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Abstract 
The aim of this study is to evaluate the psychometric properties of the Stress 
Mindset Measure (SMM) in a non-clinical sample of the Greek population. 
The Stress Mindset Measure (SMM) is an 8-item instrument, designed to as-
sess the extent to which an individual believes that the effects of stress are ei-
ther enhancing or debilitating. The validation was carried out in a sample of 
784 Greek adults, aging from 18 to 65 years old. Results indicated that the 
Greek version of the Stress Mindset Measure (SMM) has satisfactory reliabil-
ity and validity indexes. Moreover, the findings showed that having a positive 
stress mindset is positively correlated to positive wellbeing indices and posi-
tive ways of perceiving and coping with stress. Also, having a positive stress 
mindset is negatively correlated to negative experiences and with less effective 
ways of coping with stress. On the other hand, having a negative stress mind-
set is negatively correlated to positive wellbeing outputs and effective coping 
mechanisms and also positively correlated with psychological symptomatol-
ogy and negative feelings. The results of this study suggest that the Greek 
SMM can be used as a reliable and valid instrument for the measurement of 
stress mindset in the Greek population. 
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1. Introduction 

Stress mindset is conceptualized as one’s belief that stress has either enhancing or 
debilitating consequences for outcomes such as health, performance, and well-being 
(Crum, Salovey, & Achor, 2013). Research suggests that “stress-is-enhancing” and 
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“stress-is-debilitating” mindsets can differentially affect physiological and beha-
vioral responses under stress (Crum et al., 2013). More specifically, individuals 
with a positive stress mindset tend to approach stressful situations in order to 
achieve enhancing outcomes (Crum et al., 2013; Casper, Sonnentag, & Tremmel, 
2017). In contrast, individuals with a negative stress mindset are less likely to 
approach stressful situations in order to avoid potential negative consequences 
(e.g., impaired well-being; Crum et al., 2013). Moreover, the extent to which 
individuals believe that stress is debilitating has in itself been positively asso-
ciated with morbidity (Nabi, Kivimäki, Batty, Shipley, Britton, Brunner, & 
Singh-Manoux, 2013) and mortality rates (Keller, Litzelman, Wisk, Maddox, 
Cheng, Creswell, & Witt, 2012). On the other hand, stress may also produce fa-
vorable outcomes (for reviews see: Podsakoff, LePine, & LePine, 2007; Updegraff 
& Taylor, 2000), as research suggests that a “stress-is-enhancing” mindset, over 
and above the effects of stress level, seems to improve self-reported health and 
work performance (Crum et al., 2013), as well as to enhance physiological func-
tioning and performance (e.g., Jamieson, Mendes, Blackstock, & Schmader, 
2010; Jamieson, Mendes, & Nock, 2013). Furthermore, research indicates that 
stress mindset can be changed to improve stress responses (Crum et al., 2013; 
Crum, Akinola, Martin, & Fath, 2017). 

The Stress Mindset Measure (SMM; Crum et al., 2013) is a self-report 8-item 
instrument, designed to assess the extent to which an individual believes that the 
effects of stress are either enhancing or debilitating. The original validation 
study of the SMM (Crum et al., 2013), demonstrated that stress mindset is a dis-
tinct variable from traditional stress-influencing variables (amount, appraisal, 
and coping) and that stress mindset is meaningfully related to stress-relevant 
outcomes (health, performance, and well-being). Moreover, the SMM was found 
to positively correlate with measures related to stress, including hardiness and 
optimism and to discriminate from similar concepts, such as perceived stress, 
optimism (appraisal), approach coping and avoidance coping (Crum et al., 
2013). Further, it was found that “stress-is-enhancing’’ mindset was positively 
correlated with life satisfaction and with fewer symptoms of depression and an-
xiety, over and above the levels of stress, active coping, social coping, distractive 
coping, and avoidance coping (Crum et al., 2013).  

In the validation study of the SMM (Crum et al., 2013), two versions of the 
measure were created: One referring to beliefs about the nature of stress in gen-
eral (SMM-G) and one referring to beliefs about the nature of stress in the con-
text of a specific stressor (SMM-S). Results have shown high internal consistency 
for both versions of the SMM (Cronbach’s alpha was 0.80 for the SMM-S and 
0.86 for the SMM-G). Age and sex were both unrelated to SMM scores. The 
SMM-G and the SMM-S were significantly correlated with one another, r (335) 
= 0.61, p = 0.001. Confirmatory factor analyses confirmed a simple structure of 
the SMM, suggesting that it is appropriately described as unifactorial (Crum et 
al., 2013). However, the psychometric properties of the Greek SMM have yet to 
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be validated.  
The aim of the present study is, first to translate and adapt the Stress Mindset 

Measure (SMM) in a Greek sample, and second to examine the validity, reliabil-
ity and factorial invariance of the instrument using a number of mental health 
and well-being measures. Thus, the present study will focus on answering the 
following research questions: 1) Could SMM be efficiently adapted in the Greek 
context? 2) Is the Greek version of SMM a valid and reliable instrument for the 
measurement of stress mindset? 3) Does the Greek version of SMM demonstrate 
the same structure across gender? 

2. Method  
2.1. Translation and Adaptation into the Greek Cultural Context 

Following the permission by Stress Mindset Measure (SMM) creator, Professor 
Alia Crum, to adapt the questionnaire in Greek, we followed a six-step metho-
dology for the translation and adaptation of the SMM (Pezirkianidis, Karakasi-
dou, Dimitriadou, & Stalikas, 2017), as described below. 

Independent Forward Translation. Three translators that fluently speak Eng-
lish and have a background on psychology and psychological testing indepen-
dently translated the original version of the questionnaire from English to Greek. 

Forward Translation Verification (Committee Approach). The same three 
translators with the main examiner compared the three different versions of the 
Greek translation for each item and, after comparing it with the original version, 
finalized the first version of the SMM. 

Independent Backward Translation. A different set of three bilingual transla-
tors reached consensus in finalizing the wording and translated independently 
the Greek version of the questionnaire back to English. 

Backward Translation Verification (Committee Approach). The same 
three translators with the main examiner compared the three versions of the 
back-translated questionnaire and reached consensus on the final back-translated 
version. 

Final Verification by an Expert. Isaac Handley-Miner, Mind & Body Lab 
Manager, Department of Psychology, Stanford University, compared the original 
version of the questionnaire with its back-translated version and suggested if 
there are any differences in the item level in meaning and construct coherence. 
Based on his suggestions, the necessary corrections were made in the Greek ver-
sion of the instrument. 

Pilot Testing. The last step of the adaptation in the Greek cultural context was 
to conduct a small-range study to test the way participants respond to the items 
of the questionnaire. The Greek version of the instrument was administered to 
40 Greek adults of different gender and age groups, who speak English fluently 
(convenience sample). After two weeks, the same participants completed the 
original version of the questionnaire. Their responses were analyzed using the 
SPSS 25 (Table 1). 

https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2020.118079


K. Karampas et al. 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/psych.2020.118079 1188 Psychology 
 

Table 1. Paired samples correlations of the SMM items for the original and the Greek 
version. 

Item No. N rp p value 

1 40 0.778 0.000 

2 40 0.674 0.000 

3 40 0.785 0.000 

4 40 0.838 0.000 

5 40 0.588 0.000 

6 40 0.453 0.003 

7 40 0.838 0.000 

8 40 0.608 0.000 

2.2. Participants 

The sample of the study consisted of 784 Greek adults (29.2% men, 70.8% 
women), aging from 18 to 65 years old (Mage = 33.95). The majority of our 
sample was employed (81.5% employed, 18.5% unemployed). Regarding the ma-
rital status of the respondents, 33.2% of them were married, 58.3% were unmar-
ried, 6.9% were divorced and 1.7% were widowers. 

2.3. Measures 

In the present study, in addition to the Stress Mindset Measure (SMM) and de-
mographics, we used six instruments to establish convergent and discriminant 
validity of the Greek version of Stress Mindset Measure (SMM), as followed:  

Demographics. Participants were asked to report demographic information 
regarding their gender, age, marital and employment status. 

1) Stress Mindset Measure (SMM; Crum, Salovey, & Achor, 2013). In the 
SMM the participants are rating how strongly they agree or disagree with 
eight statements (e.g., the effects of stress are positive and should be utilized, 
the effects of stress are negative and should be avoided) on a 0 (strongly dis-
agree) to 4 (strongly agree) scale with numbers equal to or above two reflecting 
a stress-is-enhancing mindset. 

2) Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS; Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 
1985; Greek version: Galanakis, Lakioti, Pezirkianidis, Karakasidou, & Stalikas, 
2017). The scale measures individual’s cognitive assessment of his/her life indi-
cating satisfaction with life levels. The SWLS consists of five items rated on a 
7-point Likert-type scale (1-Strongly disagree to 7-Strongly agree). In the present 
study the scale demonstrated adequate internal consistency levels (α = 0.88). 

3) Depression Anxiety Stress Scales-9 (DASS-9; Yusoff, 2013; Greek version: 
Kyriazos, Stalikas, Prassa, & Yotsidi, 2018b). DASS-9 is an empirically derived 
version based on DASS-21 (Lovibond & Lovibond, 1995; Pezirkianidis, Karaka-
sidou, Lakioti, Stalikas, & Galanakis, 2018). The DASS-9 measures three negative 
emotional states a) depression, b) anxiety, and c) tension/stress. Respondents 

https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2020.118079


K. Karampas et al. 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/psych.2020.118079 1189 Psychology 
 

report the presence of 9 symptoms over the previous week using a Likert-type 
scale (0-Did not apply to me at all to 3-Applied to me very much or most of the 
time). In the present study, the scales demonstrated marginal internal consis-
tency levels (α = 0.69, α = 0.77, & α = 0.66, respectively). 

4) Perceived Stress Scale (PSS; Cohen, Kamarck, & Mermelstein, 1983; Greek 
version: Andreou, Alexopoulos, Lionis, Varvogli, Gnardellis, Chrousos et al., 
2011). The Perceived Stress Scale (PSS) has been developed to measure general 
stress (Cohen, Kamarck, & Mermelstein, 1983) based on the conceptualization 
of stress as an appraisal of something threatening and that people cope with 
stress more or less effectively (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). PSS is a self-report 
scale with both negative items (expressing stress) and positive items (expressing 
coping capacity). The Greek versions of the PSS-14 and PSS-10 exhibited satis-
factory psychometric properties and their use for research is warranted (An-
dreou et al., 2011). PSS items ask participants to reflect on the past month and 
include questions such as “Have you been upset by something that happened 
unexpectedly?” and “Have you felt that you could not cope with all the things 
you had to do?” (Scale: 0 = never to 4 = very often). In the present study the 
scale demonstrated adequate internal consistency levels (α = 0.87). 

5) Brief-COPE inventory (Carver, 1997; Greek version: Kapsou, Panayiotou, 
Kokkinos, & Demetriou, 2010). The Brief-COPE is a 28-item measure of strate-
gies used by individuals to cope with problems and stress. The items answered 
on a four-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = “not at all” to 4 = “very 
much”. The Greek version of the Brief-COPE inventory revealed a structure 
comprised of eight factors, four of which were broader, and included ac-
tive/positive, avoidant, support seeking and negative emotional approaches 
(Kapsou et al., 2010). In the present study the five subscales demonstrated ade-
quate internal consistency levels (α = 0.71 to 0.90), while three subscales demon-
strated inadequate internal consistency levels and their results should be inter-
preted with caution, namely humor (α = 0.50), avoidance (α = 0.54), and expres-
sion of negative feelings (α = 0.42). 

6) Brief Resilience Scale (BRS; Smith, Dalen, Wiggins, Tooley, Christopher, & 
Bernard, 2008; Greek version: Kyriazos, Stalikas, Prassa, Galanakis, Yotsidi, & 
Lakioti, 2018a) is a brief measure of resilience. It contains 6 items measuring the 
ability to bounce back from stress and difficulties (e.g., “I usually come through 
difficult times with little trouble”). The items are rated on a 5-point Likert scale 
from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). Possible score ranges from 1 
(minimum resilience) to 6 (maximum resilience). Three items are negatively 
worded and are reversed scored. In the present study the scale demonstrated 
adequate internal consistency levels (α = 0.82). 

7) Scale of Positive and Negative Experience 8 (SPANE; Diener, Wirtz, Tov, 
Kim-Prieto, Choi, Oishi et al., 2010; Greek version SPANE 8: Kyriazos, Stalikas, 
Prassa, & Yotsidi, 2018c). SPANE-8 (Kyriazos et al., 2018c) is a revised structure 
containing one general feeling per dimension instead of three in the original 
SPANE (Diener et al., 2010). This resulted in a briefer structure with four posi-

https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2020.118079


K. Karampas et al. 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/psych.2020.118079 1190 Psychology 
 

tive (Pleasant, Happy, Joyful, Contented) and four negative (Bad, Sad, Afraid, 
Angry) items. Items are scored on a Likert scale from 1 (very rarely or never) to 
5 (very often or always). In the present study the subscales demonstrated ade-
quate internal consistency levels (α = 0.88 and α = 0.80, respectively). 

3. Results 
3.1. Translation and Pilot Testing  

Paired samples correlations of the Stress Mindset Measure (SMM) items for the 
original and the Greek version were computed, as depicted in Table 1. The re-
sults show that the correlations between the two versions of the items are high 
and statistically significant. The final Greek version of the Stress Mindset Meas-
ure (SMM) is presented in Table 2. 

3.2. Inter-Item Correlations 

First, the correlations among the eight (8) SMM items were tested and values 
between 0.20 and 0.40 (see Table 3) would be considered to indicate reasonable 
item homogeneity. However, correlations greater than 0.40 would indicate that 
the items do not capture a big width of the factor variance (Piedmont, 2014). 
After reversing the negative items, the findings indicated that the inter-item 
correlations ranged from 0.18 to 51 indicating that there is reasonable item ho-
mogeneity. In other words, SMM items appear to measure the same concept. 

3.3. Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

To test the construct validity of the measure we conducted two confirmatory 
factor analyses (CFA) using the IBM SPSS AMOS, version 22 (Byrne, 2013). 
Based on the suggested model created by Crum and colleagues (2013), we 
created a first-order single-factor model, in which all the eight items loaded on a 
single stress mindset factor. Also, based on the two elements of the suggested 
model, we tested a first-order two-factor model, in which four items (q2, q4, q6,  
 

Table 2. List of the SMM items in the original and the Greek version. 

Item 
No. 

Original version Greek version 

1 The effects of stress are negative and should be avoided. Οι επιδράσεις του στρες είναι αρνητικές και θα πρέπει να αποφεύγονται. 

2 Experiencing stress facilitates my learning and growth. Η βίωση στρες διευκολύνει τη μάθηση και την προσωπική μου ανάπτυξη. 

3 Experiencing stress depletes my health and vitality. Η βίωση στρες επιβαρύνει την υγεία και τη ζωντάνια μου. 

4 
Experiencing stress enhances my performance 
and productivity. 

Η βίωση στρες βελτιώνει την απόδοση και την παραγωγικότητά μου. 

5 Experiencing stress inhibits my learning and growth. Η βίωση στρες εμποδίζει τη μάθηση και την προσωπική μου ανάπτυξη. 

6 Experiencing stress improves my health and vitality. Η βίωση στρες βελτιώνει την υγεία και τη ζωντάνια μου. 

7 
Experiencing stress debilitates my performance 
and productivity. 

Η βίωση στρες αποδυναμώνει την απόδοση και την παραγωγικότητά μου. 

8 The effects of stress are positive and should be utilized. Οι επιδράσεις του στρες είναι θετικές και θα πρέπει να αξιοποιούνται. 
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Table 3. Stress Mindset Measure inter-item correlations (N = 784). 

Item No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1 1        

2 0.43 1       

3 0.39 0.46 1      

4 0.37 0.40 0.51 1     

5 0.23 0.24 0.41 0.33 1    

6 0.25 0.21 0.33 0.32 0.44 1   

7 0.19 0.32 0.22 0.18 0.35 0.44 1  

8 0.38 0.34 0.41 0.37 0.44 0.42 0.40 1 

Note. Every correlation is significant at p-value < 0.001. Items 1, 3, 5, and 7 have been reversed. 

 
q8) loaded on a factor that capture the mindset about the enhancing effects of 
stress, while four items (q1, q3, q5, q7) loaded on a factor that measures the 
mindset regarding the debilitating effects of stress. 

To assess overall model fit, we evaluated different goodness of fit indices based 
on the cutoff criteria suggested by Hu and Bentler (1999). The χ2 ratio 
(χ2/degrees of freedom) was used and values less than 3 would indicate good 
model fit (Kline, 2010). Moreover, the standardized root mean-square residual 
(SRMR; Hu & Bentler, 1995), the comparative fit index (CFI; Bentler, 1990), the 
goodness of fit index (GFI; Joreskog & Sorbom, 1984), the Tucker–Lewis index 
(TLI; Tucker & Lewis, 1973), and the expected cross-validation index (ECVI; 
Schreiber, Nora, Stage, Barlow, & King, 2006) were evaluated. According to Hu 
and Bentler (1999), SRMR values below 0.08 indicate good model fit. Moreover, 
CFI, TLI and GFI values greater than 0.90 are indicative of acceptable model fit 
and values higher than 0.95 show great model fit. Also, when comparing two 
models, smaller ECVI values indicate better model fit. 

The results showed that for both models, x2 ratio was higher than 3, due to 
the big sample size (Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger, & Müller, 2003), howev-
er, regarding the single-factor model, CFI and TLI values were unacceptable (< 
0.90), while SRMR and GFI values were acceptable (<0.08 and >0.90, respective-
ly). The fit indices for the two-factor model were found to be surprisingly better 
than the single factor model. 

More specifically, CFI, TLI, and GFI values were higher than 0.90, SRMR val-
ue was less than 0.08, and ECVI value was smaller than the first model indicating 
better model fit (see Table 4 and Figure 1). 

3.4. Internal Consistency Reliability 

We evaluated the internal consistency reliability of the two factors and total 
score of the SMM using the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. The results showed 
alpha values higher than 0.70 both for the two factors (α = 0.74 for the positive 
and 0.75 for the negative factor) and the total score (α = 0.071) indicating ac-
ceptable internal consistency (DeVellis, 2012; Kyriazos, 2017). 
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Figure 1. The two-factor solution model for the Greek version of the Stress Mindset 
Measure. 
 
Table 4. Fit indices in confirmatory factor analysis for a single-factor and a two-factor 
model of the Stress Mindset Measure. 

Model χ2 χ2 p df χ2/df CFI TLI SRMR GFI ECVI 

1) factor 254.454 0.000 20 12.723 0.858 0.802 0.066 0.917 0.366 

2) factors 116.595 0.000 19 6.137 0.941 0.913 0.041 0.965 0.192 

Note. Extraction method: maximum likelihood. Items 1, 3, 5, and 7 have been reversed to insert them in 
both models in the same way. 

3.5. Convergent and Discriminant Validity 

The correlations between SMM factors, and positive or negative constructs rele-
vant to experiencing and coping stress were examined to test measure’s conver-
gent and discriminant validity (see Table 5). The findings showed that having an 
enhancing stress mindset and believing in the enhancing effects of stress is posi-
tively correlated to positive wellbeing indices (higher levels of resilience and ex-
periencing of positive emotions) and ways of perceiving stress (self-efficacy 
when confronting stress) and coping with it (e.g. humor and spirituality). Also, 
having an enhancing stress mindset is negatively correlated to negative expe-
riences, like experiencing negative emotions and feeling helpless when con-
fronting with stress, and less effective ways of coping with stress, like expressing 
negative feelings. 

On the other hand, the results indicated that having a debilitating stress 
mindset and focusing on the debilitating effects of stress is negatively correlated 
to positive wellbeing indices (lower levels of satisfaction with life, positive  
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Table 5. Convergent and discriminant validity: Average correlations of SMM factors with 
positive and negative constructs relevant to perceiving, experiencing and confronting 
stress (N = 784). 

 Positive SM Negative SM 

Positive Stress Mindset 1  

Negative Stress Mindset −0.53*** 1 

Satisfaction With Life (SWLS) 0.06 −0.10** 

Depression (DASS-9) −0.05 0.20*** 

Anxiety (DASS-9) −0.03 0.15*** 

Stress (DASS-9) −0.05 0.18*** 

Resilience (BRS) 0.15*** −0.19*** 

Positive Emotions (SPANE-8) 0.09* −0.16*** 

Negative Emotions (SPANE-8) −0.09* 0.21*** 

Perceived Stress (PSS) −0.11** 0.21*** 

Perceived Helplessness (PSS) −0.09** 0.24*** 

Self-efficacy (PSS) 0.09** −0.11** 

Active/Positive Coping (COPE) −0.02 0.00 

Behavioral Disengagement (COPE) 0.06 0.08* 

Avoidance (COPE) −0.05 0.19*** 

Substance Use (COPE) 0.02 0.01 

Religion (COPE) 0.09* 0.00 

Seeking Support (COPE) −0.06 0.03 

Humor (COPE) 0.12** −0.13*** 

Expression of Negative Feelings (COPE) −0.05 0.16*** 

Note. SM = Stress Mindset. ***p < 0.001, **p < 0.010, *p < 0.050. 

 
emotions, resilience and self-efficacy when confronting stress) and effective 
coping mechanisms, like using humor. Moreover, being characterized by a debi-
litating stress mindset is positively correlated with psychological symptomatolo-
gy (high levels of depression, anxiety and stress), negative feelings (perceived 
helplessness when confronting stress and negative emotions), and ineffective 
ways of coping with stress, e.g. avoidance, behavioral disengagement, and ex-
pression of negative feelings. These findings indicate that the Greek version of 
the Stress Mindset Measure has high convergent and discriminant validity, since 
there are positive correlations of the factors with similar constructs (convergent 
validity) and negative or non-correlations with conceptually antithetical con-
structs (discriminant validity; Hubley, 2014).  

3.6. Factorial Invariance 

We tested the factorial invariance across gender of the SMM two-factor model 
created in AMOS. Concerning the existence of configural invariance, the results 
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show that the data fit adequately to the model without any cross-groups con-
strains. More specifically, the fit indices indicate acceptable model fit, since CFI 
and TLI values are higher than 0.90, while RMSEA and SRMR values are lower 
than 0.08 (see Table 6). We then tested if there is metric invariance, which eva-
luates if the factor loadings are equivalent for men and women. The difference 
between CFI and RMSEA of configural and metric invariance was 0.000 and 
0.004 respectively, which is less than 0.01 and indicative of metric invariance 
achievement. We also evaluated scale’s scalar invariance, the possibility indicator 
means to be equivalent for males and females. The difference among CFI and 
RMSEA of metric and scalar invariance was 0.002 and 0.005 respectively, which 
is less than 0.01 and means that there is scalar invariance across gender in the 
scale.  

3.7. Normative Data 

To assist researchers better interpret Stress Mindset Measure’s scores, means, 
standard deviations, ranges and percentiles were computed for scale’s factors 
(see Table 7). 

4. Discussion 

The purpose of the present study was to validate the Greek version of the Stress 
Mindset Measure (SMM) in order to facilitate the blooming of research and in-
terventions concerning the stress mindset in the Greek population. 

The translation and adaptation results show that the six-step methodology 
followed resulted in a Greek version of the SMM, which depicts the meanings 
that the creators of the instrument captured in each item. Furthermore, the item 
analysis findings indicated good content homogeneity for each of the eight SMM 
items. 
 
Table 6. Factorial invariance across gender for the SMM model.  

 x2 df x2/df CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR 

Configural 248.803*** 57 4.365 0.933 0.90 0.050 0.050 

Metric    0.933  0.046  

Scalar    0.935  0.041  

Note. ***p-value < 0.001, CFI = comparative fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis index, RMSEA = root mean 
square error of approximation, SRMR = standardized root mean square residual. Extraction method: 
maximum likelihood. 

 
Table 7. Normative data for SMM factors (N = 784). 

 
Mean SD Range 

Percentiles 

5 10 25 50 75 90 95 

Positive SM 4.84 3.33 16 0 0 2 5 7 9 11 

Negative SM 12.26 3.10 16 7 8 10 13 15 16 16 

Note. SM = Stress Mindset. 
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Furthermore, the results of the present study indicate a different structure of 
the SMM in the Greek cultural context. More specifically, two factors were iden-
tified instead of a single stress mindset factor, that Crum and colleagues (2013) 
suggested. The factors represent two different mindsets on the effects of stress: 
either it is enhancing or debilitating (Crum et al., 2013; Casper et al., 2017). In 
the Greek context, these two mindsets are found to be distinct and not compo-
nents of a universal stress mindset, as this dichotomy better emphasizes the fact 
that stress mindset refers to the evaluation of the nature of stress itself as either 
enhancing or debilitating (Crum et al., 2013). Another explanation of this find-
ing lies on the reversed items used for the stress-is-debilitating factor. Many stu-
dies on psychometrics support that the use of both positive and reversed items 
jeopardize the unidimensionality of the scale because of secondary sources of va-
riance (Herche & Engelland, 1996. Suárez-Alvarez, Pedrosa, Lozano, García-Cueto, 
Cuesta, & Muñiz, 2018).  

Moreover, the examination of measurement invariance across gender showed 
adequate configural, metric and scalar invariance of the instrument. These find-
ings indicate that the Greek Stress Mindset Measure (SMM) measures stress 
mindset meaningfully and with the same structure, both in the total sample and 
across women and men.  

The findings of the present study showed high convergent, and discriminant 
validity of the Greek version of the SMM and the results are in agreement with 
previous research, confirming that stress mindset is meaningfully related to 
stress-relevant outcomes (health, performance, and well-being) (Crum et al., 2013).  

More specifically, the present study found that the enhancing stress mindset is 
positively correlated with higher levels of resilience, positive emotions and also 
positive ways of perceiving stress (self-efficacy when confronting stress) and 
coping with it (e.g. humor and spirituality). Moreover, enhancing stress mindset 
found negatively correlated to negative experiences, like feeling helpless when 
confronting with stress, and less effective ways of coping with stress, like ex-
pressing negative feelings. These findings are in line with the previous research 
found that stress-is-enhancing mindset predicted increased life satisfaction, re-
duced anxiety and depressive symptoms, more optimal neuroendocrine res-
ponses, positive affect, reduced bias for negative faces, improved cognitive flex-
ibility, increased desire for social feedback, greater self-control, as well as higher 
dispositional resources such as optimism, resilience, and mindfulness (e.g., 
Crum et al., 2013, 2017; Goyer et al., 2018; Park et al., 2017). Furthermore, indi-
viduals with enhancing stress mindset tend to approach stressful situations in 
order to achieve enhancing outcomes, like increased approach motivation in the 
face of a stressor, which in turn lead to increased engagement and performance 
(Crum et al., 2013; Casper et al., 2017). 

Also, in contrast to enhancing stress mindset, the present study found that 
stress-is-debilitating mindset is negatively correlated to positive wellbeing out-
puts (lower levels of satisfaction with life, positive emotions, resilience and 
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self-efficacy when confronting stress) and effective coping mechanisms, like us-
ing humor. Besides, being characterized by a debilitating stress mindset found 
positively correlated with psychological symptomatology (high levels of depres-
sion, anxiety and stress), negative feelings (perceived helplessness when con-
fronting stress and negative emotions), and ineffective ways of coping with 
stress, e.g. avoidance, behavioral disengagement, and expression of negative 
feelings. These findings also fall in line with research suggesting that individuals 
with a debilitating stress mindset are less likely to approach stressful situations 
in order to avoid potential negative consequences (e.g., impaired well-being; 
Crum et al., 2013). However, by consciously trying to avoid stress, individuals 
with debilitating stress mindset seem to inflate the levels of perceived stress be-
cause are thought to stress about potentially becoming stressed (Crum et al., 
2013). In addition, individuals with a weaker stress-is-enhancing mindset found 
to be more stressed and reported negative emotions (Kilby & Sherman, 2016). 

5. Conclusion  

In conclusion, the results of the present study support the general proposition 
that stress mindset influences the extent to which stress is psychologically expe-
rienced and behaviorally approached, determining psychological symptoms and 
performance in the midst of stress (Crum et al., 2013).  

The Greek version of the Stress Mindset Measure (SMM) can be used, by re-
searchers and mental health professionals, as a reliable and valid instrument for 
the measurement of the stress mindset in the Greek population. 

6. Limitations 

A point of concern about the results of the present study relates to the fact that 
three subscales of the Brief-COPE inventory (humor, avoidance, and expression 
of negative feelings), demonstrated inadequate internal consistency levels and 
their results should be interpreted with caution. It is possible that the items in-
cluded in these subscales do not measure a great variance of the constructs or the 
constructs are not very compact and needs further clarification. Additionally, the 
results of the present study do not provide information about the test-retest re-
liability and the predictive validity of the Stress Mindset Measure (SMM). 

7. Recommendations for Future Research 

Concerning the psychometric characteristics of Stress Mindset Measure (SMM), 
future research should focus on testing its predictive validity and its sensitivity to 
change after a psychological, psychoeducational or psychotherapeutic interven-
tion. Moreover, test-retest reliability and the stability of its results over longer 
periods of time should be further tested. 
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