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Abstract Exposure to bullying at work is a serious social
stressor, having important consequences for the victim, the
co-workers, and the whole organization. Bullying can be
understood as a multi-causal phenomenon: the result of
individual differences between workers, deficiencies in the
work environment or an interaction between individual and
situational factors. The results of the previous studies
confirmed that some characteristics within an individual
may predispose to bullying others and/or being bullied. In
the present study, we intend to clarify the relationships
between workplace bullying considered from the victim’s
and the perpetrator’s points of view, the employee
Machiavellianism as a personality factor and the percep-
tions of organizational culture as depicted by Cameron and
Quinn. The sample consisted of 117 workers, employed in
different organizations in Poland. The empirical data
regarding both being exposed to bullying as well as being a
perpetrator of bullying were obtained by the use of self-
reports from participants. According to the expectations,
Machiavellianism predicted involvement in bullying oth-
ers. The groups of bullies and bully-victims had a higher
Machiavellianism level compared to the groups of victims
and persons non-involved in bullying. The results showed
that being bullied was negatively related to the perceptions
of clan and adhocracy cultures and positively related to the
perceptions of hierarchy culture. The results of a moderated
regression analysis demonstrated that Machiavellianism
was a significant moderator of the relationships between
the perceptions of adhocracy and hierarchy cultures and
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being bullied. Theoretical and practical implications of the
results were discussed.
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Workplace Bullying

Workplace bullying may be treated as a complex phe-
nomenon. Its occurrence is connected with the victim’s and
the perpetrator’s features, as well as with external condi-
tions: features of the organization and properties of widely
understood social environment. Research on workplace
bullying appears under many different labels, however, it
could be acknowledged that the terms bullying (Einarsen
et al. 2003), emotional abuse (Keashly 1998), mobbing
(Leymann 1990), and workplace harassment (Bowling and
Beehr 2006) are synonymous. The following definition was
accepted for the needs of the paper: “bullying has been
defined as all those repeated actions and practices that are
directed to one or more workers, which are unwanted by
the victim, done deliberately or unconsciously, but clearly
causing humiliation, offense and distress, and that may
interfere with job performance and/or cause an unpleasant
working environment” (Einarsen 1999, p. 17). Bullying
includes different types of behavior, mostly of verbal
character (indirect or direct, passive, or active), and only
under rare circumstances is accompanied by physical vio-
lence (Keashly 1998). Workplace bullying “is not an
either-or phenomenon, but rather a gradually evolving
process” (Einarsen 1999, p. 19). Bullying occurrence,
based on research, ranges from 1 % to over 40 %,
depending on the method of measurement, kind of orga-
nization, and country (Matthiesen and Einarsen 2010; Zapf
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et al. 2010, pp. 90-96). Workplace bullying has negative
consequences for affected individuals and the organization
as a whole (Vartia 2001; Hoel et al. 2003).

Bullying can be understood as a multi-causal phenome-
non: the result of individual differences between workers,
deficiencies in the work environment or an interaction
between individual and situational factors (Salin 2003).
Different types of bullying are distinguished by researchers.
Etiological explanations include dispute-related bullying
(the result of strong interpersonal conflict), authoritative-
bullying (the result of authority abuse), displaced-bullying
(the result of transmitting aggression to the third party),
discriminatory-bullying (the result of outsider-considered
discrimination), and organizational-bullying (oppressive
organizational practices) (Lutgen-Sandvik et al. 2009).

Researchers use two different strategies to measure
bullying: via self-judgment based on a definition of bul-
lying and via self-reported exposure to predefined negative
and potentially harassing acts (Salin 2001). The instru-
ments used to measure exposure to bullying in the work-
place include different types of abusive behavior. For
example, in the Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised,
22-item instrument (Einarsen et al. 2009), personal bully-
ing, work-related bullying, and physically intimidating
forms of bullying were distinguished. Factor analyses of
the Leymann Inventory of Psychological Terrorization
(LIPT) identified seven factors. These are the following:
attacking the victim with organizational measures (e.g.,
questioning a person’s decisions), social isolation (e.g.,
refusal to be talked to), attacking the victim’s private life
(e.g., telephone terror), physical violence (e.g., sexual
offers), attacking the victim’s attitudes (e.g., religious or
political attitudes), verbal aggression (e.g., verbal threats),
and rumors (Zapf et al. 1996).

Bullying and Personality

Most researchers believe that there is probably neither
“victim’s personality,” nor ‘“perpetrator’s personality”
(Leymann 1996; Zapf and Einarsen 2003). However, cer-
tain traits and behaviors (anxiety, submission, lack of
assertiveness, avoiding conflict, aggressive communica-
tion, overachieving, lack of social skills, low or unrealistic
high self-esteem, suspiciousness) are linked to being tar-
geted (Lutgen-Sandvik et al. 2009; Einarsen 1999). More
recently, some researchers have put forward a suggestion
that personality traits may be viewed as a risk factor for
exposure to bullying (Coyne et al. 2000; Glasg et al. 2007).
Recent evidence suggests that “targets of workplace bul-
lying seem to be submissive, anxious and neurotic, lacking
social competence and self-esteem, and characterized by
behavioral patterns related to overachievement and
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conscientiousness” (Glasg et al. 2007, p. 315). However,
some studies have found that a general victim personality
profile may not exist (Glasg et al. 2007; Matthiesen and
Einarsen 2001). The researchers discovered that only a
subgroup of victims differed from non-victims on several
personality dimensions. Other investigations have revealed
only a weak relationship between personality and exposure
to bullying (Lind et al. 2009).

The traits and behaviors associated with violent work-
place behavior, such as lack of self-control, low empathy
and perspective-taking, depressiveness, negative affectiv-
ity, Type A personalities, and unrealistic high self-esteem,
may aggravate the probability of being the perpetrator of
workplace bullying (Lutgen-Sandvik et al. 2009; Zapf and
Einarsen 2003).

Aquino and Lamertz (2004) name two types of victims
and two types of perpetrators of bullying at work. The
domineering perpetrator harms others in order to empha-
size his or her power, domination and control, whereas the
reactive perpetrator reacts with aggression to violation of
social exchange standards. On the other hand, in the group
of victims there is the provocative victim—aggressive and
hostile, and the submissive victim—passive, submissive,
anxious, often rejected by peers. In the first case, the
employee behaves in an irritating way, as for the second
one—the victim has features making him or her vulnerable
to victimization. However, the typology used in our study
assumes that being a victim and being a perpetrator are not
mutually exclusive. Studies on children (e.g., Andreou
2004) and adults (e.g., Lee and Brotheridge 2006) showed
that some victims undertake the activities typical of per-
petrators. Hauge et al. (2009) reported that in a large group
of employees exposure to bullying behaviors was the most
important predictor of being a perpetrator. Considering the
above, the analysis of the bullying phenomenon in the
workplace should cover four separate groups of individu-
als: victims (individuals who experience violence never
being aggressors), bullies (perpetrators of violence who
never experience violence themselves), bully-victims
(being both perpetrators and targets), and individuals who
are not involved in bullying. Studies on adults have dem-
onstrated that bullies and bully-victims reveal a higher
level of aggression, and bully-victims additionally show a
low level of self-esteem (Matthiesen and Einarsen 2007).
The recent studies have shown that workplace bullies and
bully-victims are similar in relation to a number of other
personality traits (Linton and Power 2013). The determi-
nation of the specificity of bully-victims compared to non-
bully victims and non-victim bullies requires simultaneous
measurement of the exposure to bullying and perpetration
of bullying. Individuals classified to the group of bully-
victims may also be described as provocative victims
(Matthiesen and Einarsen 2007).
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The personality of individuals involved in workplace
bullying is usually not considered to be the leading deter-
minant of this process. One of the reasons may be the fact
that personality traits that have been analyzed so far cannot
be usually considered to be characteristic for all perpetra-
tors or all victims but only for their specific subgroup. In
the case of the personality of perpetrators, the set of sig-
nificant traits which may prove to be crucial for under-
standing the group specificity is the Dark Triad of
personality (Machiavellianism, subclinical psychopathy,
and subclinical narcissism) (Paulhus and Williams 2002).
Despite their distinct difference, these traits are related by
treating people like objects, manipulativeness, and lack of
empathy, which favors undertaking of the activities clas-
sified as bullying (Baughman et al. 2012). The second
potential cause of the conviction regarding relatively low
significance of the personality of the perpetrator and the
victim as the factors explaining the bullying phenomenon
may be the underestimation of the role of interaction
between the traits of the individual and organizational or
contextual factors. Certain bullying-related elements of
work environment can prove significant only in the case
when the employee displays a specific level of the trait or
when he or she possesses a particular personality traits
profile. Identification of personality traits which moderate
relationships between organizational factors and the per-
petration of bullying and/or being exposed to bullying may
contribute to the better understanding of the role of the
personality involved in workplace bullying.

Bullying and Organizational Culture

Among the organizational factors influencing the fre-
quency of bullying acts there are, among others, a chaotic
and unpredictable work environment, reduced work con-
trol, role conflicts and role ambiguity, work changes,
pressure of work, performance demands, interpersonal
conflicts, destructive management style, low moral stan-
dard, organizational culture and organizational climate
(Bowling and Beehr 2006; Matthiesen and Einarsen 2010;
Agervold 2009; Harvey et al. 2008). Among the above-
mentioned factors a significant place is occupied by orga-
nizational culture which may be related to bullying. In
some cultures bullying and aggression may be considered
to be an effective way of achieving goals. If management
concentrates on effects disregarding the ways of their
achievement, if the results of achieved effects are not
considered with regards to the organization members, and
if competition and fight are valued, consent to mobbing
will be bigger (Aquino and Lamertz 2004). Organizational
culture may allow certain forms of bullying (Salin 2003).
Aquino and Lamertz (2004) mention two types of cultural

norms supporting bullying. Organizational culture may
support aggressive behaviors if they are thought to be
functional for motivating employees and if disrespectful
behaviors and those harming others are tolerated and
standards support incivility and rude behavior. Wright and
Smye (1998) distinguished three types of culture connected
with different forms of abuse: win/lose (forcing competi-
tion), blaming (making people fearful about stepping out of
line), and sacrificing (sacrificing everything for work).

In the classification of organizational culture proposed by
Cameron and Quinn, four types of culture are described.
They occupy four quadrants created by two dimensions: (1)
flexibility, discretion, dynamism—stability, order, control
and (2) internal orientation, integration, unity—external
orientation, differentiation, rivalry. In the previous study
(Omari 2007), three out of those distinguished cultures were
significantly related to bullying. Lower level of bullying was
observed in clan culture (high flexibility, internal orienta-
tion), assuming concentration on the community of values
and aims, preference for team work and friendly atmo-
sphere, and in adhocracy culture (high flexibility, external
orientation), characterized by supporting entrepreneurship,
innovativeness, creativity, and risk tolerance. Both the
above culture types are similar in terms of flexibility and
freedom of action—the features which rather do not build
favorable conditions for the occurrence of three types of
abuse described by Wright and Smye. However, hierarchy
culture (high stability, internal orientation) which is char-
acterized by a high degree of formalization, hierarchization,
control, and the necessity to undertake rivalry for the posi-
tion in the hierarchic system was related to the higher level
of bullying. To some extent, the features of this culture are
convergent with the features of the two above-mentioned
culture types which favor bullying: win/lose (competition)
and blaming (strict rules). Similarly to hierarchy, market
culture, which is the fourth of the organizational cultures
described by Cameron and Quinn, is the culture inducing
rivalry. However, this rivalry is rather directed outside
toward members of other rival organizations.

Machiavellianism

Machiavellianism is a personality syndrome, describing a
duplicitous interpersonal style connected with cynical
beliefs regarding people and the social world, pragmatic
morality, and egocentric motivation (Christie and Geis
1970; Jones and Paulhus 2009; Wilson et al. 1996). Indi-
viduals high in Machiavellianism (high Machs) treat part-
ners instrumentally and aim at realization of their own
goals with every possible means, taking into consideration
profit and loss account. They give high priority to money,
power, and competition (Stewart and Stewart 2006).
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Research confirms Machiavellians’ tendency to engage in
unethical behavior, among others at work (Bass et al. 1999;
Kish-Gephart et al. 2010) as well as to lie and deceive
(Kashy and DePaulo 1996). Christie believed that high
Machs get what they want without having to resort to open
aggression (Christie and Geis 1970). At present, there is no
strong evidence that adult Machiavellians use overt
aggression observed directly (Jones and Paulhus 2009),
however, in self-report studies the Machiavellians admitted
to hostile feelings and hostile behavior (Locke and Chris-
tensen 2007) as well as to verbal and nonverbal aggression
in the work environment (Corzine and Hozier 2005).
Research on children showed a positive relationship
between Machiavellianism and aggression: the level of
Machiavellianism was connected with both abuse and with
being an object of aggression at school (Andreou 2004). It
could be assumed that Machiavellianism may be positively
related to being a perpetrator, especially in the situation
where such a behavior could bring measurable profits.
Recently, two research studies have investigated the rela-
tionship between bullying and Machiavellianism. Baugh-
man et al. (2012) have found the association between
Machiavellianism treated as a part of the Dark Triad of
personality traits (Paulhus and Williams 2002) and bully-
ing behaviors (direct and indirect), beyond a workplace
setting. In another study (Linton and Power 2013),
Machiavellianism was positively associated with both
being a victim and being a perpetrator of workplace
bullying.

Individuals low in Machiavellianism (low Machs) are
prosocial, nonmanipulative, cooperative, and altruistic;
they give priority to community building and family con-
cerns (McHoskey 1999). Compared to high Machs, they
are characterized by higher emotional intelligence (Pilch
2008). Low Machs are trustful and may be seen as gullible
and avoiding conflict (Christie and Geis 1970), and the
strategies of social conduct used by them may encourage
exploiters to achieve goals at their expense. It is possible
that Machiavellianism is negatively connected with being a
victim, especially in the case of dispute-related bully-
ing, and authoritative-bullying. On the other hand, socially
skilled low Machs can built strong social relationships and
cooperative alliances (Jones and Paulhus 2009), which can
help them to cope with aggression.

Features of National and Organizational Cultures
in Poland

The present study on the relationships between personality,
organizational culture, and bullying was conducted on the
group of Polish employees. Despite the fact that the aim of
the study was not to compare the relationships across
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cultures, a basic knowledge regarding social conditions of
bullying behaviors in the workplace in Poland may be
useful, especially due to the fact that the vast majority of
the studies on bullying was conducted in the Western
Europe and the USA.

The studies show that Polish society is still under the
influence of Catholic ethics to a large extent. Despite the
fact that Polish people declare moral rigorism, religious-
ness, attachment to the traditional system of values, the
exorbitant social norms and the severity of law contribute
to the dissonance between noble rules and norms of con-
duct realized on daily basis (Skarzynska 2005). Polish
people are more focused on material values and the cer-
tainty of employment compared to other European socie-
ties, which can be considered to be the risk factor of
bullying since the employee can strive to maintain his or
her job at any costs independently of the experienced
violence (Skarzyniska 2005). Among the values most
appreciated by employees are the following: sense of
security, good relationships with the manager and co-
workers, modesty, not showing ambition whereas
achievements are valued relatively lower; so-called losers
are frequently most liked (Hryniewicz 2004). This aspect is
related to “Polish culture of complaining” in which dis-
satisfaction from the social world and one’s situation in this
world is still a dominant element of social interaction
(Wojciszke and Baryta 2005). It may increase the tolerance
for bullying behaviors since reports of victims of violence
are treated as the ones which are within the organizational
norm of complaining. The studies show that Polish man-
agers prefer authocratic style of management; a consider-
able distance is observed between the employee and the
manager, and employees frequently unite against the
management (Hryniewicz 2004). Interestingly, such soli-
darity was not present with reference to the observed bul-
lying behaviors.

Poland possesses legal regulations preventing bullying,
which were incorporated into Labor Law. However, Polish
employees show the tendency to disobey these procedures,
and they also show a large tolerance for negligence of their
co-workers. This, in turn, permits the employers to disre-
spect with impunity the commitments toward employees
(Szczesniak 2006). A difficult situation on the labor market
causing the threat of losing a job favors bullying in Polish
organizations (Chomczynski 2008; Grzesiuk 2008). Such a
situation results in the fact that many victims of unethical
conduct face a difficult choice—either to have a job and to
be oppressed or to face the risk of unemployment. The
occurrence of bullying in Polish companies is still not fully
recognized, and the indexes provided range from approx-
imately 17 % (Derczynski 2002) to 61.5 % (Kmiecik-Ba-
ran and Rybicki 2004). In sum, Poland appears to be the
country where workplace bullying constitutes a significant
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social problem despite the implementation of many anti-
bullying policies for instance by the Polish National Anti-
mobbing Association.

The Present Study

The objective of this study was to investigate relationships
between bullying, Machiavellianism, and organizational
culture. Previous studies show that some characteristics
within an individual may predispose to bullying others and/
or being bullied (Lutgen-Sandvik et al. 2009). However,
bullying is a complex phenomenon, therefore, the analysis
of antecedents of bullying behavior should include indi-
vidual and personality factors, as well as work-related and
organizational factors (Zapf and Einarsen 2003; Lutgen-
Sandvik et al. 2009). In the present study, Machiavellian-
ism was taken into account as a personality variable and
perceptions of organizational culture as an organizational
variable.

Considering the results of studies on bullying behavior
in children (Andreou 2004), aggressive and unethical
behavior of adult Machiavellians (Jones and Paulhus
2009), as well as the findings of the recent investigations
(Baughman et al. 2012; Linton and Power 2013) it could be
assumed that Machiavellianism is an individual factor that
might be related to bullying behavior. In line with the
previous findings, we expected that a person’s Machia-
vellianism may increase the likelihood of bullying others at
work (H1).

Some targets of bullying may be involved in bullying
others. They are called provocative victims or bully-vic-
tims (Matthiesen and Einarsen 2007). Studies on children
(Andreou 2004) and on adult subjects (Linton and Power
2013) have shown that bully-victims manifest the highest
level of Machiavellianism. Andreou suggested that bully-
victims are characterized by a more anxious style of
Machiavellianism, as they have a negative view of them-
selves and also of other people (Andreou 2004, p. 306). We
thus predicted that subgroups of people distinguished based
on the declared frequencies of bullying others and being
bullied would differ significantly with respect to Machia-
vellianism. The bully group and the bully-victim group
would report a higher level of Machiavellianism compared
to the groups of not involved in bullying and victims (H2).

Organizational culture may be directly related to bullying
behavior. Different types of employees’ behaviors can be
regarded as appropriate and acceptable or inappropriate and
unacceptable, depending on organizational culture (Salin
2003; Aquino and Lamertz 2004). The organization can
promote and encourage bullying behavior. We expected
organizational culture by Cameron and Quinn (2005) to be a
significant predictor of being bullied. The respondents who

were targets of bullying would rate their organization as
lower on clan and adhocracy culture, and higher on hierar-
chy (H3). These expectations were based on the results of the
previous study (Omari 2007, p. 91).

As stated above, agreeable and altruistic non-Machia-
vellians may seem an easy target for bullies. On the other
hand, the potential perpetrator may be discouraged by
numerous strong social relationships established by non-
Machiavellian employees. Studies on children showed that
targets of bullying were similar to children not involved in
bullying with respect to Machiavellianism. Thus, a direct
relationship between Machiavellianism and being bullied
was not expected. We anticipated that a person’s Machia-
vellianism would moderate the association between orga-
nizational cultures (clan, adhocracy, market, and hierarchy)
and being bullied, and this association would be stronger in
non-Machiavellians rather than Machiavellians (H4).

Method
Participants

The study was conducted in Poland. It was approved by the
local Research Ethics Committee of the University of
Silesia. To obtain a sample of employees from different
companies, a snow ball sampling technique was adopted.
The research was anonymous and was done outside the
work place. There were 52 male and 65 female partici-
pants, with a mean age of 38 (SD = 7.1, range = 20-55).
The majority of the participants were working in the pri-
vate sector (66 %). Thus, 34 % of them were public
employees. About 22 % of the respondents worked in
organizations with more than 150 employees, and 16 % in
organizations with five or fewer employees. The sample
had a relatively high education level (6 % primary school,
47 % high school, 47 % university). The organizational
status of the participants was classified as subordinate
(66 %) and supervisor (34 %).

Measures
Bullying

Self-reported bullying was measured by the Unethical
Behavior Questionnaire (UBQ) (Chudzicka and Makselon-
Kowalska 2004). The questionnaire consists of 20
descriptions of negative interpersonal behaviors which
have been frequently identified with bullying, gathered in
six categories: social isolation (e.g., impeding or blocking
off informal contacts at work), blackmail (e.g., threat of
dismissal from work), humiliation (e.g., offending, ridi-
culing), demonstrating power (e.g., setting irrational

@ Springer



88

I. Pilch, E. Turska

demands), unfair treatment (e.g., not keeping to contract
conditions), and discrimination (e.g., racial, age, sex dis-
crimination). The participants rated how often they expe-
rienced their co-workers performing each of these
behaviors toward them and how often they performed these
behaviors toward their co-workers. Response alternatives
were “never,” “rarely,” “from time to time,” “often” and
“very often.” The answers were summed up to obtain the
scores of exposure to and perpetration of workplace bul-
lying. The scores ranged from 20 to 100.

9 <

Machiavellianism

Machiavellianism was measured by the 20-item Mach IV
inventory, the most widely used instrument, developed by
Christie and Geis (1970). Participants respond to belief
statements (“The best way to handle people is to tell them
what they want” or “Most people are basically good and
kind”) on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree)
scale. Raw scores range from 40 to 160, because a constant
of 20 is added to all scores.

Organizational Culture

Perceptions of organizational culture were measured using
Cameron and Quinn’s (2005) Organizational Culture
Assessment Instrument (OCAI). It is a tool based on the
Competing Values Framework. The framework consists of
two dimensions: internal versus external orientation and
stability versus flexibility. The intersection of two dimen-
sions generates a four-quadrant matrix with four sets of
values corresponding to four types of organizational cul-
ture: hierarchy, market, clan, and adhocracy. An organi-
zation with a culture of hierarchy is a highly formalized
place, where procedures dictate what people are to do. The
term market concerns an organization which functions as a
market—the essence is attention paid to efficiency, results
and profits, and emphasizing the meaning of position on the
market and control. In an organization with a dominating
culture of clan common values as well as common goals
are important; cohesion, a high level of participation and a
high sense of community are observed. An adhocracy
culture is characteristic of dynamic, enterprising, and cre-
ative organizations, it puts emphasis on non-stereotypical
solutions, readiness for risky proposals and an ability to
predict the development of the situation in the future.

The OCAI questionnaire diagnoses a given type of
culture in the scope of 6 following categories: dominant
characteristic of the organization, organizational leader-
ship, employee management, organizational glue, strategic
emphases, and criteria of success. The tool consists of six
questions, each with four alternative answers correspond-
ing with four types of organizational culture. The
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participants assess the degree to which each of the four
statements is true, dividing 100 points between four
statements in each dimension (Cameron and Quinn 2005).
The points are totaled for each culture.

Results

SPSS for Windows version 17.0 was used in the calcula-
tions, with the maximum significance level set to 0.05. The
descriptive statistics, reliability coefficients, and intercor-
relations between the variables are presented in Table 1.
No significant sex differences were found (p > .05). Bul-
lying others was positively correlated with Machiavel-
lianism (r = .31, p < .01), which constituted preliminary
confirmation of Hypothesis 1. Being a target of bullying
was positively correlated with the culture of hierarchy
(r = .232, p < .05), and negatively with the culture of clan
(r = —.243, p < .01) and adhocracy (r = —.212, p < .05),
confirming Hypothesis 3.

To provide an additional test for Hypothesis 1, a simple
linear regression analysis was performed with bullying
others as a dependent variable and Machiavellianism as a
predictor. Machiavellianism was a significant predictor of
bullying, b = .31, #(115) = 3.48, p = .001, and accounted
for over 9 % of the variance, R> = .096, F(1,115) = 12.11,
MSE = 87.17, p = .001. H1 was thus confirmed.

To capture the differences in bullying behavior, a
median split was performed on the subjects’ UBQ scores.
Four categories of people were distinguished: non-bullied
(bullying others and being bullied below median; N = 34),
victims (bullying others below median and being bullied
above median; N = 27), bullies (bullying others above
median and being bullied below median; N = 28), and
bully-victims (bullying others and being bullied above
median; N = 28). According to the expectations, differ-
ences in bullying behavior between thus composed groups
were significant. The bully-victims (M = 51) and victims
(M = 50.9) scored significantly higher on being bullied
compared to the bullies (M = 33.1) and the non-bullied
persons (M = 28.9), F(3,113) = 67.27, MSE = 59.68,
p <.001. The bullies (M = 36.9) and bully-victims
(M = 40.1) scored significantly higher on bullying others
compared to the victims (M = 23.8) and non-bullied per-
sons (M =234), F(3,113) =5568, MSE = 39.57,
p < .001.

A one-way ANOVA was computed to investigate the
differences in Machiavellianism between the four groups
(non-bullied, bully, victim and bully-victim). The statistics
revealed significant group differences between the four
subsamples, F(3, 113) = 7.352, MSE = 241.9, p < .001,
Brown-Forsythe F(3, 103.66) = 7.423, p < .001. We used
a Games-Howell approach to determine differences



Machiavellianism and Workplace Bullying 89
Table 1 Descriptive statistics, reliability coefficients, and intercorrelations between study variables

Variable Mean SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

1. Machiavellianism 93.7 17.7 (.80)

2. Bullying-target (being bullied) 40.3 12.7 —.031 (.90)

3. Bullying-perpetrator (bullying others) 30.6 9.7 310%* 121 (91)

4. Culture of clan 139.1 90.7 —.051 —.243** .037 (.86)

5. Culture of adhocracy 105.3 54.7 —.092 —.212% —.072 226* (.72)

6. Culture of market 149.3 80.6 .008 138 —.049 —.706%* —.089 (.73)

7. Culture of hierarchy 204.5 94.8 .085 232% .031 —.480%* —.726%%* —.130 (.75)

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01 (two-tailed). Cronbach’s alpha coefficients are in parentheses on the diagonal

Table 2 Linear regressions estimating being bullied from the per-
ceptions of organizational cultures (clan, adhocracy, and hierarchy)

Table 3 Linear regression estimating being bullied from the culture
of hierarchy, Machiavellianism, and their interaction

Predictor B SEB b F(1,115) R? Predictors B SE B t )4
Constant 45.03  2.10 —.24  7.23%* .059 Constant 40.5124  1.1363 35.6525 <001
Culture of clan —0.03 .013 Hierarchy (F) 0.0268  0.0123 2.1803 031
Constant 4546 251 —21  5.40%* .045 Machiavellianism (M)  —0.0580  0.0642  —0.9030 368
Culture of adhocracy  —0.05 .02 FxM —0.0015  0.0006  —2.2791 024
Constant 3394 273 23 6.55% .054 Note R* = 098, FG3,113) = 4.0994, p < .01

Culture of hierarchy 0.03 .01

*p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01

because our data violated Leven’s equality of variances.
The perpetrators (M = 96.9) reported a higher level of
Machiavellianism than the non-bullied group (M = 90.4,
p = .012) and the victims (M = 88.3, p = .002). The
bully-victim group (M = 100.1) reported a higher level of
Machiavellianism than the non-bullied group (M = 90.4,
p = .05), and the victims (M = 88.3, p = .008). In sum,
we may regard H2 as confirmed.

To provide a more accurate test for Hypothesis 3, a
series of simple linear regression analyses was conducted
with being bullied as a dependent variable and cultures of
clan, adhocracy, and hierarchy as predictors. The results
are presented in Table 2. The culture of market was
excluded from the analysis because it was not correlated
with being bullied. Relatively the best predictor of being
bullied was the culture of clan (it accounted for about 6 %
of the variance in being bullied), then hierarchy (over 5 %)
and adhocracy (4.5 %). Thus, H3 was verified.

To test the hypotheses about the moderation effects of
Machiavellianism, three separate moderation analyses were
conducted, using three organizational cultures related to
being bullied (hierarchy, adhocracy, and clan) as an inde-
pendent variable, being bullied as a dependent variable and
Machiavellianism as a moderating variable. The interaction
was probed using the MODPROBE macro for SPSS
designed by Hayes and Matthes (2009).

The results of a moderated regression analysis using
evaluations of being bullied as a dependent variable, cul-
ture of hierarchy as an independent and Machiavellianism
as a moderating variable are presented in Table 3. When
the interaction between hierarchy and Machiavellianism
was not accounted for, F(2,117) = 3.426, p < .05,
R? = .057, there was a significant main effect of hierarchy,
B = .032, t =2.595, p = .011, b = .237, but there was
not a significant main effect of Machiavellianism, B =
—.037, t = —.577, p > .05, on being bullied. The interac-
tion between hierarchy and Machiavellianism explained
significantly more variance in the model above and beyond
the combined effect of hierarchy and Machiavellianism, R?
change = .041, F = 5.1942, p = .024. The respondents
who perceived more characteristics of the culture of hier-
archy reported being bullied more frequently when they
were relatively low in Machiavellianism. No relationships
were found between perceptions of hierarchy and being
bullied among those who were relatively high in Machia-
vellianism. The interaction is shown in Fig. 1.

The results of a moderated regression analysis using
evaluations of being bullied as a dependent variable, the
culture of adhocracy as an independent variable and
Machiavellianism as a moderating variable are shown in
Table 4. When the interaction between adhocracy and
Machiavellianism was not accounted for, F(2,117) = 2.845,
p = .06, R?> = .048, there was a significant main effect of
adhocracy, B = —.05,t = 2.361, p = .02, b = —.217, but
there was not a significant main effect of Machiavellianism,
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Fig. 1 Interaction between culture of hierarchy and Machiavellian-
ism in predicting being bullied

Table 4 Linear regression estimating being bullied from the culture
of adhocracy, Machiavellianism, and their interaction

Predictors B SE B t P

Constant 40.6270  1.1081 36.6644  <.001
Adhocracy (F) —0.0433 0.0203 —2.1348 .034
Machiavellianism (M)  —0.0304  0.0620  —0.5480 .584
FxM 0.0036  0.0010 3.5362  <.001

Note R* = 142, F(3,113) = 6.2566, p < .001

B =—-.37, t=—-.565, p>.0.05, on being bullied. The
interaction between adhocracy and Machiavellianism
explained significantly more variance in the model in addi-
tion to the combined effect of adhocracy and Machiavel-
lianism, R? change = .094, F = 12.5044, p < .001. The
respondents who perceived more features of adhocracy
reported being bullied less frequently when they were rela-
tively low in Machiavellianism. There were no relationships
between perceptions of adhocracy and being bullied among
the participants who were relatively high in Machiavellian-
ism. The interaction is shown in Fig. 2.

The results of a moderated regression analysis using
evaluations of being bullied as a dependent variable, the
culture of clan as an independent variable and Machiavel-
lianism as a moderating variable did not show an interaction
between the variables, F(3,113) = 2.4529, p > .05. To sum
up, the hypothesis that an interaction effect would be found
for Machiavellianism and the cultures of hierarchy, adh-
ocracy, and clan on being bullied (H4), was partially con-
firmed (for hierarchy and adhocracy).
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Fig. 2 Interaction between culture of adhocracy and Machiavellian-
ism in predicting being bullied

Discussion and Conclusions

The present study has shown that Machiavellianism may be
recognized as a personality variable related to bullying
behavior. It was discovered that employees who were high
in Machiavellianism exhibited higher levels of bullying
behavior. These findings support the research into school
bullying (Andreou 2004), workplace bullying (Linton and
Power 2013), and bullying in adults, beyond the workplace
setting (Baughman et al. 2012). For Machiavellians, bul-
lying may be a particular way of influencing others. Bul-
lying behavior may also be the result of high Machs’
negative view of other people. A higher level of Machia-
vellianism characterizes both perpetrators (who bully oth-
ers) and bully-victims (bully others and are bullied).
Previous studies on bullying in the workplace have shown
a high level of fear and a low level of social competence of
bully-victims (Matthiesen and Einarsen 2007). This rela-
tionship is compatible with the need for distinguishing two
types of Machiavellians (fearful, with low self-esteem, as
well as with an average, or even reduced level of fear), as
suggested by some researchers (Draheim 2004).

Jones and Paulhus (2009) emphasize the strategic ele-
ment of high Machs’ behavior. A Machiavellian is capable
of behaving in an unethical manner and manipulating
others. However, when he or she enters into relatively
permanent relationships with people (as in the working
environment) he or she takes into consideration his or her
long-term interest. High Machs are social manipulators so
they are interested in being presented as socially attractive.
According to Jones and Paulhus (2009, p. 104), “Machs
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engage in aggression (including revenge) only to the
degree that it is deemed profitable.” Therefore, Machia-
vellian employees will bully others when they come to a
conclusion that they may benefit from bullying, that is
when the results of cost-benefit analysis will be profitable
for them.

The results have shown that being bullied is related to
perceptions of the cultures of clan, adhocracy, and hierar-
chy, however, these connections are weak. The relation-
ships between the clan and adhocracy cultures and being
bullied are negative. However, in the case of the hierarchy
culture, the relationship is positive. The above findings are
consistent with the results of the previous study on the
relationship of Machiavellianism and organizational cul-
tures (Omari 2007). The cultures of clan and adhocracy are
connected by placement in the dimension of “stability
versus flexibility” on the side of flexibility and freedom of
action, however, they differ by placement in the dimension
of “internal versus external orientation” (clan—internal
orientation, adhocracy—external orientation) (Cameron
and Quinn 2005). Flexibility, as a common feature, may to
a certain degree decide about the negative connection of
both cultures with bullying behavior. This result may lead
to a conclusion that lack of excessive rules limiting free-
dom of action may be advantageous to minimizing the
phenomenon of bullying. Clan does not favor bullying
because of appreciating interpersonal contacts, coopera-
tion, and team work, a friendly atmosphere and a sense of
community. Adhocracy may limit bullying used by man-
agers toward employees, with regard to the fluent structure
and lack of strict hierarchy, distinguishing it from the
culture of hierarchy and market. However, the culture of
hierarchy seems to be in favor of bullying behaviors. In
large bureaucratic structures employees’ problems may not
be noticed and authority may be abused. Predicting the
phenomenon of bullying based on the dependences
described above seems difficult. Organizations are usually
a conglomeration of features attributed to certain types of
cultures. Further studies should identify individual char-
acteristics favoring bullying and characteristics limiting
this disadvantageous phenomenon, operating within the
configuration created by the dominating type of culture.

Machiavellianism was a moderator of the relations
between perceptions of the hierarchy and adhocracy culture
and being a victim of workplace bullying. If the culture is in
favor of bullying behaviors (as it is in the case of hierarchy),
non-aggressive and prosocial non-Machiavellians may
experience violence more often than manipulative and
cynical Machiavellians. On the other hand, when the culture
consists of features discouraging from abusing others
(adhocracy), employees low in Machiavellianism benefit
more. Interestingly, Machiavellianism did not moderate the
association between the culture of clan and being bullied.

The favorable working environment seems to have a pro-
tective function also toward high-Machiavellian employees.
The present study is the first to investigate the rela-
tionship between Machiavellianism (as a personality fac-
tor), organizational culture (as an organizational factor),
and workplace bullying. The results contribute to the
conception of Machiavellianism showing that adult
Machiavellians, like children, show a tendency to abuse.
Recently, researchers have shown an increased interest in
the impact of Machiavellianism on organizational life
(Zettler and Solga 2013; Den Hartog and Belschak 2012;
Zettler et al. 2011; Kessler et al. 2010). Until now, orga-
nizational researchers have focused on employees with
high Machiavellianism because Machiavellians are more
likely to engage in deviant, unethical workplace behaviors
and their actions may have potentially negative effects on
the entire organization (Winter et al. 2004). The literature
on Machiavellianism describes several organizational fac-
tors which are likely to contribute to the emergence of
unethical Machiavellian behavior and offers some sug-
gestions on how to reduce the likelihood of such behavior
(Tang and Chen 2008). The results of the present study
suggest that certain features of the work environment may
be significant for non-Machiavellians, potentially affecting
their productivity and work satisfaction. This might
encourage organizational researchers to devote more
attention to examining the organizational factors which
influence the behavior of this group of employees.

The study has some practical implications. So far the need
for special supervision and thorough training of newly
employed Machiavellians has been emphasized, in order to
prevent unproductive and unethical behaviors to the detriment
of the organization (such as theft or fraud). Our results show
that high Machs’ actions may be detrimental to co-workers
and organization also due to their tendency to abuse others.
Attention should be paid to shaping proper communicative
behaviors and a proper attitude toward co-workers in this type
of employees. Managers should also be aware that the culture
of hierarchy may be conductive to workplace bullying.

Machiavellianism as an undesired feature of the
employee and the leader is currently frequently studied and
analyzed as the element of the Dark Triad of personality
together with subclinical narcissism and psychopathy
(Spain et al. 2013; O’Boyle et al. 2012; Harms et al. 2011).
It is both significant and appropriate to consider the
remaining aspects of the Triad in further studies, which
will permit more advanced analysis of the relationships
between dark personalities and workplace bullying.

Limitations

The present study has some limitations. This study was
based on the self-report data obtained by means of a cross-
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sectional design, therefore, drawing conclusions on the
cause and effect directions of the observed relationships is
not possible. Although self-reports are the most often used
method of studying violence in the workplace (Aquino and
Lamertz 2004), despite the assurance of anonymity, self-
reports may not be acknowledged as objective measure-
ments of victimization. Self-report of being a perpetrator of
bullying is especially problematic and there is a possibility
that participants will underreport involvement in such
behavior. For the reasons given above research with differ-
ent measurements, such as observer reports and archival
data, is required. The sample is small and not representative,
therefore, generalisability of the findings is limited, and it is
not possible to draw any conclusions regarding the intensity
of bullying behavior in Poland based on these data.
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