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Abstract  This study is to analyze the relationship between Taeoom(workplace bullying) and
organizational performance and to investigate the mediating effects of organizational silence between
the relationship among nurses. In order to test the causal and mediating effects, this study employs the
mediation analyses with regression. The sample is 273 from A university hospital in Seoul. Based on the
results, Taeoom is basically, negatively associated with organizational performance. Acquiescence silence
has played a full mediating role in the relationship between Taeoom and organizational performance.
That is, Taeoom is not directly associated with organizational performance; however, it has a negative
effect on organizational performance through acquiescence silence. Defensive silence plays a partial
mediating role in the interdependence relationship. The implications of this study are that the negative
effects of Taeoom would increase organizational silence and performance directly and indirectly;

therefore, it is necessary to provide institutional prevention of Taeoom.
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Fig. 1. The Research Framework
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Table 1. Characteristics of Subjects (N=273)
Characteristics Categories n %
men 10 3.7
Sex
women 262 96.3
20-29 114 41.8
Age 30-39 80 29.4
(years) 40-49 60 22.1
50¢ 18 6.6
single 161 59.2
Marital Status
a married marriage 1 40.7
1-5 115 423
6-10 56 20.6
Career 11-15 25 9.2
(vears) 16-20 31 1.4
21-25 26 9.6
26¢ 19 7.0
a college diploma 45 16.5
Education bachelor 170 62.5
master 57 21.0
general nurse 259 95.2
Position
a middle—care nurse 13 4.8
Working full-time work 97 35.7
Type shift work 175 64.3
Turnover yes 57 2
Experience no 215 75
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics / Measurement Validity

Mean SD Min Max a
Taeoom
e 28920 | 1.2372 | 1.00 7.00 928
Acquiescence | 5 1529 | 424187 | 1.00 7.00 901
Silence
Defensive | 34335 | 126019 | 100 | 7.00 907
Silence
Organizational | 4 7646 | 105584 | 133 | 700 | .849
Performance

Bf2-0] 739 2.89(SD: 1.32)& Ut} AWk o=
9] 9ol HEHET W2 Aoz A AdA
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Table 3. Regression Analyses testing Mediation
(Acquiescence Silence)
Step 1
Non-Standardized | Standardized ¢
B SE. 5 P
(constant) | 1.515 .159 9.5639 .000
WB 567 .051 565 11.220 .000
*DV: ASMV) R?=.319 F=125236 p <.000
Step 2
(constant) | 5.495 .156 35.231 .000
WB -.257 .050 -.301 -6.177 .000
* DV: OP R?= 090 F = 26.805 p < .000
Step3
(constant) | 5.978 171 34.884 .000
WB -.076 .057 -.089 -1.336 183
AS -318 .067 -374 -5.601 .000
*DV: OP R’=.186 F = 30.545 p € .000
Sobel Test Statistics (2) = -4.986 (p ¢ .000)

Mediation Type = Full Mediation

DV = Dependent Variable, MV = Mediating Variable

WB = Taeoom, Workplace Bullying. AS = Acquiescence Silence
OP = Organizational Performance

All VIF < 2.000
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Table 4. Regression Analyses testing Mediation
(Defensive Silence)
Step 1
Non-Standardized | Standardized t
B SE. 3 P
(constant) | 1.649 156 10.541 .000
WB 619 .050 .603 12.437 .000
*DV: DS(MV) R’ =364 F =154670 p ¢ .000
Step 2
(constant) | 5.495 156 35.231 .000
WB -.257 .050 -.301 -5.177 .000
* DV: OP =090 F=26.805 p<.000
Step3
(constant) | 5.827 182 32.051 .000
WB -.132 061 -.155 -2.164 031
DS -.202 .060 -.242 -3.386 .001
*DV: OP R?=.127 F = 19.653 p < .000

Sobel Test Statistics (Z) = -3.248 (p ¢ .001)

Mediation Type = Partial Mediation

DV = Dependent Variable, MV = Mediating Variable

WB = Taeoom, Workplace Bullying. DS = Defensive Silence
OP = Organizational Performance

All VIF < 2.000
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Fig. 2. Results of Mediation with Regressions
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