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ABSTRACT

The purpose of thlS study was to examine Lazarus and Folkman s (1984) stress

and coping framework in the context of work related interpersonal stressors.

'Drawmg on Long, Kahn, and Sohutz s (1992) stress and coping model for managerial

women, | éxamined Athe relative influences of individual differences,‘cognitive'
appralsals copmg 'strategles and the work environment on the experiences of distress
for managerlal and professional women who reported mterpersonal conflicts as a
source of occupational stress.

.The data were collected prospectively from 157 managerial and professional‘

women (M agé 41.2) employed at three.provincial universities. ~ Participants

‘completed three sets of questionnaires administered 2-weeks apart. The first set of

questionnaires assessed demographic characteristics and dimensions of participants’
personality (gender-role orientation and trait;anxiety); the second set assessed stress

appraisals, coping strategies (engagement and disengagement), the work environment,

- and experiences of daily hassles; and the third set assessed psychosomatic distress.
; ‘ :

Path analysis using LISREL VIII (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993) was performed

to examine the hypothesized relationships among antecedent, contextual, mediating,

“and outcome variables central to Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) theoretical framework

“and Long et al.’s (1992) stress and coping model. Based on the first-order partial

correlation matrix, controlling for the effects of negative affective traits, results
indicated an overall poor fitting model, X (41, N=157) =124.89, p <.001, Q=3.0,

GFI=.90, AGFI=.75, RMSR=.O9,' CFI=.70, ahd DL=.75 . The pattern of variable
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- relationships in the model provides partial support for both the hypothesized model

and Lazarus and Folkman’s theoretical assumptions. ;

| Withiﬁ the model, work sﬁpport was positively related to sitﬁatiéhal.‘ confrol
apprai.sals and negatively associated with threaténing work goal attainment appraisals.
Unexpéctedly, instrumental personality traits had a positive effect on ﬁpsetting
appraisals of interpérsonal work stressors. As hypothésized,' situational control
appraisals were negativély' associated with disengagemgnt ébping and positively
related to éngagement ching within the model. Threatening wbrk goal attainment
appraisals had a positive effect bn both engagement and disengagemept copiﬁg.

Additionally, upsetting appraisals predicted both disengagement coping and distreés,v

~ and positive relationships were found between disengagement "coping and daily hassles

and between daily hassles and distress within the model. The hypothesized

mediational role of cognitive appraisals wa's‘ not. supported in this study. Results also

yielded nonsignificant relationships between expressive personality traits and both

work support and stressor appraisals. ‘ Imblicat’ions of these results and suggestionsx;,for

future research are discussed.
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VINTRODUCTION

There is mounting 'evidence to suggeét that interpersonal conflicts and negative
interpersonal relationships in the workplace are a prevalent source of stress among |
empléyees (see Dewe, 1993; Israel, House, Schurman, Heaney, & Mero, 1989;
Ratsoy, Sarros, & Aidoo-Taylor, 1986). More specifically, studies have found ﬁhat
interpersonal conﬂicts_‘ account fof greater than 60% of reported workplace stressors
among female professionals, managers, administrators, and clerical workers (Long,
1989, 1990; Long, Kahn, & Schutz, 1992). Furthermore, empirical evidence
.suggests that there is a strong relationship between work-related interpersonal conflicts

-and various indices of distress, such as negative moods, depression, job .
dissatisfaction, and symptoms of ill health (Israel et al., 1989; Karasek, Gardeli, &
Lindell, 1987; Repetti, 1993a, 1993b; Snapp, 1992).

Interpersonal conflict has been examined from several organizational behaviour
models and theoretical perspectives (see Deutsch, 1973; Kabanoff, 1988; Musser,
1982). These conﬂici models foqus predominantly onthe causes of organizational
conflict, rather than on interpersonal conflict as a source of stress to be coped witﬁ.
Although some of these perspectives offer insight into how employées rﬁake sense of‘
(or appraise) work—related conflict, they do not provide an integrative framework

~from which to understand the relationships among factors that influence the
psychosomatic distress of employees. who experience work-related interpersonal -

conflicts.

Despite the prevalence of work-related interpersonal stressors and their




deleterious. effects on emplbyeeS’ health, empirical research has failed to examine
interpersorial conflicts specifically within a stress and coping theory. Although not
the focus of Long et al.’s (1992) stress. and coping model, interpersonal c'onﬁicts,
however, were identifi;ad _f)y the majority of managerial women (60%) as their
primarby soﬁrce of occupational 'stre_ss.

| The current study was fqrﬁmlated on the basis of both theoretical and
empirical support. .Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) theory, for example,' prov’i'des‘ an
intégrative framéwork of the stress and coping procéss. Rélatedly, Lohg et al.’s
(1992) model is an integrated teSt of Lazarus and-Folkrﬁan’s framework f(;r
managerial women’s work stress.. Thus, the purpose of this study was to examine

Lazarus and Folkman’s framework and to build on-Long et al.’s model in the context

~of interpersonal ‘work stressors in order to determine the relative influences of

individual differences, cognitive appraisals, coping strategies, and the work .
environment on the experience of distress for managerial and professional women

who identified interpersonal conflicts as a source of occupational stress.

Background Theory of Stress and Coping ,

Lazarus and Folkman (1984) provide a useful theoretical framewérk for
understandihg Athe stréss and coping process. According to their theory, psycholdgical'
stress is defined as a relationShip between. the person and en.vironm'ent in v?hich'
demands tax or exceed the person’s resourcés and hinder his or her we'll-being.'
Lazarus and Folkman’s theory: is process oriented, focusing on what the pérson

actually thinks and does in a specific stressful situation, ahd how one’s thoughts and.



actions change as the situation unfolds. The theory "identifies two processes,
cognitive appraisal and coping as critical mediators of stressful person-environment
_relationships and their immediate and long-term outcomes” (Folkman, Lazarus,

Gruen, & DeLongis, 1986, p. 572).

Cognitive appraisals. Appraisals "consist of a continuing evaluation of the
significance of what is happeniﬁg for one’s personal wéll—.being" (Lazarus, 1991, p.
144). According t() Lazarus and Folkman (1984), cognitive appraiéals can be
classified as primafy and. secondary appraisais. Primary _appraisals refer to a person’s
evaluation of the importance of the stressful episode and the extent to which he or she
has anything at stake in the encounter. Primary appraisals determine whether an
individual’s stressful encounter is regarded as significant to ﬁis or her well-being; and
if 's‘o, whether or not it is appraised as mainly threatening (containing possible harm
or loss)vor challenging (containing potential benefit; Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel-
Schetter, DeLongis, & Gruen, 1986). By contrast, secondary appraisals refe\r toa
berson’s evaluation of his or her options and resources for dealing with the stressful
situation. For example, in the secondary appraisal proces's,. individuals évaluate the
extent to which demands of the stressful situations are within fheir control.

Coping. According to Lazarus and Folkman (1984), coping in response to
perceived stress is defined as "constantly changing cognitive and behavioral efforts to
manage specific external and/or internal demands that are appraised as taxing or
exceeding the resources of the person” (p. 141). From a theoretical perspective, the

manner in which an individual copes with a stressful situation is most strongly
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determined by the individual’s appraisal of the situatibnal demands and resources for
managing them (Lazarus, 1980; Lazarus, DeLongis, Folkman, & Gruen, 1985),
although there is no systematic empirical evidence to support this claim (e.g., Long,
1990; Newton & Keenan, 1985; Parkes, 1986; Terry, 1991).

Two primary functions of coping have>been identifiéd—-managing the person-
environment relationship that creates stress (problem-focused coping), and regulating
one’s emotional response to \s'tress (emotion-focused coping; Folkman; Lazarus,
Gruen, et al., 1986; Folkman & Lazarus, 1980). Folkman and her colléagues argue
that both functions of coping are often used in most stressful situations and that they
may either hinder or facilitate each other. Other researchers, however, have
criticized the notion of these two primary coping functions (e.g., Carver, Scheier, &
Weintraub, 1989; Endler & Parker, 1990b; Tobin, Holroyd, Reynolds, & Wigal,
1989). Tobin et al., for ¢xample, classify coping as two higher-order factors of |
engagement and disengagement coping. Similarly, Long et al. (1992) idenfified these
two coping factors in their stress and coping model for manag’erigl women.

Limitations of Existing Occupational Stress and Coping Research

Despite the merits of stress and coping theory in helping to understand
employees’ éxperiences with Wbrk stress, research in this area is limited both
conceptually and methodologically. Existing rese.;«lrch, for example, has generalized
person-environment and distreés relationships across a variety of stressors, but has
neglected to examine the effecté of isolated stressors (e.g., interpersonal conflict) on

distress reactions. It has been Suggested, however, that treating collective work



stressors as though they are a single sf_ressful event may lead to misleading
conc'lusions about the effécts of stressors (Dewe, 1993; ‘Folkman & Lazarus, 1980).
Moreover, there is limited occupational stress resvearch} that focuses exclusively on the
experiences of managerial and profeséional women.

In addition, it has been argued that work stress research has failed to
adeqﬁately assess the primary appraisal process‘(Dewe,y 1993; New;on, 1989), thus
indicating a need for research that provides a richer understanding of the meanings
that individuals give to events (Bhagat & Beehr, 1985). Similarly, traditional coping
inventories have been criticized for not clearly reﬂécting the dynamics and processes
specific to interpersonal relatiénships (see Kramer, 1993). I addressed 'fhese various
limitations by focusing on the stress and bcoping experiences of managerial and
professional women in the context of a predominant type of occupatiohal stre'ssor,;}
interpersonal conflict. Coping strategies were assessed by a modified instrument
reievant to the in~terpersvonal dimension_of employrﬁent stress and coping. This study
also identified which specific apf)raisals from Long et al.’s (1992) composite abpr_ziisai
méasure Qere associated with other variables in this interpersonal stress and coping |
model. 'Furthermorg, for the purposes of exploratory analysis only, primai‘y appraisal
items specific to interpersonal work stressofs were developed.

Interpersonal Conflict

In the context of this study, interpersonal conflict was defined as the negative

interactions based on competing goals or attitudes of any two individuals within a

'university work setting. Moreover, interpersonal conflict was conceptualized as
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occurring in an interactive manner beiwegn' the manager or professional and aiiother
individual at vilork. This definition ié consistent with.reséarchers’_ descriptioné of
conflict (see Byrnes,‘ 1986; Rahirri, 1985; Volkema ‘& Bergmann, 1989) and lends

itself to empirical verification by 'managers’ and professionals’ self-report descriptions

. of .interpersonal conflicts experienced at work. Most notably, interpersonal conflict

was defined as a source of stress, or stressor. Stressors, according to Lazarus and
Folkman (1984), are "specific external and/or internal demands that are appraised as

taxing or exéeeding the resources of the person" (p. 141).

Présentb Study

.The use of path analytical modelling m this study provided a means i)y which
to examine the dire.ctionband stfengtii of variable relationSiiips in order to determine N
the extent to which Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) theoretical assumptions held in the -
context of an interpersonal model of stress and coping. The theoretical framework
that guided the seleciion of variables in the model consisted of (a) antecedent

yaﬁables, (b) contextual:variables,, (©) me(iiating varviables, and (d) short-term |

outcome variables (Lazarus & Folkman; see Figure 1).

Antecedent variabies included demograp_iiic characteristics and personality
traits of instrumentality and ei(pressiveness. Contextual variables consisted of daily
hassles and work environment constraints and resources; 'réspectively classified as
outcomes gnd predictors of coping (cf. Laiarus & Folkrrian, 1984; Long et al., 1992).
Cognitive appraisals and coping strategiés were conceptualized as mediating variables'

(Lazarus & Folkman), and short-term outcomes consisted of a measure of



ANTECEDENT . CONTEXTUAL MEDIATING VARIABLES - CONTEXTUAL SHORT - TERM
VARIABLES VARIABLES : o » - VARIABLES OUTCOME

P . R S b | o |

PERSONALITY
TRAITS

 APPRAISALS DALY

HASSLES

DEMOGRAPHIC
CHARACTERIS -
TICS

'Figgg 1. Ante;cedent, Contextual, Mediating, and Short-term OutcomeVariableé Representing Lazarus and Folkman’s

-Stress and Coping Theory.
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psychosomatic distress symptoms (e.g., depression, anxiéty, and somatic compléints).

Long et al.’é (1992) structural equation model (see Appendix A) based on
Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) theory of psychological stress and coping.examined'the
stress and coping process of managerial women and provided support for the dire_ct
and indirect effects of antecedent, contextual, and médiating variables on the outcome
of distress.

An important goal of this study was to draw on Long et al.’s (1992) model by
determining the extent to which relationships arﬁong constructs hold in the_‘conte-xt of
interpersonal stressors specifically. This study was alsé instrumental in both assessing
coping strategies relevant to interpersonal work stressors and identifying which
specific apprajsals were associated with managerial and professional women’s process
of coping with interpersonal conflict. Moreover, éxamining the role of expressive
‘p'ersonality traits in this interpersonal model of stress .and coping helped to addréss the
limited attention given to feminine characteristics and behaviours in organizational

research (cf. Marshall, 1993).




LITERATURE REVIEW

In order to more broadly understand'managerial and professional women’s
responses to interpersonal work stressorg, stress and coping theory should be
examined in an integrative manner. Workplace interpersonal conflict is the focus of
this study due to its prevalence and its negative effects on employees (e.g., Dewe,
1993; Israel et al., 1989; Repetti, 1993a, 1993b). Evidence is presented that supports
~ the relevance of examining interpersonal conflict within a theoretical model of stress
and coping. Lazarus and.Folkman’s. (1984) stress and coping theory and Long et al.’s
(1992) managerial stress and coping model provide the framework from‘which
antecedent, contextual, mediating, and outcome variables are linked ih this study.
Relevant occupational stress literature offers further support for the hypothe'sized
relationships among variables in this model of_ interpersonal stress and coping.

Interpersonal Conflict |

Résearchers have conceptualized interpersonal conflict in various ways.
“Rahim (1985), for example, defines conflict as "an interactive state manifested in
| disagree'ment,' differences, or incompatibility, within or between individuals and
groups” (p. 81). Similarly, Miller (1991)‘suggests that iﬁterpersonal cohﬂict is
characterized by opposition between individuals engaged in the conflictual encéunter.
" Newton and Keenan (1985) deécribe interpersonal conflict as "negative intefpers‘onal '
encounters, involving serious disagreements, often with covert aﬁd sometime overt

hostility” (p. 119), whereas Byrnes (1986) views conflict as "a process in which one

or both sides consciously interfere in the goal achievement efforts of the other side”




10

(p. 47). Relatedly, van de Vliert (1984) contends _that conflict between two
individuals occurs "when at least one of the parties feels it is being obstrﬁcted or
irritated by the other" (p. 521). In Volkema and Bergmann’s (1989). study of |
employees’ behavioral responses to interpersonal conflict between co-workers, conflict
is defined as a "disagreement or controversy in interests, values, goals, or ideas" (p.
759).

Interpersonal coﬁflict in thi.s study was defined as the negative interactions i
based on competing goals or attitudes between any two individﬁals within a university
setting (e.g., a female manager or professional and her supervisor, colleague,
subordinate, faeulty member, or client). Interpersonal conflicts may involve, for
example, differences in management and communication siyles, decision—méking
processes, organizational procedures, employee rights, hiring practices, and ethical
issues. Interpersonal conﬂietvwas defined in this manner both because it has elements
of other researchers’ descriptions of conflict (e.g., Miller, 1991; Rahim, 1985;
Volkema & Bergmann, 1989) and because it lends itself to empirical verification by
managefs’ and professionals’ self-report descriptions ‘of interpersonal conflicts
experienced at work. In the context of this study, interpersonal conflicts, which may
be characteristic of either an isolated event or a chronic situation, were conceptualized
as stressors that occur in an interactive manner between tﬁe manager or professional
and another individual at work, aﬁd not between two other co-workers in the

organization or department. Moreover, consistent with Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984)

definition of stressors,  interpersonal conflict situations were considered those that
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cause harm or threat to the manager or profesé.ional (e.g., harm to one’s self-respect,
well-being, achievement of work goals, working relationships, etc.).

. Research has shown that interpersonal conﬂicts and negative interpersonal
relationships at work are a prevaleht source of stress among employees. Ratsoy et al.
(1986), for example, found that among 134 male and female educational personnel,
22% of participants reported-that unsatisfactory relationships with supervisors were a
source df work stress. In Schwartz and Stone’s (199_3) study of work and non-work
problems among a community sample of male (N=72) and female (N=40) adult
workers, negative interactions with people at work were found to account for the
largest proportion of reported work-related problems (75%). Dewe (1993) alsq found
that 47% of male (N=97) and female (N=77) insurance ‘workers (e.g., clerks,
administrators, managers) and construction support staff (e.g., engineers, designers,
project developers) reported interpersonal relationships as a source of occupational
stress. Furthermore, Israel et al. (1989) found that among male (N=567) and female -
- (N=63) mamifabturing plant workers, interpersonal relationships explained the most
variance ‘(28 %) for the dependent variable of global job stress.

In addition, McDonald and Korabik (1991) found that a similar proportion of
male (12%) and female (11%) middle to upper-level managers reported relationshipé |
with others to be a general source of work stress. Forty-five percent of men, |
compared with only 5% of women, reported that a specific stressful evenf they had
repently experienced at work involved relationships with others. It is noted, however,

that 40% of female managers, compared with 11% of male managers, reported that a
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recent stressful situation involved managing subordinates. Thus, because
interpersonal dynamics are an integral element of managing others, one can speculate
that male managers in McDonald and Korabik’s study ﬁad not actually experienced
more situations entailing stressful work relationships than their female counterparts.
Moreover, the generalizability of McDonald and Korabik’s findings are limited by the
small number of male (N=19) and female (N=20) managers used in their study.
Although poor or unsatisfactory relationships with others may not always directly
involve interpersonal conflicts specifically, the research presented above provides
support for the ubiquity of stressful work-related interpersonal encounters.

There is limited occupational stress research that deals specifically with the
experiences of managerial and professional women. However, studies that have
focused on female employees suggest that interpersonal conflict is a prevalent source
of stress for this group of individuals. Long (1989), for example, found that among
women employed in both nontraditional occupations (e.g., professional,
administrative, and managerial positions; N=177) and traditional occupations (e.g.,
clerical positions; N=104), interpersonal conflicts accounted for 62% of reported
work stressors. Similarly, Long et al. (1992) found that 60% of 249 female managers
reported interpersonal conflicts as a primary occupational stressor. These findings
support results of Long’s (1990) study of male (N=60) and female (N=97)
managers, in which women were found to report a greater number (68 %) of
interpersonal conflicts than men (32%). It is noted, however, that Long (1990) and

Long et al. did not classify interpersonal conflicts according to systematic definitional
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criteria.

‘ In}additio'n to studies that have illustrated the frequency. with ‘which employees
experience interpersonal conflicts in the workplace, empirical research has also found
a relationship betWeen work-related intérpersonal conflict and various indices of
| psychqsomatic distress. Snapp (1992), for example, founci that among 200
professional and managerial women, interpersonal conflicts with supervisors and
'éubprdinates significantly predicted depression. Similarly, Karasek et al. (1987)
reported that améng 5000 male and 3700 female white-collar workers, conﬂiqts with
one’s: supervisors predicted psychological strain symptoms (e.g., depression,
exhaustion, and job dissatisfaction). Repetti (1993a) also found that among male
(N=40) and female (N=12) air traffic controllers, distresSing social interactions with
. co-workers aﬁd supervisors were related to negative moods on a daily basis.

Morebver, Repetti (1987) reported that among- 70 female bank employees, positive
work relationships were associated With fewer symptoms of dé[;ression and anxiety
and higher self-esteem. In addition,, Israel et al. (1989) found that among male and
female workers, poor interpersoﬁal relationships at work, espe(_:ially with supervisors.,
‘p'redicted depression and symptoms of ill physical health.-

Despite .'evidence tb support thé pervasiveness of wqu—related interpersohal
stressors and their negativé effects on employees’ experienpes of digtress,
interpersénal conflicts specifically have not been examined within a theoretical model

of stress and coping. Existing occupational stress research has examined collective

work stressors, but has failed to investigate the processes underlying isolated sources
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of stress (e.g., interpersonal conﬂict).‘

| Organizational behaviour research has examined inter-persqnal conflict from
several theoretical perspectives andl models, such as goal interdependence theory (see
Deutsch; 1973; Tjosvold, 1988); decisional models (e.g., Musser, 1982); goal-setting
models (e.g., Schnake & Cochran, 1985); structural role theory (Kabanoff, 1988);
and the prevention—escalation model (Van de Vliert, 1984). These models examine the
causes of organizational eonﬂict‘and provide support for the ubiquity of interpersonal

conflicts in the workplace, but do not conceptualize interpersonal conflict as a stressor

" to be coped with. Moreover, although a limited number of organizational conflict

models help to address how employees appraise conflict at work, they do not-provide
a framework from which to examine the relationships among factors that impact on
managers’ distress reactions. Thus, based on the paucity of research fhat deals with
the irnpact of interpersonal stressofs on employees’ pSychological functioning, the
present research examined work—related interpersonal conﬂicf within an integrative
rnodel_of stress and coping. |

Lazarus and Folkman’s Transactional Theory of Stress and Coping

~ Stress is described as a "particular- arrangement between.the person.and the
environment that is appraised by the person as taxing or exceeding his or her
- resources and endangering his of her well-being" (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984, p. 19).
Coping in response to stress is genefally conceived as the cop;nitive and behavioral

efforts to master, manage, tolerate, or reduce the external and/or internal demands

that are appraised as taxing or exceeding the person’s resources (Lazarus &
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Fblkman) .

Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) transactional theory of stress and coping
conceptualfzes the coping process as a tfansaction between the person and his or her
environment in which coping occurs. Although interpersonal stressors have not been
examined within stress and coping tﬁeory, the theoretical ffaméwqu that Lazarus and
his colleagues (e.g., Lazarus & DeLongis, 1983; Lazarus & Folkman) ha\;e proposed
for understanding the stress and coping process is grounded in empirical research
(DeLongis, Folkman, & Lazarus, 1988; Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel—Schetter,
et al., 1986; Kanner, Coyne, Schaefer, & Lazarus, 1981). Lazarus and Folkman’s
thedfy consists of two key constructs: cognitive appraisals and coping efforts, whicﬁ
are regarded as mediators of st_ressful _pe_fsc_)n-environment encounters and their

| outcomes (Félkman, Lazarus, Gruen, et al., 1986). Mediators are presumed to be
génerated in the stressful event and change, or mediate, the felétionship bet§v¢en
antecedent and outcome variables (Lazarus & Fdlkman). -Coping efforts, for

' example, impact which of the many short- and long-term effects (e.g., .morale, health,
psychological functioning) occur and thus.mediate the stress-outcome relationship
(Long & Kahn, 1993). According to Folkman and Lazarus (1985), both appraisals
and coping play a critical role in determining psychological and somatic outcomes of

stressful encounters.

Cognitive appraisals. Lazarus and his colleagues contend that when an

individual encounters a potentially stressful situation, he or she engages in a cognitive

appraisal process to determine the meaning or significance of the situation. Lazarus
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and Folkman’s (1984) theory identifies two types' of cognitive appfaisals: primary and
: sécondary appraisals.

Primary appraisals refer to th;z individual’s assessment of the importance or
significance of the stressful situation to his or .her well-being. This process involves
an examination of what the individual has at stake ih the encounter. Based on a
sample of adult community residents who ‘experier.iced a range of stressors, Folkman
and Lazarus (1980) identified six main stakes, includirig threats to one’s self-esteem,
financial resoufces, respect for someone else,. and achievem‘ent of an important job or
work goal. According to Lazarus and Folkman, there are three basic types of
primary appraisals: harm-loss, threat, and éhallenge. In the primary appraisal
process, an individual evaluates the extent to which his or her values, goéls, or

“commitments may be harmed or lost, threaténed, or challenged in the stressful
éncounter (Lazarus, 1991). The typé of appraisal used by the individual is /
determined by the interaction between personal resources (e.g., personality traits) and
environmental conditions (e.g., type of stressor, .enQironmental constraints or
resources). Folkman and her colleagues argue that the more people have at stake ina
situation (i.e., the stronger .the threatening appraisals), the more likely they are to
experience emotions of threat (Folkman & Lazarus, 1985) and to suffer from
psychological symptoms (Folkman, Lazarus, Gruen, et al., 1986).
Secondary appraisalé refer fo the person’s assessment of his or her options and

resources for coping with the stressful encounter. The individual assesses whether or

not the stressful episode is within his or her control and what can be done to
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overcome or prevent harm associated with the situation. Moreover, various coping
options are evaluated in the secondary appraisal process, such as altering the situation,
accepting it, seeking more information, or holding back from acting ineffectively
(Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel-Schetter, et al., 1986; Lazarus & Launier, 1978). Thus,
based on one’s secondary appraisals, the stressor may be regarded as changeable
(e.g., controllable) or unchangeable (e.g., uncontrollable; cf. Carver et al., 1989).

Cognitive appraisals are a critical component of Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984)
stress and coping theory, although there is little empirica] research that has
specifically examined the appraisal process in relation to work stress. In particular,
occupational stress research has been criticized for not adequately assessing primary
appraisals (Dewe, 1993; Newton, 1989). Long et al.’s (1992) use of a composite
appraisal measure, for example, failed to identify which specific appraisals were
related to other variables in their model. The current stugly addressed this limitation
by examining the relative importance of individual appraisal items to an interpersonal
stress and coping model for managerial and professional women.

Moreover, existing primary appraisal items focus bn the general coping
process rather than on aspects of coping specific to isolated work stressors (e.g.,
interpersonal conflict). It is possible, however, that primary appraisals of stressful
encounters depend on the type of stressful situation experienced and the specific
context in which the situation occurs (e.g., work setting). Dewe (1993), for example,

found that male and female Australian employees appraised work stressors differently

according to the specific type of stressful encounter that they experienced. Although
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Dewe’s research examined primary appraisals specific to different work Str_essors, the
development of this taxonomy‘of appraisals is in its preliminary stages and replication
is needed on a more representative sample of workers.

- Coping functions. C(jping, the other critical mediating variable in Lazarus and

Folkmah’s (1984) theory, is what a person thinks or does to deal with a stfessful
situation. According to Lazarus and Folkman (1984), cognitive qppraisals of a
potentially stressful encounter are irr‘lportant'determinants of how an individqal will
cope with that situation. Empificalyre'seérc‘h hﬁs four.ldv, however, that personality
traits 'and environmental variables are also important predictors of coping responses
(Frew & Bruning, 1987; Long; '1990; Newton & Ke.enan,‘ 1985; Parkes, 1986; Terry,
1991, 1994), Which rﬁay be attributed in part to the inadequate assessment of work
stregsor appraisals. |

| Folkman and Lazarus (1980) have proposecﬁil two main functions of coping:
problem-focused coping and ¢motion—focuse‘d cbping. Problem-focused cpping‘
strategies seek to manage or alter the stressful situation and include cognitive and
beha?iour problém—solving strategies. These strategies involve defining the problem,
generating alternative solﬁtions; seeking information, weighing the alternatives |
regarding costs and benefifs, choosing among the possible alternatives, identifying
obstacles, and than acting in a specific way .to dgal with the problem (Folkman, -
Lazarus, Duﬁkel—Schetter, DeLong’is, et al., 1986; Lazarus & Foll.cman., 1984). By |

contrast, emotion-focused coping aims to manage or regulate one’s emotions.

‘Emotion-focused coping is largely considered a cognitive process by which one
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reduces emotional distress by utilizing strategies such as avoidance, minimization, and
positive reappraisal (Folkman, Lazarus, D'unkel—S_chettef, et al., 1986; Lazarus; 1985;
Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Folkman and Lazarus (19.80) argue thét both coping
functions are used in almost every stressful situation and that they may either
inﬂueﬁée each other in a facilitative manner or they may hinder each other.

Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel-Schetter, et al. (1986) assert that there are three
main features of Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) coping framework. First, they
propose that coping is process-oriented, focusing on what aﬁ individual actually thinks
and does in a specific stressful situation, and how these thoughts and actions may

“change as the situatipn unfolds. Secohd, coping is conceived as contextual becaﬁse it
is inﬂuenced by the i>ndividual’s appraisal of the demands in the situation and
resources for managing tﬁem. Finally, Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel-Schetter, et al.
(1986) contend that stress and coping theory'doés not make any evaluative
aséumptions -about what constitutés »successful or unsuccessful coping; coping refers to
the person’s efforts to manage demands, regardless of whetherior' not the efforts are

successful.

Coping measurement issues. There are four primary crificisms of existing
coping measures. First, emotion-focused items on four published coping scales
(Caryer et al., 1989, Focus on and Ventihg of EAmotions; Endler & Parker; 1990a,
Emotion-Oriented Coping; Moos, 1988, Emotional Discharge; Tobin et al., 1989,
Express Em_otions‘) have been found to confound with measures of distress and

psychopathology (Stanton, Danoff-Burg, Cameron, & Ellis, 1994). Acbording to
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Stanton et al. (1994), confounding coping items include those that reflect the
expression of anxiety, hostility, depression, and physical symptoms, rather than the
expression of everyday emotions such as frustration and irritation.

Second, Stone, Greenberg, Kennedy-Moore, and Newman (1991) argue that
the Revised Ways of Coping Checklist’s (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) 0- to 3-point
response key, which assesses the extent to which respondents report using a particular
coping strategy, is unclear. More specifically, Stone et al. found that respondents
often misinterpreted the meaning of "extent of use," confusing the term with coping
response duration, frequency, effort, or usefulness.

Third, controversy within the stress and coping literature exists over how to
best measure the construct of coping (see Cohen, 1987, and Endler & Parker, 1990b,
for reviews). Lazarus and Folkman (1984), for example, have distinguished between
problem- and emotion-focused coping, although researchers using the Revised Ways
of Coping Checklist (Lazarus & Folkman) have identified through factor analyses
anywhere from five to eight coping subscales (Aldwin & Revenson, 1987; Carver et
al., 1989; Folkman & Lazarus, 1985; Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel-Schetter, et al.,
1986; Parkes, 1986). Moreover, other researchers have argued that the problem- and
emotion-focused coping scales are too simplistic and that coping strategies can be
classified into higher-order categories (Carver et al., 1989; Scheier, Weintraub, &
Carver, 1986; Tobin et al., 1989).

Tobin et al. (1989), for example, have proposed a higher-order classification

scheme consisting of engagement and disengagement copiﬁg. Engagement coping is
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defined as "active efforts to manage both problem- and emotion-focused aspects of the
stressful event” (Tobin"et al., 1989,.p‘. 350), whereas disengagement coping invdlves
cognitive and behavioral activity that orients attention away from tﬁe stressful event.
Relatedly, Kahn’s (1990) conceptual framework of work behaviour suggests that
individuals are capable of both engaging (e.g., eXpressing themsefves or actively
promoting connection to work and ofhers) and disengaging (e.g., withdrawing or

becoming emotionally disconnected from work and others) depending on their

- experiences of the work context. Tobin et al.’s (1989) and Kahn’s (1990) concept of

engagement and disengagement behaviour parallels Roth and Cohen’s (1986)

approach/avoidance categorization of coping. Furthermore, Long et al. (1992) have

found support for the use of engagement and disengagement coping in their stress and

coping model for managerial women."

A final criticisfn of coping measuremeﬁt. is that although engagement and
disengagement coping appear to form the basis for coping, existing coping inventories
generally do not reflect the types of strategies used to deal with interpersonal
relationship‘s (Kramer, 1993). Kramer further argues that relétionship-focused coping
strategies designed to establish or maintain social relationships are needed in stress
and coping research that deals with the dynamics of interpersonal stressors. In
particular, empifical research has supported the use of forms of relationship-focused
coping such as negotiating or compromising strategies. For example, in Aldwin and

Revenson’s (1987) study of the relationship between coping strategies and

psychological symptoms among adult community residents, factor analysis yielded
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supbort for a separate negotiation coping factor, which included problem-focuséd
coping strategies directed toward other people in the problem situation (e.g.,
bargaining or comprorﬁising to attain something positive from the situation). In
'addition, Pearlin and Schooler (1978) found that women tended to use more
negotiating coping strategies than men to deal with daily stressors.

Morebver, strategies characteristic of the interpersonal dimension (e.g.,
negotiating, compromising, bargaining, or reasoning) are commonly used in
wofkpl_ace interactions'(see Rahim, 1983; Wallston, Hoover-Dempsey, Brissie, &

- Rozee-Koker, 1989) and therefore are particularly relevant to th¢ study of coping in
organizational research. Interpersonal coping responses (e.g., negotiating or
compromising strategies) seek to sétisfy the interests of both individuals involved in a
conflictual interaction (cf. Daylen, 1993; Rahim, 1983). Thus, this study
incorporated interpersonal coping strategies that reflect the relationship dimension of
workplace interactions.

Stress and Coping Model for Managerial Women

A review of the extant occupational stress literature indicates that empirical

. research based exclusively or predominantly on samples of fefnale employees are
limited to a §ma11 number of researchers (e.g., Kahn & Long, 1988; Long, 1989;
Long et ai., 1992; Repetti, 1987). There are even fewer studies that deal specifically
w>ith the experiences of female managers or prbfessionals (e.g., Amatea & Fong,

1991; Long, 1990; Long et al., 1992; Snapp, 1992).

The stress and coping model proposed by Long et :al. (1992) is one of the few
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+ that has examined managerial women’s experiences of occupational stressors within a
theoreticai quel of stress and coping. Long et al. drew on Lazarus and Folkman’s
(1984) theory in order to examine the direct and indirect effects of antecedent
variables (i.e., demographics, sex role attitudes, and agency) and'medi_ating variables.
(e.g., coping, appraisals, and work environment) on outcome measures (i.e., job and
life satisfaction and distress). Using a prc?spective researph design, Long et al.
collected data from 249 female managers over a 3-month period, assessed 1-month
apart.(Long et al.’s stress and coping model for managerial women is depicted in
Appendix A). Results indicated that antecedent and mediating .latent variables
accounted for approximately 50% of the variance in the outcome variables.
Moreover, Long and Schutz’s (1995) extension of this study, during whiéh data was
assessed monthly for 1 year and then 1 year later, providé evidence for both the
stability of most construct relationships and the reliability of measuresy in Long et al.’s
model over a 2-year period. It is noted, however, that there may have been other
variables (e.g., antecedent) relevant to managerial women’s experiences of
occupational stress that were not examined in Long et al.’s study.

Long et al.’s (1992) fnodel supports the usefulness of applying Lazarus and
Folkrhén’s (1984) theory of stress and coping in order to understand managerial
women’s experiences with occupational stressors. Their model, however, _found weak
relationships among select variables (i.e., between sex role attitudes and appr#isals,

. hassles and satisfaction, engagement coping and hassles, and disengagement coping

and distress). In addition, although interpersonal conflicts were the most common
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source cf stress identified (renorted by 60% of respondents) , Long et al. dsed a

coping instrument that was not specific to interperscnal Stressors. Simiiarly, Long et :
al.’s composite appraisal measure failed to identify the role of specif-ic‘appraisals in
their model. Furtiiermore, Long et al.’s fesults were geneialized across more than

one type of ‘work stressor. Although_ studies examining isolated phenomena are |
limited .by their lack. of a comprehensive and integrative framework, etructural
“equation models like that of Long et\al.’s are generally criticized for their over-
inclusive nature and failure to specify particular phenomena.

An important goal of this study: was to diaw on Long et al.’s model zind
address the criticisms of structnral models by examining the pattern of construct
relaticnships in the context of a specific stressor (i.e., interperscnal conﬂict).
Furthermote; thic Vstudy developed and utilized a coping instrument specific to
interpersonal work stressors. In addition, in response to the limited attention given to
more feminine attributes in occupational research (Marshall, 1993), I examined the
role of ei(pressive personality traits in managerial and professional women’s process
of coping with interpersonal work conflicts.

Long et al. (1992) and other stress and coping researchers (e. g., Israel et al.,

' 1989; Karasek et al., 1987; Repetti, 1987) have found support for the relétionships |
among antecedent, contextual, mediating, and outcome constructs central to Lazarus

and Folkman’s (1984) theoretical framework. The choice of variables in this study

was based on Long et al.’s (1992) model, which selected constructs from stress and

coping literature, in-depth interviews with professional women, and components of
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career dgvelopmcnt theofy relatgd to women’s céreer choices.

The following review of the literature provides empirical and theoretical
support for the selection of antecedent (demograbhic characteristics and personality
traits), contextual (environmental characteristics and daily haésles), mediating
(cognitive appraisals and coping strategies), ‘g_md outcome‘variables (distress symptoms .
of depression, anxiety, and sorr;atic complaints). [ reviewilite/rature based largely on
occupational stress research, however due to the lirﬁited- research that deals

exclusivel'y with female managers and profesSionals, relevant research based on both

- men and women is presented.

_Antecedent Variables

| Derrllog" .raphic characteristics. Several‘demogra.phic characteristics have been
fqund to be important antecedent variables to the stress :and coping process-.
Empirical research has found, for example, that marit}ll and emf)loyment status are
related to cognitive appfaisals and outcomes of distress. For example, Long et al.
(1992) fouhd_ that female managers (H=249) who fnajntained traditional lifestyles
(e.g., married with children) and tfaditional beliefs (e.g., attitudes towards women’s
roles) perceived occupational stressors more positively (i.e., less upsetting, more
controllable, and less threatening to_'one’s respect for others and to one’s Work.goal :

attainment) than managers with less traditional lifestyl‘es and beliefs. Career theory

. suggests that women with traditional life styles may be less invested in their careers

(Betz & Fitzgerald, 1987). Thus, as Long et al. posit, married women with children -

may have less at stake when faced with stressful work situations that are viewed as
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relating to employment goals or ach.ievement. |

~With respect to the effects: of marital status on distress, K'ar.asek\ et al. (1987)
reported that single women were more likely to report symp.toms of psychelogical
strain (e.g., depression, exhaustion, ‘and job dissétisfaction) and illness-related
behaviour patterns (e.g., pill consumption, smeking', zrnd abeerrteeisnr) than partnered
women. Results were besed on multiyariate logistic analysrs using a sample of male:
(HESOOO) and female (N=3700) Swedish white-collar workers.. Similarly, usrng
rnultiple regression analysis,\Snapp (1992) found that black and Wrrite female
managers and professionals (N=200) without partners reported higher-leve‘ls‘ of.
depression than women with partners, which parallels other research that suggests
| r.narriagepo-sitively impacts some Women’s distress levels (e.g., Gore & Mangione;
1983; Gove, Hughes,- & Style, 1983). Congruent with evidence that supports the
po.sitive effec'ts of vsoeial support on mental and physical health (Cohen & Wills,
1985), one can ‘speculate that women with partners have access o intimaey.'and
éceeptance (i.e., emotio-nal support) in their personal lives‘, which helps to reduce the
‘negative effects of work stress. It is also possiele that worrlen wlro arev_r‘narried or
partnered experience less stress because they have adopted socia_l beha\riOur _that fulfils
- cultural norms and expeetations. Moreover, mlrltiple rolee for middl.e and ur)per; -
middle class women can reduce distrees by providing individuals with numerous
sources of revr/arris (e.g.., income; Thoits, 1983; Verbrugge, 1'993); |

cher relevant demographic characteristics have also emerged in occupational

stress research, such as organizational level, income, and age. First, with respect to
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organizational level, Ratsoy et al.’s (1986) study of 134 male and female educational
personnel (i.e., supervisors and administrators) revealed that higher organizational
level of responsibility was associated with fewer sources of occupational stress (e.g.,
work load, unsatisfactory supervisory and collegial relationships, lack of respect, job
uncertainty, program constraints, inadequate physical resources, and noise).
Similarly, in Davidson and Cooper’s (1984) study of 696 female and 185 male
managers, descriptive data revealed that junior and middle-level female managers
experienced the highest overall levels of bbth psychosomatic symptoms (e.g.,
nervousness, tenseness, headaches, exhaustion) and occupational stressors, compared
with men and women in all other levels of management. One plausible explanation
for these findings is that the lower-levels managers are afforded less authority and
control (e.g., decision latitude) in their jobs, which promotes feelings of
powerlessness and subsequent distress reactions. Alternatively, as Davidson and
Cooper (1984) assert, increased pressure and psychological strain symptoms may be
attributed to greater sexual discrimination and fewer career promotion and mobility
opportunities experienced by lower-level managerial women.

Second, in terms of income level, Karasek et al. (1987) found that high
income predicted fewer physical health problems for male and female white-collar
employees. Furthermore, Pearlin and Schooler (1978) found that among 2300 male
and female adult community residents, higher income, in addition to higher
occupational status and education, were related to greater use of problem-focused

coping strategies in response to daily stressors. Similarly, in Menaghan and Merves’
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' (1984) ‘study,' results Of' multiple regreSSlon analysis revealed 'that rnale (N =34421)‘,an.d' |
BNCE female (N 173) commumty res1dent adults of lower socio- economrc status (1 e.,
lower mcome) compared w1th persons of hlgher soc1o econom1c status used fewer - .'
direct actlon and optlmrstrc companson copmg strateg1es but greater selectrve 1gnor1ng -
| and restrlctron of expectat1ons copmg strategres at. work Income wh1ch is cons1dered.
a personal resource (Lazarus & Folkman 1984) 1s related to pos1t1ve stressor’ |
appralsals (Long et al 1992) and has been found to promote feelmgs of self-efflcacy -
'(Downey & Moen 1987) Moreover effrcacrous or agenttc tra1ts have been

‘,i'assoc1ated with’ greater use of engagement copmg forms and less psychosomat1c -

| 7d1stress (e g Long, 1989; Long et al 1992 Steenbarger & Greenberg, 1990)

’ Grven the value of mater1al resources. in socrety‘, one can speculate .that h1gh—1ncome '
.~ individuals possess greater resources and feelings of control in their lives, which

promote positi've' stressor appraisals and 'co'nsequentlylead to use of directive coping

e strategles in response ‘to stressful srtuat1ons

Frnally, w1th respect to age, in Repett1 S (1987) study of female (N 70) bank

‘ ‘employees hlerarchrcal regressron analys1s found that older employees tended to

» report fewer symptoms%of depress1on and.a more positive. soc1al env1ronment at work '
f/compared wlth younger employees Correlat1onal data from Turnage and
Spielberger’-s (1991) stu‘dy:of_ 322 male and_ female manag'ers‘? professronals, and
' lc‘lerical personnel; ureveale’d that yOung‘ejr;employees reported m:or.e; j‘ob-related‘
stressors than’ older workers,, and that y.oun‘ger and-less tenured 'managers and

- professionals reported less organizational support than older and more experienced .
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employees. Furthermore, Menaghan and Merves (1984) found that younger men and
women, compared wvith their older coimterparts, reported more occupational
problems, such as work overload, depersonalization; and an unsatisfactory work
env.ironment. Si.milarly, Osipow, Doty, and Spokane (1985) found through multiple
regression analysis that among 310 male and female adults, older individuals
exper»ienced less work-related psychological, vocational, ph_ysic‘al,' and-interpersonal
strain than their younger counterparts. In addition, Karasek et al. (1987) reported
that job dissatisfaction, in addition to respiratory illness and absenteeism, declined
with age for male and female white-collar .employees, although other illness variables
increased with age, such as heart disease, muscular skeletal aches, and pill

'_ consumption{

’As Osipow et al. (1985) indicated, a plausible explanation for findings that
suggest older employees experieﬁce less distrgss is .that older employees may learn to
‘deal more effectively with occupational stressors as time progresses, or alternatively,
that individuals leave jobs that consistently di‘stress them over time. Moreover, it is
possible that older and more tenured (i.e., experienced) employees have the
opportunity to develop support networks with colleégues over time, which helps to
reduce the negative effects of work-related stress (cf. Amatea & Fong, 1991; Repetti,
1987).

In contrast to these findings, however, hierdfchical'regression analysis

performed in Decker and Borgen’s (1993) study of male (N=79) and female

(N=170) workers, revealed that demographic variables of gender, age, education, and
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job tenure did not contribute substantially to the variance 6f either the occupational

S ' strain measures (e.g., vocational, psychological, interpersoqal, and physical strain) or
job satisfaction measures. It is possible that the d.ifferences in findings reflect
variability in‘ the samples and statistical approaches used in the above studies. Decker
and Borgen, for examplé, used a relatively heterogeneous sample of universjty, |
‘private sector, and government employees in.their study. In addition, symptoms of ill
physical health, in particular, may be attributed to other factors in the individual’s

. life, and not solely to work-related stressors. Moreover, consistent with Lazarus and
Folkman’s (1984)‘theory, it is possible that mediating variables, such as cognitive
appraisals or coping strategies, mediate the relationship between antecedents (e.g.,
demogvraplh_ic characteristics) and short-term outcomes (e.g., distress).

Marital status and income were included in the current model because
empifical evidence more consis.tently supp'orts the relationships between these
'demograph'ic Variabies' and other constructs relevant to the styeés and coping process
(e. g cognifive appraisals, coping strategies, and distress). Long et al. (1992), for
example, found that demographic characteristics of marital, parental, and income
status were directly related to cognitive appraisals. Moreover, Lazarus and
Folkman’s (1984) theory suggests a directvlink between antecé_dent (i.e., demographic

~characteristics) and mediating variables (i.e., appraisals). Thus, it was eipected that
marital status would have a direct effect on the appraisals of stressful work-related

interpersonal conflicts.

~ Although research suggests a direct link between higher income and forms of
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engagement cc;ping (é.g., Menaghan & Merves, 1984; Pearlin & Schooler, 1978),
Lazarus and Folkman (1984) assert that coping efforts are determined by appraisals of
the stressor. Based oh both theoretical arguments regarding the direct effécts of

| antecedent conditions (e.g., demographic characteristics) on appraisals (Lazafus &
Folkman) and empirical evidence tﬁat supports the relationship between income and
stressor appraisals (Long et al., 1992), it was expectéd that income would be directly

. related to managerial and professional women;s appraisals of interpersonal work
Stressors.

Furthermore, congruent with the mediating role of cognitive appraisals in the
antecedent-outcome relationship (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), and on the basis 6f
empirical evidence linking marriage to both appraisals and distress (e.g., Karasek et
al., 1987; Long et al., 1992; Snapp, 1992) and threatening appraisals to increased
distress (e.g., Folkman, Lazarus, Gruen, et al., 1986; Gall & Evans, 1987), it was
predicted that the relationship between marital status and distress would be mediated
by stressor appraisals.

Personality traits. Gender-role personality traits of instrumentality and

expressivehess may influence women’s appraisals of work-related stressors (Compas
& Orosan, 1993). The term gender-role orientation is used to refer to the extent to
which individuals describe themselves according to personality attributes of
instrumentality and expressiveness (Bem, 1981; Spence & Helmreich, 1980).

Attributes considered instrumental in nature include being independent, goal-oriented,

objective, assertive, competitive, and logical; whereas expressive attributes include
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such traits as emotionality, nurturance, and sensitivity to others (Bem, 1981; I.

Broverman, Vogel, D. Broverman, Clarkson, & Rosenkrantz, 1972; Orlofsky &

Stake, 1981).

Instr\_xmentalitv. Instrumental, or agentic traits have been identified as an
important variable in both stress and coping and women’s careér development
research (Betz' & Fitzgerald, 1987; Gelso & Fassinger, 1992; Nezu & Nezu, 1987).
The constrﬁct of agency (e.g., instrumentality), for example, has been linked to
strong career motivation aﬁd high career aspiration (Fassinger, 1985, 1990). Other
personality variables have been incorporated in stress and coping research (e.g.,”Type
A ftraits, exfraversion, control beliefs, denial, neurotiqism; Frew & Bruning, 1987;
Newton & Keenan, 1985; Parkes, 1986; Terry, 1>991),4 however empirical evidenée
| - more strongly supports the relatiohships between agentic traits and both mediating and

. outcome variables in thé stress and coping process. Agentic traits are particularly
relevant to this study given that managerial and professional women’s occupational
role requires them to adopt agentic and instrumental attributes and behaviours.

Empirical research has found tﬁat ‘instrumental personality traits are related to
differential coping strategies. For example, in Long et al.’s (1992) structural equation
model, female managers with strong agentic personality traits, as measured by the
Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI; Bem, 1981), the Life Orientation Test (Scheier &
Carver, 1985), the General Self-efficacy Scale (Sherer et 'al., 1982), an:d a preventive
coping scale (Worig & Rekcr, 1983), were found to more frequently use engagement

coping strategies. This finding is consistent with results of Long’s (1989) study of

\
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281 women employed in both clerical positions (N=104) and managerial, .
professional, and administrétive positions (N=177), in Which multivariate analysis of
variance revealed that high-instrumental women, compared with low-instrumental
women, as assessed by thé BSRI (Bem, 1981), reported using more problem- relative
to emotipn—focused hoping, and more preventive coping (i.e., strategies designed to
reduce distress and the likelihood of potential problems). Similarly, in Lhng’s (1990)
study, hierarchical multiple regressibn analysis revealed that male (N=60) and female
(N=97) managers who attained low BSRI instrhmental scores reported using more
avoidant coping strategies, compared with high-instrumental managers.

Although Nezu and Nezu (1987) used a sample of male .(E=92) and female
(N=119) college undergraduates to study the effects of gender-role orientatioh on
“psychological distress, coping strategies, and problem—sc‘)lving. ability, their results
patterned those of studies using managerial samples. Specifically, multivariate
analysis of variance showed that_ regardless of gender, persons scorihg high on the
instrumentality dimension of the BSRI (Bem, 1981), compared with low-instrumental
persons, repofted using greater active-behavioral and problem-focused coping
strategies and fewer avoidant and emotion-focused coping efforts. One can speculate
that agentic (¢. g., high-instruméntal) individuals are likely to use more directive forms
of coping due to beliefs about their ability to manage the situation (hf. Terry, 1991).

. Although theoreticaily different, the concept df efficacy expectations

(Bandura, 1977) is related to Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) 'notion.of control

appraisals, which refers to an individual’s beliefs that he or she can control the
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demande of the stressful event. Thus, on the basis of Lazarus and Folkmaﬁfs theory,
~ which asserts that cognitive appraisals determine eoping efforts and that antecedent
variables (e.lg. personality traits) are difectly related' to cognitive apprai'sals,: it was
predicted that instruvme'ntality' weuld be associated with situational control api)raisals
of inferpersonal work stressors. However, given the limited assessment of appraisals
in plrevious work stress reseafeﬁ and based on Lohg et al.’s use ef a compesite |
appraisal measure, it was also expected that instrumentality would be directly feiated ‘
l' to upsettiﬁg appraiéals, threatening loss of respect for others appraisals, and g
‘threatening work goal attainment appraisals. |

Empirical research has shown that instremental personality -traits are aleo :
associated with contextual or situational variables (e.g., work environment and daily
| hass‘les). Long et al. (1992) found, fer ex‘ample, that strong agentic traits vw'ere
aseociated with manageriai women’s pereeptions ‘of a more supportive and less
demanding work environment.- One canlspeculate that people’s perceptions of |
personal. égericy reflect hO\;V they perceive their work eﬁvironment. For example,
assertive and goal—oriented attr'ibutes, charécteristic of instfumentality; may facilitate
one’s ability to m’aﬁage, delegate, and eomplete'wotk projects ef‘ficiently,;whi‘ch in
turn leads to perceptions of a well—funCtioﬁing work environment.

In addition, Long et al. (1992) found that female managers with sfrong agentic
traits reborted fewer daily hassles (i.e., irritatiﬁg, frustrating, and distressing |

everyday events; Lazarus, 1981). One can argue that instrumental or agentic persons

- . possess the characteristics"(e.lg';, objectivity) that promote resilience to the experiénce
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of daily frustrations or irritations. Thus, based on both theoretical support (Lazarus
& Folkman, 1984) regarding the interaction between individual and contextual
variables in the stress and coping process and on empirical support from Long et al.,
it was prédicted that instrumentality would be directly related to work demands, work
support, and daily hassles.

Furthermore, there is empirical support for the relationship between
instrumentality and outcomes of distress and satisfaction. Long et al. (1992) found,
for example, that strong agentic traits were directly related fo increaséd sétisfaction,
as well as indirectly related to increased satisfaction through a positive work
cnyironment. These findings are consistest with results of Long’s (1989) study of
female Workers, in which multivariate analysis of variance.revealéd that. high-
instrumental women, corﬁpared with low-instrumental women, reported lower levels
of trait anxiety, work impairment, and psychological, vocational, interpersonal, and

_physical strain. In addition, Israel et al.’s (1989) study of the predictors of
occupational stress and health among male and female plant workers concluded that
weaker agentic traits (e.g., weak mastery and self-esteem), as derived from Pearlin
and Schooler’s (1978) mastery scale and Rosenberg’s (1965) self-esteem index,
predicted depression. Similarly, Terry, Tonge, and Callsn’s (in press) structural
equation model of 67 male and 86 female middle managers employed in a large
Australian public sector organizétion, revealed that high levels of self—esteem, as

assessed by Rosenberg’s measure, were associated with decreased anxiety and

depression. Causal inferences about variable relationships in Terry et al.’s model are
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precluded, however, due to the cross-sectional design.of their siudy.

These findings parallel conclusions drawn from studies using nonmanagerial
samples. For example, in Kahn and Long’s (1988) study, stepwise multiple
regression analysis results revealed that female clerical workers with weak agentic
traits, as assessed by Sherer et al.’.s (1982) self—efficacy trait measure, tended to
report higher trait anxiety than women with strong agentic traits. In Steenbargér and
Greenberg’s (1990) study of 105 female nursing students, results of multivariate
analysis of variance indicated that high-instrumentality, compared with low-
instiuinentality, as assessed by the short form of the BSRI (Bem 1981), was
associated with significantly lower levels of depression. Similarly, Nezu and Nezu
(1987) found that high-instrumental college undergraduates, as assessed by the BSRI,
reported lower levels of depression and trait and state anxiety, compared with low-
instrumental lst'udents.

A possible explanation for these findings is that the work and school
environments of individuals who participated in the studies value goal-oriented and
competitive behaviour, characteristic of instrumentality, consequently promoting
positive adjustment among agentic individuals (cf. Sieenbarger & Greenberg, 1990).
Alternatively, it is possible that highly instrumental individuals possess the efficacy
beliefs that help them to appraise situations- more positively _(i.e., more controllable
and less threatening or harmful), tliereby impeding distress and creating healthy
adaptation to their environment. Thus, consistent with the theoretical role of

appraisals as mediators in the stress and coping process (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984)
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and empirical evidence linking instrufnentality to decreased distress (e.g., Israel et al.,
| 1989; Long, 1989) and. threatening appraisals to increased distress (Folkman, Lazarus,
Gruen, et al., 1986;lGall & Evans, 1987), it was expecfe’d that the relationship
between instrumentality and distress would be mediated .by appfaisals of the
interpersonal \a/ork Stressor.

Expressiveness.. Empirical evidence supports the usefulness of examining

instrumental personality traits in stress and coping research. However, characteristics
and behaviours more typically feminine in nature are thought to have been overlooked
in organizaaional research (Marshall, 1993), despite arguments that .suggest relational
skills generally ascribed to women are related to constructive coping and the
maintenance of aocial support networks (Burda, Vaux, & Schill, 1984; Greenglass,
1993a). Long (1990), for example, found that e;(pressiveness, as assessed by the
BSRI (Bem,. 1981) was the major determinant of problem-reappraisal coping (i.e.,
coping efforts. designed to manage the appraisal of the stressfulness of the situation)\
for managerial men and women. The role of expressive persbnality traits, however,
was not examined in Long et al.’s (1992) stress Iand coping model for managerial
women.

Additionally, in Burda et al.’s (1984) study of male (N=67) and female .
(H=66) university stucients, one-way analysis of variance found_that high-expressive
and androgynous (i.e., high levels of both expressiveness and instrumentali;y)

persons, as measured by the BSRI, reported having more sources of social support -

‘available to them than either persons who scored high on instrumentality or low on
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both _expressiveness and instrumentality. One can speculate that individuals who
possess expressive traits (e.g., nurturance. and sensitivity) place a gteater value on
maintaining interpersonal relationships (cf. Compas & Orosan, 1993) and utilize
relational skills that help them to access and mobilize support resources. Thus, it was
predicted that expressiveness would be directly related to work sﬁpport.

In addition, based on theoretical premises (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) |
regarding the effects of antecedent variables on mediating variables, it was advanced
that expressive personality traits would be directly related to stressor appraisals.
However, given the paucity of stress and coping research that has examined the role
of expressive personality traits in the occupational domain, the direction of
relatiotiships between expressivctneﬁs and specific stressor appraisals was unclear and
therefore are not specified.

There is, however, empirical evidence to suggest that expressiveness is related
to outcomes of distress and satisfaction. Using multiple regression analysis, Hunt
(1993), for example, fdund that among male (N=72) alid female_(ﬂ=87) college
students, both high—instrumentality and high-expressiveness, as assesse(i by the short |
form of the BSRI (Bém, 1981), were associated with less depression and greater life
. satisfaction, compared with low-instrumental and low-expressive persons. However,
only expressive traits were significantly associated with positive affect intensity, a
measure of satisfaction and optimism about the future. |

Similarly, Steenbarger and Greenberg (1990) reported that high-expressive

female student nurses, compared with low-expressive women, reported significantly
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fewer hostile distress symptoms and lower overall levels of vocational strain. In
addition, Orlofsky and Stake (1981) found that among 176 male and female college
students, expressive personality traits were associated with self-perceived effectiveness
in, and enjoyment of, social interaction and satisfaction with one’s interpersonal
relationships. Long (1989), however, failed to sur)port these findings in her study of
women workers. The discrepancy in findings may be partially explained by the
“sample of adult workers in her study, compared with student samples employed in the
other studies. More specifically, due’v to the prevaleiice of stressful negative
relationships and interr)ersonal conflicts reported by employees (Dewe, 1993; Long,
1990), it is possible that adult workers experience more daily stressors than college
undergraduates, which subsequently impact their level of satisfaction with
interpersonal relationships.

Summary. In summary, empirical research has found that antecedent variables
of instrumentality, expressiveness, and demographic characteristics are relevant to the
stress and coping process. The relationships between expressiveness and both coping
and distress, however have received little empirical attention. Thus, this study
examined the extent to which expressiveness, instrumentality, marital status, and
income influenced the reactions of managerial and professional women who identified
interpersonal conflicts as an occupational stressor. More specifically, it was expected
that women who are iriarried or partnered and who have higher incomes would be -

more likely to appraise interpersonal work stressors positively (i.e., as more

controllable and less upsetting and threatening). It was also predicted that women
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- process (i.e., cognitive appraisals, coping, and outcomes of distress and satisfaction).
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with strong agentic (instrumentél) traits wohld appraise interpersonal stressors as‘more
positive (i.e., less upsefting and ‘threatening aﬁd more controilable), perceive‘their
work environment as less demanding and more suppbrtive, and report fewer noqwork
daily hassles. Moreover, it Waé expected that the relationships bétWeen Botﬁ marital
status and distress and instrumentality and distress would' be deterrﬁihed_ by managerial
and professional women’s appraisals of-stressful iﬁtérl;érsoﬁal work conflicts. |
Finally, it was proposed that ¢_xpfessiveness would be‘ directly rélaféd to 'both stressor

appraisals and greater work support.

Contextual Variables

Whereas cognitive appraisals and coping strategies occur in response to a

. stressor such as interpersonal conflict, contextual or situational variables illustrate the

broader context in which the stressor is encountered. According to Lazarus and

Folkman (1984), the dyhamic interaction between the individﬁal and his or her context
is an important element of the stress and coping process. Moreover, an individual’s
context is believed to influence the mannér in which he or she appraises and copes in
response to a stressor (Compas & Orosan, 1993; Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel—Schetter,‘
et al., 1986). Drawing frorﬁ Long et al.’S (19925 model‘, cohteitual variables in this

study consisted of environmental characteristics and daily hassles.

" Environmental characteristics. Empiriéal research has provided support for the
direct effects of work-related environmental constraints and resources (e.g., work

demands, job control, and support) on variables of interest in the stress and coping
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Long et al. (1992), for exampie, found that an unfavourable work environment (i.e.,
high work demands and weak support), as assessed by the>Work Environment Scale
(Moos, 1981), was associéted with negative stressor appraisals (i.e., more upsétting
and threatening appraisals, and less perceived situational control) for managérial
women. |

In terms of the impact of work environment characteristics on coping, Newton
and Keenan-(1985) réported that among that among a sample of 457 engineers,
analysis of variance indicated that withdrawal coping efforts, characteristic of
disengagemenf coping, were more frequently used in unsupportive work
environments. Greenglass (1993b), using multliple'regression analysis, found that
among 114 male and femaie first-line governmenf supervisors, boss support predic-te‘d |
use of both instrumental coping strategies for women and preventive coping for men
and women. It is noted, however, that Greenglass failed to specify the gender
composition of men and women participants and to provide psychometric information
about the Support measure used in the'study. |

Based on the I'conclusions of these research studies, éne can speculate that in

unfavourable work environments, employees are unable to access and mobilize

“organizational resources such as organizational support to deal with work demands.

Thus, such individuals may be inclined to appraise work Stressors as threatening or
uncontrollable and may withdraw from them, perceiving more directive coping

strategies to be futile given the poor organizational climate.

With respect to the effects of environmental conditions on outcome variables,
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Long et al. (1992) foﬁnd that work environments characterized by limited support and
greater work demands were associated with increased dissatisfaction. Similarly,
Karasek et al. (1987) found, through multivariate logistic regression analysis, that
high work demands were associated with .psychological strain (e.g., depression and
exhéu_stion) among male and female white-collar employees, whereas weak job control
was associated with job dissatisfaction and illness-related béhaviour patterns (i.e., pill
consumption, smoking, and absenteeism). However, the work demands and job
control scales used in Karasek et al.’s study, which consist of author—generated -
questions, afe limited by their lack of reported psychometric properties.

Consistent with Long et al.’s (1992) and Karasek et al.’s (1987)-conclusions,
“in Landsbergis’ (1988) study, hierarchicél multiple regression analysis revealed that
among male (N=13) and female (N=276) hospital employees, ps'ychological strain
symptoms (e.g., job dissatisfaction, depression, and psychosomatic symptoms) were
significantly higher in jobs characteristic of high levels of work demands and low .
levels of decision latitude (e.g., autonomy), as assessed by the Job Content Survey
(see Kérasek et al., 1985). One plausible. explanation for the relationship between
work demands and distress is that demanding work environments are characterized by
pressures and deadlines (cf. Turnage & Spielberger, 1991), which subsequently |
threaten employees’ attainment of work goals and in turn, trigger distress sjmptoms
such as anxiety.

It is noted that Landsbergis (1988) also found that environmental conditions of

job insecurity and hazard exposure, in addition to weak supervisor and co-worker
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support, were significantly associated with increased psychologicél strain. These
findings illustrate the positive effects of supervisor andvco—worker support on
psychological functioning and parallel those of other researcﬁers. For example, in
Repetti’s (1987) study of femalev bank employees, multiple regression anélysis
revealed that strong co-worker and supervisor support, as assessed By four factor-
analyzed instruments (see Repetfi, 1987), was significantly related to lower anxiety
and depression and higher self-esteem, although findings revealed that supervisor
support had the strongest impact on psycho‘logical distress. -

In addition, Amatea and Fong (1991) reported that among 117 university-
employed professional women, hierarchical mﬁltiple regression results indicated that
women who experienced high levels of social support and persbnal control, as wgll as
a greater number of roles, reported significantly fewer psychological and physical
strain symptoms (e.g., depression, headaches, and insomnia). Similarly, Terry e£ al.
(in press) found that high levels of social support, as measured by Sarason, Levine,
Basham, and Sarason’s (1983) Social Support Questionnaire, were linked to increased

Job satisfaction among male‘and female middle ménagers. It is notéd, however, that
neither Amatea and Fong nor Terry et al. reported the specific type of_ social support
that they assessed vin their studies (e.g., co-worker or superVisory support, friend .
support, or family support). | |

CGnsistent with the above results, Turnage and Spielberger (1991) found é

strong negative relationship (r=-.66) between lack of frequent organizational support,

as assessed by the Job Stress Sutfvey (Spielberger, 1991), and job satisfaction among
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male and female managers, professionals, and clerical personnel. Turﬁage_ and

| Spielberger’s results, howeyer, .were based on correlational data; more sophisticated
" statistical analysis may lend greater confidence to their conclusions. Moreover,
Hibbard and Pope (1985) foﬁnd that adult women (§=114) who were employed in
jobs with a higher degree of co-worker social support, as assessed by author-
generated questions, reported better physical health than persons with low levels of
work-related support. Hibbard and Pope, however, did not use a standardized
instrument to assess social support, thereby limiting the validity and reliability of
findings. Furthermore, one indicator of women’s health status in their study was the
a\l/erage number of non-obstetrical hospital days, which may be attributable ﬁo factors
other than work-related 'support.

As indicated by the résult's'of numerous studies, environmental variables of co-
worker and sﬁpervisor support have generally been found to positively affect physical
ahd mental heath (see C}ohen & Wills, 1985 for a review). Other occupaﬁonal stres.s
studies, however, have yielded different findings regarding the positive effects of
social support. For example, Snapp (1992) found that social support frbm friends,
co-workers, ‘and familiés did not diminish the effects of interpersonal conflict on
depressive symptoms for female managers and profeésionals. Similarly, Reifman, .

-Biernat, and Lang (1991) studied 200 professional wome.n to assess the effects of
social support on physical and depressive symptoms. Analysis of variance revealed
that support from friends at work was. beneficial only under low levels of stress, and

that increased support was associated with more physical and depressive symptoms
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under high levels of stress. |

.One possible explanation for the discrepant results may be due to the manner
in which Snapp (1992) and Reifman et al. (1991) oberationalized and assessed social _
support. Snapp, for example, measured social support by iterﬁs that were developed
for her study, but not replicated on other managerial samples. Moreover, the social
support measures used in both Snapp’s and Reifman et al.’s studies assessed family
and co-worker support, whereas the majority of pre_viously described studies that
found positive effects of social support assessed only work-related support (i.e., co-
worker and/or supervisory support). As Kobasa and Puccetti (1983) claim, marital or
family suppbrt may not always reduce the negative effects of stress. Thus, it is
possible}that' co-worker or supervisory support yields more beneficial effects than
family or marital support when employees are confronted with occupational stressors.

It has been argued that social support buffers against.stress by enhancing one’s
self-worth, promoting positive feelings and connections with others, and providing
resources (e.g., advice) to individuals faced with a stressful situation (Cohen & Wills,
1985; Wills, 1990). Such social support resources help individuals to reappraise their
threatened self-image attributed to perceived inability to effectively manage the
stressor (Cohen & Wills). Thus, social support serves to trigger more positive .
stressor appraisals and adaptive coping, which in turn inhibits or alleviates

v

psychological distress (e.g., helplessness, anxiety). The relationship between support

2

and self-respect appraisals in Cohen and Wills’ framework is consistent with Lazarus

(1991) theoretical propositions regarding the direct effect of environmental conditions
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(e.g., work support) on mediating variables (e.g., appraisals). Moreover, there is
empirical evidence linking work support to positive appraisals of work stressors (Long
et al., 1992). Thus, it was expected that work support would be directly related to
managerial and professional women’s appraisals of interpersonal work stressors.

Similarly, following Lazarus’ (1991) theoretical formulation regarding the
relationship between environmental characteristics and appraisals, empirical evidence
supporting the direct effects of work demands on stressor appraisals (Long et al.,
1992), and an earlier suggestion that work demands threaten the achievement of work
goals, it was predicted that work demands would be directly associated with stressor
appraisals. One can speculate that interpersonal conflicts, which may involve
competing work interests or goals between two individuals (e.g., Volkema &
Bergmann, 1989), can both obstruct an employee’s ability to complete planned work
projects and elevate work pressures, which thus promotes negative (e.g., threatening,
upsetting, and uncontrollable) appraisals of interpersonal work stressors.

Daily hassles. Daily hassles also provide a context for stressful events and
have been found to influence the stress and coping process. The assessment of daily
hassles determines the extent to which sources of daily stress and irritations other than
work-related interpersonal stressors, impact managers’ and professionals’ experiences
of distress. There is difficulty, however, in determining where the variable of daily
hassles should be placed in Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) theoretical model.
Dohrenwend and Shrout (1985), for example, claim that daily hassles are the result of

environmental conditions. Lazarus and Folkman, however, posit that daily hassles
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may be both an antecedent and a consequence of appraisals and coping efforts.
Although Long et al. (1992) found that daily hassles as an indicator of work
environment resulted in a poorer model fit in their study, Long et al.’s results support
the role of daily hassles as an outcome of coping strategies.

Long et al. (1992) found that daily hassles, as assessed by the Hassles Scale
(Kanner et al., 1981), had a strong and significant direct effect on distress. Long et
al.’s results also revealed a significant but weak negative relationship between daily
hassles and satisfaction. It is pleusible to assume that daily frustrations and
irritations, particularly when experienced over prolonged periods of time, can
negaﬁvely impact one’s adjustment and well-being, leaving an individual vulnerable to
distress symptoms like anxiety and depression. Thus, it was expected that managerial
and professional women who reported a greater number of daily hassles would
experience more distress. Consistent with Long et al.’s findings, I considered daily
hassles fo be a consequence rather than a predictor of coping strategies.

Mediating Variables

Cognitive appraisals. Cognitive appraisals, in addition to coping strategies,
are éresumed to act as mediators in the relationship between antecedent and outcome
variables (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). However, appraisals have also been found to
directly impact coping and distress. Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel-Schetter, et al. (1986)
found, for example, that pfimary appraisals of threat, harm, or loss (i.e., sta_kes) »
associated with stressful episodes are related to differential coping strategies among

adult married couples (N=285). For example, when threats to achieving a work goal
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were high, multivariate analysis of variance results revealed that more self-control and
planful problem-solving coping strategies were used, whereas when the stake was a
threat to one’s financial resources, more confrontive coping and seeking social
support strategies were used.

Additiénally, Long et al. (1992) found that when female managers made more
positive appraisals of stressful work situations (i.e., appraising the situation as less
upsetting, more in the individual’s control, and less threatening to one’s respect for
others and to the attainment of work goéls), disengégement coping was used less
frequently, which in turn influenced the use of engagerﬁent coping. One can argue
that managers whé have more positive stressor appraisals have greater confidence in
their ability to confront and manage the demands of stressful encounters, and
therefore are less inclined to withdraw from such situations and more likely to use
active or engagement forms of coping.

Furthermore, in Gall and Evans’ (1987) study of male (N=72) and female
(N=112) adult community residents, lc_orrelational data revealed that situations
appraised as undesirable or threatening were negatively related to use of confrontative
coping strategies. Similarly, Peacock, ang, and Reker (1993) found through
hierarchical multiple regression that among male and female university students
(N=185), threatening stressor appraisals predicted increased use of emotion-focused
coping strategies. By contrast, appraisals of challenge were related to increased use
of problem-focused and preventive coping. Thus, one can speculate that the manner

in which an individual appraises a situation (e.g., as threatening versus challenging),

N
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and what specifically is at stake in the situation (e.g., financial resources versus work
goals) may precipitaté the use of differential coping strategies due to circumstances
unique to different types of stressful episodes.

Congruent with the theoretical argumént that cognitive appraisals determine
coping (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), empirical evidence has provided support for the
relatipnship between secondary apbraiéals of control and 'active forms of coping.
Peacock et al. (1993), for example, found that appraiséd controllabilityvof stressful
situations predicted problem-focused.'coping, whereas appraised uncontrollability
predicted use of emotion-focused coping, as well as other forms of coping (i.e.,
existential and spiritual coping). Similarly, Folkman and Lazarus (1980) found that
among a community sample of male (M=48) and female (N=52) older adults,
stressful events that were appraised as controllable (e.g., dhe in which an individual
could change or do something about) were associated with greater use of probiefn—
foéused coping compared with situations appraised as uncontrollable (e.g., one that
had to be accepted). By contrast, uncontrolfable appraisals predicted emétion—focused
. coping more than controllable situations. Folkman and Lazarus’ (1980) findings
parallel results reported by Aldwin (1991) on perceived control among older adults.

| Although Folkman and Lazarus (1980) based the'ir‘conclusions on descriptive
data only, their findings patterned those of other researchers (e.g., Carver et al.,
'1989; Terry, 1994). Carver et al. (1989), for example, found that male (N=45) and

female (N=72) college undergraduates who appraised stressful events as controllable

more frequently reported using directive coping strategies (e.g., active coping,
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planning, suppression of cOmpefing activities, and seeking instrumental social support)
than students who appréised the situation as uncontrollable.

Additionally, Terry et al. (in press) found that among male and female middle
managers, situational control beliefs, as measured by six items developed by Conway
and Tefry (1992), were associated with low levels of minimization coping strategies
and high levels ofl self-blame coping. Moreover, weak self-efficacy appraisals (i.e.,
perceived inability to manage the stressor) were associated with decreased
instrumental action coping strategies and increased escapism and self-blame éoping
efforts. These findings are partially supported by results of Terry’s (1994) study of
male (N=95) and female (N=148) first-year university students, in which
hierarchical regression analysis revealed that controllability appraisals of a stressful
event were significant predictors of both instrumental action and self-blame coping
strategies. Alternatively, uncontrollable appraisals were significantly associated with
seeking support coping strategies. It is noted, however, that in Terry’s (1991) earlier
‘study of the predictors of coping behavioqr among 138 undergraduate university
students, appraisals of control were unrelated to self-blame, instrumental, or social
support coping strategies.

There 'is no_clear explanation for the discrepant findings in Terry’s (1991,
1994) two studies, although it is possible that the differences may be related to tﬁe
type of stressors that were examined. Whereés Terry’s (1991) eérlier study focused
specifically on examination stressors, the later study (1994), which required students

to identify the most stressful event that they were facing, found that work/study and
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interpersonal stressors were the most commonly reported stressor. Thus, conclusions
drawn from Terry’s (1994) study, which are partially based on interpereonal Stressors,
are more germane to this present model of interpersonal strees in the workplace. One
can speculate that active forms of ceping are generally favoured in situations
appraised to be controllable because individuals who appraise a stressful situaﬁon as
within their control likely believe that they can effect desire(i change. Moreqver, as

- Terry (1994) and Terry et al. (in press) found, appraising a situation as controllable
may also lead individuals to assume excessive responslibility for the occurrence of the
stressful event, thus triggering reliance on self-blame coping strategies..

Research haé also found that appraisals of the stressful episode;s importance
influences coping. Long (1990), for exarﬁple, found throegh hierarchical multiple
regression analysis, that appraised impeftance of the stressful event contributed_the
largest proportion of the variance in total coping scores. More specifically, greater
» appraieed importance of the stressful situation, as assessed by a S—boint scale,
significanily predicted both active prqblem-solving coping and avoidance coping-
among managerial men and women. Consistent with this latter finding, Parkes (1986)
found through multiple regression analysis that among female student nurses
. (N= 135), greater perceived importance of the stressful event, as assessed by a 4-point
scale, Significaritly predicted suppression coping.

In addition to evidence that supports the relationship between cognitive

~ appraisals and coping strategies, empirical research has also found a link between

cognitive appraisals and distress.- Gall and Evans (1987), for example, reported that
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results fr_()fn stépwise multiple regression analysis indicated that cognitive appraisals of
life events were found to be more important determinants of distress than were the
frequency of life e\‘/ents and the types of coping behaviours used. Specifically,.they
found that male and female adults who appraised situations as threaténing or
undesirable, as creating a need for information, or as not involving a challenge;
reported greater depression. ‘
Moreover, Folkﬁan, Lazarus, Gruen, et al. (1986) reported that married
couples (N=85) who had more at st;lke across a diversity of stressful encounters were‘
“more likely to experience symptoms of psychological distress. However, Long et
al.’s (1992) model did not find a direct link between appraisals and distressi rather,
results indicated that appraisals indirectly predicted distress though disengagement
coping. | |
lIt is noted that Folkman, Lazarus, Gruen, et al. (1986), in addition to Gall and
Evans (1987) and Parkes (1986), did not focﬁs exclusively on either stressful work
episodes or interpersonal stressors, which limits generalizability of findings to work- |
related interpersonal conflict. Furthermore, resﬁlts need to be replicated on samples
of managers and professionals before they can be geﬁgralized to the managerial and
professional population.
As indicated eérlier, existing stress and cdping research is also limited by the
~lack of refined primary appraisal measures to assess what individuals have at stake in

specific stressful situations. For example, Peacock et al. (1993) used only‘three items

to assess primary appraisals, which limits confidence in their findings. In addition,
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Gall and Evans (1987) assessed primary and secondary appraisals from several
sources, but did not report Whether the composition of appraisal items were
systematically selected or factor énalyzed fof their study. Thus, the usev of differént
types éf appraisal measures restricts cbmparability of results across studies. |

Moreover, in Long et al.’s (1992) model, the appraisal construct was asséssed
by two primary appraisal items (i.e., threats to one’s respect for others and to the
attainment of work goal items) dérived from Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel-Schetter, et
al. (1986), and two 5-point appraisal vscales measuring the extent tq which the stressor
was appraised as upsetting and conirollable. However, bécause Long et al. assessed
cognitive appraisals in combination, it is difficult to detérmine whether particular
types of appraisals (e.g., threats to goal attainment versus threats to one’s fespect for
others) differentially predict coping strategies. »‘Thus, based on the documented effects
of stressor appraisals on inactive or withdrawal forms of copiﬁg (Long et al.; Terry et
al.; in press), it was predicted that each of the stressor appraisals from Long th al.’s
final mddel (i-e., upsetting, situational control, loss of respect fér others, and
threatening work goal attainment appraisals) would be directly relafgd to
disengagement. coping.

It is noted that Long et al.’s (1992) failure to find a direct relationship between
appraisals and engagement coping is inconsistent with theoretical premises. Rather, -
results indicated that infrequent use of disengagement coping predicted increased
engagément coping. Given‘tha£ interpersonal conflicts were identified as a primary

source of occupational stress, it is possible that Long et al.’s findings were influenced
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by their failure to use appraisal and éoping measures specific to interpersonal
Stressors. .One can assume, however, that if positive stressor appraisals predict

. infrequent use of disengagement coping, positive stressor appraisals would predict
greater engagement coping. Managers, for example, ére likely to use directive coping
efforts characteristic of engagement coping when work stressors are appraised as
lcontrollable and non-threatening. Thus, on the basis of Lazarus and Folkman’s
(1984) theory, it was proposed that managerial and professional women’s appraisals
of stressful interpersonal conflicts would be directly related to use of engagemen}c

coping strategies.

Cop.ing strate,qiesf Folkman and Lazarus (1980, 1985) claim that people
frequently use numerous types of coping strategies in almost every type of stressful
situation. Pearlin and Schooler (1978), however, found that in their study of 2300
men and women, people generally used problem-focused coping strategies less |
frequently than emotion-focused stratégies to manage work-related pfoblems. Pearlin
and Schpoler interbreted their findings by suggesting that the impergonal and chronic
nature of work problems might best be managed by altering their perspective on thé
_' situation and changing one’s emotional attachment to- stressful Work situations.
Despite Pearlin and Schooler’s interpretation, research presented earlier has found that
work problems are frequently interpersonal in nature, rather thaﬂ impersonal (cf.
Dewe, 1993; Israel et al., 1989; Long et al., 1992). Thus, had Pearlin and Schooler

examined the effects of specific stressful events, they may have reached different

conclusions. As discussed earlier, a limitation of existing coping measures is that
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they may not adequately asséss éopirig strlategie‘s specific to stressful interpersonal
relationships.

Empirical research has generally provided support for both the direct and a
ind‘irect effects of coping strategies on contextual and outcome variables. In terms of
the direct effects of coping on confextﬁal variables, Long et al. (1992) found, for
example, that disengagement and engagement coping each had a significant direct
~ effect on daily hassles. Long et al. concluded that continued use of engagement of
directive coping efforts .may lead to increased frustrations (i.e., daily hassles) as a
result of longer exposure to the stressor. It is also possible that disengag»ement‘ or
Witﬁdrawal coping forms predict greater hassles due the individual’s failure to
confront and effectively manage the stressor. |

With respect to the direct effects of coping on outcome, results from Long et
al.’s (1992) prospective study also iﬁdicated that disengagement coping, as assesséd
by Long’s (1990) modified vérsio_n of the Revised Ways of Coping Checklist (Lazarus
& Folkman, 1984), had a weak but significant effect on psychosomatic distréss, as
measpred by the Symptom Check List-90-R (Derogatis, 1977); Thus, increased use
of disengagement coping was associated with a greater number of distress symptoms
(i.e., depression, anxiety, and sbmatization) assessed one month later. Similarly,
using Aldwin and Revenson’s (1987) factor analyzed versibn of Lazarus and
Folkman’s (1984) Ways of Coping Questionnaire, Terry et al. (in press) found that -
male and female managers who ?elied more on escapism and self-blame coping |

strategies reported greater anxiety and depression. Similarly, greater use of escapism
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coping strategies and more infrequent use of instrumental action strategies were
aseociated with increased job dissatisfaction.

Relatedly, Greenglass (1993b) reported that among male and female Canadian
supervisors, palliative copingJ forms (e.g., strategies such as self-blame or wishful
thinking), as assessed by Wong and Reker’s (1983) Coping Inventory, were
significantly associated with outcomes of job anxiety (.66), depression (.48),
somatization (.43), general anxiety (.62), and job satisfaction (-.30). By contrast,
results showed significant negative relationships between instrumental ceping forms
“(e.g., strategies aimed at soiving work problems) and both job and general anxiety
(4.34 and -.26, respectively). Similarly, preventive coping (e.g., coping stiategies
aimed at promoting one’s well-being and reducing the probability of potential
difficulties) was significantly associated with greater job satisfaction (.28) and less job
anxiety (-.49), depression (-.29), somatization'(—_.27), and general an)iiety (-.43).
Although some relationships Were 'weak in magnitude, results paralleled Long et al.’s
(1992) finding regarding the direct effect of disengagernent coping on distress for
managerial women.

Additionally, in Decker and Borgen’s (1993) study of university employees,
correlational data revealed that higher coping scores on each subscale of the Personal
Resources Questionnaire of the Occupational Stress Inventory (Osipow & Spokane,
1987) were significantly associated with higher job satisfaction,‘ and lower vocational,
psychological, interpersonal, and physical strain. The relationships among coping

strategies and job satisfaction, however, were relatively weak (ranging from .13 to
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.28). Moreover, hierarchical regression analysis revealed that coping (i.e.,
recreation, self—care, social support, and rational-cognitive coping strategies) made a
significant cbntribution to both interpersonal and physical s‘train outcome measures.
Decker and Borgen, however, based their findings on an overall coping score and did
not indicate Whether specific'coping strategies predicted strain and job satisfaction.
Moreover, the researchers used a trait measure of .coping, which assesses relatively
stable dispositional coping styles, compared with situation-specific measures (e.g.,
Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) that assess how one copes with a specific stressor. The
type of coping measure used and the method of r‘e_porting findings based on overall

' coi)ing scores differs from procedurés commonly used in occupational stress research,
| thergeby making comparability across studies difficult.

Further support for the direct effects of coping is provided Israel et al. ‘(19895,
who found through stepwise multiple \regression that forms of emotion-focused coping
strategies (i.é., sleeping, eating, drinking, or smoking and criticizing self ar_ld.others),
as assessed by a measure derived from Pearlin and Schooler (1978), predicted
depression for male and female workers. Sirﬁilarly, Gall and Evans (1987) reported
that sfepwise regression analysis révealed that greater use of avoidance coping
strategies predicted increased depression among adult community residents.
Moreover, using stepwise multiple fegression analysis, .Menaghan and Merves (1984)
found that less use of restricted expectations and more frequent use of optimist_ic

comparison coping strategies were related both to lower levels of occupational distress

and reduced distress over time among male and female adults.
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By contrast, Amatea and Fong (1991) found that active methods of coping
were not significantly associated with: decreased psychological health among female
professionals. Amatea and Fong, however, attr_ibuted these nonsignificant findings to
low to moderate overall levels of strain experienced by participants. Moreover,k
because both Menaghan and Merves (1984) and Amatea and Fong assessed coping
strategies by an interview format, psychometric properties (e.g., reliability and
validity) of the coping inventories are unavailable.

Finally, Parkes (1990) provides support for both the direct and indirect effects
of coping on outcome. Specifically, using hierarchical regression analysis, Parkes
(1990) found that among male (N=93) and female (N=171) teacher trainees, high
levels of a form of emotion-focused coping (i.e., suppression) were directly related to
poorer general mental health (e.g., greater distress), whereas low levels of a form of
problem-focused coping (i.e., direct coping) interacted with work environment
characteristics (i.e., high work demands and low social support) in predicting poor
mental health.

Because types of coping strategies differ across studies, it is difficult to
precisely sp'ecify whether the strategies reported reflect either engagement or
disengagement coping. Generally, however, active efforts to manage both problems
and emotions associated with a stressful encounter characterize engagement coping,
whereas cognitive or behavioral activity that orients an individual away from the

stressor reflects disengagement coping (Tobin et all, 1989). Similarly, Kahn (1990)

distinguishes between engagement (i.e., involving emotional expression or active
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. connectioh to work and others) and disengagement work behaviour (i.e., involving
withdrawal or emotional disconnection from work and others). Therefore, consistent
with Long et al.’s (1992) model, the expected relationships in this study were based
on an engagement and disehgagement classification of coping.

One possible explanation for findingg that suggest disengagement forms of
coping are related td distress (e.g., Gall.& Evans, 1987; Israel et al., 1989; Long et
al., 1992; Terry et al., in press) is that emotional disconnection from another
individual or inactive efforts to effec't'desired changes in ’a'strelssful interpersonall
encounter likely inhibits positive chahges from oc;:urring in the relationship, which
may in turn fuel féelings of helplessness and distress. Thus, based on theoretical
. premises (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) and empirical support for the direct effects of
. diéengagement coping forms on outcome (e.g., distress), it was expected that |
diserigagement coping would be positively associated with distress symptoms. On the
basis of evidence from Long et al.’s model, it was also predicted that both
disengagement and engagement coping would be positively related to daily hassles.

A major weakness of existing.stress aﬁd coping research is its limited use of
managerial samples. For example, whereas Menaghan and Merves’ (1984) and Gall
and Evans’ (1987) studies were based on samples of adult community residents,
Parkes (1990) and Nezu and Nezu (}1987) respgcﬁvely employed samples of trainee
teachers and cdllege students. Results based on nonmanagerial samples, however,
precludés generalizability of findiﬁgs to the management population.

Shc')rt—termv QOutcome Variable
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Distress. Antecedent variables (e.g., personality traits and demographic
characteristics), contextual characteristics (e.g., environmental conditions and daily
hassles), and mediating variables (e.g., cognitive appraisals and coping strategies)
have been found to directly or indirectly impact health. Stress and coping research
has operationalized the construct of short-term outcome in numerous ways. For
example, measures of ill health (e.g., headaches, sleeplessness), job and life
satisfaction, or psychological strain or mental health symptoms (e.g., anxiety and
depression) are operational definitions of short-term outcomes.

Although occupational stress research studies outcomes such as job or life
satisfaction, Lazarus and Folkman (1984) have not focused on these constructs in their
theoretical framework. By contrast, Lazarus and Folkman’s theory features short-
term outcomes such as psychological functioning, somatic health/illness, and social
functioning. Relatedly, empirical research has commonly found that interpersonal
conflicts and negative social relationships in the workplace relate to similar indices of
psychological distress, such as depression, anxiety, and negative moods (e.g., Israel
et al., 1989; Karasek et al., 1987; Repetti, 1987, 1993a; Snapp, 1992). Thus,
consistent with theoretical propositions and based on empirical evidence, this study
examined the effects of antecedent, contextual, and mediating processes on the short-
term outcome of distress (i.e., symptoms of anxiety, depression, and somatic
complaints).

Further Considerations

Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) theoretical framework posits that personality
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. and environmental Avariables inﬂuence short- and long-term outcornes, such as
ﬂpsychological strain. However, stress and coping research has also identif_ie.d negative.‘
affectivity, another personality trait, which is thoughtvto influence individuals’ self-
reports of occupational Stressors and perceptions of strain and job satisfaction (Brief, '
Burke, George Robmson & Webster 1988; Decker &‘ Borgen 1993; Levm &
Stokes 1989; Parkes, 1990 Schaubroeck Ganster & Fox, 1992 Watson
Pennebaker, & Folger, 1987). Accordmg to Watson and Clark (1984), negative
.affectivity is a per\rasi\_fe disposition to experience a broad range ‘of negatiye .‘ mood |
states, such as ankiety, anger, ‘and depressionl " |

Evidence has been generally rnixed_for the ’importance of including negative
affecti\iity. in occupational research. However, -a recent review by Burke, Brief, and
George'(1993) supports the claim that negative affectivity i_nfluences the magnitude of
co__rrelations between occupatiOnal‘stressors -and"strains and therefore 'recommends that
the effects of .negative affectivity on stressor-strain relationships be vaccOun.ted for in
work stress research. Similarly, based on results of structural equation modelling,
Long:and Schutz (1995) concluded that appraisals, disengagement coping, and distress
may have 'beenl inflnenced in their model l)y .sonie nnderlying consistent trait such-as
negative affectivity. Moreover, studies have found that individuals possessing high |
levels of negative affectivity are prone to interpersonal difficulties and .'di‘sputes
:(Bolger & Schilling, 1991; Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995 Watson & Clark 1984) thus“l'
suggesting the sal1ent role of negat1ve affect1v1ty in research that examines’ the

interpersonal dimension. Consistent with these claims, this study controlled'for the

(-
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potential effects of negative affectivity on managers’ and professionals’ self-reports of
psychosomatic distress.
Summary

Interpersonal conflict in the workplace has been identified as a common source
of stress for female employees. Despite its prevalence as an occupational stressor,
interpersonal conflict has not been examined within a theoretical model of stress and
coping. Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) transactional stress and coping theory,
however, is a useful framework for examining work-related stressors such as
interpersonal conflict.

Stress and coping theory and related research has provided theoretical and
empirical support for the selection of antecedent, contextual, mediating, and outcome
constructs that were used in the present study. Existing occupational stress research,
however, has been limited by a lack of refined primary appraisal and coping
instruments to measure work-related interpersonal stressors. Moreover, occupational
stress research has failed to investigate specific stressors within an integrative stress
and coping framework. Long et al.’s (1992) study has helped to address various
limitations of existing stress research by testing a stress and coping model to identify
the pattern of relationships for a sample of female managers. Long et al., however,
did not focus specifically on interpersonal stressors, although interpersonal conflicts
emerged as a predominant source of occupational stress for managerial women.

Thus, the purpose of this study was to examine Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984)

framework and build on Long et al.’s (1992) model in the context of interpersonal
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work stressors by determining through path analytic modelling the pattern of
relationships among antecedent (i.e., demographic characteristics and personality traits
of instrumentality and expressiveness), contextual (environmental characteristics and
daily hassles), .mediating (i.e., cogni'tive appraisals and coping strategies), and

outcome variables (i.e., distress symptoms) for managerial and professional women -

who identified interpersonal conflicts as an occupational stressor.
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HYPOTHESES

The present study was designed to examine the pattern of relationships among
variables that were expected to cont’ribute to the distress of managerial and
professional women who experienced stressful interpersonal conflicts at work. On the
basis of theoretical and empirical relevance to Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) and
Long et al.’s (1992) stress and coping models, 17 hypotheses were developed and
tested. An overview of the theoretical and empirical support that guided the
development of each hypothesis is described below and a path diagram illustrating the
hypothesized relationships is presented in Figure 2.

Hypothesis 1: It was predicted that the model would fit the data.

Using a combination of path analytic fit indices (i.e., the chi-square to degrees
of freedom ratio, the Goodness-of-fit Index, the Adjusted Goodness-of-fit Index, the
Root Mean Square Residual, the Comparative Fit Index, and the Incremental Fit
Index), it was expected that the overall model would yield a significant fit with the
data obtained from the sample of managerial anq professional women.

Hypothesis 2: It was expected that marital status would be direetly related to
stressor appraisals.

This hypothesis was based on the purported direct effects of antecedent
variables (e.g., demographic characteristics) on mediating variables (e.g., cognitive
appraisals) in Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) stress and coping theory. Moreover,

empirical findings from Long et al.’s (1992) study supported the proposed relationship

between marital status and stressor appraisals. It is noted, however, that marital
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status waa not examined'independéntly in Long et al.’s model, but was combined with
income and parental status to form a composite demographic meaauré; Long ef al. -
found, for example, that female mahagers with traditiopal lifestyles (e.g., marrie'd
With_children) apprai,sed occupational stressors raofe positively,'(i.é., less upsetting,
more controllable, and less ihfeatening to one’s reépect for others and to the
-attainment of work goals) than managers with less :t'radi.tio‘nal lifestylers. It ia possible
that women with traditional lifestyles (e.g., married with children) are less invested in

_ their careers (Betz & Fitzgerald, 1987) and have less at stake when confronted with
stressful work situations perceived as relating to occupational goals or achievement
(Long et al.). Thus, on the basis of Lazarus and ,Folkman"s theorética] framework
and results of Long et al.’s model, four specific marital status and appraisal
relationsbhips were hypothesized (married avnd.partl'lered=1; not mar_riéd=2.):

| (a) Marital status would be negat‘ivevly related to upsetting stressor appraisals.

(b) Marital status would be positively felated to appraised control of the
interpersonal stressor. | |

(¢) Marital status would be negatiQely related to threatening léss of respect -

" for others appraisals.
(d) Marital status would be negatively related to thfeatening work goal
attainalent 4appraisals. |

Hypothesis 3: ‘It‘ was expected.that.lt.he mafital status and distress relationship

. would be mediated by stressar appraisals._

This ‘ﬁypothesis was based on theoretical premises (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984)

i
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regarding the mediating role of cognitive appraisals in the relationship between

antecedent (e.g., demographic characteristics) and outcome variables (e.g., distress).

- Support for this hypothesis was also drawn from empirical research that suggests
married and partnered women have lower levels of psychological strain symptoms
such as depression and job dissatisfaction (e.g., Karasek et al., 1987; Snapp, 1992).
It is possible that marriage reduces distress by providing middle and upper-middle
class working women with numerous rewards from each role that they assume (e.g.,
income; Thoits, 1983; Verbrugge, 1993) or alternatively that marriage provides a
source of social support, which has been shown to alleviate stress (cf. Cohen & Wills,

. 1985). One can also argue that marriage fulfils cultural expectations and therefore is
associated with less distress.

Marital status, however, has also been found to influence upsetting,
threatening, and control appraisals (Long et al., 1992) and threatening or undesirable
appraisals have been linked to increased distress (Folkman, Lazarus, Gruen, et al.,
1986; Gall & Evans, 1987). Based on theory and these empirical findings, the
suggestion that marital status is directly related to distress appeared too simplistic.
Thus, it was expected that the relationship between marital status and distress would
be mediated by stressor appraisals. Consistent with the appraisal construct used in
Long et al.’s model, four specific mediating relationships were tested:

() The marital status and distress relationship would be mediated by upsetting

stressor appraisals.

(b) The marital status and distress relationship would be mediated by
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situational control appraisals.

(¢) The marital status and distres§ relationship would be mediated by

loss of respect for others appraisals.

(d) The marital status and distress relationship would be mediated by

work goal attainment appraisals.

Hypothesis 4: It was predicted that income would be directly related to
stressor appraisals.

Lazarus and Folkman (1984) have provided support for the relationship
between antecedent variables (e.g., demographic characteristics) and cognitive
appraisals in the stress and coping process. Congruent with Lazarus and Folkman’s
theoretical arguments, Long et al. (1992) found that income was directly related to
positive stressor appraisals for managerial women (i.e., less threatening and upsetting,
and more controllable appraisals). Given the value of income in society and the
relationship between income and self-efficacy (Downey & Moen, 1987), it is possible
that high-income individuals possess greater control and access to more resources in
their lives, which help to promote more positive appraisals of potentially stressful
situations. Thus, based on theoretical and empirical support, and drawing on Long et
al.’s composite measure of cognitive appraisals, four specific relationships were
proposed:

(a) Income would be negatively related to upsetting stressor appraisals.

(b) Income would be positively related to appraised situational control.

(c) Income would be negatively related to threatening loss of respect for
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others appraisals.

(d) Income would be negatively related to threatening work goal attainment

appraisals.

Hypothesis 5: It was expected that instrumentality would be directly related to
stressor appraisals.

This hypothesis was based on Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) theoretical
propositions regarding the direct effects of antecedent variables (e.g., personality
traits) on mediating variables (e.g., appraisals). One can argue that high-instrumental
or agentic individuals have both stronger beliefs in their ability to manage demanding
situations and the personal qualities (e.g., objectivity, logic) that help them to
appraise stressful situations as less threatening and more controllable. Therefore, in
support of Lazarus and Folkman’s theoretical framework and based on Long et al.’s
(1992) appraisal construct, four specific relationships were hypothesized:

(@) Instrumentality would be negatively related to upsetting stressor appraisals.

(b) Instrumentality would be positively associated with appraised situational

control.

(c) Instrumentality would be negatively related to threatening loss of respect

for others appraisals.

(d) Instrumentality would be negatively associated with threatening work goal

attainment appraisals.

Hypothesis 6: It was expected that instrumentality would be directly related to

work environment characteristics.
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This hypothesis was based on Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) theoretical
assumptions regarding the interaction between individual (e.g., personality traits) and
contextual (e.g., work environment characteristics) variables in the stress and coping
process. Furthermore, this hypothesis was empirically supported by Long et al.
(1992), who found that managerial women with strong agentic traits viewed the work
environr;lent more positively (i.e., more supportive and less demanding). It is
possible that people’s perceptions of personal agency reflect how they perceive their
work environment. One can argue, for example, that instrumental persons possess
characteristics such as assertiveness and goal-oriented attitudes, which allow them to
complete tasks efficiently and effectively manage and delegate work projects. The
ability to perform these functions may help cultivate positive perceptions of the work
climate and conditions (i.e., environment). In support of Lazarus and Folkman’s
theory and Long et al.’s model, two specific relationships were proposed:

(a) Instrumentality would be negatively related to work demands.

(b) Instrumentality would be positively related to work support.

Hypothesis 7: It was predicted that instrumentality would be negatively related
to daily hassles.

Theoretical support for this hypothesis was provided by Lazarus and Folkman
(1984), who acknowledge the interaction between person and contextual variables in
the stress and coping process. Moreover, this prediction was empirically supported

by Long et al. (1992), who found that managerial women with strong agentic traits

reported fewer daily hassles. One can argue that objective and logical attributes,
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characteristic of instrumentality, promote resilience to the experience of daily
frustrations or irritations.

Hypothesis 8: It was expected that the relationship between instrumentality
and distress would be mediated by stressor appraisals.

Given the theoretical significance of cognitive appraisals as mediators in the
antecedent-outcome relationship (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), one can argue that the
documented relationship between instrumental personality traits and distress (e.g.,
Israel et al., 1989; Long, 1989) is influenced by an individual’s appraisal of a
stressor. It is possible that high-instrumental individuals possess the efficacy beliefs
that promote more controllable and less threatening and upsetting stressor appraisals.
These positive stressor appraisals may in turn both inhibit instrumental persons’
distress and create healthy adjustment to their environment (e.g., interpersonal
relationships), as supported by empirical evidence linking threatening appraisals to
distress (Folkman, Lazarus, Gruen, et al., 1986; Gall & Evans, 1986). Thus, on the
basis of theory and Long et al.’s appraisal construct, the following specific
relationships were proposed:

(a) The instrumentality and distress relationship would be mediated by

upsetting stressor appraisals.

(b) The instrumentality and distress relationship would be mediated by

situational control appraisals.

(c) The instrumentality and distress relationship would be mediated by

loss of respect for others appraisals.
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(d) The instrumentality and distress relationship would be mediated by

work goel attainmerlt appraisals.

Hypothesis 9:. It was expected that expressive personality traits would be
positively related to work support. |

This hypothesis was based on Larzarus and Folkman’s (1984) theoretical
premises regarding the relationship between antecedent variables (e.g., personality
traits) and environmental conditions (e.g., work support). Moreover, empirical
research has found that high-expressive male‘and female university students have
access to more soﬁrc_es of social support than low-expressive students (Burda et al.,
1984).' One can speculate that expressive persons possess interpersonal strengths and
value the maintenance of interpersonal relationships, which help them to access
support resources. Thus, it was predicted that expressive personality traits would be
directly related to increased ler/els of work-related support.

Hypothesis 10: It was predicted that expressive personality traits would be
.directly related to stressor apprzrisals.

This hypothesis was formulated on the basis of theoretical support from
Lazarus and Folkmen (1984) regarding the direct effects of antecedent variables (e.g.,
personality rraits) on rriediating variables. However, based on the lirnited attention
given to expressive personality traits in oceupational stress an(i coping research, the
specific direcrionality of relationships between expressiveness and each of the four
stressor appraisals used ih the model was unclear at the onset of the study and

therefore not specified.
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-Hypothesis li: | It was e)rpected that work support would be directly related to
stresvsor appraisals. | | | |

This hypothesis was based on' Lazarus’,s. (1991) theoreticél fr;cm'lework; which
maintains that environmental conditions are directly related to coghitive er)praisals. ‘
Moreover, in support of Lazarus’ theory, Long et al. (1992) found that negative
characteristics Aof managerial women’s Work environment (e. g weak work supr)ort
and'high work demands) Were associated with more rxpsetting and threatening
appraisals, avnd less perceived situational control. Cohen and Wills (1985) and Wills
| (1990) eontend that social suppert erovides individuals who encmrnte'r srreSEful‘
sithations with the‘resourcee b(e. g., écceptance, intimacy, inforrnarion, and gu'idanee)
‘that help them to reapbraise their threatened self-rrrlage asseciated with perceived
inability to manage the stressor. - Social support, therefore, serv'es- to. prorrlote more
positive Stressor appraisais. Consistent with both Lorlg et al..’s'fi_llldings, bwliliclr were -
‘Base’d orr a composi'te-appraisal“ measure, and‘Lazarus’_ stheo.ry, four specific eppraisal

. relariorrships were proposed: . |

(@) Work support weuld be negatively associated with :upéetting stressor

appraiséls. | |

(b) .Work support Would be positively related 'ro appraised situationa] control.

(c) Work support would be negatively associated with threatening iOSS of A

respect for others appraisals.

(d) Work support would be negatively related to threatening work goal

attainment appraisals.
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‘Hypothesis 12: It was expected that work demands would be directly related
to' stressor appraisals. |

Lazarus (1991) has provided theoretical support for the effects of
environmental variables (e.g., work conditions) on cognitive appraisals in the stress
and coping process. Moreover, results of Long et al.’s (1992) managerial model have
indicated a direct relationship between demanding work environments and negative
stressor appraisals. One can argue that competing work interests or goals
characteristic of interpersonal conflict (Volkema& Bergmann, 1989) may both
impede one’s ability to complete work projects and intensify work demands, which in
turn precipitates negative appraisals of stressful interpersonal encounters. Therefore,
on the basis of theoretical and empirical support, the following specific relationships
were predicted:

(a) Work demands would be poslitively' associated with upsetting stressor

appraisals.

(b) Work demands would be negatively related to appraised situational

~control.

(c) Work demands would be positively associated with threatening loss of

respect for others appraisals.

(d) Work demands would be positively related to threatening work goal

attainment appraisals. |

Hypothesis 13: It was predicted that daily hassles would be positively related

to distress.
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This hypothesis was based both on theory, which acknowledges the importance
of individuals’ interaction with their context in the stress and coping process (Lazarus
& Folkman, 1984) and on results of Long et al.’s (1992) model, which found that
daily hassles had a strong and significant direct effect on distress. It is plausible to
assume that daily frustrations and irritations, particularly when experienced over time,
negatively impact one’s level of distress and adjustment. Thus, it was hypothesized
that managerial and professional women who report a greater number of daily hassles
would experience more psychosomatic distress symptoms.

Hypothesis 14: It was predicted that stressor appraisals would be directly
related to disengagement coping.

Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) theory maintains that coping strategies are
determined by cognitive appraisals. Moreover, empirical research has provided
support for the direct effects of appraisals on coping (e.g., Long et al., 1992; Parkes,
1986; Terry, 1994; Terry et al., in press). Long et al., for example, found that more
positive stressor appraisals were directly related to less use of disengagement coping
among managerial women. One can speculate that employees are more inclined to
withdraw from interpersonal encounters appraised as threatening and uncontrollable,
perceiving directive efforts to resolve such situations as futile or potentiailly harmful to
the preservation of the relationship. Thus, on the basis of theory and empirical
evidence, the following specific relationships were advanced:

(a) Upsetting stressor appraisals would be positively related to disengagement

coping.
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;(b)._ Apptaised situational contfol_would be négatively related.to disengégement
coping. - | | |
(c) Thréatening loss of respéct for‘othe_r's_ appraisals would be positively
'assoc,;iated with disengagemeﬁt coping. - |
(d) Threatening work goal attainment'appraisals would be positively related to
disengagerﬁent coping. | |
Hypothesis 15: It was predicted that stress;or apprai's‘al.s would be diréctly
related to engagement coping. : |
This hypothesis was theoreticaliy supported by Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984)'
. stress and coping framework, which asserts that ‘cognitive appraisals determine coping
responses. Moreover, partial émpirvical support for this hypothesis was provided by
Long et al. (1992); who found that positi\}c: stressor appraisals Wéfe related to more .
infrequé;it 'usé: of disengagement coping, which in turn influenced use (;f engagement
coping.. One can speculate that fnanagers who appraise work stréséors as controllable
and non-threatening are iﬁclined t6 use ac_:tive and directive coping strategies in
response to them. Thus, on the basis of theory and Long et al.’s latent appraisal
cohstruct, the folloWiﬁg relationships were proposed:
(a) Upsettiﬁg stressor aﬁpraisalsv Would be negatively relatéd to engagemeht
coping. |
(bj Appraised situational control would be positively rélated to engagement

coping.

(c) Threatening loss of respect for others appraisals would be negatively |




77

‘associated with engégement vcoping. |

‘(d)' Threatening work goal attainriient_appraieeis would be negatively related

to engagement'eoping_. o |

Hypothesis 16: It was predicted that disengageinent coping would be '.
positively ielated to .distress. ‘ | |

This h.ylpotiiesis was based ori Lazafus‘aiid Folkman’s (1984)cheory, which .
p‘osits‘ ‘that coping is directly related to outc'omei Filrthermore,_ numeroué research
‘stiidies ha\ievdocumented the relationship betWeeni;‘diseiigagement vt."ornvis of'coping and
3 .distress symptoms (e.g., Ga-lli-& Evans, '198‘7;A I;srael et al., ‘19:“89';ALong et al., 1992;
B Terry et al., iri press). One c‘anv arglue..that_'faihire‘:n{o-:estabblis'hv;cm' eniotional .
comiection to another individual Qr‘ to actively manage an u_ndesirable interpersonal
episode precludes desired changes ‘i’rom occurring in ihe relati'onsliip,' which inturn
precipitates distress'symptc.)m‘s (e.g., ani(iety_ and helplessriess) associated With the
unresolved stresSfull episode. -

Hypothesis 17: It was expected that _c_oping weuld be positively related to
daily hassles. | |

This hypothesis iavas based on LaZ‘arus‘ arid F_olkman’s (1984) theory, which
' acknowledges the critical interplay between individualS and their centext in tiie s‘tress‘
and coping process. Moreover, resultsvof 'Long' et al.’s (1992) model indicated a
positive relafienship between bpth ’engégement énd disengagement ceping and

contextual variables (i.e., daily hassles); Long et al. contend that continued use of

_engagement coping forms may lead to increased frustration‘and irritation (i.e., daily o
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hassles) as a result of prolonged exposure to stressful work situations. It is also
possible that disengagement or withdrawal coping strategies are associated with
increased hassles due to managers" failure to address and effectively resolve stressful
encounters. On the basis of theory and Long et al.’s findings, two specific
relationships were proposed:

(a) Engagement coping would be positively related to daily hassles.

(b) Disengagement coping would be positively related to daily hassles.




79
METHOD

Subjects

The sample consisted of 157 university-employed female managers and
professionals. Participants were recruited from three universities in British Columbia
in order to enhance the sample’s diversity while still maintaining consistency with
respect to the nature of participants’ work environment. Eligibility criteria involved
maintaining full-time employment and having had experienced an interpersonal
conflict during the previous month with a subordinate, colleague, supervisor, faculty
member, or client that was considered stressful (i.e., upsetting and/or important).
Sample Characteristics

Participants ranged in age from 25 to 64 years (M=41.2, SD=9.0; see Table
1 for complete demographic information). The average number of months that
respondents were employed full-time in their current position was 58.8 (4.9 years;
range 1 month to 25 years). The sample consisted of directors (11%); managers
(13%); coordinators (19%); supervisors (4%); and assistants (15%). The majority of
respondents (84 %) had college or more formal education. Sixty-four percent of
managers and professionals were married and 33 % reported having children living
with them in their homes. Approximately 15% of respondents reported their
combined annual income as $40,000 CDN or less; 32% reported between $41,000
and $60,000; with the balance of 53% reporting above that. The number of staff that

respondents reported supervising ranged from O to over 34, with the majority of

respondents (69%) supervising between 1 and 9 staff members. With respect to




80
Table 1

Demographic Information of Female Managers and Professionals (N=157)

Variable M SD f Range %
Age (years) 41.2 9.0 25-64
Months Full-time Experience
in Current Position 58.8 57.8 1-300
Marital Status
Married/Remarried/Living with a partner 100 63.7
Single 32 20.4
Divorced/Separated/Widowed 25 15.9
Education
Did not Graduate from High School 1 0.6
High School Graduation 25 15.9
College (2-3 year degree) 25 15.9
University (4-5 year degree) 61 38.9
Post-University Degree 45 28.7
Number of Children in the Household
None 105 66.8
One 24 15.3
Two 21 13.4
Three 5 3.2
Four or More 2 1.3
Number of Employees with Pre-School Age
Children in the Household 11 7.0
Combined Annual Income
Less than $25,000 2 1.3
$26,000 - $ 40,000 21 13.4
$41,000 - $ 60,000 50 31.8
$61,000 - $ 80,000 28 17.8
$81,000 - $100,000 24 15.3
Greater than $100,000 32 20.4

(table continues)
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Variable M SD f Range %
Type of Position
Financial Manager 7 4.5
Human Resources Manager 11 7.0
Other Administrative Service Manager 61 38.9
Professional Staff Employee 77 49.0
Missing 1 0.6
Job Title
Director : 17 10.8
Manager 20 12.7
Coordinator 30 19.1
Supervisor 6 3.8
Assistant 23 14.6
Other ® 61 38.9
Number of Staff Supervised
None 32 20.4
1-5 78 49.7
6-9 30 19.1
10-14 7 4.5
15-19 4 2.5
25-29 2 1.3
Greater than 34 4 2.5
Amount of Budgetary Control
Not applicable 54 34.4
Less than $50,000 17 10.8
$51,000 to $300,000 24 15.3
$301,000 to $500,000 11 7.0
$501,000 to $1,000,000 19 12.1
$1,001,000 to $5,000,000 , 16 10.2
$5,001,000 to $8,000,000 6 3.8
Greater than $8,000,000 8 5.1
Missing 2 1.3

Note. This sample’s age compares favourably to that of all full-time University of
British Columbia female managers and professionals; full-time experience is less.
%For purposes of testing the path model, the divorced/separated/widowed and single
categories were collapsed into one group. b The "other" classification could not be
categorized further due to wide variability in job titles across the universities.
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amount of budgetary control, 34% of respondents reported that they controlled no
budget; 11% controlled a budget of less than $50,000; 15% controlled a budget of
between $51,000 and $300,000; with the balance of 38% reporting control of a
budget greater than $300,000.

Procedure

Three primary methods were used to recruit participants for the study. First,
advertisements were posted in university newsletters to request the participation of
university-employed female managers and professionals (see Appendix B). Potential
respondents were requested to telephone the researcher to obtain further information
about the study. In addition, a canvassing letter was mailed to the work addresses of
managerial and professional women employed at the three designated universities.
This letter, which was distributed by the university’s campus mailing service, was
designed to solicit volunteers to participate in the study (see Appendix B). Finally,
female pilot study participants (n=67) who indicated that they would be interested in
participating in subsézluent workplace stress studies were contacted by telephone and
provided information about the main study.

Meetings were scheduled individually with participants who met the criteria for
inblusion in the study. During the meeting, Parts One, Two, and Three of the
questionnaire were distributed and participants were given instructions for completing
and returning each section of the questionnaire over three time periods (2 weeks
apart). In addition, potential respondents were informed of the voluntary nature of

their participation and the anonymity of their questionnaire responses. At the
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scheduled meeting, participants were also asked to complete Part One of the
questionnaire, including (a) covering letter and instruction sheet describing the study
and questionnaire instructions; (b) general demographic questions; (c) the Long Form
of the Bem Sex-Role Inventory (Bem, 1981); (d) and the Trait Anxiety scale of the
State Trait Anxiety Inventory (Spielberger, Gorsuch, Lushene, Vagg, & Jacobs, 1983;
see Appendix C for Part One of the questionnaire). Participants were asked to seal
their completed questionnaire in an attached envelope.

Participants were requested to complete and return Part Two of the
questionnaire 2 weeks later. Part Two contained (a) a covering letter; (b) primary
and secondary appraisal scales; (c) modified version of the Revised Ways of Coping
Checklist (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984); (d) 7 subscales of the Work Environment
Scale (Moos, 1981); and (e) the Hassles Scale (LLazarus & Folkman, 1989; see
Appendix D for Part Two of the questionnaire). Two weeks later, participants were
requested to complete and return Part Three of the questionnaire, which consisted of a
covering letter and the Symptom Check List-90-R (Derogatis, 1983; see Appendix E).
The measures used at each of the three time periods were selected on the basis of
theoretical considerations (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) and Long et al.’s (1992) model.

As a reminder to complete and return Part Two and Part Three of the
questionnaire, participants were contacted by telephone one day prior to the pre-
specified return dates for each of these survey sections. Respondents were asked to
return Part Two and Part Three of the questionnaire in reply envelopes provided,

using the university’s internal (campus) mailing system. In order to ensure the
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anonymity of participants’ responses while still being able to match the three parts of
the questionnaire, respondents were asked to generate and write the same six
character secret code on each part of the questionnaire. Following completion of the
study, participants were entitled to receive a summary report of the study’s findings
and to participate in a stress management workshop with other university-employed
managerial and proféSsional women. In addition, as an incentive for participating in
the study, two $100 cash awards were offered through a random draw (see Appendix
E for the summary of results request form and monetary award entry form).

Of 1054 female managers and professionals employed at the three universities
(635, 213, and 206, respectively were from the University of British Columbia,
University of Victoria, and Simon Fraser University), 164 eligible participants
returned questionnaires. Two respondents, however failed to return Parts 2 and 3 of
the questionnaire and__thus were excluded from the study. Five questionnaires were
unusable because they each contained more than 20% of missing data on a measure
(two on the coping instrument, two on the hassles scale, and one on the sex-role
orientation measure). Therefore, of the returned questionnaires, 157 were used in
data analyses (90, 37, and 30, respectively, were from University of British
Columbia, the University of Victoria, and Simon Fraser University respondents).

The proportion of respondents from each of the three universities was similar
(14%, 17%, and 15%, respectively were from the University of British Columbia,

University of Victoria, and Simon Fraser University). The proportion of University

of British Columbia (UBC) and University of Victoria (UVic) respondents who had
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previously participated in the pilot study was 22% and 57%, respectively (ns=20 and
21, respectively). The vast majority of participants were recruited by the canvassing
letters that were distributed to managerial and professional women employed at the
three universities.
Pilot Study

A pilot study, which involved several phases, was undertaken to refine the
primary appraisal and coping measures that were used in the main study. The
original intent of the pilot study Was to develop theoretically- and empirically-based
primary appraisal and coping items so that subsequent analyses could identify primary
appraisal and coping factors specific to managers’ and professionals’ experiences of
stressful interpersonal work conflicts (see Appendix F for details of the pilot study).
The pilot study sample consisted of 133 male (n=56) and female (n=77) managers
and professionals employed at two provincial universities in British Columbia.
Although the small sample size precluded factor analyses on the appraisal and coping
measures, initial stages of the pilot study facilitated development of primary appraisal
and coping items relevant to interpersonal stressors (see Appendix G) that were later
factor analyzed. The resultant engagement and disengagement coping scales were
used in the main study to test the hypothesized path model; the primary appraisal
scales were used to test an alternate path model (see Appendix M).
Measures

Demographic characteristics. Each manager and professional was asked to

provide the following demographic information: age; marital status (married and
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partnered or single, divorced, separated, and widowed); parental status (number of
children and presence of pre-school children); education; household income; type of
position; job title; employment status (full- or part-time); months in current position;
number of staff supervised; and amount of budgetary control.

Instrumental and expressive personality traits. Instrumentality and

expressiveness dimensions were measured by the Long Form of the BSRI (Bem,
1981), which requires respondents to rate the extent to which they identify with each
of the 20 instrumental, 20 expressive, and 20 filler neutral adjectives. According to
Bem (1974), instrumentality and expressiveness are stable attributes than an individual
incorporates into his or her identify. It has been argued, however, that the BSRI
measures socially desirable instrumental and expressive traits and is related to gender-
role preferences that call on instrumental or expressive capacities (Spence &
Helmreich, 1980). Respondents were asked to indicate on a 7-point scale ranging
from (1) "never or almost never true" to (7) "always or almost always" the degree to
which each characteristic was "true of them." The responses on each 20-item
instrumental and expressive scale were summed so that the higher the score the
greater the attribute.

Bem (1981) reports acceptable psychometric properties for the BSRI with test-
retest reliabilities over 1-month periods ranging from .78 to .84. Instrumental and
expressive scores derived from the BSRI have also been shown to be uncorrelated

(Bem, 1974). The BSRI has adequate construct validity, as demonstrated by several

experiments using the instrument to measure instrumental and expressive
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characteristics (Bieger, 1988). Moreover, the BSRI-Long form was used in Long et
al.’s (1992) stress and coping model as an indicator of agentic personality traits.

Work environment. Managers’ and professionals’ perceptions of aspects of

their work context were assessed by seven subscales of the Work Environment Scale
(Moos, 1981). The Work Environment Scale (Moos, 1981) requires respondents to
indicate on a true-false basis whether each statement is true of their work
environment. Work-related support was assessed by a composite score of three (9-
item) subscales: Supervisor Support, Peer Cohesion, and Involvement. Based on the
recommendations of Holahan and Moos (1981), Long et al. (1992) used this
composite measure to assess relationship aspects of the work environment in their
managerial stress and coping model. This 3-subscale relationship dimension has high
internal consistency (.88; Billings & Moos, 1981) and is related both to traditional
soéial support measures and to instruments assessing depression and psychosomatic
symptoms (Holahan & Moos).

Work demands were measured by a composite score of four (9-item)
subscales: Autonomy, Work Pressures, Clarity, and Control. Billings and Moos
(1981) report acceptable internal consistency (.77) for this composite measure of work
demands and Long et al. (1992) offer support for the use of the four subscales to
assess demanding aspects of the work environment.

Responses to each of the subscales were scored and summed (clarity and

autonomy subscales were reversed scored so that all subscales were scored in the

same direction) so that the higher the average standard score on each composite
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measure, the greater the work support and demands. Moos (1981) reports acceptable
psychometric properties with 1-month reliabilities for the seven subscales ranging
from .69 to .83 and internal consistency coefficients (Cronbach’s alpha) ranging from
.69 to .84. Moreover, Moos (1991) reports low to moderate intercorrelations among
subscales and a number of studies have reported the construct validity of the Work
Environment Scale (Moos, 1981; Moos, Clayton, & Max, 1979).

Daily hassles. Daily hassles, considered sources of repetitive frustration and
irritation, were assessed by the Hassles scale from the 53-item Combined Hassles and
Uplifts Scales measure (Lazarus & Folkman, 1989). The Hassles Scale requires
respondents to indicate on a 4-point scale ranging from (0) "none or not applicable" to
(3) "a great deal" the degree to which each item has been a hassle for them in the
past month (e.g., finances, the environment, social activities). Ten work- and health-
related items were removed because they were redundant with items on the appraisal,
work environment, and distress measures. Specifically, four health-related items
(i.e., hassles concerning sex, the effects of drugs and medications, one’s health, and
one’s physical abilities) and six work-related items (i.e., hassles concerning fellow
workers; clients, customers, patients, etc.; one’s supervisor or employer; the nature
of one’s work; one’s work load; and meeting deadlines or goals on the job) were
excluded. Thus, the cumulative hassles score was based on 43 items. Lazarus and
Folkman (1989) report test-retest reliabilities over 1-month periods as .79 for
frequency and .48 for severity of hassles.

In addition, for descriptive purposes, respondents were asked to report whether
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they had experienced any daily hassles other than those listed on the questionnairé.
Only 15% of respondents responded to this item. Examples of additional daily
hassles reported by respondents included health and career concerns, traffic
frustrations, work pressures, and poor working relationships. The majority of these
additional hassles were redundant with items on the appraisal, work environment, and
distress measures and therefore were not included in subsequent analyses.

Cognitive appraisals. As a validity check to ensure that participants

responded to appraisal items according to a work-related interpersonal stressor,
respondents were first required to briefly describe a stressful interpersonal conflict
that they had at work during the past two months, and to explain why it was stressful
for them. Participants were given instructions as to what constitutes a stressful
situation (i.e., that which is troubling or upsetting) and provided with interpersonal
conflict examples (e.g., differences in management and communication styles,
organizational procedures, or hiring practises). Stressful interpersonal conflicts
described by respondents on the questionnaire included those involving verbal
criticisms, uncooperative behaviours, ethical concerns, physical threats, and
differences in communication style, organizational philosophies, departmental
procedures, and decision-making processes (see Appendix I for examples of stressful
interpersonal conflict situations reported by managerial and professional women).

As an additional validity check to determine whether the conflictual encounter

was perceived as stressful according to Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) definition (i.e.,

involving harm/loss, threat, or challenge), respondents were requested to indicate "the
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primary emotion experienced as a result of the event" (e.g., angér, anxiety, or
dépression). I reviewed all written responses to determine that the interpersonal
stressor reported by respondents met the criteria for interpersonal work conflict. In
addition, when respondents expressed uncertainty during telephone conversations and
individual meetings about the appropriateness of a particular interpersonal conflict
situation, I asked respondents to verbally describe the interpersonal stressor that they
experienced to clarify that it fulfilled the study’s critéria.

The four appraisals that formed the basis for this study’s hypotheses were
selected from Long et al.’s (1992) model (i.e., upsetting appraisals, appraised
situational control, loss of respect for someone else, and threats to the attainment of
work goals). To assess upsetting primary appraisals, respondents were asked to rate
on a 5-point scale ranging from (a) "not very upsetting” to (5) "extremely upsetting”
the extent to which the stressful conflict situation they described was appraised as
upsetting. Appraised situational control of the interpersonal stressor (i.e., secondary
appraisal) was assessed by a 5-point item ranging from (1) "no control whatsoever" to
(5) "a great deal of control." Appraised loss of respect for others and threats to work
goal attainment were assessed respectively by a respect and work goal item, which
asked participants to rate on a 5-point scale ranging from (1) "does not apply to me"
to (5) "applies a great deal” the degree to which each primary appraisal item applied
to them in the stressful interpersonal conflict situation that they described. Pilot study

data indicated acceptable endorsement (74 % and 51%, respectively) of the respect and

work goal attainment items by the subsample of 77 managerial and professional
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women.

However, for purposes of further exploratory factor analyses, respondents
were asked to respond to each of the 27 primary appraisal stake items that were
developed during the pilot study. In order to define the scale, the 27-item measure
was submitted to principal components factor analyses. Factor analysis that specified
a two-factor solution revealed a clean factor structure for Varimax rotation. The item
content of the two factors indicated a "self-interest" stake, which emphasized an
interest in oneself and one’s achievement, and a "relationship” stake, which reflected
an interest both in others and in the preservation of working relationships. Three
items that failed to distinguish between factors (i.e., items whose difference in
loadings on the two factors was .10 or less) were excluded, and 15 and 9 items
respectively were defined to measure the self-interest and relationship stake factors
(see Appendix J for factor loadings and deleted items). Results yielded high internal
Qonsistency (Cronbach’s alpha) for the self-interest stake scale (.90) and acceptable
internal consistency (.73) for the relationship scale. These two primary appraisal
stake scales were then used in post-hoc analysis to test an alternate path model.

In addition, a 5-point appraisal item, which assessed the degree of episode
importance, was administered in order to later determine whether the upsetting and
importance appraisal item scores could be summed. Similarly, two 5-point appraisal
items assessed the extent to which the respondent felt in control of her emotions and

behaviours associated with the conflict situation (cf. Hart & Cardozo, 1988), and four

5-point items assessed the extent to which the conflict situation was viewed as
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changeable or unchangeable (Lazarus & Launier, 1978). These items were
administered in order to identify whether the three control items (situational,
behavioral, and emotional control) and changeable-unchangeable items could be
summed to form a more reliable control appraisal scale.

For descriptive purposes, respondents were requested to indicate the relative
position (i.e., supervisor, colléague, subordinate, client, or faculty member) and
gender of the person with whom they were in conflict; the frequency with which they
regularly experienced conflict with that individual; and the outcome of the stressful
episode.

Coping strategies. Coping strategies were assessed by a revised version of the

Ways of Coping Checklist (WCC; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) that was refined by
Long et al. (1992).to assess coping strategies relevant to managers’ work settings (see
Long, 1990 and Long et al., 1992 for a description of procedures used in the coping
scale revisions). Respondents were asked to rate on a 4-point scale ranging from (0)
"not used" to (3) "used a great deal" the extent to which they used each coping
response in the stressful interpersonal conflict situation that they described.
Responses to the coping items were scored and summed so that the higher the score,
the greater the coping scale usage.

For this study, a 44-item coping scale, which consisted of 33 items (14 and 19
items respectively assessing engagement and disengagement coping strategies) from

Long et al.’s model, in addition to 11 interpersonal coping items developed during the

pilot study, was submitted to principal components factor analyses to define the scale.
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Factor analysis that specified a two-factor solution revealed a clean factor structure
for both Varimax and Oblimin rotations. The two factors, engagement coping and
disengagement coping, were used as single indicators of coping. All interpersonal
coping items loaded on the engagement coping factor, with the exception of one item
(i.e., "I did something which I didn’t think would work, but at least I was doing
something"). Items with weak loadings (<.30) and items that failed to distinguish
between factors (i.e., items that loaded .30 or greater on both factors) were excluded.
Eighteen items each were defined to measure the engagement and disengagement
coping factors (see Appendix J for factor loadings and deleted items).

For descriptive purposes, respondents were also invited to provide written
comments on the questionnaire about other strategies that they have found useful in
coping with interpersonal work stressors. Twenty-two percent of managerial and
professional women reported using strategies to manage interpersonal work conflicts
in addition to those listed on the coping measure. Examples of additional coping
strategies reported by respondents included participating in physical exercise; applying
interpersonal and communication skills (e.g., active listening, patience, receptivity to
others’ perspectives), disengaging from the conflict situation before responding;
engaging in mediation or arbitration processes; participating in nonwork activities;
confronting the problem immediately; and considering alternate job opportunities.

Consistent with Stanton et al.’s (1994) recommendations, the coping measure
used did not contain items that could be confounded with distress or psychopathology

(e.g., items reflecting intense emotional expression). Moreover, given that the
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proposed study utilized measures based on Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) and Long et
al.’s (1992) stress and coping models, the anchors in this study remained unchanged
so as not to deviate substantially from the theoretical models. However, in response
to Stone et al.’s (1991) criticisms of the revised WCC’s (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984)
extent ratings, coping scale instructions clarified the intended meaning of extent (i.e.,
amount) of coping response usage (see Table H2).

Distress. The Symptom Check List-90-R (SCL-90-R; Derogatis, 1983) was
used to measure psychological symptoms and somatic health status. To analyze
distress, the Depression (13 items), Anxiety (10 items), and Somatization (12 items)
SCL-90-R subscales were scored. Respondents were asked to indicate on a S-point
scale ranging from (0) "not at all" to (4) "extremely” the extent to which they felt
distressed over the past week by each item that represents a problem or complaint.
The responses on each of the three subscales were weighted and summed so that the
higher the composite score of the three subscales, the greater the level of distress.

Test-retest reliabilities over 2 weeks have been reported as .68 for the
Somatization subscale, .84 for the Depression subscale, and .79 for the Anxiety
subscale (Derogatis & Melisaratos, 1983). These indicators of distress support
Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) conceptualization of psychological outcomes and are
frequently used in stress and coping research. Long et al. (1992), for example,
provide support for the use of a composite score from the somatization, depression,
and anxiety SCL-90-R subscales to assess managerial women’s distress levels.

Negative affectivity. Negative affectivity (NA) was assessed by the 20-item
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Trait Anxiety scale (Form Y-2) of the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI;
Spielberger et al., 1983), which has been widely used and validated. Watson and
Clark (1984) view this scale as an acceptable measure of the NA construct and a
number of researchers have incorporated the measure in studies that have examined
the role of NA in occupational stressor-strain relationships (e.g., Chen & Spector,
1991; Schaubroeck et al., 1992). Spielberger et al. describe trait anxiety as a
relatively stable individual difference in one’s tendency to perceive stressful situations
as dangerous and to respond to such events with increased state anxiety.

The 20-item Trait Anxiety scale of the STAI requires respondents to indicate
how they generally feel by rating the frequency of their feelings of anxiety on a 4-
point scale ranging from (1) "almost never" to (4) "almost always." Reverse scoring
9 anxiety-absent items (e.g., "I feel content"), responses to the 20-item scale were
summed so that the higher the score, the greater the level of trait anxiety. Test-retest
reliabilities over 20-day periods for the trait anxiety scale range from .76 to .86 and
internal consistency coefficients for working adults range from .89 to .96 (Spielberger
et al., 1983).
Analysis of Data

In order to determine the extent to which Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984)
theoretical assumptions held in the context of an interpersonal model of stress and
coping, the relations among antecedent, contextual, mediating, and outcome variables
were examined using a path analytic statistical procedure. In preparation for the path

analysis, the following procedures were followed. First, responses were checked on
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each of the measures to determine the extent and pattern of missing data. The total
amount of missing data for the sample of 157 managerial and professional women was
less than .2% and missing data on any one measure for the entire sample was less
than .3%. No consistent patterns of missing data was found, and where appropriate
missing values were substituted with group means.

Second, principal components factor analyses specifying two-factor solutions
were conducted on both the 44 coping items and 27 primary appraisal stake items to
determine the factor structures of the coping and primary appraisal items. Third, chi-
square analyses and analyses of variances (ANOVAs) were computed for the three
groups of managers and professionals (UBC, SFU, and UVic employees, combining
SFU and UVic respondents into one group due to unequal sample sizes) on selected
demographic variables to determine whether there were significant differences
between the groups that would influence the relationships in the path model variables.
The LISREL VIII program was then used to conduct tests of equality of the
covariance matrices of the two groups to determine if the samples could be combined
for further analyses.

Fourth, path analytic modelling, which provides a method for studying the
direct and indirect effects of variables on the basis of theoretical considerations
(Pedhazur, 1982) was used to test the model in Figure 2. This type of
analysis provides estimates of both path coefficients in the model and of the goodness-

of-fit between the model and sample data. Given the controversy concerning the

relative utility of a number of fit indices fit (e.g., Bentler, 1990; Hoyle, 1995; Marsh,
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Balla, & McDonald, 1988), multiple indices were interpreted in this study to
determine model fit. These indices consisted of: the chi-square to degrees of
freedom ratio, the probability (p) value associated with the chi-square statistic, the
Goodness-of-fit Index (GFI), the Adjusted Goodness-of-fit Index (AGFI), the Root
Mean Square Residual (RMSR), Bentler’s (1990) Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and
Bollen’s (1989) Incremental Fit Index (D,).

A chi-square to degrees of freedom ratio (Q) of 3 or less is considered a good
fit by some researchers, while others contend that ratios as high as 5 to 1 represent an
acceptable model fit (Bollen, 1989). In interpreting the chi-square statistic, values
with a p-value of greater than .05 were accepted as significant. GFI values above .90
are generally considered good, and values above .85 are considered acceptable. The
AGFI is the GFI adjusted by the degrees of freedom used in the analysis, and values
above .90 are generally deemed acceptable. The RMSR assesses residual variances
and covariances, ahd lower values (e.g., .05) represent a better fitting model. The
CFlI is a refined version of Bentler and Bonett’s (1980) normed fit index that adjusts
for degrees of freedom and contains a range of values from O to 1.00. CFI values
greater than .90 indicate an adequate fit of the model to the data. Finally, Bollen’s
(1989) D, was selected because it considers the model size and lessens the effect of
sample size. Bollen suggests that D, values above .80 may represent an acceptable
model fit.

For the purposes of clarifying the model, the final stage of analysis involved

testing the path model with all nonsignificant paths deleted.



98
RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics - Preliminary Analysis

Of the 157 manageriai and professional women who participated in the stuay,
33..8% reported that the most recent i.nterpersonal conflict that they experienced
~ during the previous two months was with a supervisor; 30.6% with a colleague;
18.5% with a subordihéte; 7% With a faculty member; 5.7% witit:l:'a client;‘and 4.5%
with more than one individual at work. -Approximately 46% of respondents reported
that the conflict occurred with a male, while 52% of female managers and
professionals repofted that fhe conflict was with another woman. With respect to the
chronicity of interpersonal work conflict, approximately 34 % of respondents reported
~ that they rarely experience conflict with the particular individual they deséribed; 29%
- reported experiencing monthly conflict with that individual; 24 % reportéd weekly
éonﬂict; and 13% reported daily conflict.

Th;eat emotions (angér, disgust, frustration, and disappointment) were
reported by 59.9% of manageriél and professional women as the primary emotions
| associated with the conflict situation; 32.5% of respondents reported harm em(;tions
.(worry, fear, anxiety, and tension); and 7.6% of respondents reported loss emotiéns
(losé, depressioﬁ, guilt). These results indicate that respondents identified
i'nterpersoﬁal conﬂicts as stressful réther than challenging. With respect to the
outcome of the stressful interpersonal encounter that respondents described, 17.2% of

managerial and professional women reported the conflict situation as unresolved and

worse; 22.3% as unchanged; 17.2% ds resolved but not to their satisfaction; 15.9% -
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as unresolved but improved; 19.1% as resolved to their satisfaction; and 8.3% as
unresolved but no longer a concern.

On the basis of Laz\arus and Folkman’s (1984) conceptualization of stressors as
both upsetting and important, Pearson product-moment correlations were calculated to
determine ‘whether the two items assessing the degree of appraised upset and
importance associated with the interpersonal stressor could be summed. A moderate
correlation of .67 obtained for the two items failed to support the use of a summed
score in further analyses. Similarly, Pearson product-moment correlations were
conducted to determine whether scores on the three control items assessing appraised
situationai, emotional, and behavioral control could be summed to form a control
appraisal scale. The highest correlation coefficient obtained between any of the two
items was .44. Similarly, weak to moderate correlations were obtained among the
four items assessing “the extent to which the stressor was appraised as changeable,
which has been used to assess control in other studies (e.g., Aldwin, 1991; Carver et
al., 1989), and the three control items. These results failed to support the use of a
composite measure of control appraisals in the current study.

The next stage of analysis involved computing chi-square tests and ANOVAS
for the two groups of university managerial and professional women (UBC, n=90;
UVic, n=37; and SFU, n=30, collapsing UVic and SFU respondents into one group
due to unequal sample sizes) to identify significant differences between the groups on

demographic data that may affect the relationships among the path model variables.

Chi-square tests were employed to test for differences on categorical demographic
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 variables, whereas ANOVAS were used to test for differences between groups on
interval demographic variables (i.e., age and months experience).

~ Chi-square (X7)— tests Qf independence inaicated that there were no differences
between the two groups on charactefistics of marital status, XL(2, N=157) =4.66, Q.
> .09; education, X-(3, N=157) =1.71, p >.63; parental status, X 2, N=156)
=.66, p->.71; presence of pre-school children, X?l ;I\_I,/='157) =.19,p > .65;
income, Xz(4, N=157) =4.71, p >.31; type of position, X7Z3,b N=156) =3.87, p
> .27, job title, Xa—(S, H=157) =7.29,p > .19;'number of staff supervised, X’Z3_,
N=157) =1.41, p >.69; and amount of budgetary control, X (5, N=155) =9.69, p
>.07. (Some. of the initial categories were collapsed in qrder to meet the
assumptioﬁé of chi-square analysis). In addition, the results of one-way ANOVAS
revealed nonsignificant differences on characteristics of age, F (1,155) =1.07, Q>_.29
and mean levels of rﬁonths full-time months experience, F (1,155) =3.65, p >.05.
Based on these results, it was concludéd that the two groups of university-employed
managerial and _professiopal women were not characteristically different from each
other (see Table 2 for é demographic comparison of the two groups of managers and

‘professionals).

Descriptive Statistics - Péth Model Variables

The means, standard deviations, reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha), and ranges of
“scores for the path model variables are presented in Table 3 (éee Appendix K for the
skewness and kurtosis of model variables). As the table illustrates, the Cronbach’s

alphas for model variables are acceptable, ranging from .61 to .94.
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_ Table 2

Demographic Comparison of Group 1 (University of British Columbia) and Gfout) 2

(Simon Fraser University and University of Victoria) Managers and Professionals

Group 1 Group 2
(n=90) ‘ (n=67)
Variable % » %
Age (years; M, SD, Range) 40.6 - 9.0 25-60 42.1 9.1 26-64
Months Full-time Experience in
Current Position (M, SD, Range) 51.3 45.0 1-244 69.0 70.7 5-300
: 3 ‘
Marital Status _
Married/Remarried/Living with a
partner 62.2 ' 65.7
Single 25.6 _ 13.4
Divorced/Separated/Widowed 12.2 20.9
Education _
High School Graduation 18.9 13.4
College (2-3 year degree) : 133 19.4
University (4-5 year degree) 40.0 373
Post-University Degree 27.8 29.9
Number of Children in the Household _
None 64.4 68.7
One C 15.6 : 14.9
Two or More . 20.0 16.4
Number of Employees with Pre-School
Age Children in the Household 7.8 6.0
Combined Annual Income
< $25,000 - $ 40,000 - 14.4 14.9

$41,000 - $ 60,000 30.0 34.3

(table continues)
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Group 1 Group 2
(n=90) (n=67)
Variable % %
$61,000 - $ 80,000 14.4 22.4
$81,000 - $100,000 20.0 9.0
Greater than $100,000 21.1 19.4
Type of Position o
Financial Manager 4.4 4.5
Human Resources Manager 7.8 6.0
Other Administrative Service Manager 44.4 31.3
Professional Staff Employee 42.2 58.2
Missing ' 1.1 ---
Job Title v
Director 10.0 11.9
Manager 16.7 7.5
Coordinator 16.7 22.4
Supervisor 4.4 3.0
Assistant- - 10.0 20.9
Other ¥ 422 34.3
Number of Staff Supervised
None 22.2 17.9
1-5 48.9 50.7
6-9 16.7 22.4
10 or More 12.2 9.0
Amount of Budgetary Control
Not applicable 37.8 29.9
Less than $50,000 5.6 17.9
$51,000 to $300,000 . 12.2 19.4
"$301,000 to $500,000 6.7 7.5
$501,000 to $1,000,000 13.3 10.4
$1,001,000 or More 23.3 13.4
Missing 1.1 1.5

(table continues)
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_N_o& Some of the initial categories were collapsed in order to meet the assumptions
of chi-square analysis ,(i.e., expected group cells with frequencies less than 5).
Dashes indicate not applicable.

2 For purposes of testing the path model, the divorced/separated/widowed and single
categories were collapsed into one group. 'bThe "other" classification could not be

categorized further due to wide variability in job titles across the universities.
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Table 3

Means, Standard Deviations, and R_eliabilities of Path Model Variables (N=157)

Variable Score M SD Reliability
Range (Cronbach’s Alpha)
Marital Status’ - ‘1.4 - 0.5 ---
Income - 3.9 1.4 -

Instrumentality 20-140 102.0 115 .83
Expressiveness _ 20-140 - 98.1 9.8 ‘ .75
~ Work Demands | 0-36 | 18.8 - | 55 .61
Autonomy _ 0-9 3. 1 22 .10
- Work pressures 0-9 6.9 2.1 .74
Clarity | 0-9 51 2.5 75
Control 09 3.6 2.1 64
VWork Support | 0-27 15.4 6.4 . .89

Involvement : 0-9 5.9 2.4 76 ‘
Peer cohesion 0-9 4.9 2.5 74
Supervisor support 0-9 4.6 2.6 .19
Upsetting Episode Aﬁpraisals 1-5 3.8 0.9 —

Appraised Situational Control 1-5 2.5 1.1 -

Loss of Respect for Others -
Appraisals ' -5 3.2 1.5 -

(table continues)
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Variable _ Score M SD Reliability
Range
Threat to Work Géal Attainment ’
Appraisals - 1-5 3.6 1.5 -
Engagefnent Coping 0-54 - 23.5 9.2 .82
Disengagement Coping 0—544 14.2 | 7.7 .78
Daily Hassles 0-129 294 153 89
Distress : 0-35 22 16 94
Depression 0-13 12.5 9.5 91
Anxiety | | 010 | 60 5.5 .84
Somatic symptoms 0-12 7.5 6.4 79

- Note. High scores indicate h'igher levels of the characteristic as defined by the

variable labels. Dashes indicate not applicable. Marital status cétegories: 1 =married

and partnered; 2=not married. Income categories: 1=<$25,000; 2=%$26,000 -

$40;OOO; 3=$41,000 - $60,000; 4=$61,000 - $80,000; 5=%$81,000 - $100,000;

6=>$100,000.
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These reliabilities compare favourably to the internal consistencies of similar
variables used in Long et al.’s (1992) stress and éopin_g model. The managerial and
professional womeﬂ in this study reported slightly lower levels of work support and
appraised situational control (Ms=15.4 and 2.5, respectively) corﬁpared to Long et
al.’s (1992) sample of maﬁagerial women (Ms=20;3 and 3.1, respectively).
Moreover, with regard to psychosom'atic distress, women in.this study reported
grleater depression, éhxiety, and somatic symptoms (Ms=12.5, 6.Q, and 7.5,
respectively) and more threatening loss of respect for others- appfaisais (M=3.2) than
the women in Long et al.’s study (Ms=7.5, 4.0, 4.2, and 2.5, 'respectively).

'However, managerial and professional women’s scores on variables of marital status,
iﬁcome, instrumentality, upsetting and work gbal attainment appraisals, engagement
and disengagement coﬁing, and daily hassles compared favourably to those of
ména,;gerial women in Long et al.’s model.

Pooling of Samples

The LISREL VIII (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993) computer program was used to
perform tests of equality of the covariance matrices (for the UBC and combined UVic
and SFU groups) to determine if the samples could be combined for further énalyses.
The purposé of combining groups was both to incfease the sample size for subsequent
pathl analysis aﬁd to enhancé the generalizability of the model to other samples.
Moreover, as Ja}éskog (1971) argues, if fésults reveal equal covariance matrices, then

"every characteristic common to all groups can be obtained from the pooled

covariance matrix and - there is no need to analyze each group separately” (p. 419).
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Reéults of the tests of equality of covariances indicated that the two groups could be
combined, Xt(IOS, N=157) =122.04, p >.11, and GFI=.88_. The chi-square tb
degrées of freedom ratio (Q) of 1.2:1 indicated a good fittiﬁg model.

The covariance and correlation matrices for the two groups of university-
erhployed managerial and professional women are presented -in Appendix L. The

pooled (N=157) zero-order correlation matrix of model variables, inclilding negative

affectivity (NA) and age and experience,vis also included in Appendix L. The general

magnitude of variable rélationships was weak to nipderate (range .00 to -.67) with the

strongest correlations occurring between both income and marital status (r=-.67) and

work demands andeork support (@« =—.60).' Overall, the correlations among variables

in this study compared favourably to the correlations of similar variables in Long et

“al.’s (1992) model.

Given the moderate correlations (e.g., >.30; range .00 to .51) between NA

and a number of the model variables and based on arguments that NA inflates

stressor-strain relationships (e.g., Brief et-al., 1988; Burke et al., 1993; Séhaubroeck

et al.,-1992), a first-order partial correlation matrix, controlling for the effects of NA, ) ~
was computed (see Table 4). This me‘thod of par_tialling out the potential effects of ‘

NA on variable relationships in occupational stress research is supported By _

Chen and Spector (1991). |

In some cases, controlling for NA resulted in weaker correlations between

- variables, whereas in other cases the magnitude of variable relationships remained

virtually unchanged or unekpcctedly became stronger after removing the effects of
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First-order Partial Correlation Matrix of Path Model Variables (N=157)

Variable .Marital Income Instr Expres Upset Control
| ‘Marital 1.00 ‘
. " Income ~0.67 . 1.00 :
| ‘ Instr 0.09 -0.02 1.00
Expres 0.14 -0.19 -0.06 1.00
Upset 0.14 -0.05 0.19 0.12 1.00 ‘
Control -0.08 0.09 -0.06 -0.06 -0.27 1.00
Wkgoal 0.01 0.05 0.08 0.08 0.18 -0.18
Respect 0.10 -0.05 -0.02 0.01 -0.02 -0.13
| Hassles 0.03 0.01 —0.08 -0.03 0.13 -0.07
Demands 0.22 -0.23 0.00 0.07 0.07 -0.07
| Support ~0.13 0.17 -0.02 0.00" ~0.12 0.15
| Engage 0.07 0.05 0.05 0.19 0.04 0.12"
| Diseng 0.04 - 0.03 -0.03 0.12 0.31 -0.29
‘ Distress 0.06 -0.01 0.05 ©0.11 0.34 -0.19
| . .
" Variable Wkgoal Respect -Hassles Demands Support Engage
| Wkgoal 1.00 _
‘ Respect 0.01 1.00
Hassles 0.24 0.09 1.00
Demands 0.10 0.07. 0.10 1.00
Support -0.24 -0.12 -0.16 -0.57 1.00
Engage 0.21 -0.03 0.15 "-0.05 -0.05 1.00
Diseng 0.26 0.11 0.31 0.16 -0.19 0.18
Distress 0.27 '0.05 ' 0.3& 0.11 .--0.20 0.04
| ‘ . '
| . Variable Diseng Distress:
Diseng 1.00
Distress 0.32 1.00

‘ Note. Marital=marital status-(l=married and partnered; 2=not married);
|
|

Instr:instrumentality;'Expres=expressiveness;_Upset=up$etting appraisals;

Controlappraised situational control; Wkgoal=work goal attainment

appraisals; Respect=respect for others appraisals; Demands=work demands;

Support=work support; Engage=engagement coping; Diseng=disengagement coping.
High scores represent high léve1s‘of the characteristics as defined by the

labels. Income categories: 1=<$25,000; 2=$26,000 - $40,000; 3=$41,000 -

$60,000; 4=%$61,000 -.$80,000; 5=$81,000 - $100,000; 6=>$100,000. The

effects of negative affectivity‘wefe removed.
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HNA. In circumstances where the presence of NA strengthened the correlation
between variables (e.g., between disengagement coping and distress and between
instrumentality and daily hassles), NA contributed to or helped account for the
relationship between the two variables. However, When the inclusion of NA
weakened the magnitude of variable rélétionships (e.g., between instrumentality and
upsetting appraisals), one can speculate that NA suppressed the relationship between
the two variables. |

According to Pedhazur (1982), suppressorl variables are correléted with one or
moreA of the predictor variables and suppress, or conceal a rélationship between the

“ predictor and outcome variable, thus adding ‘irrelevant variance and weakening the

correlation between these two variables. Subsequently, partialling out fhe effects of a

suppressor variable eliminates irrelevant variance and strengthens the predictor- |

outcome variable relationship. These findings, which indicate that NA both

| contributes to .and suppresses the magnitude of variable relationships, attest to the

complex role of NA in the stress and coping process. However, Tzelgov and Henik’s

(1991) contention that suppressor relationships occur more Erecjuently than is generally

believed suggest that the effects of Suppressor variables receive limited attention in.

empirical research.

- Path Analysis |

Using the first-order partial correlation matrix, the ne.xt stage of analysis .

involved testing the hypdthesized stress and coping model seen in Figure 2. A path

analytical procedure was used to examine the relationships among antecedent,
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contextual, mediating, and outcome variables representing Lazarus and Folkman’s
(1984) stress and coping framework. This procedure allows the researcher to
determine the direct and indirect effects of variables on one another. The LISREL
VIII computer program provided estimates of path coefficients in the model and
measures of goodness-of-fit between the model and the sample data. The path model
was tested incorporating four single-item appraisal variables, respectively assessing
upsetting appraisals, situational control appraisals, loss of respect for others
appraisals, and work goal attainment appraisals. However, an alternate path model
was also tested using primary appraisal stake scales identified through exploratory
factor analyses described in Chapter 3 (see Appendices M and N, respectively for
alternate path model results and for model fit indices).

-Hypothesis 1. It was hypothesized that the model would fit the data. The
majority of fit indices indicated a poor model fit, XL(41, N=157) =124.89, p
<.001, Q=3.0, GFI=.90, AGFI=.75, RMSR=.09, CFI=.70, and D,=.75. The
coefficient of determination, obtained by LISREL VII, suggested that 11.6% of the
total variance in the model was accounted for, and the squared multiple correlations
for structural equations for the distress variable (.24) indicated that the antecedent,
mediating, and contextual variables explained 24 % of the variance in the outcome
variable. The model fit indices that resulted from path analyses are shown in
Appendix N.

The largest modification index (MI) was 56.28 between situational control

appraisals and work demands. Similarly large modification indices were found for (a)
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upsetting appraisals and work demands (MI=27.39); (b) work ‘goal attain‘nlent'
appraisals and work demands (MI=33.64); (c) loss of respect for others appraisals

and work demands (MI=48.17); and (d) work goal '_attainment appraisals and work

~ support (MI=19.61). Moreover, results indicated large modification indices between

work demands and work support (MI=50.49) and between work support and work -
demands (MI=50.51), indicating a reciprocal _relat_ionShip between these two work
environment variables. Modification indices, according to Hoyle (1995), "provide

information about the amount of X change that would result if parameters that _

| formerly were fixed weére free in'a spec1f1ed model " (p. 8); large modlfrcatlon indices

(i.e., > 9) 1nd1cate that the model would fit the data better if the correspondmg

parameters were introduced to the model.

Cons1stent with the above findings, ‘a number of appraisal residuals were large
(i.e., >3) and were related to the work demands and work support variables. Other
large residuals occurred between (a) work support‘and work demands (-7.01), (b).
daily hassles and disengagement coping (3.55), () disengagernent coping and
situational control appraisals '(-3.47)‘ and (d) distrese and disengagement coping
(3.69). Standardized residuals reflect the difference between the hypothesized and
observed variable correlations; large standardized residuals indicate that adjustments
to specified paths would result in a better fitting model. However, because the path
model was not exploratory in nature, modifications to the model were not performed

HVDotheses 2- 17 “The remalnlng hypotheses were tested by determmmg the

significance and d1rect10n of the dlrect path coefflclents among variables in the path
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+. model. According to Bollen'(1989),_ a direct effect is the' effect of one variable on
another that is not médiéted by other va‘riableAs’ in the péth. The direct veffect-is the
influence of one variable 'on anofher controlling for the relationships wifh other |
‘variables in the model. | ifvalues were calculatled' fqr all of the pa_th coefficients in the
model to determine whethérA path coefficiénts sig‘nifica-ntly differ from zero (t-values
greaterh fhan 2 are considered sighifiéant, p <.05). The. first-order pa;tial correlations
lwere used to assist in the inferpr,etation of résult’s and are diséussed ciinl'y‘ when they
are significantly different from the path coefficic_ants.. |

. Iri-:order to demonstrate mediation accq_rding to Baron and Kenny (1986), three
'conditioﬁs must be met in the following sequence: (a) the predict.or variable mt.lsf be
significantly related to the mediating variable; (b) the médiéting variable must be
~ significantly related to the outcome variable, and (¢).a previously sign'ificant _
- relationship between the ﬁredictor and oﬁtcome‘variable must become hbhsignificant

when the si'gnificant.p'red‘ictc.)r-mediating relationéhip’ is held coﬁstar{t;
In thé following section, the results of hypotheses num’lv)e_:red‘ 2-17 are ;eported
(see Table 5 for a sdmmary of the results of these hypotheses). The »stzimdardized path
cbefficients for the hypothesized paths are preséniéd in Figure 3. |
Hypothesié 2: Marital status (married and partne‘red'=.1; n6:t married=2)

would be (a) negatively related to upsetting stressor appraisals, (b) positively related
to apbraised situational control, (c) negatively related to fhreatehing .loss of respec_t for

others appraisals, and (d) negatively related'tbvthreatening work goal attairiment

‘appraisals.
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Path Model Coefficients (N=157)
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A\

Hypothesis Tested ‘Path T-Values ga
Coefficients
(Direct Effects)
. b

Hypothesis 2

Marital Status/Upsetting Appraisals 16 1.50 14

Marital Status/Control Appraisals -.02 -22 -.08

Marital Status/Loss of Respect Appraisals 11 1.04 .10

Marital Status/Goal Attainment Appraisals .06 57 .01
- Hypothesis 3

Marital Status/Distress; Mediating effects

" Mediated by:

(Upsetting Appraisals)

(Control Appraisals)

(Loss of Respect Appraisals)

(Goal Attainment Appraisals)

Hypothesis 4

Income/Upsetting Appraisals .10 .95 -.05

Income/Control Appraisals | _ .05 .42 .09

Income/Loss of Respect Appraisals ' .404 35 -.05

Income/Goal Attainment Appraisals A5 1.40 .05

Hypothesis 5

Instrumentality/Upsetting Appraisals | 18 2.35 .19

(table contjnues)

Fid
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Hypothesis Tested Path T-Values r
Coefficients
(Direct Effects)

Instrumentality/Control Appraisals -.05 -.65 -.06
Instrumentality/Loss of Respect Appraisals -.03 -.38 .02
Instrumentality/Goal Attainment Appraisals .08 1.05 .08
Hypothesis 6
Instrumentality/Work Demands .00 .02 .00
Instrumentality/Work Support -.02 -.27 -.02
Hypothesis 7

" Instrumentality/Daily Hassles -.08 -.99 . -.08
Hypothesis 8
Instrumentality/Distress; Mediating effects‘l .02 .30 .05

Mediated by:

(Upsetting Appraisals)
(Control Appraisals)
(Loss of Respect Appraisals)
(Goal Attainment Appraisals)
Upsetting Appraisals/Distress .24 3.22 .34
Control Appraisals/Distress -.06 -.76 -.19
Loss of Respect Appraisals/Distress .01 .09 .05
Goal Attainment Appraisals/Distress 12 1.64 .27

(table continues)
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Work Demands/Goal Attainment Appraisals

Hypothesis Tested . Path T-Values r
Coefficients -
(Direct Effects) .

Hypothesis 9
Expressiveness/Work Support | .00 -.01 .00
Hypothesis 10
Expressiveness/Upsetting Appraisals 13 .1.61 | 12
Expressiveness/Control Appraisals -.05 -.66 -.06
ExpressivenesS/Loss of Respect Appraisals .00 -.01 .01
ExpréssiVeness/Goal Attainment Appraisals 11 1.36 - .08
Hypothesis 11
Work Support/Upsetting Appraisals -.12 -1.56 -.12
Work Support/Control Appraisals ' .17‘ 2.09 15
Work _Supporf/Loss of Respect Appraisals -.12 -1.48 -.12
Work Support/Goal Attainment Appraisals -.28 -3.63 -.24
Hypothesis 12
Work Demands/Upsetting Appraisals -.02 -.25 .07
“Work Demaﬁds/Control Appraisals .04 .53 -.07
Work Demands/Loss of Réspect Appraisals -.02 -.22 07

-.05 -.62 ~.1O

(table continues).
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Hypothesis Tested : Path T-Values r
Coefficients
(Direct Effects)

Hypothesis 13

Daily Hassles/Distress .29 .39 - .38

Hypothesis 14

Upsetting Appraisals/Diseng Cdp'ing .23 3.10 31

Control Appraisals/Diseng Coping -.19 2.48 -.29
Loss of Respect Appraisals/Diseng Coping .09 - 1.19 BN |

Goal Attainment Appraisals/Dis'eng Coping .19 2.50 .26

Hypothesis 15

- Upsetting Appraisals/Engag Coping _- .04 53 .04
Control Appraisals/Engag Coping - | 17 2.22 -;12
Loss of Respect Appraisals/Engag Coping -01. -.12 - -.03
Goal Attainment Appraisals/Engag Coping .23- 2.97 21

Hypothesis 16

Disengagement Coping/Distress 12 1.50 32

Hypothesis 17 .

3

Engagement Coping/Daily Hassles .10 131 .15 |

Disengagement Coping/Daily Hassles .29 3.70 31

Note. Diseng=Disengagement coping; Engag=Engagement coping. Path
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coefficients =standardized coefficients. T-values >2 are significant at p <.05. r
> .24 significant at .001; r >.19 significant at .01; r > .14 significant at .05.
3 =First-order partial correlations. "bMarital status'categories: 1=mairied and
partnered; 1=not married. ‘In order to demonstrate mediation according to Baron and
Kenny (1986), there must be significant relationships between the predictor and the
rnediating variable and between the mediating and the outcome variable. See
Hypothesis 2 results for the marital status to appraisals path coefficients. d See

Hypothesis 5 results for the instrumentality to appraisals path coefficients.




TIME 1

| | TIME 2 TIME 3
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. Disengagement
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» 1 The four values on the arrows refer
in sequence to each of the four

Work Support appraisal variable path coefficients:

» upsetting appraisals

« situational control appraisals

« loss of respect for others appraisals

» work goal attainment appraisals.

Figure 3. Path Model Representing the Relationships among Antecedent, Contextual, Mediating, and Outcome Variables at
Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3. (Arrows indicate the direction of the relationships. First-order partial correlation matrix with negative

affectivity removed was analyzed. Standardized LISREL estimates are indicated. Marital status refers to married and partnered = 1;

not married = 2. * Indicates significant path coefficients.)

811
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Hypothesns 2 was not supported | The path coefflc1ents from marital status to
upsettmg appralsals situational control appralsals loss of respect for others |
appraisals, and work goal attainment appra1sals were each nonsrgmﬁcant w1thm the .
model (bs=.16, -.02, .11, and .06, respe‘ctiyely).

HyA pothesis 3: The marital statns; andvdistress relationship would be mediated

by (a) upsetting stressor appraisals, (b) situational control appraisals, (c) loss of

respect for others appraisals, and (d) work goal attainment appraisals.
Results revealed nonsignificant relationships between marital status and each of

the four appraisal variables within the model. Given that Baron and Kenny’s (1986)

-first condition for mediation was not met, testing the subsequent conditions for

medidtion was not warranted. Hypothesis 3, therefore, was not supported.

Hypothesis 4: Income would be (@) -negatively related to upsetting stressor

‘ appraisals, (b) positively related to appraised situational control, (c) negatively related

to th'reatening loss of respect for others appraisals, and (d) negatively related to

threatening work goal attainment appraisals:

Hypothesis 4 was not supported. The path coefficients from income to
upsetting appraisals, situational control appraisals, loss of respect for others

appraisals and work goal attainment appraisals were each nonsignificant within the

- model (bs=. lO 05 .04, and .15, respectlvely)

: Hypothes1s 3: Instrumental personality traits would be (a) negatively related to

upsettmg stressor appraisals, (b) positively associated with appraised situational

control (c)‘ negatively related to threatening loss of respect for others appraisals, and
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(d) negatively associated with threatening work goal attainment appraisals_.

. Although results revealed a sighificant association between instrumentality and
upsetting stressor appraisals within the model (h¥.18), the relationship was positive.
This findihg indicates that high-instrumental managerial and professional women
appraised stressful interpersonal work conflicts as more upsetting rather than less
upsetting as hypothesized.- In.addition, the path coefficients from instrumentality to
_siiuational control appraisals, loss of respect for others appraisals, and threatening
work goal attainment appraisals were each weak in magnitude and nonsignificant
(bs=-.05, -.03, and .08, re_:spéctively). Hybothesis’ 5, therefore, was not supported.

Hypothesis 6: Instrumentality would be negativel_y related to work demands
and positively related to work support.

Hypothesis 6 was not supporteci. The path coéfficients from instrﬁmentality to
both work demands and work support were nonsignificant within the model (bs=.00
and -.02, respectively).

Hypothesis 7: Inétrumentality would be negatively related to daily hassies.

, Hypothesis 7 was not supported. The path coefficient from instrumentality to
daily hassles was nonsignificant within the mddel (l_)=‘-.08).'

Hypothesis 8: The instrumentality and distress relationship would be mediated -
by (a) upsetting stréssor appraisals, (b) situational control appraisals, (c) loss of
respeét for others appraisals, and (d) work goal attainment appraisals.

The path coefficients from instrumentality to upsetting stressor appraisals

- (b=.18) and from upsetting stressor appraisals to distress (b=.24) were both
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' signifiéant within the hodel. In order to determine the direct effect of ihstruméntality
" on distress, it was necessary to rerun the path model with the instrumentality-distress
path included. Results yielded a nonsignificant relationship between instrumentality
and distress (b=.02), thus fail.ing.to fulfil Baron an(i Kenny’s (1986) criteria for
mediation. Hypothesis 8, therefore, was not supported. |

Hypothesis 9: E)'(pressive personality trgits would be po>sitiVe‘ly related to
work subpbrt. .

Hypothesis 9 was not supported. 'Th‘e path-coeffiqient from exﬁreséiveﬁess to

”work's'upport was nonsignificant within the model (b=.00). .

Hypothesis 10: Expressiveness would be directly related to (a) upsétting
stressdr‘appraisals, (b) situational control appraisals, (c) lovss of respect for others
appraisals, and (d) work goal attainment appraisals.

Hypothesis 10 was not supported. The péth coeffiéients from expressiveness

o each of the appraisal variables were nonsignificant within the model (bs=.13, -.05,

.00, and . 1'1, respectively).

Hypothesis 11: Work s.\.jpportlwopld. be (a) negatively associatéd with
upsetting stressor appraiéais, (b) positi;/ely rélated té' appraised situational control,. (c)
negatively associated with threatening loss of réspect for others appraisals, and (d)
negatively related to threateﬁing- work goa} attaiﬁméht appraisals. |

| Hypothesis 11 was ‘par‘tially -'s.upporvted._ Alfhou'gh fesﬁlts_ réveal'edv.k -
nonsignificant relatio.nships bétweén work-subborf- and b;ﬁh up'setting‘ appfaisals

and loss of respect for otﬁers appraiséls 'withih the model (bs=-.12), the path
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~ coefficients frorﬁ work support to appraised situational control (b=.i7) énd from
work supbort to work goal attainment appraisals (b=-.28) were s_iignitv”ic'ant.l Tﬁe latter
two findings suggest that managerial and professibnal womeh who reported gféater
\.avor_k-related' sﬁpport appraised stressful intefpersohal conflicts és more controlllable'

and less threatening to the attainment of their work goals.

HVD(i)thevsisb 12: Work demands would be @) positi\'/.ely_ associated with
upsetting stressor appraisals, (b) negatively related to apf)raised situgtional controvl‘, (©
| positively associated with threatening loss of respect for others appraisals, and (d)
positively reléted to threatening work ngozil‘ attainment apbraisa‘ls. : |
‘Hypothesis 512 was not supported. The'path coeffiéiénts from work demands
to upsetting appraisais, 'situat;lorial conAtrol'appraisals;A los.s‘ of respect for others
appraisals, and work 'goal a&ainment apf)raisals w;r:: each nonsignificant wi‘thin the
model (bs=-.02, 04, -.02, and -.05, respcctivély). |

Hypothesis 13:° Daily hassles would be positivély related to distress. )

Hypothesis 13 was supported. Results revealed a significant relétionship
between daily hassles and distress within the model (b=.29), indicating that
managerial and professional wome.n‘who experienced more daily frustrations and
irritations reported increaSed levels .o‘f pvsycvhosomatic digtress» (i.e., anxiety,

depression', and somatic Symptoms).

Hypothesis 14: It wasexpected that (a) upsetting'» stressor appraisals would be

pésitively related to disengagement coping, (b) appraised situational control would be :

negatively related to disengagement coping, (c) threatening loss of respect for others
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appralsals would be posrtlvely associated wrth drsengagement coprng, and (d) “
threatenlng work goal attalnment apprarsals would be posrtrvely related to
' vdrsengagement coplng : | |

Hypothe51s 14 was partlally supported Results 1nd1cated s1gn1flcant path
coefficients frOm upsetting appralsal_s, appralsed _sprtuatlonal control, »and work goal -
" attainment appraisals to;disengagernent coprng withlntthe:modelt (bs .=“{23,, —19, and"
‘.‘19? respectively)‘-.v Thus,”managerial antd'pr'o“fessional‘WQmenwhoapp'rais‘ed-', o
interperspnal CQBﬂictS' as moré: lilf.js?tvtinz%’» and more thre;lfé.ning to the attalnrnent‘of o
N work goallsreported using greater disengagement coping 'strategies to manage the
interpersonal stressor'. Furthermore as hypotheSlzed women w'ho reported "‘greate_ri
appralsed ’control of the 1nterpersonal stressor reported more mfrequent use of
.dlsengagement copmg Results revealed however a nonsrgmfrcant relatlonsh1p
between loss of respect for others appralsals and drsengagement coplng (_ 09)

A anothe51s 15 It was expected that (a) upsettmg stressor appralsals would be -

negatlvely related to engagement copmg, (b) apprarsed srtuatlonal control would be

posrtrvely related to engagement copmg, (c) threatenlng loss of respect for others

| appralsals would be negat1vely assoc1ated w1th engagement cop1ng, and (d) threatenrng

work goal attamment appralsals would be negatlvely related to engagement coping. .
Hypothes1s 15 was partlally supported The path coefflclents from both

- upsettmg apprals'als‘ and 'loss of respect for others apprarsals to engagement coping -

were nons'ign,ificant within the model (bs=,»04u~and'? -.01, respectively). However;

~ results indicated a significant relative direct effect between appraised. situational
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control and engagement coping (b=.17), therefore suggesting thai managefiai and
.professional women who appraised the stressful interpersonal conﬂiet as controllable
relied more on engagement coping strategies. Work Igoal .attainment appraisals were
also significantly associated with engagement coping within the model (b=.23),
although not in the direction hypothesized. Work goal attainment appraisals had a
positive direct effect on engagement coping, indicating that more threatening work
goal attainment appraisals were associated with greater use of engagement coping for
managerial and professional women.

Hypothesis 16: Disengagement coping would be positively related to distress.

Hypothesis 16 was not supported. Although disengagement copihg was
significantly correlated (=.32, p <.001) with distress, the path coefficient (b=.12)
was nonsignificant at p <.0S, thus suggesting that the disengagement coping and

distress relationship may have been influenced by other factors.

Hypothesis 17: Engagement coping and disengagement coping would both be
positively related to daily hassles. - |
'Hypothesis .17 was only partially supported. Although fihdings indicated a
nonsignificant relationship between engagement coping and daily hassles (b=.10),
disengagement coping was found to have a significant direct effect on daily hasslee
within the medel (b=.29). Thus, managerial and professional women who relied
" more on disengagement coping strategies reported a greater nember of daily hassles.

Post-hoc Analysis

" In order to more clearly present the final model, the path model with all
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' nons1gn1flcant paths deleted was analyzed The major1ty of f1t 1ndlces 1ndlcated that
kthe model w1th nons1gn1f1cant paths deleted was a. poor ﬁt to the data X (74 |
| ;}N 157) 153 72, p < OOl Q 2. l GFI— 88 AGFI— 83 RMSR—— ll CFI— 71,
“and D,.— 73 Model f1t indices are shown in Append1x N As a result of removmg L
non51gn1f1cant paths, the follow1ng var1ables were not contamed in thlS f1nal model
- marltal status, 1ncome,. express1venessz_ -work demandsp, ‘and loss‘ of respect for others_
‘appralsals This‘r.nodel is‘ conSidered‘r‘nOrel'parsimonious due ‘-t‘o vit‘s fe‘wer. number of a
L »paths and larger degrees ‘of freedom See F1gure 4 for’ the standard1zed path |
' ‘coefflc1ents for the model w1th nons1gn1f1cant paths removed )
| For exploratory purposes to better 'understand the role of rnanageri‘al and - i
professwnal women s apprarsals of mterpersonal work stressors | an alternate path
. model was tested 1ncorporatmg two' pr1mary appra1sal stake scales that were
,,:-developed through vfactor analys1s Results of the alternate ’rnodel lusnmg- the pr1mary
- appralsal stake scales are presented in: Append1ces M and N ‘ .
"In add1tlon “due- to the poor model fit: and the nonsrgmflcant relat1onsh1ps
. between anumber.of varlables in the 1n1t1al model a path model based on‘ the zero—
order_correlatron matrlx_, not controlhnglfor the effects' of NA, was .te_sted 1n order 0
o enarnine the inﬂuences of NA in an .-interpersonal, rhodel ‘of. stressand cozpi'ng.." Res"ults o

- of the path-model based on the zero-order correlation matrix are reported in..

R 'Appendices N-and O..
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Figure 4. Path Model Representing the Significant Relationships among Antecedent, Contextual, Mediating, and

Outcome Variables at Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3 with Nonsignificant Paths Deleted. (Arrows indicate the

direction of the relationships. First-order partial correlation matrix with negative affectivity removed was analyzed.

Standardized LISREL estimates are indicated.)
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DISCUSSION

The results of this study indicate weak support for a model of stress and
coping for managerial and professional women who experienced interpersonal
conflicts as a source of occupational stress. The hypothesized path model, which
included demographié variables (i.e., income and marital status), personality
characteristics (i.e.,‘iwristvrumeqtality and expressiveness), confextual variables (i.e.,
work demands, work support, and daily hassles), coping strategies, and cognitive
appraisals, indicated a poor fit to the data, and accounted for 24 % of the variance in
the outcome of psychosomatic distress. However, the pattern of relationships for
variables in the path model provides partial support for Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984)
stress and coping framework and builds on Long et al.’s (1992) managerial model in
the context of interpersonal work stressors. Furthermore, in view of the minimal
empirical attention given to cognitive appraisals, this model clarified the role of
specific appraisals associated with managerial and professional women’s process of
éoping with interpersonal stressors.

Given the significant zero-order correlations between NA (i.e., trait anxiety)
and numerous variables in the model, Brief et al.’s (1988) suggestions were followed
and the effects of NA were partialled out of the path model. Consistent with Lazarus
and Folkman’s (1984) theoretical assumptions regarding the predictive relationship
between antecedent variables (i.e., personality characteristics) and cognitive

appraisals, results of the model indicated that instrumentality was significantly related

to upsetting appraisals of interpersonal work stressors within the model (b=.18),
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although not in the direction hypothesized. Specifically, managerial and professional
women with strong instrumental personality traits were found to appraise stressful
work conflicts as more upsetting rather than less upsetting as expected. One can
speculate that women with strong instrumental traits perceive interpersonal conflicts as
stressful because their need to act agentically is thwarted in the context of
relationships with others, thus precipitating negative appraisals of interpersonal
stressors. It is also possible that upsetting stressor appraisals are the result of others’
attempts to control the characteristically independent high-instrumental woman within
conflictual situations.

The nonsignificant relationship between agentic traits and appraisals in Long et
al.’s (1992) study may be attributed in part to their failure to control for the effects of
NA in their model. A comparison of the path models based on the zero-order and
first-order partial correlation matrices in this study revealed, for example, that the
nonsignificant instrumentality-upsetting appraisals relationship (b=.11) became
significant (b=.18) after removing the effects of NA, thus indicating that the
inclusion of NA suppressed and weakened the relationship between these two
variables. Given that NA characterizes mood states such as pervasive anxiety,
nervousness, and worry, it could be that instrumentality reduces the effects of NA on
appraisals. Further research is needed to clarify the complex role of NA in
managerial and professional women’s experiences of stressful work conflicts,

particularly in view of recent studies that indicate the relevance of NA to

interpersonal stressors (e.g., Bolger & Schilling, 1991; Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995).
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Bolger and Zuckerman found, for example, that individuals with high levels of NA
(e.g., neuroticism) reported more fre(iuent interpersonal conflicts, greater propensity
to react with anger and depression to interpersonal conflicts, and increased use of
confrontive coping strategies in response to conflicts. |

Inconsistent with the study’s hypotheses and Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984)
theoretical assumptions, the relationships between expressive personality traits and
each of the four appraisal variables (i.e., upsetting, situational control, loss of respect
for others, and work goal attainment appraisals) were nonsignificant within the model.
Moreover, the nonsignificant expressiveness and work support relationship is in
contrast to empirical research that has found that expressive men and women reported
accessing more social support than low-expressive persons (Burda et al., 1984). It is
noted, however, that Burda et al.’s conclusions were based on a sample of university
undergraduate students who reported family and friends as sources of support; their
conclusions therefore may not generalize to the managerial and professional
population who may also rely on work support from colleagues and supervisors.

The failure to find significant relationships between expressiveness and both
appraisals and work support within the model may also indicate that the
expressiveness subscale of the BSRI (Bem, 1981) was not a valid means of assessing
interpersonal and relational strengths for this sample of managerial and professional
women. It is also possible that self-ascribed characteristics assessed by the BSRI do

not reflect the characteristics or traits that managerial and professional women draw

on to manage interpersonal conflict in the workplace. In contrast, personality
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characteristics that facilitate the acquisition and maintenance of relationships, such as
those reflected in Hansson, Jones, and Carpenter’s (1984) relational competence
construct (e.g., intimacy, trust, empathy, interpersonal sensitivity, social confidence)
may be more germane to the study of interpersonal stressors.

Neither marital status nor income influenced cognitive appraisals within the
main path model. However, results of the alternate path model using primary
appraisal stake scales revealed that unmarried (i.e., single, divorced, separated, and
widowed) managerial and professional women held significantly more threatening self-
interest appraisals, and that women with higher incomes appraised interpersonal work
stressors as significantly more threatening to the preservation of working
relationships, thus providing partial support for Long et al.’s findings. As Betz and
Fitzgerald (1987) suggest, it is possible that women with traditional lifestyles (e.g.,
married with children) are less invested in their careers and therefore have less at
stake when confronted with stressful situations that are appraised as threatening to
their occupational achievement (e.g., to their status at work, perceived competency,
and attainment of work goals). Moreover, a possible explanation for the significant
effect of income on relationship appraisalé in the alternate path model is that meeting
one’s financial needs allows individuals to focus their attention to other aspects of
their life such as maintaining interpersonal relationships (e.g., communicating openly
with colleagues, working collaboratively with others, and preserving others’ self-

esteem).

In addition, inconsistent with Long et al.’s (1992) findings, nonsignificant
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results were obtained for the hypothesized relationships between instrumentality and
both work demands and daily hassles within the main model. It is noted, however,
that Long et al. used composite measures to assess each construct of interest (e.g.,
agentic traits, demographic characteristics, work environment conditions, and
appraisals), whereas the current study employed single measures. The discrepant
results may reflect the different instruments used in the two studieé.

Alternatively, the differences in findings may be a function of having
controlled for the effects of NA in this study. For example, an inspection of the path
models based on both the zero-order and first-order partial correlation matrices
revealed that the significant instrumentality-haésles relationship (b=-.17) became
nonsignificant (b=-.08) when the effects of NA were removed. As indicated earlier,
NA both suppressed and strengthened a number of variable relationships. Given that
NA is considered a personality trait that encompasses a range of negative mood states
such as anxiety, worry, and pessimism (Watson & Clark, 1984), its effects are
particularly relevant to the relationships in the model that involve other personality
traits (e.g., instrumentality and expressiveness) and indicators of negative emotions
(e.g., distress). In addition, Long and Schutz (1995) contend that the stability of
distress and disengagement coping variables in their prospective study was partially a
function of some general underlying or higher-order factor or trait, such as NA, that
was. not accounted for in their model. NA was not included as a variable in the

current model because it was related to a number of predictor and outcome variables,

thus supporting earlier contentions that NA inflates stressor-strain relationships and
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that its effects should be controlled for (e.g., Brief et al., 1988; Burke et al., 1993).

It was hypothesized that both work support and work demands would be
directly related to each of the four appraisal variables. Findings indicated that work
support was positively related to perceived situational control (b=.17) and negatively
related to threatening work goal attainment appraisals (b=-.28) within the modél,
although not significantly associated with either upsetting or loss of respect for others
appraisals. Thus, managerial and professional women who reported greater work
support from colleagues and supervisors appraised stressful interpersonal conflicts as
more controllable and less threatening to the achievement of work goals. This finding
partially supports Long et al.’s (1992) results, which indicated that an unfavourable
work environment (e.g., low support and high demands) was associated with
negatively-appraised work stressors for managerial women.

The large modification indices between appraisals and work demands suggest
that appraisals were predictors of work demands and that the model may fit better if
the path from work demands to appraisals were reversed accordingly. This
modification is theoretically justifiable given that Lazarus and Folkman (1984) not
only argue that there are reciprocal effects in their stress and coping framework, but
also fail to identify the specific placement of contextual variables like environmental
characteristics in their stress and coping framework. It is possible, therefore, that
appraisals and work demands in the present study are reciprocally related given that

they were assessed at the same time period.

In support of Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) theoretical framework regarding
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the direct effects of appraisals on coping, both situational control and threatening
work goal attainment apbraisals were positively associated with engagement coping
strategies within the model (bs=.17 and .23, respectively), although it was
hypothesized that threatening work goal appraisals would be negatively related to
engagement coping. Thus, consistent with previous research linking controllable
appraisals to active forms of coping (e.g., Carver et al., 1989; Folkman & Lazarus,
1980), results of this study indicated that managerial and professional women who
appraised interpersonal conflicts as controllable but threatening to the attainment of
work goals reported increased use of engagement coping strategies to manage
interpersonal stressors. One can speculate that when managerial and professional
women appraise interpersonal stressors as threatening but controllable, they perceive
that they can effect desired changes to the situation, which promotes active efforts to
manage the situation.

In addition, consistent with previous empirical findings indicating a
relationship between negative stressor appraisals and disengagement coping forms
(e.g., Long et al., 1992; Terry et al., in press), upsetting appraisals, situational
control appraisals, and work goal attainment appraisals each had a significant effect
on disengagement coping within the model (bs=.23, -.19, and .19, respectively).
Thus, women who perceived interpersonal stressors as more upsetting, less
controllable, and more threatening to the attainment of work goals reported increased

use of disengagement coping strategies in response to them. These results suggest

that managerial and professional women are likely to withdraw from situations
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appraised as threatening and uncontrollable due to perceptions that more directive -
efforts to manage such episodes would be futile or potentially disruptive (e.g., to the
preservation of relationships).

It is interesting to note that threatening work goal attainment appraisals were
significant predictors of both engagement and disengagement coping strategies,
although loss of respect appraisals were unrelated to either engagement and
disengagement coping. Perhaps the coping measure used in this study did not fully
capture the coping efforts of managerial and professional when their respect for others
was threatened, as suggested by the type of additional interpersonal coping strategies
women anecdotally reported using (e.g., active listening and openness to others’
perspectives). Alternatively, one can speculate that managerial and professional
women may be more invested in achieving work goals than in preserving respect for
others, which thus promotes the use of active efforts to manage interpersonal stressors
that threaten the attainment of work goals. However, threatening work goal
appraisals may also lead to disengagement coping due to perceptions that more
persistent and directive coping efforts would be unsuccessful or harmful to the
maintenance of relationships with others.

It is possible that individuals first need to cognitively, emotionally, and
physically disengage or withdraw (cf. Kahn, 1990) from stressful interpersonal
situations in order to prepare themselves (e.g., problem-solve) to actively engage in

managing the situation. Further research in this area would help to better understand

the temporal pattern of disengagement and engagement coping strategies in response
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to threatening appraisals, and the extent to which engagement and disengagement
coping strategies are variously influenced by factors such as the degree of threatening
work goal attainment appraisals.

Consistent with Long et al.’s (1992) findings, disengagement coping was
significantly related to daily hassles within the model (b=.29), thus suggesting that
increased use of disengagement coping strategies in response to interpersonal work
stressors was associated with a greater number of nonwork-related daily hassles. It is
possible that disengagement or withdrawal coping is related to increased nonwork
daily frustrations due to employees’ failure to confront and resolve stressful work
events (i.e., interpersonal conflict). On the basis of Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984)
suggestion that daily hassles may reflect failed coping, engagement coping can be
construed as more effective due to its nonsignificant relationship with daily hassles
within this interpersonal stress and coping model.

Results of the main path model indicated a nonsignificant relationship between
disengagement coping and distress (b=.12), although disengagement coping had a
significant direct effect on distress (b=.17) in the path model based on the zero-order
correlation matrix. This latter finding provides support for both Lazarus and
Folkman’s (1984) framework and previous research (Gall & Evans, 1987; Israel et
al., 1989; Long et al., 1992), and indicates that NA strengthened the disengagement
coping-distress relationship. However, an inspection of the first-order partial

correlation matrix (see Table 4), which revealed a significant relationship between

disengagement coping and distress (r=.32), suggests that this relationship was
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influenced by variables other than NA. For example, disengagement coping was
indirectly related to distress through daily hassles as supported by significant
relationships in the main model between both disengagement coping and daily hassles
and between daily hassles and distress (bs=.29).

It is noted that the sample characteristics of managerial and professional
women in this study compared favourably to managerial women in Long et al.’s
(1992) model, although women in this study feported slightly lower mean levels of
work support and situational control appraisals and higher mean levels of
psychosomatic distress symptoms (i.e., depression, anxiety, and somatic complaints)
than women in Long et al.’s study. Perhaps these differences reflect the nature of the
organizational culture for which managerial and professional women were employed
in the two studies (i.e., university institutions in the current study compared with a
variety of small and large organizations in Long et al.’s model). One can speculate,
for example, that interpersonal conflicts are less controllable in conservative and
traditional work settings, characteristic of larger academic institutions, in contrast to
smaller or less hierarchical organizations. Alternatively, the difference in findings
may reflect the nature of the stressor that was examined in this study compared to
Long et al.’s model (interpersonal conflicts versus a combination of work stressors).
It is possible, for example, that interpersonal stressofs are particularly distressing (cf.
Bolger & Schilling, 1991; Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995), reflect weaker work support,

and therefore are less controllable.

It is worthy of noting that the disengagement and engagement classification of
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coping strategies incorporated in this interpersonal model of stress and coping reflect
the types of conflict styles reportedly used by professional men and women (N=313)
to resolve interpersonal conflicts in Bergmann and Volkema’s (1995) §tudy (e.g.,
discussing the issue, trying to convince, avoiding the person, ignoring or accepting
conflict). Interestingly, Bergmann and Volkema found that listening carefully to
others was one of the most frequently reported conflict styles used to manage conflicts
with supervisors, co-workers, and subordinates. Similarly, anecdotal reports by
managerial and professional women in the current study indicated that relational or
interpersonal skills (e.g., active listening and openness to others’ perspectives) were
used to manage stressful interpersonal work conflicts. Future research, therefore,
would likely benefit from investigating the role of interpersonal skills and coping
strategies in dealing with conflictual work encounters.

Consistent with Bergmann and Volkema’s (1995) recommendations, this study
examined an integrated model of processes related to interpersonal conflict, such as
conflict issues (interpersonal stressor), behavioral responses (coping strategies), and
consequences of conflict issues and behaviours (distress outcomes). However, the
relative power of conflict parties was not examined in this study, which Bergmann
and Volkema recommend future organizational conflict research address.

Mediational Effects

In support of Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) theoretical framework, it was
hypothesized that cognitive appraisals would mediate the relationships between marital

status and distress and between instrumental personality traits and distress. According
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to Baron and Kenny (1986), in order to demonstrate a mediational relationship, three
conditions must be met in the following order: (a) a significant relationship between
the antecedent and the mediating variable, (b) a significant relationship between the
mediating variable and the outcome variable, and (c) that a previously significant
relationship between the antecedent and outcome variable becomes nonsignificant
when controlling for the significant antecedent-mediating variable relationship.

Results yielded nonsignificant relationships between marital status and
appraisal variables in the current study. Similarly, within the alternate path model
based on primary appraisal stake scales, although marital status was significantly
related to self-interest appraisals (b=.21) and self-interest apprai.sals significantly
related to distress (b=.20), marital status did not have a significant direct effect on
distress. Thus, Baron and Kenny’s (1986) conditions for mediation were not met. In
terms of the instrumentality and distress mediating hypothesis, despite significant
relationships between instrumentality and upsetting appraisals (b=.18) and between
upsetting appraisals and distress (b=.24) in the main model, the association between
instrumentality and distress was nonsignificant. A similar pattern of findings emerged
in the alternate path model. Neither mediational hypothesis, therefore, was supported
by results of the main and alternate path models.

The failure to find mediational effects may be a reflection of the type of
antecedent variables used in the main study. One would expect that the mediating

role of cognitive appraisals as theorized by Lazarus and Folkman (1984) is a function

of the type of traits that predict appraisals of a particular stressor. One fruitful
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avenue for future research, therefore, would be to investigate which antecedent
variables are related to both appraisals and distress in the context of interpersonal
work stressors.

Limitations

The design of this study made it possible to examine Lazarus and Folkman’s
(1984) theoretical framework and to draw on Long et al.’s (1992) managerial model
in the context of a specific work stressor (interpersonal conflict) for female managers
and professionals. A primary limitation of this study, however, refers to the
characteristics of the sample. The selection of volunteer managerial and professional
women employed at three provincial universities restricts the ability to generalize
results to the population of university-employed female managers and professionals or
to managerial and professional women of other geographic locations and private-
sector and government settings. An additional concern about the representativeness of
the sample includes the relatively low response rate. Thus, replications of the study
with larger and more diverse populations would facilitate generalizability of findings.
Furthermore, it is not known whether the use of incentives (i.e., monetary award and
workshop invitation) to participants had an effect on the outcome of the study.

In addition, the use of recursive path analysis used in this study limits the
examination of reciprocal relationships among variables. The significant correlation
between work demands and work support (r=-.60), for example, indicates that these
two variables may be reciprocally related for this sample of managerial and

professional women. In the absence of experimental control, causal inferences about
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the variables cannot be made and results may be prone to alternate causal explanations
and to the effects of unmeasured variables. One must also consider when interpreting
the study’s findings that the Type 1 error rate is inflated as a function of multiple
paths within the model. Furthermore, given that distress symptoms were not assessed
and controlled for at Time 1, it is possible that significant predictor variable-distress
relationships within the model were a reflection of participants’ generalized tendencies
to experience distress over time. Removing the effects of trait anxiety (NA),
however, helped to control for temporal consistencies in distress within this sample of
managerial and professional women.

In this study, attempts were made to reduce difficulties with recall by
administering questionnaires relatively close to the time (i.e., 1-2 months) of the
stressful interpersonal conflict. However, this study is restricted in its sole use of
self-report measures to assess variables in the model. The single-item appraisal
measures, for example, were limited by their lack of sound psychometric properties
such as content validity and internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha). A further
limitation is that this study’s emphasis on interpersonal conflicts primarily with one
other individual at work may have been too restrictive given that interpersonal
conflicts can influence numerous relationships within an organization. Thus, future
research should include conflicts with multiple others as a unit of analysis to gain a
more complete knowledge of employees’ experiences with stressful work conflicts.

Finally, although one goal of this study was to determine the extent to which

relationships in Long et al.’s (1992) structural equation model held in the context of
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interpersonal work stressors, the different methodologies used in the two studies limits
direct comparisons of results. The constructs in Long et al.’s model, for example,
were assessed by a combination of measures, whereas the use of path analysis in this
study required that only one measure be used to assess each variable of interest.
Moreover, Long et al.’s structural equation model did not control for the effects of
NA on variable relationships, although the main path model in the current study
supported Burke et al.’s (1993) recommendations by partialling out the potential
effects of NA. In addition, whereas data were collected prospectively over three 1-
month intervals in Long et al.’s study, questionnaires were administered over three 2-
week intervals in the current study. Thus, it is possible that variations in findings
between the two studies were influenced by the application of different methods and
standardized measures.

Conclusions and Implications for Counselling Research and Practice

In summary, this is one of the few studies that has attempted to determine the
extent to which Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) theoretical assumptions hold in the
context of a specific work stressor (interpersonal conflict). Drawing on Long et al.’s
(1992) stress and coping model for managerial women, this study examined over time
the strength and direction of antecedent, contextual, mediating, and outcome variables
for a sample of university-employed managerial and professional women who reported
stressful work-related interpersonal conflicts.

Although the pattern of variable relationships in the model provides partial

support for Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) framework and Long et al.’s (1992) model,
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the majority of fit indices used indicated that the model was a poor fit to the data.

The development of adequate fit indices to assess the goodness-of-fit of the model to
the data is evolving and new information is frequently emerging regarding the relative
merits of various fit indices. A recent article by Marsh (1995), for example,
proposes that Bollen’s (1989) D, contains a computational bias and thus should not be
| used to assess mbdel fit. Given the controversy about the relative utility of fit
indices, Marsh supports Bollen and Long’s (1992) contention that "no single measure
of overall fit should be relied on exclusively" (p. 6) and recommends that model fit be
assessed by a variety of indices rather than a single fit index.

Consistent with empirical and theoretical support, controllable and threatening
work goal appraisals were each significantly related to engagement coping, and
upsetting, controllable, and threatening work goal attainment appraisals each had a
significant direct effect on disengagement coping within the model. Moreover, work
support was a significant predictor of both situational control and work goal
attainment appraisals, and instrumentality was significantly associated with upsetting
appraisals for managerial and professional women within the model. In addition, as
expected, and consistent with Long et al.’s (1992) findings, path model results yielded
significant relationships between disengagement coping and daily hassles and between
daily hassles and distress. Finally, upsetting appraisals of the interpersonal stressor
were significantly associated with heightened psychosomatic distress for managerial

and professional women.

Marital status, income, work demands, and loss of respect for others
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appraisals did not play a significant role in the current model. Moreover, results of
this interpersonal stress and coping model failed to support the mediating function of
cognitive appraisals as postulated by Lazarus and Folkman (1984).

The study was important in that coping strategies specific to interpersonal
work stressors (e.g., compromising and reasoning efforts) were incorporated into the
measure of coping that paralleled Kahn’s (1990) conceptualization of engagement and
disengagement work behaviour. However, given that the coping instrument was both
developed and used on the same sample of university-employed managerial and
professiorial women, replication of the measure is required. Further research is also
needed to more clearly discriminate whether other coping strategies or coping scales
are relevant to interpersonal stressors and differentially predict distress (e.g., type and
severity of distress outcome) for managerial and professional women. Bolger and
Zuckerman (1985), for example, found that confrontive coping strategies in response
to interpersonal conflicts were significant predictors of anger and depression for
college undergraduates.

In addition, given the paucity of empirical research examining the role of
specific stressor appraisals in the stress and coping process, results of this study
helped to clarify which cognitive appraisals were predictors and outcomes of other
variables in the path model. Moreover, results of exploratory factor analyses
provided a stronger understanding of women’s appraisal process in response to
interpersonal work conflicts. The relationship and self-interest primary appraisal

stakes that emerged from factor analysis support contemporary feminist perspectives
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(e.g., Lerman, 1986; Miller, 1986) that characterize women’s development as an
integration of both inner (e.g., individual beliefs and values) and external (e.g.,
interpersonal relationships) processes. However, given that the role of cognitive
appraisals in specific stressful situations is still unclear, replication of this appraisal
measure is needed on sufficiently large samples so that more sophisticated analyses
(i.e., confirmatory factor analysis) can be conducted.

This study also helped to better understand the role of both expressive
personality traits and NA in managerial and professional women’s experiences of
coping with a particular type of work stressor (interpersonal conflict). Stress and
coping research, for example, has tended to generalize results across a variety of
work stressors, rather than focusing on predominant stressors such as interpersonal
conflict. However, as reported earlier, expressive personality traits, assessed by the
BSRI (Bem, 1981) failed to contribute to the stress and coping model, thus indicating
that alternate measures to assess women'’s interpersonal strengths be employed in
future research.

Given the difficulties in identifying antecedent variables (e.g., personality traits
and resources) specific to interpersonal stressors, this line of research could benefit
from the application of qualitative research approaches to isolate other variables that
are relevant to managerial and professional women’s process of coping with stressful
interpersonal work conflicts. Results indicated, for example, that 12% of the total
variance was accounted for in the current model, therefore suggesting the presence of

other unmeasured factors. For example, personality characteristics that promote the
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acquisition and preservation of relationships such as those reflected in Hansson et al.’s
(1984) relational competence construct may be particularly relevant to the study of
interpersonal conflict. Relatedly, attachment style or behaviour, based on early
family experiences, may influence the nature of work relationships (cf. Hazan &
Shaver, 1990) and therefore be worthy of examination in an interpersonal model of
stress and coping.

Occupational stress and coping research could also benefit from continued use
of statistical approaches such as structural equation modelling that take into account
the reliability of self-report measures and test the reciprocal nature of relationships.
Moreover, although retrospective recall of a single stressful event over the past month
is typical in occupational stress and coping research, further studies might consider
examining several instances of stressful situations on a more micro-level or daily basis
in order to provide a broader understanding of one’s manner of coping with chronic
stressors (e.g., Bolger, DeLongis, Kessler, & Schilling, 1989).

This study has implications for strengthening both counselling psychology
research and practice. Within the counselling psychology field, the theory that most
closely illustrates specific factors associated with employees’ psychological
functioning is the Theory of Work Adjustment (TWA; Dawis & Lofquist, 1984),
which identifies person-environment characteristics as determinants of work
adjustment. This theory proposes that a strong person-environment correspondence
leads to greater satisfaction, which is the primary indicator of work adjustment.

Work adjustment research, however, has both ignored other indicators of work
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adjustment (e.g., psychological strain symptoms) and failed to identify which
combination of individual and environmental factors influence healthy adjustment to
stressful work situations. Tinsley (1993), for example, argues that the TWA (Dawis
& Lofquist, 1984) does not fully consider the impact of complex cognitive and
personality processes on individuals’ work adjustment. Results of the present study
suggest that an individual’s adjustment to work may be influenced by the manner in
which she appraises and responds to work-related interpersonal conflicts. Guided by
a stress and coping conceptual framework, this study complements work adjustment
research in a prospective examination of the relative direct and indirect effects of
cognitive appraisals, coping strategies, individual characteristics and resources, and
contextual variables on managerial and professional women’s distress.

Moreover, results of this study provide direction for how future occupational
stress research should examine the role of NA. Although NA was treated as a
confounding factor in this study and its effects removed from the path model, other
researchers have examined the main, mediating, and moderating (i.e., interactive)
effects of NA in the stress and coping process (e.g., Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995;
Parkes, 1986, 1990). Given that results of the path models based on both the first-
and zero-order correlation matrices indicated that the ‘inclusion of NA significantly
influenced only specific variable relationships within the model (e.g., disengagement
to distress, instrumentality to daily hassles), future research might include NA as a
variable within an interpersonal stress and coping path model to better understand its

impact (e.g., moderating effects) on select variable relationships.
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The results of this interpersonal stress and coping model for managerial and
professional women also have implications for counselling interventions. Given
evidence for the negative effects of work-related interpersonal conﬂict- on well-being
(e.g., Repetti, 1987, 1993a; Snapp, 1992), there is a need to more clearly understand
the factors that contribute to interpersonal conflicts and the ways in which women
cope with conflicts. Of particular importance are stress management programs that
encourage managerial and professional women to examine core beliefs, values, and
philosophies that underly their appraisals of interpersonal work stressors and
subsequent coping efforts. Having a clearer understanding of why interpersonal
conflicts are appraised in a particular manner may help individuals to determine to
what extent, given the nature of their resources and work context, they are able to
modify their negative appraisals.

In circumstances where appraisals are considered changeable, cognitive-
behavioral interventions (e.g., Ivancevich, Matteson, Freedman, & Phillips, 1990;
Matheny, Aycock, Pugh, Curlette, & Silva Cannella, 1986; Meichenbaum, 1977) may
be helpful in altering negative (e.g, upsetting, uncontrollable, and threatening)
appraisals, which in turn impact coping efforts and distress outcomes. Within this
model of interpersonal stress and coping, for example, upsetting stressor appraisals
were associated with distress, and upsetting, uncontrollable, and threatening work
goal attainment appraisals were each related to increased use of disengagement coping
which, in turn, was indirectly related to distress through daily hassles.

In addition, knowledge of one’s level of NA (e.g., anxiety, pessimism,
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nervousness, and worry) would be useful information in designing individualized
counselling interventions for managers and professionals. Stress management
interventions, for example, have been found to be effective in reducing trait anxiety,
an indicator of NA (Eppley, Abrams, & Shear, 1989). As results of the path model
based on the zero-order correlation matrix revealed, trait anxiety (i.e., NA)
strengthened the relationships between disengagement coping and distress and between
instrumentality and daily hassles for managerial and professional women.

The current results also suggest that the nature of the work setting plays an
integral role in how managerial and professional women perceive interpersonal work
conflicts. Organizational procedures and policies that adopt mentoring systems and
management sensitivity training programs would be helpful in cultivating supportive
working environments that both reduce the prevalence of interpersonal conflict within
organizations and facilitate positive (e.g., controllable and less threatening work goal
attainment) appraisals of workplace conflict. It is recommended, therefore, that
interventions be implemented at both the individual and organizational levels in order

to most effectively alleviate the negative effects of workplace interpersonal conflict on

managerial and professional women’s experience of distress.
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TIME 1 TIME 2 TIME 3

STATUS
« marital
* parental
« income

DISENGAGEMENT .19

COPING

27

21

18

SEX ROLE
ATTITUDES

ENGAGEMENT
COPING

47

DISTRESS

-.34

-25

35

ENVIRONMENT

» SATISFACTION

y91

.36

Figure Al. Final Stress and Coping Model for Managerial Women (adapted from Long et al., 1992). (Arrows indicate the direction of relationships
among latent variables assessed at three time periods, 1-month apart. Significant paths and standardized LISREL estimates are indicated.)
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STRESS AND COPING QUESTIONNAIRE

For purposes of statistical analysis only, please answer the following questions about yourself. Your answers will remain
anonymous and strictly confidential. However, this biographical data is crucial to the study. Please answer ALL questions.

Answer the following questions by circling the number next to the most appropriate response, unless otherwise instructed.

1.

Are you (circle one only): 7.

Married/remarried/living with a partner 1
Single
Divorced/separated/widowed 3

What is your age? years

What is the highest educational qualification 8.

you have obtained?

Did not graduate from high school 1
High school graduation 2
College (2-3 year degree) 3
University (4-5 year degree) 4
Post-university degree 5

Number of children in your household:

None

One

Two

Three

Four or more

[V N S

Do you have pre-school age children in your
household? (circle one) Yes No

Taking into account all income sources, which of the 12.

following income ranges is nearest to your expected
gross "household” income for this calendar year?

Less than $25,000
$26,000 to $40,000
$41,000 to $60,000
$61,000 to $80,000
$81,000 to $100,000
Greater than $100,000

AW LN —

10.

11.

Would you describe yourself as a:
(circle one only):
Financial Manager
Human Resources Manager
Purchasing Manager
Other Administrative Service Manager
Professional Staff employee

N B W N

What is your job title?

Are you employed full-time (20 hrs+ per week)
in your present position? (circle one) Yes No

If you answered “yes’ to item 9, please indicate
the length of time you have been employed full-time
in your present position: months

" How many staff do you supervise directly?

(check one):

__ Nomne __ 2024
15 _ 2529

__ 69 3034
____10-14 ___ more than 34
_ 15-19

What size budget do you control?

Not applicable

Less than $50,000
$51,000 to $300,000
$301,000 to $500,000
$501,000 to $1,000,000
$1,001,000 to $5,000,000
$5,001,000 to $8,000,000
Over $8,000,000

O~ WN —
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We would like you to use the following characteristics In order to describe
yourself. That Is, indicate, on a scale from 1 to 7, how true of you these varlous
characteristics are. Please do not leave any characteristics unmarked. Place
appropriate number In the box beside the word.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| | | ] | ] |
] ! 'l i I | !
Never or Usually Sometimes but  Occasionally Often Usually Always or
almost not infrequently true true almost
never true ' true true always true
Defend my own beliefs Adaptable Flatterable
Affectionate Dominant Theatrical
Conscientious Tender Self-sufficient
Independent Conceited Loyal
Sympathetic Willing to take a stand Happy

Moody Love children Individualistic
Assertive Tactful Soft-spoken
Sen_éitive to needs of others Aggressive Unpredictable
Reliable Gentle Masculine
Strong personality Conventional Gullible
Understanding Self-reliant Solemn
Jealous Yielding Competitive
Forceful Helpful Childlike
Compassionate Athletic Likable
Truthful Cheerful Ambitious

" Have leadership abilities

Unsystematic

Do not use harsh language

- Eager to soothe hurt feelings Analytical Sincere
Secretive Shy Act as a leader
Willing to take risks Inefficient Feminine

Warm Make decisions easily Friendly
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INSTRUCTIONS: A number of statements which people have used to describe themselves are given
below. Read each statement and then circle the appropriate number to the right of the statement to
indicate how you generally feel. There are no right or wrong answers. Do not spend too much time
on any one statement but give the answer which seems to describe how you generally feel.

Almost Never Sometimes Often Almost

Always
1. I feel pleasant ' 1 2 3 4
2. I feel nervous and restless 1 2 3 4
3. I feel satisfied with myself 1 2 3 4

4. I wish I could be as happy as

others seem to be 1 2 3 4
5. I feel like a failure 1 2 3 4
6. I feel rested 1 2 3 4
7. I am "calm, cool, and collected" 1 2 3 4

8. I feel that difficulties are piling

up so that I cannot overcome them 1 2 3 4
9. I worry too much over something

that really doesn’t matter 1 2 3 4
10. I am happy 1 2 3 4
11. I have disturbing thoughts 1 2 3 4
12. I lack self-confidence 1 _ 2 3 4
13. I feel secure 1 2 3 4
14. I make decisions easily -1 2 3 4
15. I feel inadequate 1 2 3 4
16. I am content 1 2 3 4
17. Some unimportant thought runs

through my mind and bothers me 1 2 3 4

18. I am a steady person 1 2 3 4
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Almost Never = Sometimes Often ' Almost'
Always

19. - 1 take disappointments 'so keenly that
I can’t put them out of my mind 1 2 -3 4

20. Igetina

state of tension or turmoil

~as’'[ think over my recent concerns : .
~and’interests ' 1 2 3 4

Thank you for co
weeks time. '

mpleting' Part One of the questionnaire. Please complete and return Part Two in two
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Appendix D
Covering Letter: Questionnaire Part Two
Primary -and Secohdary Appraisal Scales
Revised Ways of Coping Checklist (Modified)
'The Work Environment Scéle

The Hassles Scale
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COPING WITH WORK STRESS

Interpersonal conflicts in the workplace are a common source of stress among managers and professionals. The purpose
of this section of the questionnaire is to find out the kinds of work-related interpersonal conflicts that trouble
employees, and how employees deal with them.

Take a few minutes and think about an interpersonal conflict that you have had at work with a supervisor, colleague,
subordinate, faculty member, or _client. Please focus on the most stressful conflict you have had with that person
during the past two months. By “stressful” we mean a situation with a supervisor, colleague, subordinate, faculty
member, or client which was difficult or troubling to you, either because it upset you or because it took effort to deal with
it. The interpersonal conflict you identify may have occurred only once or be ongoing. If it is ongoing, please focus on
the most recent conflict situation that you have experienced during the past two months.

Interpersonal conflicts may include, for example, differences in management and communication styles, manner of
decision-making, company procedures, employee rights, and hiring practises. Interpersonal conflicts are those that threaten
or harm you in some manner (e.g., harm your self-esteem, well-being, work goals, working relationships, etc.) The
interpersonal conflict you identify must be one in which you were involved, and not one that you witnessed between two
other co-workers in your department or organization.

In the space provided below please describe the interpersonal conflict situation (briefly):

1.

Please indicate below why this interpersonal conflict was stressful for you:

Please indicate who you were in conflict with in the situation you just described:

(check one) Supervisor Colleague Subordinate Faculty Member Client

Please indicate the gender of the person with whom you were in conflict: Male Female

To what extent do you regularly experience conflict with this person?
(please circle the correct response) 1 : 2 3 4
Rarely Monthly Weekly Daily
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2. What was the main or primary emotion that you experienced as a result of this event? Write the number 1 next
to that emotion. If other emotions were also experienced, number them 2, 3, etc. in their order of importance.

Anger, disgust
Tension, fear or anxiety, worry

Feelings of loss, depression, or guilt
Other (please describe):

AR

3. How upsetting was this expefience for you?

Not very upsetting
Slightly upsetting
Fairly upsetting
Very upsetting
Extremely upsetting

4. How important did you consider the impact of the conflict situation to be on your day? (please check one response)

— Not at all important
___ Slightly important
_ Moderately important
— Quite important

— Extremely important

S. How much control did you feel you had to deal with each of the following?
The situation Your emotions Your behaviours
_ No control whatsoever No control whatsoever No control whatsoever

__ Very little control

___ Some control

____ A fair amount of control
___ A great deal of control

Very little control

Some control

A fair amount of control
A great deal of control

Very little control

Some control

A fair amount of control
A great deal of control

According to your assessment, to what extent is the stressful event described by you

Not at A
all great deal
1. one in which you needed to know more before you could act 1 2 3 4 5
2. one that you could change or do something about 1 2 3 4 5
3. one that you could accept 1 2 3 4 5
4, one in which you had to hold yourself back from doing
what you wanted to - I 2 3 4 5
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STAKE,

Please indicate the extent to which each of the following stakes were involved for you in the stressful interpersonal
encounter you just described. By stakes, we mean your values, ideals, or goals that were at risk of being threatened,
harmed, or lost as a result of the interpersonal conflict, regardless of how you responded to the conflict situation or its
outcome. Please circle the appropriate number next to each of the following items.

Does not apply Applies Applies a
to me Somewhat Great Deal

1. I might harm my collaborative working relationship

with someone 1 2 3 4 5
2, I might harm somepne’s self-esteem 1 2 3 4 5
3 My suggestions might not be taken seriously 1 2 3 4 5
4. The work atmosphere might be harmed 1 2 3 4 5
5. I might appear incompetent 1 2 3 4 5
6. . My department might be unproductive 1 2 3 4 5
7. I might not achieve an important goal in my job or work 1 2 3 4 5
8. I might appear unproductive 1 2 3 4 | 5
9. I'might lose my power to express personal opinions

or suggestions 1 2 3 4 5
10. I might lose respect for someone else : 1 2 3 4 5
11. I might lose status in my job . 1 2 3 4 5
12. I might harm my self-esteem 1 2 3 4 5
13.  I'might not trust information provided to me by

someone else 1 2 3 4 5
14. I might not receive recognition in my job 1 2 3 4 5
15. I might be criticized or falsely accused 1 2 3 4 5
16. I might fail at my work project(s) 1 2 3 4 b
17. I might not meet my own expectations 1 2 3 4 5
18. The clarity and openness of communication within

the department might be harmed , 1 2 3 4 5

19. I might harm my emotional well-being : 1 2 3 4 5
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Does not apply Applies Applies a
to me Somewhat Great Deal

20.  Others might harm their emotional well-being 1 2 3 4 5
21. I might not complete work tasks o1 2 3 4 5
22, I might lose my self-respect ' 1 2 3 4 5
23. I might lose the approval or respect of someone

important to me 1 2 3 4 5
24, I might lose my power to influence others’ behaviour

or performance 1 2 3 4 5
25. I might appear to be an uncaring person 1 2 3 4 5
26. I might not communicate honestly and openly with
: others at work 1 2 3 4 5
27. I might not believe that I'm doing something

important or worthwhile 1 2 3 4 5

Please check the item below that best describes the outcome of the stressful interpersonal encounter. (Check only one item).

YES
1. Unresolved and worse -
2. Not changed -
3. Resolved but not to your satisfaction _
4. Unresolved but improved -
5. Resolved to your satisfaction -
6. Not resolved but no longer a concern -

COPING

We now want to know how you coped with the conflict situation. Please focus once again on the stressful interpersonal
conflict you just described. Below is a list of responses that you may or may not have used in the conflict situation.
Please read each response below and indicate by circling the appropriate number, the extent to which you used (i.e., how
much you used) each response in the situation you have just described.

, Used ~ Used Quite  Used A
Not Used . Somewhat A Bit Great Deal

1. Tried to see this as an opportunity to learn new skills 0 1 2 3




10.
11.
12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

- 19

20.

21.

Not Used

Tried to avoid being with people in general 0
Had fantasies or wishes about how things

might turn out 0
Criticized or lectured myself 0
Left work as soon as possible for the day 0
Tried to avoid other staff members 0
I went over in my mind what I would say or do 0
Wished that the situation would go away or

somehow be over with 0
Expressed my irritation and frustration by swearing,
slamming things down, crumpling paper, and so forth 0
Talked to someone about how I was feeling 0
Had a good cry 0
Established some sort of routine 0
I tried to see things from the other person’s

point of view 0
I expressed anger to the person(s) who caused

the problem 0
I daydreamed or imagined a better time or place

than the one I was in 0.
Tried to get the person responsible to change

his or her mind 0
I tried to forget the whole thing 0
Wished that I could change what happened or

how I felt 0
Just accepted that it was another job, and got

on with it 0
Looked for the silver lining, so to speak; tried

to look on the bright side of things 0
Put extra attention on planning and scheduling 0

Used
Somgwhat

1

Used Quite
A Bit

2
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Used A
Great Deal

3




22,

23

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.
3L

32,

33.

34.

3s.
36.
3.
38.
39.
40.

41.

Not Used

Tried to make myself feel better by eating, drinking,
smoking, using drugs or medication, etc.

I tried to keep my feelings from interfering with
other things too much

I used reason to settle things

I thought about how a person I admired would
handle this situation and used that as a model

Tried to be very organized so that I could keep
on top of things

Expressed my irritation and frustration to myself

Thought how much better things are for me
compared to the past or to my peers

Came up with a couple of different solutions to
the problem

Took it out on other people
Hoped a miracle would happen

Just concentrated on what I had to do next--the
next step

Simply took one day at a time

Tried to think of myself as a winner—as someone
who always comes through

Slept more than usual

I tried to find a solution that was fair to both ‘of us
Went along with fate; sometimes I just have bad luck
Bargained to get something positive from the situation
I met the other person half-way

Stood my ground and fought for what I wanted

Compromised to get something positive from
the situation

Used
Somewhat

Used Quite
A Bit

182

Used A
Great Deal
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Used Used Quite -~ Used A
Not Used Somewhat A Bit Great Deal
42, 1 did something which I didn’t think would work,
but at least I was doing something 0 1 2 3
43, I accepted the next best thing to what I wanted 0 1 2 3
44, I stated my position directly to the person I was
in conflict with 0 1 2 3

Thank you for completing this section of the stress and coping questionnaire. Please write below any other comments you
may wish to add, e.g., experiences/techniques you have personally found useful in coping with the interpersonal problems
associated with being in a managerial or professional position.

(Questionnaire continues on the next page; Please turn page)
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The following statements are about the place in which you work. The statements are intended to apply to all
work environments. However, some words may not be quite suitable for your work environment. For example,
the term supervisor is meant to refer to the boss, manager, department head, or the person or persons to whom
an employee reports. . You are to decide which statements are true of your work environment and which are false
(during the past month). If you think a statement is true or mostly true of your work environment, circle the
letter T (true). If you think the statement is false, or mostly false, circle the letter F (false).

TRUE FALSE
-1 The work is really challenging. ' T F
S 2. People go out of their way to help a new employee feel comfortable. T F
3. Supervisors tend to talk down to employees. T F
4, Few employees have any important responsibilities. T F
5. There is constant pressure to keep working. T F
6. Things arc sometimes prefty disorganized. | T F
7. - T:Ii;éré;'é 'al'—‘sftfict emﬁhqy@i’éﬁ on f()_liowing policies and regulations. T F
8. There’s not much group spirit. T F
9. The atmosphere is somewhat impersonal. T F
10. Supervisors usually qompiiment an employee who does something well. T F
11. Employees have a greaf deal of freedom to do as they like. T F
12. There always seems to be an urgency about everything, T F
13. Activities are -well plauned. - - T F
14. Péoélé. éan wear wilqdi looking clothing on the job if they want. T F
15.‘ : : Alotofpeople seemto bejust éutting in time. T F
16. People take a personéli‘in.téfésvt in each other. T | F
17. Supervisors tend to discourage criticisms from employees. T F
18. Employees are enéouraged to make their own decisions. T F
19. People cannot afford to relax. | T ‘ F
20. Ruies and regulations >ar,e somewhat vague and ambiguous. T F

21. People are expected to follow set rules in doing their work. T F




2.
23.
24.
25.

26.
27.
28.
29.

30.
31,
32.
33.
34,
35,
36.
37,
38.
39,
40.
a1.

42.

43,

People seem to take pride in the organization.

Employees rarely do things together after work.

Supervisors usually give full credit to ideas contributed by employees.
People can use their own initiative to do things.

Nobody works too hard.

The responsibilities of supervisors are clearly defined.

Supervisors keep a rather close watch on employees.

People put quite a lot of effort into what they do.

People are generally frank about how they feel.

Supervisors often criticize employees over minor things.

Supervxsors encourage employees to rely on themselves when a
problem arises. ‘

Thefe is no time preSsure.: '

The details of assigried jobs are generally explained to employees.
Rules and regulations are pretty'well enforced.

Few people ever volunteer.

lémpleyees often eat lunch together.

Employees generally feel free to ask for a raise.

Employees generally do not try to be unique and different.

It-is very. hard to keep-up-with your work load.

Empldyees are often confused about exactly what they are supposed to do.

Supervxsors are always checking on employees and superv1se them
very closely.

If is quite a lively place.

Employees who differ greatly from the others in the organization don’t
get on well.

185
TRUE

e T I

-

FALSE
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TRUE FALSE

45. Supervisors expect .félr‘ ;;)0 much from employees. ‘ T ' F
46. Employees are encouraged to learn things even if they are not directly

related to the job. T F.
47. You can take it casy and still get your work done. T F
48. Fringe benefits are fully explained to employees. | T F
-49. Supervisors do not often give in' to employee pressure. : T F
50. It’s hard to get people to do any extra work. T F
51.  Employees often talk to each other about their personal problems. T F
52. Emplqyees discuss t_heir_ personal problems with supervisors. T F
53. Employees function fairly independently of supervisors. T F
54. . There are always deadlines to be set. B T F
55. Rules and policies are constantly changing. T F
56. Employees are expected to conform rather strictly to the rules and customs. T F
57. The work is usually very interesting. T F
58. Often people make trouble by talking behind others’ backs. T F
59. Supervisors really stand up for their people. ' T F
60. Supervisdrs meet with employees regularly to discuss their future work goals. T F
61. ?eoplé often have to work overtime to get their work done. T F
62. Supervisors encourage employees to be neat and tidy. . T F
63. If an employee comes in late, s/he can make it up by staying late. T F

"Modified and reproduced by special permission of the Publisher, Consulting Psychologists Press, Palo Alto, CA
94303 from Work Environment Scale by Rudolf H. Moos and Paul Insel. Copyright 1974 by Consulting
Psychologists Press, Inc. All rights reserved. Further reproduction is prohibited without the Publisher’s written
consent.”
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HASSLES

Directions:

HASSLES are irritants than can range from minor annoyances to fairly major pressures,
problems, or difficulties; they can make you upset or angry. Some hassles occur on a fairly regular
basis and others are relatively rare. Some have only a slight effect, while others have-a strong effect.

* Listed below are a number of ways in which a person can feel hassled. Please think about how
much of a hassle each item has been for you in the past month. Indicate how much of a hassle the
item has been for you in the past month by circling the appropriate number.

How much of a hassle was this for you in the past month?

None or Quite - A Great

Not applicable - Somewhat A Bit Deal
1. Your child(ren) 0 1 2 3
2. Your parents or parents-in-law 0 1 2 3
3. Other relative(s) 0 1 2 3
4. Your spouse . 0 1 2 3
5..  Time spent with famil 0 1 2 3
6. Health or well-being of a family
member ' 0 1 2 3
7. Intimacy - 0 1 2 3
8. Family-related obligations 0 1 2 3
9. Your friend(s) 0 1 2 3
10. Enough money for necessities ‘
(food, clothing, housing, health - - . o
care, taxes, insurance, etc.) 0 1 2 ' 3
11. Enough money for education 0o 1 _ 2 3
12. Enough money for emergencies - 0 - o1 2 3
13.  Enough money for extras ' ‘
(entertainment, recreation, _ _ )
vacations, etc.) 0 1 ' 2 3
.14, Financial care for someone who ' '
doesn’t live with you 0 1 2 3
15. - Investments 0 1 2 3
16. Your smoking 0 1 2 3
17 Your drinking 0 1 2 3
18. Your physical appearance 0 1 2 3
19. Exercise(s) 0 1 2 3
20.  Your medical care 0 1 2 3
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How much of a hassle was this for you in the past month? |

None or : : Quite A Great

Not applicable Somewhat A Bit Deal

21.  The weather - o 0 . 1 2 3
22. News events _ , -0 - 1 - 2 3
23. Your environment (quality of air, : ' ‘ :

noise level, greenery, etc). 0 1 2 -3
24. Political or social issues : 0 2 3
25. Your neighbourhood . ,

(neighbours, setting) 0 1 2 3
26. Conserving (gas, electricity, water,

gasoline, etc.) ' 0 1 2 3
27. Pets 0 1 2 3
.28. Cooking 0 1 2 3
29. Housework - 0 1 2 3
30. Home repairs 0 1 2 3
31. Yardwork 0 1 2 3
32. Car maintenance . 0 1 2 3
33. Taking care of paperwork (paying R : : :

bills, filling out forms, etc.) , 0 B 2 3
34. . Home entertainment (TV, music, - ' : :

reading, etc.) E 0 S | 2 3
35.  Amount of free time 0 1 2 3
36. Recreation and entertainment

outside the home (movies, sports,

: eating out, walking, etc.) 0 1 2 3
37.  Eating (at home) 0 1 2 3
38.  Church or community
© " organizations 0 - 1 2 3
39, Legal matters o 0 1 2 3
40. Being organized o 0 1 2 3

“41.  Social commitments 0 1 2 3
42:  Your job security ' -0 1 2 3
43, Time alone ' 0 1 2. 3

44.  HAVE WE MISSED ANY OF YOUR HASSLES?
- IF SO WRITE THEM BELOW: -
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Appendix E

| CoveringlLett.er: Questionnaire Part Three
The Symptom Check List-90-R

Summary of Results Request Form

Monetary Award Entry Form
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INSTRUCTIONS:

Below is a list of problems people sometimes have. Please read each one carefully, and blacken the
circle that best describes HOW MUCH THAT PROBLEM HAS DISTRESSED OR BOTHERED YOU
DURING THE PAST 7 DAYS INCLUDING TODAY. Blacken the circle for only one number for
each problem and do not skip any items. If you change your mind, erase your first mark carefully.

Not at A Little Quite A

_ ' _ All Bit Moderately Bit Extremely
HOW MUCH WERE YOU
DISTRESSED BY:
1. Headaches 0 1 2 3 4
2. Nervous or shakiness inside =~ 0 1 2 3 4
3. Repeated unpleasant thoughts

that won’t leave your mind 0 1 2 3 4
4, Faintness or dizziness 0 1 2 3 4
5. Loss of sexual interest or

pleasure 0 1 2 3 4
6. Feeling critical of others 0 1 2 3 4
7. The idea that someone else can

control your thoughts -0 1 2 3 4
8. Feeling others are to blame

for most of your troubles 0 1 2 3 4
9. Trouble remembering things 0 1 2 3 4
10. Worried about sloppiness or

carelessness 0 1 2 3 4
11. Feeling easily annoyed or

irritated 0 1 2 3 4
12. Pains in heart or chest 0 1 2 3 4
13.  Feeling afraid in open spaces

or on the streets 0 1 2 3 4
14. Feeling low in energy or

slowed down 0 1 2 3 4
15. Thoughts of ending your life 0 1 2 3 4

16. Trembling 0 1 2 3 4



17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

217.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

Hearing voices that other
people do not hear

Feeling that most people
cannot be trusted

Poor appetite
Crying easily

Feeling shy or uneasy with
the opposite sex

Feeling of being caught or
trapped

Suddenly scared for no reason

Temper outbursts that you
could not control

Feeling afraid to go out of
your house alone

Blaming yourself for things
Pains in lower back

Feeling blocked in getting
things done

Feeling lonely
Feeling blue

Worrying too much about
things

Feeling no interest in things
Feeling fearful
Having to repeat the same

actions such as touching,
counting, or washing

Not at
All

Feeling others do not understand

you or are unsympathetic

A Little
Bit

Moderately

Quite A
Bit

192

Extremely
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Not at A Little Quite A
| All Bit Moderately Bit Extremely
|
36. Your feelings being easily hurt 0 1 2 3 4
37. Feeling that people are
unfriendly or dislike you 0 1 2 3 4
38. Having to do things very
' slowly to insure correctness 0 1 2 3 4
39. Heart pounding or racing 0 1 2 3 4
40. Nausea or upset stomach -0 1 2 3 4
41. Feeling inferior to others 0 1 2 3 4
42, Soreness of your muscles 0 1 2 3 4
43. Feeling that you are watched
or talked about by others 0 1 2 3 4
44, Trouble falling asleep 0 1 2 3 4
45. Having to check and double-
check what you do 0 1 2 3 4
46. Difficulty in making decisions 0 1 2 3 4
47. Feeling afraid to travel on
buses, subways, or trains 0 1 2 3 4
48. Trouble getting your breath 0 1 2 3 4
49. Hot or cold spells 0 1 2 3 4

50.  Having to avoid certain things,
places or activities because
they frighten you _ 0 1 2 3 4

51. Your mind going blank 0 1 2 3 4

52. Numbness or tingling in parts
of your body 0 1 2 3 4

53. Feeling hopeless about the
future 0 1 2 3 4

54. Feeling that people will take
advantage of you if you
let them 0 1 2 3 4
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Not at A Little Quite A
All Bit Moderately Bit Extremely

55. A lump in your throat 0 1 2 3 4
56. Trouble concentrating 0 1 2 3 4
57. Feeling weak in parts of

your body 0 1 2 3 4
58. Feeling tense or keyed up 0 1 2 3 4
59. Heavy feelings in your arms

or legs 0 1 2 3 4
60. Thoughts of death or dying 0 1 2 3 4
61. Overeating 0 1 2 3 4
62. Feeling uneasy when people are

watching or talking about you 0 1 2 3 4
63. Having thoughts that are not

your own 0 1 2 3 4
64. Having urges to beat, injure,

or harm someone 0 1 2 3 4
65. Awakening in the early

morning 0 1 2 3 4
66. Sleep that is restless or

disturbed 0 1 2 3 4
67. Having urges to break or

smash things 0 1 2 3 4
68. Having ideas or beliefs that

others do not share 0 1 2 3 4
69. Feeling very self-conscious

with others 0 1 2 3 4
70. Feeling uneasy in crowds, such

as shopping or at a movie 0 1 2 3 4
71. Other people being aware of

your private thoughts 0 1 2 3 4

72. Feeling uncomfortable about
eating or drinking in public 0 | 2 3 4




73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

Feeling everything is an effort
Spells of terror or panic

Getting into frequent
arguments

Feeling so restless you can’t
sit still

Feeling nervous when you are
left alone

Others not giving you proper
credit for your achievements

Feeling lonely even when you
are with people

Feelings of worthlessness
Shouting or throwing things

The feeling that something bad
is going to happen to you

Feeling afraid you will faint
in public

Having thoughts about sex that
bother you a lot

The idea that you should be
punished for your sins

Thoughts and images of a
frightening nature

The idea that something serious
is wrong with your body

Never feeling close to another
person

Feelings of guilt

The idea that something is
wrong with your mind

Not at
All

0

0

A Little
Bit

1

Moderately
2

2

Quite A
Bit

3

3

195

Extremely
4

4
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REQUEST FOR SUMMARY REPORT OF FINDINGS/
PARTICIPATION IN STRESS MANAGEMENT WORKSHOP

I wish to receive a summary report of the study’s findings:
(please check) Yes No

I wish to be contacted about participating in a stress management workshop with other
university- employed managerial and professional women:
B (please check) Yes No

Name:

Address:

Telephone No.

Please mail this form separate from your completed questionnaire using the atfached
letter-size reply envelope.
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' Appendix F
Pilot Study Report

Pilot Study Questionnair‘e.
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Pilot Study Report

‘Procedure. The pilot study, whicﬁ involQed several phases, was conducted to
refine the primary éppraisal and copihg instrumeh§§ that were_used_ in the ﬁlain study.
The pilot s_t‘ud)},’ was designed to de;/elop pfilmafy appraisal -and. éoping ivt,em.sy 50 that
factor analyses could identify primary appraisal and c;op_ing factors specific to
managers’ and professionals’ experiences of work—relafed interpersonal stressors. The
first phase of the pilot study involve_d' conductiﬁg a focus- group discussion, which was
taped and later transcribed, With seveﬁ university-employed managers aﬁd |
professionals to gain information: about how employees appraise and cope with
stressful infefpersonal conflicts at wo'rk;'. ; Content analysis was then perforined on the
focus group transcript to determine 'Which thr'c_aerlts,&harms, or Josses (i.e.,‘ primary
appraisal stakes):managers and professionals assc)c_iatgd with interpersonal conflicts at
work, and which coping strategies they uséd to deal with coﬁflict situatioﬁs. Based on
focus group information and relevant stress ahd coping and organizafionz_ll behaviour
theory and research, a selection of 42 primary .appraisal and 66 -coping iterhs were
develope& (see Appendix G for primary abpraisal and coping item sou_rces"); :

The next phase of the piiot study involved conducting a pr_e-evalu_ation group,
dufing which six members of the original 'focus ‘group were asked to,corﬂment on the
relevance of primary- appraisal and coping items, ‘ease of instruétions, and general
reactions fo the questionnaire. Re_spondenté reportéd thaf select primary appfaisal and
coping items did not ‘accurately reflect their experjences‘ with interpersonal work |

~ stressors and that cbpi_ng scale instructions required further clarification. 'On the basis

of group members’ comments and recommendations, primary appraisal and coping




1200:

- items, in addition to coping questionnaire instructions, were then modified (see =~

Appendix H for reworded items and instructions).

Finally, the researcher contacted representatives from two provincial _ '

_ universities to request permission to distribute questionnaires to university-employed = -

managers and professionals. An advertisement was posted in one university’s

employee newsletter describing the preliminary study and requesting the participation

of managers and professionals. Each university representative provided the researcher

with a computer-generated random list of equal numbers of male and female managers
and professionals. Using the campus mailing system, questionnaires were distributed
to 436 male and female managers and professionals at the University of Victoria -

(UVic) and three months later, to 400 managers and professiohals at the University of

- British Columbia (UBC; see the attached pilot study questionnaire). Managers and

professionals who had not experienced an interpersonal conflict in the past mor_ith

were asked to complete and return only the demographic questions. Seven weeks

. after questionnaire distribution at UBC, follow-up letters were mailed to the 400 UBC
- managers and professionals to invite those individuals who had not yet responded to
the questionnaire to do so. Following pilot study analyses, a summary repoft' of the

study’s findings was sent to those participants who requested one.

Of the 836 questionnai;es that were distributed, 243 (123 from UVic and 120
fr’o_m UBC) were returned resuiting in a 29% return rate. Of the returned
questiqnnaires, 133 were used in data analyses (66 and 67, réspectively,' were frc'>mv
UVic and UBC'managerial_ and professional workers). Qne—hundred and ten

questionnaires were unusable due to failure to provide an appropriate example of an
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interpersonal conflict situation (4), or failure to complete appraisal and coping items

(106) attributed in part to not having experienced a conflict during the previous
month, as reported by a number of respondents who returned only completed
demographic information.

Participants. Pilot study participants included 133 male (N=56) and female
(N=77) volunteers in managerial (41%) and pro;essionals (59%) positions from two
provincial universities. Eligibility criteria included having experienced an
interpersonal conflict with a co-worker, supervisor, subordinate, or faculty member
during the past month. Respondents ranged in age from 25 to 61 years (M =42.2,
SD=9.1; see Table F1 for complete demographic information). The average number
of months that respondents were employed full-time in their current position was 72.2
(6 years; range 2 months to 26 years). The sample consisted of directors (9%);
managers; (15%); coordinators (24 %); supervisors (2%); and assistants (12%).

The majority of respondents (90%) had college or more formal education.
Sixty-four percent of managers and professionals were married and 41% reported
having children living with them in their homes. Approximately 14% of respondents

reported their combined annual income as $40,000 CDN or less; 30% reported
| between $41,000 and $60,000; with the balance of 56% reporting above that. The
number of staff that respondents reported supervising ranged from 1 to over 34, with
the majority of respondents (60%) supervising between 1 and 9 staff members. With
respect to the amount of budgetary control, 28 % of respondents reported that they
controlled no budget; approximately 11% controlled a budget of less than $50,000;

approximately 20% controlled a budget of between $51,000 and $300,000; with the
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 Table F1

 Pilot Study Demographic Information of Managers and Professionals (N=133) -

_ ‘Variable .M SD f Range = %
Age (years) : - 422 9.1 : 25-61
Months Full-time Ekperience |
in Current Position 72.2  70.5 ' - 22312
Number of Household
i Income Earners . 16 06 1-4
} : ~ Gender- : o o
| ‘Male ' 56 42.1
Female - : T _ - 57.9
‘ : Marital Status. o ‘ '
Married : 85 : 63.9
Single , _ : o 33 . 248
. Divorced-Separated-Widowed : 15 ' 11.3
Education : .
High School Graduation : ' 13 9.8
College - o _ o ' 19 . 14.3
University - 49 -~ 36.8
. Post-University (Graduate) Degree 51 38.3
Missing , . 1 ' 0.8
Number of Children in the Household
- None ) ) . 79 59.4
One » ' - 24 18.0
Two 23 17.3
~.Three . 2 1.5
Four or More: : 4 3.0
Missing L 0.8
Number of Employees with.Pre-School Age L :
Children in the Household Co 13 9.8
Full-time Employment Status =~ . 130 . 977

(table continues)
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=t

$301,000 to $500,000

- Variable SD-- f = Range, - %
Combined Annual Income | o | o
.$26,000 - $ 40,000 y S 18 13.5
$41,000 - $ 60,000° 40 - 30.1
$61,000 - $ 80,000 29 ¢ 21.8 -
$81,000 - $100,000 21 '15.8
Greater than $100,000 24 -18.0
Missing - 1 0.8
Type of Position - o

- Financial Manager 10 7.5.

. Human Resources Manager - .9 6.8
‘Purchasing Manager 1 0.8
Other Administrative Service Manager 32 24.1
Professional Staff Employee ‘ 78. - 58.6 ¢
Missing . 3 - 2.3

.Job Title "

- Director - 12 9.0

© Manager 20 15.0
Coordinator 32 24.1

* Supervisor 3 - 23

~Assistant - : 6. 12,0 .
Other .46 34.6

Missing: 4 3.0

Number. of Staff Superv1sed Lt -

None - : 29 21.8

1-5 61 45.9

6-.9 18 - 13.5
10-19 1 - 83

- 20-34 9. 6.8
Greater than 34 4 3.0 .
Mlssmg 1 0.8

Amount of Budgetary Control . S
Not applicable - 37 27.8
Less than $50,000 14 '10.5°
$51,000 to $300,000 26 195

A1 8.3 .

(table continues)



204

Variable M SD f Range %
$501,000 to $1,000,000 13 9.8
$1,001,000 to $5,000,000 14 10.5
$5,001,000 to $8,000,000 9 6.8
Greater than $8,000,000 8 6.0

. 1 0.8

Missing
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balance of 41% reporting control of a budget greater than $300,00Q.~ _

Preliminary descrigtive analysi‘s.' Managers and professionals who returned
usable questionnaires (ﬂ =133) were eompared on demographic information with
those who returned unusable or incomplete questionnaires (N=110). Chil—square fests
of independence,revealed that ‘t.here were no differences iﬁ the propoftion of male and
female managers with usable and unusable data by éender, _XTI, N=243) =I.21?
p>.26: education, X (3, N=242) =.62, p >.88: income, X4, u=242)‘ =3.94, p
> .40; type of position, X’l@; ﬁ=“235) =348, Q > .47; parental status, X?B',
_ﬁ=2’42) =2.14, p >.53; jeb tit"le,v XP(S;, _Iﬂ=235) =‘,6.59', Q >.24: and number of
staff supervised, X74,' N =242) =7.79, p >.09. In additjon, ANOVA indicated that
the groups did not differ on age, _E (1, N=241) =2.76, p >.09. - .

| ANOVA revealed', however', that the groups 'differed on months of experience,
F(, ﬂ=232) =4.0,v p <.05. Moreever, significant diffe:ences emerged on

v _ _
characteristics of marital status, X (2, N=243) =7.60, p <.03, and amount of

. K
‘budgetary control, X (6, N=241) =16.55, p <.02.- A visual inspection of frequency

data revealed that a greater}n‘un.lber of resppndepts who returned usable qeestionnaires
were single and div—orced, sepafated, or widowed; with less job tenure and greater
budgetary control, ,co‘mpauredv with those who returned unusable data. Although there
is no systematic 'evidence to suggest that respdndents who returned usable
questionnaires differ from those who returned unusable data, it is possible that marital
status, tenure, and amount of budgetary control are aSsOciated with 'the freqeency with
which managers and prqfeSsionals experience interpersonal conflicts at work.

The first stage of analysié compared the two groups (UBC and UVic) of
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managers and professionals on demogrgphic information. Chi-square tests of
independencé revealed that. there were no differences ;between'_UVic (N=66) and UBC
(N=67) respondents by gender, X?l, N=133) =.06, p >.79; education, _X-L(3,
N=132) = 5.95, p >.10;.vincome, X, _fg=132) —6.55. p >.15: type of position,
X74, N=130) =3.10, Q >.53; j;)b title, XYS, N=129) =5.34;-Q >.37; number of
staff supervised, X,'(3, N=132) =82 p >.84; and ainount of budgetary cbntfol, X‘
“, I_\I__=132) = 7.29, p >.11. In addition, ANOVA revealed thaf the groups did not
‘diffe'r on age, F<1, or mean levels of mon_ths of experience, F (1, N=126) =3.06, p
>.07. waever, sign:i‘ficant differences émerged oﬁ characteristics éf mmiml status,
X (2, N=133) =14.40, p <.0008, and parental status, X (2, N=132) =8.0, p
<.02, with a greater number of UVic_versus UBC managers and professiongls
peportihg beving’ married and having more children living witﬁ tﬁem. These results,
however require replication on a largcr samplé before fir m conclusions can be
established. Despite noted differences ih mérital and parental status between UVic |
and UBC responde_’nts, it was concluded that the two groups of university-employed
managers and professit;nals were gene;_ally not characterilsticallyl differént frqm each
another. |

" Data analysis‘. Preliminary analysis on the pilot study data included
descriptive data, such as means, medians, standard deviations, frequencies, and
‘Pearson product-moment correlations. in addition, the data;was exarhined tb

‘ determine whether there.were any consistent patterns of missing data abross or within
| respondents on the coping and appfaisal scales. A minimal number of missing items

were randomly scattered throughout the cases, for which group means were inserted.
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Item-scale correlations, histograms, and frequencies were then conducted to

determine whether any app‘raisal‘ items cquld be dr(;pped from the item p(;ol. A visual
_' inspeétion of the item-scale correiatién matrix, howéyer,- failed to- discriminate
irrelevant items (i.e., items that qor:elated less than .30 with their intended subscéle).
‘The skewness and kurtosis of item histograms, in addition to the fréquency of item
endorsements were'.then examinéd. Non-endorsement rates for primary appraisal
4items were célculated by summihg the frequency of responses on vélues (1) and (2)
" on each item’s 5-point ;calé. Primary aﬁpraisal itéms that weré weakly endqrsed by
.‘respondents were systematically dfopped from the item pool. Specifically, 2:items.
were dropped at a 95% non-endorsement rate; 0 items at a 90% r;on—endorsement

rate; 3 items each at 85% and 80% non-endorsement rates; 2 items at a_‘7_5 % non— |
~ endorsemert rate; and 3 and 2 items respectively atv7>0% and 65% nonLendorsement
rates. A total of 15 items were dropped, resulting in 27 primary appfaisal s_take
items. Although thé small pilot study sample vprecludéd fﬁrther féqtor analyses on the
27 primary appraiéal stéke items, tﬁese' items were later used in the main study.

With respect to coping item -analysis, the initial inteﬁt of the pilot study was to

~conduct confirmatory factor analy'sis. (CFA) on 65 of the 66 cbping items administered.
to pilot study respbhdents. The remaining coping item (.e., "i tried something
entirely different‘from any of the above") was administered solely for describti?e
~ purposes to determihe whether managers .and pvrofessionals reported ‘usivng any _c.oping'
~ strategies other ‘_tthani those listed ph the questionnﬁire; ‘The goal of factor ana.lyéis.~_was o
to determine whether a separate intérpersonal coping fac‘tor would emerge from the

_ data or whether items dealing with the interpersonal dimension would be subsumed
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under either an engagement or disengagement coping factor. The 65 coping items

that were to be factor analyzed consisted of 32 engagement and disengagement coping
items used in Long et al.’s (1992) model and 33 items that were developed during
initial stages of the pilot study. The newly developed items cﬁaracterized
engagement, disengagement, and interpersonal forms of coping specific to
interpersonal stressors. However, the small sample size prevented CFA on the 65
coping items.

Similarly, the small pilot study sample size precluded CFA on the original

' engagement (14) and disengagement (19) coping items from Long et al.’s model, in

addition to the 11 interpersonal coping items that were developed during initialvstages
of the pilot study. This composition of 44 coping items, however, was later
incorporated and factor analyzed in the ma‘in study. Pilot study analysis yielded high
internal consistency coéfficients (Cronbach’s alpha) for the composition of |
engagement (.85) and disengagement (.86) coping items, and an acceptable internal
consistency coefficient (.77) for the composition of inferpersonal coping items.

lThe final stage of the pilot study involved r¢vi_ewing completed questionnaires
for respondents’ comments regarding the clarity and relevance of items and
instructions. Based on respondents’ comments and suggestions, minor changes were
then made to the questionnaire for the main study (e.g., the definition of interpersonal

conflict was refined and conflicts with one’s work clients were included as appropriate

examples of stressful intéi'personal conflicts).
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STRESS AND COPING QUESTIONNAIRE

1. Are you: Male Female (please circle) 8. Number of income earners in your household:

2. Are you (circle one only): 9. Would you describe yourself as a:
(circle one only):

Married/remarried/living with a partner 1 Financial Manager 1
Single 2 Human Resources Manager 2
Divorced/separated/widowed 3 Purchasing Manager 3
. Other Administrative Service Manager 4
3. What is your age? years ' Professional Staff employee 5
4. What is the highest educational qualification 10. What is your job title?
you have obtained?
Did not graduate from high school 1
High school graduation 2 11. Are you employed full-time (20 hrs+ per week)
College (2-3 year degree) 3 in your present position? (circle one) Yes No
University (4-5 year degree) 4
Post-university degree 5 12. If you answered 'yes' to item 11, please indicate
' the length of time you have been employed full-
5. Number of children in your household: time in your present position: months.
None 1 13. How many staff do you supervise directly?
One 2 (check one):
Two 3 _ None o 20-24
Three 4 15 _ 2529
Four or more 5 ___ 69 _ 30-34
__ 1o0-14 __ more than 34
6. Do you have pre-school age children in your __15-19
household? (circle one) Yes No '
14. What size budget do you control?
7. Taking into account all income sources, which of the
following income ranges is nearest to your expected Not applicable |
gross "household” income for this calendar year? Less than $50,000 2
$51,000 to $300,000 3
Less than $25,000 1 $301,000 to $500,000 4
$26,000 to $40,000 2 $501,000 to $1,000,000 5
$41,000 to $60,000 3 $1,001,000 to $5,000,000 6
$61,000 to $80,000 4 $5,001,000 to $8,000,000 7
$81,000 to $100,000 5 Over $8,000,000 8
Greater than $100,000 6
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Coping with Work Stress

compl

In the space provided below please describe the interpersonal conflict situation (briefly):

Please indicate below why this interpersonal conflict was stresstul for you:

Please indicate who you were in conflict with in the situation you just described:

(check one) Supervisor Co-worker Subordinate Faculty Member

Please indicate the gender of the person with whom you were in conflict: Male Female

To what extent do you regularly experience conflict with this person?
(please circle the correct response) ! 2 3 4
Rarely Daily - Weekly Monthly

To what extent is this person in conflict with other employees in the organization or department?
(please circle the correct response) 1 2 3 4
Rarely Daily Weekly Monthly
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How important did you consider the impact of the conflict situation to be on your day? (please check one
response)

___ Not at all important
___ Slightly important
_ Moderately important
_— Quite important

_ Extremely important

What was the main or primary emotion that you experienced as a result of this event? Write the number 1 next
to that emotion. If other emotions were also experienced, number them 2, 3, etc. in their order of importance.

Anger, disgust
Tension, fear or anxiety, worry

Feelings of loss, depression, or guilt
Other (please describe):

How upsetting was this experience for you?

Not very upsetting
Slightly upsetting
Fairly upsetting
Very upsetting
Extremely upsetting

How much control did you feel you had to deal with each of the following?

The situation Your emotions Your behaviours
___ No control whatsoever __ No control whatsoever __ No control whatsoever
— Very little control ___ Very little control — Very little control
__ Some control - ___ Some control ___ Some control
____ A fair amount of control __ A fair amount of control __ A fair amount of control
___ A great deal of control ___ A great deal of control . A great deal of control

According to your assessment, to what extent is the stressful event described by you .. .........

Not at A

all great deal
one in which you needed to know more before you could act 1 2 3 4 5
one that you could change or do something about ' 1 2 3 4 S
one that you could accept _ : 1 2 3 4 5

one in which you had to hold yourself back from doing
what you wanted to 1 2 3 4 5
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Does not Apply Applies Applies a
to Me Somewhat Great Deal -
1. I might harm my collaborative working relationship
with someone 1 2 3 4 5

3. I might not find my work interesting or challenging 1 2 3 4 5

7. I might appear unethical 1 2 3 4 5

9. My department might be unproductive 1 2 3 4 5

1. Someone might ignore me 1 2 3 4 5

13. I might lose my power to express personal opinions
or suggestions 1 2 3 4 5

15. I might lose i'espect for someone else i 2 3 4 5

17. I might harm my physical safety : 1 2 3 4 5

19. I might lose a job promotion | 2 3 4 5
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Does not Apply Applies Applies a
to Me Somewhat Great Deal
21. I might not trust information provided to me by
someone else 1 2 3 4 5

23. 1 might not receive recognition in my job 1 2 3 4 5

25. I might fail at my work project(s) 1 2 3 4 5

27. The clarity and openness of communication within
the department might be harmed 1 2 3 4 5

29. Others might harm their emotional well-being . 1 2 3 4 5

31. I might lose a pay raise 1 2 3 4 5

33. I might lose my job 1 2 3 4 5

35. I might lose the approval or respect of someone
important to me 1 2 3 4 5

37. I might not complete work tasks 1 2 3 4 5

39. I might appear to be an uncaring person 1 2 3 4 5

41. I might not believe that I'm doing something
important or worthwhile 1 2 3 4 5
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YES
1. Unresolved and worse -
2. Not changed -
3. Resolved but not to your satisfaction -
4. Unresolved but improved -
5. Resolved to your satisfaction -
6. Not resolved but no longer a concern -

COPING

Used Used Quite Used A
Not Used Somewhat A Bit Great Deal
1. Tried to see this as an opportunity to learn new skills 0 1 2 3

3. Tried to avoid being with people in general 0 1 2 3

5 Criticized or lectured myself 0 1 2 3

7. Tried to avoid other staff members 0 1 2 3

9.  Got advice and suggestions from someone else 0 1 2 3
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Used Used Quite Used A
Not Used Somewhat A Bit Great Deal
11. Analyzed all the negative consequences so that
I was prepared for the worst 0 1 2 ) 3

13. Accepted sympathy and understanding from someone 0 1 2 : 3

15. Expressed my irritation and frustration by swearing,
slamming things down, crumpling paper, and so forth 0 1 2 3

17. Talked to someone about how I was feeling 0 1 2 3

19. Tried to see the humorous aspects of the situation 0 1 2 3

21. I got used to the idea that it happened 0 I 2 : 3

23. Established some sort of routine 0 1 2 3

25. I daydreamed or imagined a better time or place
than the one I was in ' 0 1 2 3

217. I tried to forget the whole thing 0 1 2 3

29.  Wished that I could change what happened or
how I felt 0 1 2 3
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Used Used Quite Used A
Not Used Somewhat A Bit Great Deal

31. . Looked for the silver lining, so to speak; tried :
to look at the bright side of things 0 1 2 3

33. Worked on changing policies that caused this .
situation 0 1 2 3

35. Put extra attention on planning and scheduling 0 1 2 3

37. I thought about how a person I admired would
handle this situation and used that as a model 0 1 2 3

39. Tried to get additional people involved in the situation 0 1 2 3

41.  Thought how much better things are for me
compared to the past or to my peers 0 1 2 3

43, Took it out on other people 0 1 2 3

45. Told myself that time takes care of situations like this 0 1 2 3

47. I apologized or did something to make up .0 1 2 3
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Used . Used Quite Used A

Not Used  Somewhat A Bit Great Deal
49. Simply took one day at a time 0 1 2 3

51.  Slept more than usual 0 1 2 3

53. Went along with féte; sometimes I just have bad luck 0 1 2 3

55. Bargained to get something positive from the situation 0 1 2 3

57. I met the other person half-way 0 1 2 3

59. Stood my ground and fought for what I wanted 0 1 2 3

61. Compromised to get something positive from
the situation 0 1 2 3

63. I did something which I didn't think would work,
but at least I was doing something 0 1 2 3

65. I stated my position directly to the person I was
in conflict with -0 1 2 3
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REOUEST FOR REPORT OF FINDINGS/PARTICIPATION IN FUTURE STUDIES -

I wish to receive a summary report of the study’s findings:
‘ ' “(please check) Yes . No

I am willing to be contacted in the future about other studies on Work Stress and Coping: ‘
' ' (please check) Yes No

Name:

} Addreés:

Telephone No.

Please mail this form to the follbwing address:

Jacqueline Portello ‘

Department of Counselling Psychology
Faculty of Education '
University of British Columbia

5780 Toronto Road '

Vancouver, B.C. V6T 112
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Appendix G
~ Table G1: Primary Appraisal Item Sources
Table G2: Engagement Coping Itém Sources

- Table G3: Disengagem’eht Coping Item Sources

Table G4: InterperSonal Coping Item Sources
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Primary Appraisal Item Sources
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The items listed below are numbered as they appear on the pilot study appraisal

questionnaire (see Appendix F).

Appraisal Item

Source

1. I might harm my collaborative working
relationship with someone.

2. I might harm someone’s self-esteem.
3. I might not find my work interesting or
challenging.

4. My suggestions might not be taken seriously.

5. The work atmosphere might be harmed.

Deutsch’s (1973) goal
interdependence theory suggests
that competing work goals,
characteristic of interpersonal
conflict, can threaten or harm the
quality of one’s working
relationships.

Item reflects Compas’ (1991)
category of affiliation stressor
appraisals.

Based on focus group discussion
with university-employed managers
and professionals about their
appraisals of stressful interpersonal
work conflicts.

Item reflects a threat to
achievement-related work values
addressed by Locke and Taylor
(1991). According to Locke and
Taylor, people seek to fulfil
personal values at work, but
experience stress when the
attainment of values are threatened
(e.g., by negative workplace
interactions).

Based on focus group discussion.

Based on focus group discussion.

(table continues)
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: Appr;iisal Item

Source

1 might appear incorﬁpetent. :

1 might éppear unethical.

I might fail at an important goal in my
job or work.

Item loaded on a self-esteem
primary appraisal factor in
Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel-
Schetter, et al.’s (1986) stress and
coping study of adult community
residents. :

Variations of this item (i.e.,

- "feeling that you had lost your

" on

credibility;" "you being made to
look silly") loaded on a credibility
factor in Dewe’s (1993) study of
work stressor appraisals.

Based on focus group discussion.
Item loaded on a self-esteem

appraisal factor in Folkman,
Lazarus, Dunkel-Schetter, et al.’s

(1986) study.

Item was administered to
managerial women in Long et al.’s
(1992) study, but not included in
their final model.

Item identified through factor .
analysis by Folkman, Lazarus,
Dunkel-Schetter, et al. (1986).

Item was used to assess managerial
appraisals in Long et al.’s (1992)
final stress and coping model.

Variation of this item (i.e., "you
feeling you would not achieve an
important goal") loaded on an
achievement factor in Dewe’s
(1993) principal components

(table continues) -
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Appraisal Item

Source

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

My department might be unproductive.
I might not share information with someone

else.

Someone might ignore me.

I might appear unproductive.

I might lose my power to express personal
opinions or suggestions.

I might lose autonomy in my job.

I might lose respect for someone else.

analysis of work-related stressor
appraisals. In particular,
interpersonal stressors predicted
threats to achievement appraisals.

Item reflects a threat to
achievement-related work values
posited by Locke and Taylor
(1991).

Based on focus group discussion.
Based on focus group discussion.
Item reflects Locke and Taylor’s
(1991) social relationships work

values.

Based on Compas’ (1991) category
of affiliation stressor appraisals.

_ Item reflects Locke and Taylor’s

(1991) classification of social
relationships work values.

Based on Locke and Taylor’s
(1991) sense of purpose work
values.

Based on focus group discussion.

Based on Locke and Taylor’s
(1991) achievement-related work
values.

Item identified through principal
components factor analysis by
Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel-

(table continues)
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Appraisal Item

~ Source

- 16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
21.

22.

Others might harm their physical safety.

I might harm my physical safety.

I might lose status in my job.
I might lose a job promotion.
I might harm my self-esteem.

I might not trust information provided to
me by someone else. '

I might fail at my job.

Schetter, et al. (1986).

Item was administered to managers -
in Long et al.’s (1992) study, but
not used to assess appraisals in
their final model.

Based on focus group discussion.

Variation of this item (i.e., "I
might harm my own health, safety,
or physical well-being") identified
through factor analysis by
Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel-
Schetter, et al. (1986).

Above variation of the item was
administered to managerial women
in Long et al.’s (1992) study, but
not included in their final model.

Item reflects a threat to rﬁaterial
work values formulated by Locke
and Taylor (1991).

Based on Locke and Taylor’s
(1991) classification of material )

work values.

Based on focus group discussion.
Based on focus group discussion.

Item reflects a threat to
achievement-related work values
formulated by Locke and Taylor

(1991).

(table continues)
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Appraisal Item

Source

23.

24.

25.

26.

217.
28.

9.

30.

31.

32.

I might not receive recognition in my job.

)

I might be criticized or falsely accused.

I might fail at my work project(s).

I might not meet my own expectations.

The clarity and openness of communication
within the department might be harmed.

I might harm my emotional well-being.

- ‘Others might harm their emotional well-being.

I might not receive feedback about my job
performance. -

I might lose a pay raise.

I might harm my physical health.

Based on Compas’ (1991) ,
achievement-power category of
stressor appraisals.

Based on focus group discussion.

Based on Locke and Taylor’s
(1991) category of achievement-
related work values.

Variation of this item (i.e., "you
failing to meet your own
expectations”) loaded on an

~ achievement factor in Dewe’s

(1993) examination of work
stressor appraisals.

Based on focus group discussion.

Based on focus group discussion.
Based on focus group discussion.

Based on focus group discussion.

Based on focus group discussion.

Based on Locke and Taylor’s
(1991) classification of material
work values.

Variation of this item (i.e., "I
might harm my own health, safety,
or physical well-being") identified
through factor analysis by -
Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel-

(table continues)
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Appraisal Item

Source

33.

34.

35.

- 1 might lose my job.

I might lose' my self-respect.

I might lose the approval or respect of
someone important to me.

Schetter, et al. (1986).

Above variation of this item was
administered to managers in Long
et al.’s (1992) study, but not
included in their final model.

Based on focus group discussion.

Item reflects a threaf to Locke and
Taylor’s (1991) material work
values. '

Based on focus group discussion.

Item loaded on a self-esteem
appraisal factor in Folkman,
Lazarus, Dunkel-Schetter, et al.’s
(1986) study.

Used in Long et al.’s (1992) final
model to assess managerial
women’s appraisals of work
stressors. ‘

Based on focus group discussion.

Item loaded on a self-esteem factor
in Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel-
Schetter, et al.’s (1986) study.

Item was administered to female
managers in Long et al.’s (1992)
study, but not included in their
final model.

Variation of this item (i.e., "feeling
that you would lose the respect of
someone important to you") loaded

~ (table continues)
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Appraisal Item

Source

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

I might lose my power to influence others’
behaviour or performance.

I might not complete work tasks.

I might lose the affection of someone
important to me.

I might appear to be an uncaring person.

I might not communicate honestly and openly
with other people at work.

on a credibility factor in Dewe’s
(1993) study of work stressor
appraisals.

Item reflects Compas’ (1991)
achievement-power category of
stressor appraisals. '

Kabanoff’s (1988) structural role
theory suggests that respected or
liked employees’ potential to
influence or exert power over
others risks being threatened by
negative workplace interactions
(e.g., interpersonal conflicts).

Based on focus group discussion.

Item loaded on a self-esteem
appraisal factor in Folkman,
Lazarus, Dunkel-Schetter, et al.’s
(1986) study. ’

Item was administered to
managerial women in Long et al.’s
(1992) study, but not included in
their final model. '

Item loaded on a self-esteem
appraisal factor in Folkman,
Lazarus, Dunkel-Schetter, et al.’s
(1986) study.

Item was administered to managers
in Long et al.’s (1992) study, but

not used: in their final model.

Based on focus group discussion.

(table continues)
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Appraisal Item

Source

41.

42.

I might not believe that I'm doing something
important or worthwhile.

I might strain my financial resources.

Item reflects a threat to sense of
purpose work values formulated by
Locke and Taylor (1991).

Based on focus group discussion.

Item identified through factor
analysis by Folkman, Lazarus,
Dunkel-Schetter, et al. (1986).

Item was administered to managers
in Long et al.’s (1992) study, but
not used in their final model.

Item reflects Locke and Taylor’s
(1991) material work values.




Table G2

Engagement Coping Item Sources
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The items listed below are numbered as they appear on the pilot study coping

questionnaire (see Appendix F).

Coping Item

Source

10.

11,

16.

Tried to see this as an opportunity to learn
new skills.

Got advice and suggestions from someone
else.

Followed the proper channels of procedure
to "cover myself".

Analyzed all the negative consequences so
that I was prepared for the worst.

Requested help from people who have the
power to so something for me.

Variation of Latack’s (1986) item
(i.e., "Try to see this situation as
an opportunity to learn and develop
new skills").

Item loaded on the Engagement
coping factor in Long et al.’s
(1992) stress and coping model for
managerial women.

Variation of Dewe’s (1992) item
(i.e., "Get advice and suggestions
from someone else at work").

Wallston et al. (1989) found that
professional women frequently
reported consulting with others

to acquire needed resources in the
workplace.

Modification of Dewe’s (1992) item
(i.e., "Follow the proper channels
of procedure to "cover yourself").

Variation of Dewe’s (1992) item
(i.e., "Analyze all the negative
consequences so that you are
prepared for the worst").

Past tense of Latack’s (1986) item.

(table continues)
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Coping Item

Source

19.

20.

23.

28.

30.

31.

33.

34.

Tried to see the humorous aspects of the
situation.

Tried to find out more about the situation--
sought out additional information.

Established some sort of routine.

Talked about the situation with someone else.

Just accepted that it was another job, and got
on with it.

Looked for the silver lining, so to speak;
tried to look at the bright side of things.

Worked on changing policies that caused
this situation.

I tried to keep my feelings from interfering
with other things too much.

Past tense of Dewe’s (1992) item.

Past tense of Dewe’s (1992) item.

Dewe (1985).

Item loaded on the Engagement
coping factor in Long et al.’s
(1992) model.

Modification of Dewe’s (1992) item
(i.e., "Talk about the situation with
someone else at work").

Dewe (1985).

Item loaded on the Engagement
coping factor in Long et al.’s
(1992) model.

Item from Lazarus and Folkman’s
(1984) Ways of Coping Checklist.

Item loaded on the Engagement
coping factor in Long et al.’s
(1992) ‘model.

Variation of Latack’s (1986) item
(i.e., "Work on changing policies
which caused this situation").

Lazarus and Folkman (1984).
Item loaded on the Engagement

coping factor in Long et al.’s
(1992) model.

(table continues)
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Coping Item

Source

35.

37.

38.

39.

4].

42.

Put extra attention on planning and scheduling.

I thought about how a person I admired would
handle this situation and used that as a model.

Tried to be very organized so that I could
keep on top of things.

Tried to get additional people involved in
the situation.

Thought how much better things are for me
compared to the past or to my peers.

Came up with a couple of different solutions
to the problem.

Latack (1986).

Item loaded on the Engagement
coping factor in Long et al.’s
(1992) model.

Lazarus and Folkman (1984).

Item loaded on the Engagement
coping factor in Long et al.’s
(1992) model.

Past tense of Latack’s (1986) item.

Item loaded on the Engagement
coping factor in Long et al.’s
(1992) model.

Past tense of Latack’s (1986) item.

Based on Wallston et al.’s (1989)
study, which found that
professional women frequently
enlist the help of others at work to
acquire needed resources.

Menaghan and Merves (1984).
Item loaded on the Engagement
coping factor in Long et al.’s
(1992) model.

Lazarus and Folkman (1984).
Item loaded on the Engagement

coping factor in Long et al.’s
(1992) model.

(table continues)
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Coping Item

Source

44.

45.

46.

47.

49.

50.

54.

56.

59.

Just concentrated on what 1 had to do next--
the next step.

Told myself that time takes care of
situations like this.

I asked people who have had similar
experiences what they did.

I apologized or did something to make up.

Simply took one day at a time.

Tried to think of myself as a winner--
someone who always comes through.

Drew on past experiences: I was in a similar
situation before.

Took some immediate action on the basis of
my present understanding of the situation.

Stood my ground and fought for what I wanted.

Lazarus and Folkman (1984).

Item loaded on the Engagement
coping factor in Long et al.’s
(1992) model.

Past tense of Latack’s (1986) item.

Past tense of Carver et al.’s (1989)
item.

Lazarus and Folkman (1984).
Dewe (1985).

Item loaded on the Engagement
coping factor in Long et al.’s
(1992) model.

Past tense of Latack’s (1986) item.

Variation of this item (i.e.,
"Thought of myself as a winner--
someone who always comes
through") loaded on the
Engagement coping factor in Long
et al.’s (1992) model.

Lazarus and Folkman (1984).

Modification of Dewe’s (1992) item
(i.e., "Take some immediate action
on the basis of your present
understanding of the situation").

Lazarus and Folkman (1984).

(table continues)
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Coping Item

Source

60.

66.

I jogged or exercised.

I tried something entirely different from
any of the above.

Item loaded on the Engagement
coping factor in Long et al.’s
(1992) model.

Lazarus and Folkman (1984).
Lazarus and Folkman (1984).

Item was included to assess use of
coping strategies other than those
identified in the pilot study
questionnaire. Managers’ and
professionals’ responses to this item
may not necessarily reflect
engagement coping forms.
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Table G3

Disengagement Coping Item Sources

Thé items listed below are numbered as they appear on the pilot study coping

questionnaire (see Appendix F).

Coping Item

Source

I turned to work or other substitute activities
to take my mind off things.

Tried to avoid being with people in general.

Had fantasies or wishes about how things
might turn out.

Criticized or lectured myself.

Modification of an item from
Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984)
Ways of Coping Checklist (i.e.,
"Turned to work or substitute
activity to take my mind off
things").

Past tense of Carver et al.’s (1989)
item.

Modification of Dewe’s (1985) item
(i.e., "Avoided being with people
in general").

Variation of this item (i.e.,
"Avoided being with people in
general") loaded on the
Disengagement coping factor

in Long et al.’s (1992) stress and
coping model for managerial
women.

Lazarus and Folkman (1984).
Item loaded on the Disengagement
coping factor in Long et al.’s .
(1992) model.

Lazarus and Folkman (1984).

Item loaded on the Disengagement
coping factor in Long et al.’s

(table continues)
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Coping Item

Source

12.

13.

14.

Left work as soon as possible for the day.

Tried to avoid other staff members.

Accepted it, since nothing could be done.

I went over in my mind what I would say
or do.

Accepted sympathy and understanding from
someone.

Wished that the situation would go away or
somehow be over with.

(1992) model.

Variation of Dewe’s (1985) item
(i.e., "Left work as soon as
possible").

Variation of this item (i.e., "Left
work as soon as possible”) loaded
on the Disengagement coping factor
in Long et al.’s (1992) model.

Variation of Dewe’s (1985) item
(i.e., "Avoided other staff
members").

Modification of this item (i.e.,
"Avoided other staff members")
loaded on the Disengagement
coping factor in Long et al.’s
(1992) model.

Lazarus and Folkman (1984).
Lazarus and Folkman (1984).
Item loaded on the Disengagement
coping factor in Long et al.’s

(1992) model.

Lazarus and Folkman (1984).

Lazarus and Folkman (1984).

Item loaded on the Disengagement
coping factor in Long et al.’s
(1992) model.

(table continues)
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Coping Item

Source

15.

17.

18.

21.

25.

27.

29.

Expressed my irritation and frustration
by swearing, slamming things down,
crumpling paper, and so forth.

Talked to someone about how I was feeling.

Had a good cry.

I got used to the idea that it happened.

I daydreamed or imagined a better time or
place than the one I was in.

I tried to forget the whole thing.

Wished that I could change what happened
or how I felt.

Dewe (1985).

Item loaded on the Disengagement
coping factor in Long et al.’s
(1992) model.

Lazarus and Folkman (1984)._

Item loaded on the Disengagement
coping factor in Long et al.’s
(1992) model.

Dewe (1985).

Item loaded on the Disengagement
coping factor in Long et al.’s
(1992) model.

Past tense of Carver et al.’s (1989)
item.

Lazarus and Folkman (1984).

Item loaded on the Disengagement
coping factor in Long et al.’s
(1992) model.

Lazarus and Folkman (1984).
Item loaded on the Disengagement
coping factor in Long et al.’s
(1992) model.

Lazarus and Folkman (1984).
Item loaded on the Disengagement

coping factor in Long et al.’s
(1992) model.

(table continues)
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Coping Item

Source

32.

40.

43.

48.

51.

53.

58.

Tried to make myself feel better by eating,
drinking, smoking, using drugs or
medication, etc.

Expressed my irritation and frustration to

myself.

Took it out on other people.

Hoped a miracle would happen.

Slept more than usual.

Went along with fate; sometimes I just have
bad luck.

Tried to separate myself as much as possible
from the person (or people) who created this
situation.

Lazarus and Folkman (1984).

Item loaded on the Disengagement
coping factor in Long et al.’s
(1992) model.

Dewe (1985).

Item loaded on the Disengagement
coping factor in Long et al.’s
(1992) model.

Lazarus and Folkman (1984).

Item loaded on the Disengagement
coping factor in Long et al.’s
(1992) model.

Lazarus and Folkman (1984).

Item loaded on the Disengagement
coping factor in Long et al.’s
(1992) model.

Lazarus and Folkman (1984).

Item loaded on the Disengagement
coping factor in Long et al.’s
(1992) model.

Lazarus and Folkman (1984).

Item loaded on the Disengagement
coping factor in Long et al.’s
(1992) model.

Modification of Latack’s (1986)
item (i.e., "Separate myself as
much as possible from the people

(table continues)
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Coping Item

Source

62.

I gave in to the other person’s wishes.

who created this situation").

Based on Wallston et al.’s

(1989) finding regarding the
frequency with which professional
women report using compliance
strategies to gain resources from
others at work. ‘
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Table G4

Interpersonal Coping Item Sources

The items listed below are numbered as they appear on the pilot study coping

questionnaire (see Appendix F).

Coping Item Source
22. 1 tried to see things from the other person’s Item from Lazarus and Folkman’s
point of view. (1984) Ways of Coping Checklist.

Item loaded on one of O’Brien and
DeLongis’ (1991) Relationship-
Focused coping scales that was
developed on university
undergraduates.

24. 1 expressed anger to the person(s) who caused Lazarus and Folkman (1984).
the problem.
Item loaded on the Negotiation
coping factor in Aldwin and
Revenson’s (1987) stress and
coping study of adult community
residents.

26.  Tried to get the person responsible to change Lazarus and Folkman (1984).
his or her mind.
Item loaded on the Negotiation
coping factor in Aldwin and
Revenson’s (1987) study.

36. I used reason to settle things. Variation of an item developed by
Daylen (1993) to assess
interpersonal coping strategies in
marital relationships (i.e., "Try to
use reason to settle things").

Wallston et al. (1989) found that
reasoning strategies are frequently
used by professional women when

(table continues)
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Coping Item

Source

52. I tried to find a solution that was fair to
both of us.

55.  Bargained to get something positive from
the situation.

interacting with others at work.

Pearlin and Schooler (1978) found
that a variation of this item (i.e.,
"Sit down and talk things out")
loaded on a Negotiation marital
coping factor in their stress and
coping study of adult community
residents.

Variation of an item developed by
Daylen (1993) to assess
interpersonal (e.g., compromising)
coping strategies in response to
marital tension (i.e., "Try to find a
solution that was fair to both of

you").

Modification of an item used to
assess Positive Relationship-
Focused coping in Kramer’s (1993)
study of caregiver coping in marital
relationships (i.e., "I tried to find a
solution that was fair to all
involved").

Variation of Lazarus and Folkman’s
(1984) item (i.e., "Bargained or
compromised to get something
positive from the situation").
Original item was divided into two
separate items for this study.

Wallston et al. (1989) found that
professional women frequently use
bargaining strategies to obtain
resources from others in the
workplace.

(table continues)
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Coping Item

Source

57.

61.

I met the other person half-way.

Compromised to get something positive from
the situation.

Aldwin and Revenson (1987) found
that a variation of this item (i.e.,
"Bargained or compromised to get
something positive from the
situation") loaded on the
Negotiation coping factor in their
study.

Modification of an item developed
by Daylen (1993) to assess
interpersonal coping efforts in
marital relationships (i.e., "Try to
meet the other person half-way").

Variation of Kramer’s (1993)
Positive Relationship-Focused
coping item (i.e., "I tried to meet
my husband half-way").

Variation of Lazarus and Folkman’s
(1984) item (i.e., "Bargained

or compromised to get something
positive from the situation").

Modification of this item loaded on
the Negotiation coping factor in
Aldwin and Revenson’s (1987)
study. See item #55 above.

Variation of this item (i.e., "Try to
find a fair compromise in marriage
problems") loaded on the
Negotiation coping factor in Pearlin
and Schooler’s (1978) study.

Wallston et al. (1989) found that

professional women often employ
compromising strategies in work

relationships to obtain needed

(table continues)
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Coping Item

Source

63.

64.

65.

I did something which I didn’t think would
work, but at least I was doing something.

I accepted the next best thing to what I wanted.

I stated my position directly to the person
I was in conflict with.

resources from others.
Lazarus and Folkman (1984).

Item loaded on the Negotiation
coping factor in Aldwin and
Revenson’s (1987) study.

Lazarus and Folkman (1984).

Item reflects a form of
compromising, which is
characteristic of interpersonal
coping.

Wallston et al. (1989) found that
professional women frequently
reported using directive strategies
at work to negotiate for resources.
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Reworded Primary Appraisal Items
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This table illustrates primary appraisal item wording changes following the comments

of pre-evaluation group members during initial stages of the pilot study. The following three

items were changed at the recommendation of group members that the wording remain more

general. Specifically, members commented that conflicts with a supervisor, colleague,

subordinate, or faculty member do not only involve threats to the relationship with these

individuals, but also to the relationships with other employees in the organization. The

reworded items are numbered below as they appear on the pilot study appraisal questionnaire

(see Appendix F).

Original Wording

Rewording

21.

40.

I might harm my collaborative working
relationship with a supervisor, colleague,
subordinate, or faculty member.

I might not trust information provided to me
by a supervisor, colleague, subordinate, or
faculty member.

I might not communicate honestly and openly
with a supervisor, colleague, subordinate, or
faculty member.

I might harm my collaborative
working relationship with someone.

I might not trust information
provided to me by someone else.

I might not communicate honestly
and openly with other people at
work.
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Table H2

Reworded Coping Scale Instructions

The table below describes changes that were made to coping scale instructions during
the development of both the pilot and main study questionnaires. Pilot study questionnaire
instructions were first modified at the recommendation of pre-evaluation group members that
coping items more explicitly refer to coping responses used to deal with a specific
interpersonal work stressor. Subsequently, in response to Stone et al.’s (1991) suggestions,
coping scale instructions in the main study questionnaire were refined to clarify the meaning
of "extent of coping response use". The revised instructions are worded below as they

appear on the pilot and main study questionnaires (see Appendices F and D, respectively).

Original Wording (Long et al.. 1992): We want to know how you coped with the event you
just described. Please read each item below and indicate, by circling the appropriate
category, to what extent you used it in the situation you have just described.

Reworded Coping Instructions (Pilot Study Questionnaire): We now want to know how you
coped with the conflict situation. Please focus once again on the stressful interpersonal
conflict you just described. Below is a list of responses that you may or may not have used
in the conflict situation. Please read each response below and indicate by circling the
appropriate number, the extent to which you used each response in the situation you have just
described.

Reworded Coping Instructions (Main Study Questionnaire): We now want to know how you

coped with the conflict situation. Please focus once again on the stressful interpersonal
conflict you just described. Below is a list of responses that you may or may not have used
in the conflict situation. Please read each response below and indicate by circling the
appropriate number, the extent to which you used (i.e., how much you used) each response
in the situation you have just described.
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Table H3

Reworded Coping Items

To ensure verb tense consistency among coping items, numerous items (not listed
below) were reworded to reflect coping responses in the past tense. The following coping
items were reworded based on the suggestions of pre-evaluation group members in the pilot
study. Specifically, group members commented that items numbered 3, 7, and 58 below
should be prefaced with the word "tried" to more accurately reflect their attempted (versus
successful execution) of coping responses to deal with interpersonal work stressors. Item #6
was reworded to clarify group members’ confusion about whether the item involved a
specific time frame. In addition, reworded items numbered 9 and 28 reflect group members’
comments regarding .their use of both work and nonwork counsel and support to deal with
stressful work conflicts. The items listed below are numbered as they appear on the pilot

study coping questionnaire (see Appendix F).

Original Wording Rewording
3. Avoided being with people in general Tried to avoid being with people
(Dewe, 1985). in general.
6. Left work as soon as possible (Dewe, 1985). Left work as soon as possible for
the day.
7. Avoided other staff members (Dewe, 1985). Tried to avoid other staff
members.
9. Get advice and suggestions from someone Got advice and suggestions from
else at work (Dewe, 1992). someone else.

(table continues)
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Original Wording

Rewording

28.

58.

Talk about the situation with someone else
at work (Dewe, 1992).

Separate myself as much as possible from
the people who created this situation
(Latack, 1986).

Talked about the situation with
someone else.

Tried to separate myself as much as
possible from the person (or
people) who created this situation.
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Appeﬁdix I

Examples of Stressful Interpersonal Conflicts
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The following list is a random selection of stressful interpersonal conflict

situations that managerial and professional women in the current study reported
having experienced at work. The interpersonal conflict examples appear below as

they were described by respondents on the coping questionnaire. . .

1. "My colleague has obtained a grant which I think puts him in a conflict of
interest with our institution and sours my relationship with the external community
because he has created conflicts with our colleagues in other institutions. He is
promoting himself and not what we do." -

2. "I formally challenged a committee decision because I thought it was an
inequitable and unfa1r/unjust1f1ed decision which was based on favourmsm and old"
hierarchies/traditions. "

3. "My colleague threatened (physically) and verbally intimidated someone I
supervise and I had to ask her to stop, leave the area, and come back when she had
calmed down. Then she threatened me, following me into my office and again, I
asked her to leave."

4. "The situation is one of my lack of respect for my supervisor’s ability to do
his job without errors, serious delays, or unless I continue covering for him."

5. "My supervisor deliberately misinterpreted comments 1 made and proceeded to
treat me like a child and attack my self-esteem and work."

6. "My new manager does not communicate his issues/concerns and when I take
on something which I have always done in the past he takes offense, becomes childish
and tight lipped about it. But he does not make a decision or do the task."

7. "I was caught ’in the middle’ between my immediate supervisor and another
superior over a procedure and had to go agamst my instincts to comply with my
superv1sor :

8. " had to ask someone to do some extra work due to a deadline being moved
up. While she didn’t look happy about it she agreed right away but spent the rest of
the day slamming doors and muttering under her breath."

9. "A colleague, who’s position I was taking over, blatantly disliked me, my race
and on one specific occasion snapped at me to leave her alone."

10.  "We are colleagues in a team (supposedly) environment but my colleague does
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‘not appear to me to have the ‘hecessary cooperative attitude in striving to resolve the
issue that has university and team consequences and denies the urgency by not.
reassigning staff, and not sharing information fully.”

11.  "Manner of decision-making of colleague who has influence in key aspects of .
work I do, is mcongruent w1th my theoretlcal/phllosoph1cal orientation re. operation
of the work setting."

12. "'Being left out of decision-making and information necessary to do rriy job.
Having my supervisor take over tasks without communicating to me."

13.  "A person I work with recently took credit for a project which I alone had
worked on for several months. This was done in a meeting situation."

14, "Difference of opinion re. procedure, what the person was responsible for and
what responsibilities could be shared; the need for flexibility and task-sharing."

15.  "When the funding for my position wés- in jeopardy the departmental
‘administrator was unwilling to fight for it."

16. "A project manager criticized and demeaned my work in e-mail copied to the
“entire project team with whom I work."

17. "My position allows me to make independent decisions regarding policies and
regulations - i.e., how they are interpreted and applied. A decision I made was
reversed by my supervisor without explanation. "

18.  "As part of my job I have to query unusual expenditures and I had such; tried
to"discuss it/explain why to a faculty member. He is arrogant and a controller -
‘don’t you dare question me’ attitude. I am faculty."

19. "A co-worker and his supervisor tried to exclude me from a projéct we had
been working on for over a year."

20.  "Questioning and insinuating that work performanéé was inappropriate. Poor
communication and double messages. Confrontational attitude.”
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Table J1
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Primary Appraisal Item Factor L.oadings

The number in parentheses ( ) after each primary appraisal item corresponds to

the question on the pilot stﬁdy ‘appraisal questionnaire (see Appendix F).

Factor - . Loading Item

Self-interest stake
.55

74

.53

15

64

.80
.69
15
.52
.55
.49
.50
.67

.53

My suggestions might not be taken seriously. (4)
I might appear incompetent. (6)

I might not achieve (fail at) an important goal in

‘my job or work. (8)

I might appear unproducfive. 12)

I might lose my power to express personal
opinions or suggestions. (13)

I might lose status in my job. (18)

I might harm my self-esteem. (20)

I might not receive recognition in my job. (23)
I might be criticized or falsely accused. (24)

I might fail at my work project(s). (25)

I might not meet my own expectations. (26)

I might harrﬁ my -emotional vs?ell—being. (28)

I might lose my self-respect. (34) |

I might lose the approval or respect of someone
important to me. (35) :

(table continues)
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Factor Loading Item

Self-interest stake-
71

Relationship stake .
.65

.35

53
.39
35

.66

71

48

ST

I might not believe that I’'m doing something

" important or worthwhile. (41)

I might harm someone’s self-esteem. (2)

I might harm my collaborative working
relationship with someone. (1)

The work atmosphere might be harmed. (5)

My department might be unproductive. (9)

I might lose respect for someone else. (15)

The clarity and openness of communication within
the department might be harmed. (27)

Others might harm their emotional well-being.

@9

I might appear to be an uncaring person. (39)

I might not communicate honestly and openly :

- with others at work. (40)

Deleted Primary Appraisal Items
I might not trust information provided to me by someone else. (21)
I might not complete work tasks. (37)

I might lose my power to influence others’ behaviour or performancé. (36)
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Table )2 '

Coping Item Factor Loadings
. The number in parentheses ( )-after eac_h coping item corresponds to the

question on the pilot study coping questionnaire (see Appendix F). -

Faéto_r. . . Loading Item

Engagement Coping _ .
. ' .55  Tried to see this as an opportunity to learn new -
skills. (1)

.56 I tried to see things from ,the other person’s point
of view. (22)

.33 | Trjed ‘to get the person responsible to change his
' or her mind. (26)

.54  Looked for the silver 'lining, SO to speélk; tried to
' look on the bright side of things. (31)

.48  Put extra attention on planning and scheduling.
(35)

.43 1 tried to keep my feelings from interfering with
other things too much. (34)

.61 I used reason to séttl‘e things. (36)

.34 I thought about how a person I admired would
handle this situation and used that as a model.
(37 '

48 Tried to be very organizéd so that I could keep on
-top of things. (38)

.50 Thought how much better things are for me
compared to the past or to my peers. (41)

53 1 met the other person half-way. (57)

(table continues)
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Factor Loading Item
Engagement Coping
.66  Came up with a couple of different solutions to
the problem. (42)
.34 Just concentrated on what I had to do next--the
next step. (44)
.33 Tried to think of myself as a winner--as someone
who always comes through. (50)
.64 I tried to find a solution that was fair to both of
us. (52)
.58  Bargained to get something positive from the
situation. (55)
.64  Compromised to get sométhing positive from the
situation. (61)
.34 I stated my position directly to the person I was
in conflict with. (65) :
Disengagement Coping _
.55  Tried to avoid being with people in general. (3)
.51  Had fantasies or wishes about how things might
turn out. (4)
.41  Criticized or lectured myself. (5)
.45  Left work as soon as possible for the day. (6)
.58  Tried to avoid other staff members. (7)
.57  Wished that the situation would go away or
somehow be over with. (14)
.62 I daydreamed or imagined a better time or place

than the one I was in. (25)

(table continues)
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Factor

Loading = . Item
Disengagement Coping - o :
‘ ' .51  Had a good cry. (18)
.34 1 tried to forget the whole thing. (27) -
.33 Wished that I could change what happened or
~ how I felt. (29) ’
.43 Tried to make myself feel better by eating,
drinking, smoking, using drugs or medication,
~etc. (32) '
.31  Expressed my irritation and frustration to myself.
(40)
.34 Took it out on other people. (43)
4t ‘ Hoped a miracle would happen. (48)
.45 - Simply took one day at a time. (49)
.45 Slept moré than usual. (51)
.45  Went along with fate; sometimes I just have bad
- luck. (53) E
.42 1 did something which I didﬁ’t think would work,

but at least I was doing something. (63)
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Deleted Coping Items

The number in parentheses () after each of the following deleted coping items
corresponds to the question on the pilot study coping questionnaire (see Appendix F).
| Disengagement Coping Items |
1 went'over in my mind what I would say or do. (12)

Expressed my irritation and frustration by swearing, slamming things down,
crumpling paper, and so forth. (15)

Talked to someone about how I was feeling. (17).
Engagement Coping'Itemé |

Established some sort of rouﬁne. 23)

Just accepted that it was another job, and got on with it. (30)
Stood my ground and fought for what I v;/anted. (59

Interpersonal Coping Items

I expressed anger to the person(s) who caused the problem. (24)

-1 accepted the next best thing to what I wanted. (64)
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Appehdix K

' Skewness and Kurtosis of Path Model Variables




Skewness and Kurtosis of Path Model Variables (N=157)
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Variable Skewness Kurtosis
Marital Status .58 -1.69
Income .16 -1.13
Instrumentality -.32 -.22
Expressiveness -.44 .82
Work Demands .03 -.41
Work Support -.07 -.94
Upsetting Episode Appraisals -.24 -.28
Appraised Situational Control .56 -.38
Loss of Respect for Others Appraisals -.24 -1.37
Threat to Work Goal Attainment
Appraisals -.62 -.99
Engagement Coping 37 -.21
Disengagement Coping .89 .89
Daily Hassles 1 17
Distress .94 A1

Note. Marital status categories: 1=married and partnered; 2=not married. Income

categories: 1=<3$25,000; 2=$26,000 - $40,000; 3=$41,000 - $60,000;

4=%$61,000 - $80,000; 5=$81,000 - $100,000; 6= > $100,000.
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Appendix L

Covariance Matrix for Group 1 (University of British

- Columbia Managers and Professionals)

Correlation Matrix for Group 1 (University of British
Columbia Managers and Professionals)

Covariance Matrix for Group 2 (Simon Fraser University -
and University of Victoria Managers and Professionals):

Correlation Matrix for Group 2 (Simon Fraser Univérsity
and University of Victoria Managers and Professionals) -

Zero-order Correlation Matrix (Pooled Sample)
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Table L1

Covariance Matrix for Group 1 (University of British Columbia Managers and

‘Professionals; n=90)

i

Variable Marital Income - Instr Expres Upset Control
Marital 0.24

- Income -0.50 1.94 .

Instr 1.02 -0.53 126.15 :

Expres 0.08 -1.37 ©-1.93 88.67

Upset 0.01 0.09 .1.15 . 1:.18 0.66

Control 0.00 0.07 0.46 0.28 -0.16 1.17
Wkgoal -0.10 0.14 1.65 0.56 0.14 -0.24
Respect 0.06 0.06 -1.48 -0.27 -0.17 -0.07
Hassles -0.31 -0.21 . -48.51 -8.03 2.14 -1.48
Demands 0.27 -1.16 - -5.05 2.76 0.66 -1.09
Support 0.22 0.81 6.59 1.55 -0.271 1.35
Engage 0.07 0.35 19.37 - 23.07 0.33 1 2.83
Diseng 0.01 0.67 -8.26 . 3.77 1.76 -2.05
‘Distress -0.07 0.09 -2.59 -0.90 0.55 -0.39
Variable Wkgoal Respect Hassles Demands Support Engage
Wkgoal 2.15

Respect -0.01 2.39 .

Hassles 6.44 5.54 218.41 ;

Demands 0.57 0.37 11.10 31.49 :

Support -1.92 -1.77 -15.66 -23.76 41.92

Engage 2.20 -0.74 5.11 -6.34 5.31 - 92.00
Diseng 2.93 0.68 47.04 - 11.25 -11.24 6.36
Distress 0.65 0.06 11.23 2.47 . -2.55 -1.60
Variable Diseng Distress

Diseng 55.89 ’

Distress 5.92 . - 2.73

Note. Marital=marital status fl:married and pértnered; 2=n6t married) ;
Instr=instrumentality; Expres:expreséiveness; Upset=upsetting appraisals;
Control=appraised situational control; Wkgoal=work goal attaiﬁment
appraisals; Respect=respect for others appraisals; Demands=work demands;

- Support=work support; Engage=engagement coping; Diseng=disengagement coping.
High scores reﬁresent high levels of the characteristics as defined by the
labels. Income categories: 1=<$25,000; 2=$26,000 - $40,000; 3=$41/600 -

$60,000; 4=$6l,000 - $80,000; 5=$81,000 - $100,000; 6=>$100,000.
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~ Table L2

Correlation Matrix for Group 1 (University of British Columbia Managers and

Professionals; n=90)

Variable . -Marital Income Instr Expres . Upset Control

Marital 1.00

Income ~-0.73 1.00

Instr 0.19 -0.03 1.00

Expres 0.02 -0.10 -0.02 1.00 _ -

Upset 0.02 0.08 0.13 0.15 1.00°

Control 0.00 0.05 0.04 0.03 -0.18 1.00
. Wkgoal -0.14 0.07 0.10 0.04 0.12 -0.15.

Respect 0.08 0.03 -0.08 -0.02 -0.14 -0.04

Hassles -0.04 -0.01 -0.29 -0.06 0.18 -0.09

Demands 0.10 -0.15 -0.08 - 0.05 0.15 -0.18
* Support 0.07 0.09 0.09 0.03 -0.04 0.19

Engage 0.02 0.03 0.18 0.26 0.04 : 0.27

Diseng - .0.00 0.06 .~ -0.10 0.05 0.29 -0.25

Distress - -0.08 0.04 -0.14 -0.06. 0.41 -0.22

Variable Wkgoal Respect Hassles Demands Support - Engage

Wkgoal 1.00

Respect 0.00 1.00

Hassles 0.30 0.24 1.00

Demands 0.07 0.04 0.13. 1.00

Support -0.20 -0.18 -0.16 -0.65 1.00

Engage 0.16 -0.05 0.04 -0.12 0.09 1.00

Diseng 0.27 0.06 0.43 0.27 -0.23 0.09

Distress 0.27 0.02 0.46 0.27 -0.24 -0.10

Variable Diseng Distress

Diseng ©1.00 j

Distress 0.48 1.00

Note. Marita1=marita1 status (1=mafried and partnered; 2=not married) ;
Instr=instrumentality; Expres=expressiveness; Upset=upse£ting appraisals;
Control=appraised situational control; Wkgoal=work goal attainment
appraisals; Respect=respect for others appraisals; Demands=work demands;
'Support=wofk support; Engage=éngagément coping; Diseng=disengagement coping.
High scores represent highllevels of the_characteristiés as defined by the

‘labels. Income categories: 1=<$25,000; 2=$26,000 - $4O,000;V3;$41,000 -

$60,000; 4=$61,000 - $80,000; 5=$81,000 - $100,000; 6=>$100,000.
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Table L3

Covariance Matrix for Group 2 (Simon Fraser University and University of

Victoria Managers and Professionals; n=67)

Variable ‘Marital Income - Instr - Expres Upséet Control
‘Marital--. 0.23
Income - - 0.38 - 1.81 .
Instr - .0.59 1.43 - 143.56 . ‘
Expres - .1.25 -3.34 - 7.07 107.18
Upset 0.13 -0.31 0.95 -0.10 0.83
Control -0.12 0.32 ) 0.80 -0.41 . -0.47 : 1.37
Wkgoal .0.16 0.01 0.02 1.50 - 0.37 -0.40
Respect 0.09 -0.33 1.29 . 0.65 0.17 ~0.39
Hassles 1.41 -1.63 -30.12 | -32.39 3.13 ) -5.30
Demands 1.02 -2.88 -8.33 -2.67 0.43 -0.63
Support ©-1.34 2.70 -~ '3.13 5.54 -1.77 - 1.72
Engage 0.52 1.62 -0.61 15.47 -0.33 0.06
Diseng 0.52 -1.18 -23.41 1.27 3.04 . -4.49
Distress 0.24 -0.46 -2.74 : 0.74 0.51 ¢ -0.73
Variable Wkgoal Respect * Hassles Demands Support - Engage
Wkgoal 2.16
Respect 0.07 2.15- . .
_Hassles 4 .34 -3.44 253.59 )
Demands 1.31 0.72 28.06 27.65
Support -2.86 -0.14 -36.66 -17.33 . 38.95
Engage . 3.22 0.06 S 12.41 -2.09 -8.05 75.11
Diseng - 2.95 1.78 55.37 ) 9.92 - -15.03 8.96
Distress 0.59 0.14 15.40 1.67 -3.58 - -0.37
~Variable Diseng ' Distress
Diseng ) 63.27 :
Distress - 5.28 2.47

Note. Marital=marital statué‘(l=married and partnered;-2=not married) ;
Instrzinstrumentality; Expres:expressivenéss; Upsét#upsetting appraisals;
Controléappraised situational control; Wkgoal=work goal attainment
appraisais; ReapecF=respect for others appraisals; Demapdé:work demands;
Support=work support; Engage:engagemenp coping; Diseng:disengagement coping.
High scores represent high levels of the charactefistics as defined'bf the
labels. 1ncome'categories: 1=<$25,000; é=$26,000 ; $40,600; 3=$41;000 -

$60,000; 4=%$61,000 - $80,000; 5=%81,000 - $100,000; 6=>$100,000.
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Table L4

Correlation Matrix for Group 2 (Simon Fraser University and University of

Victoria Managers and Professionals; n=67)

Variable Marital ‘Income Instr - Expres Upset Control
Marital 1.00
- Income -0.59 1.00

Instr -0.10 . 0.09 1.00

Expres 0.25 -0.24 0.06 1.00

Upset 0.29 -0.25 0.09 -0.01 1.00 :
Control -0.22 0.20 -~ 0.06 -0.03 -0.44 1.00
Wkgoal 0.22 . 0.00 . 0.00 0.10 "0.28 -0.23
Respect” 0.13 -0.17 0.07 0.04 0.13 . -0.23
Hassles 0.18 -0.08 -0.16 " -0.20 0.22 -0.28
Demands 0.41 -0.41 . -0.13 -0.05 0.09 -0.10
Support -0.45 0.32 " 0.04 0.09 . -0.31 0.24 .
Engage 0.12 © o 0.14 -0.01 0.17 -0.04 0.01
Diseng . 0.14 -0.11 " -0.25 - 0.02 0.42 -0.48
Distress "0.31 . -0.22 - -0.15 0.05 0.35 -0.40

- Variable Wkgoal = Respect  Hassles =~ Demands Support Engage

Wkgoal 1.00

Respect 0.03 1.00

Hassles . 0.19 - -0.15 1.00 .

Demands 0.17 0.09 -0.34 1.00

Support -0.31 -0.02 - -0.37 -0.53 1.00

Engage 0.25. 0.00 0:09 -0.05 -0.15 1.00-
Diseng ‘0.25 0.15 . . 0.44 0.24° -0.30 0.13
Distress 0.26 0.06 0.62 0.20 -0.37 : 0.03
Variable -Diseng Distress

Diseng 1.00

Distress 0.42 1.00

Note. Marital=marital status (1=married and partﬁéred; 2=not married);
Instr=instrumentality; Expres=expressiveness;‘Upset:upsetting appraisals;
Control=appraised situational control; Wkgoal=work goalnattainment
appraisals; Respect=respect for others appraisals; Demands=work deménds;
Suppoft=work support; Engage:engagemenfvcopiné{ Diseng:diseﬁgagement'coping.
High scores represent high lévels’of the characteristics és definéd by the
labels. ' Income categories: ;=<$25,000}12=$26,060 540,000 3=$41,000 -

$60,000; 4=$61,000 - $80,000; 5=$81,000 - $100,000; 6=>$100,000.

‘
o
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Table L5

Zero—order Correlation Matrix (Pooled Sample; N=157)

Variable ‘Marital Age Income Exper Instr Expres
Marital 1.00
~ Age -0.03 1.00
Income . -0.67 0.09 1.00
Exper -0.04 0.43 0.01 -1.00
Instr 0.06 -0.05 0.02 -0.16 1.00
Expres -0.12 0.13 -0.17 0.17 0.02 1.00
Upset 0.14 0.01 -0.07 -0.02 0.11 0.08
Control . -0.09 0.05 0.12 0.06 0.05 0.00
- Wkgoal 0.01 -0.08 0.04 -0.11 0.06 0.07
Respect 0.10 0.05 ~-0.05" -0.12 -0.02 0.01
Hassles 0.05 -0.03 -0.04 -0.03 -0.23. -0.12-
Demands 0.22 -0.06 -0.25 -0.08 -0.10 0.01
Support -0.14 0.06 0.19 0.03 0.07 0.05
Engage 0.06 0.23 0.07 0.15 - 0.10 0.22
Diseng 0.06 0.13 . -0.01 0.13 ‘ -0.17 0.04
‘Distress 0.08 0.06 -0.07 -0.05 -0.14 . -0.01
NA 0.06 0.01 -0.11 -0.03 -0.36 -0.20
Variable Upset  Control ' Wkgoal Respect Hassles = Demands
Upset 1.00
_Control -0.30 ' 1.00
Wkgoal -0.19. -0.19 1.00
Respect -0.02 ..-0.12 0.01 1.00 :
Hassles 0.20 -0.18 -0.24 0.08 | 1.00
Demands 0.12 -0.14 "0.11 0.06.° To0.227 1.00
. Support -0.16 0.21 -0.25 -0.11 - - -0.26 -0.60
Engage -0.01 0.16 0.20 -0.03 0.06 -0.09
Diseng 0.35- - -0.36 0.26 0.10 0.43 0.25
- Distress 0.38 ~ -0.30° 0.26 0.04 '0.53 0.24
NA 0.19 -0.27 . 0.06 0.00 0.46 0.29
"Variable Support Engage . Diseng Distress NA
Support . 1.00 S
Engage - -0.01 1.00 A
‘Diseng : -0.26 S 0.11 1.00
Distress -0.29 -0.05 0.45 ©1.00

NA- -0.25 -0.16 0.38 9 0.51 = 1.00

Note. Marital=marital status (1=mafried énd partnered; 2=not married) :
Expef=months fuii4time'éxpérience in current position;
Iﬁstr;instrumentality;vExpres:expressiveness; Upset=upsetting appraisals;
Control=appraised situationél control; Wkgoal=work goal attainment

- appraisals; Respect=respect for others appraisals; Demands=work demands;
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Support=work support; Engage=engagement coping; Diseng=disengagement coping; .
| NA=negative affectivity. High scores répresent high -levels of the
characteristics as defined by the labels. Income categories: 1=<$25,000;

2-$26,000 - $40,000; 3=$41,000 - $60,000; 4=$61,000 - $80,000; 5=$81,000 -

$100,000; 6=>$100,000.
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Alternate Path Model Representing the Relationships

among Antecedent, Contextual, Mediating, and Outcome

Variables at Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3 Using Primary
Appraisal Stake Scales
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An alternate path model was tested substituting the work goal attainment and
loss of respect for others appraisal items with two primary appraisal stake scales that
were developed through exploratory factor analyses, respectively assessing "self-
interest” and "relationship" stakes. Consistent with the initial model using single
appraisal items, the majority of alternate pafh model fit indices indicated a poor fit to
the data, _X_L(41, N=157)=144.05, p <.001, Q=3.5, GFI=.89, AGFI=.71,
RMSR=.10, CFI=.68, and D,=.72. The squared multiple correlation for distress
(.25) was similar to that of the initial model (.24), although the coefficient of
determination for the structural equations indicated that a slightly larger amount of
total variance (16.3%) was accdunted for in the alternate model than in the initial
model (11.6%).

With respect to the results of specific hypotheses, the alternate path model
compared favourably to the initial model, with the exception of four main differences.
Specifically, self-interest appraisals were significant predictors of distress (b=.20, t-
value=2.69) within the alternate path model. In addition, alternate model results
revealed that unmarried (i.e., single, divorced, separated, and widowed) managerial
and professional women held significantly more threatening self-interest appraisals
(b=.21, t-value=2.02) and that women with higher incomes appraised interpersonal
work stressors as significantly more threatening to their relationships with others
(b=.31, t-value=2.92). Results of the initial model, however, indicated
nonsignificant relationships between work goal attainment and loss of respect appraisal
items and distress, marital status, and income. Furthermore, whereas. self-interest

appraisals had a nonsignificant direct effect on engagement coping in the alternate
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model (b=.11, t-value=1.45), results of the initial model indicated a significant
positive relationship between threatening work goal attainment appraiséls and

engagement coping. The standardized path coefficients for the alternate path model

.are presented in Figure M1.
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1 The four values on the arrows refer
in sequence to each of the four
appraisal variable path coefficients:
* upsetting appraisals
« situational control appraisals
» relationship appraisals
« self-interest appraisals.

Figure M1. Alternate Path Model Representing the Relationships among Antecedent, Contextual, Mediating, and Outcome Variables at

Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3 Using Primary Appraisal Stake Scales. (Arrows indicate the direction of the relationships. First-order

partial correlation matrix with negative affectivity removed was analyzed. Standardized LISREL estimates are indicated. Marital

status refers to married and partnered = 1; not married = 2. * Indicates significant path coefficients.)

Le
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Appendix N

Fit Indices for. Path Models
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Fit Indices for Path Models (N=157)

Model Chi-square df p Q GFI AGFI
1. Path Model 124.89 41 <.001 3.0 .90 5
2. Path Model with

Nonsignificant

Paths Deleted 153.72 74 <.001 2.1 .88 .83
3. Path Model Using

Primary Appraisal

Stake Scales 144.05 41 <.001 3.5 .89 71

4. Path Model based on
the Zero-order
Correlation Matrix 153.42 41 <.001 3.7 .88 .70

Model RMSR CFI D,

P

Total Coefficient
of Determination

1. Path Model .09 .70 5 24 12
2. Path Model with
Nonsignificant

Paths Deleted A1 71 73 22 .04

3. Path Model Using
Primary Appraisal
Stake Scales .10 .68 72 25 .16

4. Path Model based on
the Zero-order
Correlation Matrix 11 .70 .73 .35 .10

Note. df=degrees of freedom; Q=Chi-square to degrees of freedom ratio; GFI=Goodness-
of-fit Index; AGFI=Adjusted Goodness-of-fit Index; RMSR=R00t Mean Square Residual;

2
CFI=Comparative Fit Index; D,=Incremental Fit Index; R =Squared multiple correlations for

Distress statistics from LISREL VIII. Total Coefficient of Determination statistic from
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LISREL VIL. With the exception of the zero-order correiatvilo'n matrix path model, all indices
were calculated from the analyses of the first-order partial correiation matrix, controlling for

the effects of negative affectivity.




Appendix 0

Path Model Representing the Relationships among
Antecedent, Contextual, Mediating, and Outcome
Variables at Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3 based on the
Zero-order Correlation Matrix '
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'A path model based on the zefo;order correlation matrix, not controlling for
the effects of NA, was analyzed Cons1stent w1th the initial model based on the first-
order partlal correlation matrix, the majority of fit indices 1ndicated a poor fit to the
data, X (41 N=157)=153.42, p < 001 Q= 3 7, GF1=.88, AGFI=.70,
RMSR=.11, CFI=.70, and D,=.73. The squared multiple correlation for d.istress
(.35) was higher than that of the initial model (.24), although the coefficient of

determination for the structural equations indicated that a similar amount of variance

(10%) was accounted for in this model compared to the initial model (11.6%). -

With respect to the results of specific hypotheses, this path model compared
favourably to the initial model, with the exception of three main differences.
Spemfically, consistent with Long et al.’s (1992) model, results revealed significant

path coeff1c1ents from disengagement coping to distress (b=.17, t-value 2.19) and

from instrumentality to daily hassles (b=-.17, t-value=-2.33) compared to the

nonsignificant relationships between these variables in the initial model. However,

results of the initial model revealed a significant po_sitive relationship between
instrumentality and upsetting stressor appraisals when partialling out the effects of
NA. The_ instrumentality-upsetting lappraisals relationship was nonsignificant in the
path model based on the zero-order correlation matrix (b=.11, t-value=1.37). These

differences ‘in findings between the two models likely reflect the role of NA in both

- contributing to and suppressing variable relationships, as suggested in the Results

chapter. The standardized path coefficients for the zerO—order correlation matrix path

model are presented‘ in Figure O1.
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Figure O1. Path Model Representing the Relationships among Antecedent, Contextual, Mediating, and Outcome Variables at

Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3 based on the Zero-order Correlation Matrix. (Arrows indicate the direction of the relationships.

Standardized LISREL estimates are indicated. Marital status refers to married and partnered = 1; not married = 2. * Indicates

significant péth coefficients.)
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