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Abstract 

The purpose of this thesis for an MS degree in Human Resource Management is to 

ascertain the level of workplace bullying and how it affects employee sick leave and 

employees’ wishes to quit their jobs, at a company in Iceland. The research question is: 

Does bullying take place in the organization? Two hypotheses were proposed. The first 

one is that exposure to bullying is positively linked to intention to leave the company 

and the second one is that exposure to bullying is positively linked to more frequent sick 

leave.  

There are four main chapters in the thesis. The first one is a literature review, where 

key concepts and definitions are presented. Next is a chapter about the effects of 

workplace bullying, on those who experience it as well as the organization where it 

takes place. This is followed by a chapter covering the methodological part of the 

research, where important findings are discussed. A questionnaire was sent to 351 

employees at a company in the private sector in the capital area of Iceland. Complete 

data was received from 193 individuals, which gives a response rate of 54,99%. The 

fourth chapter covers organizational measures which can be taken to prevent or reduce 

workplace bullying.  

The main findings suggest that employees who are exposed to bullying in the 

workplace, are more likely to want to quit their job in the next six months and are more 

frequently absent from work due to sickness than employees who are not exposed to 

workplace bullying. 

The research also shows how important it is that managers are provided with 

appropriate training in order to promote respectful behavior among their subordinates 

and to successfully deal with incidents of workplace bullying, and that this is one of the 

key components of a respectful working culture in organizations.  
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Útdráttur 

Markmið þessa rannsóknarverkefnis til meistaraprófs í mannauðsstjórnun er að 

rannsaka hversu algengt einelti er í fyrirtæki á höfuðborgarsvæðinu, ásamt því hvaða 

áhrif það hefur á veikindaleyfi starfsfólks og hversu líklegt starfsfólk er til að segja upp 

starfi. Rannsóknarspurningin er eftirfarandi: Á einelti sér stað í fyrirtækinu? Tvær 

tilgátur voru settar fram. Sú fyrri um að upplifun eineltis hafi jákvæð tengsl við að 

starfmaður hugsi sér að segja upp starfi og sú seinni að upplifun eineltis hafi jákvæð 

tengsl við aukinn fjölda veikindadaga.  

Aðalkaflar ritgerðarinnar eru fjórir. Sá fyrsti er fræðikafli, þar sem lykilhugtök og 

skilgreiningar eru settar fram. Næst kemur kafli sem fjallar um áhrif vinnustaðaeineltis, á 

þá sem upplifa það sem og skipulagsheildir þar sem það viðgengst. Þá kemur 

aðferðafræðikafli, þar sem mikilvægar niðurstöður eru ræddar. Spurningarlisti var 

sendur til 351 starfsmanns fyrirtækis í einkageiranum á höfuðborgarsvæðinu. Svör 

bárust frá 193 einstaklingum, sem gefur 54,99% svarhlutfall. Í fjórða kaflanum er fjallað 

um aðferðir sem skipulagsheildir geta tileinkað sér til að koma í veg fyrir eða draga úr 

einelti á vinnustað.  

Helstu niðurstöður gefa til kynna að starfsmenn sem upplifa einelti eru líklegri til að 

hugsa sér að segja upp starfi á næstu sex mánuðum og eru oftar frá störfum vegna 

veikinda heldur en starfsmenn sem ekki hafa upplifað einelti á vinnustaðnum.  

Rannsóknin sýnir einnig fram á hversu mikilvægt það er að yfirmenn fái viðeigandi 

þjálfun til að hvetja starfsmenn sína til að koma fram hver við annan á virðingarverðan 

hátt og að leysa úr eineltisuppákomum á árangursríkan hátt. Slík þjálfun er einn af 

meginþáttum þess að hægt sé að skapa menningu á vinnustöðum sem einkennist af 

virðingu fyrir náunganum. 
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1 Introduction 

Much of the research on workplace bullying according to Poilpot-Rocaboy and Winter 

(2007), has revealed the nature and prevalence of bullying at work (see for example the 

work of Hoel, Cooper and Faragher from 2001), developed various process models to 

capture the key antecedents, behaviors and effects involved (see Di Martino, Hoel and 

Cooper, 2003; Salin, 2003 and Poilpot-Rocaboy, 2006), and on the basis of this 

accumulated knowledge researchers such as Bland and Stalcup (2001), Glendinning 

(2001), Merchant and Hoel (2003), and Poilpot-Rocaboy and Bonafons (2005) have 

proposed different strategies to deal with this counterproductive behavior.  However, in 

spite of these theoretical and practical contributions, employees continue to experience 

and suffer from workplace bullying on a daily basis.  

This thesis is about the type of bullying that happens in the workplace. A part of it is 

based on a survey done in an Icelandic company, but a great deal of emphasis is placed 

on the preventive measures that can be taken to ensure the rights of workers to remain 

physically and mentally healthy at work. Most researchers who study workplace bullying 

agree that it can be a severe and pervasive problem. All those who experience it suffer 

to varying degrees, both professionally and personally. Because of a lack of focus when 

it comes to the definition of and measurements of incidents of workplace bullying 

(Carbo and Hughes, 2010), research has been more theory oriented and less directed 

towards finding solutions (Keashly and Neuman, 2009). A conceptual debate continues, 

about whether bullying should be defined by behaviors which are intended to cause 

harm or that intent is not a defining element (Keashly and Jagatic, 2011). The argument 

here however is that scholarly debate about prevalence is irrelevant. Time should not 

be wasted measuring how common workplace bullying is and on such arguments as 

perception versus reality. Rather, because bullying in the workplace is a serious 

problem, widespread methods need to be developed to deal with workplace bullying 

related issues. To begin with, workplace bullying needs to be defined, at the best on an 

international level. Awareness of its negative impact must be raised and guidance, 

training and feedback provided to employers and employees. Therefore, practical 

methods for preventing and dealing with workplace bullying once it occurs will be 
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discussed in detail and the thesis will be written in English to make it more accessible on 

an international level to the company where the survey was performed. 

For the past two decades, workplace bullying has received increased attention over 

the world. Scholars and later management personnel, in Europe, Australia, South Africa 

and the United States, have focused on this phenomenon and its research has emerged 

as a new field of study (Einarsen, Hoel, Zapf and Cooper, 2003). The social group that 

consists of colleagues at work forms, with the exception of the family, the most 

important social network a working adult belongs to. Every person´s self-image is to a 

large extent dependent on how she/he is treated by fellow employees (Björkqvist et al., 

1994). People spend long hours in their workplace, so how they behave there is a major 

concern for researchers and organizations as well (Aleassa and Megdadi, 2014). 

Unfortunately, when abused workers try to describe the adversity they suffer when 

bullied by others, those listening are often skeptical. The general view, of professionals, 

journalists and scholars, is that we make our living in the real working world, not in a 

school environment, and people should just suck it up. Insinuations that targets might 

simply be problem employees are made or the severity of the situation is diffused 

(Namie and Lutgen-Sandvik, 2010; Tracy, Lutgen-Sandvik and Alberts, 2006). When an 

employee finds himself discontent with his job, it can in many cases take a relatively 

long time for him to find another job that enables him to leave the workplace where he 

is bullied. This means that targets of bullying will remain with their organization for a 

considerable amount of time before they voluntarily leave. One can only imagine how 

the processes taking place during such a lengthy period affect all those involved, target, 

bullies, bystanders and the organization. Many have suggested that it is in the best 

interest of organizations to provide all employees with preventive measures and 

protection from workplace abuse (e.g. Davenport, Schwarz and Elliott, 2005; Jenkins, 

2013; Namie and Namie, 2009). The purpose of this research is to give a voice to those 

who have suffered and will suffer from workplace bullying and most importantly discuss 

what may be done to create a culture within organizations where bullying is not 

tolerated. 
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1.1 The history of workplace bullying research 

Bullying is not a new phenomenon or a growing problem when one looks at the 

frequency with which it occurs. However, the change in focus from a collective, social 

psychological perspective to an individual personal perspective shows the negative 

consequences for its victims more clearly (Agervold, 2007). This is beneficial for targets 

of bullying, since it means understanding of their plight consequently is on the increase. 

There is a tendency among supervisors to think that the concept of bullying is overused, 

that employees will call all types of communication challenges bullying (Reynisdottir, 

2013). This may indicate that it might be commonplace for the administration to dismiss 

most issues of bullying, so that real cases do not get the treatment they should.  

Einarsen (2000) talks about Brodsky‘s pioneer work from 1976 on harassment at 

work. By that time sexual harassment had been recognized as a serious social and 

organizational problem. Brodsky however, saw it as only one of five types of work 

harassment. As severe and common as the former were name calling, scapegoating, 

physical abuse and work pressure. His work represents one of the earliest target-

focused studies on bullying in the United States (Lutgen-Sandvik and Tracy, 2011). 

During the past 20 years or so, research on bullying has received increased attention. 

Research that began earlier with bullying in school settings (Olweus, 1993) moved on to 

include the workplace. Heinz Leymann (1990) began studying adult bullying in the 

1980s. His work, considered pioneering in the field, drew the interest of other 

Scandinavian researchers and the study of workplace bullying was initiated. Norwegian 

researchers joined the field in the early 1990s, with a particular focus on the 

psychological ramifications of workplace bullying (Einarsen, Raknes, and Matthiesen, 

1994). Other Scandinavian researchers followed. This new development was mainly 

because of national work environment legislation that supported the rights of all 

workers to remain both physically and mentally healthy at work (Leymann, 1996, 

Einarsen, 2000). In 1990 the issue was brought to public attention in a series of radio 

broadcasts in the UK, sparking interest within business-management and organizational 

development and behavioral sciences (Rayner, Hoel, and Cooper, 2002).  

The first US study of workplace harassment, mentioned above, published by Brodsky 

in his book The Harassed Worker in 1976, went virtually unnoticed. His work was 
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brought to life due to increased interest in the phenomenon in the UK 15 years later. In 

1975, the study of human aggression expanded to include Spector´s work concerning 

aggression at work (Lutgen-Sandvik, Namie and Namie, 2009). The initial research was 

perpetrator focused, fueled by rare but highly visible occurrences of workplace murders 

which caused the term “going postal” to be coined (Lutgen-Sandvik, Namie and Namie, 

2009, Lutgen-Sandvik and Tracy, 2011). In the late 1990s a target-focus trend emerged. 

First with Keashly´s research of employee emotional abuse and then Namie and 

Namie´s self-help book on the issue, published in 2000. Subsequently they established 

the Workplace Bullying Institute (WBI) to assist targets. US interest in workplace 

bullying has grown exponentially since the early 2000s (Lutken-Sandvik, Namie and 

Namie, 2009). The terms workplace bullying and mobbing are more widely recognized. 

International scholarship has become more available in digital formats causing the 

dialogue to become cross-national and interdisciplinary. It has extended from its 

management-psychology roots to include more voices, such as from law, education, 

medicine, and more recently, human resource management and industrial relations 

(Lutgen-Sandvik and Tracy, 2011).  

Workplace bullying is widespread in contemporary work environments. A meta-

analysis of prevalence rates done by Nielsen et al., in 2010 showed that 10-20% of 

working populations are exposed in some way, depending on the estimation method 

and the population sampled (Mathiesen, Einarsen and Mykletun, 2011). In their in-

depth analysis from 2006, Hodson, Roscigno and Lopez found that bullying takes place 

on a relatively routine basis in 49% of worldwide organizations (Lutgen-Sandvik, Namie 

and Namie, 2009). It is hard to imagine that anyone would want to be in charge of an 

organization where it is so probable that a number of employees might be suffering.  

1.2 Workplace bullying defined 

Aggressive behavior has likely been a part of the human experience from the beginning 

of our existence. Although there are numerous definitions of workplace bullying, 

researchers agree on the negative consequences of bullying in the workplace for 

targets, bystanders, organizations and the society. In spite of how serious the problem 

is, its definition and measurement of incidents of workplace bullying has lacked proper 

focus. This is indicated by the difference in incident rates between the operational and 
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self-report methods of workplace bullying (Carbo and Hughes, 2010). The main problem 

is that very few studies have been published in peer reviewed journals that explicitly 

describe and outline a proposed instrument and scrutinize its validity and psychometric 

properties (Einarsen and Raknes, 2009). The list most suitable to surveys of the general 

working population according to Einarsen and Raknes is the NAQ-R (Negative Acts 

Questionnaire Revised) which is the list of questions the current thesis is based on. This 

list is comprehensive, valid yet short, which makes it very suitable for use in 

organizational surveys on exposure to workplace bullying.   

On another note, perhaps it is time to shift the focus of research from the 

importance of prevalence and consequences of workplace bullying to research of what 

the most successful methods are to create respectful working environments where 

workplace bullying is not tolerated. 

One of the most cited definitions of workplace bullying in recent years was first 

published by Einarsen et al., in 2003: 

Bullying at work means harassing, offending, or socially excluding someone 
or negatively affecting someone‘s work. In order for the label bullying (or 
mobbing) to be applied to a particular activity, interaction or process, the 
bullying behavior has to occur repeatedly and regularly (e.g, weekly) and 
over a period of time (e.g., about six months). Bullying is an escalating 
process in the course of which the person confronted ends up in an inferior 
position and becomes the target of systematic negative social acts. A conflict 
cannot be called bullying if the incident is an isolated event or if two parties 
of approximately equal strength are in conflict (Einarsen et al., p. 22, 2011). 

Results from a study Carbo and Hughes performed in 2010 indicate that many 

definitions of workplace bullying are too narrow, for instance when it comes to 

requirements for repetitiveness, the requirement of intent and the role of power. 

According to Jenkins, (2013) the inclusion of arbitrary time frames (weekly over about 

six months) is ill fitting. This is because a person may be subjected to unreasonable 

behavior for less than six months, or less often than on a weekly basis and still suffer 

negative consequences as a result of being exposed to such behaviors. As far as intent 

goes, it is very possible that a person may feel they are subject to bullying even if the 

bully has no intention of bullying them (Agervold, 2007). Precisely because of this, 

Rayner, Hoel and Cooper (2002) are of the opinion that intent cannot be included as a 

factor in a definition of bullying. On the other hand, Agervold (2007) claims that it is the 
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intent to cause injury that is the foundation of the serious consequences of bullying. It is 

the intentional behavior that causes the subjective experience which in turn leads to the 

serious psychological consequences for the target. However, what should be most 

important in this context, is whether the target herself feels she is being bullied, not 

whether the intent of the perpetrator is clear. Intent is also difficult to detect, so most 

definitions do not include it as a requirement (Jenkins, 2013).  

Starting in childhood, people talk behind others' backs, gossip, tease, call each other 

names, humiliate and exclude others. These are behaviors that have always been 

present in most if not all cultures, but it does not mean that they should exist. An 

interesting question, which will not be answered here, is whether bullying would be as 

commonplace if most people came from homes where a culture of respect was 

prevalent, and behaviors such as those mentioned above, that are so common in most 

cultures, were not tolerated? 

 Bullying consists of long-term exposure to unwanted behaviors which are most often 

psychological in nature. These acts may be common in the workplace and not perceived 

as problematic in themselves. However, when frequently and persistently directed 

towards the same person or people, they can become a serious source of stress (Zapf, 

1999). Another definition of workplace bullying does not mention specific numbers of 

repetition or duration of time:  

Workplace bullying is repeated, health-harming mistreatment that takes one 
of the following forms: verbal abuse; offensive conduct and behaviors 
(including nonverbal) that are threatening, humiliating or intimidating; or 
work interference and sabotage that prevent work from getting done. 
Numerous negative interactions that feel intimidating, insulting, or 
exclusionary constitute this phenomenon. Targeted workers typically 
believe it is an intentional effort to harm, control or drive them from the 
workplace (Lutgen-Sandvik, Namie and Namie, p. 41-42, 2009).  

A person‘s experience of workplace bullying can be deeply traumatic and 

stigmatizing. What is described in definitions of bullying are encounters no one wants to 

experience. It is important to give a voice to those who have been targets of workplace 

bullying. Tracy, Lutgen-Sandvik and Alberts (2006) stress the necessity for research that 

answers questions such as "What does it feel like to be bullied? " and "Is it really that 

bad? " Answering such questions is crucial, because an argument based on the 
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measurable costs of bullying is not enough to mobilize people to act. What is needed is 

an engagement of emotion, that is, understanding what bullying feels like, is necessary 

for motivating change.  

Widely accepted definitions of workplace bullying have a common feature, the 

concept that a repetition of acts constitutes bullying. In 2010 Carbo and Hughes 

introduced a definition that allowed single events to be included as well: "Workplace 

bullying is the unwanted, unwelcome, abuse of any source of power that has the effect 

of or intent to intimidate, control or otherwise strip a target of their right to esteem, 

growth, dignity, voice or other human rights in the workplace" (p. 397).  

What is necessary when it comes to a definition of workplace bullying, is a globally 

used definition. In their study from 2009, Einarsen, Hoel and Notelaers refer to a 

definition used by Einarsen and Skogstad (1996) and adapted by Hoel and Cooper in 

2000, as a global definition of bullying: 

We define bullying as a situation where one or several individuals 
persistently over a period of time perceive themselves to be on the receiving 
end of negative actions from one or several persons, in a situation where 
the target of bullying has difficulty in defending him or herself against these 
actions. We will not refer to a one-off incident as bullying (p. 6, 2000). 

Why the authors decided to call this definition a global one is not known. Does it 

mean that more researchers have chosen to use it? Not necessarily. But one definition 

should be chosen for the purpose of being used in most research, with the necessary 

adjustments for cultural differences in organizational behavior and practices in different 

countries. One that is not too narrow and not too vague so that the debate and 

research can be more focused and streamlined and importance can be placed where it 

needs to be: on preventing workplace bullying from happening. Also, a certain caution 

should be exercised when it comes to defining workplace bullying, because irrespective 

of definitions, for many targets of bullying, their perceptions are their reality and it is 

their experience that must be respected and heard and dealt with. 

1.3 Research questions and related issues 

The purpose of this thesis is to contribute to the discourse on workplace bullying and to 

ascertain to what level it takes place in one organization in Iceland. The main focus is to 

suggest how workplace bullying can be prevented or at least effectively managed in 
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organizations so that it does not become such a problem that it hinders employees from 

feeling safe and content at work and to do their best at all times.  

The overarching research question for the study is: Does bullying take place in the 

organization? 

As well as attempting to answer the research question, two hypotheses are 

proposed: 

Exposure to bullying is positively linked to intention to leave company. 

Exposure to bullying is positively linked to more frequent sick leave.  

If there is a relationship between workplace bullying and intentions to leave the 

company, then the importance of preventing workplace bullying is twofold. Employee 

turnover and sick leaves are very costly for organizations and a culture of respect should 

ideally be a goal for every organization. According to Djurkovic, McCormack and Casimir 

(2008) bullying reduces organizational effectiveness because its targets become more 

likely to be absent and leave the organization. Their research showed a significant 

reduction in intention to leave when perceived organizational support was present, 

which means a strong commitment to improving organizational culture from people 

with leadership roles can make a significant difference in fighting absenteeism and 

turnover rates. 

In their 2012 study, Houshmand, O'Reilly, Robinson and Wolff showed that targets 

of bullying were more likely to be thinking of leaving than other employees. Other 

interesting results from their research were the fact that there was a statistical link 

between working somewhere where bullying was going on and having a wish to leave. 

They further found that the positive relationship between workplace bullying and 

turnover intentions was stronger for those who rarely experienced direct bullying than 

with those who are bullied often.  

In figure 1-1-1, the connection between exposure to bullying and intention to leave 

and more sick-days than average and how it affects organizational performance is 

shown. An attempt to show how this will negatively affect the organization will not be 

made in the present survey, but the point will be made by reviewing literature about 

the subject.  
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Results of a study performed by Zapf and Gross (2001), indicate that when bullying 

has reached an escalated state, the situation becomes one of non-control for the target. 

At this stage, separating the bully and target or leaving the organization, seem to be the 

only viable solutions.  At this point, either active strategies such as confrontation with 

the bully, or passive strategies, which can be harming to the target in the long term 

(such as substance abuse which might in turn increase absenteeism, further fueling 

bullies’ chances of negatively affecting the target), prove to be inadequate in helping 

the target defend him/herself.  This supports the findings of Aquino (2000) and Rayner 

(1999) indicating that active problem-solving strategies in escalated conflicts and 

discussion and information sharing with the bully, increase the likelihood of the bully 

retaliating against the target (Zapf and Gross, 2001). The importance of preventing and 

stopping negative acts and behavior in the workplace becomes even more poignant in 

light of findings such as these above. When the situation is allowed to escalate to such a 

degree as is described, often the damage done is irreversible.

Figure 1-1-1. The effect of bullying on organizational performance 
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2 The costs of workplace bullying 

The consequences of bullying vary with each individual and incident. Many people are 

affected by the negative acts that fall under workplace bullying. These include, the 

target and the bully, but also the observers, the individuals who have the duty to 

manage and resolve the situation as well as the friends and family members of the 

individuals going through these oftentimes very difficult and challenging experiences.  

Workplace bullying can significantly impact the organization as well. When Leymann 

researched the issue in 1990 he claimed that the combination of productivity loss by the 

target and work group, and costs regarding interventions by third parties, could amount 

to between US 30,000- 100,000 per year for each individual case of workplace bullying.  

2.1 Targets 

One of the first researchers to discuss the effects of workplace bullying on the 

individuals who experience it was Leymann (1990). His findings indicated that the target 

becomes socially isolated and maladjusted, there is a loss of coping resources, a feeling 

of desperation and total helplessness, great anxiety and despair. Psychosomatic and 

psychiatric effects include depression, compulsion, psychosomatic illnesses and even 

suicide. Since Leymann’s study, a large body of research has accumulated on the 

detrimental effects of workplace bullying on the targeted individual. According to 

various researchers, (such as Zapf, Knorz and Kulla, 1996; Lewis, Sheehan and Davies, 

2008; Baillien, Neyens, De Witte and De Cuyper, 2009; Roscigno, Lopez and Hodson, 

2009) the consequences for the targets of workplace bullying vary along mild to severe, 

and include physical, psychological, and psychosomatic problems (Gonzalez, 2012). A 

range of physical problems such as fatigue, pain and results of various physical abuse 

can occur. Among the physiological repercussions are feelings of shame, diminished-self 

esteem, and emotional exhaustion. Some of the psychological problems are anxiety, 

depression and posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD). The psychosomatic problems 

include victimization and sleeplessness. All of these problems can cause thoughts and 

attempts of suicide or result in actual incidents of suicide (Lewis, Sheehan, and Davies, 

2008). On the extreme end of the consequences continuum of effects of workplace 

bullying on targets is the potential for bullied workers to respond with violence. 
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Workplace aggression research indicates active revenge could be a real possibility 

(Tracy, Lutgen-Sandvik and Alberts, 2006). 

According to researchers, targets of workplace bullying will be affected negatively in 

more ways besides deteriorated health. Their work-related confidence will diminish, 

enthusiasm for their job decreases and economic resources decrease as well (Roscigno, 

Lopez, and Hodson, 2009; Lewis, Sheehan, and Davies, 2008). Other studies indicate 

that individuals who have experienced workplace bullying often have difficulties 

maintaining commitments to their workplace, they may lose trust for their supervisors, 

as well as the organization (Mikkelsen and Einarsen, 2002; Lewis, 2006). When an 

employee’s commitment and trust is minimized or lost this has several effects on that 

person’s professional input. Olender-Russo (2009) identifies relationships between 

workplace bullying and low job satisfaction, absenteeism, and high employee turnover.  

According to researchers, such as Zapf and Gross, 2001, McCarthy and Mayhew, 

2004, and Tracy, Lutgen-Sandvik and Alberts, 2006, targets of workplace bullying often 

experience trouble with their long-term health and well-being (Gonzalez, 2012). The 

problems that arise from workplace bullying should be considered to be extreme social 

stressors, and if a bullied worker’s stress is prolonged or severe, it can result in an 

increased risk of hypertension, coronary artery disease, depression or other mental 

health disorders (Kivimaki, Virtanen, Vartia, Vahtera and Keltikangas-Jarvinen, 2003). In 

contrast to regular sufferers of PTSD, many targets must face their trauma day in and 

day out. At work, some are even forced to relive their trauma every day (Notelaers, 

2010). 

The list of costs to targets of workplace bullying continues. Some researchers suggest 

behavioral changes that can happen within an individual who experiences workplace 

bullying. These changes usually evolve as a response to the harassment and abuse the 

target experiences when working in toxic organization: one in which bullying, antisocial, 

and other negative behaviors are acceptable forms of communication and interaction 

(Vickers, 2007). These changes are usually very different from a person’s normal 

behavior and coping mechanisms at work. Some of them include becoming more 

defensive, secretive, tactical, or passive-aggressive (Gonzalez, 2012).  
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In their 2006 study, Tracy, Lutgen-Sandvik and Alberts approached the suffering of 

targets from a different perspective, that of the emotional pain that workplace bullying 

causes to those who experience it. They indicate that "quantifying abused workers’ 

emotional experiences using rational yardsticks of prevalence, antecedents, and effects 

provides only part of the picture regarding their pain and the effect of bullying on 

organizations." (p. 154). They further conclude that if targets’ emotional experiences 

are examined a light will be shed on what occurs between the onset of bullying and the 

measurement of the costs associated with it. This helps in the understanding of how 

targeted people make sense of the badgering and humiliation they suffer and why they 

react the way they do (Tracy, Lutgen-Sandvik and Alberts). It is precisely when this 

understanding takes place and is shared throughout the organization that a shift can be 

made towards a more tolerant and ethical work climate, one that does not allow 

bullying behaviors to take place. 

2.2 Bystanders - Witnesses 

According to Samnani and Singh (2012) groups will be significantly affected by bullying 

behaviors that take place in the organization. Studies have shown that workplace 

bullying can impact witnesses in similar ways as it affects the employees directly 

targeted by the behavior (Olender-Russo, 2009; Houshmand, O'Reilly, Robinson and 

Wolff, 2012). According to Hoel and Cooper (2000) a bullied employee will have less job 

satisfaction and more absenteeism which Ramsay et al., (2010) state may affect the 

performance of the group. Research by Einarsen et al., (1994) and Lutgen-Sandvik et al., 

(2007) indicates that employees within a group where bullying takes place may be 

adversely affected by their exposure as close witnesses. As a result of these bullying 

behaviors, Robinson and O’Leary-Kelly (1998) say norms can be created that perpetuate 

the behaviors within the group (Samnani and Singh, 2012). If such norms become 

contributing factors to the working environment of an organization, according to 

Glendinning (2001) and Dalton (2007), it is likely that the organizational culture will 

become dysfunctional, stressful, and generally unhealthy for all individuals in the 

organization, not just for the bullied worker (Gonzalez, 2012).  

According to Crawford (2001) these experiences are also draining and damaging for 

witnesses, reducing their productivity and increasing their health problems. Moreover, 
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Rayner et al., (2002) and Lutgen-Sandvik et al., (2009) mention the communal character 

of bullying, when witnesses wait and see how organizational authorities respond to 

others’ reports of bullying. The reactions of management, whether effective, absent, or 

ineffective, will encourage witnesses to either speak out or stay silent, engender 

support for or withhold support from targeted employees, and decrease or increase 

intentions to leave. This goes to show, how bullying is shared, even by employees who 

are not targeted directly (Namie and Lutgen-Sandvik, 2010).  

2.3 Organizations 

Increasingly, organizations have begun to recognize and analyze the costs associated 

with stress, burnout and depression of their employees. Research, by Farrel and Geist-

Martin in 2005, on health and wellness in organizations, establishes that workplace 

stress has numerous deleterious effects, resulting in poor mental and physical health 

and increased use of employee sick days, worker‘s compensation claims as well as 

decreased productivity. Negative effects on social health are also discussed, which 

decrease the quality of an individual‘s network of professional and personal 

relationships. Workplace bullying is related to a number of physical, psychological, 

organizational and social costs (Tracy, Lutgen-Sandvik, and Alberts, 2006). Among 

negative effects are psychosomatic illness (Djurkovic, MacCormack, and Casimir, 2004), 

increased medical expenses, and reduced productivity (Hoel, Sheehan, Cooper and 

Einarsen, 2011). 

Hostile environments are extremely costly for organizations and their stakeholders. 

To summarize, these costs can be divided into three types: First, Rayner, Hoel and 

Cooper (2002) note, are the direct costs, such as increased disability and workers’ 

compensation claims and medical claims, as well as law-suits for wrongful discharge, 

discrimination, and harassment mentioned by Yamada (2005). Second, are the indirect 

costs among which Hoel and Cooper (2000) count low-quality work, reduced 

productivity, high staff turnover, increased absenteeism, and loss of the organization’s 

positive public image. At last Keashly and Neuman (2005) and Tepper (2000) mention 

indirect and less tangible costs, such as opportunities lost due to reduced worker 

commitment, withdrawn optional effort, time spent making sense of abuse, and 

associated loss of creativity (Lutgen-Sandvik and McDermott, 2008). 
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Workplace bullying drives away good employees, both targets and witnesses. The 

turnover and associated recruiting, hiring and training process is very costly for 

organizations. Over time, these organizations can end up with impoverished workforces 

because first those with high occupational capital (such as skills, technical knowledge 

and experience) will leave. The next ones to go, leave when hope of change is lost, and 

consequently new employees leave quickly because they speedily recognize the 

negative dynamics present in the workplace. This process, called employee exodus, 

leaves behind a workforce that is less talented, less confidant, with fewer occupational 

options and fewer organizationally valued assets (Lutgen-Sandvik, Namie and Namie, 

2009).  

Bullying creates a huge drain on the resources in an organization, for example by 

employees leaving and time taken off as sick-leave. If 10% of the organizations’ 

employees are bullied and 25% of those bullied leave, this figure can be multiplied by an 

average replacement cost in order to get an example of a direct cost of workplace 

bullying. Another cost can be estimated for witnesses, around 20% of them leave 

(Rayner, Hoel and Cooper, 2002).  
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3 Methodology  

This thesis will hopefully contribute to the battle against workplace bullying by 

summarizing some of the best practice methods that organizations can implement to 

create healthy work environments. For the organization where the survey was made, it 

will serve to give an idea of the prevalence of bullying that takes place in that particular 

work environment, as well as how it affects employee sick-leave and intentions to leave 

the organization. This will hopefully convince the management of the organization to 

creatively design and implement a system that ensures bullying incidents will be rare 

and short-lasting in their work environment.  

The study is based on a survey as well as in-depth analysis of related data about 

prevention of workplace bullying and creating respectful work cultures.  

3.1 Research participants 

The sample chosen for the survey was homogeneous (i.e. everyone is a staff member of 

the same organization), which means the amount of variation is less (Bryman and Bell, 

2007). However, since the aim was to find out what the frequency of workplace bullying 

in this particular workplace is, and not do a general study on workplace bullying, this is 

acceptable.  

The type of sampling chosen for the survey is a non-probability sample, called 

convenience sampling. This is a sample that is available to the researcher by virtue of its 

accessibility (Bryman and Bell, 2007). All employees, who work for the Icelandic division 

of the organization, received the survey in an email. The variables are not many so the 

sample size does not need to be large (Cooper and Schindler, 2006). The problem with 

such a sampling strategy is that it is not possible to generalize the results (Bryman and 

Bell, 2007). This should not be an issue, since the purpose is not to generalize but to find 

out about the situation in the current sample and suggest action based thereon. The 

organization was chosen for this research because, as one of its employees, its author 

had firsthand experience with bullying that occurs there and was familiar with its work 

environment and the need to change it.  

An informal survey performed in the author’s department during autumn 2011 

revealed high numbers of reported workplace bullying incidents. Almost 50% of the 
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participants reported some type of bullying. During spring 2013 a survey by Capacent1 

showed that 9% of the organization’s employees reported workplace bullying. This was 

of some concern to the HR department, which aided the management in their approval 

of the current study.  

Based on the results of these surveys, it is clear that the matter needs further 

investigation. The question regarding workplace bullying in the Capacent survey was 

general, i.e. Have you in the last six months experienced any type of workplace bullying? 

In order to get a better picture of the extent of the situation and suggest actions to 

improve it, it is necessary to perform a more thorough research based on an extensive 

questionnaire about workplace bullying.  

3.2 Procedure 

The survey was an internet survey and ran from October 25th to November 21st, 2014. 

An email with a link to the survey was sent to employees of four divisions and 

departments, in total to 351 people. Regular reminders were sent by email throughout 

the period the survey was open to encourage employees to participate. In the email the 

author of the thesis briefly introduced herself, discussed the purpose of the research 

and assured participants that their identity would remain anonymous. 

Of the 351 employees who received the survey, 193 responded, which gives a 

response rate of 54,99%. To get a clearer picture of the sample, some questions were 

asked to gather information about the background of the participants; 

Division/department, gender, age, seniority with the organization, education level and 

position (that is whether the individual manages other people). Out of these 

respondents, 2,11% would not enclose their gender. The women were 92, or 48,42% 

and the men were 94, or 49,47%. 36% of the sample were between 36-45 years old, 

while 31% were 26-35 years old. 27% of the employees had worked 10 years or longer 

for the organization, 36,5% for a period of 1-3 years. The educational levels ranged from 

elementary level, 16,75%, 33,5% held a high school or a trades diploma, 18,85% of the 

employees held an undergraduate degree and 20,94% held a postgraduate degree.  

                                                      
1 Capacent is an Icelandic company that specializes in work survey research. 
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The questions in the survey were based on a list of questions used by the Government 

of Iceland, in two surveys performed in 2008 and 2010 (same survey in both instances) 

respectively. The participants were all employees of Icelandic ministries. It is important 

to note that results from a comprehensive work environment survey during 2006-2007 

indicated that 17% of all government employees felt they had been subject to bullying 

at work. Due to these results the Finance Ministry prepared materials on workplace 

bullying and how to deal with issues related to workplace bullying. Informative 

meetings were offered to heads of ministries and a booklet on preventing workplace 

bullying for managers was published. The purpose of the 2008 and 2010 surveys was to 

gauge how successful these measures undertaken since 2006 had been. Unfortunately, 

the results between the two surveys were the same, 10% of all employees felt they had 

been targets of workplace bullying. Although this is an improvement from the survey 

performed in 2006-2007, there is no improvement between 2008 and 2010 which 

indicates that the education provided to heads of ministries and their managers did not 

successfully change how matters of workplace bullying are tackled in these institutions 

(Fjármálaráðuneytið, 2011).   

The language used in the survey is Icelandic and the total number of questions was 

23 (see Appendix 1 and Appendix 2 for an English translation of the questions). The 

survey questions are the same as in the Finance Ministry’s surveys except a question 

about whether employees are part-time or full time employees was omitted, a question 

was added about how likely it is that employees will quit their job, as well as a question 

about number of sick-days, as these are variables of focus in the research. 

In the survey, exposure to bullying was measured on the basis of a checklist of 

negative acts. This checklist is partly based on Einarsen and Raknes’ (1997) 

questionnaire (NAQ-R) (Einarsen, Hoel and Notelaers, 2009), and contains twelve items 

generally characterized by negative intent. The original list utilizes direct and indirect 

measures of bullying and contains items that can be considered work-related bullying, 

person-related bullying or physical intimidation (Einarsen, Hoel and Notelaers, 2009). 

Response categories for the list were “Daily”, “Weekly”, “Monthly” “Less than monthly” 

and “Never”, which strictly speaking are not ordinal measures, but rather can be 

conceived as ordinal data. Bullying was further measured by means of a single item 
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asking if the participants had felt subjected to bullying at work within the last 12 

months. Response categories for this question were “More that 4 times a week”, “3-4 

times a week”, “1-3 times a month” and “less than once a month”. Finally, another 

single item asked the participants if they had witnessed someone else being subjected 

to bullying in the workplace in the last twelve months.  

3.3 Results 

The author was curious to ascertain at which level employees were aware that the 

organization had a particular policy regarding bullying (see question 9 in Appendix 1 and 

Appendix 2). The impression was that many employees were not aware of the policy, 

and it was also quite difficult to find on the organization’s internal website. The concern 

is also that once having created a policy, organizational members might feel that 

enough has been done, and that writing up a policy becomes an end in itself. As will be 

discussed later on, having a policy on respectful conduct in a workplace is a vital part in 

the undertaking to create a bullying free workplace, but that is only the beginning of the 

process.  

The translation of the Icelandic text in figures 3-1 to 3-20 can be found in Appendix 3. 

When asked if they were aware if the organization had a policy regarding bullying 

51,81% of the employees answered “yes”, 7,25% answered “no” and 40,93% did not 

know or did not want to answer the question, as can be seen in figure 3-1 below.  

 

This means nearly half of the company are not aware of the policy and therefor are  

 

Figure 3-1. Distribution of answers to question 9. Does the company have a policy regarding bullying? 
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This means nearly half of the company might not be aware of the policy and therefor 

are perhaps not in possession of the necessary tools to take action if they are subjected 

to or witness workplace bullying which if true, is quite concerning and a matter that 

needs to be looked into by the HR department. 

When asked if they had witnessed bullying in the workplace in the past 12 months, 

27,37% answered “yes”, 64,21% had not witnessed bullying and 8,42% were unsure or 

did not want to answer, as can be seen in figure 3-2. This means that up to nearly 35% 

of the company’s employees have witnessed bullying at work. As has been discussed 

previously, being exposed to bullying in any form is according to Cooper et al., (1996) 

likely to manifest itself both behaviourally and attitudinally (Hoel et al., 2011) which 

Einarsen (2000) states; makes those witness to bullying incidents less capable of coping 

with daily tasks and cooperation required in their work (Hoel et al., 2011). When up to 

35% of the employees might be affected in such negative ways during their careers with 

the company, it is a great concern to the management and the value of reducing 

workplace bullying should be quite clear.  

 

Figure 3-2. Answers to question 10. Have you witnessed bullying in the workplace during the last 12 

months? 

When asked whether employees themselves had been the targets of bullying during 

the last 12 months 7,81%, or 15 people answered that they had. The number of people 

not targeted by bullying was 177, or 92,19%, as seen in figure 3-3 below.  
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Figure 3-3. Answers to question 11. Have you been the target of bullying in your workplace in the last 
12 months? 

Research indicates that exposure to bullying can have highly detrimental effects on the 

target’s health and well-being (Hogh, Mikkelsen and Hansen, 2011). Knowing that up to 

8% of the company’s employees might be going through many of the trials and 

challenges discussed in chapter 2.1, should encourage management to do everything 

they can to improve the culture within the company in order to reduce or eliminate 

bullying behaviors.  

If people answered negatively to being the targets of bullying, they were thanked for 

their participation and told the survey was complete. Those who answered they had 

been targets of workplace bullying continued to answer the rest of the questions.  

The next two questions have to do with the frequency and duration of the bullying 

behaviors.  

When asked how often they had been the targets of bullying, five people said it was 

less than monthly, four people said it happened 1-3 times a month, two people said it 

happened 3-4 times a week, one answered more than 4 times a week, and 3 answered 

‘Other’, as can be seen in figure 3-4.  
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Question 13 is about the duration of the exposure to bullying behaviors. Three of the 

targets state the exposure has lasted 6-12 months, two have been targets for 1-2 years 

and another six have been targeted for over 2 years. Two of the targets have been 

exposed to bullying for less than 3 months, and two either do not know or do not want 

to answer, as can be seen in figure 3-5. 

 

 

Question 14 is about the number of bullies. Eight people were bullied by one 

perpetrator, 5 had more than one bullies and 2 people did not want to answer the 

question, as can be seen in figure 3-6. 

 

Figure 3-5. Answers to question 13. How long did the bullying last/has it been going on? 

 

 

Figure 3-4. Answers to question 12. Approximately, how often have you been bullied? 
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Question 15 was about the position of the perpetrators within the company. Nine 

people were bullied by colleagues, 2 by managers other than their own, 1 by his/her 

own supervisor, 1 by his/her department managers and 2 did not want to answer the 

question, as can be seen in figure 3-7. 

 

Figure 3-7. Answers to question 15. What position did the perpetrator/s have in the company? 

Question 16 was about the types of negative behaviors the targets of bullying had 

experienced. The options for answers were “daily, weekly, monthly, less than monthly 

and never”, as can be seen in figure 3-8.  

Figure 3-6. Answers to question 14. Were you bullied by one or more people? 
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In question 17 what people think might be contributing factors to the bullying is 

explored. Six people thought it could be because of envy and competition, 4 answered 

that it could be because of different values and opinions about life, 2 people said it was 

because they were better educated than their co-workers, and 1 each mentioned their 

height, their gender, age, difficult co-worker who is never happy with anything, and 

their lack of education. Answers can be seen in figure 3-9. 

 

 

 

Question 18 is about the effects that the bullying had on the targets. The most 

common effect was dreading to come to work, which was mentioned by 8 people. 

Another common effect was a negative effect on a person’s work input, which 7 people 

reported. Six people reported a negative effect on their self-esteem, 4 people 

mentioned it disrupted their sleep, 2 mentioned a negative effect on their physical 

Figure 3-8. Answers to question 16. How often have the following behaviors towards you in your job 
performance or related to your performance taken place which you experience to be bullying? 

Figure 3-9. Answers to question 17. Do you think that any of the following factors might have contributed 
to/caused the bullying behaviors? 
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health, and one each mentioned that it caused constant anxiety, depression, leave from 

work, and more consumption of alcohol/increased smoking. Other things mentioned 

were not wanting to work with the supervisor who bullied the person and avoiding him 

at all cost, not wanting to go to work, leaving work early, and finding it very challenging 

to be around the bullies. Answers can be seen in figure 3-10. 

 

 

Question 19 is about how targets reacted to the bullying. Nine of them discussed it 

with family and friends. Eight people spoke about it with their co-workers. Six people 

told their immediate supervisor. Two people started looking for other work. Other 

measures people took were: talking to the CEO (who happened to be on the Equal 

rights committee at the time), talking to an outside advisor on bullying issues, talking to 

a Union representative, and talking to a psychologist. Answers can be seen in figure      

3-11. 

 

 

Figure 3-10. Answers to question 18. How did the bullying experience affect you? 

Figure 3-11. Answers to question 19. How did you react to the bullying? 
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In question 20 the changes happening as a result of the actions targets took are 

explored. In one case things changed for the better. Five people reported partial 

changes, 8 people stated nothing changed. One person was not willing to answer the 

question, as can be seen in figure 3-12 below. It is alarming that in spite that six people 

discussed the situation with their immediate supervisor, only one person reported that 

things improved as a result of their actions. This indicates that supervisors might have 

failed at ensuring the well-being of their subordinates.  

 

 

Question 21 is about whether targets filed a formal complaint. Only one person did 

so, 13 people did not and 1 person was not willing to answer the question, as can be 

seen in figure 3-13.  

 

 

There can be many reasons why people chose not to file a formal complaint. They 

might have changed positions within the company, the perpetrators could have quit, 

targets might be satisfied with other ways of dealing with the issues, such as talking to 

Figure 3-12. Answers to question 20. Did your actions lead to any changes? 

Figure 3-13. Answers to question 21. Did you file a formal complaint of bullying? 
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family or friends, or even the perpetrator him/herself. However, if people do not know 

that there is a possibility of making a formal complaint, they will not do so. Since a large 

number of employees are not aware of the bullying policy, they might also not know of 

any formal reporting procedures in regards to bullying. The only person who filed a 

formal complaint did not feel that the complaint was followed through appropriately.  

Question 22 is about whether the bullying policy was helpful in dealing with the 

bullying issues. One person felt that it had partially helped, that the situation was not as 

bad as it used to be. Five people felt nothing had changed at all. Nine people did not 

know or did not want to answer, as can be seen in figure 3-14.  

Figure 3-14. Answers to question 22. Did the company's bullying policy help in your case? 

It is interesting to see that when asked which of the following items do people think 

are conducive to bullying within the company, 5 people mentioned a lack of knowledge 

of bullying. Work pressure was mentioned by 7 people, and a defective management 

style by 5 people. Envy and competition was another common item, noted by 5 people. 

Being short-staffed was mentioned 4 times, pressure to reach time goals was 

mentioned 3 times, different values and opinions about life was mentioned 2 times and 

lack of education 2 times.  Other things mentioned were unfair performance evaluation 

and an employee’s better education than his/her coworkers’. See table 1. 
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Table 1. Answers to question 23. Which of the following items do you think encourage bullying in the 
company? 

Survey questions Number of 
answers 

Pressure at work 7 
Lack of knowledge of bullying 5 
Defective management style 5 
Because of envy and competition 5 
Lack of employees 4 
Pressure to reach set time goals 3 
Because of employees’ different values and life opinions 2 
Unfair performance evaluation 
Because individuals have a better education than their co-workers´ 
 

1  
1 

 

3.3.1 Exposure to bullying related to sick leave and intentions to leave the 
company 

When those who had witnessed bullying were asked how often they had been absent 

from work due to their own illness in the last year the answers were as follows: Never: 

Seven people (13.73%). Five times or less: Thirty-one person (60.78%). Six to ten times: 

Four people (7.84%).  Eleven times or more: Five people (9.8%). Four people did not 

know or did not want to answer the question (7.84%). Answers can be seen in figure 3-

15. 

 

 

When those who had been targets of bullying were asked how often they had been 

absent from work due to their own illness in the last year the answers were as follows: 

Never: Three people (20%). Five times or less: Five people (53.33%). Six to ten times: No 

Figure 3-15. Sick leave of employees who have witnessed bullying. 

 

Figure 3-16. Sick leave of targets of bullying.Figure 3-17. Sick leave of employees who have witnessed 
bullying. 

 

Figure 3-18. Sick leave of targets of bullying. 

 

Figure 3-19. Sick leave of non-targets of bullying.Figure 3-20. Sick leave of targets of bullying.Figure 3-21. 
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one (0%).  Eleven times or more: Two people (13.33%). Two people did not know or did 

not want to answer the question (13.33%). Answers can be seen in figure 3-16. 

 

 

When those who had not been targets of bullying were asked how often they had been 

absent from work due to their own illness in the last year the answers were as follows: 

Never: Thirty-two people (18,39%). Five times or less: Ninety-four people (54.02%). Six 

to ten times: Twenty-four people (13.79%).  Eleven times or more: Seven people 

(4.02%). Seventeen people did not know or did not want to answer the question 

(9.77%). Answers can be seen in figure 3-17. 

 

 

 

When those who had witnessed bullying were asked how likely or unlikely they were 

to leave the company in the next 6 months, the answers were as follows: Very unlikely: 

Thirteen people (25%). Unlikely: Twenty people (38.46%). Likely: Eight people (15.38%).  

Figure 3-16. Sick leave of targets of bullying. 

 

Figure 3-41. Sick leave of non-targets of bullying.Figure 3-42. Sick leave of targets of bullying. 

 

Figure 3-43. Sick leave of non-targets of bullying. 

 

Figure 3-44. Employees with intentions to leave within the next 6 months, who have witnessed 
bullying.Figure 3-45. Sick leave of non-targets of bullying.Figure 3-46. Sick leave of targets of 
bullying. 

 

Figure 3-47. Sick leave of non-targets of bullying.Figure 3-48. Sick leave of targets of bullying. 

 

Figure 3-17. Sick leave of non-targets of bullying. 

 

Figure 3-49. Employees with intentions to leave within the next 6 months, who have witnessed 
bullying.Figure 3-50. Sick leave of non-targets of bullying. 

 

Figure 3-51. Employees with intentions to leave within the next 6 months, who have witnessed bullying. 

 

Figure 3-52. Employees with intentions to leave within the next 6 months, who have been targets of 
bullying.Figure 3-53. Employees with intentions to leave within the next 6 months, who have 
witnessed bullying.Figure 3-54. Sick leave of non-targets of bullying. 

 

Figure 3-17. Sick leave of non-targets of bullying. 

 

Figure 3-65. Employees with intentions to leave within the next 6 months, who have witnessed 
bullying.Figure 3-66. Sick leave of non-targets of bullying. 

 

Figure 3-67. Employees with intentions to leave within the next 6 months, who have witnessed bullying. 

 

Figure 3-68. Employees with intentions to leave within the next 6 months, who have been targets of 
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Very likely: Two people (3.85%). Nine people did not know or did not want to answer 

the question (17.31%). Answers can be seen in figure 3-18. 

 

 

 

When those who had been targets of bullying were asked how likely or unlikely they 

were to leave the company in the next 6 months, the answers were as follows: Very 

unlikely: Seven people (46.67%). Unlikely: Five people (33.33%). Likely: No one (0%).  

Very likely: One person (6.67%). Two people did not know or did not want to answer the 

question (13.33%). Answers can be seen in figure 3-19. 

 

 

 

When those who had not been targets of bullying were asked how likely or unlikely 

they were to leave the company in the next 6 months, the answers were as follows: 

Very unlikely: Sixty-six people (37.50%). Unlikely: Fifty-nine people (33.52%). Likely: 

Sixteen people (9.09%).  Very likely: Three people (1.70%). Thirty-two people did not 

Figure 3-18. Employees with intentions to leave within the next 6 months, who have witnessed bullying. 

 

Figure 3-89. Employees with intentions to leave within the next 6 months, who have been targets of 
bullying.Figure 3-90. Employees with intentions to leave within the next 6 months, who have 
witnessed bullying. 

 

Figure 3-91. Employees with intentions to leave within the next 6 months, who have been targets of 
bullying. 

 

Figure 3-92. Employees with intentions to leave, who have not been targets of bullying.Figure 3-93. 
Employees with intentions to leave within the next 6 months, who have been targets of 
bullying.Figure 3-94. Employees with intentions to leave within the next 6 months, who have 
witnessed bullying. 

 

Figure 3-95. Employees with intentions to leave within the next 6 months, who have been targets of 
bullying.Figure 3-96. Employees with intentions to leave within the next 6 months, who have 
witnessed bullying. 

 

Figure 3-19. Employees with intentions to leave within the next 6 months, who have been targets of 
bullying. 

 

Figure 3-97. Employees with intentions to leave, who have not been targets of bullying.Figure 3-98. 
Employees with intentions to leave within the next 6 months, who have been targets of bullying. 

 

Figure 3-99. Employees with intentions to leave, who have not been targets of bullying. 

Figure 3-19. Employees with intentions to leave within the next 6 months, who have been targets of 
bullying. 

 

Figure 3-113. Employees with intentions to leave, who have not been targets of bullying.Figure 3-114. 
Employees with intentions to leave within the next 6 months, who have been targets of bullying. 

 

Figure 3-115. Employees with intentions to leave, who have not been targets of bullying. 

 

Figure 3-116. A risk management approach to preventing and managing bullying and harassment. 
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know or did not want to answer the question (18.18%). Answers can be seen in figure  

3-20. 

 

 

When one compares the amount of sick leave taken in connection with the level of 

exposure to bullying, some interesting trends can be seen. First of all, those with 

exposure to bullying seem to be more likely to take 11 days or more of sick leave during 

one year (9,8% of witnesses and a staggering 13,33% of targets) than those who are not 

targets (4,02%). A surprising finding is that 60,78% of witnesses to workplace bullying 

have 5 or less sick days during the past year whereas targets and non-targets are similar 

in this measure, 53,33% of targets take have taken 5 days or less and 54,04% of the non-

targets. Another surprising finding is that non-targets of workplace bullying are much 

more likely to have taken 6-10 days of sick leave in the past year than the other two 

groups, or 13,79% as opposed to 7,84% (witnesses to bullying) and 0% (targets). This 

might be explained by the fact that those exposed simply tend to take more than 11 sick 

days, as can be seen in the numbers cited earlier. These percentages can be seen in 

table 2. 

 

Figure 3-137. Employees with intentions to leave, who have not been targets of bullying. 

 

Figure 3-138. A risk management approach to preventing and managing bullying and harassment. 
Jenkins, 2013. Adapted from the “Four Steps Process”Figure 3-139. Employees with intentions 

to leave, who have not been targets of bullying. 

 

Figure 3-140. A risk management approach to preventing and managing bullying and harassment. Jenkins, 
2013. Adapted from the “Four Steps Process” 

 

Figure 3-141. A risk management approach to preventing and managing bullying and harassment. 
Jenkins, 2013. Adapted from the “Four Steps Process”Figure 3-142. Employees with intentions 

to leave, who have not been targets of bullying. 

 

Figure 3-143. A risk management approach to preventing and managing bullying and harassment. 
Jenkins, 2013. Adapted from the “Four Steps Process”Figure 3-144. Employees with intentions 

to leave, who have not been targets of bullying. 

 

Figure 3-145. A risk management approach to preventing and managing bullying and harassment. Jenkins, 
2013. Adapted from the “Four Steps Process” 

 

Figure 3-146. A risk management approach to preventing and managing bullying and harassment. 
Jenkins, 2013. Adapted from the “Four Steps Process” 

 

Figure 3-147. A risk management approach to preventing and managing bullying and harassment. Jenkins, 
2013. Adapted from the “Four Steps Process” 
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Table 2. Frequency of sick leave with level of exposure to bullying. Witness to bullying (WTB), Target 
of bullying (TOB), Not target of bullying (NTB). 

Frequency of sick days Exposure to bullying Percentage of employees

5 days or less WTB 60,78

5 days or less TOB 53,33

5 days or less NTB 54,04

6-10 days WTB 7,84

6-10 days TOB 0

6-10 days NTB 13,79

11 days or more WTB 9,8

11 days or more TOB 13,33

11 days or more NTB 4,02  
 

The employees who are targets of bullying are the largest group in both the 

categories of Very unlikely to leave (46,67%) and Very likely to leave (6,67%). This 

suggests that they fall into either the group of people who have resigned themselves to 

their fate and do not think there is anything they can do about their situation, or that 

they wish to get out of the organization as soon as possible. The group of witnesses to 

bullying are also much more inclined to leaving the organization, if the categories Likely 

and Very likely are compiled, 19,23% of witnesses to bullying wish to leave in the next 6 

months. These percentages are shown in table 3. 

Table 3. Intention to leave with level of exposure to bullying. Witness to bullying (WTB), Target of 
bullying (TOB), Not target of bullying (NTB). 

Intention to leave Exposure to bullying Percentage of employees

Very unlikely WTB 25

Very unlikely TOB 46,67

Very unlikely NTB 37,50

Unlikely WTB 38,46

Unlikely TOB 33,33

Unlikely NTB 33,52

Likely WTB 15,38

Likely TOB 0

Likely NTB 9,09

Very likely WTB 3,85

Very likely TOB 6,67

Very likely NTB 1,70  
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3.4 Discussion 

The purpose of this research is to ascertain the level of bullying that takes place in a 

company in Iceland that also has a large amount of employees in other parts of the 

world. The following research question was posed at the beginning:  

Does bullying take place in the organization? The results of the survey show that 

7,81% of the respondents feel that they have been targets of workplace bullying, either 

presently or sometime during the last 12 months. This number should encourage the 

company’s management to explore how they can work on successfully reducing bullying 

that takes place in the company.  

As well as posing the research question, two hypotheses were proposed. The first 

one was meant to gather information to explore the connection between exposure to 

bullying and intentions to leave the company, and is as follows: 

Exposure to bullying is positively linked to intention to leave company. The results of 

the survey support this hypothesis. As can be seen in table 2, 3,85% of witnesses to 

bullying and 6,67% of targets to bullying are very likely to leave the company in the next 

six months, as opposed to 1,7% of those not exposed to bullying. 15,38% of those who 

have witnessed bullying are likely to leave the company, as opposed to 9% of those not 

targeted by bullying. None of the targets of bullying are likely to leave the company in 

the next 6 months. This might at first glance seem surprising, but it might indicate that 

targets are at either end of the spectrum, very likely as indicated above (6,67%), or very 

unlikely (46,67%). This is in support of the theory of employee exodus (Lutgen-Sandvik, 

Namie and Namie, 2009) discussed in chapter 2.3 and might indicate that this number 

represents those who are left behind, individuals less capable and confidant than those 

who leave as soon as possible after recognizing the negative dynamics in the company 

caused by workplace bullying. 

The second hypothesis is useful to gather information about how exposure to 

bullying is connected to more frequent sick leave:  

Exposure to bullying is positively linked to more frequent sick leave. This hypothesis is 

supported as those with exposure to bullying seem to be more likely to take 11 days or 

more of sick leave during one year (9,8% of witnesses and a staggering 13,33% of 

targets) than those who are not targets (4,02%). 
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Employers are a very important group in the campaign to stop workplace bullying. They 

have more leverage than bullied individuals or lawmakers, to provide safe working 

environments for millions of employees under their control (Namie, Namie and Lutgen-

Sandvik, 2011).  

 It is interesting to see that when asked which of the following items do people think 

are conducive to bullying within the company, 5 people mentioned a lack of knowledge 

of bullying. Work pressure was mentioned by 7 people, and defective management 

style by 5 people. Envy and competition was another common item, noted by 5 people. 

Being short-staffed was mentioned 4 times, pressure to reach time goals was 

mentioned 3 times, different values and opinions about life was mentioned 2 times and 

lack of education 2 times.  Other things mentioned were unfair performance evaluation 

and an employee’s better education than his/her coworkers’. These items can be very 

helpful for management to take into consideration if they decide to become proactive 

about dealing with bullying in the company. 

3.4.1 Strengths and limitations 

Low response rates increase uncertainty in many studies. The possibility cannot be 

ignored that a low response rate raises the level of reports of bullying since it may be 

assumed that people who have experienced bullying themselves or who have been 

affected by it will be more likely to participate in a study of bullying than those who 

have never been in contact with the phenomenon (Agervold, 2007). It is possible that 

those sensitized by exposure to bullying within the company were more inclined to 

respond to the survey than those who have not been exposed to bullying. However, the 

percentage of exposed employees is lower than the percentage of people who reported 

exposure to bullying in a workplace survey performed by Capacent the previous year 

(7,81% versus 9%). One can therefor trust that the sample is representative enough to 

draw conclusions about the bullying situation within the company.  

A sizable drawback for the results in the fact that not everyone who responded to 

the survey was allowed to continue answering questions past the question about 

whether or not they had been targets of bullying. It is possible that individuals who 

answer negatively after reading a definition of workplace bullying, might score high on 

the questions that follow, that is be operationally identified as bullied. They simply are 
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not aware that their experiences at work actually indicate that they are targets of 

bullying. The HR department did not want any others than those who answered 

positively to the direct question that followed the definition of workplace bullying, to 

answer the rest of the questions.  
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4 Measures to prevent bullying in the workplace 

Workplace bullying is clearly an organizational problem and not an individual one. 

Working environments are collectively created and sustained by executive decisions 

(Lutgen-Sandvik, Namie and Namie, 2009). Organizational responses and interventions, 

when workers report bullying, are there for critical to end employee abuse (Namie and 

Lutgen-Sandvik, 2010).  

Identifying the material effects of adult bullying is an important step in persuading 

organizational policy makers to pay attention to the phenomenon. If we understand 

what bullying feels like and the suffering it causes, we are more likely to be motivated 

to change policies (Tracy, Lutgen-Sandvik, and Alberts, 2006), to scrutinize 

organizational cultures and norms and to realize the necessary changes that must be 

made.  Emotion can serve as a warning sign that something is wrong with organizational 

interaction. If the emotional pain of bullying is uncovered and publicized, it may propel 

organizational intervention, change and prevention forward (Tracy, Lutgen-Sandvik, and 

Alberts, 2006). Simply understanding workplace bullying, helps leaders and other 

stakeholders adopt new attitudes, respond more quickly to reported incidents, and 

counter bullying in more constructive ways (Lutgen-Sandvik and Tracy, 2011). 

Should the emotional argument not suffice to engender management organizational 

support for prevention of workplace bullying, a cost analysis of how a bullying climate 

negatively affects the business success of an organization might strengthen the 

argument even further (Murphy, 2012). 

Workplace bullying can be addressed through activities such as developing 

workplace policies and more importantly altering organizational climate to reflect them, 

encouraging the voices of marginalized workers, and offering training related to 

workplace aggression and communication skills (Lutgen-Sandvik and Tracy, 2011). 

According to Cowie et al., (2002) the prevailing ethical climate type within an 

organization determines employee’s decisions about what is right or wrong (Lutgen-

Sandvik and Tracy, 2011), and influences employee behavior and therefor the bullying 

behavior of the employees as well (Hoel and Cooper, 2000). Consequently, policies and 

other formalized communication must go hand in hand with changes in employees’ and 
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leaders’ attitudes and day to day conversation and practice as well as organizational 

rewards and punishments (Lutgen-Sandvik and Tracy, 2011).  

Based on the above discussion it is tremendously important to create climate types 

or cultures in organizations where workplace bullying behaviors simply cannot thrive.  

4.1 Risk Management Approach 

There are a number of regulatory bodies and occupational health and safety authorities 

(this varies from country to country) that provide a framework for how employers 

should manage workplace bullying from a risk management perspective. These 

recommendations are based on the responsibilities employers have, first to identify and 

then to alleviate or control risks that could contribute to psychological hazards in the 

workplace, as they would any other OH&S hazard (Jenkins, 2013). The assessment of 

risk groups, according to Schat et al., (2006) is important to both policy makers and 

interventionists, since it may help them to develop tailor-made interventions 

(Notelaers, 2010). 

In her book, Preventing and managing workplace bullying and harassment: A risk 

management approach (2013) Jenkins discusses some of the risk factors that can 

contribute to a culture of workplace bullying. These factors are some of the findings of 

an enquiry into bullying and harassment within the New South Wales Ambulance 

service (New South Wales Parliament Legislative Council, n.d.): Bullying may be 

prevalent when an organization’s environment can be characterized by low staff 

morale, high levels of stress and unresolved conflict (Baillien et al., 2011; Samnani and 

Singh, 2012); there is a risk that employees will form cliques that reward their own 

members and penalize those who do not belong; when managers are inept and 

uncaring and ignore staff problems and policies, bullying can thrive; when the 

management culture is more oriented towards budgeting and performance indicators 

than the wellbeing of employees, risk of bullying increases; this can also happen when 

the working conditions are poor and levels of work stress high; when managers appear 

unwilling or incapable to deal effectively with staff conflicts, challenging situations or 

people: in such environments the staff who make complaints through the organization’s 

grievance process are victimized; significant conflict may be seen between older, more 
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experienced staff and younger staff with more formal qualifications; and bullying 

behavior is “normalized” by some officers (Jenkins, 2013).  

In their 2003 study, Ayoko et al., found a significant relationship between the 

employee‘s reaction to conflict and bullying: when employees reacted productively and 

tried to solve conflicts, bullying seemed to decrease. When the reactions where 

destructive, where conflicts were avoided or attempts were made at overruling the 

other person, bullying increased. Vartia discussed two types of workplaces in a 1996 

article. Reactions to differences of opinion are an important factor when it comes to 

bullying. At bullying workplaces, different opinions were frequently settled by taking 

advantage of one‘s position of authority, by direct commands or orders to demonstrate 

superiority. Differences in opinion were dealt with by talking matters over and 

negotiating at bullying-free workplaces. It is clear that the work unit‘s management 

style can substantially influence whether or not bullying takes place (Baillien et al., 

2010).  

Variables such as those mentioned by Jenkins can allow disrespectful behaviors to 

emerge and escalate into workplace bullying and harassment. Bullying cannot be 

prevented in an organization that does nothing to identify these risks and lets them go 

unchecked. An OH&S approach to bullying is proactive, which means that organizations 

that use this approach have a system in place to assess the presence and degree of risk, 

and then take steps to control and manage those risks, continually monitoring and 

evaluating the system (Jenkins, 2013).  

It can be a challenge to apply the principles of a risk management approach to 

prevent and address bullying. Traditional risk management systems were designed to 

identify and eliminate or minimize physical hazards, which means the concept of 

psychological hazards may be confusing. In this context, “a psychological hazard is a 

pattern of behavior or actions that can cause psychological harm or injury to an 

individual. Risk factors are the workplace characteristics that interact with human 

activity and have the potential contribute to psychological hazards such as bullying” 

(Jenkins, 2013, p. 80).  

Unfortunately, it is often so that organizations only begin to develop a sound 

approach to dealing with bullying after the problem has emerged and things have gone 
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wrong. A risk management program helps the organization’s stakeholders prevent the 

hazard from occurring so that bullying is not allowed to escalate before something is 

done about it (Jenkins, 2013).   

An essential first step is to have a strong management commitment to the risk 

management approach. In order for change to occur, the organizational leadership 

team must be motivated to prevent bullying from a systemic and proactive perspective 

rather than a reactive perspective. The support of middle management and employees 

must be gained, and all leadership teams need to demonstrate to all of their staff how 

serious they are about preventing psychological hazards such as bullying and sexual 

harassment from occurring among their workforce (Jenkins, 2013). 

The following are some of the positive actions senior management can take to 

demonstrate their commitment to proper risk management: 

Engage critical stakeholders such as HR Consultants, OH&S representatives, 
key employees, … in finding out how the organisation currently manages 
conflicts, complaints of bullying and sexual harassment.  

Engage the services of an outside consultant such as an organisational 
psychologist or an organisational conflict management specialist to assist 
the organisation in carrying out initial climate surveys and workplace risk 
assessments and in implementing its risk management strategy. 

Attend OH&S meetings and highlight the importance of psychological safety 
as well as physical safety.  

Involve representatives from the employee trade union, as well as staff 
union representatives.  

Ensure that there are enough resources (staff and financial resources) to 
implement a thorough and systemic approach to preventing and addressing 
workplace bullying and harassment.  

Engage with a university partner to turn the process into ‘action researchʼ 
that can be used as a teaching tool and example of best practice in the 
future (Jenkins, p. 81-82, 2013).  

Jenkins (2013) further counsels: To comply with a risk management approach to 

prevent and manage bullying as a hazard employers need to carry out four steps: 

Identify the hazard. What are we dealing with? Employers need to have a 
good understanding about what is bullying and what is not bullying. How 
bullying, sexual harassment and discrimination link.  
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Assess the risks. Employers need to have a good understanding of the risks 
factors that may be present in their organisation, or discrete pockets of their 
organisation, and the degree of risk posed by each of the factors identified.  

Implement control measures. Employers need to know what strategies they 
need to implement in order to minimize and control the risks that they have 
identified.  

Evaluate and review control measures. Employers need to know how to 
evaluate the strategies they have put in place, so that they can tell if these 
control measures have been effective (p. 83-84, 2013).  

Figure 4-1 shows a model of the four steps of successful prevention and 

management of bullying. 

 

 

 

4.1.1 Identifying the Risks 

Bullying is a symptom of broader problems in a workplace (Jenkins, 2013), in the 1980s 

Heinz Leymann emphasized the importance of organizational antecedents of workplace 

bullying. He argued that anyone could become a target of bullying under the right 

circumstances (Salin and Hoel, 2011). Studies by Baillien, Neyens, and De Witte, 2008, 

Einarsen et al., 1994, Hauge, Skogstad, and Einarsen, 2007, Vartia, 1996, Zapf et al., 

1996b, for example, (Salin and Hoel, 2011) have identified several risk factors that can 

contribute to bullying. By taking a risk management approach, an organization can 

identify the presence of these risks, evaluate the impact of the risks on the organization 

and either eliminate or control them. Organizations that focus only on the relationship 

between the target and perpetrator fail to recognize that the disrespectful behaviors 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4-1. A risk management approach to preventing and managing bullying and harassment. 
Jenkins, 2013. Adapted from the “Four Steps Process” 

 

Figure 4-2. A risk management approach to preventing and managing bullying and 
harassment. Jenkins, 2013. Adapted from the “Four Steps Process” 

 

Figure 4-3. A risk management approach to preventing and managing bullying and harassment. 
Jenkins, 2013. Adapted from the “Four Steps Process” 

 

Figure 4-4. A risk management approach to preventing and managing bullying and 
harassment. Jenkins, 2013. Adapted from the “Four Steps Process” 

 

Figure 4-5. A risk management approach to preventing and managing bullying and harassment. 
Jenkins, 2013. Adapted from the “Four Steps Process” 

 

Figure 4-6. A risk management approach to preventing and managing bullying and 
harassment. Jenkins, 2013. Adapted from the “Four Steps Process” 
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exhibited by the perpetrator (and sometimes by both parties) could not have happened 

if the environment or culture had not been permissive of the behaviors (Jenkins, 2013).  

The main organizational and individual risks for bullying will be discussed in further 

detail below:  

 Industrial climate and work organization  

Research indicates that role conflict, role ambiguity, and a lack of clear goals in 

organizational environments can contribute to bullying behaviors (Jenkins, 2013; 

Baillien and De Witte, 2009; Einarsen, Raknes and Matthiesen, 1994). Einarsen, Raknes 

and Matthiesen further state that bullying behaviours intensify in a work environment 

when there is a high degree of pressure and individuals have little control over their 

work. Many researchers (Einarsen et al., 1994; Anderson, Anderson, and Deuser, 1996; 

Einarsen, 1996; Baillien et al., 2008) have found evidence that physical aspects of the 

work environment may also induce negative behaviours. Conditions such as noise, hot 

or cold circumstances or cramped conditions, where employees have to share tools and 

equipment (Salin and Hoel, 2011). The above descriptions match working conditions 

that exist in the organization where the survey for this thesis was performed, and are 

likely to be a contributing factor to the bullying that takes place in those departments. 

The research of Notelaers (2010) underlines that strain is related to being bullied. In 

some of the departments employees work in shifts around the clock often causing high 

levels of strain as reported by the employees themselves.  

 Significant changes within the organization 

Results from several studies (Baron and Neuman, 1996; Hoel and Cooper, 2000; Rayner, 

1997; have indicated that there is an association between organizational changes and 

bullying. Some of the strongest predictors of aggressive behaviors are use of part-time 

workers, changes in management, pay cuts, and major organizational and technological 

changes (Salin and Hoel,2011). Many of these risk factors cannot be avoided but it is 

possible to minimize their impact on employees if they are managed correctly. Large 

changes have been a common occurrence within the organization the thesis discusses. 

Among them are frequent ownership changes, which cause major organizational 

changes on many levels in the company. Such changes can affect individuals and 
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contribute to increased levels of stress, conflict and defensive behaviors. If not handled 

properly, these negative behaviors can escalate into bullying (Jenkins, 2013).  

 The social environment 

In some organizations, aggression is viewed as an acceptable managerial style. Often 

these industries or organizations are exemplified by high staff turnover, as employees 

who are unable to endure the stressful and aggressive culture leave (Jenkins, 2013). The 

ways that organizational upper management responds to reports of bullying is an aspect 

of the collective character of the phenomenon. These responses set the tone for others. 

When upper management ignores information of bullying taking place, employees 

assume that upper management views bullying as unimportant or trivial (Lutgen-

Sandvik and Namie, 2010). In their comprehensive study of active and passive 

accomplices to workplace bullying Namie and Lutgen-Sandvik (2010) found that by 

combining multiple harassers and solo harassers who received support (most often 

from upper management, but also from HR staff, bullies‘ peers and even target‘s peers) 

that nearly three quarters of bullying cases were concerted and collected to some 

degree.  

In 1976 Brodsky stated that “for harassment to occur, there needs to be a culture 

that permits and rewards it” (Salin and Hoel, 2011, p. 230). Managers have a duty to 

prevent the development of an inappropriate culture within their teams, and to stop 

any disrespectful behaviors they become aware of (Jenkins, 2013). However, it has 

repeatedly been the case at the company that employees who behave in such ways, 

either are not reprimanded or worse yet, indirectly praised for such actions, with 

favorable treatment by their supervisors such as being given more responsibility and 

more extensive training than other employees get. 

 Leadership styles 

A study published in 2011 by Mathisen et al., revealed interesting facts about the 

relationship between supervisor personality and employee reports of exposure to 

bullying and harassment at work, that is how supervisors may affect claims of bullying in 

organizations. According to Glasø and Einarsen (2006) employees have frequent 

interactions with their most immediate supervisors, implying that leadership style may 
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directly influence employees‘ well-being and health. In this way, relevant supervisor 

attributes and behaviors may influence organizational bullying, both directly and 

indirectly. A supervisor can directly influence workplace bullying because subordinates 

observe and code their supervisor‘s behavior which influences their future behavior 

with each other. This may happen indirectly as well, when the influence is by a process 

of negative mood contagion that promotes a negative atmosphere in which bullying is 

permitted or even encouraged. Supervisors are often seen as role models, and 

subordinates will imitate their behavior or at least be inspired by it (Mathisen et al., 

2011). In his study in 1999, Sheehan stated that tolerating or ignoring workplace 

bullying encourages the negative behavior. Bullying may also often result because 

managers improperly use their power to intimidate their subordinates. When the boss 

is the bully, his employees follow his example as culturally accepted organizational 

norm, and become bullies themselves (Georgakopoulos, 2011). 

Although supervisor personality is somewhat a predictor of workplace bullying 

Mathisen et al., (2011) found out that supervisor stress when teamed with undesirable 

supervisor personality traits correlated more strongly with workplace bullying.   

The fact that supervisor stress is more strongly related to workplace bullying than 

supervisor personality may have important practical implications for the prevention of 

bullying in workplaces. Leadership training should focus on teaching skills to reduce 

stressors and promote an understanding of how stress may lead to negative behavior at 

work as well as provide guidance on how to manage stress reactions (Mathisen et al., 

2011). 

 Characteristics of targets and perpetrators 

The causal model of bullying and harassment at work emphasizes the quality of the 

organizations´ work environment as the main determinant for disrespectful behaviors. 

The focus of this thesis is the situational view of the problem. The major causes of 

workplace bullying according to this view, are the work environment and social 

environment problems within an organization. In this study of workplace bullying, 

personality factors are irrelevant and work conditions are considered the primary cause 

of such behaviors (Einarsen, Raknes and Matthiesen, 1994). 
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 Lack of systems and policies 

Workplace bullying and harassment usually occur because of an interaction between 

some of the above risk factors and are less likely to happen when these factors are 

identified in the organization as potential risks and are controlled or managed 

effectively. Bullying is less likely to occur if the organization has policies in relation to 

respectful workplace behavior, all employees have had training on their rights and 

responsibilities and workgroup managers are proactive in early intervention and 

addressing inappropriate behavior that they witness or hear about (Jenkins, 2013).  

4.1.2 Workplace Risk Assessment 

In order to prevent workplace bullying from an OH&S perspective it is necessary to 

assess the prevalence of risks that might be present in the organization or some of its 

departments. Risk assessments need to be connected to the specific risks that have 

been identified as contributing to workplace bullying. Based on these findings, specific 

control measures can be designed, or methods to manage the identified risks (Jenkins, 

2013). Pre-intervention surveys, interviews, focus groups, introductory meetings, and 

joint discussions are some of the methods used to assess the risks and antecedents of 

bullying in organizations. On their basis, it is possible to establish pre-intervention 

baseline measures and reach a common understanding of the situation (Vartia and 

Leka, 2011). 

To enable successful identification of risks within the organization, communication 

with all stakeholders is essential. Stakeholders include unions, OH&S representatives 

and specialists, employees and any other parties who will encourage employees to 

understand the efforts the organization is making to change the work culture for the 

better (Jenkins, 2013).  This type of collaboration in a spirit of consultation will facilitate 

a climate of ownership within the organization, show that management is committed to 

the improvement of psychological safety, enhancing the chances of this actually 

becoming the end result (Jenkins, 2013). In order for the consultation process to be 

effective the organization should have procedures in place that enable the stakeholders 

to share relevant information, have effective communication and genuine input during 

the process, ensure that the flow of information from stakeholders to employees is 

constant throughout the consultation process and make sure that employees and other 
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stakeholders have a platform where they can comment and contribute to improving 

psychological safety (Jenkins, 2013).  

4.2 Implementing measures to control the risks 

Workplace bullying needs to be battled in a sustained and systematic way. The reason 

for this is twofold: Organizations have a duty to protect their employees from 

experiencing workplace bullying. In an ever competitive business environment, since 

workplace bullying has a negative impact on an organization’s profitability, the 

management who proactively address this social issue will also more effectively meet 

their organizational goals (Keashly and Jagatic, 2011). If it is proving problematic to get 

buy-in from top executives and other key individuals in the battle against workplace 

bullying, Query and Hanley (2010) mention it may be helpful for the organization to do a 

cost analysis of how much workplace bullying is costing the organization (Murphy, 

2012). 

There are several different strategies used in the prevention and management of 

harassment and bullying at work. Commonly, a distinction is made between primary, 

secondary, and tertiary prevention, on the one hand, and organizational, job- or task-

level, and individual-oriented interventions, on the other. Furthermore, there is a fourth 

level of prevention, which are policy-level interventions. 

The nature of primary stage interventions is proactive and they are meant to prevent 

the harmful incidents occurring in the first place by reducing the risks thereof. 

Secondary stage interventions aim to reverse, reduce, or slow the progress of the 

situation, to stop the incident from recurring, and/or to increase the resources of 

individuals to cope with the situation. The nature of tertiary interventions is 

rehabilitative, there purpose is to restore the health and well-being of employees, and 

restore a safe and healthy workplace. Organizational or employer-level interventions 

aim to influence the attitude towards bullying and inappropriate behavior, to develop 

organizational culture where bullying is not tolerated, to promote policies and 

procedures for prevention, and stage interventions when problems occur. Job-level 

strategies are meant to prevent and deal with bullying behaviors by influencing the 

work environment, job descriptions, work organization, and how the work unit 

functions. Individual-level interventions are designed to change characteristics such as 



55 

perceptions, attitudes, or behavior or the individual’s health and ability to perform 

his/her job. 

Many experts believe intervention programs are most effective when they include 

both individual-directed and organizational or environment-directed strategies on 

primary, secondary and tertiary levels. Intervention programs should not only change 

the attitudes and behaviors of individuals but also the social context and work 

environment (Vartia and Leka, 2011).   

4.2.1 Developing a Policy 

A bullying and harassment policy is the employer’s statement of intent and a summary 

of processes that relate to bullying and harassment in their organization (Rayner and 

Lewis, 2011). A policy on respectful workplace behaviors provides employees, including 

managers, with directives that ensure behaviors meet the standards set by the 

organization, and are consistent with current anti-discrimination, sexual harassment 

and workplace bullying laws (Leka and Vartia, 2011; Lutgen-Sandvik and Tracy, 2011). 

The role of the policy in the management of workplace bullying is important to all 

concerned, and it should not only be used in situations of formal complaint. All policies 

outline formal procedures, however, an effective policy has a greater purpose: It 

includes, among other things, guiding statements about how the organization intends to 

prevent bullying and deal with it if it occurs. According to Richards and Daley (2003) a 

statement has two immediate roles: It is a statement of intent, and a document that 

should be used to guide all stakeholders through the formal and informal processes 

connected to bullying prevention and intervention (Rayner and Lewis, 2011). 

According to Jenkins (2013) a respectful behavior policy should in the least:  

Inform all employees about the standard of behaviour expected from them. 

Specifically define inappropriate and unacceptable behaviours that are 
covered by the policy such as workplace bullying, sexual harassment and 
unlawful discrimination.  

Inform employees that the standard of behaviour outlined by the policy is 
enforceable. 

Identify the legislation that makes sexual harassment, discrimination and 
workplace bullying unlawful. 
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Inform employees that legal action can be taken against them for sexually 
harassing, discriminating against or bullying a fellow employee (or 
customer), and inform them that they could also be exposing the 
organisation to legal action if they carry out bullying or harassing 
behaviours. 

Integrate with a complaints procedure that provides a range of options and 
a structure to address complaints of inappropriate behaviour, including 
bullying, sexual harassment and discrimination (p. 127-128, 2013).  

A workplace behavior policy that defines bullying, and sets standards of respectful 

behavior, is part of a risk management system. It should be integrated with the 

organization‘s conflict and complaint management system (Rayner and Lewis, 2011; 

Jenkins, 2013). According to Lutgen-Sandvik, Namie et al., (2009) an important move to 

reduce bullying in organizations is incorporating specific anti-bullying language into 

policies and coupling policy change with culture modifications. Examples of these 

include creating public, sought after rewards for treating others with respect and 

spreading efforts to improve climate throughout hierarchical levels in the organization 

(Lutgen-Sandvik and Tracy, 2011). The policy should be systematically distributed 

among stakeholders in the organization, by methods such as posting fliers in prominent 

locations (Poilpot-Rocaboy and Winter, 2007).  Behaviors such as bullying, sexual 

harassment and discrimination are more likely to occur in an organization without an 

up-to-date policy and complaint management system, in an organization with a policy 

that is buried in the intranet, or sits in a cupboard and collects dust (Jenkins, 2013).  

It is important that the ownership of the policy is established. Some organizations 

have placed their policies in the health and safety area, others in their HR departments. 

The department that owns the policy must be able to exert sufficient influence to 

enable delivery of the policy itself, so the department or departments best able to carry 

out this task should be chosen (Rayner and Lewis, 2011).  

How workplace conflict is handled makes the difference between negative and 

positive outcomes. As noted by Jenkins (2013), if there are no systems or mechanisms in 

place for employees to constructively resolve issues early, they can escalate. This means 

that stakeholders must be given the tools to work with. A vaguely phrased anti-bullying 

plan, buried in an organization’s website will serve only to make that organization 

complacent towards behaviors that might be taking place. The best organizational 
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policies are short, clear, and simple to read, allowing easy access to all employees. 

Policy failure is related to the organizations’ unwillingness or incapacity to deliver what 

has been committed to in the policy statement (Rayner and Lewis, 2011). Having a 

concise policy, which is regularly reviewed goes a long way. There are three main 

approaches to types of policies, and according to Leka and Kortum (2008) local law main 

be a dominant influence in the choice. The first approach is to have a specific policy for 

bullying and is most appropriate where the law requires specific conditions be fulfilled 

within a bullying policy as distinct from other policies. A popular approach in Europe, is 

to combine the areas of harassment and bullying into a single inclusive policy. At last, 

instead of an anti-bullying policy, a positive dignity at work policy could be 

implemented. It might be easier and more functional to encourage employees to follow 

a positive statement with the focus on respectful behavior in the work environment. 

Organizations that are more mature in their approach, typically take a dignity approach. 

However, no matter which approach is taken, it is the implementation of the policy that 

matters most (Rayner and Lewis, 2011). 

In Rayner and McIvor’s study in 2008, organizations reported great benefits when 

they enabled high levels of involvement in the design process of the policy (Rayner and 

Lewis, 2011). Making employees aware of the policy, by placing it in plain sight is a 

stronger play. Making employees read the policy and sign it, during the recruitment 

phase (or as a part of a training course) guarantees that they have seen it and read it. 

4.2.2 Training measures for respectful working environments 

According to the work environment hypothesis, a number of factors associated with the 

work environment and organization act as antecedents of bullying. Based on practical 

and clinical work and experience with bullying situations, it may be argued that bullying 

is an escalating process that needs to be stopped as early as possible (Vartia and Leka, 

2011) or prevented altogether. This leads to the question of what actually works? What 

are the activities organizations should undertake to prevent, reduce and manage 

bullying? (Vartia and Leka, 2011).  

Jenkins (2013) states that an essential part of developing a workplace that is free of 

bullying is to provide training in rights and responsibilities. Rather than doing this in a 

lecture, which could cause the participants to lose interest, a more effective approach 
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would be an interactive session. Talking about real cases brings the subject alive, as the 

participants of a workshop relate to the experiences of targets. Most employees have 

witnessed bullying of some kind, which can help to explore what bullying is, and is not. 

This may also help to inform employees of what their options are to deal with situations 

where bullying occurs. Managers also have stories they can relate about how they have 

dealt with allegations of bullying. This type of training could be a very effective part of 

the risk management process if performed correctly. 

Managers and employees should be informed of their rights to work in a safe 

environment, and what responsibilities they have if they feel that others behave 

inappropriately. An interesting intervention that can prove effective in stifling bullying 

behaviors, is bystander training in which workgroups learn how to provide immediate 

feedback in disrespectful workplace interactions. Bystander training can increase 

positive communication and pivot or re-source problematic behavior. Resourcing is 

when a conversant replies in a neutral or positive manner to another’s aggressively 

framed statement. For example, if an employee says “Why was he chosen to do that 

job, there are many people more qualified than he is?”, a coworker can re-source or 

pivot by saying “Speaking of qualified, I have a problem I’m pretty sure you can help me 

with given how good you are at solving …” (Lutgen-Sandvik and Tracy, 2011). A more 

confrontational angle of pivoting would be to simply state that one thinks what was said 

is inappropriate and disrespectful and not take part in such negative discourse. When 

people are allowed to say disrespectful things about their coworkers or employees 

without comment from listeners it perpetuates the behavior. According to Lutgen-

Sandvik and Tracy (2011) small changes in communication patterns can result in 

enormous culture changes over time. This is especially important when it comes to 

managers and supervisors, who are closely watched and their behavior emulated by 

their subordinates. 

Should they see fit, organizations could undertake cultural awareness or diversity 

training in order to address unintended systematic discrimination through stereotypes 

and prejudices that result in marginalization of specific groups of employees (Jenkins, 

2013). Often people may not even be aware of how their actions affect others. They 

might, in fact, not even realize that they are bullies. Aggressive communication styles, 
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poor interpersonal skills, and cultural misperceptions may be the root causes of why 

people bully at work (Georgakopoulos et al., 2011). 

Communication research suggests that some people are naturally more verbally 

aggressive, and lack awareness of how the way they interact affects others. It can 

benefit targets when they are helped to understand contextual or personality factors 

that influence abuse. As an example, some people become verbally aggressive when 

they feel incompetent in some way. It can help the target to shift the blame of the 

abuse on the bully’s feelings and away from something in their own character. On a 

further note, given that half of targets blame themselves for being bullied, 

organizational training should also inform employees about the commonalities and 

patterns in bullying. Targets will simply feel comforted when they learn that many 

different types of people experience abuse and there is no golden rule for escaping it. 

When targets stop blaming themselves, they can focus on more proactive measures to 

tackle the bullying (Lutgen-Sandvik and Tracy, 2011).  

Diversity training is about valuing differences (Jenkins, 2013). The organization where 

the present study took place is a diverse workplace which has caused challenges in the 

past. The employees there would have a lot to gain from such training, which among 

other things focuses on "treating people with respect and allowing all employees to be 

able to perform to their best level of ability without being constrained by preconceived 

ideas based on stereotypes" (Jenkins, 2013). On a further note, diversity training 

emphasizes differences between individuals and the value and benefits that such 

differences bring to the organization. It addresses the problems of stereotyping groups 

of employees and the inherent prejudice that stereotyping brings (Jenkins, 2013). 

Creating a discourse about and with the diverse groups within the organization 

facilitates the understanding and accommodation of other views by the dominant 

group. This can help the minority groups within the organization gain a sense of 

inclusion rather than exclusion. By specifically addressing and embracing diversity the 

organization also passes on the message to employees that treating anyone unjustly 

because they belong to a minority group, will not be tolerated (Jenkins, 2013).  

Information gathered from any types of training courses or workshops should be 

used as input into policy writing. Such approaches to prevent bullying is a dynamic 
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process, there should be a continual consultation with employees, managers and 

different stakeholders to improve the system and prevent bullying from occurring. 

Training is an opportunity to consult with stakeholders before, during and after training 

programs take place. Often during training sessions participants will talk about 

inappropriate behaviors they have witnessed. In other sessions participants have 

complained that while base-grade employees are expected to behave respectfully, 

senior management appear to continually bully and behave as they wish. This is 

important information in relation to risk assessment and management (Jenkins, 2013). 

In their 2005 study, Sy et al., found that leader’s positive mood encouraged a more 

positive mood among workgroups. Also, the importance of supervisor’s seen as role 

models cannot be stressed enough. Subordinates will often imitate their supervisor’s 

behavior, or be influenced by how their supervisors conduct themselves. Consequently, 

relevant supervisor and leader attributes and behaviors may influence organizational 

bullying directly or indirectly. In this way a supervisor may have direct influence on 

workplace bullying when employees observe his/her behavior and imitate it (Mathisen, 

Einarsen and Mykletun, 2011). An example of this is a shift manager in the company 

who continuously speaks badly of his subordinates regardless of who hears it, implying 

to his subordinates and other employees that it is acceptable for them to do the same. 

The influence can also be an indirect one, by a process of negative mood contagion that 

promotes a negative atmosphere in which bullying is allowed or even encouraged 

(Mathisen et al., 2011). An example of this is another shift manager who routinely 

responds negatively to organizational changes in front of her subordinates. The 

turnover on these two shifts is higher than on the third shift, where the conduct of the 

shift manager is continuously respectful (Sovic Thorarinsdottir, verbal source). Skarlicki 

and Kulik (2005) state that training supervisors in principles of justice has been shown 

to increase organizational members’ perceptions of fairness. Some managers might not 

be aware that their behavior is considered bullying, so organizations should incorporate 

mechanisms that provide feedback to the bully so that he or she can take measures to 

self-correct. Furthermore, managers are less likely to bully employees if they are aware 

that their own poor behavior will not be tolerated, and if they have had training on how 

to manage employee performance according to the reasonable standards and 

frameworks set down by the organization (Jenkins, 2013).  
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Without a clear definition of workplace bullying, without awareness and interpersonal 

relational skills training and without appropriate policies, the perception of tough 

management and not workplace bullying, may be advanced (Georgakopoulos et al., 

2011). It is important that supervisors be reminded, both through exposure to policies 

and interpersonal skills training that such conduct is unacceptable.  
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5 Conclusion 

The nature of the topic is highly applied. The area of successful prevention and 

management of workplace bullying has not been widely explored by academics and 

traditional academic theory. Because organizations are unique and policies tend to be 

written every few years only, researching this area becomes challenging since there is 

little systematic data to compare policies and their effectiveness. However, some 

organizations have made progress in this field (Rayner and Lewis, 2011), and this thesis 

is about some of the successful methods that have been used up until now in the fight 

against workplace bullying. Preventing and managing workplace bullying and 

harassment. A risk management approach, by Moira Jenkins, PhD, is a very practical 

guide for individuals interested in creating respectful working environments within their 

organizations.  

The costs of workplace bullying are far reaching for both employees and 

organizations. Therefore, bullying must be fully identified and incorporated into 

workplace risk assessments. Policy statements, clearly conveying that bullying behaviors 

will not be tolerated and what the consequences of such negative acts will be, should be 

developed and disseminated. Managers need to be trained to recognize signs of 

bullying and in the promotion of respectful conduct among their subordinates. Their 

responsibility to take action must be made clear to them. At last, there must be a 

mature complaint and investigation process, and concise resolution and follow-up 

process (Cobb, 2012). To sum up, a safe and healthy workplace is an organization where 

every employee’s physical, mental and spiritual wellbeing is valued, protected and 

promoted. For this goal to be achieved a proactive workplace health management 

process is necessary. In such a process the wellbeing of employees is deeply embedded 

in the organizational culture, and at the center of organizational decisions and practices. 

Human resource management and occupational health departments promote and 

support this culture. Such an organization will be characterized by practical awareness 

raising courses and will have a comprehensive set of policies and procedures to 

promote health. Employees are encouraged to take part in the decision-making 

processes. The development of the worker is considered essential, demonstration of 

value and worth is seen as high priority, and working relationships are marked by trust 



63 

and respect (Sheehan and Griffiths, 2011). Bullying will still take place, but such an 

organization is so well equipped with tools to deal with disrespectful occurrences that 

their escalation is highly unlikely 

For prevention of bullying, monitoring is critical, especially gathering data about why 

people quit their jobs and exit rates of employees (Rayner, Hoel and Cooper, 2002). The 

HR department has never been willing to give access to the data they have gathered 

from their exit interviews. Also, the head of HR was not willing to let all employees 

answer questions in the survey beyond the yes and no question to prevalence of 

bullying. The HR manager was worried about opening a can of worms if everyone were 

allowed to see the questions about bullying. This is an example of “vacuum 

management”, where decisions fail to be made. Senior managers may hope, that by not 

taking action or giving answers, the problem will go away. Sometimes it actually does, 

but employees will know about their tactics and this lack of action can lead to 

employees losing confidence in senior managers’ willingness or ability to tackle bullying 

at work (Rayner, Hoel and Cooper, 2002). Employees are likely to discuss what goes on 

at work, with their coworkers, their family and friends. The image a company has, and 

its reputation is a very valuable business asset. This image can be negatively affected by 

a culture that allows bullying to take place. 

This research indicates that the company might be suffering on several levels 

because of workplace bullying. It shows that employees who are exposed to bullying are 

more likely to leave the company and are more absent from work that those who are 

not exposed to bullying. Employee turnover and sick-leave are costly for organizations. 

How those people feel who are exposed to workplace bullying, and the negative 

experiences they go through, in some cases, every single day at work, can create an 

atmosphere that affects every employee in the company. It is the responsibility of every 

organization’s management team to ensure in every possible way that their workplace 

culture is a respectful one. 
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Appendix 1 

Ábyrgðarmaður þessarar könnunar er Erna Sovic Þórarinsdóttir. 

Könnun á einelti meðal starfsmanna fyrirtækis. 

Eftirfarandi spurningakönnun er hluti af meistaraprófsverkefni í mannauðsstjórnun 

við Viðskiptafræðideild Háskóla Íslands. Undirrituð hefur fengið leyfi hjá 

starfsmannasviði fyrirtækisins á Íslandi og framkvæmdastjóra fyrirtækisins til að leggja 

könnunina fyrir. 

  Athugið:  Aðeins er hægt að svara þessari könnun einu sinni  

1. Í hvaða deild eða á hvaða sviði starfar þú?  
A 
B 
C 
D 
Vil ekki svara 

 
2. Ertu karl eða kona? 

Karl 
Kona 
Vil ekki svara 

 
3. Á hvaða aldri ert þú? 

25 ára eða yngri 
26 - 35 ára 
36 - 45 ára 
46 - 55 ára 
56 ára eða eldri 
Vil ekki svara 

 
4. Hversu lengi hefur þú verið starfsmaður fyrirtækisins? 

Skemur en ár 
1 - 3 ár 
4 - 6 ár 
7 - 10 ár 
Lengur en 10 ár 
Veit ekki / Vil ekki svara 

 
5. Hvaða menntun hefur þú lokið? 

Grunnskólapróf 
Iðnnám og/eða framhaldsskólamenntun 
Háskólamenntun (BA, BS o.s.frv.) 
Framhaldsmenntun á háskólastigi (MA/MS/MBA/PHD) 
Vil ekki svara 
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6. Gegnir þú stjórnunarstöðu hjá fyrirtækinu? 
Nei 
Já, en ég hef ekki mannaforráð 
Já, undirmenn mínir eru færri en 10 
Já, undirmenn mínir eru 10 eða fleiri 

 
7. Hversu oft hefur þú verið frá vegna eigin veikinda síðastliðið ár? 

Aldrei 
5 sinnum eða sjaldnar 
6-10 sinnum 
11 sinnum eða oftar 
Veit það ekki/vil ekki svara 

 
8. Hversu líklegt eða ólíklegt er að þú segir upp starfi á næstu 6 mánuðum? 

Mjög ólíklegt 
Ólíklegt 
Líklegt 
Mjög líklegt 
Veit það ekki/vil ekki svara 

 
Næst eru spurningar um einelti á vinnustað. Til eru ýmsar skilgreiningar á einelti sem 

allar eiga þó sameiginlegt að vísa til neikvæðrar hegðunar sem beinist að ákveðnum 
aðila eða aðilum á vinnustað. Í reglugerð um aðgerðir gegn einelti á vinnustöðum, nr. 
1000/2004, er einelti skilgreint þannig: „Ámælisverð eða síendurtekin ótilhlýðileg 
háttsemi, þ.e. athöfn eða hegðun, sem er til þess fallin að niðurlægja, gera lítið úr, 
móðga, særa, mismuna eða ógna og valda vanlíðan hjá þeim sem hún beinist að. 
Kynferðisleg áreitni og annað andlegt og líkamlegt ofbeldi fellur hér undir. Hér er ekki 
átt við skoðanaágreining eða hagsmunaárekstur sem kann að rísa á vinnustað milli 
stjórnanda og starfsmanns eða tveggja og fleiri starfsmanna enda sé skoðanaágreiningur 
eða hagsmunaárekstur hvorki viðvarandi eða endurtekinn kerfisbundið “.  

 
9. Veist þú til þess að fyrirtækið hafi sérstaka stefnu vegna eineltis? 

Það er til sérstök stefna vegna eineltis hjá fyrirtækinu 
Það er ekki til sérstök stefna vegna eineltis hjá fyrirtækinu 
Veit það ekki/vil ekki svara 

 
10. Hefur þú orðið vitni að einelti á núverandi vinnustað síðastliðna 12 mánuði? 

Já, hef orðið vitni að einelti á núverandi vinnustað 
Nei, hef ekki orðið vitni að einelti á núverandi vinnustað 
Veit það ekki/vil ekki svara 

 
11. Hefur þú orðið fyrir einelti á núverandi vinnustað síðastliðna 12 mánuði? 

Já 
Nei 

 
12. Hversu oft, svona um það bil, hefur þú orðið fyrir einelti? 

Sjaldnar en mánaðarlega 
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1-3 sinnum í mánuði 
3-4 sinnum í viku 
Oftar en 4 sinnum í viku 
Annað: 

 

 

 

 
Veit ekki/vil ekki svara 

 
13. Hversu lengi stóð eineltið yfir/hefur eineltið staðið yfir? 

Skemur en 3 mánuði 
3-6 mánuði 
6-12 mánuði 
1-2 ár 
Lengur en 2 ár 
Veit það ekki/vil ekki svara 

 
14. Varst/ert þú lögð/lagður í einelti af einum eða fleiri gerendum? 

Af einum 
Af fleiri en einum 
Vil ekki svara 

 
15. Í hvaða stöðu var/er gerandi eineltis gagnvart þér? 

Deildarstjóri þinnar deildar 
Næsti yfirmaður 
Annar stjórnandi 
Samstarfsmaður 
Undirmaður 
Annar en starfsmaður/menn fyrirtækisins 
Vil ekki svara 

 
16. Hversu oft hefur eftirfarandi háttsemi verið beint gegn þér í starfi þínu eða í 
tengslum við starf þitt sem þú upplifir sem einelti? (Merktu aðeins í einn reit við 
hverja staðhæfingu). 

 
Dagl

ega 
Vikul

ega 
Mánaðarl

ega 
Sjaldnar en 

mánaðarlega 
Al

drei 
Að faglegt álit og sjónarmið þín 

eru hundsuð 
     

Að vera úthlutað verkefnum sem 
eru ekki samboðin hæfni þinni 

     

Að legið er á upplýsingum sem 
hafa áhrif á mat annarra á 
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frammistöðu þinni 
Að verða fyrir óhóflegri gagnrýni 

á vinnu þína 
     

Að vera úthlutað verkefnum 
með óraunhæfum markmiðum 
og/eða tímamörkum 

     

Að fylgst sé óeðlilega mikið með 
störfum þínum 

     

Að lítið er gert úr eða hæðst að 
persónu þinni 

     

Að slúðri eða orðrómi er komið 
af stað um þig 

     

Að vera sniðgengin/nn 
félagslega 

     

Að hafa orðið fyrir hrekkjum, 
hæðni eða óeðlilega mikilli stríðni 

     

Að fá hótun um líkamlegt ofbeldi 
eða valdbeitingu 

     

Að verða fyrir líkamlegu ofbeldi 
     

 
17. Telur þú að einhver eftirfarandi atriði hafi átt þátt í/ýtt undir að þú hafir orðið 
fyrir einelti (merktu við allt sem við á)? 

Aldur þinn 
Fötlun þín 
Kynferði þitt 
Kynhneigð þín 
Erlendur uppruni þinn 
Vegna ólíks gildismats og lífsskoðana þinna 
Vegna öfundar og samkeppni 
Vegna menntunarskorts þíns 
Vegna þess að þú hefur meiri menntun en samstarfsfólk þitt 
Annað, hvað 

 

 

 

 

 
Veit það ekki/vil ekki svara 

 
18. Hvaða áhrif hafði eineltið á þig (merktu við allt sem við á)? 

Það leiddi til þunglyndis 
Það raskaði svefni þínum 
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Það hafði áhrif á líkamlega heilsu 
Reykingar þínar og/eða neysla áfengis jókst 
Það hafði neikvæð áhrif á starfsframlag þitt 
Það olli kvíða fyrir að koma til vinnu 
Þurftir að taka leyfi 
Það hafði neikvæð áhrif á sjálfstraust þitt 
Það leiddi til stöðugs kvíða 
Annað, hvað 

 

 

 

 

 
Vil ekki svara 

 
19. Hvernig brást þú við eineltinu (merktu við allt sem við á)? 

Ég gerði ekkert 
Ég ræddi við gerandann/gerendurna 
Ég lét minn næsta yfirmann vita 
Ég lét eineltisnefnd fyrirtækisins vita 
Ég lét starfsmannastjóra/annan stjórnanda vita 
Ég lét forstjóra vita 
Ég hafði samband við utanaðkomandi ráðgjafa í eineltismálum 
Ég hafði samband við trúnaðarmann/stéttarfélag 
Ég hafði samband við lækni 
Ég hafði samband við sálfræðing 
Ég hafði samband við lögmann 
Ég ræddi við samstarfsmenn mína 
Ég ræddi við fjölskyldu mína og vini 
Ég bað um flutning innan fyrirtækisins 
Ég hóf að leita eftir nýju starfi 
Annað, hvað 
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Vil ekki svara 
 
20. Leiddu þær aðgerðir sem þú hakaðir við í næstu spurningu hér að framan, til 
einhverra breytinga? 

Já, til hins betra 
Að hluta til 
Nei 
Já, en þær gerðu ástandið verra 
Vil ekki svara 

 
21. Lagðir þú fram formlega kvörtun vegna eineltis? 

Já, ég lagði fram formlega kvörtun 
Nei, ég lagði ekki fram formlega kvörtun 
Vil ekki svara 

 
21a.Var formlegri kvörtun þinni fylgt eftir með viðeigandi hætti? 

Já 
Nei 
Veit það ekki/vil ekki svara 

 
22. Kom sérstök stefna fyrirtækisins vegna eineltis að gagni í þínu tilviki? 

Já, vandamálið var leyst 
Að sumu leyti, vandamálið er ekki eins slæmt og það var 
Nei, vandamálið hefur ekki verið leyst 
Gerði aðstæðurnar verri en þær voru 
Veit það ekki/vil ekki svara 

 
23. Hvaða eftirfarandi atriði telur þú að ýti undir einelti innan fyrirtækisins (hér má 
merkja við fleiri en eitt atriði)? 

Slæmur stjórnunarstíll 
Skortur á starfsfólki 
Vinnuálag 
Þrýstingur að ná tilsettum tímamörkum 
Þrýstingur að ná starfstengdum markmiðum 
Óréttmætt mat á frammistöðu 
Vanþekking á einelti 
Aldur starfsfólks 
Fötlun starfsfólks 
Kynferði starfsfólks 
Kynhneigð starfsfólks 
Erlendur uppruni starfsfólks 
Vegna ólíks gildismats og lífsskoðana starfsfólks 
Vegna öfundar og samkeppni 
Vegna menntunarskorts starfsfólks 
Vegna þess að einstaklingar hafa meiri menntun en samstarfsfólk þeirra 
Ekkert 
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Annað, hvað 

 

 

 

 

 
Veit það ekki/vil ekki svara 

 
Þakka þér fyrir þátttökuna, vinsamlega smelltu á hnappinn Svara könnun hér fyrir 

neðan.  
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Appendix 2 

The person responsible for this survey is Erna Sovic Þórarinsdóttir. 

A survey on bullying in the company. 

The following survey is a part of a master’s thesis in human resource management in 

the Department of Business Administration at the University of Iceland. Permission to 

administer the survey has been given by the Human Resources department as well as 

the President of the company. 

  Attention:  This survey can only be answered one time. 

1. In which department or division do you work?  
A 
B 
C 
D 
Do not wish to answer 

 
2. Are you male or female? 

Male 
Female 
Do not wish to answer 

 
3. How old are you? 

25 years or younger 
26 - 35 years old 
36 - 45 years old 
46 - 55 years old 
56 years or older 
Do not wish to answer 

 
4. How long have you been an employee in the company? 

Less than a year 
1 - 3 years 
4 - 6 years 
7 - 10 years 
Longer than 10 years 
Do not know / Do not wish to answer 

 
5. Which education have you completed? 

Elementary school 
Trade education and/or high school education 
University Undergraduate level (BA, BS etc.) 
University Graduate level (MA/MS/MBA/PHD) 
Do not wish to answer 
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6. Do you hold a management position at the company? 
No 
Yes, but I am not a supervisor 
Yes, my subordinates are less than 10 
Yes, my subordinates are more 10 or more 

 
7. How often have you been absent because of your own illness in the last year? 

Never 
5 times or less 
6-10 times 
11 times or more 
Do not know/do not wish to answer 

 
8. How likely or unlikely is it that you will quit your job in the next 6 months? 

Very unlikely 
Unlikely 
Likely 
Very likely 
Do not know/do not wish to answer 

 
The following are questions about bullying in the workplace. There are numerous 

definitions of workplace bullying which all have in common to describe negative actions 
towards a person or people in a workplace. In a legislature about measures against 
bullying in workplaces, number 1000/2004, bullying is defined accordingly: 
“Unreasonable or repeated inappropriate actions, i.e. activity or behavior, which is 
performed to humiliate, belittle, offend, hurt, discriminate or threaten and cause 
discomfort for those it is targeted towards. Sexual harassment and other types of moral 
and physical violence is included. This is not regarding difference of opinion or conflict 
of interest which can arise in a workplace between a manager and employee or 
between two or more employees should the difference of opinion or conflict of interest 
not be constant or systematically repeated”.  

 
9. Do you know whether the company has a specific policy regarding bullying? 

There is a specific policy regarding bullying in the company 
There is no specific policy regarding bullying in the company 
Do not know/do not wish to answer 

 
10. Have you witnessed bullying in this workplace during the last 12 months? 

Yes, I have witnessed bullying in this workplace 
No, I have not witnessed bullying in this workplace 
Do not know/do not wish to know 

 
11. Have you been the target of bullying in this workplace in the last 12 months? 

Yes 
No 

 
12. How often, approximately, have you been bullied? 
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Less than monthly 
1-3 times a month 
3-4 times a week 
More than 4 times a week 
Other: 

 

 

 

 
Do not know/do not wish to answer 

 
13. How long did the bullying go on/has the bullying been going on? 

Less than 3 months 
3-6 months 
6-12 months 
1-2 years 
Longer than 2 years 
Do not know/do not wish to answer 

 
14. Were/are you bullied by one or more than one perpetrators? 

By one 
By more than one 
Do not want to answer 

 
15. Which position did/does your bully hold? 

Department manager of your department 
Closest supervisor 
Another manager 
Coworker 
Subordinate 
Other than employee/employees of the company 
Do not wish to answer 

 
16. How often have you been exposed to the following negative acts in your work or 
regarding your performance which you perceive as bullying? (Mark only one item in 
each statement). 

 
D

aily 
We

ekly 
Mont

hly 
Less than 

monthly 
Ne

ver 
Your professional opinion and viewpoints are 

ignored 
     

Being ordered to do work below your level of 
competence 

     

Someone withholding information which 
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affects other´s evaluation of your performance 
Being unduly criticized for your work 

     

Being given tasks with unreasonable 
objectives and/or deadlines 

     

Excessive monitoring of your work 
     

Your personality humiliated or mocked 
     

Spreading of gossip and rumors about you 
     

Being ignored or excluded 
     

Being the subject of pranks, sarcasm or 
excessive teasing 

     

Threats of violence or physical abuse  
     

Being subjected to physical abuse 
     

 
17. Do you think any of the following may have contributed to/increased the 
likelihood of you being bullied (Mark any applicable item)? 

Your age 
Your handicap 
Your gender 
Your sexual orientation 
Your foreign background 
Because of different values and life opinions 
Because of envy and competition 
Because of your lack of education 
Because you have more education than your co-workers 
Other, what 

 

 

 

 

 
Do not know/do not wish to answer 

 
18. In what way were you affected by the bullying (mark any applicable item)? 

It led to depression 
It negatively affected your sleep 
It affected your physical health 
Your smoking and/or alcohol consumption increased 
It negatively affected your work input 
It made you anxious about coming to work 
You had to take leave 
It negatively affected your self-confidance 
It led to constant anxiety 
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Other, what 

 

 

 

 

 
Do not wish to answer 

 
19. How did you react to the bullying (mark any applicable item)? 

I did nothing 
I spoke to the perpetrator/perpetrators 
I informed my closest supervisor 
I informed the company’s bullying committee 
I informed head of HR/another manager 
I informed the CEO of the company 
I contacted an outside expert on bullying 
I contacted the company representative/union 
I contacted a doctor 
I contacted a psychologist 
I contacted a lawyer 
I spoke to my colleagues 
I spoke to my family and friends 
I asked for a transfer within the company 
I started looking for another job 
Other, what 

 

 

 

 

 
Do not wish to answer 

 
20. Did any of the actions you marked in the question above, lead to any changes? 

Yes, for the better 
Partially 
No 
Yes, but they made matters worse 
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Do not wish to answer 
 
21. Did you file a formal complaint because of the bullying? 

Yes, I filed a formal complaint 
No, I did not file a formal complaint 
Do not wish to answer 

 
21a.Was a formal complaint followed through with official measures? 

Yes 
No 
I do not know/do not wish to answer 

 
22. Did a specific policy regarding bullying help in your case? 

Yes, the issue was solved 
In some way, the issue is not as bad as it used to be 
No, the issue has not been solved 
It made matters worse than they were  
Do not know/do not wish to answer 

 
23. Which of the following items do you think encourage bullying the in the company 
(more than one item may be marked)? 

Defective management style 
Lack of employees 
Pressure at work 
Pressure to reach set time goals 
Pressure to reach work related objectives 
Unfair performance evaluation 
Lack of knowledge of bullying 
Employee age 
Employee handicaps 
Employee genders 
Employee sexual orientation 
Foreign background of employees 
Because of employees’ different values and life opinions 
Because of envy and competition 
Because of employee lack of education 
Because individuals have a better education than their co-workers 
Nothing 
Other, what 
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Do not know/do not wish to answer 

 

Thank you for your participation. Please press the button Answer Survey below. 
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Appendix 3 

Translation of Icelandic text in figures 3-1 to 3-20.  

Figure 3-1.  

Það er til sérstö… - There is a policy … 

Það er ekki til s… - There is not a policy … 

Veit það ekki/vil … - Do not know/do not wish to … 

Figure 3-2. 

Já, hef orðið vit… - Yes, have witnessed… 

Nei, hef ekki orð… - No, have not… 

Veit það ekki/vil … - Do not know/do not wish to … 

Figure 3-3. 

Já - Yes 

Nei – No 

Figure 3-4. 

Sjaldnar en mánað… - Less than monthly… 

1-3 sinnum í mánu… - 1-3 times a month 

3-4 sinnum í viku - 3-4 times a week 

Oftar en 4 sinnum … - More than 4 times a week 

Annað – Other 

Veit ekki/vil … - Do not know/do… 

Figure 3-5. 

Skemur en 3 mánuð… - Less than 3 months  

3-6 mánuði - 3-6 months 

6-12 mánuði - 6-12 months 

1-2 ár - 1-2 years 

Lengur en 2 ár - Longer than 2 years 

Veit það ekki/vil … - Do not know/do not wish to 

Figure 3-6. 

Af einum - By one  

Af fleiri en einu… - By more than one… 

Vil ekki svara – Do not want to answer 

Figure 3-7. 

Deildarstjóri þin… - Your department manager 

Næsti yfirmaður - Your closest supervisor 

Annar stjórnandi - Another manager 

Samstarfsmaður - Coworker 

Undirmaður - Subordinate 

Annar en starfsma… - Other than employee… 

Vil ekki svara - Do not wish to answer 
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Figure 3-8. 

Að faglegt álit o… - Your professional… 

Að vera úthlutað… - Being ordered… 

Að legið er á upp… - Someone withholding… 

Að verða fyrir óh… - Being unduly… 

Að vera úthlutað… - Being given… 

Að fylgst sé óeðl… - Excessive monitoring… 

Að lítið er gert… - Your personality humiliated… 

Að slúðri eða orð… - Spreading of gossip… 

Að vera sniðgengi… - Being ignored… 

Að hafa orðið fyr… - Being the subject… 

Að fá hótun um lí… - Threats of violence… 

Að verða fyrir lí… - Being subjected… 

Figure 3-9. 

Kynferði þitt - Your gender 

Erlendur uppruni… - Your foreign background 

Vegna öfundar og… - Because of envy and… 

Vegna þess að þú… - Because you… 

Figure 3-10. 

Það hafði áhrif á… - It affected… 

Það hafði neikvæð… - It negatively… 

Þurftir að taka l… - You had to take… 

Það leiddi til st… - It led to const… 

Figure 3-11. 

Ég lét forstjóra … - I informed the CEO 

Ég hafði samband… - I contacted… 

Figure 3-12. 

Já, til hins betr… - Yes, for the better 

Að hluta til - Partially 

Nei - No 

Já, en þær gerðu… Yes, but they made 

Vil ekki svara - Do not wish to answer 

Figure 3-13. 

Já, ég lagði fram… - Yes, I filed… 

Nei, ég lagði ekk… -  No, I did not… 

Vil ekki svara - Do not wish to answer 

Figure 3-14. 

Já, vandamálið va… - Yes, the issue wa… 

Að sumu leyti, va… - In some way, the iss… 
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Nei, vandamálið h… - No, the issue h… 

Gerði aðstæðurnar… - It made matters… 

Veit það ekki/vil… - Do not know/do not… 

Figure 3-15. 

Aldrei - Never 

5 sinnum eða sjaldnar - 5 times or less 

6-10 sinnum - 6-10 times 

11 sinnum eða oftar - 11 times or more 

Veit það ekki/vil ekki svara – Do not know/do not wish to answer 

Figure 3-16. 

Aldrei - Never 

5 sinnum eða sjaldnar - 5 times or less 

6-10 sinnum - 6-10 times 

11 sinnum eða oftar - 11 times or more 

Veit það ekki/vil ekki svara – Do not know/do not wish to answer 

Figure 3-17. 

Aldrei - Never 

5 sinnum eða sjaldnar - 5 times or less 

6-10 sinnum - 6-10 times 

11 sinnum eða oftar - 11 times or more 

Veit það ekki/vil ekki svara - Do not know/do not wish to answer 

Figure 3-18. 

Mjög ólíklegt - Very unlikely 

Ólíklegt - Unlikely 

Líklegt - Likely 

Mjög líklegt - Very likely 

Veit það ekki/vil ekki svara - Do not know/do not wish to answer 

Figure 3-19. 

Mjög ólíklegt - Very unlikely 

Ólíklegt - Unlikely 

Líklegt - Likely 

Mjög líklegt - Very likely 

Veit það ekki/vil ekki svara - Do not know/do not wish to answer 

Figure 3-20 

Mjög ólíklegt - Very unlikely 

Ólíklegt - Unlikely 

Líklegt - Likely 

Mjög líklegt - Very likely 

Veit það ekki/vil ekki svara - Do not know/do not wish to answer 


