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The Related Factors to Workplace Bullying in Nursing:
A Systematic Review and Meta-analysis

Kang, Jiyeon, Ph.D., APRN-ACNP, BC' - Lee, Minju, MSN, APN?

'Professor, Department of Nursing, Dong-A University, Busan
*Nurse, Kosin University Gospel Hospital, Busan, Korea

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to review and identify factors relevant to workplace bullying in nursing.
Methods: Twenty-three studies that met the criteria were selected from a sample of twenty-six studies. These ar-
ticles were retrieved from a central literature databases (N=13,241). The total correlational effect size (ESr) for
each related factor was calculated from Fisher’'s Zr. A funnel plot inspection (similar to scatter plot) with a
trim-and-fill method was used to assess the publication bias of the meta-analyzed studies. Results: From the sys-
tematic review, fifty-one factors were identified as having an influencing effect. Fourteen factors (five individual
and nine organizational factors) were eligible for meta-analysis. The individual factors included, self-esteem
(ESr=-.31), psychological capital (ESr=-.26), and marital status (ESr=-.06) which were significantly correlated with
workplace bullying. Organizational factors included, organizational tolerance (ESr=.48), supervisor incivility
(ESr=.47), job stress (ESr=.46), group morale (ESr=-.36), group support (ESr=-.35), supervisor leadership
(ESr=-.35), group identity (ESr=-.33), and structural empowerment (ESr=-.27). These factors were significantly
correlated with workplace bullying. There were no publication biases except for both individual and organizational
factors. Conclusion: Organizational factors have more of an greater impact than individual factors on workplace
bullying. The results of this study support the need for intervention at the organizational level.
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Cochrane MEDLIME EMBASE CIMAHL

181 Web
Of science

KMBase KoreaMed RISS Hand searching

I

37,582 records identified through
Database searching

l

12,436 records after
Duplicates removed

l

‘ 25,146 records screened };

24,535 records excluded by title
542 records excluded by abstract
participants, language, review articles, no full-text

69 full-text articles
assessed of eligibility

44 full-text articles excluded

26 studies included
In qualitative
synthesis

l

23 studies included in
Quantitative synthesis
(meta-analysis)

{ Included ]{ Eligibility }{ Screening }{ Identification ]

- bullying from other profession (n=4)
- no reporting of related factors (n=29)
- duplicate data set (n-1)

- unable to calculate effect size (n=10)

Figure 1. Flow diagram of study screening.
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Table 1. Characteristics of Selected Studies for Systematic Review

Study ID  Country Design Participants Related factors (measurements) Ciopig fqr OUESomEVERELLY  (OFERGy G .
meta-analysis (measurements) Score -analysis
Almost Canada Cross-sectional 277 Core self-evaluation (core self-evaluation - Psychological  Intra-group conflict 18 Y
etal. survey hospital scale) capital (relationship
(2010) (structural nurses Complexity of nursing care (unit - Work demands  conflict
equation technology questionnaire) - Group morality  subscale-revised)
modeling: Interactional justice (interactional justice - Not applicable:
SEM) scale) NA
Unit morale (team performance
effectiveness subscale)
Blackstock Canada Cross-sectional 103 Misuse of organizational -NA Workplace bullying 18 Y
etal. survey hospital processes/ procedures (Hutchinson’s - NA acts (Hutchinson’s
(2014) (web-based) nurses scale) - Organizational ~ scale)
Informal organizational alliances tolerance
(Hutchinson'’s scale) - Group morality
Organizational tolerance and reward of - Group support
bullying (Hutchinson’s scale)
Fairness of interpersonal treatment
(Donovan et al.’s Scale)
Organizational support (Lynch et al.’s
scale)
Budinetal. USA Cross-sectional 1407 Current marital status, rate overall health, - Marital status ~ Verbal abuse (verbal 18 Y
(2013) survey new children < 6 years old, setting, work - Others: NA abuse scale, VAS)
nurses unit, work setting, type of shift, typical
work schedule, overtime work
Choietal.  Korea Cross-sectional 223 Self-esteem - Self esteem Workplace bullying 19 Y
(2013) survey hospital  (self esteem scale) (the negative acts
(correlational) nurses questionnaire
revised, NAQ-R)
Demir etal. Australia Cross-sectional 207 Job demands (Caplan, et al.’s scale) - Work demands 17 Y
(2012) survey nurses & Job control (Karasek's scale) -NA Workplace
midwives Supervisor support (Caplan, etal.’s scale) -NA aggression
Co-worker support (Caplan, et al.’s scale) - Group support - Bullying (Hoel &
Outside work support (Caplan, etal.’s  -NA Cooper’s scale)
scale) - Negative - Violence (Hesketh
Negative affect (The positive and affectivity etal’s scale)
negative affect schedule scale, the
panAS scale)
Giorgi etal. TItaly Cross-sectional 658 Organizational climate: job involvement, -No Workplace bullying 14 N
(2015) survey (SEM)  nurses leadership, communication, team, meta-analysis (NAQ-R)
autonomy (Majer-D’ Amato
organizational questionnaire)
Gender, seniority, office hour, contract
Han et al. Korea Cross-sectional 389 Negative affectivity - Negative Workplace bullying 17 Y
(2013) survey hospital ~ (The PANAS scale) affectivity (NAQ-R)
nurses
Hanetal.  Korea Cross-sectional 364 Leader-member exchange - Supervisor Workplace bullying 16 Y
(2014) survey nurses (Liden & Maslyn’s instrument) leadership (NAQ-R)
Gender, age, experience, salary, prevour - Work demands
turnover, work load - Others: NA
Houshmand Canada Cross-sectional 357 Social support (the number of coworkers - NA Individual bullying 16 Y
etal. survey nurses identified divided by unit size) - Organizational (aggressive
(2012) Unit-level bullying (Averaging across the tolerance experience scale)
individual-level or direct, reports of -NA
employees within each work unit using
hierarchical linear modeling software)
Age, tenure, unit size
Hutchinson Australia Cross-sectional 370 Organizational tolerance and reward -No Bullying behaviors 12 N
etal. survey (SEM)  nurses (Hutchinson et al.’s scale) meta-analysis (Hutchinson et
(2010) Misuse or legitimate authority, processes al.’s scale)
& procedures
(Hutchinson et al.’s scale)
Kim et al. Korea Cross-sectional 415 Empowerment - Structural Workplace incivility =~ 18 Y
(2013) survey hospital ~ (Spreitzer’s scale) empowerment (nursing incivility
nurses scale, NIS)
Laschinger Canada Cross-sectional 612 Structural empowerment (conditions of - Structural Incivility-coworkers 18 Y
etal. survey nurses work effectiveness questionnaire II, empowerment (workplace
(2009) CWEQ-II) - Supervisor incivility scale,
Incivility-supervisor (WIS) incivility WIS)
Laschinger Canada Longitudinal =~ 415 Structural empowerment (CWEQ-II) - Structural Bullying (NAQ-R) 19 Y
etal. survey new empowerment
(2010) nurses

Vol. 28 No. 4, 2016 403



Yx9 - olsiz

Table 1. Characteristics of Selected Studies for Systematic Review (Continued)

Study ID  Country Design Participants Related factors (measurements) Ciopig fqr OUETIAwERELS Ol G .
meta-analysis (measurements) Score -analysis
Laschinger Canada Cross-sectional 165 Areas of worklife (AWS) -NA Bullying (NAQ-R) 20
etal. survey (SEM)  new Psychological capital (psychological - Psychological
(2012) a nurses capital questionnaire, PCQ) capital
Laschinger Canada Cross-sectional 342 Authentic leadership (authentic - Supervisor Bullying (NAQ-R) 18
etal. survey new leadership questionnaire, ALQ) leadership
(2012) b nurses
Lee etal. Korea Cross-sectional 161 Job stress (Korean occupational stress - Job stress Workplace bullying 19
(2013) survey nurses questionnaire short form) - Marital status (NAQ-R)
Age, marital status, position, experience, - Others: NA
hospital type, department, experience
of workplace bullying in total career
Lewisetal. US.A Cross-sectional 659 Manager’s awareness of workplace -NA Workplace incivility 16
(2011) survey nurses incivility (work limitations - Supervisor (nursing incivility
questionnaire) leadership scale, NIS)
Manager’s ability of workplace incivility
(work limitations questionnaire)
Oyeleye US.A Cross-sectional 61 Stress (perceived stress scale 10, PS510) - No Workplace incivility 15
etal. survey hospital ~ Burnout (maslach burnout inventory, meta-analysis (combination and
(2013) (correlational)  nurses MBI) modification of the
Total years of nursing experience uncivil workplace
behaviors
questionnaire and
the workplace
incivility scale)
Parketal.  Korea Cross-sectional 970 Work demands (copenhagen psychosocial - Work demands Workplace violence
(2015) survey hospital questionnaire, COPSOQ II) - Justice: Group (COPSOQ In) 19
nurses Workplace values: trust regarding moralrity
management, mutual trust between - Marital status
employees, justice (COPSOQ II) - Education level
Marital status, education level, years - Others: NA
worked as an RN
Readetal. Canada Cross-sectional 342 Authentic leadership (authentic - Supervisor Bullying (NAQ) 17
(2013) survey new leadership questionnaire) leadership
(secondary nurses Structural empowerment (CWEQ-II) - Structural
analysis) Community (subscale of Areas of empowerment
Worklife Scale, AWS) - Group support
Values congruence (subscale of AWS) - Group identity
Fairness (subscale of AWS) - Group morality
Psychological capital (psychological - Psychological
capital questionnaire) capital
Supervisor incivility (WIS) - Supervisor
incivility
Smalletal. US.A Cross-sectional 2821 Gender, age, position, education, - Gender Disruptive behavior 17
(2015) survey nurses experience - Education level  within the
(web-based) - Others: NA workplace
(developed by th
author)
Smith etal. Canada Cross-sectional 117 Structural empowerment (CWEQ-II) - Structural Workplace incivility 20
(2010) survey new Psychological empowerment empowerment (WIS)
nurses (psychological empowerment - Psychological
questionnaire) empowerment
Topaetal. Spain Cross-sectional 388 Work stress (ERI scale) - Job stress Horizontal mobbing 18
(2013) survey nurses Group support (Social support scale, - Group support  (NAQ)
(correlational) focusing on the work group items) - Group identity
Group identity (Mael and Ashforth’s
scale)
Trepanier =~ Canada Cross-sectional 1179 Gender, job position, job tenure, job - Gender Psychological 18
etal. survey nurses status, working shift, regular hours per - Educationlevel  harassment
(2012) week, overtime, education level, age - Others: NA (NAQ-R)
Yun et al. Korea Cross-sectional 178 Organizational culture, gender, age, - Gender Workplace bullying 20
(2014) survey nurses religion, marital status, total career, - Marital status (NAQ-R)
department, career in present ward, - Education level
education, position - Self-esteem
- Others: NA
Wingetal. Canada Cross-sectional 394 Structural empowerment (CWEQ-II) - Structural Workplace incivility 19
(2015) survey new Supervisor incivility (WIS) empowerment (WIS)
(secondary nurses - Supervisor
analysis) incivility
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7}37]0|Q T 0] 52 A 2 FZ A 0| R] GoK’=97.8%, p <.001)
Agarwgd oz Bt 1 23 a37|= 32 (95%
CI: 0.28~0.35, Z=16.05, p <.001)24] 7+ FE2] 7] 3f
3l ch(Figure 2).

2) 71913 241

E AL ed a01o2 A ASAE, 8, 14
H 2% A, Aoregd, B4R die ek g
AT Ao an=7]E AL | flal] £ o]-&F
AFL Z 4Ho]Y L, A& FAH0|o) X (P=0.0%, p=.545),
Y ETRY 02 BAeST 7|E WS BAE A5t
A%t A F F3+37])+=-.01 (95% CI: -0.05~0.04, Z=0.22,
p=826)0197 EAH 2 folatx] et

l..

e
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Model | Study nams | SubouE Statistios for sach study P Consiation and 5% CI
Corelation | Lower imit | Upper lmit | ZValue P alue -1.00 050 000 0.50 1.00
Almost 2010 Combined 0273 0209 0.335 8033 0.000 —
Blackstock  Combined 0544 0453 0.613 10.8556 0.000 T
Budin 2013 Marital 0.0E4 0.008 oz 2180 0o —0—
Choi 2012 Self-esteem 0330 0273 0.436 E102 0.000 ——
Demir 2012 Combined 0057 -0.022 0.136 1.414 0157 —
Han 2013 Megative 0330 0238 04186 B.736 0.000 —
Han 2014 Combined 02e5 0220 0.333 9.685 0.000 —-+
Houshmand  Organizatio o410 0320 0.433 8196 0.000 —
Kim 2012 Structural 0150 0.055 0.243 2062 0.002 —
Laschiner  Combined 0264 o211 0.316 9452 0.000 —-+
Laschinger  Stuchural 0380 0235 0.453 8120 0.000 ——
Laschinger  Supervisor 0340 0243 043 E.520 0.000 —
Laschinger  Pspchologic 0200 0,049 0.342 2580 0010 —
Lee 2013 Combined n2az 0178 0.330 5179 0.000 —
Lewis 2011 Supervisor 047 0352 0.478 11.373 0.000 —
Park 2015 Combined -0.003 -0.007 0.001 -1.348 017e
Read 2012 Combined 0342 03z 0.323 17.620 0.000 -+
Small 2015 Combined oox 001 0.073 1.443 0149 T
Smith 2010 Combined 0301 0173 0414 4630 0.000 —
Topa 2013 Combined 0374 0323 0.4z22 13.343 0.000 —-
Trepanier  Combined 0.008 -0107 0124 0144 0.886 —
Wing 2015 Combined 037e 0315 0.435 11.086 0.000 —
Yun 2014 Combined 0.0s2 0.024 0.170 2597 0.009 ——
Randarn 0262 0173 0.342 5,938 0.000 —
A. Forest plot of related factors to workplace bullying.
todel Studyname | Subgroup within study Statistics for each study Comelation and 95% CI
Correlation | Lower limit | Upper limit | Z%alue p¥alue -1.00 -0.50 000 050 1.00
Han 2014 Gender 0263 0167 0.354 5222 0.000 —
Trepanier 212 Education level om7 0147 0180 n.z2on ng42 —
Trepanier 2012 Gender 0.005 0.156 0166 0.082 0951 —t
Smal 2015 Education level 0.063 0.on2 0123 2040 n0o41 =
Small 2015 Gender 0013 -0.0e8 0042 0.478 0E3z -+
Yun 2014 Education level 0033 o182 an7 -0.430 067 —H—
Yun 2014 Gender ooz 0.075 0215 0.961 0337 -
Yun 2014 Marital statuis 0124 0021 0.265 1675 0034 ——
Yun 2014 Selb-esteem 0220 007 0356 2068 n.ooz —
Lee 2013 bdarital status 0m3 0141 0166 0165 0863 —
Budin 2013 barital status 0.064 0.00s 01z 2760 0ox +
Faik 2015 Education level 0.034 0.253 ooz 126 0260 —
Pak 2015 barital status 0102 0.267 0063 1163 0243 —
Han 2012 Negative attectivity 03220 0233 0418 BT 0.000 —
Demir 2012 Megative attectivity 0.060 0077 0195 0858 0.3 -+
Chei 2013 Self-esteem 0230 0273 043 E102 0.000 ——
Read 2013 Psychological capital o210 0108 0303 3925 0,000 —
Laschiner 2011 Psychological capital 0.200 0043 0242 2520 oot —
Smith 2013 Psychological capital 030 0126 0.458 N7 0.om —
Almost 2010 Pspchological capital 00 0133 0412 B.208 0.000 —
Randomn 0126 0.063 0187 3942 0.000 —+
B. Forest plot of individual related factors to workplace bullying.
M Subgroup within .
odel | Stuyname S LR Statistics for each study Conslation and 95% C)
Corelation | Lower imit | Upper imit | Z-Value pWalue -1.00 -0.50 0.00 050 1.00
Kim 2013 Stuctural 0150 0.055 0.243 3.068 n.ooz —
Read 2013 Group identity 0.230 0127 03268 432 0.000 ——
Read 2013 Group morality 0.350 0.253 0.440 6.729 0.000 —
Read 2013 Group support 0.440 0350 0522 8.695 0.000 —+
Read 2013 Structural 0.340 0.243 0431 £.520 0.000 —
Read 2013 Supervisor 0.430 0.408 0.567 9.870 0.000 —_
Read 2013 Supervisor 0.350 0.263 0.440 6723 0.000 —
Smith 2010 Structural 0.3m 0.126 0.458 337 0.om —
Laschinger  Structural 01s 0103 0.257 4516 0.000 —
Laschinger  Supervisar 0.344 0272 0412 8.850 0.000 —
Laschinger  Structural 0.380 0295 0.453 a1z0 0.000 ——
wing 2015 Structural 0.250 0,185 0.340 5.080 0.000 ——
Wing 2015 Supervisor 0.430 04n 0.562 10.600 0.000 -
Han 2014 Supervisor 0.200 0.093 0.297 3862 0.000 —
Han 2014 ‘work demands 0.388 0.297 0.473 7723 0.000 —
Laschinger  Supervisar 0.340 0243 043 6.520 0.000 ——
Lewis 2011 Supervisor 047 0.352 0.476 11.373 0.000 —+
Almast 2010 Group marality 0.430 0329 0521 7613 0.000 —
Almost 2010 'Wark demands 0.060 -0.058 0177 0.934 0.320 -+
Demir 2012 Group support 0010 0127 0146 0143 0.886 —t
Demir 2012 “work demands oim -0.036 0.234 1.448 0148 T
Park 2015 Group morality -0.008 -0.014 -0.003 -2.895 0.004
Park 2015 ‘Work demands 0.003 -0.003 0.008 0.985 0.325
Lee 2013 Job stress 0517 0.334 0e22 7193 0.000 ——
Topa 2013 Group identity 0.400 0.313 0.480 8.313 0.000 —
Topa 20123 Group support 0.320 029 0.452 7.850 0.000 —
Topa 2013 Job stress 0.340 0.243 0.425 6343 0.000 —
Blackstock  Group morality 0.560 0411 0.630 6323 0.000 —_1+—
Blackstock  Group support 0510 0.351 0.640 a.627 0.000 e
Blackstock  Qiganizational 0.560 041 0.680 B.328 0.000 -1+
Houshmand Organizational 0.410 0320 0.493 8196 0.000 —+]|
Random 0315 0.279 0.350 16.047 0.000 +

C. Forest plot of organizational related factors to workplace bullying.

Negative correlation=deterrent factor; Positive correlation=acceleration factor.

Figure 2. Forest plot of related factors to workplace bullying.
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ATAH ) B3tE7] S A4S 8 B4 o] §H AT
40, A2 FAH )0 M (P=1.3%, p=386) LY &

©2 BASIYc) 7)1 W4E 1l o2 A stel B4
st A F a337]+= .06 (95% CIL: -0.01~-0.11, Z=2.24, p=
025) 0 2, v 23t A ) B EYL 2 279 A Auw

st o] a ka7 & A4 §laf B4 o o 88 A=
40|31, A2 FHH0|A] ¢kobA] (I’=52.6%, p=.097) A

ANy o BASTt 7| FM4E nstE oz HAsto
B3 A7 2 53+97)=-.01 (95% CI: -0.10~0.08, Z=-0.13,

p=894)2 BA K 02 §ol5kx] stk

RAH 724 o) ANt 2 A4l $13) B4 o]
H AL £ 2Wo|% T, A2 BAH )R] YoH*=90.6%, p=
001) AP Em Y o2 BASGIch RAH e &
#}=327]% .20 (95% CI: -0.07~0.45, Z=1.45, p=.146) 0. 2 EH|
Aoz Golax ekt

AotEZ7ke] ATk S ALY 918 Bajo] o] 48 A

L % 280|903, A2 FAH0]R] oFoHI’=71.0%, p=.063)
Agareyg oz BAsgtt RolEszte] & anar|s
-.31 (95% CI. -0.47~-0.14, Z=-3.41, p=.001) 2 2|2 ] 7] F3
7} 27k3719) 24 AaEA 7E A ek

FRAARY Bh=7) S A4 98] BAld) o] g8
AL % 4Ho] 9T, A2 S H 0|04 (I=0.0%, p=.464) 1L
HaTEgoz Bk AR & aRar|s
-25(95% CI: -0.32~-0.19, Z=-7.66, p <.001)& A&} ] 7| &
7} 570379 B2 437} 9 iTHTable 2).

3) 243 29

2 Aol A HERRA S AP A Q12 F2F ¢
DU E, IR F oy, BE|AFe] FHF, R, A F
2EG A, 229 HAY, 249 =84, 249] 82l &
o AAo|qIt}. F2A AYHES] a1T7| 5 A4
3l B4 of o] 81 A= F 6Hol AL, A2 FHZH o)X ¢
oHI’=74.8%, p=.001) AP &2 o 2 BAalgct 124
ufeHES] & FIT7|= -26 (95% CI: -0.34~-0.19, Z=
-6.29,p<.001) .2 A7 f 2|5 7 77| o 74 o
A7t ATt

Tt e o] antar|E Al4telr| $lal B4 o]
H AT7E 40|93, AR FAZ0IX| Gok(1’=77.9%, p=
004) P a Tty o2 BAsGIH HeAe] e T &
7}37]%=-33 (95% CI: -0.42~-0.24, Z=-6.53, p <.001) 2 2|}

W 5D 719 74 A7 A

Ak R AnT7]E AL 18 2400 ol &
H ATE T3, A2 FHH )] eFoHI*=80.9%, p=
005) A ZIEY o2 BTt B Ae] R3] & &
}37]% 44 (95% CIL: 0.34~0.54, Z=7.43, p <.001)Z 23 U
5T 52719 A7 AT

AR ava7)E A4sl| fla] 4o o8-8 A=
% 47013, A2 FTAH )R] goHI’=95.0%, p <.001) AF
Y o2 FASIGITh R Ee & A= 12 (95%
CI:-0.07~0.30, Z=1.25, p=211) 2 BA| & 0 & §0|5}7] A3Yrt.

AT AEH A0 ANT7)E A4tsl] flsf £ o] 8E
AT 3 28I YL, A2 SR o)X groHI’=81.2%, p=.021)
HEEFOE RS A7 AEH A F BT
42 (95% CI: 0.24~0.58, Z=4.18, p <.001) 2 A3 ] 2| &3]
3719 A AdBEA T Ak
22]9] A9 AaT7)E A4St flaf £ o o] 88
AL 2 2ol L, A2 FAF0]7] ¢FoK’=84.5%, p=.011)
HH ARG ZASTh 229 PA 49 & BIT7]=-32
(95% CI: -0.47~-0.14, Z=-3.48, p <.001)2 2 | ZE37}
2719 BA A7 ik

22]9] =49 auta7]|E A4 flaf 4o o]-8H
AT 3 40|, A2 FEH0]] GoKI*=97.8%, p <.001)
dHERF o= BAsItt 229 =949 § B3]
L34 (95% CI: -0.58~-0.05, Z=-2.29, p=.022) 2 A Y 7§
A} 570379 B2 AaEA 7 A

22]9] g219] & 3T7]E Abst] e 40l o] &€
T % 290]Qa, A2 TR0 oM (1%=67.0%, p=.082) A
HEGRY SR ZAFh 229 8919 F BT = 48
(95% CI: 0.32~0.61, Z=5.32, p <.001) & 2|} 7] B33} 2
3719 A FBTA7E AL

TR AA 9| ZHT7|E ALt e 4ol o] &€ A
T F 490l A 2 58 0] X grokI’=91.9%, p <.001)
dH AR o s ZASIh F7Y XA F aHT7]=
-34 (95% CI: -0.52~-0.13, Z=-3.10, p=.002) 2 2 & 1} 7] §3]
#F7437] 9 74 FuaA 7 AU THTable 2).
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Table 2. Effect Size of Related Factors to Workplace Bullying

Zx|9l - ojulz

Group by Categories EffecTt 95% CIL z P 5 Heterogeneity 5 Analysis
size Tau Q df (p) I? (%) model

Individual Gender 4 -01  -0.05~0.04 -022 826 0.00 213 3(.545) 0.0 Fix
Marital status 4 06  001~011 224 025 0.00 3.04 3(.386) 13 Fix
Education level 4 -01 -0.10~0.08 -0.13 894 0.00 6.33  3(.097) 52.6 Random
Negative affectivity 2 20 -0.07~045 145 146 0.04 10.67 1 (.001) 90.6 Random
Self-esteem 2 -31  -047~-014 -341 .001 0.01 345 1(.063) 71.0 Random
Psychological capital 4 -25  -031~-019 -7.66 <.001 0.00 256 3 (464) 0.0 Fix
Total 20" A3 0.06~0.19 394 <.001 002 11893 19(<.001) 840 Random

Organizational ~ Structural empowerment 6 -26  -034~-019 -629 <.001 0.01 19.87 5 (.001) 748 Random
Supervisor leadership 4 -33  -042~-024 -653 <.001 0.01 13.58 3 (.004) 779 Random
Supervisor incivility 3 44 034~054 743 <.001 0.01 1045 2 (.005) 80.9 Random
Work demands 4 12 -007~030 125 211 0.03 59.56 3(<.001) 95.0 Random
Job stress 2 42 024~058 418 <.001 0.02 533 1(.021) 812 Random
Group identity 2 -32  -047~-014 -348 <.001 0.02 6.47 1(.011) 845 Random
Group morality 4 -34 -058~-0.05 -2.29 .022 010 13728 3(<.001) 97.8 Random
Organizational tolerance 2 48  032~0.61 532 <.001 0.01 3.03 1(.082) 67.0 Random
Group support 4 -34 -052~-013 -3.10 .002  0.05 3692 3(<.001) 919 Random
Total 31t 32 028~0.35 16.05 <.001 0.01 1,34521 30(<.001) 978 Random

k=number of studies; CI=confidence interval; TCorrelation; * Number of effect sizes.

(funnel plot) 2 213} th(Figure 3). 1 AT} AA| G337
o} 258 aolo] REo] $2 Hapol gl A0 Liekgtrh
o]o] Trim-and-Fill 24 & &3] L. 7 & 7@‘} o
028 BIste] 277 A7 ol

slo] o]—‘,{ilﬂ— Trim-and-Fill 4 H-& EJ—]-EU]

A sto] g2 ana7|s=nt AH B2 BT A
BI37)1E Al 6}1 AN BHETI7E FA o2 O R o]

HESAS S 7MA 23t = A9 245 g
o|tH18]. Figure 20| 4] 24 F12hv] = wgto 2 3714
Aol

A &a=7]0f) Lo} A Trim-and-Fill 7] & ©]-8-5}o7 H]
S oz wHsh] sl 1he A7 F7tE e,
A7} F7hE]7) A &A= 26 (95% CL: 0.18~0.34)0]
31, A7t 37bE o] &3] 25 (95% CI: 0.17~0.33)0]
Atk 2214 8219 7 foll= 419 A7 F7HEen, A
7t F7tE)7) A &3T7]E 31 (95% CL: 0.29~0.35)0] 12
A7} 2715 B9 :é:i’lraﬂh 29 (95% CI: 0.26~0.32)0] 1
o} BAS & 1137|7F w4 Anbu] wated 10% o] Ake] Wsks
Hol= Ao gﬂrvaxm U= A2 AFiTH18]. wetbA
# Aol AbEd A A=), HdE 89l 234 8
A9 F BN = 2B HYZTEH FHAF A2 H 4T
Atk
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Figure 3. Funnel plot of selected studies for effect size extraction and imputed to adjust. (Standard Error by Fisher’s Z).
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Appendix 1. Search Formula

Search Query Items found

#1 Search nurse

#2 Search mobbing

#3 Search mistreatment

#4 Search humiliat*

#5 Search threat*

#6 Search abuse

#7 Search violence

#8 Search victim*

#9 Search harass*

#10 Search incivil*

#11 Search bull*

412 Search ((( ((((((bull*) OR incivil*) OR victim*) OR harass*) OR violence) OR abuse) OR
threat*) OR huymiliat*) OR mistreatment) OR mobbing

#13 Search ((( ((((((( (bull*) OR incivil*) OR victim*) OR harass*) OR violence) OR abuse)
OR threat*) OR humiliat*) OR mistreatment) OR mobbing)) AND nurse

#14 Search ((( ((((((((bull*) OR incivil*) OR victim*) OR harass*) OR violence) OR abuse)
OR threat*) OR humiliat*) OR mistreatment) OR mobbing)) AND nurse Filters: Humans
Search ( ((((((((((bull*) OR incivil*) OR victim*) OR harass*) OR violence) OR abuse)

#15 OR threat*) OR humiliat*) OR mistreatment) OR mobbing)) AND nurse Filters: humans;
English; Korean
Search ( ((((((((( (bull*) OR incivil*) OR victim*) OR harass*) OR violence) OR abuse)

#16 OR threat*) OR humiliat*) OR mistreatment) OR mobbing)) AND nurse Filters: Publication

date to 2015/08/31; Humans; English; Korean
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