
 

1 
The European Commission's support for the production of this publication does not constitute an endorsement of the 

contents, which reflect the views only of the authors, and the Commission cannot be held responsible for any use which 
may be made of the information contained therein. 

 

IO1 - Scientific Research, Protocols and needs' 

analysis for anger, violence and stress reduction 

 

Transnational Statistical Analysis for the project  

“A partnership for change: reducing work related 

anger and violent emotions” 

 

 

 Ministry of Internal Affairs (Romania) 

 Border Police (Romania) 

 Rahova Penitentiary (Romania) 

 Phoenix Haga (Norway) 

 Trondheim Kommune (Norway) 

 International Institute of Applied Psychology and Human Sciences (Italy) 

 Universidad of Salamanca 

 Rivensco Consulting Cyprus 

 Zivac Group s.r.l. 

 

 

 

 



 

2 
The European Commission's support for the production of this publication does not constitute an endorsement of the 

contents, which reflect the views only of the authors, and the Commission cannot be held responsible for any use which 
may be made of the information contained therein. 

 

 

 

The sample 

The Standardized Questionnaire about Stress, Anger and Violent Emotions has been 

administered to 846 participants, subdivided per organization as follows 

Table 1. Frequency of subjects per participant organisation 

Group Frequency 

Ministry of Interior 272 

Border Police 386 

Rahova Penitentiary 70 

Phoenix Haga 8 

Trondheim Kommune 9 

IIAPHS 98 

 

Subjects of this study are members of the participant organizations, both from 

management and execution positions, in exception for IIAPHS that collected a sample of 

psychologists, lawyers, law enforcement educators and students. 

The table of frequency per gender shows that there is a prevalence of male respondents to 

this study. 

Table 2. Frequency of subjects per gender 

Gender Frequency 

Male 587 

Female 241 

 

Table 3. Frequency of subjects per age ranges 

Age ranges Frequency 

18-25 35 

26-35 241 

36-45 343 

46-55 174 

56-65 27 

65+ 6 
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Table 4. Frequency of subjects per years of experience  

Experience at current job (years) Frequency 

< 1 year 83 

1-5 years 119 

5-10 years 109 

10-15 years 234 

15-20 years 123 

20-25 years 152 
 

The questionnaire included 190 items  about the following variables: 

 Stress intensity 

 Stress frequency 

 Reactions to Stress 

 Counterproductive Work Behavior 

 Coping Strategies 

 Masks 

 Symptoms 

Reliability measures 

Before to begin transnational comparisons of key variables, we have done a reliability 

check through the calculation of Cronbach’s Alpha. This check showed very high internal 

consistency of all scales. Conventionally, the minimum level for an acceptable Cronbach’s 

Alpha is .70. 

Table 5. Cronbach’s Alpha for the measurement of internal consistency 

Variable Cronbach’s Alpha 

Stress Frequency .95 

Stress Intensity .97 

Symptoms .97 

Reactions .80 
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Masks .89 

CWB .98 

Coping .89 
 

Statistical norms 

After having performed the reliability checks, it has been calculated the statistical norms. 

Considering the high number of subjects, this data can be used norms for comparisons 

with single subjects, especially for the future exploitation of the questionnaire, after the 

project’s lifetime. 

In particular, percentiles can be used to identify subjects characterized by situation at risk. 

Percentiles in fact “subdivide” the population in three big groups: 

 People that scored below the percentile 25 can be interpreted as subjects with low 

level of the target variable 

 People that scored between percentiles 25 and 75 are subjects that scored around 

the medium point 

 People that scored more than the percentile 75 can be defined as subject highly 

characterized by the target variable.  

For example, people that scores more than 74 on the variable  Stress frequency (value 

corresponding to the percentile 75) is a subject at risk because stated much more than 

expected the occurrence of stressful work events. 

Table 6. Statistical norms for the variables analyzed 

  
Stress 

Frequency 
Stress 

intensity Symptoms Reactions Mask CWB Coping 

Mean 62,097 67,943 48,541 56,687 20,941 27,554 23,183 

Standard Deviation. 21,0420 32,8018 18,7402 11,6828 7,7548 8,7224 11,4084 

Percentiles 25 47,000 47,000 37,000 50,000 15,000 29,000 16,000 

50 58,000 66,000 42,000 57,000 19,000 31,000 23,000 

75 74,000 89,000 51,000 64,000 25,000 32,000 28,000 
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Comparisons between genders 

Independent sample T-test has been performed on variables analyzed comparing men 

and women. Results can be summarized as follows 

 

Table 7. T-test comparison on gender 

Variable Mean M Mean F t 

Stress Frequency 60,26 67,02 -4,26* 

Stress Intensity 65,49 75,47 -4,05 

Symptoms 45,44 56,56 -8,01*** 

Reactions 55,67 59,51 -4,35** 

Mask 20,43 22,23 -3,04 

CWB 28,83 24,23 7,04*** 

Coping 21,21 28,36 -8,55 

* (p<.05); ** (p<.01), *** (p<.001) 

The t-test showed the following significant results: 

 Female scored higher level on stress frequency 

 Female stated more symptoms comparing to male 

 Subsequently also behavioral reactions to stress are higher for women 

 Male scored higher level of counterproductive work behaviors (CWB), even if they 

show consistently minor levels of stress measures.  

In the analysis of this data, it should be remembered that research on stress and anxiety 

shows consistently higher levels of these variables on female. There is a consistent 

research that shows that this tendency is transversal. However, most research showed 

also that this result can be associated with cultural stereotype reasons. In this kind of 

researches, it’s difficult to understand if women perceive more stressful or anxious related 

events or if they simply admit more than men.  
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Comparison regarding motivation toward training for managing emotions 

The questionnaire included the following binary question: “Do you think that it would be 

useful / necessary to prepare the staff for the management of negative emotions, tensions, 

anger, stress at work?” 

Most subject answered “Yes” (534 versus the 90 subject who said “no”). This lead us to 

the interpretation of highly motivated sample in terms of personal and emotional 

development, but also give us the chance to analyze differences between people who 

answered “yes” comparing to whom answered “no”. 

This binary variable can called “openness to emotional training”, because tells us who 

think that can increase his quality of emotional management.  

Table 8. T-test comparison on “openness to emotional training” 

Variable Mean Yes Mean No t 

Stress Frequency 63,98 56,72 3,03** 

Stress Intensity 72,25 59,75 3,34*** 

Symptoms 50,06 44,38 2,64** 

Reactions 58,52 51,13 5,97*** 

Mask 21,97 18,69 3,68*** 

CWB 26,59 30,52 -3,86*** 

Coping 25,33 17,83 7,49*** 

* (p<.05); ** (p<.01), *** (p<.001) 

 

 People that showed “openness to the emotional training” consistently shows high 

scores in stress and related variables (stress frequency and intensity, reactions, 

mask, coping and symptoms) 

 This may lead to the interpretation that people showed the openness following also 

a principle of personal need  

 People that showed no openness to the training, however, reported higher 

frequency of counterproductive work behaviors, even if they reported less stress. 

This may lead us to think to a different but present need for training also in this 

second group of participants.  
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Experience at current job 

The variable “experience at current job” is one of our demographic variables. Subject was 

classified into 6 ranges of experience. This variable has been correlated with key variables 

included in this study, in order to analyze possible relations between constructs. 

Correlation founded are scarce and significant because the sample of data is very 

numerous. This increase dramatically the statistical power of tests, but as it can be noticed 

on correlation presented in the table. The weak correlation however shows that experience 

has a little protective power towards the use of “masks” in work context and 

counterproductive behaviors (CWB). 

 

Table 9. Correlations between years of experience and the constructs analyzed. 

Variables Correlations with “experience at current 
job” 

Stress Frequency -0,05 

Stress Intensity 0,03 

Symptoms -0,01 

Reactions -0,05 

Mask -0,09* 

CWB -0,13* 

Coping 0,02 

* (p<.05); ** (p<.01), *** (p<.001) 

 

Comparison between countries 

ANOVA test has been performed on data, grouping subject per country.  

Table 10. ANOVA comparisons per country 

Variable Mean Romania Mean Norway Mean Italy F-test 

Stress Frequency 59,23 68,29 82,30 60,07*** 

Stress Intensity 62,12 104,35 104,83 104,54*** 

Symptoms 44,13 57,52 79,74 252,23*** 

Reactions 56,15 54,58 61,03 7,94*** 

Mask 19,83 25,7 28,36 63,93*** 

CWB 30,63 27,17 24,73 3977,46*** 

Coping 20,32 22,05 44,60 364,61*** 

* (p<.05); ** (p<.01), *** (p<.001) 
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 Italian sample showed consistently higher levels of stress, in fact they scored 

significant higher points on Stress Frequency, Stress Intensity, Symptoms, 

Reactions to stress and coping. 

 It should be considered that context of the questionnaire administration is different. 

In all cases questionnaires was administered anonymously, but in case of Romania 

and Norway the subject target are employees of the organization, people employed 

by the entity who is administering the questionnaire, whereas in Italy the subjects 

was external to the organization. The different type of psychological contract 

between the subject and the administrator may lead to different approaches to the 

questionnaire.  

 The hypothesis of social desirability may be confuted by looking at CWB that is 

higher on the Romanian sample (should be low the level of CWB following self-

impression strategies). 

 The hypothesis of social desirability, moreover, can be confuted considering that 

the questionnaires was completely anonymous. 

 Moreover, the Italian sample, included professions characterized by high level of 

stress like: psychologists, lawyers, health professionals, law professionals and 

educators. Research shows that these profession often shows high levels of stress.  

Comparison between organisations 

Participant organisations included participants from very different contexts. To be more 

specific we performed a second ANOVA analysis to show comparisons between 

organisations. 

Table 11. ANOVA comparisons per organisation 

Variable Ministry 
of 

internal 
affairs 

Border 
Police 

Rahova 
Penitentiary 

Phoenix 
Haga 

Trondheim 
Kommune 

IIAPHS F 

Stress 
Frequency 

55,59 59,23 73,32 75,75 61,67 82,31 35,54*** 

Stress 
Intensity 

50,98 66,15 83,23 111 98,44 104,84 64,65*** 

Symptoms 40,63 44,29 56,84 70 46,44 79,74 127,71*** 
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Reactions 54,96 56,27 60,1 58,87 50,77 61,03 5,86*** 

Mask 19,36 19,44 23,77 29,25 22,56 28,37 31,80*** 

CWB 30,83 30,69 29,53 24,12 29,89 24,73 165,42*** 

Coping 19,63 20,67 21,1 26,62 18 44,60 148,19*** 

* (p<.05); ** (p<.01), *** (p<.001) 

This table shows means of organization in all variables analyzed and shows some internal 

differences.  

 Consistently with previous data, the Italian sample scored higher levels of stress.  

 Comparing Romanian Organisations, seems that the staff of penitentiary Rahova 

shows higher levels of stress (Stress frequency, stress intensity, reactions, 

symptoms, coping) comparing to other Romanian Organisations: the Border Police 

and Ministry of Internal Affairs.  

 Phoenix Haga (Norway) obtained higher measures of stress than Trondheim 

Kommune (stress frequency, Symptoms, stress intensity, reactions, masks, coping, 

but lower CWB. 

 It should be noted that, even if some differences are present in terms of CWB, all 

organization performed low intensity of CWB at general level. The scale range is 

between 16 and 80, and most organizations’ averages are around 30. 

Regression Analysis 

We performed a study of regression analysis in order to understand if stress measures has 

a predictive value on stress outcomes (CWB, Reactions on Stress and Symptoms). 

We selected only behavioral or observable indicator as outcome in order to make as more 

accurate the level of prediction of psychological stress-related variables. 

Generally speaking, the regression analysis showed that stress frequency, more than 

intensity, predicts negative outcomes. Moreover, the use of “masks”, faking a situation, is 

related to negative outcomes. 

Table 12. Regression Analysis of predictive variables on Reactions on stress 

Variable Beta T 

Stress frequency 0,197 4,772*** 

Stress Intensity 0,049 0,187 

Mask 0,317 0,001*** 
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Outcome: Reactions on stress. R2 = 0,235 - * (p<.05); ** (p<.01), *** (p<.001) 

 Stress frequency, more than its intensity is related to negative reactions on stress. 

 The use of “psychological masks” leads to more negative reactions on stress 

Table 13. Regression Analysis of predictive variables on CWB 

Variable Beta T 

Stress frequency -0,084 -2,094* 

Stress Intensity -0,342 -9,514 

Mask -0,203 -5,652*** 

Outcome: Counterproductive Work Behavior. R2 = 0,272 - * (p<.05); ** (p<.01), *** (p<.001) 

 

 Stress frequency, intensity and masks reduce the occurrence of counterproductive 

work behavior. This is unexpected, because usually, stress lead to more 

counterproductive work behavior 

 Methodologically speaking, it should be noted that we measured CWB as a self-

report measures. This may have some implications, because it is always the subject 

itself that decide to disclose or not this information.  

 Moreover, it is possible to hypothesize that our subjects didn’t declared high levels 

of stress, and probably this effect on behaviors is present only in extreme cases.  

 Probably, a second analysis for future research may be to include an external measure of 

of performance, that is a possible mediator of this variable (hypothesis: with moderate 

intensity, stimulation may lead to a better performance and lower CWB). 

 

Variable Beta T 

Stress frequency 0,493 14,823*** 

Stress Intensity -0,001 0,971 

Mask 0,303 10,211*** 

Outcome: Symptoms. R2 = 0,503 - * (p<.05); ** (p<.01), *** (p<.001) 

 

 Again stress frequency and masks as predictor of symptoms.  

 Stress Intensity has no statistical relationship with symptoms. 
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Summary 

 The Standardized Questionnaire about Anger, Stress and Violent Emotions is a 190 

items test validated between comparison and statistics in three countries  Romania, 

Italy and Norway) 

 The Questionnaire has a very high reliability (alpha ranging between .80 and .98) 

 Participant organizations and external organizations can exploit successfully the 

questionnaire for future projects and analyses.  

 Participants showed significant interest on further training on emotion management. 

This questionnaire confirmed that target groups included in this project share similar 

needs. 

 The Questionnaire can be used on single subject analyses, comparing his results 

with national statistical norms in Romania and Italy. 

 Sub-samples gathered in Romania give us also special information on the 

functioning of the questionnaires in Law Enforcement and Military personnel.  

 The subscales of Stress Frequency, Intensity and Psychological Masks has 

predictive power on negative outcomes Reactions on Stress and Symptoms.  

 It is unclear the role of CWB (more present in less stressed personnel). Future 

research using this questionnaire should clarify which is the reason (possible 

importance of performance external measures, or a possible problem of self-

reporting measures for CWB) 

 

 


