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Scientific Environment 

The present PhD-project has been carried out at the Department of Psychosocial 

Science, Faculty of Psychology, University of Bergen, where the author as well as the 

supervisors are members of the Bergen Bullying Research Group (BBRG), also known 

as FALK (Forskningsgruppe for Arbeidsmiljø, Ledelse og Konflikt). The present thesis 

has been a part of the overarching research project “Workplace bullying: From 

mechanisms and moderators to problem treatment”, headed by Professor Ståle 

Valvatne Einarsen and founded by the Research Council of Norway (NFR) and the 

University of Bergen, under grant number 250127. The doctoral education was carried 

out at the Graduate School of Human Interaction and Growth (GHIG) throughout the 

PhD period.  

The thesis has been conducted under supervision from Associate Professor Jørn 

Hetland, and co-supervised by Professor Ståle Valvatne Einarsen. 

The thesis relies on data from three larger data collections. In Paper 1 we employed 

data collected in a Norwegian marine transport company. This data collection was 

conducted by the FALK research group, and with Professor Ståle Valvatne Einarsen 

and Professor Emeritus Anders Skogstad as the main contributors. In Paper 2 we 

utilised data collected at a European University. This data collection was conducted by 

a statistical consulting agency, with Professor Guy Notelaers as the main contributor. 

In Paper 3 we employed data from the Bergen Sail Ship Study, which is a collaborative 

project between the Norwegian Royal Naval Academy, the University of Bergen and 

Erasmus University Rotterdam. Professor Olav Kjellevold Olsen, Associate Professor 

Roar Espevik, Associate Professor Jørn Hetland and Professor Arnold B. Bakker are 

the main contributors behind the study. Thanks to everyone who have contributed to 

these data collections. 
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Abstract 

The overall aim of this thesis is to fill some of the gaps in the existing literature 

regarding why workplace bullying occurs. Workplace bullying refers to repeated, 

unwelcome, and harmful behaviours directed toward an individual in a workplace 

setting. These behaviours can take various forms and may be perpetrated by colleagues, 

supervisors, or even subordinates. Workplace bullying is often described as “an 

escalating process in the course of which the person confronted ends up in an inferior 

position and becomes the target of systematic negative social acts” (Einarsen et al., 

2020, p. 26). Since workplace bullying is understood as an escalating process, 

understanding its antecedents and developmental pathways is key to also better our 

understanding of how it can be prevented. Although there has been an increasing 

amount of research investigating antecedents of workplace bullying during the last 

couple of decades, there is still a lack of more complex studies investigating how 

potential risk factors from different organizational levels interact in causing a risk for 

being exposed to bullying at work. This thesis comprises three empirical studies that 

all examine the role some situational-, contextual-, and individual factors play in the 

workplace bullying process, applying group-level and within-person research designs.   

Paper 1 reports on data from a cross-sectional convenience sample of Norwegian 

employees working in a marine transport company. The data had a hierarchical 

structure where respondents were nested within teams, enabling us to apply multilevel 

analysis. The aim of Paper 1 was to investigate whether team-level perceptions of 

conflict management climate moderate the relationships between three well-

established work-related situational risk factors (role conflict, workload, cognitive 

demands) and perceived exposure to bullying behaviours in the workplace, 

respectively. The findings showed role conflict and cognitive demands, but not 

workload, to be substantial predictors of exposure to bullying behaviours at the 

individual-level. Further, the findings showed that team-level conflict management 

climate moderated the relationship between role conflict and exposure to bullying, as 

well as the relationship between cognitive demands and exposure to bullying. More 

specifically, the positive relationships between the two predictors and exposure to 
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bullying behaviours were stronger for employees working in teams with a weak, versus 

a strong, conflict management climate. The findings of Paper 1 contribute to the 

bullying research field by showing that conflict management climate may buffer the 

impact of stressors on bullying, most likely by preventing interpersonal frustration 

from escalating into bullying situations. 

Paper 2 reports on data from a cross-sectional convenience sample of employees at a 

European university. The data had a multilevel structure where respondents were 

nested within departments, enabling us to apply group-level and multilevel analysis. 

The aim of Paper 2 was to investigate whether department-level perceptions of hostile 

work climate moderate the relationship between two work-related situational risk 

factors (role conflict and workload) and exposure to bullying behaviours in the 

workplace, respectively. The findings showed positive relationships between the 

presence of role conflict and workload and exposure to bullying behaviours at the 

individual-level. Further, the findings showed a strengthening effect of department-

level hostile work climate on the relationship between role conflict and exposure to 

bullying behaviours at the individual-level. More specifically, the positive relationship 

between role conflict and exposure to bullying behaviours was stronger among 

employees working in departments characterized by a pronounced hostile work 

climate. In contrast to our predictions, a positive relationship existed between workload 

and exposure to bullying behaviours, yet only among individuals in departments with 

low hostile work climate. The findings of Paper 2 contribute to the bullying research 

field by showing that hostile work climate may strengthen the impact of stressors on 

bullying behaviours, most likely by posing as an additional distal stressor, which may 

fuel a bullying process and weaken the social resources available to targets-to-be.  

Paper 3 reports on data from a quantitative diary study. The aim of the study was to 

investigate the possible moderating role of trait anger and trait anxiety in the link 

between daily interpersonal conflicts and daily exposure to bullying behaviours in the 

initial phase of a potential escalation. The sample consisted of naval cadets from the 

Royal Norwegian Naval Academy, who participated in a sea voyage on board a tall 

ship sailing from Northern Europe to North America. The cadets responded to a general 
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questionnaire prior to the voyage, as well as a daily questionnaire over a period of 30 

days. The hierarchical structure of the data enables us to nest the daily measurements 

within persons, applying multilevel analysis investigating both day-level and person-

level predictors. The findings showed that daily interpersonal conflicts predicted next-

day interpersonal conflicts and same-day exposure to bullying behaviours. Further, the 

findings showed that trait anger, but not trait anxiety moderated the relationship 

between daily interpersonal conflicts in the prediction of next-day interpersonal 

conflicts as well as same-day exposure to bullying behaviours. The findings of Paper 3 

implies that interpersonal conflicts persist and have an immediate effect on exposure 

to bullying behaviours, and that this is particularly the case for individuals high, versus 

low, on trait anger. 

In conclusion, the findings of this thesis contribute to shed light on several aspects of 

the initial phases of the complex bullying process and how it is affected by various risk 

factors at different levels. Interpersonal conflict, role conflict, workload, and cognitive 

demands are all situational factors experienced at the individual level found to be 

decisive factors in predicting reports of exposure to workplace bullying. At the same 

time, the present findings show how both contextual factors and individual factors can 

influence the role that these situational risk factors potentially play in relation to 

bullying. The findings from Paper 1 and 2 highlight the importance of contextual 

factors at the group-level as moderators in the antecedent–bullying relationship, as the 

organizational climate is found to play a critical role in both accelerating and 

preventing workplace bullying, at least in relation to some antecedents. The findings 

from Paper 3 bring about new insight regarding the short-time dynamic in the 

relationship between interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying behaviours, as it 

is found to exist already within the same day. Further, the findings from Paper 3 also 

show how individual factors may intervene in the antecedent–bullying relationship, as 

employee trait-characteristics are found to influence the relationship between 

interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying, here on a daily level. Future research 

aimed at explaining why workplace bullying occurs is also likely to benefit from 

implementing multilevel approaches and to simultaneously investigate situational-, 

contextual-, and individual factors. Obtaining a better understanding of the risk factors, 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Exposure to workplace bulling and harassment has been documented to be a severe 

psychosocial stressor in contemporary workplaces, potentially having detrimental 

negative consequences for the health and well-being of the targeted employees 

(Boudrias et al., 2021; Mikkelsen et al., 2020; Nielsen et al., 2014; Verkuil et al., 2015), 

as well as for bystanders and for the organization where it occurs (Hoel et al., 2020; 

Holm et al., 2023; Nielsen et al., 2021). Workplace bullying has been described as an 

escalating process consisting of repeated and systematic exposure to negative social 

behaviours while at work, a treatment that over time makes it ever more difficult for 

the target to defend oneself in the actual situations (Einarsen et al., 2020). Despite 

extensive knowledge about the negative consequences of exposure to workplace 

bullying, less is known about the possible developmental pathways and antecedents of 

becoming a target of workplace bullying (Baillien et al., 2009; Nielsen & Einarsen, 

2018; Rai & Agarwal, 2018). In order to prevent workplace bullying and its damaging 

consequences, there is a need to understand both risk factors and protective factors, and 

the mechanisms involved in the bullying process. Although workplace bullying is 

claimed to be the result of a complex process, found to be influenced by a range of 

person-related, work-related and contextual factors (Samnani & Singh, 2012), few 

studies have yet investigated this complexity (Rai & Agarwal, 2018), at least this was 

the case at the onset of this project. 

To date, the work environment hypothesis (Einarsen et al., 1994; Einarsen et al., 2020; 

Leymann, 1996) has been the prevailing overarching theoretical framework for 

studying antecedents of bullying, with a parallel stream of research looking at 

personality and other individual characteristics of those involved (see Zapf & Einarsen, 

2020). The work environment hypothesis claims that a poorly organized work 

environment in the department/work-unit may lead to bullying by creating stress, 

frustration and conflicts among employees, often in combination with the lack of 

adequate management (Tuckey et al., 2022; Ågotnes et al., 2018) and in the presence 

of a prevailing destructive organizational climate within the working group. In support 

of this proposition, several situational factors, like role conflict, excessive workloads 

 14 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Exposure to workplace bulling and harassment has been documented to be a severe 

psychosocial stressor in contemporary workplaces, potentially having detrimental 

negative consequences for the health and well-being of the targeted employees 

(Boudrias et al., 2021; Mikkelsen et al., 2020; Nielsen et al., 2014; Verkuil et al., 2015), 

as well as for bystanders and for the organization where it occurs (Hoel et al., 2020; 

Holm et al., 2023; Nielsen et al., 2021). Workplace bullying has been described as an 

escalating process consisting of repeated and systematic exposure to negative social 

behaviours while at work, a treatment that over time makes it ever more difficult for 

the target to defend oneself in the actual situations (Einarsen et al., 2020). Despite 

extensive knowledge about the negative consequences of exposure to workplace 

bullying, less is known about the possible developmental pathways and antecedents of 

becoming a target of workplace bullying (Baillien et al., 2009; Nielsen & Einarsen, 

2018; Rai & Agarwal, 2018). In order to prevent workplace bullying and its damaging 

consequences, there is a need to understand both risk factors and protective factors, and 

the mechanisms involved in the bullying process. Although workplace bullying is 

claimed to be the result of a complex process, found to be influenced by a range of 

person-related, work-related and contextual factors (Samnani & Singh, 2012), few 

studies have yet investigated this complexity (Rai & Agarwal, 2018), at least this was 

the case at the onset of this project. 

To date, the work environment hypothesis (Einarsen et al., 1994; Einarsen et al., 2020; 

Leymann, 1996) has been the prevailing overarching theoretical framework for 

studying antecedents of bullying, with a parallel stream of research looking at 

personality and other individual characteristics of those involved (see Zapf & Einarsen, 

2020). The work environment hypothesis claims that a poorly organized work 

environment in the department/work-unit may lead to bullying by creating stress, 

frustration and conflicts among employees, often in combination with the lack of 

adequate management (Tuckey et al., 2022; Ågotnes et al., 2018) and in the presence 

of a prevailing destructive organizational climate within the working group. In support 

of this proposition, several situational factors, like role conflict, excessive workloads 

 14 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Exposure to workplace bulling and harassment has been documented to be a severe 

psychosocial stressor in contemporary workplaces, potentially having detrimental 

negative consequences for the health and well-being of the targeted employees 

(Boudrias et al., 2021; Mikkelsen et al., 2020; Nielsen et al., 2014; Verkuil et al., 2015), 

as well as for bystanders and for the organization where it occurs (Hoel et al., 2020; 

Holm et al., 2023; Nielsen et al., 2021). Workplace bullying has been described as an 

escalating process consisting of repeated and systematic exposure to negative social 

behaviours while at work, a treatment that over time makes it ever more difficult for 

the target to defend oneself in the actual situations (Einarsen et al., 2020). Despite 

extensive knowledge about the negative consequences of exposure to workplace 

bullying, less is known about the possible developmental pathways and antecedents of 

becoming a target of workplace bullying (Baillien et al., 2009; Nielsen & Einarsen, 

2018; Rai & Agarwal, 2018). In order to prevent workplace bullying and its damaging 

consequences, there is a need to understand both risk factors and protective factors, and 

the mechanisms involved in the bullying process. Although workplace bullying is 

claimed to be the result of a complex process, found to be influenced by a range of 

person-related, work-related and contextual factors (Samnani & Singh, 2012), few 

studies have yet investigated this complexity (Rai & Agarwal, 2018), at least this was 

the case at the onset of this project. 

To date, the work environment hypothesis (Einarsen et al., 1994; Einarsen et al., 2020; 

Leymann, 1996) has been the prevailing overarching theoretical framework for 

studying antecedents of bullying, with a parallel stream of research looking at 

personality and other individual characteristics of those involved (see Zapf & Einarsen, 

2020). The work environment hypothesis claims that a poorly organized work 

environment in the department/work-unit may lead to bullying by creating stress, 

frustration and conflicts among employees, often in combination with the lack of 

adequate management (Tuckey et al., 2022; Ågotnes et al., 2018) and in the presence 

of a prevailing destructive organizational climate within the working group. In support 

of this proposition, several situational factors, like role conflict, excessive workloads 

 14 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Exposure to workplace bulling and harassment has been documented to be a severe 

psychosocial stressor in contemporary workplaces, potentially having detrimental 

negative consequences for the health and well-being of the targeted employees 

(Boudrias et al., 2021; Mikkelsen et al., 2020; Nielsen et al., 2014; Verkuil et al., 2015), 

as well as for bystanders and for the organization where it occurs (Hoel et al., 2020; 

Holm et al., 2023; Nielsen et al., 2021). Workplace bullying has been described as an 

escalating process consisting of repeated and systematic exposure to negative social 

behaviours while at work, a treatment that over time makes it ever more difficult for 

the target to defend oneself in the actual situations (Einarsen et al., 2020). Despite 

extensive knowledge about the negative consequences of exposure to workplace 

bullying, less is known about the possible developmental pathways and antecedents of 

becoming a target of workplace bullying (Baillien et al., 2009; Nielsen & Einarsen, 

2018; Rai & Agarwal, 2018). In order to prevent workplace bullying and its damaging 

consequences, there is a need to understand both risk factors and protective factors, and 

the mechanisms involved in the bullying process. Although workplace bullying is 

claimed to be the result of a complex process, found to be influenced by a range of 

person-related, work-related and contextual factors (Samnani & Singh, 2012), few 

studies have yet investigated this complexity (Rai & Agarwal, 2018), at least this was 

the case at the onset of this project. 

To date, the work environment hypothesis (Einarsen et al., 1994; Einarsen et al., 2020; 

Leymann, 1996) has been the prevailing overarching theoretical framework for 

studying antecedents of bullying, with a parallel stream of research looking at 

personality and other individual characteristics of those involved (see Zapf & Einarsen, 

2020). The work environment hypothesis claims that a poorly organized work 

environment in the department/work-unit may lead to bullying by creating stress, 

frustration and conflicts among employees, often in combination with the lack of 

adequate management (Tuckey et al., 2022; Ågotnes et al., 2018) and in the presence 

of a prevailing destructive organizational climate within the working group. In support 

of this proposition, several situational factors, like role conflict, excessive workloads 

 14 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Exposure to workplace bulling and harassment has been documented to be a severe 

psychosocial stressor in contemporary workplaces, potentially having detrimental 

negative consequences for the health and well-being of the targeted employees 

(Boudrias et al., 2021; Mikkelsen et al., 2020; Nielsen et al., 2014; Verkuil et al., 2015), 

as well as for bystanders and for the organization where it occurs (Hoel et al., 2020; 

Holm et al., 2023; Nielsen et al., 2021). Workplace bullying has been described as an 

escalating process consisting of repeated and systematic exposure to negative social 

behaviours while at work, a treatment that over time makes it ever more difficult for 

the target to defend oneself in the actual situations (Einarsen et al., 2020). Despite 

extensive knowledge about the negative consequences of exposure to workplace 

bullying, less is known about the possible developmental pathways and antecedents of 

becoming a target of workplace bullying (Baillien et al., 2009; Nielsen & Einarsen, 

2018; Rai & Agarwal, 2018). In order to prevent workplace bullying and its damaging 

consequences, there is a need to understand both risk factors and protective factors, and 

the mechanisms involved in the bullying process. Although workplace bullying is 

claimed to be the result of a complex process, found to be influenced by a range of 

person-related, work-related and contextual factors (Samnani & Singh, 2012), few 

studies have yet investigated this complexity (Rai & Agarwal, 2018), at least this was 

the case at the onset of this project. 

To date, the work environment hypothesis (Einarsen et al., 1994; Einarsen et al., 2020; 

Leymann, 1996) has been the prevailing overarching theoretical framework for 

studying antecedents of bullying, with a parallel stream of research looking at 

personality and other individual characteristics of those involved (see Zapf & Einarsen, 

2020). The work environment hypothesis claims that a poorly organized work 

environment in the department/work-unit may lead to bullying by creating stress, 

frustration and conflicts among employees, often in combination with the lack of 

adequate management (Tuckey et al., 2022; Ågotnes et al., 2018) and in the presence 

of a prevailing destructive organizational climate within the working group. In support 

of this proposition, several situational factors, like role conflict, excessive workloads 

 14 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Exposure to workplace bulling and harassment has been documented to be a severe 

psychosocial stressor in contemporary workplaces, potentially having detrimental 

negative consequences for the health and well-being of the targeted employees 

(Boudrias et al., 2021; Mikkelsen et al., 2020; Nielsen et al., 2014; Verkuil et al., 2015), 

as well as for bystanders and for the organization where it occurs (Hoel et al., 2020; 

Holm et al., 2023; Nielsen et al., 2021). Workplace bullying has been described as an 

escalating process consisting of repeated and systematic exposure to negative social 

behaviours while at work, a treatment that over time makes it ever more difficult for 

the target to defend oneself in the actual situations (Einarsen et al., 2020). Despite 

extensive knowledge about the negative consequences of exposure to workplace 

bullying, less is known about the possible developmental pathways and antecedents of 

becoming a target of workplace bullying (Baillien et al., 2009; Nielsen & Einarsen, 

2018; Rai & Agarwal, 2018). In order to prevent workplace bullying and its damaging 

consequences, there is a need to understand both risk factors and protective factors, and 

the mechanisms involved in the bullying process. Although workplace bullying is 

claimed to be the result of a complex process, found to be influenced by a range of 

person-related, work-related and contextual factors (Samnani & Singh, 2012), few 

studies have yet investigated this complexity (Rai & Agarwal, 2018), at least this was 

the case at the onset of this project. 

To date, the work environment hypothesis (Einarsen et al., 1994; Einarsen et al., 2020; 

Leymann, 1996) has been the prevailing overarching theoretical framework for 

studying antecedents of bullying, with a parallel stream of research looking at 

personality and other individual characteristics of those involved (see Zapf & Einarsen, 

2020). The work environment hypothesis claims that a poorly organized work 

environment in the department/work-unit may lead to bullying by creating stress, 

frustration and conflicts among employees, often in combination with the lack of 

adequate management (Tuckey et al., 2022; Ågotnes et al., 2018) and in the presence 

of a prevailing destructive organizational climate within the working group. In support 

of this proposition, several situational factors, like role conflict, excessive workloads 

 14 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Exposure to workplace bulling and harassment has been documented to be a severe 

psychosocial stressor in contemporary workplaces, potentially having detrimental 

negative consequences for the health and well-being of the targeted employees 

(Boudrias et al., 2021; Mikkelsen et al., 2020; Nielsen et al., 2014; Verkuil et al., 2015), 

as well as for bystanders and for the organization where it occurs (Hoel et al., 2020; 

Holm et al., 2023; Nielsen et al., 2021). Workplace bullying has been described as an 

escalating process consisting of repeated and systematic exposure to negative social 

behaviours while at work, a treatment that over time makes it ever more difficult for 

the target to defend oneself in the actual situations (Einarsen et al., 2020). Despite 

extensive knowledge about the negative consequences of exposure to workplace 

bullying, less is known about the possible developmental pathways and antecedents of 

becoming a target of workplace bullying (Baillien et al., 2009; Nielsen & Einarsen, 

2018; Rai & Agarwal, 2018). In order to prevent workplace bullying and its damaging 

consequences, there is a need to understand both risk factors and protective factors, and 

the mechanisms involved in the bullying process. Although workplace bullying is 

claimed to be the result of a complex process, found to be influenced by a range of 

person-related, work-related and contextual factors (Samnani & Singh, 2012), few 

studies have yet investigated this complexity (Rai & Agarwal, 2018), at least this was 

the case at the onset of this project. 

To date, the work environment hypothesis (Einarsen et al., 1994; Einarsen et al., 2020; 

Leymann, 1996) has been the prevailing overarching theoretical framework for 

studying antecedents of bullying, with a parallel stream of research looking at 

personality and other individual characteristics of those involved (see Zapf & Einarsen, 

2020). The work environment hypothesis claims that a poorly organized work 

environment in the department/work-unit may lead to bullying by creating stress, 

frustration and conflicts among employees, often in combination with the lack of 

adequate management (Tuckey et al., 2022; Ågotnes et al., 2018) and in the presence 

of a prevailing destructive organizational climate within the working group. In support 

of this proposition, several situational factors, like role conflict, excessive workloads 

 14 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Exposure to workplace bulling and harassment has been documented to be a severe 

psychosocial stressor in contemporary workplaces, potentially having detrimental 

negative consequences for the health and well-being of the targeted employees 

(Boudrias et al., 2021; Mikkelsen et al., 2020; Nielsen et al., 2014; Verkuil et al., 2015), 

as well as for bystanders and for the organization where it occurs (Hoel et al., 2020; 

Holm et al., 2023; Nielsen et al., 2021). Workplace bullying has been described as an 

escalating process consisting of repeated and systematic exposure to negative social 

behaviours while at work, a treatment that over time makes it ever more difficult for 

the target to defend oneself in the actual situations (Einarsen et al., 2020). Despite 

extensive knowledge about the negative consequences of exposure to workplace 

bullying, less is known about the possible developmental pathways and antecedents of 

becoming a target of workplace bullying (Baillien et al., 2009; Nielsen & Einarsen, 

2018; Rai & Agarwal, 2018). In order to prevent workplace bullying and its damaging 

consequences, there is a need to understand both risk factors and protective factors, and 

the mechanisms involved in the bullying process. Although workplace bullying is 

claimed to be the result of a complex process, found to be influenced by a range of 

person-related, work-related and contextual factors (Samnani & Singh, 2012), few 

studies have yet investigated this complexity (Rai & Agarwal, 2018), at least this was 

the case at the onset of this project. 

To date, the work environment hypothesis (Einarsen et al., 1994; Einarsen et al., 2020; 

Leymann, 1996) has been the prevailing overarching theoretical framework for 

studying antecedents of bullying, with a parallel stream of research looking at 

personality and other individual characteristics of those involved (see Zapf & Einarsen, 

2020). The work environment hypothesis claims that a poorly organized work 

environment in the department/work-unit may lead to bullying by creating stress, 

frustration and conflicts among employees, often in combination with the lack of 

adequate management (Tuckey et al., 2022; Ågotnes et al., 2018) and in the presence 

of a prevailing destructive organizational climate within the working group. In support 

of this proposition, several situational factors, like role conflict, excessive workloads 

 14 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Exposure to workplace bulling and harassment has been documented to be a severe 

psychosocial stressor in contemporary workplaces, potentially having detrimental 

negative consequences for the health and well-being of the targeted employees 

(Boudrias et al., 2021; Mikkelsen et al., 2020; Nielsen et al., 2014; Verkuil et al., 2015), 

as well as for bystanders and for the organization where it occurs (Hoel et al., 2020; 

Holm et al., 2023; Nielsen et al., 2021). Workplace bullying has been described as an 

escalating process consisting of repeated and systematic exposure to negative social 

behaviours while at work, a treatment that over time makes it ever more difficult for 

the target to defend oneself in the actual situations (Einarsen et al., 2020). Despite 

extensive knowledge about the negative consequences of exposure to workplace 

bullying, less is known about the possible developmental pathways and antecedents of 

becoming a target of workplace bullying (Baillien et al., 2009; Nielsen & Einarsen, 

2018; Rai & Agarwal, 2018). In order to prevent workplace bullying and its damaging 

consequences, there is a need to understand both risk factors and protective factors, and 

the mechanisms involved in the bullying process. Although workplace bullying is 

claimed to be the result of a complex process, found to be influenced by a range of 

person-related, work-related and contextual factors (Samnani & Singh, 2012), few 

studies have yet investigated this complexity (Rai & Agarwal, 2018), at least this was 

the case at the onset of this project. 

To date, the work environment hypothesis (Einarsen et al., 1994; Einarsen et al., 2020; 

Leymann, 1996) has been the prevailing overarching theoretical framework for 

studying antecedents of bullying, with a parallel stream of research looking at 

personality and other individual characteristics of those involved (see Zapf & Einarsen, 

2020). The work environment hypothesis claims that a poorly organized work 

environment in the department/work-unit may lead to bullying by creating stress, 

frustration and conflicts among employees, often in combination with the lack of 

adequate management (Tuckey et al., 2022; Ågotnes et al., 2018) and in the presence 

of a prevailing destructive organizational climate within the working group. In support 

of this proposition, several situational factors, like role conflict, excessive workloads 



 15 

and high cognitive demands are consistently documented as predictors of self-reported 
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Einarsen et al., 1994; Notelaers et al., 2013). Although the link between such situational 

factors has been firmly substantiated (Janssens et al., 2016; Notelaers et al., 2013; Salin 

& Hoel, 2020), knowledge regarding whether specific contextual factors or individual 

factors may contribute to strengthen or buffer these relationships, has been less 

investigated. Such studies of the moderators in bullying–stressor relationships have 

been strongly called for in the literature (Nielsen & Einarsen, 2018; Rai & Agarwal, 

2018; Samnani & Singh, 2016). When examining the antecedents of workplace 

bullying empirically, previous research has mainly focused on situational factors 

experienced directly by individuals, such as to what extent employees experience role 

conflict or a high workload, and whether these are directly related to experiencing 

exposure to bullying behaviours. However, a central assumption in the present thesis 

is that risk factors may exist on different levels of the organization and that these may 

interact to reinforce the individuals’ risk of exposure to bullying, hence taking a target 

perspective in this respect.  

At the onset of this project, such interactional effects of potential risk factors were 

relatively poorly understood (Samnani & Singh, 2016). Hence, scholars in the field 

requested that situational factors, contextual factors and individual factors should be 

investigated in combination, revealing both potential additive and interactional effects 

(Nielsen & Einarsen, 2018). Approaching workplace bullying in this manner, by 

investigating different sets of variables from different levels may help to get a better 

understanding of the workplace bullying process and help identify the key moderating 

conditions across multiple levels (Leon-Perez et al., 2021; Rai & Agarwal, 2018; 

Samnani & Singh, 2016).  

In aiming to bring about more systematic knowledge as to why bullying occurs in 

workplaces, focusing on those targeted, the three studies constituting the present thesis 

are explicitly aimed at investigating the interaction of risk factors and mechanisms in 

predicting exposure to bullying, including individual-level risk factors and group- and 
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departmental factors as moderators. More specifically, under which conditions, when 

and for whom will the presence of risk factors be related to exposure to bullying 

behaviours. In the present thesis, the interaction of several previously known situational 

risk factors and two main mechanisms, are investigated. The first mechanism is a 

contextual factor, as we test whether the perceived organizational climate on a group-

level, by comparing different work-units, moderate the relationship between well 

documented situational antecedents and stressors on the one hand and exposure to 

workplace bullying on the other. Different organizational climate constructs are 

investigated in this respect since an organizational climate may both serve as an 

organizational resource and as a distal stressor and additional demand. Here we look at 

the role of a hostile work climate in the department, where interpersonal conflicts and 

aggression prevails, as a potential additional stressor, and a conflict management 

climate as a potential resource and protective factor. These are among the first studies 

to empirically test the potential role that department/work-unit-level organizational 

climates can play in accelerating or preventing workplace bullying when employees 

are exposed to individual-level stressors in the psychosocial work environment.  

Organizational climate, e.g., psychosocial safety climate, has been related to the 

occurrence of workplace bullying in some studies, as well as acting as a moderator in 

bullying–outcome relationships (Dollard et al., 2017; Escartín et al., 2021; Plimmer et 

al., 2022). An important contribution of the present studies is to study both the possible 

buffering and accelerating effect of the work-related situational factors and exposure 

to bullying relationships when taking into account the immediate department/work-unit 

climate.  

The second moderating mechanism investigated in the present thesis is an individual 

individual-level factor, as we examine whether two personality traits, trait anger and 

trait anxiety respectively, may affect the relationship between being involved in 

interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying behaviours. Whereas the personality 

of targets of workplace bullying has mainly been studied in order to explain why 

bullying may occur (Coyne et al., 2000; Glasø et al., 2007; Reknes et al., 2021), few 

studies have examined the potential moderating role of personality in the development 
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and escalating process of workplace bullying (Rai & Agarwal, 2018). An additional 

contribution is that we here study these relationships on a daily basis, employing a diary 

study and a within-person design. 

Finally, all three studies constituting the present thesis employ multilevel research 

designs, both when individuals are nested within departments/work-units and when we 

address timepoints within persons. Nesting individuals within departments/work-units 

provide us with important information about constructive and destructive differences 

across departments and work-units that can affect the relationship between known risk 

factors and exposure to bullying, while person-centred studies may provide us with 

information concerning the daily dynamics of the studied relationships. The wide use 

of static cross-sectional designs, not considering the dynamic nature of studied 

constructs and their interrelationships, has been noted as a general limitation within the 

research on workplace bullying (Cole et al., 2016). Taken together, I believe that 

knowledge capturing this complexity in the development, continuity and context of the 

workplace bullying process is important to further our understanding of how to detect, 

prevent, and manage escalating workplace bullying at an early stage. 
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1.1 The Concept of Workplace Bullying 

1.1.1 Historical background 

As a research field, workplace bullying is still a relatively young field, with the first 

empirical publications in the late 1980s (Matthiesen et al., 1989). These first 

publications have their origin in Scandinavia and were in part influenced by the 

pioneering work of Peter-Paul Heinemann (1972) and Dan Olweus (1978) on bullying 

among schoolchildren, employing the Scandinavian term mobbing . While Heinemann 

was most interested in the situation and context where bullying occurred, Olweus focus 

was primarily on the role of those involved. Hence, the term bullying originates from 

research on school bullying and was used for the first time to describe bullying among 

adults in the workplace in the book Mobbing: Psychological Violence at Workplaces 

by the Swedish-German psychologist Heinz Leymann (1986). Leymann proposed that 

bullying, or mobbing as he named it, had little to do with the characteristics of those 

involved and highlighted organizational factors and the psychosocial work 

environment as important contributors to the bullying process. Inspired by Leymann’s 

work and a lot of public interest and debate, several major research projects were 

initiated in Norway, Sweden, and Finland in the onset of the 1990s and were led by 

researchers such as Svein M. Kile, Maarit Vartia and Ståle V. Einarsen (see Einarsen 

et al., 2020). Still, the first publication that describes the phenomenon of workplace 

bullying had already been published much earlier by the American psychiatrist Carroll 

M. Brodsky (1976) in his book entitled The Harassed Worker. Although Brodsky never 

used the term bullying in this book, but rather harassment, what he describes fits well 

with how workplace bullying is characterized. Over many years Brodsky did a 

thorough job in his work with more than thousand patients who claimed to be socially 

“injured” at work and who experienced serious mental and psychosomatic health 

problems as a result. This formed the basis for his book where he describes the patterns 

he saw among his patients, the process of this harassment, how it was manifested in the 

work situation and how it affected the worker, colleagues, family, and the society 

around them.  
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The pioneering work of Olweus, Leymann, and Brodsky has made important 

contributions in terms of how the bullying phenomenon is understood and treated in 

more recent research. From the late 1990s until today there has been a steady increase 

in publications and the interest in workplace bullying has spread all over the world 

(Einarsen et al., 2020). While the main emphasis of the early bullying research naturally 

was aimed at understanding bullying as a phenomenon, as well as documenting its 

prevalence and consequences, the focus has later gradually shifted towards antecedents 

and mechanisms in the bullying process (Nielsen & Einarsen, 2018; Rai & Agarwal, 

2018).  

1.1.2 Definition 

A well-established definition of workplace bullying is the one presented by Einarsen 

et al. (2020, p. 26), building on the work of Olweus and Leymann: 

“Bullying at work means harassing, offending, socially excluding someone or 

negatively affecting someone’s work. In order for the label bullying (or mobbing) 

to be applied to a particular activity, interaction or process it has to occur 

repeatedly and regularly (e.g., weekly) and over a period of time (e.g., about six 

months). Bullying is an escalated process in the course of which the person 

confronted may end up in an inferior position becoming the target of systematic 

negative social acts. A conflict cannot be called bullying if the incident is an 

isolated event or if two parties of approximately equal ‘strength’ are in conflict.” 

Hence, workplace bullying is about exposure to negative unwanted and illegitimate 

behaviour at work, mainly from co-workers and superiors. According to this definition 

the concept of workplace bullying is however characterized by three central criteria 

(Einarsen et al., 2020), the first of which are that the said negative acts are repeated 

regularly. Bullying is therefore not about single and isolated episodes or events, but 

behaviours that are repeatedly and persistently directed towards one or more targets 

from other organizational members. The second criterion is the prolonged nature of 

this exposure to negative acts and other unwanted social experiences. In line with this, 

Leymann (1996) suggested that in order to be considered as a victim of workplace 
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bullying, one should be exposed to at least one negative act on a weekly basis, and that 

the duration of the bullying behaviours should last for a period of six months or longer. 

The last central characteristic of workplace bullying is an imbalance of power between 

the parties (Einarsen et al., 1994; Leymann, 1996), where the victim perceives that he 

or she has few resources, to defend against the negative acts. Hence, it is not considered 

as bullying, but rather a conflict, if the parties are of equal strength (Olweus, 1993). 

Yet, the presented definition focuses mainly on long term and severe victimization 

from systematic and frequent negative acts.  

The negative social acts, in the present thesis referred to as exposure to bullying 

behaviours, can either be work-related, such as withholding of information that affect 

the target’s work performance, having key areas of responsibility removed or replaced 

with more trivial or unpleasant tasks, or they can be person-related, such as gossip and 

rumours about you being spread or being the target of spontaneous anger (Notelaers & 

Einarsen, 2013). Bullying also tend to include acts of social exclusion and non-

inclusion, as well as more physical acts of intimidation (Einarsen et al., 2009).  

Workplace bullying is further described theoretically to be a process that gradually 

escalates (see Einarsen et al., 2020), as it has shown to manifest itself in low as well as 

high intensities (Conway et al., 2018; Notelaers & Einarsen, 2013). This implies that 

one may study bullying as an end state of severe long-term exposure, where exposure 

to bullying is seen as an either-or situation. However, we may also see exposure to 

bullying as a gradually escalating process on a continuum, from the systematic, yet 

occasional exposure, to intense, frequent and long-term exposure and victimization. 

Lastly, we may also study specific events and situations that can be studied individually 

and as they happen (e.g., on a daily basis).  

The research on workplace bullying has traditionally, and especially in the European 

tradition, focused on the target, who may be exposed to such acts from a range of 

sources and perpetrators, and where the total exposure and the total burden put on the 

target is at the hearth of the experience. In the present thesis we therefor follow the 

European tradition and investigate the targets exposure to bullying behaviours, where 
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we investigate exposure to workplace bullying as occurring on a dimension from 

occasional to severe levels of exposure (Einarsen et al., 2020). In addition, we 

investigate exposure to bullying behaviours as they play out on a day-to-day basis (see 

also Ågotnes et al., 2021). This is not to say that research on individual perpetrators 

and bullies are not important but falls outside of the scope of the present research. 

Assessment 

Today, after more than 30 years of research on workplace bullying, the field, at least 

in the Western world, has come a long way in terms of having a well-established 

definition of the concept, a clear idea of what kind of behaviours and experiences that 

are involved, as well as having validated measurements of these behaviours and 

experiences. In general, workplace bullying research has been dominated by the use of 

quantitative methods and especially so self-report surveys (Neall & Tuckey, 2014). 

Today the two most common measurement strategies to assess exposure to workplace 

bullying are the self-labelling method and the behavioural experience method (Nielsen 

et al., 2020). When applying the self-labelling method, the respondents are asked a 

single question which is to indicate whether they consider themselves as targets of 

workplace bullying or not, within a specific time period. In some studies, a definition 

of workplace bullying is presented alongside with this question (e.g., Einarsen & 

Skogstad, 1996; O’Moore et al., 2003), while in other studies, the question is not asked 

including  a preceding definition (e.g., Lewis, 1999; Rayner, 1997).  

When applying the behavioural experience method, the respondents are asked whether 

and how often they have been exposed to different negative social acts typical of 

workplace bullying scenarios, often by presenting a list of bullying behaviours and 

refereeing to a given timespan, often six or 12 months.  

Several different scales have been developed to measure exposure to bullying 

behaviours, such as the Generalized Workplace Harassment Questionnaire (GWHQ; 

Rospenda & Richman, 2004) and the Leymann Inventory of Psychological Terror 

(LIPT; Leymann, 1990). However, the inventory that is most frequently used, both in 

the Norwegian context and internationally (Nielsen et al., 2020), is the Negative Act 
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Questionnaire-Revised (NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009) and its shorter version the S-

NAQ (Notelaers, Van der Heijden, Hoel, et al., 2018). The NAQ-R describes different 

types of behaviours, being both personal and work-related, as well as intimidating, that 

can be perceived as bullying if they occur at regular intervals and with a certain 

frequency. In this questionnaire the word bullying is never mentioned, which may 

make this a more objective and behaviour focused measurement of exposure to 

bullying than are the self-labelling method. 

In the three studies constituting the present thesis we apply the behavioural experience 

method and scales based on the NAQ-R. This was deemed most appropriate 

considering the aim of the present thesis which is to obtain a better understanding of 

the risk factors associated with exposure to bullying. In doing this we investigate the 

whole range of experienced exposure to bullying, from the initial phase of the bullying 

process with low intensity of unwanted negative acts up to full-blown cases of bullying 

where the bullying behaviours consolidate and become a stable situation. Hence, we 

conceptualized this whole range as exposure to bullying behaviours. 

1.1.3 Prevalence and consequences 

On a global level it is estimated that approximately 15% of the workforce are exposed 

to some level of workplace bullying at any given time (Nielsen et al., 2010). Still, there 

is great variation in the reported prevalence rates when comparing different parts of the 

world and the measurement methods applied. For instance, it is found that studies 

applying the behavioural experience method report an average rate of 14.8% bullying, 

while studies using the self-labelling method with a definition in average report a rate 

of 11.3% bullying (Nielsen et al., 2010). Further, when comparing different parts of 

the world, Scandinavian countries seem to have considerably lower bullying rates 

compared to other European countries and the US (León-Pérez et al., 2021; Nielsen et 

al., 2010; Van de Vliert et al., 2013; Zapf et al., 2020). Lastly, prevalence rates are also 

found to be related to demographical factors such as gender and occupation. More 

specifically, studies have shown that gender-balance at the workplace may be a 

potential protective factor for bullying (e.g., Eriksen & Einarsen, 2004; Nielsen & 

Einarsen, 2018; Rosander et al., 2022; Salin, 2003a) and that high prevalence of 
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bullying has for instance been associated with organizations with many employees and 

unskilled workers in some countries (e.g., Einarsen & Skogstad, 1996; Ortega et al., 

2009). Regardless of the variety in prevalence, bullying at work is still perceived as a 

severe workplace stressor, being related to a range of negative outcomes (Boudrias et 

al., 2021; Nielsen & Einarsen, 2012). 

Over the last decades, workplace bullying research has thoroughly documented its 

detrimental consequences for those exposed, for bystanders and even for organizations 

and societies at large (Hoel et al., 2020; Mikkelsen et al., 2020; Nielsen et al., 2021). 

Being a target of workplace bullying is found to be associated with a range of both 

mental and physical health problems (Nielsen & Einarsen, 2012). Although workplace 

bullying is found to be most strongly associated with psychological health outcomes, 

such as post-traumatic stress symptoms, depression, anxiety (Nielsen & Einarsen, 

2012), it is also found to have a negative impact on physical health, such as headache 

(Tynes et al., 2013), chronic neck pain (Kääriä et al., 2012) and fibromyalgia (Kivimaki 

et al., 2004). In addition, targets of bullying are found to have more negative job 

attitudes, as well as increased intentions to leave their employment (Rodríguez-Muñoz 

et al., 2009; Aarestad et al., 2020). Further, a recent longitudinal study among Swedish 

workers, found that employees who observe colleges being bullying, without being 

exposed themselves and without intervening, also report increased mental health 

problems (Nielsen et al., 2021). Subsequently, due to these effects on health and job 

attitudes, which may result in reduced productivity, higher sick leave and turnover, 

expenses in relation to legal processes and mental health treatment for victims (Hoel et 

al., 2020; Nielsen & Einarsen, 2012), organizations and societies will ultimately suffer 

financial loss. Hence, although the prevalence of bullying is relatively low, at least in 

Scandinavia, the consequences can be vast, which is why a better understanding of 

potential risk factors and protective factors related to the onset of workplace bullying 

is so important. 
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1.2 Antecedents and Developmental Pathways to 
Workplace Bullying 

Research on antecedents of workplace bullying has for many years been divided 

between studies either merely focusing on situational and contextual factors (e.g., 

Einarsen et al., 1994; Meriläinen & Kõiv, 2018; Skogstad et al., 2011) or individual 

factors (e.g., Coyne et al., 2000; Nielsen & Knardahl, 2015). The prevailing theory for 

studying antecedents of bullying has been the work environment hypothesis (Einarsen 

et al., 1994; Leymann, 1996), claiming that negative and poorly organized work 

environments may lead to bullying of exposed individuals, by creating stress and 

conflicts among employees, especially so when combined with the lack of active 

leadership intervention and/or in situations of a hostile work climate. In support of this 

proposition, the work environment factors that most consistently have been found in 

relation to employees reporting exposure to bullying are high levels of role stressors 

(e.g., Bowling & Beehr, 2006; Van den Brande et al., 2016), heavy workloads (e.g., 

Agervold, 2009; Salin, 2003b), high cognitive demands (e.g., Notelaers et al., 2010; 

Van den Brande et al., 2016), a poor social climate (e.g., Einarsen et al., 1994; Vartia, 

1996) and poor management styles (e.g., Hauge et al., 2011; Tuckey et al., 2022; 

Ågotnes et al., 2018). The work environment hypothesis is also a central theoretical 

framework in the present thesis, as most of the studied antecedents are situational work-

related factors and contextual factors in the form of social climates.  

On the other hand, a parallel explanation and stream of research, known as the 

individual characteristics hypothesis (Aquino & Thau, 2009; Zapf & Einarsen, 2020), 

claims that individual characteristics, such as personality, increase the risk of being 

bullied or acting out perpetrator behaviour. Although individual factors alone, are 

found not to be as strong risk factors as work environment factors (Nielsen & Einarsen, 

2018), recent studies indicate that there are vulnerability factors that may, in 

combination with unfavourable working conditions, make some employees more 

vulnerable for exposure to bullying (e.g., Reknes et al., 2019; Van den Brande et al., 

2020).   
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In line with this, it is currently more common to perceive the development of bullying 

as a complex and dynamic process, influenced by a range of different situational-, 

contextual- and individual factors (Samnani & Singh, 2016). Yet, there is still a scarcity 

of empirical studies taking such an interactionist approach and, not the least, theories 

and frameworks that integrate different perspectives when explaining the occurrence 

of workplace bullying. Based on the aim to integrate these different lines of research 

in explaining how antecedents may develop into workplace bullying, Baillien et al. 

(2009) conducted a comprehensive study where 87 real-life bullying cases were 

analysed, resulting in an empirical model called the three-way model (see Figure 1). 

The three-way model suggests that workplace bullying seems to results out of three 

tracks or pathways within a global model (Baillien et al., 2009). In track one, workplace 

bullying is a result of frustrations or strains, in track two it is a result of interpersonal 

conflict and in track three it is a consequence of aspects within the team or organization, 

such as the social climate in the department. In addition, work-related antecedents, 

team- and individual characteristics may influence these pathways either by causing 

frustration or conflict, directly encourage bullying or affecting the targets coping 

possibilities. However, as the three-way model is based on qualitative case studies, 

Baillien et al. (2009) encourage components of the different tracks, and factors that 

may influence the different tracks, to be empirically tested with quantitative research 

designs as well.   

For the present thesis, the three-way model serves as an overarching theoretical 

framework, that complements and extends the work environment hypothesis, as it 

incorporates situational-, contextual- and individual factors in explaining the 

developmental pathways to workplace bullying. Subsequently, all three studies 

constituting the present thesis, can be placed within the three-way model, as they all 

investigate different parts of the proposed model. Overall, this is a complex model, and 

in the present thesis we chose to examine the first two pathways starting either with 

frustrations or strains, or interpersonal conflict. In addition, we tested whether factors 

either related to the team/work-unit or to the individual would affect these pathways. 

In the following, the three categories of antecedents and potential mechanisms 
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investigated in the present thesis will be clarified, as well as their role and how they are 

studied in the three papers. 

 

Figure 1  

The three-way model of workplace bullying. 

 

 

1.2.1 The role of situational factors 

Situational factors are factors at the individual-level that employees experience during 

their workday and that may vary for instance from day to day, such as interpersonal 

conflicts. It may also be work-related factors such as role conflict, workload, and 

cognitive demands that makes it burden gradually over time. The work-related risk 

factors are described by the work environment hypothesis (Einarsen et al., 1994; 

Leymann, 1996) and thought to cause frustration and strain in both targets and 
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perpetrators alike, further causing interpersonal conflicts, and potentially escalating 

into acts and perceptions of workplace bullying. These work-related situational risk 

factors are further associated with the first bullying pathway in the three way model, 

as these factors may be the origin of the frustration or strain (Baillien et al., 2009), but 

may also be underlying factors causing interpersonal conflicts in the second pathway 

to bullying. Interpersonal conflict is also incorporated in the work environment 

hypothesis since the link between work-related factors and bullying is assumed to go 

thru escalating conflicts. According to the three-way model, interpersonal conflict is 

considered both to be related to frustration and strain, but is also in itself the starting 

point of the second pathway to bullying (see Figure 1) (Baillien et al., 2009).        

Role conflict 

Role requirements are requirements and expectations that for instance supervisors, 

colleges and subordinates, and even customers and clients, have towards us. When 

these expectations are either unclear, ambiguous, conflicting, or overwhelming we may 

feel unable to meet these requirements and expectations, and role stress occurs. Role 

stressors include mainly role ambiguity, role conflict, and role overload. Out of these, 

role conflict is generally the one with the strongest relationship with  exposure to 

bullying (Balducci et al., 2012). Additionally, when comparing role conflict with other 

work-related situational factors, it is again found to be among the strongest predictors 

of bullying (Baillien & De Witte, 2009; Bowling & Beehr, 2006; Einarsen et al., 1994). 

Role conflict can be defined as the simultaneous existence of two or more sets of 

expectations toward the same person, such that compliance with one makes compliance 

with the other difficult (Beehr et al., 1995; Kahn et al., 1964). Experiencing high 

degrees of conflicting expectations and demands from leaders or colleges is found to 

be associated with stress and frustration, as it may hinder efficient goal attainment at 

work (Kahn & Byosiere, 1992). Having several and incompatible roles may also create 

frustration in relation to others in the working environment, which can cause 

interpersonal conflicts to arise and escalate. This further aligns with the work 

environment hypothesis (Einarsen et al., 1994; Leymann, 1996), claiming that the 

association between role conflict and workplace bullying is due to the creation of strain 
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and frustration in the working group or at least the target-to-be, which may then 

escalate into harsh conflicts and potentially bullying. According to the three-way model 

of workplace bullying, role conflict may be an underlying factor that can contribute to 

the onset of both track one, frustration and strain, and track two, instigating 

interpersonal conflict, which again may escalate into bullying episodes.  

There may be several explanations for the association between role conflict and 

bullying, either that role conflicts serve as an ambient stressor that both targets and 

potential offenders perceive, or that the perceived stress cause behavioural changes in 

the target, that further elicit reactions from other employees against the target (Einarsen 

et al., 1994; Elias, 1986; Samnani & Singh, 2016). Building on the conservation of 

resources theory (Hobfoll, 1988, 1989), employees who already experience high levels 

of role conflict may have less resources to cope when exposed to negative behaviours, 

hence making them more vulnerable. As both job demands and exposure to bullying 

behaviours are stressors that involve resource loss, this may initiate a reinforcing cycle 

of further resource loss (Hobfoll, 2002).  

Workload  

In addition to role conflict, experiencing high workload is found to be another 

important precursor of exposure to bullying (e.g., Baillien & De Witte, 2009; Hauge et 

al., 2007; Ågotnes et al., 2021). The term workload can be described as the amount and 

speed of work to be performed, which is whether you need to work fast or extra hard 

to get your tasks done (Van Veldhoven & Meijman, 1994). In line with the three-way 

model and the work environment hypothesis, experiencing high workload over time, 

and especially without sufficient resources, may result in strain and conflict escalation, 

potentially resulting in real or perceived bullying (Baillien & De Witte, 2009; Hauge 

et al., 2007). As with the role conflict–bullying relationship, the relationship between 

workload and exposure to bullying has been explained in similar ways, for instance 

that workload either serves as an ambient stressor, effecting both targets and bullies, or 

that employees who experience high workload become stressed and act in ways that 

irritate colleagues and superiors, which further trigger or fuel a bullying process 

(Einarsen et al., 1994; Elias, 1986; Samnani & Singh, 2016). It has also been argued 
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that being exposed to high workload over time can be a risk factor for conflict 

escalation, since those involved have sparse time and limited resources for conflict 

resolution (Knorz & Zapf, 1996). This further aligns well with the underpinnings of the 

conservation of resources theory, that those being exposed to high levels of job 

demands will be more vulnerable and less able to defend when exposed to bullying 

behaviours (Hobfoll, 1988, 1989; Rousseau et al., 2014), which again may lead to a 

more negative perception of one’s social working environment.  
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vulnerable and less able to defend when exposed to bullying behaviours (Hobfoll, 

1988, 1989; Rousseau et al., 2014). 

Interpersonal conflict 

Conflict and disagreement are a natural part of working life and can even be a source 

of development and learning if they are task-related (De Dreu, 1997; De Dreu & 

Gelfand, 2008). However, when conflicts escalate and become interpersonal, they can 

be harmful. According to the three-way model of workplace bullying (Baillien et al., 

2009) and the work environment hypothesis (Leymann, 1996), interpersonal conflict is 

a central situational antecedent of workplace bullying (Einarsen et al., 1994; Zapf & 

Gross, 2001). An interpersonal conflict can be defined as “a negative interpersonal 

encounter characterized by a contentious exchange, hostility or aggression” (Ilies et al., 

2011, p. 46). The relationship between conflict and bullying is theorized to be a process 

where the conflict gradually escalates into bullying over time, if not managed properly 

(Einarsen, 1999; Zapf & Gross, 2001). However, even though interpersonal conflict 

and workplace bullying are strongly interrelated, recent studies have demonstrated that 

they are conceptually and empirically different phenomenon (Baillien et al., 2017; 

Notelaers, Van der Heijden, Guenter, et al., 2018).  

Although interpersonal conflicts are found to be one of the strongest risk factors for 

exposure to workplace bullying (e.g., Baillien et al., 2016; Leon-Perez et al., 2015; 

Ågotnes et al., 2018), most of these studies have applied either cross-sectional or 

longitudinal designs over a longer period of time, which means that little is still known 

about how this escalation occurs and especially the short-time dynamics in this 

relationship (Cole et al., 2016). Since the aim of the present thesis is to better our 

understanding of antecedents and risk factors related to the onset of workplace 

bullying, we chose to investigate the initial phase of the interpersonal conflict–bullying 

pathway. Subsequently, according to the three-way model, interpersonal conflict is the 

only episodic factor at work that may alone lead to workplace bullying. As both 

interpersonal conflicts and workplace bullying are constructs with a dynamic nature, 

the relationship between these variables may differ not only at a person-level, but also 

on the day-level (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). Conflicts are events that can occur quickly 
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and be fleeting, but at the same time have the potential to escalate and even turn into 

or elicit acts of bullying while also making those involved vulnerable and anxious as 

the outcomes of conflicts are generally difficult to predict (see also Van de Vliert, 

1998). Hence, to investigate the short-term dynamics and whether these relationships 

even play out on a day-to-day basis can provide not only a better theoretical 

understanding of the bullying process, but also valuable knowledge in a bullying 

prevention perspective.  

1.2.2 The role of contextual factors  

Contextual factors are factors which reflect a particular context, such as characteristics 

unique to a particular organization or workgroup. This can for instance be the culture 

or the climate in the organization or workgroup. Already in the very first publication 

that addressed bullying and harassment in working life, the psychiatrist Brodsky 

(1976), claimed that for harassment to occur there needs to be a culture or climate that 

permits or rewards it. Subsequently, a poor social climate was found to be one of the 

strongest risk factors for bullying in one of the first studies that tested the work 

environment hypothesis (Einarsen et al., 1994). The work environment hypothesis has 

also proposed the social climate in the work group as an important risk factor, in itself 

or in combination with the above stressors.  

The concepts of organizational culture and climate are to some extent overlapping 

perspectives for understanding the experiences people have at work (Denison, 1996). 

However, the culture is considered to be closer related to the organizational level and 

the perceptions of top management, while the climate is associated with the 

team/department/work-unit-level and is considered to be more tangible and closer 

related to the actual behaviours carried out by the organizational members (Schneider 

et al., 2013). More precisely, the organizational climate can be defined as the shared 

perceptions of and the meaning attached to the policies, practices, and procedures 

employees experience and the behaviours they observe getting rewarded, supported 

and expected (Schneider et al., 2013; Schneider & Reichers, 1983). One may also see 

climate as the perceptions of the prevailing attitudes, emotions and social relations 

characterizing a given work group or department (Ekvall, 1996). Additionally, it is 
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more common to study specific types of climate, meaning that the given climate 

concept has a focus, something we think off, act and react to, such as safety climate, 

climate for creativity etc. (Schneider, 2000). Lastly, although the concept of 

organizational climate is described as employees shared perception of a particular 

aspect of the work setting (Schneider, 1975; Schneider & Reichers, 1983), most studies 

on climate are still conducted on the individual-level, leaving the potential role of 

organizational climate in strengthening workplace bullying underdeveloped in current 

research and theory (Hutchinson et al., 2010; Neall & Tuckey, 2014).  

Hence, with the aim of being consistent with the theoretical foundation of the climate 

concept, the two climate constructs studied in the present thesis (i.e., conflict 

management climate and hostile work climate) are investigated at the group-level by 

applying a multilevel design, in the present thesis. According to the three-way model 

(Baillien et al., 2009), the climate in the team or department may either directly lead to 

workplace bullying (track three) or it can serve as a moderator in the other pathways to 

bullying (track one and two) (see Figure 1). In the present thesis we test whether the 

two climate concepts, conflict management climate and hostile work climate, interact 

with situational factors in predicting exposure to bullying behaviours, yet also in this 

implicitly looking at any direct link between such climates and individual-level reports 

of exposure to workplace bullying.  

Conflict management climate 

A conflict management climate can be described as the employees’ assessments of the 

organization’s conflict management procedures and practices, and of how fair and 

predictable the interactions between leaders and followers in this regard are perceived 

to be (Einarsen et al., 2018; Rivlin, 2001). Hence, if the conflict management climate 

is considered to be strong, it indicates that the workers experience that interpersonal 

conflicts in their organization is generally managed in a fair and good manner (Rivlin, 

2001). In the context of workplace bullying, such a climate may serve as an important 

organizational resource, as it may prevent interpersonal frustrations, irritations and 

confrontations, potentially arising from stressful working conditions or mere 

interpersonal issues, to escalate into bullying scenarios (Einarsen et al., 2018). In 
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addition to the general request for research on moderators in the antecedents–bullying 

relationship (Rai & Agarwal, 2018), there has especially been a call for studies on 

possible protective factors, that is, factors that may influence the occurrence and the 

impact of other work-related risk factors (Rai & Agarwal, 2018). Consequently, during 

the last years there has been an increased interest for the concept of conflict 

management climate and related climate constructs, such as psychosocial safety 

climate (Dollard et al., 2017) in this regard.  

Although a strong conflict management climate is found to be related to less self-

reported exposure to bullying behaviours (Einarsen et al., 2018), it had, at the onset of 

present project, yet to be tested as a buffer in the relationship between situational 

factors and exposure to workplace bullying. According to the job demands-resources 

theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), all jobs have specific demands and resources, that 

in sum contribute to stress or motivation (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). Experiencing 

high levels of job demands, such as role conflict, workload or cognitive demands, may 

over time lead to strain (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), which further may cause 

interpersonal frustration and potentially bullying behaviours. However, if sufficient 

contextual or individual resources are present, the job demands-resources theory claims 

that these will buffer the potential negative effects of high job demands (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2007). According to the conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 1988, 

1989), some factors can act as resource passageways that enable or restrict employees’ 

ability to access, accumulate, or protect valuable resources, influencing the effect of 

both resources and demands on workplace stress (Hobfoll, 2011; Rousseau et al., 

2014). In line with this, a strong conflict management climate may serve as a resource 

passageway which buffer job demands at the individual-level, as it presumably leads 

to an increased sense of control and available social resources, probably in combination 

with effective management interventions (Einarsen et al., 2018; Hobfoll, 2011). 

Although job resources are often considered to be of a physical, psychological or social 

nature, organizational climate is proposed as a particularly strong resource in regard to 

interpersonal and social relations (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Hence, in the present 

thesis we investigate whether a strong team-level conflict management climate buffer 
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the impact of the above mentioned situational work-related risk factors on exposure to 

bullying behaviours.  

Hostile work climate 

Instead of serving as a resource, like a strong conflict management climate, the 

workgroup climate can also become an additional burden or stressor (Mawritz et al., 

2014), as proposed by the work environment hypothesis. A hostile work climate can 

be described as a climate where the interaction between colleagues is permeated by 

escalated interpersonal conflicts and aggression. Employees who work in the same 

department may then watch and learn patterns of interpersonal misbehaviour from each 

other (Robinson & O'Leary-Kelly, 1998). This can then become a breeding ground for 

destructive behaviour, and especially so when employees already are exposed to a high 

level of other stressors (Mawritz et al., 2014).  

Theoretically this can be explained by the social information processing theory 

(Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978), claiming that people will seek information from the social 

context surrounding them when they make choices and carry out various actions. 

Hence, how employees experience the working group’s norms, practices and 

procedures regarding social interaction can have a significant impact on how they react 

to stress, as this may function as a frame of reference for acceptable behaviour in 

stressful situations (Robinson & O'Leary-Kelly, 1998). Destructive employee 

behaviour can thus be more likely to occur if such behaviour is "common practice" in 

the work environment (Robinson & O'Leary-Kelly, 1998) and especially so under 

strain from other stressors, such as role conflicts or high workload. In addition, working 

in a department permeated with conflicts and aggression, employees are likely to 

receive less social support, which is needed and may serve as a resource when exposed 

to stress, thereby potentially strengthening the antecedents–bullying relationship. 

Following the conservation of resource theory (Hobfoll, 1988, 1989), this would imply 

that there may be a multiplying effect of situational and contextual demands (Loh et 

al., 2018; Vranjes, Notelaers, et al., 2022). More specifically, a hostile climate may act 

as a resource passageway as it may detract, undermine, obstruct, or impoverish peoples 

or groups resource reservoirs (Hobfoll, 2011; Loh et al., 2018), which further will 
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increase their stress levels, decrease their resources and hence increase their 

vulnerability. Therefore, in line with the conservation of resources theory, the work 

environment hypothesis (Einarsen et al., 1994; Leymann, 1996) and the three-way 

model (Baillien et al., 2009), the present thesis investigate whether department-level 

hostile work climate strengthen the relationship between situational work-related risk 

factors and exposure to bullying behaviours.  

1.2.3 The role of individual factors 

Individual factors are factors related to individuals’ characteristics, such as personality 

dispositions. Although the individual factors of both targets and bullies are likely to be 

relevant as antecedents of bullying (e.g., Fernández-del-Río et al., 2021), the focus in 

the present thesis is on the role of targets personality when exposed to bullying. As 

bullying often occurs in situations with multiple perpetrators and it is the total burden 

on the target which makes the predicament, target factors are of great relevance. While 

the idea that there exists a so-called “victim personality”, explaining why some become 

targets of bullying, has not gained much support in previous research (Glasø et al., 

2007; Glasø et al., 2009; Reknes et al., 2019), recent studies do indicate that some 

personality dispositions seem to act as vulnerability factors when already exposed to 

other stressors (Reknes et al., 2019). Along similar lines of reasoning, the three-way 

model of workplace bullying (Baillien et al., 2009), suggests that personality 

dispositions can influence how interpersonal conflicts are managed and by that play a 

role in the model´s second pathway, where bullying is the result of escalating 

interpersonal conflict (see Figure 1). Such an approach must however not be turned 

into a victim-blaming perspective, as the main antecedents are still the situational 

factors and of course the behaviours of the perpetrators (see also Cortina, 2017 for a 

more thorough discussion). 

Today the most prominent model of personality is the five factor model (McCrae & 

Costa, 1987), which describes five broad bandwidth personality traits describing an 

individual's tendency to think, feel, and act in consistent and certain ways over 

situations (McCrae & John, 1992); extraversion, conscientiousness, agreeableness, 

neuroticism, and openness to experience. A meta-analysis by Nielsen et al. (2017) 

 35 

increase their stress levels, decrease their resources and hence increase their 

vulnerability. Therefore, in line with the conservation of resources theory, the work 

environment hypothesis (Einarsen et al., 1994; Leymann, 1996) and the three-way 

model (Baillien et al., 2009), the present thesis investigate whether department-level 

hostile work climate strengthen the relationship between situational work-related risk 

factors and exposure to bullying behaviours.  

1.2.3 The role of individual factors 

Individual factors are factors related to individuals’ characteristics, such as personality 

dispositions. Although the individual factors of both targets and bullies are likely to be 

relevant as antecedents of bullying (e.g., Fernández-del-Río et al., 2021), the focus in 

the present thesis is on the role of targets personality when exposed to bullying. As 

bullying often occurs in situations with multiple perpetrators and it is the total burden 

on the target which makes the predicament, target factors are of great relevance. While 

the idea that there exists a so-called “victim personality”, explaining why some become 

targets of bullying, has not gained much support in previous research (Glasø et al., 

2007; Glasø et al., 2009; Reknes et al., 2019), recent studies do indicate that some 

personality dispositions seem to act as vulnerability factors when already exposed to 

other stressors (Reknes et al., 2019). Along similar lines of reasoning, the three-way 

model of workplace bullying (Baillien et al., 2009), suggests that personality 

dispositions can influence how interpersonal conflicts are managed and by that play a 
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regarding the relationship between workplace bullying and these five dimensions found 

neuroticism to be the strongest correlate of exposure to workplace bullying. 

Neuroticism refers to adjustment versus emotional instability and provides an 

indication of whether an individual tends to be relaxed and stable, or anxious and easily 

upset (Pervin, 1993). While individuals with high scores on neuroticism are more likely 

to experience emotional reactions such as anger, anxiety, jealousy, guilt, and 

depression, individuals at the opposite end of this dimension are more emotionally 

stable and less reactive to challenging situations. Neuroticism is further divided into 

six underlying narrow bandwidth facets, where recent studies indicate that especially 

the sub-facets trait anger and trait anxiety seem to be important in the development of 

workplace bullying (e.g., Reknes et al., 2021). Additionally, several scholars argue that 

these two traits should be studied separately and not collapsed into a broader 

neuroticism trait, as these sub-concepts may act differently in relation to the bullying 

process (e.g., Kant et al., 2013; Reknes et al., 2021). Hence, in the present thesis we 

investigate whether having a high score on either trait anger or trait anxiety strengthens 

the relationship between interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying behaviours 

on a daily level in the initial phase of a potential conflict escalation or de-escalation.  

Trait anger and trait anxiety 

According to the three-way model, the way people react in conflict situations may 

influence further escalation or de-escalation (Baillien et al., 2009; Zapf & Einarsen, 

2020), which implies that conflicts quickly can change expression and intensity (Van 

de Vliert, 1984). This means that interpersonal conflicts can be regarded as dynamic 

processes where perceptions, immediate reactions, and behaviours of one or more 

parties influence each other (Van de Vliert, 1984). Further, the trait activation theory 

(Tett & Burnett, 2003; Tett & Guterman, 2000), proposes that personality traits are 

latent potentials to behave (think, feel) in certain ways, but that they require trait-

relevant situations to be expressed. As trait anger and trait anxiety are considered to be 

affective traits (Costa & McCrae, 1980), we believe they are likely to be triggered in a 

conflict situation. While studies have found that individuals with a low score on 

neuroticism are less likely to appraise stressful situations as threats (Gallagher, 1990), 
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individuals with a high score on neuroticism are more sensitive in relation to others’ 

emotions and emotional displays (Doherty, 1997), which may increase the likelihood 

that they will respond inappropriately in difficult social situations, such as interpersonal 

conflicts. Hence, according to trait activation theory (Tett & Burnett, 2003), trait 

anxiety will only appear in situations that the employee finds threatening (Judge & 

Zapata, 2015; Kenrick & Funder, 1988; Tett & Guterman, 2000). Being involved in 

interpersonal conflicts may from an evolutionary perspective raise a fear of being 

socially excluded as well as created uncertainty in those involved of what happens next 

and what the outcome may be. This again may evoke feelings of uneasiness and 

anxiousness, which may be particularly triggered in employees with a high score on 

trait anxiety. In parallel, employees with a high score on trait anger should be 

particularly activated when perceiving to be unfairly and disrespectfully treated, which 

may make them react with spontaneous escalating conflict behaviour (Van de Vliert, 

1984). Additionally, such conflict behaviour may irritate the other part and thereby 

potentially trigger aggressive and angry responses in return. Although individual 

dispositions for several decades have been theorized to influence conflict behaviour 

(Van de Vliert, 1984), only a few studies have so far examined personality traits as 

moderators in the antecedents–bullying relationship (Rai & Agarwal, 2018) and, to the 

best of our knowledge, no study has investigated this in the interpersonal conflict–

bullying relationship. Hence, based on the three-way model (Baillien et al., 2009) and 

the trait activation theory (Tett & Burnett, 2003; Tett & Guterman, 2000), the present 

thesis investigates the potential moderating roles of target trait anger and target trait 

anxiety, in the day-to-day relationship between interpersonal conflicts and reported 

exposure of bullying behaviours. 

1.3 Aims and Hypotheses of the Thesis 

Aim 1 

The first aim of the thesis is to investigate whether the three work-related situational 

factors; role conflict, workload, and cognitive demands, are related to perceived 
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exposure to bullying behaviours (Paper 1 and Paper 2). To address this aim, three 

hypotheses are tested: 

Hypothesis 1. There is a positive relationship between role conflict and exposure 

to bullying behaviours at work (Paper 1 and Paper 2). 

Hypothesis 2. There is a positive relationship between workload and exposure 

to bullying behaviours at work (Paper 1 and Paper 2). 

Hypothesis 3. There is a positive relationship between cognitive demands and 

exposure to bullying behaviours at work (Paper 1). 

Aim 2 

The second aim of the thesis is to investigate whether the expected positive 

relationships between the three work-related situational factors (i.e., role conflict, 

workload, and cognitive demands) and exposure to bullying are negatively moderated 

by team-level conflict management climate and positively moderated by department-

level hostile work climate (Paper 1 and Paper 2). To address this aim, the following 

hypotheses are tested: 

Hypothesis 4. The positive relationship between role conflict and bullying 

behaviours is moderated by conflict management climate. Specifically, the 

relationship between role conflict and exposure to bullying behaviours is 

weaker in teams with a strong (vs. weak) conflict management climate (Paper 

1). 

Hypothesis 5. The positive relationship between workload and bullying 

behaviours is moderated by conflict management climate. Specifically, the 

relationship between workload and exposure to bullying behaviours is weaker 

in teams with a strong (vs. weak) conflict management climate (Paper 1). 

Hypothesis 6. The positive relationship between cognitive demands and bullying 

behaviours is moderated by conflict management climate. Specifically, the 
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between involvement in interpersonal conflict and exposure to bullying behaviours 

(Paper 3). To address this aim, the following hypothesis is tested:  

Hypothesis 9. Daily involvement in interpersonal conflicts is positively related 

to daily exposure to bullying behaviours, after controlling for reported exposure 

to bullying behaviours the previous day (Paper 3). 

Aim 4 

The fourth aim of the thesis is to investigate if these day-to-day within-person 

relationships between interpersonal conflict and exposure to bullying behaviours is 

moderated by the individual factors; trait anger and trait anxiety (Paper 3). To address 
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Hypothesis 10. The positive relationship between daily interpersonal conflicts 

and daily exposure to bullying behaviours is stronger for respondents high (vs. 

low) on trait anger (Paper 3). 
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Hypothesis 11. The positive relationship between daily interpersonal conflicts 

and daily exposure to bullying behaviours is stronger for respondents high (vs. 

low) on trait anxiety (Paper 3). 
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2. METHODS 

2.1 Procedures and Samples 

The aim of Paper 1, “Job demands as risk factors of exposure to bullying at work: The 

moderating role of team-level conflict management climate”, was to investigate three 

work-related situational factors as possible antecedents of workplace bullying at the 

individual-level, and to test whether team-level conflict management climate 

moderates these relationships. For Paper 1, we employed a sample of Norwegian 

employees in a major transport company, working on board ferries along the 

Norwegian coastline. The study was conducted as a part of an internal work 

environment survey, where a questionnaire was distributed to 837 employees on all 

their ferries. Participation was voluntary. Altogether, 462 questionnaires were returned, 

resulting in a response rate of 55.2%. The mean age of the sample was 45 years (SD = 

11.8), where 82% (n = 379) were males. Most of the sample were in full-time 

employment (93.2%). The sample was naturally clustered, as individual crew members 

belonged to teams sharing a particular captain, ferry, and shift, where associations 

within and across levels can be modelled using multilevel analysis. Each vessel had 3-

4 teams working in respective shifts, and each team consisted of 2-10 respondents. The 

final sample consisted of 147 teams with an average of 2.7 employees per team. 

The aim of Paper 2, “When the going gets tough and the environment is rough: The 

role of departmental level hostile work climate in the relationship between job stressors 

and workplace bullying”, was to investigate two work-related situational factors (role 

conflict and workload) as possible antecedents of workplace bullying at the individual-

level, and to test whether department-level hostile work climate moderates these 

relationships. For Paper 2, a sample of employees working at a Belgian university were 

used. The data were collected in 2013 by a statistical consulting agency that specializes 

in the measurement of occupational stress for a Belgian Health and Safety Executive. 

The response rate was 48.8% and the total sample consisted of 1354 employees 

working in 134 units. We only retained units consisting of 4 or more respondents 

resulting in the omission of 26 units. Hence, the final sample consisted of 1290 
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employees employed in 108 units. The size of the units varied between 4 and 54 with 

an average of 12. The mean age of the sample was 39.4 years (SD = 11.4), where 53% 

(n = 684) were females. Approximately 28% of participants held a managerial position 

and 79% worked full-time. 

The aim of Paper 3, “Daily interpersonal conflicts and daily exposure to bullying 

behaviours at work: The moderating roles of trait anger and trait anxiety”, was to 

investigate the day-to-day relationship between interpersonal conflicts and bullying 

behaviours, and to test whether trait anger and trait anxiety moderate this relationship. 

For Paper 3, a sample of 57 naval cadets from the Royal Norwegian Naval Academy 

where used. The study took place in the autumn of 2017, during a ten-week training 

mission on board a tall ship, sailing from Northern Europe to North America. During 

the first 30 days of the voyage, the cadets filled out a standardized questionnaire, with 

various questions about the work situation that day, including interpersonal conflicts 

and exposure to bullying behaviours. The cadets answered the daily questionnaires 

every day at the same time (5 pm). Two days before the voyage, the cadets also filled 

out a general questionnaire, containing questions regarding personality and other trait-

like variables, including trait anger and trait anxiety. The sample comprised of 50 male 

cadets (87.7%) and six female cadets (10.5%). One participant did not report gender 

(1.8%). The mean age of the cadets was 23 years (SD = 2.6). Among the 66 cadets who 

were invited to take part in the study, 57 cadets (86.4 %) accepted the invitation and 

completed both the general questionnaire and daily questionnaires. These 57 cadets 

answered 83.5% of the daily questionnaires, yielding 1428 day-level observations (out 

of 1710 possible day-level observations; 57 cadets x 30 days). 

2.2 Measures 

2.2.1 Predictors 

In the present thesis a range of different work-related situational factors were tested as 

predictors throughout the three papers: role conflict (Paper 1 and 2), workload (Paper 

1 and 2), cognitive demands (Paper 1) and interpersonal conflict (Paper 3). 
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Role conflict was measured with five items from the Role Questionnaire (Rizzo et al., 

1970). Examples of items are: “I receive incompatible requests from two or more 

people” and “I do things that are apt to be accepted by accepted by one person and not 

accepted by others”. The items were evaluated by the respondents using a seven-point 

scale ranging from 1 (very false) to 7 (very true). Reliability analyses revealed that the 

internal stability of this measure was acceptable (α = .82). This measure of role conflict 

was used in Paper 1. In Paper 2, role conflict was measured with four items from the 

from the Short Inventory to Monitor Psychosocial Hazards (SIMPH; Notelaers et al., 

2007). The four items are: 1) “Do you receive contradictory instructions?”; 2) “Do you 

have to do your work in a way which differs from the method of your choice?”; 3) “Do 

you have conflict with your colleagues about the content of your tasks?”; 4) “Do you 

have conflict with your boss about the content of your tasks?”. The items were 

evaluated by the respondents using a four-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 4 

(always). The scale showed acceptable reliability (α = .78).   

Workload was measured with four items from the Questionnaire on the experience and 

assessment of work (Van Veldhoven & Meijman, 1994). Examples of items are: “Do 

you have to work very fast?” and “Do you work under time pressure?”. The response 

categories range from 1 (never) to 4 (always), Reliability analyses revealed that the 

internal stability of this measure was good (α = .84). This measure of workload was 

used in Paper 1. In Paper 2, workload was measured with three items from the Short 

Inventory to Monitor Psychosocial Hazards (SIMPH; Notelaers et al., 2007). The three 

items are: 1) “Do you have to work extra hard in order to complete something”; 2) “Do 

you work under time pressure?”; 3) “Do you have to hurry?”. The items were evaluated 

by the respondents using a four-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (always). The 

scale showed good reliability (α = .89). 

Cognitive demands was measured with three items from the Questionnaire on the 

experience and assessment of work (Van Veldhoven & Meijman, 1994). The three 

items are: 1) “Do you have to be attentive to many things at the same time?” 2) “Do 

you have to give continuous attention to your work?”; 3) “Do you have to remember 

many things in your work?”. The items were evaluated by the respondents using a four-
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point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (always). The scale showed acceptable 

reliability (α = .68). This measure served as a predictor in Paper 1.   

Interpersonal conflict was measured at the day-level using a five-item checklist 

developed by Ilies et al. (2011). The measurement was especially developed to capture 

daily reports of interpersonal conflicts at work. Examples of items are: “Over the past 

24 hours I have been in an argument with another cadet, civilian crew or military staff 

about the execution of tasks” and “Over the past 24 hours I had to explain an improper 

behaviour or action to another cadet or leader”. The items were evaluated by the 

respondents using a four-point scale ranging from 1 (has not happened) to 4 (three or 

more times). Since this was a daily measure, the reliability was calculated using the 

approach described by Geldhof et al. (2014), by estimating omega (ω) at the within-

person level using a two-level CFA. The scale showed acceptable reliability (ω = .70). 

This measure served as a predictor in Paper 3.   

2.2.2 Moderators 

Conflict management climate was measured with four items adapted from the Conflict 

Management Climate Scale regarding perceived fairness of dispute resolution in the 

organization (Einarsen et al., 2018; Rivlin, 2001). The four items are: 1) “If I have a 

serious disagreement with someone at work, I know who I should talk to about it”; 2) 

“The way we deal with disagreements between employees in my unit works well”; 3) 

“My superiors deal with conflicts in a good manner”; 4) “We have good procedures 

and methods for raising disagreements and conflicts in my workplace”. The items were 

evaluated by the respondents using a five-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) 

to 5 (strongly agree). The scale showed adequate reliability (α = .81). Prior to the 

multilevel analysis, the items were computed into a sum-score, and a team average 

score was used at the team-level in the analysis. This measure served as a moderator 

variable in Paper 1. 

Hostile work climate was measured with four items from the Short Inventory to 

Monitor Psychosocial Hazards (SIMPH; Notelaers et al., 2007). The overall starting 

sentence was: “How often have you been confronted with the following… during the 
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last six months?”. The four items are: 1) “…aggressiveness from colleagues?”; 2) 

“…aggressiveness from your boss?”; 3) “…conflicts with your colleagues?”; 4) 

“…conflicts with your boss?”. The items were evaluated by the respondents using a 

four-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (always). Reliability analyses revealed that 

the internal stability of this measure was acceptable (α = .71). Prior to the multilevel 

analysis, the items were computed into a sum score, and a department average score 

was used at the between-level in the analysis. This measure served as a moderator 

variable in Paper 2. 

Trait anger and trait anxiety were measured with the State-Trait-Anger Expression 

Inventory (STAXI) and the State-Trait-Anxiety Inventory (STAI) (Spielberger, 1983, 

1988). Trait anger was measures with 12 items (e.g., “I get angry when I'm slowed 

down by others' mistakes”, “I have a fiery temper”), while trait anxiety was measured 

using 20 items (e.g., “I feel nervous and restless”, “I am inclined to take things hard”). 

On both scales, the items were evaluated by the respondents using a four-point scale 

ranging from 1 (almost never) to 4 (almost always). Reliability analyses revealed that 

the internal stability of these measures was acceptable for trait anger (ω = .75) and good 

for trait anxiety (ω = .86). These measures served as moderator variables in Paper 3. 

2.2.3 Outcome 

Exposure to workplace bullying was the outcome variable in all three papers 

constituting the present thesis, hence focusing on target experiences, in line with the 

tradition in European bullying research (see Einarsen et al., 2020). We chose the 

behavioural experience approach to measure exposure to workplace bullying 

behaviours in all three papers, which means that the frequency of exposure to different 

negative acts experienced by the respondents is measured, without the mentioning of 

words such as “bullying” and “harassment”. To measure exposure to bullying 

behaviours short versions of the standardized scale Negative Acts Questionnaire-

Revised (NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009) was applied. Hence, the Negative Acts 

Questionnaire-Revised measures perceived exposure to bullying behaviours while at 

work, describing different kinds of behaviour that may be perceived as bullying if they 

occur on a systematic and regular basis. The scores on all items were summed to form 
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an overall index of exposure to bullying behaviours. Different versions of the 

questionnaire were used in the three papers. While the original NAQ-R scale has 22 

items, a 12-item version was used in Paper 1, a 9-item version in Paper 2 (SNAQ) and 

a 5-item version in Paper 3.  

In Paper 1, exposure to bullying behaviours was measured with the twelve-item version 

of the Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised (NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009; Glasø et 

al., 2010; Notelaers, Van der Heijden, Hoel, et al., 2018). The overall starting sentence 

was: “Which unwanted actions or negative situations have you been exposed to in your 

workplace during the last six months?”. Examples of items are: “Someone withholding 

information which affects your performance”, “Spreading of gossip and rumours about 

you,” and “Being shouted at or being the target of spontaneous anger”. The items were 

evaluated by the respondents using a five-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 

(daily). The scale showed good reliability (α = .91).  

In Paper 2, exposure to bullying behaviours was measured with the Short Negative 

Acts Questionnaire (SNAQ; Notelaers, Van der Heijden, Hoel, et al., 2018), which 

consists of nine items from the full version of the Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised 

(NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009). The items followed an introductory text stating: “How 

many times have you been the target of following behaviours during the last six 

months?”. Example items are: “Repeated offensive remarks about you or your private 

life”, “Silence or hostility as a response to your questions or attempts at conversations” 

and “Social exclusion from co-workers or workgroup activities”. The items were 

evaluated by the respondents using a four-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (once 

a week or more). The scale showed good reliability (α = .86).  

In Paper 3, bullying behaviour was measured with five items adapted from the Negative 

Acts Questionnaire–Revised (NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009). To fit the daily diary 

design applied in Paper 3, the timeframe reference provided in the questionnaire was 

changed from the original “the last six months” to “today”. The items that were selected 

where the ones considered most likely to occur on a daily basis among the sample of 

cadets in their actual setting. Still, the five items cover the three different types of 

 46 

an overall index of exposure to bullying behaviours. Different versions of the 

questionnaire were used in the three papers. While the original NAQ-R scale has 22 

items, a 12-item version was used in Paper 1, a 9-item version in Paper 2 (SNAQ) and 

a 5-item version in Paper 3.  

In Paper 1, exposure to bullying behaviours was measured with the twelve-item version 

of the Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised (NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009; Glasø et 

al., 2010; Notelaers, Van der Heijden, Hoel, et al., 2018). The overall starting sentence 

was: “Which unwanted actions or negative situations have you been exposed to in your 

workplace during the last six months?”. Examples of items are: “Someone withholding 

information which affects your performance”, “Spreading of gossip and rumours about 

you,” and “Being shouted at or being the target of spontaneous anger”. The items were 

evaluated by the respondents using a five-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 

(daily). The scale showed good reliability (α = .91).  

In Paper 2, exposure to bullying behaviours was measured with the Short Negative 

Acts Questionnaire (SNAQ; Notelaers, Van der Heijden, Hoel, et al., 2018), which 

consists of nine items from the full version of the Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised 

(NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009). The items followed an introductory text stating: “How 

many times have you been the target of following behaviours during the last six 

months?”. Example items are: “Repeated offensive remarks about you or your private 

life”, “Silence or hostility as a response to your questions or attempts at conversations” 

and “Social exclusion from co-workers or workgroup activities”. The items were 

evaluated by the respondents using a four-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (once 

a week or more). The scale showed good reliability (α = .86).  

In Paper 3, bullying behaviour was measured with five items adapted from the Negative 

Acts Questionnaire–Revised (NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009). To fit the daily diary 

design applied in Paper 3, the timeframe reference provided in the questionnaire was 

changed from the original “the last six months” to “today”. The items that were selected 

where the ones considered most likely to occur on a daily basis among the sample of 

cadets in their actual setting. Still, the five items cover the three different types of 

 46 

an overall index of exposure to bullying behaviours. Different versions of the 

questionnaire were used in the three papers. While the original NAQ-R scale has 22 

items, a 12-item version was used in Paper 1, a 9-item version in Paper 2 (SNAQ) and 

a 5-item version in Paper 3.  

In Paper 1, exposure to bullying behaviours was measured with the twelve-item version 

of the Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised (NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009; Glasø et 

al., 2010; Notelaers, Van der Heijden, Hoel, et al., 2018). The overall starting sentence 

was: “Which unwanted actions or negative situations have you been exposed to in your 

workplace during the last six months?”. Examples of items are: “Someone withholding 

information which affects your performance”, “Spreading of gossip and rumours about 

you,” and “Being shouted at or being the target of spontaneous anger”. The items were 

evaluated by the respondents using a five-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 

(daily). The scale showed good reliability (α = .91).  

In Paper 2, exposure to bullying behaviours was measured with the Short Negative 

Acts Questionnaire (SNAQ; Notelaers, Van der Heijden, Hoel, et al., 2018), which 

consists of nine items from the full version of the Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised 

(NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009). The items followed an introductory text stating: “How 

many times have you been the target of following behaviours during the last six 

months?”. Example items are: “Repeated offensive remarks about you or your private 

life”, “Silence or hostility as a response to your questions or attempts at conversations” 

and “Social exclusion from co-workers or workgroup activities”. The items were 

evaluated by the respondents using a four-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (once 

a week or more). The scale showed good reliability (α = .86).  

In Paper 3, bullying behaviour was measured with five items adapted from the Negative 

Acts Questionnaire–Revised (NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009). To fit the daily diary 

design applied in Paper 3, the timeframe reference provided in the questionnaire was 

changed from the original “the last six months” to “today”. The items that were selected 

where the ones considered most likely to occur on a daily basis among the sample of 

cadets in their actual setting. Still, the five items cover the three different types of 

 46 

an overall index of exposure to bullying behaviours. Different versions of the 

questionnaire were used in the three papers. While the original NAQ-R scale has 22 

items, a 12-item version was used in Paper 1, a 9-item version in Paper 2 (SNAQ) and 

a 5-item version in Paper 3.  

In Paper 1, exposure to bullying behaviours was measured with the twelve-item version 

of the Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised (NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009; Glasø et 

al., 2010; Notelaers, Van der Heijden, Hoel, et al., 2018). The overall starting sentence 

was: “Which unwanted actions or negative situations have you been exposed to in your 

workplace during the last six months?”. Examples of items are: “Someone withholding 

information which affects your performance”, “Spreading of gossip and rumours about 

you,” and “Being shouted at or being the target of spontaneous anger”. The items were 

evaluated by the respondents using a five-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 

(daily). The scale showed good reliability (α = .91).  

In Paper 2, exposure to bullying behaviours was measured with the Short Negative 

Acts Questionnaire (SNAQ; Notelaers, Van der Heijden, Hoel, et al., 2018), which 

consists of nine items from the full version of the Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised 

(NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009). The items followed an introductory text stating: “How 

many times have you been the target of following behaviours during the last six 

months?”. Example items are: “Repeated offensive remarks about you or your private 

life”, “Silence or hostility as a response to your questions or attempts at conversations” 

and “Social exclusion from co-workers or workgroup activities”. The items were 

evaluated by the respondents using a four-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (once 

a week or more). The scale showed good reliability (α = .86).  

In Paper 3, bullying behaviour was measured with five items adapted from the Negative 

Acts Questionnaire–Revised (NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009). To fit the daily diary 

design applied in Paper 3, the timeframe reference provided in the questionnaire was 

changed from the original “the last six months” to “today”. The items that were selected 

where the ones considered most likely to occur on a daily basis among the sample of 

cadets in their actual setting. Still, the five items cover the three different types of 

 46 

an overall index of exposure to bullying behaviours. Different versions of the 

questionnaire were used in the three papers. While the original NAQ-R scale has 22 

items, a 12-item version was used in Paper 1, a 9-item version in Paper 2 (SNAQ) and 

a 5-item version in Paper 3.  

In Paper 1, exposure to bullying behaviours was measured with the twelve-item version 

of the Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised (NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009; Glasø et 

al., 2010; Notelaers, Van der Heijden, Hoel, et al., 2018). The overall starting sentence 

was: “Which unwanted actions or negative situations have you been exposed to in your 

workplace during the last six months?”. Examples of items are: “Someone withholding 

information which affects your performance”, “Spreading of gossip and rumours about 

you,” and “Being shouted at or being the target of spontaneous anger”. The items were 

evaluated by the respondents using a five-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 

(daily). The scale showed good reliability (α = .91).  

In Paper 2, exposure to bullying behaviours was measured with the Short Negative 

Acts Questionnaire (SNAQ; Notelaers, Van der Heijden, Hoel, et al., 2018), which 

consists of nine items from the full version of the Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised 

(NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009). The items followed an introductory text stating: “How 

many times have you been the target of following behaviours during the last six 

months?”. Example items are: “Repeated offensive remarks about you or your private 

life”, “Silence or hostility as a response to your questions or attempts at conversations” 

and “Social exclusion from co-workers or workgroup activities”. The items were 

evaluated by the respondents using a four-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (once 

a week or more). The scale showed good reliability (α = .86).  

In Paper 3, bullying behaviour was measured with five items adapted from the Negative 

Acts Questionnaire–Revised (NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009). To fit the daily diary 

design applied in Paper 3, the timeframe reference provided in the questionnaire was 

changed from the original “the last six months” to “today”. The items that were selected 

where the ones considered most likely to occur on a daily basis among the sample of 

cadets in their actual setting. Still, the five items cover the three different types of 

 46 

an overall index of exposure to bullying behaviours. Different versions of the 

questionnaire were used in the three papers. While the original NAQ-R scale has 22 

items, a 12-item version was used in Paper 1, a 9-item version in Paper 2 (SNAQ) and 

a 5-item version in Paper 3.  

In Paper 1, exposure to bullying behaviours was measured with the twelve-item version 

of the Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised (NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009; Glasø et 

al., 2010; Notelaers, Van der Heijden, Hoel, et al., 2018). The overall starting sentence 

was: “Which unwanted actions or negative situations have you been exposed to in your 

workplace during the last six months?”. Examples of items are: “Someone withholding 

information which affects your performance”, “Spreading of gossip and rumours about 

you,” and “Being shouted at or being the target of spontaneous anger”. The items were 

evaluated by the respondents using a five-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 

(daily). The scale showed good reliability (α = .91).  

In Paper 2, exposure to bullying behaviours was measured with the Short Negative 

Acts Questionnaire (SNAQ; Notelaers, Van der Heijden, Hoel, et al., 2018), which 

consists of nine items from the full version of the Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised 

(NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009). The items followed an introductory text stating: “How 

many times have you been the target of following behaviours during the last six 

months?”. Example items are: “Repeated offensive remarks about you or your private 

life”, “Silence or hostility as a response to your questions or attempts at conversations” 

and “Social exclusion from co-workers or workgroup activities”. The items were 

evaluated by the respondents using a four-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (once 

a week or more). The scale showed good reliability (α = .86).  

In Paper 3, bullying behaviour was measured with five items adapted from the Negative 

Acts Questionnaire–Revised (NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009). To fit the daily diary 

design applied in Paper 3, the timeframe reference provided in the questionnaire was 

changed from the original “the last six months” to “today”. The items that were selected 

where the ones considered most likely to occur on a daily basis among the sample of 

cadets in their actual setting. Still, the five items cover the three different types of 

 46 

an overall index of exposure to bullying behaviours. Different versions of the 

questionnaire were used in the three papers. While the original NAQ-R scale has 22 

items, a 12-item version was used in Paper 1, a 9-item version in Paper 2 (SNAQ) and 

a 5-item version in Paper 3.  

In Paper 1, exposure to bullying behaviours was measured with the twelve-item version 

of the Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised (NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009; Glasø et 

al., 2010; Notelaers, Van der Heijden, Hoel, et al., 2018). The overall starting sentence 

was: “Which unwanted actions or negative situations have you been exposed to in your 

workplace during the last six months?”. Examples of items are: “Someone withholding 

information which affects your performance”, “Spreading of gossip and rumours about 

you,” and “Being shouted at or being the target of spontaneous anger”. The items were 

evaluated by the respondents using a five-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 

(daily). The scale showed good reliability (α = .91).  

In Paper 2, exposure to bullying behaviours was measured with the Short Negative 

Acts Questionnaire (SNAQ; Notelaers, Van der Heijden, Hoel, et al., 2018), which 

consists of nine items from the full version of the Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised 

(NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009). The items followed an introductory text stating: “How 

many times have you been the target of following behaviours during the last six 

months?”. Example items are: “Repeated offensive remarks about you or your private 

life”, “Silence or hostility as a response to your questions or attempts at conversations” 

and “Social exclusion from co-workers or workgroup activities”. The items were 

evaluated by the respondents using a four-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (once 

a week or more). The scale showed good reliability (α = .86).  

In Paper 3, bullying behaviour was measured with five items adapted from the Negative 

Acts Questionnaire–Revised (NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009). To fit the daily diary 

design applied in Paper 3, the timeframe reference provided in the questionnaire was 

changed from the original “the last six months” to “today”. The items that were selected 

where the ones considered most likely to occur on a daily basis among the sample of 

cadets in their actual setting. Still, the five items cover the three different types of 

 46 

an overall index of exposure to bullying behaviours. Different versions of the 

questionnaire were used in the three papers. While the original NAQ-R scale has 22 

items, a 12-item version was used in Paper 1, a 9-item version in Paper 2 (SNAQ) and 

a 5-item version in Paper 3.  

In Paper 1, exposure to bullying behaviours was measured with the twelve-item version 

of the Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised (NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009; Glasø et 

al., 2010; Notelaers, Van der Heijden, Hoel, et al., 2018). The overall starting sentence 

was: “Which unwanted actions or negative situations have you been exposed to in your 

workplace during the last six months?”. Examples of items are: “Someone withholding 

information which affects your performance”, “Spreading of gossip and rumours about 

you,” and “Being shouted at or being the target of spontaneous anger”. The items were 

evaluated by the respondents using a five-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 

(daily). The scale showed good reliability (α = .91).  

In Paper 2, exposure to bullying behaviours was measured with the Short Negative 

Acts Questionnaire (SNAQ; Notelaers, Van der Heijden, Hoel, et al., 2018), which 

consists of nine items from the full version of the Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised 

(NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009). The items followed an introductory text stating: “How 

many times have you been the target of following behaviours during the last six 

months?”. Example items are: “Repeated offensive remarks about you or your private 

life”, “Silence or hostility as a response to your questions or attempts at conversations” 

and “Social exclusion from co-workers or workgroup activities”. The items were 

evaluated by the respondents using a four-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (once 

a week or more). The scale showed good reliability (α = .86).  

In Paper 3, bullying behaviour was measured with five items adapted from the Negative 

Acts Questionnaire–Revised (NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009). To fit the daily diary 

design applied in Paper 3, the timeframe reference provided in the questionnaire was 

changed from the original “the last six months” to “today”. The items that were selected 

where the ones considered most likely to occur on a daily basis among the sample of 

cadets in their actual setting. Still, the five items cover the three different types of 

 46 

an overall index of exposure to bullying behaviours. Different versions of the 

questionnaire were used in the three papers. While the original NAQ-R scale has 22 

items, a 12-item version was used in Paper 1, a 9-item version in Paper 2 (SNAQ) and 

a 5-item version in Paper 3.  

In Paper 1, exposure to bullying behaviours was measured with the twelve-item version 

of the Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised (NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009; Glasø et 

al., 2010; Notelaers, Van der Heijden, Hoel, et al., 2018). The overall starting sentence 

was: “Which unwanted actions or negative situations have you been exposed to in your 

workplace during the last six months?”. Examples of items are: “Someone withholding 

information which affects your performance”, “Spreading of gossip and rumours about 

you,” and “Being shouted at or being the target of spontaneous anger”. The items were 

evaluated by the respondents using a five-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 

(daily). The scale showed good reliability (α = .91).  

In Paper 2, exposure to bullying behaviours was measured with the Short Negative 

Acts Questionnaire (SNAQ; Notelaers, Van der Heijden, Hoel, et al., 2018), which 

consists of nine items from the full version of the Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised 

(NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009). The items followed an introductory text stating: “How 

many times have you been the target of following behaviours during the last six 

months?”. Example items are: “Repeated offensive remarks about you or your private 

life”, “Silence or hostility as a response to your questions or attempts at conversations” 

and “Social exclusion from co-workers or workgroup activities”. The items were 

evaluated by the respondents using a four-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (once 

a week or more). The scale showed good reliability (α = .86).  

In Paper 3, bullying behaviour was measured with five items adapted from the Negative 

Acts Questionnaire–Revised (NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009). To fit the daily diary 

design applied in Paper 3, the timeframe reference provided in the questionnaire was 

changed from the original “the last six months” to “today”. The items that were selected 

where the ones considered most likely to occur on a daily basis among the sample of 

cadets in their actual setting. Still, the five items cover the three different types of 



 47 

bullying behaviours that have been described for the NAQ-R (i.e., work-related, 

person-related, and social exclusion). The five items are: 1) “Been ignored or 

excluded”; 2) “Unpleasant reminders of errors or mistakes”; 3) “Practical jokes carried 

out by people you don’t get along with”; 4) “Been shouted at or been the target of 

spontaneous anger”; 5) “Had your opinions ignored”. The items were evaluated by the 

respondents using a five-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (to a very large 

extent). Reliability of this daily measure was calculated by estimating omega (ω) at the 

within-person level using a two-level CFA (Geldhof et al., 2014). The scale had 

acceptable reliability (ω = .70). 

2.2.4 Control variables  

Gender, age, and tenure served as control variables in all analyses in Paper 1 and 2. 

Exposure to bullying behaviours the previous day served as a control variable in all 

analysis predicting exposure to bullying behaviours the same day in Paper 3. This was 

done to ensure that what was measured was an increase in exposure to bullying 

behaviours. 

2.3 Statistical Analysis 

To utilize the multilevel structure of the data, all analysis in the present thesis were 

performed using the software package MLwiN version 2.20 (Paper 1) and version 3.01 

(Paper 2 and 3). Pre-analysis and descriptive statistics were conducted using the 

software package Mplus version 7.0 (Paper 1) and version 7. 4 (Paper 2 and 3). In all 

three papers constituting the present thesis, cross-level interactions were tested, 

whereupon simple slope tests for hierarchal linear models were used to examine 

whether the slopes were significantly different from zero (Preacher et al., 2006). The 

slopes were tested at +/-1 SD for the predictors and moderators, and calculations were 

based on the asymptotic covariance matrix from the respective multilevel models using 

R version 3.4.3.    
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2.3.1 Paper I 

In Paper 1, we had individual scores (individual-level) that were nested within teams 

(team-level), that is crews onboard ferries. In the analysis, individual-level predictors 

were centred on the team mean, while team-level predictors were centred on the grand 

mean. To test our hypotheses, we ran three models predicting exposure to bullying 

behaviours. First, we tested a model where the intercept was included as the only 

predictor (Null Model). In the next model (Main effect Model), we included the 

predictor variables (role conflict, workload, cognitive demands) and the moderator 

variable (climate for conflict management climate). In the third model (Interaction 

Model), the two-way interactions between climate for conflict management climate 

and the three predictors were included.  

2.3.2 Paper II 

In Paper 2, individual scores (individual-level) were nested within departments 

(department-level). In the analysis, individual-level predictors were centred on the 

department mean, while department-level predictors were centred on the grand mean. 

To test our hypotheses, we ran five models predicting exposure to bullying behaviours. 

First, we ran a null model where the intercept was included as the only predictor. 

Second, we tested a main effect model by adding the hypothesized individual-level 

predictors (role conflict and workload). In the third model, to examine possible random 

effects of the individual-level predictors on the higher department-level, we allowed 

the slopes of the relationships between the predictors (role conflict and workload) and 

the outcome (bullying behaviours) to vary randomly. In the fourth model, we added the 

hypothesized department-level predictor (hostile work climate), explaining 

department-level variance in exposure to bullying behaviours. Finally, in the fifth 

model, we tested the hypothesized cross-level interactions between hostile work 

climate and the two individual-level predictors by including their respective 

interactional effects.  
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2.3.3 Paper III 

In Paper 3, the daily measures (interpersonal conflict and bullying behaviour) 

constituted the within-level of analysis, while trait anger and trait anxiety constituted 

the between-level of analysis. In the analysis, daily observations (within-level; N = 

1428) where nested within individual cadets (between-level; N = 57). To test our 

hypotheses, we ran two sets including three models predicting both our outcomes of 

interpersonal conflicts the next day and daily bullying behaviours. In the first set, to 

investigate whether interpersonal conflicts persist, we predicted interpersonal conflicts 

the next day. First, we tested a model where the intercept was included as the only 

predictor (Null Model). In the next model (Main effect Model), we included the 

explanatory variable (daily interpersonal conflict) and the moderator variables (trait 

anger and trait anxiety). In the third model (Interaction Model), the two-way interaction 

between the moderators and daily interpersonal conflict were included. In the second 

set, we predicted exposure to daily bullying behaviours the same day. Again, we first 

tested a model where the intercept was included as the only predictor (Null Model). In 

the next model (Main effect Model), we included the explanatory variable (daily 

interpersonal conflict), the moderator variables (trait anger and trait anxiety) and 

control variable (previous-day exposure to bullying behaviours). In the third model 

(Interaction Model), the two-way interaction between the moderators and interpersonal 

conflict were included.  

2.4 Ethical Considerations 

The collection of data employed in Paper 1 and 3 were both approved by the Norwegian 

Social Science Data Services/Norwegian Centre for Research Data. The data employed 

in Paper 2 were collected by a Belgian statistical agency and met with the Belgian data 

protection regulations. Respondents in all three studies constituting the present thesis 

were given written informed consent, meaning that they were informed prior to 

participating in the studies that participation was voluntary and that they could resign 

from the study at any time. The participants were also informed that all information 
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3. RESULTS 

In the following we will answer the overall aims and hypothesis in the thesis. 

3.1 Paper I 

Zahlquist, L., Hetland, J., Skogstad, A., Bakker, A. B., & Einarsen, S. V. (2019). Job 

demands as risk factors of exposure to bullying at work: The moderating role of team-

level conflict management climate. Frontiers in Psychology, 10, 2017. 

https://doi.org/fc8r 

The results of multilevel analyses showed support for hypothesis 1 and 3, as there was 

a significant positive relationship for both role conflict and exposure to bullying (B = 

.103, p < .01) and cognitive demands and exposure to bullying (B = .105, p < .05). 

However, hypothesis 2 was not supported as the relationship between workload and 

bullying behaviours was not significant (B = .019, n.s.). In support of hypotheses 4 and 

6, we found that team-level conflict management climate moderated the relationship 

between role conflict and exposure to bullying (B = -.071, p < .05) and cognitive 

demands and exposure to bullying behaviours (-.174, p < .05). The interaction between 

team-level conflict management climate and workload was on the other hand not 

significant, indicating that hypothesis 5 was not supported. The significant interactions 

imply that the relationship between the two situational risk factors, role conflict and 

cognitive demands, and exposure to bullying behaviours are weaker for employees 

working in teams with a strong conflict management climate. In accordance with 

hypothesis 4 and 6, a visual examination showed that both the relationship between 

role conflict and exposure to bullying behaviours, and the relationship between 

cognitive demands and exposure to bullying behaviours, were stronger in teams 

characterized by a weak conflict management climate. 
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3.2 Paper II 

Zahlquist, L., Hetland, J., Notelaers, G., Rosander, M., Einarsen, S. V. (2023). When 

the going gets tough and the environment is rough: The role of departmental level 

hostile work climate in the relationship between job stressors and workplace bullying. 

International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 20(5), 4464. 

https://doi.org/jzfd 

The results of multilevel analyses showed support for hypothesis 1 and 2, as there was 

a significant positive relationship for both role conflict and exposure to bullying (B = 

.474, p < .001) and workload and exposure to bullying (B = .071, p < .001). Next, the 

higher-level random slopes for both predictors were estimated. The random slope of 

the relationship between role conflict and exposure to bullying behaviours was 

significant (𝜇1𝑗  = .035, p < .01), while the corresponding random slope for the 

relationship between workload and exposure to bullying behaviours was not (𝜇2𝑗 = 

.000, n.s.). This suggests that only the relationships between role conflict and exposure 

to bullying behaviours systematically differs across departments, while this is not the 

case for the relationship between workload and exposure to bullying behaviours. 

Further, and in support of hypothesis 7, we found that the positive interactional effect 

between role conflict and department-level hostile work climate in the prediction of 

exposure to bullying behaviours was significant (B = .981, p < .001). In accordance 

with hypothesis 7, a visual examination showed that the relationship between role 

conflict and exposure to bullying behaviours was stronger in departments with high 

hostile work climate. However, and opposite to our expectation, there was a negative 

interactional effect between workload and department-level hostile work climate in the 

prediction of exposure to bullying behaviours (B = -.420, p < .001). When visually 

examining the plot, we found that the relationship between workload and exposure to 

bullying behaviours was only significant in departments with low hostile work climate. 

This is a somewhat surprising result that will be interpreted further in the discussion. 

Hence, hypothesis 8 was not supported.  
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International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 20(5), 4464. 

https://doi.org/jzfd 
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3.3 Paper III 

Zahlquist, L., Hetland, J., Einarsen, S. V., Bakker, A. B., Hoprekstad, Ø. L., Espevik, 

R., Olsen, O. K. (2022). Daily interpersonal conflicts and daily exposure to bullying 

behaviors at work: The moderating roles of trait anger and trait anxiety. Applied 

Psychology: An International Review, 1-22. https://doi.org/jhj3 

The results of multilevel analyses showed support for hypothesis 9, as there was a 

significant positive relationship between daily interpersonal conflicts and exposure to 

bullying behaviours the same day (B = .548, p < .001). In support of hypothesis 10, we 

found that trait anger moderated the relationship between daily interpersonal conflict 

and exposure to bullying the same day (B = .469, p < .001). When visually examining 

the relationship between daily interpersonal conflict and exposure to bullying 

behaviours the same day, we could see that it was stronger for cadets with a high level 

of trait anger, further supporting hypothesis 10. However, the interaction effect 

between trait anxiety and daily interpersonal conflict was not significant (B = -.074, 

n.s.), implying that hypothesis 11 was not supported.  
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4. DISCUSSION 

4.1 Discussion of Findings 

The overall aim of the present thesis was to investigate the role of situational, 

contextual, and individual factors in the workplace bullying process, applying group-

level and within-person research designs. More specifically, based on the three 

empirical studies conducted, work-related situational factors (role conflict, workload, 

and cognitive demands) were investigated as potential risk factors in relation to 

perceived exposure to bullying behaviours. Next, we tested the potential moderating 

effects of two group-level contextual factors (conflict management climate and hostile 

work climate) in these relationships. Further, the relationship between involvement in 

interpersonal conflict and exposure to bullying behaviours was investigated at a day-

to-day within-person level. In this we further tested the potential moderating effect of 

two individual factors (trait anger and trait anxiety) in this relationship. The findings 

of this thesis have important theoretical, methodological and practical implications, 

which will be highlighted in the following.  

4.1.1 The relationship between work-related situational factors and 
bullying 

In line with the first aim of the thesis, findings from Paper 1 and Paper 2 showed that 

the three work-related situational factors role conflict, workload, and cognitive 

demands were related to reports of exposure to bullying behaviours. Taken together, 

these findings are in support of the main findings from previous individual-level studies 

on antecedents and risk factors of exposure to workplace bullying (Van den Brande et 

al., 2016). In both Paper 1 and Paper 2, role conflict is found to have the strongest 

relationship with bullying exposure, which also aligns well with previous research 

findings in the field (Hauge et al., 2007; Notelaers et al., 2010; Reknes et al., 2019). 

However, when it comes to workload, the findings are more mixed. While there is a 

significant main effect of workload on employees’ exposure to bullying behaviours in 

Paper 2, this relationship is not significant in Paper 1. One explanation for this may be 

found in the very nature of the studied stressors. In the literature, role conflict, workload 
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and cognitive demands are considered to be different kinds of stressors (LePine et al., 

2005; Van den Broeck et al., 2010). While role conflict is considered to be a hindrance 

demand or a “bad” stressor, that inhibit an employee’s ability to achieve valued goals, 

workload and cognitive demands are termed by some as challenge demands or a “good” 

stressor, with the potential to promote personal growth and achievement (Podsakoff et 

al., 2007). This distinction between the studied stressors, may at least be a part of the 

explanation for why the workload–bullying relationship seem to be more uncertain.  

Still, in sum, the findings of the present thesis support the work environment hypothesis 

(Einarsen et al., 1994; Einarsen et al., 2020; Leymann, 1996), claiming that bulling is 

related to stressors in the psychosocial work environment creating stress, frustration 

and interpersonal conflicts among employees. Given that the stressors act as ambient 

stressors also affecting perpetrators to be, the findings are also consistent with the 

frustration-aggression hypothesis (Berkowitz, 1989; Dollard et al., 1939), postulating 

that stress and frustration may lead to aggressive outlets, which then also encourage 

perpetrators to engage in bullying behaviours. It is anyhow in line with a social 

interactionist perspective on aggression, proposing that such aggressive outlets may 

follow from retaliation and aggressive outlets from perpetrators against stressed out 

targets (Einarsen, 1999; Felson & Tedeschi, 1993). Being exposed to high job demands 

over time, without sufficient resources, is related to negative outcomes such as sleep 

problems, fatigue and impaired health (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). These indirect 

health effects, as well as the direct stress triggered by role conflict, high workload and 
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4.1.2 The moderating role of workgroup climate in the stressor–
bullying relationship  

Additionally, and in line with the second aim of the thesis, these relationships between 

the stressors and exposure to bullying are further influenced by aspects of the social 

climate in the employee’s department or team. Paper 1 showed that the positive 

relationships between role conflict, cognitive demands and bullying behaviours, 

respectively, are either weaker or no longer significant for employees working in teams 

with a strong conflict management climate. In Paper 2, the positive relationship 

between role conflict and bullying behaviours was stronger for employees working in 

departments with a pronounced hostile work climate. As such, these studies are, to our 

knowledge, the first ones to empirically demonstrate the buffering and the 

strengthening effect of workgroup climate in the link between stressors and bullying.  

Hence, in teams where employees report a strong conflict management climate, the 

relationship between increased levels of role conflict and exposure to bullying 

behaviours is weaker, and even more interesting, there is no association between 

increased levels of cognitive demands and exposure to bullying behaviours. This 

supports the notion that this climate may not only serve as a resource in its own right, 

but also as a resource passageway that contribute to protect employee resources, in line 

with the conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 1988, 1989; Rousseau et al., 2014). 

Further, there may be several explanations for why a strong conflict management 

climate has such a buffering effect on these relationships. First, it is likely that a strong 

conflict management climate promotes the actual handling of interpersonal frustration 

and conflicts at an early stage, and by that prevent further escalation. Working in a 

team with a strong conflict management climate probably makes workers feel safe to 

voice their concerns and by that initiate support from the organization and one’s 

immediate managers in order to resolve the antecedent situation or the bullying in an 

early phase. We know from previous studies that choosing to wait and handle bullying 

later in the process, is associated with unsuccessful outcomes, probably because the 

bullying then has escalated too far (Kwan et al., 2016). Another explanation may be 

that conflict management climate works by reducing insecurity and by promoting 

predictability and perceived control (Einarsen et al., 2018). Rivlin (2001) argue that a 
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conflict management climate promotes the actual handling of interpersonal frustration 

and conflicts at an early stage, and by that prevent further escalation. Working in a 

team with a strong conflict management climate probably makes workers feel safe to 

voice their concerns and by that initiate support from the organization and one’s 

immediate managers in order to resolve the antecedent situation or the bullying in an 

early phase. We know from previous studies that choosing to wait and handle bullying 

later in the process, is associated with unsuccessful outcomes, probably because the 

bullying then has escalated too far (Kwan et al., 2016). Another explanation may be 

that conflict management climate works by reducing insecurity and by promoting 
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strong conflict management climate implies that employees perceive managers to 

intervene in conflicts that arise and the conflict management procedures of their 

organization to be fair. A strong conflict management climate also provides workers 

with confidence regarding where to go and what to do when conflictual situations arise. 

Increased perception of control can further increase the likelihood that other stressors 

at work are handled and more easily being coped with (Karasek, 1979). In addition to 

having a buffering effect, the findings in Paper 1 showed that team-level conflict 

management climate also have a main effect on exposure to bullying behaviors, as there 

are fewer bullying behaviours reported in teams characterized by a strong conflict 

management climate. Hence, the findings from the present thesis indicate that conflict 

management climate is an important organizational-level resource with the ability to 

prevent bulling both directly and by playing a protective role, by reducing the impact 

of other known risk factors.  

In opposite to a strong conflict management climate, we further investigate the effect 

of working in a department with a pronounced hostile work climate, and how such a 

climate may affect stressor–bullying relationships on the individual level. The findings 

in Paper 2 show that in departments where employees report a hostile work climate, 

the relationship between increased levels of role conflict and exposure to bullying 

behaviours is stronger. Theoretically, this finding is in line with the work environment 

hypothesis, as a hostile work climate may serve as an additional distal stressor, 

interacting negatively with other work-related stressors (Einarsen et al., 1994; Einarsen 

et al., 2020; Leymann, 1996; Mawritz et al., 2012). Hence, in departments where there 

are several risk factors at different levels being present at the same time, unfortunate 

synergetic effects may occur, severely increasing the total burden put on employees, 

increasing the risk of bullying scenarios emerging. This aligns well with the 

conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 1988, 1989) and supports the notion that 

this climate may not only serve as a stressor in its own right, but also as a resource 

passageway that contribute to boost the job demands–bullying relationship (Hobfoll, 

2002). Furthermore, it is likely that employees who work in a climate where the 

interaction between colleges is permeated by interpersonal conflicts and aggression 

have poorer social relations with less possibilities for social support from colleagues. 

 57 

strong conflict management climate implies that employees perceive managers to 

intervene in conflicts that arise and the conflict management procedures of their 

organization to be fair. A strong conflict management climate also provides workers 

with confidence regarding where to go and what to do when conflictual situations arise. 

Increased perception of control can further increase the likelihood that other stressors 

at work are handled and more easily being coped with (Karasek, 1979). In addition to 

having a buffering effect, the findings in Paper 1 showed that team-level conflict 

management climate also have a main effect on exposure to bullying behaviors, as there 

are fewer bullying behaviours reported in teams characterized by a strong conflict 

management climate. Hence, the findings from the present thesis indicate that conflict 

management climate is an important organizational-level resource with the ability to 

prevent bulling both directly and by playing a protective role, by reducing the impact 

of other known risk factors.  

In opposite to a strong conflict management climate, we further investigate the effect 

of working in a department with a pronounced hostile work climate, and how such a 

climate may affect stressor–bullying relationships on the individual level. The findings 

in Paper 2 show that in departments where employees report a hostile work climate, 

the relationship between increased levels of role conflict and exposure to bullying 

behaviours is stronger. Theoretically, this finding is in line with the work environment 

hypothesis, as a hostile work climate may serve as an additional distal stressor, 

interacting negatively with other work-related stressors (Einarsen et al., 1994; Einarsen 

et al., 2020; Leymann, 1996; Mawritz et al., 2012). Hence, in departments where there 

are several risk factors at different levels being present at the same time, unfortunate 

synergetic effects may occur, severely increasing the total burden put on employees, 

increasing the risk of bullying scenarios emerging. This aligns well with the 

conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 1988, 1989) and supports the notion that 

this climate may not only serve as a stressor in its own right, but also as a resource 

passageway that contribute to boost the job demands–bullying relationship (Hobfoll, 

2002). Furthermore, it is likely that employees who work in a climate where the 

interaction between colleges is permeated by interpersonal conflicts and aggression 

have poorer social relations with less possibilities for social support from colleagues. 

 57 

strong conflict management climate implies that employees perceive managers to 

intervene in conflicts that arise and the conflict management procedures of their 

organization to be fair. A strong conflict management climate also provides workers 

with confidence regarding where to go and what to do when conflictual situations arise. 

Increased perception of control can further increase the likelihood that other stressors 

at work are handled and more easily being coped with (Karasek, 1979). In addition to 

having a buffering effect, the findings in Paper 1 showed that team-level conflict 

management climate also have a main effect on exposure to bullying behaviors, as there 

are fewer bullying behaviours reported in teams characterized by a strong conflict 

management climate. Hence, the findings from the present thesis indicate that conflict 

management climate is an important organizational-level resource with the ability to 

prevent bulling both directly and by playing a protective role, by reducing the impact 

of other known risk factors.  

In opposite to a strong conflict management climate, we further investigate the effect 

of working in a department with a pronounced hostile work climate, and how such a 

climate may affect stressor–bullying relationships on the individual level. The findings 

in Paper 2 show that in departments where employees report a hostile work climate, 

the relationship between increased levels of role conflict and exposure to bullying 

behaviours is stronger. Theoretically, this finding is in line with the work environment 

hypothesis, as a hostile work climate may serve as an additional distal stressor, 

interacting negatively with other work-related stressors (Einarsen et al., 1994; Einarsen 

et al., 2020; Leymann, 1996; Mawritz et al., 2012). Hence, in departments where there 

are several risk factors at different levels being present at the same time, unfortunate 

synergetic effects may occur, severely increasing the total burden put on employees, 

increasing the risk of bullying scenarios emerging. This aligns well with the 

conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 1988, 1989) and supports the notion that 

this climate may not only serve as a stressor in its own right, but also as a resource 

passageway that contribute to boost the job demands–bullying relationship (Hobfoll, 

2002). Furthermore, it is likely that employees who work in a climate where the 

interaction between colleges is permeated by interpersonal conflicts and aggression 

have poorer social relations with less possibilities for social support from colleagues. 

 57 

strong conflict management climate implies that employees perceive managers to 

intervene in conflicts that arise and the conflict management procedures of their 

organization to be fair. A strong conflict management climate also provides workers 

with confidence regarding where to go and what to do when conflictual situations arise. 

Increased perception of control can further increase the likelihood that other stressors 

at work are handled and more easily being coped with (Karasek, 1979). In addition to 

having a buffering effect, the findings in Paper 1 showed that team-level conflict 

management climate also have a main effect on exposure to bullying behaviors, as there 

are fewer bullying behaviours reported in teams characterized by a strong conflict 

management climate. Hence, the findings from the present thesis indicate that conflict 

management climate is an important organizational-level resource with the ability to 

prevent bulling both directly and by playing a protective role, by reducing the impact 

of other known risk factors.  

In opposite to a strong conflict management climate, we further investigate the effect 

of working in a department with a pronounced hostile work climate, and how such a 

climate may affect stressor–bullying relationships on the individual level. The findings 

in Paper 2 show that in departments where employees report a hostile work climate, 

the relationship between increased levels of role conflict and exposure to bullying 

behaviours is stronger. Theoretically, this finding is in line with the work environment 

hypothesis, as a hostile work climate may serve as an additional distal stressor, 

interacting negatively with other work-related stressors (Einarsen et al., 1994; Einarsen 

et al., 2020; Leymann, 1996; Mawritz et al., 2012). Hence, in departments where there 

are several risk factors at different levels being present at the same time, unfortunate 

synergetic effects may occur, severely increasing the total burden put on employees, 

increasing the risk of bullying scenarios emerging. This aligns well with the 

conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 1988, 1989) and supports the notion that 

this climate may not only serve as a stressor in its own right, but also as a resource 

passageway that contribute to boost the job demands–bullying relationship (Hobfoll, 

2002). Furthermore, it is likely that employees who work in a climate where the 

interaction between colleges is permeated by interpersonal conflicts and aggression 

have poorer social relations with less possibilities for social support from colleagues. 

 57 

strong conflict management climate implies that employees perceive managers to 

intervene in conflicts that arise and the conflict management procedures of their 

organization to be fair. A strong conflict management climate also provides workers 

with confidence regarding where to go and what to do when conflictual situations arise. 

Increased perception of control can further increase the likelihood that other stressors 

at work are handled and more easily being coped with (Karasek, 1979). In addition to 

having a buffering effect, the findings in Paper 1 showed that team-level conflict 

management climate also have a main effect on exposure to bullying behaviors, as there 

are fewer bullying behaviours reported in teams characterized by a strong conflict 

management climate. Hence, the findings from the present thesis indicate that conflict 

management climate is an important organizational-level resource with the ability to 

prevent bulling both directly and by playing a protective role, by reducing the impact 

of other known risk factors.  

In opposite to a strong conflict management climate, we further investigate the effect 

of working in a department with a pronounced hostile work climate, and how such a 

climate may affect stressor–bullying relationships on the individual level. The findings 

in Paper 2 show that in departments where employees report a hostile work climate, 

the relationship between increased levels of role conflict and exposure to bullying 

behaviours is stronger. Theoretically, this finding is in line with the work environment 

hypothesis, as a hostile work climate may serve as an additional distal stressor, 

interacting negatively with other work-related stressors (Einarsen et al., 1994; Einarsen 

et al., 2020; Leymann, 1996; Mawritz et al., 2012). Hence, in departments where there 

are several risk factors at different levels being present at the same time, unfortunate 

synergetic effects may occur, severely increasing the total burden put on employees, 

increasing the risk of bullying scenarios emerging. This aligns well with the 

conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 1988, 1989) and supports the notion that 

this climate may not only serve as a stressor in its own right, but also as a resource 

passageway that contribute to boost the job demands–bullying relationship (Hobfoll, 

2002). Furthermore, it is likely that employees who work in a climate where the 

interaction between colleges is permeated by interpersonal conflicts and aggression 

have poorer social relations with less possibilities for social support from colleagues. 

 57 

strong conflict management climate implies that employees perceive managers to 

intervene in conflicts that arise and the conflict management procedures of their 

organization to be fair. A strong conflict management climate also provides workers 

with confidence regarding where to go and what to do when conflictual situations arise. 

Increased perception of control can further increase the likelihood that other stressors 

at work are handled and more easily being coped with (Karasek, 1979). In addition to 

having a buffering effect, the findings in Paper 1 showed that team-level conflict 

management climate also have a main effect on exposure to bullying behaviors, as there 

are fewer bullying behaviours reported in teams characterized by a strong conflict 

management climate. Hence, the findings from the present thesis indicate that conflict 

management climate is an important organizational-level resource with the ability to 

prevent bulling both directly and by playing a protective role, by reducing the impact 

of other known risk factors.  

In opposite to a strong conflict management climate, we further investigate the effect 

of working in a department with a pronounced hostile work climate, and how such a 

climate may affect stressor–bullying relationships on the individual level. The findings 

in Paper 2 show that in departments where employees report a hostile work climate, 

the relationship between increased levels of role conflict and exposure to bullying 

behaviours is stronger. Theoretically, this finding is in line with the work environment 

hypothesis, as a hostile work climate may serve as an additional distal stressor, 

interacting negatively with other work-related stressors (Einarsen et al., 1994; Einarsen 

et al., 2020; Leymann, 1996; Mawritz et al., 2012). Hence, in departments where there 

are several risk factors at different levels being present at the same time, unfortunate 

synergetic effects may occur, severely increasing the total burden put on employees, 

increasing the risk of bullying scenarios emerging. This aligns well with the 

conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 1988, 1989) and supports the notion that 

this climate may not only serve as a stressor in its own right, but also as a resource 

passageway that contribute to boost the job demands–bullying relationship (Hobfoll, 

2002). Furthermore, it is likely that employees who work in a climate where the 

interaction between colleges is permeated by interpersonal conflicts and aggression 

have poorer social relations with less possibilities for social support from colleagues. 

 57 

strong conflict management climate implies that employees perceive managers to 

intervene in conflicts that arise and the conflict management procedures of their 

organization to be fair. A strong conflict management climate also provides workers 

with confidence regarding where to go and what to do when conflictual situations arise. 

Increased perception of control can further increase the likelihood that other stressors 

at work are handled and more easily being coped with (Karasek, 1979). In addition to 

having a buffering effect, the findings in Paper 1 showed that team-level conflict 

management climate also have a main effect on exposure to bullying behaviors, as there 

are fewer bullying behaviours reported in teams characterized by a strong conflict 

management climate. Hence, the findings from the present thesis indicate that conflict 

management climate is an important organizational-level resource with the ability to 

prevent bulling both directly and by playing a protective role, by reducing the impact 

of other known risk factors.  

In opposite to a strong conflict management climate, we further investigate the effect 

of working in a department with a pronounced hostile work climate, and how such a 

climate may affect stressor–bullying relationships on the individual level. The findings 

in Paper 2 show that in departments where employees report a hostile work climate, 

the relationship between increased levels of role conflict and exposure to bullying 

behaviours is stronger. Theoretically, this finding is in line with the work environment 

hypothesis, as a hostile work climate may serve as an additional distal stressor, 

interacting negatively with other work-related stressors (Einarsen et al., 1994; Einarsen 

et al., 2020; Leymann, 1996; Mawritz et al., 2012). Hence, in departments where there 

are several risk factors at different levels being present at the same time, unfortunate 

synergetic effects may occur, severely increasing the total burden put on employees, 

increasing the risk of bullying scenarios emerging. This aligns well with the 

conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 1988, 1989) and supports the notion that 

this climate may not only serve as a stressor in its own right, but also as a resource 

passageway that contribute to boost the job demands–bullying relationship (Hobfoll, 

2002). Furthermore, it is likely that employees who work in a climate where the 

interaction between colleges is permeated by interpersonal conflicts and aggression 

have poorer social relations with less possibilities for social support from colleagues. 

 57 

strong conflict management climate implies that employees perceive managers to 

intervene in conflicts that arise and the conflict management procedures of their 

organization to be fair. A strong conflict management climate also provides workers 

with confidence regarding where to go and what to do when conflictual situations arise. 

Increased perception of control can further increase the likelihood that other stressors 

at work are handled and more easily being coped with (Karasek, 1979). In addition to 

having a buffering effect, the findings in Paper 1 showed that team-level conflict 

management climate also have a main effect on exposure to bullying behaviors, as there 

are fewer bullying behaviours reported in teams characterized by a strong conflict 

management climate. Hence, the findings from the present thesis indicate that conflict 

management climate is an important organizational-level resource with the ability to 

prevent bulling both directly and by playing a protective role, by reducing the impact 

of other known risk factors.  

In opposite to a strong conflict management climate, we further investigate the effect 

of working in a department with a pronounced hostile work climate, and how such a 

climate may affect stressor–bullying relationships on the individual level. The findings 

in Paper 2 show that in departments where employees report a hostile work climate, 

the relationship between increased levels of role conflict and exposure to bullying 

behaviours is stronger. Theoretically, this finding is in line with the work environment 

hypothesis, as a hostile work climate may serve as an additional distal stressor, 

interacting negatively with other work-related stressors (Einarsen et al., 1994; Einarsen 

et al., 2020; Leymann, 1996; Mawritz et al., 2012). Hence, in departments where there 

are several risk factors at different levels being present at the same time, unfortunate 

synergetic effects may occur, severely increasing the total burden put on employees, 

increasing the risk of bullying scenarios emerging. This aligns well with the 

conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 1988, 1989) and supports the notion that 

this climate may not only serve as a stressor in its own right, but also as a resource 

passageway that contribute to boost the job demands–bullying relationship (Hobfoll, 

2002). Furthermore, it is likely that employees who work in a climate where the 

interaction between colleges is permeated by interpersonal conflicts and aggression 

have poorer social relations with less possibilities for social support from colleagues. 

 57 

strong conflict management climate implies that employees perceive managers to 

intervene in conflicts that arise and the conflict management procedures of their 

organization to be fair. A strong conflict management climate also provides workers 

with confidence regarding where to go and what to do when conflictual situations arise. 

Increased perception of control can further increase the likelihood that other stressors 

at work are handled and more easily being coped with (Karasek, 1979). In addition to 

having a buffering effect, the findings in Paper 1 showed that team-level conflict 

management climate also have a main effect on exposure to bullying behaviors, as there 

are fewer bullying behaviours reported in teams characterized by a strong conflict 

management climate. Hence, the findings from the present thesis indicate that conflict 

management climate is an important organizational-level resource with the ability to 

prevent bulling both directly and by playing a protective role, by reducing the impact 

of other known risk factors.  

In opposite to a strong conflict management climate, we further investigate the effect 

of working in a department with a pronounced hostile work climate, and how such a 

climate may affect stressor–bullying relationships on the individual level. The findings 

in Paper 2 show that in departments where employees report a hostile work climate, 

the relationship between increased levels of role conflict and exposure to bullying 

behaviours is stronger. Theoretically, this finding is in line with the work environment 

hypothesis, as a hostile work climate may serve as an additional distal stressor, 

interacting negatively with other work-related stressors (Einarsen et al., 1994; Einarsen 

et al., 2020; Leymann, 1996; Mawritz et al., 2012). Hence, in departments where there 

are several risk factors at different levels being present at the same time, unfortunate 

synergetic effects may occur, severely increasing the total burden put on employees, 

increasing the risk of bullying scenarios emerging. This aligns well with the 

conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 1988, 1989) and supports the notion that 

this climate may not only serve as a stressor in its own right, but also as a resource 

passageway that contribute to boost the job demands–bullying relationship (Hobfoll, 

2002). Furthermore, it is likely that employees who work in a climate where the 

interaction between colleges is permeated by interpersonal conflicts and aggression 

have poorer social relations with less possibilities for social support from colleagues. 



 58 

In this regard, several studies have shown that employees who lack social support from 

their colleges, tend to cope less effectively in response to stressful situations (DeLongis 

& Holtzman, 2005; Sloan, 2012), making those who work in hostile climates more 

likely to experience their work-related stressors as demanding, severely taxing their 

resources. In a study by Mawritz et al. (2014), employees working in hostile climates 

had a tendency to cope with their environment by psychologically withdrawing. Such 

withdrawal may then cause employees to not intervene or voice when mistreatment and 

unfairness is taking place at work. Subsequently, if bullying incidents go unchecked, 

there is a heightened risk of bullying behaviours becoming “normalized” (Liefooghe 

& Mac Davey, 2001). In a climate where such behaviours are unlikely to be sanctioned 

or have any form of negative consequences, the threshold for frustration to turn into 

aggression and bullying behaviours may also be lowered, an assumption also in line 

with the social information processing theory (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978).  

At last, and contrary to our expectations, the results in Paper 2 showed no significant 

strengthening effect of department-level hostile work climate on the relationship 

between workload and bullying behaviour. Still, the results clearly show that more 

exposure to bullying behaviours is reported in departments characterized by a hostile 

work climate, independent of the experienced workload. This effect also seems so 

strong that any effect of high workloads on bullying exposure may be concealed by this 

highly problematic climate, which may indicate a ceiling-effect. 

4.1.3 The relationship between interpersonal conflicts and bullying 

In line with the third aim of the thesis, a fourth situational antecedent of workplace 

bullying, namely interpersonal conflicts, was investigated in Paper 3. As the 

relationship between interpersonal conflicts and workplace bullying is well-

established, the contribution of the present thesis is to expand our knowledge regarding 

this at a microlevel. By investigating the daily within-person dynamic in the early phase 

of a potential escalation, we contribute to our understanding of what is happening at 

the actual time of an occurring conflict situation. The findings in Paper 3 show that 

involvement in daily interpersonal conflicts is related to exposure to bullying behaviors 

on the very same day, even when controlling for one’s exposure the day before. As 
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such, this finding is in line with the work environment hypothesis (Einarsen et al., 1994; 

Hauge et al., 2011; Leymann, 1996), stating that bullying is the result of stressors in 

the psychosocial working environment, such as interpersonal conflicts. However, as 

existing research mainly investigated the relationship between ongoing interpersonal 

conflict and accumulated exposure to bullying behaviors over longer time periods (e.g., 

Baillien et al., 2016; Leon-Perez et al., 2015; Ågotnes et al., 2018), an important 

contribution of the present thesis is that we find that this does not necessarily take 

weeks or even months to develop, but rather starts immediately when interacting in an 

interpersonal conflict. Hence, by employing a repeated-measures design and studying 

the relationship at the within-person level on a daily basis, we provide new insight into 

the daily dynamics between interpersonal conflict and exposure to bullying behaviors. 

Although not explicitly hypothesized in the aims of the thesis, the findings in Paper 3 

also show that involvement in interpersonal conflicts one day is related to experiencing 

interpersonal conflicts the next day, indicating an escalation or at least a continuation 

of conflict episodes from one day to another. However, when it comes to the 

interpersonal conflict–bullying behaviour relationship, no lagged relationship is found. 

Accordingly, as argued in Paper 3, this may indicate that bullying episodes sometimes 

happen as immediate reactions “in the heat of the moment,” in contrast to being a result 

of accumulated frustration from lasting interpersonal conflicts. 

4.1.4 The moderating role of individual factors in the interpersonal 
conflicts–bullying relationship  

Further, individual factors may also influence how individuals react when facing 

interpersonal conflicts at work. In line with the fourth aim of the thesis, the findings in 

Paper 3 showed that the day-to-day within-person relationship between interpersonal 

conflicts and exposure to bullying behaviours is moderated by an individual factor in 

targets, namely their level of trait anger. More specifically, respondents who are high 

in trait anger tend to experience more instances of exposure to bullying on days where 

one is involved in interpersonal conflicts, as compared with respondents who score 

lower on this trait. Additionally, the findings from Paper 3 showed that for respondents 

with a high score on trait anger, involvement in daily interpersonal conflicts are a strong 

predictor of interpersonal conflicts persisting the next day. Despite the lack of empirical 
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one is involved in interpersonal conflicts, as compared with respondents who score 

lower on this trait. Additionally, the findings from Paper 3 showed that for respondents 

with a high score on trait anger, involvement in daily interpersonal conflicts are a strong 

predictor of interpersonal conflicts persisting the next day. Despite the lack of empirical 
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studies on these relationships, the findings from Paper 3 align well with early 

observations and assumptions in the field, that those who react more strongly and active 

when in conflict situations are at greater risk of becoming victims of bullying as well 

as being less likely to experience a de-escalation of the situation (Reknes et al., 2021; 

Thylefors, 1987). Theoretically, these findings are in line with the trait activation 

theory (Tett & Burnett, 2003), as having a high score on trait anger is associated with 

being more reactive to interpersonal challenging situations and situations with some 

kinds of provocation and potential triggers of anger, such as interpersonal conflicts 

(Pervin, 1993). This may affect both the interpretation of the conflict situation and 

choice of coping strategy, for instance by perceiving the behaviours and responses of 

others as being more hostile or by responding with fury, which then may worsen the 

further course of the conflict (Spector et al., 2000). The findings in Paper 3 also align 

with previous cross-sectional studies showing an enhancing effect of traits in similar 

relationships (Fox et al., 2001; Ilie et al., 2012; Reknes et al., 2019). Still, although trait 

anger is claimed to be a provocation-sensitive trait (Bettencourt et al., 2006), both 

Reknes et al. (2019) and the findings in Paper 3 imply that trait anger mainly trigger 

bullying when other risk factors are present. Hence, an important finding in the present 

thesis is that on days with low levels of conflict there is low occurrence of bullying 

behaviours, regardless of the respondent’s trait anger score. Yet, on days with higher 

levels of interpersonal conflict, there is a significant increase in exposure to bullying 

behaviours among all employees, although it is even stronger for those with high trait 

anger scores. 

Lastly and contrary to our predictions, trait anxiety neither moderated the stability in 

interpersonal conflict levels from day to day nor the relationship between interpersonal 

conflict and exposure to bullying behaviours the same day. Hence, this finding from 

Paper 3 is in contradiction to previous studies that found trait anxiety to have an 

enhancing effect in similar cross-sectional studies (Fox et al., 2001; Reknes et al., 

2019). One possible explanation for this inconsistency may be that the studies have 

different timespans and that there are different mechanisms at work in the short versus 

long term. As Paper 3 explores the early stage of a potential conflict–bullying process, 

those with a high score on trait anxiety may in the short run contribute to de-escalation 
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by avoiding or withdrawing from the situation (Van de Vliert, 1984). This further aligns 

with recent studies that found a positive association between trait anxiety and coping-

related strategies such as avoidance- and escape behaviours (Fung et al., 2019; Sege et 

al., 2018). Although avoiding conflicts, or using a yielding conflict management style, 

may be satisfactory in the short run, it is found to be related to conflict escalation in the 

long term, as conflicts remain unresolved (Behfar et al., 2008; Janssen & Van de Vliert, 

1996). Hence, some support exists regarding our speculation that trait anxiety will be 

a stronger risk factor over a longer time perspective. Still, taken together, the results of 

Paper 3 indicate that both the specific conflict episode and how one tends to perceive 

and respond to such an episode may interact when predicting exposure to bullying 

behaviours. 

4.2 Theoretical Implications  

An important theoretical contribution of the present thesis is to provide empirical 

support  to both the three-way model (Baillien et al., 2009), as well as the work 

environment hypothesis (Einarsen et al., 1994; Leymann, 1996). Further, we show how 

risk factors from different levels are related to bullying exposure, as well as showing 

their cross-level interactions. In this we document how both a climate for conflict 

management and a hostile work climate may not only be important protective- or risk-

factors in their own right, respectively. These climates also moderate the effect of 

individual-level risk factors. Additionally, we demonstrate how trait anger facilitate the 

relationship between interpersonal conflict and exposure to bullying behaviours in the 

initial part of a potential bullying pathway. Taken together, the findings from the three 

studies constituting the present thesis support all three tracks or pathways within the 

three-way model (see Figure 1) (Baillien et al., 2009).  

The findings in Paper 1 and Paper 2 mainly gain support for track one in the three-way 

model, as the work-related situational risk factors can be the origin of the frustration or 

strain, further leading to bullying. However, these risk factors may also serve as 

underlying factors causing interpersonal conflicts in the second pathway to bullying. 

According to the three-way model, interpersonal conflict is considered both to be 
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related to frustration and strain, but is also in itself the starting point of the second 

pathway to bullying (Baillien et al., 2009). Further, the climate in the team or 

department may either directly lead to workplace bullying (track three) or it can serve 

as a moderator in the other pathways to bullying (track one and two). In Paper 1 and 

Paper 2 we find support for conflict management climate and hostile work climate, 

respectively, to interact with situational factors in predicting exposure to bullying 

behaviours. Although the main focus in the present thesis is on track one and two in 

the three-way model, we do find a direct link between the studied climates and 

individual-level reports of exposure to workplace bullying, hence providing support 

for track three in the model as well (Baillien et al., 2009). Despite that organizational 

climate has been relatively little investigated in the bullying literature, a long-held 

proposition in the work environment hypothesis is that bullying will thrive in 

departments with hostile work climates (Einarsen et al., 1994; Einarsen et al., 2020; 

Leymann, 1996). Considering this, the present study also makes an important 

theoretical contribution to the work environment hypothesis, as it provides additional 

validation by showing the interactional effects among its proposed risk factors. 

Ågotnes et al. (2018; 2020) have previously shown how interpersonal conflict and 

work-related stressors may interact with the lack of leadership to predict exposure to 

workplace bullying. 

In line with track two in the three-way model (Baillien et al., 2009), the findings in 

Paper 3 support the well-established theoretical link between interpersonal conflicts 

and exposure to bullying behaviours, by demonstrating that this relationship occurs 

already in the initial phase of conflict escalation, that is on a day-to-day basis. While 

previous studies mainly investigate this pathway by testing the relationship between 

conflict and accumulated exposure to bullying behaviours over a longer time span, we 

were interested in the dynamics between interpersonal conflict and bullying behaviors 

in the initial phase of conflict escalation, in order to better understand where in the 

developmental process this relationship occurs. Thus, the present study suggests that 

interpersonal conflicts have an immediate effect on exposure to bullying behaviours. 

Additionally, the multilevel confirmatory factor analyses conducted in Paper 3 

contribute to underpin that interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying behaviours 
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can be empirically distinguished, even at a daily level. This is in line with other recent 

empirical studies of the theoretical and empirical differences and similarities between 

conflicts and bullying at work (Baillien et al., 2017; Notelaers, Van der Heijden, 

Guenter, et al., 2018). 

According to the three-way model, the way people react in conflict situations may also 

influence the potential escalation or de-escalation (Baillien et al., 2009). This was 

tested and found support for in Paper 3, showing that the association between 

interpersonal conflict and exposure to bullying behaviours is stronger for those with a 

high score on trait anger, compared to those with a low score on this disposition. As 

such, Paper 3 contributes to a greater theoretical understanding of the interaction of 

situational- and individual antecedents in predicting bullying behaviours on a day-to-

day basis. However, when it comes to trait anxiety, this trait did not moderate the 

relationship between interpersonal conflict and exposure to bullying behaviours the 
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exposed to bullying had a higher chance of later engaging in bullying themselves. 

Conversely, employees who tended to disengage from their problems and talk to others, 

had a lower chance of becoming a perpetrator of bullying behaviour as a consequence 

of being victimised. Hence, the distinction between victim and perpetrator in the 

bullying development as described by the three-way model (Baillien et al., 2009) 

hopefully will receive more attention in the years to come, increasing our knowledge 

on this so far rather unexplored distinction.  

4.3 Methodological Limitations, Strengths and Implications 

4.3.1 Sample and generalizability 
Throughout the three papers constituting this thesis, we employed three different 

samples. The three samples represent three different occupations and two nationalities, 

potentially giving the thesis some restrictions regarding the generalizability of the 

findings to the general working population. Thus, we encourage some caution when 

generalizing our results. 

In Paper 1, we applied data from a work environment survey conducted among all 

employees in a large Norwegian transport company, in which we analyzed data from 

the ferries segment of the company. There are numerus characteristics regarding the 

work conditions for crew members on ferries that are not applicable to other working 

populations. For instance, the studied teams live closely together for 2-7 days in a row. 

Still, the chosen sample had some advantages considering our aim to study 

organizational climate at a group-level, as these teams work together in fixed shifts and 

crews, often for several days in a row and over longer time periods, which offers a 

unique opportunity for control when measuring teams. In most companies, it would be 

more difficult to measure the actual climate in the team, as it is common that employees 

work across teams, or even belong to several teams, making it hard to measure the 

climate variable.  

In Paper 2, we relied on data collected among all employees at a Belgian university. 

The data collection was carried out by a consulting agency, which is by Belgian law 
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entitled to guide organizations and employers with respect to their prevention policies 

regarding safety, ergonomics, health, and well-being. Like the sample in Paper 1, this 

sample is not representative of the general workforce, as it diverges for instance in 

educational level. However, as the study design and variables in Paper 1 and Paper 2 

have several similarities, it is interesting to study the present aims and issues in two 

quite different professions and within two different nationalities. Compared to the 

sample in Paper 1, which is highly male dominated (82% men), the sample in Paper 2 

have a good gender balance (47% men), increasing the generalizability of the findings. 

Further, the sample size in both Paper 1 and Paper 2 are relatively large, with 462 

employees across 147 teams, and 1354 employees across 134 departments, 

respectively. A larger sample size can also increase the generalizability of the findings, 

as it allows for more variability in the data, which can help to increase the statistical 

power of the study and reduce the impact of sampling error (Tabachnick & Fidell, 

2013). 

In Paper 3 we used data collected from the Royal Norwegian Naval Academy. The 

sample consisted of naval cadets taking part in a 10-week training mission on board a 

tall ship. The cadets are employed by the Norwegian Armed Forces and the voyage is 

a part of their mandatory officer training. Of the three samples used in the thesis, this 

is probably the one with the least generalizable findings, as this sample consists of very 

thoroughly selected cadets working in a 24-h military work setting. The sample consists 

of predominantly young males (87.7% men, mean age 23 years), potentially restricting 

the generalizability of the findings to other occupational groups that are more gender 

and age balanced. Although this military work setting is quite different from the 

common context for a general working population, it does offer a unique study context 

as it limits the influence of other factors while on board the tall ship. In addition, it can 

also be argued that when the day-to-day relationship between involvement in 

interpersonal conflict and exposure to workplace bullying is found in this seemingly 

highly resilient sample, it is plausible that this relationship is even stronger in more 

ordinary work contexts, e.g., in representative samples.  
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Finally, the response rates in all three surveys employed in this thesis are quite high 

(Baruch & Holtom, 2008), strengthening the robustness of the findings. Taken together, 

we believe the results of the present thesis are useful for the broader workforce, as most 

of the findings are in line with theoretically derived hypotheses. Still, there is a need 

for further validation of our findings in other work contexts. 

4.3.2 Study design and instruments 
A strength of the present thesis is that all three studies consist of multilevel designs. By 

applying group-level and within-person research designs, we get to examine daily 

fluctuations, as well as interactions between situational-, contextual-, and individual 

factors, in the prediction of perceived exposure to workplace bullying. By approaching 

workplace bullying in this manner, we aim to improve our understanding of the 

workplace bullying process and identify the key moderating conditions across multiple 

levels (Leon-Perez et al., 2021; Rai & Agarwal, 2018; Samnani & Singh, 2016). 

Nevertheless, some limitations regarding the study designs and instruments still need 

to be considered.  

First, although the data employed in Paper 1 and Paper 2 both have a hierarchical 

structure, allowing multilevel analysis, these are cross sectional data. This means that 

all the data is collected at the same time and consequently that causal relationships 

cannot be drawn. Hence, in order to examine the direction of the observed relationships 

between the studied variables, longitudinal studies are necessary. However, a 

considerable strength in Paper 1 and Paper 2 is that we measure and analyse the two 

organizational climate constructs at the group-level, which is, based on the definition 

of an organizational climate, the appropriate level to study this concept (James & 

James, 1989). To rightfully capture the organizational climate structure it is argued that 

two criteria ideally should be fulfilled (Schneider et al., 2013). First, statistical 

procedures should be conducted to aggregate the data to the group-level of analysis 

(Glick, 1985), and second, the wording of the items in the scale should represent the 

group-level (LeBreton & Senter, 2008). Although we fulfill both criteria when 

measuring conflict management climate in Paper 1, we only fulfilled the first criteria 
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in Paper 2 when measuring hostile work climate. Hence, the findings in Paper 2 should 

be replicated with appropriate level items in the measurement of hostile work climate. 

In Paper 3 we applied a different design, namely a daily diary design. This design has 

several strengths, for instance that diary studies allow us to investigate more causal 

processes, by measuring relationships from one day to the next and by controlling for 

previous days influence. Since most of the variables that are of interest in the present 

thesis are dynamic in nature, this approach may be more suited to capture the 

complexity of these phenomena, as well as the short-term dynamic between these 

variables (Demerouti & Bakker, 2011; Neall & Tuckey, 2014; Spector & Pindek, 

2016). In addition, as workplace bullying is conceptualized as a process, it is a clear 

strength that the element of time is accounted for in the design. Lastly, diary studies 

also have the advantage that they take place in a real-world setting, which provides 

high ecological validity. However, like any research method, diary studies also have 

potential flaws. In a recent study by Gochmann et al. (2022), they found that 

insufficient effort when responding can be a distortion in daily reporting on social 

interactions at work. Insufficient effort responding is a phenomenon that occurs when 

an individual does not put forth the necessary effort to provide accurate or meaningful 

responses to a questionnaire. This may occur for a variety of reasons, including lack of 

motivation, fatigue, boredom, or the desire to appear socially desirable or avoid 

negative consequences. Hence, insufficient effort responding may have impacted the 

validity of the findings in Paper 3, as this can cause bias and reduce the accuracy of the 

data.  

When it comes to the instruments employed in the present thesis, it is a strength that 

only well-established scales with acceptable to high levels of reliability are used. 

Hence, problems due to reliability are not likely to substantially affect the validity of 

the findings. However, a potential limitation is that we rely solely on self-report 

questionnaires. Gathering all information from the same source involves a risk of 

common-method biases (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986), such as respondents answering 

the questionnaire in a socially desirable way. One way to combat such response biases 

is to collect data from multiple sources or analyze data with statistical techniques that 
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account for common-method biases. Considering that the aim of this thesis mainly is 

to measure different work stressors and the whole specter of bullying exposure, using 

external sources to measure this is not ideal, as these are largely subjective perceptions, 

not necessarily possible for others to observe. Especially in the beginning of a bullying 

process, the exposure to negative acts is typically subtle and may come from several 

colleges, therefore making it difficult for others to even notice. Still, we do not expect 

this to be a prominent problem in our study since common-method bias generally 

decreases when studying interactions (Siemsen et al., 2010).  

At last, a challenge in Paper 1 and Paper 2, is that we measure workplace bullying and 

environmental stressors by asking respondents to recall behaviours that have occurred 

over several months (Jex & Bayne, 2017). As noted by Spector (2019), retrospective 

measures of events that occurred in the past may be affected by recall bias and 

subsequently threaten the validity of the findings. Although this may affect the findings 

in Paper 1 and Paper 2, the daily diary design applied in Paper 3 has the advantage that 

respondents report on experiences closer to the time at which they occurred, thereby 

minimizing retrospective bias (Bolger et al., 2003; Ohly et al., 2010; Reis & Gable, 

2000). Still, the drawback with this approach is that we only get a “snapshot” of that 

day. Hence, there are strengths and limitations connected to all measurement methods, 

which is why it is important to apply a wide range of study designs that include both 

longitudinal and “shortitudinal” designs to better capture the whole picture.  

4.4 Practical Implications  

Given the scarcity of studies investigating the interaction of risk factors and protective 

factors of bullying at different organizational layers, we believe the three studies 

constituting the present thesis add important knowledge from an applied bullying 

prevention perspective. According to the findings, exposure to workplace bullying do 

not seem to appear out of nothing, but rather to be a sign of a work environment where 

a range of unfavourable factors are likely to co-exist at the individual-level, as well as 
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conflict, workload and cognitive demands, and the risk of exposure to bullying 

behaviours. Hence, in order to prevent workplace bullying, it is important that the 

organization and work tasks are well organized, that all roles and role expectations are 

clarified, and that sufficient resources are available to cope with the job demands 

workers are faced with.  

Second, and more interestingly, the findings from Paper 1 and Paper 2 show that the 

effect of these psychosocial risk-factors on exposure to bullying, can be strengthened, 

alleviated, or even eliminated by the organizational climate existing within the 

workgroup. While a hostile work climate in the workgroup serves as a catalyst for the 

stressor–bullying relationship, a strong conflict management climate in the workgroup 

serves as a buffer, implying that workers can withstand more stress without increasing 

the risk of bullying exposure. Hence, the potential implications of a strong conflict 

management climate are probably the most important practical implication of this 

thesis, as it seems to reduce the effect of other known risk factors of workplace 

bullying. Besides, creating such a climate is something «all» organizations can achieve 

regardless of industry, economy etc. 

Additionally, as an organizational climate is modifiable, it can actively be shaped by 

people with power and influence (Dollard & Bailey, 2021; James & James, 1989; 

Plimmer et al., 2022). Therefore, HR personnel, managers and leaders should be trained 

in conflict management procedures. Further, they should communicate  guidelines for 

where and whom employees  should contact and which actions to take if they are 

involved in disputes, stressful work situations and interpersonal conflicts, as well as 

how conflicts will be managed (see also Einarsen & Hoel, 2008). Establishing such 

clear guidelines for what to do when conflict arises can help promote predictability and 

perceived control, in addition to an experience of fair and effective conflict 

management. It is also important to make clear that before the organization starts 

working on improving the conflict management climate it is essential that the 

organizational infrastructure to handle complaints of bullying are in place, such as 

relevant policies and procedures (see also Ferris et al., 2021; Zapf & Vartia, 2020). In 

a recent longitudinal study by Hamre et al. (2022), further support for the protective 
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working on improving the conflict management climate it is essential that the 

organizational infrastructure to handle complaints of bullying are in place, such as 

relevant policies and procedures (see also Ferris et al., 2021; Zapf & Vartia, 2020). In 

a recent longitudinal study by Hamre et al. (2022), further support for the protective 
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conflict, workload and cognitive demands, and the risk of exposure to bullying 

behaviours. Hence, in order to prevent workplace bullying, it is important that the 

organization and work tasks are well organized, that all roles and role expectations are 

clarified, and that sufficient resources are available to cope with the job demands 

workers are faced with.  

Second, and more interestingly, the findings from Paper 1 and Paper 2 show that the 

effect of these psychosocial risk-factors on exposure to bullying, can be strengthened, 

alleviated, or even eliminated by the organizational climate existing within the 

workgroup. While a hostile work climate in the workgroup serves as a catalyst for the 

stressor–bullying relationship, a strong conflict management climate in the workgroup 

serves as a buffer, implying that workers can withstand more stress without increasing 

the risk of bullying exposure. Hence, the potential implications of a strong conflict 

management climate are probably the most important practical implication of this 

thesis, as it seems to reduce the effect of other known risk factors of workplace 

bullying. Besides, creating such a climate is something «all» organizations can achieve 

regardless of industry, economy etc. 

Additionally, as an organizational climate is modifiable, it can actively be shaped by 

people with power and influence (Dollard & Bailey, 2021; James & James, 1989; 

Plimmer et al., 2022). Therefore, HR personnel, managers and leaders should be trained 
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effect of a strong conflict management climate is provided, as it is found to neutralize 

the escalation and development of workplace bullying. More specifically, they found 

that exposure to bullying behaviours at the first timepoint explained nearly half of the 

new and increased instances of bullying behaviours at the second timepoint, but only 

for those employees working in a weak conflict management climate (Hamre et al., 

2022).  

Lastly, in Paper 3, we find that also individual factors can serve as additional risk 

factors when involved in episodes of interpersonal conflicts, as those who are high on 

trait anger were more likely to experience exposure to bullying behaviours the same 

day as they reported being in an interpersonal conflict. However, having a high trait 

anger score was not in itself a risk factor when not involved in interpersonal conflicts. 

This again stresses the importance of having well-organized working conditions, in 

order to minimize the breeding ground for frustrations and conflicts, combined with 

early and efficient conflict management. At the end of the day, leaders are responsible 

to ensure the well-being of their subordinates in stressful situations (Rayner & Lewis, 

2020).  
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5. CONCLUSION 

Workplace bullying, although being a low-frequent phenomenon, does have 

detrimental consequences when it occurs. It is therefore important to uncover its root 

causes, as this knowledge in turn can be utilized to develop effective preventive 

measures. In this respect, the findings from the present thesis contribute to shed light 

on several aspects of the complex bullying process and how it is affected by various 

risk- and protective factors across different levels. Interpersonal conflict, role conflict, 

workload, and cognitive demands are all situational risk factors found to be decisive 

factors in predicting exposure to workplace bullying. Hence, while these findings 

substantiate the previous empirical evidence that prevailing problems in the work 

environment are important risk factors for workplace bullying, the main contribution 

to the literature is that both contextual factors and individual factors can influence the 

role that these situational risk factors potentially play in relation to bullying. More 

specifically, the organizational climate in the workgroup appears to play a critical role 

in both accelerating and preventing workplace bullying. While a hostile work climate 

may strengthen the impact of stressors on bullying behaviours and/or targets 

perceptions and vulnerability, a conflict management climate may buffer the impact of 

stressors on bullying. Finally, the thesis also brings about new insight regarding the 

short-time dynamic in the relationship between interpersonal conflicts and bullying, as 

it is found to exist already within the same day. In addition, employee trait anger is 

found to influence the relationship between interpersonal conflicts and exposure to 

bullying, here on a daily level. Taken together the findings from the three papers 

constituting the present thesis contribute to enhance our knowledge regarding under 

which conditions bullying may arise and develop.   
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Conflict management climate is an important organizational resource that is theorized
to prevent interpersonal frustration from escalating into harsh interpersonal conflicts
and even workplace bullying. The present study investigates whether team-level
perceptions of conflict management climate moderate the relationship between
previously investigated psychosocial predictors of workplace bullying (i.e., role conflicts,
workload, cognitive demands) and perceived exposure to bullying behaviors in the
workplace. We collected data from crews on ferries operating on the Norwegian
coastline consisting of 462 employees across 147 teams. As hypothesized, multilevel
analyses showed positive main effects of role conflict and cognitive demands (but not
workload) on exposure to bullying behaviors. Also, the hypothesized moderation effect
of team-level conflict management climate on the relationship between individual-level
job demands and exposure to bullying behaviors was significant for role conflict and
cognitive demands, but not for workload. Specifically, the positive relationships between
the two job demands and exposure to bullying behaviors were stronger for employees
working in teams with a weak (vs. a strong) conflict management climate. These findings
contribute to the bullying research field by showing that conflict management climate
may buffer the impact of stressors on bullying behaviors, most likely by preventing
interpersonal frustration from escalating into bullying situations.

Keywords: cognitive demands, conflict management climate, role conflict, workload, workplace bullying

INTRODUCTION

Although exposure to workplace bullying has been documented to be of a relatively low
prevalence, it has shown to be a psychosocial stressor with severe negative consequences for
the health and well-being of those targeted (Bowling and Beehr, 2006; Nielsen et al., 2014;
Verkuil et al., 2015), as well as for the social environment where it occurs (Einarsen et al.,
1994; Vartia, 2001). Despite extensive studies and knowledge about the detrimental outcomes
of workplace bullying, including a long-term negative impact on mental health, increased
risk for disability retirement, and personnel turnover, less is known about its possible risk
factors (Baillien et al., 2009), and especially so regarding possible preventive factors that may
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Conflictmanagementclimateisanimportantorganizationalresourcethatistheorized
topreventinterpersonalfrustrationfromescalatingintoharshinterpersonalconflicts
andevenworkplacebullying.Thepresentstudyinvestigateswhetherteam-level
perceptionsofconflictmanagementclimatemoderatetherelationshipbetween
previouslyinvestigatedpsychosocialpredictorsofworkplacebullying(i.e.,roleconflicts,
workload,cognitivedemands)andperceivedexposuretobullyingbehaviorsinthe
workplace.WecollecteddatafromcrewsonferriesoperatingontheNorwegian
coastlineconsistingof462employeesacross147teams.Ashypothesized,multilevel
analysesshowedpositivemaineffectsofroleconflictandcognitivedemands(butnot
workload)onexposuretobullyingbehaviors.Also,thehypothesizedmoderationeffect
ofteam-levelconflictmanagementclimateontherelationshipbetweenindividual-level
jobdemandsandexposuretobullyingbehaviorswassignificantforroleconflictand
cognitivedemands,butnotforworkload.Specifically,thepositiverelationshipsbetween
thetwojobdemandsandexposuretobullyingbehaviorswerestrongerforemployees
workinginteamswithaweak(vs.astrong)conflictmanagementclimate.Thesefindings
contributetothebullyingresearchfieldbyshowingthatconflictmanagementclimate
maybuffertheimpactofstressorsonbullyingbehaviors,mostlikelybypreventing
interpersonalfrustrationfromescalatingintobullyingsituations.
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INTRODUCTION

Althoughexposuretoworkplacebullyinghasbeendocumentedtobeofarelativelylow
prevalence,ithasshowntobeapsychosocialstressorwithseverenegativeconsequencesfor
thehealthandwell-beingofthosetargeted(BowlingandBeehr,2006;Nielsenetal.,2014;
Verkuiletal.,2015),aswellasforthesocialenvironmentwhereitoccurs(Einarsenetal.,
1994;Vartia,2001).Despiteextensivestudiesandknowledgeaboutthedetrimentaloutcomes
ofworkplacebullying,includingalong-termnegativeimpactonmentalhealth,increased
riskfordisabilityretirement,andpersonnelturnover,lessisknownaboutitspossiblerisk
factors(Baillienetal.,2009),andespeciallysoregardingpossiblepreventivefactorsthatmay
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Conflict management climate is an important organizational resource that is theorized
to prevent interpersonal frustration from escalating into harsh interpersonal conflicts
and even workplace bullying. The present study investigates whether team-level
perceptions of conflict management climate moderate the relationship between
previously investigated psychosocial predictors of workplace bullying (i.e., role conflicts,
workload, cognitive demands) and perceived exposure to bullying behaviors in the
workplace. We collected data from crews on ferries operating on the Norwegian
coastline consisting of 462 employees across 147 teams. As hypothesized, multilevel
analyses showed positive main effects of role conflict and cognitive demands (but not
workload) on exposure to bullying behaviors. Also, the hypothesized moderation effect
of team-level conflict management climate on the relationship between individual-level
job demands and exposure to bullying behaviors was significant for role conflict and
cognitive demands, but not for workload. Specifically, the positive relationships between
the two job demands and exposure to bullying behaviors were stronger for employees
working in teams with a weak (vs. a strong) conflict management climate. These findings
contribute to the bullying research field by showing that conflict management climate
may buffer the impact of stressors on bullying behaviors, most likely by preventing
interpersonal frustration from escalating into bullying situations.
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Conflictmanagementclimateisanimportantorganizationalresourcethatistheorized
topreventinterpersonalfrustrationfromescalatingintoharshinterpersonalconflicts
andevenworkplacebullying.Thepresentstudyinvestigateswhetherteam-level
perceptionsofconflictmanagementclimatemoderatetherelationshipbetween
previouslyinvestigatedpsychosocialpredictorsofworkplacebullying(i.e.,roleconflicts,
workload,cognitivedemands)andperceivedexposuretobullyingbehaviorsinthe
workplace.WecollecteddatafromcrewsonferriesoperatingontheNorwegian
coastlineconsistingof462employeesacross147teams.Ashypothesized,multilevel
analysesshowedpositivemaineffectsofroleconflictandcognitivedemands(butnot
workload)onexposuretobullyingbehaviors.Also,thehypothesizedmoderationeffect
ofteam-levelconflictmanagementclimateontherelationshipbetweenindividual-level
jobdemandsandexposuretobullyingbehaviorswassignificantforroleconflictand
cognitivedemands,butnotforworkload.Specifically,thepositiverelationshipsbetween
thetwojobdemandsandexposuretobullyingbehaviorswerestrongerforemployees
workinginteamswithaweak(vs.astrong)conflictmanagementclimate.Thesefindings
contributetothebullyingresearchfieldbyshowingthatconflictmanagementclimate
maybuffertheimpactofstressorsonbullyingbehaviors,mostlikelybypreventing
interpersonalfrustrationfromescalatingintobullyingsituations.
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INTRODUCTION

Althoughexposuretoworkplacebullyinghasbeendocumentedtobeofarelativelylow
prevalence,ithasshowntobeapsychosocialstressorwithseverenegativeconsequencesfor
thehealthandwell-beingofthosetargeted(BowlingandBeehr,2006;Nielsenetal.,2014;
Verkuiletal.,2015),aswellasforthesocialenvironmentwhereitoccurs(Einarsenetal.,
1994;Vartia,2001).Despiteextensivestudiesandknowledgeaboutthedetrimentaloutcomes
ofworkplacebullying,includingalong-termnegativeimpactonmentalhealth,increased
riskfordisabilityretirement,andpersonnelturnover,lessisknownaboutitspossiblerisk
factors(Baillienetal.,2009),andespeciallysoregardingpossiblepreventivefactorsthatmay
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influence the occurrence and the impact these risk factors
may have on employee motivation, health, and well-being
(Rai and Agarwal, 2018).

Among the risk factors that have been identified for workplace
bullying, work-related strain factors are the most robust
predictors (Bowling and Beehr, 2006). In accordance with the
“work environment hypothesis” (Leymann, 1990, 1996; Einarsen
et al., 1994), which claims that bullying is a consequence of work-
related factors, previous studies have identified employees who
have contradictory expectations and relatively high levels of job
demands to be more often subjected to such bullying behaviors
at work (Notelaers et al., 2010; Van den Brande et al., 2016; Nel
and Coetzee, 2019). In line with this, job demands-resources (JD-
R) theory states that every occupation and every job has specific
demands and resources that in sum contribute to job-related
stress or motivation (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017). A central
assumption of JD-R theory is that, over time, high job demands
may lead to strain and energy depletion (Bakker and Demerouti,
2007). Job strain, in turn, may lead to interpersonal frustration
and bullying behaviors (Notelaers et al., 2013; Janssens et al.,
2016). However, another central assumption of JD-R theory is
that the presence of su�cient contextual and personal resources
can bu�er the energy depleting e�ects that high job demands
potentially have (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007). Accordingly,
such preventive resources may be job-related, such as autonomy,
skill variety, and support from colleagues, or may be person-
related, such as hardiness and self-e�cacy. Resources may exist
on di�erent levels of the organization, and may also take the
form of a conflict management climate in a specific department.
A central assumption in the present study is therefore that
conflict management climate constitute an important higher-
level resource that may influence the potential job demands –
bullying relationship.

Conflict management climate (CMC) refers to employees’
assessments of the organization’s conflict management
procedures and practices, and of how fair and predictable
the interactions between leaders and followers in this regard are
perceived to be (Rivlin, 2001; Einarsen et al., 2018). In recent
years, the concept of conflict management climate has gained
growing interest as a promising mechanism, explaining why
and when bullying occurs in a work environment. Bullying
researchers have suggested and substantiated that conflict
management climate is an important organizational resource
that may prevent interpersonal frustration arising from stressful
working conditions to escalate into workplace bullying (Einarsen
et al., 2018). Since the concept of organizational climate has
been defined as organizational members’ shared perceptions
of a workplace phenomenon (James and James, 1989), we
will apply a multilevel design with team-level perceptions of
conflict management climate, also addressing the general request
for more multilevel studies in the field of workplace bullying
(Hauge et al., 2011; Skogstad et al., 2011). There is a strong
need in the literature for adequate information from group level
analyses in order to make appropriate interventions in groups
and departments.

The aim of the present study is therefore to test the
relationship between three identified individual level predictors

of bullying (i.e., role conflict, workload, and cognitive demands),
and reported exposure to bullying behaviors, yet add team-level
conflict management climate in the equation. We will investigate
whether this climate interacts with job stressors in predicting
bullying-related outcomes. By integrating conflict management
climate as a moderator, we aspire to obtain a more nuanced
and better understanding of the antecedents and mechanisms
explaining escalating bullying behaviors and the end-state of
victimization from workplace bullying. In this, we address the
general request for research on moderators in the job demands –
bullying relationship (Rai and Agarwal, 2018), and also aspire
to contribute valuable and nuanced knowledge on how to
prevent workplace bullying from developing from other work-
related stressors.

Theoretical Background
Workplace bullying refers to the repeated and systematic
exposure to negative behaviors in situations where the one
targeted has di�culties defending him/herself in the actual
situation (Einarsen et al., 2011). Hence, bullying is about the
systematicmistreatment of a co-worker or a subordinate, often by
psychological rather than physical means (Einarsen and Raknes,
1997; Keashly, 1997). The most frequently reported negative
behaviors are withholding of information that a�ect the target’s
work performance, having one’s opinions ignored, having key
areas of responsibility removed or replaced with more trivial
or unpleasant tasks, or being the target of spontaneous anger
(Notelaers and Einarsen, 2013). Being a gradually escalating
process, workplace bullying has shown to manifest itself in low as
well as high intensities (Leon-Perez et al., 2012, 2015; Notelaers
and Einarsen, 2013; Conway et al., 2018). Low-intensity bullying
has been referred to as incivility or mistreatment at work (Cortina
et al., 2001). In light of its preventive focus, the present study
will investigate the whole range of exposure to bullying, from low
intensity unwanted negative acts up to and including full-blown
cases of victimization from bullying; conceptualized as exposure
to bullying behaviors.

Situational Antecedents of Workplace Bullying
Role conflict
Role stressors, and particularly role conflict, represents one of the
most studied and most important psychosocial risk factors at the
workplace. Role conflict has consistently been found to predict
reports of workplace bullying (Bowling and Beehr, 2006). Role
conflict represents the simultaneous existence of two or more sets
of expectations toward the same person, such that compliance
with one set of expectations makes compliance with the other
set di�cult (Kahn et al., 1964; Beehr et al., 1995). Interestingly,
role conflict was also one of the first work environment factors
found to be linked to reports of exposure to workplace bullying
(Einarsen et al., 1994; Vartia, 1996). Later studies have confirmed
this relationship and identified role conflict to be among the
strongest of all work-related predictors of workplace bullying
(Hauge et al., 2007; Baillien and DeWitte, 2009; Moreno-Jiménez
et al., 2009). Accordingly, researchers have tried to theoretically
explain why role conflicts are associated with workplace bullying.
Einarsen et al. (1994) argue that the association between role
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influencetheoccurrenceandtheimpacttheseriskfactors
mayhaveonemployeemotivation,health,andwell-being
(RaiandAgarwal,2018).

Amongtheriskfactorsthathavebeenidentifiedforworkplace
bullying,work-relatedstrainfactorsarethemostrobust
predictors(BowlingandBeehr,2006).Inaccordancewiththe
“workenvironmenthypothesis”(Leymann,1990,1996;Einarsen
etal.,1994),whichclaimsthatbullyingisaconsequenceofwork-
relatedfactors,previousstudieshaveidentifiedemployeeswho
havecontradictoryexpectationsandrelativelyhighlevelsofjob
demandstobemoreoftensubjectedtosuchbullyingbehaviors
atwork(Notelaersetal.,2010;VandenBrandeetal.,2016;Nel
andCoetzee,2019).Inlinewiththis,jobdemands-resources(JD-
R)theorystatesthateveryoccupationandeveryjobhasspecific
demandsandresourcesthatinsumcontributetojob-related
stressormotivation(BakkerandDemerouti,2017).Acentral
assumptionofJD-Rtheoryisthat,overtime,highjobdemands
mayleadtostrainandenergydepletion(BakkerandDemerouti,
2007).Jobstrain,inturn,mayleadtointerpersonalfrustration
andbullyingbehaviors(Notelaersetal.,2013;Janssensetal.,
2016).However,anothercentralassumptionofJD-Rtheoryis
thatthepresenceofsu�cientcontextualandpersonalresources
canbu�ertheenergydepletinge�ectsthathighjobdemands
potentiallyhave(BakkerandDemerouti,2007).Accordingly,
suchpreventiveresourcesmaybejob-related,suchasautonomy,
skillvariety,andsupportfromcolleagues,ormaybeperson-
related,suchashardinessandself-e�cacy.Resourcesmayexist
ondi�erentlevelsoftheorganization,andmayalsotakethe
formofaconflictmanagementclimateinaspecificdepartment.
Acentralassumptioninthepresentstudyisthereforethat
conflictmanagementclimateconstituteanimportanthigher-
levelresourcethatmayinfluencethepotentialjobdemands–
bullyingrelationship.

Conflictmanagementclimate(CMC)referstoemployees’
assessmentsoftheorganization’sconflictmanagement
proceduresandpractices,andofhowfairandpredictable
theinteractionsbetweenleadersandfollowersinthisregardare
perceivedtobe(Rivlin,2001;Einarsenetal.,2018).Inrecent
years,theconceptofconflictmanagementclimatehasgained
growinginterestasapromisingmechanism,explainingwhy
andwhenbullyingoccursinaworkenvironment.Bullying
researchershavesuggestedandsubstantiatedthatconflict
managementclimateisanimportantorganizationalresource
thatmaypreventinterpersonalfrustrationarisingfromstressful
workingconditionstoescalateintoworkplacebullying(Einarsen
etal.,2018).Sincetheconceptoforganizationalclimatehas
beendefinedasorganizationalmembers’sharedperceptions
ofaworkplacephenomenon(JamesandJames,1989),we
willapplyamultileveldesignwithteam-levelperceptionsof
conflictmanagementclimate,alsoaddressingthegeneralrequest
formoremultilevelstudiesinthefieldofworkplacebullying
(Haugeetal.,2011;Skogstadetal.,2011).Thereisastrong
needintheliteratureforadequateinformationfromgrouplevel
analysesinordertomakeappropriateinterventionsingroups
anddepartments.

Theaimofthepresentstudyisthereforetotestthe
relationshipbetweenthreeidentifiedindividuallevelpredictors

ofbullying(i.e.,roleconflict,workload,andcognitivedemands),
andreportedexposuretobullyingbehaviors,yetaddteam-level
conflictmanagementclimateintheequation.Wewillinvestigate
whetherthisclimateinteractswithjobstressorsinpredicting
bullying-relatedoutcomes.Byintegratingconflictmanagement
climateasamoderator,weaspiretoobtainamorenuanced
andbetterunderstandingoftheantecedentsandmechanisms
explainingescalatingbullyingbehaviorsandtheend-stateof
victimizationfromworkplacebullying.Inthis,weaddressthe
generalrequestforresearchonmoderatorsinthejobdemands–
bullyingrelationship(RaiandAgarwal,2018),andalsoaspire
tocontributevaluableandnuancedknowledgeonhowto
preventworkplacebullyingfromdevelopingfromotherwork-
relatedstressors.

TheoreticalBackground
Workplacebullyingreferstotherepeatedandsystematic
exposuretonegativebehaviorsinsituationswheretheone
targetedhasdi�cultiesdefendinghim/herselfintheactual
situation(Einarsenetal.,2011).Hence,bullyingisaboutthe
systematicmistreatmentofaco-workerorasubordinate,oftenby
psychologicalratherthanphysicalmeans(EinarsenandRaknes,
1997;Keashly,1997).Themostfrequentlyreportednegative
behaviorsarewithholdingofinformationthata�ectthetarget’s
workperformance,havingone’sopinionsignored,havingkey
areasofresponsibilityremovedorreplacedwithmoretrivial
orunpleasanttasks,orbeingthetargetofspontaneousanger
(NotelaersandEinarsen,2013).Beingagraduallyescalating
process,workplacebullyinghasshowntomanifestitselfinlowas
wellashighintensities(Leon-Perezetal.,2012,2015;Notelaers
andEinarsen,2013;Conwayetal.,2018).Low-intensitybullying
hasbeenreferredtoasincivilityormistreatmentatwork(Cortina
etal.,2001).Inlightofitspreventivefocus,thepresentstudy
willinvestigatethewholerangeofexposuretobullying,fromlow
intensityunwantednegativeactsuptoandincludingfull-blown
casesofvictimizationfrombullying;conceptualizedasexposure
tobullyingbehaviors.

SituationalAntecedentsofWorkplaceBullying
Roleconflict
Rolestressors,andparticularlyroleconflict,representsoneofthe
moststudiedandmostimportantpsychosocialriskfactorsatthe
workplace.Roleconflicthasconsistentlybeenfoundtopredict
reportsofworkplacebullying(BowlingandBeehr,2006).Role
conflictrepresentsthesimultaneousexistenceoftwoormoresets
ofexpectationstowardthesameperson,suchthatcompliance
withonesetofexpectationsmakescompliancewiththeother
setdi�cult(Kahnetal.,1964;Beehretal.,1995).Interestingly,
roleconflictwasalsooneofthefirstworkenvironmentfactors
foundtobelinkedtoreportsofexposuretoworkplacebullying
(Einarsenetal.,1994;Vartia,1996).Laterstudieshaveconfirmed
thisrelationshipandidentifiedroleconflicttobeamongthe
strongestofallwork-relatedpredictorsofworkplacebullying
(Haugeetal.,2007;BaillienandDeWitte,2009;Moreno-Jiménez
etal.,2009).Accordingly,researchershavetriedtotheoretically
explainwhyroleconflictsareassociatedwithworkplacebullying.
Einarsenetal.(1994)arguethattheassociationbetweenrole
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formofaconflictmanagementclimateinaspecificdepartment.
Acentralassumptioninthepresentstudyisthereforethat
conflictmanagementclimateconstituteanimportanthigher-
levelresourcethatmayinfluencethepotentialjobdemands–
bullyingrelationship.

Conflictmanagementclimate(CMC)referstoemployees’
assessmentsoftheorganization’sconflictmanagement
proceduresandpractices,andofhowfairandpredictable
theinteractionsbetweenleadersandfollowersinthisregardare
perceivedtobe(Rivlin,2001;Einarsenetal.,2018).Inrecent
years,theconceptofconflictmanagementclimatehasgained
growinginterestasapromisingmechanism,explainingwhy
andwhenbullyingoccursinaworkenvironment.Bullying
researchershavesuggestedandsubstantiatedthatconflict
managementclimateisanimportantorganizationalresource
thatmaypreventinterpersonalfrustrationarisingfromstressful
workingconditionstoescalateintoworkplacebullying(Einarsen
etal.,2018).Sincetheconceptoforganizationalclimatehas
beendefinedasorganizationalmembers’sharedperceptions
ofaworkplacephenomenon(JamesandJames,1989),we
willapplyamultileveldesignwithteam-levelperceptionsof
conflictmanagementclimate,alsoaddressingthegeneralrequest
formoremultilevelstudiesinthefieldofworkplacebullying
(Haugeetal.,2011;Skogstadetal.,2011).Thereisastrong
needintheliteratureforadequateinformationfromgrouplevel
analysesinordertomakeappropriateinterventionsingroups
anddepartments.

Theaimofthepresentstudyisthereforetotestthe
relationshipbetweenthreeidentifiedindividuallevelpredictors

ofbullying(i.e.,roleconflict,workload,andcognitivedemands),
andreportedexposuretobullyingbehaviors,yetaddteam-level
conflictmanagementclimateintheequation.Wewillinvestigate
whetherthisclimateinteractswithjobstressorsinpredicting
bullying-relatedoutcomes.Byintegratingconflictmanagement
climateasamoderator,weaspiretoobtainamorenuanced
andbetterunderstandingoftheantecedentsandmechanisms
explainingescalatingbullyingbehaviorsandtheend-stateof
victimizationfromworkplacebullying.Inthis,weaddressthe
generalrequestforresearchonmoderatorsinthejobdemands–
bullyingrelationship(RaiandAgarwal,2018),andalsoaspire
tocontributevaluableandnuancedknowledgeonhowto
preventworkplacebullyingfromdevelopingfromotherwork-
relatedstressors.

TheoreticalBackground
Workplacebullyingreferstotherepeatedandsystematic
exposuretonegativebehaviorsinsituationswheretheone
targetedhasdi�cultiesdefendinghim/herselfintheactual
situation(Einarsenetal.,2011).Hence,bullyingisaboutthe
systematicmistreatmentofaco-workerorasubordinate,oftenby
psychologicalratherthanphysicalmeans(EinarsenandRaknes,
1997;Keashly,1997).Themostfrequentlyreportednegative
behaviorsarewithholdingofinformationthata�ectthetarget’s
workperformance,havingone’sopinionsignored,havingkey
areasofresponsibilityremovedorreplacedwithmoretrivial
orunpleasanttasks,orbeingthetargetofspontaneousanger
(NotelaersandEinarsen,2013).Beingagraduallyescalating
process,workplacebullyinghasshowntomanifestitselfinlowas
wellashighintensities(Leon-Perezetal.,2012,2015;Notelaers
andEinarsen,2013;Conwayetal.,2018).Low-intensitybullying
hasbeenreferredtoasincivilityormistreatmentatwork(Cortina
etal.,2001).Inlightofitspreventivefocus,thepresentstudy
willinvestigatethewholerangeofexposuretobullying,fromlow
intensityunwantednegativeactsuptoandincludingfull-blown
casesofvictimizationfrombullying;conceptualizedasexposure
tobullyingbehaviors.

SituationalAntecedentsofWorkplaceBullying
Roleconflict
Rolestressors,andparticularlyroleconflict,representsoneofthe
moststudiedandmostimportantpsychosocialriskfactorsatthe
workplace.Roleconflicthasconsistentlybeenfoundtopredict
reportsofworkplacebullying(BowlingandBeehr,2006).Role
conflictrepresentsthesimultaneousexistenceoftwoormoresets
ofexpectationstowardthesameperson,suchthatcompliance
withonesetofexpectationsmakescompliancewiththeother
setdi�cult(Kahnetal.,1964;Beehretal.,1995).Interestingly,
roleconflictwasalsooneofthefirstworkenvironmentfactors
foundtobelinkedtoreportsofexposuretoworkplacebullying
(Einarsenetal.,1994;Vartia,1996).Laterstudieshaveconfirmed
thisrelationshipandidentifiedroleconflicttobeamongthe
strongestofallwork-relatedpredictorsofworkplacebullying
(Haugeetal.,2007;BaillienandDeWitte,2009;Moreno-Jiménez
etal.,2009).Accordingly,researchershavetriedtotheoretically
explainwhyroleconflictsareassociatedwithworkplacebullying.
Einarsenetal.(1994)arguethattheassociationbetweenrole
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influence the occurrence and the impact these risk factors
may have on employee motivation, health, and well-being
(Rai and Agarwal, 2018).

Among the risk factors that have been identified for workplace
bullying, work-related strain factors are the most robust
predictors (Bowling and Beehr, 2006). In accordance with the
“work environment hypothesis” (Leymann, 1990, 1996; Einarsen
et al., 1994), which claims that bullying is a consequence of work-
related factors, previous studies have identified employees who
have contradictory expectations and relatively high levels of job
demands to be more often subjected to such bullying behaviors
at work (Notelaers et al., 2010; Van den Brande et al., 2016; Nel
and Coetzee, 2019). In line with this, job demands-resources (JD-
R) theory states that every occupation and every job has specific
demands and resources that in sum contribute to job-related
stress or motivation (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017). A central
assumption of JD-R theory is that, over time, high job demands
may lead to strain and energy depletion (Bakker and Demerouti,
2007). Job strain, in turn, may lead to interpersonal frustration
and bullying behaviors (Notelaers et al., 2013; Janssens et al.,
2016). However, another central assumption of JD-R theory is
that the presence of su�cient contextual and personal resources
can bu�er the energy depleting e�ects that high job demands
potentially have (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007). Accordingly,
such preventive resources may be job-related, such as autonomy,
skill variety, and support from colleagues, or may be person-
related, such as hardiness and self-e�cacy. Resources may exist
on di�erent levels of the organization, and may also take the
form of a conflict management climate in a specific department.
A central assumption in the present study is therefore that
conflict management climate constitute an important higher-
level resource that may influence the potential job demands –
bullying relationship.

Conflict management climate (CMC) refers to employees’
assessments of the organization’s conflict management
procedures and practices, and of how fair and predictable
the interactions between leaders and followers in this regard are
perceived to be (Rivlin, 2001; Einarsen et al., 2018). In recent
years, the concept of conflict management climate has gained
growing interest as a promising mechanism, explaining why
and when bullying occurs in a work environment. Bullying
researchers have suggested and substantiated that conflict
management climate is an important organizational resource
that may prevent interpersonal frustration arising from stressful
working conditions to escalate into workplace bullying (Einarsen
et al., 2018). Since the concept of organizational climate has
been defined as organizational members’ shared perceptions
of a workplace phenomenon (James and James, 1989), we
will apply a multilevel design with team-level perceptions of
conflict management climate, also addressing the general request
for more multilevel studies in the field of workplace bullying
(Hauge et al., 2011; Skogstad et al., 2011). There is a strong
need in the literature for adequate information from group level
analyses in order to make appropriate interventions in groups
and departments.

The aim of the present study is therefore to test the
relationship between three identified individual level predictors

of bullying (i.e., role conflict, workload, and cognitive demands),
and reported exposure to bullying behaviors, yet add team-level
conflict management climate in the equation. We will investigate
whether this climate interacts with job stressors in predicting
bullying-related outcomes. By integrating conflict management
climate as a moderator, we aspire to obtain a more nuanced
and better understanding of the antecedents and mechanisms
explaining escalating bullying behaviors and the end-state of
victimization from workplace bullying. In this, we address the
general request for research on moderators in the job demands –
bullying relationship (Rai and Agarwal, 2018), and also aspire
to contribute valuable and nuanced knowledge on how to
prevent workplace bullying from developing from other work-
related stressors.

Theoretical Background
Workplace bullying refers to the repeated and systematic
exposure to negative behaviors in situations where the one
targeted has di�culties defending him/herself in the actual
situation (Einarsen et al., 2011). Hence, bullying is about the
systematicmistreatment of a co-worker or a subordinate, often by
psychological rather than physical means (Einarsen and Raknes,
1997; Keashly, 1997). The most frequently reported negative
behaviors are withholding of information that a�ect the target’s
work performance, having one’s opinions ignored, having key
areas of responsibility removed or replaced with more trivial
or unpleasant tasks, or being the target of spontaneous anger
(Notelaers and Einarsen, 2013). Being a gradually escalating
process, workplace bullying has shown to manifest itself in low as
well as high intensities (Leon-Perez et al., 2012, 2015; Notelaers
and Einarsen, 2013; Conway et al., 2018). Low-intensity bullying
has been referred to as incivility or mistreatment at work (Cortina
et al., 2001). In light of its preventive focus, the present study
will investigate the whole range of exposure to bullying, from low
intensity unwanted negative acts up to and including full-blown
cases of victimization from bullying; conceptualized as exposure
to bullying behaviors.

Situational Antecedents of Workplace Bullying
Role conflict
Role stressors, and particularly role conflict, represents one of the
most studied and most important psychosocial risk factors at the
workplace. Role conflict has consistently been found to predict
reports of workplace bullying (Bowling and Beehr, 2006). Role
conflict represents the simultaneous existence of two or more sets
of expectations toward the same person, such that compliance
with one set of expectations makes compliance with the other
set di�cult (Kahn et al., 1964; Beehr et al., 1995). Interestingly,
role conflict was also one of the first work environment factors
found to be linked to reports of exposure to workplace bullying
(Einarsen et al., 1994; Vartia, 1996). Later studies have confirmed
this relationship and identified role conflict to be among the
strongest of all work-related predictors of workplace bullying
(Hauge et al., 2007; Baillien and DeWitte, 2009; Moreno-Jiménez
et al., 2009). Accordingly, researchers have tried to theoretically
explain why role conflicts are associated with workplace bullying.
Einarsen et al. (1994) argue that the association between role
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influence the occurrence and the impact these risk factors
may have on employee motivation, health, and well-being
(Rai and Agarwal, 2018).

Among the risk factors that have been identified for workplace
bullying, work-related strain factors are the most robust
predictors (Bowling and Beehr, 2006). In accordance with the
“work environment hypothesis” (Leymann, 1990, 1996; Einarsen
et al., 1994), which claims that bullying is a consequence of work-
related factors, previous studies have identified employees who
have contradictory expectations and relatively high levels of job
demands to be more often subjected to such bullying behaviors
at work (Notelaers et al., 2010; Van den Brande et al., 2016; Nel
and Coetzee, 2019). In line with this, job demands-resources (JD-
R) theory states that every occupation and every job has specific
demands and resources that in sum contribute to job-related
stress or motivation (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017). A central
assumption of JD-R theory is that, over time, high job demands
may lead to strain and energy depletion (Bakker and Demerouti,
2007). Job strain, in turn, may lead to interpersonal frustration
and bullying behaviors (Notelaers et al., 2013; Janssens et al.,
2016). However, another central assumption of JD-R theory is
that the presence of su�cient contextual and personal resources
can bu�er the energy depleting e�ects that high job demands
potentially have (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007). Accordingly,
such preventive resources may be job-related, such as autonomy,
skill variety, and support from colleagues, or may be person-
related, such as hardiness and self-e�cacy. Resources may exist
on di�erent levels of the organization, and may also take the
form of a conflict management climate in a specific department.
A central assumption in the present study is therefore that
conflict management climate constitute an important higher-
level resource that may influence the potential job demands –
bullying relationship.

Conflict management climate (CMC) refers to employees’
assessments of the organization’s conflict management
procedures and practices, and of how fair and predictable
the interactions between leaders and followers in this regard are
perceived to be (Rivlin, 2001; Einarsen et al., 2018). In recent
years, the concept of conflict management climate has gained
growing interest as a promising mechanism, explaining why
and when bullying occurs in a work environment. Bullying
researchers have suggested and substantiated that conflict
management climate is an important organizational resource
that may prevent interpersonal frustration arising from stressful
working conditions to escalate into workplace bullying (Einarsen
et al., 2018). Since the concept of organizational climate has
been defined as organizational members’ shared perceptions
of a workplace phenomenon (James and James, 1989), we
will apply a multilevel design with team-level perceptions of
conflict management climate, also addressing the general request
for more multilevel studies in the field of workplace bullying
(Hauge et al., 2011; Skogstad et al., 2011). There is a strong
need in the literature for adequate information from group level
analyses in order to make appropriate interventions in groups
and departments.

The aim of the present study is therefore to test the
relationship between three identified individual level predictors

of bullying (i.e., role conflict, workload, and cognitive demands),
and reported exposure to bullying behaviors, yet add team-level
conflict management climate in the equation. We will investigate
whether this climate interacts with job stressors in predicting
bullying-related outcomes. By integrating conflict management
climate as a moderator, we aspire to obtain a more nuanced
and better understanding of the antecedents and mechanisms
explaining escalating bullying behaviors and the end-state of
victimization from workplace bullying. In this, we address the
general request for research on moderators in the job demands –
bullying relationship (Rai and Agarwal, 2018), and also aspire
to contribute valuable and nuanced knowledge on how to
prevent workplace bullying from developing from other work-
related stressors.

Theoretical Background
Workplace bullying refers to the repeated and systematic
exposure to negative behaviors in situations where the one
targeted has di�culties defending him/herself in the actual
situation (Einarsen et al., 2011). Hence, bullying is about the
systematicmistreatment of a co-worker or a subordinate, often by
psychological rather than physical means (Einarsen and Raknes,
1997; Keashly, 1997). The most frequently reported negative
behaviors are withholding of information that a�ect the target’s
work performance, having one’s opinions ignored, having key
areas of responsibility removed or replaced with more trivial
or unpleasant tasks, or being the target of spontaneous anger
(Notelaers and Einarsen, 2013). Being a gradually escalating
process, workplace bullying has shown to manifest itself in low as
well as high intensities (Leon-Perez et al., 2012, 2015; Notelaers
and Einarsen, 2013; Conway et al., 2018). Low-intensity bullying
has been referred to as incivility or mistreatment at work (Cortina
et al., 2001). In light of its preventive focus, the present study
will investigate the whole range of exposure to bullying, from low
intensity unwanted negative acts up to and including full-blown
cases of victimization from bullying; conceptualized as exposure
to bullying behaviors.

Situational Antecedents of Workplace Bullying
Role conflict
Role stressors, and particularly role conflict, represents one of the
most studied and most important psychosocial risk factors at the
workplace. Role conflict has consistently been found to predict
reports of workplace bullying (Bowling and Beehr, 2006). Role
conflict represents the simultaneous existence of two or more sets
of expectations toward the same person, such that compliance
with one set of expectations makes compliance with the other
set di�cult (Kahn et al., 1964; Beehr et al., 1995). Interestingly,
role conflict was also one of the first work environment factors
found to be linked to reports of exposure to workplace bullying
(Einarsen et al., 1994; Vartia, 1996). Later studies have confirmed
this relationship and identified role conflict to be among the
strongest of all work-related predictors of workplace bullying
(Hauge et al., 2007; Baillien and DeWitte, 2009; Moreno-Jiménez
et al., 2009). Accordingly, researchers have tried to theoretically
explain why role conflicts are associated with workplace bullying.
Einarsen et al. (1994) argue that the association between role
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influencetheoccurrenceandtheimpacttheseriskfactors
mayhaveonemployeemotivation,health,andwell-being
(RaiandAgarwal,2018).

Amongtheriskfactorsthathavebeenidentifiedforworkplace
bullying,work-relatedstrainfactorsarethemostrobust
predictors(BowlingandBeehr,2006).Inaccordancewiththe
“workenvironmenthypothesis”(Leymann,1990,1996;Einarsen
etal.,1994),whichclaimsthatbullyingisaconsequenceofwork-
relatedfactors,previousstudieshaveidentifiedemployeeswho
havecontradictoryexpectationsandrelativelyhighlevelsofjob
demandstobemoreoftensubjectedtosuchbullyingbehaviors
atwork(Notelaersetal.,2010;VandenBrandeetal.,2016;Nel
andCoetzee,2019).Inlinewiththis,jobdemands-resources(JD-
R)theorystatesthateveryoccupationandeveryjobhasspecific
demandsandresourcesthatinsumcontributetojob-related
stressormotivation(BakkerandDemerouti,2017).Acentral
assumptionofJD-Rtheoryisthat,overtime,highjobdemands
mayleadtostrainandenergydepletion(BakkerandDemerouti,
2007).Jobstrain,inturn,mayleadtointerpersonalfrustration
andbullyingbehaviors(Notelaersetal.,2013;Janssensetal.,
2016).However,anothercentralassumptionofJD-Rtheoryis
thatthepresenceofsu�cientcontextualandpersonalresources
canbu�ertheenergydepletinge�ectsthathighjobdemands
potentiallyhave(BakkerandDemerouti,2007).Accordingly,
suchpreventiveresourcesmaybejob-related,suchasautonomy,
skillvariety,andsupportfromcolleagues,ormaybeperson-
related,suchashardinessandself-e�cacy.Resourcesmayexist
ondi�erentlevelsoftheorganization,andmayalsotakethe
formofaconflictmanagementclimateinaspecificdepartment.
Acentralassumptioninthepresentstudyisthereforethat
conflictmanagementclimateconstituteanimportanthigher-
levelresourcethatmayinfluencethepotentialjobdemands–
bullyingrelationship.

Conflictmanagementclimate(CMC)referstoemployees’
assessmentsoftheorganization’sconflictmanagement
proceduresandpractices,andofhowfairandpredictable
theinteractionsbetweenleadersandfollowersinthisregardare
perceivedtobe(Rivlin,2001;Einarsenetal.,2018).Inrecent
years,theconceptofconflictmanagementclimatehasgained
growinginterestasapromisingmechanism,explainingwhy
andwhenbullyingoccursinaworkenvironment.Bullying
researchershavesuggestedandsubstantiatedthatconflict
managementclimateisanimportantorganizationalresource
thatmaypreventinterpersonalfrustrationarisingfromstressful
workingconditionstoescalateintoworkplacebullying(Einarsen
etal.,2018).Sincetheconceptoforganizationalclimatehas
beendefinedasorganizationalmembers’sharedperceptions
ofaworkplacephenomenon(JamesandJames,1989),we
willapplyamultileveldesignwithteam-levelperceptionsof
conflictmanagementclimate,alsoaddressingthegeneralrequest
formoremultilevelstudiesinthefieldofworkplacebullying
(Haugeetal.,2011;Skogstadetal.,2011).Thereisastrong
needintheliteratureforadequateinformationfromgrouplevel
analysesinordertomakeappropriateinterventionsingroups
anddepartments.

Theaimofthepresentstudyisthereforetotestthe
relationshipbetweenthreeidentifiedindividuallevelpredictors

ofbullying(i.e.,roleconflict,workload,andcognitivedemands),
andreportedexposuretobullyingbehaviors,yetaddteam-level
conflictmanagementclimateintheequation.Wewillinvestigate
whetherthisclimateinteractswithjobstressorsinpredicting
bullying-relatedoutcomes.Byintegratingconflictmanagement
climateasamoderator,weaspiretoobtainamorenuanced
andbetterunderstandingoftheantecedentsandmechanisms
explainingescalatingbullyingbehaviorsandtheend-stateof
victimizationfromworkplacebullying.Inthis,weaddressthe
generalrequestforresearchonmoderatorsinthejobdemands–
bullyingrelationship(RaiandAgarwal,2018),andalsoaspire
tocontributevaluableandnuancedknowledgeonhowto
preventworkplacebullyingfromdevelopingfromotherwork-
relatedstressors.

TheoreticalBackground
Workplacebullyingreferstotherepeatedandsystematic
exposuretonegativebehaviorsinsituationswheretheone
targetedhasdi�cultiesdefendinghim/herselfintheactual
situation(Einarsenetal.,2011).Hence,bullyingisaboutthe
systematicmistreatmentofaco-workerorasubordinate,oftenby
psychologicalratherthanphysicalmeans(EinarsenandRaknes,
1997;Keashly,1997).Themostfrequentlyreportednegative
behaviorsarewithholdingofinformationthata�ectthetarget’s
workperformance,havingone’sopinionsignored,havingkey
areasofresponsibilityremovedorreplacedwithmoretrivial
orunpleasanttasks,orbeingthetargetofspontaneousanger
(NotelaersandEinarsen,2013).Beingagraduallyescalating
process,workplacebullyinghasshowntomanifestitselfinlowas
wellashighintensities(Leon-Perezetal.,2012,2015;Notelaers
andEinarsen,2013;Conwayetal.,2018).Low-intensitybullying
hasbeenreferredtoasincivilityormistreatmentatwork(Cortina
etal.,2001).Inlightofitspreventivefocus,thepresentstudy
willinvestigatethewholerangeofexposuretobullying,fromlow
intensityunwantednegativeactsuptoandincludingfull-blown
casesofvictimizationfrombullying;conceptualizedasexposure
tobullyingbehaviors.

SituationalAntecedentsofWorkplaceBullying
Roleconflict
Rolestressors,andparticularlyroleconflict,representsoneofthe
moststudiedandmostimportantpsychosocialriskfactorsatthe
workplace.Roleconflicthasconsistentlybeenfoundtopredict
reportsofworkplacebullying(BowlingandBeehr,2006).Role
conflictrepresentsthesimultaneousexistenceoftwoormoresets
ofexpectationstowardthesameperson,suchthatcompliance
withonesetofexpectationsmakescompliancewiththeother
setdi�cult(Kahnetal.,1964;Beehretal.,1995).Interestingly,
roleconflictwasalsooneofthefirstworkenvironmentfactors
foundtobelinkedtoreportsofexposuretoworkplacebullying
(Einarsenetal.,1994;Vartia,1996).Laterstudieshaveconfirmed
thisrelationshipandidentifiedroleconflicttobeamongthe
strongestofallwork-relatedpredictorsofworkplacebullying
(Haugeetal.,2007;BaillienandDeWitte,2009;Moreno-Jiménez
etal.,2009).Accordingly,researchershavetriedtotheoretically
explainwhyroleconflictsareassociatedwithworkplacebullying.
Einarsenetal.(1994)arguethattheassociationbetweenrole
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(Haugeetal.,2007;BaillienandDeWitte,2009;Moreno-Jiménez
etal.,2009).Accordingly,researchershavetriedtotheoretically
explainwhyroleconflictsareassociatedwithworkplacebullying.
Einarsenetal.(1994)arguethattheassociationbetweenrole
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influencetheoccurrenceandtheimpacttheseriskfactors
mayhaveonemployeemotivation,health,andwell-being
(RaiandAgarwal,2018).

Amongtheriskfactorsthathavebeenidentifiedforworkplace
bullying,work-relatedstrainfactorsarethemostrobust
predictors(BowlingandBeehr,2006).Inaccordancewiththe
“workenvironmenthypothesis”(Leymann,1990,1996;Einarsen
etal.,1994),whichclaimsthatbullyingisaconsequenceofwork-
relatedfactors,previousstudieshaveidentifiedemployeeswho
havecontradictoryexpectationsandrelativelyhighlevelsofjob
demandstobemoreoftensubjectedtosuchbullyingbehaviors
atwork(Notelaersetal.,2010;VandenBrandeetal.,2016;Nel
andCoetzee,2019).Inlinewiththis,jobdemands-resources(JD-
R)theorystatesthateveryoccupationandeveryjobhasspecific
demandsandresourcesthatinsumcontributetojob-related
stressormotivation(BakkerandDemerouti,2017).Acentral
assumptionofJD-Rtheoryisthat,overtime,highjobdemands
mayleadtostrainandenergydepletion(BakkerandDemerouti,
2007).Jobstrain,inturn,mayleadtointerpersonalfrustration
andbullyingbehaviors(Notelaersetal.,2013;Janssensetal.,
2016).However,anothercentralassumptionofJD-Rtheoryis
thatthepresenceofsu�cientcontextualandpersonalresources
canbu�ertheenergydepletinge�ectsthathighjobdemands
potentiallyhave(BakkerandDemerouti,2007).Accordingly,
suchpreventiveresourcesmaybejob-related,suchasautonomy,
skillvariety,andsupportfromcolleagues,ormaybeperson-
related,suchashardinessandself-e�cacy.Resourcesmayexist
ondi�erentlevelsoftheorganization,andmayalsotakethe
formofaconflictmanagementclimateinaspecificdepartment.
Acentralassumptioninthepresentstudyisthereforethat
conflictmanagementclimateconstituteanimportanthigher-
levelresourcethatmayinfluencethepotentialjobdemands–
bullyingrelationship.

Conflictmanagementclimate(CMC)referstoemployees’
assessmentsoftheorganization’sconflictmanagement
proceduresandpractices,andofhowfairandpredictable
theinteractionsbetweenleadersandfollowersinthisregardare
perceivedtobe(Rivlin,2001;Einarsenetal.,2018).Inrecent
years,theconceptofconflictmanagementclimatehasgained
growinginterestasapromisingmechanism,explainingwhy
andwhenbullyingoccursinaworkenvironment.Bullying
researchershavesuggestedandsubstantiatedthatconflict
managementclimateisanimportantorganizationalresource
thatmaypreventinterpersonalfrustrationarisingfromstressful
workingconditionstoescalateintoworkplacebullying(Einarsen
etal.,2018).Sincetheconceptoforganizationalclimatehas
beendefinedasorganizationalmembers’sharedperceptions
ofaworkplacephenomenon(JamesandJames,1989),we
willapplyamultileveldesignwithteam-levelperceptionsof
conflictmanagementclimate,alsoaddressingthegeneralrequest
formoremultilevelstudiesinthefieldofworkplacebullying
(Haugeetal.,2011;Skogstadetal.,2011).Thereisastrong
needintheliteratureforadequateinformationfromgrouplevel
analysesinordertomakeappropriateinterventionsingroups
anddepartments.

Theaimofthepresentstudyisthereforetotestthe
relationshipbetweenthreeidentifiedindividuallevelpredictors

ofbullying(i.e.,roleconflict,workload,andcognitivedemands),
andreportedexposuretobullyingbehaviors,yetaddteam-level
conflictmanagementclimateintheequation.Wewillinvestigate
whetherthisclimateinteractswithjobstressorsinpredicting
bullying-relatedoutcomes.Byintegratingconflictmanagement
climateasamoderator,weaspiretoobtainamorenuanced
andbetterunderstandingoftheantecedentsandmechanisms
explainingescalatingbullyingbehaviorsandtheend-stateof
victimizationfromworkplacebullying.Inthis,weaddressthe
generalrequestforresearchonmoderatorsinthejobdemands–
bullyingrelationship(RaiandAgarwal,2018),andalsoaspire
tocontributevaluableandnuancedknowledgeonhowto
preventworkplacebullyingfromdevelopingfromotherwork-
relatedstressors.

TheoreticalBackground
Workplacebullyingreferstotherepeatedandsystematic
exposuretonegativebehaviorsinsituationswheretheone
targetedhasdi�cultiesdefendinghim/herselfintheactual
situation(Einarsenetal.,2011).Hence,bullyingisaboutthe
systematicmistreatmentofaco-workerorasubordinate,oftenby
psychologicalratherthanphysicalmeans(EinarsenandRaknes,
1997;Keashly,1997).Themostfrequentlyreportednegative
behaviorsarewithholdingofinformationthata�ectthetarget’s
workperformance,havingone’sopinionsignored,havingkey
areasofresponsibilityremovedorreplacedwithmoretrivial
orunpleasanttasks,orbeingthetargetofspontaneousanger
(NotelaersandEinarsen,2013).Beingagraduallyescalating
process,workplacebullyinghasshowntomanifestitselfinlowas
wellashighintensities(Leon-Perezetal.,2012,2015;Notelaers
andEinarsen,2013;Conwayetal.,2018).Low-intensitybullying
hasbeenreferredtoasincivilityormistreatmentatwork(Cortina
etal.,2001).Inlightofitspreventivefocus,thepresentstudy
willinvestigatethewholerangeofexposuretobullying,fromlow
intensityunwantednegativeactsuptoandincludingfull-blown
casesofvictimizationfrombullying;conceptualizedasexposure
tobullyingbehaviors.

SituationalAntecedentsofWorkplaceBullying
Roleconflict
Rolestressors,andparticularlyroleconflict,representsoneofthe
moststudiedandmostimportantpsychosocialriskfactorsatthe
workplace.Roleconflicthasconsistentlybeenfoundtopredict
reportsofworkplacebullying(BowlingandBeehr,2006).Role
conflictrepresentsthesimultaneousexistenceoftwoormoresets
ofexpectationstowardthesameperson,suchthatcompliance
withonesetofexpectationsmakescompliancewiththeother
setdi�cult(Kahnetal.,1964;Beehretal.,1995).Interestingly,
roleconflictwasalsooneofthefirstworkenvironmentfactors
foundtobelinkedtoreportsofexposuretoworkplacebullying
(Einarsenetal.,1994;Vartia,1996).Laterstudieshaveconfirmed
thisrelationshipandidentifiedroleconflicttobeamongthe
strongestofallwork-relatedpredictorsofworkplacebullying
(Haugeetal.,2007;BaillienandDeWitte,2009;Moreno-Jiménez
etal.,2009).Accordingly,researchershavetriedtotheoretically
explainwhyroleconflictsareassociatedwithworkplacebullying.
Einarsenetal.(1994)arguethattheassociationbetweenrole
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conflict and workplace bullying is due to the creation of strain
and frustration in the team, which may then elicit or fuel a
bullying process. This aligns with JD-R theory, stating that role
conflict is as a job demand that potentially can lead to energy-
depleting strain (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007). Role conflict may
also lead to frustration and stress in the focal person. Employees
who experience role conflict become stressed, and may act in
ways that irritate and annoy colleagues and superiors, and by that
trigger a further process of incivility, interpersonal conflict, and
mistreatment (Einarsen et al., 1994). This process is delineated in
the extended “victim precipitation theory” (Elias, 1986; Samnani
and Singh, 2016), proposing that when employees get stressed,
they may act in ways that irritate and annoy colleagues and
superiors, and by that trigger or fuel a bullying process. The
following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 1. There is a positive relationship between role
conflict and exposure to bullying behaviors at work.

Workload and cognitive demands
Next to role conflict, increased workload or work pressure has
been suggested as an important precursor of bullying (Hauge
et al., 2007; Baillien and DeWitte, 2009). Although work pressure
is a natural and necessary part of all working life, high work
pressure over time, without su�cient recourses to cope with
them, has been related to workplace bullying (Hauge et al., 2007;
Parchment and Andrews, 2019). In fact, in the seminal work
of Brodsky (1976), work pressure was proposed as a type of
harassment by and in itself – when consistently being directed
to one or more subordinates with the aim or likely outcome of
punishing the target(s). However, the results of empirical studies
have been mixed. While early studies failed to demonstrate such
a relationship, more recent studies support the notion of a
relationship between work pressure and bullying (Baillien and De
Witte, 2009;Moreno-Jiménez et al., 2009). Quantitative demands,
in the present study termed workload, have so far received most
attention in research (Van den Brande et al., 2016). By workload,
we refer to the amount and speed of work to be performed, which
is whether you need to work fast or extra hard to get your tasks
done (Van Veldhoven and Meijman, 1994). Niedl (1996) found,
in his studies in Austria and Germany, a relationship between
hectic work and reports of bullying at work. This finding has
later been replicated in Norway (Hauge et al., 2007), Netherlands
(Huber et al., 2001), and Belgium (Notelaers and De Witte, 2003).

Qualitative or cognitive demands, on the other hand, have
received far less research attention. By cognitive demands, we
refer to the need to concentrate one’s attention on several things
at the same time, persistently be concentrated and careful in
one’s work, or havingmany things to remember while conducting
the work (Van Veldhoven and Meijman, 1994). Having high
cognitive demands may be as stressful as time constraints and
influences how one behaves and interacts with those around
(Notelaers et al., 2010). Accordingly, Hoel et al. (2002) argue that
cognitive demands are positively related to workplace bullying.
They argue that workers under strain may voice their concern
about the high cognitive demands, which may result in negative
reactions and in some cases in conflict escalation, finally resulting

in bullying (Baillien et al., 2009). Accordingly, Knorz and Zapf
(1996) argued that high workload and cognitive demands can
lead to conflict escalation, because those involved will have
sparse time and limited resources for conflict resolution and
management. As with role conflict, we expect in line with JD-
R theory and victim precipitation theory, work pressure to be
positively related to bullying behaviors. Thus, we propose:

Hypothesis 2. There is a positive relationship between
workload and exposure to bullying behaviors at work.

Hypothesis 3. There is a positive relationship
between cognitive demands and exposure to bullying
behaviors at work.

Conflict Management Climate
Based on interviews with more than 1000 targets of work
harassment, Brodsky (1976) claimed that for harassment to occur
there needs to be a culture and climate that permits and rewards
it. The concepts of organizational culture and climate o�er
to some extent overlapping perspectives for understanding the
experiences people have in work settings (Denison, 1996), where
organizational climate can be defined as organizational members’
shared perceptions of the workplace, in particular regarding its
procedures, practices, prevailing behaviors, and its support and
reward systems (James and James, 1989). In the present study, we
will focus on the subjective perception of employees regarding
how well the organization handles interpersonal conflicts based
on their observations of how organizational procedures work
in this area, of the habits managers have in such cases, as well
as observations of consistent behaviors portrayed by managers
when handling these kinds of interpersonal conflicts and claims
of mistreatment. An element of trust is a natural ingredient in
this and exchange of views and experiences between organization
members will also to some extent shape the perceptions and
attitudes involved. The perceptions are inherently subjective
but are expected to be shared by those belonging to the same
department or work group. To the extent that such perceptions
are shared, we may talk about an organizational climate and
not only a psychological climate, which again may a�ect the
individual behavior and reactions of organization member, for
example when involved in actual cases of interpersonal stress,
frustration and escalating conflicts (James and Jones, 1980;
Schneider et al., 1998). Such a climate may also be perceived
as an organizational resource that a�ects the behaviors and
reactions of employees and thus being consistent with the JD-
R theory, proposing that the potential detrimental e�ect of job
demands on the social relationships at work, may be prevented or
litigated by resources in the organization and in the psychosocial
working environment (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007). Although
such job resources may be of a physical, psychological, social
or organizational nature, organizational climate is proposed as a
particularly strong resource in regard to interpersonal and social
relations (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007).

In contemporary organizational research, it is common to
study such specific types of climate, like climate for creativity,
safety climate (Schneider, 2000), and in our case climate for
conflict management. Hence, climate has an object, something
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conflictandworkplacebullyingisduetothecreationofstrain
andfrustrationintheteam,whichmaythenelicitorfuela
bullyingprocess.ThisalignswithJD-Rtheory,statingthatrole
conflictisasajobdemandthatpotentiallycanleadtoenergy-
depletingstrain(BakkerandDemerouti,2007).Roleconflictmay
alsoleadtofrustrationandstressinthefocalperson.Employees
whoexperienceroleconflictbecomestressed,andmayactin
waysthatirritateandannoycolleaguesandsuperiors,andbythat
triggerafurtherprocessofincivility,interpersonalconflict,and
mistreatment(Einarsenetal.,1994).Thisprocessisdelineatedin
theextended“victimprecipitationtheory”(Elias,1986;Samnani
andSingh,2016),proposingthatwhenemployeesgetstressed,
theymayactinwaysthatirritateandannoycolleaguesand
superiors,andbythattriggerorfuelabullyingprocess.The
followinghypothesisisproposed:

Hypothesis1.Thereisapositiverelationshipbetweenrole
conflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsatwork.

Workloadandcognitivedemands
Nexttoroleconflict,increasedworkloadorworkpressurehas
beensuggestedasanimportantprecursorofbullying(Hauge
etal.,2007;BaillienandDeWitte,2009).Althoughworkpressure
isanaturalandnecessarypartofallworkinglife,highwork
pressureovertime,withoutsu�cientrecoursestocopewith
them,hasbeenrelatedtoworkplacebullying(Haugeetal.,2007;
ParchmentandAndrews,2019).Infact,intheseminalwork
ofBrodsky(1976),workpressurewasproposedasatypeof
harassmentbyandinitself–whenconsistentlybeingdirected
tooneormoresubordinateswiththeaimorlikelyoutcomeof
punishingthetarget(s).However,theresultsofempiricalstudies
havebeenmixed.Whileearlystudiesfailedtodemonstratesuch
arelationship,morerecentstudiessupportthenotionofa
relationshipbetweenworkpressureandbullying(BaillienandDe
Witte,2009;Moreno-Jiménezetal.,2009).Quantitativedemands,
inthepresentstudytermedworkload,havesofarreceivedmost
attentioninresearch(VandenBrandeetal.,2016).Byworkload,
werefertotheamountandspeedofworktobeperformed,which
iswhetheryouneedtoworkfastorextrahardtogetyourtasks
done(VanVeldhovenandMeijman,1994).Niedl(1996)found,
inhisstudiesinAustriaandGermany,arelationshipbetween
hecticworkandreportsofbullyingatwork.Thisfindinghas
laterbeenreplicatedinNorway(Haugeetal.,2007),Netherlands
(Huberetal.,2001),andBelgium(NotelaersandDeWitte,2003).

Qualitativeorcognitivedemands,ontheotherhand,have
receivedfarlessresearchattention.Bycognitivedemands,we
refertotheneedtoconcentrateone’sattentiononseveralthings
atthesametime,persistentlybeconcentratedandcarefulin
one’swork,orhavingmanythingstorememberwhileconducting
thework(VanVeldhovenandMeijman,1994).Havinghigh
cognitivedemandsmaybeasstressfulastimeconstraintsand
influenceshowonebehavesandinteractswiththosearound
(Notelaersetal.,2010).Accordingly,Hoeletal.(2002)arguethat
cognitivedemandsarepositivelyrelatedtoworkplacebullying.
Theyarguethatworkersunderstrainmayvoicetheirconcern
aboutthehighcognitivedemands,whichmayresultinnegative
reactionsandinsomecasesinconflictescalation,finallyresulting

inbullying(Baillienetal.,2009).Accordingly,KnorzandZapf
(1996)arguedthathighworkloadandcognitivedemandscan
leadtoconflictescalation,becausethoseinvolvedwillhave
sparsetimeandlimitedresourcesforconflictresolutionand
management.Aswithroleconflict,weexpectinlinewithJD-
Rtheoryandvictimprecipitationtheory,workpressuretobe
positivelyrelatedtobullyingbehaviors.Thus,wepropose:

Hypothesis2.Thereisapositiverelationshipbetween
workloadandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsatwork.

Hypothesis3.Thereisapositiverelationship
betweencognitivedemandsandexposuretobullying
behaviorsatwork.

ConflictManagementClimate
Basedoninterviewswithmorethan1000targetsofwork
harassment,Brodsky(1976)claimedthatforharassmenttooccur
thereneedstobeacultureandclimatethatpermitsandrewards
it.Theconceptsoforganizationalcultureandclimateo�er
tosomeextentoverlappingperspectivesforunderstandingthe
experiencespeoplehaveinworksettings(Denison,1996),where
organizationalclimatecanbedefinedasorganizationalmembers’
sharedperceptionsoftheworkplace,inparticularregardingits
procedures,practices,prevailingbehaviors,anditssupportand
rewardsystems(JamesandJames,1989).Inthepresentstudy,we
willfocusonthesubjectiveperceptionofemployeesregarding
howwelltheorganizationhandlesinterpersonalconflictsbased
ontheirobservationsofhoworganizationalprocedureswork
inthisarea,ofthehabitsmanagershaveinsuchcases,aswell
asobservationsofconsistentbehaviorsportrayedbymanagers
whenhandlingthesekindsofinterpersonalconflictsandclaims
ofmistreatment.Anelementoftrustisanaturalingredientin
thisandexchangeofviewsandexperiencesbetweenorganization
memberswillalsotosomeextentshapetheperceptionsand
attitudesinvolved.Theperceptionsareinherentlysubjective
butareexpectedtobesharedbythosebelongingtothesame
departmentorworkgroup.Totheextentthatsuchperceptions
areshared,wemaytalkaboutanorganizationalclimateand
notonlyapsychologicalclimate,whichagainmaya�ectthe
individualbehaviorandreactionsoforganizationmember,for
examplewheninvolvedinactualcasesofinterpersonalstress,
frustrationandescalatingconflicts(JamesandJones,1980;
Schneideretal.,1998).Suchaclimatemayalsobeperceived
asanorganizationalresourcethata�ectsthebehaviorsand
reactionsofemployeesandthusbeingconsistentwiththeJD-
Rtheory,proposingthatthepotentialdetrimentale�ectofjob
demandsonthesocialrelationshipsatwork,maybepreventedor
litigatedbyresourcesintheorganizationandinthepsychosocial
workingenvironment(BakkerandDemerouti,2007).Although
suchjobresourcesmaybeofaphysical,psychological,social
ororganizationalnature,organizationalclimateisproposedasa
particularlystrongresourceinregardtointerpersonalandsocial
relations(BakkerandDemerouti,2007).

Incontemporaryorganizationalresearch,itiscommonto
studysuchspecifictypesofclimate,likeclimateforcreativity,
safetyclimate(Schneider,2000),andinourcaseclimatefor
conflictmanagement.Hence,climatehasanobject,something
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theextended“victimprecipitationtheory”(Elias,1986;Samnani
andSingh,2016),proposingthatwhenemployeesgetstressed,
theymayactinwaysthatirritateandannoycolleaguesand
superiors,andbythattriggerorfuelabullyingprocess.The
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Hypothesis1.Thereisapositiverelationshipbetweenrole
conflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsatwork.

Workloadandcognitivedemands
Nexttoroleconflict,increasedworkloadorworkpressurehas
beensuggestedasanimportantprecursorofbullying(Hauge
etal.,2007;BaillienandDeWitte,2009).Althoughworkpressure
isanaturalandnecessarypartofallworkinglife,highwork
pressureovertime,withoutsu�cientrecoursestocopewith
them,hasbeenrelatedtoworkplacebullying(Haugeetal.,2007;
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punishingthetarget(s).However,theresultsofempiricalstudies
havebeenmixed.Whileearlystudiesfailedtodemonstratesuch
arelationship,morerecentstudiessupportthenotionofa
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iswhetheryouneedtoworkfastorextrahardtogetyourtasks
done(VanVeldhovenandMeijman,1994).Niedl(1996)found,
inhisstudiesinAustriaandGermany,arelationshipbetween
hecticworkandreportsofbullyingatwork.Thisfindinghas
laterbeenreplicatedinNorway(Haugeetal.,2007),Netherlands
(Huberetal.,2001),andBelgium(NotelaersandDeWitte,2003).

Qualitativeorcognitivedemands,ontheotherhand,have
receivedfarlessresearchattention.Bycognitivedemands,we
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atthesametime,persistentlybeconcentratedandcarefulin
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cognitivedemandsarepositivelyrelatedtoworkplacebullying.
Theyarguethatworkersunderstrainmayvoicetheirconcern
aboutthehighcognitivedemands,whichmayresultinnegative
reactionsandinsomecasesinconflictescalation,finallyresulting

inbullying(Baillienetal.,2009).Accordingly,KnorzandZapf
(1996)arguedthathighworkloadandcognitivedemandscan
leadtoconflictescalation,becausethoseinvolvedwillhave
sparsetimeandlimitedresourcesforconflictresolutionand
management.Aswithroleconflict,weexpectinlinewithJD-
Rtheoryandvictimprecipitationtheory,workpressuretobe
positivelyrelatedtobullyingbehaviors.Thus,wepropose:

Hypothesis2.Thereisapositiverelationshipbetween
workloadandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsatwork.

Hypothesis3.Thereisapositiverelationship
betweencognitivedemandsandexposuretobullying
behaviorsatwork.

ConflictManagementClimate
Basedoninterviewswithmorethan1000targetsofwork
harassment,Brodsky(1976)claimedthatforharassmenttooccur
thereneedstobeacultureandclimatethatpermitsandrewards
it.Theconceptsoforganizationalcultureandclimateo�er
tosomeextentoverlappingperspectivesforunderstandingthe
experiencespeoplehaveinworksettings(Denison,1996),where
organizationalclimatecanbedefinedasorganizationalmembers’
sharedperceptionsoftheworkplace,inparticularregardingits
procedures,practices,prevailingbehaviors,anditssupportand
rewardsystems(JamesandJames,1989).Inthepresentstudy,we
willfocusonthesubjectiveperceptionofemployeesregarding
howwelltheorganizationhandlesinterpersonalconflictsbased
ontheirobservationsofhoworganizationalprocedureswork
inthisarea,ofthehabitsmanagershaveinsuchcases,aswell
asobservationsofconsistentbehaviorsportrayedbymanagers
whenhandlingthesekindsofinterpersonalconflictsandclaims
ofmistreatment.Anelementoftrustisanaturalingredientin
thisandexchangeofviewsandexperiencesbetweenorganization
memberswillalsotosomeextentshapetheperceptionsand
attitudesinvolved.Theperceptionsareinherentlysubjective
butareexpectedtobesharedbythosebelongingtothesame
departmentorworkgroup.Totheextentthatsuchperceptions
areshared,wemaytalkaboutanorganizationalclimateand
notonlyapsychologicalclimate,whichagainmaya�ectthe
individualbehaviorandreactionsoforganizationmember,for
examplewheninvolvedinactualcasesofinterpersonalstress,
frustrationandescalatingconflicts(JamesandJones,1980;
Schneideretal.,1998).Suchaclimatemayalsobeperceived
asanorganizationalresourcethata�ectsthebehaviorsand
reactionsofemployeesandthusbeingconsistentwiththeJD-
Rtheory,proposingthatthepotentialdetrimentale�ectofjob
demandsonthesocialrelationshipsatwork,maybepreventedor
litigatedbyresourcesintheorganizationandinthepsychosocial
workingenvironment(BakkerandDemerouti,2007).Although
suchjobresourcesmaybeofaphysical,psychological,social
ororganizationalnature,organizationalclimateisproposedasa
particularlystrongresourceinregardtointerpersonalandsocial
relations(BakkerandDemerouti,2007).

Incontemporaryorganizationalresearch,itiscommonto
studysuchspecifictypesofclimate,likeclimateforcreativity,
safetyclimate(Schneider,2000),andinourcaseclimatefor
conflictmanagement.Hence,climatehasanobject,something
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conflict and workplace bullying is due to the creation of strain
and frustration in the team, which may then elicit or fuel a
bullying process. This aligns with JD-R theory, stating that role
conflict is as a job demand that potentially can lead to energy-
depleting strain (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007). Role conflict may
also lead to frustration and stress in the focal person. Employees
who experience role conflict become stressed, and may act in
ways that irritate and annoy colleagues and superiors, and by that
trigger a further process of incivility, interpersonal conflict, and
mistreatment (Einarsen et al., 1994). This process is delineated in
the extended “victim precipitation theory” (Elias, 1986; Samnani
and Singh, 2016), proposing that when employees get stressed,
they may act in ways that irritate and annoy colleagues and
superiors, and by that trigger or fuel a bullying process. The
following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 1. There is a positive relationship between role
conflict and exposure to bullying behaviors at work.

Workload and cognitive demands
Next to role conflict, increased workload or work pressure has
been suggested as an important precursor of bullying (Hauge
et al., 2007; Baillien and DeWitte, 2009). Although work pressure
is a natural and necessary part of all working life, high work
pressure over time, without su�cient recourses to cope with
them, has been related to workplace bullying (Hauge et al., 2007;
Parchment and Andrews, 2019). In fact, in the seminal work
of Brodsky (1976), work pressure was proposed as a type of
harassment by and in itself – when consistently being directed
to one or more subordinates with the aim or likely outcome of
punishing the target(s). However, the results of empirical studies
have been mixed. While early studies failed to demonstrate such
a relationship, more recent studies support the notion of a
relationship between work pressure and bullying (Baillien and De
Witte, 2009;Moreno-Jiménez et al., 2009). Quantitative demands,
in the present study termed workload, have so far received most
attention in research (Van den Brande et al., 2016). By workload,
we refer to the amount and speed of work to be performed, which
is whether you need to work fast or extra hard to get your tasks
done (Van Veldhoven and Meijman, 1994). Niedl (1996) found,
in his studies in Austria and Germany, a relationship between
hectic work and reports of bullying at work. This finding has
later been replicated in Norway (Hauge et al., 2007), Netherlands
(Huber et al., 2001), and Belgium (Notelaers and De Witte, 2003).

Qualitative or cognitive demands, on the other hand, have
received far less research attention. By cognitive demands, we
refer to the need to concentrate one’s attention on several things
at the same time, persistently be concentrated and careful in
one’s work, or havingmany things to remember while conducting
the work (Van Veldhoven and Meijman, 1994). Having high
cognitive demands may be as stressful as time constraints and
influences how one behaves and interacts with those around
(Notelaers et al., 2010). Accordingly, Hoel et al. (2002) argue that
cognitive demands are positively related to workplace bullying.
They argue that workers under strain may voice their concern
about the high cognitive demands, which may result in negative
reactions and in some cases in conflict escalation, finally resulting

in bullying (Baillien et al., 2009). Accordingly, Knorz and Zapf
(1996) argued that high workload and cognitive demands can
lead to conflict escalation, because those involved will have
sparse time and limited resources for conflict resolution and
management. As with role conflict, we expect in line with JD-
R theory and victim precipitation theory, work pressure to be
positively related to bullying behaviors. Thus, we propose:

Hypothesis 2. There is a positive relationship between
workload and exposure to bullying behaviors at work.

Hypothesis 3. There is a positive relationship
between cognitive demands and exposure to bullying
behaviors at work.

Conflict Management Climate
Based on interviews with more than 1000 targets of work
harassment, Brodsky (1976) claimed that for harassment to occur
there needs to be a culture and climate that permits and rewards
it. The concepts of organizational culture and climate o�er
to some extent overlapping perspectives for understanding the
experiences people have in work settings (Denison, 1996), where
organizational climate can be defined as organizational members’
shared perceptions of the workplace, in particular regarding its
procedures, practices, prevailing behaviors, and its support and
reward systems (James and James, 1989). In the present study, we
will focus on the subjective perception of employees regarding
how well the organization handles interpersonal conflicts based
on their observations of how organizational procedures work
in this area, of the habits managers have in such cases, as well
as observations of consistent behaviors portrayed by managers
when handling these kinds of interpersonal conflicts and claims
of mistreatment. An element of trust is a natural ingredient in
this and exchange of views and experiences between organization
members will also to some extent shape the perceptions and
attitudes involved. The perceptions are inherently subjective
but are expected to be shared by those belonging to the same
department or work group. To the extent that such perceptions
are shared, we may talk about an organizational climate and
not only a psychological climate, which again may a�ect the
individual behavior and reactions of organization member, for
example when involved in actual cases of interpersonal stress,
frustration and escalating conflicts (James and Jones, 1980;
Schneider et al., 1998). Such a climate may also be perceived
as an organizational resource that a�ects the behaviors and
reactions of employees and thus being consistent with the JD-
R theory, proposing that the potential detrimental e�ect of job
demands on the social relationships at work, may be prevented or
litigated by resources in the organization and in the psychosocial
working environment (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007). Although
such job resources may be of a physical, psychological, social
or organizational nature, organizational climate is proposed as a
particularly strong resource in regard to interpersonal and social
relations (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007).

In contemporary organizational research, it is common to
study such specific types of climate, like climate for creativity,
safety climate (Schneider, 2000), and in our case climate for
conflict management. Hence, climate has an object, something
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who experience role conflict become stressed, and may act in
ways that irritate and annoy colleagues and superiors, and by that
trigger a further process of incivility, interpersonal conflict, and
mistreatment (Einarsen et al., 1994). This process is delineated in
the extended “victim precipitation theory” (Elias, 1986; Samnani
and Singh, 2016), proposing that when employees get stressed,
they may act in ways that irritate and annoy colleagues and
superiors, and by that trigger or fuel a bullying process. The
following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 1. There is a positive relationship between role
conflict and exposure to bullying behaviors at work.

Workload and cognitive demands
Next to role conflict, increased workload or work pressure has
been suggested as an important precursor of bullying (Hauge
et al., 2007; Baillien and DeWitte, 2009). Although work pressure
is a natural and necessary part of all working life, high work
pressure over time, without su�cient recourses to cope with
them, has been related to workplace bullying (Hauge et al., 2007;
Parchment and Andrews, 2019). In fact, in the seminal work
of Brodsky (1976), work pressure was proposed as a type of
harassment by and in itself – when consistently being directed
to one or more subordinates with the aim or likely outcome of
punishing the target(s). However, the results of empirical studies
have been mixed. While early studies failed to demonstrate such
a relationship, more recent studies support the notion of a
relationship between work pressure and bullying (Baillien and De
Witte, 2009;Moreno-Jiménez et al., 2009). Quantitative demands,
in the present study termed workload, have so far received most
attention in research (Van den Brande et al., 2016). By workload,
we refer to the amount and speed of work to be performed, which
is whether you need to work fast or extra hard to get your tasks
done (Van Veldhoven and Meijman, 1994). Niedl (1996) found,
in his studies in Austria and Germany, a relationship between
hectic work and reports of bullying at work. This finding has
later been replicated in Norway (Hauge et al., 2007), Netherlands
(Huber et al., 2001), and Belgium (Notelaers and De Witte, 2003).

Qualitative or cognitive demands, on the other hand, have
received far less research attention. By cognitive demands, we
refer to the need to concentrate one’s attention on several things
at the same time, persistently be concentrated and careful in
one’s work, or havingmany things to remember while conducting
the work (Van Veldhoven and Meijman, 1994). Having high
cognitive demands may be as stressful as time constraints and
influences how one behaves and interacts with those around
(Notelaers et al., 2010). Accordingly, Hoel et al. (2002) argue that
cognitive demands are positively related to workplace bullying.
They argue that workers under strain may voice their concern
about the high cognitive demands, which may result in negative
reactions and in some cases in conflict escalation, finally resulting

in bullying (Baillien et al., 2009). Accordingly, Knorz and Zapf
(1996) argued that high workload and cognitive demands can
lead to conflict escalation, because those involved will have
sparse time and limited resources for conflict resolution and
management. As with role conflict, we expect in line with JD-
R theory and victim precipitation theory, work pressure to be
positively related to bullying behaviors. Thus, we propose:

Hypothesis 2. There is a positive relationship between
workload and exposure to bullying behaviors at work.

Hypothesis 3. There is a positive relationship
between cognitive demands and exposure to bullying
behaviors at work.

Conflict Management Climate
Based on interviews with more than 1000 targets of work
harassment, Brodsky (1976) claimed that for harassment to occur
there needs to be a culture and climate that permits and rewards
it. The concepts of organizational culture and climate o�er
to some extent overlapping perspectives for understanding the
experiences people have in work settings (Denison, 1996), where
organizational climate can be defined as organizational members’
shared perceptions of the workplace, in particular regarding its
procedures, practices, prevailing behaviors, and its support and
reward systems (James and James, 1989). In the present study, we
will focus on the subjective perception of employees regarding
how well the organization handles interpersonal conflicts based
on their observations of how organizational procedures work
in this area, of the habits managers have in such cases, as well
as observations of consistent behaviors portrayed by managers
when handling these kinds of interpersonal conflicts and claims
of mistreatment. An element of trust is a natural ingredient in
this and exchange of views and experiences between organization
members will also to some extent shape the perceptions and
attitudes involved. The perceptions are inherently subjective
but are expected to be shared by those belonging to the same
department or work group. To the extent that such perceptions
are shared, we may talk about an organizational climate and
not only a psychological climate, which again may a�ect the
individual behavior and reactions of organization member, for
example when involved in actual cases of interpersonal stress,
frustration and escalating conflicts (James and Jones, 1980;
Schneider et al., 1998). Such a climate may also be perceived
as an organizational resource that a�ects the behaviors and
reactions of employees and thus being consistent with the JD-
R theory, proposing that the potential detrimental e�ect of job
demands on the social relationships at work, may be prevented or
litigated by resources in the organization and in the psychosocial
working environment (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007). Although
such job resources may be of a physical, psychological, social
or organizational nature, organizational climate is proposed as a
particularly strong resource in regard to interpersonal and social
relations (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007).

In contemporary organizational research, it is common to
study such specific types of climate, like climate for creativity,
safety climate (Schneider, 2000), and in our case climate for
conflict management. Hence, climate has an object, something

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 3 September 2019 | Volume 10 | Article 2017

fpsyg-10-02017September3,2019Time:15:23#3

Zahlquistetal.ConflictManagementClimate

conflictandworkplacebullyingisduetothecreationofstrain
andfrustrationintheteam,whichmaythenelicitorfuela
bullyingprocess.ThisalignswithJD-Rtheory,statingthatrole
conflictisasajobdemandthatpotentiallycanleadtoenergy-
depletingstrain(BakkerandDemerouti,2007).Roleconflictmay
alsoleadtofrustrationandstressinthefocalperson.Employees
whoexperienceroleconflictbecomestressed,andmayactin
waysthatirritateandannoycolleaguesandsuperiors,andbythat
triggerafurtherprocessofincivility,interpersonalconflict,and
mistreatment(Einarsenetal.,1994).Thisprocessisdelineatedin
theextended“victimprecipitationtheory”(Elias,1986;Samnani
andSingh,2016),proposingthatwhenemployeesgetstressed,
theymayactinwaysthatirritateandannoycolleaguesand
superiors,andbythattriggerorfuelabullyingprocess.The
followinghypothesisisproposed:

Hypothesis1.Thereisapositiverelationshipbetweenrole
conflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsatwork.

Workloadandcognitivedemands
Nexttoroleconflict,increasedworkloadorworkpressurehas
beensuggestedasanimportantprecursorofbullying(Hauge
etal.,2007;BaillienandDeWitte,2009).Althoughworkpressure
isanaturalandnecessarypartofallworkinglife,highwork
pressureovertime,withoutsu�cientrecoursestocopewith
them,hasbeenrelatedtoworkplacebullying(Haugeetal.,2007;
ParchmentandAndrews,2019).Infact,intheseminalwork
ofBrodsky(1976),workpressurewasproposedasatypeof
harassmentbyandinitself–whenconsistentlybeingdirected
tooneormoresubordinateswiththeaimorlikelyoutcomeof
punishingthetarget(s).However,theresultsofempiricalstudies
havebeenmixed.Whileearlystudiesfailedtodemonstratesuch
arelationship,morerecentstudiessupportthenotionofa
relationshipbetweenworkpressureandbullying(BaillienandDe
Witte,2009;Moreno-Jiménezetal.,2009).Quantitativedemands,
inthepresentstudytermedworkload,havesofarreceivedmost
attentioninresearch(VandenBrandeetal.,2016).Byworkload,
werefertotheamountandspeedofworktobeperformed,which
iswhetheryouneedtoworkfastorextrahardtogetyourtasks
done(VanVeldhovenandMeijman,1994).Niedl(1996)found,
inhisstudiesinAustriaandGermany,arelationshipbetween
hecticworkandreportsofbullyingatwork.Thisfindinghas
laterbeenreplicatedinNorway(Haugeetal.,2007),Netherlands
(Huberetal.,2001),andBelgium(NotelaersandDeWitte,2003).

Qualitativeorcognitivedemands,ontheotherhand,have
receivedfarlessresearchattention.Bycognitivedemands,we
refertotheneedtoconcentrateone’sattentiononseveralthings
atthesametime,persistentlybeconcentratedandcarefulin
one’swork,orhavingmanythingstorememberwhileconducting
thework(VanVeldhovenandMeijman,1994).Havinghigh
cognitivedemandsmaybeasstressfulastimeconstraintsand
influenceshowonebehavesandinteractswiththosearound
(Notelaersetal.,2010).Accordingly,Hoeletal.(2002)arguethat
cognitivedemandsarepositivelyrelatedtoworkplacebullying.
Theyarguethatworkersunderstrainmayvoicetheirconcern
aboutthehighcognitivedemands,whichmayresultinnegative
reactionsandinsomecasesinconflictescalation,finallyresulting

inbullying(Baillienetal.,2009).Accordingly,KnorzandZapf
(1996)arguedthathighworkloadandcognitivedemandscan
leadtoconflictescalation,becausethoseinvolvedwillhave
sparsetimeandlimitedresourcesforconflictresolutionand
management.Aswithroleconflict,weexpectinlinewithJD-
Rtheoryandvictimprecipitationtheory,workpressuretobe
positivelyrelatedtobullyingbehaviors.Thus,wepropose:

Hypothesis2.Thereisapositiverelationshipbetween
workloadandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsatwork.

Hypothesis3.Thereisapositiverelationship
betweencognitivedemandsandexposuretobullying
behaviorsatwork.

ConflictManagementClimate
Basedoninterviewswithmorethan1000targetsofwork
harassment,Brodsky(1976)claimedthatforharassmenttooccur
thereneedstobeacultureandclimatethatpermitsandrewards
it.Theconceptsoforganizationalcultureandclimateo�er
tosomeextentoverlappingperspectivesforunderstandingthe
experiencespeoplehaveinworksettings(Denison,1996),where
organizationalclimatecanbedefinedasorganizationalmembers’
sharedperceptionsoftheworkplace,inparticularregardingits
procedures,practices,prevailingbehaviors,anditssupportand
rewardsystems(JamesandJames,1989).Inthepresentstudy,we
willfocusonthesubjectiveperceptionofemployeesregarding
howwelltheorganizationhandlesinterpersonalconflictsbased
ontheirobservationsofhoworganizationalprocedureswork
inthisarea,ofthehabitsmanagershaveinsuchcases,aswell
asobservationsofconsistentbehaviorsportrayedbymanagers
whenhandlingthesekindsofinterpersonalconflictsandclaims
ofmistreatment.Anelementoftrustisanaturalingredientin
thisandexchangeofviewsandexperiencesbetweenorganization
memberswillalsotosomeextentshapetheperceptionsand
attitudesinvolved.Theperceptionsareinherentlysubjective
butareexpectedtobesharedbythosebelongingtothesame
departmentorworkgroup.Totheextentthatsuchperceptions
areshared,wemaytalkaboutanorganizationalclimateand
notonlyapsychologicalclimate,whichagainmaya�ectthe
individualbehaviorandreactionsoforganizationmember,for
examplewheninvolvedinactualcasesofinterpersonalstress,
frustrationandescalatingconflicts(JamesandJones,1980;
Schneideretal.,1998).Suchaclimatemayalsobeperceived
asanorganizationalresourcethata�ectsthebehaviorsand
reactionsofemployeesandthusbeingconsistentwiththeJD-
Rtheory,proposingthatthepotentialdetrimentale�ectofjob
demandsonthesocialrelationshipsatwork,maybepreventedor
litigatedbyresourcesintheorganizationandinthepsychosocial
workingenvironment(BakkerandDemerouti,2007).Although
suchjobresourcesmaybeofaphysical,psychological,social
ororganizationalnature,organizationalclimateisproposedasa
particularlystrongresourceinregardtointerpersonalandsocial
relations(BakkerandDemerouti,2007).

Incontemporaryorganizationalresearch,itiscommonto
studysuchspecifictypesofclimate,likeclimateforcreativity,
safetyclimate(Schneider,2000),andinourcaseclimatefor
conflictmanagement.Hence,climatehasanobject,something
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beensuggestedasanimportantprecursorofbullying(Hauge
etal.,2007;BaillienandDeWitte,2009).Althoughworkpressure
isanaturalandnecessarypartofallworkinglife,highwork
pressureovertime,withoutsu�cientrecoursestocopewith
them,hasbeenrelatedtoworkplacebullying(Haugeetal.,2007;
ParchmentandAndrews,2019).Infact,intheseminalwork
ofBrodsky(1976),workpressurewasproposedasatypeof
harassmentbyandinitself–whenconsistentlybeingdirected
tooneormoresubordinateswiththeaimorlikelyoutcomeof
punishingthetarget(s).However,theresultsofempiricalstudies
havebeenmixed.Whileearlystudiesfailedtodemonstratesuch
arelationship,morerecentstudiessupportthenotionofa
relationshipbetweenworkpressureandbullying(BaillienandDe
Witte,2009;Moreno-Jiménezetal.,2009).Quantitativedemands,
inthepresentstudytermedworkload,havesofarreceivedmost
attentioninresearch(VandenBrandeetal.,2016).Byworkload,
werefertotheamountandspeedofworktobeperformed,which
iswhetheryouneedtoworkfastorextrahardtogetyourtasks
done(VanVeldhovenandMeijman,1994).Niedl(1996)found,
inhisstudiesinAustriaandGermany,arelationshipbetween
hecticworkandreportsofbullyingatwork.Thisfindinghas
laterbeenreplicatedinNorway(Haugeetal.,2007),Netherlands
(Huberetal.,2001),andBelgium(NotelaersandDeWitte,2003).

Qualitativeorcognitivedemands,ontheotherhand,have
receivedfarlessresearchattention.Bycognitivedemands,we
refertotheneedtoconcentrateone’sattentiononseveralthings
atthesametime,persistentlybeconcentratedandcarefulin
one’swork,orhavingmanythingstorememberwhileconducting
thework(VanVeldhovenandMeijman,1994).Havinghigh
cognitivedemandsmaybeasstressfulastimeconstraintsand
influenceshowonebehavesandinteractswiththosearound
(Notelaersetal.,2010).Accordingly,Hoeletal.(2002)arguethat
cognitivedemandsarepositivelyrelatedtoworkplacebullying.
Theyarguethatworkersunderstrainmayvoicetheirconcern
aboutthehighcognitivedemands,whichmayresultinnegative
reactionsandinsomecasesinconflictescalation,finallyresulting

inbullying(Baillienetal.,2009).Accordingly,KnorzandZapf
(1996)arguedthathighworkloadandcognitivedemandscan
leadtoconflictescalation,becausethoseinvolvedwillhave
sparsetimeandlimitedresourcesforconflictresolutionand
management.Aswithroleconflict,weexpectinlinewithJD-
Rtheoryandvictimprecipitationtheory,workpressuretobe
positivelyrelatedtobullyingbehaviors.Thus,wepropose:

Hypothesis2.Thereisapositiverelationshipbetween
workloadandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsatwork.

Hypothesis3.Thereisapositiverelationship
betweencognitivedemandsandexposuretobullying
behaviorsatwork.

ConflictManagementClimate
Basedoninterviewswithmorethan1000targetsofwork
harassment,Brodsky(1976)claimedthatforharassmenttooccur
thereneedstobeacultureandclimatethatpermitsandrewards
it.Theconceptsoforganizationalcultureandclimateo�er
tosomeextentoverlappingperspectivesforunderstandingthe
experiencespeoplehaveinworksettings(Denison,1996),where
organizationalclimatecanbedefinedasorganizationalmembers’
sharedperceptionsoftheworkplace,inparticularregardingits
procedures,practices,prevailingbehaviors,anditssupportand
rewardsystems(JamesandJames,1989).Inthepresentstudy,we
willfocusonthesubjectiveperceptionofemployeesregarding
howwelltheorganizationhandlesinterpersonalconflictsbased
ontheirobservationsofhoworganizationalprocedureswork
inthisarea,ofthehabitsmanagershaveinsuchcases,aswell
asobservationsofconsistentbehaviorsportrayedbymanagers
whenhandlingthesekindsofinterpersonalconflictsandclaims
ofmistreatment.Anelementoftrustisanaturalingredientin
thisandexchangeofviewsandexperiencesbetweenorganization
memberswillalsotosomeextentshapetheperceptionsand
attitudesinvolved.Theperceptionsareinherentlysubjective
butareexpectedtobesharedbythosebelongingtothesame
departmentorworkgroup.Totheextentthatsuchperceptions
areshared,wemaytalkaboutanorganizationalclimateand
notonlyapsychologicalclimate,whichagainmaya�ectthe
individualbehaviorandreactionsoforganizationmember,for
examplewheninvolvedinactualcasesofinterpersonalstress,
frustrationandescalatingconflicts(JamesandJones,1980;
Schneideretal.,1998).Suchaclimatemayalsobeperceived
asanorganizationalresourcethata�ectsthebehaviorsand
reactionsofemployeesandthusbeingconsistentwiththeJD-
Rtheory,proposingthatthepotentialdetrimentale�ectofjob
demandsonthesocialrelationshipsatwork,maybepreventedor
litigatedbyresourcesintheorganizationandinthepsychosocial
workingenvironment(BakkerandDemerouti,2007).Although
suchjobresourcesmaybeofaphysical,psychological,social
ororganizationalnature,organizationalclimateisproposedasa
particularlystrongresourceinregardtointerpersonalandsocial
relations(BakkerandDemerouti,2007).

Incontemporaryorganizationalresearch,itiscommonto
studysuchspecifictypesofclimate,likeclimateforcreativity,
safetyclimate(Schneider,2000),andinourcaseclimatefor
conflictmanagement.Hence,climatehasanobject,something
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asobservationsofconsistentbehaviorsportrayedbymanagers
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we focus on, think o� and act and react to. Regarding workplace
bullying and prior empirical studies, some studies exist on the
concept of psychosocial safety climate, with promising findings.
In a recent longitudinal study, Dollard et al. (2017) found
that a strong psychosocial safety climate predicted reduced
bullying 4 years later, mediated by enacted psychosocial safety
climate. These findings suggest that organizations with a strong
psychosocial safety climate have a decreased likelihood of
bullying through its influence on procedures implemented in
the following three areas; (a) procedures directly addressing
bullying; (b) procedures addressing reducing demands; and (c)
procedures addressing the management of conflicts. In line
with this perspective, Kwan et al. (2016) found that employees
experiencing high psychosocial safety climate were more likely to
choose an active coping strategy and voice bullying early, which
prevented bullying incidents from further escalation.

Since conflict management climate is thought of as a sub facet
of enacted psychosocial safety climate (Einarsen et al., 2018), we
expect similar e�ects of conflict management climate on bullying.
Consequently, we hypothesize that a strong conflict management
climate, defined as employees’ beliefs that interpersonal conflicts
are generally managed well and fairly in their organization
(Rivlin, 2001), play an important role in preventing that a
psychosocial work environment ripe with frustration poses a
risk for workplace bullying. In a cross-sectional survey among
employees in an on-shore transport company, Einarsen et al.
(2018) found that conflict management climate was related
to lower frequency reports of bullying as well as being a
bu�er in the bullying – work engagement relationship. The
present study expands this research by testing whether perceived
conflict management climate at the team-level can bu�er the
relationship between work-related factors and exposure to
workplace bullying. We believe that the individual’s immediate
work group is the primary group of interest in this regard,
because this group in general is likely to exert more influence on
the individuals involved than are larger more peripheral groups
such as the entire organization (Bliese and Jex, 2002). On the
background of JD-R theory and previous research, we propose
that a strong conflict management climate, as a prevailing
perception in the immediate work group, will bu�er the impact
of job demands on job strain, in our case perceived exposure
to bullying behaviors. Hence, the three following hypotheses
are presented:

Hypothesis 4a. The positive relationship between role conflict
and bullying behaviors is moderated by conflict management
climate. Specifically, the relationship between role conflict and
exposure to bullying behaviors is weaker in teams with a
strong (vs. weak) conflict management climate.

Hypothesis 4b. The positive relationship between workload
and bullying behaviors is moderated by conflict management
climate. Specifically, the relationship between workload and
exposure to bullying behaviors is weaker in teams with a
strong (vs. weak) conflict management climate.

Hypothesis 4c. The positive relationship between cognitive
demands and bullying behaviors is moderated by conflict

management climate. Specifically, the relationship between
cognitive demands and exposure to bullying behaviors
is weaker in team with a strong (vs. weak) conflict
management climate.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Procedure and Sample
The present study was conducted using a sample of Norwegian
employees in a major transport company, working on board
ferries in regular service along the Norwegian coastline. As a part
of a work environment survey, a questionnaire was distributed to
837 employees on all their ferries. Altogether, 462 questionnaires
were returned, resulting in a response rate of 55.2%. The mean
age of the sample was 45.04 years (SD = 11.77), ranging from
17 to 66 years, where 82% (n = 379) were males. The majority
of the sample reported to be in a full time employment (93.2%).
The sample was naturally clustered, as individual crew members
belonged to teams sharing a particular captain, ferry and shift,
creating a multi-level research design. The sample consisted of
147 teams with an average of 2.7 employees per team. Each
vessel had 3–4 teams working in respective shifts, and each team
consisted of a crew of 2–10 members.

The study was approved by the Norwegian Social Science Data
Services/Norwegian Center for Research Data. An information
letter was included with the request. Informing that participation
was voluntary, that participants could resign from the study
at any time, that the information provided would be threated
confidentially and that the participants could ask later to have the
information deleted.

Instruments
Exposure to bullying behaviors at work was measured using
the twelve-item version of the Negative Acts Questionnaire-
Revised (“NAQ-R”; Einarsen et al., 2009; Glasø et al., 2010;
Notelaers et al., 2018). The NAQ measures perceived exposure
to bullying behaviors while at work, describing di�erent kinds
of behavior that may be perceived as bullying if they occur on
a systematic and regular basis. The overall starting sentence was:
“Which unwanted actions or negative situations have you been
exposed to in your workplace during the last 6 months?” Example
items are: “Someone withholding information which a�ects your
performance,” “Spreading of gossip and rumors about you,” and
“Being shouted at or being the target of spontaneous anger,”
with response categories ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (daily). The
scores on all items were summed to form an overall index of
exposure to bullying behaviors. The scale showed good reliability,
Cronbach’s a = 0.91.

Role conflict was measured using five items from the Role
Questionnaire (Rizzo et al., 1970). An example item is: “I receive
incompatible requests from two or more people,” with response
categories ranging from 1 (very false) to 7 (very true). The scale
showed adequate reliability, Cronbach’s a = 0.82.

Workload was measured using four items from the
Questionnaire on the experience and assessment of work
(Van Veldhoven and Meijman, 1994). An example item is: “Do
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wefocuson,thinko�andactandreactto.Regardingworkplace
bullyingandpriorempiricalstudies,somestudiesexistonthe
conceptofpsychosocialsafetyclimate,withpromisingfindings.
Inarecentlongitudinalstudy,Dollardetal.(2017)found
thatastrongpsychosocialsafetyclimatepredictedreduced
bullying4yearslater,mediatedbyenactedpsychosocialsafety
climate.Thesefindingssuggestthatorganizationswithastrong
psychosocialsafetyclimatehaveadecreasedlikelihoodof
bullyingthroughitsinfluenceonproceduresimplementedin
thefollowingthreeareas;(a)proceduresdirectlyaddressing
bullying;(b)proceduresaddressingreducingdemands;and(c)
proceduresaddressingthemanagementofconflicts.Inline
withthisperspective,Kwanetal.(2016)foundthatemployees
experiencinghighpsychosocialsafetyclimateweremorelikelyto
chooseanactivecopingstrategyandvoicebullyingearly,which
preventedbullyingincidentsfromfurtherescalation.

Sinceconflictmanagementclimateisthoughtofasasubfacet
ofenactedpsychosocialsafetyclimate(Einarsenetal.,2018),we
expectsimilare�ectsofconflictmanagementclimateonbullying.
Consequently,wehypothesizethatastrongconflictmanagement
climate,definedasemployees’beliefsthatinterpersonalconflicts
aregenerallymanagedwellandfairlyintheirorganization
(Rivlin,2001),playanimportantroleinpreventingthata
psychosocialworkenvironmentripewithfrustrationposesa
riskforworkplacebullying.Inacross-sectionalsurveyamong
employeesinanon-shoretransportcompany,Einarsenetal.
(2018)foundthatconflictmanagementclimatewasrelated
tolowerfrequencyreportsofbullyingaswellasbeinga
bu�erinthebullying–workengagementrelationship.The
presentstudyexpandsthisresearchbytestingwhetherperceived
conflictmanagementclimateattheteam-levelcanbu�erthe
relationshipbetweenwork-relatedfactorsandexposureto
workplacebullying.Webelievethattheindividual’simmediate
workgroupistheprimarygroupofinterestinthisregard,
becausethisgroupingeneralislikelytoexertmoreinfluenceon
theindividualsinvolvedthanarelargermoreperipheralgroups
suchastheentireorganization(BlieseandJex,2002).Onthe
backgroundofJD-Rtheoryandpreviousresearch,wepropose
thatastrongconflictmanagementclimate,asaprevailing
perceptionintheimmediateworkgroup,willbu�ertheimpact
ofjobdemandsonjobstrain,inourcaseperceivedexposure
tobullyingbehaviors.Hence,thethreefollowinghypotheses
arepresented:

Hypothesis4a.Thepositiverelationshipbetweenroleconflict
andbullyingbehaviorsismoderatedbyconflictmanagement
climate.Specifically,therelationshipbetweenroleconflictand
exposuretobullyingbehaviorsisweakerinteamswitha
strong(vs.weak)conflictmanagementclimate.

Hypothesis4b.Thepositiverelationshipbetweenworkload
andbullyingbehaviorsismoderatedbyconflictmanagement
climate.Specifically,therelationshipbetweenworkloadand
exposuretobullyingbehaviorsisweakerinteamswitha
strong(vs.weak)conflictmanagementclimate.

Hypothesis4c.Thepositiverelationshipbetweencognitive
demandsandbullyingbehaviorsismoderatedbyconflict

managementclimate.Specifically,therelationshipbetween
cognitivedemandsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors
isweakerinteamwithastrong(vs.weak)conflict
managementclimate.

MATERIALSANDMETHODS

ProcedureandSample
ThepresentstudywasconductedusingasampleofNorwegian
employeesinamajortransportcompany,workingonboard
ferriesinregularservicealongtheNorwegiancoastline.Asapart
ofaworkenvironmentsurvey,aquestionnairewasdistributedto
837employeesonalltheirferries.Altogether,462questionnaires
werereturned,resultinginaresponserateof55.2%.Themean
ageofthesamplewas45.04years(SD=11.77),rangingfrom
17to66years,where82%(n=379)weremales.Themajority
ofthesamplereportedtobeinafulltimeemployment(93.2%).
Thesamplewasnaturallyclustered,asindividualcrewmembers
belongedtoteamssharingaparticularcaptain,ferryandshift,
creatingamulti-levelresearchdesign.Thesampleconsistedof
147teamswithanaverageof2.7employeesperteam.Each
vesselhad3–4teamsworkinginrespectiveshifts,andeachteam
consistedofacrewof2–10members.

ThestudywasapprovedbytheNorwegianSocialScienceData
Services/NorwegianCenterforResearchData.Aninformation
letterwasincludedwiththerequest.Informingthatparticipation
wasvoluntary,thatparticipantscouldresignfromthestudy
atanytime,thattheinformationprovidedwouldbethreated
confidentiallyandthattheparticipantscouldasklatertohavethe
informationdeleted.

Instruments
Exposuretobullyingbehaviorsatworkwasmeasuredusing
thetwelve-itemversionoftheNegativeActsQuestionnaire-
Revised(“NAQ-R”;Einarsenetal.,2009;Glasøetal.,2010;
Notelaersetal.,2018).TheNAQmeasuresperceivedexposure
tobullyingbehaviorswhileatwork,describingdi�erentkinds
ofbehaviorthatmaybeperceivedasbullyingiftheyoccuron
asystematicandregularbasis.Theoverallstartingsentencewas:
“Whichunwantedactionsornegativesituationshaveyoubeen
exposedtoinyourworkplaceduringthelast6months?”Example
itemsare:“Someonewithholdinginformationwhicha�ectsyour
performance,”“Spreadingofgossipandrumorsaboutyou,”and
“Beingshoutedatorbeingthetargetofspontaneousanger,”
withresponsecategoriesrangingfrom1(never)to5(daily).The
scoresonallitemsweresummedtoformanoverallindexof
exposuretobullyingbehaviors.Thescaleshowedgoodreliability,
Cronbach’sa=0.91.

RoleconflictwasmeasuredusingfiveitemsfromtheRole
Questionnaire(Rizzoetal.,1970).Anexampleitemis:“Ireceive
incompatiblerequestsfromtwoormorepeople,”withresponse
categoriesrangingfrom1(veryfalse)to7(verytrue).Thescale
showedadequatereliability,Cronbach’sa=0.82.

Workloadwasmeasuredusingfouritemsfromthe
Questionnaireontheexperienceandassessmentofwork
(VanVeldhovenandMeijman,1994).Anexampleitemis:“Do
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bullyingandpriorempiricalstudies,somestudiesexistonthe
conceptofpsychosocialsafetyclimate,withpromisingfindings.
Inarecentlongitudinalstudy,Dollardetal.(2017)found
thatastrongpsychosocialsafetyclimatepredictedreduced
bullying4yearslater,mediatedbyenactedpsychosocialsafety
climate.Thesefindingssuggestthatorganizationswithastrong
psychosocialsafetyclimatehaveadecreasedlikelihoodof
bullyingthroughitsinfluenceonproceduresimplementedin
thefollowingthreeareas;(a)proceduresdirectlyaddressing
bullying;(b)proceduresaddressingreducingdemands;and(c)
proceduresaddressingthemanagementofconflicts.Inline
withthisperspective,Kwanetal.(2016)foundthatemployees
experiencinghighpsychosocialsafetyclimateweremorelikelyto
chooseanactivecopingstrategyandvoicebullyingearly,which
preventedbullyingincidentsfromfurtherescalation.

Sinceconflictmanagementclimateisthoughtofasasubfacet
ofenactedpsychosocialsafetyclimate(Einarsenetal.,2018),we
expectsimilare�ectsofconflictmanagementclimateonbullying.
Consequently,wehypothesizethatastrongconflictmanagement
climate,definedasemployees’beliefsthatinterpersonalconflicts
aregenerallymanagedwellandfairlyintheirorganization
(Rivlin,2001),playanimportantroleinpreventingthata
psychosocialworkenvironmentripewithfrustrationposesa
riskforworkplacebullying.Inacross-sectionalsurveyamong
employeesinanon-shoretransportcompany,Einarsenetal.
(2018)foundthatconflictmanagementclimatewasrelated
tolowerfrequencyreportsofbullyingaswellasbeinga
bu�erinthebullying–workengagementrelationship.The
presentstudyexpandsthisresearchbytestingwhetherperceived
conflictmanagementclimateattheteam-levelcanbu�erthe
relationshipbetweenwork-relatedfactorsandexposureto
workplacebullying.Webelievethattheindividual’simmediate
workgroupistheprimarygroupofinterestinthisregard,
becausethisgroupingeneralislikelytoexertmoreinfluenceon
theindividualsinvolvedthanarelargermoreperipheralgroups
suchastheentireorganization(BlieseandJex,2002).Onthe
backgroundofJD-Rtheoryandpreviousresearch,wepropose
thatastrongconflictmanagementclimate,asaprevailing
perceptionintheimmediateworkgroup,willbu�ertheimpact
ofjobdemandsonjobstrain,inourcaseperceivedexposure
tobullyingbehaviors.Hence,thethreefollowinghypotheses
arepresented:

Hypothesis4a.Thepositiverelationshipbetweenroleconflict
andbullyingbehaviorsismoderatedbyconflictmanagement
climate.Specifically,therelationshipbetweenroleconflictand
exposuretobullyingbehaviorsisweakerinteamswitha
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werereturned,resultinginaresponserateof55.2%.Themean
ageofthesamplewas45.04years(SD=11.77),rangingfrom
17to66years,where82%(n=379)weremales.Themajority
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atanytime,thattheinformationprovidedwouldbethreated
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informationdeleted.
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Exposuretobullyingbehaviorsatworkwasmeasuredusing
thetwelve-itemversionoftheNegativeActsQuestionnaire-
Revised(“NAQ-R”;Einarsenetal.,2009;Glasøetal.,2010;
Notelaersetal.,2018).TheNAQmeasuresperceivedexposure
tobullyingbehaviorswhileatwork,describingdi�erentkinds
ofbehaviorthatmaybeperceivedasbullyingiftheyoccuron
asystematicandregularbasis.Theoverallstartingsentencewas:
“Whichunwantedactionsornegativesituationshaveyoubeen
exposedtoinyourworkplaceduringthelast6months?”Example
itemsare:“Someonewithholdinginformationwhicha�ectsyour
performance,”“Spreadingofgossipandrumorsaboutyou,”and
“Beingshoutedatorbeingthetargetofspontaneousanger,”
withresponsecategoriesrangingfrom1(never)to5(daily).The
scoresonallitemsweresummedtoformanoverallindexof
exposuretobullyingbehaviors.Thescaleshowedgoodreliability,
Cronbach’sa=0.91.

RoleconflictwasmeasuredusingfiveitemsfromtheRole
Questionnaire(Rizzoetal.,1970).Anexampleitemis:“Ireceive
incompatiblerequestsfromtwoormorepeople,”withresponse
categoriesrangingfrom1(veryfalse)to7(verytrue).Thescale
showedadequatereliability,Cronbach’sa=0.82.
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FrontiersinPsychology|www.frontiersin.org4September2019|Volume10|Article2017

fpsyg-10-02017 September 3, 2019 Time: 15:23 # 4

Zahlquist et al. Conflict Management Climate

we focus on, think o� and act and react to. Regarding workplace
bullying and prior empirical studies, some studies exist on the
concept of psychosocial safety climate, with promising findings.
In a recent longitudinal study, Dollard et al. (2017) found
that a strong psychosocial safety climate predicted reduced
bullying 4 years later, mediated by enacted psychosocial safety
climate. These findings suggest that organizations with a strong
psychosocial safety climate have a decreased likelihood of
bullying through its influence on procedures implemented in
the following three areas; (a) procedures directly addressing
bullying; (b) procedures addressing reducing demands; and (c)
procedures addressing the management of conflicts. In line
with this perspective, Kwan et al. (2016) found that employees
experiencing high psychosocial safety climate were more likely to
choose an active coping strategy and voice bullying early, which
prevented bullying incidents from further escalation.

Since conflict management climate is thought of as a sub facet
of enacted psychosocial safety climate (Einarsen et al., 2018), we
expect similar e�ects of conflict management climate on bullying.
Consequently, we hypothesize that a strong conflict management
climate, defined as employees’ beliefs that interpersonal conflicts
are generally managed well and fairly in their organization
(Rivlin, 2001), play an important role in preventing that a
psychosocial work environment ripe with frustration poses a
risk for workplace bullying. In a cross-sectional survey among
employees in an on-shore transport company, Einarsen et al.
(2018) found that conflict management climate was related
to lower frequency reports of bullying as well as being a
bu�er in the bullying – work engagement relationship. The
present study expands this research by testing whether perceived
conflict management climate at the team-level can bu�er the
relationship between work-related factors and exposure to
workplace bullying. We believe that the individual’s immediate
work group is the primary group of interest in this regard,
because this group in general is likely to exert more influence on
the individuals involved than are larger more peripheral groups
such as the entire organization (Bliese and Jex, 2002). On the
background of JD-R theory and previous research, we propose
that a strong conflict management climate, as a prevailing
perception in the immediate work group, will bu�er the impact
of job demands on job strain, in our case perceived exposure
to bullying behaviors. Hence, the three following hypotheses
are presented:

Hypothesis 4a. The positive relationship between role conflict
and bullying behaviors is moderated by conflict management
climate. Specifically, the relationship between role conflict and
exposure to bullying behaviors is weaker in teams with a
strong (vs. weak) conflict management climate.

Hypothesis 4b. The positive relationship between workload
and bullying behaviors is moderated by conflict management
climate. Specifically, the relationship between workload and
exposure to bullying behaviors is weaker in teams with a
strong (vs. weak) conflict management climate.

Hypothesis 4c. The positive relationship between cognitive
demands and bullying behaviors is moderated by conflict

management climate. Specifically, the relationship between
cognitive demands and exposure to bullying behaviors
is weaker in team with a strong (vs. weak) conflict
management climate.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Procedure and Sample
The present study was conducted using a sample of Norwegian
employees in a major transport company, working on board
ferries in regular service along the Norwegian coastline. As a part
of a work environment survey, a questionnaire was distributed to
837 employees on all their ferries. Altogether, 462 questionnaires
were returned, resulting in a response rate of 55.2%. The mean
age of the sample was 45.04 years (SD = 11.77), ranging from
17 to 66 years, where 82% (n = 379) were males. The majority
of the sample reported to be in a full time employment (93.2%).
The sample was naturally clustered, as individual crew members
belonged to teams sharing a particular captain, ferry and shift,
creating a multi-level research design. The sample consisted of
147 teams with an average of 2.7 employees per team. Each
vessel had 3–4 teams working in respective shifts, and each team
consisted of a crew of 2–10 members.

The study was approved by the Norwegian Social Science Data
Services/Norwegian Center for Research Data. An information
letter was included with the request. Informing that participation
was voluntary, that participants could resign from the study
at any time, that the information provided would be threated
confidentially and that the participants could ask later to have the
information deleted.

Instruments
Exposure to bullying behaviors at work was measured using
the twelve-item version of the Negative Acts Questionnaire-
Revised (“NAQ-R”; Einarsen et al., 2009; Glasø et al., 2010;
Notelaers et al., 2018). The NAQ measures perceived exposure
to bullying behaviors while at work, describing di�erent kinds
of behavior that may be perceived as bullying if they occur on
a systematic and regular basis. The overall starting sentence was:
“Which unwanted actions or negative situations have you been
exposed to in your workplace during the last 6 months?” Example
items are: “Someone withholding information which a�ects your
performance,” “Spreading of gossip and rumors about you,” and
“Being shouted at or being the target of spontaneous anger,”
with response categories ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (daily). The
scores on all items were summed to form an overall index of
exposure to bullying behaviors. The scale showed good reliability,
Cronbach’s a = 0.91.

Role conflict was measured using five items from the Role
Questionnaire (Rizzo et al., 1970). An example item is: “I receive
incompatible requests from two or more people,” with response
categories ranging from 1 (very false) to 7 (very true). The scale
showed adequate reliability, Cronbach’s a = 0.82.

Workload was measured using four items from the
Questionnaire on the experience and assessment of work
(Van Veldhoven and Meijman, 1994). An example item is: “Do
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climate, defined as employees’ beliefs that interpersonal conflicts
are generally managed well and fairly in their organization
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to lower frequency reports of bullying as well as being a
bu�er in the bullying – work engagement relationship. The
present study expands this research by testing whether perceived
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because this group in general is likely to exert more influence on
the individuals involved than are larger more peripheral groups
such as the entire organization (Bliese and Jex, 2002). On the
background of JD-R theory and previous research, we propose
that a strong conflict management climate, as a prevailing
perception in the immediate work group, will bu�er the impact
of job demands on job strain, in our case perceived exposure
to bullying behaviors. Hence, the three following hypotheses
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is weaker in team with a strong (vs. weak) conflict
management climate.
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Procedure and Sample
The present study was conducted using a sample of Norwegian
employees in a major transport company, working on board
ferries in regular service along the Norwegian coastline. As a part
of a work environment survey, a questionnaire was distributed to
837 employees on all their ferries. Altogether, 462 questionnaires
were returned, resulting in a response rate of 55.2%. The mean
age of the sample was 45.04 years (SD = 11.77), ranging from
17 to 66 years, where 82% (n = 379) were males. The majority
of the sample reported to be in a full time employment (93.2%).
The sample was naturally clustered, as individual crew members
belonged to teams sharing a particular captain, ferry and shift,
creating a multi-level research design. The sample consisted of
147 teams with an average of 2.7 employees per team. Each
vessel had 3–4 teams working in respective shifts, and each team
consisted of a crew of 2–10 members.

The study was approved by the Norwegian Social Science Data
Services/Norwegian Center for Research Data. An information
letter was included with the request. Informing that participation
was voluntary, that participants could resign from the study
at any time, that the information provided would be threated
confidentially and that the participants could ask later to have the
information deleted.

Instruments
Exposure to bullying behaviors at work was measured using
the twelve-item version of the Negative Acts Questionnaire-
Revised (“NAQ-R”; Einarsen et al., 2009; Glasø et al., 2010;
Notelaers et al., 2018). The NAQ measures perceived exposure
to bullying behaviors while at work, describing di�erent kinds
of behavior that may be perceived as bullying if they occur on
a systematic and regular basis. The overall starting sentence was:
“Which unwanted actions or negative situations have you been
exposed to in your workplace during the last 6 months?” Example
items are: “Someone withholding information which a�ects your
performance,” “Spreading of gossip and rumors about you,” and
“Being shouted at or being the target of spontaneous anger,”
with response categories ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (daily). The
scores on all items were summed to form an overall index of
exposure to bullying behaviors. The scale showed good reliability,
Cronbach’s a = 0.91.

Role conflict was measured using five items from the Role
Questionnaire (Rizzo et al., 1970). An example item is: “I receive
incompatible requests from two or more people,” with response
categories ranging from 1 (very false) to 7 (very true). The scale
showed adequate reliability, Cronbach’s a = 0.82.

Workload was measured using four items from the
Questionnaire on the experience and assessment of work
(Van Veldhoven and Meijman, 1994). An example item is: “Do
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wefocuson,thinko�andactandreactto.Regardingworkplace
bullyingandpriorempiricalstudies,somestudiesexistonthe
conceptofpsychosocialsafetyclimate,withpromisingfindings.
Inarecentlongitudinalstudy,Dollardetal.(2017)found
thatastrongpsychosocialsafetyclimatepredictedreduced
bullying4yearslater,mediatedbyenactedpsychosocialsafety
climate.Thesefindingssuggestthatorganizationswithastrong
psychosocialsafetyclimatehaveadecreasedlikelihoodof
bullyingthroughitsinfluenceonproceduresimplementedin
thefollowingthreeareas;(a)proceduresdirectlyaddressing
bullying;(b)proceduresaddressingreducingdemands;and(c)
proceduresaddressingthemanagementofconflicts.Inline
withthisperspective,Kwanetal.(2016)foundthatemployees
experiencinghighpsychosocialsafetyclimateweremorelikelyto
chooseanactivecopingstrategyandvoicebullyingearly,which
preventedbullyingincidentsfromfurtherescalation.

Sinceconflictmanagementclimateisthoughtofasasubfacet
ofenactedpsychosocialsafetyclimate(Einarsenetal.,2018),we
expectsimilare�ectsofconflictmanagementclimateonbullying.
Consequently,wehypothesizethatastrongconflictmanagement
climate,definedasemployees’beliefsthatinterpersonalconflicts
aregenerallymanagedwellandfairlyintheirorganization
(Rivlin,2001),playanimportantroleinpreventingthata
psychosocialworkenvironmentripewithfrustrationposesa
riskforworkplacebullying.Inacross-sectionalsurveyamong
employeesinanon-shoretransportcompany,Einarsenetal.
(2018)foundthatconflictmanagementclimatewasrelated
tolowerfrequencyreportsofbullyingaswellasbeinga
bu�erinthebullying–workengagementrelationship.The
presentstudyexpandsthisresearchbytestingwhetherperceived
conflictmanagementclimateattheteam-levelcanbu�erthe
relationshipbetweenwork-relatedfactorsandexposureto
workplacebullying.Webelievethattheindividual’simmediate
workgroupistheprimarygroupofinterestinthisregard,
becausethisgroupingeneralislikelytoexertmoreinfluenceon
theindividualsinvolvedthanarelargermoreperipheralgroups
suchastheentireorganization(BlieseandJex,2002).Onthe
backgroundofJD-Rtheoryandpreviousresearch,wepropose
thatastrongconflictmanagementclimate,asaprevailing
perceptionintheimmediateworkgroup,willbu�ertheimpact
ofjobdemandsonjobstrain,inourcaseperceivedexposure
tobullyingbehaviors.Hence,thethreefollowinghypotheses
arepresented:

Hypothesis4a.Thepositiverelationshipbetweenroleconflict
andbullyingbehaviorsismoderatedbyconflictmanagement
climate.Specifically,therelationshipbetweenroleconflictand
exposuretobullyingbehaviorsisweakerinteamswitha
strong(vs.weak)conflictmanagementclimate.

Hypothesis4b.Thepositiverelationshipbetweenworkload
andbullyingbehaviorsismoderatedbyconflictmanagement
climate.Specifically,therelationshipbetweenworkloadand
exposuretobullyingbehaviorsisweakerinteamswitha
strong(vs.weak)conflictmanagementclimate.

Hypothesis4c.Thepositiverelationshipbetweencognitive
demandsandbullyingbehaviorsismoderatedbyconflict

managementclimate.Specifically,therelationshipbetween
cognitivedemandsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors
isweakerinteamwithastrong(vs.weak)conflict
managementclimate.

MATERIALSANDMETHODS

ProcedureandSample
ThepresentstudywasconductedusingasampleofNorwegian
employeesinamajortransportcompany,workingonboard
ferriesinregularservicealongtheNorwegiancoastline.Asapart
ofaworkenvironmentsurvey,aquestionnairewasdistributedto
837employeesonalltheirferries.Altogether,462questionnaires
werereturned,resultinginaresponserateof55.2%.Themean
ageofthesamplewas45.04years(SD=11.77),rangingfrom
17to66years,where82%(n=379)weremales.Themajority
ofthesamplereportedtobeinafulltimeemployment(93.2%).
Thesamplewasnaturallyclustered,asindividualcrewmembers
belongedtoteamssharingaparticularcaptain,ferryandshift,
creatingamulti-levelresearchdesign.Thesampleconsistedof
147teamswithanaverageof2.7employeesperteam.Each
vesselhad3–4teamsworkinginrespectiveshifts,andeachteam
consistedofacrewof2–10members.

ThestudywasapprovedbytheNorwegianSocialScienceData
Services/NorwegianCenterforResearchData.Aninformation
letterwasincludedwiththerequest.Informingthatparticipation
wasvoluntary,thatparticipantscouldresignfromthestudy
atanytime,thattheinformationprovidedwouldbethreated
confidentiallyandthattheparticipantscouldasklatertohavethe
informationdeleted.

Instruments
Exposuretobullyingbehaviorsatworkwasmeasuredusing
thetwelve-itemversionoftheNegativeActsQuestionnaire-
Revised(“NAQ-R”;Einarsenetal.,2009;Glasøetal.,2010;
Notelaersetal.,2018).TheNAQmeasuresperceivedexposure
tobullyingbehaviorswhileatwork,describingdi�erentkinds
ofbehaviorthatmaybeperceivedasbullyingiftheyoccuron
asystematicandregularbasis.Theoverallstartingsentencewas:
“Whichunwantedactionsornegativesituationshaveyoubeen
exposedtoinyourworkplaceduringthelast6months?”Example
itemsare:“Someonewithholdinginformationwhicha�ectsyour
performance,”“Spreadingofgossipandrumorsaboutyou,”and
“Beingshoutedatorbeingthetargetofspontaneousanger,”
withresponsecategoriesrangingfrom1(never)to5(daily).The
scoresonallitemsweresummedtoformanoverallindexof
exposuretobullyingbehaviors.Thescaleshowedgoodreliability,
Cronbach’sa=0.91.

RoleconflictwasmeasuredusingfiveitemsfromtheRole
Questionnaire(Rizzoetal.,1970).Anexampleitemis:“Ireceive
incompatiblerequestsfromtwoormorepeople,”withresponse
categoriesrangingfrom1(veryfalse)to7(verytrue).Thescale
showedadequatereliability,Cronbach’sa=0.82.

Workloadwasmeasuredusingfouritemsfromthe
Questionnaireontheexperienceandassessmentofwork
(VanVeldhovenandMeijman,1994).Anexampleitemis:“Do
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RoleconflictwasmeasuredusingfiveitemsfromtheRole
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incompatiblerequestsfromtwoormorepeople,”withresponse
categoriesrangingfrom1(veryfalse)to7(verytrue).Thescale
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wefocuson,thinko�andactandreactto.Regardingworkplace
bullyingandpriorempiricalstudies,somestudiesexistonthe
conceptofpsychosocialsafetyclimate,withpromisingfindings.
Inarecentlongitudinalstudy,Dollardetal.(2017)found
thatastrongpsychosocialsafetyclimatepredictedreduced
bullying4yearslater,mediatedbyenactedpsychosocialsafety
climate.Thesefindingssuggestthatorganizationswithastrong
psychosocialsafetyclimatehaveadecreasedlikelihoodof
bullyingthroughitsinfluenceonproceduresimplementedin
thefollowingthreeareas;(a)proceduresdirectlyaddressing
bullying;(b)proceduresaddressingreducingdemands;and(c)
proceduresaddressingthemanagementofconflicts.Inline
withthisperspective,Kwanetal.(2016)foundthatemployees
experiencinghighpsychosocialsafetyclimateweremorelikelyto
chooseanactivecopingstrategyandvoicebullyingearly,which
preventedbullyingincidentsfromfurtherescalation.

Sinceconflictmanagementclimateisthoughtofasasubfacet
ofenactedpsychosocialsafetyclimate(Einarsenetal.,2018),we
expectsimilare�ectsofconflictmanagementclimateonbullying.
Consequently,wehypothesizethatastrongconflictmanagement
climate,definedasemployees’beliefsthatinterpersonalconflicts
aregenerallymanagedwellandfairlyintheirorganization
(Rivlin,2001),playanimportantroleinpreventingthata
psychosocialworkenvironmentripewithfrustrationposesa
riskforworkplacebullying.Inacross-sectionalsurveyamong
employeesinanon-shoretransportcompany,Einarsenetal.
(2018)foundthatconflictmanagementclimatewasrelated
tolowerfrequencyreportsofbullyingaswellasbeinga
bu�erinthebullying–workengagementrelationship.The
presentstudyexpandsthisresearchbytestingwhetherperceived
conflictmanagementclimateattheteam-levelcanbu�erthe
relationshipbetweenwork-relatedfactorsandexposureto
workplacebullying.Webelievethattheindividual’simmediate
workgroupistheprimarygroupofinterestinthisregard,
becausethisgroupingeneralislikelytoexertmoreinfluenceon
theindividualsinvolvedthanarelargermoreperipheralgroups
suchastheentireorganization(BlieseandJex,2002).Onthe
backgroundofJD-Rtheoryandpreviousresearch,wepropose
thatastrongconflictmanagementclimate,asaprevailing
perceptionintheimmediateworkgroup,willbu�ertheimpact
ofjobdemandsonjobstrain,inourcaseperceivedexposure
tobullyingbehaviors.Hence,thethreefollowinghypotheses
arepresented:

Hypothesis4a.Thepositiverelationshipbetweenroleconflict
andbullyingbehaviorsismoderatedbyconflictmanagement
climate.Specifically,therelationshipbetweenroleconflictand
exposuretobullyingbehaviorsisweakerinteamswitha
strong(vs.weak)conflictmanagementclimate.

Hypothesis4b.Thepositiverelationshipbetweenworkload
andbullyingbehaviorsismoderatedbyconflictmanagement
climate.Specifically,therelationshipbetweenworkloadand
exposuretobullyingbehaviorsisweakerinteamswitha
strong(vs.weak)conflictmanagementclimate.

Hypothesis4c.Thepositiverelationshipbetweencognitive
demandsandbullyingbehaviorsismoderatedbyconflict

managementclimate.Specifically,therelationshipbetween
cognitivedemandsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors
isweakerinteamwithastrong(vs.weak)conflict
managementclimate.

MATERIALSANDMETHODS

ProcedureandSample
ThepresentstudywasconductedusingasampleofNorwegian
employeesinamajortransportcompany,workingonboard
ferriesinregularservicealongtheNorwegiancoastline.Asapart
ofaworkenvironmentsurvey,aquestionnairewasdistributedto
837employeesonalltheirferries.Altogether,462questionnaires
werereturned,resultinginaresponserateof55.2%.Themean
ageofthesamplewas45.04years(SD=11.77),rangingfrom
17to66years,where82%(n=379)weremales.Themajority
ofthesamplereportedtobeinafulltimeemployment(93.2%).
Thesamplewasnaturallyclustered,asindividualcrewmembers
belongedtoteamssharingaparticularcaptain,ferryandshift,
creatingamulti-levelresearchdesign.Thesampleconsistedof
147teamswithanaverageof2.7employeesperteam.Each
vesselhad3–4teamsworkinginrespectiveshifts,andeachteam
consistedofacrewof2–10members.

ThestudywasapprovedbytheNorwegianSocialScienceData
Services/NorwegianCenterforResearchData.Aninformation
letterwasincludedwiththerequest.Informingthatparticipation
wasvoluntary,thatparticipantscouldresignfromthestudy
atanytime,thattheinformationprovidedwouldbethreated
confidentiallyandthattheparticipantscouldasklatertohavethe
informationdeleted.

Instruments
Exposuretobullyingbehaviorsatworkwasmeasuredusing
thetwelve-itemversionoftheNegativeActsQuestionnaire-
Revised(“NAQ-R”;Einarsenetal.,2009;Glasøetal.,2010;
Notelaersetal.,2018).TheNAQmeasuresperceivedexposure
tobullyingbehaviorswhileatwork,describingdi�erentkinds
ofbehaviorthatmaybeperceivedasbullyingiftheyoccuron
asystematicandregularbasis.Theoverallstartingsentencewas:
“Whichunwantedactionsornegativesituationshaveyoubeen
exposedtoinyourworkplaceduringthelast6months?”Example
itemsare:“Someonewithholdinginformationwhicha�ectsyour
performance,”“Spreadingofgossipandrumorsaboutyou,”and
“Beingshoutedatorbeingthetargetofspontaneousanger,”
withresponsecategoriesrangingfrom1(never)to5(daily).The
scoresonallitemsweresummedtoformanoverallindexof
exposuretobullyingbehaviors.Thescaleshowedgoodreliability,
Cronbach’sa=0.91.

RoleconflictwasmeasuredusingfiveitemsfromtheRole
Questionnaire(Rizzoetal.,1970).Anexampleitemis:“Ireceive
incompatiblerequestsfromtwoormorepeople,”withresponse
categoriesrangingfrom1(veryfalse)to7(verytrue).Thescale
showedadequatereliability,Cronbach’sa=0.82.

Workloadwasmeasuredusingfouritemsfromthe
Questionnaireontheexperienceandassessmentofwork
(VanVeldhovenandMeijman,1994).Anexampleitemis:“Do
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you have to work very fast?” The response categories range from
1 (never) to 4 (always), and the scale showed good reliability,
Cronbach’s a = 0.84.

Cognitive demands was measured using three items from the
Questionnaire on the experience and assessment of work (Van
Veldhoven and Meijman, 1994). An example item is: “Do you
have to be attentive to many things at the same time?” The
response categories range from 1 (never) to 4 (always), and the
scale showed acceptable reliability, Cronbach’s a = 0.68.

Conflict management climate was measured with four items
adapted from the Conflict Management Climate Scale regarding
perceived fairness of dispute resolution in the organization
(Rivlin, 2001; Einarsen et al., 2018). The wordings of the four
items are as follows: (1) “If I have a serious disagreement with
someone at work, I know who I should talk to about it”; (2)
“The way we deal with disagreements between employees in my
unit works well”; (3) “My superiors deal with conflicts in a good
manner”; (4) “We have good procedures and methods for raising
disagreements and conflicts in my workplace.” The response
categories range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
The scale showed good reliability, Cronbach’s a = 0.81. Prior to
the multilevel analysis, the items were computed into a sum-
score, and a team average score was used at the team-level
in the analysis.

Analyses
In order to acknowledge and analyze the multilevel structure
of the data, implying that individual scores (individual-level)
were nested within teams (team-level), we conducted multilevel
analysis using MLwiN 2.20. In the analysis, individual-level
predictors were centered on the team mean, while team-level
predictors were centered on the grand mean. To test our
hypotheses, we ran three models predicting bullying behaviors
(NAQ-R). First, we tested a model where the intercept was
included as the only predictor (Null Model). In the next model
(Main e�ect Model), we included the explanatory demands
variables (role conflict, workload, cognitive demands) and the
moderator variable (conflict management climate). In the third
model (Interaction Model), the two-way interactions between
conflict management climate and the three demands were
included. Simple slope tests for hierarchal linear models were
used to examine whether the slopes in cross-level interactions
were significantly di�erent from zero (Preacher et al., 2006). The
slopes where tested at ±1 SD for the predictors and moderators,
and calculations were based on the asymptotic covariance matrix
from the respective multilevel models using R version 3.4.3.

RESULTS

Preliminary Confirmatory Factor
Analyses
Prior to aggregating the conflict management climate scores to
team-level, we performed a set of confirmatory factor analyses
using Mplus 7.0 in order to assure that there is su�cient
discriminant validity across the study constructs. In order to
test this, we first modeled bullying behavior, role conflict,

workload, cognitive demands and conflict management climate
as five correlated latent factors using their respective observed
indicators. The model showed acceptable fit ($2 (df) = 887.24
(368), CFI = 0.91, TLI = 0.90, and RMSEA = 0.055), and
revealed acceptable factor loadings in the range of 0.44 to 0.86.
Moreover, correlations between the di�erent latent constructs
range from -0.47 to 0.50, all in the expected direction. Secondly,
the constructs with the highest correlations (role conflict and
bullying behaviors) where collapsed into one structure resolving
in a four factor model. However, this resulted in a deteriorated fit
(1$2 (1df) = 518.25 (4), p < 0.01, CFI = 0.81, TLI = 0.80, and
RMSEA = 0.078). In sum, preliminary CFA analyses indicate that
the constructs can be empirically distinguished.

Descriptive Statistics
Means, standard deviations, Inter Class Correlations (ICC) for
within-level variables, and within- and between-level correlations
for all study variables are presented in Table 1. For conflict
management climate, the estimated ICC2 (Bliese, 2000) was
calculated to be 0.53. Correlational analysis showed that at the
within-level, significant positive correlations between all three job
demands and exposure to bullying behaviors, respectively, with
the strongest relationship between role-conflict and exposure
to bullying. Furthermore, role-conflict was positively related to
workload, while workload was also positively related to cognitive
demands. On the between-level, strong negative correlations
exist between conflict management climate and bullying and
role-conflict. Conflict management climate was not related to
workload and cognitive demands.

Multilevel Analysis
As can be seen in Table 2, the initial unpredicted null model
revealed that 3% of the total variance in bullying behaviors
existed on the team-level while 97% of the variance appeared
at the individual level. This suggests that most of the variance
in bullying behaviors is explained by individual factors, rather
than by team a�liation, which is consistent with our hypotheses
trying to predict individual employees’ exposure to bullying
behaviors. In hypotheses 1, 2, and 3, we hypothesized a positive
association between (a) job demands in the form of role conflict,
workload, and cognitive demands, and (b) exposure to bullying
behaviors. In support of hypothesis 1 and 3, significant positive
relationships were found for both role conflict (B = 0.103,
p < 0.01) and cognitive demands (B = 0.105, p < 0.05) in
the main e�ect model. Thus, when role conflicts or cognitive
demands were higher, employees were more likely to report
having been exposed to negative acts. However, the association
between workload and bullying behaviors was not significant
(B = 0.019, n.s.). Hence, hypothesis 2 was not supported.
Finally, the main e�ect model reveals a significant negative
relationship between conflict management climate and perceived
bullying behaviors (B = -0.185, p < 0.05). This means that
bullying behaviors are less likely in teams with a strong conflict
management climate.

We further hypothesized, in hypotheses 4a, 4b, and 4c,
that conflict management climate moderates the positive
relationships between job demands and exposure to
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youhavetoworkveryfast?”Theresponsecategoriesrangefrom
1(never)to4(always),andthescaleshowedgoodreliability,
Cronbach’sa=0.84.

Cognitivedemandswasmeasuredusingthreeitemsfromthe
Questionnaireontheexperienceandassessmentofwork(Van
VeldhovenandMeijman,1994).Anexampleitemis:“Doyou
havetobeattentivetomanythingsatthesametime?”The
responsecategoriesrangefrom1(never)to4(always),andthe
scaleshowedacceptablereliability,Cronbach’sa=0.68.

Conflictmanagementclimatewasmeasuredwithfouritems
adaptedfromtheConflictManagementClimateScaleregarding
perceivedfairnessofdisputeresolutionintheorganization
(Rivlin,2001;Einarsenetal.,2018).Thewordingsofthefour
itemsareasfollows:(1)“IfIhaveaseriousdisagreementwith
someoneatwork,IknowwhoIshouldtalktoaboutit”;(2)
“Thewaywedealwithdisagreementsbetweenemployeesinmy
unitworkswell”;(3)“Mysuperiorsdealwithconflictsinagood
manner”;(4)“Wehavegoodproceduresandmethodsforraising
disagreementsandconflictsinmyworkplace.”Theresponse
categoriesrangefrom1(stronglydisagree)to5(stronglyagree).
Thescaleshowedgoodreliability,Cronbach’sa=0.81.Priorto
themultilevelanalysis,theitemswerecomputedintoasum-
score,andateamaveragescorewasusedattheteam-level
intheanalysis.

Analyses
Inordertoacknowledgeandanalyzethemultilevelstructure
ofthedata,implyingthatindividualscores(individual-level)
werenestedwithinteams(team-level),weconductedmultilevel
analysisusingMLwiN2.20.Intheanalysis,individual-level
predictorswerecenteredontheteammean,whileteam-level
predictorswerecenteredonthegrandmean.Totestour
hypotheses,weranthreemodelspredictingbullyingbehaviors
(NAQ-R).First,wetestedamodelwheretheinterceptwas
includedastheonlypredictor(NullModel).Inthenextmodel
(Maine�ectModel),weincludedtheexplanatorydemands
variables(roleconflict,workload,cognitivedemands)andthe
moderatorvariable(conflictmanagementclimate).Inthethird
model(InteractionModel),thetwo-wayinteractionsbetween
conflictmanagementclimateandthethreedemandswere
included.Simpleslopetestsforhierarchallinearmodelswere
usedtoexaminewhethertheslopesincross-levelinteractions
weresignificantlydi�erentfromzero(Preacheretal.,2006).The
slopeswheretestedat±1SDforthepredictorsandmoderators,
andcalculationswerebasedontheasymptoticcovariancematrix
fromtherespectivemultilevelmodelsusingRversion3.4.3.

RESULTS

PreliminaryConfirmatoryFactor
Analyses
Priortoaggregatingtheconflictmanagementclimatescoresto
team-level,weperformedasetofconfirmatoryfactoranalyses
usingMplus7.0inordertoassurethatthereissu�cient
discriminantvalidityacrossthestudyconstructs.Inorderto
testthis,wefirstmodeledbullyingbehavior,roleconflict,

workload,cognitivedemandsandconflictmanagementclimate
asfivecorrelatedlatentfactorsusingtheirrespectiveobserved
indicators.Themodelshowedacceptablefit($2(df)=887.24
(368),CFI=0.91,TLI=0.90,andRMSEA=0.055),and
revealedacceptablefactorloadingsintherangeof0.44to0.86.
Moreover,correlationsbetweenthedi�erentlatentconstructs
rangefrom-0.47to0.50,allintheexpecteddirection.Secondly,
theconstructswiththehighestcorrelations(roleconflictand
bullyingbehaviors)wherecollapsedintoonestructureresolving
inafourfactormodel.However,thisresultedinadeterioratedfit
(1$2(1df)=518.25(4),p<0.01,CFI=0.81,TLI=0.80,and
RMSEA=0.078).Insum,preliminaryCFAanalysesindicatethat
theconstructscanbeempiricallydistinguished.

DescriptiveStatistics
Means,standarddeviations,InterClassCorrelations(ICC)for
within-levelvariables,andwithin-andbetween-levelcorrelations
forallstudyvariablesarepresentedinTable1.Forconflict
managementclimate,theestimatedICC2(Bliese,2000)was
calculatedtobe0.53.Correlationalanalysisshowedthatatthe
within-level,significantpositivecorrelationsbetweenallthreejob
demandsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors,respectively,with
thestrongestrelationshipbetweenrole-conflictandexposure
tobullying.Furthermore,role-conflictwaspositivelyrelatedto
workload,whileworkloadwasalsopositivelyrelatedtocognitive
demands.Onthebetween-level,strongnegativecorrelations
existbetweenconflictmanagementclimateandbullyingand
role-conflict.Conflictmanagementclimatewasnotrelatedto
workloadandcognitivedemands.

MultilevelAnalysis
AscanbeseeninTable2,theinitialunpredictednullmodel
revealedthat3%ofthetotalvarianceinbullyingbehaviors
existedontheteam-levelwhile97%ofthevarianceappeared
attheindividuallevel.Thissuggeststhatmostofthevariance
inbullyingbehaviorsisexplainedbyindividualfactors,rather
thanbyteama�liation,whichisconsistentwithourhypotheses
tryingtopredictindividualemployees’exposuretobullying
behaviors.Inhypotheses1,2,and3,wehypothesizedapositive
associationbetween(a)jobdemandsintheformofroleconflict,
workload,andcognitivedemands,and(b)exposuretobullying
behaviors.Insupportofhypothesis1and3,significantpositive
relationshipswerefoundforbothroleconflict(B=0.103,
p<0.01)andcognitivedemands(B=0.105,p<0.05)in
themaine�ectmodel.Thus,whenroleconflictsorcognitive
demandswerehigher,employeesweremorelikelytoreport
havingbeenexposedtonegativeacts.However,theassociation
betweenworkloadandbullyingbehaviorswasnotsignificant
(B=0.019,n.s.).Hence,hypothesis2wasnotsupported.
Finally,themaine�ectmodelrevealsasignificantnegative
relationshipbetweenconflictmanagementclimateandperceived
bullyingbehaviors(B=-0.185,p<0.05).Thismeansthat
bullyingbehaviorsarelesslikelyinteamswithastrongconflict
managementclimate.

Wefurtherhypothesized,inhypotheses4a,4b,and4c,
thatconflictmanagementclimatemoderatesthepositive
relationshipsbetweenjobdemandsandexposureto

FrontiersinPsychology|www.frontiersin.org5September2019|Volume10|Article2017

fpsyg-10-02017September3,2019Time:15:23#5

Zahlquistetal.ConflictManagementClimate

youhavetoworkveryfast?”Theresponsecategoriesrangefrom
1(never)to4(always),andthescaleshowedgoodreliability,
Cronbach’sa=0.84.

Cognitivedemandswasmeasuredusingthreeitemsfromthe
Questionnaireontheexperienceandassessmentofwork(Van
VeldhovenandMeijman,1994).Anexampleitemis:“Doyou
havetobeattentivetomanythingsatthesametime?”The
responsecategoriesrangefrom1(never)to4(always),andthe
scaleshowedacceptablereliability,Cronbach’sa=0.68.

Conflictmanagementclimatewasmeasuredwithfouritems
adaptedfromtheConflictManagementClimateScaleregarding
perceivedfairnessofdisputeresolutionintheorganization
(Rivlin,2001;Einarsenetal.,2018).Thewordingsofthefour
itemsareasfollows:(1)“IfIhaveaseriousdisagreementwith
someoneatwork,IknowwhoIshouldtalktoaboutit”;(2)
“Thewaywedealwithdisagreementsbetweenemployeesinmy
unitworkswell”;(3)“Mysuperiorsdealwithconflictsinagood
manner”;(4)“Wehavegoodproceduresandmethodsforraising
disagreementsandconflictsinmyworkplace.”Theresponse
categoriesrangefrom1(stronglydisagree)to5(stronglyagree).
Thescaleshowedgoodreliability,Cronbach’sa=0.81.Priorto
themultilevelanalysis,theitemswerecomputedintoasum-
score,andateamaveragescorewasusedattheteam-level
intheanalysis.

Analyses
Inordertoacknowledgeandanalyzethemultilevelstructure
ofthedata,implyingthatindividualscores(individual-level)
werenestedwithinteams(team-level),weconductedmultilevel
analysisusingMLwiN2.20.Intheanalysis,individual-level
predictorswerecenteredontheteammean,whileteam-level
predictorswerecenteredonthegrandmean.Totestour
hypotheses,weranthreemodelspredictingbullyingbehaviors
(NAQ-R).First,wetestedamodelwheretheinterceptwas
includedastheonlypredictor(NullModel).Inthenextmodel
(Maine�ectModel),weincludedtheexplanatorydemands
variables(roleconflict,workload,cognitivedemands)andthe
moderatorvariable(conflictmanagementclimate).Inthethird
model(InteractionModel),thetwo-wayinteractionsbetween
conflictmanagementclimateandthethreedemandswere
included.Simpleslopetestsforhierarchallinearmodelswere
usedtoexaminewhethertheslopesincross-levelinteractions
weresignificantlydi�erentfromzero(Preacheretal.,2006).The
slopeswheretestedat±1SDforthepredictorsandmoderators,
andcalculationswerebasedontheasymptoticcovariancematrix
fromtherespectivemultilevelmodelsusingRversion3.4.3.

RESULTS

PreliminaryConfirmatoryFactor
Analyses
Priortoaggregatingtheconflictmanagementclimatescoresto
team-level,weperformedasetofconfirmatoryfactoranalyses
usingMplus7.0inordertoassurethatthereissu�cient
discriminantvalidityacrossthestudyconstructs.Inorderto
testthis,wefirstmodeledbullyingbehavior,roleconflict,

workload,cognitivedemandsandconflictmanagementclimate
asfivecorrelatedlatentfactorsusingtheirrespectiveobserved
indicators.Themodelshowedacceptablefit($2(df)=887.24
(368),CFI=0.91,TLI=0.90,andRMSEA=0.055),and
revealedacceptablefactorloadingsintherangeof0.44to0.86.
Moreover,correlationsbetweenthedi�erentlatentconstructs
rangefrom-0.47to0.50,allintheexpecteddirection.Secondly,
theconstructswiththehighestcorrelations(roleconflictand
bullyingbehaviors)wherecollapsedintoonestructureresolving
inafourfactormodel.However,thisresultedinadeterioratedfit
(1$2(1df)=518.25(4),p<0.01,CFI=0.81,TLI=0.80,and
RMSEA=0.078).Insum,preliminaryCFAanalysesindicatethat
theconstructscanbeempiricallydistinguished.

DescriptiveStatistics
Means,standarddeviations,InterClassCorrelations(ICC)for
within-levelvariables,andwithin-andbetween-levelcorrelations
forallstudyvariablesarepresentedinTable1.Forconflict
managementclimate,theestimatedICC2(Bliese,2000)was
calculatedtobe0.53.Correlationalanalysisshowedthatatthe
within-level,significantpositivecorrelationsbetweenallthreejob
demandsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors,respectively,with
thestrongestrelationshipbetweenrole-conflictandexposure
tobullying.Furthermore,role-conflictwaspositivelyrelatedto
workload,whileworkloadwasalsopositivelyrelatedtocognitive
demands.Onthebetween-level,strongnegativecorrelations
existbetweenconflictmanagementclimateandbullyingand
role-conflict.Conflictmanagementclimatewasnotrelatedto
workloadandcognitivedemands.

MultilevelAnalysis
AscanbeseeninTable2,theinitialunpredictednullmodel
revealedthat3%ofthetotalvarianceinbullyingbehaviors
existedontheteam-levelwhile97%ofthevarianceappeared
attheindividuallevel.Thissuggeststhatmostofthevariance
inbullyingbehaviorsisexplainedbyindividualfactors,rather
thanbyteama�liation,whichisconsistentwithourhypotheses
tryingtopredictindividualemployees’exposuretobullying
behaviors.Inhypotheses1,2,and3,wehypothesizedapositive
associationbetween(a)jobdemandsintheformofroleconflict,
workload,andcognitivedemands,and(b)exposuretobullying
behaviors.Insupportofhypothesis1and3,significantpositive
relationshipswerefoundforbothroleconflict(B=0.103,
p<0.01)andcognitivedemands(B=0.105,p<0.05)in
themaine�ectmodel.Thus,whenroleconflictsorcognitive
demandswerehigher,employeesweremorelikelytoreport
havingbeenexposedtonegativeacts.However,theassociation
betweenworkloadandbullyingbehaviorswasnotsignificant
(B=0.019,n.s.).Hence,hypothesis2wasnotsupported.
Finally,themaine�ectmodelrevealsasignificantnegative
relationshipbetweenconflictmanagementclimateandperceived
bullyingbehaviors(B=-0.185,p<0.05).Thismeansthat
bullyingbehaviorsarelesslikelyinteamswithastrongconflict
managementclimate.

Wefurtherhypothesized,inhypotheses4a,4b,and4c,
thatconflictmanagementclimatemoderatesthepositive
relationshipsbetweenjobdemandsandexposureto
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you have to work very fast?” The response categories range from
1 (never) to 4 (always), and the scale showed good reliability,
Cronbach’s a = 0.84.

Cognitive demands was measured using three items from the
Questionnaire on the experience and assessment of work (Van
Veldhoven and Meijman, 1994). An example item is: “Do you
have to be attentive to many things at the same time?” The
response categories range from 1 (never) to 4 (always), and the
scale showed acceptable reliability, Cronbach’s a = 0.68.

Conflict management climate was measured with four items
adapted from the Conflict Management Climate Scale regarding
perceived fairness of dispute resolution in the organization
(Rivlin, 2001; Einarsen et al., 2018). The wordings of the four
items are as follows: (1) “If I have a serious disagreement with
someone at work, I know who I should talk to about it”; (2)
“The way we deal with disagreements between employees in my
unit works well”; (3) “My superiors deal with conflicts in a good
manner”; (4) “We have good procedures and methods for raising
disagreements and conflicts in my workplace.” The response
categories range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
The scale showed good reliability, Cronbach’s a = 0.81. Prior to
the multilevel analysis, the items were computed into a sum-
score, and a team average score was used at the team-level
in the analysis.

Analyses
In order to acknowledge and analyze the multilevel structure
of the data, implying that individual scores (individual-level)
were nested within teams (team-level), we conducted multilevel
analysis using MLwiN 2.20. In the analysis, individual-level
predictors were centered on the team mean, while team-level
predictors were centered on the grand mean. To test our
hypotheses, we ran three models predicting bullying behaviors
(NAQ-R). First, we tested a model where the intercept was
included as the only predictor (Null Model). In the next model
(Main e�ect Model), we included the explanatory demands
variables (role conflict, workload, cognitive demands) and the
moderator variable (conflict management climate). In the third
model (Interaction Model), the two-way interactions between
conflict management climate and the three demands were
included. Simple slope tests for hierarchal linear models were
used to examine whether the slopes in cross-level interactions
were significantly di�erent from zero (Preacher et al., 2006). The
slopes where tested at ±1 SD for the predictors and moderators,
and calculations were based on the asymptotic covariance matrix
from the respective multilevel models using R version 3.4.3.

RESULTS

Preliminary Confirmatory Factor
Analyses
Prior to aggregating the conflict management climate scores to
team-level, we performed a set of confirmatory factor analyses
using Mplus 7.0 in order to assure that there is su�cient
discriminant validity across the study constructs. In order to
test this, we first modeled bullying behavior, role conflict,

workload, cognitive demands and conflict management climate
as five correlated latent factors using their respective observed
indicators. The model showed acceptable fit ($2 (df) = 887.24
(368), CFI = 0.91, TLI = 0.90, and RMSEA = 0.055), and
revealed acceptable factor loadings in the range of 0.44 to 0.86.
Moreover, correlations between the di�erent latent constructs
range from -0.47 to 0.50, all in the expected direction. Secondly,
the constructs with the highest correlations (role conflict and
bullying behaviors) where collapsed into one structure resolving
in a four factor model. However, this resulted in a deteriorated fit
(1$2 (1df) = 518.25 (4), p < 0.01, CFI = 0.81, TLI = 0.80, and
RMSEA = 0.078). In sum, preliminary CFA analyses indicate that
the constructs can be empirically distinguished.

Descriptive Statistics
Means, standard deviations, Inter Class Correlations (ICC) for
within-level variables, and within- and between-level correlations
for all study variables are presented in Table 1. For conflict
management climate, the estimated ICC2 (Bliese, 2000) was
calculated to be 0.53. Correlational analysis showed that at the
within-level, significant positive correlations between all three job
demands and exposure to bullying behaviors, respectively, with
the strongest relationship between role-conflict and exposure
to bullying. Furthermore, role-conflict was positively related to
workload, while workload was also positively related to cognitive
demands. On the between-level, strong negative correlations
exist between conflict management climate and bullying and
role-conflict. Conflict management climate was not related to
workload and cognitive demands.

Multilevel Analysis
As can be seen in Table 2, the initial unpredicted null model
revealed that 3% of the total variance in bullying behaviors
existed on the team-level while 97% of the variance appeared
at the individual level. This suggests that most of the variance
in bullying behaviors is explained by individual factors, rather
than by team a�liation, which is consistent with our hypotheses
trying to predict individual employees’ exposure to bullying
behaviors. In hypotheses 1, 2, and 3, we hypothesized a positive
association between (a) job demands in the form of role conflict,
workload, and cognitive demands, and (b) exposure to bullying
behaviors. In support of hypothesis 1 and 3, significant positive
relationships were found for both role conflict (B = 0.103,
p < 0.01) and cognitive demands (B = 0.105, p < 0.05) in
the main e�ect model. Thus, when role conflicts or cognitive
demands were higher, employees were more likely to report
having been exposed to negative acts. However, the association
between workload and bullying behaviors was not significant
(B = 0.019, n.s.). Hence, hypothesis 2 was not supported.
Finally, the main e�ect model reveals a significant negative
relationship between conflict management climate and perceived
bullying behaviors (B = -0.185, p < 0.05). This means that
bullying behaviors are less likely in teams with a strong conflict
management climate.

We further hypothesized, in hypotheses 4a, 4b, and 4c,
that conflict management climate moderates the positive
relationships between job demands and exposure to
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workload and cognitive demands.

Multilevel Analysis
As can be seen in Table 2, the initial unpredicted null model
revealed that 3% of the total variance in bullying behaviors
existed on the team-level while 97% of the variance appeared
at the individual level. This suggests that most of the variance
in bullying behaviors is explained by individual factors, rather
than by team a�liation, which is consistent with our hypotheses
trying to predict individual employees’ exposure to bullying
behaviors. In hypotheses 1, 2, and 3, we hypothesized a positive
association between (a) job demands in the form of role conflict,
workload, and cognitive demands, and (b) exposure to bullying
behaviors. In support of hypothesis 1 and 3, significant positive
relationships were found for both role conflict (B = 0.103,
p < 0.01) and cognitive demands (B = 0.105, p < 0.05) in
the main e�ect model. Thus, when role conflicts or cognitive
demands were higher, employees were more likely to report
having been exposed to negative acts. However, the association
between workload and bullying behaviors was not significant
(B = 0.019, n.s.). Hence, hypothesis 2 was not supported.
Finally, the main e�ect model reveals a significant negative
relationship between conflict management climate and perceived
bullying behaviors (B = -0.185, p < 0.05). This means that
bullying behaviors are less likely in teams with a strong conflict
management climate.

We further hypothesized, in hypotheses 4a, 4b, and 4c,
that conflict management climate moderates the positive
relationships between job demands and exposure to
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youhavetoworkveryfast?”Theresponsecategoriesrangefrom
1(never)to4(always),andthescaleshowedgoodreliability,
Cronbach’sa=0.84.

Cognitivedemandswasmeasuredusingthreeitemsfromthe
Questionnaireontheexperienceandassessmentofwork(Van
VeldhovenandMeijman,1994).Anexampleitemis:“Doyou
havetobeattentivetomanythingsatthesametime?”The
responsecategoriesrangefrom1(never)to4(always),andthe
scaleshowedacceptablereliability,Cronbach’sa=0.68.

Conflictmanagementclimatewasmeasuredwithfouritems
adaptedfromtheConflictManagementClimateScaleregarding
perceivedfairnessofdisputeresolutionintheorganization
(Rivlin,2001;Einarsenetal.,2018).Thewordingsofthefour
itemsareasfollows:(1)“IfIhaveaseriousdisagreementwith
someoneatwork,IknowwhoIshouldtalktoaboutit”;(2)
“Thewaywedealwithdisagreementsbetweenemployeesinmy
unitworkswell”;(3)“Mysuperiorsdealwithconflictsinagood
manner”;(4)“Wehavegoodproceduresandmethodsforraising
disagreementsandconflictsinmyworkplace.”Theresponse
categoriesrangefrom1(stronglydisagree)to5(stronglyagree).
Thescaleshowedgoodreliability,Cronbach’sa=0.81.Priorto
themultilevelanalysis,theitemswerecomputedintoasum-
score,andateamaveragescorewasusedattheteam-level
intheanalysis.

Analyses
Inordertoacknowledgeandanalyzethemultilevelstructure
ofthedata,implyingthatindividualscores(individual-level)
werenestedwithinteams(team-level),weconductedmultilevel
analysisusingMLwiN2.20.Intheanalysis,individual-level
predictorswerecenteredontheteammean,whileteam-level
predictorswerecenteredonthegrandmean.Totestour
hypotheses,weranthreemodelspredictingbullyingbehaviors
(NAQ-R).First,wetestedamodelwheretheinterceptwas
includedastheonlypredictor(NullModel).Inthenextmodel
(Maine�ectModel),weincludedtheexplanatorydemands
variables(roleconflict,workload,cognitivedemands)andthe
moderatorvariable(conflictmanagementclimate).Inthethird
model(InteractionModel),thetwo-wayinteractionsbetween
conflictmanagementclimateandthethreedemandswere
included.Simpleslopetestsforhierarchallinearmodelswere
usedtoexaminewhethertheslopesincross-levelinteractions
weresignificantlydi�erentfromzero(Preacheretal.,2006).The
slopeswheretestedat±1SDforthepredictorsandmoderators,
andcalculationswerebasedontheasymptoticcovariancematrix
fromtherespectivemultilevelmodelsusingRversion3.4.3.

RESULTS

PreliminaryConfirmatoryFactor
Analyses
Priortoaggregatingtheconflictmanagementclimatescoresto
team-level,weperformedasetofconfirmatoryfactoranalyses
usingMplus7.0inordertoassurethatthereissu�cient
discriminantvalidityacrossthestudyconstructs.Inorderto
testthis,wefirstmodeledbullyingbehavior,roleconflict,

workload,cognitivedemandsandconflictmanagementclimate
asfivecorrelatedlatentfactorsusingtheirrespectiveobserved
indicators.Themodelshowedacceptablefit($2(df)=887.24
(368),CFI=0.91,TLI=0.90,andRMSEA=0.055),and
revealedacceptablefactorloadingsintherangeof0.44to0.86.
Moreover,correlationsbetweenthedi�erentlatentconstructs
rangefrom-0.47to0.50,allintheexpecteddirection.Secondly,
theconstructswiththehighestcorrelations(roleconflictand
bullyingbehaviors)wherecollapsedintoonestructureresolving
inafourfactormodel.However,thisresultedinadeterioratedfit
(1$2(1df)=518.25(4),p<0.01,CFI=0.81,TLI=0.80,and
RMSEA=0.078).Insum,preliminaryCFAanalysesindicatethat
theconstructscanbeempiricallydistinguished.

DescriptiveStatistics
Means,standarddeviations,InterClassCorrelations(ICC)for
within-levelvariables,andwithin-andbetween-levelcorrelations
forallstudyvariablesarepresentedinTable1.Forconflict
managementclimate,theestimatedICC2(Bliese,2000)was
calculatedtobe0.53.Correlationalanalysisshowedthatatthe
within-level,significantpositivecorrelationsbetweenallthreejob
demandsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors,respectively,with
thestrongestrelationshipbetweenrole-conflictandexposure
tobullying.Furthermore,role-conflictwaspositivelyrelatedto
workload,whileworkloadwasalsopositivelyrelatedtocognitive
demands.Onthebetween-level,strongnegativecorrelations
existbetweenconflictmanagementclimateandbullyingand
role-conflict.Conflictmanagementclimatewasnotrelatedto
workloadandcognitivedemands.

MultilevelAnalysis
AscanbeseeninTable2,theinitialunpredictednullmodel
revealedthat3%ofthetotalvarianceinbullyingbehaviors
existedontheteam-levelwhile97%ofthevarianceappeared
attheindividuallevel.Thissuggeststhatmostofthevariance
inbullyingbehaviorsisexplainedbyindividualfactors,rather
thanbyteama�liation,whichisconsistentwithourhypotheses
tryingtopredictindividualemployees’exposuretobullying
behaviors.Inhypotheses1,2,and3,wehypothesizedapositive
associationbetween(a)jobdemandsintheformofroleconflict,
workload,andcognitivedemands,and(b)exposuretobullying
behaviors.Insupportofhypothesis1and3,significantpositive
relationshipswerefoundforbothroleconflict(B=0.103,
p<0.01)andcognitivedemands(B=0.105,p<0.05)in
themaine�ectmodel.Thus,whenroleconflictsorcognitive
demandswerehigher,employeesweremorelikelytoreport
havingbeenexposedtonegativeacts.However,theassociation
betweenworkloadandbullyingbehaviorswasnotsignificant
(B=0.019,n.s.).Hence,hypothesis2wasnotsupported.
Finally,themaine�ectmodelrevealsasignificantnegative
relationshipbetweenconflictmanagementclimateandperceived
bullyingbehaviors(B=-0.185,p<0.05).Thismeansthat
bullyingbehaviorsarelesslikelyinteamswithastrongconflict
managementclimate.

Wefurtherhypothesized,inhypotheses4a,4b,and4c,
thatconflictmanagementclimatemoderatesthepositive
relationshipsbetweenjobdemandsandexposureto
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VeldhovenandMeijman,1994).Anexampleitemis:“Doyou
havetobeattentivetomanythingsatthesametime?”The
responsecategoriesrangefrom1(never)to4(always),andthe
scaleshowedacceptablereliability,Cronbach’sa=0.68.

Conflictmanagementclimatewasmeasuredwithfouritems
adaptedfromtheConflictManagementClimateScaleregarding
perceivedfairnessofdisputeresolutionintheorganization
(Rivlin,2001;Einarsenetal.,2018).Thewordingsofthefour
itemsareasfollows:(1)“IfIhaveaseriousdisagreementwith
someoneatwork,IknowwhoIshouldtalktoaboutit”;(2)
“Thewaywedealwithdisagreementsbetweenemployeesinmy
unitworkswell”;(3)“Mysuperiorsdealwithconflictsinagood
manner”;(4)“Wehavegoodproceduresandmethodsforraising
disagreementsandconflictsinmyworkplace.”Theresponse
categoriesrangefrom1(stronglydisagree)to5(stronglyagree).
Thescaleshowedgoodreliability,Cronbach’sa=0.81.Priorto
themultilevelanalysis,theitemswerecomputedintoasum-
score,andateamaveragescorewasusedattheteam-level
intheanalysis.

Analyses
Inordertoacknowledgeandanalyzethemultilevelstructure
ofthedata,implyingthatindividualscores(individual-level)
werenestedwithinteams(team-level),weconductedmultilevel
analysisusingMLwiN2.20.Intheanalysis,individual-level
predictorswerecenteredontheteammean,whileteam-level
predictorswerecenteredonthegrandmean.Totestour
hypotheses,weranthreemodelspredictingbullyingbehaviors
(NAQ-R).First,wetestedamodelwheretheinterceptwas
includedastheonlypredictor(NullModel).Inthenextmodel
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variables(roleconflict,workload,cognitivedemands)andthe
moderatorvariable(conflictmanagementclimate).Inthethird
model(InteractionModel),thetwo-wayinteractionsbetween
conflictmanagementclimateandthethreedemandswere
included.Simpleslopetestsforhierarchallinearmodelswere
usedtoexaminewhethertheslopesincross-levelinteractions
weresignificantlydi�erentfromzero(Preacheretal.,2006).The
slopeswheretestedat±1SDforthepredictorsandmoderators,
andcalculationswerebasedontheasymptoticcovariancematrix
fromtherespectivemultilevelmodelsusingRversion3.4.3.

RESULTS

PreliminaryConfirmatoryFactor
Analyses
Priortoaggregatingtheconflictmanagementclimatescoresto
team-level,weperformedasetofconfirmatoryfactoranalyses
usingMplus7.0inordertoassurethatthereissu�cient
discriminantvalidityacrossthestudyconstructs.Inorderto
testthis,wefirstmodeledbullyingbehavior,roleconflict,

workload,cognitivedemandsandconflictmanagementclimate
asfivecorrelatedlatentfactorsusingtheirrespectiveobserved
indicators.Themodelshowedacceptablefit($2(df)=887.24
(368),CFI=0.91,TLI=0.90,andRMSEA=0.055),and
revealedacceptablefactorloadingsintherangeof0.44to0.86.
Moreover,correlationsbetweenthedi�erentlatentconstructs
rangefrom-0.47to0.50,allintheexpecteddirection.Secondly,
theconstructswiththehighestcorrelations(roleconflictand
bullyingbehaviors)wherecollapsedintoonestructureresolving
inafourfactormodel.However,thisresultedinadeterioratedfit
(1$2(1df)=518.25(4),p<0.01,CFI=0.81,TLI=0.80,and
RMSEA=0.078).Insum,preliminaryCFAanalysesindicatethat
theconstructscanbeempiricallydistinguished.

DescriptiveStatistics
Means,standarddeviations,InterClassCorrelations(ICC)for
within-levelvariables,andwithin-andbetween-levelcorrelations
forallstudyvariablesarepresentedinTable1.Forconflict
managementclimate,theestimatedICC2(Bliese,2000)was
calculatedtobe0.53.Correlationalanalysisshowedthatatthe
within-level,significantpositivecorrelationsbetweenallthreejob
demandsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors,respectively,with
thestrongestrelationshipbetweenrole-conflictandexposure
tobullying.Furthermore,role-conflictwaspositivelyrelatedto
workload,whileworkloadwasalsopositivelyrelatedtocognitive
demands.Onthebetween-level,strongnegativecorrelations
existbetweenconflictmanagementclimateandbullyingand
role-conflict.Conflictmanagementclimatewasnotrelatedto
workloadandcognitivedemands.

MultilevelAnalysis
AscanbeseeninTable2,theinitialunpredictednullmodel
revealedthat3%ofthetotalvarianceinbullyingbehaviors
existedontheteam-levelwhile97%ofthevarianceappeared
attheindividuallevel.Thissuggeststhatmostofthevariance
inbullyingbehaviorsisexplainedbyindividualfactors,rather
thanbyteama�liation,whichisconsistentwithourhypotheses
tryingtopredictindividualemployees’exposuretobullying
behaviors.Inhypotheses1,2,and3,wehypothesizedapositive
associationbetween(a)jobdemandsintheformofroleconflict,
workload,andcognitivedemands,and(b)exposuretobullying
behaviors.Insupportofhypothesis1and3,significantpositive
relationshipswerefoundforbothroleconflict(B=0.103,
p<0.01)andcognitivedemands(B=0.105,p<0.05)in
themaine�ectmodel.Thus,whenroleconflictsorcognitive
demandswerehigher,employeesweremorelikelytoreport
havingbeenexposedtonegativeacts.However,theassociation
betweenworkloadandbullyingbehaviorswasnotsignificant
(B=0.019,n.s.).Hence,hypothesis2wasnotsupported.
Finally,themaine�ectmodelrevealsasignificantnegative
relationshipbetweenconflictmanagementclimateandperceived
bullyingbehaviors(B=-0.185,p<0.05).Thismeansthat
bullyingbehaviorsarelesslikelyinteamswithastrongconflict
managementclimate.

Wefurtherhypothesized,inhypotheses4a,4b,and4c,
thatconflictmanagementclimatemoderatesthepositive
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slopeswheretestedat±1SDforthepredictorsandmoderators,
andcalculationswerebasedontheasymptoticcovariancematrix
fromtherespectivemultilevelmodelsusingRversion3.4.3.

RESULTS

PreliminaryConfirmatoryFactor
Analyses
Priortoaggregatingtheconflictmanagementclimatescoresto
team-level,weperformedasetofconfirmatoryfactoranalyses
usingMplus7.0inordertoassurethatthereissu�cient
discriminantvalidityacrossthestudyconstructs.Inorderto
testthis,wefirstmodeledbullyingbehavior,roleconflict,

workload,cognitivedemandsandconflictmanagementclimate
asfivecorrelatedlatentfactorsusingtheirrespectiveobserved
indicators.Themodelshowedacceptablefit($2(df)=887.24
(368),CFI=0.91,TLI=0.90,andRMSEA=0.055),and
revealedacceptablefactorloadingsintherangeof0.44to0.86.
Moreover,correlationsbetweenthedi�erentlatentconstructs
rangefrom-0.47to0.50,allintheexpecteddirection.Secondly,
theconstructswiththehighestcorrelations(roleconflictand
bullyingbehaviors)wherecollapsedintoonestructureresolving
inafourfactormodel.However,thisresultedinadeterioratedfit
(1$2(1df)=518.25(4),p<0.01,CFI=0.81,TLI=0.80,and
RMSEA=0.078).Insum,preliminaryCFAanalysesindicatethat
theconstructscanbeempiricallydistinguished.

DescriptiveStatistics
Means,standarddeviations,InterClassCorrelations(ICC)for
within-levelvariables,andwithin-andbetween-levelcorrelations
forallstudyvariablesarepresentedinTable1.Forconflict
managementclimate,theestimatedICC2(Bliese,2000)was
calculatedtobe0.53.Correlationalanalysisshowedthatatthe
within-level,significantpositivecorrelationsbetweenallthreejob
demandsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors,respectively,with
thestrongestrelationshipbetweenrole-conflictandexposure
tobullying.Furthermore,role-conflictwaspositivelyrelatedto
workload,whileworkloadwasalsopositivelyrelatedtocognitive
demands.Onthebetween-level,strongnegativecorrelations
existbetweenconflictmanagementclimateandbullyingand
role-conflict.Conflictmanagementclimatewasnotrelatedto
workloadandcognitivedemands.

MultilevelAnalysis
AscanbeseeninTable2,theinitialunpredictednullmodel
revealedthat3%ofthetotalvarianceinbullyingbehaviors
existedontheteam-levelwhile97%ofthevarianceappeared
attheindividuallevel.Thissuggeststhatmostofthevariance
inbullyingbehaviorsisexplainedbyindividualfactors,rather
thanbyteama�liation,whichisconsistentwithourhypotheses
tryingtopredictindividualemployees’exposuretobullying
behaviors.Inhypotheses1,2,and3,wehypothesizedapositive
associationbetween(a)jobdemandsintheformofroleconflict,
workload,andcognitivedemands,and(b)exposuretobullying
behaviors.Insupportofhypothesis1and3,significantpositive
relationshipswerefoundforbothroleconflict(B=0.103,
p<0.01)andcognitivedemands(B=0.105,p<0.05)in
themaine�ectmodel.Thus,whenroleconflictsorcognitive
demandswerehigher,employeesweremorelikelytoreport
havingbeenexposedtonegativeacts.However,theassociation
betweenworkloadandbullyingbehaviorswasnotsignificant
(B=0.019,n.s.).Hence,hypothesis2wasnotsupported.
Finally,themaine�ectmodelrevealsasignificantnegative
relationshipbetweenconflictmanagementclimateandperceived
bullyingbehaviors(B=-0.185,p<0.05).Thismeansthat
bullyingbehaviorsarelesslikelyinteamswithastrongconflict
managementclimate.

Wefurtherhypothesized,inhypotheses4a,4b,and4c,
thatconflictmanagementclimatemoderatesthepositive
relationshipsbetweenjobdemandsandexposureto

FrontiersinPsychology|www.frontiersin.org5September2019|Volume10|Article2017

fpsyg-10-02017September3,2019Time:15:23#5

Zahlquistetal.ConflictManagementClimate

youhavetoworkveryfast?”Theresponsecategoriesrangefrom
1(never)to4(always),andthescaleshowedgoodreliability,
Cronbach’sa=0.84.

Cognitivedemandswasmeasuredusingthreeitemsfromthe
Questionnaireontheexperienceandassessmentofwork(Van
VeldhovenandMeijman,1994).Anexampleitemis:“Doyou
havetobeattentivetomanythingsatthesametime?”The
responsecategoriesrangefrom1(never)to4(always),andthe
scaleshowedacceptablereliability,Cronbach’sa=0.68.

Conflictmanagementclimatewasmeasuredwithfouritems
adaptedfromtheConflictManagementClimateScaleregarding
perceivedfairnessofdisputeresolutionintheorganization
(Rivlin,2001;Einarsenetal.,2018).Thewordingsofthefour
itemsareasfollows:(1)“IfIhaveaseriousdisagreementwith
someoneatwork,IknowwhoIshouldtalktoaboutit”;(2)
“Thewaywedealwithdisagreementsbetweenemployeesinmy
unitworkswell”;(3)“Mysuperiorsdealwithconflictsinagood
manner”;(4)“Wehavegoodproceduresandmethodsforraising
disagreementsandconflictsinmyworkplace.”Theresponse
categoriesrangefrom1(stronglydisagree)to5(stronglyagree).
Thescaleshowedgoodreliability,Cronbach’sa=0.81.Priorto
themultilevelanalysis,theitemswerecomputedintoasum-
score,andateamaveragescorewasusedattheteam-level
intheanalysis.

Analyses
Inordertoacknowledgeandanalyzethemultilevelstructure
ofthedata,implyingthatindividualscores(individual-level)
werenestedwithinteams(team-level),weconductedmultilevel
analysisusingMLwiN2.20.Intheanalysis,individual-level
predictorswerecenteredontheteammean,whileteam-level
predictorswerecenteredonthegrandmean.Totestour
hypotheses,weranthreemodelspredictingbullyingbehaviors
(NAQ-R).First,wetestedamodelwheretheinterceptwas
includedastheonlypredictor(NullModel).Inthenextmodel
(Maine�ectModel),weincludedtheexplanatorydemands
variables(roleconflict,workload,cognitivedemands)andthe
moderatorvariable(conflictmanagementclimate).Inthethird
model(InteractionModel),thetwo-wayinteractionsbetween
conflictmanagementclimateandthethreedemandswere
included.Simpleslopetestsforhierarchallinearmodelswere
usedtoexaminewhethertheslopesincross-levelinteractions
weresignificantlydi�erentfromzero(Preacheretal.,2006).The
slopeswheretestedat±1SDforthepredictorsandmoderators,
andcalculationswerebasedontheasymptoticcovariancematrix
fromtherespectivemultilevelmodelsusingRversion3.4.3.

RESULTS

PreliminaryConfirmatoryFactor
Analyses
Priortoaggregatingtheconflictmanagementclimatescoresto
team-level,weperformedasetofconfirmatoryfactoranalyses
usingMplus7.0inordertoassurethatthereissu�cient
discriminantvalidityacrossthestudyconstructs.Inorderto
testthis,wefirstmodeledbullyingbehavior,roleconflict,

workload,cognitivedemandsandconflictmanagementclimate
asfivecorrelatedlatentfactorsusingtheirrespectiveobserved
indicators.Themodelshowedacceptablefit($2(df)=887.24
(368),CFI=0.91,TLI=0.90,andRMSEA=0.055),and
revealedacceptablefactorloadingsintherangeof0.44to0.86.
Moreover,correlationsbetweenthedi�erentlatentconstructs
rangefrom-0.47to0.50,allintheexpecteddirection.Secondly,
theconstructswiththehighestcorrelations(roleconflictand
bullyingbehaviors)wherecollapsedintoonestructureresolving
inafourfactormodel.However,thisresultedinadeterioratedfit
(1$2(1df)=518.25(4),p<0.01,CFI=0.81,TLI=0.80,and
RMSEA=0.078).Insum,preliminaryCFAanalysesindicatethat
theconstructscanbeempiricallydistinguished.

DescriptiveStatistics
Means,standarddeviations,InterClassCorrelations(ICC)for
within-levelvariables,andwithin-andbetween-levelcorrelations
forallstudyvariablesarepresentedinTable1.Forconflict
managementclimate,theestimatedICC2(Bliese,2000)was
calculatedtobe0.53.Correlationalanalysisshowedthatatthe
within-level,significantpositivecorrelationsbetweenallthreejob
demandsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors,respectively,with
thestrongestrelationshipbetweenrole-conflictandexposure
tobullying.Furthermore,role-conflictwaspositivelyrelatedto
workload,whileworkloadwasalsopositivelyrelatedtocognitive
demands.Onthebetween-level,strongnegativecorrelations
existbetweenconflictmanagementclimateandbullyingand
role-conflict.Conflictmanagementclimatewasnotrelatedto
workloadandcognitivedemands.

MultilevelAnalysis
AscanbeseeninTable2,theinitialunpredictednullmodel
revealedthat3%ofthetotalvarianceinbullyingbehaviors
existedontheteam-levelwhile97%ofthevarianceappeared
attheindividuallevel.Thissuggeststhatmostofthevariance
inbullyingbehaviorsisexplainedbyindividualfactors,rather
thanbyteama�liation,whichisconsistentwithourhypotheses
tryingtopredictindividualemployees’exposuretobullying
behaviors.Inhypotheses1,2,and3,wehypothesizedapositive
associationbetween(a)jobdemandsintheformofroleconflict,
workload,andcognitivedemands,and(b)exposuretobullying
behaviors.Insupportofhypothesis1and3,significantpositive
relationshipswerefoundforbothroleconflict(B=0.103,
p<0.01)andcognitivedemands(B=0.105,p<0.05)in
themaine�ectmodel.Thus,whenroleconflictsorcognitive
demandswerehigher,employeesweremorelikelytoreport
havingbeenexposedtonegativeacts.However,theassociation
betweenworkloadandbullyingbehaviorswasnotsignificant
(B=0.019,n.s.).Hence,hypothesis2wasnotsupported.
Finally,themaine�ectmodelrevealsasignificantnegative
relationshipbetweenconflictmanagementclimateandperceived
bullyingbehaviors(B=-0.185,p<0.05).Thismeansthat
bullyingbehaviorsarelesslikelyinteamswithastrongconflict
managementclimate.

Wefurtherhypothesized,inhypotheses4a,4b,and4c,
thatconflictmanagementclimatemoderatesthepositive
relationshipsbetweenjobdemandsandexposureto
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TABLE 1 | Mean, standard deviation, ICC, and within- and between-level correlations for all study variables (N = 462 participants, N = 147 teams).

X̄ SD ICC1/ICC2 S2 between S2 within 1 2 3 4

Within-level

(1) Bullying behaviors 1.287 0.436 0.056a 0.021⇤ 0.135⇤⇤ – 0.402⇤⇤ 0.136⇤ 0.131⇤

(2) Role conflict 3.194 1.334 0.077a 0.170 1.578⇤⇤ 0.887⇤⇤ – 0.209⇤⇤⇤ 0.102

(3) Workload 2.302 0.530 0.028a 0.007 0.248⇤⇤ 0.729 0.655 – 0.353⇤⇤

(4) Cognitive demands 2.997 0.588 0.040a 0.015 0.327⇤⇤ 0.137 �0.187 0.466 –

Between-level

(5) CMC 3.749 0.611 0.535b 0.560⇤⇤ – �0.957⇤⇤ �0.786⇤⇤ �0.658 �0.220

CMC, conflict management climate; aICC1, within-level correlations; bICC2, between-level correlations; Correlations below the diagonal are correlations on the between-
level. Correlations above the diagonal are correlations on the within-level. ⇤p < 0.05, ⇤⇤p < 0.01, ⇤⇤⇤p < 0.001.

bullying behaviors. In support of hypotheses 4a and 4c, we
found significant interactions between team-level conflict
management climate and both role conflict (B = -0.071,
p < 0.05) and cognitive demands (B = -0.174, p < 0.05)
in the interaction model. However, the interaction e�ect
between workload and conflict management climate was
not significant (B = 0.060, n.s.). Hence, hypothesis 4b
was not supported.

The two significant interactions are visualized in Figures 1, 2.
As can be seen in Figure 1, there is a stronger positive association
between role conflict and exposure to bullying behaviors among
respondents in teams characterized by a weak (i.e., low level)
conflict management climate, compared to those working in
teams with a strong (i.e., high level) conflict management
climate. Despite these di�erences, a formal test of the slopes
at ±1 SD of the moderator revealed significant slopes for both
teams characterized by a weak conflict management climate
(Slope = 0.058, z = 2.185, p < 0.05), and teams characterized
by a strong conflict management climate (Slope = 0.144,
z = 5.395, p< 0.01).

TABLE 2 | Multilevel estimates for the prediction of bullying behaviors.

Null model Main effect Interaction
model model

B SE B SE B SE

Intercept 1.272⇤⇤ 0.020 1.275⇤⇤ 0.018 1.275⇤⇤ 0.018

Role conflict 0.103⇤⇤ 0.018 0.101⇤⇤ 0.017

Workload 0.019 0.047 �0.003 0.046

Cognitive demands 0.105⇤ 0.041 0.119⇤ 0.041

CMC �0.185⇤ 0.028 �0.189⇤ 0.028

CMC ⇥ Role conflict �0.071⇤ 0.033

CMC ⇥ Workload 0.060 0.078

CMC ⇥ Cognitive
demands

�0.174⇤ 0.065

Variance level 1
(individual level)

0.145 (97%) 0.008 0.115 0.010 0.108 0.010

Variance level 2
(team-level)

0.004 (3%) 0.013 0.001 0.006 0.004 0.006

�2 Log likelihood 361.70 256.66 242.77

CMC, conflict management climate. N = 147 departments; N = 462 respondents.
⇤p < 0.05, ⇤⇤p < 0.01.

Inspection of Figure 2 reveals that while a clear positive e�ect
between cognitive demands and exposure to bullying behaviors
is found among individuals in teams with a weak conflict
management climate, the slope among individuals in teams
characterized by a strong conflict management climate is almost
flat. Accordingly the simple slope test reveals a significant positive
slope among those in teams with a weak conflict management
climate (slope = 0.225, z = 3.631, p< 0.01), while the slope among
individuals in teams with a strong conflict management climate
(slope = 0.013, z = 0.248, n.s.) was not significant.

In order to rule out the possibility that the relationships can be
explained by relevant third variables, we ran all the analyses while
controlling for gender, age, and tenure. However, the analyses
showed that none of the control variables significantly predicted
exposure to bullying behavior. Based on this, we decided to only
report the most parsimonious analyses excluding the control
variables, in line with the suggestions of Cohen et al. (2013).

DISCUSSION

Based on the work environment hypothesis and job demands-
resources theory, we hypothesized that role conflict, workload,
and cognitive demands would be positively related to exposure
to bullying behaviors at work. Psychosocial demands at work,
such as role conflict, workload and cognitive demands are
consistently found to predict experiences of being exposed to
bullying behaviors in the workplace. In this study, we further
examined to what extent team-level perceptions of conflict
management climate bu�er the potential relationship between
these job demands and exposure to bullying behaviors at work.
Being an organizational resource, conflict management climate
provides workers with information on and confidence regarding
where to go andwhat to dowhen strain arises, and frustration and
conflicts appear. Furthermore, it provides guidelines of how to
handle such situations and trust in the organization’s ability to act
constructively if the situation would escalate. Hence, we predicted
that the relationships between these stressors and exposure to
bullying behaviors would be weaker in teams with a strong
conflict management climate.

As hypothesized, the results of multilevel analyses showed
positive main e�ects of role conflict and cognitive demands
on exposure to bullying behaviors. Hence, employees who
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TABLE1|Mean,standarddeviation,ICC,andwithin-andbetween-levelcorrelationsforallstudyvariables(N=462participants,N=147teams).

X̄SDICC1/ICC2S2betweenS2within1234

Within-level

(1)Bullyingbehaviors1.2870.4360.056a0.021⇤0.135⇤⇤–0.402⇤⇤0.136⇤0.131⇤

(2)Roleconflict3.1941.3340.077a0.1701.578⇤⇤0.887⇤⇤–0.209⇤⇤⇤0.102

(3)Workload2.3020.5300.028a0.0070.248⇤⇤0.7290.655–0.353⇤⇤

(4)Cognitivedemands2.9970.5880.040a0.0150.327⇤⇤0.137�0.1870.466–

Between-level

(5)CMC3.7490.6110.535b0.560⇤⇤–�0.957⇤⇤�0.786⇤⇤�0.658�0.220

CMC,conflictmanagementclimate;aICC1,within-levelcorrelations;bICC2,between-levelcorrelations;Correlationsbelowthediagonalarecorrelationsonthebetween-
level.Correlationsabovethediagonalarecorrelationsonthewithin-level.⇤p<0.05,⇤⇤p<0.01,⇤⇤⇤p<0.001.

bullyingbehaviors.Insupportofhypotheses4aand4c,we
foundsignificantinteractionsbetweenteam-levelconflict
managementclimateandbothroleconflict(B=-0.071,
p<0.05)andcognitivedemands(B=-0.174,p<0.05)
intheinteractionmodel.However,theinteractione�ect
betweenworkloadandconflictmanagementclimatewas
notsignificant(B=0.060,n.s.).Hence,hypothesis4b
wasnotsupported.

ThetwosignificantinteractionsarevisualizedinFigures1,2.
AscanbeseeninFigure1,thereisastrongerpositiveassociation
betweenroleconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsamong
respondentsinteamscharacterizedbyaweak(i.e.,lowlevel)
conflictmanagementclimate,comparedtothoseworkingin
teamswithastrong(i.e.,highlevel)conflictmanagement
climate.Despitethesedi�erences,aformaltestoftheslopes
at±1SDofthemoderatorrevealedsignificantslopesforboth
teamscharacterizedbyaweakconflictmanagementclimate
(Slope=0.058,z=2.185,p<0.05),andteamscharacterized
byastrongconflictmanagementclimate(Slope=0.144,
z=5.395,p<0.01).

TABLE2|Multilevelestimatesforthepredictionofbullyingbehaviors.

NullmodelMaineffectInteraction
modelmodel

BSEBSEBSE

Intercept1.272⇤⇤0.0201.275⇤⇤0.0181.275⇤⇤0.018

Roleconflict0.103⇤⇤0.0180.101⇤⇤0.017

Workload0.0190.047�0.0030.046

Cognitivedemands0.105⇤0.0410.119⇤0.041

CMC�0.185⇤0.028�0.189⇤0.028

CMC⇥Roleconflict�0.071⇤0.033

CMC⇥Workload0.0600.078

CMC⇥Cognitive
demands

�0.174⇤0.065

Variancelevel1
(individuallevel)

0.145(97%)0.0080.1150.0100.1080.010

Variancelevel2
(team-level)

0.004(3%)0.0130.0010.0060.0040.006

�2Loglikelihood361.70256.66242.77

CMC,conflictmanagementclimate.N=147departments;N=462respondents.
⇤p<0.05,⇤⇤p<0.01.

InspectionofFigure2revealsthatwhileaclearpositivee�ect
betweencognitivedemandsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors
isfoundamongindividualsinteamswithaweakconflict
managementclimate,theslopeamongindividualsinteams
characterizedbyastrongconflictmanagementclimateisalmost
flat.Accordinglythesimpleslopetestrevealsasignificantpositive
slopeamongthoseinteamswithaweakconflictmanagement
climate(slope=0.225,z=3.631,p<0.01),whiletheslopeamong
individualsinteamswithastrongconflictmanagementclimate
(slope=0.013,z=0.248,n.s.)wasnotsignificant.

Inordertoruleoutthepossibilitythattherelationshipscanbe
explainedbyrelevantthirdvariables,weranalltheanalyseswhile
controllingforgender,age,andtenure.However,theanalyses
showedthatnoneofthecontrolvariablessignificantlypredicted
exposuretobullyingbehavior.Basedonthis,wedecidedtoonly
reportthemostparsimoniousanalysesexcludingthecontrol
variables,inlinewiththesuggestionsofCohenetal.(2013).

DISCUSSION

Basedontheworkenvironmenthypothesisandjobdemands-
resourcestheory,wehypothesizedthatroleconflict,workload,
andcognitivedemandswouldbepositivelyrelatedtoexposure
tobullyingbehaviorsatwork.Psychosocialdemandsatwork,
suchasroleconflict,workloadandcognitivedemandsare
consistentlyfoundtopredictexperiencesofbeingexposedto
bullyingbehaviorsintheworkplace.Inthisstudy,wefurther
examinedtowhatextentteam-levelperceptionsofconflict
managementclimatebu�erthepotentialrelationshipbetween
thesejobdemandsandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsatwork.
Beinganorganizationalresource,conflictmanagementclimate
providesworkerswithinformationonandconfidenceregarding
wheretogoandwhattodowhenstrainarises,andfrustrationand
conflictsappear.Furthermore,itprovidesguidelinesofhowto
handlesuchsituationsandtrustintheorganization’sabilitytoact
constructivelyifthesituationwouldescalate.Hence,wepredicted
thattherelationshipsbetweenthesestressorsandexposureto
bullyingbehaviorswouldbeweakerinteamswithastrong
conflictmanagementclimate.

Ashypothesized,theresultsofmultilevelanalysesshowed
positivemaine�ectsofroleconflictandcognitivedemands
onexposuretobullyingbehaviors.Hence,employeeswho
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TABLE1|Mean,standarddeviation,ICC,andwithin-andbetween-levelcorrelationsforallstudyvariables(N=462participants,N=147teams).
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Within-level
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controllingforgender,age,andtenure.However,theanalyses
showedthatnoneofthecontrolvariablessignificantlypredicted
exposuretobullyingbehavior.Basedonthis,wedecidedtoonly
reportthemostparsimoniousanalysesexcludingthecontrol
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DISCUSSION
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TABLE 1 | Mean, standard deviation, ICC, and within- and between-level correlations for all study variables (N = 462 participants, N = 147 teams).

X̄ SD ICC1/ICC2 S2 between S2 within 1 2 3 4

Within-level

(1) Bullying behaviors 1.287 0.436 0.056a 0.021⇤ 0.135⇤⇤ – 0.402⇤⇤ 0.136⇤ 0.131⇤

(2) Role conflict 3.194 1.334 0.077a 0.170 1.578⇤⇤ 0.887⇤⇤ – 0.209⇤⇤⇤ 0.102

(3) Workload 2.302 0.530 0.028a 0.007 0.248⇤⇤ 0.729 0.655 – 0.353⇤⇤

(4) Cognitive demands 2.997 0.588 0.040a 0.015 0.327⇤⇤ 0.137 �0.187 0.466 –

Between-level

(5) CMC 3.749 0.611 0.535b 0.560⇤⇤ – �0.957⇤⇤ �0.786⇤⇤ �0.658 �0.220

CMC, conflict management climate; aICC1, within-level correlations; bICC2, between-level correlations; Correlations below the diagonal are correlations on the between-
level. Correlations above the diagonal are correlations on the within-level. ⇤p < 0.05, ⇤⇤p < 0.01, ⇤⇤⇤p < 0.001.

bullying behaviors. In support of hypotheses 4a and 4c, we
found significant interactions between team-level conflict
management climate and both role conflict (B = -0.071,
p < 0.05) and cognitive demands (B = -0.174, p < 0.05)
in the interaction model. However, the interaction e�ect
between workload and conflict management climate was
not significant (B = 0.060, n.s.). Hence, hypothesis 4b
was not supported.

The two significant interactions are visualized in Figures 1, 2.
As can be seen in Figure 1, there is a stronger positive association
between role conflict and exposure to bullying behaviors among
respondents in teams characterized by a weak (i.e., low level)
conflict management climate, compared to those working in
teams with a strong (i.e., high level) conflict management
climate. Despite these di�erences, a formal test of the slopes
at ±1 SD of the moderator revealed significant slopes for both
teams characterized by a weak conflict management climate
(Slope = 0.058, z = 2.185, p < 0.05), and teams characterized
by a strong conflict management climate (Slope = 0.144,
z = 5.395, p< 0.01).

TABLE 2 | Multilevel estimates for the prediction of bullying behaviors.

Null model Main effect Interaction
model model

B SE B SE B SE

Intercept 1.272⇤⇤ 0.020 1.275⇤⇤ 0.018 1.275⇤⇤ 0.018

Role conflict 0.103⇤⇤ 0.018 0.101⇤⇤ 0.017

Workload 0.019 0.047 �0.003 0.046

Cognitive demands 0.105⇤ 0.041 0.119⇤ 0.041

CMC �0.185⇤ 0.028 �0.189⇤ 0.028

CMC ⇥ Role conflict �0.071⇤ 0.033

CMC ⇥ Workload 0.060 0.078

CMC ⇥ Cognitive
demands

�0.174⇤ 0.065

Variance level 1
(individual level)

0.145 (97%) 0.008 0.115 0.010 0.108 0.010

Variance level 2
(team-level)

0.004 (3%) 0.013 0.001 0.006 0.004 0.006

�2 Log likelihood 361.70 256.66 242.77

CMC, conflict management climate. N = 147 departments; N = 462 respondents.
⇤p < 0.05, ⇤⇤p < 0.01.

Inspection of Figure 2 reveals that while a clear positive e�ect
between cognitive demands and exposure to bullying behaviors
is found among individuals in teams with a weak conflict
management climate, the slope among individuals in teams
characterized by a strong conflict management climate is almost
flat. Accordingly the simple slope test reveals a significant positive
slope among those in teams with a weak conflict management
climate (slope = 0.225, z = 3.631, p< 0.01), while the slope among
individuals in teams with a strong conflict management climate
(slope = 0.013, z = 0.248, n.s.) was not significant.

In order to rule out the possibility that the relationships can be
explained by relevant third variables, we ran all the analyses while
controlling for gender, age, and tenure. However, the analyses
showed that none of the control variables significantly predicted
exposure to bullying behavior. Based on this, we decided to only
report the most parsimonious analyses excluding the control
variables, in line with the suggestions of Cohen et al. (2013).

DISCUSSION

Based on the work environment hypothesis and job demands-
resources theory, we hypothesized that role conflict, workload,
and cognitive demands would be positively related to exposure
to bullying behaviors at work. Psychosocial demands at work,
such as role conflict, workload and cognitive demands are
consistently found to predict experiences of being exposed to
bullying behaviors in the workplace. In this study, we further
examined to what extent team-level perceptions of conflict
management climate bu�er the potential relationship between
these job demands and exposure to bullying behaviors at work.
Being an organizational resource, conflict management climate
provides workers with information on and confidence regarding
where to go andwhat to dowhen strain arises, and frustration and
conflicts appear. Furthermore, it provides guidelines of how to
handle such situations and trust in the organization’s ability to act
constructively if the situation would escalate. Hence, we predicted
that the relationships between these stressors and exposure to
bullying behaviors would be weaker in teams with a strong
conflict management climate.

As hypothesized, the results of multilevel analyses showed
positive main e�ects of role conflict and cognitive demands
on exposure to bullying behaviors. Hence, employees who

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 6 September 2019 | Volume 10 | Article 2017

fpsyg-10-02017 September 3, 2019 Time: 15:23 # 6

Zahlquist et al. Conflict Management Climate

TABLE 1 | Mean, standard deviation, ICC, and within- and between-level correlations for all study variables (N = 462 participants, N = 147 teams).

X̄ SD ICC1/ICC2 S2 between S2 within 1 2 3 4

Within-level

(1) Bullying behaviors 1.287 0.436 0.056a 0.021⇤ 0.135⇤⇤ – 0.402⇤⇤ 0.136⇤ 0.131⇤

(2) Role conflict 3.194 1.334 0.077a 0.170 1.578⇤⇤ 0.887⇤⇤ – 0.209⇤⇤⇤ 0.102

(3) Workload 2.302 0.530 0.028a 0.007 0.248⇤⇤ 0.729 0.655 – 0.353⇤⇤

(4) Cognitive demands 2.997 0.588 0.040a 0.015 0.327⇤⇤ 0.137 �0.187 0.466 –

Between-level

(5) CMC 3.749 0.611 0.535b 0.560⇤⇤ – �0.957⇤⇤ �0.786⇤⇤ �0.658 �0.220

CMC, conflict management climate; aICC1, within-level correlations; bICC2, between-level correlations; Correlations below the diagonal are correlations on the between-
level. Correlations above the diagonal are correlations on the within-level. ⇤p < 0.05, ⇤⇤p < 0.01, ⇤⇤⇤p < 0.001.

bullying behaviors. In support of hypotheses 4a and 4c, we
found significant interactions between team-level conflict
management climate and both role conflict (B = -0.071,
p < 0.05) and cognitive demands (B = -0.174, p < 0.05)
in the interaction model. However, the interaction e�ect
between workload and conflict management climate was
not significant (B = 0.060, n.s.). Hence, hypothesis 4b
was not supported.
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teams characterized by a weak conflict management climate
(Slope = 0.058, z = 2.185, p < 0.05), and teams characterized
by a strong conflict management climate (Slope = 0.144,
z = 5.395, p< 0.01).

TABLE 2 | Multilevel estimates for the prediction of bullying behaviors.
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climate (slope = 0.225, z = 3.631, p< 0.01), while the slope among
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(slope = 0.013, z = 0.248, n.s.) was not significant.

In order to rule out the possibility that the relationships can be
explained by relevant third variables, we ran all the analyses while
controlling for gender, age, and tenure. However, the analyses
showed that none of the control variables significantly predicted
exposure to bullying behavior. Based on this, we decided to only
report the most parsimonious analyses excluding the control
variables, in line with the suggestions of Cohen et al. (2013).

DISCUSSION

Based on the work environment hypothesis and job demands-
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and cognitive demands would be positively related to exposure
to bullying behaviors at work. Psychosocial demands at work,
such as role conflict, workload and cognitive demands are
consistently found to predict experiences of being exposed to
bullying behaviors in the workplace. In this study, we further
examined to what extent team-level perceptions of conflict
management climate bu�er the potential relationship between
these job demands and exposure to bullying behaviors at work.
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that the relationships between these stressors and exposure to
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positive main e�ects of role conflict and cognitive demands
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TABLE1|Mean,standarddeviation,ICC,andwithin-andbetween-levelcorrelationsforallstudyvariables(N=462participants,N=147teams).
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(4)Cognitivedemands2.9970.5880.040a0.0150.327⇤⇤0.137�0.1870.466–

Between-level

(5)CMC3.7490.6110.535b0.560⇤⇤–�0.957⇤⇤�0.786⇤⇤�0.658�0.220

CMC,conflictmanagementclimate;aICC1,within-levelcorrelations;bICC2,between-levelcorrelations;Correlationsbelowthediagonalarecorrelationsonthebetween-
level.Correlationsabovethediagonalarecorrelationsonthewithin-level.⇤p<0.05,⇤⇤p<0.01,⇤⇤⇤p<0.001.

bullyingbehaviors.Insupportofhypotheses4aand4c,we
foundsignificantinteractionsbetweenteam-levelconflict
managementclimateandbothroleconflict(B=-0.071,
p<0.05)andcognitivedemands(B=-0.174,p<0.05)
intheinteractionmodel.However,theinteractione�ect
betweenworkloadandconflictmanagementclimatewas
notsignificant(B=0.060,n.s.).Hence,hypothesis4b
wasnotsupported.

ThetwosignificantinteractionsarevisualizedinFigures1,2.
AscanbeseeninFigure1,thereisastrongerpositiveassociation
betweenroleconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsamong
respondentsinteamscharacterizedbyaweak(i.e.,lowlevel)
conflictmanagementclimate,comparedtothoseworkingin
teamswithastrong(i.e.,highlevel)conflictmanagement
climate.Despitethesedi�erences,aformaltestoftheslopes
at±1SDofthemoderatorrevealedsignificantslopesforboth
teamscharacterizedbyaweakconflictmanagementclimate
(Slope=0.058,z=2.185,p<0.05),andteamscharacterized
byastrongconflictmanagementclimate(Slope=0.144,
z=5.395,p<0.01).

TABLE2|Multilevelestimatesforthepredictionofbullyingbehaviors.

NullmodelMaineffectInteraction
modelmodel

BSEBSEBSE

Intercept1.272⇤⇤0.0201.275⇤⇤0.0181.275⇤⇤0.018

Roleconflict0.103⇤⇤0.0180.101⇤⇤0.017

Workload0.0190.047�0.0030.046

Cognitivedemands0.105⇤0.0410.119⇤0.041

CMC�0.185⇤0.028�0.189⇤0.028

CMC⇥Roleconflict�0.071⇤0.033

CMC⇥Workload0.0600.078

CMC⇥Cognitive
demands

�0.174⇤0.065

Variancelevel1
(individuallevel)

0.145(97%)0.0080.1150.0100.1080.010

Variancelevel2
(team-level)

0.004(3%)0.0130.0010.0060.0040.006

�2Loglikelihood361.70256.66242.77

CMC,conflictmanagementclimate.N=147departments;N=462respondents.
⇤p<0.05,⇤⇤p<0.01.

InspectionofFigure2revealsthatwhileaclearpositivee�ect
betweencognitivedemandsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors
isfoundamongindividualsinteamswithaweakconflict
managementclimate,theslopeamongindividualsinteams
characterizedbyastrongconflictmanagementclimateisalmost
flat.Accordinglythesimpleslopetestrevealsasignificantpositive
slopeamongthoseinteamswithaweakconflictmanagement
climate(slope=0.225,z=3.631,p<0.01),whiletheslopeamong
individualsinteamswithastrongconflictmanagementclimate
(slope=0.013,z=0.248,n.s.)wasnotsignificant.

Inordertoruleoutthepossibilitythattherelationshipscanbe
explainedbyrelevantthirdvariables,weranalltheanalyseswhile
controllingforgender,age,andtenure.However,theanalyses
showedthatnoneofthecontrolvariablessignificantlypredicted
exposuretobullyingbehavior.Basedonthis,wedecidedtoonly
reportthemostparsimoniousanalysesexcludingthecontrol
variables,inlinewiththesuggestionsofCohenetal.(2013).

DISCUSSION

Basedontheworkenvironmenthypothesisandjobdemands-
resourcestheory,wehypothesizedthatroleconflict,workload,
andcognitivedemandswouldbepositivelyrelatedtoexposure
tobullyingbehaviorsatwork.Psychosocialdemandsatwork,
suchasroleconflict,workloadandcognitivedemandsare
consistentlyfoundtopredictexperiencesofbeingexposedto
bullyingbehaviorsintheworkplace.Inthisstudy,wefurther
examinedtowhatextentteam-levelperceptionsofconflict
managementclimatebu�erthepotentialrelationshipbetween
thesejobdemandsandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsatwork.
Beinganorganizationalresource,conflictmanagementclimate
providesworkerswithinformationonandconfidenceregarding
wheretogoandwhattodowhenstrainarises,andfrustrationand
conflictsappear.Furthermore,itprovidesguidelinesofhowto
handlesuchsituationsandtrustintheorganization’sabilitytoact
constructivelyifthesituationwouldescalate.Hence,wepredicted
thattherelationshipsbetweenthesestressorsandexposureto
bullyingbehaviorswouldbeweakerinteamswithastrong
conflictmanagementclimate.

Ashypothesized,theresultsofmultilevelanalysesshowed
positivemaine�ectsofroleconflictandcognitivedemands
onexposuretobullyingbehaviors.Hence,employeeswho
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FIGURE 1 | Plot of the interactive relationship of role conflict and bullying behaviors in teams with weak vs. strong CMC. CMC, conflict management climate.

FIGURE 2 | Plot of the interactive relationship of cognitive demands and bullying behaviors in teams with weak vs. strong CMC. CMC, conflict management climate.

experience elevated levels of role conflict and cognitive demands
in their work tend to report more exposure to bullying behaviors.
In line with our findings, several studies have found that
employees who experience high levels of role conflict and
cognitive demands are more often exposed to bullying behaviors
(Van den Brande et al., 2016). Our finding of role conflict
as the most important predictor of workplace bullying aligns
with previous research findings (Hauge et al., 2007; Notelaers
et al., 2010). Across di�erent professions, studies consistently
find that role conflicts are a strong stressor (Einarsen et al.,
1994; Hauge et al., 2007). In a Danish study, Agervold (2009)
found that departments with the highest incidents of workplace
bullying experienced more role conflicts and cognitive demands
as compared to departments with the lowest incidents of bullying.
The findings in the present study are therefore in support of
the work environment hypothesis, which states that bullying is
the result of stressors in the psychosocial working environment

creating a fertile soil for frustration, irritation and accompanying
episodes of interpersonal conflict (Leymann, 1990; Einarsen et al.,
1994). These findings are also consistent with the extended
victim precipitation theory, stating that when people get stressed,
they are more likely to act in ways that provoke others, and
by that evoke bullying behavior from potential perpetrators.
Along similar lines, Salin (2003) argues that stress increases job
dissatisfaction, lowers aggression thresholds and does not allow
time for conflict solving. Additionally, the tendency to not take
time for polite and friendly interactions at work when we are
under stress (Pearson et al., 2000), can together with the other
factors potentially increasing the risk for harsh and spiraling
interpersonal conflicts, which may turn into bullying.

Contrary to our predictions and to previous research there
was, however, no significant main e�ect of workload on
employees’ exposure to bullying behaviors. In this regard, it
is important to state that job demands are not necessarily
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cognitivedemandsaremoreoftenexposedtobullyingbehaviors
(VandenBrandeetal.,2016).Ourfindingofroleconflict
asthemostimportantpredictorofworkplacebullyingaligns
withpreviousresearchfindings(Haugeetal.,2007;Notelaers
etal.,2010).Acrossdi�erentprofessions,studiesconsistently
findthatroleconflictsareastrongstressor(Einarsenetal.,
1994;Haugeetal.,2007).InaDanishstudy,Agervold(2009)
foundthatdepartmentswiththehighestincidentsofworkplace
bullyingexperiencedmoreroleconflictsandcognitivedemands
ascomparedtodepartmentswiththelowestincidentsofbullying.
Thefindingsinthepresentstudyarethereforeinsupportof
theworkenvironmenthypothesis,whichstatesthatbullyingis
theresultofstressorsinthepsychosocialworkingenvironment

creatingafertilesoilforfrustration,irritationandaccompanying
episodesofinterpersonalconflict(Leymann,1990;Einarsenetal.,
1994).Thesefindingsarealsoconsistentwiththeextended
victimprecipitationtheory,statingthatwhenpeoplegetstressed,
theyaremorelikelytoactinwaysthatprovokeothers,and
bythatevokebullyingbehaviorfrompotentialperpetrators.
Alongsimilarlines,Salin(2003)arguesthatstressincreasesjob
dissatisfaction,lowersaggressionthresholdsanddoesnotallow
timeforconflictsolving.Additionally,thetendencytonottake
timeforpoliteandfriendlyinteractionsatworkwhenweare
understress(Pearsonetal.,2000),cantogetherwiththeother
factorspotentiallyincreasingtheriskforharshandspiraling
interpersonalconflicts,whichmayturnintobullying.

Contrarytoourpredictionsandtopreviousresearchthere
was,however,nosignificantmaine�ectofworkloadon
employees’exposuretobullyingbehaviors.Inthisregard,it
isimportanttostatethatjobdemandsarenotnecessarily
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something negative. LePine et al. (2005) distinguish between job
demands as hindrance stressors and challenge stressors. They
describe hindrance stressors as “bad” stressors that interfere
with or inhibit an individual’s ability to achieve valued goals
(Cavanaugh et al., 2000).While challenge stressors are considered
as “good” stressors potentially promoting the personal growth
and achievement of the employee. In line with this, workload
has been termed as challenge stressors (Podsako� et al., 2007).
Although Van den Broeck et al. (2010) found support for the
di�erentiation between challenge and hindrance demands, there
is still not su�cient empirical evidence on this issue (Demerouti
and Bakker, 2011). What one finds exhausting or not may also be
dependent upon the said job.

The present study is, to our knowledge, the first to empirically
demonstrate the bu�ering e�ect of conflict management climate
on the link between these job demands and exposure to
bullying behaviors. The results showed that a strong conflict
management climate was related to lower reports of bullying
behaviors in its own right as seen in the direct e�ect of climate
and more so in the presence of role conflicts and cognitive
demands. More specifically, the positive relationships between
these job demands and bullying behaviors were stronger for
employees working in teams with a weak conflict management
climate. In line with recent research, our findings support that
conflict management climate is an important organizational-level
resource with the ability to prevent bulling both directly and
indirectly by reducing the impact of other known risk factors
(Einarsen et al., 2018).

Initially, it seems apparent that a strong conflict management
climate contributes to the actual handling of interpersonal
frustration and conflicts at an early stage. Choosing an active
coping strategy and voicing the conflict early has been found to
prevent bullying from future escalation (Kwan et al., 2016). Kwan
et al. (2016) found that workers who chose amore passive strategy
and neglected the bullying were more likely to experience that
the bullying escalated. Those who then chose to voice later in
the process often still experienced unsuccessful outcomes. One
reason for this could be that the bullying then had escalated
too far. In addition, they found that the likelihood of choosing
an active coping strategy was dependent on the climate, in
their case psychosocial safety climate (Kwan et al., 2016). When
psychosocial safety climate was high, workers felt safe to voice
their concerns and by that initiate support from organization
and management in order to resolve the bullying. It seems that
active coping strategies, such as voice, are not likely to be e�ective
unless the climate is right (Kwan et al., 2016). Considering
the similarities between psychosocial safety climate and conflict
management climate, we might expect that by establishing a
strong conflict management climate, teams and organizations can
potentially foster active coping strategies in the face of conflicts
and by this reinforce a positive cycle.

Further, and as argued by Einarsen et al. (2018) it is
conceivable that conflict management climate works by reducing
insecurity and by promoting predictability and perceived control.
Rivlin (2001) argue that a strong conflict management climate
implies that employees perceive managers to intervene in
conflicts that arise and the conflict management procedures of

their organization to be fair. A strong conflict management
climate also provides workers with confidence regarding where
to go and what to do when conflicts appear. Increased perception
of control can further increase the likelihood that demands,
as conflicts, are handled and more easily coped with (Karasek,
1979). To perceive control in conflict situations can then
reduce the likelihood of frustration evolving and becoming
interpersonal conflicts. A strong conflict management climate
may imply the trust that negative behavior will be addressed,
thereby preventing and stopping such behavior which otherwise
may happen under stress. The experience of social support
might also be an explanatory mechanism, as impartial and
respectful attitudes of superiors is an important aspect of
the experience of organizational justice, which may further
promote employees’ perception of social support in the workplace
(Fujishiro and Heaney, 2009).

Although not explicitly hypothesized, we found that team-
level conflict management climate, in addition to having a
bu�ering e�ect, also had a main e�ect on bullying behaviors.
This finding also contributes to validate the concept of
conflict management climate, indicating that work environments
characterized by a strong conflict management climate are
characterized by fewer bullying behaviors and a lower risk of
bullying, irrespectively of such stressors. Alternatively, the direct
negative relationship between conflict management climate
and bullying may mean that environments with few bullying
behaviors contribute to the perception of a strong conflict
management climate.

Practical Implications
The results of the present study have important practical
implications for HR personnel, managers, and leaders, as the
findings from this study indicate that developing teams and
organizations characterized by strong conflict management
climate can be beneficial in order to prevent destructive
conflicts and bullying. This knowledge should be taken into
consideration when developing evidence-based prevention-
focused interventions. Taking into consideration the potential
costs of bullying being related to reduced productiveness, and
increased likelihood of sickness absence and turnover (Sheehan
et al., 2001), preventive interventions are considered to be
far more cost-e�ective than strategies that aim to repair the
consequences of bullying (Rivlin, 2001). Further, interventions
should be directed against factors in the organization, like job
demands or climate, as factors in the work environment have
consistently been found to be strong antecedents of workplace
bullying (Einarsen et al., 1994; Van den Brande et al., 2016).
The finding that such a climate moderates more than one risk
factor indicates that focusing on conflict management climate
may be particularly e�cient as a preventive measure. However,
we still find a relationship between role conflict and bullying
behavior in teams with strong conflict management climate.
This supports the notion that role conflicts are the strongest
psychosocial predictor of workplace bullying, and stresses the
need to simultaneously continue to enhance role clarity.

Furthermore, one advantage of studying specific climate
dimensions is that actions targeted at addressing these elements
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hasbeentermedaschallengestressors(Podsako�etal.,2007).
AlthoughVandenBroecketal.(2010)foundsupportforthe
di�erentiationbetweenchallengeandhindrancedemands,there
isstillnotsu�cientempiricalevidenceonthisissue(Demerouti
andBakker,2011).Whatonefindsexhaustingornotmayalsobe
dependentuponthesaidjob.

Thepresentstudyis,toourknowledge,thefirsttoempirically
demonstratethebu�eringe�ectofconflictmanagementclimate
onthelinkbetweenthesejobdemandsandexposureto
bullyingbehaviors.Theresultsshowedthatastrongconflict
managementclimatewasrelatedtolowerreportsofbullying
behaviorsinitsownrightasseeninthedirecte�ectofclimate
andmoresointhepresenceofroleconflictsandcognitive
demands.Morespecifically,thepositiverelationshipsbetween
thesejobdemandsandbullyingbehaviorswerestrongerfor
employeesworkinginteamswithaweakconflictmanagement
climate.Inlinewithrecentresearch,ourfindingssupportthat
conflictmanagementclimateisanimportantorganizational-level
resourcewiththeabilitytopreventbullingbothdirectlyand
indirectlybyreducingtheimpactofotherknownriskfactors
(Einarsenetal.,2018).

Initially,itseemsapparentthatastrongconflictmanagement
climatecontributestotheactualhandlingofinterpersonal
frustrationandconflictsatanearlystage.Choosinganactive
copingstrategyandvoicingtheconflictearlyhasbeenfoundto
preventbullyingfromfutureescalation(Kwanetal.,2016).Kwan
etal.(2016)foundthatworkerswhochoseamorepassivestrategy
andneglectedthebullyingweremorelikelytoexperiencethat
thebullyingescalated.Thosewhothenchosetovoicelaterin
theprocessoftenstillexperiencedunsuccessfuloutcomes.One
reasonforthiscouldbethatthebullyingthenhadescalated
toofar.Inaddition,theyfoundthatthelikelihoodofchoosing
anactivecopingstrategywasdependentontheclimate,in
theircasepsychosocialsafetyclimate(Kwanetal.,2016).When
psychosocialsafetyclimatewashigh,workersfeltsafetovoice
theirconcernsandbythatinitiatesupportfromorganization
andmanagementinordertoresolvethebullying.Itseemsthat
activecopingstrategies,suchasvoice,arenotlikelytobee�ective
unlesstheclimateisright(Kwanetal.,2016).Considering
thesimilaritiesbetweenpsychosocialsafetyclimateandconflict
managementclimate,wemightexpectthatbyestablishinga
strongconflictmanagementclimate,teamsandorganizationscan
potentiallyfosteractivecopingstrategiesinthefaceofconflicts
andbythisreinforceapositivecycle.

Further,andasarguedbyEinarsenetal.(2018)itis
conceivablethatconflictmanagementclimateworksbyreducing
insecurityandbypromotingpredictabilityandperceivedcontrol.
Rivlin(2001)arguethatastrongconflictmanagementclimate
impliesthatemployeesperceivemanagerstointervenein
conflictsthatariseandtheconflictmanagementproceduresof

theirorganizationtobefair.Astrongconflictmanagement
climatealsoprovidesworkerswithconfidenceregardingwhere
togoandwhattodowhenconflictsappear.Increasedperception
ofcontrolcanfurtherincreasethelikelihoodthatdemands,
asconflicts,arehandledandmoreeasilycopedwith(Karasek,
1979).Toperceivecontrolinconflictsituationscanthen
reducethelikelihoodoffrustrationevolvingandbecoming
interpersonalconflicts.Astrongconflictmanagementclimate
mayimplythetrustthatnegativebehaviorwillbeaddressed,
therebypreventingandstoppingsuchbehaviorwhichotherwise
mayhappenunderstress.Theexperienceofsocialsupport
mightalsobeanexplanatorymechanism,asimpartialand
respectfulattitudesofsuperiorsisanimportantaspectof
theexperienceoforganizationaljustice,whichmayfurther
promoteemployees’perceptionofsocialsupportintheworkplace
(FujishiroandHeaney,2009).

Althoughnotexplicitlyhypothesized,wefoundthatteam-
levelconflictmanagementclimate,inadditiontohavinga
bu�eringe�ect,alsohadamaine�ectonbullyingbehaviors.
Thisfindingalsocontributestovalidatetheconceptof
conflictmanagementclimate,indicatingthatworkenvironments
characterizedbyastrongconflictmanagementclimateare
characterizedbyfewerbullyingbehaviorsandalowerriskof
bullying,irrespectivelyofsuchstressors.Alternatively,thedirect
negativerelationshipbetweenconflictmanagementclimate
andbullyingmaymeanthatenvironmentswithfewbullying
behaviorscontributetotheperceptionofastrongconflict
managementclimate.

PracticalImplications
Theresultsofthepresentstudyhaveimportantpractical
implicationsforHRpersonnel,managers,andleaders,asthe
findingsfromthisstudyindicatethatdevelopingteamsand
organizationscharacterizedbystrongconflictmanagement
climatecanbebeneficialinordertopreventdestructive
conflictsandbullying.Thisknowledgeshouldbetakeninto
considerationwhendevelopingevidence-basedprevention-
focusedinterventions.Takingintoconsiderationthepotential
costsofbullyingbeingrelatedtoreducedproductiveness,and
increasedlikelihoodofsicknessabsenceandturnover(Sheehan
etal.,2001),preventiveinterventionsareconsideredtobe
farmorecost-e�ectivethanstrategiesthataimtorepairthe
consequencesofbullying(Rivlin,2001).Further,interventions
shouldbedirectedagainstfactorsintheorganization,likejob
demandsorclimate,asfactorsintheworkenvironmenthave
consistentlybeenfoundtobestrongantecedentsofworkplace
bullying(Einarsenetal.,1994;VandenBrandeetal.,2016).
Thefindingthatsuchaclimatemoderatesmorethanonerisk
factorindicatesthatfocusingonconflictmanagementclimate
maybeparticularlye�cientasapreventivemeasure.However,
westillfindarelationshipbetweenroleconflictandbullying
behaviorinteamswithstrongconflictmanagementclimate.
Thissupportsthenotionthatroleconflictsarethestrongest
psychosocialpredictorofworkplacebullying,andstressesthe
needtosimultaneouslycontinuetoenhanceroleclarity.

Furthermore,oneadvantageofstudyingspecificclimate
dimensionsisthatactionstargetedataddressingtheseelements
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something negative. LePine et al. (2005) distinguish between job
demands as hindrance stressors and challenge stressors. They
describe hindrance stressors as “bad” stressors that interfere
with or inhibit an individual’s ability to achieve valued goals
(Cavanaugh et al., 2000).While challenge stressors are considered
as “good” stressors potentially promoting the personal growth
and achievement of the employee. In line with this, workload
has been termed as challenge stressors (Podsako� et al., 2007).
Although Van den Broeck et al. (2010) found support for the
di�erentiation between challenge and hindrance demands, there
is still not su�cient empirical evidence on this issue (Demerouti
and Bakker, 2011). What one finds exhausting or not may also be
dependent upon the said job.

The present study is, to our knowledge, the first to empirically
demonstrate the bu�ering e�ect of conflict management climate
on the link between these job demands and exposure to
bullying behaviors. The results showed that a strong conflict
management climate was related to lower reports of bullying
behaviors in its own right as seen in the direct e�ect of climate
and more so in the presence of role conflicts and cognitive
demands. More specifically, the positive relationships between
these job demands and bullying behaviors were stronger for
employees working in teams with a weak conflict management
climate. In line with recent research, our findings support that
conflict management climate is an important organizational-level
resource with the ability to prevent bulling both directly and
indirectly by reducing the impact of other known risk factors
(Einarsen et al., 2018).

Initially, it seems apparent that a strong conflict management
climate contributes to the actual handling of interpersonal
frustration and conflicts at an early stage. Choosing an active
coping strategy and voicing the conflict early has been found to
prevent bullying from future escalation (Kwan et al., 2016). Kwan
et al. (2016) found that workers who chose amore passive strategy
and neglected the bullying were more likely to experience that
the bullying escalated. Those who then chose to voice later in
the process often still experienced unsuccessful outcomes. One
reason for this could be that the bullying then had escalated
too far. In addition, they found that the likelihood of choosing
an active coping strategy was dependent on the climate, in
their case psychosocial safety climate (Kwan et al., 2016). When
psychosocial safety climate was high, workers felt safe to voice
their concerns and by that initiate support from organization
and management in order to resolve the bullying. It seems that
active coping strategies, such as voice, are not likely to be e�ective
unless the climate is right (Kwan et al., 2016). Considering
the similarities between psychosocial safety climate and conflict
management climate, we might expect that by establishing a
strong conflict management climate, teams and organizations can
potentially foster active coping strategies in the face of conflicts
and by this reinforce a positive cycle.

Further, and as argued by Einarsen et al. (2018) it is
conceivable that conflict management climate works by reducing
insecurity and by promoting predictability and perceived control.
Rivlin (2001) argue that a strong conflict management climate
implies that employees perceive managers to intervene in
conflicts that arise and the conflict management procedures of

their organization to be fair. A strong conflict management
climate also provides workers with confidence regarding where
to go and what to do when conflicts appear. Increased perception
of control can further increase the likelihood that demands,
as conflicts, are handled and more easily coped with (Karasek,
1979). To perceive control in conflict situations can then
reduce the likelihood of frustration evolving and becoming
interpersonal conflicts. A strong conflict management climate
may imply the trust that negative behavior will be addressed,
thereby preventing and stopping such behavior which otherwise
may happen under stress. The experience of social support
might also be an explanatory mechanism, as impartial and
respectful attitudes of superiors is an important aspect of
the experience of organizational justice, which may further
promote employees’ perception of social support in the workplace
(Fujishiro and Heaney, 2009).

Although not explicitly hypothesized, we found that team-
level conflict management climate, in addition to having a
bu�ering e�ect, also had a main e�ect on bullying behaviors.
This finding also contributes to validate the concept of
conflict management climate, indicating that work environments
characterized by a strong conflict management climate are
characterized by fewer bullying behaviors and a lower risk of
bullying, irrespectively of such stressors. Alternatively, the direct
negative relationship between conflict management climate
and bullying may mean that environments with few bullying
behaviors contribute to the perception of a strong conflict
management climate.

Practical Implications
The results of the present study have important practical
implications for HR personnel, managers, and leaders, as the
findings from this study indicate that developing teams and
organizations characterized by strong conflict management
climate can be beneficial in order to prevent destructive
conflicts and bullying. This knowledge should be taken into
consideration when developing evidence-based prevention-
focused interventions. Taking into consideration the potential
costs of bullying being related to reduced productiveness, and
increased likelihood of sickness absence and turnover (Sheehan
et al., 2001), preventive interventions are considered to be
far more cost-e�ective than strategies that aim to repair the
consequences of bullying (Rivlin, 2001). Further, interventions
should be directed against factors in the organization, like job
demands or climate, as factors in the work environment have
consistently been found to be strong antecedents of workplace
bullying (Einarsen et al., 1994; Van den Brande et al., 2016).
The finding that such a climate moderates more than one risk
factor indicates that focusing on conflict management climate
may be particularly e�cient as a preventive measure. However,
we still find a relationship between role conflict and bullying
behavior in teams with strong conflict management climate.
This supports the notion that role conflicts are the strongest
psychosocial predictor of workplace bullying, and stresses the
need to simultaneously continue to enhance role clarity.

Furthermore, one advantage of studying specific climate
dimensions is that actions targeted at addressing these elements
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and management in order to resolve the bullying. It seems that
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climate also provides workers with confidence regarding where
to go and what to do when conflicts appear. Increased perception
of control can further increase the likelihood that demands,
as conflicts, are handled and more easily coped with (Karasek,
1979). To perceive control in conflict situations can then
reduce the likelihood of frustration evolving and becoming
interpersonal conflicts. A strong conflict management climate
may imply the trust that negative behavior will be addressed,
thereby preventing and stopping such behavior which otherwise
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respectful attitudes of superiors is an important aspect of
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and bullying may mean that environments with few bullying
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Practical Implications
The results of the present study have important practical
implications for HR personnel, managers, and leaders, as the
findings from this study indicate that developing teams and
organizations characterized by strong conflict management
climate can be beneficial in order to prevent destructive
conflicts and bullying. This knowledge should be taken into
consideration when developing evidence-based prevention-
focused interventions. Taking into consideration the potential
costs of bullying being related to reduced productiveness, and
increased likelihood of sickness absence and turnover (Sheehan
et al., 2001), preventive interventions are considered to be
far more cost-e�ective than strategies that aim to repair the
consequences of bullying (Rivlin, 2001). Further, interventions
should be directed against factors in the organization, like job
demands or climate, as factors in the work environment have
consistently been found to be strong antecedents of workplace
bullying (Einarsen et al., 1994; Van den Brande et al., 2016).
The finding that such a climate moderates more than one risk
factor indicates that focusing on conflict management climate
may be particularly e�cient as a preventive measure. However,
we still find a relationship between role conflict and bullying
behavior in teams with strong conflict management climate.
This supports the notion that role conflicts are the strongest
psychosocial predictor of workplace bullying, and stresses the
need to simultaneously continue to enhance role clarity.

Furthermore, one advantage of studying specific climate
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somethingnegative.LePineetal.(2005)distinguishbetweenjob
demandsashindrancestressorsandchallengestressors.They
describehindrancestressorsas“bad”stressorsthatinterfere
withorinhibitanindividual’sabilitytoachievevaluedgoals
(Cavanaughetal.,2000).Whilechallengestressorsareconsidered
as“good”stressorspotentiallypromotingthepersonalgrowth
andachievementoftheemployee.Inlinewiththis,workload
hasbeentermedaschallengestressors(Podsako�etal.,2007).
AlthoughVandenBroecketal.(2010)foundsupportforthe
di�erentiationbetweenchallengeandhindrancedemands,there
isstillnotsu�cientempiricalevidenceonthisissue(Demerouti
andBakker,2011).Whatonefindsexhaustingornotmayalsobe
dependentuponthesaidjob.

Thepresentstudyis,toourknowledge,thefirsttoempirically
demonstratethebu�eringe�ectofconflictmanagementclimate
onthelinkbetweenthesejobdemandsandexposureto
bullyingbehaviors.Theresultsshowedthatastrongconflict
managementclimatewasrelatedtolowerreportsofbullying
behaviorsinitsownrightasseeninthedirecte�ectofclimate
andmoresointhepresenceofroleconflictsandcognitive
demands.Morespecifically,thepositiverelationshipsbetween
thesejobdemandsandbullyingbehaviorswerestrongerfor
employeesworkinginteamswithaweakconflictmanagement
climate.Inlinewithrecentresearch,ourfindingssupportthat
conflictmanagementclimateisanimportantorganizational-level
resourcewiththeabilitytopreventbullingbothdirectlyand
indirectlybyreducingtheimpactofotherknownriskfactors
(Einarsenetal.,2018).

Initially,itseemsapparentthatastrongconflictmanagement
climatecontributestotheactualhandlingofinterpersonal
frustrationandconflictsatanearlystage.Choosinganactive
copingstrategyandvoicingtheconflictearlyhasbeenfoundto
preventbullyingfromfutureescalation(Kwanetal.,2016).Kwan
etal.(2016)foundthatworkerswhochoseamorepassivestrategy
andneglectedthebullyingweremorelikelytoexperiencethat
thebullyingescalated.Thosewhothenchosetovoicelaterin
theprocessoftenstillexperiencedunsuccessfuloutcomes.One
reasonforthiscouldbethatthebullyingthenhadescalated
toofar.Inaddition,theyfoundthatthelikelihoodofchoosing
anactivecopingstrategywasdependentontheclimate,in
theircasepsychosocialsafetyclimate(Kwanetal.,2016).When
psychosocialsafetyclimatewashigh,workersfeltsafetovoice
theirconcernsandbythatinitiatesupportfromorganization
andmanagementinordertoresolvethebullying.Itseemsthat
activecopingstrategies,suchasvoice,arenotlikelytobee�ective
unlesstheclimateisright(Kwanetal.,2016).Considering
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managementclimate,wemightexpectthatbyestablishinga
strongconflictmanagementclimate,teamsandorganizationscan
potentiallyfosteractivecopingstrategiesinthefaceofconflicts
andbythisreinforceapositivecycle.

Further,andasarguedbyEinarsenetal.(2018)itis
conceivablethatconflictmanagementclimateworksbyreducing
insecurityandbypromotingpredictabilityandperceivedcontrol.
Rivlin(2001)arguethatastrongconflictmanagementclimate
impliesthatemployeesperceivemanagerstointervenein
conflictsthatariseandtheconflictmanagementproceduresof

theirorganizationtobefair.Astrongconflictmanagement
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ofcontrolcanfurtherincreasethelikelihoodthatdemands,
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respectfulattitudesofsuperiorsisanimportantaspectof
theexperienceoforganizationaljustice,whichmayfurther
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Althoughnotexplicitlyhypothesized,wefoundthatteam-
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characterizedbyastrongconflictmanagementclimateare
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negativerelationshipbetweenconflictmanagementclimate
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PracticalImplications
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costsofbullyingbeingrelatedtoreducedproductiveness,and
increasedlikelihoodofsicknessabsenceandturnover(Sheehan
etal.,2001),preventiveinterventionsareconsideredtobe
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consequencesofbullying(Rivlin,2001).Further,interventions
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of organizational climate are more manageable and e�ective,
than actions more broadly focused (Giorgi, 2009). It is the
management’s responsibility to create such a climate that is
responsive to these interpersonal issues, hence, the focal group
to address here is leaders. As climate can actively be shaped
by people with power and influence (James and James, 1989),
leaders should be trained in conflict management procedures.
They should then communicate to their employees directions for
whom they should contact and which actions to take if they are
involved in disputes and conflicts, as well as how management
will act to solve such cases (see also Einarsen and Hoel, 2008).
Establishing clear guidelines for what to do when conflict
occur can foster security and self-control. Implementation of
such procedures may further promote the experience of fair
conflict management when disputes and conflicts develop. These
interventions should then be directed groups and departments in
the organization, as our results show that conflict management
do exist on team-level.

Taken together, the findings of the present study provide
additional support to the well-established link between
psychosocial factors, such as role conflict and cognitive
demands, and the risk for exposure to bullying behaviors. Yet,
and more interestingly, our findings demonstrate that the e�ect
of these risk-factors may be alleviated or even eliminated by
organizational teams’ or departments’ ability to manage conflicts
and employees’ trust in this. As such, our findings have important
theoretical and practical implications.

Strengths and Limitations
A strength of the present study is the use of recognized
scales with satisfactory validity and reliability. The accidental
finding that conflict management climate is directly related
to less reports of exposure to bullying speaks to the validity
of the scale. Further, a considerable strength of the present
study is that we measured conflict management climate at
the appropriate level, as the concept of organizational climate
is defined as organizational members’ shared perceptions of
the workplace and therefore ideally exist on a group level
(James and James, 1989). Integrating multilevel constructs
can help capture the complexity of organizational phenomena
and develop more sophisticated theoretical models (Demerouti
and Bakker, 2011). There is, however, a further need for
validating our findings in other work contexts. Regarding future
research, it would be interesting to investigate the role of
conflict management climate in other antecedents – workplace
bullying relationships, as well as looking more closely at the
involved mechanisms.

However, some limitations of the present study need to be
considered. First, the study is based on cross sectional data,
which means that all the information was collected at the same
time. Causal relationships can therefore not be drawn based
on our findings. Longitudinal studies are necessary in order to
confirm the direction of the relationships between the studied
variables. Another possible limitation of the current study is
the problem of common method variance. Because we only
use self-report questionnaires, we cannot rule out that some
associations are biased by common method. Nevertheless, we

do not expect this to be a prominent problem in our study
as common method bias generally decreases when studying
interactions (Siemsen et al., 2010).

Further, we encourage some caution when generalizing our
results. The sample in our study consist of crews on ferries
in a Norwegian transport company. Thus, the findings are not
necessarily generalizable to all other occupational groups, as
there may be factors in this work context that is not typical
for all workplaces, influencing the results. For instance, the fact
that these teams live closely together for 2–7 days in a row,
could conceivably create a greater need for a strong conflict
management climate. On the other hand, they also have longer
periods o� work, which could potentially make it harder to
establish such a team-climate.

Lastly, it should be mentioned that the sample we chose had
some clear advantages in regard to studying climate at a group
level. These teams work together in fixed shifts, often for several
days in a row, living, working, and sleeping at the ferry, which
o�ers a unique opportunity for control whenmeasuring teams. In
most companies, it would be more di�cult to measure the actual
climate in the team, as it is common that employees work across
teams, or even belong to several teams, making it hard tomeasure
the climate variable.

CONCLUSION

The present study was conducted for both theoretical,
methodological and applied reasons and with findings with
important implications. First, it provides a new and broader
theoretical understanding of organizational risk factors and
typical antecedents of workplace bullying in its focus on how
conflict management climate bu�er the relationships between
job demands and workplace bullying. Methodologically, it is
important as it answer a call in the literature formultilevel designs
in the study of workplace bullying and further substantiate the
usefulness of such a design. In terms of practice, we proposed
a new factor within the work environment hypothesis which
can be addressed by practitioners, and which may have both
direct and indirect preventive e�ects. In this, our findings show
that conflict management climate may serve as an important
preventive tool against workplace bullying.
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oforganizationalclimatearemoremanageableande�ective,
thanactionsmorebroadlyfocused(Giorgi,2009).Itisthe
management’sresponsibilitytocreatesuchaclimatethatis
responsivetotheseinterpersonalissues,hence,thefocalgroup
toaddresshereisleaders.Asclimatecanactivelybeshaped
bypeoplewithpowerandinfluence(JamesandJames,1989),
leadersshouldbetrainedinconflictmanagementprocedures.
Theyshouldthencommunicatetotheiremployeesdirectionsfor
whomtheyshouldcontactandwhichactionstotakeiftheyare
involvedindisputesandconflicts,aswellashowmanagement
willacttosolvesuchcases(seealsoEinarsenandHoel,2008).
Establishingclearguidelinesforwhattodowhenconflict
occurcanfostersecurityandself-control.Implementationof
suchproceduresmayfurtherpromotetheexperienceoffair
conflictmanagementwhendisputesandconflictsdevelop.These
interventionsshouldthenbedirectedgroupsanddepartmentsin
theorganization,asourresultsshowthatconflictmanagement
doexistonteam-level.

Takentogether,thefindingsofthepresentstudyprovide
additionalsupporttothewell-establishedlinkbetween
psychosocialfactors,suchasroleconflictandcognitive
demands,andtheriskforexposuretobullyingbehaviors.Yet,
andmoreinterestingly,ourfindingsdemonstratethatthee�ect
oftheserisk-factorsmaybealleviatedoreveneliminatedby
organizationalteams’ordepartments’abilitytomanageconflicts
andemployees’trustinthis.Assuch,ourfindingshaveimportant
theoreticalandpracticalimplications.

StrengthsandLimitations
Astrengthofthepresentstudyistheuseofrecognized
scaleswithsatisfactoryvalidityandreliability.Theaccidental
findingthatconflictmanagementclimateisdirectlyrelated
tolessreportsofexposuretobullyingspeakstothevalidity
ofthescale.Further,aconsiderablestrengthofthepresent
studyisthatwemeasuredconflictmanagementclimateat
theappropriatelevel,astheconceptoforganizationalclimate
isdefinedasorganizationalmembers’sharedperceptionsof
theworkplaceandthereforeideallyexistonagrouplevel
(JamesandJames,1989).Integratingmultilevelconstructs
canhelpcapturethecomplexityoforganizationalphenomena
anddevelopmoresophisticatedtheoreticalmodels(Demerouti
andBakker,2011).Thereis,however,afurtherneedfor
validatingourfindingsinotherworkcontexts.Regardingfuture
research,itwouldbeinterestingtoinvestigatetheroleof
conflictmanagementclimateinotherantecedents–workplace
bullyingrelationships,aswellaslookingmorecloselyatthe
involvedmechanisms.

However,somelimitationsofthepresentstudyneedtobe
considered.First,thestudyisbasedoncrosssectionaldata,
whichmeansthatalltheinformationwascollectedatthesame
time.Causalrelationshipscanthereforenotbedrawnbased
onourfindings.Longitudinalstudiesarenecessaryinorderto
confirmthedirectionoftherelationshipsbetweenthestudied
variables.Anotherpossiblelimitationofthecurrentstudyis
theproblemofcommonmethodvariance.Becauseweonly
useself-reportquestionnaires,wecannotruleoutthatsome
associationsarebiasedbycommonmethod.Nevertheless,we

donotexpectthistobeaprominentprobleminourstudy
ascommonmethodbiasgenerallydecreaseswhenstudying
interactions(Siemsenetal.,2010).

Further,weencouragesomecautionwhengeneralizingour
results.Thesampleinourstudyconsistofcrewsonferries
inaNorwegiantransportcompany.Thus,thefindingsarenot
necessarilygeneralizabletoallotheroccupationalgroups,as
theremaybefactorsinthisworkcontextthatisnottypical
forallworkplaces,influencingtheresults.Forinstance,thefact
thattheseteamslivecloselytogetherfor2–7daysinarow,
couldconceivablycreateagreaterneedforastrongconflict
managementclimate.Ontheotherhand,theyalsohavelonger
periodso�work,whichcouldpotentiallymakeitharderto
establishsuchateam-climate.

Lastly,itshouldbementionedthatthesamplewechosehad
someclearadvantagesinregardtostudyingclimateatagroup
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o�ersauniqueopportunityforcontrolwhenmeasuringteams.In
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theclimatevariable.

CONCLUSION

Thepresentstudywasconductedforboththeoretical,
methodologicalandappliedreasonsandwithfindingswith
importantimplications.First,itprovidesanewandbroader
theoreticalunderstandingoforganizationalriskfactorsand
typicalantecedentsofworkplacebullyinginitsfocusonhow
conflictmanagementclimatebu�ertherelationshipsbetween
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inthestudyofworkplacebullyingandfurthersubstantiatethe
usefulnessofsuchadesign.Intermsofpractice,weproposed
anewfactorwithintheworkenvironmenthypothesiswhich
canbeaddressedbypractitioners,andwhichmayhaveboth
directandindirectpreventivee�ects.Inthis,ourfindingsshow
thatconflictmanagementclimatemayserveasanimportant
preventivetoolagainstworkplacebullying.

DATAAVAILABILITY

Thedatasetsgeneratedforthisstudyareavailableonrequestto
thecorrespondingauthor.Anyinquiriesregardingthedataset
canbeaddressedtoStåleEinarsen(stale.einarsen@uib.no).

ETHICSSTATEMENT

ThisstudywasapprovedbytheNorwegianSocialScienceData
Services/NorwegianCentreforResearchData.Aninformation
letterwasincludedwiththerequest,informingthatparticipation
wasvoluntary,thatparticipantscouldresignfromthestudy
anytimeandthattheparticipantscouldasklatertohavethe
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oforganizationalclimatearemoremanageableande�ective,
thanactionsmorebroadlyfocused(Giorgi,2009).Itisthe
management’sresponsibilitytocreatesuchaclimatethatis
responsivetotheseinterpersonalissues,hence,thefocalgroup
toaddresshereisleaders.Asclimatecanactivelybeshaped
bypeoplewithpowerandinfluence(JamesandJames,1989),
leadersshouldbetrainedinconflictmanagementprocedures.
Theyshouldthencommunicatetotheiremployeesdirectionsfor
whomtheyshouldcontactandwhichactionstotakeiftheyare
involvedindisputesandconflicts,aswellashowmanagement
willacttosolvesuchcases(seealsoEinarsenandHoel,2008).
Establishingclearguidelinesforwhattodowhenconflict
occurcanfostersecurityandself-control.Implementationof
suchproceduresmayfurtherpromotetheexperienceoffair
conflictmanagementwhendisputesandconflictsdevelop.These
interventionsshouldthenbedirectedgroupsanddepartmentsin
theorganization,asourresultsshowthatconflictmanagement
doexistonteam-level.

Takentogether,thefindingsofthepresentstudyprovide
additionalsupporttothewell-establishedlinkbetween
psychosocialfactors,suchasroleconflictandcognitive
demands,andtheriskforexposuretobullyingbehaviors.Yet,
andmoreinterestingly,ourfindingsdemonstratethatthee�ect
oftheserisk-factorsmaybealleviatedoreveneliminatedby
organizationalteams’ordepartments’abilitytomanageconflicts
andemployees’trustinthis.Assuch,ourfindingshaveimportant
theoreticalandpracticalimplications.

StrengthsandLimitations
Astrengthofthepresentstudyistheuseofrecognized
scaleswithsatisfactoryvalidityandreliability.Theaccidental
findingthatconflictmanagementclimateisdirectlyrelated
tolessreportsofexposuretobullyingspeakstothevalidity
ofthescale.Further,aconsiderablestrengthofthepresent
studyisthatwemeasuredconflictmanagementclimateat
theappropriatelevel,astheconceptoforganizationalclimate
isdefinedasorganizationalmembers’sharedperceptionsof
theworkplaceandthereforeideallyexistonagrouplevel
(JamesandJames,1989).Integratingmultilevelconstructs
canhelpcapturethecomplexityoforganizationalphenomena
anddevelopmoresophisticatedtheoreticalmodels(Demerouti
andBakker,2011).Thereis,however,afurtherneedfor
validatingourfindingsinotherworkcontexts.Regardingfuture
research,itwouldbeinterestingtoinvestigatetheroleof
conflictmanagementclimateinotherantecedents–workplace
bullyingrelationships,aswellaslookingmorecloselyatthe
involvedmechanisms.

However,somelimitationsofthepresentstudyneedtobe
considered.First,thestudyisbasedoncrosssectionaldata,
whichmeansthatalltheinformationwascollectedatthesame
time.Causalrelationshipscanthereforenotbedrawnbased
onourfindings.Longitudinalstudiesarenecessaryinorderto
confirmthedirectionoftherelationshipsbetweenthestudied
variables.Anotherpossiblelimitationofthecurrentstudyis
theproblemofcommonmethodvariance.Becauseweonly
useself-reportquestionnaires,wecannotruleoutthatsome
associationsarebiasedbycommonmethod.Nevertheless,we

donotexpectthistobeaprominentprobleminourstudy
ascommonmethodbiasgenerallydecreaseswhenstudying
interactions(Siemsenetal.,2010).

Further,weencouragesomecautionwhengeneralizingour
results.Thesampleinourstudyconsistofcrewsonferries
inaNorwegiantransportcompany.Thus,thefindingsarenot
necessarilygeneralizabletoallotheroccupationalgroups,as
theremaybefactorsinthisworkcontextthatisnottypical
forallworkplaces,influencingtheresults.Forinstance,thefact
thattheseteamslivecloselytogetherfor2–7daysinarow,
couldconceivablycreateagreaterneedforastrongconflict
managementclimate.Ontheotherhand,theyalsohavelonger
periodso�work,whichcouldpotentiallymakeitharderto
establishsuchateam-climate.

Lastly,itshouldbementionedthatthesamplewechosehad
someclearadvantagesinregardtostudyingclimateatagroup
level.Theseteamsworktogetherinfixedshifts,oftenforseveral
daysinarow,living,working,andsleepingattheferry,which
o�ersauniqueopportunityforcontrolwhenmeasuringteams.In
mostcompanies,itwouldbemoredi�culttomeasuretheactual
climateintheteam,asitiscommonthatemployeesworkacross
teams,orevenbelongtoseveralteams,makingithardtomeasure
theclimatevariable.
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of organizational climate are more manageable and e�ective,
than actions more broadly focused (Giorgi, 2009). It is the
management’s responsibility to create such a climate that is
responsive to these interpersonal issues, hence, the focal group
to address here is leaders. As climate can actively be shaped
by people with power and influence (James and James, 1989),
leaders should be trained in conflict management procedures.
They should then communicate to their employees directions for
whom they should contact and which actions to take if they are
involved in disputes and conflicts, as well as how management
will act to solve such cases (see also Einarsen and Hoel, 2008).
Establishing clear guidelines for what to do when conflict
occur can foster security and self-control. Implementation of
such procedures may further promote the experience of fair
conflict management when disputes and conflicts develop. These
interventions should then be directed groups and departments in
the organization, as our results show that conflict management
do exist on team-level.

Taken together, the findings of the present study provide
additional support to the well-established link between
psychosocial factors, such as role conflict and cognitive
demands, and the risk for exposure to bullying behaviors. Yet,
and more interestingly, our findings demonstrate that the e�ect
of these risk-factors may be alleviated or even eliminated by
organizational teams’ or departments’ ability to manage conflicts
and employees’ trust in this. As such, our findings have important
theoretical and practical implications.

Strengths and Limitations
A strength of the present study is the use of recognized
scales with satisfactory validity and reliability. The accidental
finding that conflict management climate is directly related
to less reports of exposure to bullying speaks to the validity
of the scale. Further, a considerable strength of the present
study is that we measured conflict management climate at
the appropriate level, as the concept of organizational climate
is defined as organizational members’ shared perceptions of
the workplace and therefore ideally exist on a group level
(James and James, 1989). Integrating multilevel constructs
can help capture the complexity of organizational phenomena
and develop more sophisticated theoretical models (Demerouti
and Bakker, 2011). There is, however, a further need for
validating our findings in other work contexts. Regarding future
research, it would be interesting to investigate the role of
conflict management climate in other antecedents – workplace
bullying relationships, as well as looking more closely at the
involved mechanisms.

However, some limitations of the present study need to be
considered. First, the study is based on cross sectional data,
which means that all the information was collected at the same
time. Causal relationships can therefore not be drawn based
on our findings. Longitudinal studies are necessary in order to
confirm the direction of the relationships between the studied
variables. Another possible limitation of the current study is
the problem of common method variance. Because we only
use self-report questionnaires, we cannot rule out that some
associations are biased by common method. Nevertheless, we

do not expect this to be a prominent problem in our study
as common method bias generally decreases when studying
interactions (Siemsen et al., 2010).

Further, we encourage some caution when generalizing our
results. The sample in our study consist of crews on ferries
in a Norwegian transport company. Thus, the findings are not
necessarily generalizable to all other occupational groups, as
there may be factors in this work context that is not typical
for all workplaces, influencing the results. For instance, the fact
that these teams live closely together for 2–7 days in a row,
could conceivably create a greater need for a strong conflict
management climate. On the other hand, they also have longer
periods o� work, which could potentially make it harder to
establish such a team-climate.

Lastly, it should be mentioned that the sample we chose had
some clear advantages in regard to studying climate at a group
level. These teams work together in fixed shifts, often for several
days in a row, living, working, and sleeping at the ferry, which
o�ers a unique opportunity for control whenmeasuring teams. In
most companies, it would be more di�cult to measure the actual
climate in the team, as it is common that employees work across
teams, or even belong to several teams, making it hard tomeasure
the climate variable.

CONCLUSION

The present study was conducted for both theoretical,
methodological and applied reasons and with findings with
important implications. First, it provides a new and broader
theoretical understanding of organizational risk factors and
typical antecedents of workplace bullying in its focus on how
conflict management climate bu�er the relationships between
job demands and workplace bullying. Methodologically, it is
important as it answer a call in the literature formultilevel designs
in the study of workplace bullying and further substantiate the
usefulness of such a design. In terms of practice, we proposed
a new factor within the work environment hypothesis which
can be addressed by practitioners, and which may have both
direct and indirect preventive e�ects. In this, our findings show
that conflict management climate may serve as an important
preventive tool against workplace bullying.

DATA AVAILABILITY

The datasets generated for this study are available on request to
the corresponding author. Any inquiries regarding the dataset
can be addressed to Ståle Einarsen (stale.einarsen@uib.no).

ETHICS STATEMENT

This study was approved by the Norwegian Social Science Data
Services/Norwegian Centre for Research Data. An information
letter was included with the request, informing that participation
was voluntary, that participants could resign from the study
any time and that the participants could ask later to have the
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the workplace and therefore ideally exist on a group level
(James and James, 1989). Integrating multilevel constructs
can help capture the complexity of organizational phenomena
and develop more sophisticated theoretical models (Demerouti
and Bakker, 2011). There is, however, a further need for
validating our findings in other work contexts. Regarding future
research, it would be interesting to investigate the role of
conflict management climate in other antecedents – workplace
bullying relationships, as well as looking more closely at the
involved mechanisms.

However, some limitations of the present study need to be
considered. First, the study is based on cross sectional data,
which means that all the information was collected at the same
time. Causal relationships can therefore not be drawn based
on our findings. Longitudinal studies are necessary in order to
confirm the direction of the relationships between the studied
variables. Another possible limitation of the current study is
the problem of common method variance. Because we only
use self-report questionnaires, we cannot rule out that some
associations are biased by common method. Nevertheless, we

do not expect this to be a prominent problem in our study
as common method bias generally decreases when studying
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Further, we encourage some caution when generalizing our
results. The sample in our study consist of crews on ferries
in a Norwegian transport company. Thus, the findings are not
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there may be factors in this work context that is not typical
for all workplaces, influencing the results. For instance, the fact
that these teams live closely together for 2–7 days in a row,
could conceivably create a greater need for a strong conflict
management climate. On the other hand, they also have longer
periods o� work, which could potentially make it harder to
establish such a team-climate.

Lastly, it should be mentioned that the sample we chose had
some clear advantages in regard to studying climate at a group
level. These teams work together in fixed shifts, often for several
days in a row, living, working, and sleeping at the ferry, which
o�ers a unique opportunity for control whenmeasuring teams. In
most companies, it would be more di�cult to measure the actual
climate in the team, as it is common that employees work across
teams, or even belong to several teams, making it hard tomeasure
the climate variable.

CONCLUSION

The present study was conducted for both theoretical,
methodological and applied reasons and with findings with
important implications. First, it provides a new and broader
theoretical understanding of organizational risk factors and
typical antecedents of workplace bullying in its focus on how
conflict management climate bu�er the relationships between
job demands and workplace bullying. Methodologically, it is
important as it answer a call in the literature formultilevel designs
in the study of workplace bullying and further substantiate the
usefulness of such a design. In terms of practice, we proposed
a new factor within the work environment hypothesis which
can be addressed by practitioners, and which may have both
direct and indirect preventive e�ects. In this, our findings show
that conflict management climate may serve as an important
preventive tool against workplace bullying.
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oforganizationalclimatearemoremanageableande�ective,
thanactionsmorebroadlyfocused(Giorgi,2009).Itisthe
management’sresponsibilitytocreatesuchaclimatethatis
responsivetotheseinterpersonalissues,hence,thefocalgroup
toaddresshereisleaders.Asclimatecanactivelybeshaped
bypeoplewithpowerandinfluence(JamesandJames,1989),
leadersshouldbetrainedinconflictmanagementprocedures.
Theyshouldthencommunicatetotheiremployeesdirectionsfor
whomtheyshouldcontactandwhichactionstotakeiftheyare
involvedindisputesandconflicts,aswellashowmanagement
willacttosolvesuchcases(seealsoEinarsenandHoel,2008).
Establishingclearguidelinesforwhattodowhenconflict
occurcanfostersecurityandself-control.Implementationof
suchproceduresmayfurtherpromotetheexperienceoffair
conflictmanagementwhendisputesandconflictsdevelop.These
interventionsshouldthenbedirectedgroupsanddepartmentsin
theorganization,asourresultsshowthatconflictmanagement
doexistonteam-level.

Takentogether,thefindingsofthepresentstudyprovide
additionalsupporttothewell-establishedlinkbetween
psychosocialfactors,suchasroleconflictandcognitive
demands,andtheriskforexposuretobullyingbehaviors.Yet,
andmoreinterestingly,ourfindingsdemonstratethatthee�ect
oftheserisk-factorsmaybealleviatedoreveneliminatedby
organizationalteams’ordepartments’abilitytomanageconflicts
andemployees’trustinthis.Assuch,ourfindingshaveimportant
theoreticalandpracticalimplications.

StrengthsandLimitations
Astrengthofthepresentstudyistheuseofrecognized
scaleswithsatisfactoryvalidityandreliability.Theaccidental
findingthatconflictmanagementclimateisdirectlyrelated
tolessreportsofexposuretobullyingspeakstothevalidity
ofthescale.Further,aconsiderablestrengthofthepresent
studyisthatwemeasuredconflictmanagementclimateat
theappropriatelevel,astheconceptoforganizationalclimate
isdefinedasorganizationalmembers’sharedperceptionsof
theworkplaceandthereforeideallyexistonagrouplevel
(JamesandJames,1989).Integratingmultilevelconstructs
canhelpcapturethecomplexityoforganizationalphenomena
anddevelopmoresophisticatedtheoreticalmodels(Demerouti
andBakker,2011).Thereis,however,afurtherneedfor
validatingourfindingsinotherworkcontexts.Regardingfuture
research,itwouldbeinterestingtoinvestigatetheroleof
conflictmanagementclimateinotherantecedents–workplace
bullyingrelationships,aswellaslookingmorecloselyatthe
involvedmechanisms.

However,somelimitationsofthepresentstudyneedtobe
considered.First,thestudyisbasedoncrosssectionaldata,
whichmeansthatalltheinformationwascollectedatthesame
time.Causalrelationshipscanthereforenotbedrawnbased
onourfindings.Longitudinalstudiesarenecessaryinorderto
confirmthedirectionoftherelationshipsbetweenthestudied
variables.Anotherpossiblelimitationofthecurrentstudyis
theproblemofcommonmethodvariance.Becauseweonly
useself-reportquestionnaires,wecannotruleoutthatsome
associationsarebiasedbycommonmethod.Nevertheless,we

donotexpectthistobeaprominentprobleminourstudy
ascommonmethodbiasgenerallydecreaseswhenstudying
interactions(Siemsenetal.,2010).

Further,weencouragesomecautionwhengeneralizingour
results.Thesampleinourstudyconsistofcrewsonferries
inaNorwegiantransportcompany.Thus,thefindingsarenot
necessarilygeneralizabletoallotheroccupationalgroups,as
theremaybefactorsinthisworkcontextthatisnottypical
forallworkplaces,influencingtheresults.Forinstance,thefact
thattheseteamslivecloselytogetherfor2–7daysinarow,
couldconceivablycreateagreaterneedforastrongconflict
managementclimate.Ontheotherhand,theyalsohavelonger
periodso�work,whichcouldpotentiallymakeitharderto
establishsuchateam-climate.

Lastly,itshouldbementionedthatthesamplewechosehad
someclearadvantagesinregardtostudyingclimateatagroup
level.Theseteamsworktogetherinfixedshifts,oftenforseveral
daysinarow,living,working,andsleepingattheferry,which
o�ersauniqueopportunityforcontrolwhenmeasuringteams.In
mostcompanies,itwouldbemoredi�culttomeasuretheactual
climateintheteam,asitiscommonthatemployeesworkacross
teams,orevenbelongtoseveralteams,makingithardtomeasure
theclimatevariable.

CONCLUSION

Thepresentstudywasconductedforboththeoretical,
methodologicalandappliedreasonsandwithfindingswith
importantimplications.First,itprovidesanewandbroader
theoreticalunderstandingoforganizationalriskfactorsand
typicalantecedentsofworkplacebullyinginitsfocusonhow
conflictmanagementclimatebu�ertherelationshipsbetween
jobdemandsandworkplacebullying.Methodologically,itis
importantasitansweracallintheliteratureformultileveldesigns
inthestudyofworkplacebullyingandfurthersubstantiatethe
usefulnessofsuchadesign.Intermsofpractice,weproposed
anewfactorwithintheworkenvironmenthypothesiswhich
canbeaddressedbypractitioners,andwhichmayhaveboth
directandindirectpreventivee�ects.Inthis,ourfindingsshow
thatconflictmanagementclimatemayserveasanimportant
preventivetoolagainstworkplacebullying.

DATAAVAILABILITY

Thedatasetsgeneratedforthisstudyareavailableonrequestto
thecorrespondingauthor.Anyinquiriesregardingthedataset
canbeaddressedtoStåleEinarsen(stale.einarsen@uib.no).

ETHICSSTATEMENT

ThisstudywasapprovedbytheNorwegianSocialScienceData
Services/NorwegianCentreforResearchData.Aninformation
letterwasincludedwiththerequest,informingthatparticipation
wasvoluntary,thatparticipantscouldresignfromthestudy
anytimeandthattheparticipantscouldasklatertohavethe
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Takentogether,thefindingsofthepresentstudyprovide
additionalsupporttothewell-establishedlinkbetween
psychosocialfactors,suchasroleconflictandcognitive
demands,andtheriskforexposuretobullyingbehaviors.Yet,
andmoreinterestingly,ourfindingsdemonstratethatthee�ect
oftheserisk-factorsmaybealleviatedoreveneliminatedby
organizationalteams’ordepartments’abilitytomanageconflicts
andemployees’trustinthis.Assuch,ourfindingshaveimportant
theoreticalandpracticalimplications.

StrengthsandLimitations
Astrengthofthepresentstudyistheuseofrecognized
scaleswithsatisfactoryvalidityandreliability.Theaccidental
findingthatconflictmanagementclimateisdirectlyrelated
tolessreportsofexposuretobullyingspeakstothevalidity
ofthescale.Further,aconsiderablestrengthofthepresent
studyisthatwemeasuredconflictmanagementclimateat
theappropriatelevel,astheconceptoforganizationalclimate
isdefinedasorganizationalmembers’sharedperceptionsof
theworkplaceandthereforeideallyexistonagrouplevel
(JamesandJames,1989).Integratingmultilevelconstructs
canhelpcapturethecomplexityoforganizationalphenomena
anddevelopmoresophisticatedtheoreticalmodels(Demerouti
andBakker,2011).Thereis,however,afurtherneedfor
validatingourfindingsinotherworkcontexts.Regardingfuture
research,itwouldbeinterestingtoinvestigatetheroleof
conflictmanagementclimateinotherantecedents–workplace
bullyingrelationships,aswellaslookingmorecloselyatthe
involvedmechanisms.

However,somelimitationsofthepresentstudyneedtobe
considered.First,thestudyisbasedoncrosssectionaldata,
whichmeansthatalltheinformationwascollectedatthesame
time.Causalrelationshipscanthereforenotbedrawnbased
onourfindings.Longitudinalstudiesarenecessaryinorderto
confirmthedirectionoftherelationshipsbetweenthestudied
variables.Anotherpossiblelimitationofthecurrentstudyis
theproblemofcommonmethodvariance.Becauseweonly
useself-reportquestionnaires,wecannotruleoutthatsome
associationsarebiasedbycommonmethod.Nevertheless,we

donotexpectthistobeaprominentprobleminourstudy
ascommonmethodbiasgenerallydecreaseswhenstudying
interactions(Siemsenetal.,2010).

Further,weencouragesomecautionwhengeneralizingour
results.Thesampleinourstudyconsistofcrewsonferries
inaNorwegiantransportcompany.Thus,thefindingsarenot
necessarilygeneralizabletoallotheroccupationalgroups,as
theremaybefactorsinthisworkcontextthatisnottypical
forallworkplaces,influencingtheresults.Forinstance,thefact
thattheseteamslivecloselytogetherfor2–7daysinarow,
couldconceivablycreateagreaterneedforastrongconflict
managementclimate.Ontheotherhand,theyalsohavelonger
periodso�work,whichcouldpotentiallymakeitharderto
establishsuchateam-climate.

Lastly,itshouldbementionedthatthesamplewechosehad
someclearadvantagesinregardtostudyingclimateatagroup
level.Theseteamsworktogetherinfixedshifts,oftenforseveral
daysinarow,living,working,andsleepingattheferry,which
o�ersauniqueopportunityforcontrolwhenmeasuringteams.In
mostcompanies,itwouldbemoredi�culttomeasuretheactual
climateintheteam,asitiscommonthatemployeesworkacross
teams,orevenbelongtoseveralteams,makingithardtomeasure
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CONCLUSION

Thepresentstudywasconductedforboththeoretical,
methodologicalandappliedreasonsandwithfindingswith
importantimplications.First,itprovidesanewandbroader
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typicalantecedentsofworkplacebullyinginitsfocusonhow
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canbeaddressedbypractitioners,andwhichmayhaveboth
directandindirectpreventivee�ects.Inthis,ourfindingsshow
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information deleted. Thus, the response itself was seen as an
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Abstract: In line with the work environment hypothesis, the present study investigates whether
department-level perceptions of hostile work climate moderate the relationship between psychosocial
predictors of workplace bullying (i.e., role conflicts and workload) and exposure to bullying be-
haviours in the workplace. The data were collected among all employees in a Belgian university and
constitutes of 1354 employees across 134 departments. As hypothesized, analyses showed positive
main effects of role conflict and workload on exposure to bullying behaviours. In addition, the hy-
pothesized strengthening effect of department-level hostile work climate on the relationship between
individual-level job demands and individual exposure to bullying behaviours was significant for
role conflict. Specifically, the positive relationship between role conflict and exposure to bullying
behaviours was stronger among employees working in departments characterized by a pronounced
hostile work climate. In contrast to our predictions, a positive relationship existed between workload
and exposure to bullying behaviours, yet only among individuals in departments with low hostile
work climate. These findings contribute to the bullying research field by showing that hostile work
climate may strengthen the impact of role stress on bullying behaviours, most likely by posing as
an additional distal stressor, which may fuel a bullying process. These findings have important
theoretical as well as applied implications.

Keywords: role conflict; workload; hostile work climate; workplace bullying

1. Introduction

Over the last decades, a growing body of workplace bullying research has thoroughly
documented its detrimental consequences for those exposed, yet also for bystanders and
even for organizations and societies at large [1–3]. Targets of workplace bullying tend to
suffer a range of mental and physical health problems, negative job attitudes, and increased
intentions to leave their employment [4,5]. In addition, organizations and societies may
suffer direct economic losses, due to reduced productivity, lowered workability, and in-
creased health problems among all those involved [2,6]. In order to prevent workplace
bullying and its damaging consequences, there is a need to understand potential risk
factors, as well as maintaining and escalating factors and the possible social mechanisms
involved, as workplace bullying is a complex process theorized to be influenced by a range
of person-related, work-related and contextual factors [7].

To date, the work environment hypothesis [8,9] has been the prevailing overarching
theoretical framework for studying antecedents of bullying. The hypothesis claims that a
poorly organized and stressful work environment may lead to bullying by creating stress,
frustration, and conflicts among employees, often in combination with a lack of adequate
management interventions [10], and in situations where there is a prevailing hostile climate
in the working group [11]. In support of this proposition, work-related stressors and the
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Abstract:Inlinewiththeworkenvironmenthypothesis,thepresentstudyinvestigateswhether
department-levelperceptionsofhostileworkclimatemoderatetherelationshipbetweenpsychosocial
predictorsofworkplacebullying(i.e.,roleconflictsandworkload)andexposuretobullyingbe-
havioursintheworkplace.ThedatawerecollectedamongallemployeesinaBelgianuniversityand
constitutesof1354employeesacross134departments.Ashypothesized,analysesshowedpositive
maineffectsofroleconflictandworkloadonexposuretobullyingbehaviours.Inaddition,thehy-
pothesizedstrengtheningeffectofdepartment-levelhostileworkclimateontherelationshipbetween
individual-leveljobdemandsandindividualexposuretobullyingbehaviourswassignificantfor
roleconflict.Specifically,thepositiverelationshipbetweenroleconflictandexposuretobullying
behaviourswasstrongeramongemployeesworkingindepartmentscharacterizedbyapronounced
hostileworkclimate.Incontrasttoourpredictions,apositiverelationshipexistedbetweenworkload
andexposuretobullyingbehaviours,yetonlyamongindividualsindepartmentswithlowhostile
workclimate.Thesefindingscontributetothebullyingresearchfieldbyshowingthathostilework
climatemaystrengthentheimpactofrolestressonbullyingbehaviours,mostlikelybyposingas
anadditionaldistalstressor,whichmayfuelabullyingprocess.Thesefindingshaveimportant
theoreticalaswellasappliedimplications.
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1.Introduction

Overthelastdecades,agrowingbodyofworkplacebullyingresearchhasthoroughly
documenteditsdetrimentalconsequencesforthoseexposed,yetalsoforbystandersand
evenfororganizationsandsocietiesatlarge[1–3].Targetsofworkplacebullyingtendto
sufferarangeofmentalandphysicalhealthproblems,negativejobattitudes,andincreased
intentionstoleavetheiremployment[4,5].Inaddition,organizationsandsocietiesmay
sufferdirecteconomiclosses,duetoreducedproductivity,loweredworkability,andin-
creasedhealthproblemsamongallthoseinvolved[2,6].Inordertopreventworkplace
bullyinganditsdamagingconsequences,thereisaneedtounderstandpotentialrisk
factors,aswellasmaintainingandescalatingfactorsandthepossiblesocialmechanisms
involved,asworkplacebullyingisacomplexprocesstheorizedtobeinfluencedbyarange
ofperson-related,work-relatedandcontextualfactors[7].

Todate,theworkenvironmenthypothesis[8,9]hasbeentheprevailingoverarching
theoreticalframeworkforstudyingantecedentsofbullying.Thehypothesisclaimsthata
poorlyorganizedandstressfulworkenvironmentmayleadtobullyingbycreatingstress,
frustration,andconflictsamongemployees,oftenincombinationwithalackofadequate
managementinterventions[10],andinsituationswherethereisaprevailinghostileclimate
intheworkinggroup[11].Insupportofthisproposition,work-relatedstressorsandthe
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Abstract: In line with the work environment hypothesis, the present study investigates whether
department-level perceptions of hostile work climate moderate the relationship between psychosocial
predictors of workplace bullying (i.e., role conflicts and workload) and exposure to bullying be-
haviours in the workplace. The data were collected among all employees in a Belgian university and
constitutes of 1354 employees across 134 departments. As hypothesized, analyses showed positive
main effects of role conflict and workload on exposure to bullying behaviours. In addition, the hy-
pothesized strengthening effect of department-level hostile work climate on the relationship between
individual-level job demands and individual exposure to bullying behaviours was significant for
role conflict. Specifically, the positive relationship between role conflict and exposure to bullying
behaviours was stronger among employees working in departments characterized by a pronounced
hostile work climate. In contrast to our predictions, a positive relationship existed between workload
and exposure to bullying behaviours, yet only among individuals in departments with low hostile
work climate. These findings contribute to the bullying research field by showing that hostile work
climate may strengthen the impact of role stress on bullying behaviours, most likely by posing as
an additional distal stressor, which may fuel a bullying process. These findings have important
theoretical as well as applied implications.

Keywords: role conflict; workload; hostile work climate; workplace bullying

1. Introduction

Over the last decades, a growing body of workplace bullying research has thoroughly
documented its detrimental consequences for those exposed, yet also for bystanders and
even for organizations and societies at large [1–3]. Targets of workplace bullying tend to
suffer a range of mental and physical health problems, negative job attitudes, and increased
intentions to leave their employment [4,5]. In addition, organizations and societies may
suffer direct economic losses, due to reduced productivity, lowered workability, and in-
creased health problems among all those involved [2,6]. In order to prevent workplace
bullying and its damaging consequences, there is a need to understand potential risk
factors, as well as maintaining and escalating factors and the possible social mechanisms
involved, as workplace bullying is a complex process theorized to be influenced by a range
of person-related, work-related and contextual factors [7].

To date, the work environment hypothesis [8,9] has been the prevailing overarching
theoretical framework for studying antecedents of bullying. The hypothesis claims that a
poorly organized and stressful work environment may lead to bullying by creating stress,
frustration, and conflicts among employees, often in combination with a lack of adequate
management interventions [10], and in situations where there is a prevailing hostile climate
in the working group [11]. In support of this proposition, work-related stressors and the
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1.Introduction

Overthelastdecades,agrowingbodyofworkplacebullyingresearchhasthoroughly
documenteditsdetrimentalconsequencesforthoseexposed,yetalsoforbystandersand
evenfororganizationsandsocietiesatlarge[1–3].Targetsofworkplacebullyingtendto
sufferarangeofmentalandphysicalhealthproblems,negativejobattitudes,andincreased
intentionstoleavetheiremployment[4,5].Inaddition,organizationsandsocietiesmay
sufferdirecteconomiclosses,duetoreducedproductivity,loweredworkability,andin-
creasedhealthproblemsamongallthoseinvolved[2,6].Inordertopreventworkplace
bullyinganditsdamagingconsequences,thereisaneedtounderstandpotentialrisk
factors,aswellasmaintainingandescalatingfactorsandthepossiblesocialmechanisms
involved,asworkplacebullyingisacomplexprocesstheorizedtobeinfluencedbyarange
ofperson-related,work-relatedandcontextualfactors[7].

Todate,theworkenvironmenthypothesis[8,9]hasbeentheprevailingoverarching
theoreticalframeworkforstudyingantecedentsofbullying.Thehypothesisclaimsthata
poorlyorganizedandstressfulworkenvironmentmayleadtobullyingbycreatingstress,
frustration,andconflictsamongemployees,oftenincombinationwithalackofadequate
managementinterventions[10],andinsituationswherethereisaprevailinghostileclimate
intheworkinggroup[11].Insupportofthisproposition,work-relatedstressorsandthe
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individual-leveljobdemandsandindividualexposuretobullyingbehaviourswassignificantfor
roleconflict.Specifically,thepositiverelationshipbetweenroleconflictandexposuretobullying
behaviourswasstrongeramongemployeesworkingindepartmentscharacterizedbyapronounced
hostileworkclimate.Incontrasttoourpredictions,apositiverelationshipexistedbetweenworkload
andexposuretobullyingbehaviours,yetonlyamongindividualsindepartmentswithlowhostile
workclimate.Thesefindingscontributetothebullyingresearchfieldbyshowingthathostilework
climatemaystrengthentheimpactofrolestressonbullyingbehaviours,mostlikelybyposingas
anadditionaldistalstressor,whichmayfuelabullyingprocess.Thesefindingshaveimportant
theoreticalaswellasappliedimplications.
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1.Introduction

Overthelastdecades,agrowingbodyofworkplacebullyingresearchhasthoroughly
documenteditsdetrimentalconsequencesforthoseexposed,yetalsoforbystandersand
evenfororganizationsandsocietiesatlarge[1–3].Targetsofworkplacebullyingtendto
sufferarangeofmentalandphysicalhealthproblems,negativejobattitudes,andincreased
intentionstoleavetheiremployment[4,5].Inaddition,organizationsandsocietiesmay
sufferdirecteconomiclosses,duetoreducedproductivity,loweredworkability,andin-
creasedhealthproblemsamongallthoseinvolved[2,6].Inordertopreventworkplace
bullyinganditsdamagingconsequences,thereisaneedtounderstandpotentialrisk
factors,aswellasmaintainingandescalatingfactorsandthepossiblesocialmechanisms
involved,asworkplacebullyingisacomplexprocesstheorizedtobeinfluencedbyarange
ofperson-related,work-relatedandcontextualfactors[7].

Todate,theworkenvironmenthypothesis[8,9]hasbeentheprevailingoverarching
theoreticalframeworkforstudyingantecedentsofbullying.Thehypothesisclaimsthata
poorlyorganizedandstressfulworkenvironmentmayleadtobullyingbycreatingstress,
frustration,andconflictsamongemployees,oftenincombinationwithalackofadequate
managementinterventions[10],andinsituationswherethereisaprevailinghostileclimate
intheworkinggroup[11].Insupportofthisproposition,work-relatedstressorsandthe
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Abstract:Inlinewiththeworkenvironmenthypothesis,thepresentstudyinvestigateswhether
department-levelperceptionsofhostileworkclimatemoderatetherelationshipbetweenpsychosocial
predictorsofworkplacebullying(i.e.,roleconflictsandworkload)andexposuretobullyingbe-
havioursintheworkplace.ThedatawerecollectedamongallemployeesinaBelgianuniversityand
constitutesof1354employeesacross134departments.Ashypothesized,analysesshowedpositive
maineffectsofroleconflictandworkloadonexposuretobullyingbehaviours.Inaddition,thehy-
pothesizedstrengtheningeffectofdepartment-levelhostileworkclimateontherelationshipbetween
individual-leveljobdemandsandindividualexposuretobullyingbehaviourswassignificantfor
roleconflict.Specifically,thepositiverelationshipbetweenroleconflictandexposuretobullying
behaviourswasstrongeramongemployeesworkingindepartmentscharacterizedbyapronounced
hostileworkclimate.Incontrasttoourpredictions,apositiverelationshipexistedbetweenworkload
andexposuretobullyingbehaviours,yetonlyamongindividualsindepartmentswithlowhostile
workclimate.Thesefindingscontributetothebullyingresearchfieldbyshowingthathostilework
climatemaystrengthentheimpactofrolestressonbullyingbehaviours,mostlikelybyposingas
anadditionaldistalstressor,whichmayfuelabullyingprocess.Thesefindingshaveimportant
theoreticalaswellasappliedimplications.
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1.Introduction

Overthelastdecades,agrowingbodyofworkplacebullyingresearchhasthoroughly
documenteditsdetrimentalconsequencesforthoseexposed,yetalsoforbystandersand
evenfororganizationsandsocietiesatlarge[1–3].Targetsofworkplacebullyingtendto
sufferarangeofmentalandphysicalhealthproblems,negativejobattitudes,andincreased
intentionstoleavetheiremployment[4,5].Inaddition,organizationsandsocietiesmay
sufferdirecteconomiclosses,duetoreducedproductivity,loweredworkability,andin-
creasedhealthproblemsamongallthoseinvolved[2,6].Inordertopreventworkplace
bullyinganditsdamagingconsequences,thereisaneedtounderstandpotentialrisk
factors,aswellasmaintainingandescalatingfactorsandthepossiblesocialmechanisms
involved,asworkplacebullyingisacomplexprocesstheorizedtobeinfluencedbyarange
ofperson-related,work-relatedandcontextualfactors[7].

Todate,theworkenvironmenthypothesis[8,9]hasbeentheprevailingoverarching
theoreticalframeworkforstudyingantecedentsofbullying.Thehypothesisclaimsthata
poorlyorganizedandstressfulworkenvironmentmayleadtobullyingbycreatingstress,
frustration,andconflictsamongemployees,oftenincombinationwithalackofadequate
managementinterventions[10],andinsituationswherethereisaprevailinghostileclimate
intheworkinggroup[11].Insupportofthisproposition,work-relatedstressorsandthe
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social climate are found to be the most robust predictors of workplace bullying, in particular
job demands in the form of role stressors and heavy workloads [12,13].

Heightened levels of stress from taxing job demands may lead some employees to
misbehave and break the social norms of polite behaviour, fuelling interpersonal conflicts,
as also proposed by the social interactionist perspective on aggression [14,15]. Further-
more, being under such stressors may increase one’s vulnerability in negative interper-
sonal relationships, which again may lead to a more negative perception of one�s social
working environment.

Although the link between such strains and exposure to bullying has been firmly
substantiated [16,17], the main proposition and novel assumption investigated here is that
there may also be specific contextual and departmental conditions, e.g., a hostile climate,
under which such frustration caused by perceived stressors will be even more likely to
result in spiralling interpersonal conflicts and increased vulnerability in targets-to-be. Based
on the conservation of resources theory, we may see such a hostile climate as a resource
passageway: organizational environmental conditions that detract, undermine, obstruct, or
impoverish people’s or group’s resource reservoirs [18,19], which will increase their stress
levels, decrease their resources and hence increase their vulnerability.

The present study therefore adds to the literature by testing the propositions in the
work-environment hypothesis, namely that the risk of being exposed to bullying is higher
when under the influence of psychosocial stressors and particularly so when working in a
general hostile working climate where interpersonal conflicts and aggression flourishes.
Such a combination of stressors would indicate a perceived demanding work situation
which creates stress in the focal person who is also faced with being in a demanding
social context characterized by a lack of normal social resources. Thus, working in a social
context plagued with interpersonal conflicts, aggression, and hostility may be a taxing
demand, yet it also denotes a lack of the ordinary social resources of friendship and social
support generally present and available to employees. Following the conservation of
resource theory, this would imply that there may be a multiplying effect of situational
and contextual demands [19,20]. In addition, this happens in a situation with a loss of
contextual resources that would potentially help ones coping with these demands.

Our main assumption to be tested is therefore that job demands such as role stress
and taxing workloads are risk factors for exposure to bullying, and particularly so when
being in a hostile working climate. In this, the present study has important theoretical,
methodological, and applied contributions. Theoretically, we contribute by being the first
to test an important proposition in the work environment hypothesis, while also showing
how factors at different levels of analysis may interact to heighten the risk of exposure to
workplace bullying. In terms of methodology, we contribute by employing a multilevel
design in line with the theoretical assumptions. From an applied perspective, we contribute
with nuanced information on how to prevent and manage bullying at work.

1.1. The Concept of Workplace Bullying
Workplace bullying is about the systematic and ongoing exposure to mistreatment and

harassment by one’s colleagues or superiors, which may become “an escalating process
in the course of which the person confronted ends up in an inferior position and becomes
the target of systematic negative social acts” [21]. These negative social acts constituting
workplace bullying can take different forms, and either be work-related, such as the
withholding of information that affects the target’s work performance, having key areas
of responsibility removed or replaced with more trivial or unpleasant tasks, or they can
be person-related, such as gossip and rumours about you being spread or being the target
of spontaneous anger [22], often also including acts of social exclusion or non-inclusion.
Traditionally, research on workplace bullying has a focus on the target, whomay be exposed
to such acts from a range of sources and perpetrators, where the total exposure is at the heart
of the experience. Furthermore, being a gradually escalating process, exposure to workplace
bullying has been shown to manifest itself in low as well as high intensities at any given
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socialclimatearefoundtobethemostrobustpredictorsofworkplacebullying,inparticular
jobdemandsintheformofrolestressorsandheavyworkloads[12,13].

Heightenedlevelsofstressfromtaxingjobdemandsmayleadsomeemployeesto
misbehaveandbreakthesocialnormsofpolitebehaviour,fuellinginterpersonalconflicts,
asalsoproposedbythesocialinteractionistperspectiveonaggression[14,15].Further-
more,beingundersuchstressorsmayincreaseone’svulnerabilityinnegativeinterper-
sonalrelationships,whichagainmayleadtoamorenegativeperceptionofone�ssocial
workingenvironment.

Althoughthelinkbetweensuchstrainsandexposuretobullyinghasbeenfirmly
substantiated[16,17],themainpropositionandnovelassumptioninvestigatedhereisthat
theremayalsobespecificcontextualanddepartmentalconditions,e.g.,ahostileclimate,
underwhichsuchfrustrationcausedbyperceivedstressorswillbeevenmorelikelyto
resultinspirallinginterpersonalconflictsandincreasedvulnerabilityintargets-to-be.Based
ontheconservationofresourcestheory,wemayseesuchahostileclimateasaresource
passageway:organizationalenvironmentalconditionsthatdetract,undermine,obstruct,or
impoverishpeople’sorgroup’sresourcereservoirs[18,19],whichwillincreasetheirstress
levels,decreasetheirresourcesandhenceincreasetheirvulnerability.

Thepresentstudythereforeaddstotheliteraturebytestingthepropositionsinthe
work-environmenthypothesis,namelythattheriskofbeingexposedtobullyingishigher
whenundertheinfluenceofpsychosocialstressorsandparticularlysowhenworkingina
generalhostileworkingclimatewhereinterpersonalconflictsandaggressionflourishes.
Suchacombinationofstressorswouldindicateaperceiveddemandingworksituation
whichcreatesstressinthefocalpersonwhoisalsofacedwithbeinginademanding
socialcontextcharacterizedbyalackofnormalsocialresources.Thus,workinginasocial
contextplaguedwithinterpersonalconflicts,aggression,andhostilitymaybeataxing
demand,yetitalsodenotesalackoftheordinarysocialresourcesoffriendshipandsocial
supportgenerallypresentandavailabletoemployees.Followingtheconservationof
resourcetheory,thiswouldimplythattheremaybeamultiplyingeffectofsituational
andcontextualdemands[19,20].Inaddition,thishappensinasituationwithalossof
contextualresourcesthatwouldpotentiallyhelponescopingwiththesedemands.

Ourmainassumptiontobetestedisthereforethatjobdemandssuchasrolestress
andtaxingworkloadsareriskfactorsforexposuretobullying,andparticularlysowhen
beinginahostileworkingclimate.Inthis,thepresentstudyhasimportanttheoretical,
methodological,andappliedcontributions.Theoretically,wecontributebybeingthefirst
totestanimportantpropositionintheworkenvironmenthypothesis,whilealsoshowing
howfactorsatdifferentlevelsofanalysismayinteracttoheightentheriskofexposureto
workplacebullying.Intermsofmethodology,wecontributebyemployingamultilevel
designinlinewiththetheoreticalassumptions.Fromanappliedperspective,wecontribute
withnuancedinformationonhowtopreventandmanagebullyingatwork.

1.1.TheConceptofWorkplaceBullying
Workplacebullyingisaboutthesystematicandongoingexposuretomistreatmentand

harassmentbyone’scolleaguesorsuperiors,whichmaybecome“anescalatingprocess
inthecourseofwhichthepersonconfrontedendsupinaninferiorpositionandbecomes
thetargetofsystematicnegativesocialacts”[21].Thesenegativesocialactsconstituting
workplacebullyingcantakedifferentforms,andeitherbework-related,suchasthe
withholdingofinformationthataffectsthetarget’sworkperformance,havingkeyareas
ofresponsibilityremovedorreplacedwithmoretrivialorunpleasanttasks,ortheycan
beperson-related,suchasgossipandrumoursaboutyoubeingspreadorbeingthetarget
ofspontaneousanger[22],oftenalsoincludingactsofsocialexclusionornon-inclusion.
Traditionally,researchonworkplacebullyinghasafocusonthetarget,whomaybeexposed
tosuchactsfromarangeofsourcesandperpetrators,wherethetotalexposureisattheheart
oftheexperience.Furthermore,beingagraduallyescalatingprocess,exposuretoworkplace
bullyinghasbeenshowntomanifestitselfinlowaswellashighintensitiesatanygiven
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socialclimatearefoundtobethemostrobustpredictorsofworkplacebullying,inparticular
jobdemandsintheformofrolestressorsandheavyworkloads[12,13].

Heightenedlevelsofstressfromtaxingjobdemandsmayleadsomeemployeesto
misbehaveandbreakthesocialnormsofpolitebehaviour,fuellinginterpersonalconflicts,
asalsoproposedbythesocialinteractionistperspectiveonaggression[14,15].Further-
more,beingundersuchstressorsmayincreaseone’svulnerabilityinnegativeinterper-
sonalrelationships,whichagainmayleadtoamorenegativeperceptionofone�ssocial
workingenvironment.

Althoughthelinkbetweensuchstrainsandexposuretobullyinghasbeenfirmly
substantiated[16,17],themainpropositionandnovelassumptioninvestigatedhereisthat
theremayalsobespecificcontextualanddepartmentalconditions,e.g.,ahostileclimate,
underwhichsuchfrustrationcausedbyperceivedstressorswillbeevenmorelikelyto
resultinspirallinginterpersonalconflictsandincreasedvulnerabilityintargets-to-be.Based
ontheconservationofresourcestheory,wemayseesuchahostileclimateasaresource
passageway:organizationalenvironmentalconditionsthatdetract,undermine,obstruct,or
impoverishpeople’sorgroup’sresourcereservoirs[18,19],whichwillincreasetheirstress
levels,decreasetheirresourcesandhenceincreasetheirvulnerability.

Thepresentstudythereforeaddstotheliteraturebytestingthepropositionsinthe
work-environmenthypothesis,namelythattheriskofbeingexposedtobullyingishigher
whenundertheinfluenceofpsychosocialstressorsandparticularlysowhenworkingina
generalhostileworkingclimatewhereinterpersonalconflictsandaggressionflourishes.
Suchacombinationofstressorswouldindicateaperceiveddemandingworksituation
whichcreatesstressinthefocalpersonwhoisalsofacedwithbeinginademanding
socialcontextcharacterizedbyalackofnormalsocialresources.Thus,workinginasocial
contextplaguedwithinterpersonalconflicts,aggression,andhostilitymaybeataxing
demand,yetitalsodenotesalackoftheordinarysocialresourcesoffriendshipandsocial
supportgenerallypresentandavailabletoemployees.Followingtheconservationof
resourcetheory,thiswouldimplythattheremaybeamultiplyingeffectofsituational
andcontextualdemands[19,20].Inaddition,thishappensinasituationwithalossof
contextualresourcesthatwouldpotentiallyhelponescopingwiththesedemands.

Ourmainassumptiontobetestedisthereforethatjobdemandssuchasrolestress
andtaxingworkloadsareriskfactorsforexposuretobullying,andparticularlysowhen
beinginahostileworkingclimate.Inthis,thepresentstudyhasimportanttheoretical,
methodological,andappliedcontributions.Theoretically,wecontributebybeingthefirst
totestanimportantpropositionintheworkenvironmenthypothesis,whilealsoshowing
howfactorsatdifferentlevelsofanalysismayinteracttoheightentheriskofexposureto
workplacebullying.Intermsofmethodology,wecontributebyemployingamultilevel
designinlinewiththetheoreticalassumptions.Fromanappliedperspective,wecontribute
withnuancedinformationonhowtopreventandmanagebullyingatwork.

1.1.TheConceptofWorkplaceBullying
Workplacebullyingisaboutthesystematicandongoingexposuretomistreatmentand

harassmentbyone’scolleaguesorsuperiors,whichmaybecome“anescalatingprocess
inthecourseofwhichthepersonconfrontedendsupinaninferiorpositionandbecomes
thetargetofsystematicnegativesocialacts”[21].Thesenegativesocialactsconstituting
workplacebullyingcantakedifferentforms,andeitherbework-related,suchasthe
withholdingofinformationthataffectsthetarget’sworkperformance,havingkeyareas
ofresponsibilityremovedorreplacedwithmoretrivialorunpleasanttasks,ortheycan
beperson-related,suchasgossipandrumoursaboutyoubeingspreadorbeingthetarget
ofspontaneousanger[22],oftenalsoincludingactsofsocialexclusionornon-inclusion.
Traditionally,researchonworkplacebullyinghasafocusonthetarget,whomaybeexposed
tosuchactsfromarangeofsourcesandperpetrators,wherethetotalexposureisattheheart
oftheexperience.Furthermore,beingagraduallyescalatingprocess,exposuretoworkplace
bullyinghasbeenshowntomanifestitselfinlowaswellashighintensitiesatanygiven

Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2023, 20, 4464 2 of 18

social climate are found to be the most robust predictors of workplace bullying, in particular
job demands in the form of role stressors and heavy workloads [12,13].

Heightened levels of stress from taxing job demands may lead some employees to
misbehave and break the social norms of polite behaviour, fuelling interpersonal conflicts,
as also proposed by the social interactionist perspective on aggression [14,15]. Further-
more, being under such stressors may increase one’s vulnerability in negative interper-
sonal relationships, which again may lead to a more negative perception of one�s social
working environment.

Although the link between such strains and exposure to bullying has been firmly
substantiated [16,17], the main proposition and novel assumption investigated here is that
there may also be specific contextual and departmental conditions, e.g., a hostile climate,
under which such frustration caused by perceived stressors will be even more likely to
result in spiralling interpersonal conflicts and increased vulnerability in targets-to-be. Based
on the conservation of resources theory, we may see such a hostile climate as a resource
passageway: organizational environmental conditions that detract, undermine, obstruct, or
impoverish people’s or group’s resource reservoirs [18,19], which will increase their stress
levels, decrease their resources and hence increase their vulnerability.

The present study therefore adds to the literature by testing the propositions in the
work-environment hypothesis, namely that the risk of being exposed to bullying is higher
when under the influence of psychosocial stressors and particularly so when working in a
general hostile working climate where interpersonal conflicts and aggression flourishes.
Such a combination of stressors would indicate a perceived demanding work situation
which creates stress in the focal person who is also faced with being in a demanding
social context characterized by a lack of normal social resources. Thus, working in a social
context plagued with interpersonal conflicts, aggression, and hostility may be a taxing
demand, yet it also denotes a lack of the ordinary social resources of friendship and social
support generally present and available to employees. Following the conservation of
resource theory, this would imply that there may be a multiplying effect of situational
and contextual demands [19,20]. In addition, this happens in a situation with a loss of
contextual resources that would potentially help ones coping with these demands.

Our main assumption to be tested is therefore that job demands such as role stress
and taxing workloads are risk factors for exposure to bullying, and particularly so when
being in a hostile working climate. In this, the present study has important theoretical,
methodological, and applied contributions. Theoretically, we contribute by being the first
to test an important proposition in the work environment hypothesis, while also showing
how factors at different levels of analysis may interact to heighten the risk of exposure to
workplace bullying. In terms of methodology, we contribute by employing a multilevel
design in line with the theoretical assumptions. From an applied perspective, we contribute
with nuanced information on how to prevent and manage bullying at work.

1.1. The Concept of Workplace Bullying
Workplace bullying is about the systematic and ongoing exposure to mistreatment and

harassment by one’s colleagues or superiors, which may become “an escalating process
in the course of which the person confronted ends up in an inferior position and becomes
the target of systematic negative social acts” [21]. These negative social acts constituting
workplace bullying can take different forms, and either be work-related, such as the
withholding of information that affects the target’s work performance, having key areas
of responsibility removed or replaced with more trivial or unpleasant tasks, or they can
be person-related, such as gossip and rumours about you being spread or being the target
of spontaneous anger [22], often also including acts of social exclusion or non-inclusion.
Traditionally, research on workplace bullying has a focus on the target, whomay be exposed
to such acts from a range of sources and perpetrators, where the total exposure is at the heart
of the experience. Furthermore, being a gradually escalating process, exposure to workplace
bullying has been shown to manifest itself in low as well as high intensities at any given
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social climate are found to be the most robust predictors of workplace bullying, in particular
job demands in the form of role stressors and heavy workloads [12,13].

Heightened levels of stress from taxing job demands may lead some employees to
misbehave and break the social norms of polite behaviour, fuelling interpersonal conflicts,
as also proposed by the social interactionist perspective on aggression [14,15]. Further-
more, being under such stressors may increase one’s vulnerability in negative interper-
sonal relationships, which again may lead to a more negative perception of one�s social
working environment.

Although the link between such strains and exposure to bullying has been firmly
substantiated [16,17], the main proposition and novel assumption investigated here is that
there may also be specific contextual and departmental conditions, e.g., a hostile climate,
under which such frustration caused by perceived stressors will be even more likely to
result in spiralling interpersonal conflicts and increased vulnerability in targets-to-be. Based
on the conservation of resources theory, we may see such a hostile climate as a resource
passageway: organizational environmental conditions that detract, undermine, obstruct, or
impoverish people’s or group’s resource reservoirs [18,19], which will increase their stress
levels, decrease their resources and hence increase their vulnerability.

The present study therefore adds to the literature by testing the propositions in the
work-environment hypothesis, namely that the risk of being exposed to bullying is higher
when under the influence of psychosocial stressors and particularly so when working in a
general hostile working climate where interpersonal conflicts and aggression flourishes.
Such a combination of stressors would indicate a perceived demanding work situation
which creates stress in the focal person who is also faced with being in a demanding
social context characterized by a lack of normal social resources. Thus, working in a social
context plagued with interpersonal conflicts, aggression, and hostility may be a taxing
demand, yet it also denotes a lack of the ordinary social resources of friendship and social
support generally present and available to employees. Following the conservation of
resource theory, this would imply that there may be a multiplying effect of situational
and contextual demands [19,20]. In addition, this happens in a situation with a loss of
contextual resources that would potentially help ones coping with these demands.

Our main assumption to be tested is therefore that job demands such as role stress
and taxing workloads are risk factors for exposure to bullying, and particularly so when
being in a hostile working climate. In this, the present study has important theoretical,
methodological, and applied contributions. Theoretically, we contribute by being the first
to test an important proposition in the work environment hypothesis, while also showing
how factors at different levels of analysis may interact to heighten the risk of exposure to
workplace bullying. In terms of methodology, we contribute by employing a multilevel
design in line with the theoretical assumptions. From an applied perspective, we contribute
with nuanced information on how to prevent and manage bullying at work.

1.1. The Concept of Workplace Bullying
Workplace bullying is about the systematic and ongoing exposure to mistreatment and

harassment by one’s colleagues or superiors, which may become “an escalating process
in the course of which the person confronted ends up in an inferior position and becomes
the target of systematic negative social acts” [21]. These negative social acts constituting
workplace bullying can take different forms, and either be work-related, such as the
withholding of information that affects the target’s work performance, having key areas
of responsibility removed or replaced with more trivial or unpleasant tasks, or they can
be person-related, such as gossip and rumours about you being spread or being the target
of spontaneous anger [22], often also including acts of social exclusion or non-inclusion.
Traditionally, research on workplace bullying has a focus on the target, whomay be exposed
to such acts from a range of sources and perpetrators, where the total exposure is at the heart
of the experience. Furthermore, being a gradually escalating process, exposure to workplace
bullying has been shown to manifest itself in low as well as high intensities at any given
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socialclimatearefoundtobethemostrobustpredictorsofworkplacebullying,inparticular
jobdemandsintheformofrolestressorsandheavyworkloads[12,13].

Heightenedlevelsofstressfromtaxingjobdemandsmayleadsomeemployeesto
misbehaveandbreakthesocialnormsofpolitebehaviour,fuellinginterpersonalconflicts,
asalsoproposedbythesocialinteractionistperspectiveonaggression[14,15].Further-
more,beingundersuchstressorsmayincreaseone’svulnerabilityinnegativeinterper-
sonalrelationships,whichagainmayleadtoamorenegativeperceptionofone�ssocial
workingenvironment.

Althoughthelinkbetweensuchstrainsandexposuretobullyinghasbeenfirmly
substantiated[16,17],themainpropositionandnovelassumptioninvestigatedhereisthat
theremayalsobespecificcontextualanddepartmentalconditions,e.g.,ahostileclimate,
underwhichsuchfrustrationcausedbyperceivedstressorswillbeevenmorelikelyto
resultinspirallinginterpersonalconflictsandincreasedvulnerabilityintargets-to-be.Based
ontheconservationofresourcestheory,wemayseesuchahostileclimateasaresource
passageway:organizationalenvironmentalconditionsthatdetract,undermine,obstruct,or
impoverishpeople’sorgroup’sresourcereservoirs[18,19],whichwillincreasetheirstress
levels,decreasetheirresourcesandhenceincreasetheirvulnerability.

Thepresentstudythereforeaddstotheliteraturebytestingthepropositionsinthe
work-environmenthypothesis,namelythattheriskofbeingexposedtobullyingishigher
whenundertheinfluenceofpsychosocialstressorsandparticularlysowhenworkingina
generalhostileworkingclimatewhereinterpersonalconflictsandaggressionflourishes.
Suchacombinationofstressorswouldindicateaperceiveddemandingworksituation
whichcreatesstressinthefocalpersonwhoisalsofacedwithbeinginademanding
socialcontextcharacterizedbyalackofnormalsocialresources.Thus,workinginasocial
contextplaguedwithinterpersonalconflicts,aggression,andhostilitymaybeataxing
demand,yetitalsodenotesalackoftheordinarysocialresourcesoffriendshipandsocial
supportgenerallypresentandavailabletoemployees.Followingtheconservationof
resourcetheory,thiswouldimplythattheremaybeamultiplyingeffectofsituational
andcontextualdemands[19,20].Inaddition,thishappensinasituationwithalossof
contextualresourcesthatwouldpotentiallyhelponescopingwiththesedemands.

Ourmainassumptiontobetestedisthereforethatjobdemandssuchasrolestress
andtaxingworkloadsareriskfactorsforexposuretobullying,andparticularlysowhen
beinginahostileworkingclimate.Inthis,thepresentstudyhasimportanttheoretical,
methodological,andappliedcontributions.Theoretically,wecontributebybeingthefirst
totestanimportantpropositionintheworkenvironmenthypothesis,whilealsoshowing
howfactorsatdifferentlevelsofanalysismayinteracttoheightentheriskofexposureto
workplacebullying.Intermsofmethodology,wecontributebyemployingamultilevel
designinlinewiththetheoreticalassumptions.Fromanappliedperspective,wecontribute
withnuancedinformationonhowtopreventandmanagebullyingatwork.

1.1.TheConceptofWorkplaceBullying
Workplacebullyingisaboutthesystematicandongoingexposuretomistreatmentand

harassmentbyone’scolleaguesorsuperiors,whichmaybecome“anescalatingprocess
inthecourseofwhichthepersonconfrontedendsupinaninferiorpositionandbecomes
thetargetofsystematicnegativesocialacts”[21].Thesenegativesocialactsconstituting
workplacebullyingcantakedifferentforms,andeitherbework-related,suchasthe
withholdingofinformationthataffectsthetarget’sworkperformance,havingkeyareas
ofresponsibilityremovedorreplacedwithmoretrivialorunpleasanttasks,ortheycan
beperson-related,suchasgossipandrumoursaboutyoubeingspreadorbeingthetarget
ofspontaneousanger[22],oftenalsoincludingactsofsocialexclusionornon-inclusion.
Traditionally,researchonworkplacebullyinghasafocusonthetarget,whomaybeexposed
tosuchactsfromarangeofsourcesandperpetrators,wherethetotalexposureisattheheart
oftheexperience.Furthermore,beingagraduallyescalatingprocess,exposuretoworkplace
bullyinghasbeenshowntomanifestitselfinlowaswellashighintensitiesatanygiven
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socialclimatearefoundtobethemostrobustpredictorsofworkplacebullying,inparticular
jobdemandsintheformofrolestressorsandheavyworkloads[12,13].

Heightenedlevelsofstressfromtaxingjobdemandsmayleadsomeemployeesto
misbehaveandbreakthesocialnormsofpolitebehaviour,fuellinginterpersonalconflicts,
asalsoproposedbythesocialinteractionistperspectiveonaggression[14,15].Further-
more,beingundersuchstressorsmayincreaseone’svulnerabilityinnegativeinterper-
sonalrelationships,whichagainmayleadtoamorenegativeperceptionofone�ssocial
workingenvironment.

Althoughthelinkbetweensuchstrainsandexposuretobullyinghasbeenfirmly
substantiated[16,17],themainpropositionandnovelassumptioninvestigatedhereisthat
theremayalsobespecificcontextualanddepartmentalconditions,e.g.,ahostileclimate,
underwhichsuchfrustrationcausedbyperceivedstressorswillbeevenmorelikelyto
resultinspirallinginterpersonalconflictsandincreasedvulnerabilityintargets-to-be.Based
ontheconservationofresourcestheory,wemayseesuchahostileclimateasaresource
passageway:organizationalenvironmentalconditionsthatdetract,undermine,obstruct,or
impoverishpeople’sorgroup’sresourcereservoirs[18,19],whichwillincreasetheirstress
levels,decreasetheirresourcesandhenceincreasetheirvulnerability.

Thepresentstudythereforeaddstotheliteraturebytestingthepropositionsinthe
work-environmenthypothesis,namelythattheriskofbeingexposedtobullyingishigher
whenundertheinfluenceofpsychosocialstressorsandparticularlysowhenworkingina
generalhostileworkingclimatewhereinterpersonalconflictsandaggressionflourishes.
Suchacombinationofstressorswouldindicateaperceiveddemandingworksituation
whichcreatesstressinthefocalpersonwhoisalsofacedwithbeinginademanding
socialcontextcharacterizedbyalackofnormalsocialresources.Thus,workinginasocial
contextplaguedwithinterpersonalconflicts,aggression,andhostilitymaybeataxing
demand,yetitalsodenotesalackoftheordinarysocialresourcesoffriendshipandsocial
supportgenerallypresentandavailabletoemployees.Followingtheconservationof
resourcetheory,thiswouldimplythattheremaybeamultiplyingeffectofsituational
andcontextualdemands[19,20].Inaddition,thishappensinasituationwithalossof
contextualresourcesthatwouldpotentiallyhelponescopingwiththesedemands.

Ourmainassumptiontobetestedisthereforethatjobdemandssuchasrolestress
andtaxingworkloadsareriskfactorsforexposuretobullying,andparticularlysowhen
beinginahostileworkingclimate.Inthis,thepresentstudyhasimportanttheoretical,
methodological,andappliedcontributions.Theoretically,wecontributebybeingthefirst
totestanimportantpropositionintheworkenvironmenthypothesis,whilealsoshowing
howfactorsatdifferentlevelsofanalysismayinteracttoheightentheriskofexposureto
workplacebullying.Intermsofmethodology,wecontributebyemployingamultilevel
designinlinewiththetheoreticalassumptions.Fromanappliedperspective,wecontribute
withnuancedinformationonhowtopreventandmanagebullyingatwork.
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beinginahostileworkingclimate.Inthis,thepresentstudyhasimportanttheoretical,
methodological,andappliedcontributions.Theoretically,wecontributebybeingthefirst
totestanimportantpropositionintheworkenvironmenthypothesis,whilealsoshowing
howfactorsatdifferentlevelsofanalysismayinteracttoheightentheriskofexposureto
workplacebullying.Intermsofmethodology,wecontributebyemployingamultilevel
designinlinewiththetheoreticalassumptions.Fromanappliedperspective,wecontribute
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inthecourseofwhichthepersonconfrontedendsupinaninferiorpositionandbecomes
thetargetofsystematicnegativesocialacts”[21].Thesenegativesocialactsconstituting
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withholdingofinformationthataffectsthetarget’sworkperformance,havingkeyareas
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beperson-related,suchasgossipandrumoursaboutyoubeingspreadorbeingthetarget
ofspontaneousanger[22],oftenalsoincludingactsofsocialexclusionornon-inclusion.
Traditionally,researchonworkplacebullyinghasafocusonthetarget,whomaybeexposed
tosuchactsfromarangeofsourcesandperpetrators,wherethetotalexposureisattheheart
oftheexperience.Furthermore,beingagraduallyescalatingprocess,exposuretoworkplace
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methodological,andappliedcontributions.Theoretically,wecontributebybeingthefirst
totestanimportantpropositionintheworkenvironmenthypothesis,whilealsoshowing
howfactorsatdifferentlevelsofanalysismayinteracttoheightentheriskofexposureto
workplacebullying.Intermsofmethodology,wecontributebyemployingamultilevel
designinlinewiththetheoreticalassumptions.Fromanappliedperspective,wecontribute
withnuancedinformationonhowtopreventandmanagebullyingatwork.
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harassmentbyone’scolleaguesorsuperiors,whichmaybecome“anescalatingprocess
inthecourseofwhichthepersonconfrontedendsupinaninferiorpositionandbecomes
thetargetofsystematicnegativesocialacts”[21].Thesenegativesocialactsconstituting
workplacebullyingcantakedifferentforms,andeitherbework-related,suchasthe
withholdingofinformationthataffectsthetarget’sworkperformance,havingkeyareas
ofresponsibilityremovedorreplacedwithmoretrivialorunpleasanttasks,ortheycan
beperson-related,suchasgossipandrumoursaboutyoubeingspreadorbeingthetarget
ofspontaneousanger[22],oftenalsoincludingactsofsocialexclusionornon-inclusion.
Traditionally,researchonworkplacebullyinghasafocusonthetarget,whomaybeexposed
tosuchactsfromarangeofsourcesandperpetrators,wherethetotalexposureisattheheart
oftheexperience.Furthermore,beingagraduallyescalatingprocess,exposuretoworkplace
bullyinghasbeenshowntomanifestitselfinlowaswellashighintensitiesatanygiven
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time-point [22,23]. Since we are interested in understanding the risk factors associated with
such bullying, the present study will investigate the whole range of experienced exposure
to bullying, from low intensity unwanted negative acts to full-blown cases of bullying;
conceptualized as exposure to bullying behaviours.

1.2. Antecedents and Risk Factors of Exposure to Workplace Bullying
When examining the antecedents of workplace bullying, most of the research has

focused on more proximal work-related factors experienced directly by individuals, such
as the extent employees experience role conflict or high and taxing workloads, as well as
the perceived leadership style of one�s immediate superior [10]. However, contextual risk
factors may exist on different levels of the organization, e.g., in the form of a hostile work
climate in the department as a macro level stressor. However, the risk factors proposed
in the work environment hypothesis [11] tends to be tested as independent risk factors.
However, a central and novel assumption in the present study is that risk factors at different
levels may interact to reinforce the risk of individual exposure to bullying. So far, such
mechanisms are relatively poorly understood [24]. Hence, we propose that a hostile work
climate in the department constitutes a resource passageway, or rather, the absence of
an important resource functions as a stressor that will influence other job demands [25],
increasing the risk of exposure to bullying behaviours at the individual level. Following the
work environment hypothesis and the conservation of resources theory, we propose that
working in a department with a hostile work climate may boost the job demands—bullying
relationship in several ways. Firstly, working in a hostile climatemay in and of itself serve as
an environmental stressor for employees which may come on top of other stressors [26,27].
In a hostile work climate, employees may also experience less social support and less
constructive intervention by bystanders such as their peers and superiors [28], leading
to a lack of important buffering mechanisms. Being in such an environment may thus
also reduce and negatively affect one’s coping resources [29]. Secondly, a hostile work
climate may trigger similar reactions and negative treatment from a range of peers who all
would react to the ambient stressors crated by the hostile working climate and particularly
against stressed-out targets in that environment. This will not only amplify the exposure to
negative treatment from many sources, but also put the target in a more inferior position
of being less able to defend themselves and more prone to perceive social interaction as
negative and unwanted. Additionally, perpetrators-to-be may “watch and learn” patterns
of interpersonal misbehaviour from their colleagues when they are frustrated by others [30],
providing a breeding ground for destructive behaviour and interactions in the workplace
and particularly so when under the influence of stressors [29].

1.2.1. Role Conflict
Role stressors, and especially role conflict, is one of the most studied work-related risk

factors of workplace bullying and has consistently been found to be among the strongest
predictors of perceived bullying [8,12,31]. Role conflict can be described as the simultaneous
existence of two or more sets of expectations toward the same person, such that compliance
with one makes compliance with the other difficult [32,33]. Experiencing high degrees of
conflicting expectations and demands from leaders or colleagues is found to be associated
with elevated levels of stress and frustration, as it may hinder efficient goal attainment at
work [34]. Holding different and incompatible roles may also create frustration in both
the focal person and other role-senders in the working environment, with a risk of conflict
escalation and negative reactions toward the focal person.

In line with the work environment hypothesis, Einarsen and colleagues [8] argued
that the association between role conflict and workplace bullying is due to the creation of
strain and frustration in the working group, which may then escalate into harsh conflicts
and potentially bullying. Along similar lines of reasoning, it has been argued that role
stressors may act as ambient stressors that are perceived not only by victims, but also by
perpetrators. While perpetrators may enact bullying in response to those stressors [12],
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time-point[22,23].Sinceweareinterestedinunderstandingtheriskfactorsassociatedwith
suchbullying,thepresentstudywillinvestigatethewholerangeofexperiencedexposure
tobullying,fromlowintensityunwantednegativeactstofull-blowncasesofbullying;
conceptualizedasexposuretobullyingbehaviours.

1.2.AntecedentsandRiskFactorsofExposuretoWorkplaceBullying
Whenexaminingtheantecedentsofworkplacebullying,mostoftheresearchhas

focusedonmoreproximalwork-relatedfactorsexperienceddirectlybyindividuals,such
astheextentemployeesexperienceroleconflictorhighandtaxingworkloads,aswellas
theperceivedleadershipstyleofone�simmediatesuperior[10].However,contextualrisk
factorsmayexistondifferentlevelsoftheorganization,e.g.,intheformofahostilework
climateinthedepartmentasamacrolevelstressor.However,theriskfactorsproposed
intheworkenvironmenthypothesis[11]tendstobetestedasindependentriskfactors.
However,acentralandnovelassumptioninthepresentstudyisthatriskfactorsatdifferent
levelsmayinteracttoreinforcetheriskofindividualexposuretobullying.Sofar,such
mechanismsarerelativelypoorlyunderstood[24].Hence,weproposethatahostilework
climateinthedepartmentconstitutesaresourcepassageway,orrather,theabsenceof
animportantresourcefunctionsasastressorthatwillinfluenceotherjobdemands[25],
increasingtheriskofexposuretobullyingbehavioursattheindividuallevel.Followingthe
workenvironmenthypothesisandtheconservationofresourcestheory,weproposethat
workinginadepartmentwithahostileworkclimatemayboostthejobdemands—bullying
relationshipinseveralways.Firstly,workinginahostileclimatemayinandofitselfserveas
anenvironmentalstressorforemployeeswhichmaycomeontopofotherstressors[26,27].
Inahostileworkclimate,employeesmayalsoexperiencelesssocialsupportandless
constructiveinterventionbybystanderssuchastheirpeersandsuperiors[28],leading
toalackofimportantbufferingmechanisms.Beinginsuchanenvironmentmaythus
alsoreduceandnegativelyaffectone’scopingresources[29].Secondly,ahostilework
climatemaytriggersimilarreactionsandnegativetreatmentfromarangeofpeerswhoall
wouldreacttotheambientstressorscratedbythehostileworkingclimateandparticularly
againststressed-outtargetsinthatenvironment.Thiswillnotonlyamplifytheexposureto
negativetreatmentfrommanysources,butalsoputthetargetinamoreinferiorposition
ofbeinglessabletodefendthemselvesandmorepronetoperceivesocialinteractionas
negativeandunwanted.Additionally,perpetrators-to-bemay“watchandlearn”patterns
ofinterpersonalmisbehaviourfromtheircolleagueswhentheyarefrustratedbyothers[30],
providingabreedinggroundfordestructivebehaviourandinteractionsintheworkplace
andparticularlysowhenundertheinfluenceofstressors[29].

1.2.1.RoleConflict
Rolestressors,andespeciallyroleconflict,isoneofthemoststudiedwork-relatedrisk

factorsofworkplacebullyingandhasconsistentlybeenfoundtobeamongthestrongest
predictorsofperceivedbullying[8,12,31].Roleconflictcanbedescribedasthesimultaneous
existenceoftwoormoresetsofexpectationstowardthesameperson,suchthatcompliance
withonemakescompliancewiththeotherdifficult[32,33].Experiencinghighdegreesof
conflictingexpectationsanddemandsfromleadersorcolleaguesisfoundtobeassociated
withelevatedlevelsofstressandfrustration,asitmayhinderefficientgoalattainmentat
work[34].Holdingdifferentandincompatiblerolesmayalsocreatefrustrationinboth
thefocalpersonandotherrole-sendersintheworkingenvironment,withariskofconflict
escalationandnegativereactionstowardthefocalperson.

Inlinewiththeworkenvironmenthypothesis,Einarsenandcolleagues[8]argued
thattheassociationbetweenroleconflictandworkplacebullyingisduetothecreationof
strainandfrustrationintheworkinggroup,whichmaythenescalateintoharshconflicts
andpotentiallybullying.Alongsimilarlinesofreasoning,ithasbeenarguedthatrole
stressorsmayactasambientstressorsthatareperceivednotonlybyvictims,butalsoby
perpetrators.Whileperpetratorsmayenactbullyinginresponsetothosestressors[12],
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Inlinewiththeworkenvironmenthypothesis,Einarsenandcolleagues[8]argued
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time-point [22,23]. Since we are interested in understanding the risk factors associated with
such bullying, the present study will investigate the whole range of experienced exposure
to bullying, from low intensity unwanted negative acts to full-blown cases of bullying;
conceptualized as exposure to bullying behaviours.

1.2. Antecedents and Risk Factors of Exposure to Workplace Bullying
When examining the antecedents of workplace bullying, most of the research has

focused on more proximal work-related factors experienced directly by individuals, such
as the extent employees experience role conflict or high and taxing workloads, as well as
the perceived leadership style of one�s immediate superior [10]. However, contextual risk
factors may exist on different levels of the organization, e.g., in the form of a hostile work
climate in the department as a macro level stressor. However, the risk factors proposed
in the work environment hypothesis [11] tends to be tested as independent risk factors.
However, a central and novel assumption in the present study is that risk factors at different
levels may interact to reinforce the risk of individual exposure to bullying. So far, such
mechanisms are relatively poorly understood [24]. Hence, we propose that a hostile work
climate in the department constitutes a resource passageway, or rather, the absence of
an important resource functions as a stressor that will influence other job demands [25],
increasing the risk of exposure to bullying behaviours at the individual level. Following the
work environment hypothesis and the conservation of resources theory, we propose that
working in a department with a hostile work climate may boost the job demands—bullying
relationship in several ways. Firstly, working in a hostile climatemay in and of itself serve as
an environmental stressor for employees which may come on top of other stressors [26,27].
In a hostile work climate, employees may also experience less social support and less
constructive intervention by bystanders such as their peers and superiors [28], leading
to a lack of important buffering mechanisms. Being in such an environment may thus
also reduce and negatively affect one’s coping resources [29]. Secondly, a hostile work
climate may trigger similar reactions and negative treatment from a range of peers who all
would react to the ambient stressors crated by the hostile working climate and particularly
against stressed-out targets in that environment. This will not only amplify the exposure to
negative treatment from many sources, but also put the target in a more inferior position
of being less able to defend themselves and more prone to perceive social interaction as
negative and unwanted. Additionally, perpetrators-to-be may “watch and learn” patterns
of interpersonal misbehaviour from their colleagues when they are frustrated by others [30],
providing a breeding ground for destructive behaviour and interactions in the workplace
and particularly so when under the influence of stressors [29].

1.2.1. Role Conflict
Role stressors, and especially role conflict, is one of the most studied work-related risk

factors of workplace bullying and has consistently been found to be among the strongest
predictors of perceived bullying [8,12,31]. Role conflict can be described as the simultaneous
existence of two or more sets of expectations toward the same person, such that compliance
with one makes compliance with the other difficult [32,33]. Experiencing high degrees of
conflicting expectations and demands from leaders or colleagues is found to be associated
with elevated levels of stress and frustration, as it may hinder efficient goal attainment at
work [34]. Holding different and incompatible roles may also create frustration in both
the focal person and other role-senders in the working environment, with a risk of conflict
escalation and negative reactions toward the focal person.

In line with the work environment hypothesis, Einarsen and colleagues [8] argued
that the association between role conflict and workplace bullying is due to the creation of
strain and frustration in the working group, which may then escalate into harsh conflicts
and potentially bullying. Along similar lines of reasoning, it has been argued that role
stressors may act as ambient stressors that are perceived not only by victims, but also by
perpetrators. While perpetrators may enact bullying in response to those stressors [12],
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time-point [22,23]. Since we are interested in understanding the risk factors associated with
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to bullying, from low intensity unwanted negative acts to full-blown cases of bullying;
conceptualized as exposure to bullying behaviours.
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When examining the antecedents of workplace bullying, most of the research has

focused on more proximal work-related factors experienced directly by individuals, such
as the extent employees experience role conflict or high and taxing workloads, as well as
the perceived leadership style of one�s immediate superior [10]. However, contextual risk
factors may exist on different levels of the organization, e.g., in the form of a hostile work
climate in the department as a macro level stressor. However, the risk factors proposed
in the work environment hypothesis [11] tends to be tested as independent risk factors.
However, a central and novel assumption in the present study is that risk factors at different
levels may interact to reinforce the risk of individual exposure to bullying. So far, such
mechanisms are relatively poorly understood [24]. Hence, we propose that a hostile work
climate in the department constitutes a resource passageway, or rather, the absence of
an important resource functions as a stressor that will influence other job demands [25],
increasing the risk of exposure to bullying behaviours at the individual level. Following the
work environment hypothesis and the conservation of resources theory, we propose that
working in a department with a hostile work climate may boost the job demands—bullying
relationship in several ways. Firstly, working in a hostile climatemay in and of itself serve as
an environmental stressor for employees which may come on top of other stressors [26,27].
In a hostile work climate, employees may also experience less social support and less
constructive intervention by bystanders such as their peers and superiors [28], leading
to a lack of important buffering mechanisms. Being in such an environment may thus
also reduce and negatively affect one’s coping resources [29]. Secondly, a hostile work
climate may trigger similar reactions and negative treatment from a range of peers who all
would react to the ambient stressors crated by the hostile working climate and particularly
against stressed-out targets in that environment. This will not only amplify the exposure to
negative treatment from many sources, but also put the target in a more inferior position
of being less able to defend themselves and more prone to perceive social interaction as
negative and unwanted. Additionally, perpetrators-to-be may “watch and learn” patterns
of interpersonal misbehaviour from their colleagues when they are frustrated by others [30],
providing a breeding ground for destructive behaviour and interactions in the workplace
and particularly so when under the influence of stressors [29].

1.2.1. Role Conflict
Role stressors, and especially role conflict, is one of the most studied work-related risk

factors of workplace bullying and has consistently been found to be among the strongest
predictors of perceived bullying [8,12,31]. Role conflict can be described as the simultaneous
existence of two or more sets of expectations toward the same person, such that compliance
with one makes compliance with the other difficult [32,33]. Experiencing high degrees of
conflicting expectations and demands from leaders or colleagues is found to be associated
with elevated levels of stress and frustration, as it may hinder efficient goal attainment at
work [34]. Holding different and incompatible roles may also create frustration in both
the focal person and other role-senders in the working environment, with a risk of conflict
escalation and negative reactions toward the focal person.

In line with the work environment hypothesis, Einarsen and colleagues [8] argued
that the association between role conflict and workplace bullying is due to the creation of
strain and frustration in the working group, which may then escalate into harsh conflicts
and potentially bullying. Along similar lines of reasoning, it has been argued that role
stressors may act as ambient stressors that are perceived not only by victims, but also by
perpetrators. While perpetrators may enact bullying in response to those stressors [12],
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time-point[22,23].Sinceweareinterestedinunderstandingtheriskfactorsassociatedwith
suchbullying,thepresentstudywillinvestigatethewholerangeofexperiencedexposure
tobullying,fromlowintensityunwantednegativeactstofull-blowncasesofbullying;
conceptualizedasexposuretobullyingbehaviours.

1.2.AntecedentsandRiskFactorsofExposuretoWorkplaceBullying
Whenexaminingtheantecedentsofworkplacebullying,mostoftheresearchhas

focusedonmoreproximalwork-relatedfactorsexperienceddirectlybyindividuals,such
astheextentemployeesexperienceroleconflictorhighandtaxingworkloads,aswellas
theperceivedleadershipstyleofone�simmediatesuperior[10].However,contextualrisk
factorsmayexistondifferentlevelsoftheorganization,e.g.,intheformofahostilework
climateinthedepartmentasamacrolevelstressor.However,theriskfactorsproposed
intheworkenvironmenthypothesis[11]tendstobetestedasindependentriskfactors.
However,acentralandnovelassumptioninthepresentstudyisthatriskfactorsatdifferent
levelsmayinteracttoreinforcetheriskofindividualexposuretobullying.Sofar,such
mechanismsarerelativelypoorlyunderstood[24].Hence,weproposethatahostilework
climateinthedepartmentconstitutesaresourcepassageway,orrather,theabsenceof
animportantresourcefunctionsasastressorthatwillinfluenceotherjobdemands[25],
increasingtheriskofexposuretobullyingbehavioursattheindividuallevel.Followingthe
workenvironmenthypothesisandtheconservationofresourcestheory,weproposethat
workinginadepartmentwithahostileworkclimatemayboostthejobdemands—bullying
relationshipinseveralways.Firstly,workinginahostileclimatemayinandofitselfserveas
anenvironmentalstressorforemployeeswhichmaycomeontopofotherstressors[26,27].
Inahostileworkclimate,employeesmayalsoexperiencelesssocialsupportandless
constructiveinterventionbybystanderssuchastheirpeersandsuperiors[28],leading
toalackofimportantbufferingmechanisms.Beinginsuchanenvironmentmaythus
alsoreduceandnegativelyaffectone’scopingresources[29].Secondly,ahostilework
climatemaytriggersimilarreactionsandnegativetreatmentfromarangeofpeerswhoall
wouldreacttotheambientstressorscratedbythehostileworkingclimateandparticularly
againststressed-outtargetsinthatenvironment.Thiswillnotonlyamplifytheexposureto
negativetreatmentfrommanysources,butalsoputthetargetinamoreinferiorposition
ofbeinglessabletodefendthemselvesandmorepronetoperceivesocialinteractionas
negativeandunwanted.Additionally,perpetrators-to-bemay“watchandlearn”patterns
ofinterpersonalmisbehaviourfromtheircolleagueswhentheyarefrustratedbyothers[30],
providingabreedinggroundfordestructivebehaviourandinteractionsintheworkplace
andparticularlysowhenundertheinfluenceofstressors[29].

1.2.1.RoleConflict
Rolestressors,andespeciallyroleconflict,isoneofthemoststudiedwork-relatedrisk

factorsofworkplacebullyingandhasconsistentlybeenfoundtobeamongthestrongest
predictorsofperceivedbullying[8,12,31].Roleconflictcanbedescribedasthesimultaneous
existenceoftwoormoresetsofexpectationstowardthesameperson,suchthatcompliance
withonemakescompliancewiththeotherdifficult[32,33].Experiencinghighdegreesof
conflictingexpectationsanddemandsfromleadersorcolleaguesisfoundtobeassociated
withelevatedlevelsofstressandfrustration,asitmayhinderefficientgoalattainmentat
work[34].Holdingdifferentandincompatiblerolesmayalsocreatefrustrationinboth
thefocalpersonandotherrole-sendersintheworkingenvironment,withariskofconflict
escalationandnegativereactionstowardthefocalperson.

Inlinewiththeworkenvironmenthypothesis,Einarsenandcolleagues[8]argued
thattheassociationbetweenroleconflictandworkplacebullyingisduetothecreationof
strainandfrustrationintheworkinggroup,whichmaythenescalateintoharshconflicts
andpotentiallybullying.Alongsimilarlinesofreasoning,ithasbeenarguedthatrole
stressorsmayactasambientstressorsthatareperceivednotonlybyvictims,butalsoby
perpetrators.Whileperpetratorsmayenactbullyinginresponsetothosestressors[12],
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existenceoftwoormoresetsofexpectationstowardthesameperson,suchthatcompliance
withonemakescompliancewiththeotherdifficult[32,33].Experiencinghighdegreesof
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thattheassociationbetweenroleconflictandworkplacebullyingisduetothecreationof
strainandfrustrationintheworkinggroup,whichmaythenescalateintoharshconflicts
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they may also retaliate against stressed-out colleagues who may violate the social norms
of polite interaction and as a response to the role conflicts of the focal person. Hence, role
conflict may fuel escalating conflicts among colleagues, in line with a social interactionist
approach to aggression [35]. Such explanations were supported in a longitudinal study by
Balducci and colleagues [36], in that role conflict positively predicted both being bullied and
bullying enactment. A representative study of Norwegian workers [37] also documented
how high levels of role conflict are reported by self-reported bullies. This further aligns
with the frustration-aggression hypothesis and the social interactionist perspective, which
states that aggression is elicited by negative stressful events [38], by affecting both future
perpetrators and targets. Hence, the following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 1. There is a positive relationship between role conflict and reported exposure to
bullying behaviours at work.

1.2.2. High Workload
In addition to role conflict, experiencing high workload has been suggested as an

important precursor of bullying [31,39]. Although not as consistent as the research findings
on role conflict, studies from a variety of countries do point to a relationship between
workload and exposure to bullying behaviours [31,39,40]. In the present study, the term
workload can be described as the amount and speed of work to be performed, which
determines whether you need to work fast or extra hard to get your tasks done [41]. While
role conflict is a clear example of a hindrance demand, workload may however be seen as a
challenge demand according to the challenge stressors-hindrance stressor framework [42], a
fact that may account for the less robust findings in the literature regarding risk of exposure
to workplace bullying. However, in line with the work environment hypothesis, a high
workload over time, and especially without sufficient resources, may result in strain and
conflict escalation, finally resulting in bullying [39,43]. This may either be the result of
the workload serving as an ambient stressor, affecting both targets and bullies, or that
employees who experience particularly high workloads become stressed out, therefore
becoming more vulnerable and acting in ways that irritate and annoy colleagues and
superiors, hence further triggering or fueling the bullying process [8,24,44]. Besides, being
exposed to high workloads over time is argued to be a risk factor for conflict escalation,
since those involved have sparse time and limited resources for conflict resolution [45].
Thus, we do propose:

Hypothesis 2. There is a positive relationship between workload and reported exposure to bullying
behaviours at work.

1.2.3. Hostile Work Climate
In one of the pioneering studies on antecedents of workplace bullying and in support

for the work environment hypothesis, Einarsen and colleagues [8] found that a poor social
climate at work was one of the factors that proved to be most strongly associated with
bullying, along with role stressors. In the present study, we employed the concept of a
hostile climate, which refers to a social environment in the department characterized by
escalated interpersonal conflicts and aggressive behaviour. However, such a climate may
be more than a mere risk factor. Frustrated, insecure, and stressed out employees will often
look for support in his or her immediate work environment [46], as these are normally
important resources that may alleviate the effect of a given stressor. Hence, a potentially
important factor in predicting whether bullying will occur at the individual-level is the
group context in which people may actively condemn bullying behaviours, do nothing
to stop it, allow it or even encourage or normalize such behaviours. People tend to seek
information from the social context surrounding them when it comes to behaviours and
making choices [47]. Employee perceptions of the working group’s norms, practices and
procedures regarding social interaction can therefore have a significant impact on how em-
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theymayalsoretaliateagainststressed-outcolleagueswhomayviolatethesocialnorms
ofpoliteinteractionandasaresponsetotheroleconflictsofthefocalperson.Hence,role
conflictmayfuelescalatingconflictsamongcolleagues,inlinewithasocialinteractionist
approachtoaggression[35].Suchexplanationsweresupportedinalongitudinalstudyby
Balducciandcolleagues[36],inthatroleconflictpositivelypredictedbothbeingbulliedand
bullyingenactment.ArepresentativestudyofNorwegianworkers[37]alsodocumented
howhighlevelsofroleconflictarereportedbyself-reportedbullies.Thisfurtheraligns
withthefrustration-aggressionhypothesisandthesocialinteractionistperspective,which
statesthataggressioniselicitedbynegativestressfulevents[38],byaffectingbothfuture
perpetratorsandtargets.Hence,thefollowinghypothesisisproposed:

Hypothesis1.Thereisapositiverelationshipbetweenroleconflictandreportedexposureto
bullyingbehavioursatwork.

1.2.2.HighWorkload
Inadditiontoroleconflict,experiencinghighworkloadhasbeensuggestedasan

importantprecursorofbullying[31,39].Althoughnotasconsistentastheresearchfindings
onroleconflict,studiesfromavarietyofcountriesdopointtoarelationshipbetween
workloadandexposuretobullyingbehaviours[31,39,40].Inthepresentstudy,theterm
workloadcanbedescribedastheamountandspeedofworktobeperformed,which
determineswhetheryouneedtoworkfastorextrahardtogetyourtasksdone[41].While
roleconflictisaclearexampleofahindrancedemand,workloadmayhoweverbeseenasa
challengedemandaccordingtothechallengestressors-hindrancestressorframework[42],a
factthatmayaccountforthelessrobustfindingsintheliteratureregardingriskofexposure
toworkplacebullying.However,inlinewiththeworkenvironmenthypothesis,ahigh
workloadovertime,andespeciallywithoutsufficientresources,mayresultinstrainand
conflictescalation,finallyresultinginbullying[39,43].Thismayeitherbetheresultof
theworkloadservingasanambientstressor,affectingbothtargetsandbullies,orthat
employeeswhoexperienceparticularlyhighworkloadsbecomestressedout,therefore
becomingmorevulnerableandactinginwaysthatirritateandannoycolleaguesand
superiors,hencefurthertriggeringorfuelingthebullyingprocess[8,24,44].Besides,being
exposedtohighworkloadsovertimeisarguedtobeariskfactorforconflictescalation,
sincethoseinvolvedhavesparsetimeandlimitedresourcesforconflictresolution[45].
Thus,wedopropose:

Hypothesis2.Thereisapositiverelationshipbetweenworkloadandreportedexposuretobullying
behavioursatwork.

1.2.3.HostileWorkClimate
Inoneofthepioneeringstudiesonantecedentsofworkplacebullyingandinsupport

fortheworkenvironmenthypothesis,Einarsenandcolleagues[8]foundthatapoorsocial
climateatworkwasoneofthefactorsthatprovedtobemoststronglyassociatedwith
bullying,alongwithrolestressors.Inthepresentstudy,weemployedtheconceptofa
hostileclimate,whichreferstoasocialenvironmentinthedepartmentcharacterizedby
escalatedinterpersonalconflictsandaggressivebehaviour.However,suchaclimatemay
bemorethanamereriskfactor.Frustrated,insecure,andstressedoutemployeeswilloften
lookforsupportinhisorherimmediateworkenvironment[46],asthesearenormally
importantresourcesthatmayalleviatetheeffectofagivenstressor.Hence,apotentially
importantfactorinpredictingwhetherbullyingwilloccurattheindividual-levelisthe
groupcontextinwhichpeoplemayactivelycondemnbullyingbehaviours,donothing
tostopit,allowitorevenencourageornormalizesuchbehaviours.Peopletendtoseek
informationfromthesocialcontextsurroundingthemwhenitcomestobehavioursand
makingchoices[47].Employeeperceptionsoftheworkinggroup’snorms,practicesand
proceduresregardingsocialinteractioncanthereforehaveasignificantimpactonhowem-
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informationfromthesocialcontextsurroundingthemwhenitcomestobehavioursand
makingchoices[47].Employeeperceptionsoftheworkinggroup’snorms,practicesand
proceduresregardingsocialinteractioncanthereforehaveasignificantimpactonhowem-
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they may also retaliate against stressed-out colleagues who may violate the social norms
of polite interaction and as a response to the role conflicts of the focal person. Hence, role
conflict may fuel escalating conflicts among colleagues, in line with a social interactionist
approach to aggression [35]. Such explanations were supported in a longitudinal study by
Balducci and colleagues [36], in that role conflict positively predicted both being bullied and
bullying enactment. A representative study of Norwegian workers [37] also documented
how high levels of role conflict are reported by self-reported bullies. This further aligns
with the frustration-aggression hypothesis and the social interactionist perspective, which
states that aggression is elicited by negative stressful events [38], by affecting both future
perpetrators and targets. Hence, the following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 1. There is a positive relationship between role conflict and reported exposure to
bullying behaviours at work.

1.2.2. High Workload
In addition to role conflict, experiencing high workload has been suggested as an

important precursor of bullying [31,39]. Although not as consistent as the research findings
on role conflict, studies from a variety of countries do point to a relationship between
workload and exposure to bullying behaviours [31,39,40]. In the present study, the term
workload can be described as the amount and speed of work to be performed, which
determines whether you need to work fast or extra hard to get your tasks done [41]. While
role conflict is a clear example of a hindrance demand, workload may however be seen as a
challenge demand according to the challenge stressors-hindrance stressor framework [42], a
fact that may account for the less robust findings in the literature regarding risk of exposure
to workplace bullying. However, in line with the work environment hypothesis, a high
workload over time, and especially without sufficient resources, may result in strain and
conflict escalation, finally resulting in bullying [39,43]. This may either be the result of
the workload serving as an ambient stressor, affecting both targets and bullies, or that
employees who experience particularly high workloads become stressed out, therefore
becoming more vulnerable and acting in ways that irritate and annoy colleagues and
superiors, hence further triggering or fueling the bullying process [8,24,44]. Besides, being
exposed to high workloads over time is argued to be a risk factor for conflict escalation,
since those involved have sparse time and limited resources for conflict resolution [45].
Thus, we do propose:

Hypothesis 2. There is a positive relationship between workload and reported exposure to bullying
behaviours at work.

1.2.3. Hostile Work Climate
In one of the pioneering studies on antecedents of workplace bullying and in support

for the work environment hypothesis, Einarsen and colleagues [8] found that a poor social
climate at work was one of the factors that proved to be most strongly associated with
bullying, along with role stressors. In the present study, we employed the concept of a
hostile climate, which refers to a social environment in the department characterized by
escalated interpersonal conflicts and aggressive behaviour. However, such a climate may
be more than a mere risk factor. Frustrated, insecure, and stressed out employees will often
look for support in his or her immediate work environment [46], as these are normally
important resources that may alleviate the effect of a given stressor. Hence, a potentially
important factor in predicting whether bullying will occur at the individual-level is the
group context in which people may actively condemn bullying behaviours, do nothing
to stop it, allow it or even encourage or normalize such behaviours. People tend to seek
information from the social context surrounding them when it comes to behaviours and
making choices [47]. Employee perceptions of the working group’s norms, practices and
procedures regarding social interaction can therefore have a significant impact on how em-
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look for support in his or her immediate work environment [46], as these are normally
important resources that may alleviate the effect of a given stressor. Hence, a potentially
important factor in predicting whether bullying will occur at the individual-level is the
group context in which people may actively condemn bullying behaviours, do nothing
to stop it, allow it or even encourage or normalize such behaviours. People tend to seek
information from the social context surrounding them when it comes to behaviours and
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theymayalsoretaliateagainststressed-outcolleagueswhomayviolatethesocialnorms
ofpoliteinteractionandasaresponsetotheroleconflictsofthefocalperson.Hence,role
conflictmayfuelescalatingconflictsamongcolleagues,inlinewithasocialinteractionist
approachtoaggression[35].Suchexplanationsweresupportedinalongitudinalstudyby
Balducciandcolleagues[36],inthatroleconflictpositivelypredictedbothbeingbulliedand
bullyingenactment.ArepresentativestudyofNorwegianworkers[37]alsodocumented
howhighlevelsofroleconflictarereportedbyself-reportedbullies.Thisfurtheraligns
withthefrustration-aggressionhypothesisandthesocialinteractionistperspective,which
statesthataggressioniselicitedbynegativestressfulevents[38],byaffectingbothfuture
perpetratorsandtargets.Hence,thefollowinghypothesisisproposed:

Hypothesis1.Thereisapositiverelationshipbetweenroleconflictandreportedexposureto
bullyingbehavioursatwork.

1.2.2.HighWorkload
Inadditiontoroleconflict,experiencinghighworkloadhasbeensuggestedasan

importantprecursorofbullying[31,39].Althoughnotasconsistentastheresearchfindings
onroleconflict,studiesfromavarietyofcountriesdopointtoarelationshipbetween
workloadandexposuretobullyingbehaviours[31,39,40].Inthepresentstudy,theterm
workloadcanbedescribedastheamountandspeedofworktobeperformed,which
determineswhetheryouneedtoworkfastorextrahardtogetyourtasksdone[41].While
roleconflictisaclearexampleofahindrancedemand,workloadmayhoweverbeseenasa
challengedemandaccordingtothechallengestressors-hindrancestressorframework[42],a
factthatmayaccountforthelessrobustfindingsintheliteratureregardingriskofexposure
toworkplacebullying.However,inlinewiththeworkenvironmenthypothesis,ahigh
workloadovertime,andespeciallywithoutsufficientresources,mayresultinstrainand
conflictescalation,finallyresultinginbullying[39,43].Thismayeitherbetheresultof
theworkloadservingasanambientstressor,affectingbothtargetsandbullies,orthat
employeeswhoexperienceparticularlyhighworkloadsbecomestressedout,therefore
becomingmorevulnerableandactinginwaysthatirritateandannoycolleaguesand
superiors,hencefurthertriggeringorfuelingthebullyingprocess[8,24,44].Besides,being
exposedtohighworkloadsovertimeisarguedtobeariskfactorforconflictescalation,
sincethoseinvolvedhavesparsetimeandlimitedresourcesforconflictresolution[45].
Thus,wedopropose:

Hypothesis2.Thereisapositiverelationshipbetweenworkloadandreportedexposuretobullying
behavioursatwork.

1.2.3.HostileWorkClimate
Inoneofthepioneeringstudiesonantecedentsofworkplacebullyingandinsupport

fortheworkenvironmenthypothesis,Einarsenandcolleagues[8]foundthatapoorsocial
climateatworkwasoneofthefactorsthatprovedtobemoststronglyassociatedwith
bullying,alongwithrolestressors.Inthepresentstudy,weemployedtheconceptofa
hostileclimate,whichreferstoasocialenvironmentinthedepartmentcharacterizedby
escalatedinterpersonalconflictsandaggressivebehaviour.However,suchaclimatemay
bemorethanamereriskfactor.Frustrated,insecure,andstressedoutemployeeswilloften
lookforsupportinhisorherimmediateworkenvironment[46],asthesearenormally
importantresourcesthatmayalleviatetheeffectofagivenstressor.Hence,apotentially
importantfactorinpredictingwhetherbullyingwilloccurattheindividual-levelisthe
groupcontextinwhichpeoplemayactivelycondemnbullyingbehaviours,donothing
tostopit,allowitorevenencourageornormalizesuchbehaviours.Peopletendtoseek
informationfromthesocialcontextsurroundingthemwhenitcomestobehavioursand
makingchoices[47].Employeeperceptionsoftheworkinggroup’snorms,practicesand
proceduresregardingsocialinteractioncanthereforehaveasignificantimpactonhowem-
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climateatworkwasoneofthefactorsthatprovedtobemoststronglyassociatedwith
bullying,alongwithrolestressors.Inthepresentstudy,weemployedtheconceptofa
hostileclimate,whichreferstoasocialenvironmentinthedepartmentcharacterizedby
escalatedinterpersonalconflictsandaggressivebehaviour.However,suchaclimatemay
bemorethanamereriskfactor.Frustrated,insecure,andstressedoutemployeeswilloften
lookforsupportinhisorherimmediateworkenvironment[46],asthesearenormally
importantresourcesthatmayalleviatetheeffectofagivenstressor.Hence,apotentially
importantfactorinpredictingwhetherbullyingwilloccurattheindividual-levelisthe
groupcontextinwhichpeoplemayactivelycondemnbullyingbehaviours,donothing
tostopit,allowitorevenencourageornormalizesuchbehaviours.Peopletendtoseek
informationfromthesocialcontextsurroundingthemwhenitcomestobehavioursand
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importantresourcesthatmayalleviatetheeffectofagivenstressor.Hence,apotentially
importantfactorinpredictingwhetherbullyingwilloccurattheindividual-levelisthe
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ployees react to stress, as this may function as a frame of reference for acceptable behaviour
in stressful situations [30]. Destructive employee behaviour can thus be more likely to
occur if such behaviour is “common practice” in the work environment [30], e.g., when
interacting with colleagues stressed out by conflicting demands and expectations. Hence,
in departments with a hostile work climate, where the interaction between colleagues is
permeated by conflicts and aggression, there might be increased risk for ongoing interper-
sonal frustration to evolve into aggression and bullying behaviours. In addition, stressed
out employees may become more vulnerable and have less resources to defend oneself in
a hostile working climate. An ambient hostile climate consisting of a range of escalated
conflicts and aggressive outlets in the department may in and of itself be stressful and
create uncertainty. It may be seen as a resource passageway, which is an organizational
environmental condition that detracts, undermines, obstructs, or impoverishes the people’s
or group’s resource reservoirs [18,19]. Thus, such a hostile environment will also lack
resources in the form of social support from peers and superiors.

To our knowledge, only two studies have tested organizational climate as a moderator
in the antecedent–bullying relationship, employing the concept of conflict management
climate [48] and high-performance work practices [20]. In the first study, the construct of
the conflict management climate was investigated at the group-level and found to have
a buffering effect on the relationship between job demands and exposure to bullying be-
haviours [48]. A conflict management climate was defined as employees having confidence
that conflicts will be properly managed and resolved, as the organisation and its managers
have proper procedures and routines for constructive conflict management [49,50]. In
line with the conservation of resources perspective, a strong conflict management climate
served as a resource passageway which buffered demands at an individual level, as it
presumably led to an increased sense of control and available social resources, probably
in combination with effective management interventions [48,50]. In the second study, the
construct of high-performance work systems was modelled at the organizational level with
the idea that it would act as a resource passageway. These systems buffered the effect of
role conflict on workplace bullying, as it presumably led to a better use of both job and
personal resources [20], as employees could draw on these contextual resources to replenish
resources that were depleted [51].

Instead of providing such organisational resources, a hostile work climate acts as
a demand [25], in that interpersonal conflicts and aggressive behaviour flourishes in
the department, hindering the social support people need when exposed to stress, and
serving as an additional stressor when exposed to stress because of job demands, thereby
strengthening, boosting or increasing the effect of the latter [29]. Therefore, in line with
the work environment hypothesis and relying upon the notion of resources passageway
in the conservation of resources theory, we believe that a department-level hostile work
climate will increase the stress and interpersonal frustration and conflict arising from high
job demands [i.e., role conflict and workload), while also reducing the availability of social
resources when faced with these demands, subsequently fuelling the bullying process.

Since the concept of organizational climate has been described as the aggregated
perceptions of group members regarding a particular aspect of the work setting [52,53], we
will apply a multilevel design with group-level perceptions of hostile work climates. Due to
the lack of multilevel research needed to address antecedents at the group-level [54,55], the
role of the organizational climate in strengthening workplace bullying remains underdevel-
oped in current research and theory [56]. Given that most organizations are hierarchically
structured with systems of social interactions affecting individuals, a multilevel design is
essential [57]. In addition, gaining more knowledge regarding the group-level of analysis
may also have important practical implications when it comes to developing appropriate
organizational policies and interventions in groups and departments [48].

Hence, the present study first replicated findings on the relationship between two
individual-level predictors of bullying (i.e., role conflict and workload) and reported
exposure to bullying behaviours. Yet, the main aim is to test the hypothesis that these
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ployees react to stress, as this may function as a frame of reference for acceptable behaviour
in stressful situations [30]. Destructive employee behaviour can thus be more likely to
occur if such behaviour is “common practice” in the work environment [30], e.g., when
interacting with colleagues stressed out by conflicting demands and expectations. Hence,
in departments with a hostile work climate, where the interaction between colleagues is
permeated by conflicts and aggression, there might be increased risk for ongoing interper-
sonal frustration to evolve into aggression and bullying behaviours. In addition, stressed
out employees may become more vulnerable and have less resources to defend oneself in
a hostile working climate. An ambient hostile climate consisting of a range of escalated
conflicts and aggressive outlets in the department may in and of itself be stressful and
create uncertainty. It may be seen as a resource passageway, which is an organizational
environmental condition that detracts, undermines, obstructs, or impoverishes the people’s
or group’s resource reservoirs [18,19]. Thus, such a hostile environment will also lack
resources in the form of social support from peers and superiors.

To our knowledge, only two studies have tested organizational climate as a moderator
in the antecedent–bullying relationship, employing the concept of conflict management
climate [48] and high-performance work practices [20]. In the first study, the construct of
the conflict management climate was investigated at the group-level and found to have
a buffering effect on the relationship between job demands and exposure to bullying be-
haviours [48]. A conflict management climate was defined as employees having confidence
that conflicts will be properly managed and resolved, as the organisation and its managers
have proper procedures and routines for constructive conflict management [49,50]. In
line with the conservation of resources perspective, a strong conflict management climate
served as a resource passageway which buffered demands at an individual level, as it
presumably led to an increased sense of control and available social resources, probably
in combination with effective management interventions [48,50]. In the second study, the
construct of high-performance work systems was modelled at the organizational level with
the idea that it would act as a resource passageway. These systems buffered the effect of
role conflict on workplace bullying, as it presumably led to a better use of both job and
personal resources [20], as employees could draw on these contextual resources to replenish
resources that were depleted [51].

Instead of providing such organisational resources, a hostile work climate acts as
a demand [25], in that interpersonal conflicts and aggressive behaviour flourishes in
the department, hindering the social support people need when exposed to stress, and
serving as an additional stressor when exposed to stress because of job demands, thereby
strengthening, boosting or increasing the effect of the latter [29]. Therefore, in line with
the work environment hypothesis and relying upon the notion of resources passageway
in the conservation of resources theory, we believe that a department-level hostile work
climate will increase the stress and interpersonal frustration and conflict arising from high
job demands [i.e., role conflict and workload), while also reducing the availability of social
resources when faced with these demands, subsequently fuelling the bullying process.

Since the concept of organizational climate has been described as the aggregated
perceptions of group members regarding a particular aspect of the work setting [52,53], we
will apply a multilevel design with group-level perceptions of hostile work climates. Due to
the lack of multilevel research needed to address antecedents at the group-level [54,55], the
role of the organizational climate in strengthening workplace bullying remains underdevel-
oped in current research and theory [56]. Given that most organizations are hierarchically
structured with systems of social interactions affecting individuals, a multilevel design is
essential [57]. In addition, gaining more knowledge regarding the group-level of analysis
may also have important practical implications when it comes to developing appropriate
organizational policies and interventions in groups and departments [48].

Hence, the present study first replicated findings on the relationship between two
individual-level predictors of bullying (i.e., role conflict and workload) and reported
exposure to bullying behaviours. Yet, the main aim is to test the hypothesis that these
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role of the organizational climate in strengthening workplace bullying remains underdevel-
oped in current research and theory [56]. Given that most organizations are hierarchically
structured with systems of social interactions affecting individuals, a multilevel design is
essential [57]. In addition, gaining more knowledge regarding the group-level of analysis
may also have important practical implications when it comes to developing appropriate
organizational policies and interventions in groups and departments [48].

Hence, the present study first replicated findings on the relationship between two
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ployeesreacttostress,asthismayfunctionasaframeofreferenceforacceptablebehaviour
instressfulsituations[30].Destructiveemployeebehaviourcanthusbemorelikelyto
occurifsuchbehaviouris“commonpractice”intheworkenvironment[30],e.g.,when
interactingwithcolleaguesstressedoutbyconflictingdemandsandexpectations.Hence,
indepartmentswithahostileworkclimate,wheretheinteractionbetweencolleaguesis
permeatedbyconflictsandaggression,theremightbeincreasedriskforongoinginterper-
sonalfrustrationtoevolveintoaggressionandbullyingbehaviours.Inaddition,stressed
outemployeesmaybecomemorevulnerableandhavelessresourcestodefendoneselfin
ahostileworkingclimate.Anambienthostileclimateconsistingofarangeofescalated
conflictsandaggressiveoutletsinthedepartmentmayinandofitselfbestressfuland
createuncertainty.Itmaybeseenasaresourcepassageway,whichisanorganizational
environmentalconditionthatdetracts,undermines,obstructs,orimpoverishesthepeople’s
orgroup’sresourcereservoirs[18,19].Thus,suchahostileenvironmentwillalsolack
resourcesintheformofsocialsupportfrompeersandsuperiors.

Toourknowledge,onlytwostudieshavetestedorganizationalclimateasamoderator
intheantecedent–bullyingrelationship,employingtheconceptofconflictmanagement
climate[48]andhigh-performanceworkpractices[20].Inthefirststudy,theconstructof
theconflictmanagementclimatewasinvestigatedatthegroup-levelandfoundtohave
abufferingeffectontherelationshipbetweenjobdemandsandexposuretobullyingbe-
haviours[48].Aconflictmanagementclimatewasdefinedasemployeeshavingconfidence
thatconflictswillbeproperlymanagedandresolved,astheorganisationanditsmanagers
haveproperproceduresandroutinesforconstructiveconflictmanagement[49,50].In
linewiththeconservationofresourcesperspective,astrongconflictmanagementclimate
servedasaresourcepassagewaywhichbuffereddemandsatanindividuallevel,asit
presumablyledtoanincreasedsenseofcontrolandavailablesocialresources,probably
incombinationwitheffectivemanagementinterventions[48,50].Inthesecondstudy,the
constructofhigh-performanceworksystemswasmodelledattheorganizationallevelwith
theideathatitwouldactasaresourcepassageway.Thesesystemsbufferedtheeffectof
roleconflictonworkplacebullying,asitpresumablyledtoabetteruseofbothjoband
personalresources[20],asemployeescoulddrawonthesecontextualresourcestoreplenish
resourcesthatweredepleted[51].

Insteadofprovidingsuchorganisationalresources,ahostileworkclimateactsas
ademand[25],inthatinterpersonalconflictsandaggressivebehaviourflourishesin
thedepartment,hinderingthesocialsupportpeopleneedwhenexposedtostress,and
servingasanadditionalstressorwhenexposedtostressbecauseofjobdemands,thereby
strengthening,boostingorincreasingtheeffectofthelatter[29].Therefore,inlinewith
theworkenvironmenthypothesisandrelyinguponthenotionofresourcespassageway
intheconservationofresourcestheory,webelievethatadepartment-levelhostilework
climatewillincreasethestressandinterpersonalfrustrationandconflictarisingfromhigh
jobdemands[i.e.,roleconflictandworkload),whilealsoreducingtheavailabilityofsocial
resourceswhenfacedwiththesedemands,subsequentlyfuellingthebullyingprocess.

Sincetheconceptoforganizationalclimatehasbeendescribedastheaggregated
perceptionsofgroupmembersregardingaparticularaspectoftheworksetting[52,53],we
willapplyamultileveldesignwithgroup-levelperceptionsofhostileworkclimates.Dueto
thelackofmultilevelresearchneededtoaddressantecedentsatthegroup-level[54,55],the
roleoftheorganizationalclimateinstrengtheningworkplacebullyingremainsunderdevel-
opedincurrentresearchandtheory[56].Giventhatmostorganizationsarehierarchically
structuredwithsystemsofsocialinteractionsaffectingindividuals,amultileveldesignis
essential[57].Inaddition,gainingmoreknowledgeregardingthegroup-levelofanalysis
mayalsohaveimportantpracticalimplicationswhenitcomestodevelopingappropriate
organizationalpoliciesandinterventionsingroupsanddepartments[48].

Hence,thepresentstudyfirstreplicatedfindingsontherelationshipbetweentwo
individual-levelpredictorsofbullying(i.e.,roleconflictandworkload)andreported
exposuretobullyingbehaviours.Yet,themainaimistotestthehypothesisthatthese
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presumablyledtoanincreasedsenseofcontrolandavailablesocialresources,probably
incombinationwitheffectivemanagementinterventions[48,50].Inthesecondstudy,the
constructofhigh-performanceworksystemswasmodelledattheorganizationallevelwith
theideathatitwouldactasaresourcepassageway.Thesesystemsbufferedtheeffectof
roleconflictonworkplacebullying,asitpresumablyledtoabetteruseofbothjoband
personalresources[20],asemployeescoulddrawonthesecontextualresourcestoreplenish
resourcesthatweredepleted[51].

Insteadofprovidingsuchorganisationalresources,ahostileworkclimateactsas
ademand[25],inthatinterpersonalconflictsandaggressivebehaviourflourishesin
thedepartment,hinderingthesocialsupportpeopleneedwhenexposedtostress,and
servingasanadditionalstressorwhenexposedtostressbecauseofjobdemands,thereby
strengthening,boostingorincreasingtheeffectofthelatter[29].Therefore,inlinewith
theworkenvironmenthypothesisandrelyinguponthenotionofresourcespassageway
intheconservationofresourcestheory,webelievethatadepartment-levelhostilework
climatewillincreasethestressandinterpersonalfrustrationandconflictarisingfromhigh
jobdemands[i.e.,roleconflictandworkload),whilealsoreducingtheavailabilityofsocial
resourceswhenfacedwiththesedemands,subsequentlyfuellingthebullyingprocess.

Sincetheconceptoforganizationalclimatehasbeendescribedastheaggregated
perceptionsofgroupmembersregardingaparticularaspectoftheworksetting[52,53],we
willapplyamultileveldesignwithgroup-levelperceptionsofhostileworkclimates.Dueto
thelackofmultilevelresearchneededtoaddressantecedentsatthegroup-level[54,55],the
roleoftheorganizationalclimateinstrengtheningworkplacebullyingremainsunderdevel-
opedincurrentresearchandtheory[56].Giventhatmostorganizationsarehierarchically
structuredwithsystemsofsocialinteractionsaffectingindividuals,amultileveldesignis
essential[57].Inaddition,gainingmoreknowledgeregardingthegroup-levelofanalysis
mayalsohaveimportantpracticalimplicationswhenitcomestodevelopingappropriate
organizationalpoliciesandinterventionsingroupsanddepartments[48].

Hence,thepresentstudyfirstreplicatedfindingsontherelationshipbetweentwo
individual-levelpredictorsofbullying(i.e.,roleconflictandworkload)andreported
exposuretobullyingbehaviours.Yet,themainaimistotestthehypothesisthatthese
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relationships depend on a department-level hostile work climate as a contextual factor.
By integrating department-level hostile work climates as a moderator, we aspire to test,
extend, and potentially provide additional validation of the work environment hypothesis,
by obtaining a more nuanced and better understanding of the antecedents and mechanisms
involved in the workplace bullying process. In this, we also contribute to the general
request for research on moderators in the job demands – bullying relationship [58], as well
as the request to empirically investigate the effects of the organizational climate in relation
to workplace bullying [24]. Working in a hostile climate will make stressed employees more
vulnerable to bullying, not only by eliciting more negative acts from any given colleagues or
superiors but also by creating exposure from more sources and consequently even putting
the target in a more inferior position, hence creating a situation even more in line with the
definition of workplace bullying. A hostile working environment may further restrain the
social support an employee would normally receive when in a stressful situation.

In order to test our hypotheses, we have chosen an academic context, as it represents
a competitive and complex environment which in itself may be a distal risk factor for
workplace bullying [59], often also described as borderless work, which is subsequently
associated with high job demands [60,61]. Hence, we propose the following:

Hypothesis 3a. The positive relationship between role conflict and exposure to bullying behaviours
is moderated by a hostile work climate. Specifically, the relationship between role conflict and
exposure to bullying behaviours is stronger among employees working in departments characterized
by a pronounced hostile work climate.

Hypothesis 3b. The positive relationship between workload and exposure to bullying behaviours is
moderated by a hostile work climate. Specifically, the relationship between workload and exposure
to bullying behaviours is stronger among employees working in departments characterized by a
pronounced hostile work climate.

2. Method

2.1. Procedure and Participants
The data were collected among all employees at a Belgian university in 2013 by a

statistical consulting agency that specializes in the measurement of occupational stress
for a Belgian Health and Safety Executive, providing us with anonymous data for the
present study. These external prevention services are by Belgian law entitled to guide
organizations and employers with respect to their prevention policies regarding safety,
ergonomics, health, and well-being. The response rate was 48.8% and the total sample
consisted of 1354 employees working in 134 departments and equivalent work units. All
these units are formal scientific departments and formal administrative and technical units.
Within these units, there may of course be more informal smaller teams and work groups.
Yet, this reflects the official organisational departments and units of the University.

We only retained departments consisting of over 3 respondents to secure a reasonable
measure of a department level hostile climate and to reduce the risk of having only targets
or perpetrators rating the climate. This resulted in the omission of 26 departments. Hence,
the final sample consisted of 1290 employees within 108 departments. The size of the
retained departments varied from 4 to 54 people with an average of 12. The sample is
heterogenous in terms of tasks, professions, roles and organisational structures in different
parts of the university, yet therefore also representative for a typical University. Forty-six
percent were administrative or technical personnel, 11% were extra-ordinary academic
personnel, 16% were PhD or postdoc students funded by a research fund, 19% were pro-
fessors (assistant, associate or full) and finally, 8% were research- and teaching assistants.
Forty-seven percent of the participants were male (53% female), with the following age
distribution: 5% were under 25 years, 36% had ages between 25 and 34 years, 24% between
35 and 44, 22% between 45 and 54, and 13% were over the age of 55. Approximately 28%
of participants held a managerial position and 79% worked full-time. 13% had a tenure
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relationshipsdependonadepartment-levelhostileworkclimateasacontextualfactor.
Byintegratingdepartment-levelhostileworkclimatesasamoderator,weaspiretotest,
extend,andpotentiallyprovideadditionalvalidationoftheworkenvironmenthypothesis,
byobtainingamorenuancedandbetterunderstandingoftheantecedentsandmechanisms
involvedintheworkplacebullyingprocess.Inthis,wealsocontributetothegeneral
requestforresearchonmoderatorsinthejobdemands–bullyingrelationship[58],aswell
astherequesttoempiricallyinvestigatetheeffectsoftheorganizationalclimateinrelation
toworkplacebullying[24].Workinginahostileclimatewillmakestressedemployeesmore
vulnerabletobullying,notonlybyelicitingmorenegativeactsfromanygivencolleaguesor
superiorsbutalsobycreatingexposurefrommoresourcesandconsequentlyevenputting
thetargetinamoreinferiorposition,hencecreatingasituationevenmoreinlinewiththe
definitionofworkplacebullying.Ahostileworkingenvironmentmayfurtherrestrainthe
socialsupportanemployeewouldnormallyreceivewheninastressfulsituation.

Inordertotestourhypotheses,wehavechosenanacademiccontext,asitrepresents
acompetitiveandcomplexenvironmentwhichinitselfmaybeadistalriskfactorfor
workplacebullying[59],oftenalsodescribedasborderlesswork,whichissubsequently
associatedwithhighjobdemands[60,61].Hence,weproposethefollowing:

Hypothesis3a.Thepositiverelationshipbetweenroleconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviours
ismoderatedbyahostileworkclimate.Specifically,therelationshipbetweenroleconflictand
exposuretobullyingbehavioursisstrongeramongemployeesworkingindepartmentscharacterized
byapronouncedhostileworkclimate.

Hypothesis3b.Thepositiverelationshipbetweenworkloadandexposuretobullyingbehavioursis
moderatedbyahostileworkclimate.Specifically,therelationshipbetweenworkloadandexposure
tobullyingbehavioursisstrongeramongemployeesworkingindepartmentscharacterizedbya
pronouncedhostileworkclimate.

2.Method

2.1.ProcedureandParticipants
ThedatawerecollectedamongallemployeesataBelgianuniversityin2013bya

statisticalconsultingagencythatspecializesinthemeasurementofoccupationalstress
foraBelgianHealthandSafetyExecutive,providinguswithanonymousdataforthe
presentstudy.TheseexternalpreventionservicesarebyBelgianlawentitledtoguide
organizationsandemployerswithrespecttotheirpreventionpoliciesregardingsafety,
ergonomics,health,andwell-being.Theresponseratewas48.8%andthetotalsample
consistedof1354employeesworkingin134departmentsandequivalentworkunits.All
theseunitsareformalscientificdepartmentsandformaladministrativeandtechnicalunits.
Withintheseunits,theremayofcoursebemoreinformalsmallerteamsandworkgroups.
Yet,thisreflectstheofficialorganisationaldepartmentsandunitsoftheUniversity.

Weonlyretaineddepartmentsconsistingofover3respondentstosecureareasonable
measureofadepartmentlevelhostileclimateandtoreducetheriskofhavingonlytargets
orperpetratorsratingtheclimate.Thisresultedintheomissionof26departments.Hence,
thefinalsampleconsistedof1290employeeswithin108departments.Thesizeofthe
retaineddepartmentsvariedfrom4to54peoplewithanaverageof12.Thesampleis
heterogenousintermsoftasks,professions,rolesandorganisationalstructuresindifferent
partsoftheuniversity,yetthereforealsorepresentativeforatypicalUniversity.Forty-six
percentwereadministrativeortechnicalpersonnel,11%wereextra-ordinaryacademic
personnel,16%werePhDorpostdocstudentsfundedbyaresearchfund,19%werepro-
fessors(assistant,associateorfull)andfinally,8%wereresearch-andteachingassistants.
Forty-sevenpercentoftheparticipantsweremale(53%female),withthefollowingage
distribution:5%wereunder25years,36%hadagesbetween25and34years,24%between
35and44,22%between45and54,and13%wereovertheageof55.Approximately28%
ofparticipantsheldamanagerialpositionand79%workedfull-time.13%hadatenure
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relationshipsdependonadepartment-levelhostileworkclimateasacontextualfactor.
Byintegratingdepartment-levelhostileworkclimatesasamoderator,weaspiretotest,
extend,andpotentiallyprovideadditionalvalidationoftheworkenvironmenthypothesis,
byobtainingamorenuancedandbetterunderstandingoftheantecedentsandmechanisms
involvedintheworkplacebullyingprocess.Inthis,wealsocontributetothegeneral
requestforresearchonmoderatorsinthejobdemands–bullyingrelationship[58],aswell
astherequesttoempiricallyinvestigatetheeffectsoftheorganizationalclimateinrelation
toworkplacebullying[24].Workinginahostileclimatewillmakestressedemployeesmore
vulnerabletobullying,notonlybyelicitingmorenegativeactsfromanygivencolleaguesor
superiorsbutalsobycreatingexposurefrommoresourcesandconsequentlyevenputting
thetargetinamoreinferiorposition,hencecreatingasituationevenmoreinlinewiththe
definitionofworkplacebullying.Ahostileworkingenvironmentmayfurtherrestrainthe
socialsupportanemployeewouldnormallyreceivewheninastressfulsituation.

Inordertotestourhypotheses,wehavechosenanacademiccontext,asitrepresents
acompetitiveandcomplexenvironmentwhichinitselfmaybeadistalriskfactorfor
workplacebullying[59],oftenalsodescribedasborderlesswork,whichissubsequently
associatedwithhighjobdemands[60,61].Hence,weproposethefollowing:

Hypothesis3a.Thepositiverelationshipbetweenroleconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviours
ismoderatedbyahostileworkclimate.Specifically,therelationshipbetweenroleconflictand
exposuretobullyingbehavioursisstrongeramongemployeesworkingindepartmentscharacterized
byapronouncedhostileworkclimate.

Hypothesis3b.Thepositiverelationshipbetweenworkloadandexposuretobullyingbehavioursis
moderatedbyahostileworkclimate.Specifically,therelationshipbetweenworkloadandexposure
tobullyingbehavioursisstrongeramongemployeesworkingindepartmentscharacterizedbya
pronouncedhostileworkclimate.

2.Method

2.1.ProcedureandParticipants
ThedatawerecollectedamongallemployeesataBelgianuniversityin2013bya

statisticalconsultingagencythatspecializesinthemeasurementofoccupationalstress
foraBelgianHealthandSafetyExecutive,providinguswithanonymousdataforthe
presentstudy.TheseexternalpreventionservicesarebyBelgianlawentitledtoguide
organizationsandemployerswithrespecttotheirpreventionpoliciesregardingsafety,
ergonomics,health,andwell-being.Theresponseratewas48.8%andthetotalsample
consistedof1354employeesworkingin134departmentsandequivalentworkunits.All
theseunitsareformalscientificdepartmentsandformaladministrativeandtechnicalunits.
Withintheseunits,theremayofcoursebemoreinformalsmallerteamsandworkgroups.
Yet,thisreflectstheofficialorganisationaldepartmentsandunitsoftheUniversity.

Weonlyretaineddepartmentsconsistingofover3respondentstosecureareasonable
measureofadepartmentlevelhostileclimateandtoreducetheriskofhavingonlytargets
orperpetratorsratingtheclimate.Thisresultedintheomissionof26departments.Hence,
thefinalsampleconsistedof1290employeeswithin108departments.Thesizeofthe
retaineddepartmentsvariedfrom4to54peoplewithanaverageof12.Thesampleis
heterogenousintermsoftasks,professions,rolesandorganisationalstructuresindifferent
partsoftheuniversity,yetthereforealsorepresentativeforatypicalUniversity.Forty-six
percentwereadministrativeortechnicalpersonnel,11%wereextra-ordinaryacademic
personnel,16%werePhDorpostdocstudentsfundedbyaresearchfund,19%werepro-
fessors(assistant,associateorfull)andfinally,8%wereresearch-andteachingassistants.
Forty-sevenpercentoftheparticipantsweremale(53%female),withthefollowingage
distribution:5%wereunder25years,36%hadagesbetween25and34years,24%between
35and44,22%between45and54,and13%wereovertheageof55.Approximately28%
ofparticipantsheldamanagerialpositionand79%workedfull-time.13%hadatenure
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relationships depend on a department-level hostile work climate as a contextual factor.
By integrating department-level hostile work climates as a moderator, we aspire to test,
extend, and potentially provide additional validation of the work environment hypothesis,
by obtaining a more nuanced and better understanding of the antecedents and mechanisms
involved in the workplace bullying process. In this, we also contribute to the general
request for research on moderators in the job demands – bullying relationship [58], as well
as the request to empirically investigate the effects of the organizational climate in relation
to workplace bullying [24]. Working in a hostile climate will make stressed employees more
vulnerable to bullying, not only by eliciting more negative acts from any given colleagues or
superiors but also by creating exposure from more sources and consequently even putting
the target in a more inferior position, hence creating a situation even more in line with the
definition of workplace bullying. A hostile working environment may further restrain the
social support an employee would normally receive when in a stressful situation.

In order to test our hypotheses, we have chosen an academic context, as it represents
a competitive and complex environment which in itself may be a distal risk factor for
workplace bullying [59], often also described as borderless work, which is subsequently
associated with high job demands [60,61]. Hence, we propose the following:

Hypothesis 3a. The positive relationship between role conflict and exposure to bullying behaviours
is moderated by a hostile work climate. Specifically, the relationship between role conflict and
exposure to bullying behaviours is stronger among employees working in departments characterized
by a pronounced hostile work climate.

Hypothesis 3b. The positive relationship between workload and exposure to bullying behaviours is
moderated by a hostile work climate. Specifically, the relationship between workload and exposure
to bullying behaviours is stronger among employees working in departments characterized by a
pronounced hostile work climate.

2. Method

2.1. Procedure and Participants
The data were collected among all employees at a Belgian university in 2013 by a

statistical consulting agency that specializes in the measurement of occupational stress
for a Belgian Health and Safety Executive, providing us with anonymous data for the
present study. These external prevention services are by Belgian law entitled to guide
organizations and employers with respect to their prevention policies regarding safety,
ergonomics, health, and well-being. The response rate was 48.8% and the total sample
consisted of 1354 employees working in 134 departments and equivalent work units. All
these units are formal scientific departments and formal administrative and technical units.
Within these units, there may of course be more informal smaller teams and work groups.
Yet, this reflects the official organisational departments and units of the University.

We only retained departments consisting of over 3 respondents to secure a reasonable
measure of a department level hostile climate and to reduce the risk of having only targets
or perpetrators rating the climate. This resulted in the omission of 26 departments. Hence,
the final sample consisted of 1290 employees within 108 departments. The size of the
retained departments varied from 4 to 54 people with an average of 12. The sample is
heterogenous in terms of tasks, professions, roles and organisational structures in different
parts of the university, yet therefore also representative for a typical University. Forty-six
percent were administrative or technical personnel, 11% were extra-ordinary academic
personnel, 16% were PhD or postdoc students funded by a research fund, 19% were pro-
fessors (assistant, associate or full) and finally, 8% were research- and teaching assistants.
Forty-seven percent of the participants were male (53% female), with the following age
distribution: 5% were under 25 years, 36% had ages between 25 and 34 years, 24% between
35 and 44, 22% between 45 and 54, and 13% were over the age of 55. Approximately 28%
of participants held a managerial position and 79% worked full-time. 13% had a tenure
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relationships depend on a department-level hostile work climate as a contextual factor.
By integrating department-level hostile work climates as a moderator, we aspire to test,
extend, and potentially provide additional validation of the work environment hypothesis,
by obtaining a more nuanced and better understanding of the antecedents and mechanisms
involved in the workplace bullying process. In this, we also contribute to the general
request for research on moderators in the job demands – bullying relationship [58], as well
as the request to empirically investigate the effects of the organizational climate in relation
to workplace bullying [24]. Working in a hostile climate will make stressed employees more
vulnerable to bullying, not only by eliciting more negative acts from any given colleagues or
superiors but also by creating exposure from more sources and consequently even putting
the target in a more inferior position, hence creating a situation even more in line with the
definition of workplace bullying. A hostile working environment may further restrain the
social support an employee would normally receive when in a stressful situation.

In order to test our hypotheses, we have chosen an academic context, as it represents
a competitive and complex environment which in itself may be a distal risk factor for
workplace bullying [59], often also described as borderless work, which is subsequently
associated with high job demands [60,61]. Hence, we propose the following:

Hypothesis 3a. The positive relationship between role conflict and exposure to bullying behaviours
is moderated by a hostile work climate. Specifically, the relationship between role conflict and
exposure to bullying behaviours is stronger among employees working in departments characterized
by a pronounced hostile work climate.

Hypothesis 3b. The positive relationship between workload and exposure to bullying behaviours is
moderated by a hostile work climate. Specifically, the relationship between workload and exposure
to bullying behaviours is stronger among employees working in departments characterized by a
pronounced hostile work climate.

2. Method

2.1. Procedure and Participants
The data were collected among all employees at a Belgian university in 2013 by a

statistical consulting agency that specializes in the measurement of occupational stress
for a Belgian Health and Safety Executive, providing us with anonymous data for the
present study. These external prevention services are by Belgian law entitled to guide
organizations and employers with respect to their prevention policies regarding safety,
ergonomics, health, and well-being. The response rate was 48.8% and the total sample
consisted of 1354 employees working in 134 departments and equivalent work units. All
these units are formal scientific departments and formal administrative and technical units.
Within these units, there may of course be more informal smaller teams and work groups.
Yet, this reflects the official organisational departments and units of the University.

We only retained departments consisting of over 3 respondents to secure a reasonable
measure of a department level hostile climate and to reduce the risk of having only targets
or perpetrators rating the climate. This resulted in the omission of 26 departments. Hence,
the final sample consisted of 1290 employees within 108 departments. The size of the
retained departments varied from 4 to 54 people with an average of 12. The sample is
heterogenous in terms of tasks, professions, roles and organisational structures in different
parts of the university, yet therefore also representative for a typical University. Forty-six
percent were administrative or technical personnel, 11% were extra-ordinary academic
personnel, 16% were PhD or postdoc students funded by a research fund, 19% were pro-
fessors (assistant, associate or full) and finally, 8% were research- and teaching assistants.
Forty-seven percent of the participants were male (53% female), with the following age
distribution: 5% were under 25 years, 36% had ages between 25 and 34 years, 24% between
35 and 44, 22% between 45 and 54, and 13% were over the age of 55. Approximately 28%
of participants held a managerial position and 79% worked full-time. 13% had a tenure
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relationshipsdependonadepartment-levelhostileworkclimateasacontextualfactor.
Byintegratingdepartment-levelhostileworkclimatesasamoderator,weaspiretotest,
extend,andpotentiallyprovideadditionalvalidationoftheworkenvironmenthypothesis,
byobtainingamorenuancedandbetterunderstandingoftheantecedentsandmechanisms
involvedintheworkplacebullyingprocess.Inthis,wealsocontributetothegeneral
requestforresearchonmoderatorsinthejobdemands–bullyingrelationship[58],aswell
astherequesttoempiricallyinvestigatetheeffectsoftheorganizationalclimateinrelation
toworkplacebullying[24].Workinginahostileclimatewillmakestressedemployeesmore
vulnerabletobullying,notonlybyelicitingmorenegativeactsfromanygivencolleaguesor
superiorsbutalsobycreatingexposurefrommoresourcesandconsequentlyevenputting
thetargetinamoreinferiorposition,hencecreatingasituationevenmoreinlinewiththe
definitionofworkplacebullying.Ahostileworkingenvironmentmayfurtherrestrainthe
socialsupportanemployeewouldnormallyreceivewheninastressfulsituation.

Inordertotestourhypotheses,wehavechosenanacademiccontext,asitrepresents
acompetitiveandcomplexenvironmentwhichinitselfmaybeadistalriskfactorfor
workplacebullying[59],oftenalsodescribedasborderlesswork,whichissubsequently
associatedwithhighjobdemands[60,61].Hence,weproposethefollowing:

Hypothesis3a.Thepositiverelationshipbetweenroleconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviours
ismoderatedbyahostileworkclimate.Specifically,therelationshipbetweenroleconflictand
exposuretobullyingbehavioursisstrongeramongemployeesworkingindepartmentscharacterized
byapronouncedhostileworkclimate.

Hypothesis3b.Thepositiverelationshipbetweenworkloadandexposuretobullyingbehavioursis
moderatedbyahostileworkclimate.Specifically,therelationshipbetweenworkloadandexposure
tobullyingbehavioursisstrongeramongemployeesworkingindepartmentscharacterizedbya
pronouncedhostileworkclimate.

2.Method

2.1.ProcedureandParticipants
ThedatawerecollectedamongallemployeesataBelgianuniversityin2013bya

statisticalconsultingagencythatspecializesinthemeasurementofoccupationalstress
foraBelgianHealthandSafetyExecutive,providinguswithanonymousdataforthe
presentstudy.TheseexternalpreventionservicesarebyBelgianlawentitledtoguide
organizationsandemployerswithrespecttotheirpreventionpoliciesregardingsafety,
ergonomics,health,andwell-being.Theresponseratewas48.8%andthetotalsample
consistedof1354employeesworkingin134departmentsandequivalentworkunits.All
theseunitsareformalscientificdepartmentsandformaladministrativeandtechnicalunits.
Withintheseunits,theremayofcoursebemoreinformalsmallerteamsandworkgroups.
Yet,thisreflectstheofficialorganisationaldepartmentsandunitsoftheUniversity.

Weonlyretaineddepartmentsconsistingofover3respondentstosecureareasonable
measureofadepartmentlevelhostileclimateandtoreducetheriskofhavingonlytargets
orperpetratorsratingtheclimate.Thisresultedintheomissionof26departments.Hence,
thefinalsampleconsistedof1290employeeswithin108departments.Thesizeofthe
retaineddepartmentsvariedfrom4to54peoplewithanaverageof12.Thesampleis
heterogenousintermsoftasks,professions,rolesandorganisationalstructuresindifferent
partsoftheuniversity,yetthereforealsorepresentativeforatypicalUniversity.Forty-six
percentwereadministrativeortechnicalpersonnel,11%wereextra-ordinaryacademic
personnel,16%werePhDorpostdocstudentsfundedbyaresearchfund,19%werepro-
fessors(assistant,associateorfull)andfinally,8%wereresearch-andteachingassistants.
Forty-sevenpercentoftheparticipantsweremale(53%female),withthefollowingage
distribution:5%wereunder25years,36%hadagesbetween25and34years,24%between
35and44,22%between45and54,and13%wereovertheageof55.Approximately28%
ofparticipantsheldamanagerialpositionand79%workedfull-time.13%hadatenure
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relationshipsdependonadepartment-levelhostileworkclimateasacontextualfactor.
Byintegratingdepartment-levelhostileworkclimatesasamoderator,weaspiretotest,
extend,andpotentiallyprovideadditionalvalidationoftheworkenvironmenthypothesis,
byobtainingamorenuancedandbetterunderstandingoftheantecedentsandmechanisms
involvedintheworkplacebullyingprocess.Inthis,wealsocontributetothegeneral
requestforresearchonmoderatorsinthejobdemands–bullyingrelationship[58],aswell
astherequesttoempiricallyinvestigatetheeffectsoftheorganizationalclimateinrelation
toworkplacebullying[24].Workinginahostileclimatewillmakestressedemployeesmore
vulnerabletobullying,notonlybyelicitingmorenegativeactsfromanygivencolleaguesor
superiorsbutalsobycreatingexposurefrommoresourcesandconsequentlyevenputting
thetargetinamoreinferiorposition,hencecreatingasituationevenmoreinlinewiththe
definitionofworkplacebullying.Ahostileworkingenvironmentmayfurtherrestrainthe
socialsupportanemployeewouldnormallyreceivewheninastressfulsituation.

Inordertotestourhypotheses,wehavechosenanacademiccontext,asitrepresents
acompetitiveandcomplexenvironmentwhichinitselfmaybeadistalriskfactorfor
workplacebullying[59],oftenalsodescribedasborderlesswork,whichissubsequently
associatedwithhighjobdemands[60,61].Hence,weproposethefollowing:

Hypothesis3a.Thepositiverelationshipbetweenroleconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviours
ismoderatedbyahostileworkclimate.Specifically,therelationshipbetweenroleconflictand
exposuretobullyingbehavioursisstrongeramongemployeesworkingindepartmentscharacterized
byapronouncedhostileworkclimate.

Hypothesis3b.Thepositiverelationshipbetweenworkloadandexposuretobullyingbehavioursis
moderatedbyahostileworkclimate.Specifically,therelationshipbetweenworkloadandexposure
tobullyingbehavioursisstrongeramongemployeesworkingindepartmentscharacterizedbya
pronouncedhostileworkclimate.

2.Method

2.1.ProcedureandParticipants
ThedatawerecollectedamongallemployeesataBelgianuniversityin2013bya
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presentstudy.TheseexternalpreventionservicesarebyBelgianlawentitledtoguide
organizationsandemployerswithrespecttotheirpreventionpoliciesregardingsafety,
ergonomics,health,andwell-being.Theresponseratewas48.8%andthetotalsample
consistedof1354employeesworkingin134departmentsandequivalentworkunits.All
theseunitsareformalscientificdepartmentsandformaladministrativeandtechnicalunits.
Withintheseunits,theremayofcoursebemoreinformalsmallerteamsandworkgroups.
Yet,thisreflectstheofficialorganisationaldepartmentsandunitsoftheUniversity.

Weonlyretaineddepartmentsconsistingofover3respondentstosecureareasonable
measureofadepartmentlevelhostileclimateandtoreducetheriskofhavingonlytargets
orperpetratorsratingtheclimate.Thisresultedintheomissionof26departments.Hence,
thefinalsampleconsistedof1290employeeswithin108departments.Thesizeofthe
retaineddepartmentsvariedfrom4to54peoplewithanaverageof12.Thesampleis
heterogenousintermsoftasks,professions,rolesandorganisationalstructuresindifferent
partsoftheuniversity,yetthereforealsorepresentativeforatypicalUniversity.Forty-six
percentwereadministrativeortechnicalpersonnel,11%wereextra-ordinaryacademic
personnel,16%werePhDorpostdocstudentsfundedbyaresearchfund,19%werepro-
fessors(assistant,associateorfull)andfinally,8%wereresearch-andteachingassistants.
Forty-sevenpercentoftheparticipantsweremale(53%female),withthefollowingage
distribution:5%wereunder25years,36%hadagesbetween25and34years,24%between
35and44,22%between45and54,and13%wereovertheageof55.Approximately28%
ofparticipantsheldamanagerialpositionand79%workedfull-time.13%hadatenure
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relationshipsdependonadepartment-levelhostileworkclimateasacontextualfactor.
Byintegratingdepartment-levelhostileworkclimatesasamoderator,weaspiretotest,
extend,andpotentiallyprovideadditionalvalidationoftheworkenvironmenthypothesis,
byobtainingamorenuancedandbetterunderstandingoftheantecedentsandmechanisms
involvedintheworkplacebullyingprocess.Inthis,wealsocontributetothegeneral
requestforresearchonmoderatorsinthejobdemands–bullyingrelationship[58],aswell
astherequesttoempiricallyinvestigatetheeffectsoftheorganizationalclimateinrelation
toworkplacebullying[24].Workinginahostileclimatewillmakestressedemployeesmore
vulnerabletobullying,notonlybyelicitingmorenegativeactsfromanygivencolleaguesor
superiorsbutalsobycreatingexposurefrommoresourcesandconsequentlyevenputting
thetargetinamoreinferiorposition,hencecreatingasituationevenmoreinlinewiththe
definitionofworkplacebullying.Ahostileworkingenvironmentmayfurtherrestrainthe
socialsupportanemployeewouldnormallyreceivewheninastressfulsituation.

Inordertotestourhypotheses,wehavechosenanacademiccontext,asitrepresents
acompetitiveandcomplexenvironmentwhichinitselfmaybeadistalriskfactorfor
workplacebullying[59],oftenalsodescribedasborderlesswork,whichissubsequently
associatedwithhighjobdemands[60,61].Hence,weproposethefollowing:

Hypothesis3a.Thepositiverelationshipbetweenroleconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviours
ismoderatedbyahostileworkclimate.Specifically,therelationshipbetweenroleconflictand
exposuretobullyingbehavioursisstrongeramongemployeesworkingindepartmentscharacterized
byapronouncedhostileworkclimate.

Hypothesis3b.Thepositiverelationshipbetweenworkloadandexposuretobullyingbehavioursis
moderatedbyahostileworkclimate.Specifically,therelationshipbetweenworkloadandexposure
tobullyingbehavioursisstrongeramongemployeesworkingindepartmentscharacterizedbya
pronouncedhostileworkclimate.

2.Method

2.1.ProcedureandParticipants
ThedatawerecollectedamongallemployeesataBelgianuniversityin2013bya

statisticalconsultingagencythatspecializesinthemeasurementofoccupationalstress
foraBelgianHealthandSafetyExecutive,providinguswithanonymousdataforthe
presentstudy.TheseexternalpreventionservicesarebyBelgianlawentitledtoguide
organizationsandemployerswithrespecttotheirpreventionpoliciesregardingsafety,
ergonomics,health,andwell-being.Theresponseratewas48.8%andthetotalsample
consistedof1354employeesworkingin134departmentsandequivalentworkunits.All
theseunitsareformalscientificdepartmentsandformaladministrativeandtechnicalunits.
Withintheseunits,theremayofcoursebemoreinformalsmallerteamsandworkgroups.
Yet,thisreflectstheofficialorganisationaldepartmentsandunitsoftheUniversity.

Weonlyretaineddepartmentsconsistingofover3respondentstosecureareasonable
measureofadepartmentlevelhostileclimateandtoreducetheriskofhavingonlytargets
orperpetratorsratingtheclimate.Thisresultedintheomissionof26departments.Hence,
thefinalsampleconsistedof1290employeeswithin108departments.Thesizeofthe
retaineddepartmentsvariedfrom4to54peoplewithanaverageof12.Thesampleis
heterogenousintermsoftasks,professions,rolesandorganisationalstructuresindifferent
partsoftheuniversity,yetthereforealsorepresentativeforatypicalUniversity.Forty-six
percentwereadministrativeortechnicalpersonnel,11%wereextra-ordinaryacademic
personnel,16%werePhDorpostdocstudentsfundedbyaresearchfund,19%werepro-
fessors(assistant,associateorfull)andfinally,8%wereresearch-andteachingassistants.
Forty-sevenpercentoftheparticipantsweremale(53%female),withthefollowingage
distribution:5%wereunder25years,36%hadagesbetween25and34years,24%between
35and44,22%between45and54,and13%wereovertheageof55.Approximately28%
ofparticipantsheldamanagerialpositionand79%workedfull-time.13%hadatenure
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distribution:5%wereunder25years,36%hadagesbetween25and34years,24%between
35and44,22%between45and54,and13%wereovertheageof55.Approximately28%
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of maximum 1 year, 33% have worked between 1 and 4 years at their current employer,
15% between 5 and 9 years, 24% between 10 and 24 years and 15% have worked for the
same employer for over 25 years.

2.2. Instruments
To measure exposure to bullying behaviours we used the Short Negative Acts Ques-

tionnaire [62], which consists of nine items from the full version of the Negative Acts
Questionnaire-Revised [63]. The items followed an introductory text stating: “How many
times have you been the target of the following behaviours during the last six months?”
Example items are: “Someone withholding necessary information so that your work gets
complicated”, “Gossip and rumours about you”, and “Social exclusion from co-workers or
work group activities”, with response categories ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (once a week or
more). The scale showed good reliability, Cronbach’s ↵ = 0.86.

The measurement of role conflict is based on four items from the Short Inventory
to Monitor Psychosocial Hazards [64]. The items are: “Do you receive contradictory
instructions?”, “Do you have to do your work in a way which differs from the method of
your choice?”, “Do you have conflict with your colleagues about the content of your tasks?”
and “Do you have conflict with your boss about the content of your tasks?”, with response
categories ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (always). The scale showed acceptable reliability,
Cronbach’s ↵ = 0.78.

The measurement of workload is based on three items from the Short Inventory to
Monitor Psychosocial Hazards [64]. The items are: “Do you have to work extra hard in
order to complete something”, “Do you work under time pressure?” and “Do you have to
hurry?”, with response categories ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (always). The scale showed
very good reliability, Cronbach’s ↵ = 0.89.

Hostile work climate was measured using four items from the Short Inventory to
Monitor Psychosocial Hazards [64]. The overall starting sentence was: “How often have
you been confronted with the following . . . during the last six months?”. The items are: “
. . . aggressiveness from colleagues?”, “ . . . aggressiveness from your boss?”, “ . . . conflicts
with your colleagues?” and “ . . . conflicts with your boss?”, with response categories on a
scale from 1 (never) to 4 (always). Hence, a hostile work climate on the department level
is a measure of the extent that all employees in the department report to be involved in
interpersonal conflicts and being faced with aggression from co-workers and superiors.
The scale showed acceptable reliability, Cronbach’s ↵ = 0.71. Prior to the multilevel analysis,
the items were computed into a sum score, and a departmental average score was used at
the between-level in the analysis.

2.3. Analyses
To utilize the multilevel structure of the data, implying that individual scores (level 1)

were nestedwithin departments (level 2), we conductedmultilevel analysis usingMLwiN 3.01.
In the analysis, level 1 predictors were centred on the teammean, while level 2 predictors were
centred on the grand mean. In order to test our hypotheses, we ran five models predicting
exposure to bullying behaviours. In the first step, we ran a null model where the intercept
was included as the only predictor. In step two, we tested a main effect model by adding
the hypothesized level 1 predictors (i.e., role conflict and workload). In step three, in order
to examine possible random effects of the level 1 predictors on the higher level (level 2),
we allowed the slopes of the relationships between the predictors (i.e., role conflict and
workload) and the outcome (i.e., bullying behaviours) to vary randomly. In step four,
we added the hypothesized level 2 predictor (hostile work climate), explaining level 2
variance in individual exposure to bullying behaviours. Finally, in step five, we tested
the hypothesized cross-level interactions between hostile work climate and the two level 1
predictors by including their respective interactional effects. Additional simple slope tests
for hierarchal linear models were conducted to examine if the slopes in the potential cross-
level interactions are significantly different from zero [65]. In the simple slope test, the
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ofmaximum1year,33%haveworkedbetween1and4yearsattheircurrentemployer,
15%between5and9years,24%between10and24yearsand15%haveworkedforthe
sameemployerforover25years.

2.2.Instruments
TomeasureexposuretobullyingbehavioursweusedtheShortNegativeActsQues-

tionnaire[62],whichconsistsofnineitemsfromthefullversionoftheNegativeActs
Questionnaire-Revised[63].Theitemsfollowedanintroductorytextstating:“Howmany
timeshaveyoubeenthetargetofthefollowingbehavioursduringthelastsixmonths?”
Exampleitemsare:“Someonewithholdingnecessaryinformationsothatyourworkgets
complicated”,“Gossipandrumoursaboutyou”,and“Socialexclusionfromco-workersor
workgroupactivities”,withresponsecategoriesrangingfrom1(never)to4(onceaweekor
more).Thescaleshowedgoodreliability,Cronbach’s↵=0.86.

ThemeasurementofroleconflictisbasedonfouritemsfromtheShortInventory
toMonitorPsychosocialHazards[64].Theitemsare:“Doyoureceivecontradictory
instructions?”,“Doyouhavetodoyourworkinawaywhichdiffersfromthemethodof
yourchoice?”,“Doyouhaveconflictwithyourcolleaguesaboutthecontentofyourtasks?”
and“Doyouhaveconflictwithyourbossaboutthecontentofyourtasks?”,withresponse
categoriesrangingfrom1(never)to4(always).Thescaleshowedacceptablereliability,
Cronbach’s↵=0.78.

ThemeasurementofworkloadisbasedonthreeitemsfromtheShortInventoryto
MonitorPsychosocialHazards[64].Theitemsare:“Doyouhavetoworkextrahardin
ordertocompletesomething”,“Doyouworkundertimepressure?”and“Doyouhaveto
hurry?”,withresponsecategoriesrangingfrom1(never)to4(always).Thescaleshowed
verygoodreliability,Cronbach’s↵=0.89.

HostileworkclimatewasmeasuredusingfouritemsfromtheShortInventoryto
MonitorPsychosocialHazards[64].Theoverallstartingsentencewas:“Howoftenhave
youbeenconfrontedwiththefollowing...duringthelastsixmonths?”.Theitemsare:“
...aggressivenessfromcolleagues?”,“...aggressivenessfromyourboss?”,“...conflicts
withyourcolleagues?”and“...conflictswithyourboss?”,withresponsecategoriesona
scalefrom1(never)to4(always).Hence,ahostileworkclimateonthedepartmentlevel
isameasureoftheextentthatallemployeesinthedepartmentreporttobeinvolvedin
interpersonalconflictsandbeingfacedwithaggressionfromco-workersandsuperiors.
Thescaleshowedacceptablereliability,Cronbach’s↵=0.71.Priortothemultilevelanalysis,
theitemswerecomputedintoasumscore,andadepartmentalaveragescorewasusedat
thebetween-levelintheanalysis.

2.3.Analyses
Toutilizethemultilevelstructureofthedata,implyingthatindividualscores(level1)

werenestedwithindepartments(level2),weconductedmultilevelanalysisusingMLwiN3.01.
Intheanalysis,level1predictorswerecentredontheteammean,whilelevel2predictorswere
centredonthegrandmean.Inordertotestourhypotheses,weranfivemodelspredicting
exposuretobullyingbehaviours.Inthefirststep,werananullmodelwheretheintercept
wasincludedastheonlypredictor.Insteptwo,wetestedamaineffectmodelbyadding
thehypothesizedlevel1predictors(i.e.,roleconflictandworkload).Instepthree,inorder
toexaminepossiblerandomeffectsofthelevel1predictorsonthehigherlevel(level2),
weallowedtheslopesoftherelationshipsbetweenthepredictors(i.e.,roleconflictand
workload)andtheoutcome(i.e.,bullyingbehaviours)tovaryrandomly.Instepfour,
weaddedthehypothesizedlevel2predictor(hostileworkclimate),explaininglevel2
varianceinindividualexposuretobullyingbehaviours.Finally,instepfive,wetested
thehypothesizedcross-levelinteractionsbetweenhostileworkclimateandthetwolevel1
predictorsbyincludingtheirrespectiveinteractionaleffects.Additionalsimpleslopetests
forhierarchallinearmodelswereconductedtoexamineiftheslopesinthepotentialcross-
levelinteractionsaresignificantlydifferentfromzero[65].Inthesimpleslopetest,the
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of maximum 1 year, 33% have worked between 1 and 4 years at their current employer,
15% between 5 and 9 years, 24% between 10 and 24 years and 15% have worked for the
same employer for over 25 years.

2.2. Instruments
To measure exposure to bullying behaviours we used the Short Negative Acts Ques-

tionnaire [62], which consists of nine items from the full version of the Negative Acts
Questionnaire-Revised [63]. The items followed an introductory text stating: “How many
times have you been the target of the following behaviours during the last six months?”
Example items are: “Someone withholding necessary information so that your work gets
complicated”, “Gossip and rumours about you”, and “Social exclusion from co-workers or
work group activities”, with response categories ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (once a week or
more). The scale showed good reliability, Cronbach’s ↵ = 0.86.

The measurement of role conflict is based on four items from the Short Inventory
to Monitor Psychosocial Hazards [64]. The items are: “Do you receive contradictory
instructions?”, “Do you have to do your work in a way which differs from the method of
your choice?”, “Do you have conflict with your colleagues about the content of your tasks?”
and “Do you have conflict with your boss about the content of your tasks?”, with response
categories ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (always). The scale showed acceptable reliability,
Cronbach’s ↵ = 0.78.

The measurement of workload is based on three items from the Short Inventory to
Monitor Psychosocial Hazards [64]. The items are: “Do you have to work extra hard in
order to complete something”, “Do you work under time pressure?” and “Do you have to
hurry?”, with response categories ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (always). The scale showed
very good reliability, Cronbach’s ↵ = 0.89.

Hostile work climate was measured using four items from the Short Inventory to
Monitor Psychosocial Hazards [64]. The overall starting sentence was: “How often have
you been confronted with the following . . . during the last six months?”. The items are: “
. . . aggressiveness from colleagues?”, “ . . . aggressiveness from your boss?”, “ . . . conflicts
with your colleagues?” and “ . . . conflicts with your boss?”, with response categories on a
scale from 1 (never) to 4 (always). Hence, a hostile work climate on the department level
is a measure of the extent that all employees in the department report to be involved in
interpersonal conflicts and being faced with aggression from co-workers and superiors.
The scale showed acceptable reliability, Cronbach’s ↵ = 0.71. Prior to the multilevel analysis,
the items were computed into a sum score, and a departmental average score was used at
the between-level in the analysis.

2.3. Analyses
To utilize the multilevel structure of the data, implying that individual scores (level 1)

were nestedwithin departments (level 2), we conductedmultilevel analysis usingMLwiN 3.01.
In the analysis, level 1 predictors were centred on the teammean, while level 2 predictors were
centred on the grand mean. In order to test our hypotheses, we ran five models predicting
exposure to bullying behaviours. In the first step, we ran a null model where the intercept
was included as the only predictor. In step two, we tested a main effect model by adding
the hypothesized level 1 predictors (i.e., role conflict and workload). In step three, in order
to examine possible random effects of the level 1 predictors on the higher level (level 2),
we allowed the slopes of the relationships between the predictors (i.e., role conflict and
workload) and the outcome (i.e., bullying behaviours) to vary randomly. In step four,
we added the hypothesized level 2 predictor (hostile work climate), explaining level 2
variance in individual exposure to bullying behaviours. Finally, in step five, we tested
the hypothesized cross-level interactions between hostile work climate and the two level 1
predictors by including their respective interactional effects. Additional simple slope tests
for hierarchal linear models were conducted to examine if the slopes in the potential cross-
level interactions are significantly different from zero [65]. In the simple slope test, the
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of maximum 1 year, 33% have worked between 1 and 4 years at their current employer,
15% between 5 and 9 years, 24% between 10 and 24 years and 15% have worked for the
same employer for over 25 years.

2.2. Instruments
To measure exposure to bullying behaviours we used the Short Negative Acts Ques-

tionnaire [62], which consists of nine items from the full version of the Negative Acts
Questionnaire-Revised [63]. The items followed an introductory text stating: “How many
times have you been the target of the following behaviours during the last six months?”
Example items are: “Someone withholding necessary information so that your work gets
complicated”, “Gossip and rumours about you”, and “Social exclusion from co-workers or
work group activities”, with response categories ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (once a week or
more). The scale showed good reliability, Cronbach’s ↵ = 0.86.

The measurement of role conflict is based on four items from the Short Inventory
to Monitor Psychosocial Hazards [64]. The items are: “Do you receive contradictory
instructions?”, “Do you have to do your work in a way which differs from the method of
your choice?”, “Do you have conflict with your colleagues about the content of your tasks?”
and “Do you have conflict with your boss about the content of your tasks?”, with response
categories ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (always). The scale showed acceptable reliability,
Cronbach’s ↵ = 0.78.

The measurement of workload is based on three items from the Short Inventory to
Monitor Psychosocial Hazards [64]. The items are: “Do you have to work extra hard in
order to complete something”, “Do you work under time pressure?” and “Do you have to
hurry?”, with response categories ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (always). The scale showed
very good reliability, Cronbach’s ↵ = 0.89.

Hostile work climate was measured using four items from the Short Inventory to
Monitor Psychosocial Hazards [64]. The overall starting sentence was: “How often have
you been confronted with the following . . . during the last six months?”. The items are: “
. . . aggressiveness from colleagues?”, “ . . . aggressiveness from your boss?”, “ . . . conflicts
with your colleagues?” and “ . . . conflicts with your boss?”, with response categories on a
scale from 1 (never) to 4 (always). Hence, a hostile work climate on the department level
is a measure of the extent that all employees in the department report to be involved in
interpersonal conflicts and being faced with aggression from co-workers and superiors.
The scale showed acceptable reliability, Cronbach’s ↵ = 0.71. Prior to the multilevel analysis,
the items were computed into a sum score, and a departmental average score was used at
the between-level in the analysis.

2.3. Analyses
To utilize the multilevel structure of the data, implying that individual scores (level 1)

were nestedwithin departments (level 2), we conductedmultilevel analysis usingMLwiN 3.01.
In the analysis, level 1 predictors were centred on the teammean, while level 2 predictors were
centred on the grand mean. In order to test our hypotheses, we ran five models predicting
exposure to bullying behaviours. In the first step, we ran a null model where the intercept
was included as the only predictor. In step two, we tested a main effect model by adding
the hypothesized level 1 predictors (i.e., role conflict and workload). In step three, in order
to examine possible random effects of the level 1 predictors on the higher level (level 2),
we allowed the slopes of the relationships between the predictors (i.e., role conflict and
workload) and the outcome (i.e., bullying behaviours) to vary randomly. In step four,
we added the hypothesized level 2 predictor (hostile work climate), explaining level 2
variance in individual exposure to bullying behaviours. Finally, in step five, we tested
the hypothesized cross-level interactions between hostile work climate and the two level 1
predictors by including their respective interactional effects. Additional simple slope tests
for hierarchal linear models were conducted to examine if the slopes in the potential cross-
level interactions are significantly different from zero [65]. In the simple slope test, the
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predictors andmoderators are tested at±1 SD, and calculations are based on the asymptotic
covariance matrix from the respective multilevel models using R version 3.4.3.

2.4. Research Ethics
The data were collected by an electronic survey distributed to employees’ e-mail.

Participation was voluntary. No members of the surveyed organization or the Health
and Safety Executive had access to any questionnaires, herewith guaranteeing anonymity.
E-mail addresses were deleted. Thereby the statistical agency met with the Belgian data
protection regulations. Respondents were informed about the purpose of the research and
that choosing to participate would indicate their informed consent.

3. Results

3.1. Descriptive Statistics
Table 1 shows the means, standard deviations, inter class correlations (ICC1/ICC2),

and within- and between-level correlations for all study variables. Correlational analysis
showed that at the within-level, significant positive correlations existed between the two job
demands and exposure to bullying behaviours, respectively, with the strongest relationship
between role conflict and exposure to bullying. Furthermore, role conflict was positively
related to workload. On the between-level, strong positive correlations exist between
hostile work climate and bullying, workload, and role conflict.

Table 1. Mean, standard deviation, ICC, and within- and between-level correlations for all study
variables (N = 1290 participants, N = 108 departments).

�
X SD

ICC1/

ICC2
S
2
between S

2
within 1. 2. 3.

Within-level
1. Bullying behaviours 1.41 0.47 0.21 a 0.05 0.19 - 0.27 *** 0.54 ***
2. Role conflict 1.62 0.49 0.13 a 0.03 0.22 0.89 *** - 0.55 *
3. Workload 1.56 0.66 0.04 a 0.02 0.42 0.53 * 0.32 *** -

Between-level
4. Hostile work climate 0.24 0.17 0.13 a

0.85 b 0.05 - 0.99 *** 0.53 * 0.86 ***

Note. Hostile work climate; a ICC1, within-level correlations; b ICC2, between-level correlations; Correlations
above the diagonal are the correlations on the within-level. Correlations below the diagonal are correlations on
the between-level. * p < 0.05, *** p < 0.001.

3.2. Multilevel Analysis
Table 2 presents the results from themultilevel analysis predicting exposure to bullying

behaviours. The null model revealed significant variance components on both levels
(#0ij = 0.193, p < 0.001; µ0j = 0.040, p < 0.001), where 83% of the variance in bullying
behaviours exists at level 1 and 17% at level 2 of the analysis. In Hypotheses 1 and 2, we
postulate that the two level 1 predictors (role conflict and workload) positively relate to
bullying behaviours. The results from the main effect model revealed a significant positive
relationship between role conflict and bullying behaviours (B = 0.474, p < 0.001) and
between workload and bullying behaviours (B = 0.071, p < 0.001). Thus, both Hypotheses 1
and 2 were supported.

In order to obtain the correct standard errors for potential cross-level interactional
effects, the higher level random slopes for both predictors were estimated in the next
model [66]. As can be seen in Table 2, the random slope of the role conflict–bullying
relationship was significant (µ1j = 0.035, p < 0.01), while the corresponding random slope
for the workload–bullying relationship was not significant (µ2j = 0.000, n.s.). This suggests
that only the relationship between role conflict and bullying systematically differs across
departments, while this is not the case for the relationship between workload and bullying.
Moreover, introducing our level 2 predictor hostile work climate revealed a strong and
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predictorsandmoderatorsaretestedat±1SD,andcalculationsarebasedontheasymptotic
covariancematrixfromtherespectivemultilevelmodelsusingRversion3.4.3.

2.4.ResearchEthics
Thedatawerecollectedbyanelectronicsurveydistributedtoemployees’e-mail.

Participationwasvoluntary.NomembersofthesurveyedorganizationortheHealth
andSafetyExecutivehadaccesstoanyquestionnaires,herewithguaranteeinganonymity.
E-mailaddressesweredeleted.TherebythestatisticalagencymetwiththeBelgiandata
protectionregulations.Respondentswereinformedaboutthepurposeoftheresearchand
thatchoosingtoparticipatewouldindicatetheirinformedconsent.

3.Results

3.1.DescriptiveStatistics
Table1showsthemeans,standarddeviations,interclasscorrelations(ICC1/ICC2),

andwithin-andbetween-levelcorrelationsforallstudyvariables.Correlationalanalysis
showedthatatthewithin-level,significantpositivecorrelationsexistedbetweenthetwojob
demandsandexposuretobullyingbehaviours,respectively,withthestrongestrelationship
betweenroleconflictandexposuretobullying.Furthermore,roleconflictwaspositively
relatedtoworkload.Onthebetween-level,strongpositivecorrelationsexistbetween
hostileworkclimateandbullying,workload,androleconflict.

Table1.Mean,standarddeviation,ICC,andwithin-andbetween-levelcorrelationsforallstudy
variables(N=1290participants,N=108departments).

�
XSD

ICC1/

ICC2
S

2
betweenS

2
within1.2.3.

Within-level
1.Bullyingbehaviours1.410.470.21a0.050.19-0.27***0.54***
2.Roleconflict1.620.490.13a0.030.220.89***-0.55*
3.Workload1.560.660.04a0.020.420.53*0.32***-

Between-level
4.Hostileworkclimate0.240.170.13a

0.85b0.05-0.99***0.53*0.86***

Note.Hostileworkclimate;aICC1,within-levelcorrelations;bICC2,between-levelcorrelations;Correlations
abovethediagonalarethecorrelationsonthewithin-level.Correlationsbelowthediagonalarecorrelationson
thebetween-level.*p<0.05,***p<0.001.

3.2.MultilevelAnalysis
Table2presentstheresultsfromthemultilevelanalysispredictingexposuretobullying

behaviours.Thenullmodelrevealedsignificantvariancecomponentsonbothlevels
(#0ij=0.193,p<0.001;µ0j=0.040,p<0.001),where83%ofthevarianceinbullying
behavioursexistsatlevel1and17%atlevel2oftheanalysis.InHypotheses1and2,we
postulatethatthetwolevel1predictors(roleconflictandworkload)positivelyrelateto
bullyingbehaviours.Theresultsfromthemaineffectmodelrevealedasignificantpositive
relationshipbetweenroleconflictandbullyingbehaviours(B=0.474,p<0.001)and
betweenworkloadandbullyingbehaviours(B=0.071,p<0.001).Thus,bothHypotheses1
and2weresupported.

Inordertoobtainthecorrectstandarderrorsforpotentialcross-levelinteractional
effects,thehigherlevelrandomslopesforbothpredictorswereestimatedinthenext
model[66].AscanbeseeninTable2,therandomslopeoftheroleconflict–bullying
relationshipwassignificant(µ1j=0.035,p<0.01),whilethecorrespondingrandomslope
fortheworkload–bullyingrelationshipwasnotsignificant(µ2j=0.000,n.s.).Thissuggests
thatonlytherelationshipbetweenroleconflictandbullyingsystematicallydiffersacross
departments,whilethisisnotthecasefortherelationshipbetweenworkloadandbullying.
Moreover,introducingourlevel2predictorhostileworkclimaterevealedastrongand
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predictors andmoderators are tested at±1 SD, and calculations are based on the asymptotic
covariance matrix from the respective multilevel models using R version 3.4.3.

2.4. Research Ethics
The data were collected by an electronic survey distributed to employees’ e-mail.

Participation was voluntary. No members of the surveyed organization or the Health
and Safety Executive had access to any questionnaires, herewith guaranteeing anonymity.
E-mail addresses were deleted. Thereby the statistical agency met with the Belgian data
protection regulations. Respondents were informed about the purpose of the research and
that choosing to participate would indicate their informed consent.

3. Results

3.1. Descriptive Statistics
Table 1 shows the means, standard deviations, inter class correlations (ICC1/ICC2),

and within- and between-level correlations for all study variables. Correlational analysis
showed that at the within-level, significant positive correlations existed between the two job
demands and exposure to bullying behaviours, respectively, with the strongest relationship
between role conflict and exposure to bullying. Furthermore, role conflict was positively
related to workload. On the between-level, strong positive correlations exist between
hostile work climate and bullying, workload, and role conflict.

Table 1. Mean, standard deviation, ICC, and within- and between-level correlations for all study
variables (N = 1290 participants, N = 108 departments).

�
X SD

ICC1/

ICC2
S
2
between S

2
within 1. 2. 3.

Within-level
1. Bullying behaviours 1.41 0.47 0.21 a 0.05 0.19 - 0.27 *** 0.54 ***
2. Role conflict 1.62 0.49 0.13 a 0.03 0.22 0.89 *** - 0.55 *
3. Workload 1.56 0.66 0.04 a 0.02 0.42 0.53 * 0.32 *** -

Between-level
4. Hostile work climate 0.24 0.17 0.13 a

0.85 b 0.05 - 0.99 *** 0.53 * 0.86 ***

Note. Hostile work climate; a ICC1, within-level correlations; b ICC2, between-level correlations; Correlations
above the diagonal are the correlations on the within-level. Correlations below the diagonal are correlations on
the between-level. * p < 0.05, *** p < 0.001.

3.2. Multilevel Analysis
Table 2 presents the results from themultilevel analysis predicting exposure to bullying

behaviours. The null model revealed significant variance components on both levels
(#0ij = 0.193, p < 0.001; µ0j = 0.040, p < 0.001), where 83% of the variance in bullying
behaviours exists at level 1 and 17% at level 2 of the analysis. In Hypotheses 1 and 2, we
postulate that the two level 1 predictors (role conflict and workload) positively relate to
bullying behaviours. The results from the main effect model revealed a significant positive
relationship between role conflict and bullying behaviours (B = 0.474, p < 0.001) and
between workload and bullying behaviours (B = 0.071, p < 0.001). Thus, both Hypotheses 1
and 2 were supported.

In order to obtain the correct standard errors for potential cross-level interactional
effects, the higher level random slopes for both predictors were estimated in the next
model [66]. As can be seen in Table 2, the random slope of the role conflict–bullying
relationship was significant (µ1j = 0.035, p < 0.01), while the corresponding random slope
for the workload–bullying relationship was not significant (µ2j = 0.000, n.s.). This suggests
that only the relationship between role conflict and bullying systematically differs across
departments, while this is not the case for the relationship between workload and bullying.
Moreover, introducing our level 2 predictor hostile work climate revealed a strong and
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and Safety Executive had access to any questionnaires, herewith guaranteeing anonymity.
E-mail addresses were deleted. Thereby the statistical agency met with the Belgian data
protection regulations. Respondents were informed about the purpose of the research and
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demands and exposure to bullying behaviours, respectively, with the strongest relationship
between role conflict and exposure to bullying. Furthermore, role conflict was positively
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Table 1. Mean, standard deviation, ICC, and within- and between-level correlations for all study
variables (N = 1290 participants, N = 108 departments).

�
X SD

ICC1/

ICC2
S
2
between S

2
within 1. 2. 3.

Within-level
1. Bullying behaviours 1.41 0.47 0.21 a 0.05 0.19 - 0.27 *** 0.54 ***
2. Role conflict 1.62 0.49 0.13 a 0.03 0.22 0.89 *** - 0.55 *
3. Workload 1.56 0.66 0.04 a 0.02 0.42 0.53 * 0.32 *** -

Between-level
4. Hostile work climate 0.24 0.17 0.13 a

0.85 b 0.05 - 0.99 *** 0.53 * 0.86 ***

Note. Hostile work climate; a ICC1, within-level correlations; b ICC2, between-level correlations; Correlations
above the diagonal are the correlations on the within-level. Correlations below the diagonal are correlations on
the between-level. * p < 0.05, *** p < 0.001.

3.2. Multilevel Analysis
Table 2 presents the results from themultilevel analysis predicting exposure to bullying

behaviours. The null model revealed significant variance components on both levels
(#0ij = 0.193, p < 0.001; µ0j = 0.040, p < 0.001), where 83% of the variance in bullying
behaviours exists at level 1 and 17% at level 2 of the analysis. In Hypotheses 1 and 2, we
postulate that the two level 1 predictors (role conflict and workload) positively relate to
bullying behaviours. The results from the main effect model revealed a significant positive
relationship between role conflict and bullying behaviours (B = 0.474, p < 0.001) and
between workload and bullying behaviours (B = 0.071, p < 0.001). Thus, both Hypotheses 1
and 2 were supported.

In order to obtain the correct standard errors for potential cross-level interactional
effects, the higher level random slopes for both predictors were estimated in the next
model [66]. As can be seen in Table 2, the random slope of the role conflict–bullying
relationship was significant (µ1j = 0.035, p < 0.01), while the corresponding random slope
for the workload–bullying relationship was not significant (µ2j = 0.000, n.s.). This suggests
that only the relationship between role conflict and bullying systematically differs across
departments, while this is not the case for the relationship between workload and bullying.
Moreover, introducing our level 2 predictor hostile work climate revealed a strong and
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(#0ij=0.193,p<0.001;µ0j=0.040,p<0.001),where83%ofthevarianceinbullying
behavioursexistsatlevel1and17%atlevel2oftheanalysis.InHypotheses1and2,we
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and2weresupported.

Inordertoobtainthecorrectstandarderrorsforpotentialcross-levelinteractional
effects,thehigherlevelrandomslopesforbothpredictorswereestimatedinthenext
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relationshipwassignificant(µ1j=0.035,p<0.01),whilethecorrespondingrandomslope
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significant association with individual level exposure to bullying behaviours at the higher
level (B = 0.955, p < 0.001).

Table 2. Multilevel estimates for the prediction of bullying behaviours.

Level and Variable
Null Model

(Step 1)

Main Effect of

L1 Predictors

(Step 2)

Random Slope

(Step 3)

Main Effect of

L2 Predictor

(Step 4)

Cross-Level

Interactions

(Step 5)

Level 1

Intercept (g00) 1.425 (0.024) *** 1.429 (0.025) *** 1.431 (0.024) *** 1.414 (0.013) *** 1.410 (0.012) ***
Role conflict (g10) 0.474 (0.024) *** 0.466 (0.030) *** 0.469 (0.031) *** 0.454 (0.027) ***
Workload (g20) 0.071 (0.017) *** 0.065 (0.017) *** 0.068 (0.017) *** 0.060 (0.017) ***

Level 2
Hostile work climate (g01) 0.955 (0.065) *** 1.068 (0.068) ***

Cross-level interaction
Role conflict ⇤ Hostile work climate (g11) 0.981 (0.153) ***
Workload ⇤ hostile work climate (g12) �0.42 (0.115) ***

Variance components
Within-unit (L1) variance (#0ij) 0.193 (0.008) *** 0.135 (0.005) *** 0.128 (0.005) *** 0.127 (0.005) *** 0.126 (0.005) ***
Intercept (L2) variance (µ0j) 0.040 (0.008) *** 0.051 (0.009) *** 0.051 (0.009) *** 0.006 (0.002) ** 0.005 (0.002) *

Slope (L2) variance role conflict (µ1j) 0.035 (0.0011) ** 0.035 (0.012) ** 0.014 (0.008)
Intercept-slope (L2) covariance role conflict 0.044 (0.008) *** 0.015 (0.004) *** 0.011 (0.003) ***

Slope (L2) variance workload (µ2j) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000)
Intercept-slope (L2) covariance workload 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000)

Loglikelihood 1666.63 1247.58 1194.92 1078.87 1041.57

Note. L1 = level 1; L2 = level 2; Robust standard errors of estimates are in parentheses. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01,
*** p < 0.001.

In Hypotheses 3a and 3b, we expect that a hostile work climate on level 2 positively
moderates the positive links between the two level 1 predictors (role conflict and work-
load) and bullying behaviours. The positive interactional effect between role conflict and
department-level hostile work climate in the prediction of bullying behaviours was signifi-
cant (B = 0.981, p < 0.001). However, contrary to our expectations, the interaction model
revealed a negative interactional effect between workload and department-level hostile
work climate in the prediction of bullying behaviours (B = �0.420, p < 0.001). In order
to visually inspect if the pattern of the interactional effects were in accordance with our
hypothesis, we plotted the slopes of the interactional effects in Figures 1 and 2.
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Figure 1. Plot of the interactive relationship of role conflict and bullying behaviours in departments
with weak vs. a strong hostile work climate.
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significantassociationwithindividuallevelexposuretobullyingbehavioursatthehigher
level(B=0.955,p<0.001).

Table2.Multilevelestimatesforthepredictionofbullyingbehaviours.

LevelandVariable
NullModel

(Step1)

MainEffectof

L1Predictors

(Step2)

RandomSlope

(Step3)

MainEffectof

L2Predictor

(Step4)

Cross-Level

Interactions

(Step5)

Level1

Intercept(g00)1.425(0.024)***1.429(0.025)***1.431(0.024)***1.414(0.013)***1.410(0.012)***
Roleconflict(g10)0.474(0.024)***0.466(0.030)***0.469(0.031)***0.454(0.027)***

Workload(g20)0.071(0.017)***0.065(0.017)***0.068(0.017)***0.060(0.017)***

Level2
Hostileworkclimate(g01)0.955(0.065)***1.068(0.068)***

Cross-levelinteraction
Roleconflict⇤Hostileworkclimate(g11)0.981(0.153)***

Workload⇤hostileworkclimate(g12)�0.42(0.115)***

Variancecomponents
Within-unit(L1)variance(#0ij)0.193(0.008)***0.135(0.005)***0.128(0.005)***0.127(0.005)***0.126(0.005)***

Intercept(L2)variance(µ0j)0.040(0.008)***0.051(0.009)***0.051(0.009)***0.006(0.002)**0.005(0.002)*
Slope(L2)varianceroleconflict(µ1j)0.035(0.0011)**0.035(0.012)**0.014(0.008)

Intercept-slope(L2)covarianceroleconflict0.044(0.008)***0.015(0.004)***0.011(0.003)***
Slope(L2)varianceworkload(µ2j)0.000(0.000)0.000(0.000)0.000(0.000)

Intercept-slope(L2)covarianceworkload0.000(0.000)0.000(0.000)0.000(0.000)

Loglikelihood1666.631247.581194.921078.871041.57

Note.L1=level1;L2=level2;Robuststandarderrorsofestimatesareinparentheses.*p<0.05,**p<0.01,
***p<0.001.

InHypotheses3aand3b,weexpectthatahostileworkclimateonlevel2positively
moderatesthepositivelinksbetweenthetwolevel1predictors(roleconflictandwork-
load)andbullyingbehaviours.Thepositiveinteractionaleffectbetweenroleconflictand
department-levelhostileworkclimateinthepredictionofbullyingbehaviourswassignifi-
cant(B=0.981,p<0.001).However,contrarytoourexpectations,theinteractionmodel
revealedanegativeinteractionaleffectbetweenworkloadanddepartment-levelhostile
workclimateinthepredictionofbullyingbehaviours(B=�0.420,p<0.001).Inorder
tovisuallyinspectifthepatternoftheinteractionaleffectswereinaccordancewithour
hypothesis,weplottedtheslopesoftheinteractionaleffectsinFigures1and2.
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Figure1.Plotoftheinteractiverelationshipofroleconflictandbullyingbehavioursindepartments
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significantassociationwithindividuallevelexposuretobullyingbehavioursatthehigher
level(B=0.955,p<0.001).

Table2.Multilevelestimatesforthepredictionofbullyingbehaviours.

LevelandVariable
NullModel

(Step1)

MainEffectof

L1Predictors

(Step2)

RandomSlope

(Step3)

MainEffectof

L2Predictor

(Step4)

Cross-Level

Interactions

(Step5)

Level1

Intercept(g00)1.425(0.024)***1.429(0.025)***1.431(0.024)***1.414(0.013)***1.410(0.012)***
Roleconflict(g10)0.474(0.024)***0.466(0.030)***0.469(0.031)***0.454(0.027)***

Workload(g20)0.071(0.017)***0.065(0.017)***0.068(0.017)***0.060(0.017)***

Level2
Hostileworkclimate(g01)0.955(0.065)***1.068(0.068)***

Cross-levelinteraction
Roleconflict⇤Hostileworkclimate(g11)0.981(0.153)***

Workload⇤hostileworkclimate(g12)�0.42(0.115)***

Variancecomponents
Within-unit(L1)variance(#0ij)0.193(0.008)***0.135(0.005)***0.128(0.005)***0.127(0.005)***0.126(0.005)***

Intercept(L2)variance(µ0j)0.040(0.008)***0.051(0.009)***0.051(0.009)***0.006(0.002)**0.005(0.002)*
Slope(L2)varianceroleconflict(µ1j)0.035(0.0011)**0.035(0.012)**0.014(0.008)

Intercept-slope(L2)covarianceroleconflict0.044(0.008)***0.015(0.004)***0.011(0.003)***
Slope(L2)varianceworkload(µ2j)0.000(0.000)0.000(0.000)0.000(0.000)

Intercept-slope(L2)covarianceworkload0.000(0.000)0.000(0.000)0.000(0.000)

Loglikelihood1666.631247.581194.921078.871041.57

Note.L1=level1;L2=level2;Robuststandarderrorsofestimatesareinparentheses.*p<0.05,**p<0.01,
***p<0.001.

InHypotheses3aand3b,weexpectthatahostileworkclimateonlevel2positively
moderatesthepositivelinksbetweenthetwolevel1predictors(roleconflictandwork-
load)andbullyingbehaviours.Thepositiveinteractionaleffectbetweenroleconflictand
department-levelhostileworkclimateinthepredictionofbullyingbehaviourswassignifi-
cant(B=0.981,p<0.001).However,contrarytoourexpectations,theinteractionmodel
revealedanegativeinteractionaleffectbetweenworkloadanddepartment-levelhostile
workclimateinthepredictionofbullyingbehaviours(B=�0.420,p<0.001).Inorder
tovisuallyinspectifthepatternoftheinteractionaleffectswereinaccordancewithour
hypothesis,weplottedtheslopesoftheinteractionaleffectsinFigures1and2.
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significant association with individual level exposure to bullying behaviours at the higher
level (B = 0.955, p < 0.001).

Table 2. Multilevel estimates for the prediction of bullying behaviours.

Level and Variable
Null Model

(Step 1)

Main Effect of

L1 Predictors

(Step 2)

Random Slope

(Step 3)

Main Effect of

L2 Predictor

(Step 4)

Cross-Level

Interactions

(Step 5)

Level 1

Intercept (g00) 1.425 (0.024) *** 1.429 (0.025) *** 1.431 (0.024) *** 1.414 (0.013) *** 1.410 (0.012) ***
Role conflict (g10) 0.474 (0.024) *** 0.466 (0.030) *** 0.469 (0.031) *** 0.454 (0.027) ***
Workload (g20) 0.071 (0.017) *** 0.065 (0.017) *** 0.068 (0.017) *** 0.060 (0.017) ***

Level 2
Hostile work climate (g01) 0.955 (0.065) *** 1.068 (0.068) ***

Cross-level interaction
Role conflict ⇤ Hostile work climate (g11) 0.981 (0.153) ***
Workload ⇤ hostile work climate (g12) �0.42 (0.115) ***

Variance components
Within-unit (L1) variance (#0ij) 0.193 (0.008) *** 0.135 (0.005) *** 0.128 (0.005) *** 0.127 (0.005) *** 0.126 (0.005) ***
Intercept (L2) variance (µ0j) 0.040 (0.008) *** 0.051 (0.009) *** 0.051 (0.009) *** 0.006 (0.002) ** 0.005 (0.002) *

Slope (L2) variance role conflict (µ1j) 0.035 (0.0011) ** 0.035 (0.012) ** 0.014 (0.008)
Intercept-slope (L2) covariance role conflict 0.044 (0.008) *** 0.015 (0.004) *** 0.011 (0.003) ***

Slope (L2) variance workload (µ2j) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000)
Intercept-slope (L2) covariance workload 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000)

Loglikelihood 1666.63 1247.58 1194.92 1078.87 1041.57

Note. L1 = level 1; L2 = level 2; Robust standard errors of estimates are in parentheses. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01,
*** p < 0.001.

In Hypotheses 3a and 3b, we expect that a hostile work climate on level 2 positively
moderates the positive links between the two level 1 predictors (role conflict and work-
load) and bullying behaviours. The positive interactional effect between role conflict and
department-level hostile work climate in the prediction of bullying behaviours was signifi-
cant (B = 0.981, p < 0.001). However, contrary to our expectations, the interaction model
revealed a negative interactional effect between workload and department-level hostile
work climate in the prediction of bullying behaviours (B = �0.420, p < 0.001). In order
to visually inspect if the pattern of the interactional effects were in accordance with our
hypothesis, we plotted the slopes of the interactional effects in Figures 1 and 2.
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Figure 1. Plot of the interactive relationship of role conflict and bullying behaviours in departments
with weak vs. a strong hostile work climate.
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significant association with individual level exposure to bullying behaviours at the higher
level (B = 0.955, p < 0.001).

Table 2. Multilevel estimates for the prediction of bullying behaviours.

Level and Variable
Null Model

(Step 1)

Main Effect of

L1 Predictors

(Step 2)

Random Slope

(Step 3)

Main Effect of

L2 Predictor

(Step 4)

Cross-Level

Interactions

(Step 5)

Level 1

Intercept (g00) 1.425 (0.024) *** 1.429 (0.025) *** 1.431 (0.024) *** 1.414 (0.013) *** 1.410 (0.012) ***
Role conflict (g10) 0.474 (0.024) *** 0.466 (0.030) *** 0.469 (0.031) *** 0.454 (0.027) ***
Workload (g20) 0.071 (0.017) *** 0.065 (0.017) *** 0.068 (0.017) *** 0.060 (0.017) ***

Level 2
Hostile work climate (g01) 0.955 (0.065) *** 1.068 (0.068) ***

Cross-level interaction
Role conflict ⇤ Hostile work climate (g11) 0.981 (0.153) ***
Workload ⇤ hostile work climate (g12) �0.42 (0.115) ***

Variance components
Within-unit (L1) variance (#0ij) 0.193 (0.008) *** 0.135 (0.005) *** 0.128 (0.005) *** 0.127 (0.005) *** 0.126 (0.005) ***
Intercept (L2) variance (µ0j) 0.040 (0.008) *** 0.051 (0.009) *** 0.051 (0.009) *** 0.006 (0.002) ** 0.005 (0.002) *

Slope (L2) variance role conflict (µ1j) 0.035 (0.0011) ** 0.035 (0.012) ** 0.014 (0.008)
Intercept-slope (L2) covariance role conflict 0.044 (0.008) *** 0.015 (0.004) *** 0.011 (0.003) ***

Slope (L2) variance workload (µ2j) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000)
Intercept-slope (L2) covariance workload 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000)

Loglikelihood 1666.63 1247.58 1194.92 1078.87 1041.57

Note. L1 = level 1; L2 = level 2; Robust standard errors of estimates are in parentheses. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01,
*** p < 0.001.

In Hypotheses 3a and 3b, we expect that a hostile work climate on level 2 positively
moderates the positive links between the two level 1 predictors (role conflict and work-
load) and bullying behaviours. The positive interactional effect between role conflict and
department-level hostile work climate in the prediction of bullying behaviours was signifi-
cant (B = 0.981, p < 0.001). However, contrary to our expectations, the interaction model
revealed a negative interactional effect between workload and department-level hostile
work climate in the prediction of bullying behaviours (B = �0.420, p < 0.001). In order
to visually inspect if the pattern of the interactional effects were in accordance with our
hypothesis, we plotted the slopes of the interactional effects in Figures 1 and 2.
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significantassociationwithindividuallevelexposuretobullyingbehavioursatthehigher
level(B=0.955,p<0.001).

Table2.Multilevelestimatesforthepredictionofbullyingbehaviours.

LevelandVariable
NullModel

(Step1)

MainEffectof

L1Predictors

(Step2)

RandomSlope

(Step3)

MainEffectof

L2Predictor

(Step4)

Cross-Level

Interactions

(Step5)

Level1

Intercept(g00)1.425(0.024)***1.429(0.025)***1.431(0.024)***1.414(0.013)***1.410(0.012)***
Roleconflict(g10)0.474(0.024)***0.466(0.030)***0.469(0.031)***0.454(0.027)***
Workload(g20)0.071(0.017)***0.065(0.017)***0.068(0.017)***0.060(0.017)***

Level2
Hostileworkclimate(g01)0.955(0.065)***1.068(0.068)***

Cross-levelinteraction
Roleconflict⇤Hostileworkclimate(g11)0.981(0.153)***
Workload⇤hostileworkclimate(g12)�0.42(0.115)***

Variancecomponents
Within-unit(L1)variance(#0ij)0.193(0.008)***0.135(0.005)***0.128(0.005)***0.127(0.005)***0.126(0.005)***
Intercept(L2)variance(µ0j)0.040(0.008)***0.051(0.009)***0.051(0.009)***0.006(0.002)**0.005(0.002)*

Slope(L2)varianceroleconflict(µ1j)0.035(0.0011)**0.035(0.012)**0.014(0.008)
Intercept-slope(L2)covarianceroleconflict0.044(0.008)***0.015(0.004)***0.011(0.003)***

Slope(L2)varianceworkload(µ2j)0.000(0.000)0.000(0.000)0.000(0.000)
Intercept-slope(L2)covarianceworkload0.000(0.000)0.000(0.000)0.000(0.000)

Loglikelihood1666.631247.581194.921078.871041.57

Note.L1=level1;L2=level2;Robuststandarderrorsofestimatesareinparentheses.*p<0.05,**p<0.01,
***p<0.001.

InHypotheses3aand3b,weexpectthatahostileworkclimateonlevel2positively
moderatesthepositivelinksbetweenthetwolevel1predictors(roleconflictandwork-
load)andbullyingbehaviours.Thepositiveinteractionaleffectbetweenroleconflictand
department-levelhostileworkclimateinthepredictionofbullyingbehaviourswassignifi-
cant(B=0.981,p<0.001).However,contrarytoourexpectations,theinteractionmodel
revealedanegativeinteractionaleffectbetweenworkloadanddepartment-levelhostile
workclimateinthepredictionofbullyingbehaviours(B=�0.420,p<0.001).Inorder
tovisuallyinspectifthepatternoftheinteractionaleffectswereinaccordancewithour
hypothesis,weplottedtheslopesoftheinteractionaleffectsinFigures1and2.
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significantassociationwithindividuallevelexposuretobullyingbehavioursatthehigher
level(B=0.955,p<0.001).

Table2.Multilevelestimatesforthepredictionofbullyingbehaviours.

LevelandVariable
NullModel

(Step1)

MainEffectof

L1Predictors

(Step2)

RandomSlope

(Step3)

MainEffectof

L2Predictor

(Step4)

Cross-Level

Interactions

(Step5)

Level1

Intercept(g00)1.425(0.024)***1.429(0.025)***1.431(0.024)***1.414(0.013)***1.410(0.012)***
Roleconflict(g10)0.474(0.024)***0.466(0.030)***0.469(0.031)***0.454(0.027)***
Workload(g20)0.071(0.017)***0.065(0.017)***0.068(0.017)***0.060(0.017)***

Level2
Hostileworkclimate(g01)0.955(0.065)***1.068(0.068)***

Cross-levelinteraction
Roleconflict⇤Hostileworkclimate(g11)0.981(0.153)***
Workload⇤hostileworkclimate(g12)�0.42(0.115)***

Variancecomponents
Within-unit(L1)variance(#0ij)0.193(0.008)***0.135(0.005)***0.128(0.005)***0.127(0.005)***0.126(0.005)***
Intercept(L2)variance(µ0j)0.040(0.008)***0.051(0.009)***0.051(0.009)***0.006(0.002)**0.005(0.002)*

Slope(L2)varianceroleconflict(µ1j)0.035(0.0011)**0.035(0.012)**0.014(0.008)
Intercept-slope(L2)covarianceroleconflict0.044(0.008)***0.015(0.004)***0.011(0.003)***

Slope(L2)varianceworkload(µ2j)0.000(0.000)0.000(0.000)0.000(0.000)
Intercept-slope(L2)covarianceworkload0.000(0.000)0.000(0.000)0.000(0.000)

Loglikelihood1666.631247.581194.921078.871041.57

Note.L1=level1;L2=level2;Robuststandarderrorsofestimatesareinparentheses.*p<0.05,**p<0.01,
***p<0.001.

InHypotheses3aand3b,weexpectthatahostileworkclimateonlevel2positively
moderatesthepositivelinksbetweenthetwolevel1predictors(roleconflictandwork-
load)andbullyingbehaviours.Thepositiveinteractionaleffectbetweenroleconflictand
department-levelhostileworkclimateinthepredictionofbullyingbehaviourswassignifi-
cant(B=0.981,p<0.001).However,contrarytoourexpectations,theinteractionmodel
revealedanegativeinteractionaleffectbetweenworkloadanddepartment-levelhostile
workclimateinthepredictionofbullyingbehaviours(B=�0.420,p<0.001).Inorder
tovisuallyinspectifthepatternoftheinteractionaleffectswereinaccordancewithour
hypothesis,weplottedtheslopesoftheinteractionaleffectsinFigures1and2.
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significantassociationwithindividuallevelexposuretobullyingbehavioursatthehigher
level(B=0.955,p<0.001).

Table2.Multilevelestimatesforthepredictionofbullyingbehaviours.

LevelandVariable
NullModel

(Step1)

MainEffectof

L1Predictors

(Step2)

RandomSlope

(Step3)

MainEffectof

L2Predictor

(Step4)

Cross-Level

Interactions

(Step5)

Level1

Intercept(g00)1.425(0.024)***1.429(0.025)***1.431(0.024)***1.414(0.013)***1.410(0.012)***
Roleconflict(g10)0.474(0.024)***0.466(0.030)***0.469(0.031)***0.454(0.027)***
Workload(g20)0.071(0.017)***0.065(0.017)***0.068(0.017)***0.060(0.017)***

Level2
Hostileworkclimate(g01)0.955(0.065)***1.068(0.068)***

Cross-levelinteraction
Roleconflict⇤Hostileworkclimate(g11)0.981(0.153)***
Workload⇤hostileworkclimate(g12)�0.42(0.115)***

Variancecomponents
Within-unit(L1)variance(#0ij)0.193(0.008)***0.135(0.005)***0.128(0.005)***0.127(0.005)***0.126(0.005)***
Intercept(L2)variance(µ0j)0.040(0.008)***0.051(0.009)***0.051(0.009)***0.006(0.002)**0.005(0.002)*

Slope(L2)varianceroleconflict(µ1j)0.035(0.0011)**0.035(0.012)**0.014(0.008)
Intercept-slope(L2)covarianceroleconflict0.044(0.008)***0.015(0.004)***0.011(0.003)***

Slope(L2)varianceworkload(µ2j)0.000(0.000)0.000(0.000)0.000(0.000)
Intercept-slope(L2)covarianceworkload0.000(0.000)0.000(0.000)0.000(0.000)

Loglikelihood1666.631247.581194.921078.871041.57

Note.L1=level1;L2=level2;Robuststandarderrorsofestimatesareinparentheses.*p<0.05,**p<0.01,
***p<0.001.

InHypotheses3aand3b,weexpectthatahostileworkclimateonlevel2positively
moderatesthepositivelinksbetweenthetwolevel1predictors(roleconflictandwork-
load)andbullyingbehaviours.Thepositiveinteractionaleffectbetweenroleconflictand
department-levelhostileworkclimateinthepredictionofbullyingbehaviourswassignifi-
cant(B=0.981,p<0.001).However,contrarytoourexpectations,theinteractionmodel
revealedanegativeinteractionaleffectbetweenworkloadanddepartment-levelhostile
workclimateinthepredictionofbullyingbehaviours(B=�0.420,p<0.001).Inorder
tovisuallyinspectifthepatternoftheinteractionaleffectswereinaccordancewithour
hypothesis,weplottedtheslopesoftheinteractionaleffectsinFigures1and2.
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significantassociationwithindividuallevelexposuretobullyingbehavioursatthehigher
level(B=0.955,p<0.001).

Table2.Multilevelestimatesforthepredictionofbullyingbehaviours.

LevelandVariable
NullModel

(Step1)

MainEffectof

L1Predictors

(Step2)

RandomSlope

(Step3)

MainEffectof

L2Predictor

(Step4)

Cross-Level

Interactions

(Step5)

Level1

Intercept(g00)1.425(0.024)***1.429(0.025)***1.431(0.024)***1.414(0.013)***1.410(0.012)***
Roleconflict(g10)0.474(0.024)***0.466(0.030)***0.469(0.031)***0.454(0.027)***
Workload(g20)0.071(0.017)***0.065(0.017)***0.068(0.017)***0.060(0.017)***

Level2
Hostileworkclimate(g01)0.955(0.065)***1.068(0.068)***

Cross-levelinteraction
Roleconflict⇤Hostileworkclimate(g11)0.981(0.153)***
Workload⇤hostileworkclimate(g12)�0.42(0.115)***

Variancecomponents
Within-unit(L1)variance(#0ij)0.193(0.008)***0.135(0.005)***0.128(0.005)***0.127(0.005)***0.126(0.005)***
Intercept(L2)variance(µ0j)0.040(0.008)***0.051(0.009)***0.051(0.009)***0.006(0.002)**0.005(0.002)*

Slope(L2)varianceroleconflict(µ1j)0.035(0.0011)**0.035(0.012)**0.014(0.008)
Intercept-slope(L2)covarianceroleconflict0.044(0.008)***0.015(0.004)***0.011(0.003)***

Slope(L2)varianceworkload(µ2j)0.000(0.000)0.000(0.000)0.000(0.000)
Intercept-slope(L2)covarianceworkload0.000(0.000)0.000(0.000)0.000(0.000)

Loglikelihood1666.631247.581194.921078.871041.57

Note.L1=level1;L2=level2;Robuststandarderrorsofestimatesareinparentheses.*p<0.05,**p<0.01,
***p<0.001.

InHypotheses3aand3b,weexpectthatahostileworkclimateonlevel2positively
moderatesthepositivelinksbetweenthetwolevel1predictors(roleconflictandwork-
load)andbullyingbehaviours.Thepositiveinteractionaleffectbetweenroleconflictand
department-levelhostileworkclimateinthepredictionofbullyingbehaviourswassignifi-
cant(B=0.981,p<0.001).However,contrarytoourexpectations,theinteractionmodel
revealedanegativeinteractionaleffectbetweenworkloadanddepartment-levelhostile
workclimateinthepredictionofbullyingbehaviours(B=�0.420,p<0.001).Inorder
tovisuallyinspectifthepatternoftheinteractionaleffectswereinaccordancewithour
hypothesis,weplottedtheslopesoftheinteractionaleffectsinFigures1and2.
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withweakvs.astronghostileworkclimate.
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Figure 2. Plot of the interactive relationship of workload and bullying behaviours in departments
with weak vs. a strong hostile work climate.

Figure 1 provides a visualization of the significant interaction effect between role
conflict and department-level hostile work climates. As seen in the figure, and in accor-
dance with Hypothesis 3a, there is a stronger positive association between role conflict
and bullying behaviours among individuals working in departments characterized by a
hostile work climate, as compared to individuals working in departments characterized
by low levels of hostility. Despite these differences, a formal test of the slopes at ±1 SD of
the moderator revealed a significant slope both for those in a high hostile work climate
department (slope = 0.620, z = 17.22, p < 0.001) and for those working in a low hostile
work climate department (slope = 0.288, z = 7.50, p < 0.001). Inspection of Figure 2 reveals,
surprisingly, that in departments characterized by high hostile work climate, the level of
reported bullying behaviours is independent of the experienced workload. Correspond-
ingly, the simple slope test revealed that the relationship between workload and bullying
behaviours was not significant in the departments with a high level of hostile work climate
(slope = �0.011, z = 0.41, n.s.). Still, the figure shows that more exposure to bullying be-
haviours are reported in departments characterized by a hostile work climate, independent
of the experienced workload. In contrast, a clear positive relationship exists between
workload and exposure to bullying behaviours among individuals in departments with
low hostile work climates. Accordingly, the simple slope test reveals a significant positive
slope among those in departments with a low hostile work climate (slope = 0.131, z = 5.29,
p < 0.001). In summary, Hypothesis 3a was supported, while the multilevel analysis did
not yield support for Hypothesis 3b.

In order to rule out the possibility that the relationships can be explained by relevant
third variables, we ran all the analyses while controlling for gender, age, and tenure. How-
ever, the analyses showed that none of the control variables significantly predicted exposure
to bullying behaviour. Based on this, we decided to only report the most parsimonious
analyses excluding the control variables, in line with the suggestions of Cohen [67].

4. Discussion

The aim of the present study was to extend our understanding regarding work-related
antecedents of workplace bullying, by investigating the interaction of potential risk factors
at different organizational levels. Based on the work environment hypothesis and the social
interactionist approach to aggression, we hypothesized that experiencing high levels of
role conflict and workload would be positively related to exposure to bullying behaviours
at work. Job demands, such as role conflict and workload, have consistently been found
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Figure2.Plotoftheinteractiverelationshipofworkloadandbullyingbehavioursindepartments
withweakvs.astronghostileworkclimate.

Figure1providesavisualizationofthesignificantinteractioneffectbetweenrole
conflictanddepartment-levelhostileworkclimates.Asseeninthefigure,andinaccor-
dancewithHypothesis3a,thereisastrongerpositiveassociationbetweenroleconflict
andbullyingbehavioursamongindividualsworkingindepartmentscharacterizedbya
hostileworkclimate,ascomparedtoindividualsworkingindepartmentscharacterized
bylowlevelsofhostility.Despitethesedifferences,aformaltestoftheslopesat±1SDof
themoderatorrevealedasignificantslopebothforthoseinahighhostileworkclimate
department(slope=0.620,z=17.22,p<0.001)andforthoseworkinginalowhostile
workclimatedepartment(slope=0.288,z=7.50,p<0.001).InspectionofFigure2reveals,
surprisingly,thatindepartmentscharacterizedbyhighhostileworkclimate,thelevelof
reportedbullyingbehavioursisindependentoftheexperiencedworkload.Correspond-
ingly,thesimpleslopetestrevealedthattherelationshipbetweenworkloadandbullying
behaviourswasnotsignificantinthedepartmentswithahighlevelofhostileworkclimate
(slope=�0.011,z=0.41,n.s.).Still,thefigureshowsthatmoreexposuretobullyingbe-
havioursarereportedindepartmentscharacterizedbyahostileworkclimate,independent
oftheexperiencedworkload.Incontrast,aclearpositiverelationshipexistsbetween
workloadandexposuretobullyingbehavioursamongindividualsindepartmentswith
lowhostileworkclimates.Accordingly,thesimpleslopetestrevealsasignificantpositive
slopeamongthoseindepartmentswithalowhostileworkclimate(slope=0.131,z=5.29,
p<0.001).Insummary,Hypothesis3awassupported,whilethemultilevelanalysisdid
notyieldsupportforHypothesis3b.

Inordertoruleoutthepossibilitythattherelationshipscanbeexplainedbyrelevant
thirdvariables,weranalltheanalyseswhilecontrollingforgender,age,andtenure.How-
ever,theanalysesshowedthatnoneofthecontrolvariablessignificantlypredictedexposure
tobullyingbehaviour.Basedonthis,wedecidedtoonlyreportthemostparsimonious
analysesexcludingthecontrolvariables,inlinewiththesuggestionsofCohen[67].

4.Discussion

Theaimofthepresentstudywastoextendourunderstandingregardingwork-related
antecedentsofworkplacebullying,byinvestigatingtheinteractionofpotentialriskfactors
atdifferentorganizationallevels.Basedontheworkenvironmenthypothesisandthesocial
interactionistapproachtoaggression,wehypothesizedthatexperiencinghighlevelsof
roleconflictandworkloadwouldbepositivelyrelatedtoexposuretobullyingbehaviours
atwork.Jobdemands,suchasroleconflictandworkload,haveconsistentlybeenfound
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Figure2.Plotoftheinteractiverelationshipofworkloadandbullyingbehavioursindepartments
withweakvs.astronghostileworkclimate.

Figure1providesavisualizationofthesignificantinteractioneffectbetweenrole
conflictanddepartment-levelhostileworkclimates.Asseeninthefigure,andinaccor-
dancewithHypothesis3a,thereisastrongerpositiveassociationbetweenroleconflict
andbullyingbehavioursamongindividualsworkingindepartmentscharacterizedbya
hostileworkclimate,ascomparedtoindividualsworkingindepartmentscharacterized
bylowlevelsofhostility.Despitethesedifferences,aformaltestoftheslopesat±1SDof
themoderatorrevealedasignificantslopebothforthoseinahighhostileworkclimate
department(slope=0.620,z=17.22,p<0.001)andforthoseworkinginalowhostile
workclimatedepartment(slope=0.288,z=7.50,p<0.001).InspectionofFigure2reveals,
surprisingly,thatindepartmentscharacterizedbyhighhostileworkclimate,thelevelof
reportedbullyingbehavioursisindependentoftheexperiencedworkload.Correspond-
ingly,thesimpleslopetestrevealedthattherelationshipbetweenworkloadandbullying
behaviourswasnotsignificantinthedepartmentswithahighlevelofhostileworkclimate
(slope=�0.011,z=0.41,n.s.).Still,thefigureshowsthatmoreexposuretobullyingbe-
havioursarereportedindepartmentscharacterizedbyahostileworkclimate,independent
oftheexperiencedworkload.Incontrast,aclearpositiverelationshipexistsbetween
workloadandexposuretobullyingbehavioursamongindividualsindepartmentswith
lowhostileworkclimates.Accordingly,thesimpleslopetestrevealsasignificantpositive
slopeamongthoseindepartmentswithalowhostileworkclimate(slope=0.131,z=5.29,
p<0.001).Insummary,Hypothesis3awassupported,whilethemultilevelanalysisdid
notyieldsupportforHypothesis3b.

Inordertoruleoutthepossibilitythattherelationshipscanbeexplainedbyrelevant
thirdvariables,weranalltheanalyseswhilecontrollingforgender,age,andtenure.How-
ever,theanalysesshowedthatnoneofthecontrolvariablessignificantlypredictedexposure
tobullyingbehaviour.Basedonthis,wedecidedtoonlyreportthemostparsimonious
analysesexcludingthecontrolvariables,inlinewiththesuggestionsofCohen[67].

4.Discussion

Theaimofthepresentstudywastoextendourunderstandingregardingwork-related
antecedentsofworkplacebullying,byinvestigatingtheinteractionofpotentialriskfactors
atdifferentorganizationallevels.Basedontheworkenvironmenthypothesisandthesocial
interactionistapproachtoaggression,wehypothesizedthatexperiencinghighlevelsof
roleconflictandworkloadwouldbepositivelyrelatedtoexposuretobullyingbehaviours
atwork.Jobdemands,suchasroleconflictandworkload,haveconsistentlybeenfound
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Figure 2. Plot of the interactive relationship of workload and bullying behaviours in departments
with weak vs. a strong hostile work climate.

Figure 1 provides a visualization of the significant interaction effect between role
conflict and department-level hostile work climates. As seen in the figure, and in accor-
dance with Hypothesis 3a, there is a stronger positive association between role conflict
and bullying behaviours among individuals working in departments characterized by a
hostile work climate, as compared to individuals working in departments characterized
by low levels of hostility. Despite these differences, a formal test of the slopes at ±1 SD of
the moderator revealed a significant slope both for those in a high hostile work climate
department (slope = 0.620, z = 17.22, p < 0.001) and for those working in a low hostile
work climate department (slope = 0.288, z = 7.50, p < 0.001). Inspection of Figure 2 reveals,
surprisingly, that in departments characterized by high hostile work climate, the level of
reported bullying behaviours is independent of the experienced workload. Correspond-
ingly, the simple slope test revealed that the relationship between workload and bullying
behaviours was not significant in the departments with a high level of hostile work climate
(slope = �0.011, z = 0.41, n.s.). Still, the figure shows that more exposure to bullying be-
haviours are reported in departments characterized by a hostile work climate, independent
of the experienced workload. In contrast, a clear positive relationship exists between
workload and exposure to bullying behaviours among individuals in departments with
low hostile work climates. Accordingly, the simple slope test reveals a significant positive
slope among those in departments with a low hostile work climate (slope = 0.131, z = 5.29,
p < 0.001). In summary, Hypothesis 3a was supported, while the multilevel analysis did
not yield support for Hypothesis 3b.

In order to rule out the possibility that the relationships can be explained by relevant
third variables, we ran all the analyses while controlling for gender, age, and tenure. How-
ever, the analyses showed that none of the control variables significantly predicted exposure
to bullying behaviour. Based on this, we decided to only report the most parsimonious
analyses excluding the control variables, in line with the suggestions of Cohen [67].

4. Discussion

The aim of the present study was to extend our understanding regarding work-related
antecedents of workplace bullying, by investigating the interaction of potential risk factors
at different organizational levels. Based on the work environment hypothesis and the social
interactionist approach to aggression, we hypothesized that experiencing high levels of
role conflict and workload would be positively related to exposure to bullying behaviours
at work. Job demands, such as role conflict and workload, have consistently been found
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Figure 2. Plot of the interactive relationship of workload and bullying behaviours in departments
with weak vs. a strong hostile work climate.

Figure 1 provides a visualization of the significant interaction effect between role
conflict and department-level hostile work climates. As seen in the figure, and in accor-
dance with Hypothesis 3a, there is a stronger positive association between role conflict
and bullying behaviours among individuals working in departments characterized by a
hostile work climate, as compared to individuals working in departments characterized
by low levels of hostility. Despite these differences, a formal test of the slopes at ±1 SD of
the moderator revealed a significant slope both for those in a high hostile work climate
department (slope = 0.620, z = 17.22, p < 0.001) and for those working in a low hostile
work climate department (slope = 0.288, z = 7.50, p < 0.001). Inspection of Figure 2 reveals,
surprisingly, that in departments characterized by high hostile work climate, the level of
reported bullying behaviours is independent of the experienced workload. Correspond-
ingly, the simple slope test revealed that the relationship between workload and bullying
behaviours was not significant in the departments with a high level of hostile work climate
(slope = �0.011, z = 0.41, n.s.). Still, the figure shows that more exposure to bullying be-
haviours are reported in departments characterized by a hostile work climate, independent
of the experienced workload. In contrast, a clear positive relationship exists between
workload and exposure to bullying behaviours among individuals in departments with
low hostile work climates. Accordingly, the simple slope test reveals a significant positive
slope among those in departments with a low hostile work climate (slope = 0.131, z = 5.29,
p < 0.001). In summary, Hypothesis 3a was supported, while the multilevel analysis did
not yield support for Hypothesis 3b.

In order to rule out the possibility that the relationships can be explained by relevant
third variables, we ran all the analyses while controlling for gender, age, and tenure. How-
ever, the analyses showed that none of the control variables significantly predicted exposure
to bullying behaviour. Based on this, we decided to only report the most parsimonious
analyses excluding the control variables, in line with the suggestions of Cohen [67].

4. Discussion

The aim of the present study was to extend our understanding regarding work-related
antecedents of workplace bullying, by investigating the interaction of potential risk factors
at different organizational levels. Based on the work environment hypothesis and the social
interactionist approach to aggression, we hypothesized that experiencing high levels of
role conflict and workload would be positively related to exposure to bullying behaviours
at work. Job demands, such as role conflict and workload, have consistently been found
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Figure2.Plotoftheinteractiverelationshipofworkloadandbullyingbehavioursindepartments
withweakvs.astronghostileworkclimate.

Figure1providesavisualizationofthesignificantinteractioneffectbetweenrole
conflictanddepartment-levelhostileworkclimates.Asseeninthefigure,andinaccor-
dancewithHypothesis3a,thereisastrongerpositiveassociationbetweenroleconflict
andbullyingbehavioursamongindividualsworkingindepartmentscharacterizedbya
hostileworkclimate,ascomparedtoindividualsworkingindepartmentscharacterized
bylowlevelsofhostility.Despitethesedifferences,aformaltestoftheslopesat±1SDof
themoderatorrevealedasignificantslopebothforthoseinahighhostileworkclimate
department(slope=0.620,z=17.22,p<0.001)andforthoseworkinginalowhostile
workclimatedepartment(slope=0.288,z=7.50,p<0.001).InspectionofFigure2reveals,
surprisingly,thatindepartmentscharacterizedbyhighhostileworkclimate,thelevelof
reportedbullyingbehavioursisindependentoftheexperiencedworkload.Correspond-
ingly,thesimpleslopetestrevealedthattherelationshipbetweenworkloadandbullying
behaviourswasnotsignificantinthedepartmentswithahighlevelofhostileworkclimate
(slope=�0.011,z=0.41,n.s.).Still,thefigureshowsthatmoreexposuretobullyingbe-
havioursarereportedindepartmentscharacterizedbyahostileworkclimate,independent
oftheexperiencedworkload.Incontrast,aclearpositiverelationshipexistsbetween
workloadandexposuretobullyingbehavioursamongindividualsindepartmentswith
lowhostileworkclimates.Accordingly,thesimpleslopetestrevealsasignificantpositive
slopeamongthoseindepartmentswithalowhostileworkclimate(slope=0.131,z=5.29,
p<0.001).Insummary,Hypothesis3awassupported,whilethemultilevelanalysisdid
notyieldsupportforHypothesis3b.

Inordertoruleoutthepossibilitythattherelationshipscanbeexplainedbyrelevant
thirdvariables,weranalltheanalyseswhilecontrollingforgender,age,andtenure.How-
ever,theanalysesshowedthatnoneofthecontrolvariablessignificantlypredictedexposure
tobullyingbehaviour.Basedonthis,wedecidedtoonlyreportthemostparsimonious
analysesexcludingthecontrolvariables,inlinewiththesuggestionsofCohen[67].

4.Discussion

Theaimofthepresentstudywastoextendourunderstandingregardingwork-related
antecedentsofworkplacebullying,byinvestigatingtheinteractionofpotentialriskfactors
atdifferentorganizationallevels.Basedontheworkenvironmenthypothesisandthesocial
interactionistapproachtoaggression,wehypothesizedthatexperiencinghighlevelsof
roleconflictandworkloadwouldbepositivelyrelatedtoexposuretobullyingbehaviours
atwork.Jobdemands,suchasroleconflictandworkload,haveconsistentlybeenfound
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withweakvs.astronghostileworkclimate.

Figure1providesavisualizationofthesignificantinteractioneffectbetweenrole
conflictanddepartment-levelhostileworkclimates.Asseeninthefigure,andinaccor-
dancewithHypothesis3a,thereisastrongerpositiveassociationbetweenroleconflict
andbullyingbehavioursamongindividualsworkingindepartmentscharacterizedbya
hostileworkclimate,ascomparedtoindividualsworkingindepartmentscharacterized
bylowlevelsofhostility.Despitethesedifferences,aformaltestoftheslopesat±1SDof
themoderatorrevealedasignificantslopebothforthoseinahighhostileworkclimate
department(slope=0.620,z=17.22,p<0.001)andforthoseworkinginalowhostile
workclimatedepartment(slope=0.288,z=7.50,p<0.001).InspectionofFigure2reveals,
surprisingly,thatindepartmentscharacterizedbyhighhostileworkclimate,thelevelof
reportedbullyingbehavioursisindependentoftheexperiencedworkload.Correspond-
ingly,thesimpleslopetestrevealedthattherelationshipbetweenworkloadandbullying
behaviourswasnotsignificantinthedepartmentswithahighlevelofhostileworkclimate
(slope=�0.011,z=0.41,n.s.).Still,thefigureshowsthatmoreexposuretobullyingbe-
havioursarereportedindepartmentscharacterizedbyahostileworkclimate,independent
oftheexperiencedworkload.Incontrast,aclearpositiverelationshipexistsbetween
workloadandexposuretobullyingbehavioursamongindividualsindepartmentswith
lowhostileworkclimates.Accordingly,thesimpleslopetestrevealsasignificantpositive
slopeamongthoseindepartmentswithalowhostileworkclimate(slope=0.131,z=5.29,
p<0.001).Insummary,Hypothesis3awassupported,whilethemultilevelanalysisdid
notyieldsupportforHypothesis3b.

Inordertoruleoutthepossibilitythattherelationshipscanbeexplainedbyrelevant
thirdvariables,weranalltheanalyseswhilecontrollingforgender,age,andtenure.How-
ever,theanalysesshowedthatnoneofthecontrolvariablessignificantlypredictedexposure
tobullyingbehaviour.Basedonthis,wedecidedtoonlyreportthemostparsimonious
analysesexcludingthecontrolvariables,inlinewiththesuggestionsofCohen[67].

4.Discussion

Theaimofthepresentstudywastoextendourunderstandingregardingwork-related
antecedentsofworkplacebullying,byinvestigatingtheinteractionofpotentialriskfactors
atdifferentorganizationallevels.Basedontheworkenvironmenthypothesisandthesocial
interactionistapproachtoaggression,wehypothesizedthatexperiencinghighlevelsof
roleconflictandworkloadwouldbepositivelyrelatedtoexposuretobullyingbehaviours
atwork.Jobdemands,suchasroleconflictandworkload,haveconsistentlybeenfound
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Figure2.Plotoftheinteractiverelationshipofworkloadandbullyingbehavioursindepartments
withweakvs.astronghostileworkclimate.

Figure1providesavisualizationofthesignificantinteractioneffectbetweenrole
conflictanddepartment-levelhostileworkclimates.Asseeninthefigure,andinaccor-
dancewithHypothesis3a,thereisastrongerpositiveassociationbetweenroleconflict
andbullyingbehavioursamongindividualsworkingindepartmentscharacterizedbya
hostileworkclimate,ascomparedtoindividualsworkingindepartmentscharacterized
bylowlevelsofhostility.Despitethesedifferences,aformaltestoftheslopesat±1SDof
themoderatorrevealedasignificantslopebothforthoseinahighhostileworkclimate
department(slope=0.620,z=17.22,p<0.001)andforthoseworkinginalowhostile
workclimatedepartment(slope=0.288,z=7.50,p<0.001).InspectionofFigure2reveals,
surprisingly,thatindepartmentscharacterizedbyhighhostileworkclimate,thelevelof
reportedbullyingbehavioursisindependentoftheexperiencedworkload.Correspond-
ingly,thesimpleslopetestrevealedthattherelationshipbetweenworkloadandbullying
behaviourswasnotsignificantinthedepartmentswithahighlevelofhostileworkclimate
(slope=�0.011,z=0.41,n.s.).Still,thefigureshowsthatmoreexposuretobullyingbe-
havioursarereportedindepartmentscharacterizedbyahostileworkclimate,independent
oftheexperiencedworkload.Incontrast,aclearpositiverelationshipexistsbetween
workloadandexposuretobullyingbehavioursamongindividualsindepartmentswith
lowhostileworkclimates.Accordingly,thesimpleslopetestrevealsasignificantpositive
slopeamongthoseindepartmentswithalowhostileworkclimate(slope=0.131,z=5.29,
p<0.001).Insummary,Hypothesis3awassupported,whilethemultilevelanalysisdid
notyieldsupportforHypothesis3b.

Inordertoruleoutthepossibilitythattherelationshipscanbeexplainedbyrelevant
thirdvariables,weranalltheanalyseswhilecontrollingforgender,age,andtenure.How-
ever,theanalysesshowedthatnoneofthecontrolvariablessignificantlypredictedexposure
tobullyingbehaviour.Basedonthis,wedecidedtoonlyreportthemostparsimonious
analysesexcludingthecontrolvariables,inlinewiththesuggestionsofCohen[67].

4.Discussion

Theaimofthepresentstudywastoextendourunderstandingregardingwork-related
antecedentsofworkplacebullying,byinvestigatingtheinteractionofpotentialriskfactors
atdifferentorganizationallevels.Basedontheworkenvironmenthypothesisandthesocial
interactionistapproachtoaggression,wehypothesizedthatexperiencinghighlevelsof
roleconflictandworkloadwouldbepositivelyrelatedtoexposuretobullyingbehaviours
atwork.Jobdemands,suchasroleconflictandworkload,haveconsistentlybeenfound
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Figure2.Plotoftheinteractiverelationshipofworkloadandbullyingbehavioursindepartments
withweakvs.astronghostileworkclimate.

Figure1providesavisualizationofthesignificantinteractioneffectbetweenrole
conflictanddepartment-levelhostileworkclimates.Asseeninthefigure,andinaccor-
dancewithHypothesis3a,thereisastrongerpositiveassociationbetweenroleconflict
andbullyingbehavioursamongindividualsworkingindepartmentscharacterizedbya
hostileworkclimate,ascomparedtoindividualsworkingindepartmentscharacterized
bylowlevelsofhostility.Despitethesedifferences,aformaltestoftheslopesat±1SDof
themoderatorrevealedasignificantslopebothforthoseinahighhostileworkclimate
department(slope=0.620,z=17.22,p<0.001)andforthoseworkinginalowhostile
workclimatedepartment(slope=0.288,z=7.50,p<0.001).InspectionofFigure2reveals,
surprisingly,thatindepartmentscharacterizedbyhighhostileworkclimate,thelevelof
reportedbullyingbehavioursisindependentoftheexperiencedworkload.Correspond-
ingly,thesimpleslopetestrevealedthattherelationshipbetweenworkloadandbullying
behaviourswasnotsignificantinthedepartmentswithahighlevelofhostileworkclimate
(slope=�0.011,z=0.41,n.s.).Still,thefigureshowsthatmoreexposuretobullyingbe-
havioursarereportedindepartmentscharacterizedbyahostileworkclimate,independent
oftheexperiencedworkload.Incontrast,aclearpositiverelationshipexistsbetween
workloadandexposuretobullyingbehavioursamongindividualsindepartmentswith
lowhostileworkclimates.Accordingly,thesimpleslopetestrevealsasignificantpositive
slopeamongthoseindepartmentswithalowhostileworkclimate(slope=0.131,z=5.29,
p<0.001).Insummary,Hypothesis3awassupported,whilethemultilevelanalysisdid
notyieldsupportforHypothesis3b.

Inordertoruleoutthepossibilitythattherelationshipscanbeexplainedbyrelevant
thirdvariables,weranalltheanalyseswhilecontrollingforgender,age,andtenure.How-
ever,theanalysesshowedthatnoneofthecontrolvariablessignificantlypredictedexposure
tobullyingbehaviour.Basedonthis,wedecidedtoonlyreportthemostparsimonious
analysesexcludingthecontrolvariables,inlinewiththesuggestionsofCohen[67].

4.Discussion

Theaimofthepresentstudywastoextendourunderstandingregardingwork-related
antecedentsofworkplacebullying,byinvestigatingtheinteractionofpotentialriskfactors
atdifferentorganizationallevels.Basedontheworkenvironmenthypothesisandthesocial
interactionistapproachtoaggression,wehypothesizedthatexperiencinghighlevelsof
roleconflictandworkloadwouldbepositivelyrelatedtoexposuretobullyingbehaviours
atwork.Jobdemands,suchasroleconflictandworkload,haveconsistentlybeenfound
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to predict self-reported exposure to bullying behaviours in the workplace. Based on
research on the notion of resource passageways in the conservation of resources theory, we
further examined whether the relationship between these job demands and exposure to
bullying behaviours would be strengthened by working in a department characterized by a
pronounced hostile work climate, that is, a climate where escalated interpersonal conflicts
and aggressive outlets prevail in the social environment.

As hypothesized, the results of the analyses showed positive main effects of individual
level role conflict and workload on exposure to bullying behaviours, with the strongest
relationship with bullying exposure existing for the former. Hence, employees who experi-
ence elevated levels of role conflict and workload tend to report more exposure to bullying
behaviours. Accordingly, the findings support the work environment hypothesis [8,9],
which claims that bullying is related to stressors in the psychosocial work environment
that create stress, frustration and conflicts among employees. Yet, they are also in line
with a social interactionist perspective on aggression in that such aggressive outlets may
follow from retaliation and aggressive outlets from perpetrators against stressed out and
vulnerable targets [14,15]. Being exposed to high job demands over time, without suf-
ficient resources, is related to negative outcomes such as sleep problems, fatigue, and
impaired health [68]. These indirect health effects, as well as the direct stress triggered
by role conflict and high workload can, according to the social interactionist perspective,
lead to behavioural changes, such as the violation of social norms, which may provoke
frustration and aggressive behaviour from colleagues, subordinates and superiors, who
then may target the stressed-out employee [9,15,69]. The results of the present study aligns
with several previous studies, showing that employees who experience high levels of role
conflict and workload are more often exposed to bullying behaviours [13].

Furthermore, the results showed that the positive relationship between role conflict
and bullying behaviours was stronger for employees working in departments with a pro-
nounced hostile work climate. Hence, the present study is, to our knowledge, not the
first that supports the notion of resources passageways, but it is the first to empirically
demonstrate the strengthening effect of a hostile work climate on the link between role con-
flicts and exposure to bullying behaviours. Although several previous studies have shown
an association between poor organizational climate and exposure to bullying [55,70,71],
knowledge regarding the potential intervening effect of the organizational climate, in
combination with other stressors, is scarce [72,73]. Despite the fact that organizational
climate has been little investigated in the bullying literature, a long-held proposition in
the work environment hypothesis is that the risk of exposure to bullying will be high in
departments with hostile work climates [8,9,21]. Considering this, the present study makes
an important theoretical contribution by providing this additional validation of the work
environment hypothesis, showing the interactional effects among its proposed risk factors.
Yet, as a hostile climate did not strengthen the relationship between workload and exposure
to bullying, this also provides some important nuances in this overarching proposition. In
fact, and in line with previous studies, the results indicate that a high workload is a risk
factor for exposure to bullying in normal social climates. Yet, high workload is not a risk
factor when in an ambient hostile climate.

The strengthening effect of a hostile work climate in relation to role conflict may be
explained in several ways. First of all, and in line with the work environment hypothesis,
a hostile work climate may serve as an additional distal stressor, interacting negatively
with other work-related stressors [74]. In departments where the interaction between
colleagues is permeated by conflicts and aggression, employees are likely to have poorer
social relations. Studies have shown that employees who lack social support from their
colleagues tend to cope less effectively in response to stressful situations [75,76], making
those who work in hostile climates more likely to experience their work-related stressors as
demanding, taxing one’s resources. In a study by Mawritz and colleagues [29], employees
working in hostile climates had a tendency to cope with their environment by psychologi-
cally withdrawing, which is hampering the replenishment of resources. Such withdrawal
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researchonthenotionofresourcepassagewaysintheconservationofresourcestheory,we
furtherexaminedwhethertherelationshipbetweenthesejobdemandsandexposureto
bullyingbehaviourswouldbestrengthenedbyworkinginadepartmentcharacterizedbya
pronouncedhostileworkclimate,thatis,aclimatewhereescalatedinterpersonalconflicts
andaggressiveoutletsprevailinthesocialenvironment.

Ashypothesized,theresultsoftheanalysesshowedpositivemaineffectsofindividual
levelroleconflictandworkloadonexposuretobullyingbehaviours,withthestrongest
relationshipwithbullyingexposureexistingfortheformer.Hence,employeeswhoexperi-
enceelevatedlevelsofroleconflictandworkloadtendtoreportmoreexposuretobullying
behaviours.Accordingly,thefindingssupporttheworkenvironmenthypothesis[8,9],
whichclaimsthatbullyingisrelatedtostressorsinthepsychosocialworkenvironment
thatcreatestress,frustrationandconflictsamongemployees.Yet,theyarealsoinline
withasocialinteractionistperspectiveonaggressioninthatsuchaggressiveoutletsmay
followfromretaliationandaggressiveoutletsfromperpetratorsagainststressedoutand
vulnerabletargets[14,15].Beingexposedtohighjobdemandsovertime,withoutsuf-
ficientresources,isrelatedtonegativeoutcomessuchassleepproblems,fatigue,and
impairedhealth[68].Theseindirecthealtheffects,aswellasthedirectstresstriggered
byroleconflictandhighworkloadcan,accordingtothesocialinteractionistperspective,
leadtobehaviouralchanges,suchastheviolationofsocialnorms,whichmayprovoke
frustrationandaggressivebehaviourfromcolleagues,subordinatesandsuperiors,who
thenmaytargetthestressed-outemployee[9,15,69].Theresultsofthepresentstudyaligns
withseveralpreviousstudies,showingthatemployeeswhoexperiencehighlevelsofrole
conflictandworkloadaremoreoftenexposedtobullyingbehaviours[13].

Furthermore,theresultsshowedthatthepositiverelationshipbetweenroleconflict
andbullyingbehaviourswasstrongerforemployeesworkingindepartmentswithapro-
nouncedhostileworkclimate.Hence,thepresentstudyis,toourknowledge,notthe
firstthatsupportsthenotionofresourcespassageways,butitisthefirsttoempirically
demonstratethestrengtheningeffectofahostileworkclimateonthelinkbetweenrolecon-
flictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviours.Althoughseveralpreviousstudieshaveshown
anassociationbetweenpoororganizationalclimateandexposuretobullying[55,70,71],
knowledgeregardingthepotentialinterveningeffectoftheorganizationalclimate,in
combinationwithotherstressors,isscarce[72,73].Despitethefactthatorganizational
climatehasbeenlittleinvestigatedinthebullyingliterature,along-heldpropositionin
theworkenvironmenthypothesisisthattheriskofexposuretobullyingwillbehighin
departmentswithhostileworkclimates[8,9,21].Consideringthis,thepresentstudymakes
animportanttheoreticalcontributionbyprovidingthisadditionalvalidationofthework
environmenthypothesis,showingtheinteractionaleffectsamongitsproposedriskfactors.
Yet,asahostileclimatedidnotstrengthentherelationshipbetweenworkloadandexposure
tobullying,thisalsoprovidessomeimportantnuancesinthisoverarchingproposition.In
fact,andinlinewithpreviousstudies,theresultsindicatethatahighworkloadisarisk
factorforexposuretobullyinginnormalsocialclimates.Yet,highworkloadisnotarisk
factorwheninanambienthostileclimate.

Thestrengtheningeffectofahostileworkclimateinrelationtoroleconflictmaybe
explainedinseveralways.Firstofall,andinlinewiththeworkenvironmenthypothesis,
ahostileworkclimatemayserveasanadditionaldistalstressor,interactingnegatively
withotherwork-relatedstressors[74].Indepartmentswheretheinteractionbetween
colleaguesispermeatedbyconflictsandaggression,employeesarelikelytohavepoorer
socialrelations.Studieshaveshownthatemployeeswholacksocialsupportfromtheir
colleaguestendtocopelesseffectivelyinresponsetostressfulsituations[75,76],making
thosewhoworkinhostileclimatesmorelikelytoexperiencetheirwork-relatedstressorsas
demanding,taxingone’sresources.InastudybyMawritzandcolleagues[29],employees
workinginhostileclimateshadatendencytocopewiththeirenvironmentbypsychologi-
callywithdrawing,whichishamperingthereplenishmentofresources.Suchwithdrawal
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to predict self-reported exposure to bullying behaviours in the workplace. Based on
research on the notion of resource passageways in the conservation of resources theory, we
further examined whether the relationship between these job demands and exposure to
bullying behaviours would be strengthened by working in a department characterized by a
pronounced hostile work climate, that is, a climate where escalated interpersonal conflicts
and aggressive outlets prevail in the social environment.

As hypothesized, the results of the analyses showed positive main effects of individual
level role conflict and workload on exposure to bullying behaviours, with the strongest
relationship with bullying exposure existing for the former. Hence, employees who experi-
ence elevated levels of role conflict and workload tend to report more exposure to bullying
behaviours. Accordingly, the findings support the work environment hypothesis [8,9],
which claims that bullying is related to stressors in the psychosocial work environment
that create stress, frustration and conflicts among employees. Yet, they are also in line
with a social interactionist perspective on aggression in that such aggressive outlets may
follow from retaliation and aggressive outlets from perpetrators against stressed out and
vulnerable targets [14,15]. Being exposed to high job demands over time, without suf-
ficient resources, is related to negative outcomes such as sleep problems, fatigue, and
impaired health [68]. These indirect health effects, as well as the direct stress triggered
by role conflict and high workload can, according to the social interactionist perspective,
lead to behavioural changes, such as the violation of social norms, which may provoke
frustration and aggressive behaviour from colleagues, subordinates and superiors, who
then may target the stressed-out employee [9,15,69]. The results of the present study aligns
with several previous studies, showing that employees who experience high levels of role
conflict and workload are more often exposed to bullying behaviours [13].

Furthermore, the results showed that the positive relationship between role conflict
and bullying behaviours was stronger for employees working in departments with a pro-
nounced hostile work climate. Hence, the present study is, to our knowledge, not the
first that supports the notion of resources passageways, but it is the first to empirically
demonstrate the strengthening effect of a hostile work climate on the link between role con-
flicts and exposure to bullying behaviours. Although several previous studies have shown
an association between poor organizational climate and exposure to bullying [55,70,71],
knowledge regarding the potential intervening effect of the organizational climate, in
combination with other stressors, is scarce [72,73]. Despite the fact that organizational
climate has been little investigated in the bullying literature, a long-held proposition in
the work environment hypothesis is that the risk of exposure to bullying will be high in
departments with hostile work climates [8,9,21]. Considering this, the present study makes
an important theoretical contribution by providing this additional validation of the work
environment hypothesis, showing the interactional effects among its proposed risk factors.
Yet, as a hostile climate did not strengthen the relationship between workload and exposure
to bullying, this also provides some important nuances in this overarching proposition. In
fact, and in line with previous studies, the results indicate that a high workload is a risk
factor for exposure to bullying in normal social climates. Yet, high workload is not a risk
factor when in an ambient hostile climate.

The strengthening effect of a hostile work climate in relation to role conflict may be
explained in several ways. First of all, and in line with the work environment hypothesis,
a hostile work climate may serve as an additional distal stressor, interacting negatively
with other work-related stressors [74]. In departments where the interaction between
colleagues is permeated by conflicts and aggression, employees are likely to have poorer
social relations. Studies have shown that employees who lack social support from their
colleagues tend to cope less effectively in response to stressful situations [75,76], making
those who work in hostile climates more likely to experience their work-related stressors as
demanding, taxing one’s resources. In a study by Mawritz and colleagues [29], employees
working in hostile climates had a tendency to cope with their environment by psychologi-
cally withdrawing, which is hampering the replenishment of resources. Such withdrawal
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environment hypothesis, showing the interactional effects among its proposed risk factors.
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fact, and in line with previous studies, the results indicate that a high workload is a risk
factor for exposure to bullying in normal social climates. Yet, high workload is not a risk
factor when in an ambient hostile climate.

The strengthening effect of a hostile work climate in relation to role conflict may be
explained in several ways. First of all, and in line with the work environment hypothesis,
a hostile work climate may serve as an additional distal stressor, interacting negatively
with other work-related stressors [74]. In departments where the interaction between
colleagues is permeated by conflicts and aggression, employees are likely to have poorer
social relations. Studies have shown that employees who lack social support from their
colleagues tend to cope less effectively in response to stressful situations [75,76], making
those who work in hostile climates more likely to experience their work-related stressors as
demanding, taxing one’s resources. In a study by Mawritz and colleagues [29], employees
working in hostile climates had a tendency to cope with their environment by psychologi-
cally withdrawing, which is hampering the replenishment of resources. Such withdrawal
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leadtobehaviouralchanges,suchastheviolationofsocialnorms,whichmayprovoke
frustrationandaggressivebehaviourfromcolleagues,subordinatesandsuperiors,who
thenmaytargetthestressed-outemployee[9,15,69].Theresultsofthepresentstudyaligns
withseveralpreviousstudies,showingthatemployeeswhoexperiencehighlevelsofrole
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knowledgeregardingthepotentialinterveningeffectoftheorganizationalclimate,in
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theworkenvironmenthypothesisisthattheriskofexposuretobullyingwillbehighin
departmentswithhostileworkclimates[8,9,21].Consideringthis,thepresentstudymakes
animportanttheoreticalcontributionbyprovidingthisadditionalvalidationofthework
environmenthypothesis,showingtheinteractionaleffectsamongitsproposedriskfactors.
Yet,asahostileclimatedidnotstrengthentherelationshipbetweenworkloadandexposure
tobullying,thisalsoprovidessomeimportantnuancesinthisoverarchingproposition.In
fact,andinlinewithpreviousstudies,theresultsindicatethatahighworkloadisarisk
factorforexposuretobullyinginnormalsocialclimates.Yet,highworkloadisnotarisk
factorwheninanambienthostileclimate.

Thestrengtheningeffectofahostileworkclimateinrelationtoroleconflictmaybe
explainedinseveralways.Firstofall,andinlinewiththeworkenvironmenthypothesis,
ahostileworkclimatemayserveasanadditionaldistalstressor,interactingnegatively
withotherwork-relatedstressors[74].Indepartmentswheretheinteractionbetween
colleaguesispermeatedbyconflictsandaggression,employeesarelikelytohavepoorer
socialrelations.Studieshaveshownthatemployeeswholacksocialsupportfromtheir
colleaguestendtocopelesseffectivelyinresponsetostressfulsituations[75,76],making
thosewhoworkinhostileclimatesmorelikelytoexperiencetheirwork-relatedstressorsas
demanding,taxingone’sresources.InastudybyMawritzandcolleagues[29],employees
workinginhostileclimateshadatendencytocopewiththeirenvironmentbypsychologi-
callywithdrawing,whichishamperingthereplenishmentofresources.Suchwithdrawal
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environmenthypothesis,showingtheinteractionaleffectsamongitsproposedriskfactors.
Yet,asahostileclimatedidnotstrengthentherelationshipbetweenworkloadandexposure
tobullying,thisalsoprovidessomeimportantnuancesinthisoverarchingproposition.In
fact,andinlinewithpreviousstudies,theresultsindicatethatahighworkloadisarisk
factorforexposuretobullyinginnormalsocialclimates.Yet,highworkloadisnotarisk
factorwheninanambienthostileclimate.

Thestrengtheningeffectofahostileworkclimateinrelationtoroleconflictmaybe
explainedinseveralways.Firstofall,andinlinewiththeworkenvironmenthypothesis,
ahostileworkclimatemayserveasanadditionaldistalstressor,interactingnegatively
withotherwork-relatedstressors[74].Indepartmentswheretheinteractionbetween
colleaguesispermeatedbyconflictsandaggression,employeesarelikelytohavepoorer
socialrelations.Studieshaveshownthatemployeeswholacksocialsupportfromtheir
colleaguestendtocopelesseffectivelyinresponsetostressfulsituations[75,76],making
thosewhoworkinhostileclimatesmorelikelytoexperiencetheirwork-relatedstressorsas
demanding,taxingone’sresources.InastudybyMawritzandcolleagues[29],employees
workinginhostileclimateshadatendencytocopewiththeirenvironmentbypsychologi-
callywithdrawing,whichishamperingthereplenishmentofresources.Suchwithdrawal
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fact,andinlinewithpreviousstudies,theresultsindicatethatahighworkloadisarisk
factorforexposuretobullyinginnormalsocialclimates.Yet,highworkloadisnotarisk
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ahostileworkclimatemayserveasanadditionaldistalstressor,interactingnegatively
withotherwork-relatedstressors[74].Indepartmentswheretheinteractionbetween
colleaguesispermeatedbyconflictsandaggression,employeesarelikelytohavepoorer
socialrelations.Studieshaveshownthatemployeeswholacksocialsupportfromtheir
colleaguestendtocopelesseffectivelyinresponsetostressfulsituations[75,76],making
thosewhoworkinhostileclimatesmorelikelytoexperiencetheirwork-relatedstressorsas
demanding,taxingone’sresources.InastudybyMawritzandcolleagues[29],employees
workinginhostileclimateshadatendencytocopewiththeirenvironmentbypsychologi-
callywithdrawing,whichishamperingthereplenishmentofresources.Suchwithdrawal
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may then cause employees to not intervene or make their voice heard when mistreatment
and unfairness is taking place at work. Hence, it impoverishes the resource reservoirs
of employees and groups. Subsequently, if bullying incidents go unchecked, there is a
heightened risk of bullying behaviours becoming “normalized” [77]. In a department that
lacks inhibiting norms against such behaviour, the threshold for frustration to turn into
aggression and bullying behaviours may also be lowered, an assumption in line with the
social information processing theory [47]. Along similar lines of reasoning, the concept of
emotional contagion [78], described as the tendency to mimic the verbal and behavioural as-
pects of another person’s emotional expression [79], may provide an additional explanation
for why bullying behaviours can be a result of, and spread in, a hostile work climate [80],
particularly when under the influence of other stressors. These kinds of tendencies have
been documented, for instance in a study by Robinson and O’Leary-Kelly [30], who found
that individuals’ antisocial behaviours at work were shaped by the antisocial behaviour of
their co-workers. More recent studies have also shown that if leaders act aggressively, this
may have a strong impact on their employees’ behaviours [74].

Finally, and contrary to our expectations, the present study results showed no signif-
icant strengthening effect of department-level hostile work climates on the relationship
between workload and bullying behaviour. Hence, our hypothesis that the relationship
between workload and exposure to bullying behaviours would be stronger among em-
ployees working in departments characterized by a pronounced hostile work climate was
not supported. Still, the results clearly show that more exposure to bullying behaviours
are reported in departments characterized by a hostile work climate, independent of the
experienced workload. Further, and in contrast to our predictions, a positive relationship
between workload and exposure to bullying behaviours was found among individuals
in departments with a low hostile work climate. However, the analyses revealed that the
random slope for the workload–bullying relationship was not significant, which suggests
that the relationship between workload and bullying did not systematically differ across
departments. This means that any interpretation of these results should be done with
caution. Still, if we are to try and interpret these findings, it may be that in departments
characterized by a pronounced hostile work climate, the environment is already so negative
and stressful that whether the workload is high does not really matter. On the other hand,
in departments with low levels of hostility, there is an increase in exposure to bullying
behaviour among those who experience high workload, a finding that is in line with our
second hypothesis.

If we further compare the two studied job demands, role conflict and workload, they
are considered to be different kinds of stressors in the literature [42,81]. While role conflict
is considered to be a hindrance demand or a “bad” stressor that inhibits an employee’s
ability to achieve valued goals, workload is termed by some as a challenge demand or a
“good” stressor, with the potential to promote personal growth and achievement [82]. This
distinction between the very nature of the studied stressors may be one explanation for
why role conflict and workload seem to have somewhat different effects in a hostile work
climate. Yet, these issues still need to be further investigated.

4.1. Practical Implications
We believe that the present study has several important practical implications for

leaders and HR personnel working to prevent workplace bullying. Firstly, the results of the
present study show that employees who report high levels of role conflict and workload
are more prone to be exposed to bullying behaviour, regardless of whether they work
in a department with a hostile climate or not. This stresses the importance of having
well-organized working conditions, in order to reduce conflicting roles and to strive to
make sure that employees have sufficient resources in periods of high workload.

Secondly, managers should pay close attention to the organizational climate. Although
it is known that the organizational climate is a driving force in organizational behaviour [83],
the present study sheds light on how a hostile work climate may serve as a catalyst in
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maythencauseemployeestonotinterveneormaketheirvoiceheardwhenmistreatment
andunfairnessistakingplaceatwork.Hence,itimpoverishestheresourcereservoirs
ofemployeesandgroups.Subsequently,ifbullyingincidentsgounchecked,thereisa
heightenedriskofbullyingbehavioursbecoming“normalized”[77].Inadepartmentthat
lacksinhibitingnormsagainstsuchbehaviour,thethresholdforfrustrationtoturninto
aggressionandbullyingbehavioursmayalsobelowered,anassumptioninlinewiththe
socialinformationprocessingtheory[47].Alongsimilarlinesofreasoning,theconceptof
emotionalcontagion[78],describedasthetendencytomimictheverbalandbehaviouralas-
pectsofanotherperson’semotionalexpression[79],mayprovideanadditionalexplanation
forwhybullyingbehaviourscanbearesultof,andspreadin,ahostileworkclimate[80],
particularlywhenundertheinfluenceofotherstressors.Thesekindsoftendencieshave
beendocumented,forinstanceinastudybyRobinsonandO’Leary-Kelly[30],whofound
thatindividuals’antisocialbehavioursatworkwereshapedbytheantisocialbehaviourof
theirco-workers.Morerecentstudieshavealsoshownthatifleadersactaggressively,this
mayhaveastrongimpactontheiremployees’behaviours[74].

Finally,andcontrarytoourexpectations,thepresentstudyresultsshowednosignif-
icantstrengtheningeffectofdepartment-levelhostileworkclimatesontherelationship
betweenworkloadandbullyingbehaviour.Hence,ourhypothesisthattherelationship
betweenworkloadandexposuretobullyingbehaviourswouldbestrongeramongem-
ployeesworkingindepartmentscharacterizedbyapronouncedhostileworkclimatewas
notsupported.Still,theresultsclearlyshowthatmoreexposuretobullyingbehaviours
arereportedindepartmentscharacterizedbyahostileworkclimate,independentofthe
experiencedworkload.Further,andincontrasttoourpredictions,apositiverelationship
betweenworkloadandexposuretobullyingbehaviourswasfoundamongindividuals
indepartmentswithalowhostileworkclimate.However,theanalysesrevealedthatthe
randomslopefortheworkload–bullyingrelationshipwasnotsignificant,whichsuggests
thattherelationshipbetweenworkloadandbullyingdidnotsystematicallydifferacross
departments.Thismeansthatanyinterpretationoftheseresultsshouldbedonewith
caution.Still,ifwearetotryandinterpretthesefindings,itmaybethatindepartments
characterizedbyapronouncedhostileworkclimate,theenvironmentisalreadysonegative
andstressfulthatwhethertheworkloadishighdoesnotreallymatter.Ontheotherhand,
indepartmentswithlowlevelsofhostility,thereisanincreaseinexposuretobullying
behaviouramongthosewhoexperiencehighworkload,afindingthatisinlinewithour
secondhypothesis.

Ifwefurthercomparethetwostudiedjobdemands,roleconflictandworkload,they
areconsideredtobedifferentkindsofstressorsintheliterature[42,81].Whileroleconflict
isconsideredtobeahindrancedemandora“bad”stressorthatinhibitsanemployee’s
abilitytoachievevaluedgoals,workloadistermedbysomeasachallengedemandora
“good”stressor,withthepotentialtopromotepersonalgrowthandachievement[82].This
distinctionbetweentheverynatureofthestudiedstressorsmaybeoneexplanationfor
whyroleconflictandworkloadseemtohavesomewhatdifferenteffectsinahostilework
climate.Yet,theseissuesstillneedtobefurtherinvestigated.

4.1.PracticalImplications
Webelievethatthepresentstudyhasseveralimportantpracticalimplicationsfor

leadersandHRpersonnelworkingtopreventworkplacebullying.Firstly,theresultsofthe
presentstudyshowthatemployeeswhoreporthighlevelsofroleconflictandworkload
aremorepronetobeexposedtobullyingbehaviour,regardlessofwhethertheywork
inadepartmentwithahostileclimateornot.Thisstressestheimportanceofhaving
well-organizedworkingconditions,inordertoreduceconflictingrolesandtostriveto
makesurethatemployeeshavesufficientresourcesinperiodsofhighworkload.

Secondly,managersshouldpaycloseattentiontotheorganizationalclimate.Although
itisknownthattheorganizationalclimateisadrivingforceinorganizationalbehaviour[83],
thepresentstudyshedslightonhowahostileworkclimatemayserveasacatalystin
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ofemployeesandgroups.Subsequently,ifbullyingincidentsgounchecked,thereisa
heightenedriskofbullyingbehavioursbecoming“normalized”[77].Inadepartmentthat
lacksinhibitingnormsagainstsuchbehaviour,thethresholdforfrustrationtoturninto
aggressionandbullyingbehavioursmayalsobelowered,anassumptioninlinewiththe
socialinformationprocessingtheory[47].Alongsimilarlinesofreasoning,theconceptof
emotionalcontagion[78],describedasthetendencytomimictheverbalandbehaviouralas-
pectsofanotherperson’semotionalexpression[79],mayprovideanadditionalexplanation
forwhybullyingbehaviourscanbearesultof,andspreadin,ahostileworkclimate[80],
particularlywhenundertheinfluenceofotherstressors.Thesekindsoftendencieshave
beendocumented,forinstanceinastudybyRobinsonandO’Leary-Kelly[30],whofound
thatindividuals’antisocialbehavioursatworkwereshapedbytheantisocialbehaviourof
theirco-workers.Morerecentstudieshavealsoshownthatifleadersactaggressively,this
mayhaveastrongimpactontheiremployees’behaviours[74].

Finally,andcontrarytoourexpectations,thepresentstudyresultsshowednosignif-
icantstrengtheningeffectofdepartment-levelhostileworkclimatesontherelationship
betweenworkloadandbullyingbehaviour.Hence,ourhypothesisthattherelationship
betweenworkloadandexposuretobullyingbehaviourswouldbestrongeramongem-
ployeesworkingindepartmentscharacterizedbyapronouncedhostileworkclimatewas
notsupported.Still,theresultsclearlyshowthatmoreexposuretobullyingbehaviours
arereportedindepartmentscharacterizedbyahostileworkclimate,independentofthe
experiencedworkload.Further,andincontrasttoourpredictions,apositiverelationship
betweenworkloadandexposuretobullyingbehaviourswasfoundamongindividuals
indepartmentswithalowhostileworkclimate.However,theanalysesrevealedthatthe
randomslopefortheworkload–bullyingrelationshipwasnotsignificant,whichsuggests
thattherelationshipbetweenworkloadandbullyingdidnotsystematicallydifferacross
departments.Thismeansthatanyinterpretationoftheseresultsshouldbedonewith
caution.Still,ifwearetotryandinterpretthesefindings,itmaybethatindepartments
characterizedbyapronouncedhostileworkclimate,theenvironmentisalreadysonegative
andstressfulthatwhethertheworkloadishighdoesnotreallymatter.Ontheotherhand,
indepartmentswithlowlevelsofhostility,thereisanincreaseinexposuretobullying
behaviouramongthosewhoexperiencehighworkload,afindingthatisinlinewithour
secondhypothesis.

Ifwefurthercomparethetwostudiedjobdemands,roleconflictandworkload,they
areconsideredtobedifferentkindsofstressorsintheliterature[42,81].Whileroleconflict
isconsideredtobeahindrancedemandora“bad”stressorthatinhibitsanemployee’s
abilitytoachievevaluedgoals,workloadistermedbysomeasachallengedemandora
“good”stressor,withthepotentialtopromotepersonalgrowthandachievement[82].This
distinctionbetweentheverynatureofthestudiedstressorsmaybeoneexplanationfor
whyroleconflictandworkloadseemtohavesomewhatdifferenteffectsinahostilework
climate.Yet,theseissuesstillneedtobefurtherinvestigated.

4.1.PracticalImplications
Webelievethatthepresentstudyhasseveralimportantpracticalimplicationsfor

leadersandHRpersonnelworkingtopreventworkplacebullying.Firstly,theresultsofthe
presentstudyshowthatemployeeswhoreporthighlevelsofroleconflictandworkload
aremorepronetobeexposedtobullyingbehaviour,regardlessofwhethertheywork
inadepartmentwithahostileclimateornot.Thisstressestheimportanceofhaving
well-organizedworkingconditions,inordertoreduceconflictingrolesandtostriveto
makesurethatemployeeshavesufficientresourcesinperiodsofhighworkload.

Secondly,managersshouldpaycloseattentiontotheorganizationalclimate.Although
itisknownthattheorganizationalclimateisadrivingforceinorganizationalbehaviour[83],
thepresentstudyshedslightonhowahostileworkclimatemayserveasacatalystin
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may then cause employees to not intervene or make their voice heard when mistreatment
and unfairness is taking place at work. Hence, it impoverishes the resource reservoirs
of employees and groups. Subsequently, if bullying incidents go unchecked, there is a
heightened risk of bullying behaviours becoming “normalized” [77]. In a department that
lacks inhibiting norms against such behaviour, the threshold for frustration to turn into
aggression and bullying behaviours may also be lowered, an assumption in line with the
social information processing theory [47]. Along similar lines of reasoning, the concept of
emotional contagion [78], described as the tendency to mimic the verbal and behavioural as-
pects of another person’s emotional expression [79], may provide an additional explanation
for why bullying behaviours can be a result of, and spread in, a hostile work climate [80],
particularly when under the influence of other stressors. These kinds of tendencies have
been documented, for instance in a study by Robinson and O’Leary-Kelly [30], who found
that individuals’ antisocial behaviours at work were shaped by the antisocial behaviour of
their co-workers. More recent studies have also shown that if leaders act aggressively, this
may have a strong impact on their employees’ behaviours [74].

Finally, and contrary to our expectations, the present study results showed no signif-
icant strengthening effect of department-level hostile work climates on the relationship
between workload and bullying behaviour. Hence, our hypothesis that the relationship
between workload and exposure to bullying behaviours would be stronger among em-
ployees working in departments characterized by a pronounced hostile work climate was
not supported. Still, the results clearly show that more exposure to bullying behaviours
are reported in departments characterized by a hostile work climate, independent of the
experienced workload. Further, and in contrast to our predictions, a positive relationship
between workload and exposure to bullying behaviours was found among individuals
in departments with a low hostile work climate. However, the analyses revealed that the
random slope for the workload–bullying relationship was not significant, which suggests
that the relationship between workload and bullying did not systematically differ across
departments. This means that any interpretation of these results should be done with
caution. Still, if we are to try and interpret these findings, it may be that in departments
characterized by a pronounced hostile work climate, the environment is already so negative
and stressful that whether the workload is high does not really matter. On the other hand,
in departments with low levels of hostility, there is an increase in exposure to bullying
behaviour among those who experience high workload, a finding that is in line with our
second hypothesis.

If we further compare the two studied job demands, role conflict and workload, they
are considered to be different kinds of stressors in the literature [42,81]. While role conflict
is considered to be a hindrance demand or a “bad” stressor that inhibits an employee’s
ability to achieve valued goals, workload is termed by some as a challenge demand or a
“good” stressor, with the potential to promote personal growth and achievement [82]. This
distinction between the very nature of the studied stressors may be one explanation for
why role conflict and workload seem to have somewhat different effects in a hostile work
climate. Yet, these issues still need to be further investigated.

4.1. Practical Implications
We believe that the present study has several important practical implications for

leaders and HR personnel working to prevent workplace bullying. Firstly, the results of the
present study show that employees who report high levels of role conflict and workload
are more prone to be exposed to bullying behaviour, regardless of whether they work
in a department with a hostile climate or not. This stresses the importance of having
well-organized working conditions, in order to reduce conflicting roles and to strive to
make sure that employees have sufficient resources in periods of high workload.

Secondly, managers should pay close attention to the organizational climate. Although
it is known that the organizational climate is a driving force in organizational behaviour [83],
the present study sheds light on how a hostile work climate may serve as a catalyst in
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may then cause employees to not intervene or make their voice heard when mistreatment
and unfairness is taking place at work. Hence, it impoverishes the resource reservoirs
of employees and groups. Subsequently, if bullying incidents go unchecked, there is a
heightened risk of bullying behaviours becoming “normalized” [77]. In a department that
lacks inhibiting norms against such behaviour, the threshold for frustration to turn into
aggression and bullying behaviours may also be lowered, an assumption in line with the
social information processing theory [47]. Along similar lines of reasoning, the concept of
emotional contagion [78], described as the tendency to mimic the verbal and behavioural as-
pects of another person’s emotional expression [79], may provide an additional explanation
for why bullying behaviours can be a result of, and spread in, a hostile work climate [80],
particularly when under the influence of other stressors. These kinds of tendencies have
been documented, for instance in a study by Robinson and O’Leary-Kelly [30], who found
that individuals’ antisocial behaviours at work were shaped by the antisocial behaviour of
their co-workers. More recent studies have also shown that if leaders act aggressively, this
may have a strong impact on their employees’ behaviours [74].

Finally, and contrary to our expectations, the present study results showed no signif-
icant strengthening effect of department-level hostile work climates on the relationship
between workload and bullying behaviour. Hence, our hypothesis that the relationship
between workload and exposure to bullying behaviours would be stronger among em-
ployees working in departments characterized by a pronounced hostile work climate was
not supported. Still, the results clearly show that more exposure to bullying behaviours
are reported in departments characterized by a hostile work climate, independent of the
experienced workload. Further, and in contrast to our predictions, a positive relationship
between workload and exposure to bullying behaviours was found among individuals
in departments with a low hostile work climate. However, the analyses revealed that the
random slope for the workload–bullying relationship was not significant, which suggests
that the relationship between workload and bullying did not systematically differ across
departments. This means that any interpretation of these results should be done with
caution. Still, if we are to try and interpret these findings, it may be that in departments
characterized by a pronounced hostile work climate, the environment is already so negative
and stressful that whether the workload is high does not really matter. On the other hand,
in departments with low levels of hostility, there is an increase in exposure to bullying
behaviour among those who experience high workload, a finding that is in line with our
second hypothesis.

If we further compare the two studied job demands, role conflict and workload, they
are considered to be different kinds of stressors in the literature [42,81]. While role conflict
is considered to be a hindrance demand or a “bad” stressor that inhibits an employee’s
ability to achieve valued goals, workload is termed by some as a challenge demand or a
“good” stressor, with the potential to promote personal growth and achievement [82]. This
distinction between the very nature of the studied stressors may be one explanation for
why role conflict and workload seem to have somewhat different effects in a hostile work
climate. Yet, these issues still need to be further investigated.

4.1. Practical Implications
We believe that the present study has several important practical implications for

leaders and HR personnel working to prevent workplace bullying. Firstly, the results of the
present study show that employees who report high levels of role conflict and workload
are more prone to be exposed to bullying behaviour, regardless of whether they work
in a department with a hostile climate or not. This stresses the importance of having
well-organized working conditions, in order to reduce conflicting roles and to strive to
make sure that employees have sufficient resources in periods of high workload.

Secondly, managers should pay close attention to the organizational climate. Although
it is known that the organizational climate is a driving force in organizational behaviour [83],
the present study sheds light on how a hostile work climate may serve as a catalyst in
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maythencauseemployeestonotinterveneormaketheirvoiceheardwhenmistreatment
andunfairnessistakingplaceatwork.Hence,itimpoverishestheresourcereservoirs
ofemployeesandgroups.Subsequently,ifbullyingincidentsgounchecked,thereisa
heightenedriskofbullyingbehavioursbecoming“normalized”[77].Inadepartmentthat
lacksinhibitingnormsagainstsuchbehaviour,thethresholdforfrustrationtoturninto
aggressionandbullyingbehavioursmayalsobelowered,anassumptioninlinewiththe
socialinformationprocessingtheory[47].Alongsimilarlinesofreasoning,theconceptof
emotionalcontagion[78],describedasthetendencytomimictheverbalandbehaviouralas-
pectsofanotherperson’semotionalexpression[79],mayprovideanadditionalexplanation
forwhybullyingbehaviourscanbearesultof,andspreadin,ahostileworkclimate[80],
particularlywhenundertheinfluenceofotherstressors.Thesekindsoftendencieshave
beendocumented,forinstanceinastudybyRobinsonandO’Leary-Kelly[30],whofound
thatindividuals’antisocialbehavioursatworkwereshapedbytheantisocialbehaviourof
theirco-workers.Morerecentstudieshavealsoshownthatifleadersactaggressively,this
mayhaveastrongimpactontheiremployees’behaviours[74].

Finally,andcontrarytoourexpectations,thepresentstudyresultsshowednosignif-
icantstrengtheningeffectofdepartment-levelhostileworkclimatesontherelationship
betweenworkloadandbullyingbehaviour.Hence,ourhypothesisthattherelationship
betweenworkloadandexposuretobullyingbehaviourswouldbestrongeramongem-
ployeesworkingindepartmentscharacterizedbyapronouncedhostileworkclimatewas
notsupported.Still,theresultsclearlyshowthatmoreexposuretobullyingbehaviours
arereportedindepartmentscharacterizedbyahostileworkclimate,independentofthe
experiencedworkload.Further,andincontrasttoourpredictions,apositiverelationship
betweenworkloadandexposuretobullyingbehaviourswasfoundamongindividuals
indepartmentswithalowhostileworkclimate.However,theanalysesrevealedthatthe
randomslopefortheworkload–bullyingrelationshipwasnotsignificant,whichsuggests
thattherelationshipbetweenworkloadandbullyingdidnotsystematicallydifferacross
departments.Thismeansthatanyinterpretationoftheseresultsshouldbedonewith
caution.Still,ifwearetotryandinterpretthesefindings,itmaybethatindepartments
characterizedbyapronouncedhostileworkclimate,theenvironmentisalreadysonegative
andstressfulthatwhethertheworkloadishighdoesnotreallymatter.Ontheotherhand,
indepartmentswithlowlevelsofhostility,thereisanincreaseinexposuretobullying
behaviouramongthosewhoexperiencehighworkload,afindingthatisinlinewithour
secondhypothesis.

Ifwefurthercomparethetwostudiedjobdemands,roleconflictandworkload,they
areconsideredtobedifferentkindsofstressorsintheliterature[42,81].Whileroleconflict
isconsideredtobeahindrancedemandora“bad”stressorthatinhibitsanemployee’s
abilitytoachievevaluedgoals,workloadistermedbysomeasachallengedemandora
“good”stressor,withthepotentialtopromotepersonalgrowthandachievement[82].This
distinctionbetweentheverynatureofthestudiedstressorsmaybeoneexplanationfor
whyroleconflictandworkloadseemtohavesomewhatdifferenteffectsinahostilework
climate.Yet,theseissuesstillneedtobefurtherinvestigated.

4.1.PracticalImplications
Webelievethatthepresentstudyhasseveralimportantpracticalimplicationsfor

leadersandHRpersonnelworkingtopreventworkplacebullying.Firstly,theresultsofthe
presentstudyshowthatemployeeswhoreporthighlevelsofroleconflictandworkload
aremorepronetobeexposedtobullyingbehaviour,regardlessofwhethertheywork
inadepartmentwithahostileclimateornot.Thisstressestheimportanceofhaving
well-organizedworkingconditions,inordertoreduceconflictingrolesandtostriveto
makesurethatemployeeshavesufficientresourcesinperiodsofhighworkload.

Secondly,managersshouldpaycloseattentiontotheorganizationalclimate.Although
itisknownthattheorganizationalclimateisadrivingforceinorganizationalbehaviour[83],
thepresentstudyshedslightonhowahostileworkclimatemayserveasacatalystin
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forwhybullyingbehaviourscanbearesultof,andspreadin,ahostileworkclimate[80],
particularlywhenundertheinfluenceofotherstressors.Thesekindsoftendencieshave
beendocumented,forinstanceinastudybyRobinsonandO’Leary-Kelly[30],whofound
thatindividuals’antisocialbehavioursatworkwereshapedbytheantisocialbehaviourof
theirco-workers.Morerecentstudieshavealsoshownthatifleadersactaggressively,this
mayhaveastrongimpactontheiremployees’behaviours[74].

Finally,andcontrarytoourexpectations,thepresentstudyresultsshowednosignif-
icantstrengtheningeffectofdepartment-levelhostileworkclimatesontherelationship
betweenworkloadandbullyingbehaviour.Hence,ourhypothesisthattherelationship
betweenworkloadandexposuretobullyingbehaviourswouldbestrongeramongem-
ployeesworkingindepartmentscharacterizedbyapronouncedhostileworkclimatewas
notsupported.Still,theresultsclearlyshowthatmoreexposuretobullyingbehaviours
arereportedindepartmentscharacterizedbyahostileworkclimate,independentofthe
experiencedworkload.Further,andincontrasttoourpredictions,apositiverelationship
betweenworkloadandexposuretobullyingbehaviourswasfoundamongindividuals
indepartmentswithalowhostileworkclimate.However,theanalysesrevealedthatthe
randomslopefortheworkload–bullyingrelationshipwasnotsignificant,whichsuggests
thattherelationshipbetweenworkloadandbullyingdidnotsystematicallydifferacross
departments.Thismeansthatanyinterpretationoftheseresultsshouldbedonewith
caution.Still,ifwearetotryandinterpretthesefindings,itmaybethatindepartments
characterizedbyapronouncedhostileworkclimate,theenvironmentisalreadysonegative
andstressfulthatwhethertheworkloadishighdoesnotreallymatter.Ontheotherhand,
indepartmentswithlowlevelsofhostility,thereisanincreaseinexposuretobullying
behaviouramongthosewhoexperiencehighworkload,afindingthatisinlinewithour
secondhypothesis.

Ifwefurthercomparethetwostudiedjobdemands,roleconflictandworkload,they
areconsideredtobedifferentkindsofstressorsintheliterature[42,81].Whileroleconflict
isconsideredtobeahindrancedemandora“bad”stressorthatinhibitsanemployee’s
abilitytoachievevaluedgoals,workloadistermedbysomeasachallengedemandora
“good”stressor,withthepotentialtopromotepersonalgrowthandachievement[82].This
distinctionbetweentheverynatureofthestudiedstressorsmaybeoneexplanationfor
whyroleconflictandworkloadseemtohavesomewhatdifferenteffectsinahostilework
climate.Yet,theseissuesstillneedtobefurtherinvestigated.

4.1.PracticalImplications
Webelievethatthepresentstudyhasseveralimportantpracticalimplicationsfor

leadersandHRpersonnelworkingtopreventworkplacebullying.Firstly,theresultsofthe
presentstudyshowthatemployeeswhoreporthighlevelsofroleconflictandworkload
aremorepronetobeexposedtobullyingbehaviour,regardlessofwhethertheywork
inadepartmentwithahostileclimateornot.Thisstressestheimportanceofhaving
well-organizedworkingconditions,inordertoreduceconflictingrolesandtostriveto
makesurethatemployeeshavesufficientresourcesinperiodsofhighworkload.

Secondly,managersshouldpaycloseattentiontotheorganizationalclimate.Although
itisknownthattheorganizationalclimateisadrivingforceinorganizationalbehaviour[83],
thepresentstudyshedslightonhowahostileworkclimatemayserveasacatalystin
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a stressful environment, and together with other risk factors may increase the risk of
bullying behaviours taking place. When it comes to shaping the organizational climate in a
working group or department, this will to a great extent depend on the leadership style and
supervisory practices, as leaders have the responsibility for the work environment and the
power to influence and develop the organizational climate, through both their expectations
and standards of behaviour [84,85]. The organizational climate is based on employees’
perceptions of the policies, practices, and procedures as in a climate of conflict management,
and the behaviours they observe being accepted, rewarded, and encouraged [83,86], as in
the case of the hostile working climate in the present study. Hence, it is by shaping these
aspects that the organizational climate can be changed.

A recent study by Dollard and Bailey [85] showed that the organizational climate,
which in their case was a psychosocial safety climate (PSC) that has been shown to be a
salient organisational level predictor of bullying, can be shaped through formal and struc-
tured interventions. Training middle management to enact PSC in work-units increased
PSC within a 4-month period. A similar climate construct, the conflict management climate,
has also been found to have a preventive effect on bullying at a team-level [48]. In a recent
prospective study, Hamre and colleagues [87] showed that, by creating a strong conflict
management climate in which employees perceive and trust that interpersonal problems
are firmly and fairly managed, the escalation of new and existing bullying cases may be
prevented. Finally, taking a multilevel approach by investigating the organizational climate
at a group-level may also have practical implications, as intervention programs directed at
the group-level are found to be more effective than those directed solely at the individual
level [88,89].

4.2. Strengths and Limitations
As the present study employed a multilevel design, it aligns with the theoretical

foundation of the concept of climate, defining organizational climate as organizational
members’ shared perceptions of the workplace [90]. Yet, the cross-sectional design with
only one measuring point limits our conclusions regarding the direction of causality among
the studied individual level variables. Being bullied may have worsened the employees’
roles and work tasks, as well as their perceptions of the organizational climate. However, in
a study by Skogstad and colleagues [69], both bullied and non-bullied employees reported
a poor interpersonal work environment in their department. Additionally, employing a true
prospective design, Reknes and colleagues [91] found role conflict to predict subsequent
exposure to workplace bullying.

Two criteria should ideally be fulfilled for an organizational climate structure to be
appropriately captured [83]. Statistical procedures should then be conducted to aggregate
the data to the organizational level of analysis [92], as done in the present study. Yet, the
wording of the items should also ideally represent the appropriate level of analysis to which
individual perception data will be aggregated [93], which is not the case in the present
study, as items in the scale were formulated: “How often have you been confronted with
the following . . . during the last six months?”. Hence, the findings should be replicated
with appropriate level items.

There was a high correlation between the outcome and the moderator at the depart-
ment level. However, our main research question was not whether the bullying rates of
departments are related to a hostile climate in those departments. Rather, we focused
on whether a contextual group-level factor (a hostile climate) moderates the relationship
between work demands and exposure to bullying at work at the individual level (see
also Figures 1 and 2). Furthermore, the present study looks at a hostile climate only, and
not a broad concept and measure of organisational climate. Hence, we look only at one
characteristic of the prevailing organisational climate, which of course also may have other
and even much more positive characteristics. Although our measure looks at the extent that
the employees in the department are involved in either escalated interpersonal conflicts
or being subjected to aggressive outlets from others, we lack detailed information on who
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astressfulenvironment,andtogetherwithotherriskfactorsmayincreasetheriskof
bullyingbehaviourstakingplace.Whenitcomestoshapingtheorganizationalclimateina
workinggroupordepartment,thiswilltoagreatextentdependontheleadershipstyleand
supervisorypractices,asleadershavetheresponsibilityfortheworkenvironmentandthe
powertoinfluenceanddeveloptheorganizationalclimate,throughboththeirexpectations
andstandardsofbehaviour[84,85].Theorganizationalclimateisbasedonemployees’
perceptionsofthepolicies,practices,andproceduresasinaclimateofconflictmanagement,
andthebehaviourstheyobservebeingaccepted,rewarded,andencouraged[83,86],asin
thecaseofthehostileworkingclimateinthepresentstudy.Hence,itisbyshapingthese
aspectsthattheorganizationalclimatecanbechanged.

ArecentstudybyDollardandBailey[85]showedthattheorganizationalclimate,
whichintheircasewasapsychosocialsafetyclimate(PSC)thathasbeenshowntobea
salientorganisationallevelpredictorofbullying,canbeshapedthroughformalandstruc-
turedinterventions.TrainingmiddlemanagementtoenactPSCinwork-unitsincreased
PSCwithina4-monthperiod.Asimilarclimateconstruct,theconflictmanagementclimate,
hasalsobeenfoundtohaveapreventiveeffectonbullyingatateam-level[48].Inarecent
prospectivestudy,Hamreandcolleagues[87]showedthat,bycreatingastrongconflict
managementclimateinwhichemployeesperceiveandtrustthatinterpersonalproblems
arefirmlyandfairlymanaged,theescalationofnewandexistingbullyingcasesmaybe
prevented.Finally,takingamultilevelapproachbyinvestigatingtheorganizationalclimate
atagroup-levelmayalsohavepracticalimplications,asinterventionprogramsdirectedat
thegroup-levelarefoundtobemoreeffectivethanthosedirectedsolelyattheindividual
level[88,89].

4.2.StrengthsandLimitations
Asthepresentstudyemployedamultileveldesign,italignswiththetheoretical

foundationoftheconceptofclimate,definingorganizationalclimateasorganizational
members’sharedperceptionsoftheworkplace[90].Yet,thecross-sectionaldesignwith
onlyonemeasuringpointlimitsourconclusionsregardingthedirectionofcausalityamong
thestudiedindividuallevelvariables.Beingbulliedmayhaveworsenedtheemployees’
rolesandworktasks,aswellastheirperceptionsoftheorganizationalclimate.However,in
astudybySkogstadandcolleagues[69],bothbulliedandnon-bulliedemployeesreported
apoorinterpersonalworkenvironmentintheirdepartment.Additionally,employingatrue
prospectivedesign,Reknesandcolleagues[91]foundroleconflicttopredictsubsequent
exposuretoworkplacebullying.

Twocriteriashouldideallybefulfilledforanorganizationalclimatestructuretobe
appropriatelycaptured[83].Statisticalproceduresshouldthenbeconductedtoaggregate
thedatatotheorganizationallevelofanalysis[92],asdoneinthepresentstudy.Yet,the
wordingoftheitemsshouldalsoideallyrepresenttheappropriatelevelofanalysistowhich
individualperceptiondatawillbeaggregated[93],whichisnotthecaseinthepresent
study,asitemsinthescalewereformulated:“Howoftenhaveyoubeenconfrontedwith
thefollowing...duringthelastsixmonths?”.Hence,thefindingsshouldbereplicated
withappropriatelevelitems.

Therewasahighcorrelationbetweentheoutcomeandthemoderatoratthedepart-
mentlevel.However,ourmainresearchquestionwasnotwhetherthebullyingratesof
departmentsarerelatedtoahostileclimateinthosedepartments.Rather,wefocused
onwhetheracontextualgroup-levelfactor(ahostileclimate)moderatestherelationship
betweenworkdemandsandexposuretobullyingatworkattheindividuallevel(see
alsoFigures1and2).Furthermore,thepresentstudylooksatahostileclimateonly,and
notabroadconceptandmeasureoforganisationalclimate.Hence,welookonlyatone
characteristicoftheprevailingorganisationalclimate,whichofcoursealsomayhaveother
andevenmuchmorepositivecharacteristics.Althoughourmeasurelooksattheextentthat
theemployeesinthedepartmentareinvolvedineitherescalatedinterpersonalconflicts
orbeingsubjectedtoaggressiveoutletsfromothers,welackdetailedinformationonwho
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onwhetheracontextualgroup-levelfactor(ahostileclimate)moderatestherelationship
betweenworkdemandsandexposuretobullyingatworkattheindividuallevel(see
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a stressful environment, and together with other risk factors may increase the risk of
bullying behaviours taking place. When it comes to shaping the organizational climate in a
working group or department, this will to a great extent depend on the leadership style and
supervisory practices, as leaders have the responsibility for the work environment and the
power to influence and develop the organizational climate, through both their expectations
and standards of behaviour [84,85]. The organizational climate is based on employees’
perceptions of the policies, practices, and procedures as in a climate of conflict management,
and the behaviours they observe being accepted, rewarded, and encouraged [83,86], as in
the case of the hostile working climate in the present study. Hence, it is by shaping these
aspects that the organizational climate can be changed.

A recent study by Dollard and Bailey [85] showed that the organizational climate,
which in their case was a psychosocial safety climate (PSC) that has been shown to be a
salient organisational level predictor of bullying, can be shaped through formal and struc-
tured interventions. Training middle management to enact PSC in work-units increased
PSC within a 4-month period. A similar climate construct, the conflict management climate,
has also been found to have a preventive effect on bullying at a team-level [48]. In a recent
prospective study, Hamre and colleagues [87] showed that, by creating a strong conflict
management climate in which employees perceive and trust that interpersonal problems
are firmly and fairly managed, the escalation of new and existing bullying cases may be
prevented. Finally, taking a multilevel approach by investigating the organizational climate
at a group-level may also have practical implications, as intervention programs directed at
the group-level are found to be more effective than those directed solely at the individual
level [88,89].

4.2. Strengths and Limitations
As the present study employed a multilevel design, it aligns with the theoretical

foundation of the concept of climate, defining organizational climate as organizational
members’ shared perceptions of the workplace [90]. Yet, the cross-sectional design with
only one measuring point limits our conclusions regarding the direction of causality among
the studied individual level variables. Being bullied may have worsened the employees’
roles and work tasks, as well as their perceptions of the organizational climate. However, in
a study by Skogstad and colleagues [69], both bullied and non-bullied employees reported
a poor interpersonal work environment in their department. Additionally, employing a true
prospective design, Reknes and colleagues [91] found role conflict to predict subsequent
exposure to workplace bullying.

Two criteria should ideally be fulfilled for an organizational climate structure to be
appropriately captured [83]. Statistical procedures should then be conducted to aggregate
the data to the organizational level of analysis [92], as done in the present study. Yet, the
wording of the items should also ideally represent the appropriate level of analysis to which
individual perception data will be aggregated [93], which is not the case in the present
study, as items in the scale were formulated: “How often have you been confronted with
the following . . . during the last six months?”. Hence, the findings should be replicated
with appropriate level items.

There was a high correlation between the outcome and the moderator at the depart-
ment level. However, our main research question was not whether the bullying rates of
departments are related to a hostile climate in those departments. Rather, we focused
on whether a contextual group-level factor (a hostile climate) moderates the relationship
between work demands and exposure to bullying at work at the individual level (see
also Figures 1 and 2). Furthermore, the present study looks at a hostile climate only, and
not a broad concept and measure of organisational climate. Hence, we look only at one
characteristic of the prevailing organisational climate, which of course also may have other
and even much more positive characteristics. Although our measure looks at the extent that
the employees in the department are involved in either escalated interpersonal conflicts
or being subjected to aggressive outlets from others, we lack detailed information on who
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a stressful environment, and together with other risk factors may increase the risk of
bullying behaviours taking place. When it comes to shaping the organizational climate in a
working group or department, this will to a great extent depend on the leadership style and
supervisory practices, as leaders have the responsibility for the work environment and the
power to influence and develop the organizational climate, through both their expectations
and standards of behaviour [84,85]. The organizational climate is based on employees’
perceptions of the policies, practices, and procedures as in a climate of conflict management,
and the behaviours they observe being accepted, rewarded, and encouraged [83,86], as in
the case of the hostile working climate in the present study. Hence, it is by shaping these
aspects that the organizational climate can be changed.

A recent study by Dollard and Bailey [85] showed that the organizational climate,
which in their case was a psychosocial safety climate (PSC) that has been shown to be a
salient organisational level predictor of bullying, can be shaped through formal and struc-
tured interventions. Training middle management to enact PSC in work-units increased
PSC within a 4-month period. A similar climate construct, the conflict management climate,
has also been found to have a preventive effect on bullying at a team-level [48]. In a recent
prospective study, Hamre and colleagues [87] showed that, by creating a strong conflict
management climate in which employees perceive and trust that interpersonal problems
are firmly and fairly managed, the escalation of new and existing bullying cases may be
prevented. Finally, taking a multilevel approach by investigating the organizational climate
at a group-level may also have practical implications, as intervention programs directed at
the group-level are found to be more effective than those directed solely at the individual
level [88,89].

4.2. Strengths and Limitations
As the present study employed a multilevel design, it aligns with the theoretical

foundation of the concept of climate, defining organizational climate as organizational
members’ shared perceptions of the workplace [90]. Yet, the cross-sectional design with
only one measuring point limits our conclusions regarding the direction of causality among
the studied individual level variables. Being bullied may have worsened the employees’
roles and work tasks, as well as their perceptions of the organizational climate. However, in
a study by Skogstad and colleagues [69], both bullied and non-bullied employees reported
a poor interpersonal work environment in their department. Additionally, employing a true
prospective design, Reknes and colleagues [91] found role conflict to predict subsequent
exposure to workplace bullying.

Two criteria should ideally be fulfilled for an organizational climate structure to be
appropriately captured [83]. Statistical procedures should then be conducted to aggregate
the data to the organizational level of analysis [92], as done in the present study. Yet, the
wording of the items should also ideally represent the appropriate level of analysis to which
individual perception data will be aggregated [93], which is not the case in the present
study, as items in the scale were formulated: “How often have you been confronted with
the following . . . during the last six months?”. Hence, the findings should be replicated
with appropriate level items.

There was a high correlation between the outcome and the moderator at the depart-
ment level. However, our main research question was not whether the bullying rates of
departments are related to a hostile climate in those departments. Rather, we focused
on whether a contextual group-level factor (a hostile climate) moderates the relationship
between work demands and exposure to bullying at work at the individual level (see
also Figures 1 and 2). Furthermore, the present study looks at a hostile climate only, and
not a broad concept and measure of organisational climate. Hence, we look only at one
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and even much more positive characteristics. Although our measure looks at the extent that
the employees in the department are involved in either escalated interpersonal conflicts
or being subjected to aggressive outlets from others, we lack detailed information on who
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astressfulenvironment,andtogetherwithotherriskfactorsmayincreasetheriskof
bullyingbehaviourstakingplace.Whenitcomestoshapingtheorganizationalclimateina
workinggroupordepartment,thiswilltoagreatextentdependontheleadershipstyleand
supervisorypractices,asleadershavetheresponsibilityfortheworkenvironmentandthe
powertoinfluenceanddeveloptheorganizationalclimate,throughboththeirexpectations
andstandardsofbehaviour[84,85].Theorganizationalclimateisbasedonemployees’
perceptionsofthepolicies,practices,andproceduresasinaclimateofconflictmanagement,
andthebehaviourstheyobservebeingaccepted,rewarded,andencouraged[83,86],asin
thecaseofthehostileworkingclimateinthepresentstudy.Hence,itisbyshapingthese
aspectsthattheorganizationalclimatecanbechanged.

ArecentstudybyDollardandBailey[85]showedthattheorganizationalclimate,
whichintheircasewasapsychosocialsafetyclimate(PSC)thathasbeenshowntobea
salientorganisationallevelpredictorofbullying,canbeshapedthroughformalandstruc-
turedinterventions.TrainingmiddlemanagementtoenactPSCinwork-unitsincreased
PSCwithina4-monthperiod.Asimilarclimateconstruct,theconflictmanagementclimate,
hasalsobeenfoundtohaveapreventiveeffectonbullyingatateam-level[48].Inarecent
prospectivestudy,Hamreandcolleagues[87]showedthat,bycreatingastrongconflict
managementclimateinwhichemployeesperceiveandtrustthatinterpersonalproblems
arefirmlyandfairlymanaged,theescalationofnewandexistingbullyingcasesmaybe
prevented.Finally,takingamultilevelapproachbyinvestigatingtheorganizationalclimate
atagroup-levelmayalsohavepracticalimplications,asinterventionprogramsdirectedat
thegroup-levelarefoundtobemoreeffectivethanthosedirectedsolelyattheindividual
level[88,89].

4.2.StrengthsandLimitations
Asthepresentstudyemployedamultileveldesign,italignswiththetheoretical

foundationoftheconceptofclimate,definingorganizationalclimateasorganizational
members’sharedperceptionsoftheworkplace[90].Yet,thecross-sectionaldesignwith
onlyonemeasuringpointlimitsourconclusionsregardingthedirectionofcausalityamong
thestudiedindividuallevelvariables.Beingbulliedmayhaveworsenedtheemployees’
rolesandworktasks,aswellastheirperceptionsoftheorganizationalclimate.However,in
astudybySkogstadandcolleagues[69],bothbulliedandnon-bulliedemployeesreported
apoorinterpersonalworkenvironmentintheirdepartment.Additionally,employingatrue
prospectivedesign,Reknesandcolleagues[91]foundroleconflicttopredictsubsequent
exposuretoworkplacebullying.

Twocriteriashouldideallybefulfilledforanorganizationalclimatestructuretobe
appropriatelycaptured[83].Statisticalproceduresshouldthenbeconductedtoaggregate
thedatatotheorganizationallevelofanalysis[92],asdoneinthepresentstudy.Yet,the
wordingoftheitemsshouldalsoideallyrepresenttheappropriatelevelofanalysistowhich
individualperceptiondatawillbeaggregated[93],whichisnotthecaseinthepresent
study,asitemsinthescalewereformulated:“Howoftenhaveyoubeenconfrontedwith
thefollowing...duringthelastsixmonths?”.Hence,thefindingsshouldbereplicated
withappropriatelevelitems.

Therewasahighcorrelationbetweentheoutcomeandthemoderatoratthedepart-
mentlevel.However,ourmainresearchquestionwasnotwhetherthebullyingratesof
departmentsarerelatedtoahostileclimateinthosedepartments.Rather,wefocused
onwhetheracontextualgroup-levelfactor(ahostileclimate)moderatestherelationship
betweenworkdemandsandexposuretobullyingatworkattheindividuallevel(see
alsoFigures1and2).Furthermore,thepresentstudylooksatahostileclimateonly,and
notabroadconceptandmeasureoforganisationalclimate.Hence,welookonlyatone
characteristicoftheprevailingorganisationalclimate,whichofcoursealsomayhaveother
andevenmuchmorepositivecharacteristics.Althoughourmeasurelooksattheextentthat
theemployeesinthedepartmentareinvolvedineitherescalatedinterpersonalconflicts
orbeingsubjectedtoaggressiveoutletsfromothers,welackdetailedinformationonwho
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or how many in the environment are behaving in an aggressive manner and who the
opponents are in the perceived conflicts. There may be departments where there is mainly
one aggressor, e.g., a manager who is misbehaving towards a range of subordinates, or one
main escalated conflict involving many employees.

Further, scales on quantitative demands may be sensitive to the choice of specific
items [94]. Kristensen and colleagues [94] argue that if items regarding fast work pace and
tempo are included in a scale, several blue-collar jobs will be identified as high-demand jobs.
While, on the other hand, items regarding long working hours and overtime will be more
relevant for white-collar workers. As our sample consists of academics, hence mainly white-
collar workers, it would have been interesting to include questions regarding working
hours or whether they think they have time to finish their work tasks, to see whether this
would affect the results. However, we did get significant results as hypothesized by using
the workload scale in the present study, indicating that the items are not as irrelevant for
our sample as argued by Kristensen and colleagues [94].

The present study findings also need further validation in other work contexts, as
our sample only consists of employees in one Belgian university. Thus, the findings are
not necessarily generalizable to all other occupational groups. Future studies should also
include information on the number of perpetrators and the amount of social support
received, as these variables were not included in the present dataset.

5. Conclusions

Given the scarcity of studies investigating the interaction of risk factors for bullying
at different organizational levels, we believe the present study is important from the
perspective of bullying prevention. Findings from the present study shed light on how
work-related stressors interact with a hostile work climate in predicting exposure to bullying
behaviours. Yet, our results also pinpoint that the role played by a hostile climate may vary
between stressors, as a hostile climate played a more important role in relation to perceived
role conflicts as compared to perceived high levels of workload.

Based on these results, we encourage both researchers and practitioners to continue
to broaden their understanding of the antecedents of workplace bullying by considering
the different organizational levels. We believe that this more complex and integrated
approach to exploring workplace bullying sets a strong foundation for future research and
encourages researchers to further investigate the critical role that the organizational climate
can play in accelerating or preventing workplace bullying.
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orhowmanyintheenvironmentarebehavinginanaggressivemannerandwhothe
opponentsareintheperceivedconflicts.Theremaybedepartmentswherethereismainly
oneaggressor,e.g.,amanagerwhoismisbehavingtowardsarangeofsubordinates,orone
mainescalatedconflictinvolvingmanyemployees.

Further,scalesonquantitativedemandsmaybesensitivetothechoiceofspecific
items[94].Kristensenandcolleagues[94]arguethatifitemsregardingfastworkpaceand
tempoareincludedinascale,severalblue-collarjobswillbeidentifiedashigh-demandjobs.
While,ontheotherhand,itemsregardinglongworkinghoursandovertimewillbemore
relevantforwhite-collarworkers.Asoursampleconsistsofacademics,hencemainlywhite-
collarworkers,itwouldhavebeeninterestingtoincludequestionsregardingworking
hoursorwhethertheythinktheyhavetimetofinishtheirworktasks,toseewhetherthis
wouldaffecttheresults.However,wedidgetsignificantresultsashypothesizedbyusing
theworkloadscaleinthepresentstudy,indicatingthattheitemsarenotasirrelevantfor
oursampleasarguedbyKristensenandcolleagues[94].

Thepresentstudyfindingsalsoneedfurthervalidationinotherworkcontexts,as
oursampleonlyconsistsofemployeesinoneBelgianuniversity.Thus,thefindingsare
notnecessarilygeneralizabletoallotheroccupationalgroups.Futurestudiesshouldalso
includeinformationonthenumberofperpetratorsandtheamountofsocialsupport
received,asthesevariableswerenotincludedinthepresentdataset.

5.Conclusions

Giventhescarcityofstudiesinvestigatingtheinteractionofriskfactorsforbullying
atdifferentorganizationallevels,webelievethepresentstudyisimportantfromthe
perspectiveofbullyingprevention.Findingsfromthepresentstudyshedlightonhow
work-relatedstressorsinteractwithahostileworkclimateinpredictingexposuretobullying
behaviours.Yet,ourresultsalsopinpointthattheroleplayedbyahostileclimatemayvary
betweenstressors,asahostileclimateplayedamoreimportantroleinrelationtoperceived
roleconflictsascomparedtoperceivedhighlevelsofworkload.

Basedontheseresults,weencouragebothresearchersandpractitionerstocontinue
tobroadentheirunderstandingoftheantecedentsofworkplacebullyingbyconsidering
thedifferentorganizationallevels.Webelievethatthismorecomplexandintegrated
approachtoexploringworkplacebullyingsetsastrongfoundationforfutureresearchand
encouragesresearcherstofurtherinvestigatethecriticalrolethattheorganizationalclimate
canplayinacceleratingorpreventingworkplacebullying.
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or how many in the environment are behaving in an aggressive manner and who the
opponents are in the perceived conflicts. There may be departments where there is mainly
one aggressor, e.g., a manager who is misbehaving towards a range of subordinates, or one
main escalated conflict involving many employees.

Further, scales on quantitative demands may be sensitive to the choice of specific
items [94]. Kristensen and colleagues [94] argue that if items regarding fast work pace and
tempo are included in a scale, several blue-collar jobs will be identified as high-demand jobs.
While, on the other hand, items regarding long working hours and overtime will be more
relevant for white-collar workers. As our sample consists of academics, hence mainly white-
collar workers, it would have been interesting to include questions regarding working
hours or whether they think they have time to finish their work tasks, to see whether this
would affect the results. However, we did get significant results as hypothesized by using
the workload scale in the present study, indicating that the items are not as irrelevant for
our sample as argued by Kristensen and colleagues [94].

The present study findings also need further validation in other work contexts, as
our sample only consists of employees in one Belgian university. Thus, the findings are
not necessarily generalizable to all other occupational groups. Future studies should also
include information on the number of perpetrators and the amount of social support
received, as these variables were not included in the present dataset.

5. Conclusions

Given the scarcity of studies investigating the interaction of risk factors for bullying
at different organizational levels, we believe the present study is important from the
perspective of bullying prevention. Findings from the present study shed light on how
work-related stressors interact with a hostile work climate in predicting exposure to bullying
behaviours. Yet, our results also pinpoint that the role played by a hostile climate may vary
between stressors, as a hostile climate played a more important role in relation to perceived
role conflicts as compared to perceived high levels of workload.

Based on these results, we encourage both researchers and practitioners to continue
to broaden their understanding of the antecedents of workplace bullying by considering
the different organizational levels. We believe that this more complex and integrated
approach to exploring workplace bullying sets a strong foundation for future research and
encourages researchers to further investigate the critical role that the organizational climate
can play in accelerating or preventing workplace bullying.
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items[94].Kristensenandcolleagues[94]arguethatifitemsregardingfastworkpaceand
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collarworkers,itwouldhavebeeninterestingtoincludequestionsregardingworking
hoursorwhethertheythinktheyhavetimetofinishtheirworktasks,toseewhetherthis
wouldaffecttheresults.However,wedidgetsignificantresultsashypothesizedbyusing
theworkloadscaleinthepresentstudy,indicatingthattheitemsarenotasirrelevantfor
oursampleasarguedbyKristensenandcolleagues[94].

Thepresentstudyfindingsalsoneedfurthervalidationinotherworkcontexts,as
oursampleonlyconsistsofemployeesinoneBelgianuniversity.Thus,thefindingsare
notnecessarilygeneralizabletoallotheroccupationalgroups.Futurestudiesshouldalso
includeinformationonthenumberofperpetratorsandtheamountofsocialsupport
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Abstract

Building on the three-way model of workplace bullying

and its underlying theories, this study investigates the

role of trait anger and trait anxiety in the link between

daily interpersonal conflicts and daily exposure to bul-

lying behaviors. Using a quantitative diary study

design, we approached 57 military naval cadets partici-

pating in a tall-ship voyage across the Atlantic, from

Europe to North America, in 2017. They responded to a

questionnaire on a daily basis over a period of

30 days—yielding 1428 measurement points. Prior to

the voyage, participants also responded to a general

questionnaire including measures of trait anger and

trait anxiety. As hypothesized, multilevel analyses

showed positive main effects of daily interpersonal con-

flicts on interpersonal conflicts the next day and expo-

sure to bullying behaviors the same day. However,

daily involvement in interpersonal conflicts did not

predict exposure to bullying behaviors the next day.

Moreover, and in support of the hypothesized moderat-

ing effects, trait anger (but not trait anxiety) interacted

positively with daily interpersonal conflicts in the pre-

diction of interpersonal conflicts the next day as well as
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Abstract

Buildingonthethree-waymodelofworkplacebullying

anditsunderlyingtheories,thisstudyinvestigatesthe

roleoftraitangerandtraitanxietyinthelinkbetween

dailyinterpersonalconflictsanddailyexposuretobul-

lyingbehaviors.Usingaquantitativediarystudy

design,weapproached57militarynavalcadetspartici-

patinginatall-shipvoyageacrosstheAtlantic,from

EuropetoNorthAmerica,in2017.Theyrespondedtoa

questionnaireonadailybasisoveraperiodof

30days—yielding1428measurementpoints.Priorto

thevoyage,participantsalsorespondedtoageneral

questionnaireincludingmeasuresoftraitangerand

traitanxiety.Ashypothesized,multilevelanalyses

showedpositivemaineffectsofdailyinterpersonalcon-

flictsoninterpersonalconflictsthenextdayandexpo-

suretobullyingbehaviorsthesameday.However,

dailyinvolvementininterpersonalconflictsdidnot

predictexposuretobullyingbehaviorsthenextday.

Moreover,andinsupportofthehypothesizedmoderat-

ingeffects,traitanger(butnottraitanxiety)interacted

positivelywithdailyinterpersonalconflictsinthepre-

dictionofinterpersonalconflictsthenextdayaswellas
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Abstract

Buildingonthethree-waymodelofworkplacebullying

anditsunderlyingtheories,thisstudyinvestigatesthe

roleoftraitangerandtraitanxietyinthelinkbetween

dailyinterpersonalconflictsanddailyexposuretobul-

lyingbehaviors.Usingaquantitativediarystudy

design,weapproached57militarynavalcadetspartici-

patinginatall-shipvoyageacrosstheAtlantic,from

EuropetoNorthAmerica,in2017.Theyrespondedtoa

questionnaireonadailybasisoveraperiodof

30days—yielding1428measurementpoints.Priorto

thevoyage,participantsalsorespondedtoageneral

questionnaireincludingmeasuresoftraitangerand

traitanxiety.Ashypothesized,multilevelanalyses

showedpositivemaineffectsofdailyinterpersonalcon-

flictsoninterpersonalconflictsthenextdayandexpo-

suretobullyingbehaviorsthesameday.However,

dailyinvolvementininterpersonalconflictsdidnot

predictexposuretobullyingbehaviorsthenextday.

Moreover,andinsupportofthehypothesizedmoderat-

ingeffects,traitanger(butnottraitanxiety)interacted

positivelywithdailyinterpersonalconflictsinthepre-

dictionofinterpersonalconflictsthenextdayaswellas
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exposure to bullying behaviors the same day. The study

suggests that interpersonal conflicts persist and have

an immediate effect on exposure to bullying behaviors

and that this is particularly the case for individuals

high (vs. low) on trait anger. We discuss how these

findings contribute to the three-way model of work-

place bullying, as well as possible practical implications.

KEYWORD S

interpersonal conflicts, trait anger, trait anxiety, workplace
bullying

INTRODUCTION

After nearly three decades of research on workplace bullying, it has become clear that there is
no single factor explaining its occurrence. Rather, bullying seems to be caused by the interplay
of antecedents on multiple levels and their intervening mechanisms (Nielsen &
Einarsen, 2018). A comprehensive model for understanding the development of bullying is the
three-way model of workplace bullying (Baillien et al., 2009), which is a process-oriented model
describing the three main processes through which work-related factors may lead to workplace
bullying. These processes originate from (a) dysfunctional team/organization characteristics;
(b) frustrations, strains, and ineffective coping; or (c) interpersonal conflicts. These are three
independent processes, with the latter being the focus of the present study. While the other two
processes may involve a range of different antecedents and risk factor, the present study focus
on the process where the focus is on one specific antecedent: Interpersonal conflict. Further,
the model also integrates and highlights the potential intervening role that personal characteris-
tics, like personality traits, may have in these three processes. The three-way model builds on
several well-established theories in the bullying literature and is one of few theoretical
approaches that explicitly integrates work environment factors with individual dispositions
when explaining the development of workplace bullying.

Theoretically, it is well established that bullying by nature is a process, which develops and
escalates over time (Einarsen, 2000; Einarsen et al., 2020). However, in the study of develop-
mental pathways of workplace bullying, studies typically focus on either environmental or indi-
vidual antecedents (Zapf & Einarsen, 2020). According to the three-way model and the work
environment hypothesis (Leymann, 1996), claiming that bullying is a consequence of problems
in the psychosocial work environment, workplace bullying may be triggered by what may
otherwise seem as harmless interpersonal conflicts (Einarsen et al., 1994; Zapf & Gross, 2001).
An interpersonal conflict can be defined as “a negative interpersonal encounter characterized
by a contentious exchange, hostility or aggression” (Ilies et al., 2011, p. 46). Several recent stud-
ies have found support for such a relationship (e.g., Ågotnes et al., 2018; Baillien et al., 2016;
Leon-Perez et al., 2015), and conflict escalation has been claimed to be a developmental
pathway to workplace bullying (Baillien et al., 2009). Yet, few studies have looked at how
this escalation actually occurs and the factors affecting the process on a day-to-day basis
(see Ågotnes et al., 2021; Hoprekstad et al., 2019, as two of few exceptions). While previous
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Einarsen,2018).Acomprehensivemodelforunderstandingthedevelopmentofbullyingisthe
three-waymodelofworkplacebullying(Baillienetal.,2009),whichisaprocess-orientedmodel
describingthethreemainprocessesthroughwhichwork-relatedfactorsmayleadtoworkplace
bullying.Theseprocessesoriginatefrom(a)dysfunctionalteam/organizationcharacteristics;
(b)frustrations,strains,andineffectivecoping;or(c)interpersonalconflicts.Thesearethree
independentprocesses,withthelatterbeingthefocusofthepresentstudy.Whiletheothertwo
processesmayinvolvearangeofdifferentantecedentsandriskfactor,thepresentstudyfocus
ontheprocesswherethefocusisononespecificantecedent:Interpersonalconflict.Further,
themodelalsointegratesandhighlightsthepotentialinterveningrolethatpersonalcharacteris-
tics,likepersonalitytraits,mayhaveinthesethreeprocesses.Thethree-waymodelbuildson
severalwell-establishedtheoriesinthebullyingliteratureandisoneoffewtheoretical
approachesthatexplicitlyintegratesworkenvironmentfactorswithindividualdispositions
whenexplainingthedevelopmentofworkplacebullying.

Theoretically,itiswellestablishedthatbullyingbynatureisaprocess,whichdevelopsand
escalatesovertime(Einarsen,2000;Einarsenetal.,2020).However,inthestudyofdevelop-
mentalpathwaysofworkplacebullying,studiestypicallyfocusoneitherenvironmentalorindi-
vidualantecedents(Zapf&Einarsen,2020).Accordingtothethree-waymodelandthework
environmenthypothesis(Leymann,1996),claimingthatbullyingisaconsequenceofproblems
inthepsychosocialworkenvironment,workplacebullyingmaybetriggeredbywhatmay
otherwiseseemasharmlessinterpersonalconflicts(Einarsenetal.,1994;Zapf&Gross,2001).
Aninterpersonalconflictcanbedefinedas“anegativeinterpersonalencountercharacterized
byacontentiousexchange,hostilityoraggression”(Iliesetal.,2011,p.46).Severalrecentstud-
ieshavefoundsupportforsucharelationship(e.g.,Ågotnesetal.,2018;Baillienetal.,2016;
Leon-Perezetal.,2015),andconflictescalationhasbeenclaimedtobeadevelopmental
pathwaytoworkplacebullying(Baillienetal.,2009).Yet,fewstudieshavelookedathow
thisescalationactuallyoccursandthefactorsaffectingtheprocessonaday-to-daybasis
(seeÅgotnesetal.,2021;Hoprekstadetal.,2019,astwooffewexceptions).Whileprevious
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describing the three main processes through which work-related factors may lead to workplace
bullying. These processes originate from (a) dysfunctional team/organization characteristics;
(b) frustrations, strains, and ineffective coping; or (c) interpersonal conflicts. These are three
independent processes, with the latter being the focus of the present study. While the other two
processes may involve a range of different antecedents and risk factor, the present study focus
on the process where the focus is on one specific antecedent: Interpersonal conflict. Further,
the model also integrates and highlights the potential intervening role that personal characteris-
tics, like personality traits, may have in these three processes. The three-way model builds on
several well-established theories in the bullying literature and is one of few theoretical
approaches that explicitly integrates work environment factors with individual dispositions
when explaining the development of workplace bullying.

Theoretically, it is well established that bullying by nature is a process, which develops and
escalates over time (Einarsen, 2000; Einarsen et al., 2020). However, in the study of develop-
mental pathways of workplace bullying, studies typically focus on either environmental or indi-
vidual antecedents (Zapf & Einarsen, 2020). According to the three-way model and the work
environment hypothesis (Leymann, 1996), claiming that bullying is a consequence of problems
in the psychosocial work environment, workplace bullying may be triggered by what may
otherwise seem as harmless interpersonal conflicts (Einarsen et al., 1994; Zapf & Gross, 2001).
An interpersonal conflict can be defined as “a negative interpersonal encounter characterized
by a contentious exchange, hostility or aggression” (Ilies et al., 2011, p. 46). Several recent stud-
ies have found support for such a relationship (e.g., Ågotnes et al., 2018; Baillien et al., 2016;
Leon-Perez et al., 2015), and conflict escalation has been claimed to be a developmental
pathway to workplace bullying (Baillien et al., 2009). Yet, few studies have looked at how
this escalation actually occurs and the factors affecting the process on a day-to-day basis
(see Ågotnes et al., 2021; Hoprekstad et al., 2019, as two of few exceptions). While previous
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exposuretobullyingbehaviorsthesameday.Thestudy

suggeststhatinterpersonalconflictspersistandhave

animmediateeffectonexposuretobullyingbehaviors

andthatthisisparticularlythecaseforindividuals

high(vs.low)ontraitanger.Wediscusshowthese

findingscontributetothethree-waymodelofwork-

placebullying,aswellaspossiblepracticalimplications.
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INTRODUCTION

Afternearlythreedecadesofresearchonworkplacebullying,ithasbecomeclearthatthereis
nosinglefactorexplainingitsoccurrence.Rather,bullyingseemstobecausedbytheinterplay
ofantecedentsonmultiplelevelsandtheirinterveningmechanisms(Nielsen&
Einarsen,2018).Acomprehensivemodelforunderstandingthedevelopmentofbullyingisthe
three-waymodelofworkplacebullying(Baillienetal.,2009),whichisaprocess-orientedmodel
describingthethreemainprocessesthroughwhichwork-relatedfactorsmayleadtoworkplace
bullying.Theseprocessesoriginatefrom(a)dysfunctionalteam/organizationcharacteristics;
(b)frustrations,strains,andineffectivecoping;or(c)interpersonalconflicts.Thesearethree
independentprocesses,withthelatterbeingthefocusofthepresentstudy.Whiletheothertwo
processesmayinvolvearangeofdifferentantecedentsandriskfactor,thepresentstudyfocus
ontheprocesswherethefocusisononespecificantecedent:Interpersonalconflict.Further,
themodelalsointegratesandhighlightsthepotentialinterveningrolethatpersonalcharacteris-
tics,likepersonalitytraits,mayhaveinthesethreeprocesses.Thethree-waymodelbuildson
severalwell-establishedtheoriesinthebullyingliteratureandisoneoffewtheoretical
approachesthatexplicitlyintegratesworkenvironmentfactorswithindividualdispositions
whenexplainingthedevelopmentofworkplacebullying.

Theoretically,itiswellestablishedthatbullyingbynatureisaprocess,whichdevelopsand
escalatesovertime(Einarsen,2000;Einarsenetal.,2020).However,inthestudyofdevelop-
mentalpathwaysofworkplacebullying,studiestypicallyfocusoneitherenvironmentalorindi-
vidualantecedents(Zapf&Einarsen,2020).Accordingtothethree-waymodelandthework
environmenthypothesis(Leymann,1996),claimingthatbullyingisaconsequenceofproblems
inthepsychosocialworkenvironment,workplacebullyingmaybetriggeredbywhatmay
otherwiseseemasharmlessinterpersonalconflicts(Einarsenetal.,1994;Zapf&Gross,2001).
Aninterpersonalconflictcanbedefinedas“anegativeinterpersonalencountercharacterized
byacontentiousexchange,hostilityoraggression”(Iliesetal.,2011,p.46).Severalrecentstud-
ieshavefoundsupportforsucharelationship(e.g.,Ågotnesetal.,2018;Baillienetal.,2016;
Leon-Perezetal.,2015),andconflictescalationhasbeenclaimedtobeadevelopmental
pathwaytoworkplacebullying(Baillienetal.,2009).Yet,fewstudieshavelookedathow
thisescalationactuallyoccursandthefactorsaffectingtheprocessonaday-to-daybasis
(seeÅgotnesetal.,2021;Hoprekstadetal.,2019,astwooffewexceptions).Whileprevious
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nosinglefactorexplainingitsoccurrence.Rather,bullyingseemstobecausedbytheinterplay
ofantecedentsonmultiplelevelsandtheirinterveningmechanisms(Nielsen&
Einarsen,2018).Acomprehensivemodelforunderstandingthedevelopmentofbullyingisthe
three-waymodelofworkplacebullying(Baillienetal.,2009),whichisaprocess-orientedmodel
describingthethreemainprocessesthroughwhichwork-relatedfactorsmayleadtoworkplace
bullying.Theseprocessesoriginatefrom(a)dysfunctionalteam/organizationcharacteristics;
(b)frustrations,strains,andineffectivecoping;or(c)interpersonalconflicts.Thesearethree
independentprocesses,withthelatterbeingthefocusofthepresentstudy.Whiletheothertwo
processesmayinvolvearangeofdifferentantecedentsandriskfactor,thepresentstudyfocus
ontheprocesswherethefocusisononespecificantecedent:Interpersonalconflict.Further,
themodelalsointegratesandhighlightsthepotentialinterveningrolethatpersonalcharacteris-
tics,likepersonalitytraits,mayhaveinthesethreeprocesses.Thethree-waymodelbuildson
severalwell-establishedtheoriesinthebullyingliteratureandisoneoffewtheoretical
approachesthatexplicitlyintegratesworkenvironmentfactorswithindividualdispositions
whenexplainingthedevelopmentofworkplacebullying.

Theoretically,itiswellestablishedthatbullyingbynatureisaprocess,whichdevelopsand
escalatesovertime(Einarsen,2000;Einarsenetal.,2020).However,inthestudyofdevelop-
mentalpathwaysofworkplacebullying,studiestypicallyfocusoneitherenvironmentalorindi-
vidualantecedents(Zapf&Einarsen,2020).Accordingtothethree-waymodelandthework
environmenthypothesis(Leymann,1996),claimingthatbullyingisaconsequenceofproblems
inthepsychosocialworkenvironment,workplacebullyingmaybetriggeredbywhatmay
otherwiseseemasharmlessinterpersonalconflicts(Einarsenetal.,1994;Zapf&Gross,2001).
Aninterpersonalconflictcanbedefinedas“anegativeinterpersonalencountercharacterized
byacontentiousexchange,hostilityoraggression”(Iliesetal.,2011,p.46).Severalrecentstud-
ieshavefoundsupportforsucharelationship(e.g.,Ågotnesetal.,2018;Baillienetal.,2016;
Leon-Perezetal.,2015),andconflictescalationhasbeenclaimedtobeadevelopmental
pathwaytoworkplacebullying(Baillienetal.,2009).Yet,fewstudieshavelookedathow
thisescalationactuallyoccursandthefactorsaffectingtheprocessonaday-to-daybasis
(seeÅgotnesetal.,2021;Hoprekstadetal.,2019,astwooffewexceptions).Whileprevious
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severalwell-establishedtheoriesinthebullyingliteratureandisoneoffewtheoretical
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whenexplainingthedevelopmentofworkplacebullying.

Theoretically,itiswellestablishedthatbullyingbynatureisaprocess,whichdevelopsand
escalatesovertime(Einarsen,2000;Einarsenetal.,2020).However,inthestudyofdevelop-
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environmenthypothesis(Leymann,1996),claimingthatbullyingisaconsequenceofproblems
inthepsychosocialworkenvironment,workplacebullyingmaybetriggeredbywhatmay
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environmenthypothesis(Leymann,1996),claimingthatbullyingisaconsequenceofproblems
inthepsychosocialworkenvironment,workplacebullyingmaybetriggeredbywhatmay
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diary studies have found that prior victimization from workplace bullying moderates the rela-
tionship between daily exposure to bullying behaviors and subsequent depressed mood
(Hoprekstad et al., 2019) and that laissez-faire leadership moderates the daily relationship
between work pressure and bullying behaviors (Ågotnes et al., 2021), the aim of the present
study is to investigate the potential role of personality dispositions in the day-to-day relation-
ship between interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying behaviors. Due to the limited use
of data intense repeated-measures designs, intraindividual variability in the development of
workplace bullying remains an important, but relatively unexplored theoretical issue (Neall &
Tuckey, 2014).

Hence, in order to fill this void, the first main contribution of the present study is to investi-
gate the relationship between episodes of interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying
behaviors on a day-to-day basis, by using data from a quantitative diary study among naval
cadets on a sail ship voyage across 30 consecutive days. As interpersonal conflicts are assumed
to potentially turn into bullying through a gradual escalation process (Baillien et al., 2009), this
design offers an unique opportunity to test the initial phase of this potential escalation as it
plays out day by day, in a context where it is reasonable to assume that conflicts and acts of
bullying may occur. With the timeframe of 30 days, the present study does not measure
hardcore bullying cases, but rather a potential increase in exposure to bullying behaviors from
1 day to the next. Experiencing interpersonal conflicts will normally vary on a daily basis, have
a tendency to escalate and potentially escalate and trigger negative and bullying-related acts,
situations which then over time may escalate into more full-blown cases of workplace bullying
(Baillien et al., 2017). Although the three-way model describes the development toward both
becoming a victim and a perpetrator of bullying, we chose to measure exposure to bullying
behaviors in the present study. This is based on the studies timeframe, as bullying behaviors in
the initial phase of a potential escalation are likely to be low frequent and potentially come
from several sources.

In addition, the three-way model and trait activation theory (Tett & Burnett, 2003; Tett &
Guterman, 2000) further propose that the way people react in conflict situations may influence
the potential escalation or de-escalation (Baillien et al., 2009; Zapf & Einarsen, 2020). Personal-
ity dispositions, in our case trait anger and trait anxiety, are theoretically likely to influence
how individuals react when facing interpersonal conflicts at work, and consequently influence
the possible link between interpersonal conflicts and exposure to daily bullying behaviors.
Personal dispositions related to negative affect, including neuroticism and its two main compo-
nents of anger and anxiety, have been found to be the strongest and most consistent individual
correlates of exposure to bullying in a meta-analysis conducted by Nielsen et al. (2017). Hence,
based on the interpersonal conflict to bullying pathway, described in the three-way model and
these theoretical and empirical notions, the second main contribution of the present study is to
investigate the potential role of trait anger and trait anxiety, in the day-to-day momentary
relationship between interpersonal conflicts and bullying behaviors. Whereas the personality of
targets of workplace bullying has mainly been studied in order to explain why bullying may
occur (Coyne et al., 2000; Glasø et al., 2007), there is still a lack of research regarding the poten-
tial moderating role of personality in the development from interpersonal conflict to workplace
bullying. These aims follow recent developments in the field, in which scholars shift toward a
greater focus on within-person designs (Neall & Tuckey, 2014; Spector & Pindek, 2016), as well
as a call for a greater integration of work-related and situational factors on one hand and dispo-
sitional factors on the other, in the study of antecedents of workplace bullying (Nielsen &
Einarsen, 2018).
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diarystudieshavefoundthatpriorvictimizationfromworkplacebullyingmoderatestherela-
tionshipbetweendailyexposuretobullyingbehaviorsandsubsequentdepressedmood
(Hoprekstadetal.,2019)andthatlaissez-faireleadershipmoderatesthedailyrelationship
betweenworkpressureandbullyingbehaviors(Ågotnesetal.,2021),theaimofthepresent
studyistoinvestigatethepotentialroleofpersonalitydispositionsintheday-to-dayrelation-
shipbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors.Duetothelimiteduse
ofdataintenserepeated-measuresdesigns,intraindividualvariabilityinthedevelopmentof
workplacebullyingremainsanimportant,butrelativelyunexploredtheoreticalissue(Neall&
Tuckey,2014).

Hence,inordertofillthisvoid,thefirstmaincontributionofthepresentstudyistoinvesti-
gatetherelationshipbetweenepisodesofinterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullying
behaviorsonaday-to-daybasis,byusingdatafromaquantitativediarystudyamongnaval
cadetsonasailshipvoyageacross30consecutivedays.Asinterpersonalconflictsareassumed
topotentiallyturnintobullyingthroughagradualescalationprocess(Baillienetal.,2009),this
designoffersanuniqueopportunitytotesttheinitialphaseofthispotentialescalationasit
playsoutdaybyday,inacontextwhereitisreasonabletoassumethatconflictsandactsof
bullyingmayoccur.Withthetimeframeof30days,thepresentstudydoesnotmeasure
hardcorebullyingcases,butratherapotentialincreaseinexposuretobullyingbehaviorsfrom
1daytothenext.Experiencinginterpersonalconflictswillnormallyvaryonadailybasis,have
atendencytoescalateandpotentiallyescalateandtriggernegativeandbullying-relatedacts,
situationswhichthenovertimemayescalateintomorefull-blowncasesofworkplacebullying
(Baillienetal.,2017).Althoughthethree-waymodeldescribesthedevelopmenttowardboth
becomingavictimandaperpetratorofbullying,wechosetomeasureexposuretobullying
behaviorsinthepresentstudy.Thisisbasedonthestudiestimeframe,asbullyingbehaviorsin
theinitialphaseofapotentialescalationarelikelytobelowfrequentandpotentiallycome
fromseveralsources.

Inaddition,thethree-waymodelandtraitactivationtheory(Tett&Burnett,2003;Tett&
Guterman,2000)furtherproposethatthewaypeoplereactinconflictsituationsmayinfluence
thepotentialescalationorde-escalation(Baillienetal.,2009;Zapf&Einarsen,2020).Personal-
itydispositions,inourcasetraitangerandtraitanxiety,aretheoreticallylikelytoinfluence
howindividualsreactwhenfacinginterpersonalconflictsatwork,andconsequentlyinfluence
thepossiblelinkbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandexposuretodailybullyingbehaviors.
Personaldispositionsrelatedtonegativeaffect,includingneuroticismanditstwomaincompo-
nentsofangerandanxiety,havebeenfoundtobethestrongestandmostconsistentindividual
correlatesofexposuretobullyinginameta-analysisconductedbyNielsenetal.(2017).Hence,
basedontheinterpersonalconflicttobullyingpathway,describedinthethree-waymodeland
thesetheoreticalandempiricalnotions,thesecondmaincontributionofthepresentstudyisto
investigatethepotentialroleoftraitangerandtraitanxiety,intheday-to-daymomentary
relationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandbullyingbehaviors.Whereasthepersonalityof
targetsofworkplacebullyinghasmainlybeenstudiedinordertoexplainwhybullyingmay
occur(Coyneetal.,2000;Glasøetal.,2007),thereisstillalackofresearchregardingthepoten-
tialmoderatingroleofpersonalityinthedevelopmentfrominterpersonalconflicttoworkplace
bullying.Theseaimsfollowrecentdevelopmentsinthefield,inwhichscholarsshifttowarda
greaterfocusonwithin-persondesigns(Neall&Tuckey,2014;Spector&Pindek,2016),aswell
asacallforagreaterintegrationofwork-relatedandsituationalfactorsononehandanddispo-
sitionalfactorsontheother,inthestudyofantecedentsofworkplacebullying(Nielsen&
Einarsen,2018).
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diarystudieshavefoundthatpriorvictimizationfromworkplacebullyingmoderatestherela-
tionshipbetweendailyexposuretobullyingbehaviorsandsubsequentdepressedmood
(Hoprekstadetal.,2019)andthatlaissez-faireleadershipmoderatesthedailyrelationship
betweenworkpressureandbullyingbehaviors(Ågotnesetal.,2021),theaimofthepresent
studyistoinvestigatethepotentialroleofpersonalitydispositionsintheday-to-dayrelation-
shipbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors.Duetothelimiteduse
ofdataintenserepeated-measuresdesigns,intraindividualvariabilityinthedevelopmentof
workplacebullyingremainsanimportant,butrelativelyunexploredtheoreticalissue(Neall&
Tuckey,2014).

Hence,inordertofillthisvoid,thefirstmaincontributionofthepresentstudyistoinvesti-
gatetherelationshipbetweenepisodesofinterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullying
behaviorsonaday-to-daybasis,byusingdatafromaquantitativediarystudyamongnaval
cadetsonasailshipvoyageacross30consecutivedays.Asinterpersonalconflictsareassumed
topotentiallyturnintobullyingthroughagradualescalationprocess(Baillienetal.,2009),this
designoffersanuniqueopportunitytotesttheinitialphaseofthispotentialescalationasit
playsoutdaybyday,inacontextwhereitisreasonabletoassumethatconflictsandactsof
bullyingmayoccur.Withthetimeframeof30days,thepresentstudydoesnotmeasure
hardcorebullyingcases,butratherapotentialincreaseinexposuretobullyingbehaviorsfrom
1daytothenext.Experiencinginterpersonalconflictswillnormallyvaryonadailybasis,have
atendencytoescalateandpotentiallyescalateandtriggernegativeandbullying-relatedacts,
situationswhichthenovertimemayescalateintomorefull-blowncasesofworkplacebullying
(Baillienetal.,2017).Althoughthethree-waymodeldescribesthedevelopmenttowardboth
becomingavictimandaperpetratorofbullying,wechosetomeasureexposuretobullying
behaviorsinthepresentstudy.Thisisbasedonthestudiestimeframe,asbullyingbehaviorsin
theinitialphaseofapotentialescalationarelikelytobelowfrequentandpotentiallycome
fromseveralsources.

Inaddition,thethree-waymodelandtraitactivationtheory(Tett&Burnett,2003;Tett&
Guterman,2000)furtherproposethatthewaypeoplereactinconflictsituationsmayinfluence
thepotentialescalationorde-escalation(Baillienetal.,2009;Zapf&Einarsen,2020).Personal-
itydispositions,inourcasetraitangerandtraitanxiety,aretheoreticallylikelytoinfluence
howindividualsreactwhenfacinginterpersonalconflictsatwork,andconsequentlyinfluence
thepossiblelinkbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandexposuretodailybullyingbehaviors.
Personaldispositionsrelatedtonegativeaffect,includingneuroticismanditstwomaincompo-
nentsofangerandanxiety,havebeenfoundtobethestrongestandmostconsistentindividual
correlatesofexposuretobullyinginameta-analysisconductedbyNielsenetal.(2017).Hence,
basedontheinterpersonalconflicttobullyingpathway,describedinthethree-waymodeland
thesetheoreticalandempiricalnotions,thesecondmaincontributionofthepresentstudyisto
investigatethepotentialroleoftraitangerandtraitanxiety,intheday-to-daymomentary
relationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandbullyingbehaviors.Whereasthepersonalityof
targetsofworkplacebullyinghasmainlybeenstudiedinordertoexplainwhybullyingmay
occur(Coyneetal.,2000;Glasøetal.,2007),thereisstillalackofresearchregardingthepoten-
tialmoderatingroleofpersonalityinthedevelopmentfrominterpersonalconflicttoworkplace
bullying.Theseaimsfollowrecentdevelopmentsinthefield,inwhichscholarsshifttowarda
greaterfocusonwithin-persondesigns(Neall&Tuckey,2014;Spector&Pindek,2016),aswell
asacallforagreaterintegrationofwork-relatedandsituationalfactorsononehandanddispo-
sitionalfactorsontheother,inthestudyofantecedentsofworkplacebullying(Nielsen&
Einarsen,2018).
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diary studies have found that prior victimization from workplace bullying moderates the rela-
tionship between daily exposure to bullying behaviors and subsequent depressed mood
(Hoprekstad et al., 2019) and that laissez-faire leadership moderates the daily relationship
between work pressure and bullying behaviors (Ågotnes et al., 2021), the aim of the present
study is to investigate the potential role of personality dispositions in the day-to-day relation-
ship between interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying behaviors. Due to the limited use
of data intense repeated-measures designs, intraindividual variability in the development of
workplace bullying remains an important, but relatively unexplored theoretical issue (Neall &
Tuckey, 2014).

Hence, in order to fill this void, the first main contribution of the present study is to investi-
gate the relationship between episodes of interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying
behaviors on a day-to-day basis, by using data from a quantitative diary study among naval
cadets on a sail ship voyage across 30 consecutive days. As interpersonal conflicts are assumed
to potentially turn into bullying through a gradual escalation process (Baillien et al., 2009), this
design offers an unique opportunity to test the initial phase of this potential escalation as it
plays out day by day, in a context where it is reasonable to assume that conflicts and acts of
bullying may occur. With the timeframe of 30 days, the present study does not measure
hardcore bullying cases, but rather a potential increase in exposure to bullying behaviors from
1 day to the next. Experiencing interpersonal conflicts will normally vary on a daily basis, have
a tendency to escalate and potentially escalate and trigger negative and bullying-related acts,
situations which then over time may escalate into more full-blown cases of workplace bullying
(Baillien et al., 2017). Although the three-way model describes the development toward both
becoming a victim and a perpetrator of bullying, we chose to measure exposure to bullying
behaviors in the present study. This is based on the studies timeframe, as bullying behaviors in
the initial phase of a potential escalation are likely to be low frequent and potentially come
from several sources.

In addition, the three-way model and trait activation theory (Tett & Burnett, 2003; Tett &
Guterman, 2000) further propose that the way people react in conflict situations may influence
the potential escalation or de-escalation (Baillien et al., 2009; Zapf & Einarsen, 2020). Personal-
ity dispositions, in our case trait anger and trait anxiety, are theoretically likely to influence
how individuals react when facing interpersonal conflicts at work, and consequently influence
the possible link between interpersonal conflicts and exposure to daily bullying behaviors.
Personal dispositions related to negative affect, including neuroticism and its two main compo-
nents of anger and anxiety, have been found to be the strongest and most consistent individual
correlates of exposure to bullying in a meta-analysis conducted by Nielsen et al. (2017). Hence,
based on the interpersonal conflict to bullying pathway, described in the three-way model and
these theoretical and empirical notions, the second main contribution of the present study is to
investigate the potential role of trait anger and trait anxiety, in the day-to-day momentary
relationship between interpersonal conflicts and bullying behaviors. Whereas the personality of
targets of workplace bullying has mainly been studied in order to explain why bullying may
occur (Coyne et al., 2000; Glasø et al., 2007), there is still a lack of research regarding the poten-
tial moderating role of personality in the development from interpersonal conflict to workplace
bullying. These aims follow recent developments in the field, in which scholars shift toward a
greater focus on within-person designs (Neall & Tuckey, 2014; Spector & Pindek, 2016), as well
as a call for a greater integration of work-related and situational factors on one hand and dispo-
sitional factors on the other, in the study of antecedents of workplace bullying (Nielsen &
Einarsen, 2018).
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diary studies have found that prior victimization from workplace bullying moderates the rela-
tionship between daily exposure to bullying behaviors and subsequent depressed mood
(Hoprekstad et al., 2019) and that laissez-faire leadership moderates the daily relationship
between work pressure and bullying behaviors (Ågotnes et al., 2021), the aim of the present
study is to investigate the potential role of personality dispositions in the day-to-day relation-
ship between interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying behaviors. Due to the limited use
of data intense repeated-measures designs, intraindividual variability in the development of
workplace bullying remains an important, but relatively unexplored theoretical issue (Neall &
Tuckey, 2014).

Hence, in order to fill this void, the first main contribution of the present study is to investi-
gate the relationship between episodes of interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying
behaviors on a day-to-day basis, by using data from a quantitative diary study among naval
cadets on a sail ship voyage across 30 consecutive days. As interpersonal conflicts are assumed
to potentially turn into bullying through a gradual escalation process (Baillien et al., 2009), this
design offers an unique opportunity to test the initial phase of this potential escalation as it
plays out day by day, in a context where it is reasonable to assume that conflicts and acts of
bullying may occur. With the timeframe of 30 days, the present study does not measure
hardcore bullying cases, but rather a potential increase in exposure to bullying behaviors from
1 day to the next. Experiencing interpersonal conflicts will normally vary on a daily basis, have
a tendency to escalate and potentially escalate and trigger negative and bullying-related acts,
situations which then over time may escalate into more full-blown cases of workplace bullying
(Baillien et al., 2017). Although the three-way model describes the development toward both
becoming a victim and a perpetrator of bullying, we chose to measure exposure to bullying
behaviors in the present study. This is based on the studies timeframe, as bullying behaviors in
the initial phase of a potential escalation are likely to be low frequent and potentially come
from several sources.

In addition, the three-way model and trait activation theory (Tett & Burnett, 2003; Tett &
Guterman, 2000) further propose that the way people react in conflict situations may influence
the potential escalation or de-escalation (Baillien et al., 2009; Zapf & Einarsen, 2020). Personal-
ity dispositions, in our case trait anger and trait anxiety, are theoretically likely to influence
how individuals react when facing interpersonal conflicts at work, and consequently influence
the possible link between interpersonal conflicts and exposure to daily bullying behaviors.
Personal dispositions related to negative affect, including neuroticism and its two main compo-
nents of anger and anxiety, have been found to be the strongest and most consistent individual
correlates of exposure to bullying in a meta-analysis conducted by Nielsen et al. (2017). Hence,
based on the interpersonal conflict to bullying pathway, described in the three-way model and
these theoretical and empirical notions, the second main contribution of the present study is to
investigate the potential role of trait anger and trait anxiety, in the day-to-day momentary
relationship between interpersonal conflicts and bullying behaviors. Whereas the personality of
targets of workplace bullying has mainly been studied in order to explain why bullying may
occur (Coyne et al., 2000; Glasø et al., 2007), there is still a lack of research regarding the poten-
tial moderating role of personality in the development from interpersonal conflict to workplace
bullying. These aims follow recent developments in the field, in which scholars shift toward a
greater focus on within-person designs (Neall & Tuckey, 2014; Spector & Pindek, 2016), as well
as a call for a greater integration of work-related and situational factors on one hand and dispo-
sitional factors on the other, in the study of antecedents of workplace bullying (Nielsen &
Einarsen, 2018).
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diarystudieshavefoundthatpriorvictimizationfromworkplacebullyingmoderatestherela-
tionshipbetweendailyexposuretobullyingbehaviorsandsubsequentdepressedmood
(Hoprekstadetal.,2019)andthatlaissez-faireleadershipmoderatesthedailyrelationship
betweenworkpressureandbullyingbehaviors(Ågotnesetal.,2021),theaimofthepresent
studyistoinvestigatethepotentialroleofpersonalitydispositionsintheday-to-dayrelation-
shipbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors.Duetothelimiteduse
ofdataintenserepeated-measuresdesigns,intraindividualvariabilityinthedevelopmentof
workplacebullyingremainsanimportant,butrelativelyunexploredtheoreticalissue(Neall&
Tuckey,2014).

Hence,inordertofillthisvoid,thefirstmaincontributionofthepresentstudyistoinvesti-
gatetherelationshipbetweenepisodesofinterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullying
behaviorsonaday-to-daybasis,byusingdatafromaquantitativediarystudyamongnaval
cadetsonasailshipvoyageacross30consecutivedays.Asinterpersonalconflictsareassumed
topotentiallyturnintobullyingthroughagradualescalationprocess(Baillienetal.,2009),this
designoffersanuniqueopportunitytotesttheinitialphaseofthispotentialescalationasit
playsoutdaybyday,inacontextwhereitisreasonabletoassumethatconflictsandactsof
bullyingmayoccur.Withthetimeframeof30days,thepresentstudydoesnotmeasure
hardcorebullyingcases,butratherapotentialincreaseinexposuretobullyingbehaviorsfrom
1daytothenext.Experiencinginterpersonalconflictswillnormallyvaryonadailybasis,have
atendencytoescalateandpotentiallyescalateandtriggernegativeandbullying-relatedacts,
situationswhichthenovertimemayescalateintomorefull-blowncasesofworkplacebullying
(Baillienetal.,2017).Althoughthethree-waymodeldescribesthedevelopmenttowardboth
becomingavictimandaperpetratorofbullying,wechosetomeasureexposuretobullying
behaviorsinthepresentstudy.Thisisbasedonthestudiestimeframe,asbullyingbehaviorsin
theinitialphaseofapotentialescalationarelikelytobelowfrequentandpotentiallycome
fromseveralsources.

Inaddition,thethree-waymodelandtraitactivationtheory(Tett&Burnett,2003;Tett&
Guterman,2000)furtherproposethatthewaypeoplereactinconflictsituationsmayinfluence
thepotentialescalationorde-escalation(Baillienetal.,2009;Zapf&Einarsen,2020).Personal-
itydispositions,inourcasetraitangerandtraitanxiety,aretheoreticallylikelytoinfluence
howindividualsreactwhenfacinginterpersonalconflictsatwork,andconsequentlyinfluence
thepossiblelinkbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandexposuretodailybullyingbehaviors.
Personaldispositionsrelatedtonegativeaffect,includingneuroticismanditstwomaincompo-
nentsofangerandanxiety,havebeenfoundtobethestrongestandmostconsistentindividual
correlatesofexposuretobullyinginameta-analysisconductedbyNielsenetal.(2017).Hence,
basedontheinterpersonalconflicttobullyingpathway,describedinthethree-waymodeland
thesetheoreticalandempiricalnotions,thesecondmaincontributionofthepresentstudyisto
investigatethepotentialroleoftraitangerandtraitanxiety,intheday-to-daymomentary
relationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandbullyingbehaviors.Whereasthepersonalityof
targetsofworkplacebullyinghasmainlybeenstudiedinordertoexplainwhybullyingmay
occur(Coyneetal.,2000;Glasøetal.,2007),thereisstillalackofresearchregardingthepoten-
tialmoderatingroleofpersonalityinthedevelopmentfrominterpersonalconflicttoworkplace
bullying.Theseaimsfollowrecentdevelopmentsinthefield,inwhichscholarsshifttowarda
greaterfocusonwithin-persondesigns(Neall&Tuckey,2014;Spector&Pindek,2016),aswell
asacallforagreaterintegrationofwork-relatedandsituationalfactorsononehandanddispo-
sitionalfactorsontheother,inthestudyofantecedentsofworkplacebullying(Nielsen&
Einarsen,2018).
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diarystudieshavefoundthatpriorvictimizationfromworkplacebullyingmoderatestherela-
tionshipbetweendailyexposuretobullyingbehaviorsandsubsequentdepressedmood
(Hoprekstadetal.,2019)andthatlaissez-faireleadershipmoderatesthedailyrelationship
betweenworkpressureandbullyingbehaviors(Ågotnesetal.,2021),theaimofthepresent
studyistoinvestigatethepotentialroleofpersonalitydispositionsintheday-to-dayrelation-
shipbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors.Duetothelimiteduse
ofdataintenserepeated-measuresdesigns,intraindividualvariabilityinthedevelopmentof
workplacebullyingremainsanimportant,butrelativelyunexploredtheoreticalissue(Neall&
Tuckey,2014).

Hence,inordertofillthisvoid,thefirstmaincontributionofthepresentstudyistoinvesti-
gatetherelationshipbetweenepisodesofinterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullying
behaviorsonaday-to-daybasis,byusingdatafromaquantitativediarystudyamongnaval
cadetsonasailshipvoyageacross30consecutivedays.Asinterpersonalconflictsareassumed
topotentiallyturnintobullyingthroughagradualescalationprocess(Baillienetal.,2009),this
designoffersanuniqueopportunitytotesttheinitialphaseofthispotentialescalationasit
playsoutdaybyday,inacontextwhereitisreasonabletoassumethatconflictsandactsof
bullyingmayoccur.Withthetimeframeof30days,thepresentstudydoesnotmeasure
hardcorebullyingcases,butratherapotentialincreaseinexposuretobullyingbehaviorsfrom
1daytothenext.Experiencinginterpersonalconflictswillnormallyvaryonadailybasis,have
atendencytoescalateandpotentiallyescalateandtriggernegativeandbullying-relatedacts,
situationswhichthenovertimemayescalateintomorefull-blowncasesofworkplacebullying
(Baillienetal.,2017).Althoughthethree-waymodeldescribesthedevelopmenttowardboth
becomingavictimandaperpetratorofbullying,wechosetomeasureexposuretobullying
behaviorsinthepresentstudy.Thisisbasedonthestudiestimeframe,asbullyingbehaviorsin
theinitialphaseofapotentialescalationarelikelytobelowfrequentandpotentiallycome
fromseveralsources.

Inaddition,thethree-waymodelandtraitactivationtheory(Tett&Burnett,2003;Tett&
Guterman,2000)furtherproposethatthewaypeoplereactinconflictsituationsmayinfluence
thepotentialescalationorde-escalation(Baillienetal.,2009;Zapf&Einarsen,2020).Personal-
itydispositions,inourcasetraitangerandtraitanxiety,aretheoreticallylikelytoinfluence
howindividualsreactwhenfacinginterpersonalconflictsatwork,andconsequentlyinfluence
thepossiblelinkbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandexposuretodailybullyingbehaviors.
Personaldispositionsrelatedtonegativeaffect,includingneuroticismanditstwomaincompo-
nentsofangerandanxiety,havebeenfoundtobethestrongestandmostconsistentindividual
correlatesofexposuretobullyinginameta-analysisconductedbyNielsenetal.(2017).Hence,
basedontheinterpersonalconflicttobullyingpathway,describedinthethree-waymodeland
thesetheoreticalandempiricalnotions,thesecondmaincontributionofthepresentstudyisto
investigatethepotentialroleoftraitangerandtraitanxiety,intheday-to-daymomentary
relationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandbullyingbehaviors.Whereasthepersonalityof
targetsofworkplacebullyinghasmainlybeenstudiedinordertoexplainwhybullyingmay
occur(Coyneetal.,2000;Glasøetal.,2007),thereisstillalackofresearchregardingthepoten-
tialmoderatingroleofpersonalityinthedevelopmentfrominterpersonalconflicttoworkplace
bullying.Theseaimsfollowrecentdevelopmentsinthefield,inwhichscholarsshifttowarda
greaterfocusonwithin-persondesigns(Neall&Tuckey,2014;Spector&Pindek,2016),aswell
asacallforagreaterintegrationofwork-relatedandsituationalfactorsononehandanddispo-
sitionalfactorsontheother,inthestudyofantecedentsofworkplacebullying(Nielsen&
Einarsen,2018).
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diarystudieshavefoundthatpriorvictimizationfromworkplacebullyingmoderatestherela-
tionshipbetweendailyexposuretobullyingbehaviorsandsubsequentdepressedmood
(Hoprekstadetal.,2019)andthatlaissez-faireleadershipmoderatesthedailyrelationship
betweenworkpressureandbullyingbehaviors(Ågotnesetal.,2021),theaimofthepresent
studyistoinvestigatethepotentialroleofpersonalitydispositionsintheday-to-dayrelation-
shipbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors.Duetothelimiteduse
ofdataintenserepeated-measuresdesigns,intraindividualvariabilityinthedevelopmentof
workplacebullyingremainsanimportant,butrelativelyunexploredtheoreticalissue(Neall&
Tuckey,2014).

Hence,inordertofillthisvoid,thefirstmaincontributionofthepresentstudyistoinvesti-
gatetherelationshipbetweenepisodesofinterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullying
behaviorsonaday-to-daybasis,byusingdatafromaquantitativediarystudyamongnaval
cadetsonasailshipvoyageacross30consecutivedays.Asinterpersonalconflictsareassumed
topotentiallyturnintobullyingthroughagradualescalationprocess(Baillienetal.,2009),this
designoffersanuniqueopportunitytotesttheinitialphaseofthispotentialescalationasit
playsoutdaybyday,inacontextwhereitisreasonabletoassumethatconflictsandactsof
bullyingmayoccur.Withthetimeframeof30days,thepresentstudydoesnotmeasure
hardcorebullyingcases,butratherapotentialincreaseinexposuretobullyingbehaviorsfrom
1daytothenext.Experiencinginterpersonalconflictswillnormallyvaryonadailybasis,have
atendencytoescalateandpotentiallyescalateandtriggernegativeandbullying-relatedacts,
situationswhichthenovertimemayescalateintomorefull-blowncasesofworkplacebullying
(Baillienetal.,2017).Althoughthethree-waymodeldescribesthedevelopmenttowardboth
becomingavictimandaperpetratorofbullying,wechosetomeasureexposuretobullying
behaviorsinthepresentstudy.Thisisbasedonthestudiestimeframe,asbullyingbehaviorsin
theinitialphaseofapotentialescalationarelikelytobelowfrequentandpotentiallycome
fromseveralsources.

Inaddition,thethree-waymodelandtraitactivationtheory(Tett&Burnett,2003;Tett&
Guterman,2000)furtherproposethatthewaypeoplereactinconflictsituationsmayinfluence
thepotentialescalationorde-escalation(Baillienetal.,2009;Zapf&Einarsen,2020).Personal-
itydispositions,inourcasetraitangerandtraitanxiety,aretheoreticallylikelytoinfluence
howindividualsreactwhenfacinginterpersonalconflictsatwork,andconsequentlyinfluence
thepossiblelinkbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandexposuretodailybullyingbehaviors.
Personaldispositionsrelatedtonegativeaffect,includingneuroticismanditstwomaincompo-
nentsofangerandanxiety,havebeenfoundtobethestrongestandmostconsistentindividual
correlatesofexposuretobullyinginameta-analysisconductedbyNielsenetal.(2017).Hence,
basedontheinterpersonalconflicttobullyingpathway,describedinthethree-waymodeland
thesetheoreticalandempiricalnotions,thesecondmaincontributionofthepresentstudyisto
investigatethepotentialroleoftraitangerandtraitanxiety,intheday-to-daymomentary
relationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandbullyingbehaviors.Whereasthepersonalityof
targetsofworkplacebullyinghasmainlybeenstudiedinordertoexplainwhybullyingmay
occur(Coyneetal.,2000;Glasøetal.,2007),thereisstillalackofresearchregardingthepoten-
tialmoderatingroleofpersonalityinthedevelopmentfrominterpersonalconflicttoworkplace
bullying.Theseaimsfollowrecentdevelopmentsinthefield,inwhichscholarsshifttowarda
greaterfocusonwithin-persondesigns(Neall&Tuckey,2014;Spector&Pindek,2016),aswell
asacallforagreaterintegrationofwork-relatedandsituationalfactorsononehandanddispo-
sitionalfactorsontheother,inthestudyofantecedentsofworkplacebullying(Nielsen&
Einarsen,2018).

INTERPERSONALCONFLICTSATWORK3

 1
46

40
59

7,
 0

, D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fro
m

 h
ttp

s:/
/ia

ap
-jo

ur
na

ls.
on

lin
el

ib
ra

ry
.w

ile
y.

co
m

/d
oi

/1
0.

11
11

/a
pp

s.1
24

10
 b

y 
U

ni
ve

rs
ite

tsb
ib

lio
te

ke
t I

, W
ile

y 
O

nl
in

e 
Li

br
ar

y 
on

 [1
8/

12
/2

02
2]

. S
ee

 th
e 

Te
rm

s a
nd

 C
on

di
tio

ns
 (h

ttp
s:/

/o
nl

in
el

ib
ra

ry
.w

ile
y.

co
m

/te
rm

s-
an

d-
co

nd
iti

on
s)

 o
n 

W
ile

y 
O

nl
in

e 
Li

br
ar

y 
fo

r r
ul

es
 o

f u
se

; O
A

 a
rti

cl
es

 a
re

 g
ov

er
ne

d 
by

 th
e 

ap
pl

ic
ab

le
 C

re
at

iv
e 

Co
m

m
on

s L
ic

en
se

diarystudieshavefoundthatpriorvictimizationfromworkplacebullyingmoderatestherela-
tionshipbetweendailyexposuretobullyingbehaviorsandsubsequentdepressedmood
(Hoprekstadetal.,2019)andthatlaissez-faireleadershipmoderatesthedailyrelationship
betweenworkpressureandbullyingbehaviors(Ågotnesetal.,2021),theaimofthepresent
studyistoinvestigatethepotentialroleofpersonalitydispositionsintheday-to-dayrelation-
shipbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors.Duetothelimiteduse
ofdataintenserepeated-measuresdesigns,intraindividualvariabilityinthedevelopmentof
workplacebullyingremainsanimportant,butrelativelyunexploredtheoreticalissue(Neall&
Tuckey,2014).

Hence,inordertofillthisvoid,thefirstmaincontributionofthepresentstudyistoinvesti-
gatetherelationshipbetweenepisodesofinterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullying
behaviorsonaday-to-daybasis,byusingdatafromaquantitativediarystudyamongnaval
cadetsonasailshipvoyageacross30consecutivedays.Asinterpersonalconflictsareassumed
topotentiallyturnintobullyingthroughagradualescalationprocess(Baillienetal.,2009),this
designoffersanuniqueopportunitytotesttheinitialphaseofthispotentialescalationasit
playsoutdaybyday,inacontextwhereitisreasonabletoassumethatconflictsandactsof
bullyingmayoccur.Withthetimeframeof30days,thepresentstudydoesnotmeasure
hardcorebullyingcases,butratherapotentialincreaseinexposuretobullyingbehaviorsfrom
1daytothenext.Experiencinginterpersonalconflictswillnormallyvaryonadailybasis,have
atendencytoescalateandpotentiallyescalateandtriggernegativeandbullying-relatedacts,
situationswhichthenovertimemayescalateintomorefull-blowncasesofworkplacebullying
(Baillienetal.,2017).Althoughthethree-waymodeldescribesthedevelopmenttowardboth
becomingavictimandaperpetratorofbullying,wechosetomeasureexposuretobullying
behaviorsinthepresentstudy.Thisisbasedonthestudiestimeframe,asbullyingbehaviorsin
theinitialphaseofapotentialescalationarelikelytobelowfrequentandpotentiallycome
fromseveralsources.

Inaddition,thethree-waymodelandtraitactivationtheory(Tett&Burnett,2003;Tett&
Guterman,2000)furtherproposethatthewaypeoplereactinconflictsituationsmayinfluence
thepotentialescalationorde-escalation(Baillienetal.,2009;Zapf&Einarsen,2020).Personal-
itydispositions,inourcasetraitangerandtraitanxiety,aretheoreticallylikelytoinfluence
howindividualsreactwhenfacinginterpersonalconflictsatwork,andconsequentlyinfluence
thepossiblelinkbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandexposuretodailybullyingbehaviors.
Personaldispositionsrelatedtonegativeaffect,includingneuroticismanditstwomaincompo-
nentsofangerandanxiety,havebeenfoundtobethestrongestandmostconsistentindividual
correlatesofexposuretobullyinginameta-analysisconductedbyNielsenetal.(2017).Hence,
basedontheinterpersonalconflicttobullyingpathway,describedinthethree-waymodeland
thesetheoreticalandempiricalnotions,thesecondmaincontributionofthepresentstudyisto
investigatethepotentialroleoftraitangerandtraitanxiety,intheday-to-daymomentary
relationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandbullyingbehaviors.Whereasthepersonalityof
targetsofworkplacebullyinghasmainlybeenstudiedinordertoexplainwhybullyingmay
occur(Coyneetal.,2000;Glasøetal.,2007),thereisstillalackofresearchregardingthepoten-
tialmoderatingroleofpersonalityinthedevelopmentfrominterpersonalconflicttoworkplace
bullying.Theseaimsfollowrecentdevelopmentsinthefield,inwhichscholarsshifttowarda
greaterfocusonwithin-persondesigns(Neall&Tuckey,2014;Spector&Pindek,2016),aswell
asacallforagreaterintegrationofwork-relatedandsituationalfactorsononehandanddispo-
sitionalfactorsontheother,inthestudyofantecedentsofworkplacebullying(Nielsen&
Einarsen,2018).
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THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

The three-way model of Baillien and De Witte (2009) was developed based on analyses of
87 real-life bullying cases and provides a comprehensive model of how workplace bullying
develops. Accordingly, three main processes may contribute to the development of workplace
bullying. These “tracks” or “pathways” were found to start with either (a) dysfunctional team/
organization characteristics; (b) frustrations, strains, and ineffective coping; or (c) interpersonal
conflicts. According to the model, any of these pathways may result in workplace bullying alone
or in combination with each other. In the present study we choose to focus on the pathway
claiming that conflicts may be the trigger of a pathway leading to workplace bullying. In the
three-way model of bullying, interpersonal conflicts are of especial interest because they are the
only time isolated (episodic) factor at work that may alone lead to workplace bullying. Further,
the model postulates that individual characteristics may affect these processes, either by being
the origin of the three processes or by affecting employees' reactions when facing stressors, such
as interpersonal conflicts. However, Baillien et al. (2009) clearly state that the specific pathways
within this model still need to be tested in quantitative studies, including tests of potential
moderating effects of individual factors, like personality (Baillien et al., 2009). In the present
study, we chose to focus on the initial phase of the pathway of interpersonal conflict, which is
expected to lead to workplace bullying over time through conflict escalation. We propose that
this effect will be facilitated by individual dispositions, in the form of trait anger and trait
anxiety.

The bullying process

Theoretically, workplace bullying is not seen as an ‘either-or’ phenomenon, but rather a gradu-
ally evolving process where victims in early phases are subjected to indirect or discrete behav-
iors which may be difficult to pinpoint. However, in later phases more direct aggression may
appear (Einarsen & Skogstad, 2000). Accordingly, Einarsen et al. (2020) state that “bullying is
an escalating process in the course of which the person confronted ends up in an inferior posi-
tion and becomes the target of systematic negative social acts” (p. 26). These “systematic nega-
tive social acts” include both work-related and person-related acts and are a core element in
this definition. Accordingly, one may study bullying as (1) an end state of severe long-term
exposure, (2) as a gradually escalating process, and (3) as a situation that plays out through
perceptions of specific negative acts taking place on a daily basis (see also Ågotnes et al., 2021).
To study bullying as an end state of severe long-term exposure, cross sectional surveys that
include health status are often applied (e.g., Løvvik et al., 2021), while to capture bullying as an
escalating process, where bullying episodes over time consolidates and becomes full-blown
cases, are typically studies by using longitudinal surveys (e.g., Reknes et al., 2021). However, in
the present study, the focus is on the latter aspect of bullying, as it investigates the immediate
episodes when exposure to bullying-related negative acts are reported on a day-to-day basis.
In this regard, the measurement used in the present study does neither take into consideration
the prolonged nature of the exposure, nor the imbalance of power across days. Hence, the
present study measures perceived daily exposure to typical bullying-related negative acts and
how these acts are related to perceived interpersonal conflicts on a daily basis, as proposed by
the three-way model.
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THEORETICALBACKGROUND

Thethree-waymodelofBaillienandDeWitte(2009)wasdevelopedbasedonanalysesof
87real-lifebullyingcasesandprovidesacomprehensivemodelofhowworkplacebullying
develops.Accordingly,threemainprocessesmaycontributetothedevelopmentofworkplace
bullying.These“tracks”or“pathways”werefoundtostartwitheither(a)dysfunctionalteam/
organizationcharacteristics;(b)frustrations,strains,andineffectivecoping;or(c)interpersonal
conflicts.Accordingtothemodel,anyofthesepathwaysmayresultinworkplacebullyingalone
orincombinationwitheachother.Inthepresentstudywechoosetofocusonthepathway
claimingthatconflictsmaybethetriggerofapathwayleadingtoworkplacebullying.Inthe
three-waymodelofbullying,interpersonalconflictsareofespecialinterestbecausetheyarethe
onlytimeisolated(episodic)factoratworkthatmayaloneleadtoworkplacebullying.Further,
themodelpostulatesthatindividualcharacteristicsmayaffecttheseprocesses,eitherbybeing
theoriginofthethreeprocessesorbyaffectingemployees'reactionswhenfacingstressors,such
asinterpersonalconflicts.However,Baillienetal.(2009)clearlystatethatthespecificpathways
withinthismodelstillneedtobetestedinquantitativestudies,includingtestsofpotential
moderatingeffectsofindividualfactors,likepersonality(Baillienetal.,2009).Inthepresent
study,wechosetofocusontheinitialphaseofthepathwayofinterpersonalconflict,whichis
expectedtoleadtoworkplacebullyingovertimethroughconflictescalation.Weproposethat
thiseffectwillbefacilitatedbyindividualdispositions,intheformoftraitangerandtrait
anxiety.

Thebullyingprocess

Theoretically,workplacebullyingisnotseenasan‘either-or’phenomenon,butratheragradu-
allyevolvingprocesswherevictimsinearlyphasesaresubjectedtoindirectordiscretebehav-
iorswhichmaybedifficulttopinpoint.However,inlaterphasesmoredirectaggressionmay
appear(Einarsen&Skogstad,2000).Accordingly,Einarsenetal.(2020)statethat“bullyingis
anescalatingprocessinthecourseofwhichthepersonconfrontedendsupinaninferiorposi-
tionandbecomesthetargetofsystematicnegativesocialacts”(p.26).These“systematicnega-
tivesocialacts”includebothwork-relatedandperson-relatedactsandareacoreelementin
thisdefinition.Accordingly,onemaystudybullyingas(1)anendstateofseverelong-term
exposure,(2)asagraduallyescalatingprocess,and(3)asasituationthatplaysoutthrough
perceptionsofspecificnegativeactstakingplaceonadailybasis(seealsoÅgotnesetal.,2021).
Tostudybullyingasanendstateofseverelong-termexposure,crosssectionalsurveysthat
includehealthstatusareoftenapplied(e.g.,Løvviketal.,2021),whiletocapturebullyingasan
escalatingprocess,wherebullyingepisodesovertimeconsolidatesandbecomesfull-blown
cases,aretypicallystudiesbyusinglongitudinalsurveys(e.g.,Reknesetal.,2021).However,in
thepresentstudy,thefocusisonthelatteraspectofbullying,asitinvestigatestheimmediate
episodeswhenexposuretobullying-relatednegativeactsarereportedonaday-to-daybasis.
Inthisregard,themeasurementusedinthepresentstudydoesneithertakeintoconsideration
theprolongednatureoftheexposure,northeimbalanceofpoweracrossdays.Hence,the
presentstudymeasuresperceiveddailyexposuretotypicalbullying-relatednegativeactsand
howtheseactsarerelatedtoperceivedinterpersonalconflictsonadailybasis,asproposedby
thethree-waymodel.
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87real-lifebullyingcasesandprovidesacomprehensivemodelofhowworkplacebullying
develops.Accordingly,threemainprocessesmaycontributetothedevelopmentofworkplace
bullying.These“tracks”or“pathways”werefoundtostartwitheither(a)dysfunctionalteam/
organizationcharacteristics;(b)frustrations,strains,andineffectivecoping;or(c)interpersonal
conflicts.Accordingtothemodel,anyofthesepathwaysmayresultinworkplacebullyingalone
orincombinationwitheachother.Inthepresentstudywechoosetofocusonthepathway
claimingthatconflictsmaybethetriggerofapathwayleadingtoworkplacebullying.Inthe
three-waymodelofbullying,interpersonalconflictsareofespecialinterestbecausetheyarethe
onlytimeisolated(episodic)factoratworkthatmayaloneleadtoworkplacebullying.Further,
themodelpostulatesthatindividualcharacteristicsmayaffecttheseprocesses,eitherbybeing
theoriginofthethreeprocessesorbyaffectingemployees'reactionswhenfacingstressors,such
asinterpersonalconflicts.However,Baillienetal.(2009)clearlystatethatthespecificpathways
withinthismodelstillneedtobetestedinquantitativestudies,includingtestsofpotential
moderatingeffectsofindividualfactors,likepersonality(Baillienetal.,2009).Inthepresent
study,wechosetofocusontheinitialphaseofthepathwayofinterpersonalconflict,whichis
expectedtoleadtoworkplacebullyingovertimethroughconflictescalation.Weproposethat
thiseffectwillbefacilitatedbyindividualdispositions,intheformoftraitangerandtrait
anxiety.

Thebullyingprocess

Theoretically,workplacebullyingisnotseenasan‘either-or’phenomenon,butratheragradu-
allyevolvingprocesswherevictimsinearlyphasesaresubjectedtoindirectordiscretebehav-
iorswhichmaybedifficulttopinpoint.However,inlaterphasesmoredirectaggressionmay
appear(Einarsen&Skogstad,2000).Accordingly,Einarsenetal.(2020)statethat“bullyingis
anescalatingprocessinthecourseofwhichthepersonconfrontedendsupinaninferiorposi-
tionandbecomesthetargetofsystematicnegativesocialacts”(p.26).These“systematicnega-
tivesocialacts”includebothwork-relatedandperson-relatedactsandareacoreelementin
thisdefinition.Accordingly,onemaystudybullyingas(1)anendstateofseverelong-term
exposure,(2)asagraduallyescalatingprocess,and(3)asasituationthatplaysoutthrough
perceptionsofspecificnegativeactstakingplaceonadailybasis(seealsoÅgotnesetal.,2021).
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includehealthstatusareoftenapplied(e.g.,Løvviketal.,2021),whiletocapturebullyingasan
escalatingprocess,wherebullyingepisodesovertimeconsolidatesandbecomesfull-blown
cases,aretypicallystudiesbyusinglongitudinalsurveys(e.g.,Reknesetal.,2021).However,in
thepresentstudy,thefocusisonthelatteraspectofbullying,asitinvestigatestheimmediate
episodeswhenexposuretobullying-relatednegativeactsarereportedonaday-to-daybasis.
Inthisregard,themeasurementusedinthepresentstudydoesneithertakeintoconsideration
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THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

The three-way model of Baillien and De Witte (2009) was developed based on analyses of
87 real-life bullying cases and provides a comprehensive model of how workplace bullying
develops. Accordingly, three main processes may contribute to the development of workplace
bullying. These “tracks” or “pathways” were found to start with either (a) dysfunctional team/
organization characteristics; (b) frustrations, strains, and ineffective coping; or (c) interpersonal
conflicts. According to the model, any of these pathways may result in workplace bullying alone
or in combination with each other. In the present study we choose to focus on the pathway
claiming that conflicts may be the trigger of a pathway leading to workplace bullying. In the
three-way model of bullying, interpersonal conflicts are of especial interest because they are the
only time isolated (episodic) factor at work that may alone lead to workplace bullying. Further,
the model postulates that individual characteristics may affect these processes, either by being
the origin of the three processes or by affecting employees' reactions when facing stressors, such
as interpersonal conflicts. However, Baillien et al. (2009) clearly state that the specific pathways
within this model still need to be tested in quantitative studies, including tests of potential
moderating effects of individual factors, like personality (Baillien et al., 2009). In the present
study, we chose to focus on the initial phase of the pathway of interpersonal conflict, which is
expected to lead to workplace bullying over time through conflict escalation. We propose that
this effect will be facilitated by individual dispositions, in the form of trait anger and trait
anxiety.

The bullying process

Theoretically, workplace bullying is not seen as an ‘either-or’ phenomenon, but rather a gradu-
ally evolving process where victims in early phases are subjected to indirect or discrete behav-
iors which may be difficult to pinpoint. However, in later phases more direct aggression may
appear (Einarsen & Skogstad, 2000). Accordingly, Einarsen et al. (2020) state that “bullying is
an escalating process in the course of which the person confronted ends up in an inferior posi-
tion and becomes the target of systematic negative social acts” (p. 26). These “systematic nega-
tive social acts” include both work-related and person-related acts and are a core element in
this definition. Accordingly, one may study bullying as (1) an end state of severe long-term
exposure, (2) as a gradually escalating process, and (3) as a situation that plays out through
perceptions of specific negative acts taking place on a daily basis (see also Ågotnes et al., 2021).
To study bullying as an end state of severe long-term exposure, cross sectional surveys that
include health status are often applied (e.g., Løvvik et al., 2021), while to capture bullying as an
escalating process, where bullying episodes over time consolidates and becomes full-blown
cases, are typically studies by using longitudinal surveys (e.g., Reknes et al., 2021). However, in
the present study, the focus is on the latter aspect of bullying, as it investigates the immediate
episodes when exposure to bullying-related negative acts are reported on a day-to-day basis.
In this regard, the measurement used in the present study does neither take into consideration
the prolonged nature of the exposure, nor the imbalance of power across days. Hence, the
present study measures perceived daily exposure to typical bullying-related negative acts and
how these acts are related to perceived interpersonal conflicts on a daily basis, as proposed by
the three-way model.
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THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

The three-way model of Baillien and De Witte (2009) was developed based on analyses of
87 real-life bullying cases and provides a comprehensive model of how workplace bullying
develops. Accordingly, three main processes may contribute to the development of workplace
bullying. These “tracks” or “pathways” were found to start with either (a) dysfunctional team/
organization characteristics; (b) frustrations, strains, and ineffective coping; or (c) interpersonal
conflicts. According to the model, any of these pathways may result in workplace bullying alone
or in combination with each other. In the present study we choose to focus on the pathway
claiming that conflicts may be the trigger of a pathway leading to workplace bullying. In the
three-way model of bullying, interpersonal conflicts are of especial interest because they are the
only time isolated (episodic) factor at work that may alone lead to workplace bullying. Further,
the model postulates that individual characteristics may affect these processes, either by being
the origin of the three processes or by affecting employees' reactions when facing stressors, such
as interpersonal conflicts. However, Baillien et al. (2009) clearly state that the specific pathways
within this model still need to be tested in quantitative studies, including tests of potential
moderating effects of individual factors, like personality (Baillien et al., 2009). In the present
study, we chose to focus on the initial phase of the pathway of interpersonal conflict, which is
expected to lead to workplace bullying over time through conflict escalation. We propose that
this effect will be facilitated by individual dispositions, in the form of trait anger and trait
anxiety.

The bullying process

Theoretically, workplace bullying is not seen as an ‘either-or’ phenomenon, but rather a gradu-
ally evolving process where victims in early phases are subjected to indirect or discrete behav-
iors which may be difficult to pinpoint. However, in later phases more direct aggression may
appear (Einarsen & Skogstad, 2000). Accordingly, Einarsen et al. (2020) state that “bullying is
an escalating process in the course of which the person confronted ends up in an inferior posi-
tion and becomes the target of systematic negative social acts” (p. 26). These “systematic nega-
tive social acts” include both work-related and person-related acts and are a core element in
this definition. Accordingly, one may study bullying as (1) an end state of severe long-term
exposure, (2) as a gradually escalating process, and (3) as a situation that plays out through
perceptions of specific negative acts taking place on a daily basis (see also Ågotnes et al., 2021).
To study bullying as an end state of severe long-term exposure, cross sectional surveys that
include health status are often applied (e.g., Løvvik et al., 2021), while to capture bullying as an
escalating process, where bullying episodes over time consolidates and becomes full-blown
cases, are typically studies by using longitudinal surveys (e.g., Reknes et al., 2021). However, in
the present study, the focus is on the latter aspect of bullying, as it investigates the immediate
episodes when exposure to bullying-related negative acts are reported on a day-to-day basis.
In this regard, the measurement used in the present study does neither take into consideration
the prolonged nature of the exposure, nor the imbalance of power across days. Hence, the
present study measures perceived daily exposure to typical bullying-related negative acts and
how these acts are related to perceived interpersonal conflicts on a daily basis, as proposed by
the three-way model.
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THEORETICALBACKGROUND

Thethree-waymodelofBaillienandDeWitte(2009)wasdevelopedbasedonanalysesof
87real-lifebullyingcasesandprovidesacomprehensivemodelofhowworkplacebullying
develops.Accordingly,threemainprocessesmaycontributetothedevelopmentofworkplace
bullying.These“tracks”or“pathways”werefoundtostartwitheither(a)dysfunctionalteam/
organizationcharacteristics;(b)frustrations,strains,andineffectivecoping;or(c)interpersonal
conflicts.Accordingtothemodel,anyofthesepathwaysmayresultinworkplacebullyingalone
orincombinationwitheachother.Inthepresentstudywechoosetofocusonthepathway
claimingthatconflictsmaybethetriggerofapathwayleadingtoworkplacebullying.Inthe
three-waymodelofbullying,interpersonalconflictsareofespecialinterestbecausetheyarethe
onlytimeisolated(episodic)factoratworkthatmayaloneleadtoworkplacebullying.Further,
themodelpostulatesthatindividualcharacteristicsmayaffecttheseprocesses,eitherbybeing
theoriginofthethreeprocessesorbyaffectingemployees'reactionswhenfacingstressors,such
asinterpersonalconflicts.However,Baillienetal.(2009)clearlystatethatthespecificpathways
withinthismodelstillneedtobetestedinquantitativestudies,includingtestsofpotential
moderatingeffectsofindividualfactors,likepersonality(Baillienetal.,2009).Inthepresent
study,wechosetofocusontheinitialphaseofthepathwayofinterpersonalconflict,whichis
expectedtoleadtoworkplacebullyingovertimethroughconflictescalation.Weproposethat
thiseffectwillbefacilitatedbyindividualdispositions,intheformoftraitangerandtrait
anxiety.

Thebullyingprocess

Theoretically,workplacebullyingisnotseenasan‘either-or’phenomenon,butratheragradu-
allyevolvingprocesswherevictimsinearlyphasesaresubjectedtoindirectordiscretebehav-
iorswhichmaybedifficulttopinpoint.However,inlaterphasesmoredirectaggressionmay
appear(Einarsen&Skogstad,2000).Accordingly,Einarsenetal.(2020)statethat“bullyingis
anescalatingprocessinthecourseofwhichthepersonconfrontedendsupinaninferiorposi-
tionandbecomesthetargetofsystematicnegativesocialacts”(p.26).These“systematicnega-
tivesocialacts”includebothwork-relatedandperson-relatedactsandareacoreelementin
thisdefinition.Accordingly,onemaystudybullyingas(1)anendstateofseverelong-term
exposure,(2)asagraduallyescalatingprocess,and(3)asasituationthatplaysoutthrough
perceptionsofspecificnegativeactstakingplaceonadailybasis(seealsoÅgotnesetal.,2021).
Tostudybullyingasanendstateofseverelong-termexposure,crosssectionalsurveysthat
includehealthstatusareoftenapplied(e.g.,Løvviketal.,2021),whiletocapturebullyingasan
escalatingprocess,wherebullyingepisodesovertimeconsolidatesandbecomesfull-blown
cases,aretypicallystudiesbyusinglongitudinalsurveys(e.g.,Reknesetal.,2021).However,in
thepresentstudy,thefocusisonthelatteraspectofbullying,asitinvestigatestheimmediate
episodeswhenexposuretobullying-relatednegativeactsarereportedonaday-to-daybasis.
Inthisregard,themeasurementusedinthepresentstudydoesneithertakeintoconsideration
theprolongednatureoftheexposure,northeimbalanceofpoweracrossdays.Hence,the
presentstudymeasuresperceiveddailyexposuretotypicalbullying-relatednegativeactsand
howtheseactsarerelatedtoperceivedinterpersonalconflictsonadailybasis,asproposedby
thethree-waymodel.
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THEORETICALBACKGROUND

Thethree-waymodelofBaillienandDeWitte(2009)wasdevelopedbasedonanalysesof
87real-lifebullyingcasesandprovidesacomprehensivemodelofhowworkplacebullying
develops.Accordingly,threemainprocessesmaycontributetothedevelopmentofworkplace
bullying.These“tracks”or“pathways”werefoundtostartwitheither(a)dysfunctionalteam/
organizationcharacteristics;(b)frustrations,strains,andineffectivecoping;or(c)interpersonal
conflicts.Accordingtothemodel,anyofthesepathwaysmayresultinworkplacebullyingalone
orincombinationwitheachother.Inthepresentstudywechoosetofocusonthepathway
claimingthatconflictsmaybethetriggerofapathwayleadingtoworkplacebullying.Inthe
three-waymodelofbullying,interpersonalconflictsareofespecialinterestbecausetheyarethe
onlytimeisolated(episodic)factoratworkthatmayaloneleadtoworkplacebullying.Further,
themodelpostulatesthatindividualcharacteristicsmayaffecttheseprocesses,eitherbybeing
theoriginofthethreeprocessesorbyaffectingemployees'reactionswhenfacingstressors,such
asinterpersonalconflicts.However,Baillienetal.(2009)clearlystatethatthespecificpathways
withinthismodelstillneedtobetestedinquantitativestudies,includingtestsofpotential
moderatingeffectsofindividualfactors,likepersonality(Baillienetal.,2009).Inthepresent
study,wechosetofocusontheinitialphaseofthepathwayofinterpersonalconflict,whichis
expectedtoleadtoworkplacebullyingovertimethroughconflictescalation.Weproposethat
thiseffectwillbefacilitatedbyindividualdispositions,intheformoftraitangerandtrait
anxiety.

Thebullyingprocess

Theoretically,workplacebullyingisnotseenasan‘either-or’phenomenon,butratheragradu-
allyevolvingprocesswherevictimsinearlyphasesaresubjectedtoindirectordiscretebehav-
iorswhichmaybedifficulttopinpoint.However,inlaterphasesmoredirectaggressionmay
appear(Einarsen&Skogstad,2000).Accordingly,Einarsenetal.(2020)statethat“bullyingis
anescalatingprocessinthecourseofwhichthepersonconfrontedendsupinaninferiorposi-
tionandbecomesthetargetofsystematicnegativesocialacts”(p.26).These“systematicnega-
tivesocialacts”includebothwork-relatedandperson-relatedactsandareacoreelementin
thisdefinition.Accordingly,onemaystudybullyingas(1)anendstateofseverelong-term
exposure,(2)asagraduallyescalatingprocess,and(3)asasituationthatplaysoutthrough
perceptionsofspecificnegativeactstakingplaceonadailybasis(seealsoÅgotnesetal.,2021).
Tostudybullyingasanendstateofseverelong-termexposure,crosssectionalsurveysthat
includehealthstatusareoftenapplied(e.g.,Løvviketal.,2021),whiletocapturebullyingasan
escalatingprocess,wherebullyingepisodesovertimeconsolidatesandbecomesfull-blown
cases,aretypicallystudiesbyusinglongitudinalsurveys(e.g.,Reknesetal.,2021).However,in
thepresentstudy,thefocusisonthelatteraspectofbullying,asitinvestigatestheimmediate
episodeswhenexposuretobullying-relatednegativeactsarereportedonaday-to-daybasis.
Inthisregard,themeasurementusedinthepresentstudydoesneithertakeintoconsideration
theprolongednatureoftheexposure,northeimbalanceofpoweracrossdays.Hence,the
presentstudymeasuresperceiveddailyexposuretotypicalbullying-relatednegativeactsand
howtheseactsarerelatedtoperceivedinterpersonalconflictsonadailybasis,asproposedby
thethree-waymodel.
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THEORETICALBACKGROUND

Thethree-waymodelofBaillienandDeWitte(2009)wasdevelopedbasedonanalysesof
87real-lifebullyingcasesandprovidesacomprehensivemodelofhowworkplacebullying
develops.Accordingly,threemainprocessesmaycontributetothedevelopmentofworkplace
bullying.These“tracks”or“pathways”werefoundtostartwitheither(a)dysfunctionalteam/
organizationcharacteristics;(b)frustrations,strains,andineffectivecoping;or(c)interpersonal
conflicts.Accordingtothemodel,anyofthesepathwaysmayresultinworkplacebullyingalone
orincombinationwitheachother.Inthepresentstudywechoosetofocusonthepathway
claimingthatconflictsmaybethetriggerofapathwayleadingtoworkplacebullying.Inthe
three-waymodelofbullying,interpersonalconflictsareofespecialinterestbecausetheyarethe
onlytimeisolated(episodic)factoratworkthatmayaloneleadtoworkplacebullying.Further,
themodelpostulatesthatindividualcharacteristicsmayaffecttheseprocesses,eitherbybeing
theoriginofthethreeprocessesorbyaffectingemployees'reactionswhenfacingstressors,such
asinterpersonalconflicts.However,Baillienetal.(2009)clearlystatethatthespecificpathways
withinthismodelstillneedtobetestedinquantitativestudies,includingtestsofpotential
moderatingeffectsofindividualfactors,likepersonality(Baillienetal.,2009).Inthepresent
study,wechosetofocusontheinitialphaseofthepathwayofinterpersonalconflict,whichis
expectedtoleadtoworkplacebullyingovertimethroughconflictescalation.Weproposethat
thiseffectwillbefacilitatedbyindividualdispositions,intheformoftraitangerandtrait
anxiety.

Thebullyingprocess

Theoretically,workplacebullyingisnotseenasan‘either-or’phenomenon,butratheragradu-
allyevolvingprocesswherevictimsinearlyphasesaresubjectedtoindirectordiscretebehav-
iorswhichmaybedifficulttopinpoint.However,inlaterphasesmoredirectaggressionmay
appear(Einarsen&Skogstad,2000).Accordingly,Einarsenetal.(2020)statethat“bullyingis
anescalatingprocessinthecourseofwhichthepersonconfrontedendsupinaninferiorposi-
tionandbecomesthetargetofsystematicnegativesocialacts”(p.26).These“systematicnega-
tivesocialacts”includebothwork-relatedandperson-relatedactsandareacoreelementin
thisdefinition.Accordingly,onemaystudybullyingas(1)anendstateofseverelong-term
exposure,(2)asagraduallyescalatingprocess,and(3)asasituationthatplaysoutthrough
perceptionsofspecificnegativeactstakingplaceonadailybasis(seealsoÅgotnesetal.,2021).
Tostudybullyingasanendstateofseverelong-termexposure,crosssectionalsurveysthat
includehealthstatusareoftenapplied(e.g.,Løvviketal.,2021),whiletocapturebullyingasan
escalatingprocess,wherebullyingepisodesovertimeconsolidatesandbecomesfull-blown
cases,aretypicallystudiesbyusinglongitudinalsurveys(e.g.,Reknesetal.,2021).However,in
thepresentstudy,thefocusisonthelatteraspectofbullying,asitinvestigatestheimmediate
episodeswhenexposuretobullying-relatednegativeactsarereportedonaday-to-daybasis.
Inthisregard,themeasurementusedinthepresentstudydoesneithertakeintoconsideration
theprolongednatureoftheexposure,northeimbalanceofpoweracrossdays.Hence,the
presentstudymeasuresperceiveddailyexposuretotypicalbullying-relatednegativeactsand
howtheseactsarerelatedtoperceivedinterpersonalconflictsonadailybasis,asproposedby
thethree-waymodel.
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THEORETICALBACKGROUND

Thethree-waymodelofBaillienandDeWitte(2009)wasdevelopedbasedonanalysesof
87real-lifebullyingcasesandprovidesacomprehensivemodelofhowworkplacebullying
develops.Accordingly,threemainprocessesmaycontributetothedevelopmentofworkplace
bullying.These“tracks”or“pathways”werefoundtostartwitheither(a)dysfunctionalteam/
organizationcharacteristics;(b)frustrations,strains,andineffectivecoping;or(c)interpersonal
conflicts.Accordingtothemodel,anyofthesepathwaysmayresultinworkplacebullyingalone
orincombinationwitheachother.Inthepresentstudywechoosetofocusonthepathway
claimingthatconflictsmaybethetriggerofapathwayleadingtoworkplacebullying.Inthe
three-waymodelofbullying,interpersonalconflictsareofespecialinterestbecausetheyarethe
onlytimeisolated(episodic)factoratworkthatmayaloneleadtoworkplacebullying.Further,
themodelpostulatesthatindividualcharacteristicsmayaffecttheseprocesses,eitherbybeing
theoriginofthethreeprocessesorbyaffectingemployees'reactionswhenfacingstressors,such
asinterpersonalconflicts.However,Baillienetal.(2009)clearlystatethatthespecificpathways
withinthismodelstillneedtobetestedinquantitativestudies,includingtestsofpotential
moderatingeffectsofindividualfactors,likepersonality(Baillienetal.,2009).Inthepresent
study,wechosetofocusontheinitialphaseofthepathwayofinterpersonalconflict,whichis
expectedtoleadtoworkplacebullyingovertimethroughconflictescalation.Weproposethat
thiseffectwillbefacilitatedbyindividualdispositions,intheformoftraitangerandtrait
anxiety.

Thebullyingprocess

Theoretically,workplacebullyingisnotseenasan‘either-or’phenomenon,butratheragradu-
allyevolvingprocesswherevictimsinearlyphasesaresubjectedtoindirectordiscretebehav-
iorswhichmaybedifficulttopinpoint.However,inlaterphasesmoredirectaggressionmay
appear(Einarsen&Skogstad,2000).Accordingly,Einarsenetal.(2020)statethat“bullyingis
anescalatingprocessinthecourseofwhichthepersonconfrontedendsupinaninferiorposi-
tionandbecomesthetargetofsystematicnegativesocialacts”(p.26).These“systematicnega-
tivesocialacts”includebothwork-relatedandperson-relatedactsandareacoreelementin
thisdefinition.Accordingly,onemaystudybullyingas(1)anendstateofseverelong-term
exposure,(2)asagraduallyescalatingprocess,and(3)asasituationthatplaysoutthrough
perceptionsofspecificnegativeactstakingplaceonadailybasis(seealsoÅgotnesetal.,2021).
Tostudybullyingasanendstateofseverelong-termexposure,crosssectionalsurveysthat
includehealthstatusareoftenapplied(e.g.,Løvviketal.,2021),whiletocapturebullyingasan
escalatingprocess,wherebullyingepisodesovertimeconsolidatesandbecomesfull-blown
cases,aretypicallystudiesbyusinglongitudinalsurveys(e.g.,Reknesetal.,2021).However,in
thepresentstudy,thefocusisonthelatteraspectofbullying,asitinvestigatestheimmediate
episodeswhenexposuretobullying-relatednegativeactsarereportedonaday-to-daybasis.
Inthisregard,themeasurementusedinthepresentstudydoesneithertakeintoconsideration
theprolongednatureoftheexposure,northeimbalanceofpoweracrossdays.Hence,the
presentstudymeasuresperceiveddailyexposuretotypicalbullying-relatednegativeactsand
howtheseactsarerelatedtoperceivedinterpersonalconflictsonadailybasis,asproposedby
thethree-waymodel.
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The Prevention-escalation model of Van de Vliert (1984) describes in more detail both how
conflicts arise and how their development are affected by conflict management. This model
distinguishes between the background of the conflict, the theme of the conflict and the ways in
which individuals handle the conflict. Van de Vliert (1984) further distinguishes between
spontaneous and strategic conflict management, with spontaneous conflict management being
automatic and unconscious reactions to conflict. Conflict management will cause the conflict to
either de-escalate or escalate, which means that conflicts can quickly change expression and
intensity (Van de Vliert, 1984). Conflict is thus to be regarded as a dynamic process in which
perceptions, immediate reactions, and behaviors of one or more parties influence each other.
Such a conceptualization strengthens our understanding of conflicts as events that can occur
quickly and be fleeting, but at the same time have the potential to escalate and even turn into
acts of bullying. The theoretical issue raised in the present study is to what degree this may
happen in a shorter term and hence played out on a day-to-day basis.

Involvement in interpersonal conflicts with colleagues or superiors has been found to be
one of the strongest predictors of subsequent reports of exposure to workplace bullying
(Ågotnes et al., 2018; Baillien et al., 2016; Hauge et al., 2007). However, previous studies have
often relied on cross-sectional or longitudinal between-person designs over a longer time
period, which do not take into account the dynamic nature consistent with these constructs
(Cole et al., 2016). As interpersonal conflicts and workplace bullying are dynamic constructs,
the relationships between these variables may differ on a person-level, but also on the day-level
(Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). In the present study, we will use a quantitative diary approach, so
that we can capture the short-term dynamics of experiences within and between individuals in
the work context (Ohly et al., 2010). In this way, we can test to what extent these relationships
even play out on a day-to-day basis, as opposed to only being related over longer time periods
and with a process where conflicts slowly escalate into bullying. Hence, we put forward the
following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1a. Daily involvement in interpersonal conflicts is positively related to
interpersonal conflicts the next day.

Hypothesis 1b. Daily involvement in interpersonal conflicts is positively related to
daily exposure to bullying behaviors, after controlling for bullying behaviors the
previous day.

Hypothesis 1c. Daily involvement in interpersonal conflicts is positively related to
exposure to bullying behaviors the next day, after controlling for exposure to bully-
ing behaviors the same day.

The moderating role of trait anger and trait anxiety

According to the three-way model (Baillien et al., 2009), individual characteristics may
influence how employees cope with existing frustration when being in interpersonal conflict,
with the risk of escalating conflicts and eliciting bullying in ones' opponent. This is in line with
conflict theory stressing that how disputes are managed by the focal parties plays a pivotal role
in the escalation or de-escalation of conflicts (Van de Vliert, 1984). Thus, combining focus on
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ThePrevention-escalationmodelofVandeVliert(1984)describesinmoredetailbothhow
conflictsariseandhowtheirdevelopmentareaffectedbyconflictmanagement.Thismodel
distinguishesbetweenthebackgroundoftheconflict,thethemeoftheconflictandthewaysin
whichindividualshandletheconflict.VandeVliert(1984)furtherdistinguishesbetween
spontaneousandstrategicconflictmanagement,withspontaneousconflictmanagementbeing
automaticandunconsciousreactionstoconflict.Conflictmanagementwillcausetheconflictto
eitherde-escalateorescalate,whichmeansthatconflictscanquicklychangeexpressionand
intensity(VandeVliert,1984).Conflictisthustoberegardedasadynamicprocessinwhich
perceptions,immediatereactions,andbehaviorsofoneormorepartiesinfluenceeachother.
Suchaconceptualizationstrengthensourunderstandingofconflictsaseventsthatcanoccur
quicklyandbefleeting,butatthesametimehavethepotentialtoescalateandeventurninto
actsofbullying.Thetheoreticalissueraisedinthepresentstudyistowhatdegreethismay
happeninashortertermandhenceplayedoutonaday-to-daybasis.

Involvementininterpersonalconflictswithcolleaguesorsuperiorshasbeenfoundtobe
oneofthestrongestpredictorsofsubsequentreportsofexposuretoworkplacebullying
(Ågotnesetal.,2018;Baillienetal.,2016;Haugeetal.,2007).However,previousstudieshave
oftenreliedoncross-sectionalorlongitudinalbetween-persondesignsoveralongertime
period,whichdonottakeintoaccountthedynamicnatureconsistentwiththeseconstructs
(Coleetal.,2016).Asinterpersonalconflictsandworkplacebullyingaredynamicconstructs,
therelationshipsbetweenthesevariablesmaydifferonaperson-level,butalsoontheday-level
(Kozlowski&Klein,2000).Inthepresentstudy,wewilluseaquantitativediaryapproach,so
thatwecancapturetheshort-termdynamicsofexperienceswithinandbetweenindividualsin
theworkcontext(Ohlyetal.,2010).Inthisway,wecantesttowhatextenttheserelationships
evenplayoutonaday-to-daybasis,asopposedtoonlybeingrelatedoverlongertimeperiods
andwithaprocesswhereconflictsslowlyescalateintobullying.Hence,weputforwardthe
followinghypotheses:

Hypothesis1a.Dailyinvolvementininterpersonalconflictsispositivelyrelatedto
interpersonalconflictsthenextday.

Hypothesis1b.Dailyinvolvementininterpersonalconflictsispositivelyrelatedto
dailyexposuretobullyingbehaviors,aftercontrollingforbullyingbehaviorsthe
previousday.

Hypothesis1c.Dailyinvolvementininterpersonalconflictsispositivelyrelatedto
exposuretobullyingbehaviorsthenextday,aftercontrollingforexposuretobully-
ingbehaviorsthesameday.

Themoderatingroleoftraitangerandtraitanxiety

Accordingtothethree-waymodel(Baillienetal.,2009),individualcharacteristicsmay
influencehowemployeescopewithexistingfrustrationwhenbeingininterpersonalconflict,
withtheriskofescalatingconflictsandelicitingbullyinginones'opponent.Thisisinlinewith
conflicttheorystressingthathowdisputesaremanagedbythefocalpartiesplaysapivotalrole
intheescalationorde-escalationofconflicts(VandeVliert,1984).Thus,combiningfocuson
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ThePrevention-escalationmodelofVandeVliert(1984)describesinmoredetailbothhow
conflictsariseandhowtheirdevelopmentareaffectedbyconflictmanagement.Thismodel
distinguishesbetweenthebackgroundoftheconflict,thethemeoftheconflictandthewaysin
whichindividualshandletheconflict.VandeVliert(1984)furtherdistinguishesbetween
spontaneousandstrategicconflictmanagement,withspontaneousconflictmanagementbeing
automaticandunconsciousreactionstoconflict.Conflictmanagementwillcausetheconflictto
eitherde-escalateorescalate,whichmeansthatconflictscanquicklychangeexpressionand
intensity(VandeVliert,1984).Conflictisthustoberegardedasadynamicprocessinwhich
perceptions,immediatereactions,andbehaviorsofoneormorepartiesinfluenceeachother.
Suchaconceptualizationstrengthensourunderstandingofconflictsaseventsthatcanoccur
quicklyandbefleeting,butatthesametimehavethepotentialtoescalateandeventurninto
actsofbullying.Thetheoreticalissueraisedinthepresentstudyistowhatdegreethismay
happeninashortertermandhenceplayedoutonaday-to-daybasis.

Involvementininterpersonalconflictswithcolleaguesorsuperiorshasbeenfoundtobe
oneofthestrongestpredictorsofsubsequentreportsofexposuretoworkplacebullying
(Ågotnesetal.,2018;Baillienetal.,2016;Haugeetal.,2007).However,previousstudieshave
oftenreliedoncross-sectionalorlongitudinalbetween-persondesignsoveralongertime
period,whichdonottakeintoaccountthedynamicnatureconsistentwiththeseconstructs
(Coleetal.,2016).Asinterpersonalconflictsandworkplacebullyingaredynamicconstructs,
therelationshipsbetweenthesevariablesmaydifferonaperson-level,butalsoontheday-level
(Kozlowski&Klein,2000).Inthepresentstudy,wewilluseaquantitativediaryapproach,so
thatwecancapturetheshort-termdynamicsofexperienceswithinandbetweenindividualsin
theworkcontext(Ohlyetal.,2010).Inthisway,wecantesttowhatextenttheserelationships
evenplayoutonaday-to-daybasis,asopposedtoonlybeingrelatedoverlongertimeperiods
andwithaprocesswhereconflictsslowlyescalateintobullying.Hence,weputforwardthe
followinghypotheses:

Hypothesis1a.Dailyinvolvementininterpersonalconflictsispositivelyrelatedto
interpersonalconflictsthenextday.

Hypothesis1b.Dailyinvolvementininterpersonalconflictsispositivelyrelatedto
dailyexposuretobullyingbehaviors,aftercontrollingforbullyingbehaviorsthe
previousday.

Hypothesis1c.Dailyinvolvementininterpersonalconflictsispositivelyrelatedto
exposuretobullyingbehaviorsthenextday,aftercontrollingforexposuretobully-
ingbehaviorsthesameday.

Themoderatingroleoftraitangerandtraitanxiety

Accordingtothethree-waymodel(Baillienetal.,2009),individualcharacteristicsmay
influencehowemployeescopewithexistingfrustrationwhenbeingininterpersonalconflict,
withtheriskofescalatingconflictsandelicitingbullyinginones'opponent.Thisisinlinewith
conflicttheorystressingthathowdisputesaremanagedbythefocalpartiesplaysapivotalrole
intheescalationorde-escalationofconflicts(VandeVliert,1984).Thus,combiningfocuson
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The Prevention-escalation model of Van de Vliert (1984) describes in more detail both how
conflicts arise and how their development are affected by conflict management. This model
distinguishes between the background of the conflict, the theme of the conflict and the ways in
which individuals handle the conflict. Van de Vliert (1984) further distinguishes between
spontaneous and strategic conflict management, with spontaneous conflict management being
automatic and unconscious reactions to conflict. Conflict management will cause the conflict to
either de-escalate or escalate, which means that conflicts can quickly change expression and
intensity (Van de Vliert, 1984). Conflict is thus to be regarded as a dynamic process in which
perceptions, immediate reactions, and behaviors of one or more parties influence each other.
Such a conceptualization strengthens our understanding of conflicts as events that can occur
quickly and be fleeting, but at the same time have the potential to escalate and even turn into
acts of bullying. The theoretical issue raised in the present study is to what degree this may
happen in a shorter term and hence played out on a day-to-day basis.

Involvement in interpersonal conflicts with colleagues or superiors has been found to be
one of the strongest predictors of subsequent reports of exposure to workplace bullying
(Ågotnes et al., 2018; Baillien et al., 2016; Hauge et al., 2007). However, previous studies have
often relied on cross-sectional or longitudinal between-person designs over a longer time
period, which do not take into account the dynamic nature consistent with these constructs
(Cole et al., 2016). As interpersonal conflicts and workplace bullying are dynamic constructs,
the relationships between these variables may differ on a person-level, but also on the day-level
(Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). In the present study, we will use a quantitative diary approach, so
that we can capture the short-term dynamics of experiences within and between individuals in
the work context (Ohly et al., 2010). In this way, we can test to what extent these relationships
even play out on a day-to-day basis, as opposed to only being related over longer time periods
and with a process where conflicts slowly escalate into bullying. Hence, we put forward the
following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1a. Daily involvement in interpersonal conflicts is positively related to
interpersonal conflicts the next day.

Hypothesis 1b. Daily involvement in interpersonal conflicts is positively related to
daily exposure to bullying behaviors, after controlling for bullying behaviors the
previous day.

Hypothesis 1c. Daily involvement in interpersonal conflicts is positively related to
exposure to bullying behaviors the next day, after controlling for exposure to bully-
ing behaviors the same day.

The moderating role of trait anger and trait anxiety

According to the three-way model (Baillien et al., 2009), individual characteristics may
influence how employees cope with existing frustration when being in interpersonal conflict,
with the risk of escalating conflicts and eliciting bullying in ones' opponent. This is in line with
conflict theory stressing that how disputes are managed by the focal parties plays a pivotal role
in the escalation or de-escalation of conflicts (Van de Vliert, 1984). Thus, combining focus on
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The Prevention-escalation model of Van de Vliert (1984) describes in more detail both how
conflicts arise and how their development are affected by conflict management. This model
distinguishes between the background of the conflict, the theme of the conflict and the ways in
which individuals handle the conflict. Van de Vliert (1984) further distinguishes between
spontaneous and strategic conflict management, with spontaneous conflict management being
automatic and unconscious reactions to conflict. Conflict management will cause the conflict to
either de-escalate or escalate, which means that conflicts can quickly change expression and
intensity (Van de Vliert, 1984). Conflict is thus to be regarded as a dynamic process in which
perceptions, immediate reactions, and behaviors of one or more parties influence each other.
Such a conceptualization strengthens our understanding of conflicts as events that can occur
quickly and be fleeting, but at the same time have the potential to escalate and even turn into
acts of bullying. The theoretical issue raised in the present study is to what degree this may
happen in a shorter term and hence played out on a day-to-day basis.

Involvement in interpersonal conflicts with colleagues or superiors has been found to be
one of the strongest predictors of subsequent reports of exposure to workplace bullying
(Ågotnes et al., 2018; Baillien et al., 2016; Hauge et al., 2007). However, previous studies have
often relied on cross-sectional or longitudinal between-person designs over a longer time
period, which do not take into account the dynamic nature consistent with these constructs
(Cole et al., 2016). As interpersonal conflicts and workplace bullying are dynamic constructs,
the relationships between these variables may differ on a person-level, but also on the day-level
(Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). In the present study, we will use a quantitative diary approach, so
that we can capture the short-term dynamics of experiences within and between individuals in
the work context (Ohly et al., 2010). In this way, we can test to what extent these relationships
even play out on a day-to-day basis, as opposed to only being related over longer time periods
and with a process where conflicts slowly escalate into bullying. Hence, we put forward the
following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1a. Daily involvement in interpersonal conflicts is positively related to
interpersonal conflicts the next day.

Hypothesis 1b. Daily involvement in interpersonal conflicts is positively related to
daily exposure to bullying behaviors, after controlling for bullying behaviors the
previous day.

Hypothesis 1c. Daily involvement in interpersonal conflicts is positively related to
exposure to bullying behaviors the next day, after controlling for exposure to bully-
ing behaviors the same day.

The moderating role of trait anger and trait anxiety

According to the three-way model (Baillien et al., 2009), individual characteristics may
influence how employees cope with existing frustration when being in interpersonal conflict,
with the risk of escalating conflicts and eliciting bullying in ones' opponent. This is in line with
conflict theory stressing that how disputes are managed by the focal parties plays a pivotal role
in the escalation or de-escalation of conflicts (Van de Vliert, 1984). Thus, combining focus on
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ThePrevention-escalationmodelofVandeVliert(1984)describesinmoredetailbothhow
conflictsariseandhowtheirdevelopmentareaffectedbyconflictmanagement.Thismodel
distinguishesbetweenthebackgroundoftheconflict,thethemeoftheconflictandthewaysin
whichindividualshandletheconflict.VandeVliert(1984)furtherdistinguishesbetween
spontaneousandstrategicconflictmanagement,withspontaneousconflictmanagementbeing
automaticandunconsciousreactionstoconflict.Conflictmanagementwillcausetheconflictto
eitherde-escalateorescalate,whichmeansthatconflictscanquicklychangeexpressionand
intensity(VandeVliert,1984).Conflictisthustoberegardedasadynamicprocessinwhich
perceptions,immediatereactions,andbehaviorsofoneormorepartiesinfluenceeachother.
Suchaconceptualizationstrengthensourunderstandingofconflictsaseventsthatcanoccur
quicklyandbefleeting,butatthesametimehavethepotentialtoescalateandeventurninto
actsofbullying.Thetheoreticalissueraisedinthepresentstudyistowhatdegreethismay
happeninashortertermandhenceplayedoutonaday-to-daybasis.

Involvementininterpersonalconflictswithcolleaguesorsuperiorshasbeenfoundtobe
oneofthestrongestpredictorsofsubsequentreportsofexposuretoworkplacebullying
(Ågotnesetal.,2018;Baillienetal.,2016;Haugeetal.,2007).However,previousstudieshave
oftenreliedoncross-sectionalorlongitudinalbetween-persondesignsoveralongertime
period,whichdonottakeintoaccountthedynamicnatureconsistentwiththeseconstructs
(Coleetal.,2016).Asinterpersonalconflictsandworkplacebullyingaredynamicconstructs,
therelationshipsbetweenthesevariablesmaydifferonaperson-level,butalsoontheday-level
(Kozlowski&Klein,2000).Inthepresentstudy,wewilluseaquantitativediaryapproach,so
thatwecancapturetheshort-termdynamicsofexperienceswithinandbetweenindividualsin
theworkcontext(Ohlyetal.,2010).Inthisway,wecantesttowhatextenttheserelationships
evenplayoutonaday-to-daybasis,asopposedtoonlybeingrelatedoverlongertimeperiods
andwithaprocesswhereconflictsslowlyescalateintobullying.Hence,weputforwardthe
followinghypotheses:

Hypothesis1a.Dailyinvolvementininterpersonalconflictsispositivelyrelatedto
interpersonalconflictsthenextday.

Hypothesis1b.Dailyinvolvementininterpersonalconflictsispositivelyrelatedto
dailyexposuretobullyingbehaviors,aftercontrollingforbullyingbehaviorsthe
previousday.

Hypothesis1c.Dailyinvolvementininterpersonalconflictsispositivelyrelatedto
exposuretobullyingbehaviorsthenextday,aftercontrollingforexposuretobully-
ingbehaviorsthesameday.

Themoderatingroleoftraitangerandtraitanxiety

Accordingtothethree-waymodel(Baillienetal.,2009),individualcharacteristicsmay
influencehowemployeescopewithexistingfrustrationwhenbeingininterpersonalconflict,
withtheriskofescalatingconflictsandelicitingbullyinginones'opponent.Thisisinlinewith
conflicttheorystressingthathowdisputesaremanagedbythefocalpartiesplaysapivotalrole
intheescalationorde-escalationofconflicts(VandeVliert,1984).Thus,combiningfocuson
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ThePrevention-escalationmodelofVandeVliert(1984)describesinmoredetailbothhow
conflictsariseandhowtheirdevelopmentareaffectedbyconflictmanagement.Thismodel
distinguishesbetweenthebackgroundoftheconflict,thethemeoftheconflictandthewaysin
whichindividualshandletheconflict.VandeVliert(1984)furtherdistinguishesbetween
spontaneousandstrategicconflictmanagement,withspontaneousconflictmanagementbeing
automaticandunconsciousreactionstoconflict.Conflictmanagementwillcausetheconflictto
eitherde-escalateorescalate,whichmeansthatconflictscanquicklychangeexpressionand
intensity(VandeVliert,1984).Conflictisthustoberegardedasadynamicprocessinwhich
perceptions,immediatereactions,andbehaviorsofoneormorepartiesinfluenceeachother.
Suchaconceptualizationstrengthensourunderstandingofconflictsaseventsthatcanoccur
quicklyandbefleeting,butatthesametimehavethepotentialtoescalateandeventurninto
actsofbullying.Thetheoreticalissueraisedinthepresentstudyistowhatdegreethismay
happeninashortertermandhenceplayedoutonaday-to-daybasis.

Involvementininterpersonalconflictswithcolleaguesorsuperiorshasbeenfoundtobe
oneofthestrongestpredictorsofsubsequentreportsofexposuretoworkplacebullying
(Ågotnesetal.,2018;Baillienetal.,2016;Haugeetal.,2007).However,previousstudieshave
oftenreliedoncross-sectionalorlongitudinalbetween-persondesignsoveralongertime
period,whichdonottakeintoaccountthedynamicnatureconsistentwiththeseconstructs
(Coleetal.,2016).Asinterpersonalconflictsandworkplacebullyingaredynamicconstructs,
therelationshipsbetweenthesevariablesmaydifferonaperson-level,butalsoontheday-level
(Kozlowski&Klein,2000).Inthepresentstudy,wewilluseaquantitativediaryapproach,so
thatwecancapturetheshort-termdynamicsofexperienceswithinandbetweenindividualsin
theworkcontext(Ohlyetal.,2010).Inthisway,wecantesttowhatextenttheserelationships
evenplayoutonaday-to-daybasis,asopposedtoonlybeingrelatedoverlongertimeperiods
andwithaprocesswhereconflictsslowlyescalateintobullying.Hence,weputforwardthe
followinghypotheses:

Hypothesis1a.Dailyinvolvementininterpersonalconflictsispositivelyrelatedto
interpersonalconflictsthenextday.

Hypothesis1b.Dailyinvolvementininterpersonalconflictsispositivelyrelatedto
dailyexposuretobullyingbehaviors,aftercontrollingforbullyingbehaviorsthe
previousday.

Hypothesis1c.Dailyinvolvementininterpersonalconflictsispositivelyrelatedto
exposuretobullyingbehaviorsthenextday,aftercontrollingforexposuretobully-
ingbehaviorsthesameday.

Themoderatingroleoftraitangerandtraitanxiety

Accordingtothethree-waymodel(Baillienetal.,2009),individualcharacteristicsmay
influencehowemployeescopewithexistingfrustrationwhenbeingininterpersonalconflict,
withtheriskofescalatingconflictsandelicitingbullyinginones'opponent.Thisisinlinewith
conflicttheorystressingthathowdisputesaremanagedbythefocalpartiesplaysapivotalrole
intheescalationorde-escalationofconflicts(VandeVliert,1984).Thus,combiningfocuson
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ThePrevention-escalationmodelofVandeVliert(1984)describesinmoredetailbothhow
conflictsariseandhowtheirdevelopmentareaffectedbyconflictmanagement.Thismodel
distinguishesbetweenthebackgroundoftheconflict,thethemeoftheconflictandthewaysin
whichindividualshandletheconflict.VandeVliert(1984)furtherdistinguishesbetween
spontaneousandstrategicconflictmanagement,withspontaneousconflictmanagementbeing
automaticandunconsciousreactionstoconflict.Conflictmanagementwillcausetheconflictto
eitherde-escalateorescalate,whichmeansthatconflictscanquicklychangeexpressionand
intensity(VandeVliert,1984).Conflictisthustoberegardedasadynamicprocessinwhich
perceptions,immediatereactions,andbehaviorsofoneormorepartiesinfluenceeachother.
Suchaconceptualizationstrengthensourunderstandingofconflictsaseventsthatcanoccur
quicklyandbefleeting,butatthesametimehavethepotentialtoescalateandeventurninto
actsofbullying.Thetheoreticalissueraisedinthepresentstudyistowhatdegreethismay
happeninashortertermandhenceplayedoutonaday-to-daybasis.

Involvementininterpersonalconflictswithcolleaguesorsuperiorshasbeenfoundtobe
oneofthestrongestpredictorsofsubsequentreportsofexposuretoworkplacebullying
(Ågotnesetal.,2018;Baillienetal.,2016;Haugeetal.,2007).However,previousstudieshave
oftenreliedoncross-sectionalorlongitudinalbetween-persondesignsoveralongertime
period,whichdonottakeintoaccountthedynamicnatureconsistentwiththeseconstructs
(Coleetal.,2016).Asinterpersonalconflictsandworkplacebullyingaredynamicconstructs,
therelationshipsbetweenthesevariablesmaydifferonaperson-level,butalsoontheday-level
(Kozlowski&Klein,2000).Inthepresentstudy,wewilluseaquantitativediaryapproach,so
thatwecancapturetheshort-termdynamicsofexperienceswithinandbetweenindividualsin
theworkcontext(Ohlyetal.,2010).Inthisway,wecantesttowhatextenttheserelationships
evenplayoutonaday-to-daybasis,asopposedtoonlybeingrelatedoverlongertimeperiods
andwithaprocesswhereconflictsslowlyescalateintobullying.Hence,weputforwardthe
followinghypotheses:

Hypothesis1a.Dailyinvolvementininterpersonalconflictsispositivelyrelatedto
interpersonalconflictsthenextday.

Hypothesis1b.Dailyinvolvementininterpersonalconflictsispositivelyrelatedto
dailyexposuretobullyingbehaviors,aftercontrollingforbullyingbehaviorsthe
previousday.

Hypothesis1c.Dailyinvolvementininterpersonalconflictsispositivelyrelatedto
exposuretobullyingbehaviorsthenextday,aftercontrollingforexposuretobully-
ingbehaviorsthesameday.

Themoderatingroleoftraitangerandtraitanxiety

Accordingtothethree-waymodel(Baillienetal.,2009),individualcharacteristicsmay
influencehowemployeescopewithexistingfrustrationwhenbeingininterpersonalconflict,
withtheriskofescalatingconflictsandelicitingbullyinginones'opponent.Thisisinlinewith
conflicttheorystressingthathowdisputesaremanagedbythefocalpartiesplaysapivotalrole
intheescalationorde-escalationofconflicts(VandeVliert,1984).Thus,combiningfocuson
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ThePrevention-escalationmodelofVandeVliert(1984)describesinmoredetailbothhow
conflictsariseandhowtheirdevelopmentareaffectedbyconflictmanagement.Thismodel
distinguishesbetweenthebackgroundoftheconflict,thethemeoftheconflictandthewaysin
whichindividualshandletheconflict.VandeVliert(1984)furtherdistinguishesbetween
spontaneousandstrategicconflictmanagement,withspontaneousconflictmanagementbeing
automaticandunconsciousreactionstoconflict.Conflictmanagementwillcausetheconflictto
eitherde-escalateorescalate,whichmeansthatconflictscanquicklychangeexpressionand
intensity(VandeVliert,1984).Conflictisthustoberegardedasadynamicprocessinwhich
perceptions,immediatereactions,andbehaviorsofoneormorepartiesinfluenceeachother.
Suchaconceptualizationstrengthensourunderstandingofconflictsaseventsthatcanoccur
quicklyandbefleeting,butatthesametimehavethepotentialtoescalateandeventurninto
actsofbullying.Thetheoreticalissueraisedinthepresentstudyistowhatdegreethismay
happeninashortertermandhenceplayedoutonaday-to-daybasis.

Involvementininterpersonalconflictswithcolleaguesorsuperiorshasbeenfoundtobe
oneofthestrongestpredictorsofsubsequentreportsofexposuretoworkplacebullying
(Ågotnesetal.,2018;Baillienetal.,2016;Haugeetal.,2007).However,previousstudieshave
oftenreliedoncross-sectionalorlongitudinalbetween-persondesignsoveralongertime
period,whichdonottakeintoaccountthedynamicnatureconsistentwiththeseconstructs
(Coleetal.,2016).Asinterpersonalconflictsandworkplacebullyingaredynamicconstructs,
therelationshipsbetweenthesevariablesmaydifferonaperson-level,butalsoontheday-level
(Kozlowski&Klein,2000).Inthepresentstudy,wewilluseaquantitativediaryapproach,so
thatwecancapturetheshort-termdynamicsofexperienceswithinandbetweenindividualsin
theworkcontext(Ohlyetal.,2010).Inthisway,wecantesttowhatextenttheserelationships
evenplayoutonaday-to-daybasis,asopposedtoonlybeingrelatedoverlongertimeperiods
andwithaprocesswhereconflictsslowlyescalateintobullying.Hence,weputforwardthe
followinghypotheses:

Hypothesis1a.Dailyinvolvementininterpersonalconflictsispositivelyrelatedto
interpersonalconflictsthenextday.

Hypothesis1b.Dailyinvolvementininterpersonalconflictsispositivelyrelatedto
dailyexposuretobullyingbehaviors,aftercontrollingforbullyingbehaviorsthe
previousday.

Hypothesis1c.Dailyinvolvementininterpersonalconflictsispositivelyrelatedto
exposuretobullyingbehaviorsthenextday,aftercontrollingforexposuretobully-
ingbehaviorsthesameday.

Themoderatingroleoftraitangerandtraitanxiety

Accordingtothethree-waymodel(Baillienetal.,2009),individualcharacteristicsmay
influencehowemployeescopewithexistingfrustrationwhenbeingininterpersonalconflict,
withtheriskofescalatingconflictsandelicitingbullyinginones'opponent.Thisisinlinewith
conflicttheorystressingthathowdisputesaremanagedbythefocalpartiesplaysapivotalrole
intheescalationorde-escalationofconflicts(VandeVliert,1984).Thus,combiningfocuson
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conflict and conflict management behavior is important when predicting subsequent acts of
workplace bullying (Baillien et al., 2016). However, the three-way model does not specify the
specific individual characteristics that may affect how one reacts to and manages interpersonal
conflicts. In the present study, we chose to investigate two main components of neuroticism,
trait anger and trait anxiety, as several studies indicate that target neuroticism is the most
important personality trait when explaining exposure to bullying (Fern!andez-del-Río
et al., 2021; Nielsen & Einarsen, 2018; Persson et al., 2009).

Neuroticism consists of six subfacets, which all have been related to workplace bullying
(Persson et al., 2009). However, in a recent longitudinal study, the subfacets trait anger and trait
anxiety were found to be related to the initial phase of workplace bullying escalation, yet in
somewhat different ways (Reknes et al., 2021). More specifically, trait anger seemed to maintain
the negative situation, by hindering a de-escalation of the process, but did not turn into a higher
risk of escalation for those who were already exposed, while for trait anxiety it was the opposite.
Hence, several scholars argue that these two traits should be studied separately and not
collapsed into a broader neuroticism trait, as these subconcepts may act differently in relation
to the bullying process (e.g., Kant et al., 2013; Reknes et al., 2021).

According to trait activation theory (Tett & Burnett, 2003), personality traits are evoked
and triggered by relevant situational and social cues. More specifically, it considers traits as
latent potentials to behave in specific ways, in response to trait-relevant situational cues.
A situation is relevant to a trait to the degree it offers opportunity for that trait to be expressed
(Tett et al., 2021). Because neuroticism is an affective trait (Costa & McCrae, 1980), employees
with a high score on this trait are more susceptible to others' emotions (Doherty, 1997) and
more likely to appraise stressful situations as threats (Gallagher, 1990), which may increase
the likelihood that they will respond inappropriately in difficult social situations. In line with
this, both trait anger and trait anxiety should be personality traits that potentially may
strengthen the relationship between interpersonal conflicts and bullying behaviors, as they are
likely to be activated in conflict situations and further influence the perceptions, behaviors,
and social interactions of the parties involved in such situation, in our case focusing on the
target.

Following trait activation theory (Tett & Burnett, 2003), anxiety will only appear in situa-
tions that the individual finds threatening (Judge & Zapata, 2015; Kenrick & Funder, 1988;
Tett & Guterman, 2000). From an evolutionary perspective, being involved in conflicts may
raise a basic fear of being socially excluded. This again may evoke feelings of uneasiness and
anxiousness as a kind of early-on warning reaction, which may be particularly triggered in
employees scoring high on trait anxiety. In parallel, employees high on trait anger should be
particularly activated when perceiving to be unfairly and disrespectfully treated, which may
make them react with spontaneous escalating conflict behavior (Van de Vliert, 1984). Conse-
quently, this conflict behavior may frustrate and irritate the other part, potentially triggering
aggressive and angry responses in return. When it comes to the other subfacets of neuroticism,
such as shame, depression, and guilt, these may probably be more related to and activated later
in the final stages of an ongoing victimization process, triggered by feelings of loss and sorrow
(Reknes et al., 2021).

Further, trait anger and trait anxiety are closely related to the description of the role of
targets in the Victim precipitation theory (Elias, 1986). Individuals with a high score on trait
anger might respond to conflicts with fury or use forcing on the other part, which may provoke
the other part and cause escalation. In contrast, individuals with a high score on trait anxiety
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conflictandconflictmanagementbehaviorisimportantwhenpredictingsubsequentactsof
workplacebullying(Baillienetal.,2016).However,thethree-waymodeldoesnotspecifythe
specificindividualcharacteristicsthatmayaffecthowonereactstoandmanagesinterpersonal
conflicts.Inthepresentstudy,wechosetoinvestigatetwomaincomponentsofneuroticism,
traitangerandtraitanxiety,asseveralstudiesindicatethattargetneuroticismisthemost
importantpersonalitytraitwhenexplainingexposuretobullying(Fern!andez-del-Río
etal.,2021;Nielsen&Einarsen,2018;Perssonetal.,2009).

Neuroticismconsistsofsixsubfacets,whichallhavebeenrelatedtoworkplacebullying
(Perssonetal.,2009).However,inarecentlongitudinalstudy,thesubfacetstraitangerandtrait
anxietywerefoundtoberelatedtotheinitialphaseofworkplacebullyingescalation,yetin
somewhatdifferentways(Reknesetal.,2021).Morespecifically,traitangerseemedtomaintain
thenegativesituation,byhinderingade-escalationoftheprocess,butdidnotturnintoahigher
riskofescalationforthosewhowerealreadyexposed,whilefortraitanxietyitwastheopposite.
Hence,severalscholarsarguethatthesetwotraitsshouldbestudiedseparatelyandnot
collapsedintoabroaderneuroticismtrait,asthesesubconceptsmayactdifferentlyinrelation
tothebullyingprocess(e.g.,Kantetal.,2013;Reknesetal.,2021).

Accordingtotraitactivationtheory(Tett&Burnett,2003),personalitytraitsareevoked
andtriggeredbyrelevantsituationalandsocialcues.Morespecifically,itconsiderstraitsas
latentpotentialstobehaveinspecificways,inresponsetotrait-relevantsituationalcues.
Asituationisrelevanttoatraittothedegreeitoffersopportunityforthattraittobeexpressed
(Tettetal.,2021).Becauseneuroticismisanaffectivetrait(Costa&McCrae,1980),employees
withahighscoreonthistraitaremoresusceptibletoothers'emotions(Doherty,1997)and
morelikelytoappraisestressfulsituationsasthreats(Gallagher,1990),whichmayincrease
thelikelihoodthattheywillrespondinappropriatelyindifficultsocialsituations.Inlinewith
this,bothtraitangerandtraitanxietyshouldbepersonalitytraitsthatpotentiallymay
strengthentherelationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandbullyingbehaviors,astheyare
likelytobeactivatedinconflictsituationsandfurtherinfluencetheperceptions,behaviors,
andsocialinteractionsofthepartiesinvolvedinsuchsituation,inourcasefocusingonthe
target.

Followingtraitactivationtheory(Tett&Burnett,2003),anxietywillonlyappearinsitua-
tionsthattheindividualfindsthreatening(Judge&Zapata,2015;Kenrick&Funder,1988;
Tett&Guterman,2000).Fromanevolutionaryperspective,beinginvolvedinconflictsmay
raiseabasicfearofbeingsociallyexcluded.Thisagainmayevokefeelingsofuneasinessand
anxiousnessasakindofearly-onwarningreaction,whichmaybeparticularlytriggeredin
employeesscoringhighontraitanxiety.Inparallel,employeeshighontraitangershouldbe
particularlyactivatedwhenperceivingtobeunfairlyanddisrespectfullytreated,whichmay
makethemreactwithspontaneousescalatingconflictbehavior(VandeVliert,1984).Conse-
quently,thisconflictbehaviormayfrustrateandirritatetheotherpart,potentiallytriggering
aggressiveandangryresponsesinreturn.Whenitcomestotheothersubfacetsofneuroticism,
suchasshame,depression,andguilt,thesemayprobablybemorerelatedtoandactivatedlater
inthefinalstagesofanongoingvictimizationprocess,triggeredbyfeelingsoflossandsorrow
(Reknesetal.,2021).

Further,traitangerandtraitanxietyarecloselyrelatedtothedescriptionoftheroleof
targetsintheVictimprecipitationtheory(Elias,1986).Individualswithahighscoreontrait
angermightrespondtoconflictswithfuryoruseforcingontheotherpart,whichmayprovoke
theotherpartandcauseescalation.Incontrast,individualswithahighscoreontraitanxiety
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conflictandconflictmanagementbehaviorisimportantwhenpredictingsubsequentactsof
workplacebullying(Baillienetal.,2016).However,thethree-waymodeldoesnotspecifythe
specificindividualcharacteristicsthatmayaffecthowonereactstoandmanagesinterpersonal
conflicts.Inthepresentstudy,wechosetoinvestigatetwomaincomponentsofneuroticism,
traitangerandtraitanxiety,asseveralstudiesindicatethattargetneuroticismisthemost
importantpersonalitytraitwhenexplainingexposuretobullying(Fern!andez-del-Río
etal.,2021;Nielsen&Einarsen,2018;Perssonetal.,2009).

Neuroticismconsistsofsixsubfacets,whichallhavebeenrelatedtoworkplacebullying
(Perssonetal.,2009).However,inarecentlongitudinalstudy,thesubfacetstraitangerandtrait
anxietywerefoundtoberelatedtotheinitialphaseofworkplacebullyingescalation,yetin
somewhatdifferentways(Reknesetal.,2021).Morespecifically,traitangerseemedtomaintain
thenegativesituation,byhinderingade-escalationoftheprocess,butdidnotturnintoahigher
riskofescalationforthosewhowerealreadyexposed,whilefortraitanxietyitwastheopposite.
Hence,severalscholarsarguethatthesetwotraitsshouldbestudiedseparatelyandnot
collapsedintoabroaderneuroticismtrait,asthesesubconceptsmayactdifferentlyinrelation
tothebullyingprocess(e.g.,Kantetal.,2013;Reknesetal.,2021).

Accordingtotraitactivationtheory(Tett&Burnett,2003),personalitytraitsareevoked
andtriggeredbyrelevantsituationalandsocialcues.Morespecifically,itconsiderstraitsas
latentpotentialstobehaveinspecificways,inresponsetotrait-relevantsituationalcues.
Asituationisrelevanttoatraittothedegreeitoffersopportunityforthattraittobeexpressed
(Tettetal.,2021).Becauseneuroticismisanaffectivetrait(Costa&McCrae,1980),employees
withahighscoreonthistraitaremoresusceptibletoothers'emotions(Doherty,1997)and
morelikelytoappraisestressfulsituationsasthreats(Gallagher,1990),whichmayincrease
thelikelihoodthattheywillrespondinappropriatelyindifficultsocialsituations.Inlinewith
this,bothtraitangerandtraitanxietyshouldbepersonalitytraitsthatpotentiallymay
strengthentherelationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandbullyingbehaviors,astheyare
likelytobeactivatedinconflictsituationsandfurtherinfluencetheperceptions,behaviors,
andsocialinteractionsofthepartiesinvolvedinsuchsituation,inourcasefocusingonthe
target.

Followingtraitactivationtheory(Tett&Burnett,2003),anxietywillonlyappearinsitua-
tionsthattheindividualfindsthreatening(Judge&Zapata,2015;Kenrick&Funder,1988;
Tett&Guterman,2000).Fromanevolutionaryperspective,beinginvolvedinconflictsmay
raiseabasicfearofbeingsociallyexcluded.Thisagainmayevokefeelingsofuneasinessand
anxiousnessasakindofearly-onwarningreaction,whichmaybeparticularlytriggeredin
employeesscoringhighontraitanxiety.Inparallel,employeeshighontraitangershouldbe
particularlyactivatedwhenperceivingtobeunfairlyanddisrespectfullytreated,whichmay
makethemreactwithspontaneousescalatingconflictbehavior(VandeVliert,1984).Conse-
quently,thisconflictbehaviormayfrustrateandirritatetheotherpart,potentiallytriggering
aggressiveandangryresponsesinreturn.Whenitcomestotheothersubfacetsofneuroticism,
suchasshame,depression,andguilt,thesemayprobablybemorerelatedtoandactivatedlater
inthefinalstagesofanongoingvictimizationprocess,triggeredbyfeelingsoflossandsorrow
(Reknesetal.,2021).

Further,traitangerandtraitanxietyarecloselyrelatedtothedescriptionoftheroleof
targetsintheVictimprecipitationtheory(Elias,1986).Individualswithahighscoreontrait
angermightrespondtoconflictswithfuryoruseforcingontheotherpart,whichmayprovoke
theotherpartandcauseescalation.Incontrast,individualswithahighscoreontraitanxiety
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conflict and conflict management behavior is important when predicting subsequent acts of
workplace bullying (Baillien et al., 2016). However, the three-way model does not specify the
specific individual characteristics that may affect how one reacts to and manages interpersonal
conflicts. In the present study, we chose to investigate two main components of neuroticism,
trait anger and trait anxiety, as several studies indicate that target neuroticism is the most
important personality trait when explaining exposure to bullying (Fern!andez-del-Río
et al., 2021; Nielsen & Einarsen, 2018; Persson et al., 2009).

Neuroticism consists of six subfacets, which all have been related to workplace bullying
(Persson et al., 2009). However, in a recent longitudinal study, the subfacets trait anger and trait
anxiety were found to be related to the initial phase of workplace bullying escalation, yet in
somewhat different ways (Reknes et al., 2021). More specifically, trait anger seemed to maintain
the negative situation, by hindering a de-escalation of the process, but did not turn into a higher
risk of escalation for those who were already exposed, while for trait anxiety it was the opposite.
Hence, several scholars argue that these two traits should be studied separately and not
collapsed into a broader neuroticism trait, as these subconcepts may act differently in relation
to the bullying process (e.g., Kant et al., 2013; Reknes et al., 2021).

According to trait activation theory (Tett & Burnett, 2003), personality traits are evoked
and triggered by relevant situational and social cues. More specifically, it considers traits as
latent potentials to behave in specific ways, in response to trait-relevant situational cues.
A situation is relevant to a trait to the degree it offers opportunity for that trait to be expressed
(Tett et al., 2021). Because neuroticism is an affective trait (Costa & McCrae, 1980), employees
with a high score on this trait are more susceptible to others' emotions (Doherty, 1997) and
more likely to appraise stressful situations as threats (Gallagher, 1990), which may increase
the likelihood that they will respond inappropriately in difficult social situations. In line with
this, both trait anger and trait anxiety should be personality traits that potentially may
strengthen the relationship between interpersonal conflicts and bullying behaviors, as they are
likely to be activated in conflict situations and further influence the perceptions, behaviors,
and social interactions of the parties involved in such situation, in our case focusing on the
target.

Following trait activation theory (Tett & Burnett, 2003), anxiety will only appear in situa-
tions that the individual finds threatening (Judge & Zapata, 2015; Kenrick & Funder, 1988;
Tett & Guterman, 2000). From an evolutionary perspective, being involved in conflicts may
raise a basic fear of being socially excluded. This again may evoke feelings of uneasiness and
anxiousness as a kind of early-on warning reaction, which may be particularly triggered in
employees scoring high on trait anxiety. In parallel, employees high on trait anger should be
particularly activated when perceiving to be unfairly and disrespectfully treated, which may
make them react with spontaneous escalating conflict behavior (Van de Vliert, 1984). Conse-
quently, this conflict behavior may frustrate and irritate the other part, potentially triggering
aggressive and angry responses in return. When it comes to the other subfacets of neuroticism,
such as shame, depression, and guilt, these may probably be more related to and activated later
in the final stages of an ongoing victimization process, triggered by feelings of loss and sorrow
(Reknes et al., 2021).

Further, trait anger and trait anxiety are closely related to the description of the role of
targets in the Victim precipitation theory (Elias, 1986). Individuals with a high score on trait
anger might respond to conflicts with fury or use forcing on the other part, which may provoke
the other part and cause escalation. In contrast, individuals with a high score on trait anxiety
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conflict and conflict management behavior is important when predicting subsequent acts of
workplace bullying (Baillien et al., 2016). However, the three-way model does not specify the
specific individual characteristics that may affect how one reacts to and manages interpersonal
conflicts. In the present study, we chose to investigate two main components of neuroticism,
trait anger and trait anxiety, as several studies indicate that target neuroticism is the most
important personality trait when explaining exposure to bullying (Fern!andez-del-Río
et al., 2021; Nielsen & Einarsen, 2018; Persson et al., 2009).

Neuroticism consists of six subfacets, which all have been related to workplace bullying
(Persson et al., 2009). However, in a recent longitudinal study, the subfacets trait anger and trait
anxiety were found to be related to the initial phase of workplace bullying escalation, yet in
somewhat different ways (Reknes et al., 2021). More specifically, trait anger seemed to maintain
the negative situation, by hindering a de-escalation of the process, but did not turn into a higher
risk of escalation for those who were already exposed, while for trait anxiety it was the opposite.
Hence, several scholars argue that these two traits should be studied separately and not
collapsed into a broader neuroticism trait, as these subconcepts may act differently in relation
to the bullying process (e.g., Kant et al., 2013; Reknes et al., 2021).

According to trait activation theory (Tett & Burnett, 2003), personality traits are evoked
and triggered by relevant situational and social cues. More specifically, it considers traits as
latent potentials to behave in specific ways, in response to trait-relevant situational cues.
A situation is relevant to a trait to the degree it offers opportunity for that trait to be expressed
(Tett et al., 2021). Because neuroticism is an affective trait (Costa & McCrae, 1980), employees
with a high score on this trait are more susceptible to others' emotions (Doherty, 1997) and
more likely to appraise stressful situations as threats (Gallagher, 1990), which may increase
the likelihood that they will respond inappropriately in difficult social situations. In line with
this, both trait anger and trait anxiety should be personality traits that potentially may
strengthen the relationship between interpersonal conflicts and bullying behaviors, as they are
likely to be activated in conflict situations and further influence the perceptions, behaviors,
and social interactions of the parties involved in such situation, in our case focusing on the
target.

Following trait activation theory (Tett & Burnett, 2003), anxiety will only appear in situa-
tions that the individual finds threatening (Judge & Zapata, 2015; Kenrick & Funder, 1988;
Tett & Guterman, 2000). From an evolutionary perspective, being involved in conflicts may
raise a basic fear of being socially excluded. This again may evoke feelings of uneasiness and
anxiousness as a kind of early-on warning reaction, which may be particularly triggered in
employees scoring high on trait anxiety. In parallel, employees high on trait anger should be
particularly activated when perceiving to be unfairly and disrespectfully treated, which may
make them react with spontaneous escalating conflict behavior (Van de Vliert, 1984). Conse-
quently, this conflict behavior may frustrate and irritate the other part, potentially triggering
aggressive and angry responses in return. When it comes to the other subfacets of neuroticism,
such as shame, depression, and guilt, these may probably be more related to and activated later
in the final stages of an ongoing victimization process, triggered by feelings of loss and sorrow
(Reknes et al., 2021).

Further, trait anger and trait anxiety are closely related to the description of the role of
targets in the Victim precipitation theory (Elias, 1986). Individuals with a high score on trait
anger might respond to conflicts with fury or use forcing on the other part, which may provoke
the other part and cause escalation. In contrast, individuals with a high score on trait anxiety
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conflictandconflictmanagementbehaviorisimportantwhenpredictingsubsequentactsof
workplacebullying(Baillienetal.,2016).However,thethree-waymodeldoesnotspecifythe
specificindividualcharacteristicsthatmayaffecthowonereactstoandmanagesinterpersonal
conflicts.Inthepresentstudy,wechosetoinvestigatetwomaincomponentsofneuroticism,
traitangerandtraitanxiety,asseveralstudiesindicatethattargetneuroticismisthemost
importantpersonalitytraitwhenexplainingexposuretobullying(Fern!andez-del-Río
etal.,2021;Nielsen&Einarsen,2018;Perssonetal.,2009).

Neuroticismconsistsofsixsubfacets,whichallhavebeenrelatedtoworkplacebullying
(Perssonetal.,2009).However,inarecentlongitudinalstudy,thesubfacetstraitangerandtrait
anxietywerefoundtoberelatedtotheinitialphaseofworkplacebullyingescalation,yetin
somewhatdifferentways(Reknesetal.,2021).Morespecifically,traitangerseemedtomaintain
thenegativesituation,byhinderingade-escalationoftheprocess,butdidnotturnintoahigher
riskofescalationforthosewhowerealreadyexposed,whilefortraitanxietyitwastheopposite.
Hence,severalscholarsarguethatthesetwotraitsshouldbestudiedseparatelyandnot
collapsedintoabroaderneuroticismtrait,asthesesubconceptsmayactdifferentlyinrelation
tothebullyingprocess(e.g.,Kantetal.,2013;Reknesetal.,2021).

Accordingtotraitactivationtheory(Tett&Burnett,2003),personalitytraitsareevoked
andtriggeredbyrelevantsituationalandsocialcues.Morespecifically,itconsiderstraitsas
latentpotentialstobehaveinspecificways,inresponsetotrait-relevantsituationalcues.
Asituationisrelevanttoatraittothedegreeitoffersopportunityforthattraittobeexpressed
(Tettetal.,2021).Becauseneuroticismisanaffectivetrait(Costa&McCrae,1980),employees
withahighscoreonthistraitaremoresusceptibletoothers'emotions(Doherty,1997)and
morelikelytoappraisestressfulsituationsasthreats(Gallagher,1990),whichmayincrease
thelikelihoodthattheywillrespondinappropriatelyindifficultsocialsituations.Inlinewith
this,bothtraitangerandtraitanxietyshouldbepersonalitytraitsthatpotentiallymay
strengthentherelationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandbullyingbehaviors,astheyare
likelytobeactivatedinconflictsituationsandfurtherinfluencetheperceptions,behaviors,
andsocialinteractionsofthepartiesinvolvedinsuchsituation,inourcasefocusingonthe
target.

Followingtraitactivationtheory(Tett&Burnett,2003),anxietywillonlyappearinsitua-
tionsthattheindividualfindsthreatening(Judge&Zapata,2015;Kenrick&Funder,1988;
Tett&Guterman,2000).Fromanevolutionaryperspective,beinginvolvedinconflictsmay
raiseabasicfearofbeingsociallyexcluded.Thisagainmayevokefeelingsofuneasinessand
anxiousnessasakindofearly-onwarningreaction,whichmaybeparticularlytriggeredin
employeesscoringhighontraitanxiety.Inparallel,employeeshighontraitangershouldbe
particularlyactivatedwhenperceivingtobeunfairlyanddisrespectfullytreated,whichmay
makethemreactwithspontaneousescalatingconflictbehavior(VandeVliert,1984).Conse-
quently,thisconflictbehaviormayfrustrateandirritatetheotherpart,potentiallytriggering
aggressiveandangryresponsesinreturn.Whenitcomestotheothersubfacetsofneuroticism,
suchasshame,depression,andguilt,thesemayprobablybemorerelatedtoandactivatedlater
inthefinalstagesofanongoingvictimizationprocess,triggeredbyfeelingsoflossandsorrow
(Reknesetal.,2021).

Further,traitangerandtraitanxietyarecloselyrelatedtothedescriptionoftheroleof
targetsintheVictimprecipitationtheory(Elias,1986).Individualswithahighscoreontrait
angermightrespondtoconflictswithfuryoruseforcingontheotherpart,whichmayprovoke
theotherpartandcauseescalation.Incontrast,individualswithahighscoreontraitanxiety
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conflictandconflictmanagementbehaviorisimportantwhenpredictingsubsequentactsof
workplacebullying(Baillienetal.,2016).However,thethree-waymodeldoesnotspecifythe
specificindividualcharacteristicsthatmayaffecthowonereactstoandmanagesinterpersonal
conflicts.Inthepresentstudy,wechosetoinvestigatetwomaincomponentsofneuroticism,
traitangerandtraitanxiety,asseveralstudiesindicatethattargetneuroticismisthemost
importantpersonalitytraitwhenexplainingexposuretobullying(Fern!andez-del-Río
etal.,2021;Nielsen&Einarsen,2018;Perssonetal.,2009).

Neuroticismconsistsofsixsubfacets,whichallhavebeenrelatedtoworkplacebullying
(Perssonetal.,2009).However,inarecentlongitudinalstudy,thesubfacetstraitangerandtrait
anxietywerefoundtoberelatedtotheinitialphaseofworkplacebullyingescalation,yetin
somewhatdifferentways(Reknesetal.,2021).Morespecifically,traitangerseemedtomaintain
thenegativesituation,byhinderingade-escalationoftheprocess,butdidnotturnintoahigher
riskofescalationforthosewhowerealreadyexposed,whilefortraitanxietyitwastheopposite.
Hence,severalscholarsarguethatthesetwotraitsshouldbestudiedseparatelyandnot
collapsedintoabroaderneuroticismtrait,asthesesubconceptsmayactdifferentlyinrelation
tothebullyingprocess(e.g.,Kantetal.,2013;Reknesetal.,2021).

Accordingtotraitactivationtheory(Tett&Burnett,2003),personalitytraitsareevoked
andtriggeredbyrelevantsituationalandsocialcues.Morespecifically,itconsiderstraitsas
latentpotentialstobehaveinspecificways,inresponsetotrait-relevantsituationalcues.
Asituationisrelevanttoatraittothedegreeitoffersopportunityforthattraittobeexpressed
(Tettetal.,2021).Becauseneuroticismisanaffectivetrait(Costa&McCrae,1980),employees
withahighscoreonthistraitaremoresusceptibletoothers'emotions(Doherty,1997)and
morelikelytoappraisestressfulsituationsasthreats(Gallagher,1990),whichmayincrease
thelikelihoodthattheywillrespondinappropriatelyindifficultsocialsituations.Inlinewith
this,bothtraitangerandtraitanxietyshouldbepersonalitytraitsthatpotentiallymay
strengthentherelationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandbullyingbehaviors,astheyare
likelytobeactivatedinconflictsituationsandfurtherinfluencetheperceptions,behaviors,
andsocialinteractionsofthepartiesinvolvedinsuchsituation,inourcasefocusingonthe
target.

Followingtraitactivationtheory(Tett&Burnett,2003),anxietywillonlyappearinsitua-
tionsthattheindividualfindsthreatening(Judge&Zapata,2015;Kenrick&Funder,1988;
Tett&Guterman,2000).Fromanevolutionaryperspective,beinginvolvedinconflictsmay
raiseabasicfearofbeingsociallyexcluded.Thisagainmayevokefeelingsofuneasinessand
anxiousnessasakindofearly-onwarningreaction,whichmaybeparticularlytriggeredin
employeesscoringhighontraitanxiety.Inparallel,employeeshighontraitangershouldbe
particularlyactivatedwhenperceivingtobeunfairlyanddisrespectfullytreated,whichmay
makethemreactwithspontaneousescalatingconflictbehavior(VandeVliert,1984).Conse-
quently,thisconflictbehaviormayfrustrateandirritatetheotherpart,potentiallytriggering
aggressiveandangryresponsesinreturn.Whenitcomestotheothersubfacetsofneuroticism,
suchasshame,depression,andguilt,thesemayprobablybemorerelatedtoandactivatedlater
inthefinalstagesofanongoingvictimizationprocess,triggeredbyfeelingsoflossandsorrow
(Reknesetal.,2021).

Further,traitangerandtraitanxietyarecloselyrelatedtothedescriptionoftheroleof
targetsintheVictimprecipitationtheory(Elias,1986).Individualswithahighscoreontrait
angermightrespondtoconflictswithfuryoruseforcingontheotherpart,whichmayprovoke
theotherpartandcauseescalation.Incontrast,individualswithahighscoreontraitanxiety
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conflictandconflictmanagementbehaviorisimportantwhenpredictingsubsequentactsof
workplacebullying(Baillienetal.,2016).However,thethree-waymodeldoesnotspecifythe
specificindividualcharacteristicsthatmayaffecthowonereactstoandmanagesinterpersonal
conflicts.Inthepresentstudy,wechosetoinvestigatetwomaincomponentsofneuroticism,
traitangerandtraitanxiety,asseveralstudiesindicatethattargetneuroticismisthemost
importantpersonalitytraitwhenexplainingexposuretobullying(Fern!andez-del-Río
etal.,2021;Nielsen&Einarsen,2018;Perssonetal.,2009).

Neuroticismconsistsofsixsubfacets,whichallhavebeenrelatedtoworkplacebullying
(Perssonetal.,2009).However,inarecentlongitudinalstudy,thesubfacetstraitangerandtrait
anxietywerefoundtoberelatedtotheinitialphaseofworkplacebullyingescalation,yetin
somewhatdifferentways(Reknesetal.,2021).Morespecifically,traitangerseemedtomaintain
thenegativesituation,byhinderingade-escalationoftheprocess,butdidnotturnintoahigher
riskofescalationforthosewhowerealreadyexposed,whilefortraitanxietyitwastheopposite.
Hence,severalscholarsarguethatthesetwotraitsshouldbestudiedseparatelyandnot
collapsedintoabroaderneuroticismtrait,asthesesubconceptsmayactdifferentlyinrelation
tothebullyingprocess(e.g.,Kantetal.,2013;Reknesetal.,2021).

Accordingtotraitactivationtheory(Tett&Burnett,2003),personalitytraitsareevoked
andtriggeredbyrelevantsituationalandsocialcues.Morespecifically,itconsiderstraitsas
latentpotentialstobehaveinspecificways,inresponsetotrait-relevantsituationalcues.
Asituationisrelevanttoatraittothedegreeitoffersopportunityforthattraittobeexpressed
(Tettetal.,2021).Becauseneuroticismisanaffectivetrait(Costa&McCrae,1980),employees
withahighscoreonthistraitaremoresusceptibletoothers'emotions(Doherty,1997)and
morelikelytoappraisestressfulsituationsasthreats(Gallagher,1990),whichmayincrease
thelikelihoodthattheywillrespondinappropriatelyindifficultsocialsituations.Inlinewith
this,bothtraitangerandtraitanxietyshouldbepersonalitytraitsthatpotentiallymay
strengthentherelationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandbullyingbehaviors,astheyare
likelytobeactivatedinconflictsituationsandfurtherinfluencetheperceptions,behaviors,
andsocialinteractionsofthepartiesinvolvedinsuchsituation,inourcasefocusingonthe
target.

Followingtraitactivationtheory(Tett&Burnett,2003),anxietywillonlyappearinsitua-
tionsthattheindividualfindsthreatening(Judge&Zapata,2015;Kenrick&Funder,1988;
Tett&Guterman,2000).Fromanevolutionaryperspective,beinginvolvedinconflictsmay
raiseabasicfearofbeingsociallyexcluded.Thisagainmayevokefeelingsofuneasinessand
anxiousnessasakindofearly-onwarningreaction,whichmaybeparticularlytriggeredin
employeesscoringhighontraitanxiety.Inparallel,employeeshighontraitangershouldbe
particularlyactivatedwhenperceivingtobeunfairlyanddisrespectfullytreated,whichmay
makethemreactwithspontaneousescalatingconflictbehavior(VandeVliert,1984).Conse-
quently,thisconflictbehaviormayfrustrateandirritatetheotherpart,potentiallytriggering
aggressiveandangryresponsesinreturn.Whenitcomestotheothersubfacetsofneuroticism,
suchasshame,depression,andguilt,thesemayprobablybemorerelatedtoandactivatedlater
inthefinalstagesofanongoingvictimizationprocess,triggeredbyfeelingsoflossandsorrow
(Reknesetal.,2021).

Further,traitangerandtraitanxietyarecloselyrelatedtothedescriptionoftheroleof
targetsintheVictimprecipitationtheory(Elias,1986).Individualswithahighscoreontrait
angermightrespondtoconflictswithfuryoruseforcingontheotherpart,whichmayprovoke
theotherpartandcauseescalation.Incontrast,individualswithahighscoreontraitanxiety
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conflictandconflictmanagementbehaviorisimportantwhenpredictingsubsequentactsof
workplacebullying(Baillienetal.,2016).However,thethree-waymodeldoesnotspecifythe
specificindividualcharacteristicsthatmayaffecthowonereactstoandmanagesinterpersonal
conflicts.Inthepresentstudy,wechosetoinvestigatetwomaincomponentsofneuroticism,
traitangerandtraitanxiety,asseveralstudiesindicatethattargetneuroticismisthemost
importantpersonalitytraitwhenexplainingexposuretobullying(Fern!andez-del-Río
etal.,2021;Nielsen&Einarsen,2018;Perssonetal.,2009).

Neuroticismconsistsofsixsubfacets,whichallhavebeenrelatedtoworkplacebullying
(Perssonetal.,2009).However,inarecentlongitudinalstudy,thesubfacetstraitangerandtrait
anxietywerefoundtoberelatedtotheinitialphaseofworkplacebullyingescalation,yetin
somewhatdifferentways(Reknesetal.,2021).Morespecifically,traitangerseemedtomaintain
thenegativesituation,byhinderingade-escalationoftheprocess,butdidnotturnintoahigher
riskofescalationforthosewhowerealreadyexposed,whilefortraitanxietyitwastheopposite.
Hence,severalscholarsarguethatthesetwotraitsshouldbestudiedseparatelyandnot
collapsedintoabroaderneuroticismtrait,asthesesubconceptsmayactdifferentlyinrelation
tothebullyingprocess(e.g.,Kantetal.,2013;Reknesetal.,2021).

Accordingtotraitactivationtheory(Tett&Burnett,2003),personalitytraitsareevoked
andtriggeredbyrelevantsituationalandsocialcues.Morespecifically,itconsiderstraitsas
latentpotentialstobehaveinspecificways,inresponsetotrait-relevantsituationalcues.
Asituationisrelevanttoatraittothedegreeitoffersopportunityforthattraittobeexpressed
(Tettetal.,2021).Becauseneuroticismisanaffectivetrait(Costa&McCrae,1980),employees
withahighscoreonthistraitaremoresusceptibletoothers'emotions(Doherty,1997)and
morelikelytoappraisestressfulsituationsasthreats(Gallagher,1990),whichmayincrease
thelikelihoodthattheywillrespondinappropriatelyindifficultsocialsituations.Inlinewith
this,bothtraitangerandtraitanxietyshouldbepersonalitytraitsthatpotentiallymay
strengthentherelationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandbullyingbehaviors,astheyare
likelytobeactivatedinconflictsituationsandfurtherinfluencetheperceptions,behaviors,
andsocialinteractionsofthepartiesinvolvedinsuchsituation,inourcasefocusingonthe
target.

Followingtraitactivationtheory(Tett&Burnett,2003),anxietywillonlyappearinsitua-
tionsthattheindividualfindsthreatening(Judge&Zapata,2015;Kenrick&Funder,1988;
Tett&Guterman,2000).Fromanevolutionaryperspective,beinginvolvedinconflictsmay
raiseabasicfearofbeingsociallyexcluded.Thisagainmayevokefeelingsofuneasinessand
anxiousnessasakindofearly-onwarningreaction,whichmaybeparticularlytriggeredin
employeesscoringhighontraitanxiety.Inparallel,employeeshighontraitangershouldbe
particularlyactivatedwhenperceivingtobeunfairlyanddisrespectfullytreated,whichmay
makethemreactwithspontaneousescalatingconflictbehavior(VandeVliert,1984).Conse-
quently,thisconflictbehaviormayfrustrateandirritatetheotherpart,potentiallytriggering
aggressiveandangryresponsesinreturn.Whenitcomestotheothersubfacetsofneuroticism,
suchasshame,depression,andguilt,thesemayprobablybemorerelatedtoandactivatedlater
inthefinalstagesofanongoingvictimizationprocess,triggeredbyfeelingsoflossandsorrow
(Reknesetal.,2021).

Further,traitangerandtraitanxietyarecloselyrelatedtothedescriptionoftheroleof
targetsintheVictimprecipitationtheory(Elias,1986).Individualswithahighscoreontrait
angermightrespondtoconflictswithfuryoruseforcingontheotherpart,whichmayprovoke
theotherpartandcauseescalation.Incontrast,individualswithahighscoreontraitanxiety

6ZAHLQUISTETAL.

 1
46

40
59

7,
 0

, D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fro
m

 h
ttp

s:/
/ia

ap
-jo

ur
na

ls.
on

lin
el

ib
ra

ry
.w

ile
y.

co
m

/d
oi

/1
0.

11
11

/a
pp

s.1
24

10
 b

y 
U

ni
ve

rs
ite

tsb
ib

lio
te

ke
t I

, W
ile

y 
O

nl
in

e 
Li

br
ar

y 
on

 [1
8/

12
/2

02
2]

. S
ee

 th
e 

Te
rm

s a
nd

 C
on

di
tio

ns
 (h

ttp
s:/

/o
nl

in
el

ib
ra

ry
.w

ile
y.

co
m

/te
rm

s-
an

d-
co

nd
iti

on
s)

 o
n 

W
ile

y 
O

nl
in

e 
Li

br
ar

y 
fo

r r
ul

es
 o

f u
se

; O
A

 a
rti

cl
es

 a
re

 g
ov

er
ne

d 
by

 th
e 

ap
pl

ic
ab

le
 C

re
at

iv
e 

Co
m

m
on

s L
ic

en
se



may rather use a yielding style or withdraw in such situations, which makes them come across
as easy targets or as someone moaning and overacting to minor annoyances. Using conflict
management styles like forcing or yielding, are both found to be associated with conflict escala-
tion, as they may lead to a deterioration in the relationship between the parties (Behfar
et al., 2008; Janssen & Van de Vliert, 1996). Although these management styles may satisfy one
part in the short run, they still leave conflicts unresolved (Behfar et al., 2008; Janssen & Van de
Vliert, 1996). Hence, for cadets high on trait anger and/or trait anxiety, the conflicts may stay
unresolved and continue the next day. For individuals with high scores on these traits, there
may also be perceptual mechanisms as they may overreact to obnoxious stimuli or merely per-
ceive nonpolite behaviors as over the line aggression (Judge & Zapata, 2015; Kant et al., 2013;
Kenrick & Funder, 1988). As a result, interpersonal conflicts may be related to exposure to bul-
lying behaviors on a daily level due to one of these traits.

Still, only few studies have examined personality traits as moderators in the
antecedents—bullying relationship (Rai & Agarwal, 2018) and, to the best of our knowledge,
no study has investigated this in the interpersonal conflict—bullying relationship. However,
in a study by Fox et al. (2001), some support was found for the enhancing effect of trait
anger and trait anxiety in the conflict—counterproductive work behavior relationship. In
addition, a recent study by Reknes et al. (2019) found that trait anger and trait anxiety
strengthened the positive relationship between role conflict and reports of bullying behaviors,
pointing out that workplace bullying seem to result from an interaction between situational
and individual factors (Reknes et al., 2019). However, Reknes et al. (2019) also showed that
trait anger and trait anxiety was only related to bullying when role stressors were present.
Hence, personality may mainly trigger bullying episodes when other risk factors are present.
The issue in the present study is whether this is also the case on a day-to-day basis, episode
for episode, in the initial phase of a potential conflict—bullying escalation process. Thus, we
propose:

Hypothesis 2a. The positive relationship between daily interpersonal conflicts and
interpersonal conflicts the next day is stronger for cadets high (vs. low) on trait
anger.

Hypothesis 2b. The positive relationship between daily interpersonal conflicts and
interpersonal conflicts the next day is stronger for cadets high (vs. low) on trait
anxiety.

Hypothesis 3a. The positive relationship between daily interpersonal conflicts and
daily exposure to bullying behaviors is stronger for cadets high (vs. low) on trait
anger.

Hypothesis 3b. The positive relationship between daily interpersonal conflicts and
daily exposure to bullying behaviors is stronger for cadets high (vs. low) on trait
anxiety.

Hypothesis 3c. The positive relationship between daily interpersonal conflicts and
exposure to bullying behaviors the next day is stronger for cadets high (vs. low) on
trait anger.
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mayratheruseayieldingstyleorwithdrawinsuchsituations,whichmakesthemcomeacross
aseasytargetsorassomeonemoaningandoveractingtominorannoyances.Usingconflict
managementstyleslikeforcingoryielding,arebothfoundtobeassociatedwithconflictescala-
tion,astheymayleadtoadeteriorationintherelationshipbetweentheparties(Behfar
etal.,2008;Janssen&VandeVliert,1996).Althoughthesemanagementstylesmaysatisfyone
partintheshortrun,theystillleaveconflictsunresolved(Behfaretal.,2008;Janssen&Vande
Vliert,1996).Hence,forcadetshighontraitangerand/ortraitanxiety,theconflictsmaystay
unresolvedandcontinuethenextday.Forindividualswithhighscoresonthesetraits,there
mayalsobeperceptualmechanismsastheymayoverreacttoobnoxiousstimuliormerelyper-
ceivenonpolitebehaviorsasoverthelineaggression(Judge&Zapata,2015;Kantetal.,2013;
Kenrick&Funder,1988).Asaresult,interpersonalconflictsmayberelatedtoexposuretobul-
lyingbehaviorsonadailylevelduetooneofthesetraits.

Still,onlyfewstudieshaveexaminedpersonalitytraitsasmoderatorsinthe
antecedents—bullyingrelationship(Rai&Agarwal,2018)and,tothebestofourknowledge,
nostudyhasinvestigatedthisintheinterpersonalconflict—bullyingrelationship.However,
inastudybyFoxetal.(2001),somesupportwasfoundfortheenhancingeffectoftrait
angerandtraitanxietyintheconflict—counterproductiveworkbehaviorrelationship.In
addition,arecentstudybyReknesetal.(2019)foundthattraitangerandtraitanxiety
strengthenedthepositiverelationshipbetweenroleconflictandreportsofbullyingbehaviors,
pointingoutthatworkplacebullyingseemtoresultfromaninteractionbetweensituational
andindividualfactors(Reknesetal.,2019).However,Reknesetal.(2019)alsoshowedthat
traitangerandtraitanxietywasonlyrelatedtobullyingwhenrolestressorswerepresent.
Hence,personalitymaymainlytriggerbullyingepisodeswhenotherriskfactorsarepresent.
Theissueinthepresentstudyiswhetherthisisalsothecaseonaday-to-daybasis,episode
forepisode,intheinitialphaseofapotentialconflict—bullyingescalationprocess.Thus,we
propose:

Hypothesis2a.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
interpersonalconflictsthenextdayisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)ontrait
anger.

Hypothesis2b.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
interpersonalconflictsthenextdayisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)ontrait
anxiety.

Hypothesis3a.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
dailyexposuretobullyingbehaviorsisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)ontrait
anger.

Hypothesis3b.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
dailyexposuretobullyingbehaviorsisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)ontrait
anxiety.

Hypothesis3c.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
exposuretobullyingbehaviorsthenextdayisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)on
traitanger.
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nostudyhasinvestigatedthisintheinterpersonalconflict—bullyingrelationship.However,
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Theissueinthepresentstudyiswhetherthisisalsothecaseonaday-to-daybasis,episode
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may rather use a yielding style or withdraw in such situations, which makes them come across
as easy targets or as someone moaning and overacting to minor annoyances. Using conflict
management styles like forcing or yielding, are both found to be associated with conflict escala-
tion, as they may lead to a deterioration in the relationship between the parties (Behfar
et al., 2008; Janssen & Van de Vliert, 1996). Although these management styles may satisfy one
part in the short run, they still leave conflicts unresolved (Behfar et al., 2008; Janssen & Van de
Vliert, 1996). Hence, for cadets high on trait anger and/or trait anxiety, the conflicts may stay
unresolved and continue the next day. For individuals with high scores on these traits, there
may also be perceptual mechanisms as they may overreact to obnoxious stimuli or merely per-
ceive nonpolite behaviors as over the line aggression (Judge & Zapata, 2015; Kant et al., 2013;
Kenrick & Funder, 1988). As a result, interpersonal conflicts may be related to exposure to bul-
lying behaviors on a daily level due to one of these traits.

Still, only few studies have examined personality traits as moderators in the
antecedents—bullying relationship (Rai & Agarwal, 2018) and, to the best of our knowledge,
no study has investigated this in the interpersonal conflict—bullying relationship. However,
in a study by Fox et al. (2001), some support was found for the enhancing effect of trait
anger and trait anxiety in the conflict—counterproductive work behavior relationship. In
addition, a recent study by Reknes et al. (2019) found that trait anger and trait anxiety
strengthened the positive relationship between role conflict and reports of bullying behaviors,
pointing out that workplace bullying seem to result from an interaction between situational
and individual factors (Reknes et al., 2019). However, Reknes et al. (2019) also showed that
trait anger and trait anxiety was only related to bullying when role stressors were present.
Hence, personality may mainly trigger bullying episodes when other risk factors are present.
The issue in the present study is whether this is also the case on a day-to-day basis, episode
for episode, in the initial phase of a potential conflict—bullying escalation process. Thus, we
propose:

Hypothesis 2a. The positive relationship between daily interpersonal conflicts and
interpersonal conflicts the next day is stronger for cadets high (vs. low) on trait
anger.

Hypothesis 2b. The positive relationship between daily interpersonal conflicts and
interpersonal conflicts the next day is stronger for cadets high (vs. low) on trait
anxiety.

Hypothesis 3a. The positive relationship between daily interpersonal conflicts and
daily exposure to bullying behaviors is stronger for cadets high (vs. low) on trait
anger.

Hypothesis 3b. The positive relationship between daily interpersonal conflicts and
daily exposure to bullying behaviors is stronger for cadets high (vs. low) on trait
anxiety.

Hypothesis 3c. The positive relationship between daily interpersonal conflicts and
exposure to bullying behaviors the next day is stronger for cadets high (vs. low) on
trait anger.
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may rather use a yielding style or withdraw in such situations, which makes them come across
as easy targets or as someone moaning and overacting to minor annoyances. Using conflict
management styles like forcing or yielding, are both found to be associated with conflict escala-
tion, as they may lead to a deterioration in the relationship between the parties (Behfar
et al., 2008; Janssen & Van de Vliert, 1996). Although these management styles may satisfy one
part in the short run, they still leave conflicts unresolved (Behfar et al., 2008; Janssen & Van de
Vliert, 1996). Hence, for cadets high on trait anger and/or trait anxiety, the conflicts may stay
unresolved and continue the next day. For individuals with high scores on these traits, there
may also be perceptual mechanisms as they may overreact to obnoxious stimuli or merely per-
ceive nonpolite behaviors as over the line aggression (Judge & Zapata, 2015; Kant et al., 2013;
Kenrick & Funder, 1988). As a result, interpersonal conflicts may be related to exposure to bul-
lying behaviors on a daily level due to one of these traits.

Still, only few studies have examined personality traits as moderators in the
antecedents—bullying relationship (Rai & Agarwal, 2018) and, to the best of our knowledge,
no study has investigated this in the interpersonal conflict—bullying relationship. However,
in a study by Fox et al. (2001), some support was found for the enhancing effect of trait
anger and trait anxiety in the conflict—counterproductive work behavior relationship. In
addition, a recent study by Reknes et al. (2019) found that trait anger and trait anxiety
strengthened the positive relationship between role conflict and reports of bullying behaviors,
pointing out that workplace bullying seem to result from an interaction between situational
and individual factors (Reknes et al., 2019). However, Reknes et al. (2019) also showed that
trait anger and trait anxiety was only related to bullying when role stressors were present.
Hence, personality may mainly trigger bullying episodes when other risk factors are present.
The issue in the present study is whether this is also the case on a day-to-day basis, episode
for episode, in the initial phase of a potential conflict—bullying escalation process. Thus, we
propose:

Hypothesis 2a. The positive relationship between daily interpersonal conflicts and
interpersonal conflicts the next day is stronger for cadets high (vs. low) on trait
anger.

Hypothesis 2b. The positive relationship between daily interpersonal conflicts and
interpersonal conflicts the next day is stronger for cadets high (vs. low) on trait
anxiety.

Hypothesis 3a. The positive relationship between daily interpersonal conflicts and
daily exposure to bullying behaviors is stronger for cadets high (vs. low) on trait
anger.

Hypothesis 3b. The positive relationship between daily interpersonal conflicts and
daily exposure to bullying behaviors is stronger for cadets high (vs. low) on trait
anxiety.

Hypothesis 3c. The positive relationship between daily interpersonal conflicts and
exposure to bullying behaviors the next day is stronger for cadets high (vs. low) on
trait anger.
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mayratheruseayieldingstyleorwithdrawinsuchsituations,whichmakesthemcomeacross
aseasytargetsorassomeonemoaningandoveractingtominorannoyances.Usingconflict
managementstyleslikeforcingoryielding,arebothfoundtobeassociatedwithconflictescala-
tion,astheymayleadtoadeteriorationintherelationshipbetweentheparties(Behfar
etal.,2008;Janssen&VandeVliert,1996).Althoughthesemanagementstylesmaysatisfyone
partintheshortrun,theystillleaveconflictsunresolved(Behfaretal.,2008;Janssen&Vande
Vliert,1996).Hence,forcadetshighontraitangerand/ortraitanxiety,theconflictsmaystay
unresolvedandcontinuethenextday.Forindividualswithhighscoresonthesetraits,there
mayalsobeperceptualmechanismsastheymayoverreacttoobnoxiousstimuliormerelyper-
ceivenonpolitebehaviorsasoverthelineaggression(Judge&Zapata,2015;Kantetal.,2013;
Kenrick&Funder,1988).Asaresult,interpersonalconflictsmayberelatedtoexposuretobul-
lyingbehaviorsonadailylevelduetooneofthesetraits.

Still,onlyfewstudieshaveexaminedpersonalitytraitsasmoderatorsinthe
antecedents—bullyingrelationship(Rai&Agarwal,2018)and,tothebestofourknowledge,
nostudyhasinvestigatedthisintheinterpersonalconflict—bullyingrelationship.However,
inastudybyFoxetal.(2001),somesupportwasfoundfortheenhancingeffectoftrait
angerandtraitanxietyintheconflict—counterproductiveworkbehaviorrelationship.In
addition,arecentstudybyReknesetal.(2019)foundthattraitangerandtraitanxiety
strengthenedthepositiverelationshipbetweenroleconflictandreportsofbullyingbehaviors,
pointingoutthatworkplacebullyingseemtoresultfromaninteractionbetweensituational
andindividualfactors(Reknesetal.,2019).However,Reknesetal.(2019)alsoshowedthat
traitangerandtraitanxietywasonlyrelatedtobullyingwhenrolestressorswerepresent.
Hence,personalitymaymainlytriggerbullyingepisodeswhenotherriskfactorsarepresent.
Theissueinthepresentstudyiswhetherthisisalsothecaseonaday-to-daybasis,episode
forepisode,intheinitialphaseofapotentialconflict—bullyingescalationprocess.Thus,we
propose:

Hypothesis2a.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
interpersonalconflictsthenextdayisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)ontrait
anger.

Hypothesis2b.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
interpersonalconflictsthenextdayisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)ontrait
anxiety.

Hypothesis3a.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
dailyexposuretobullyingbehaviorsisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)ontrait
anger.

Hypothesis3b.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
dailyexposuretobullyingbehaviorsisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)ontrait
anxiety.

Hypothesis3c.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
exposuretobullyingbehaviorsthenextdayisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)on
traitanger.
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mayratheruseayieldingstyleorwithdrawinsuchsituations,whichmakesthemcomeacross
aseasytargetsorassomeonemoaningandoveractingtominorannoyances.Usingconflict
managementstyleslikeforcingoryielding,arebothfoundtobeassociatedwithconflictescala-
tion,astheymayleadtoadeteriorationintherelationshipbetweentheparties(Behfar
etal.,2008;Janssen&VandeVliert,1996).Althoughthesemanagementstylesmaysatisfyone
partintheshortrun,theystillleaveconflictsunresolved(Behfaretal.,2008;Janssen&Vande
Vliert,1996).Hence,forcadetshighontraitangerand/ortraitanxiety,theconflictsmaystay
unresolvedandcontinuethenextday.Forindividualswithhighscoresonthesetraits,there
mayalsobeperceptualmechanismsastheymayoverreacttoobnoxiousstimuliormerelyper-
ceivenonpolitebehaviorsasoverthelineaggression(Judge&Zapata,2015;Kantetal.,2013;
Kenrick&Funder,1988).Asaresult,interpersonalconflictsmayberelatedtoexposuretobul-
lyingbehaviorsonadailylevelduetooneofthesetraits.

Still,onlyfewstudieshaveexaminedpersonalitytraitsasmoderatorsinthe
antecedents—bullyingrelationship(Rai&Agarwal,2018)and,tothebestofourknowledge,
nostudyhasinvestigatedthisintheinterpersonalconflict—bullyingrelationship.However,
inastudybyFoxetal.(2001),somesupportwasfoundfortheenhancingeffectoftrait
angerandtraitanxietyintheconflict—counterproductiveworkbehaviorrelationship.In
addition,arecentstudybyReknesetal.(2019)foundthattraitangerandtraitanxiety
strengthenedthepositiverelationshipbetweenroleconflictandreportsofbullyingbehaviors,
pointingoutthatworkplacebullyingseemtoresultfromaninteractionbetweensituational
andindividualfactors(Reknesetal.,2019).However,Reknesetal.(2019)alsoshowedthat
traitangerandtraitanxietywasonlyrelatedtobullyingwhenrolestressorswerepresent.
Hence,personalitymaymainlytriggerbullyingepisodeswhenotherriskfactorsarepresent.
Theissueinthepresentstudyiswhetherthisisalsothecaseonaday-to-daybasis,episode
forepisode,intheinitialphaseofapotentialconflict—bullyingescalationprocess.Thus,we
propose:

Hypothesis2a.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
interpersonalconflictsthenextdayisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)ontrait
anger.

Hypothesis2b.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
interpersonalconflictsthenextdayisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)ontrait
anxiety.

Hypothesis3a.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
dailyexposuretobullyingbehaviorsisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)ontrait
anger.

Hypothesis3b.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
dailyexposuretobullyingbehaviorsisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)ontrait
anxiety.

Hypothesis3c.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
exposuretobullyingbehaviorsthenextdayisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)on
traitanger.
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mayratheruseayieldingstyleorwithdrawinsuchsituations,whichmakesthemcomeacross
aseasytargetsorassomeonemoaningandoveractingtominorannoyances.Usingconflict
managementstyleslikeforcingoryielding,arebothfoundtobeassociatedwithconflictescala-
tion,astheymayleadtoadeteriorationintherelationshipbetweentheparties(Behfar
etal.,2008;Janssen&VandeVliert,1996).Althoughthesemanagementstylesmaysatisfyone
partintheshortrun,theystillleaveconflictsunresolved(Behfaretal.,2008;Janssen&Vande
Vliert,1996).Hence,forcadetshighontraitangerand/ortraitanxiety,theconflictsmaystay
unresolvedandcontinuethenextday.Forindividualswithhighscoresonthesetraits,there
mayalsobeperceptualmechanismsastheymayoverreacttoobnoxiousstimuliormerelyper-
ceivenonpolitebehaviorsasoverthelineaggression(Judge&Zapata,2015;Kantetal.,2013;
Kenrick&Funder,1988).Asaresult,interpersonalconflictsmayberelatedtoexposuretobul-
lyingbehaviorsonadailylevelduetooneofthesetraits.

Still,onlyfewstudieshaveexaminedpersonalitytraitsasmoderatorsinthe
antecedents—bullyingrelationship(Rai&Agarwal,2018)and,tothebestofourknowledge,
nostudyhasinvestigatedthisintheinterpersonalconflict—bullyingrelationship.However,
inastudybyFoxetal.(2001),somesupportwasfoundfortheenhancingeffectoftrait
angerandtraitanxietyintheconflict—counterproductiveworkbehaviorrelationship.In
addition,arecentstudybyReknesetal.(2019)foundthattraitangerandtraitanxiety
strengthenedthepositiverelationshipbetweenroleconflictandreportsofbullyingbehaviors,
pointingoutthatworkplacebullyingseemtoresultfromaninteractionbetweensituational
andindividualfactors(Reknesetal.,2019).However,Reknesetal.(2019)alsoshowedthat
traitangerandtraitanxietywasonlyrelatedtobullyingwhenrolestressorswerepresent.
Hence,personalitymaymainlytriggerbullyingepisodeswhenotherriskfactorsarepresent.
Theissueinthepresentstudyiswhetherthisisalsothecaseonaday-to-daybasis,episode
forepisode,intheinitialphaseofapotentialconflict—bullyingescalationprocess.Thus,we
propose:

Hypothesis2a.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
interpersonalconflictsthenextdayisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)ontrait
anger.

Hypothesis2b.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
interpersonalconflictsthenextdayisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)ontrait
anxiety.

Hypothesis3a.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
dailyexposuretobullyingbehaviorsisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)ontrait
anger.

Hypothesis3b.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
dailyexposuretobullyingbehaviorsisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)ontrait
anxiety.

Hypothesis3c.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
exposuretobullyingbehaviorsthenextdayisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)on
traitanger.
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mayratheruseayieldingstyleorwithdrawinsuchsituations,whichmakesthemcomeacross
aseasytargetsorassomeonemoaningandoveractingtominorannoyances.Usingconflict
managementstyleslikeforcingoryielding,arebothfoundtobeassociatedwithconflictescala-
tion,astheymayleadtoadeteriorationintherelationshipbetweentheparties(Behfar
etal.,2008;Janssen&VandeVliert,1996).Althoughthesemanagementstylesmaysatisfyone
partintheshortrun,theystillleaveconflictsunresolved(Behfaretal.,2008;Janssen&Vande
Vliert,1996).Hence,forcadetshighontraitangerand/ortraitanxiety,theconflictsmaystay
unresolvedandcontinuethenextday.Forindividualswithhighscoresonthesetraits,there
mayalsobeperceptualmechanismsastheymayoverreacttoobnoxiousstimuliormerelyper-
ceivenonpolitebehaviorsasoverthelineaggression(Judge&Zapata,2015;Kantetal.,2013;
Kenrick&Funder,1988).Asaresult,interpersonalconflictsmayberelatedtoexposuretobul-
lyingbehaviorsonadailylevelduetooneofthesetraits.

Still,onlyfewstudieshaveexaminedpersonalitytraitsasmoderatorsinthe
antecedents—bullyingrelationship(Rai&Agarwal,2018)and,tothebestofourknowledge,
nostudyhasinvestigatedthisintheinterpersonalconflict—bullyingrelationship.However,
inastudybyFoxetal.(2001),somesupportwasfoundfortheenhancingeffectoftrait
angerandtraitanxietyintheconflict—counterproductiveworkbehaviorrelationship.In
addition,arecentstudybyReknesetal.(2019)foundthattraitangerandtraitanxiety
strengthenedthepositiverelationshipbetweenroleconflictandreportsofbullyingbehaviors,
pointingoutthatworkplacebullyingseemtoresultfromaninteractionbetweensituational
andindividualfactors(Reknesetal.,2019).However,Reknesetal.(2019)alsoshowedthat
traitangerandtraitanxietywasonlyrelatedtobullyingwhenrolestressorswerepresent.
Hence,personalitymaymainlytriggerbullyingepisodeswhenotherriskfactorsarepresent.
Theissueinthepresentstudyiswhetherthisisalsothecaseonaday-to-daybasis,episode
forepisode,intheinitialphaseofapotentialconflict—bullyingescalationprocess.Thus,we
propose:

Hypothesis2a.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
interpersonalconflictsthenextdayisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)ontrait
anger.

Hypothesis2b.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
interpersonalconflictsthenextdayisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)ontrait
anxiety.

Hypothesis3a.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
dailyexposuretobullyingbehaviorsisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)ontrait
anger.

Hypothesis3b.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
dailyexposuretobullyingbehaviorsisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)ontrait
anxiety.

Hypothesis3c.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
exposuretobullyingbehaviorsthenextdayisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)on
traitanger.
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Hypothesis 3d. The positive relationship between daily interpersonal conflicts and
exposure to bullying behaviors the next day is stronger for cadets high (vs. low) on
trait anxiety.

METHOD

Procedure and participants

The sample consisted of 57 naval cadets from the Royal Norwegian Naval Academy, who took
part in a 10-week training mission on board a tall ship, sailing from Northern Europe to North
America. The cadets are officers undergoing further leader development training. Hence, they are
in a training setting, yet fully employed by the Norwegian Armed Forces. The voyage is a part of
the cadets' mandatory officer training and took place within the cadets first semester at the Royal
Norwegian Naval Academy, in the autumn of 2017. During the first 30 days of the voyage, the
cadets were requested to fill out a standardized questionnaire, with various questions about the
work situation that day, including interpersonal conflicts and bullying behaviors. The cadets
answered the daily questionnaires every day at the same time (5 pm). Two days before the voyage,
the cadets also filled out a general questionnaire, containing questions regarding personality and
other trait-like variables, including trait anger and trait anxiety. The sample comprised 50 male
cadets (87.7%) and six female cadets (10.5%). One participant did not report gender (1.8%). The
mean age of the cadets was 23 years (SD = 2.6). Among the 66 cadets who were invited to take
part in the study, 57 cadets (86.4%) accepted the invitation and completed both the general ques-
tionnaire and daily questionnaires. These 57 cadets answered 83.5% of the daily questionnaires,
yielding 1428 day-level observations (out of 1710 possible day-level observations; 57 cadets ! 30
days). Prior to the mission, all the cadets chose to sign informed consent forms.

Measures

Trait anger and trait anxiety

Trait anger and trait anxiety were measured with the well-established State–Trait-Anger
Expression Inventory (STAXI) and State–Trait-Anxiety Inventory (STAI) (Spielberger, 1983,
1988). Trait anger was measures with 12 items (e.g., “I get angry when I'm slowed down by
others' mistakes,” “I have a fiery temper”), whereas trait anxiety was measured using 20 items
(e.g., “I feel nervous and restless,” “I am inclined to take things hard”). These scales are trans-
lated and adapted versions previously applied by Kant et al. (2013). On both scales, responses
were given on a 4-point scale from with response categories ranging from 1 (almost never) to
4 (almost always). The reliability for the two scales was ω = .75 (trait anger) and ω = .86 (trait
anxiety), respectively.

Day-level exposure to bullying behavior

Bullying behavior was measured with five items adapted from the Negative Acts Questionnaire
– Revised (NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009). To fit the daily diary design, we changed the
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Hypothesis3d.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
exposuretobullyingbehaviorsthenextdayisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)on
traitanxiety.

METHOD

Procedureandparticipants

Thesampleconsistedof57navalcadetsfromtheRoyalNorwegianNavalAcademy,whotook
partina10-weektrainingmissiononboardatallship,sailingfromNorthernEuropetoNorth
America.Thecadetsareofficersundergoingfurtherleaderdevelopmenttraining.Hence,theyare
inatrainingsetting,yetfullyemployedbytheNorwegianArmedForces.Thevoyageisapartof
thecadets'mandatoryofficertrainingandtookplacewithinthecadetsfirstsemesterattheRoyal
NorwegianNavalAcademy,intheautumnof2017.Duringthefirst30daysofthevoyage,the
cadetswererequestedtofilloutastandardizedquestionnaire,withvariousquestionsaboutthe
worksituationthatday,includinginterpersonalconflictsandbullyingbehaviors.Thecadets
answeredthedailyquestionnaireseverydayatthesametime(5pm).Twodaysbeforethevoyage,
thecadetsalsofilledoutageneralquestionnaire,containingquestionsregardingpersonalityand
othertrait-likevariables,includingtraitangerandtraitanxiety.Thesamplecomprised50male
cadets(87.7%)andsixfemalecadets(10.5%).Oneparticipantdidnotreportgender(1.8%).The
meanageofthecadetswas23years(SD=2.6).Amongthe66cadetswhowereinvitedtotake
partinthestudy,57cadets(86.4%)acceptedtheinvitationandcompletedboththegeneralques-
tionnaireanddailyquestionnaires.These57cadetsanswered83.5%ofthedailyquestionnaires,
yielding1428day-levelobservations(outof1710possibleday-levelobservations;57cadets!30
days).Priortothemission,allthecadetschosetosigninformedconsentforms.

Measures

Traitangerandtraitanxiety

Traitangerandtraitanxietyweremeasuredwiththewell-establishedState–Trait-Anger
ExpressionInventory(STAXI)andState–Trait-AnxietyInventory(STAI)(Spielberger,1983,
1988).Traitangerwasmeasureswith12items(e.g.,“IgetangrywhenI'msloweddownby
others'mistakes,”“Ihaveafierytemper”),whereastraitanxietywasmeasuredusing20items
(e.g.,“Ifeelnervousandrestless,”“Iaminclinedtotakethingshard”).Thesescalesaretrans-
latedandadaptedversionspreviouslyappliedbyKantetal.(2013).Onbothscales,responses
weregivenona4-pointscalefromwithresponsecategoriesrangingfrom1(almostnever)to
4(almostalways).Thereliabilityforthetwoscaleswasω=.75(traitanger)andω=.86(trait
anxiety),respectively.

Day-levelexposuretobullyingbehavior

BullyingbehaviorwasmeasuredwithfiveitemsadaptedfromtheNegativeActsQuestionnaire
–Revised(NAQ-R;Einarsenetal.,2009).Tofitthedailydiarydesign,wechangedthe
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tionnaireanddailyquestionnaires.These57cadetsanswered83.5%ofthedailyquestionnaires,
yielding1428day-levelobservations(outof1710possibleday-levelobservations;57cadets!30
days).Priortothemission,allthecadetschosetosigninformedconsentforms.
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Traitangerandtraitanxiety

Traitangerandtraitanxietyweremeasuredwiththewell-establishedState–Trait-Anger
ExpressionInventory(STAXI)andState–Trait-AnxietyInventory(STAI)(Spielberger,1983,
1988).Traitangerwasmeasureswith12items(e.g.,“IgetangrywhenI'msloweddownby
others'mistakes,”“Ihaveafierytemper”),whereastraitanxietywasmeasuredusing20items
(e.g.,“Ifeelnervousandrestless,”“Iaminclinedtotakethingshard”).Thesescalesaretrans-
latedandadaptedversionspreviouslyappliedbyKantetal.(2013).Onbothscales,responses
weregivenona4-pointscalefromwithresponsecategoriesrangingfrom1(almostnever)to
4(almostalways).Thereliabilityforthetwoscaleswasω=.75(traitanger)andω=.86(trait
anxiety),respectively.
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BullyingbehaviorwasmeasuredwithfiveitemsadaptedfromtheNegativeActsQuestionnaire
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Hypothesis 3d. The positive relationship between daily interpersonal conflicts and
exposure to bullying behaviors the next day is stronger for cadets high (vs. low) on
trait anxiety.

METHOD

Procedure and participants

The sample consisted of 57 naval cadets from the Royal Norwegian Naval Academy, who took
part in a 10-week training mission on board a tall ship, sailing from Northern Europe to North
America. The cadets are officers undergoing further leader development training. Hence, they are
in a training setting, yet fully employed by the Norwegian Armed Forces. The voyage is a part of
the cadets' mandatory officer training and took place within the cadets first semester at the Royal
Norwegian Naval Academy, in the autumn of 2017. During the first 30 days of the voyage, the
cadets were requested to fill out a standardized questionnaire, with various questions about the
work situation that day, including interpersonal conflicts and bullying behaviors. The cadets
answered the daily questionnaires every day at the same time (5 pm). Two days before the voyage,
the cadets also filled out a general questionnaire, containing questions regarding personality and
other trait-like variables, including trait anger and trait anxiety. The sample comprised 50 male
cadets (87.7%) and six female cadets (10.5%). One participant did not report gender (1.8%). The
mean age of the cadets was 23 years (SD = 2.6). Among the 66 cadets who were invited to take
part in the study, 57 cadets (86.4%) accepted the invitation and completed both the general ques-
tionnaire and daily questionnaires. These 57 cadets answered 83.5% of the daily questionnaires,
yielding 1428 day-level observations (out of 1710 possible day-level observations; 57 cadets ! 30
days). Prior to the mission, all the cadets chose to sign informed consent forms.

Measures

Trait anger and trait anxiety

Trait anger and trait anxiety were measured with the well-established State–Trait-Anger
Expression Inventory (STAXI) and State–Trait-Anxiety Inventory (STAI) (Spielberger, 1983,
1988). Trait anger was measures with 12 items (e.g., “I get angry when I'm slowed down by
others' mistakes,” “I have a fiery temper”), whereas trait anxiety was measured using 20 items
(e.g., “I feel nervous and restless,” “I am inclined to take things hard”). These scales are trans-
lated and adapted versions previously applied by Kant et al. (2013). On both scales, responses
were given on a 4-point scale from with response categories ranging from 1 (almost never) to
4 (almost always). The reliability for the two scales was ω = .75 (trait anger) and ω = .86 (trait
anxiety), respectively.

Day-level exposure to bullying behavior

Bullying behavior was measured with five items adapted from the Negative Acts Questionnaire
– Revised (NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009). To fit the daily diary design, we changed the
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Hypothesis 3d. The positive relationship between daily interpersonal conflicts and
exposure to bullying behaviors the next day is stronger for cadets high (vs. low) on
trait anxiety.

METHOD

Procedure and participants

The sample consisted of 57 naval cadets from the Royal Norwegian Naval Academy, who took
part in a 10-week training mission on board a tall ship, sailing from Northern Europe to North
America. The cadets are officers undergoing further leader development training. Hence, they are
in a training setting, yet fully employed by the Norwegian Armed Forces. The voyage is a part of
the cadets' mandatory officer training and took place within the cadets first semester at the Royal
Norwegian Naval Academy, in the autumn of 2017. During the first 30 days of the voyage, the
cadets were requested to fill out a standardized questionnaire, with various questions about the
work situation that day, including interpersonal conflicts and bullying behaviors. The cadets
answered the daily questionnaires every day at the same time (5 pm). Two days before the voyage,
the cadets also filled out a general questionnaire, containing questions regarding personality and
other trait-like variables, including trait anger and trait anxiety. The sample comprised 50 male
cadets (87.7%) and six female cadets (10.5%). One participant did not report gender (1.8%). The
mean age of the cadets was 23 years (SD = 2.6). Among the 66 cadets who were invited to take
part in the study, 57 cadets (86.4%) accepted the invitation and completed both the general ques-
tionnaire and daily questionnaires. These 57 cadets answered 83.5% of the daily questionnaires,
yielding 1428 day-level observations (out of 1710 possible day-level observations; 57 cadets ! 30
days). Prior to the mission, all the cadets chose to sign informed consent forms.

Measures

Trait anger and trait anxiety

Trait anger and trait anxiety were measured with the well-established State–Trait-Anger
Expression Inventory (STAXI) and State–Trait-Anxiety Inventory (STAI) (Spielberger, 1983,
1988). Trait anger was measures with 12 items (e.g., “I get angry when I'm slowed down by
others' mistakes,” “I have a fiery temper”), whereas trait anxiety was measured using 20 items
(e.g., “I feel nervous and restless,” “I am inclined to take things hard”). These scales are trans-
lated and adapted versions previously applied by Kant et al. (2013). On both scales, responses
were given on a 4-point scale from with response categories ranging from 1 (almost never) to
4 (almost always). The reliability for the two scales was ω = .75 (trait anger) and ω = .86 (trait
anxiety), respectively.

Day-level exposure to bullying behavior

Bullying behavior was measured with five items adapted from the Negative Acts Questionnaire
– Revised (NAQ-R; Einarsen et al., 2009). To fit the daily diary design, we changed the
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Hypothesis3d.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
exposuretobullyingbehaviorsthenextdayisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)on
traitanxiety.

METHOD

Procedureandparticipants

Thesampleconsistedof57navalcadetsfromtheRoyalNorwegianNavalAcademy,whotook
partina10-weektrainingmissiononboardatallship,sailingfromNorthernEuropetoNorth
America.Thecadetsareofficersundergoingfurtherleaderdevelopmenttraining.Hence,theyare
inatrainingsetting,yetfullyemployedbytheNorwegianArmedForces.Thevoyageisapartof
thecadets'mandatoryofficertrainingandtookplacewithinthecadetsfirstsemesterattheRoyal
NorwegianNavalAcademy,intheautumnof2017.Duringthefirst30daysofthevoyage,the
cadetswererequestedtofilloutastandardizedquestionnaire,withvariousquestionsaboutthe
worksituationthatday,includinginterpersonalconflictsandbullyingbehaviors.Thecadets
answeredthedailyquestionnaireseverydayatthesametime(5pm).Twodaysbeforethevoyage,
thecadetsalsofilledoutageneralquestionnaire,containingquestionsregardingpersonalityand
othertrait-likevariables,includingtraitangerandtraitanxiety.Thesamplecomprised50male
cadets(87.7%)andsixfemalecadets(10.5%).Oneparticipantdidnotreportgender(1.8%).The
meanageofthecadetswas23years(SD=2.6).Amongthe66cadetswhowereinvitedtotake
partinthestudy,57cadets(86.4%)acceptedtheinvitationandcompletedboththegeneralques-
tionnaireanddailyquestionnaires.These57cadetsanswered83.5%ofthedailyquestionnaires,
yielding1428day-levelobservations(outof1710possibleday-levelobservations;57cadets!30
days).Priortothemission,allthecadetschosetosigninformedconsentforms.

Measures

Traitangerandtraitanxiety

Traitangerandtraitanxietyweremeasuredwiththewell-establishedState–Trait-Anger
ExpressionInventory(STAXI)andState–Trait-AnxietyInventory(STAI)(Spielberger,1983,
1988).Traitangerwasmeasureswith12items(e.g.,“IgetangrywhenI'msloweddownby
others'mistakes,”“Ihaveafierytemper”),whereastraitanxietywasmeasuredusing20items
(e.g.,“Ifeelnervousandrestless,”“Iaminclinedtotakethingshard”).Thesescalesaretrans-
latedandadaptedversionspreviouslyappliedbyKantetal.(2013).Onbothscales,responses
weregivenona4-pointscalefromwithresponsecategoriesrangingfrom1(almostnever)to
4(almostalways).Thereliabilityforthetwoscaleswasω=.75(traitanger)andω=.86(trait
anxiety),respectively.

Day-levelexposuretobullyingbehavior

BullyingbehaviorwasmeasuredwithfiveitemsadaptedfromtheNegativeActsQuestionnaire
–Revised(NAQ-R;Einarsenetal.,2009).Tofitthedailydiarydesign,wechangedthe
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Hypothesis3d.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
exposuretobullyingbehaviorsthenextdayisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)on
traitanxiety.

METHOD

Procedureandparticipants

Thesampleconsistedof57navalcadetsfromtheRoyalNorwegianNavalAcademy,whotook
partina10-weektrainingmissiononboardatallship,sailingfromNorthernEuropetoNorth
America.Thecadetsareofficersundergoingfurtherleaderdevelopmenttraining.Hence,theyare
inatrainingsetting,yetfullyemployedbytheNorwegianArmedForces.Thevoyageisapartof
thecadets'mandatoryofficertrainingandtookplacewithinthecadetsfirstsemesterattheRoyal
NorwegianNavalAcademy,intheautumnof2017.Duringthefirst30daysofthevoyage,the
cadetswererequestedtofilloutastandardizedquestionnaire,withvariousquestionsaboutthe
worksituationthatday,includinginterpersonalconflictsandbullyingbehaviors.Thecadets
answeredthedailyquestionnaireseverydayatthesametime(5pm).Twodaysbeforethevoyage,
thecadetsalsofilledoutageneralquestionnaire,containingquestionsregardingpersonalityand
othertrait-likevariables,includingtraitangerandtraitanxiety.Thesamplecomprised50male
cadets(87.7%)andsixfemalecadets(10.5%).Oneparticipantdidnotreportgender(1.8%).The
meanageofthecadetswas23years(SD=2.6).Amongthe66cadetswhowereinvitedtotake
partinthestudy,57cadets(86.4%)acceptedtheinvitationandcompletedboththegeneralques-
tionnaireanddailyquestionnaires.These57cadetsanswered83.5%ofthedailyquestionnaires,
yielding1428day-levelobservations(outof1710possibleday-levelobservations;57cadets!30
days).Priortothemission,allthecadetschosetosigninformedconsentforms.

Measures

Traitangerandtraitanxiety

Traitangerandtraitanxietyweremeasuredwiththewell-establishedState–Trait-Anger
ExpressionInventory(STAXI)andState–Trait-AnxietyInventory(STAI)(Spielberger,1983,
1988).Traitangerwasmeasureswith12items(e.g.,“IgetangrywhenI'msloweddownby
others'mistakes,”“Ihaveafierytemper”),whereastraitanxietywasmeasuredusing20items
(e.g.,“Ifeelnervousandrestless,”“Iaminclinedtotakethingshard”).Thesescalesaretrans-
latedandadaptedversionspreviouslyappliedbyKantetal.(2013).Onbothscales,responses
weregivenona4-pointscalefromwithresponsecategoriesrangingfrom1(almostnever)to
4(almostalways).Thereliabilityforthetwoscaleswasω=.75(traitanger)andω=.86(trait
anxiety),respectively.

Day-levelexposuretobullyingbehavior

BullyingbehaviorwasmeasuredwithfiveitemsadaptedfromtheNegativeActsQuestionnaire
–Revised(NAQ-R;Einarsenetal.,2009).Tofitthedailydiarydesign,wechangedthe
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Hypothesis3d.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
exposuretobullyingbehaviorsthenextdayisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)on
traitanxiety.

METHOD

Procedureandparticipants

Thesampleconsistedof57navalcadetsfromtheRoyalNorwegianNavalAcademy,whotook
partina10-weektrainingmissiononboardatallship,sailingfromNorthernEuropetoNorth
America.Thecadetsareofficersundergoingfurtherleaderdevelopmenttraining.Hence,theyare
inatrainingsetting,yetfullyemployedbytheNorwegianArmedForces.Thevoyageisapartof
thecadets'mandatoryofficertrainingandtookplacewithinthecadetsfirstsemesterattheRoyal
NorwegianNavalAcademy,intheautumnof2017.Duringthefirst30daysofthevoyage,the
cadetswererequestedtofilloutastandardizedquestionnaire,withvariousquestionsaboutthe
worksituationthatday,includinginterpersonalconflictsandbullyingbehaviors.Thecadets
answeredthedailyquestionnaireseverydayatthesametime(5pm).Twodaysbeforethevoyage,
thecadetsalsofilledoutageneralquestionnaire,containingquestionsregardingpersonalityand
othertrait-likevariables,includingtraitangerandtraitanxiety.Thesamplecomprised50male
cadets(87.7%)andsixfemalecadets(10.5%).Oneparticipantdidnotreportgender(1.8%).The
meanageofthecadetswas23years(SD=2.6).Amongthe66cadetswhowereinvitedtotake
partinthestudy,57cadets(86.4%)acceptedtheinvitationandcompletedboththegeneralques-
tionnaireanddailyquestionnaires.These57cadetsanswered83.5%ofthedailyquestionnaires,
yielding1428day-levelobservations(outof1710possibleday-levelobservations;57cadets!30
days).Priortothemission,allthecadetschosetosigninformedconsentforms.

Measures

Traitangerandtraitanxiety

Traitangerandtraitanxietyweremeasuredwiththewell-establishedState–Trait-Anger
ExpressionInventory(STAXI)andState–Trait-AnxietyInventory(STAI)(Spielberger,1983,
1988).Traitangerwasmeasureswith12items(e.g.,“IgetangrywhenI'msloweddownby
others'mistakes,”“Ihaveafierytemper”),whereastraitanxietywasmeasuredusing20items
(e.g.,“Ifeelnervousandrestless,”“Iaminclinedtotakethingshard”).Thesescalesaretrans-
latedandadaptedversionspreviouslyappliedbyKantetal.(2013).Onbothscales,responses
weregivenona4-pointscalefromwithresponsecategoriesrangingfrom1(almostnever)to
4(almostalways).Thereliabilityforthetwoscaleswasω=.75(traitanger)andω=.86(trait
anxiety),respectively.

Day-levelexposuretobullyingbehavior

BullyingbehaviorwasmeasuredwithfiveitemsadaptedfromtheNegativeActsQuestionnaire
–Revised(NAQ-R;Einarsenetal.,2009).Tofitthedailydiarydesign,wechangedthe
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Hypothesis3d.Thepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsand
exposuretobullyingbehaviorsthenextdayisstrongerforcadetshigh(vs.low)on
traitanxiety.

METHOD

Procedureandparticipants

Thesampleconsistedof57navalcadetsfromtheRoyalNorwegianNavalAcademy,whotook
partina10-weektrainingmissiononboardatallship,sailingfromNorthernEuropetoNorth
America.Thecadetsareofficersundergoingfurtherleaderdevelopmenttraining.Hence,theyare
inatrainingsetting,yetfullyemployedbytheNorwegianArmedForces.Thevoyageisapartof
thecadets'mandatoryofficertrainingandtookplacewithinthecadetsfirstsemesterattheRoyal
NorwegianNavalAcademy,intheautumnof2017.Duringthefirst30daysofthevoyage,the
cadetswererequestedtofilloutastandardizedquestionnaire,withvariousquestionsaboutthe
worksituationthatday,includinginterpersonalconflictsandbullyingbehaviors.Thecadets
answeredthedailyquestionnaireseverydayatthesametime(5pm).Twodaysbeforethevoyage,
thecadetsalsofilledoutageneralquestionnaire,containingquestionsregardingpersonalityand
othertrait-likevariables,includingtraitangerandtraitanxiety.Thesamplecomprised50male
cadets(87.7%)andsixfemalecadets(10.5%).Oneparticipantdidnotreportgender(1.8%).The
meanageofthecadetswas23years(SD=2.6).Amongthe66cadetswhowereinvitedtotake
partinthestudy,57cadets(86.4%)acceptedtheinvitationandcompletedboththegeneralques-
tionnaireanddailyquestionnaires.These57cadetsanswered83.5%ofthedailyquestionnaires,
yielding1428day-levelobservations(outof1710possibleday-levelobservations;57cadets!30
days).Priortothemission,allthecadetschosetosigninformedconsentforms.

Measures

Traitangerandtraitanxiety

Traitangerandtraitanxietyweremeasuredwiththewell-establishedState–Trait-Anger
ExpressionInventory(STAXI)andState–Trait-AnxietyInventory(STAI)(Spielberger,1983,
1988).Traitangerwasmeasureswith12items(e.g.,“IgetangrywhenI'msloweddownby
others'mistakes,”“Ihaveafierytemper”),whereastraitanxietywasmeasuredusing20items
(e.g.,“Ifeelnervousandrestless,”“Iaminclinedtotakethingshard”).Thesescalesaretrans-
latedandadaptedversionspreviouslyappliedbyKantetal.(2013).Onbothscales,responses
weregivenona4-pointscalefromwithresponsecategoriesrangingfrom1(almostnever)to
4(almostalways).Thereliabilityforthetwoscaleswasω=.75(traitanger)andω=.86(trait
anxiety),respectively.

Day-levelexposuretobullyingbehavior

BullyingbehaviorwasmeasuredwithfiveitemsadaptedfromtheNegativeActsQuestionnaire
–Revised(NAQ-R;Einarsenetal.,2009).Tofitthedailydiarydesign,wechangedthe
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timeframe reference provided in the questionnaire from the original “the last six months” to
“today.” Following Hoprekstad et al. (2019), the items we selected where the ones deemed
likely to occur on a daily basis among the sample of cadets in this setting. Still, the five items
cover the three different types of bullying behaviors that have been described for the NAQ-R
(i.e., work-related, person-related, and social exclusion). The items were “Been ignored or
excluded,” “Unpleasant reminders of errors or mistakes,” “Practical jokes carried out by people
you do not get along with,” “Been shouted at or been the target of spontaneous anger” and
“Had your opinions ignored.” The participants rated their experiences on a scale ranging from
1 (not at all) to 5 (to a very large extent). Reliability of the daily measures was calculated using
the approach described by Geldhof et al. (2014), by estimating omega (ω) at the within-person
level using a two-level CFA. The scale had acceptable reliability (ω = .70).

Day-level interpersonal conflict

Interpersonal conflict was measured using a 5-item checklist developed by Ilies et al. (2011).
The measurement was especially developed to capture daily reports of interpersonal conflicts at
work. An example item is “Over the past 24 hours I have been in an argument with another
cadet, civilian crew or military staff about the execution of tasks,” with response categories
ranging from 1 (has not happened) to 4 (three or more times). The scale had acceptable reliability
(ω = .70).

Analyses

The repeated measurements made by the cadets, where the days are nested within persons,
made it necessary to perform multilevel analyses on the data. We conducted the analysis using
the software MLwiN 3.01. We have a two-level model with days at the first level (Level 1;
N = 1428) and persons at the second level (Level 2; N = 57). To test our hypotheses, we ran
two sets including three models predicting both our outcomes of interpersonal conflicts the next
day and daily bullying behaviors. In the first set, we predicted interpersonal conflicts the next
day. First, we tested a model where the intercept was included as the only predictor (Null
Model). In the next model (Main effect Model), we included the explanatory variable (daily
interpersonal conflict) and the moderator variables (trait anger and trait anxiety). In the third
model (Interaction Model), the two-way interaction between the moderators and daily interper-
sonal conflict were included. In the second set, we predicted exposure to daily bullying behav-
iors the same day. Again, we first tested a model where the intercept was included as the only
predictor (Null Model). In the next model (Main effect Model), we included the explanatory var-
iable (daily interpersonal conflict), the moderator variables (trait anger and trait anxiety), and
control variable (previous-day exposure to bullying behaviors). In the third model (Interaction
Model), the two-way interaction between the moderators and interpersonal conflict were
included. We compared the nested models using likelihood ratio tests, and computed pseudo R2

at the day-level as the proportion of the residual day-level variance from the null model
explained in the given model. In order to examine whether the slopes in the cross-level interac-
tions were significantly different from zero, simple slope tests for hierarchal linear models were
used (Preacher et al., 2006). The slopes for the predictors and moderators were tested at ±1 SD,
and calculations were based on the asymptotic covariance matrix from the respective multilevel
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timeframereferenceprovidedinthequestionnairefromtheoriginal“thelastsixmonths”to
“today.”FollowingHoprekstadetal.(2019),theitemsweselectedwheretheonesdeemed
likelytooccuronadailybasisamongthesampleofcadetsinthissetting.Still,thefiveitems
coverthethreedifferenttypesofbullyingbehaviorsthathavebeendescribedfortheNAQ-R
(i.e.,work-related,person-related,andsocialexclusion).Theitemswere“Beenignoredor
excluded,”“Unpleasantremindersoferrorsormistakes,”“Practicaljokescarriedoutbypeople
youdonotgetalongwith,”“Beenshoutedatorbeenthetargetofspontaneousanger”and
“Hadyouropinionsignored.”Theparticipantsratedtheirexperiencesonascalerangingfrom
1(notatall)to5(toaverylargeextent).Reliabilityofthedailymeasureswascalculatedusing
theapproachdescribedbyGeldhofetal.(2014),byestimatingomega(ω)atthewithin-person
levelusingatwo-levelCFA.Thescalehadacceptablereliability(ω=.70).

Day-levelinterpersonalconflict

Interpersonalconflictwasmeasuredusinga5-itemchecklistdevelopedbyIliesetal.(2011).
Themeasurementwasespeciallydevelopedtocapturedailyreportsofinterpersonalconflictsat
work.Anexampleitemis“Overthepast24hoursIhavebeeninanargumentwithanother
cadet,civiliancrewormilitarystaffabouttheexecutionoftasks,”withresponsecategories
rangingfrom1(hasnothappened)to4(threeormoretimes).Thescalehadacceptablereliability
(ω=.70).

Analyses

Therepeatedmeasurementsmadebythecadets,wherethedaysarenestedwithinpersons,
madeitnecessarytoperformmultilevelanalysesonthedata.Weconductedtheanalysisusing
thesoftwareMLwiN3.01.Wehaveatwo-levelmodelwithdaysatthefirstlevel(Level1;
N=1428)andpersonsatthesecondlevel(Level2;N=57).Totestourhypotheses,weran
twosetsincludingthreemodelspredictingbothouroutcomesofinterpersonalconflictsthenext
dayanddailybullyingbehaviors.Inthefirstset,wepredictedinterpersonalconflictsthenext
day.First,wetestedamodelwheretheinterceptwasincludedastheonlypredictor(Null
Model).Inthenextmodel(MaineffectModel),weincludedtheexplanatoryvariable(daily
interpersonalconflict)andthemoderatorvariables(traitangerandtraitanxiety).Inthethird
model(InteractionModel),thetwo-wayinteractionbetweenthemoderatorsanddailyinterper-
sonalconflictwereincluded.Inthesecondset,wepredictedexposuretodailybullyingbehav-
iorsthesameday.Again,wefirsttestedamodelwheretheinterceptwasincludedastheonly
predictor(NullModel).Inthenextmodel(MaineffectModel),weincludedtheexplanatoryvar-
iable(dailyinterpersonalconflict),themoderatorvariables(traitangerandtraitanxiety),and
controlvariable(previous-dayexposuretobullyingbehaviors).Inthethirdmodel(Interaction
Model),thetwo-wayinteractionbetweenthemoderatorsandinterpersonalconflictwere
included.Wecomparedthenestedmodelsusinglikelihoodratiotests,andcomputedpseudoR2

attheday-levelastheproportionoftheresidualday-levelvariancefromthenullmodel
explainedinthegivenmodel.Inordertoexaminewhethertheslopesinthecross-levelinterac-
tionsweresignificantlydifferentfromzero,simpleslopetestsforhierarchallinearmodelswere
used(Preacheretal.,2006).Theslopesforthepredictorsandmoderatorsweretestedat±1SD,
andcalculationswerebasedontheasymptoticcovariancematrixfromtherespectivemultilevel
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likelytooccuronadailybasisamongthesampleofcadetsinthissetting.Still,thefiveitems
coverthethreedifferenttypesofbullyingbehaviorsthathavebeendescribedfortheNAQ-R
(i.e.,work-related,person-related,andsocialexclusion).Theitemswere“Beenignoredor
excluded,”“Unpleasantremindersoferrorsormistakes,”“Practicaljokescarriedoutbypeople
youdonotgetalongwith,”“Beenshoutedatorbeenthetargetofspontaneousanger”and
“Hadyouropinionsignored.”Theparticipantsratedtheirexperiencesonascalerangingfrom
1(notatall)to5(toaverylargeextent).Reliabilityofthedailymeasureswascalculatedusing
theapproachdescribedbyGeldhofetal.(2014),byestimatingomega(ω)atthewithin-person
levelusingatwo-levelCFA.Thescalehadacceptablereliability(ω=.70).

Day-levelinterpersonalconflict

Interpersonalconflictwasmeasuredusinga5-itemchecklistdevelopedbyIliesetal.(2011).
Themeasurementwasespeciallydevelopedtocapturedailyreportsofinterpersonalconflictsat
work.Anexampleitemis“Overthepast24hoursIhavebeeninanargumentwithanother
cadet,civiliancrewormilitarystaffabouttheexecutionoftasks,”withresponsecategories
rangingfrom1(hasnothappened)to4(threeormoretimes).Thescalehadacceptablereliability
(ω=.70).

Analyses

Therepeatedmeasurementsmadebythecadets,wherethedaysarenestedwithinpersons,
madeitnecessarytoperformmultilevelanalysesonthedata.Weconductedtheanalysisusing
thesoftwareMLwiN3.01.Wehaveatwo-levelmodelwithdaysatthefirstlevel(Level1;
N=1428)andpersonsatthesecondlevel(Level2;N=57).Totestourhypotheses,weran
twosetsincludingthreemodelspredictingbothouroutcomesofinterpersonalconflictsthenext
dayanddailybullyingbehaviors.Inthefirstset,wepredictedinterpersonalconflictsthenext
day.First,wetestedamodelwheretheinterceptwasincludedastheonlypredictor(Null
Model).Inthenextmodel(MaineffectModel),weincludedtheexplanatoryvariable(daily
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model(InteractionModel),thetwo-wayinteractionbetweenthemoderatorsanddailyinterper-
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iorsthesameday.Again,wefirsttestedamodelwheretheinterceptwasincludedastheonly
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attheday-levelastheproportionoftheresidualday-levelvariancefromthenullmodel
explainedinthegivenmodel.Inordertoexaminewhethertheslopesinthecross-levelinterac-
tionsweresignificantlydifferentfromzero,simpleslopetestsforhierarchallinearmodelswere
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timeframe reference provided in the questionnaire from the original “the last six months” to
“today.” Following Hoprekstad et al. (2019), the items we selected where the ones deemed
likely to occur on a daily basis among the sample of cadets in this setting. Still, the five items
cover the three different types of bullying behaviors that have been described for the NAQ-R
(i.e., work-related, person-related, and social exclusion). The items were “Been ignored or
excluded,” “Unpleasant reminders of errors or mistakes,” “Practical jokes carried out by people
you do not get along with,” “Been shouted at or been the target of spontaneous anger” and
“Had your opinions ignored.” The participants rated their experiences on a scale ranging from
1 (not at all) to 5 (to a very large extent). Reliability of the daily measures was calculated using
the approach described by Geldhof et al. (2014), by estimating omega (ω) at the within-person
level using a two-level CFA. The scale had acceptable reliability (ω = .70).

Day-level interpersonal conflict

Interpersonal conflict was measured using a 5-item checklist developed by Ilies et al. (2011).
The measurement was especially developed to capture daily reports of interpersonal conflicts at
work. An example item is “Over the past 24 hours I have been in an argument with another
cadet, civilian crew or military staff about the execution of tasks,” with response categories
ranging from 1 (has not happened) to 4 (three or more times). The scale had acceptable reliability
(ω = .70).

Analyses

The repeated measurements made by the cadets, where the days are nested within persons,
made it necessary to perform multilevel analyses on the data. We conducted the analysis using
the software MLwiN 3.01. We have a two-level model with days at the first level (Level 1;
N = 1428) and persons at the second level (Level 2; N = 57). To test our hypotheses, we ran
two sets including three models predicting both our outcomes of interpersonal conflicts the next
day and daily bullying behaviors. In the first set, we predicted interpersonal conflicts the next
day. First, we tested a model where the intercept was included as the only predictor (Null
Model). In the next model (Main effect Model), we included the explanatory variable (daily
interpersonal conflict) and the moderator variables (trait anger and trait anxiety). In the third
model (Interaction Model), the two-way interaction between the moderators and daily interper-
sonal conflict were included. In the second set, we predicted exposure to daily bullying behav-
iors the same day. Again, we first tested a model where the intercept was included as the only
predictor (Null Model). In the next model (Main effect Model), we included the explanatory var-
iable (daily interpersonal conflict), the moderator variables (trait anger and trait anxiety), and
control variable (previous-day exposure to bullying behaviors). In the third model (Interaction
Model), the two-way interaction between the moderators and interpersonal conflict were
included. We compared the nested models using likelihood ratio tests, and computed pseudo R

2

at the day-level as the proportion of the residual day-level variance from the null model
explained in the given model. In order to examine whether the slopes in the cross-level interac-
tions were significantly different from zero, simple slope tests for hierarchal linear models were
used (Preacher et al., 2006). The slopes for the predictors and moderators were tested at ±1 SD,
and calculations were based on the asymptotic covariance matrix from the respective multilevel
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timeframe reference provided in the questionnaire from the original “the last six months” to
“today.” Following Hoprekstad et al. (2019), the items we selected where the ones deemed
likely to occur on a daily basis among the sample of cadets in this setting. Still, the five items
cover the three different types of bullying behaviors that have been described for the NAQ-R
(i.e., work-related, person-related, and social exclusion). The items were “Been ignored or
excluded,” “Unpleasant reminders of errors or mistakes,” “Practical jokes carried out by people
you do not get along with,” “Been shouted at or been the target of spontaneous anger” and
“Had your opinions ignored.” The participants rated their experiences on a scale ranging from
1 (not at all) to 5 (to a very large extent). Reliability of the daily measures was calculated using
the approach described by Geldhof et al. (2014), by estimating omega (ω) at the within-person
level using a two-level CFA. The scale had acceptable reliability (ω = .70).

Day-level interpersonal conflict

Interpersonal conflict was measured using a 5-item checklist developed by Ilies et al. (2011).
The measurement was especially developed to capture daily reports of interpersonal conflicts at
work. An example item is “Over the past 24 hours I have been in an argument with another
cadet, civilian crew or military staff about the execution of tasks,” with response categories
ranging from 1 (has not happened) to 4 (three or more times). The scale had acceptable reliability
(ω = .70).

Analyses

The repeated measurements made by the cadets, where the days are nested within persons,
made it necessary to perform multilevel analyses on the data. We conducted the analysis using
the software MLwiN 3.01. We have a two-level model with days at the first level (Level 1;
N = 1428) and persons at the second level (Level 2; N = 57). To test our hypotheses, we ran
two sets including three models predicting both our outcomes of interpersonal conflicts the next
day and daily bullying behaviors. In the first set, we predicted interpersonal conflicts the next
day. First, we tested a model where the intercept was included as the only predictor (Null
Model). In the next model (Main effect Model), we included the explanatory variable (daily
interpersonal conflict) and the moderator variables (trait anger and trait anxiety). In the third
model (Interaction Model), the two-way interaction between the moderators and daily interper-
sonal conflict were included. In the second set, we predicted exposure to daily bullying behav-
iors the same day. Again, we first tested a model where the intercept was included as the only
predictor (Null Model). In the next model (Main effect Model), we included the explanatory var-
iable (daily interpersonal conflict), the moderator variables (trait anger and trait anxiety), and
control variable (previous-day exposure to bullying behaviors). In the third model (Interaction
Model), the two-way interaction between the moderators and interpersonal conflict were
included. We compared the nested models using likelihood ratio tests, and computed pseudo R

2

at the day-level as the proportion of the residual day-level variance from the null model
explained in the given model. In order to examine whether the slopes in the cross-level interac-
tions were significantly different from zero, simple slope tests for hierarchal linear models were
used (Preacher et al., 2006). The slopes for the predictors and moderators were tested at ±1 SD,
and calculations were based on the asymptotic covariance matrix from the respective multilevel
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timeframereferenceprovidedinthequestionnairefromtheoriginal“thelastsixmonths”to
“today.”FollowingHoprekstadetal.(2019),theitemsweselectedwheretheonesdeemed
likelytooccuronadailybasisamongthesampleofcadetsinthissetting.Still,thefiveitems
coverthethreedifferenttypesofbullyingbehaviorsthathavebeendescribedfortheNAQ-R
(i.e.,work-related,person-related,andsocialexclusion).Theitemswere“Beenignoredor
excluded,”“Unpleasantremindersoferrorsormistakes,”“Practicaljokescarriedoutbypeople
youdonotgetalongwith,”“Beenshoutedatorbeenthetargetofspontaneousanger”and
“Hadyouropinionsignored.”Theparticipantsratedtheirexperiencesonascalerangingfrom
1(notatall)to5(toaverylargeextent).Reliabilityofthedailymeasureswascalculatedusing
theapproachdescribedbyGeldhofetal.(2014),byestimatingomega(ω)atthewithin-person
levelusingatwo-levelCFA.Thescalehadacceptablereliability(ω=.70).

Day-levelinterpersonalconflict

Interpersonalconflictwasmeasuredusinga5-itemchecklistdevelopedbyIliesetal.(2011).
Themeasurementwasespeciallydevelopedtocapturedailyreportsofinterpersonalconflictsat
work.Anexampleitemis“Overthepast24hoursIhavebeeninanargumentwithanother
cadet,civiliancrewormilitarystaffabouttheexecutionoftasks,”withresponsecategories
rangingfrom1(hasnothappened)to4(threeormoretimes).Thescalehadacceptablereliability
(ω=.70).

Analyses

Therepeatedmeasurementsmadebythecadets,wherethedaysarenestedwithinpersons,
madeitnecessarytoperformmultilevelanalysesonthedata.Weconductedtheanalysisusing
thesoftwareMLwiN3.01.Wehaveatwo-levelmodelwithdaysatthefirstlevel(Level1;
N=1428)andpersonsatthesecondlevel(Level2;N=57).Totestourhypotheses,weran
twosetsincludingthreemodelspredictingbothouroutcomesofinterpersonalconflictsthenext
dayanddailybullyingbehaviors.Inthefirstset,wepredictedinterpersonalconflictsthenext
day.First,wetestedamodelwheretheinterceptwasincludedastheonlypredictor(Null
Model).Inthenextmodel(MaineffectModel),weincludedtheexplanatoryvariable(daily
interpersonalconflict)andthemoderatorvariables(traitangerandtraitanxiety).Inthethird
model(InteractionModel),thetwo-wayinteractionbetweenthemoderatorsanddailyinterper-
sonalconflictwereincluded.Inthesecondset,wepredictedexposuretodailybullyingbehav-
iorsthesameday.Again,wefirsttestedamodelwheretheinterceptwasincludedastheonly
predictor(NullModel).Inthenextmodel(MaineffectModel),weincludedtheexplanatoryvar-
iable(dailyinterpersonalconflict),themoderatorvariables(traitangerandtraitanxiety),and
controlvariable(previous-dayexposuretobullyingbehaviors).Inthethirdmodel(Interaction
Model),thetwo-wayinteractionbetweenthemoderatorsandinterpersonalconflictwere
included.Wecomparedthenestedmodelsusinglikelihoodratiotests,andcomputedpseudoR

2

attheday-levelastheproportionoftheresidualday-levelvariancefromthenullmodel
explainedinthegivenmodel.Inordertoexaminewhethertheslopesinthecross-levelinterac-
tionsweresignificantlydifferentfromzero,simpleslopetestsforhierarchallinearmodelswere
used(Preacheretal.,2006).Theslopesforthepredictorsandmoderatorsweretestedat±1SD,
andcalculationswerebasedontheasymptoticcovariancematrixfromtherespectivemultilevel
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timeframereferenceprovidedinthequestionnairefromtheoriginal“thelastsixmonths”to
“today.”FollowingHoprekstadetal.(2019),theitemsweselectedwheretheonesdeemed
likelytooccuronadailybasisamongthesampleofcadetsinthissetting.Still,thefiveitems
coverthethreedifferenttypesofbullyingbehaviorsthathavebeendescribedfortheNAQ-R
(i.e.,work-related,person-related,andsocialexclusion).Theitemswere“Beenignoredor
excluded,”“Unpleasantremindersoferrorsormistakes,”“Practicaljokescarriedoutbypeople
youdonotgetalongwith,”“Beenshoutedatorbeenthetargetofspontaneousanger”and
“Hadyouropinionsignored.”Theparticipantsratedtheirexperiencesonascalerangingfrom
1(notatall)to5(toaverylargeextent).Reliabilityofthedailymeasureswascalculatedusing
theapproachdescribedbyGeldhofetal.(2014),byestimatingomega(ω)atthewithin-person
levelusingatwo-levelCFA.Thescalehadacceptablereliability(ω=.70).

Day-levelinterpersonalconflict

Interpersonalconflictwasmeasuredusinga5-itemchecklistdevelopedbyIliesetal.(2011).
Themeasurementwasespeciallydevelopedtocapturedailyreportsofinterpersonalconflictsat
work.Anexampleitemis“Overthepast24hoursIhavebeeninanargumentwithanother
cadet,civiliancrewormilitarystaffabouttheexecutionoftasks,”withresponsecategories
rangingfrom1(hasnothappened)to4(threeormoretimes).Thescalehadacceptablereliability
(ω=.70).

Analyses

Therepeatedmeasurementsmadebythecadets,wherethedaysarenestedwithinpersons,
madeitnecessarytoperformmultilevelanalysesonthedata.Weconductedtheanalysisusing
thesoftwareMLwiN3.01.Wehaveatwo-levelmodelwithdaysatthefirstlevel(Level1;
N=1428)andpersonsatthesecondlevel(Level2;N=57).Totestourhypotheses,weran
twosetsincludingthreemodelspredictingbothouroutcomesofinterpersonalconflictsthenext
dayanddailybullyingbehaviors.Inthefirstset,wepredictedinterpersonalconflictsthenext
day.First,wetestedamodelwheretheinterceptwasincludedastheonlypredictor(Null
Model).Inthenextmodel(MaineffectModel),weincludedtheexplanatoryvariable(daily
interpersonalconflict)andthemoderatorvariables(traitangerandtraitanxiety).Inthethird
model(InteractionModel),thetwo-wayinteractionbetweenthemoderatorsanddailyinterper-
sonalconflictwereincluded.Inthesecondset,wepredictedexposuretodailybullyingbehav-
iorsthesameday.Again,wefirsttestedamodelwheretheinterceptwasincludedastheonly
predictor(NullModel).Inthenextmodel(MaineffectModel),weincludedtheexplanatoryvar-
iable(dailyinterpersonalconflict),themoderatorvariables(traitangerandtraitanxiety),and
controlvariable(previous-dayexposuretobullyingbehaviors).Inthethirdmodel(Interaction
Model),thetwo-wayinteractionbetweenthemoderatorsandinterpersonalconflictwere
included.Wecomparedthenestedmodelsusinglikelihoodratiotests,andcomputedpseudoR

2

attheday-levelastheproportionoftheresidualday-levelvariancefromthenullmodel
explainedinthegivenmodel.Inordertoexaminewhethertheslopesinthecross-levelinterac-
tionsweresignificantlydifferentfromzero,simpleslopetestsforhierarchallinearmodelswere
used(Preacheretal.,2006).Theslopesforthepredictorsandmoderatorsweretestedat±1SD,
andcalculationswerebasedontheasymptoticcovariancematrixfromtherespectivemultilevel
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timeframereferenceprovidedinthequestionnairefromtheoriginal“thelastsixmonths”to
“today.”FollowingHoprekstadetal.(2019),theitemsweselectedwheretheonesdeemed
likelytooccuronadailybasisamongthesampleofcadetsinthissetting.Still,thefiveitems
coverthethreedifferenttypesofbullyingbehaviorsthathavebeendescribedfortheNAQ-R
(i.e.,work-related,person-related,andsocialexclusion).Theitemswere“Beenignoredor
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youdonotgetalongwith,”“Beenshoutedatorbeenthetargetofspontaneousanger”and
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1(notatall)to5(toaverylargeextent).Reliabilityofthedailymeasureswascalculatedusing
theapproachdescribedbyGeldhofetal.(2014),byestimatingomega(ω)atthewithin-person
levelusingatwo-levelCFA.Thescalehadacceptablereliability(ω=.70).

Day-levelinterpersonalconflict

Interpersonalconflictwasmeasuredusinga5-itemchecklistdevelopedbyIliesetal.(2011).
Themeasurementwasespeciallydevelopedtocapturedailyreportsofinterpersonalconflictsat
work.Anexampleitemis“Overthepast24hoursIhavebeeninanargumentwithanother
cadet,civiliancrewormilitarystaffabouttheexecutionoftasks,”withresponsecategories
rangingfrom1(hasnothappened)to4(threeormoretimes).Thescalehadacceptablereliability
(ω=.70).

Analyses

Therepeatedmeasurementsmadebythecadets,wherethedaysarenestedwithinpersons,
madeitnecessarytoperformmultilevelanalysesonthedata.Weconductedtheanalysisusing
thesoftwareMLwiN3.01.Wehaveatwo-levelmodelwithdaysatthefirstlevel(Level1;
N=1428)andpersonsatthesecondlevel(Level2;N=57).Totestourhypotheses,weran
twosetsincludingthreemodelspredictingbothouroutcomesofinterpersonalconflictsthenext
dayanddailybullyingbehaviors.Inthefirstset,wepredictedinterpersonalconflictsthenext
day.First,wetestedamodelwheretheinterceptwasincludedastheonlypredictor(Null
Model).Inthenextmodel(MaineffectModel),weincludedtheexplanatoryvariable(daily
interpersonalconflict)andthemoderatorvariables(traitangerandtraitanxiety).Inthethird
model(InteractionModel),thetwo-wayinteractionbetweenthemoderatorsanddailyinterper-
sonalconflictwereincluded.Inthesecondset,wepredictedexposuretodailybullyingbehav-
iorsthesameday.Again,wefirsttestedamodelwheretheinterceptwasincludedastheonly
predictor(NullModel).Inthenextmodel(MaineffectModel),weincludedtheexplanatoryvar-
iable(dailyinterpersonalconflict),themoderatorvariables(traitangerandtraitanxiety),and
controlvariable(previous-dayexposuretobullyingbehaviors).Inthethirdmodel(Interaction
Model),thetwo-wayinteractionbetweenthemoderatorsandinterpersonalconflictwere
included.Wecomparedthenestedmodelsusinglikelihoodratiotests,andcomputedpseudoR

2

attheday-levelastheproportionoftheresidualday-levelvariancefromthenullmodel
explainedinthegivenmodel.Inordertoexaminewhethertheslopesinthecross-levelinterac-
tionsweresignificantlydifferentfromzero,simpleslopetestsforhierarchallinearmodelswere
used(Preacheretal.,2006).Theslopesforthepredictorsandmoderatorsweretestedat±1SD,
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timeframereferenceprovidedinthequestionnairefromtheoriginal“thelastsixmonths”to
“today.”FollowingHoprekstadetal.(2019),theitemsweselectedwheretheonesdeemed
likelytooccuronadailybasisamongthesampleofcadetsinthissetting.Still,thefiveitems
coverthethreedifferenttypesofbullyingbehaviorsthathavebeendescribedfortheNAQ-R
(i.e.,work-related,person-related,andsocialexclusion).Theitemswere“Beenignoredor
excluded,”“Unpleasantremindersoferrorsormistakes,”“Practicaljokescarriedoutbypeople
youdonotgetalongwith,”“Beenshoutedatorbeenthetargetofspontaneousanger”and
“Hadyouropinionsignored.”Theparticipantsratedtheirexperiencesonascalerangingfrom
1(notatall)to5(toaverylargeextent).Reliabilityofthedailymeasureswascalculatedusing
theapproachdescribedbyGeldhofetal.(2014),byestimatingomega(ω)atthewithin-person
levelusingatwo-levelCFA.Thescalehadacceptablereliability(ω=.70).

Day-levelinterpersonalconflict

Interpersonalconflictwasmeasuredusinga5-itemchecklistdevelopedbyIliesetal.(2011).
Themeasurementwasespeciallydevelopedtocapturedailyreportsofinterpersonalconflictsat
work.Anexampleitemis“Overthepast24hoursIhavebeeninanargumentwithanother
cadet,civiliancrewormilitarystaffabouttheexecutionoftasks,”withresponsecategories
rangingfrom1(hasnothappened)to4(threeormoretimes).Thescalehadacceptablereliability
(ω=.70).

Analyses

Therepeatedmeasurementsmadebythecadets,wherethedaysarenestedwithinpersons,
madeitnecessarytoperformmultilevelanalysesonthedata.Weconductedtheanalysisusing
thesoftwareMLwiN3.01.Wehaveatwo-levelmodelwithdaysatthefirstlevel(Level1;
N=1428)andpersonsatthesecondlevel(Level2;N=57).Totestourhypotheses,weran
twosetsincludingthreemodelspredictingbothouroutcomesofinterpersonalconflictsthenext
dayanddailybullyingbehaviors.Inthefirstset,wepredictedinterpersonalconflictsthenext
day.First,wetestedamodelwheretheinterceptwasincludedastheonlypredictor(Null
Model).Inthenextmodel(MaineffectModel),weincludedtheexplanatoryvariable(daily
interpersonalconflict)andthemoderatorvariables(traitangerandtraitanxiety).Inthethird
model(InteractionModel),thetwo-wayinteractionbetweenthemoderatorsanddailyinterper-
sonalconflictwereincluded.Inthesecondset,wepredictedexposuretodailybullyingbehav-
iorsthesameday.Again,wefirsttestedamodelwheretheinterceptwasincludedastheonly
predictor(NullModel).Inthenextmodel(MaineffectModel),weincludedtheexplanatoryvar-
iable(dailyinterpersonalconflict),themoderatorvariables(traitangerandtraitanxiety),and
controlvariable(previous-dayexposuretobullyingbehaviors).Inthethirdmodel(Interaction
Model),thetwo-wayinteractionbetweenthemoderatorsandinterpersonalconflictwere
included.Wecomparedthenestedmodelsusinglikelihoodratiotests,andcomputedpseudoR

2

attheday-levelastheproportionoftheresidualday-levelvariancefromthenullmodel
explainedinthegivenmodel.Inordertoexaminewhethertheslopesinthecross-levelinterac-
tionsweresignificantlydifferentfromzero,simpleslopetestsforhierarchallinearmodelswere
used(Preacheretal.,2006).Theslopesforthepredictorsandmoderatorsweretestedat±1SD,
andcalculationswerebasedontheasymptoticcovariancematrixfromtherespectivemultilevel
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models using R version 3.4.3. In all multilevel models, we grand-mean centered our between-
person predictors (trait anxiety and trait anger) and person-mean centered our day-level predic-
tors (interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying behaviors) around each cadet's individual
mean, so that the day-level coefficients would represent strictly within-person relationships
(Wang & Maxwell, 2015).

RESULTS

Preanalysis and descriptive statistics

To establish whether the 2-day-level measures of interpersonal conflicts and bullying could be
distinguished empirically, we used multilevel confirmatory factor analyses (MLCFA) in Mplus
version 7.4. Two different measurement models where tested and evaluated against commonly
used fit criteria (Hu & Bentler, 1999). In the first model, we tested daily interpersonal conflict
and daily exposure to bullying as two separate factors using their respective observed indicators.
The model revealed a marginally acceptable fit to the data (χ2(df) = 421.80 (68), CFI = .89,
RMSEA = .061), as the CFI is just below the recommended cut-off of .90 while the RMSEA is
clearly below the recommended cut-off of .08. The fit specific to the within-level
(SRMRwithin = .058) and between-level (SRMRbetween = .093) were acceptable and poor, respec-
tively. Although the between-level SRMR is not acceptable, the within-level SRMR, which is
the main level of analyses in this study, is acceptable. Second, we ran a one-factor model where
all the observed indicators loaded on one factor. This model yielded poor to acceptable fit to the
data (χ2(df) = 730.31 (70), CFI = .79, RMSEA = .082). Hence, the model resulted in a deterio-
ration of fit to the data when compared with the two-factor model (Δχ2(df) = 308.51 (2),
p < .001) and poorer fit at the within-level (SRMRwithin = .073) and the between level
(SRMRbetween = .103). In sum, multilevel confirmatory factor analyses indicate that daily inter-
personal conflicts and daily exposure to bullying behaviors can be empirically distinguished, a
finding in line with other recent empirical studies of the theoretical and empirical differences
and similarities between conflicts and bullying at work (Baillien et al., 2017; Notelaers
et al., 2018).

Means, standard deviations, and within- and between-level correlations for all study vari-
ables are presented in Table 1. Correlational analysis showed that at the within-level there was
a significant positive relationship between daily levels of interpersonal conflict and daily levels
of exposure to bullying behaviors (r = .46, p < .001). On the between-level, a strong positive

TABLE 1 Means, standard deviation, and intercorrelations for study variables (N = 1710 occasions, N = 57
respondents)

X SD 1. 2. 3. 4.

1. Bullying behaviors 1.104 0.275 - .46***

2. Interpersonal conflict 1.083 0.219 .77*** -

3. Trait anger 1.533 0.313 .32* .34* -

4. Trait anxiety 1.680 0.319 .36** .09 .24 -

Note: Person-level correlations are below the diagonal and day-level correlations above the diagonal.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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modelsusingRversion3.4.3.Inallmultilevelmodels,wegrand-meancenteredourbetween-
personpredictors(traitanxietyandtraitanger)andperson-meancenteredourday-levelpredic-
tors(interpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors)aroundeachcadet'sindividual
mean,sothattheday-levelcoefficientswouldrepresentstrictlywithin-personrelationships
(Wang&Maxwell,2015).

RESULTS

Preanalysisanddescriptivestatistics

Toestablishwhetherthe2-day-levelmeasuresofinterpersonalconflictsandbullyingcouldbe
distinguishedempirically,weusedmultilevelconfirmatoryfactoranalyses(MLCFA)inMplus
version7.4.Twodifferentmeasurementmodelswheretestedandevaluatedagainstcommonly
usedfitcriteria(Hu&Bentler,1999).Inthefirstmodel,wetesteddailyinterpersonalconflict
anddailyexposuretobullyingastwoseparatefactorsusingtheirrespectiveobservedindicators.
Themodelrevealedamarginallyacceptablefittothedata(χ2(df)=421.80(68),CFI=.89,
RMSEA=.061),astheCFIisjustbelowtherecommendedcut-offof.90whiletheRMSEAis
clearlybelowtherecommendedcut-offof.08.Thefitspecifictothewithin-level
(SRMRwithin=.058)andbetween-level(SRMRbetween=.093)wereacceptableandpoor,respec-
tively.Althoughthebetween-levelSRMRisnotacceptable,thewithin-levelSRMR,whichis
themainlevelofanalysesinthisstudy,isacceptable.Second,weranaone-factormodelwhere
alltheobservedindicatorsloadedononefactor.Thismodelyieldedpoortoacceptablefittothe
data(χ2(df)=730.31(70),CFI=.79,RMSEA=.082).Hence,themodelresultedinadeterio-
rationoffittothedatawhencomparedwiththetwo-factormodel(Δχ2(df)=308.51(2),
p<.001)andpoorerfitatthewithin-level(SRMRwithin=.073)andthebetweenlevel
(SRMRbetween=.103).Insum,multilevelconfirmatoryfactoranalysesindicatethatdailyinter-
personalconflictsanddailyexposuretobullyingbehaviorscanbeempiricallydistinguished,a
findinginlinewithotherrecentempiricalstudiesofthetheoreticalandempiricaldifferences
andsimilaritiesbetweenconflictsandbullyingatwork(Baillienetal.,2017;Notelaers
etal.,2018).

Means,standarddeviations,andwithin-andbetween-levelcorrelationsforallstudyvari-
ablesarepresentedinTable1.Correlationalanalysisshowedthatatthewithin-leveltherewas
asignificantpositiverelationshipbetweendailylevelsofinterpersonalconflictanddailylevels
ofexposuretobullyingbehaviors(r=.46,p<.001).Onthebetween-level,astrongpositive

TABLE1Means,standarddeviation,andintercorrelationsforstudyvariables(N=1710occasions,N=57
respondents)

XSD1.2.3.4.

1.Bullyingbehaviors1.1040.275-.46***

2.Interpersonalconflict1.0830.219.77***-

3.Traitanger1.5330.313.32*.34*-

4.Traitanxiety1.6800.319.36**.09.24-

Note:Person-levelcorrelationsarebelowthediagonalandday-levelcorrelationsabovethediagonal.
*p<.05.**p<.01.***p<.001.
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RESULTS
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models using R version 3.4.3. In all multilevel models, we grand-mean centered our between-
person predictors (trait anxiety and trait anger) and person-mean centered our day-level predic-
tors (interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying behaviors) around each cadet's individual
mean, so that the day-level coefficients would represent strictly within-person relationships
(Wang & Maxwell, 2015).

RESULTS

Preanalysis and descriptive statistics

To establish whether the 2-day-level measures of interpersonal conflicts and bullying could be
distinguished empirically, we used multilevel confirmatory factor analyses (MLCFA) in Mplus
version 7.4. Two different measurement models where tested and evaluated against commonly
used fit criteria (Hu & Bentler, 1999). In the first model, we tested daily interpersonal conflict
and daily exposure to bullying as two separate factors using their respective observed indicators.
The model revealed a marginally acceptable fit to the data (χ

2
(df) = 421.80 (68), CFI = .89,

RMSEA = .061), as the CFI is just below the recommended cut-off of .90 while the RMSEA is
clearly below the recommended cut-off of .08. The fit specific to the within-level
(SRMR

within
= .058) and between-level (SRMR

between
= .093) were acceptable and poor, respec-

tively. Although the between-level SRMR is not acceptable, the within-level SRMR, which is
the main level of analyses in this study, is acceptable. Second, we ran a one-factor model where
all the observed indicators loaded on one factor. This model yielded poor to acceptable fit to the
data (χ

2
(df) = 730.31 (70), CFI = .79, RMSEA = .082). Hence, the model resulted in a deterio-

ration of fit to the data when compared with the two-factor model (Δχ
2
(df) = 308.51 (2),

p < .001) and poorer fit at the within-level (SRMR
within

= .073) and the between level
(SRMR

between
= .103). In sum, multilevel confirmatory factor analyses indicate that daily inter-

personal conflicts and daily exposure to bullying behaviors can be empirically distinguished, a
finding in line with other recent empirical studies of the theoretical and empirical differences
and similarities between conflicts and bullying at work (Baillien et al., 2017; Notelaers
et al., 2018).

Means, standard deviations, and within- and between-level correlations for all study vari-
ables are presented in Table 1. Correlational analysis showed that at the within-level there was
a significant positive relationship between daily levels of interpersonal conflict and daily levels
of exposure to bullying behaviors (r = .46, p < .001). On the between-level, a strong positive

TABLE 1 Means, standard deviation, and intercorrelations for study variables (N = 1710 occasions, N = 57
respondents)

X SD 1. 2. 3. 4.

1. Bullying behaviors 1.104 0.275 - .46***

2. Interpersonal conflict 1.083 0.219 .77*** -

3. Trait anger 1.533 0.313 .32* .34* -

4. Trait anxiety 1.680 0.319 .36** .09 .24 -

Note: Person-level correlations are below the diagonal and day-level correlations above the diagonal.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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models using R version 3.4.3. In all multilevel models, we grand-mean centered our between-
person predictors (trait anxiety and trait anger) and person-mean centered our day-level predic-
tors (interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying behaviors) around each cadet's individual
mean, so that the day-level coefficients would represent strictly within-person relationships
(Wang & Maxwell, 2015).
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2
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clearly below the recommended cut-off of .08. The fit specific to the within-level
(SRMR

within
= .058) and between-level (SRMR

between
= .093) were acceptable and poor, respec-

tively. Although the between-level SRMR is not acceptable, the within-level SRMR, which is
the main level of analyses in this study, is acceptable. Second, we ran a one-factor model where
all the observed indicators loaded on one factor. This model yielded poor to acceptable fit to the
data (χ

2
(df) = 730.31 (70), CFI = .79, RMSEA = .082). Hence, the model resulted in a deterio-

ration of fit to the data when compared with the two-factor model (Δχ
2
(df) = 308.51 (2),

p < .001) and poorer fit at the within-level (SRMR
within

= .073) and the between level
(SRMR
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= .103). In sum, multilevel confirmatory factor analyses indicate that daily inter-

personal conflicts and daily exposure to bullying behaviors can be empirically distinguished, a
finding in line with other recent empirical studies of the theoretical and empirical differences
and similarities between conflicts and bullying at work (Baillien et al., 2017; Notelaers
et al., 2018).

Means, standard deviations, and within- and between-level correlations for all study vari-
ables are presented in Table 1. Correlational analysis showed that at the within-level there was
a significant positive relationship between daily levels of interpersonal conflict and daily levels
of exposure to bullying behaviors (r = .46, p < .001). On the between-level, a strong positive
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modelsusingRversion3.4.3.Inallmultilevelmodels,wegrand-meancenteredourbetween-
personpredictors(traitanxietyandtraitanger)andperson-meancenteredourday-levelpredic-
tors(interpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors)aroundeachcadet'sindividual
mean,sothattheday-levelcoefficientswouldrepresentstrictlywithin-personrelationships
(Wang&Maxwell,2015).

RESULTS

Preanalysisanddescriptivestatistics

Toestablishwhetherthe2-day-levelmeasuresofinterpersonalconflictsandbullyingcouldbe
distinguishedempirically,weusedmultilevelconfirmatoryfactoranalyses(MLCFA)inMplus
version7.4.Twodifferentmeasurementmodelswheretestedandevaluatedagainstcommonly
usedfitcriteria(Hu&Bentler,1999).Inthefirstmodel,wetesteddailyinterpersonalconflict
anddailyexposuretobullyingastwoseparatefactorsusingtheirrespectiveobservedindicators.
Themodelrevealedamarginallyacceptablefittothedata(χ

2
(df)=421.80(68),CFI=.89,

RMSEA=.061),astheCFIisjustbelowtherecommendedcut-offof.90whiletheRMSEAis
clearlybelowtherecommendedcut-offof.08.Thefitspecifictothewithin-level
(SRMR

within
=.058)andbetween-level(SRMR

between
=.093)wereacceptableandpoor,respec-

tively.Althoughthebetween-levelSRMRisnotacceptable,thewithin-levelSRMR,whichis
themainlevelofanalysesinthisstudy,isacceptable.Second,weranaone-factormodelwhere
alltheobservedindicatorsloadedononefactor.Thismodelyieldedpoortoacceptablefittothe
data(χ

2
(df)=730.31(70),CFI=.79,RMSEA=.082).Hence,themodelresultedinadeterio-

rationoffittothedatawhencomparedwiththetwo-factormodel(Δχ
2
(df)=308.51(2),

p<.001)andpoorerfitatthewithin-level(SRMR
within

=.073)andthebetweenlevel
(SRMR

between
=.103).Insum,multilevelconfirmatoryfactoranalysesindicatethatdailyinter-

personalconflictsanddailyexposuretobullyingbehaviorscanbeempiricallydistinguished,a
findinginlinewithotherrecentempiricalstudiesofthetheoreticalandempiricaldifferences
andsimilaritiesbetweenconflictsandbullyingatwork(Baillienetal.,2017;Notelaers
etal.,2018).

Means,standarddeviations,andwithin-andbetween-levelcorrelationsforallstudyvari-
ablesarepresentedinTable1.Correlationalanalysisshowedthatatthewithin-leveltherewas
asignificantpositiverelationshipbetweendailylevelsofinterpersonalconflictanddailylevels
ofexposuretobullyingbehaviors(r=.46,p<.001).Onthebetween-level,astrongpositive

TABLE1Means,standarddeviation,andintercorrelationsforstudyvariables(N=1710occasions,N=57
respondents)

XSD1.2.3.4.

1.Bullyingbehaviors1.1040.275-.46***

2.Interpersonalconflict1.0830.219.77***-

3.Traitanger1.5330.313.32*.34*-

4.Traitanxiety1.6800.319.36**.09.24-

Note:Person-levelcorrelationsarebelowthediagonalandday-levelcorrelationsabovethediagonal.
*p<.05.**p<.01.***p<.001.
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modelsusingRversion3.4.3.Inallmultilevelmodels,wegrand-meancenteredourbetween-
personpredictors(traitanxietyandtraitanger)andperson-meancenteredourday-levelpredic-
tors(interpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors)aroundeachcadet'sindividual
mean,sothattheday-levelcoefficientswouldrepresentstrictlywithin-personrelationships
(Wang&Maxwell,2015).

RESULTS

Preanalysisanddescriptivestatistics

Toestablishwhetherthe2-day-levelmeasuresofinterpersonalconflictsandbullyingcouldbe
distinguishedempirically,weusedmultilevelconfirmatoryfactoranalyses(MLCFA)inMplus
version7.4.Twodifferentmeasurementmodelswheretestedandevaluatedagainstcommonly
usedfitcriteria(Hu&Bentler,1999).Inthefirstmodel,wetesteddailyinterpersonalconflict
anddailyexposuretobullyingastwoseparatefactorsusingtheirrespectiveobservedindicators.
Themodelrevealedamarginallyacceptablefittothedata(χ

2
(df)=421.80(68),CFI=.89,

RMSEA=.061),astheCFIisjustbelowtherecommendedcut-offof.90whiletheRMSEAis
clearlybelowtherecommendedcut-offof.08.Thefitspecifictothewithin-level
(SRMR

within
=.058)andbetween-level(SRMR

between
=.093)wereacceptableandpoor,respec-

tively.Althoughthebetween-levelSRMRisnotacceptable,thewithin-levelSRMR,whichis
themainlevelofanalysesinthisstudy,isacceptable.Second,weranaone-factormodelwhere
alltheobservedindicatorsloadedononefactor.Thismodelyieldedpoortoacceptablefittothe
data(χ

2
(df)=730.31(70),CFI=.79,RMSEA=.082).Hence,themodelresultedinadeterio-

rationoffittothedatawhencomparedwiththetwo-factormodel(Δχ
2
(df)=308.51(2),

p<.001)andpoorerfitatthewithin-level(SRMR
within

=.073)andthebetweenlevel
(SRMR

between
=.103).Insum,multilevelconfirmatoryfactoranalysesindicatethatdailyinter-

personalconflictsanddailyexposuretobullyingbehaviorscanbeempiricallydistinguished,a
findinginlinewithotherrecentempiricalstudiesofthetheoreticalandempiricaldifferences
andsimilaritiesbetweenconflictsandbullyingatwork(Baillienetal.,2017;Notelaers
etal.,2018).

Means,standarddeviations,andwithin-andbetween-levelcorrelationsforallstudyvari-
ablesarepresentedinTable1.Correlationalanalysisshowedthatatthewithin-leveltherewas
asignificantpositiverelationshipbetweendailylevelsofinterpersonalconflictanddailylevels
ofexposuretobullyingbehaviors(r=.46,p<.001).Onthebetween-level,astrongpositive

TABLE1Means,standarddeviation,andintercorrelationsforstudyvariables(N=1710occasions,N=57
respondents)

XSD1.2.3.4.

1.Bullyingbehaviors1.1040.275-.46***

2.Interpersonalconflict1.0830.219.77***-

3.Traitanger1.5330.313.32*.34*-

4.Traitanxiety1.6800.319.36**.09.24-

Note:Person-levelcorrelationsarebelowthediagonalandday-levelcorrelationsabovethediagonal.
*p<.05.**p<.01.***p<.001.

10ZAHLQUISTETAL.

 1
46

40
59

7,
 0

, D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fro
m

 h
ttp

s:/
/ia

ap
-jo

ur
na

ls.
on

lin
el

ib
ra

ry
.w

ile
y.

co
m

/d
oi

/1
0.

11
11

/a
pp

s.1
24

10
 b

y 
U

ni
ve

rs
ite

tsb
ib

lio
te

ke
t I

, W
ile

y 
O

nl
in

e 
Li

br
ar

y 
on

 [1
8/

12
/2

02
2]

. S
ee

 th
e 

Te
rm

s a
nd

 C
on

di
tio

ns
 (h

ttp
s:/

/o
nl

in
el

ib
ra

ry
.w

ile
y.

co
m

/te
rm

s-
an

d-
co

nd
iti

on
s)

 o
n 

W
ile

y 
O

nl
in

e 
Li

br
ar

y 
fo

r r
ul

es
 o

f u
se

; O
A

 a
rti

cl
es

 a
re

 g
ov

er
ne

d 
by

 th
e 

ap
pl

ic
ab

le
 C

re
at

iv
e 

Co
m

m
on

s L
ic

en
se

modelsusingRversion3.4.3.Inallmultilevelmodels,wegrand-meancenteredourbetween-
personpredictors(traitanxietyandtraitanger)andperson-meancenteredourday-levelpredic-
tors(interpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors)aroundeachcadet'sindividual
mean,sothattheday-levelcoefficientswouldrepresentstrictlywithin-personrelationships
(Wang&Maxwell,2015).

RESULTS

Preanalysisanddescriptivestatistics

Toestablishwhetherthe2-day-levelmeasuresofinterpersonalconflictsandbullyingcouldbe
distinguishedempirically,weusedmultilevelconfirmatoryfactoranalyses(MLCFA)inMplus
version7.4.Twodifferentmeasurementmodelswheretestedandevaluatedagainstcommonly
usedfitcriteria(Hu&Bentler,1999).Inthefirstmodel,wetesteddailyinterpersonalconflict
anddailyexposuretobullyingastwoseparatefactorsusingtheirrespectiveobservedindicators.
Themodelrevealedamarginallyacceptablefittothedata(χ

2
(df)=421.80(68),CFI=.89,

RMSEA=.061),astheCFIisjustbelowtherecommendedcut-offof.90whiletheRMSEAis
clearlybelowtherecommendedcut-offof.08.Thefitspecifictothewithin-level
(SRMR

within
=.058)andbetween-level(SRMR

between
=.093)wereacceptableandpoor,respec-

tively.Althoughthebetween-levelSRMRisnotacceptable,thewithin-levelSRMR,whichis
themainlevelofanalysesinthisstudy,isacceptable.Second,weranaone-factormodelwhere
alltheobservedindicatorsloadedononefactor.Thismodelyieldedpoortoacceptablefittothe
data(χ

2
(df)=730.31(70),CFI=.79,RMSEA=.082).Hence,themodelresultedinadeterio-

rationoffittothedatawhencomparedwiththetwo-factormodel(Δχ
2
(df)=308.51(2),

p<.001)andpoorerfitatthewithin-level(SRMR
within

=.073)andthebetweenlevel
(SRMR

between
=.103).Insum,multilevelconfirmatoryfactoranalysesindicatethatdailyinter-

personalconflictsanddailyexposuretobullyingbehaviorscanbeempiricallydistinguished,a
findinginlinewithotherrecentempiricalstudiesofthetheoreticalandempiricaldifferences
andsimilaritiesbetweenconflictsandbullyingatwork(Baillienetal.,2017;Notelaers
etal.,2018).

Means,standarddeviations,andwithin-andbetween-levelcorrelationsforallstudyvari-
ablesarepresentedinTable1.Correlationalanalysisshowedthatatthewithin-leveltherewas
asignificantpositiverelationshipbetweendailylevelsofinterpersonalconflictanddailylevels
ofexposuretobullyingbehaviors(r=.46,p<.001).Onthebetween-level,astrongpositive
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personpredictors(traitanxietyandtraitanger)andperson-meancenteredourday-levelpredic-
tors(interpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors)aroundeachcadet'sindividual
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correlation exists between interpersonal conflict and exposure to bullying behaviors (r = .77,
p < .001). Further, trait anger was positively related to interpersonal conflict (r = .34, p < .05)
and exposure to bullying behaviors (r = .32, p < .05). Trait anxiety was positively related to
exposure to bullying behaviors (r = .36, p < .01), but not significantly related to trait anger or
interpersonal conflict.

Multilevel analysis

Table 2 presents the results from the first set of multilevel analysis predicting interpersonal
conflicts the next day. As shown in Table 2, the unpredicted null model showed that 83% of the
total variance in daily interpersonal conflicts existed on the day-level (within-level), whereas 17%
of the variance appeared at the person-level (between-level) of analysis. In Hypothesis 1a,
we expected a positive relationship between interpersonal conflicts and interpersonal conflicts the
next day. In support of Hypothesis 1a, there was a significant positive relationship between inter-
personal conflict and interpersonal conflicts the next day (B = .146, p < .001) in the main effect
model. Thus, cadets were more likely to experience interpersonal conflicts when they had experi-
enced interpersonal conflicts the previous day. Compared with the null model, the main effect
model fit the data better and reduced the unexplained day-level variance in interpersonal conflict
the next day, pseudo R2 = .081, χ2(3) = 75.3, p < .001. In Hypotheses 2a and 2b, we hypothesized
that trait anger and trait anxiety would moderate the positive relationship between daily interper-
sonal conflicts and interpersonal conflicts the next day. In support of Hypothesis 2a, we found a
significant interaction between trait anger and interpersonal conflict (B = .155, p < .05) in the
interaction model. However, the interaction effect between trait anxiety and interpersonal conflict
was not significant (B = ".092, n.s.). Hence, Hypothesis 2b was not supported. Adding the inter-
action terms between interpersonal conflict and trait anger and between interpersonal conflict
and trait anxiety, respectively, reduced the unexplained day-level variance in interpersonal con-
flict the next day, pseudo R2 = .085, ΔR2 = .004, although the interaction terms did not signifi-
cantly improve model fit compared with the main effects model χ2(2) = 5.47, p = .065.

TABLE 2 Multilevel estimates for the prediction of interpersonal conflicts

Null model Main effect model Interaction model

B SE B SE B SE

Intercept 1.081*** .013 1.078*** .012 1.078*** .012

Interpersonal conflicts prescore 0.146*** .028 0.124*** .030

Trait anger 0.089* .040 0.088* .040

Trait anxiety 0.020 .039 0.020 .039

Trait anger ! ICP 0.155* .066

Trait anxiety ! ICP "0.092 .095

Variance level 1 (day-level) 0.040 (%) (83%) .002 0.036 .001 0.036 .001

Variance level 2 (person-level) 0.008 (%) (17%) .002 0.006 .002 0.006 .002

"2 Log likelihood "453.11 "528.44 "533.91

Note: ICP = interpersonal conflict previous day. N = 57 respondents, N = 1296 measurement occasions.
*p < .05. ***p < .001.
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correlationexistsbetweeninterpersonalconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviors(r=.77,
p<.001).Further,traitangerwaspositivelyrelatedtointerpersonalconflict(r=.34,p<.05)
andexposuretobullyingbehaviors(r=.32,p<.05).Traitanxietywaspositivelyrelatedto
exposuretobullyingbehaviors(r=.36,p<.01),butnotsignificantlyrelatedtotraitangeror
interpersonalconflict.

Multilevelanalysis

Table2presentstheresultsfromthefirstsetofmultilevelanalysispredictinginterpersonal
conflictsthenextday.AsshowninTable2,theunpredictednullmodelshowedthat83%ofthe
totalvarianceindailyinterpersonalconflictsexistedontheday-level(within-level),whereas17%
ofthevarianceappearedattheperson-level(between-level)ofanalysis.InHypothesis1a,
weexpectedapositiverelationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandinterpersonalconflictsthe
nextday.InsupportofHypothesis1a,therewasasignificantpositiverelationshipbetweeninter-
personalconflictandinterpersonalconflictsthenextday(B=.146,p<.001)inthemaineffect
model.Thus,cadetsweremorelikelytoexperienceinterpersonalconflictswhentheyhadexperi-
encedinterpersonalconflictsthepreviousday.Comparedwiththenullmodel,themaineffect
modelfitthedatabetterandreducedtheunexplainedday-levelvarianceininterpersonalconflict
thenextday,pseudoR2=.081,χ2(3)=75.3,p<.001.InHypotheses2aand2b,wehypothesized
thattraitangerandtraitanxietywouldmoderatethepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterper-
sonalconflictsandinterpersonalconflictsthenextday.InsupportofHypothesis2a,wefounda
significantinteractionbetweentraitangerandinterpersonalconflict(B=.155,p<.05)inthe
interactionmodel.However,theinteractioneffectbetweentraitanxietyandinterpersonalconflict
wasnotsignificant(B=".092,n.s.).Hence,Hypothesis2bwasnotsupported.Addingtheinter-
actiontermsbetweeninterpersonalconflictandtraitangerandbetweeninterpersonalconflict
andtraitanxiety,respectively,reducedtheunexplainedday-levelvarianceininterpersonalcon-
flictthenextday,pseudoR2=.085,ΔR2=.004,althoughtheinteractiontermsdidnotsignifi-
cantlyimprovemodelfitcomparedwiththemaineffectsmodelχ2(2)=5.47,p=.065.

TABLE2Multilevelestimatesforthepredictionofinterpersonalconflicts

NullmodelMaineffectmodelInteractionmodel

BSEBSEBSE

Intercept1.081***.0131.078***.0121.078***.012

Interpersonalconflictsprescore0.146***.0280.124***.030

Traitanger0.089*.0400.088*.040

Traitanxiety0.020.0390.020.039

Traitanger!ICP0.155*.066

Traitanxiety!ICP"0.092.095

Variancelevel1(day-level)0.040(%)(83%).0020.036.0010.036.001

Variancelevel2(person-level)0.008(%)(17%).0020.006.0020.006.002

"2Loglikelihood"453.11"528.44"533.91

Note:ICP=interpersonalconflictpreviousday.N=57respondents,N=1296measurementoccasions.
*p<.05.***p<.001.
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correlationexistsbetweeninterpersonalconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviors(r=.77,
p<.001).Further,traitangerwaspositivelyrelatedtointerpersonalconflict(r=.34,p<.05)
andexposuretobullyingbehaviors(r=.32,p<.05).Traitanxietywaspositivelyrelatedto
exposuretobullyingbehaviors(r=.36,p<.01),butnotsignificantlyrelatedtotraitangeror
interpersonalconflict.

Multilevelanalysis

Table2presentstheresultsfromthefirstsetofmultilevelanalysispredictinginterpersonal
conflictsthenextday.AsshowninTable2,theunpredictednullmodelshowedthat83%ofthe
totalvarianceindailyinterpersonalconflictsexistedontheday-level(within-level),whereas17%
ofthevarianceappearedattheperson-level(between-level)ofanalysis.InHypothesis1a,
weexpectedapositiverelationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandinterpersonalconflictsthe
nextday.InsupportofHypothesis1a,therewasasignificantpositiverelationshipbetweeninter-
personalconflictandinterpersonalconflictsthenextday(B=.146,p<.001)inthemaineffect
model.Thus,cadetsweremorelikelytoexperienceinterpersonalconflictswhentheyhadexperi-
encedinterpersonalconflictsthepreviousday.Comparedwiththenullmodel,themaineffect
modelfitthedatabetterandreducedtheunexplainedday-levelvarianceininterpersonalconflict
thenextday,pseudoR2=.081,χ2(3)=75.3,p<.001.InHypotheses2aand2b,wehypothesized
thattraitangerandtraitanxietywouldmoderatethepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterper-
sonalconflictsandinterpersonalconflictsthenextday.InsupportofHypothesis2a,wefounda
significantinteractionbetweentraitangerandinterpersonalconflict(B=.155,p<.05)inthe
interactionmodel.However,theinteractioneffectbetweentraitanxietyandinterpersonalconflict
wasnotsignificant(B=".092,n.s.).Hence,Hypothesis2bwasnotsupported.Addingtheinter-
actiontermsbetweeninterpersonalconflictandtraitangerandbetweeninterpersonalconflict
andtraitanxiety,respectively,reducedtheunexplainedday-levelvarianceininterpersonalcon-
flictthenextday,pseudoR2=.085,ΔR2=.004,althoughtheinteractiontermsdidnotsignifi-
cantlyimprovemodelfitcomparedwiththemaineffectsmodelχ2(2)=5.47,p=.065.

TABLE2Multilevelestimatesforthepredictionofinterpersonalconflicts

NullmodelMaineffectmodelInteractionmodel

BSEBSEBSE

Intercept1.081***.0131.078***.0121.078***.012

Interpersonalconflictsprescore0.146***.0280.124***.030

Traitanger0.089*.0400.088*.040

Traitanxiety0.020.0390.020.039

Traitanger!ICP0.155*.066

Traitanxiety!ICP"0.092.095

Variancelevel1(day-level)0.040(%)(83%).0020.036.0010.036.001

Variancelevel2(person-level)0.008(%)(17%).0020.006.0020.006.002

"2Loglikelihood"453.11"528.44"533.91

Note:ICP=interpersonalconflictpreviousday.N=57respondents,N=1296measurementoccasions.
*p<.05.***p<.001.
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correlation exists between interpersonal conflict and exposure to bullying behaviors (r = .77,
p < .001). Further, trait anger was positively related to interpersonal conflict (r = .34, p < .05)
and exposure to bullying behaviors (r = .32, p < .05). Trait anxiety was positively related to
exposure to bullying behaviors (r = .36, p < .01), but not significantly related to trait anger or
interpersonal conflict.

Multilevel analysis

Table 2 presents the results from the first set of multilevel analysis predicting interpersonal
conflicts the next day. As shown in Table 2, the unpredicted null model showed that 83% of the
total variance in daily interpersonal conflicts existed on the day-level (within-level), whereas 17%
of the variance appeared at the person-level (between-level) of analysis. In Hypothesis 1a,
we expected a positive relationship between interpersonal conflicts and interpersonal conflicts the
next day. In support of Hypothesis 1a, there was a significant positive relationship between inter-
personal conflict and interpersonal conflicts the next day (B = .146, p < .001) in the main effect
model. Thus, cadets were more likely to experience interpersonal conflicts when they had experi-
enced interpersonal conflicts the previous day. Compared with the null model, the main effect
model fit the data better and reduced the unexplained day-level variance in interpersonal conflict
the next day, pseudo R

2
= .081, χ

2
(3) = 75.3, p < .001. In Hypotheses 2a and 2b, we hypothesized

that trait anger and trait anxiety would moderate the positive relationship between daily interper-
sonal conflicts and interpersonal conflicts the next day. In support of Hypothesis 2a, we found a
significant interaction between trait anger and interpersonal conflict (B = .155, p < .05) in the
interaction model. However, the interaction effect between trait anxiety and interpersonal conflict
was not significant (B = ".092, n.s.). Hence, Hypothesis 2b was not supported. Adding the inter-
action terms between interpersonal conflict and trait anger and between interpersonal conflict
and trait anxiety, respectively, reduced the unexplained day-level variance in interpersonal con-
flict the next day, pseudo R

2
= .085, ΔR

2
= .004, although the interaction terms did not signifi-

cantly improve model fit compared with the main effects model χ
2
(2) = 5.47, p = .065.

TABLE 2 Multilevel estimates for the prediction of interpersonal conflicts

Null model Main effect model Interaction model

B SE B SE B SE

Intercept 1.081*** .013 1.078*** .012 1.078*** .012

Interpersonal conflicts prescore 0.146*** .028 0.124*** .030

Trait anger 0.089* .040 0.088* .040

Trait anxiety 0.020 .039 0.020 .039

Trait anger ! ICP 0.155* .066

Trait anxiety ! ICP "0.092 .095

Variance level 1 (day-level) 0.040 (%) (83%) .002 0.036 .001 0.036 .001

Variance level 2 (person-level) 0.008 (%) (17%) .002 0.006 .002 0.006 .002

"2 Log likelihood "453.11 "528.44 "533.91

Note: ICP = interpersonal conflict previous day. N = 57 respondents, N = 1296 measurement occasions.
*p < .05. ***p < .001.
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correlation exists between interpersonal conflict and exposure to bullying behaviors (r = .77,
p < .001). Further, trait anger was positively related to interpersonal conflict (r = .34, p < .05)
and exposure to bullying behaviors (r = .32, p < .05). Trait anxiety was positively related to
exposure to bullying behaviors (r = .36, p < .01), but not significantly related to trait anger or
interpersonal conflict.

Multilevel analysis

Table 2 presents the results from the first set of multilevel analysis predicting interpersonal
conflicts the next day. As shown in Table 2, the unpredicted null model showed that 83% of the
total variance in daily interpersonal conflicts existed on the day-level (within-level), whereas 17%
of the variance appeared at the person-level (between-level) of analysis. In Hypothesis 1a,
we expected a positive relationship between interpersonal conflicts and interpersonal conflicts the
next day. In support of Hypothesis 1a, there was a significant positive relationship between inter-
personal conflict and interpersonal conflicts the next day (B = .146, p < .001) in the main effect
model. Thus, cadets were more likely to experience interpersonal conflicts when they had experi-
enced interpersonal conflicts the previous day. Compared with the null model, the main effect
model fit the data better and reduced the unexplained day-level variance in interpersonal conflict
the next day, pseudo R

2
= .081, χ

2
(3) = 75.3, p < .001. In Hypotheses 2a and 2b, we hypothesized

that trait anger and trait anxiety would moderate the positive relationship between daily interper-
sonal conflicts and interpersonal conflicts the next day. In support of Hypothesis 2a, we found a
significant interaction between trait anger and interpersonal conflict (B = .155, p < .05) in the
interaction model. However, the interaction effect between trait anxiety and interpersonal conflict
was not significant (B = ".092, n.s.). Hence, Hypothesis 2b was not supported. Adding the inter-
action terms between interpersonal conflict and trait anger and between interpersonal conflict
and trait anxiety, respectively, reduced the unexplained day-level variance in interpersonal con-
flict the next day, pseudo R

2
= .085, ΔR

2
= .004, although the interaction terms did not signifi-

cantly improve model fit compared with the main effects model χ
2
(2) = 5.47, p = .065.

TABLE 2 Multilevel estimates for the prediction of interpersonal conflicts

Null model Main effect model Interaction model

B SE B SE B SE

Intercept 1.081*** .013 1.078*** .012 1.078*** .012

Interpersonal conflicts prescore 0.146*** .028 0.124*** .030

Trait anger 0.089* .040 0.088* .040

Trait anxiety 0.020 .039 0.020 .039

Trait anger ! ICP 0.155* .066

Trait anxiety ! ICP "0.092 .095

Variance level 1 (day-level) 0.040 (%) (83%) .002 0.036 .001 0.036 .001

Variance level 2 (person-level) 0.008 (%) (17%) .002 0.006 .002 0.006 .002

"2 Log likelihood "453.11 "528.44 "533.91

Note: ICP = interpersonal conflict previous day. N = 57 respondents, N = 1296 measurement occasions.
*p < .05. ***p < .001.
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correlationexistsbetweeninterpersonalconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviors(r=.77,
p<.001).Further,traitangerwaspositivelyrelatedtointerpersonalconflict(r=.34,p<.05)
andexposuretobullyingbehaviors(r=.32,p<.05).Traitanxietywaspositivelyrelatedto
exposuretobullyingbehaviors(r=.36,p<.01),butnotsignificantlyrelatedtotraitangeror
interpersonalconflict.

Multilevelanalysis

Table2presentstheresultsfromthefirstsetofmultilevelanalysispredictinginterpersonal
conflictsthenextday.AsshowninTable2,theunpredictednullmodelshowedthat83%ofthe
totalvarianceindailyinterpersonalconflictsexistedontheday-level(within-level),whereas17%
ofthevarianceappearedattheperson-level(between-level)ofanalysis.InHypothesis1a,
weexpectedapositiverelationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandinterpersonalconflictsthe
nextday.InsupportofHypothesis1a,therewasasignificantpositiverelationshipbetweeninter-
personalconflictandinterpersonalconflictsthenextday(B=.146,p<.001)inthemaineffect
model.Thus,cadetsweremorelikelytoexperienceinterpersonalconflictswhentheyhadexperi-
encedinterpersonalconflictsthepreviousday.Comparedwiththenullmodel,themaineffect
modelfitthedatabetterandreducedtheunexplainedday-levelvarianceininterpersonalconflict
thenextday,pseudoR

2
=.081,χ

2
(3)=75.3,p<.001.InHypotheses2aand2b,wehypothesized

thattraitangerandtraitanxietywouldmoderatethepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterper-
sonalconflictsandinterpersonalconflictsthenextday.InsupportofHypothesis2a,wefounda
significantinteractionbetweentraitangerandinterpersonalconflict(B=.155,p<.05)inthe
interactionmodel.However,theinteractioneffectbetweentraitanxietyandinterpersonalconflict
wasnotsignificant(B=".092,n.s.).Hence,Hypothesis2bwasnotsupported.Addingtheinter-
actiontermsbetweeninterpersonalconflictandtraitangerandbetweeninterpersonalconflict
andtraitanxiety,respectively,reducedtheunexplainedday-levelvarianceininterpersonalcon-
flictthenextday,pseudoR

2
=.085,ΔR

2
=.004,althoughtheinteractiontermsdidnotsignifi-

cantlyimprovemodelfitcomparedwiththemaineffectsmodelχ
2
(2)=5.47,p=.065.

TABLE2Multilevelestimatesforthepredictionofinterpersonalconflicts

NullmodelMaineffectmodelInteractionmodel

BSEBSEBSE

Intercept1.081***.0131.078***.0121.078***.012

Interpersonalconflictsprescore0.146***.0280.124***.030

Traitanger0.089*.0400.088*.040

Traitanxiety0.020.0390.020.039

Traitanger!ICP0.155*.066

Traitanxiety!ICP"0.092.095

Variancelevel1(day-level)0.040(%)(83%).0020.036.0010.036.001

Variancelevel2(person-level)0.008(%)(17%).0020.006.0020.006.002

"2Loglikelihood"453.11"528.44"533.91

Note:ICP=interpersonalconflictpreviousday.N=57respondents,N=1296measurementoccasions.
*p<.05.***p<.001.
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correlationexistsbetweeninterpersonalconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviors(r=.77,
p<.001).Further,traitangerwaspositivelyrelatedtointerpersonalconflict(r=.34,p<.05)
andexposuretobullyingbehaviors(r=.32,p<.05).Traitanxietywaspositivelyrelatedto
exposuretobullyingbehaviors(r=.36,p<.01),butnotsignificantlyrelatedtotraitangeror
interpersonalconflict.

Multilevelanalysis

Table2presentstheresultsfromthefirstsetofmultilevelanalysispredictinginterpersonal
conflictsthenextday.AsshowninTable2,theunpredictednullmodelshowedthat83%ofthe
totalvarianceindailyinterpersonalconflictsexistedontheday-level(within-level),whereas17%
ofthevarianceappearedattheperson-level(between-level)ofanalysis.InHypothesis1a,
weexpectedapositiverelationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandinterpersonalconflictsthe
nextday.InsupportofHypothesis1a,therewasasignificantpositiverelationshipbetweeninter-
personalconflictandinterpersonalconflictsthenextday(B=.146,p<.001)inthemaineffect
model.Thus,cadetsweremorelikelytoexperienceinterpersonalconflictswhentheyhadexperi-
encedinterpersonalconflictsthepreviousday.Comparedwiththenullmodel,themaineffect
modelfitthedatabetterandreducedtheunexplainedday-levelvarianceininterpersonalconflict
thenextday,pseudoR

2
=.081,χ

2
(3)=75.3,p<.001.InHypotheses2aand2b,wehypothesized

thattraitangerandtraitanxietywouldmoderatethepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterper-
sonalconflictsandinterpersonalconflictsthenextday.InsupportofHypothesis2a,wefounda
significantinteractionbetweentraitangerandinterpersonalconflict(B=.155,p<.05)inthe
interactionmodel.However,theinteractioneffectbetweentraitanxietyandinterpersonalconflict
wasnotsignificant(B=".092,n.s.).Hence,Hypothesis2bwasnotsupported.Addingtheinter-
actiontermsbetweeninterpersonalconflictandtraitangerandbetweeninterpersonalconflict
andtraitanxiety,respectively,reducedtheunexplainedday-levelvarianceininterpersonalcon-
flictthenextday,pseudoR

2
=.085,ΔR

2
=.004,althoughtheinteractiontermsdidnotsignifi-

cantlyimprovemodelfitcomparedwiththemaineffectsmodelχ
2
(2)=5.47,p=.065.

TABLE2Multilevelestimatesforthepredictionofinterpersonalconflicts

NullmodelMaineffectmodelInteractionmodel

BSEBSEBSE

Intercept1.081***.0131.078***.0121.078***.012

Interpersonalconflictsprescore0.146***.0280.124***.030

Traitanger0.089*.0400.088*.040

Traitanxiety0.020.0390.020.039

Traitanger!ICP0.155*.066

Traitanxiety!ICP"0.092.095

Variancelevel1(day-level)0.040(%)(83%).0020.036.0010.036.001

Variancelevel2(person-level)0.008(%)(17%).0020.006.0020.006.002

"2Loglikelihood"453.11"528.44"533.91

Note:ICP=interpersonalconflictpreviousday.N=57respondents,N=1296measurementoccasions.
*p<.05.***p<.001.
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correlationexistsbetweeninterpersonalconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviors(r=.77,
p<.001).Further,traitangerwaspositivelyrelatedtointerpersonalconflict(r=.34,p<.05)
andexposuretobullyingbehaviors(r=.32,p<.05).Traitanxietywaspositivelyrelatedto
exposuretobullyingbehaviors(r=.36,p<.01),butnotsignificantlyrelatedtotraitangeror
interpersonalconflict.

Multilevelanalysis

Table2presentstheresultsfromthefirstsetofmultilevelanalysispredictinginterpersonal
conflictsthenextday.AsshowninTable2,theunpredictednullmodelshowedthat83%ofthe
totalvarianceindailyinterpersonalconflictsexistedontheday-level(within-level),whereas17%
ofthevarianceappearedattheperson-level(between-level)ofanalysis.InHypothesis1a,
weexpectedapositiverelationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandinterpersonalconflictsthe
nextday.InsupportofHypothesis1a,therewasasignificantpositiverelationshipbetweeninter-
personalconflictandinterpersonalconflictsthenextday(B=.146,p<.001)inthemaineffect
model.Thus,cadetsweremorelikelytoexperienceinterpersonalconflictswhentheyhadexperi-
encedinterpersonalconflictsthepreviousday.Comparedwiththenullmodel,themaineffect
modelfitthedatabetterandreducedtheunexplainedday-levelvarianceininterpersonalconflict
thenextday,pseudoR

2
=.081,χ

2
(3)=75.3,p<.001.InHypotheses2aand2b,wehypothesized

thattraitangerandtraitanxietywouldmoderatethepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterper-
sonalconflictsandinterpersonalconflictsthenextday.InsupportofHypothesis2a,wefounda
significantinteractionbetweentraitangerandinterpersonalconflict(B=.155,p<.05)inthe
interactionmodel.However,theinteractioneffectbetweentraitanxietyandinterpersonalconflict
wasnotsignificant(B=".092,n.s.).Hence,Hypothesis2bwasnotsupported.Addingtheinter-
actiontermsbetweeninterpersonalconflictandtraitangerandbetweeninterpersonalconflict
andtraitanxiety,respectively,reducedtheunexplainedday-levelvarianceininterpersonalcon-
flictthenextday,pseudoR

2
=.085,ΔR

2
=.004,althoughtheinteractiontermsdidnotsignifi-

cantlyimprovemodelfitcomparedwiththemaineffectsmodelχ
2
(2)=5.47,p=.065.

TABLE2Multilevelestimatesforthepredictionofinterpersonalconflicts

NullmodelMaineffectmodelInteractionmodel

BSEBSEBSE

Intercept1.081***.0131.078***.0121.078***.012

Interpersonalconflictsprescore0.146***.0280.124***.030

Traitanger0.089*.0400.088*.040

Traitanxiety0.020.0390.020.039

Traitanger!ICP0.155*.066

Traitanxiety!ICP"0.092.095

Variancelevel1(day-level)0.040(%)(83%).0020.036.0010.036.001

Variancelevel2(person-level)0.008(%)(17%).0020.006.0020.006.002

"2Loglikelihood"453.11"528.44"533.91

Note:ICP=interpersonalconflictpreviousday.N=57respondents,N=1296measurementoccasions.
*p<.05.***p<.001.
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correlationexistsbetweeninterpersonalconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviors(r=.77,
p<.001).Further,traitangerwaspositivelyrelatedtointerpersonalconflict(r=.34,p<.05)
andexposuretobullyingbehaviors(r=.32,p<.05).Traitanxietywaspositivelyrelatedto
exposuretobullyingbehaviors(r=.36,p<.01),butnotsignificantlyrelatedtotraitangeror
interpersonalconflict.

Multilevelanalysis

Table2presentstheresultsfromthefirstsetofmultilevelanalysispredictinginterpersonal
conflictsthenextday.AsshowninTable2,theunpredictednullmodelshowedthat83%ofthe
totalvarianceindailyinterpersonalconflictsexistedontheday-level(within-level),whereas17%
ofthevarianceappearedattheperson-level(between-level)ofanalysis.InHypothesis1a,
weexpectedapositiverelationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandinterpersonalconflictsthe
nextday.InsupportofHypothesis1a,therewasasignificantpositiverelationshipbetweeninter-
personalconflictandinterpersonalconflictsthenextday(B=.146,p<.001)inthemaineffect
model.Thus,cadetsweremorelikelytoexperienceinterpersonalconflictswhentheyhadexperi-
encedinterpersonalconflictsthepreviousday.Comparedwiththenullmodel,themaineffect
modelfitthedatabetterandreducedtheunexplainedday-levelvarianceininterpersonalconflict
thenextday,pseudoR

2
=.081,χ
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(3)=75.3,p<.001.InHypotheses2aand2b,wehypothesized

thattraitangerandtraitanxietywouldmoderatethepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterper-
sonalconflictsandinterpersonalconflictsthenextday.InsupportofHypothesis2a,wefounda
significantinteractionbetweentraitangerandinterpersonalconflict(B=.155,p<.05)inthe
interactionmodel.However,theinteractioneffectbetweentraitanxietyandinterpersonalconflict
wasnotsignificant(B=".092,n.s.).Hence,Hypothesis2bwasnotsupported.Addingtheinter-
actiontermsbetweeninterpersonalconflictandtraitangerandbetweeninterpersonalconflict
andtraitanxiety,respectively,reducedtheunexplainedday-levelvarianceininterpersonalcon-
flictthenextday,pseudoR

2
=.085,ΔR

2
=.004,althoughtheinteractiontermsdidnotsignifi-

cantlyimprovemodelfitcomparedwiththemaineffectsmodelχ
2
(2)=5.47,p=.065.

TABLE2Multilevelestimatesforthepredictionofinterpersonalconflicts

NullmodelMaineffectmodelInteractionmodel

BSEBSEBSE

Intercept1.081***.0131.078***.0121.078***.012

Interpersonalconflictsprescore0.146***.0280.124***.030

Traitanger0.089*.0400.088*.040

Traitanxiety0.020.0390.020.039

Traitanger!ICP0.155*.066

Traitanxiety!ICP"0.092.095

Variancelevel1(day-level)0.040(%)(83%).0020.036.0010.036.001

Variancelevel2(person-level)0.008(%)(17%).0020.006.0020.006.002

"2Loglikelihood"453.11"528.44"533.91

Note:ICP=interpersonalconflictpreviousday.N=57respondents,N=1296measurementoccasions.
*p<.05.***p<.001.
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Additional analyses, however, showed that adding only the interpersonal conflict ! trait anger
interaction term reduced the unexplained day-level variance of interpersonal conflict the next day
and significantly improved model fit compared with the main effects model, pseudo R2 = .084,
ΔR2 = .003, χ2(1) = 4.54, p = .033. The significant interaction between trait anger and daily
interpersonal conflict is visualized in Figure 1. As seen in the figure, there is a stronger positive
association between interpersonal conflict and interpersonal conflicts the next day among cadets
with a higher level of trait anger, compared with cadets with a lower level of trait anger. Further,
a formal test of the slopes at ±1 SD of the moderator revealed a significant slope for those with a
high level of trait anger (Slope = .17, z = 5.56, p < .001) but not for those with a low level of trait
anger (Slope = .076, z = 1.86, n.s.).

Table 3 presents the results from the second set of multilevel analysis predicting exposure to
bullying behaviors. As can be seen in Table 3, the unpredicted null model showed that 75% of
the total variance in exposure to bullying behaviors existed on the day-level (within-level),
while 25% of the variance appeared at the person-level (between-level) of analysis. This shows
that most of the variance in bullying behaviors is accounted for by intraindividual variances
across the 30 days, rather than by between person variances. In Hypothesis 1b, we hypothesized
a positive association between daily interpersonal conflict and exposure to bullying behaviors
the same day, after controlling for bullying behaviors the previous day. In support of
Hypothesis 1b, there was a significant positive relationship between interpersonal conflict and
daily exposure to bullying behaviors (B = .548, p < .001). Thus, on days the cadets experienced
interpersonal conflict, they were more likely to report an increase in exposure to bullying
behaviors compared with their previous day exposure. The main effect model showed a signifi-
cantly better fit to the data and reduced the unexplained day-level variance in exposure to bully-
ing behaviors compared with the null model, pseudo R2 = .294, χ2(4) = 441.98, p < .001. In
Hypotheses 3a and 3b, we hypothesized that trait anger (3a) and trait anxiety (3b) would mod-
erate the positive relationship between daily interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying
behaviors the same day. In support of Hypothesis 3a, we found a significant interaction between
trait anger and interpersonal conflict (B = .469, p < .001) in the interaction model. However,

FIGURE 1 Plot of the interactive relationship of daily interpersonal conflicts and interpersonal conflicts the
next day for cadets low vs. high on trait anger
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Additionalanalyses,however,showedthataddingonlytheinterpersonalconflict!traitanger
interactiontermreducedtheunexplainedday-levelvarianceofinterpersonalconflictthenextday
andsignificantlyimprovedmodelfitcomparedwiththemaineffectsmodel,pseudoR2=.084,
ΔR2=.003,χ2(1)=4.54,p=.033.Thesignificantinteractionbetweentraitangeranddaily
interpersonalconflictisvisualizedinFigure1.Asseeninthefigure,thereisastrongerpositive
associationbetweeninterpersonalconflictandinterpersonalconflictsthenextdayamongcadets
withahigherleveloftraitanger,comparedwithcadetswithalowerleveloftraitanger.Further,
aformaltestoftheslopesat±1SDofthemoderatorrevealedasignificantslopeforthosewitha
highleveloftraitanger(Slope=.17,z=5.56,p<.001)butnotforthosewithalowleveloftrait
anger(Slope=.076,z=1.86,n.s.).

Table3presentstheresultsfromthesecondsetofmultilevelanalysispredictingexposureto
bullyingbehaviors.AscanbeseeninTable3,theunpredictednullmodelshowedthat75%of
thetotalvarianceinexposuretobullyingbehaviorsexistedontheday-level(within-level),
while25%ofthevarianceappearedattheperson-level(between-level)ofanalysis.Thisshows
thatmostofthevarianceinbullyingbehaviorsisaccountedforbyintraindividualvariances
acrossthe30days,ratherthanbybetweenpersonvariances.InHypothesis1b,wehypothesized
apositiveassociationbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviors
thesameday,aftercontrollingforbullyingbehaviorsthepreviousday.Insupportof
Hypothesis1b,therewasasignificantpositiverelationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflictand
dailyexposuretobullyingbehaviors(B=.548,p<.001).Thus,ondaysthecadetsexperienced
interpersonalconflict,theyweremorelikelytoreportanincreaseinexposuretobullying
behaviorscomparedwiththeirpreviousdayexposure.Themaineffectmodelshowedasignifi-
cantlybetterfittothedataandreducedtheunexplainedday-levelvarianceinexposuretobully-
ingbehaviorscomparedwiththenullmodel,pseudoR2=.294,χ2(4)=441.98,p<.001.In
Hypotheses3aand3b,wehypothesizedthattraitanger(3a)andtraitanxiety(3b)wouldmod-
eratethepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullying
behaviorsthesameday.InsupportofHypothesis3a,wefoundasignificantinteractionbetween
traitangerandinterpersonalconflict(B=.469,p<.001)intheinteractionmodel.However,

FIGURE1Plotoftheinteractiverelationshipofdailyinterpersonalconflictsandinterpersonalconflictsthe
nextdayforcadetslowvs.highontraitanger
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ΔR2=.003,χ2(1)=4.54,p=.033.Thesignificantinteractionbetweentraitangeranddaily
interpersonalconflictisvisualizedinFigure1.Asseeninthefigure,thereisastrongerpositive
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acrossthe30days,ratherthanbybetweenpersonvariances.InHypothesis1b,wehypothesized
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behaviorscomparedwiththeirpreviousdayexposure.Themaineffectmodelshowedasignifi-
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Additional analyses, however, showed that adding only the interpersonal conflict ! trait anger
interaction term reduced the unexplained day-level variance of interpersonal conflict the next day
and significantly improved model fit compared with the main effects model, pseudo R

2
= .084,

ΔR
2
= .003, χ

2
(1) = 4.54, p = .033. The significant interaction between trait anger and daily

interpersonal conflict is visualized in Figure 1. As seen in the figure, there is a stronger positive
association between interpersonal conflict and interpersonal conflicts the next day among cadets
with a higher level of trait anger, compared with cadets with a lower level of trait anger. Further,
a formal test of the slopes at ±1 SD of the moderator revealed a significant slope for those with a
high level of trait anger (Slope = .17, z = 5.56, p < .001) but not for those with a low level of trait
anger (Slope = .076, z = 1.86, n.s.).

Table 3 presents the results from the second set of multilevel analysis predicting exposure to
bullying behaviors. As can be seen in Table 3, the unpredicted null model showed that 75% of
the total variance in exposure to bullying behaviors existed on the day-level (within-level),
while 25% of the variance appeared at the person-level (between-level) of analysis. This shows
that most of the variance in bullying behaviors is accounted for by intraindividual variances
across the 30 days, rather than by between person variances. In Hypothesis 1b, we hypothesized
a positive association between daily interpersonal conflict and exposure to bullying behaviors
the same day, after controlling for bullying behaviors the previous day. In support of
Hypothesis 1b, there was a significant positive relationship between interpersonal conflict and
daily exposure to bullying behaviors (B = .548, p < .001). Thus, on days the cadets experienced
interpersonal conflict, they were more likely to report an increase in exposure to bullying
behaviors compared with their previous day exposure. The main effect model showed a signifi-
cantly better fit to the data and reduced the unexplained day-level variance in exposure to bully-
ing behaviors compared with the null model, pseudo R

2
= .294, χ

2
(4) = 441.98, p < .001. In

Hypotheses 3a and 3b, we hypothesized that trait anger (3a) and trait anxiety (3b) would mod-
erate the positive relationship between daily interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying
behaviors the same day. In support of Hypothesis 3a, we found a significant interaction between
trait anger and interpersonal conflict (B = .469, p < .001) in the interaction model. However,

FIGURE 1 Plot of the interactive relationship of daily interpersonal conflicts and interpersonal conflicts the
next day for cadets low vs. high on trait anger
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Additional analyses, however, showed that adding only the interpersonal conflict ! trait anger
interaction term reduced the unexplained day-level variance of interpersonal conflict the next day
and significantly improved model fit compared with the main effects model, pseudo R

2
= .084,

ΔR
2
= .003, χ

2
(1) = 4.54, p = .033. The significant interaction between trait anger and daily

interpersonal conflict is visualized in Figure 1. As seen in the figure, there is a stronger positive
association between interpersonal conflict and interpersonal conflicts the next day among cadets
with a higher level of trait anger, compared with cadets with a lower level of trait anger. Further,
a formal test of the slopes at ±1 SD of the moderator revealed a significant slope for those with a
high level of trait anger (Slope = .17, z = 5.56, p < .001) but not for those with a low level of trait
anger (Slope = .076, z = 1.86, n.s.).

Table 3 presents the results from the second set of multilevel analysis predicting exposure to
bullying behaviors. As can be seen in Table 3, the unpredicted null model showed that 75% of
the total variance in exposure to bullying behaviors existed on the day-level (within-level),
while 25% of the variance appeared at the person-level (between-level) of analysis. This shows
that most of the variance in bullying behaviors is accounted for by intraindividual variances
across the 30 days, rather than by between person variances. In Hypothesis 1b, we hypothesized
a positive association between daily interpersonal conflict and exposure to bullying behaviors
the same day, after controlling for bullying behaviors the previous day. In support of
Hypothesis 1b, there was a significant positive relationship between interpersonal conflict and
daily exposure to bullying behaviors (B = .548, p < .001). Thus, on days the cadets experienced
interpersonal conflict, they were more likely to report an increase in exposure to bullying
behaviors compared with their previous day exposure. The main effect model showed a signifi-
cantly better fit to the data and reduced the unexplained day-level variance in exposure to bully-
ing behaviors compared with the null model, pseudo R

2
= .294, χ

2
(4) = 441.98, p < .001. In

Hypotheses 3a and 3b, we hypothesized that trait anger (3a) and trait anxiety (3b) would mod-
erate the positive relationship between daily interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying
behaviors the same day. In support of Hypothesis 3a, we found a significant interaction between
trait anger and interpersonal conflict (B = .469, p < .001) in the interaction model. However,

FIGURE 1 Plot of the interactive relationship of daily interpersonal conflicts and interpersonal conflicts the
next day for cadets low vs. high on trait anger
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Additionalanalyses,however,showedthataddingonlytheinterpersonalconflict!traitanger
interactiontermreducedtheunexplainedday-levelvarianceofinterpersonalconflictthenextday
andsignificantlyimprovedmodelfitcomparedwiththemaineffectsmodel,pseudoR

2
=.084,

ΔR
2
=.003,χ

2
(1)=4.54,p=.033.Thesignificantinteractionbetweentraitangeranddaily

interpersonalconflictisvisualizedinFigure1.Asseeninthefigure,thereisastrongerpositive
associationbetweeninterpersonalconflictandinterpersonalconflictsthenextdayamongcadets
withahigherleveloftraitanger,comparedwithcadetswithalowerleveloftraitanger.Further,
aformaltestoftheslopesat±1SDofthemoderatorrevealedasignificantslopeforthosewitha
highleveloftraitanger(Slope=.17,z=5.56,p<.001)butnotforthosewithalowleveloftrait
anger(Slope=.076,z=1.86,n.s.).

Table3presentstheresultsfromthesecondsetofmultilevelanalysispredictingexposureto
bullyingbehaviors.AscanbeseeninTable3,theunpredictednullmodelshowedthat75%of
thetotalvarianceinexposuretobullyingbehaviorsexistedontheday-level(within-level),
while25%ofthevarianceappearedattheperson-level(between-level)ofanalysis.Thisshows
thatmostofthevarianceinbullyingbehaviorsisaccountedforbyintraindividualvariances
acrossthe30days,ratherthanbybetweenpersonvariances.InHypothesis1b,wehypothesized
apositiveassociationbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviors
thesameday,aftercontrollingforbullyingbehaviorsthepreviousday.Insupportof
Hypothesis1b,therewasasignificantpositiverelationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflictand
dailyexposuretobullyingbehaviors(B=.548,p<.001).Thus,ondaysthecadetsexperienced
interpersonalconflict,theyweremorelikelytoreportanincreaseinexposuretobullying
behaviorscomparedwiththeirpreviousdayexposure.Themaineffectmodelshowedasignifi-
cantlybetterfittothedataandreducedtheunexplainedday-levelvarianceinexposuretobully-
ingbehaviorscomparedwiththenullmodel,pseudoR

2
=.294,χ

2
(4)=441.98,p<.001.In

Hypotheses3aand3b,wehypothesizedthattraitanger(3a)andtraitanxiety(3b)wouldmod-
eratethepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullying
behaviorsthesameday.InsupportofHypothesis3a,wefoundasignificantinteractionbetween
traitangerandinterpersonalconflict(B=.469,p<.001)intheinteractionmodel.However,

FIGURE1Plotoftheinteractiverelationshipofdailyinterpersonalconflictsandinterpersonalconflictsthe
nextdayforcadetslowvs.highontraitanger
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Additionalanalyses,however,showedthataddingonlytheinterpersonalconflict!traitanger
interactiontermreducedtheunexplainedday-levelvarianceofinterpersonalconflictthenextday
andsignificantlyimprovedmodelfitcomparedwiththemaineffectsmodel,pseudoR

2
=.084,

ΔR
2
=.003,χ

2
(1)=4.54,p=.033.Thesignificantinteractionbetweentraitangeranddaily

interpersonalconflictisvisualizedinFigure1.Asseeninthefigure,thereisastrongerpositive
associationbetweeninterpersonalconflictandinterpersonalconflictsthenextdayamongcadets
withahigherleveloftraitanger,comparedwithcadetswithalowerleveloftraitanger.Further,
aformaltestoftheslopesat±1SDofthemoderatorrevealedasignificantslopeforthosewitha
highleveloftraitanger(Slope=.17,z=5.56,p<.001)butnotforthosewithalowleveloftrait
anger(Slope=.076,z=1.86,n.s.).

Table3presentstheresultsfromthesecondsetofmultilevelanalysispredictingexposureto
bullyingbehaviors.AscanbeseeninTable3,theunpredictednullmodelshowedthat75%of
thetotalvarianceinexposuretobullyingbehaviorsexistedontheday-level(within-level),
while25%ofthevarianceappearedattheperson-level(between-level)ofanalysis.Thisshows
thatmostofthevarianceinbullyingbehaviorsisaccountedforbyintraindividualvariances
acrossthe30days,ratherthanbybetweenpersonvariances.InHypothesis1b,wehypothesized
apositiveassociationbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviors
thesameday,aftercontrollingforbullyingbehaviorsthepreviousday.Insupportof
Hypothesis1b,therewasasignificantpositiverelationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflictand
dailyexposuretobullyingbehaviors(B=.548,p<.001).Thus,ondaysthecadetsexperienced
interpersonalconflict,theyweremorelikelytoreportanincreaseinexposuretobullying
behaviorscomparedwiththeirpreviousdayexposure.Themaineffectmodelshowedasignifi-
cantlybetterfittothedataandreducedtheunexplainedday-levelvarianceinexposuretobully-
ingbehaviorscomparedwiththenullmodel,pseudoR

2
=.294,χ

2
(4)=441.98,p<.001.In

Hypotheses3aand3b,wehypothesizedthattraitanger(3a)andtraitanxiety(3b)wouldmod-
eratethepositiverelationshipbetweendailyinterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullying
behaviorsthesameday.InsupportofHypothesis3a,wefoundasignificantinteractionbetween
traitangerandinterpersonalconflict(B=.469,p<.001)intheinteractionmodel.However,

FIGURE1Plotoftheinteractiverelationshipofdailyinterpersonalconflictsandinterpersonalconflictsthe
nextdayforcadetslowvs.highontraitanger
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the interaction effect between trait anxiety and interpersonal conflict was not significant
(B = ".074, n.s.). Hence, Hypothesis 3b was not supported. The interaction model showed sig-
nificantly better fit and reduced the unexplained day-level variance in exposure to bullying
behaviors compared with the main effect model, pseudo R2 = .324, ΔR2 = .029, χ2(2) = 52.56,
p < .001. The significant interaction between trait anger and daily interpersonal conflict is visu-
alized in Figure 2. As seen in the figure, there is a stronger positive association between inter-
personal conflict and exposure to bullying behaviors on a day-to-day basis among cadets with a
higher level of trait anger, compared with cadets with a lower level of trait anger. Despite these
differences, a formal test of the slopes at ±1 SD of the moderator revealed significant slopes
both for those with a high level of trait anger (Slope = .61, z = 18.58, p < .001) and for those
with a low level of trait anger (Slope = .32, z = 7.40, p < .001).

Table 4 presents the results from the final multilevel analysis predicting exposure to bullying
behaviors the next day. In Hypothesis 1c, we hypothesized a positive association between daily
interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying behaviors the next day, after controlling for
exposure to bullying behaviors the same day. As seen in the main effect model, the relationship
between daily interpersonal conflicts and next day exposure to bulling behaviors was not signif-
icant (B = ".028, n.s.). Hence, Hypothesis 1c was not supported. In Hypotheses 3c and 3d, we
hypothesized that trait anger and trait anxiety would moderate the positive relationship
between daily interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying behaviors the next day. However,
neither the interaction between trait anger and conflicts (B = ".059, n.s.) nor the interaction
between trait anxiety (B = .186, n.s.), were significant. Hence, the results did not yield support
to Hypotheses 3c and 3d.

DISCUSSION

The present study explored dynamics in conflict escalation and especially the relationship
between daily interpersonal conflict and daily exposure to bullying behaviors, employing a

TABLE 3 Multilevel estimates for the prediction of bullying behaviors

Null model Main effect model Interaction model

B SE B SE B SE

Intercept 1.107*** .020 1.103*** .018 1.103*** .018

Interpersonal conflict (IC) 0.548*** .030 0.464*** .032

Bullying behaviors prescore 0.188*** .024 0.181*** .024

Trait anger 0.117 .060 0.118* .060

Trait anxiety 0.110 .059 0.109 .059

Trait anger ! IC 0.469*** .070

Trait anxiety ! IC "0.074 .102

Variance level 1 (day-level) 0.057 (75%) .002 0.040 .002 0.038 .002

Variance level 2 (person-level) 0.019 (25%) .004 0.017 .004 0.017 .003

"2 Log likelihood 83.41 "358.57 "411.13

Note: IC = interpersonal conflict. N = 57 respondents, N = 1288 measurement occasions.
*p < .05. ***p < .001.
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theinteractioneffectbetweentraitanxietyandinterpersonalconflictwasnotsignificant
(B=".074,n.s.).Hence,Hypothesis3bwasnotsupported.Theinteractionmodelshowedsig-
nificantlybetterfitandreducedtheunexplainedday-levelvarianceinexposuretobullying
behaviorscomparedwiththemaineffectmodel,pseudoR2=.324,ΔR2=.029,χ2(2)=52.56,
p<.001.Thesignificantinteractionbetweentraitangeranddailyinterpersonalconflictisvisu-
alizedinFigure2.Asseeninthefigure,thereisastrongerpositiveassociationbetweeninter-
personalconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsonaday-to-daybasisamongcadetswitha
higherleveloftraitanger,comparedwithcadetswithalowerleveloftraitanger.Despitethese
differences,aformaltestoftheslopesat±1SDofthemoderatorrevealedsignificantslopes
bothforthosewithahighleveloftraitanger(Slope=.61,z=18.58,p<.001)andforthose
withalowleveloftraitanger(Slope=.32,z=7.40,p<.001).

Table4presentstheresultsfromthefinalmultilevelanalysispredictingexposuretobullying
behaviorsthenextday.InHypothesis1c,wehypothesizedapositiveassociationbetweendaily
interpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsthenextday,aftercontrollingfor
exposuretobullyingbehaviorsthesameday.Asseeninthemaineffectmodel,therelationship
betweendailyinterpersonalconflictsandnextdayexposuretobullingbehaviorswasnotsignif-
icant(B=".028,n.s.).Hence,Hypothesis1cwasnotsupported.InHypotheses3cand3d,we
hypothesizedthattraitangerandtraitanxietywouldmoderatethepositiverelationship
betweendailyinterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsthenextday.However,
neithertheinteractionbetweentraitangerandconflicts(B=".059,n.s.)northeinteraction
betweentraitanxiety(B=.186,n.s.),weresignificant.Hence,theresultsdidnotyieldsupport
toHypotheses3cand3d.

DISCUSSION

Thepresentstudyexploreddynamicsinconflictescalationandespeciallytherelationship
betweendailyinterpersonalconflictanddailyexposuretobullyingbehaviors,employinga
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the interaction effect between trait anxiety and interpersonal conflict was not significant
(B = ".074, n.s.). Hence, Hypothesis 3b was not supported. The interaction model showed sig-
nificantly better fit and reduced the unexplained day-level variance in exposure to bullying
behaviors compared with the main effect model, pseudo R

2
= .324, ΔR

2
= .029, χ

2
(2) = 52.56,

p < .001. The significant interaction between trait anger and daily interpersonal conflict is visu-
alized in Figure 2. As seen in the figure, there is a stronger positive association between inter-
personal conflict and exposure to bullying behaviors on a day-to-day basis among cadets with a
higher level of trait anger, compared with cadets with a lower level of trait anger. Despite these
differences, a formal test of the slopes at ±1 SD of the moderator revealed significant slopes
both for those with a high level of trait anger (Slope = .61, z = 18.58, p < .001) and for those
with a low level of trait anger (Slope = .32, z = 7.40, p < .001).

Table 4 presents the results from the final multilevel analysis predicting exposure to bullying
behaviors the next day. In Hypothesis 1c, we hypothesized a positive association between daily
interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying behaviors the next day, after controlling for
exposure to bullying behaviors the same day. As seen in the main effect model, the relationship
between daily interpersonal conflicts and next day exposure to bulling behaviors was not signif-
icant (B = ".028, n.s.). Hence, Hypothesis 1c was not supported. In Hypotheses 3c and 3d, we
hypothesized that trait anger and trait anxiety would moderate the positive relationship
between daily interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying behaviors the next day. However,
neither the interaction between trait anger and conflicts (B = ".059, n.s.) nor the interaction
between trait anxiety (B = .186, n.s.), were significant. Hence, the results did not yield support
to Hypotheses 3c and 3d.

DISCUSSION

The present study explored dynamics in conflict escalation and especially the relationship
between daily interpersonal conflict and daily exposure to bullying behaviors, employing a

TABLE 3 Multilevel estimates for the prediction of bullying behaviors

Null model Main effect model Interaction model

B SE B SE B SE

Intercept 1.107*** .020 1.103*** .018 1.103*** .018

Interpersonal conflict (IC) 0.548*** .030 0.464*** .032

Bullying behaviors prescore 0.188*** .024 0.181*** .024

Trait anger 0.117 .060 0.118* .060
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Trait anger ! IC 0.469*** .070

Trait anxiety ! IC "0.074 .102

Variance level 1 (day-level) 0.057 (75%) .002 0.040 .002 0.038 .002

Variance level 2 (person-level) 0.019 (25%) .004 0.017 .004 0.017 .003
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Note: IC = interpersonal conflict. N = 57 respondents, N = 1288 measurement occasions.
*p < .05. ***p < .001.
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the interaction effect between trait anxiety and interpersonal conflict was not significant
(B = ".074, n.s.). Hence, Hypothesis 3b was not supported. The interaction model showed sig-
nificantly better fit and reduced the unexplained day-level variance in exposure to bullying
behaviors compared with the main effect model, pseudo R

2
= .324, ΔR

2
= .029, χ

2
(2) = 52.56,

p < .001. The significant interaction between trait anger and daily interpersonal conflict is visu-
alized in Figure 2. As seen in the figure, there is a stronger positive association between inter-
personal conflict and exposure to bullying behaviors on a day-to-day basis among cadets with a
higher level of trait anger, compared with cadets with a lower level of trait anger. Despite these
differences, a formal test of the slopes at ±1 SD of the moderator revealed significant slopes
both for those with a high level of trait anger (Slope = .61, z = 18.58, p < .001) and for those
with a low level of trait anger (Slope = .32, z = 7.40, p < .001).

Table 4 presents the results from the final multilevel analysis predicting exposure to bullying
behaviors the next day. In Hypothesis 1c, we hypothesized a positive association between daily
interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying behaviors the next day, after controlling for
exposure to bullying behaviors the same day. As seen in the main effect model, the relationship
between daily interpersonal conflicts and next day exposure to bulling behaviors was not signif-
icant (B = ".028, n.s.). Hence, Hypothesis 1c was not supported. In Hypotheses 3c and 3d, we
hypothesized that trait anger and trait anxiety would moderate the positive relationship
between daily interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying behaviors the next day. However,
neither the interaction between trait anger and conflicts (B = ".059, n.s.) nor the interaction
between trait anxiety (B = .186, n.s.), were significant. Hence, the results did not yield support
to Hypotheses 3c and 3d.

DISCUSSION

The present study explored dynamics in conflict escalation and especially the relationship
between daily interpersonal conflict and daily exposure to bullying behaviors, employing a

TABLE 3 Multilevel estimates for the prediction of bullying behaviors

Null model Main effect model Interaction model

B SE B SE B SE

Intercept 1.107*** .020 1.103*** .018 1.103*** .018

Interpersonal conflict (IC) 0.548*** .030 0.464*** .032

Bullying behaviors prescore 0.188*** .024 0.181*** .024

Trait anger 0.117 .060 0.118* .060

Trait anxiety 0.110 .059 0.109 .059

Trait anger ! IC 0.469*** .070

Trait anxiety ! IC "0.074 .102

Variance level 1 (day-level) 0.057 (75%) .002 0.040 .002 0.038 .002

Variance level 2 (person-level) 0.019 (25%) .004 0.017 .004 0.017 .003

"2 Log likelihood 83.41 "358.57 "411.13

Note: IC = interpersonal conflict. N = 57 respondents, N = 1288 measurement occasions.
*p < .05. ***p < .001.
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theinteractioneffectbetweentraitanxietyandinterpersonalconflictwasnotsignificant
(B=".074,n.s.).Hence,Hypothesis3bwasnotsupported.Theinteractionmodelshowedsig-
nificantlybetterfitandreducedtheunexplainedday-levelvarianceinexposuretobullying
behaviorscomparedwiththemaineffectmodel,pseudoR

2
=.324,ΔR

2
=.029,χ

2
(2)=52.56,

p<.001.Thesignificantinteractionbetweentraitangeranddailyinterpersonalconflictisvisu-
alizedinFigure2.Asseeninthefigure,thereisastrongerpositiveassociationbetweeninter-
personalconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsonaday-to-daybasisamongcadetswitha
higherleveloftraitanger,comparedwithcadetswithalowerleveloftraitanger.Despitethese
differences,aformaltestoftheslopesat±1SDofthemoderatorrevealedsignificantslopes
bothforthosewithahighleveloftraitanger(Slope=.61,z=18.58,p<.001)andforthose
withalowleveloftraitanger(Slope=.32,z=7.40,p<.001).

Table4presentstheresultsfromthefinalmultilevelanalysispredictingexposuretobullying
behaviorsthenextday.InHypothesis1c,wehypothesizedapositiveassociationbetweendaily
interpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsthenextday,aftercontrollingfor
exposuretobullyingbehaviorsthesameday.Asseeninthemaineffectmodel,therelationship
betweendailyinterpersonalconflictsandnextdayexposuretobullingbehaviorswasnotsignif-
icant(B=".028,n.s.).Hence,Hypothesis1cwasnotsupported.InHypotheses3cand3d,we
hypothesizedthattraitangerandtraitanxietywouldmoderatethepositiverelationship
betweendailyinterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsthenextday.However,
neithertheinteractionbetweentraitangerandconflicts(B=".059,n.s.)northeinteraction
betweentraitanxiety(B=.186,n.s.),weresignificant.Hence,theresultsdidnotyieldsupport
toHypotheses3cand3d.

DISCUSSION

Thepresentstudyexploreddynamicsinconflictescalationandespeciallytherelationship
betweendailyinterpersonalconflictanddailyexposuretobullyingbehaviors,employinga

TABLE3Multilevelestimatesforthepredictionofbullyingbehaviors

NullmodelMaineffectmodelInteractionmodel

BSEBSEBSE

Intercept1.107***.0201.103***.0181.103***.018

Interpersonalconflict(IC)0.548***.0300.464***.032

Bullyingbehaviorsprescore0.188***.0240.181***.024

Traitanger0.117.0600.118*.060

Traitanxiety0.110.0590.109.059

Traitanger!IC0.469***.070

Traitanxiety!IC"0.074.102

Variancelevel1(day-level)0.057(75%).0020.040.0020.038.002

Variancelevel2(person-level)0.019(25%).0040.017.0040.017.003

"2Loglikelihood83.41"358.57"411.13

Note:IC=interpersonalconflict.N=57respondents,N=1288measurementoccasions.
*p<.05.***p<.001.
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theinteractioneffectbetweentraitanxietyandinterpersonalconflictwasnotsignificant
(B=".074,n.s.).Hence,Hypothesis3bwasnotsupported.Theinteractionmodelshowedsig-
nificantlybetterfitandreducedtheunexplainedday-levelvarianceinexposuretobullying
behaviorscomparedwiththemaineffectmodel,pseudoR

2
=.324,ΔR

2
=.029,χ

2
(2)=52.56,

p<.001.Thesignificantinteractionbetweentraitangeranddailyinterpersonalconflictisvisu-
alizedinFigure2.Asseeninthefigure,thereisastrongerpositiveassociationbetweeninter-
personalconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsonaday-to-daybasisamongcadetswitha
higherleveloftraitanger,comparedwithcadetswithalowerleveloftraitanger.Despitethese
differences,aformaltestoftheslopesat±1SDofthemoderatorrevealedsignificantslopes
bothforthosewithahighleveloftraitanger(Slope=.61,z=18.58,p<.001)andforthose
withalowleveloftraitanger(Slope=.32,z=7.40,p<.001).

Table4presentstheresultsfromthefinalmultilevelanalysispredictingexposuretobullying
behaviorsthenextday.InHypothesis1c,wehypothesizedapositiveassociationbetweendaily
interpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsthenextday,aftercontrollingfor
exposuretobullyingbehaviorsthesameday.Asseeninthemaineffectmodel,therelationship
betweendailyinterpersonalconflictsandnextdayexposuretobullingbehaviorswasnotsignif-
icant(B=".028,n.s.).Hence,Hypothesis1cwasnotsupported.InHypotheses3cand3d,we
hypothesizedthattraitangerandtraitanxietywouldmoderatethepositiverelationship
betweendailyinterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsthenextday.However,
neithertheinteractionbetweentraitangerandconflicts(B=".059,n.s.)northeinteraction
betweentraitanxiety(B=.186,n.s.),weresignificant.Hence,theresultsdidnotyieldsupport
toHypotheses3cand3d.

DISCUSSION

Thepresentstudyexploreddynamicsinconflictescalationandespeciallytherelationship
betweendailyinterpersonalconflictanddailyexposuretobullyingbehaviors,employinga

TABLE3Multilevelestimatesforthepredictionofbullyingbehaviors

NullmodelMaineffectmodelInteractionmodel

BSEBSEBSE

Intercept1.107***.0201.103***.0181.103***.018

Interpersonalconflict(IC)0.548***.0300.464***.032

Bullyingbehaviorsprescore0.188***.0240.181***.024

Traitanger0.117.0600.118*.060

Traitanxiety0.110.0590.109.059

Traitanger!IC0.469***.070

Traitanxiety!IC"0.074.102

Variancelevel1(day-level)0.057(75%).0020.040.0020.038.002

Variancelevel2(person-level)0.019(25%).0040.017.0040.017.003

"2Loglikelihood83.41"358.57"411.13

Note:IC=interpersonalconflict.N=57respondents,N=1288measurementoccasions.
*p<.05.***p<.001.
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theinteractioneffectbetweentraitanxietyandinterpersonalconflictwasnotsignificant
(B=".074,n.s.).Hence,Hypothesis3bwasnotsupported.Theinteractionmodelshowedsig-
nificantlybetterfitandreducedtheunexplainedday-levelvarianceinexposuretobullying
behaviorscomparedwiththemaineffectmodel,pseudoR

2
=.324,ΔR

2
=.029,χ

2
(2)=52.56,

p<.001.Thesignificantinteractionbetweentraitangeranddailyinterpersonalconflictisvisu-
alizedinFigure2.Asseeninthefigure,thereisastrongerpositiveassociationbetweeninter-
personalconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsonaday-to-daybasisamongcadetswitha
higherleveloftraitanger,comparedwithcadetswithalowerleveloftraitanger.Despitethese
differences,aformaltestoftheslopesat±1SDofthemoderatorrevealedsignificantslopes
bothforthosewithahighleveloftraitanger(Slope=.61,z=18.58,p<.001)andforthose
withalowleveloftraitanger(Slope=.32,z=7.40,p<.001).

Table4presentstheresultsfromthefinalmultilevelanalysispredictingexposuretobullying
behaviorsthenextday.InHypothesis1c,wehypothesizedapositiveassociationbetweendaily
interpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsthenextday,aftercontrollingfor
exposuretobullyingbehaviorsthesameday.Asseeninthemaineffectmodel,therelationship
betweendailyinterpersonalconflictsandnextdayexposuretobullingbehaviorswasnotsignif-
icant(B=".028,n.s.).Hence,Hypothesis1cwasnotsupported.InHypotheses3cand3d,we
hypothesizedthattraitangerandtraitanxietywouldmoderatethepositiverelationship
betweendailyinterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsthenextday.However,
neithertheinteractionbetweentraitangerandconflicts(B=".059,n.s.)northeinteraction
betweentraitanxiety(B=.186,n.s.),weresignificant.Hence,theresultsdidnotyieldsupport
toHypotheses3cand3d.

DISCUSSION

Thepresentstudyexploreddynamicsinconflictescalationandespeciallytherelationship
betweendailyinterpersonalconflictanddailyexposuretobullyingbehaviors,employinga

TABLE3Multilevelestimatesforthepredictionofbullyingbehaviors

NullmodelMaineffectmodelInteractionmodel

BSEBSEBSE

Intercept1.107***.0201.103***.0181.103***.018

Interpersonalconflict(IC)0.548***.0300.464***.032

Bullyingbehaviorsprescore0.188***.0240.181***.024

Traitanger0.117.0600.118*.060

Traitanxiety0.110.0590.109.059

Traitanger!IC0.469***.070

Traitanxiety!IC"0.074.102

Variancelevel1(day-level)0.057(75%).0020.040.0020.038.002

Variancelevel2(person-level)0.019(25%).0040.017.0040.017.003

"2Loglikelihood83.41"358.57"411.13

Note:IC=interpersonalconflict.N=57respondents,N=1288measurementoccasions.
*p<.05.***p<.001.
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theinteractioneffectbetweentraitanxietyandinterpersonalconflictwasnotsignificant
(B=".074,n.s.).Hence,Hypothesis3bwasnotsupported.Theinteractionmodelshowedsig-
nificantlybetterfitandreducedtheunexplainedday-levelvarianceinexposuretobullying
behaviorscomparedwiththemaineffectmodel,pseudoR
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p<.001.Thesignificantinteractionbetweentraitangeranddailyinterpersonalconflictisvisu-
alizedinFigure2.Asseeninthefigure,thereisastrongerpositiveassociationbetweeninter-
personalconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsonaday-to-daybasisamongcadetswitha
higherleveloftraitanger,comparedwithcadetswithalowerleveloftraitanger.Despitethese
differences,aformaltestoftheslopesat±1SDofthemoderatorrevealedsignificantslopes
bothforthosewithahighleveloftraitanger(Slope=.61,z=18.58,p<.001)andforthose
withalowleveloftraitanger(Slope=.32,z=7.40,p<.001).

Table4presentstheresultsfromthefinalmultilevelanalysispredictingexposuretobullying
behaviorsthenextday.InHypothesis1c,wehypothesizedapositiveassociationbetweendaily
interpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsthenextday,aftercontrollingfor
exposuretobullyingbehaviorsthesameday.Asseeninthemaineffectmodel,therelationship
betweendailyinterpersonalconflictsandnextdayexposuretobullingbehaviorswasnotsignif-
icant(B=".028,n.s.).Hence,Hypothesis1cwasnotsupported.InHypotheses3cand3d,we
hypothesizedthattraitangerandtraitanxietywouldmoderatethepositiverelationship
betweendailyinterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsthenextday.However,
neithertheinteractionbetweentraitangerandconflicts(B=".059,n.s.)northeinteraction
betweentraitanxiety(B=.186,n.s.),weresignificant.Hence,theresultsdidnotyieldsupport
toHypotheses3cand3d.

DISCUSSION

Thepresentstudyexploreddynamicsinconflictescalationandespeciallytherelationship
betweendailyinterpersonalconflictanddailyexposuretobullyingbehaviors,employinga

TABLE3Multilevelestimatesforthepredictionofbullyingbehaviors

NullmodelMaineffectmodelInteractionmodel

BSEBSEBSE

Intercept1.107***.0201.103***.0181.103***.018

Interpersonalconflict(IC)0.548***.0300.464***.032

Bullyingbehaviorsprescore0.188***.0240.181***.024

Traitanger0.117.0600.118*.060

Traitanxiety0.110.0590.109.059

Traitanger!IC0.469***.070

Traitanxiety!IC"0.074.102

Variancelevel1(day-level)0.057(75%).0020.040.0020.038.002

Variancelevel2(person-level)0.019(25%).0040.017.0040.017.003

"2Loglikelihood83.41"358.57"411.13

Note:IC=interpersonalconflict.N=57respondents,N=1288measurementoccasions.
*p<.05.***p<.001.
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sample of cadets during a sail ship voyage. The results of multilevel analyses showed a positive
main effect of daily interpersonal conflicts on interpersonal conflicts the next day, indicating an
escalation or at least a continuation of conflict episodes from day to day. Further, daily interper-
sonal conflicts were related to exposure to bullying behaviors the same day. Hence, cadets who
experienced interpersonal conflict at their shift tended to report an increase of exposure to bul-
lying behaviors compared with the previous day. This finding is in support of the three-way
model, as it states that workplace bullying can develop from interpersonal conflicts, by taking
the “pathway” through conflict escalation (Baillien et al., 2009). In addition, it is in line with

FIGURE 2 Plot of the interactive relationship of daily interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying
behaviors the same day for cadets low vs. high on trait anger

TABLE 4 Multilevel estimates for the prediction of bullying behaviors the next day

Null model Main effect model Interaction model

B SE B SE B SE

Intercept 1.099*** .019 1.103*** .018 1.103*** .018

Interpersonal conflict (IC) "0.028 .037 "0.034 .039

Bullying behaviors the same day 0.259*** .030 0.260*** .031

Trait anger 0.118 .061 0.118 .061

Trait anxiety 0.109 .060 0.109 .059

Trait anger ! IC "0.059 .080

Trait anxiety ! IC 0.186 .114

Variance level 1 (day-level) 0.053 (75%) .002 0.051 .002 0.051 .002

Variance level 2 (person-level) 0.018 (25%) .004 0.016 .004 0.016 .004

"2 Log likelihood "1.34 "60.10 "62.788

Note: IC = interpersonal conflict. N = 57 respondents, N = 1288 measurement occasions.
***p < .001.
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sampleofcadetsduringasailshipvoyage.Theresultsofmultilevelanalysesshowedapositive
maineffectofdailyinterpersonalconflictsoninterpersonalconflictsthenextday,indicatingan
escalationoratleastacontinuationofconflictepisodesfromdaytoday.Further,dailyinterper-
sonalconflictswererelatedtoexposuretobullyingbehaviorsthesameday.Hence,cadetswho
experiencedinterpersonalconflictattheirshifttendedtoreportanincreaseofexposuretobul-
lyingbehaviorscomparedwiththepreviousday.Thisfindingisinsupportofthethree-way
model,asitstatesthatworkplacebullyingcandevelopfrominterpersonalconflicts,bytaking
the“pathway”throughconflictescalation(Baillienetal.,2009).Inaddition,itisinlinewith

FIGURE2Plotoftheinteractiverelationshipofdailyinterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullying
behaviorsthesamedayforcadetslowvs.highontraitanger
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Traitanxiety!IC0.186.114

Variancelevel1(day-level)0.053(75%).0020.051.0020.051.002

Variancelevel2(person-level)0.018(25%).0040.016.0040.016.004

"2Loglikelihood"1.34"60.10"62.788

Note:IC=interpersonalconflict.N=57respondents,N=1288measurementoccasions.
***p<.001.
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sample of cadets during a sail ship voyage. The results of multilevel analyses showed a positive
main effect of daily interpersonal conflicts on interpersonal conflicts the next day, indicating an
escalation or at least a continuation of conflict episodes from day to day. Further, daily interper-
sonal conflicts were related to exposure to bullying behaviors the same day. Hence, cadets who
experienced interpersonal conflict at their shift tended to report an increase of exposure to bul-
lying behaviors compared with the previous day. This finding is in support of the three-way
model, as it states that workplace bullying can develop from interpersonal conflicts, by taking
the “pathway” through conflict escalation (Baillien et al., 2009). In addition, it is in line with

FIGURE 2 Plot of the interactive relationship of daily interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying
behaviors the same day for cadets low vs. high on trait anger

TABLE 4 Multilevel estimates for the prediction of bullying behaviors the next day

Null model Main effect model Interaction model

B SE B SE B SE

Intercept 1.099*** .019 1.103*** .018 1.103*** .018

Interpersonal conflict (IC) "0.028 .037 "0.034 .039

Bullying behaviors the same day 0.259*** .030 0.260*** .031

Trait anger 0.118 .061 0.118 .061

Trait anxiety 0.109 .060 0.109 .059

Trait anger ! IC "0.059 .080

Trait anxiety ! IC 0.186 .114

Variance level 1 (day-level) 0.053 (75%) .002 0.051 .002 0.051 .002

Variance level 2 (person-level) 0.018 (25%) .004 0.016 .004 0.016 .004

"2 Log likelihood "1.34 "60.10 "62.788

Note: IC = interpersonal conflict. N = 57 respondents, N = 1288 measurement occasions.
***p < .001.
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escalation or at least a continuation of conflict episodes from day to day. Further, daily interper-
sonal conflicts were related to exposure to bullying behaviors the same day. Hence, cadets who
experienced interpersonal conflict at their shift tended to report an increase of exposure to bul-
lying behaviors compared with the previous day. This finding is in support of the three-way
model, as it states that workplace bullying can develop from interpersonal conflicts, by taking
the “pathway” through conflict escalation (Baillien et al., 2009). In addition, it is in line with

FIGURE 2 Plot of the interactive relationship of daily interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying
behaviors the same day for cadets low vs. high on trait anger

TABLE 4 Multilevel estimates for the prediction of bullying behaviors the next day

Null model Main effect model Interaction model
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Interpersonal conflict (IC) "0.028 .037 "0.034 .039

Bullying behaviors the same day 0.259*** .030 0.260*** .031

Trait anger 0.118 .061 0.118 .061

Trait anxiety 0.109 .060 0.109 .059

Trait anger ! IC "0.059 .080

Trait anxiety ! IC 0.186 .114

Variance level 1 (day-level) 0.053 (75%) .002 0.051 .002 0.051 .002

Variance level 2 (person-level) 0.018 (25%) .004 0.016 .004 0.016 .004
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***p < .001.
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escalationoratleastacontinuationofconflictepisodesfromdaytoday.Further,dailyinterper-
sonalconflictswererelatedtoexposuretobullyingbehaviorsthesameday.Hence,cadetswho
experiencedinterpersonalconflictattheirshifttendedtoreportanincreaseofexposuretobul-
lyingbehaviorscomparedwiththepreviousday.Thisfindingisinsupportofthethree-way
model,asitstatesthatworkplacebullyingcandevelopfrominterpersonalconflicts,bytaking
the“pathway”throughconflictescalation(Baillienetal.,2009).Inaddition,itisinlinewith

FIGURE2Plotoftheinteractiverelationshipofdailyinterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullying
behaviorsthesamedayforcadetslowvs.highontraitanger

TABLE4Multilevelestimatesforthepredictionofbullyingbehaviorsthenextday
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Intercept1.099***.0191.103***.0181.103***.018

Interpersonalconflict(IC)"0.028.037"0.034.039

Bullyingbehaviorsthesameday0.259***.0300.260***.031

Traitanger0.118.0610.118.061
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lyingbehaviorscomparedwiththepreviousday.Thisfindingisinsupportofthethree-way
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the“pathway”throughconflictescalation(Baillienetal.,2009).Inaddition,itisinlinewith
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TABLE4Multilevelestimatesforthepredictionofbullyingbehaviorsthenextday

NullmodelMaineffectmodelInteractionmodel
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Intercept1.099***.0191.103***.0181.103***.018

Interpersonalconflict(IC)"0.028.037"0.034.039

Bullyingbehaviorsthesameday0.259***.0300.260***.031
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the more general work environment hypothesis, stating that bullying is the result of stressors in
the psychosocial working environment, such as interpersonal conflicts (Einarsen et al., 1994;
Leymann, 1990; Skogstad et al., 2011). The present finding is also consistent with previous stud-
ies investigating this pathway by testing the relationship between interpersonal conflict and
accumulated exposure to bullying behaviors over longer time periods (e.g., Ågotnes et al., 2018;
Baillien et al., 2016; Leon-Perez et al., 2015). By employing a repeated-measures design and
studying the relationship at the within-person level on a daily basis, we provide new insight
into the daily dynamics between interpersonal conflict and exposure to bullying behaviors.
Although we found that interpersonal conflicts persisted the next day, no lagged effects were
found for exposure to bullying behaviors. This indicates that bullying episodes may sometimes
happen much as immediate reactions “in the heat of the moment,” in contrast to being a result
of accumulated frustration from lasting interpersonal conflicts. However, the bullying research
has mainly studied escalation, although bullying episodes also may de-escalate—and perhaps
even in most cases do. This should at least be investigated further.

Furthermore, the present study is one of the first to empirically test the enhancing effect of
trait anger and trait anxiety in the conflict—bullying relationship. The findings showed that
daily interpersonal conflicts were a stronger predictor of interpersonal conflicts the next day
and exposure to bullying behaviors the same day for cadets with a high (vs. low) score on trait
anger. Hence, cadets who are high on trait anger tend to report that conflicts persist from day
to day and experience more instances of exposure to bullying on days with conflicts, as com-
pared with their comrades who score lower in this trait. This brings additional support to the
three-way model, claiming that individual characteristics may influence how individuals react
when facing interpersonal conflicts at work (Baillien et al., 2009). Having a high score on trait
anger is likely to affect both appraisal and coping strategies, as this trait is associated with being
more reactive to challenging situations (Pervin, 1993). Interestingly, this finding is consistent
with what the Swedish researcher Thylefors claimed already in the 1980s based on interviews
with targets, namely that it is those who react more strongly and active when in conflict situa-
tions that are at risk of becoming victims of bullying (Thylefors, 1987). Along similar lines, the
victim precipitation theory (Elias, 1986) claims that some victims may experience bullying
because some perpetrators may be provoked by them (Aquino & Lamertz, 2004; Olweus, 1978;
Samnani & Singh, 2016). In contrast to those low in trait anger, individuals high in trait anger
are likely to respond with fury to conflicts, which may aggravate the impact of daily interper-
sonal conflicts on new arguments and unpleasant interactions. Another possible explanation is
that the negative response to interpersonal conflict is stronger among these employees due to
their heightened reactivity, leading them to perceive the behaviors and responses of others as
being more hostile (Spector et al., 2000).

In accordance with the present study, previous studies have demonstrated the enhancing
effect of trait anger in similar yet cross-sectional studies (Fox et al., 2001; Ilie et al., 2012;
Reknes et al., 2019). Still, although trait anger is claimed to be a provocation-sensitive trait
(Bettencourt et al., 2006), both Reknes et al. (2019) and our findings indicate that trait anger
mainly trigger bullying episodes when other risk factors are present. The present study showed
that on days with low levels of conflict there is low occurrence of bullying behaviors, regardless
of cadets' trait anger. Notably, on days with higher levels of interpersonal conflict, there is a sig-
nificant increase in exposure to bullying behaviors among all cadets, although it is even stron-
ger for those with high trait anger scores.

Contrary to our predictions, however, trait anxiety neither moderated the stability in inter-
personal conflict levels from day to day nor the relationship between interpersonal conflict
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themoregeneralworkenvironmenthypothesis,statingthatbullyingistheresultofstressorsin
thepsychosocialworkingenvironment,suchasinterpersonalconflicts(Einarsenetal.,1994;
Leymann,1990;Skogstadetal.,2011).Thepresentfindingisalsoconsistentwithpreviousstud-
iesinvestigatingthispathwaybytestingtherelationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflictand
accumulatedexposuretobullyingbehaviorsoverlongertimeperiods(e.g.,Ågotnesetal.,2018;
Baillienetal.,2016;Leon-Perezetal.,2015).Byemployingarepeated-measuresdesignand
studyingtherelationshipatthewithin-personlevelonadailybasis,weprovidenewinsight
intothedailydynamicsbetweeninterpersonalconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviors.
Althoughwefoundthatinterpersonalconflictspersistedthenextday,nolaggedeffectswere
foundforexposuretobullyingbehaviors.Thisindicatesthatbullyingepisodesmaysometimes
happenmuchasimmediatereactions“intheheatofthemoment,”incontrasttobeingaresult
ofaccumulatedfrustrationfromlastinginterpersonalconflicts.However,thebullyingresearch
hasmainlystudiedescalation,althoughbullyingepisodesalsomayde-escalate—andperhaps
eveninmostcasesdo.Thisshouldatleastbeinvestigatedfurther.

Furthermore,thepresentstudyisoneofthefirsttoempiricallytesttheenhancingeffectof
traitangerandtraitanxietyintheconflict—bullyingrelationship.Thefindingsshowedthat
dailyinterpersonalconflictswereastrongerpredictorofinterpersonalconflictsthenextday
andexposuretobullyingbehaviorsthesamedayforcadetswithahigh(vs.low)scoreontrait
anger.Hence,cadetswhoarehighontraitangertendtoreportthatconflictspersistfromday
todayandexperiencemoreinstancesofexposuretobullyingondayswithconflicts,ascom-
paredwiththeircomradeswhoscorelowerinthistrait.Thisbringsadditionalsupporttothe
three-waymodel,claimingthatindividualcharacteristicsmayinfluencehowindividualsreact
whenfacinginterpersonalconflictsatwork(Baillienetal.,2009).Havingahighscoreontrait
angerislikelytoaffectbothappraisalandcopingstrategies,asthistraitisassociatedwithbeing
morereactivetochallengingsituations(Pervin,1993).Interestingly,thisfindingisconsistent
withwhattheSwedishresearcherThyleforsclaimedalreadyinthe1980sbasedoninterviews
withtargets,namelythatitisthosewhoreactmorestronglyandactivewheninconflictsitua-
tionsthatareatriskofbecomingvictimsofbullying(Thylefors,1987).Alongsimilarlines,the
victimprecipitationtheory(Elias,1986)claimsthatsomevictimsmayexperiencebullying
becausesomeperpetratorsmaybeprovokedbythem(Aquino&Lamertz,2004;Olweus,1978;
Samnani&Singh,2016).Incontrasttothoselowintraitanger,individualshighintraitanger
arelikelytorespondwithfurytoconflicts,whichmayaggravatetheimpactofdailyinterper-
sonalconflictsonnewargumentsandunpleasantinteractions.Anotherpossibleexplanationis
thatthenegativeresponsetointerpersonalconflictisstrongeramongtheseemployeesdueto
theirheightenedreactivity,leadingthemtoperceivethebehaviorsandresponsesofothersas
beingmorehostile(Spectoretal.,2000).

Inaccordancewiththepresentstudy,previousstudieshavedemonstratedtheenhancing
effectoftraitangerinsimilaryetcross-sectionalstudies(Foxetal.,2001;Ilieetal.,2012;
Reknesetal.,2019).Still,althoughtraitangerisclaimedtobeaprovocation-sensitivetrait
(Bettencourtetal.,2006),bothReknesetal.(2019)andourfindingsindicatethattraitanger
mainlytriggerbullyingepisodeswhenotherriskfactorsarepresent.Thepresentstudyshowed
thatondayswithlowlevelsofconflictthereislowoccurrenceofbullyingbehaviors,regardless
ofcadets'traitanger.Notably,ondayswithhigherlevelsofinterpersonalconflict,thereisasig-
nificantincreaseinexposuretobullyingbehaviorsamongallcadets,althoughitisevenstron-
gerforthosewithhightraitangerscores.

Contrarytoourpredictions,however,traitanxietyneithermoderatedthestabilityininter-
personalconflictlevelsfromdaytodaynortherelationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflict
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themoregeneralworkenvironmenthypothesis,statingthatbullyingistheresultofstressorsin
thepsychosocialworkingenvironment,suchasinterpersonalconflicts(Einarsenetal.,1994;
Leymann,1990;Skogstadetal.,2011).Thepresentfindingisalsoconsistentwithpreviousstud-
iesinvestigatingthispathwaybytestingtherelationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflictand
accumulatedexposuretobullyingbehaviorsoverlongertimeperiods(e.g.,Ågotnesetal.,2018;
Baillienetal.,2016;Leon-Perezetal.,2015).Byemployingarepeated-measuresdesignand
studyingtherelationshipatthewithin-personlevelonadailybasis,weprovidenewinsight
intothedailydynamicsbetweeninterpersonalconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviors.
Althoughwefoundthatinterpersonalconflictspersistedthenextday,nolaggedeffectswere
foundforexposuretobullyingbehaviors.Thisindicatesthatbullyingepisodesmaysometimes
happenmuchasimmediatereactions“intheheatofthemoment,”incontrasttobeingaresult
ofaccumulatedfrustrationfromlastinginterpersonalconflicts.However,thebullyingresearch
hasmainlystudiedescalation,althoughbullyingepisodesalsomayde-escalate—andperhaps
eveninmostcasesdo.Thisshouldatleastbeinvestigatedfurther.

Furthermore,thepresentstudyisoneofthefirsttoempiricallytesttheenhancingeffectof
traitangerandtraitanxietyintheconflict—bullyingrelationship.Thefindingsshowedthat
dailyinterpersonalconflictswereastrongerpredictorofinterpersonalconflictsthenextday
andexposuretobullyingbehaviorsthesamedayforcadetswithahigh(vs.low)scoreontrait
anger.Hence,cadetswhoarehighontraitangertendtoreportthatconflictspersistfromday
todayandexperiencemoreinstancesofexposuretobullyingondayswithconflicts,ascom-
paredwiththeircomradeswhoscorelowerinthistrait.Thisbringsadditionalsupporttothe
three-waymodel,claimingthatindividualcharacteristicsmayinfluencehowindividualsreact
whenfacinginterpersonalconflictsatwork(Baillienetal.,2009).Havingahighscoreontrait
angerislikelytoaffectbothappraisalandcopingstrategies,asthistraitisassociatedwithbeing
morereactivetochallengingsituations(Pervin,1993).Interestingly,thisfindingisconsistent
withwhattheSwedishresearcherThyleforsclaimedalreadyinthe1980sbasedoninterviews
withtargets,namelythatitisthosewhoreactmorestronglyandactivewheninconflictsitua-
tionsthatareatriskofbecomingvictimsofbullying(Thylefors,1987).Alongsimilarlines,the
victimprecipitationtheory(Elias,1986)claimsthatsomevictimsmayexperiencebullying
becausesomeperpetratorsmaybeprovokedbythem(Aquino&Lamertz,2004;Olweus,1978;
Samnani&Singh,2016).Incontrasttothoselowintraitanger,individualshighintraitanger
arelikelytorespondwithfurytoconflicts,whichmayaggravatetheimpactofdailyinterper-
sonalconflictsonnewargumentsandunpleasantinteractions.Anotherpossibleexplanationis
thatthenegativeresponsetointerpersonalconflictisstrongeramongtheseemployeesdueto
theirheightenedreactivity,leadingthemtoperceivethebehaviorsandresponsesofothersas
beingmorehostile(Spectoretal.,2000).

Inaccordancewiththepresentstudy,previousstudieshavedemonstratedtheenhancing
effectoftraitangerinsimilaryetcross-sectionalstudies(Foxetal.,2001;Ilieetal.,2012;
Reknesetal.,2019).Still,althoughtraitangerisclaimedtobeaprovocation-sensitivetrait
(Bettencourtetal.,2006),bothReknesetal.(2019)andourfindingsindicatethattraitanger
mainlytriggerbullyingepisodeswhenotherriskfactorsarepresent.Thepresentstudyshowed
thatondayswithlowlevelsofconflictthereislowoccurrenceofbullyingbehaviors,regardless
ofcadets'traitanger.Notably,ondayswithhigherlevelsofinterpersonalconflict,thereisasig-
nificantincreaseinexposuretobullyingbehaviorsamongallcadets,althoughitisevenstron-
gerforthosewithhightraitangerscores.

Contrarytoourpredictions,however,traitanxietyneithermoderatedthestabilityininter-
personalconflictlevelsfromdaytodaynortherelationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflict
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the more general work environment hypothesis, stating that bullying is the result of stressors in
the psychosocial working environment, such as interpersonal conflicts (Einarsen et al., 1994;
Leymann, 1990; Skogstad et al., 2011). The present finding is also consistent with previous stud-
ies investigating this pathway by testing the relationship between interpersonal conflict and
accumulated exposure to bullying behaviors over longer time periods (e.g., Ågotnes et al., 2018;
Baillien et al., 2016; Leon-Perez et al., 2015). By employing a repeated-measures design and
studying the relationship at the within-person level on a daily basis, we provide new insight
into the daily dynamics between interpersonal conflict and exposure to bullying behaviors.
Although we found that interpersonal conflicts persisted the next day, no lagged effects were
found for exposure to bullying behaviors. This indicates that bullying episodes may sometimes
happen much as immediate reactions “in the heat of the moment,” in contrast to being a result
of accumulated frustration from lasting interpersonal conflicts. However, the bullying research
has mainly studied escalation, although bullying episodes also may de-escalate—and perhaps
even in most cases do. This should at least be investigated further.

Furthermore, the present study is one of the first to empirically test the enhancing effect of
trait anger and trait anxiety in the conflict—bullying relationship. The findings showed that
daily interpersonal conflicts were a stronger predictor of interpersonal conflicts the next day
and exposure to bullying behaviors the same day for cadets with a high (vs. low) score on trait
anger. Hence, cadets who are high on trait anger tend to report that conflicts persist from day
to day and experience more instances of exposure to bullying on days with conflicts, as com-
pared with their comrades who score lower in this trait. This brings additional support to the
three-way model, claiming that individual characteristics may influence how individuals react
when facing interpersonal conflicts at work (Baillien et al., 2009). Having a high score on trait
anger is likely to affect both appraisal and coping strategies, as this trait is associated with being
more reactive to challenging situations (Pervin, 1993). Interestingly, this finding is consistent
with what the Swedish researcher Thylefors claimed already in the 1980s based on interviews
with targets, namely that it is those who react more strongly and active when in conflict situa-
tions that are at risk of becoming victims of bullying (Thylefors, 1987). Along similar lines, the
victim precipitation theory (Elias, 1986) claims that some victims may experience bullying
because some perpetrators may be provoked by them (Aquino & Lamertz, 2004; Olweus, 1978;
Samnani & Singh, 2016). In contrast to those low in trait anger, individuals high in trait anger
are likely to respond with fury to conflicts, which may aggravate the impact of daily interper-
sonal conflicts on new arguments and unpleasant interactions. Another possible explanation is
that the negative response to interpersonal conflict is stronger among these employees due to
their heightened reactivity, leading them to perceive the behaviors and responses of others as
being more hostile (Spector et al., 2000).

In accordance with the present study, previous studies have demonstrated the enhancing
effect of trait anger in similar yet cross-sectional studies (Fox et al., 2001; Ilie et al., 2012;
Reknes et al., 2019). Still, although trait anger is claimed to be a provocation-sensitive trait
(Bettencourt et al., 2006), both Reknes et al. (2019) and our findings indicate that trait anger
mainly trigger bullying episodes when other risk factors are present. The present study showed
that on days with low levels of conflict there is low occurrence of bullying behaviors, regardless
of cadets' trait anger. Notably, on days with higher levels of interpersonal conflict, there is a sig-
nificant increase in exposure to bullying behaviors among all cadets, although it is even stron-
ger for those with high trait anger scores.

Contrary to our predictions, however, trait anxiety neither moderated the stability in inter-
personal conflict levels from day to day nor the relationship between interpersonal conflict
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the more general work environment hypothesis, stating that bullying is the result of stressors in
the psychosocial working environment, such as interpersonal conflicts (Einarsen et al., 1994;
Leymann, 1990; Skogstad et al., 2011). The present finding is also consistent with previous stud-
ies investigating this pathway by testing the relationship between interpersonal conflict and
accumulated exposure to bullying behaviors over longer time periods (e.g., Ågotnes et al., 2018;
Baillien et al., 2016; Leon-Perez et al., 2015). By employing a repeated-measures design and
studying the relationship at the within-person level on a daily basis, we provide new insight
into the daily dynamics between interpersonal conflict and exposure to bullying behaviors.
Although we found that interpersonal conflicts persisted the next day, no lagged effects were
found for exposure to bullying behaviors. This indicates that bullying episodes may sometimes
happen much as immediate reactions “in the heat of the moment,” in contrast to being a result
of accumulated frustration from lasting interpersonal conflicts. However, the bullying research
has mainly studied escalation, although bullying episodes also may de-escalate—and perhaps
even in most cases do. This should at least be investigated further.

Furthermore, the present study is one of the first to empirically test the enhancing effect of
trait anger and trait anxiety in the conflict—bullying relationship. The findings showed that
daily interpersonal conflicts were a stronger predictor of interpersonal conflicts the next day
and exposure to bullying behaviors the same day for cadets with a high (vs. low) score on trait
anger. Hence, cadets who are high on trait anger tend to report that conflicts persist from day
to day and experience more instances of exposure to bullying on days with conflicts, as com-
pared with their comrades who score lower in this trait. This brings additional support to the
three-way model, claiming that individual characteristics may influence how individuals react
when facing interpersonal conflicts at work (Baillien et al., 2009). Having a high score on trait
anger is likely to affect both appraisal and coping strategies, as this trait is associated with being
more reactive to challenging situations (Pervin, 1993). Interestingly, this finding is consistent
with what the Swedish researcher Thylefors claimed already in the 1980s based on interviews
with targets, namely that it is those who react more strongly and active when in conflict situa-
tions that are at risk of becoming victims of bullying (Thylefors, 1987). Along similar lines, the
victim precipitation theory (Elias, 1986) claims that some victims may experience bullying
because some perpetrators may be provoked by them (Aquino & Lamertz, 2004; Olweus, 1978;
Samnani & Singh, 2016). In contrast to those low in trait anger, individuals high in trait anger
are likely to respond with fury to conflicts, which may aggravate the impact of daily interper-
sonal conflicts on new arguments and unpleasant interactions. Another possible explanation is
that the negative response to interpersonal conflict is stronger among these employees due to
their heightened reactivity, leading them to perceive the behaviors and responses of others as
being more hostile (Spector et al., 2000).

In accordance with the present study, previous studies have demonstrated the enhancing
effect of trait anger in similar yet cross-sectional studies (Fox et al., 2001; Ilie et al., 2012;
Reknes et al., 2019). Still, although trait anger is claimed to be a provocation-sensitive trait
(Bettencourt et al., 2006), both Reknes et al. (2019) and our findings indicate that trait anger
mainly trigger bullying episodes when other risk factors are present. The present study showed
that on days with low levels of conflict there is low occurrence of bullying behaviors, regardless
of cadets' trait anger. Notably, on days with higher levels of interpersonal conflict, there is a sig-
nificant increase in exposure to bullying behaviors among all cadets, although it is even stron-
ger for those with high trait anger scores.

Contrary to our predictions, however, trait anxiety neither moderated the stability in inter-
personal conflict levels from day to day nor the relationship between interpersonal conflict
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themoregeneralworkenvironmenthypothesis,statingthatbullyingistheresultofstressorsin
thepsychosocialworkingenvironment,suchasinterpersonalconflicts(Einarsenetal.,1994;
Leymann,1990;Skogstadetal.,2011).Thepresentfindingisalsoconsistentwithpreviousstud-
iesinvestigatingthispathwaybytestingtherelationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflictand
accumulatedexposuretobullyingbehaviorsoverlongertimeperiods(e.g.,Ågotnesetal.,2018;
Baillienetal.,2016;Leon-Perezetal.,2015).Byemployingarepeated-measuresdesignand
studyingtherelationshipatthewithin-personlevelonadailybasis,weprovidenewinsight
intothedailydynamicsbetweeninterpersonalconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviors.
Althoughwefoundthatinterpersonalconflictspersistedthenextday,nolaggedeffectswere
foundforexposuretobullyingbehaviors.Thisindicatesthatbullyingepisodesmaysometimes
happenmuchasimmediatereactions“intheheatofthemoment,”incontrasttobeingaresult
ofaccumulatedfrustrationfromlastinginterpersonalconflicts.However,thebullyingresearch
hasmainlystudiedescalation,althoughbullyingepisodesalsomayde-escalate—andperhaps
eveninmostcasesdo.Thisshouldatleastbeinvestigatedfurther.

Furthermore,thepresentstudyisoneofthefirsttoempiricallytesttheenhancingeffectof
traitangerandtraitanxietyintheconflict—bullyingrelationship.Thefindingsshowedthat
dailyinterpersonalconflictswereastrongerpredictorofinterpersonalconflictsthenextday
andexposuretobullyingbehaviorsthesamedayforcadetswithahigh(vs.low)scoreontrait
anger.Hence,cadetswhoarehighontraitangertendtoreportthatconflictspersistfromday
todayandexperiencemoreinstancesofexposuretobullyingondayswithconflicts,ascom-
paredwiththeircomradeswhoscorelowerinthistrait.Thisbringsadditionalsupporttothe
three-waymodel,claimingthatindividualcharacteristicsmayinfluencehowindividualsreact
whenfacinginterpersonalconflictsatwork(Baillienetal.,2009).Havingahighscoreontrait
angerislikelytoaffectbothappraisalandcopingstrategies,asthistraitisassociatedwithbeing
morereactivetochallengingsituations(Pervin,1993).Interestingly,thisfindingisconsistent
withwhattheSwedishresearcherThyleforsclaimedalreadyinthe1980sbasedoninterviews
withtargets,namelythatitisthosewhoreactmorestronglyandactivewheninconflictsitua-
tionsthatareatriskofbecomingvictimsofbullying(Thylefors,1987).Alongsimilarlines,the
victimprecipitationtheory(Elias,1986)claimsthatsomevictimsmayexperiencebullying
becausesomeperpetratorsmaybeprovokedbythem(Aquino&Lamertz,2004;Olweus,1978;
Samnani&Singh,2016).Incontrasttothoselowintraitanger,individualshighintraitanger
arelikelytorespondwithfurytoconflicts,whichmayaggravatetheimpactofdailyinterper-
sonalconflictsonnewargumentsandunpleasantinteractions.Anotherpossibleexplanationis
thatthenegativeresponsetointerpersonalconflictisstrongeramongtheseemployeesdueto
theirheightenedreactivity,leadingthemtoperceivethebehaviorsandresponsesofothersas
beingmorehostile(Spectoretal.,2000).

Inaccordancewiththepresentstudy,previousstudieshavedemonstratedtheenhancing
effectoftraitangerinsimilaryetcross-sectionalstudies(Foxetal.,2001;Ilieetal.,2012;
Reknesetal.,2019).Still,althoughtraitangerisclaimedtobeaprovocation-sensitivetrait
(Bettencourtetal.,2006),bothReknesetal.(2019)andourfindingsindicatethattraitanger
mainlytriggerbullyingepisodeswhenotherriskfactorsarepresent.Thepresentstudyshowed
thatondayswithlowlevelsofconflictthereislowoccurrenceofbullyingbehaviors,regardless
ofcadets'traitanger.Notably,ondayswithhigherlevelsofinterpersonalconflict,thereisasig-
nificantincreaseinexposuretobullyingbehaviorsamongallcadets,althoughitisevenstron-
gerforthosewithhightraitangerscores.

Contrarytoourpredictions,however,traitanxietyneithermoderatedthestabilityininter-
personalconflictlevelsfromdaytodaynortherelationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflict

INTERPERSONALCONFLICTSATWORK15

 1
46

40
59

7,
 0

, D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fro
m

 h
ttp

s:/
/ia

ap
-jo

ur
na

ls.
on

lin
el

ib
ra

ry
.w

ile
y.

co
m

/d
oi

/1
0.

11
11

/a
pp

s.1
24

10
 b

y 
U

ni
ve

rs
ite

tsb
ib

lio
te

ke
t I

, W
ile

y 
O

nl
in

e 
Li

br
ar

y 
on

 [1
8/

12
/2

02
2]

. S
ee

 th
e 

Te
rm

s a
nd

 C
on

di
tio

ns
 (h

ttp
s:/

/o
nl

in
el

ib
ra

ry
.w

ile
y.

co
m

/te
rm

s-
an

d-
co

nd
iti

on
s)

 o
n 

W
ile

y 
O

nl
in

e 
Li

br
ar

y 
fo

r r
ul

es
 o

f u
se

; O
A

 a
rti

cl
es

 a
re

 g
ov

er
ne

d 
by

 th
e 

ap
pl

ic
ab

le
 C

re
at

iv
e 

Co
m

m
on

s L
ic

en
se

themoregeneralworkenvironmenthypothesis,statingthatbullyingistheresultofstressorsin
thepsychosocialworkingenvironment,suchasinterpersonalconflicts(Einarsenetal.,1994;
Leymann,1990;Skogstadetal.,2011).Thepresentfindingisalsoconsistentwithpreviousstud-
iesinvestigatingthispathwaybytestingtherelationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflictand
accumulatedexposuretobullyingbehaviorsoverlongertimeperiods(e.g.,Ågotnesetal.,2018;
Baillienetal.,2016;Leon-Perezetal.,2015).Byemployingarepeated-measuresdesignand
studyingtherelationshipatthewithin-personlevelonadailybasis,weprovidenewinsight
intothedailydynamicsbetweeninterpersonalconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviors.
Althoughwefoundthatinterpersonalconflictspersistedthenextday,nolaggedeffectswere
foundforexposuretobullyingbehaviors.Thisindicatesthatbullyingepisodesmaysometimes
happenmuchasimmediatereactions“intheheatofthemoment,”incontrasttobeingaresult
ofaccumulatedfrustrationfromlastinginterpersonalconflicts.However,thebullyingresearch
hasmainlystudiedescalation,althoughbullyingepisodesalsomayde-escalate—andperhaps
eveninmostcasesdo.Thisshouldatleastbeinvestigatedfurther.

Furthermore,thepresentstudyisoneofthefirsttoempiricallytesttheenhancingeffectof
traitangerandtraitanxietyintheconflict—bullyingrelationship.Thefindingsshowedthat
dailyinterpersonalconflictswereastrongerpredictorofinterpersonalconflictsthenextday
andexposuretobullyingbehaviorsthesamedayforcadetswithahigh(vs.low)scoreontrait
anger.Hence,cadetswhoarehighontraitangertendtoreportthatconflictspersistfromday
todayandexperiencemoreinstancesofexposuretobullyingondayswithconflicts,ascom-
paredwiththeircomradeswhoscorelowerinthistrait.Thisbringsadditionalsupporttothe
three-waymodel,claimingthatindividualcharacteristicsmayinfluencehowindividualsreact
whenfacinginterpersonalconflictsatwork(Baillienetal.,2009).Havingahighscoreontrait
angerislikelytoaffectbothappraisalandcopingstrategies,asthistraitisassociatedwithbeing
morereactivetochallengingsituations(Pervin,1993).Interestingly,thisfindingisconsistent
withwhattheSwedishresearcherThyleforsclaimedalreadyinthe1980sbasedoninterviews
withtargets,namelythatitisthosewhoreactmorestronglyandactivewheninconflictsitua-
tionsthatareatriskofbecomingvictimsofbullying(Thylefors,1987).Alongsimilarlines,the
victimprecipitationtheory(Elias,1986)claimsthatsomevictimsmayexperiencebullying
becausesomeperpetratorsmaybeprovokedbythem(Aquino&Lamertz,2004;Olweus,1978;
Samnani&Singh,2016).Incontrasttothoselowintraitanger,individualshighintraitanger
arelikelytorespondwithfurytoconflicts,whichmayaggravatetheimpactofdailyinterper-
sonalconflictsonnewargumentsandunpleasantinteractions.Anotherpossibleexplanationis
thatthenegativeresponsetointerpersonalconflictisstrongeramongtheseemployeesdueto
theirheightenedreactivity,leadingthemtoperceivethebehaviorsandresponsesofothersas
beingmorehostile(Spectoretal.,2000).

Inaccordancewiththepresentstudy,previousstudieshavedemonstratedtheenhancing
effectoftraitangerinsimilaryetcross-sectionalstudies(Foxetal.,2001;Ilieetal.,2012;
Reknesetal.,2019).Still,althoughtraitangerisclaimedtobeaprovocation-sensitivetrait
(Bettencourtetal.,2006),bothReknesetal.(2019)andourfindingsindicatethattraitanger
mainlytriggerbullyingepisodeswhenotherriskfactorsarepresent.Thepresentstudyshowed
thatondayswithlowlevelsofconflictthereislowoccurrenceofbullyingbehaviors,regardless
ofcadets'traitanger.Notably,ondayswithhigherlevelsofinterpersonalconflict,thereisasig-
nificantincreaseinexposuretobullyingbehaviorsamongallcadets,althoughitisevenstron-
gerforthosewithhightraitangerscores.

Contrarytoourpredictions,however,traitanxietyneithermoderatedthestabilityininter-
personalconflictlevelsfromdaytodaynortherelationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflict
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themoregeneralworkenvironmenthypothesis,statingthatbullyingistheresultofstressorsin
thepsychosocialworkingenvironment,suchasinterpersonalconflicts(Einarsenetal.,1994;
Leymann,1990;Skogstadetal.,2011).Thepresentfindingisalsoconsistentwithpreviousstud-
iesinvestigatingthispathwaybytestingtherelationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflictand
accumulatedexposuretobullyingbehaviorsoverlongertimeperiods(e.g.,Ågotnesetal.,2018;
Baillienetal.,2016;Leon-Perezetal.,2015).Byemployingarepeated-measuresdesignand
studyingtherelationshipatthewithin-personlevelonadailybasis,weprovidenewinsight
intothedailydynamicsbetweeninterpersonalconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviors.
Althoughwefoundthatinterpersonalconflictspersistedthenextday,nolaggedeffectswere
foundforexposuretobullyingbehaviors.Thisindicatesthatbullyingepisodesmaysometimes
happenmuchasimmediatereactions“intheheatofthemoment,”incontrasttobeingaresult
ofaccumulatedfrustrationfromlastinginterpersonalconflicts.However,thebullyingresearch
hasmainlystudiedescalation,althoughbullyingepisodesalsomayde-escalate—andperhaps
eveninmostcasesdo.Thisshouldatleastbeinvestigatedfurther.

Furthermore,thepresentstudyisoneofthefirsttoempiricallytesttheenhancingeffectof
traitangerandtraitanxietyintheconflict—bullyingrelationship.Thefindingsshowedthat
dailyinterpersonalconflictswereastrongerpredictorofinterpersonalconflictsthenextday
andexposuretobullyingbehaviorsthesamedayforcadetswithahigh(vs.low)scoreontrait
anger.Hence,cadetswhoarehighontraitangertendtoreportthatconflictspersistfromday
todayandexperiencemoreinstancesofexposuretobullyingondayswithconflicts,ascom-
paredwiththeircomradeswhoscorelowerinthistrait.Thisbringsadditionalsupporttothe
three-waymodel,claimingthatindividualcharacteristicsmayinfluencehowindividualsreact
whenfacinginterpersonalconflictsatwork(Baillienetal.,2009).Havingahighscoreontrait
angerislikelytoaffectbothappraisalandcopingstrategies,asthistraitisassociatedwithbeing
morereactivetochallengingsituations(Pervin,1993).Interestingly,thisfindingisconsistent
withwhattheSwedishresearcherThyleforsclaimedalreadyinthe1980sbasedoninterviews
withtargets,namelythatitisthosewhoreactmorestronglyandactivewheninconflictsitua-
tionsthatareatriskofbecomingvictimsofbullying(Thylefors,1987).Alongsimilarlines,the
victimprecipitationtheory(Elias,1986)claimsthatsomevictimsmayexperiencebullying
becausesomeperpetratorsmaybeprovokedbythem(Aquino&Lamertz,2004;Olweus,1978;
Samnani&Singh,2016).Incontrasttothoselowintraitanger,individualshighintraitanger
arelikelytorespondwithfurytoconflicts,whichmayaggravatetheimpactofdailyinterper-
sonalconflictsonnewargumentsandunpleasantinteractions.Anotherpossibleexplanationis
thatthenegativeresponsetointerpersonalconflictisstrongeramongtheseemployeesdueto
theirheightenedreactivity,leadingthemtoperceivethebehaviorsandresponsesofothersas
beingmorehostile(Spectoretal.,2000).

Inaccordancewiththepresentstudy,previousstudieshavedemonstratedtheenhancing
effectoftraitangerinsimilaryetcross-sectionalstudies(Foxetal.,2001;Ilieetal.,2012;
Reknesetal.,2019).Still,althoughtraitangerisclaimedtobeaprovocation-sensitivetrait
(Bettencourtetal.,2006),bothReknesetal.(2019)andourfindingsindicatethattraitanger
mainlytriggerbullyingepisodeswhenotherriskfactorsarepresent.Thepresentstudyshowed
thatondayswithlowlevelsofconflictthereislowoccurrenceofbullyingbehaviors,regardless
ofcadets'traitanger.Notably,ondayswithhigherlevelsofinterpersonalconflict,thereisasig-
nificantincreaseinexposuretobullyingbehaviorsamongallcadets,althoughitisevenstron-
gerforthosewithhightraitangerscores.

Contrarytoourpredictions,however,traitanxietyneithermoderatedthestabilityininter-
personalconflictlevelsfromdaytodaynortherelationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflict
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themoregeneralworkenvironmenthypothesis,statingthatbullyingistheresultofstressorsin
thepsychosocialworkingenvironment,suchasinterpersonalconflicts(Einarsenetal.,1994;
Leymann,1990;Skogstadetal.,2011).Thepresentfindingisalsoconsistentwithpreviousstud-
iesinvestigatingthispathwaybytestingtherelationshipbetweeninterpersonalconflictand
accumulatedexposuretobullyingbehaviorsoverlongertimeperiods(e.g.,Ågotnesetal.,2018;
Baillienetal.,2016;Leon-Perezetal.,2015).Byemployingarepeated-measuresdesignand
studyingtherelationshipatthewithin-personlevelonadailybasis,weprovidenewinsight
intothedailydynamicsbetweeninterpersonalconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviors.
Althoughwefoundthatinterpersonalconflictspersistedthenextday,nolaggedeffectswere
foundforexposuretobullyingbehaviors.Thisindicatesthatbullyingepisodesmaysometimes
happenmuchasimmediatereactions“intheheatofthemoment,”incontrasttobeingaresult
ofaccumulatedfrustrationfromlastinginterpersonalconflicts.However,thebullyingresearch
hasmainlystudiedescalation,althoughbullyingepisodesalsomayde-escalate—andperhaps
eveninmostcasesdo.Thisshouldatleastbeinvestigatedfurther.

Furthermore,thepresentstudyisoneofthefirsttoempiricallytesttheenhancingeffectof
traitangerandtraitanxietyintheconflict—bullyingrelationship.Thefindingsshowedthat
dailyinterpersonalconflictswereastrongerpredictorofinterpersonalconflictsthenextday
andexposuretobullyingbehaviorsthesamedayforcadetswithahigh(vs.low)scoreontrait
anger.Hence,cadetswhoarehighontraitangertendtoreportthatconflictspersistfromday
todayandexperiencemoreinstancesofexposuretobullyingondayswithconflicts,ascom-
paredwiththeircomradeswhoscorelowerinthistrait.Thisbringsadditionalsupporttothe
three-waymodel,claimingthatindividualcharacteristicsmayinfluencehowindividualsreact
whenfacinginterpersonalconflictsatwork(Baillienetal.,2009).Havingahighscoreontrait
angerislikelytoaffectbothappraisalandcopingstrategies,asthistraitisassociatedwithbeing
morereactivetochallengingsituations(Pervin,1993).Interestingly,thisfindingisconsistent
withwhattheSwedishresearcherThyleforsclaimedalreadyinthe1980sbasedoninterviews
withtargets,namelythatitisthosewhoreactmorestronglyandactivewheninconflictsitua-
tionsthatareatriskofbecomingvictimsofbullying(Thylefors,1987).Alongsimilarlines,the
victimprecipitationtheory(Elias,1986)claimsthatsomevictimsmayexperiencebullying
becausesomeperpetratorsmaybeprovokedbythem(Aquino&Lamertz,2004;Olweus,1978;
Samnani&Singh,2016).Incontrasttothoselowintraitanger,individualshighintraitanger
arelikelytorespondwithfurytoconflicts,whichmayaggravatetheimpactofdailyinterper-
sonalconflictsonnewargumentsandunpleasantinteractions.Anotherpossibleexplanationis
thatthenegativeresponsetointerpersonalconflictisstrongeramongtheseemployeesdueto
theirheightenedreactivity,leadingthemtoperceivethebehaviorsandresponsesofothersas
beingmorehostile(Spectoretal.,2000).

Inaccordancewiththepresentstudy,previousstudieshavedemonstratedtheenhancing
effectoftraitangerinsimilaryetcross-sectionalstudies(Foxetal.,2001;Ilieetal.,2012;
Reknesetal.,2019).Still,althoughtraitangerisclaimedtobeaprovocation-sensitivetrait
(Bettencourtetal.,2006),bothReknesetal.(2019)andourfindingsindicatethattraitanger
mainlytriggerbullyingepisodeswhenotherriskfactorsarepresent.Thepresentstudyshowed
thatondayswithlowlevelsofconflictthereislowoccurrenceofbullyingbehaviors,regardless
ofcadets'traitanger.Notably,ondayswithhigherlevelsofinterpersonalconflict,thereisasig-
nificantincreaseinexposuretobullyingbehaviorsamongallcadets,althoughitisevenstron-
gerforthosewithhightraitangerscores.

Contrarytoourpredictions,however,traitanxietyneithermoderatedthestabilityininter-
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and exposure to bullying behaviors the same day. This outcome is contrary to that of Fox
et al. (2001) and Reknes et al. (2019), who found enhancing effects of trait anxiety in similar
moderation analyses, yet employing cross-sectional survey data. This inconsistency may be
due to the different temporality in these studies—there may be different mechanisms at work
in the short versus long term. One possible explanation can be that trait anxiety plays a differ-
ent role in the early phase of the conflict—bullying escalation process than in more escalated
bullying scenarios—and that it is more over a longer time period that this trait may pose a
risk factor either for being picked on as an “easy” target or as a risk factor for gloomy percep-
tions, which is the tendency to perceive the world in more negative terms. This further aligns
with the prevention-escalation model, predicting that individuals with a high focus on avoid-
ance will exhibit spontaneous de-escalating strategies in the form of avoiding or withdrawing
from situations where loss and risk are prominent (Van de Vliert, 1984). Recent studies have
found support for a positive association between trait anxiety and coping-related strategies
such as avoidance- and escape behaviors (Fung et al., 2019; Sege et al., 2018). The same ten-
dencies have been found among trait anxious children, which tend to display their distress
externally by avoidant behaviors in situations they perceive as threatening (Barlow, 2004).
Individuals high in trait anxiety might pull away from conflicts, which may act as de-escalat-
ing, at least for some time. However, although using a yielding conflict management style
may be satisfactory in the short run, it is found to be related to conflict escalation as they still
leave conflicts unresolved (Behfar et al., 2008; Janssen & Van de Vliert, 1996), hence
supporting our speculation that trait anxiety will be a stronger risk factor over a longer time
perspective. These different findings for trait anger and trait anxiety again call for some cau-
tion when looking at the broader bandwidth trait of neuroticism. As such, future studies
should differentiate between these two traits, and maybe other similar narrow traits, at least
in bullying research. This theoretical contribution aligns with the trait activation theory
(Tett & Burnett, 2003), as well as several recent empirical studies (e.g., Kant et al., 2013;
Reknes et al., 2021).

Taken together, our findings seem to support the three-way model (Baillien et al., 2009) and
increase our knowledge of the daily dynamics between interpersonal conflicts and exposure to
bullying behaviors. The results of the present study indicate that both the specific conflict epi-
sode and how one tends to perceive and respond to such an episode may interact when
predicting exposure to bullying behaviors from the two perspectives.

Strengths and limitations

A strength of the present study is the use of a daily diary design. Diary methods are well suited
and recommended for the short-term dynamics between variables and for identifying the points
at which escalations in bullying processes occur, along with the work-related and personal fac-
tors that cause these changes (Neall & Tuckey, 2014; Spector & Pindek, 2016). Second, combin-
ing the study of interpersonal conflicts with personality traits as predictors of workplace
bullying also adds to the bullying literature, as scholars in the field have requested that work
environmental and individual factors should be combined when investigating antecedents of
bullying (Nielsen & Einarsen, 2018). Approaching workplace bullying in this manner, by inves-
tigating different sets of variables from different levels may help to get a better understanding of
the workplace bullying process and help identify the key moderating conditions across multiple
levels (Rai & Agarwal, 2018; Samnani & Singh, 2016).
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andexposuretobullyingbehaviorsthesameday.ThisoutcomeiscontrarytothatofFox
etal.(2001)andReknesetal.(2019),whofoundenhancingeffectsoftraitanxietyinsimilar
moderationanalyses,yetemployingcross-sectionalsurveydata.Thisinconsistencymaybe
duetothedifferenttemporalityinthesestudies—theremaybedifferentmechanismsatwork
intheshortversuslongterm.Onepossibleexplanationcanbethattraitanxietyplaysadiffer-
entroleintheearlyphaseoftheconflict—bullyingescalationprocessthaninmoreescalated
bullyingscenarios—andthatitismoreoveralongertimeperiodthatthistraitmayposea
riskfactoreitherforbeingpickedonasan“easy”targetorasariskfactorforgloomypercep-
tions,whichisthetendencytoperceivetheworldinmorenegativeterms.Thisfurtheraligns
withtheprevention-escalationmodel,predictingthatindividualswithahighfocusonavoid-
ancewillexhibitspontaneousde-escalatingstrategiesintheformofavoidingorwithdrawing
fromsituationswherelossandriskareprominent(VandeVliert,1984).Recentstudieshave
foundsupportforapositiveassociationbetweentraitanxietyandcoping-relatedstrategies
suchasavoidance-andescapebehaviors(Fungetal.,2019;Segeetal.,2018).Thesameten-
dencieshavebeenfoundamongtraitanxiouschildren,whichtendtodisplaytheirdistress
externallybyavoidantbehaviorsinsituationstheyperceiveasthreatening(Barlow,2004).
Individualshighintraitanxietymightpullawayfromconflicts,whichmayactasde-escalat-
ing,atleastforsometime.However,althoughusingayieldingconflictmanagementstyle
maybesatisfactoryintheshortrun,itisfoundtoberelatedtoconflictescalationastheystill
leaveconflictsunresolved(Behfaretal.,2008;Janssen&VandeVliert,1996),hence
supportingourspeculationthattraitanxietywillbeastrongerriskfactoroveralongertime
perspective.Thesedifferentfindingsfortraitangerandtraitanxietyagaincallforsomecau-
tionwhenlookingatthebroaderbandwidthtraitofneuroticism.Assuch,futurestudies
shoulddifferentiatebetweenthesetwotraits,andmaybeothersimilarnarrowtraits,atleast
inbullyingresearch.Thistheoreticalcontributionalignswiththetraitactivationtheory
(Tett&Burnett,2003),aswellasseveralrecentempiricalstudies(e.g.,Kantetal.,2013;
Reknesetal.,2021).

Takentogether,ourfindingsseemtosupportthethree-waymodel(Baillienetal.,2009)and
increaseourknowledgeofthedailydynamicsbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandexposureto
bullyingbehaviors.Theresultsofthepresentstudyindicatethatboththespecificconflictepi-
sodeandhowonetendstoperceiveandrespondtosuchanepisodemayinteractwhen
predictingexposuretobullyingbehaviorsfromthetwoperspectives.

Strengthsandlimitations

Astrengthofthepresentstudyistheuseofadailydiarydesign.Diarymethodsarewellsuited
andrecommendedfortheshort-termdynamicsbetweenvariablesandforidentifyingthepoints
atwhichescalationsinbullyingprocessesoccur,alongwiththework-relatedandpersonalfac-
torsthatcausethesechanges(Neall&Tuckey,2014;Spector&Pindek,2016).Second,combin-
ingthestudyofinterpersonalconflictswithpersonalitytraitsaspredictorsofworkplace
bullyingalsoaddstothebullyingliterature,asscholarsinthefieldhaverequestedthatwork
environmentalandindividualfactorsshouldbecombinedwheninvestigatingantecedentsof
bullying(Nielsen&Einarsen,2018).Approachingworkplacebullyinginthismanner,byinves-
tigatingdifferentsetsofvariablesfromdifferentlevelsmayhelptogetabetterunderstandingof
theworkplacebullyingprocessandhelpidentifythekeymoderatingconditionsacrossmultiple
levels(Rai&Agarwal,2018;Samnani&Singh,2016).
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and exposure to bullying behaviors the same day. This outcome is contrary to that of Fox
et al. (2001) and Reknes et al. (2019), who found enhancing effects of trait anxiety in similar
moderation analyses, yet employing cross-sectional survey data. This inconsistency may be
due to the different temporality in these studies—there may be different mechanisms at work
in the short versus long term. One possible explanation can be that trait anxiety plays a differ-
ent role in the early phase of the conflict—bullying escalation process than in more escalated
bullying scenarios—and that it is more over a longer time period that this trait may pose a
risk factor either for being picked on as an “easy” target or as a risk factor for gloomy percep-
tions, which is the tendency to perceive the world in more negative terms. This further aligns
with the prevention-escalation model, predicting that individuals with a high focus on avoid-
ance will exhibit spontaneous de-escalating strategies in the form of avoiding or withdrawing
from situations where loss and risk are prominent (Van de Vliert, 1984). Recent studies have
found support for a positive association between trait anxiety and coping-related strategies
such as avoidance- and escape behaviors (Fung et al., 2019; Sege et al., 2018). The same ten-
dencies have been found among trait anxious children, which tend to display their distress
externally by avoidant behaviors in situations they perceive as threatening (Barlow, 2004).
Individuals high in trait anxiety might pull away from conflicts, which may act as de-escalat-
ing, at least for some time. However, although using a yielding conflict management style
may be satisfactory in the short run, it is found to be related to conflict escalation as they still
leave conflicts unresolved (Behfar et al., 2008; Janssen & Van de Vliert, 1996), hence
supporting our speculation that trait anxiety will be a stronger risk factor over a longer time
perspective. These different findings for trait anger and trait anxiety again call for some cau-
tion when looking at the broader bandwidth trait of neuroticism. As such, future studies
should differentiate between these two traits, and maybe other similar narrow traits, at least
in bullying research. This theoretical contribution aligns with the trait activation theory
(Tett & Burnett, 2003), as well as several recent empirical studies (e.g., Kant et al., 2013;
Reknes et al., 2021).

Taken together, our findings seem to support the three-way model (Baillien et al., 2009) and
increase our knowledge of the daily dynamics between interpersonal conflicts and exposure to
bullying behaviors. The results of the present study indicate that both the specific conflict epi-
sode and how one tends to perceive and respond to such an episode may interact when
predicting exposure to bullying behaviors from the two perspectives.

Strengths and limitations

A strength of the present study is the use of a daily diary design. Diary methods are well suited
and recommended for the short-term dynamics between variables and for identifying the points
at which escalations in bullying processes occur, along with the work-related and personal fac-
tors that cause these changes (Neall & Tuckey, 2014; Spector & Pindek, 2016). Second, combin-
ing the study of interpersonal conflicts with personality traits as predictors of workplace
bullying also adds to the bullying literature, as scholars in the field have requested that work
environmental and individual factors should be combined when investigating antecedents of
bullying (Nielsen & Einarsen, 2018). Approaching workplace bullying in this manner, by inves-
tigating different sets of variables from different levels may help to get a better understanding of
the workplace bullying process and help identify the key moderating conditions across multiple
levels (Rai & Agarwal, 2018; Samnani & Singh, 2016).
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and exposure to bullying behaviors the same day. This outcome is contrary to that of Fox
et al. (2001) and Reknes et al. (2019), who found enhancing effects of trait anxiety in similar
moderation analyses, yet employing cross-sectional survey data. This inconsistency may be
due to the different temporality in these studies—there may be different mechanisms at work
in the short versus long term. One possible explanation can be that trait anxiety plays a differ-
ent role in the early phase of the conflict—bullying escalation process than in more escalated
bullying scenarios—and that it is more over a longer time period that this trait may pose a
risk factor either for being picked on as an “easy” target or as a risk factor for gloomy percep-
tions, which is the tendency to perceive the world in more negative terms. This further aligns
with the prevention-escalation model, predicting that individuals with a high focus on avoid-
ance will exhibit spontaneous de-escalating strategies in the form of avoiding or withdrawing
from situations where loss and risk are prominent (Van de Vliert, 1984). Recent studies have
found support for a positive association between trait anxiety and coping-related strategies
such as avoidance- and escape behaviors (Fung et al., 2019; Sege et al., 2018). The same ten-
dencies have been found among trait anxious children, which tend to display their distress
externally by avoidant behaviors in situations they perceive as threatening (Barlow, 2004).
Individuals high in trait anxiety might pull away from conflicts, which may act as de-escalat-
ing, at least for some time. However, although using a yielding conflict management style
may be satisfactory in the short run, it is found to be related to conflict escalation as they still
leave conflicts unresolved (Behfar et al., 2008; Janssen & Van de Vliert, 1996), hence
supporting our speculation that trait anxiety will be a stronger risk factor over a longer time
perspective. These different findings for trait anger and trait anxiety again call for some cau-
tion when looking at the broader bandwidth trait of neuroticism. As such, future studies
should differentiate between these two traits, and maybe other similar narrow traits, at least
in bullying research. This theoretical contribution aligns with the trait activation theory
(Tett & Burnett, 2003), as well as several recent empirical studies (e.g., Kant et al., 2013;
Reknes et al., 2021).

Taken together, our findings seem to support the three-way model (Baillien et al., 2009) and
increase our knowledge of the daily dynamics between interpersonal conflicts and exposure to
bullying behaviors. The results of the present study indicate that both the specific conflict epi-
sode and how one tends to perceive and respond to such an episode may interact when
predicting exposure to bullying behaviors from the two perspectives.

Strengths and limitations

A strength of the present study is the use of a daily diary design. Diary methods are well suited
and recommended for the short-term dynamics between variables and for identifying the points
at which escalations in bullying processes occur, along with the work-related and personal fac-
tors that cause these changes (Neall & Tuckey, 2014; Spector & Pindek, 2016). Second, combin-
ing the study of interpersonal conflicts with personality traits as predictors of workplace
bullying also adds to the bullying literature, as scholars in the field have requested that work
environmental and individual factors should be combined when investigating antecedents of
bullying (Nielsen & Einarsen, 2018). Approaching workplace bullying in this manner, by inves-
tigating different sets of variables from different levels may help to get a better understanding of
the workplace bullying process and help identify the key moderating conditions across multiple
levels (Rai & Agarwal, 2018; Samnani & Singh, 2016).
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andexposuretobullyingbehaviorsthesameday.ThisoutcomeiscontrarytothatofFox
etal.(2001)andReknesetal.(2019),whofoundenhancingeffectsoftraitanxietyinsimilar
moderationanalyses,yetemployingcross-sectionalsurveydata.Thisinconsistencymaybe
duetothedifferenttemporalityinthesestudies—theremaybedifferentmechanismsatwork
intheshortversuslongterm.Onepossibleexplanationcanbethattraitanxietyplaysadiffer-
entroleintheearlyphaseoftheconflict—bullyingescalationprocessthaninmoreescalated
bullyingscenarios—andthatitismoreoveralongertimeperiodthatthistraitmayposea
riskfactoreitherforbeingpickedonasan“easy”targetorasariskfactorforgloomypercep-
tions,whichisthetendencytoperceivetheworldinmorenegativeterms.Thisfurtheraligns
withtheprevention-escalationmodel,predictingthatindividualswithahighfocusonavoid-
ancewillexhibitspontaneousde-escalatingstrategiesintheformofavoidingorwithdrawing
fromsituationswherelossandriskareprominent(VandeVliert,1984).Recentstudieshave
foundsupportforapositiveassociationbetweentraitanxietyandcoping-relatedstrategies
suchasavoidance-andescapebehaviors(Fungetal.,2019;Segeetal.,2018).Thesameten-
dencieshavebeenfoundamongtraitanxiouschildren,whichtendtodisplaytheirdistress
externallybyavoidantbehaviorsinsituationstheyperceiveasthreatening(Barlow,2004).
Individualshighintraitanxietymightpullawayfromconflicts,whichmayactasde-escalat-
ing,atleastforsometime.However,althoughusingayieldingconflictmanagementstyle
maybesatisfactoryintheshortrun,itisfoundtoberelatedtoconflictescalationastheystill
leaveconflictsunresolved(Behfaretal.,2008;Janssen&VandeVliert,1996),hence
supportingourspeculationthattraitanxietywillbeastrongerriskfactoroveralongertime
perspective.Thesedifferentfindingsfortraitangerandtraitanxietyagaincallforsomecau-
tionwhenlookingatthebroaderbandwidthtraitofneuroticism.Assuch,futurestudies
shoulddifferentiatebetweenthesetwotraits,andmaybeothersimilarnarrowtraits,atleast
inbullyingresearch.Thistheoreticalcontributionalignswiththetraitactivationtheory
(Tett&Burnett,2003),aswellasseveralrecentempiricalstudies(e.g.,Kantetal.,2013;
Reknesetal.,2021).

Takentogether,ourfindingsseemtosupportthethree-waymodel(Baillienetal.,2009)and
increaseourknowledgeofthedailydynamicsbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandexposureto
bullyingbehaviors.Theresultsofthepresentstudyindicatethatboththespecificconflictepi-
sodeandhowonetendstoperceiveandrespondtosuchanepisodemayinteractwhen
predictingexposuretobullyingbehaviorsfromthetwoperspectives.

Strengthsandlimitations

Astrengthofthepresentstudyistheuseofadailydiarydesign.Diarymethodsarewellsuited
andrecommendedfortheshort-termdynamicsbetweenvariablesandforidentifyingthepoints
atwhichescalationsinbullyingprocessesoccur,alongwiththework-relatedandpersonalfac-
torsthatcausethesechanges(Neall&Tuckey,2014;Spector&Pindek,2016).Second,combin-
ingthestudyofinterpersonalconflictswithpersonalitytraitsaspredictorsofworkplace
bullyingalsoaddstothebullyingliterature,asscholarsinthefieldhaverequestedthatwork
environmentalandindividualfactorsshouldbecombinedwheninvestigatingantecedentsof
bullying(Nielsen&Einarsen,2018).Approachingworkplacebullyinginthismanner,byinves-
tigatingdifferentsetsofvariablesfromdifferentlevelsmayhelptogetabetterunderstandingof
theworkplacebullyingprocessandhelpidentifythekeymoderatingconditionsacrossmultiple
levels(Rai&Agarwal,2018;Samnani&Singh,2016).
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andexposuretobullyingbehaviorsthesameday.ThisoutcomeiscontrarytothatofFox
etal.(2001)andReknesetal.(2019),whofoundenhancingeffectsoftraitanxietyinsimilar
moderationanalyses,yetemployingcross-sectionalsurveydata.Thisinconsistencymaybe
duetothedifferenttemporalityinthesestudies—theremaybedifferentmechanismsatwork
intheshortversuslongterm.Onepossibleexplanationcanbethattraitanxietyplaysadiffer-
entroleintheearlyphaseoftheconflict—bullyingescalationprocessthaninmoreescalated
bullyingscenarios—andthatitismoreoveralongertimeperiodthatthistraitmayposea
riskfactoreitherforbeingpickedonasan“easy”targetorasariskfactorforgloomypercep-
tions,whichisthetendencytoperceivetheworldinmorenegativeterms.Thisfurtheraligns
withtheprevention-escalationmodel,predictingthatindividualswithahighfocusonavoid-
ancewillexhibitspontaneousde-escalatingstrategiesintheformofavoidingorwithdrawing
fromsituationswherelossandriskareprominent(VandeVliert,1984).Recentstudieshave
foundsupportforapositiveassociationbetweentraitanxietyandcoping-relatedstrategies
suchasavoidance-andescapebehaviors(Fungetal.,2019;Segeetal.,2018).Thesameten-
dencieshavebeenfoundamongtraitanxiouschildren,whichtendtodisplaytheirdistress
externallybyavoidantbehaviorsinsituationstheyperceiveasthreatening(Barlow,2004).
Individualshighintraitanxietymightpullawayfromconflicts,whichmayactasde-escalat-
ing,atleastforsometime.However,althoughusingayieldingconflictmanagementstyle
maybesatisfactoryintheshortrun,itisfoundtoberelatedtoconflictescalationastheystill
leaveconflictsunresolved(Behfaretal.,2008;Janssen&VandeVliert,1996),hence
supportingourspeculationthattraitanxietywillbeastrongerriskfactoroveralongertime
perspective.Thesedifferentfindingsfortraitangerandtraitanxietyagaincallforsomecau-
tionwhenlookingatthebroaderbandwidthtraitofneuroticism.Assuch,futurestudies
shoulddifferentiatebetweenthesetwotraits,andmaybeothersimilarnarrowtraits,atleast
inbullyingresearch.Thistheoreticalcontributionalignswiththetraitactivationtheory
(Tett&Burnett,2003),aswellasseveralrecentempiricalstudies(e.g.,Kantetal.,2013;
Reknesetal.,2021).

Takentogether,ourfindingsseemtosupportthethree-waymodel(Baillienetal.,2009)and
increaseourknowledgeofthedailydynamicsbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandexposureto
bullyingbehaviors.Theresultsofthepresentstudyindicatethatboththespecificconflictepi-
sodeandhowonetendstoperceiveandrespondtosuchanepisodemayinteractwhen
predictingexposuretobullyingbehaviorsfromthetwoperspectives.

Strengthsandlimitations

Astrengthofthepresentstudyistheuseofadailydiarydesign.Diarymethodsarewellsuited
andrecommendedfortheshort-termdynamicsbetweenvariablesandforidentifyingthepoints
atwhichescalationsinbullyingprocessesoccur,alongwiththework-relatedandpersonalfac-
torsthatcausethesechanges(Neall&Tuckey,2014;Spector&Pindek,2016).Second,combin-
ingthestudyofinterpersonalconflictswithpersonalitytraitsaspredictorsofworkplace
bullyingalsoaddstothebullyingliterature,asscholarsinthefieldhaverequestedthatwork
environmentalandindividualfactorsshouldbecombinedwheninvestigatingantecedentsof
bullying(Nielsen&Einarsen,2018).Approachingworkplacebullyinginthismanner,byinves-
tigatingdifferentsetsofvariablesfromdifferentlevelsmayhelptogetabetterunderstandingof
theworkplacebullyingprocessandhelpidentifythekeymoderatingconditionsacrossmultiple
levels(Rai&Agarwal,2018;Samnani&Singh,2016).
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andexposuretobullyingbehaviorsthesameday.ThisoutcomeiscontrarytothatofFox
etal.(2001)andReknesetal.(2019),whofoundenhancingeffectsoftraitanxietyinsimilar
moderationanalyses,yetemployingcross-sectionalsurveydata.Thisinconsistencymaybe
duetothedifferenttemporalityinthesestudies—theremaybedifferentmechanismsatwork
intheshortversuslongterm.Onepossibleexplanationcanbethattraitanxietyplaysadiffer-
entroleintheearlyphaseoftheconflict—bullyingescalationprocessthaninmoreescalated
bullyingscenarios—andthatitismoreoveralongertimeperiodthatthistraitmayposea
riskfactoreitherforbeingpickedonasan“easy”targetorasariskfactorforgloomypercep-
tions,whichisthetendencytoperceivetheworldinmorenegativeterms.Thisfurtheraligns
withtheprevention-escalationmodel,predictingthatindividualswithahighfocusonavoid-
ancewillexhibitspontaneousde-escalatingstrategiesintheformofavoidingorwithdrawing
fromsituationswherelossandriskareprominent(VandeVliert,1984).Recentstudieshave
foundsupportforapositiveassociationbetweentraitanxietyandcoping-relatedstrategies
suchasavoidance-andescapebehaviors(Fungetal.,2019;Segeetal.,2018).Thesameten-
dencieshavebeenfoundamongtraitanxiouschildren,whichtendtodisplaytheirdistress
externallybyavoidantbehaviorsinsituationstheyperceiveasthreatening(Barlow,2004).
Individualshighintraitanxietymightpullawayfromconflicts,whichmayactasde-escalat-
ing,atleastforsometime.However,althoughusingayieldingconflictmanagementstyle
maybesatisfactoryintheshortrun,itisfoundtoberelatedtoconflictescalationastheystill
leaveconflictsunresolved(Behfaretal.,2008;Janssen&VandeVliert,1996),hence
supportingourspeculationthattraitanxietywillbeastrongerriskfactoroveralongertime
perspective.Thesedifferentfindingsfortraitangerandtraitanxietyagaincallforsomecau-
tionwhenlookingatthebroaderbandwidthtraitofneuroticism.Assuch,futurestudies
shoulddifferentiatebetweenthesetwotraits,andmaybeothersimilarnarrowtraits,atleast
inbullyingresearch.Thistheoreticalcontributionalignswiththetraitactivationtheory
(Tett&Burnett,2003),aswellasseveralrecentempiricalstudies(e.g.,Kantetal.,2013;
Reknesetal.,2021).

Takentogether,ourfindingsseemtosupportthethree-waymodel(Baillienetal.,2009)and
increaseourknowledgeofthedailydynamicsbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandexposureto
bullyingbehaviors.Theresultsofthepresentstudyindicatethatboththespecificconflictepi-
sodeandhowonetendstoperceiveandrespondtosuchanepisodemayinteractwhen
predictingexposuretobullyingbehaviorsfromthetwoperspectives.

Strengthsandlimitations

Astrengthofthepresentstudyistheuseofadailydiarydesign.Diarymethodsarewellsuited
andrecommendedfortheshort-termdynamicsbetweenvariablesandforidentifyingthepoints
atwhichescalationsinbullyingprocessesoccur,alongwiththework-relatedandpersonalfac-
torsthatcausethesechanges(Neall&Tuckey,2014;Spector&Pindek,2016).Second,combin-
ingthestudyofinterpersonalconflictswithpersonalitytraitsaspredictorsofworkplace
bullyingalsoaddstothebullyingliterature,asscholarsinthefieldhaverequestedthatwork
environmentalandindividualfactorsshouldbecombinedwheninvestigatingantecedentsof
bullying(Nielsen&Einarsen,2018).Approachingworkplacebullyinginthismanner,byinves-
tigatingdifferentsetsofvariablesfromdifferentlevelsmayhelptogetabetterunderstandingof
theworkplacebullyingprocessandhelpidentifythekeymoderatingconditionsacrossmultiple
levels(Rai&Agarwal,2018;Samnani&Singh,2016).
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andexposuretobullyingbehaviorsthesameday.ThisoutcomeiscontrarytothatofFox
etal.(2001)andReknesetal.(2019),whofoundenhancingeffectsoftraitanxietyinsimilar
moderationanalyses,yetemployingcross-sectionalsurveydata.Thisinconsistencymaybe
duetothedifferenttemporalityinthesestudies—theremaybedifferentmechanismsatwork
intheshortversuslongterm.Onepossibleexplanationcanbethattraitanxietyplaysadiffer-
entroleintheearlyphaseoftheconflict—bullyingescalationprocessthaninmoreescalated
bullyingscenarios—andthatitismoreoveralongertimeperiodthatthistraitmayposea
riskfactoreitherforbeingpickedonasan“easy”targetorasariskfactorforgloomypercep-
tions,whichisthetendencytoperceivetheworldinmorenegativeterms.Thisfurtheraligns
withtheprevention-escalationmodel,predictingthatindividualswithahighfocusonavoid-
ancewillexhibitspontaneousde-escalatingstrategiesintheformofavoidingorwithdrawing
fromsituationswherelossandriskareprominent(VandeVliert,1984).Recentstudieshave
foundsupportforapositiveassociationbetweentraitanxietyandcoping-relatedstrategies
suchasavoidance-andescapebehaviors(Fungetal.,2019;Segeetal.,2018).Thesameten-
dencieshavebeenfoundamongtraitanxiouschildren,whichtendtodisplaytheirdistress
externallybyavoidantbehaviorsinsituationstheyperceiveasthreatening(Barlow,2004).
Individualshighintraitanxietymightpullawayfromconflicts,whichmayactasde-escalat-
ing,atleastforsometime.However,althoughusingayieldingconflictmanagementstyle
maybesatisfactoryintheshortrun,itisfoundtoberelatedtoconflictescalationastheystill
leaveconflictsunresolved(Behfaretal.,2008;Janssen&VandeVliert,1996),hence
supportingourspeculationthattraitanxietywillbeastrongerriskfactoroveralongertime
perspective.Thesedifferentfindingsfortraitangerandtraitanxietyagaincallforsomecau-
tionwhenlookingatthebroaderbandwidthtraitofneuroticism.Assuch,futurestudies
shoulddifferentiatebetweenthesetwotraits,andmaybeothersimilarnarrowtraits,atleast
inbullyingresearch.Thistheoreticalcontributionalignswiththetraitactivationtheory
(Tett&Burnett,2003),aswellasseveralrecentempiricalstudies(e.g.,Kantetal.,2013;
Reknesetal.,2021).

Takentogether,ourfindingsseemtosupportthethree-waymodel(Baillienetal.,2009)and
increaseourknowledgeofthedailydynamicsbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandexposureto
bullyingbehaviors.Theresultsofthepresentstudyindicatethatboththespecificconflictepi-
sodeandhowonetendstoperceiveandrespondtosuchanepisodemayinteractwhen
predictingexposuretobullyingbehaviorsfromthetwoperspectives.

Strengthsandlimitations

Astrengthofthepresentstudyistheuseofadailydiarydesign.Diarymethodsarewellsuited
andrecommendedfortheshort-termdynamicsbetweenvariablesandforidentifyingthepoints
atwhichescalationsinbullyingprocessesoccur,alongwiththework-relatedandpersonalfac-
torsthatcausethesechanges(Neall&Tuckey,2014;Spector&Pindek,2016).Second,combin-
ingthestudyofinterpersonalconflictswithpersonalitytraitsaspredictorsofworkplace
bullyingalsoaddstothebullyingliterature,asscholarsinthefieldhaverequestedthatwork
environmentalandindividualfactorsshouldbecombinedwheninvestigatingantecedentsof
bullying(Nielsen&Einarsen,2018).Approachingworkplacebullyinginthismanner,byinves-
tigatingdifferentsetsofvariablesfromdifferentlevelsmayhelptogetabetterunderstandingof
theworkplacebullyingprocessandhelpidentifythekeymoderatingconditionsacrossmultiple
levels(Rai&Agarwal,2018;Samnani&Singh,2016).
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However, the study also has some limitations. First, our study relies on self-report single-
source data and may therefore be subject to common method bias. Still, applying a general
questionnaire followed by daily questionnaires over the course of 30 consecutive days, the
temporal separation between measurements is likely to reduce the impact of this bias
(Podsakoff et al., 2003). A diary approach also has the advantage that respondents report on
experiences closer to the time at which they occurred, thereby minimizing recall biases and
retrospective errors (Bolger et al., 2003). Second, as the cadets were confined to the same sail
ship, with the same people for the entire diary study period, this fact and this context may
have influenced the results. On the one hand, this context may be especially well suited to
study the daily dynamics in interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying behaviors. Due
to factors like disrupted or little sleep, potentially harsh weather conditions, and the fact that
the cadets interact closely and daily over a long period of time, it is likely that conflicts will
arise. On the other hand, to be admitted to the Royal Norwegian Naval Academy, the cadets
need to have at least 1 year at Officer training School, which includes training in stress man-
agement, interaction, and leadership under pressure. Therefore, the cadet's prior training in
coping with stress and their awareness of being in such a challenging condition may at the
same time contribute to a greater focus on, and motivation for, dealing with emerging
conflicts.

Because the focus in the present study is on episodes taking place in the initial phase of a
potential interpersonal conflict—bullying escalation process—the survey was conducted in the
cadet's first semester and during the first 30 days of the voyage. However, the cadets start at
the Royal Norwegian Naval Academy about 2 months before the voyage. This may be a third
potential limitation because it means that some interpersonal conflict between the cadets may
have arisen already before starting the voyage. On the other hand, considering the length of a
bullying process, we still believe that the episodes measured on the voyage can be considered
as the initial phase of a potential interpersonal conflict—bullying escalation process. Further-
more, while this is in an intensive work context, the previous 2 months are in a school con-
text, which may produce much less reasons for conflict to arise. Finally, the present study
used a sample composed of very thoroughly selected cadets working in a 24-h military work
setting. Moreover, the majority of the cadets were young males. Thus, our findings may not be
generalizable to other occupational groups that are more gender and age balanced, which
limits the generalizability of the results. Although the findings were in line with theoretically
derived hypotheses, there is a need for further validation of our findings in other work con-
texts. However, when the day-to-day relationship between involvement in interpersonal con-
flicts and exposure to workplace bullying are found in this seemingly highly resilient sample,
it is plausible that these relationships would be even stronger in more common, representative
samples.

Practical implications

Based on the results of the present study, it seems clear that the presence of interpersonal con-
flicts in the workplace may provide a fertile ground for bullying to develop, as increased expo-
sure to bullying behaviors is detected already at the same day. The findings suggest that
managers and HR personnel should be aware that acts of bullying may show up in daily conflict
episodes and potentially escalate if not managed early on. Hence, management interventions
should aim to reduce interpersonal conflicts, for instance, by offering conflict management
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However,thestudyalsohassomelimitations.First,ourstudyreliesonself-reportsingle-
sourcedataandmaythereforebesubjecttocommonmethodbias.Still,applyingageneral
questionnairefollowedbydailyquestionnairesoverthecourseof30consecutivedays,the
temporalseparationbetweenmeasurementsislikelytoreducetheimpactofthisbias
(Podsakoffetal.,2003).Adiaryapproachalsohastheadvantagethatrespondentsreporton
experiencesclosertothetimeatwhichtheyoccurred,therebyminimizingrecallbiasesand
retrospectiveerrors(Bolgeretal.,2003).Second,asthecadetswereconfinedtothesamesail
ship,withthesamepeoplefortheentirediarystudyperiod,thisfactandthiscontextmay
haveinfluencedtheresults.Ontheonehand,thiscontextmaybeespeciallywellsuitedto
studythedailydynamicsininterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors.Due
tofactorslikedisruptedorlittlesleep,potentiallyharshweatherconditions,andthefactthat
thecadetsinteractcloselyanddailyoveralongperiodoftime,itislikelythatconflictswill
arise.Ontheotherhand,tobeadmittedtotheRoyalNorwegianNavalAcademy,thecadets
needtohaveatleast1yearatOfficertrainingSchool,whichincludestraininginstressman-
agement,interaction,andleadershipunderpressure.Therefore,thecadet'spriortrainingin
copingwithstressandtheirawarenessofbeinginsuchachallengingconditionmayatthe
sametimecontributetoagreaterfocuson,andmotivationfor,dealingwithemerging
conflicts.

Becausethefocusinthepresentstudyisonepisodestakingplaceintheinitialphaseofa
potentialinterpersonalconflict—bullyingescalationprocess—thesurveywasconductedinthe
cadet'sfirstsemesterandduringthefirst30daysofthevoyage.However,thecadetsstartat
theRoyalNorwegianNavalAcademyabout2monthsbeforethevoyage.Thismaybeathird
potentiallimitationbecauseitmeansthatsomeinterpersonalconflictbetweenthecadetsmay
havearisenalreadybeforestartingthevoyage.Ontheotherhand,consideringthelengthofa
bullyingprocess,westillbelievethattheepisodesmeasuredonthevoyagecanbeconsidered
astheinitialphaseofapotentialinterpersonalconflict—bullyingescalationprocess.Further-
more,whilethisisinanintensiveworkcontext,theprevious2monthsareinaschoolcon-
text,whichmayproducemuchlessreasonsforconflicttoarise.Finally,thepresentstudy
usedasamplecomposedofverythoroughlyselectedcadetsworkingina24-hmilitarywork
setting.Moreover,themajorityofthecadetswereyoungmales.Thus,ourfindingsmaynotbe
generalizabletootheroccupationalgroupsthataremoregenderandagebalanced,which
limitsthegeneralizabilityoftheresults.Althoughthefindingswereinlinewiththeoretically
derivedhypotheses,thereisaneedforfurthervalidationofourfindingsinotherworkcon-
texts.However,whentheday-to-dayrelationshipbetweeninvolvementininterpersonalcon-
flictsandexposuretoworkplacebullyingarefoundinthisseeminglyhighlyresilientsample,
itisplausiblethattheserelationshipswouldbeevenstrongerinmorecommon,representative
samples.

Practicalimplications

Basedontheresultsofthepresentstudy,itseemsclearthatthepresenceofinterpersonalcon-
flictsintheworkplacemayprovideafertilegroundforbullyingtodevelop,asincreasedexpo-
suretobullyingbehaviorsisdetectedalreadyatthesameday.Thefindingssuggestthat
managersandHRpersonnelshouldbeawarethatactsofbullyingmayshowupindailyconflict
episodesandpotentiallyescalateifnotmanagedearlyon.Hence,managementinterventions
shouldaimtoreduceinterpersonalconflicts,forinstance,byofferingconflictmanagement
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generalizabletootheroccupationalgroupsthataremoregenderandagebalanced,which
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flictsandexposuretoworkplacebullyingarefoundinthisseeminglyhighlyresilientsample,
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samples.
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flictsintheworkplacemayprovideafertilegroundforbullyingtodevelop,asincreasedexpo-
suretobullyingbehaviorsisdetectedalreadyatthesameday.Thefindingssuggestthat
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However, the study also has some limitations. First, our study relies on self-report single-
source data and may therefore be subject to common method bias. Still, applying a general
questionnaire followed by daily questionnaires over the course of 30 consecutive days, the
temporal separation between measurements is likely to reduce the impact of this bias
(Podsakoff et al., 2003). A diary approach also has the advantage that respondents report on
experiences closer to the time at which they occurred, thereby minimizing recall biases and
retrospective errors (Bolger et al., 2003). Second, as the cadets were confined to the same sail
ship, with the same people for the entire diary study period, this fact and this context may
have influenced the results. On the one hand, this context may be especially well suited to
study the daily dynamics in interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying behaviors. Due
to factors like disrupted or little sleep, potentially harsh weather conditions, and the fact that
the cadets interact closely and daily over a long period of time, it is likely that conflicts will
arise. On the other hand, to be admitted to the Royal Norwegian Naval Academy, the cadets
need to have at least 1 year at Officer training School, which includes training in stress man-
agement, interaction, and leadership under pressure. Therefore, the cadet's prior training in
coping with stress and their awareness of being in such a challenging condition may at the
same time contribute to a greater focus on, and motivation for, dealing with emerging
conflicts.

Because the focus in the present study is on episodes taking place in the initial phase of a
potential interpersonal conflict—bullying escalation process—the survey was conducted in the
cadet's first semester and during the first 30 days of the voyage. However, the cadets start at
the Royal Norwegian Naval Academy about 2 months before the voyage. This may be a third
potential limitation because it means that some interpersonal conflict between the cadets may
have arisen already before starting the voyage. On the other hand, considering the length of a
bullying process, we still believe that the episodes measured on the voyage can be considered
as the initial phase of a potential interpersonal conflict—bullying escalation process. Further-
more, while this is in an intensive work context, the previous 2 months are in a school con-
text, which may produce much less reasons for conflict to arise. Finally, the present study
used a sample composed of very thoroughly selected cadets working in a 24-h military work
setting. Moreover, the majority of the cadets were young males. Thus, our findings may not be
generalizable to other occupational groups that are more gender and age balanced, which
limits the generalizability of the results. Although the findings were in line with theoretically
derived hypotheses, there is a need for further validation of our findings in other work con-
texts. However, when the day-to-day relationship between involvement in interpersonal con-
flicts and exposure to workplace bullying are found in this seemingly highly resilient sample,
it is plausible that these relationships would be even stronger in more common, representative
samples.

Practical implications

Based on the results of the present study, it seems clear that the presence of interpersonal con-
flicts in the workplace may provide a fertile ground for bullying to develop, as increased expo-
sure to bullying behaviors is detected already at the same day. The findings suggest that
managers and HR personnel should be aware that acts of bullying may show up in daily conflict
episodes and potentially escalate if not managed early on. Hence, management interventions
should aim to reduce interpersonal conflicts, for instance, by offering conflict management
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However, the study also has some limitations. First, our study relies on self-report single-
source data and may therefore be subject to common method bias. Still, applying a general
questionnaire followed by daily questionnaires over the course of 30 consecutive days, the
temporal separation between measurements is likely to reduce the impact of this bias
(Podsakoff et al., 2003). A diary approach also has the advantage that respondents report on
experiences closer to the time at which they occurred, thereby minimizing recall biases and
retrospective errors (Bolger et al., 2003). Second, as the cadets were confined to the same sail
ship, with the same people for the entire diary study period, this fact and this context may
have influenced the results. On the one hand, this context may be especially well suited to
study the daily dynamics in interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying behaviors. Due
to factors like disrupted or little sleep, potentially harsh weather conditions, and the fact that
the cadets interact closely and daily over a long period of time, it is likely that conflicts will
arise. On the other hand, to be admitted to the Royal Norwegian Naval Academy, the cadets
need to have at least 1 year at Officer training School, which includes training in stress man-
agement, interaction, and leadership under pressure. Therefore, the cadet's prior training in
coping with stress and their awareness of being in such a challenging condition may at the
same time contribute to a greater focus on, and motivation for, dealing with emerging
conflicts.

Because the focus in the present study is on episodes taking place in the initial phase of a
potential interpersonal conflict—bullying escalation process—the survey was conducted in the
cadet's first semester and during the first 30 days of the voyage. However, the cadets start at
the Royal Norwegian Naval Academy about 2 months before the voyage. This may be a third
potential limitation because it means that some interpersonal conflict between the cadets may
have arisen already before starting the voyage. On the other hand, considering the length of a
bullying process, we still believe that the episodes measured on the voyage can be considered
as the initial phase of a potential interpersonal conflict—bullying escalation process. Further-
more, while this is in an intensive work context, the previous 2 months are in a school con-
text, which may produce much less reasons for conflict to arise. Finally, the present study
used a sample composed of very thoroughly selected cadets working in a 24-h military work
setting. Moreover, the majority of the cadets were young males. Thus, our findings may not be
generalizable to other occupational groups that are more gender and age balanced, which
limits the generalizability of the results. Although the findings were in line with theoretically
derived hypotheses, there is a need for further validation of our findings in other work con-
texts. However, when the day-to-day relationship between involvement in interpersonal con-
flicts and exposure to workplace bullying are found in this seemingly highly resilient sample,
it is plausible that these relationships would be even stronger in more common, representative
samples.

Practical implications

Based on the results of the present study, it seems clear that the presence of interpersonal con-
flicts in the workplace may provide a fertile ground for bullying to develop, as increased expo-
sure to bullying behaviors is detected already at the same day. The findings suggest that
managers and HR personnel should be aware that acts of bullying may show up in daily conflict
episodes and potentially escalate if not managed early on. Hence, management interventions
should aim to reduce interpersonal conflicts, for instance, by offering conflict management
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However,thestudyalsohassomelimitations.First,ourstudyreliesonself-reportsingle-
sourcedataandmaythereforebesubjecttocommonmethodbias.Still,applyingageneral
questionnairefollowedbydailyquestionnairesoverthecourseof30consecutivedays,the
temporalseparationbetweenmeasurementsislikelytoreducetheimpactofthisbias
(Podsakoffetal.,2003).Adiaryapproachalsohastheadvantagethatrespondentsreporton
experiencesclosertothetimeatwhichtheyoccurred,therebyminimizingrecallbiasesand
retrospectiveerrors(Bolgeretal.,2003).Second,asthecadetswereconfinedtothesamesail
ship,withthesamepeoplefortheentirediarystudyperiod,thisfactandthiscontextmay
haveinfluencedtheresults.Ontheonehand,thiscontextmaybeespeciallywellsuitedto
studythedailydynamicsininterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors.Due
tofactorslikedisruptedorlittlesleep,potentiallyharshweatherconditions,andthefactthat
thecadetsinteractcloselyanddailyoveralongperiodoftime,itislikelythatconflictswill
arise.Ontheotherhand,tobeadmittedtotheRoyalNorwegianNavalAcademy,thecadets
needtohaveatleast1yearatOfficertrainingSchool,whichincludestraininginstressman-
agement,interaction,andleadershipunderpressure.Therefore,thecadet'spriortrainingin
copingwithstressandtheirawarenessofbeinginsuchachallengingconditionmayatthe
sametimecontributetoagreaterfocuson,andmotivationfor,dealingwithemerging
conflicts.

Becausethefocusinthepresentstudyisonepisodestakingplaceintheinitialphaseofa
potentialinterpersonalconflict—bullyingescalationprocess—thesurveywasconductedinthe
cadet'sfirstsemesterandduringthefirst30daysofthevoyage.However,thecadetsstartat
theRoyalNorwegianNavalAcademyabout2monthsbeforethevoyage.Thismaybeathird
potentiallimitationbecauseitmeansthatsomeinterpersonalconflictbetweenthecadetsmay
havearisenalreadybeforestartingthevoyage.Ontheotherhand,consideringthelengthofa
bullyingprocess,westillbelievethattheepisodesmeasuredonthevoyagecanbeconsidered
astheinitialphaseofapotentialinterpersonalconflict—bullyingescalationprocess.Further-
more,whilethisisinanintensiveworkcontext,theprevious2monthsareinaschoolcon-
text,whichmayproducemuchlessreasonsforconflicttoarise.Finally,thepresentstudy
usedasamplecomposedofverythoroughlyselectedcadetsworkingina24-hmilitarywork
setting.Moreover,themajorityofthecadetswereyoungmales.Thus,ourfindingsmaynotbe
generalizabletootheroccupationalgroupsthataremoregenderandagebalanced,which
limitsthegeneralizabilityoftheresults.Althoughthefindingswereinlinewiththeoretically
derivedhypotheses,thereisaneedforfurthervalidationofourfindingsinotherworkcon-
texts.However,whentheday-to-dayrelationshipbetweeninvolvementininterpersonalcon-
flictsandexposuretoworkplacebullyingarefoundinthisseeminglyhighlyresilientsample,
itisplausiblethattheserelationshipswouldbeevenstrongerinmorecommon,representative
samples.

Practicalimplications

Basedontheresultsofthepresentstudy,itseemsclearthatthepresenceofinterpersonalcon-
flictsintheworkplacemayprovideafertilegroundforbullyingtodevelop,asincreasedexpo-
suretobullyingbehaviorsisdetectedalreadyatthesameday.Thefindingssuggestthat
managersandHRpersonnelshouldbeawarethatactsofbullyingmayshowupindailyconflict
episodesandpotentiallyescalateifnotmanagedearlyon.Hence,managementinterventions
shouldaimtoreduceinterpersonalconflicts,forinstance,byofferingconflictmanagement
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However,thestudyalsohassomelimitations.First,ourstudyreliesonself-reportsingle-
sourcedataandmaythereforebesubjecttocommonmethodbias.Still,applyingageneral
questionnairefollowedbydailyquestionnairesoverthecourseof30consecutivedays,the
temporalseparationbetweenmeasurementsislikelytoreducetheimpactofthisbias
(Podsakoffetal.,2003).Adiaryapproachalsohastheadvantagethatrespondentsreporton
experiencesclosertothetimeatwhichtheyoccurred,therebyminimizingrecallbiasesand
retrospectiveerrors(Bolgeretal.,2003).Second,asthecadetswereconfinedtothesamesail
ship,withthesamepeoplefortheentirediarystudyperiod,thisfactandthiscontextmay
haveinfluencedtheresults.Ontheonehand,thiscontextmaybeespeciallywellsuitedto
studythedailydynamicsininterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors.Due
tofactorslikedisruptedorlittlesleep,potentiallyharshweatherconditions,andthefactthat
thecadetsinteractcloselyanddailyoveralongperiodoftime,itislikelythatconflictswill
arise.Ontheotherhand,tobeadmittedtotheRoyalNorwegianNavalAcademy,thecadets
needtohaveatleast1yearatOfficertrainingSchool,whichincludestraininginstressman-
agement,interaction,andleadershipunderpressure.Therefore,thecadet'spriortrainingin
copingwithstressandtheirawarenessofbeinginsuchachallengingconditionmayatthe
sametimecontributetoagreaterfocuson,andmotivationfor,dealingwithemerging
conflicts.

Becausethefocusinthepresentstudyisonepisodestakingplaceintheinitialphaseofa
potentialinterpersonalconflict—bullyingescalationprocess—thesurveywasconductedinthe
cadet'sfirstsemesterandduringthefirst30daysofthevoyage.However,thecadetsstartat
theRoyalNorwegianNavalAcademyabout2monthsbeforethevoyage.Thismaybeathird
potentiallimitationbecauseitmeansthatsomeinterpersonalconflictbetweenthecadetsmay
havearisenalreadybeforestartingthevoyage.Ontheotherhand,consideringthelengthofa
bullyingprocess,westillbelievethattheepisodesmeasuredonthevoyagecanbeconsidered
astheinitialphaseofapotentialinterpersonalconflict—bullyingescalationprocess.Further-
more,whilethisisinanintensiveworkcontext,theprevious2monthsareinaschoolcon-
text,whichmayproducemuchlessreasonsforconflicttoarise.Finally,thepresentstudy
usedasamplecomposedofverythoroughlyselectedcadetsworkingina24-hmilitarywork
setting.Moreover,themajorityofthecadetswereyoungmales.Thus,ourfindingsmaynotbe
generalizabletootheroccupationalgroupsthataremoregenderandagebalanced,which
limitsthegeneralizabilityoftheresults.Althoughthefindingswereinlinewiththeoretically
derivedhypotheses,thereisaneedforfurthervalidationofourfindingsinotherworkcon-
texts.However,whentheday-to-dayrelationshipbetweeninvolvementininterpersonalcon-
flictsandexposuretoworkplacebullyingarefoundinthisseeminglyhighlyresilientsample,
itisplausiblethattheserelationshipswouldbeevenstrongerinmorecommon,representative
samples.

Practicalimplications

Basedontheresultsofthepresentstudy,itseemsclearthatthepresenceofinterpersonalcon-
flictsintheworkplacemayprovideafertilegroundforbullyingtodevelop,asincreasedexpo-
suretobullyingbehaviorsisdetectedalreadyatthesameday.Thefindingssuggestthat
managersandHRpersonnelshouldbeawarethatactsofbullyingmayshowupindailyconflict
episodesandpotentiallyescalateifnotmanagedearlyon.Hence,managementinterventions
shouldaimtoreduceinterpersonalconflicts,forinstance,byofferingconflictmanagement
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However,thestudyalsohassomelimitations.First,ourstudyreliesonself-reportsingle-
sourcedataandmaythereforebesubjecttocommonmethodbias.Still,applyingageneral
questionnairefollowedbydailyquestionnairesoverthecourseof30consecutivedays,the
temporalseparationbetweenmeasurementsislikelytoreducetheimpactofthisbias
(Podsakoffetal.,2003).Adiaryapproachalsohastheadvantagethatrespondentsreporton
experiencesclosertothetimeatwhichtheyoccurred,therebyminimizingrecallbiasesand
retrospectiveerrors(Bolgeretal.,2003).Second,asthecadetswereconfinedtothesamesail
ship,withthesamepeoplefortheentirediarystudyperiod,thisfactandthiscontextmay
haveinfluencedtheresults.Ontheonehand,thiscontextmaybeespeciallywellsuitedto
studythedailydynamicsininterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors.Due
tofactorslikedisruptedorlittlesleep,potentiallyharshweatherconditions,andthefactthat
thecadetsinteractcloselyanddailyoveralongperiodoftime,itislikelythatconflictswill
arise.Ontheotherhand,tobeadmittedtotheRoyalNorwegianNavalAcademy,thecadets
needtohaveatleast1yearatOfficertrainingSchool,whichincludestraininginstressman-
agement,interaction,andleadershipunderpressure.Therefore,thecadet'spriortrainingin
copingwithstressandtheirawarenessofbeinginsuchachallengingconditionmayatthe
sametimecontributetoagreaterfocuson,andmotivationfor,dealingwithemerging
conflicts.

Becausethefocusinthepresentstudyisonepisodestakingplaceintheinitialphaseofa
potentialinterpersonalconflict—bullyingescalationprocess—thesurveywasconductedinthe
cadet'sfirstsemesterandduringthefirst30daysofthevoyage.However,thecadetsstartat
theRoyalNorwegianNavalAcademyabout2monthsbeforethevoyage.Thismaybeathird
potentiallimitationbecauseitmeansthatsomeinterpersonalconflictbetweenthecadetsmay
havearisenalreadybeforestartingthevoyage.Ontheotherhand,consideringthelengthofa
bullyingprocess,westillbelievethattheepisodesmeasuredonthevoyagecanbeconsidered
astheinitialphaseofapotentialinterpersonalconflict—bullyingescalationprocess.Further-
more,whilethisisinanintensiveworkcontext,theprevious2monthsareinaschoolcon-
text,whichmayproducemuchlessreasonsforconflicttoarise.Finally,thepresentstudy
usedasamplecomposedofverythoroughlyselectedcadetsworkingina24-hmilitarywork
setting.Moreover,themajorityofthecadetswereyoungmales.Thus,ourfindingsmaynotbe
generalizabletootheroccupationalgroupsthataremoregenderandagebalanced,which
limitsthegeneralizabilityoftheresults.Althoughthefindingswereinlinewiththeoretically
derivedhypotheses,thereisaneedforfurthervalidationofourfindingsinotherworkcon-
texts.However,whentheday-to-dayrelationshipbetweeninvolvementininterpersonalcon-
flictsandexposuretoworkplacebullyingarefoundinthisseeminglyhighlyresilientsample,
itisplausiblethattheserelationshipswouldbeevenstrongerinmorecommon,representative
samples.

Practicalimplications

Basedontheresultsofthepresentstudy,itseemsclearthatthepresenceofinterpersonalcon-
flictsintheworkplacemayprovideafertilegroundforbullyingtodevelop,asincreasedexpo-
suretobullyingbehaviorsisdetectedalreadyatthesameday.Thefindingssuggestthat
managersandHRpersonnelshouldbeawarethatactsofbullyingmayshowupindailyconflict
episodesandpotentiallyescalateifnotmanagedearlyon.Hence,managementinterventions
shouldaimtoreduceinterpersonalconflicts,forinstance,byofferingconflictmanagement
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However,thestudyalsohassomelimitations.First,ourstudyreliesonself-reportsingle-
sourcedataandmaythereforebesubjecttocommonmethodbias.Still,applyingageneral
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Becausethefocusinthepresentstudyisonepisodestakingplaceintheinitialphaseofa
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texts.However,whentheday-to-dayrelationshipbetweeninvolvementininterpersonalcon-
flictsandexposuretoworkplacebullyingarefoundinthisseeminglyhighlyresilientsample,
itisplausiblethattheserelationshipswouldbeevenstrongerinmorecommon,representative
samples.

Practicalimplications

Basedontheresultsofthepresentstudy,itseemsclearthatthepresenceofinterpersonalcon-
flictsintheworkplacemayprovideafertilegroundforbullyingtodevelop,asincreasedexpo-
suretobullyingbehaviorsisdetectedalreadyatthesameday.Thefindingssuggestthat
managersandHRpersonnelshouldbeawarethatactsofbullyingmayshowupindailyconflict
episodesandpotentiallyescalateifnotmanagedearlyon.Hence,managementinterventions
shouldaimtoreduceinterpersonalconflicts,forinstance,byofferingconflictmanagement
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training and having conflict management procedures in place. Yet, it is neither realistic nor
desirable not to have conflicts at all at the workplace. Results of the present study also show
that some employees, due to individual disposition, may be extra at risk in such situations. This
information may first and foremost be relevant for those in counseling roles, such as health and
safety representatives, who often counsel in such cases, as they may make the involved parties
aware that their own responses and behavior also influence whether the conflict escalates or
de-escalates. However, managers should handle all such cases in the same way, irrespectively of
personality. Lastly, our findings show that even though trait anger may be a risk factor for con-
flict escalation and bullying, it is particularly so in the presence of interpersonal conflicts at
work, which underlines the importance of continuously striving to create and uphold a strong
conflict management climate, where conflicts are managed early and in a good and fair manner
(Einarsen et al., 2018; Zahlquist et al., 2019). Furthermore, organizations always need to put in
place policies and procedures in order to build up a solid organizational infrastructure to handle
all individual complaints of bullying in a proper way (Einarsen et al., 2017). Written
antibullying policies commonly include a definition of bullying, along with a statement that
such behavior is unacceptable, information regarding roles and responsibilities of management
and other parties, as well as complaint procedures (see also Einarsen & Hoel, 2008; Rayner &
Lewis, 2020; Zapf & Vartia, 2020).

Conclusion

The present study sheds light on the role of time in the conflict–bullying relationship, by apply-
ing a daily diary design in a study among naval cadets. The findings support the well-
established theoretical link between interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying behaviors,
by demonstrating that this relationship occurs already in the initial phase of conflict escalation.
Thus, the present study suggests that interpersonal conflicts have an immediate effect on expo-
sure to bullying behaviors. In addition, the results show that the association between interper-
sonal conflict and exposure to bullying behaviors is stronger for those with a high score on trait
anger, compared with those with a low score on this disposition. Yet, the risk is there for all.
The study contributes to a greater theoretical understanding of the interaction of situational
and individual antecedents in predicting bullying behaviors on a day-to-day basis. Hence, in
order to ensure employee well-being and prevent workplace bullying, organizations should
strive to manage conflicts in the initial phase of escalation, and at the same time be aware that
some employees are at particular risk due to individual predispositions.
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desirablenottohaveconflictsatallattheworkplace.Resultsofthepresentstudyalsoshow
thatsomeemployees,duetoindividualdisposition,maybeextraatriskinsuchsituations.This
informationmayfirstandforemostberelevantforthoseincounselingroles,suchashealthand
safetyrepresentatives,whooftencounselinsuchcases,astheymaymaketheinvolvedparties
awarethattheirownresponsesandbehavioralsoinfluencewhethertheconflictescalatesor
de-escalates.However,managersshouldhandleallsuchcasesinthesameway,irrespectivelyof
personality.Lastly,ourfindingsshowthateventhoughtraitangermaybeariskfactorforcon-
flictescalationandbullying,itisparticularlysointhepresenceofinterpersonalconflictsat
work,whichunderlinestheimportanceofcontinuouslystrivingtocreateandupholdastrong
conflictmanagementclimate,whereconflictsaremanagedearlyandinagoodandfairmanner
(Einarsenetal.,2018;Zahlquistetal.,2019).Furthermore,organizationsalwaysneedtoputin
placepoliciesandproceduresinordertobuildupasolidorganizationalinfrastructuretohandle
allindividualcomplaintsofbullyinginaproperway(Einarsenetal.,2017).Written
antibullyingpoliciescommonlyincludeadefinitionofbullying,alongwithastatementthat
suchbehaviorisunacceptable,informationregardingrolesandresponsibilitiesofmanagement
andotherparties,aswellascomplaintprocedures(seealsoEinarsen&Hoel,2008;Rayner&
Lewis,2020;Zapf&Vartia,2020).

Conclusion

Thepresentstudyshedslightontheroleoftimeintheconflict–bullyingrelationship,byapply-
ingadailydiarydesigninastudyamongnavalcadets.Thefindingssupportthewell-
establishedtheoreticallinkbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors,
bydemonstratingthatthisrelationshipoccursalreadyintheinitialphaseofconflictescalation.
Thus,thepresentstudysuggeststhatinterpersonalconflictshaveanimmediateeffectonexpo-
suretobullyingbehaviors.Inaddition,theresultsshowthattheassociationbetweeninterper-
sonalconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsisstrongerforthosewithahighscoreontrait
anger,comparedwiththosewithalowscoreonthisdisposition.Yet,theriskisthereforall.
Thestudycontributestoagreatertheoreticalunderstandingoftheinteractionofsituational
andindividualantecedentsinpredictingbullyingbehaviorsonaday-to-daybasis.Hence,in
ordertoensureemployeewell-beingandpreventworkplacebullying,organizationsshould
strivetomanageconflictsintheinitialphaseofescalation,andatthesametimebeawarethat
someemployeesareatparticularriskduetoindividualpredispositions.
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that some employees, due to individual disposition, may be extra at risk in such situations. This
information may first and foremost be relevant for those in counseling roles, such as health and
safety representatives, who often counsel in such cases, as they may make the involved parties
aware that their own responses and behavior also influence whether the conflict escalates or
de-escalates. However, managers should handle all such cases in the same way, irrespectively of
personality. Lastly, our findings show that even though trait anger may be a risk factor for con-
flict escalation and bullying, it is particularly so in the presence of interpersonal conflicts at
work, which underlines the importance of continuously striving to create and uphold a strong
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place policies and procedures in order to build up a solid organizational infrastructure to handle
all individual complaints of bullying in a proper way (Einarsen et al., 2017). Written
antibullying policies commonly include a definition of bullying, along with a statement that
such behavior is unacceptable, information regarding roles and responsibilities of management
and other parties, as well as complaint procedures (see also Einarsen & Hoel, 2008; Rayner &
Lewis, 2020; Zapf & Vartia, 2020).

Conclusion

The present study sheds light on the role of time in the conflict–bullying relationship, by apply-
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by demonstrating that this relationship occurs already in the initial phase of conflict escalation.
Thus, the present study suggests that interpersonal conflicts have an immediate effect on expo-
sure to bullying behaviors. In addition, the results show that the association between interper-
sonal conflict and exposure to bullying behaviors is stronger for those with a high score on trait
anger, compared with those with a low score on this disposition. Yet, the risk is there for all.
The study contributes to a greater theoretical understanding of the interaction of situational
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training and having conflict management procedures in place. Yet, it is neither realistic nor
desirable not to have conflicts at all at the workplace. Results of the present study also show
that some employees, due to individual disposition, may be extra at risk in such situations. This
information may first and foremost be relevant for those in counseling roles, such as health and
safety representatives, who often counsel in such cases, as they may make the involved parties
aware that their own responses and behavior also influence whether the conflict escalates or
de-escalates. However, managers should handle all such cases in the same way, irrespectively of
personality. Lastly, our findings show that even though trait anger may be a risk factor for con-
flict escalation and bullying, it is particularly so in the presence of interpersonal conflicts at
work, which underlines the importance of continuously striving to create and uphold a strong
conflict management climate, where conflicts are managed early and in a good and fair manner
(Einarsen et al., 2018; Zahlquist et al., 2019). Furthermore, organizations always need to put in
place policies and procedures in order to build up a solid organizational infrastructure to handle
all individual complaints of bullying in a proper way (Einarsen et al., 2017). Written
antibullying policies commonly include a definition of bullying, along with a statement that
such behavior is unacceptable, information regarding roles and responsibilities of management
and other parties, as well as complaint procedures (see also Einarsen & Hoel, 2008; Rayner &
Lewis, 2020; Zapf & Vartia, 2020).

Conclusion

The present study sheds light on the role of time in the conflict–bullying relationship, by apply-
ing a daily diary design in a study among naval cadets. The findings support the well-
established theoretical link between interpersonal conflicts and exposure to bullying behaviors,
by demonstrating that this relationship occurs already in the initial phase of conflict escalation.
Thus, the present study suggests that interpersonal conflicts have an immediate effect on expo-
sure to bullying behaviors. In addition, the results show that the association between interper-
sonal conflict and exposure to bullying behaviors is stronger for those with a high score on trait
anger, compared with those with a low score on this disposition. Yet, the risk is there for all.
The study contributes to a greater theoretical understanding of the interaction of situational
and individual antecedents in predicting bullying behaviors on a day-to-day basis. Hence, in
order to ensure employee well-being and prevent workplace bullying, organizations should
strive to manage conflicts in the initial phase of escalation, and at the same time be aware that
some employees are at particular risk due to individual predispositions.
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desirablenottohaveconflictsatallattheworkplace.Resultsofthepresentstudyalsoshow
thatsomeemployees,duetoindividualdisposition,maybeextraatriskinsuchsituations.This
informationmayfirstandforemostberelevantforthoseincounselingroles,suchashealthand
safetyrepresentatives,whooftencounselinsuchcases,astheymaymaketheinvolvedparties
awarethattheirownresponsesandbehavioralsoinfluencewhethertheconflictescalatesor
de-escalates.However,managersshouldhandleallsuchcasesinthesameway,irrespectivelyof
personality.Lastly,ourfindingsshowthateventhoughtraitangermaybeariskfactorforcon-
flictescalationandbullying,itisparticularlysointhepresenceofinterpersonalconflictsat
work,whichunderlinestheimportanceofcontinuouslystrivingtocreateandupholdastrong
conflictmanagementclimate,whereconflictsaremanagedearlyandinagoodandfairmanner
(Einarsenetal.,2018;Zahlquistetal.,2019).Furthermore,organizationsalwaysneedtoputin
placepoliciesandproceduresinordertobuildupasolidorganizationalinfrastructuretohandle
allindividualcomplaintsofbullyinginaproperway(Einarsenetal.,2017).Written
antibullyingpoliciescommonlyincludeadefinitionofbullying,alongwithastatementthat
suchbehaviorisunacceptable,informationregardingrolesandresponsibilitiesofmanagement
andotherparties,aswellascomplaintprocedures(seealsoEinarsen&Hoel,2008;Rayner&
Lewis,2020;Zapf&Vartia,2020).

Conclusion

Thepresentstudyshedslightontheroleoftimeintheconflict–bullyingrelationship,byapply-
ingadailydiarydesigninastudyamongnavalcadets.Thefindingssupportthewell-
establishedtheoreticallinkbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors,
bydemonstratingthatthisrelationshipoccursalreadyintheinitialphaseofconflictescalation.
Thus,thepresentstudysuggeststhatinterpersonalconflictshaveanimmediateeffectonexpo-
suretobullyingbehaviors.Inaddition,theresultsshowthattheassociationbetweeninterper-
sonalconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsisstrongerforthosewithahighscoreontrait
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trainingandhavingconflictmanagementproceduresinplace.Yet,itisneitherrealisticnor
desirablenottohaveconflictsatallattheworkplace.Resultsofthepresentstudyalsoshow
thatsomeemployees,duetoindividualdisposition,maybeextraatriskinsuchsituations.This
informationmayfirstandforemostberelevantforthoseincounselingroles,suchashealthand
safetyrepresentatives,whooftencounselinsuchcases,astheymaymaketheinvolvedparties
awarethattheirownresponsesandbehavioralsoinfluencewhethertheconflictescalatesor
de-escalates.However,managersshouldhandleallsuchcasesinthesameway,irrespectivelyof
personality.Lastly,ourfindingsshowthateventhoughtraitangermaybeariskfactorforcon-
flictescalationandbullying,itisparticularlysointhepresenceofinterpersonalconflictsat
work,whichunderlinestheimportanceofcontinuouslystrivingtocreateandupholdastrong
conflictmanagementclimate,whereconflictsaremanagedearlyandinagoodandfairmanner
(Einarsenetal.,2018;Zahlquistetal.,2019).Furthermore,organizationsalwaysneedtoputin
placepoliciesandproceduresinordertobuildupasolidorganizationalinfrastructuretohandle
allindividualcomplaintsofbullyinginaproperway(Einarsenetal.,2017).Written
antibullyingpoliciescommonlyincludeadefinitionofbullying,alongwithastatementthat
suchbehaviorisunacceptable,informationregardingrolesandresponsibilitiesofmanagement
andotherparties,aswellascomplaintprocedures(seealsoEinarsen&Hoel,2008;Rayner&
Lewis,2020;Zapf&Vartia,2020).

Conclusion

Thepresentstudyshedslightontheroleoftimeintheconflict–bullyingrelationship,byapply-
ingadailydiarydesigninastudyamongnavalcadets.Thefindingssupportthewell-
establishedtheoreticallinkbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors,
bydemonstratingthatthisrelationshipoccursalreadyintheinitialphaseofconflictescalation.
Thus,thepresentstudysuggeststhatinterpersonalconflictshaveanimmediateeffectonexpo-
suretobullyingbehaviors.Inaddition,theresultsshowthattheassociationbetweeninterper-
sonalconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsisstrongerforthosewithahighscoreontrait
anger,comparedwiththosewithalowscoreonthisdisposition.Yet,theriskisthereforall.
Thestudycontributestoagreatertheoreticalunderstandingoftheinteractionofsituational
andindividualantecedentsinpredictingbullyingbehaviorsonaday-to-daybasis.Hence,in
ordertoensureemployeewell-beingandpreventworkplacebullying,organizationsshould
strivetomanageconflictsintheinitialphaseofescalation,andatthesametimebeawarethat
someemployeesareatparticularriskduetoindividualpredispositions.
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desirablenottohaveconflictsatallattheworkplace.Resultsofthepresentstudyalsoshow
thatsomeemployees,duetoindividualdisposition,maybeextraatriskinsuchsituations.This
informationmayfirstandforemostberelevantforthoseincounselingroles,suchashealthand
safetyrepresentatives,whooftencounselinsuchcases,astheymaymaketheinvolvedparties
awarethattheirownresponsesandbehavioralsoinfluencewhethertheconflictescalatesor
de-escalates.However,managersshouldhandleallsuchcasesinthesameway,irrespectivelyof
personality.Lastly,ourfindingsshowthateventhoughtraitangermaybeariskfactorforcon-
flictescalationandbullying,itisparticularlysointhepresenceofinterpersonalconflictsat
work,whichunderlinestheimportanceofcontinuouslystrivingtocreateandupholdastrong
conflictmanagementclimate,whereconflictsaremanagedearlyandinagoodandfairmanner
(Einarsenetal.,2018;Zahlquistetal.,2019).Furthermore,organizationsalwaysneedtoputin
placepoliciesandproceduresinordertobuildupasolidorganizationalinfrastructuretohandle
allindividualcomplaintsofbullyinginaproperway(Einarsenetal.,2017).Written
antibullyingpoliciescommonlyincludeadefinitionofbullying,alongwithastatementthat
suchbehaviorisunacceptable,informationregardingrolesandresponsibilitiesofmanagement
andotherparties,aswellascomplaintprocedures(seealsoEinarsen&Hoel,2008;Rayner&
Lewis,2020;Zapf&Vartia,2020).

Conclusion

Thepresentstudyshedslightontheroleoftimeintheconflict–bullyingrelationship,byapply-
ingadailydiarydesigninastudyamongnavalcadets.Thefindingssupportthewell-
establishedtheoreticallinkbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors,
bydemonstratingthatthisrelationshipoccursalreadyintheinitialphaseofconflictescalation.
Thus,thepresentstudysuggeststhatinterpersonalconflictshaveanimmediateeffectonexpo-
suretobullyingbehaviors.Inaddition,theresultsshowthattheassociationbetweeninterper-
sonalconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsisstrongerforthosewithahighscoreontrait
anger,comparedwiththosewithalowscoreonthisdisposition.Yet,theriskisthereforall.
Thestudycontributestoagreatertheoreticalunderstandingoftheinteractionofsituational
andindividualantecedentsinpredictingbullyingbehaviorsonaday-to-daybasis.Hence,in
ordertoensureemployeewell-beingandpreventworkplacebullying,organizationsshould
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trainingandhavingconflictmanagementproceduresinplace.Yet,itisneitherrealisticnor
desirablenottohaveconflictsatallattheworkplace.Resultsofthepresentstudyalsoshow
thatsomeemployees,duetoindividualdisposition,maybeextraatriskinsuchsituations.This
informationmayfirstandforemostberelevantforthoseincounselingroles,suchashealthand
safetyrepresentatives,whooftencounselinsuchcases,astheymaymaketheinvolvedparties
awarethattheirownresponsesandbehavioralsoinfluencewhethertheconflictescalatesor
de-escalates.However,managersshouldhandleallsuchcasesinthesameway,irrespectivelyof
personality.Lastly,ourfindingsshowthateventhoughtraitangermaybeariskfactorforcon-
flictescalationandbullying,itisparticularlysointhepresenceofinterpersonalconflictsat
work,whichunderlinestheimportanceofcontinuouslystrivingtocreateandupholdastrong
conflictmanagementclimate,whereconflictsaremanagedearlyandinagoodandfairmanner
(Einarsenetal.,2018;Zahlquistetal.,2019).Furthermore,organizationsalwaysneedtoputin
placepoliciesandproceduresinordertobuildupasolidorganizationalinfrastructuretohandle
allindividualcomplaintsofbullyinginaproperway(Einarsenetal.,2017).Written
antibullyingpoliciescommonlyincludeadefinitionofbullying,alongwithastatementthat
suchbehaviorisunacceptable,informationregardingrolesandresponsibilitiesofmanagement
andotherparties,aswellascomplaintprocedures(seealsoEinarsen&Hoel,2008;Rayner&
Lewis,2020;Zapf&Vartia,2020).

Conclusion

Thepresentstudyshedslightontheroleoftimeintheconflict–bullyingrelationship,byapply-
ingadailydiarydesigninastudyamongnavalcadets.Thefindingssupportthewell-
establishedtheoreticallinkbetweeninterpersonalconflictsandexposuretobullyingbehaviors,
bydemonstratingthatthisrelationshipoccursalreadyintheinitialphaseofconflictescalation.
Thus,thepresentstudysuggeststhatinterpersonalconflictshaveanimmediateeffectonexpo-
suretobullyingbehaviors.Inaddition,theresultsshowthattheassociationbetweeninterper-
sonalconflictandexposuretobullyingbehaviorsisstrongerforthosewithahighscoreontrait
anger,comparedwiththosewithalowscoreonthisdisposition.Yet,theriskisthereforall.
Thestudycontributestoagreatertheoreticalunderstandingoftheinteractionofsituational
andindividualantecedentsinpredictingbullyingbehaviorsonaday-to-daybasis.Hence,in
ordertoensureemployeewell-beingandpreventworkplacebullying,organizationsshould
strivetomanageconflictsintheinitialphaseofescalation,andatthesametimebeawarethat
someemployeesareatparticularriskduetoindividualpredispositions.
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