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— Abstract —

The Reliability and Validity of the Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised (NAQ-R) for
Nursesfor the Assessment of Workplace Bullying

Woong Nam, Ji-Won Kim, Yong-Kyu Kim®, Jung-Wan Koo?, Chung-Yill Park®

Department of Occupational & Environmental Medicine, Yeouido S. Mary's Hospital,
Catholic Industrial Medical Center & The Department of Preventive Medicine,
College of Medicine, The Catholic University of Korea”

Objectives: This study was conducted to assess the reliability, the validity, the psychological charac-
teristics, and the internal structure of the Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised (NAQ-R) for nurses for
the assessment of the workplace bullying.

Methods: A total of 190 female nurses who worked in a university hospital and who had participated
in an annua health surveillance program were recruited into the study. A structured questionnaire was
used to evaluate each participant’s workplace bullying, job stress, and psychosocial wellbeing.
Workplace bullying was assessed using the negative acts questionnaire-revised (NAQ-R), job stress was
assessed using the Korean Occupational Stress Scale-Short Form (KOSS-SF) and psychosocial wellbeing
was assessed using the Psychosocial Wellbeing Index-Short Form (PWI-SF). Resulting answers from the
guestionnaires were analyzed by chi-square, ANOVA, correlation analysis, and factor analysis.

Results: Victims of workplace bullying of nurses in a hospital is 37(19%) based on operational bully-
ing criteria. The Cronbach's alpha for the negative acts questionnaire-revised (NAQ-R) is 0.9260. By
exploratory factor analysis, we conclude that 3 factor are most relevant. Criterion validity was satisfied
with that a negative acts questionnaire-Revised (NAQ-R) resulting in a statistically significant and posi-
tive relationship with PWI-SF , construct validity was satisfied with that NAQ-R has statistically signifi-
cant and high positive correlation with the occupational climate of the KOSS results.

Conclusions: The negative acts questionnaire-revised (NAQ-R) is a reliable and valid tool for the
assessment of workplace bullying in the hospital nurse. By using this tool, we can imply the prevalence
of and the condition of workplace bullying among the nurse.
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Table 1. Mean, standard deviation, final communality estimates and correlation with total scale of NAQ-R items

Variable Mean SD Fina communality estimates Total scaleR
NAQ-R* 1 1.96 0.93 0.38 0.54
NAQ-R 2 1.95 0.98 054 0.70
NAQ-R3 1.69 0.90 0.65 0.64
NAQ-R4 1.82 0.88 0.54 0.60
NAQ-R5 1.68 0.82 0.55 0.63
NAQ-R6 155 0.88 0.64 0.65
NAQ-R7 154 0.87 0.64 0.62
NAQ-R 8 1.88 0.95 054 0.63
NAQ-R9 1.20 0.60 0.39 0.43
NAQ-R 10 114 0.45 0.54 0.43
NAQ-R 11 1.88 0.95 0.61 0.68
NAQ-R 12 151 0.82 0.53 0.66
NAQ-R 13 1.37 0.72 0.72 0.69
NAQ-R 14 1.42 0.65 0.53 0.64
NAQ-R 15 112 0.40 0.56 0.40
NAQ-R 16 145 0.69 0.57 0.56
NAQ-R 17 141 0.66 0.63 0.64
NAQ-R 18 154 0.86 0.39 0.63
NAQ-R 19 1.28 0.65 0.46 0.37
NAQ-R 20 133 0.73 0.55 0.51
NAQ-R 21 2.67 1.29 0.40 0.56
NAQ-R 22 1.07 0.36 0.52 0.34

*: NAQ-R : Negative acts questionnaire-revised.
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Table2. Summary of NAQ-R items and factor loadings for varimax three-factor solution for the NAQ-R

Zt5AlS

il

W et IE

=

ot

Mpspe

R
tu
N
10
m
on
Fn

A3} 2270 o] NAQ-RE elsta A e kgl
U oA 25 S =ETFoln E1%°l NS
| #stel 2 A AN AHES vwshr] 8 o]
NAQ-RE A&t AFata AdeH?. HZo
Aol NAQ-RE ol &3t n=y} 3 ofg v
A4 U A A5 FEES ST,
ae FEA R 7|E SH =T Al BHEE
7F AFE AT A gE ARSlY 7l o] o X
A EHETE AHESH] A48t Al @At
Ao g 71kdor Fh AL &3
o] Atg] #34 wiA A= AL
79 ateldz Aol ARE vwshke e Ta3hH,
SHZT Abgel dojA] 2=} BE=
O AR SHETY UAE FRE Elste A= 9urt

At

N ol
M o= 3~
N

WogE o X
-

jgrlor

i, b

(n=190)

Factor Item number Item wording Factor loading %Explained variance
Person- 2 Being humiliated or ridiculed in connection with your work 0.59 40%
related 5 Spreading of gossip and rumours about you 0.69
bullying 6 Being ignored or excluded 0.71
7 Having insulting or offensive remarks made about your person, 0.76
attitudes or your private life
8 Being shouted at or being the target of spontaneous anger 0.65
11 Repeated reminders of your errors or mistakes 0.76
13 Persistent criticism of your errors or mistakes 0.77
14 Having your opinionsignored 0.46
17 Having allegations made against you 0.66
18 Excessive monitoring of your work 0.48
20 Being the subject of excessive teasing and sarcasm 0.60
Intimidation 9 Intimidating behaviors such as finger-pointing, 0.54 7.6%
related invasion of personal space, shoving, blocking your way
bullying
10 Hints or signals from others that you should quit your job 0.56
15 Practical jokes carried out by people you don’t get along with 0.69

19 Pressure not to claim something to which by right you are entitled 0.65
(e.g. sick leave, holiday entitlement, travel expenses)

22 Threats of violence or physical abuse or actual abuse 0.71
Work-related 1 Someone withholding information which affects your performance  0.55 6.2%
bullying Being ordered to do work below your level of competence 0.74
4 Having key areas of responsibility removed or replaced 0.68
with more trivial or unpleasant tasks
16 Being given tasks with unreasonable deadlines 0.53
21 Being exposed to an unmanageabl e workload 0.57

Total 54%
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Table 3. Confirmatory factor analysis for the NAQ-R according to the number of factor (n=190)
Factor x* df «?/df RMSEA RMR GFI NFI CFI IFI PNFI PCFI
One  676.7¢ 211 321 0.108 0.071 0.750 0.682 0.754 0.757 0.623 0.689
Two  510.5* 209 244 0.087 0.046 0.801 0.760 0.841 0.843 0.688 0.761
Three 460.6* 206 223 0.081 0.039 0.823 0.783 0.866 0.867 0.699 0.772
*: p=0.000

RMSEA is the root-mean-sguare error of approximation, RMR is the root mean square residual, GFI is the goodness of fit index, NFI
is normed fit index, CFl is the comparative fit index, IFl is the incremental fit index, PNFI is parsimony normed fit index, PCFI is

parsimony comparative fit index.

Table 4. Relationship between the sum of bullying score, 7 sub-scales of the Korean Occupational Stress Scale-Short Form (KOSS-

SF) and psychosocial well-being index short form (PWI-SF)

PWI-SF
Normal Intermediate High p

Sum of bullying score 28.25+ 5.47 32.61+9.29 38.54+12.36 0.004**
Job demand 59.37+29.69 69.17+16.63 79.71+17.71 0.0001**
Job control 41.67+13.36 48.97+13.64 52.42+13.64 0.0576
Interpersonal conflict 30.56+16.53 30.78+12.77 37.20+16.81 0.0147*
Job insecurity 35.42+16.52 47.20+21.35 52.42+22.37 0.0626
Organizational injustice 47.92+19.80 50.74+15.69 60.02+17.77 0.0009**
Lack of reward 34.72+11.01 47.20+14.44 58.45+17.43 0.0000**
Occupational climate 32.29+12.15 39.09+15.43 48.43+15.80 0.0001**
Job stress 40.28+ 8.59 4759+ 9.42 55.52+11.29 0.0000**

*:p<0.05,**p<0.001
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Table 5. Means and standard deviations for all scales and pearson product-moment correlations between total NAQ-R ', the three sub-
factors of NAQ-R and measures of PWI-SF (Psychosocial Well-being Index), KOSS-SF

Mean (SD) 1 2

3

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

1. NAQ-R'

2. Person related bullying

3. Work related bullying

4. Intimidation related bullying

34.58(10.82) 1.00
19.11( 7.31) 0.94* 1.00

5. Psychosocia wellbeingindex 23.82( 8.60)
6. Job demand 72.59(18.50)
7. Job control 49.91(13.77)
8. Interpersona conflict 33.09(214.77)
9. Job insecurity 48.59(21.77)
10. Organizationa injustice 53.99(17.18)
11. Lack of reward 50.76(16.65)
12. Occupational climate 42.19(16.14)
13. Job stresstotal score 50.16(10.94)

0.63( 3.26) 0.84* 0.64* 1.00
5.84( 1.76) 0.59* 051* 0.45* 1.00

0.32* 0.39* 0.39*
0.30* 0.36* 0.33*
0.28* 0.35* 0.40*
0.12 0.33* 0.25*

0.32*
0.32*
0.26*
0.24*
1.00

0.30*
0.13

0.21*
0.22*
0.31*
0.42*
0.38*
0.43*

0.35*
0.30*
0.37*
0.15*

0.04 0.16*
0.08 0.15*
0.02 0.15*
0.01 0.20*

0.15*
0.09
0.19*
0.12

0.33*
0.28*
0.35*
0.22*

1.00

0.10

0.14*
0.16*
0.48*
0.33*
0.30*
0.59*

1.00

0.28* 1.00
-0.07 0.25*
0.21* 0.37*
0.30* 0.38*
0.06 0.39*
0.38* 0.58*

1.00

0.35*
0.27*
0.39*
0.56*

1.00

0.58*
0.40*
0.77*

1.00
0.39* 1.00
0.72* 0.65* 1.00

*: Correlations are significant at the .05, : Negative acts questionnaire-revised.
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Table 6. Relationship between NAQ-R, bullying criteria and PWI-SF' N(%)
PWI-SF*
Normal (%) Intermediate(%0) High(%) Total (%)
4quantiles of NAQ-R* Gl 4(6.56%) 44(72.13%) 13(21.31%) 61(100.00%)
G2 2(5.41%) 22(59.46%) 13(35.14%) 37(100.00%)
G3 2(4.44%) 25(55.56%0) 18(40.00%) 45(100.00%)
G4 0(0.00%) 22(46.81%) 25(53.19%) 47(100.00%)
Total 8(4.21%) 113(59.47%) 69(36.32%) 190(100.00%)
Bullying criteriat+ No 7(4.58%) 99(64.71%) 47(30.72%) 153(100.00%)
Yes 1(2.70%) 14(37.84%) 22(59.46%) 37(100.00%)
Total 8(4.21%) 113(59.47%) 69(36.32%) 190(100.00%)

* : Pearson chi2(6)=13.5849, Pr = 0.035, ":Pearson chi2(2)=10.6415, Pr = 0.005, *:Psychosocial well-being index-short form.
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