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Summary

In recent years, bullying has come to be established as a significant issue for
contemporary workplaces, in Ireland as elsewhere. Our research knowledge is
largely psychologically-based, with many studies focusing on the personality
characteristics of the victim or perpetrator and bullying has been viewed as an
“interpersonal” conflict. However, when other characteristics are considered,
research has repeatedly found that workers in the public sector are more likely
to report bullying than private sector. In order to investigate this finding, the
current study takes a sociological approach and focuses on the workplace,
which is arguably shaped by its broader institutional context in terms of the
labour market, with specific sectoral characteristics. Part of the rising concerns
about workplace bullying can be contextualised in terms of the increasing
emphasis placed on the psychological well-being of workers, with the
recognition of “new risks” of stress and harassment. However, this focus on
individual subjective well-being arguably obscures the collective nature of the

phenomena, in terms of its association with the “changing workplace”.

This thesis takes as its departure point the higher rate of workplace bullying
among public sector workers. The public-private division is often the main
differentiation in terms of contemporary workplaces, with regards work
organisation, practices and particularly in Ireland, pay: the sectoral divide
arguably shapes much of the experience of work. The current study, drawing
on a nationally representative survey in Ireland conducted in 2006/7, considers
how job, organisational and labour market characteristics may explain the
higher rate of reported bullying in the public sector. “New public management”
drives may result in many workers experiencing greater levels of change and
Jjob pressures; this has been suggested as possibly translating into an increased
likelihood of bullying. The different opportunities for mobility and voice in the
sectors should also be considered, with the possibility that public sector

workers may have greater capacity for voice and less motivation or ability to



exit, thus affecting reporting rates. These institutional characteristics may also
influence the potential impacts of workplace bullying in terms of job

satisfaction and well-being.

The current study suggests that while job intensification and organisational
change are strongly associated with increased risks of bullying, they cannot
fully account for the higher prevalence in the public sector. However, some
important within-sector differences emerge, in terms of the greater likelihood
of public sector workers experiencing an increasing pace of work to report
bullying. On the other hand, increasing control over work only seems to reduce
the risk for private sector workers, possibly owing to a higher level of overall
job autonomy in the public sector. It appears that workers employed on
permanent contracts in the public sector are much more likely than their
temporary counterparts to report bullying. In general, those with higher
education are more likely to report bullying, possibly relating to their higher
expectations in the workplace. However, low skilled females in the public
sector are as likely as their high skilled colleagues to report bullying. Formal
policies on workplace bullying are much more prevalent in the public sector
than the private sector, suggesting some support for the greater opportunity for
voice. Public sector workers are more likely to take the issue to a trade union,
while private sector workers turn to personnel. Private sector employees
reporting bullying are more likely to both consider an exit and actually exit,

confirming expectations with regards mobility in this sector.

Research on workplace bullying suggests a hugely detrimental effect on job
satisfaction and subjective well-being. These findings support a negative
relationship, however, it was found that some of the negative “effect” of
workplace bullying, in terms of both job satisfaction and well-being, relates to
other aspects of the “changing workplace”. In addition, important differences
between the public and private sector were found, suggesting that institutional
characteristics not only shape the prevalence of reported bullying but also its

associated outcomes.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

In 1890, spinners literally fought each other to decide who
should have the bobbins supplied by the card room...It was
widely acknowledged that many piecers were badly treated
by senior minders as the pace of work intensified and that
considerabie ‘ill-feeling” existed between them.

(Burgess, 1975 p.246)

This chapter opens with a quotation describing hostile and negative behaviours
within the workplace which we can suppose can be generalised, to a greater or
lesser extent, to many industries and places of work in nineteenth century
Britain and elsewhere. Today, such behaviours may well be considered
“bullying” in both public discourse and academic research and in recent years,
bullying has come to be established as a significant issue for contemporary

workplaces.

Psychologists have dominated the research field from the outset, with studies
often adopting an interpersonal understanding of workplace bullying and also
focusing on the role of personality characteristics of both victim and
perpetrator. However, when broadening the focus to include the institutional
characteristics of the workplace, some interesting findings emerge. For
example, studies have found that the prevalence of reported bullying is often
higher in the public sector than the private sector. To date, little empirical
research explicitly addresses this issue. The current study takes a sociological
approach, building on the existing research literature and focuses on the
workplace, which is arguably shaped by its broader institutional context in

terms of the labour market, with specific sectoral characteristics.

In this regard, this thesis attempts to fulfil the gap recently identified by Beale
and Hoel (2010) for more contextualised approaches to the study of workplace
bullying. Arguably, such a study demands nationally representative, bias-free

data and the current research draws on a survey conducted in 2006/7 in Ireland



which allows for careful and comprehensive analysis regarding reported

bullying in Irish workplaces.

1.1 Bullying: a problem in the changing workplace?

While unemployment presented the biggest challenge to many countries in
Europe during the 1980s, Ireland especially (Walsh, 2004), employment
growth during the 1990s and 2000s afforded increasing prominence to the
detrimental consequences of work, rather than a lack of it, in the context of
increasing economic globalisation and competitive pressures, as well as
growing female labour market participation and dual earner households. For
example, research has proliferated on job intensification (Burchell er al. 2002;
Green, 2001, 2004), job insecurity (Heery & Salmon, 2000), difficulties in
balancing demands of work and home (Gornick & Myers, 2003; Crompton &
Lyonette, 2006) and job quality (Gallie er al. 2004; Gallie, 2007b). Workplace
bullying has also come to receive increasing attention, in terms of both
academic research and policy debates, in Ireland as well as in the rest of
Europe. While studies have focused on personality characteristics as possible
determinants of bullying, work environment has also been addressed, for
example, role conflict and ambiguity (e.g., Einarsen e al. 1994). Research also
draws attention to the changing nature of work, in terms of growing economic
pressures impacting on the job demands of workers which could give rise to

experiences of bullying in the workplace (e.g., Salin, 2003; Harvey et al. 2006).

Part of the rising concerns about workplace bullying can be understood in light
of the increasing emphasis placed on the psychological well-being of workers,
for example, the 1989 EU Framework Directive (89/391/EEC) and the growth
in discourses about ‘“new risks” of stress, depression and harassment
(COM(2002)118; Cox et al. 2000), which are also recognised by the 2001
European Parliament resolution on harassment in the workplace (2001/2339
(INI)). Research has frequently emphasised the potential damage posed by
workplace bullying to psychological health and well-being (Niedl, 1996;
Mikkelsen & Einarsen, 2002; Hansen et al. 2006), with some research even
suggesting occurrences of “Post-Traumatic Stress Syndrome” amongst victims
of workplace bullying (Bjorkvist et al. 1994; Leymann & Gustaffsson, 1996;

Tehrani, 2004). However research that is not based on random or



representative surveys may result in misleading conclusions. Workplace
bullying has received significant, and often sensationalist, media attention in
[reland in recent years, with headlines such as "The hidden scourge of
workplace bullying" (Irish Times, 19 September 2006), “Are you sick of work?”
(Irish Times, 9 September 2006), “Some suicides attributed to workplace
bullying (Irish Times, 9 September 2006), “Workplace bullying described as
cancer in society” (Irish Times, 8th August, 2005) and “Three out of four
bullying victims quit job in months” (Irish Independent, 29th September 2006)

just some of the numerous media headlines.'

Arguably therefore both research and the media run the risk of sensationalising
the topic of workplace bullying, as well as prioritising the individual over the
potentially collective nature of the phenomena. Through use of a nationally
representative survey and by taking account of important job, organisational
and sectoral characteristics, the current study aims to contribute to the research
literature on workplace bullying. While bullying has received a certain amount
of policy attention in recent years, with the founding of an “Expert Group” and
“Taskforce”, post-Celtic Tiger Ireland has seen prioritisation of other
employment issues, namely growing rates of unemployment and job losses.
This changed economic climate could potentially have an impact on workplace
bullying, for example, if job intensification increases, in light of wide-scale
redundancies. As the current data was collected before the current financial
recession, further discussion of this will be restricted to the conclusion of the

thesis.

1.1.2 Bullying in the public sector

The vast majority of academic case study research conducted in Ireland has
concentrated on public sector workplaces, especially the health (Seager, 2004;
Cheema et al., 2005; Breen O’Sullivan, 2006) and education sectors (Basquel-
Fahy, 2008; Fahie & Devine, 2008). This focus on the public sector is also seen
elsewhere in Europe (Salin, 2003), perhaps partly attributable to easier access

to gatekeepers in the public sector. Furthermore, survey data indicates that

"In the UK, Gordon Brown, then Leader of the Labour Party and Prime Minister (2007-2010)
was accused of bullying shortly before his election defeat. This incident involved the
resignation of the Chair of the National Bullying Helpline. Before this incident, the case of
bullying in (Helen) Green versus Deutsche Bank Group Services [2006] EWHC 1898 had a
similarly high media profile.



public sector workers are often more likely to report bullying than in the
private sector (Hoel & Cooper, 2000; Zapf er al. 2003; O’Connell & Williams,
2002; O’Connell et al. 2007). This somewhat counterintuitive finding is the
departure point for the present study. The public-private division is often the
main differentiation in terms of contemporary workplaces, with regards work
organisation, practices and particularly in Ireland, pay: the sectoral divide
arguably shapes the experience of work for many workers. It could be expected
that the public sector offers relatively better “terms and conditions” even for
low skilled workers (Crouch et al. 2001), with employee satisfaction and
organisational commitment levels often higher than in the private sector
(O’Connell et al. 2004). This leads to the question as to why survey data
suggests that the prevalence of bullying is higher in the public sector? The
psychological research tradition has largely focused on an “interpersonal
conflict” conceptualisation of workplace bullying, and while the importance of
work environment has been recognised, the present study takes a sociological
approach and empirically considers the importance of the workplace and also
institutional labour market characteristics which are arguably differentiated

along sectoral lines.

The current study, drawing on a nationally representative survey of employees
in Ireland conducted in 2006/7, considers how job, organisational and labour
market characteristics may explain the higher rate of reported bullying in the
public sector. The public sector has undergone rapid and intense change over
recent decades, under the “new public management” drives, with the result that
many workers in this sector may experience greater levels of job pressures.
This has been suggested as possibly translating into an increased likelihood of
bullying. It is also important to take into consideration the different
opportunities for mobility and voice in the sectors, with the possibility that
public sector workers may have greater capacity for voice, and less motivation
or ability to exit, thus affecting reporting rates. These institutional
characteristics may also influence the potential impacts of workplace bullying
— in terms of job satisfaction and well-being. This survey provides the ideal
data with which to explore these issues, as it avoids the bias and lack of
generalisability present in some of the existing research on workplace bullying.

The present research seeks to go beyond an interpersonal conflict model of



workplace bullying and places emphasis on structural-level factors which

potentially influence both the prevalence, and outcomes, of workplace bullying.

This first chapter is concerned with outlining the emergence of the workplace
bullying research tradition, sketching its development and differentiation from
other research fields such as bullying in schools and other types of harassment
in the workplace such as sexual harassment. The legislative mechanisms which
govern workplace bullying will also be considered in this chapter: the
legislative landscape regarding workplace bullying is complex and varies
substantially across Europe, with Ireland adopting non-legislative “codes of
conduct” promoting self-regulative guidelines regarding appropriate behaviour
at work, as well as mediation-based strategies for the resolution of bullying
complaints. The final section will detail the overall structure, main research

questions and approach of this thesis.

1.2 Establishment of a new research field: bullying in the workplace

In the late nineties, leading researchers in the field of workplace bullying
claimed that research on the topic was sparse (Rayner & Hoel, 1997); however,
the same could not be argued today, with the research field largely dominated
by psychologists. The subject receives an increasing amount of international
academic attention, evidenced by several special issue journals (European
Journal of Work and Organisational Psychology 1996, 2001; Journal of
Community & Applied Social Psychology 1997; British Journal of
Management and Decision Making 2003; British Journal of Guidance and
Counselling 2004) and a definitive edited volume (Einarsen ef al. 2003). In the
literature, the terms bullying, mobbing, (moral) harassment and victimisation
are largely utilised interchangeably, to denote inappropriate and unwanted
behaviours that can occur in a variety of sites: schools, streets, and increasingly,
the workplace. The differences in terminology are attributed to geographical
research traditions rather than semantic concerns. While victimisation is largely
used in the USA to describe the phenomenon (Keashly, 1998), the
Scandinavian and German literature largely addresses the topic of mobbing,
with bullying the preferred term in English-speaking countries. While

distinctions have been drawn between these different terms (Leymann, 1996;

h



Zapf, 1999) there is widespread consensus that they essentially refer to the

same phenomenon (Einarsen, 1999; Einarsen er al. 2003).2

Some of the earliest studies on the topic of workplace bullying were carried out
by Scandinavian researchers during the 1980s (cf. Leymann, 1996), building
on previous research regarding bullying in schools amongst children (Olweus,
1978; Heinemann, 1972). Research proliferated during the 1990s and 2000s,
not only in Scandinavia (Appelberg et al. 1991; Bjorkqvist et al. 1994;
Einarsen et al. 1994; Einarsen & Skogstad 1996; Leymann, 1996; Einarsen,
2000; Vartia & Hytti, 2002; Piirainen et al. 2003; Agervold & Mikkelsen, 2004;
Hogh et al. 2005) but also elsewhere in Europe such as Germany (Zapf et al.
1996; Zapf, 1999; Mackensen von Astfeld, 2000), Austria (Niedl, 1996) and
The Netherlands (Hubert, 1996), as well as cross-national studies (Einarsen et
al. 2003; Varhama & Bjorkqvist, 2004) including research undertaken by the
European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working Conditions
on violence and harassment in the workplace (Di Martino et al. 2003). In
addition, workplace bullying has now been studied internationally with studies
in Australia (McCarthy ef al. 1996) and America (Keashly & Jagatic, 2003)
and even India (D’Cruz & Noronha, 2010).

In the UK, workplace bullying received increased attention in the 1990s,
largely driven by dedicated BBC radio programmes (Lee, 2000). One of the
earliest UK texts on the subject was mainly aimed at employees in terms of
devising appropriate “combative” strategies (Adams & Crawford, 1992). A
more recent book also focuses on practical issues, but attempts to combine
theoretical and empirical aspects of the topic as well (Rayner er al. 2002). The
mid to late 1990s saw several large-scale empirical studies of employees,
carried out by trade unions and a professional body (MSF, 1994; IPD, 1996;
UNISON, 1997). The BBC sponsored a survey of part-time university students
(Rayner, 1997) and Quine (1999) conducted a survey of National Health
Service employees. Several large-scale surveys have been conducted including

a dedicated survey in 2001 (Hoel er al. 2001) as well as more recently, for

? It has been argued that mobbing infers a group rather than a single perpetrator; however, this
is not systematic throughout the literature (Einarsen ez al. 2003). The term mobbing was first
used by Konrad Lorenz in his study of the group behaviour of animals. Heinemann (1972) later
borrowed the term for use in his study of bullying among children (Leymann, 1996).



example, the Fair Treatment at Work surveys (Grainger & Fitzner, 2007; Fevre
et al. 2009) which explore discrimination and sexual harassment, as well as
bullying in the workplace. Hoel and Beale (2010) note that workplace bullying
in the UK has not only caught the attention of academics, but employers and

the trade union movement as well.

Up until the early 2000s in Ireland, empirical research was relatively limited,
with surveys of occupational groups carried out, for example nurses (Condell,
1995) and teachers (TUI, 1999; ASTI, 1999). The subject gained increasing
recognition with the publication of Costigan’s (1998) practitioner-focused text
Bullying and Harassment in the Workplace® and the establishment of the Anti-
Bullying Centre (ABC) in 1996 in Trinity College Dublin (Sheehan, 1999).*
The ABC carried out an early exploratory study in 1998, utilising a self-
referred sample of victims of workplace bullying in Ireland (O’Moore et al.
1998). The ABC’s research focus is not only on workplace bullying, but also in
schools (O’Moore & Minton, 2005; Connolly & O’Moore, 2003); indeed their
research suggested a link between these two environments in terms of risk
factors (O’Moore et al. 2003). Coyne et al. (2000) conducted a study using a
sample of both bullied and non-bullied employees in two organisations in the

public and private sector in Ireland.

McMahon (2000) carried out a comparative study of both Northern and
Southern Ireland in the catering sector, although this study found particular
problems with regards sectarian harassment in the North and sexual
harassment in the South. Various small-scale studies have been conducted in
recent years in the health sector (Seager 2004; Cheema et al. 2005; Breen
O’Sullivan, 2006), with a focus on specific occupational groups, for example,
McCarthy et al. (2006) found that bullying and harassment were particular
problems for the nurses and midwives who were surveyed (although not the
primary rationale of the study), while Cheema et al. (2005) found that nearly a

third of the junior doctors surveyed reported workplace bullying. Research on

¥ There is also a thriving “practitioner” tradition with events (often with invited academic
speakers) such as the “Dignity at Work conference” (12th October 2006), "Workplace bullying
- a toxic experience” (24th February 2007) as well as public meetings (Royal College of
Physicians, 15th November 2007).

* The ABC hosted the Sth International Conference on Bullying and Harassment in the
Workplace in 2006.



workplace bullying has also been carried out in the education sector (Basquel-
Fahy, 2008; Fahie & Devine, 2008). Other public sector occupational groups
studied include Archer’s (1999) comparative study on the Fire Service in
Ireland, UK and the USA. In addition, the government commissioned three
large-scale national surveys (O’Moore, 2000; O’Connell & Williams, 2001;
O'Connell et al. 2007).°

Two main points should be highlighted from this short introductory overview.
Firstly, while the research field’s legacy lies in studies of bullying amongst
children, a new field of study has been firmly established focused on adult
bullying in the workplace (see debate in Smith er al. 2003). This literature has
also, in the main, distinguished itself from violence in the workplace (Chappell
& Di Martino, 2002) and sexual harassment (Jones, 2006). However, some
scholars problematise these divisions, suggesting that they rather lie on a
“continuum of severity” (McCarthy & Mayhew, 2004). While conceptually it
is useful to differentiate workplace bullying from other grievances in the
workplace, such as physical violence, sexual harassment and discrimination,
there is a degree of commonality, for example, the prioritisation of the alleged
victim’s own perception and the associated research literature exploring the
impacts in terms of worker well-being, health, organisational costs and
productivity. Furthermore, while researchers have distinguished between
workplace bullying and other concepts such as discrimination, the boundaries
between them are not always clear (Giga er al. 2008; Beale & Hoel, 2010).
Lewis & Dunn (2007) focus on both racial discrimination and bullying in their
study, recognising that distinguishing between discrimination based on ethnic
status from bullying based on ethnic status is difficult (and perhaps unresolved).
Nonetheless, workplace bullying has largely been considered separately not
only in terms of research but also legislation (t.his will be discussed in a later

section).

Secondly, the topic of workplace bullying has not only caught the attention of

the media, but as Lee (2000) argues, large-scale surveys have been

> The last nationally representative survey in Ireland, conducted in 2006/7 by the Economic
and Social Research Institute, Dublin, serves as the primary data source for the current study.
Further details will be provided in Chapter 3.



instrumental in establishing, and indeed legitimating, workplace bullying as a
significant issue for contemporary workplaces. Furedi (2001) highlights how
academic research, trade union policies as well as media attention aided the
construction of workplace bullying as a social problem; however, Lewis (2003)
argues that media attention has only a secondary role, attributing greater

responsibility to colleagues within the workplace.

The financial cost to organisations has also been the focus of some research,
and indeed, can be seen as part of the call for what could be termed the
“legitimation of seriousness”. For example, Hoel et al. (2003) provide an
overview of some of the organisational impacts of bullying and cite
absenteeism and turnover as problems repeatedly raised in the literature:
estimating the cost of an eight week investigation - £28,000 sterling - they
conclude that tackling bullying makes “good business sense”. Rayner and
Cooper (1997) developed a cost-benefit argument for organisations to
adequately address the issue of bullying in their workplaces; they cite costs
relating to legal expenses, staff turnover, and the financial burden of employee
stress. More recent research estimates the (high) cost to the UK economy as a

whole (Giga et al. 2008).

1.3 Types of bullying: who does what where

The literature has often distinguished between the different possible directions
of the bullying, for example vertical bullying by supervisors or subordinates
(downward or upward respectively) and horizontal bullying by colleagues.
Zapf et al. (2003) note that the Scandinavian countries in general report
roughly equal proportions of horizontal bullying and downward bullying, with
a small amount of upward bullying (Leymann, 1990; Einarsen & Skogstad,
1996); Vartia & Hyyti, 2002). However, this is in contrast to British studies
which generally report a greater prevalence of vertical downward bullying,
with horizontal and upward bullying accounting for a much smaller proportion
(Hoel et al,. 2001; Rayner, 1997). Tentative suggestions to explain these
differences have been offered by Einarsen (2000), drawing on the work of
Hofstede (1993), who argues that the Scandinavian countries have a lower
“power differential” between managers and staff than in the UK. More recent

research supports this interpretation, citing the importance of the industrial



relations climate and management-employee relations, in terms of the direction
of bullying when comparing the UK and Sweden (Hoel & Beale, 2010).
Studies in other European countries such as Germany and Austria fall largely
in between these two extremes (cf. Zapf er al. 2003), with Ireland presenting
conflicting evidence. While O’Moore (2000) reports mostly downward
bullying in Ireland, which is more in line with UK studies, O’Connell and
Williams (2001) found that roughly equal percentages reported upward and
horizontal bullying. Of course, these differences can potentially be attributed to
different methodological approaches. However, the prevalence of bullying by
colleagues (“horizontal”) is important to highlight as workplace bullying is
often perceived to be perpetrated by the stereotypical “heavy handed” manager

and relatively weakly positioned employee.

Various typologies of bullying have been developed, for example, Zapf (1999)
identified five main types of behaviour which constitute the most frequent and
usual aspects of workplace bullying: (i) work-related bullying which may
include changing work tasks, being given demeaning work tasks, withholding
job related information, removal of areas of responsibility, and excessive
monitoring; (ii) social isolation; (iii) personal attacks by ridicule or insult; (iv)
verbal threats; (v) and spreading rumours. This recognises that bullying is often
subtle and does not have to include a physical aspect, which is often reported
less frequently than the above behaviours (Einarsen, 1999; Zapf, 1999). For
example, Vartia and Hyyti (2002) found that gossip, spreading of rumours and
devaluation of the worker’s contribution to the job were some of the most

common forms of bullying reported by prison officers in Finland.

Further breaking down Zapf’s five main categories of behaviour, various
typologies have been proposed: “direct action” such as verbal abuse versus
“indirect action”, e.g., spreading rumours (Einarsen er al. 1994; O’Moore ef al.
1998). Drawing on the work of Felson and Tedeschi (1993), Einarsen (1999)
differentiated between two different types of bullying: “predatory” and
“dispute-related”. The former is argued to refer to cases when the victim has
not done anything to incite the attention of a bully but is victimised purely by

chance or through membership of an “outsider” group. He argues that the



second relates to bullying which is a consequence, and escalation, of an

interpersonal conflict at work.

1.3.1 Nothing personal: who’s at risk of bullying?

As has already been highlighted, psychologists have dominated the research
field from the outset. The current research tradition developed from studies on
bullying in schools which largely centred on the personality characteristics of
those reporting bullying and the perpetrators (Olweus, 1978; Heinemann,
1972). Further research by Olweus (1993) claimed that those who bully at
school are likely to do so in later adult life, while work by Farringdon (1993)
contended that there are “intergenerational continuities in bullying tendencies”.
Therefore, from the beginning, much of the research has emphasised the
importance of personality factors in explaining incidences of bullying in the
workplace. Hoel and Cooper (2000) claim that many of the early UK studies
followed this approach for example, Adams and Crawford (1992) and Randall
(1997). However, the tradition continues today and is not limited
geographically, including research in Ireland, Norway and the USA (Baron &
Neuman, 1996; Randall, 1997; Seigne et al. 2000; Coyne et al. 2000; Zapf et al.
1999; Aquino & Bradfield, 2000; Matthiesen & Einarsen, 2001; Agervold &
Mikkelsen, 2004; Glas@ et al. 2007). For example, Aquino & Bradfield (2000)
argue that their data provides support for the importance of certain personality
factors, while Matthiesen and Einarsen’s (2001) Norwegian study claims that
bullied and non-bullied employees have different personality profiles, with
victims tending to be suspicious and anxious. Coyne et al. (2000) in their study
using Irish data report that victims are less independent, extroverted and stable
than non-victims. A later study reported that perpetrators were likely to have
difficulty coping with criticism, be easily upset, and see the world as
threatening (Coyne ef al. 2003). Among other factors, Zapf found that bullying
victims had lower levels of social skills (1999). A study in the USA attempts to
link episodes of childhood abuse to bullying at school as well as in the

workplace (Murphy, 2005).

Heames ef al. (2006) look to group dynamics and use “status inconsistency”
theory to understand bullying in the workplace. The concept of status

inconsistency implies that there is a lack of agreement between individuals in



their “status traits”, creating a stressful situation, which if severe can lead to
bullying behaviour. Thus their position is that bullying has its basis in stress
found in groups. Einarsen (1999) has been at the forefront of identifying
bullying as a gradually evolving process, with his identification of four stages:
aggressive behaviour, bullying, stigmatisation and severe trauma. In addition,
Einarsen argues that bullying can be explained as an interaction between the
(mainly) two parties involved, thus the target is not the “passive recipient” but
rather there is a pattern of “action and reaction”. These accounts frame bullying

as a dysfunctional interpersonal or group dynamic.

Academic research regarding the characteristics of the perpetrators of bullying
is the so-called “black hole” in the research field (Rayner and Cooper, 2003),
owing in part to methodological problems but also to the prioritisation of the
victim’s own perception of being bullied. There are a few studies investigating
the issue of perpetrator characteristics, for example, envy has been reported as
a key reason for the onset of bullying (Bjorkvist er al. 1994; Einarsen et al.
1994; Vartia, 1996, O’Moore, 2000) while Randall (2001) claims that bullies
tend to have higher levels of aggression than non-bullies. Leadership has also
been highlighted in the literature, with bullying related to different types of
management styles, for example, excessively “authoritarian” management style,
a “laisser-faire” approach or “destructive” leadership (Vartia 1996; Leymann

1996; Harvey et al. 2007; Hauge et al. 2007).

The scarcity of reliable empirical data has not hindered the burgeoning body of
practitioner and management literature. Perpetrator stereotypes range from
“corporate hyenas” (Steinmenn, 2007), “brutal bosses” (Hornstein 1996),
“constant critics” (Namie & Namie 2000) to “toxic co-workers” (Cavaoila &
Lavender, 2000), while Field (1996) lists more than fifty potential bully
characteristics, ranging from "selfishness" to "spinelessness". This practitioner
perspective has some commonality with those concerned with bullying in
schools, with its focus also on the characteristics of the perpetrator rather than
victim. Arguably, practitioner and media representations of bullying are largely

predicated on an interpersonal conflict model.



While studies stressing personality factors persist, other scholars have called
into serious question their reliability, citing problems regarding to
measurement and the significance of other non-personality factors. Leymann
(1996) was at the forefront of dismissing personality-based findings, pointing
out the unreliability of personality measures in a cross-sectional research
design: differential traits between bullied and non-bullied, if evident, may be

the consequences rather than causes of the bullying.

Who's at risk?

In terms of non-personality factors, some studies have suggested that females
are more likely to report bullying than males. However in their review of the
European literature, Zapf et al. (2003) argue that the gender distribution of
victims of bullying often mirrors the gender distribution of the original sample
(Mackensen von Astfeld, 2000; Einarsen & Skogstad, 1996; Rayner, 1997,
Quine, 1999). While Hoel and Cooper’s UK study (2000) found that a higher
proportion of women were bullied, this difference was only statistically
significant when the timeframe was increased from six months to five years.
Vartia and Hyyti (2002) found no gender differences among Finnish prison
officers; however, Salin (2001) found that Finnish female business
professionals were more likely to report “occasional bullying”. She suggests
that possible reasons include: women are more subject to negative acts than
men; women are less hesitant to label themselves as bullied/victims; and
women are more sensitive to bullying. These studies highlight the need for
nationally representative survey data in order to establish patterns regarding
gender. The current analysis focuses primarily on the institutional context,
specifically the public-private sector differences, but is able to take account of
the role of gender. It does not suggest that a higher propensity of females per se
to report bullying potentially “explains” the higher rate of bullying in the
public sector, a female-dominated workforce in Ireland. While females may be
more likely to report bullying, this may be related to occupational segregation

and job characteristics rather than an essentialist interpretation of gender.

Hoel and Cooper (2001) found an interaction between gender and
organisational status; while male workers and supervisors were more likely to

be bullied than their female equivalents, this pattern was reversed for middle



and senior managers. Vartia and Hyyti (2002) found that females were more
often bullied by co-workers whereas men were at equal risk of bullying by both
by co-workers and supervisors. Again, such findings may be related to the
positioning in the occupational hierarchies and work organisation, which may
be gendered. Age has been considered but results appear inconsistent. While
Appelberg et al. (1991) found that more interpersonal conflicts at work were
found among the lower age groups, O’Connell and Williams (2001) reported

that the 26-45 year old age group were more likely to report bullying.

Educational level has also been considered in the literature with the somewhat
counterintuitive finding that those with higher educational qualifications are
more likely to report bullying (Appelberg et al. 1991; O’Connell and Williams,
2001). This finding is surprising and possibly relates to the higher expectations
of more educated workers as to appropriate workplace behaviours. The current
analysis’s institutional focus is interested in how such higher expectations
generally may be shaped not only by education, but also by the organisational

context.

Specific studies of ethnicity and workplace bullying are limited (cf. Lewis &
Gunn, 2007), although Hoel and Cooper (2000) find that Asian respondents are
more likely to report bullying than those identifying themselves as “white”.
Lewis & Gunn (2007) limit their study to a sample of public sector
organisations in Wales, but find that those from “ethnic” backgrounds report a
higher rate of negative behaviours in the workplace than those from a “white”
background. The current study is not able to provide a systematic analysis of
ethnicity and reporting bullying: this will be discussed further in the conclusion

of the thesis.

Despite the focus of some research on personality and individual-level
characteristics, Leymann (1996) stressed the central role of work environment
from the outset, with other studies (especially Scandinavian) following this
approach (Einarsen et al. 1994; Einarsen, 1996; Vartia, 1996; Zapft et al. 1996).
Vartia (1996) found poor communication and lack of participatory structures

important factors. Various studies found that a change in work organisation,



such as a new manager, was related to bullying (O’Moore ef al. 1998; Hoel &

Cooper, 2000).

In terms of job factors, a study reported that a significant risk factor for men
was the combination of hectically paced and monotonous work (Appelberg et
al. 1991) and low work control was also found to be important (Einarsen et al.
1994). O’Moore et al. (1998) reported that job description change was a
significant factor. “Role conflict” is also considered in the psychological field
(Einarsen et al. 1994; Vartia 1996; Hauge ef al. 2007), often measured by
questions such as “I have to work on things that should be done differently”, “I
work on unnecessary things”, and “I do things that are apt to be accepted by

one person but not accepted by others” (Rizzo et al. 1970).

Some research links workplace bullying to broader changes taking place,
which are making themselves felt at an organisational level, such as
restructuring and downsizing in response to increasing economic pressures
(Hoel et al. 2001). Salin (2003) argues that increased pressures on resources
and restructuring may influence the prevalence of bullying in an organisation,
through for example, increased internal competition for management positions
and “office politics”. Research by Baron and Newman (1996) suggest that the
higher levels of bullying behaviours in their USA study may be linked to:
increased workplace diversity, creating difficulties in interpersonal
communication; feelings of anxiety and anger brought on by work practices
such as increased computer monitoring; feelings of unjustness and unfairness
related to pay cuts and unpleasant working conditions. Harvey et al. (2006)
explore bullying in “global organisations” and argue that the transitions and
rate of change could provide “fertile ground” for bullying to occur (p.190).
There is some evidence to suggest a relationship with non-standard

employment however this is inconclusive (Hoel & Cooper, 2000).

1.3.2 Bullying by or bullying in the organisation?

Mapping the research field does not dichotomise neatly into two different
approaches: personality factors versus job and organisational characteristics.
Einarsen and Raknes (1994) report that working conditions do not completely

account for workplace bullying, leaving plenty of “room” for alternative



explanations (see also Einarsen e al. 2003). O’Moore ef al. (2003) found that
while over half of those reporting workplace bullying had previous experience
of bullying, for example, as a child, all of the victims noted that a change in
their work organisation preceded the onset of bullying in their present situation.
Zapf (1999) specifically investigated the relative role of organisational and
personality factors and concluded that bullying should be understood in a

multi-causal framework:

[A] number of factors contributes to the likelihood of
becoming a victim of mobbing. Such factors include a high
level of anxiety and depression and the related behaviours of
conflict avoidance; inability to recognise conflict; being shy;
and showing little effort to integrate in the work group. On
the other hand, it is clear from the data presented that not all
victims of mobbing are low in social competencies.

(Zapt, 1999 p.83)

The current body of research on workplace bullying opens up the potential for
tension in terms of conceptualisations of bullying as an “interpersonal conflict”
and highlights an unresolved issue pervasive in the literature: bullying in the
workplace and bullying by the workplace. Despite an awareness of the
importance of work environment, influential researchers such as Zapf and
Einarsen argue that an organisation itself cannot bully or harass (Zapf, 1999;
Einarsen et al. 2003). This is in some conflict with other research exploring
“organisational bullying” (Liefooghe & Davey, 2001) or “structural mobbing”
(Neuberger, 1999), terms intended to capture bullying in which repeated

organisational practices are perceived as oppressive and demeaning.

This tension represents therefore a major conceptual division, and reflects the
arguably inherent "blurriness" of differentiating between the behaviours of
managers or workers which emanate from the individual and behaviours which
are more directly linked to the organisational context. For example, if an
organisational strategic review establishes high performance targets, staff may
feel that these are unreasonable and perceive this as inappropriate. If line
management have responsibility for ensuring that these goals are met, it is
possible that some employees may perceive managers as being inappropriately
“heavy handed” and feel pressurised, potentially feeling “bullied”. Semi-

autonomous team working practices may involve colleagues coordinating
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efforts in order to meet certain objectives and deadlines: team members
perceived to be “slacking” could potentially be on the receiving end of negative
behaviours. The new pressures that team members experience from each other
(colleagues monitoring or checking work, where previously a manager would

have had responsibility) could be perceived as bullying.

The bulk of the research tradition takes a psychological or social psychological
perspective (Hoel & Cooper, 2000) which often emphasises the individual-
level. Some of the important work environment factors, such as role conflict
and leadership, are rooted in the psychological tradition and arguably prioritise
the individual’s personal characteristics in some way. However, a notable
exception is Ironside and Seifert’s (2003) attempt to affirm the collective
dimension to the bullying phenomenon, arguing that its basis lies in the
employment relationship, with the purpose of “reshaping employee behaviour”
(p-396). Furthermore, they argue for the consideration of workplace bullying
within the industrial relations machinery, which is arguably lacking in most
perspectives in the research field, perhaps given their overwhelming location in

the psychological discipline.

Other more sociological perspectives, for example, the work by Randy Hodson
and colleagues in the USA (Hodson, 2001; Hodson et al. 2006; Roscigno et al.
2009) draws on extensive ethnographies and focus on organisational culture,
status inequalities and the idea of “relational power”. This research throws up
useful insights, for example, considering the organisational context in terms of
bureaucratic structures and team working, as well as job security, and enables
the researchers to observe sow the bullying occurs — and its subtle and often
covert forms. However, the design of the research does not allow for
generalisations or outlining systematic patterns which are needed in the
research field. The present study’s sociological approach aims to contribute to
the existing research on workplace bullying. It argues that it is important to
consider the macro-level and institutional factors and how these shape public

and private sector workplaces.



1.4 The rise of the psychological

Arguably, much of the attention placed on the topic of workplace bullying has
been largely driven by the growing relevance of psychological issues. A major
theme underpinning the psychological research tradition is the focus on the
outcomes of the bullying experienced, which range from temporary elevated
anxiety, depression through to “Post-Traumatic Stress Syndrome” (Mikkelsen,
2002; Tehrani, 2004). Psychologists have developed a definition of bullying
differentiated from “normal” stress in the workplace by emphasising that
bullying must take place repeatedly, with some researchers proposing a period
of at least six months (Niedl, 1996; Mackensen von Astfeld, 2000). Bullying
has been identified as an “evolving” process, with four stages ending in
“trauma’ (Einarsen, 1999). Many studies report that victims experience higher
levels of anxiety and depression than non-victims (Niedl, 1996; Hansen et al,.
2006), with occurrences of severe stress found (Bjorkvist, 1994; Leymann &
Gustaffsson, 1996). In a longitudinal study, Hogh er al. (2005) found
significant negative implications of bullying on psychological health (see also
Mikkelsen & Einarsen, 2002). Another study (Traweger er al. 2004) reported
that the experience of being a victim of workplace bullying was “particularly
destructive” for the individual’s well-being, with a higher rate of anti-
depressant medication among bullied employees. A longitudinal study reported
that victims of bullying had higher rates of medical and self-certified periods of

sickness absence than other staff members (Kivimaki ez al. 2000).

Subjective well-being is a concern for researchers from a variety of disciplines,
partly contributing to the “new science of happiness” (Layard, 2005). .
Research on happiness, life satisfaction and well-being is burgeoning (Frey &
Stutzer, 2002; Clark ef al. 2006) and a recent review by Brockman and Delhey
(2010) highlights there have been a number of factors, from the molecular to

personality to societal-level characteristics that are associated with happiness:

Genetic dispositions, personality traits, health conditions,
social relations, to some extent money and material living
conditions, religion, and activity increase individual
happiness. At the societal level, affluence, democracy, rule of
law, (gender) equality, low unemployment, and social capital

® Further discussion of subjective measures generally will be undertaken in Chapter 3.




(trust in particular), lift the subjective well-being of entire
countries.
(Brockman & Delhey, 2010 p. 2)

Within psychology, there have been numerous attempts to measure well-being,
including Bradburn’s (1969) Affect Balance Scale, a ten-item scale with five
negative and five positive statements. A number of other scales have also been
developed (for an overview, see Lyubomirsky & Lepper, 1999), with the
General Health Questionnaire (used by the current study) developed by
Goldberg in the 1970s used extensively in international research and argued to
be one of the most “reliable” scales to measure “psychological distress” (cf.

Argyle, 1989).

There is a well-established research tradition exploring the link between
subjective well-being and unemployment, income and poverty.” These studies
take both a macro approach, seeking out the relationships between country-
level indicators such as per capita income or GDP and the aggregate well-
being of the nation, for example Easterlin’s “paradox™ of decades of Western
economic growth without any corresponding growth in happiness (Easterlin,
1974, 1995; see also Diener & Diener-Biswas, 2002). Research also uses
indicators such as per capita income or levels of poverty as an objective
measure of the well-being of a country, combined with broader measures of the
“standard of living” (see Harris er al. 2009 for a review). The income
distribution has been highlighted by the recent work of Wilkinson and Pickett
(2009) which stresses the relationship between income inequality (rather than
overall levels) and aggregate levels of well-being at a national level. Micro-
level studies have investigated the individual determinants of well-being within
a country, for example, the “psychological cost” of unemployment (Clark &
Oswald, 1994; Clark er al. 2001), whereas peer group comparisons of income
have been shown to matter more with regards happiness, rather than levels per

se (Luttmer, 2005).

Furedi (2004) argues that it is possible to contextualise the mounting focus on

psychological well-being to an emergent “therapeutic” culture, and as some of

’ Wilkinson & Pickett (2006) provide a review of research on income and poverty and general
health outcomes.
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the research cited above attests, it appears that emotional well-being is
represented as the fundamental problem of health (p.110). He argues that the
language of emotionalism pervades popular culture, politics, workplaces, and
schools, with terms like stress, anxiety and trauma used in reference to normal
episodes of daily life: “Increasingly, psychological problems to do with stress,
rage, trauma, low self-esteem or addiction provide a medical label for
reinterpreting virtually every human experience” (p.99-100). Furedi takes the
workplace as a key site for this process, claiming that counselling has become
incorporated into the normal routine of personnel management, with the
therapeutic approach informing an increasing range of practices within the
sphere of human resource management, seen for example, in the rising
popularity of new jargon such as “emotional intelligence” (Goleman, 1995;
Mayer & Geher, 1996; Jordan & Troth, 2002; Carmeli, 2003). As an example,
he cites a British study carried out by the Department of Education and Skills
which found workers more likely to be offered stress counselling to help cope
with long working hours than assistance with basic childcare needs. Furedi
argues that among the variety of reasons for this explosion in the demand for
workplace-based counselling, is the decline of trade unionism, and notes that
the trade union movement has generally been supportive about the provision of

therapeutic supports at work.

Another recent development includes the characterisation of particular groups
of employees, previously seen as unassailable, as increasingly vulnerable, for
example, the military and defence forces. This can be seen in the Irish case,
with recent media reports concerned with bullying and harassment in the Army
and Defence Forces generally (Irish Times, 12th March 2007; Irish Times, 12th
January 2009). It is possible to contextualise the growing concerns about
workplace bullying in terms of these broader developments that Furedi
describes. Research attempting to link bullying with Post-Traumatic Stress
Syndrome, akin to soldiers returning from war, is concerning, while not to
underestimate the possible negative effects of bullying. However, it certainly
highlights the need for careful empirical research, avoiding the use of self-

referred samples and the introduction of bias through the research design.
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This discussion has highlighted the growing prominence of well-being, in
psychological rather than purely physical terms, in contemporary discourses
about health (Carlisle & Hanlon, 2008; Ganesh & McAllum, 2010). The

present study tries to be sensitive to the individualising character of the concept:

[W]hile well-being might prove a useful discursive means of
galvanizing individual’s sense of responsibility or a useful
base on which to build dialogue about health among various
groups, we need to question whether an individualised notion
of well-being is a good platform on which to build social
movement organising about large-scale health inequalities.
(Ganesh & McAllum, 2010 p.495)

Thus while analysis in the current study will consider both job satisfaction and
well-being in terms of their relationship with workplace bullying, it is not
suggested that well-being becomes an “organising principle” to establish health

inequalities (Ganesh & McAllum, 2010).

Furedi also highlights the increasing formalisation of relationships, aided by
professional interventions, where behaviours are regulated by “codes of

conduct™ in a range of institutional settings, including workplaces:

Professional intervention has encouraged a process whereby
relationships between people have become increasingly
formalised and codified. The formalisation of relationships is
particularly striking inside institutions — workplace, schools,
universities — where codes of conduct regulate relations

between people.
(Furedi, 2004, p. 85)

Again, there is some resonance here with regards how workplace bullying has
come to be understood in the Irish context at least, but also elsewhere. For
example, McCarthy (2003) argues that the rise of bullying as a new “signifier
of distress™ has been accompanied by an interest in self-regulative principles
such as codes of conduct and “therapeutic guidelines” for its remedy. He
argues that this represents an individualising response to the issue, focusing
implicitly on the “individual pathologies™ of both bullied and victim. The next
section will address the legislative and non-legislative framework with regards
workplace bullying in Ireland but also considers the key role of the European

Union (EU).
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1.5 Protecting workers from/in work

Part of the mounting concern about workplace bullying can be understood in
light of the increasing attention, particularly from the EU, placed on the
psychological well-being of workers under the general rubric of health and
safety concerns in the workplace. Health and safety has been a matter for
Europe from the outset. The 1951 Treaty founding the European Coal and Steel
Community provided for the collection of information to improve working
conditions and standards, while the 1957 European Atomic Energy Treaty
devoted a chapter to health and safety, laying down basic standards for the
protection of workers with particular regard to radiation levels and exposure.
However, as Eichener (1997) argues, health and safety took on a new impetus
in the wake of the 1986 Single European Act (SEA) with concerns about a
possible “race to the bottom”, given the potential undercutting by Member
States with less developed regulatory frameworks, and thus lower production
costs (Teague, 1999). In addition, in the face of financial restrictions, it has
been argued that the European Commission’s interest in regulatory policy
stems from the need to establish itself as a “political actor” (Eichener, 1997). In
the context of growing economic ‘“negative” integration concerned with
increasing market liberalisation at an EU level, health and safety policies can

be characterised as (low-cost) “positive” integration (Scharpf, 1996).

Health and safety policy has been a key mechanism through which
employment legislation has been achieved at EU level. It is possible to
distinguish a two-pronged approach to issues relating to employment policy
generally: the so-called “hard” regulation, for example, legislation in the form
of Directives versus “soft” regulation (Regent, 2003; Jacobsson, 2004) such as
the European Employment Strategy (EES). European employment policy has
been beset from the outset with legislative difficulties. As Goetschy (1999)
argues, the employment-related agreements concerned with parental leave and
non-standard employment of the late nineties were achieved “under the shadow
of the law”, that is, agreement by the social partners under threat of an eventual
directive if unsuccessful. In terms of “hard” law, Hargreaves (1997) points out
that the introduction by the SEA of qualified majority voting (QMV) to a range
of areas previously requiring unanimity was a particularly contentious issue in

the late 1980s. While the UK insisted that QMV was explicitly excluded on
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issues relating to the “rights and interests of employed people™, Article 118A
(now Article 137 (1)) allowed for QMV in improvements in the working

environment with regards to the health and safety of workers.

The Commission’s understanding of health and safety was particularly
comprehensive, including issues relating to work environment and organisation,
as witnessed by the subsequent Working Time Directive (93/104/EC) and
unsuccessful court challenge by the UK (Hargreaves, 1997). The holistic
understanding of health and safety in the workplace can also be seen in the
1989 Directive (89/391/EEC) which represents a considerable expansion of the
understanding of health and safety at work, referring to “every aspect related to
the work”, therefore encompassing technology, working conditions, the
organisation of work and job content. In addition, the Directive explicitly states
that employers also have a “duty of care” for their workers’ psychological, as
well as physical, well-being. Therefore the seemingly innocuous health and
safety element in the so-called “Social Chapter” was able to bring about
broader legislative change than allowed under earlier narrower understandings
of workplace health and safety. Indeed, owing to the resistance of the UK to
European involvement in legislation concerning work, “health and safety” has
operated as a mechanism through which to bring European legislation

concerning work practices and work organisation to pass.

Goetschy (1999) argues that the difficulties presented by bringing about
employment legislation at a European level focused attention on alternative
forms of regulation, including a strategy of ‘“neo-voluntarism” (Streeck, 1995);
relying on soft forms of regulation and exploiting the “cajoling effects” of
public recommendations and “best practice”. This includes the involvement of
Member States in the creation of commonly defined Community guidelines
and coordination of national policies. A prime example of this approach is the
EES which relies on the Open Method of Coordination, involving multi-lateral
surveillance, peer review and benchmarking, and can be characterised as a new
regulatory tool, only marginally, if at all, based on legislation but rather self-
regulation (De La Porte & Pochet, 2004). Regent argues that this signals the
switch from *“a normative approach, centred on legislation harmonisation and

binding measures, to social consensus” (Regent, 2003, p.7). Health and safety
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has been a focus of the EES since 2001, urging Member States to ensure a
better application of existing health and safety legislation by strengthening
enforcement, providing guidance, improving training and promoting measures
to reduce occupational accidents in traditional high risk sectors. In contrast to
the Stability and Growth Pact, the EES does not provide sanctions (Regent,
2003); rather its approach is a public “naming and shaming” (De La Porte &
Pochet, 2004, p 72). The recommendations issued to Member States have no
obligatory effect but rather are “symbolically powerful” (Goetschy, 2001). The
European Agency for Safety and Health at Work was set up in 1994 and has
responsibility for assisting the Commission with policy matters, as well as

operating as a monitoring centre.

Further consolidating the extension of health and safety into the psychological
domain includes the Commission’s 2002 recommendations ‘“Adapting to
change in work and society: a new community strategy on health and safety at
work 2002-2006" which argued for a “global” understanding of health and
safety and explicitly including “new” risks of stress, depression and harassment.
Therefore, we can trace the increased attention to health and safety in Europe
as partly accompanying growing economic integration and allowing the

bypassing of obstacles in achieving legislation through unanimous agreement.

Workplace bullying specifically came to the attention of the European
Parliament on foot of the Third European Survey on Working Conditions
carried out by the European Foundation in 2000 (Official Journal of the
European Commission CO077E/138; European Parliament Resolution on
harassment at the workplace: 2001/2339(INI)). The resolution recognised that
combating “bullying at work must be seen as an important part of the efforts to
achieve higher quality and improved social relations in the workplace™ and will
also help combat social exclusion; this therefore explicitly establishes that
workplace bullying falls under the remit of European Community initiatives
and the general European social agenda. This resolution also calls on Member
States to address the issue through standardisation of the definitions of bullying
and reviewing legislation. However, despite the role of the EU in promoting
high protection standards for workers, there are national variations with regards

implementation legislation concerned with workplace bullying. As Di Martino
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et al. (2003) argue European countries have a varied and constantly changing
regulatory framework, ranging from specific instruments dealing with the issue

to general health and safety legislation.

While EU Directives came into place with regards harassment on the grounds
of gender, establishing the principle of equal treatment for men and women
relating to employment/training/promotion access and working conditions
(2002/73/EC), and discrimination on grounds of religion, disability, age and
sexual orientation (2000/78/EC) as well as race and ethnicity (2000/43/EC)
there is no specific Directive on workplace bullying or harassment generally.8
Individual Member States have differed in terms of the introduction of
legislation concerning workplace bullying. One of the earliest countries to
introduce specific instruments on workplace bullying was Sweden. The 1993
Victimisation at Work ordinance expanded on the remit of the 1977 Swedish
Work Environment Act, referring to psychological and physical risks in the
workplace. The Netherlands introduced the Working Conditions Act in 1994,
which also addressed psychological violence. “Moral harassment” was the
subject of new provisions in both Labour and Penal Codes in France in 2002.
However, to date, the UK’s Dignity at Work Bill has come before Parliament

twice but failed on both attempts.

1.5.1 The Irish context

Ireland’s first Safety, Health and Welfare Act transposed the European
Framework Directive in 1989 and was subsequently updated in 2005, although
the basic principles remained the same: “Every employer shall ensure, so far as
is reasonably practicable, the safety, health and welfare at work of his or her
employees”. Following the recommendations of the Taskforce on the
Prevention of Bullying in the Workplace (O’Connell & Williams, 2001) that
claimed that new legislation was not required, specific Codes of Practice on
Workplace Bullying were introduced, provided for by statute (Industrial
Relations Act 1991 and the Safety, Health and Welfare Act 1989/2005). Table

1 provides a summary of the relevant Codes of Practice. In addition, following

¥ These Directives have all been transposed into Irish law. The 2004 Equality Act updated the
existing 1998 Employment Equality Act, and the combined Employment Equality Acts 1998 &
2004 prohibit discrimination across nine grounds (gender, age, sexual orientation, disability,
race, ethnicity and Traveller community member, marital status, family status).
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this 2001 report, the Irish Congress of Trade Unions, the Irish Business and
Employers Confederation and the Construction Federation Industry launched a
Dignity at Work charter which support the right to “dignity at work™ and states
that bullying will not be tolerated (Connolly, 2002).”

Table 1 Relevant Codes of Practice

Code of Practice Effected Issued by Act

Prevention of Workplace Bullying 2002 Health & Safety Authority Safety, Health
& Welfare Act

Replaced by 1989

Prevention and Resolution of 2007 Health & Safety Authority Safety, Health

Bullying at Work & Welfare Act
2005

Procedures for Addressing Bullying 2002 Dept. of Enterprise, Trade &  Industrial

in the Workplace Employment Relations Act
1990

Sexual Harassment & Harassment at 2002 Equality Authority Employment

Work Equality Act
1698

A more detailed discussion of Ireland’s industrial relation landscape will be
provided in the next chapter. Ireland can be classified, although with some
reservations, into the liberal market economy category, along with the UK and
the USA (Hall & Soskice, 2001). As in the UK, Ireland’s industrial relations
tradition is predicated on the principle of voluntarism, unlike countries such as
Germany, typical of the so-called coordinated market economies, where
statutory legislation often underpins collective bargaining processes and union
recognition. The resistance of the main employers’ representative body, the
Irish Business and Employers Confederation (IBEC), to the introduction of
new legislation on workplace bullying can perhaps be understood in this
context (Expert Advisory Group on Workplace Bullying, 2005). Ireland differs
from other liberal market economies specifically in terms of the trade union
seat at the “top table” in terms of the neo-corporatist social partnership

agreements in place since the late 1980s (Wallace, 2003).

’ The Health sector has developed a whole-sector policy with regards workplace bullying in
2004 using the terminology of “Dignity at Work™ An updated version is available here
http://www.hse.ie/eng/staff/HR/Policies, Procedures and Guidelines/Dignity at work Policy
_for_the Health Services.pdf
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Codes of Practice (COP) are intended to emphasise and encourage the adoption
of “good”, or at least “minimum standards” of industrial relations practice.'’
While the terms of a COP are not legally binding, a court of law or industrial
relations tribunal may admit them as relevant evidence: employer ignorance of
a COP does not constitute adequate defence. The Labour Court was set up in
1946 on foot of legislation (Industrial Relations Act 1946) and its main
functions related to trade disputes and providing conciliation services. Since
1991, the conciliation and mediation services have been provided by the
Labour Relations Commission: the Labour Court is a last resort in settling
industrial relations disputes. While the Labour Court can investigate a
complaint relating to a COP breach, the Labour Relations Commission must
have first attempted to resolve the issue or waived the need for conciliation.
However, the Labour Court is not an official court of law; after hearing the
evidence, it issues “Recommendations” which are not legally binding, although
both parties are expected to consider them seriously. The Labour Court's
decisions are legally binding when cases relate to registered employment
agreements or legislation pertaining to employment rights (e.g., Protection of
Employees (Part-time Work), Protection of Employees (Fixed-Term Work)
Employment Equality and Unfair Dismissals.""

It is worthwhile briefly commenting on the different legislative approaches in
Ireland in cases of harassment. Discrimination or harassment on the nine
grounds listed in the 1998 and 2004 Employment Equality Acts is prohibited

under legislation (footnote 8):

Under the Equality Act, harassment is regarded as
discrimination if it relates to one of the nine grounds of
discrimination. Sexual harassment is defined under the
Equality Act as discrimination on the gender ground in
relation to the victim's conditions of employment.
Harassment and sexual harassment can include spoken words,
gestures or the production, display or circulation of written
words, pictures or other material but only if the action is
unwelcome to the victim (that is a subjective test) and could

10

"Codes of Practice" 30th December 2008:
http://www siptu.ie/YourRights/TUFGuide ToLabourLaw/IndustrialRelations/CodesOfPractice.
" "Guide to the Labour Court" Labour Court. 30th December 2008:

http://www.labourcourt.ie/labour/labour.nsf/LookupPagelLink/HomeSearch’
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reasonably be regarded, as offensive, humiliating or
intimidating to the victim (that is an objective test). An
employee must establish less favourable treatment arising
from the harassment on a discriminatory ground.

The Equal Treatment Directive and Race Directive define
harassment as direct discrimination “where unwanted
conduct related to [any of the discriminatory grounds] takes
place with the purpose or effect of violating the dignity of a
person and of creating an intimidating, hostile, degrading,
humiliating or offensive environment”.

(Connolly, 2002 p.2)

The legal mechanisms dealing with contraventions of the legislation include
referral to the Equality Tribunal (set up by the 1998 Act), and the claimant may
in certain cases be assisted by the Equality Authority. The process may involve

a mediator as well as a court hearing.

However, if harassment occurs but does not fall under these nine grounds, the
legal mechanism differs. Here, the Codes of Practice set out behavioural
guidelines and expectations with regards conduct in the workplace. The Health
and Safety Authority’s primary role is that of policy development and
providing advice. If an employee wishes to take his/her case further then they
must go to the Rights Commissioner (under the Labour Relations Commission)
for mediation as previously outlined. As Connolly (2002) argues, the
multiplicity of definitions of bullying and harassment may increase the
complexity of how cases are taken forward in Ireland. Furthermore, she argues
that the existence of three COPs may also complicate investigations from the
beginning: “it is not clear whether the allegations involve bullying, harassment

on discriminatory grounds or sexual harassment (or elements of all three)” (p.
25

Examination of the Labour Court’s records show that a search on victimisation,
harassment and bullying brings up cases which quite often involve other work

: ! 12
practices and issues, for example:

"2 Of the 116 cases that mentioned the term bullying, approximately half were public sector and
half were private sector, which given the distribution of the sectors suggests some over
representation of the public sector at the Labour Court. This search by the author took place in
2006 and is only indicative of an overall general pattern.
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e 1998. Foodpak Ireland Ltd (Private sector). Workplace bullying was
alleged but the primary issue was unfair dismissal. The Court
recommended that the matter be settled by the employer increasing his
offer of one week's pay in lieu of notice to two weeks' pay in full and

final settlement of this case. No judgement on workplace bullying.

e 1998. Tipaza Ltd (Private sector). Unfair dismissal after allegation of
workplace bullying was made against the claimant. The Court found

that the dismissal was unfair and the claimant should be awarded £500.

e 2000. Louth Vocational Educational Committee (Public sector). Issues
relating to alleged pay and job discrimination (including promotion)
and allegations of workplace bullying. The Court recommended that the

Department of Education be contacted in effort to resolve the dispute.

e 2000. Raidio Teilifis Eireann (Public sector). The claimant participated
in a disciplinary hearing occurred over allegations of workplace
bullying and then claimed that he was later passed over for promotion.
The Court recommended more transparency regarding the interview
selection process, however, does not find that his claim of prejudice

with regards promotion was justified.

A search of the BALII database (search term workplace bullying only)I3
revealed similar complexity; here cases can be brought through the Irish
judicial system under the 2005 Safety, Health and Welfare at Work Act. A
plaintiff can claim for damages for personal psychological injury. For example,
the case of Quigley vs Complex Tooling & Moulding Ltd ([2008] IESC 44 &
[2005] IEHC 71) involved unfair dismissal and allegations of personal injury
(including depression) arising from workplace bullying (this case upheld by the
Rights Commission but the defendant’s appeal was overturned by the

Employment Appeals Tribunal'*). Damages were awarded to the plaintiff: the

" British and Irish Legal Information Institute, www.balli.org.

" The Employee Appeals Tribunal can deal with cases arising from the following legislation:
Redundancy Payments Acts 1967-2007; Minimum Notice and Terms of Employment Acts
1973-2005; Unfair Dismissals Acts 1977-2007; Protection of Employees (Employers'
Insolvency) Acts 1984-2004; Organisation of Working Time Act 1997; Payment of Wages Act
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High Court found that the plaintiff had “suffered personal injury as a direct
consequence of a breach of the defendant's duties as employers to prevent
workplace bullying”. However, the employer’s appeal that there was an
insufficient causal link between bullying and the psychological distress was

upheld at the Supreme Court.

Another similar case seeking damages for infliction of work-related stress,
Maher vs. Jabil Global Services Lid, was heard at the High Court in 2005
([20C5] IEHC 130). The plaintiff claimed that as a result of treatment at work,
falling under the general rubric of workplace bullying, he suffered
“psychological harm” and sought damages. The case involved two stages, the
first of work-related stress associated with promotion and changes to work
practices, which led to a period of sick leave. The second stage referred to the
period after sick leave, where the plaintiff alleges he was given a “non-job”,
which “exposed him to humiliation amongst his fellow workers to whom it
would be obvious, in his case, that he had been, in practice, demoted”: a
psychologist called as a witness rather eloquently made the distinction between
“rust out” and “burn out”. Here, the Judge was convinced that the plaintiff had
“suffered an injury to his mental health that goes beyond....the ordinary stress
which many in the workplacé will suffer from time to time and which does

not...give rise to a claim for damages™ (my emphasis).

Unlike the previous case, causation was not an issue here and the link between
the experiences 1n the workplace and injury was not under dispute. However,
the “forseeability” of the employer to anticipate that the plaintiff would suffer
psychological injuries was found to be a deciding point: the Judge stated that
“it does not seem to me that it has been established that the employer in this
case was guilty of any breach of duty of care” and “the plaintiff's claim must
therefore fail”. This “hurdle of forseeability” (Bolger, 2006) arguably places a

high burden of proof on the plaintiff, however Bolger cites a case where the

1991; Terms of Employment (Information) Acts 1994 and 2001; Maternity Protection Acts
1994 and 2004; Adoptive Leave Acts 1995 and 2005 ; Protection of Young Persons
(Employment) Act 1996; Parental Leave Acts 1998 and 2006; Protections for Persons
Reporting Child Abuse Act 1998 ; European Communities (Protection of Employees on
Transfer of Undertakings) Regulations 2003; European Communities (Protection of
Employment) Regulations 2000, Carer's Leave Act 2001 ; Competition Act 2002.

30




plaintiff was successful: O'Byrne vs Dunnes Stores ([2003] ELR 297): in this

case, the plaintiff alleged bullying along with changes to work organisation.

These examples (and the previous Labour Court cases) highlight the
complexity of how workplace bullying is experienced, understood and dealt
with in a legislative framework. Many of the alleged incidents of workplace
bullying are accompanied by other.grievances in the workplace and working
conditions generally; for example, unfair dismissal, procedures concerning
promotion, effective “demotion”, the organisation of work in terms of
supervision, excessive work pressures and targets. It is in this context that
caution should be applied when workplace bullying is claimed not to be a
“normal” industrial relations issue (Expert Advisory Group on Workplace
Bullying, 2005) and represents an “interpersonal” conflict, albeit one that is
linked with work factors such as abrupt organisational change and work
demands among other factors (European Agency for Safety and Health at

Work, 2002).

This discussion of the legislative landscape highlights a tension in terms of the
conceptualisation of workplace bullying, its potential causes and how it is dealt
with within an organisation. Mediation is usually the first port of call within the
Irish industrial relations machinery; however, in cases of workplace bullying,
the mediation process is instigated through the grievance procedure (if one is
present) and may involve independent consultants or dedicated personnel
within the organisation. Where the cases (as most of the above examples attest)
also involve work issues, the appropriateness of such a mediation strategy,
focused on perhaps the “interpersonal” conflict between the parties concerned

is arguably problematised.

1.6 Focus and structure of thesis

The aim of this thesis is to provide a sociological study of workplace bullying,
effectively considering the “work™ in workplace bullying. This study takes a
macro-level perspective in highlighting the important role that institutions play,
in terms of the sectoral labour market differences. The public sector has been
dominant in many studies of workplace bullying, in terms of often higher

reported rates of bullying in this sector as well as a plethora of sectoral-specific
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studies. According to studies in Sweden, Germany and the Netherlands, the
education sector has a particularly high risk of bullying (Leymann, 1996; Zapf
1999; Hubert & van Veldhoven, 2001). In Finland, Piirainen er al. (2003)
report high levels of bullying in the health and social sector. Zapf (1999) found
that in a German sample of victims, employees in these sectors were seven
times more likely to be bullied. Salin (2001) highlights the fact that the public
sector has been more researched than the private sector and calls for more

empirical studies in order to address the issue in more depth.

Establishing that the public sector has a higher rate of bullying, exploring the
potential reasons for it as well as the potential implications for well-being or
satisfaction demand well-designed nationally representative surveys and this
study attempts to contribute to the existing body of research. This thesis takes
as its departure point the somewhat counterintuitive finding that the public
sector has a higher rate of reported bullying than the private sector in Ireland.
The different institutional configurations of the public and private sector may
also give rise to potentially important within-sector differences and the analysis

will aim to also take account of these, where relevant.

Researchers have suggested the need to take account the extent of public sector
change in recent decades in order to potentially explain the higher prevalence
of reported bullying (Salin, 2001; Ironside & Seifert, 2003; Beale & Hoel,
2010) as well as the nature of public sector employment (Zapf et. al, 2003).
The thesis will therefore empirically address the extent to which the different
sectoral patterns in terms of the prevalence of reported workplace bullying
relate to the rapid and extensive changes in the public sector in recent decades,
for example, the increased focus on flexibility and efficiencies. The study also
considers the extent to which labour market characteristics structure the
opportunities for “exit” and “voice’ across the sectors. Sectoral differences in
terms of the prevalence of policies and grievance channels, as well as sectoral
differences in terms of employee mobility, may have a direct bearing on the
actions employees take if confronted with negative behaviours at work and
whether they remain in their employment or leave. These “‘strategies” may
have bearing for patterns in the prevalence of reported bullying. Given the

legislative environment outlined in this chapter, one might expect that the
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greater trade union density in the public sector, with greater awareness of
“Dignity at Work™ policies and Codes of Practice, would effectively mean that
workers in this sector are more protected against inappropriate behaviours at
work. However, as has been suggested by McCarthy & Mayhew (2004), the
higher rate of bullying in the public sector may relate to the increased
awareness in the public sector about the phenomenon through, for example,
policy initiatives providing a basis for the “naming” of bullying. The
establishment of such policies could lead to higher expectations as to
appropriate behaviours at work. The higher expectations argument of those

with higher educational qualifications will also be explored.

The previous discussion has highlighted the prominence of psychological
health discourses in the contemporary period, and the consequences of
workplace bullying have often been framed as an extreme example of the
potential “dangers” of work, for example causing severe stress. However, such
claims must be subject to careful empirical evidence using well designed
surveys and in addition, the use of proper controls such as job characteristics
such as working hours, job intensification and job pressures, as well as
potentially important organisational factors, e.g., staff welfare programmes.
The current study addresses the relationship between workplace bullying and
two particular outcomes - job satisfaction and well-being - and explores this

through a sectoral lens.

1.6.1 Chapter outlines

The following chapter considers the literature pertaining to the changes argued
to have occurred in terms of jobs and workplaces in recent decades, with
relevance for the study of workplace bullying. The chapter explicitly considers
the nature of public sector change, as well as the differences between the
sectors in terms of employee voice and mobility. Chapter 3 considers
methodological issues including the main research traditions in the field of
workplace bullying, employment studies, and approaches to sensitive research
topics. This chapter specifically outlines the study’s research design,

methodology, data sources and instrumentation.
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Chapter 4 provides a descriptive analysis ot the Irish labour market, in relation
to the key job, workplace and institutional characteristics that are argued to be
potentially relevant to the study of workplace bullying. Chapter 5 sets out the
specific expectations concerning how these sectoral patterns — regarding job
and organisational change, the opportunities for mobility and relatedly, the
opportunities for employee voice - relate to reporting bullying in the workplace,
and seeks to empirically investigaie these relationships in the Irish context.
Furthermore, it allows for the full dimensionality of the bullying — for example,
in terms of direction, intensity, and behaviours — to also be considered. Chapter
6 explores in greater depth the sectoral patterns in opportunities for employee
exit and voice, which are argued to be a key aspect in understanding sectoral

patterns in the prevalence of reported workplace bullying.

Chapter 7 considers the possible negative implications of workplace bullying in
terms of job satisfaction and subjective well-being, as well as considering the
implications of sectoral differences. Chapter 8 provides a conclusion to the
thesis, including an overview of the main findings, limitations as well as

suggestions for further consideration and research.
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Chapter 2 Bullying in Context

This chapter seeks to contextualise bullying in terms of work, bringing into
sharp focus developments in recent years in terms of jobs and workplaces, as
well as emphasising the importance of institutional characteristics, in particular
the public-private sectoral division. A key finding has been the higher reported
rate of bullying in the public sector than the private sector, in Ireland and
elsewhere. This finding is somewhat counterintuitive, given the better terms
and conditions, widespread equality and diversity programmes, higher trade
union density as well as greater familiarity with anti-harassment legislation; it
stands in stark contrast to recent research in the UK by Pollert & Charlwood
(2009) which highlights problems in the workplace faced by non-unionised,
low paid workers. This finding also raises the question of how to adequately
account for the higher prevalence of reported workplace bullying in Ireland’s

public sector.

One of the possible explanations for the higher rate of reported bullying in the
public sector could lie in the dramatic changes experienced by this sector in
recent decades in the form of “new public management”. This has included an
increased focus on flexibility, efficiency and performance, with implications
for the rate and speed of job and organisational change, and potentially salient
therefore for workplace bullying. However, it is also important to consider
further sectoral differences, specifically the two sides of the “exit/voice™ coin,
which could shed light on the different reporting rates in the public and private
sector. For example, formal policies and grievance procedures could provide
the opportunity for employee “voice”, while policies and Dignity at Work
charters could lead to a greater “naming” of bullying, which may raise
expectations as to appropriate behaviours at work, and thus a higher rate of
reported bullying. Patterns in job mobility must also be considered, in terms of
occupational skills and labour market characteristics; for example, the

possibility and “cost” of finding alternative employment elsewhere if
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confronted by negative behaviours at work. Private sector workers may be
more likely to find alternative employment if faced with inappropriate

behaviour in the workplace, thus partly explaining their lower reported rate.

This chapter first provides an overview of the main debates in studies of work,
outlining the recent developments argued to have taken place. In general,
research has been broadly concerned with the nature and extent of change;
shaped by concerns about growing economic globalisation and technological
advances, as well as occupational and sectoral changes and the growth in
female labour market participation. Key issues include organisational
restructuring, increases in non-standard employment, new work practices, job
intensification, and the direction of skill trends: the specificities of the Irish
case will also be considered. It is argued that these factors may impact on
workplace bullying. This chapter will also consider how the public sector has
responded to the general thrust and imperative of “change”, which may provide
insights into the sectoral patterns of reported workplace bullying. Finally,
research concerning exit and voice will also be considered in the present

chapter, with a key focus on the public-private divide.

2.1 Times are a’ changing

The contemporary period has been characterised as a time of bewildering
transformation and change (Amin, 1997). These changes include rapid
technological advances along with increased economic internationalisation and
interdependency, as well as the intensification of competition through
deregulation and liberalisation (Castells, 1996). These changes are argued to

have consequences for all aspects of work:

Technological developments, particularly computer-aided
production and control, enabling the restructuring and
dispersion of work, and the globalisation of production and
financial systems have generated dramatic alterations to
modern practices of work: its performance, its organisation,
its productivity and its value.

(Casey, 2000, p. 574)

Hirsch and De Soucey (2006) claim that while disciplines argue about the
positive and negative aspects of organisational change, there is widespread

agreement that flexibility and adaptability are key issues for organisations in
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the contemporary “marketplace”. Organisations have been argued to seek
flexibility through organisational restructuring, for example, downsizing,
outsourcing, subcontracting, mergers and acquisitions, delayering, new types of
employment contracts, working practices, time and sites of work. These
changes have been accompanied by the growing relevance of multinational
companies with a global “web” of companies replacing the national-level firm
(Edwards et al. 1996). Furthermore, the contemporary period has also seen
dramatic sectoral and occupational shifts, with the growth in service sector and
non-manual employment, as well as increasing female labour market

participation.

These general developments in the workplace and labour market therefore form
the context for the growing attention placed on bullying in the contemporary
period. While psychological approaches focusing on the individual-level
dominate, some studies on workplace bullying emphasise the importance of job
characteristics and work environment, as well as highlight the negative
implications of workplace bullying for job satisfaction, stress and well-being.
The growing attention afforded to workplace bullying can be contextualised in
terms of the rising concerns about the quality of work in recent years, not least
owing to the prominent EU focus on ensuring a “competitive and knowledge-
based economy” (2000 Lisbon Strategy), with the aim to create “more and
better jobs” as well as various legislative developments aimed at increasing
protection for temporary and part-time workers. In addition, the risks posed by
the workplace on the well-being of workers have also been increasingly

recognised, for example, the issue of work-related stress.

As already highlighted, Ireland is usually classified alongside the UK, in terms
of Esping-Anderson’s (1990) liberal welfare regime, and also with the USA, in
Hall and Soskice’s (2001) liberal market economy categorisation. In addition,
as a small, open and “globalised” economy, we might expect to find that many
of the main trends concerning the changing workplace, emerging particularly
from the UK and the USA, to have salience for Ireland as well. The following
sections outline the main debates before considering the extent to which

Ireland fits, or diverges, from these general trends.
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2.1.1 Labour market flexibility: reality or mantra?

Labour market flexibility has taken on a variety of meanings, with the literature
largely falling into two main camps (Fine, 1998). The first camp refers to
abstract accounts focusing on the idea that flexibility marks the transition from
Fordism to Post-Fordism, and reflects fundamental changes in the nature of the
economy and society (Aglietta, 1979; Lipietz, 1987). The second camp relates
to more empirical observations that the labour market has become increasingly
flexible or deregulated, in terms of allowing markets to function more “freely”
without impediment from governments, trade unions and legislation (for
example, the shift from collective bargaining agreements in the UK). However,
disentangling the abstract from the empirical has arguably been one of the main

preoccupations of sociologists and economists over the recent period.

The apparent transition from Fordist (characterised by mass production, stable
and long-term employment relations within hierarchically-structured
organisations) to Post-Fordist models (typified by niche markets, decentralised
and flatter organisations, with shorter employment relations) was argued to
have been brought about by economic challenges, including cheaper foreign
imports, the difficulties in assuring productivity gains and thus the pressures
ensuring upward growth in wages and consumption (Storper & Scott, 1992;
Batt, 2005). Piore and Sabel’s (1984) account of flexible specialisation stresses
the need for firms to innovate and respond to the crisis of mass production in
the context of increasing competition. While Fordism is associated with the
routinisation or deskilling of labour (for example, the car assembly line), they
argue that this crisis could herald the increasing autonomy of specialised,
highly skilled workers. Thus some of the developments in the workplace are
argued to bring about positive benefits for workers, in terms of increased

autonomy and skills.

Labour market flexibility has come to receive increasing attention, not only in
terms of academic research, but also policy debates focusing on “flexicurity”,
combining elements of flexibility and security (European Commission, 2007)
and “employability” (see overview by Peck & Theodore, 2000) emanating
from the European Employment Strategy, and taken up by the New Deal in

Britain (and making its way into Ireland’s social partnership agreements, e.g.,
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Towards 2016). Indeed Beck (1992) argues that the growing focus on
flexibility has become a political mantra, with Bauman (2001) claiming that
flexibility is the “slogan of the day”, meaning the end of the job “as we know
it”, with “work on short-term contracts, rolling contracts or no contracts,
positions with no inbuilt security” but with “until further notice” clauses”
(p.24). Castells (1996) also makes the claim that we are now at the “end” of the
historical trend towards salaried employment and the contemporary
“information economy” depends on a disposable, i.e., flexible, labour force that
can be hired and fired at will. Such restructuring may not be linked to an actual
economic downtown but as likely to occur in times of significant prosperity
where companies use the “cushion” of profit levels to “restructure”, which as
Blyton and Bacon (2001) argue, not only involves job losses but also the

rehiring of new staff on non-standard contracts.

The global economic pressures in the 1970s, Kalleberg (2000) claims, set the
scene for this unravelling of the standard employment relationship through
increased competition and uncertainty among firms, who in turn, searched for
greater flexibility through restructuring. New non-standard employment
relations such as part-time work, temporary employment and independent
contracting can be contrasted to the “standard” work arrangement, which he
argues characterised much of the twentieth century, where work was done
“full-time, would continue indefinitely, and was performed at the employer’s
place of business under the employer’s discretion” (p. 341). This latter work
arrangement is associated with an internal labour market, characterised by
“ports of entry” and a “ladder up” the hierarchy (Doeringer & Piore, 1971) and
today, risks demolishment (Osterman & Burton, 2005) or dismantling
(Grimshaw et al. 2001), with suggestions also of a “boundary-less career”
(Arthur & Rousseau, 1996): workers are less likely to follow a set hierarchical
path through an organisation but move horizontally and vertically across a

number of different organisations through their life time.

However, research suggests the existence of a dual system, either within-firm
or across the labour market as a whole. Atkinson’s (1984) often cited “flexible
firm” model, based on case study evidence, consists of core and peripheral

workers and identified numerical (both external and internal), functional and
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financial flexibility strategies. The core workers, employed on permanent
contracts and with access to training, are associated with an internal labour
market, whereas peripheral workers are employed on non-standard contracts on
the basis of time-varying need. This “core and periphery” division has been
extended to the labour market itself, for example, dual labour market theory
suggests the increasing schism of a primary sector, consisting of high skilled
jobs with good working conditions and opportunities for training and
progression, and a secondary sector in which low skilled jobs, poor working
conditions and unstable employment are the norm (Doeringer & Piore, 1971;
Dickens & Lang, 1985). As Reich et al. (1973) note, secondary jobs are mainly
(though not exclusively) filled by minority workers, females and young
people.'5 These theories then present a challenge to human capital theory
which focused on supply-side factors to explain the systematic employment
patterns among ethnic minorities and women, for example, where lack of
human capital does not adequately explain their (disadvantaged) position in the

labour market (Fevre, 1992).

Alongside this growing body of work in terms of the increasing “flexibilisation”
of work in the contemporary period, there is also a burgeoning literature on
changes within the so-called “core” workforce, i.e., the internal protected
workers, for example work intensification and increasing job demands

(Burchell er. al., 2002; Green & Mclntosh, 2001):

[The] flexibility debate [has been taken] to a new stage
where the effect was not just to redraw segment boundaries
but to increase active competition between segments, a
process that both spreads job insecurity and leads to work
intensification.

(Rubery, 2005 p.36)

As Cappelli (1997) argues, this poses an interesting paradox in that at a time
when employers are “giving less” to employees in terms of job security, they

are “asking more” in terms of job demands.

'* Labour market segmentation has also been expanded to higher order typologies, for example,
the four segmentation typology of Gordon et al. (1982) with three divisions within the primary
sector and one secondary sector.
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Some researchers have taken issue with the “flexible” labour market, arguing
that it was more prescriptive (or at least taken as such within the managerialist
literature) than descriptive of actual trends. The flexible workforce is argued to
be part of an ideological offensive which celebrates pliability and casualisation,
and appears inevitable (Pollert, 1988): flexibility is at once a solution to
problems in the labour market as well as a means of legitimising change (cf.
Fine, 1998). However, as Felstead and Jewson (1999) argue, flexibility not
only includes part-time and temporary employment but also freelancing, home
working, flexi-time to name but a few examples. This therefore highlights a
particular caveat in debates about flexibility, namely that they are argued to
represent employee demands. Aided by technological developments, workers
are no longer “corralled” into a single workplace for a set period, instead
workers can “plan for themselves” using a diverse range of locations (Felstead

et al. 2005).

2.2 The changing labour market and workplace bullying

Much research therefore suggests that the contemporary workplace has
undergone significant change, in terms of flexibility, as well as growing
economic pressures translating into increased job demands and pressures for
workers. While some workers are argued to have benefited from the general
trend of occupational upskilling as well as flexible working arrangements,
other jobs are argued to be increasingly low skilled and insecure. These
developments have implications for workplace bullying as particular workers
may be more vulnerable to negative behaviours in the workplace - for example,
marginally employed workers, those working in jobs with low levels of
autonomy, or experiencing high levels of job change or pressure. However, the
debates concerning the extent of the changing workplace far from reach a
consensus and some areas of concern for the present study — the growth in
marginal employment, increasing job intensification and the direction of skills

trends — will be considered in more depth.

2.2.1 Vulnerable employees? The growth in non-standard employment

Job instability has been a central feature of many accounts of the changing

workplace and labour market. However, the end of a “job for life” has come
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under substantial criticism for its broad generalisations and exaggeration.'®
Analysis of tenure between 1975 and 1992 using the UK’s General Household
Survey found little support for the insecurity thesis, but concedes mean tenure
declined for men in the lower earnings quartile, with a slight decline for men in
jobs for longer than 5 years (Burgess & Rees, 1996, 1997, 1998). Analysis
using the British Labour Force Survey found that while job tenure and security
changed only marginally between 1973 and 1998, entry positions were
increasingly unstable and low paid (Gregg & Wadsworth, 1999). Doogan
(2001, 2005) takes issue with the sweeping statements of the insecurity thesis,
differentiating between temporary employment and part-time employment,
which may be permanent and stable: he argues long-term employment has
actually increased over the nineties rather than decreased. However, Robinson
(2000) criticises the use of tenure as it reflects both voluntary and involuntary
separations and suggests that analysis should take account of the cost of job
loss as well as flexible forms of employment. The OECD (1997) found that
there was a sharp increase in the numbers of individuals perceiving job
insecurity in the 1980s and 1990s, despite overall objective job stability
remaining relatively constant, save for certain blue collar and low skilled
workers. It concludes that job insecurity must be considered as both the risk of
(involuntary) separation and its consequences, for example, finding a new and
suitable similar job. A later OECD report (2004) also concluded that there was
no direct relationship between employment protection legislation - the
protection of workers against dismissal and regulation of temporary
employment - and job insecurity: they did not find strong evidence to suggest
that workers felt more secure about their jobs in countries where they are more

protected against lay-offs.

Given the dearth of reliable empirical evidence, the widespread view of
increased insecurity and demise of a “job for life” has been partly attributed to

high profile media and political debates (Heery & Salmon, 2000). Such debates

16 In addition, research has criticised the tendency to exaggerate the linearity and speed of the
post-war transitions (Furlong, 2009), with young people in the 1960s also experiencing a rapid
turnover of employment (Goodwin & O’Connor, 2005). Nonetheless Bradley and Devadson
(2008) claim that the current period sees this churning extending well into the age of 30 plus,
with young people displaying “internali<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>