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When this volume was published the first time (Einarsen et al.,
2003a), the empirical foundation of bullying was rather lim-
ited. This has changed tremendously during the last years.
There are now meta-analyses available on the effects of bully-
ing on psychological and physical health (Bowling and Beehr,
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2006; Nielsen and Einarsen, 2012; Nielsen et al., 2016; Verkuil
et al., 2015), sickness absence (Nielsen et al., 2016), the relation
between personality and bullying (Nielsen, Glasg et al., 2017),
and the impact of methodological factors on prevalence rates
of bullying (Nielsen et al., 2010), all a clear indication that the
field of bullying research has matured. New studies have also
been published with regard to many of the issues described in
this chapter.

The phenomenon of bullying, which includes being exposed
to persistent insults or offensive remarks, persistent criticism,
personal or even physical abuse, has been labelled ‘mobbing at
work’ in some Scandinavian and German countries (Leymann,
1996) and ‘bullying at work” in many English-speaking coun-
tries (Liefooghe and Olafson, 1999). Typically, a victim is con-
stantly teased, badgered and insulted, and perceives that he or
she has little recourse to retaliate in kind. Bullying may com-
prise open verbal or physical attacks on the victim, but may
also take the form of more subtle acts, such as excluding or
isolating the victim from his or her peer group (Einarsen et al.,
1994; Leymann, 1996; Zapf, Knorz et al., 1996). The following
definition of bullying or mobbing seems to be widely agreed
upon (Einarsen et al., this volume):

Bullying at work means harassing, offending, socially exclud-
ing someone or negatively affecting someone’s work tasks. In
order for the label bullying (or mobbing) to be applied to a par-
ticular activity, interaction or process it 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., 2003b, p. 15)

It should be noted that the increased attention bullying has
received in research and practice during recent years has not
led to an agreement on how to define and operationalize the
phenomenon. Rather, there are authors/researchers who use
more or less strict definitions with regard to the timeframe (e.g.,
within the last six months or at least six months) and the fre-
quency of the bullying behaviour (e.g., at least once a week or
less often than once a week) (cf. Einarsen et al., this volume;
Hoel et al., 1999; Keashly, Tye-Williams et al., this volume;
Nielsen et al., 2010; Zapf and Einarsen, 2005).
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PREVALENCE AND RISK GROUPS 107

This chapter aims at summarising some descriptive empiri-
cal findings of bullying in the European workplace. We will
start with the frequency and the duration of bullying. This is
followed by an examination of the gender, number and status
of bullies and victims, distribution of bullying across industries
and occupations and the use of various categories of bullying.
The empirical basis of this chapter is restricted to studies car-
ried out in Europe (see Table 3.4 Appendix for an overview of
the included studies). A worldwide comparison of studies of the
years 2013-2018 can be found in Le6n-Pérez et al. (2019).

The Frequency of Bullying

For practical reasons, in particular it is important to know how
frequently bullying actually occurs in organizations, because
efforts to develop measures against it would depend on this
information. However, it is not easy to provide reliable num-
bers. The problem is that the frequency of bullying depends
very much on how it is measured (cf. Hoel et al., 1999; Nielsen
et al., 2010; Nielsen et al., this volume). Furthermore, the mea-
surement method employed is influenced by the general under-
standing of what constitutes bullying.

One of the major approaches in measuring bullying is using
a questionnaire consisting of a list of bullying behaviours.
Nielsen et al. (2010) called this the ‘behavioural experience
method’. Another approach is to use a precise definition, e.g.,
the definition presented above and then ask the respondents to
label themselves as bullied or not, bearing this definition in
mind. This method has frequently been referred to as the ‘self-
labelling method’ (Nielsen et al., 2010). In the meta-analysis of
Nielsen et al., the behavioural experience method led to a prev-
alence rate of 14.8% bullying, whilst the self-labelling method
led to a prevalence rate of 11.3% when a definition of bullying
was used, compared with 18.1%, if no definition was given (see
also Nielsen et al., this volume). In the latter case, researchers
have asked directly: ‘Have you been bullied during the last six
months?’ (e.g., Rayner, 1997). This typically leads to a com-
paratively high amount of bullying, because people will also
tend to say that they have been bullied when only occasional,
minor negative acts have occurred.

Some researchers who administered questionnaires using
the behavioural method have used a fixed cut-off point
(e.g., Bjorkqvist et al., 1994; Notelaers and Einarsen, 2013).
Respondents scoring higher than the cut-off point were
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considered to be victims of bullying. Usually, these stud-
ies report a prevalence rate as high as 10-17% bullying (cf.
Table 3.4, Appendix). Other researchers using the behavioural
experience method applied a strategy developed by Leymann
(1996) which we will call the ‘Leymann criterion: Here, the
Leymann Inventory of Psychological Terrorization (LIPT;
Leymann, 1990, 1996), or a similar questionnaire such as the
Negative Acts Questionnaire (NAQ; Einarsen et al., 2009;
Escartin et al., 2012; Notelaers et al., 2019) is administered.
To be considered a bullying victim, the response to at least one
item or to one general item on the frequency of bullying actions
should be: ‘at least once a week’, and the duration of bullying
should be ‘at least six months’. The weighted (for sample size)
mean prevalence rate (see, e.g., Schmidt and Hunter, 2014) for
studies using this strategy (see Table 3.4, Appendix, and the
summary Table 3.1) was 9.6%. Those studies using the weekly
criterion, but asking for bullying ‘within the last 6 months’,
had a weighted prevalence rate of 11.2%. In the meta-analy-
sis of Nielsen et al. (2010), the self-labelling-method led to a
lower prevalence rate than the behavioural experience method.
In the present data, studies were included that used some
kind of definition, in most of the cases, similar to the one of
Einarsen et al. (2003b) cited above. This led to a prevalence
rate of 6.0%. When combining the self-labelling-method with
the behavioural experience criterion of bullying ‘at least once
a week’, we could not observe any differences between studies
that asked for bullying ‘within the last six months’ or ‘more
than six months’. To account for this finding is likely that most
definitions included that the bullying would go on for a longer
time. We therefore considered both groups of studies. This led
to a weighted prevalence rate of 3.0% bullying for the com-
bined criterion in the studies included in the present review (see
Table 3.1 and Table 3.4 in the Appendix). These data show that
not all who are exposed to weekly negative behaviours feel vic-
timized (9.6/11.2% vs. 3.0%) and not all who feel victimized are
exposed to weekly negative behaviours (6.0% vs. 3.0%).
Compared to the previous versions of the chapter in earlier
editions of this book (Zapf et al., 2003, 2011), the overall sample
sizes have more than doubled. The studies using the Leymann
criterion and the ‘within last six months’ now provide similar
prevalence rates suggesting that the frequency criterion is more
important than the duration criterion. During the last 10 years,
more studies involving large, partly representative, samples
have been published. They report relatively similar prevalence
rates for the definition or the combined criterion approach.
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Table 3.1 Prevalence Rate of Workplace Bullying according to
Different Criteria

Experience Experience

Leymann sampling: sampling +
k  Definition Criterion 1/week Definition
Europe 103 6.0 9.6 11.2 3.0
N 97347 26751 75218 79007
(k=33) (k=23) (k=40) (k=26)
North 56 59 8.1 10.3 23
N 92313 4657 23363 60435
East 8 7.9 11.8 21.5 0.8
N 462 1940 3598 1737
South 26 16.9 7.8 11.9 3.9
N 1380 12977 21260 2838
West 13 29 13.2 10.0 6.0
N 3192 7177 26997 13997
Before 2000 17 6.0 52 - 1.2
N 9990 6048 0 7787
2001-2010 38 6.7 14.7 11.5 4.0
N 28888 2222 34994 39675
20112019 48 5.6 10.5 10.9 2.0
N 58469 18481 40224 31545

Notes:

k = Number of studies included in the analysis. The sum of k is unequal
103, because one study could comprise more than one result.
Leymann criterion: Negative acts at least once a week for at least six
months

Experience sampling 1/week: Negative acts at least once a week within
the last six months

Experience sampling + Definition: Negative acts at least once a week
plus self-labelled victim status

With regard to the experience sampling method some studies
still report very high prevalence rates, but at the same time
low rates for the self-labelling method (e.g., Eisermann and de
Constanzo, 2011). In most of these cases, work-related items
such as permanent high workload or being frequently inter-
rupted at work appear to be the reasons for the high prevalence
rates. However, in such cases, most employees do not consider
themselves as bullying victims. Comparing studies published
until 2000 and the following two decades does not show a clear
trend (Table 3.1). Studies published until 2000 are limited in
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number. Comparing the other two decades after 2000, all prev-
alence rates decreased. An explanation for this could be that
there is sufficient problem awareness since 20 years so that this
factor did not further increase the prevalence rates of bullying,
whereas successful intervention measures in recent years may
have contributed to a decrease of the prevalence rates.
Moreover, we carried out analyses for different European
regions! (see Table 3.1). One of the problems here is that most
of the studies have been carried out in Northern Europe includ-
ing Ireland and the UK. The variance among single studies
is relatively high (see Table 3.4). A single large study (Evrin
and Madziala, 2016) is, for example, responsible for the high
prevalence rate according to the experience sampling method
for Eastern Europe. Overall, high prevalence rates according
to one criterion are counterbalanced by low prevalence rates in
other criteria. It is, therefore, difficult to conclude that bullying
is especially high or low in one of the European regions.
Taking the combination of self-labelling and weekly bully-
ing as indicators of severe bullying, it can be concluded that
a figure of between 3% and 4% serious bullying has emerged
as an average prevalence rate for European workplaces in the
sense of the above-given definition. For somewhat less severe
cases (including bullying experienced less often than weekly
and of a duration of less than six months), the meta-analytical
results of Nielsen er al. (2010) as well as our own results based
on the studies in Table 3.4, suggest a figure of about 10% bul-
lying. Moreover, the meta-analytical results of Nielsen ef al. on
self-labelled bullying without a definition and the present data
suggest that in many organizations, up to 20% of the employ-
ees are occasionally exposed to negative social acts frequently
associated with bullying, such as being yelled at, teased or
humiliated. Although this does not fall within the stringent
definition of bullying, it does imply that these employees are
exposed to severe social stressors at work which may also lead
to symptoms of psychological strain (for a discussion from a
methodological perspective see Nielsen et al., this volume).
When we started analysing the prevalence rate of bullying
in the first edition of this book (Zapf et al., 2003), there were
hardly any studies available from outside Europe. As shown by
the summaries of Keashly (2018) and Ledn-Pérez ef al. (2019),
this is not so anymore. Studies from other continents suggest

! According to the criteria of the United Nations: www.worldatlas.com/
articles/the-four-european-regions-as-defined-by-the-united-nations-geos-
cheme-for-europe.html
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that the bullying prevalence rates might be even higher there
(see also Nielsen et al., 2010). However, comparisons are diffi-
cult to draw because of the different measures of bullying used
(Escartin et al., 2019), the influence of culture (see Grimard and
Lee, this volume; Salin et al., 2019) and other contextual fac-
tors such as working conditions or leadership. More systematic
cross-cultural studies are necessary here to be able to draw firm
conclusions. To account for the differences in prevalence rates
of bullying between European countries the EU Foundation
(Eurofoundation, 2015), for example, pointed to the following
factors: Differences in awareness of the phenomenon, its causes
and consequences; the extent of debate and initiatives about bul-
lying and harassment by trade unions, employers and govern-
ments; and the level of tolerance for violence and harassment
within society (for an overview, see Hoel and Vartia, 2018).
From a practitioner’s perspective, a figure of 3% of employ-
ees reporting serious bullying in a 1,000-employee-strong orga-
nization means that around 30 people are exposed to bullying at
any one time. Given that not only the targets, but also many of
the bullies and bystanders are, in one way or another, likely to be
negatively affected by the bullying situation, we would consider
this to be a sizeable figure indicating a very serious problem.

The Duration of Bullying

In daily working life in Europe, the terms ‘mobbing’ or ‘bul-
lying’ are often used to account for even minor conflicts and
arguments. Therefore, the duration of bullying is an important
criterion to differentiate between bullying and everyday con-
flicts in organizations (Baillien et al., 2017). Studies reporting
on the duration of bullying are summarized in Table 3.2. These
studies show that bullying is a long-lasting conflict. Looking
at some large representative samples in Sweden (Leymann,
1996), Norway (Einarsen and Skogstad, 1996) and Germany
(Meschkutat et al., 2002), the average duration of bullying
was 15, 18 and 16 months respectively. Among bullied Finnish
prison officers, 66% of the women and 53% of the men had been
bullied for more than two years (Vartia and Hyyti, 2002). In the
study by Hoel and Cooper (2000), 39% of the victims had been
bullied for more than two years. Among victims in a Finnish
municipal institution 29% had been bullied for 2-5 years and
as many as 30% for over five years (Vartia, 2001). In studies
of victims only, the average duration was much higher, with a
mean of more than three years (e.g., Leymann and Gustafsson,
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Table 3.2 Average Duration of Workplace Bullying in Months

Sample Duration

Study Size in Months

Finland (Salin, 2001) 34 32

Finland (Vartia and Hyyti, 2002) 896 24

Germany (DAG-Study, Zapf, 1999a) 56 47

Germany (GieBen Study, Zapf, 1999a) 50 40

Germany (Halama and Mockel, 1995) 183 40

Germany (Konstanz Study, Zapf, 87 46
1999a)

Germany (Stuttgart Study, Zapf, 188 29
Renner ef al., 1996)

Germany (communal administration, 55 34
zur Miihlen et al., 2001)

Germany (army administration, zur 55 24
Miihlen et al., 2001)

Germany (representative study, 356 16
Meschkutat et al., 2002)

Ireland (O’Moore, 2000) 248 41

Norway (Einarsen and Skogstad, 1996) 268 18

Sweden (Leymann, 1996) 85 15

Spain (Gonzélez and Grafia, 2009) 2861 12

Spain (Segurado et al., 2008) 235 30

Switzerland (von Holzen-Beusch et al. 28 36
(1998)

Switzerland (Kudielka and Kern, 2004) 28 62

Turkey (Ozturk et al., 2008) 162 36

1996; Zapf, 1999a). This difference is probably due to method
discrepancies: Thus, if one tries to identify and enlist bully-
ing victims via help-lines or self-help groups, etc., one will end
up with a self-selected sample of more severely bullied victims
(see also Nielsen and Einarsen, 2008). The figures for duration
given above underscore that bullying is not a short episode but
a long-lasting process that ‘wears down’ the victims, in most
cases lasting much longer than one year.

Gender Differences in Bullying

A frequently asked question among the public is whether there are
gender differences in bullying. Although data exist on the gender
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of bullies and victims, there is limited theorizing or in-depth
research on this issue (Escartin, Salin ef al., 2011; Salin and Hoel,
2013; Vartia and Hyyti, 2002). An overview that puts gender and
its complex relationship into context can be found in Salin (2018).

Gender of the One can argue that there exists some relation between female

Victims socialization and the victim role because women are said to be
brought up to be less self-assertive and less aggressive, and tend
to be more obliging than men (Bjorkqvist, 1994). Consequently,
women would be even less able than men to defend them-
selves when bullying emerges. Moreover, for various reasons,
women hold less powerful positions in organizations (Salin,
2018; Salin and Hoel, 2013). For example, they are less often
occupying managerial or supervisor positions (Davidson and
Cooper, 1992). To explore this issue, we carried out an analysis
based on 80 samples of bullying victims, most of them listed in
Table 3.4, which reported gender distribution among victims.
Weighted percentages with regard to sample size (total sample
size N = 14,119 victims; k = 79 samples) showed that 65.8% of
victims were women and 34.2% men.

An analysis of those studies where the gender distribution
of victims and the gender distribution of the total samples were
available led to the following results: Of the more than 10,000
victim (N = 10,974 from k = 55 samples), a total of 66.4%
were women and 33.6% were men. These victims emerged
from a total sample of nearly one hundred thousand employ-
ees (N = 99431) with a gender distribution of 63.4% women
and 36.6% men. This contrasts with the gender distribution of
the workforce within the European Union (EU), where women
make up 46.2% (Catalyst Eurostat Database, 2019?). These fig-
ures show that the men/women ratio of victims in our data base
corresponds closely to the respective ratio in the overall sample,
with women only marginally overrepresented among victims (a
difference of 3%) whereas the gender distribution in our data
base deviates substantially from the gender distribution in the
EU (a difference of 17.2%). This suggests that the over-repre-
sentation of women among victims is by and large due to the
over-representation of women in the respective populations. Of
course, one could argue that bullying in some sectors and occu-
pations is higher because of their overrepresentation of women.
For example, women make up around 70% of the health-
service sector worldwide (Boniol et al., 2019, p. 1) and there is
evidence that the bullying prevalence rate is high in this sector

2 www.catalyst.org/research/women-in-the-workforce-europe/ retrieved 05.
09.2019; data for first quarter of 2018.
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(e.g., Di Martino et al., 2003; Ledén-Pérez et al., 2019; Zapf,
1999a). However, if women’s attitudes and behaviours played a
role, there should still have been an effect if the baseline (and
thus the industry/occupation) is controlled for. All in all, there
seems to be little evidence that women are more at risk because
of any gendered socialization.

Nevertheless, in some samples, there exists a higher risk for
women to be victimized. In the case of Nuutinen ef al. (1999)’s
police sample, the explanation of women’s higher risk of vic-
timization may lie in their visibility in a male-dominated orga-
nization (see also Archer, 1999). Minority groups who differ
from the main groups in salient characteristics carry a higher
risk of being socially excluded from the group (Schuster, 1996;
see also Zapf and Einarsen, this volume and Lewis et al., this
volume). It follows that women may be seen as intruders in the
male-dominated cultures of researchers, business professionals
or the police force (Archer, 1999; Hoel et al., 2001). Yet, in a
study among a large representative sample of assistant nurses
where men only represent a small minority of less than 3%,
male nurses were nearly three times more likely being a target
of bullying compared to female assistant nurses (Eriksen and
Einarsen, 2004).

Gender of Less information is available on the gender of bullies. In the
the Bullies studies by Zapf (1999a), (N = 209) altogether 26% of victims
reported being bullied by men only, 11% were bullied solely by
women, whilst in 63% of all cases both men and women were
identified as bullies. Einarsen and Skogstad (1996) reported
that 49% of the victims were bullied by men, 30% by women
and that in 21% of all cases the bullies were both men and
women. The respective numbers in the study by Mackensen
von Astfeld (2000) were: 32% men, 27% women and 37%
bullied by both men and women. All in all, men seem to be
clearly over-represented among the bullies in most studies (see
also Meschkutat ef al., 2002; Rayner, 1997; an exception is
UNISON, 1997). This result corresponds to similar findings
in research on bullying in schools (Olweus, 1994). Bullying,
at least in part, includes forms of direct aggression, such as
shouting or humiliating someone. There is substantial empiri-
cal evidence that this kind of aggression is much more typical
for men than for women, who for their part tend to make more
use of indirect aggression such as social exclusion or spreading
rumours (Bjorkqvist, 1994). Moreover, as managers and super-
visors appear to play a dominant role in bullying scenarios
(see below), and the fact that men are over-represented in such
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positions, this may explain why men are more often identified
as bullies than women.

Finally, Leymann (1993a, 1993b) reported that women are
more often bullied by other women, whilst men are more fre-
quently bullied by other men, which he explained in terms of
labour market segregation. Similar results were reported by
Einarsen and Skogstad (1996), Hoel et al. (2001), Mackensen
von Astfeld (2000), Meschkutat ez al. (2002), Niedl (1995),
Rayner (1997), and Zapf (1999a). Whereas women are some-
times exclusively bullied by men, it appears to be rare that men
are exclusively bullied by other women. This finding may be
explained by the different power positions of men and women
in organizations.

The Number of Bullies

Although bullying can be a conflict between two people, some
victims report that everyone in the organization is bullying
them. Data on the number of bullies in various studies are sum-
marized in Table 3.3. Weighted by sample size (see footnote

Table 3.3 The Number of Bullies (%)

More
1 2-4 than 4

Bullies N Bully Bullies  Bullies

Austria (Hospital, Niedl, 82 20 52 28
1995)

Austria (Research institute, 11 55 27 18
Niedl, 1995)

Czech (Zabrodska and 121 62 36 2
Kveton, 2013)

Denmark (Torok et al., 1833 83 15 2
2016)°

Germany (DAG Study, 55 9 35 56
Zapf, 1999a)

Germany (Giefen Study, 50 10 50 40
Zapf, 1999a)®

Germany (Konstanz Study, 78 9 32 59
Zapf, 1999a)

Germany (Mackensen von 115 38 46 16
Astfeld, 2000)

(Continued)
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Table 3.3 (Continued)

Hungary (Army, Kaucsek 18 23 62 14
and Simon, 1995)

Ireland (O’Moore, 2000) 248 62 38 0

Ireland (O’Moore et al., 30 63 33 3
1998)

Italy (Ege, 1998) 301 20 46 34

Norway (Einarsen and 392 42 43 15
Skogstad, 1996)*

Spain (Gonzdlez and Graifia, 234 51 27 22
2009)

Sweden (Leymann and 24 43 50 7
Tallgren, 1993)

Sweden (Leymann, 1993b) 85 34 43 23

Total 3677 48 35 17

Notes:

N Sample size

4 The third category of this study was 4 and more bullies’

® The middle category of this study was ’2-5 bullies’

¢ Because this sample represents almost 50% of the sample size and
would therefore have a very strong impact on the overall result we
decided to weight this sample by N = 500. If we would use the real
sample size the respective numbers would be 61%, 28% and 11%.

¢), in 48% of all cases, there was only one bully involved, in
35% there were 2—4 bullies, and in 17%, there were more than
four bullies involved. In the German studies of bullying victims
by Zapf (1999a), being bullied by only one person was much
rarer. In fact, in these studies, in more than 50% of all cases
more than four bullies were involved. These differences may be
explained as follows: As described above, samples made up of
bullying victims usually consist of more serious bullying cases,
which, for example, show a longer mean duration of the bul-
lying conflict. There is some evidence that bullying becomes
more and more severe the longer it lasts. Studies by Einarsen
and Skogstad (1996) and Zapf and Gross (2001) showed that
bullying incidents/negative acts occurred more often the longer
it lasted. In the study by Zapf (1999a), the duration of bully-
ing correlated positively with the number of bullies. The aver-
age duration of bullying of those who were bullied by only
one person was 28 months, for those who were bullied by 2—4,
and by more than four people, the duration was 36 months and
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55 months respectively. These data suggest that it is getting
increasingly difficult to remain a neutral bystander the longer
bullying goes on (see also Niven et al., this volume). Therefore,
more and more people may become involved as bullies in the
course of time. This may explain the higher mean number of
bullies in the pure victim samples which show a higher mean
duration of bullying.

Some studies, especially the British ones (Hoel and Cooper,
2000; Rayner, 1997), report that many victims share their expe-
rience with other colleagues. For example, in the study by Hoel
and Cooper, as much as 55% of the bullying victims reported
that they shared their experience with other work colleagues,
and 15% reported that everyone in the work group was bullied.
Similar results were reported in the UNISON studies (1997,
2000). In other countries, such as Austria (Niedl, 1995) or
Germany (Zapf, 1999a, 1999b), this is reported only occasion-
ally. This may be a country-specific phenomenon; however, it
may also have to do with the definition of bullying. The more
stringent the definition of bullying, the more likely it is that it
involves only one victim. While a perpetrator may occasionally
bully everyone in the work group for months and years, it seems
much more unlikely that he or she can bully to such intensity
that everyone in the work group is exposed to bullying at least
on a weekly basis.

The Organizational Status of Bullies and Victims

In the following, we review research findings on the organiza-
tional status of bullies and victims. Organizational status in this
respect refers to the formal position within the organizational

hierarchy.
The Status of Relatively little has been reported about the status of the victim.
the Victim Einarsen and Raknes (1997), in a study of male employees at a

Norwegian engineering plant, found no difference between the
experience of negative behaviours for workers, on the one hand,
and supervisors/managers on the other. Similar results were
found by Hoel et al. (2001). They found the risk of being bul-
lied to be similar for workers, supervisors and middle or senior
management. A representative sample of Finnish employees
showed that white-collar employees in higher ranks experi-
enced bullying somewhat more often than lower-ranked white-
collar employees or workers (Piirainen et al., 2000). Salin
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(2001), however, found less bullying at the higher levels of the
organization. Skogstad et al. (2008), in a representative sample
of the Norwegian workforce, showed that although managers
reported the same level of exposure to bullying behaviours,
they labelled their experiences less as bullying compared to
non-managers. Hoel et al. (2001) report some interesting inter-
action effects with gender: Whereas male workers and supervi-
sors were bullied more than women at these levels, this was the
other way round at the management level. The largest differ-
ences occurred for the senior management level, where 16% of
the female senior managers reported having been bullied. This
finding may be due to the visibility of women at this male-dom-
inated hierarchical level and may reflect widespread prejudice
against women in leadership positions (see also Davidson and
Cooper, 1992).

All in all, the findings of Hoel ef al. (2001) question a com-
mon assumption in various European countries that the weak
and defenceless, in terms of organizational status, become the
primary victims of bullying. Rather, there seem to be similar
risks at all organizational status levels. Supervisors and senior
managers may also experience a power imbalance relative to
their colleagues and superiors.

The Status of By contrast, the issue of perpetrator status has received con-
the Bully siderable attention. Interestingly, the findings vary across
countries. Leymann (1993b) introduced ‘mobbing’ as the
definition of a lasting conflict among colleagues. Yet even in
his study, there were only marginally more colleagues among
the bullies than there were supervisors. However, taking the
Scandinavian studies as a whole, people in superior positions
were identified as offenders in approximately equal numbers
to peers, with only a small number bullied by a subordinate
(Einarsen and Skogstad, 1996; Leymann, 1992, 1993b). In
contrast, British studies have consistently identified people in
superiory positions as perpetrators in an overwhelming major-
ity of cases (Cowie et al., 2000; Hoel et al., 2001; Rayner,
1997). Analysing the available samples listed in Table 3.4 (total
N = 17,919 victims, k = 60 samples), the percentages weighted
by sample size were as follows: 50.0% were bullied by super-
visors, 42.5% by colleagues and 7.5% by subordinates respec-
tively. For the last analysis, we took into consideration that in
samples where no subordinates were reported as bullies, this
category might not have been offered as a possible response.
Therefore, these studies were excluded in the computation of
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the percentage of bullying by subordinates. Thus, the overall
picture across countries is—given that in organizations the
number of supervisors is much smaller than the number of col-
leagues—supervisors are more often identified as the bullies
than are colleagues. However, the numbers for colleagues and
subordinates involved clearly speak against the view that bul-
lying is primarily a top-down process. It is interesting to note
that compared to our summary in Zapf et al. (2011), there was
a notable drop of supervisor involvement from 65.4% to 50%
and an increase in colleague involvement from 39.4% to 42.5%.
One can only speculate why this is so. One possible reason
could be that in various Anglo-American countries, a belief
prevailed that bullying was associated with the behaviour of
supervisors and managers, maybe due to the influencing book
of Andrea Adams (1992). This view might have changed in the
meantime and colleagues are now equally perceived as poten-
tial perpetrators in these countries.

Einarsen (2000), referring to Hofstede (1993), argued that
some cultural differences between the Nordic and the central
European countries may explain some of the different find-
ings with regard to the organizational status of the bullies.
Hofstede’s studies suggest that low power differentials and
feminine values prevail in the Scandinavian countries. The
abuse of formal power is much more sanctioned in such coun-
tries. Power differences between immediate supervisors and
their colleagues are small, hence producing more similar num-
bers of perpetrators for supervisors and colleagues. As far as
Sweden is concerned, the predominance of horizontal bully-
ing is also explained by reference to country-specific factors,
such as strong emphasis on group loyalty and conformity, and
a belief in consensus, or collective understanding, with social
exclusion for perceived norm-breaching as a common feature
(see Beale and Hoel, 2010). In a Danish study by Ortega et al.
(2008), peer bullying was found to be the most typical kind of
bullying, with colleagues being the main perpetrators in more
than 70% of the cases.

Generally, superiors are seldom bullied by subordinates.
In particular, there are only a small number of cases reported
where superiors were exclusively bullied by their subordinates.
Usually, subordinates bully a superior in conjunction with other
supervisors or managers. The reason for this is, of course,
that it is not easy to overcome the formal power of a supe-
rior using informal power. Although it is possible if the supe-
rior is socially isolated (which points at tensions or conflicts
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within management), but it is almost impossible if the superior
is backed up by superiors at the same level and/or by senior
management. One can certainly say that only superiors, who
have lost the support of their colleagues and of senior manage-
ment or are considered a threat by fellow managers (Hoel et al.,
2001), carry the risk of becoming the victims of bullying by
subordinates. A detailed discussion of upward bullying can be
found in Branch et al. (2018).

Whereas in the previous edition of this chapter (Zapf
et al., 2011) we had to state that little is known about pat-
terned negative supervisory behaviour, and that leader-
ship studies have focused almost exclusively on the positive
aspects of leadership, this has substantially changed in recent
years. Although some of the common leadership question-
naires, such as the leader behaviour description question-
naire LBDQ (Fleishman, 1953), contain some items similar
to those which appear in workplace bullying questionnaires,
negative leadership behaviour has not really been investi-
gated within this tradition. Humiliating, yelling or threaten-
ing somebody is, however, not simply the absence of positive
leadership characteristics such as consideration or employee
orientation. Bullying by superiors is, therefore, an issue for
research into leadership in its own right (see Aasland et al.,
2009; Einarsen et al., 2007) and destructive leadership and
abusive supervision (Tepper, 2000, 2007) which come close
to or resemble supervisor bullying, have received much atten-
tion (see the meta-analyses of Mackey et al., 2017 and Schyns
and Schilling, 2013). In a study employing a large scale sam-
ple of UK workers, Hoel and colleagues (2010) showed that
both authoritarian, laissez-faire and inconsistent leadership
were associated with experiences of bullying as reported by
victims and observers alike. Yet, while observers regarded
authoritarian leadership to be most strongly associated with
bullying, reports by victims about bullying were most closely
related to inconsistent leadership in the form of unpredictable
punishment. In a representative study of Norwegian workers,
reports of bullying, as made by both victims and observers,
were strongly correlated with reports of tyrannical leadership
from one’s immediate supervisor (Hauge et al., 2007), while
Skogstad and colleagues (2007), employing the same data
source, showed that laissez-faire leadership was associated
with reports of bullying through its effect on role stressors
and interpersonal conflicts in the work environment. Hence,
there appears to be strong support for a view that leadership
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styles are related to experiences of bullying among targets as
well as among observers.

The Frequency of Bullying in Various Sectors

In this section, we summarize some findings on the fre-
quency of bullying in various sectors. Leymann (1993a, 1993b)
reported an over-representation of bullying in the educational
(approximately 2:1) and administrative (1.5:1) sectors, and an
under-representation in the trade and retailing, production and
health-service sectors. The prevalence of bullying in Swedish
public administration was 1% higher than the average score of
3.5% (Leymann, 1993a). However, in other studies, Leymann
also found a high level of occurrence in the health-service sec-
tor. In another study by Leymann and Gustafsson (1996), public
administration, the social and health sectors, as well as reli-
gious organizations showed higher prevalence, whereas trade
and industry reported lower levels of bullying. Meschkutat
et al. (2002), Niedl (1995), Piirainen et al. (2000) and Vartia
(1993, 1996) also report high levels of bullying in the health and
social sector. In Leén-Pérez et al.’s (2019) study, most empiri-
cal studies reviewed come from this sector and many of them
report high prevalence rates. Examples are the studies of Bambi
et al. (2014), Hggh et al. (2018) or Stapelfeldt ez al. (2013). In
the studies by Einarsen and Skogstad (1996), the highest rate
of frequent bullying (weekly or more often) was found among
clerical workers (3.9%) and within trade and commerce (3.5%).
For occasional bullying, the results were different. Here, in
contrast to Leymann’ s Swedish study, there were signifi-
cantly fewer respondents from public sector organizations who
reported bullying than from private enterprises. The highest
prevalence rate was found among industrial workers, where
17.4% reported having been occasionally bullied during the last
six months. Bullying was also frequent among those who did
graphical work, and hotel and restaurant workers. The lowest
rate of bullying was found among psychologists and university
employees.

In Germany, analyses based on almost 400 victims of serious
bullying (Zapf, 1999a) showed that employees within the health
and social services sector had a seven-fold risk of being bullied.
Other occupational sectors where the risk of bullying where
high or elevated were: public administration, 3.5:1, and the edu-
cational sector, 3:1. Moreover, there was also an increased risk

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 121 @ 2/10/2020 6:52:32 AM



122 DIETER ZAPF ET AL.

of being bullied in the banking and insurance sectors. In con-
trast, the risk was relatively low in the areas of transport, trade
and farming, in the hotel and restaurant sector, as well as in
the building industry. Hubert and van Veldhoven (2001) found
increased risks of aggressive and unpleasant behaviour in ser-
vice organizations, in industry and in education. Salin (2001)
reported more frequent bullying in the public sector than in
the private sector, as did Hoel et al. (2001), and Piirainen et al.
(2000) in the municipal sector rather than the private sector
or the civil service. More recent studies from Eisermann and
de Costanzo (2011) and Venetoklis and Kettunen (2016) report
similar results.

Taking the studies together, a higher risk of being bullied
is reported for the social and health, public administration and
education sectors, which all belong to the public sector in many
countries. There may be various reasons which explain the
differences between sectors. First, one may assume that bul-
lying is less frequent in small family enterprises such as the
hotel and restaurant business as well as in the building sector.
Here personal relationships can be expected to develop between
employees and between employers. If severe conflicts arise, one
party may leave the ‘family’, as mobility within these sectors
are generally high. Moreover, in these areas, short-term job
contracts prevail; thus prolonged conflicts lasting several years
are almost impossible because the employees would find it rela-
tively easy to leave their jobs.

On the other hand, in many European countries—for
example Germany, Norway and Sweden—working in public
administration means having a secure, lifelong job which usu-
ally compensates for a somewhat lower-than-average salary.
In this case, it is much more complicated to give up one’s
job when bullying occurs, because this would involve giv-
ing up the high job security which is among the most impor-
tant aspects of these jobs. Frequently the specific knowledge
gained in such jobs cannot easily be applied in the private sec-
tor. Moreover, moving to another job within the public sector
may not resolve the problem because one still finds oneself
within the same organization. A typical example would be
the case of a bullied police officer. In a unitary organization
such as the police force, rumours may spread fast and, in
case of a requested move the officer’s potential new superior
might receive biased information, and, to be on the safe side,
possibly reject the bullied officer’s application (cf. Leymann,
1993b).
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Yet another aspect may be inherent in the very nature of the
job itself. Some jobs in the service sector, and in particular in
the social and health service sector, require a high level of per-
sonal involvement, i.e., a form of emotional labour (Hochschild,
1983; Zapf, 2002), which means sensing and expressing emo-
tions and building personal relationships. In other jobs, such
as manufacturing work, a much more instrumental job attitude
may suffice. The higher the level of personal involvement, the
more personal information is out in the open, and the more pos-
sibilities for being attacked would therefore exist. Moreover, it
is much more difficult to objectively evaluate or appraise these
jobs which offer a lot of opportunity for attacking or unfairly
criticizing someone. If a production worker is accused of doing
a bad job, they can more easily defend themselves by referring
to their job description compared to a teacher or a nurse, who
may have much greater difficulties proving that they are doing
a good job.

All in all, looking at the distribution of bullying across sec-
tors, bullying seems to be a greater problem among white-col-
lar workers, service employees and employees in supervisory
positions than among blue-collar workers. Still, a representa-
tive study of the Norwegian workforce from 2005 showed that
bullying prevailed in all kinds of organizations with no par-
ticular sector being ‘bully proof’ (Einarsen et al., 2007; Rayner
et al., 2002).

Categories of Bullying

The final question addressed in this chapter is: Is bullying a
homogeneous construct or are there specific types or categories
of bullying which can be identified? Homogeneity of bullying
would imply that all bullying actions show similar frequencies,
have similar causes and consequences and occur under the same
circumstances (Zapf, Knorz et al., 1996). Leymann (1996) dif-
ferentiated between five classes of bullying behaviour, which he
referred to as the manipulation of: (1) the victim’s reputation;
(2) the victim’s possibilities of communicating with coworkers;
(3) the victim’s social relationships; (4) the quality of a person’s
occupational and life situation; and (5) the victim’s health. In
an empirical study, Leymann (1992) found factors which he
labelled as negative communication: humiliating behaviour,
isolating behaviour, frequent changes of tasks to punish some-
one, and violence or threat of violence. Using factor analyses,

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 123 @ 2/10/2020 6:52:32 AM



124 DIETER ZAPF ET AL.

Zapf, Knorz et al. (1996) found seven factors in two samples:
Organizational measures consisting of behaviours initiated by
the supervisor or aspects directly related to the victim’s tasks.
‘Social isolation’ is related to informal social relationships at
work. The third factor is related to individual attributes of the
victim and the victim’s private life. ‘Physical violence’ includes
two items of sexual harassment as well as general physical vio-
lence or threat of violence. ‘Attacking the victim’s attitudes’ is
related to political, national and religious attitudes. The factor
‘verbal aggression’ consists of items related to verbal attacks.
Finally, there was a factor consisting of two items related to
spreading rumours (for comparable results see Niedl, 1995;
Vartia, 1991, 1993; zur Miihlen et al., 2001). More recent stud-
ies have come to similar results employing different question-
naires (cf. also Nielsen et al., this volume, Table 6.1; Escartin
etal., 2019).

Factor analysis of the Negative Acts Questionnaire (NAQ)
(Einarsen and Raknes, 1997) identified five factors, four of
which appear to overlap with attacking the private person,
social isolation, work-related measures and physical violence.
Based on a revised version of the NAQ-R applied to a random
sample of 5,288 UK employees, Einarsen et al. (2009) found
three major factors: Person-related bullying, work-related bul-
lying and physical intimidation. In the most recent version,
the short form SNAQ (Notelaers et al., 2019), items relating to
work-related, person-related bullying and social exclusion were
included in the nine-item scale.

Taking the existing studies together, most researchers have
suggested differentiating between work-related bullying and
person-related bullying. For work-related bullying research-
ers used a general factor in most of the cases, as in the case
of Einarsen et al. (2009) for the much used NAQ-R, and in
some cases authors suggested various categories such as con-
trol and manipulation of information, and control and abuse
of working conditions (Escartin et al., 2010). With regard
to person-related bullying, a variety of sub-categories were
suggested such as verbal aggression (e.g., Zapf, Knorz et al.,
1996), isolation or social exclusion (e.g., Einarsen and Raknes,
1997; Einarsen et al., 2009; Escartin et al., 2009; Notelaers
et al., 2019; Yildirim and Yildirim, 2007; Zapf, Knorz et al.,
1996), emotional abuse (Keashly, 1998) and humiliation (e.g.,
attacks towards self-esteem: Ozturk er al., 2008; attacking
the victim’s private life: Moreno-Jiménez et al., 2007; Zapf,
Knorz et al., 1996; and personal derogation: Einarsen and

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 124 @ 2/10/2020 6:52:33 AM



PREVALENCE AND RISK GROUPS 125

Raknes, 1997). Moreover, most bullying categories can be
considered to be active forms of aggression (most kinds of
work-related bullying, verbal aggression, emotional abuse).
Occasionally, passive forms of aggression are used such as
withholding or not passing on information. Moreover, both
direct forms of aggression (e.g., verbal aggression and most
forms of emotional abuse) and indirect forms of aggression
(e.g., spreading rumours: Zapf, Knorz ez al., 1996; most forms
of work-related bullying) occur. Finally, physical and psycho-
logical bullying can be distinguished, as can social exclusion
and ostracism. In the shipyard study by Einarsen and Raknes
(1997), physical violence was reported by 2.4%, whilst in the
various studies reported by Zapf (1999a) physical aggression
occurred in between 3.6 and 9.1% of the bullying cases. Thus,
the results underline that, in the first instance, bullying is pri-
marily a form of psychological rather than physical aggres-
sion although some cultural differences exist (Escartin, Zapf
et al., 2011).

Correlational analyses of overall samples (e.g., Niedl, 1995)
show that the bullying categories are very highly correlated.
This means that if people are bullied, they tend to experience
a large number of bullying behaviours from different behav-
ioural categories. In Notelaers er al’s (2019) latent cluster
analysis, in the cluster representing the severely bullied all bul-
lying categories (work-related, person-related, social exclusion)
showed high scores. With regard to gender-specific bullying
categories, Leymann and Tallgren (1993) report that women
used slander and making someone look a fool, whereas men
preferred social isolation. Mackensen von Astfeld (2000) found
that women used significantly more strategies affecting com-
munication, social relationships and social reputation, whereas
men preferred strategies affecting the victim’s work. In a
sense, these results correspond to findings regarding school-
yard bullying. Here Bjorkqvist et al. (1992) found that boys
used physical aggression more often, whereas girls preferred
more indirect strategies such as rumours and social exclusion.
In Vartia’s (1993) study, women were more often the victims
of strategies of indirect aggression such as spreading rumours
and social isolation, whereas men were more often the victims
of threats and criticism. However, to challenge possible ste-
reotyping, Hoel and Cooper’s (2000) nationwide British study
reported that negative rumour and gossiping was particularly
widespread in the police service, a highly male-dominated
organization.
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The meaning of work-related bullying is not always clear.
Fevre et al. (2010) and Olafsson and J6hannsdéttir (2004)
pointed out that behaviours such as ‘excessive monitoring of
work’ or ‘being given tasks with unreasonable deadlines’ may
not necessarily be seen as indicators of bullying but as a (legiti-
mate) part of a manager’s behavioural repertoire. In fact, cluster
analyses (Notelaers et al., 2006, 2019) showed separate clusters
for employees who were only exposed to work-related bullying.
However, they can be considered bullying when applied exces-
sively or for personal gain, and especially when they occur
together with other types of bullying behaviour (Beale and
Hoel, 2011) as is the case in the cluster of the severely bullied in
the analyses of Notelaers et al. (2006, 2019).

Work-related strategies including acts such as being given
tasks with impossible targets or deadlines, having one’s opin-
ions and views ignored, and being given work clearly below
one’s level of competence seem to be experienced more often
among persons in superior positions (Hoel et al., 2001; Salin,
2001). In the studies reported by Zapf (1999a) and Zapf, Knorz
et al. (1996), coworkers used social isolation and attacking the
private sphere more often than the supervisors or managers.
Bullying was most frequent when both coworkers and supervi-
sors were among the bullies. If only supervisors were identified
as bullies, strategies such as social isolation, attacking the pri-
vate sphere and spreading rumours occurred less often.

One explanation for these findings may be that some catego-
ries, such as social isolation and spreading rumours, only work
if several people are involved. Hence, it is far more difficult
for a single supervisor to isolate somebody. For other bullying
categories, such as attacking the private sphere, personal and
private information about the victim is necessary, which may
be less often at hand for superiors.

Finally Escartin et al. (2009) were interested in what kind
of bullying is experienced as most severe. They found that
emotional abuse, a form of person-oriented bullying, was
considered to be the most severe category, whereas isolation
and devaluating professional roles were perceived as the least
severe categories. In the study by Zapf, Knorz et al. (1996),
attacking the private person, a kind of person-oriented bul-
lying behaviour that overlaps strongly with the emotional
abuse scale of Escartin et al’s (2009) study was by far the
strongest predictor of psychosomatic complaints and depres-
sion, whereas indirect forms of aggression such as isolation
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were only weakly related to ill-health. Escartin et al. (2009,
p. 200) concluded that ‘all in all, there seems to be converg-
ing evidence that bullying behaviours such as humiliating
someone, treating someone with disdain or ridiculing them
premeditatedly, summarized as ‘emotional abuse’ in this
paper, are seen as most severe and causing most harm to the
target’.

Conclusion

This chapter has summarized empirical findings of bul-
lying studies in European countries over the past 30 years.
Although different definitions and measures were used in
these studies, and although there may be some cultural differ-
ences, a converging picture emerges showing that about 3% of
employees may experience serious bullying, and about 10%
occasional bullying. Between 10 and 20% (or even higher)
of employees may occasionally be confronted with negative
social behaviour at work which does not correspond to strict
definitions of bullying but which is, nevertheless, still very
stressful for the persons concerned. In most countries, there
seems to be a tendency for bullying to occur more often in the
public sector, although bullying seem to exist in all sectors
of working life. Bullying occurs on all organizational levels
and finds its targets among young and old and among women
as well as men. Yet, men seem to be more often among the
perpetrators. Perpetrators for their part may be supervisors or
colleagues. Most studies report an average duration of bully-
ing well beyond one year. Bullying can be a conflict between
two people; however, very often, there is more than one per-
petrator. More and more people seem to become involved the
longer bullying lasts. Finally, there is some empirical evi-
dence showing that a variety of bullying behaviours exists.
At least some of the variations found in separate studies may
be due to cultural differences. It is also important to note that
overall findings may mask underlying trends with regard to
prevalence as well as the nature of experience, for example
with respect to gender and occupational status. Summarizing
the existing results on workplace bullying shows that great
progress has been made during the last three decades, which,
overall, has led to converging results in the various European
countries.

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 127 @ 2/10/2020 6:52:34 AM



%89 q9 + B¢ +q[
B9 El 9+BE+(] (€100 orqndey
%L 0O p+eg+qT €€ST sookorduwo A)ISIOATU)  UOJOAY] pue BYSpPoIqeZ [yoaz)
(8102
%6°S 9+B¢+q[ 96¢C s[euorssajord areo-yiedy *]p 12 nopeLeyoryZ snidA)
%Y'TT qe +q1 oL SIaydea) [00YdS (8000) ‘v 12 ossny eleoID)
A[rep 9 8°¢1 BUIAOZIZIOH
Appeem o7 L1 8+ B¢ 101 uonendod Sunjiom ereusn (9100) 21poy % elusog
BSE L+9¢ 06LL SUONRZIUESIO 8¢ (6107) IV 12 SIGB[AION
%9°9C S €862 uonendod Juryiom [eOUaD  (9[(Q7) 7P 12 SUISSUR(
I9)SN[D SSOIOR 9/ °C L+eg+e] G868 uonendod Junyiom [euan  (1107) 7P 12 SIOL[AION
D1€ i
%9°0C eg+ el SLI9 suonezIuesio 81 - (9007) v 12 SIOB[AION
uononpoid
[eoTwrayd ‘0oyjo jurid ‘uoneziuedio
-jyoid-uou ‘9oyjo Junnsuod (€002)
%91 8 €L8 JUOWILLIAAOS [BDO] JO UOTJBIOOSSE  ANIA (] PUE SISB[AION wnisfeg
uonerndod oy
JO 9 ¢'f opdwes ur 9467/ 1 BE +q] €9 sooKkordwo aymnsur Yoreasay
uonerndod oy
Jo 98°1 orduues ut 9, 9°9g BE+ QI 89¢ sookodura rendsoq (S661) IPAIN elnsny
%501 Q9 +eE+ 2] 661 saakordws [eydsoy (9102) ®30Q
%L B + ¥ SoT sIMOeT  (107) ferey pue exng elueqy
oudreARId Juontugeq N grdureg sioyny Anuno)

3utA||ng aoe|dylopn Jo Aouanbaig ayy uo saipnis € jqeL

xipuaddy

2/10/2020 6:52:34 AM

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 128



(ponuruo))

Ieaf jsed urpim 9,91

Teak ised urpm o€

%91

B6'11

bS8

%1

Cl

DLy

LT

%Dl

%e0l1

%9°1

BET

%BLT

%8

(%S5°9) %ST B¢ Al *%6°0 ¥
(%LT) %8 B¢

qJ ‘UdY) PUB MOU %[}
(% O %91

B¢ q[ ‘UAY) PUB MOU %€ Y
(uorIILID
JuaSuIns oI0W € I0J

%8'L) %Y1 B¢ Q1 BT ¥

% T
%eET
%BSL'L

v+eBE+q]1
¥ +4l

v+l
v +al
b +qg + e
p+eg+e[
q9 + B¢ + v
B9 + B¢ + e
v +ag
b +eg

v +ag
b +eg
Bg +eg + 8]

q9 +e¢ +eJ
®O + B¢ + e
7 +eg+e|

7 +BE+ (]

p+ee+q]

¥ +Be+q]

S

¥
q9 + B¢ + B[

6Cve

10€9

€9¢e

¥20¢

981

e
SIc

¥e

9¢¢

66

LS8I

86T

uonendod Juryiom [erouan
10)09§ a1e)) A[Iop[H Ystue(g
uonendod Sunjiom [e1oudn)
sreydsoy ur sprem o1eIyoAsq
suonmmnsuy are)-Aeq

suonmnsuy 918l
sonuoyINY [eIny [[ews

Auedwo) Surrmoejnue]y ysueq

Auedwo) Jurnoejnuey ysiue

2103s Juaunteda

Auedwod JuLmoenuey

sookordwo [eydsoy
saIpms

[euoneonpy Jo [00YdS YSTue(g
240y oy 1e sjuedronted asmo)

Jdures pastwopuey]

SIaydea],

(6002) 17 12 ©3910

(8002) ‘1v 12 ¥3NIQ0

(8007) ‘v 12 uesuey

(L00T) ploAtesy

(Y00T) UaSIIA
pue p[oAIaY

(22002)
UQSIBUTH PUE US[ONIA

(1002)
UQSIBUTH PUB USS[ONIA

(10020)
Imopeijo( pue YSeH

(L100) v 32
niSoredinye) vaosoqoq

Srewuoq

2/10/2020 6:52:34 AM

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 129



(310400
611 ¥+41 TIOTHM) TI¥91
(310402
BL6 8+ql  SOAMA) S0901 uonedod Sunyiom [erouen (9102) 17 12 Y0IQL,
A[[eUOISBI0 9%t/ ¥+q¢ +¢e]
Pl y+eg+e] (dn-moroy) T¢¢]
A[[BUOISBII0 9G"6 v +q¢ + o]
%€’ 1 v +eg+e]  (QUIRSEq) G98T uonerndod Suryiom [eIouan) (9107) ‘17 12 Kemuo))
%0°L BE + BT 781¢€ uonendod Surjiom [erouan (9102) ‘I 12 UasuIg
A[[euorseaso 2,9°01 ¥+ q¢ + e[
%G1 v +BC+R] 616C uonendod Sunjiom [e1ouan (#102) ‘1v 12 uasuey
Bel S €8T Qredxdpyd [edoruniy  (¢107) 72 42 p[ejeders
1eoA jsed
unpIm ‘A[[BUOISEII0 9%()| 7+4qg+q1
Jeak jsed urgim 967 y+ee+q] 9786 103008 a1e) A[Iop[d ystued  (¢107) v 42 sdyn3ny
A[[BUOISBII0 9)¢" /.
Apuenbaiy 9,81
%611 v +41 61766 103098 o1e) A[IOpId ystue( (1702) "Iv 12 ©3211Q
Teaf ysed urgim 976 v +o¢+q[
Teof jsed urym 947/ y+qg+q9] (9891109 191JE I0M
Ieak ised umyim 9,8°1 y+eg+q[ +S1T e 189K 1ST) SIIOM AIBIYI[BOH (1102) ‘1?12 Y3oH
qiuowy/sawily ¢ 10 ¢ 9%¢'C q¢ +®J
%0 e +¢e| 868 $30LJO AJLINOJS [BI00S (6007) ploAtesy
QoudeAdId Juonmyaq N ordueg sioyny Anuno)
(penunuod) ¢ 3qeL

2/10/2020 6:52:35 AM

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 130



(ponuyuo))

APuaIInd 9,6

%01
%31

ad!

%91
%8
qjuow € sown
[219A98 PII[INQ %811 {%0T

%1°¥C B¢ PUB q[
{A[[BUOISBII0 94,8°8 959"
% €V
% €S
% 101
% 691
K[[euoIsSEI20 98
Apuanbaiy 9,670

s10€ 9ATIE3U 7 99401
%Yy ET

A[[euoISEI20 %461
DbLYY

Teok ysed urym 9477/

¥ +ag
¥ +ag

¥ +dl

¥ +dl

v+l

¥ +4ql
4
4
4
ctel

y+el
p+eg+el
eg + e
9+eg+e[

y+el
9 +8g +e|

¥+ ¢ +q1

9%99
009
80T
0ce

1961
T6Ly

968

G8¢

1661

G696

676
8¢¢

ol

L9

Clce

uonendod Sunyiom [e1ouan)
soakordwo ysturg
sjuerSrurwy

uone[ndod Sunyiom [eI1ouan

sookordwry ysrurq redrorunyy
sookodwy [endsoyq

SI901JQ UoSsL

92139p
Kyis1oAatun e 3urpjoy sreuoissajord
ssaursnq jo ordwes wopuey

pakordwe jo aanejuasaIdoy
Je1s rendsoy
sookodwo [edroruniy

soakordwa AyrsroArun

uonerndod Sunjiom [e1ouan)
paokordwaun 95,0 ‘preoq 1IN

INoqe ] UBIUO)SH Y} JO SIOWOISND)
101098 QIBDIOP[O

Ay ur s1opraoid aredyireoyq

(1102) 17 12 epn[Ie]

(8000)
TURISIOID) pUB BIIBA

(9#00¢) 1s1aby10lg
pue eweyIeA

(e4007) Is1absrofg
pue vweyIep

(+002) “1p 12 D{EWIALY

(2007) AKH pue enes

(1002) ures

(0007) '1P 12 usUIRIIL]
(0007) ‘1P 12 DIRWIATY
(9661) BnIRA

(¥661) “1v 12 1s1Ab3yI0[g

(z100)
IPEA pUe Inquie],

(6002)
IPBA pUB INqUIB],

(8102) "Iv 12 YSeH

pueuL]

BIUOISH

2/10/2020 6:52:35 AM

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 131



BTEL i
%8 ¥ 9+E¢ (€107) supuexaedeq
%E'L ¥ + B¢ or8 s1oSeURW 9[ppIW pue IoTUN( pue IyeuR[RD
BOIY SUAYIY (8007) supuexaredeq
%0¢ qQ€ +q1 10€€ ur uonendod Sunyiom [e1ouan) pue todsody 909015
Q0UO0 ISBA[ B 9" L] o)
%1.°9 BC +B] 9787 uonendod Sunjiom [e1suan (6107) 'Iv 12 @3ue]
%0°C y+eBe+qI
€8l (1107) ozueisuo)
%1T9 ‘%91 V pIouad BE+ QI c6Ce uonensIuIupe srqngd 9P pue UUBULISSTH
Ieak a[oyMm 9,6°G uone[ndod Suryiom (2002)
Apuarmg 9,/°7 ¥ S9LT [exouagd jo ojdwres aaneIuasardoy 1D 12 YeIYISIIN[
S90I0J pauLIe
%801 BE+qJ 1S [BIopaj UM UOnEOSIUIUpPY
(1000)
%001 BC+qJ 43S uonenNsSIuIUpe [eUNUUO0)) *Ip 12 USMYNIA InZ
(0002)
%6'C BE+ Q1 6861 UONENSTUIUPY  P[eHISY UOA USSUSYIBIN
%L BE+ql 9F  OwI uoneIIqeyal € jo seakojduryg (9661) MU Kueuiran
%DYL6 ¥ +BE + B[ (L00D)
%9811 BE + BT Y69L uonendod Jurjiom [erouan "D 12 IOWWRYPAIN Jouelg
parefor uosad 98¢ T [ (&1rep (9107) uounyay
POIB[AI JIOM %€ (07 O A[puowt) + 9 +  + qJ 7LO01 sookodwo AnSTUIA PUE SIYOJOUA
%y 14 (4354 uone[ndod Sunjrom [e1ouaD) (ST0OT) uIres
QoudeAdId Juonrugeq N ordureg s10yIny Anuno)
(ponunuo)) ¢ 9qeL

2/10/2020 6:52:35 AM

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 132



(panuuo)y)

%101

%E91
%Y'TT

%61
%TSIT
%Y 91

%L
%6°L
%bT9

%L

Apuenbaiy 9,79
"SBOJ0 9% 6°9]

% ST

%6V

% 9§
%6°'LT
PSS
%T
Bl'E
B1'E

99 +v€ +q[

y+el
BE+q]
Qo +ec+qJ
q9 + B¢ + B[
q9 + B¢ + B[

99
B)+ 4+
¥ +4l

¥+ 4 + vl

4
BE+q]
BE+q]

eE +q[
¥

o¢ + el
9+eg+e|

8 +EBE
BE + B[

1c¢

SSL
4!
ILE
(49"
926

676
6LS€
LSO

[4Y4

6001
(94
I

X4

86¢

178

sookordwd A)1sIoATun ueIE)] YINOS

SISBASIP
oruoayd yPm uonendod Surprop

SosINN

sookojdwo Ays1oarun orqnd uerfely
uone[ndod unjiom [e1ouan)
uonendod Sunjiom [e1oudn)

Aprequio
ur uone[ndod Surjiom [eIoUSD)

uonendod Suryiom [eIousn)

uone[ndod Sunyiom [eI1ouan
uonerndod Suryiom [e1ouan

ordwes [euoneu WopueyY
s10300dsut yueg

sookodwo yueqg

Awry

saokordwo [eydsoy

JJe1s Sursiny

(S100) ‘v 12 eppeq

(S102) ‘v 12 1TI0ONRY
(¥107) v 12 1queg
(z107) 181019
(1102) “1v 12 18101
(600¢) 13101

(8007) 1v 12 wueduwre)

(L00T) "I 12 [[PUU0) O

(£002) "I 12 3100, O
(2007) Swenm

pue [[euuo), O

(0007) 2100N.O

(S661)
UOWIS PUB Yosoney|

(8102)
*Ip 12 SIpIUURONZILYD)

(9100) *Iv 12 ezyEILY]

Aeir

puefaI|

Kre3uny

2/10/2020 6:52:36 AM

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 133



(% 6€) % 6°€ y+er 66 SOSINU JUB)SISSE pUL SASINN  (6861) ‘1P 12 USSAIYNECIA KemION
Teok jsed urym 9,87 B +q] 96¢ uonendod Sunyiom [e1ouan (Z107) 1P 12 anya2q
skem[e 10
udjo suonenis juesesdun
pue 2AIssa133e 0) SuLLIajox sayoueIq (1007) U2AOYPTA
SWI 7 JO UBAW 97T S+7T $9.99 Jo Kjarrea e Surpnjour odwes UBA pUR JIqnH
oduwres
%1 ¥+ B¢ 110€ Pador)s {SUOMTISUT [BIOUBUL]
SpPUBLIOYIAN
BY'Y 4 Ley ssauisng 2dyJo uononpoid paxijy (1002) 17 12 119qnH UL
K[[BUOISEID0 9,¢°8
9I9A3S %6°C (L10T) Quanysneurfejy
[[BIoA0 9% 1] ¥4 9¢ + B[ LIS NEliple) pue qrejourdg
yoam
B 90UO URY) SSI[ OU 9] G eE+q]
SS9[ 10 Joam 1ad 20u0 96 q¢ +BJ 9801 uonendod Sunyiom [eouan  (S1(g) ‘v 12 seysneynz
(S107) puapyrurong
%1 0L 8 1€21 uonendod Sunyiom [e1ouan) PUE JPIBYUIOA A
A[[euorsesso g,¢ L | 8+q¢ +q[ (¥107) uasteury
%HET g+eg+q] (%43 suerdIsAyd Ajureyq pue Quan[SNBUI[BIA
%ET y+ac+e] (S002)
%9°C ¥+ B¢ + B[ SLy K310 seuney] Wolj SIyoed) [00YdS *Ip 12 QUAD{SNEBUI[RIA BIURNYII]
%611 q9 + B¢ + B ISTI uonendod Sunjiom ereusn (S100) "Iv 12 seuary
QoudeAdId Juonmyaq N ordueg sioyny Anuno)

(penunuo)d)  p°¢ dqeL

2/10/2020 6:52:36 AM

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 134



(panuuo)y)

BTl
%9
%S0

%e'8
%S8'1

BSY
Jouonradxa

snotadxd yIm 9,4°8 %€

(%1Y) %6'C

(%EY) %6'C

(%00 %¥'T

(%6°8) %6'1

(%S9) %ET

(%TD) %11

(%1°€) % 80

(%80 % L0

(%€ %90

(%€0) %90

(%0°C1) %E0

3uI£[[nq [BUOISEII0 9,9°']
(%P ¢ rua

pue £q ‘saK) 97T APoam
% €01

eg
ql
o1

v+el
BEC + 8]

v +EE

v +El

gt
gt

L0T

Ly
6¢£5T

S8¥9

SvL
¢9¢
CLI
€8¢
123
651
c8Yy
Svic
08%
OLYT
181
(404!
1443

L8LL
78

sooko[dwy 10109G JUBINEISIY

suoIun Jnoge[ UBISOMION 9

uonendod Supjiom [eIoudn)

SasINN

Aunood
e wouiy ojdwes aanejuasardoy

S[EIOYJO PUB SINIOM [BOLIDD
SIONIOM JUBINBISAI/ [2)07] JO UOTU)
Q0IOWIWIO)) pUE IPeI],

uorun SIayoeaJ,

uorun sIoxIom [eorydern)
SIOIOM [eInSnpuy

SIONIOM QTBI-UJ[BOH

uorun SUBTOLIO[
Kyis1oAtu)

uonerapa ,s1ekojdwyg
uorun ,siSI30[0ydLsq

SI9ZeUBW QIBJ[OM PUB YI[BIH

1210 ‘sopdures JUAIIHIP 4]

SIdYde],

(8002) “1v 12 USSIYIEIN

(L00T) uesreury
pUE UISIIYNBIA

(L00T) "1v 12 93ney

(#002)
UasIeuly pue uasyLg

(8661) ‘v 12 uasIRUI

(9661)
pe1IsSoyS pue uesIeurg

2/10/2020 6:52:36 AM

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 135



(L100) 1P
%G°G y+el €0€T1 uone[ndod Sunjiom [BIQUAD) 72 pUBLIQUIF ‘UIS[IIN
%E9 v +el (419! SesimN (9100) "1p 12 sowyoy
BTy v +0¢ +v] (dn-morjoy)
BT6 BE + B €191 uone[ndod Sunyiom [eIouan)
%9V ¥ +9¢ + B[ (aurpaseq) (S100)
%ST1 BE + B 6€ST uone[ndod SunjIom [eIouaD UQS[IIN PUB UdsIeulg
BY'L ¥ +El
%8 9+eg+e] LT8 SIOQUISUL MRID [9SSOA (€107) USSIPIN
%EY v+e] 75901 uonendod Sunjiom [e1ouan (1107) 10 12 98ney
A[[euorseado 9,8 +qg+e]
Apuenbaiy 9,9'¢ ¥+ B+ B[ €20l SISALIp sng (1100) "Iv 12 $se1D
%S v+el 1,61 uone[ndod Suryiom [ereuan (1107) *1v 12 duurg
Uy} pue Mou 9,()| q¢ + e (suerorsAyd pue ‘sysideroyy
%1 BE + B ovy ‘sosinu) saakordwe [eydsoy (1102) "1v 12 uasyLIg
%89 [
%T9 q9 + B¢ + B
BEVI BO + B¢ + B
%90 y+eg+e[
BT'S ¥ +ql
%9t v+l 6£ST uone[ndod Sunyiom [eRRUSD  (6007) 1P 12 UISIN
%ST ¥+ e $091 AaeN uei3omiIoN [eA0y  (6007) 1P 12 AB1a3eIN
%996 14 Sey soakordwo a1es yieaH (6000) "1v 12 pury
D1y ¥ +BEt+ Bl 6¢6¢ uonendod Sunjiom ereusn (6000) ‘Iv 12 BselD
QoudeAdId Juonmyaq N ordueg sioyny Anuno)
(penunuo)d)  p°¢ dqeL

2/10/2020 6:52:36 AM

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 136



(panuiuo))y)

%91
%81¢
%S
%

D11
%0
DYl

ST
%91

%81
%81
%S

%8C 31
%8

%LE
bY'SE

%E6
%969

PET
%bL'6

8§ +BE +e[
S

8
q9 + B¢ + B[
8 +0¢ + e[
§+eg+e|
9+ B¢ +e.[

+e¢+e|
q9 +e¢ + e[

9+ B¢ + B[
¥+ B¢+ B[
y+el

8
9+eg+e]

¥ +BE
BE + BT

BE + B[
ql

¥+4al
9+9¢

€0¢el
993

0SI

LTI

8661

ol

0ce

LTTE

LOL

0281

0801
ey

99
SLLT

uonendod Sunjiom [e1ousn)

uonendod Sunjiom [e1oudn)

uonendod Suryjiom [eIousn)

uonendod Sunjiom [e1ouan)

uonendod Sunjiom [e1oudn)

uonendod Sunjiom [e1ouan)

uonendod Sunyiom [eI1suan

SOSINN

sreuorssojoid a1ed ey

soTpawreIeq

SIOYOBI], YSI[Og

Jyers SursinN

uone[ndod Junjiom [eIdUn)

uonendod Suryiom [e1ouan)

(+002)
[onuid pue 0S[epry

(LTOT) “Ip 12 9108A0Y

(S100) "Ip 12 [oWINIy

(2102) paoypuIaISEqd
PUE PAOYIAYIS

(#107) 17 12 91A019g

(#100)
BILIYD-ONIUBPIBIA

(2100 BIHYD

(91020)
epe[allod-eyuepes
pue OO BA[IS B

(L107) "Ip 12 uoLoN

(9102
B[RIZPRIA] pU® ULIAY

(8002)
YONYBIA-BYSMIZSIBAN
(9000) “Iv 12 291N

(Q100¢) 1s1abyolg
pue eweyIep

(8100) ‘Iv 12 doquie[D

uredg

BIUQAO[S

BO[BAO[S

UIEN

BIURWIOY

[eSmuog

puejod

2/10/2020 6:52:37 AM

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 137



2/10/2020 6:52:37 AM

(2107) vOSUg
%L1 el 8¢¢ SOSINN Op puE SBISI[S-BSO]
A[qpuowr 10 AP[oam 9¢ 9+ 9¢ 12S uonendod Sunyiom [e1ouan (Z102) "1v 12 unIedsyg
1204 Jsed urm 9,$8°g BE +q] L8801 uonendod Sunjiom [eIoUdD) (2107) "Iv 12 010UIRD)
ud1jo KI9A 94§ 9+t +eg+e]
ud)jo AI9A 96°S q9 + B¢ + B[
udljo AI19A %871 9+Bg+e[
%S 61 ¥ +91 0€LT uonedod Sunprom [ereueny  (1107) IV 42 euendeg
%8'S g+ (6002)
TS q¢ +e[ 1982 uone[ndod Suryiom [erouan BURID) pUB ZI[RZUOD)
%BLS o1 gee o010 8207 (800T) '] 12 OpeIN3ag
BT LI ql o1 SOSINN [00YI§ [BUOISS9J0Iq (8000) “Iv 12 spuI0g
%01 ¥ 00€ uonendod Sunjiom [eIoUAD) (8007) "I 12 unIedSy
sookordwe 103095
%8T BE + B[ 96¢ S190NPOIJ SI[qRIATOA pue SINL]  (£007) ‘[P 12 Jon3ISoIN
BI11 Bg+ el
%BTYT 14 e soakordury Ayrsroarup) (L00T) “Iv 12 erONSO[
%T6 €9 + B 0STy uone[ndod Sunjrom [erouan) (9002) ‘TonuId
%6 q¢ 8¥¢ Jeas KyiszoArupy (9000) ‘v 12 eronsnf
%71 L1y eroudreA wody ojdoad
%61 qag 969 Pa[qesIp YIm Sunprom seakordwry  (9007) ‘v 12 AUON-[ID
soakordwy 10309§ (00T
%9C BE + B[ €01 uonEOIUNWIWO)) pue odsuel], 7 12 ZOUYWI[-OUIIOJA
QoudeAdId Juonmyaq N ordueg sioyny Anuno)

(penunuo)d)  p°¢ dqeL

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 138



(panunuoy)y)

%e
%9
%L
%S
%T

%9
BbS€

%T91

%L1

(synodoip jo asneseq
1omo] A1qeqoid) 9,6°¢
paddeoipuey 10U %4
‘paddesrpuey 9 9'1T ‘%t'8
%ST

%e
bS

v +el
!
v +el
v +el
v+el

BE+ QI

BE+qJ

BE+ Q]
BE+ QI

BE+ 4]

eg+q]

q9 + B¢ + B[
(uorssai33e

pue Suk[nq) £

(Sur£[Ing 219A9s) /

%T1  (SuIk[[ng poje[oI-yIom) /,

BbTYL

A[ypuowr 10 AP[eam 9,/
%Y'0C

%L6'81

9+e[
9+q¢+eg

9+qe+ec+(q]
9+qe+ec+qi

6¢
123
CLI
101
16

0€¢

8EYT

LE
0cI

ILT

6L1
SOL

6191

88¢
8¥8Y

(T1) ey
(1.L) 969

QouBINSUJ [BIO0S
Ansnpur poop

[00Y2S YSTH
UOT)BIIUNWWOIIA],
[eonNAdRWLIRYJ

SI9YOB9) [00YOS AIOSINN

pokordure-jios
1dooxo pakordwo Jo sanejuasardoy

S[00YOS AI9SINN

K10108] SUImes

S90K0[dwo SYIOM[I]S

uoneziuesio
jyoid-uou ¢seakodwe paddesrpuey

uone[ndod Suryiom [eIouan)

uonerndod Sunjiom [e1ouan)

SOSINN
uonendod Sunjiom [eIsuan)

ANIqusip [emoa[[aur Im
ordoad yym Sunprom seakordwyg

(9000) ‘Iv 12 uasuey

(€661)
UUBWAY pueE YJoIpury

(ag661
‘BEOHGT) UUBWADT

(qg661) uuewo]
ur ‘Jp 2 uuewAo|

(eg661) uuewAo|

(€661)
UQIS[[B], pUB UUBWAY]

(2661) uuewAa|
($102) "[v 32 seuary

(€100
‘[P 12 ZI9J-UQd]

(€102)
oueLIoA pue edo],

(€1027) Iv 12 upIedsy

(€1020)
ouRION puk 0JA)ALIR))

uopams

2/10/2020 6:52:37 AM

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 139



syuer Jorunf (8107)
9%9C B +q] 181 je mac.m&oCHmQ Joquaur \A:Somm IV J2 pIressnod-SeqIuIj
%S0T 9+e| a0 sIYoeaL, (L10T) Zony[) pue 1gex
BITE o¢ +qI 611 SINIOM YI[BAH  (LTOT) 17 12 10Nl
(¥100)
Kep K10A9 941" 9+ g 91¢T SIOUOBQ],  N[3o[BWR)) pue NI
%8°S1 9 €LT soako[dwa [a10H (¥107) Sepriar)
%T9S S+el 8T Ansnput ommnousy (1102) " 42 1o1dex
BTE Q9 +eg +q[ 8¢ sookodurd Sunjueg (1102) 39D
%€ 0¢ +9¢+ql 80LT uone[ndod Sunjiom [e1ouaD) (1102) ‘v 12 deIky
%SS ag +q1 LLS suonezIuesiQ) 101998 d1qnd (9002) v 42 193119
douraoxd [nquels| (L002)
%S98 qg +91 S0 Jo opr1s ueadoinyg oy WO SASIMN]  WLIP[IA Pue WLIP[IX
SOIWIAPLIY
BLI qal 01c [00yog SursmN AMSIAIUN  (LOOT) [P J2 WILIPIK
%¥0C qg +91 291 SOSINN] JIWAPLIY (8007) 1v 2 Y1mzQ
%8% BE + B 51 uonendod Sunyiom [e1ouan (8007) ‘I 12 njkos
%¥'9 qg +e| LE€ SI9UOE3) (0010 (L00T) nZorewa) Aoymg,
%9 o¢ +e] 11€S SQWIOY FUISINU UT SIIOM D) (L107) 'Iv 12 3uo],  pUB[IAZIMS
(puequrg 29 rewuaq
%6 o¢+qf LY9SY ‘uopamg) Apmis Loyoon iy (8107) ‘v 12 nX
%S'€ v+e] L€ uonendod Sunyiom [erouen (9107) 19ss104
QOUARARI] Juoniuygag oN ordwes sioyiny Anuno)
(penunuod) g dqer

2/10/2020 6:52:38 AM

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 140



(panuuo))y)

DL
%6°C
%9°6¢
%bSY

%0¢

%8
%bLE

P81

B1'1T
%91

%ST
%0%
%8TC
%901 ‘q¢
byl
W%YSI
SIUOW 7| SB[ UIyiim
parqng Apuassisiad 9,8¢
%08
PHO1 %1
%ES

8+qI
¥+ 8 + B[
¥

8

BE + B
qe + 91

p+el

o

y+eBg+e]

¥

q¢

v+l
¥ +9I

010¥

88¢
[44

LYT

65

0€LT

LLY
88¢C

8LE
91
6v9

88¢C¢
98¢

00T1T

9¢L
186

uonendod Suryiom [e1ouan)

uonezIuesIo 103098 JI[qng

103999 [euoneonpy seokojdwyg

(1N) serem
yInog ur suoneziuesiQ dqnd €1

UONRIO0SSY [BOIPIIA
ysnLg ayj Jo sI10300p Jotung

sowey ], 2y}
Jo yyrou uopuo] woij syeydsoy 1

(1N ‘ureds ‘[eSmiod)
suonjeziue3i ueadoiny a5re| ¢

SIS Y-aI

SIQUOBQ], AJSIOAIUN)
S[BUOISSIJOI] 18D

uone1odio) [euoneN-nnNA

odwres aanejudsardoy

uoneZIueSIo [BUOBUIOIU]
QOIAIRS [J[EOH [BUOEN

SIOQUIdW UOTUN J0JI9S JI[qn

SJUOPN}S dW-1Ied

(6007) 1P 12 91A94

(€002) "1v 12 duko)
(S007) sewoyf,

(L007) uno pue SIMa|

(2002) 2umQ

(¥007) 1P 12 1R

(£007) 1v 12 Jojruudf
(+007) ‘v 12 duko)

(+002)
usyo)) pue uosdwig

(¥007) 1ueIyay,
(S000) yonreg

(1002) ‘17 12 [°0H
(0000) ‘1P 12 31m0D

(6661) dumgd

(L661) NOSINN
(L661) ukey

2N

2/10/2020 6:52:38 AM

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 141



(UOT)TUTAP © JNOYIIM) SIA[ASWAY) [dGL] SWIIIA SAJOUP 'Y
(DDT) SISATeuR 19)SN[O SSLO JUAeT “/
o€ 9AT)E3QU QUO JSBI[ I § (IO JO S)O8 dATIBIAU 0M) 9 J0B 9ATIESoU QU0 B9 oom Jad sjoe 9Anesou Jo Joquinu S9jouap ‘9
uoLdLId ewrxoxdde sajousp ¢
UONIULYAP B UO PAseq PAI[[Nq St SIA[ISWAY) [2qe] SWIIIA SQJOUdP “§
JOAQ O¢ ‘APyeom uey) Apuanbaiy ssof q¢ {AP[eom Ise9[ Je B¢ :S108 Jo Aouanbaly sojousp ¢
(,ssexey 03 UOTIUAUI, PASe ST 1) spuawaSpnl ur papnyour s3oe jo ad4A) sejousp g
JO9IRD 9 UT JOAD OT SYIUOUI XIS JOAO QT ‘SYIUOW XTS ISe[ Y} UTY)IM B :S}OB JO UOTBIND SOJOUIP ']
SIION],
%S GE 8+q] 196 SJUApNIs ursInu AJeaIne[eddeyg (L107) v 12 syug
%81V ¢ +q1 LS9 sjudpMIS SUISIN (9100) ‘1P 12 RL
%L 8 +9¢ LSET $asLIdIoIUD WNIpaUI pue [[ewg (9107) "Ip 12 s1wa]
sjoe
QAT)ESQU QIOUI IO AT 9/ '€ BE + BT
%e 81 9+eg+E[
BLT y+eBg+E[ 0s6¢ 9JIAISS Ul[eaH [euOneN (€100) "Ip 12 118D
QoudeAdI] Juonmyaq N ordueg sioyny Anuno)

(penunuo)d)  p°¢ dqeL

2/10/2020 6:52:38 AM

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 142



PREVALENCE AND RISK GROUPS 143
Bibliography

AASLAND, M. S., SKOGSTAD, A., NOTELAERS, G., NIELSEN, M. B. AND
EINARSEN, S. (2009) The prevalence of destructive leadership
behaviour. British Journal of Management, 21(2), 438—452.

ApAMS, A. (1992) Bullying at work. How to confront and overcome it.
London: Virago Press.

AGERVOLD, M. (2007) Bullying at work: A discussion of definitions
and prevalence, based on an empirical study. Scandinavian
Journal of Psychology, 48, 161-172.

———.(2009) The significance of organizational factors for the inci-
dence of bullying. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 50(3),
267-276.

AGERVOLD, M. AND MIKKELSEN, G. E. (2004) Relationships between
bullying, psychosocial work environment and individual stress
reactions. Work & Stress, 18(4), 336-351.

APosPORI, E. AND PAPALEXANDRIS, N. (2008) Workplace bullying
and organizational culture: A multi-level approach. 6th interna-
tional conference on workplace bullying (pp. 52-54), 4—6 June,
Montreal, Canada.

ARCHER, D. (1999) Exploring “bullying” culture in the para-military
organisation. International Journal of Manpower, 20, 94—105.

ARENAS, A., GIORrGI, G., MoNTANI, E., MANcuUso, S., PEREZ, J. E,,
Muccl, N. AND ARCANGELL, G. (2015) Workplace bullying in
a sample of Italian and Spanish employees and its relationship
with job satisfaction, and psychological well-being. Frontiers in
Psychology, 6, 1912.

ASHFORTH, B. E. (1994) Petty tyranny in organizations. Human
Relations, 47, 755-778.

AYTAC, S., BoZKURT, V., BAYRAM, N., YILDIZ, S., AYTAC, M., AKINCI,
F. S. AnD BILGEL, N. (2011) Workplace violence: A study of
Turkish workers. International Journal of Occupational Safety
and Ergonomics, 17(4), 385—-402.

BAGUENA, M. J., BELENA, M. A., DE LA Paz ToLbos, M. P. AND
MARTINEZ, D. (2011) Psychological harassment in the work-
place: Methods of evaluation and prevalence. The Open
Criminology Journal, 4, 102—108.

BAILLIEN, E., ESCARTIN, J., GrROss, C. AND ZAPF, D. (2017) Towards
a conceptual and empirical differentiation between workplace
bullying and interpersonal conflict. European Journal of Work
and Organizational Psychology, 26(6), 870—881.

BaLpuccl, C., ALFANO, V. AND FraccaroLL F. (2009) Relationships
between mobbing at work and MMPI-2 personality profile, post-
traumatic stress symptoms, and suicidal ideation and behavior.
Violence and Victims, 24(1), 52—67.

BawmBl, S., BECATTINI, G., G1USTI, G. D., MEZZETTI, A., GUAZZINI,
A. anND LumMming, E. (2014) Lateral hostilities among nurses
employed in intensive care units, emergency departments,
operating rooms, and emergency medical services: A national
survey in lItaly. Dimensions of Critical Care Nursing, 33(6),
347-354.

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 143 @ 2/10/2020 6:52:39 AM



144 DIETER ZAPF ET AL.

BaARrucH, Y. (2005) Bullying on the net: Adverse behavior on e-mail
and its impact. Information & Management, 42, 361-371.
BEALE, D. AND HoEL, H. (2010) Workplace bullying, industrial rela-
tions and the challenge for management: Britain and Sweden
compared. European Journal of Industrial Relations, 16,

101-118.

———.(2011) Workplace bullying and the employment relationship:
Exploring questions of prevention, control and context. Work,
Employment and Society, 25(1), 5-18.

BERNOTAITE, L. AND MALINAUSKIENE, V. (2017) Workplace bully-
ing and mental health among teachers in relation to psycho-
social job characteristics and burnout. International Journal
of Occupational Medicine and Environmental Health, 30(4),
629-640.

BILGEL, N., AYTAC, S. AND BaYyrAM, N. (2006) Bullying in Turkish
white-collar workers. Occupational Medicine, 56, 226-231.

Birks, M., CaNT, R. P., BUDDEN, L. M., RUSSELL-WESTHEAD, M.,
Uzar OzceTIN, Y. S. AND TEE, S. (2017) Uncovering degrees
of workplace bullying: A comparison of baccalaureate nursing
students’ experiences during clinical placement in Australia
and the UK. Nurse Education in Practice, 25, 14-21.

BiorkQvist, K. (1994) Sex differences in aggression. Sex Roles, 30,
177-188.

BIORKQVIST, K., LAGERSPETZ, K. M. J. AND KAUKIAINEN, A. (1992)
Do girls manipulate and boys fight? Developmental trends in
regard to direct and indirect aggression. Aggressive Behavior,
18, 117-127.

BiorkQvisT, K., OsTERMAN, K. AND HIELT-BAck, M. (1994)
Aggression among university employees. Aggressive Behavior,
20, 173-184.

BonNioL, M., Mclsaac, M., Xu, L., WuLui, T., DiaLLo, K. AND
CAMPBELL, J. (2019) Gender equity in the health workforce:
Analysis of 104 countries. Working paper 1. World Health
Organization, Geneva.

BowLING, N. A. AND BEEHR, T. A. (2006) Workplace harassment
from the victim’s perspective: A theoretical model and meta-
analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91, 998—1012.

BRANCH, S., RAMSAY, S., SHALLCROSS, L., HEDGES, A. AND BARKER,
M. (2018) Bosses get bullied too: Exploring upwards bullying to
learn more about workplace bullying. In P. D’Cruz, et al. (eds.),
Pathways of Job-related negative behaviour. Handbooks of
workplace bullying, emotional abuse and harassment (Vol. 2,
pp- 1-32). Singapore: Springer Nature.

Buka, M. S. M. anp Karay, T. (2012) Mobbing in the academe:
The case of Albanian universities. Proceedings of the 2nd
International Conference on Human and Social Sciences, 8,
26-29.

CaMPANINI P, GiLioLl, R., Punzi, S., CassitTo, M. G., CONWAY,
P. M. AND CosTta, G. (2008) Workplace bullying in a large
sample of Italian workers. Sixth International Conference on
Workplace Bullying. I Book of Abstracts: Sixth International

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 144 @ 2/10/2020 6:52:39 AM



PREVALENCE AND RISK GROUPS 145

Conference on Workplace Bullying, 4—6 June 2008, Montreal,
Canada.

CARNERO, M. A., MARTINEZ, B. AND SANCHEZ-MANGAS, R. (2012)
Mobbing and workers’ health: Empirical analysis for Spain.
International Journal of Manpower, 33(3), 322-339.

CARRETERO, N. AND Luciano, J. V. (2013) Prevalence and incidence
of workplace bullying among Spanish employees working
with people with intellectual disability. Disability and Health
Journal, 6(4), 405-409.

CARTER, M., THOMPSON, N., CRAMPTON, P., MOrRROW, G., BURFORD,
B., GrAy, C. AND ILLING, J. (2013) Workplace bullying in the
UK NHS: A questionnaire and interview study on prevalence,
impact and barriers to reporting. BMJ Open, 3(6), e002628.

CATALYST (2019) Women in the workforce — Europe: Quick take
(January 9, 2019) Retrieved from www.catalyst.org/research/
women-in-the-workforce-europe/; 5.9.2019.

CEJA, L., ESCARTIN, J. AND RODRIGUEZ-CARBALLEIRA, A. (2012)
Organizational contexts that foster positive behaviour and well-
being: A comparison between family-owned firms and non-
family businesses. Revista de Psicologia Social, 27(1), 69-84.

CEMALOGLU, N. (2007) Okul yoneticilerinin liderlik stilleri ile
yildirma arasindaki iliski. Hacettepe Universitesi Egitim
Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 33, 77-87.

CHATZIIOANNIDIS, 1., BasciALLA, E. G., CHATZIVALSAMA, P,
Vouzas, F. AND MiTs1akos, G. (2018) Prevalence, causes and
mental health impact of workplace bullying in the Neonatal
Intensive Care Unit environment. BMJ Open, 8(2), e018766.

CHIRILA, T. (2012) Perceived victimization as a consequence of bully-
ing among Romanian employees: Gender differences. Annals of
the Al. 1. Cuza University, Psychology, 21(2), 85-98.

CIVILIDAG, A. (2014) Hotel employees’ mobbing, burnout, job sat-
isfaction and perceived organizational support: A research on
hospitality in Turkey. European Scientific Journal, 10(35).

CoNway, P. M., CLAUSEN, T., HANSEN, A. M. AND HogH, A. (2016)
Workplace bullying and sickness presenteeism: Cross-sectional
and prospective associations in a 2-year follow-up study.
International Archives of Occupational and Environmental
Health, 89(1), 103-114.

CowiIE, H., JENNIFER, D., NETO, C., ANGULA, J. C., PEREIRA, B., DEL
BARRIO, C. AND ANANIADOU, K. (2000) Comparing the nature of
workplace bullying in two European countries: Portugal and the
UK. In M. Sheehan, S. Ramsey and J. Patrick (eds.), Transcending
the boundaries: Integrating people, processes and systems.
Proceedings of the 2000 Conference (pp. 128—133). Brisbane:
Griffith University.

COYNE, L., CRAIG, J. AND SMITH-LEE, P. (2004) Workplace bullying
in a group context. British Journal of Guidance & Counselling,
32(3), 301-317.

COYNE, 1., SMITH-LEE, P., SEIGNE, E. AND RANDALL, P. (2003) Self
and peer nominations of bullying: An analysis of incident
rates, individual differences, and perceptions of the working

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 145 @ 2/10/2020 6:52:39 AM



146 DIETER ZAPF ET AL.

environment. European Journal of Work and Organizational
Psychology, 12(3), 209-228.

CUBELA, V. AND KvarTuc, T. (2007) Effects of mobbing on justice
beliefs and adjustment. European Psychologist, 12(4), 261-271.

DA SiLva-JoAo, A. L. AND SALDANHA-PORTELADA, A. F. (2016)
Mobbing and its impact on interpersonal relationships at the
workplace. Journal of Interpersonal Violence.

DAvIDSON, M. J. AND COOPER, C. L. (1992) Shattering the glass ceil-
ing. London: Paul Chapman Publishing.

DEeHUE, F., BoLMAN, C., VOLLINK, T. AND POUWELSE, M. (2012)
Coping with bullying at work and health related problems.
International Journal of Stress Management, 19(3), 175-197.

Dick, U. AND DuLz, K. (1994) Zwischenbericht Mobbing-Telefon fiir
den Zeitraum 23.8.93-22.2.1994 [Intermediate report of the
mobbing telephone]. Hamburg: AOK.

D1 MARTINO, V., HOEL, H. AND COOPER, C. (2003) Preventing vio-
lence and harassment in the workplace. European Foundation
for the Improvement of Living and Working Conditions.
Luxemburg: Office for Official Publications of the European
Communities.

DOBESOVA CAKIRPALOGLU, S., CECH, T. AND KVINTOVA, J. (2017) The
incidence of workplace bullying in Czech teachers. In P. A. Da Silva
Pereira, O. Titrek and G. Sezen-Gultekin (eds.), ICLEL 17 confer-
ence proceeding book (pp. 425—431). Sakarya: Sakarya University.

DoGARr, N. (2016) Workplace bullying perceptions among health
sector employees: A research in a private hospital in Albania.
Istanbul Gelisim Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, 3(1), 105.

EGE, H. (1998) I numeri del Mobbing. La prima ricera italiana [The
frequency of bullying. The first Italian study]. Bologna: Pitagora
Editrice.

EINARSEN, S. (2000) Harassment and bullying at work: A review of
the Scandinavian approach. Aggression and Violent Behavior,
4, 371-401.

EINARSEN, S., AASLAND, M. S. AND SKOGSTAD, A. (2007) Destructive
leadership: A definition and a conceptual model. The Leadership
Quarterly, 18, 207-216.

EINARSEN, S., HOEL, H. AND NOTELAERS, G. (2009) Measuring
exposure to bullying and harassment at work: Validity, factor
structure and psychometric properties of the Negative Acts
Questionnaire-Revised. Work & Stress, 23(1), 24—44.

EINARSEN, S., HOEL, H., ZAPF, D. AND COOPER, C. L. (eds.) (2003a)
Bullying and emotional abuse in the workplace. International
perspectives in research and practice. London: Taylor & Francis.

———.(2003b) The concept of bullying at work: The European tra-
dition. In S. Einarsen, H. Hoel, D. Zapf and C. L. Cooper (eds.),
Bullying and emotional abuse in the workplace. International
perspectives in research and practice (pp. 3-30). London:
Taylor & Francis.

EINARSEN, S., MATTHIESEN, S. B. AND SKOGSTAD, A. (1998) Bullying,
burnout and well-being among assistant nurses. Journal of
Occupational Health and Safety, 14, 563-568.

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 146 @ 2/10/2020 6:52:39 AM



PREVALENCE AND RISK GROUPS 147

EINARSEN, S. AND NIELSEN, M. B. (2015) Workplace bullying as
an antecedent of mental health problems: A five-year pro-
spective and representative study. International Archives of
Occupational and Environmental Health, 88(2), 131-142.

EINARSEN, S. AND RAKNES, B. 1. (1991) Mobbing i arbeidslivet
[Bullying in working life]. Bergen: University of Bergen.

——— (1997) Harassment at work and the victimization of men.
Violence and Victims, 12, 247-263.

EINARSEN, S., RAKNES, B. 1., MATTHIESEN, S. B. AND HELLES@Y,
O. H. (1994) Mobbing og harde personkonflikter. Helsefarlig
samspill pa arbeidsplassen [Bullying and severe interpersonal
conflicts. Unhealthy interaction at work]. Soreidgrend: Sigma
Forlag.

EINARSEN, S. AND SKOGSTAD, A. (1996) Prevalence and risk groups
of bullying and harassment at work. European Journal of Work
and Organizational Psychology, 5, 185-202.

EINARSEN, S., TANGEDAL, M., SKOGSTAD, A., MATTHIESEN, S. B.,
AASLAND, M. S., NIELSEN, M. B., BigrkELO, B., GLAso, L.
AND HAUGE, L. J. (2007) Et brutalt arbeidsmiljg? En under-
spkelse av mobbing, konflikter og destruktiv ledelse i norsk
arbeidsliv [A brutal work life? An investigation of bullying,
conflicts and destructive leadership in Norwegian working life].
Bergen, Norway: University of Bergen.

EiseRMANN, J. AND DE Costanzo, E. (2011) Die Erfassung
von Mobbing—FEine Konstruktvalidierung aktueller
Datenerhebungsverfahren: Forschung Projekt F 2128 [The mea-
surement of bullying—a construct validation of current measure-
ment procedures]. Dortmund: Baua.

ERIKSEN, G. S., NYGREEN, I. AND RuDpMIN, F. W. (2011) Bullying
among hospital staff: Use of psychometric triage to identify
intervention priorities. E-Journal of Applied Psychology, 7(2),
26-31.

ErIkSEN, T. L. M., HOGH, A. AND HANSEN, A. M. (2016) Long-term
consequences of workplace bullying on sickness absence.
Labour Economics, 43, 129-150.

ERIKSEN, W. AND EINARSEN, S. (2004) Gender minority as a risk
factor of exposure to bullying at work: The case of male assis-
tant nurses. European Journal of Work and Organizational
Psychology, 13(4), 473—-492.

ERTURK, A. AND CEMALOGLU, N. (2014) Causes of Mobbing Behavior.
Procedia—Social and Behavioral Sciences, 116, 3669-3678.

ESCARTIN, J., CEJA, L., NAVARRO, J. AND ZAPF, D. (2013) Modeling
workplace bullying using catastrophe theory. Nonlinear
Dynamics, Psychology, and Life Sciences, 17(4), 493-515.

EscarTIN, J, Monzani, L., LEoNG, F. AND RODRIGUEZ-
CARBALLEIRA, A. (2017) A reduced form of the Workplace
Bullying Scale—the EAPA-TR: A useful instrument for daily
diary and experience sampling studies. Work & Stress, 31(1),
42-62.

ESCARTIN, J., RODRIGUEZ-CARBALLEIRA, A., GOMEZ-BENITO, J. AND
ZAPF, D. (2010) Development and validation of the Workplace

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 147 @ 2/10/2020 6:52:40 AM



148 DIETER ZAPF ET AL.

Bullying Scale “EAPA-T”. International Journal of Clinical
and Health Psychology, 10, 519-539.

ESCARTIN, J., RODRIGUEZ-CARBALLEIRA, A., PORRUA, C. AND
MARTIN-PENA, J. (2008) Estudio y andlisis sobre cémo perc-
iben el mobbing los trabajadores. Revista de Psicologia
Social, 23(2), 203-211.

EScARTIN, J., RODRIGUEZ-CARBALLEIRA, A., ZAPF, D., PORRUA, C.
AND MARTIN-PENA, J. (2009) Perceived severity of various bul-
lying behaviours at work and the relevance of exposure to bul-
lying. Work and Stress, 23, 191-205.

EScARTIN, J., SALIN, D. AND RODRIGUEZ-CARBALLEIRA, A. (2011)
Conceptualizations of workplace bullying: Gendered rather than
gender-neutral? Journal of Personnel Psychology, 10(4), 157-165.

EscARTIN, J., SOorA, B., RODRIGUEZ-MURNOZ, A. AND RODRIGUEZ-
CARBALLEIRA, A. (2012) Adaptation and validation of a Spanish
version of the Negative Acts Questionnaire at Work showed by
bulliers: NAQ-Perpetrators. Revista de Psicologia del Trabajo
v de las Organizaciones, 28(3), 157-170.

ESCARTIN, J., VRANJES, 1., BAILLIEN, E. AND NOTELAERS, G. (2019)
Workplace bullying and cyberbullying scales: An overview. In
P. D’Cruz, E. Noronha, G. Notelaers, C. Rayner (eds.), Concepts,
approaches and methods. Handbooks of workplace bullying,
emotional abuse and harassment (Vol. 1). Singapore: Springer.

ESCARTIN, J., ZAPF, D., ARRIETA C. AND RODRIGUEZ-CARBALLEIRA,
A. (2011) Workers’ perception of workplace bullying: A cross-
cultural study. European Journal of Work and Organizational
Psychology, 20(2), 178-205.

AuQl EUrOFOUND (2015) Violence and harassment in European work-
places: Causes, impacts and policies. Dublin.

EvrIN, T. AND MADZIALA, M. (2016) The scale of the mobbing
problem among paramedics in the United States and Poland.
Disaster and Emergency Medicine Journal, 1(1), 50-54.

FapDA, S., GIoraGl, G., BENITEZ MUuRNoOz, J. L., JUSTICIA JUSTICIA, F.
AND SOLINAS, G. (2015) Do negative acts in Italian academia
have a quadratic relationship with determinants of health?
International Journal of Educational Management, 29(2),
158-166.

FaTToRrI, A., NERI, L., AGuGLIA, E., BELLOMO, A., BisoGgNO, A.,
CAMERINO, D. . .. Viora, U. (2015) Estimating the impact of
workplace bullying: Humanistic and economic burden among
workers with chronic medical conditions. BioMed Research
International, Article 708908.

FEVRE, R., NicHOLS, T., PRIOR, L. AND RUTHERFORD, 1. (2009) Fair
treatment at work report: Findings from the 2008 survey.
Employment Relations Research Series No. 103. Department of
Business, Innovation and Skills, London.

FEVRE, R., ROBINSON, A., JONES, T. AND LEWIS, D. (2010) Researching
workplace bullying: The benefits of taking an integrated approach.
International Journal of Social Research Methodology, 13,
71-85.

FipALGO, A. AND PINUEL, I. (2004) La escala Cisneros como her-
ramienta de valoracién del mobbing [Cisneros scale to assess

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 148 @ 2/10/2020 6:52:40 AM



PREVALENCE AND RISK GROUPS 149

psychological harassment or mobbing at work]. Psicothema,
16(4), 615-624.

FINNE, L. B., KNARDAHL, S. AND LAu, B. (2011) Workplace bully-
ing and mental distress—a prospective study of Norwegian
employees. Scandinavian Journal of Work, Environment &
Health, 37(4), 276-287.

FLEISHMAN, E. A. (1953) The measurement of leadership attitudes in
industry. Journal of Applied Psychology, 37(3), 153—158.
FORNES, J., MARTINEZ-ABASCAL, M. AND DE LA BANDA, G. (2008)
Andlisis factorial del cuestionario de hostigamiento psicoldgico
en el trabajo en profesionales de enfermeria [Factor analysis
of the questionnaire of psychological harassment at work in
clinic employees]. International Journal of Clinical and Health

Psychology, 8(1), 267-283.

ForsseLL, R. (2016) Exploring cyberbullying and face-to-face bul-
lying in working life—Prevalence, targets and expressions.
Computers in Human Behavior, 58, 454—-460.

GALANAKI, E. AND PAPALEXANDRIS, N. (2013) Measuring workplace
bullying in organisations. The International Journal of Human
Resource Management, 24(11), 2107-2130.

GIL-MonNTE, P. R., CARRETERO, N. AND Luciano, J. V. (2006)
Prevalencia del mobbing en trabajadores de centros de asisten-
cia a personas con discapacidad [Prevalence of mobbing in cen-
ters assisting people with disabilities]. Revista de Psicologia del
Trabajo y de las Organizaciones, 22(3), 275-292.

GIoral, G. (2009) Workplace bullying risk assessment in 12 Italian
organizations. International Journal of Workplace Health
Management, 2(1), 34—47.

———. (2012) Workplace bullying in academia creates a negative
work environment. An Italian study. Employee Responsibilities
and Rights Journal, 24(4), 261-275.

GIORGI, G., ARENAS, A. AND LEON-PEREZ, J. M. (2011) An operative
measure of workplace bullying: The negative acts questionnaire
across Italian companies. Industrial Health, 49(6), 686—695.

GLAMBEK, M., SKOGSTAD, A. AND EINARSEN, S. (2018) Workplace
bullying, the development of job insecurity and the role of lais-
sez-faire leadership: A two-wave moderated mediation study.
Work & Stress, 32(3), 297-312.

Grasg, L., BELE, E., NIELSEN, M. B. AND EINARSEN, S. (2011) Bus
drivers’ exposure to bullying at work: An occupation-specific
approach. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 52(5), 484—493.

Grasg, L., NIELSEN, M. B. AND EINARSEN, S. (2009) Interpersonal
problems among perpetrators and targets of workplace bully-
ing. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 39(6), 1316—1333.

GOk, S. (2011) Prevalence and types of mobbing behaviour:
A research on banking employees. International Journal of
Human Sciences, 8(1), 318-334.

GONZALEZ, D. AND GRARNA, J. L. (2009) El acoso psicoldgico en el
lugar de trabajo: prevalencia y andlisis descriptivo en una mues-
tra multiocupacional [Bullying in the workplace: Prevalence
and descriptive analysis of a sample with multiple occupations].
Psicothema, 21(2), 288-293.

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 149 @ 2/10/2020 6:52:40 AM



150 DIETER ZAPF ET AL.

HarLama, P. AND MOCKEL, U. (1995) ‘Mobbing’. Acht Beitrige
zum Thema Psychoterror am Arbeitsplatz [‘Mobbing’: Eight
contributions to the issue of psychological terror at work].
In Evangelischer Pressedienst (ed.), epd-Dokumentation
(Vol. 11/95). Frankfurt am Main: Gemeinschaftswerk der
Evangelischen Publizistik.

HANSEN, A. M., HaGH, A., GARDE, A. H. AND PERssoON, R. (2014)
Workplace bullying and sleep difficulties: A 2-year follow-up
STUDY. INTERNATIONAL ARCHIVES OF OCCUPATIONAL AND
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH, 87(3), 285-294.

HANSEN, A. M., HgGH, A., PERSSON, R. AND GARDE, A. (2008)
Associations between bullying, witnessing bullying and sleep
problems. 6th international conference on workplace bullying
(pp- 133-134), 4—6 June, Montreal, Canada.

HANSEN, A. M., HgGH, A., PERssON, R., KARLSON, B., GARDE, A.
AND ORBAEK, P. (2006) Bullying at work, health outcomes,
and physiological stress response. Journal of Psychosomatic
Research, 60, 63-72.

HAUGE, L. J., EINARSEN, S., KNARDAHL, S., LAU, B., NOTELAERS,
G. AND SKOGSTAD, A. (2011) Leadership and role stress-
ors as departmental level predictors of workplace bullying.
International Journal of Stress Management, 18(4), 305-323.

HAUGE, L. J., SKoGSTAD, A. AND EINARSEN, S. (2007) Relationships
between stressful work environments and bullying: Results of a
large representative study. Work & Stress, 21(3), 220-242.

HocHscHILD, A. R. (1983) The managed heart. Berkeley: University
of California Press.

HoEL, H. AND COOPER, C. L. (2000) Destructive conflict and bully-
ing at work. Manchester: Manchester School of Management
(UMIST).

HoOEL, H., COOPER, C. L. AND FARAGHER, B. (2001) The experience of
bullying in Great Britain: The impact of organisational status.
European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 10,
443-465.

HokeL, H., GLAs@, L., HETLAND, J., CoOPER, C. L. AND EINARSEN,
S. (2010) Leadership styles as predictors of self-reported and
observed workplace bullying. British Journal of Management,
21(2), 453-468.

HoEL, H., RAYNER, C. AND COOPER, C. L. (1999) Workplace bully-
ing. In C. L. Cooper and 1. T. Robertson (eds.), International
review of industrial and organizational psychology (Vol. 14,
pp- 195-230). Chichester: Wiley.

HoEL, H. AND VARTIA, M. (2018) Bullying and sexual harassment at
the workplace, in public spaces, and in political life in the EU.
Policy department for citizens’ right and constitutional affairs.
Directorate general for internal polices of the union. Brussels:
European Parliament.

HoFSTEDE, G. (1993) Cultural constraints in management theories.
The Executive, 7, 84-91.

H@GH, A., BAERNHOLDT, M. AND CLAUSEN, T. (2018) Impact of work-
place bullying on missed nursing care and quality of care in the

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 150 @ 2/10/2020 6:52:40 AM



PREVALENCE AND RISK GROUPS 151

eldercare sector. International Archives of Occupational and
Environmental Health, 91(8), 963-970.

HoGH, A. AND DOFRADOTTIR, A. (2001) Coping with bullying in
the workplace. European Journal of Work and Organizational
Psychology, 10, 485-495.

HgGH, A., HoEL, H. AND CARNEIRO, I. G. (2011) Bullying and
employee turnover among healthcare workers: A three-wave
prospective study. Journal of Nursing Management, 19(6),
742-751.

HorLzeN BEiuscH, E. V., ZAPF, D. AND SCHALLBERGER, U. (1998)
Warum Mobbingopfer ihre Arbeitsstelle nicht wechseln [Why
the victims of bullying do not change their job]. University of
Konstanz: Department of Psychology.

HUBERT, A. B., FURDA, J. AND STEENSMA, H. (2001) Mobbing, system-
atisch pestgedrag in organisaties [Mobbing: Systematic harass-
ment in organisations]. Gedrag & Organisatie, 14, 378-396.

HuBERT, A. B. AND VAN VELDHOVEN, M. (2001) Risk sectors for
undesired behaviour and mobbing. European Journal of Work
and Organizational Psychology, 10, 415-424.

JANSSENS, H., CLAYs, E., DE CLERCQ, B., DE BACQUER, D., CASINI,
A., KiTtTEL, F. AND BRAECKMAN, L. (2016) Association
between psychosocial characteristics of work and presenteeism:
A cross-sectional study. International Journal of Occupational
Medicine and Environmental Health, 29(2).

JENNIFER, D., Cowlg, H. AND ANANIADOU, K. (2003) Perceptions
and experience of workplace bullying in five different working
populations. Aggressive Behavior, 29, 489-496.

JusTiClA, F. J., BENITEZ MURNOZ, J. L. AND FERNANDEZ DE HARO, E.
(2006) Caracterizacion del acoso psicoldgico en el contexto uni-
versitario [Characterization of bullying in the university con-
text]. Revista de Psicologia del Trabajo y de las Organizaciones,
22(3), 293-308.

JusTicia, F. J., BENITEZ MUNoOZ, J. L., FERNANDEZ DE HARO, E. AND
BERBEN, A. G. (2007) El fenémeno del acoso laboral entre los
trabajadores de la universidad [The phenomenon of mobbing
among university employees]. Psicologia em Estudo, 12(3),
457-463.

KArATZA, C., ZYGA, S., TZIAFERI, S. AND PREZERAKOS, P. (2016)
Workplace bullying and general health status among the nursing
staff of Greek public hospitals. Annals of General Psychiatry,
15,77.

KAUCSEK, G. AND SIMON, P. (1995) Psychoterror and risk-manage-
ment in Hungary. Paper presented as poster at the 7th European
Congress of Work and Organizational Psychology, 19-22nd
April, Gyor, Hungary.

KEAsHLY, L. (1998) Emotional abuse in the workplace: Conceptual
and empirical issues. Journal of Emotional Abuse, 1, 85-117.

———(2018) Prevalence of workplace bullying and mobbing among
US working adults: What do the numbers mean? In M. Dufty
and D. C. Yamada (eds.), Workplace bullying and mobbing in
the United States (Vol. 1, pp. 25-52). Santa Clara: Praeger.

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 151 @ 2/10/2020 6:52:41 AM



152 DIETER ZAPF ET AL.

KivimAki, M., ELOVAINIO, M. AND VAHTERA, J. (2000) Workplace
bullying and sickness absence in hospital staff. Occupational
and Environmental Medicine, 57, 656—660.

Kivimaki, M., LEINO-ARJAS, P., VIRTANEN, M., ELovAINIO, M.,
KELTIKANGAS-JARVINEN, L., PUTTONEN, S., VARTIA, M.,
BRUNNER, E. AND VAHTERA, J. (2004) Work stress and inci-
dence of newly diagnosed fibromyalgia. Prospective cohort
study. Journal of Psychosomatic Research, 57, 417-422.

Kovacic, A., PODGORNIK, N., PrisTOV, Z. AND RASPOR, A. (2017)
Mobbing in a non-profit organisation. Organizacija, 50(2),
178-186.

KuUDIELKA, B. AND KERN, S. (2004) Cortisol day profiles in victims
of mobbing (bullying at the work place): Preliminary results of
a first psychobiological field study. Journal of Psychosomatic
Research, 56, 149—-150.

LALLUKKA, T., RAHKONEN, O. AND LAHELMA, E. (2011) Workplace
bullying and subsequent sleep problems—the Helsinki Health
Study. Scandinavian Journal of Work, Environment & Health,
37(3), 204-212.

LANGE, S., BURR, H., CoNwAY, P. M. AND RosE, U. (2019) Workplace
bullying among employees in Germany: Prevalence estimates
and the role of the perpetrator. International Archives of
Occupational and Environmental Health, 92(2), 237-247.

LEON-PEREZ, J. M., ESCARTIN, J. AND GIORGI, G. (2019) The presence
of workplace bullying and harassment worldwide. In P. D’Cruz
et al. (eds.), Handbooks of workplace bullying, emotional abuse
and harassment, Vol. 1: Concepts, approaches and methods.
Singapore: Springer Nature Singapore Pte Ltd.

LEON-PEREZ, J. M., NOTELAERS, G., ARENAS, A., MUNDUATE, L.
AND MEDINA, F J. (2013) Identifying victims of workplace
bullying by integrating traditional estimation approaches into
a latent class cluster model. Journal of Interpersonal Violence,
29(7), 1155-1177.

Lewis, D. AND GUNN, R. (2007) Workplace bullying in the public sec-
tor: Understanding the racial dimension. Public Administration,
85(3), 641-665.

Lewis, D., MEGICKS, P. AND JONES, P. (2016) Bullying and harass-
ment and work-related stressors: Evidence from British small
and medium enterprises. International Small Business Journal,
35(1), 116-137.

LEYMANN, H. (1990) Handbok for anvindning av LIPT-formuldret
for kartldg-gning av risker for psykiskt vald [Manual of the
LIPT questionnaire for assessing the risk of psychological vio-
lence at work]. Stockholm: Violen.

———(1992) Fran mobbning till utslagning i arbetslivet [From bul-
lying to exclusion from working life]. Stockholm: Publica.
———. (1993a) Atiologie und Hiufigkeit von Mobbing am
Arbeitsplatz—eine Ubersicht iiber die bisherige Forschung
[Etiology and frequency of bullying in the workplace—an over-
view of current research]. Zeitschrift fiir Personalforschung, 7,

271-283.

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 152 @ 2/10/2020 6:52:41 AM



PREVALENCE AND RISK GROUPS 153

———. (1993b) Mobbing—Psychoterror am Arbeitsplatz und wie
man sich dagegen wehren kann [Mobbing—psychoterror in
the workplace and how one can defend oneself]. Reinbeck:
Rowohlt.

———. (1996) The content and development of mobbing at work.
European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 5,
165-184.

LEYMANN, H. AND GUSTAFSSON, A. (1996) Mobbing and the develop-
ment of post-traumatic stress disorders. European Journal of
Work and Organizational Psychology, 5, 251-276.

LEYMANN, H. AND TALLGREN, U. (1990) Investigation into the fre-
quency of adult mobbing in a Swedish steel company using the
LIPT questionnaire. Unpublished manuscript.

———.(1993) Psychoterror am Arbeitsplatz [Psychological terror in
the workplace]. Sichere Arbeit, 6, 22-28.

LIEFOOGHE, A. P. D. AND OLAFFSON, R. (1999) ‘Scientists’ and ‘ama-
teurs”: Mapping the bullying domain. International Journal of
Manpower, 20, 16-27.

Linp, K., Grasg, L., PALLESEN, S. AND EINARSEN, S. (2009)
Personality profiles among targets and nontargets of workplace
bullying. European Psychologist, 14(3), 231-237.

LINDROTH, S. AND LEYMANN, H. (1993) Vuxenmobbning mot en
minoritetsgrupp av mdn inom barnomsorgen. Om mdns jam-
stdlldhet i ett kvinnodominerat yrke [ Bullying of a male minority
group within child-care. On men’s equality in a female-dominated
occupation]. Stockholm: Arbetarskyddstyrelsen.

Losa-IGLEsIAS, M. E. AND DE BENGOA VALLEJO, R. B. (2012) Prevalence
of bullying at work and its association with self-esteem scores in a
Spanish nurse sample. Contemporary Nurse, 42(1), 2-10.

MACKENSEN VON ASTFELD, S. (2000) Das Sick-Building-Syndrom
unter besonderer Beriicksichtigung des Einflusses von Mobbing
[The sick building syndrome with special consideration of the
effects of mobbing]. Hamburg: Verlag Dr Kovac.

MACKEY, J. D., FRIEDER, R. E., BREES, J. R. AND MARTINKO, M. J.
(2017) Abusive supervision: A meta-analysis and empirical
review. Journal of Management, 43(6), 1940-1965.

MAGER@Y, N., LAU, B., Ruisg, R. T. AND MOEN, B. (2009) Association
of psychosocial factors and bullying at individual and depart-
ment levels among naval military personnel. Journal of
Psychosomatic Research, 66(4), 343-351.

MaIpANIUC-CHIRILA, T. (2014) Study on workplace bullying exposure
among Romanian employees: Gender differences. Romanian
Journal of Human Resources, 12(2), 147-158.

MALINAUSKIENE, V. AND EINARSEN, S. (2014) Workplace bully-
ing and post-traumatic stress symptoms among family phy-
sicians in Lithuania: An occupation and region specific
approach. International Journal of Occupational Medicine and
Environmental Health, 27(6), 919-932.

MALINAUSKIENE, V., OBELENIS, V. AND DOPAGIENE, D. (2005)
Psychological terror at work and cardiovascular diseases among
teachers. Acta Medica Lituanica, 12(2), 20-25.

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 153 @ 2/10/2020 6:52:41 AM



154 DIETER ZAPF ET AL.

MATHISEN, G. E., EINARSEN, S. AND MYKLETUN, R. (2008) The
occurrences and correlates of bullying and harassment in the
restaurant sector. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 49,
59-68.

MATTHIESEN, S. B. AND EINARSEN, S. (2001) MMPI-2-configurations
among victims of bullying at work. European Journal of Work
and Organizational Psychology, 10, 467-484.

——— (2007) Perpetrators and targets of bullying at work: Role
stress and individual differences. Violence and Victims, 22(6),
735-753.

MATTHIESEN, S. B., RAKNES, B. I. AND ROKKUM, O. (1989) Mobbing
pa arbeid-splassen [Bullying in the workplace]. Tidsskrift for
Norsk Psykologforening, 26, 761-774.

MERECZ, D., RYMASZEWSKA, J., MoscickA, A., KIEINA, A. AND
JarOSZ-NowaAK, J. (2006) Violence at the workplace—a ques-
tionnaire survey of nurses. European Psychiatry, 21, 442—-450.

MESCHKUTAT, B., STACKELBECK, M. AND LANGENHOFF, G. (2002) Der
Mobbing-Report. Reprisentativstudie fiir die Bundesrepublik
Deutschland. [The mobbing report. Representative study
for the Federal Republic of Germany]. Bremerhaven:
Wirtschaftsverlag.

MESEGUER, M., SOLER, M., SAEz, M. AND GArcia, M. (2007)
Incidencia, componentes y origen del mobbing en el trabajo en
el sector hortofruticola [Incidence, components and source of
bullying at work in an agrofruit sector]. Anales de Psicologia,
23(1), 92-100.

MIKKELSEN, G. E. AND EINARSEN, S. (2001) Bullying in Danish work-
life: Prevalence and health correlates. European Journal of
Work and Organizational Psychology, 10, 393-413.

———. (2002) Relationships between exposure to bullying at work
and psychological and psychosomatic health complaints: The
role of state negative affectivity and generalized self-efficacy.
Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 43, 397-405.

MINIBAS-POUSSARD, J., SECKIN-CELIK, T. AND BINGOL, H. B. (2018)
Mobbing in higher education: Descriptive and inductive case
narrative analyses of mobber behavior, mobbee responses, and
witness support. Educational Sciences: Theory & Practice,
18(2), 471-494.

MINKEL, U. (1996) Sozialer Stress am Arbeitsplatz und seine Wirkung
auf Fehlzeiten [Social stress at work and its consequences for
sickness absence]. Unpublished diploma thesis. Social Science
Faculty, University of Konstanz.

MORENO-JIMENEZ, B., RODRIGUEzZ-MuUNoOz, A., GARROSA, E.,
MORANTE, M. AND RODRIGUEZ, R. (2005) Diferencias de
género en el acoso psicoldgico en el trabajo: un estudio en
poblacion espafiola [Gender differences in bullying at work:
A study in the Spanish population]. Psicologia em Estudo,
10(1), 3-10.

MORENO-JIMENEZ, B., RODRIGUEZ-MUNOZ, A., MARTINEZ, M. AND
GALVEZ, M. (2007) Assessing workplace bullying: Spanish

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 154 @ 2/10/2020 6:52:41 AM



PREVALENCE AND RISK GROUPS 155

validation of a reduced version of the negative acts question-
naire. The Spanish Journal of Psychology, 10(2), 449—-457.

MuMEL, D., JaN, S., TREVEN, S. AND MaALc, D. (2015) Mobbing in
Slovenia: Prevalence, mobbing victim characteristics, and the
connection with post-traumatic stress disorder. Nase gospo-
darstvo/Our economy, 61(1), 3—12.

NIEDHAMMER, I., DAVID, S. AND DEGIOANNI, S. (2007) Economic
activities and occupations at high risk for workplace bullying:
Results from a large-scale cross-sectional survey in the gen-
eral working population in France. International Archives of
Occupational and Environmental Health, 80, 346-353.

NIEDL, K. (1995) Mobbing/Bullying am Arbeitsplatz. Eine empirische
Analyse zum Phdnomen sowie zu personalwirtschaftlich rele-
vanten Effekten von systematischen Feindseligkeiten [Mobbing/
bullying at work. An empirical analysis of the phenomenon and
of the effects of systematic harassment on human resource man-
agement]. Munich: Hampp.

———. (1996) Mobbing and well-being: Economic and person-
nel development implications. European Journal of Work and
Organizational Psychology, 5, 239-249.

NIELSEN, M. B. (2013) Bullying in work groups: The impact of leader-
ship. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 54(2), 127-136.

NIELSEN, M. B. AND EINARSEN, S. (2008) Sampling in research on
interpersonal aggression. Aggressive Behaviour, 34, 265-272.

——— (2012) Outcomes of workplace bullying: A meta-analytic
review. Work and Stress, 26(4), 309-332.

NIELSEN, M. B., EMBERLAND, J. S. AND KNARDAHL, S. (2017)
Workplace bullying as a predictor of disability retirement:
A prospective registry study of Norwegian employees. Journal
of Occupational and Environmental Medicine, 59(7), 609-614.

NIELSEN, M. B., GLAs@, L. AND EINARSEN, S. (2017) Exposure to
workplace harassment and the Five Factor Model of personal-
ity: A meta-analysis. Personality and Individual Differences,
104, 195-206.

NIELSEN, M. B., INDREGARD, A-M. R. AND VERLAND, S. (2016)
Workplace bullying and sickness absence: A systematic review
and meta-analysis of the research literature. Scandinavian
Journal of Work, Environment & Health, 42(5), 359-370.

NIELSEN, M. B., MATTHIESEN, S. B. AND EINARSEN, S. (2008) Sense
of coherence as a protective mechanism among targets of work-
place bullying. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology,
13(2), 128-136.

———.(2010) The impact of methodological moderators on preva-
lence rates of workplace bullying. A meta-analysis. Journal of
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 83(4), 955-979.

NIELSEN, M. B, SKOGSTAD, A., MATTHIESEN, S. B., GrLaAso, L.,
AASLAND, M. S., NOTELAERS, G. AND EINARSEN, S. (2009)
Prevalence of workplace bullying in Norway: Comparisons
across time and estimation methods. European Journal of Work
and Organizational Psychology, 18(1), 81-101.

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 155 @ 2/10/2020 6:52:42 AM



156 DIETER ZAPF ET AL.

NIELSEN, M. B., TANGEN, T., IDSOE, T., MATTHIESEN, S. B. AND
MAGER@Y, N. (2015) Post-traumatic stress disorder as a conse-
quence of bullying at work and at school. A literature review
and meta-analysis. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 21, 17-24.

NORTON, P., CosTa, V., TEIXEIRA, J., AZEVEDO, A., ROMA-TORRES, A.,
AMARO, J. AND CUNHA, L. (2017) Prevalence and determinants
of bullying among health care workers in Portugal. Workplace
Health & Safety, 65(5), 188—196.

NOTELAERS, G. AND DE WITTE, H. (2003) De relatie tussen werk-
stress, pesten en welbevinden ophet werk [The relation-
ship between job stress, bullying and well-being at work]. In
W. Herremans (Ed.), Arbeidsmarktonderzoekersdag, 2003
(pp- 139-163). Leuven, Belgium: Steunpunt Werkgelegenheid,
Arbeid en Vorming.

NOTELAERS, G. AND EINARSEN, S. (2013) The world turns at 33
and 45: Defining simple cutoff scores for the Negative Acts
Questionnaire—Revised in a representative sample. European
Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 22(6),
670-682.

NOTELAERS, G., EINARSEN, S., DE WITTE, H. AND VERMUNT, J.
(2006) Measuring exposure to bullying at work: The validity
and advantages of the latent class cluster approach. Work &
Stress, 20(4), 289-302.

NOTELAERS, G., VAN DER HEIJDEN, B., HOEL, H. AND EINARSEN, S.
(2019) Measuring bullying at work with the short-negative acts
questionnaire: Identification of targets and criterion validity.
Work & Stress, 33(1), 58-75.

NOTELAERS, G., VERMUNT, J. K., BAILLIEN, E., EINARSEN, S. AND
DE WITTE, H. (2011) Exploring risk groups workplace bullying
with categorical data. Industrial Health, 49(1), 73-88.

NuUUTINEN, 1., KAuPPINEN, K. AND KANDOLIN, I. (1999) Tasa-
arvo poliisitoimessa [Equality in the police force]. Helsinki:
Tyoterveyslaitos, Sisdasiainministerio.

O’CoNNELL, P. J., CALVERT, E. AND WATSON, D. (2007) Bullying in
the workplace: Survey reports, 2007. Dublin: The Economic
and Social Research Institute.

O’CONNELL, P. J. AND WiILLIAMS, J. (2002) The incidence and cor-
relates of workplace bullying in Ireland. Dublin, Ireland:
Economic and Social Research Institute.

OLAFSSON, R. AND JOHANNSDOTTIR, H. (2004) Coping with bullying
in the workplace: The effect of gender, age and type of bullying.
British Journal of Guidance and Councelling, 32(3), 319-333.

O’MOORE, M. (2000) Summary report on the national survey on
workplace bullying. Dublin: Trinity College.

O’MoOORE, M., LYNcH, J. AND Nic DAEID, N. (2003) The rates and
relative risks of workplace bullying in Ireland, a country of high
economic growth. International Journal of Management and
Decision Making, 4(1), 82-95.

O’MoOORE, M., SEIGNE, E., MCcGUIRE, L. AND SMmITH, M. (1998)
Victims of bullying at work in Ireland. Journal of Occupational
Health and Safety: Australia and New Zealand, 14, 569-574.

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 156 @ 2/10/2020 6:52:42 AM



PREVALENCE AND RISK GROUPS 157

OLWEUS, D. (1994) Annotation: Bullying at school—basic facts and
effects of a school based intervention program. Journal of Child
Psychology and Psychiatry, 35, 1171-1190.

ORTEGA, A., CHRISTENSEN, K. B., HoGH, A., RUGULIES, R. AND
BoRra, V. (2011) One-year prospective study on the effect of
workplace bullying on long-term sickness absence. Journal of
Nursing Management, 19(6), 752—759.

ORTEGA, A., HBGH, A. AND BORG, V. (2008) Bullying, absence and
presenteeism in Danish elderly care sector: A one-year follow-
up study. 6th international conference on workplace bullying
(pp- 84—-86), 4—6 June, Montreal, Canada.

ORTEGA, A., H@GH, A., PEJTERSEN, J. AND OLSEN, O. (2009)
Prevalence of workplace bullying and risk groups: A represen-
tative population study. International Archives of Occupational
and Environmental Health, 82, 417-426.

OzTURK, H., SOKMEN, S., YiLmaz, F. AND CILINGIR, D. (2008)
Measuring mobbing experiences of academic nurses:
Development of a mobbing scale. Journal of the American
Academy of Nurse Practitioners, 20, 435-442.

PAICE, E., AITKEN, M., HOUGHTON, A. AND FIRTH-COZENS, J. (2004)
Bullying among doctors in training: Cross sectional question-
naire survey. British Medical Journal, 329, 658—659.

PETROVIC, I, C1zMIC, S. AND VUKELIC, M. (2014) Workplace bullying
in Serbia: The relation of self-labeling and behavioral experi-
ence with job-related behaviors. Psihologija, 47(2), 185-199.

PICAKCIEFE, M., AcARr, G., CoLAK, Z. AND Kiric, 1. (2017) The
relationship between sociodemographic characteristics, work
conditions, and level of “mobbing” of health workers in pri-
mary health care. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 32(3),
373-398.

PuraINEN, H., ELo, A.-L., HIRVONEN, M., KAUPPINEN, K., KETOLA,
R., LAaiTINEN, H., LINDSTROM, K., REnuLA, K., RiaLA, R,
VILUKSELA, M. AND VIRTANEN, S. (2000) 7y0 ja terveys—haas-
tattelututkimus [Work and health—an interview study]. Helsinki:
Tyoterveyslaitos.

PINUEL, . (2006) Mobbing, acoso psicoldgico en el trabajo [Mobbing—
psychological harassment at work]. Madrid: Instituto Regional de
Seguridad y Salud en el Trabajo. Conserjeria de Empleo y Mujer.

QUINE, L. (1999) Workplace bullying in NHS community trust: Staff
questionnaire survey. British Medical Journal, 3, 228-232.

———.(2002) Workplace bullying in junior doctors: Questionnaire
survey. British Medical Journal, 324, 878—879.

RAYNER, C. (1997) The incidence of workplace bullying. Journal of
Community and Applied Social Psychology, 7, 199-208.
RAYNER, C., HOEL, H. AND COOPER, C. L. (2002) Workplace bullying.
What we know, who is to blame, and what can we do? London:

Taylor & Francis.

REKNES, ., EINARSEN, S., PALLESEN, S., BJORVATN, B., MOEN, B. E.
AND MAGER@Y, N. (2016) Exposure to bullying behaviors at
work and subsequent symptoms of anxiety: The moderating role
of individual coping style. Industrial Health, 54(5), 421-432.

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 157 @ 2/10/2020 6:52:42 AM



158 DIETER ZAPF ET AL.

Robic, V. (2016) Mobbing in Bosnia and Herzegovina and the mem-
ber states of the European Union. IOP Conference Series:
Materials Science and Engineering, 144, 12016.

RUGULIES, R., MADSEN, 1. E. H., HJIARSBECH, P. U., HoGH, A., BORG,
V., CARNEIRO, I. G. AND AusT, B. (2012) Bullying at work and
onset of a major depressive episode among Danish female elder-
care workers. Scandinavian Journal of Work, Environment &
Health, 38(3), 218-2217.

Russo, A., MiLIc, R., KNEZEVIC, B., MULIC, R. AND MUSTAJBEGOVIC,
J. (2008) Harassment in workplace among school teach-
ers: Development of a survey. Croatian Medical Journal, 49,
545-552.

SALIN, D. (2001) Prevalence and forms of bullying among business
professionals: A comparison of two different strategies for mea-
suring bullying. European Journal of Work and Organizational
Psychology, 10, 425-441.

———. (2015) Risk factors of workplace bullying for men and
women: The role of the psychosocial and physical work envi-
ronment. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 56(1), 69-77.

———. (2018) Workplace bullying and gender: An overview of
empirical findings. In P. D’Cruz et al. (eds.), Handbooks of
workplace bullying, emotional abuse and harassment, Vol.
3: Dignity and inclusion at work. Singapore: Springer Nature
Singapore Pte Ltd.

SALIN, D., CowaN, R., AbEwuMI, O., APosPORI, E., BOCHANTIN,
J.,D’Cruz, P., Diurkovic, N., DURNIAT, K., ESCARTIN, J., GUo,
J., IS1K, I., KOESZEGI, S., MCCORMACK, D., MONSERRAT, S.
AND ZEDLACHER, E. (2019) Workplace bullying across the
globe: A cross-cultural comparison. Personnel Review, 48(1),
204-219.

SALIN, D. AND HOEL, H. (2013) Workplace bullying as a gendered phe-
nomenon. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 28(3), 235-251.

ScHMIDT, F. L. AND HUNTER, J. E. (2014) Methods of meta-analysis:
Correcting error and bias in research findings (3rd ed.). Los
Angeles: Sage.

SCHUSTER, B. (1996) Rejection, exclusion, and harassment at work
and in schools. European Psychologist, 1, 293-317.

SCHWICKERATH, J., RIEDEL, H. AND KNEIP, V. (2006) Le harcele-
ment moral sur le lieu de travail: fondements et therapie cog-
nitivo-comportementale des maladies psychosomatiques liees
au harcelement moral dans le milieu hospitalier [Bullying in
the workplace: Principes and cognitive-behavioral therapy of
psychosomatic disorders in relation to bullying in an inpatient
setting]. Journal de Therapie Comportementale et Cognitive,
16(3), 108-112.

ScHYNS, B. AND SCHILLING, J. (2013) How bad are the effects of bad
leaders? A meta-analysis of destructive leadership and its out-
comes. The Leadership Quarterly, 24, 138—158.

SEGURADO, A., AGULLO, E., RODRIGUEZ, J., AGULLO, M., BOADA,
J. AND MEDINA, R. (2008) Las relaciones interpersonales
como fuente de riesgo de acoso laboral en la Policia Local

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 158 @ 2/10/2020 6:52:42 AM



PREVALENCE AND RISK GROUPS 159

[Interpersonal relations as a source of risk of mobbing in the
Local Police]. Psicothema, 20(4), 739-744.

SimpsoN, R. AND CoHEN, C. (2004) Dangerous work: The gendered
nature of bullying in the context of higher education. Gender,
Work and Organization, 11(2), 163—186.

SKOGSTAD, A., EINARSEN, S., TORSHEIM, T., AASLAND, M. S. AND
HETLAND, H. (2007) The destructiveness of laissez-fair leader-
ship. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 12, 80-92.

SKOGSTAD, A., GLAS@, L. AND HETLAND, J. (2008) Er ledere i kraft
av sin stilling beskyttet mot mobbing? [Are leaders protected
against bullying?]. Sgkelys pa arbeidslivet, 25(1), 119-142.

SKOGSTAD, A., NIELSEN, M. AND EINARSEN, S. (2017) Destructive
forms of leadership and their relationships with employee well-
being. In K. Kelloway, K. Nielsen and J. Dimoff (eds.), Leading
to occupational health and safety: How leadership behaviours
impact organizational safety and well-being (pp. 163-195).
Chichester: John Wiley & Sons.

SLAVIKOVA, G. AND PASTERNAKOVA, L. (2012) Mobbing and its occur-
rence in the Slovak Republic. Acta Technologica Dubnicae,
2(1), 27-41.

SoyLru, S., PELTEK, P. AND Aksoy, B. (2008) The consequences of
bullying at work on organization-based self-esteem, negative
affectivity, and intentions to leave: A study in Turkey. 6¢h inter-
national conference on workplace bullying (pp. 6—8). June 4—6,
Montreal, Canada.

STAPELFELDT, C. M., NIELSEN, C. V. ANDERSEN, N. T., KRANE, L.,
FLETEN, N., BORG, V. AND JENSEN, C. (2013) Are environmen-
tal characteristics in the municipal eldercare, more closely asso-
ciated with frequent short sick leave spells among employees
than with total sick leave: A cross-sectional study. BMC Public
Health, 13, 578.

TAMBUR, M. AND VADL, M. (2009) Bullying at work: Research in Estonia
using the negative acts questionnaire revised (NAQ-R). Review of
International Comparative Management, 10(4), 791-805.

———.(2012) Bullying at work: Do industries differ in the Estonian
case? Retrieved from https://ssrn.com/abstract=1998906.

TEE, S., Uzar OZ(;ETIN, Y. S. AND RUSSELL-WESTHEAD, M. (2016)
Workplace violence experienced by nursing students: A UK
survey. Nurse Education Today, 41, 30-35.

TEHRANI, N. (2004) Bullying: A source of chronic post traumatic
stress? British Journal of Guidance & Counselling, 32(3),
357-366.

TEPPER, B. J. (2000) Consequences of abusive supervision. Academy
of Management Journal, 43(2), 178-190.

———.(2007) Abusive supervision in work organization: Review,
synthesis, and research agenda. Journal of Management, 33(3),
261-281.

TrOMAS, M. (2005) Bullying among support staff in a higher educa-
tion institution. Health Education, 105(4), 273-288.

TONG, M., SCHWENDIMANN, R. AND ZUNiGA, F. (2017) Mobbing
among care workers in nursing homes: A cross-sectional

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 159 @ 2/10/2020 6:52:43 AM



160 DIETER ZAPF ET AL.

secondary analysis of the Swiss Nursing Homes Human
Resources Project. International Journal of Nursing Studies,
66, 72-81.

Tora, G. AND MorIANO, J. A. (2013) Stress and nurses’ horizontal
mobbing: Moderating effects of group identity and group sup-
port. Nursing Outlook, 61(3), e25-31.

TOROK, E., HANSEN, A. M., GRYNDERUP, M. B., GARDE, A. H., H3GH,
A. AND NABE-NIELSEN, K. (2016) The association between
workplace bullying and depressive symptoms: The role of the
perpetrator. BMC Public Health, 16, 993.

UNISON. (1997) UNISON members’ experience of bullying at work.
London: UNISON.

———. (2000) Police staff bullying report (No. 1777). London:
UNISON.

VARHAMA, L. M. AND BJjorkQvisT, K. (2004a) Conflicts, burnout,
and bullying in a finish and a polish company: A cross-national
comparison. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 98, 1234—1240.

———. (2004b) Conflicts, workplace bullying and burnout prob-
lems among municipal employees. Psychological Reports, 94,
1116-1124.

VARTIA, M. (1991) Bullying at workplaces. In S. Lehtinen, J. Rantanen,
P. Juuti, A. Koskela, K. Lindstrom, P. Rehnstrom and J. Saari
(eds.), Towards the 21st century. Proceedings from the interna-
tional symposium on future trends in the changing working life
(pp- 131-135). Helsinki: Institute of Occupational Health.

———. (1993) Psychological harassment (bullying, mobbing) at
work. In K. Kauppinen-Toropainen (ed.), OECD Panel group
on women, work, and health (pp. 149-152). Helsinki: Ministry
of Social Affairs and Health.

———(1996) The sources of bullying—psychological work envi-
ronment and organizational climate. European Journal of Work
and Organizational Psychology, 5, 203-214.

———. (2001) Consequences of workplace bullying with respect
to well-being of its targets and the observers of bullying.
Scandinavian Journal of Work Environment and Health, 27,
63—-69.

VARTIA, M. AND GIORGIANT, T. (2008) Bullying of immigrant work-
ers. Oth International Conference on Workplace Bullying
(pp. 149-150), 4—6 June, Montreal, Canada.

VARTIA, M. AND HyyrTl, J. (1999) Vikivalta vankeinhoitotydssd
[Violence in prison work]. Helsinki: Oikeusministerion
vankeinhoito-osaston julkaisuja 1 (English summary).

———. (2002) Gender differences in workplace bullying among
prison officers. European Journal of Work and Organizational
Psychology, 11, 1-14.

VENETOKLIS, T. AND KETTUNEN, P. (2016) Workplace Bullying
in the Finnish Public Sector. Review of Public Personnel
Administration, 36(4), 370-395.

VERKUIL, B., ATAsAY1, S. AND MOLENDUK, M. L. (2015) Workplace
bullying and mental health: A meta-analysis on cross-sectional
and longitudinal data. PLoS One, 10(8).

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 160 @ 2/10/2020 6:52:43 AM



PREVALENCE AND RISK GROUPS 161

VVEINHARDT, J. AND STREIMIKIENE, D. (2015) The intensity of the
expression of mobbing in employees’ relations at lithuanian
organizations. E+M Ekonomie a Management, 18(4), 53—67.

WARSZEWSKA-MAKUCH, M. (2008) Workplace bullying, the big five
personality dimensions, and job insecurity findings from a pol-
ish teachers” sample. 6th international conference on work-
place bullying (pp. 72-73), 4—6 June, Montreal, Canada.

Xu, T., MAGNUssON HANson, L. L., LANGE, T., STARKOPF, L.,
WESTERLUND, H., MADSEN, I. E. H., RUGULIES, R., PENTTI,
J., STENHOLM, S., VAHTERA, J., HANSEN, A. M., KiviMAKI, M.
AND Rop, N. H. (2018) Workplace bullying and violence as risk
factors for type 2 diabetes: A multicohort study and meta-anal-
ysis. Diabetologia, 61(1), 75-83.

Yaécr, E. aND ULudz, T. (2017) Leadership styles of school admin-
istrators and its relation with the mobbing experience levels
of social, science and mathematics teachers. Eurasia Journal
of Mathematics, Science and Technology Education, 14(1),
155-166.

Yaprict AKAR, N., ANAFARTA, N. AND SARVAN, F. (2011) Causes,
dimensions and organizational consequences of mobbing: An
empirical study. Ege Akademik Bakis (Ege Academic Review),
11(1), 179.

YILDIRIM, A. AND YILDIRIM, D. (2007) Mobbing in the workplace
by peers and managers: Mobbing experienced by nurses work-
ing in healthcare facilities in Turkey and its effect on nurses.
Journal of Clinical Nursing, 16, 1444-1453.

YiLDIRIM, D., YILDIRIM, A. AND TIMUCIN, A. (2007) Mobbing behav-
iours encountered by nurse teaching staff. Nursing Ethics,
14(4), 447-463.

ZABRODSKA, K. AND KvVETON, P. (2013) Prevalence and forms of
workplace bullying among university employees. Employee
Responsibilities and Rights Journal, 25(2), 89—-108.

ZACHARIADOU, T., ZANNETOS, S., CHIRA, S. E., GREGORIOU, S. AND
PavLakis, A. (2018) Prevalence and forms of workplace bully-
ing among health-care professionals in Cyprus: Greek version
of “Leymann Inventory of Psychological Terror” Instrument.
Safety and Health at Work, 9(3), 339-346.

ZAPF, D. (1999a). Mobbing in Organisationen. Ein Uberblick zum
Stand der Forschung [Mobbing in organisations. A state of the
art review]. Zeitschrift fiir Arbeits- and Organisations psychol-
ogie, 43, 1-25.

———. (1999b). Organizational, work group related and personal
causes of mobbing/bullying at work. International Journal of
Manpower, 20, 70-85.

———.(2002) Emotion work and psychological strain. A review
of the literature and some conceptual considerations. Human
Resource Management Review, 12, 237-268.

ZAPF, D. AND EINARSEN, S. (2005) Mobbing at work: Escalated con-
flicts. In S. Fox and P. E. Spector (eds.), Counterproductive
work behaviour (pp. 237-270). Washington, DC: American
Psychological Association.

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 161 @ 2/10/2020 6:52:43 AM



162 DIETER ZAPF ET AL.

ZAPF, D., EINARSEN, S. E., HOEL, H. AND VARTIA, M. (2003) Empirical
findings on bullying in the workplace. In S. Einarsen, H. Hoel,
D. Zapf and C. L. Cooper (eds.), Bullying and emotional abuse
in the workplace. International perspectives in research and
practice (pp. 103—126). London: Taylor & Francis.

ZAPF, D., ESCARTIN, J., EINARSEN, S., HOEL, H. AND VARTIA, M.
(2011) Empirical findings on the prevalence and risk groups
of bullying in the workplace. In S. Einarsen, H. Hoel, D. Zapf
and C. L. Cooper (eds.), Bullying and harassment in the work-
place: Developments in theory, research, and practice (2nd ed.,
pp- 75-105). Boca Raton: CRC Press.

ZAPF, D. AND Gross, C. (2001) Conflict escalation and coping with
workplace bullying: A replication and extension. European
Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 10, 497-522.

ZAPF, D., KNnorz, C. AND KuLLa, M. (1996) On the relationship
between mobbing factors, and job content, the social work envi-
ronment and health outcomes. European Journal of Work and
Organizational Psychology, 5, 215-237.

ZAPF, D., RENNER, B., BUHLER, K. AND WEINL, E. (1996) Ein hal-
bes Jahr Mobbingtelefon Stuttgart: Daten und Fakten [Half a
year mobbing telephone Stuttgart: Data and facts]. Konstanz:
University of Konstanz, Social Science Faculty.

ZUKAUSKAS, P., VVEINHARDT, J., MELNIKAS, B. AND GRANCAY, M.
(2015) Dynamics of attack actions in the mobbin strategy:
The case of Lithuania. Journal of Business Economics and
Management, 16(4), 733-752.

ZUR MUHLEN, L., NORMANN, G. AND GREIF, S. (2001) Stress and bul-
lying in two organizations. Unpublished manuscript. Faculty of
Psychology, University of Osnabriick.

15064-2001d-1pass-r03.indd 162 @ 2/10/2020 6:52:43 AM



