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Abstract

In this chapter, previous literature concerningosthoullying and workplace harassment
will be reviewed from a communication perspectiVbe chapter details the seriousness and
extensiveness of bullying, both among childrercabsl and adults at work. We aim to provoke
discussion of how communication research and theagt help us in understanding and
explaining bullying. As will be elaborated, bullgrappears in interaction situations, mostly in the
forms of verbal and nonverbal communication, isexin the interpersonal relationship of bully
and victim, and it can be associated with grouproamcation processes and the structuration of
groups, as well as with organizational and cultaoahmunication processes. The benefits of
applying communication theories and constructesearch focusing on bullying will be

demonstrated, and suggestions for future studikbavimade.



Bullying at school and in the workplace: A challenge for communication research

Bullying, mobbing, and harassment are examplekefdrms used to describe negative,
aggressive, and unjust behavior directed eithpeats in school or at workmates, subordinates, or
superiors in the workplace. The purpose of thewmntionally aggressive or hurtful forms of
behavior is to harm, subjugate, or humiliate tradini. Scholars regard bullying as a systematic and
long-lasting subjection process, in which the pgtints are not equally matched. (e.g., Einarsen,
2000; Hazler & Miller, 2001; Leymann, 1986; Nay&Cowie, 1999; Olweus, 1978, 1993;
Salmivalli, 1998; Vartia-vVaananen, 2003.)

Although, as we will demonstrate in the followisgction, some differences exist between
the terms used to refer to this kind of behavia,employ the terrbullying in this chapter as an
umbrella term covering both physical, verbal, andverbal attacks directed toward the victim or
victims, as well as the direct and indirect formh&uarting, abusing, or socially excluding a peer or
peers, superior or subordinates. In order to aanibying repetition, however, we also use the term
harassmensynonymously wittbullying to refer to these phenomena.

In this chapter, our first goal is to detail thei@esness and extensiveness of bullying, both
among children at school and adults at work. Werene bullying in the two contexts of school
and workplace side by side in order to demonsthaesimilarities and differences in behavior of
children and adults in various bullying processes.

The second goal of this chapter is to demonsthetevays in which bullying is realized in
the processes of interaction between the partiésaashow that it relates closely to various
communication processes taking place between shails and within groups. We claim that
bullying is a communication phenomenon which cash stmould be examined by means of

communication constructs and theories. As we etban this chapter, bullying appears in



interaction situations, mostly in the forms of v@rbnd nonverbal communication. It exists in the
interpersonal relationship of bully and victim, ahdan be associated with group communication
processes and the structuration of groups. Ashiig goal, we aim to provoke discussion of how
communication research and theory might help wushgterstanding and explaining bullying.

The literature reviewed in this chapter represeggearch conducted within several
disciplines, including psychology, communicationdananagement. This research has been
reported in disciplinary-specific as well as in trdisciplinary books and journals. Although we did
not set out to offer cross-cultural comparisons,literature reviewed has been conducted in
various countries and in a variety of cultureshsas in Europe (especially in the Nordic countries)
United States, Canada, Australia, and Asia, andhie reason, it should provide a broad
perspective on issues related to bullying. Perhapst importantly, it illustrates the universality o
bullying, both at school and in the workplace.

Since the research into workplace bullying andyldj at school originated in and has been
strongly promoted in Scandinavia, the greater pftthe literature examined in this chapter
represents the research carried out by Scandinassaarchers. Notably, due to space constraints,
this chapter cannot overview all of the extensasearch on bullying at school and in the
workplace, but rather, we quite selectively introelsome of the more important issues and
problems to the understanding of which communicatesearch may be able to make a significant
contribution in the future.

In the following sections, previous literature cerming school bullying and workplace
harassment will be reviewed from a communicatiorspective by raising issues central to
communication research, such as the exchange gndisgl of messages, the establishment and
maintenance of interpersonal relationships, thegsses of group formation, organizational
communication processes, and the effects of conmatian. The benefits of applying

communication theories to research focusing oryimglwill be demonstrated by examining some



well-known communication theories and conceptsxasnples of the communicative understanding
available. Throughout the chapter, suggestionfutore studies will be made, investigations which

involve treating bullying as a communication phe eon.

Defining Bullying at School and in the Workplace
We begin with an examination of the concepts usgqatévious literature to describe
bullying at school and in the workplace. A larganter of terms have been used to label this
phenomenon. A closer review of these terms indéctitat some terms resemble each other very
closely; they can be (and have been) used synorsisnda the following, we offer a short review
of these terms.

Einarsen, Hoel, Zapf, and Cooper (2003) ingagtd bullying at work in Europe; Einarsen
(2000) researched the concept in Scandinavian gesnand Keashly and Jagatic (2003) analyzed
the corresponding American perspective. The conaegthool bullying has also been considered
broadly in previous literature (see, for exampljt8 et al., 1999). Since extensive analyses &f thi
kind are available, we do not seek to repeat teasamaries in this chapter. Instead, we will briefly
identify the most dominant similarities of (andfdiences between) the terms broadly used in the
literature concerning bullying at school and in Warkplace.

Therefore, we focus on three kinds of isskest, we describe common features shared by
several broadly-used definitions describing bullyboth at school and in the workplace. Second,
we highlight fundamental differences between thecepts of bullying at school and in the

workplace, and third, we underscore the role of mamication in prior definitions of bullying.

Concepts Most Closely Related to Each Other
While the termdullying andvictimizationhave become general in studies focusing on

aggressive and abusive behavior demonstrated lrehiand adolescents at school (Olweus,



2003), a great number of different labels have lzg@atied to the corresponding behavior of adults
at the workplace. These terms include harassmeatéRy, 1976), scapegoating (Thylefors, 1987),
mobbing (Leymann, 1990, 1996; Zapf, 1999), psyciickl terror (Leymann, 1996), work
harassment (Bjorkqvist, Osterman, & Hjelt-Back, 49®ullying (Adams, 1992; Einarsen &
Skogstad, 1996; Hoel & Cooper, 2001; Salin, 20@bykplace aggression (Baron & Neuman,
1996), abusive behavior and emotional abuse (Kga$888; Keashly, Trott, & MacLean, 1994).
Terms such as petty tyranny (Ashforth, 1994) andkplace trauma (C.B. Wilson, 1991) have most
clearly referenced the hostile behaviors of empt®wad supervisors directed at their subordinates.
Additional terms for this kind of mental violenceveork include employee mistreatment (Meares,
Oetzel, Torres, Derkacs, & Ginossar, 2004), em@ajfeuse (C.B. Wilson, 1991), and employee
emotional abuse (Lutgen-Sandvik, 2003). (For resiesee Einarsen, 2000; Vartia-Vaananen,
2003.) Sexual harassment (Fitzgerald & Shullma83)@an also constitute one form of bullying

occurring at the workplace.

Bullying.

According to Olweus (2003), “[a] student is beingdlied or victimised when he or she is
exposed, repeatedly and over time, to negativeraton the part of one or more other students” (p.
62). Very similarly, Smorti, Menesini, and Smittd(3) described bullying as “a subcategory of
aggressive behavior, but of a particularly vicit&irsl, inasmuch as it is directed, often repeatedly,
toward a particular victim who is unable to effeety defend himself or herself” (p. 417). Olweus
added that bullying behavior often occurs withqupaent provocation, and it can be considered a
form of abuse. He has also used the tpesr abusas a label for this phenomenon. According to
Olweus, the abusive context and the relationshapasteristics of the interacting partners set
bullying apart from other forms of abuse, suchlakl@abuse and spouse abuse.

Including the same elements as featured in thaitiefis given by Olweus (2003), as well

as by Smorti and colleagues (2003), Batsche andf Kh®94) defined bullying as “a form of



aggression in which one or more students physieaity/or psychologically (and more recently,
sexually) harass another student repeatedly operiad of time” (p. 165), and Hoover, Oliver, and
Hazler (1992) described it as “attempts by strosfiedents to harm a weaker victim, presumably in
the absence of provocation. The attempted harnibeani either a physical or psychological nature
and is longitudinal in nature” (p. 5). In the P&alations Questionnaire of Rigby and Slee, bullying
is characterized as when “someone is deliberatatyriy or frightening someone weaker than
themselves for no good reason. This may be dodédfarent ways: by hurtful teasing, threatening
actions or gestures, name-calling or hitting okikig” (as cited in Peterson & Ribgy, 1999, p. 482).

Although bullying has widely been adopted in safenliterature as a term to denote the
kind of behavior of children described above, thmplexity of this term has posed several
problems for researchers. One of the first problenesnpirical studies has been translating the
term from English to other languages. An equivaleaitd that covers exactly the same meaning is
impossible to find. As Smorti and colleagues (20@i3erved, some terms are more specific in
describing the negative actions of peers towardhemageer, while others refer to social exclusion
and psychological bullying or to group episodesl yet others refer to direct physical types of
bullying.

In Japan, for example, a largely independent rekgaadition focusing oijime has
emerged. Morita, H. Soeda, K. Soeda, and Taki (188%ued that ijime refers more to
psychological than to physical aggression, ansl dfien perpetrated by the whole class against a
victim (e.qg., by collective ignoring or social enslon) rather than by one or a few pupils as in
situations called bullying elsewhere. In Japan|wesion and the shunning of a classmate are much
more typical forms of bullying than physical andhed forms.

Bullying in the workplace has been defined by saversearchers. For example, Einarsen
(1999) contended that “the concept refers to aerapecific phenomenon where hostile and

aggressive behaviours, be it physical or non-playsare directed systematically at one or more



colleagues or subordinates leading to stigmatisatia victimisation of the recipient” (p. 17). In a
earlier definition, Einarsen and his colleaguesl gaiecial attention to the imbalance of power in
the relationships of the parties, asserting thatgerson is bullied or harassed when he or she fee
repeatedly subjected to negative acts in the wadglacts that the victim may find it difficult to
defend themselves against” (Einarsen, Raknes, &Hidasen, 1994, p. 383). Similarly, Vartia-
Vaananen (2003) employ&rkplace bullyingo specify “a situation in which one or more
individuals are subjected to persistent and rapetitegative acts by one or more co-workers,
supervisors or subordinates, and the person feelsle to defend him/herself” (p. 11).

In these definitions, scholars agree on threer@iter bullying: 1) It is aggressive behavior
or intentional harm-doing, 2) which is carried oepeatedly and over time, 3) in an interpersonal
relationship characterised by an imbalance of poimeaddition to the researchers and studies
already mentioned, the term bullying has been byatifferent researchers in a large number of
studies (e.g., Adams, 1992; Cooper, Faragher, &,12084; Crawford, 1999; Niedl, 1995; Rayner,
Sheehan, & Barker, 1999; Salmivalli, Karhunen, &é&espetz, 1996; Salmivalli, Lagerspetz,

Bjorkqvist, Osterman, & Kaukiainen, 1996; Varti®96; Zapf, 1999).

Mobbing
Leymann (1996) recommended bullying as the appaigterm for activities between
children and teenagers at school and usiogbingfor adult behavior. He argued that much of this
disastrous communication among adults does not ti@veharacteristics of bullying. Instead, quite
often, adults bully in a very sensitive manneruto still with highly stigmatizing effects.
According to Leymann, the connotation of bullyisgohysical aggression and threat, a
characteristic feature for bullying at school. omtrast, physical violence is very seldom found in

mobbing behavior at work. Leymann emphasized thailimg involves much more sophisticated
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behaviors such as socially isolating the victimcéwaling to Leymann, mobbing means “harassing,
ganging up someone, or psychologically terroriotigers at work” (p. 165).
Leymann (1996) used mobbing synonymously \pikichological terror in working life
Psychological terror in working life involves hdstand unethical communication, which is
directed in a systematic way by one or a few irligls mainly towards one individual who,
due to mobbing, is pushed into a helpless and defess position, being held there by
means of continuing mobbing activities. (p. 168)
Although Zapf (1999) employed bullying and mobbinterchangeably, he construed them
differently, although not in the same way as Leymgi996). Zapf treated mobbing as:
psychological aggression that often involves a groiuUmobbers’ rather than a single
person. Theoretically, mobbing is an extreme tyjpgogial stressor at work. Unlike
‘normal’ social stressors, however, mobbing isragitasting, escalated conflict with
frequent harassing actions systematically aimedtatget person. (p. 70)
In turn, Zapf argued that bullying implies physieglgression by a single person, mostly by a
supervisor, which is rare in the working contex@dymann and Zapf agree that mobbing involves
less physical aggression and threat than bullyR&gently, however, this kind of distinction
between the two terms seems to have fallen awalythemterms have been used synonymously by

researchers (e.g., Niedl, 1996; Zapf & Einarse@120

Harassment and sexual harassment
According to Bjorkqvist and his colleagues (199@rassment refers to repeated activities
which have the aim of causing mental (sometimes piysical) pain and are directed toward one
or more individuals who, for one reason or anotheg,not able to defend themselves. Quite

similarly, byscapegoatsThylefors (1987) meant one or more persons whexr, a period of time,
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are exposed to repeated, negative actions fronoon®re other individuals. These two definitions
stress the same characteristics which are reléwdhe various definitions of bullying.

In pioneering work on harassment at work, Broddl§76) identified five types of work
harassment: name calling, scapegoating, physicelealivork pressures, and sexual harassment.
Brodsky described harassment as repeated andtpatsitempts by a person to torment, wear
down, frustrate or get a reaction from anothergeess well as treatment which persistently
provokes, pressures, frightens, intimidates orratise brings discomfort to the recipient. In
contrast to the definitions of harassment presesdelier, Brodsky emphasized the effect of
negative behavior on the target. He also specsgedial harassment as one type of work
harassment.

In the Scandinavian research tradition, sexualdsanant has been examined as a specific
form of bullying and work harassment in which sdiyas utilized as a means of oppression, as
concluded by Bjorkqvist and colleagues (1994). Whih the Scandinavian countries, workplace
bullying first aroused the interest of researcliargl only afterward became a legal concept
representing one of the safety hazards at workjgldpment in the United States was quite the
opposite. The concept of workplace harassment dpedlinitially as a legal concept, and
subsequently, as an empirical concept studied balsand behavioral scientists. In the federal law
of the United States, workplace sexual harassmsargrisidered a form of gender-based
discrimination.

According to Pryor and Fitzgerald (2003), two gehéypes of sexual harassment have been
distinguished: 1) unwelcome sex or gender-relagdthbior that creates a hostile environment, and
2) “quid pro quo” behavior, where the unwelcomedaabr becomes a term or condition of
employment or advancement. They explained thaharegal analysis of sexual harassment, sexual
coercion often constitutes “quid pro quo” sexuaklsament, where sexual or gender-related

behavior comprises a term or condition of employnmeradvancement. Unwanted sexual attention
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and gender harassment often constitute what itthwostile environment sexual harassment
where the sexual or gender-related behavior creat@stimidating, offensive or hostile work
environment. It may be argued that unwanted seatihtion constitutes a form of quid pro quo
sexual harassment, if toleration of such behawaones a term or condition of employment
(Fitzgerald, Gelfand, & Drasgow, 1995). Accordinghryor and Fitzgerald, gender harassment
comprises the most common form of sexually hargssikperience, followed by unwanted sexual
attention and then by sexual coercion.

The legal understanding of sexual harassmeneittiited States focuses upon potential
employment consequences for victims. Sexual hamssisiillegal because it represents a potential
barrier to equal employment. Whether the perpatiatends the behavior to be offensive or not is
not the issue, according to the law. The main ataration includes the incident unwelcome
behavior. Perspectives of unwelcome sexual or gemadigted behaviors obviously vary from
person to person and across circumstances. Pdtiepsricial feature distinguishing sexual
harassment from bullying is that plaintiffs in sakbarassment law suits in the United States must
prove that the harassment is somehow based upaeg@?ryor & Fitzgerald, 2003). (For a review
of the research on sexual harassment, see, fordeaRitzgerald & Shullman, 1993; Kreps, 1993.)

Finally, it should be noted that a growing areaesearch in the United States focuses
especially on sexual harassment established abk@®tsche and Knoff (1994), for example, have
paid attention to sexual harassment in their dafimiof bullying at school. In the European
tradition, sexual harassment at school has usoatlypeen distinguished as a concept, but instead,
the various forms of sexual harassment have bedded in the concept of school bullying in the
sense of name-calling, physical harassment, oftinguemarks concerning one’s physical

appearance, for example.

Characteristics of Bullying at School and in the ydace
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In the following pages, we compare the main charastics of the concepts reviewed thus far
and identify their most visible similarities andfdrences. Most definitions include common
features of bullying, both at school and in the kptaice, but in some respects, scholars treat the

concept of bullying differently in school contexsd in working-life contexts.

The nature of hurtful behavior

In most of these definitions, bullying, mobbingdararassment are depicted as negative
behaviors directed at the target. However, whiéedinect forms of bullying seem to be clearly
established in the existing definitions as negadiets, negative actions, aggressive behavior,m for
of aggression, hostile and aggressive behaviohetale hurting and frightening, and hostile and
unethical communication, the indirect forms of thehavior have rarely been noticed explicitly at
the definitional level. Indirect bullying (e.g.,@al exclusion and the spreading of rumors) is not
addressed directly to the target; the target nightotally unaware that this kind of behavior is
taking place. Yet, indirect forms of bullying cae éven more hurtful and long-lasting than direct
forms because, in the case of indirect bullying, \ttctim might not even be afforded any logical
situations to stand up and defend him or hersdihofigh the victim clearly experiences the
consequences of bullying, he or she might not éwenv the identity of his or her most influential
bully or bullies. However, also in these cases the of victim is created and maintained by means
of communication, which could be explicated in ¢ti&inition of bullying.

In the school context among children and adolescemtpirical studies have shown that
bullying behaviors include both physical (e.g.tihg, kicking, and pushing) and verbal (e.g.,
shouting, threatening) as well as direct (i.e ecliy addressed at the target) and indirect (e.qg.,
spreading of rumors, social exclusion) forms ofefze and hurtful communication (e.g., Olweus,
1993; Salmivalli, 1998; Sharp & Smith, 1991). Innw@ontexts, bullying consists of negative and

hurtful verbal messages, both direct and indireant of bullying, as well as various kinds of
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work-related activities designed to hamper theghirgthe performance of his/her duties, whereas
the various forms of physical violence do not usuatcur in the work environment (e.g.,
Bjorkqvist et al., 1994; Einarsen & Raknes, 199&d\W, 2004; Vartia, 1993). Hence, empirical
findings suggest that the characteristics of bniybecome more sophisticated when moving from
school to working life. However, this developmerntalirse cannot be traced in the definitions of
bullying.

Further, very exceptionally, Leymann (1996) defimeabbing as hostile and unethical
communication. As communication scholars, we wowfith pleasure, move the focus from
negative acts and aggressive behaviors more sgahifto the negative and hurtful communication
which seems to be the most typical form of bullybwgh among children and adults. The various
forms of communication in bullying situations casumintentionally ignored by researchers if they
ask respondents to describe and evaluate the wegatis or behaviors of which they have been
targets. The definitions of bullying should exdliginclude negative and hurtful communication
which is either directed toward the target or higsiicant reference to him or her, as in the cafse
indirect bullying.

Finally, instead of being examined only as the bidiaf one person or a few persons
directed toward another person/persons, bullyirmgilshrather be examined as a communication
relationship between bully/bullies and victim/viog and, as such, be envisioned as an ongoing
interaction process consisting of a continuous ftd\@xchanging and appraising messages. The
nature of a bullying relationship changes all iheetaccording to the outcomes of this interaction.
The parties involved in this interaction procesdlgibullies, victim/victims, and bystanders) have
a significant role in changing the course of théyimg relationship. Definitions of bullying should

recognize the relational nature of this phenomenon.

The frequency and duration of hurtful behavior
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The terms bullying (e.g., Batsche & Knoff, 1994n&isen, 1999; Hoover et al., 1992;
Olweus, 2003; Smorti et al., 2003; Vartia-Vaanarg93), mobbing (e.g., Leymann, 1996; Zapf,
1999), and harassment (Bjorkqvist et al., 19940Bky, 1976) all refer to negative behavior which
is repeated, persistent and long-term. Hence, thefssitions do not include occasional aggressive
or insulting behavior either in the context of sahor workplace. The concept of mobbing offered
by Leymann, for example, excludes temporary catsflimd focuses on a point in time where the
psychosocial situation begins to result in a pteivally or psychosomatically pathological
condition. Thus, he considered the distinction leetmconflictand mobbing to be a question not of
whatis done ohowit is done but of th&requencyanddurationof what is done. Leymann even
provided statistical indicators for frequency amdadion by determining that, in order to be
classified as mobbing, hurtful activities need ¢owr on a very frequent basis (statistical indicato
at least once a week) and over a long period & {statistical indicator: at least six months).

Adherence to a temporal criterion has been créttigarticularly in the school context. Ross
(1996), for example, argued that it is not in tlesthinterests of effective management of bullying,
because interventions should be introduced ataHest point, when it is easiest to stop the
bullying and the least damage has been causee todtim. Our suggestion is, however, that we
reserve the terms bullying and mobbing to deterrthieerepeatedly occurring hurtful behavior and
use labels such as aggressive behavior and hodfianunication to refer to occasional insulting
and unethical behavior directed at a target. Wet weaemphasize that, in a practical sense, any
hurtful incident between pupils requires intervegnas soon as it occurs, in order to prevent
bullying relationships from developing.

While sexual harassment can also represent a pattéehavior in the workplaces where it
exists, single episodes of behavior may crosseshtimid of severity so as to be considered sexual

harassment in a legal sense, particularly in itgtaf blatant “quid pro quo” sexual harassment
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(Pryor & Fitzgerald, 2003). Hence, sexual harassmekes an exception to the criterion of

repetition.

The imbalance of power between the parties

An obvious imbalance in the power relationshipsveen the parties has been clearly
emphasized in the definitions focusing on bullyaigchool (Hoover et al., 1992; Olweus, 2003;
Peterson & Rigby, 1999) as well as the work envitent (e.g., Einarsen et al., 1994; Hoel &
Cooper, 2001; Leymann, 1996; Vartia-vVaananen, 200Byeus, for example, stressed that
bullying requires an imbalance in strength (an asgtnic power relationship), which means that
the student who is exposed to the negative achiaedlifficulty in defending himself or herself and
is somewhat helpless against the student or stsi@érd harass. Similarly, Naylor and Cowie
(1999) characterized bullying as being based osysgematic abuse of power. It is typified by the
bully’s and victim’s inequality of access to powAs such, bullying does not occur when two
school children of about the same strength havediefight or quarrel (Peterson & Rigby, 1999),
nor should a conflict situation where an equal ihedaof power exists between the employees
involved be regarded as bullying, mobbing or hares¥.

Among children, the imbalance of power might refam the target of the bullying
actually being physically weaker, or he or she maimply perceive himself or herself as
physically or mentally weaker than the perpetratabalances could also encompass a difference
in numbers (with several students ganging up dnglesvictim) or when the “source” of the
negative actions is difficult to identify or confro(as in the cases of social exclusion from a peer
group, talking behind the victim’s back, or sendar®nymous mean notes) (Olweus, 2003).

In the workplace, the imbalance of power mighgimate from an individual’s hierarchical

position within the organization or society, expage and previous knowledge, or personal
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contacts. Hoel and Cooper (2001) presumed that keatge of an opponent’s vulnerabilities could
also be a source of informal power.

Hence, the imbalance of power constitutes oneetlbarest characteristics of bullying both
at school and in the workplace, but the sourcemuwfer differ between children and adults. Among
children, perceived or anticipated physical pred@nce and the inability of the victim to defend
him/herself are the most obvious sources of thalarite of power, whereas professional status
likely plays a significant role as a source of podiferences among adults at work. As
communication researchers, we would consider diffees in communication skills between the
parties as well as the communication networks @ividuals to be further sources of power both at

school and in the workplace.

Intentionality and interpretability of hurtful belasr.

The intentional attempt of a bully to hurt and g&harm to his or her target remains central
to the concept of school bullying (e.g., Hoovealet1992; Olweus, 2003; Peterson & Rigby,
1999). Olweus stated that “[a]lthough children outh who engage in bullying very likely vary in
their degree of awareness of how the bullying iregiged by the victim, most or all of them
probably realise that their behaviour is at leastewhat painful or unpleasant to the victim” (p.
62).

In the concepts of workplace bullying, on the othand, intentionality becomes more
problematic. Scholars disagree concerning the treeds of including intentionality in the defining
characteristics. For example, the behavior of ageconsidered as a bully might not always be
meant to harm the target, but the experience ahbebeen bullied might be formed as a non-
intended side effect of this behavior (Hoel & Cog@®d01). Similarly, Einarsen (1999) argued that

hurtful actions can be performed either delibeyatelsubconsciously, but they clearly have
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negative consequences for the target. Hence, ttieihoehavior might sometimes be intended to
be hostile, but, in some cases, it might merelpdreeived as hostile by the recipient.

Further, according to Leymann (1996), hostilewdtsticonsists of quite normal interactive
behaviors to a great extent, but when they happenfrequently and longitudinally in order to
harass, their content and meaning change, consiytieming them into dangerous,
communicative weapons. Hence, their systematidrus@s type of interaction triggers the
development of the mobbing process.

Scholars emphasize that the definitional coreutliyimg at work rests on the subjective
perception made by the victim that the repeatesi @& hostile, humiliating and intimidating and
that they are directed at himself/herself, andstitgective experience of being bullied can manifest
itself in mental and physical health problems (eetnarsen, Raknes, Matthiesen, & Hellesdy,
1996). According to this view, being exposed taehdvior that can be construed as bullying is not
harmful if the recipient does not perceive it ashsuOn the other hand, however, Cooper and
colleagues (2004) asserted that becoming a tafdpetllging, independent of whether participants
label the experience as bullying or not, has aidensble detrimental effect on targets, seriously
affecting their health and well-being.

In the concept of sexual harassment, intent hagtlynoeen excluded as a defining feature
(Pryor & Fitzgerald, 2003). Therefore, the subjeinterpretation of the target as having been
sexually harassed is enough to determine a hur#fiodvior as sexual harassment.

To conclude, intentionality and interpretabilitytbe behavior or communication of an
individual constitute critical issues when defingugd examining bullying. It seems contradictory
that children, who are usually less conscious eir ttommunication behavior than adults, are
presumed by researchers to be aware of the hatrththacause to the victim by bullying (e.g.,
Hoover et al., 1992; Olweus, 2003; Peterson & Rig®99), whereas adults are presumed to be not

necessarily conscious of their bullying behaviog(eEinarsen, 1999; Hoel & Cooper, 2001). The
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explanation of this contradiction lies in the diffat forms taken by bullying among children and
adults. The physical and verbal forms of bullyingedtly addressed to the target (e.g., hitting,
pushing, shouting, and threatening the target) vhave been shown in empirical studies to be
typical of children at school may be easily recagdiand identified as bullying even by children.
These acts cannot be undertaken without a consdisign to hurt the target. Instead, the indirect
and work-related forms that characterize bullyingpag adults at work (e.g., criticizing or ignoring
the victim’s work or ideas, giving feedback in atfwl manner, or excluding someone from the
social group to which he or she should belongjy@lsas the various forms of sexual harassment
and the harm that these behaviors cause to thenyigte much more difficult to perceive and label
as bullying, even though the target of this behasiearly experiences harassment. This kind of
hurting can be either intentionally or unintentittyaroduced.

However, we think that paying more attention toitidirect forms of school bullying, both
conceptually and empirically, might show that iedirbullying is as typical as direct bullying
among pupils. Instead of expressing power (asarcses of direct bullying), the forms of indirect
bullying (e.g., spreading rumors or socially ex@hgdsomeone from a group) basically function
constructively in the processes of establishingrppgrsonal relationships and group structuring, as
we detail later in this chapter. As such, theseg@sees could be positive for most of the individual
involved, but, for those who are used as “toolsSéove others’ social goals, they become
destructive. Bullying, which is produced as a “saffect” of these processes, might often be
unconsciously generated.

The definitions given to bullying at school reflecbre general tendencies, such as paying
attention to easily observable forms of bullyinggsfor example, Batsche & Knoff, 1994; Hoover
et al., 1992; Olweus, 2003; Peterson & Rigby, 198prti et al., 2003), whereas the studies of
workplace bullying and sexual harassment (and dimeepts used to refer to these phenomena)

focus mainly on the victim’s subjective experienédaving been bullied (e.g., Brodsky, 1976;
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Einarsen et al., 1994; Pryor & Fitzgerald, 2003rtdavVaananen, 2003). The subjective experience
of the victim always extends from interpretationgeg to others’ behavior by the victim. This fact
emphasizes the need to examine the interpretatitteanof communication in bullying situations,

which will be discussed more closely in the follagisections.

The Prevalence of Bullying at School and in the Workplace

The hurtful and abusive behavior described in tiexipus section unfortunately occurs
commonly both at school and in the workplace. |a fection, we examine the general prevalence
of bullying at school and in the workplace in diffat cultures, and we then move on to identify the
bullies and their victims, according to differenaegiender and organizational status.

Although the ways in which school bullying is defthand assessed vary across individual
studies, thus making direct comparison of redliftgcult, 5 — 20% of school children have been
reported to be victims of repeated bullying (seegxample, Bjorkqvist, Ekman, & Lagerspetz,
1982; Espelage & Holt, 2001; Kannas & Brunell, 20Q@nnas, Valimaa, Liinamo, & Tynjala,
1995; Lagerspetz, Bjorkqgvist, Berts, & King, 19&weus, 1993, 2003; D.G. Perry, Kusel, & L.C.
Perry, 1988; Rigby & Slee, 1991; Salmivalli, Lage, et al., 1996; Whitney & Smith, 1993).
About the same percentage of pupils usually regudihg as bullies on a weekly or more frequent
basis (Olweus, 1999; O’Moore, 1989; Righy, 1997jt8& Sharp, 1994; Vikat, 1998). Bullying
likely decreases in the upper grades, with thedsgmcidence occurring in grades 5 to 9
(corresponding to ages 11 to 15, approximatelypéiEgie & Holt, 2001; Smith & Madsen, 1999).
According to Espelage and Holt, boys self-reportertmullying and are also nominated as bullies
more often than girls.

The proportion of children involved in bullying primary schools, either in the role of
bully or that of victim, or both, fluctuates fromi% in Italy to 27% in England, 20% in Portugal,

18% in Spain, 11% in Japan, and 9% in Norway, uiliss conducted in these countries using
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similar methodologies (see Smith et al., 1999).eflasn their study of retrospective data collected
from adolescent students, Hoover and colleagued2ji®ncluded that victimization by bullies can
be even more prevalent in the United States th&umpean countries, perhaps as a function of the
overall higher rate of violence in the United Ssate their study, 76.8% of the respondents
reported experiencing bullying at some point inirteudent careers. However, Smorti and
colleagues (2003) suggested that, rather thanatidg cultural differences in the prevalence of
bullying, varying frequencies between studies niitedy reflect the variety of the meanings given

to bullying by respondents in different cultures! dnguages.

At work, bullying is as widespread a problem as #t school. A study conducted in Great
Britain by Hoel, Cooper, and Faragher (2001) rexgahat 10.6 % of the respondents (N=5,288)
had been bullied within the preceding six monthse fumber increased to 24.7 % when the
respondents were asked about having been bulligwhvihe last five years. Additionally, 46.5 %
reported indirect experiences of workplace bullying., having withessed or observed bullying)
within the previous five years. Another study destoated that as many as 53 % in a sample of
1,137 part-time students at an English univergported that they were bullied at work (Rayner,
1997).

In Scandinavian countries, similar frequencies Haaen reported. In a study of Norwegian
employees (N=7,986) representing a broad arraygzfrozations and professions, 8.6 % had
experienced bullying and harassment at work duhegoreceding six months (Einarsen &
Skogstad, 1996). In a study conducted in Swedengasscale on which bullying was
operationalized as exposure to any one of 45 pregtbhegative acts on a weekly basis for more
than six months, 3.5 % of a representative sanfieeoworking population were found to be
victims of bullying at work (Leymann, 1992).

Further, in a survey of Finnish university employés=726), 24 % of females and 17 % of

males were regarded as victims of harassment &t (Bpdrkqvist et al., 1994), and among the
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personnel of Finnish health-care units (N=984),ta11991) determined 10 % of respondents to be
victims of bullying. According to the latest WorlgrCondition Survey conducted in Finland, as
many as 22 % of 4,000 respondents claimed to blealee been) a target of bullying in the
workplace (Lehto & Sutela, 2004).

Similarly, among the employees of an Australianligutospital, 26.6 % reported that they
had been subjected to one or more hostile actsamaek during the preceding six months (Niedl,
1995), and in a survey of 806 employees at an Araeruniversity, 23 % revealed mistreatment
during the previous 18 months (Spratlen, 1995).

Although these studies suggest some cultural diffegs in the prevalence of workplace
bullying, variance in definitions and measuremert gypes of samples employed make national
comparisons difficult, as Einarsen (2000) emphasie®wever, bullying at work has clearly been
established as a serious problem at workplacel$ af the examined countries.

Some cultural differences, however, emerge reggrttiia prevalence of sexual harassment
at work. More than half of all Finns, for exammeffer from it at some point in their lives
(Heiskanen & Piispa, 1998; Melkas, 2001). Invesiayes in the United States indicate very similar
numbers of victims (Einarsen, Raknes, & Matthied®93). However, in a survey focusing on
cultural differences, Norwegian women working inleadominated industrial organizations were
exposed less to recurrent unwanted sexual atte(®ié%), compared to American women in a
similar situation (60%). Further, while 36 % of thenerican women reported being victims of
sexual harassment, only 5 % of Norwegian womerialied the same experience (Einarsen &
Sarum, 1996). This difference has been attribudatieé androgynous sex-roles and feminine values
more characteristic of Norwegian than of Americatiwwe (Einarsen, 2000).

Previous research conducted in several countrédsates that the majority of bullies tend to
be individuals with organizational authority whadhsuperior positions relative to their victims

(e.g., Hoel et al., 2001; Lutgen-Sandvik, 2003)wideer, Scandinavian studies suggest that the
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number of superiors and peers perceived to beelsudiie approximately equal (Einarsen &
Skogstad, 1996; Leymann, 1992). Further, basedstady investigating bullying among business
professionals holding predominantly managerialxmpegt positions, Salin (2001) concluded that
individuals in managerial positions are also likidybe bullied. Of those classifying themselves as
managers, 2 % had experienced bullying during teeipus 12 months, whereas 9.6 % of middle
managers, 7.2 % of experts, and 17.5 % of offikdbdsks experienced bullying during the same
time period. According to Salin, the percentageictims was significantly higher among female
than among male managers and experts, and thenpegeeof bullied female managers was higher
than the percentage of bullied females in otheitipos.

Concerning gender differences, data from survey§386 Norwegian employees within 13
different organizational settings exhibited no eliénce in the prevalence of bullying among men
and women (Einarsen & Skogstad, 1996). The Britistte workers surveyed by Hoel and
colleagues (2001), however, were more likely tdbkied than women, but this finding was
reversed in the study of middle and senior managendd the female senior management, 15.5 %
reported having been bullied, just about twice asynin percentage terms, as the male managers.
Based on this research, women become more vuleet@blegative behaviors as they progress
through the organizational hierarchy and penettaénierarchical barriers. Men who feel
threatened by women might use bullying to excludenen from the higher positions (Davidson &
Cooper, 1992; Veale & Gold, 1998).

These findings indicate that gender and organimatistatus do explain the division of
bullies and victims, to some extent. While boyseté#tke role of bully more often than girls in peer
groups at school, no clear gender differences baeea identified among employees working at the
lower levels of organizational hierarchy. Howewgomen with more organizational authority

become more vulnerable to bullying than men inesponding positions.
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These findings emphasize the need to examine sbe f power in bullying incidents. Who
has the power in bullying relationships, and hothis power communicated? How is power
achieved, and how is it revealed in the relatiomsHow is it distributed in the group and the
organization in which bullying occurs? What is tbée of communication in the processes of the
distribution of power? What kind of communicatianuised to increase or decrease the power
differences between individuals? Can power (ehg. professional power of a female manager) be
neglected or ignored in the interaction of indivatkiinvolved in bullying? Finding answers to these
questions would be important in order to promogedhvelopment of impartial communication
relationships at school and in workplaces.

Another issue arising from the findings describbdwe underscores the role of cultural
learning. In socialization processes, childrendesrd adopt from their parents, and particularly in
their peer groups, such behavior which is charetieof their gender in their own culture (e.g.,
Harris, 1995). If girls at school and women withrmorganizational authority are more vulnerable
to bullying than boys and men in the same circuntgs, then we should examine the kind of
gender-related communication expectations and nénatslirect our behavior at school and in the

workplace, the way in which they relate to bullyiagd how they are taught and shared in society.

Processes of Bullying as the Exchange and Appraisal of M essages
In this section, we explore bullying as a commutmcaprocess consisting of the exchange of
hurtful messages delivered by the bully and strategf defense produced by the target. Both of
these components have been researched, but theiec@ns to each other in actual
communication situations have not been demonstraigtis section, we stress the need for future
communication studies to focus on these connectiodsin so doing, on the interaction processes
and communication relationships in which bullyimgpeaars. We begin with a review of

investigations that describe characteristics offtlumessages and various strategies of defense,
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and we conclude the section by offering some idsas how future studies might profitably

approach bullying as a communication process.

Hurtful Messages

Bullying among children and adolescents at schoolurs in many different forms, as we
already demonstrated in the discussion concerhimgléfining of bullying. It can be direct or
indirect. Scholars consider bullying to be direttew it includes fairly open attacks directed adgains
the victim. Direct forms of bullying include variskinds of physical violence (such as kicking,
beating, and pushing) and assorted verbal attaok$, as insulting, name-calling, and threatening.
Coercion, blackmail, and the destruction of theeostudent’s work also comprise forms of direct
bullying (Olweus, 1993). Name-calling, denigrateomd threatening are the most common forms of
bullying among both boys and girls (Salmivalli, 899

Indirect bullying takes forms like isolating sonmeofrom the group, spreading rumors and
revealing secrets (Olweus, 1993; Salmivalli, 19@8person using strategies of this kind to hurt
might not be punished for his or her actions beeandirect bullying is not easy to identify.
Previous research has reported a general decliiegict, physical bullying with increase in
age/grade, while the level of verbal harassmentanesconstant (Perry et al., 1988).

Most previous empirical research suggests thatevitmys more often resort to physical and
verbal attacks and threats than girls, girls tengréfer more subtle and indirect ways of bullying,
such as slander, or manipulating others to makea #heoid talking to or playing with the victim
(Bjorkqvist, Lagerspetz, & Kaukiainen, 1992; Olwe@878, 1993; Rigby, 1997; Salmivalli,
Kaukiainen, & Lagerspetz, 2000; Sharp & Smith, )9%bwever, conflicting results concerning
gender differences in the aggressive behavior idreim and adolescents have also widely been
reported (for a discussion of these conflictinglfitys, see, for example, Salmivalli & Kaukiainen,

2004; Underwood, Galen, & Paquette, 2001; Underw8adtt, Galperin, Bjornstad, & Sexton,
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2004). Explanations for these contradictory findilmgn be attributed to differences in participant
age, sample sizes, methods and measurement soades,ltural characteristics of communication.
Expectations concerning the expression of aggredsidemales and males may vary from one
culture to another, encouraging males and femalesowve in the same direction in one culture and
in different directions in another culture. Notabbatterns of behavior do change with time, which
can be seen, for example, in some Western cultunese the frequency of physical violence
demonstrated by girls has clearly increased (Lapgdzs 1998).
Although different researchers vary in their clsation of the forms of bullying at work

(see e.g., Bjorkqvist et al., 1994; Einarsen & Rakri997; Hoel et al., 2001; Keashly & Jagatic,
2003; Meek, 2004; Vartia, 1993), similar types wédt, indirect, and work-related harassment have
been identified in several studies. The methodsmohssment that occur at work very much
resemble those occurring at school, although thredotends to be more sophisticated, including
more developed enactments of indirect bullyingekd the most common forms of aggression at
the workplace have been reported to be indirentinre (Bjorkqvist et al., 1994) and encompass
different kinds of harassing work-related actistie

Just as with school bullying, the direct forms ofiying at work range from intimidation
(Einarsen & Raknes, 1997; Hoel et al., 2001) tedls or acts of physical violence (Meek, 2004;
Vartia, 1993). However, more typical types of dirkallying include verbal utterances such as
insulting or offensive remarks (Hoel et al., 20Meek, 2004), personal derogation, humiliation and
personal criticism (Einarsen & Raknes, 1997), aatass (Bjorkqvist et al., 1994), and
insinuations about a person’s mental state (Val883) or personal life (Bjorkqvist et al., 1994).

Like the forms of bullying which occur at schodletforms of indirect bullying in the
workplace span social exclusion (Einarsen & Rakh@89y7; Meek, 2004), slander (Vartia, 1993),
the spreading of rumors (Bjorkgvist et al., 1994gHet al., 2001; Vartia, 1993), and “the silent

treatment” (i.e., shunning; Bjorkqvist et al., 1984eek, 2004). However, work-related forms of
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harassment, such as the withholding of informatiausing work overload, or having one’s
responsibilities removed (Einarsen & Raknes, 188¢l et al., 2001; Meek, 2004; Vartia, 1993),
and continuous criticism of people’s work and dsults (Bjorkqvist et al., 1994; Hoel et al., 2001;
Vartia, 1993) occur most typically in work contex@mmonly, targets of bullying at work have
limited opportunities to express themselves oumfice their tasks or be taken seriously or listened
to (Bjorkqvist et al., 1994). Pupils at school nmighso confront such constraints, but no empirical
evidence exists to support such a claim.

Keashly and Jagatic (2003) demonstrated the mestiéal nature of bullying by summarizing
the research results of several scholars and prapadistinction between verbal and physical
aggression in the workplace, between the directoesslirectness of the behavior, and the
activeness or passiveness of the behavior in questiame-calling, insulting jokes and yelling are
examples of active, direct and verbal aggressi@auming in the workplace. The indirect version of
this active aggression could be false accusatindglae spreading of rumors. Passive ways to
directly and verbally affect the target includeagng and silent-treatment. With indirect verbal
behavior, the aggression manifests itself whemp#reon is excluded from the necessary work-
related information in several ways. Aggressiothmworkplace can also take physical, active and
direct forms when the target is exposed to physisahults and harassment (e.g., sexual, racial).
Indirectly, the physical assault can be directeddoexample, the property of the target. Also,
work overloading can be construed as an activeigdlyassault, yet an indirect form of that assault.
However, the severe attempts to sabotage the sapgessibilities to do their tasks by cutting the
resources necessary or offering impossible resewae be perceived as passive and indirect
physically aggressive behaviors.

Research findings hint at some cultural and sibmafi variation in the forms of bullying,
although this issue has not been systematicallgnged. In Japan, for example, where the

prevalence of workplace bullying dramatically ireesed in the early 1990s, victims reported
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extremely destructive forms of bullying, such asbea target of physical violence, having
superiors and peers refuse to talk to the victirgreet him or her, not being allowed to attend
meetings or receive memos, having office furnitame equipment taken away, being required to do
excessively late and all-night work, and sexuahkament (Meek, 2004). As interpreted by Meek,
this trend corresponded with the economic crisiedaby Japan in the 1990s; the purpose of
workplace bullying was to drive out employees withtechnically violating the lifetime

employment principle characteristic of Japan.

The comparison of bullying experiences at difféi@ganizational levels illustrates the fact
that workers are exposed to insults or offensivear&s and excessive teasing more often than
managers. Managers, however, disclosed exposuratianageable workloads and unreasonable
deadlines more frequently than workers (Hoel et24101).

Kinney (2003) categorized sexual harassment messaigefive groups according to the
theme of the message: 1) hostile and aggressivakdgmands (statements that include sexual
demands, often using vulgarities and threats, @)alecondescension (statements that disparage the
intellect or competence of the recipient), 3) séxiagirability and undesirability (statements that
refer to the sexual potential of the recipient)sdyual willingness and readiness (statements that
make reference to the perceived sexual willingoésise recipient), and 5) sexual
dissection/objectification (statements that refeeehspecific aspects of the recipient’s body that
was sexualized). In a research interview conducyeRyynanen (2003), ten sexually harassed
women reported that their experiences of sexuadsanent were based, not only on the meanings
carried by the verbal messages of the harasseal$mbn the appraisals and interpretations given
to nonverbal messages (e.g., tone of voice, useéewice, facial expressions, use of gaze or smile,
physical distance between communicators, and tagghihe personality of the harasser, his/her

expected intentions in the communication situatéorg his/her responses to the target’s signals of
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rejection. Hence, perceived sexual harassment mdabed, not only on the harasser’s
communication behavior as such, but also on tlepneétations given to this behavior by the target.

To summarize, previous research has clearly demagadtthe multiplicity of the forms of
bullying. It has also revealed various ways in WWhsommunication is involved in bullying, either
in the form of messages directly addressed todtget or concerning his or her work or personal
affairs, or as interaction which hinders the tamgability to perform his or her tasks in a desleab
manner, or to make it more difficult for him or herestablish good relationships with colleagues or
peers. However, we do not know much about theantem processes in which bullying messages
are produced and interpreted, with or without thgips being simultaneously present.

In the target’s evaluation of the significance efjative acts directed at him or her, the
target presumably tries to understand the reasgrhelor she has been chosen as a target and
estimate his or her chances of preventing the hrdiy proceeding. The target could possibly find
the reason for bullying in the characteristics @ndwior of him/herself or in those of the bullye th
relationship of the parties, or the interactionethinas taken place between them. Potentially, the

target can then use this interpretation in the petidn of his or her self-defense.

Strategies of Defense

When a person feels that he or she has been altackectimized by individuals with whom
s/he shares a substantial part of his/her dagy $ifhe must choose how to respond to this abuke an
how to defend him/herself. Previous research indgthat victims of bullying employ a variety of
defensive strategies to survive.

According to Salmivalli, Karhunen, et al. (199@j)e tvictims of school bullying tend to use
three different kinds of strategy to defend themel These strategies include aggression, trying to
show that one doesn’t care about the bullying, maidg hurt/helpless behavior. Children who use

aggression as a strategy to cope with bullyingdrit back as hard as needed. Pupils who try not
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to care about the whole situation attempt to sedn@nd avoid showing any interest in the bullying
acts being performed. Helpless victims, rather flage the bully, strive to escape from the critical
situation. Their response is to exhibit their pdessness. It should be noted that these categories
only describe the observable behavior of the vistinot their subjective feelings or thoughts.

Further, Smith, Talamelli, Cowie, Naylor, and Chant{2004) coded the coping strategies
reported by pupils into seven discrete categofiptalk to someone (teacher, counselor, parents,
tutor), 2) ignore the bullying, 3) stick up for yrself (take care of myself, get more mature, gort i
out with bully), 4) avoid, stay away from the buyls) get more and different friends, make an effort
to become more popular, 6) fight back, and 7) déffié behavior / attitude (try to be happier, behave
normally, mind my own businesses, don't cry). Ollethe most common strategy was talking to
someone about bullying. However, the escaped vic(ira., those who had been, but no longer
were, bullied) more frequently reported disclodialging to someone about the bullying and trying
to have more or different friends and be more pmpwvhereas those who had not managed to
escape from the bullying more often reported trymignore the bullying.

Research suggests that defensive acts in bullyingt®ns improve when children get
older. Younger pupils more likely react to bullyibg crying. Defensive strategies get more
complex with age, and, for example, not payingrditbe to bullying becomes a more common
defensive strategy. (Smith & Madsen, 1999.) Cric# Bodge (1994) also contended that, as
children age, their ability to perceive social imf@tion, produce more complex responses, and
enact strategies improves. If the improvement éémgve acts further continues in adulthood, we
can assume that the strategies used by adultsé@s cd workplace bullying are quite well-
developed.
In studies of bullying at work, the teroopinghas usually been used insteadtategies of

defensavhen referring to the efforts made by the victinbirlying processes. Coping refers to the

“constantly changing cognitive and behavioral ¢fdo manage specific external and/or internal
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demands that are appraised as taxing or excedwngsources of the person” (Folkman &
Lazarus, 1984, p. 141). Hence, coping in bullyingcpsses can be regarded as including the
behavioral strategies of defense used by the vietiattual bullying situations as well as the
cognitive efforts of the victim to master or ovemo® bullying.

In their interviews of bullying victims, Zapf and&@s (2001) identified four conflict
management strategies. The exit category incluckbgeabehavior that might at the same time be
regarded as destructive, since, in bullying caseasbehavior often means, for example, the
ultimate solution — quitting the job. On the othand, for the victim, leaving a difficult working
environment is not necessarily a destructive thirige voice category refers to active and
constructive problem-solving behavior, and the lyyeategory consists of the silent and passive
hope that the problem will be solved. The fourtlatstgy is neglect, referring to passive and thus
destructive behavior such as reduction of commitrteethe working organization. Zapf and Gross
found that most of the bullying victims changeditistrategy several times during the bullying
process.

Several other researchers have examined the cefratggies used by the victims in bullying
processes at work (e.g., Alberts, Lutgen-SandviR;r&cy, 2005; Hogh & Dofradottir, 2001; Niedl,
1996; Zapf & Gross, 2001), getting similar resuitgarding the developmental courses of these
strategies. Very often, victims of bullying facedwa conflict situation start off with a more aai
and constructive strategy (e.g., advancing argusnegeinst the accusations of the bully or openly
talking about the distressing situation with hirrher). If this strategy fails to succeed, victiraad
to change their behavior, and the majority avoidflects, if possible. One way of trying to avoid
conflict is to adapt to the other party and giveomg’s own interests. Even this approach is not
always a successful strategy, and thus, most \sotina up trying to escape the conflict or to direct
their efforts toward becoming “invisible.” Accordjrio Zapf and Gross, leaving the organization

and seeking support are the strategies most adtammended by bullying victims to other
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bullying victims. However, seeking support by makancomplaint against the perceived bully, for
example, can be regarded by the bully as provaeativnurtful behavior, which, in turn, can result
in the escalation of the conflict and lead to aatibn which the victim cannot control.

With regard to sexual harassment, Clair (1993) kmexl that women do not openly
complain about sexual harassment because orgamgatrely encourage open discussion of this
issue and prefer confidentiality when dealing veittmplaints. Further, Clair suggested that women
avoid going through formal channels to report sekasassment because they expect (and fear) that
their complaints could be ignored or trivializedlaghat they may face a lack of protection from
future retaliation as well as opposition from thalendominated hierarchy. Hence, their time will be
wasted because of the ineffective sexual harasspadioy of the organization. Instead, they choose
to avoid or escape conflicts with their harasser tardiscuss harassment only with their family
members or best friends.

Even talking to one’s family members about sex@ahbsment can be difficult in some
cultures. In Malay societies, for example, womeaidveporting sexual harassment incidents to
their fathers and brothers, out of fear that theyhd be accused of having invited the harassment
by being insufficiently reticent and modest, ortthey reporting these incidents, they would
obligate their male family members to react aggvess(e.g., by taking a revenge to the harasser)
to being shamed by the harassment of their fenaately members (Collins & Bahar, 2000).

To summarize, on the basis of previous researclalrgady know something about the kinds
of defensive or coping strategies victims choosauitying processes. However, we do not know
why victims choose a particular strategy, whatdestirect the selection of the strategy, or what
the possible consequences of different strategigistrbe for the bullying. To increase
understanding of why the processes of interactionetimes lead to a situation where the victim
finds it difficult to defend him/herself, growingtantion should be paid, not only to the forms of

bullying, but also to the intensity of hurtful mages and the communication strategies used in
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bullying as well as to the relationship betweerntfalcommunication and the characteristics of the
strategies of defense.

Communication research offers initial insight asitov these questions might be approached.
For example, Kinney (1994) provided a model for¢tassification of hurtful messages. By means
of this model, verbal attacks can be describedcaasdon conscious selection of the power and
content of the attack as well as on the methodb¥ering it. Our assumption is that the bully can
choose how deeply he or she wants to hurt thetthggearying these elements. In addition to
taking advantage of this variation, the bully migbtstruct and argue his or her verbal attack so
skillfully as to make it almost impossible for thietim to respond and for an outsider to identtfy i
as an attack. For group members, the insults ar@lysasier to interpret because the hurtful
messages extend from meanings shared within thggproskillful bully can identify these shared
meanings, although the victim might be unawaréefrt. The bully may also be adept at resisting
possible defensive acts of the victim. Hence, aigjiothe victim may try to respond to hurtful
messages with the same intensity, responses cdetdeed because of the well-developed
strategies used by bully.

The concept ofacecan be traced back for centuries into Chinese mulelg., Ho, 1976; Hu,
1944), and the theory of face work (Goffman, 19&@vides a further tool for analyzing the
relationship between hurtful messages and theegiest of defense. Brown and Levinson (1987)
defined the concept of face (which they derivednfithe work of Goffman) as “the public self-
image that every member wants to claim for hims@lf’61). According to Cupach and Metts
(1994), the theory of face work is useful in chadjmg, threatening, paradoxical, difficult, or
awkward situations. While speakers usually bassaction upon respect and the preference for
mutual face preservation, in bullying situatiorg interaction involves hurting and threatening the
partner’s face. Bullying can certainly be regarded face threat to the target, and in order te sav

or return his or her face, the target must engagiefensive and protecting acts. Hence, we should
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investigate the possibility that the defensivetstyees chosen by the victim will be related to the
threat of face experienced by him or her.

Further, interpretations of (and the different ldrad clues used to identify) hurtful
communication can trigger specific defensive respsnThe Social Information-Processing model,
introduced by Crick and Dodge (1994), clarifiedatdn’s creation of behavioral enactment in
situations where social adjustment is needed. GnckDodge found that aggressive children more
likely interpret other’s intentions as deliberatblystile and concentrate more on aggressive clues.
Aggressive children also generate more hostiléegir@s and goals than prosocial children, and they
tend to believe that the use of aggression canttepdsitive outcomes. Suggesting that personal
characteristics direct defensive strategies, #ssarch invites further investigation in order to
determine the various interpretations made of stlemmunication behavior and the strategies
generated on the basis of these interpretatiomsdyiduals with different kinds of personal
characteristics (e.g., shy or reticent, assertind, supportive individuals).

On the other hand, from the victim’s perspectivbulying relationship can be examined as
an unwanted relationship in which the bully is str®nger party and the victim is always the clear
loser of the exchange. Hess (2003) suggested tinanted relationships cause stress, and stress
demands some sort of coping by the individual. dtmiified the different tactics which people use
to deal with unwanted relationships. Primarily, Blasserted that people try to avoid closeness and
self-disclosure with an unwanted person. Accordmbless, tactics include avoidance, ignoring
and inattention, discounting the hurtful messadeseption, humor, and degrading (i.e., perceiving
the other person as less than human).

According to Hess (2003), a behavior that seemgeusal in unwanted relationships is the
effort to distance oneself from the unwanted comigation partner. Distance can be created, for
example, through making interactions shorter iratlan, staying away from the other person as

much as possible, or simply ignoring the other. @ibfensive strategies found by Salmivalli,
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Karhunen, et al. (1996), as well as by Smith arllagues (2004), share many features with the
distancing strategies introduced by Hess, sugggstat the selection of the defensive strategy
stems from the characteristics of the relationSieifpveen bully and victim. Most challenging for
the victims of bullying is to maintain a minimunvéd of closeness with the unpleasant partner
while preserving the relationship with that pergomn at least, maintaining membership in the peer
group). Distancing can be a successful strateggtaiol, but in the contexts of working life, this
tactic can make the victim’s work even more difficgince good employees cannot hide from their
supervisors and co-workers.

Communication studies should aim at improving duility to identify mentally violent
communication behaviors and processes as wellidemtify the communicative strategies that
form an effective defense against them. In additie& should examine production of hurtful
communication and the strategies of defense, dsawéb the relationship between them.
Theoretical and conceptual frameworks from theigis® of communication offer particularly
useful resources for explicating such factors.

On the intrapersonal level, communication theodiescribe, for example, the cognitive
processes of individuals in which they set goatsrfteraction with others and construct
communication strategies; produce, perceive ampngét verbal and nonverbal messages, and give
meanings and interpretations to messages (i.@ri¢seof information processing, e.g., the
constructivist approach, see Burleson, 1989; DBlid)’'Keefe, & D. O’Keefe, 1982).
Understanding the intrapersonal dynamics of bujyéould also be enhanced through
communication research on verbal aggressivenes{n& Wigley, 1986), communication
apprehension (McCroskey, 1982), willingness to camicate (McCroskey & Richmond, 1987),
and cognitive complexity (e.g., Burleson & Caplaf98) which direct the cognitive processes,
perceptions, and communication behavior of indigiduln addition, significant studies focus on

the communication skills and communication competenf individuals (e.g., Cupach & Spitzberg,
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2002; Greene & Burleson, 2003; Malcom, 1994; Seitgh1994; S.R. Wilson & Sabee, 2003). The
knowledge concerning communication orientations @mmunication skills, together with the
theories of message production, facilitate undedstey why and how some individuals create more
complex and sophisticated communication stratethis others to achieve their communication
goals (e.g., get social approval from others, gaimpliance, affect others’ interpersonal
relationships, or get a leading position in a gjpwhile others might find it almost impossible to

get a single reliable friend or express their apisiin the presence of others.

Antecedents of Bullying at School and in the Workplace

Previous studies have examined the antecedentdlginiy at school and in the workplace
on three primary levels: 1) personal charactegssicconditions of an individual, either of a bully
or of a victim, 2) dynamic functions of a groupgdéor 3) organizational (and cultural) level
variables. Since this area of research is largehave restricted our review to those studies and
findings which intersect most connections with camimation theory and research. In this section,
we will argue that communication research can naagignificant contribution in enlarging
understanding of associations of bullying with tlevelopment of communication relationships

between individuals, within groups, and within argations.

Individual Differences in Communication Behavior

In the case of school bullying, individual-levetfars examined as antecedents of bullying
have included physical appearance (e.g., overndemveight, clumsiness, and physical strength),
self-esteem, shyness, insecurity, social withdraamtiety, depression, loneliness, social
intelligence, aggressiveness (both reactivenesparattiveness), the family relationships of an
individual (e.g., attachment relationships, famignagement practices, and the structural aspects
of families), and practices used in upbringing@mle. As previous research attests, the most

powerful predictors of victimization at the indivadl level are low self-esteem, shyness or timidity,
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insecurity, sensitivity, and anxiousness on the @ia child (e.g., Olweus, 1993; Salmivalli, 2003)
This research emphasizes, however, that featurssafind might not only be causes of bullying,
but they might also develop as a consequence efteg harassment (e.g., Pikas, 1990).

The most typical characteristic of a bullying heyggressiveness (e.g., Olweus, 1993),
whereas a girl who bullies others is not necessagpressive. Instead, she might possess a very
high level of social intelligence which she useaiast her victim by means of indirect bullying and
the manipulation of peer relationships (Kaukiaing®)3). According to Olweus, a bully usually
does not have low self-esteem, neither does hieeoespress insecurity. Rather, he or she most
probably has a strong need for self-assertion aie @t the center of attention (Salmivalli, 1998).

However, previous studies have yielded conflictiesults regarding the characteristics of
bullies and their victims. On the one hand, bulliese appeared to be aggressive individuals (e.g.,
Olweus, 1993) with inadequate communication skafgecially in relation to self-control,
cooperation, and empathy (Kaukiainen, 2002, 2008)the other hand, a bully might as easily be a
pupil with normally-developed communication skile or she might even have exceptionally
good communication skills, especially in persuasard s/he might be highly perceptive about
his/her social environment and the relationshipstiexy among others. He or she might be very
competent in establishing friendships, knowing hlbe/other person feels, and making others
laugh; in other words, the bully might be very catgmt in the kinds of communication skills
which make him or her a skillful manipulator (seaukiainen, 2002, 2003; Weir, 2001).

Kaukiainen (2003) reported a significant relatlupsetween social intelligence and
indirect bullying. Social intelligence enables giractice of indirect bullying. Girls tend to be mor
socially intelligent than boys. As such, they hthld potential to make precise interpretations ef th
surrounding social reality and influence other peadp a tactful way. Usually, social intelligence

positively affects relationships, but it can bedusenegative ways as well. Future research should
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explore children’s skills in argumentation, persaasand relational attachment, and the
relationships of these skills with bullying.

According to previous studies conducted among detiatdren, the victims of bullying can
be classified into three categories: 1) passiviBmg; who are typically sensitive, shy, anxious,
insecure, careful, and have low self-esteem arebative communicator image (Olweus, 1993); 2)
provocative victims, who are aggressive and iiritato others and might simultaneously be bullies
(Olweus, 1993), and 3) ordinary pupils, whom othfassome reason, have selected as a victim
(Salmivalli, 1998). Hence, very different kindsindlividual-level factors characterize both bullies
and their victims.

Corresponding findings have been obtained in wapkife contextsin working life, the
individual-level characteristics examined as ardeo¢s of bullying have included differences in the
age and gender of the individuals; dissimilaritgiimking, behavior, and values between the
individuals; inflexibility of the victim in adaptmto the norms and rules of the working community;
aggressiveness and inability to communicate intcocsve ways; self-esteem of the bully; the
tendency of an individual to criticize others’ wpdnd envy and jealousy.

Previous research characterizes the bully or harasseither an incompetent communicator
with a low tolerance of criticism directed agaihshself/herself or a skilful “player” in
interpersonal relationships (Lindroos, 1996; Task¥®7). Rainivaara (2004) interviewed
individuals who had experienced bullying at thé&rge of work. Respondents described their
bullies as dominant, overly self-confident, comipeti and verbally aggressive communicators who
had deficiencies in their argumentation and listgrgkills as well as in their ability to take tlwer
of the other and show empathy. At the same timegeher, the bullies were adept at protecting
their own position by creating a good impressiotheimselves to others in the work community.

The victim of workplace bullying, in turn, tendstie someone who is rather different, when

compared to the others around him. As suggestathiya-Vaananen (2003), the “difference” of
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the victim might be a matter of, for example, hgvihe courage to express one’s opinions, of
unusual diligence, of creativity, or it might bengily a matter of being the only representative of
one’s own sex, age, or area of expertise. On tmer dtand, previous studies also suggest that
victims can lack sensitivity concerning the imgliciles and norms of the working community, and
therefore, they might irritate others (Vartia & Kea-Jortikka, 1994).

Studies of bullying rarely focus on the interperdaelationships between bully and victim.
One exception is Einarsen (1999) who divides thgires of bullying into two categories. By
dispute-related bullyingeinarsen referred to harassment which developsresult of an
unresolved conflict between individuals. Bsedatory bullying on the other hand, Einarsen treated
harassment as the means by which the bully triaslgeve some personal advantage, at the
victim’s expense. Einarsen stated:

Predatory bullying refers to cases where the vig#rsonally has done nothing provocative

that may reasonably justify the behaviour of thiybin such cases the victim is

accidentally in a situation where a predator eith@emonstrating power or in other ways is

trying to exploit an accidental victim into compize. (p. 22—-23)

According to Einarsen, a bullying case typicallyriggered by a work-related conflict. Additional
research should explore the communication procegksere work-related conflict turns into
bullying.

In one study, sexually harassed women describedkitwets of men. Some men sent
sexually harassing verbal and nonverbal messagksemmed to send those messages deliberately
in order to increase their power over the targeitumations without bystanders present, and other
harassers did not seem to have any other kind deiay form of behavior when communicating
with women and, therefore, perhaps did not evelieeethat their behavior was experienced as
intrusive (Ryynanen, 2003). The first kind of seidu@rassment behavior involves adequate

communication skills and goal-orientation, whergslatter kind of behavior suggests insufficient
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communication skills. In both cases, however, thgative interpretation given to the behavior of
the harassers resulted from some kind of violabfocommunication norms or expectations.

As a general conclusion to the survey of this afeasearch, the personal characteristics
and communication skills examined in previous stadire associated to some extent, at the least,
with involvement in bullying, either in the role biilly or victim. However, they do not explain the
variance in its entirety. In addition, in some &agbe results are even contradictory. In othedsor
we have so far identified a number of “types” daliinduals who are at risk of becoming involved
in bullying, but we do not know for sure that theyl. Therefore, we should examine the
developmental courses of bullying relationshipsendosely, in order to determine what kinds of
interaction result in the formulation of a bullyinglationship. We claim that, rather than being
casually formed, the roles of bully and victim &wemulated in communication processes taking
place between individuals and within groups oveEmaer period of time. Therefore, we should
pursue what actually happens in the processedasfirtion that take place between different kinds
of persons before and during the development af thiationship into a bullying relationship.

Communication theories that describe the developmwienterpersonal relationships include
uncertainty reduction theory (see Berger, 1987gBe& Bradac, 1982), social penetration theory
(see Altman & Taylor, 1973; Taylor & Altman, 198@nd expectancy violation theory (see
Burgoon and Hale, 1988). Each of these theoriekldauailitate understanding of, in particular,
why and how bullying between two individuals startshe beginning of their acquaintanceship.
These theories describe how interpersonal reldtipaslevelop in repeated interactions between
the partners, how knowledge of the other persopeleeby gradually moving on toward more and
more intimate issues in discussions, and how partmegld trust and mutual understanding of
important issues. These theories, together withsaggs production theories and constructs of

communication orientation, could be valuable fgpressing how, on some occasions, a close and
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supportive friendship springs up between certagiividuals, whereas a bullying relationship
develops between others in which only one parteeefits while the other one loses.

Further, the concept ekrbal aggressiomas been applied in communication research to
describe violent and hostile communication behawther as a traitlike or statelike orientation of
an individual (for related review, see Morgan & ¥dih, 2005). Verbally aggressive messages
attack an individual’s self-concept in order to madke person feel less favorably about himself
(Infante & Wigley, 1986). They can consist of claea attacks, competence attacks, insults,
maledictions, teasing, ridicule, profanity, threaisd nonverbal indicators (Infante, 1987).

For an individual who constantly expresses aggrassith his or her communication
behavior, establishing friendships with others ttieose of the same kind might be difficult because
his or her offensive communication style does aotft others to expose their personal and
intimate concerns to him or her. Research suggestullies usually hang out with other bullies
(Salmivalli, 1998), and they nominate fellow budlias their friends (Espelage & Holt, 2001). As a
result, instead of learning friendly and supporfimens of communication from other kinds of
children and adolescents, they reinforce aggressives of communication.

Communication theories and concepts provide patiytiseful theoretical and conceptual
frameworks for learning how different communicatmentations and communication skills relate
to interaction processes as well as typical compaimn patterns for critical situations where the
roles of bully and victim are formulated. In futisidies, we should examine the individual,
relational, and situational factors which incredseprobability of a communication relationship

turning into a bullying relationship.

Bullying and Harassment as Group Processes
In this section, we focus on the role of group camroation in bullying processes. After

providing a review of previous literature in whibhllying has been examined as a group process,
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we advance some communication theories as exarmipths tools which communication discipline
has to offer for the examination of the goals angppses bullying serves in groups and of the
formulation of the roles of bully and victim withthe group structure.

Previous research suggests that bullying at sajutokly expands into a group process,
with several persons involved in different rolesatdition to the bullies and their victims, Olweus
(1973) and Salmivalli (1998) as well as O’ConnBkpler, and Craig (1999) identified various
other roles in bullying situations. Some childregerly join in the bullying when someone initiates
it, and they act as “assistants” to the bully. itRercers” provide an audience for the bully, for
example, by laughing and giving positive feedbachkim/her. Further, a remarkable number of
children remain aloof, as “outsiders,” from actballying situations, but they still allow bullying
go on through their silent approval. Finally, agn8@alli argued, a few “defenders” linger to
support the victim by comforting and taking sidathvhim/her and by trying to make the others
stop bullying.

The roles of individuals in bullying situations lealveen explained, for example, in terms of
group norms and status hierarchies within a gréupt, bullying occurs more commonly in school
classes where the group norms concerning bullyiagather positive and bullying is seen as
acceptable behavior (Salmivalli & Voeten, 2004)c@wa, the status of an individual within a group
sets limits to the individual’s behavior and ratethe group. While a pupil with low status (i.es., i
not liked, but clearly rejected by peers) mostmo#eads up a victim, a person with high status & th
group (i.e., is liked and not rejected by peershase freely allowed to choose the role of a
defender of the victim, and acting in this role htigctually raise his/her status. The status of a
bullying boy is usually quite low, whereas bullyiggls are either very much liked or very clearly
rejected by their peers (Salmivalli, Lagerspetalet1996).

Other group-level explanations for bullying hawehb asserted by, for example, Olweus and

Pikas. Olweus (1993) suggested that bullying canltérom following the behavioral model of an
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admired person, weakened control of one’s own aggre tendencies after seeing that the negative
behavior of a bully is rewarded (in terms of “ovarang” the victim) rather than punished (by
peers, teachers, or parents, for example), perakegitanges after continual attacks and hurtful
comments, resulting in an increased tendency deadents to see the victim as a person of no
value, and diffusion of individual responsibilithen the whole group is involved in bullying. Janis
recognized this phenomenon in the theory of Graokt{see Janis, 1982). The theory suggests
that, since responsibility for the decisions magéhe group is diffused, a group can end up
approving a decision which no single member ofgitweip would have approved on his own. The
whole group kicking someone in the school yardestiaying his or her personal property could
result from a decision made in this way. We alrelaalyw that school bullying appears most often
in the presence of a larger group. At work, a deaisoncerning the dramatic cutting of employee
resources or increasing his/her work load can Ioe doore easily by an executive group than by an
individual employer.

An additional explanation given for school bullyiisgthat the group follows the model of
the bully because the members are afraid of beapmiatims too, if they resist him/her (Slee,
1994). Further, Pikas (1990) contended that bujlymght result from cognitive dissonance caused
by the dissimilarity between the victim and othéger this dissonance occurs, members of a
group start to “test” the victim in order to clégdiim/her according to categories that they can
recognize. Pikas also argued that members of thggrould develop a view of the victim as an
enemy. This perception might be completely irradicand independent of the victim’s behavior, or
it might be caused by a threat from the victim vaieally has been experienced by the bully.

In work contexts, participant roles in bullying pesses have not been empirically
examined. However, based on research in schoolggtive should investigate the possibilities
that, in workplaces where people often form boficiaf and unofficial teams and groups, the

harassment of one or several individuals can alse the form of a group phenomenon, with
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individuals participating in different roles (aslles, victims, assistants, reinforcers, and
defenders).

Indeed, several group phenomena have been propssedglanations of why individuals in
workplaces approve the bullying of their workmategven participate in that bullying. First, the
existence of unresolved problems or continuous @bitign in the working community can result
in the employees choosing a victim as a scapegoatahey can blame for all the problems
occurring at the workplace (e.g., Einarsen, 1998cdtoos, 1996; Thylefors, 1987; Vartia &
Perkka-Jortikka, 1994). As Thylefors detailed, eosel explanation for bullying is that a new or
somehow different employee becomes rejected by otiecause of an anticipated (or potential)
threat to the working practices or communicatidatrenships of the group. Third, members of a
working community may not try to prevent the bullgiof their workmates because they fear
sharing the victim’s fate and be rejected by others

On the basis of previous research, we already khaty in addition to bully and victim,
bystanders play significant roles in bullying preses, and most of these roles serve to support the
purposes of the bully instead of the victim. Thus,can conclude that bullying seems to have a
particular purpose in a group, and most of thededii and adolescents at school, as well as adults a
work, are committed to proceeding toward this pagdn addition to searching for an explanation
of bullying by asking about bully motivations, weust ask what goals and purposes are served in a
group by bullying (Kaukiainen, 2002; Salmivalli, ) and how members of the group choose
their own role in bullying processes. We shoulad &sgplore the ways in which the roles of bully
and victim are produced and reinforced in the adgon processes of the group members. Are
these roles developed in the actual bullying sibastor based on longer and more extensive
processes of group formation?

On the group level, a large amount of communicatésearch has focused on understanding

how roles, norms, rules, and status hierarchiesldpwvithin groups and how the communication



45

characteristics of individuals affect these proesg$or a review, see Haslett & Ruebush, 1999). In
addition, existing communication literature deseslhow groups are developed, how interpersonal
relations are established and reinforced in grolpw, group cohesion is strengthened or weakened
in interaction processes, and how groups are steatiand restructured through communication
(see, for example, Anderson, Riddle, & Martin, 19R8yton, 1999; Mabry, 1999).

In the following, structuration theory, developed®iddens (1984) and later applied to
small group communication by Poole, provides orengple of a useful theoretical framework
about the processes of group formation. Structumatieory (see Giddens, 1984; Poole, 1999;
Poole, Seibold, & McPhee, 1996) focuses on thega®es by which the formation and
reproduction of groups occur and the factors thiéénce these processes. The theory rests on a
distinction between system and structure. A systenstitutes a social entity, such as a group,
pursuing various practices that give rise to areolable pattern of relations within the group.
Structures involve the rules and resources thatlmeesruse to generate and sustain the group
system. Structures provide a kind of “recipe” fotiag that comprises a configuration of rules as
well as the material and social resources usedrg bbout the action.

In the theorystructurationserves the central concept representing the nafwgteuctures
and the relationship between structure and sydteefers to “the process by which systems are
produced and reproduced through members’ use @ and resources” (Poole et al., 1996, p. 117).
Thus, on the one hand, members of a group drawles and resources (structures) to interact, and,
on the other hand, structures exist only by vidtieules and resources being used in practice.

When the question of accepting a new member ofjtbep arises, the group has to weigh
the costs and benefits of accepting the newconer.niembers must evaluate how much pressure
accepting a new member will bring for the groughange its structures and rules. Notably, a
newcomer might also have significant resourcegsitmgho the group in the form of his/her

characteristics, abilities, and knowledge. If augr@accepts the new employee, the structures of that
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group will be rebuilt. In a situation of this kintdhe group might (often subconsciously) come to the
conclusion that the benefits to be gained from piticg the new person are less than the coststthat i
will entail in the sense of changing the system stnactures of the group. Because they perceive
the newcomer as a threat to the system and stesctdithe group, the group members might end
up mobbing, or approving the mobbing, of this parso

Why do some groups resort to extreme anti-soct#s, such as bullying, while other
groups choose to show the boundaries of the groagfriendly way and try to get along with the
outsiders, even though they are not willing to dblange to the existing system and structures of
the group by accepting them as members? A closenieation of some naturally-occurring groups
on the basis of the structuration theory might ltelanswer this question.

Another advantage of structuration theory is thabnsiders factors which could have an
effect on the processes of bullying. The theortestéhat several factors influence structuration, f
example, by differential distributions of resoureesong group members and between the group
and external actors. Actors with special expexisprivileged positions in a group can control
structuration more than novices or individuals Wétv resources. Potentially, resources which
individuals can offer to the group increase or dase over time, which can affect the
restructuration processes.

In the processes of group structuration, commuioicgilays a significant role (Poole, 1999;
Poole et al., 1996). By means of communicationyéiseurces of the possible members of a group
become identified, structures and rules of the gieecome negotiated, and group cohesion
becomes strengthened. Communication also fac8itde processes of social exclusion. By means
of effective persuasion, the members of a groupbeaconvinced that someone deserves to be
rejected by others, or should be treated in negatind humiliating ways. For example, in a study
conducted by Terasahjo and Salmivalli (2002), mupiplained why particular individuals were

bullied in their school. Participants describediwis of bullying as strange or somehow odd and,
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therefore, deserving to be bullied. These kindstwibutions given to bullying reflect the narragiv
nature of interpersonal persuasion, which has beearibed in the symbolic convergence theory
developed by Bormann (1996). This theory sheds bghthe ways in which members of a group
integrate themselves into the group by sharingaies, which also involves them in sharing
common values and ideals, and a common model bfyreBhe attributions given by children to
the bullying of someone seem to represent the $@gahared in a peer group about victims.

To summarize, bullying can be constructive for thmglividuals who belong to a particular
group but extremely destructive for someone whagiged as an “unworthy” person or even as a
threat and who, therefore, instead of being acdeftaction as a tool to serve the cohesive
purposes of the group. Future studies should ealpetncus on how bullying relationships
between individuals intersect with other interpaeaelationships as well as the structures of the

group where the bullying relationship exists.

Organizational and Cultural Level Antecedents ofiyBng and Harassment

In this section, we summarize and compare reseenath has focused on organizational-
level factors presumed to be antecedents of bgilgirschool and in workplaces. We also advance
some theoretical perspectives to enlarge undeiisiguod bullying as an organizational and cultural
communication phenomenon.

As Salmivalli (2003) summarized, organizationaldledeterminants of school bullying have
been pursued in the physical environment of thealcfe.g., the size, location, and coziness of the
school as well as level of control exercised dubingaks), school culture and climate, clarity & th
school rules, goal-orientation and general motorath school-work, and involvement of school
personnel in preventing bullying. Class-level irtigegtions of bullying have included, among other
things, the management of the class by teacherthangbcial structure of the class, both of which

have been associated with the prevalence of bgllyirtlass (Roland & Galloway, 2002).
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The norm climate of the school comprises an inguartactor in bullying at school. A study
of bullying-related classroom norms in grades dn8 6 revealed that, with increasing age, a
decrease in anti-bullying norms appears. Defentlingrictim becomes less approved while joining
in bullying becomes more accepted in the uppesemg¢Salmivalli & Voeten, 2004).

On the subject of bullying in working life, Leymait©93) found four factors that could have
a significant effect on the occurrence of workplaadlying: 1) deficiencies in the way in which the
worker’s tasks are defined and organized by managgm) deficiencies in leadership behavior, 3)
a socially-exposed position of the victim, and 49w moral standard. In a Finnish study, victims
of bullying described their workplace as a highhessful and competitive environment, full of
interpersonal conflicts and lacking a supportive@phere, subject to organizational changes, and
managed with an authoritarian leadership style {f&at996). Further, organizational-level
antecedents of work harassment have included aléngh of role conflicts and the lack of any
opportunity for self monitoring of one’s work (Eirs&n et al., 1994), deficiency in information
flow, the lack of mutual discussions concernindcsaasnd goals, and a low level of influence in
matters concerning oneself (Vartia, 1996) as wsejba content, social environment, and the lack of
control over one’s own time combined with high cergiion requirements (Zapf, Knorz, & Kulla,
1996).

In summary, although organizational-level antecéslenbullying at school and in the
workplace appear to include many similar featueeg.( weaknesses in the style of leadership and
social structure of a class or organization anlchfgs in the norms or moral standards adopted by
members), bullying at work seems to be more clemsfociated with task-related antecedents than
in school contexts. Thus, when moving from schoakorking life, the number of organizational
risk factors which might lead to bullying increasather than decreases. Communication practices

utilized in the distribution of work, in decisionaking, in conflict resolution, and in the giving of
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feedback become critical factors of the organiraticulture (see, for example, Hoel & Salin,
2003; Vartia, 1996).

The meaning of culture in the workplace can als@ibwed from a wider perspective. In the
communication literature, culture has been examased criterion used at workplaces to
discriminate against the representatives of cegeinps, such as women (e.g., Clair, 1993; Leets &
Giles, 1999; Meares et al., 2004), homosexuals, (eim, 2003), and ethnic and racial minorities
(e.g., Leets & Giles, 1999; Meares et al., 20043ciBmination directed against a whole group of
people because of their visible difference fromgbeounding majority, devalued social identity,
or presumed character flaws is sometimes alsodcaligmatization (see, for example, Miller &
Kaiser, 2001).

Although a large number of organizational and calttactors impact bullying and
harassment at school and in the workplace, wedableory which might combine all these factors
to explain what organizational and cultural purptieg bullying serves in institutions like schools
and workplaces. What kind of societal order orcttrce does bullying create in these institutions?

Studies have employed muted group theory (Kramd@&l) to address the societal purpose
of bullying and harassment (see, for example, C1&83, 1994; Hack & Clair, 1996; Lutgen-
Sandvik, 2003; Meares et al., 2004). This theocp$es on lack of voice and resistance to
silencing. As summarized by Meares and colleaguesed group theory is based on four main
premises. The first premise is that the membedsftd@rent groups have varied experiences and,
therefore, diverse perceptions of the world. Treoed premise suggests that each society
privileges some groups over others, though indaislat the top of the social hierarchy determine
the dominant discourse for that society, reinfagdimeir own worldview. In this discourse, groups
which are not privileged have fewer opportunit@gxpress their experiences and worldviews. The
dominant discourse mutes other perspectives. Aauptd the third premise, in order to get their

concerns recognized, those belonging to the sutmteligroups must use the language and
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communication style of those in the dominant grolige fourth premise states, however, that
resistance and change are possible.

On the basis of this theory, Clair (1993) analysednen’s interviews concerning their
experiences of sexual harassment at work. Payiagtatn to the ways in which these women told
their stories, she found that the framing of sexamhssment stories portrayed the harassment as a
hegemonic device which served to maintain the @stisrof the dominant group. Clair identified six
types of framing device: accepting dominant intex;esimple misunderstanding, reification,
trivialization, denotative hesitancy, and publie/pte expression — public/private domain. While
we advise interested readers to examine the wo@tadf more specifically in order to familiarize
themselves with all six types of framing device, lim@t our review here to consideration of those
techniques which might explain the framing of séhaassment as well as the framing techniques
of bullying at school and in the workplace.

As described by Clair (1993), tksemple misunderstandirfgaming device can be noted in the
frequent explanation that women may have miscoedtfiirting as sexual harassment. If we apply
this framing to the work-contexts more generaliynight be identified in a case where a superior
who has been accused of harassment explains thateps taken to reorganize the work of an
employee were necessary for the organization,Heuemployee simply took it too personally. At
school, pupils can often be heard to say that “Weevjust teasing him/her, but he/she was
offended, because he/she does not have any sehamof.” For the victimized individual,
however, the experience remained serious and dagagi the same lines as the simple
misunderstanding framing devideyialization may take place, invalidating the abusive situation
and denying the experience of the target by turttiegevent into a joke. Students may assert that
“We were teasing him/her just for fun; it was nathielse but play,” or “I was not referring to

his/her sexual orientation with my comment. Cae'tshe take a joke?”
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Denotative hesitanckefers to the constraints that the subjugatedmfeels in expressing
itself because the existing vocabulary of the fng8tn defines the institution’s reality only frotine
perspective of the dominant group. Therefore ntieenbers of the subjugated group can be without
the means of expression necessary to convey tvimarrative or define their own experience.
Clair (1993) argued that, when new terms (e.guakiarassment) are introduced into a language
system, their definitions must be contested bdBmmguage users reach consensus about their
denotative meaning. Hence, as long as bullyinghamdssment as concepts and phenomena are not
generally identified (and their existence at sclaoal in the workplace is, therefore, not admitted
and openly discussed), the subjugated groups recoainsed and without the means to recognize
the nature of their experience. This circumstaracelme observed in the accounts of previous
victims, when they explain in later years that,idlgitheir schooldays, they never understood that
what they experienced was school bullying.

As we pointed out earlier in the chapter, the irabaé of power between the parties is one of
the main characteristics of bullying as identiflgdresearchers in various definitions. Lutgen-
Sandvik (2003) applied muted group theory in expiag bully’s and victim’s inequality of access
to power in the superior-subordinate-relationsBipe argued that individuals who have access to
structural (hierarchical) power dominate organaai language in the workplace. As a result, the
dominant language likely reflects productivity dher organizational goals and might not reveal
subordinate employees’ workplace experiences. Apglsnuted group theory, she proposed an
extension of Leymann’s (1990) linear model of wdage mobbing to describe the developmental
phases of employee emotional abuse. Furthermoratddend colleagues (2004) examined
employee mistreatment through the perspectivespi@yees with different cultural backgrounds
in order to understand how some voices are mutdatrers privileged in an organization.

If we regard victims of bullying and harassmentresnbers of the muted group, new

guestions arise. What features characterize thebmenof the muted group and members of the
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dominant group, at school and in workplaces okdéht kinds? What kinds of individual
characteristics, skills, and behavioral featuresused to “justify” the bullying of one person and
privilege another to bully, and how are these figstiions negotiated in the interaction procesges o
the individuals involved? Answers to these questimight be found by investigating the
attributions which are given to bullying otherstobeing bullied. Previous studies suggest that
children at school, both victims and others, temfirtd justification for bullying in the
characteristics and behavior of the victim (Hooeeal., 1992; Terasahjo & Salmivalli, 2002),
rather than in those of the bully.

Bullying might also be regarded as a way of teaglhin individual to follow the norms and
rules of the organization, as could be presumexdta¢ar in the cases of bully-victims where pupils
start to bully an individual who acts aggressivelyards others. However, bullying others seems to
be acceptable behavior in the case of some stydeinile, for others, it is not. Are there certain
characteristics of individuals which privilege théonbully others, or are these individuals just
employing more acceptable forms of bullying?

Muted group theory constitutes one example of traraunication perspectives which can be
applied to bullying. Previous studies of organizasil communication (see, for example, Hoel &
Salin, 2003; House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, &t&uW004; Taylor, Flanagan, Cheney, &
Seibold, 2001, Vartia, 1996), conflict managemeaee( for example, De Dreu & Van de Vliert,
1997; Hample, 1999; Keashly & Nowell, 2003; KelkeDalton, 2001), leadership (see, for
example, Connaughton & Daly, 2005), and feedbaek, (or example, Kluger & DeNisi, 1996;
Lizzio, Wilson, Gilchrist, & Gallois, 2003) shedjht on the communicative factors which direct the
communication climate of the workplace, the develept of conflicts, organizing of tasks, and the
developmental courses of bullying processes. ®usarch could help in understanding the
organizational-level risk factors in the processielsullying as well as in finding tools for direxag

organizations in a more supportive and less viadénetction.
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Managing the Costs of Bullying with Social Support

For the victim, bullying or harassment comprisésaamatic experience which markedly
reduces the quality of life. At school, the anxiatyd fear experienced by bullied children ofterlea
to serious motivation and learning difficultiesgagéive attitudes toward schooling, and to impaired
academic achievement (Mottet & Thweatt, 1997). Adow to the literature, bullying can lead to
lowered self-esteem and feelings of lonelinessiedyxand depression (Boulton & Smith, 1994;
Callaghan & Joseph, 1995; Hodges & Perry, 1996ti&alHeino, M. Rimpel&a, Rantanen, & A.
Rimpel&, 2000), and over time, to psychosomaticpggms of stress, such as increased somatic
complaints and more illnesses (Boulton & Smith,4:9Qaltiala-Heino et al., 2000; Rigby, 1998) as
well as mental health problems such as eating @issr(Kaltiala-Heino et al., 2000). Surprisingly,
recent studies have demonstrated that victims atieé$® both suffer from depressive symptoms
(Kaltiala-Heino, M. Rimpela, Rantanen, & A. Rimpel®98; Roland, 2002a), and they experience
suicidal thoughts (Kaltiala-Heino et al., 1998; &uad, 2002b) and psychosomatic symptoms (Vikat,
1998) more often than pupils who are not involvetullying at school.

Similarly, hostile behavior in the workplace sigecdntly affects victims on individual and
organizational levels. Keashly and Jagatic (20@3ited the effects of workplace bullying. They
divided the effects of workplace bullying inflirect andindirect effects. Direct effects encompass
negative mood (anger, resentment, anxiety) asasdiar of violence and cognitive distraction
(depressed mood, fear, loss of concentration)rénteffects decrease the psychological well-being
of the target, such as lowered self-esteem anddifisfaction, problem drinking, depression, overal
emotional health, and symptoms of post-traumatesstdisorder, PTSD (see also Bjorkqvist et al.,
1994; Leymann, 1992; C.B. Wilson, 1991). Indirefeets also include poor psychosomatic
functions of the target (physically weak health)l aeduced organizational functioning, at least

partially signified through decreased job satiséactgreater turnover of workers, increased
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absenteeism, decreased productivity and greatantioh to leave. Further consequences of
bullying at work span insomnia, various nervous gioms, melancholy, apathy, and socio-phobia
(Bjorkqvist et al., 1994) as well as social isaati stigmatizing, social maladjustment,
psychosomatic illnesses, compulsions, helplessaessdespair (Leymann, 1990). Sexual
harassment leads especially to a decreased leselfegsteem, the feeling of not being
professionally appreciated, fear of the opposike feelings of shame, and suspicion of employers
(Alemay et al., 1999; Timmerman & Bajema, 1999).

To conclude, in addition to the suffering duringuat threatening communication
situations, bullying and harassment can have lasgrg effects on an individual's overall
psychosocial well-being, personal relationshipsl, eareer development. Furthermore, bullying is
not only a personal problem for the individual wictlt can have serious consequences for the bully
as well as for families, friends, and relativedoth the victim and the bully and the whole
community where the problem exists.

Social support has a central role in an individsiabping processes. A growing body of
research demonstrates that supportive interperselagionships buffer the negative consequences
of peer rejection and victimization at school (ektpdges, Boivin, Vitaro, & Bukowski, 1999;
Parker & Asher, 1993). According to Einarsen (20@@tims with high social support at work or
off work probably feel less vulnerable when facathvaggression because social support can
reduce the emotional and physiological activatibthe victim, hence reducing the health effects of
long-term bullying.

Previous studies suggest, however, that the viatintsillying seldom receive support from
their peers in a concrete and perceivable wayases of school bullying, the number of individuals
who defend victims is small (Salmivalli, 1998; Salalli, Lagerspetz, et al., 1996). Similar
findings characterize cases of workplace harassrhatgen-Sandvik (2003), for example,

described the final stages of the communicativéecgtemployee emotional abuse. During these
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final stages, fear and intimidation silence bo#htdrgets and the other employees. Most coworkers
do not speak up in the face of collegial abuseasyets are silenced and separated from support. In
addition to fearing reprisal, providing support fobullied coworker drains energy from peers, and
they can become emotionally exhausted and withdigwport from a colleague who seems to be
too demanding or takes too much of their energgnBhe family members of the victim can
become emotionally exhausted and withdraw theipstp

In communication studies, social support and supgocommunication have been
investigated in several other contexts: in headttecfamily, and close relationships (see, for
example, Burleson, Albrecht, & Sarason, 1994; GarénCutrona, 2004), but not in the context of
bullying and harassment. The communication proseasd interpersonal relationships in which
social support is given to the individuals invohiadoullying should be examined both among
children and adults. Important questions remaino\&ie the best providers of support in bullying
cases, and what kind of social support and supgoctbmmunication is expected and needed by the
victims from different sources (e.g., parents,isidd, mates, friends, teachers and other school
personnel, superiors, and workmates)? Is the ndterae expected to provide a different kind of
support from that required from the superior atkyand is the support needed from parents
different from the support required from teachdrschool? Further, do individuals differ in their
need of social support in cases of bullying, and does support affect different kinds of victim?
What kinds of differences exist in the availabilifysupport between victims or victim groups?
Finally, researchers should pursue the kinds gbsdphat bullies need and receive; how does a
bully communicate his or her need to others, andtware the effects of support received by the

bully?

Conclusion
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Although bullying has been studied both in schaml working-life contexts, research
combining these two areas is rare. We already khaity although the extent of bullying can be
reduced by means of effective interventions by Kiglommitted personnel involved at school (see,
for example, Olweus, 2003; Roland, Bjgrnsen, & Ma@a03; Salmivalli, 2003), the roles of
bullies and victims seem to be quite permanentfza. We also know that, the older children get,
the more likely they are to accept bullying behavidirected toward others (Espelage & Holt,
2001; Salmivalli, 2003). Similarly, at the workpé&a®mnce harassment begins, it tends to continue
until the victim leaves his or her work.

Research suggests that the forms of both bullymbse|f-defense become more skilled and
sophisticated as the participants grow older. Simmglously, while the forms of indirect bullying
increase, the meanings and interpretations giveoriamunication behavior become more
significant, and outsiders face increasing diffiguh recognizing bullying when it occurs. As a
result, the examination of bullying grows even meinallenging, since the subjective aspects of the
phenomenon increasingly predominate.

Verbally and nonverbally hurtful messages, andleanings given to them, as well as their
effects in bullying situations have not receivedcimattention in communication research. Further,
research focusing on the strategies of defenseramanication acts in actual bullying situations is
rare in studies concerning workplace bullying, whil the studies of school bullying, less attention
has been paid to the long-term coping strategiegctiims. Communication studies should aim to
improve our ability to identify mentally violent monunication behaviors and processes as well as
to identify the communicative strategies (both ingilmé&e and long-term) that form an effective
defense against them.

However, labeling an individual’'s behaviors as yiallj or harassment could be difficult
because the meanings and interpretations giveontonzinication behavior vary from one person to

another. The same phrase, gesture, laughter, o toight be interpreted quite differently by
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various recipients who will assess that phrase,jrlght of the interpersonal relationship thia¢y
have with the sender and their history of inteaetiwith him/her. Therefore, the same kind of
message can be received as a spontaneous, hajokkesy one person and as a repeated, painful
insult by another. Similarly, the ability of an imtlual to defend himself might be estimated from
the verbal and nonverbal messages he sends, anohttst also be interpreted in the light of the
previous knowledge gained of the sender and tlagisekhip that he or she has with the bully. In
future research, more attention should be paitléddctors directing the production of hurtful
communication and the strategies of defense asaset the relationship between them. Here,
communication theories and concepts provide usetls$ for researchers.

In the beginning of the chapter, we examined d&bins given to bullying and related
concepts. We suggested that, in addition to trditioa of previous research which approached
bullying as the behavior of an individual directecanother individual or individuals, we should
pay more attention to the bullying relationshippasommunication relationship taking place
between individuals within groups and organizatiditss perspective means making the
interaction and relationships of individuals thetce of attention and moving the characteristics of
the individuals involved into the background (withhdorgetting them). The benefits of this kind of
approach could be found in an increased understgradithe interpersonal, organizational, and
group processes leading to bullying. On the bdsisi® approach, several questions call for the
contribution of communication scholars.

Future research should focus, first, on the devetyal courses of bullying relationships
and on the variation to be found in them, botthim ¢ontexts of school and working life. By means
of this research, we should learn to identify ballyrelationships and communication relationships
which are at risk of becoming such as well as iiddials who are at risk of falling into bullying

relationships.
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Second, the different participant roles which hbgen specified in studies of school
bullying should also be studied in the contextsiofking life. We have presumed that these roles
are formed in the communication processes of apydaming a longer period of time, and their
existence serves mainly constructive purposeseimgtbup (e.g, the strengthening of group
cohesion as well as group structuring and restrungf) although, simultaneously, it may become
extremely destructive for the “outsider” of the gpowho has been chosen as victim. The
development of these roles in the interaction efgloup needs further examination.

Third, research into school bullying, in turn, wibdenefit from applying theories of
organizational and cultural communication, sucmased group theory. This kind of research
could reveal the typically muted groups among chitldand detail how their voices become muted.
Is the subjugation of these children groups basedoial, ethnic, or gender-related discrimination,
the physical appearance of these children (e.gsith physical unattractiveness, or a visible
disability), or their communication skills and artations, such as shyness or reticence, low levels
of assertiveness, or insufficient relational sRillscertain groups of children are more vulnerable
than others to becoming subjugated, we should ilgate how the rules governing subjugation and
the assigning of privilege are transferred fromltsdio children. Do adults at home and at school
participate in the subjugating process? Are theesatividuals and groups at risk of becoming
victimized or becoming bullies, first at school ahén later in the workplace?

In searching for an understanding of bullying amohidren and adults, the benefits of the
core theories of information processing and intespeal and group communication have been
ignored so far. Communication theories can helpniderstanding bullying and harassment, and
their advantages can be easily recognized. Howewapjrical research applying these theories to
explain bullying and harassment processes is alemistly lacking.

In what ways can knowledge concerning bullying bedlin order to get a better

understanding of the socio-communicative natureunhans? What can be done to make a change
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in existing conditions and in the behavior of indivals? Increasing understanding of the
communication processes involved in school bullyang workplace harassment will certainly
enhance our understanding of human communicatibavier in other kinds of contexts and
relationships where mentally and/or physically eidlbehavior appears. This behavior might be
realized as verbal and physical abuse in domastiogndings, coercion and subjection in romantic
relationships, bullying and harassment in the dtgetool activities of adolescents, ethnic and
racial harassment and rejection among individuatpaups representing different cultures or
subcultures, or as hostile behavior in the corsfli#tween nations. Crawford (1999), for example,
broadened the term bullying to include incidentsarninternational level, as phenomena occurring
between nations. The accumulation of armamentseotesting of nuclear weapons can be regarded
as nations demonstrating their power to attack e#uér. In addition, the methods of prevention,
intervention, and the provision of support in onatext of bullying are often obviously transferable
to other contexts of the same kind. The study df/img in human relationships is a great challenge

for communication theory and research.
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