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Introduction 
The current intellectual output presents the method followed for the development of an 

innovative occupational stress diagnosis tool. Additionally, it reports the piloting process 

followed in the partner countries and provides the results from the statistical analysis and 

quantitative and qualitative feedback from the participants. In addition, a second study 

(validation) is presented, and results are presented and discussed. 

Following the literature review done in LEADCOR’s IO1, the current output starts with a 

clarification of the definitions of burnout, citing the relevant existing measures that were 

considered along the process. The authors then present the items developed for the tool, 

differentiating the two versions that were developed. After, measures, procedures and 

participants are described, and statistical results for the items are presented. Then, 

following the piloting results, the validation study is presented, including its measures 

and procedures. Participants of the study are described, and the dimensionality of the 

measure is explored. The reliability results of the measure are presented, followed by 

the analysis of the convergent and discriminant validity. A comparison between countries 

is presented, exploring the differences between staff stress / burnout levels in the partner 

countries. Lastly, the results are discussed, and guidelines for further stages of 

implementation are provided. 
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Chapter I. Occupational Stress and Burnout 
Assessment Tool Development 
 

Following the work developed during IO1 and understanding what is similar and what 

differentiates stress and burnout, the current output presents the development of a 

stress/burnout assessment tool. Considering the foreseen diagnostic aim of the 

assessment tool, the authors choose to develop a burnout assessment tool. While stress 

represents a physiological and/or psychological response when internal resources do 

not match external demands, burnout is considered a disease. According to the 

international classification of diseases (World Health Organization, 2020): 

“Burnout is a syndrome conceptualized as resulting from chronic workplace stress that has not 

been successfully managed. It is characterised by three dimensions: 1) feelings of energy 

depletion or exhaustion; 2) increased mental distance from one’s job, or feelings of negativism 

or cynicism related to one's job; and 3) a sense of ineffectiveness and lack of accomplishment. 

Burn-out refers specifically to phenomena in the occupational context and should not be applied 

to describe experiences in other areas of life.” (WHO, 2020, QD85 Burnout section). 

 

This definition adopts the three components of the Maslach Burnout Inventory: (1) 

exhaustion, the depletion of one’s mental resources at work; (2) cynicism, a distant 

attitude toward the job; and (3) reduced professional efficacy, a lack of achievement and 

productivity at work. 

 

(Schaufeli et al., 2020) criticise the ambivalent nature of the ICD definition. On the one 

hand, being listed in ICD implies that burnout is a disease (that can/should be 

diagnosed); on the other hand, the definition refers to burnout as a phenomenon and not 

explicitly to as a disease.  

Trying to overcome these limitations, (Schaufeli et al., 2020) defined burnout as: 

“a work-related state of exhaustion that occurs among employees, which is 

characterized by extreme tiredness, reduced ability to regulate cognitive and emotional 

processes, and mental distancing. These four core dimensions of burnout are 

accompanied by depressed mood as well as by non-specific psychological and 

psychosomatic complaints” (p. 4). 
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The authors consider that burnout comprises four core dimensions (exhaustion; mental 

distance; emotional impairment; and cognitive impairment) and three secondary 

symptoms (depressed mood; psychological distress; and psychosomatic complaints). 

In the current work, before starting the development of the items, several available tools 

were thoroughly analysed, namely: 

• Job stress tools such as Cullen et al.'s (1985) items, frequently used with prison 

staff, the Health Safety Executive (Akbari et al., 2017) and the Work Stress Scale 

for Correctional Officers (Senol-Durak et al., 2006), the only tool developed 

specifically for prison officers; 

• Burnout assessment tools such as the Burnout Assessment Tool (BAT; Schaufeli 

et al., 2020), the Short Burnout Questionnaire (Jiménez et al., 1997), the Shirom-

Melamed Burnout Measure (cf., Shirom & Melamed, 2006), the Copenhagen 

Burnout Inventory (Kristensen et al., 2005), the Oldenburg Burnout Inventory 

(Demerouti et al., 2001) as well as the several versions of the Maslach Burnout 

Inventory (Maslach et al., 1996) were thoroughly reviewed by the authors. 

The analysis of the mentioned assessment instruments revealed that there are no 

specific tools to diagnose stress / burnout among prison staff despite the several options 

available. That is, the specificities of working in prison, known as a stressful workplace, 

are not considered in the existing measures. Therefore, by developing this tool, we 

contribute to bridging this research gap in the field of occupational health.  

 

Assessment tool development 

A total of 28 items were developed by the UBI/BSAFE Lab project team. After meeting 

with the partners, the idea of creating two versions of the assessment tool became clear. 

That is, considering that the frequency of contact with inmates can vary between different 

professionals working in prison, a version for professionals with a high frequency of 

contact and a version to other professionals, whose contact with inmates is less frequent, 

were developed. Different versions were automatically assigned to participants in the EU 

Survey platform according to their role in prisons. Prison and probation officers, prison 

officers (chief/sergeant) and criminal justice social workers answered the v1 (high 

contact with inmates). On the other hand, the Prison 

warden/governor/superintendent/director, psychologists, nurses, medical doctors, and 

prison educators answered the v2 (low contact with inmates). 
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After developing the items and both versions, UBI/BSAFE lab team shared with the 

project partners the items for revision. Minor changes were made, and the final wording 

of the items ready for translation was reached. Both versions are displayed in Table 1. 

Table 1 - Items to assess Prison Staff Stress and Burnout 

E
x
p

e
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t

e
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d

im
e

n
s
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n
 Item 

No. 
Items (v1) – high contact with 

inmates 
Items (v2) – low contact with inmates 

E
x
h

a
u

s
ti

o
n

 

1 When I finish my regular working 
day, I feel physically worn-out. 

When I finish my regular working day, I feel 
physically worn-out. 

2 At the end of a working day I feel 
emotionally exhausted. 

At the end of a working day I feel 
emotionally exhausted. 

3 When I wake up, it is hard to find 
the energy to go to work. 

When I wake up, it is hard to find the 
energy to go to work. 

4 My work shifts/working day feel 
endless. 

My work shifts/working day feel endless. 

5 I look forward to another working 
journey. 

I look forward to another working journey. 

6 At the beginning of a working day 
I feel energized and fresh. 

At the beginning of a working day I feel 
energized and fresh. 

M
e

n
ta

l 
D

is
ta

n
c

e
 

7 I am enthusiastic about working in 
prison. 

I am enthusiastic about working in prison. 

8 Thinking about my job makes me 
feel unwell. 

Thinking about my job makes me feel 
unwell. 

9 I’m interested in my job. I’m interested in my job. 

10 I still find my work exciting. I still find my work exciting. 

11 I enjoy the challenges of working 
with inmates. 

I enjoy the challenges of working in prisons. 

12 Working with inmates is 
rewarding. 

Working in prisons is rewarding. 

13 I think my work has a virtuous 
purpose. 

I think my work has a virtuous purpose. 

14 I make an important contribution 
to the prison where I work. (R) 

I make an important contribution to the 
prison where I work. 

15 Through my work, I give a 
contribution to a greater good. 

Through my work, I give a contribution to a 
greater good. 

C
y

n
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m
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e

p
e
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n
a
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s
a
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o
n

 16 Working with inmates is 
frustrating. 

Working in prisons is frustrating. 

17 I treat every inmate equally, 
independently of their needs. 

I treat every colleague equally. 

18 I try to keep an emotionless 
relationship with inmates. 

I try to keep an emotionless relationship 
with co-workers. 

19 I’m sensitive to the needs of 
inmates. 

I’m sensitive to the needs of co-workers. 

20 Inmates’ demands are difficult to 
fulfil. 

My co-workers’ demands are difficult to 
fulfil. 

21 I disregard inmates’ requests. I disregard co-workers’ requests. 

E
m

o
ti

o
n

a
l 
Im

p
a
ir

m
e
n

t 

22 Inmates’ behaviour irritates me. Co-workers’ behaviour irritates me. 

23 I have found it difficult to remain 
calm at work. 

I have found it difficult to remain calm at 
work. 

24 I feel angry at work. I feel angry at work. 

25 I struggle to control my emotions 
at work, when dealing with 
inmates. 

I struggle to control my emotions at work, 
when dealing with inmates. 

26 I struggle to control my emotions 
at work, when dealing with 
colleagues. 

I struggle to control my emotions at work, 
when dealing with colleagues. 

27 I think I would lose control if 
something did not go my way. 

I think I would lose control if something did 
not go my way. 
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28 I recognize myself in the way I 
react at work. 

I recognize myself in the way I react at 
work. 

Note: Grey cells highlight the items with different wordings. 

 

As can be seen, phrasing for the two versions only differs in the items that are specific 

to the prison reality, meaning that the more generic items apply to all professional groups. 

The differences in items’ wording are noticeable in the (expected) 

cynicism/depersonalisation dimension since it depends on the human service 

characteristics of the function. Also displayed in Table 1 are the foreseen dimensions to 

which items were initially assigned based on the literature review and the authors 

understanding of the dimensions. These dimensions are aligned with current definitions 

of burnout and the authors understanding of this disease. Therefore, we expect this 

stress/burnout tool to capture the following dimensions: 

1) Exhaustion: refers to work-related physical and emotional exhaustion, lack of 

energy and will; 

2) Mental distance: refers to the lack of enthusiasm and excitement with ones’ job, 

seeing no purpose and reward in work; 

3) Cynicism/Depersonalisation: items in this dimension try to capture feelings of 

alienation, lack of emotion and sensitiveness in relationships with others 

(inmates/co-workers); 

4) Emotional impairment: refers to difficulties in anger management and general 

difficulties in controlling ones’ emotions at work. 

Together, these dimensions are expected to capture stress and burnout levels of prison 

staff. Lower burnout levels will be manifested by low exhaustion, mental distance, 

cynicism and emotional impairment. On the other hand, when exhaustion, mental 

distance, cynicism and emotional impairment reach high levels, workers might be more 

stressed or even experiencing burnout. 
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Chapter II. Occupational Stress Diagnosis 
Assessment Tool Piloting and Fine-Tuning 

Method 
 

Translation of the tool and data collection procedures 

One of the biggest challenges in developing the tool was to accommodate the different 

realities in the partners’ countries, specifically in terms of cultural adaptation of the tool. 

The leading partner, UBI/BSAFE Lab, shared guidelines for the adaptation of the items 

(cf., Beaton et al., 2000; Gjersing et al., 2010), originally developed in English, and 

partners started the translation process to 5 languages (Portuguese, French, Dutch, 

German and Romanian). Some challenges during the process included the translation 

of sociodemographic items and the lack of a common carer structure for different profiles 

of prison staff. However, with bilateral meetings and adaptation to the option being 

presented to the participants, these differences were mitigated. After the translation 

process was finished, the research team uploaded the translated versions on EU Survey, 

and partners sent the invitations to potential participants.  

Data collection for the piloting of the tool was initiated in April and finished in July 2021. 

Invitations were sent by DGRSP / SNCGP (PT), FPS Justice (BE), Bremen MoJ (DE), 

and SNPP / Baia Mare Prison (RO). At this stage, since we were looking for feedback to 

fine-tune the tool, a low number of participants were invited, and these partners were in 

a better position to invite participants for a controlled data collection.  

 

Measures 

The online survey started with an informative page stating the data collection goals and 

with informed consent that participants accepted to proceed to the survey.  

The next section included a sociodemographic questionnaire, collecting data about 

participants’ age, gender, the country where they work, education level, prison type, 

years of working experience and role in the prison system. Then, according to their role 

in prison, participants were directed to one of the two versions of the survey. After 

providing their answers to the 28 items, participants moved to the final section of the 

questionnaire with three items to collect feedback (2 regarding the items and one about 
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the potential impact COVID-19 may have on the answers provided). All items required a 

mandatory answer, apart from the demographic questions regarding age and gender. 

  

Statistical Procedures 

Data were exported from the EU Survey platform and coded in Excel. After that, data 

were transferred to IBM SPSS Statistics 27, where the scores of the reversed items were 

reversed, and descriptive statistics and comparisons between means were performed. 

 

Participants in the pilot study 

A total of 146 participants answered the survey (97 to v1 and 49 to v2). Table 2 presents 

the descriptive statistics and frequencies of the sample. As can be seen, 60% of 

participants are male, and 57.6% have a bachelor/master/doctoral degree or equivalent 

higher education degree. 

 

Table 2 – Descriptive statistics of participants’ sociodemographic data 

 Mean SD 

Age (Years) 41.65 8.08 

Working Experience (years) 15.49 8.14 

 n % 

Gender   

Male 87 60 

Female 58 40 

Country   

Portugal 42 28.8 

Belgium 31 21.2 

Germany 22 15.1 

Romania 51 34.9 

Educational attainment   

Lower secondary education (typical duration is 3 years) / 9 years 11 7.5 

Upper secondary education (Typical duration is 3 years) / 12 years 34 23.3 

Post-secondary non-tertiary education (e.g., vocational education) 13 8.9 
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Short-cycle tertiary education (min. 2 years) 4 2.7 

Bachelor’s or equivalent level (3-4 years full-time study) 41 28.1 

Master’s or equivalent level 42 28.8 

Doctoral or equivalent level 1 .7 

 

In what concerns their workplace, participants work in adult male prisons (n = 113; 

77.4%), juvenile male prison/detention centres (n = 8; 5.5%) in prison hospitals (n = 6; 

4.1%) and adult male/female prisons (n = 6; 4.1%). The remaining of the respondents 

work in diverse prison settings such as female adult prison/juvenile detention centres, 

adult male/female prison with juvenile detention centres, and adult male/female prison 

with prison hospital. Regarding their role in prison, participants were mostly prison 

officers (n = 66; 45.2%), chief/sergeant correctional officer (n = 16; 11%), criminal justice 

social workers (n = 14; 9.6%), prison warden/governors (n = 12; 8.2%) and psychologists 

(n = 12; 8.2%). Other roles include prison educators, nurses, and probation officers.  

 

Piloting Results 

Tables 3 and 4 show the mean, standard deviation and kurtosis and skewness values 

for the 28 items, split by versions 1 and 2. As can be seen, with the exception of items 9 

(“I’m interested in my job”), 17 (“I treat every inmate equally, independently of their 

needs”), 21 (“I disregard inmates’ requests”), and 27 (“I think I would lose control if 

something did not go my way”), all kurtosis and skewness values are within the 

acceptable ±2 range (George & Mallery, 2019). 
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Table 3 - Dispersion, Skewness and Kurtosis of Items 1-14 

 
Item 

1 

Item 

2 

Item 

3 

Item 

4 
Item 5 Item 6 

Item 

7 

Item 

8 

Item 

9 

Item 

10 

Item 

11 

Item 

12 

Item 

13 

Item 

14 

V1 

n= 97 

M 3.10 2.84 2.59 2.39 3.16 2.55 2.60 2.21 1.78 2.15 2.14 2.90 2.28 1.90 

S.D. .930 1.067 .933 1.046 1.179 .878 1.222 1.127 1.023 1.219 1.031 1.123 1.223 .770 

Kurtosis .024 -.569 -.535 -.606 -1.051 -.264 -.600 -.514 -.009 -.581 -.129 -.543 -.292 .083 

S.E. .485 .485 .485 .485 .485 .485 .485 .485 .485 .485 .485 .485 .485 .485 

Skewness -.368 -.030 .054 .377 .101 .185 .537 .608 1.105 .754 .695 .207 .810 .599 

S.E. .245 .245 .245 .245 .245 .245 .245 .245 .245 .245 .245 .245 .245 .245 

V2 

n= 49 

M 3.02 2.82 2.31 2.16 2.76 2.29 2.08 1.71 1.43 1.80 1.98 2.65 2.12 2.16 

S.D. .901 .972 .847 .773 1.090 .764 .731 .842 .645 .816 .829 1.091 .927 .898 

Kurtosis -.082 -.210 -.018 -.182 .060 .003 1.412 -.445 3.952 -.482 .327 -.092 .963 1.222 

S.E. .668 .668 .668 .668 .668 .668 .668 .668 .668 .668 .668 .668 .668 .668 

Skewness -.041 .101 .644 .269 .815 .334 .871 .812 1.730 .639 .725 .544 .892 .925 

S.E. .340 .340 .340 .340 .340 .340 .340 .340 .340 .340 .340 .340 .340 .340 

Total 

n= 146 

M 3.08 2.83 2.49 2.32 3.03 2.46 2.42 2.04 1.66 2.03 2.09 2.82 2.23 1.99 

S.D. .918 1.033 .912 .967 1.162 .848 1.107 1.063 .927 1.111 .968 1.114 1.131 .822 

Kurtosis -.071 -.484 -.525 -.334 -.908 -.200 .023 -.240 .888 -.123 .083 -.481 .079 .799 

S.E. .399 .399 .399 .399 .399 .399 .399 .399 .399 .399 .399 .399 .399 .399 

Skewness -.259 .008 .242 .444 .320 .268 .796 .756 1.352 .881 .745 .312 .877 .781 

S.E. .201 .201 .201 .201 .201 .201 .201 .201 .201 .201 .201 .201 .201 .201 

Note: M = Mean; S.D. = Standard Deviation; S.E.  = Standard Error 
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Table 4 - Dispersion, Skewness and Kurtosis of Items 15-28 

  Item 15 Item 16 Item 17 Item 18 Item 19 Item 20 Item 21 Item 22 Item 23 Item 24 Item 25 Item 26 Item 27 Item 28 

V1 

n= 97 

M 
1.96 2.76 4.40 3.81 2.65 3.12 1.73 2.43 2.15 2.11 2.43 2.60 1.66 2.26 

S.D. 
.957 .998 .862 1.083 1.011 .869 .884 .923 .882 .840 1.266 1.255 .815 1.013 

Kurtosis 
.283 -.326 2.896 -.478 -.154 .223 2.384 -.042 .894 .633 -.485 -1.014 2.514 -.230 

S.E. 
.485 .485 .485 .485 .485 .485 .485 .485 .485 .485 .485 .485 .485 .485 

Skewness 
.886 -.147 -1.683 -.625 .446 -.245 1.388 .160 .713 .642 .736 .257 1.413 .564 

S.E. 
.245 .245 .245 .245 .245 .245 .245 .245 .245 .245 .245 .245 .245 .245 

V2 

n= 49 

M 
2.06 2.86 4.33 3.04 1.84 2.71 1.67 2.49 1.90 2.06 1.73 2.04 1.53 1.94 

S.D. 
.689 .935 .658 1.224 .553 .612 .625 .820 .653 .827 .638 .889 .710 .966 

Kurtosis 
-.817 -.037 -.669 -1.037 .136 .318 -.607 .848 1.299 -.466 -.609 1.652 1.837 1.233 

S.E. 
.668 .668 .668 .668 .668 .668 .668 .668 .668 .668 .668 .668 .668 .668 

Skewness 
-.080 -.341 -.462 -.152 -.076 -.324 .364 .271 .570 .344 .290 1.032 1.344 1.137 

S.E. 
.340 .340 .340 .340 .340 .340 .340 .340 .340 .340 .340 .340 .340 .340 

Total 

n= 146 

M 
1.99 2.79 4.38 3.55 2.38 2.99 1.71 2.45 2.07 2.10 2.20 2.41 1.62 2.15 

S.D. 
.875 .975 .798 1.186 .962 .814 .805 .887 .819 .833 1.142 1.173 .781 1.006 

Kurtosis 
.235 -.279 2.436 -.730 .398 .279 2.513 .160 1.250 .266 .424 -.610 2.417 .017 

S.E. 
.399 .399 .399 .399 .399 .399 .399 .399 .399 .399 .399 .399 .399 .399 

Skewness 
.702 -.209 -1.447 -.484 .733 -.053 1.295 .177 .788 .543 1.037 .530 1.409 .723 

S.E. 
.201 .201 .201 .201 .201 .201 .201 .201 .201 .201 .201 .201 .201 .201 

Note: M = Mean; S.D. = Standard Deviation; S.E.  = Standard Err



 

11 
 

In addition, items’ mean range from 1.62 (Item 27 - “I think I would lose control if 

something did not go my way”) to 4.38 (Item 17 - “I treat every inmate equally, 

independently of their needs” / “I treat every colleague equally”), which might be an 

indicator of items with more extreme formulations.  

 

Participant’s feedback 
 

The final three items of the survey collected quantitative feedback about the items and 

the potential impact of COVID-19 on the answers (Cf. Table 5). The first two items were 

answered on a 5-point scale from “Totally Disagree” to “Totally Agree”. The mean values 

show that participants mostly Agree/Totally Agree that items were clear and easy to 

understand and applicable to their professional reality, which can be considered a good 

indicator of the face validity of the items. The last item answered on a scale from “Not at 

All” to “Very Much”, shows that participants tend to perceive that COVID-19 do not affect 

their answers to a large extent, or they cannot decide about the effect it may have had. 

 

Table 5 - Quantitative Feedback 

 Items were clear 

and easy to 

understand. 

Items were 

applicable to my 

professional reality. 

To what extent do you think the 

answers in the previous section 

were exacerbated by the COVID-19 

pandemic? 

V.1 M 4.24 4.28 2.79 

S.D. 0.69 0.69 1.40 

V. 2 M 4.37 4.33 2.78 

S.D. 0.76 0.69 1.34 

Total M 4.28 4.29 2.79 

S.D. 0.71 0.69 1.38 

 

Qualitative feedback was also collected with an open question. Comments were received 

in partners’ languages and analysed by partners. While some comments were generic 

ones, referring to characteristics of the occupation not directly related to the 

questionnaire, some comments praised the questionnaire for its simplicity and (short) 

length and provided some suggestions regarding the options available in multiple-choice 

questions (e.g., add more options to the question “what is your role in the prison 

system?”). Additional comments were received regarding typos identified by participants 

and suggestions regarding the translation (mainly in the Dutch version). These 
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comments were considered and led to the adjustment of some items in the translated 

version.  

 

Validation of the tool 

Although not initially a goal of IO2, considering the impact of COVID-19 on the project 

and the fact that budget was moved to IO2, thus increasing our capacity to do more 

research, the authors prepared a validation study of the tool. Thus, after receiving the 

feedback from participants at the piloting stage and considering the additional goal and 

ambition to validate the tool, a new research protocol was prepared. This protocol was 

discussed with all partners, explaining the rationale of the study. Partners contributed 

with suggestions related to variables that should be explored (e.g., boredom) and 

validating the choices that were done.  

 

Measures 

The research protocol included the following measures: 

• Sociodemographic questionnaire. This questionnaire included variables such as age, 

gender, country where the participant work, education, type of prison, years of 

experience and role in the prison. 

• Life Orientation Test – Revised (LOT-R; Scheier et al., 1994). A measure of 

optimism/pessimism comprised by 10 items answered on a 5-point Likert scale from 

“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. α = .8091 

• Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS; Zimet et al., 1988). A 

measure of social support with 12 items, considering support from family (four items), 

friends (four items) and a special person (four items). Items are ranked on a 7-point 

scale from “very strongly disagree” to “very strongly agree”. α = .950 

• Training (Lambert et al., 2009). Three items to measure participants perception 

regarding the training they received. The response scale goes from “1 – Strongly 

disagree” to “5 – Strongly agree”. α = .594 

• Supervision (Otu et al., 2018). Five items that assess the respondents’ perception 

about the supervisor (e.g, My supervisor looks out for my personal welfare). The 

response scale has 6 points from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly agree”. α = .876 

 
1 All α values presented here were calculated considering the entire sample (N = 427) 
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• Dutch Boredom Scale (DUBS; (Reijseger et al., 2013). Eight items answered on a 7-

point scale from “Never” to “Always”, to assess how participants feel at work. α = .890 

• Work-family conflict scale (Netemeyer et al., 1996). Five items to assess work 

interference on the family domain. Answers are given on a 7-point scale from 

“Strongly disagree” to “Totally Agree”. α = .941 

• Perceived Dangerousness of the Job (Cullen et al., 1985; Otu et al., 2018). Three 

items to assess participants’ perception on how dangerous their job is. The 6-point 

response scale ranges from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly agree”. α = .912 

• Generalized Anxiety Disorder-7 (GAD-7; Spitzer et al., 2006). Seven items to 

measure generalized anxiety during the last 2 weeks, using a 4-point scale from “Not 

at all” to “Nearly every day”. α = .942 

• Job Stress (Cullen et al., 1985). Four items (e.g., When I’m at work I often feel tense 

or uptight) answered on a 6-point scale from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly agree”. 

α = .922 

• Prison Staff Occupational Stress (PSOS; Developed by the authors and presented 

in the current document). 28 items answered on a 5-point scale, form “Never” to 

“Always”. Both versions were included (participants answered to the different 

versions depending on the question related to their role in prison). 5 items answered 

on a 7-point scale from “Strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. Analysis of the items 

and internal consistency values are explained in detail in this section. 

• Satisfaction with life scale (SWLS; Diener et al., 1985). Five items to assess 

participants’ overall satisfaction with life. Items are answered on a 7-point scale from 

“1 – strongly disagree” to “7 – strongly agree”. α = .922 

• Turnover Intention Scale (TIS-6; Roodt, 2004). Six items to measure participants 

turnover intention based on their behaviours and feelings in the previous 9 months. 

Items are answered on a 5-point scale (“never” to “always”, “very satisfying” to “totally 

dissatisfying” and “highly unlikely” to “highly likely” depending on the item). α = .875 

 

These measures were chosen considering previously identified antecedents and 

consequents of prison staff stress and burnout (cf. IO1). In what concerns the tool 

developed in this project, the initial 28 items were considered at this stage, since we 

wanted to confirm if, with a larger sample, the behaviour of the items remains consistent.  
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Procedures 

The research protocol was submitted and approved by an Institutional Review Board  - 

the Ethics Committee of the University of Beira Interior (process No. CE-UBI-Pj-2022-

011-ID1205). In what concerns the translation of the measures (when translated versions 

of the scales were not available), they were done by project partners’ translation services 

(when available) or by project partners. The link to the online survey (the EU Survey 

platform was used) was sent to potential participants by the project partners. Answers 

were collected from January 17 until May 1 2022. 

 

Participants in the validation study 

A total of 427 answers were gathered, with 323 participants answering to the v1 (higher 

contact) of the PSOS and 104 answering to the v2 (lower contact). Because of the low 

number of participants in v2, for the purpose of the current validation attempt, only v1 of 

the PSOS tool was explored. The mean age of the participants was 42.16 years old (Min 

= 21; Max: 63; SD = 9.84), and participants were working, on average, 14.27 years in 

prisons (SD = 9.44). Participants were from Portugal (n = 100), Belgium (n = 135), 

Romania (n = 66) and Germany (n = 22). Most identified as men (n = 219; 68%), worked 

in adult male prisons (n = 241; 74.6%) and were prison officers (n = 250; 77.4%). In what 

concerns educational attainment, upper secondary education (n = 142; 44%) followed 

by a bachelor’s degree (n = 64; 19.8%) were the most frequent qualifications.  

 

Initial exploration of the fine-tuned version 

Descriptive statistics were done with the fine-tuned version of the tool, considering the 

sample that answered to v1. Skewness and kurtosis values confirmed our previous 

piloting results with items 17 (“I treat every inmate equally, independently of their needs”), 

21 (“I disregard inmates’ requests”), and 27 (“I think I would lose control if something did 

not go my way”) showing higher values. Here, a combination of skewness and kurtosis 

values of ±1 was used to decide on items exclusion. Therefore, 25 items proceeded to 

the next phase. 
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Components of the measure 

A principal component analysis was performed to explore the dimensionality of our data 

set. Initially, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test for sampling adequacy was performed (KMO = 

.909) and the Bartlett test of sphericity (χ2 = 4679.012; df = 300, p < 0.001), both showing 

the adequacy of the sample for the principal component analysis. To determine the 

number of components to be retained, parallel analysis was used. In parallel analysis, 

empirical eigenvalues are compared with random eigenvalues that are generated. When 

the empirical eigenvalue is higher that the random eigenvalue, the component should be 

retained. As table 6 shows, considering the current data set, 3 components should be 

retained. 

Table 6 - Parallel analysis 

Empirical Eigenvalues Random Eigenvalues 

9.621 1.554 

2.131 1.462 

1.746 1.392 

1.289 1.336 

1.106 1.287 

1.038 1.237 

 

After taking this decision, a principal component analysis with varimax rotation was 

performed, considering the 25 items. Items that belonged to more than one component 

or failed to load on any component were deleted. This was done following an iterative 

process in which one item was deleted at a time. The following six items were deleted 

during this process: “Thinking about my job makes me feel unwell”; “Working with 

inmates is frustrating”; “I’m sensitive to the needs of inmates”; “Inmates’ demands are 

difficult to fulfil” and “I recognize myself in the way I react at work”. 

Table 7 – Principal Component Analysis (Rotated component matrix) 

 
Components loadings 

1 2 3 

At the end of a working day I feel emotionally exhausted. .830 .066 -.119 

I feel angry at work. .772 .299 -.104 

When I wake up, it is hard to find the energy to go to work. .728 .236 -.290 

I have found it difficult to remain calm at work. .713 .261 -.135 

My work shifts/working day feel endless. .705 .378 -.061 

I struggle to control my emotions at work, when dealing with 

colleagues. 

.638 .273 .236 

When I finish my regular working day, I feel physically worn-

out. 

.615 .050 .090 
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I struggle to control my emotions at work, when dealing with 

inmates. 

.609 .412 .283 

At the beginning of a working day I feel energized and fresh. .601 .416 -.239 

Inmates’ behaviour irritates me. .540 .274 -.251 

I still find my work exciting. .296 .842 -.060 

I enjoy the challenges of working with inmates .132 .820 -.080 

I’m interested in my job. .205 .807 -.107 

Working with inmates is rewarding. .156 .744 -.138 

I am enthusiastic about working in prison. .392 .726 -.068 

I think my work has a virtuous purpose. .264 .661 -.316 

I look forward to another working journey. .428 .567 -.093 

I make an important contribution to the prison where I work. -.051 -.082 .832 

Through my work, I give a contribution to a greater good. -.080 -.308 .810 

 

As table 7 shows, component 1 is comprised by 10 items, mostly describing a state of 

exhaustion, anxiety and irritability. This component was named exhaustion. The second 

component comprises 7 items that refer to vigour and enthusiasm about the job. The 

component was named engagement. The final component is comprised by just two 

items that reflect a sense of pride about the individual action of the worker and about the 

job. It was named job proudness.  

 

Reliability analysis 

The internal consistency was analysed with Cronbach’s alpha. The 10 items comprising 

the exhaustion component showed a very high internal consistency (α  = .902). The same 

result was found for the engagement component (α  = .905). The job proudness items 

showed an acceptable internal consistency (α  = .743). 

 

Convergent and discriminant validity 

To evaluate convergent validity, the Pearson correlation between the components of the 

PSOS and a well stablished measure of job stress (the scale from Cullen et al., 1985) 

was analysed. 

Table 8 - Correlation table among the PSOS components and a measure of job stress 

 Exhaustion Engagement Job Proudness Job Stress 

Exhaustion 1    

Engagement -.654** 1   

Job Proudness -.220** .354** 1  

Job Stress .785** -.493** -.198** 1 

Note: ** p  .01 (two-tailed) 
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As can be observed in Table 8, and as theoretically expected, the exhaustion component 

as a strong positive correlation with job stress (r = 785, p  .01). On the opposite direction, 

the engagement component has a negative moderate correlation with stress (r = -493, p 

 .01) and the job proudness component has a week negative correlation with job stress 

(r = -198, p  .01). A similar pattern can be found analysing the correlations of the 3 

components with a measure of generalized anxiety (GAD-7), with a very strong 

correlation with exhaustion (r = 761, p  .01), and negative correlations with engagement 

(r = -.482, p  .01) and job proudness (r = -.225, p  .01). 

The exhaustion component, in particular, shows a very similar correlation pattern 

(compared with the job stress scale) with the variables included in the study, as Table 9 

shows. 

Table 9 - Correlations between exhaustion and job stress with individual and job-
related variables. 

 Exhaustion Job stress 

Optimism -.421** -.321** 

Social Support -.449** -.390** 

Training -.326** -.313** 

Supervision -.520** -.503** 

Boredom .672** .463** 

Work-family conflict .667** .685** 

Dangerousness of the job .396** .365** 

Satisfaction with life -.617** -535** 

Turnover intention .748** .672** 

Note: ** p  .01 (two-tailed) 

 

These results suggest that similar to the measure of job stress, the exhaustion 

component of the PSOS might be predicted by staff personality characteristics (e.g., 

optimism), as well as other variables such as individuals’ social support, received 

training, support from supervision, boredom and perceived dangerousness of the job and 

be a reliable predictor of work-family conflict, satisfaction with life and turnover intention. 

A complete correlation table can be found in appendix 1. The components of 

engagement and job proudness show a similar correlation patter with the study variables, 

with significant correlations with all variables, except job proudness’ correlations with 

work-family conflict and perceived dangerousness of the job that are non-significant. All 

correlations are in the opposite direction, when compared to the exhaustion component 

correlations with study variables. 
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Between-countries comparison 

Comparisons between partner countries need to be done carefully, considering the 

different sample sizes, in particular in the case of Germany and Romanian samples, and 

considering the fact that the samples are not representative of the population (a 

convenience sample was used). The results, presented in Table 10 show that staff in 

Portugal report more exhaustion than Belgium staff, lower engagement and are prouder 

about their jobs. Although with the mentioned caution in comparing different realities, 

with non-representative samples, levels of exhaustion seem to be higher in Portugal. 

Staff in Romania appear to be more engaged and prouder about their jobs than their 

European counterparts. 

Table 10 - Mean values for the components among partner countries 

 Exhaustion Engagement Job Proudness  Job Stress 

Portugal (n = 100) 
M 3.151 2.713 3.865  4.148 

SD .735 .861 .807  1.161 

Belgium (n = 135) 
M 2.502 3.637 3.126  3.487 

SD .669 .777 1.096  1.382 

Germany (n = 22) 
M 2.541 3.260 3.864  3.284 

SD .423 .824 .875  1.045 

Romania (n = 66) 
M 1.876 4.041 4.394  2.470 

SD .644 .740 .704  1.278 

Total (N = 323) 
M 2.578 3.408 3.664  3.470 

SD .808 .943 1.047  1.400 

 

These results are also aligned with the results from the job stress scale, also displayed 

in Table 10. That is, staff in Portugal, also shows the highest levels of stress and staff in 

Romania shows the lowest values.  
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Conclusions 
 

The current output presents the development, pilot and validation attempt of an 

innovative Occupational Stress Diagnosis Assessment Tool. A 28-item measure, 

formulated considering the specificities of prison staff, was developed after reviewing the 

literature and currently available instruments in the field. Two versions were created, with 

a v1 answered by prison staff with frequent contact with inmates and a v2 for staff with 

lower contact with inmates. The two versions differ in 9 items that were worded according 

to the staff profiles targeted. Results from data collected with 146 participants in the four 

partner countries during the piloting stage show that participants understand the items 

and think they are applicable to their professional reality. Therefore, with minor 

adjustments expected at this stage, the tool is ready to be tested with larger samples 

and other measures to validate its factorial structure, reliability, discriminant and 

convergent validity. The data collection with larger samples, that took place after the 

piloting, allowed us to make country comparisons and explore the dimensionality of the 

tool, in what concerns the version applicable to prison staff with more frequent contact 

with inmates. The results show that three main components might be extracted from the 

data set. These components, named exhaustion, engagement, and job proudness, are 

assessed by ten, seven and two items, respectively (a test-form for the PSOS version 1 

can be found in Appendix 2). The observed internal consistency is good.  The 

correlations with a well stablished job stress scale show that the measure has convergent 

validity, with the exhaustion component correlating strongly (and positively) and with the 

engagement component correlating negatively with job stress, as theoretically expected. 

The job proudness component also correlates negatively with job stress, but further 

research is needed to explore how this sense of contributing to the prison and to a greater 

good relates to other prison variables, since it is not a recognisable dimension of 

common stress and/or burnout measures. Further research is also needed among prison 

staff with lower frequency of contact with inmates, in order to validate the version 2 of 

the tool.  

The validation attempt done in the context of the LEADCOR project and the current 

output has some limitations. The most noticeable is that the sample is not representative 

of the prison staff from the four participating countries. Also, the fact that data were 

collected online might have limited potential respondents to those more familiarised with 

information and communication technologies and have access to them during working 

hours. 
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Despite these limitations, the current report presents important results from a 

transnational study that represents innovative research in the field of prison staff stress 

and burnout. 
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Appendices 
 

Appendix 1. Correlation table of the validation study variables (N = 323) 
 

  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

1 Age 1                

2 Tenure .745** 1               

3 Exhaustion .151** .228** 1              

4 Engagement -.157** -.263** -.654** 1             

5 Job Proudness .005 .079 -.220** .354** 1            

6 Job Stress .170** .187** .785** -.493** -.198** 1           

7 Optimism -.114* -.077 -.421** .240** .275** -.321** 1          

8 Social Support -.125* -.083 -.449** .309** .245** -.390** .375** 1         

9 Training -.039 -.076 -.326** .261** .207** -.313** .139* .096 1        

10 Supervision -.217** -.124* -.520** .415** .326** -.503** .266** .323** .347** 1       

11 Job Boredom .096 .213** .672** -.648** -.205** .463** -.237** -.303** -.295** -.480** 1      

12 Work-family conflict .126* .156** .667** -.435** -.083 .685** -.360** -.344** -.317** -.470** .475** 1     

13 Job Dangerousness .087 .088 .396** -.249** -.027 .365** -.097 -.123* -.223** -.291** .335** .310** 1    

14 Generalised anxiety .131* .138* .761** -.482** -.225** .761** -.436** -.442** -.319** -.489** .509** .602** .243** 1   

15 Satisfaction w/ life -.104 -.073 -.617** .475** .308** -.535** .494** .461** .207** .360** -.346** -.428** -.224** -.586** 1  

16 Turnover Intention .077 .128* .748** -.657** -.315** .672** -.344** -.317** -.374** -.520** .591** .592** .339** .640** -.548** 1 

Note: * p  0.05, ** p  0.01
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Appendix 2. Prison Staff Occupational Stress – PSOS 
(Test Form, Version 1)2 

The following statements are related to your work situation and how you experience this 

situation. Please state how often each statement applies to you. 

 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

When I finish my regular working day, I feel 

physically worn-out. 

     

At the end of a working day I feel 

emotionally exhausted. 

     

When I wake up, it is hard to find the energy 

to go to work. 

     

My work shifts/working day feel endless.      

I look forward to another working journey.      

At the beginning of a working day I feel 

energized and fresh. 

     

I am enthusiastic about working in prison.      

I’m interested in my job.      

I still find my work exciting.      

I enjoy the challenges of working with 

inmates 

     

Working with inmates is rewarding.      

I think my work has a virtuous purpose.      

I make an important contribution to the 

prison where I work. 

     

Through my work, I give a contribution to a 

greater good. 

     

Inmates’ behaviour irritates me.      

I have found it difficult to remain calm at 

work. 

     

I feel angry at work.      

I struggle to control my emotions at work, 

when dealing with inmates. 

     

I struggle to control my emotions at work, 

when dealing with colleagues. 

     

 
2 This test form is displayed here for dissemination purposes. To use the test and for additional 

information please contact Vítor Costa (vitormvc@ubi.pt). Translations to French, Dutch, German, 

Romanian and Portuguese are available. 

mailto:vitormvc@ubi.pt
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