from the control group are compared to the accused. The personality of the



accused and coping strategies used are also examined and discussed in this section as 

well as being compared to results obtained from the control group.

In the final section the results of this study are compared with previous findings. 

Limitations of the study and suggestions for future research are discussed.

Raw data are included in the Appendices.
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SECTION I - INTRODUCTION

1.1 The present study

1.1.1 Background to the study

The Anti Bullying Research and Resource Centre, Trinity College, Dublin, is the 

main source of academic information on workplace bullying in Ireland. To date, two 

National Surveys, along with much research on a smaller scale, have been carried out 

on those who claim to have been bullied. Large scale surveys have been carried out in 

both schools and workplaces while individual and smaller surveys have also been 

conducted at the request of unions, individual employers, and schools. Descriptive 

surveys have the advantage that many respondents can be questioned quickly and there 

is less influence from the dynamics of interpersonal variables, and less bias in analysing 

answers (Coolican, 1999).

Those seeking help from the Anti Bullying Research and Resource Centre 

included people feeling bullied, parents, worried siblings, healthcare / allied professions 

who have come across a bullying situation with one of their clients, employers 

enquiring about how to handle particular situations, and, finally, those who have been 

accused of bullying. People are self-referred or referred by solicitors, doctors, families, 

teachers, concerned friends and so on. In Ireland and as with the majority of 

international research on bullying, research projects have focused almost solely on the 

person claiming to be bullied. However, there is a significantly untapped group 

comprising those who are the bullies or perpetrators of bullying behaviours. Research to 

date profiles the ‘bully’ from the viewpoint of the ‘victim’ and makes assumptions 

regarding their motives and behaviours, such as being jealous of the target of bullying. 

While assumptions regarding behaviours and motives may be accurate in some cases, to 

date there has been no way to test the accuracy.

The present study looks to address this gap in the literature and sought to 

identify those who had been accused of bullying in the workplace. Many of these people 

contacted the Anti-Bullying Research and Resource Centre on a voluntary basis seeking 

information and advice, at which stage they were notified of the present study. Others
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contacted the centre specifically to become involved in the study, having received 

notification of it in their workplace or union.

1.1.2 Research Aims

The research aims of the study at hand include the following:

• To identify a sample of people who had been formally accused of bullying in the 

workplace

• to identify the bullying behaviours which were alleged to have occurred against 

the sample who identified themselves as having been accused of bullying in the 

workplace;

• to identify personal and work related details of people accused of bullying 

behaviours in their place of work;

• to identify the nature of bullying behaviours of which participants were either 

accused or self-reported to participating in;

• to investigate the effects of being accused of workplace bullying on the physical 

and psychological health of the accused group;

• to investigate the level of self-esteem of the accused group and identify 

comparisons/differences as compared with that of the control group used in the 

present study;

• to explore the coping strategies employed, if any, by the accused group in 

comparison with the control group;

• to analyse to what extent the personality constructs of those accused of bullyi ng 

behaviours differs from the control group used in the present study and the 

profile of bullies as identified in previous research;

• to analyse the accused’s opinion and perspective of their accuser and identify 

comparisons and difference in relation to previous research;

Significant differences are hypothesised between the accused group and the control 

group with regard to self-esteem, personality constructs, and coping strategies.

2



1.1.3 Research Question

The present study centres on the following research questions:

• Are those who are accused of bullying in the workplace as seriously affected 

physically, psychologically and behaviourally in comparison with those who are 

victims of bullying in the workplace -  comparison based on reports from 

previous literature in the area?;

• Are the profiles of bullies as reported in previous literature representative of the 

sample of people in the present study who have been accused of bullying in the 

workplace?;

• Are the most commonly reported bullying type behaviours, as reported by 

victims of bullying and outlined in previous research, similar to the bullying 

type behaviours admitted to by those accused of bullying?

• Are self-esteem levels of those accused of bullying behaviours statistically 

significantly different from a control group? ;

• Are the personality constructs of those accused of bullying statistically 

significantly different from a control group?

1.1.4 Research Significance

The present study aims to contribute as a starting point to an identified gap in 

the area of workplace bullying. There are a wide range of questions to be answered in 

relation to the ‘bully’, which may seek to identify a typical profile. The present study 

does not attempt to explore all possible areas but, due to the researcher’s experience in 

the field to date, make comparisons and identify differences and further gaps between 

the plentiful research available relating to the victim and his/her perspective of the 

bully.

A second significant contribution made by the present study is to emphasise the 

importance of a holistic approach when involved in the area of workplace bullying. 

Subjective perspectives are the epicenter of bullying and what seems unreasonable to 

one can be rationally justified by another. The present study looks at how those accused
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of bullying explain their behaviours in relation to his/her accuser and respective 

workplace, thus providing a voice for those who, for the most part, are unheard and 

have been stereotyped.

Thirdly, this research makes a contribution to previous research in relation to the 

self-esteem levels and personalities of ‘bullies’. Research to date, outlined in more 

detail in the following sections of this chapter, has proposed that the self-esteem levels 

of a bully are both very low and very high. The present study investigates the self

esteem levels of those accused of bullying and identifies comparisons and differences in 

relation to previous research. Similarly, the personality of ‘bullies’ has been 

investigated in numerous studies to date and the present study explores further the 

personality constructs of those accused of bullying.

Finally, the present study makes a significant contribution in looking at how a 

person accused of bullying in the workplace is affected by both the accusations and the 

situation itself Much research to date centres solely on how the victim is affected and 

often shows the devastating effects. Based on the typical effects of bullying on the 

victim as reported in previous research to date, outlined in more detail in the following 

sections of this chapter, the present study seeks to identify whether a similar impact is 

experienced by the bully or, indeed, whether the ‘bully’ is affected at all.

1. 2 Workplace Bullying 

1. 2.1 Introduction

They sometimes are called "bullies," "tyrants," or "jerks:" However, regardless 

of how they are described, those who inflict psychological abuse on their colleagues 

constitute one of the most common and serious problems facing employees in today's 

workplace, hi recent years, however, an increasingly broad and sophisticated 

understanding of the phenomenon called “workplace bullying” has been gained. 

Literature now generalises about the types of bullies that exist, the tactics they use, the 

targets they tend to seek out, and the individual and systemic consequences of their 

behavior. The emerging literature on workplace bullying confirms that this behav ior 

inflicts harmful, even devastating, effects on its targets and can sabotage employee 

morale in ways that severely undercut productivity and loyalty. Information on bullying

4



comes almost exclusively from targets, and general wisdom within the literature 

suggests that bullying can happen to anyone. Rayner (1999) suggests that this view 

implies that the victim is merely in the wrong place at the wrong time.

Adams with Crawford (1992) brought workplace bullying to the attention of 

people in the UK when she identified bullying behaviour as a misuse of personal power 

over others and separate from the recognised problems of sexual harassment or racism. 

Literature was sparse at the time with only Rayner (1995) making an effort to further 

explain the phenomena. Rayner & Hoel (1997) reported that early research into violence 

at work focused on aggressive verbal behaviour or physical aggression between 

strangers, which was not necessarily repeated. According to Lewis (1999), European 

interest appeared far more advanced and much of the research was emanating from 

Scandinavia from Einarsen and Skogstad (1996), Leymann (1990), Leymann and 

Gustaffson (1996), and Niedl (1996). Leymann introduced the concept of mobbing as 

psychological aggression that involves a group of mobbers rather than a single person 

(Zapf, 1999). Where personal physical violence at work has always been recognised, the 

presence of psychological violence and bullying has only recently been acknowledged 

(Di Martino, Hoel & Cooper, 2003). A survey carried out among employees in further 

education and higher educational institutes in Wales showed that the experience of 

bullying in the workplace was ranked higher by respondents than sex discrimination, or 

sexual and racial harassment (Lewis, 1999). Recent studies in many European countries 

suggest that the issues of violence and harassment in the workplace affect a substantial 

part of the workforce (Paoli & Merllie 2001, Di Martino et al., 2003, Einarsen & 

Nielsen 2004). These studies also indicate that psychological violence and harassment, 

rather than physical violence, represents the greatest threat to most workers (Di 

Martino, et al. 2003).

According to Cooper, Liukkonen, & Cartwright (1996) stress in the workplace 

has had an adverse impact on both the individual targeted and the organisation’s health 

with occupational stress likely to be a continuing problem for both individuals and 

employers. Much of the research on this area has been dedicated to and focused on the 

victim, less so shining the spotlight on the perpetrator. It is reasonable to conclude that 

research on the alleged bully should be the next step for researchers in this area to 

examine so that an enhanced and comprehensive understanding of the parties involved 

in this negative dynamic can be obtained. According to Zapf and Einarsen (2001),
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bullying is a gradually evolving process during which a person may acquire a 

disadvantaged position resulting in highly aggressive behaviour by colleagues, 

managers, and/or subordinates. On the other hand bullying has been seen as a 

deliberate attempt to harm and ultimately destroy the target of aggressive behaviour 

(Field, 1996). Research, therefore, is necessary to determine accurate data on the 

‘bully’, the motives behind his/her actions, the effects of being accused of bullying, and 

the ‘bully’s’ perspective of the ‘victim’.

Lynch (2004) summarized that bullying among school children has received 

attention in Scandinavian countries since the 1970's. Olweus’ work carried out in 

Norway (Olweus, 1978, 1993) and literature on bullying in schools (Besag, 1989; 

Roland & Munthe, 1989) influenced studies into school bullying in Ireland (O'Moore, 

1995; O'Moore & Hillery, 1989; O'Moore, Kirkham, Smith, 1997), the UK (Whitney & 

Smith, 1993) and Australia (Rigby, 2002). Randall (1997a) maintained that research 

carried out to examine bullying behaviours in a school environment can add to the 

knowledge of workplace bullying by identifying the role of specific factors and 

personality traits of the aggressor and the recipient. Although research into bullying in 

schools has been evident for approximately 30 years, adult bullying is a recently 

acknowledged phenomenon and research in the area was not systematically described 

until a study was carried out in Sweden by Leymann in 1982 (Leymann, 1996).

Since the 1990's the concept of workplace bullying has been the central theme 

for many international researchers in Europe (Archer, 1999; Bjorkqvist, Osterman, & 

Hjelt-Back, 1994; Brown, 1997; Einarsen & Skogstad, 1996; Hoel & Cooper, 2000; 

Lewis, 1999; Leymann, 1996; Liefooghe & Olafson, 1998; Mikkelsen & Einarsen, 

2001; Niedl, 1996; O'Moore, 2000b; O'Moore, Seigne, McGuire, & Smith, 1998; 

Rayner and Hoel, 1997; Vartia, 1996, 2003); the United States of America (Brodsky, 

1976; Keashly, 2001); Australia (McCarthy, 2000; Barker & Sheehan, 2000) and Japan 

(Tokunaga & Sato-Tanaka, 1998). However, much of the existing literature of the 

1990's is concerned predominantly with quantitative data (Lewis, 1998) and it is only in 

more recent times that research includes a high element of qualitative data (Doherty, 

2003; Lewis 2003; Liefooghe & Davey, 2003) which adds to the understanding of 

bullying behaviour.
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1. 2. 2 Terminology and definitions

The World Health Organisation (2003) defined psychological violence as the 

intentional use of power against another person or group that can result in harm to 

physical, mental, spiritual, moral or social development.

Ross (1996) reported that there was no clear agreement with regard to a 

definition of bullying. Negative or aggressive behaviours have been named as 

victimisation (Olweus, 1991), work abuse (Bassman, 1992), psychological terror 

(Leymann, 1996) mobbing (Leymann, 1996; Einarsen, 1999), bullying (Adams & 

Crawford 1992; Einarsen & Skogstad, 1996; Hoel & Cooper, 2000; O’Moore, 2000b), 

and harassment (Brodsky, 1976; Vartia, 1996), with arguments given by different 

researchers for the adoption of their choice of word. Some researchers have used both 

bullying and harassment in their definitions (Einarsen, Raknes, & Matthiesen, 1994; 

O'Moore et al, 1998). It is arguable that neither bullying nor harassment alone 

sufficiently describe the negative behaviour in the workplace, to which some people 

conclude they are subjected. In an attempt to overcome this difficulty Einarsen et al 

(1994) and O'Moore et al (1998) use both bullying and harassment in their definition 

and Leymann (1996) used both psychological terror and mobbing.

Debate over the use of bullying, mobbing or harassment as a descriptive term 

has been extensive and is ongoing. Zapf (1999a) made a distinction between bullying 

and mobbing, arguing that mobbing is often concerned with aggression from a group of 

people and tends to be directed towards one person. Many researchers make no clear 

distinction between bullying and mobbing in terms of the numbers of perpetrators and 

recipients involved.

The necessity to produce clear definitions that can identify negative behaviours 

as bullying is essential for researchers and researchers have adopted definitions for the 

purpose of conducting studies but to greatly varying diversities, as seen below.
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Reference Definition

Adams (1992)

Bjorqvist, 
Osterman, & 
Hjelt-Back (1994)

Brodsky (1976)

Crawford (1992)

Einarsen, Raknes 
& Matthiesen 
(1994).

Einarsen & 
Skogstad (1996)

Einarsen, Hoel, 
Zapf, & Cooper 
(2003)

Hoel & Cooper 
(2000)

Persistent criticism and personal abuse in public or private, which 
humiliates and demeans a person.

Repeated activities, with the aim of bringing mental (but sometimes 
also physical) pain, and directed towards one or more individuals 
who, for one reason or another, are not able to defend themselves.

Repeated and persistent attempts by a person to torment, wear 
down, frustrate, or get a reaction from another person; it is 
treatment which persistently provokes, pressures, frightens, 
intimidates or otherwise causes discomfort in another person.

Bullying, in a nutshell, is where aggression is being used not in the 
service of the organisation, but where cruelty, viciousness, the need 
to humiliate and the need to make someone feel small is a dominant 
feature of a relationship between colleagues.

Bullying and harassment are situations where a worker or 
supervisor is systematically mistreated and victimised by fellow 
workers or supervisors through repeated negative acts like insulting 
remarks and ridicule, verbal abuse, offensive teasing, isolation, and 
social exclusion, or the constant degrading of one's work and 
efforts.

Bullying (harassment, badgering, freezing out, offending someone) 
is a problem in some workplaces and for some workers. To label 
something bullying it has to occur repeatedly over a period of time, 
and the person confronted has to have difficulties defending 
himself/herself. It is not bullying if two parties of approximately 
equal strength are in conflict or the incident is an isolated event.

Bullying at work means harassing, offending, socially excluding 
someone or negatively affecting someone's work tasks. In order for 
the label bullying (or mobbing) to be applied to a particular 
activity, interaction or process it has to occur repeatedly or 
regularly (e.g. weekly) and over a period of time (e.g. about six 
months). Bullying is an escalating process in the course of which 
the person confronted ends up in an inferior position and becomes 
the target of systematic negative social acts. A conflict cannot be 
called bullying if the incident is an isolated event or if two parties 
of approximately equal 'strength' are in conflict.

We define bullying as a situation where one or several individuals 
persistently over a period of time perceive themselves to be on the 
receiving end of negative actions from one or several persons, in a 
situation where the target of bullying has difficulty in defend:ing



him or herself against these actions. We will not refer to a one-off 
incident as bullying.

Keashly & 
Nowell (2003)

Leymann (1996)

Matthiesen, 
Raknes & 
Rrokkum (1989)

O lw eus(1993)

O'Moore et al 
(1998)
O'Moore (2000b)

O'Moore (2000a)

Bullying at work is interactions between organisational members 
that are characterised by repeated hostile verbal and non-verbal, 
often non-physical behaviours directed at a person(s) such that the 
target's sense of him/herself as a competent worker and person is 
negatively affected.

Psychological terror or mobbing in working life involves hostile 
and unethical communication, which is directed in a systematic 
way by one or a few individuals mainly towards one individual 
who, due to mobbing, is pushed into a helpless and defenseless 
position, being held there by means of continuing mobbing 
activities. These occur on a very frequent basis (statistical 
definition: at least once a week) and over a long period of time 
(statistical definition: at least six months of duration).

One or more person's repeated and enduring negative reactions and 
conducts targeted at one or more persons of their workgroup.

A student is being bullied or victimised when he or she is exposed 

repeatedly and over time, to negative actions on the part of one or 

more other students. Negative action occurs when someone 

intentionally inflicts, or attempts to inflict, injury or discomfort on 

another - basically it is aggressive behaviour.

Bullying/harassment, in the workplace is where aggression is being 

used not in the service of the organisation, but where cruelty, 

viciousness, intimidation and the need to humiliate dominates a 

working relationship. Thus a person is bullied or harassed at work 

when he or she is repeatedly exposed to aggression, whether 

verbal, psychological or physical. Isolated incidents of aggressive 

behaviour may be regarded as bullying but our definition 

emphasises repeated negative behaviour.

Bullying is negative behaviour, which can be direct or indirect, 
verbal, non-verbal or physical, initiated or conducted by one or 
more persons against another or others in a systematic and on-going 
manner. Isolated incidents of aggressive behaviour can also be
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described as bullying if they are unjustified and serve to intimidate 
on an on-going basis.

Bullying is the aggressive behaviour arising from the deliberate 

intent to cause physical or psychological distress to others.

Bullying is repeated and persistent negative acts towards one or 
more individual(s), which involve a perceived power imbalance 
and create a hostile work environment.

Bullying is long lasting, recurrent serious negative process of 
actions and behaviour that is annoying and oppressing. It is not 
bullying if you are scolded once or someone shrugs his or her 
shoulders at you once. Negative behaviour develops into bullying 
when it is continuous and repeated. Often the target of bullying 
feels unable to defend him or herself.

Bullying occurs if someone is harassed, offended, socially 
excluded, or has to carry out humiliating tasks and if the person 
concerned is in an inferior position. To call something bullying, it 
must occur repeatedly (e.g. at least once a week) and for a long 
time (e.g. at least six months). It is not bullying if it is a single 
event. It is also not bullying if two equally strong parties are in 
conflict.

*Table taken from Lynch (2004).

The above definitions demonstrate that repetition is a key factor in any 

definition of bullying and harassment. This repeated behaviour may alone be relatively 

minor but, over time, can become a serious form of violence. Leymann (1996) and Zapf 

and Gross (2001) used the precise terminology of "once a week", whereas others refer 

to repeated and/or systematic behaviour (Bjorkvist et al, 1994; O'Moore, 2000b). 

Precise duration is frequently specified for research purposes and respondents are asked 

to state whether they have been bullied for a specific period (e.g. Hoel & Cooper, 2000; 

Olweus, 1991; O'Moore, 2000b). This can make comparisons across different studies 

difficult as time limits vary from within six months (Stogstad, Matthiesen, & Hellesoy, 

1990), over six months (Leymann, 1996; Niedl, 1996), within twelve months (O'Moore, 

2000b) to being bullied at any stage in one’s life (Rayner, 1997; O'Moore 2000b). 

Vartia (2001) reported that employees also felt they were targets of bullying although 

treated negatively for less that six months, while O'Moore (2000a, 2000b) included

Randall (1997a)

Salin (2003a)

Vartia (2003)

Zapf and Gross 
(2001)
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isolated incidents of aggressive behaviour in her definition thus eliminating duration. 

Einarsen et al (2003) concurred and argued that not all bullying behaviours are episodic 

and used the examples of a rumour or a person moved into poor working conditions, 

both which result in a permanent negative state from one action. A further argument for 

including one off behaviours in definitions is that one incident could take place in a 

working climate of fear and cause severe distress for the individual involved. It is also 

possible that a prospective recipient of bullying behaviours witnesses others being 

targeted and, living with the expectation that they will be next, feel the impact of 

bullying after one incident directed at them.

Olweus’ (1999b) concept of bullying emphasizes the need for intent, repetition 

and an imbalance of power as well as a lack of provocation. There are a number of 

contentious areas when dealing with definitions of bullying. Firstly, debate ensues as to 

whether the motivation of the bully should be included in order to define the behaviour. 

Garrity, Jens, Porter, Sager, & Short-Camilli (1994) include willfulness on the part of 

the perpetrator while Rigby (2001) includes pre-meditation. Brodsky (1976) maintained 

that people "attempt ... to torment" and, in their definition, Bjorkqvist et al (1994) used 

the term "with the aim of bringing mental ... pain". Randall (1997a) is more definite 

when he included the term "deliberate intent" in his definition. The argument for intent 

leads to the somewhat obvious defense that the perpetrator did not intend to cause 

distress, that they are merely behaving in a manner that they feel to be appropriate, and 

therefore they did not display bullying behaviour.

According to Lynch (2004), the imbalance of power between the bully and 

victim has its roots in research into school bullying (Hoel, Rayner & Cooper, 1999). 

According to Olweus (1996), the aggressor or group of aggressors is more powerful in 

some way than the person they are targeting. An imbalance is obvious enough when a 

bully towers over a cowering victim or a group of bullies abuse a solitary individual but 

bullying often seems to occur between people for whom the nature or basis for the 

power differential is obscure. Bullying may be conceived as a power relationship 

between perpetrator and victim. This idea is defended by different authors (e.g., 

Einarsen et al., 2003) who attribute the imbalance of power between the parties as a 

central feature of bullying. This imbalance of power often mirrors the formal power 

structure of the organisational context, but the source of power may be informal, based
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on knowledge, experience, and length of service, as well as access to support from 

influential persons. The vulnerability of the victim is linked with his/her social situation 

(e.g., single parent with dependant child, or the only man in a female group), physical 

characteristics (e.g., handicapped person, or the only black person in a white group), 

and economic situation (e.g., single income) and such vulnerability may also modify the 

imbalance of power and intensify bullying. In Australia, in the report of the Queensland 

Government Workplace Bullying Taskforce (2002) records, the officers of the Office of 

Public Service Merit and Equity reported incidents of workplace harassment against the 

following members of the target groups in the public sector: women. Aboriginal and 

Torres Strait Islander people, people with a disability, and people from non English 

speaking backgrounds.

Poilpot-Rocaboy (2006) outlined his notion that the first characteristic of 

psychological harassment is the notion of repetition. The second attribute and the third 

characteristic are the nature of the behaviour and the focus on a target. The fourth 

characteristic is the result of the behaviour. These four characteristics help to identify 

the phenomenon.

The impact of bullying is referred to in some definitions, including Randall 

(1997a) and Adams (1992) but others do not include impact (e.g. Einarsen & Skogstad, 

1996; Hoel & Cooper, 2000; O'Moore, 2000b). It could be argued that negative 

behaviours should still be defined as bullying even when they do not have an impact on 

the target as observers of bullying have been shown to be affected by such behaviours 

(Vartia, 2001).

For the purpose of this research the definition of bullying favoured is that 

suggested by O'Moore (2000a).

Bullying is negative behaviour, which can be direct or indirect, 

verbal, non-verbal or physical, initiated or conducted by one or 

more persons against another or others in a systematic and on

going manner. Isolated incidents of aggressive behaviour can 

also be described as bullying if they are unjustified and serve to 

intimidate on an on-going basis.

By using general terms, this definition is considered to be inclusive of all 

bullying behaviours, avoids the intent of the perpetrator, and includes the notion that 

isolated incidents can still cause intimidation.
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This definition omits the consideration of power and its use or misuse. While 

power and power imbalance is an important factor in workplace bullying research, the 

definition chosen has been used in numerous Irish studies, which are referred to 

throughout this and future chapters. For the purposes of this study, choosing the same 

definition was hypothesized to aid in the identification of comparisons and differences 

in an Irish context.

1. 2. 3 Bullying behaviours

Much research to date has looked to determine what are bullying behaviours and 

studies from different countries have identified their own schedule of behaviours that 

are most commonly reported in bullying situations. This section relates relevant 

research to date.

According to Field (1996), bullying tends to be an accumulation of many small 

incidents over a long period of time. Each incident tends to be trivial, and on its own 

and out of context does not constitute an offence or grounds for disciplinary or 

grievance action. Einarsen et al. (2003) described bullying as a process during which, in 

the early phases, recipients of aggressive behaviour are subjected to subtle and indirect 

actions and the person may find it difficult to determine the nature of the behaviours and 

not recognise them as bullying, and yet they are aware of severe effects. As the 

aggressor becomes more confident and, if they are not checked, their behaviours may 

become more overt.

Einarsen (1999) suggested the concepts of dispute related and predatory bullying 

to explain the onset of two distinct types of bullying. While dispute-related bullying is 

preceded by a highly escalated interpersonal conflict and evolves out of an interpersonal 

dispute, ‘predatory bullying’ refers to cases where the victim has personally done 

nothing provocative that may reasonably justify the behavior of the ‘predator’.

In some cases, it can be extremely difficult to differentiate between what bullying is and 

what is to be regarded as a case of bullying, since both those involved and bystanders 

may perceive and label the situation quite differently (Einarsen, 2005). While the target 

has a strong sense of being a victim of bullying and being on the receiving end of a host 

of highly unfair behaviors and sanctions, the alleged offenders as well as many 

colleagues refuse to acknowledge the perceptions of the target and instead explain the 

situation as being one where a highly difficult and neurotic person is misperceiving the
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situation or even just “getting what he deserves”. From a conceptual point of view, the 

difference between bullying and an interpersonal conflict is not necessarily found in 

what is done and how it is done (cf. Einarsen et al., 2003), but rather in the frequency 

and duration of what is done and the ability of the parties to defend themselves and their 

reputations in the actual situations.

Poilpot-Rocaboy (2006) outlined that the variety of bullying behaviours is so 

comprehensive that many authors propose to clarify the nature of the harassment 

behaviour. For example, in Scandinavia, Leymann (1996) identified five different forms 

of workplace harassment behaviours which include the manipulation of: (1) the victim’s 

reputation, (2) the victim’s possibilities of communicating with co-workers, (3) the 

victim’s social relationships, (4) the quality of a person’s occupational and life situation, 

and (5) the victim’s health. These forms are taken up by Hirigoyen (1998) in France and 

by different Scandinavian studies (Einarsen, et al. 2003). In his NHS community trust 

research, Quine (1999) proposes a 20 item inventory of bullying behaviours to measure 

the phenomenon. The 20 items are included in five categories: (1) threat to professional 

status, (2) threat to personal standing, (3) isolation, (4) overwork, and (5) 

destabilisation.

In the United Kingdom, the Guidance on Bullying brochure (UNISON 1996) 

proposes that there are nine different forms of bullying behaviour. In this document they 

are listed as (1) making life difficult for those who have the potential to do the bully’s 

job better than the bully, (2) punishing others for being too competent by constant 

criticism or by removing their responsibilities, often giving them trivial tasks to do 

instead, (3) refusing to delegate because they feel they cannot trust anyone else, (4) 

shouting at staff to get things done, (5) persistently picking on people in front of others 

or in private, (6) insisting that a way of doing things is always right, (7) keeping 

individuals in their place by blocking their promotion, (8) if someone challenges a 

bully’s authority, overloading them with work and reducing the deadlines, hoping that 

they will fail at what they do, and (9) feeling envious of another’s professional or social 

ability, so setting out to make them appear incompetent, or make their lives miserable, 

in the hope of getting them dismissed or making them resign. In the United States, 

numerous inventories of negative behaviours, identified with bullying, are proposed 

(Keashly & Jagatic 2003).
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In the Australian literature a number of harassment behaviours have been 

identified. For instance, the guide written by Workplace Victoria (a division of the 

Victoria Work Cover Authority) to deal with workplace violence and bullying (Job 

Watch and Worksafe Victoria 2003) enumerates eleven harassment behaviours which 

could be workplace bullying. These negative behaviours are presented as (1) practical 

jokes, (2) verbal abuse (3) insulted, (4) excessive supervision, (5) constant criticism, (6) 

put down in public, (7) the subject of rumours, (8) overloaded with work, or not given 

enough work to do, (9) not getting the necessary information to do the job, (10) 

personal effects or work equipment being damaged, and (11) threatened with the sack.

The Irish Report of the Task Force on the Prevention of Workplace Bullying 

(2001) included the following in their outline of specific behaviours: undermining an 

individual’s right to dignity at work, humiliation, intimidation, verbal abuse, 

victimization, exclusion and isolation, intrusion by pestering, spying and stalking, 

repeated unreasonable assignments to duties which are obviously unfavourable to one 

individual, repeated requests giving impossible deadlines or impossible tasks, and 

implied threats.

O'Moore (1999) identified twenty-five behaviours, which were used in the 

questionnaires for the Irish national survey (O'Moore, 2000b), and were considered to 

be representative of behaviours experienced by people in the workplace. These include:

• withholding information so that work becomes difficult,

• severe or unfair criticism,

• humiliation by being shouted at,

• set unrealistic work targets,

• sexual harassment,

• spreading malicious rumours to discredit,

• excessive monitoring of work,

• physical abuse or threats of physical abuse,

• ordered to work below his or her level of competence,

• hurtful teasing, taunting, mocking ridicule - especially in front of others,

• being deprived of responsibility or work tasks,

• use of foul, obscene or offensive language.
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• being contacted at home, weekends, holidays, sick leave, with 'urgent' work or 

unreasonable demands,

• being given deliberately ambiguous instructions and then being blamed for failure,

• social exclusion, intimidation,

• threats of disciplinary action,

• blocking promotion or pay increments,

• encouraging staff to disregard views,

• neglect of opinions or views,

• false claims of under performance that do not square with the facts,

• silence or hostility as a response to attempts at conversation,

• devaluing work and efforts,

• undue pressure to vote in a certain way in meetings,

• interference or disappearance of personal items,

• difficulty with requests for sick leave, holidays, compassionate leave, change of 

shifts,

• any form of dirty tricks campaign.

These individual behaviours were used in the study reported in this thesis, for 

comparison purposes, and participants were asked, not if they had experienced this 

behaviours, but to indicate whether they judged themselves to have engaged in this 

behaviour or were accused of this behaviour. This list of bullying behaviours was seen 

to be the most relevant as it has been used in an Irish context.

Einarsen et al (2003) discussed organisational bullying as opposed to bullying 

behaviours by individuals. They suggested that organisational bullying refers to 

situations in which organisational practices and procedures perceived to be oppressive, 

demeaning, and humiliating, are employed so frequently and persistently that many 

employees feel victimised. In such situations, bullying refers to indirect interactions 

between the individual and management (Liefooghe & Davey, 2001) rather than 

behaviours between individuals. Organisational practices that can be described as 

bullying consist of denying the employees a voice in pay negotiation and the use of the 

appraisal system in a manner which could be seen as unfair (Liefooghe & Davey, 2003). 

However, for the purpose of the present study, bullying is understood to be bullying 

behaviours carried out by individuals and not organisational bullying.
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1. 2. 4 Prevalence of bullying

Over the lifespan of workplace bullying research, attention has been duly 

dedicated to identifying the extent of the problem. Studies have been carried out in 

numerous different countries. This sections aims to summarise some of the most 

relevant research carried out in this area to date.

Einarsen & Skogstad (1996) report data on the frequency of bullying from 14 

different Norwegian "Quality of working life" surveys, which included a wide range of 

organizations and professions, and showed on average that 8.6% of the respondents had 

experienced bullying and harassment at work during the last six months (Einarsen & 

Skogstad, 1996), with 4.5% of these victims classified at involved in serious bullying. 

Mean duration of all reported bullying episodes was reported to be 18 months. 

Organizations with many employees, male-dominated organizations and industrial 

organizations had the highest prevalence. Older workers had a higher prevalence rate 

than younger workers and while men and women did not differ in the prevalence of 

bullying, significantly more men were reported as bullies. The majority of male victims 

reported men as bullies, while women were bullied to a larger extent by both men and 

women. Victims reported superiors as bullies as often as they reported colleagues as 

tormentors.

In a national representative study of assistant nurses, where males only comprise 

some 4% of the total number of workers Eriksen & Einarsen (2004) showed that 10.2% 

of men and 4.3 % of women reported they had been exposed to bullying at work during 

the previous six months. It may not be gender in itself, but rather the fact that these men 

belong to a minority group in this particular setting that makes them vulnerable to 

bullying.

Bjorkqvist et al (1994) found that among employees at a Finnish University, 

30% of the men and 55% of the women had been subjected to some form of harassment 

during the past year. Leymann (1996) in Sweden found a prevalence rate of 3.5% 

among the Swedish working population. However, he estimated that 25% of the 

Swedish workforce, at some point in their working lives, could experience ‘mobbing’, 

the term used in Sweden for bullying behaviours. Niedl (1996), who also used the 

Swedish definition, found that in a public hospital in Austria, 26.6% of the respondents 

(7.8% of all employees in the hospital) reported that they were subjected to bullying.
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In Finland, Vartia (1996) found that 10.1% of workers perceived themselves to 

be bullied and Salin (2003) surveyed business professionals in Finland where 8.8% of 

respondents classified themselves as having been bullied. This increased to 24.1% 

when respondents in the study were asked if they had been subjected to at least one of 

32 negative acts presented to them in the questionnaire and 30.4% reported that they 

had witnessed bullying in the previous 12 months.

Hoel & Cooper (2000) found that, in the UK, 10.5% of the workforce had been 

bullied (7.2% occasionally, 1.4% weekly or daily), while 24.4% reported that they had 

been bullied during the past 5 years and 46.5% of workers had witnessed bullying.

Rayner (1997) asked part time students in the UK whether they had been 

subjected to bullying during the whole of their working lives. 53% stated that they had 

been bullied at some point and 77 % of the respondents reported that they had observed 

others being bullied. Edelman and Woodall (1997) found a prevalence rate of 18.7 % 

among members of the Professional Association of Teachers and Lewis (1999) reported 

that 18% of respondents, in further and higher education in Wales, had been bullied, and 

22% of respondents had witnessed bullying.

Salin (2005) summarized that most large-scale studies have reported fairly equal 

victimization rates for men and women (Einarsen & Skogstad, 1996; Hoel & Cooper, 

2000; Leymann, 1992a; Vartia, 1996). However, studies in specific occupational 

groups, for example among university employees (Bjorkqvist, Osterman & Hjelt-Back, 

1994), employees in child care (Lindroth & Leymann, 1993) and assistant nurses 

(Eriksen & Einarsen, 2004), have showed different patterns, typically that members of 

the underrepresented sex have reported significantly higher rates of bullying. Closer 

examination of the relationships between bullying and gender reveals even more 

complex patterns, for example in terms of the position and gender of the bullies. While 

men are typically bullied by male supervisors, women report being bullied by both 

superiors and colleagues and by both men and women in approximately equal 

proportions (Einarsen & Skogstad, 1996; Hoel & Cooper, 2000; Leymann, 1992). Hoel, 

Cooper & Faragher (2001) reported that while male workers and supervisors reported 

higher victimization rates than their female colleagues, the pattern was reversed for 

middle and senior management.

Results from a national survey carried out in Ireland (O'Moore, 2000b) show 

that 16.9% of respondents claimed to have been bullied occasionally (once or twice) in
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the previous 12 months with 6.2% claiming to have been bullied frequently in the same 

period. When the time period was extended to "bullying in your present job" 27.2% felt 

that they had been bullied occasionally and 14.4% bullied frequently. There were 

41.5% of respondents who maintained that they had witnessed bullying in the 

workplace.

The hish Nursing Union (1997) reported that the most common forms of 

bullying were verbal or psychological in nature. 87% of nurses who took part in the 

study had experienced verbal bullying and the incidence of psychological bullying was 

almost identical. Only 3.3 % of respondents had been subjected to physical bullying. 

However, the definition used in the survey did not categorise bullying as repeated 

negative or hostile behaviour making direct comparison with the other research 

difficult.

A study conducted by O'Moore (1999), among members of the Teachers Union 

of Ireland, indicated that 32% of teachers had experienced bullying once or twice in 

their present job and another 11% had been subjected to frequent bullying. Bullying 

had been witnessed by 59.1% of respondents. There were 17.8% who reported 

themselves to be bullied once or twice within the previous 12 months and 3.9% stated 

that they had been subjected to bullying frequently in the same period. The Association 

of Secondary Teachers of Ireland (ASTI, 1999) found that 72% of their respondents 

reported that they were aware of others on the staff of their schools who have been 

bullied at work. Their results indicate that 23% of teachers, in the course of their work, 

experienced malicious teasing, taunting, mocking or ridicule in front of others. A further 

19% of respondents stated that they had been victims of someone spreading malicious 

rumours to discredit them. The Irish National Teachers Organisation (INTO, 1998) 

found that 41% of their members had been publicly humiliated in their work situation 

with 48% reporting that they were undermined at work and 56% claiming that they 

were subjected to verbal abuse.

In the Third European Survey on Working Conditions (2000), it is noted that the 

legal and cultural difference between member states may influence the way in which 

questions are understood and in turn answered. Paoli and Merllie (2001) state that the 

level of knowledge and awareness about working environment problems and the 

attitudes and concern about such problems very greatly from one country to another. 

Concepts and definitions are loaded with cultural significance and even when the same
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term is used, it may be perceived in different ways. Irish and UK studies repeatedly 

reflect that there is more bullying of subordinates than there is of peers (O’Moore et al, 

1998; Rayner, 1997) whereas the opposite is true of the Scandinavian countries 

(Einarsen et al, 1994). According to O'Moore (2000b) it would appear that cultures that 

are more egalitarian, as are the Scandinavian countries in contrast to Ireland and the 

UK, which tend to be very hierarchical, have more collegial than managerial bullying. 

Mikkelsen and Einarsen (2001) agreed and commented that lower rates in general in the 

Scandinavian countries could be due to their prevailing feminine and egalitarian culture. 

However, Salin (2001) showed different rates depending on the strategy used for 

measuring bullying. Results from her study of professional business people varied from 

8.8% when respondents were presented with a definition to 24.1% when using a 

modified version of the Negative Acts Questionnaire (Einarsen & Hoel, 2001).

Such studies demonstrate how many different factors, not least of which include 

cultural differences, influence the perception of workplace bullying, as we consider how 

what is deemed culturally appropriate for one person, is offensive or aggressive to 

another. Many people are unaware of the full cultural aspects associated with someone 

from another country, which affect the manner in which they interact, their body 

language, social skills, leadership style and much more. As a result, misunderstanding 

and misreading behaviours can easily occur.

1. 2. 5 Factors affecting the prevalence of bullying

While cultural differences have been identified as a factor influencing the 

prevalence of bullying, numerous other variables have been noted and explored in 

research to date. It is seen that the interaction of individuals (victim and perpetrator) in 

the work context that gives rise to bullying behaviour. There are many possible 

determinants of bullying and probably often multiple causes of bullying within the 

perpetrator, within the victim, and within the organization. This section looks to relate 

prominent research to date regarding the influencing factors around the perpetrator, 

victim and the organization.

1. 2. 5.1 The perpetrator

Einarsen (2005) outlined the popular view that these types of behaviors are 

deeply rooted within the personality structure of the office or shop-floor bully. Self-
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reported bullies described themselves as being high on aggressiveness and low on self

esteem, the latter being particularly true for a group of offenders who also saw 

themselves as bully-victims (Matthiesen & Einarsen, 2005). These perpetrators, labeled 

as provocative targets, were also found to be low on social competence and high on 

social anxiety. Some authors argue that the personality of the perpetrator is a cause of 

bullying such as the ‘psychopathic personality’ (Field 1996, Hirigoyen 1998), while 

others (Poilpot-Rocaboy 2000) reject this idea and argue the perpetrator is not always a 

sick person. But, a contrary viewpoint is that not everyone can be a perpetrator in work 

life, because education and moral values act to stop someone being a perpetrator at 

work, even in a context where bullying behaviour is allowed.

Zapf and Einarsen (2003) note bullying research has revealed that bullies seem 

to be male more often than female, and supervisors and managers more often than 

colleagues. They suggest three main types of bullying related to certain characteristics 

of perpetrators. The first type is bullying due to protection of self esteem. Zapf and 

Einarsen (2003) contend that many theorists assume that protecting and enhancing self 

esteem, which can be understood as having a favourable global evaluation of oneself, is 

a basic human motive which influences and controls human behaviour in many social 

situations. Thus, those people who have high levels of self esteem are likely to exhibit 

more aggressive behaviour than low levels of self esteem (Zapf and Einarsen, 2003). 

Other studies imply that low self-esteem is linked to higher levels of aggression. 

Baumeister, Smart and Boden (1996) suggest that various negative emotions such as 

frustration, anger, anxiety and envy play a mediating role between self esteem and 

aggression. Ahmed and Braithwaite (2004) show that shame and pride are related to 

workplace bullying. In other studies (Zapf & Einarsen 2003) on workplace bullying 

using the reports of victims, envy on the part of the bullies is considered one main 

reason for their bullying. According to Neuman and Baron (2003), the perception of 

unfair treatment, and the subsequent frustration and stress produced often serve as 

antecedents to workplace aggression and violence. These authors note that the General 

Affective Aggression Model includes frustration as one potential cause of such 

behaviour.

According to Zapf and Einarsen (2003), the second type of bullying is due to the 

lack of social competencies on the part of the perpetrator. Lack of emotional control, 

lack of self reflection and perspective taking are aspects related to bullying. For
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example, a supervisor may vent his/her anger by regularly yelling at one of the 

subordinates without being aware of the consequences of this behaviour. Finally, Zapf 

and Einarsen (2003) present bullying as a result of micro political behaviour. It has been 

suggested that some cases of bullying follow the logic of micro political behaviour in 

organisations. This type of bullying indicates harassment of another person in order to 

protect or improve one’s own position and interest in the organisation, and has been 

described as a phenomenon mainly occurring at the middle and higher hierarchical 

levels.

From a ‘social learning’ perspective, O’Leary-Kelly, Griffin and Glew (1996) 

submit that harassment is learned by observation, experience or imitation of several 

sources (family, school, military service, television, and firm). But as Brodsky (1976) 

concludes, if perpetrators may indeed have some common characteristics making them 

prone to bullying, they will not exhibit such behaviour unless they are in an 

organisational culture that rewards, or at least is permissive of such behaviours. The 

interaction of individuals and the work context is an essential component of the 

psychological harassment behaviour.

Conflicting research, as outlined above, around the traits and motivations of a 

workplace bully reflect the need for further research into the area. Further analysis in 

relation to the self-esteem levels of a workplace bully is required in order to determine 

whether it is indeed low or high self-esteem that drives the bully. Alternatively, 

environmental factors may intertwine with self-esteem to result in what is seen as 

bullying behaviour, which suggests that self-esteem alone is not sufficient to determine 

one’s behaviour in a workplace.

Importantly, the lack of social competencies, as reported above, of a workplace 

bully would seem to suggest that such persons do not reflect their own behaviours and 

its impact on others, resulting in what is perceived as a selfish outlook on life.

1.2.5.2 The Victim

In terms of the victim personality, Matthiesen & Einarsen (2001) reported that 

victims portrayed a personality profile indicating a tendency to emotional and 

psychological disturbance on a wide range of personality factors. However, the study 

showed that victims of bullying were not a homogeneous group. One group of victims 

portrayed a profile indicating an extreme range of severe psychological problems and
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personality disturbances. A second group, called the “disappointed and depressed” 

portrayed a tendency towards becoming depressed and being suspicious of the outside 

world. The third group, called the “common group”, portrayed a quite normal 

personality, in spite of having experienced the largest number of specific bullying 

behaviors. Such results may indicate that a specific vulnerability/hardiness factor may 

exist among some but not all victims of bullying at work. Persons who are already 

suffering from psychological problems are probably more likely to suffer long-term 

psychological and physical problems in the wake of bullying and serious personal 

conflicts. Persons with psychological problems, low self-confidence and a high degree 

of anxiety in social situations may also be more likely than others to feel bullied and 

harassed, and they may find it more difficult to defend themselves if they are exposed to 

the aggression of other people.

Di Martino et al. (2003) suggest that the extent to which these personality 

characteristics should actually be considered causes of bullying, or whether they should 

be considered a result of being bullied, is still an open question. Leymann (1996) argues 

that these characteristics need to be interpreted as a “normal response to an abnormal 

situation”. Thus, most authors (Hirigoyen, 1998, Poilpot-Rocaboy, 2000) have totally 

disregarded the role of individual characteristics and persuasively argued that anyone 

can become the target of psychological harassment behaviour. In fact, it is the 

interaction of individuals, the victim and perpetrator, and the work context that creates 

the situation of bullying at any time.

Socio-demographic variables such as gender, age, educational level and marital 

status are analysed in different studies (Di Martino, et al. 2003). For instance, in France, 

Hirigoyen (1998, 2001) showed that 70 per cent of the victims were women. 

Furthermore, the European Parliament pointed out, that according to some research 

findings, women are more frequent victims than men of every type of harassment, 

whether it is ‘vertical’ harassment of a subordinate by a superior or vice versa, peer 

group ( ‘horizontal’) harassment, or harassment of a mixed type. In explanation of this 

finding, suggestion is made that women are said to be educated to be less self-assertive 

and less aggressive, and women hold less powerful positions in organizations 

(Hirigoyen, 1998, 2001).

Poilpot-Rocaboy (2006) proposed a specific model of the psychological 

harassment process. Harassment is a dynamic process with four phases. The interaction
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of three types of antecedents (phase 1) can develop psychological harassment behaviour 

(phase 2), which creates response from the victim and the organization (phase 3) and 

produces three types of effects (phase 4). This process is not linear and phases can 

affect one another.

Numerous research studies, such as those listed above, have been carried out to 

look at the demographics, personality traits and mental health issues of those who have 

been bullied in the workplace. The question remains as to whether a victim of bullying 

has changed as a result of his/her experiences or whether he/she portrayed similar 

personality traits and mental health issues prior to the bullying.

It seems evident that no one demographic, personality type or mental health 

issue will result in a guarantee of bullying but, rather, the combination of all the 

individuals involved, including bystanders (other workers), and the work environment 

allow this behaviour to manifest. The self-esteem and previous vulnerabilities of the 

victim of bullying may well influence how quickly they deem themselves to be bullied, 

if at all, and how badly affected they are by the experience.

1.2.5.3 The Organisation

Salin (2005) summarized that existing research has demonstrated strong links 

between the work environment and the prevalence of workplace bullying. For example, 

leadership style, job design, organizational norms and values, and communication 

climate have been found to have significant effects on the prevalence of bullying 

(Einarsen et al., 1994; Hoel & Cooper, 2000; Hoel & Salin, 2003; Vartia, 1996; Zapf 

Knorz & Kulla, 1996). Salin (2003) puts forward organisational antecedents of bullying. 

Explanations for and factors associated with bullying are classified into three groups: 

(1) enabling structures or necessary antecedents (e.g., perceived power imbalances, low 

perceived costs, and dissatisfaction and frustration), (2) motivating structures or 

incentives (e.g., internal competition, reward systems and expected benefits), and (3) 

precipitating processes or triggering circumstances (e.g., downsizing and restructuring, 

organisational changes, changes in the composition of the work group). She concludes 

that bullying is often an interaction between structures and processes from all three 

groupings. Hoel and Salin (2003) propose a list of organisational antecedents of 

workplace bullying. Four types of antecedents appear: (1) changing in general and
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changing nature of work, (2) work organisation, (3) organisational culture and climate, 

and (4) leadership.

More and more organizations in the private sector are implementing 

restructuring and downsizing in an effort to become more cost effective and remain 

competitive (Baillien, De Witte and Neyens, 2005). The impact of organizational 

changes on bullying in the workplace has been explored by many researchers, with the 

majority of research suggesting that levels of bullying increase with organizational 

change. Baillien et al (2005) summarized that organisational change causes insecurity 

concerning the nature and continued existence of the employee’s job (Greenglass and 

Burke, 2000), increasing workloads, role ambiguity, and job conflict (Jick, 1985). High 

levels of job insecurity have been related to an increased risk of bullying (Notelaers et 

al, 2003; Rayner, Hoel & Cooper, 2002). The same may be argued, to varying extents, 

for workload (Notelaers, DeWitte & Einarsen, 2003), role ambiguity (Vartia, 1996), and 

job conflict (Einarsen et al, 1994). Competition and economic rationalism increase 

workplace pressures and encourage the use of a hard management style that can 

inadvertently lead to the use of intimidation and undue criticism of employees (McAvoy 

and Murtagh, 2003). O ’Moore and Lynch (2007) reported that a higher level of 

dissatisfaction with their workplace was found among the bullied in relation to their 

level of responsibility, work control, recognition of work, and promotional prospects.

Skogstad, Matthiesen and Einarsen (2007), Elrod II and Tippett (2002), Marks 

and De Meuse (2005), and Vakola and Nikolaou (2005) outlined that organisational 

change has been shown to be associated with a variety of negative emotions including 

feelings of disbelief, uncertainty, threat, denial, personal loss, vulnerability, distrust, 

threats to self-esteem, powerlessness, helplessness, anger, rage, guilt, resistance, 

blaming, cynicism, alienation, mourning and depression. Organisational change may 

lead to a variety of negative emotions, which could foster aggressive outbursts and 

severe interpersonal conflicts.

Frustration and aggression associated with organizational change may also 

contribute to conflicts. Neuman and Baron (2003) reported that individuals who 

reported that they had been treated unfairly by their supervisors were significantly more 

likely than those who were satisfied with their treatment to indicate that they engaged in 

some form of workplace aggression. Employees may engage in micro-political activities 

to put down their colleagues in an effort to look better in the eyes of their superiors
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(Marks and De Meuse, 2005) while perceived norm violations and injustice may create 

frustration and workplace aggression (Neuman and Baron, 2003). Aggression caused by 

frustration at a superior may also be redirected toward a less threatening and more 

acceptable target (Marcus-Newhall, Pedersen, Carlson, and Miller, 2000).

Work organisation is also considered to be an antecedent of bullying (Dejours 

1993, 1998). A negative and stressful working environment has frequently been 

associated with bullying (Leymann 1996), such as work intensification, a high degree of 

pressure, unclear and unpredictable job situations, enforced team working, unclear roles 

and command structures, as well as various job related physical aspects (noise, heat and 

coldness) (Hoel & Salin 2003).

Bullying is typically seen as an ‘irrational’ behavior. Some researchers have 

described bullying as ‘foul game’ in organizations (Neuberger, 1999), as ‘personnel 

work with other means’ (Zapf & Warth, 1997) or as a ‘rent-seeking strategy’ (Krakel, 

1997), these perspectives have gained little attention in the current bullying debate (e.g., 

Zapf & Einarsen, 2003). However, there are situations where it might be individually 

‘rational’ or rewarding to bully somebody, for example if the potential victim is 

considered either as a burden for the department or as a personal rival (e.g., Krakel, 

1997). Furthermore, studies have shown a correlation between performance-based 

reward systems and bullying (Sutela & Lehto, 1998). It is thus possible to argue that 

bullying may be closely related to the phenomenon of organizational politics, that is the 

phenomenon when individuals or groups deliberately act in a way that will protect or 

enhance their own self-interests and when their actions may or may not be in the best 

interest of other individuals, groups or the organizations to which the actor belongs 

(Allen, Madison, Porter, Renwick & Mayes, 1979; Kacmar & Ferris, 1991).

In France, Hirigoyen (1998, 2001) has shown that psychological harassment is 

more often present in certain specific industries and occupations, such as the 

administrative function, education and the health sector. Di Martino et al. (2003) 

confirm this observation and note a recent review of European surveys of bullying 

identified several high risk occupations. Overall, these researchers reported that there 

appears to be a higher risk of bullying within the public sector (public administration 

and defense, education and health) than within the private sector. However, it could also 

be argued that more research into workplace bullying has been carried out in the public 

sector and, therefore, may lead us to overestimate the prevalence in this sector.
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In the Di Martino, et al. (2003) study, the use of tenure or ‘job for life’ within 

the public sector provides less room for mobility, with fewer people leaving as a result 

of a conflict situation. In Australia, the report of the Queensland Government 

Workplace Bullying Taskforce confirms these findings. The introduction of grievance 

procedures, which were previously non-existent, has also contributed into fewer people 

leaving the workplace following conflict situations. Workers now have some options 

available to them in order to address any perceived injustices prior to leaving their job.

This report (2002) identifies specific industries and occupations in studies on 

workplace harassment in particular in the fields of health and community services, 

education and public administration. Hoel and Einarsen (2003) suggest that the catering 

industry, characterized by long hours, poor industrial relations and a transient market, 

may contribute to an increased use of abusive behaviours. Worsfold and McCann 

(2000) suggest that hospitality students experience some form of harassment during 

work placements. Bloisi and Hoel (2006) reported in their study of hospitality students 

that being shouted at, forbidden entry into the kitchen, and having practical jokes played 

on them were tolerated. This harassment during work placements was seen as necessary 

to maintain order.

The organisation’s culture may play a decisive role (Dejours 1993, 1998). 

According to Hoel and Salin (2003), as new members enter the organisation they will 

gradually adapt to the shared norms of the organisation and their work group by means 

of socialisation processes. In a study of the British Fire Brigade, Archer (1999) 

identified the training process as a powerful source of socialisation of behaviour. In 

particular, when every uniformed member of the organisation shares the same 

socialising experience, amplified by factors such as the ‘watch’ culture where the 

individual is allocated to the same tight knit work team, little room for diversity is 

provided. Humiliating jokes, surprises and insults can also be part of the socialisation 

process whereby new members are tested. This kind of humour can easily go sour and 

turn into bullying if the target, for some reason, cannot defend him, or herself, or does 

not take it as a joke (Hoel & Salin 2003).

Two styles of leadership have been found to be associated with bullying: an 

authoritarian style and a laissez-faire style. Indeed, settling conflicts or dealing with 

disagreements through autocratic leadership has been linked to bullying (Vartia 1996). 

In contrast, people who had neither been bullied, nor had observed bullying taking
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place, reported that disagreements at their workplace tended to be solved by negotiation 

(Vartia 1996). Moreover, a laissez-faire style of leadership may also provide a fertile 

ground for bullying between peers or colleagues. A manager’s ignorance and failure to 

recognise and intervene in bullying cases may indirectly contribute to bullying by 

conveying the message that bullying is acceptable. Similarly, dissatisfaction with the 

amount and quality of guidance, instructions and given feedback has been shown to be 

associated with higher levels of bullying (Hoel & Salin 2003).

The quality of the psychosocial work environment seems to be an important 

cause of bullying. A work situation characterized by role conflict and a lack of 

interesting and challenging work tasks, combined with a negative interpersonal climate 

in the work group, seems to be a high risk situation for bullying (Einarsen et al., 1996). 

A high degree of ambiguity or incompatible demands and expectations about roles, 

tasks and responsibilities may create a high degree of frustration and conflicts within the 

work group, especially in connection with rights, obligations, privileges and positions. 

This situation may then act as a precursor of conflict, poor interworker relationships, 

and a need for a suitable scapegoat, especially if the social climate is characterized by 

low trust and interpersonal tension. Lynch (2004) reported that victims of bullying who 

found their workplaces to be friendly and supportive were better able to separate out the 

behaviours of their aggressors from the general atmosphere in their place of work.

1. 3 Perpetrators and Recipients of bullying behaviours 

1. 3.1 Introduction

To provide a deeper insight, research to date has explored whether key traits are 

identifiable in a bully and in a victim. To date, most research has been on those 

claiming to have been bullied at work and their respective perspective if the bully. 

Much has been hypothesised about the bully but research findings are limited in terms 

of studies looking at people have been accused of bullying behaviours. This section 

summarises key research to date which has sought to identify key traits in both parties.

As summarised by Seigne, Coyne, Randall and Parker (2007), Brodsky (1976) 

was one of the first psychologists to research bully characteristics and identified key 

traits of the harasser as being aggressive, power driven and possibly being sadistic and 

bigoted. Others identified bully traits include authoritarianism (Adorno, Frenkel-
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Brunswick, Levinson, and Sanford, 1982), abrasiveness (Levinson, 1978), abusiveness 

(Bassman, 1992), hostility (Baron and Neuman, 1996) and violence (Leather, Cox and 

Farnsworth, 1990).

Research suggests that being a bully is a stable condition and those experiences 

in one social situation influence experiences in other social situations (Seigne et al., 

2007). The personalities of bullying managers have been described as sadistic, 

psychopathic, and sociopathic (McCarthy, 2001). Quillan (1996) reported that bullies 

are autocratic, with an aggressive leadership style, and have associated positions of 

power.

According to Newman, Home & Bartolomucci (2000), aggressive bullies are 

the most common type of bully. The typical bully thinks positively about violence, is 

dominating, has little empathy for others, and may also be impulsive (Olweus, 1991). In 

the typical stereotype of a bully, he/she is seen as being bigger and stronger than his/her 

peers as well as having status within the group (Olweus, 1991). Macklem (2003) 

reported that aggressive bullies need to be in control, needing power and dominance, 

and do not take responsibility for their behaviour but are happy to blame the victim 

(Haynie, Berg, Johansson, Gatz, and Zarit, 2001). Passive bullies are intensely loyal to 

aggressive bullies, are anxious, explosive when angry, have low self-esteem and are 

likely to be rejected by their peers (Olweus, 1991). Olweus (2003) reported that bullies 

are not only more aggressive towards their peers, but are also more aggressive towards 

their parents and teachers.

As with findings regarding school bullies, research into the profile of adult 

workplace perpetrators also consists mostly of recipients' perception of their aggressors 

(Bjorqvist et al, 1994; Hoel & Cooper, 2000; O'Moore, 2000b; Rayner & Cooper, 2003; 

Salin, 2003; Vartia, 1996). Nevertheless, profiles of perpetrators have been suggested 

(Crawford, 1992; Costigan, 1998; Field, 1996; Randall, 1997a) and have been identified 

with aggressiveness (Randall, 1997a), insecurity, a lack in confidence, and poor 

interpersonal skills (Field, 1996).

The most frequently cited characteristics of a bully have been aggressiveness, 

anger, maliciousness, vindictiveness, selfishness and insensitivity (O’Moore, 1997). 

Randall outlined that no profile had been standardised for the workplace bully and 

therefore, concentration should focus on the behaviour of the bully. According to 

Adams, (1992), an important characteristic of a bully is their compulsion to have their
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own needs met, that is a constant demand for respect and consideration despite denial of 

these for others. It seems to be accepted that the bully’s behaviour reflects underlying 

anxieties and inadequacies. Wright and Smye (1996) comment on their low levels of 

self-esteem. Randall (1997) suggested that bullies are not easily upset emotionally.

In premeditated aggression in the workplace, Stybel (1996) identified two kinds 

of bullies -  those who make an early exit from the workplace and those who make a 

contribution to the workplace. The latter type would be found in organisations 

undergoing continuous change and where managerial styles are rewarded for achieving 

targets. Sheehan and Jordan (2000) suggested that managers bully in a changing work 

environment because they do not possess the selective abilities or emotional skills to 

adapt to these organisational changes.

Ashforth (1994) studied the antecedents of ‘petty tyranny’ in organisatons and 

found that perpetrators typically had a low tolerance of ambiguity and held Theory X 

beliefs, that is to hold the view that the average person dislikes work, lacks ambition, 

and avoids responsibility (McGregor, 1960). Low social capabilities are stressed by 

Zapf and Einarsen (2003) who outlined that lack of emotional control and 

thoughtlessness could contribute to abusive behaviour. Sheehan and Jordan (2003) 

stated that the inability to take responsibility for the expression and control of emotions 

may contribute to bullying.

Vartia (1996) outlined the personality characteristics of aggressors, from the 

recipients' perspective, including envy, jealousy, competitiveness, and lack of insight 

into their own behaviour. However, she also cautioned that the process of attribution by 

the victims should be taken into account when assessing the behaviours of perpetrators 

(Vartia, 2003). Rayner (1999) cautioned that behaviours looked at lack discrimination 

and all could own up to these attributes on occasions. Envy and uncertainty of the bully 

were also cited by Bjorqvist et al (1994).

Although attempts have been made by some researchers to identify a "bully" 

(Olweus, 1997) and "victim" (Coyne, Seigne & Randall 2000) personality, there is 

reluctance among other researchers (Matthiesen & Einarsen, 2001) to label individuals 

since this is open to abuse by employers. Findings in regard to personality constructs 

could also be unreliable as a traumatic experience, such as being a recipient of bullying 

behaviour, could affect personality traits, arguably on a temporary basis.
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Seigne, Coyle, Randall and Parker (2006) explored the relationships of 

personality in the workplace, firstly looking at a sample of 60 victims and 60 matched 

non-victims, and secondly carrying out a small study with a sample of bullies. Results 

found that perpetrators tended to show higher levels of independence, competitiveness, 

and assertiveness, with particularly high levels of aggressiveness. The data portrayed 

the bully as outgoing, impulsive, with mood swings, and with little self-analysis. Their 

independence tends to mean that they prefer to go it alone without wanting support 

from others. This was supported by the finding that bullies did not feel a need to be 

socially accepted, which agrees with Randall’s (2001) view of bullies as egocentric.

Psychologists and sociologists have proposed personality theories, which may 

suggest explanations for the behaviours of both bullies and victims. These are discussed 

in sections 1.2.2 to 1.2.6. However, no single approach can fully explain the 

complexity of human nature and an eclectic view needs to be taken when considering 

individual behaviour.

Discussing victim personality has also been a heavily debated issue. Leymann 

(1996) strongly opposed the idea that a victim profile could be standardised but many 

believe it cannot be ignored (Coyne et al., 2000; Zapt & Einarsen, 2003). Aquino, 

Grover, Bradfield & Allen (1999) hypothesised that two groups of employees were 

particularly at risk of being bullied: the submissive employee and the provocative 

employee. Characteristics described in submissive victims include anxiety, low social 

competence, low self-esteem, and low self-determination (Aquino et al., 1999). The 

provocative victim was found to be more likely to be highly conscientious, more 

traditional, rigid, and more moralistic than non-victims (Coyne et al., 2000), thereby 

clashing with group norms (Zapf & Einarsen, 2003).

Studies among school children have suggested that victims of bullying at school 

tend to be more anxious and insecure (Olweus, 1997). Olweus (1997) also suggested 

that they are often cautious, sensitive and quiet. Randall (1997a) commented that it is 

possible that these traits may emerge within adult victims who may become more prone 

to being bullied. Connolly and O ’Moore (2006) reported that while victimisation can 

occur over the life-time, supporting the continuing experience of the victims, 

victimisation can occur at particular times only.

As summarized by Lynch (2004), Zapf (1999) outlined that victims reported 

some of their individual characteristics, such as their appearance or their private lives,
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cause bullying. Zapf and Einarsen (2003) also identified specific personality traits, 

which, they contended, may have a role in the onset of bullying. Firstly, a person who 

is exposed and vulnerable could make an easy target for the aggressor. Equally, a 

perpetrator of bullying behaviour is likely to select a person with low self-esteem and 

social incompetence as a target. The third set of personal characteristics is over 

achievement and conflict with group norms. Brodsky (1976) described victims as 

conscientious, liberal minded, unsophisticated, overachievers, and with unrealistic 

expectations of their own ability.

Personality may be a deciding factor in selecting a target if a weakness is 

perceived (Vartia, 1996; Zapf, 1999; Einarsen, 1999). Zapf (1999) reports that anxious 

behaviour may produce a negative reaction in a group and leads to bullying.

The personality profile in the study carried out by Coyne et al (2000) lends itself 

more to the vulnerable victim argument than the provocative one identified by Olweus 

(1993); However, Matthiesen and Einarsen (2001) argued that there is no general victim 

personality and that some recipients of bullying behaviour are either more sensitive to 

bullying or react more dramatically than others when bullying takes place.

Stereotypes of the bully and victim of bullying have been created through the 

many studies carried out in this area, as outlined above. The bully appears as a person 

who is dominant, lacking in empathy, needing power, lacking in self-confidence, angry 

and selfish. The victim appears as a person who is anxious, timid, insecure, lacking in 

self-esteem and an easy target. Much of the traits hypothesized in relation to the bully 

are from the victim’s viewpoint, which is naturally inaccurate at times. A balanced view 

is required, necessitating the need to hear from the accused themselves and to look at 

the ‘victim’ from the ‘bully’s’ perspective.

1. 3. 2 Theories of personality

Research to date, outlined in detail in this section, has proposed that the 

personality of a bully is a key element in identifying those likely to bully in a workplace 

situation. As a result, it is necessary to explore the theoretical approches to personality 

and apply them, where appropriate, to workplace bullying. This section identifies the 

most prominent of the personality theorists and theories to date and, where appropriate, 

relates these to the present study.
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Theories of personality vary in terms of the assumptions made about 

psychological functioning. Personality as a more or less permanent construct of 

characteristics and temperaments has been long sought after (Allport, 1961; Kelly, 

1963; Mischel, 1993). Allport (1961), who was one of the most influential trait theorists 

maintained that personality is the dynamic organisation within the individual of those 

psychological systems that determine his or her characteristic, behaviour or thought. He 

concluded that personality is a more or less enduring organisation of forces within the 

individual which help to determine responses in various situations, and it is thus largely 

to them that consistency of behaviour - whether verbal or physical - is attributable. He 

sustained that behaviour is not the same as personality, but rather that personality causes 

behaviour patterns and is within the individual.

Many approaches to personality argue that people will usually react in similar 

ways in many different situations. The notion of personality traits as consistent is 

challenged by Mischel (1981) who stated that behaviour is more likely to be influenced 

by the situation a person is in than by that person’s temperament, a view termed 

situational specificity. Giddens (1984) outlined that personality formation could be 

affected by “critical situations” which he identified as circumstances of radical 

disjuncture of an unpredictable kind. According to Rayner (1997) it is likely that the 

trauma of being bullied may initiate changes in the personality of individuals.

1. 3. 2.1 Psychoanalytic theory of personality

The psychoanalytic account of personality remains the most comprehensive and 

influential theory of personality thus far developed (Atkinson, Atkinson, Smith & Bem, 

1993). Freud (1933-1964) purported that during the first five years of life, the 

individual progresses through several developmental stages that affect personality 

referring to them as psycho-sexual stages. He further concluded that problems at any 

stage could arrest development and have a lasting effect on the individual's personality. 

Central to his theory was the belief that there exists an unconscious mind harbouring 

repressed memories which motivate and influence conscious thoughts and behaviour. 

Freud held that the personality encompassed three major parts, the id, ego and superego, 

each with its own function. Conflicts between the three facets produce defense 

mechanisms and anxieties. Erikson (1963) defined the same stages as psycho-social 

stages involving primary ego processes and claimed that the first stage occurred in the
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first year when a child leams to trust. In later stages the child learns a sense of self- 

control and adequacy, the ability to initiate their own activities, and competence in 

intellectual, social, and physical skills. Erikson (1963) maintained that psycho-social 

development proceeded through life and in adolescence an integrated image of a unique 

person is formed.

According to the psychoanalytic approach, the personality is relatively fixed and 

people emerge as relatively passive creatures. As a scientific theory, this approach has 

been persistently criticised since many of its concepts are ambiguous and difficult to 

define or measure.

In the case of workplace bullying, it could be argued that either the bully or 

victim of bullying has had some difficulty adjusting to Freud’s psycho-sexual stages or 

Erikson’s psycho-social stages, whereby feelings of trust may not have been adequately 

engendered as a child or the sense of self-control and adequacy fully mastered. From 

either the perspective of a victim or a bully, psychoanalytic theory suggested that if any 

stage is not fully achieved, a bully may well feel the need to aggress and dominate in an 

attempt to fulfill a feeling of lacking inside while a victim may feel far more vulnerable 

to withstand any perceived questioning or challenging of them.

1. 3.2.2 Phenomenological and humanist theories of personality

Phenomenological theories and humanistic psychology all study individuals in 

the context of one’s unique experiences of the world. The individual is seen as striving 

for self-actualisation, seeking to achieve his/her full potential as an individual, once the 

basic needs have been satisfied. Rogers (1902-1987) outlined that everyone has a need 

for positive self-regard, which is prompted by the positive unconditional regards for 

others. Personality problems arise when individual’s concern themselves too much with 

other people’s evaluations of them. Central to this theory is the notion that there may be 

a mismatch between the perceived self and the ideal self. However, it can be argued that 

the phenomenological approach does not examine the cause of behaviour.

1. 3. 2.3 Social learning

According to social learning theory (Bandura, 1973), the social behaviour of a 

person, is shaped by their perspective of the world, from a particular place, at a 

particular time. Although personality psychologists generally focus their attention on

34



individual differences as explanations of social behaviour, social psychologists are 

convinced that explaining behaviour primarily in terms of personality factors can be 

superficial in that it leads to a serious under-estimation of the role played by a principal 

source of human behaviour - social influence. The situation therefore has a profound 

impact on how human beings behave and relate to each other. Social learning theory in 

psychology assumes that personality differences result from different learning 

experiences. A person's behaviour, therefore, depends on the specific characteristics of 

the situation, in interaction with the person's appraisal of the situation and reinforcement 

history. Mischel (1993) used social learning theory to explain that person variables, 

such as competency, expectancy, subjective values, perception, and self-regulatory 

plans, interact with the conditions of a particular situation to determine the person's 

actions at the time.

1. 3. 2.4 Trait theory
Though there are many definitions of traits which differ in detail, traits are seen 

in general as broad, enduring, relatively stable characteristics used to assess and explain 

behaviour (Hirshberg, 1978). One’s personality may characteristically reveal dominant 

traits and trait theory aims to identify the range of traits that are central to personality. 

Internal influences, as opposed to external factors, affect the personality and personality 

is consistent from situation to situation not because of an emotional outlook affected by 

early experience, or because of inherited memories or needs, but because of specific 

attributes peculiar to the individual. In explanation. Allport outlined that there is 

stability in the way a person will behave over time and in different situations. If a 

person, for example, is shy, he/she will usually be withdrawn in a variety of different 

situations.

Allport (1961) distinguished between common traits and personal dispositions 

(individual traits) but it is his identification of traits that enabled a quantitative analysis 

and systematic comparison of individuals. These two types of traits are exactly what 

their names imply. Individual traits are those possessed by the individual and each trait 

is unique. On the other hand, common traits are those which are shared by a number of 

people. They, therefore, indicate the attributed we use to compare people with each 

other. This distinction was very important to Allport (1961), who suggested that 

psychological testing only focused on common traits. For example, the trait
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“charitableness” could be used to outline the difference between the common and 

individual traits. Although different individuals can be described as charitable, which is 

then a common trait, each individual has a unique was of expressing his/her 

charitableness, which is an individual trait.

The two best known trait theorists are Cattell (1965) and Eysenck (1953). Factor 

analysis was used to arrive at major dimensions characterizing personality. Cattell 

(1986) produced twelve factors which, with the addition of a further four factors, 

resulted in his 16 Personality Factor Questionnaire. Cattell (1986) also highlighted an 

important distinction between surface traits and source traits, the former being those that 

are actually measured and are, therefore, expressed in overt behaviour and the latter 

being those that are the underlying causes of overt behaviour. Cattell (1986) also 

distinguishes between ability, temperament, and dynamic traits. Of these, the traits of 

most interest to social psychologists are dynamic traits, which set the person in motion 

towards a goal and determine a person’s motivational make up. Although Cattell’s 

(1986) theory has been criticised for assuming that human behaviour is more consistent 

than in reality and for concentrating on groups and group averages, his theory rests on a 

solid foundation of empirical research.

Eysenck (1953) proposed two basic dimensions: neuroticism-stability and 

introversion-extraversion. At a later stage he added psychoticism. Individuals show a 

hierarchial structure of personality in their behaviour from specific pieces of behaviour 

to habitual ways of behaving and finally types of personality. Eysenck saw these 

dimensions as having a physiological basis.

These theories could not explain how in the one individual behaviour may vary 

from one situation to another. For this reason it is probable that trait measures of 

personality have not been as successful in predicting behaviour across situations as 

psychologists had hoped or expected.

It could be argued that the trait approach is not itself a theory but a set of 

methods for assessing stable characteristics of individuals. Trait approaches do not take 

into account the dynamics of the personality and it is possible that the underlying 

assumption that the behaviour of people varies from one situation to another is flawed. 

However, an analysis by Epstein and O’Brien (1985) indicated that identifying 

personality traits will give enough information to predict a person’s behaviour averaged 

over a number of situations but not on a particular occasion.
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1. 3. 3 Personality factors

Currently the most popular approach among psychologists for studying 

personality traits is the five-factor model or Big Five dimensions of personality. The 

factors are dimensions, not types, so people vary continuously on them, with most 

people falling in between the extremes. The factors are stable over a 45-year period 

beginning in young adulthood (Soldz & Vaillant, 1999), and the factors and their 

specific facets are heritable (i.e., genetic), at least in part (Jang, McCrae, Angleitner, 

Riemann, & Livesley, 1998; Loehlin, McCrae, Costa, & John, 1998). Buss (1966) 

outlined that the factors probably had adaptive value in a prehistoric environment. 

Theses factors are considered universal.

The factors are neuroticism, extraversion, openness, agreeableness, and 

conscientiousness. The bases of neuroticism are levels of anxiety and volatility. Within 

these bounds, neuroticism is a dimension of personality defined by stability and low 

anxiety at one end as opposed to instability and high anxiety at the other end (Pervin, 

1989). McCrae and Costa (1986) suggested that neuroticism is characterised by the 

adjective pairs of calm - worrying, hardy - vulnerable, and secure - insecure. Costa and 

McCrae (1992) contended that neuroticism is the most pervasive domain and contrasts 

adjustment or emotional stability with maladjustment or neuroticism.

Extraversion is defined as a trait characterized by a keen interest in other people 

and external events, and venturing forth with confidence into the unknown (Ewen, 

1998). The extraversion factor can be represented by retiring - sociable, quiet - 

talkative, and inhibited - spontaneous. Extraverts are social and prefer large groups but 

are also assertive, active and talkative. According to Costa and McCrae (1992) they 

tend to be energetic and optimistic. Introversion should be seen as the absence of 

extraversion rather than the opposite. People classified as introverts tend to be reserved, 

independent and even-paced. Although they are not given to the exuberance of 

extraverts, introverts are not unhappy or pessimistic (Costa & McCrae, 1992).

Openness refers to how willing people are to make adjustments in notions and 

activities in accordance with new ideas or situations. Costa and McCrae (1992) maintain 

that the elements of openness to experience (active imagination, aesthetic sensitivity, 

attentiveness to inner feelings, intellectual curiosity, and independence of judgement) 

have frequently played a role in theories and measures of personality throughout the 

development of personality theory. Open individuals are curious about both inner and
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outer worlds, and their lives are experientially richer. They are willing to consider new 

ideas and unconventional values. They also experience both positive and negative 

emotions more keenly than closed individuals.

Agreeableness measures how compatible people are with other people, or 

basically how able they are to get along with others. The agreeable person is 

sympathetic, eager to help, and believes that others will be helpful in return. By 

contrast, the disagreeable or antagonistic person is egocentric, sceptical of others' 

intentions, and competitive rather than co-operative. McCrae and Costa (1987) reported 

that irritable - good natured, ruthless - soft hearted, and selfish - selfless represent the 

agreeableness factor.

Conscientiousness refers to how much a person considers others when making 

decisions. Costa and McCrae (1992) describe the conscientious person as purposeful, 

strong-willed, and determined. On the positive side a conscientious person is normally 

associated with academic and occupational achievement, on the negative side, it may 

lead to annoying fastidiousness, compulsive neatness, or workaholic behaviour. They 

are scrupulous, punctual and reliable. People who are judged as being low in this 

domain are not necessarily lacking in moral principles, but they are less exacting in 

applying them. They are more easy-going in their approach towards their goals. 

McCrae and Costa (1986) identified careless - careful, undependable - reliable, and 

negligent - conscientious as being representative of the conscientiousness factor.

Although psychoanalytic, phenomenological and social learning theories offer 

explanations on personality development, trait personality approaches have enabled 

researchers (O’Moore et al, 1998; Coyne et al, 2000; Matthiesen & Einarsen, 2001; 

Zapf & Gross, 2001; Connolly & O’Moore, 2003) to identify measurable traits among 

victims/perpetrators of bullying.

1. 3. 4 Personality and bullying

Lynch (2004) reported that victims of bullying rated themselves as more 

conscientious and hard working and also attempted to appease their aggressor and so 

become (or feel that they have become) more agreeable and harder working as a result 

of being bullied. According to Zapf and Gross (2001), victims of bullying tend to make 

no mistakes and be as correct as possible in their work which suggests that they could 

be high in conscientiousness. Coyne et al (2000) found that victims of bullying tended
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to be conscientious as well as being submissive and non-controversial, quiet, and 

anxious. They were found to be less assertive and less competitive.

Matthiesen and Einarsen (2001) confirmed that the victims of bullying portrayed 

a personality profile indicating severe psychological disturbance. However, a sub-set of 

the sample had a normal personality profile which, Matthiesen and Einarsen (2001) 

concluded, inferred that associations between bullying and personality are complex and 

suggested that some victims of bullying are either more sensitive to bullying or react 

more dramatically.

Bjorkqvist et al (1994) also questioned personality traits as precursors of 

bullying behaviours in individuals and Leymann (1996) concluded that there is no 

difference between the personality of victims and those who have not been bullied. 

Nevertheless, Coyne et al (2000) examined the extent that workplace victim status can 

be predicted from personality traits. They compared the personality traits of 60 people 

who claimed to have been recipients of bullying behaviour with those of a control 

group, matched on a number of organisational and personal criteria. They claimed that 

significant differences emerged on all major scales. Victims tended to be less 

independent, less extroverted, less stable and more conscientious than non-victims. The 

authors further concluded that personality traits may give an indication of those in an 

organisation most likely to be bullied and why they become victims. They did not 

appear to take into account the level of trauma that recipients of bullying behaviour 

suffer and that this trauma can affect apparently stable personality traits (Leymann, 

1996; Rayner, 1998). Leymann and Gustafsson (1996) argue that post-traumatic stress 

disorder, an effect of bullying behaviours, may result in a personality change.

It appears, from the research in this area as outlined above, that it is possible that 

the personality of victims of workplace bullying could be different from that of other 

workers. However, what is not certain is whether the personality of the victims in the 

studies referred to above has been permanently altered by the trauma of being a 

recipient of bullying behaviour, or whether they were selected because of their 

personality constructs.

Research in the personality of a workplace bully, from the perspective of the 

bully themselves, is scant and shows they need for this area of research to be looked at 

in great detail.
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1. 4 Aggression and Bullying behaviour 
1. 4.1 Introduction

Evidently, aggression is a key topic for discussion when looking at workplace 

bullying. This section explores aggression has been theorised by relevant researchers to 

date as well as the many factors which influence aggression. Aggression and its 

relationship to bullying is also identified and discussed.

Bullying behaviour is frequently defined in terms of aggressive or negative 

behaviour (Crawford, 1997; Leymann, 1996; O’Moore et al, 1998; O’Moore, 2000a; 

Randall, 1997a). According to Randall (1997a), the bullies in the workplace who use 

aggression to secure their own ends are generally well known, often in charge, 

overcontrol, make demands, and show contempt for others. Aggression may be part of 

the driving force that makes bullies successful and therefore, tolerated as long as they 

achieve a perceived success, including organizational goals.

Aggression has been defined as a response that delivers noxious stimuli to 

another organism (Buss, 1961). Aggression involves acts by individuals that are 

intended to harm other individuals or groups (Baron & Richardson, 1994). "Intentions" 

and "harm" are central and important elements of this definition. If one person attempts 

to harm another person but fails in this attempt, we would still consider this a form of 

aggression because there was intent to do harm. Conversely, if one person harms 

another by accident, this would not be considered an aggressive act. Harm may be 

inflicted in some physical way (e.g., punching, biting, stabbing, pushing) or by means 

of verbal behavior (e.g., by means of yelling, shouting, cursing, insulting, degrading, or 

criticizing). Consequently, aggression can result in either physical or psychological 

harm to the target. Workplace aggression involves efforts by individuals to harm others 

with whom they work (or have worked) or the organizations in which they are presently 

(or were previously) employed (Neuman & Baron, 1997a).

Aronson, Wilson, and Akert (1997) suggest that aggression manifests itself in 

two forms: hostile aggression, which springs from emotions such as anger and intends 

to injure; and instrumental aggression, which is a means to some other end other than 

causing pain, although pain can result. Hostile aggression includes intention to carry 

out the behaviour as well as the intention to hurt the recipient. However, research in the
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area of workplace bullying tends to suggest that intent is not a necessary criterion for 

bullying behaviours to exist (Einarsen, 1999).

As outlined by Lynch (2004), personality traits such as authoritarianism and 

psychopathic tendencies (Costigan, 1998) and a lack of appropriate interpersonal skills 

with the existence of immature behaviour skills (Field, 1996) have been used in 

attempts to explain the causes of bullying behaviour in the individual. Olweus (1993) 

indicated that children who persistently bully others at school are likely to do so in adult 

life indicating that a tendency to behave in an aggressive manner can become a 

permanent feature in the personality make up of the individual as a result of learned 

behaviour. However, a longitudinal study by Connolly and O’Moore (2006) showed 

that childhood bullying is not necessarily a predictor of adult bullying.

1. 4. 2 Theories of Aggressive Behaviour

Freud (1936) proposed that there were two opposed instinctive forces at work in 

people, eros and thanatos, the former a life instinct, the latter a death instinct. 

Aggression is related to the second of these forces, self-destruction, and this instinct is 

directed outwards towards others, to cause harm. Aggression is a natural and instinctive 

urge which needs to find expression, either prosocially through activity, or antisocially, 

causing harm. This urge is considered innate, inevitable and needing to be tamed. When 

expression of these instincts is frustrated an aggressive drive can be induced.

Later theorists in the psychoanalytic tradition broadened this frustration 

aggression hypothesis and contended that when a person's effort to reach any goal is 

blocked an aggressive drive is induced that motivates behaviour to injure the obstacle 

causing the frustration (Dollard, Doob, Miller, Mower & Sears, 1939). It can be argued 

that some people do appear to have a predisposition to aggressive behaviour and the 

hypothesis that aggression is a basic drive receives some support from studies showing 

a biological basis of aggression (Lorenz, 1996).

Lorenz (1996) offered explanations of aggressive behaviour that could be used 

to explain bullying behaviour. He maintained that it is more than probable that the 

effects of the human aggressive drives, explained by Freud as the results of a special 

death wish, derive from the fact that in prehistoric times intra-specific selection bred 

into man a measure of aggression drive for which in the social order of today he/she 

finds no adequate outlet. He purported that the rushed existence into which
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industrialised, commercialised man has precipitated himself is a good example of an 

inexpedient development caused entirely by competition between members of the same 

species. Lorenz (1996) continued to explain that human beings of today are attacked by 

so called managerial diseases such as high blood pressure, and succumb to aggression 

because they have no time for cultural interests.

Lorenz (1996) hypothesized that, in the animal world, predators cannot 

concentrate on more than one prey at a time and attempts are always made to separate 

one species from the pack - isolate and kill. Einarsen (2003) commented that social 

exclusion, as a bullying behaviour, can have a severe effect on the victim as the fear 

could stem from the basic instinct to be part of the tribe, histinct and biological theories 

are limited in their explanations for any behaviours, including aggression and bullying.

Dollard et al (1939) proposed that aggression was always caused by some 

frustrating event or situation but frustration does not automatically lead to aggression. 

Frustration was defined as anything which interfered with the realization of a goal. Buss 

(1961) suggested this link only existed when the aggression had instrumental value and 

mild aggression does not result in aggressive behaviour. Harris (1974) reported that 

when you are close to your goal, frustration can more likely lead to aggression than if 

you were far away. However, in using frustration as an explanation for bullying 

behaviour, Randall (2001) concluded that if the frustrations are caused by deliberate 

actions and perceived to be unfair the aggression is likely to be directed at the people 

who appear to be to blame. Thus an individual in a work situation may claim to be 

bullied when, in practice, they may have contributed to their predicament by their own 

negative behaviours.

Bandura (1977) suggested that aggressive behaviour is learned, first hand or 

vicariously. Socialisation into aggressive behaviour may be through a straight forward 

conditioning process or through observational learning. Behaviour is established and 

maintained through rewards and punishments. The range of possible reinforcements for 

aggressive behaviour is immense, including social status / approval. Some may enjoy 

watching a victim suffer (Baron, 1974).

The experiments by Bandura, Ross and Ross (1961) give clear indication that 

children learn aggressive behaviour through imitation and modeUing. In these 

experiments children learn to use the same actions and same aggressive words as the 

adult and, in addition, some went beyond imitation and engaged in novel forms of
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aggressive behaviour. Although Randall (1997b) argued that one of the main causes of 

bullying among school children rises from inappropriate parenting styles, he also 

contended that the punishment associated with parental rejection provides a model of 

hostility and an inappropriate use of aggression.

Crick and Dodge’s (1994) and Huesmann’s (1988) developmental models of 

antisocial and aggressive behavior as well as Anderson and Bushman’s (2002) general 

aggression model have been influenced by Berkowitiz’s (1984) and Bandura’s (1973) 

earlier theorizing. Anderson and Bushman’s (2002) model includes person factors as 

predictors of aggression, with the acknowledgment that certain traits predispose 

individuals to high levels of aggression. Theorists suggest a set of underlying variables 

that are likely to be the mechanisms through which personality variables influence 

aggressive behavior. These variables include cognitive processing, negative affect, self

regulation, and social-information processing.

People who are particularly likely to engage in aggressive behavior have more 

elaborate and readily accessible aggression-related cognitions (Anderson & Bushman, 

2002; Berkowitz, 1993; Huesmann, 1988). Dodge (2002) underscored that children 

acquire these aggressive cognitions through early experiences and socialization. 

Anderson and Bushman (2002) suggested that the development of aggression-related 

knowledge structures can shape an individual’s personality and, thus, influence the 

likelihood that the individual will engage in aggressive behavior. One could argue that 

an individual’s personality may further bias the ways he or she interprets information, 

which, in turn, may guide aggressive behavior.

Cognition and negative affect, or anger, are inextricably linked (Huesmann, 

1998). Negative affect results from the cognitive evaluation that an external stimulus is 

provoking. It is likely that personality variables that are marked by the propensity to 

experience negative affect or to perceive situations as provoking will be associated with 

higher levels of aggressive behavior.

Most theories of aggression largely ignore the role that self regulation plays in 

aggressive behavior. Bandura, Caprara, Barbaranelli, Gerbino & Pastorelli (2003) 

pointed to the importance of self-regulation in understanding aggressive behavior; their 

research shows that a lack of self-regulatory efficacy is associated with increased 

violence. Regulation failure is characterized by the tendency to act impulsively or the 

tendency to react to situations without sufficient thought about future consequences
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(e.g., Barratt, 1994). Persons who have difficulty with self-regulation are unlikely to be 

able to inhibit urges to behave aggressively.

Dodge and colleagues (e.g., Coie & Dodge, 2000; Crick & Dodge, 1994) have 

articulated the role that ongoing social-information processing plays in directing 

aggressive behavior. According to Dodge (2002), social-information processing not 

only includes cognitive processing (e.g., attention, perception, and mental 

representation) and affective experiences but also involves the setting of goals for 

responding within the social situation, accessing of one or more possible behavioral 

responses, evaluating the accessed behavioral responses, and selecting one for 

enactment, and then translating a desire to perform an action into behavior. For 

example. Dodge and Coie (1987) and Dodge, Lochman, Hamish, Bates, and Pettit 

(1997) have shown that hostile attribution bias is one social-information processing 

mechanism that is particularly predictive of some types of aggression. Dodge and Coie 

(1987) and Dodge et al. (1997) theorized that distinct ways people process social 

information and differences in people’s salient social goals mutually influence the 

likelihood that they will engage in one of two types of aggression: reactive and 

proactive aggression. The goal of reactive aggression is to redress a threatening or 

anger-producing act by another person. By contrast, proactive aggression is perpetrated 

to gain resources or control over others and need not be in response to provocation; it is 

a relatively nonemotional display of coercion and power initiated to gain resources or to 

intimidate and dominate others (Dodge et al., 1997).

1. 4. 3 Factors influencing aggression

Factors outlined to affect aggression include individual differences, personality 

and environmental factors, and situational variables. The idea of an aggressive 

personality type is very appealing in terms of predicting offending and re-offending. 

There is evidence of a pattern of behaviour, known as Type A personality (Matthews, 

1982). Those who exhibit this pattern of behaviour have been found to be hyperactive 

and competitive in their interactions. They are more aggressive towards those seen as 

competing with them (Carver and Glass, 1978). Such individuals are happier working 

alone in order to remain in control of situations (Dembroski and MacDougall, 1978). 

Baron (1989) reported that these personality types are more likely to be in conflict with 

subordinates and peers within an organization, though not superiors.
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The concept of the authoritarian personality has persisted since it was first 

identified by Adorno et al (1982). They concluded that the authoritarian personality is 

governed by the superego and has to contend with strong and highly ambivalent id 

tendencies. Authoritarian personalities are driven by the fear of being weak and can be 

summarised as a person with a blind belief in authority and readiness to attack those 

who are regarded as weak or are socially acceptable as victims. According to Adorno et 

al (1982) they develop compulsive character traits and are highly punitive, identify with 

strength and reject weakness, and appear to be afraid of close physical contact.

The research carried out by Adorno et al (1982) has been criticised from various 

aspects. The value of the measurement scales have been doubted because of 

psychometric methodological problems. However, according to Kline (1993), modem 

studies of authoritarianism, with improved measures, still support the concept of the 

authoritarian personality. This personality concept has been defined and refined by 

psychometric testing and therefore, according to Kline (1993), should be considered in 

the understanding of personality. A further criticism of Adorno et al's (1982) description 

of authoritarianism is offered by Giddens (1993) who argues that authoritarianism is not 

a characteristic of personality, but reflects the values and norms of particular 

subcultures within the wider society. He concluded that the investigation, carried out by 

Adorno et al (1982), may be more valuable as a contribution to understanding 

authoritarian patterns of thought in general rather than distinguishing a particular 

personality type. Argyle (1972) concluded that individuals at the extremes of any 

dimension are more consistent than those nearer the middle and that this could, to some 

extent, explain the consistent behaviour of the authoritarian personalities, originally 

identified by Adorno et al (1982).

It could be surmised that those at the extreme of authoritarian personality may 

be inclined to attack authority and see this as creating a healthy work environment, 

rather than seeing it in light of the humiliation and hurt it may cause the target of attack.

MacGreil (1996) examined the cause of authoritarianism and concluded that as 

children, they often were harshly disciplined. In this respect he agreed with Randall 

(1997a) that the propensity to bully is formed in childhood by overly severe parenting. 

The harsh discipline supposedly led the children to repress their hostilities and impulses 

and to project them onto out-groups. The insecurity of authoritarian children, according 

to McGreil (1996) seemed to predispose them towards an excessive concern with power
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and status and an inflexible way of thinking that made ambiguity difficult to tolerate. 

Such people therefore tended to be submissive to those with power over them and 

aggressive or punitive towards those beneath them. Giddens (1993) argues that 

authoritarianism is not a characteristic of personality, but reflects the values and norms 

of particular subcultures within the wider society. MacGreil’s (1996) conclusion did not 

take into consideration those who are harshly punished as children and do not become 

authoritarian but rather become submissive. It may be that factors relating to self- 

determination intertwine with harsh punishment experienced as children in that those 

who remain hostile feel they have a point to prove and work to achieve recognition in 

areas of their life. On the other hand, those who do not hold onto their hostility, but 

rather internalize the harsh punishment and blame themselves, may be more likely to act 

in a submissive manner in areas of their life.

Females were often thought to be less aggressive than males but research has 

cast doubt on this (Eagly and Steffen, 1986). When physical aggression is examined, 

men are undoubtedly more aggressive but when psychological aggression is taken into 

the equation, gender differences are not clear cut. Gender differences are evident in the 

way in which men and women view aggression. Women are much more guilty and 

anxious about behaving aggressively, more concerned with the harm they may cause, 

and worry about the possible dangers to themselves.

Studies and meta-analysis have shown that the presence of violent cues (e.g. 

Anderson, Benjamin, & Bartholow, 1998; Bettencourt & Kemahan, 1997; Carlson, 

Marcus-Newhall, & Miller, 1990), parental conflict and divorce (e.g., Kolvin, Miller, 

Scott, Gatzanis, & Fleeting, 1990; McCord, 1991), poverty (e.g., Guerra, Huesmann, 

Tolan, Van Acker, & Eron, 1995; Spencer, Dobbs, & Phillips, 1988), provocation (e.g., 

Bettencourt & Miller, 1996; Carlson & Miller, 1988), and the quality of parent- child 

relations (e.g.. Booth, Rose-Krasnor, McKinnon, & Rubin, 1994; Parke & Deur, 1972) 

are a few of the many situational variables that reliably influence aggressive behavior.

1.4.4 Conflict escalation

In the context of stress theory, bullying is a severe form of social stressor at 

work, whereas in terms of conflict theory, bullying signifies an unsolved social conflict 

having reached a high level of escalation and an increased imbalance of power (Zapf 

and Gross, 2001).
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Glasl (1999) sees the inability to handle conflict appropriately in the workplace 

as leading to problems such as ‘minimum consensus’ where people agree to satisfy the 

‘lowest common denominator’ because it is too challenging to deal with dissent. The 

consequences are frustration, poor motivation, illness and stress.

Some consideration of the relationship between conflict and bullying has been 

undertaken by US researchers Keashly and Nowell (2003). Although initially they 

assess conflict and bullying as though they are two distinct and fixed concepts (despite 

the range of experiences which may be attributed to either of these terms) their final 

definition agrees with the suggestion offered by Zapf and Gross (2001) that bullying is 

most like intractable, escalating violent conflicts between unequals (Keashly and 

Nowell, 2003).

Potter-Efron (1998) suggested that conflict can result from minor incidences 

causing frustration leading to physical and emotional tension. The tension is evident as 

irritability, which escalates to anger, and results in conflict. He explained the process in 

terms of emotional, cognitive, behavioural, and moral levels. At the emotional level as 

the level of anger increases the possibility for reasonable discussion decreases. At the 

cognitive level, people are not able to think clearly, interpret the actions and words of 

the other person negatively and fair judgments are not made. People begin to behave in 

a more impulsive and explosive manner and lose control over their behaviour. Finally, 

at a moral level, people become more rigid; frequently they become bitter and hostile.

Zapf and Gross (2001) argued that bullying signified an unresolved social 

conflict having reached a high level of escalation and an increased imbalance of power. 

Conflicts that underlie bullying are negative for the victim, result in an unequal power 

structure, consist of a series of conflict related episodes, and last for a long time.

Zapf and Gross (2001) described a model of conflict escalation proposed by 

Glasl (1982) which was developed before research on workplace bullying began. This 

was presented in the form of nine stages: attempts to co-operate / incidental slippage 

into tension, polarization and debating style, interactions through deeds not words, 

concern for reputation, loss of face and moral outrage, dominance of strategies of threat, 

systematic destructive campaigns / sanction potential, attacks against power nerves of 

the enemy, and total destruction / suicide.

This model consists of three difference phases, the first involving rational 

conflict and a consensus that a solution is possible, the second occurs when the original
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conflict has disappeared and the relationship between those concerned has become the 

main source of tension, and third, the confrontation becomes destructive and any 

attempt to achieve a positive outcome is closed. The model assumes a progression of 

negative behaviours, whereas it is possible that the hostility can begin at any of the 

stages with resolution impossible from the initial onset of conflict. Furthermore, if the 

cause of conflict results from internal factors, such as the dislike of a potential target or 

a threat to value system of a potential aggressor, there may be no stages involved.

The Dual Concern Theory (Van de Vliert, 1997) is based on the theorethical 

framework of two concerns (concern for the self v concern for others). Van De Vliert 

outlined that ‘yielding’ and ‘problem solving’ are two conflict management styles 

which result in a de-escalation of conflicts while ‘avoiding’ and ‘enforcing’ lead to an 

escalation of conflict.

Einarsen (2000) argued that when applying a theory of conflict escalation in an 

attempt to explain bullying behaviours the conflict does not necessarily initially have to 

contain an imbalance of power normally associated with bullying. However, as the 

level of conflict increases an imbalance of power could result and a bullying situation 

exist. In conclusion, therefore, conflict escalation can be an explanation for some 

bullying situations but other situations could be explained by other psychological 

theories.

Zapf and Gross (2001) caution that bullying may not always follow the stages of 

any model and that, to date, there has been little empirical research into conflict 

escalation being an explanation for bullying behaviours. However, they conclude that 

it is possible that bullying could appear at the high stages of models presented.

As a conflict escalates between two or more parties, and all parties have an 

awareness of what is happening, it may be the case that the person who sees themselves 

as the target of the conflict does not understand why this is the case. It is often the case 

that, for the target, much time is spent considering the cause of the conflict, without 

successfully being able to definitively answer these questions. Without a frank 

conversation with other parties involved in the conflict, understanding the exact causes 

are often difficult to pinpoint.
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1. 4. 5 Self-esteem and Aggression

The Hterature in relation to self esteem of those who bully is controversial. 

Olweus (1993b) claimed that children who bully do not suffer from low self-esteem 

although passive bullies may be anxious and insecure. Slee and Rigby (1993) agreed 

with Olweus in that the tendency to bully was not associated with poor self-esteem. 

Pearce and Thompson (1998) go so far as to say bullies have good self esteem. 

O ’Moore (1997) found that children who bully have lower feelings of self-worth than 

children not involved in bullying. O’Moore & Kirkham (2001) showed that the more 

frequent children bully, the lower the self-esteem.

The traditional view of the relationship between self-esteem and aggression has 

been that low self-esteem gives rise to aggression. Alternatively, Seligman (1998) 

proposed that it is high self-esteem that is related to aggression. Coie and Dodge (1998) 

in reviewing research on aggression in children, reported that aggressive boys do not 

have low self-concepts and tend to blame others rather than themselves for 'negative 

outcomes.' The opposing views when looking at self-esteem are difficult to explain but 

other factors must influence the relationship between self-esteem. Such factors could 

include the influence of parenting and discipline used, schooling, opportunities in life, 

social class and so on. The relationship is a very complex one and further research is 

necessary to investigate all the relating and influencing factors.

Staub (1999) commented that if we consider the behaviours and learning that 

result in a child growing to be aggressive, it does not make good psychological sense 

that these children and adults would have high self-esteem. Children and youths will 

strive to gain a positive image of themselves. Many boys who become aggressive do not 

have the socially valued means to gain such a positive image: competence and good 

performance in school, good relations with peers. They organize their self-esteem, 

therefore, around strength, power, and physical superiority over others. Their early 

experiences as victims, the models of aggression around them, and the culture's focus 

on male strength and superiority all facilitate this approach. It is how self-esteem is 

constituted, what self-esteem is based on, that may matter. The maintenance of self 

esteem of aggressive boys requires specific circumstances and behaviors on their part. 

They try to gain identity and self-respect by congregating with others like themselves, 

whether in the classroom or as members of gangs. Gang culture, which focuses on
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respect and on boosting the self-esteem of members, helps to elevate their self-esteem 

(Staub, 1999).

Kemis, Grannemann, and Barclay (1989) examined the stability of self-esteem 

and level of self-esteem as predictors of dispositional tendencies to experience anger 

and hostilities. Results revealed that individuals with unstable high self-esteem reported 

especially high tendencies to experience anger and hostility, and that individuals with 

stable high self-esteem reported particularly low tendencies; individuals with stable and 

unstable low self-esteem fell between these two extremes. Raskin, Novacek and Hogan 

(1991) illustrated that hostility, grandiosity, dominance, and narcissism are substantially 

inter-correlated and significantly predict variations in the subject’s self-esteem.

Zapf and Einarsen (2003) confirmed this view and concluded that people with 

low self-esteem are usually not aggressive as they fear losing the battle. They present 

depressive reactions and withdraw. In contrast, when favourable views about a person 

are questioned or contradicted, aggressive behaviour may result particularly if these 

views are unrealistically positive or inflated.

Bushman & Baumeister (1998) agreed that it has generally been proposed that 

low self-esteem causes violence. However, they concluded that laboratory evidence is 

lacking, and some contrary observations have characterised aggressors as having 

favourable self-opinions.

1. 4. 6 Personality Factors

Caprara, Perugini, and Barbaranelli (1994) revealed that a variety of aggression- 

related personality variables loaded on two separate factors, the first representing the 

impulsive, affective dimension of aggression, and the second factor representing the 

social-cognitive and instrumental dimension of aggression. Despite the fact that certain 

personality variables may predict different patterns of aggressive behavior, theories of 

aggression have yet to fully articulate why and which particular personality variables 

are associated with aggressive behavior (Anderson & Bushman, 2002; Berkowitz, 1989; 

Crick & Dodge, 1994; Huesmann, 1998).

The five-factor model (Costa & McCrae, 1992), as discussed earlier, is useful 

for understanding the link between personality and aggressive behavior (Jensen- 

Campbell & Graziano, 2001; Miller, Lynam & Leukefeld, 2003). Research on 

aggressive behavior has examined the influences of a variety of specific personality

50



variables (e.g., trait aggressiveness, trait anger. Type A personality) without reference to 

the major dimensions of the five-factor model.

More recently, however, a few researchers (Gleason, Jensen-Campbell, & 

Richardson, 2004; Graziano, Jensen-Campbell, & Hair, 1996; Suls, Martin, & David, 

1998) have sought to understand the relation between aggression and dimensions of 

personality using the five-factor model. The Neuroticism and Agreeableness dimensions 

appear to be particularly associated with aggression (Costa, McCrae, & Dembroski, 

1989; Gleason et al., 2004; Graziano et al., 1996; Miller et al., 2003; Suls et al., 1998). 

The Agreeableness dimension describes people who are directed toward interpersonal 

relationships and the needs of others. The facets of Agreeableness include trust, 

straightforwardness, altruism, compliance, modesty, and tender-mindedness. The 

opposite pole of Agreeableness is Antagonism. According to Costa et al. (1989), 

antagonistic people tend to be hostile and irritable—they need to oppose, to attack, or to 

punish others. Moreover, those high in Antagonism tend to mistrust and have a low 

regard for others, and, in turn, they act in ways designed to exclude or snub those who 

are perceived as disliked or inferior. Finally, antagonistic people may lack emotional 

expression and be unattached interpersonally—they are cool or cold, contemptuous, 

callous, and unfeeling.

The Neuroticism dimension is characterized by those who have a tendency to 

experience negative affectivity and psychological distress. The facets of Neuroticism 

include anxiety, anger hostility, depression, self-consciousness, and impulsiveness. 

Neurotic individuals are ineffective in their attempts to cope with stress and are prone to 

engage in irrational thought. By contrast, those who are low in Neuroticism are more 

emotionally stable and calm and adapt well to stressful situations.

Theorizing and research suggest that these two personality dimensions may 

predict different propensities for hostility and aggression. Costa et al. (1989) 

distinguished between neurotic hostility (i.e., “hot-blooded” hostility) and antagonistic 

hostility (i.e. “cold-blooded” hostility). Accordingly, Costa et al. linked these two 

personality dimensions to particular patterns of aggressive behavior. Somewhat 

consistent with these distinctions, Hennig, Reuter, Netter, Burk, and Landt (2005) 

labeled the two factors of aggression identified in their analysis as Neurotic Hostility 

and Aggressive Hostility. Research by Jensen-Campbell and Graziano (2001) and 

Campbell, Gleason, Adams, & Malcolm (2003) showed that persons low in

51



Agreeableness were more likely to report that destructive conflict resolution tactics (i.e., 

physical action, threats, and undermining others’ self-esteem) were appropriate in 

response to interpersonal conflict scenarios, compared with those high in 

Agreeableness. Likewise, Gleason et al (2004) found that participants’ level of 

Agreeableness was negatively related to the number of peers who nominated the 

participant as likely to engage in aggressive behavior.

Sharpe and Desai (2001) revealed that, compared with other dimensions, 

Agreeableness and Neuroticism were the most predictive of trait aggressiveness. 

Martin, Watson, and Wan (2000) showed that an angry affect factor of the trait 

measures was most strongly and positively related to Neuroticism and that a behavioral 

aggression factor was most strongly and positively related to low Agreeableness (i.e.. 

Antagonism).

This evidence suggests that aggression-related constructs may be divided into 

two main factors. The angry factor of aggression appears to be positively related to 

Neuroticism; this type of aggression may be similar to reactive aggression. As such, 

Neuroticism may be particularly likely to be positively related to aggressive behavior 

only under provocation. Antagonism (i.e., low Agreeableness) may be positively 

associated with aggressive behavior under neutral conditions as well as provocation 

conditions.

However, whether these personality dimensions predict different patterns of 

actual aggressive behavior has not been examined. Instead, the studies have primarily 

relied on self-reports of aggression. Also, in these studies, researchers have failed to 

compare aggressive behavior under provoking situations and neutral situations.

1. 4. 7 Trait Aggressiveness, Irritability and Anger

Berkowitz (1993) defined trait aggressiveness as a propensity to engage in 

physical and verbal aggression, to hold hostile cognitions, and to express anger. Tiedens 

(2001) theorized that the tendency for those high in trait aggressiveness to make hostile 

attributions may increase anger and create a vicious cycle of hostility and negative 

affect.

A few studies (Caprara, Barbaranelli, & Zimbardo, 1996; R. Martin et al., 2000; 

Ruiz, Smith, & Rhodewalt, 2001) revealed negative correlations between trait 

aggressiveness and the Agreeableness dimension. Caprara et al. (1996) and Ruiz et al.
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(2001) reported positive correlations between Neuroticism and trait aggressiveness, but 

Martin et al. reported a small yet significant negative relation between the two 

constructs.

Empirical research shows that, compared with individuals who are low in trait 

aggressiveness, those high in trait aggressiveness engage in higher levels of aggressive 

behavior under both neutral and provoking conditions (e.g., Bushman, 1995; Giancola 

&

Zeichner, 1995a, 1995b; Hammock & Richardson, 1992; Knott, 1970; Larsen, 

Coleman, Forbes, & Johnson, 1972; Scheier, Buss, & Buss, 1978; Wingrove & Bond, 

1998; Zeichner, Frey, Parrott, & Butryn, 1999).

Despite this general pattern, a few studies have not revealed a reliable relation 

between trait aggressiveness and aggressive behavior under either provoking or 

nonprovoking conditions (Bailey & Taylor, 1991; Shondrick, 1996).

Irritability is a trait often associated with aggressiveness and research has been 

carried out in an attempt to establish the link between irritability and aggression. The 

definition of irritability includes being angrier, in general, and taking offense to the 

slightest provocation as well as the propensity to be offensive in the use of aggressive 

behavior (Caprara, Renzi, Alcini, D’Imperio, & Travaglia, 1983). One study (Caprara et 

al., 1996) has examined the relationship between trait irritability and a measure of the 

five personality dimensions and suggests that irritability is negatively related to 

Agreeableness and positively related to Neuroticism. Consistent with the findings for 

trait aggressiveness, study results (Anderson, Carnagey, Flanagan, Benjamin, Eubanks 

& Valentine, 2004) for trait irritability show that, even when situations are relatively 

neutral, individuals who are high in trait irritability engage in higher levels of 

aggressive behavior than those who are low in trait irritability.

Trait anger has been defined as the tendency for some individuals to feel anger 

more intensely, more often, and for a longer period of time than others (Deffenbacher, 

Getting, Thwaites, Lynch, Baker & Stark, 1996). Also, people who are high in trait 

anger are predisposed toward responding angrily when they are unfairly criticized, 

treated unjustly, or treated badly (van Goozen, Frijda, & van de Poll, 1994; Spielberger, 

Jacobs, Russell & Crane, 1983). van Goozen, Frijda, and van de Poll (1994) noted that 

people who are high in trait anger focus on a target that they see as blameworthy and act 

to correct the provoking action; they can do this in either constructive (e.g., assertive) or
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destructive (e.g., aggressive) ways. Trait anger is positively correlated with Neuroticism 

and Antagonism (i.e., low Agreeableness), but the correlation with Neuroticism appears 

to be larger (Caprara et al., 1996; Martin et al., 2000). The majority of studies on trait 

anger (Bushman, Baumeister, & Phillips, 2001; Pihl et al., 1997) have revealed that, 

compared with those who score low on anger expression inventories, individuals who 

score high behave more aggressively under provoking conditions than under neutral 

conditions. Thus, trait anger seems to predict aggressive behavior primarily in response 

to provocation.

1. 4. 8 Personality Types and Aggression

Narcissistic personality disorder has often been associated with the serial bully. 

Narcissists have an inflated sense of self-worth and self-love without a strong set of 

beliefs that support this sense of superiority (e.g., Kemberg, 1975). Because narcissists 

have unstable self-esteem, they are extremely sensitive to personal slights, such as 

insults and criticism. Narcissism is characterized by a vulnerability to threats to the self- 

concept, and thus, when ego-threatening situations occur, narcissistic individuals tend to 

behave aggressively (Baumeister, Bushman, & Campbell, 2000; Baumeister et al., 

1996; Bushman & Baumeister, 1998). Emmons (1987) linked narcissism to extreme 

emotional lability and strong reactions, which could include anger and rage (see also 

Kemis et al., 1989; Rhodewalt & Morf, 1995). He noted that factors that restrain 

aggressive behavior seem to be deficient in narcissists (Emmons, 1987).

Schroeder, Wormworth, & Livesley (1994) have shown that narcissism is highly 

positively correlated with Neuroticism and Antagonism (e.g., low Agreeableness). 

Other studies have corroborated a positive association between narcissism and 

antagonism (Ruiz et al., 2001).

As discussed earlier, the Type A personality profile is characterized by feelings 

of inadequacy with regard to self-worth (Price, 1982). These fears of inadequacy often 

result in the need for Type A individuals to prove themselves through personal 

accomplishments (Muntunar, Llorente, & Nagoshi, 1989). When confronted with a 

threat or challenge to either their control or their competence. Type A individuals 

become angry, irritated, and impatient. Thus, higher levels of Type A personality appear 

to be associated with a greater vulnerability to threats to self-competence and a 

propensity to experience anger in the presence of threat (Strube, Turner, Cerro, Stevens
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& Hinchley, 1984). Morrison (1997) found that a Type A measure was negatively 

correlated with Agreeableness. Byrne (1996) as well as Sibilia, Picozzi, and Nardi 

(1995) reported that Type A personality was positively correlated with Neuroticism.

Impulsivity is defined as the extent to which individuals are unable to control 

their thoughts and behaviors. Barratt (1994) suggested that highly impulsive individuals 

are characterized by a hair-trigger temper and by the lack of self-control that they need 

to refrain from aggressive behavior after being provoked. McCrae and Costa (1985) 

reported that impulsivity is positively correlated with Neuroticism but uncorrelated with 

Agreeableness. Shafer (2001) corroborated the positive correlation between impulsivity 

and Neuroticism. Studies (e.g., Hynan & Crush, 1986) have revealed a relation between 

impulsivity and aggressive behavior, particularly under conditions of provocation.

Field (1996) maintains that the definition of psychopathic personality frequently 

fits the style of behaviour exhibited by perpetrators. In contrast Rayner et al (2002) 

commented that undoubtedly psychopaths do exist but the data suggests that they are 

few in number. Nevertheless, psychopathic behaviour is worth considering in the 

context of bullying.

In current usage the terms antisocial personality disorder and psychopathy are 

often used interchangeably. According to the DSM-FV definition the adult antisocial 

personality shows irresponsible and anti social behaviour by not working consistently, 

breaking laws, being irritable and physically aggressive, defaulting on debts and being 

reckless. He or she is impulsive and fails to plan ahead. In addition, he or she shows 

neither regard for truth nor remorse for misdeeds.

Cleckley (1976) identified criteria which referred less to antisocial behaviour 

and more to psychopathic behaviour. For example, one of the key characteristics of the 

psychopath is poverty of emotions, both positive and negative. He maintained that 

psychopaths have no sense of shame and even their seemingly positive feelings for 

others are merely an act. The psychopath is superficially charming and manipulates 

others for personal gain. The lack of negative emotions may make it impossible for 

psychopaths to learn from their mistakes, and the lack of positive emotions leads them 

to behave irresponsibly toward others. Cleckley also remarked that psychopaths are not 

neurotic and seldom anxious and described the antisocial behaviour of the psychopath 

as inadequately motivated. He explained that their behaviour is not due, for example, to 

a need for something such as money, but is performed impulsively, as much for
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pleasure as anj^hing else. This description of a bully has been used by victims of 

bullying to describe their aggressors (Costigan, 1998; Field, 1996).

Research and etiology of psychopathy centres on biological and psychological 

factors and is often carried out with people who have criminal backgrounds. For 

example, Mednick and Hutchings (1978) concluded that some forms of criminal 

behaviour may have a genetic component. However, they caution, most conclusions 

into psychopathic behaviour have resulted from studies of people who have been 

convicted of criminal activities and available literature may not allow generalisation or 

extrapolation to those whose behaviour can be described as bullying.

Randall (2001) described personality disorders, including psychopathy, as 

pervasive and resistant to change. He described the central features of psychopathy as 

deceit and manipulation. Psychopaths are often impulsive and irritable people who are 

easily aroused to anger. Typically they believe that everyone else is to blame and show 

a marked disrespect for victims who appear to be helpless or weak in any way. He 

concluded that a person with antisocial personality disorder and sufficient ability to 

sustain a stable employment, is likely to become a persistent and incurable bully in the 

workplace causing extreme damage to others. Randall (2001) commented that in 

normal community samples the prevalence of this personality disorder is approximately 

3 % for men and 1% for women.

1.5 Bullying, Empathy and Social Intelligence
This section explores the relationship between bullying and empathy. Research 

to date has suggested that perpetrators of bullying may lack the ability to empathise 

with another and, indeed, display of vulnerability may serve to spur the bully on even 

more. The social intelligence of a bully has also been called into question. Studies have 

reported a relationship between empathy and social intelligence, which may have an 

important contribution to make to the area of workplace bullying. This section looks at 

relevant research to date which explores the relationship between bullying and empathy 

as well as the relationship between empathy, social intelligence and bullying.
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1. 5.1 Bullying and Empathy

Randall (1997) claimed that ‘pure’ bullies fail to understand the feelings of 

others and have little awareness of what other children actually think of them ... a 

symptom of social blindness. Other studies have reported that bullies are anxious, 

depressed, insecure individuals characterized by low self esteem (Salmon, James & 

Smith, 1998) who have problem behaviours (Farrington, 1993). In contrast, Sutton, 

Smith & Swettenham (1999) argue that ‘pure’ bullies have a superior theory of mind 

and are actually extremely socially competent and have termed this ‘cool cognition’. It 

is believed that the ability of bullies to understand and manipulate the minds of others 

provides the context and skills for effective and recurrent bullying without getting found 

out. Linked into the notion of bullies having a superior theory of mind is the ongoing 

debate concerning whether ‘pure’ bullies lack empathic skills and whether this 

exacerbates the recurrent nature of bullying behaviour due to the bully not feeling any 

empathy or sympathy towards the victim.

Several studies have suggested that if a victim displays distress, this only serves 

to reinforce the bullies’ behaviour even more (Davis, 1994). Sutton et al. (1999) believe 

that ‘pure’ bullies understand the emotions of others but do not share them resulting in a 

‘theory of nasty minds’. Evans, Heriot & Friedman (2002) examined children who were 

characterised by those close to them as being interpersonally negative, displaying 

spiteful and hostile behaviour and general antisocial behaviour. Findings revealed that 

these children could be described as having inhibited empathy rather than a lack of 

empathy. The inconsistencies across studies concerning the profile of ‘pure’ bullies is 

likely to be due to a combination of different factors ranging from the definition of what 

constitutes bullying behaviour, the methodology employed to assess bullying behaviour, 

the distinction between ‘pure’ bullies and bully/victims and whether studies considered 

‘direct’ physical bullying alone or relational bullying. Studies which have distinguished 

between direct and relational bullying and ‘pure’ bullies and bully/victims have 

revealed that ‘pure’ bullies have few behaviour problems, enjoy going to school, have 

few days absent from school, do not suffer from physical and psychosomatic health 

problems and are academically bright individuals (Wolke, Woods, Bloomfield & 

Karstadt, L, 2000; Wolke, Woods, Schulz, Stanford, 2001).

The relationship between empathy and bullying behaviour is an interesting one 

and needs further research to specifically address the interaction between the two. Very
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few studies have addressed empathy from a multi-dimensional nature, including both 

cognitive and affective facets. According to Espelage and Swearer (2004), differences 

in empathy across subtypes of aggression, such as bullying, fighting and relational 

aggression have not been addressed nor is there an understanding as to how empathy 

may vary across the bully-victim continuum. The present study does not attempt to 

address all the current gaps in literature but looks to ascertain the presence or lack of 

empathy in those who have been accused of bullying.

1.5.2 Bullying and social intelligence

Other studies have focused upon the nature of social intelligence in relation to 

empathy and bullying behaviour (Kaukiainen, Bjorkqvist, Lagerspetz, Osterman, 

Salmivalli, Rothberg. & Ahlbom, 1999) and have stipulated that social intelligence and 

empathy are not totally independent of each other. Kaukainen et al (1999) believe that 

empathy is characterised by sensitivity toward the feelings of others, whereas social 

intelligence can be applied without emotions in a cold hearted manner. It was revealed 

that social intelligence highly correlated with indirect forms of bullying but not physical 

or verbal bullying. These findings are strongly related to the findings by Sutton et al. 

(1999) that ‘pure’ bullies have a superior theory of mind. Controversy surrounds the 

precursors of what makes a ‘pure’ bully and the persistent nature of this behaviour. This 

is likely to be due to the lack of theoretical frameworks and models through which to 

examine these precursors, and the reliance on models explaining anti-social behaviour 

as opposed to bullying per se.

Social Information processing models proposed by Crick & Dodge (1996) and 

later by Arsenio, Cooperman & Lover (2000) provide initial attempts to explain the 

mechanisms of children’s social adjustment. Rubin, LeMare & Lollis (1990) postulated 

that the deviant pathway for bullies is linked to dispositional and temperamental traits in 

the child such as being fussy, difficult to soothe, having insecure-avoidant attachment 

patterns which ultimately leads to hostility, peer rejection and externalising behaviour 

problems. The family background of bullies has also been implicated as a strong 

precursor for developing bullying traits. Bower, Smith & Binney (1994) revealed that 

there was a concern with power in the families of bullies and a lack of family cohesion. 

Farrington (1998) asserts that bullies feel like they have little control at home and 

therefore seek somebody to control and victimise. In a similar vein, Curtner-Smith
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(1999) found that parents who are disagreeable, hostile, cold or rejecting tend to have 

children who are at risk of becoming aggressive. Stevens, De Bourdeaudhuij & Van 

Oost (2002) considered the relationship between the family environment and 

involvement in bully/victim problems at school. Child and parent perceptions of family 

functioning differed substantially. For example, bullies described their families as ‘less 

cohesive, more conflictual and less organised and controlled.’ In contrast, parent 

perceptions only differed from parents of victims, bully/victims and neutral children by 

reporting more punishment. Conversely, the family background for victims of bullying 

indicates maternal over-protectiveness and critical and distant relationships with the 

father among boys. For girls, victimisation is related to maternal hostility. A common 

pathway for victimisation may occur when maternal behaviour hinders both boys’ and 

girls’ social and developmental goals (Wolke & Stanford, 1999). Research findings 

regarding the profile of ‘pure’ bullies points towards them as being socially intelligent 

and manipulative in social situations as opposed to the popular stereotype of bullies 

being psychopaths and ‘strong but dumb and brutal characters’ as frequently portrayed.

The relationship between social intelligence and bullying behaviour evidentially 

needs further research to specifically address the interaction between the two. While the 

present study does not specifically look to address the absence or presence of social 

intelligence in a systematic fashion, it influenced the researcher during the interview 

process. Throughout the interviews, those accused of bullying were accused to discuss 

the allegations made against them, to explain the context and circumstances in their own 

words and to then look at how their behaviour may have been interpreted in a different 

light. The purpose of this was to explore whether there was an understanding beyond 

the accused’s own viewpoint as well as look at whether this then led to a better 

understanding of how the accuseds’ behaviour affected the accuser.

1. 6 Effects of Bullying 

1. 6.1 Introduction

As any researcher and practitioner in the area of workplace bullying is only too 

well aware, the consequences of being bullied in the workplace can have devastating 

and long lasting implications. Those who claim to have been bullied in the workplace 

report a multitude of symptoms, which are physiological, psychological and behavioural
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in nature. The following section takes a comprehensive look at the relevant research in 

the area, which ranges from the effects on an individual’s physical health and general 

stress levels to the effect on an individual’s psychological health (anxiety and anger 

levels, self-esteem, depression, and post-traumatic stress). These health consequences 

are looked at in significant detail in terms of how they are diagnosed, the symptoms 

which would typically manifest, and how prevalently reported they are by victims of 

bullying behaviour.

Many studies show that psychological harassment has extremely negative effects 

for individuals. Generally, there are three individual consequences. The first effect is a 

deterioration of physical and mental health (Ayoko, Callan & Hartel, 2003; Di Martino 

et al. 2003; Djurkovic, McCormack & Casimir, 2004; Einarsen & Mikkelsen 2003; 

Matthiesen & Einarsen 2004; McCarthy, Sheehan & Kearns, 1995; McCarthy, Sheehan, 

Wilkie & Wilkie, 1998; McCarthy, Rylance, Bennett & Zimmerman, 2001; Leymann 

1996; Nielsen, Matthiesen & Einarsen, 2004). Typically, research points to increased 

stress levels and reduced physical and psychological wellbeing, with the most 

frequently identified negative health related outcomes including: anxiety, depression, 

psychosomatic symptoms (hostility, hyper sensibility, loss of memory), aggression, fear 

and mistrust, cognitive effects (such as, inability to concentrate, or think clearly, and 

reduced problem solving capacity), isolation, loneliness, deterioration of relationships, 

chronic fatigue and sleep problems. Workplace bullying not only affects the targets, but 

also their colleagues or other bystanders. According to different studies (Einarsen & 

Mikkelsen 2003), witnesses of bullying reported more mental stress reactions than 

workers who had not witnessed anyone being bullied in their department.

The second effect of psychological harassment is the economic consequence 

Poilpot-Rocaboy (2006). A loss of income is often real. Harassment may generate 

coping strategies and health effects which can develop into sickness absence, a 

lessening of productivity, a reduction of performance, resignation from the organisation, 

and work incapacity because of a loss of self confidence. In addition to this loss of 

incomes, the individual may incur medical expenses, psychotherapeutic spending and 

solicitor’s fees.

The third effect of bullying is the family and social implications. The results are 

likely to affect several important spheres of life, for example, relationship with family 

or friends, leisure activities, household duties or sex life (Einarsen & Mikkelsen 2003).
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Di Martino, et al. (2003) report that in a German national study of bullying, a total of 20 

per cent of the sample reported conflicts with partners or family, with 8.1% eventually 

leading to a separation from their spouse. Research shows that all of these individual 

effects are dependent on various variables such as severity and duration of harassment, 

coping strategy of the individual, coping strategy of the organisation, and characteristics 

of the individual (sensitivity, education and experience).

The effects on the level of mental and physical well-being in individuals have 

varied from social stress (Zapf et al, 1996) to being a major cause of suicide ideation 

(Einarsen, 2000; O'Moore, 2000b; Vartia, 2001). Einarsen (1999) maintained that to 

have a negative effect on an individual, a potential bullying behaviour has to be 

perceived and evaluated. The effects of bullying appear to vary from person to person 

and it is possible that an individual's perception of the behaviour of others affects the 

severity. Stress, its role in the workplace, and the symptoms of stress most commonly 

identified by recipients of bullying behaviour in this study are elucidated in sections 1. 

5. 2 to 1 .5 .4 .

1. 6. 2 Stress

According to Malim and Birch (1998), the stressor is the situation, individual or 

object that causes a state of stress in the individual or an internal state of conflict that 

will cause stress. Stressors vary from individual to individual and stress responses 

include physiological, behavioural and coping strategies.

A number of models of stress have been produced to explain and describe what 

happens to an individual in a stress state. The first of these, the physiological model, 

states that the physiological response of the body in reaction to stress is similar in all 

individuals. Selye (1956) identified these changes, terming them general adaptation 

syndrome. He identified three stage of response: when a stressor occurs, the body’s 

resistance initially drops and then rises sharply. It remains high throughout the second 

stage but ultimately cannot be sustained and falls in exhaustion. At the stage of 

exhaustion, the body’s resources are depleted. Selye (1980) maintained that some stress 

is essential for life and that complete freedom from stress is death. He concluded that 

stress is a natural occurrence in a person’s life-span and, as a feature of everyday living, 

can be positive. It is subjective in the sense that what may be stressful for one person
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may be a challenge for another. Therefore it is not necessarily the objective situation 

that causes stress but the person’s perception of this situation.

Kagan and Levi (1975) suggested that psychosocial stimuli, such as life 

changes, prepare an individual for coping with stress. The extent to which they do so is 

influenced by genetic differences and learning experiences, which are subsequently 

reflected in the physiological stress response.

Cox and Mackay (1976) suggested that stress is due to a dynamic transaction 

between the individual and the environment. Important to this model is the individual’s 

cognitive assessment of the perceived demands made on him/her, and that individual’s 

perceived capacity to deal with those demands. Stress is the result of the perceived 

demand outweighing the perceived capability. This perception is influenced by factors 

such as personality, situational demands, previous experiences, and any other current 

stress already existing.

The view of stress proposed by Lazarus (1976) included the suggestion that the 

individual’s perception of capability interacted with cognitive appraisal of the threat. 

Again, a mismatch of the two results in stress. Lazarus (1966) maintained that stress 

cannot be objectively defined and suggested that the way the environment or event is 

perceived or appraised determines when stress is present. More specifically, he

purported that stress is experienced when a situation is appraised as exceeding the

person's adaptive resources.

Beehr and Newman (1978) identified more that 150 variables involved in stress, 

giving recognition to the complexity of the problem. This model is largely based on 

occupational stress and outlines that changes occurring over time and feedback given to 

the individual result in personality and other changes. This is important in that 

subsequent reactions to stress may be influenced by these changes.

According to learning theory two aspects of the conditioning process are 

important in understanding stress. These are emotional responses, including 

behavioural, psychological and physiological components, acquired through

conditioning, and anticipatory anxiety that can be aroused, once conditioning has 

occurred, by thinking or talking about the feared stimulus and such activity produces 

stress (Rice, 1992). In general, any stressful situation that produces high or

unmanageable levels of anxiety is likely to motivate some form of escape or avoidance. 

Rice (1992) concluded that, using learning theory, stress is seen to be caused more by
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specific external events than by internal conflicts. Avoidance strategies, once learned to 

be affective, are established as a means of coping and used repeatedly.

Folkman (1984) saw that problem situations resulting in stress represent 

circumstances when internal or external demands exceed resources. He emphasised that 

stress and the resultant coping mechanisms rely on the perception of an environmental 

situation, processing across time and changing circumstances and conceptualised coping 

as a transactional process or exchange between person and environment.

Carver & Scheier (1994) saw stress as consisting of two appraisal processes: 

appraisal of threat, challenge, or loss; and appraisal of how to respond, plus the 

execution of coping responses. They used the description of the appraisal process 

referred to by Folkman (1984) and defined cognitive appraisal as a process through 

which the person evaluates whether a particular encounter with the environment is 

relevant to his or her well-being, and if so, in what ways. Initially, by primary 

appraisal, the person evaluates whether there is anything at stake in this encounter and if 

so, by secondary appraisal they evaluate what if anything can be done to overcome or 

prevent harm or to improve the prospects for benefit. Primary and secondary appraisals 

then converge to determine whether the person-environment transaction is regarded as 

significant for well-being, and if so, whether it is primarily threatening (harmful) or 

challenging (Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel-Schetter, DeLongis, & Gruen, 1986). 

Cognitive appraisal accounts for the difference between individual reactions, that is the 

evaluative cognition processes that intervene between the encounter and the reaction 

(Folkman, 1984).

Lazarus and Folkman (1984) proposed three stressful appraisals: harm-loss, 

which involves real or anticipated loss; threat, which occurs when a situation demands 

more coping capacity than is available; and challenge, which is a situation evaluated as 

demanding but with an emotional overtone of excitement and anticipation. In effect, 

appraisal processes evaluate the presence of threat or challenge as well as the resources 

available to meet the demands.

Frankenhauser (1983) suggests gender differences in that women’s responses 

show a higher increase than male’s but return to baseline more quickly.
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1. 6. 3 Stress in the workplace

Spector (1996) defined a stressor at work as a condition or situation that requires 

an adaptive response on the part of the employer. He saw a job strain as a potential 

aversive reaction by an employee to a stressor, such as anxiety, frustration, or physical 

symptoms and identified, in his opinion, the main job stressors. The first was role 

ambiguity, which is the extent to which employees are unclear about what their job 

functions and responsibilities are supposed to be. Secondly he identified role conflict 

which occurs when there is incompatibility between demands at work or between work 

and non-work as a source of stress. He maintained that two dimensions of work-load: 

quantitative (the amount of work a person has) and qualitative (the difficulty of the 

work relative to a persons capabilities) and job control which includes the extent to 

which employees are able to make decisions about their work produce stress for 

employees. Some occupations, by their nature, have a high stress content that is 

inherent in the job.

Due to the lack of literature on the effects of being accused of bullying in the 

workplace, the literature below outlines the effects of bullying behaviours indicated by 

recipients of bullying who claimed that they suffered from stress (O'Moore, 2000b; 

Hoel et al, 1999; Vartia, 1996). Future discussions will then look at whether an accused 

person suffers similarly and to the same extent as reported by those who have been 

bullied.

1. 6. 4 Symptoms as experienced by recipients of bullying behaviours

Frequently reported consequences of feeling bullied include psychological and 

physiological ill-health (evident as somatic symptoms, insomnia, social dysfunction and 

depression), anxiety, anger, symptoms of Post Traumatic Stress Disorder, and low self 

esteem. These topics are outlined.

1. 6. 4.1 Psychological and physiological well-being

Stress, attributed to the experience of stressful life events, can elicit a range of 

physical and psychological disorders and the presence and degree of these disorders 

gives a measure of stress. A central premise underlying the observed association 

between life adversity and health status is that stress exerts a suppressive effect on an 

individual’s immune functioning.
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Lynch (2004) summarized the relevant research, including research by Hinds 

and Burroughs (1997), who reported that the psychological effects of stress included 

negative mood state such as impatience, worry and irritability changes in daily routines 

that were either related to basic bodily functions, such as eating and sleeping, or social 

activities, such as social withdrawal, and tiredness. A desire to work harder or longer 

was also noted. These findings are in line with results of studies carried out among 

victims of workplace bullying.

Einarsen & Skogstad (1996) indicated significant relationships between 

victimisation and psychological, psychosomatic and muscle-skeletal health complaints 

although the effects were moderated by the individual's self-esteem and anxiety in 

social settings. Einarsen and Raknes (1997) found, in their study of male shipyard 

workers in Norway, that bullying explained 23% of the variance in psychological health 

and well-being.

O'Moore (2000b) presented respondents with lists of physiological and 

psychological symptoms and behavioural changes, which were also ultilised in the 

present study. Physiological symptoms included headaches/migraine, sweating/shaking, 

palpitations, feeling/being sick, stomach and bowel problems, raised blood pressure, 

disturbed sleep, and loss of energy or appetite. Psychological symptoms included 

anger, anxiety, worry, fear, panic attacks, depression, loss of confidence and self

esteem, tearfulness, loss of concentration, forgetfulness, lack of motivation, thoughts of 

suicide, feeling isolated, and feeling helpless. In addition, respondents were asked to 

identify behaviours that are characteristic of recipients of aggressive behaviour. These 

included becoming aggressive, irritable, revengeful, withdrawn, making greater use of 

tobacco, alcohol and drugs (both legal and illegal), obsessively dwelling on the 

aggressor, becoming hypersensitive to criticism, and becoming totally emotionally 

drained.

Bjorkvist (1994) outlined nervous symptoms and lack of concentration as 

symptoms of stress while Vartia (1996) suggested tension/restlessness. Zapf (1999) 

identified social dysfunction to be a result of bullying.

1. 6.4. 2 Depression

Major depressive disorder is also known as major depression, clinical 

depression, or unipolar depression. The term unipolar refers to the presence of one pole,

65



or one extreme of mood-depressed mood. This may be compared with bipolar 

depression which has the two poles of depressed mood and mania. Depression may 

manifest itself in sleep disruption (too much or too little), weight change (loss or gain), 

feelings of agitation and irritability, continuous feelings of worthlessness and guilt, 

depressed mood or a general loss of interest in activities once enjoyed, or a combination 

of both. In addition, other physical and mental symptoms may include fatigue, difficulty 

with concentration and memory, feelings of hopelessness and helplessness, headaches, 

body aches, and thoughts of suicide. Other mental health conditions may often co-exist 

with major depressive disorder. Some of these are alcohol/drug abuse, anxiety and panic 

disorders, obsessive-compulsive disorder, eating disorders, and borderline personality 

disorder (Carr, 1999).

For a diagnosis of depression to be made, DSM-FV outlines that five (or more) 

of the following symptoms have been present during the same 2-week period and 

represent a change from previous functioning; at least one of the symptoms is either (1) 

depressed mood or (2) loss of interest or pleasure.

• depressed mood most of the day, nearly every day, as indicated by either 

subjective report (e.g., feels sad or empty) or observation made by others (e.g., 

appears tearful).

• markedly diminished interest or pleasure in all, or almost all, activities most of

the day, nearly every day (as indicated by either subjective account or

observation made by others)

• significant weight loss when not dieting or weight gain (e.g., a change of more

than 5% of body weight in a month), or decrease or increase in appetite nearly

every day.

• insomnia or hypersomnia nearly every day

• psychomotor agitation or retardation nearly every day (observable by others, not 

merely subjective feelings of restlessness or being slowed down)

• fatigue or loss of energy nearly every day

• feelings of worthlessness or excessive or inappropriate guilt (which may be 

delusional) nearly every day (not merely self-reproach or guilt about being sick)

• diminished ability to think or concentrate, or indecisiveness, nearly every day 

(either by subjective account or as observed by others)
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• recurrent thoughts of death (not just fear of dying), recurrent suicidal ideation 

without a specific plan, or a suicide attempt or a specific plan for committing 

suicide

These symptoms must be considered to cause clinically significant distress or 

impairment in social, occupational, or other important areas of functioning, are not due 

to the direct physiological effects of a substance or a general medical condition, and are 

not better accounted for by bereavement.

Theorethical explanations for depression and related treatments have been 

developed within biological, psychoanalytic, and cognitive-behavioural theories. 

Biological theories of depression point to the role of genetic factors in rendering people 

vulnerable to the development of mood disorders and to dys-regulations of neuron- 

transmitter, endocrine and immune systems as central to their etiology.

Freud’s psychoanalytic theory of depression outlines that, following protracted 

separation or bereavement, regression to the oral stage occurs during which a distinction 

between self and the loss is not made. Subsequent aggression is self-directed. Bibring’s 

ego-psychology theory (1965) explained depression as the outcome of low self-esteem, 

which resulted from a perceived large discrepancy between the real self and the ideal 

self. Internalization of harsh critical parenting accounts for the development of a 

particularly unrealistic ego-ideal. A substantial body of evidence supports the link 

between self esteem and depression but not all relate this to parenting (Blatt and Zuroff, 

1992). Two types of depression associated with two types of parent-child relationship, 

which engender vulnerability to depression when faced with two distinct types of 

stresses later in life, was suggested by Blatt and Zuroff (1992). A vulnerability to 

stresses involving loss of attachment relationships is central to one type of depression 

and has its roots in neglectful or overindulgent parenting. A vulnerability to stresses 

involving loss of autonomy and control is central to the other type of depression and has 

its roots in critical, punitive parenting Blatt and Zuroff (1992).

Cognitive and behavioural theories are particularly important because they have 

led to a considerable amount of research of the effectiveness of behavioural treatments 

for depression. In Lewinsohn’s behavioural theory, depression is maintained by a lack 

of response contingent positive reinforcement (Lewinsohn and Gotlib, 1995). This may 

occur because people with depression lack the social skills required for eliciting 

rewarding interactions from others. Rehm’s (1991) self-control theory bases itself on a
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consideration of internal contingencies and demonstrates that depression arises from 

deficits in self-monitoring, self-evaluation and self-reinforcement (Kaslow and Rehm, 

1991). Depression arises when a person selectively monitors immediate rather than long 

term consequences of actions, sets overly stringent criteria for evaluation actions, makes 

negative attributions for personal actions, engages in little self-reinforcement for 

adaptive behaviours, and engages in excessive self-punishment. According to Beck’s 

(1967) theory, depression occurs when life events involving loss occur and reactivate 

negative cognitive schemas formed in early childhood. Two negative schemas which 

contain latent attitudes about the self, the world and the future are important in 

depression. The first relates to interpersonal relationships and the second to personal 

achievements. Support for Beck's theories comes from numerous studies showing that 

depressed people think more negatively and, in general, more hopelessly than non

depressed individuals about themselves, the future and the world. However, research 

into a causal relationship has proved inconclusive (Davison & Neale, 1994) resulting in 

the conclusion that depression and negative thinking are correlated. According to 

Seligman’s (1978) reformulated learned helplessness theory, depression arises when a 

person repeatedly fails to control the occurrence of aversive stimuli or failure 

experiences and makes internal, global, stable attributions for these failures and 

external, specific unstable attributions for success (Abramson, Seligman and Teasdale, 

1978).

Abramson, Metalsky, and Alloy (1989) proposed that some forms of depression 

are regarded to be caused by a state of hopelessness, an expectation that desirable 

outcomes will not occur or that undesirable outcomes will occur and that the person has 

no responses available to affect the situation. Their proposition fits the experiences of 

victims who report hopelessness to be a consequence of bullying (O'Moore, 2000b).

Depression, or symptoms of depression, were reported by Niedhammer, David, 

and Degioanni (2006), Lynch (2004), Namie (2003), O'Moore et al (1998), Leymann 

(1996), Neidl (1996), Vartia (1996), Bjorkqvist et al (1994), Zapf et al (1996), Hoel et 

al (1999). O'Moore (2000b), O'Moore et al (1998), and Vartia (1996) found that more 

serious symptoms of depression such as helplessness and isolation were present with 

suicidal ideation found by Leymann (1996) and O'Moore (2000b).

In a nation-wide survey investigating workplace bullying within the Irish labour 

force approximately 5% of all respondents who had been bullied indicated that they had
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had thoughts of suicide (O'Moore, Lynch, Nic Daeid & Cahill, 2002). The survey 

(O'Moore, 2000b) also showed that other mental and physical health problems, such as 

depression, anxiety, anger and a sense of isolation (all well known potential precursor 

symptoms of suicide ideation) were significantly greater for victims of bullying. This 

suggests that workplace bullying has the potential to become a serious contributor to 

stress, depression and potential suicidal thoughts within the working population, and for 

this reason the problem of workplace bullying should be addressed.

1. 6.4. 3 Anxiety

Normal fear is adaptive and prevents people from entering threatening situations 

but anxiety disorders occur when people develop irrational fears of situations which do 

not threaten their survival (Carr, 1999). They also develop non-adaptive behaviour 

patterns associated with the avoidance of feared situations or experiences. These fears 

are accompanied with intense physiological arousal, characterized by increased heart 

rate, sweating, trembling, shortness of breath, feelings of choking, chest pain, nausea, 

numbness or tingling, or chills or hot flushes. Dizziness, feelings of unreality, and 

feelings of being detached from oneself can also be experienced. Homey (1937) 

specified that generalised anxiety occurs when a person feels unable to cope with many 

everyday situations and consequently feels apprehensive much of the time.

Within DSM IV and ICD 10, ten distinctions are made between a variety of 

different anxiety disorders. For the purposes of the study here reported, generalized 

anxiety disorder, panic disorder and post-traumatic stress disorder will be discussed, the 

former two in this section and the latter in Section 1.5.5.5.

Generalised anxiety disorder occurs when people experience generalized 

anxiety, have an ongoing apprehension that misfortunes of various sorts will occur. 

Their anxiety is not focused on one particular object or situation. Panic disorder 

manifests itself with recurrent unexpected panic attacks. These attacks are experienced 

as acute episodes of intense anxiety and are extremely distressing. The person may 

experience a fear of loosing control, a fear of going crazy, or a fear of dying.

DSM-IV (1994) describes General Anxiety Disorder as excessive anxiety and 

worry (apprehensive expectation), occurring more days than not, for at least six months, 

and concerned with a number of events or activities (such as work or school
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performance). The person has difficulty controlling the worry and the anxiety which 

are associated with three (or more) of the following symptoms.

• Restlessness or feeling keyed up or on edge,

• Being easily fatigued,

• Difficulty concentrating or mind going blank,

•  Irritability,

• Muscle tension,

• Sleep disturbance (difficulty falling or staying asleep, or restless unsatisfied sleep.

Theoretical explanations of anxiety disorders have been developed within the 

biological, psychoanalytic, and cognitive behavioural traditions. Biological theories 

point to the role of genetic factors in rendering people vulnerable to their development, 

and to dys-regulations of particular neuron-transmitter systems in particular parts of the 

brain. Anxiety disorders develop when a person with an inherited vulnerability to 

anxiety is exposed to threatening environmental stimuli at critical developmental stages 

(Torgersen, 1990). This view also entails the suggestion that a dysfunctional biological 

factor which underpins the process of detecting danger is genetically transmitted in 

families where anxiety disorders occur. There is a substantial body of evidence showing 

high rates of anxiety in the first degree relatives of people with such conditions 

(Torgersen, 1990). However, vulnerability to some anxiety disorders is less significant 

than for others (Klein, 1994).

According to classical psychoanalytic theory, defense mechanisms are used to 

keep unacceptable sexual or aggressive impulses and moral anxiety about their 

expression from entering consciousness. The unaccepted impulses and related anxiety 

become transformed into neurotic anxiety and expressed as a disorder. There is limited 

evidence that psychodynamic therapy is effective (Roth and Fonagy, 1996).

Eysenck’s behavioural theory (1979) argued that anxiety initially develops 

through classical conditioning in that a neutral object for which a person is biologically 

prepared to develop an extinction resistant fear (CS) is paired with a strongly feared 

object (UCS), eliciting anxiety (CR). Beck, Emery and Greenberg (1985) argued that 

anxiety occurs when life events involve threat reactivate threat oriented cognitive 

schemas.
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May (1967) studied the theories of anxiety proposed by Kierkegaard and Freud 

and saw that anxiety could be normal or neurotic. He maintained that normal anxiety, 

which is in proportion to the threat and does not involve any avoidance behaviour, is 

part of the growth process, and felt that attempts should not be made to eliminate it from 

a person’s experience. It is in the conscious and is diminished or eliminated if the 

anxiety-provoking situation is changed. He also saw this anxiety as a signal of danger 

and necessary to promote action when real danger is involved. May’s (1967) 

explanation of neurotic anxiety is similar to that of Freud who proposed that neurotic 

anxiety is a reaction that is disproportionate to the threat, involves repression and other 

forms of intra-psychic conflict. It is managed by various evasive activities, which give 

a sense of abandonment; the feeling that life’s demands will be overwhelming and 

create a feeling of helplessness.

Spielberger and Rickman (1991) defined anxiety as an unpleasant emotional 

state or reaction that can be distinguished from other states, such as anger or grief, by a 

unique combination of experiential qualities and psychological changes. They explained 

that an anxiety state consists of feelings of tension, apprehension, nervousness, and 

worry, and activation of the autonomic nervous system. The physiological 

manifestations generally include increased blood pressure, rapid heart rate, sweating, 

dryness of the mouth, nausea, vertigo, irregularities in breathing, and muscular/skeletal 

disturbances.

Spielberger, Ritterband, Sydeman, Reheiser, and Unger (1995) claimed that 

relatively independent state and trait anxiety factors have consistently emerged from 

research. State anxiety refers to an unpleasant emotional state or condition which 

consists of consciously perceived feelings of tension, apprehension, nervousness, and 

worry. These emotional states vary in intensity and fluctuate over time as a function of 

perceived physical or psychological danger. Trait anxiety is conceptualised in terms of 

relatively stable individual differences in anxiety proneness. People with high trait 

anxiety tend to perceive a wider range of situations as dangerous or threatening and 

respond to perceived threats with more frequent and more intense elevations in state 

anxiety. Trait theories focus on specific attributes particular to the individual, or as 

blends of many different characteristics that people have to a greater or lesser extent, 

with anxiety having a different effect on an individual depending on their personality
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type (Rice, 1992). Rice (1992) maintained that trait anxiety tends to be relatively stable 

across time and place and that people who are high in trait anxiety have a much greater 

tendency to be anxious whatever the situation and relatively more anxious all the time 

compared to those low in trait anxiety.

Recipients of bullying behaviour have been found to suffer from anxiety which 

they claim to be a direct result of such behaviours (Quine, 1999; Beswick, Gore and 

Palferman, 2006; Bjorkqvist et al, 1994; O'Moore, 2000b; O'Moore et al, 1998; Neidl, 

1996; Rayner et al, 2002; Vartia, 1996; Zapf et al, 1996).

1. 6.4. 4 Anger
A powerful emotion physiologically and emotionally, anger often feels good. It 

can be a motivating force that moves you to action (Pelusi, 2003). Many people confuse 

anger and hostility. Anger is a response to a situation that presents some threat. Hostility 

is a more enduring characteristic, a predisposition, a personality trait reflecting a 

readiness to express anger. Anger has potent physiological effects and can be insidious. 

Anger confers an immediate sense of purpose and creates a cycle of rage and defeatism. 

Anger provides the impulse to pass the pain along to others i.e. your boss gives out to 

you and you then snap at everyone in your path.

Although anger and aggressive behaviour are normally seen as a motivation for 

bullying behaviour towards another (Randall 1997a), anger and irritability can result for 

the recipient of bullying behaviour (Bjorkqvist et al, 1994; O'Moore, 2000b; O'Moore et 

al, 2002; Niedl, 1996).

Potter-Effron (1998) described the process of anger as it progressed through the 

emotional, cognitive, behavioural, and moral levels. As intensity of anger increases, the 

possibility for reasonable discussion and good judgment decrease. People become more 

impulsive and explosive and can become bitter and hostile.

Most people experience anger a few times a week, according to Tafrate, 

Kassinove and Dundin (2002), who outlined that 58% of anger episodes include yelling 

or screaming and less than 10% involve physical aggression. Tafrate et al (2002) found 

that people with high trait anger have anger reactions that are more frequent, intense and 

enduring. They also tend to report more physical aggression, negative verbal responses, 

drug use and negative consequences of their anger. In general, their anger negatively 

affects their relationships, their health and their jobs.
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Spielberger, Reheiser, and Sydeman (1995) discussed psychological studies of 

aggressive behaviour including the frustration-aggression hypothesis (Dollard et al, 

1939). They commented that proponents of this theory proposed that frustration 

provoked and stimulated an internal drive that motivated aggressive behaviour. They 

differentiated between aggression, anger, and hostility and defined anger as an 

emotional state that varies in intensity from mild irritation or annoyance to intense fury 

and rage with both physiological and cognitive aspects.

Spielberger et al (1995) outlined a trait and a state dimension in anger. State 

anger is defined by these authors as a psycho-biological state or condition consisting of 

subjective feelings that vary in intensity with concomitant activation or arousal of the 

autonomic nervous system and purported that state anger would fluctuate over time as a 

function of frustration, perceived affronts, injustice, or being verbally or physically 

attacked. Trait anger was defined in terms of how often angry feelings were 

experienced over time. Persons high in trait anger would perceive a wider range of 

situations as anger provoking than persons low in trait anger and that high anger 

individuals would be more likely to experience more frequent and intense elevations in 

state anger when they were annoyed of frustrated.

Anger can have a severe negative effect on individuals. As summarized by 

Lynch (2004), Rice (1992) reported that an increase in the hormone norepinephrine, 

present in greater amounts when anger occurs, causes people to become more 

vulnerable to stress because they cannot deal effectively with daily problems. This was 

confirmed by O'Connor and Sheehy (2000) who reported that hostility, anger and 

conflict frequently characterise the interpersonal relationships of para-suicides 

suggesting a link between anger and suicide ideation and intent.

1. 6.4. 5 Post Traumatic Stress Disorder

Post Traumatic Stress Disorder was introduced as a diagnosis in DSM-III and 

reflects an extreme response to a severe stressor including increased anxiety, avoidance 

of stimuli associated with the trauma, and a numbing of emotional responses. The 

criteria for PTSD, laid down by the American Psychological Association (DSM-FV, 

1994), include exposure to a traumatic event where there is a threat of death, serious 

injury or a threat to the physical integrity of self or others and the person's response
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involved intense fear, helplessness or horror. The traumatic event is persistently re

experienced in one or more of the following ways: -

• Recurrent and intrusive distressing recollections of the event, including images, 

thoughts, or perceptions,

• Recurrent distressing dreams of the event,

• Acting or feeling as if the traumatic event were recurring (includes a sense of

reliving the experience, illusions, hallucinations, and dissociative flashback 

episodes, including those that occur on awakening or when intoxicated),

•  Intense psychological distress and/or physiological reactivity at exposure to internal 

or external cues that symbolise or resemble an aspect of the traumatic event.

Persistent avoidance of stimuli associated with the trauma and numbing of general 

responsiveness, as indicated by three or more of the following: -

•  Efforts to avoid thoughts, feelings, or conversations associated with the trauma,

• Efforts to avoid activities, places, or people that arouse recollections of the trauma,

• Inability to recall an important aspect of the trauma,

• Marked diminished interest or participation in significant activities,

• Feeling of detachment or estrangement from others,

• Restricted range of affect (e.g. unable to have loving feelings),

• Sense of foreshortened future.

Persistent symptoms of increased arousal, as indicated by two or more of the following:

• Difficulty falling or staying asleep,

• Irritability or outbursts of anger,

• Difficulty concentrating,

• Hypervigilance,

•  Exaggerated startle response.

The duration of the disturbance should be more than one month and cause 

clinically significant distress or impairment in social, occupational, or other important 

areas of functioning.
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As with other disorders in the DSM-IV (1994), Post Traumatic Stress Disorder 

is defined by a cluster of symptoms, but, unlike other psychological disorders, it also 

includes its presumed etiology, namely, a traumatic event that is physical in nature, 

which the person has directly experienced or witnessed. DSM-FV (1994) differentiates 

between post traumatic stress disorder and acute stress disorder, which is normal 

following exposure to a traumatic event, in that recovery from this condition occurs 

after a few days or weeks. The likelihood of PTSD increases with the severity of the 

event (Foy, Sipprelle, Rueger & Carroll, 1987) and risk factors for PTSD have been 

identified which include being female, early separation from parents, family history of a 

disorder namely, panic disorder, obsessive compulsive disorder, and depression 

(Breslau, 1998). However Foy, Sipprelle, Rueger & Carroll (1984) concluded that well- 

adjusted people can develop PTSD.

Many people who encounter traumatic life events do not necessarily develop 

PTSD, with psychological and biological theories proposed to account for its 

occurrence in some people but not others. A psychodynamic theory proposed by 

Horowitz (1986, 1990) posits that the traumatic event is repeated constantly in the 

person's conscious mind but causes such distress that it is either consciously suppressed 

or repressed. The person is believed to engage in an internal struggle to integrate the 

trauma into their existing beliefs about themselves and the world in order to make sense 

of their experience. A biological theory holds that the trauma damages the 

noradrenergic system, raising levels of norepinephrine and thereby making the person 

startle and express emotion more readily than normal (Krystal, Kosten, Southwick, 

Mason, Perry & Giller, 1987). Learning theorists maintain that the disorder arises from 

classical conditioning where avoidances are built up which are reinforced by the 

reduction of fear that comes from not being in the presence of reminders of the 

traumatic event (Foy, Resnick, Carroll & Osato, 1990).

Scott and Stradling (1994) suggested that account should be taken of the 

difference between trauma caused by an acute, physical event and enduring 

psychological stressors. They identified the effects of persistent work-related stress to 

be similar to those experienced by people who were diagnosed as suffering from PTSD. 

The term Prolonged Duress Stress Disorder (PDSD) was adopted, which allows the 

distinction to be made between the long term experience of workplace bullying and a 

single traumatic life-threatening experience. However, Einarsen (1999) argued that the

75



experience of being bullied can be seen as life threatening by the recipient of bullying 

behaviours as the individual is likely to loose their job, financial security, and identity 

with regard to their role as a worker. Bullying can also lead to suicidal ideation and 

intent.

Doherty (2003) considered that no single diagnosis adequately summed up the 

total symptom profile of participants in her study who claimed to have been bullied at 

work, as well as PTSD. This was despite the fact that there had been no dimension of 

physical threat.

It has been argued that many victims of long-term bullying at work may in fact 

suffer from post-traumatic stress disorder (Bjorkqvist et al., 1994; Leymann, 1992). The 

PTSD diagnosis refers to a constellation of stress symptoms following a traumatic 

event, where the trauma first of all is relived through returning, insistent and painful 

memories of the event, recurring nightmares, or by intense psychological discomfort to 

reminders. Second, the person avoids situations associated with the trauma, which may 

include memory problems with the actual event. Third, the individual may lack the 

ability to react properly emotionally, for instance by having reduced interest in activities 

that used to bring joy, by showing limited affect or by the feeling of having no future. 

Patients with PTSD are also hypersensitive, be it with sleeping problems, difficulties in 

concentration, by being highly tense and irritable and with bursts of fury, by having 

exaggerated reactions to unexpected stimuli, or by reacting with physical symptoms to 

reminders of the actual traumatic situations.

Leymann and Gustaffson (1996) reported that 65% of victims of bullying 

suffered from PTSD while Einarsen, Matthiesen and Mikkelsen (1999) reported that 

75% of the victims portrayed stress symptoms indicating a post-traumatic stress 

disorder. The level of post-traumatic symptoms was highly related to the intensity of the 

reported aggressive behaviors, and was especially salient if the aggressive behavior was 

perceived as being of a personally degrading nature.

Mikkelsen & Einarsen (2001) reported similar results and revealed that 

symptoms of post-traumatic stress were significantly associated with the shattering of a 

range of basic assumptions about oneself and other human beings generally held by 

healthy individuals. Also, victims as a group held significantly more negative 

assumptions about themselves and others as compared to a control group. According to 

Janoff-Bulman (1992), post-traumatic stress following victimization is largely due to

76



the shattering of basic assumptions that victims hold about themselves and the world, in 

which the feeling of personal invulnerability comprises an important part. The sense of 

invulnerability is tied to the three core beliefs: a) the world as benevolent, b) the world 

as meaningful, and c) the self as worthy. The three core beliefs enable the individual to 

confront the physical and social environments as if they were stable, orderly, coherent, 

safe and friendly. A traumatic event such as exposure to persistent aggression by 

colleagues or managers and supervisors may present information incompatible with 

these existing mental models, as shown in this particular study. This may again result 

in a state of extreme anxiety and hyper-arousal, in the long run causing a breakdown in 

basic psychobiological systems. Exposure to bullying may also evoke our ancient and 

existential fear of being ostracized and excluded from the group to which we belong.

1. 6.4. 6 Self-esteem

In recent times low self-esteem has been one of the most popular and frequently 

invoked psychological explanations for behavioural and social problems. People have 

been willing to accept that a limited sense of self-worth lies behind just about every 

social and personal ill from drug abuse and delinquency to poverty and business failures 

(Emler, 2001). High self-esteem is thought to be both an asset to society and has distinct 

effects in education (Emler, 2001).

Emler (2001) summarises that perfect unanimity within the scientific 

community as to exactly what self-esteem is does not exist, but the major options 

currently distill to two: either self-esteem is primarily an emotional response (a 

generalised feeling about the self that is more or less positive) or self-esteem is 

primarily the cumulative result of a set of judgments. These are judgments about one's 

adequacy across a range of dimensions - intellectual competence, social skills, 

appearance, physical co-ordination, and so on. According to the first view these 

judgments are substantially shaped - indeed biased - by the generalised feeling people 

have towards themselves. According to the second, the generalised feeling is the net 

result or effect of these more specific judgments.

One commonly voiced assumption is that low self-esteem increases the risk of 

behaviour damaging to health among young people - notably drug and alcohol abuse 

and smoking - because it increases vulnerability to negative peer group pressure. 

According to Emler (2001), very low self-esteem, if anything, reduces sensitivity to
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conformity pressures. It also appears that engaging in physically risky pursuits, such as 

driving too fast or under the influence of alcohol is associated with high, not low self

esteem (Emler, 2001).

The effects of low self-esteem have been associated with causing emotional 

discomfort and psychological and psychiatric complaints, including depression, high 

anxiety, and a feeling of worthlessness. It can result in somatic symptoms, insomnia, 

and social dysfunction. According to Festinger (1957) cognitive dissonance is an 

important factor when dealing with issues of self-esteem. Aronson et al (1997) defined 

cognitive dissonance as a drive or feeling of discomfort, originally defined as being 

caused by holding two or more inconsistent cognitions and subsequently defined as 

being caused by performing an action that is discrepant from one's customary, typically 

positive self-conception. Baumeister, Heatherton and Tice (1993) commented that the 

reason people view the world the way they do can often be traced to an underlying need 

to maintain high self esteem. It is arguable, therefore, that in order to make sense of 

their world, a person with low self esteem would be negatively affected if they were 

treated in what they saw to be an unfair manner.

Duncan (1999), Rigby and Slee (1991), and Tritt and Duncan (1997) noted that 

victims of bullying manifested lower levels of self-esteem than did bullies, but O'Moore 

and Hillery (1989), in their study of Irish school children, found that bullies had lower 

levels of self-esteem. In their study of Australian school children, Rigby and Slee 

(1991) found that bullies had high levels of self-esteem but were more depressed than 

those who were neither bullies nor victims of bullying. Findings showed that the greater 

the frequency of bullying, the greater were the feelings of inadequacy (O’Moore and 

Kirkham, 2001). This confirmed results found by Olweus (1993). Researchers into 

workplace bullying (Einarsen et al, 1994; Neidl, 1996; O'Moore, 2000b; O'Moore et al, 

1998; Vartia, 1996; Zapf et al, 1996) have identified loss of self-esteem and self- 

confidence to be a result of bullying behaviour.

Lower self-esteem is expected to predict increased reporting of aggression (e.g., 

Einarsen, 2000). Again, the mechanisms by which this relationship emerges are 

debatable and difficult to ascertain in cross-sectional research. For example, two 

competing views include 1) the victimization standpoint wherein those with lower self

esteem become targets of aggressive others if they are seen as vulnerable (e.g., Aquino
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& Byron, 2002) and 2) the perception standpoint that suggests that one's lower self

esteem may contribute to heightened reports of being targeted by others.

Perez (2004) found that very high and very low self-esteem people - as rated by 

themselves and their peers - were more likely to report committing acts of physical 

aggression than people with moderate self-esteem. Perez also examined the effects of 

how a person sees himself or herself versus how that person is seen by others. She 

found that people who saw themselves differently - be it more or less favorably - than 

their roommates, saw themselves as engaged in more aggressive behavior than those 

whose self-opinion tended to agree with the opinions of others. People who are accurate 

about their strengths and weaknesses do not appear to be as vulnerable to aggression, 

according to Perez. She outlined that self-enhancers, those who tend to think of 

themselves as overly favorable, often engage in bragging, being irritating, repeatedly 

interrupting partners and verbal aggressiveness. These types of people are more likely to 

encounter negative feedback from those around them and may attempt to counter this 

feedback with aggressive behavior. Conversely, people who viewed themselves more 

negatively than others viewed them were also related to more reports of aggressive 

behavior. She reasoned that even another's positive opinion of a person with low self

esteem may threaten that person's self-concept. When a person's self-concept is 

threatened, aggressive behavior can result as a means to enable a person to maintain that 

self-concept. In addition, people suffering from low self-esteem have their beliefs about 

themselves so entrenched, that it is often difficult for them to believe anything but their 

own very low views. Perez also outlined that other research linking low self-esteem to 

aggression suggests people with low self-esteem generally have lower serotonin levels 

in their central nervous system. Low serotonin levels have been linked to aggression in 

both humans and animals.

It could be argued that although research findings indicate that low self-esteem 

has been associated with both recipients and perpetrators of bullying behaviours, the 

cause and effect relationship has not been established. The present study examines the 

self-esteem levels of those who have been accused of bullying in an attempt to add 

further understanding to the relationship between bullying and self-esteem.
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1. 7 Coping 
1. 7.1 Introduction

Numerous researchers to date have explored how those who claim to have been 

bullied in their workplace cope with their respective situation. Coping definitions, its 

classification and dimensions, as well as the various types of coping are looked at in this 

section. Relevant research which relates coping styles to victims of bullying are also 

reported.

Weinman, Wright and Johnston (1995) state that the term coping describes a 

range of responses for dealing with everyday hassles and stressors as well as with the 

demands and threats of illnesses and related treatment, referring to both the thought 

processes (trying not to think about the situation or thinking about it in a positive way) 

and the actions (avoiding the situation or doing something to deal with it). Folkman et al 

(1986) described coping as a major factor in the relationship between stressful events 

and outcomes such as depression, psychological symptoms and somatic illness.

Classifications of coping often involve two broad categories, reflecting either 

approach or avoidance by the individual in relation to the particular stressor. Whatever 

classification is adopted, coping can be used to describe either the specific strategies or 

general styles which people use, regardless of their efficiency, in order to eliminate, 

reduce or change the demands of a stressful experience (problem-focused coping) or to 

manage the associated negative emotion (emotion-focused coping) (Weinman et al, 

1995).

The widely used model of stress proposed by Lazarus and Folkman (1984) 

argues that potential stressors are first appraised by individuals as potentially 

threatening and then appraised in terms of their perceived ability to cope with these 

stressors. Therefore, coping behaviour is a response to the perceived threats or demands 

of the stressor. Aspects of the stressful situation influence the choice of coping, such as 

controllability and chronicity.

The majority of definitions of coping do not further define ‘stressful’ but outline 

stress in terms of targets towards which coping is directed. In most cases the targets are 

the stressful situation in problem-focused coping, or the attendant negative emotions in 

emotion-focused coping (Aldwin, Sutton & Lachman, 1996). Many definitions do not
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necessarily take into account the fact that coping strategies could be dysfunctional nor 

do they differentiate between coping strategies.

A definition offered by Folkman et al (1986) determined that coping is 

constantly changing cognitive and behavioural efforts to manage the internal and 

external demands of transactions that tax or exceed a person’s resources. Key features 

of this definition are that it is process-oriented, it identifies how the person thinks, how 

they act, and how this changes the encounter. Coping is seen as contextual in that it is 

influenced by the person’s appraisal of the demands and resources for managing them. 

Finally there are no a priori assumptions about what constitutes good and bad coping 

(Folkman et al, 1986). Folkman et al’s (1986) definition was adopted by Begley (1998) 

who concluded that coping capacity comes from matching the appropriate coping 

strategies to the situation at hand.

Dewe, Cox & Ferguson (1993) acknowledged that an encounter has to be 

recognised as stressful when they defined coping as the cognitions and behaviours 

adopted by the individual following the recognition of a stressful encounter, that are in 

some way designed to deal with that encounter or its consequences.

The definition favoured for the present study is that proposed by Cox and 

Ferguson (1991) as this definition contends that coping deals with the emotional 

correlates of a stressful transaction and creates a sense of control. The definition also 

encompasses problem solving, that is directly confronting or dealing with the source of 

stress; reappraisal, that is re-thinking the meaning of the transaction; and avoidance, 

that is avoiding or being distracted from the problem. They defined coping as the 

cognitions and behaviours which, following a stressful transaction and defined 

independently of outcome, have the primary function, consciously decided, of dealing 

with the emotion caused by the transaction and developing a sense of personal control. 

Any particular option or strategy may perform one or a number of these functions in the 

space of dealing with one stressful transaction.

1. 7. 2 Emotional and problem focused coping

According to Frydenberg and Lewis (1993) and Copeland and Hess (1995), the 

means by which people cope with life stressors are gender specific. Females tend to use
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social support and emotional expression, while males generally employ more problem- 

focused strategies (Frydenberg & Lewis, 1991; Patterson & McCubbin, 1987).

Lazarus and Folkman (1984) suggested that there are two main forms of coping: 

emotion and problem focused coping. They defined emotion-focused coping as efforts 

aimed at regulating the emotions and referred to problem-focusing coping as efforts 

aimed at altering the person-environment transaction.

Emotion-focused coping involves an attempt to reduce the disturbing emotions 

which invariably accompany the experience of stress. Latack and Havlovic (1992) 

stated that emotion-focused coping takes a cognitive form as in trying not to think about 

the situation, attempting to see the positive side of the situation by affecting change in a 

person's perception of it, or using the stressful situation as an opportunity to learn and 

develop new skills. Problem-focused coping involves behaviours such as avoiding the 

situation or taking action to deal with it (Carver, Scheier & Weintraub, 1989). Although 

most stressors elicit both types of coping, problem-focused coping tends to dominate 

when people feel that something constructive can be done, whereas emotion-focused 

coping tends to predominate when people feel that the stressor is something to be 

endured.

This distinction has proven too simple and others have argued that factors other 

than problem-focused coping were variations on emotion-focused coping (Aldwin and 

Revenson, 1987). O'Connor and O'Connor (2002) suggested two further factors: 

cognitive reconstruction and avoidance coping. Billings and Moos (1984) also 

suggested that a distinction could be made between proactive/control-oriented methods 

and escapist/avoidance methods of coping. They explained that proactive and control 

strategies show a "take-charge" approach, for example, making a plan of action or 

thinking positively about an individual's capabilities. Escape and avoidance strategies 

consist of staying clear of the person or situation or trying not to get concerned about it.

1. 7. 3 Dimensions of Coping

Carver et al (1989) also concluded that it was necessary to identify specific 

strategies. During the development of a multidimensional coping inventory (COPE) to 

assess the different ways in which people respond to stress, they identified thirteen 

individual items. These measure conceptually distinct aspects of problem focused
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coping (active coping, planning, suppression of competing activities, restraint coping, 

seeking of instrumental social support); five scales measure aspects of what might be 

viewed as emotional focused coping (seeking of emotional support, positive 

reinterpretation, acceptance, denial, turning to religion); and three scales measure 

coping responses that arguably are less useful (focus on and venting of emotions, 

behavioural disengagement, mental disengagement).

Active coping is the process of taking active steps to try to remove or 

circumvent the stressor or to ameliorate its effects, including initiating direct action, 

increasing one’s effort, and trying to execute an attempt to cope. This scale is very 

similar to Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) problem-focused coping but Carver et al 

(1995) added additional scales.

Planning is thinking how to cope with a stressor, including coming up with 

action strategies, thinking about what steps to take, and how best to handle the problem. 

Suppression of competing activities involves a constriction of one’s phenomenal field. 

The person may suppress involvement in competing activities or suppress the 

processing of competing channels of information, in order to concentrate fully on the 

challenge or stressor. This includes putting other projects aside, trying to avoid 

becoming distracted by other events, and even letting other things slide. Restraint is 

often overlooked as a coping strategy but is sometimes necessary and functional. This 

involves waiting until an appropriate opportunity to act arises, holding oneself back, 

and not acting prematurely.

Another coping response associated with problem focused coping is the use of 

seeking out social support. People seek support for two reasons: seeking social support 

for instrumental reasons is seeking advice, assistance or information, while seeking 

social support for emotional reasons includes getting moral support, sympathy and 

understanding, which is an aspect of emotion-focused coping.

Turning to religion involves an increased engagement in religious activities. 

Positive reinterpretation and growth is making the best of the situation by growing or 

viewing it in a more favourable light. Acceptance is described as accepting the fact that 

the stressful event has occurred and is real. Acceptance can be seen as a functional 

coping response in that a person who accepts the reality of a stressful situation would 

seem to be the person who is engaged in an attempt to deal with the situation. Focus on 

and venting of emotions is an increased awareness of emotional distress and a tendency
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to discharge those feelings. Such a response may sometimes be functional, for example, 

if a person uses a period of time to accommodate the stressor before moving forward 

but focusing on one’s emotions for long times can impede adjustment (Felton, 

Revenson, and Hinrichsen, 1984).

Denial is an attempt to reject the reality of the stressful event (Carver et al, 

1989). This is somewhat controversial, with some arguing its usefulness in minimising 

distress and facilitating coping, whereas it can also be argued that denial only creates 

additional problems. Mental disengagement occurs via a wide variety of activities that 

serve to distract the person from thinking about the behavioural dimension or goal with 

which the stressor is interfering. Tactics reflecting mental disengagement include using 

alternative activities to take one’s mind off a problem, daydreaming, escaping through 

sleep or immersion in TV. Finally, behavioural disengagement is giving up, or 

withdrawing from, the attempt to attain the goal with which the stressor is interfering. 

Behavioural disengagement is reflected in phenomena that are also identified with 

terms such as helplessness and is most likely to occur when people expect poor coping 

outcomes.

1. 7. 4 Proactive Coping

Because of the deleterious effects of stress, attention has been focused on coping 

strategies and the ways in which they can alleviate stress levels and promote higher 

quality of life. While in the past coping was seen mainly as reactive, a strategy to be 

used once stress had been experienced, more recently coping is being seen as something 

one can do before stress occurs. Increasingly, coping is seen as having multiple positive 

functions. The idea that coping can have positive functions parallels recent research 

highlighting the role of positive beliefs in the promotion of health (Taylor, Kemeny, 

Reed, Bower & Gruenewald, 2000). Optimism, a sense of personal control and the 

ability to find meaning in one's life experiences are useful and important psychological 

resources long believed to be associated with the promotion of mental health (Seligman, 

1998).

There are several reasons for believing that positive beliefs might influence the 

course of illness. For example, positive beliefs may predict to higher levels of physical 

health by promoting better health practices. Individuals who have a positive sense of 

self worth and believe in their own ability to exert control may be more likely to
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practice conscientious health habits. Positive emotional states are associated with good 

social relationships. Self-confident and optimistic individuals may have more social 

support and/or they may be more effective in mobilising it when they experience high 

levels of stress (Taylor & Brown, 1994). Also, there is reason to believe that individuals 

who have well developed psychosocial resources, including a sense of personal control, 

high self-esteem and optimism, are more likely to cope proactively with respect to 

health which may minimise the effects of stress (Aspinwall & Taylor, 1997).

According to Greenglass (2001), proactive coping is a coping strategy that is 

multidimensional and forward-looking. Proactive coping integrates processes of 

personal quality of life management with those of self-regulatory goal attainment. There 

are three main ways in which proactive coping differs from traditional, reactive 

conceptions of coping. First, traditional coping forms tend to be reactive coping in that 

they mostly deal with stressful events that have already occurred, with the aim of 

compensating for loss or harm in the past; proactive coping is more future-oriented. 

Since the stressful events have already taken place, reactive coping efforts are directed 

toward either compensating for a loss or alleviating harm, hi general, this is the type of 

coping that has been assessed in much of the research on coping to date. In contrast, 

proactive coping is oriented more towards the future. It consists of efforts to build up 

general resources that facilitate promotion of challenging goals and personal growth. 

The second distinction between reactive coping and proactive coping is that reactive 

coping has been regarded as risk management and proactive coping is goal 

management. In proactive coping, people have a vision. They see risks, demands and 

opportunities in the future, but they do not appraise these as threats, harm or loss. 

Rather, they perceive difficult situations as challenges. Proactive coping becomes goal 

management instead of risk management. Third, the motivation for proactive coping is 

more positive in that it derives from perceiving situations as challenging and stimulating 

whereas reactive coping emanates from risk appraisal, i.e. environmental demands are 

appraised as threats. The skills associated with this behaviour include planning, goal 

setting, organisation and mental simulation (Aspinwall & Taylor, 1997). Proactive 

coping is distinguished by three main features: (1) it integrates planning and preventive 

strategies with proactive self-regulatory goal attainment; (2) it integrates proactive goal 

attainment with identification and utilisation of social resources; and (3) it utilises 

proactive emotional coping for self-regulatory goal attainment.

85



1. 7. 5 Effectiveness of coping

The evaluation of coping has been problematic and the tendency has been to 

discuss coping in evaluative terms which, according to Weinman et al (1995), confuses 

the coping behaviour with its outcome and assumes certain coping behaviours lead to 

successful outcomes. Evidence is emerging that a range of coping behaviours may be 

associated with good physiological health outcomes and different coping responses may 

be used to deal with different aspects of a stressful situation.

Lynch (2004) summarised that the literature on the effectiveness of coping 

seems as a whole to be more informative about coping that interferes with good 

outcomes than about coping that facilitates good outcomes with more findings of 

positive associations between avoidance coping and distress (Suls, David & Harvey, 

1996). One well-replicated effect in the empirical literature is that the use of emotion- 

focused coping strategies is associated with undesirable outcomes, e.g. psychological 

distress (Endler & Parker, 1990, cited in Suls & David, 1996). However, McCrae and 

Costa (1986) concluded that mechanisms that were deemed more effective by one 

criterion in one situation were also rated more effective by the same criterion in the 

others. They also purported that different mechanisms may be more or less effective 

for specific groups and problems. Whether a strategy is successful frequently depends 

on the context of the situation.

Gan, Liu & Zhang (2004) investigated the relationship between coping 

flexibility and behavioural reactions in two category of stressful events; everyday 

stressors and hypothetical scenarios perceived as threatening. These researchers 

concluded that everyday stressors viewed as controllable resulted in problem focused 

coping while hypothetical scenarios perceived as threatening invoked the interchanging 

use of emotion focused and problem focused coping. Gan et al (2004) also concluded 

that the threatening scenarios resulted in significantly diminished ability to assess the 

controllability of the situation and in applying inconsistent and poorer coping methods.

Although it seems evident that strategies oriented to the problem are much more 

effective for coping with stressful situations than those oriented to emotions and 

avoidance (Rogers, Jarvis and Najarian, 1993), there is evidence that the effectiveness 

of strategies oriented to the problem would depend on effective control of the potential 

stressors of the environment and individual emotions (Folkman et al., 1986; Penacoba,

86



Diaz, Giori and Vega, 2000; Ito and Brotheridge, 2001). On the other hand, persistent 

use of strategies oriented to the problem when there are few possibilities of controlling 

and/or changing the stressors in the environment may greatly exacerbate the undesirable 

effects of work related stress (Schaubroek and Merritt, 1997). It has been pointed out 

that in less controllable situations, strategies oriented to the problem in combination 

with strategies oriented to avoidance may be useful for improving adaptation and well 

being (Koeske, 1993).

Begley (1998) concluded that there could be a discrepancy between the coping 

strategies that are most likely to be chosen in response to a particular stressor and the 

ones that are most likely to be effective. There could be a cost of coping in that the use 

of personal resources to address the stressor may alleviate distress from it, but it may 

lessen the resources available to deal with other aspects of a person's life. An effective 

coping strategy may be identified, but owing either to lack of means, skill or 

motivation, it may not be executed effectively.

O'Connor and O'Connor (2002) indicated that avoidance coping, considered by 

them to be maladaptive since it involved denial, behavioural disengagement and turning 

to alcohol in times of stress, correlated positively with hopelessness and psychological 

distress. Social support and social resources appear to be significant buffers for stressful 

life events and moderators of psychological and physical well-being (Sarason & 

Sarason, 1985b, cited in Kaplan & Saccuzzo, 1993). Billings and Moos (1984) 

concluded that seeking emotional social support would seem to be functional when an 

individual who feels insecure resulting from a stressful experience is reassured by 

obtaining this sort of support. Billings, Cronkite, and Moos (1983) demonstrated that 

reduced social support lessens a person's ability to handle negative life events. Einarsen 

(2000) suggested that victims of bullying high on social support at work are probably 

less vulnerable when faced with aggression.

Weinman et al (1995) maintained that active coping, planning, seeking 

instrumental social support, positive reinterpretation and growth, and acceptance are 

hypothesised to be adaptive in situations where active coping is associated with positive 

outcomes. With seeking emotional social support, suppression of competing activities, 

and restraint coping there is a less obvious link with active coping but they should also 

be adaptive. In contrast, focus on and venting of emotions, denial, and mental and
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behavioural disengagement describe responses which are maladaptive in situations 

where active coping is called for. However, Weinman et al (1995) maintain that they 

are not intrinsically maladaptive since there could be health related situations where 

they are valuable.

In general, therefore, the findings on the effectiveness of coping are diverse, with 

researchers typically suggesting, for example, that at best the effects of coping may be 

neutral and, perhaps, at worst that to lower stress individuals should avoid maladaptive 

coping behaviours. There is little unequivocal evidence that particular personal traits or 

coping styles consistently lead to the attenuation of the relationship between stress and 

well-being (Edwards, 1988).

1. 7. 6 Coping, Personality and Cognitive Appraisals

Trait-oriented researchers propose that coping is a personality trait (Costa, 

Somerfield, & McCrae, 1996). Diathesis-oriented researchers (Lazarus, 1999; Morrison 

& O’Connor, 2005) regard coping as a response caused by a match between personality 

traits and specific stressful situations. Bolger (1990) argued that coping is personality in 

action under stress. Costa et al. (1996) connected the five factor personality model with 

coping responses. They argued that any one of these five factors is associated with 

specific coping responses. For example, individuals high in conscientiousness tend to 

use plans for actions in dealing with stressful situations; however, individuals low in 

conscientiousness are likely to handle stressful situations by making jokes or excuses. 

An alternative view of coping is that individuals’ personality traits may influence 

coping responses in specific contexts. Cox and Ferguson (1991) suggested individuals 

have a repertoire of coping options available to them from which they can build what 

they believe to be the most effective strategy, depending on the nature of the situations. 

Similarly, Lazarus (1999) proposed that a certain personality trait may affect coping 

thoughts and behaviors in situations which are salient and relevant to the trait. For 

example, individuals’ high achievement orientation (trait) may greatly influence their 

coping responses to a performance-related stressful situation such as failing a midterm 

exam.

According to some researchers, people develop habitual ways of dealing with 

stress and difficulties, irrespective of the nature of the stressful situation (Carver & 

Scheier, 1994; Costa et al., 1996; Hewitt & Flett, 1996; Terry, 1994). This hypothesis of
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stability in coping styles has received some empirical support. Indeed, significant test- 

retest correlations in coping strategies have been found revealing evidence of temporal 

stability (Bouchard, Sabourin, Lussier, Wright & Richer, 1998; Hewitt & Flett, 1996). 

To explain these results, it has been hypothesized that personality traits, known to be 

stable over time, may account for some of the stability of coping strategies (Bolger & 

Zuckerman, 1995; Costa et al., 1996; Terry, 1994). Personality traits refer to the 

emotional, relational, experiential, attitudinal, and motivational styles of an individual 

that are assumed to be stable over long periods of adulthood (Costa & McCrae, 1992).

It is generally accepted that the traits of neuroticism, extraversion, openness, 

agreeableness, and conscientiousness represent the core components of personality 

(McCrae, 1991). According to the proposal, personality traits influence the choice of 

coping strategies that are used during stressful situations (Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995; 

Hewitt & Flett, 1996; Terry, 1994). For example, in stressful situations, individuals high 

in neuroticism - which is the dimension underlying the chronic experience of distressing 

emotions should focus on the associated level of emotional distress rather than on 

engaging in goal-directed behaviours (Terry, 1994). Accordingly, individuals high in 

neuroticism should rely more on emotion-focused coping and less on problem-focused 

coping than individuals low in neuroticism. Results indicated that the higher an 

individual scored on neuroticism, the more this individual used distancing/avoidance 

and wishful thinking, two emotion-focused coping strategies (Bolger & Zuckerman, 

1995; Costa et al., 1996; Terry, 1994), and the less he or she used problem-focused 

coping (Parkes, 1986). Costa et al. (1996) even indicated that, considering the predictive 

power of neuroticism, any attempt to investigate the correlates of coping strategies must 

take this personality trait into account.

Within this framework, individuals high in openness, because they are willing to 

try new approaches and think about the problem from different perspectives, should be 

more likely to use problem-focused coping and less likely to use emotion-focused 

coping (Costa et al., 1996). David and Suls (1999) recently found partial support for this 

hypothesis with a sample of men facing daily stressors. They showed that openness was 

negatively associated with use of distraction, an emotion-focused coping, and 

marginally positively associated.

Kobasa, Maddi, and Kahn (1982) identified specific personality constructs, 

which they maintained were present in stress-resistant or "hardy" individuals. They
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reported that the presence of three characteristics (commitment, challenge, and control) 

affected the stress level of subjects in a longitudinal study of business executives.

Rice's (1992) comment that personality traits in individuals can affect their 

reaction to stressors and the subsequent coping methods used by them was confirmed 

by Terry (1994) who suggested that how people cope in response to a new event 

appears to be, in part, a function of how they coped in the past. In the trait-oriented 

approach, therefore, it is assumed that coping is primarily a personality construct, and 

variations in the stressful situation are of little importance.

Folkman et al (1986) concluded that the context is critical in the transactional 

perspective because coping is assessed as a response to the psychological and 

environmental demands of specific stressful encounters. Coyne and Gottlieb (1996) 

agreed with Folkman et al (1986) and questioned the influence of the individual’s 

personality when using a transactional perspective. Although they suggested that the 

personality traits are taken into account, they concluded that this is of limited value. To 

overcome this limitation they recommended that personality should be construed in 

terms of what situations afford for particular individuals and how they construct and 

respond to these situations.

Carver et al (1989) commented that the notion that stable coping styles, in an 

individual, exists is controversial and Folkman and Lazarus (1980) emphasised that 

coping should be thought of as a dynamic process that changes in nature from stage to 

stage during a stressful situation. This was confirmed by the results obtained by Niedl 

(1996) and Zapf and Gross (2001) who both illustrated, in separate studies, that 

individuals use different strategies as they proceed through the different stages in 

attempting to deal with their problems at work due to bullying behaviours.

Probably the most consistent finding in the literature is that people possessing 

higher levels of the personality characteristics of optimism and hope - those who expect 

positive outcomes and who believe they have the ability to attain their goals - are more 

likely to report experiencing growth in response to stress. This relationship has been 

reported in studies of people experiencing various life stressors (e.g.. Park, Cohen, & 

Murch, 1996; Tedeschi & Calhoun, 1996) as well as in studies of people experiencing 

particular stressors such as bone marrow transplants (Curbow, Somerfield, Baker,
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Wingard, & Legro, 1993), chronic fibromyalgia pain (Affleck & Tennen, 1996), and 

bereavement (Davis, Nolen-Hoeksema, & Larson, 1998).

Several studies have reported relationships between stress-related growth or 

thriving and other personal characteristics, including spirituality or religiousness (e.g., 

Aldwin et al, 1996; Park et al., 1996), religious participation and extroversion (Tedeschi 

& Calhoun, 1996). Finally, women often report experiencing more stress-related growth 

than men (e.g.. Park et al., 1996; Tedeschi & Calhoun, 1996), although not all studies 

have found a gender difference (e.g., Hettler & Cohen, 1997).

Research also suggests a role for social resources in predicting growth. 

Individuals confronting stressful circumstances may be more likely to experience stress- 

related growth and thriving if they possess relatively strong social resources and current 

life situations. For example. Park et al. (1996) found that social support, particularly 

individuals' satisfaction with their support, was moderately positively related to reports 

of stress-related growth. In addition, experiencing more positive life events in the same 

6-month period as that in which their stressful life event occurred predicted more stress- 

related growth from the negative event.

Many studies have shown that positive affect (PA) is associated with 

improvement in various aspects of life or abilities, such as attention, memory, social 

activities, and health (Aspinwall, 1998, Isen, 2002). For example, previous studies have 

found that PA is associated with effective coping that alleviates stress and its 

detrimental influence on health (Fredrickson, Tugade, Waugh, & Larkin, 2003; 

Moskowitz, 2003). Coping which is related to PA has generally been referred to as 

searching for and finding positive meaning (Folkman, 1997; Fredrickson, 2000).

Fredrickson and Joiner (2002) reported findings from a longitudinal study that 

positive emotions lead to a "cognitive-analysis" coping strategy, and found that this 

coping strategy also leads to positive emotions. They concluded that the relationship 

between positive emotions and this coping strategy is bidirectional, with each affecting 

the other, that is, positive emotions and cognitive-analysis coping mutually build on one 

another. The cognitive-analysis strategy, measured using the Coping Responses 

Inventory (CRI; Moos, 1997), was thought to assess broadened cognition, which is 

similar to cognitive reinterpretation in content and function. They concluded that the 

results support the broaden-and-build theory concerning positive emotions 

(Fredrickson, 1998, 2001). However, their data were not analyzed by gender, which
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could affect the results. Second, they measured coping by having the participants pick 

the most important problem they had faced during the past year, and indicate how often 

they used various coping strategies to deal with it.

According to Folkman and Lazarus (1988a, 1988b; Folkman et al, 1986; 

Lazarus, 1993), personal appraisals of stressful life events direct the choice of coping 

strategies in which individuals engage. Cognitive appraisal has been defined as the 

interpretation one has regarding a potential stressor (Chang, 1998). Within the Folkman 

and Lazarus framework, there are two aspects to cognitive appraisals: primary appraisal 

and secondary appraisal. Primary appraisal refers to a set of cognitions regarding the 

impact or significance of the stressful encounter for the individual (Chang, 1998). 

Typically, in primary appraisal, the person asks: "Is the situation a threat to my well

being?" Secondary appraisal refers to a set of cognitions concerning one's resources or 

options for dealing with the stressful situation. Typically, in secondary appraisal, the 

person's concern is: "Do I have the skills to cope with the problematic situation?"

Folkman and Lazarus' proposal allows specific predictions with regard to the 

selection of coping strategies on the basis of cognitive appraisals. More precisely, if an 

individual appraised his or her resources and options to cope with the stressful situation 

as high (i.e., secondary appraisal) compared to the perceived threat of the situation (i.e., 

primary appraisal), the stressful situation would be appraised as changeable or 

controllable by the subject. In such a situation, the individual should mostly resort to 

problem-focused coping, such as planned problem-solving. Conversely, if the resources 

and options to cope with the stressful situation are appraised as low relative to the threat 

appraisals, the stressful situation would be appraised as unchangeable or uncontrollable. 

In such a situation, emotion-focused coping, such as distancing / avoidance, should 

predominate (Folkman & Lazarus, 1988b; Folkman et al., 1986; Lazarus, 1993). These 

hypotheses have been partially supported (David & Suls, 1999; Endler, 1997; Forsythe 

& Compas, 1987; Terry, 1994). For example. Major, Richards, Cooper, Cozzarelli & 

Zubek (1998) showed that more positive appraisals (i.e., when resources are perceived 

as higher than threat appraisals) are associated with less avoidance/denial - an emotion- 

focused coping strategy - within the context of women coping with unintended 

pregnancy resolved by abortion. In addition, Terry (1994) found that a problem-focused 

coping strategy, instrumental action, was more likely to be used when the situation was 

appraised as being controllable, whereas two emotion-focused coping strategies,
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minimization and escapism, were more frequently used when the event engendered 

perceptions of threat and vulnerability (i.e., low control and low resources).

1. 7. 7 Coping strategies, workplace bullying and burnout

Individuals vary both in the amount of stress they experience at work and in the 

extent of coping they use. In recent years, the issues of occupational stress and burnout 

have been receiving increased research attention. It is not surprising that occupational 

stress and burnout are seen as significant areas of study in light of the amount of time 

people spend on work-related activities. Further, there are considerable data indicating 

the central importance of work to one's sense of identity and self-worth.

Burnout may be defined as a state of physical, emotional and mental exhaustion 

that results from long-term involvement in work situations that are emotionally 

demanding (Greenglass & Burke, 2000). Burnout is inconsistent with a sense of self 

determination or self-efficacy; burnout diminishes the potential for subsequent 

effectiveness. A great deal of research has been devoted to the understanding of factors 

contributing to burnout and its consequences for individuals. Research indicates that 

stress and burnout are major factors in the development of both physical and 

psychological illness.

Contributors to burnout include workplace stressors that are many and varied 

such as those associated with the work role itself including excessive amounts of work, 

role conflict, role ambiguity and the perception of being unfairly treated on the job. 

Equity theory states that people pursue reciprocity in their interpersonal and 

organisational relationships (Rousseau, 1989). When they perceive relationships to be 

inequitable, both personally and at work, they feel distressed and are motivated to 

restore equity. Thus, to the extent that individuals perceive they have been treated 

unfairly, they should experience more distress, including burnout.

Other research suggests that coping strategies, such as proactive coping, 

involving mastery or problem-solving, may be associated with more positive outcomes 

and decreased distress than escape or more passive forms of coping. Specifically, 

individuals who lack inner resource may be less likely to be able to handle heavy 

workloads and may be more likely to perceive others are treating them unfairly at work. 

That is, to the extent that individuals feel confident that they have inner resources to 

cope with the demands in their work environment, they should perceive they are treated
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more fairly and equitably by others and should experience less exhaustion. These 

resources include the ability to plan their coping strategies, seek social support from 

others and envisage success. To the extent that individuals perceive they are treated 

fairly at work, they should experience less emotional exhaustion and be less cynical 

about their job than those who perceive less fair treatment at work.

Some of the coping strategies most commonly applied are the belief by the 

target that it is their ‘fault’ their ‘problem’, believing that they are to blame. There is 

denial that it is happening, avoidance and thoughts such as “I should be able to handle 

this m yself’. Victims may trivialise the violence cognitively e.g. wondering if they are 

making a big deal out of a minor or series of minor matters. Victims use personal 

interventions to try to deal with the problem by themselves. Personal interventions 

vary from obliging/appeasing the bully -  going out of their way to please -  to 

assertiveness and even aggressive strategies. By using an aggressive strategy, the 

victim challenges the integrity of the offender and enters the power struggle with the 

offender. Aggressive strategies are risky, as the most powerful person, the person with 

the ‘power’, be it status or ‘referred’ power, is most likely to win.

Active coping behaviours used by recipients of bullying behaviours were 

identified resulting from surveys carried out by Rayner (1997) and O'Moore (2000b). 

Other strategies have been identified in research into workplace bullying specifically 

carried out to highlight the use of such strategies (Hogh & Dofradottir, 2001; Neidl, 

1996; Zapf & Gross, 2001).

O'Moore (2000b) reported that almost one quarter of respondents considered 

using avoidance strategy of leaving their employment. 60% reported that they had taken 

an active approach and confronted the bully. Niedl (1996) showed that health 

professionals in Austria and Germany did not cope with bullying by using simple flight 

or fight reactions, but the use of four specific coping actions when people are unhappy 

at work. These are: reduction of commitment, constructive coping measured by voice 

and loyalty, and exit. Niedl (1996) reported that his exploratory results indicated that 

individuals showed a complex sequence of reactions influenced by different factors and 

did not cope using a single strategy.

Hogh and Dofradottir (2001) indicated that people who are subjected to bullying 

behaviours do not use problem solving as a coping strategy as frequently as those who 

are not subjected to such behaviours. Non-bullied respondents used humour as a
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coping strategy more often that bullied respondents and concluded that humour may 

have been used to diffuse an intense situation. Rayner (1997) found that over a quarter 

of those bullied left their jobs and fewer bullied respondents had sought support from 

colleagues than non-bullied respondents. Hogh and Dofradottir (2001) found that 

bullied respondents appeared to seek support more often than respondents exposed to 

slander and teasing but did not claim to have been bullied.

Zapf and Gross (2001) commented that bullying victims most often use 

avoidance strategies, which they considered to be negative, and use integrating and 

compromising less often. Gross (2003) showed that victims who felt that they had 

successfully dealt with their situation had defined a clear boundary for themselves and 

had decided to "get out of the bad game". They had also taken sick leave and/or 

received support in the form of psychotherapy. Zapf and Gross (2001) showed that 

most victims started with constructive conflict-solving strategies, changed their 

strategies several times, and finally tried to leave the organisation. The victims 

recommended that others leave the organisation and seek social support. Avoidance in 

the form of absenteeism was frequently used.

1.8 Policies and Procedures for Dealing with Workplace

Bullying
1. 8.1 Introduction

How bullying is dealt with at an individual, organizational and national level is 

an important factor to consider when exploring the area of workplace bullying. The 

culture set at a macro level feeds down to individual workplaces and the employees 

therein, in turn influencing perceptions as to how bullying with be viewed and dealt 

with. Policies and procedures for dealing with bullying in a workplace context in 

Ireland, from an organizational and legal viewpoint, are outlined in this section.

Most workplace bullying literature and policies outline standard procedures and 

options open to a person in a bullying situation. However, in the majority of cases, if 

not all, these options apply to the person feeling bullied, not the person accused of 

bullying. Procedures that are recommended to be availed of in dealing with a workplace 

bullying incident outline the rights of both the accused and the accuser to a fair 

procedure, but this procedure is invoked by the person claiming to be bullied. For the

95



purposes of the present study, the options discussed below do not reflect those :hat can 

be used in the initial stages when they feel bullied but reflect the time after a formal 

accusation of bullying has been made.

Organisational intervention programmes have been suggested by people 

working in the area of workplace bullying (Peyton, 2003; Randall, 2001; Rayner et al, 

2002). These programmes suggest policies and procedures aimed at combating bullying 

and also stress the importance of monitoring situations. Tackling the problem at source 

by the identification of recognised antecedents of bullying and adequate management 

training are also recommended by Resch and Schubinski (1996), Einarsen et al (1994), 

Leymann (1996), and Vartia (1996). They proposed that a programme that incoiporated 

changes in work design, leadership behaviour, improvement in the social position of 

each individual worker, and raising moral standards in the department should form the 

basis of an intervention strategy.

1. 8. 2 Organisational procedures

Since January 2003, it is a legal requirement for all organisations in Ireland 

employing more that 100 people to have a Code of Practice to deal with bullying 

situations in the work place. However, prior to this date many organisations had Anti 

Bullying and Harassment Policies, which outlined procedures that recipients of bullying 

should follow. An example (Anti Bullying Research and Resource Centre, 2001) of the 

recommended initial actions is included below:

• Make it clear to the bully that the behaviours are not acceptable. This is where some 

responsibility is placed on the victim to let it be known that they are being bullied

• Tell someone. This could be a work colleague or a family member

• Keep a record of all events that they feel could amount to bullying behaviours

• Keep a copy of all memos etc.

• If sick leave is necessary, tell the doctor the true reason for it

• Report the bullying behaviour together with the effects, to someone in the 

organisation such as a manager, member of the Human Resource department, or a 

union representative.

Lynch (2004) summarized the standardized policies that are utilized in many 

workplaces. Policies normally lay out the informal and formal procedures. The format
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of an informal procedure can vary depending on the incident, the people concerned, and 

the organisation. The purpose of an informal procedure is to settle the issue as quickly 

and painlessly (for both parties) as possible, with the hope of both parties being able to 

return to work together in the future. The informal procedure generally involves 

confronting the alleged bully either alone or with the support of a work colleague, the 

victim's manager, or a member of the human resource facility. An informal procedure is 

always preferable initially (Rayner et al, 2002) and there is the option to bypass the 

informal route with legitimate reasons.

If this is not satisfactory then the option of a formal procedure is open. The 

decision on whether or not the investigation is formalised is a difficult one. Ideally the 

complainant should make this decision but the organisation can be put in a difficult 

position if the complainant insists that it remains at an informal level and yet allegations 

abound. Equally an alleged aggressor should have the right to instigate a formal 

procedure in an attempt to clear their name if they feel that wrongful allegations have 

been made.

The stages of a formal procedure were laid out by the Anti Bullying Research 

and Resource Centre (2001). They state that the first step is to obtain a written 

submission from the complainant. This should be presented to the alleged perpetrator 

who should be given the opportunity to respond. The option of calling in an 

independent investigator acceptable to the complainant, respondent, and the 

organisation will then be considered. It may be feasible for an external investigator to 

work alongside an employee of the organisation trained in investigations. Prior to any 

investigation, the investigator(s) should meet with a representative of management to 

state the investigator(s)' agenda, ascertain expectations of management, and discuss the 

feasibility of recommendations.

The complainant, the person against whom a complaint has been made and any 

witnesses will be interviewed. Other interviewees could include people who may not 

have actually been present and witnessed the alleged bullying behaviours, but who 

know the people concerned and whose opinion could assist the investigator(s) in 

forming their conclusions. The purpose of the interview is to collect facts about the 

impact of alleged bullying behaviours and the impact of being accused of bullying 

should be noted. A background to the working relationships should be ascertained 

together with the interviewees' perception of the breakdown in their working
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relationship. Each interviewee will be given the opportunity to check the accuracy of 

their statement. The contents of any relevant documentation will be taken into account 

including correspondence, diary entries and notes taken at the time of the alleged 

bullying behaviour.

It is the responsibility of the investigator(s) to judge whether the allegations are 

upheld. This judgement is formed on the consistency of reports, evidence of 

documentation, the reliability of witnesses, and personal experience.

On completion of the investigation, the investigator(s) will submit a report to the 

management representative. This report should include the conclusions of the 

investigator(s) on the presence and extent of bullying behaviour based on evidence 

obtained. Following discussion with management, the report may include 

recommendations as to how the problem could be resolved. It is the responsibility of 

management to act on any recommendations and take any necessary disciplinary action. 

The Anti Bullying Research and Resource Centre (2001) advocate that the post- 

investigative situation be monitored.

Lynch (2004) also outlined the use of mediation in bullying situation. The 

recommended stages of mediation (Anti Bullying Research and Resource Centre, 2001) 

are outlined below: -

• At the meeting with both parties and the mediator, the process is explained with 

emphasis on the willingness of both parties being essential,

• The mediator highlights the benefits of reaching a solution and disadvantages of not 

doing so. The aim is for a WIN-WIN solution,

• Confidentiality is promised by the mediator and each party is advised on the 

confidentiality on their part,

• Each party tells their "story" with no interruptions - this includes the effects that the 

alleged bullying behaviour had on the claimant and how each party feels,

• The mediator summaries each "version" and checks that the other side has

understood correctly - this implies that the mediator has to interpret,

• Each party is asked for possible solutions,

• The mediator helps them to find areas of agreement in the suggested solutions,

•  The mediator drafts and subsequently writes an agreement which both parties sign.
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• The situation is monitored by both parties - failure to comply could (will?) lead to 

disciplinary measures

• If no agreement is forthcoming, mediation is deemed to have failed.

1. 8. 3 Legal options

In Ireland, UK and Australia, governments have so far resisted introducing 

separate or specific legislation and take the view that current legislation deals 

adequately with the problem (Yamada, 2003). Bullying is now recognized in the 

legislation of a number of countries, including Sweden, Holland, Denmark, Finland, 

France, and Belgium (Di Martino et al., 2003).

In Ireland, the most common routes of proceeding with a grievance through the 

legal process include constructive dismissal through a Tribunal and damages awarded 

under Common Law in the District and High Courts. Under the Safety, Health and 

Welfare at Work Act (1989) employers have a duty of care to provide a safe place of 

employment for their employees, including psychological care.

Present legislation in Ireland includes the Employment Equality Act (1998). 

This Act defines harassment as "any act or conduct - - (including without prejudice to 

the generality, spoken words, gestures or the production, display or circulation of 

written words, pictures or other material) that constitutes harassment - - if the action or 

other conduct is unwelcome - - and could reasonably be regarded - - as offensive, 

humiliating or intimidating." Section 6 states that discrimination takes place if a 

person is treated "less favourably than another is, has been or would be treated" on the 

following nine grounds: gender, marital status, family status, sexual orientation,

religious belief, age (if between 18 and 65), disability, race, or membership of the 

travelling community. Section 8 forbids discrimination on these grounds by an 

employer against an employee or prospective employee and a provider of agency work 

against an agency worker in relation to access to employment, conditions of 

employment, training, promotion, or classification of posts. If bullying has taken the 

form of discrimination on any of the above grounds, then the individual can take their 

employer to the Equality Authority. This can involve compensation or instructions 

given to the employer, with regard to the welfare of their employee, by the Authority.

The Safety, Health and Welfare at Work Act (1989) places the employer under 

the obligation of a general duty of care to do whatever is necessary to ensure that the
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employee is kept safe, the workplace is safe, and that the health and welfare of the 

employee is maintained. This act covers both physical and psychological damage. If 

the individual can show that the bullying behaviours have taken place, and their 

psychological ill-health is directly due to their negative experiences in their workplace, 

they can take their employer to the District or High Court to seek compensation.

On occasions the recipient of bullying behaviours, due to the effects of their 

negative experiences at work, makes the decision to leave their place of employment. 

Under the Unfair Dismissals Act (1977), later to the Unfair Dismissals (Amendment) 

Act (1993), they can take their employer to the Employment Appeals Tribunal and sue 

for loss of earnings and other costs. These costs can include medical expenses and 

damages due to the distress caused by being a recipient of bullying behaviours. The 

burden of proof lies with the individual to show that their working conditions were 

intolerable and that they suffered psychological distress due to their experiences.

Other Acts, cited by Eardly (2002), which can be used to obtain redress include 

the Freedom of Information Act (1997), the Minimum Notice and Terms of 

Employment Act (1973), the Payment of Wages Act (1991), and the Terms of 

Employment (Information) Act (1994). Under EU Legislation, Safety, Health and 

Welfare at Work (General Application) Regulations (1993) employers have an 

obligation to ensure the safety and well-being of their employees.

Vicarious liability can also incur costs when an employer is liable for the actions 

of an employee in the course of their employment, regardless of whether the actions 

were carried out with their knowledge or approval.

1.9 Summary
The present study had taken a comprehensive look at areas most relevant to 

workplace bullying, covering relevant research to date, theoretical viewpoints, and the 

respective relationship to bullying. The area of workplace bullying was discussed in 

terms of definitions, types of bullying behaviours, prevalence of bullying, and factors 

influencing the prevalence of bullying. The perpetrators and recipients of bullying 

behaviours were explored in relation to theories of personality and relevant research to 

date investigating the relationship between personality, personality factors, and 

bullying.
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Aggression was seen as a key area for discussion in this study and is outlined in 

great detail, including theories of aggression, factors which influence, and conflict 

escalation as well as looking at the individual relationships between aggression and self

esteem and personality. The relationships between bullying and empathy and social 

intelligence are discussed.

The effects of bullying are also covered in significant detail, exploring relevant 

research in relation to physical, psychological and behavioural consequences of 

bullying. The devastating effects on those who are bullied are also reported.

Coping definitions and dimensions as well as types of coping are discussed. 

Relevant research looking at the relationship between coping and bullying in explored 

and adds to the understanding of how some individuals cope ‘better’ following being 

bullied in the workplace.

Finally, the policies and procedures in place, both organizationally and 

nationally, to deal with workplace bullying are outlined.
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SECTION 2 - MATERIALS and METHODOLOGY

2.1 Research Design
For the purposes of the present study, a cross sectional design was used. Cross 

sectional designs are the most commonly used research design and sample a population 

at one time. Information collected serves as a basis for a description of the general 

population (Shaughnessy and Zechmeister, 1994). The focus of such designs is on 

description, either describing the characteristics of a population or the differences 

among two or more populations. They are commonly used to assess interrelationships 

among variables. In the present study, this is used to look at the relationship between 

being accused of bullying behaviour and demographic information, personality, and 

mental health effects. Such designs are useful when looking at the incidence and 

prevalence of a particular variable in the general population. This research design was 

chosen over other options such as successive independent samples design or a 

longitudinal study, as the present study was not aiming to access information regarding 

changes in the same population over time.

An ex-post facto research method was used to look at the experiences of those 

accused of bullying in the present study. Very many studies in the psychological 

journals are those in which existing differences are sought between groups of people 

and no independent variable is manipulated by the researcher. The independent variable 

is a naturally occurring one and the research design looks back after the fact.

The validity and reliability of the research design are essential components. 

Reliability refers to the ability of the design used to produce the same results when 

retested on the same people at different times. Validity refers to whether the design used 

make some assessment of the phenomenon under study (Coolican, 1999). Within the 

validity dimension, internal and external validity need also be considered. Internal 

validity refers to the ability of the design to illuminate the effect of one variable/factor 

over another while external validity looks at whether the findings can be generalised.

2.2 Research Methodology
A combination of quantitative and qualitative approaches was used as 

methodology for this study. This allowed the researcher to see if comparable
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conclusions would be reached using different research methods. If so, this increases the 

confidence in the conclusions reached and shows convergent reliability. Despite each 

methods shortcomings, they have complementary strengths overcoming their 

shortcomings. Quantitative designs are the conventional approach to scientific study and 

measurement in psychological research (Coolican, 1999). However, not everyone 

agrees that this method is the most appropriate for the study of people and, rather, the 

qualitative method is more appropriate (Coolican, 1999). This debate represents 

differences of interest in the way psychology should be practised. The focus of the study 

may well decide which design is used.

Quantitative data were collected through questionnaires and standardised 

psychological inventories, which were completed by both the accused and control 

participants. The first group consisted of people who reported to have been accused of 

bullying behaviour in their place of work. They were recruited over a one-year period 

between May 2004 and May 2005. The second group, a matched control group, 

completed questionnaires in March 2005. The qualitative data were obtained during 

interviews with the accused group. Qualitative data were collected to enhance the data 

obtained through questionnaires and to give more insight and understanding to the 

experiences of those who were accused of bullying in their place of employment.

Personal interviews were used to collect date in the present study. Mishler 

(1995) discussed definitions of an interview and concluded that an interview is a 

behavioural event as opposed to a discourse. He proposed a definition that centres on a 

view of the interview as a discourse between speakers and on the ways that the 

meanings of questions and responses are contextually grounded and jointly constructed 

by interviewer and respondents. He recommended that an interview for the purpose of 

research should take a position between naturally occurring conversation and structured 

interviews reliant on a stimulus/response situation. The interviewer should assume a 

non-argumentative, supportive, and sympathetically understanding attitude.

This method allows great flexibility in asking questions than other types of 

survey, such as a mail or telephone survey. The personal interview allows for the 

interviewee to obtain clarification if questions are unclear and also allows the 

interviewer to pursue incomplete or unclear answers to questions (Shaughnessy and 

Zechmeister, 1994). The interviewee is mush less likely to fail to answer any questions 

and the interviewer can ensure that the same information is obtained from each
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participant. However, this method is quite time consuming and also costs more 

financially in terms of either the interviewer travelling to meet the interviewee or vice 

versa. Another more important disadvantage is the potential for interviewer bias, which 

occurs when the interviewer tries to adjust the wording of a question to “fit” the 

respondent or records only selected portions of the interviewee’s answers (Shaughnessy 

and Zechmeister, 1994). According to these authors, interviewer bias often occurs as a 

result of probes, which are follow up questions used to get the participant to elaborate 

on ambiguous or incomplete answers. The interviewer must be careful not to introduce 

ideas that then become part of the respondent’s answer.

One problem with attempting to structure interviews based on topics which can 

evoke heightened emotions is that interviewee can became extremely distressed, on 

other occasions talk incessantly, and at other times have an apparent impersonal 

approach to their predicament. This confirms the conclusion formed by Mishler (1995) 

and strengthened the argument to allow the interviews to be jointly constructed by the 

interviewer and those accused of bullying behaviour. This approach was discussed by 

Coolican (1999) who concluded that structured questions miss more informative data.

The value of data collected through interviews depends on the truthfulness of the 

interviewee’s answers and statements. By its very nature, an interview involves a 

reactive element, whereby the interviewee knows they are being recorded. This may 

result in the interviewee responding as they believe they should, rather than as they 

actually believe. This is termed social desirability (Shaughnessy and Zechmeister, 

1994). The best protection against this is to be aware of its existence. This can also be 

avoided by observing the respondent’s behaviour.

This method of interview was chosen above mail and telephone interview due to 

the highly sensitive nature of the data being gathered and also to allow the interviewer 

to observe the individual’s body language and facial expressions. This reduced the 

influence of social desirability.

The traditional scientific method of research in psychology has much to offer in 

collecting data in order to expand knowledge and quantitative data is useful in that it 

lends itself to replication. Standardised psychometric tests and questionnaires were used 

to collect date from the sample used in the present study. No survey can capture all 

aspects of a given topic, regardless of its length, and therefore, needs to be backed up 

through the use of interviews.
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Survey research methods allow for the description of people’s individual 

attitudes, opinions and characteristics. This provides a means of obtaining converging 

evidence to enhance the validity of descriptive data collection. The survey 

questionnaires used in the present study show strong features, such as the ability to 

discriminate widely between individuals on factors being measured, being highly 

reliable, being supported by tests of validity, and being standardised.

The reliability and validity of psychometric tests and questionnaires is an 

important component of psychological testing. Reliable tests are characterised by 

consistency. There are several ways to measure a test’s reliability, one of which is to 

compute test-retest reliability. This involves administering the same test to a large 

sample of people at each of two different times. These people do not have to obtain 

identical scores but a person’s relative position in the distribution of scores should be 

similar at the two test times. The consistency of this relative positioning is determined 

by computing a correlation coefficient using the two test scores for each person in the 

sample (Shaughnessy and Zechmeister, 1994).

Judd, Smith and Kidder (1991) identified several factors that affect the 

reliability of a test. Within limits, tests with more items are more reliable than tests with 

fewer items. There will also be greater reliability where there is greater variability on a 

factor being tested than on a factor where little difference is seen among individuals. 

Also, tests will be more reliable when the testing situation is free of distractions and 

when clear instructions are provided for completing the test.

A valid test measures what it is intended to measure (Shaughnessy and 

Zechmeister, 1994). The construct validity of a test represents the extent to which the 

test measures the theoretical construct it is intended to measure. One approach to 

determining the construct validity of a test begins by assessing the convergent validity 

of a test, for example, whether scores on the tests converge with scores on another test 

reporting to measure the same or a related factor. Even stronger evidence for the 

construct validity of a test can be gained by assessing the discriminant validity of a test, 

for example correlations between two unrelated factors measured on tests are low.

The use of questionnaires can be advantageous in that the responses are gathered 

in a standardised way, so questionnaires are more objective, certainly more so than 

interviews. They are also usually quick to collect information. Information can also be 

collected from a large portion of a group. However, questionnaires, like many
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evaluation methods occur after the event, so participants may forget important issues. 

They are standardised so it is not possible to explain any points in the questions that 

participants might misinterpret. Respondents may sometimes answer superficially 

especially if the questionnaire takes a long time to complete.

The opportunity to obtain a combination of qualitative and quantitative data for 

the present study should give a deeper understanding of the effects of being accused of 

bullying behaviours in the workplace, his/her opinion of the accuser, the manner in 

which the situation was handled, and how he/she coped with such effects of the 

situation. With such an approach it was felt that the context and integrity of the research 

could enhance any conclusions while loss of quantified material could be avoided. In 

combining methods it was possible to reveal aspects of the problems that individual 

methods would overlook. The data was approached with multiple perspectives and 

hypotheses in mind allowing the hypotheses to emerge as the research progressed.

The research design used in this study is a commonly used combination in 

psychological research. The mixture of qualitative and quantitative data collection 

allows for a comprehensive understanding of the sample, in that their responses/stories 

obtained during interview were converged with data collected through questionnaires.

In order to safeguard against a lack of reliability, triangulation of the qualitative 

and quantitative data was used. O ’Donoghue and Punch (2003) defined triangulation as 

a “method of cross-checking data from multiple sources to search for regularities in the 

research data” (p.78). It is the comparison of two different view points of the same 

thing, in the present study, standardised psychometric testing and personal interviews. 

The idea is that one can be more confident with a result if different methods lead to the 

same result. Triangulation can be employed in both quantitative and qualitative studies 

and is seen as an alternative to traditional criteria like reliability and validity. However, 

triangulation is time-consuming and costly.

Ethical considerations were also applied in the present study. Participation in the 

study was voluntary and informed consent was sought prior to participation. The 

purpose of the research was explained clearly to each potential participant before they 

agreed to be interviewed and complete the questionnaires. Participants were also 

informed that all details, information and documents provided for the purpose of the 

study would be treated in a confidential manner. Those for whom participation in the 

present study would have caused further stress were not informed, as the emotional cost
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for such people was judged to be high. Deception was used in part during this research 

in that the standardised psychological tests were presented to participants without their 

respective titles. This was done to safeguard against social desirability on the part of the 

accused. However, such deception was ethically considered and judged not to be 

withholding of significant aspects that would affect willingness to participate. 

Furthermore, participants were informed prior to completing the psychological tests that 

the names had been removed but that, following completion, they would be told what 

each test measured.

2.3 Sample
There were thirty four participants in both the accused and control groups. A 

letter detailing the present study was sent to 150 large unions and companies around 

Ireland. Letters were sent to Human Resources departments in well known large 

companies and organisations around Ireland, covering a wide selection of workforce 

categories. Letters were also sent to the offices of all well-known unions in Ireland, 

again targeting all workforce categories. Letters were posted in May 2004 and the 

sample was recruited over the following 12 month period, until May 2005.

Participants were also sourced from people who contacted the Anti-Bullying 

Research and Resource Centre in Trinity College Dublin for advice and / or support. For 

those participants who contacted the centre for advice/support and also participated in 

this study, these two components were separated out. Advice and support was offered 

but not included in the present study. Once contact was made, those identifying 

themselves as having been accused of bullying were informed of the present study and 

asked if they wished to participate. The only criterion used to select participants was 

that accusations of bullying behaviours had been formally made against them in their 

place of employment. Full details of the interview and questionnaire were explained to 

those expressing interest. The researcher chose not to inform individuals to whom it was 

thought that further distress would be caused to the individual by either asking them to 

participate or during participation. This judgement was based on the initial conversation 

held with the individual and how distressed they were deemed to be. If the individual is 

highly emotional and indicators were present throughout conversation that it is painful 

for the person to recall and relay information about the situation in great detail, then
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such individuals were judged to unsuitable because of the distress levels caused.

The sample was recruited from those people who volunteered to take part, 

having either been informed by their workplace or union, or those who were informed 

of the study when they contacted the Anti-Bullying Centre for advice. The majority (N 

= 25) of the sample was obtained from those who were informed by their workplace or 

union while the remainder (N = 9) were informed and agreed to participate following 

contacting the Anti-Bullying Centre for advice. Two additional people volunteered to 

take part in the study, having been informed by their workplaces, and subsequently 

dropped out. A further 4 people contacted the Anti-Bullying Centre for advice on their 

current situation, in which they had been accused of bullying, but were considered 

inappropriate based on the judgement that it would evoke further distress for such a 

person to participate in research at that time.

Purposive sampling, where elements of the experimental group are considered to 

be relevant to any conclusions (Shaughnessy & Zechmeister, 1994), was used in the 

formation of both the accused and control groups. With purposive sampling, individuals 

are selected because they are judged to have certain special characteristics or are likely 

to provide the more useful information for the purposes for which the study is being 

done. Purposive restrict the sample population to a very specific population and then 

tends to use all of the subjects available. Purposive sampling is a cost effective method 

which can be usedwhen a sampling frame is not available. It is also useful when 

population is so widely dispersed that cluster sampling would not be efficient. However, 

for the purposes of this study, an inherent bias is present with such sampling. Those 

who identified themselves and volunteered to participate in the present study are 

inherently different from those who were informed of the study and chose not to take 

part. Participants who volunteer for research may do so because they willing to 

participate for money, are interested in a particular topic, have a particular viewpoint or 

a particular skill.

For the control group, a system was used starting with people personally known 

to the researcher and her colleagues in the Anti Bullying Research and Resource Centre. 

This comprised thirty four individually selected people in the work force, matched to 

the accused group with respect to gender, age group, and economic sector. This resulted 

in thirty four people matched in all three conditions. The control group had never 

formally reported having any previous experience of being bullied or being accused of
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bullying. This group were not interviewed but were asked to complete a selection of 

psychometric questionnaires that had been given to the accused group -  anger, anxiety, 

self-esteem, personality and coping.

2.4 Qualitative data
An interview format was used to gather qualitative data from each of the thirty 

four participants in the accused group. At the beginning of the interview, participants 

were asked to answer a specific set of questions (See Appendix 1) designed to access 

demographic and employment details as well as any previous history of sick leave, 

medication, and psychological / psychiatric treatment or counselling. Participants were 

asked to talk about any traumatic incidents in their background. This was done to 

ascertain if there were any recent traumatic experiences which may have caused distress 

and to ensure that such distress was not wrongly attributed by the researcher as resulting 

from being accused of bullying. If participants identified any traumatic events, they 

were then asked to compare the effects of being accused of bullying with the effects of 

previous trauma(s). From speaking with numerous people about their experience of 

being bullied at work, the researcher was keenly aware that many recipients rated their 

experiences of being bullied as worse than other traumatic events in their life, such as 

the death of a loved one, divorce, being involved in a road traffic accident and so on. 

This question was asked of the accused participants in order to ascertain whether they 

rated their experience of being accused of workplace bullying in the same manner as 

recipients.

Following this, the content of the interview was decided by the interviewee, who 

was asked to tell their story. Notes were taken as they spoke, which were later 

reorganised to ensure a continuous and chronological story was extricated. It is 

important to restructure the story into a chronological format to make it easier to 

understand but also because, when a person is emotional while telling a story, details 

are often mixed up. As the person moves through their story, he/she often recalls 

information relating to a previous incident and relays it to the interviewer. When 

rewriting the story, this information can then be placed in the appropriate context.

Interviewees, in general, spoke of their employment history, progression of their 

career, relationships with other employees, and the specifically of the details in terms of
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how the current allegations against them came to be. Participants also spoke of the 

effects of being accused of bullying, in terms of their own well-being, the effect on their 

work and family life, and other aspects of their life. Other data included their personal 

opinion of their accuser, the possible causes of the allegations, and how their particular 

workplace handled the situation. If this information was not forthcoming spontaneously, 

the interviewer asked questions specifically to access this information. It was felt to be 

important to access this information, as this is typically the information spoken about by 

those who claim to have been bullied at work. Access to this information from the 

accuseds’ point of view would allow for comparison with information from those 

claiming to have been bullied. Such comparisons contribute to a deeper understanding 

of the dynamics of bullying.

Notes were taken throughout interview concentrating on the information which 

was considered appropriate, that is any information relating to his/her employment 

history, progression of career, relationships with other employees, details in terms of 

how the current allegations came to be, the effects of being accused of bullying, in 

terms of their own well-being, the effect on work and family life, and other aspects of 

life. Other data included their personal opinion of the accuser, the possible causes of the 

allegations, and how their particular workplace handled the situation

2.5 Materials
Quantitative data for this study resulted from the completion of questionnaires 

and psychometric testing. A psychological test is essentially an objective and 

standardised measure of a sample of behaviour (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997). They were 

developed as measurements for human psychological characteristics (Coolican, 1999) 

and quantifiable psychometric information can provide a useful baseline from which 

progress can be made and can also be of use in applied research (Powell & Enright, 

1993). However, research results are open to giving inaccurate information as 

confounding variables can affect the person’s cognitions at a particular time. 

Confounding variables, therefore, can discredit research and unless other stressors are 

taken into account the relationship between variables becomes obscure and it is possible 

that the data may not reflect the symptoms that are due to bullying. This type of 

information can be gathered, to a much greater extent during interview.
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Questionnaires and standardised psychometric inventories were used to gather 

quantitative data from all participants, hi the selection of tests for use in the present 

study, internal consistency and test retest reliability, as well as the validity of the 

inventories were taken into consideration. Mental Measurement Yearbooks (MMY) 

were consulted where possible. Alternatively, references were selected from journal 

articles and manuals (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Leymann & Gustafsson, 1996; 

Spielberger, 1991) were considered. Previous literature reviews were viewed 

(Bjorkqvist et al, 1994; Einarsen et al, 2003; O ’Moore, 2000b; Zapf, Einarsen, Hoel & 

Vartia, 2003). This was done to assist with comparing the present study to previous 

research.

The selection of questionnaires and standardised psychometric inventories were 

based in part on those used during psychological assessment in the Anti-Bullying 

Centre, Trinity College, to examine the effects on an individual claiming to have been 

bullied in their place of employment. This would allow for comparison between those 

who have been affected by bullying and the effect on those who have been accused of 

bullying in the workplace.

2.5.1 Demographic Information

Initially, all participants were presented with the Task Force (2001) definition of 

bullying and asked to indicate their agreement, or otherwise, with the definition 

(Question 1). Participants were also asked to indicate their thoughts on whether a single 

incident of negative behaviour could constitute bullying.

While some demographic information was gathered at the beginning of each 

interview, more in-depth data were collected by a questionnaire specifically designed 

for the present study (See Appendix 2). The content of this questionnaire was decided 

upon by viewing a selection of relevant questionnaires, both within the Anti-Bullying 

Research and Resource Centre and those accessible over the internet.

The content of the questionnaire included questions to ascertain demographic 

and employment details (Question 2 -  9). Participants were asked to indicate their sex, 

age category, and present state of employment. Information gathered included their job 

type, the number of employees in their organisation and the ratio of men to women. 

Further questions included the number of years the participant had worked with their 

present employer and whether or not they were a member of a particular union. An
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optional question was included asking participants to indicate their level of education. 

This information was important to access because much of the research to cate has 

classified these details about the ‘bully’ from the ‘victim’s’ point of view. Access to this 

information from the accused’s point of view will allow judgement regarding the 

accuracy of the stereotype of the bully, as currently reported in research literature.

2.5.2 Negative behaviours

Participants in the study were presented with a list of negative behaviours (see 

Appendix 2, QIO) that can be defined as bullying, regardless of whether they felt the 

allegations against them were justifiable, and asked to indicate whether they had 

subjected another employee to the behaviour in question ‘Never’, ‘Once or Twice’, or 

‘More than Once or Twice’. This list of behaviours was taken from the questionnaire 

used by the Anti-Bullying Research and Resource Centre in their National Survey 

(O’Moore, 1999). Previous researchers who have also made use of this list, or an 

adaptation of it, include researchers in the UK (Rayner, 1998), Norway (Einarsen et al., 

1994) and Sweden (Leymann, 1996). The list of behaviours can be divided into 

difference types of behaviours, such as work-related bullying, social isolation, verbal 

bullying, sexual harassment and physical abuse. Work-related behaviours include 

“withheld information to make work difficult”, “unrealistic work targets”, “excessive 

monitoring or work”, and “deprivation of work tasks or responsibilities”. Social 

isolation includes such behaviours as “social exclusion, cold-shouldering, and 

snubbing”. Verbally abusive behaviours were represented by statements such as 

“humiliation by shouting at, especially in front of others”, “spreading malicious 

rumours to discredit”, “hurtful teasing, taunting, mocking ridicule” and “the use of foul, 

obscene or offensive language”. One specific question was asked to represent whether 

any member of the accused group had even engaged in sexual harassment or physical 

abuse.

Participants were asked to outline how the allegations had impacted on their 

well-being, both personally and professionally, and whether they had ever sought 

medical or psychological/psychiatric treatment. Further questions examined whether 

those accused had felt affected so severely as to impact on their work performance, 

enforce sick leave, or whether their work situation had adversely affected their 

relationship with their family (see Appendix 2: Qs 14-21).
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Possible causes of the onset of the negative relationship between the accused 

and their accuser were also examined (see Appendix 2: Q23). These included reasons 

attributable to the accused’s perception of their accuser, the accused themselves, and the 

company’s social climate. Options included in terms of the accused’s perception of their 

accuser included whether the accuser was popular, a union representative/safety officer, 

independent, non-confrontational and an easy target, new to the job, could not afford to 

lose his/her job and this was known, not properly trained for the position he/she 

currently held, or was promoted and perceived as a threat. Options relating to the 

accused included whether he/she wished to exert authority, he/she felt incompetent, 

he/she was reacting to pressure from management, he/she enjoyed such behaviour, 

he/she had problems outside work, or he/she was following instructions from senior 

management. To examine the social climate of the organisation, participants were asked 

to indicate whether the company was restructuring/changing and whether it was 

perceived that many people in the organisation engaged in negative behaviours.

Information relating to the actions taken by the accuser, the accused and, in turn, 

the employer’s response to the allegations, was not examined by the questionnaire. This 

information was obtained during the qualitative interviews.

2.5.3. Personality, competency and interpersonal relation factors

Participants were asked to rate both him/herself and their accuser on a variety of 

factors relating to their personal traits, capabilities in his/her job, relationships with 

other people, communication skills, factors outside his/her workplace, and moral values. 

These factors were presented to the participants as a Likert scale with option rating from 

1 to 5: Strongly Disagree (1), Disagree (2), Don’t know (3), Agree (4), and Strongly 

Agree (5) (see Appendix 2: Q24). These traits were chosen during review of over one 

hundred stories from people who visited the Anti-Bullying Research and Resource 

Centre for advice. Recurring characteristics/traits were identified from statements made 

in these stories in relation to both the victims and bullies and the most commonly 

occurring characteristics / themes were chosen for use. This was done simply reading 

the many stories of those who reported to be bullied, accessible in the Anti-Bullying 

Centre. From these stories, the most commonly referred to traits were identified simply 

by recording the number of times they were referred to. These were then used in the 

questionnaire.
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Factors relating to personal traits included the options “I/He/She” is “happy in 

work”, “an introvert”, “an extrovert”, “devious”, “able to control emotions”, “lazy”, 

“confident”, “stands up for others”, “intelligent” and “attractive”. Capabilities in terms 

of his/her job included “making silly mistakes”, “being flexible and open to new ideas”, 

having skills to do his/her job well”, “loyal to the company”, “having good 

organisational skills”, “good leadership qualities”, and “is ambitious”.

Factors relating to the accused and his/her accuser’s relationship with others 

included statements such as “I/He/She” “is popular”, “irritating”, “sensitive to the needs 

of others”, “socially inadequate”, and “consider that people are more important than the 

job”. Participants were also asked to rate their communication skills, rate him/herself 

and his/her accuser in terms of being happy at home, and also to judge whether rules 

should be adhered to even when they are wrong or are not in agreement. For some of 

these traits, one might question the ability of the accused to have such knowledge about 

their accuser, such as whether or not they are happy at home. However, when reading 

the stories of those who claim to have been bullied in work, suggestions and opinions 

are often offered as to the home situation of the bully.

2.5.4 Physiological and psychological symptoms and behavioural 

changes

Participants in the accused group were presented with a list of physiological and 

psychological symptoms and behavioural changes as part of the questionnaire (see 

Appendix 2: Q22 (a)(b)(c)). This list was taken from the one used in the Anti-Bullying 

Research and Resource Centre’s National Survey (O’Moore, 1999). Two columns are 

presented to the right of each symptom, entitled “In the past” and “Now”. Participants 

are instructed to use the former column if the allegations were made over six months 

ago and then also to indicate how they are currently feeling by using the “Now” 

column. If participants reported that the allegations had been made in the past six 

months, they were instructed to use the “Now” column only.

This list of physiological, psychological and behavioural changes are drawn 

from those used in the National survey carried out by O ’Moore (1999) and is also 

frequently used for psychological assessments carried out within the Anti-Bullying 

Centre. Physiological symptoms included headaches / migraine, sweating / shaking, 

palpitations, feeling / being sick, stomach and bowel problems, raised blood pressure,
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disturbed sleep, loss of energy, and loss of appetite. Psychological symptoms were 

represented by the following items: anger, anxiety, worry, fear, panic attacks, 

depression, loss of confidence, loss of self-esteem, tearfulness, loss of concentration, 

forgetfulness, lack of motivation, thoughts of suicide, feelings of isolation, and feelings 

of helplessness. In the third section, behavioural changes included becoming aggressive, 

becoming irritable, feeling revengeful, becoming withdrawn, making greater use of 

tobacco, alcohol or (prescription) drugs, obsessively dwelling on the accuser, becoming 

hypersensitive to criticisms, and becoming totally emotionally drained.

2.5.5 Physiological and psychological well-being / ill-health

Participants in the accused group were asked to report their levels of somatic 

symptoms, insomnia / anxiety, social dysfunction, and depression / suicide ideation. In 

order to access this information, the General Health Questionnaire (GHQ) (Goldberg & 

Williams, 1988) (see Appendix 3) was used to confirm, or otherwise, the physiological 

and psychological symptoms as self-reported by the accused group. The General Health 

Questionnaire is a screening device for identifying minor psychiatric disorders used 

with all ages from adolescence upwards. It can be used with the general population or 

with patients in any sort of non-psychiatric, clinical, or primary care setting.

According to Goldberg and Williams (1988), the original purpose of the GHQ 

was to distinguish between people with some form of psychological disturbance from 

those who are relatively healthy. Goldberg and Williams observed that the disruption to 

the performance of daily life activities and the experience of subjective distress should 

illustrate the presence of a psychological disturbance. The GHQ was designed to be a 

test which was self-administered and should focus on two main areas: the ability to 

carry out normal functions and the appearance of new and distressing phenomena. The 

GHQ is available in the following versions:

• GHQ-60: the fully detailed 60-item questionnaire;
• GHQ-30: a short form without items relating to physical illness;
• GHQ-28: a 28 item scaled version -  assesses somatic symptoms, anxiety and 

insomnia, social dysfunction and severe depression;
• GHQ-12: a quick, reliable and sensitive short form -  ideal for research studies;

GHQ-28 was used in the present study to provide separate scale scores for

somatic symptoms, insomnia/anxiety, social dysfunction, and depression / suicide

ideation. The GHQ Manual (Goldberg & Williams, 1988) reported that the validity of

115



this test is supported by a variety of studies with the median correlation between GHQ- 

28 and various other psychiatric interview measures as 0.76.

Somatic symptoms are measured by the first seven question of the GHQ and 

include statements such as “are you feeling perfectly well and in good health”, “do you 

feel run down”, “in need of a pick-me-up”, “feeling ill”, “experiencing headaches”, 

“experiencing tightness or pressure in your head”, and “experiencing hot or cold spells”. 

The insomnia/anxiety questions follow in the second set of seven questions and include 

statements such as “are you losing sleep over worry”, “do you have difficulty staying 

asleep”, “are you feeling under strain”, “feeling edgy and bad-tempered”, “feeling 

scared or panicky for no apparent reason”, “finding things are getting to you”, and 

“feeling nervous and strung up”. In the third set of questions, social dysfunction is 

measured by items including “are you managing to keep busy and occupied”, “does it 

take you longer to do things”, “do you feel you are doing things well”, “are you 

satisfied with the way you have being carrying out tasks”, “are you playing a useful part 

in your activities”, “are you capable of making decisions”, and “are you enjoying your 

daily activities as much as you used to”. Finally, depression and suicide ideation are 

examined by “have you been thinking of yourself as a worthless person”, “do you think 

life is hopeless”, “do you think life is not worth living”, “have you thought of taking 

your own life recently”, “are there times when you are unable to do things because your 

nerves are too bad”, “do you wish you were dead and away from it all”, and “do you 

find the idea of taking your own life keeps coming to mind”. There is a strong element 

of suicide ideation in these final questions.

Participants are asked to choose their answer, for the most part, from the 

following choices “Not at all”, “No more than usual”, “Rather more than usual”, and 

“Much worse than usual”. Some questions in the GHQ-28, such as “Are you managing 

to keep your self busy and occupied” have a different choice of responses, such as 

“More so than usual”, “Same as usual”, “Rather less than usual”, and “Much less than 

usual”.

In terms of scoring the GHQ, Goldberg and Williams looked at two different 

methods for the GHQ-28. In the present study, the scoring method used on the four 

point Likert scale was 0, 0, 1, 1, as Goldberg and WiUiams (1988) showed that this 

method of scoring correlated with other studies such as the Present State Examination 

(PSE) (Finlay-Jones & Murphy, 1979). This method of scoring offers a minimum score
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of 0 and a maximum scoring of 28. Goldberg and Williams (1988) suggested that the 

subscales in this test, which offer minimum score of 0 and a maximum score of 7, 

should not be viewed as independent of one another and can be totaled where 

appropriate. For the present study, both the individual subscales and the resulting total 

are examined.

LoBello (1995) reported that the GHQ scales have been the focus of a large 

amount of research over the twenty-five years since its development and, therefore, 

should be considered by anyone desiring rapid, accurate determination of general, 

psychiatric status. The General Health Questionnaire (Goldberg & Williams, 1988) was 

used by other researchers in their assessment of the effects of workplace bullying 

(Leymann & Gustafsson, 1996) and, for this reason, it was chosen for use in the present 

study, as the effects of being accused of workplace bullying are to be looked at and 

compared with the effect of persons claiming to have been bullied as reported by 

previous research.

2.5.6 Anxiety

Previous research indicates strongly that those who report feeling bullied in the 

workplace experience high levels of state anxiety as a result of their experiences, which 

in most cases is significantly elevated when compared to their trait anxiety levels 

(Lynch, 2004). For this reason, anxiety levels in the accused group were examined 

using the State Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI) (Spielberger & Rickman, 1991) (See 

Appendix 4). The STAI is designed to differentiate between the temporary condition of 

"state anxiety" and the more general and long-standing quality of "trait anxiety" in 

adults. The scale evaluates feelings of apprehension, tension, nervousness, and worry, 

which increase in response to physical danger and psychological stress.

These authors state that anxiety is an unpleasant emotional state or reaction that 

can be distinguished from other reactions, such as anger or grief, by a unique 

combination of identifiable experiential qualities and physiological changes. State 

anxiety varies in intensity and fluctuates over time as a function of a perceived threat 

(Spielberger, Sydeman, Owen & Marsh, 1999). According to the authors, state anxiety 

reflects a transitory emotional state or condition of the human organism that is 

characterized by subjective, consciously perceived feelings of tension and apprehension, 

and heightened autonomic nervous system activity. In contrast, trait anxiety denotes
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relatively stable individual differences in anxiety proneness and refers to a general 

tendency to respond with anxiety to perceived threats in the environment. The two 

measures of anxiety illustrate any heightened levels of anxiety caused by negative 

events in one’s life.

The STAI was designed by Spielberger, Gorsuch and Lushene (1970) to 

examine individual anxiety levels as an aid to clinical screening for anxiety conditions, 

as an indicator of the current anxiety levels of therapy and counseling clients, and as a 

research aid. In measuring state and trait anxiety, the scale uses statements whose 

answers indicate that anxiety is present or absent. Of the forty statements used, positive 

answers on twenty statements indicate the absence of anxiety while positive answers on 

the other twenty statements indicate the presence of anxiety. Statements which are 

indicative of the presence of anxiety in the state anxiety scale include “I am confused”, 

“I am indecisive”, “I am upset”, and “I am strained”. Statements in the state anxiety 

scale indicating the absence of anxiety include “I am secure”, “I am satisfied”, “I am 

self-confident”, and “I am content”. Participants in the accused group were asked to rate 

the intensity, or otherwise, of their present levels of anxiety based on a choice of four 

responses: “Not at all”, “Somewhat”, “Moderately so”, and “Very much so”.

Similarly, on the trait anxiety scale, a total of twenty statements are used, half of 

which are designed to indicate the presence of trait anxiety and the other half to indicate 

the absence of trait anxiety. The same four choices of responses are presented to 

participants. In the ten questions designed to indicate the presence of trait anxiety, 

typical statements include “I wish I could be as happy as other people seem to be”, I 

worry too much over something that doesn’t really matter”, “I take disappointment so 

keenly that I cannot put them out of my head”, and “I get in a state of tension or turmoil 

as I think over my recent concerns”. The remaining ten questions designed to indicate 

the absence of trait anxiety include “I am calm, cool and collected”, “I make decisions 

easily”, “I am a steady person”, and “I feel satisfied with m yself’.

Scores on the STAI have a direct interpretation: high scores on their respective 

scales mean more trait or state anxiety and low scores mean less. Both percentile ranks 

and standard (T) scores are available for male and female working adults in three age 

groups (19-39, 40-49, and 50-69). Calculation of scores on both scale give a standard T- 

score between 20 and 80. Their corresponding percentile is then calculated. For the state 

anxiety scale, scores under the twenty-fifth percentile indicate low levels of state
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anxiety, scores between the twenty-fifth and seventy-fifth percentiles indicate moderate 

levels of state anxiety, while scores over the seventy-fifth percentile represent intense 

levels of anxiety, which are generally experienced as painful and unpleasant and have 

the potential to be experienced as panic. Scores representing the trait anxiety scales 

were interpreted as follows: under the twenty-fifth percentile indicated that the 

individual would not usually experience high levels of anxiety, scores between the 

twenty-fifth and seventy-fifth percentile indicate that the individual would experience 

moderate levels of anxiety, and scores over the seventy-fifth percentile reflect that the 

individual would normally experience intense levels of anxiety.

The Spielberger STAI reports excellent psychometric properties. Spielberger et 

al (1999) reported that the stability of the STAI scales was assessed on male and female 

samples of high school and college students for test-retest intervals ranging from one 

hour to 104 days. The magnitude of the reliability coefficients decreased as a function 

of interval length. For the Trait-anxiety scale the coefficients ranged from .65 to .86, 

whereas the range for the State-anxiety scale was .16 to .62. This low level of stability 

for the State-anxiety scale is expected since responses to the items on this scale are 

thought to reflect the influence of whatever transient situational factors exist at the time 

of testing. By definition, anxiety states are expected to vary in intensity as a function of 

perceived stress and, therefore, measures of internal consistency provide a more 

meaningful index of the reliability of the state measures than the test re-test correlations. 

Spielberger et al (1999) reported that the internal consistency for both scales is 0.9. 

According to these authors, the trait scale also has correlations with two other anxiety 

scales: the IP AT Anxiety Scale (Cattell & Sheier, 1963; cited in Spielberger et al, 

1999), and the Manifest Anxiety Scale (Taylor, 1953; cited in Spielberger et al, 1999) of 

between 0.75 and 0.85. Validity: Correlations are presented in the manual between this 

scale and other measures of trait-anxiety: the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale, the IP AT 

Anxiety Scale, and the Multiple Affect Adjective Check List. These correlations are .80, 

.75, and .52, respectively.

2.5.7 Anger
Previous research indicates strongly that those who report feeling bullied in the 

workplace experience high levels of state anger as a result of their experiences, which in 

most cases is significantly elevated when compared to their trait anger levels (Lynch,
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2004). For this reason and the hypothesis that individuals who have been perceived as a 

bully may be more inclined to show aggression, frustration and low levels of tolerance, 

anger levels in the accused group were examined using the State Trait Anger Expression 

Inventory (STAXI) (Spielberger & Rickman, 1991) (See Appendix 5).

The STAXI is a 44-item inventory which measures the intensity of anger as an 

emotional state (State Anger) and the disposition to experience angry feelings as a 

personality trait (Trait Anger). The instrument consists of six scales measuring the 

intensity of anger and the disposition to experience angry feelings. Items consist of 4- 

point scales that assess intensity of anger at a particular moment and the frequency of 

anger experience, expression, and control. The original purpose of this scale was to 

assess components of anger in the context of normal personality and psychopathology 

and to evaluate the contributions of the various components of anger to the etiology and 

progression of medical conditions, particularly hypertension, coronary heart disease, 

and cancer.

As the name implies there are two fundamental aspects of anger which are 

addressed - the experience of anger, and the expression of anger. The experience of 

anger can be understood in the context of state - subjective feelings that vary from 

irritability to intense rage, and trait anger which refers to a disposition to perceive 

situations as annoying and to respond to these situations by more frequent expressions 

of state anger. Thus state and trait anger are unlikely to actually be independent 

characteristics or components of anger

(http://www.usq.edu.au/users/senior/69301/STAXI.htm).

State anger is defined as an emotional state marked by subjective feelings that 

vary in intensity from mild annoyance or irritation to intense fury and rage. Over time, 

state anger varies as a function of perceived injustice, attack or unfair treatment by 

others, and frustration resulting from barriers to goal-directed behaviour (Spielberger & 

Rickman, 1991). These authors also define trait anger as the disposition to perceive a 

wide range of situations as annoying or frustrating, and the tendency to respond to such 

situations with more frequent elevations in state anger. Spielberger and Rickman report 

that individuals with high trait anger experience state anger more often and with greater 

intensity than individuals with low trait anger.
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The STAXI provides precise concise measures of the experience and expression 

of anger. The scale consists of six scales. State anger is a ten-item stand-alone scale 

which measures the respondent's current feelings of anger. The trait anger scale also 

contains ten items which ask the respondent to answer questions about his or her 

disposition towards anger. This scale has two sub-scales: trait anger temperament and 

anger reaction. The former consists of four items that generally address the disposition 

to express anger with or without provocation, while the latter also consists of 4 items 

that ask about the respondent's disposition to express anger when he/she perceive that 

they have been criticised, affronted, or has a negative evaluation from others. Anger 

expression is conceptualised as consisting of three major components. When expressing 

anger, it may be focused outward on other people or objects in the environment (Anger- 

Out), or directed inward by holding in or suppressing angry feelings (Anger-In). A third 

component is the degree to which people attempt to control their expression of anger 

(Anger Control). Individual differences exist in the extent to which a person can control 

their expression of anger. Each component is measured by an eight item scale.

In contrast with the STAI, state anger is assessed by participants’ responses to 

ten statements including “I am furious”, “I feel like yelling at someone”, “I feel like 

breaking things”, and “I feel like swearing”. These items are rated on a four-point scale 

and are assigned a score of between 1 and 4, “Not at all” (1), “Somewhat” (2), 

“Moderately so” (3), and “Very much so” (4). The ten statements used to assess trait 

anger include “I have a fiery temper”, “I get angry when slowed down by others’ 

mistakes”, “When I get mad I say nasty things”, and “When I get frustrated I feel like 

hitting someone”. Again, these items are rated on a four-point scale and are assigned a 

score of between 1 and 4, “Almost never” (1), “Sometimes” (2), “Often” (3), and 

“Almost always” (4). Anger In is assessed by statements including “I tend to harbour 

grudges and not tell anyone about them” while Anger Out is looked at using statements 

such as “I make sarcastic remarks to others”. Participants are asked about their level of 

anger control using statements such as “I am patient with others”.

Raw score totals are converted to percentile ranks and T-scores using normative 

tables. There are separate normative tables for males and female adolescents, adults, and 

college students. Raw scores are converted into percentile ranks for interpretative 

purposes. Scores that are commonly found in the middle fifty percent of the distribution 

- the 25'*’ to 75 '̂’ percentiles are considered to fall within the normal range. Individuals
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with high anger scores (above the 75* percentile) are endorsing levels of state, trait, 

expression, or control that are likely to impair their optimal functioning. Very high 

scores would fall at or above the 90'*’ percentile. The distributions for S-Anger and T- 

Anger/T are so skewed that low scores are unlikely to be interpretable. Individuals who 

score below the 25* percentile on the remaining six scales, however, generally 

experience, express, or control relatively little anger.

Validity for the STAXI scales is based primarily upon convergent and divergent 

validity. Essentially this is established through showing high correlations among tests 

that are purported to measure the same or similar constructs and low correlations among 

tests that measure distinct or different constructs. Correlations given in the STAXI 

Manual (Spielberger & Rickman, 1991) were also high: S anger, alpha co-efficient = 

0.93 for both sexes; T anger, alpha co-efficient = 0.87 for males and 0.84 for females. 

Internal consistency of the S anger and T anger scales are also impressive.

2.5.8 Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder

One of the essential features of Posttraumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) is the 

development of characteristic symptoms following a threat to one's physical integrity. 

The person's response to the event must involve intense fear, helplessness, or horror. 

The characteristic symptoms resulting from the exposure to the extreme trauma include 

persistent re-experiencing of the traumatic event, persistent avoidance of stimuli 

associated with the trauma and numbing of general responsiveness, and persistent 

symptoms of increased arousal. The full symptom picture must be present for more than 

1 month, and the disturbance must cause clinically significant distress or impairment in 

social, occupational, or other important areas of functioning (http://www.mental-health- 

todav.com/ptsd/dsm.htm).

Leymann & Gustafsson (1996) concluded that PTSD would be an appropriate 

psychiatric diagnosis for people who have been victimized in work as this would 

constitute a threat to one’s integrity. Given this, the present study examined the 

appropriateness, or otherwise, of a similar diagnosis for those who had been accused of 

bullying in the workplace, which may also constitute a threat to one’s integrity. The 

Impact of Event Scale (lES) (Horowitz, Wilner & Alverez, 1979) was used by Leymann 

& Gustafsson to examine the presence of PTSD and, therefore, the present study here 

reported makes use of the same tool (see Appendix 6).
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The lES was developed to measure current subjective distress related to a 

specific event. It is a 15-item questionnaire evaluating the experiences of avoidance, 

intrusion and dissociation, that is the feeling that events did not occur. The EES scale 

consists of 15 items, seven of which measure intrusive symptoms (intrusive thoughts, 

nightmares, intrusive feelings and imagery), eight tap avoidance symptoms (numbing of 

responsiveness, avoidance of feelings, situations, ideas), and combined, provide a total 

subjective stress score. All items of the lES are anchored to a specific stressor 

(Horowitz, et al, 1979; Briere, 1997). Respondents are asked to rate the items on a 4- 

point scale according to how often each has occurred in the past 7 days. The 4 points on 

the scale are: 0 (not at all), 1 (rarely), 3 (sometimes), and 5 (often).

Potential scores on the intrusive subscale range from 0 to 35. This score is 

obtained by summing scores on statements 1, 4, 5, 6, 10, 11 and 14. Potential scores on 

the avoidance behaviour subscale range from 0 to 40, which is obtained by summing 

items 2, 3, 7, 8, 9, 12, 13 and 15. The total score for both sub scales are added to 

provide the total stress score.

An alternative scoring method was used by Leymann and Gustafsson (1996) 

where the four point scale options offered to participants were “Almost every day”, “At 

least once a week”, “At least once a month”, and “Never”. One point was awarded each 

time one of the first two answers was selected while no points were given for the latter 

two answers. To keep in line with materials used by other studies examining bullying in 

the workplace, albeit from a different perspective, the present study chose to utilise this 

method of scoring. In this method, the potential range of scores for the intrusive 

thoughts subscale was 0 to 7, while the potential on the avoidance behaviour subscale 

was 0 to 8. Again, these two sub scales were added for a total stress score.

Corcoran and Fischer (1994) found that the subscales of the IBS show very good 

internal consistency based on two separate sample groups. The coefficients ranged from 

0.79 to 0.92, with an average of 0.86 for the intrusive subscale and .90 for the avoidance 

subscale. The split-half reliability of the scale was also high (r = 0.86). Internal 

consistency of the sub-scales, using Cronbach’s Alpha showed high scores for both the 

intrusion scale (0.78) and the avoidance scale (0.82). A correlation of 0.42 (p < 0.0002) 

between intrusion and avoidance subscales reflects that both subsets are associated but 

not necessarily measuring the same dimensions. Horowitz et al (1979) administered the 

15-item lES to a new sample (n= 30) twice with an interval of one week between each
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rating. Results indicated a test-retest reliability of 0.87 for the total stress scores, 0.89 

for the intrusion subscale, and 0.79 for the avoidance subscale.

2.5.9 Self-esteem
The self-esteem levels of a ‘typical bully’ has long been debated with some 

advocating that a ‘bully’ would typically have lower levels of self-esteem than those not 

involved in bullying (O’Moore & Kirkham, 2001) and other reporting high levels of 

self-esteem.

Self-esteem is typically described as the evaluative component of the self- 

concept. The concept of self-esteem is often assumed to be a general evaluative attitude 

towards oneself, ranging from extremely positive to extremely negative, that is stable 

and entirely subjective in nature. The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE; Rosenberg, 

1965) (see Appendix 7) is an attempt to achieve a uni-dimensional measure of global 

self-esteem. It was designed to represent a continuum of self-worth statements ranging 

from statements that are endorsed even by individuals with low self-esteem to 

statements that are endorsed only by persons with high self-esteem.

Anastasi and Urbina (1997) maintained that simple and obvious measures of 

global self-esteem such as the RSE appear relatively stable over time. Some researchers 

have moved away from this manner of looking at self-esteem and prefer to examine 

esteem in terms of specific facets. It is thought that the global self-esteem scales can 

yield inconsistent results or fail to yield significant correlations with other scales 

examining self-esteem.

These criticisms were brought about in response to research carried out in 

clinical practice and, therefore, are not directly applicable to the present research. The 

RSE was also used in much research carried out on the topic of workplace bullying 

(Lynch, 2004) as well as being a significant tool used in psychological assessments 

carried out within the Anti-Bullying Centre and, therefore, seen as relevant for use in 

the present study.

Ten statements are used in the Rosenberg RSE. Positive self-esteem is examined 

with statements such as “On the whole I am satisfied with m yself’, “I feel that I have a 

number of good qualities”, “I am able to do things as well as most other people”, “I feel 

I am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others”, and “I take a positive 

attitude to m yself’. Negative self-esteem is examined by responses to statements such
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as “At times I think that I am no good at all”, “I feel I do not have much to be proud o f ’, 

“I certainly feel useless at times”, “I wish I could have more respect for m yself’, and 

“All in all, I am inclined to think that I am a failure”. Participants rate their responses to 

these statements on a four-point scale, choosing from Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, 

and Strongly Disagree. Total scores range from 10 to 40, with low scores representing 

high self-esteem.

2.5.10 Coping
Coping has been defined as the constantly changing cognitive and behavioural 

efforts to manage specific external and/or internal demands that are perceived as taxing 

or exceeding the resources of the person (Edwards & Baglioni, Jr., 1993). Carver and 

Scheier (1994) report that studying coping has proved difficult for three major reasons, 

namely that stressors differ from person to person [making it hard to control the 

characteristics of the event with which the subjects were coping], subjects indicate their 

coping responses to the situation as a whole when coping is frequently acknowledged to 

be process oriented, and coping reactions can change across the stages of a stressful 

transaction. However, Aldwin et al (1996), Begley (1998), Carver et al (1989), Coyne 

& Gottlieb (1996), Dewe et al (1993) and Terry (1994) argue that the measurement of 

coping is valid and people develop habitual ways of dealing with stress and that these 

coping styles can influence their reactions in new situations.

The COPE inventory (Carver et al, 1989) (see Appendix 8) was selected as the 

most appropriate for this research, as it was devised to measure a wide range of 

potential responses to stressors and to distinguish each coping quality as well as 

possible from other coping qualities. The COPE inventory was derived partially through 

a theoretical path in that several scales chosen for inclusion measure aspects of coping 

that are of particular theoretical interest. The inventory has gone through several 

generations in its development, and a number of theoretically important factors have 

been identified. The distinction between problem-focused and emotion-focused coping 

is widely acknowledged but Carver et al (1989), among others, concluded that both 

coping functions have to be subdivided because there are a variety of distinct ways to 

solve problems or regulate emotions.

Another advantage of the COPE scale is that it reflects a balanced view about 

the disposition versus situation issue. It can be used in its situational format when
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assessing people at the time of stress, and in its dispositional format for assessing 

coping strategies used by the control group.

The full COPE is a 60-item measure that yields 15 factors that reflect active 

versus avoidant coping strategies. Ratings are made on a 4-point Likert-type scale that 

ranges from "I (usually) don’t do this at all" (1) to "I (usually) do this a lot" (4). The 

COPE scales are: Active Coping (taking action or exerting efforts to remove or 

circumvent the stressor). Planning (thinking about how to confront the stressor, 

planning one’s active coping efforts). Seeking Instrumental Social Support (seeking 

assistance, information, or advice about what to do). Seeking Emotional Social Support 

(getting sympathy or emotional support from someone), Suppression of Competing 

Activities (suppressing one’s attention to other activities in which one might engage in 

order to concentrate more completely on dealing with the stressor). Religion (increased 

engagement in religious activities), Positive Reinterpretation and Growth (making the 

best of the situation by growing from it or viewing it in a more favourable light). 

Restraint Coping (coping passively by holding back one’s coping attempts until they 

can be of use), Resignation/Acceptance (accepting the fact that the stressful event has 

occurred and is real). Focus on and Venting of Emotions (an increased awareness of 

one’s emotional distress, and a concomitant tendency to ventilate or discharge those 

feelings). Denial (an attempt to reject the reality of the stressful event). Mental 

Disengagement (psychological disengagement from the goal with which the stressor is 

interfering, through daydreaming, sleep, or self-distraction). Behavioural 

Disengagement (giving up, or withdrawing effort from, the attempt to attain the goal 

with which the stressor is interfering), Alcohol/Drug Use (turning to the use of alcohol 

and other drugs as a way of disengaging from the stressor), and Humour (making jokes 

about the stressor).

Ingledew, Hardy, Cooper, and Jemel (1996) proposed that the coping strategies 

identified in COPE can be divided into four factors: problem focused coping, avoidance 

coping, emotion focused coping and cognitive reconstruction. The problem focused 

factor included active coping, planning, suppression of competing activities, and 

restraint coping. Denial, behavioural and mental disengagement, and turning to alcohol 

were the components they determined constituted avoidance coping behaviour. The 

third factor, emotional-focused coping, comprised seeking instrumental and emotional 

social support and focus on venting of emotions. The fourth factor, cognitive
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reconstruction consisted of the scales positive reinterpretation and acceptance. Ingledew 

et al (1996) omitted humour and religion. This breakdown into broader categories was 

considered useful for this study, as it allowed the coping strategies employed by those 

accused of bullying to be viewed in their broad categories and the dimensions within the 

categories. This also allowed for the identification of similarities and differences in 

terms of the coping strategies used by those claiming to have been bullied, as analysed 

by Lynch (2004), and those accused of bullying.

Weinman et al (1995) maintained that coping responses could be categorised 

into adaptive, less adaptive and maladaptive coping. They hypothesised that active 

coping, planning, seeking instrumental social support, positive reinterpretation and 

growth, and acceptance are adaptive in situations where active coping is associated with 

a good outcome. With seeking emotional social support, suppression of competing 

activities, and restraint coping there is a less obvious link with active coping but they 

suggest that they should be adaptive. In contrast, they conclude that focusing on and 

venting of emotions, denial, and behavioural and mental disengagement describe 

responses which are expected to be maladaptive in situations where active coping is 

called for. However, they insist that these strategies are not intrinsically maladaptive. 

These sub-divisions contribute to the flexibility of the inventory and their existence was 

considered in selecting COPE for this research.

There was no appropriate normative data offered and therefore it was decided to 

request the control group to complete the questionnaire. The situational version was 

used for participants who had been accused of bullying, as they were obviously coping 

with the effects of that particular situation at the time of their assessment. This version 

elicits responses to a specific stressor. Since the control group were selected on the 

basis of not being under a particular stress at the time of completion, the dispositional 

version of COPE was used.

Carver and Scheier (1989) purport that internal consistency is acceptably high 

with only one Cronbach’s alpha coefficient falling below 0.60 (mental disengagement). 

Evidence of test-retest reliability, with the exception of mental disengagement (0.45) 

varies between 0.42 and 0.89. They admit that the self-reports of coping tendencies 

measured by COPE are not in general as stable as personality traits but are relatively 

stable.
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2. 5.11 Personality

Aldwin et al (1996) argued that the study of coping is rooted in individual 

differences in reaction to stress, with the assumption that how individuals cope is 

largely a function of personality characteristics, which result in global coping styles.

Disagreements exist regarding the consistency of behaviour and over which 

factors should be included in an adequate description of normal personality when 

measuring personality. John (1990) contended that in recent years both debates have 

been to some extent resolved; most researchers believe that behaviour is sufficiently 

stable to allow meaningful measurement, and that the five factor theory provides a 

reasonable taxonomy of personality.

Although the Personality Inventories of Cattell (1986) and Myers-Briggs Type 

Indicator (Briggs & Myers, 1976) were considered in detail, more recent research has 

used Costa and McCrae’s NEO-PI (Costa & McCrae, 1992) (See Appendix 9). The 

NEO-PI-R was developed to measure the five-factor model of personality which is 

considered to represent the most basic dimensions underlying personality traits. The 

domains measured include neuroticism, extraversion, openness, agreeableness, and 

conscientiousness. Each domain consists of 12 facets.

Costa and McCrae (1992) described the five domains. Neuroticism is a measure 

of affect and emotional control. Low levels of neuroticism indicate emotional stability 

whereas high levels of neuroticism increase the likelihood of experiencing negative 

emotions. Persons with high levels of neuroticism are reactive and more easily bothered 

by stimuli in their environment. They more frequently become unstable, worried, 

temperamental and sad. Resistant persons on the other hand need strong stimuli to be 

provoked (Howard & Howard, 1995). The extraversion-introversion dimension 

contrasts an outgoing character with a withdrawn nature. Extraverts tend to be more 

physically and verbally active whereas introverts are independent, reserved, steady and 

like being alone. The person in the middle of the dimension likes a mix between social 

situations and solitude (Howard & Howard, 1995). Extraverts are adventurous, 

assertive, frank, sociable and talkative. Introverts may be described as quiet, reserved, 

shy and unsociable ( Costa & McCrae, 1992).

Openness to experience is a measure of depth, breadth and variability in a 

person's imagination and urge for experiences. The factor relates to intellect, openness 

to new ideas, cultural interests, educational aptitude and creativity as well as an interest
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in varied sensory and cognitive experiences. People with a high openness to experience 

have broad interests, are liberal and like novelty. The preservers with low openness to 

experience are conventional, conservative and prefer familiarity (Howard & Howard, 

1995). The agreeableness scale is linked to altruism, nurturance, caring and emotional 

support versus competitiveness, hostility, indifference, self-centeredness, spitefulness 

and jealousy (Howard & Howard, 1995). Agreeable people can be described as 

altruistic, gentle, kind, sympathetic and warm (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Finally, 

conscientiousness is a measure of goal-directed behaviour and amount of control over 

impulses. Conscientiousness has been linked to educational achievement and 

particularly to the will to achieve. The focused person concentrates on a limited number 

of goals but strives hard to reach them, while the flexible person is more impulsive and 

easier to persuade from one task to another (Howard & Howard, 1995). The more 

conscientious a person is, the more competent, dutiful, orderly, responsible and 

thorough he/she is (Costa & McCrae, 1992).

Participants are presented with 60 statements. For this study, and to keep this 

inventory in line with others that were presented to participants, the scale presented 

ranged from 1 - 5 .  "The statement is definitely false” is given a value of 1; "the 

statement is mostly false" is 2; "you are neutral on the statement, you cannot decide, or 

the statement is about equally true and false" is 3; "the statement is mostly true” is 4; 

and “the statement is definitely true" is 5. The neuroticism domain is identified by 

statements such as "1 often feel inferior to others". Extraversion is identified by 

statements such as "I like to have a lot of people around me". A statement such as 

"once I find the right way to do something, I stick to it" represents the openness domain 

and illustrates that some of the statements are in reverse. Agreeableness is represented 

by statements such as "I try to be courteous to everyone I meet". The final domain, 

conscientiousness, is represented by statements such as "1 keep my belongings neat and 

clean".

Raw scores are entered on scales which enable results to be compared with 

normalised data. This gives results of “very low”, “low”, “average”, “high”, and “very 

high” for both men and women. Although these norms were used in this study, it was 

also decided to request the control group to complete the NEO-Pl-R to avoid cultural 

differences.

NEO-PI-R is a reliable and a well-validated test of personality features deriving
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from a theoretical base lacking in conceptualisation; validation studies are well 

constructed, plentiful and impressive (Juni, 1995). Kline (1993) also concludes that the 

NEO-PI-R is by far the best-developed measure of the big five personality factors and 

maintains that recent research indicates that there is little doubt that these are the main 

factors among traits. This version of NEO-PI-R has adequate psychometric properties 

and was considered to be the most appropriate measure for this research with retest 

reliability for the facet scales ranged from 0.66 to 0.92 and for the Neuroticism, 

Extraversion, and Openness domain scales were 0.87, 0.91, and 0.86 respectively. A 

six-year longitudinal study of Neuroticism, Extraversion, and Openness scales showed 

stability coefficients ranging from 0.68 to 0.83 (Costa & McCrae, 1992).

2. 5 .1 2  Evaluation

Multiple standardised psychometric scales were utilised in the present study and 

the question of how they fit together is valid. Each of the tests used in this battery have 

been validated and standardised. This battery was tailor-made over a period of four 

years to quantify, during psychological assessment, the most commonly reported 

symptoms by those who claim to have experienced bullying. This battery of 

psychological tests accesses the key emotions reported and allows these to be measured 

in a standardised fashion. This is hugely beneficial for comparison purposes as it allows 

the researcher to judge how emotionally and mentally affected a person is by their 

experiences, based on their self-reports and in comparison to others in a similar 

situation. The use of this battery of tests with those accused of bullying will identify 

whether these individuals fit neatly alongside those experiencing bullying, that is 

experiencing the same emotional trauma, or whether there are further tests to be added 

that could add to our understanding of the dynamic situation and personalities involved.

The numeric data obtained is extremely useful but, in some circumstances, does 

not allow for a full understanding of the participant’s answers. It is often the case that 

people will not fit neatly into the boxes they are asked to tick or the numbers they circle 

and individuals will leave such boxes unchecked or circle more than one number. This 

is due to the fact that people can feel differently about themselves and situations at 

varying times. For example, having worked with people who are bullied for several 

years, it is commonly reported during self-esteem questionnaires that, while people are 

feeling low in self-esteem, this may be limited to certain areas of their life, such as their
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work. Some questionnaires do not allow for this distinction to be clearly outlined, 

causing ambiguity. The use of interviews, alongside the questionnaires, can help 

safeguard against such lack of clarity.

An inherent safeguard used in the psychometric tests to ensure the participant is 

actively trying to understand each statement and answer honestly is the use of negatives. 

This avoids a response set or bias, whereby there is a tendency to agree rather than 

disagree with statements. In many scales, approximately half of the items are positive 

and half are negative. For each, the self-esteem scale presents the statement “On the 

whole I am satisfied with m yself’ and then later asks if “All in all. I’m inclined to feel 

that I am a failure”. If the person answers negatively to the first statement, it stands to 

reason that their answer to the second statement should be positive.

Assumptions may be made that each respondent will understand statements in 

the same way and answer accordingly. Statements are sometimes complex and may use 

technical terms, which are not readily understood to those not working in the particular 

area. It is also important to explain to participants that positive and negative statements 

will be included in the questionnaires, as some may believe that the researcher believes 

each statement to be true for that individual. There are also demand characteristics 

associated with the responses and the respondent may well try to interpret the aim of the 

research.

Finally, social desirability also needs to be taken into consideration when 

evaluating the data gained from psychometric tests. This involves the respondent 

guessing at what would be the socially acceptable answer and aiming to please the 

researcher.

2. 6 Procedure
Participants in the accused group were interviewed at their convenience in 

rooms available in the Arts Building of Trinity College Dublin. These rooms would 

have been influenced by noise levels and some interruptions. However, efforts were 

made to make the interviewee feel as comfortable and at ease as possible. Each 

interviewee was informed that the interview could be terminated at any time at their 

discretion as well as being informed that they could also take a break if necessary.
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The semi-structured interview was not designed to last any specific length of 

time. Rather the interview was given the opportunity to talk at length if they so wished 

or to take time to look through supporting documentation. The format of the interview 

was explained to the interviewee at the beginning of the interview and, for the most 

part, the interviewee was not interrupted after this. However, the interviewer did ask 

questions to access more in-depth information where appropriate and where it was 

determined that such information was not naturally forthcoming.

While the participants volunteered to partake in this study for the benefit of the 

research, support and advice was offered to each participant where relevant. For 

example, specific incidents were discussed in detail, looking at verbal content, body 

language and tone of voices as well as previous history to date. Alternative perceptions 

of specific incidents were also explored. Further, for those participants who were in a 

situation where they needed to respond to formal allegations against them, assistance 

was offered for so doing. This was not done to benefit the research but for the benefit of 

the participant and this assistance was not included in the study here reported.

Each person was observed during interview as much as possible and levels of 

anger, anxiety and upset were noted throughout. Judgments regarding anger, anxiety 

and upset were based on body language, tone of voice, and language used to describe 

the situation or individual. Any time when the person broke down in tears, or became 

close to tears, as well as times when individuals were evidentially emotional was 

recorded in the notes.

Specific themes were explored throughout the interviews such as career to date, 

whether any similar allegations or negative relations had existed in another organization 

or with another employee, their perception of their accuser, the specific allegations 

against them, and the consequences resulting from the allegations. The effect on the 

accused, their family, work performance and their life in general were also explored.

Each participant was interviewed alone and notes were taken by the interviewer 

during the interview. These notes were later, along with any supporting documentation, 

compiled to represent the person’s story in a continuous and chronological order.

Following the interview, participants were presented with the questionnaire and 

variety of standardized psychometric inventories for completion. These were completed 

by the interviewee in the presence of the researcher. These materials presented are as 

described in 2.3 and include Goldberg & Williams (1988) General Health Questionnaire
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28, Spielberger’s State Trait Anxiety Inventory (1970), Spielberger’s State Trait Anger 

Expression Inventory (1991), Horowitz et al’s Impact of Event Scale (1979), 

Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem Scale (1965), Carver et al’s (1989) COPE Inventory, and 

Costa and McCrae’s NEO-PI (Costa & McCrae, 1992). These scales were all presented 

unnamed to minimize demand characteristics, whereby participants try to confirm that 

they perceive to be the desired outcome. At the end of the completion, each scale is 

explained to the participant and, where obvious, the trend of their score is verbally 

explained.

It was explained to each participant that their anonymity would be protected and, 

for their story as compiled by the researcher, names of people and organizations 

involved would be altered.

Quantitative data was collected from the control group by the completion of 

inventories that assessed levels of trait anxiety [trait anxiety scale of Spielberger’s State 

Trait Anxiety Inventory (1970)], levels of anger [trait anger scale of Spielberger’s State 

Trait Anger Expression Inventory (1991)], general health (Goldberg & Williams, 1988) 

General Health Questionnaire 28, self-esteem (Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem Scale, 1965), 

Cerver et al’s (1989) Cope Inventory, and Costa and McCrae’s NEO-PI (1992). These 

inventories were also presented unnamed and delivered either by post or in person. A 

verbal explanation as to the purpose of the study was given to each participant in the 

control group and verbal agreement to participate obtained prior to the inventories being 

forwarded to them. The inventories were returned to the researcher by post. As with the 

accused sample, anonymity was assured to each participant in this group.

The researcher’s role is vital to consider as a number of biases and expectancies 

may exist. The nature of psychological research presents a bias, as studies are carried 

out by people on people (Coolican, 1999). Experimenters can influence a participant’s 

responses through facial and verbal cues. Some participants may also be more likely to 

pick up on experimenter influence than others, particularly those in need of approval 

(Coolican, 1999). The best safeguard against this and other similar biases are to simply 

be aware of their existence.

Demand characteristics have been discussed previously and also come into play 

when considering the role of the researcher. Orne (1962) argued that there are many 

cues in an experimental situation which give participants an idea of what the study is 

about and the researcher should be very aware of his/her language, body language and
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facial cues.

2.7 Data analysis
SPSS Version 12 was utilised to analyse the data gathered for the present study. 

The researcher stressed the importance of full completion of the accused’s questionnaire 

and inventory and this ensured that all sections were answered. For those in the control 

group, the inventories were screened to ensure all were correctly completed.

Results are presented and include the mean, standard deviation, median and 

mode where appropriate to allow scrutiny of all data. There are various advantages and 

disadvantages to using these measures of central tendency. The mean is obtained by 

adding all values in a group and dividing by the number of values. The mean is used in 

estimating population parameters. Means can then be compared to ascertain if they are 

significantly different from one another. The mean is often different from any actual 

score in the group. The distance of a score from its group mean is referred to as the 

standard deviation (Coolican, 1999). However, the sensitivity of the group mean can be 

a disadvantage if scores included are vastly different (outliers) from the majority of 

other values in the group. This results in the mean not being representative of the group 

in general.

The median get around the difficulty of having outliers in the group. The median 

is the central value of a set (Coolican, 1999). Being easier to calculate than the mean is 

one of the main advantages of the median as well as being unaffected by extreme values 

in one direction. However, the median does not take into consideration the exact values 

of each item and it cannot be used in estimates of population parameters.

The mode is used when data on a nominal scale is obtained. In such situations, 

we cannot calculate a mean or median but can tell from the mode which 

activity/behaviour was engaged in most. The mode is used to show the most important 

value of a set and it is unaffected by extreme values in one direction. It also gives more 

information than the mean when the distribution is U-shaped. However, the mode does 

not take into consideration the exact value of each item and also cannot be used to 

estimate population parameters. It is also of limited value with relatively small sets of 

data.
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Analysis of the data was non-parametric. Mann W hitney is used to look at the 

difference between the sums of two sets of ranks. This test is used for assessing whether 

two samples of observations come from the same distribution. The null hypothesis is 

that the two samples are drawn from a single population, and therefore that their 

probability distributions are equal. It requires the two samples to be independent, and 

the observations to be ordinal or continuous measurements, i.e. one can at least say, of 

any two observations, which is the greater. In a less general formulation, the Mann- 

W hitney two-sample test may be thought of as testing the null hypothesis that the 

probability of an observation from one population exceeding an observation from the 

second population is 0.5. The value U is calculated from the two ranks sums (Coolican, 

1999). The critical value gives the value o f U, for the particular numbers in each group, 

below which less than 5% of us would fall if members of each group acquired their rank 

on a random basis (Coolican, 1999).

The M ann W hitney test is one of the best-known non-parametric significance 

tests. It was proposed initially by W ilcoxon (1945), for equal sample sizes, and 

extended to arbitrary sample sizes and in other ways by Mann and W hitney (1947). The 

U test is useful in the same situations as the independent samples Student's f-test, and 

the question arises of which should be preferred. U remains the logical choice when the 

data are ordinal but not interval scaled, so that the spacing between adjacent values 

cannot be assumed to be constant. It is much less likely than the t test to give a 

spuriously significant result because of one or two outliers.

The Kruskal-W allis one-way analysis of variance is another non-parametric 

method for testing equality of population medians among groups and used in the present 

study. It is an extension of the M ann-W hitney U test to 3 or more groups. Since it is a 

non-parametric method, the Kruskal-W allis test does not assume a normal population, 

unlike the analogous one-way analysis of variance. However, the test does assume an 

identically-shaped distribution for each group, except for any difference in medians.

Pearson’s correlation coefficient (r) shows the degree of correlation, on a scale 

of -1-1 to -1, between two interval level variables where each value on one variable has a 

partner in the other set. The higher the value of r, the more positive the correlation while 

the lower the value, below zero, the more negative the correlation (Coolican, 1999). 

Pearson’s correlation is straightforward and easy to calculate but it assumes normality 

in both profiles o f data and is sensitive to outliers.
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Nonparametric test make less stringent demands of the data. For standard 

parametric procedures to be valid, certain underlying conditions or assumptions must be 

met, particularly for smaller sample sizes. Nonparametric procedures can sometimes be 

used to get a quick answer with little calculation. They also provide an air of objectivity 

when there is no reliable (universally recognized) underlying scale for the original data 

and there is some concern that the results of standard parametric techniques would be 

criticized for their dependence on an artificial metric. However, the major disadvantage 

of nonparametric techniques is contained in its name. Because the procedures are 

nonparametric, there are no parameters to describe and it becomes more difficult to 

make quantitative statements about the actual difference between populations. The 

second disadvantage is that nonparametric procedures throw away information. Ranks 

preserve information about the order of the data but discard the actual values. Because 

information is discarded, nonparametric procedures can never be as powerful (able to 

detect existing differences) as their parametric counterparts when parametric tests can 

be used.

Literature on analysis of qualitative data show two general views emerging on 

what to do with it (Coolican, 1999). These two viewpoints correspond with the 

positivist-non positivist dimension. For the positivist, unquantified data is accepted in a 

subsidiary role and is seen to have the following uses: illuminating and giving a context 

to otherwise neutral and uninspiring statistics and leading to hypotheses testable in 

quantitative terms.

According to Coolican, the qualitative researcher sees this data as meaningful in 

its own right. Content analysis is used to deal with qualitative information and can be 

rigourously analysed and reduced to quantitative units. The data might consist of 

speech, interactions, behaviour patterns, and written or visual recorded material. The 

researcher’s own ideas can be included here. This data has to be organised so that 

comparisons, contrasts and insights can be made and demonstrated. The data is 

categorised in order to analyse and compare the various meanings produced.

Precise guidelines on the analysis and presentation of qualitative data do not 

exist. One method which is used to deal with qualitative data is categorisation, in which 

the researcher trawls through the large amounts of written behaviour and starts grouping 

items together. Prior to the development of the researcher’s own categories and 

groupings, the analyst looks at those used by the participant themselves. Where
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categories and dimensions are descriptions of people, researchers may cross these in 

order to produce a matrix of types. It is important to remember here that the type is an 

analogy and a product of the researcher’s current scheme of looking at the data.

The final report of qualitative data includes verbatim quotes from the 

participants (Coolican, 1999). The researcher will summarise perspectives but it is 

important to remember that these are summaries. The quotes are selections from the raw 

data, which “tell it like it is”.

It is argues that the qualitative method produces more valid data as safeguards 

against a lack of reliability are included (Coolican, 1999). Triangulation is used to 

compare the data from interview with observational data. It also allows for the analysis 

of negative cases, that is those cases that do not fit the major patterns. Qualitative 

research also allows participant consultation and the provision of feedback.

For the purposes of the present study, qualitative data was extracted to 

illuminate further data gained from quantitative methods where appropriate. This 

qualitative data was categorised according to the most frequently reported responses. 

These groupings are compared, where possible, to existing research literature.
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SECTION 3 - RESULTS

The results are presented in seven sections. Demographic details of the accused 

and control groups are presented, followed by the nature of the bullying behaviours as 

outlined in allegation made against the individual or as reported by the accused, and 

information with regard to the accuser, as perceived by the accused. The fourth section 

examines the negative effects of being accused of bullying on the accused group only. 

Coping strategies and personality constructs are examined for both groups in sections 

five and six. Finally, in the seventh section, the outcome as seen by the accused group 

is presented.

The accused group is divided into those who have been found guilty of bullying, 

those found not guilty of bullying, and those for whom there has been no resolution or 

conclusion. Results are presented in each section for the accused group as a 

homogenous group and then looked at for statistically significant differences between 

the three groups within the accused.

The qualitative element of the research is presented in the form of comments 

made by participants and is interspersed where appropriate in sections 2 - 7 .

Appendix B contains the qualitative data and Appendix C consists of the raw 

quantitative data relating to each person in the accused group.

3.1 Demographic details
Demographic details were collected from the accused group. 34 participants 

agreed to take part in the study, of which 22 were male and 12 were female. The 

control group was matched in terms of gender and age category. There were 34 

completed questionnaires received from the control group.

3 .1 .1  Age profile

There was no attempt to select participants according to their age group, the 

frequency of which is presented in Table 3.1.
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Table 3.1 Age profile and frequency of the accused group

Age Group Frequency
Female 

N = 12 %
Male 

N = 22 %
Total

N = 34 %
Between 30 and 39 3 8.8 1 2.9 4 11.8

Between 40 and 49 5 14.7 13 38.2 18 52.9

50+ 4 11.8 8 23.5 12 35.3

It can be seen from the Table 3.1 that there were no participants in the accused 

group under the age of 30 and 52 .9% (N = 18) were in the 40 to 49 age group. 35.3% 

(N = 12) of the accused group were in the 50+ age category while 11.8% (N = 4) were 

in the 30 to 39 age category. All of the control group were matched with respect to age 

and gender to the accused group.

3.1 .  2 Marital Status

The majority of the accused group (76%, N = 25) were married or living with 

their partner, while 24% (N = 9) were not married. 55% (N = 19) of the control group 

were married and 45% (N = 15) were single.

With regard to age breakdown in the accused group, in the 30-39 category, 2 

were married/living with their partner and 2 were not. In the 40-49 category, 13 were 

married or living with their partner while 5 were single, and, in the 50+ category, 11 

were married or living with a partner while 1 was not. With regard to age breakdown in 

the control group, in the 30-39 category, 4 were married/living with their partner and 

none were single. In the 40-49 category, 10 were married or living with their partner 

while 8 were single, and, in the 50+ category, 5 were married or living with a partner 

while 7 were single.

A gender breakdown showed that 20 of the 22 (90%) male accused group were 

married/living with their partner while only 12 of the 22 (54%) male control group fell 

into this category. 6 of the 12 (50%) female accused group were married/living with a 

partner while 7 of the 12 (58%) female control group were married/living with a 

partner.
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3.1 .  3 Area of work

Participants in the accused group were asked to identify their area and type of 

work. The control group was matched to the accused group in terms of their 

occupational group. Table 3.2 shows the number of the accused group working in the 

categories within each economic sector.

Table 3.2 Economic sector and number of accused group in each sector

Frequency
ECONOMIC SECTOR

Fema
le
N = 12

Male 
N = 22

Total
N = 34 %

Manufacturing and Production 2 7 9 26.5

Managers and Executives 0 1 1 2.9

Communications, Warehouse, 

Transport

0 2 2 5.9

Computer Software 0 1 1 2.9

Other Professional 5 0 5 14.7

Personal Services-Tourism, 

Protection

0 4 4 11.8

Education 2 1 3 8.8

Central and Local Public Service 1 5 6 17.6

Agriculture / Horticulture 0 1 1 2.9

Voluntary 2 0 2 5.9

From this table it can be seen that 26.5% (N = 9) worked in manufacturing and 

production. The second most common sector represented was central and local public 

service (17.6%, N = 6), closely followed by other professional (11.8%, N = 5) and 

personal services (tourism/protection) (11.8%, N = 4). Areas not represented included 

construction and catering.
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Table 3.3 Economic sector and number of control group in each sector

Frequency
ECONOMIC SECTOR Female 

N = 12
Male 

N = 22 N
Total 

= 34 %
Manufacturing and Production 2 3 5 14.7

Managers and Executives 2 3 5 14.7

Computer Software 2 0 2 5.9

Other Professional 3 6 9 26.5

Personal Services-Tourism, 

Protection

0 3 3 8.8

Education 1 3 4 11.8

Central and Local Public Service 1 1 2 5.9

Agriculture / Horticulture 0 1 1 2.9

Voluntary 1 2 3 8.8

Table 3.3 shows that, in the control group, the category of communication, 

warehouse, and transport were not represented. The highest number of participants in 

this group were from the other professional category (26.5%, N = 9) followed by 

manufacturing and production (14.7%, N = 5) and managers and executives (14.7%, N 

= 5).

Table 3.4 Occupational Group and gender breakdown in the accused

group

Occupational group

Frequency
Female 
N = 12

Male 
N = 22

Total 
N = 34 %

Management/administration 4 14 18 52.9

Professional 3 2 5 14.7

Professional/technical 2 0 2 5.9

Clerical/secretarial 1 0 1 2.9

Services (including protection) 0 1 1 2.9

General Operatives 2 2 4 11.8

Other 0 3 3 8.8
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Table 3.4 shows the occupational groups and the number of male and female 

participants from the accused group working in each category. It can be seen that 52.9% 

(N = 18) of the participants were employed in managerial/administration positions. 

Professionals (14.7%, N = 5) and General Operatives (11.8%, N = 4) were the second 

and third categories most represented.

3.1. 4 Length of service in organisation

Participants in the accused group had been employed by their present or most 

recent employer (if they were no longer working) for a minimum period of one year to a 

maximum of 34 years at the time of their interviews. The average time was 12.35 years, 

with standard deviation 8.02 years. Table 3.5 shows that 85.3% (N = 19) had been with 

their present or most recent employer for 20 years or under, with 14.7% (N = 5) 

employed in their present or most recent job for over 20 years. In the control group, the 

average length of time in their current or most recent job was 6.35 years, with a 

standard deviation of 3.95 years. The minimum and maximum for this group was 1 to 

18 years.

Table 3.5 Length of service of participants in the accused group with their 

present (or most recent) employer

Time in present or 
most recent job /  
position

Free uency (with employer)
Female 
N = 12

Male 
N = 22

Total 
N = 34 %

< 10 years 6 8 14 41.2

11 - 20 years 3 12 15 44.1

2 1 - 3 0  years 3 1 4 11.8

31 - 40 years 0 1 1 2.9

3.1. 5 Gender composition of the organisation

To establish the gender composition of organisations, participants in the accused 

group were asked to identify the ratio of men to women in the organisation in which 

they were employed. The categories with which they were presented were “mostly 

men”, “mostly women”, “equal numbers of men and women”, and “don’t know”.
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Table 3.6 Gender ratio in the organisations of the accused group

Frequency

Gender ratio
Female 

N = 12 %
Male 

N = 22 %
Total 

N = 34 %
Mostly men 1 2.9 10 29.4 11 32.4

Mostly women 4 11.8 3 8.8 7 20.6

Equal numbers of men and 

women

2 5.9 11 32.3 13 38.2

Don’t Know 2 5.9 1 2.9 3 8.8

It can be seen from Table 3.6 that 38.2% (N = 13) of the participants in the 

accused group worked in organisations that employed equal numbers of men and 

women, with over 30% (N = 11) working in organisations with mostly male employees. 

More men from the accused group worked in organisations classified as male 

dominated environments (29.4%, N = 10) while the majority of the females in the 

accused group reported working in organisations with “equal numbers of men and 

women” (11.8%, N = 4).

3.1.  6 Union membership

Participants in both the accused and control groups were asked to indicate 

whether they were members of a trade union. Almost equal numbers in both groups 

indicated that they were a member of a trade union, with 76% (N = 25) of the accused 

group and 82% (N = 28) of the control group indicating membership.

3.1. 7 Educational background

Participants in both groups were asked to identify their level of education, 

choosing from a range of options: Junior Certificate, Leaving Certificate, Diploma, 

Degree, and Postgraduate. Table 3.7 shows that 38.2% (N = 13) of the accused group 

had a primary degree, with 23.5% (N = 8) having a postgraduate degree. 32.3% (N = 

11) of this group had completed their Leaving Certificate or a Diploma, while 5.9% (N 

= 2) had not reached Leaving Certificate level. Males were much more likely (29.4%, N 

= 10) to have completed a Degree, while females (17.6%, N = 6) were more likely to 

have completed a Postgraduate degree. In comparison, 35% (N = 12) of the control
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group completed a Diploma, 32% (N = 11) finished their Leaving Certificate, and 20% 

(N = 7) completed a Degree.

Table 3.7 Educational background and gender for the accused group

Frequency
Female Male Total

Educational background N = 12 % N = 22 % N = 34 %
Junior Certificate 1 2.9 1 2.9 2 5.9

Leaving Certificate 2 5.9 4 11.8 6 17.6

Diploma 0 0 5 14.7 5 14.7

Degree 3 8.8 10 29.4 13 38.2

Postgraduate 6 17.6 2 5.9 8 23.5

3. 2 Negative Behaviours
Members of the accused group were presented with a list of negative behaviours 

and asked to indicate the frequency with which they utilised this behaviour based on 

three responses: “Never”, “Once or twice”, or “More than once or twice”. Responses 

were examined with regards to the gender and age. This quantitative data is presented 

primarily in this section but, where appropriate, qualitative data is also provided.

Table 3.8 Negative behaviours and frequency for the accused group with regard to

gender

Frequency
Negative behaviour Female 

N = 12
Male 

N = 22
Total 

N = 34
%

Withhold information so that work becomes 

difficult

0 6 6 17.6%

Severe or unfair criticism 4 18 22 64.7%

Humiliation by shouting 0 4 4 11.8%

Set unrealistic work targets 0 3 3 8.8%

Sexual harassment 0 0 0 0

Spread malicious rumours to discredit 1 2 3 8.8%

Excessive monitoring of work 2 8 10 29.4%
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Physical abuse or threat of physical abuse 0 0 0 0

Order to work below level of competence 0 3 3 8.8%

Hurtful teasing, mocking, ridicule - in front of 
others

3 7 10 29.4%

Deprive of responsibility or work tasks 2 7 9 26.5%

Use of foul, obscene, or offensive language 0 7 7 20.6%

Contact at home weekends, holidays, sick 
leave, with "urgent" work or unreasonable 
demands

2 10 12 35.3%

Give deliberately ambiguous instructions and 
then blamed for failure

2 4 11.8%

Social exclusion 5 11 16 47.1%

Intimidation, threats of disciplinary action, 
blocking promotion or pay increments

2 4 6 17.6%

Encourage staff to disregard views 3 4 7 20.6%

Neglect of opinion or views 5 8 13 38.2%

False claims of under performance that do not 
square with the facts

1 2 3 8.8%

Silence or hostility as a response to attempts at 
conversation

3 8 11 32.4%

Devalue work and efforts 3 4 7 20.6%

Undue pressure to vote in a certain way at 

meetings

0 1 1 2.9%

Interference or disappearance of personal items I 1 2 5.9%

Difficulty with requests for sick leave, holidays, 
compassionate leave

2 3 5 14.7%

From Table 3.8 it can be seen that, by far, the most frequent negative behaviour 

to which participants subjected others was ‘severe or unfair criticism’, with 64.7% (N = 

22) admitting to participating in this behaviour. ‘Social exclusion’ was the second most 

frequent behaviour with 47% (N = 16) of participants stating that they have subjected a 

work colleague to this behaviour. Other frequent behaviours afflicted on others in the 

workplace included ‘excessive monitoring of work’ (29.4%, N = 10), ‘hurtful ridicule,
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mocking, teasing -  especially in front of others’ (29.4%, N = 10), ‘contacting at home 

during weekends, holidays, sick leave, with "urgent" work or unreasonable demands’ 

(35.3%, N = 12 ), ‘neglect of opinion or views’ (38.2%, N = 13), and ‘silence or 

hostility as a response to attempts at conversation’ (32.4%, N = 11).

Males were significantly, statistically, more likely to engage in “severe and 

unfair criticisms” (z = -2.302, p<0.05) and the use of foul and obscene language (z = - 

2.149, p<0.05) than females in the accused group.

Those who were found guilty of bullying were statistically significantly more 

likely to self-report or be accused of ‘using foul, obscene or offensive language’ (Chi 

square = 6.246, p<0.05), with 5 of the 11 accused reporting to engaging in this 

behaviour in the workplace.

Those in the accused group who had no resolution to their situation were 

statistically significantly more likely to engage in the use of ‘intimidation, threats of 

disciplinary action, blocking promotion or pay increments’ (Chi square = 11.442, 

p<0.01). 5 of the 9 for whom there was no resolution reported to engaging in or being 

accused of this behaviour. This group were also statistically significantly more likely to 

have a ‘difficulty with requests for sick leave, compassionate leave, change of shifts’, 

with 4 of the 9 reporting to engaging in or being accused of this behaviour (Chi square 

= 9.042, p<0.05).

‘Sexual harassment’ and ‘physical abuse or threats of physical abuse’ were the 

least frequent behaviours with none of the accused group admitting to engaging in either 

activity.

Qualitative data was collected during interview exploring the behaviours of

which the accused were alleged to engage in and their respective explanation and/or

rationalisation of this behaviour. Various comments were made in explanation of the

most frequently reported behaviours as listed above but also the less frequently reported

behaviours. The most frequently reported behaviour of which the accused were alleged

to engage in was “severe or unfair criticisms” and comments during interview reflect

the accuseds’ justification of these criticisms.

#9M “Cormac stated that on this particular weekend, a staff member on sick 
leave was due to return to work but did not. He reported that he did make a 
comment to Brendan but did not mean to insult him. Cormac stated that he can 
see how he might have felt criticised. On a later occasion, Brendan went to the 
foreperson, Ms. O’Halloran, about something else, which was inappropriate

146



procedure. Cormac criticised Brendan for this outside the canteen within earshot 
of an elderly lady. Cormac stated that he did not realise the lady was present and 
apologised”.

#13F “Caithriona stated that she did criticise Karen but that this was not done in 
front of any other staff members. She stated that she never shouted -  she stated 
that she speaks in a stronger voice than Karen - but did tell Karen she could not 
trust her, as she felt she was moving the goalposts”.

#19F “Further allegations were made included being overcritical of her work 
and Nancy stated that she would point out spelling mistakes when they were 
found but that Mairead did not make many mistakes and was very efficient”.

#27F “Leanne would have said on at least one occasion “would you actually say 
that to a client” and she stated that this might have been seen as challenging but 
that is was about discussion and exchanging different views and that this is the 
type of person she is. Leanne agreed that Sharon might have experienced this as 
undermining, unsupportive and criticising but Leanne would frequently question 
things in this manner and believes this is healthy. Again this was not personal 
and concerned clinical matters. Leanne stated that, “I could be arrogant at times 
but if this was brought to my attention, I would address it”.

#29F She stated that the decision taken at a meeting between Lorraine, Susan 
and a third staff member, had been overturned without her knowledge and she 
was angry that she had not been informed despite agreeing that the correct 
decision had been made. Lorraine stated that she asked Susan to inform her in 
future if decisions were overturned and feels that the tone she used was 
conciliatory”.

#30M “Charles stated that if Allan ran fewer lines than the forecast then he 
would have questioned Allan on the reasons. Charles stated that that this was 
routine, he would discuss the subject with any manager in similar circumstances. 
Charles stated that he never tried to take away a staff member’s personal dignity 
but he would question and challenge on the business issues. Charles reported 
that he might have been exhibiting frustration on his own part as he felt that 
Allan was avoiding the issues, but there was no personal slight intended”.

The second most commonly reported negative behaviour was “social exclusion” 

but no comments were made relating to this behaviour during interview. The third most 

frequently reported behaviour of which the accused were alleged to engage in was 

“excessive monitoring of work” and comments during interview reflect the accuseds’ 

explanations for this monitoring.

#1F “Mary stated that she felt this change in the working relationships occurred 
after she began querying the work being carried out by some of the staff, in 
terms of their productivity. Mary stated that she had monitored the work of all
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the staff under her in an attempt to improve the productivity and efficiency of 
her department but felt she had done so fairly and consistently with all staff 
initially, and later with staff she felt could improve further”.

#10F “Nora then asked to work on switchboard so that she could answer the 
phone and change her hours. She stated that this was agreed and was done for a 
while but Nora then stopped going down to switchboard. Doloras reported 
talking to her manager and informing him that Nora was no longer going to 
switchboard. Ronan told Doloras to instruct Nora to take a list of the calls during 
lunch and, when she did this, Nora complained that he was only doing this 
because she had not gone down to switchboard”.

“Hurtful teasing, mocking, ridicule - in front of others” was commonly reported

behaviour of which the accused were alleged to engage in. Comments relating to this

behaviour are presented below.

#21M “Martin stated that he was not laughing at Oliver in any demeaning 
manner. He reported that the co-workers slag each other off in the yard and had 
come over when they heard him shouting to turn off the engine. When they 
learned what had happened, he reported that they began to have a laugh about it. 
He reported that he would have probably joined in laughing with them at this 
stage, which is part and parcel of working in the yard. Martin stated that this is 
the normal everyday banter”.

#30M “Charles reported that if he had made such a comment, it would be posed 
as a question and not a personal insult. Charles reported feeling that he treated 
Allan in exactly the same manner as the other managers and might even have 
given him more leeway”.

Some less frequently behaviours of which the accused were alleged to engage in

were mentioned during interview. The first of these included “humiliation by being

shouted” and the accuseds’ comments in relation to their explanation of the behaviour

are presented below:

#19F “Shortly after, Nancy reported being told that she was accused of bullying 
Mairead by shouting at her ...Nancy adamantly denied doing this as she felt 
Mairead was a great worker”. Nancy reported being accused of shouting but she 
stated that while she might curse or swear, this would not be directed at a 
person”.
#29F “In order to be heard, Lorraine may have raised her voice....”

#30M “Charles .... stated that he did not rant or rave but stated that he and Allan 
had a ‘debate’ on the subject”.

Comments were made in relation to being accused of depriving an employee of 

responsibility and work tasks. These are presented below.
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#1F “She reported taking tasks of responsibility from this staff member in an 
attempt to improve her efficiency, with the promise that responsibility in the 
work place would return to her once her work output improved. Mary reported 
that the staff member explained her work output and, while she felt she had 
listened to her, she did not alter her decision”.

#13F “Caithriona stated that she might have approached the teams directly on 
occasion when she should have gone to Karen but she was not trying to avoid 
her. She stated that she may have stepped on her toes by doing this but it was not 
deliberate”.

The accused, during interview, spoke about allegations relating to him/her

setting unrealistic work targets for their accuser. These comments and the respective

explanation of the behaviour are presented below:

#13F “In regards to the allegation of setting unrealistic work targets i.e. clinical 
policies, Caithriona stated that she merely said the document was incomplete. 
She claimed that they had both worked on the document and when Caithriona 
asked for it, Karen gave it back to her without making any of the suggested 
changes”.

#19F “Nancy reported that Mairead alleged being given too much work 

but she was definitely not overloaded, as complaints were being made upstairs 

about the amount of time she spent up there talking”.

Another behaviour which the accused were less frequently accused on engaging 

in was “intimidation” but comments were made during interview in relation to this 

behaviour.

#18M “Fran reported that there were issues over his booming voice, height and 
piercing eyes. He stated that the union reported that once a person felt 
intimidated, they were intimidated”.

#19F “She reported that she was taken to task over saying ‘this is what you’re 
paid to do’ and, while she reported saying this, she stated that she was talking to 
herself and it was being taken out of context”.

The accused group mentioned instances during interview in relation to being

accused of “devaluing the work and efforts” of their accuser. An example of such

comments is presented below.

#29F “Lorraine stated that she might well have said something along these lines 
because the process had already started but was not said in a derogatory manner. 
Regarding the allegation of Lorraine using dismissive hand gestures, Lorraine
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acknowledged that she uses her hands when she is talking but would definitely 
not do so to dismiss someone”.

Table 3.9 Negative behaviours and age of accused group

BEHAVIOUR

Frequency
30-39 40-49 50+
N = 4 N = 18 N = 12

Withhold information so that work becomes 

difficult

0 5 1

Severe or unfair criticism 3 10 9

Humiliation by shouting 0 2 2

Set unrealistic work targets 0 0 3

Sexual harassment 0 0 0

Spread malicious rumours to discredit 0 2 1

Excessive monitoring of work 1 5 4

Physical abuse or threat of physical abuse 0 0 0

Order to work below level of competence 0 1 2

Hurtful teasing, taunting, mocking, ridicule 2 4 4

Deprive of responsibility or work tasks 1 6 2

Use of foul, obscene, or offensive language 0 3 4

Contact at home weekends, holidays, 

sick leave, with "urgent" work or unreasonable 

demands

1 6 5

Give deliberately ambiguous 

instructions and then blamed for failure

0 0 4

Social exclusion 2 5 9

Intimidation, threats of disciplinary 

action, blocking promotion or pay increments

0 1 5

Encourage staff to disregard views 2 2 3

Neglect of opinion or views 2 4 7

False claims of under performance that do not 
square with the facts

0 1 2
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Silence or hostility as a response to attempts at 
conversation

2 3 6

Devalue work and efforts 2 2 3

Undue pressure to vote in a certain way at 

meetings

0 1 0

Interference or disappearance of personal items 0 0 2

Difficulty with requests for sick leave, 
holidays, compassionate leave

0 1 4

Table 3.9 illustrates the negative behaviours subjected on other employees in 

regard to the age of participants in the accused group. Participants in the ‘50+’ category 

were statistically significantly more likely than all other age categories to ‘set 

unrealistic work targets’ (z = -2.196, p<0.05), ‘give deliberately ambiguous instructions 

and then blamed for failure’ (z = -2.582, p<0.05), use ‘intimidation, threats of 

disciplinary action, blocking promotion and pay increments’ (z = -2.458, p<0.05), have 

‘difficulty with requests for sick leave, holidays, compassionate leave’ (z = -2.024, 

p<0.05), use ‘social exclusion’ (z = -2.439, p<0.05), and ‘neglect opinions and views’ (z 

= -2.146, p<0.05).

3. 3 Profile of Accuser
Quantitative and qualitative data were collected in relation to the accused 

knowledge and opinion of their accuser. The quantitative data is presented primarily 

with quantitative data interspersed, where appropriate.

3. 3.1 Demographic Profile of Accuser

Participants in the accused group were asked to indicate age, gender and position 

within the organisation in relation to the person who brought allegations of bullying 

against them as well as rate their accuser on a number of characteristics and traits. 

Responses are presented and examined in relation to the age and gender of the accused.
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Table 3.10 Gender of Accused and Accuser

Gender of Accuser

Gender of Accused
Female 

N = 22 %
Male 

N = 12 %
Total 

N = 34 %

Male N = 22 11 32.4 11 32.4 22 64.7

Female N = 12 11 32.4 1 2.9 12 35.3

Table 3.10 indicates that male employees were equally likely to be accused of 

bullying by a male or female while female employees are significantly more likely to be 

accused of bullying by a female employee than a male counterpart (z = -2.394, p<0.05).

Table 3.11 Age of Accused and Accuser

Age of Accuser

Age of Accused
20-29 30-39 40-49 50+

30-39 3 1 0 0

40-49 2 10 4 2

50+ 2 3 4 3

Table 3.11 illustrates that, in the majority of cases (70.6%, N = 24) the person 

accused of bullying was accused by an employee younger than themselves (z = -2.394, 

p<005).

Participants in the accused group were asked to indicate their accuser’s position 

within the organisation in relation to their own position. Responses illustrate that those 

accused of bullying were more likely (67.7%, N = 23) to be accused by an employee in 

a subordinate position to themselves, while 8 participants (23.5%) were accused by a 

colleague and 3 (8.8%) were accused by an employee in a superior position to them.

Participants who were not found guilty of bullying were significantly more 

likely to be accused of bullying by an employee in a subordinate position to them (Chi 

square = 6.217, p<0.05). 12 of this group were accused by a subordinate and 2 were 

accused by a colleague. In comparison, of those who were guilty of bullying, 1 was 

accused by a superior, 6 were accused by a colleague and only 4 were accused by a 

subordinate. Of those for whom there was no resolution to their situation, 2 were 

accused by a superior and 7 were accused by a subordinate.
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3. 3.2 The alleged bullies’ (the accused) opinions of their accuser

Quantitative and qualitative data was gathered from the accused group by asking 

each participant to rate his/her accuser on a number of aspects, both person and job 

related, based on their experience of the person as well as looking at reasons as to why 

the person may have felt bullied. These individual aspects included conscientiousness, 

popularity, independence, being an easy target, being new to his/her job, could not 

afford to lose the job, not trained properly, recently promoted, being a union 

representative and reorganisation of the company structure. The accused group were 

also asked whether they were in a situation where they wanted to exert authority, were 

incompetent in their job, were reacting to pressure from management, enjoyed it, had 

problems outside work, were following instructions from management, or everyone else 

behaved in the same manner.

Table 3.12 Characteristics / Traits of the Accuser as perceived by the Accused by

gender breakdown

Characteristic / Trait of Accuser (N
Male 

= 22) % (N
Female
= 12) %

Not Conscientiousness 20 58.8 9 26.5

Unpopular 21 61.7 9 26.5

Not Independent 21 61.7 6 17.6

Not an Easy Target 21 61.7 12 35.3

New to Job 5 14.7 5 14.7

Being afraid to lose job 1 2.9 0 0

Not properly trained 4 11.8 3 8.8

Recently promoted 1 2.9 1 2.9

Union representatives 5 14.7 2 5.9

As seen in Table 3.12, responses illustrate that of those accused of bullying, 

85.3% (N = 29) saw their accuser as not conscientious, 88.2% (N = 30) as unpopular, 

and 79.4% (N = 27) as not independent. Participants’ responses also indicated that
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94.1% (N = 33) of the accusers were not seen as easy targets, 29.4% (N = 10) were new

to their jobs, only 2.9% (N = 1) was seen as being afraid to lose their job, while 20.6%

(N = 7) were seen as not properly trained. Only 5.9% (N = 2) were recently promoted

and 20.6% (N = 7) of the accusers were union representatives.

Qualitative data collected during interview did not provide comments in relation

to the majority of factors listed above in Table 3.12 but comments were made in relation

to staff that were not properly trained or qualified for the jobs they were in. These

comments are presented below.

#4M “Mick reported that he is the Head of School in a college department. He 
reported being responsible for departments, one of which was apprentices, and 
got on well with staff. Mick stated that many of the tutors were not very highly 
qualified but did a good job regardless. He stated that he did not say this to any 
of the tutors and gave other reasons for not going ahead with the course. He 
reported that a staff member, Wesley, went to work on a proposal for a course 
but Mick felt his proposal was unworkable. Wesley became angry when he 
found out the course was being questioned, stating that Mick was undermining 
and questioning his status”.

#6F “She reported speaking to Teresa’s previous boss ....who reported sending 
Josephine on 2 courses for 2 days each to help her improve her IT competency 
as well as sending her on a management course but she stated that Josephine did 
not show any greater application or ability after the courses”.

Table 3.13 Organisational factors as perceived by the Accused by gender

breakdown

Organisational Factors
Male 

(N = 22) %
Female 

(N = 12) %

Company was re-organising 8 23.5 3 8.8

Pressure from management 3 8.8 0 0

Instructions from management 2 5.9 1 2.9

Everyone else behaved in the same manner 1 2.9 3 8.8

Table 3.13 demonstrates that 32.4% (N = 11) described the organisation as 

undergoing restructuring, 8.8% (N = 3) cited instructions from senior management and 

pressure from management, while in 11.8% (N = 4) of the cases, everyone else treated 

the person or others within the organisation in the same manner.
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Qualitative data collected during interview reflected that two of the 34 accused

attributed the allegations against them to changes in the workplace, which they

themselves were attempting to make. These comments are presented below:

#5M “He reported sitting back and watching for the first 12 to 18 months and 
then began making changes in an effort to improve the situation. He reported 
moving people to different positions and well as trying to improve working 
conditions and patient conditions”.

#18M “Fran stated that his previous two predecessors were there for 25 

years each and it was necessary to make huge changes, particularly in terms of 

technology. Fran stated that there was no fear of anyone losing their job or their 

job being made harder but the staff were more mature and maybe threatened by 

technology”.

However, one of the 34 accused felt that the reason he was accused of bullying a 

staff member was as a direct result of the pressure he himself was under from his own 

manager. This pressure was not to bully but from himself feeling bullied.

#2M “He stated that by this time he was having a few difficulties with some 
staff members and was worried that he was being more demanding in terms of 
time and work. Fred reported being conscious of the fact that one staff member 
in particular could be feeling the same way under him as he was feeling under 
Alice. He reported that he was merely trying to run the service but was so 
lacking in resources that he was more rigid with the staff. Fred stated that, on 
balance, he does not think that he would have had as many problems with his 
staff if he had had a better relationship with Alice”.

Table 3.14 Personal factors relating to the Accused by gender breakdown

Personal Factors (N
Male 

= 22) %
Female 

(N = 12) %

Incompetent 0 0 0 0

Wanted to exert authority 2 5.9 0 0

Enjoys behaving in this manner 0 0 0 0

Problems outside work 0 0 0 0

Don’t know 2 5.9 0 0
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Table 3.14 illustrates that the accused all rated themselves as being competent in

their position, stated they would never bully another for enjoyment, nor had they any

problems outside work. 5 .9% (N = 2) reported wanting to exert authority and 5.9% (N =

2) stated that they did not know why they had behaved in this manner.

Qualitative date collected during interview reflected the above information, that

is no comments were made in relation to the accused rating themselves as incompetent,

wanting to exert authority, enjoying behaving in this manner, or having problems

outside work. However, comments were made attributing some of the above to the

accuser. M any comments related to the incompetence of the accuser, making the

allegations for personal gain reasons, and having problems outside of work. Comments

relating to the incompetence of the accuser are presented initially.

#1F “She reported that that staff member, who later accused her o f bullying, was 
particularly lazy and inefficient in her opinion, spending time talking, taking 
longer breaks, and having larger backlogs of work than other s ta ff’.

#6F “In around 1998, the personnel officer contacted Yvonne and asked her to 
take Josephine, who had been a major problem in other areas where she worked. 
Yvonne reported refusing but being told by the personnel officer that she would
have to take Josephine for one m onth  Yvonne reported that Josephine’s
workload was too much for her and she had to take work from her at various 
stages. She stated that other staff helped with her work but they could see that 
she was not doing her work properly. Josephine also accused Yvonne of 
withholding work, being discourteous and unhelpful. Yvonne stated that it was 
difficult to always give work to Josephine as it would not be done 
properly.Josephine stated that she was expecting to continue working as though 
nothing was happening but was excluded. Yvonne stated that Josephine was 
probably right at this time as other staff were not giving her work because it was 
not being done. Therefore Josephine probably did feel excluded as, if you 
wanted something done quickly, she was not the person to ask”.

#10F “Doloras stated that N ora’s sick leave was always very bad, and there was 
always something wrong with her. She reported that she got fed up helping her 
out, as when her work built up she would go on sick leave. Everyone would help 
out with her work then and she would come back to it all done. Doloras reported 
being fed up with this and backed off from her” .

#30M “Charles stated that prior to and following his promotion A llan’s work 
performance was good, describing Allan as enthusiastic, interested and 
committed. Charles reported that, as time passed, Allan could do his job well 
when he was applied and focused but that this was not always the case. Charles 
observed that Allan was not always sufficiently focused and lacked the desire to 
improve certain aspects of his performance, e.g. communication with direct 
reports, peers and colleagues, and industrial/employee relations. These
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deteriorated as the business expanded and the shift grew in size. Charles 
observed that the present difficulties in his and Allan’s working relationship 
stemmed from this period”.

Comments were made during interview attributing the allegations to the

accuser’s own personal gain reasons. These comments are presented below:

#10F “Doloras reported feeling that the allegations were made against her in 
order for Nora to get her move”.

#12F “Patricia stated that Angela has made these allegations for “personal gain 
and to get a shift change. She believes that it is she and Andrew that are being 
harassed for personal gain”.

#19F “Nancy reported thinking that Mairead thought of saying that she was 
bullied after the event”.

Comments were made during interview attributing the allegations to the 

accuser’s own problems outside of work or unwillingness to work. These comments are 

presented below;

#19F “Nancy reported that she does not genuinely believe that Mairead actually 
felt bullied. She reported that Mairead’s personal life was a mess and she was 
living alone at an age when she should have been living with friends. Nancy 
reported wondering if it was only about the money. She reported that the 
allegations were malicious and aimed at anyone -  just someone to blame to get 
her out of the mess she had gotten herself into”.

#20M “Robert stated that he feels sorry for Jack and worries that there might be 
a problem in his personal life”.

#6F “Yvonne reported interviewing Josephine and explaining the job. She stated 
that Josephine was unhappy about the move as well as mentioning that she had 
been job-sharing, something that did not suit the work in Yvonne’s section. 
Yvonne also reported that Josephine stated there was no way she would work 
weekends or nights”.
In a further analysis of the accuser as seen by the accused, participants were 

asked to directly rate both him/herself and his/her accuser on the same personality 

aspects, including introversion/extraversion, happiness, ability to control their 

emotions, sensitivity, laziness, making silly mistakes, standing up for others, 

attractiveness, intelligence, flexibility, deviousness, socially inadequate, confident, 

having the skills for the job, loyalty, leader, irritating, communication skills, ambitious, 

and adhering to the rules (See Section 2.3.3. Personality, competency and interpersonal 

relation factors).
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Table 3.15 Accused’s rating of his/her and accuser’s ability to control his/her

emotions

Accused 
Male 

N = 22 
No %

Accused 
Female 
N = 12 

No %

Accuser 
Male 

N = 22 
No %

Accuser 
Female 
N =  12

No %

Agree 16 47 8 23.5 4 11.8 6 17.6

Disagree 8 23.5 3 8.8 14 41.2 5 14.7

Don’t Know 1 2.9 1 2.9 4 11.8 1 2.9

From Table 3.15, it can be seen that 70.5% (N = 24) of the accused as compared 

to 29.4% (N = 10) of the accusers were rated by the accused as being better able to 

control their emotions. This differences is statistically significant (z = -1.956, p<0.05). 

There were no significant gender differences in terms of the accuseds’ rating of him/her 

self or his/her accuser on the above trait but those in the accused group who rated 

themselves as better at controlling their emotions were much more likely to rate their 

accuser as not able to control their emotions (r = -0.393; p <0.05).

Comments were made during interview indicated that one of the accused felt 

strongly about the inability of her respective accuser to control her emotions. 

Comments in relation to this are presented below:

#29F “Lorraine reported that when any issues do arise, Susan becomes 

very emotional -  tears, anger, withdrawn, sullen, sulking, and does not make 

eye contact. Lorraine stated that Susan repeats this process every time she has to 

question any part of her work or work practices, preventing her from doing her 

job properly. Lorraine reported that Susan became hysterical and she tried to 

calm her down”.
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Table 3.16 Accused’s rating of his/her and accuser’s attractiveness

Accused 
Male 

N = 22 
No %

Accused 
Female 
N = 12

No %

Accuser 
Male 

N = 22 
No %

Accuser 
Female 
N = 12 

No %

Agree 2 5.9 7 20.6 2 5.9 5 14.7

Disagree 5 14.7 0 0 11 32.3 3 8.8

Don’t Know 15 44.1 5 14.7 9 26.5 4 11.8

From Table 3.16, it can be seen that 14.7% (N = 5) of the accused as compared 

to 41.1% (N = 14) of the accusers were rated by the accused as being less attractive. 

This differences is statistically significant (z = -2.255, p<0.05). In terms of gender 

differences, males were significantly more likely to rate themselves as unattractive (z = 

-3.051, p<0.01) but no gender differences were evident in terms of the attractiveness 

ratings of the accuser. Those in the accused group who rated him/herself as unattractive 

were significantly more likely to rate their accuser as unattractive (r = 0.420, p<0.05).

Table 3.17 Accused’s rating of his/her and accuser’s confidence

Accused 
Male 

N = 22 
No %

Accused 
Female 
N = 12

No %

Accuser 
Male 

N = 22 
No %

Accuser 
Female 
N = 12 

No %

Agree 21 61.8 11 32.3 10 29.4 4 11.8

Disagree 0 0 0 0 8 23.5 5 14.7

Don’t Know 1 2.9 1 2.9 4 11.8 3 8.8

From Table 3.17, it can be seen that none of the accused as compared to 38.2% 

(N = 13) of the accusers were rated by the accused as being lacking in confidence. This 

differences is statistically significant (z = -2.347, p<0.05). There were no significant 

gender differences in terms of the accuseds’ rating of him/her self or his/her accuser on 

the above trait but those in the accused group who rated themselves as having 

confidence were more likely to rate their accuser lacking in confidence (r = -0.347; p 

<0.05).
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Comments were made during interview indicated that one of the accused felt her 

respective accuser lost confidence when in her company. Comments in relation to this 

are presented below:

#27F “She stated that felt that Sharon lost confidence when she was there....”

Table 3.18 Accused’s rating of his/her and accuser’s adherence to rules 

even when they do not agree with them

Accused 
Male 

N = 22 
No %

Accused 
Female 
N = 12 

No %

Accuser 
Male 

N = 22 
No %

Accuser 
Female 
N = 12 

No %

Agree 15 44.1 4 11.8 6 17.6 6 17.6

Disagree 6 17.6 4 11.8 11 32.3 3 8.8

Don’t Know 1 2.9 4 11.8 5 14.7 3 8.8

From Table 3.18, it can be seen that 55.9% (N = 19) of the accused as compared 

to 35.2% (N = 12) of the accusers were rated by the accused as adhering to rules despite 

disagreeing with them. This differences is statistically significant (r = -2.375, p<0.05). 

Males in the accused group were significantly more likely to rate their accuser as not 

adhering to the rules if disagreeing with them (z = -2.112, p<0.05). Those in the accused 

group who rated themselves as adhering to the rules were significantly more likely to 

rate their accuser as not adhering to the rules despite disagreeing (r = -0.375, p<0.05).

Table 3.19 Accused’s rating of his/her and accuser’s communication skills

Accused 
Male 

N = 22 
No %

Accused 
Female 
N =  12

No %

Accuser 
Male 

N = 22 
No %

Accuser 
Female 
N = 12 

No %

Agree 20 58.8 10 29.4 4 11.8 5 14.7

Disagree 0 0 0 0 16 47 6 17.6

Don’t Know 2 5.9 2 5.9 6 17.6 1 2.9

From Table 3.19, it can be seen that 88.2% (N = 30) of the accused as compared 

to 26.5% (N = 9) of the accusers were rated by the accused as having good
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communication skills. This differences is statistically significant (z = -2.358, p<0.05). 

There were no significant gender differences in terms of the accuseds’ rating of him/her 

self or his/her accuser on the above trait but those in the accused group who rated 

themselves as having good communication skills were significantly more likely to rate 

their accuser lacking in communication skills (r = -0.358; p <0.05).

Other comments were made during interview indicating that there were other 

personality factors relating to the accuser which the accused felt strongly about. 

Comments in relation to the deviousness and nasty personality of the accuser are 

presented initially.

#7F “Joanne began ignoring Anna when they were alone but if Anna walked 
into the office, she would make a point of saying hello first. She reported that 
Joanne made her job difficult e.g. she phoned her once to say that someone had 
been looking for her, insinuating that Anna was not at the meeting that she had 
said she would be at. Anna stated that Joanne wiped an appointment off the 
board that Anna had put there, stating that she did not know why people put 
personal appointments up there. On another occasion, in response to a phone call 
for Anna, Joanne informed the caller that she was probably doing her make up”.

#12M “Andrew commented that he does not know what Angela’s agenda is for 
making these allegations but feels that a person would have to be very nasty to 
be able to write false statements about others. Andrew expressed great concern 
in regard to these allegations giving others, especially management, the 
opportunity to doubt him. He stated that he has a clean record and very much 
wants to keep it that way”.

#29F “Only a short time after they began working together, Lorraine reported 
finding an email written by Susan shortly after this time saying that Lorraine did 
little work, was always out of the office, and always in meetings. Lorraine 
reported being very upset by these statements. She reported saying this to Susan 
who started crying, apologised, said she didn’t mean it, and offered to resign. 
Lorraine suggested that this wasn’t the issue, but that it would take time to build 
up trust and a working relationship”.

Further comments made during interview indicating that the accused rated their 

accuser as a very strong personality, a far cry from the typical victim of bullying.

#10F “Doloras described Nora as very strong minded and unafraid”.

#16M “Anthony stated that Elizabeth was very hostile, intemperate and 
personally abusive towards him during the conversation that he did not think it 
was appropriate for him to deal with her on his own”.
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3. 4 Effects of being accused of bullying
Psychometric and standardised inventories were used to measure the level of 

distress experienced by those accused of bullying in the workplace. Participants were 

also encouraged, in interview, to describe the distress which they concluded had been 

brought on by being accused on bullying in their place of work. The quantitative data 

obtained from psychometric questionnaires and inventories are presented primarily and 

interspersed, where appropriate, with qualitative data.

The physiological and psychological effects of being accused of bullying were 

initially assessed, by presenting participants in the accused group with a list of 

symptoms (see Appendix 2, Q22 (a), (b), and (c) and asking them to identify those from 

which they concluded they suffered. Accused participants were also asked to identify 

behavioural changes in themselves. Table 3.20 shows the number of physiological 

symptoms as identified by the accused group.

Table 3.20 Physiological symptoms of the accused

Physiological symptoms Frequency 
N = 34

Percentage
%

Headaches 17 50

Sweating/shaking 13 38.2

Palpitations 10 29.4

Feeling/being sick 19 55.9

Stomach/bowel problems 12 35.3

Raised blood pressure 7 20.6

Disturbed sleep 30 88.2

Loss of energy 28 82.4

Loss of appetite 14 41.2

The most frequently experienced physiological symptoms were disturbed sleep, 

which was experienced by over 88.2% (N = 30) of participants. Loss of energy was 

experienced by 82.4% (N = 28) of participants. Feeling and being sick was the third 

most commonly reported physiological symptom, experienced by 55.9% (N = 19), 

while headaches and migraine were reported by 50% (N = 17) of the accused.
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Women were statistically significantly more likely to experience loss of energy 

(z = -2.916, p<0.01) than males in the accused group.

Those found not guilty of bullying were statistically significantly less likely to 

experience stomach and bowel problems (Chi square = 8.018, p<0.05) than those found 

guilty of bullying or than those for whom there was no resolution, with only one of the 

former group and 6 and 5, respectively, of the latter groups reporting to experiencing 

this symptom.

Qualitative data also reflected how the participants accused of bullying were

affected physiologically. This group were more likely to admit to experiencing these

symptoms when presented with a list rather than name the symptoms openly during

interview. A small minority of the interviewees named specifics symptoms experienced.

These are presented below:

#5M “William reported that he has been on blood pressure medication 
since the beginning of this situation .... reported not sleeping...”

#10F “Doloras reported that she did not realise how stressed she was until 
Nora took this long term leave... she suffers from a slight medical 
condition, which was greatly worsened during this situation, resulting in 
her passing out regularly. She stated that she lost lots of sleep and weight 
and has only started to feel better since Nora went on extended sick leave.

#19F “Nancy reported being sick for a time with blood pressure”

#33M “James reported feeling very stressed as a result of the allegations 
against him and experiencing a number of symptoms after the allegations 
were made against him; headaches, feeling sick, being unable to sleep at 
night, and loss of appetite.”

Many more of the interviewees were inclined to talk about the effect their

experiences had on them in very general terms, rather than specifically naming

symptoms experienced. Relevant quotations are presented below.

#1F “Mary reported that, after being accused of bullying, which she felt was an 
inappropriate reflection of what had occurred, she felt her performance at work 
was affected in that she was self-conscious when dealing with other staff and 
worried what was being said about her. She also reported that she was unable to 
leave the stress of the allegations in the workplace and this affected her 
relationships outside of work. She did not take sick leave but did feel affected by 
the allegations”.

#3M “Jonathon feels that what has been done to him is more damaging than 
what he is supposed to have done”.
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#5M “William stated that he read the complaints in his office and found them to 
be vexatious. He went to his car and broke down. He reported feeling very hurt 
by the complaints and angry that they had been kept for 9 months without his 
knowledge. He reported that he was unable to leave the situation in work and 
brought it home with him”.

#7F “Anna reported being very upset over these behaviours and found she was 
going home from work upset most days. Anna received Joanne’s complaint 
about her and was shocked. She reported reading it with a counsellor and found 
the situation very upsetting”.

#11F “Clare stated that these allegations and the existence of the petition have 
been preying on her mind. She has had to take time off work and feels that it has 
affected her ability to do her job as other staff are aware of the accusation of 
bullying and harassment. On one occasion, she felt unable to continue working 
the remaining hours of her shift and had to go home”.

#12F “Patricia stated that management do not realise the effects the allegations 
have had on her. She stated that it is extremely difficult to go into work knowing 
that she is the topic of conversation. She believes that none of these allegations 
deserve answers and she is disgusted that she has been put in this position for no 
reason”.

#33M “However, he reported that the incident had such a profound effect on 
him that he was unable to continue working in his job and resigned”.

These general statements may refer solely to physiological symptoms but it is 

likely that they also refer to psychological symptoms experienced and a general feeling 

of ill health.

As can be seen in Table 3.21, frequently experienced psychological symptoms 

included anxiety (88.2%, N = 30), loss of confidence and loss of self-esteem (88.2%, N 

= 30), worry and fear (85.3%, N = 29), feeling helpless (82.4%, N = 28), feeling 

isolated (79.4%, N = 27), loss of concentration (79.4%, N = 27), anger (76.5%, N = 26), 

tearfulness (76.5%, N = 26), depression (70.6%, N = 24), forgetfulness (67.6%, N = 

23), panic attacks (52.9%, N = 18), and thoughts of suicide (47.1%, N = 16).

Females in the accused group were statistically significantly more likely to 

report that their levels of self-esteem had been affected (z = -2.113, p<0.05), experience 

tearfulness (z = - 3.792, p<0.01), experience forgetfulness (z = -2.828, p<0.01), 

experience isolation (z = -2.121, p<0.05), and experience helplessness (z = -2.583, 

p<0.05).
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Those found not guilty of bullying were statistically significantly less likely to 

experience depression (Chi square = 10.030, p<0.01), suicide (Chi square = 6.016, 

p<0.05), and helplessness (Chi square = 6.112, p<0.05). Only 2 of the 14 found not 

guilty experienced depression in contrast with 8 of the 11 found guilty and 6 of the 9 for 

whom there was no resolution. None of the 14 found not guilty experienced suicide in 

comparison with 4 of the 11 found guilty and 3 of the 9 for whom there was no 

resolution. 4 of the 14 found not guilty experienced helplessness in contrast with 7 of 

the 11 found guilty and 7 of the 9 for whom there was no resolution.

Table 3.21 Psychological symptoms of the accused

Psychological symptoms Frequency 

N = 34

Percentage
%

Anger 26 76.5

Anxiety 30 88.2

Worry 29 85.3

Fear 29 85.3

Panic attacks 18 52.9

Depression 24 70.6

Loss confidence 30 88.2

Loss self-esteem 30 88.2

Tearfulness 26 76.5

Loss of concentration 27 79.4

Forgetfulness 23 67.6

Lack of motivation 26 76.5

Thoughts of suicide 16 47.1

Feeling isolated 27 79.4

Feeling helpless 28 82.4

Qualitative data also reflected some insight on the part of the accused into 

psychological symptoms experienced following the allegations of bullying. It is again 

evident here that the participants in the present study were more likely to identify
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behaviours when they were presented with a list rather than spontaneously naming them 

during interview. These are presented below:

#5M “ ....feeling suicidal for a tim e....”

#10F “ ...She reported that she began questioning herself and was terrified about 
the way things would come out or even about making decisions. She reported 
trying to stand her ground but had lost a lot of confidence. Doloras worries 
about how she will cope when Nora returns to work”.

#15F “ ...stated that her health had deteriorated severely as a result of her 
experiences, that she had sent her children to a boarding school because she felt 
she could not function properly and cope with them, and that she suffered 
depression and anxiety.

#19F “ ...Nancy reported that the case was covered in the paper and she was the 
only one named. She reported that she has been very reluctant to take on 
bullying cases since this time and constantly worries that someone believed the 
allegations against her.

#33M “He reported feeling quite angry at his accuser and worried that people 
would believe the allegations against him. He became anxious that he would 
lose his job and be unable to find another. James reported feeling depressed and, 
at times, considered ways in which he would end his life”.

Of the accused group, 23.5% (N = 8) reported being prescribed medication for 

depression and anxiety, and 2 participants reported taking sleeping tablets. 68% (N = 

23) of participants were not prescribed any medication as a result of being accused of 

bullying. 17% (N = 6) of the accused group reported receiving psychiatric intervention 

and 41% (N = 14) reported attending for counselling. No participant in the accused 

group attended for both psychiatric intervention and counselling. Men accused of 

bullying were statistically significantly more likely to attend for counselling than 

women accused of same (z = -2.831, p<0.01).

Qualitative data regarding medication taken and attendance for counselling / 

psychiatric intervention was sparse as the majority had not reached the stage where it 

was felt professional support in the shape of prescription medication and 

counselling/psychiatric intervention was needed. Only one of those who did avail or 

either or both medication and counselling/psychiatric intervention spoke of it during 

interview.

#2M “Fred stated that he is still working in the hospital but has not taken any 
time off due to sick leave, apart from one day. Fred stated that he took anti-
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depressants for two months as a result of the present allegations, and also 
attended for counselling”.

Those found not guilty of bullying were statistically significantly more likely to 

attend for counselling than those who were either found guilty or had no resolution to 

their situation (Chi square = 9.246, p<0.01). Of the 14 people found not guilty, 10 

attended for counselling. Only 3 of the 11 found guilty and 1 of the 9 for whom there 

was no resolution attended for counselling.

Table 3.22 Behavioural changes of the accused

Behavioural changes Frequency 
N = 34

Percentage
%

Becoming aggressive 9 26.5

Becoming irritable 23 67.6

Becoming vengeful 11 32.4

Becoming withdrawn 20 58.8

Greater use of tobacco 10 29.4

Greater use of alcohol 10 29.4

Greater use of prescribed drugs 10 29.4

Obsessive dwelling on the accuser 13 38.2

Becoming hypersensitive to criticism 15 44.1

Becoming totally emotionally drained 17 50

Reported behavioural changes for participants accused of bullying are shown in 

Table 3.22. The majority of people in this group showed increased irritability (67.6%, 

N = 23), and becoming withdrawn (58.8%, N = 20). The other most commonly reported 

behavioural changes for the accused group included becoming totally emotionally 

drained (50%, N = 17), being hypersensitive to criticisms (44.1%, N = 15), obsessively 

dwelling on the accuser (38.2%, N = 13), becoming vengeful (32.4%, N = 11) and 

aggressive (26.5%, N = 9), and using greater amounts of tobacco, alcohol, and 

prescribed drugs (29.4%, N = 10).

Both men and women were equally likely to experience behavioural changes for 

the majority of symptoms but women were statistically significantly more likely to
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become withdrawn (z = -2.113, p<0.05) and feel emotionally drained (z = -2.121, 

p<0.05).

Those found guilty of bullying were statistically significantly more likely to

report becoming vengeful (Chi square = 7.210, p<0.05) with 7 of the 11 found guilty

admitting to experiencing this while only 2 of the 9 for whom there was no resolution

and 2 of the 14 found not guilty reporting to experiencing vengeful feelings.

During interview, those accused of bullying spoke of the effect the accusations

had both on their own behaviour and ability to do their job, as well as how it affected

their family life and relationship. This data is presented below:

#10F “She reported that the first letter of allegations against her really shocked
her she felt unable to do anything, constantly uncomfortable and feeling that
Nora was trying to get at her. She reported that she began obsessing about the 
situation and, only for a very good friend supported her, she feels she would 
have had a nervous breakdown....so stressed out from work, she was unable to 
cope with anything at home, losing her head over very small things. Doloras 
reported hiding a lot of this from her children and having huge rows with her 
partner, almost leading to them breaking up”.

#19F “As a result of her experience, Nancy reported that she would no longer go 
out of her way to socialise and talk to new staff. However, she reported that it 
did not really affect her and her husband’s relationship and thinks that the fact 
that Mairead had already left the organisation helped this a great deal. Nancy 
reported that she was catatonic for a time after the allegations came out and her 
husband was a great support. She stated that she never told her family out of 
sheer embarrassment”.

#33M “James outlined that the allegations were investigated by their employer 
and were not upheld. James is now employed in another job. He felt his ability 
to be a manager was severely compromised and became extremely watchful of 
his own language and behaviours” .

3. 4.1 Psychological scales and inventories

Recognised psychological scales and inventories (see Appendices 3 - 9  

inclusive) were used to examine the symptoms and behaviours reported by participants. 

Results of each inventory are presented below.

3. 4.1.1 General Health Questionnaire (Goldberg & Williams, 1988).

Results from the General Health Questionnaire (Goldberg & Williams, 1988) 

(GHQ) were examined. Statistical analysis of scores from the four subscales, somatic 

symptoms, anxiety and insomnia, social dysfunction, and depression, together with the
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total score is presented in Table 3.23. The minimum score, on the sub-scales and total 

scale is 0, with a maximum score of 7 and 28, respectively.

Table 3.23 Scores on the General Health Questionnaire (Goldberg & Williams,

1988)

Somatic
Symptoms

No %

Anxiety / 
Insomnia

No %

Social
Dysfunction

No %

Depression / 
Suicide 

Ideation
No %

Not Significant Male 11 32.4 11 32.4 16 47.1 21 61.8

Female 5 14.7 5 14.7 7 20.6 10 29.4

Mild Male 6 17.6 6 17.6 1 2.9 0 0

Female 4 11.8 1 2.9 1 2.9 0 0

Moderate Male 4 11.8 2 5.9 2 5.9 0 0

Female 1 2.9 3 8.8 0 0 1 2.9

Severe Male 0 0 1 2.9 2 5.9 0 0

Female 0 0 1 2.9 2 5.9 1 2.9

Extremely Severe Male 1 2.9 2 5.9 1 2.9 1 2.9

Female 2 5.9 2 5.9 2 5.9 0 0

As can be seen in Table 3.23, almost half of the accused group (47.1%, N = 16) 

did not suffer from somatic symptoms or anxiety / insomnia. 67.7% (N = 23) did not 

experience social dysfunction and 91.2% (N = 31) did not experience depression or 

suicide ideation. Of the accused, 8.8% (N = 3) of participants reported experiencing 

severe/extremely severe somatic symptoms, 17.6% (N = 6) reported experiencing 

severe/extremely severe insomnia/anxiety, 20.6% (N = 7) reported experiencing 

severe/extremely severe social dysfunction, and 5.9% (N = 2) experienced 

severe/extremely severe depression/suicide ideation.

Examination of data revealed that there was a statistically significant correlation 

between the GHQ total score and the total score for physiological symptoms (r = 0.558, 

p<0.01), psychological symptoms (r = 0.594, p<0.01), and behavioural changes (r = 

0.632, p<0.01). This indicates that the GHQ reflects confirmation of the self-report 

measures.
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There were no significant gender or age differences in the scores on the GHQ 

but a statistically significant difference was noted on the depression/suicide ideation 

dimension between those found guilty/not guilty of bullying and those for whom there 

was no resolution. Those found guilty of bullying were statistically significantly more 

likely to experience moderate to extremely levels of depression and suicide ideation 

(Chi square = 6.661, p<0.05). None of the 9 for whom there was no resolution to their 

situation and none of the fourteen found not guilty of bullying experienced any 

significant level of depression or suicide ideation.

3. 4.1. 2 State/Trait Anxiety Inventory (Spielberger et al, 1970)

Scores from the State/Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI) Spielberger et al, (1970) 

were examined. Statistical analyses of the results are presented in Table 3.24. The 

minimum score on this inventory is 20 and the maximum is 80.

Table 3.24 Scores on STAI (Spielberger et al, 1970)

State
anxiety

Trait
anxiety

Mean 74.79 55.91

Median 90.50 48.00

Mode 99 42

Minimum score 3 1

Maximum score 99 99

Std. Dev. 30.57 31.21

Table 3.25 Scores on STAI in Percentiles

State anxiety 
No %

Trait anxiety 
No %

Under 25'*’ Percentile 2 5.9 7 20.6

Between 25*'’ and 75'*’ Percentile 10 29.1 13 38.2

Over 75'*’ Percentile 22 65 14 41.2

As detailed in Table 3.24, the mean state anxiety for the accused was 74.79. 

Table 3.25 shows that 38% (N = 13) participants scored in the 99'*’ percentile while 65%
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(N = 22) of the accused group scored over the 75* percentile. Two participants scored 

under the 25'^ percentile [case numbers 17 (M) and 27 (F)] on the State Anxiety scale. 

Case number 17 reported that he was “found not guilty o f bullying but he feels he could 

have taken the allegations very personally if  1 wanted”. He did not experience high 

levels of anxiety in relation to the allegations against him nor did case number 27, who 

stated that “there were certainly professional differences between them and Sharon 

might have fe lt undermined because o f her physical response to what might have been 

said or by the fact that Leanne expressed her view perhaps after Sharon had expressed 

hers. Leanne stated that ‘‘it was not personal...it was about clinical things".

From Table 3.24, it can be seen that the mean trait anxiety for the accused was 

55.91. Table 3.25 shows that seven people scored under the 25* percentile, indicating 

that almost 20% of the accused participants were not anxious people under usual 

circumstances. Of these seven, only two participants (case numbers 17 [M] and 27 [F]) 

showed no increase in levels of anxiety when accused of bullying.

38% (N = 13) of the accused group scored between the 25* and 75* percentiles 

on trait anxiety, demonstrating that they experienced moderate levels of anxiety under 

usual circumstances. Interestingly, almost 50% (N = 7) of these participants reported a 

reduction in anxiety levels after being accused of bullying (case numbers 9, 20, 23, 26, 

28, 32, 33; all male).

A further 41.2% (N = 14) participants in the accused group exhibited high scores 

on Trait Anxiety, i.e. above the 75* percentile, demonstrating that they would 

experience high levels of anxiety usually. There was little or no difference for these 

participants in terms of state or trait anxiety, indicating that being accused of bullying 

had no significant effect on their anxiety levels. Participants in the accused sample 

scored significantly higher on trait anxiety than those in the control group, indicating 

that the accused group were more likely to have feelings of anxiety than the control 

group (z = -4.683, p<0.01).

Pearson’s Correlation indicated a positive correlation between state and trait 

anxiety (r = 0.505, p<0.01), indicating that an anxious person is more likely to feel 

increasingly anxious when accused of bullying behaviours. There was also a positive 

correlation between state anxiety and the anxiety score on the General Health 

Questionnaire (r = 0.484, p < 0.01) indicating that these measures of anxiety are 

comparable.
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No significant differences in terms of gender were found on state (z = -1.507; 

p>0.05) or trait anxiety (z = -0.416, p>0.05).

3. 4 .1 . 3 State/Trait Anger Expression Inventory (Spielberger, 1991)

Examination of the quantitative results showed the anger levels for the accused

group.

Percentile ranks reported in the State/Trait Anger Expression Inventory (STAXI) 

Manual (Spielberger, 1991) corresponding to STAXI scale score indicate how a 

particular person compares with others who are of a similar age and gender. Table 3.26 

shows analysis of participants’ scores with regard to state and trait anger.

Table 3.26 Analysis of State and Trait Anger measured by STAXI
(Spielberger, 1991)

State Anger Trait Anger

N = 34 N = 34

Mean 87.03 45.71

Median 93.50 47.00

Mode 99 11

Min 50 1

Max 99 90

Std. Dev 13.185 30.352

Table 3.27 Scores on STAXI In Percentiles

Trait anger State anger
No % No %

Under 25'^ Percentile 13 38.2 2 5.9

Between 25“’ and 75'*̂  Percentile 12 35 10 29.1

Over 75̂ *̂  Percentile 9 27 22 65

As can be seen in Table 3.26, the mean trait anger for the accused was 45.71. 

Table 3.27 shows that 38.2% (N = 13) of participants scored below the 25'*’ percentile in 

terms of trait anger, indicating they would not normally experience high levels of anger.
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Another 35% (N = 12) of participants scored within the 25*'’ and 75*̂  percentile 

ranges, indicating that they would normally experience moderate levels of anger under 

normal circumstances, while a further 27% (N = 9) would usually experience high 

levels of anger, scoring over the 75‘̂ ' percentile on trait anger.

Table 3.26 demonstrates that the mean state anger for the accused group 87.03 

and Table 3.27 shows that 65% (N = 22) of this group scored over the 75% percentile, 

indicating that, at the time of testing, they were experiencing extremely intense feelings 

of anger. Another 29.1% (N = 10) scored between the 25'*’ and 75% percentiles, 

showing moderate levels of anger at the time of testing, while a further 5.9% (N = 5) 

scored under the 25*'’ percentile, reflecting low levels of anger. A statistically significant 

difference was noted for those who were found not guilty of bullying, that is their levels 

of state anger were less likely to be above the 90'*’ percentile than those for whom there 

was no resolution or were found guilty of bullying (Chi square = 6.372, p<0.05). Only 3 

of the fourteen found not guilty of bullying scored above the 90'*’ percentile while 7 of 

the 9 whom had no resolution and 9 of the 11 found guilty all scored above the 90**’ 

percentile.

Table 3.28 Accused and Control Scores on STAXI in Percentiles

>25“' 
Percentile 
No %

2 5 th _  7 5 th

Percentile
No %

<75“*
Percentile
No %

Trait Anger Accused 13 38.2 1 2 35 9 27

Control 18 52.9 16 47.1 0  0

State Anger Accused 2 5.9 1 0 29.1 22 65

Control 0 0 25 73.5 9 26.5

A statistically significant difference was noted between the trait anger of the 

accused group and that of the control group, with the accused group scoring markedly 

higher in terms of trait anger (z = -2.911, p<0.01). A further statistically significant 

difference was found between the state anger of the accused and that of the control 

group, with the accused group scoring markedly higher in terms of state anger (z = - 

4.897, p<0.01).
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Table 3.29 Analysis of Trait Temperament (Temp) as measured by STAXI 

(Spielberger, 1991) for Accused and Control Group

Temp 

N = 34

Mean Accused 51.71

Control 39.12

Min Accused 29

Control 29

Max Accused 98

Control 69

Std. Dev Accused 20.11

Control 12.66

Table 3.30 Accused and Control Scores on Trait Temperament on STAXI in

Percentiles

>25‘** 
Percentile 

No %

2 5 th _ 7 5 th

Percentile
No %

<75‘*'
Percentile
No %

Trait Temperament Accused

Control

0  0  

0  0

30 88.2 

34 100

4 11.8 

0  0

As can be seen in Table 3.29, the mean trait temperament for the accused group 

is 51.71 while the equivalent value for the control group was 39.12. Table 3.30 shows 

that when accused participants were analysed in terms of their anger temperament, 

88.2% (N = 30) scored within moderate ranges, indicating that they would not 

frequently become angry without provocation, though this may occur at times. The 

entire control group scored within this range.

11.8% (N = 4) of the accused participants scored highly on anger temperament, 

reflecting that they would indeed become angry with little provocation (Case numbers 

3, 14, 16, 25; all male) while none of the control sample scored within this range. A 

statistically significant difference was noted between the trait anger temperament of the 

accused group and that of the control group, reflecting that those in the accused group 

were more likely to become angry with little or no provocation than those in the control 

group (z = -2.448, p<0.01).
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Table 3.31 Analysis of Trait Reaction (Reac) as measured by STAXI (Splelberger, 

1991) for Accused Group and Control Group

Reac 

N = 34

Mean Accused 40.53

Control 21.15

Min Accused 1

Control 1

Max Accused 94

Control 64

Std. Dev Accused 31.04

Control 19.20

Table 3.32 Accused and Control Scores on Trait Reaction on STAXI In

Percentiles

>25“*
Percentile

No %

2 5 th _ 7 5 th

Percentile
No %

<75“*
Percentile
No %

Trait Reaction Accused

Control

11 32.3 

22 64.7

18 52.9 

12 35.3

5 14.7 

0 0

As seen in Table 3.31, the mean trait anger reaction for the accused group was 

40.53 while the equivalent value for the control group stood at 21.15. Table 3.32 shows 

that 32.3% (N = 11) of the accused group reflected that they would rarely be inclined to 

be overly sensitive to criticisms, perceived affronts or negative evaluations by others 

while a much higher percentage of the control group fell into this category (64.7%, N = 

22).

Table 3.32 shows that 52.9% (N = 18) of the accused group scored within 

moderate ranges, indicating that may, at times, be sensitive to such behaviours and 

35.3% (N = 12) of the control group scored within similar ranges.

14.7% (N = 5) of the accused group reported that they would feel sensitive to 

criticisms, perceived affronts and negative evaluations by others while none of the

175



control group scored in these high ranges. Those in the accused group were significantly 

high in terms of anger reactions than the control group (z = -2.242, p<0.05).

A statistically significant difference was also found in terms of trait anger 

reaction between those found guilty and not guilty of bullying and those for whom there 

was no resolution. Those found not guilty of bullying were more likely to score under 

the 25'^ percentile in terms of trait anger reaction (Chi square = 8.104, p<0.05). 8  of the 

14 found not guilty scored under the 25'^ percentile, indicating that they would be 

unlikely to feel sensitive to criticisms, perceived affronts and negative evaluations by 

others while only 3 of the 9 for whom there was no resolution and 2 of the 11 who were 

found guilty scored in this category.

Table 3.33 Analysis of Anger In (Angin) as measured by STAXI (Spielberger, 

1991) for Accused and Control Group

Angin 

N = 34

Mean Accused 57.21

Control 51.38

Min Accused 1

Control 3

Max Accused 89

Control 96

Std. Dev Accused 21.45

Control 28.90

Table 3.34 Accused and Control Scores on Anger In on STAXI In Percentiles

>25“*
Percentile

No %

2 5 th _ 7 5 th

Percentile
No %

< 75“’
Percentile 
No %

Anger In Accused

Control

2 5.9 

8  23.5

22 64.70 

17 50

10 29.4 

9 26.5

As can be seen in Table 3.33, the mean anger in for the accused group was 57.21 

while the equivalent score for the control group was 51.38. Table 3.34 shows that 5.9% 

(N = 2) of the accused group scored below the 25'*’ percentile in terms of ‘anger in’,
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indicating that they would experience low levels of keeping anger inside (case numbers 

2 and 16, both male), while 23.5% (N = 8) of the control group scored within this range.

Table 3.34 shows that 64.7% (N = 22) of the accused group scored within 

moderate ranges, indicating that they may, at times, direct their anger inwards, while 

50% (N = 17) of the control group scored within this category.

As seen in Table 3.34, 29.4% of the accused group scored above the 75'^ 

percentile, reflecting that they would be more likely to suppress their anger, while 

26.5% (N = 9) of the control group scored similarly. There was a significant gender 

difference in terms of ‘anger in’, with females in this study being more likely to engage 

in this behaviour (z = -2.040, p<0.05). No significant differences were noted between 

the anger in of the control group and the accused group (z = -0.770, p>0.05).

Table 3.35 Analysis of Anger Out (Angout) as measured by STAXI (Spielberger, 

1991) for Accused and Control Groups

Angout 

N = 34

Mean Accused 51.85

Control 57.50

Min Accused 1

Control 10

Max Accused 86

Control 99

Std. Dev Accused 21.91

Control 25.60

Table 3.36 Accused and Control Scores on Anger Out on STAXI in Percentiles

>25“*
Percentile

No %

25*** -  75*** 
Percentile
No %

<75***
Percentile
No %

Anger Out Accused 4 11.8 24 70.6 6 17.6

Control 4 11.8 19 55.9 11 32.3

As seen in Table 3.35, the mean anger out score for the accused group was 51.85 

while the equivalent score for the control group was 57.50. Table 3.36 shows that

177



11.8% (N = 4) of participants showed low scores (below 25‘*’ percentile) on ‘anger out’, 

indicating that they would rarely direct their anger outwards. 11.8% (N = 4) of the 

control group scored in this category.

Table 3.36 shows that 70.6% (N = 24) of the accused group scored within the 

25'*’ and 75* percentile, indicating that, at times, they would direct their anger outwards, 

while 55.9% (N = 19) of the control group scored in this category.

Table 3.36 demonstrates that a further 17.6% (N = 6) of the accused group had 

scores above the 75 '̂’ percentile, indicating high levels of behaviours to release anger. 

32.3% (N = 11) of the control group scored in this category.

A significant gender difference was also seen here, with men being much more 

likely to engage in this behaviour that women (z = -2.499; p<0.05). No significant 

differences were noted between the anger out of the control group and the accused 

group (z = 0.343, p>0.05).

Table 3.37 Accused and Control Scores on Anger Control on STAXI

No
Low

%
Moderate 
No %

High
No %

Anger Control Accused 5 14.7 12 35.3 17 50

Control 4 11.8 15 44.1 15 44.1

Participants in the accused and control groups were asked to rate their level of 

anger control and responses were categorised as ‘low’, ‘moderate’ and ‘high’. 

Percentiles were not available in the manual for females for anger control.

Table 3.37 shows that 50% (N = 17) of the accused participants rated themselves 

as having high levels of anger control while 44.1% (N = 15) of the control group rated 

themselves similarly.

35.3% (N = 12) of the accused group rated themselves as having moderate anger 

control while 44.1% (N = 15) of the control group rated themselves in this category.

14.7% (N = 5) of the accused group placed themselves in the low control 

category and 11.8% (N = 4) of the control category did likewise.

There were no significant differences between the accused and control groups in 

terms of anger control (z = -0.276, p>0.05) but those scoring highly on trait anger were 

significantly more likely to have lower anger control (r = -0.674, p<0.01).
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Statistically significant differences were noted between those found guilty/not 

guilty of bullying and those for whom there was no resolution. Those found guilty of 

bullying were much more likely to score in the low anger control category (Chi square 

= 7.583, p<0.05) with 4 of the 11 scoring in this range. None of those for whom there 

was no resolution and only 1 of the 14 found not guilty scored in the low anger control 

category.

Correlations were also sought between measures of anger and anxiety levels, 

and GHQ scores. As might be expected, those scoring higher on trait anxiety / anger are 

subsequently more likely to experience higher levels of state anxiety / anger (r = 0.505 / 

0.529, p<0.01). It was also found that those experiencing high levels of state anxiety 

were more likely to experience high levels of state anger (r = 0.532, p<0.01), somatic 

symptoms (r = 0.487, p<0.01), insomnia/anxiety (r = 0.484, p<0.01) and social 

dysfunction (r = 0.496, p<0.01). Similarly, those with high levels of state anger were 

more inclined to score highly in terms somatic symptoms (r = 0.372, p<0.05), 

insomnia/anxiety (r = 0.444, p<0.01) and social dysfunction (r = 0.379, p<0.05).

3. 4 .1 . 4 Impact of Event Scale (Horowitz et al., 1979)

The statistical results of the ‘Intrusive Thoughts’ and ‘Avoidance Behaviours’ as 

scored on the Impact of Event Scale (lES) (Horowitz et al, 1979) are presented in Table 

3.38 and 3.39. Answers were divided into five categories: ‘not significant’, ‘mild’, 

‘moderate’, ‘severe’ and ‘extremely severe’ levels. Those in the control group were not 

asked to complete this scale.

Table 3.38 Analysis of Avoidance behaviours as measured by Impact of Event 

Scale (Horowitz et al., 1979) for Accused Group

Avoidance

Behaviours

Mean 1.76

Min 1

Max 4

Std. Dev 1.13
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Table 3.39 % of Avoidance behaviours on Impact of Event Scale (lES) (Horowitz
et al, 1979)

Avoidance Behaviours 

N = 34 

No %

Not Significant 21 61.8

Mild 5 14.7

Moderate 3 8.8

Severe 5 14.7

Extremely Severe 0 0

As can be seen in Table 3.38, the mean score on avoidance behaviours for the 

accused group was 1.76, reflecting that, on average, the accused either did not suffer 

from or had mild symptoms of avoidance behaviours as associated with Post-Traumatic 

Stress Disorder. Table 3.39 shows that 14.7% (N = 5) indicated mild levels, 8.8% (N = 

3) reported moderate levels and 14.7% (N = 5) showed severe levels of avoidance 

behaviours.

A statistically significant difference was noted for those found not guilty of 

bullying with none of the fourteen scoring in the extreme range and only one scoring in 

the moderate range for avoidance behaviour (Chi square = 6.401, p<0.05. Of those for 

whom there was no resolution, 3 scored in the moderate to sever range while 4 of those 

found guilty scored in this range.

Table 3.40 Analysis of Intrusive Thoughts as measured by impact of Event Scale 

(Horowitz et al., 1979) for Accused Group

Intrusive

Thoughts

Mean 2.29

Min 1

Max 5

Std. Dev 1.64
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Table 3.41 % of Intrusive Thoughts on Impact of Event Scale (lES) (Horowitz et al,
1979)

No

Accused 
N = 34

%

Not Significant 17 50

Mild 5 11.8

Moderate 3 8.8

Severe 2 5.9

Extremely Severe 7 20.6

As can be seen in Table 3.40, the mean intrusive thoughts for the accused group 

was 2.29, reflecting that, on average, the accused group scored between the mild and 

moderate ranges in terms of intrusive thoughts as associated with Post-Traumatic Stress 

Disorder. Table 3.41 shows that 50% (N = 17) of those accused of bullying behaviour 

did not experience intrusive thoughts, 11.8% (N = 5) showed mild symptoms, 8.8% (N 

= 3) scored in the moderate ranges while 5.9% (N = 2) and 20.6% (N = 7) scored in the 

severe and extremely severe ranges respectively.

Pearson’s correlation indicated that those who scored significantly on intrusive 

thoughts were also more likely to score significantly in terms of avoidance behaviours (r 

= 0.430, p<0.05). No statistically significant gender difference was notable in terms of 

avoidance behaviours (z = -0.662, p>0.05) but a statistically significant gender 

difference was found in terms of intrusive thoughts for the accused group with females 

being much more likely to score in the extremely severe ranges than males (z = -2.456, 

p<0.05).

3. 4.1. 5 Self Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965).

Participants in the accused group completed the Self Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 

1965). Results were examined and are presented in Table 3.42 and 3.43. The minimum 

score on this scale is 10 and the maximum is 40. On this scale a high score indicates 

high self-esteem i.e. positive orientation toward oneself, a high overall evaluation of 

one's worth or value.
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Table 3.42 Analysis of Self-Esteem (Rosenberg, 1965) for Accused and Control

Groups

Self Esteem

Mean Accused 2.59
Control 2.26

Min Accused 1
Control 1

Max Accused 3
Control 3

Std. Dev Accused 0.56
Control 0.75

Table 3.43 Scores on the Self-Esteem Scale for the Accused and Control Groups

(Rosenberg, 1965)

No

Low

%

Moderate 

No % No

High

%

Male Accused 1 2.9 6 17.6 15 44.1

Control 5 14.7 6 17.6 11 32.4

Female Accused 0 0 6 17.6 6 17.6

Control 1 2.9 7 20.6 4 11.8

As can be seen from Table 3.42, the mean self-esteem score for the accused 

group was 2.59, reflecting that, on average, the accused group’s self-esteem falls 

towards high levels. The equivalent score for the control group was 2.26, reflecting that, 

on average, the self-esteem of those in the control group fell towards moderate levels.

Table 3.43 reflects 61.7% (N = 21) of the accused group reported having high 

levels of self-esteem, while 50% (N = 17) of the control group fell within this category.

Table 3.43 also shows that a further 35.2% (N = 12) of the accused group 

reported to have moderate levels, with 37.6% (N = 13) of the control group reporting 

similar levels of esteem.

Only one participant from the accused group indicated having low self-esteem 

(case number 16 [M]. He stated that “it is bad enough to be accused o f something like 

this but when the situation was created by someone else and all he did was to read out
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management instructions to the staff, it makes it all the more difficult to deal w ith”. 

17.6% (N = 6) of the control group fell within this category.

A significant difference was noted between the self-esteem levels of the accused 

group and that of the control group, with the accused group scoring higher in terms of 

self-esteem (z = -2.241, p<0.05).

No significant age (z = -0.891, p>0.05) or gender (z = -0.894, p>0.05) 

differences were found within in the accused group in terms of self-esteem. No 

significant age (z = -0.628, p>0.05) or gender (z = -0.573, p>0.05) difference were 

found between the accused and control groups in terms of self-esteem.

3. 5 Coping strategies
Quantitative data for measuring coping strategies were collected, from the 

accused group (A) and the control group (C), using COPE (Carver et al, 1989). This 

inventory measures fifteen strategies: active coping (AC), planning (Plan), seeking 

instrumental social support (SISS), seeking emotional social support (SESS), 

suppressing competing activities (SCA), religion (Rel), positive reinforcement (PR), 

restraint coping (RC), acceptance (Acc), venting of emotions (VE), denial (Den), mental 

disengagement (MD), behavioural disengagement (BD), resorting to alcohol or drugs 

(A/D), and use of humour (Hum). Results from the accused and control group are 

presented in Tables 3.44 to 3.46. The maximum possible score on each scale is 16 and 

minimum possible score is 4. A higher score indicates that the participant is using this 

strategy.

Table 3.44 Scores measured by COPE -  accused (A gp) and control (C gp) group

AC Plan SISS SESS SCA

A gp C g p A gp C g p A gp C g p A g p C g p A gp C g p

Mean 11.29 12.79 12.32 12.06 11.59 10.85 11.85 10.32 10.82 6.94

Median 11.00 13.00 12.50 12.00 12.00 11.50 12.00 11.00 10.50 6.00

Mode 10 12 14 10 12 16 12 11 9 4

Min 5 8 8 5 4 4 4 4 5 4

Max 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 23 16

St.Dev 2.64 2.01 2.28 2.84 2.95 4.16 3.14 2.45 3.56 3.35
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Table 3.44 indicates that the mean active coping (AC) score for the accused 

group is 11.29, while the equivalent score for the control group is 12.79. The mean 

planning (Plan) was 12.32 for the accused group and 12.06 for the controls. In terms of 

seeking instrumental social support (SISS), the mean for the accused was 11.59 while 

the mean for the control was 10.85. Table 3.44 also reflects that the mean for seeking 

emotional social support (SESS) was 11.85 for the accused and 10.32 for the control 

group. The mean for suppressing competing activities (SCA) for the accused group was 

10.82 while the equivalent score for the control group was 6.94.

Participants in the accused group are more likely to use planning, seeking both 

instrumental and emotional social support, and suppressing competing activities more 

frequently than the participants in the control group, who were more likely to use active 

coping. Statistically significant differences were found between the control and accused 

groups for active coping (z = -2.525, p<0.05), seeking emotional support (z = -2.408, 

p<0.05) and suppressing competing activities (z = -4.634, p<0.01).

Table 3.45 Scores measured by COPE -  accused (A gp) and control (C gp) group

Rel PR RC Acc VE

A g p C g p A g p C g p A g p C g p A g p C g p A gp C g p

Mean 6.97 11.06 9.88 10.26 10.56 11.26 10.85 8.82 9.41 5.94

Median 7.00 11.00 9.00 10.00 10.50 11.50 10.00 8.00 9.00 4.50

Mode 4 14 9 10 10 9 9 8 8 4

Min 4 5 6 5 4 6 5 4 4 4

Max 16 15 16 16 16 16 16 16 15 12

St.Dev 2.58 2.41 2.52 2.22 2.69 2.84 3.03 3.18 2.30 2.52

Table 3.45 indicates that the mean use of religion (Rel) for the accused group is 

6.97, while the equivalent score for the control group is 11.06. The mean positive 

reinforcement (PR) was 9.88 for the accused group and 10.26 for the controls. In terms 

of restrain coping (RC), the mean for the accused was 10.56 while the mean for the 

control was 11.26. Table 3.45 also reflects that the mean for acceptance (Acc) was 

10.85 for the accused and 8.82 for the control group. The mean for venting of emotions
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(VE) for the accused group was 9.41 while the equivalent score for the control group 

was 5.94.

Table 3.45 shows that participants in the accused group are far less likely to turn 

to religion as well as being less likely to use positive reinterpretation or restraint coping 

in comparison to the control group. The accused group are more likely to use 

acceptance and venting of emotions more frequently than participants in the control 

group. Statistically significant differences between the control and accused groups were 

found for turning to religion (z = -5.497, p<0.01), acceptance (z = -2.6396, p<0.01), and 

venting of emotions (z = -4.883, p<0.01).

Table 3.46 Scores measured by COPE -  accused (A gp) and control (C gp) group

Den MD BD A/D Hum

A gp C g p A gp C g p A g p C g p A gp C g p A gp C g p

Mean 7.44 8.32 7.79 5.97 7.50 6.09 6.29 6.06 6.26 7.59

Median 7.00 8.00 8.00 5.00 7.00 4.00 7.00 4.00 6.00 8.00

Mode 7 8 8 4 6 4 4 4 4 4

Min 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

Max 13 13 12 14 20 16 9 16 10 16

St. Dev 2.30 1.82 1.70 2.30 2.90 2.89 1.78 2.88 1.90 3.29

Table 3.46 indicates that the mean use of denial (Den) for the accused group is 

7.44, while the equivalent score for the control group is 8.32. The mean mental 

disengagement (MD) was 7.79 for the accused group and 5.97 for the controls. In terms 

of behavioural disengagement (BD), the mean for the accused was 7.50 while the mean 

for the control was 6.09. Table 3.46 also reflects that the mean for the use of alcohol 

and/or drugs (A/D) was 6.29 for the accused and 6.06 for the control group. The mean 

for the use of humour (Hum) for the accused group was 6.26 while the equivalent score 

for the control group was 7.59.

Table 3.46 shows that the accused group reported using mental and behavioural 

disengagement and alcohol/drugs more frequently than the control group while denial 

and humour were less frequently used. These differences were statistically significant 

between the accused and the control groups for denial (z = -2.124, p<0.05); mental
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disengagement (u = -3.819, p<0.01); and behavioural disengagement (z = -2.693,

p<0.01).

On comparison between the accused group’s scores of measures for coping 

strategies and psychological well-being, a positive correlation between state anxiety, 

intrusive thoughts and GHQ scale and venting emotions were found (r = 0.364, p<0.05; 

0.384, p < 0.05; 0.584, p < 0.01), indicating that those experiencing high levels of state 

anxiety, intrusive thoughts and significant scores on the GHQ scale were more likely to 

vent emotions in an effort to cope. A negative correlation was found between those in 

the accused group experiencing state anger and active coping, reflecting that 

participants who were experiencing high levels of state anger were less likely to use 

active coping as a strategy (r = -0.344, p < 0.05) as well as being less likely to use 

humour (r = -0.383, p < 0.05).

A positive correlation was found between those in the accused group who scored 

highly on avoidance behaviour and those who sought instrumental social support (r = 

0.416, p < 0.05) and used restraint coping (r = 0.394, p < 0.05). Participants who scored 

highly on the GHQ scale were more likely to engage mental and behavioural 

disengagement (r = 0.494, p < 0.01; 0.347, p < 0.05).

A negative correlation was found between those in the control group, which 

indicated that those with lower self-esteem were less likely to use active coping (r = - 

0.364, p>0.050) or seek instrumental social support (r = -0.491, p>0.05). A negative 

correlation was also found between both seeking emotional social support and 

suppressing competing activities and experiencing somatic symptoms as examined by 

the General Health Questionnaire, indicating that those who sought emotional support 

were less likely to experience somatic symptoms (r = -0.435, p>0.05), and those who 

suppressed competing activities were also less likely to experience somatic symptoms (r 

= -0.370, p>0.05).

3. 6 Personality
Personality of the accused group (A gp) and control group (C gp) were assessed 

using the NEO Personality Inventory (NEO-PI-R) (Costa & McCrae, 1992). This 

inventory measures five facets of personality: neuroticism, extraversion, openness, 

agreeableness, and conscientiousness.
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The results were examined and the statistics are produced in Table 3.47.

Table 3.47 Personality facets for the accused (A gp) and control group (C gp).

Neuroticism Extraversion Openness Agreeableness Conscientious

Agp Cgp Agp Cgp Agp Cgp Agp Cgp Agp Cgp

Mean 21.68 20.00 31.26 29.88 29.24 29.53 34.82 31.26 32.91 34.65

Median 20.00 19.00 30.00 29.50 28.00 28.50 34.00 31.00 31.00 35.50

Mode 15 23 29 27 21 28 30 27 30 38

Min 15 9 22 16 21 18 26 23 24 21

Max 35 40 44 42 42 44 46 45 48 46

St. Dev. 6.12 7.16 6.38 5.99 5.98 6.23 5.35 5.44 6.82 6.36

Examination of Table 3.47 shows that accused participants scored higher than 

the control group in neuroticism, extraversion, and agreeableness. Scores on openness 

were similar between the accused and control groups, while the control group scored 

more highly on conscientiousness than the accused. Statistically significant differences 

were found in terms of neuroticism (z = -2.546, p<0.05). and agreeableness (z = -3.062,

p<0.01).

According to Costa and McCrae (1992), personality facets can be summarised in 

terms of: very low, low, average, high, and very high. They reported that approximately 

38% (N = 13) score in the average range, 24% (N = 8) score in the high and low range, 

and 7% (N = 2) score in the very high and very low range. The results in the present 

study are presented in Table 3.48.

Table 3.48 Frequency and Percentage of personality facets among accused

participants

Neuroticism Extraversion Openness Agreeableness Conscientious

Freq
N=34

% Freq
N=34

% Freq
N=34

% Freq
N=34

% Freq
N=34

%

Very low 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 11.9

Low 0 0 2 5.9 4 11.9 1 2.9 7 20.5

Average 27 79.4 21 61.8 18 52.9 22 64.7 17 50

High 2 5.9 2 5.9 6 17.6 7 20.5 3 8.8

Very high 5 14.7 9 26.4 6 17.6 4 11.9 3 8.8
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Table 3.48 presents the results of the accused participants while Table 3.49 

shows the results of both the accused and the control group for the purpose of 

comparison. From Table 3.48, it is evident that more participants in the accused group 

scored in the average or very high categories in all facets of personality than the norms 

presented by Costa and McCrae (1992), while participants scored well below their 

average in the low and high range in all facets of personality.

Similarly, Table 3.49 presents scores from the control group were examined in 

comparison to the accused using the same categories suggested by Costa and McCrae 

(1992) of very low, low, average, high, and very high.

Table 3.49 Personality factors of participants and the control group.

Neuroticism Extraversion Openness Agreeableness Conscienti(

A gp C gp A gp C gp A gp C gp A gp C gp A gp C

Very low 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 4 4

Low 0 12 2 4 4 5 1 10 7

Average 27 14 21 13 18 15 22 16 17 1

High 2 4 2 12 6 7 7 2 3

Very high 5 3 9 3 6 7 4 2 3

From examination of Table 3.49 it can be seen that more participants in the 

control group were likely to have average scores in each facet of personality, according 

to Costa and McCrae’s (1992) categorisations.

Correlations were examined between personality facets of the accused group and 

effects of accusations of bullying behaviours on mental well-being. Positive correlations 

were found between participants scoring highly on extraversion and those scoring 

significantly in terms of avoidance behaviours (r = 0.450, p < 0.01) and the number of 

psychological symptoms experienced (r = 0.403, p < 0.05), reflecting that the more 

outgoing a person described themselves as being, the more likely they were to avoid 

triggers reminding them of their experiences and to suffer from a wider range of 

psychological symptoms.

Correlations were also sought between the five personality facets and the fifteen 

coping strategies among the accused group. For those scoring highly on neuroticism, 

positive correlations indicated that these participants were more likely to seek emotional
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social support (r = 0.422, p < 0.05), use restraint coping (r = 0.376, p < 0.05), use denial 

(r = 0.469, p < 0.01), and mental disengagement (r = 0.386, p < 0.05). A negative 

correlation was found between those scoring highly on extraversion and those who used 

alcohol/drugs as a coping strategy (r = -0.385, p < 0.05), reflecting that extraverted 

people from the participant group were less likely to use alcohol and drugs in an attempt 

to cope with their experience of being accused of bullying.

The same analysis was carried out for the control group to detect any effects of 

personality on coping dispositions due to being accused of bullying behaviour. In this 

examination, a positive correlation was found between those who scored highly on 

extraversion and positive reinterpretation (r = 0.461, p < 0.05), indicating that those in 

the control group reported that they would try to reinterpret their experiences in a 

positive manner in an attempt to cope. A similar positive correlation was found for 

those scoring highly in terms of openness and positive reinterpretation (r = 0.342, p < 

0.05). These participants were also found to be more likely to behavioural 

disengagement (r = 0.501, p < 0.01) and alcohol/drugs (r = 0.517, p < 0.01) as a coping 

strategy. Participants in the control group scoring highly in terms of agreeableness were 

found to be less likely to seek emotional social support (r = 0.405, p < 0.05) or turn to 

religion (r = 0.415, p < 0.05), while those scoring highly in terms of conscientiousness 

were less likely to suppress competing activities (r = 0.535, p < 0.01).

3. 7 Actions taken as a result of the allegations
Quantitative and qualitative data were gathered to examine the actions taken in 

response to the allegations of bullying. Quantitative data is presented primarily and 

interspersed, where appropriate, with qualitative information. Participants were asked to 

indicate whether an investigation had taken place at the hands of their employers as a 

result of the allegations. Responses are presented in Table 3.50.

Table 3.50 Frequency of investigations carried out in terms of gender

G ender Yes % No %
Male (N = 22) 17 50 5 14.7

Female (N = 12) 10 29.4 2 5.9
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Table 3.50 indicates that investigations were carried out in 79.4% (N = 27) of 

cases with females being more likely to succeed in having this course of action taken 

than males.

Participants in the accused group were asked to comment on whether the legal 

route had been taken, either by themselves or by their accuser, as a result of the alleged 

bullying. Responses are presented in Table 3.51.

Table 3.51 Frequency of legal route taken In terms of gender

Frequency of legal route taken

Gender Yes % No % Total %

Male (N = 22) 3 8.9 19 55.8 22 64.7

Female (N = 12) 4 11.7 8 23.5 12 35.2

Table 3.51 indicates that 19.6% (N = 7) of the accused group had taken / been 

taken down the legal route as a result of the allegations of bullying with females (33%; 

N = 4) being significantly more likely to take / be taken on this course of action than 

males (13%; N = 3).

Participants in the accused group were asked to comment on whether the 

allegations against them had resulted in a verdict of ‘guilty’, ‘not guilty’ or ‘no 

resolution’ (no verdict) being reached. Responses are presented in Table 3.52.

Table 3.52 Frequency of Guilty, Not Guilty and No Resolution for accused group

Gender Guilty % Not Guilty % No Resolution %

Male (N = 22) 7 20.6 9 26.5 6 17.6

Female (N = 12) 4 11.7 5 14.7 3 8.9

Total (N = 34) 11 32.3 14 41.2 9 26.5

Table 3.52 reflects that 32.3% (N = 11) were found guilty of bullying, 41.2% (N 

= 14) were found not guilty while 26.5% (N = 9) had not reached a stage where a 

verdict on their behaviours had been decided upon. 20.6% (N = 7) of men and 11.7% (N 

= 4) of women were found guilty of using inappropriate behaviour in their place of 

employment. 26.5% (N = 9) of men and 14.7% (N = 5) of women were found not guilty
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of the same behaviours. Of the 26.5% (N = 9) who reported having no resolution in 

terms of their behaviour, 20.6% (N = 7) of those reported that no investigation had been 

carried out while 5.9% (N = 2) reported that investigations were either still in progress 

or there had never received any resolution.

Of the 34 participants, regardless of whether they were found guilty, not guilty, 

or had no resolution or conclusion to their situation, the majority stressed their 

disappointment, hurt and anger at the manner in which the situation was handled by 

their respective employers. The selections of comments presented below indicate that 

dissatisfaction was aimed at the manner in which the workplace failed to inform the 

accused of the allegations in an appropriate timeframe, failure to direct and guide the 

accused in relation to appropriate procedures when it was noted that an employee was 

becoming stressed, and failure to provide an adequate intervention following the 

allegations:

#3M “Jonathon stated that in June of 2002, he was told of a bullying complaint 
against him. He went on holidays and, after returning to work, heard nothing 
more about it. Eventually in September 2002, he asked his union representative 
to find out more about the matter. He was informed that there was a complaint 
and received a letter stating the matter was to be investigated. He did not receive 
a copy of the complaint until December when the investigation started. Jonathon 
received the verdict of the investigation approximately one week ago, 
approximately one year and three months after first hearing of the complaint. He 
is very unhappy about how long this procedure has taken, about the fact that he 
did not receive the complaint until December and the verdict was not announced 
until October. The investigators also based some of their decisions on ‘records’, 
which Jonathon did not see. In hindsight, he feels he should have called some 
witnesses on his behalf. He is appealing the decision but the company stated that 
an appeal will only take place if new evidence is presented”.

#5M “William reported being called in by the Personnel Manager and told there 
were 7 complaints against him. These complaints had been lodged by the nurses’ 
union. William stated that he would collect the complaints and was informed 
that they had already been sitting there for 9 months and an independent 
investigation had been set up”.

#10F “Doloras reported that she could see Nora becoming more and more 
stressed in her job and approached her manager about this, asking for advice. 
She stated that he implied that it was just Nora and her moods but did not 
suggest doing anything about it and that she should continue on”.

#12M&F “They objected to the delay between the allegation by Angela, 

and their being informed of it. It was explained to them that delays were not
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caused by management but by Angela's request, through her union 

representative, for a change of shift to be dealt with as a separate issue to the 

allegation of bullying and harassment. It was also explained that the union 

suggested that there was a possibility that the allegation of bullying would not 

proceed if the shift change was allowed. Angela's union representative then 

informed management that she was prepared to go through with her complaint 

and Patricia and Andrew were informed”.

#15F “According to Bernadette, Janet guaranteed that she would expedite an 
investigation of the matters reported to her and that she would forward 
Maureen's written response to Bernadette as soon as she received it. When this 
did not happen, the latter was devastated that she had not kept her word and that 
she now appeared to be backtracking. Bernadette reported discovering in 2001 
that the principal had in fact received the requested response from Maureen in 
2000 but failed to forward it as promised. Bernadette feels that this has denied 
her right to clear her good name of the allegations made against her in the letter 
written by Maureen accusing her of bullying.

#17M “Nothing was done to change the situation after investigation -  still 
working together and the man is still not doing his job. If something does not 
happen soon, Diarmuid will have to discipline this staff member. Diarmuid feels 
that the situation is going to escalate again because nothing has been done”.

#18M “Fran reported that the next thing that happened were the 

allegations of bullying against him and other staff members put things in writing 

regarding his height, voice, intimidation and monitoring of work. The union 

went straight to the chairman and he came in demanding to know what was 

happening, siding with those making allegations against Fran. Fran reported 

stating that if anything was to be done about these allegations, it needed to be 

investigated. Fran reported that he never received the allegations in writing and 

was never told who exactly was making these accusations. He stated that he was 

given 12 hours notice that the assessor was coming and was not given any 

information about who the assessor was. He also stated that while he got a copy 

of the report, it did not include the allegations made against him. He reported 

that the conclusion also stated that Fran himself had agreed that there were 

grounds for the allegations”.

#20M “Robert reported making numerous attempts to discuss the allegations 
with HR and being told that he would be gotten back to but receiving no

192



response. Robert stated that he found this very frustrating. Robert reported that 
the situation has been handled so badly and should never have reached this 
stage”.

#25M “Luke stated that he is very unhappy with the gap between the original 
complaint and the current complaint and views them as unrelated for the most 
part. Luke stated that he is extremely unhappy with the manner in which the 
current situation has been handled so far”.
Participants were asked to reflect how their situation was ultimately resolved in 

terms of a number of options: ‘settled in court’, ‘pre-court’, ‘resolved by employer 

without compensation’, or ‘no resolution’. Responses are examined and presented in 

Table 3.53.

Table 3.53 Frequency of Resolutions for Accused Group in terms of gender

Gender

Resolution Male 

(N = 22) %

Female 

( N=12)  %

Total 

(N = 34) %

Settled in court 0 0 1 2.9 1 2.9

Pre-court 1 2.9 0 0 1 2.9

Resolved by 

employer

16 47 8 23.5 24 70.5

No Resolution 5 14.7 3 8.8 8 23.5

Table 3.53 reflects that 70.5% (N = 24) were seen as resolved / concluded by the 

employer internally while 23.5% (N = 8) felt no resolution had been reached in their 

situation.

In terms of their current situation, participants were asked to report on their 

current state of employment and what consequences had been imposed for those found 

guilty of bullying. Responses are presented in Tables 3.54 and 3.55.
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Table 3.54 Current State of Employment for the Accused Group in terms of 

gender

Gender

Current State of Employment Male Female Total

(N == 22) % (N =12) % (N = 34) %

Dismissed -  new job 0 0 2 5.9 2 5.9

Sick leave 0 0 1 2.9 1 2.9

Resigned -  new job 6 17.6 3 8.8 9 26.5

Employed same company 16 47 5 14.7 21 61.7

Retired 0 0 1 2.9 1 2.9

Table 3.54 reflects that 61.7% (N = 21) of those accused of bullying in their 

place of employment continue to work within the same company with males being more 

likely to remain in the same employment than women (47% v 14.7%, N = 16 v 5). 

26.5% (N = 9) reported resigning for new employment following the allegations of 

bullying while only 5.9% (N = 2) were dismissed from employment as a result of being 

accused of bullying.

#3M “Before the end of 2002, Jonathon was asked to leave voluntarily. He 
refused stating that it was too busy. In January, this issue was raised again. 
Jonathon asked that all terms and conditions be put in writing. In February, 
Jonathon was moved to a different branch and received a letter stating that he 
would receive all wages and overtime until the investigation was complete. He 
stated that he has no work set out for him in this branch and is extremely 
unhappy about this.

Of those found guilty of bullying, responses were analysed to reflect the 

consequences imposed. These are presented in Table 3.55.

Table 3.55 Consequences for those found guilty of bullying

Found guilty 

N = 11 %

Dismissed -  new job 2 18.2

Sick leave 0 0

Resigned -  new job 2 18.2

Employed same company 7 63.6

Retired 0 0
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As can be seen in Table 3.55, of those who were found guilty of bullying, 18.2% 

(N = 2) reported being dismissed and were now working in new employment, 18.2% (N 

= 2) reported resigning and seeking new employment, while 63.6% (N = 7) were still 

working in the same job with the same company.

Participants were also asked in interview what actions were taken by 

themselves, their accuser and their employers in an attempt to resolve the allegations 

made. Comments made are presented below. In order to protect the confidentiality of 

each participant, the names of the accused and accuser have been altered.
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SECTION 4 - DISCUSSION

The present study combines a cross-sectional qualitative and quantitative 

approach. Analysis of the quantitative data is presented primarily and enhanced by 

qualitative data to provide further insight and explanation, where appropriate.

All participants in the accused group were accused of bullying in their place of 

employment. The present study did not use a definition of bullying or involve 

identification of specific behaviour(s) prior to the participants being interviewed and 

completing the questionnaires nor was a decision made in terms of the participants’ 

guilt or innocence by the researcher. Additional data was collected after each participant 

made him / herself known to the researcher as having been accused of bullying in the 

workplace. Furthermore, after hearing the story outlined by each participant, no 

decision on their guilt or innocence was made on the part of the researcher for the 

purposes of this study. The researchers concentrated on the effects on each participant, 

as well as their perspective of their accuser, and the manner in which the accusations 

were handled by their respective employer. The number of participants in this present 

study is small, and caution should always be exercised when generalising to a larger 

population. The inclusion of a control group enabled comparisons to be made with 

regard to certain quantitative data.

Where relevant, comparisons are made with recent relevant research in this area. 

Due to the relatively small number of available studies where the participants have been 

accused of bullying, comparisons with studies where the ‘bully’ has been described or 

profiled based on the victims’ perspectives will also be used.

4.1 Demographic details
Demographic information was available for the accused group thus enabling the 

control group to be matched in regard to gender, age category and occupational group. 

The match was considered to be sufficiently acceptable to compare data from the 

groups.

Examination of the age profile of the accused group showed that there were no 

participants in this group under the age of 30 while more than half were represented by 

the 40-49 age group, one third were in the 50+ group and one tenth fell into the 30-39
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age category. Little research is available with regard to the age profile of those accused 

of bullying in order to make comparisons with the present study. However, it may be 

noted that, in a workplace, those is senior positions are likely to be older. Therefore, 

logically, the findings of the present study would seem to agree with research carried 

out on victims of bullying who reported being bullied by someone in a senior position 

(Lynch, 2004; O'Moore, 2000b; Hoel & Cooper, 2000; Einarsen and Skogstad, 1996; 

and Quine, 1999). The present study also reflects this, with more than half of the 

participants being employed in managerial roles. Quine (1999) reported in her study of 

1100 NHS employees that, of the 205 cases for which information was given on age, in 

49% of cases, the bully was older than the victim, in 28% both parties were of similar 

age, and in 23% the bully was younger. The under-representation of younger employees 

who have been accused of bullying in the workplace in the present study could indicate 

that younger people are more likely to be new to their job and less likely to be in a 

position of ‘power’ over other employees. It is also worth noting that many younger 

employees frequently move and change employers on a regular basis, being less 

inclined to look for a ‘job for life’. Nevertheless the under-representation of this age 

group infers that findings from this study cannot be generalised.

The accused group in the present study consisted of 22 men and 12 women. 

These participants all volunteered to participate in this study and made themselves 

known to the researcher rather then being identified for the study. The larger numbers of 

men in the sample reflects findings from Zapf and Einarsen (2003) who noted bullying 

research has revealed that bullies seem to be male more often than female. Einarsen & 

Skogstad (1996) also reported that while men and women did not differ in the 

prevalence of being bullied, significantly more men were reported as bullies. While men 

are typically bullied by male supervisors, women report being bullied by both superiors 

and colleagues and by both men and women in approximately equal proportions 

(Einarsen & Skogstad, 1996; Hoel & Cooper, 2000; Leymann, 1992). However, Quine 

(1999) reported, in a study carried out with hfealth service staff, a majority of females as 

bullies but this finding could be linked to the overall majority of females employed in 

the NHS. As stated above, research suggests that the majority of ‘bullies’ are in a senior 

position. According to Salin (2003), females tend to be typically underrepresented in 

managerial and other senior positions.
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The economic sectors that were most represented by participants in this study 

were manufacturing and production, central and local public service, other professional, 

and personal services. Previous research has consistently shown that bullying is more 

often present in certain specific industries and occupations, including public 

administration and defence, education and health (Di Martino et al., 2003), health and 

community services, education and public administration (Queensland Government 

Workplace Bullying Taskforce, 2002), and catering (Hoel and Einarsen, 2003). 

O'Moore, Lynch and Nic Daeid (2003a) normalised their data from the Irish national 

survey (O'Moore, 2000b) to measure the rate of bullying per 100,000 employees in each 

occupational group. They found that the high risk occupations were the Garda Siochana 

(Irish police force) and "other professional occupations" with low risk groups being 

"building and construction" and "farming, fishing and forestry".

The findings of the present study, particularly with regard to participants 

representing the public services, reflect the findings of Hoel and Cooper (2000) and 

Leymann (1992a). Industry and defence, which are represented in the present study by 

participants from ‘manufacturing and production’ and ‘personal services’, were also 

found to be risk sectors (Einarsen and Skogstad, 1996; Hubert and Veldhoven, 2001; 

and Paoli and Merllie, 2000). The majority of male participants in this study 

accompanied by the large representation of participants from manufacturing and 

production sectors may support Appelberg, Romanov, Honkasalo and Koskenvuo 

(1991) who reported that, among men, a combination of monotonous and hectically

paced work is associated with an elevated risk of interpersonal conflicts at work. The 

present study is not fully representative of all occupations and economic sectors, which 

makes comparisons with previous research difficult.

The mean length of time participants had spent in their job was 12.35 years with 

a standard deviation of 8.02 years illustrated the high range of time periods. It was 

often obvious that a greater level of injustice was felt by those who had been in the job 

for a longer period of time, and was viewed in direct relation to the commitment in 

terms of time and work over the years. These participants felt that they had shown 

loyalty and commitment to their jobs and employers over the many years, which should 

in turn yield respect and consideration on the part of the employer. Failure to be shown 

this resulted in feelings of abandonment and lack of recognition. Little relevant research 

is available from other sources with regard to the length of time others, who have been
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accused of bullying, have worked in a particular organisation. It was difficult to 

ascertain the mean length of the bullying situations as the majority of the accused 

sample claimed to be unaware that any bullying had been perceived until they were 

presented with the allegations of bullying.

The gender composition of the accuseds’ respective workplaces, based on the 

report of the accused, indicated that almost 40% of the accused group worked in 

organisations employing equal numbers of men and women, and over 30% worked in 

male-dominated environments. The majority of men in the accused group worked in 

organisations with mostly male employees while the majority of females in the group 

worked in organisations employing equal numbers of both gender. Lynch (2004) 

reported that more than a third of the bullying took place in organisations that employed 

mostly men, while O’Moore (2000b) also showed that there were more men than 

women in organisations with a higher prevalence of bullying. Einarsen & Skogstad 

(1996) also reported that male-dominated organisations had the highest prevalence of 

bullying but, in the present study, this seems only to be the case for males who work in 

male-dominated environments. The present findings are in line with research as 

outlined by Einarsen & Skogstad (1996), Hoel & Cooper (2000) and Leymann (1992b) 

who reported that men are typically bullied by male supervisors while women report 

being bullied by both superiors and colleagues and by both men and women in 

approximately equal proportions (Einarsen & Skogstad, 1996; Hoel & Cooper, 2000; 

Leymann, 1992b).

There were 40% of the accused group who indicated that they had reached a 

primary degree level with almost half having obtained a postgraduate degree. Males in 

the sample were more likely to have a primary degree while a higher proportion of 

female participants had obtained a postgraduate qualification. Relevant research with 

regard to the education levels of ‘bullies’ is sketchy at best if not contradictory and 

inconclusive (Einarsen and Skogstad, 1996; Hoel and Cooper, 2000; Leymann, 1992a; 

Sutela and Lehto, 1998; Vartia, 2003). The higher educational levels of participants in 

the present study show a strong indication that those seen as bullies are more likely to 

be in superior positions and have more confidence in their abilities, with almost 90% of 

the present sample reached a degree or postgraduate level. It may be the case that higher 

levels of education are intimidating for other employees who are not as highly

199



academically educated but, equally, those with higher levels of education may see 

themselves as superior and act accordingly.

The personal and demographic information obtained during this study appeared 

to reflect some of the research carried out to date, where comparisons are possible. In 

places, this is limited by the lack of available research, resulting in comparisons being 

made with findings as reported by those who claim to have been bullied at work. The 

size of the sample and the narrow specification of selection of participants also limit 

extrapolation to a larger population.

4. 2 Negative behaviours
The accused group constituted 34 people who had been formally accused of 

bullying in their place of employment. It was not known whether their respective 

accuser made this decision based on any particular definition of bullying or, indeed, any 

definition of bullying whatsoever. The accusation outlined against the participants, as 

seen by documentation provided by the accused to the researcher, where available, or by 

the story told during interview indicated to the researcher that the behaviours described 

fit the definition suggested by O'Moore (2000a). This definition states that bullying is 

negative behaviour, which can be direct or indirect, verbal, non-verbal or physical, 

initiated or conducted by one or more persons against another or others in a systematic 

and on-going manner. Isolated incidents of aggressive behaviour can also be described 

as bullying if they are unjustified and serve to intimidate on an on-going basis. 

However in this study, the bullying behaviours described from the perspective of the 

‘victim’ had all been part of an on-going situation and there were no isolated incidents.

Analysis of qualitative data outlined that many of the accused group felt that 

while they had engaged in some of the behaviours of which they had been accused, they 

had done so in an attempt to manage a difficult staff member in an attempt to make him 

/ her do his / her job properly, with frequent comments regarding the behaviours as not 

being meant to be bullying. This is in line with the findings of Baumeister, Stillwell and 

Wotman (1990) who reported that victims’ accounts of incidents portrayed the incident 

in a long-term context carrying lasting implications while the perpetrator’s accounts 

tended to cast the incident as a closed isolated incident with no lasting implications. 

This finding indicates an awareness that the behaviour was carried out at the time but
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with an entirely different perspective from the accused’s point of view. This reflects 

previous findings in terms of a lack of insight and a lack of self-reflection as to how 

their behaviour may affect others (Vartia, 2003). Vartia also reported that the bully will 

not normally admit to bullying, which in one sense is supported in the present study, as 

the participants did not admit to seeing their behaviour as bullying but did admit to 

carrying out the behaviours. Haynie et al. (2001) suggested that bullies do not take 

responsibility for their behaviour but are happy to blame the victim. Einarsen (2005) 

outlined that the alleged offenders as well as many colleagues refuse to acknowledge 

the perceptions of the target and instead explain the situation as being one where a 

highly difficult and neurotic person is misperceiving the situation or even just “getting 

what he deserves”. The present study identified that the bully was willing to admit the 

behaviour but did not take responsibility for the manner in which the behaviour was 

interpreted, leaving responsibility for this to the victim.

Examination of the quantitative data reflected that the most frequent behaviours 

of which this study’s participants were accused or self-confessed were ‘severe and 

unfair criticisms’, ‘social exclusion’ ‘excessive monitoring of work’, ‘hurtful teasing, 

mocking, ridicule, especially in front of others’, ‘contacting at home during weekends 

or leave with urgent work or unreasonable demands’, ‘neglect of opinions or views’, 

and ‘silence or hostility as a response to attempts at conversation’. With the exception 

of ‘severe and unfair criticism’ and ‘neglect of opinion or views’, this data does not 

reflect the findings of some other studies (O’Moore, 2000b; Salin, 2001; Hoel and 

Cooper, 2000) who reported that the most frequent behaviours as reported by the victim 

included ‘withholding information to make work more difficult’, ‘false claims of under 

performance’, ‘being set unrealistic work targets’, and ‘devaluing of work and efforts’.

Hoel et al. (2001) found that workers reported ‘insults or offensive remarks’ and 

‘excessive teasing’ more often than managers. In the present study, those who were 

found guilty of bullying were more likely to self-report or be accused of ‘using foul, 

obscene or offensive language’ than those found not guilty or for whom there was no 

resolution. This may reflect that those who engage in this behaviour may be more likely 

to be found guilty due to the obvious and offensive nature of swearing/cursing. This 

behaviour is less subtle and more easily proved than other commonly reported bullying 

type behaviours and may contribute to a decision of guilty being made more readily.
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O'Moore (2000b), with regard to individual negative behaviours, reported that 

20% of respondents in the national study claimed to have experienced "intimidation, 

threats of disciplinary action, blocking promotion or pay increments". An equal 

percentage of participants in the present study reported that they have engaged in this 

behaviour in their place of employment, with a larger number of male participants 

engaging in this behaviour ‘once or twice’ and a larger number of female participants 

reporting to have engaged in this behaviour on a more frequent basis. In the present 

study, those in the accused group who had no resolution to their situation were more 

likely to engage in the use of ‘intimidation, threats of disciplinary action, blocking 

promotion or pay increments’ than those found guilty and not guilty. It is difficult to 

interpret the significance of this finding as may of those who had no resolution to their 

situation did not have an investigation carried out and were not judged on their 

behaviours. This behaviour is a very difficult one to prove as the perception of 

‘intimidation’ is very subjective for each individual. Threats of disciplinary action may 

be justified when an employee is seen as not doing his/her job properly but can easily be 

used as an intimidating tactic.

A major difference between this study and that of O'Moore (2000b) is that 62% 

of the accused group reported that they had engaged in or been accused of engaging in 

"causing humiliation by shouting" whereas 33% of respondents in the national survey 

underwent the same experience. However, 70% of participants in Lynch’s (2004) study 

of victims of bullying reported being subjected to this behaviour.

Males in the present study were significantly more likely to admit to engaging in 

all the behaviours of which they were accused as well as self-reporting the less frequent 

behaviours of ‘encouraging staff to disregard views’, ‘devaluing work and efforts’, and 

‘ causing difficulty with requests for sick leave, holidays, compassionate leave’. There 

were no accusations or self-reports involving ‘sexual harassment’ or ‘physical abuse or 

threats of physical abuse’ in this study. This is in line with previous research, which 

suggests that sexual harassment seems to be a much less common form of bullying 

(Mikkelsen and Einarsen, 2001). Responses from female participants indicated that they 

were less likely to be accused of or self-report any of the listed behaviours than their 

male counterparts. This may reflect reluctance on the part of female participants to 

admit to carrying out negative behaviours. Such behaviours are seen as aggressive and, 

therefore, undesirable, particularly for females.
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Examination of the negative behaviours with regard to gender showed that 

participants in the 50+ age category were significantly more likely to be accused of, or 

self-report, “setting unrealistic work targets”, “giving deliberately ambiguous 

instructions and then blaming for failure”, “using intimidation, threats of disciplinary 

action, blocking promotion or pay increments” and being “difficult with requests for 

sick leave, holidays and compassionate leave”. This again reflects previous research, as 

outlined above, showing that those in senior positions are more likely to be seen as 

bullies, with more senior employees tending to be in older age categories, as well as 

having ‘power’ to affect another employees work and environment. These behaviours 

all involve the bully being in a position where he or she has the power to delegate work 

responsibilities, give instructions, and grant / deny requests for leave.

This study confirmed some and contrasted other findings of previous studies 

where individual negative behaviours were examined. The present study makes a 

significant contribution to the current knowledge of bullying behaviours in that the 

perspective of the accused varies dramatically from that of the accuser, as one might 

expect. However, it must be borne in mind that social desirability may play a part in that 

the accused might not have admitted to all the behaviours in which they were 

involved/accused or might downplay the seriousness of the behaviour. How the accused 

rationalises the motives behind negative behaviours will also have affected how, in turn, 

they reported them in the present study. Further analysis of larger samples of people 

accused of bullying and access to both the accused’s and their accuser’s perspectives 

would provide further clarification.

4. 3 Profile of Accuser
The status of the accuser, in this study, was examined from the perspective of 

the accused, firstly with regard to demographic variables and, secondly, with regard to 

the personality of the accuser / victim. Comparisons are then made based on other 

relevant and recent research, where the ‘victim’ is profiled or described.

Males in the present study were equally likely to be accused by a male or female 

staff member while females were significantly more likely to have allegations made 

against them by another female. As stated above, Einarsen and Skogstad (1996) found 

that more men were reported as offenders. O'Moore (2000b) showed that men bullied

203



more often than women. Hoel and Cooper (2000) showed that for 61% of the male 

respondents who were bullied the perpetrators were other men and 36% of the female 

respondents were bullied by other women. While men are predominately bullied by 

other men, women may be bullied by men or by other women, though more frequently 

by other women (Einarsen et al, 1994; Hoel, 2000; O'Moore et al, 1998). Same sex 

bullying may reflect the horizontal component of segregation (men work primarily with 

other men and women with women), whilst the greater likelihood for women of being 

bullied by a man may, as outlined previously, be accounted for by women's position in 

the lower levels of the occupational hierarchy (Einarsen & Skogstad, 1996). Findings 

may reflect reluctance on the part of men to admit being bullied by a female.

O'Moore (2000b) reported a significant relationship between age and the level of 

bullying, during the previous 12 months, with the under 20 age group reporting the 

highest level of victimisation. The present study did not reflect similar results and, 

while 70% of the accused group were accused by an employee younger than 

themselves, the 30-39 age category was the highest in terms of the accuser’s age, 

followed by the 40-49 category and, then, the 20-29 age group. The under

representation of younger recipients as reported by the accused may reflect the lesser 

likelihood of a younger people making a complaint of bullying. There are several 

possibilities for this under representation, including lack of confidence, possibly being 

new to the job and working in the organisation a significantly shorter period of time, 

being in a position to change jobs more easily and walk away rather than take action, 

and financial limitations. It is possible that younger people are less aware of their rights 

in the workplace and unsure of the correct procedures that are or should be in place to 

deal with such circumstances. On the other hand, with awareness raising campaigns in 

schools, they may be more aware and be better able to confront such situations.

Almost 70% of the accused sample had formal allegations made against them by 

a staff member in a subordinate position to them, while almost 25% were accused by a 

colleague. Only 9% were accused by an employee in a superior position to them. This 

figure reflects O ’Moore’s (2000b) findings that 83% of participants in the bullied group 

reported to have been bullied by person(s) in a senior position. This finding also 

compared with 75% as found in the study by Hoel & Cooper (2000) and 54% as 

reported by Einarsen and Skogstad (1996). Lynch (2004) reported that 83% of her 

sample of bullied participants had been bullied by person(s) in a senior position
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O'Moore (2000b) proposed that the reason the prevalence of bullying by superiors is 

higher in the UK and Ireland than the Scandinavian countries could reflect a more 

egalitarian society in Scandinavian countries.

In the present study, participants who were not found guilty of bullying were 

more likely to be accused of bullying by an employee in a subordinate position to them. 

This may reflect an inherent bias in terms of automatically believing a person in a 

superior position or taking their explanation of the motive behind the behaviours as 

more credible than that of the subordinate. In comparison, those who were found guilty 

of bullying were more likely to be accused by a superior or colleague. It is possible that, 

when accused by an employee who is on the same level as the accused or in a superior 

position to them, the allegations are taken more seriously. However, it is impossible to 

fully and accurately explain until further analysis is carried out with larger samples and 

with access to all sides of the bullying situation.

It is necessary to be aware that data presented is based on the perspective of the 

accused and any conclusions should be viewed in this light. Qualitative data gathered 

during interview and completion of the questionnaires illustrated a range of opinions as 

to why, from the accuseds’ perspective, allegations were made against them. The 

options formally presented in the questionnaire were based on frequently given reasons 

from the victim’s point of view, such as envy, being a weak superior, and competition 

(Vartia, 1996; Bjorkqvist et al., 1994; Einarsen et al., 1994; O’Moore, 2000b).

Comments indicated that in many of the present situations, the accuser was 

perceived by the accused as being a difficult staff member to manage or had difficulties 

outside their place of employment. Others suggested that the allegations were made 

against him / her for the accuser’s own personal gain, for example, where a transfer was 

being sought. Changes in the organisation were also mentioned as a catalyst leading to 

the allegations by 34% of the participants, which is higher than the 14% of respondents 

in the Irish survey (O'Moore, 2000b; O'Moore et al, 2003a; Vartia, 1996). None of the 

participants in the present study described themselves as incompetent or jealous of their 

accuser. Participants in the present study may have wanted to present themselves in a 

favourable light and, therefore, may have been reluctant to admit to undesirable feelings 

or characteristics on their part, such as being jealous of another or being less capable 

than their accuser. Einarsen (2005) commented on the likelihood that the alleged bully 

would describe the situation as one where a highly difficult and neurotic person is
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misperceiving the situation or even just “getting what he deserves”, which could be seen 

in the present study when participants described their accuser as being a difficult 

employee for various reasons or as making the accusations for the purpose of self-gain. 

However, almost two-thirds of the present sample was not judged to be guilty of 

bullying, either because the conclusion made with regard to their behaviour found the 

participant to be ‘not guilty’ or because a judgement was not made at all. As a result, it 

is impossible to conclude that each of the participants in this study is a ‘bully’ and, 

therefore, caution should be exercised in applying the findings of the present study.

Quantitative data reflected that 11% of the accused group perceived themselves 

as acting in the same manner as others in the organisation and / or treating their accuser 

in the same manner as others did within the workplace. Spector’s (1996) theories of 

motivation could be used to explain behaviour in a workplace setting. Reinforcement 

theory could lead members of the work force to behave in the manner that they have 

concluded will comply with the normal practices that will bring about rewards of 

monetary value or promotion. Myers (1996) also commented that uninhibited 

aggressive behaviour shown by perpetrators of bullying behaviour may be the result of a 

state of deindividuation, in which group members feel that they have lost their personal 

identities and have merged into the group. Anonymity reduces self-awareness and may 

contribute to the behaviours.

As stated earlier, it is possible that those participating in this study would not 

like to admit that they were jealous of another person or enjoyed treating another person 

in a negative manner. Further, conclusions formed by the accused participants with 

regard to the motivation for their accuser making allegations of bullying behaviour 

could be inaccurate. The fundamental attribution error, identified by Ross (1977, cited 

in Myers, 1996), explains that people will underestimate the situational influences and 

overestimate dispositional influences on the behaviour of other's, therefore, placing the 

responsibility onto another person.

Quantitative date reflected that the majority of the accused group rated their 

accuser as lacking in conscientiousness, popularity, and independence in comparison to 

him/herself. It is possible that that accused may have thought his/her accuser made 

allegations as a result of jealousy. The accused also rated their accuser as being less 

able to control his/her emotions, less attractive, less confident, less likely to adhere to 

rules when he/she does not agree with them, and having inferior communication skills.
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These findings are in line with the view that some people are more vulnerable as 

targets of bullying because they are low on self-assertiveness, self-esteem, and unable 

to defend themselves (Einarsen and Raknes, 1991; McGuckin, Lewis and Shevlin, 

2001). Coyne et al (2000) reported that victims tended to be less independent and 

extrovert. These researchers also reported that victims also tended to be more 

conventional, rule bound, and dependable, which may lend to them being seen as a 

threat to others. Lynch (2004) reported that victims of bullying are more agreeable than 

non-victims. The present study reflects previous research suggesting that victims are 

less assertive, less self confident, less independent, and rule bound. Indeed, Zapf (1999) 

outlined that victims self-reported themselves to be less assertive. However, these 

findings are as reported through the eyes of the alleged perpetrator and caution must, 

therefore, be exercised when generalising.

This section of the present study shows, for the first time in bullying research 

and literature, an insight into the opinions and perspectives of the ‘bully’ in terms of 

both themselves and their accuser. There are vast contrasts between the current 

literature profiling the ‘bully’ from the victim’s viewpoint and the accuseds’ own 

viewpoint. Furthermore, the present study makes a significant contribution in terms of 

looking at the accused’s perspective of their accuser. However, further work needs to 

be done with larger samples of people who have all been found guilty of bullying as 

well as accessing the perspective of both the accused and accuser from the same 

situations.

4. 4 Effects of being accused of bullying
Both quantitative and qualitative data ascertained from participants in the 

accused group suggested that each person had been distressed to different extents by the 

allegations made against them. In this section, as a result of the small amounts of 

relevant research available whereby the participant group has consisted of the alleged 

aggressor rather than the alleged victim, comparisons are made to the most frequent 

effects of bullying as reported by victims of bullying.

Qualitative data indicated that the accused female participants were much more 

likely to outline the distress and upset they had experienced as a result of being accused 

of bullying in the workplace while the handling of the situation by the respective
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employer was mentioned more by the male accused participants as a factor causing 

distress. Shock was reported frequently as the initial reaction of the accused when 

knowledge of the accusations or the allegations themselves were outlined to the 

accused, with many commenting on being unaware that the perception of any negative 

situation had been building, thus reflecting a lack of insight into the relationship 

between the accused and his/her accuser. This is in line with Vartia’s (1996) findings 

that the personality characteristics of aggressors included lack of insight into their own 

behaviour. Randall (1997) also commented that ‘pure’ bullies fail to understand the 

feelings of others and have little awareness of what others actually think of them ... a 

symptom of social blindness. Sutton et al (1999) reported that pure bullies understand 

hurt (cognitive empathy) but do not share in the hurt (emotional empathy). Myers 

(1996) outline of the role of deindividuation, as mentioned above, may also play a role 

here in the lack of self-awareness of one’s own behaviour.

Others commented, during interview, on the feelings of deep shame at knowing 

that they were the topic of conversation and worried that others would believe the 

allegations against them. Ahmed and Braithwaite (2004) outlined that shame is related 

to workplace bullying, while Cleckley (1976) identified, in his description of 

psychopathic behaviour, that one of the key characteristics of the psychopath is poverty 

of emotions, both positive and negative, maintaining that psychopaths have no sense of 

shame. The presence of shame in the majority of the participants in this study indicates 

that these participants were not displaying psychopathic behaviour as outlined by 

Cleckey, but in the absence of more quantifiable data resulting from psychometric 

testing on personality disorders, it is impossible to draw accurate conclusions here. Also 

worthwhile to note was that the shame spoken of during interviews resulted from the 

idea that others were talking about them and might believe the allegations against them 

rather than any shame relating to the distress they had, purposely or inadvertently, 

caused to another employee.

Disturbed sleep, anxiety and loss of confidence and self-esteem were reported 

by almost all of the participants in the accused group. This is similar to effects as 

reported by those claiming to have been bullied (Lynch, 2004). Depression was reported 

as an effect by 70% of the accused group, which is lower than the prevalence of 

depression as reported by ‘victims’ of bullying. Those found not guilty of bullying were 

less likely to experience depression, suicide, and helplessness than those found guilty or
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for whom there was no resolution. This may show that being exonerated has a 

significant impact on the level and severity of the psychological well being following 

the accusations. This group were also more likely to attend for counselling, which 

undoubtedly assisted in lessening the impact. For those found not guilty, a belief in their 

own innocence may also contribute to less severe symptoms. Of those found guilty or 

who had no resolution, the fact that the allegations were either proven or are still 

hanging over the person due to the lack of resolution is likely to impact the severity of 

psychological symptoms reported.

Suicidal thoughts were reported by almost half of the accused group, a similar 

figure as that reported by those claiming to have been bullied (O’Moore, 2003c; 

Mikkelsson & Einarsen, 2001; Hoel et al., 1999; Zapf, 1999). While the findings of the 

present study indicate the presence of negative health outcomes for those accused of 

bullying, it would seem that the extent of psychological suffering in not as severe as for 

those who have been on the receiving end of bullying and have made their negative 

treatment formally known, either through their employers or through the courts (see 

Lynch, 2004). The less severe negative health outcomes for the aggressor is likely, in 

this researcher’s analysis, given that they were completely oblivious to the situation 

until formal allegations were outlined against them. Since the allegations became 

known, the accused in the present study reported being affected negatively. A further 

buffer for the participants in the present group from the extremely severe symptoms as 

reported by victims of bullying in much research was that the majority did not classify 

him/herself as a bully and looked for reasons external to him/herself to explain the 

situation. From a victim’s point of view, the negative suffering would have started 

much earlier and is, therefore, likely to be more severe than that of the accused.

hi the present study, those found guilty of bullying were more likely to report 

becoming vengeful than those for whom there was no resolution or were found not 

guilty. This may provide an insight into this group who, as seen later, also have higher 

levels of state anger, higher levels of trait anger reaction, and lower levels of anger 

control. It also demonstrates a tendency on their part to continue to look outside 

themselves for an explanation regarding the bullying situation, blaming their accuser or 

workplace.

Folkman et al. (1986) criticised the accuracy of an individual’s recollection of 

their own experiences when self-reported. Eysenck and Keane (1995) reported that the
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importance and emotion connected with particular events can affect subsequent recall, 

with those who feel anxious and depressed likely to recall a disproportionate number of 

negative events with exaggerated severity. However, the present study found that those 

accused of bullying were less likely to experience feelings of depression than those 

claiming to have been bullied and, therefore, it is arguable that their recall would have 

been less affected in terms of its accuracy.

Social desirability is a major concern when conducting research based, in part or 

wholly, on self-report. It is possible that, in explaining behaviours outlined in the 

allegations against them, participants in this study minimised their role, behaviours, 

words or body language, or described his/her negative behaviour as a once off 

occurrence caused by the stress and pressure of a situation or in their efforts to deal 

with a difficult staff member. Indeed it is claimed on many occasions, and in this study, 

that allegations of bullying were made for the accuser’s own personal gain.

4. 4.1 Results of psychological scales and Inventories

Psychological scales and inventories gave a more in-depth understanding of the 

effects on the mental health of participants in the accused group.

The anxiety levels of participants in the accused group were examined by the 

State Trait Anxiety Inventory (Spielberger et al., 1970). Results showed excessive state 

anxiety for two thirds of the accused group, while two participants showed no elevation 

in state anxiety as a result of the allegations against them. The trait anxiety levels of 

fourteen of the participants in this study were also high. This compliments Salmon et 

al’s (1998) research, which reported that bullies are anxious, depressed and insecure 

individuals. However, for 40% of the accused group in the present study who scored 

moderate levels of trait anxiety, almost half of these participants showed levels of state 

anxiety lower than their respective trait anxiety levels following accusations being made 

against them. Interestingly, those participants reporting a reduction in anxiety levels 

were all male. Sutton et al (1999) reported that ‘pure’ bullies have a superior theory of 

mind and are actually extremely socially competent and have termed this ‘cool 

cognition’.

The empathy levels of a bully has often been debated in research and the 

reduction of anxiety in some of the accused participants would seem in line with a lack
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of empathy as reported by Randall (1997). Evans et al’s (2002) findings suggested 

inhibited empathy rather than a lack of empathy.

Spielberger (1991) identified the high trait-anxious person as one who needs 

relatively less external stress to trigger a stress reaction, whereas a low trait-anxiety 

person will be more relaxed all the time, regardless of the situation. This was confirmed 

by the present study where those exhibiting moderate levels of anger showed both a 

lower and higher level of state anxiety, while those exhibiting intense trait anxiety 

showed little or no difference in their state.

Carr (1999) outlined that severe anxiety results in non-adaptive behaviour 

patterns associated with the avoidance of feared situations or experiences. As will be 

discussed in more detail later, the majority of the accused participants did not develop 

severe avoidance behaviours, resulting in the person being unable to attend for work. 

Associated symptoms would also include increased heart rate, sweating, trembling, 

shortness of breath, feelings of choking, chest pain, nausea, numbness or tingling, or 

chills or hot flushes. It is evident in this study that while the above symptoms are 

mentioned, they were not severe enough for the accused participants as has been 

previously reported by research outlining the effects of bullying on the recipient 

(Beswick et al, 2006; Bjorkqvist et al, 1994; O’Moore, 2000b; O’Moore et al, 1998; 

Neidl, 1996; Quine, 1999; Rayner et al, 2002; Vartia, 1996; Zapf et al, 1996).

Normal anxiety, according to May (1967), which is in proportion to the threat 

and does not involve any avoidance behaviour, is part of the growth process. The 

anxiety experienced by the participants in the present study fit this category, as the 

majority of participants did not suffer avoidance behaviours. The accusations against 

participants could be categorised as a danger, rather than a real threat to one’s integrity.

The level of state anger identified by comments made in interview with the 

accused group and self-report was confirmed by the State/Trait Anger Expression 

Inventory (Spielberger, 1991). The results indicate that the mean state anger score for 

participants in the accused group was above the 75'*’ percentile, reflecting that the 

participants experienced high levels of state anger. Participants reported being 

extremely angry at the manner in which the allegations against them had been handled 

by their employers as well as being angry at the person who had made the allegations 

against them. Comments as to being unable to work with this person again were
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common along with remarks as to his/her ability as a worker / manager etc being 

compromised as a result of the allegations.

Randall (2001) described one of the central features of psychopathy as impulsive 

and irritable people who are easily aroused to anger. Potter-Effron (1998) described that 

when the intensity of anger increases, the possibility for reasonable discussion and good 

judgement decreases and people become more impulsive and explosive as well as bitter 

and hostile.

Scores on the trait anger scale were, on average, moderate, indicating that 

participants in the accused group would normally experience moderate levels of anger. 

This reflects that while the state anger of the accused group is elevated in comparison to 

the trait anger, anger is a regular presence in the life of the accused in the present study. 

Nine participants scored above the 75**’ percentile in terms of trait anger, reflecting high 

levels of anger under normal circumstances. These participants were also more likely to 

have low anger control. A significant difference was noted between the trait anger of 

the accused group and that of the control group, with the accused group scoring 

markedly higher in terms of trait anger. In the present study, those who were found not 

guilty of bullying were less likely to be above the 90'*’ percentile in terms of state anger 

than those for whom there was no resolution or were found guilty of bullying. The 

impact of having a favourable result in terms of their guilt meant that their levels of 

anger were lower. This group, as stated previously, were more likely to attend for 

counselling and this contributed to lower anger levels.

The mean scores on Anger Temperament and Anger Reaction demonstrated that 

the participants in this study scored at moderate levels, indicating that they would, at 

times, experience anger with little or no provocation as well as, on occasion, feeling 

sensitive to criticisms, perceived affronts, or negative evaluations by others. The 

difference of the trait anger temperament levels of the accused group and that of the 

control group were significant, reflecting that those in the accused group were more 

likely to become angry with little or no provocation than those in the control group. A 

further significant difference was also noted in terms of anger reactions, with the 

accused group scoring higher than the control group. This is in line with Kassinove et al 

(2002), who found that people with high trait anger have anger reactions that are more 

frequent, intense and enduring. Spielberger et al (1995) also outlined that persons high 

in trait anger would perceive a wider range of situations as anger provoking than
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persons low in trait anger and that high anger individuals would be more likely to 

experience more frequent and intense elevations in state anger when they were annoyed 

or frustrated.

Significant differences were noted between those found guilty of bullying in that 

this group were much more likely to score in the low anger control category than those 

found not guilty and those for whom there was no resolution. This group showed less 

ability to control their anger in situations arising in the workplace and may be a 

significant marker in identifying those who are identified by others as a bully. However, 

further analysis with a larger sample is necessary to ensure this finding could be 

generalised.

Adams and Crawford (1992) commented that in a bullying situation anger is 

literally passed around. In the present study, this is evident in the comparable state 

anger levels of the accused participants and in victims of bullying as reported in other 

relevant research (Bjorkvist et al, 1994; O'Moore, 2000b; and Zapf et al, 1996). 

However, the trait anger of the participants in the present study is, on average, higher 

than that reported in victims of bullying and in the control group used in this study. This 

would seem to support relevant research, outlined above and in previous sections, 

profiling the bully as angry, irritable and aggressive. However, results must be viewed 

with caution given the small sample size.

It has long been established that many victims of long-term bullying at work 

suffer from post-traumatic stress disorder (Bjorkqvist et al., 1994; Einarsen et al, 1999; 

Leymann, 1992; Leymann and Gustaffson, 1996; Lynch, 2004; Mikkelsen & Einarsen, 

2001). The findings of the present study indicate strongly that the same cannot be said 

for those who are accused of bullying in the workplace. The scores on the Impact of 

Event Scale (Horowitz et al, 1979) indicate that, for the majority of participants in this 

study, symptoms of Post Traumatic Stress Disorder were absent. For those who did 

score significantly in terms of the intrusive thoughts, only nine participants scored in the 

severe/extremely severe range, while only five participants scored in this range with 

regard to avoidance behaviours. A difference was noted for those found not guilty of 

bullying with none of the fourteen scoring in the extreme range and only one scoring in 

the moderate range for avoidance behaviour, while of those for whom there was no 

resolution, 3 scored in the moderate to severe range while 4 of those found guilty scored 

in this range. It is evident again here that the impact of the manner in which the
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situation was handled and being exonerated, as well as being more likely to attend for 

counselling, had an important impact in terms of the severity of symptoms experienced. 

According to DSM-FV, to be classified as suffering from Post-Traumatic Stress 

Disorder, the duration of the disturbance should be more than one month and cause 

clinically significant distress or impairment in social, occupational, or other important 

areas of functioning. Again it is evident in the present study that the accused 

participants did not suffer significant impairment in their social, occupational and 

family lives. Comments were made to indicate some distress and strain in these areas 

but not to the extent where it resulted in long term sick leave, inability to enter the 

workplace, inability to leave one’s house for normal activities in case of meeting a work 

colleague or sighting the aggressor, and panic at the prospect of answering your own 

door / phone or receiving mail in the post. Likewise, the accused participants did not 

experience marital difficulties or significant loss in their social lives, less than half 

attended for counselling, just over 10% attended for psychiatric intervention, and almost 

70% did not take any medication, prescribed or herbal, in an attempt to deal with their 

present situation.

Foy et al (1987) reported that the likelihood of PTSD increases with the severity 

of the event while Horowitz (1986, 1990) posits that the traumatic event is repeated 

constantly in the person's conscious mind but causes such distress that it is either 

consciously suppressed or repressed. It would seem logical to this researcher that the 

accused would not suffer from PTSD as significantly, severely or frequently as reported 

by victims of bullying, again as a result of the lack of awareness and insight into the 

situation. If the accused is unaware that a negative situation is developing and that 

he/she is being perceived as the cause of this negativity, they are unlikely to dwell on 

the interpersonal relations occurring on any particular day during or after working 

hours. Therefore, he/she is also unlikely to play scenarios over in his/her head or 

gradually begin to dread going into work. The first knowledge of the situation as a 

bullying one for the accused only occurs once the allegations are made known to 

him/her and while he/she may try to replay and recall previous incidences at this time, 

recollection is likely to be impaired as a result of the lack of emotional significance 

attached at the time.

214



4. 4. 2 Self-esteem
As detailed earlier, the debate regarding the self-esteem levels of bullies has 

long been considered. In the present study, both the accused and control group 

completed the Self Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965) so that their scores could be 

compared to ascertain any effects of bullying on self-esteem. Findings suggested that 

the accused group had significantly higher levels of high self-esteem. This supports 

Baumeister et al (1996), who reviewed various studies and concluded that perpetrators 

of aggression generally hold favourable and perhaps even inflated views of themselves. 

Duncan (1999), Rigby and Slee (1991), and Tritt and Duncan (1997) also noted that 

victims of bullying manifested lower levels of self-esteem than did bullies. O'Moore 

and Hillery (1989) found that bullies shared with their victims lower levels of self

esteem than those not involved.

In the present study, the accused explained the situation in terms of external 

factors -  either as a result of the environment, the accuser or others in the workplace. 

None of the accused took any responsibility for causing distress to another. In 

explanation, Baumeister et al (1993) commented that the reason people view the world 

the way they do can often be traced to an underlying need to maintain high self esteem. 

It could be the case that in order to maintain high levels of esteem, the accused chose to 

view the cause of the allegations against them as external, making it unnecessary for the 

accused to appraise his/her own behaviour and, possibly, change.

Interestingly, and as detailed earlier, Perez (2004) found that very high self

esteem people were more likely to report committing acts of physical aggression than 

people with moderate self-esteem, and that, on self-reflection, people who are accurate 

about their strengths and weaknesses were not as vulnerable to aggression. Perez also 

outlined that self-enhancers, who tend to think of themselves overly favourably, often 

engage in bragging, being irritating, and verbal aggressiveness. Jed and Lacquer (1999) 

commented that self-esteem is generally considered to be a personality trait and argued 

that people with low self-esteem are more influenced by the environment than those 

with high self-esteem. It is relevant to note that the participants in the present study 

rated themselves favourably and used the environment and other people to explain the 

allegations made against them. As to whether they were accurate in their perceptions is 

outside the remit of the present study.
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O ’Moore (2000b) described how the self-esteem of victims of bullying not only 

suffers as a result of their experience in the workplace but also as a result of the blame 

they inflict on themselves for allowing their families to suffer due to their inability to 

leave work pressures behind. In the opinion of this researcher, the accused again 

escapes this suffering for much of the situation, again as a result of the lack of 

awareness of the situation. Until such time as the allegations are made known to the 

accused, they have no difficulty (in terms of interpersonal relations in the workplace) 

leaving their work in the office and suffer none of the blame, which would lower self

esteem. Furthermore, even when the allegations are made known to the accused, the 

participants in the present study were more likely to blame the victim or other external 

factors rather than internalising the situation. Therefore, at this stage, once the initial 

shock of the situation has passed, the accused is still unlikely to allow the work 

difficulties to impinge on his/her personal life in the same manner as the victims.

O'Moore (2001) commented that in research to examine self-esteem there may 

have been a failure to distinguish between the global self-esteem measured by 

Rosenberg’s Self Esteem Scale (1965) and the multidimensional nature of self-esteem. 

Rigby (2002) suggested that the measured self-esteem should include an indicator of 

perceived (and probably real) inadequacy in handling interpersonal difficulties that 

precedes peer victimisation.

This section makes a significant contribution to the current range of bullying 

literature in looking at how people are affected by being accused of bullying in the 

workplace. From the small sample size of the present study, it is evident throughout that 

the effects reported, overall, are not as severe as those reported by people claiming to 

have been bullied. Within the sample of those who were accused, differences were 

noted between those who were found guilty, not guilty and for whom there was no 

resolution or conclusion. However, due to the relatively small sample size in the present 

study, and the sparse availability of other similar research looking at the alleged 

perpetrator, the current findings should be viewed with caution when generalising to a 

wider population. Further research is necessary to look at larger samples of people who 

are accused of bullying. It is also essential to look at the effects on both the accused and 

accuser within the same situations, to gauge the impact of the same situation on both 

parties.
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4. 5 Coping strategies

Other studies have included an examination of options open to recipients of 

bullying behaviour in their place of work, including confronting the bully, seeking help 

from personnel, the Union, making group complaints, seeking medical advice, and legal 

action. These options have been suggested to be active coping possibilities (Hoel & 

Cooper, 2000; O'Moore, 2000b; Neidl, 1996; Rayner, 1997; Zapf & Gross, 2001). Due 

to the limited research available from the alleged perpetrators point of view for 

comparison purposes and the lack of applicability for an alleged perpetrator of all the 

above options, the present study chose not to attempt to quantify the above as suggested 

coping strategies. However, rates of sick leave, counselling, psychiatric and other 

interventions, medication, and leaving their employment are looked at as coping 

strategies as well as being compared with similar percentages reported by victims of 

bullying in the workplace.

Gross (2003) identified the use of pyscho-therapy as a coping strategy but, as 

stated previously, less than 12% in the present study utilised psychiatric or an 

alternative interventions in an attempt to cope. Sick leave, which resulted in avoiding 

the situation, was taken by less than 35% of the participants in this study. This contrasts 

starkly with the 100% of bullied participants who availed of sick leave as reported by 

Lynch (2004) and the slightly lower rate of respondents in the Irish nationwide study 

(O'Moore, 2000b). The lower incidence could be explained by the less severe 

symptoms as experienced by the accused in this study, as is evident when compared to 

relevant research outlining the effects on victims.

Previous studies have outlined that a large percentage of employees who are 

bullied in work leave the employer where this behaviour is experienced (Lynch, 2004; 

Rayner, 1997; Zapf & Gross, 2001. This is in stark contrast with the findings of the 

present study, whereby, of the 34 participants, over 60% of the accused remain in the 

same employment, without any transfer required in an attempt to cope. Of the 11 who 

were found guilty of bullying, 64% remained in the same employment, while a further 

18% chose to leave, and the remaining 18% were dismissed. Only one of the 

participants in this study took lengthy sick leave. The lack of evident avoidance 

strategies supports the earlier lack of evidence of symptoms of Post Traumatic Stress 

Disorder, whereby those accused of bullying behaviour did not feel the need to avoid
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reminders of their experiences nor were they incapable of re-entering their place of 

work.

The definition favoured for the present study is that proposed by Cox and 

Ferguson (1991) as this definition contends that coping deals with the emotional 

correlates of a stressful transaction and creates a sense of control. The definition also 

encompasses problem solving, that is directly confronting or dealing with the source of 

stress; reappraisal, that is re-thinking the meaning of the transaction; and avoidance, 

that is avoiding or being distracted from the problem. They defined coping as the 

cognitions and behaviours which, following a stressful transaction and defined 

independently of outcome, have the primary function, consciously decided, of dealing 

with the emotion caused by the transaction and developing a sense of personal control. 

Any particular option or strategy may perform one or a number of these functions in the 

space of dealing with one stressful transaction.

The findings in the present study, as reported by the accused, indicated that 

participants rated themselves as being significantly less likely than the control group to 

use denial as a coping strategy and significantly more likely to use acceptance. 

However, not one of the 34 accused participants were willing to take any responsibility 

for their actions and the resulting distress caused nor were they willing to accept the 

fact that they had been accused of bullying. This may again reflect a lack of insight and 

awareness but caution must also be exercised as to whether the present sample can all 

be considered to be bullies.

Less than 12% of the participants in the accused group had received psychiatric 

or alternative intervention. However, rather then this illustrating a lack of ability to deal 

with their emotions and share their thoughts and feelings, which participants were more 

than happy to do as part of the present study, this may in fact reflect the lack of severely 

negative health outcomes necessitating such intervention.

The 34 participants who participated in this study were willing to take advice on 

their individual situation, showing that they were developing control and using problem 

solving strategies. Avoidance coping was low for this group, supporting the earlier 

findings regarding the lack of PTSD in the accused sample.

It is difficult to make further analysis and comparisons in terms of the coping 

strategies of those accused of bullying due to the lack of comparable research. It must 

again be taken into consideration that the accused did not have to deal with the situation
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until such time as the allegations were made known to him/her, shortening the 

frequency and severity of any resulting negative symptoms and leaving less to be coped 

with. Furthermore, it is the analysis of this researcher that, due to the general consensus 

that the responsibility of the situation lay outside the accused, and the lack of any doubt 

that he/she could have been responsible, the accused viewed the allegations of bullying 

against him/her as something to be endured and tolerated, rather than a issue with which 

to cope.

Qualitative data in this study illustrates that the lack of resources within the 

work place and slowness to act according to procedure caused much frustration and 

anger on the part of the accused. For many, this was seen as a major concern and cause 

of stress. It may even be considered that the symptoms as reported by some of the 

accused sample resulted more from the frustration regarding the employer’s handing of 

the situation, rather then the allegations themselves.

4.5.1 Results of psychological inventory COPE (Carver et al, 1989)

The present study measured individual coping strategies identified by a 

psychometric inventory (COPE, Carver et al, 1989). Coping in this context is the 

process by which a person attempts to manage stressful events and describes the range 

of responses for dealing with stressors.

Although both the accused and control groups had been presented with the 

dispositional version of COPE (Carver et al, 1989), it is likely that the accused group 

responded by identifying with statements that represented their present, situational, 

coping behaviours in relation to the allegations against them.

However, as also outlined by Lynch (2004), Pearson, Ross and Dawes, (1992, 

cited in Coyne & Gottlieb, 1996) maintained that respondents using checklists 

recognise themselves in coping items that describe cognitive or behavioural efforts that 

they have used in the past and are inclined to endorse their use regardless of whether or 

not they have used them in the particular circumstances. Terry (1994) confirmed this by 

concluding, from his research into how students coped during examinations, that the 

evidence suggested that how people coped in response to a new event appeared to be, in 

part, a function of how they coped in the past.

Findings from the present study showed that the significant differences between 

the accused and control groups were found in active coping, seeking emotional support,
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suppressing competing activities, turning to religion, acceptance, venting of emotions, 

denial, and mental and behavioural disengagement.

Participants in the control group were significantly more likely to engage in

• active coping [taking active steps to try remove or circumvent the stressor or to 

ameliorate its effects, including initiating direct action, increasing one’s effort, 

and trying to execute an attempt to cope],

•  turning to religion [engagement in religious activities], and

• denial [to reject the reality of the stressful event].

Those in the accused group, however, indicated being more likely to

• use seeking emotional support [getting moral support, sympathy and 

understanding],

• suppress competing activities [constriction of one’s phenomenal field, 

suppressing involvement in competing activities or suppressing the processing 

of competing channels of information, in order to concentrate fully on the 

challenge or stressor],

• use acceptance [accepting the fact that the stressful event has occurred and is 

real],

• use venting of emotions [increased awareness of emotional distress and a 

tendency to discharge those feelings],

•  behavioural disengagement [giving up, or withdrawing from, the attempt to 

attain the goal with which the stressor is interfering] and

• mental disengagement [using alternative activities to take one’s mind off a 

problem].

O'Brien and DeLongis’ (1996) results showed that stressors at work were linked 

most strongly with planful problem solving, and the lack of this being significantly used 

as a coping strategy by the accused again points to the lack of severity of the effects 

resulting from the accusations.

The moderate resultant negative effects of being accused of bullying behaviours 

in participants included shock, anxiety, anger and low to moderate deterioration in their 

mental well-being and, a normal reaction to these conditions is the venting of emotions, 

making it likely that this would have been identified by participants as they completed 

the questionnaire.
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Rice (1992) commented that stress produces high anxiety, which will lead to 

some form of escape or avoidance. Carver et al (1993) found that avoidance coping was 

a predictor of distress and Billings and Moos (1984) also showed that avoidance coping 

was associated with a higher rate of depression. However, while avoidance, which is 

seen as a maladaptive strategy, was not found to be significant for the accused group, 

they rated themselves as using mental disengagement more frequently than the control 

group and 70% of the accused self-reported depression. This contradiction may reflect 

inaccuracies in terms of responses given on the part of the accused. O'Connor and 

O'Connor (2002) suggested that the use of avoidance as a coping strategy could lead to 

more psychological distress. The findings in the present study indicate that the accused 

did not use avoidance, and therefore, this could contribute to the less severe effects than 

those experienced by victims of bullying.

Participants experiencing high levels of state anxiety, intrusive thoughts and 

significant scores on the GHQ scale, though few in the present study, were more likely 

to vent emotions in an effort to cope, while participants who were experiencing high 

levels of state anger were less likely to use active coping as a strategy. Again, though 

few, participants in the present study scoring highly on avoidance behaviour were more 

likely to seek instrumental social support and use restraint coping. The few participants 

who scored highly on the GHQ scale were more likely to engage mental and 

behavioural disengagement.

According to Suls and David (1996), current researchers maintain that 

encounters with earlier stressors can influence future coping efforts but McCrae and 

Costa (1986) purported that additional stressors in a person’s life, at a particular time, 

could affect coping effectiveness and confound any results and therefore should be 

taken into consideration. They concluded that the effect of prior experiences, together 

with individual differences in personality, also make any generalisations almost useless. 

Unless an inventory of all life strains and stressful events that have occurred in a period 

in an individual’s life, and data on how they coped with each, is available, the 

relationship between coping and outcome remains obscure.

The above coping strategies are seen mainly as reactive, a strategy to be used 

once stress had been experienced. However, optimism, a sense of personal control and 

the ability to find meaning in one's life experiences are useful and important 

psychological resources long believed to be associated with the promotion of mental
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health (Seligman, 1998). Self-confident and optimistic individuals may have more 

social support and/or they may be more effective in mobilising it when they experience 

high levels of stress (Taylor & Brown, 1994). Also, there is reason to believe that 

individuals, who have well developed psychosocial resources, including a sense of 

personal control, high self-esteem and optimism, are more likely to cope proactively 

with respect to health which may minimise the effects of stress (Aspinwall & Taylor, 

1997). While issues of personal control and social support were not directly viewed in 

this study, the high self-esteems level of the accused participants was evident. This may 

point to more effective coping with stress levels, explaining the less severe symptoms 

reported by the accused. More in-depth research is required in this area.

4. 6 Personality

Many descriptions have been used to profile the personality of a bully, with 

arguments abounding as to whether a profile is possible. Randall (1997) outlined that no 

profile had been standardised for the workplace bully and therefore, concentration 

should focus on the behaviour of the bully. Bullies have been described as aggressive, 

power driven, sadistic, bigoted, authoritarian, abrasive, hostile, violent and thinking 

positively about violence, psychopathic, sociopathic, autocratic, dominating, having 

little empathy for others, impulsive, needing to be in control, happy to blame the victim, 

angry, malicious, vindictive, selfish, insensitive, having a constant demand for respect 

and consideration despite denial of these for others, having low social capabilities, lack 

of emotional control and thoughtlessness, and lack of insight into their own behaviour 

(Adams, 1992; Adorno et al., 1982; Baron & Neuman, 1996; Bassman, 1992; Brodsky, 

1976; Haynie et al, 2001; Leather et al, 1990; Levinson, 1978; Macklem, 2003; 

McCarthy, 2001; Newman et al, 2000a; Olweus, 1991; O’Moore, 1997; Quillan, 1996; 

Seigne et al, 2007; Vartia,1996; Zapf and Einarsen, 2003)

McCrae and Costa (1986) outline that personality, particularly the extraversion 

and neuroticism factors, should be a standard feature of research. The present study 

examined the personality factors of both the accused and control group thus following 

the recommendation by McCrae & Costa. They contended that personality represents a 

powerful alternative explanation for presumed effects of coping on adaptational
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outcomes. Zapf (1999) also illustrated that there are multiple causes of bullying that 

need to be taken into consideration of which personality is one factor.

The personality assessment (NEO-PI-R, Costa & McCrae, 1992) was completed 

by both the accused and the control groups. While accused participants scored higher 

than the control group in neuroticism, extraversion, and agreeableness, findings showed 

significant differences between the groups in the agreeableness factors where 

participants in the accused group scored higher, reflecting that these participants were 

significantly less agreeable, that is antagonistic, than the control group. The higher 

scores in neuroticism and extraversion are in line with findings reported on the 

neuroticism and extraversion levels of child bullies (Connolly and O ’Moore, 2003). 

There were no significant differences between the groups with regard to neuroticism, 

extraversion, and openness to new experiences.

Agreeableness measures how compatible people are with other people, or 

basically how able they are to get along with others. The agreeable person is 

sympathetic, eager to help, and believes that others will be helpful in return. By 

contrast, the disagreeable or antagonistic person is egocentric, sceptical of others' 

intentions, and competitive rather than co-operative. McCrae and Costa (1987) reported 

that irritable - good natured, ruthless - soft hearted, and selfish - selfiess represent the 

agreeableness factor. The agreeableness dimension has been reported to be associated 

with aggression (Costa et al, 1989; Gleason et al., 2004; Graziano et al., 1996; Miller et 

al., 2003; Suls et al., 1998). According to Costa et al. (1989), antagonistic people tend to 

be hostile and irritable— they need to oppose, to attack, or to punish others. Moreover, 

those high in antagonism tend to mistrust and have a low regard for others, and, in turn, 

they act in ways designed to exclude or snub those who are perceived as disliked or 

inferior. Finally, antagonistic people may lack emotional expression and be unattached 

interpersonally—they are cool or cold, contemptuous, callous, and unfeeling.

Results from the present study indicated that participants scoring highly on 

extraversion and avoidance behaviours, though few, were more likely to experience a 

number of psychological symptoms, reflecting that the more outgoing a person 

described themselves as being, the more likely they were to avoid triggers reminding 

them of their experiences and to suffer from a wider range of psychological symptoms. 

Similarly, Lynch (2004) reported an association between extraversion and
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psychological distress in her study, suggesting that it is more likely that people who are 

bullied and outgoing may suffer physical and psychological ill-health.

Extraverts are social and prefer large groups but are also assertive, active and 

talkative. According to Costa and McCrae (1992) they tend to be energetic and 

optimistic. Introversion should be seen as the absence of extraversion rather than the 

opposite. They tend to be reserved, independent and even-paced. Although they are not 

given to the exuberance of extraverts, introverts are not unhappy or pessimistic (Costa 

& McCrae, 1992).

4. 6.1 Personality and coping

Costa et al. (1996) argued that any one of these five factors is associated with 

specific coping responses. Trait-oriented researchers propose that coping is a 

personality trait (Costa et al, 1996). Diathesis-oriented researchers (Lazarus, 1999; 

Morrison & O’Connor, 2005) regard coping as a response caused by a match between 

personality traits and specific stressful situations. Bolger (1990) argued that coping is 

personality in action under stress. An alternative view of coping is that individuals’ 

personality traits may influence coping responses in specific contexts (Cox and 

Ferguson, 1991; Lazarus, 1999)

Findings in the present study indicated a positive relationship between those 

scoring highly in terms of neuroticism and participants who were more likely to use 

coping strategies such as seeking emotional social support, restraint coping, denial and 

mental disengagement. Furthermore, participants in the accused group scoring highly on 

extraversion were less likely to use alcohol/drugs as a coping strategy in an attempt to 

cope with their experience of being accused of bullying. Due to the lack of available 

research outlining the relationship between personality and coping strategies for alleged 

perpetrators, comparisons and contrasts were looked for in research on the same 

relationship in relevant research carried out with those reporting to be bullied. Lynch 

(2004) described that victims of bullying scoring highly on the extraversion factor were 

more likely to use seeking emotional social support and denial as coping strategies. This 

contrasts with the results in this study where, for the accused group, it was the 

participants scoring highly on neuroticism who favoured seeking emotional support and 

denial. However, as previously noted, the responses of the accused participants, 

particularly with regard to denial, may be inaccurate. Furthermore, relevant research has
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outlined that seeking emotional social support and venting of emotions is associated 

with openness for those bullied at work (Lynch, 2004; O’Brien & DeLongis, 1996) but 

no such association was found for those accused in the present study.

The above findings are in agreement with O'Brien and DeLongis (1996), who 

reported that personality dimensions have important associations with coping strategies, 

and with McCrae and Costa (1986), who concluded that neuroticism and extraversion 

appear to be closely related to the most pervasive and replicable factors in coping.

According to Lynch (2004) and O’Brien & DeLongis (1996), the personality 

trait of agreeableness for those experiencing bullying was found to be positively 

correlated with seeking emotional support and positive reinforcement. No such 

significant association was found for those accused of bullying but, notably, the 

participants in this study were significantly lower in terms of agreeableness. Costa and 

McCrae (1992) suggested that the agreeable person is fundamentally altruistic and 

believes that others will be equally helpful in return. If this is the case, then the accused 

group, being low in agreeableness, may be likely to conclude that others will not help in 

return and are not altruistic.

The same analysis was carried out for the control group to detect any effects of 

personality on coping dispositions. In this examination, participants in the control group 

who scored highly on extraversion were more likely to use positive reinterpretation as a 

coping strategy, indicating they would try to reinterpret their experiences in a positive 

manner in an attempt to cope. Similarly, participants in the control group who scored 

highly in terms of openness were also more likely to use positive reinterpretation, 

behavioural disengagement, and alcohol/drugs to cope. Participants in the control group 

scoring highly in terms of agreeableness were found to be less likely to seek emotional 

social support, or turn to religion. This contrasts with the accused participants who 

scored highly in terms of agreeableness, in that they were more likely to seek emotional 

support and but equally less likely to turn to religion. The lack of any correlation 

between neuroticism and these coping strategies in the control group indicates that 

neuroticism may not play a role in the coping styles generally adopted when people are 

not under any particular stress

Folkman et al (1986) concluded that the context is critical in the transactional 

perspective because coping is assessed as a response to the psychological and 

environmental demands of specific stressful encounters. Coyne and Gottlieb (1996)
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agreed with Folkman et al (1986) and questioned the influence of the individual’s 

personality when using a transactional perspective. Although they suggested that the 

personality traits are taken into account, they concluded that this is of limited value. To 

overcome this limitation they reconmiended that personality should be construed in 

terms of what situations afford for particular individuals and how they construct and 

respond to these situations.

Carver et al (1989) commented that the notion that stable coping styles, in an 

individual, exists is controversial and Folkman and Lazarus (1980) emphasised that 

coping should be thought of as a dynamic process that changes in nature from stage to 

stage during a stressful situation. This was confirmed by the results obtained by Niedl 

(1996) and Zapf and Gross (2001) who both illustrated, in separate studies, that 

individuals use different strategies as they proceed through the different stages in 

attempting to deal with their problems at work due to bullying behaviours.

Folkman and Lazarus (1988a, 1988b; Folkman et al, 1986; Lazarus, 1993) also 

outlined that personal appraisals of stressful life events direct the choice of coping 

strategies in which individuals engage. Cognitive appraisal has been defined as the 

interpretation one has regarding a potential stressor (Chang, 1998).

Major et al (1998) state that more positive appraisals (i.e., when resources are 

perceived as higher than threat appraisals) are associated with less avoidance/denial - an 

emotion-focused coping strategy. In the present study, as there was an evident lack of 

avoidance behaviours following the accusations of bullying, it may be the case that the 

participants used positive appraisals, felling they were sufficiently able to cope in the 

situation.

According to Hergenhahn (1994) psychologically defined personality trait 

theories have been highly criticised as a result of too much subjectivity. The 

complexities of human nature make it likely that consistency in behaviour at any 

particular time and in similar situations is unreliable.

This section is a significant first look at those who have been accused of 

bullying and the personality traits as scored on standardised testing. Significant 

statistical differences were noted between those who were accused of bullying and the 

control group but not between the three groups with the accused, that is those found 

guilty, not guilty, and for whom there was no resolution or conclusion. The results on 

the personality scales indicate that the accused group were more likely to be
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antagonistic and less agreeable. This may have been seen by their 

superiors/colleagues/subordinates in an unfavourable light and contributed to them 

being accused of bullying. However, further analysis with a larger group of people who 

have been accused of bullying is necessary.

4. 7 Consequences of the allegations
As stated previously, the options open to the participants in the present study 

were not pre-defmed for use in the questionnaire but rather were explored during 

interview in terms of the accused’s description of their respective employer’s handling 

of the allegations against them. According to qualitative data collected in this study, 

participants in the accused group felt dissatisfied with the manner in which the 

allegations against them had been treated by their employers. Tales of bullying, told 

usually from the point of view of the victim, often outline dissatisfaction with the 

employer’s treatment of the victim, to the point of making the person feel re-victimised 

by the system. Similar research from the point of view of the alleged perpetrator is 

unavailable at this point.

Investigations had been carried out in 79% of cases with females being more 

likely to succeed in having this course of action taken than males, while only 20% of the 

accused group had taken / been taken down the legal route as a result of the allegations 

of bullying with females also being significantly more likely to take / be taken on this 

course of action than males.

Of the 34 participants, 32% were found guilty, 41% were found not guilty while 

27% had not reached a stage where a verdict on their behaviours had been decided 

upon. This decision was either pending or no action had been taken on behalf of the 

employer in order to process the allegations to a stage where a decision could be 

reached. In these latter cases, it was unlikely that a decision would ever be reached, 

adding further to frustration levels. An equal percentage (33%) of men and women were 

found guilty of using inappropriate behaviour in their place of employment as were an 

equal percentage found not guilty of the same behaviours. Of the 9 participants who 

reported having no resolution in terms of their behaviour, 7 of those reported that no 

investigation had been carried out while 2 reported that investigations were either still in 

progress or that had never received any resolution. Dissatisfaction with regard to the
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handling of these situations was abundant, with the accused feeling that correct 

procedures had not been followed.

The majority of participants saw their circumstance as resolved / concluded by 

the employer internally while 24% felt no resolution had been reached in their situation. 

62% of those accused of bullying in their place of employment continue to work within 

the same company with males being significantly more likely to remain in the same 

employment than women (72% v 41%). There were 26% who reported resigning for 

new employment following the allegations of bullying while only 6% were dismissed 

from employment as a result of being accused of bullying. Only 2 (18%) of the 11 found 

guilty of bullying were dismissed from their employment while a similar percentage 

resigned and 64% remained in the same employment with little consequences imposed.

This section contributes to current literature by taking a look at the perspective 

of the accused in relation to how their situation was handled by their employers. It is 

evident throughout this section that the manner in which the majority of the accuseds’ 

situations were handled was unacceptable. This ties in with literature from ‘victims’” 

viewpoints, who would also feel their situations were inappropriately handled.

4. 8 Evaluation of the study
The main advantage, while simultaneously presenting itself as a stumbling block 

to the researcher, of this study was its analysis and exploration of an area largely 

ignored by other researchers to date, and thereby enhancing understanding and 

opportunities for future research. However, as is frequently commented throughout, the 

lack of available similar research looking at alleged perpetrators made comparisons with 

relevant research difficult and resulted in the various aspects relating to the accused 

participant in the present study being compared to both the control group and other 

claiming to be bullied in recent relevant research.

Another advantage of this study includes the adoption of the method of 

triangulation using a series of complimentary methods of obtaining data. By using data 

obtained during interviews, self-report, and psychometric assessments it was possible to 

confirm data obtained by each method and enhance interpretation, analysis and 

understanding.
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However, it is possible, particularly in relation to qualitative research conducted 

through interview, that the material can be misread by the interviewer as responses are 

recorded inaccurately to comply with information the interviewer expects. The 

selection of comments from an interview lasting up to two hours is possibly affected by 

the required result. An additional difficulty here, as outlined by Powell & Enright 

(1993), concerning desirable behaviours and effects often increasing and undesirable 

behaviours and effects generally decreasing when they are monitored. It is also possible 

that the observation itself could affect results since research indicates that behaviour 

may be altered simply because it is being monitored.

A major concern of self-reporting is social desirability. Respondents are likely 

to avoid endorsing certain items on a checklist because they refer to behaviours which 

they feel are undesirable. Cramer (1991) concluded that the only way to adequately 

demonstrate the level of psychological physical well-being, coping styles, or personality 

is to have an independent assessment (external criterion) of the outcome variables. 

Relying on self-report measures to assess outcome status is highly likely to yield biased 

results. Responses may reflect what participants thought and did in specific stressful 

encounters rather than actual behaviours and feelings.

Furthermore, Coyne and Gottlieb (1996) and Folkman et al (1986) are critical of 

self-report. They maintain that it is inherently more fallible than other methods of 

inquiry and ultimately requires verification by other methods such as observation of 

direct behaviour and psychological assessment.

The relatively small sample size of participants utilised in the present study has 

implications for interpreting and generalising results. With the vast numbers of people 

who admit to feeling bullied in the workplace, it stands to reason that significantly large 

number are in a position where they are able to make another employee feel bullied, 

whether, purposely or inadvertently. However, given the sensitive and confidential 

nature of the topic being researched and a reluctance of people to admit being involved 

in aggressive or other negative behaviours, the present study was unable to access larger 

numbers and was reliant on volunteers to make themselves known to the researcher. In 

addition, the sample was not completely representative with regard to age, economic 

sector and occupational groups when compared to the Irish nationwide survey 

(O'Moore, 2000b). The sample was also specific in that accused participants had to be 

formally accused of bullying in their place of employment but no conclusion as to their
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guilt or innocence was required. Therefore, caution must be exercised when 

generalising to the larger population.

A further limitation of this study results from the sensitive nature of the topic. 

Participants in this study displayed strong emotions at times, particularly with reference 

to anger. This makes it difficult to obtain objective data in regard to the exact 

description of their accuser and the negative behaviours of which they were accused.

A common criticism of workplace bullying research is in the use of a definition. 

Although definitions were discussed in section 1.1.2 and an appropriate definition 

selected to describe bullying, it is not known whether the allegations had been made 

against the participants in this group based on any definition in particular or any 

definition whatsoever. Therefore, while the behaviours of the accused may have been 

categorised by the researcher according to the most frequently reported bullying 

behaviours, or certain behaviours seen by the researcher as more frequent or severe, this 

may not have been the interpretation of the person who initially felt bullied by the 

participants in this study.

Significant correlations were obtained with regard to negative effects of being 

accused of bullying, personality, and coping styles. However, the design of this 

research does not allow for the establishment of causal relationships. The bi-directional 

element of behaviours and symptoms should be considered when examining findings in 

this study.

4. 9 Conclusion
This research study examined thirty four people who were accused of workplace 

bullying in their place of employment, twenty two of which were male and twelve 

female, all over the age category of 30 years.

The negative behaviours as outlined in allegations against the accused and self- 

reported by the accused were similar with the most typically reported negative 

behaviours associated with bullying situations. However, what contrasted starkly were 

the explanations for the situations leading to allegations. Much previous research has 

cited envy, being a weak superior, and competitiveness as the reason why a bully ‘picks 

on’ another employee. However the participants in this sample all felt competent in 

their positions and were more likely to rate their accuser as a difficult employee or as
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making the allegations for their own personal gain. While it is impossible to come to a 

definitive conclusion, particularly as a result of the unavailability of a decision 

regarding the accused’s behaviour in all 34 cases, it is the researcher’s opinion that guilt 

may not wholly lie with either party and the complex relationship between the accused 

and accuser needs a further in-depth analysis with both sides of the story being 

accessible, particularly in cases where the accused has never had such allegations made 

against him/her before.

Victim profiles often show that the person feeling bullied rates him/herself as 

being a competent worker, popular, having no such previous difficulties, as well as 

being confident and happy, prior to feeling bullied in the workplace. Results from the 

present study indicate that the accused rated their accuser as less conscientious, 

unpopular, less independent, less able to control their emotions, less attractive, less 

confident, less likely to adhere to rules when he/she does not agree with them, and as 

having inferior communication skills. It is problematic to interpret these ratings as the 

accused may well be reporting on the person’s more recent behaviour, which would 

presumably be when the person was feeling bullied by the accused. Therefore, whether 

the accused’s description of his/her accuser is accurate remains inconclusive.

Results showed elevated mixed results regarding the effects on the person 

accused of bullying. State anxiety, state anger. Post Traumatic Stress Disorder, self

esteem, and physiological and psychological ill-health for the accused group were 

examined. For the majority of the accused group, severe and extremely severe 

symptoms resulting from allegations made against them were not seen, strongly 

indicating that the accused would not suffer as significantly as those who feel bullied. 

This researcher’s analysis is that the accused’s lack of awareness and knowledge that a 

person is feeling bullied by them acts as a buffer from negative health outcomes. While 

the person feeling bullied is slowly beginning to feel bullied and their health gradually 

deteriorates over time, it is not until this person can muster the courage to make formal 

their complaints that the accused becomes officially aware of the extent of the problem, 

or that there is even a problem at all. In some cases, the accused in this study were not 

made aware of the allegations against them until up to another year after the allegations 

had been made, and while this was commented on as making the situation worse for the 

accused, it would stand to reason that the person who has poured their heart into
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detailing the negative behaviours experienced by them would suffer significantly more 

at having to wait a further year before they are acknowledged and acted upon.

The accused group showed significantly higher levels of self-esteem, which is 

both in agreement and disagreement with previous research into the self-esteem levels 

of bullies. Trait anxiety, trait anger, trait anger temperament and trait anger reactions 

were also significantly higher than those found in the control group, adding credence to 

suggestions that those seen as bullies are likely to have higher anger and anxiety levels.

While it seemed that the majority suffered low to moderate levels of negative 

health outcomes at some time during their experiences of being accused of bullying, the 

lack of high levels of sick leave, counselling, medication, psychiatric and psychological 

interventions, reports of marital break-ups and severely disturbed personal lives speaks 

volumes for the stark contrast of what those feeling bullied go through compared to 

those seen as bullies.

In terms of coping, the accused group are more likely to use planning, seeking 

both instrumental and emotional social support, acceptance, venting of emotions, and 

suppressing competing activities, less likely to turn to religion as well as being less 

likely to use positive reinterpretation or restraint coping. The accused group reported 

using mental and behavioural disengagement and alcohol/drugs more frequently than 

the control group while denial and humour were less frequently used. Few conclusions 

can be drawn as to the accuracy and relevance of the coping strategies of the accused in 

this sample, both as a result of the lack of other available research and the low to 

moderate negative health outcomes as experienced by the participants.

Differences were noticeable in terms of the accused participants’ scores in 

neuroticism, extraversion, and agreeableness but significant differences were found only 

in terms of agreeableness. The findings regarding the low scores on agreeableness may 

account for the participants in the present study being seen as bullies, as they were less 

likely to be able to get along with others. The agreeable person is sympathetic, eager to 

help, and believes that others will be helpful in return. By contrast, the disagreeable or 

antagonistic person is egocentric, sceptical of others' intentions, and competitive rather 

than co-operative. McCrae and Costa (1987) reported that irritable - good natured, 

ruthless - soft hearted, and selfish - selfless represent the agreeableness factor.

The handling of the situation by the respective organisations is also examined. 

Participants in the accused group had all had formal action taken against them, to
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varying extents, within their workplace. There were significant difficulties with regard 

to procedures and the handling of allegations made in all cases, with the accused feeling 

they were left unaware of allegations, were not informed appropriately of their rights, 

not given significant notice of discipUnary hearings and investigations, or, in some 

cases, no action was taken after the allegations were made and the situation was ‘left 

hanging’. The strong indication from previous research from the perspective of the 

victim has been that many felt re-victimised by the manner in which their sensitive 

complaints were handled but it appears that the situation from the accused’s point of 

view is equally stark, with little communication and understanding. It is blatantly 

obvious to this researcher that further awareness on the part of the employer is 

desperately needed.

This study has made a significant initial contribution to the understanding of the 

person accused of bullying and points in many directions for the need for future 

research.

4.11 Future research
As already stated, this research is merely the tip of the iceberg to understanding 

those seen as bullies in the workplace. The limited amount of research from the point of 

view of the alleged perpetrator opens a path for much and varied future research.

Throughout this thesis, the researcher noted the lack of available demographic 

data with regard to those accused of bullying, making comparisons with the findings of 

the previous study problematic. While some research has been carried out on the 

position of the bully within the organisation, it would be helpful to concentrate on age 

also.

A comprehensive picture could be gained by viewing both sides of a bullying 

dynamic, which would assist with understanding the contrasting causes of bullying. The 

causes as reported by ‘victims’ are in opposition to those as reported by the alleged 

perpetrators in this study. Further research is needed in this area to enhance the present 

picture.

While the present study points strongly to those perceived as bullies not being 

as severely affected as research has outlined victims to be, it would be necessary to 

carry out research with a larger sample of participants, form a wider range of
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occupational groups, who have been found guilty of bullying in the workplace. This 

would overcome difficulties with retrospective assessment and inaccurate memory, as 

associated with self-report. A combination of qualitative and quantitative methods in 

such a research study would serve to vastly enrich present understanding of the role of 

the perpetrator in workplace bullying.

Future research could build on findings from this study and include a follow-up 

of people who have been accused of bullying to assess whether they are seen in a 

similar light by those in their new employment or by other employees in the same 

organisation. However, there is an ethical question in that participants in this study are 

moving on in their lives and to request them to recall such experiences could risk 

affecting their psychological well-being.

To overcome this difficulty future research could include a prospective study 

where members of the work force are assessed with regard to physical and mental 

health, personality, and coping styles initially and the assessments repeated at intervals 

throughout their career to judge any changes dependent on their experiences at work. 

Rick & Guppy (1994) and Suls & David (1996) outlined that such research is essential 

as, in longitudinal studies, individuals can serve as their own controls. However, 

qualitative data should also be collected to ascertain the possible presence of 

confounding variables.

A further area of study into workplace bullying would be situations whereby 

people are accused of bullying as part of a bullying campaign. Though not looked at in 

the present study, circumstances can arise whereby allegations of negative behaviour 

are outlined against individuals but, rather than the person making allegations feeling 

bullied, this person is bullying.

Another area for future research involves the employer’s role in the bullying 

dynamic and the subsequent consequences for all involved. Increased training and 

awareness for all staff in managerial, supervisory and HR roles is essential in order to 

break the cycle of ineffective handling of workplace bullying. Intervention programmes 

have also been developed with regard to bullying among school children (Pikas, 1989; 

O'Moore & Hillery, 1991; O'Moore & Minton, 2001; Roland & Munthe, 1997) and 

have been shown to be effective, but similar interventions in the workplace are sparse. 

According to Smith (1997) findings from bullying among school children can be 

applied to workplace bullying. It is possible therefore that the adoption of proven
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intervention programmes devised for schools could be effective in the workplace. 

According to Thomas-Peters (1997) increasing the standards of professional 

relationships can only improve the social climate at work and improve efficiency. The 

effect of intervention programmes could also be an area of future research.
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Appendices A Tests and measures
Appendix 1

Name:

Address:

Phone Number:

Date of Birth:

Place of Employment when accused:

Job Title when accused:
Date Started:
Date Leaving/Sick Leave taken as a result of accusation:

Details of medication taken as a result of accusations:

Details of counselling/psychiatric intervention as a result of 
accusations:

Family Background (Do you live alone / with others?; Married / Single 
/ Separated...; Do you have children / siblings or any other person 
living with you?)

Psychiatric Background:

Have you ever been prescribed medication or gone for counselling or 
to a psychiatrist prior to being accused of bullying? If yes, please give 
details:

Have you ever experienced anything in your life as stressful or more 
stressful than being accused of bullying? If yes, please give details:
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Appendix 2

“Workplace bullying is repeated inappropriate behaviour, direct or indirect, whether 

verbal, physical or otherwise, conducted by one or more persons against another or 

others, at the place of work and/or in the course of employment, which could reasonably 

be regarded as undermining the individual’s right to dignity at work. An isolated 

incident of the behaviour described in this definition may be an affront to dignity at 

work but as a once off incident is not considered to be bullying” (Task Force, 2001).

Do you agree with this definition? If no, please state what you would change:

Do serious isolated incidents, in your opinion, constitute bullying? e.g. a serious threat:

1. Please indicate your sex:

2. Please indicate you age: _

3. Are you working now? _
4. Please indicate your job tj^e  by ticking one box only: 

Farming, fishing and forestry p
Electrical trades D
Engineering and allied trades n
Textile, clothing and leather production LJ
Food, drink and tobacco □
Chemical, paper, wood, rubber, plastics and 
printing HH
Other manufacturing occupation p
Building and construction D
Managers and executive p
Communications warehouse and transport D  
Clerical and office p
Sales LJ
Business and commerce □
Computer Software '
Scientific and technical Q
Other professional occupation 
Personal services (tourism, security and ^
catering)
Teaching education D
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Central and local government □
Garda Siochana L-l
Other (please specify) _____________________

5. Indicate the number o f employees in your organisation:__________________

6. What is the ratio o f men to women in the organisation?__________________

7. Number o f Years working for the current or most recent employer:_________

8. Are you a member of a union? I f  yes, which union:______________________

9. Please indicate your level o f education: (optional): ______________________

10. Have you ever subjected anyone to any of the following behaviours? In the 
space provided, please indicate ‘never’ , ‘once or twice’ , or ‘more than once or
twice (often)’ .

Once or More than once 
Never Twice or

Twice
Withholding of information so that work becomes difficult 1 2  3

evere criticism 1 2 3

[umiliation by being shouted at 1 2  3

et unrealistic work targets 1 2  3

exual harassment 1 2 3

preading malicious rumours, falsehoods to discredit 1 2  3

Excessive monitoring of work 1 2  3

hysical abuse or threats of physical abuse 1 2  3

)rdered to work below level of competence 1 2 3

[urtful teasing, taunting mocking ridicule -  especially in front of others
1 2 3

)eprivation of responsibility or work tasks 1 2  3

Ise of foul, obscene or offensive language 1 2 3

leing contacted at home, week-ends, holidays, sick leave with ‘urgent’ work or unreasonable demands
1 2 3
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n. Being given deliberately ambiguous instructions, then blamed for failure
1 2 3

o. Social exclusion, cold-shouldering, snubbing 1 2  3

p. Intimidation, threats of disciplinary action, blocking promotion or pay increments
1 2 3

q. Encouraging other staff to disregard views 1 2  3

r. Neglect of opinions or view's 1 2  3

s. False claims of under performance which do not square with the facts
1 2 3

t. Silence or hostility as a response to attempts at conversation 1 2 3

u. Devaluing of work and efforts 1 2  3

V. Undue pressure to vote in a certain way at meetings 1 2  3

w. Interference or disappearance of personal items 1 2  3

X . Difficulty with requests for sick leave, compassionate leave, change of shifts
1 2 3

y. Any form of dirty tricks campaign (please describe) 1 2  3

11. Where did the alleged bullying take place?

12. How long did the alleged bullying go on for?_______________ months
Is it still going on?_____________________________________________________

13. What type of bullying is alleged to have happened?__________________________
a. Verbal
b. Physical
c. Psychological
d. Gesture
e. E-bullying

Other, please specify:______________________________________________________
14. Has the accusation of bullying affected your physical health? Yes D No D
15. Have you had to seek medical treatment as a result of the accusation of bullying? If 
yes, please give details: Yes □  No □
16. Has the accusation of bullying affected your mental health? Yes □  No □
17. Have you had to receive psychiatric treatment as a result of the accusation of 
bullying? If yes, please give details: Yes q  No q
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18. Have you had to take any medication as a result of being accused of bullying? If 
yes, please give details: Yes d  No D

19. Has being accused of bullying affected your performance at work? If yes, please 
give details:

Yes □  No □

20. Has being accused of bullying caused you to stay away from work?
Yes □  No □

21. Has being accused of bullying adversely affected the relationship with vour farnilv? 
If yes, please give details: Yes L-̂  No

22. (a) Have you ever experienced any of the following physiological symptoms as a
result of being accused of these negative acts? Please indicate yes or no in the: space
provided:
a. Headaches/migraine Yes □ No □
b. Sweating/shaking Yes □ No □
c. Palpitations Yes □ No □
d. Feeling/Being sick Yes □ No □
e. Stomach and Bowel problems Yes □ No □
f. Raised blood pressure Yes □ No □
g. Disturbed sleep Yes □ No □
h. Loss of energy Yes □ No □
i. Loss of appetite Yes □ No □
j. Other, please specify: Yes □ No □

(b). Have you ever experienced any of the following psychological effects as a result of 
being accused of these negative acts? Please indicate yes or no in the space provided;
a. Anger Yes □ No □
b. Anxiety, worry, fear Yes □ No □
c. Panic attacks Yes □ No □
d. Depression Yes □ No □
e. Loss of confidence and self-esteem Yes □ No □
f. Tearfulness Yes □ No □
g. Loss of concentration Yes □ No □
h. Forgetfulness Yes □ No □
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i. Lack of motivation Yes □ No □
j. Thoughts of suicide Yes □ No □
k. Feeling isolated Yes □ No □
1. Feeling helpless Yes □ No □
m. Other, please specify: Yes □ No □

(c). Has your behaviour changed in any of the following ways as a result of being 
accused of these negative acts? Please indicate yes or no in the space provided:
Becoming aggressive Yes □ No □
Becoming irritable Yes □ No □
Becoming revengeful Yes □ No □
Becoming withdrawn Yes □ No □
Greater use of tobacco, alcohol, drugs Yes □ No □
Obsessive dwelling on the aggressor Yes □ No □
Becoming hypersensitive to criticism Yes □ No □
Becoming totally emotionally drained Yes □ No □
Other, please specify: Yes □ No □

23. Please provide a description of both yourself and the person who has accused you of 
bullying based on the statements below. Also keep in mind the reason why you think 
there are problems existing between you and this person. Answer Yes or No in the 
space provided.

He/She was too hard working and conscientious and feel there was jealousy
Yes □ No □

He/She was popular in the workplace Yes □ No □
He/She was a union representative/health and safety officer Yes □ No □
He/She was independent Yes □ No □
He/She was too non-confrontational and a easy target Yes □ No □
He/She was new to the job Yes □ No □
He/She could not afford to leave the job and this was known Yes □ No □
He/She was placed in a job that he/she was not properly trained for Yes □ No □
He/She was promoted and perceived as a threat Yes □ No □
The company was changing/restructuring Yes □ No □
I wanted to exert authority Yes □ No □
I am incompetent Yes □ No □
I was reacting to intense pressure from management/stress Yes □ No □
I enjoy it Yes □ No □
I had problems outside of work Yes □ No □
I was following instructions from senior management Yes □ No □
Everyone else does it Yes □ No □
I don’t know why there are problems between us Yes □ No □
Other reason Yes □ No □
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24. Please answer the following questions, which ask you about yourself and the person 
who accused you of bullying 

Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Don’t Know; 4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly Agree

I am happy in work 
He/She is happy in work 
I am introvert 
He/She is introvert 
I am an extrovert 
He/She is an extrovert 
I am popular 
He/She is popular 
I control my emotions well

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

He/She controls his/her emotions well
I am sensitive to other’s needs
He/She is sensitive to other’s needs
I am lazy
He/She is lazy
I make silly mistakes
He/She makes silly mistakes
I stand up for others
He/She stands up for others
I am physically attractive
He/She is physically attractive
I am intelligent
He/She is intelligent
I am flexible, open to new ideas
He/She is flexible, open to new ideas
I am devious
He/She is devious
I am socially inadequate
He/She is socially inadequate
I am happy at home
He/She is happy at home
I am confident in myself
He/She is confident in him/herself
I have the skills to do my job well
He/She has the skills to do his/her job well
I am loyal to the company
He/She is loyal to the company
I feel people are more important than the job

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
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1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Don’t Know; 4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly Agree

He/She feels people are more important than the job 1 2 3 4 5
I am a good organiserAeader 1 2 3 4 5
He/She is a good organiser/leader 1 2 3 4 5
I am irritating 1 2 3 4 5
He/She is irritating 1 2 3 4 5
I am a good communicator 1 2 3 4 5
He/She is a good communicator 1 2 3 4 5
I am ambitious 1 2 3 4 5
He/She is ambitious 1 2 3 4 5

1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Don’t Know; 4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly Agree

I adhere to the rules, even if I think they are wrong 1 2 3 4 5
He/She adheres to the rules, even if he/she thinks

they are wrong 1 2 3 4 5

25. How does your organisation raise awareness about bullying and how to deal with it?

26. Does your organisation have support systems to help individual staff deal with 
bullying? If so, what are these support systems and who runs them?

27. What do you think should be done to address and reduce workplace bullying?

Thank you for completing this questionnaire. Please return to Karen Cahill, 
Anti-BuIIying Centre, Room 3133, Arts Building, Trinity College, Dublin 2.
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Appendix 3

General Health Questionnaire (GHQ): Goldberg and Williams (1988)

We should like to know if you have had any medical complaints and how your health 

has been in general over the past few weeks. Please answer all the questions in this 

section by circling the answer which you think most nearly applies to you. We want to 

know about present and recent complaints not those that you had in the past.

Have you recently:

1 - been feeling perfectly 
well and in good health?

Better 
than usual

Same as 
usual

Worse than 
usual

Much worse 
than usual

2 - been feeling in need of 

a “pick-me-up”?

Not at all No more 
than usual

Rather more 
than usual

Much more 
than usual

3 - been feeling run down 
and out of sorts

Not at all No more 
than usual

Rather more 
than usual

Much more 
than usual

4 felt that you are ill? Not at all No more 
than usual

Rather more 
than usual

Much more 
than usual

5 - been getting headaches? Not at all No more 
than usual

Rather more 
than usual

Much more 
than usual

6 - been getting a feeling of 
tightness or pressure in 
your head?

Not at all No more 
than usual

Rather more 
than usual

Much more 
than usual

7 - been having hot or cold 
spells?

Not at all No more 
than usual

Rather more 
than usual

Much more 
than usual

8 - lost much sleep over 
worry?

Not at all No more 
than usual

Rather more 
than usual

Much more 
than usual

9 had difficulty in staying 
asleep?

Not at all No more 
than usual

Rather more 
than usual

Much more 
than usual
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10 - felt constantly under 
strain?

Not at all No more 
than usual

Rather more 
than usual

Much more 
than usual

11 - been getting edgy and 
bad tempered?

Not at all No more 
than usual

Rather more 
than usual

Much more 
than usual

12 been getting scared or 
panicky for no good 
reason?

Not at all No more 
than usual

Rather more 
than usual

Much more 
than usual

13 - found everything getting 
on top of you?

Not at all No more 
than usual

Rather more 
than usual

Much more 
than usual

14 - been feeling nervous 
and strung up all the 
time?

Not at all No more 
than usual

Rather more 
than usual

Much more 
than usual

15 - been managing to keep 
yourself busy and 
occupied?

More so 
than usual

Same as 
usual

Rather less 
than usual

Much less 
than usual

16 - been taking longer over 
the things you do?

Quicker 
than usual

Same as 
usual

Longer than 
usual

Much longer 
than usual

17 - felt on the whole that 
you were doing things 
well?

Better 
than usual

About the 
same

Less well 
than usual

Much less 
well

18 - been satisfied with the 
way you have been 
carrying out tasks?

More
satisfied

About 
same as 
usual

Less 
satisfied 
than usual

Much less 
satisfied

19 - felt that you are playing 
a useful part in your 
activities?

More so 
than usual

Same as 
usual

Less useful 
than usual

Much less 
useful

20 - felt capable of making 
decisions?

More so 
than usual

Same as 
usual

Less so than 
usual

Much less 
capable

21 - been able to enjoy your 
normal day-to-day 
activities?

More so 
than usual

Same as 
usual

Less so than 
usual

Much less 
than usual
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22 - been thinking of Not at all No more Rather more Much more
yourself as a worthless than usual than usual than usual
person?

23 - felt that life is entirely 
hopeless?

Not at all No more 
than usual

Rather more 
than usual

Much more 
than usual

24 ■ felt that life isn’t worth 
living?

Not at all No more 
than usual

Rather more 
than usual

Much more 
than usual

25 - thought of the 
possibility that you 
might take your life?

Definitely
not

I don’t 
think so

Has crossed 
my mind

Definitely
have

26 - found at times you 
couldn’t do anything 
because your nerves 
were too bad?

Not at all No more 
than usual

Rather more 
than usual

Much more 
than usual

27 - found yourself wishing 
you were dead and away 
from it all?

Not at all No more 
than usual

Rather more 
than usual

Much more 
than usual

28 - found that the idea of Definitely I don’t Has crossed Definitely
taking your own life not think so my mind has
kept coming into your 
mind?
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Appendix 4

State - Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAi): Speilberger, Gorsuch and Lushene 

(1970)
A number of statements which people have used to describe themselves are given 

below. Read each statement and then circle the appropriate number to indicate how you 

have been feeling recently i.e. over the last seven days. Do not spend too much time 

on any one statement but give the answer that seems to describe your present feelings 

the best.

1 = Not at all, 2 = somewhat, 3 = Moderately so, 4 = Vaiy much soj

1. I feel calm 1 2 3 4

2. I feel secure 1 2 3 4

3. I am tense 1 2 3 4

4. I feel strained 1 2 3 4

5. I feel at ease 1 2 3 4

6. I feel upset 1 2 3 4

7. I am presentlv worrvins over possible misfortunes 1 2 3 4

8. I feel satisfied 1 2 3 4

9. I feel frightened 1 2 3 4

1 0 .1 feel comfortable 1 2 3 4

1 1 .1 feel self-confident 1 2 3 4

12 .1 feel nervous 1 2 3 4

13 .1 am jittery 1 2 3 4

1 4 .1 feel indecisive 1 2 3 4

15 .1 am relaxed 1 2 3 4

1 6 .1 feel content 1 2 3 4

17 .1 am worried 1 2 3 4

1 8 .1 feel confused 1 2 3 4

1 9 .1 feel steady 1 2 3 4

2 0 .1 feel pleasant 1 2 3 4
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In the next section, please circle the number to indicate how you eenerally feel. Try to 

answer how you felt before the accusations of bullying or if you have had a stress-free 

period recently.

1 = Not at all, 2 = somewhat, 3 = Moderately so,. 4 y®ym uchso,

21.1 feel pleasant 1 2 3 4

22 .1 feel nervous and restless 1 2 3 4

23 .1 feel satisfied with mvself 1 2 3 4

2 4 .1 wish I could be as happv as others seem to be 1 2 3 4

2 5 .1 feel like a failure 1 2 3 4

2 6 .1 feel rested 1 2 3 4

2 7 .1 am “calm, cool, and collected” 1 2 3 4

2 8 .1 feel that difficulties are oiling up so that I cannot overcome them

1 2 3 4

29. I worry too much over something that really doesn’t matter 1 2 3 4

30 .1 am happy 1 2 3 4

31.1 have disturbing thoughts 1 2 3 4

32 .1 lack self-confidence 1 2 3 4

33 .1 feel secure 1 2 3 4

34 .1 make decisions easily 1 2 3 4

35 .1 feel inadequate 1 2 3 4

36 .1 am content 1 2 3 4

37. Some important thought runs through my mind and bothers me 1 2 3 4

38 .1 take disappointments so keenly that I can’t out them out of my mind

1 2 3 4

39 .1 am a steady person 1 2 3 4

4 0 .1 get in a state of tension or turmoil as I think over my recent concerns and

interests 1 2 3 4
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Appendix 5

State - Trait Anger Expression Inventory (STAXI): Speilberger and 

Rickman (1991)

This section of the questionnaire is divided into three parts. Each part contains a 

number of statements that people use to describe their feelings and behaviour. Please 

note that each part has different instructions. Carefully read the instructions for each 

part before circling the numbers.

Part 1. How I feel right now about the accusations of bullying behaviour directed 

towards you.

1 = not at all. 2 = _somew3tot» 3 = moderatelf so^ 4 = much soj

1. I am furious. 1 2 3 4

2. I feel irritated. 1 2 3 4

3. I feel anerv. 1 2 3 4

4. I feel like veiling at someone. 1 2 3 4

5. I feel like breaking things. 1 2 3 4

6. I am mad. 1 2 3 4

7. I feel like banging on the table. 1 2 3 4

8. I feel like hitting someone. 1 2 3 4

9. I am burning up. 1 2 3 4

10. I feel like swearing. 1 2 3 4

Part 2. How I generally feel. Try to answer how you felt before you were accused of 

bullying.

1 = almost never, ' 2 = sometimies, 3 = often, 4 = almost alway^

1 2  3 4

1 2 .1 have a fierv temper. 1 2 3 4

1 3 .1 am a hotheaded person. 1 2 3 4

1 4 .1 get angrv when I’m slowed down bv others’ mistakes. 1 2 3 4

15 .1 feel annoved when I’m not given recognition for doing good work

1 2 3 4
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16.1 fly off the handle. 1 2 3 4

17. When I get mad I say nasty things. 1 2 3 4

18. It makes me furious when I am criticised in front of others. 1 2 3 4

19. When I get frustrated I feel like hitting someone. 1 2 3 4

20 .1 feel infuriated when I do a good iob and get a poor evaluation. 1 2 3 4

Part 3. When angry or furious . . . .  (on any occasion)

il = ^most never, 2 = sometimes, 3 = often. 4 = dmost aiw aw

21 .1 control my temper. 1 2 3 4

22 .1 express my anger. 1 2 3 4

23 .1 keep things in. 1 2 3 4

24.1 am patient with others. 1 2 3 4

25 .1 pout or sulk. 1 2 3 4

26.1 withdraw from people. 1 2 3 4

27 .1 make sarcastic remarks to others 1 2 3 4

28 .1 keep my cool. 1 2 3 4

29.1 do things like slam doors 1 2 3 4

30.1 boil inside but I don’t show it 1 2 3 4

31.1 control my behaviour. 1 2 3 4

32 .1 argue with others. 1 2 3 4

33 .1 tend to harbour grudges that 1 don’t tell anyone about 1 2 3 4

34 .1 strike out at whatever infuriates me. 1 2 3 4

35 .1 can stop myself from losing mv temper. 1 2 3 4

36 .1 am secretly quite critical of others. 1 2 3 4

37 .1 am angrier than I am willing to admit. 1 2 3 4

38.1 calm down faster than most other people. 1 2 3 4

39 .1 say nasty things. 1 2 3 4

4 0 .1 try to be tolerant and understanding. 1 2 3 4

41. I’m irritated a great deal more than people are aware of. 1 2 3 4

4 2 .1 lose my temper. 1 2 3 4

43. if someone anno vs me. I’m apt to tell him or her how I feel. 1 2 3 4

4 4 .1 control my angry feelings. 1 2 3 4
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Appendix 6

Impact of Event Scale (lES): Horowitz, Wllner and Alverez (1979)

Below is a list of comments made by people after stressful life events. Please check 

each item, indicating how frequently these comments were true for you during the past 

seven days. If they did not occur during that time, please circle number 1. Otherwise 

circle the appropriate number.

1 = Not at all, 2 =  Rarely, 3 = Sometimes, 4 =

1. I thought about the bullying when I didn’t mean to 1 2 3 4

2. I avoided letting myself get upset when I thought about it or

was reminded of it 1 2 3 4

3. I tried to remove it from my memory 1 2 3 4

4. I had trouble falling asleep or staving asleep, because of pictures or

thoughts about bullying that came into my mind 1 2 4

5. I had waves of strong feeling about it 1 2 3 4

6. I had dreams about it 1 2 3 4

7. I stayed away from reminders of the bullying 1 2 3 4

8. I felt as if it hadn’t happened or it wasn’t real 1 2 3 4

9. I tried not to talk about it 1 2 3 4

10. Pictures about it came into my mind 1 2 3 4

11. Other things kept making me think about it 1 2 3 4

12. I was aware that I still had a lot of feeling about it, but I didn’t deal

with them 1 2 3 4

13. I tried not to think about it 1 2 3 4

14. Any reminder brought back feelings about it 1 2 3 4

15. My feelings about it were numb 1 2 3 4
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Appendix 7 

Self-Esteem Scale: Rosenberg (1965)

Below is a list of statements dealing with your feelings about yourself at the present 

time. Please circle the number that applies.

1 = Strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = cfeagree, 4 = strongly disagree.

1. On the whole I am satisfied with myself____________________ 1 2  3 4

2. At times I think that I am no good at all 1 2 3 4

3. I feel that I have a number of good qualities 1 2 3 4

4. I am able to do things as well as most other people 1 2 3 4

5. I feel I do not have much to be proud of 1 2 3 4

6. I certainly feel useless at times 1 2 3 4

7. I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others

1 2 3 4

8. I wish I could have more respect for mvself 1 2 3 4

9. All in all. I’m inclined to feel that I am a failure 1 2 3 4

10. I take a positive attitude to myself 1 2 3 4
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Appendix 8
COPE Inventory: Carver, Scheier and Weintraub (1989)

This questionnaire asks you to indicate what you feel and do, when you experience 

stressful events. Obviously, different events bring out somewhat different responses, 

but think about what you do when you are under a lot of stress. Respond to each of the 

following items by circling one number from the choices. There are no right or 

wrong answers so choose the most accurate for you -  not what you think most 

people would do or say.

1=1 don’t usually do this at d l, 2 = I usu^ly do this a bit, 3 = I usually do this i

1. I trv to grow as a person as a result of the experience 1 2 3 4

2. I turn to work or other substitute activities to take mv mind off things

1 2 3 4

3. I get upset and let mv emotions out 1 2 3 4

4. I trv to set advice from someone about what to do 1 2 3 4

5. I concentrate mv efforts on doing something about it 1 2 3 4

6. I sav to mvself “this isn’t real” 1 2 3 4

7. I put mv trust in God 1 2 3 4

8. I laugh about the situation 1 2 3 4

9. I admit to mvself that I can’t deal with it, and quit trving 1 2 3 4

10.1 restrain mvself from doing anything too quicklv 1 2 3 4

11.1 discuss mv feelings with someone 1 2 3 4

12.1 use alcohol or drugs to make mvself feel better 1 2 3 4

13.1 get used to the idea that it happened 1 2 3 4

14.1 talk to someone to find out more about the situation 1 2 3 4

15.1 keep mvself from getting distracted bv other thoughts or activities

1 2 3 4

16.1 daydream about things other than this 1 2 3 4

17.1 get upset and am really aware of it 1 2 3 4

18.1 seek God’s help 1 2 3 4

19.1 make a olan of action 1 2 3 4
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1 = i  don’t usually do this at alL 2 = 1 usualilF do this a bif

ft = I usually do this a medium amount. . 4 = I usuall:  ̂do this a Icrt

2 0 .1 make iokes about it 1 2 3 4

21.1 accept that this has happened and that it can’t be changed 1 2 3 4

2 2 .1 hold off doing anything about it until the situation permits 1 2 3 4

2 3 .1 try to get emotional support from friends or relatiyes 1 2 3 4

2 4 .1 iust giye up trying to reach my goal 1 2 3 4

2 5 .1 take additional action to try to get rid of the problem 1 2 3 4

2 6 .1 try to lose myself for a while by drinking alcohol or taking drugs

1 2 3 4

2 7 .1 refuse to believe that it has happened 1 2 3 4

2 8 .1 let my feelings out 1 2 3 4

2 9 .1 try to see it in a different light, to make it more positive 1 2 3 4

3 0 .1 talk to someone who could do something concrete about the problem.

1 2 3 4

31.1 sleep more that usual 1 2 3 4

3 2 .1 try to come up with a strategy about what to do 1 2 3 4

3 3 .1 focus on dealing with this problem, and if necessary let other things slide a little

1 2 3 4

3 4 .1 get sympathy and understanding from someone 1 2 3 4

3 5 .1 drink alcohol or take drugs, in order to think about it less 1 2 3 4

3 6 .1 ioke around about it 1 2 3 4

3 7 .1 give up the attempt to get what I want 1 2 3 4

3 8 .1 look for something good in what is happening 1 2 3 4

3 9 .1 think about how I might best handle the problem 1 2 3 4

4 0 .1 pretend that it hasn’t really happened 1 2 3 4

41.1 make sure not to make matters worse by acting too soon 1 2 3 4

4 2 .1 try hard to prevent other things from interfering with my efforts to deal with this

1 2 3 4

4 3 .1 go to the cinema or watch television to think about it less 1 2 3 4

4 4 .1 accept the reality of the fact that it happened 1 2 3 4

people expenences
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1 = 1 don’t usually do this at all, . 2 = 1 usually do this a bij

i  = I u s i l^ y  do this a medium amount. 4 = 1 usually d;o this a

4 6 .1 feel a lot of emotional distress and find myself expressing those feelings a lot

1 2 3 4

4 7 .1 take direct action to get around the problem 1 2 3 4

4 8 .1 try to find comfort in mv religion 1 2 3 4

4 9 .1 force mvself to wait for the right time to do something 1 2 3 4

5 0 .1 make fun of the situation 1 2 3 4

51.1 reduce the amount of effort I’m putting in to solve the problem 1 2 3 4

5 2 .1 talk to someone about how I feel 1 2 3 4

5 3 .1 use alcohol or drugs to help me get through it 1 2 3 4

5 4 .1 learn to live with it 1 2 3 4

5 5 .1 put aside other activities in order to concentrate on this 1 2 3 4

5 6 .1 think hard about what steps to take 1 2 3 4

5 7 .1 act as though it hasn’t even happened 1 2 3 4

5 8 .1 do what has to be done, one step at a time 1 2 3 4

5 9 .1 leam something from the experience 1 2 3 4

6 0 .1 prav more than usual 1 2 3 4

The dispositional version is reproduced. In the situational version, the questions relate 

to a specific situation. For example Q1 is "I tried to grow as a person as a result of this 

experience".
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Appendix 9 

NEO-PI-R: Costa and McCrae (1992)
This set of questions will tell us something about the type of person you are. Read each 

statement carefully and circle the number that best represents your opinion. Please 

respond accurately and honestly and give answers that describe the person you are and 

not the person you would like to be.

jl.= the statement is definitely falsej 

& = the staternent is m o s tlV fd ^

3 = you are neutral on the statement, irou cannot decide, or the statemeiitls 

^ lia lly  tme and

!l.= the statement is mostly true, aniS 

S = the statement is definitely true^

1. I am not a worrier 1 2 3 4 5

2. I like to haye a lot of people around me 1 2 3 4 5

3. I don't like to waste my time daydreaming 1 2 3 4 5

4. I try to be courteous to eyeryone I meet 1 2 3 4 5

5. I keep my belongings clean and neat 1 2 3 4 5

6. I often feel inferior to others 1 2 3 4 5

7. I laugh easily 1 2 3 4 5

8. Once I find the right way to do something. I stick to it 1 2 3 4 5

9. I often get into arguments with my family and co-workers 1 2 3 4 5

10. I'm pretty good about pacing myself so as to get things done on time

1 2 3 4 5

11. When I'm under a great deal of stress, sometimes I feel like I'm going to t

1 2 3 4 5

12.1 don't consider myself especially "light-hearted" 1 2 3 4 5

13.1 am intrigued by the patterns I find in art and nature 1 2 3 4 5

14. Some people think that I am selfish and egotistical 1 2 3 4 5

15.1 am not a yery methodical person 1 2 3 4 5

16.1 rarely feel lonely or blue 1 2 3 4 5

17.1 really enjoy talking to people_____________________________1 2 3 4 5
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jl = the statement is definitely falsej 

% = the statement is m ostly falsê
I  = ̂ u ^ e  neutral on the statement, you cannot decide, or the statement is 

iecjually true and f a l ^

4  = the statenaent is mostly true,

^  = the statement is definitely truej

them 1 2 3 4 5

1 9 .1 would rather cooperate with others than compete with them 1 2 3 4 5

2 0 .1 try to perform all the tasks assigned to me conscientiously 1 2 3 4 5

21.1 often feel tense and iittery 1 2 3 4 5

2 2 .1 like to be where the action is 1 2 3 4 5

23. Poetry has little or no effect on me 1 2 3 4 5

2 4 .1 tend to be cynical and sceotical of others' intentions 1 2 3 4 5

2 5 .1 have a clear set of goals and work toward them in an orderly fashion

1 2 3 4 5

26. Sometimes I feel completely worthless 1 2 3 4 5

2 7 .1 usually prefer to do things alone 1 2 3 4 5

28.1 often try new and foreign foods 1 2 3 4 5

2 9 .1 believe that most Deople will take advantage of you if you let them

1 2 3 4 5

3 0 .1 waste a lot of time before settling down to work 1 2 3 4 5

31.1 rarely feel fearful or anxious 1 2 3 4 5

3 2 .1 often feel as if I'm bursting with energy 1 2 3 4 5

3 3 .1 seldom notice the moods or feelings that different environments produce

1 2 3 4 5

34. M ost people I know like me 1 2 3 4 5

35.1 work hard to accomplish my goals 1 2 3 4 5

3 6 .1 often get angry at the way Deople treat me 1 2 3 4 5

3 7 .1 am a cheerful, high-spirited person 1 2 3 4 5

38.1 believe we should look to our religious authorities for decisions on moral

issues 1 2 3 4 5
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,1 =.the statement is definite lf  fiJjssej 

^  = the ^ te m e n t  is niostly M sej

^  = fo u  are neutral on the statement, y )u  cannot decide, or the statement is abof^ 

%=■ tĥ e statement is m ostly true, snad

S = the statement is .definitely true,:

39. Some oeoole think of me as cold and calculating 1 2 3 4 5

40. When I make a commitment, I can always be counted on to follow through

1 2 3 4 5

41. Too often, when things go wrong, I get discouraged and feel like giving u d

1 2 3 4 5

4 2 .1 am not a cheerful optimist 1 2 3 4 5

43. Sometimes when I am reading poetry or looking at a work of art, I feel a chill or

wave o f excitement 1 2 3 4 5

44. I'm hard-headed and tough minded in my attitudes 1 2 3 4 5

45. Sometimes I'm not as dependable or reliable as I should be 1 2 3 4 5

4 6 .1 am seldom sad or depressed 1 2 3 4 5

47. My life is fast paced 1 2 3 4 5

4 8 .1 have little interest in speculating on the nature of the universe or the human

condition 1 2 3 4 5

4 9 .1 generally try to be thoughtful and considerate 1 2 3 4 5

5 0 .1 am a productive person who always gets the job done 1 2 3 4 5

51.1 often feel helpless and want someone else to solve my problems 1 2 3 \̂ 5

5 2 .1 am a very active person 1 2 3 4 5

53.1 have a lot of intellectual curiosity 1 2 3 4 5

54. If I don't like people I let them know 1 2 3 4 5

5 5 .1 never seem to be able to get organised 1 2 3 4 5

56. At times I have been so ashamed I iust want to hide 1 2 3 4 5

5 7 .1 would rather go my own way than be a leader of others 1 2 3 4 5

5 8 .1 often enjoy playing with theories or abstract ideas 1 2 3 4 5

59. If necessary, I am willing to manipulate people to get what I w antl 2 3 î  5

6 0 .1 strive for excellence in everything I do 1 2 3 4 5
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Appendix B

Qualitative data - Case studies

Case 1
Mary reported that she joined her place of employment three years ago moving from a 
job where, she reported, she had a high reputation. Mary stated that she felt the working 
relationships with the staff was good initially, she felt these relationships with other 
employees of the department deteriorated in the past two years.

Mary stated that she felt this change in the working relationships occurred after she 
began querying the work being carried out by some of the staff, in terms of their 
productivity.

Following this, Mary reported that one of the staff members accused her of excessive 
monitoring of work, depriving the staff member of responsibility, and neglecting to pay 
attention to the staff members explanations and views.

Mary stated that she had monitored the work of all the staff under her in an attempt to 
improve the productivity and efficiency of her department but felt she had done so fairly 
and consistently with all staff initially, and later with staff she felt could improve 
further. She reported that that staff member, who later accused her of bullying, was 
particularly lazy and inefficient in her opinion, spending time talking, taking longer 
breaks, and having larger backlogs of work than other staff. She reported taking tasks of 
responsibility from this staff member in an attempt to improve her efficiency, with the 
promise that responsibility in the work place would return to her once her work output 
improved. Mary reported that the staff member explained her work output and, while 
she felt she had listened to her, she did not alter her decision.

Mary reported that, after being accused of bullying, which she felt was an inappropriate 
reflection of what had occurred, she felt her performance at work was affected in that 
she was self-conscious when dealing with other staff and worried what was being said 
about her. She also reported that she was unable to leave the stress of the allegations in 
the workplace and this affected her relationships outside of work. She did not take sick 
leave but did feel affected by the allegations.

Mary reported that an investigation was carries out in the workplace and she was found 
guilty. She reported resigning from her position and is now employed in a new job.

Case 2
Fred stated that he is still working in the hospital but has not taken any time off due to 
sick leave, apart from one day. Fred stated that he took anti-depressants for two months 
as a result of the present allegations, and also attended for counselling. Fred stated that 
this was his first job in Ireland since returning home with his partner after 15 years.

From the beginning, Fred stated that he experienced difficulties in his position. In 
around the 18'*̂  June 2003, he reported that he was setting up for a two way video 
conference. Fred reported that he made a comment about the process and Alice stated
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that that was what a video conference is. Fred stated that other staff members reported 
being taken aback by her tone and comment.

Fred stated that he asked to keep the present staff while he got on his feet and she told 
him that was fine. He reported that Alice called him back then and said there was a 
problem because she was not aware of the hours. When Fred stated that he had shown 
her the hours, she disagreed and cut the hours.

Fred stated that a meeting was to be held in a classroom but it slipped his mind to check 
that everything was ok. He stated that by this time he was having a few difficulties with 
some staff members and was worried that he was being more demanding in terms of 
time and work. Fred reported being conscious of the fact that one staff member in 
particular could be feeling the same way under him as he was feeling under Alice. He 
reported that he was merely trying to run the service but was so lacking in resources that 
he was more rigid with the staff.

Fred reported that Alice asked a staff member to set out chairs without consulting Fred. 
He reported that he said he would put out the chairs and told the staff member to look 
after the library, as it was not the library’s responsibility to set out chairs and it would 
have meant taking the library’s only staff member. Fred stated that he told Alice that if 
she had reminded him he would have looked after the issue, to which she turned slightly 
away and said that he was acting like a consultant.

Fred stated that he was accused of bullying and his staff took a lot of sick leave and he 
thinks they were probably complaining about him to Alice. Fred stated that, on balance, 
he does not think that he would have had as many problems with his staff if he had had 
a better relationship with Alice.

Fred stated that he was more rigid and inflexible with staff as well as being less 
understanding or guiding. Fred stated that the bullying was mixed up along with 
difficulties with terms and conditions. Before Christmas, he reported looking for 
funding for development. He reported that the funding was allocated elsewhere but he 
was never informed nor was his idea even acknowledged.

The situation was not investigated or resolved.

Case 3
Jonathon was accused and found guilty of bullying in his job. He is a manager 

and has served in his job with X for thirty years. His accuser, Gerald, works as an X 
and has been there for two years. Jonathon stated that he did not call any witnesses and 
thought there would not be any problems in sorting the issues out.

Jonathon stated that in June of 2002, he was told of a bullying complaint against him. 
He went on holidays and, after returning to work, heard nothing more about it. 
Eventually in September 2002, he asked his union representative to find out more about 
the matter. He was informed that there was a complaint and received a letter stating the 
matter was to be investigated. He did not receive a copy of the complaint until 
December when the investigation started.
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Some of the complaints revolved around the manner in which Gerald was being paid. 
He stated that auxiliary staff are to be paid differently from non-auxiliary staff but there 
is no outline of the way this is to happen. Gerald complained about this and Jonathon 
was instructed to pay him differently, which he did. The investigation team concluded 
that Jonathon discriminated against Gerald, as he did not pay him in the normal manner. 
Other auxiliary staff were paid in the same manner.

Gerald complained that Jonathon questioned his starting and finishing times, which 
Jonathon feels he has every right to do in his capacity.

While Jonathon was away on holidays, the Inspector covering his leave moved Gerald 
and increased his hours slightly. When Jonathon returned, he moved Gerald back to his 
original position and his hours were reduced again, in line with his contract. Jonathon 
stated that it is quite normal for people to be moved and work extra hours on a 
temporary basis when people are on holidays. Gerald stated that this action 
discriminated against him and the investigation team agreed.

Gerald also stated that he was not offered overtime by Jonathon. Jonathon responded by 
saying that staff were offered overtime first and if it could not be filled, auxiliary staff 
were offered it. He stated that Gerald asked him to offer him overtime but on the 
occasions he offered it, Gerald refused. When speaking of this to Gerald, Jonathon 
stated that by asking to be offered overtime and then refusing, he was cutting his own 
throat. Gerald saw this as an intimidating statement.

Jonathon feels that what has been done to him is more damaging than what he is 
supposed to have done.

Before the end of 2002, Jonathon was asked to leave voluntarily. He refused stating that 
it was too busy. In January, this issue was raised again. Jonathon asked that all terms 
and conditions be put in writing. In February, Jonathon was moved to a different branch 
and received a letter stating that he would receive all wages and overtime until the 
investigation was complete. He stated that he has no work set out for him in this branch 
and is extremely unhappy about this.

Jonathon received the verdict of the investigation approximately one week ago, 
approximately one year and three months after first hearing of the complaint. He is very 
unhappy about how long this procedure has taken, about the fact that he did not receive 
the complaint until December and the verdict was not announced until October. The 
investigators also based some of their decisions on ‘records’, which Jonathon did not 
see. In hindsight, he feels he should have called some witnesses on his behalf. He is 
appealing the decision but the company stated that an appeal will only take place if new 
evidence is presented.

Allegations upheld against Jonathon.

Case 4
Mick reported that he is the Head of School in a college department. He reported being 
responsible for departments, one of which was apprentices, and got on well with staff. 
He reported that a staff member, Wesley, went to work on a proposal for a course but
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Mick felt his proposal was unworkable. He reported asking for clarification on some 
points, stating that he found it very difficult to say no to Wesley.

Wesley became angry when he found out the course was being questioned, stating that 
Mick was undermining and questioning his status. Mick stated that many of the tutors 
were not very highly qualified but did a good job regardless. He stated that he did not 
say this to any of the tutors and gave other reasons for not going ahead with the course.

Mick stated that correspondence went back and forth and Wesley stated that he could 
not continue in his position if the course was not being allowed to go ahead. He reported 
the Wesley ‘went into his shell’ and maybe felt it was personal against him. He also 
reported that Wesley expressed a desire to be let go from his position but was instead 
given an equivalent position.

Mick stated that the Principal of the College became involved, as Wesley had written to 
him and Mick had spoken to him.

Things moved on and Wesley took up a new teaching post. Mick stated that they had no 
relationship after this argument while they had previously been friends. He stated that 
their offices were 20-30 yards apart and when they met in the corridor, they would not 
greet each other.

Subsequently, a new course was introduced, which was similar in ways to Wesley’s 
course. Mick reported that he was still not too positively disposed towards it but it went 
ahead on this occasion. He stated that, as time went on, he could see it was working 
well and wondered whether he had been wrong about his decision with Wesley’s 
course. As a result, he reported calling Wesley into his office and apologising for any 
hurt that he had caused and stating that he would like to re-establish some sort of 
working relationship. He reported that Wesley demanded an open apology but Mick did 
not want to do this.

Wesley produced a document about Mick accusing him of bullying, which was emailed 
to staff within the institute. Mick mentioned this to HR and spoke to the Director but 
received no protection from the institute. He reported deciding not to act on this and let 
the situation settle down, and stated that there was very little said about it among other 
staff members.

Mick stated that he is not far from retirement, and Wesley is not too far behind him. He 
stated that he has no desire to hurt Wesley and, if he tried to answer the document, he 
fears that his recollection of incidents would be hazy enough.

Nothing further happened following the production of this document against Mick. 
Wesley had threatened to go public with it but never did. The document accuses Mick 
of having a bullying attitude. Mick worries that Wesley may go further with the 
document.

Mick stated that the argument over the course occurred in around the late 1980s / early 
1990s and the apology and document followed tem years later.
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Mick reported that he received no protection against this email being sent around about 
him.

The document accuses Mick of ignoring letters and of obstructing full and part-time 
course development.

This situation was never resolved.

Case 5
William has been involving in a caring profession since 1969 when he worked as an 
attendant in his local hospital as a summer job. He stated that he was employed as a 
Regional General Nurse in around 1972 and went on psychiatric nurse training for 18 
months. After a number of different positions and promotions, he was employed as 
Director of Nursing.

He stated that the position was terrible from the beginning and in the first few weeks, he 
was told by the union that this is the way things are done around here. He reported 
sitting back and watching for the first 12 to 18 months and then began making changes 
in an effort to improve the situation. He reported moving people to different positions 
and well as trying to improve working conditions and patient conditions.

He reported that a problem developed within the union as they were not getting their 
own way and four of the psychiatric nurses brought in a separate union to the main one. 
This caused rows over which unions should be recognised.

In around 2000, rumours spread about complaints being made against William and he 
reported being asked by others managers whether he had had rows with certain staff 
members. Also around this time, William reported being asked to set up a School of 
Nursing with another colleague, which they did. He reported not taking any holidays 
that year.

In September 2000, he reported that the course started and a big meeting was held to 
start the school off. After this meeting, William reported being called in by the 
Personnel Manager and told there were 7 complaints against him. These complaints had 
been lodged by the nurses’ union. William stated that he would collect the complaints 
and was informed that they had already been sitting there for 9 months and an 
independent investigation had been set up.

William stated that he read the complaints in his office and found them to be vexatious. 
He went to his car and broke down. He reported feeling very hurt by the complaints and 
angry that they had been kept for 9 months without his knowledge.

William contacted his union and wrote to the Board asking that the investigation be held 
off in favour of a more informal route. This was refused on the grounds that the 
allegations were very serious and needed to be investigated.

William consulted a solicitor and re-issued his request, stating that if they refused he 
would issue legal proceedings. His request was again refused. He reported that they 
went to the High Court to seek an injunction.
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The case was heard in around November and it was judged that W illiam was doing his 
job and that there were 7 women who expected W illiam to run their private lives. This 
decision was appealed 3 days before Christmas and W illiam wrote to the M inister for 
Health and the Department of Health, who then became more involved. Following their 
involvement, W illiam thought that the situation was ended. He reported feeling very 
angry and that he met with the 7 complainants regularly in union meetings.

W illiam reported that he has been on blood pressure medication since the beginning of 
this situation and was off on sick leave for three months due to anxiety. The case was 
reported in the paper and he was named and his address was published. W illiam found 
this very upsetting. He reported that comments were made to him about him being a 
bully.

W illiam reported that the 7 complaints were not signed by the complainants. He 
reported that he was unable to leave the situation in work and brought it home with him. 
He reported not sleeping and feeling suicidal for a time.

W illiam reported that the situation was left hanging and he never received any further 
closure on the matter.

Case 6
Yvonne is an Assistant Principal Officer with the government office. She reported that 
she began in one section and was then moved to the Youth Section, in both having 
about 12 staff under her.

Yvonne stated that there were shortages of staff in the office but you were always 
expected to have the same work output.

Yvonne stated that all was fine up until about 1998. She stated that she would have felt, 
around this time that she would have to ask some staff to work harder, while others 
were great and all you could do was praise them.

Yvonne stated that you could not be too strict in the civil service because the union 
would involve themselves straight away. Yvonne feels that her downfall was that she 
did not give orders like other management staff did but, rather, she tried to help and 
came in at weekends to keep up with work.

In around 1998, the personnel officer contacted Yvonne and asked her to take 
Josephine, who had been a major problem in other areas where she worked. Yvonne 
reported refusing but being told by the personnel officer that she would have to take 
Josephine for one month, which occurred in around September 1998.

Yvonne reported interviewing Josephine and explaining the job. She stated that 
Josephine was unhappy about the move as well as mentioning that she had been jo b 
sharing, something that did not suit the work in Yvonne’s section. Yvonne also reported 
that Josephine stated there was no way she would work weekends or nights.
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Josephine had been an Executive Officer for 20 years. She reported speaking to 
Teresa’s previous boss. Yvonne reported sending Josephine on 2 courses for 2 days 
each to help her improve her IT competency as well as sending her on a management 
course but she stated that Josephine did not show any greater application or ability after 
the courses.

Yvonne reported that after a time, Josephine made numerous complaints about her, the 
first being that Yvonne had told her she would not be suitable for the section as a job- 
sharer and told her to get a transfer. Yvonne reported that she denies this altogether. She 
reported that they discussed working hours and Josephine had said no to weekends and 
nights.

The second allegation involved Josephine stating that Yvonne had made false 
accusations of being missing from the office for extensive times. Yvonne reported that 
she did have a chat with Josephine about her hours, in that she would take an hour for 
her coffee break and getting ready to go for lunch around 12.20pm. Yvonne also 
reported discussing with Josephine that when she asked for something, Josephine would 
tell her she would have it later and then disappear. Yvonne reported that Josephine said 
she took breaks but not for as long as Yvonne was imagining.

Josephine also accused Yvonne of withholding work, being discourteous and unhelpful. 
Yvonne stated that it was difficult to always give work to Josephine as it would not be 
done properly.

Once the first month was up, Yvonne rang the personnel officer and stated that she had 
a tried Josephine out but it was not working out and causing a lot of hassle. Yvonne was 
told that there was nowhere to put Josephine and asked Yvonne to keep her for another 
few weeks while something was sorted out. Yvonne reported having several 
conversations like this with the personnel officer and each time, Josephine length to stay 
was extended. Yvonne reported that Josephine was effectively dumped on her and six 
months came and went. After a year, Yvonne reported becoming annoyed with 
personnel and told them what she thought of what they were doing.

Yvonne reported that Josephine workload was too much for her and she had to take 
work from her at various stages. She stated that other staff helped with Teresa’s work 
but they could see that she was not doing her work properly.

The fourth allegation made involved a time in 1999 when Josephine applied for 
promotion but did not want to go through the internal interview processes or any of the 
other promotional options available. She completed a form and received negative 
ratings from her previous boss, Yvonne and the Principal Officer. Yvonne stated that 
the three of them discussed Josephine and felt that she would not work hard enough for 
a promotion and were also conscious that, once promoted, she would be moved to 
another department, which would cause unrest and annoyance there. Josephine raised 
the matter with Yvonne, the Principal Officer and her previous boss in a meeting, as 
well as bringing up previous complaints. She stated that no one liked her. Josephine 
stated that she had not been told that she was not performing and Yvonne stated that this 
was not true as she had been informed on her assessment form, and work was often 
returned to her to be re done. Yvonne reported that Josephine should have known from
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this. Josephine became upset at the meeting and stated that she kept notes on all the jobs 
she did, and then left the meeting. Yvonne reported following her, sympathizing with 
her, stating that she would help her along the way. She reported staying with her for an 
hour, telling her to dry her tears and come back up, as there was nothing that could not 
be fixed. Josephine came back to the meeting and another meeting was arranged for the 
10 December, which was never held then due to work pressures.

In around 2000, the personnel department asked for continuous assessments on 
Josephine because Yvonne had asked for Josephine to be moved. The new HEO 
performed these assessments. These assessments continued to show poor performances.

The meeting scheduled for December was held in July 2000. Yvonne reported being 
very annoyed at this stage and was probably going to give out to Josephine at this 
meeting but was stopped. Josephine was given another assessment fonn carried out by 
three people and the results were again poor. Josephine looked for explanations and left 
the meeting feeling very upset and humiliated. Yvonne reported that she followed 
Josephine again and felt she was compassionate towards her.

Josephine applied for a transfer. She then applied for another promotion in around 2001 
and the Principal Officer stated that he was less than happy with her work. Yvonne 
reported spending hours discussing Josephine and put positive items in her assessment.

Josephine consulted the union around this time and they looked for explanations of 
ratings etc in writing. They wanted written examples of her shortcomings and mistakes, 
and written details of how each example was dealt with. Josephine stated that she was 
expecting to continue working as though nothing was happening but was excluded. 
Yvonne stated that Josephine was probably right at this time as other staff were not 
giving her work because it was not being done. Therefore Josephine probably did feel 
excluded as, if you wanted something done quickly, she was not the person to ask.

The union looked for a list of complaints against Josephine and the Principal Officer 
asked Yvonne to produce this. She reported stating that this was not a good idea as it 
would be put on her personnel file but the union insisted. Josephine reported that she 
contacted the Principal Officer several times to request a meeting but this was not held. 
She looked for acknowledgement, an apology and a correction of statements made. She 
also wanted Yvonne to acknowledge that she had influenced the HEO regarding 
transfers and promotions and wanted a guarantee that she would not prejudice managers 
if she was to be transferred.

Yvonne reported receiving the complaint which was couriered to her house in April 
2003. She received a letter of complaint from personnel in May 2003 and was asked to 
respond if she wanted to by May 23'̂ '*.

Yvonne reported contacting personnel stating that was not retired, as of that year. She 
reported consulting a solicitor and seeking support from friends. She reported 
requesting documents from personnel, such as assessments prior to and after she began 
working in her department. Personnel refused this documentation and so she contacted 
the Employment Equality Officer. From there she was referred on to another person, 
who advised her to contact the union. Despite contacting them and being promised
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return phone calls, Yvonne reported that she was eventually told by the union that there 
were too many people looking for representation on this case, as five people had been 
accused in total. Union advised Yvonne to write a letter stating that she was retired and 
did not want to be involved in this process.

Yvonne reported that personnel wrote to her again in June 2003 and suggested 
resolution. Yvonne reported telling them she could not get representation and asked for 
the company to pay for a barrister. She reported refuting all the allegations and then 
stating that she did not need to involve herself in this process as she had been advised.

In around the summer of 2004, Yvonne reported phoning the DES to ask if it had all 
been finished and was told that all they knew was the Josephine was transferred.

The situation was not resolved further than this point.

Case 7
Anna began working in the bank in around June 2001 as a consultant and was promoted 
to Assistant Manager. Shortly after she began working there, Joanne was employed as 
Personal Assistant. She accused Anna of mimicking her. Anna stated that she did not 
know what Joanne meant by this and Joanne stated that Anna had repeated something 
she had said in a Dublin accent. Anna stated that she had not even noticed the girl’s 
accent and that she was not being clear enough -  Anna asked for more details of the 
incident. Joanne then stated that she had been told Anna would say this. Anna reported 
asking Joanne to go for coffee with her to discuss this, but Joanne refused and the 
discussion ended.

Anna reported sending Joanne a card apologising for any offence she had caused and 
received a Thank You card from Joanne.

Anna stated that all was well for about 7 months after this incident and, on one 
occasion, Joanne left work a few minutes early. She stated that it was normal for there 
to be office banter and she slagged Joanne about this. However, Joanne did not take it as 
a joke and turned on Anna, stating that if she was on her salary, she would keep her 
head down.

Anna reported phoning Joanne’s mobile later and left a voicemail stating that she had 
been messing. She reported that Joanne had often teased her in the past about things like 
that. She reported greeting Joanne the following morning, to which Joanne replied that 
she had some cheek. Anna emailed her apologising again.

Joanne began ignoring Anna when they were alone but if Anna walked into the office, 
she would make a point of saying hello first. She reported that Joanne made her job 
difficult e.g. she phoned her once to say that someone had been looking for her, 
insinuating that Anna was not at the meeting that she had said she would be at. Anna 
stated that Joanne wiped an appointment off the board that Anna had put there, stating 
that she did not know why people put personal appointments up there. On another 
occasion, in response to a phone call for Anna, Joanne informed the caller that she was 
probably doing her make up.
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Anna reported asking Joanne to order her a monitor, to which Joanne asked her why she 
needed it. She reported that she had to organise a forum at short notice and Joanne made 
loud comments about it being badly organised. Anna also stated that Joanne tried to 
embarrass her in front of other staff and staff from other departments.

On one occasion, Anna recalled that Joanne came into the toilet while she was in there 
and ignored her. Anna reported asking her if she was only going to greet her in front of 
others and Joanne told her not to talk to her and that she was mimicking her behaviour.

Anna reported being very upset over these behaviours and found she was going home 
from work upset most days. She reported deciding to do something about the situation 
and approached the manager, Alan. Alan advised Anna to talk to HR. She reported 
having a meeting with HR. She reported that Joanne had gone to HR straight after their 
conversation in the toilet and had gone out on sick leave for 10 months, consulting with 
the union during this time.

Joanne refused mediation and the informal procedures and had to be threatened with 
half-pay in order to get her to cooperate with a formal procedure.

Anna received Joanne’s complaint about her and was shocked. She reported reading it 
with a counsellor and found the situation very upsetting.

Following an investigation by management, Anna was found not guilty of bullying. 

Case 8
Please note that James  ’  allegations against Laura are highlighted in italics.

Laura works as a Dental Health Nurse since 1987. She was accused of bullying by her 
Dental Health Surgeon, who began working in the clinic in 2004. He described Laura as 
very welcoming in the beginning and readily showing her around.

James, the dental surgeon, very soon realised that Laura did not like it when he did not 
go through her to get information. The firs t point o f  difficulty encountered was in 
regard to his coat. He stated that she asked what coat he wanted and he described his 
preference. She then informed him that this would not be available and that was fine  
until he was contacted officially from  the main office about what he would prefer. Laura 
was very displeased about this and began complaining about the s ta ff in head office not 
doing their jobs properly.
Laura stated that another staff member is responsible for the ordering of coats and she 
usually sends along a catalogue in order for the staff member to pick a coat. She phoned 
to say the coat James wanted was unavailable in white. Laura stated that it would be 
inappropriate to comment on anybody else’s ability in their job and is certainly 
something she would not engage in.

Laura enjoys authority and tries to dictate clinical decisions. James stated that Jjjura  
would diagnose patien ts’ conditions and tell them what treatments they would get 
before he had examined them, sometimes over the phone. James reported having a 
meeting with Laura about this and explained the situation as politely as he could. She 
did not fau lt my corrections.
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The role of the DSA is to reassure patients who telephone that the dentist will explain 
the treatment but if someone presents at the office and are booked in for a procedure, 
such as a filling, I can explain to them what this will entail. Laura stated that she never 
had a meeting with James nor was there a request to do so. However, she did reported 
recalling him shouting at her on one occasion that he was the dentist and she was only 
the nurse. She reported that she did not respond to this and found his manner 
threatening and aggressive. He later apologised for his outburst.

Laura became overtly hostile and would create a tensed atmosphere, snapping in front 
o f patients and parents, banging doors and kicking drawers. James called Laura into 
two meetings and, at each meeting, she did not disagree with his observations.
Laura stated that she was never hostile nor did she bang doors or kick drawers. She 
stated that she does not recall any meetings with James.

Laura was unable to find  a chart fo r  a patient but did not say so, instead giving James a 
new chart. He reported treating the patient like a new one, but the patient then 
corrected him. After a recheck, the chart was found and Laura walked up to me and 
slammed the old and newly written chart in front o f him, saying transfer this. James 
stated that ordinarily he might have done this but, as she was so rude, he told her to 
attach them together.
Laura stated that she informed James that the patient was not a new one and that her 
chart was unavailable. She reported that when she found the chart, she asked him to 
transfer the duplicate to the original but he refused and insisted that the duplicate be 
attached.

James reported that Laura came into work late and he later found out that she knew she 
was going to be late into work. He stated that she had booked the first appointment fo r  
10.20am but an emergency had come in earlier and he had to be assisted by another 
nurse, who was equally stranded as Laura had exclusive custody o f the parking swipe 
card. When she finally arrived and saw the pandemonium, Laura walked by everyone 
with a strongly pulled face and slammed the door without a word to anyone. 1 later said 
this to her and she became hostile without having an excuse fo r  her behaviour.
Laura stated that she was late for work as she had a hospital appointment but had not 
anticipated being delayed as long as she was. She stated that she does not know what 
James means by a strongly pulled face. She stated that she apologised to James and then 
helped with the extraction. She reported that she explained the reason for her delay to 
James and his only comment was that she had not said good morning to him. Laura 
stated that she did not slam the door, does not recall the meeting her refers to nor was 
she hostile. Laura also stated that the parking swipe card is left at reception as was 
agreed.

James stated that the key to the surgery went missing from  reception where it is 
normally kept. Laura keeps a spare with her but does not leave it in the office even 
when she is not in. She refused to make a duplicate and stated that James had 
misplaced the key. He reported that he had to wait in the kitchen i f  he arrived to work 
before her until the key was later found.
Laura stated that there are two keys and she has a duplicate. When has asked to have a 
key cut from hers, she reported telling him that the key needed to be cut from the 
original, not from a copy. She stated that she did not comment about who had lost the
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key and does not recall any instance, apart from once, where James had to wait in the 
kitchen for her.

Laura was seated at the computer when a patient knocked. She took up there chart and 
pointed it towards me without looking at me or saying a word.
Laura stated that she does not recall this incident but all charts of incoming patients are 
kept beside the x-ray machine, which has been normal practice for a long time. She then 
gives each chart to the dentist as the patient arrives.

James stated that he was preparing a patient on one occasion and Laura marched into 
the room, approached James’ side and, brushing him aside, announced to the patient’s 
mother that what he was doing was wrong. After seeing the patient, James argued with 
Laura but she would not admit her mistake. He reported calling PDS and stated that he 
no longer wanted to work with her. She apologised profusely until he agreed to give her 
another chance.
Laura stated that she merely came into the room to swap the lead apron James was 
wearing, which was too big and heavy for him, for a smaller one and that she felt she 
had done this without making much of a fuss. She stated that James later shouted at her 
that she should not have shown him up like that and she apologised for making him feel 
that way, explaining that it was not her intention.

James reported setting up a patient fo r  an x-ray and did not realise she was standing 
behind him. When he had finished the setting, she called out sarcastically “Is it ok 
now?” He reported looking back and catching her making a face to the mother o f the 
patient. James decided then to make all efforts to discontinue working with Laura.
Laura stated that she never made a face at a parent or a patient and was not attempting 
to undermine James.

James stated that Laura began keeping the parents o f patients outside, which is not 
usual practice. He stated that she was becoming openly confrontational anytime he 
asked her fo r  something.
Laura stated that she never asked parents to wait outside.

James reported calling out something in error as Laura was taking notes, and she got 
up, dramatising the situation, in front o f a patient and parent, to get Tippex.
Laura stated that she corrects errors as she goes along, as she may forget otherwise.

James reported resigning from  his position.
Laura wrote to the Principal Dental Surgeon, stating that she was horrified that anyone 
would find her less than professional and courteous. She reported being devastated by 
the allegations and found the perceived incidences as derogatory and defamatory.

James resigned. The situation was not investigated.

Case 9
Please note that Brendan’s allegations against Cormac are highlighted in italics. 
Allegations were made against Cormac by one of the constables working in the park 
where they maintained the grounds. Cormac is the line manager and head gardener and 
up to May 2002, working relations were fine.
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Between May and November 2002, the constable, Brendan, made some informal 
complaints about Cormac.
The first complaint involved a time when Brendan had volunteered to work a particular 
weekend but at the last minute, this work was cancelled. Brendan made plans for his 
weekend but the request to work was reinstated at which time he was no longer 
available to volunteer. Cormac criticised Brendan for being unavailable, saying that he 
had let him down but did not make this comment to other staff.
Cormac stated that on this particular weekend, a staff member on sick leave was due to 
return to work but did not. He reported that he did make a comment to Brendan but did 
not mean to insult him. Cormac stated that he can see how he might have felt criticised.

On a later occasion, Brendan went to the foreperson, Ms. O ’Halloran, about something 
else, which was inappropriate procedure. Cormac criticised Brendan for this outside 
the canteen within earshot o f an elderly lady. Brendan reported speaking to a senior 
staff member about this and got an apology from Cormac.
Cormac stated that he did not realise the lady was present and apologised. The apology 
was accepted.

In November 2002, it rained very heavily, gale force winds and Brendan began the 
lock-up procedure which takes half an hour. Brendan reported requesting a new 
umbrella, pleading with Cormac for several minutes but Cormac refused to contact the 
stores to get an umbrella. Brendan left to lock up in the rain.
Cormac stated that Brendan wanted a new umbrella and he asked for ten minutes to 
replace it -  Brendan then demanded one and went over Cormac’s head. Cormac stated 
that he did not refuse to contact the stores.

Brendan reported that Cormac then drove his van back to the yard and followed behind 
him in the rain at about 30m for about 300m. He reported that his umbrella collapsed 
but Cormac did not offer him a lift. Brendan stated that Cormac’s passenger asked 
Cormac why he did not offer a lift and Cormac stated that he did not know Brendan was 
on lock up.
Cormac stated that this allegation is incorrect, he rolled down his window and Brendan 
started roaring at him -  stating that the other guy on site would not share an umbrella or 
work in the rain.

Brendan stated that he complained to a senior staff member but never got any feedback 
on this so he wrote a letter o f complaint. No senior staff member ever got back to 
Brendan on these issues. The matter is being referred to the Labour Relations 
Commission.

This situation was not resolved.

Case 10
Please note that Nora’s allegations against Doloras are highlighted in italics.

Doloras works in a book store and was accused of bullying by one of her staff members, 
Nora.
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Nora documented the first incident between them as Doloras speaking abruptly to her, 
telling her to go to the phones. Doloras denied speaking abruptly to Nora. Nora 
reported being very insulted by this and took sick leave, during which she wrote a letter 
to a senior staff member outlining her grievance. She reported that when she returned 
from  sick leave, Doloras was fine fo r  the first few  hours but then became cool with her. 
Doloras later apologised for any distress that she caused.

In March, Nora’s grandmother died and she took a halfday, as she had no holiday time 
left. She reported that Doloras asked her in front o f everyone about the time o f the 
removal, stating that most removals happen from 4.30 onwards. Doloras later stated 
that Nora that she would have to make up the time.

When she returned to work, Nora stated that Basil apologised to her fo r  what happened 
and she stated that he had not come back to her about her letter. He told her he asked 
her direct line manager to deal with it.

Some days later, Doloras was showing staff brochures o f new desks but did not show 
Nora. Nora also accused Doloras o f whispering to other staff members in her presence, 
not including her on common ground matters, and isolating her in general.

Nora reported that she finds it very difficult to work in Customer Services and suffers 
from anxiety and stress. She stated that she wants to move to another section. Nora feels 
that Doloras loves power and stated that she has told Doloras that she feels there is no 
need fo r  a supervisor in the section.

Doloras reported that she began working in the book store 27 years ago, serving 
customers. She reported that Nora already worked there in the offices and they became 
friends. She reported applying for a job in the office where Nora was and they began 
working together. At this time, Nora was supervisor and Doloras found that she did not 
like working under her, as she was very controlling.

Rather than fall out as friends, Doloras reported applying for a transfer and she got it. 
She reported that Nora then applied for a job where she was, which she was not pleased 
about. By this time they were at the same level.

Doloras stated that Nora’s sick leave was always very bad, and there was always 
something wrong with her. She reported that she got fed up helping her out, as when her 
work built up she would go on sick leave. Everyone would help out with her work then 
and she would come back to it all done. Doloras reported being fed up with this and 
backed off from her.

Nora had problems with the supervisor in this department, and reported that she did not 
like the attitude. She was put reporting to another supervisor and when that supervisor 
left, Doloras was promoted to the position.

Doloras stated that all was well for 4 or 5 years. In this time she got married and Nora 
was one of her bridesmaids as well as being godmother to her daughter. She stated that 
Nora’s work level was still the same during this time, with others helping her out and.
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while workers complained about this among themselves, a formal complaint was not 
made.

Nora wanted to change her lunch hours for child minding reasons and this was allowed 
but other staff complained, as it meant Nora had 4 hours off the phones. A row erupted 
and Nora singled out one particular staff member, a sixty year old woman who sat at the 
next desk to her, and stated that she would not speak to this woman. Nora was rude to 
this woman, making noises as she walked past her. Doloras reported saying nothing 
about this until the woman cam to her to say she could not work in the atmosphere and 
could a meeting be organised.

In the meeting, Peggy stated that she could not continue like this and was finding it very 
stressful. Nora stated that she wanted to change her hours for her kids and that she could 
not forgive Peggy’s attitude to this. Doloras stated that they needed to be reasonable to 
each other in work and this was agreed. Doloras stated that the situation was a bit cool 
for a time.

Nora then asked to work on switchboard so that she could answer the phone and change 
her hours. She stated that this was agreed and was done for a while but Nora then 
stopped going down to switchboard. Doloras reported talking to her manager and 
informing him that Nora was no longer going to switchboard. Ronan told Doloras to 
instruct Nora to take a list of the calls during lunch and, when she did this, Nora 
complained that he was only doing this because she had not gone down to switchboard. 
Doloras stated that she did not know why this was being done but Nora was annoyed. 
Three days passed and Nora still did not go down to the switchboard. Doloras reported 
asking her if she was going down, to which she said that she was and became annoyed 
again.

Nora made her first complaint at this time and went on sick leave for stress. Doloras 
reported being called in by management and talked about the complaint. She reported 
being told not to worry about it and Doloras stated that she would apologise. Nora 
accepted her apology. Doloras stated that she was bound to be cool towards her after the 
complaint.

In regard to the incident over her grandmother’s funeral, Doloras reported that she was 
not dealing with Nora at this time. She reported that it was a Friday and Nora went to 
Ronan to ask if she could leave at one. Doloras reported going to Ronan and asking if 
this was normal practice -  staff don’t normally get a half day and were all staff now 
going to be allowed to take a half day. Ronan stated no and that Nora would have to 
make up the time. Doloras informed Nora of this and Nora became annoyed.

In regard to not showing Nora the brochures of the desks, Doloras stated that other staff 
would have come up to her desk to view the brochures. She stated that she would not 
have gone around the office showing the brochure and not gone to Nora’s desk.

Doloras stated that staff might whisper to her about needing a half day for some 
personal reason, but not whispering about Nora.
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Nora stated that Doloras became professional towards her and Doloras stated that she 
had to be, felt unable to chit chat to her.

Doloras reported that she could see Nora becoming more and more stressed in her job 
and approached her manager about this, asking for advice. She stated that he implied 
that it was just Nora and her moods but did not suggest doing anything about it and that 
she should continue on. Nora started to make more personal comments around this time, 
saying that Doloras loved power and that she was a crap supervisor.

Doloras described Nora as very strong minded and unafraid. She reported that Nora 
looked to be moved and this was refused. Doloras reported feeling that the allegations 
were made against her in order for Nora to get her move.

Nora was out sick for 2 weeks over a Christmas period and, due to work pressures, reps
had to be called in off the road to help out. Nora officially complained that Doloras did 
not make sure her work was covered during this time.

Nora requested a meeting with Tony Duggan and stated that she was taking medication. 
Rumours went around the office about her taking medication but Doloras reported that 
she had no part in this. She stated that no matter what she did or said, she was wrong. 
Nora began refusing to deal with certain managers around this time, as she would not 
get the answers she wanted from them. Tony told Doloras that Nora wanted her to 
apologise, to which Doloras replied that she was doing nothing wrong and that
management had told her to continue as she was.

The situation was brought for investigation and Doloras reported attending for 
interviews. Nora was unhappy with the outcome and appealed to the Rights 
Commissioner. The Rights Commissioner found that the book store had handled the 
situation incorrectly as they had had meetings but never drew conclusions or offered 
solutions, which escalated the situation. They stated that Doloras needed to supervise 
without walking on egg shells and there was no objective evidence to support the 
allegations. Counselling was recommended for Nora.

Nora appealed against this on the grounds that the Rights Commissioner did not spend 
enough time interviewing in the workplace and did not interview all the staff she 
requested. Another hearing was granted and this upheld the decision of the Rights 
Commissioner. Mediation was suggested but Doloras refused, as she felt she had been 
through enough at this stage. Nora went to the union to try force the mediation. Doloras 
reported genuinely feeling this was the end of the situation and wanted to try forget 
about it all and put it behind her. She did not even consider how she was going to be 
able to work with Nora again.

She reported that she began questioning herself and was terrified out the way things 
would come out or even about making decisions. She reported trying to stand her 
ground but had lost a lot of confidence.

On one occasion after the hearings, Nora asked to change her lunch break and Doloras 
agreed. Nora came back after her lunch and then went to the canteen with her friend. 
Doloras reported approaching Nora about this, in front of others (which she stated is
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normal in the job as long as the conversation is done quietly). Nora became annoyed but 
said nothing. She reported that Nora later came up to her at her desk, bent over, grinding 
her teeth and informed her she was going home sick. Doloras said fine and went to 
speak to her manager about the situation.

Nora’s husband rang the workplace later that day and stated that they were going to 
consult a solicitor, as they were sick of nothing being done. They received a letter from 
a solicitor some time after. Christmas came and Doloras had lunch with a couple of the 
girls. When she returned, she reported that a complaint had been made about her by 
Nora and two of her friends, who stated that Doloras had organised a staff lunch and 
excluded them. Doloras reported that she did not organise the lunch and that they had 
asked her to join them. Doloras reported feeling very annoyed at this stage, feeling that 
Nora was trying to control her and that she could not do anything without Nora 
complaining. She reported going to see Tony Duggan about this, who stated that he did 
not see why Doloras’s manager had entertained the complaint in the first place and that, 
in future, Nora was to put every complaint in writing, no more verbal complaints.

Nora went out sick in around the summer of 2004 on work-related stress. Doloras 
reported that she did not realise how stressed she was until Nora took this long term 
leave. She reported that the first letter of allegations against her really shocked her, and 
it became continuous after that. She felt unable to do anything, constantly 
uncomfortable and feeling that Nora was trying to get at her. She reported that she 
began obsessing about the situation and, only for a very good friend supported her, she 
feels she would have had a nervous breakdown.

Doloras reported that she suffers from a slight medical condition, which was greatly 
worsened during this situation, resulting in her passing out regularly. She stated that she 
lost lots of sleep and weight and has only started to feel better since Nora went on 
extended sick leave. She reported that she was so stressed out from work, she was 
unable to cope with anything at home, losing her head over very small things. Doloras 
reported hiding a lot of this from her children and having huge rows with her partner, 
almost leading to them breaking up.

Doloras worries about how she will cope when Nora returns to work.

The matter was referred to the Labour Court and the allegations were judged to be 
unfounded.

Case 11
Please note that Olivia’s ’ allegations against Clare are highlighted in italics.

A t the time o f the alleged incident Olivia had been employed, on her present shift in the 
factory fo r  less than two years giving her temporary status in the company. She is now a 
permanent employee. She reported that she had held the position o f union 
representative while employed by the company on another shift. Olivia maintained that 
the working relationship between Clare and herself until the incident in May, was such 
that they were good friends, always spoke to each other and sat in the canteen together, 
though she reported that she fe lt that Clare could be difficult at times. Olivia stated that
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she had good working relationships with the other staff members and there were no 
hassles.

Clare is a permanent employee of the factory and, we understand, has worked for the 
company for a considerable number of years. Her position as an employee entails her 
moving around the floor to different areas. She has been a union representative in her 
area for approximately three years. She stated that she had a professional relationship 
with Olivia and claimed that she introduced her to other staff when she first joined the 
shift - there were no problems between them.

After the incident Olivia approached management since she was worried about her job  
as she was not a permanent staff member. We understand that management had 
attempted to resolve the allegation o f bullying by suggesting that the two people 
involved settle their differences in an informal manner without a third party being 
involved. This informal approach was in line with their anti bullying policy. The 
offered option was unsatisfactory to Olivia who stated that this meeting led her to lose 
faith in management's ability to deal with the incident and she did not trust the union 
due to Clare's involvement with them. She fe lt that her only remaining option was to 
consult a solicitor, which she did. They subsequently sent a letter to the factory in 
regard to the allegation.

Olivia maintained that she had always been willing to meet with Clare, with union 
representation, in an attempt to resolve the situation. However, this offer o f an 
informal approach was not acceptable to Clare as she maintained there were other 
issues between herself and Olivia involving a petition on the floor, the purpose o f which 
was to relieve Clare o f her position in the union.

Management attempted to hold an investigation to resolve this situation internally but, 
due to objections from  Clare concerning the proposed investigators, they were forced to 
instigate an external investigation.

The first incident took place following an announcement to the people working in the 
area, informing them o f possible cutbacks and subsequent lay-offs or transfers. Olivia 
reported that she was made aware, by some members o f  staff, that the information was 
limited and that they could not hear clearly. She stated that staff were very uneasy and 
frustrated. A number o f those interviewed confirmed her assessment o f the situation. 
She further maintained that immediately afier the announcement, a staff member asked 
Clare, in her position o f union representative, what would happen i f  they were to go on 
unofficial strike and that Clare's response was "I can't stop you" and she walked away. 
The person concerned confirmed this. Subsequently, some staff members, who had been 
unsuccessful in locating Clare, approached Olivia who, afier an unsuccessful attempt to 
locate Clare, phoned the union’s head quarters to look fo r  advice. However, Olivia 
reported that she was unable to get through to them on the telephone and returned to 
the fioor. This was confirmed by a number o f witnesses.
In interview, Olivia stated that when she returned to the floor she advised the staff 
members not to go on strike. One witness agreed with Olivia's statement, two witnesses 
maintained that Olivia was speaking of a "walk-out", while three reported that they had 
heard that Olivia was suggesting that staff members show their displeasure by taking 
action. However, there was confusion among witness statements as they reported
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different sources for their information. In response Clare agreed that there was a lot of 
unrest on the floor and this was something she wished to avoid. She reported that 
following the meeting she was approached by a member of staff who reported that her 
friend was upset due to talk of a "walk-out". She was also approached by another man 
who told her that Olivia had said that she was not doing her job properly. Clare reported 
approaching two members of staff and asking them if there was talk of walking out of 
work, would they let her know.

The actual incident, resulting in the allegation o f bullying and harassment, took place 
the following day at approximately 1.30 pm. In interview Olivia stated that Clare 
approached her and asked i f  she could speak to her. Olivia maintained that during the 
conversation Clare said “I believe you were instigating a strike yesterday”. According 
to Olivia this was said four times during the conversation. Olivia said that she denied 
this allegation to Clare. Olivia also claimed that Clare remarked that she (Olivia) had 
enemies upstairs and downstairs. Olivia said that she became annoyed, asked why 
would she try to start a strike, and that she told Clare to leave. Olivia claimed that she 
was shaking, stood up to walk away and met her Production Manager who asked i f  she 
was OK. Olivia informed her that she had been accused o f instigating a strike and that 
she was going outside. This was confirmed with Production Manager stating that she 
observed that Olivia looked annoyed and cross. Olivia stated that she was particularly 
upset as she fe lt that such an allegation would threaten her job.
In response to the allegation Clare stated that she went to Olivia and asked her if she 
had contacted the union head office, to which she replied "yes". Clare reported telling 
Olivia that while she probably had good reasons for ringing them, it had bad 
consequences. Clare maintained that she told Olivia that there were rumours that she 
was trying to instigate a strike. She claimed telling her that it could jeopardise her job 
being made full-time. Clare stated that she did not make an accusation but just told 
Olivia what she had heard. Clare also stated that she never used the word ‘threat’ or 
‘enemy’ as she has three years experience as a union representative and knows that she 
must be careful in what she says.

Olivia stated that had Clare approached as a friend, there would have been no 
problems but she fe lt that she approached her as a union representative and that she 
was very intimidating. Olivia stated that as a result o f the incident she prefers not to go 
to the canteen and, instead, now eats lunch in her car. Olivia feels that some people 
have turned against her since this incident although she stated that she still has friends 
on the floor. Witnesses confirmed that that Olivia no longer ate lunch in the canteen 
but maintained that she withdrew from the group herself and there were no arguments 
or tensions.

Olivia stated that she did not want to do this (make a complaint) but fe lt that she had to. 
She explained that i f  she had let Clare get away with saying what she has said, it would 
give her the upper hand. She was not going to be bullied. She continued to explain that 
it was a hard thing since she knew Clare but she was not going to allow Clare to speak 
to her in that manner. Olivia claimed that she was concerned that Clare would come up 
with other accusations. Although Olivia was aware that this was one incident, she feels 
that it was bullying and she didn ’t want it to progress to a second instance.
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During interview Clare brought up a second incident involving a petition to have her 
replaced as union representative. Clare claimed that this was activated by Olivia and 
was a personal attack on her. This was relayed to Olivia during her second interview 
but Olivia did not confirm the content o f the discussion in her signed statement. The 
investigators recall that she denied having any knowledge o f the petition and stated that 
she never saw it. She admitted that she had been questioned by her manager at the time 
and had denied her involvement. However, Olivia did confirm the discussion 
concerning the petition in her third interview. On this occasion she denied starting the 
petition but agreed that she was aware o f its existence but had never put her name on it 
nor had she any part in it. She then admitted that she was asked to go round with the 
petition and collect signatures but stated that she refused. Olivia was unwilling to give 
the names o f the people who approached her as she fe lt that this would cause trouble 
fo r  them and she had not asked fo r  their permission to give their names. She also 
denied handing the petition to anyone.

Four witnesses admitted to hearing that there was a petition but had not seen it. 
However two witnesses claimed to have seen the petition, one of them was handed the 
petition by Olivia and showed it to the other witness. After discussion they decided that 
the petition should be tom up and put in the bin. Another witness admitted to having a 
discussion with Olivia on the possibility of arranging a petition but he had not seen a 
petition and did not know of any involvement by Olivia. One witness reported that she 
heard Olivia blame another staff member for the petition when she was challenged on 
her involvement.

Olivia stated that these incidences have had no effect on her although she was 
concerned about the investigation with regards to Clare's response to the extent that she 
was so worried about the investigation interview that she had been awake the entire 
previous night. She maintained that she does not bring work home and that this 
incident has made her stronger and claimed that she comes to work to do her job and 
that these incidences have not affected her sleep. However, Olivia did report that she 
feels that she can no longer go into the canteen as she feels uncomfortable in the 
presence o f Clare and spends her breaks in her car. Olivia had been out o f work fo r  the 
previous five weeks due to a car accident. We understand that she has subsequently 
returned to work.

Clare stated that these allegations and the existence of the petition have been preying on 
her mind. She has had to take time off work and feels that it has affected her ability to 
do her job as other staff are aware of the accusation of bullying and harassment. On one 
occasion, she felt unable to continue working the remaining hours of her shift and had 
to go home. She stated that after the incident in May, she did not talk about it as she 
was unsure what support she had. She also claimed that she has found it difficult to 
represent people as she felt that such people should be informed of the accusation.

Both parties were asked if their working relationship had changed since the allegation. 
Olivia explained that after the solicitor's letter she tried to speak with Clare but was 
blanked. She claimed that she tried to organise a meeting with Clare and their union 
representative but this was refused. According to Olivia, Clare won't come near her 
workspace despite having duties there and ignores her "hellos ". Clare commented that
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she felt that she has been painted as an ogre due to Olivia staying out of the canteen and 
that she is aware that Olivia gossips about her on the shift.

These allegations were not upheld.

Case 12
Please note that Angela’s allegations against Andrew and Patricia are highlighted in 
italics.

A t the time o f the investigation Angela had been working with Andrew and Patricia as a 
permanent employee, on her present shift, fo r  less than two years. Angela maintained 
that the working relationship between Patricia, Andrew and herself, until July /  August, 
was such that they spent a lot o f time together, that they were not good friends but that 
there had been no problems. Angela reported getting on well with the other stajf 
members.

Patricia is a permanent employee and has worked for the company for a number of 
years. She stated “things [on the B shift] were brilliant at first” and they “did everything 
to blend in together”.

Andrew is a permanent employee and has worked in the company for a number of 
years. Andrew stated “there were no problems and everything was as good as it could 
be”. He claimed that they “did everything together that normal workmates do” and he 
“even went out to the smoking shed with [Angela and Patricia] despite the fact that I do 
not smoke”.

In August 2002, Angela approached management and requested a shift change. 
According to Angela, she had informed management o f the behaviours that are outlined 
in her formal complaint. However, according to management, Angela told them that she 
wanted a shift change because she did not like Patricia and they were not getting on but 
did not report specific incidents. She gave no other reason fo r  her request. One 
member o f management kept a comprehensive record o f the meetings he had with 
regard to Angela and it was presented to the investigators. The record noted that 
Angela's initial request fo r  a shift change occurred in 2002. There is a note that, on the 
same day, Andrew was approached by management to enquire how things were on the 
shift. Andrew explained that although there had been words between him and Angela 
everything was now all right. In total there is a record o f six contacts with Angela, in 
2002, when the subject o f her shift change was discussed. Subsequent management 
meetings, where Angela's request and the reasoning behind the decision not to grant 
this, were recorded. The record also noted that Angela was on sick leave fo r  almost 
three months at this time.

According to the record, Angela advised that she was going through the grievance 
procedure with regard to her request fo r  shift change. This was received in late 2002. 
At the end o f the same month, an official complaint o f bullying and harassment, by 
Patricia and Andrew, was received from  Angela.

Both Patricia and Andrew stated that they were disgusted that they have been 
involved in this procedure and fee l that the situation has gone too far. They objected
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(and this was also commented on by their union representative) to the delay between 
the allegation by Angela, and their being informed o f it. Patricia and Andrew were 
conscious o f a change in attitude among their work colleagues but did not know the 
reason fo r  this and they found it was disturbing. It was explained to them that delays 
were not caused by management but by Angela's request, through her union 
representative, fo r  a change o f shift to be dealt with as a separate issue to the 
allegation o f bullying and harassment. It was also explained that the union suggested 
that there was a possibility that the allegation o f bullying would not proceed i f  the shift 
change was allowed. Angela's union representative then informed management that she 
was prepared to go through with her complaint and Patricia and Andrew were 
informed.

According to Angela, she had no reason to suspect that there would be trouble 
when she joined the B shift. They spent a lot of time together. Other staff were present 
during the day so the only time she was alone with Patricia and Andrew was during the 
night shift. Angela reported getting on well with the other staff members. However, 
Angela commented that as the working relationship between herself and Patricia and 
Andrew deteriorated, she felt that she could not have an opinion of her own. Angela 
maintained that things started to go wrong in or around April or May of last year when 
Patricia returned back on a three-shift cycle and the three resumed working together. 
Angela reported that, because of the atmosphere on the B shift, she requested a shift 
change and was advised by her manager to look for someone to swap with her. Angela 
stated that she was unable to get the change, as there was no one who could switch with 
her. She reported being so unhappy that she was eating her lunch in the toilets and, 
subsequently, went out on sick leave. Angela stated that she "dislikes her manager, as 
he knew she was unhappy in the shift, knew she ate her lunch in the ladies’ bathroom, 
avoided her, refused to give her due holiday and overtime, and because she talked to the 
back of his head most of the time she was informing him of her complaints". She stated 
that she received no co-operation for six months and decided to consult with a solicitor. 
According to Angela, a week later, the management were on the phone.
Patricia had been presented with Angela's allegations and these were discussed with her. 
Further information, obtained during interview with Angela, was included in the 
discussion. Patricia stated that Angela has made these allegations for “personal gain and 
to get a shift change”. She stated that the two went on a night out in or around mid 2002 
and the request for a shift change was made in August. “There was no falling out in that 
time”. According to Patricia, Angela “suddenly would not go on breaks and would only 
sometimes talk to me”. Patricia stated that Andrew approached her asking whether 
Angela was speaking to her, as he noticed she was not speaking to him. Patricia stated
“I genuinely did nothing to upset Angela did everything to blend in
together....baffled at complaints” .
The allegations were outlined to Andrew and he was given the opportunity to respond. 
Ms. Long stated that “sometime around late August / early September, things started to 
go wrong and Angela stopped talking” to them. He stated that Angela and himself had a 
small disagreement when she “let fly” at him in front of two people one day. He tried to 
ask her what the problem was but she refused to speak to him for approximately a week. 
The following week, according to Andrew, he asked her if she had a problem with him, 
to which she replied that she did not. They chatted and “things were fine for a couple of 
days” but then Angela stopped talking to him altogether. Andrew stated that he does 
“not understand why she did so”.
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The investigators commented to Angela that a member of management stated 
that although she had requested the shift change, she had not reported any specific 
incidents to him that would warrant his taking any action. Angela replied that she had 
referred to specific incidents but her manager had never written anything down. Angela 
stated that these conversations were witnessed by people from the floor and that the 
union were also aware since July / August. According to Angela, her manager always 
said that he would get back to her or he was too busy. She stated that she went to him 
about twenty times and remembers speaking to the back of his head at times because he 
would not turn around from his computer. According to Angela, he asked her to tell him 
of the incidents and, months later, asked her to write them down. Although the 
investigators asked to see any notes made by Angela nothing was produced. She 
reported going above her manager when she got nowhere with him and requesting a 
shift change as a result of all the things that were happening. Angela stated that 
management are responsible for overlooking the serious issue and feel that the company 
are unable to deal with these behaviours appropriately.

Angela feels that it would have been relatively easy for her to be given a shift 
change and stated that there would have been no problem from a manufacturing point 
of view and that the union representative could not see any reason why she was not 
given a shift change.

Angela outlined a number o f incidents that, in her opinion constituted bullying and 
harassment that occurred between herself, Patricia, and Andrew, but did not give any 
specific dates.

Angela stated that Andrew and Patricia would "slam down pallets beside me even 
though there was plenty o f space fo r  them to be put elsewhere. They would attempt to 
go straight through the aisles with trolleys, fo r  which there was no need, and intimidate 
m e”. According to Angela, this was deliberately done to frighten and intimidate her. 
Angela stated that two or more people would lift a pallet together and that pallets were 
not dropped on day shifts.
In response to the first allegation, Patricia reported, “to avoid back strain, you lower the 
pallet as far as it is comfortable to do so. Then the pallet is dropped. This is acceptable 
practice”. She also stated that it was not possible for someone to feel crowded in the 
open space where the pallets were dropped, as it is such a huge area.
When asked about the allegation of dropping pallets, Andrew stated that this happens all 
the time. He stated that he does not always drop them and that he definitely would not 
drop a pallet if there were someone standing nearby.

Angela alleged in her submission that Patricia and Andrew were "ramming 
through me with trolleys". In interview Angela explained that “they would attempt to 
go straight through the aisles with trolleys, for which there was no need, and 
intimidate” her. In her second interview Angela reported that Patricia and Andrew had 
blocked her working area before Christmas, pushed a chair at her, and pinned her and 
her trolley. The investigators reiterated Patricia and Andrew’s denial to the allegation of 
pushing the trolleys through her, to which Angela replied that she had blisters on the 
backs of her heels from the trolleys being pushed past her. Angela stated, “they made
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my work very time-consuming by moving my trolley, which resulted in my having to 
recheck the products on the trolley to ensure correctness” .

In response to the allegation o f pushing trolleys by Angela, Patricia stated, “I  
never collided, hit or rammed any person in the warehouse with a trolley or anything 
else”. She also stated that Angela “must be doing very little work” if  she is standing 
waiting fo r  people to move out o f the aisles with trolleys. In response to the allegation 
that Angela’s trolley was moved, Patricia stated, “if  a trolley were blocking access to a 
location, then it would have to be moved to gain access. Even at that, the trolley would 
only be moved a couple o f fe e t”. Patricia said, “I  never moved [Angela's] trolley to 
cause confusion

As fo r  the allegation concerning pushing trolleys by Angela in the aisles, 
Andrew claimed, “nobody rams or bashes anyone”. According to Andrew, “most 
people would leave the trolley in a particular place while picking I f  there were a 
person in the aisle, staff would not pass unless there was room to do so.

In her submission Angela reported that Patricia was "making comments on a 
break with girls making eyes at me that some people are mad, making the girls feel 
uncomfortable". In interview she further explained that Patricia made comments 
implying that she was “nuts” as well as spreading rumours that she was only making up 
yarns to get a shift change and that she was interfering with people’s work.
Patricia denied making the alleged comments to other girls and implying that Angela 
was "nuts". She stated “the girls were made to feel uncomfortable on several occasions 
but not by anything I said or did”. She claimed that Angela had commented that she 
“would rather freeze that sit with her” while they were in the smoke hut. Patricia also 
alleged that the attitudes of staff members, with who Angela was spending time talking, 
changed and she feels that Angela was speaking about her.

Angela maintained that Patricia had reported to people that she moved their 
boxes whereas she knew that Patricia had moved the boxes herself.
Patricia was asked about the allegation of moving Angela’s boxes and she replied, 
“Ruth moved boxes that I had set up for a conversion from a table to a trolley”. She 
stated that it was not a big deal and she simply returned the boxes to the desk when she 
went to work the following day.

Angela reported in her submission that her locker in the ladies had been robbed 
of all her work things. This included a bag, which contained her notebooks, pens and 
magnet etc. In interview she referred to the incident as the occasion when her "locker 
in the ladies toilet was cleaned out” and maintained that Andrew and/or Patricia must 
have been responsible for this as they were the “only staff members there at the time”.

In regards to the allegation o f robbing the contents o f Angela's locker, Patricia 
completely denied doing this. She stated that Angela had “overstepped the line o f 
forgivable behaviour”. She stated that her “honesty has been put into doubt by every 
person who had access to Angela's verbal or written accusations fo r  the last number o f  
months Patricia was asked during interview whether other people had access to the 
area, to which she replied that she did not fo r  one minute think that anyone else had 
robbed Angela's locker. Patricia stated that Angela “always left her key in her locker 
and, as fa r  as she knows, still does so ”.
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Angela maintained that things were taken from her trolley. She "would 
understand if it was only the odd thing disappearing but not lots of things. Angela 
alleged that when she went out for a cigarette the door had been bolted from the inside 
so that she had to walk round the building in the dark to gain entry.
Patricia stated that she “did not remove anything from Ruth’s trolley” nor did she bolt 
the door while Angela was having a cigarette. She stated, “the only people I ever 
witnessed bolting the door were the supervisor while he was doing an audit / inspection 
and the security person”.
When asked about the bolted door, Andrew stated that there was a swipe facility on that 
door and you could get back in as long as you had your card. He denied ever bolting it 
in an attempt to lock Angela out. He also stated that he had never heard Angela saying 
that she was locked out. Andrew reported that he had never deliberately moved 
Angela’s trolley and, in regards to taking things from her trolley, he reported that, on 
occasion, things like tape guns were taken but would be put straight back following use.

In a second submission Angela alleged meeting Andrew in a pub on one 
occasion and that “he pushed and shoved me while asking why the other lads were not 
talking to him”. According to Angela, “he continued this behaviour until I left the pub”. 
Following this, she claimed that it was “picture and no sound” in work.
Andrew stated that shortly after she stopped talking, he forgot his swipe card and was 
unable to get into the building. Angela arrived at work and he asked her to let him in. 
She ignored him, swiped her own card, and he stated that he had to grab the door as it 
closed in order to get in. Andrew stated that he put Angela’s behaviour down as “one of 
those things”. In hindsight, he feels “that she wanted to have the row”. When asked 
about the incident in the pub, Andrew claimed that Angela was on a hen night and he 
was out with friends. He reported that he made a point of saying “hello” and asked 
Angela where they had been. She ignored him so he called her, at which point she 
looked in the other direction. According to Andrew, the group said “their goodbyes” 
and that was the extent of the incident. He strongly denied that he had any physical 
contact with Angela.

Andrew commented that he does not know what Angela’s agenda is for making these 
allegations but feels that a person would have to be very nasty to be able to write false 
statements about others. Andrew expressed great concern in regard to these allegations 
giving others, especially management, the opportunity to doubt him. He stated that he 
has a clean record and very much wants to keep it that way.

Angela stated that she was so unhappy in her employment that she began eating her 
lunch in the toilets. She subsequently went out on sick leave. She claimed losing a lot o f 
weight and feeling very sick. She stated that she only finds it traumatic to work in the 
warehouse on the shift but has no problems working on the other shifts or on days. She 
reported experiencing jaundice and dehydration. She visited her GP, who gave her 
work certificates fo r  a viral infection. However, she reported that the second set o f 
certificates cited work stress as the cause o f illness.

Patricia stated that management do not realise the effects the allegations have had on 
her. She stated that it is extremely difficult to go into work knowing that she is the topic 
of conversation. She believes that none of these allegations deserve answers and she is
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disgusted that she has been put in this position for no reason. She believes that it is she 
and Andrew that are being harassed for Mr. Power’s personal gain.

Andrew stated that he feels grieved that Patricia and himself were only informed of the 
allegations after Christmas and that he hates that others, including management, might 
have the opportunity to doubt him. He stated that he has “a clean record and would very 
much like to keep it that way”.

The allegations against Andrew and Patricia were not upheld.

Case 13
Please note that Karen’s allegations against Caithriona are highlighted in italics.

Karen stated that she began with the Centre in the Training and Education section in 
1995, where she remained fo r  two years. Following being headhunted fo r  another 
position in a different company, Karen left her position. She claimed that she “enjoyed 
this position but missed the contact with clients” and, after a year, applied fo r  the 
position o f Clinical Director in the centre, fo r  which she was accepted. She stated that 
she was delighted to return and found she was very supported.

In or around June 2001, Karen began assuming many o f the CEO's roles as well as her 
own role as Clinical Director. Jointly, Karen and another senior staff member managed 
the CEO’s role but finding that the workload was too much, Karen resigned and 
continued with her own position. At this time, a staff member “took over as acting 
CEO ”, which was difficult fo r  both the organisation and herself, as she was unable to 
be constantly available due to her own work. Eventually, Caithriona was appointed to 
the position and Karen reported that the staff were delighted to have somebody in 
charge again.

Caithriona stated that when she came to the centre, the staff were very nice but 
communication was always a difficulty. She reported that it was always a strain to meet 
with Karen -  her diary was always full -  and much was communicated in writing. 
Caithriona reported dreading the notes she received, as they always involved needing 
money for one thing or another. Caithriona stated that this put enormous pressure on 
her. At the time, she stated that the centre was paying health board rates but had not yet 
received the money, resulting in constant worry for Caithriona.

Karen stated that on occasions Caithriona did not have the experience or information 
with which to make decisions. When Karen tried to either get or give information, she 
was “cut o ff or told not to lecture Karen expanded on this and commented that 
Caithriona would make decisions and when she attempted to explain why certain things 
would not work or were inappropriate due to policy, Caithriona would state that she 
was blocking her. Karen also commented that on occasions, after about three quarters 
o f an hour, at meetings Caithriona would lose patience, “be curt, intolerant and leave”. 
In response, Caithriona asked what it was exactly that Karen was referring to when she 
said she did not have the information / experience to make decisions. She stated that on 
one occasion she said to Karen “I don’t need a lecture” but does not feel she implied 
they were blocking her. Caithriona agreed that she would lose patience in meetings but 
she never left before the end. She stated that once the meeting had ended, she left
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immediately, as she felt very uncomfortable. Two witnesses confirmed seeing 
Caithriona walk out of meetings. One witness stated that Caithriona become impatient, 
say that Karen was blocking her and make remarks when Karen tried to advise her on 
issues.

Karen maintained that Caithriona objected to her carrying out radio interviews, which 
was explained to a senior sta ff member when she made such a request o f Karen. She 
recalled that Caithriona had blamed her fo r  a press release while the latter had been 
away when, in fact, the press release had been passed through four people, including 
board members, before being released.
A witness confirmed this. Caithriona stated that Karen never expressed a wish to carry 
out radio interviews; Caithriona’s understanding was that she was to do them unless 
they were clinically related and this was part of her job. Caithriona reported going “to 
Karen for advice regarding the interviews” but never knowing that Karen would have 
preferred to do them herself. Caithriona thinks it may be possible that Karen felt the 
former was not doing the interviews properly. Caithriona also stated that she did not 
‘blame’ Karen for the press release and the comment she made was in response to the 
complaint. In fact, the press release was excellent and she stated telling Karen as much.

According to Karen, she was sidelined by Caithriona’s treatment. She stated that 
Caithriona would avoid her on clinical issues and approach the teams directly when 
she should have approached Karen.
One witness confirmed that Caithriona would give instructions to staff without 
consulting Karen. Caithriona stated that she might have approached the teams directly 
on occasion when she should have gone to Karen but she was not trying to avoid her. 
She stated that she may have stepped on her toes by doing this but it was not deliberate. 
Caithriona stated, “I am a bit too direct” but that Karen thought she should have gone to 
her for everything and Caithriona did not agree with that. She was not attempting to 
sideline her. Caithriona stated that Karen informed her that she felt undermined by her 
but that Caithriona did not understand at the time. She now feels that Karen was upset 
because Caithriona did not respect her hierarchy.

As appreciation fo r  her work, Karen was offered either a financial bonus or a course 
paid fo r  by the centre. She chose the latter. However, after leaving the centre, Karen 
was told that the staff had been led to believe that as a result o f Karen taking this 
course, the training budget fo r  the remainder o f the staff had been very much lessened 
and, furthermore, the staff could not reap the benefits o f this course due to Karen’s 
departure. Caithriona stated that Karen had already left at this stage and, therefore, she 
does not feel it is appropriate to include this complaint. She did state that she was 
unaware that the figures were to be distributed and did not set out to be nasty to Karen. 
She stated that this was the figure she was given when she asked how much had been 
spent on education. Caithriona stated that Karen had both sought to have time in lieu for 
the time they spent on their courses so they must have considered the money to be spent 
on education.

Karen reported that at a meeting, Caithriona was “very nice” fo r  40 to 45 minutes. 
However, she then “blew up ” in regards to an issue over room ventilation and “turned 
on a senior staff member” stating, “You can move into X  room”.
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Caithriona stated that things were quite difficult at this time. She had asked a senior 
staff member how exactly she should handle the management meetings and had drawn 
up an agenda to go through. Caithriona reported that she did not think they were talking 
about ventilation when she allegedly “turned on” this senior staff member but, rather, 
they were talking about victim impact statements. Caithriona stated learning that Karen 
had done nothing in regards to getting the therapists to use statements that had resulted 
from a project of the Centres and, which Karen herself had worked on, and Caithriona 
became angry. She stated she “saw red”. Caithriona stated that every situation she came 
up with met with difficulty from Karen.

Caithriona agreed with Karen when she said that the staff work very hard and are very 
committed. She stated that she does not have an aggressive style of management but her 
style is definitely different from that of Karen’s. Caithriona stated that had Karen come 
to her with her problems, she would have listened but she does not feel Karen would 
have listened to the difficulties Caithriona experienced with her.

Caithriona stated that she did criticise Karen but that this was not done in front of any 
other staff members. She stated that she never shouted -  she stated that she speaks in a 
stronger voice than Karen - but did tell Karen she could not trust her, as she felt she was 
moving the goalposts. One witness confirmed Caithriona losing her temper in a meeting 
in a “totally inappropriate manner”.

In regards to the allegation of setting unrealistic work targets i.e. clinical policies, 
Caithriona stated that she merely said the document was incomplete. She claimed that 
they had both worked on the document and when Caithriona asked for it, Karen gave it 
back to her without making any of the suggested changes.

Caithriona stated that she had no idea what Karen was talking about when she stated 
that she was making negative comments. One witness stated that she felt Caithriona 
made disparaging comments about Karen’s role. The witness stated that Caithriona was 
very undermining.

Caithriona stated that she did go to staff under Karen and that she may have been seen 
to take responsibility when she involved herself in the work regarding the database. 
Caithriona reported that she does not recall excluding Karen in meetings but she might 
have been perceived as neglecting Karen’s opinions or views. Caithriona denied saying 
that Karen was leaving for love.

Caithriona stated that she does not see herself as a bully and has no history of bullying 
despite being in managerial positions previously. She stated that she was given the job 
but was not informed of the dynamics or previous history.

When asked about how she was affected by the negative behaviours which she is 
alleging to have been subjected to, Karen stated that she has experienced the following 
physiological symptoms: headaches /  migraine, felling /  being sick, stomach /  bowel 
problems, disturbed sleep, loss o f energy and comfort eating. She also stated that she 
has experienced the following psychological symptoms as a result o f the behaviours to 
which she was subjected while working: anxiety, worry, fear, loss o f confidence and 
self-esteem, tearfulness, loss o f concentration, forgetfulness, feeling isolated and
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helpless. In addition to these, as is usual fo r  an individual who has been exposed to 
prolonged stressors, Karen reported experiencing the following behavioural changes: 
becoming increasingly irritable, increasingly withdrawn, obsessively dwelling on her 
aggressor, and becoming totally emotionally drained.

When asked about how she has been affected by the negative behaviours of which she 
has been accused, Caithriona stated that she has experienced the following 
physiological symptoms: feeling / being sick, stomach / bowel problems, disturbed 
sleep, and loss of energy and appetite. She also stated that as a result of being accused 
of these negative acts, she experienced the following psychological symptoms: anxiety, 
worry fear, depression, loss of self-confidence and esteem, tearfulness, loss of 
concentration, forgetfulness, lack of motivation, and feeling isolated and helpless. 
Furthermore, Caithriona reported becoming more irritable, withdrawn, and totally 
emotionally drained.

The allegations against Caithriona were upheld.

Case 14
Chloe works as an IT Support Worker in a hospital since September 2000 while 
Stephen has worked as a Grade IV in the IT section since August 1999.

Stephen was accused of bullying by his colleague, Chloe. In around October 2002, she 
made a formal complaint against him, the second formal complaint in six months. She 
stated that his aggressive and bullying behaviour towards her had not lessened and the 
situation had deteriorated.

Chloe reported being berated in front of others for not following the correct handover 
procedure, before she went on leave. Chloe reported that she sent a very clear and 
detailed email to two of her colleagues, leaving full details of all of her outstanding calls 
and work. Stephen found this insufficient and introduced a new procedure without 
discussing it with her or her superiors.

Chloe complained that Stephen was due to take lunch at 12.15 but did not go until 
12.55, delaying her as she could not go until he returned. Chloe stated that she would 
have swapped lunch breaks had he asked but he did not, instead choosing not to inform 
her and risking the continuity of cover on the desk. Chloe also reported that she finds 
his persistent use of foul language very offensive and unpleasant.

Chloe described Stephen as, on a daily basis, uncooperative, uncommunicative and very 
difficult to work with as part of a team. She reported feeling on guard constantly and 
watching every word in case it evokes another tirade of abuse and foul language. She 
reported being worried about the detrimental effect this is having on her well-being and 
now dreads going to work.

Stephen denied all the allegations, stating that he has never used foul language or was 
aggressive at meetings. He also stated that there is an agreement over lunchtime breaks, 
which everyone agreed on.
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Witnesses to their working relationship reported that Stephen does indeed swear and use 
aggression at meetings. It was reported that other staff prefer to deal with Chloe and that 
Stephen undermines Chloe by questioning her decisions.

The situation was investigated and the allegations were upheld.

Case 15
Bernadette began working with a school in or around 1979 and she reported that she did 
not have any difficulties in her job until a new principal began in or around 1999. 
According to Bernadette, during the first year of the new principal, Janet, many changes 
were made and there were some difficulties among staff in regard to promotions.

Bernadette reported that one of the first incidents of inappropriate behaviour occurred 
when she went into the office on Friday afternoon to give Maureen the support files 
necessary for the ECDL computer exams to be held the following Monday. Bernadette 
stated that the two deputy principals and the bursar were also present. In response, 
Bernadette reported that Maureen started shouting at her repeatedly “you are hilarious, 
you really are hilarious”. Bernadette reported being highly offended by the manner in 
which she was spoken to and wrote a letter to this staff member asking for an 
explanation. Bernadette reported receiving a reply accusing her of bullying.

Following this, Bernadette stated that she wrote a five-page report for Janet outlining 
everything that had happened. She stated that she later had a meeting with Janet, who 
stated that she had asked Maureen to substantiate the allegations in writing and that she 
would be in touch as soon as she received this document. Bernadette reported waiting 
for the substantiated allegations and that, by September 2000, she had received nothing. 
Bernadette then stated that the class times for the new school year were allocated and 
she described herself as “very disadvantaged”. She stated that when she tried to speak to 
Janet about what progress had been made in regard to matters reported by her in June 
2000, she was told that she would have to change her report and remove certain names 
from it. Bernadette reported being very upset by this response, to the extent that she 
went on sick leave from 2000 until 2001.

According to Bernadette, Janet guaranteed that she would expedite an investigation of 
the matters reported to her and that she would forward Maureen's written response to 
Bernadette as soon as she received it. When this did not happen, the latter was 
devastated that she had not kept her word and that she now appeared to be backtracking. 
Bernadette reported discovering in 2001 that the principal had in fact received the 
requested response from Maureen in 2000 but failed to forward it as promised. 
Bernadette stated that, to date, she has never been allowed to see this letter, despite 
repeated requests. Bernadette feels that this has denied her right to clear her good name 
of the allegations made against her in the letter written by Maureen accusing her of 
bullying.

Bernadette reported receiving documentation in 2001 in regard to the position of Acting 
Assistant Principal, for which she was next in line. When Bernadette returned to work 
in April 2001, she was interviewed and nominated for the post. According to 
Bernadette, Janet then told the Board of Management that the school had not received a 
certificate of fitness for Bernadette and that she would have to be checked out by an
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occupational health specialist. Bernadette stated that she had handed in a certificate of 
fitness that was signed by the GP’s secretary on behalf of the GP, but Janet would not 
accept it. Bernadette reported that Janet called Bernadette into the office, informed her 
that she would have to see an occupational health specialist, that the result would affect 
whether she was successful for the position, and refused to ring Bernadette’s GP for 
confirmation that she was fit to work. This delayed Bernadette’s appointment by six 
weeks and, as it was only a temporary position, the person normally in that position 
returned and Bernadette was never paid for this promotion.

Bernadette reported applying for another post within the school in or around September 
2001, which was delayed until November 2001. She reported that when she was 
appointed to the position, she received a different contract from others in her position 
and wrote to the Board of Management seeking clarification. The list of duties for the 
post of responsibility as Year Head was drawn up by the staff as part of negotiations 
and agreed by management. This list did not include supervision. The inclusion of this 
in the Contract was therefore contrary to what had been agreed in writing by the staff 
and the Board of Management in 1998/9.

Bernadette reported invoking the grievance procedure against Janet. She stated that 
tasks were withheld from her and delegated to other colleagues. Bernadette reported 
being removed from teaching ECDL and seniors, that the passwords on the computer 
network server was changed, and that others in the department received training that she 
did not. Bernadette stated that she was threatened that if she did not sign the contract, 
her post would be re-interviewed. Bernadette stated that she was eventually appointed to 
the position in November, only to have it taken away from her in December 2001, when 
Janet informed her that she had signed the contract under duress and, therefore, it was 
invalid.

At this time, Bernadette stated that she was certified a week on sick leave. When she 
returned, she reported giving a letter to the Board of Management indicating that she 
was sticking to the original contract until such time as she received another. Janet 
replied stating that she was delighted that Bernadette was not under duress.

Bernadette stated that during IT meetings that were held in 2001, Janet began 
“dismantling” her job and when she tried to speak up about this, Janet would say “I’ll 
speak to you later in private”. Bernadette reported writing to the principal stating that 
the duties that had been assigned to her should not be re-allocated to other members of 
staff, at least until the grievance procedure had been processed. Meanwhile, Bernadette 
reported asking the two teacher representatives on the Board of Management in person 
whether the board had received her correspondence. Bernadette emphasised the 
urgency of the situation as she believed that changes in the IT department that were 
being implemented by the principal at that time seriously undermined her professional 
status, to which the board members refused to comment. Bernadette was later accused 
of harassing a board member, when she merely tried to ascertain the situation regarding 
the grievance procedure.

As a result of this uncooperative behaviour, Bernadette reported that she went to a board 
meeting in late 2001 and handed in a letter, to which she did not receive a reply until 
February 2002. Bernadette reported that the reason she was given for the delay in
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response was that her correspondence was not received three days before the meeting. 
Bernadette stated that correspondence had always previously been accepted on the day 
of the meetings.

Bernadette reported that by the summer of 2002, Janet had a list of failures against 
Bernadette and later alleged that she had had to cancel all year head meetings due to 
Bernadette’s behaviour.

Bernadette stated that she requested a Labour Relations hearing in or around the 
summer of 2002 on the advice of the Health & Safety Authority but by the time she 
received a response, she was only permitted to teach first years, the password on the 
server for the computer network had been changed, she was not allowed into the 
computer room to retrieve her files, and control of the computer network had been given 
to her colleague, Maureen. Bernadette reported contacting her union and invoking 
another grievance procedure in 2002 against the principal for bullying and harassment, 
as the first two had failed to yield satisfactory results. By this time, a Labour Relations 
hearing was arranged. Bernadette reported that her third grievance procedure failed as a 
result of the proposed Labour Relations hearing but the principal refused to attend the 
hearing, stating that she believed that "Bernadette is unlikely to accept any rights 
commissioner recommendations". Bernadette stated that Janet agreed to a Labour Court 
hearing but that this route was not open to teachers.

Allegations of harassment were made against Bernadette by one of the teacher 
representatives on the Board of Management. Two members of the Board of 
Management were nominated by the Board to act as an Investigating Committee in this 
regard and despite Bernadette's written objections to the procedures adopted in this 
investigation because of the lack of independent adjudication, she stated that she was 
found guilty. As a result, she was informed that if she harassed any other staff member 
again, she would be dismissed and she was no longer allowed to discuss her situation 
with the teacher representatives on the Board.

Meanwhile there was no progress in the investigation of the allegation of bullying and 
harassment by Bernadette against Janet.

Bernadette reported applying for the position of Year Head in October 2002, for which 
Janet was on the interview board. Bernadette was refused the job. An arbitration 
meeting was arranged and, according to Bernadette, Janet brought up several allegations 
in regard to why Bernadette would not be suitable for the position. Bernadette reported 
that two arbitration meetings were held, the second of which Bernadette “won” and, at 
the time of this interview, she stated that a third arbitration was to be held.

Further incidents outlined by Bernadette involved the agreement for her to teach 
parents’ classes and when it had all been organised, with time tables distributed, Janet 
cancelled the course without any explanation, despite a written request for same from 
Bernadette. Bernadette reported being accused of allowing a student to put herself on a 
pornographic website. Bernadette stated that she asked for confirmation in writing, that 
the 'surf control' software, to block access to unsuitable sites, which the principal 
informed the staff was on all the computers, was still active on the computers, which 
was refused. Bernadette also stated being informed that a parent has made a complaint
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about her and, when Bernadette rang to discuss the matter with the parent, she was 
informed that the parent had never spoken to Janet. When Bernadette confronted Janet 
about this, she reported that the principal stated “Who do you think you are?”

In or around December 2002, Bernadette stated that she completed a Masters and she 
informed the organisers of the school newsletter of this. Bernadette reported that Janet 
gave the instruction that this news was not to be included in the newsletter. Bernadette 
stated that she wrote to Janet outlining her disappointment that the news was excluded. 
In the principal’s reply, Bernadette stated that she implied that Bernadette had insisted 
that she alone be included for her achievements and others in the same position be left 
out. Bernadette reported replying that she had not made any such insistence and that all 
achievements should be included.

At the time of interview, Bernadette reported that she had just recently been offered 
another position in a third level college and that she had requested release from the 
school. She stated that her health had deteriorated severely as a result of her 
experiences, that she had sent her children to a boarding school because she felt she 
could not function properly and cope with them, and that she suffered depression and 
anxiety.

Bernadette reported that as a result of the abusive behaviour that she experienced while 
employed, she experienced the following physiological symptoms: headaches/migraine, 
feeling/being sick, stomach and bowel problems, disturbed sleep, and loss of energy and 
appetite.

She has also suffered the following psychological symptoms while employed: anger, 
anxiety, worry, fear, panic attacks, depression, loss of confidence and self-esteem, 
tearfulness, loss of concentration, forgetfulness, lack of motivation, thoughts of suicide, 
feeling isolated, and feeling helpless.

In addition, as is characteristic of adults who experience prolonged stress, these 
symptoms contributed to Bernadette becoming aggressive, irritable, revengeful, 
withdrawn, making greater use of prescribed drugs, obsessive dwelling on her 
aggressor, becoming hypersensitive to criticism, and becoming totally emotionally 
drained.

Bernadette was found guilty of bullying and harassment.

Case 16
Anthony stated that the whole situation occurred because Garda management 

were alerted to a situation where two civil service members were working evening 
hours in contravention o f civil service rules. These civil servants had come to this 
arrangement with local management years before Anthony had become a sergeant in 
charge. Anthony reported being instructed to bring the proper hours to their attention, 
which he did, and the situation escalated from  there.

Anthony stated that he does not work the same hours as these two civil servants and he 
told the Superintendent that he did not want to deal with them on his own, but was 
instructed to do so.
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Anthony stated that it is bad enough to be accused of something like this but when the 
situation was created by someone else and all he did was to read out management 
instructions to the staff, it makes it all the more difficult to deal with.

Anthony stated that Elizabeth reported for work and he informed her of the contents of 
the attached instructions for civilian staff and offered her a copy of the circular. She 
stated that she knew well the hours of work, told him that she did not want the circular 
and he should take it away. She stated that she had no intention of coming back to work 
on days and that she would prefer to deal with the Superintendent on this matter.

Niamh reported for work and Anthony also informed her of the contents of the attached 
instructions for civilian staff. He reported that when he asked if she was going to return 
to work on normal hours, she laughed and said she would have to organise child care. 
She reported when he pointed out that she was to cease working the irregular work 
pattern, she again laughed.

When Anthony later broached the subject with Elizabeth again, he reported that she said 
that she did not want to talk to him about the matter, that she had a letter from the 
Super, and wanted only to deal with him. Anthony reported asking for an explanation of 
why she had not come into work for her regular hours, to which she replied that her 
husband had come in late from work, that this was the way she always did her work and 
that she often stayed as late at 12.30 or lam without taking a meal break. Anthony 
reported that Elizabeth said it was obvious from the letter that she was not wanted in the 
station anymore and she left at 7.04pm. Anthony stated that Elizabeth was very hostile, 
intemperate and personally abusive towards him during the conversation that he did not 
think it was appropriate for him to deal with her on his own. Anthony reported that 
Elizabeth did not attend for work on the 29'*’ or 30'^ June.

Anthony stated that Niamh did not attend for work on the 28'^, 29'^ and 30'*’ June and so 
he could not bring the contents of the minutes set out on the 26'*’ June to her attention. 
He reported that he had no phone number for her but did not feel it was appropriate to 
ring her at home, instead leaving a letter at her work station detailing her work hours.

Anthony was accused of bullying for these behaviours. The situation was not resolved.

Case 17
Diarmuid was accused of bullying by a colleague where he works as the maintenance 
manager. He reported that the person accusing him used to work as a driver but had a 
heart attack and was out for three years. Because his service was broken for more than 
one year, he was treated as a new employee once he returned. Has case against company 
on grounds that his previous service should have been taken into consideration when he 
returned.

Diarmuid stated that he was just asking him to do his job. He reported that there were 
numerous complaints from the public since this man took over his general operative 
duties. Diarmuid stated that a complaint was made to Managing Director, who advised 
the man to go to HR. Diarmuid reported being annoyed that MD said nothing to him. 
The complaint was investigated by HR and Diarmuid was found not guilty of bullying
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but he feels he could have taken the allegations very personally if I wanted. Nothing 
was done to change the situation after investigation -  still working together and the man 
is still not doing his job. If something does not happen soon, Diarmuid will have to 
discipline this staff member. Diarmuid feels that the situation is going to escalate again 
because nothing has been done.

Diarmuid stated that this staff member makes many complaints but never comes 
directly to him, instead he always goes to the shop steward.

Case 18
Fran stated that he was a publisher for 15 years at a very high level in good jobs 

and never experienced any such allegations before. He stated that he was the first 
person in 40 years that had been brought in from the outside, resulting in a huge culture 
change for the staff. Fran stated that, from the beginning, there was fear and loathing 
about what would happen when he was brought in. Fran stated that no-one from within 
the company applied for his position so there was no direct resentment.

Fran stated that his previous two predecessors were there for 25 years each and 
it was necessary to make huge changes, particularly in terms of technology. Fran stated 
that there was no fear of anyone losing their job or their job being made harder but the 
staff were more mature and maybe threatened by technology.

Fran stated that there were no procedures in place regarding how to deal with 
issues and he began receiving letters from union directors about issues that staff could 
have come directly to him about.

Fran reported that there were issues over his booming voice, height and piercing 
eyes. He stated that the union reported that once a person felt intimidated, they were 
intimidated. Fran stated that one person wanted to move from accounts to sales and was 
allowed to do so. He stated that the staff member was terrible in both positions but left 
at it because there were so many other things to be done.

He stated that all front desk staff were part time and a full time position became 
available, which the girl that had been moved into sales applied for. Fran reported that 
he informed her that it was a promotion and meant more responsibilities, and that a 
contract and job description was drawn up to which she agreed and signed.

Fran reported receiving a letter from the union stating that this staff member 
wanted a meeting with him with representation. He stated that the meeting began with 
the union representative shouting at him in regard to the contract and, in particular, one 
paragraph in the covering letter. Fran reported ripping up the cover letter and stating 
that the cover letter was gone and was that ok? He reported that he was told no and he 
got a bit annoyed and told her to come back to him when she had made up her mind.

Fran reported that the next thing that happened were the allegations of bullying 
against him and other staff members put things in writing regarding his height, voice, 
intimidation and monitoring of work. The union went straight to the chairman and he 
came in demanding to know what was happening, siding with those making allegations
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against Fran. Fran reported stating that if anything was to be done about these 
allegations, it needed to be investigated. An independent investigator was agreed to 
along with it being completely confidential and Fran having the right to reply.

Fran stated that an assessor came into the company. He stated that they did not 
speak to his line managers and concluded that there were grounds for the allegations. 
This was given to the chairperson, who in turn gave this to the union. Fran stated that 
the report ended up in the hands of other shop stewards.

Fran reported that he never received the allegations in writing and was never 
told who exactly was making these accusations. He stated that he was given 12 hours 
notice that the assessor was coming and was not given any information about who the 
assessor was. He also stated that while he got a copy of the report, it did not include the 
allegations made against him. He reported that the conclusion also stated that Fran 
himself had agreed that there were grounds for the allegations.

He reported that recommendations were made that he was to behave in a certain 
manner, smile when getting in and out of his car, and instructions as to how he should 
carry himself.

Fran reported that an anti-bullying policy has since been put in place and was 
hung up on the notice board, which he felt was more condemnation of him.

Allegations against Fran upheld.

Case 19
Nancy reported being employed by a union from 1986 to date. She reported that she 
experienced no difficulties in her employment between 1986 and 1998 until Mairead 
joined in that year as administrative assistant.

Nancy reported thinking that they were getting on well together, despite the 12 year age 
difference. She reported that they swapped jewellery and clothes as well as going out 
shopping at lunch together.

Nancy reported working very hard as she was the first female to reach her position as 
Branch Secretary. She reported spending much of her time on the road and had little 
interaction at times with Mairead.

In around early 1999, Nancy stated that problems began and they seemed to go through 
a bad patch. She reported the Mairead was snappy when she asked if she was ok. She 
wondered what was wrong and felt sorry for her. She stated that they stopped going out 
socially together and Mairead began ringing in sick more often, commenting that her 
mother was not to be told that she was out sick if she were to contact work.

Nancy reported that complaints about Mairead came from ‘upstairs’ about her ‘butting 
in’ but Nancy defended her, stating that she was only a young girl.

Gradually, Nancy reported that the situation worsened but that she was in the office so 
little, she was not seeing everything that happened.
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Nancy reported asking Mairead at one stage if she would like to do a course through 
work, and she choose a topic around bullying. Following this course, Nancy reported 
that the whispering began and Nancy was asked how they were getting along. The 
whisperings were to the effect that Mairead was being bullied but it was not said by 
whom.

In around April / May 1999, Mairead handed in her notice. Nancy stated that Mairead 
stated it was because she wished to do more work with her brother, for whom she had 
been working occasionally. Nancy reported also knowing that there were difficulties in 
Mairead’s personal life due to her seeing a married man.

While she was working her month’s notice, Mairead was told that she could not get paid 
from social welfare and so she was advanced her wages, resulting in her not getting paid 
after she left. Following this, Nancy reported that Mairead wanted to withdraw her 
notice. Nancy stated that management were reluctant in light of the many recent 
absences from work and asked that she come in for a meeting. However, Mairead did 
not show up for the meeting and nothing was done for a time.

Shortly after, Nancy reported being told that she was accused of bullying Mairead by 
shouting at her and that she had always criticised her work. Nancy adamantly denied 
doing this as she felt Mairead was a great worker. Mairead also made comments that 
Nancy was having a relationship with someone more senior who was covering for her. 
Nancy reported being very embarrassed by these allegations. She reported that 
comments were also made about another staff member who had worked their way up 
the ladder.

Nancy reported thinking that Mairead thought of saying that she was bullied after the 
event.

In around October 1999, Mairead claimed constructive dismissal. She stated that it was 
over 6 months since she had resigned but the EAT decided to hear her case anyway. She 
reported that she is unaware of why this was allowed. While this was ongoing, Nancy 
reported that her sister in law died of cancer and her father died six months later, which 
made the situation with Mairead seem secondary. Nancy reported being sick for a time 
with blood pressure, resulting from the death of her father.

A hearing was scheduled for October 2000 and she was told that she need not attend, as 
she had not been named. She was asked if she would be in the office if they needed to 
contact her. Halfway during the hearing, Nancy reported being told to come to it, as 
most of the allegations were against her and the Regional Secretary for covering up.

Nancy reported being accused of shouting but she stated that while she might curse or 
swear, this would not be directed at a person. She reported that she was taken to task 
over saying ‘this is what you’re paid to do’ and, while she reported saying this, she 
stated that she was talking to herself and it was being taken out of context. Nancy 
reported that Mairead alleged being given too much work but she was definitely not 
overloaded, as complaints were being made upstairs about the amount of time she spent 
up there talking. Further allegations included being overcritical of her work and Nancy
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stated that she would point out spelling mistakes when they were found but that 
Mairead did not make many mistakes and was very efficient. Nancy reported that she 
spent very little time in the office, being there only about two days a week.

Nancy reported thinking that she never thought that Mairead had too much to do, apart 
from weeks when things were very busy and everyone had the same workload. She 
stated that Mairead’s work did not pile up when she was out for a couple of days but 
near the end of her time there, she was taking so much sick leave that her work did start 
to pile up.

Nancy stated that Mairead reported that the reason she transferred was because she 
experienced sexual harassment but this was the first time anyone heard of this 
allegation.

The union asked for more time to prepare the case and it was suspended pending 
rescheduling. However, it was decided to pay Mairead off because of her comments 
around sexual harassment and she received compensation.

Nancy reported being very disappointed that she never got her say. She reported that her 
employer was extremely supportive but she feels cheated. She reported wanting to 
resign her position but the union refused to accept.

Nancy reported that the case was covered in the paper and she was the only one named. 
She reported that she has been very reluctant to take on bullying cases since this time 
and constantly worries that someone believed the allegations against her.

Nancy reported that she does not genuinely believe that Mairead actually felt bullied. 
She reported that Mairead’s personal life was a mess and she was living alone at an age 
when she should have been living with friends. Nancy reported wondering if it was only 
about the money. She reported that the allegations were malicious and aimed at anyone 
- ju s t  someone to blame to get her out of the mess she had gotten herself into.

Many colleagues reported that they were not sure who was the bully / victim.

Mairead’s sick certificates initially stated that she had a virus / tummy bug, then 
irritable bowel syndrome, and later cited stress.

When Mairead joined the organisation, Nancy reported that she asked her to 
recommend a doctor and she recommended her own. However she now wonders 
whether Mairead talks about her to the doctor.

As a result of her experience, Nancy reported that she would no longer go out of her 
way to socialise and talk to new staff.

She reported talking about the situation to her husband, whom she married in the middle 
of this situation, and reported that he never liked Mairead. She reported that it did not 
really affect her and her husband’s relationship and thinks that the fact that Mairead had 
already left the organisation helped this a great deal.
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Nancy reported that she was catatonic for a time after the allegations came out and her 
husband was a great support. She stated that she never told her family out of sheer 
embarrassment.

The allegations were left hanging when the union settled.

Case 20
Please note that Jack’s allegations against Robert are highlighted in italics.
Jack is currently an Attendant at a museum and has worked with there since January 
2001. Jack was accused o f being intoxicated at work, which was unproven by internal 
investigation. He believed this damaged his reputation at work and, due to this 
accusations and other comments, such as another employee, Robert, telling at least one 
other co-worker that Jack was a “crackhead. ”
In regard to the first allegation, Robert reported that he put his neck on the line by not 
reporting it to a senior attendant, which he now regrets. Robert stated that Jack had to be 
sent home the previous Sunday because he came into work ranting and raving. Robert 
stated that the internal investigation into Jack being drunk in work was a load of 
rubbish. He reported asking the cameras to be looked at but this was refused. Robert 
stated that he feels sorry for Jack and worries that there might be a problem in his 
personal life. Robert stated that he was rostered for duty at 6-10. He reported arriving 
around 5pm and meeting Jack. He reported that they spoke and it was clear to him that 
he was intoxicated. Robert stated that he based this on his general demeanour and the 
content of their conversation. Robert reported leaving Jack and proceeding to his work 
area and hearing loud music coming from the basement area. Robert reported going to 
see where the music was coming from and finding the music was blaring from the 
kitchen, which was empty. Robert stated that the kitchen table was scattered with cds 
and other personal items belonging to Jack. Robert reported that he then spoke with two 
other employees and was told that Jack was locked out of his face. Robert stated that the 
three of them spoke about Jack’s condition and there was general agreement on this. 
Robert also reported being told that Jack would be back to the museum shortly as he 
was gone out to get more drink. Robert stated that Jack did return to the museum and 
Robert opened the gate for him. Robert reported observing Jack on several occasions. 
Robert reported needing direction and phoning a colleague who advised him to put him 
out or call in a senior. Robert reported speaking to the employee whom Jack was 
relieving and asking him if he was happy to let Jack relieve him, to which Leigh replied 
‘F*** him, what they know and what they can prove are two different things. Fm  going 
out and Fm not staying’.
Robert reported speaking to a senior and informing him of Jack’s behaviour but did not 
put anything in writing. Robert reported being called in and relaying the events of the 
night. Robert reported that he later contacted Jack to say that he had been called in and 
that if he wanted to drop down to him to talk about it, he could but Jack did not. Robert 
reported that he cannot understand why the cameras can not be looked at. He also 
reported that he could not get a copy of the report resulting from the internal 
investigation, only receiving a blacked out version. Robert reported that he had 
represented staff who had come into work drunk and helped them keep their jobs. He 
stated that, on another occasion, he and Jack were in the changing room and Jack 
dropped a block of hash on the floor. Robert stated that everyone knows he smokes hash 
but these are not the types of things that are brought to management’s attention.
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Robert reported that there is a letter dated in January which speaks of a bullying case 
but Jack did not make his allegations until February.

Jack accused Robert o f bullying him and reported being threatened by Robert in an 
attempt to make him withdraw his complaints about the bullying. Jack said he had 
approached Robert to apologise fo r  texting him around 4:00 on the previous Sunday. 
He said he knew Robert was working at that time so he sent him a text message at 4:10 
about next year’s AGM. Jack said he meant to send that text, but also accidentally sent 
another text around the same time. He said he cannot remember the topic o f the 
accidental text. Jack reported that he cannot sleep so he texts many people, including 
co-workers, at early hours o f the morning. He said that other co-workers might be able 
to verify this. When Jack apologised to Robert, Robert told him: “You better withdraw 
your complaint as you only have until Tuesday”. Robert reported that he allegedly 
approached Jack to tell him to withdraw his complaint before he had even received a 
copy of the complaint or been informed about it. Robert stated that he was not in work 
that day until 2pm and the incident was alleged to have happened earlier than this.

Robert reported making numerous attempts to discuss the allegations with HR and 
being told that he would be gotten back to but receiving no response. Robert stated that 
he found this very frustrating. Robert reported that the situation has been handled so 
badly and should never have reached this stage.

Jack stated that, on one occasion, he stated to Robert that another employee “wasn 7 
being too nice” and said that Robert replied: “Maybe h e ’s just picking on you. But 
what’s new? Everybody else is”.
In regard to the allegation that Robert made comments about another employee picking 
on Jack like everyone else did, Robert stated that he cannot believe that Jack would say 
these things when they speak every day on friendly terms. Robert stated that Jack texts 
him and showed two texts sent by Jack.

Jack reported being on desk duty but standing away from the desk talking to a few  other 
employees because it was a slow day. Robert came over and told him sarcastically: 
“Your phone (the desk phone) is ringing... Would 1 lie to you?” Jack said he had not 
heard the phone ring, but went straight back to the desk and rang all the extension 
numbers to check. None o f these numbers had recently called the desk phone. Jack said 
it was possible fo r  outside lines to call the desk phone, but said he had not heard the 
phone ring at all.
In regard to the allegations about Robert making comments about Jack’s phone ringing, 
Robert stated that if Jack was on the desk in the Rotunda, he would not need to be told 
that his phone was ringing. Robert stated that Jack was not on the desk but out talking. 
He reported telling Jack that his phone was ringing but by the time that Jack went to the 
desk the phone had stopped. Jack said this to Robert and the latter reported stating that 
he was not lying, the phone had been ringing.

Jack stated that Robert needed staff LD.s to put into the computer fo r  a project he was 
working on and Jack was one o f the first employees to be put into the system. Jack said 
Robert approached him at his desk and demanded to see his l.D. Jack said he held out 
his l.D. and Robert tired to grab it out o f his hand. Jack then took his hand away so 
Robert could not grab the l.D. Robert then told Jack: “Shove it up your **** you

333



stupid  * * * * ” . Jack said he reported the incident to management immediately. When he 
told Robert he had reported the incident, Robert said: “I ’ll ju s t deny it. I t ’s your word 
against mine. ”
In regard to Jack’s allegation about requesting ED and Robert forcing it from Jack’s 
hand, Robert stated that this is not correct. Robert stated that he was working with the 
Senior Attendant’s on setting up increased security around the badges and he did ask 
Jack to show his badge but not in the manner suggested by Jack.

Robert stated that he thinks these allegations are ridiculous and does not see how these 
could amount to bullying. He reported that he meets Jack and they are friendly as 
though nothing is happening. Robert reported feeling that this goes to back to Jack 
thinking that Robert out in a report about him but Robert explained what happened to 
Jack and did not try to hide anything from him.

Robert was found guilty of bullying and at the time of writing, a decision on the 
consequences of this verdict was being made.

Case 21
Please note that S am ’s allegations against Brian are highlighted in italics.

According to Sam, Human Resources delayed the investigation process by not seeking 
clarification on his complaints to the Rights Commissioner in October 2002 (instead 
waiting until the 23'̂ '̂  July 2003), by pre-empting his submission to the 6’’̂ March 2003 
Rights Commissioner Hearing by seeking a deferral, cancelling the deferred hearing 
which had been re-arranged fo r  3 (/’' July 2003, and not commencing an independent 
investigation into his complaints until after his submission to the Rights Commissioner 
on the 20'^ August 2003.
According to Brian, the first hearing for the Rights Commissioners was arranged for 
March 2003 but was adjourned on the agreement of both parties. He stated that a further 
date was announced for May and, because it clashed with other events in the 
organisations, the council requested another date. At this time the hearing was then 
scheduled for August 2003. Brian stated that the department received a letter from Sam 
complaining about the delay, to which they replied by stating that they had been told 
that the delay was at Sam’s own request and that, according to Brian, the Rights 
Commissioners informed the HR Department that Sam had requested for a conclusion 
not to be made at this time. According to Brian, Sam did not reply. Brian stated that 
Sam’s original complaint was vague and, therefore, they could not initially launch an 
investigation. Brian stated that three requests were sent to Sam requesting further details 
such as dates, names and behaviours. Brian commented that Sam replied stating that he 
had given all he was prepared to give.

Sam stated that Human Resources should explain why temporary position employees in 
the same position as him could be placed on the fifth  point o f  the pay scale whilst he, 
while permanent, could not.
According to Brian, there is one exception to the payment that this position receives. He 
stated that this decision was taken by the Manager before his time in the HR department 
and that the decision to place this position at the highest rate of salary went against the 
advice of HR. Brian stated that there are many complaints about this situation and that 
he has given this same explanation to all. Brian stated that, since then and without
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exception, every member of staff has been placed on the starting rate. Further explained 
in the Council’s submission to the Rights Commissioner was that in April 1999, the 
Department of the Environment sanctioned that posts in the Office be made permanent. 
It stated that in May 2001, Sam was offered a permanent position and made fully aware 
of the salary. Sam signed the Acceptance Form. Sam stated, during interview and in 
further correspondence following the interview, that he was aware of the salary but 
decided to take the position and raise issues about the salary while in the job.

Sam stated that he was not given incremental credit fo r  almost four years temporary 
service on taking up his current position in May 2001, despite the Council appointing 
another person to the top o f the SE scale who did not have any Acting/Temporary 
experience. Sam stated that he was never informed o f a letter received by the Council 
from  the Department o f the Environment dated 9'^ September 1992 stating ‘The 
allocation o f points higher than the minimum is at the discretion o f the local authority. 
However the higher points on the salary scale should only be paid to an appointee with 
considerable experience in excess o f seven years ’. Sam stated that he had to seek this 
letter, which was referred to in other correspondence made available to him on the 12'^ 
December 2001, from  the Council in February 2002. In 2001, Sam stated that he had 
thirteen years Local experience. According to Sam, the Council contend that this letter 
from  1992 referred to temporary posts only and not the existing posts which are now 
permanent. Nothing in this letter alluded to the temporary /  permanent nature o f the 
posts being referred to.
According to Brian, receiving extra money for more than seven years service was a 
privilege extended only to staff of Executive Engineer level and upwards. Brian 
reported making requests to have this extended to include Sam but that the request was 
refused. This explanation was outlined in the submission to the Rights Commissioner. 
Further Amendments state that “where the person being appointed is not a permanent 
officer of a local authority, the commencing salary shall be the minimum of the salary 
scale for the office -  the date of appointment shall be the officer’s incremental date”.

Sam stated that his request fo r  parental leave was not dealt with in a timely manner. He 
reported applying on the 6’̂  July 2003 but not receiving the confirmation document

thuntil the 13 August 2003, just three working days before the leave was due to 
commence despite a requirement on the employer to prepare the confirmation document 
not later than four weeks before the commencement o f the parental leave.
Brian stated that the application for parental leave was made to another senior staff 
member, Brian, but Brian spoke of what he knew of the situation. He reported that, as 
far as he knew, Brian brought the application to the Director of Services and that there 
were difficulties with Sam’s requested dates due to a critical period in the project Sam 
was involved in. Brian stated that while the actual letter of confirmation was not issued 
to Sam until the 11'  ̂August 2003, Sam knew that the leave was granted as he had been 
verbally informed. Brian stated that it did not suit the Office where Sam worked for him 
to be on leave at that time but the request was granted anyway. Brian also stated that 
Sam made a complaint about the situation during the time the request was being 
processed.

Sam stated that he applied fo r  a Special D ay’s leave to attend the Rights Commission 
Hearing on account o f the fact that he would normally be entitled to same. He reported 
being informed that as he was on parental leave there was no provision fo r Special
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Leave. Sam stated that he believed that days he would normally have been entitled to as 
‘Special Days ’ should not have to be taken out o f his parental leave but should be 
added onto the end o f the said parental leave and should have been paid.
Brian stated that advice was sought on this matter from the management services board, 
who advised that Sam was not entitled to this and that the parental leave scheme does 
not allow for it.

Sam stated that he was not allowed the same benefits as other staff in relation to being 
based, from  the expenses point o f view, in Headquarters whilst working at a different 
office. The Council made false and misleading statements at both Rights Commissioner 
Hearings stating the base had been mentioned in the advertisements fo r  the post. Sam 
stated that neither the advertisement accompanying literature, application form, letter 
containing results, letter o f offer, letter o f acceptance nor M anager’s Order fo r  his post 
in the Office mentioned where his base was going to be, only what the location was to 
be. Sam stated that he has never denied that he was fully aware o f the location o f the 
Office. It has always been the base, from  an expenses point o f view, that was in 
question. He reported being described as being ‘disingenuous’ at the hearing and, 
despite objecting, this accusation was repeated in the Council’s second submission. 
Brian stated that issues over base and location were being phased out and becoming a 
thing of the past. He stated that it used to be an added incentive for temporary staff, who 
would receive extra money, to attract and keep them in the jobs. Brian stated that this 
was an incentive offered when the county council had problems filling posts, a problem 
which no longer exists. Brian stated that this incentive was taken away when staff 
became permanent and that all others in the same boat as Sam have accepted these 
terms and conditions. Brian stated that two administrative staff continue to receive these 
travel allowances. In explanation for this, he stated that their terms and conditions of 
employment have not changed since the allowances were introduced and it is very 
difficult to take the allowance away without a change in terms and conditions. It was 
also noted that these staff members work in administration and could be transferred 
more easily to Headquarters, while technical staff are not in the same position. Brian 
stated that when technical staff were made permanent, their terms of employment 
changed and the allowance was removed. The Council’s submission to the Rights 
Commissioner stated that “the advertisement for the position clearly stated that the 
appointments would b e ....

Sam stated that he would like to know the background to the reasons given fo r  not 
proceeding with the creation o f the certain posts.
Brian stated that the situation with these posts has been discussed with Sam on several 
occasions. He stated that HR had difficulties with these proposed positions in terms of 
fair competition. He stated that the new positions were supposed to be upgrades rather 
than additional posts and there were difficulties designating staff without impinging on 
fair competition and excluding qualified staff from competing for the positions. Brian 
further explained that if the jobs were not filled by designation, they would have to be 
filled internally meaning that staff, who as part of their terms of conditions could not be 
moved because they had been hired for specific positions, could compete for the posts. 
As a result of all these difficulties, it was decided not to go ahead with the creation of 
these positions.
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Sam stated that the other staff in the same position as him were included in the phone 
list but that he was the only other one in the office that was not included. Sam stated 
that this is typical o f the exclusion meted out to him by the Council.
Brian stated that he was not sure what had happened in regard to the phone list and that, 
as far as he is aware, reception is responsible for drawing up telephone lists. Brian 
stated that he presumed that this had been an error.

Sam stated that Human Resources agreed to forward a letter they were sending in 
advance to him fo r  comment prior to submitting same. Sam stated that this was not done 
and the letter issued mentioned just two year’s temporary experience rather that the 
almost four year’s experience he states that he actually had at that time.
This letter was viewed by the investigators and it appears that Brian was making a 
request on behalf of Sam that his length of time working with Limerick County Council 
be taken into consideration in terms of his salary. The letter also outlines Sam’s 
employment history.

Sam reported that while working on a Road, he was left without the necessary 
supporting staff to do the job properly.
Brian stated that there were problems with recruiting technical staff in this and other 
areas. Brian also gave this explanation.

Sam questioned why the Council failed to launch an Independent Investigation into all 
matters raised at the Rights Commission Hearing despite indications in correspondence 
that they would.
Brian explained that HR were waiting for the findings from the Rights Commissioners 
to be completed.

Sam stated that HR have been responsible fo r  delayed, dismissive and evasive 
responses to requests fo r  information.
Brian stated that there were delays in the investigation process, which are highly 
unfortunate and should have been avoided.

Sam questioned whether his submission to the Rights Commissioner was discussed or 
circulated to parties mentioned therein prior to comments made.
Brian stated that those named in the submission to the Rights Commissioner were 
informed but not given copies of the report.

Sam stated that he did not receive approval to attend a meeting as, although he had the 
correct date in the subject heading o f the email, he had inadvertently left the date 
unaltered from  pasting a previous request in body o f the text message. No clarification 
was sought by HR in relation to this request.
Brian stated that he would normally have responded to emails but cannot find a record 
of it. He admitted that it was possible that he did not reply or that he deleted it.

Sam stated that he was informed that HR that subsistence payments included payment 
fo r  time-in-lieu. Sam stated that he had since been informed that this is not the case. 
Brian stated that he remembered having this meeting with Sam but could not remember 
the exact details of what was said.
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In further correspondence sent to the investigators, Sam raised two further issues he 
wished to have addressed to Brian. Firstly he stated that he requested that Brian be 
asked whether it was normal practice fo r  a staff member to be sent fo r  a medical 
examination by the Council within two weeks o f the cert being submitted. In response to 
this, Brian stated that it is normal practice when the reason given is ‘acute stress’ and 
had a personal aspect to the illness. Secondly, Sam questioned why he was not able to 
make representations on behalf o f a union member while on parental leave. The 
relevant emails were viewed in regard to this issue and it is evident from the 
documentation that Brian followed the instructions given to him by the Acting 
Committee Chairman of the union.

Sam’s allegations against Brian were not upheld.

Case 22
Please note that Oliver’s allegations against Martin are highlighted in italics.

Oliver reported that he developed a severe allergy in around 1999 while working on the 
refuse truck. He reported taking sick leave as a result o f this allergy and informing his 
employers o f his difficulties. He reported that he was not listened to and sent a letter 
from  his GP outlining his allergies. Oliver reported that the difficulties he experienced 
regarding his allergies resulted in him being sent to a specialist by the Council. 
Following this, Oliver reported that the Council arranged fo r  his return to work, away 
from  the refuse trucks.

During interview Oliver referred to a Rights Commissioner hearing. Information in 
this regard was later requested from the Council who made a copy o f the findings from  
the Rights Commissioner Investigation available fo r  the present investigation. In his 
findings the Rights Commissioner referred to the recommendation o f a previous 
recommendation which included the words "to limit as fa r  as is practicable, Oliver' 
exposure to house dust". He accepted management's assertions on this matter and 
found accordingly. The recommendation from  the hearing was "that the union should 
accept that any claim fo r  compensation must fa il and that as fa r  as has been 
practicable, the Council has limited, and will continue to limit, Oliver’s exposure to 
house dust".

While working with Martin, Oliver reported that his duties included cutting grass, 
planting trees and so on. He reported that he requested a locker but did not receive one. 
Oliver reported that he fe lt aggrieved because there were more than enough to go 
around. Martin stated that Oliver had a locker in the main building, which are much 
bigger than the ones in the yard. He stated that some of the workers have two or three 
lockers because they are so small. He reported that he was not responsible for the 
allocating of the lockers.

Oliver reported that he requested keys fo r  the storeroom on a couple o f  occasions from  
Martin but was not given any. He stated that everyone else would have a key and there 
would not be any reason why he should not also have one.
Martin stated that he and two other staff members have the keys to the store room and 
half the time he would not even have the key himself. He stated that the store is opened 
up in the morning, everyone takes their equipment and, if something else is needed, the
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person with the key goes back to get it. Martin stated that Oliver is definitely not the 
only worker without a key and he feels this is a very unfair comment.

Oliver reported being overlooked fo r  overtime on a trip to Mayo as a result o f a 
decision made by Martin.
Martin stated that there is a roster in place for all the workers where everyone gets the 
chance at overtime. He reported that he always follows the roster but Oliver objected to 
the roster. Martin stated that the roster has been in place for 5 or 6 years.

Oliver reported being asked to go on the refuse truck on one particular occasion and 
having to take the following two days o ff work.
Martin stated that he was acting as town foreman on the day in question and the 
supervisor in charge of the refuse was short staffed. He stated that there were very few 
staff members around and he asked Oliver, who refused. Martin stated that under the 
Labour Court’s recommendations, Oliver can be asked to work on the refuse truck but 
exposure should be limited as far as possible. Martin stated that he would not have 
asked him if there had been any one else to ask. Martin stated that Oliver made such a 
fuss over this that he went to get the Labour Court recommendation to ensure that he 
had not done anything wrong.

Oliver reported being humiliated on a boat in front o f other co-workers. He reported 
that Martin conned him into thinking that the engine o f the boat had broken down and 
made him row a couple o f hundred yards to a slip-way. When they returned to the yard, 
Oliver reported realising that the petrol had been turned o ff on the engine and he 
turned it back on. He reported starting the engine and that Martin came running over to 
tell him to shut the engine off, that it was not supposed to be running out o f water. 
Oliver reported confronting Martin about this and stated that the latter laughed and 
sniggered at him. Martin reported that, on that particular day, they were cleaning green 
algae and rubbish from the canal. He stated that most of the workers do not have 
experience with boats and he was giving Oliver experience on that day. Martin stated 
that, halfway down the canal, the engine cut out and would not start. He reported asking 
Oliver to row back to the slip way, which was also good experience for him. Martin 
stated that he turned off the petrol and put the engine into the jeep to look at it in the 
yard. Back in the yard, Martin reported that he heard the engine starting and ran over, 
roaring at Oliver to turn the engine off. He admitted that his voice was raised but 
explained that he had to do so to be heard over the noise of the engine. He reported that 
Oliver was slow in turning the engine off and, therefore, he turned the engine off 
himself. Martin reported stating that the water pump needed to be in the water when 
operated and should not be started out of water. He stated that Oliver did not believe 
him and said that Martin was ‘blackguarding’ him. During interview, Martin presented 
an engineer’s report, which stated that the engine had overheated and it would be 
standard practice in this situation to turn the petrol off. Martin stated that the report had 
been issued because the boat cut out on other occasions after this incident.

Martin stated that he was not laughing at Oliver in any demeaning manner. He reported 
that the co-workers slag each other off in the yard and had come over when they heard 
him shouting to turn off the engine. When they learned what had happened, he reported 
that they began to have a laugh about it. He reported that he would have probably joined
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in laughing with them at this stage, which is part and parcel of working in the yard. 
Martin stated that this is the normal everyday banter.

Oliver reported being stressed out after this event and taking the following Monday and 
Tuesday off work. He reported that he was supposed to contact his foreman when 
ringing in sick but could not find the number and, therefore, rang a co-worker to say 
that he would be out o f work for two days. Oliver reported that Martin stated that he 
would not accept this as it was not correct procedure. Oliver reported feeling that 
Martin would have accepted this if another co-worker had done the same thing.
In regard to being out on the Monday and Tuesday, Martin reported that it is policy that 
a worker would ring him before 10 am if they were out sick. He stated that Mr. WilHam 
rang a co-worker, which was incorrect, and then also requested two uncertified sick 
leave days on that day, which is also incorrect. He stated that it is poHcy that a worker 
would ring each morning when on uncertified leave. Martin rejected the statement that 
he would have let another worker away with this and stated that he is a stickler for the 
rules.

Oliver reported an incident occurring where he called up to the area looking for  
material fo r a job he was doing with co-worker. He reported that when Martin saw him, 
he spoke to him in an aggressive manner and asked what he was doing there.
Martin stated that he had assigned Oliver and another staff member to work re-staking 
trees. He stated that they would have had enough work to do for the day. He reported 
that he was knocking down a tree, which can be a dangerous activity, when he looked 
up to see Oliver walking towards him. Martin stated that the saw was running and the 
noise level was such that he was wearing ear-muffs, and he would have had to raise his 
voice to talk to Oliver. He reported that he would not normally speak to anyone in a 
raised voice but this was a dangerous situation with elevated noise levels.

Oliver stated that it is Martin’s aim to show a total disregard for his health and well
being and to leave him with no other choice but to go out on the grounds o f work- 
related stress. Martin reported that he is very shocked at Oliver’s allegations and always 
tries ‘to play ball’ with the lads. He reported that his motto is that they all work together 
and try to sort things out between them. Martin reported feeling that, in general, he has 
good working relationships with his workers.

The allegations against Martin were not upheld.

Case 23
Please note that Sarah’s allegations against Michael are highlighted in italics.

Sarah stated that she began working with the company approximately nine years ago as 
a cleaner.

Michael stated that he is responsible for several different areas within the company, 
including plant facilities, maintenance, H&S Environmental Control and Security. He 
stated that he has responsibility for approximately 80 people. Since approximately May 
2003, Michael stated that he has had very little contact with the cleaners, as John took
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over the position of supervisor. He stated that he was very surprised that the allegations 
had been made. Michael feels that the allegations are unfounded.

Sarah stated that everyone had a different section and they were rotated every six 
months. She stated that there were six cleaners at that time [when she started] and then 
five fo r  a long period. She stated that the work was busy and tough but manageable. 
However, as time passed, Sarah stated that the worksheet began to get longer and 
longer but, when it was queried, it was fobbed’ off. She stated that things continued 
like this until the group leader, Ms. Bridget Kearney, retired. Sarah reported being on 
sick leave when she [Ms. Kearney] retired and, when she returned, new rotas had been 
drawn up fo r  the cleaning staff, which included Ms. Kearney’s duties. Sarah stated that 
the cleaners should not have had to carry out these duties but it was taken over anyway. 
In response, Michael stated that, recently, there have been several complaints from 
customers regarding the cleaning standards within the company, which are of the utmost 
importance and demanded by their customers. He stated that, in comparison to some of 
the foreign companies, their standards were considered to be very poor. Michael stated 
that the cleaning standards have become more important and under increased scrutiny as 
a result of these complaints. As a result of this, Michael stated that Mr. Tsukuda, 
Engineering Director and Assistant Managing Director, requested that more time was 
spent cleaning the test room. Michael reported having to make this same request of the 
cleaning ladies and also informing Mr. Gerry Doyle of the instruction.

Michael reported that he had a meeting with the cleaning ladies to relay this request. He 
stated that the cleaning ladies requested more staff, to which he reported stating that it is 
very hard to get new staff for indirect processes such as cleaning. In response to their 
request, he reported asking the cleaners to write down their duties and he would base 
their request for man power on what they wrote down. Michael reported that a part time 
staff member was taken on to alleviate some of the work pressure but when this staff 
member left, she reported that she had had great difficulties working with two members 
of the cleaning department, Sarah and another staff member. Michael stated that this is 
not the first time that Sarah has been mentioned in regard to being difficult to work 
with. He stated that another cleaning lady had also previously reported experiencing 
difficulties in her job, feeling that she was isolated by Sarah and another staff member.

Sarah reported that a couple o f staff members’ holidays clashed and that this was 
known since January. She stated that she was informed that she could not take her 
holidays then but would be put to the top o f the list fo r  the next year. Sarah reported 
cancelling her holiday and losing her deposit, only to be told that Michael had changed 
his mind and she could now take her holidays. Sarah reported that sick leave and 
holiday leave are not covered, adding pressure to staff when others are out. She also 
reported having difficulty getting time o ff in lieu to compensate fo r  her duties in the 
Sports and Social Club, which necessitated union involvement fo r  her to get the hours 
to which she was entitled. Michael reported that holiday scheduling in the cleaning 
department is very difficult as some of the staff, namely Sarah, insist on taking the ‘best 
time’ every year for their holidays. Michael stated that Sarah would book her holidays 
without discussing it. He reported that holiday scheduling should be shared around 
every year so that if one staff member gets the ‘best holidays’ one year, others have a 
chance to get this time next year. Michael stated that, despite the current difficulties.
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Sarah has done the same this year in regard to her holidays. In response to the allegation 
that no cover was provided during holiday periods, Michael stated that cover would not 
typically be provided during this period but that this is a managerial decision. He stated 
that the cleaners would be asked to carry out essential cleaning and to leave the non- 
essential cleaning.

Sarah reported that Michael would stand watching fo r  a time, while the test area was 
cleaned, would leave and then return to make sure they were still cleaning. She 
reported that they were told to leave or slacken o ff on their other duties in other to keep 
up with the work load. In response to this allegation, Michael that he would meet 
workers in the test room on a daily basis and would not have been there solely to 
monitor the cleaning ladies’ work.

Sarah maintained that when complaints came in about areas being dirty, Sarah 
reported that they were told to go clean them immediately. Michael stated that he 
understood that the cleaning ladies might have been under some pressure to get their 
work done and reported that he would have told them to get as much as they could done 
and then take things from there.

Sarah reported asked to clean outside the building, without being insured to do so. In 
response to this allegation, Michael reported that they might have been asked to clean 
cobwebs at the door or to clean toilets in the canteen area, and he reported feeling that 
this would be normal or a ‘run of the mill’ request. Michael also stated that all staff are 
insured to work anywhere within the company.

Sarah reported having to clean a ‘m ess’ on one occasion in a toilet, which resulted in 
her feeling very degraded and too ashamed to tell her family about what she had 
cleaned. She reported also having to receive counselling as a result and fe lt that the 
staff were laughing at her fo r  cleaning up this ‘m ess’. She reported washing her hands 
constantly, feeling itchy fo r  six weeks, and not wanting to be touched fo r  a period o f 
time afterwards. Sarah had to see the company doctor as a result o f this incident. Sarah 
reported feeling that Michael sneered at her when he brought up what had happened 
and stating that she should have blocked it off. Michael denied Sarah’s allegation that 
he sneered at her.

Sarah stated that Michael banged his fis t on the table during a meeting about the heavy 
workload and stated that they had run another staff member out o f the building. She 
stated that the cleaning staff were asked to write down every thing they did fo r  a week 
and this would be judged to see i f  they needed extra staff, but nothing was heard back. 
In response to the allegation that Michael banged his fist on a table during a meeting 
with the cleaning ladies, Michael stated that he does not recall doing so and that the 
minutes of the meeting do not reflect that his occurred. He stated that he would agree 
that such an act would not have been appropriate. Michael agreed that he did ask the 
cleaners to write down their duties and he would base their request for man power on 
what they wrote down. He stated that the cleaning ladies requested more staff, to which 
he reported stating that it is very hard to get new staff for indirect processes such as 
cleaning. Michael reported that a part time staff member was taken on to alleviate some 
of the work pressure but when this staff member left, she reported that she had had great 
difficulties working with some of the members of the cleaning department. (Although
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all the cleaning staff recalled Michael banging his fist on the table, an independent 
witness recalled the content of the meeting but not the fist banging).

Sarah stated that contract cleaners used to be brought in i f  a visitor was arriving but 
this no longer happens. She also reported that they are sometimes not given enough 
notice o f visitors to allow them to clean the areas sufficiently. Michael stated that it has 
been recognized that the cleaning ladies would not have been able to clean the company 
to the high standards that are expected, and, as a result, contract cleaners are to be 
brought in.

Michael stated that teamwork is the most effective way to operate but this has been 
difficult due to the internal difficulties among the cleaning staff, especially accusations 
of harassment on a number of occasions, the booking of the best holiday times without 
due regard for colleagues or consideration of the needs of the business.

Sarah reported attending the staff nurse on a couple o f occasions regarding the 
stressful situation. She stated that she dreads attending work most mornings. She 
reported experiencing headaches, nausea, loss o f appetite, sweating/shaking, and 
sleeplessness, necessitating sleeping medication. In addition, Sarah stated that she 
experienced depression, necessitating anti-depressants, as well as experiencing mood 
swings, tearfulness, irritability, loss o f self-esteem, and lack o f confidence. As a result o f 
these symptoms, Sarah reported feeling that she made greater use o f medication to 
relieve the stress, became forgetful, and clumsy.

During a second meeting, to clarify issues brought up by Michael, Sarah stated that:
• Sarah stated that she sees Michael in the corridors and he is pleasant but smart. 

She stated that he might make a dig at you or make sure that you knew he saw 
you.

• Sarah stated that the relationship between the four cleaners was brilliant until 
last week. Management stated that contract cleaners were being brought in and 
they were to be moved to other areas.

• Sarah stated that the banging on the table was the last straw and made her
decide to bring the complaint. She stated that it was a joint decision to bring
forward the complaint. She stated that they had all been talking about their 
different experiences with Michael. She stated that they decided i f  they let him 
away with banging his fist, god knows what else he might do.

• Sarah stated that she is not sure whether the contract cleaners are being
brought in because o f the complaint they made or whether it was going to
happen anyway.

The allegations against Michael were not upheld.

Case 24
Please note that Eilis’ allegations against Liam are highlighted in italics.

Eilis stated that she began working in a council job in June 1997, where she was 
employed in the canteen. Eilis stated that she worked in this position fo r  approximately
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one year, and found it very enjoyable. Eilis reported applying fo r  a position as 
Temporary Community Employment Scheme Supervisor in or around October 1998, for  
which she was successful. Eilis stated that she concluded that difficulties arose as a 
result o f the being appointed to this position, with comments from other employees 
implying that she had not been employed there long enough to justify her being 
promoted.

Eilis stated that other staff members who had applied fo r  this position ignored her and 
comments were made implying that she had been promoted as a result o f an affair with 
another staff member. Eilis stated that certain staff members were very bitter towards 
her and some spoke to the County Manager, their union, and legal representatives 
about the matter. As a result, a union meeting was held where it was decided that Eilis 
had obtained the position “fa ir  and square ”. According to Eilis, the staff members 
claimed that they were not trying to ‘get a t’ her but at management instead. However, 
she fe lt as though she was being ‘got a t’. Furthermore, as a replacement was needed 
fo r  Eilis’s previous position, interviews were held and a panel was formed. Eilis stated 
that all personnel who went fo r  this position were given one week to decide whether 
they wanted the position, resulting in her being prevented from  starting her new 
position fo r  four weeks.

Eilis stated that she started in her new position and isolation continued from  some staff 
members up until the time o f  her maternity leave. When she returned from  maternity 
leave around October 1999, she was informed that her scheme was finished as the 
numbers o f workers on the scheme had fallen, meaning that two supervisors were not 
necessary. Eilis stated that, at this time, she was informed by management that she 
would be the relief supervisor fo r  the remaining supervisor. According to Eilis, during 
her maternity leave three male staff were made shop stewards and that one o f these 
shop stewards was maintaining that he was the relief fo r  the remaining supervisor. 
According to Eilis, Derek stated that it was her own tough luck about the loss o f 
earnings and that he was fu lly backing the male staff member’s claims to be relief 
supervisor. Eilis stated that Derek stopped talking to her around this time. She also 
reported that she could not get union representation because the remaining union 
representatives either resented that she had been appointed to the position and would 
not speak to her or were in support o f the shop steward.

On the first occasion that Eilis was called to cover the supervisor’s absence, an 
unofficial strike was called, which Eilis found upsetting.

As a result o f this behaviour, Eilis reported that she fe lt she could not apply fo r  other 
positions within the council fo r  fear that she might receive further negative treatment. 
Eilis reported hearing that the case was being taken to the Rights Commissioner. Eilis 
reported that the staff fought, through the Rights Commissioner, to have the panel 
recognised as providing the relief supervisor despite the fact that the scheme ended 
around this time and relief supervision was no longer required. Eilis stated that the 
Rights Commissioners’ decision was that the relief management was to be divided 
equally between Eilis and the person who was ‘No. 1 ’ on the panel. This was appealed 
and proceeded to the Labour Court, again despite the fact that both schemes had 
finished.
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Eilis reported being harassed indirectly by Liam through remarks he made about her to 
other sta ff members working in the council. Eilis outlined a number o f  incidents and  
remarks that she was informed about including:

th• Being told on the 10 o f  February 2001 that Liam had fo llow ed a car, thinking it 
was hers, one evening as he thought she was up to something;
Liam stated that, on this date, he was off work. Liam strongly refutes this 
allegation. He stated that he has an aunt in that area and would go out to that 
area at least once a week and sometimes more. Liam stated that it is quite 
possible that he might have been out near or driving to Fenit on that particular 
day but he does not remember for definite. Liam stated that, under no 
circumstances, would he make that remark.

•  Being informed that Liam passed her house one evening, seeing the car o f  a 
male fr iend  outside Eilis  ’ house and stating that Eilis must be having an affair 
with him;
Liam stated that he was working on this day and the only reason that he would 
have been driving in the area of Eilis’ home would be if his son was playing 
pitch and putt and he was collecting him. Liam stated that he knows the male 
involved and would consider that they are friendly enough to salute each other 
when they meet. Liam stated that, as far as he is aware, this male and Eilis’ 
father are good friends and, therefore, there would not be any reason to make 
any such remarks. Liam stated that he definitely would not have made any such 
remark and strongly refutes this allegation.

•  Being informed that Liam had referred to Eilis as a “bad and “a 
troublemaker” as well as stating that Eilis and another male colleague were 
moving in together;
He reported that if he had any difficulties with Eilis, he would say it to her 
directly, rather than behind her back. Liam stated that he would not use this type 
of language;

•  Being informed that Liam had referred to Eilis as “a p****” and referring 
negatively to things she would have in her p u rse”;
In response to this allegation, Liam repeated that he would not use this type of 
language, he strongly refuted making these statements.

Furthermore other upsetting incidents occurred, according to Eilis, which were o f  a 
sexual nature. On one occasion, Eilis reported being on the sweeper when Liam  
brought her down to Tesco’s car park to show her a woman living in one o f  the 
apartments. According to Eilis, Liam stated that the woman carries out sexual acts in 
fro n t o f  the window, instructed Eilis to look at what the woman was doing and that the 
woman was not wearing any clothing. Eilis stated that this woman had in fa c t got a 
towel wrapped around her and it seemed to her that Liam was letting his imagination 
take over. Eilis reported that Liam told her stories o f  this w om an’s sexual acts. This 
made her fee l uncomfortable and wary.
Liam stated that this day was one of approximately 11 dates, which he and Eilis worked 
together. He stated that his duties involve going to the same areas each day and, if Eilis 
was working with him, she would have to go to the same areas. Liam stated that Eilis
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should not have been in the truck as the helper is supposed to sweep in front of it or 
sweep the comers of areas like car parks. Liam stated that it is rumours among all the 
workers in the council about the woman living in one o f these flats and he might have 
mentioned it in conversation. As far as Liam is aware, Eilis would have heard 
previously about this woman and, therefore, it would not have been offensive to talk 
about her. Liam stated that Eilis was not instructed to look at what this woman was 
doing. Other workers can confirm that these rumours exist. Liam stated that he did not 
tell any stories about the woman’s sexual acts but Eilis would have known about these 
stories from everyday banter in the workplace. Liam stated that Eilis was not the type of 
person to shy away from these t)^es of conversations. (W itnesses confirmed that 
general comments had been made in regard to the woman and that Eilis would have 
heard about her from others).

Eilis reported being informed that Liam referred to her as a “c***” and made 
comments such as “knowing her, she is probably having sex with him as w ell”, 
referring to any male that Eilis spoke to. Eilis reported being informed that when she 
bought her new jeep, Liam stated that Eilis must be either selling drugs or involved in 
prostitution to afford such a vehicle. She was also informed that he made remarks about 
the jeep having an open back in order to facilitate her ‘sleeping around’.
Liam denied that he ever made these comments.

Eilis reported that relatively new s ta ff members, who work closely with Liam, have also 
made remarks o f a sim ilar nature, which she believes is a direct result o f  comments 
made by Liam about her in their presence.

A5 a result o f  this negative treatment, Eilis stated that she dreaded going to work and, 
due to the constant comments, began to fe e l paranoid about being seen talking to 
anyone. Eilis stated that her marriage was affected as well as her relationship with her 
children. Eilis reported experiencing severe headaches to the extent that she had to 
attend her GP, who certified sick leave and stated that the headaches were as a result o f  
stress. Eilis was referred to a psychologist, who stated that the council was not a safe 
place fo r  Eilis to be working in and that she should remain on sick leave.

Allegations against Liam were upheld.

Case 25
Please note that Simon ’5  allegations against Luke are highlighted in italics.

Simon stated that he works as an attendant since 200L Simon stated that Luke accused  
him o f  being on cocaine at work which was unproven by investigation but damaged his 
reputation.
Luke stated that he is bound to submit reports when on security duty regarding breaches 
of security and potential breaches. Luke stated that his submitting one report does not 
constitute bullying and because he is required to submit reports, he feels that he should 
be protected by management against such allegations. Luke stated that he submitted his 
report and an investigation was carried out, the procedure of which Luke was not totally 
happy with. Luke stated that there was a hearing and he was reprimanded for not 
submitting the report quickly enough. This report outlines that Luke heard an altercation 
taking place around 2.30pm. He stated that Simon was in a highly agitated state and
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having a loud and heated argument. Luke reported that Simon was swearing, his words 
were slurred and he appeared somewhat incoherent. Luke stated that Simon was under 
the influence of a substance in his opinion. He stated that this incident was witnessed by 
two female staff members. Luke reported that Simon later left the building and when he 
returned, he appeared in great haste and stumbled. Luke reported that Simon phoned 
him later on to say that his brother and nephew were on their way to the museum and 
that he was going to let them into the camera room. Luke reported that this was a breach 
of security and he would not allow this to happen, to which Simon slammed down the 
phone. Luke then reported that he heard loud music being played on the P.A. system, 
which could only come from one particular room. Luke stated that, in request to 
Simon’s earlier request to get his food out of the fridge, Luke looked in the fridge but 
could not find what Simon was speaking about. Luke stated that he contacted Simon to 
tell him this but did not feel that Simon was able to understand what he was telling him. 
Luke reported that Simon later kicked over a chair when Luke went into Simon, and 
Luke asked if he was aware that the PA system was being recorded. Luke reported that 
Simon demanded money and stated that he was ‘coming down off a cocaine buzz and 
needed gargle’. Luke stated that he refused to give him money and Simon stated that he
was just the same as  Luke then stated that Simon should set the alarm system, to
which Simon replied that he knew nothing about them. Luke reported that Simon 
continued to use abusive and offensive language and keyed the wrong code in several 
times. When the alarm company rang, Luke stated that Simon gave a false name. Luke 
reported fearing for his own safety and leaving the room, again hearing music playing 
over the PA system. He reported that Simon then shouted over the PA system that the 
alarm was going off and what should he do, again swearing. Luke reported that the 
phone rang at reception and Simon told him to check out the court because he could not 
get the alarms to stop. When Luke informed Simon that all was in order, Simon 
slammed down the phone.

Simon believes Luke purposefully hid keys during Simon’s shift when he was 
responsible fo r  them. Simon reported seeing the keys on the desk when he entered the 
museum fo r  his shift. He went downstairs because he thought he shift was in the 
camera room and saw Luke in front o f the stairs on his was down. When Simon 
returned upstairs, the keys were missing from  the desk. Simon reported that the only 
people in the building at the time were himself, Luke and two other staff members. 
Simon said that he and the two other staff members were in the camera together while 
Luke was upstairs. Simon said he and another staff member looked fo r  the keys 
everywhere and could not find  them. Simon panicked and called Luke, asking i f  he 
knew where the keys were. Luke said that maybe Simon left them on the cigarette 
machine when he went out to buy cigarettes earlier, or maybe he dropped them on the 
road. A t this point, Simon reported going outside to look fo r  the keys, even though it 
was against rules fo r  anyone to be in the workplace by themselves (Simon had left only 
one staff member in the workplace as the other staff member had left). Simon could not 
find  the keys and later during his shift, the keys were found in a bin upstairs. Simon 
said the Management Union investigated the incident but could not prove that Luke hid 
the keys.
In regard to the incident over keys, Luke stated that the 10-2 shift is only carried out on 
Sundays and Mondays but the date that Simon alleges this happened on was a Friday. 
Luke stated that he recalls another time when Simon mislaid the keys and they later 
turned up in a bin. Luke stated that he does not know what Simon means by ‘it was
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reported to management’ and questioned what was reported. On the occasion that Luke 
recalls, he was working the night shift on a Saturday night and Simon came in. He 
reported that Simon and another staff member went down stairs and there was a 
misunderstanding over who was supposed to be working in which area. Simon then 
came back up to the desk with the staff member and Simon said he was taking over the 
front desk. Luke reported handing Simon the keys and radio and went to have a 
cigarette. He reported that Simon also went out to have a cigarette and, realising he had 
none, went to buy some. When he returned, Simon realised he did not have the keys 
with him and Luke stated that he went back over twice in order to look. Luke reported 
leaving work that day and, when he returned some days later, it was common 
knowledge that Simon had mislaid the keys and they had been found in the bin. Luke 
stated that he was never approached by management or the union and asked about this 
incident.

Simon reported working with Luke fo r  the first time since the missing keys incident. 
Simon stated Luke told him: “You must have had some fun opening up. Keys were on 
the desk but somehow ended up in the bin. ” Simon said Luke had been on vacation to 
Japan since the incident and would not have known that the keys were found in the bin. 
In regards to the allegation involving Luke making a comment about the keys some two 
months later around November, Luke stated that he does not recall saying this but if he 
had, it would have been to question how the keys had ended up in the bin. Luke also 
stated that he was not working on the day that Simon alleges this to have happened.

Simon reported that Luke flicked a cigarette at his shoe when he was sending a text 
message. Luke said it was an accident but Simon argues it was purposeful.
In regards to the allegation involving Luke throwing a cigarette butt at Simon, Luke 
stated that this never happened and he is not in the habit of throwing butts at anyone. 
Further he stated that he was not working on this date.

Simon stated that Luke told another staff member that he saw that the house alarm 
system was unarmed, which was Simon’s responsibility at the time. Simon said that 
there was no way Luke could have seen whether the system was armed or not.
In regard to the allegation, Luke stated that he has no idea of what Simon is talking 
about in this instance and would need further clarification. Also Luke stated that he was 
on annual leave that day which can be verified.

Simon stated that Luke told another staff member that Simon was unsuitable fo r  
unsupervised overtime.
In regard to the allegation, Luke stated that he does not recall having a conversation 
with this staff member but that he is of the opinion that Simon is unsuitable for 
unsupervised night shifts. Luke stated that he has requested not to be put on security 
with Simon since this time and has not worked directly with Simon since.

Simon reported greeting Luke on two dates around 5:00 and 9:00. He said Luke did 
not respond and turned his back on Simon. Simon reported saying good morning to 
Luke, who ignored him. Simon reported finding a pram on the museum’s centre court. 
Simon said he put it behind the desk where Luke was working and Luke gave him a dirty 
look and turned away. Simon said that fo r  security reasons, found items are put behind 
the desk so they will not get stolen. Luke was on desk duty at that time.
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Luke reported no recollection of ignoring Simon and stated that he would not have 
ignored him. Luke stated that he has no animosity towards Simon and at no point did he 
set out to bully or intimidate Simon. Luke repeated that he had no recollection of 
ignoring Simon and questioned why Simon is putting himself out of his way to greet 
Luke when he had just put in a bullying complaint against him. Luke reported finding 
this strange. Again in regard to the allegation of ignoring Simon, Luke stated that he has 
no recollection and asked why would Simon inform him about a pram when they are not 
working directly together?

Simon believes Luke has been against him fo r  years and reported that the bullying 
would not happen if  all shifts were supervised.
Luke stated that he is very unhappy with the gap between the original complaint and the 
current complaint and views them as unrelated for the most part. Luke stated that he is 
extremely unhappy with the manner in which the current situation has been handled so 
far.

The allegations against Luke were upheld.

Case 26
Please note that Deirdre’s allegations against Michael are highlighted in italics.

Deirdre stated that she joined the company as a cleaning lady approximately seven and 
a half years ago.

Michael stated that he is responsible for several different areas within the company, 
including plant facilities, maintenance, H&S Environmental Control and Security. He 
stated that he has responsibility for approximately 80 people. Since approximately May 
2003, Michael stated that he has had very little contact with the cleaners, as Mr. Doyle 
took over the position of supervisor. He stated that he was very surprised that the 
allegations had been made. Michael feels that the allegations are unfounded.

Deirdre reported being informed that she would have her own area and that she was to 
treat it like her own home, which she reported doing. She reported having a group 
leader, and a manager. Deirdre reported that Michael told the group leader to take it 
easy and let the women do the work, ‘load them up’. She stated that her workload 
increased as a result o f the group leader not carrying out her fa ir  share o f the work.
In response to the comment that Michael told the group leader to take things easy, he 
stated that she was near to retirement age and he would have wanted her to take things 
easy. Michael stated that he does not recall making the comment that she should ‘load 
the cleaners up’.

Deirdre stated that the issue was raised with Michael but his response was to only 
"hoover" the corridors once a week and to only clean the offices once a month. Deirdre 
reported that this was not in line with the company’s dust-free policy. She reported 
asking Michael what would happen when staff complained about the dirt and reported 
that he stated that she should send them to him. However, when complaints were made, 
Deirdre reported that they were told to go clean the complained about area straight 
away.

349



Michael stated that he understood that the cleaning ladies might have been under some 
pressure to get their work done and reported that he would have told them to get as 
much as they could done and then take things from there.

Deirdre reported that her workload increased even further when it was decided by the 
new CEO that the test areas should be "hoovered" and mopped every day. Deirdre 
reported that Michael was again approached about getting more stajf and reported that 
he stated that he would try to get a half person. He again stated that they should leave 
the corridors and offices fo r  a longer period. Deirdre reported that she did not feel 
comfortable about carrying out this instruction, as she fe lt that she would not be 
carrying out her job properly.
Michael stated that, recently, there have been several complaints from customers 
regarding the cleaning standards within the company, which are of the utmost 
importance and demanded by their customers. He stated that, in comparison to some of 
the foreign companies, their standards were considered to be very poor. Michael stated 
that the cleaning standards have become more important and under increased scrutiny as 
a result of these complaints. As a result of this, Michael stated that the new CEO 
requested that more time was spent cleaning the test room. Michael reported having to 
make this same request of the cleaning ladies and also informing the supervisor of the 
instruction.

Michael reported that he had a meeting with the cleaning ladies to relay this request. He 
stated that the cleaning ladies requested more staff, to which he reported stating that it is 
very hard to get new staff for indirect processes such as cleaning. In response to their 
request, he reported asking the cleaners to write down their duties and he would base 
their request for man power on what they wrote down. Michael reported that a part time 
staff member was taken on to alleviate some of the work pressure but when this staff 
member left, she reported that she had had great difficulties working with some of the 
members of the cleaning department.

Deirdre reported that Michael became aggressive on one occasion, when again being 
asked to sort out the staffing situation. She reported that he banged his fis t on the table, 
startling her. Deirdre stated that this occurred in around the summer o f2004.
In response to the allegation that Michael banged his fist on a table during a meeting 
with the cleaning ladies, Michael stated that he does not recall doing so and that the 
minutes of the meeting do not reflect that his occurred. He stated that he would agree 
that such an act would not have been appropriate. (Although all the cleaning staff 
recalled Michael banging his fist on the table, an independent witness recalled the 
content of the meeting but not the fist banging).

Deirdre reported being very stressed by the standards o f cleanliness in the company 
and the fac t that she feels she can no longer keep up with these standards due to work 
over load and staff shortages.
Michael stated that it has been recognized that the cleaning ladies would not have been 
able to clean the company to the high standards that are expected, and, as a result, 
contract cleaners are to be brought in.

Deirdre reported feeling that Michael did not pay sufficient attention to their concerns. 
She also reported that staff sick leave and annual leave were not adequately covered.
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resulting in their work standards slipping further in an attempt to keep up, further  
complaints, and further stress in trying to carry out her jo b  properly. Deirdre reported 
being told not to empty the bins every day to alleviate some o f  the load and this lead to 
further complaints about overflowing bins.
Michael reported that holiday scheduling in the cleaning department is very difficult as 
some of the staff insist on taking the ‘best time’ every year for their holidays. Michael 
stated that certain staff members would book holidays without discussing it. He 
reported that holiday scheduling should be shared around every year so that if one staff 
member gets the ‘best holidays’ one year, others have a chance to get this time next 
year. In response to the allegation that no cover was provided during holiday periods, 
Michael stated that cover would not typically be provided during this period but that 
this is a managerial decision. He stated that the cleaners would be asked to carry out 
essential cleaning and to leave the non-essential cleaning.

Deirdre reported being asked to clean the toilet used by the canteen s ta ff despite the 
fa c t that the rest o f the cleaning in that area is carried out by the cleaning s ta fffo r  the 
area.
In response to the allegation that some of the cleaning ladies were asked clean the toilets 
in the canteen area, Michael reported that they might have been asked to clean toilets in 
the canteen area, and he reported feeling that this would be normal or a ‘run of the mill’ 
request.

Deirdre reported hearing Michael comment that he liked to see welts on their hands, 
which she fe lt was a very inappropriate remark. She reported that attempts were 
initially made to deal with these issues through mediation but this was not agreed to by 
Michael.
Michael asked for clarification as to when this comment was allegedly made as he does 
not recall making this comment. In a second meeting with Deirdre she stated that the 
alleged comments about welts on the hands occurred some four or five years previous.

As a result o f  these experiences at work, Deirdre reported that her sleep was disturbed, 
worry about her workload, and being prescribed medication fo r  anxiety. She stated that 
she is a very conscientious worker.

During a second meeting, to clarify issues brought up by Michael, Deirdre stated that:
•  she sees Michael in the corridors recently but has not had any meetings with 

him since any o f  this started. She stated that they would not have had many 
meetings with him last year, only when they requested a meeting.

• Deirdre stated that they are moving to new jobs now and she cannot wait. She 
stated that the fo u r  cleaners are being moved to other places.

•  Deirdre stated that she used to love cleaning. She reported that she never had a 
problem with Michael -  she could not fa u lt him apart from  the amount o f  work 
they were required to do. Deirdre described M ichael as having a lovely manner.

•  Deirdre stated that she does not see much o f  the other cleaners outside work. 
She stated that she gets on very well with the majority o f  the cleaners apart from  
one;

•  Deirdre stated that the cleaning ladies went to the union and the union along 
with some o f  the cleaners in particular suggested making a complaint. Deirdre
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stated that she would never have done this alone. Deirdre reported feeling  that 
there is conflict between this cleaner and Michael.

•  Deirdre stated that they heard about the contract cleaners being brought in 
shortly after making their complaint, but there was never any fe a r  about losing 
their jobs.

•  Deirdre stated that she is flexible in regard to her holidays because she is alone, 
so she lets the others have their preference. Deirdre stated that one cleaner has 
gotten the holidays that she wanted fo r  the last eight years. When M ichael tried 
to switch it around and give it another cleaner the holidays she wanted, this 
cleaner went to her union.

•  Deirdre stated that they are all happy about their new positions except one 
cleaner

The allegations against Michael were not upheld.

Case 27
Please note that Sharon’s allegations against Leanne are highlighted in italics.

Sharon stated that she has worked with the Centre fo r  7 years. When Leanne joined, 
Sharon was the deputy team leader. The then team leader departed and she was given 
this position. Leanne began working with the centre and was originally assigned to the 
Thursday team but circumstances led her to be pu t in the Monday team.

Leanne stated that there were certainly professional differences between her and Sharon 
might have felt undermined because of her physical response to what might have been 
said or by the fact that Leanne expressed her view perhaps after Sharon had expressed 
hers. Leanne stated that “it was not personal...it was about clinical things”. Leanne 
stated that she was very dissatisfied with team supervision because she experienced the 
focus was on the therapist instead of the clients and clinical matters. Leanne 
consistently found there was not enough time for clinical issues.

Due to the various issues between Sharon and Leanne, the fo rm er asked fo r  an outside 
person to jo in  the team and act in a facilitative role. Instead, a meeting was held  
between Sharon, Leanne and the Director. Despite this attempt to resolve the 
difficulties, it was unsuccessful and both parties fe lt  that further issues arose between 
October 2002 and January 2003. Leanne made an informal complaint against Sharon 
in or around January 2003. It seems that Sharon made her form al complaint in or 
around February 2003 but suspended it when she was informed that Leanne was 
resigning. Following this, Leanne decided to make her complaint form al and, as a 
result, Sharon re-submitted her complaint. M arie stated that Leanne’s complaint did  
not contain enough details to be investigated on two occasions and Leanne appealed to 
the board. Subsequently, independent investigators were appointed and the 
investigation began. As Leanne submitted the form al complaint being investigated in the 
procedure, her complaint and Sharon’s responses will be dealt with first. Due to Sharon 
resubmitting her form al complaint after Leanne’s, her complaint will be dealt with 
secondly.
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Leanne stated that on her first day at the centre, not one from  the team she had joined  
came to greet her or welcome her.
Sharon stated that she was not even aware that Leanne had started.

It seems reasonable to expect Sharon, in her capacity as team leader, would raise issues 
she had with one individual on the team either with the individual in private or with the 
individual and the appropriate line manager.
In response, Sharon stated that it is an unspoken rule in the centre that you return to the 
context in which the problem occurs so her issues needed to be dealt with in the 
meetings. She stated that there had to be “relative safety” in the team meetings and if 
there were tensions between two people, the other team members would not feel free to 
talk. According to Sharon, the team also felt that these were team issues because Leanne 
had challenged the identity of the meeting, the team leader role, and how the meetings 
should run. Sharon stated that Leanne had a very different way of thinking about client 
issues. Sharon stated that the team felt unable to talk around Leanne because they feared 
accusations of being unprofessional. One witness confirmed this. Sharon stated feeling 
it was inappropriate to go to the Director, as this would have been akin to reporting her. 
The reason she asked the Director to attend the meeting was due to the fact that she felt 
the team would raise the issues subtly and Leanne would not have been ‘attacked’. She 
did not approach Leanne individually because she felt unable to do so.

It seems reasonable to expect Sharon would offer appropriate support and intervention 
when issues arise between individuals and to facilitate peer supervision.
Sharon stated that things were very tense and a colleague had told Leanne she did not 
wish to facilitate a therapy group with her. Sharon stated that Leanne and the colleague 
were given space to talk about this and the dialogue had reached an end, where both 
parties were stating that they help different positions on the issue of what colleagues 
should say to one another. Sharon stated feeling that she was not objective enough to 
facilitate, as she was expecting issues to be brought up the following week when the 
Director attended the meeting. She stated feeling that it was inappropriate.

Sharon should inform all team members o f a change to what had been agreed with the 
team... it seems reasonable to expect that Sharon ... would inform me o f a change to 
what had been agreed with the team, before my peers were informed.
Sharon stated that the Director changed the plans for this meeting and told her that she 
had left a note for Leanne and that Sharon was to inform the other team members.

Sharon should behave responsibly, respectfully and professionally...would follow-up a 
commitment made.
In response Sharon stated that she did not have the understanding that the purpose of 
this meeting was to decide what would be said to the team. Sharon’s understanding was 
that this meeting was in response to the Director’s suggestion that the two supervisors 
of the team begin to meet together. She stated that she maybe should have gone back to 
Leanne but was very wary of approaching her alone.

Sharon should respect confidentiality, respecting the dignity and rights o f all 
parties...intervene in her capacity to offer support and facilitate peer 
supervision...wouldfollow-up on a commitment made.
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Sharon stated the team wanted to know what was said and she responded by saying that 
she did not feel comfortable saying anything. According to Sharon, Leanne stated that 
she was fine with anything being said and, therefore, Sharon stated that she experienced 
Leanne as power struggling and that the situation was unresolved.

Sharon should see f i t  to meet with all individuals on a team regarding important 
decisions that affect all the individuals and the team...would refrain from subjective 
statements about how a team member might respond to a given situation.
Sharon stated that the team had a meeting where Leanne stated that she did not fit in. 
Sharon reported that she hoped things would improve after that but Leanne went on 
leave. Sharon rang Leanne and told her that they would like facilitation and whether the 
team should meet while people were absent, to which Leanne responded that she would 
need to think about this. In regards to Leanne ringing, Sharon denied receiving any 
messages and stated that she had been waiting for Leanne to ring. During this time, the 
team discussed how they might accommodate her more. One witness confirmed having 
these discussions.

The first occasion that Sharon experienced negative behaviour from Leanne was during 
a support meeting. These were held for all departments dealing with clients and Sharon 
stated that people were actually verbally attacked in these meetings. On this particular 
occasion, Sharon went to the meeting but was extremely tired due to being up the night 
before with her son. According to Sharon, a staff member launched an attack on her and 
Leanne joined the attack, at which Sharon was surprised because it was one of Leanne’s 
first meetings. The group facilitator intervened and stated that it was not safe for Sharon 
to answer their attack. He was then criticised for protecting Sharon.

The Director instructed Sharon to inform the team that the position o f deputy team 
leader was being advertised in or around the end o f May 2001. When Sharon did so, 
Leanne commented that the same should have been done with the position o f team 
leader. Sharon let this comment pass but was hurt, as it implied Leanne being o f the 
opinion that Sharon was not the best person fo r  the job.
Leanne stated that it was likely that Sharon took this comment personally. Leanne felt 
that every job should be advertised and that this is something positive. Leanne stated 
that she did not use these exact words but she did say all jobs should be advertised.

At the peer supervision meetings, Sharon stated that there are five present and it 
is checked at the beginning what everyone wishes to speak about. During some of these 
meetings, in or around July 2001, while Sharon was absent, Leanne brought up that 
Sharon was being spoken about. When Sharon returned, she was informed of this. 
While Sharon was in the meetings, Leanne “kept saying that she would say what was 
being said about a person” but Leanne never informed Sharon or the group what was 
allegedly being said. Sharon reported that this made her feel very undermined and 
mortified.

Leanne stated that she believed people were talking about Sharon although her 
name was never mentioned and had something been said to her directly, she would 
have informed Sharon but, in what she heard, Sharon’s name was not directly 
mentioned. Leanne stated that she finds Sharon’s use o f the word ‘secret’ wholly 
inappropriate and offensive.
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During another peer supervision meeting, Sharon gave guidelines regarding assessment 
forms used fo r  the intake o f long-term clients. Leanne spoke o f why the centre does not 
see abusers and Sharon explained that this had always been there policy and that 
Leanne was made aware o f this when interviewed. Leanne questioned Sharon on how 
therapists approached the section on assessing clients with regard to any risk they 
might pose fo r  children and, when Sharon replied, Leanne stated, “I  can’t believe you 
would say that to a client”. Sharon fe lt very undermined, it “affected how confident I  
fe lt going into the group”, and she fe lt very anxious.
One witness confirmed that Leanne was subtly undermining all the time and criticised 
everything. Leanne replied that Sharon presents this very negatively. Leanne would 
have said on at least one occasion “would you actually say that to a client” and she 
stated that this might have been seen as challenging but that is was about discussion and 
exchanging different views and that this is the type of person she is. Leanne agreed that 
Sharon might have experienced this as undermining, unsupportive and criticising but 
Leanne would frequently question things in this manner and believes this is healthy. 
Again this was not personal and concerned clinical matters. Leanne stated that, “I could 
be arrogant at times but if this was brought to my attention, I would address it”.

On another occasion, when Sharon thanked Leanne fo r  sharing something, Leanne 
replied, “D on’t mother me ” but later denied this.
Leanne stated that she said this because Sharon was attempting to talk to her about 
personal matters when she wanted to speak of clinical matters. This comment was not 
meant to be taken personally. Sharon also objected to Leanne saying that she was a 
trained supervisor and Leanne stated that, while she might have said this, she was 
merely expressing frustration with the discussions the group were having.

According to Sharon, Leanne criticised the meetings and implied that Sharon was not a 
trained supervisor, unlike her. When another team member stated that she fe lt the space 
was not working, Leanne stated that the fault lay with the team leader.
Leanne absolutely refutes this.

Sharon reported Leanne saying, “I  respect the team leader”.

Leanne said that she did not recall saying this. Leanne stated that she and Sharon were 
never friendly, she knew nothing about her personally and always felt there was a 
struggle being in a space together and talk personally together. She stated that felt that 
Sharon lost confidence when she was there.

Sharon reported Leanne thanking the team member for being so honest and 
stating that she hoped being there (in that team) did not stop her from being honest 
again.

One witness confirmed also feeling this was done to put Sharon down. Leanne 
said, during the team meeting attended by herself, Sharon and another staff member, 
that she spoke about the other staff member’s honesty in a nurturing way, not 
negatively, and did not say that she hoped the staff member was not “affected by being 
in here” but framed it in a positive statement which was clearly mis-interpreted by 
Sharon.
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In or around October 2002, Sharon told the team that she was finding things very 
difficult and that she intended to ask the Director to attend a meeting to facilitate, i f  the 
team agreed. According to Sharon, everyone agreed to this. The Director agreed to 
attend the next meeting but cancelled on that day. On that day, the 15'^ o f October, she 
told Sharon and Leanne that she wished to speak to them alone. Sharon reported saying 
everything to Leanne and being very direct while Leanne just seemed indifferent. The 
Director suggested to Leanne that it was all a communication problem and that Sharon 
had picked it up the wrong way. Sharon reported that Leanne apologised and said it 
was obvious she had hurt her and that Sharon had issues o f her own causing her to feel 
threatened by Leanne. When the Director tried to end the meeting, Sharon reported 
stating that this was not the end and she was unhappy.
In the meeting between the Director, Leanne and Sharon, Leanne stated being upset 
because she was not made aware of what was happening and was devastated at not 
knowing what the team had been told about the situation. Leanne felt there were many 
issues that did not belong on the team and were becoming a team issue. She stated that 
she did not say Sharon handled it in an unprofessional manner but rather that “it” was 
handled in an unprofessional manner. Sharon wanted the Director to come into the team 
meeting but Leanne stated that she queried this happening, as she felt that she would 
have to face “an attack” and was concerned about this happening. Leanne stated that she 
had a strong sense that Sharon was disappointed that she was not given the opportunity 
to bring her experience out in the team and Leanne wondered about this.

According to Sharon, Leanne seemed “respectful” but things were uncomfortable for 
the next few weeks. However, another issue arose when Sharon stated she would 
contact an organisation about supervision requirements. The Director gave Sharon a 
copy of things that were to be researched and Leanne asked Sharon for a copy of this. 
Sharon was curious as to why wanted a copy but gave it to her. Leanne advised Sharon 
that she should not say where she was from when she rang the organisation. Sharon 
reported conducting the research and going to the next team meeting. She stated that 
Leanne asked her what she had found and she explained. Having done so, Sharon 
reported Leanne saying, “Really, well I’ll tell you what I found”. Leanne also stated that 
the person she spoke to in the organisation knew they had spoken to someone from their 
centre. Sharon stated that they did not know and why would this person say this to 
Leanne unless they knew she was from the centre.

In regards to the issue where the organisation were contacted, Leanne stated that 
Sharon might have experienced this as a competition. She stated that there was no 
collaboration o f resources and the two never met prior to meetings to discuss issues 
even though this would have been useful. Leanne stated that she did not say that Sharon 
disclosed her identity but that the other organisation knew someone had been in contact 
with them.

When speaking o f the relationship between Leanne and Sharon, Leanne stated that she 
had no sense that Sharon was as upset as she was. She stated that she saw Sharon 
drawing away at meetings sometimes and “wondered i f  she fe lt threatened”. Leanne 
reported there were times when she did react and challenge views but that it got to a 
point where Leanne fe lt that even her silence at the team supervision was experienced 
as a negative. Leanne stated that she “never knew there was such conflict fo r  Sharon -  
when I have something to say I  say i t”. The Director informed Leanne that this could 
have come across as disrespectful and Leanne acknowledged this but also suggested
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that this could be Sharon’s experience. Leanne reported that she “does not understand 
exactly how Sharon fe lt about’’ who Leanne was or her work. Leanne stated that there 
were times “when I would not have agreed with Sharon’s decision or her views but I  
didn ’t think it was a problem to hold an opposing or different viewpoint - 1 would have 
expected healthy engagement and challenges to be supported, encouraged, nurtured 
and healthy

Leanne reported that while she was employed by the centre, she experienced the 
following physiological symptoms: headaches / migraine, sweating / shaking, 
feeling/being sick, stomach and bowel problems, disturbed sleep, and loss of energy and 
appetite. Despite the fact that Leanne has left, she reported that these symptoms all 
persist. She has also suffered the following psychological symptoms while employed 
by the Centre: anger, anxiety, worry, panic attacks, loss of confidence and self-esteem, 
tearfulness, loss of concentration, forgetfulness, lack of motivation, feeling isolated, and 
feeling helpless. Despite no longer working in the centre, Leanne stated that these 
symptoms all persist but she no longer experiences panic attacks. However, she stated 
that she now experiences depression. In addition, as is characteristic of adults who 
experience prolonged stress, these symptoms contributed to Leanne becoming irritable, 
withdrawn, making greater use of tobacco, becoming hypersensitive to criticism, and 
totally emotionally drained. At the time of interview, Leanne reported continuing to feel 
irritated and withdrawn, making greater use of tobacco, and being increasingly 
hypersensitive to criticism.

Sharon reported that while Leanne was employed by the centre and subjecting Sharon 
to the alleged negative behaviours, she experienced the following physiological 
symptoms: feeling/being sick, stomach and bowel problems, disturbed sleep, and loss o f 
energy and appetite. Despite the fact that Leanne has left, Sharon reported that these 
symptoms all persist, as she has had to face the impact in the centre o f Leanne’s 
impression to the staff in general that she was forced out o f her job. She has also 
suffered the following psychological symptoms while being subjected to the alleged 
negative behaviours: anger, anxiety, worry, fear, depression, loss o f confidence and 
self-esteem, loss o f concentration, forgetfulness, lack feeling isolated, and feeling 
helpless. A t the present time, Sharon reported that some o f these symptoms have 
subsided and she now experienced anger, fear, forgetfulness, feeling isolated, and 
feeling helpless. In addition, as is characteristic o f adults who experience prolonged 
stress, these symptoms contributed to Sharon becoming withdrawn, obsessive dwelling 
on the aggressor, becoming hypersensitive to criticism, and totally emotionally drained 
while Leanne was employed by the centre. A t the present time, Sharon reported that she 
continues to feel totally emotionally drained.

It was acknowledged her that both parties were equally negatively affected by each 
other but neither allegation was upheld.

Case 28
Please note that Tanya’s allegations against Michael are highlighted in italics.

Tanya reported that she began working in the company about a year and a half ago as 
a cleaner.
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Michael stated that he is responsible for several different areas within the company, 
including plant facilities, maintenance, H&S Environmental Control and Security. He 
stated that he has responsibility for approximately 80 people. Since approximately May 
2003, Michael stated that he has had very little contact with the cleaners, as another 
staff took over the position of supervisor. He stated that he was very surprised that the 
allegations had been made. Michael feels that the allegations are unfounded.

Tanya reported that the group leader retired approximately one month after she joined  
the company. She reported that she was busy in her job from  the beginning. In the last 
few  months, Tanya reported being much busier as a new CEO wants the test area 
hovered and mopped daily. She reported that she was informed by her supervisor that 
her other work was to be kept to the same standard, despite the increased work in the 
test area. She reported that the work is very physical.
Michael stated that, recently, there have been several complaints from customers 
regarding the cleaning standards within the company, which are of the utmost 
importance and demanded by their customers. He stated that, in comparison to some of 
the foreign companies, their standards were considered to be very poor. Michael stated 
that the cleaning standards have become more important and under increased scrutiny as 
a result of these complaints. Following this, Michael stated that the new CEO requested 
that more time was spent cleaning the test room. In response, Michael reported having 
to make this same request of the cleaning ladies and also informing the supervisor of the 
instruction.

Tanya stated that, as she works, she can see the dirt in areas that she does not have time 
to clean.
Michael stated that he understood that the cleaning ladies might have been under some 
pressure to get their work done and reported that he would have told them to get as 
much as they could done and then take things from there.

Tanya reported that Michael instructed her to only clean the offices once a month and 
to clean the outside toilets once a fortnight. She reported that when she goes to clean 
these toilets, they smell.
Michael stated that it has been recognized that the cleaning ladies would not have been 
able to clean the company to the high standards that are expected, and, as a result, 
contract cleaners are to be brought in. This had been under consideration by 
management for a period of time.

Tanya reported that staff members looked fo r  holidays at the same time in January o f  
this year and one staff member was told she could take them. Tanya stated that cover 
was not provided to cover these holidays, further adding to their workload.
Michael reported that holiday scheduling in the cleaning department is very difficult as 
one of the staff insist on taking the ‘best time’ every year for their holidays and would 
book her holidays without discussing it. He reported that holiday scheduling should be 
shared around every year so that if one staff member gets the ‘best holidays’ one year, 
others have a chance to get this time next year, hi response to the allegation that no 
cover was provided during holiday periods, Michael stated that cover would not 
typically be provided during this period but that this is a managerial decision. He stated
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that the cleaners would be asked to carry out essential cleaning and to leave the non- 
essential cleaning.

Tanya stated that when they asked M ichael to bring in students fo r  the summer period, 
he responded by saying that they were too late to get students and asked where he 
would get a student to do that type o f  work anyway.
In regard to the allegation that Michael made comments that students would not want to 
carry out cleaning work, Michael stated that he would stand by this comment. He stated 
that it is very difficult to get students to carry out this work but he would not have 
meant for this to have been taken as a derogatory comment. Michael stated that this 
comment has been taken out of context.

A t the next meeting where they again asked fo r  more staff, Tanya reported that Michael 
banged his f is t  on the table and stated that they practically ran the last girl out o f  the 
place. Tanya reported that she attempted to say her piece on this issue but M ichael said  
to forget about it.
In response to this allegation Michael stated that he does not recall doing so and that the 
minutes of the meeting do not reflect that his occurred. He stated that he would agree 
that such an act would not have been appropriate. He stated that the cleaning ladies 
requested more staff, to which he reported stating that it is very hard to get new staff for 
indirect processes such as cleaning. In response to their request, he reported asking the 
cleaners to write down their duties and he would base their request for man power on 
what they wrote down. Michael reported that a part time staff member was taken on to 
alleviate some of the work pressure but when this staff member left, she reported that 
she had had great difficulties working with Tanya and another staff member. (Although 
all the cleaning staff recalled Michael banging his fist on the table, an independent 
witness recalled the content of the meeting but not the fist banging).

Tanya reported that Michael commented, on one occasion, “My arse was kicked and 
now I am going to kick arse ”.
In response to the allegation that Michael saying ““My arse was kicked and now I am 
going to kick arse”, Michael totally denied making such a statement. There were no 
witnesses to this event

Tanya also reported being told to get a ladder to “hoover” the cobwebs down and to 
clean outside the building, both o f  which are not cleaning responsibilities.
In response to the allegation that some of the cleaning ladies were asked to clean 
outside, Michael reported that they might have been asked to clean cobwebs at the door 
and he reported feeling that this would be normal or a ‘run of the mill’ request.

Tanya reported that she has seen a huge change in the other s ta ff o f  the cleaning 
department since she jo ined  a year and a ha lf ago. She reported that their interest levels 
have seriously deteriorated. She also reported witnessing another cleaner crying on a 
couple o f  occasions.

During a second meeting, to clarify issues brought up by Michael, Tanya stated that:
•  she worked mostly beside one cleaner but they all got on ok.
• she sees M ichael on the corridor and he still speaks to her.
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•  they went to the union on a couple o f  occasions before deciding to bring a 
complaint.

•  they are changing jobs now and, i f  she had known that sooner, she would not 
have done this [made the complaint],

•  it was mostly the workload that resulted in the complaint, not M ichael's 
behaviour.

•  she wanted holidays at the same time as one o f  the cleaners and the supervisor 
agreed to give them to her but then had to tell her she could not have them. She 
was then told that she would be a priority this year but it has not worked out 
that way either.

•  meetings were held regarding redundancy or redeployment. She stated that she 
applied fo r  a jo b  in the stores and got it. She reported having an argument with 
one o f  the cleaners about this but it was up to everyone to apply fo r  the jo b  they 
wanted. Tanya stated that the fo u r  were told this at the same time.

Michael was not found guilty of bullying.

Case 29
Please note that Lorraine’s response to Susan’s allegations are highlighted in

italics.
Susan stated that, in her job description, she is to get training but, in reality, 

finds it hard to do so. She stated that she has to approach Lorraine to request training. 
On one occasion, when requesting finance and bookkeeping training in around 2005, 
Susan stated that Lorraine said yes but she was not allowed to take all the time within 
project hours, resulting in her having to use some holidays. Susan reported that when 
she said this to a Staff Liaison Officer, she was told that her training should be done in 
work time. Susan reported that this occurred on two occasions. Susan reported 
requesting to go to a one-day training course on company law, as she is involved in this 
area with her work with the accountant. Susan stated that Lorraine made it virtually 
impossible for her to attend without giving a good reason. She reported that Lorraine 
said that Noel should attend but, as Noel was unable to attend, Susan could not see any 
good reason why she could not attend. On another occasion, Susan reported that she 
wanted to attend a one-day seminar but she only wanted to go to a certain part that 
lasted two hours. She reported feeling that she had to beg to get going and that Lorraine 
did not want to let her attend unless she went for the full day.

Lorraine stated that she has worked with the project fo r  7 Vi years and never 
once denied Susan the opportunity to train. Lorraine stated that the management 
committee make such decisions. On no occasion over the seven and a h a lf years o f  
working with Susan, has any training opportunities been denied to Susan. She stated  
that she has always encouraged Susan and encouraged training in areas relevant to her 
position as well as areas around personal development. However Lorraine did state 
that the only thing that would have any bearing on M anagem ent’s decision re Susan’s 
training was i f  it adversely affected the service delivery in the main office and o f  course 
the budgetary constraints o f  the Project. In regard to not being allowed to do training  
fu lly  within project time, Lorraine stated again that the decision lies with the 
management committee, but o f  course the Management Committee would consult with 
the Co-ordinator on this.
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Susan reported that the office being shut is too often used as a reason to stop her 
from attending training or carrying out other duties on an irregular basis. However, 
Susan stated that on the second busiest day of the year, Lorraine brought in a staff 
member for the day because she wanted Susan to attend a seminar.
Lorraine stated that how often the office is closed is an important factor and needs to be 
taken into consideration.

In regard to the newsletter, Susan reported that she used to do this but had to give it up 
due to time constraints. She reported that a newsletter meeting was being held and she 
asked to sit in, to which Lorraine commented that she could but she was not to slow 
them down. Susan also reported that Lorraine phoned another member of staff at home 
about the newsletter instead of phoning Susan in the office to go to the printers, causing 
her to feel undermined and that her role in the newsletter was not equal to that of other 
staff.
In regard to the comment to slowing other staff down in the newsletter meeting, 
Lorraine stated that she had asked Maureen to take on the newsletter as she had 
completed a short course in this area and, when Susan asked to sit in on the meeting, 
Lorraine said yes but wanted it to be Maureen’s project. Lorraine stated that she might 
well have said something along these lines because the process had already started but 
was not said in a derogatory manner. In regard to phoning a staff member at home to 
go to the printers about the newsletter, Lorraine stated that she phoned Maureen on her 
mobile to see if she wanted to go to the printers, as it was part o f her work.

Susan reported being excluded from the photo and meal that occurred every October at 
the Festival.
Lorraine reported that Susan stated that she was feeling left out and so Lorraine invited 
her to be on the committee but Susan declined. Lorraine stated that Susan was not 
deliberately excluded and her work was publicly acknowledged every year, by Lorraine 
at the Sonas launch. Lorraine stated that generally the committee members are in the 
photo and it is not always up to her as to who gets into the photo. The Sonas committee 
work all day on the final Sunday o f the festival week. They then go to a local pub fo r  a 
bite to eat. The official celebratory meal is held with the management committee and 
staff at Christmas. Susan has always attended this meal.
When Susan was asked about why she had declined to join the committee, she reported 
declining to be a member as she wondered why she should have to do 40-50 hours of 
voluntary work to be in a photo when she was already doing so much administrative 
work.

Susan reported that Lorraine and another staff member were discussing how best to use 
up the rest of their remaining funds and, because they did not want it to look like they 
were only spending to avoid returning the remaining funds, Lorraine asked Susan to 
backdate the cheques. Susan reported thinking that Lorraine meant to backdate them a 
couple of days but that the other staff member later told her she was to backdate them a 
few months. Susan reported feeling uncomfortable with this suggestion and contacted a 
Board member for advice. She reported that the Board member clarified that this should 
not be done and, therefore, she signed them according to the correct dates. Susan 
reported that Lorraine later verbally attacked her saying that she had asked her to do 
something and she had not done it, and that instead of going running to the management
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committee she should have come to Lorraine. Susan reported being very upset over this 
incident.
Lorraine spoke about the incident in regard to cheques. She stated that the decision 
taken at a meeting between Lorraine, Susan and a third staff member, had been 
overturned without her knowledge and she was angry that she had not been informed 
despite agreeing that the correct decision had been made. Lorraine stated that she 
asked Susan to inform her in future i f  decisions were overturned and feels that the tone 
she used was conciliatory.

Susan reported that her aunt and uncle died about a year and a half apart, both 
happening to die on a Friday. When she returned to work on the Mondays after the 
funerals, Susan reported that other staff members had to actually tell Lorraine about her 
loss but she never felt this was properly acknowledged. However, when Siobhain was 
due back to work from maternity leave, Lorraine told all staff to be extremely conscious 
and supportive of other staff members.
In regards to the death o f Susan’s aunt and uncle, Lorraine stated that she did not think 
she was dismissive o f  her feelings and grief and always tries to acknowledge death and 
celebrations. Lorraine reported remembering talking about Susan’s aunt and definitely 
did not dismiss it.

In regard to the incident over salary scales, Susan reported that Lorraine had a meeting 
with the committee regarding her request for an increase. Susan reported that she was 
not fully confident that Lorraine would try her best to get the increase. Susan stated that 
Lorraine gave the committee the pay scale for a receptionist instead of an administrator. 
Susan reported asking why this had been done to which Lorraine replied that she was 
not aware there was a different scale. When Susan was awarded her increase, she 
reported fearing repercussions from Lorraine.
In regard to the salary scale incident, Lorraine stated that she did not suggest one pay 
scale over another and merely gave all scales to the committee.

Susan reported experiencing shortness of breath and informing Lorraine that she was 
going to the doctor. Susan reported that her statement was ignored until she went to 
walk out the door.
In regard to ignoring Susan when she stated she was going to the doctor due to 
shortness o f breath, Lorraine stated that she told her to go ahead and does not know 
what else she should have said.

Susan reported that she asked Lorraine if she could change her hours so she could finish 
at 5pm instead of 5.30pm. Susan reported that Lorraine commented about the office 
being closed a lot in recent times and, when Susan asked for examples, Lorraine 
commented on her being out due to her eye laser surgery. Susan reported feeling that 
this was an offensive comment.
In regard to changing working hours, Lorraine stated that at the meeting between 
Susan and Lorraine, Lorraine said she needed time to think about changing the office 
hours, to see how it would impact on the Project and the community. Susan became 
upset and told Lorraine that she fe lt she couldn ’t bring anything to her that she couldn ’t 
take any time off. Lorraine said she fe lt she was taking this personally, this was not 
about Susan taking time off, it was about covering the office when she is absent. As Co
ordinator, she has to look at what is best fo r  the Project and that it is important to make
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every effort to cover the office hours. It was agreed to change the hours during the 
winter months.

Susan reported having to organise certificates for a school on one occasion but that 
Lorraine was not there to sign them. She reported asking another staff member what she 
should do and was told to sign them herself and then laminate, which Susan did. On this 
occasion, Lorraine later said that Susan should not have asked the other staff member 
but should have asked a committee member.
In regard to the certificates that Susan signed, Lorraine reported that she had no 
recollection o f this incident.

Susan reported typing up the minutes of a meeting and needing clarification on a point 
around a staff member’s work. She reported that she decided to ask the staff member 
and that, when she did, the staff member stated that she did not like how her work was 
being described. Susan stated that she told the staff member that Lorraine had not yet 
seen the minutes. Susan reported that the staff member stated that she would talk to 
Lorraine about this, which made her fear that Lorraine would give out to her for 
showing the staff member the minutes and upsetting her. Susan reported that the staff 
member and Lorraine called her into a meeting and, when trying to explain what had 
happened, Lorraine told her not to go into details, putting up her hand. Susan reported 
that Lorraine raised her voice and Susan got upset. She stated that she got up but was 
told repeatedly by Lorraine to sit down. Susan reported saying that she wanted to go 
home but Lorraine continued the meeting as though nothing had happened. Later, Susan 
stated that Lorraine approached her and said that she had been in her office that day and 
Susan should have come to her about the minutes. Susan reported getting upset and 
asking why Lorraine was speaking to her in that manner. Susan reported ringing her 
husband to come collect her.
In regard to the incident about the minutes o f the meeting, the staff member came to 
Lorraine to say that Susan was trying to undermine Lorraine in her role as coordinator 
and she called a meeting between Susan and the staff member. Lorraine reported that 
Susan and the staff member gave their versions o f events but these were conflicting. 
Lorraine stated that Susan had never previously shown the minutes o f a management 
meeting to anyone and asked why she had not brought them into her i f  there was a 
query. Lorraine reported that Susan became hysterical and she tried to calm her down. 
Lorraine stated that Susan wanted to go home but Lorraine fe lt that nothing would be 
sorted i f  she did this. Lorraine suggested that they sit down and have a cup o f tea, 
which they did. Lorraine stated that when a member o f staff becomes so upset it is very 
difficult to pursue an issue. At the end o f the meeting these issues remained unresolved. 
The following day, Lorraine reported saying to Susan that she had been in the office on 
the day that the minutes were shown to the staff member and that she did not 
understand why the minutes were not brought into her. Susan said she couldn’t 
understand why the staff member didn ’t suggest bringing them to Lorraine. Lorraine 
asked Susan to take responsibility fo r  her own actions and not to bring the staff member 
into it. In a raised voice Susan asked why Lorraine was speaking to her like that. 
Lorraine repeated to Susan that she had not explained why she didn’t bring the minutes 
to Lorraine as she was in the office the whole day the minutes were written up. In order 
to be heard, Lorraine may have raised her voice. Lorraine then left the main office and 
went to her own office.

363



Susan reported feeling unable to speak to Staff Liaison because they go through 
Lorraine anyway. When asked to describe her job description, she stated that she is 
responsible for the finances for the project, administration for Sonas, being in the 
community centre, and carrying out some administration for other small projects. Susan 
stated that she is interested in community development and, as her own children get 
older, she would like to think that she has the ability to do more. Susan reported feeling 
that she is being held back.

In the past Lorraine said that she has supported Susan through some very difficult times 
at work and on more than one occasion, Lorraine talked Susan into staying when she 
considered resigning. Only a short time after they began working together, Lorraine 
reported finding an email written by Susan shortly after this time saying that Lorraine 
did little work, was always out o f the office, and always in meetings. Lorraine reported 
being very upset by these statements. She reported saying this to Susan who started 
crying, apologised, said she didn ’t mean it, and offered to resign. Lorraine suggested 
that this wasn’t the issue, but that it would take time to build up trust and a working 
relationship again. Lorraine reported thinking that they had moved on from  this 
incident and stated that when she returned to work after maternity leave, Susan again 
made similar comments on one occasion to two different staff members. Both members 
o f staff informed Lorraine and reported being shocked by Susan’s unprofessionalism. 
Lorraine reported speaking to Susan about this and told her there were correct 
procedures that she needed to go through if she had issues to air. Lorraine reported 
that Susan stated that she was aware o f the correct procedures but gave no explanation 
fo r  her behaviour. Lorraine reported stating that she would not make a form al 
complaint about her on this occasion but i f  it happened again, she would make a form al 
complaint. Lorraine reported it to staff liaison group as she wanted it on record. 
Lorraine also informed Susan o f her actions.
Susan admitted to sending an email about Lorraine to her friend. She reported that her 
reason for doing this was when she thought that Lorraine was not working when she 
should have been and that she felt these incidences occurred more often than was 
coincidental. Susan reported that she said this to another staff member on one occasion 
and this staff member told Lorraine. Susan reported feeling that Lorraine does not get 
on with her because of these incidents.

Susan reported being cut across in team meetings with Lorraine using her hand 
to dismiss her, commenting that she was ‘conscious of the clock’ or ‘we cannot talk 
about that now’.
Regarding the allegation of Lorraine using dismissive hand gestures, Lorraine 
acknowledged that she uses her hands when she is talking but would definitely not do 
so to dismiss someone.

Susan reported that Lorraine would make comments such as ‘D on’t go into details’ and 
‘This time I ’m going to leave it at this’ implying that there would be further 
repercussions the next time.
Lorraine stated that she knows how easy it is for Susan to pick things up wrongly but 
that she has to be able to do her job properly.
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Susan stated that her and Lorraine are still working together and speak solely about 
work issues. Susan said she never dreaded going into work as Lorraine was out o f the 
office a lot.
Lorraine stated that she and Susan are still working together and it has been very 
difficult.

Susan stated that she never complained about things and tried to put up with 
negative behaviours, concentrating on the positive aspects of the job but she began to 
feel that Lorraine’s behaviours were becoming more frequent.

Lorraine stated that she fe lt that this bullying allegation arose out o f the 
incident with the management meeting minutes. Lorraine brought this complaint to 
staff liaison group. Staff liaison met with the third staff member involved and then with 
Susan to discuss the complaint. At this meeting Susan then accused Lorraine o f 
bullying her. Since this has happened, the issue that Lorraine brought to staff liaison 
has not been dealt with as the bullying allegation took precedence. Lorraine stated that 
she never bullied or undermined Susan and has great respect fo r  her. Lorraine reported 
that when any issues do arise, Susan becomes very emotional -  tears, anger, 
withdrawn, sullen, sulking, and does not make eye contact. Lorraine stated that Susan 
repeats this process every time she has to question any part o f her work or work 
practices, preventing her from doing her job properly.

The allegations of bullying were not upheld but there was a general consensus that some 
inappropriate altercations had taken place on both sides as their relationship 
deteriorated.

Case 30
Please note that Allan's allegations against Charles are highlighted in italics.

Allan began working with the company in around 1987 in the cleaning department. In 
March 1988, he was given a permanent position and moved to a different area. He was 
promoted to set-up operator and instructor within this area. In October 1993, Allan 
became stand-in supervisor, who further encouraged Allan to pursue the role o f  
Supervisory Management. Allan pursued this role by completing a three year course 
with IMI. In around 1996, Allan was moved to temporary supervisor, with Charles as 
his Manager, and he was made permanent in this position in 1997.

Charles stated that Allan joined his area in 1997 when the main process was in its 
infancy. He stated that he appointed Allan as Production Manager and that initially they 
had a good business relationship and felt that they were able to discuss and progress 
work issues. Charles stated that prior to and following his promotion Allan’s work 
performance was good, describing Allan as enthusiastic, interested and committed. He 
stated that the rate of business growth made it a relatively pressurised and challenging 
environment. Charles reported that, as time passed, Allan could do his job well when he 
was applied and focused but that this was not always the case. Charles observed that 
Allan was not always sufficiently focused and lacked the desire to improve certain 
aspects of his performance, e.g. communication with direct reports, peers and 
colleagues, and industrial/employee relations. These deteriorated as the business 
expanded and the shift grew in size. Charles observed that the present difficulties in his 
and Allan’s working relationship stemmed from this period. Charles stated that he
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discussed Allan’s performance shortcomings at their one to one bi-weekly and annual 
review meetings.

Allan had noted incidents, which, he concluded, were harassment and bullying 
behaviour by Charles. He produced a typed copy o f these notes and also produced the 
original diary /  notes fo r  inspection. During interview Allan commented that these 
incidents were not an exhaustive list but representative o f Charles's behaviour towards 
him.

Allan reported experiencing problems with an operator washing tubes and constantly 
receiving complaints from  the following shift about this matter. Allan stated that the 
relevant person did not seem to respond to any efforts Allan made to help the situation. 
Allan reported having to speak to this person on a couple o f occasions about their work 
but that Charles blamed Allan fo r  the difficulties and accused him o f doing nothing to 
resolve the matter.
In response to this allegation, Charles recalled the operating problem, which arose as a 
result of mould tubes not being washed by operators working on utilities. Charles stated 
that certain shifts were carrying out this task but Allan’s shift was not. Charles stated 
that he discussed the matter with Allan with regard to what should be done to correct 
the situation and the management follow up required. Charles stated that he did not 
blame Allan for not washing tubes but did challenge him for not doing enough to 
resolve the difficulties with the operator on his shift. As an example, Charles stated that 
when Allan said that he had spoken to the staff member concerned, he would question 
what he had said and the outcome. Charles reported that he would hold Allan 
accountable if he did not speak to the person concerned or if the message was not 
communicated. In this respect, Charles believed Allan was responsible for carrying out 
the management function to resolve the issue on his shift, and as with other FR/ER 
situations guidance and support was available from the HR department.

Allan reported that an electrical power cut resulted in the shift being unable to run until 
almost the following morning. Allan stated that, at the Sam meeting, Charles became 
furious with him because there were no ‘precasts’ in the buffer. Allan stated that when 
he tried to explain that the machines had not been running as a result o f the power cut 
but that Charles did not appear to accept this as a valid reason. Allan reported that, on 
this occasion, he was blamed fo r  causing the power outage and blamed fo r  not having 
materials ready fo r  the next shift. Explanations were not listened to. Allan stated that he 
sat there and took this criticism to the point where he was nearly apologising. Allan 
reported that, fo r  days afterwards, comments were made by Charles about production 
levels being behind because o f Allan.
In response to this allegation, Charles reported that he would not blame Allan for a 
power cut power, that would be a subject to take up with Facilities and the ESB.
Charles stated that whenever there was ‘downtime’, particularly when it impacted a 
whole shift he would normally review how staff were deployed during that time, what 
work had taken place to reduce product on hold and to assist the incoming shift, 
whether operators were sent home etc. Charles reported that if he believed that the time 
had not been used productively then he would go through that detail with Allan.

Charles spoke to an operator, the same person who is referred to in one o f the above 
allegations, in regard to a complaint being made about this staff member by another
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shift member. Following this discussion, Charles stated, in front o f other staff members 
and in a very abrupt and humiliating manner, to Allan “Now that’s how you 
communicate information” and walked away from  his office.
Charles stated that he did have a vague recollection of the communication but not the 
specific detail. He acknowledged that this comment obviously upset Allan. Charles 
stated that he could see himself saying the words, but not in the manner or meaning 
portrayed by Allan. Charles stated that he did not think he would have made this 
comment and simply walked out nor would he have done so in a premeditated manner. 
Charles reported feeling that if he had made this comment; he would have followed it 
up with further discussion to establish whether Allan understood what he meant. 
Charles reported feeling that it was possible that Allan resented him being there in the 
first place, but that he had no intention to undermine Allan.

Allan reported that Charles criticised him over handovers to the C shift and another 
manager. Allan reported being told that there were issues that he did not pass onto the 
C Shift, resulting in the manager having to shut down the machines and lose 
production. Allan reported trying to explain that this could happen at any time but was 
accused o f not dealing with the situation and that it had been going on fo r  some time. 
Allan told the investigators that this was the first time he had heard about this. Allan 
stated that Charles then threw papers across the table at him while ranting and raving. 
Allan reported losing his temper and stating “I don’t have to deal with this type o f  
5***”. Charles asked to see Allan before he went home but, as Allan was in a hurry, he 
stated that he would arrange to meet Charles the following day. However, Allan stated 
that Charles insisted that Allan listen. He stated that Allan was being unfair to the other 
manager, who was only new to the area. Allan reported listening to Charles but that he 
did not say anything as he fe lt intimidated by Charles's earlier behaviour towards him 
and because he had seen him like this with other staff members.
Charles recalled that he had a conversation with Allan in regard to handovers. Charles 
stated that the other manager had recently joined the company and there seemed to be 
some competition or ‘sparring’ between the two. Charles reported that the other 
manager approached him about this matter after attempting to resolve the situation 
directly with Allan without any success. Charles reported approaching Allan about the 
matter and stated that the latter was very upset, and sensitive about the issue. Charles 
reported giving feedback on the matter. Charles reported that handovers are critical and 
that he wanted Allan to go back and sort things out with the manager. Charles 
acknowledged that this conversation did upset Allan but stated that he was trying to 
overcome problems between the two individuals and build bridges. Charles stated that 
he did not throw papers across a table at Allan. He reported that he may have pushed 
papers across a table but would not have thrown them. Charles also stated that he did 
not rant or rave but stated that he and Allan had a ‘debate’ on the subject. Charles 
acknowledged that Allan did lose his temper on this occasion but that he felt no need to 
take this outburst any further as he was not offended by it.

In 2001, Allan’s review advised that he make better use of the resources and staff 
around him. Charles reported endeavouring to motivate Allan on this occasion and that 
there had been performance issues in around August 2001, where he described Allan as 
‘on the gas and off the gas’. Charles stated that Allan’s work was fine when he was ‘on 
the gas’ but that when he was “off the gas” Allan’s tendency was to avoid issues or let 
them slip by unchecked. Charles also commented that he could have been more critical
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of Allan at this time but felt that the position he had taken was fair and positive. Charles 
also reported awarding Allan a ‘High Performance Award’ in 2001 along with other 
managers. He stated that there had been reasons he could have used not to give this 
award but felt it would have been harsh not to share the public acknowledgement with 
the team and wanted to use the opportunity to ‘lift’ Allan’s motivation. During the early 
part of the year, at the annual review for 2001, Charles reported that he discussed with 
Allan his performance rating, which was lower than other staff members, and they also 
agreed goals for Allan to achieve in 2002. It was agreed that they would have a second 
review during the year. Charles stated that at this second review, he recommended Allan 
an additional increase due to improved work performance. Charles reported giving 
Allan a good review at the end of 2002. Charles reported that Allan seemed more settled 
in his work during 2002, that he was more focused and that internal relationships 
improved. Charles stated that there were still areas that needed some improvement and 
follow-up, namely IR and communication, but that Allan was much more responsive.

Allan reported meeting with Charles and another staff member. He stated that Charles 
demanded to know why communication on developments fo r  set-up operators had not 
taken place until the previous night and accused Allan o f not communicating changes to 
them. Allan stated that this communication had taken place prior to the Christmas 
break and all relevant staff members were made aware o f the changes. Allan also stated 
that discussion was still being held in PMG meetings to find  the best way to manage the 
changes and it had been agreed not to communicate to the shifts. All five shifts were in 
the same position and had not communicated to the shifts. Allan reported that, having 
explained this, Charles accused him o f not doing his job properly and stated that there 
was more to managing a shift that just numbers on the board. Charles stated that this 
was the second time in a month that Allan had not properly communicated information. 
In response to this allegation, Charles reported that there was a difference in 
understanding between what he and Allan understood to be communication. Charles 
reported that sensitive changes were being made that affected many staff. Charles stated 
that the agreed approach was that changes should not be sprung on staff. Instead, 
operators should be given constant feedback and updates about change, the change 
should then be introduced, and progress should be communicated. Charles stated that 
changes needed to be communicated properly and at the correct intervals to allow staff 
to air concerns. As a result of the strong resistance on Allan’s shift to change, Charles 
reported that he believed at the time that Allan avoided these communications and, if 
they did take place, he thought the result illustrated lack of depth and thoroughness. 
According to Charles, Allan, despite being aware of the correct procedures, began 
leaving work early from his shift without communicating it to Charles that he was doing 
so. Charles reported that it was acceptable for Production Managers to leave early on 
occasion as long as this was agreed beforehand or, in certain unforeseen circumstances, 
afterwards was acceptable. The important element was that there was communication 
between himself and the manager on time off. Charles reported that Allan’s absence 
only came to light when he had feedback from other managers and he checked the 
clocking records. Charles discussed the matter with HR, then interviewed Allan about 
the matter and advised him of the correct procedure.

Allan reported speaking to Charles about the instructor position on his shift. He 
reported that Charles stated that he would not give the position to the person Allan was 
recommending to which Allan responded by stating that he fe lt undermined in his
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position by not being allowed to make the decision as to what was best fo r  his shift. 
According to Allan, Charles commented “if  that’s undermining, then so be i t”. Allan 
reported being instructed to speak to the staff member but not to state that it was 
Charles’s decision not to give him the job. Allan reported being told by Charles that he 
should speak to a HR representative about the staff member and i f  he could convince 
him, Charles would think about it. Allan reported following this up and, during the 
meeting with the HR representative, Charles walked in. Allan reported asking Charles 
to leave as he had not been invited.
In response to this allegation, Charles reported that Allan advertised for an instructor on 
his shift. Charles reported that Allan received more than one response, which included 
an application from a candidate with a very ‘colourful past’. Charles stated that Allan 
wanted to appoint this person and that they discussed the matter. Charles explained 
there were extended discussions on the subject, which included the HR Manager. 
However Charles was not convinced that Allan’s preferred choice was the right one. 
Charles suggested that Allan discuss the matter with the Hr representative for an 
independent view. Charles acknowledges calling in to the meeting between the HR 
representative and Allan and that Allan asked him to leave. The request seemed 
reasonable to Charles who said he understood why Allan may want to explain his 
position and get an independent view from the Hr representative in a one to one 
meeting. Charles reported that further discussions were held between him, Allan, and 
two other HR representatives. Following these reviews the decision was not to appoint 
the individual in question. Charles reported that there was no intention to undermine 
Allan, in fact it was completely the opposite. The introduction of the Plant Personnel 
Manager to the decision making process was to get the right decision at that time for the 
company.

Allan reported explaining to other staff members that there had been some difficulties 
the previous evening and that the target had been slightly under. Allan also stated that 
they had been above target fo r  the rest o f  the week but this was never commented on. 
Allan reported that Charles began asking why they had not reached the target but, 
before Allan could answer, Charles took his sheets and demanded to know why Allan 
had only run 23 lines. Allan told the investigators that the number o f lines being run 
had not been questioned when they were meeting their targets. Allan also stated that he 
had explained, the previous week, that some sta ff had been transferred from  his shift 
and another two staff were absent as a result o f illness and pregnancy. Allan stated that 
Charles’s outburst at the meeting did not mention any o f these explanations and only 
served to humiliate him.
Charles stated that if Allan ran fewer lines than the forecast then he would have 
questioned Allan on the reasons. Charles stated that that this was routine, he would 
discuss the subject with any manager in similar circumstances. Charles reported that he 
would review for example absence cover, how many people were on time off and how 
many were on flexi-time. Charles stated that Allan may have felt that he was not 
listening to him. Charles stated that he never tried to take away a staff member’s 
personal dignity but he would question and challenge on the business issues. Charles 
reported that he might have been exhibiting frustration on his own part as he felt that 
Allan was avoiding the issues, but there was no personal slight intended.

Allan reported speaking to Charles about absenteeism and explaining that they could 
only manage to run 24 lines, one less than expected. Allan reported that Charles
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seemed very aggressive to the fac t that Allan had the cheek to speak to him. Allan also 
reported that Charles commented “What could I do i f  people are not in?”. Allan 
reported that, after a while, Charles would finally be approachable and make some 
suggestions but would always leave him fo r  a time to feel intimidated and useless in his 
presence. Allan outlined that Charles would always encourage staff to come to him with 
difficulties but, i f  you did so, you were made to feel as though you were bothering him. 
Furthermore, Allan reported being encouraged to ring Charles i f  there were difficulties 
while the latter was at home but Allan reported being abused down the phone when he 
did so. He also stated that he would be abused the following time he saw Charles if  
there was a problem and Charles was not phoned at home about it. Allan reported that 
another staff member also experienced the same behaviour when he was handing the 
shift over to Allan. Allan further added that the staff member commented on one 
occasion that he preferred when Allan was at the meetings because he knew that the 
latter would be picked upon by Charles before he would.
Charles reported that if he had made such a comment, it would be posed as a question 
and not a personal insult. Charles reported feeling that he treated Allan in exactly the 
same manner as the other managers and might even have given him more leeway. In 
regards to be contacted at home, Charles reported that when staff rang him, he tried to 
get them to answer their queries themselves, as he felt they usually had the answers. 
Charles believed they just needed guidance in identifying the solution. In this light, he 
might have asked “What is the problem, what can’t you decide?” but that was simply an 
attempt to have the staff member come up with the solution him or herself. Charles 
acknowledges that such a statement might have been perceived as challenging. Charles 
reported taking objection to Allan’s statement that he has been “abused” and stated that 
he not abused Allan, merely questioned on business matters. Furthermore, Charles 
stated that he had an open and constructive relationship with the other staff member 
mentioned here who had not informed him of any difficulties in their relationship. 
Charles referred to the company viewpoint questionnaires completed in regard to the 
working environment by staff, and commented that no major problems had been 
highlighted.

Allan reported being confronted by Charles, told that he was not doing his job  properly 
and that actions were not being taken despite being discussed weeks ago. Allan 
reported that Charles stated he would have to decide i f  he could manage the process or 
not and that it he could not achieve targets, he would have to consider his position. 
Allan reported feeling very uncomfortable and threatened by Charles’s outburst. Allan 
stated that this occurred because o f a ‘Time and M otion’ study, where new methods 
were to be implemented. He reported that a HR representative and himself worked very 
hard to deal with these new methods and fe lt very let down when Charles was being told 
things by his ‘policemen ’ on the floor. Allan reported that Charles always believed his 
‘policemen ’ over him.
Charles reported discussing Allan’s performance during one of their regular meetings 
and discussing how work could be equally divided between Allan and his ‘Number 
Two’. Allan’s emailed response to Charles after this meeting was viewed by the 
investigators. This response appears positive. In regards to Charles’s ‘policemen’, 
Charles reported that there is a manager for each shift and a ‘Number Two’ for each 
manager. Charles stated that he has a person in charge of other processes as well. 
Charles explained that the shift manager would supervise moulding on the shift but 
another person would coordinate the process overall. Charles reported thinking that it
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was these people that Allan was referring to as policemen and that there had appeared to 
be some animosity between Allan and another of these managers. Charles reported 
thinking that the two were constantly challenging each other. One of the tasks of this 
staff member was to go on to shifts, observe the process, talk with the shift manager and 
see where improvements could be made. Charles reported that Allan appeared to resent 
others outside the shift reviewing where improvements could be made but that no shift 
was singled out for special treatment this was common practice in improving the 
business.
Charles reported that Allan’s shift was changed.

Allan reported being told by another manager that the replacement in the latter’s 
absence would be the staff member that Allan had not been able to promote to the 
instructor’s role and that Charles had approved this. Allan reported finding this very 
strange as he had been forbidden from giving him an instructor role.
In response to this, Charles explained that when Allan initially wanted this staff member 
to be promoted to the instructor’s position, the latter had been paid a stand-in rate. 
Charles reported that at this time, Allan had reported that he was paying the staff 
member the rate for three consecutive months and then breaking the payment for a 
month. However, Charles stated that Allan actually paid this staff member the rate for 
12 consecutive months, resulting in the company no longer being permitted to lower his 
wages to their original level. Because the staff member was already on the rate, and 
following consultation with the HR Manager Charles agreed to allow him to stand in 
during the manager’s absence.

Other incidences reported by Allan included being given a 2% increase at the end o f  
year reviews when the norm was 4%. Allan reported asking Charles about this and was 
told that he did not participate with his team during the year because he did not go on 
breaks. Allan reported that this was only said once and, resultantly, he did not know 
what he should on his breaks after this or where to socialise while working days.
Charles reported carrying out Allan’s review with him. During the review, they 
discussed matters, Charles typed this up and Allan subsequently signed the review. The 
salary increase was applied by the compensation committee on the performance rating. 
This was confirmed by HR. Charles reported that they did have a discussion regarding 
the social aspects of the job. He reported noting that managers would generally spend 
breaks together. Allan appeared to avoid joining other HW managers on the dayshift. 
Charles reported discussing this with Allan to ascertain whether this was intentional. 
Allan said it was not intentional. Charles reported that he explained to Allan he 
understood at times staff needed to be away from those they work with but felt that 
Allan should occasionally spend time socially with his peers. Charles denied that 
Allan’s 2% increase was related to him not going on the break with shift members.

Allan also stated that he received no support from Charles i f  his shift was short staffed 
and could not meet targets. Allan reported that Charles would state something along 
the lines o f “1 don’t care what you do but you must meet targets ”, creating considerable 
pressure.
In response to this, Charles stated that he felt support was offered through regular 
meetings with all the managers as well as operation meetings. Charles strongly refutes 
making such a statement.
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The allegations against Charles were upheld.

Case 31
Please note that Killian’s allegations against Francis are highlighted in italics.

Killian stated that he is a Health and Safety Representative, whose role is to consult 
between management and sta ff as well as to insure cooperation in the prevention o f 
accidents and ill-heath. Killian stated that he has worked in this role fo r  approximately 
eight years, seven o f which he was the chairperson, and has gained a lot o f  experience 
in all facets o f  this employment. Killian stated that he has been subjected to continued 
interference in regard to administering his role by Francis.

In regard to Bonding Machines being set too closely together in the Front End Line 
(FEL), Killian stated that, at a Manager’s Safety Meeting, it had been clarified that any 
changes in the workplace should be notified to all the employees and requisitioned 
properly but Killian stated that this had not been done. Killian reported that he had a 
further meeting with a HR representative and further explained the situation to her. 
Killian stated that the HR representative commented that it was serious and she would 
have to make Francis aware o f the situation. Killian reported that he talked to the HR 
representative again and she stated that she had informed Francis and would get back 
to Killian on it the following week. Killian stated that the HR representative did not get 
back to him on the matter so he went to see Francis. Francis stated that the HR 
representative had made him aware o f the incident and that he would think about it and 
get back to Killian. Killian reported that Francis approached him in FI and they further 
discussed the incidents. Killian reported asking Francis to intervene but he declined, 
stating that Killian should bring it up at the Employees ’ Safety Meetings the following 
day. Killian reported raising the matter at the meeting, where he was informed by a 
senior staff member that it was not the place to deal with the matter. Killian reported 
agreeing that the matter should not be dealt with in this meeting.
Francis stated that, as he remembers, he brought this issue up with Killian at a 
Management Safety Meeting and these machines were introduced according to the 
normal layout plan. He stated that there is no record of the layout being signed off and 
there were problems getting engineering to follow the sign-off procedure in full at that 
time. Francis stated that this has since been rectified and there has been compliance over 
the past two years. Francis stated that he does not recall the meetings with Killian very 
well. Francis referred to minutes of a safety meeting, which Killian did not attend, 
where he reported stating that new layouts needed to have Health & Safety 
considerations and Killian needed to have input into the proposed layout.

Francis stated that hazard sheets were raised regarding the layout of bonding machines 
and a safety inspection was carried out. Layout and accessibility of the machines were 
covered in this. Francis stated that the minutes of the Employee Safety Meeting do not 
record that Killian raised this issue. Francis also stated that if the Employee Safety 
Meeting was not the correct forum for this issue, then it should have been raised to the 
HSE Management Meetings but there is no record of this issue being recorded as an 
item to go back to the HSE Management Meeting.

Francis stated that Killian speaks of his commitment to Health & Safety but the records 
show that, of 6 Employee Safety Meetings held in 2003, he attended 1 and, of 7 HSE
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Management Meetings in 2003, he attended 1. Francis stated that Killian raises issues 
that are to be addressed but does not accept the solutions nor does he believe that 
anything is being done about these issues.

Killian stated that he met Francis in the corridor, who stated that he wanted to have a 
few  words with Killian in relation to the Managers’ Safety Meeting. Killian reported 
that Francis stated he was not happy with the way Killian had spoken at that meeting 
and asked him to apologise. Killian reported saying that he had not meant to be 
offensive in any manner and Francis asked him to mail him stating that or write him a 
note. Killian reported stating that he had nothing to apologise fo r  and that a meeting 
was a place to speak his mind. Killian reported feeling threatened by Francis’s 
statement that the company had been very good to him since his injury in the Moulding 
Room, which deeply annoyed Killian. Killian stated that Francis stopped him again 
approximately one week later and again interrogated him about the meeting. Francis 
approached him again and asked about the apology. Killian reported feeling threatened 
and wrote a note to Francis outlining his position on this matter and the course o f 
action he would take i f  Francis did not stop pestering him.
Francis stated that Killian made a personal attack on the Chairman of the HSE 
Management, at which Francis was present along with twelve other people. Francis 
stated that Killian’s attack was inappropriate and that other staff did extremely well not 
to react to the attack. Francis stated that the Chairman was upset by the outburst and 
asked whether the company could tolerate that type of public abuse. Francis reported 
that he approached Killian with a view to trying to resolve these issues informally and 
said to him that the Chairman had been upset by his comments, as were a number of 
other people. Francis stated that Killian stated that he had not meant to be offensive but 
felt he had a right to say what he had. Francis reported stating that it was not what he 
had said but the manner in which it was said. Francis stated that he suggested that 
Killian write an email or send a note to that effect. Francis stated that Killian agreed that 
he should make some acknowledgment and said he would do so at the next HSE 
meeting. Francis reported that Killian did not attend the next meeting and, therefore, 
nothing happened. Francis stated that the Chairman again asked him about the issue 
and, therefore, he again approached Killian, asking that he say something at the next 
meeting. Francis stated that Killian responded by saying that he had nothing to say to 
anyone and, if anything, he was owed an apology from a senior staff member and by the 
company for the way he had been treated over the years. Francis reported stating that 
the company had facilitated him over the years due to his ill-health. Francis reported 
that he made further attempts to resolve this issue but to no avail. Resultantly, he stated 
that he write a letter to Killian stating that his intransigence and lack of understanding 
was to put on his record.

Killian stated that he was out on certified sick leave. While on this leave, he reported 
that he received a letter from Francis stating that his sick pay was to be stopped by the 
company. On his return to work, Killian reported that he a senior staff member that his 
leave was due to his neck injury. Killian reported that he was informed by Francis that 
he would get back to him on the matter. Killian reported receiving a letter, which stated 
that Francis was going to continue not paying sick leave fo r  absences.
Francis stated that 13 employees were issued with letters concerning their continued 
overuse of the sick pay benefit over the previous 3-4 years. He stated that Killian was 
one of these employees. Francis also stated that a further 6 employees have received this
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letter. Francis stated that this letter gives notice to these employees that if they are 
absent again from their employment, their sick pay would be reviewed and may be 
discontinued. Francis showed documentary evidence of Killian’s sick pay record for the 
previous four years. He stated that Killian claimed that some days were incorrectly 
logged and stated that this issue was clarified by a HR representative. Francis stated that 
the absence records indicate that Killian’s sick leave is on average 13.6%, which he 
feels would not be tolerated by the majority of companies. Francis reported that Killian 
made an appeal through his union regarding the discontinuance of his sick pay, but the 
appeal was denied. Francis reported that Killian has the option of appealing this to the 
Rights Commissioner if he wishes to do so.

Killian reported that he met Francis in the corridor, who advised him that he wanted to 
meet that morning in regard to the safety meeting o f December 2004. Killian stated that 
the meeting was attended by himself and four other staff members. Killian stated that 
Francis read out an account which had been taken and immediately demanded an 
apology, without asking fo r  any explanation. Killian stated that, after the meeting, he 
received a copy o f a staff member’s account and contacted a shop steward. Killian 
reported that a further meeting was held. Killian reported stating that he was horrified 
at the contents o f the minutes and at the fact that the other three attendees had been 
offered an option to sign, signalling their agreement with the minutes, but he had not. 
Killian stated that Francis wanted to organize a meeting with all concerned, to which 
Killian agreed, but asked to meet with those who had signed the document individually 
before the meeting. Killian reported that Francis did not agree to this suggestion. 
Killian reported that he had grave difficulty meeting as a group due to the nature o f the 
signed minutes.
Francis reported that this meeting broke up in disarray and it came to his attention. He 
reported speaking to the attendees individually to find out what had happened. Francis 
stated that they were visibly upset and angry and he suggested to one staff member that 
she write an account of the meeting and ask the other three to sign it as a record of what 
had occurred. Francis stated that a meeting was held with Killian and his representative. 
He stated that this was not a disciplinary hearing but an opportunity to discuss the issue 
and move forward. Francis stated that it was decided to set up a meeting with all 
concerned to discuss but this came to a standstill. Francis stated that he made further 
attempts but Killian would not agree to a meeting unless he was able to meet the four 
people concerned individually beforehand. Francis stated that the four people would not 
agree to this and eventually it was agreed that a meeting would take place with all 
present. Francis stated that Killian did not turn up for the meeting nor was any 
explanation given. When Francis asked him about this approximately one week later, he 
reported that Killian stated that he was referring the whole issue to the Health and 
Safety Authority and wished for it to be investigated.

The allegations against Francis were not upheld.

Case 32
Please note that Geraldine’s allegations against Michael are highlighted in italics.

Geraldine reported starting work at the company approximately seven and a half years 
ago as a cleaner.
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Michael stated that he is responsible for several different areas within the company, 
including plant facilities, maintenance, H&S Environmental Control and Security. He 
stated that he has responsibility for approximately 80 people. Since approximately May 
2003, Michael stated that he has had very little contact with the cleaners, as another 
staff member took over the position of supervisor. He stated that he was very surprised 
that the allegations had been made. Michael feels that the allegations are unfounded.

Geraldine reported that another woman was the group leader when she first joined the 
company. She reported that all cleaning staff had their own areas, which were difficult 
to keep up with, but as time went on, the workload increased further. Since this woman 
left, Geraldine reported that the cleaners are now required to carry out some o f her 
work, despite a supervisor filling the supervisor role. Geraldine reported that the 
supervisor does not have the time to look after the cleaning department, due to having 
his own heavy workload.
Michael stated that, recently, there have been several complaints from customers 
regarding the cleaning standards within the company, which are of the utmost 
importance and demanded by their customers. He stated that, in comparison to some of 
the foreign companies, their standards were considered to be very poor. Michael stated 
that the cleaning standards have become more important and under increased scrutiny as 
a result of these complaints. As a result of this, Michael stated that it was requested that 
more time was spent cleaning the test room. Michael reported having to make this same 
request of the cleaning ladies and also informing their supervisor of the instruction.

Geraldine reported that the workload increased and she was required to carry out work 
that she should not have had to do e.g. being instructed to clean windows outside 
despite not being insured to do so.
In response to the allegation that some of the cleaning ladies were asked to clean 
outside, for which they are not insured to do, Michael reported that they might have 
been asked to clean cobwebs at the door and he reported feeling that this would be 
normal or a ‘run of the mill’ request. Michael also stated that all staff are insured to 
work anywhere within the company.

Geraldine stated that, this year, the situation has worsened because a new CEO has 
joined the company and insists on everything being very clean. Geraldine stated that 
she would like to be able to live up to these standards but heavy workload and lack o f 
staff makes this task very difficult.
Michael stated that it has been recognized that the cleaning ladies would not have been 
able to clean the company to the high standards that are expected, and, as a result, 
contract cleaners are to be brought in. This had been under consideration by 
management for a period of time

Geraldine reported that, after being out sick fo r  four days due to stitches in her hand, 
Michael commented, “Welcome back, i t ’s important to come to work”. Geraldine 
reported feeling that he was implying that she had been ‘dossing ’, when in fact she 
rarely misses work.
In response to the allegation that Michael commented to Geraldine that it was good to 
come back to work, he stated that he may have made such a comment in order to ask
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how Geraldine was feeling but not in the sarcastic manner that is implied in the 
allegation.

Geraldine also reported feeling offended by his remark that he likes to see welts on 
hands.
Michael asked for clarification as to when this comment was allegedly made as he does 
not recall making it. In a second interview held with Geraldine, she reported that the 
alleged comments about welts on the hands occurred a good few years ago.

Geraldine reported attending a meeting with Michael and other staff from  the cleaning 
department, where they asked fo r  help in terms o f more staff. She reported that Michael 
was asked to try get some students over the summer period to help out, to which he 
replied “Where would I get anyone to do that type o f work?”. Geraldine reported 
feeling very belittled by this remark.
In regard to the allegation that Michael made comments that students would not want to 
carry out cleaning work, Michael stated that he would stand by this comment. He stated 
that it is very difficult to get students to carry out this work but he would not have 
meant for this to have been taken as a derogatory comment. Michael stated that this 
comment has been taken out of context.

Geraldine reported that Michael banged his fis t aggressively on the table during a 
meeting with the cleaning staff and told them that they had practically run another staff 
member out o f the place.
In response to this allegation Michael stated that he does not recall doing so and that the 
minutes of the meeting do not reflect that his occurred. He stated that he would agree 
that such an act would not have been appropriate. He stated that the cleaning ladies 
requested more staff, to which he reported stating that it is very hard to get new staff for 
indirect processes such as cleaning. In response to their request, he reported asking the 
cleaners to write down their duties and he would base their request for man power on 
what they wrote down. Michael reported that a part time staff member was taken on to 
alleviate some of the work pressure but when this staff member left, she reported that 
she had had great difficulties working with some of the members of the cleaning 
department. Michael stated that this is not the first time that there has been mention in 
regard to some of the cleaning staff being difficult to work with. He stated that 
Geraldine also reported experiencing difficulties in her job, feeling that she was isolated 
by cleaning ladies. (Although all the cleaning staff recalled Michael banging his fist on 
the table, an independent witness recalled the content of the meeting but not the fist 
banging).

Geraldine reported that Michael’s answer to their work overload was to tell them to 
only clean offices once a month, to clean the bins twice a week instead o f every day, to 
clean certain toilets once a fortnight, and clean the corridors once a week. Geraldine 
reported that this is not in line with the standards wanted by the new CEO. Geraldine 
reported that comments are being made about the dust in the corridors, which reflects 
badly on her and the other cleaning staff. When these complaints are made, Geraldine 
reported that Michael gets her and the other staff to drop what they are doing and 
immediately go to the complained about area.
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Michael stated that he understood that the cleaning ladies might have been under some 
pressure to get their work done and reported that he would have told them to get as 
much as they could done and then take things from there.

Furthermore, Geraldine reported that M ichael stands watching them clean in the test 
area, which is a huge area, making her fe e l pressurized and monitored. She reported  
that the fixing o f  the toilets is left to her and the other cleaners, despite it being the 
responsibility o f  another sta ff member, adding further to their workload.
In response to this allegation that Michael over-monitored the work of the test room, he 
stated that he would meet workers in the test room on a daily basis and would not have 
been there solely to monitor the cleaning ladies’ work (this was confirmed by witness 
statements).

Geraldine sta ted  that sick leave and annual leave are not covered, meaning that the 
remaining staff are under even further pressure. She reported that two sta ff members 
had clashed over holidays and the holidays w ere given to one o f  them. She was then 
to ld  that she could not have the holidays and they w ere being given to the other staff 
m em ber because she had worked there longer. This was despite the fa c t that the clash o f  
leave was known about since the beginning o f  the year. Geraldine reported not getting 
to take one o f  her w eek ’s holidays as a result o f  these difficulties.
Michael reported that holiday scheduling in the cleaning department is very difficult as 
one of the staff insist on taking the ‘best time’ every year and books her holidays 
without discussing it. He reported that holiday scheduling should be shared around 
every year so that if one staff member gets the ‘best holidays’ one year, others have a 
chance to get this time next year. In response to the allegation that no cover was 
provided during holiday periods, Michael stated that cover would not typically be 
provided during this period but that this is a managerial decision. He stated that the 
cleaners would be asked to carry out essential cleaning and to leave the non-essential 
cleaning.

Geraldine reported bringing her work stresses home with her and reported that her 
fam ily  suffered as a result o f  her constant talking about work. She also reported  
experiencing sleeping difficulties and being prescribed  sleeping tablets. She sta ted  that 
her energy and interest levels have hugely decreased. She also reported visiting the 
company nurse on several occasions as a result o f  these difficulties.
Michael stated that some of the cleaning staff complained of not being able to sleep and 
so on. He feels that this may have been the result of the difficulties among their own 
group. Michael stated that this was minuted in the meeting with Geraldine where she 
reported being unable to sleep due to allegedly being ignored and intimidated by work 
colleagues because she was a member o f a sports and social club. Michael stated that 
this is also documented.

During a second meeting, to clarify issues brought up by Michael, Geraldine sta ted  
that:

•  she sees M ichael and he speaks to her everyday. She sta ted  that there might 
have been a few  meetings up and down since the new supervisor took over;

•  she is delighted to be changing jo b s  and she will now be working alongside a 
sta ff m em ber who is also a friend.
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•  one o f  the cleaners went to the union to try to get more s ta ff members and the 
complaint arose from  there. Geraldine stated that Michael is a very fa ir  man 
and was always ‘grand’ to her.

•  only issue was that there were not enough people working there.
•  Geraldine reported that one s ta ff member gets her holidays every year at the 

same time and that when Michael tried to give these holidays to another cleaner, 
the form er went to the union and Michael had to let her take the holidays.

•  Geraldine reported that she is no good at this type o f  issue and does not want to 
pursue it any further.

Michael was not found  guilty o f  bullying.

Case 33
James reported that he joined his place of employment in May 1991 transferring 

from a Department where, he reported, he had a good reputation. He reported that he 
had never previously experienced any allegations of bullying against him and was 
shocked when he was accused on this occasion.

Since his transfer, James commented that there had been no negative incidences 
in his place of employment and he was not aware of any problems until the allegations 
were made against him.

According to James, allegations were made against him by Killian. Killian was a 
younger, male subordinate in the same department. He claimed there had been many 
incidents of negative behaviours since James’ transfer into the department and that 
negative behaviours were directed towards Killian. He claimed that these behaviours 
had become more concentrated during the last two to three years. He maintained that 
this increase resulted from a query that he made concerning, what he considered to be, 
irregular practices in finance procedures. Killian reported that his refusal to comply 
with instructions from James with regard to these practices led to a concentration of 
negative behaviours.

Killian accused James of difficulties in relation to a number of areas: he reported 
that there were always difficulties with leave with regard to flexi time, annual leave 
carry over, and compassionate leave. He also commented that he was blamed for the 
difficulties he was experiencing and comments were passed, to his work colleagues, that 
he was the problem.

He described the atmosphere in his place of work as intimidating and, in his 
opinion, subservience was required. This led to him taking a ten week period of sick 
leave in February, March, and April 2004 due to work related stress.

James outlined that the allegations were investigated by their employer and were 
not upheld. However, he reported that the incident had such a profound effect on him 
that he was unable to continue working in his job and resigned. James is now employed 
in another job.

James reported feeling very stressed as a result of the allegations against him 
and experiencing a number of symptoms after the allegations were made against him: 
headaches, feeling sick, being unable to sleep at night, and loss of appetite. He reported 
feeling quite angry at his accuser and worried that people would believe the allegations 
against him. He became anxious that he would lose his job and be unable to find 
another. James reported feeling depressed and, at times, considered ways in which he
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would end his life. He felt his ability to be a manager was severely compromised and 
became extremely watchful of his own language and behaviours.

The allegations against James were not upheld.

Case 34
John person presented as a coherent, calm individual, who talked about his 

career with his employers, his working conditions over recent years, and the 
psychological and physical effects of being accused of bullying in the workplace.

He reported that he joined his present employer in 1994 as an operative and had 
worked there for many years without any major difficulties. He reported that he had 
never been accused of bullying previously and could not understand why the current 
situation had arisen.

John reported that issues arose when a female colleague joined. It was unusual 
for female staff to work in this environment and John reported that while they were not 
close friends, he did not perceive significant problems in their working relationship. 
Eilis made allegations against John and outlined a number of negative behaviours.

Eilis maintained that as soon as she joined, she realised that there was an air of 
friction and victimisation. In or around Christmas of that year, she reported seeing two 
other staff members demonise another colleague and, when she voiced her objections, 
she was reminded that her “choice of friends” would be her problem. On another 
occasion, when she gave her opinion in regards to travellers, she was shouted at and told 
that “tinkers are only animals.. ..not human beings”.

Eilis reported that further incidents occurred when she was moved from one area 
to another where she was working closely with John. She reported that John was 
“hostile and openly resented her presence. Eilis accused John of behaving in a loud 
aggressive manner. Eilis reported being instructed not to open a window and to keep all 
the doors closed, if she knew what was good for her, despite the fact that the heat was 
unbearable at times.

Eilis made a complaint to her manager, whose reply was that such personality 
clashes were unavoidable. She also spoke with her union representative who told her 
that the usual outcome to bullying situations was for the complainant to be transferred. 
She told the manager that she had been in contact with the union and a meeting was 
organised between John, Eilis and management. Eilis gave examples of behaviours John 
had engaged in. John reported that he had indeed engaged in this behaviour but had not 
done so to bully but rather as part of the banter in the workplace. The situation was not 
resolved further at that time and Eilis reported that it deteriorated further.

Following the meeting Eilis reported that John made public derogatory remarks 
concerning her competence as a parent, containing comments that she was introducing a 
homosexual into her child’s life, criticising the manner in which she reared her child, 
comparing her to the other mothers in the office, and instructing her not to discuss her 
child in the office as she was making a fool of herself.

Eilis commented that John made numerous negative remarks in regards to her 
appearance. She stated that any attempt at conversation was misinterpreted or taken out 
of context, or attracted remarks from others such as you are “talking through your arse” 
and that she “didn’t know what the fuck I was on about”. These behaviours continued 
and were consistently ignored when she reported them to management.

Eilis went out on sick leave and an investigation was eventually carried out. The 
allegations were upheld against John. He reported that Eilis did not return to work and 
he remains in the same job.
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