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Introduction: Abusive supervision or bossing represents a specific form of mobbing as a long-term, systematic negative action by superiors toward subordinates.

Methods: From the point of view of the operationalization of this construct, the original BOSSm18 methodology is presented in the paper in the context of the B5 methodology, which enables specification of personality traits in terms of the original Big Five concept.

Results: Based on the research dataset of 636 business managers, the paper presents the results of the basic psychometric parameters of the methodology and the content specification of the extracted factors. The research findings support a multidimensional understanding of the bossing construct.

Discussion: The limiting factors of the interpretation and generalization of the results relate to the consideration of cultural contexts and situational conditions of perception of bossing manifestations.
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1. Introduction

The impact of the work environment is multidimensional. It includes both physical influences and various psychological aspects. In this context, the negative impact of social-psychological factors also comes to the fore (Frankovský et al., 2019). These factors are detrimental to productivity and conflict with the interests of the organization. They also have a negative impact on the psychological and physical health of individuals (Bennett, 2000; Hafidz, 2012; Howladar et al., 2018; Horvathova et al., 2020). When studying undesirable behavior in the workplace, different authors use different terminology, e.g., workplace deviance (Robinson and Bennett, 1995), counterproductive work behavior (Spector and Fox, 2002), as well as antisocial behavior, bad behavior in the organization, unethical behavior (e.g., Tomkova et al., 2021), or dysfunctional behavior. In this context, terms such as workplace bullying, mobbing, and bossing appear (Einarsen et al., 2011).

Hirigoyen (2000) introduces workplace bullying as a phenomenon which dates back to the very beginnings of work as such, but it was only in the late 20th century when it started becoming a major cause of tension increase, labor productivity reductions, and work absence caused by mental disorders naturally generated by it. Bullying can affect anyone anywhere but, in some industries, where it has the most suitable conditions to develop, its occurrence is more frequent. In terms of the behavior of chief executive officers (CEO), literature provides insights into how this behavior relates to the performance of an organization (e.g., Bandiera et al., 2020), risk-taking (e.g., Bernile et al., 2017), its sustainability (e.g., Abatecola and Cristofaro, 2019), or organizational culture (e.g., Tsui et al., 2006). Less information is available on the negative or undesirable forms of the behavior of a CEO, which presents a challenge for conducting a research study on this particular matter. In this sense, the presented research is aimed at assessing manifestations of abusive supervision or bossing in the context of personality traits of business managers.

The research is divided into several parts. Firstly, the theoretical framework of bossing and personality traits of CEO and business managers are presented. The section is followed by the research on the studied issue, discussion, the limiting factors, and a few future directions. According to the research findings it is possible to use the presented study theoretically as well as practically on all levels of (business) management as the utilized methodologies may serve as tools for the HR management of any company to hire personnel for managerial positions.



2. Bossing and personality traits of managers

Safina and Podgornaya (2014) point out that bullying occurs when an individual is oppressed by another individual or by a group of people. The authors define bullying as a moral and often physical persecution at the workplace (i.e., mental terror, pressure, or harassment). In this context, Droppa et al. (2018) add that bullying is a demonstration of the superiority of one person over another, which can happen for various reasons. Yaman (2009), Senol et al. (2015), and others describe mobbing as a horizontal form of workplace bullying which occurs between two or more people working on the same position within the hierarchy of an organization from the lowest working positions to the top management (i.e., just as a production worker can mob another production worker, a top manager can mob another top manager). When the initiator of aggression is a senior executive, this kind of bullying is called abusive supervision or bossing. It is a type of vertical abuse directed from a higher-level position to a lower-level position within the organizational hierarchy (i.e., supervisor/manager can use bossing on the subordinates, or a top manager can use it to abuse a lower-level type of a manager). Arnejčič (2016) also reports that bossing is a form of “vertical wall” mobbing, occurring when a person tries to denigrate his or her subordinate. As opposed to bossing (downward bullying by supervisors), Oberhofer (2018) uses the term staffing (upward bullying by subordinates) and stresses that both these terms are typical primarily in German-speaking regions of Europe. Zikic et al. (2013) agree with this theory, stating that vertical form of mobbing (abusive supervision, bossing) occurs when a supervisor mobs a subordinate.

Bossing is a negative socio-psychological manifestation in the workplace representing a very specific form of mobbing, in which the initiator of the psychological pressure is the superior (Borská, 2005). When defining bossing, regular and long-term negative interaction between the superior and their employees is assessed. The main feature of bossing is systematic-ness and long-term-ness (Birknerová et al., 2010). Exposure to such systematic, negative, and counter-social acts can be seen as a type of psychological siege. Leymann (1990) described it as a psychological terror that can lead to serious physical, psychological, and social problems. In terms of bossing, the employees often find themselves in a situation that threatens them much more than any other. It is not only about social contacts and a sense of personal happiness, but also about professional identity, career, and, from an economic point of view, often about one’s own existence (Huberová, 1995; Luu, 2019; Wongleedee, 2020). According to Olšovská (2013), this is a conscious reduction of dignity, intimidation of an employee by a superior, resulting in mental, moral, physical, or social harm. The aim of bossing is to disrupt the working atmosphere of an individual, mostly due to emphasizing their hierarchical position in the company, maintaining power, or for various personal interests.

Bossing can influence the long-term cooperation of the working teams as well as the overall performance of an organization, and it significantly lowers the employees’ focus on meeting the goals of their organization, reducing the quality of their work (Jenčo et al., 2018). Zhao (2018, p. 154) adds that “abusive supervision can not only directly reduce the performance of subordinates, but also can have a negative impact on performance by reducing the identity of subordinates to leadership.” Bossing is an apparent cause of the decrease in the performance of employees and therefore performance of an organization as a whole, particularly in terms of its sustainability. However, Lu (2013) argue that bossing may quite contrarily inspire job passion among employees and thus improve the overall performance of an organization. In this context it is therefore crucial to distinguish between bossing as abusive supervision, which leads to performance decrease, and bossing as requiring consistent performance of duties, which leads to performance increase.

A leader has other motives for bullying and uses other strategies than a co-worker. Among their basic motives is jealousy of a skilled worker and fear of losing their position, creating pressure on the subordinate worker to enforce their obedience, efforts to expel this person from the working team, or from the workplace as such (Olšovská, 2013). Anger at the organization is also notable, as well as hatred of the superiors, and negative personal qualities of the leader, which get an opportunity to manifest themselves at the moment when the individual acquires power or influence (Camps et al., 2016; Wilson and Nagy, 2017).

Cloutier et al. (2015) state that the leadership of a company must understand their abilities and their impact on their employees and, according to these, choose appropriate forms of communication, motivation, and teamwork. Successful is the one characterized by personality traits and qualities. Over the past years, the following basic qualities of a CEO have been gaining in importance (Den Hartog et al., 2007; Mižíčková et al., 2007):

• Dynamism—willingness to take initiative, energy and strive to meet goals.

• Motivation—the need to lead and influence others.

• Integrity—honesty and truthfulness.

• Self-confidence—determination, assertiveness, and confidence.

• Intelligence—the ability to work with complex information.

• Knowledge—about the company, industry, workplace, technology.

Brown and Trevino (2006) add that the top managers, who can be described as ethical leaders, are characterized by personality traits such as honesty, integrity, and trustworthiness. They tend to engage in positive behaviors such as exemplary behavior, fair, and respectful treatment of people, and open discussion of problematic issues. Leaders with these qualities become successful managers respected by their colleagues and subordinates.

According to Bainbridge et al. (2022), a comprehensive organizing framework for psychological personality trait scales is represented by the Big Five concept. This concept is a model used primarily in psychology to describe a person’s personality. Based on Big Five, each person’s personality can be described through five characteristics or traits, namely neuroticism, extraversion, openness, agreeableness, and conscientiousness, using complex statistical methods. Beginnings of this model date back to Fiske (1949), and have since been further developed and amended by many other authors (e.g., Janovská, 2011; Ziaran et al., 2021). Camps et al. (2016) used this particular method in their research, connecting it with the issue of abusive supervision (i.e., bossing). Personality of an employee is in the workplace environment linked to the personality predispositions of the superior. In the context of the above findings, the presented research focuses on the analysis of links between the selected personality traits of managers and self-assessment of tendencies to bossing manifestations.



3. Research

The main objective of the presented research was to enrich knowledge in the field of operationalization and conceptualization of the issue of bossing based on the assessment of the tendency to its manifestations in the context of the personality traits of managers. In terms of this objective, the following research questions were formulated:

1. Is it possible to create a combined model of the factors of the BOSSm18 questionnaire and the personality dimensions of the B5 questionnaire?

2. Are there any statistically significant links between the factors of the BOSSm18 questionnaire and the personality dimensions of the B5 questionnaire?


3.1. Research sample

The research dataset consisted of 636 business managers. In terms of gender, there were 392 (61.6%) women and 244 (38.4%) men in the research sample. The average age of the respondents was 30.7 years (SD = 10.237 years), the age range was from 20 to 58 years. The average length of practice was 10.5 years (SD = 10.090 years), the range of years of practice was from 1 to 37 years. The selection of respondents can be characterized as occasional (intentional in terms of narrowing the data to business managers only). The data were collected in the period from September 2021 to May 2022. According to Finstat, there are 252,369 registered companies in the Slovak Republic in 2021. A total of 1,650 respondents were contacted via questionnaire based on availability. Of the total number of questionnaires distributed, the return was at the level of approx. 87%, which represented 1,435 questionnaires. From the initial number of all companies operating in Slovakia in 2021, with a marginal error of 5% and a 95% confidence interval, the total number of necessary respondents was calculated at the level of 636. These 636 respondents, who made up the research set, were selected from 1,435 returned questionnaires using a random number generator. Applying this procedure allows us to claim that the research sample is representative.



3.2. Research methods

In the research, two questionnaires were applied and administered to managers in bulk and anonymously. These questionnaires enabled operationalization of the variable “bossing” (three factors: Communication-Aimed Bossing, Work-Aimed Bossing, Psyche-Aimed Bossing), and the variable “personality traits” (five factors: Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and Openness).

The BOSSm18 questionnaire (Birknerová et al., 2022) was used as the original method in the presented research. It is constructed on the basis of a multidimensional understanding of this construct and contains 18 items that reveal a tendency toward negative forms of behavior toward the employee on the part of the superior. Respondents assess the individual items on a scale from 1 to 5 (1—completely disagree; 2—rather disagree; 3—neither agree nor disagree; 4—rather agree; and 5—completely agree). Through Exploratory factor analysis, three factors were extracted: Communication-Aimed Bossing (CAB), Psyche-Aimed Bossing (PAB), and Work-Aimed Bossing (WAB). The extracted factors explain 66.804% of the variance. The appropriateness of using factor analysis is confirmed by the Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin measure of Sampling Adequacy (0.928), Bartlett’s test of sphericity (χ2 = 7593.887, df = 153, p = 0.000) and leads to the conclusion that the factor analysis was suitable for this particular dataset. The reliability of the methodology was determined by assessing Cronbach’s alpha coefficients:

• BOSSm18 α = 0.932.

• CAB α = 0.864.

• PAB α = 0.922.

• WAB α = 0.855.

Table 1 presents the content specification of the factors.



TABLE 1 Description of the factors of the BOSSm18 methodology.
[image: Table1]

Personality traits of the respondents were measured by the B5 questionnaire, which is an abbreviated version of the Big Five by Janovská (2011). It consists of 40 expressions-qualities that describe the personality traits of individuals. They are evaluated on an 8-point scale (1—completely inaccurate; 2—very inaccurate; 3—relatively inaccurate; 4—slightly inaccurate; 5—slightly accurate; 6—relatively accurate; 7—very accurate; and 8—completely accurate). The qualities are arranged independently in the questionnaire. They fall within 5 subscales, measuring 5 personality factors (dimensions):

• Extraversion (cheerful, extroverted, alert, enthusiastic, friendly, and sociable).

• Agreeableness (kind-hearted, gentle, sensitive, accommodating, helpful, amiable, compassionate).

• Conscientiousness (conscientious, thorough, orderly, humble, meticulous, reliable, and self-disciplined)

• Neuroticism (tense, restless, unbalanced, worried, oversensitive, nervous, and insecure).

• Openness (unconventional, abstract thinking, probing, calculated, thoughtful, interested, searching, and inventive).

The respondents achieved the highest average score calculated as a simple sum of the questionnaire items in terms of the defined model in the Work-Aimed Bossing with a value of 11.563 ± 0.411; subsequently, in the Communication-Aimed Bossing factor with the achieved value of 9.874 ± 0.349; then in the Psyche-Aimed Bossing factor with an average value of 4.524 ± 0.125. Based on the Skewness and Kurtosis testing, the distribution of the data can be considered normal.

For the purposes of our research, we chose the maximum likelihood (ML) method. Selection of the CFA method was based on the results of available research studies (Rhemtulla et al., 2012; Xia and Yang, 2019), which accept the application of classic cut-off estimators by the ML method even in the case of ordinal variables if they have at least 5 response categories. Then they can be regarded as interval variables.



3.3. Research results

The main objective of the research was to assess the interrelationships between the three extracted factors of the BOSSm18 questionnaire (FACTOR 1 to FACTOR 3) and the five personality dimensions resulting from the B5 questionnaire. The approach analyzes whether the theoretical model (Figure 1) shows the consistency of the data obtained through research.

[image: Figure 1]

FIGURE 1
 The theoretical model of the links between BOSSm18 and B5FACTOR_1 = CAB (BOSSm18), FACTOR_2 = PAB (BOSSm18), FACTOR_3 = WAB (BOSSm18). E, extraversion (B5); P, agreeableness (B5); S, conscientiousness (B5); N, neuroticism (B5); O, openness (B5).


Table 2 points to the fact that the calculated model indicators are within the range of acceptable and perfect indicators. None of these indicators were outside the recommended intervals. It is clear from Table 2 that the recommended indices evaluating the factor model (Figure 1) are acceptable and authorize us to state that the created hypothetical model presents a good degree of agreement with the real data and is applicable in this form.



TABLE 2 CFA fit indices for the whole BOSSm18 model.
[image: Table2]

We noted the existence of links between the factors of the BOSSm18 questionnaire, links between the items of the questionnaire, as well as links between the items of the BOSSm18 questionnaire and B5.

It is clear from Table 3 that the Openness dimension of B5 is not influenced by its items. Table 4 confirms that Openness is not related to any bossing factors. In the table we present the analysis of the dispersion of individual latent variables (Factor 1: Openness) in terms of statistical significance in the model (Figure 1).



TABLE 3 Regression weights and standardized errors of the combined model of BOSSm18 and B5.
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TABLE 4 Analysis of variance of latent extracted variables of the combined model BOSSm18 and B5.
[image: Table4]

Table 4 illustrates that the B5 questionnaire dimension of Openness is not significant at the level of significance α = 0.05. It means that business managers, who assessed themselves as open, manifest less tendency to boss their subordinates. However, it is crucial here to accentuate that there is rather a non-existing relationship between these two variables, rather than an existing negative one. Table 5 analyzes the mutual relationship between the latent variables (Factor 1.. Openness) in the form of correlations. Between the latent variables of the BOSSm18 questionnaire (between themselves), the values of the correlation coefficients are higher than in the other cases. This is due to the consistency of the test itself. The table shows the relationships between the personality dimensions of the B5 questionnaire.



TABLE 5 Links between the latent variables of the combined model of BOSSm18 and B5.
[image: Table5]

Table 5 shows the interrelationships between the three factors of the BOSSm18 questionnaire and the personality dimensions of the B5 questionnaire. No relationship of any latent variable with Openness is significant. Bossing factors are positively related to the Neuroticism dimension, and at the same time Neuroticism does not have a significant relationship with the factor Work-Aimed Bossing (WAB). On the other hand, the other (except for Openness) personality dimensions of the B5 questionnaire are linked to Bossing through negative ties. The friendlier a manager is, the less inclined he or she is to practice or apply bossing in all its dimensions (Factors 1, 2, and 3).

Based on the above analyses, the two formulated research questions have been answered:

1. It is possible to create a combined model of the factors of the BOSSm18 questionnaire and the personality dimensions of the B5 questionnaire.

2. There are certain statistically significant links between the factors of the BOSSm18 questionnaire and the personality dimensions of the B5 questionnaire.



3.4. Common method bias minimization

When analyzing covariance and mean structures, two critically important assumptions associated with structural equation modeling (SEM) are the requirement that the data be continuous and have a multidimensional normal distribution. The requirement of continuity is also met for ordinal variables, if we proceed from the research results of Rhemtulla et al. (2012) and Xia and Yang (2019), which accept the application of classic cut-off estimators by the ML method also in the case of ordinal variables, if they have at least 5 response categories, when they can be thought of as interval variables. These basic assumptions are linked to the theory of large samples in which SEM is incorporated. More precisely, they derive from the approach used in parameter estimation using the SEM methodology. Usually either a maximum likelihood (ML) method or a method based on the theory of generalized least squares (GLS) estimation. The key idea behind the bootstrap technique is that it allows multiple sub-samples to be created from the original database. The importance of this procedure is that one can then examine the parameter distributions with respect to each of these generated samples. These distributions serve as bootstrap sampling distributions, which technically work in the same way as the sampling distribution generally associated with parametric inferential statistics. Unlike traditional statistical methods, the bootstrapping sampling distribution is specific and allows comparison of parametric values of replicate samples that have been drawn (with replacement) from the original sample.

In general, the main advantage of bootstrapping is that it allows the stability of parameter estimates to be assessed and thus estimated with greater precision. Within the more specific context of SEM, the bootstrap procedure provides a mechanism for dealing with situations where statistical assumptions about sample size and multivariate normality may not hold (Yung and Bentler, 1996). Perhaps, the strongest advantage of bootstrapping in SEM is its “automatic” refinement based on standard asymptotic theories so that bootstrapping can be used even for samples with small (but not extremely small) sizes (Yung and Bentler, 1996). However, bootstrapping has its limitations. If a new distribution is generated from the original sample using bootstrap, it is important that the original sample is representative of the population. If this assumption is violated, i.e., the original sample is not representative, the application of the bootstrap procedure will lead to misleading results (Zhu, 1997). Second, Yung and Bentler (1996) noted that for the bootstrap to work under covariance structure analysis, the assumption of independence and equal distribution of unit observations must be met. They argued that such an assumption is necessary for any justification of surrogate sampling from a reproduced bootstrap correlation matrix. Third, the success of bootstrap analysis depends on the degree of consistency that represents the behavior of the statistic of interest when samples are drawn from an empirical distribution and when they are drawn from the original population (Bollen and Stine, 1992).

As part of the analysis, the first step was to select a sample from the original data matrix with the number of Nb1 = 500, using the ML estimator, with estimation of confidence intervals with deviation correction for each parameter with a 90% confidence interval. For this analyzed sample, the bootstrap estimate for the standard error is at the average level of 0.024, but with certain discrepancies between the original and bootstrapped causes, especially for items B5_05, B5_10, B5_15, B5_20, B5_25, B5_30, B5_35, and B5_40. For these items, the standard error difference between the original and the bootstrap sample is 1.557. But even this value does not cause a change in the result and the decision that Openness is significantly influenced by the aforementioned items of the research tool. For a bootstrapped sample with a population of 500, the results indicate that the parameter estimates are more or less identical to the original sample and thus we cannot expect the presence of outliers or their skew. The error estimate of the standard error of the model itself varies for individual parameters of the model in a narrow interval of 0.000 to 0.002, which represents an acceptable level. Finally, the bias values, i.e., the difference between the bootstrap average and the original estimate of the model coefficients varies depending on the error of the standard error of the model in the interval − 0.001 to 0.003 with significantly higher values for the Openness factor, where the value of bias varies in the interval − 0.006 to 0.015. In the second step, the size of the bootstrap sample with Nb2 = 200 was selected. Even with this size of the bootstrap sample, no significant differences in the observed parameters were demonstrated. The standard error ranged for individual items at an average level of 0.025 with a significant difference in the problematic items of the Openness factor with an average value of 1.604. The estimate of the error of the standard error of the model varies in a narrow interval of 0.000 to 0.003 for individual parameters of the model, which represents an acceptable level. Finally, the bias values ranged from −0.003 to 0.005 with significantly higher values for the Openness factor. Based on these results, it is possible to consider the defined research sample as internally consistent without the presence of extreme values, and the results obtained using confirmatory factor analysis as correct.




4. Discussion

In the context of research on undesirable forms of behavior by superiors toward subordinates, it is possible to discuss several concepts, such as downward bullying (Oberhofer, 2018), vertical mobbing (Zikic et al., 2013; Arnejčič, 2016), toxic bossing (Hamilton et al., 2017), and boss syndrome (Emelander, 2011). Oberhofer (2018) states that bossing is a specific term used primarily in some European, German-speaking regions. Arnejčič (2016) categorizes bossing within the so-called vertical mobbing, which occurs when an individual slanders a subordinate employee. Zikic et al. (2013) agree with this theory and argue that vertical mobbing or bossing occurs when a subordinate is mobbed by a supervisor. Hamilton et al. (2017) present the concept of toxic bossing, which they decipher as forms of abusive behavior aimed at subordinates in the workplace. In this context, Emelander (2011) uses the more general term “boss syndrome” if superiors do not know how to treat the most important resource of the company, i.e., people.

Most research relating to the personality contexts of bossing is focused on examining the personality traits of a superior as a subject of undesirable forms of behavior (Camps et al., 2016; Wilson and Nagy, 2017). For instance, Camps et al. (2016) investigated links between the personality traits of supervisors as measured by the Big Five concept and employees’ experiences of supervisory abuse. The authors found out that while agreeableness, extraversion, openness to experience, and neuroticism of the examined supervisors were not significantly related to abusive supervision, supervisor conscientiousness and abusive supervision were revealed to have a significant positive relationship. Less research is focused on the analysis of subordinate personality traits in the context of their perception of undesirable forms of superior behavior (Brees et al., 2016). The authors examined the relationship between the personality traits of employees and their perception of abusive behavior of a superior. They found that subordinates who scored higher in negative affectivity, anger, and hostility perceived the above-mentioned manifestations of superiors.

The presented research was aimed at assessing manifestations of abusive supervision or bossing in the context of personality traits of business managers, i.e., investigating how the tendencies of managers toward these undesirable forms of behavior relate to their personality traits.



5. Limitations and future directions

In the presented article, attention was paid to the issue of links between personality traits and assessing manifestations of bossing. The results of the research confirmed the meaningfulness of considering the links between personality traits and assessing manifestations of bossing by top management. Analysis of the correlations between bossing factors and personality traits determined from the perspective of the Big Five concept confirmed, except for the Openness trait, the existence of statistically significant correlations. The more extraverted, friendly, and conscientious managers are, the less they tend to bully their subordinates. They are less sensitive to the occurrence of manifestations of bossing. On the contrary, it is true for neurotic managers. Openness links did not prove to be statistically significant. At this stage of the research, it is possible to consider the action of situational factors and cultural contexts as a limiting factor.

It is also crucial to point out that at present we are less likely to encounter bossing self-assessment in the literature, or other forms of bullying in the workplace by managers in terms of disposition context and personality traits. This testifies to the fact that managers did not consider undesirable forms of behavior as a tendency, a predisposition to these forms of behavior, but rather described them universally in the context of a given specific situation. We usually encounter research in which subordinates evaluate their superiors in a given context, which was not the goal in the research we presented.

At the same time, it is important to highlight the need to examine the issue of bossing in the context of personality traits on the one hand, and the conditions of occurrence of this behavior on the other. The presented concept of bossing can be considered as a dispositional approach, within which this issue is defined as a personality trait, based on which it is possible to predict the behavior trans-situationally in the sense of the superior vs. subordinate interaction.

In terms of the future directions of the presented research, it is necessary to put an emphasis on prevention. Education in this area should be key. As bossing tends to expand in businesses across the world, it would be appropriate to put periodic training on it. A good system of education, prevention, identification of bossing attributes, transparent criteria, practices, and possibly repression could help to solve this—rather complicated—problem.



6. Conclusion

Manifestations of bossing and mobbing are an important factor in predicting and interpreting people’s behavior in various work contexts. One of the common denominators of these manifestations is declining labor productivity, absenteeism, turnover, declining exposure, and significant economic consequences (Hirigoyen, 2000, etc). At the same time, it is necessary to point out the effect of bossing and mobbing on the psyche of each employee, with consequences also on the physical health of people. When assessing the manifestations of bossing in the behavior of superiors and drawing conclusions, it is necessary to accept a comprehensive approach that includes cultural patterns of behavior, situational conditions of this behavior, as well as personality traits of employees. It is also crucial to draw attention to the subjective perception of these behaviors.

The mentioned approach relates to the holistic concept of defining this issue. From the point of view of this concept, it is necessary to understand the economic, socio-cultural, and personality attributes as one whole, which differs from the summary of the results of the study of the individual elements of bossing. At the same time, this concept helps to define the boundary between bossing and normal, albeit harsh behavior of a superior. Since in every company, employees are used to different standards, it is sometimes very difficult to recognize what is still and what is no longer permissible and falls into manifestations of bossing (Bednař, 2016).
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