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This snidy examined the role of perceived control in ameliorating the negative 

outcornes associated with the experience of violence at work, using two large samples 

comprised of hospital = 187) and group home staff (& = 195). Exploratory and 

confirmatory factor analyses of the measure of perceived control developed for the study 

converged in suggesting a three-factor structure consisting of understanding, prediction 

and influence- Results of a series of moderated regression analyses suggested that 

perceived control did not moderate the relationships between violence and fear, or 

between fear and emotional weli-being, psychosomatic health or neglect. However. 

perceived control did have a direct effect on emotional weil-king and indirect effects on 

psychosomatic health and neglect. In addition, training that targets workplace violence 

was found to enhance employees' perceptions of control. The implications of these 

findings for practice and research are discussed. 
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THE EFFECTS OF PERCENECD CONTROL ON THE 

OUTCOMES OF WORKPLACE AGGRESSION AND VIOLENCE 

Violence is becomhg an increasingly prevalent phenomenon in North American 

workplaces. A 1989 survey conducted by the National hstitute for Occupational Safety 

and Health (NIOSH; 1993) found that in the United States, homicide was the third 

leading cause ofjob-related death. By 1993, it had become the second leading cause 

(Bureau of Labor S tatïstics, 1 995)- Non-fatal violence and aggression, although less 

severe, appear to be even more widespread- A survey by Northwestern National Life 

Insurance Company (1993) found that between 1992 and 1993, one in four full-time, 

American workers was harassed, threatened or attacked on the job. And this 

phenomenon is not limited to the United States. For example, in 1992, four people were 

rnurdered at Montreal's Concordia University by a k t r a t e d  faculty member ("Montreal 

University," 1992). In addition, recent research examining Workers' Compensation 

Board claims in British Columbia found the incidence of workplace violence to be 

increasing, particulariy in the health care field (Boyd, 1995)- 

Despite the increasing prevalence of workplace violence, very little systematic 

research has been carried out to hvestigate the phenomenon, Much of what has been 

written about the topic is anecdotal and speculative; very fèw studies have examined the 

personal and organizational outcornes of experiencing violence at work (Leather, Cox, & 

Famsworth, 1990). Several recent studies have been done (Barling, Rogers, & Keiloway, 

1999; Rogers & Kelloway, 1997); however, more research examining the experience and 

impact of workplace violence is necessary. The present study aims to address this issue, 



and in particular, seeks to examine whether perceived control reduces the fear and other 

negative outcomes that are associated with exposure to violence- 

Considerhg Workdace Violence within the Work Stress Frameworlc 

Consistent with the approach suggested by Barhg (1996) and used by Rogers 

and Kelloway (1997), I will apply the traditional work stress fkamework (Pratt & Barling, 

1988) to the present study of workplace violence. According to this firamework, a 

distinction is made between stressors, stress and strain: stressors r e k  to objective 

environmental characteristics or events, stress reflects an individual's subjective 

experience of these characteristics or events, and strain refers to the outcome(s) of stress 

(Pratt & Barling, 1988). h accordance with this h e w o r k ,  violent or aggressive events 

on the job are stressors, the fear of fiitue violence experienced by the individual 

represents stress, and negative personal and organizational outcornes reflect strain- 

S tressor-Workpl ace Violence and Aggression 

Workplace violence is a complex phenomenon. Examination of the literature 

illustrates a variety of behaviours that have been considered under the nibric of 

workplace violence. For example, Kraus, Blander, and McArthur (1 995) considered only 

direct physical assaults in their review of archival data, while others have included threats 

of assault (e-g., lenkins, 1996). Folger and Baron (1 996) filrther broaden the definition 

by including non-physical acts of aggression (e-g., yelling). Clearly, workplace violence 

is a complex phenomenon, and broadly defined, may comprise a variety of 

'mistreatment behaviours, 

The current study will include measures of direct physical violence, threats of 

violence, non-physical aggression and vicarious violencc Non-physical (Le., 



psychological) aggression wiIi be included because its incidence in the workpIace is 

higher than that of physical violence (Greenberg & Barling, 1995, as cited in Barling, 

1996). In addition, research on family violence indicates that psychological aggression 

often precedes physicd aggression (Murphy & O 'Leary, 1989)- Therefore, as suggested 

b y Barling (1 W6), psychologically aggressive behaviours will be included in the measure 

of workplace violence used in the present sîudy- 

Research on disasters and other serious trauma has found that their impact is not 

only felt by prirnary victims. In fact, second- victims-those who witness or hear 

about the events-also exhi'bit stress and strain reactions (Taylor, 1989)- Because simila. 

findings have been noted in research on workplace violence (Northwestern National Life 

Insurance Company, 1993; Rogers & KeiIoway, 1997), a measure of vicarious violence 

will also be incIuded in the present study- 

S tress-Fear 

in the present study, fear represents the subjective experîence of workplace 

violence, and is therefore hypothesized to be its primary direct consequence (Cox & 

Leather, 1994). Related to this, it is expected that both direct and indirect exposure to 

violence will resdt in fear. It is m e r  hypothesized that fear will mediate the effects of 

workplace violence on personal and organizational outcornes (Barling, 1996). 

Evidence supporting these predictions cornes fkom a nurnber of studies- First, 

Du@ and McGoldrick (1990) found that fear of being assaulted on the job was a major 

source of job stress for bus drivers. Second, a study of corrections officers by Hall and 

Spector (199 1) demonstrated a strong association between perceived danger and anxiety 

and illness symptoms. Other research has dso shown that fear of workplace violence is 



strongly associated with mental and physical distress, turnover intentions and reduced 

productivity (Budd, Arvey & Lawfess, 1996; Northwestem National Life insurance 

Company survey; 1993). Support for the proposed hypotheses has been even more 

clearly demonstrated by Rogers & Kelloway (1997), who found that both direct and 

vicarious exposure to workplace violence predicted employees' fear of future violence, 

which in tum predicted their emotional and psychological well-being, as well as their 

intentions to leave the organization. In accordance with the above findings, it is 

hypothesized that in the current study, fear will mediate the effects of both direct and 

vicarious workplace violence on negative personal and organizational outcomes. 

S train-Personal Outcomes 

Consistent with the research on post-traumatic stress reactions and workplace 

violence, it is hypothesized that fear of fùture violence will predict reduced emotional and 

psychosomatic weU-being. Data on those who have experïenced violence at work (Budd 

et al., 1 996; Rogers & Kelloway, 1 997) and other trauma (Braverman, 1 992) indicate that 

both physiological (e-g., gastroïntestinal problems, headaches and sleep disturbance) and 

emotional (e.g., anxiety, depression) symptoms result. Because psychologicai 

hctioning has been shown to have physical manifestations (Rogers & Keiioway, 1997), 

a direct effect of emotiond well-being on psychosomatic well-being is also hypothesized. 

Strain-OrganizationaI Outcomes 

In addition to its impact on emotional and psychosomatic well-being, fear 

associateci with workplace violence c m  also be manifested at the organizational level. 

Studies have suggested that fear of friture violence leads to turnover intentions (Budd et 

al., 1996; Rogers & Kelloway, 1997) and productivity decreases (Budd et al., 1996). 



Research has also found fear to be associated with lower affective c o ~ t m e n t  (Barling 

et al., 1999), although this was not found by Rogers and Kelloway (1997). Decreased job 

satisfaction has also been exhibited by victims o f  violence (Budd et al., 1996; Williams, 

1996), but the mediahg role of fear was not directly assessed in these studies, so it 

cannot be clearly determined whether job satisfaction is a direct or indirect outcome of 

workplace violence. Finally, Barling et al. (1999), found that fear of workplace violence 

and sexual harassment predicted neglect, decreased interpersonal job performance ratings 

and perceptions of injustice (Barling et al., 1999). It is difficult, however, to ascertain 

whether the outcornes in this study can be uniquely attributed to either sexual harassment 

or violence, or whether the outcornes are simiiar for both, 

In the current study, it is posited that fear of fbture vioIence wi11 predict neglect. 

Neglect is a fonn of job withdrawal that is conceptualiy related to variables such as 

absenteeinn and turnover, and involves employees exerting less effort while they are at 

work. This is represented by behaviours such as arriving to work late and taking 

extended lunch breaks. Research by Withey and Cooper (1989) has found that 

employees who are dissatisfied with their job conditions tend to exhi'bit more neglect than 

those who are satisfied, although employees in the study responded to their 

dissatisfaction in other ways as well (eg., leaving the organization). Similarly, Rogers 

and Kelloway (1 997) and Budd et al. (1 996) found that fear of firture violence was 

associated with intentions to leave the organization. OnIy one study has examined 

whether employees who have been exposed to violence exhibit neglect; however, the 

measure used was a combined measure of violence and sexual harassment. Specifically, 

Barling et al. (1999) found that the effects of violence and sema1 harassment on neglect 



were mediated through fear of hihae violence and sexual harassment. The present study 

seeks to elucidate these fïndings by removing the potential influence of sexual 

harassment and considering only the effects of violence- in accordance with pnor 

research, however, it is predicted that neglect will be affiected by workplace violence 

indirectly, through fear of fùture violence and emotiond well-being. 

Perceived Control 

Research on stress has shown that different reactions to objectively simihr 

stressors Vary fiom one person to the next. For exampIe, being yelled at by a supervisor 

may be perceived as stressful by one individual but have Iittie impact on another, 

suggesting that other factors baides the objective stressor(s) influence whether or not 

stress or strain will result. This is the basis of Lazanis and Folkman's (1984) 

transactional stress model, which incorporates two stages of cognitive appraisal into the 

process of stress and coping The £kt stage, primary appraisal, involves an individual 

deciding whetther an event is positive, negative or irrelevant. If the event is deemed 

negative, the individual m u t  decide whether he or she can do anything about it. This 

represents the second stage, called secondary appraisal. If the individual feels that 

something can be done about the situation, it will not result in the experience of stress or 

strain. If, however, secondary appraisal leads the individual to feel that Little can be done 

to deai with the event, it will be perceived as stressfùl and adversely affect his or her 

functioning. 

In the transactional stress model, factors which infiuence the appraisal process are 

considered moderators, because they interact with an objective stressor (e-g., a violent 

event at work) to influence whether or not the event is perceived as stressfûl, and, in him, 



whether or not perceived stress results in adverse consequences. Previous research has 

provided some evidence for the moderating role of factors such as interna1 locus of 

control (Krause & Stryker, 1984; Storms & Spector, 1987) and high self-esteem (Moos & 

Billings, 1982)- However, to date, littIe research has directly examineci whether there are 

personal or organizational factors that moderate the affects of workplace violence. The 

one exception is a study by Rogers (1994), which found that workplace support did not 

moderate the relationship between workplace violence and fear. 

The present study wilI expand on prior research by examining the direct, indirect 

and interactive effects of three dimensions of perceived control-prediction, 

understanding suid in£luencmn stress and strain. Sutton and Kahn (1 987) fist 

proposed these three variables as antidotes to organizational stress. Citing research about 

the lack of predictability contn'buting to adverse effects of role ambiguity (e-g. Beehr, 

1 W6), Sutton and Kahn (1 987) suggest that prediction-"the ability to forecast the 

fiequency, timing, duration, and quality of events in one's environmenf' (p. 274)- 

should buffer the negative effects associateci with those events. With respect to the 

curent study, this wodd involve the ability to predict the timing, duration and nature of 

the violent or aggressive events at work. 

Sutton and Kahn (1987) also suggest that understanding, defined as 'Imowledge 

about the causes of significant events in the workplace" (p. 27S), should have a similar 

effect, which, if applied to workplace violence, wodd involve individuals kno wing and 

appreciatïng the personal and situational characteristics underlying the violent or 

aggressive acts. 



Finally, the authors argue that control (calied influence in the current study) 

should also act as a buffier against the m a l  sequelae of stressors and stress. R e f d g  to 

Seligrnan's (1968) research on leamed helplessness, Sutton and Kahn (1987) suggest that 

control, the opposite of helplessness, should offset the negative outcomes associated with 

helplessness. According to their definition, control refers to "the exercise of effective 

influence over events, things, and persons" (Sutton & Kahn, 1987, p. 276). Applied to 

the current study, it would consist of the ability to take action against the perpetrator of 

the violence or inauence the violent situation in some other manner. 

Pnor research has examined the effects of control on work-related stress and 

strain. Much of this research stems fiom Karasek's (1 979) job demands-job control 

model, which suggests that job decision latitude helps to offset the negative effects of job 

demands on employee weil-being. Resdts of this research provide support for the direct, 

indirect and moderathg effects of control on employee functioning. 

A recent review of the literature on control conducted by Terry and Jimmieson 

(1 999) found that research emptoying Karasek's (1979) measure of job decision latitude 

and other more specific measures of work mntrol has demonstrated that high levels of 

control are directly associated with a wide range of positive outcomes, including 

decreased anxiety and depression (eg,  Carayon, 1993; Muliarkey, Jackson, Wail, 

Wilson, & Grey-Taylor, 1997), bumout (eg., Melamed, Kushnir, & Meir, 199 1)' 

psychosomatic health cornplaints (e-g., Carayon, 1993; Fox, Dwyer & Ganster, 1993), job 

satisfaction (e-g., Tetrick & LaRocco, l987), and job performance (e-g., Greenberger, 

Strasser, Cummings & Dunham, 1989). 



Although there is much theoretical support for the indirect effects of work control, 

relatively little research has been done in this area. In developing a theoreticai mode1 of 

the effects of control, Sutton and Kahn (1 987) posited that perceived stress would 

mediate the effects of control on outcornes such as employee adjustment Support for 

this has been demonstrated by Ji-eson and Terry (1993), who employed measures of 

control similar to those used in the present study. In their study of employees in a retail 

organization, decision control, understanding and prediction affected psychological weU- 

being, depersonalization and job satisfaction through perceptions of work stress. The 

current study relates measures of understanding, prediction and influence to workplace 

violence, and tests whether their effects on employee weil-being are Mly or partially 

mediated by fear of fiiture workplace violence. 

Support for the interactive eflects of work control on various outcome variables 

has been rnixed (See Terry & Jimmieson, 1999, for a review). For example, Tetrick and 

LaRocco (1 987) found that understanding and control (sunilar to the influence constmct 

employed in the present study) moderated the relationship between perceived stress and 

job satisfaction; however, the relationships between perceived stress and psychological 

well-being and between satisfaction and well-being were not moderated by prediction, 

understanding or control. Similarly inconsistent results were noted by Jimmieson and 

Terry (1 993). While there was some evidence of the interactive effects of task control 

and a composite measure of prediction and understandhg in their study, several other 

hypothesized interactions did not emerge. 

It has been suggested that for moderation to occur, the proposed moderator 

variables must be situationally relevant (Cohen & Wills, 1985; Tetrick & LaRocco, 



1987). With respect to bivariate relationships, the principle of relevancy suggests that the 

association between an independent and dependent variable wil i  be strongest when both 

are measured dong similar dimensions. Extending this, Tetrick & LaRocco (1987) 

suggest that moderator variables are most likely to influence a relationship when they are 

conceptuaily relevant to the independent and dependent variables they are proposed to 

moderate. The authoa attrïiute the moderating impact of understanding and controt on 

the relationship between perceived stress and satisfaction to this, suggesting that 

understanding and control both pertain to events at work and are thus liiely to moderate 

relationships involving job-related characteristics and attitudes such as job satisfaction. 

In the present study, three dimensions of control-prediction, understanding and 

influenceare hypothesized to exert direct effects on perceptions of stress (i.e., fear) and 

both direct and indirect effects on strain (Le., emotional well-being, psychosomatic well- 

being and neglect). In addition, the three dimensions of control are predicted to moderate 

the relationships between workplace violence and fear, and between fear and both 

personal and organizational outcornes. In accordance with the principle of relevancy 

suggested above, al1 three of these factors are conceptually related to the experience and 

fear of workplace violence as well as to emotionai and psychosomatic well-being- 

There are a number of reasons that the three facets of  control being investigated 

are posited to affect the stress and strain associated with workplace violence. First, the 

predictability of violence at work is likely to reduce fear of violence. Research on fear of 

crime has show that people's fear is largely influenced by perceived vulnerability to 

criminal acts (Killias, 1990). According to this view, vulnerability is characterized by a 



diffuse perception of rÏsk, which is Likely to be reduced to the extent that the timing and 

nature of violent events at work can be predicted, 

Second, the ability to understand why a violent event is being perpetrated should 

also have an effect on people's fear, well-being and organizational fünctioning. This is 

particularly expected in situations where contextual factors, or characteristics of the 

perpetrators of violence are intuitively associated with the risk of violence. For example, 

health care workers often interact with individuals experiencing physical andior 

psychological difficulties, Any violent acts perpetrated by these individuals could be 

atfxïïuted to these problems, which would foster a better understanding of why the 

violence is occurring- 

Finally, it is hypothesized that individuals who believe they can infiuence a 

violent situation would exhibit less fear and greater emotional and psychosomatic well- 

being. Evidence for the eEcacy of perceived innuence in reducing strain has been found 

in research on other types of work stressors (E3arling & Kelloway, 1 996; Spector, 1987; 

Tetrick & LaRocco, 1987). The current study, in which the stressor of interest is 

workplace vioIence, aims to replicate this pattern of resuIts. 

Current Study 

As outlined above, previous research has found that workplace violence is 

associated with a number of negative personal and organizational consequences. The 

current study extended the research on workplace violence by considering the effects of 

perceived control on these outcomes. For the study, a tripartite measure of control was 

developed. The three hypothesized dimensions of control-understanding, prediction 

and idluence-reflected the three conceptually related constmcts that were proposed as 



organizational stress antidotes by Sutton and Kahn (1987)- The factor structure of the 

measure was tested using both exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses in order to 

assess the degres to which the items reflected the hypothesized three-dimensional nature 

of control, 

Once the measurement properties and dimensionality of the control scale were 

established, the impact of perceived control on the stress and strain associated with 

workplace violence was examineci- In particdar, it was hypothesized that perceived 

control would exert direct effects on fear of fùture vioIence and both direct and indirect 

effects on ernotional well-being (see Figure 1). Io addition, it was hypothesized that 

control would moderate the relationships between violence and fear, and between fear 

and emotional and psychosomatic well-being and neglect (see Figure 2). There is strong 

theoretical justification for the hypothesized effects of control; however, until now, they 

have not been examined in the context of workplace violence. The current study, 

therefore, sought to fil1 this void. This is paaicularly important because it moves the 

research on workplace violence towards considering potential areas of intervention. For 

example, if control is found to ameliorate the negative consequences of workplace 

violence, strategies could be devefoped which aim to enhance ernployees' perceptions of 

control. This would be especiaily important in organizations where primary prevention 

efforts have failed or are infeasïble- 

Another goal of the current study was to assess the generalizability of Rogers and 

Kelloway's (1997) findings. In their study of workplace violence experienced by bank 

employees, they found that the effects of violence were mediated through fear of hture 

violence. The degree to which these results generalize to occupational groups other than 
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bank employees will be examined in the present study. In particular, their medîational 

mode1 wilI be tested on data obtained fiom both hospital and group home employees, 

A M e r  contriiution of the current study is its assessrnent of the effectiveness of 

a training program that targets workplace violence. in particular, 1 examined whether a 

training intervention helps to increase employees7 control perceptions. Although pnor 

research has demonstrateci the efficacy of stress debriefings following a violent incident 

(Manton & Talbot, 1990), there has not been any research examining whether training 

can enhance employees' ability to cope with violence at work, A goal of the current 

study was to fil1 thîs gap in 

the literature by comparing the levels of perceived control exhibited by trained versus 

untrained hospital staE 

Method 

Participants 

Participants in this study came fkom two organizations. Sample 1 was drawn 

fiom a survey of 496 staffmembers fi-om an Ontario hospital. 197 surveys were 

retumed, representing a response rate of 39.7%. 92% of the respondents were femde and 

8% were male. Participants' ages ranged f?om 25-67, with the average age being 43 -4 

(SD = 8.5). On average, participants had been working at the organization for 14.9 years 

(SD = 7.7). Cases missing more than one item on any given scale were excluded fiom 

the analysis, resulting in a final sarnple of N = 189. 

Sample 2 was drawn from a survey of 670 staffmembers of an agency which nins 

group homes for the developmentaily disabled throughout Ontario. 205 m e y s  were 

returned, representing a response rate of 30.6%. 77% of the respondents were fernale, 



while the remaining 23% were male. Participants ranged fiom 1960 years of age, with a 

mean age of 35.6 (SD = 10.5). Average organizationaf tenue was 4.7 years (SD = 3.7). 

Ten cases that were missing more than one item on any scde were excluded fkom the 

analysis, resulting in a f i a l  sample of = 1 95. Demographic data for both samples is 

provided in Table 1. 

Although a direct cornparison of respondents and non-respondents of the two 

samples cannot be made, the ratio of male to female respondents in each sample 

corresponds to the overall compositions of the two organizations. 

Table 1. 
Demographic Data for Sarnples 1 and 2 

Sample 1 Sample 2 

Total N 189 

% Males (Fernales) 8% (92%) 

Mean Age in years (SD) 43-4 (8.5) 

Mean Organizationd 
Tenure in years (SD) 14.9 (7.7) 

Measures 

Direct Violence/A~ession at Work 

To assess the occurrence and fkequency of violent or aggressive events at work, 

an 1 1-item scale was used, which included examples of both physical violence and verbal 

aggression (see Appendix A). The measure consisted of the 8-item scale employed by 

Rogers and Kelloway (1 997) and three of the items used by Barling et al. (1999). The 

three additional items were examples of violence and aggression that were not part of the 

scale used by Rogers and Kelloway (1997), and were added to allow for a more complete 

assessrnent of workplace violence and aggression. The items were rated on a four-point 



scale ranging fkom O ('Never') to 3 ('4 or more times)'. Mean scores on this scale ranged 

fiom O to 3, with high scores representing greater experience with multiple violent and 

aggressive events at work over the past year. 

Rogers and Kelloway (1997) have previously demoflstrated the validity of their 8- 

item scale. The high and significant correlation between the* scale and the three items 

added for the cwent study (r (189) = -68, p < -0 1 for sample 1, and r (195) = -54, p < -01 

for sample 2) suggest that the validity of the scde was not compromiseci by the addition 

of the three items. Interna1 consistency for the scale was excellent for both samples 

(alpha = -90 and -87, respectively). 

Vicarious Violence at Work 

The 5-item scale used by Rogers and Kelloway (1997) was used in the current 

study to assess the occurrence and fkequency of exposure to violent events that were not 

directly experienced by the respondents thernselves (see Appendix A). The items asked 

respondents whether they had witnessed or heard about vioEent events directed at 

coworkers or supervisors in the workplace or if any Wends or  relatives had experienced 

violence or aggression at work. The items were rated on a four-point scale ranging from 

O ('Never') to 3 ('4 or more times'). Mean scores on this scale ranged fÎom O to 3, with 

high scores reflecting the vicarïous experience of multiple violent or aggressive events at 

work over the past year. The interna1 consistency of the s d e  was high across both 

sarnples (alpha = -88 and -83, respectively). As with the Direct Violence~Aggression at 

Work scale, the vaiidity of this scale has also been previously dernonstrated (Rogers & 

Kelloway, 1997). 



Prediction 

The predictabiiity of events at work was assessed with a scale developed for this 

study (see Appendix B). The items were written to reflect the constnict of prediction as 

descxibed by Sutton and Kahn (1987) and operationalized by Tetrick and LaRocco 

(1 987), and to ensure their relatedness to the issue of workplace violence, The items 

were rated on a 7-point scale, with response options ranging fiom 1 ('Stmngly disagree') 

to 7 ('Strongly agree'). Mean scores on the scaie ranged fiom 1 to 7, with hi& scores 

reflecting an ability to predict events at work Initial reliability anaiysis of the complete 

6-item scale found intemal consistency to be unacceptable (alpha = -68). Closer 

inspection revealed that one negatively worded item was Iargely responsible for the low 

reliability; therefore, the item was deleted, and the resuiting reliability of the 5-item scale 

for both samples was equivalent and high (alpha = -86, for both samples). 

Understanding 

To assess respondents' understanding of why certain events occur at work, a 6- 

item scale was developed (see Appendix C). As with the prediction scale, items for the 

scale were written to reflect Sutton and Kahn's (1 987) description of and Tetrick and 

LaRoccoYs (1 987) operationalization of the understanding construct. The items were 

rated on a 7-point scale, with response options ranging fkom 1 ('Strongly disagree') to 7 

('Strongly agree'). Mean scores on the scale ranged fkom 1 to 7, with high scores 

reflecting a high degree of understanding about why events at work occur. The internal 

consistency of the scale for both samples was excellent (alpha = -89 and .88, 

respectively). 



Perceivecl Influence 

To assess respondents' perceptions of theïr ability to Influence events at work, a 

7-item scale was developed to correspond to Sutton and Kahn's (1987) notion of and 

Tetrick and LaRocco's (1987) measure of control (See Appendix D). A %point response 

scde was used, with response options ranging nom 1 ('Strongly disagree') to 7 

('Strongly agree'). Mean scores on the scale ranged fiom 1 to 7, with high scores 

represenhg a hi& degree of perceived innuence over events at work. The scale 

dernonstrated acceptable reiiability across both sites (alpha = -83 and -76, respectively). 

Fear of Future Violence at Work 

A 12-item scale was used to assess the degree to which individuals were afiaid of 

experiencuig violence at work during the next year (see Appendix E)- Most of the items 

on this scale corresponded to the items on the -ession at Work scale 

(e-g., During the next year.. -1 am &aid that I will be threatened with a weapon while I'm 

at work'). The scaie was similar to the one used by Rogers and Kelloway (1997)' with the 

addition of two items corresponding to those that were added to the Direct Violence/ 

Ag- scale. Responses were on a 7-point scale, ranghg f?om 1 ('Strongly 

disagree') to 7 ('Strongly agree'), wi-th higher scores indicating a higher degree of fear. 

The scale has been shown to be valid and highly reliable in a previous study (Ftogers & 

Kelloway, 1997), and reliability was excellent in the curent study as well (alpha = 9 7  

and -96, for each of the two samples). 

Emotional Well-beitg 

Emotional well-being was measured by a 12-item version of the General Health 

Questionnaire (GHQ; Banks et al., 1980). The GHQ is often used to detect minor levels 



of psychiatrie disturbance in the general population, and consists of items relating to 

depression, self-confidence and problem-solving (see Appendix F). A 7-point response 

scale was used, with responses mging fkom 1 ('Never') to 7 ('Always'). Mean scores 

on this scale range nom 1 to 7 with high scores indicaihg good psychological health over 

the past year. Prior research on the reliability of the 12-item version of the GHQ has 

dernonstrated the high interna1 consistency of the scale, with Cronbach's dpha ranging 

fiom -82 to -90 (Banks et al., 1980)- This pattern was maintained across both sampIes in 

the current study, with alpha = -90 and -87, respectively. 

Psychosomatic Well-being 

To assess psychosomatic health, a modified version of Spence, Helrnreich, and 

Pred's (1987) Health Scale, similar to that used by Rogers and Kelloway (1997) was 

employed. The scale consisted of fourteen items pertaining to sleep disturbance, 

headaches, respiratory infections and gastrointestinai problems (see Appendix G). The 

items were rated on a 7-point scale, ranging £kom 1 ('Never') to 7 ('Always'), with mean 

scores ranging fiom I to 7 and high scores reflecting good psychosomatic health. 

Intemal consistency of the scale across both samples was hi& (alpha = -86, for both 

samples). 

Neglect 

Neglect will be measured with the sarne 12-item scale used by Barling et al. 

(1 999). The scale is comprised of items £kom Withey and Cooper's (1989) neglect scale, 

Hepburn and Barling's (1996) partial absenteeism scale, and several additional items 

added by Barling et al. (1999). For this scale, respondents were asked to indicate how 

often dunng the past year they took actions which reflected neglect of their job or job 



duîies (see Appendix K; e.g. tardiness, taking extended breaks, working slowly). A 7- 

point scale was used, with response options ranging fkom 1 ('Never') to 7 ('AU of the 

tirne'). Mean scores on the scaie ranged nom 1 to 7, with high scores reflecting a higher 

degree of neglect A number of respondents wrote comments beside one of the items on 

the scale (Le., 'Tollowed d e s  to the letter of the law, doing nothing more (Le., 'work to 

rule')"), indicating that they did not understand its meaning. As a resdt, the item was 

deleted from subsequent analysis. Reliability of the remaining I 1-item scde was 

acceptable across both samples (alpha = -78 and -75, respectively). 

In addition to the above scales, respondents were asked whether they had received 

any training on how to deal with aggressive or threatening events at work. A 'yes7/'no' 

response format was employed, and following the question, respondents who answered 

'yes' were asked to bnefly desmie the type of training they had received. 

Procedure 

For sample 1,496 hospita1 sta f f  members received a m e y  package via the 

hospital's intemal mail system. The survey package consisted of a cover letter fiom the 

researcher (see Appendix I), a survey containing the previously describeci measures, and 

a retum envelope addressed to the researcher, care of an administrative assistant of the 

hospital. The cover letter informed participants of the purpose and nature of the study, 

guaranteed their anonymity, and stated that returning the survey indicated their informed 

consent to have their data used in the study. Two weeks following the initial mailing of 

the survey, a notice was placed in the hospital's newsletter, thanking those who had 

completed and retumed the survey, and encouraging those who had not yet cornpleted the 

survey to do so. 



For sample 2, a total of 670 survey packages were sent to the coordinators of 

about 50 different group homes (9- 15 packages were sent to each coordinator, depending 

on the number of staff working in each group home). A cover memorandum from the 

organization7s Director of Kuman Resources and the researcher was addressed to the 

coordinators, which bnefly explained the study and asked them to distribute the survey 

packages to the staffmembers of the respective group homes (see Appendix J). The 

package given to each staff member included a cover letter fiom the researcher, a survey 

containing the prevïously desmied measures7 and a return envelope addressed to the 

researcher care of a member of the Human Resounies Department at the organization's 

head office. The cover Ietter informed participants of the purpose and nature of the 

study, guaranteed theïr anonymity, and stated that rehimuig the survey ùidicated their 

infomed consent to have their data used in the study. 

Method of Data Analvsis 

First, because the items pertaining to understanding, prediction and influence 

were written for this study, it was necessary to establish their dimensiondity before 

proceeding with fûrther anaIysis. This was accomplished through a two-step process, 

beginning with an exploratory factor analysis @FA) on sample 1 and followed by a 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on sampIe 2. Akhough the items were developed 

according to a strong theoretical rationale, the use of EFA rather than CFA is generaliy 

considered the best approach during the early stages of scale development (Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 1996). Once the hypothesized factor structure was initially determined with the 

EFA on sample 1, the results were cross-validated on sample 2 using CFA. In addition, a 



one-factor model was also tested and its f i t  compared to that of the hypothesized three- 

factor model. 

Once the factor structure of the control scdes was established, the effects of 

control on stress and strain were tested. SpecificaIIy, moderated regression analyses were 

conducted to determine whether prediction, understanding and/or influence moderated 

the relationships between violence and fear, or between fear and personal or 

organizational outcornes. FoUowing this, a latent variable model was tested on sample 1, 

which incorporated the direct, indirect andor moderational effects of control. The model 

was assessed using maximum Likellhood estimation as implemented in LISREL Vm 

(Joreskog & Sorbom, 1 993). In order to establish the fit of the proposed model, 1 

followed the hvo-step modeling procedure outlined by Anderson and Gerbing (1 988), 

which involves fïrst establishing the fit of the measurement model and then testing the 

proposed stnictural model. Once the fit of the overall model was established on sample 

1, the model was cross-validated on sample 2. Next, the invariance of parameters across 

the two samples was explicitly tested, using the procedures outlined by Joreskog and 

Sorbom (1 993)- 

For each of the latent variable models tested, both multiple and single indicatoa 

were used to represent the latent variables. The mesures of direct and vicarïous violence 

served as the two indicators for the workplace violence construct, while understanding, 

prediction and influence were used to indicate perceived control. The rernaining study 

variables-fear, emotional well-being, psychosomatic weU-being and neglect-were 

used as single uidicators of their respective latent variables. in accordance with 

Kelloway's (1998) guidelines for using single indicator latent variables, each common 



factor loading was fked to the product of the reliability and the standard deviation, and 

each unique factor Ioading was fixeci to 1 - (reliability * variance). This strategy 

accounts for measurement error in the observed variables- 

With structural equation modeling (e-g., both CFA and latent variable modeling), 

there are a nurnber of methods by which model fit c m  be assessed, Rather than relying 

on one given method, Bollen and Long (1993) suggest that a nurnber of fit indices be 

exarnined, with convergence across various fit indices lending support to one's fkdings. 

One of the common fit indices is the X2 test, which tests whether the population 

covariance matrix is equal to the covariance maîrix implied by the model, with good fit 

being indicated by a non-significant X2 statistic. Because the test is extremely sensitive to 

sample six,  a non-significant X2 is rare; therefore, other fit indices should also be 

considered. The Goodness of Fit index (GFI) and the Adjusted Goodness of Fit index 

(AGFI) indicate the degree to which the model accounts for the covariances in the sample 

data. Values range 6rom O to 1, with values greater than -9 reflecting better fit. The 

difference between the GFI and AGFI is that the AGFI adjusts for the number of degrees 

of tieedom in the model (Kelloway, 1998). The Root Mean Squared Error of 

Approximation (RMSEA) is a fit index that involves the analysis of residuafs, with 

smaller values indicating better fit to the data Values below -1 are generally wnsidered 

to reflect good fit while values less than .O5 indicate very good fit (Steiger, 1990). The 

Nonned Fit Index (NFI) compares the fit of the hypothesized mode1 to the nul1 model (in 

which no relationships between variables are specified). The Nonnormed Fit Index 

(NNFI) is similar to the NF1 but adjusts for the number of degrees of fkeedom in the 

model. Values for both the N'FI and the NNFI range between O and 1, with values above 



-9 indicating good model fit (Kelloway, 1998). Finally, parsimonious fit indices such as 

the Parsimonious Goodness of Fit Index (PGFI) and Parsimonious Nomed Fit Index 

(PNFI) can be used to assess mode1 fit. These indices penalize models with fewer 

degrees of fieedom- Because models with more estimated parameters will always fit the 

data better, the PGFI and PNFI should be considered when comparing models. Values 

range fiom O to 1, with higher values reflecting more parsimonious fit. 

After the Iatent variable model incorporating control was established and cross- 

validated, 1 investigated whether people who have received training that targets 

workplace violence and aggression demonstrated higher levels of control than those who 

had not been trained. 

Results 

& 

Pior to conducting the EFA on sample 1 , I  examined the distributions for each of 

the contrd items. AIthough several items demonstrated slight skewness, there were no 

serious violations of univariate or muItivarÏate normality and all other assumptions were 

met. No multivax-iate outIiers were present, and because the presence of several moderate 

univariate outliers did not affect the results, these cases were retained. Cases missing 

data on any of the 18 control items were deleted @ = 101, leaving N = 187 for the EFA. 

Principal Components extraction with Varimax rotation was performed on the 18 

control items using SPSS for Windows 7. Three factors were extracted, which 

cumulatively explained 60.9% of the item variance. The item factor loadings, 

communalities and proportions of variance for individual factors are found in Table 2, 

dong with item means and standard deviations. Factor 1, which accounted for 23.3% of 



Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
SD 

Commu- 
1 tenis Meaii 

Understanding Prediction Influence nalities 

1. 1 understand why clientslpeople at work behave as they 5.42 1.15 .79 1 ,66 1 
do, 

2. 1 know why certain events happen at work. 5,47 1 .O8 ,635 ,465 

3. 1 know why clientslpeople at work treat me as they do. 5.34 1.20 ,7 18 ,537 

4, I know why clients/people at work act aggressively 
when they do, 

5. 1 understand why a client/person reacts negatively to 
someoiie or soinething at work, 

5.13 1 .25 ,846 

6, 1 understand the cause(s) of negativdtlueatening events 
at work, 

4,89 1.41 ,826 

7. 1 am able to predict the behaviour of people at work. 4,6 1 1 ,50 

8. 1 am able to predict daily events at work (or, what will 
happen at work each day). 3,99 1,63 

9, 1 am able to predict how a clientlperson at work will 
react in certain situations. 464 1.49 

10. 1 am able to predict if and wlien a clientlperson at work 
niight beconle aggressive. 4.38 1,48 

1 1. 1 can predict how clientslpeople at work will treat me. 4.70 1,39 

12. 1 am able to prevent negative things froin happening at 
work, 

4,lO 1 ,50 

continued, , , 



Table 2 (cont'd) 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
Pfi*nm11- 

SD 
~ W I I ~ I I I W -  

Mean 
Understanding Prediction Influence nalities 

13. 1 am able to deal with challenging situations tiiat occur 
5-69 ,79 ,586 ,389 

at work. 

1 am able to avoid threatening situations at work, 4,52 1,39 

1 am able to respond to threatening situations at work. 5.28 1,14 

1 am able to protect myself fron~ pliysical aggression at 
work. 

432 1,44 

1 am capable of taking pliysical action (c,g., self- 
defense, restraining someone) to prevent harm to 
myself or others in cases where tliere are physical 4,44 1.63 

threats at work, 

1 am able to influence the behaviour of people at work, 4.56 1,40 

Proportion of Variance 23.25% 19.13% 18.48% 

Only factor loadings exceeding .4 are included in table. 



the rotated item variance, was labeled Understanding because of its correspondence to the 

construct of understanding suggested by Sutton and Kahn (1987). Factor 2 was labeled 

Prediction, because it relates to people's ability to predict the nature and timing of events 

at work (Sutton and Kahn, 1987)- It accounted for 19- 1% of the rotated item variance 

Factor 3, which accounted for 18.5% of the rotated item variance, was labeled Influence. 

It corresponds to Sutton and Kahn's (1987) constmct of control, and reflects the 

perceived ability to exert influence over one's work environment. The correlation 

between Factors L and 2 was r (1 87) = -42, p < -00 1 ; between Factors 1 and 3 was r (187) 

= -41, p < -00 1); and between Factors 2 and 3 was z (1 87) = -49, p < .O0 1. The factor 

structure was found to be robust to various extraction and rotation methods (see 

Appendix K for factor loadings and communalities for Principal Axis extraction with 

Varimax rotation and Appendix L for P ~ c i p a l  Components extraction with oblique 

rotation)- 

Item 12 ('1 am able to prevent negative thhgs fiom happening at work') presented 

sorne int erpretive ambiguity because it loaded on bo th Prediction and Influence. 

Although the item was written to reflect an aspect of influence, its loading was slightly 

higher on the Prediction factor than on the influence factor (-46 versus -42). However, 

because the difference in loading is negligible, and a priori theory linked this item with 

Influence, for the tirne being, item 12 will be considered as a part of that factor. 1 wiU 

address this issue m e r  in the subsequent CFA on sample 2, in which 1 will compare a 

model where the item is fie& to load on the Influence factor with a mode1 where the item 

is fieed to load on the Prediction factor. If there are no differences in the fit of the two 

models, or if the former model fits the data better than the latter, it cm be concluded that 



the hypothesized factor structure is confirmed. If, however, the model containing the 

path relating the item to the Prediction factor has superior fik it would suggest that the 

item is spurious and ought to be rewritten or deleted. 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis - Sarnp Ie 2 

Before conducting CFA on sample 2, I tested ail assumptions and found them to 

be within acceptable limits. There were no multivariate outliers present, and severai 

moderate univariate outliers were retaùied, because resuIts when they were retained did 

not differ fiom when they were excluded. Cases missing data on any of the 18 control 

items were excluded from the factor analyses = IO), leaving N = 195 for the CFA. 

CFA, based on the covariance matrix of the control items, was conducted, using 

maximum likelihood estimation as implemented in LISREL VIII (Joreskog & Sorbom, 

1993). Fit indices for the three models are presented in Table 3, and, as shown, none of 

the models provides excellent absolute fit to the data, However, poor absolute fit is 

cornmon with CFA, because of the number of parameter constraints Inherent in such 

models (Kelloway, 1998). Despite the lack of excelient fit, the indices converge in 

suggesting the superîority of the mode1 hypothesizing three oblique factors. in particular, 

the three-factor model provides a better fit to the data than does the one-factor model 

(X2diffetence (3, N = 195) = 559.38, p c .01). Moreover, the parsimonious fit indices (Le., 

the PGFI and P M I )  suggest that the three-factor model provides the most parsimonious 

fit to the data. 



Table 3, 
Fit Indices for the Three Confirmatory Factor Analysis Models 

Model x' df N GFI AGFI PGFI NFI NNFL PNFL 

3-factor 
(Hypo theslzed) 
3-factor (item 12 330.73* 132 195 -84 -79 -65 -8 1 -85 -70 Iinked to prediction) 

The model containing the path fiom item 12 to the Prediction factor provided 

similar but slightly poorer fit to the data than did the hypothesized mode1 (which iinked 

item 12 to the muence factor). Although a X2diR-c, test cann~t  be used to compare the 

two models because they are not nested within each other, inspection of the other fit 

indices suggest that fit is slightly improved when the item is fieed to load on influence 

rather than on Prediction, 

Standardized parameter estimates and associated B~ values for the three-factor 

model are presented in table 4. Al1 mode1 parameters were signifïcant (p < -01) and 

explained substantial item variance (R2 ranged fiom -16 - -82). The three factors were 

significantly correlated (r (195) = -32, -39 and -49, p < -01, respectively) and internally 

consistent (alpha = .88, .86 and -76 for Understanding, Prediction and Influence, 

respectively). 

Tests of Moderation 

Pnor to conducting the tests of moderation, 1 evaluated the assumptions of 

linearity, homoscedasticity, multicollinearîty and multivariate normality and found them 

to be acceptable in both samples. In addition, the presence of univariate and multivariate 

outliers was examined. Nine univariate outliers w a e  detected in each sample. Of these, 





only three cases from sample 2 were substantially discrepant (> 4.5 SDs away fiom the 

mean) and were deleted- Following the deletion of these three cases, there were no 

multivariate outliers detected in either sample, as Cook's distance values for al l  cases fell 

wel1 below the generally acceptai cutoff of 1 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). As a result, 

no M e r  cases were deleted. Descriptive statistics, internai consistency coefficients 

and intercorrelations for d l  study variables are included in Tables 5 (sample 1) and 6 

(sarnple 2)- 

In order to assess whether understanding, prediction and/or influence moderate 

the relationship between violence and personai or organizational outcomes, a series of 

moderated regression analyses were conducted separately for both samples using SPSS 

for Windows 7. la al1 of the following tests of moderation, hierarchical regression was 

used, with the predictors entered together into the h t  step and their interaction term 

entered into the second step of the regression equation The first set of regressions tested 

whether understanding, prediction and/or intluence moderate the relationship between 

violence and fear. In each of the regressions, fear was regressed on both violence and 

one of understanding, prediction or influence, as well as on the interaction between both 

violence and one of the three control variables. The second set of regressions assessed 

whether understanding, prediction a d o r  influence moderate the relationship between 

fear and any of the personal or organizational outcomes. In this set of regression 

equations, each of the three outcomes (exnotional well-being, psychosomatic well-being 

and neglect) were regressed separately on fear, the three control variables, and the 

interaction between fear and the control variables, Following the strategy outlined by 

Aiken and West (1 99 l), aU predictors were standardized before computing the interaction 







terms. This procedure helps to avoid the rnulticollinearity that is created when cornputhg 

an interaction with unstandardized variables- 

in the above analyses, none of the proposed moderator effects was statisticdy 

significant @ > -05). Specifically, none of the products of violence and understanding, 

violence and prediction or violence and influence made a significant contribution to the 

prediction of fear. Similarly, none of the products of fear and understanding, fear and 

prediction nor fear and influence made a significant contribution to any of the personal or 

organizationd outcornes. Therefore, al1 moderated relationships were deleted fiom the 

model, and only the direct and mediated effects of the three dimensions of control posited 

earlier were considered in subsequent latent variable path analyses. 

L L  

Sam~le  1 

The proposed measurement model provided acceptable, but not outstanding fit to 

the data (X2  (20, N = 189) = 60.91, p c .O1; GFI = -94, AGFI = -86, NF1 = -92, M I  = 

-89, PGFI = .42, PNFI = -51). The hypothesized latent variable mode1 incorporating both 

measurement and structural relations provided excellent fit to the data (x2 (23, N = 189) = 

32.58, p > -05; GFI = -97, AGFI = -93, NF1 = -95, NNFI = -98, PGFI = -49, PNFI = -61). 

A path mode1 with the standardized parameter estimates for sample 1 is presented in 

Figure 3. As shown, al1 7 mode1 parameters were significant in the expected direction 

and explained substantial amounts of variance a2 ranged h m  -35 - -97). Neglect was 

predicted by emotional well-being (P = 42, p c .01). Psychosomatic well-being was 

predicted by both fear (P = - .18, p < -01) and emotional well-being (P = -64, p < .01), 
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Firure 3. Standardized Parameter Estimates for Final Model: Sample 1 
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which was ui him predicted by fear (P = - -41, p < -01) and conh.01 (P = -40, p < -01). 

Fear was predicted by both control (P = - -25, p < -01) and violence (P = -83, p c -0 1). - 
Bath the proposed measurement mode1 (X2 (20, N = 195) = 55.02, p c -0 1 ; GFI = 

-94, AGFI = -87, NF1 = -90, NNFI = -88, PGFI = -42, PNFI = -50) and the latent variable 

rnodel (X2 (23, N = 195) = 49.99, p < .O 1 ; GFI = -95, AGFI = -9 1, NF1 = .9 1, NNFI = -92, 

PGFI = -49, PNFI = -58) provided acceptable fits to the data The standardized parameter 

estimates for sample 2 are provided in Figure 4. A s  shown, 6 of the 7 hypothesked 

rnodel parameters were significant and predicted substantial amounts of variance (BZ 

ranged from -35 - 96). Both neglect (P = - .53, p c -01) and psychosomatic well-beuig (P 

= -64, p < .O 1) were predicted by emotional well-being, which was in tum predicted by 

both control (P = -22, p < -01) and fear (P = - -30, p < -01). Fear was predicted by both 

control (p = - -29, p c -01) and violence (P = -68, p c .O 1). 

Cross-Sarnple Cornparisons 

To assess the stability of mode1 parameters across the two samples, the structural 

parameters of both saruples were contrasted using multi-sample anaiysis as implemented 

in LISREL WI. To do this, the hypothesized latent variable mode1 was first freely 

estimated in both samples (X2  (46) = 82.57, p c .O 1). Then, the parameters of sample 2 

were constrained to equal those of sample 1 (x2 (53) = 98-1 1, p c .O 1). The X2a-ce 

between these (X2difllaaiCe (7) = 15.54, p < .OS) was significant, indicating differences 

between the two sarnples- Specifically, the magnitudes of three of the stnicturaI 

parameters differed between the two samples. The path nom fear to psychosomatic well- 

being was stronger for sample 1 @ = -. 19) than for sample 2 (h = -03; X2 (1) = 7.88, p c 
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Figure 4. Standardized Porameter Estimates for Final Model: Sample 2 
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.O 1) as was the path &om violence to fear (for sample 1, h = 1 -22; for sample 2, h = -92; 

x2 (1 ) = 9.03, p c .O 1). Finaliy, the prediction of fear by control was stronger for sample 

2 @ = - .72) than for sample I @ = - -37; X2 (1) = 428, p c -05). Al1 remaïning structural 

paths were invariant across the two samples, 

Effects of Training on Perceived Control 

To assess whether violence prevention and intervention training affects people's 

perceptions of control, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted on 

sample 1 using training (training vernis no training) as the independent variable (IV) and 

direct violence, vicarious violence, influence, understanding and prediction as dependent 

variables (DVs). Direct and vicarious violence were inchded as DVs in order to allow 

for the examination of differences on influence, understanding and prediction after the 

effects of violence were partialled out. 

Prior to conducting the MANOVA, the assumptions of normality, hearity, 

homoscedasticity and multicollinearïty were examined on dl DVs across both trained and 

untrained groups. No serious violations ofassurnptions were evident. Data were also 

exarnined for the presence of outliers, with several univariate and no multivariate outiiers 

being detected. Inclusion of the univariate outliers in the analysis did not affect the 

results; therefore, they were retained for the ensuing analysis. Thùteen cases were 

deleted because of missing data, resulting in a h a 1  sample of N = 184, with 0 = 94 in the 

training group and n = 90 in the no training group. 

Using Pillai's criterion, the combined DVs were significantly affected by training, 

E(5, 179) = 4.10, p < .01. Univariate and stepdown analyses were also performed, 

although a stepdown analysis on the prioritized DVs was deemed more appropnate 



because the DVs of primary interest (i-e., inauence, understanding and prediction) were 

all correlated above -40. Order of entry of the DVs was direct violence, vicarious 

violence, influence, understanding and prediction- Because it was assumed that people 

who expenence more violence wodd be more likely to receive training, direct and 

vicarïous violence were entered h t .  This allowed for the examination of the impact of 

training on the three control DVs afkr the effects of violence were partialled out. Results 

of the univariate and stepdown tests are summarized in Table 7. 

Table 7. 
Univariate and Ste~down Tests for MANOVA on the Effects of Training 

- - - - 

Univariariate F df Stepdown F df 

Training Direct 
vioIence 
Vicarious 
vio Ience 

influence L0.85** 1/182 14, I2** 1/180 

Note: **p c -00 1; *p c -05 

A significant difference in direct violence was found between the training groups 

(M&i, = 1.17 (.7 l), Mm wg = -94 (-75)). However, after partialling out the effects of 

direct violence, no differences were found between the two groups on vicarious violence. 

After partialling out the effects of both direct and vicarïous violence, a difference was 

found on influence (Mtraining = 5.0 (.87), M. wg = 4.54 (1 -01)). Although differences 

between the groups on understanding and prediction were found with the univariate tests, 

these differences became non-significant in the stepdown analysis after the effects of 

influence were removed. 



Discussion 

The current study was undertaken to achieve three objectives. To begin with, the 

psychomeûic properties of a scale developed to assess three dimensions of control were 

exarnined- Next, a latent mode1 of the effects of violence and control on several 

personal and organizational outcornes was evaluated and cross-validated. Finally, the 

impact of a training program addressing workplace violence and aggression was 

examined, 

The results of the EFA and CFA converged in suggesting that the three-factor 

model of control, composed of understanding, prediction and influence, most closely 

reflected the data. While fkeeing additional parameters in the CFA would ïmprove model 

fit, such modifications are ill advised, as they would be atheoretical and would involve 

capitalizing on chance (Kelloway, 1998). 

The CFA also helped to dari@ an ambiguous factor Ioading that resulted fiom the 

initial EFA. Both a priori theory and the fit indices supported the inclusion of the path 

from item 12 to the influence factor rather than to the prediction factor. 

The three factors accounted for moderate to large amounts of the item variances 

and were found to be internally consistent, suggesting that the factors are well-defined. 

Therefore, the tripartite conceptualization of control introduced by Sutton and Kahn 

(1 987) was substantiated by the present findings. The demonstration of the factor 

structure of the control scale using EFA on a sample of hospital staff (Le., sample 1) and 

its cross-validation using CFA on a sample of group home st&(i.e., sample 2) supports 

the robustness and generalizability of the scale's factor structure. Because the items for 

the current study were developed to assess understanding, prediction and influence in the 



context of workplace violence, it remains for fùture research to establish the 

generalizability of these dimensions across contexts characterized by stressors other than 

aggression and violence. Aithough Tetrïck and LaRocco (1 987) ernployed rneasures of 

understanding, prediction and control in their study of role stress, they did not mess the 

factor structure of these variables, and so their dimensionality in that context cannot be 

unequivocall y detennined. 

Contrary to one of my original hypotheses, understanding, prediction and 

influence did not moderate the relationship between violence and fear, nor did they 

moderate the relationship between fear and personai and organizational outcornes. While 

this differed from what was expected, the absence of a moderating effect of control on 

stress and strain in this study is consistent with many other studies assessing similar 

moderation hypotheses (see Ganster & Fusilier, 1989 and Terry & Jimmieson, 1999, for 

reviews) and with studies testing stress-buffe~g hypotheses in general (see Cohen & 

Wills, 198 5, for a review). While a number of studies discussed in these reviews have 

found support for the moderating effects of control and other variables, these studies are 

greatly outnumbered by studïes which found no moderation, even when the expectation 

of such effects was theoretically justified. 

Although the fïndings are counterïntuitive, there are a number of possible reasons 

for the lack of moderation in the present shidy. First, the statistîcal procedure used to 

detect moderation in this study, moderated regression analysis, is a conservative 

technique that lacks power (Aiken & West, 1991; Evans, 1985). Aiken and West (199 1) 

outhe  several factors that reduce the power of moderation tests, two of which are 

particularly relevant to the current study. The k t  relates to the fact that in moderated 



regression analysis, the interaction term is considered after the main effects of the 

predictor and proposed moderator on the criterion have been examined. As noted by 

Baron and Kenny (1986), the ideal moderator woutd not be correlated with either the 

predictor with which it interacts or the criterion it is predicted to moderate. Any 

correlation between the proposed moderator and the predictor, the criterion or both, wiIl 

reduce the power of the test, and hence, the likelïhood of detecting moderation. Because 

the variables that were involved in the tests of moderation were nonorthogonal, the power 

of the tests was attenuated, 

The second factor that may have reduced the power of the moderation tests was 

the presence of measurernent error in the proposed moderators, As noted by Aiken and 

West (199 l), in the absence of perfect or nearly perfect reliability in the moderator 

variable(s), the more variance that is accounted for by the predictors, the less likely it is 

that the interaction terni will add significantly to the prediction of the criterion Although 

the intemal consistency of the proposed moderators was reasonable (i-e., alpha ranged 

fiom -76 - .89), the presence of any unreliability is magnified in moderated regression 

analysis. Therefore, the evidence presented by Evans (1985) and Aiken and West (1991) 

would suggest that the presence of measurernent error and the nonorthogonality of the 

predictor and moderator variables in the present study greatly weakened the power of the 

moderation tests. 

Besides the non-signifïcant interactions, all hypothesized relationships were 

supported by the latent variable path analyses. Fear was predicted by both violence and 

control, while control also predicted emotional well-being. Fear also predicted emotional 

well-being, which in tum predicted psychosomatic well-being and neglect- 



These results replicate and extend the fïndings of  previous research on the 

personal and organizationd outcornes of workplace violence (e.g, Rogers & KeUoway, 

1997). As was f o u .  by Rogers and Kelloway (1997), the current results indicate that the 

effects of violence on emotional and psychosomatic weIl-being are mediated through fear 

of fùture violence, and that the effects of fear on psychosomatic well-being are partially 

mediated through its effects on emotional weiL-being. In addition, the results demonstrate 

that both direct and vicarious workplace violence have negative consequences for 

individuals and organizations. The measures of direct and vicarious violence were 

strongly correlated in both samples (Le., r (1 89) = -77, p c -0 1, in sample 1, and 6 (1 95) = 

-75, p c .O 1, in sample 2), and both contriiuted to the latent variable representing 

violence. These findings accord with previous research which has suggested that both 

direct and indirect vîctims of workplace violence experience consequences (Rogers & 

Kelloway, 1997; see also Northwest National Life Insurance Company, 1993; Taylor, 

19 89). 

The current findings extend previous research on workplace violence in several 

ways. First, the results of Rogers and Kelloway's (1997) study of violence experienced 

by bank employees were found to be similar for both hospital and gmup home staff. As 

stated by Cook and Campbell (L979), the extemal validity of fhdings can o d y  be 

dernonstrated through replication across heterogeneous samples. The replication of this 

mode1 across three different work environments strongly enhances its generalizability- 

Second, the effects of control perceptions on stress and strain in the context of 

workplace violence were examined. In partïcular, results showed that perceptions of 

control serve to mitigate the negative effects of violence by reducing fear and enhancing 



psychological weU-being. These findings correspond to the raults of other research 

which has examineci the positive effects of control in contexts characterked by a variety 

of different stressors, and extend them to include those in which Molence occurs, 

More irnportantly, the results show the beneficial impact which control 

perceptions can have for people who expenence workplace violence. Although 

prevention of workplace violence shodd receive first pnority, in situations where 

preventive efforts fail or are not possible, the present results demonstrate the ameliorative 

potential of interventions targeted at enhancing people's perceptions of control at work. 

In addition to examining the impact of control on personal and organizational 

outcomes associated with workplace violence, this study also extends the research on 

workplace violence by including a measure of job withdrawal (Le., neglect) in the model. 

Specifically, the results demonstrate that the effect of violence on neglect is mediated by 

both fear and emotional well-being. This extends the hdings of BarIing et al. (1 999), by 

rernoving the potential codiound of sexual harassrnent fÎom this relationship, and by 

demonstrating the mediational role of emotional well-being. Furthemore, this adds to 

previous research examining the organizational outcomes of workplace violence, that 

found violence to be associated with decreases in job satisfaction and productivity (Budd 

et al., 1996), and fear of violence to predict increased turnover intentions (Rogers & 

KelIoway, 1 997). Taken together, these fïndings illustrate the potential deleterious 

consequences of workplace violence on orgaaizational fiinctioning. 

The MANOVA comparing trained versus untrained hospital staff in sample 1 

revealed that those who had received violence prevention and intervention training 

showed higher levels of experience with direct violence and exhibited higher Ievels of 



control than those who had not received trainlng- No differences were found between the 

groups on the amount of vicarious violence experienced- The univariate tests found that 

trained staffhad higher levels of aü three dimensions of control. However, when 

innuence was entered first into the stepdown andysis, followed by understanding and 

prediction, only influence was found to significantly differ between the two groups. This 

is largely due to the intercorrelation among the three control dimensions. 

The higher levels of control exhibited by the trained group is a very important 

hding, especially when it is considered dong with the results of the latent variable path 

anaiysis discussed above, which demonstrated the mitigating effects of control on stress 

and strain. Taken together, the tïndings suggest that providing people with training 

would enhance their feelings of control, which could potentiaiiy offset the negative 

outcomes that are typically associated with workplace violence. This represents a 

prornising basis for intervention strategies and provides a very fniitful avenue for future 

research on workplace violence. 

The greater levels of exposure to direct violence exhibited b y the trained group 

likely reflects the organization's practice of offerhg training to those most likely to face 

aggression or violence on the job. This is likely a cornmon practice in many 

organizations that offer violence training; however, the absence of a difference in levels 

of vicarious violence between the two groups is particularly noteworthy. Because the 

results of the present study provide strong evidence for the adverse consequences of 

expenencing vicarious violence, they wodd suggest that trainhg should not be limited to 

those facing ody direct violence. Although it seems intuitive that violence prevention 

and intervention training should be targeted at those directly exposed to violence, the 



present results suggest that even those experiencîng only vicarious violence would 

benefit fiom enhanced feelings of control- Based on these kdings, it is evident that 

organizations ought to offer violence-related training to all My as this could enhance 

their emotional and physical well-being as well as improve organizational fiuictioning. 

Limitations 

The results of the present study should be considered in light of several potentid 

limitations. First, the data came entirely from seif-reports, raising the possibility that 

mono-method bias is operatzng- Although this is possible, aa examination of the 

correlation matrices for both samples reveals that the innuence of mono-method bias in 

the current study is doubtful. In general, the main concern regarding mono-method bias 

is that it results in the artifactual inflation of correlations between study variables 

(Spector & Brannick, 1995). The existence of a number of non-significant zero-order 

correlations between several study variables suggests that the effect of mono-method bias 

on the present results is inplausible. 

The second potential limitation of the current study is its cross-sectional nature. 

Because data on the study variables were collected concurrently, the causal sequence of 

the variables cannot be unambiguously determined. Although the proposed model 

provided adequate fit to the data across two diEerent samples, with structural equation 

modeling there are a number of other models which would provide similar fit to the data 

(MacCallurn, Wegener, Uchino, & Fabrigar, 1993). For example, the fit of a model in 

which fear of hture workplace violence predicts control perceptions would be 

comparable to that of the proposed model. The strong theoretical foundation of the 

proposed model casts doubt on the plausibility of such alternative models. However, 



they c m  only be compfetely d e d  out through longitudinal research on workplace 

violence. 

Directions for Future Research 

On the basis of the fkdings of the present study, a number of directions for fùture 

research could be suggestd First, in addition to the personal and organizational 

variables included in the present study and in prior research on workplace violence (e-g., 

Budd et al., 1 996; Rogers & Kelloway, 1 997), there are a numtber of other possible 

outcomes of workplace violence that merit M e r  investigation. Researchers could 

examine how violence affects personal variables including marital hctioning and 

substance use, and organizational variables such as absenteeism, burnout and job 

performance. In addition, the ameliorative influence of control, social support or other 

factors on these outcomes codd also be examined. 

Further research also needs to be conducted on perceived control. While the 

present results provide support for a three-dimensional conceptualization of control and 

demonstrate its efficacy in reducing the stress and strain associated with workplace 

violence, they do not imply that this is an ail-encompassing definition of control. 

Previous investigators have postulated the existence of other dimensions of control, 

including involvement in decision-making in the organization (i.e., decision control), 

choice over job tasks (Le-, task control), and control over physical aspects of one's 

environment (Ganster, 1988, 1989; see Terry & Jimmieson, 1999, for a review). Future 

research should investigate these and O ther dimensions of control, and assess whether 

they also help to ameliorate the negative consequences of workplace violence. 



The effectiveness of training demonstrated in the present study also maits more 

extensive investigation. For the present study, respondents were simply asked whether or  

not they had received any training pertainllg to workplace violence. Although the 

current findings are very p r ~ ~ s i n g ,  the causal effect of training on perceived control 

codd be confirmed through a longitudinal study of training, using pre- and post-training 

measures of perceived control. Furthemore, the content of successful training courses 

must be examinai to deheate the aspects that are most effective in enhancing people's 

control perceptions. The means by which this enhancement occurs also ought to be 

investigated- A better understanding of both the control-enhancing content of such 

training programs, as weU as the process by which control perceptions are improved, 

would help to establish training as an effective means for improving people's well-being 

and functioning if they are faced with violence and other stresson at work. 

Future research could also address a number of methodologicaI limitations of the 

present study. Although the implausibility of the mono-method bias affecting the present 

results has been discussed, collecting data fiom multiple sources would help to fkher 

mitigate concems relating to mono-method bias. Another direction for f h r e  research 

would be to examine the effects of workplace violence and control in other contexts in 

which violence occurs. While the current findings dernonstrate the consistency of the 

effects of workplace violence and control perceptions across two different sites and 

provide some evidence of its extemal validity, the fact that violence affects people Ui 

many different occupations and organizations suggests the need to fùrther assess the 

generalizability of these fidings in other contexts as well. 



The reliance on cross-sectional, self-report data in this study presents several 

potential limitations, and demonstrates the need for a longitudinal investigation of the 

effects of workplace violence and perceived control on personal weli-being and 

organizational effectiveness. Newly hïred staffat hospitals, group homes or other 

organizations could be studied over a period of severai years, tracking their exposure to 

violent events while taking rneasures of perceived control, fear, emotional and 

psychosomatic health, negiect, and other organizational variables at the time of hire and 

at regular, subsequent intervals. Changes in the levels of some of these variables could 

be examined in light of the timing and type of the violence experienced. A study of this 

nature would help to clarify the pattern of causality arnong these variables, and contribute 

to a more comprehensive understanding of the effects of workplace violence. 

Conclusions 

In summary, a three-dimensional measure of perceived control was developed and 

substantiated. A mode1 examining the effects of workplace violence and perceived 

control on personal and organizational outcornes was then proposed and tested. The 

results showed that the adverse effects of both direct and vicarious violence are mediated 

through fear. In addition, perceived control was found to ùnprove people's emo tional 

well-being both directly and indirectly through a reduction in the fear of future violence. 

The consistency of these fïndings across two diffierent samples supports their 

generalizability. Finally, training was shown to increase people's perceptions of control. 

Because perceived control was found to reduce people's fear and enhance thek emotional 

well-being, it would indicate the potential for training to ameliorate the negative 

consequences of workplace violence. Taken together these results have implications for 



both practice and research. In practice, endeavouring to enhance ernployees' perceived 

control through training is an intervention stnitegy which should be considered by 

organizations in which violence occurs and where primary prevention efforts are 

ineffective or uifeasible, In addition, because the serious consequences and increasing 

incidence of  workplace violence have been demonstrated, researchers are wged to f ' e r  

investigate the phenmenon of workplace violence, paying particular attention to factors 

which help to prevent or reduce its negative outcomes, 
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APPENDIX A 

VIOLENCWAGGRESSION AT WORK 

The following items desmie vioIent or aggressive events which may occur fkom many 

sources at work (e-g, customers, clients, other employees). For each item please indicate 

how ofken you have experienced the violent events at work during THE PAST YEAR. 

Please respond to each item by circhg the appropriate number. 

O = Never 1 = 1 time 2 = 2-3 times 4 = 4 or more bmes 

IN THE PAST YEAR.. , 

1 . Have you been hit, kicked, grabbed, shoved or pushed by anyone while you've been 

at work? 

2. Have you been spat on or bitten by anyone while you've been at work? 

3. Have you had an object thrown at you while you've been at work? 

4. Have you been ithreatened with any of the above examples of physical violence while 

you've been at work? 

5. Have you been threatened with a weapon while you've been at work? 

6 .  Have you been yelied at or shouted at while you've been at work? 

7. Have you been swom at while you've been at work? 

8. Have you been glared at while you've been at work? 

9. Has your personal property or workplace property been damaged by someone at 

work? 

10. Has anyone fhreatened to damage any of your personal or workplace property while 

you've been at work? 

1 1. Have you had a door slammed in your face while you've been at work? 



12, Have you seen any of your CO-workers/managers experiencing violent events at 

work? 

13. Have you heard about any of your CO-workerdmanagers experiencing violent events 

at work? 

14. Have you seen any CO-workersfmanagers being threatened with physical violence at 

work? 

15. Have you heard abou$ any CO-workerdmanagers being rhreatened with physical 

violence at work? 

16. Have any of your fnenddrelatives experïenced or been threatened with physical 

violence while they've been at work? 



APPENDDC B 

PREDICTION 

The following items ask you to indicate the degree to which you are able to predict things 

that will happen at work PLease respond by c i rchg the appropnate nurnber. 

1 = Strongly disagree 5 = Slightiy agree 

2 = Disagree 6 = Agree 

3 = Slightiy disagree 7 = Strongly agree 

4 = Neither agreddisagree 

1. 1 am able to predict the behaviour of people at work? 

2. I am able to predict daily events at work (or, what will happen at work each day)? 

3. I am able to predict how a clientfperson at work will react in certain situations? 

4. 1 am able to predict if and when a client/person at work might become aggressive? 

5. 1 can predict how clientdpeople at work will treat me? 



APPENDIX C 

UNDERSTANDING 

The following items ask you to indicate the degree to which you understand why things 

happen at work Please respond by circhg the appropriate number. 

1 = Strongly disagree 5 = Slightly agree 

2 = Disagree 6 = Agree 

3 = Slightly disagree 7 = Strongly agree 

4 = Neither agreeMsagree 

I. 1 understand why clientdpeople at work behave as they do? 

2. 1 know why certain events happen at work? 

3. 1 know why clientdpeople at work treat me as they do? 

4. 1 know why clientdpeople at work act aggressively when they do? 

5. 1 understand why a client/person reacts negatively to someone or sornething at work? 

6. 1 understand the cause(s) of negativekhreatening events at work? 



APPENDIX D 

PERCEIVED INFLUENCE 

The following items ask you to indicate the degree to which you are able to influence 

thuigs that will happen at work. Please respond by cïrcling the appropriate number. 

1 = S trongly disagree 5 = Slightly agree 

2 = Disagree 6 = Agree 

3 = Slightly disagree 7 = StrongIy agree 

4 = Neither agreddisagree 

1. 1 am able to prevent negative things fkom happening at work? 

2. I am able to deai with challenging situations that occur at work? 

3 - 1 am able to avoid threatening situations at work? 

4. 1 am able to respond to threatening situations at work? 

5. 1 am able to protect myself from physical aggression at work? 

6. 1 am capable of taking physical action (e.g. self-defense, restraining someone) to 

prevent h m  to myself or others in cases where there are physical threats at work? 

7. 1 am able to influence the behaviour of people at work? 



APPENDDC E 

FEAR OF EVïURE VIOLENCE AT WORK 

For the following items, please indicate your level o f  agreement or disagreement with the 

staternents by circling the appropriate number. Note that the staternents apply to THE 

NEXT YEAR. 

1 = Strongly disagree 5 = Slightly agree 

2 = Disagree 6 = Agree 

3 = Slightly disagree 7 = Strongly agree 

4 = Neither agreddisagree 

DURING THE NEXT YEAR. - . 

1. I am afiaid that 1 will be hit, kicked, grabbed, shoved or pushed while I'rn at work. 

2. I am afiaid that I will be spat on or bitten while I'rn at work. 

3. 1 am afiaid that 1 will be hit with an object while I'm at work. 

4. 1 am afiaid that 1 will be threatened with any of the above examples of physical 

violence while I'rn at work, 

5. 1 am afi-aid that II will be threatened with a weapon while I'rn at work. 

6. 1 am afiaid that II will be swom at while I'm at work, 

7. I am afraid that 1 will be shouted at while I'm at work- 

8. 1 am a h i d  that someone will damage or threaten to damage my personal or 

workplace property while I'm at work. 

9. 1 am afkaid that 1 will be a victim of workplace violence. 

10. If 1 encounter a potentially violent individual at work, 1 am a h i d  that 1 will not be 

able to prevent a violent codkontation. 



1 1. If  1 am a victim of workplace violence, I am afkïd that 1 will be injured. 

12. In generaI, I am afkaid of experiencing some form of aggression, violence, or threat of 

aggression or violence at work, 



APPENDIX F 

EMOTIONAL WELL-BEING - GENERAL HEALTK QUESTIONNAIRE 

The following items focus on how you have been feeling emotionally Ui THE PAST 

YEAR. Please respond by circhg the appropnate number. 

1 = Not at all 5 = Fairly oflen 

2 = Rarely 6 = Often 

3 = Once In a while 7 = All of the time 

4 = Some of the time 

OVER THE PAST YEAR, -. 

1. Have you been able to concentrate on whatever you're doing? 

2. Have you lost much sleep f?om worry? 

3. Have you felt you're playing a usefbl part in things? 

4. Have you felt capable of making decisions about things? 

5. Have you felt under strain? 

6. Have you felt that you couldn't overcome your difficulties? 

7. Have you been able to enjoy your normal day-to-day activities? 

8. Have you been able to face up to your problems? 

9. Have you been feeling unhappy and/or depressed? 

10. Have you been losing confidence in yourself? 

1 1. Have you been thinking of yourself as a worthless person? 

12. Have you been feeling reasonably happy, a l l  thiogs considered? 



APPENDIXG 

PSYCHOSOMATIC WELL-BED\TG 

The following items focus on how you have been feeling physically in =T 

YEAR. Please respond by circling the appropriate number. Please note that the Iast 3 

items on this scale have somewhat different response options than the others. 

1 = Not at al1 5 = Fairly often 

2 = Rarely 6 = Often 

3 = Once in a whiIe 7 = Ail of the time 

4 = Some of the time 

OVER THE PAST YEAR-. . 

1. How often have you had difficulty getting to sleep at night? 

2. How often have you woken up during the nïght? 

3. How often have you had nightmares or disturbing dreams? 

4. How often has your sleep been peaceful and undishtrbed? 

5. How often have you experienced headaches? 

6. Did you get a headache when there was a lot of pressure on you to get things done? 

7. Did you get a headache when you were hstrated because things were not going the 

way they should have or when you were annoyed at someone? 

8. How fiequently have you suffered tiom an upset stomach (indigestion)? 

9. How often did you have to watch that you ate carefüily to avoid stomach upsets? 

10. How often did you feel nauseated ("sick to your stomach")? 

1 1. How often were you constipated or did you suffer fkom diarrhea? 

12. How many times have you had minor colds (that made you feel uncornfortable but 



didn't keep you sick in bed or make you miss work)? (O tlrnes7 1 tirne, 2 times, 3 

times, 4 times, 5 tirnes, 6 or more times). 

13. How many times have you had respiratory Mections more severe than minor colds 

that "laid you low" (such as bronchitis, sïnusitis, etc.)? (O eimes, 1 tirne- 2 times, 3 

times, 4 times, 5 times, 6 or more times). 

14. When you had a bad cold or flu, how Long did it typically last? (1 day, 2 days, 3 days, 

4 days, 5 days, 6 days, 7 or more days). 



APPENDIX H 

NEGLECT 

The statements below desmie actions that ernployees take fiom time to Cime in the 

workplace. Indicate how often you have taken each action over THE PAST YEAR. 

1 =Not at ai l  5 = Fairly O fien 

2 = Rarely 6 = Often 

3 = Once in a while 7 = Ail of the time 

4 = Some of the tirne 

OVER THE PAST YEAR, HOW OFTEN HAVE YOU-.. 

1. Waited, hoping any problems wodd solve themselves? 

2. Called in sick, not dealing with what was happening? 

3. Corne in Iate to avoid some problems? 

4. Lefi early? 

5, Taken unauthonzed, extended lunch breaks? 

6.  Said nothing to others, assuming things would work out? 

7. Become less interested and made more errors? 

8. Not passed on messages to others? 

9. Covered up your mistakes? 

10. Stayed out of sight to avoid work? 

1 1. Intentionally worked slowly? 



Dear SirfMadam, 

The attached questionnaire is part of a research project being conducted by Aaron 

Schat and Dr. Kevin KeLloway of the Department of Psychology at the University of 

Guelph. The purpose of the project is to examine how people experience and respond to 

various aggressive and threatening situations that may occur at work, The research is 

being conducted as part of Aaron Schat's Master's thesis and we wodd very much 

appreciate your participation in the project- Your responses wili help contriiute to a 

better understanding of how people experience and deal with aggression at work. 

marne of Or~anization) is one of the organizations that was asked and has agreed 

to participate in this research project. Of course, your participation in the study is 

voluntary. Cornpleting and returning the questionnaire will be taken as consent to have 

your data used in the study. Once you have completed the questiomaire, please seai it in 

the accompanying envelope and return it via interna1 mail to IN mofcontact. 
The sealed envelopes will then be forwarded to the researchers, and o d y  they will open 

the envelopes and have access to the completed questionnaires. 

Al1 data are being collected anonymously-please do NOT put your name on the 

questionnaire or retum envelope. The information you provide will rernain confidentid, 

with data from the study being reported in the form of group totals only. 

We very much appreciate your willingness to participate. Should you require 

M e r  information about the study or would Like to receive a shoa summary of the 

research results (available in August), please feel fiee to contact Aamn Schat (5 19-824- 



4 L 20 Ext 893 1) or Dr. Kevin Kelloway (5 19-824-4 120 Ext- 4475) or write to the address 

given above. 

E. Kevin Kelloway, PhD. 

Professor of Psychology 

University of Guelph 

Aaron Schat 

University of Guelph 



AETENDDC J 

COVER MEMORANDUM FOR SAMPLE 2 

RE: Survey Research Project 

FROM: (Name), Director of Human Resources, Aaron Schat, University of Guelph 

Enclosed is a package of surveys which are part of a research project being 

conducted by Aaron Schat and Dr. Kevin Kelloway ofthe Department of Psychology at 

the University of Guelph. (Name of Organization) has agreed to participate in this 

project, and we would appreciate it ifyou could distrr'bute a survey package to as many of  

your team members as possible. Please note that their participation is voluntarv, and they 

may choose not to complete the survey. 

If there are not enough surveys for each tearn member, please just distribute them 

until there are no surveys Left. If there are extra surveys, please dispose of them. For 

those members of your tearn who are wilIing to participate, please encourage them to 

return the surveys as soon as possible (within about 2 weeks fkom the time the suveys 

are distri'buted), 

In addition to distriiuting the surveys, you are also asked to collect the surveys 

once they have been completed. The m e y s  should be retumed to you sealed in the 

envelope which is provided by the researchers (as per the instructions aven to the 

participants in the survey cover letter). Please forward the sealed envelopes to (Name of 

contact l ers on). 

Your assistance in coordinating this project is greatly appreciated. If you have 

any questions, please feel fiee to contact Aaron Schat (529-824-4129 Ext. 893 1) or 

marne of Director of Human Resùurces). 





Appendix K (cont'd) 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
Ite~iis Meaii SD Commu- 

Understanding Prediction Influence nalities 
13. 1 am able to deal with challenging situations tliat occur 

at work, 5,69 ,79 A8 1 ,286 

14. 1 am able to avoid threatening situations at work, 4,52 1,39 ,526 ,313 

15. 1 am able to respond to threatening situations at work, 5.28 1.14 

16, 1 am able to protect myself from physical aggression at 
4,82 work. 1.44 

17, 1 am capable of taking physical action (e,g,, self- 
defense, restraining someone) to prevent hann to 
myself or others in cases where there are physical 4,44 1.63 

threats at work, 

18. 1 am able to influence the beliaviour of people at work. 4.56 1,40 

Proportion of Variance 21,21% 16.54% 1 5,90% 

Oniy factor loadings exceeding ,35 are included in table, 





Appendix L (cont 'd) 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 - 
Mean SD Cornmu- 

Understanding Prediction Iniluence nalit ies 

13. 1 am able to deal witli challenging situations tliat occur 
at work, 

5.69 ,79 ,587 ,389 

1 am able to avoid threatening situations at work, 4S2 1.39 

1 am able to respond to threatening situations ai work. 528 1.14 

1 am able to protect myself froni physical aggression at 
work. 4-82 1.44 

I am capable of taking physical action (e.g,, self- 
defense, restraining someone) to prevent Iiarni to 
myself or others in cases where there are physical 4.44 1.63 

threats at work, 

1 am able to influence the behaviour of people at work, 4.56 1.40 

Proportion of Variance 13,12% 9,7 1% 38,03% 

Only factor loadings exceeding .30 arc included in table. 


