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1. L E\‘:L‘—‘}"f%:%
(CCT: Case-control trial)

No.1

Authors Osatuke et al., 2009

Country USA

Aim or To compare the Veterans Health Administration (VHA)

Hypothesis employees' civility ratings before and after their workgroups
participated in CREW.
To evaluate the effects of CREW intervention by contrasting
these results with comparison groups that did not
participate in CREW.

Design CCT (matched comparison groups)

Sample size

CREW-1: n=899, 8 workgroups
CREW-2: n=1295, 38 workgroups

Participants

Nurses, human resource specialists, clerks, secretaries, and
administrative supervisors etc. in the VHA facilities

Intervention

Session

Weekly session for 6 months

Facilitators

Local facility coordinators

Theme

National Center for Organization Development (NCOD)
shared with each site the same educational tool kit*
containing ideas and experiential activities that promote
exploration of CREW components. And its elements were
selected and used at the local facilitators' discretion.

*Appendix A: Items Within the Educational Tool Kit
(pp.404-5)

Follow-up

6 months (post-intervention)

Outcomes

Respect, Civility (Cooperation, Conflict Resolution,
Coworker Personal Interest, Coworker Reliability,
Antidiscrimination, Value Differences, and Supervisor
Diversity Acceptance)

Measures

Civility scale (Meterko et al., 2007 & 2008; Appendix B;
p.406)

Results

There were significant group differences in civility levels
only between intervention sites.
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No.2

Authors Oore et al., 2010

Country Canada

Aim or Hypothesis 1: Before an intervention to improve civility,

Hypothesis incivility experienced in one s work group will exacerbate
the impact of the stressors on mental and physical health
outcomes.
Hypothesis 2: Six months after initiating a civility
intervention, workers in intervention units will demonstrate
an attenuated stressor-strain relationship compared with
workers in comparison units.

Design CCT (waitinglist conparison groups)

Sample size

Time 1: n=478 in 17 units,
Time 2: n=371
(This study used data taken from Leiter et al. 2009 (*a) )

Participants Health professionals (nurses, clerks, physicians etc.) in 5
hospital systems*
*Many patient care units (52.9% registered nurses (RNs),
7.9% ward/unit clerks, 5.9% physicians, 5.2% licensed
practical nurses, 3.6% registered practical nurses); 2% or
less each of 21 other occupational groups.
Intervention | Session 6 months
Facilitators | Trained facilitators
Theme Facilitators chose appropriate activities from a CREW
Toolkit to address issues particular to each unit.
Follow-up 6 months (post-intervention)
Outcomes (1) Coworker/ supervisor incivility
(2) Workload
(3) Job comtrol
(4) Respect
(5) Mental health symptoms
(6) Physical health symptoms (i.e. back strain, headaches
and sleep problems)
Measures (1) Civility scale
(2, 3) Areas of Worklife Scale (AWS; Leiter & Maslach, 2006)
(4) 3-item scale (based on Siegrist et al. 2004)
(5) 5-item mental health inventory (MHI-5; Berwick et al.,
1991; Rumpf et al., 2001)
(6) 6-item general health index
Results (1) Pre-intervention, individuals reporting more incivility on

their unit showed a stronger stressor-strain relationship.
(2)The negative relationship between work overload and
mental health was mitigated among intervention group.

73




No.3

Authors

Leiter et al., 2011

Country

Canada

Aim or
Hypothesis

Compared with participants in the contrast group,
participants in units who have completed the CREW
training program will report...

*Hypothesis 1: greater increases in civility within their unit,
decreases in incivility from their supervisor and coworkers,
and decreases in instigated incivility G.e., from self).

+ Hypothesis 2: greater reductions in emotional exhaustion,
cynicism, and turnover intentions.

+ Hypothesis 3: greater increases in professional efficacy,
organizational commitment, and job satisfaction.

- Hypothesis 4: greater improvements in their trust in
management.

* Hypothesis 5: a greater decrease in missed days from work.

- Hypothesis 6: Changes in civility will mediate the
relationship of the intervention with organizational
attitudes and outcomes.

Design

CCT

Sample size

Time 1: n=1173, 41 units (=262 in the intervention units;
n=911 in the contrast units)

Time 2: n=907 (n=181 in the intervention units; n=726 in
the contrast units)

Participants Health care workers* in 3 district health authorities and 2
hospitals
*Registered nurses (RNs; 51.7%), registered psychiatric
nurses (RPNs; 6.3%), ward clerks (4.4%), physicians (3.9%)
and licensed practical nurses (LPNs; 3.6%).
Intervention | Segsion Weekly session for 6 months
Facilitators | Trained facilitators
Theme Facilitators used a CREW Toolkit, which contained 40
exercises and discussion topics and included descriptions of
specific activities focused on 1improving colleague
relationships.
The facilitator may introduce specific conversational topics
(e.g., “How do we show respect to one another here?” or
“How do we show disrespect to one another here?” ).
Follow-up 12 months
Outcomes (1) Manipulation check

(2) Coworker/supervisor civility

(3) Experienced incivility (supervisor and coworker)
(4) Instigated incivility

(5) Respect

(6) Trust in management

(7) Burnout

(8) Turnover intentions

(9) Professional efficacy

(10) Organizational commitment
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(11) Job satisfaction
(12) Absenteeism

Measures

(1) a 6-point scale of “familiarity with CREW”

(2) CREW Civility Scale

(3) 10-item Workplace Incivility Scale (Cortina et al., 2001)

(4) Instigated workplace civility (Blau & Andersson, 2005)

(5) Esteem Reward section of the Effort-Reward Imbalance
Questionnaire (Siegrist et al., 2004)

(6) Trust in Management subscale of the Interpersonal Trust
at Work Scale (Cook & Wall, 1980)

(7) Emotional Exhaustion and Cynicism subscales of the
Maslach Burnout Inventory-General Survey (MBI-GS;
Maslach et al., 1996; Schaufeli at al., 1996)

(8) 3 items modified from the Turnover Intentions measure
(Kelloway et al., 1999)

(9) Professional Efficacy scale of the MBI-GS (Schaufeli et

al., 1996)

(10) 2 items from the Affective Commitment Scale (Allen &
Meyer, 1990)

(11) 5 questions created using conceptual information from
previous scales (Hackman & Oldham, 1975; Tsui, Egan &
O'Reilly, 1992)

(12) a single item: “In the past month, on how many

occasions have you missed work due to illness or
disability?”

Results

Among CREW intervention units, there were meaningful
improvements in health care workers' reports of unit civility,
respect, management trust, burnout, job satisfaction, and
absenteeism after 6 months of the intervention.
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No.4

Authors

Leiter et al., 2012

Country

Canada

Aim or
Hypothesis

Hypothesis: Compared with participants in the contrast
group, participants in units who have completed the CREW
training program will report greater increases in the
following constructs within their unit when examining the
three assessments (preintervention, postintervention (12
months later), and 1-year follow-up (24 months later)):

(a) Civility; (b) Experienced Coworker Incivility; (c)
Experienced Supervisor Incivility; (d) Instigated Incivility;
(e) Distress; (f) Job Attitudes; and (g) Absences.

Design

CCT (matched comparison groups)

Sample size

Time 1: n=957 (n=262 in the intervention units; n=695 in
the contrast units)
Time 2: n=680 (n=181 in the intervention units; n=499 in
the contrast units)
Time 3: n=643 (n=196 in the intervention units; n=447 in
the contrast units)

Participants

Health care workers* in 3 district health authorities and 2
hospitals

*RNs (53.9%), RPNs (6.5%), physicians (4.4%), ward clerks
(4.4%), and unit clerks (2.7%).

Intervention | Segsion

6 months

Facilitators

(No information)

Theme

(No information)

Follow-up

12 months, 24 months

Outcomes

(1) Civility & respect

(2) Incivility (supervisor and colleagues)

(3) Distress

(4) Attitudes

(5) Physical symptoms of stress (back strain, headaches,
repetitive strain injuries, gastro-intestinal discomfort,

sleep disturbances)
(6) Control

Measures

(1) CREW Civility scale and Esteem Reward section of the
Effort-Reward Imbalance Questionnaire (Siegrist et al.,
2004)

(2) Workplace Incivility Scale (Cortina et al., 2001)

(3) Maslach Burnout Inventory-General Scale (MBI-GS;
Maslach et al., 1996; Schaufeli et al.,1996), turnover
intentions (Kelloway et al., 1999), and physical symptoms
of stress (Leiter, 2005)

(4) Trust (Cook & Wall, 1980), organizational commitment
(Allen & Meyer, 1990), job satisfaction (Hackman &
Oldham, 1975), and professional efficacy from the MBI-GS

(5) a subscale of the Personal Risk Scale (Leiter, 2005)

(6) Areas of Worklife Scale (AWS; Leiter & Maslach, 2004)
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Results

Workplace civility, experienced supervisor incivility, and
distress continued to improve after the end of the
intervention.

Work attitudes sustained their gains during intervention
but did not continue to improve.

Absences returned to the preintervention level at follow-up.

No.5
Authors Laschinger et al., 2012
Country Canada
Aim or Hypothesis: Compared with nurses who did not participate
Hypothesis in the intervention, nurses on units who participated in the
workplace intervention (CREW) would report...
(a) greater improvements in structural empowerment,
(b) greater decreases of supervisor and coworker incivility,
(c) greater increases in trust in management following the
intervention.
Design CCT
Sample size Time 1: n=755,
Time 2: n=573
Participants Registered nurses working in 41 units across 5 hospitals
(cf. Before the intervention, they displayed posters to
promote participation in the project on the intervention
units and included a brief article describing the project in
the hospital newsletter following the Time 1 survey.)
Intervention | Sessjon Weekly session for 6 months
Facilitators | Trained facilitators
Theme Each intervention unit was provided with the basic material
of the CREW process.
Intervention wunits identified their own civility and
relationship goals and agendas for improving these working
relationships in the CREW sessions and worked together to
identify the process to reach those goals (see examples in
Table 2, pp.320).
Although units chose their own process, there were several
key elements that were common to all units (e.g., regular
meetings to improve unit working relationships and
respectful interactions and behaviors).
All of the intervention units began the process with a
kick-off event attended by staff and management and ended
with a celebration event following the Time 2 survey.
Follow-up 6 months (post-intervention)
Outcomes (1) Structural Empowerment

(2) Workplace Incivility
(3) Trust in Management

7




Measures

(1) 4 subscales of the Conditions for Work Effectiveness
Questionnaire-II (Laschinger et al., 2001)

(2) 5 items from the Workplace Incivility Scale (e.g., paid
little attention to your statement or showed little interest
in your opinion; Cortina et al., 2001)

(3) 6 items from Interpersonal Trust at Work Scale (e.g., My
work group supervisor is sincere in his/her attempts to
meet the workers’ point of view; Cook & Wall, 1980).

Results

A significant interaction of time by intervention was found
for the access to support and resources empowerment
structures, total empowerment, supervisor incivility, and
trust in management.

No.6

Authors

Sawada et al., submitted

Country

Japan

Aim or
Hypothesis

The aim of this study was to observe effects of CREW
program on social climate and work engagement in
psychiatric ward at a Japanese university teaching hospital.

Design

Pre-posttest design

Sample size

n=77, in 2 units

Participants Health professionals*®
*Nurses (46.8%), medical doctors (27.7%), and others
(21.3%; e.g., psychiatric social workers, occupational
therapists, clinical psychologists, pharmacist, nursing
assistants, medical clerk, and cleaning staff).
Intervention . For 6 months, 18 sessions (3 sessions a month) were held in
Session . : .
each unit. For about 30 minutes per session.
Facilitators | Trained nurses
Theme In each session, the CREW toolkit (e.g., “How do we show
respect to one another here?” ) and original content (e.g.,
“My recommended place” and “What I want to do this
winter?” ) were used.
In addition, original exercise sheets were adapted to some of
the challenges being faced in each unit (e.g., “What kind of
ward climate safety management?” and “How would you
like the conference in our unit to be like?” ).
Follow-up 6 months, 7 months (1 month later from post-intervention)
Outcomes (1) Social climate
(2) Civility
(3) Work Engagement
Measures (1) the Essen Climate Evaluation Schema (EssenCES)
(2) the Japanese version of CREW Civility Scale
(3) the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES)
Results There were no significant differences in each variable.

Small effect was observed in EssenCES from baseline to
post-program. (Detailed results cannot be reported at this
stage because the manuscript is under review).
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