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Heidegger intimated that we ARE 
our histories:

Each of us “… is Dasein [there-being] as it 

already was, and it is 'what' it already was. It is 

its past, whether explicitly or not” (p. 41). 
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Automatic, redolent recall of the 

past acts to shape our present 

perceptions and actions through 

neurophysiology:  

“…the conscious emotion may be the result 

of some immediately present stimulus 

triggering long-term explicit memories and 

amygdala activation”  (LeDoux, 2000, p. 176).
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Our research suggests that when 

workplace bullying is part of our 

experience, the impact can be highly 

significant to future perception and 

action:

“No, I will never forget it (the bullying), never ever. 

There is still a large scar left inside me.  I always 

have to carry this scar with me ... and I have never 

managed to understand them (the bullies) 

either….” (Hallberg & Strandmark, 2006, p. 113).

6



Basis in the Work of  Our 

Research Team: 

Not everyone who is targeted by a bully is 

actually victimized

Bullying victims use ‘family’ metaphors to 

describe their bullying experiences
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Purpose of This Study

To quantify nursing faculty 
members’ perceptions of the 
occurrence of ‘family-like’ roles in 
the workplace
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Long-Term Goal

To improve understanding of the 
characteristics, antecedents, and 
outcomes of workplace bullying, toward 
designing improved interventions to 
deter its occurrence
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Research Question 

To what extent do nursing faculty 
members’ family-like experiences 
become apparent in their descriptions of 
workplace interactions?

(Family-like experiences were operationalized 
here through the Family Relationships Index 
(FRI) of the Family Environment Scale (FES) by 
Moos and Moos, 1981, 1986)
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Design

Exploratory factor analysis specific 
to the True/False response structure 
of the FRI (Moos & Moos, 1981, 
1986)

—Part II of an ongoing multiphase 
study
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Methods

First, with permission, we modified 
the FRI as follows:
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1. Family faculty members really help and support one another

2. Family faculty members often keep their feelings to themselves 

3. We fight a lot in our family faculty

4. We often seem to be killing time at home work

5. We say anything we want to around the home work

6. Family faculty members rarely become openly angry 

7. We put a lot of energy into what we do at home work

8. It is hard to ‘blow off steam’ at home work without upsetting 

somebody 

9. Family faculty members sometimes get so angry they throw things 

10. There is a feeling of togetherness in our family faculty

11. We tell each other about our personal problems 

12. Family faculty members hardly ever lose their tempers 

13



Next, following IRB approval and 
using e-mail, we recruited nursing 
faculty members (n=3274):

1 eastern U.S. state

1 midwestern U.S. state
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A total of 292 participants (8%) 
responded.

273 participant records included 
complete data

(at issue—IRB approval at some participant 

agencies; failure of some e-mail systems to 

accommodate bulk e-mails)
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Participant Profile
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Female (94.9%)

East North Central 

(48.5%)

Caucasian (95.2%)

Median age=54 years

Teaching Role (79%)
Adjunct (6.3%)

Instructor (23.9%)

Assistant (34.6%)
Associate (20.2)

Professor (8.5%)

Other (6.6%)

Observed Bullying

Never (4.4%)

Rarely (43.2%)
Monthly (28.4%)

Weekly (16.2%)

Daily (7.7%)

Targeted

Never  (19.7%)

Rarely (53.8%)
Sometimes (18.9%)

Often (5.3%)

Almost always (2.3%)



We analyzed our collected 
data using Categorical 
Principal Components 

Analysis (CATPCA)
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At the item level, participants 
endorsed true/false category 
options for all the items

Two items responses with  
frequency/percentages lower 
than 5%were removed from 
subsequent analyses 



Descriptive Statistics for All 12 Items on 
the FRI
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Item N True (n[%]) False
(n[%])

1. Faculty members really help and support one another. 273 231(84.6) 42(15.4)

2. Faculty members often keep their feelings to 
themselves. (Reversed)

271 136(50.2) 135(49.8)

3. Faculty members fight a lot. (Reversed) 271 218(80.4) 53(19.6)

4. Faculty members often seem to be killing time at work.

(Reversed)

271 235(86.1) 36(13.3)

5. Faculty members say anything they want to at work. 272 58(21.3) 214(78.7)

6. Faculty members rarely become openly angry. 272 196(72.1) 76(27.9)

 7. Faculty members put a lot of energy into what 

we do at work. (REMOVED )

272 262(96.3) 10(3.7)

8. It is hard to ‘blow off steam’ at work without upsetting 

a faculty member. (Reversed)

272 121(44.8) 149(55.2)

 9. Faculty members sometimes get so angry they 

throw things. (Reversed and REMOVED)

271 265(97.8) 6(2.2)

10. There is a feeling of togetherness in our faculty. 270 177(65.6) 93(34.4)

11. Faculty members tell each other about our personal 

problems. 

269 192(71.4) 77(28.6)

12. Faculty members hardly ever lose their tempers. 269 206(76.6) 63(23.4)



Phi correlation coefficients 
demonstrated relationships 

between variables (2 at a 
time), establishing 

appropriateness of conducting 
the CATPCA…
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Phi correlation coefficients
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. Faculty members really help and support one another. -- .012 .259*** .138* -.032 .142* .174** .519*** .098 .254***

2. Faculty members often keep their feelings to themselves. 

-- .013 -.030 .205** -.124* .157* .129* .221*** -.046

3. Faculty members fight a lot. 

-- .191** -.133* .360*** .180** .301*** .010 .319***

4. Faculty members often seem to be killing time at work. 

-- -.193** .228*** .151* .186** -.048 .181**

5. Faculty members say anything they want to at work. 

-- -.242*** .025 .009 .145* -.163**

6. Faculty members rarely become openly angry. 

-- .127* .247*** -.022 .446***

7. It is hard to ‘blow off steam’ at work without upsetting a faculty member.

-- .291*** .141* .128*

8. There is a feeling of togetherness in our faculty. 

-- .306*** .249***

9. Faculty members tell each other about our personal problems. 

-- -.059

10. Faculty members hardly ever lose their tempers. --
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CATPCA Processes:

As T/F items, variables were not linearly 
related

For our dichotomous items, optimal scaling 
was NOMINAL

We conducted two analyses, with 2 and with 3 
components, examining: 

• total percentage of variance and Eigenvalues

• component loadings
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We used a KR-20 to establish 
internal consistency reliability of 

the components
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Indices Two Three

PVAF Total 42.73% 52.28%

Eigenvalue Total 4.273 5.228

Component 1 PVAF 24.61% 21.06%

Component 1 Eigenvalue 2.461 2.106

Component 2 PVAF 18.13% 17.03%

Component 2 Eigenvalue 1.813 1.703

Component 3 PVAF -- 15.09%

Component 3 Eigenvalue -- 1.509



CATPCA Findings:

 The three component model explained just over 
half of the variability on the individual item level. 

 The two component model, explained about 43% 
of the total variance, with 25% and 18% explained 
by the first and second dimensions, respectively. 

 Additionally, all Eigenvalues were greater than 1, 
suggesting reliability of the components.
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The most discernible meaning  
came from the two component 

solution

Only 2 variables loaded on the second 
dimension in the three component model
 Conceptually, 2 variables with high loadings are not 

adequate to form a separate component

 The decrease in total percentage of variance 
accounted for between the 3 and 2 
component solutions was only 9.55%
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The Two Component Solution 
Looked Like This:

Item 1 2

Faculty members rarely become openly angry.
.720 -.100

Faculty members hardly ever lose their tempers.
.673 -.013

Faculty members fight a lot.  REVERSED
.635 .151

Faculty members often seem to be killing time at work.  REVERSED
.504 -.060

Faculty members really help and support one another.
.493 .433

Faculty members tell each other about our personal problems.
-.078 .647

There is a feeling of togetherness in our faculty.
.509 .626

Faculty members often keep their feelings to themselves. REVERSED
-.199 .587

It is hard to ‘blow off steam’ at work without upsetting a faculty member.  

REVERSED
.289 .470

Faculty members say anything they want to at work.
-.449 .462
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We labeled the two components in 
terms suggested by the 

constituent items of each:

Component One: ACTING

(KR-20=.661)

Component Two: EMOTING 

(KR-20=.505)
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Summary

To the investigators, the two components 
made logical sense, in terms of the sorts of 
relationships we have viewed among nursing 
faculty members in our own experiences

The reasonableness of the model suggests a 
measure of fit of study participants’ 
workplace experiences and their perception 
of family-like dynamics occurring there.
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