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Abstract

This article highlights moral harassment at the worlgksa form of corruption in
organizations. This form of corruption has cost orgaiinatbillions of dollars each year.
A theoretical model is presented in this paper, which expkiie main factors that affect
bullying processes impact on organizations. Suggestions@iidga in this paper, as

tools to eliminate bullying within the workplace.
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INTRODUCTION

Unethical behavior in organizations has been viewed asilmatimg to
decreasing work productivity and profitability (Brass, Buteddf and Skaggs,
1998). For example, “bullying,” also known as mobbing, p& of moral
harassment at work (Bassman, 1992; Leymann, 1984, 1990).negaisve
physical, psychological, economic, and social consequéAcesrican
Management Association, 1994; Aquino, Grover, Bradfieid, Allen, 1999;
Chen and Spector, 1992; Keenan and Newton, 1984; Zapf, KmaorKdla,
1996). Inthe United Kingdom, between 19 million and 40 millieorking days
are lost annually because of bullying, with an edtémiaost of approximately $22
billion (House of Commons, 2003). In Germany, the cosbkas estimated at
$1.58 billion per year (International Labour Organization, 20@@uino and
Bradfield (2000, p. 526) acclaimed “We define victimizatiomhasindividual's
self-perception of having been exposed, either momentarilgpeated, to
aggressive acts emanating from one or more persons.”

To our knowledge, the issue of “bullying” has not beentedido a
theoretical decision-making model, in order to exameeantecedent variables
that may be responsible for producing or eliminating s@tfabior. We assume
that ethics depicted as “bullying” is at the heart afisien making. That is,
decision making involves choices; and choices are infle@by values that have
varying weights. Often these values are consideredhittit in a decision.
This paper suggests a decision-making model that can proviiengeitowards

reducing “bullying” unproductive costs to organizations. Thisletd is called the



Throughput Mode{Rodgers 1997), and has been applied to sexual harassment
and other types of management issues (Culbertson and Rdd@$¥; Rodgers,
1992). Throughput modeling proposes four major concepts of pernsepti
information, judgment, and decision choice in a tw@staodeling process
(Figure 1).

The first stage includes perceptual framing and informatainces,
whereby the second stage deals with the analysis pescgadgment stage) of
first stage inputs. Thpeerceptualconcept relates to individuals’ framing of a
problem. It involves one’s experiences, training, and educatidealing with
day-to-day decision-making tasks. This concept also inchidsss that may
interfere with the normal reasoning processes. Thieptral stage can directly
influence both judgment and decision choice. In this pageFceptual biases
relates to a high inclination to harass or “bully” some. Thanformation
concept relates to the available information sourcdasrtiaiduals can
implement in their analysis (judgment) stage of prangssin the context of this
research paper, information that is reliable and rekenaates to the positive and
supportive information pertaining to an employee. Therefawsitive relevant
and reliable information can only be used for constradivmal and informal
evaluative purposes regarding an individual. It follows tieggative relevant and
reliable information relates to unconstructive formal erfiormal evaluative
purposes regarding an individual. Finally, a decision can lge mh@ectly from

perception to decision choice and/or judgment to decEhoice.



First Concept: Perception

The concept of perception involves the categorizatiorckassification
(or framing) of the decision environment. This implieg thdividuals shape
their understanding of a situation based on their expesehegning, and
education received during their lifetime. For example,dbuble-ended arrow in
Figure 1 highlights the interaction between perceptionisfiodmation. This
interaction is useful in understanding heuristics (eule, of thumb or shortcuts to
a decision) or biases used to influence subsequent stiggdgment and choices.
Individuals may use heuristics due to information-procedsmtations,
complexity, and lack of discernment affecting their ppteal processes.
Information-processing limitations may occur due to indivislleing confronted
with information overload. Next, complexity may rdsiiie to how the problem
and the nature of the task are presented. Finallgkaoldiscernment is caused
by individuals not motivated to learn or understand incoming alaitaormation
(Rodgers, 1997).
Second Concept: Information

Information presented to an individual for processirgased on its
context, structure, and form. Information for organaaai purposes relates to
financial and non-financial sources. Financial infororapertains to the
liquidity, profitability, and risk features of an operatior company. Non-
financial information can be grouped as economic and gegii@d information.
Economic information relates to events outside th#robof management. These

events generally include changes in government policies, mimghaabits of



customers, union contracts, emerging technologiesietitagement information
deals with how management and their assistants Hitiniy the company’s
overall objectives and goals. For example, performaswards cover
appropriate objectives to monitor both organizational anpl@yee performance,
and how to put systems in place to provide the infolonab monitor these
objectives. Without reliable and relevant informatioowkver, decision making
or problem solving may be problematic. Relevant and relisbbrmation needs
to be in place in order to determine whether the objestof problem solving
have, or have not, been met.
Third Concept: Judgment

The judgment concept involves the analysis of inforomaéind one’s
framing of the problem. This stage includes how these searecanalyzed and
weighted in order to compare criteria across alteraatiindividuals typically use
explorative and exploitative precepts to assess tieeaaf a problem. Deductive
and inductive reasoning are implemented for assessmertteFundividuals can
retrieve, from their knowledge structures, ideas and suggestioth&€xamine
concepts and essential information, while using their chjyadond creativity.
Hence, the evaluation of alternatives may be baped a single principle,
methodology, or an aggregation of objective criteria atho@ologies such as
compensatory or non-compensatory weighting schemes (Rod§6rs.
Fourth Concept: Decision Choice

The final concept includes the selection of the biestretive solution or

course of action. During the processing stage, individogdement their



abilities to ensure that a decision follows their idighplans. Yates (1990)
argued that there are three types of decisions: ch@ealsiations, and
constructions. First, a choice setting occurs whendaididual is confronted with
a well-defined set of alternatives, and the typicsi tia to select among them.
For instance, based on the performance record of $&repdoyees, a manager
may decide which employee is assigned the next pr@ecbnd, evaluations
indicate value of an individual’s alternatives. For eglena supervisor may
value and rank employees’ performance as excellentag&eor poor based on a
set of criteria. Third, constructions are choices whgman individual tries to put
together the most satisfactory alternative possiBle. organization may promote
employees to manager status based on their recovadsrkihg well with other
employees.
Relationship of Information and Perception

It is interesting to note that, in the first stagecpetion and information
are interdependenP&->1), which implies that an individual's perceptual frame
is searching for coherence with the available inforomatinder consideration.
The higher the correlation between perception andnmdtion implies a strong
degree of understandability or coherence for “bullying” belrawhereas the

opposite result occurs with a low correlation (Table 1)

We contend in this paper that an over reliance of theep&wal concept
may trigger certain behavior such as “bullying” giverogporate atmosphere

where such behavior has been known to exist. Furtlecaterence between an



individual's perception and information may provide insigt ithe checks and
balances of “bullying behavior.” For example, the in&ional Labour
Organization (2000) advocated that, “The borderline of wbastitutes
acceptable behaviour is often vague and cultural attitudebabamounts to
violence are so diverse that it is a very complex enatt define violence at
work.”

The next section provides an overview pertaining to tlexaet literature
on “bullying behavior.” This is followed by propositions an@gmples,
concluded with the paper implications and summary.

CONCEPTUAL ISSUES PERTAINING TO BULLYING

Moral harassment at work, also known as bullying and moblsiran
important organizational, ethical, and social issue (Bagss 1992; Leymann,
1984, 1990). It has important negative physical, psychologicahomic, and
social consequences (American Management Associd9®4d, Chen and
Spector, 1992; Keenan and Newton, 1984; Zapf et al., 1996).

Moral harassment is depicted by a continuous harassreried by a
group of individuals over other individuals at the workpléi@avenport, Distler,
and Pursel, 2000; Einarsen, 2000; Leymann, 1984, 1990; Namie and Namie,
2000; Schuster, 1996). This group objective came from itdependence as
well as providing a high degree of goal congruence and diseipTheir purposes
are linked to obtain organizational advantages. Thus caruigtnormalized in

the organization and learnt by newcomers (Ashford and Arz0aR).



The group uses moral harassment as a mechanism to pustiuals’
behaviors that are against their shared values and béliefal harassment is also
implemented to motivate individuals to act properly (Beanod Neuman, 1996).
In addition, the group moral harassment increases byirexeontrol over
knowledge (Townley, 1993); thereby translating their comnanes and
believes into practices, techniques, and proceduresr{@repand Barling,
1999). These practices are not a bureaucratic mechaniseygies are not
stable, and permanent files do not record decisions (MW&94é7).

Moral harassment is usually, but not exclusively, le@myndividual that
is hierarchically over other group members (Shah, 1998). Henwvthere are
other types of moral harassment, such as from suborslittateeir managers or
among colleagues (Leymann, 1984, 1990). The legitimate aytiwnobt
necessarily accompanied by an upper position in the orgamabhi@rarchy
(Ouchi, 1978; Dow, 2002). The group can also provide legitimateatyt
(Ouchi, 1979, 1980). A leader’s dispositional characteridbiglsaviors,
performance, identification, and induced trust are poss#alsons for followers in
the group (Antonakis and Atwater, 2002; Bass, 1998; Gulati, 1988)e is a
dynamic in moral hazard. Positions move from victimghe group with

admissions and expulsions, while leaders can be ren{éigute 2).



UNDERSTANDING MORAL HARASSMENT AT WORK

Moral harassment is a group action, which implies la dd@thics (Jones,
1991). Matters such as coercion and lack of consent hievanee as it relates to
abuse individuals (Uddin and Hopper, 2001). The group may judgenents
regarding appropriate behaviors based upon two unethical pathethical
egoism and relativism. Ethical egoism will be dealt Wiitt, follow by a
discussion on the relativism position.

Moral harassment relates to an individual’s ethicalgggosition, in that
this position emphasizes pursuit of self-interest (R€@80). Moral harassment
from an ethical egoism position neither requires a gpament action to be
exclusive in reaching out for other team members nor kloeguire an end-of-
action plan. This type of harassment can also disoties group members’
positive actions even though they are morally obligatory

Obtaining advantages in the form of promotions, merits, gypically
motivates individuals. The economic benefits are @ased with corruption
(Becker and Stigler, 1974; Krueger, 1974, Leff, 1964). Self-intésesresult of
ethical egoism (Pojman, 2002).

Proposition 1: Ethical egoism induces individuals to be active in moral
harassment.

Moral harassment also implies an ethical relativigalues and beliefs
generate rules that are arbitrary and without congistandards (Rodgers and
Gago, 2001). These fluctuating standards are the basiglffing the adequacy of

decision making, as well as to evaluate and monitor iddais’ behavior.



Unfortunately, these fluctuating standards or rules do poesent a
deontological code, in that there is very little 6bagmon-existence nature for
freedom of conscience, consent, privacy, speech, orrdeess for individuals
(Cavanaugh, Moberg and Velasquez, 1981). That is, the groupuleses a
relativistic way. The rules change when individuals aehe certain standard
level. That is to say, rules are not valid by thenmesMs Machiavelli (1513)
argued, that the end justifies the means.

Proposition 2: Relativism is assumed as the group’s ethical viewpoint
when influencing victims.

Moral harassment is associated with a negative esesoipower by a
group. For example, Weber (1947) advocated that power chdree of an
individual, or a certain number of individuals, to realiheir own will in
communal action, even against the resistance oftfiée group shows
agreement on what constitutes a proper behavior (Oudhl@mson, 1978). The
group determines when individuals must be subject to marasement.
Furthermore, individuals are socially isolated and mlanea position of despair
by the group (Leyman, 1984). As a result of this type aftinent, they are

prevented in participating in any meaningful decision nwkictivities.

Proposition 3: Individuals are harassed when the group exerts power by

isolating victims from contributing equally to the group.

Moral harassment is also characterized by an abséma®onation. That

is, individuals are not provided with information. In aubah, individuals are not
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evaluated using reliable and relevant information. Cétitrough moral
harassment is more on behaviors than on outputs (QLET8). Individuals are
deliberate objects of repeated intimidations, critiosl discrediting. Leymann
(1990) establishes that the techniques used in the group inlielveanipulation
of: (1) victims’ reputation, (2) their possibilities forrferming tasks, (3) their
communication with co-workers, (4) their social circtanges, and (5) their
health (psychological and including physical).

Following Chenhall (2003), a management control system ceagnot
only as the systematic use of a collection of prastisech as budgeting or
product costing in order to achieve some goals (conventioaa), but also other
forms of controls such as personal or group controlsigogical orientation).
Moral harassment reins quite highly in the second grénfprmal group controls
may also be present in organizations along with varyinig tnmrder to
manipulate individuals’ behavior (Labianca, Brass, and/Glra98).

Proposition 4: Information is used in a relativistic way in decisiaking

based on how useful it is to the group over the victim’s rights.

IMPLICATIONS AND SUMMARY
Moral harassment implies that management has aweak ethical
foundation. Further, a group of individuals guided by th#iical egoism can
ascribe to immoral principles based upon on common belrefs/alues that can
be harmful to others. They can also generate changleg that comply with

these principles, which follow a relativistic ethicagwipoint. This type of
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behavior may eliminate from the affected person anyléreeof conscience,
consent, privacy, speech, and due process in decisiangnakgroup of
individuals can control other individuals by discouragimgnt from any initiative
or influence on decision-making. The group may exert itsgodoy imposing
upon affected individuals a despotic and tyrannical managyial The group
may also judge victims’ behaviors as wrong and subjectrtecove actions.
Moral harassment ignores information that may shedipedight on the
situation. Any information regarding performance, experaas revenues is
irrelevant, as moral harassment implicates a previegative judgment about the
victims and their circumstances. Hence, there isvadable new positive
information (helpful to the victim) for judging their dsion making.

Moral harassment is the tool used by the group to conduatcarobl
decision-making. That group might be considered a buregu@sdcefined by
Weber (1947). For example, assume that the organizatoowdihdefined tasks,
whereby the tasks are straightforward. However, thedein the group
establishes competences over duties. The leader changesdhgsetences at any
time. The group follows hierarchical principles. Ordesssometimes
contradictory. Victims do not have any right of appedst#act rules govern
decisions and actions. Rules are unstable, non-exhaustteaanot be learned.
There is not a clear specification of competences oisida-making areas.

We suggest that organizations can be better armed imgewath the
problems associated with bullying behavior if they utilizéraughput modeling

approach. For example, a better understanding of lugoreship between
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perception and information may alleviate some of theib@s that may occur
between a supervisor and a subordinate (see Table 2)isThallying behavior
can be depicted as intentional or non-intentionaldasewhether the information
is positive or negative as well as reliable and relevems framework suggests
that a possible early warning system may be employestitet fout such behavior

that can be counter-productive to an organization.

In summary several comments can be made in regards throughput
model and ethical considerations. First, by referrindpéothroughput model,
organizations have a benchmark in determining the seldovags as well as the
different combinations of perception and information thgroup implement to
involve other members. Second, organizations can use tihelingpperspective
in monitoring decision-making activities of individuals. ithiethical values can
be related to specific pathways in the model in ordeoifganizations to be
alerted to, as well as take actions against, unproductivevior that may cause

harm to individuals.

13



REFERENCES

American Management Association. 199vbrkplace violence: policies,

procedures and incidents. New York: American Management Association.

Antonakis, J., and Atwater, L. 2002. Leader distanceviaweand a proposed

theory, The Leadership Quarterly, 13 (6): 673-704.

Aquino, K., and Bradfield, M. 2000. Perceived Victimipatin the Workplace:
The Role of Situational Factors and Victim CharactiessOrganization

Sciencell: 525-537.

Aquino, K., Grover, S.L., Bradfield, M.and Allen, D.A999. The Effects of
Negative Affectivity, Hierarchical Status, and Self-Deat@mation on
Workplace VictimizationAcademy of Management JourndR: 260-272.

Ashford, B., and Anand, V. 2003. The normalization of cdrompin

organizationsResearch in Organizational Behavior, 25: 1-52.

Baron, R., and Neuman, J. 1996. Workplace violence ankplace aggression:
Evidence on their relative frequency and potential cadsggessive

Behavior 22: 161-173.

Bass, B. 1998Transformational leadership: industrial, military, and

educational impact. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Bassman, E.S. 1992busein the workplace: management remedies and bottom
lineimpact. Westport CT: Quorum Books.
Becker, G.S., and Stigler, G.J. 1974. Law enforcemenfeassnce, and

compensation of enforcerdournal of Legal Studies, 3 (1):1-19.

14


http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=ArticleURL&_aset=B-WA-A-A-BVY-MsSAYWW-UUA-AUYDUZUYZE-AUYVZVAZZE-VABWBWVEU-BVY-U&_rdoc=2&_fmt=full&_udi=B6V76-49N9BPD-2&_coverDate=08%2F31%2F2004&_cdi=5834&_orig=search&_st=13&_sort=d&view=c&_acct=C000011938&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=143961&md5=5fa661682e9295c9284e7ed5fd518042

Brass, D.J., Butterfield, K.D., and Skaggs, B.C. 199&tielships and
unethical behavior: A social network perspecti#eademy Management
Review, 23: 14-31.

Cavanaugh, G., Moberg, D., and Velasquez, M. 1981. The ethizganizational

politics, Academy of Management Review6: 363-374.

Chen, P., and Spector, P. 1992. Relationships of worlssteewith aggression,

withdrawal, theft and substance use: An exploratoryystimirnal of

Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 65: 177-184.

Chenhall, R. 2003. Management control systems design vitshamganizational
context: findings from contingency-based research amdtibns for the

future, Accounting, Organizations and Society, 28 (2-3), 127-168.

Culbertson, A. and Rodgers, W. 1997. Improving managdfetereness in the
workplace: The case of sexual harassment of navy wqrdeuarnal of
Applied Social Psychologg7: 1953-1971.

Davenport, N., Distler, R., and Pursel, G. 20@@ral harassment. Emotional

abuse in the American workplace. lowa: Civil society publishing,

Dow, G. 2002. The ultimate control groulmurnal of Economic Behavior and

Organization, 49(1): 39-49

Einarsen, S. 2000. Harassment and bullying at work: A reofdhe

Scandinavian approacAggression and Violent Behavior, 5 (4): 379-401

Greenberg, L., and Barling, J. 1999. Predicting employee aggmnesgainst

coworkers, subordinates and supervisors: The roles ofrpbed@mviors and

15



perceived workplace factordournal of Organizational Behavior, 20: 897-

913.

Gulati, R. 1995. Does familiarity breed trust? The ingil@ns of repeated ties for
contractual choice in alliancegicademy of Management Journal, 38: 85-
112.
House of Commons. 200®/orkplace Bullying March 25, London:
Westminster Hall.
International Labour Organization. 2000. Safe work. Introdadid Violence at
Work,

http://www.ilo.org/public/english/protection/safework/\eémlce/intro.

htm#costsof
Jones, T.M. 1991. Ethical decision making by individualsrgenizations: An
issue-contingent modeAcademy of Management Review, 16: 366-395.
Keenan, A., and Newton, T. 1984. Frustration in organiaaticelationships to
role stress, climate, and psychological strdournal of Occupational

Psychology, 57: 57-65.

Krueger, A.O., 1974. The political economy of the remtks®y society.

American Economic Review, 64 (3): 291-303

Labianca, G., Brass, D.J., and Gray, B. 1998. Soctalarks and perceptions of
inter group conflict: The role of negative relationshgxl third parties.
Academy of Management Journal, 41: 55-67.

Leff, N., 1964. Economic development through bureaucratcruption.

American Behavioral Scientist, 8 (3): 6-14.

16


http://www.ilo.org/public/english/protection/safework/violence/intro.htm
http://www.ilo.org/public/english/protection/safework/violence/intro.htm
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=ArticleURL&_aset=B-WA-A-A-BVY-MsSAYWW-UUA-AUYDUZUYZE-AUYVZVAZZE-VABWBWVEU-BVY-U&_rdoc=2&_fmt=full&_udi=B6V76-49N9BPD-2&_coverDate=08%2F31%2F2004&_cdi=5834&_orig=search&_st=13&_sort=d&view=c&_acct=C000011938&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=143961&md5=5fa661682e9295c9284e7ed5fd518042
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=ArticleURL&_aset=B-WA-A-A-BVY-MsSAYWW-UUA-AUYDUZUYZE-AUYVZVAZZE-VABWBWVEU-BVY-U&_rdoc=2&_fmt=full&_udi=B6V76-49N9BPD-2&_coverDate=08%2F31%2F2004&_cdi=5834&_orig=search&_st=13&_sort=d&view=c&_acct=C000011938&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=143961&md5=5fa661682e9295c9284e7ed5fd518042

Leymann, H. 1984. The silencing of a skilled technic\&orking Environment,

4: 236-238.

Leymann, H. 1990. Moral harassment and psychological tatrneorkplaces,

Violence and Victims, 5 (2): 119-126.

Machiavelli, N. 1513.The prince (ed. 1998). Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.
Namie, G., and Namie, R. 2000the bully at work. What you can do to stop the

hart and reclaim your dignity on the job. Naperville: Ill.: SourceBooks Inc.

Ouchi, W. 1978. The transmission of control through orgénoizal hierarchy.

Academy of Management Journal, 21(2): 173-192.

Ouchi, W. 1979. A conceptual framework for the design ofmegéional control

mechanismdvianagement Science, 25(9): 833-848.
Ouchi, W. 1980. Markets, bureaucracies and cladministrative Science
Quarterly, 25(1): 129-141.

Ouchi, W., and Johnson, J. 1978. Types of organizationaiot@mtd their
relationships to emotional well-beingdministrative Science Quarterly: 23

(2): 293-317.

Pojman, L. 2002. Ethical egoism. In L. Pojman (EBthical theory: classical
and contemporary readings. 63-66. Belmont: Wadsworth.

Regis, E. 1980. What is ethical egoishtRics, 91: 50-62.

17



Rodgers, W. 1992. The effects of accounting informatiomadrmiduals'
perceptual processedournal of Accounting, Auditing and Finance, 7:67-

96.

Rodgers, W. 1997 hroughput modeling: financial information used by
decison makers. Greenwich: JAI Press.
Rodgers W., and Gago, S. 2001. Cultural and ethical effect®oagerial
decisions: examined in a throughput modkurnal of Business Ethics,

31: 355-367

Schuster, B. 1996. Rejection, exclusion, and harassmeitriatand in Schools:
an integration of results from research on mora$sment, bullying, and

peer rejectionEuropean Psychologist, 1 (4): 293-317

Shah, P.P. 1998. Who are employees’ social referedsfflg a network
perspective to determine referent othefscademy of Management
Journal, 41: 249-268.

Townley, B. 1993. Foucault, power / knowledge, and its relevérchuman

resource managemewtcademy of Management Review,18 (3): 518-545.

Uddin, S., and Hopper, T. 2001. A Bangladesh soap operatigabian,
accounting, and regimes of control in a less developentioo

Accounting,Organizations and Society, 26 (7-8): 643-672

Weber, M. 1947The theory of social and economic organization. Translated by

A.M. Henderson & Talcott Parsons, New York The Hpeess.

18



Yates, J. F. 199Q@udgment and decision making. Englewood Cliffs, NJ.:
Prentice Hall.
Zapf, D., Knorz, C., and Kulla, M. 1996. Moral harasstrfactors, the social
work environment and health outcomEsiropean Journal of Work and

Organizational Psychology, 5: 215-238.

19



FIGURE 1

Throughput Modeling of Individuals’ Decision Processes Diagram
Where P= perception, |= information, J= judgment, and D= decision @hoi
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FIGURE 2

Dynamics in moral harassment
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TABLE 1
Identifying sources of bullying

PERCEPTUAL BIASES / INFORMATION COHERENCE SUPPORT FOR BULLYING

HIGH SUPPORT FOR BULLYING

LOW NO SUPPORT FOR BULLYING
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TABLE 2

Processing of perceptual biases and information

Relevant and reliable information

POSITIVE NEGATIVE
Perceptual bias to] NO Non-present bullying Unintentional bullying
harm behavior behavior
YES Intentional bullying Present bullying behaviot
behavior
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