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Abstract
The purpose of this study was to clarify the role of appraisal in the stress and coping process by ‘examining
both aﬁtecedents and consequences of appraisals from the perspective of a transactional model of stress
(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Analyses were conducted on a sample of female clerical workers (Study 1; N =
215) and partially replicated on a second sample (Study 2; N = 201). Hierarchical multiple regression analyses
(HMRs) were conducted to examine the relationship between personal resources (e.g., optimism, self-
efficacy), social resources (é.g., social support, supervisor support) and work-stress appraisals (primary and
secondary appraisals), as well as between appraisals and depression. Study 2 expanded on Study 1 in that the
effects of negative affectivity (NA) were controlled for in HMRs predicting appraisals. In addition, the effects
of NA and initial levels of depression were controlled for in HMRs predicting depression. In both studies
appraisals accounted for a significant amount of the variance in depression scores beyond that accounted for
by demographics and resources; and in Study 2, NA and initial levels of depression. Results offer weak to

modest support for the role of appraisals as suggested in Lazarus and Folkman’s model. Implications for

theory and counselling practice are discussed.




Table of Contents
ABSTRACT ..ot e et e ettt b e tee et e n ee e et e n e renas ii
TABLE OF CONTENTS ...ootiitiiiitiiiiiaeteeneen et reenseneeeereenranerssnsnessensersnnerernessenennes ii
LIST OF TABLES ...ttt ettt et et e e e e e e e e ae e an s v
LISTOF FIGURES ...ttt ee e te et et ettt e s ir e e e ae s tt s e st s ane e e s aaresnsananns vi
18210 (07,4 ¥ (6 ) T PO U vii
ACKNOLEDGMENTS ...ttt e ettt et r e e e e e et et e e e re e e a e e ans viii
INTRODUCGTION ...ttt et ettt e e et ettt et et ettt ete e e een e e ensaaseenenannas 1
I 1015 4 L O 5
MEthOd ..o e e e 5
PartiCIPAnts .......ooit vitiii i e e e 5
Design and ProCedUres ...........c.ouiuiiiiiiiit it e ie e e e et e e e e aea e e ran ovnbneneas 6
TIME T MEASUIES .....eueitiinint it ettt it s et e et et e et ete e e et et e s ea s e et e e taersnsnenerennens 7
DemOgraphics ... ...ooininii i e 7
Self-ffiCaCY ...ttt e s 7
Preventive COPING ......ovuimniiinii i e e 7
OPHIMSII 1 veeteeeeeeeeeeseee e ettt e e e e e e e ee e et e e e e ee e e e e e see e e ene e eeeeeene 7
N @ (1) (- S T 8
SOCIAl SUPPOTL ..vtitiiiiie i e ettt e e ce e e et e e e et e e e e e e e e 8
TiMeE 2 MEASUTES ....vevnenitiin ittt et eet ettt s e e e eae e eetean et et e e e eeeenernerereaeeeneenes 8
Primary appraisals .......o.eoiiriiiriiii 8
Secondary appraisal .......c.o.ouieiiiii e aaaaan 9
Social SUPPOrt at WOTK .......c.iuieiiiiriii e e 9
DEPIESSION ...ttt ettt e e et et e et et e et e e e n e a e s et e anen e 9
RESUIES Lttt i e e e e e et et e 9
Resources and APPraisals.........c.ovuit viiniiiiii e e 11
Primary appraisals ..........ccccooiiiiiiiinii e 11
Secondary appraisal ...........iiiiiiiiie s e 11
HMRs Predicting Depression ..........c.ce.vereiiisiinioreieriiniei et ee et e e e 14
Main effectS ....ouiriii i e 14
Moderated effects of appraisals and reSOUICES .............cccovivviniiiiriiiiiiirevinennenennns 14
Moderated effect of appraisals and social support on depression ...............ccc.vueenee.... 14
DISCUSSION ...t ee et et ettt e er e e e e e e et e et ettt et et e e e e e et e e aaaaes 17
N 0D b 0 U NURTPPUIN 20
MEEROD ..o iiniii ittt 21
PartiCIPANTS ....vviiniin i e e 21
Design and ProCEAUIES .........ouitiniiiiiiiiiiit e ettt e e e e e e e e aaans 21
TIME 1 MEASUIES ..oovvnitniiniiniiii ittt et e s st ee et e e e e e s e e s bt st s e an s an e ene eeeenenns 21
DemOZraphiCs ........oouimiiiiii i e e e e e 22
X TOIES it e e 22
DEPIESSION .. ctcniaie ettt ettt et e et e e e e e e et s et ee e e e e e e s e sbasaneanenneenees 22
Time 2 Measures ..............ccvuuunnnn.. e et e e e e e et e e et ee et et ran et 22
Primary appraisals ..........ccoooiiiiiiiiii 22
Secondary appraisal ............ccoiiiiiiiii e 23
DEPIESSION ..iviiiiiitiiiii ittt et e e e st e e e e e e s et et e e e aen et et s een 23
RESUIES et i e e e 23
Differences Between Study 1 and Study 2 Samples ..........ccocovvvriniiiiiiiiiiiiii e 23
Resources and APPraisals..........cooiee vttt 23
Primary appraisals.........oooiviiiiiiiiii e 24
Secondary appraisal .........oveeieniiiiii e 26
HMRSs Predicting DEPression ........ccccovcuiiuiiiiieiiiiiiiiiirircieiret et e einesreeeeeenerreneeneen 26
Main effects ... ..ot e 26
Moderated effects of appraisals and reSOUICES ..........covvviieiviiiierniiieriicieen e, 26

iii




oI 10 | PP

GENERAL DISCUSSION ... ouiiiiiitiiniiiii ettt en et eeras e e e e et een e anennenas

Antecedents Of APPraiSals .......ouiueiiiieiire i et e et et

Appraisal and OQULCOMIE .....ouvriirereieniie et ettt rietett ettt renearerereeneaeeetaearareanseaaanannns

Implications and Limitations ...........c.covuiiiriiiriiniiiiinir et err et ser e e van e e aaaas

REFERENCES ... oottt e e e e et et e e et senennebnanes

APPENDIX A ......ciiiiiiiiiiiinnns et e et et sttt e e e as
Personal and Work Demographics Study 1 and Study 2

APPENDIX B L. e e e
Factor Analyses of Control Appraisal Study 1 and Study 2

APPENDIX €.t e et ettt e e te et e a e r et e rar e e naas
Factor Analysis of Stakes: Study 2



Table 1.

Table 2.

Table 3.

Table 4.

Table S.

Table 6.

Table 7.

Table 8.

List of Tables

Means, Standard Deviations, and Reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha)
Of Study Variables..........c.oiuiiiiiiriiii e

Zero Order Correlations Among Study Variables for Study 1 and

Study 2

HMRs Predicting Appraisals: Study 1 ........cccoeviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee

HMR Predicting Depression: Study 1 .........cociiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieceen,

Moderated Effects of Appraisals and Resources on Depression:

Study 1

HMRs Predicting Appraisals: Study 2........cviiiviiiiiiiiiiiiiiecrr e,

HMR Predicting Depression: Study 2 ........ccoooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e

Moderated Effects of Appraisals and Resources on Depression:
Study 2

10

12

13

15

16

25

27

29



vi

List of Figures

Figure 1. Interaction between social support and an appraisal of importance
in predicting depression ..........ccoveviviiiiiiiiiii i e e 18




vii

DEDICATION

I would like to dedicate this paper to my parents, Bob and Eileen Morris, for all their love, encouragement
and support. Thank-you for always believing in me.




viii

ACKNOLEDGEMENTS

I would like to thank my supervisor, Dr. Bonnie Long, for all her support and patience, as well as for being
an incredible mentor. I also want to acknowledge my committee members, Dr. Anita DeLongis, and Dr.
Beth Haverkamp, for their helpful suggestions and input into this study.

I also want to thank my fiancé and best friend, Mike Clark, for his love and support during this whole
process.

I would also like to thank Green College for providing a sanctuary in which to live while I completed my
Master’s degree, and to my roommate, Melanie Badali, for her friendship and support.



Work Stress Appraisals 1

Introduction

The appraisal construct is central to Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) transactional model of stress and coping, which
emphasizes the importance of the on-going transaction between appraisal and coping to determine outcome. According
to Lazarus and Folkmaﬁ, it is the appraisal process that determines individual susceptibility to stress. Appraisal refers
to the process by which an individual evaluates whether an event is significant to his or her well-being. Appraisals
reflect an evaluation of the importance of the stressful situation or what it at stake (primary appraisals), and an
evaluation of available coping options and resources for dealing with the stressful situation (secondary appraisals). In
contrast to Lazarus and Folkman’s transactional model, other models of stress have emphasized individual differences
and resources in determining coping and health outcomes (e.g., Hobfoll, 1989; Spielberger, 1966, 1972). Although, the
appraisal construct is integral to transactional approaches to stress, appraisals have been the subject of less research than
other constructs in Lazarus and Folkman’s model (e.g., coping strategies). As a result, there remains confusion over the
role of appraisal in the stress process (e.g., what gives rise to appraisals). Thus, the purpose of the present study is to
clarify the role of appraisal in the stress and coping procéss by examining both antecedents and consequences of
appraisals.

A number of researchers have criticized the appraisal construct (e.g., Hobfoll, 1989), while others have pointed out
limitations to its operationalization and measurement (e.g., Munroe & Kelly, 1995). For example, appraisals are often
measured with single-item ad-hoc measures. Moreover, problems also exist concerning the discriminant validity of the
appraisal construct. For example, research has indicated that ﬁegative affectivity (NA) predicts many of the same
psychological and physiological outcomes as appraisal (e.g., Decker & Borgen, 1993). Some researchers have argued
that the effects of appraisal on outcome are primarily due to NA, as studies have found that the effects of appraisals are
attenuated when NA is partialled out (e.g., Brief, Burke, George, Robinson, & Webster, 1988). However, other studies
have found that appraisals predict outcome even after controlling for NA (e.g., Chen & Spector, 1991). Still other
researchers suggest that the role of NA in the stress process mz;y even be more complex. For example, a recent study
by Portello (1996) of managerial women coping with work stress found that NA attenuated some relationships while
strengthening others. For both theoretical and clinical reasons it is important to know whether it is appraisal that
influences psycho-social outcomes, or some other underlying trait or state such as NA. At present, however, little is

known about the underlying forces influencing stress appraisals. The present study considers the validity of the

appraisal construct by examining a number of possible antecedents of appraisals, as well as the relationship between
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appraisals, their antecedents, and depression in a sample of female clerical workers from the perspective of a
transactional model of coping.

Clerical workers make up approximately one quarter of the population of wofking women in Canada (Statistics
Canada, 1995). Research on clerical workers suggests that they are confronted wifh a range of stressors because as an
occupational group they have little power, autonomy, or control over their work environment (Balshem, 1988), they are
confronted by multiple tasks of a dull, repetitive nature (Truss, 1993), have fewer opportunities for job advancement,
and lower salaries (Turnage & Spielberger, 1991). Furthermore, clerical workers make up the highest percentage of
time-loss stress injuries and mental health claims in Canada. In 1990, of the 156 claims for stress loss injuries that were
accepted by provincial Worker’s Compensation Boards and Commissions across Canada, 88 (48%) were made by those
employed in clerical and sales occupations (Green, 1992). Given the diversity of stressors experienced by clerical
workers, and the fact that they are an over-represented yet under-researched segment of the female labour force, they
are a particularly good population in which to examine the stress and coping process, and in particular the role of stress
appraisals.

According to Lazarus and Folkman (1984), appraisals are influenced by a variety of factors such as an individual’s
coping resources, commitments, values, and beliefs. Mogt research on appraisal antecedents has focused on just one or
two constructs (e.g., optimism; Chan, 1998) or on latent constructs (e.g., agentic traits; Long, 1998). Few studies have
examined multiple constructs and their relationship to appraisals. However, research has found that there are a number
coping resources that are potentially important determinants of appraisals. Coping resources refer to the relatively stable
personal (personal resources) and social factors (social resources) that influence how individuals manage life crises and
transitions (Moos & Schaefer, 1993). Examples include social support (House, 1981), self-efficacy (Banudra, 1986),
socioeconomic status (Adler et al., 1994), and dispositional optimism (Carver & Gaines, 1987).

Researchers have identified a number of personal resources related to work-related stress appraisals. For example,
in a study of work stress, Long et al. (1992) found that agency, a latent construct (i.e., self-efficacy, instrumentality,
optimism, and preventative coping), was associated with more positive stress appraisals among a sample of managerial
women. However, because the relationship between these resources and appraisals was measured as part of a latent
construct, it is not clear to what extent these variables independently accounted for the relationship with appraisals.
Research also supports a relationship between sex role orientation and stress appraisals; however, the direction of this

relationship is not clear. For example, Long et al. (1992) found that instrumentality, characterized by masculine

characteristics (Bem, 1981), was related to more positive stress appraisals, whereas Portello (1996) found that
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instrumentality was associated with more negative stress appraisals. The discrepant findings may be due to the different
operationalization of the construct in the two studies or to the fact that Portello’s study focused on just interpersonal
stressors. The present study considers a number of personal resources (including dispositional optimism, general self-
efficacy, instrumentality, expressivity, and preventive coping) as possible antecedents of appraisals.

Social resources may also be important determinants of appraisals. For example, the results of a longitudinal study
of community residents (Dunkel-Schetter, Folkman, & Lazarus, 1987) indicated that various types of social support
(informational support, aid, emotional support, and number of sources of support) were directly related to a number of
different primary appraisals (e.g., threat to self-esteem, health, etc.). Social support seems to be a particularly
important predictor of appraisals of threat to self-esteem. Participants who reported higher levels of social support on
all four indices, including informational support, aid, emotional support, and a number of sources of support, also
reported lower levels of threat to self-esteem in response to a specific stressful event. Moreover, research suggests that
social support is an important predictor of appraisals in work contexts. For example, Long (1998) found that support
from co-workers and supervisors was predictive of more positive stress appraisals among a sample of working women.

Although the research on the relationship Between social support and stress appraisals is fairly consistent, the
literature examining the relationship between social support and health outcomes is mixed. Most studies seem to
support a positive relationship between support and health outcomes (e.g., Decker & Borgen, 1993; Repetti, 1987).
However, a number of studies have failed to show any relationship (e.g., Snapp, 1992), and some studies have even
found an inverse relationship (e.g., Cutrona, 1990; Hobfall & Vaux, 1993). A number of explanations have been put
forth to explain this phenomenon. One explanation comes from the matching model of social support (Cohen &
McKay, 1985). According to this model, in order for social support to buffer the effects of stress, the support resources
offered need to fit the need of the individual under stress. If there is a mismatch between the support given and the
needs of the individual, the support attempt may miscarry. Another explanation put forth by Lepore (1997) is that
social support networks in themselves may be exhausting or stressful. This explanation may be particularly applicable
to the mixture of findings regarding the effects of co-worker support (e.g., Repetti, 1987). For example, in many cases
clerical workers are not only coping with their own work stress but also support and deal with the stress of their
coworkers, which can make their social support networks stressful. Thus, the relationship between social support and
'appraisals may be more complex than initial research suggests. In the present study, the relationship between a number

of social resources, including general social support and support from co-workers and supervisors, and appraisals is

investigated.
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Another fruitful area of exploration in gaining a deeper understanding of the appraisal construct involves
examining how antecedents relate differentially to primary and secondary appraisals. Theory would predict that
resources would be more strongly related to secondary appraisals as they depend to a greater extent on an individual’s
evaluation of their resources and options for coping than do primary appraisals (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). There is
some empirical support for Lazarus and Folkman’s theoretical distinction between primary and secondary appraisals.
For example, in a study of 726 college students who were coping with the stress of an exam, Chan (1998) found that
dispositional optimism as measured by the Life Orientation Test (LOT; Scheier & Carver, 1985) was unrelated to
primary appraisals but was significantly related to secondary appraisals. Chan concluded that both optimists and
pessimists appraise the same stressor as threatening, but that optimists see more options for coping. Therefore, 1
predicted that personal (optimism, self-efficacy, instrumentality, expressivity, preventive coping) and social resources
(general social support, peer support, supervisor support) should relate more strongly to secondary appraisals than
primary appraisals.

Yet another area of exploration involves the extent to which resources and appraisals predict psycho-social
outcomes. Lazarus and Folkman (1984) posit that resources influence appraisals, which in turn determine coping
choices and health outcomes. In their model, individual differences are considered only to the extent that they impact
appraisals. A number of researchers have criticized this approach to stress, arguing that there is an overemphasis on
stress appraisal and a lack of emphasis on resources that aid in stress resistance. For example, Hobfoll (1989) argues
that the gain and loss of resources is more important in determining health outcome than are appraisals. Again, this
raises the question of the validity of the appraisal construct. To what extent do appraisals predict psychological health
outcomes (e.g., depression) after controlling for the effects of resources? Furthermore, to what extent do resources and
appraisals interact to determine individual differences in health outcomes. Parkes (1994) has suggested that resources
and appraisals not only have direct effects on occupational health but also interact to predict health outcomes.
Interactive models may help to identify certain combinations of resources and appraisals that serve as vulnerability or
resistance factors. The present study considers both the direct and moderated effects of resources and appraisals on
depression. Depression was chosen as an outcome measure over other psychological or physiological measures because
it has been used most frequently in the stress and coping literature, thus facilitating comparison with other studies (e.g.,
Long, 1998).

In sum, though appraisals are central to Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) theoretical framework of psychological

stress, little in know about their antecedents or consequences. The present study attempts to expand our understanding
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of the appraisal construct by examining a number of personal and social resources (antecedents) and their relationship
to primary and secondary appraisals, as well as the main and moderated effects of resources and appraisals on
depression. Data for the present study are archival and were collected as part of two larger studies on clerical stress and
coping (Loong, 1999). Thus, the variables in the present study were restricted to those included in the original studies.
Though many of the constructs measured in the two studies were similar, some measures differed. Consequently,
analyses were conducted on one sample (Study 1) and were partially replicated on the second sample (Study 2). Study
2 expanded on Study 1 in important ways. First, NA was controlled for in analyses predicting appraisals, and NA and
baseline depression scores were controlled for in analyses predicting depression. Second, appraisals were more fully
operationalized in Study 2 as stakes weré assessed with appraisal scales designed specifically for their relevance to
work settings (Portello, 1996), rather than by single items. However, replication of results from the two studies was
expected as the two samiples were not expected to differ in terms of demographic characteristics and mean levels on
dependent and independent variables.

Due to the exploratory nature of the study research questions are posed rather than hypotheses although some
predictions are made based on theory. The research questions are as follows:
1. To what extent are personal resources (dispositional optimism, general self-efficacy, instrumentality, expressivity,
and preventive coping) related to primary and secondary appraisals after controlling for demographic characteristics
(age, marital status, and education) ? I would expect these resources to be more strongly related to secondary appraisals
than to primary appraisals because theory suggests that secondary appraisals rely to a greater degree on an individual’s
evaluation of their resources.
2. To what extent are social resources (general social support, co-worker social support, and supervisor support) related
to primary and secondary appraisals? I would also expect that social resources would be more strongly related to
secondary appraisals for the reason stated above.
3. To what extent do appraisals predict depression after controlling for personal and social resources and demographic
characteristics?
4. Do appraisals moderate the relationship between resources and depression?

Study 1
Method

Participants. Participants were 215 clerical workers and administrative assistants recruited from the Greater

Vancouver area. The mean age of the women was 39.77 (SD = 9.46, range 22 to 63 years) and their household incomes




Work Stress Appraisals 6
ranged from less than 25,000 Canadian dollars per annum (23.4%) to over 61,000 (27.5%). Fifty-three percent of the

clerical workers were married; 22% were single, and 25% were divorced or separated. Fifty-three percent of the women
were parents. On average, the women had completed 13.33 years of education, had been in workforce for 17.02 years,
with their organization for 5.94 years, and in their present position for 4.63 years. The major industries represented
were Education (31%), Service (35%), Utilities and Public Administration (12%), Manufacturing and Transportation
(10%), and other (8%). Ninety-eight percent of the clerical workers were Caucasian. See Appendix A for a table of
personal and work demographics for Study 1. More details on sample can be found in Long (1998).

Design and Procedures

Newsletter advertisements, posters, radio announcements, and networking were used to recruit participants.
Advertisements were directed to full-time female clerical workers who experience work stress on a regular basis.
Interested individuals were screened to make sure they met study criteria (i.e., they worked at least 20 hours a week,
had no supervisory duties, and experienced work stress on a regular basis). Of the 284 that met the criteria, 273 began
the study. They were told what the study would involve in terms of time commitment, were informed that their
participation was completely voluntary, and were assured that all information collected would be treated as confidential.
Participants were mailed a package containing a consent form, a set of three questionnaires, and detailed instructions for
completing the measures. Of the 273 participants who were mailed questionnaire packages, 39 withdrew because of a
lack of time, 7 no longer met study criteria, 4 moved, and 8 were excluded from the analyses because they identified
personal rather than work-related stressors. Chi square analyses and ANOVAs of demographic variables between drop
out and retained participants were not significant (Long, 1998).

Participants were instructed to fill out the consent form and the first questionnaire booklet as soon as they received
them and to mail them back in an enclosed stamped envelope. Only measures used in the present study are described.
Booklet one included; (a) demographic questions, (b) a preventative coping inventory, (c) a dispositional optimism
measure, (d) a measure of self-efficacy scale, (¢) a measure of social support, (f) a measure of sex role orientation. If
booklet one was not received back with in 10 days of the package mail-out, participants were given a reminder call.

One-month after the first booklet was completed, participants were contacted by a research assistant and asked to
complete and mail back the second questionnaire package. Participants engaged in a short telephone interview with a
research assistant at which time they were asked to recall their most salient work stressor of the past month. After

recording their stressor in the questionnaire booklet, participants proceeded to fill out the remainder of the questionnaire

keeping their stressor in mind. Booklet two included: (a) measures of primary and secondary appraisals, (b) a measure
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of the work environment, and (c) a measure of depression. The same procedure was repeated for the third questionnaire
booklet. In the present study, only data from Time I and Time 2 were analyzed. Resources were assessed at Time 1
(with the exception of the work and peer support) and appréisals and outcome at Time 2.

Time 1 Measures

Demographics and background information. Participants were asked to provide information regarding age,
education, income, parental and marital status, years (months) employed in present position, years (months) with
present organization, and classification of organization (service, education etc.).

Self-efficacy. The General Self-Efficacy scale (GSES) was used to assess expectancies of general self-efficacy
(Sherer et al., 1982). The GSES consists of 17 items rated on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1= strongly agree to
7 = strongly disagree. Participants are asked to indicate to what extent they agree with each of the statements that
reflect beliefs of personal agency. Scores are summed and range from 17 to 119 with higher scores indicating greater
self-efficacy. Evidence for internal consistency (Cronbach alpha = .86) as well as construct validity and criterion
validity have been reported (Sherer et al., 1982). Long and Haney (1988) reported a test-restest reliability of .76 for a
.one-year interval.

Preventative Coping. Preventative coping was assessed using a subscale from a coping inventory developed by

Wong and Recker (1983). The subscale consists of 6 items and is used to measure the extent to which respondents try

to promote well being and reduce the likelihood of anticipated or potential problems (e.g., learn to prevent myself from

getting anxious or tense). Respondents are asked to report to what extent they use each strategy on a 4-point Likert
scale ranging from 0= not used to 3 = used a great deal. Items are summed and total scores range from 0 to 18 with
higher scores indicating greater preventive coping efforts. Wong and Recker have provided support for the predictive
validity of the subscale (Wong & Recker, 1983).

Optimism. Optimism was measured using the Life Orientation Test (LOT) developed by Scheier and Carver

'(1985). The LOT consists of 12 items, 4 of which are fillers, to assess an individual's expectation of positive outcomes

(e.g., In uncertain times, I usually expect the best). Respondents are asked to rate the extent to which they agree or
disagree with each statement on a 5-point scale ranging from 0 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree. Items are
summed with higher scores representing greater optimism. Scheier and Carver (1985) have reported a 4-week test-

retest reliability of .79 and a Cronbach alpha of .82, and Scheier, Carver and Bridges (1994) have provided evidence for

the discriminant and predictive validity.
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Sex Roles. The Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI, Bem, 1974) was used to measure traits of instrumentality and

expressivity. Respondents are asked to rate the extent to which they identify with the 20 positive instrumental
adjectives (e.g., self-reliant, competitive), 20 positive expressive adjectives (e.g., conscientious, sympathetic), and 20

neutral adjectives (neither masculine or feminine) on a 7-point scale ranging from 1= never or almost never true of me

to 7= always or most always true for me. Responses on each of the 20-item masculine and feminine sub-scales were

summed to derive a total score for instrumentality and a total score for expressivity. The higher the score the greater the
attribute. Bem (1974) has reported test-retest reliabilities from .76 to .94 and provided evidence for the convergent and
discriminant validity of the BSRI.

Social support. Social support was measured using the revised Kaplan Social Support Scale (Turner, Frankel, &
Levin, 1983). This scale measures an individual's experience of feeling loved, esteemed, and connected to a social
network. Each item of the 9-item scales has three descriptions of individuals and their experience of support (e.g.,

Delores rarely has a close friend that she can count on. She does not know that they will be there for her to lean on and

she does not support them; Jenny sometimes has a close friend who is there for her and who she can count on; Shelly

always has a close friend that she can count on. She does not have to worry whether they will be there for her to lean

on. She gives them the same support). After reading each description, respondents are asked to indicate whether their

experience fits one of the descriptors or whether they would rate their experience as halfway between two of the
descriptors (e.g.; | am like Jenny or I am halfway between Jenny and Delores, etc.). Descriptions are assigned a code of
1 to 5 with higher scores representing a greater experience of support. Item scores are-aggregated to yield a total score
‘ranging from 9 to 45. Reports of internal consistencies range from .81 to .83, and correlations with various single
indices of the presence and utilization of social resources (e.g. the presence of a confidant) are moderate (Turner et al.,
1983). |

Time 2 Measures

Primary appraisals. Primary appraisals were assessed using individual items developed by Folkman and Lazarus

(1980) and Park (1986). Participants were asked to rate how important (1 = extremely important to 5 = not very

important), how expected (1 = completely unexpected to 4 = completely expected), and how upsetting (1 =not very
upsetting to 5 = extremely upsetting) their stressful event was for them. Other studies have provided support for the
validity of these items (e.g., Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel-Schetter, DeLongis, & Gruen, 1986; Long et al., 1992).

Stakes were measured using items reported by Folkman and Lazarus (1980). Participants were asked to rate the

extent to which each item was at stake in their stressful encounter from 1 = does not apply to me to 5 = pplies a great
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deal. A self-esteem stake identified through factor analysis (Folkman & Lazarus, 1980) contained $ items, such as

losing your self-respect or appearing incompetent. Items were summed with higher scores representing a greater threat

to self-esteem. The other stake, a threat to work competence, was assessed using a single item not achieving an

important goal at your job or in your work.

Secondary appraisal. Secondary appraisal was assessed using three items from Folkman and Lazarus (1980).

Participants are asked to rate the extent to which they felt their stressful event was one that they could change or do

something about, one that they could accept, and how much control they felt they had to deal with the situation on a 5-

point scale (1 = not at all and 5 =_a great deal). For the present study a principal components factor analysis revealed
that all three items loaded on one factor, so items were summed to form a scale. See Appendix B for factor loadings.

Social support at work. Clerical workers' perceptions of work-related support from co-workers and supervisors

was assessed using the Peer Cohesion (PC) and Supervisor Support (SS) subscales of the Work Environment Scale
(Moos, 1981). Respondents were asked to rate whether they felt each statement as true or false for their work
environment (0 = definitely false and 1 = definitely true). Higher scores reflect the perception of a more supportive
environment. The two subscales have acceptable internal consistency (PC =.67; S$=.77; Moos, 1981) and are related to
both traditional support measures and to instruments assessing depression and psychotic symptoms (Holahan & Moos,
1982).

Depression. Depression was measured using a 13-item sub-scale from the Symptom Check List-90-R (SCL-90-R;
Derogatis, 1983). Respondents were asked to indicate on a 5-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 a complaint.
Derogatis and Melisaratos (1983) have reported a test-retest reliability of .84 for the depression sub-scale. Scores
range from O to 52 with higher scores representing greater levels of depression. -

Results

Prior to analyses, descriptive statistics and frequencies were examined to ensure accuracy of data entry and to
check for missing data. Because nbt more than 30% of items were missing from any of the scales used in the present
study, no cases were dropped due to missing data. Data were checked for linearity, normality, homoscedasticity,
multicullinearity, univariate and multivariate outliers. Significance tests for skewness and kurtosis revealed that
skewness and Kurtosis values obtained were not significantly different from zero. Because there were no violations of

assumptions, no transformations were made. Means, standard deviations, and alpha coefficients for all dependent and

independent variables are reported in Table 1. Pearson product-moment correlations were calculated among appraisals,
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Table 1

Means, Standard Deviations, and Reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha) of Study Variables

Study 1 (N =215) Study 2 (N =201)
Observed Variable Range/ M SD Alpha Range/ M SD Alpha
% %
Age 22-63  39.77 9.46 -- 18-63 4131 9.46 -
Education 1-6 3.11 1.06 -, 1-6 3.14 1.06 -
Parents 53% -- -- -- 54% -- -- --
Married 53% -- -- -- 59% -- -- --
Expressivity® 65-125 9798 10.18 31-70  56.69  7.46 .85
Instrumentality® 54-127 9174 1431 .85 22-69 4681 9.58 .87
Optimism 5-32 20.14 4.96 .79 231  19.83 527 .84
General Self-Efficacy 54-117 8726 12.66 81  40-116 8796 15.07 87
General Social Support 15-44  32.19 6.51 .88 15-45 33.56  6.09 .86
Co-worker Support 0-9 5.32 2.29 .69 0-9 510 248 .78
Supervisor Support 0-9 4.24 2.66 .79 0-9 441 2.54 .74
Preventive Coping 0-18 9.90 3.68 75 4-18 1053 272 .56
Importance Appraisal 1-5 4.15 838 -- 1-5 2.52 109 -
Distress Appraisal 1-5. 3.49 1.00 - 1-5 3.67 1.00 --
Anticipation Appraisal® 1-4 2.55 1.23 - 1-5 236 132 -
Work Competence Stake® 1-5 3.17 1.56 -- 5-25 1343 6.27 .89
Self-esteem Stake® 0-25 9.91 4.53 72 3-15 7.67 3.86 .86
Control Appraisal® 3-15 7.29 2.75 S1 3-15 11.01  3.20 .74
Negative Affect -- -- -- -- 10-40 21.12 7.04 .88
Depression Time 1 -- -- -- -- 0-51 1593 10.63 91
Depression Time 2f 0-41 12.58  10.05 .86 0-54 1775 10.78 91

Note. Dashes indicate not applicable. Education 1 = less than high school, 2= high school graduate, 3=
some training beyond high school, 4 =2 year college graduate, 5 = 4 year university degree, 6 = graduate
school. * Sex roles wére measured with the BSRI in Study 1 and the SBSRI in Study 2. ° Anticipation
appraisal differed in Study 1 and Study 2. © Work competence stake was measured with a single item in
Study 1 and a 5-item scale in Study 2. ¢ Self-esteem stake was measured with a S-item scale in Study 1
and a 3-item scale in Study 2. ° Control appraisal differed in Study 1 and Study 2. f Depression measure

in Study 1 and Study 2 differed.
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personal resources, social resources, and demographic variables and are presented in Table 2. In general, zero-order
correlations between criterion and predictor variables were in the low range (rs ranged from .00 to .38) and among
predictor variables in the low to moderate range (rs ranged from .00 t0.64 ). All significant correlations were in the
expected direction.

Resources and Appraisals

To examine the extent to which personal and social resources predict stress appraisals made in response to a
specific work-related stressor, hierarchical multiple regressions analyses (HMRs) were performed where the criterion
was one of the six appraisal variables (appraisal of distress, importance, anticipation, self-esteem stake, work-
competence stake, and secondary appraisals) and the predictors were personal (optimism, general self-efficacy,
.preventive coping, instrumentality, and expressivity) and social (general social support, co-worker support, supervisor
support) resources. Marital status, age, and education level were entered as control variables because research has
suggested they influence stress appraisals (Long, 1998; Mayers & Barton, 1991). Demographics were entered in the

first step and social and personal resources were entered in the second step.

Primary appraisals. Three.out of the five HMRs predicting primary appraisals (distress, importance, anticipation)
were statistically significant. Results appear in Table 3. The equation predicting an appraisal of distress accounted for
14% of the variance, an appraisal of anticipation 10%, and an appraisal of importance appraisal 10%. For the
regression predicting distress, education (B = -.14, p < .04), optimism (8 = -.17, p < .03), efficacy (8 =.19, p < .01), and
supervisor support (8 = -.18, p < .04), each made a unique contribution suggesting that those with less education, lower
levels of dispositional optimism, lower levels of supervisor support, and greater levels of general self-efficacy reported
higher levels of distress in response to a work-related stressor. For an appraisal of importance, both efficacy (8 = .17, p
<.03), and supervisor support (8 = -.25, p < .01) made a unique contribution, whereas expressivity (8 =-.16, p < .03)
and preventive coping (f = -. 17 p <.03) each made a unique contribution to the anticipation appraisal. Results suggest
that those high in general self-efficacy and low in supervisor support saw their stressful event as more important,
whereas those low in expressivity and preventive coping resources were more likely to appraise their stressful event as

one that was anticipated.

Secondary appraisals. The HMR predicting secondary appraisal (control) was statistically significant, F (11, 204)

=243 p < .007, and accounted for 12% of the variance. Results are summarized in Table 3. Marital status B=.15p

< .03) and general social support (§ = .15, p < .05) each made a unique contribution suggesting that those who are
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Table 2

Zero Order Correlations Among Study Variables for Study 1 and Study 2

Variable Dis Imp Ant SE WG Con Inst Exp Opt CR Eff SS  SupS CoS Dep Age Mar Ed NA Depl

2
Dis -- 33 -09 35 21 =27 00 11 -13 07 -07 01 -04 -12 32 06 -18 -09 15 25
Imp 46 - -08 15 12 -16  -05 22 10 06 08 04 -06 -07 07 14 -10 -16 04 04
Ant -25 -06 -- 02 07  -05 07 -12 12 04 04 -06 -05 -11 -11 -01 06 07 -01 -11
SE 20 10 -11 -- 57 -10 -10 -05 -25 -12 -24 -13 -09 -09 40 -11 -15 01 31 28
wG 29 22 02 26 -- o1 -07 01 25 -13 -15 -10 -17 -14 27 -04 -08 16 27 22
Con -29 20 16 02 -1 -- 04 10 15 18 00 12 09. 04 -11 -02 05 -03  -04 -08
Inst 06 -04 -09 11 04 08 -- 10 24 23 40 26 04 05 -06 -10 14 -02  -19 -15
Exp 08 12 -19 -02 05 08 -02 - 25 17 16 36 -05 04 10 -09 -02 -18 04 07
Opt -12 01 -05 -05 05 14 19 25 -- 36 35 35 02 -05 -41 00 13 -14  -40 -46
CR -05 -09 -19 07 -02 06 12 11 31 - 32 41 07 10 =21 19 06 09 -33 -32
Eff 13 1 -17 07 02 06 37 13 38 22 - 36 04 07 -26 04 24 00 -38 -36
SS -11 -06 -08 -08 -06 23 21 24 42 19 20 - 20 26 -23 -06 17 09  -37 -28
SupS 23 -18 11 -07 -14 21 -05 09 17 -01 05 16 -- 59 -03 -04 12 02 -02 00
CoS -20  -09 08 -11 -13 21 -01 07 10 12 01 19 64 -- -07 -11 03 04 -04 00
Dep2 25 14 -08 38 16 -00 01 -05 -26 -18 -13 -33 -20 =21 -~ =20 -23 -03 51 61
Age -01 -02 -05 -17 -05 -1 -11 09 08 16 06 04 -17 -14 -15 -- -20 -07 -14 -16
Mar -01 -00 -00 -05 -1l 13 -17  -07 00 01 10 02 07 05 -08 03 - -08 -20 -27
Ed -13 -12 04 -01 -10 -02 09 21 -17 09 -07 -03 -07 01 -06 -10 -18 -- 02 05
NA -- -- -- -- -- - -- -- -- - - -- -- -- -- - -- -~ -- 61

Depl B - - - -

Note. Study 1 correlations are presented below the diagonal and Study 2 correlations above the diagonal. Decimals have been omitted. Dis = distress appraisal;
Imp = Importance appraisal; Ant = appraisal of anticipation; SE = self-esteem stake; WG = work goal stake; Con = control appraisal; Inst = instrumentality;

Exp = expressivity; Opt = optimism; CR = preventive ,ooE:m resources; Eff = general self-efficacy; SS = social support; SupS = supervisor support; CoS = Co-
worker support; Dep2 = Depression Time 2 ; NA = negative affectivity; Depl = Time 1 depression scores. High scores represent high levels of characteristic as

defined by labels. Dashes indicate not applicable. Marital status 0 = not married and 1 = married. 1y = 14; 1, = 18; 1y, = 21, two-tailed.
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Table 3

HMRs Predicting Appraisals: Study 1

Criterion Variables

Distress Importance Anticipation Self- Work Control
esteem Competence
B g B B 8 B
Age -.06 -.07 .02 -17* -.08 -.07
Education -.14* -.08 .01 -.06 -.11 .02
Marital Status -.01 -.02 -01 -.01 -.09 15*

RZA .02 .01 .00 .03 .03 .03
Optimism -17* -.01 .10 .01 .07 .07
Instrumentality .05 -.08 -.03 A5* .03 .06
Expressivity .09 12 -16* .01 .04 .05
Preventive Coping -.01 -.11 -17* -.02 -.02 -.01
Self-efficacy .19* A7* -.13 -.10 .02 -.04
Social Support -.08 -.05 -.04 -.07 -.09 5%
Supervisor Support -.18* -.25* .10 -.02 -.12 .10
Peer Support -.08 .07 .05 -.11 -.05 .09

RZA 2% .09* .10* .04 .04 .09*
Total R? .14 .10 . .10 .07 .07 . 12
Adjusted R? .09 .05 .05 .02 .01 .07
F(11,204) 2.97** 2.01* 2.03* 1.49 1.21 2.43*

Note. N = 215. Entries are standardized beta coefficients. Marital status; 0 = not married, 1 = married.

* p<.05,**p<.01
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married and high in social support appraised their work stressor as more controllable.

HMRs Predicting Depression

Main effects. In order to test the extent to which appraisals predict depression after controlling for the effects of
demographic characteristics and resources, a HMR was conducted where depression was the criterion and
demographics, resources, and appraisals were the predictors. Demographic variables were entered on the first step,
personal and social resources in the second step, and appraisals in the third step. The HMR accounted for 32% of the
variance in depression scores with each step making a unique contribution to the variance. Results are summarized in
Table 4. The first step, consisting of demographic variables, accounted for 4% of the variance (R’A = .04, p <.05) with
no va'riable making a unique contribution. The second step, which included the personal and social resources
(optimism, self-efficacy, preventive coping, instrumentality, expressivity, social support, supervisor support, co-worker
support), accounted for an additional 16% of the variance in scores (R*A = .16, p < .05) with a unique contribution
being made by social support (B = -.23, p <.05). Higher levels of social support were associated with lower levels of
depression. The final step consisting of primary and secondary appraisals accounted for an additional 13% of the
variance in scores (R’A = .13, p < .05). An appraisal of a threat to self-esteem (8 = .27, p < .05) and secondary
appraisal (§ = .16, p < .05) each made unique contributions, suggesting that that those who reported higher levels of
threat to their self-esteem and greater levels of control in response to a work-related stressor also reported higher levels

of depression.

Moderated effects of appraisals and resources. To test whether appraisals moderate the relationship between
resources and depression, a series of moderated HMRs were preformed. In order to achieve adequate power, the
number of predictors in the moderated regression analyses were kept to a 1:5 ratio of predictors to participants. Thus,
the moderating effects of each resource was tested separately, resulting in a total of eight HMRs. All categorical
predictor variables were standardized. Thus, unstandardized Betas are reported. Resources and appraisals were entered
in the first step. Moderating effects were tested with multiplicative terms (cross-products) and were entered into the
regression hierarchically after the main effects were entered. Though a number of individual interactions were
statistically significant, only one HMR equation (the moderating effects of social support and appraisals on depression)
reached statistical significance. See Table 5 for results.

Moderated effects of appraisals and social support on depression. The HMR testing the moderated effects of

appraisals and social support on depression was the only equation in which the step containing the moderated terms
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Table 4

HMR Predicting Depression: Study 1

Depression

Std. Error B p RZA
Age .07 -.10 12
Education .60 -.09 17
Marital Status 1.25 -.06 35

. 04*
Optimism 15 -.13 .07
Instrumentality .05 .03 .68
Expressivity .07 .01 .83
Preventive coping .18 -.04 .50
Self-efficacy .06 -.07 33
Social Support 11 -23 .00
Supervisor Support .30 -.06 42
Peer Support 34 -.07 .39

. 1 Q * %k %k
Importance appraisal .78 .04 .56
Distress appraisal .74 13 .08
Appraisal of anticipation 53 -.06 33
Self-esteem stake .14 27 .00
Work competence stake 41 .02 .74
Control appraisal 24 .16 .01
. 1 w * %k %k
Total R? 33
Adjusted R? .26
Overall F (17, 198) 5.54*%x*

Note. N = 215. Entries are standardized beta coefficients. Marital status; 0 = not married, 1 = married.

*p<.10, ** p<.05, ¥** p<.01




Work Stress Appraisals 16
Table 5
Moderated Effects of Appraisals and Resources on Depression: Study 1
Depression
Opt Ins CR Eff Exp SS Sup CoS
B B B B B B B B
R X Dis 1.64* -.66 36 -24 -15 .99 .03 46
R X Imp -1.58** 43 -11 -.00 -57 -2.33%x* .04 -.14
R X Ant 31 .01 -1.54** .01 -36 -.00 .04 -.15
RXSE -.70 -.01 -27 -.93 .63 21 -.04 17
RXWC -.18 .16 -22 .00 -13 -.70 -.01 -35
R X Con 51 -31 .56 .01 -01 91 .04 -.15
RZA .03 .00 .03 .01 .01 LO5** .01 .00
Tot R? 27 .20 24 23 .20 33 23 21
Adj. R? 22 .14 .18 .16 .14 27 .16 15
E (16, 199) 4. 73%*+ 3.12%** 4.01*** 3.63%** 3.15%%* 6.03%** 3.56%** 3.30%x+

Note. N = 215. Entries are unstandardized beta coefficients for the final simultaneous step. Only the step containing moderated terms is presented. The first

step contained main effects (age, education, martial status, the resource, and appraisals). R X Dis = resource X distress appraisal; R X Imp = resource X

importance appraisal; R X Ant = resource X anticipation appraisal; R X SE = resource X self-esteem stake; R X WC = resource X work competence stake; R X

Con = resource X control appraisal; Opt = optimism; Ins = instrumentality; CR = preventive coping resources; eff = self-efficacy; SS = social support; Sup =

supervisor support; CoS = peer support.

* p<.10, **p <.05, *** p < .01
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reached statistical significance. Main effects and interactions between social support and appraisals explained 33% of
the variance in depression scores. The step containing the moderated terms explained an additional 5% of the variance
(R*A = .05, p < .03) with the interaction between social support and an appraisal of importance making a unique
contribution (B =-21, p <.01). See Figure 1 for the graph of the interaction. The figure shows a strong negative
relationship between an appraisal of high importance and depression under conditions of high and low social support.
There was no relationship between an appraisal of low importance and depression. The results suggest that the
combination of a stressor appraised as highly important coupled with low levels of social support, might increase an
individual’s susceptibility to stress.
Discussion

The present study examined the extent to which personal and social resources (e.g., optimism, social support)
predicted cognitive appraisals made in response to a specific work-related stressor. Results offer modest support for
Lazarus and Folkman’s model (1984) and their contention that coping resources influence the abpraisal process. There
were a number of personal and social resources that were significantly associated with appraisals after controlling for
the effects of demographics and other resources.

Dispositional optimism, general self-efficacy, and supervisor support were all related to an appraisal of distress.
Those who were more optimistic and reported greater levels of social support, reported less distress in response to a
work related stressor, whereas those who reported greater levels of self-efficacy reported higher levels of distress. The
positive relationship between self-efficacy and the distress appraisal runs contrary to that reported in the literature
(Long et al., 1992). Generally, research indicates that coping resources are associated with more positive stress
appraisals (e.g., Dunkel-Schetter et al., 1988). However as the data collected were self-report it is difficult to-determine
whether those who reported high self-efficacy scores are truly efficacious, or whether their reports contain some sort of
self-enhancing bias. Research has indicated that measures of self-efficacy are particularly sensitive to bias due to social
desirability (Silverthorn & Gekoski, 1995). Furthermore, research indicates that women who self-enhance over react to
minor frustrations (Colvin, Block, & Funder, 1995). Thus, it is possible that those that reported high levels of self-
efficacy may have been self-enhancers, which may account for the unexpected finding between self-efficacy and an
appraisal of distress made in response to a work-related stressor.

There were a number of other resources that were related to appraisals. General self-efficacy and supervisor support

were related to an appraisal of importance in that those who were more self-efficacious and had lower levels of

supervisor support appraised their stressor as more important. Finally, expressivity and preventive coping were
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Figure 1. Interaction between social support and an appraisal of importance in predicting depression.
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associated with an appraisal of anticipation in that those who were low in expressivity and preventive coping resources
were more likely to anticipate their stressor. Although the significant HMRs only accounted for 10 to14% of the
variance in appraisal scores, it is not surprising considering the nature of the predicted construct (i.e., a specific
appraisal of a work stressor that had occurred in the past month). Although the relationships between resources and
appraisals were not strong, results suggest that personal and social resources play a role in the appraisal process and
should be taken into account in models of occupational stress and coping.

Although resources were significantly related to a number of primary appraisals (how important, how upsetting,
etc.), they were not associated with the two measures of stakes (threat to work competence and self-esteem). These
results contradict findings reported by Dunkel-Schetter (1988) who found that social resources were related to a number

~ of different stakes (e.g., threat to self-esteem, health, etc.). The discrepant results may be due to the limited
operationalization of stakes in both studies. All stake items in the Dunkel-Schetter study as well as one of the stakes in
the present study were measured using single items. As stakes are theoretically important to transactional models of
stress (e.g., Dewe, 1991; Monroe & Kelly, 1995) future research should focus on attempting to more fully
operationalize them.

The prediction that resources would be more strongly related to secondary appraisal was not supported as
resources only accounted for 10% of the variance in secondary appraisal scores. In contrast, resources accounted for up
to 14% of the variance in primary appraisals. Furthermore, though a number of resources were related to primary
appraisals, only social support was associated with secondary appraisal. These findings run contrary to those reported
by Chan (1998) who found tﬁat optimism was related to secondary appraisals but not primary appraisals. Chan’s
findings are also consistent with Lazarus and Folkman’s theory (1984), which suggests that résources would be more
strongly related to secondary appraisals as the secondary appraisal process depends to a greater degree on an
individuals evaluation of their coping resources and options for coping. Although the results in the present study did
not support the theoretical distinction between primary and secondary appraisals as offered by Lazarus and Folkman,
the results do not necessarily contradict it. The weak relationship between secondary appraisal and resources could be
due to the limited operationalization of secondary appraisal in the present study. For example, the secondary appraisal
scale in the present study only assessed the extent to which the women felt that they had control over their stressful
encounter. Perhaps important aspects of secondary appraisal were not captured. The weak relationships between

resources and secondary appraisal may also be due to the low internal consistency of the secondary appraisal scale (r =
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.51). At this point it is unclear whether resources are poor predictors of secondary appraisals, or whether the lack of
statistically significant findings is due to the limited operationalization of the secondary appraisal construct.

The present study also considered the extent to which appraisals predict depression after controlling for
demographics and resources. Results indicate that demographic variables, resources, and appraisals are all related to
depression. Support for Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) conceptualization of appraisal was provided as appraisals were
significantly associated with depression after controlling for the effects of demographics and resources. Some
researchers have criticized transactional approaches to stress for their over-reliance on the appraisal construct, and have
suggested that researchers focus greater attention on resources and individual differences in determining susceptibility
to stress (e.g., Hobfoll, 1989). Results from the present study suggest that appraisal is an important construct in
determining vulnerability to stress (i.e., depression) and should not be neglected in favour of focusing on the effects of
individual differences. Though the present study provides evidence for the validity of the appraisal construct, results
should be interpreted with caution. For example, it is possible that NA, or baseline levels of depression, inflated the
relationship between appraisals and depression.

Finally, the present study examined the moderating effects of appraisals and resources in predicting depression.
Only one out of the eight HMRs testing moderated effects was significant (social support and appraisals). The only
interaction to make a uﬁique contribution was the one between an appraisal of importance and social support. Results
suggest that the combination of viewing a stressful event as highly important and having low levels of social support
increase an individual’s susceptibility to stress. The lack of significant findings may be due to the low power of
moderated regression equations (Champoux & Peters, 1987). Because the identification of vulnerability and resistance
factors in response to stress is clinically important, future research should focus on moderated effects of stress
appraisals and resources based on theory.

Study 2

Study 2 addressed some of th¢ limitations of Study 1. Results from Study 1 suggest that appraisals account for
additional variance in depression beyond that accounted for by demographic factors and personal and social resources.
However, it has been argued that the effects of appraisal on outcome are primarily due to NA rather than appraisal itself
(Schaubroeck et al., 1992). Consequently, NA was controlled for in Study 2 in order to determine the validity of the

relationships between antecedents, appraisals, and depression. Second, initial levels of depression were controlled for

in Study 2 in order to examine the extent to which resources and appraisals accounted for changes in depression.
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Finally, stakes were measured using scales specifically designed for their relevance to work settings rather than by
individual items (Portello, 1996). Thus, appraisals were more fully operationalized in Study 2.
Method

Participants. Participants from Study 2 were 201 female clerical workers recruited from the province of British
Columbia, Canada. The mean age of the participants was 41.31 years (SD = 9.56, range 18 to 63 years) and their entire
household incomes ranged from less than 25,000 Canadian dollars per annum (7%) to greater than $100 000 Canadian
dollars per annum (5%). Fifty-nine percent of the participants were married or living with a partner, 20% were
separated or divorced, and 21% were single. The women had completed, on average, 13.8 years of education (SD
=2.34). Fifty four percent of the women were parents. On average, the women had been in the workforce for 20.59
years, with their organization for 8.30 years, and in their present position for 5.62 years. The major industries
represented were Service (45%), Education (36%), Utilities and Public Administration (13%), Manufacturing and

Transportation (4%), and other (2%). Eighty-eight percent of the population were Caucasian. See Appendix A for a

table of personal and work demographics for Study 2.

Design and procedures. Design and procedures for Study 2 were the same as Study 1 with the following
exception; 97 of the participants in Study 2 also participated in a daily dairy component of the study in which they filled
out short questionnaire packages twice a day for 15 consecutive work days between Booklet 1 and Booklet 2. In Study
2, 280 out of 299 clerical workers that contacted the lab and met study criteria (same criteria as Study 1) chose to
participate. Of the 280 that began the study, 68 dropped out for a dropout rate of 24%. Sixty participants dropped out
due to a lack of time for participation, 8 dropped out because they no longer met study criteria (due to promotion,
illness, retirement), and 11 were excluded from analyses because they did not report a work-related stressor or were
missing more than 30% of the items from one of the scales used in the present study. Thus, analyses were based on a
sample of 201. Resources (with the exception of supervisor and co-worker support) were assessed at Time 1 and
appraisals and outcome were assessed at Time 2 and Time 3. Because 97 of the participants completed a daily diary
component of the study between Booklet 1 and Booklet 2 (distinguishing them from the other 104 participants)
analyses were conducted on déta from Booklet 3. For the present study, Time 1 refers to data collected in Booklet 1
and Time 2 to data collected in Booklet 3. Only measures used in the present study are described. Measures for Study 2

were the same as those for Study 1 with the following exceptions.

Time 1 Measures
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Demographics. Participants were asked to provide information regarding age, education, income, parental and
marital status, years (months) employed in present position, years (months) with present organization, number of people
in the organization, and classification of organization (service, education, etc.).

Sex roles. The short version of the Bem Sex Role Inventory (SBSRI; Bem, 1981) was used to measure sex-role
orientation. The short form contains 10 adjectives measuring instrumentality, 10 adjectives measuring expressivity, and
10 filler items. Bem has reported internal consistencies of .85 for the instrumentality scale and .84 for the expressivity
scale. Ballard-Reisch and Elton (1992) have provided evidence for the factoral validity for the SBSRI.

Depression. Depression was measured using the Center for Epidemiologic Studies Depression Scale (CES-D) by
Radloff (1977). The CES-D is a 20-item self-report scale that measures depressive symptoms in the general population.
Respondents are asked to rate how often they experience various symptoms of depression on a 4-point Likert scale

ranging from 0= rarely or none of the time/less than one day per week to 3 = most or all of the time/5-7 days per week.

The possible range of scores is from 0 to 60 with higher scores indicating greater levels of depression. Radloff (1977)
has reported Cronbach alpha’s ranging from .84 to .94 and test-retest reliabilities from .51 to .67. The CES-D correlates
moderately with other self-report measures of depression with correlations ranging from .55 to .63.

Measures Time 2

Primary appraisals. Stressor appraisals were assessed using three individual items from Stone and Neale (1984),

and Long et al. (1992). Appraisals of meaning and anticipation were taken from the Assessment of Daily Experience
Measure (ADE) by Stone and Neale (1984). Participants were asked to rate how meaningful (1 = extremely meaningful
to 5 = slightly meaningful), and how anticipated (1 = completely unexpected to 4 = completely anticipated) their
stressful event was for them. An item from Long et al. (1992) that was derived from Parkes (1986) was used to rate how
upsetting the experience was for the participant (1 = not very upsetting to 5 = extremely upsetting).

Stakes were measured using 15 primary appraisal stake items developed by Portello (1996) with a sample of
working women. A principal component factor analysis revealed a three-factor solution. See Appendix C for factor

loadings. Two factors were used in the present study: a 5-item work competence stake that emphasized an interest in

one’s achievement at work and a 3-item self-esteem stake that reflects an interest in the preservation of a positive self-
image. Participants are asked to rate the extent to which each stake applied to their situation with 1= does not apply to

me and 5 = applies a great deal. Subscale items were summed to yield a total score for each stake with higher scores

reflecting greater threat.
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Secondary appraisal. Secondary appraisal was assessed using three items from Conway and Terry (1992).

Participants were asked to rate The extent to which they felt that they could change or do something about the situation,

How much they felt they had to accept the situation, that there is nothing that they could have done to change it, and

How much they felt that the outcome of the situation was beyond their control on a five-point scale (1 = not at all and 5

= a great deal). For this study, a principal component factor analysis revealed that all three items loaded on one factor,
so items were summed to form a scale. The first item was reverse scored. See Appendix B for factor loadings.

Depression. The CES-D (Radloff, 1977) was also used to assess depression at Time 2.

Results

Prior to analyses, descripﬁve statistics and frequencies were examined to ensure accuracy of data entry and to
check for missing data. Nine cases were dropped because they were missing more than 30% of the items on one of the
scales used in the present study. Data were checked for linearity, normality, homoscedasticity, multicullinearity,
univariate and multivariate outliers. Significance tests for skewness and kurtosis revealed that skewness and kurtosis
values obtained were not significantly different from zero. Because there were no violations of assumptions, no
transformations were made. Means, standard deviations, and alpha coefficients for all dependent and independent
variables are reported in Table 1. Pearson product-moment correlations were calculated among appraisals, personal
resources, social resources, and demographic variables and are presented in Table 2. In general, correlations between
criterion and predictor variables were in the low to moderate range (rs = .00 to .46) and among predictor variables in
the low to moderate range (1s = .00 to .61 ). All significant correlations were in the expected direction.

Differences Between Study 1 and Study 2 Samples

In order to determine whether there were any significant differences between the two samples, data were examined
using chi-square and ANOVA analyses. A series of one-way ANOVAs were conducted in order to determine mean
differences between samples on continuous demographic variables, as well as differences in mean levels for predictor
and criterion variables. The samples only differed on mean levels of social suppbrt, F (1, 442) =520 p <.03, with
barticipants in Study 2 reporting higher levels of social support than participants in Study 1. Data were collapsed in
order to conduct chi-square analyses to determine differences between samples on categorical demographic variables.
Results indicated that the samples differed on type of organization in which they are employed, X* (2, N = 429) =
14.74, p <.01. There were more participants working in industrial organizations in Study 1 (18% vs. 7%), whereas

there were more participants working in service organizations in Study 2 (90% vs. 80%).

Resources and Appraisals
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In order to examine the extent to which personal and social resources predicted stress appraisals made in response
to a specific work-related stressor, HMRs were performed where the criterion was one of the six appraisal variables
(appraisal of distress, importance, anticipation, self-esteem stake, work-competence stake, and secondary appraisals)
and the predictors were demographics, NA, and the various personal (optimism, general self-efficacy, preventive
coping, instrumentality, and expressivity) and social (general social support, co-worker support, supervisor support)
resources. Demographics and NA were entered on the first step and social and personal resources were entered on the
second step.

Primary appraisals. None of the regression equations predicting primary appraisals in response to a specific work-

related stressor were statistically significant after controlling for NA and demographic variables. Results are presented
in Table 6. The step containing demographics and NA accounted for a significant amount of the variance in four out of
the six regression equations. For the regression predicting an appraisal of distress, demographics and NA accounted for
6% of the variance. Only marital status made a unique contribution (B = -. 16, p < .05) though there was a trend for the
effect of NA (8 = .09, p < .10). The results suggest that those who are not married and report higher levels of NA also
report greater levels of distress in response to a specific stressor. For the appraisal of importance, demographics and
NA accounted for 5% of the variance. There was also a trend for the effect of age (B =.13, p < .09) suggesting that
younger participants appraised their work-related stressor as more important or meaningful. Although the step
containing resources failed to account for a significant amount of the variance in the HMRs predicting appraisals, a few
resources made unique contributions. For example, expressivity predicted an appraisal of importance (8 =. 20, p < .02)
in that those who were more expressive appraised their stressor as more important.

Demographics and NA also predicted a significant amount of variance in stake scores. For the equation predicting
a threat to work competence, the step containing demographics and NA accounted for 10% of the variance in scores
with both education (B = -.15, p < .04) and NA making significant contributions (B = .21, p <.001). The results suggest
that those who are more highly educated and report higher levels of NA also report greater threat to their work
competence in response to a specific work-related stressor. Though the step containing resources was not significant,
optimism made a unique contribution to work-competence stake scores. There was an inverse relationship between
optimism and a threat to work competence (8 =-.20, p <.02) in that those who reported greater levels of optimism also

reported lower levels of threat to their work competence. Demographics and NA accounted for 11% of the variance in

scores measuring a threat to self-esteem. Only NA made a significant contribution (8 = .25, p < .00) suggesting that
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HMRs Predicting Appraisals: Study 2
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Criterion Variables

Distress Importance Anticipation Self- Work Control
esteem competence .
B 8 8 B 8 B

Age .09 -.13 -.04 -.08 .03 -.06
Education -.07 -.12 .06 -.04 5% -.02
Marital Status -.16** -.11 .06 -.05 .03 .03
NA .09 .08 .05 25%** 21** .04

RZA .06** L05** .01 D kb 9 [t .00
Optimism -.15*% .05 07 -.10 -.20%* 12
Instrumentality .10 -.07 .03 .00 .03 .01
Expressivity .10 20%* -.11 -.07 .03 .06
Self-efficacy -.03 -.12 .05 -11 -.04 ~11
Preventive coping  -.05 .02 .06 .07 -.02 A7*
Social Support 11 -.02 -.05 .05 10 .01
Supervisor .06 -.01 .01 -.04 -.10 .09
Support
Peer Support -.15%* -.05 -.13 -.06 -.08 -.03

RZA .05 .06 .04 .03 .06 .06

.06

Total R? .11 11 .05 .14 .16
Adjusted R? .05 .06 -.01 .08 .10 .00
F (13, 188) 1.88* 2.00** .85 2.52%* 2.85** 1.06

Note. N =201. Entries are standardized beta coefficients. Marital status; 0 = not married, 1 = married.

*p<.10, ** p< .05, *** p < .01, **** p <.001
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those who report higher levels of NA also report a greater threat to their self-esteem in response to a specific work-
related stressor.

Secondary appraisals. The regression equation predicting secondary appraisals was not statistically significant

with neither step (control variables or resources) making a significant contribution. The only resource approaching
significance in predicting secondary appraisal was coping resources (§ =-. 17, p < .06).

HMRs Predicting Depression

Main effects. To determine the extent to which appraisals predict depression after controlling for the effects of
demographics, NA, Time 1 depression scores, and resources, a HMR was conducted where depression was the criterion
and demographics, NA, Time 1 depression scores, resources, and appraisals were the predictors. Control variables were
entered in the first step (demographic characteristics, NA, and baseline depression scores), personal and social resources
in the second step, and appraisals on the third step. The regression accounted for 51% of the variance in depression
scores with control variables and appraisals accounting for a statistically significant amount of the variance in
depression scores. Results are summarized in Table 7. The first step, consisting of control variables, accounted for 43%
of the vafiance with NA (B = .19, p < .02), Time 1 depressions scores (§ = .34, p < .001), and age (B =-.13 p <.03)
each making a unique contribution. Results suggest that younger participants, those who reported higher levels of
depression at Time 1, and those high in NA, reported greater levels of depression. The second step, which included the
various personal and social resources, accounted for an additional 3% of the variance in scores and was not significant.
Though the step failed to reach significance, optimism made a unique contribution to depression (8 = -14, p < .04)
suggesting that more optimistic participants reported lower levels of depression. The last step consisting of primary and
secondary appraisals accounted for an additional 5% of the variance in depression scores (R’A = .05, p <.01). Only an
appraisal of a threat to self-esteem (B = .16, p < .05) made a unique contribution suggesting that those who reported

higher levels of threat to their self-esteem in response to a work stressor, also reported higher levels of depression.

Moderated effects of resources and appraisals. To test for moderating effects of appraisals and resources on
depression, eight moderated HMRs were preformed. As with Study 1, the number of predictors in the moderated
regression analyses were kept to a 1:5 ratio of predictors to subjects in order to achieve adequate power. Thus, the
moderating effects of each resource was tested separately. Standardized scores for continuous control variables (Time 1
depression scores, NA, and demographic characteristics), each resource, and the six different appraisals were entered in
the first step, whereas moderating effects were tested with multiplicative terms (cross-products) and were entered into -

the regression hierarchically after the main effects were entered. Though a number of individual interactions made
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Table 7
HMR Predicting Depression: Study 2
. Depression
Std. Error B P R’A
Age .07 -13 .03
Education 44 -.09 .10
Marital Status 1.28 -.04 .50
Depression Time 1 .08 . 34 .00
NA 11 .19 .01
.AW***
Optimism .14 -.14 .04
Instrumentality .07 .07 27
Expressivity .09 07 27
Preventive coping 26 .10 11
Self-efficacy .05 .04 .52
Social Support 12 -.10 . .16
Supervisor Support 29 .05 42
Peer Support 30 -.07 28
.03
Importance appraisal A48 .03 .59
Distress appraisal .69 11 .09
Appraisal of anticipation 54 -.07 21
Self-esteem stake 20 .16 .03
Work competence stake 12 .02 77
Control appraisal 19 .05 44 .05*
Total R? 51
Adjusted R? 46
F (19, 182) 9.86%**

Note. N = 201. Entries are standardized beta coefficients. Marital status 0 = not married, 1 = married

*p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01
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unique contributions to the variance in depressions scores, none of the moderated HMRs reached statistical
significance. Results are summarized in Table 8.
Discussion

In Study 2, the relationship between personal resources, social resources, and stress appraisals made in response to
a specific work-related stressor was examined, controlling for the effects of NA. All regressions predicting appraisals
failed to reach a level of statistical significance. These findings run contrary to Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984)
contention that coping resources influence appraisal, as well as to Study 1 findings. Although NA was significantly
associated with a number of appraisals, it attenuated the relationship between resources and appraisals in only one
equation. Post hoc analyses revealed that a HMR predicting a threat to work competence was significant when NA was
removed from the equation. Although the step containing resources failed to account for a significant amount of the
variance in the HMRs that predicted appraisals, there were a number of individual resources that were related to
appraisals. For example, expressivity was positively associated with an appraisal of importance. There was also an
inverse relationship between optimism and an appraisal of a threat to work competence.

The prediction that resources would be more strongly related to secondary appraisals was not supported in Study 2.
In fact, no resources were significant predictors of secondary appraisals. As with Study 1, measurement error may
account for the weak reiationships between secondary appraisal and resources in Study 2. Though the internal
consistency of the secondary appraisal measure in Study 2 (r = .74) was considerably higher than it was in Study 1 (r
=.51), it was still lower than the internal consistencies of primary appraisal measures such as stakes (Cronbach alpha’s
were .89 and .86 for the work competence and self-esteem stake, respectively). Thus, there was greater measurement
error in the analyses involving secondary appraisals than primary appraisals making it difficult to draw any conclusions
regarding the relative strength of the relationships (Schmidt & Hunter, 1996). The weak relationship between resources
and secondary appraisal may also be due to the limited operationalization of the secondary appraisal construct in the
present study. Whereas stakes in Study 2 were measured with two scales designed specifically for their relevance to
work settings, secondary appraisal was measured with a general single three-item scale. Though some researchers have
started to focus their efforts at more fully operationalizing primary appraisals (e.g., Dewe, 1993; Portello, 1996),
measurement of secondary appraisal has received less attention. More accurately understanding the role of secondary

appraisal in the stress process will require a reliable and valid measurement of the construct. At this point, it is difficult

to determine whether the weak relationship between secondary appraisal and resources is a result of an inadequate
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Table 8

Moderating Effects of Resources and Appraisals on Depression Study 2

Depression

Opt Ins CR Eff Exp SS Sup CoS

iw
Lo
Lo~
lov]
lve]

lve]
o
Lo

R X Dis .00 14 21 -.69 -29 -85 70 .83
R X Imp -01 45 a7 -.01 -75 -.50 89 1.59
R X Ant -42 -45 75 -38 73 1.06* .16 -11
R X SE 1.42% -31 1.05 -.69 .76 37 43 97
RX WC -.19 31 46 2.20%* -33 -85 -37 -30
R X Con -1.34%% -.00 -.86 28 -.99 01 .76 =77
R2A .02 .00 02 .03 .02 .01 .01 02
Tot R2 51 48 .50 51 50 49 49 .50
Adj. R2 46 43 46 46 45 44 44 46
F (18, 183) 10.51%** 9.60%** 10.34%** 10.50%** 10.06*** 9.95%** 9.87*** 10.37**+

Note. N = 201. Entries are unstandardized beta coefficients for final simultaneous step. Only the step containing moderated terms is presented. Main effects
were entered on the first step (age, education, marital status, resource, appraisals). ). R X Dis = resource X distress appraisal; R X Imp = resource X
importance appraisals; R X Ant = resource X anticipation appraisal; R X SE = resource X self-esteem stake; R X WC = resource X work competence stake; R
X Con = resource X control appraisal; Opt = optimism; Ins = instrumentality; CR = preventive coping resources; eff = efficacy; SS = Social Support; Sup =
supervisor support; CoS = peer support.

* p<.10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01.
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operationalization of secondary appraisal or contradicts Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) theoretical distinction between
primary and secondary appraisal.

In Study 2, I also examined the extent to which appraisals predict depression. The results indicated that appraisals
were related to depression after controlling for NA, Time 1 depression scores, demographics, and resources, and
provide support for the validity of the appraisal construct and transactional approaches to stress. This result replicates
findings from Study 1 and counters claims that the effects of appraisals on psycho-social outcome are primarily due to
variables that give rise to appraisals (such as personal and social resources) rather than appraisals themselves (Monroe

‘& Kelly, 1995). Results also replicate Study 1 findings in that optimism, a threat to self-esteem, and an appraisal of
distress were significantly associated with depression. In both studies there was an inverse relationship between
optimism and depression and a positive relationship between appraisals of distress and threat to self-esteem and
depression.

None of the steps testing the moderated effects of appraisals and resources in predicting depression were
statistically significant, although two individual interactions made unique contributions (optimism X secondary
appraisals and self-efficacy X work competence stake). Again, the lack of statistically significant findings may be due
to the combination of the low power of moderated HMRs (Champoux & Peters, 1987) and the stringency of the test
(Time 1 depression scores and NA were controlled for).

A number of researchers have suggested that NA confounds the relationship between appraisals and depression
(Brennan & Barnett, 1998). Results from the present study do not support this supposition as appraisals were
associated with depression even after controlling for the effects of Time 1 depression scores and NA. Thus, the results
are consistent with those found by Chen and Spector (1991). However, there remains considerable research that
suggests that NA confounds the relationship between stress appraisals and health outcomes (e.g., Brennan &
Barnett,1998; Brief et al., 1988). Future research exploring under what conditions NA confounds the relationship
between appraisals and psycho-social outcome are warranted.

General Discussion

Both antecedents (personal and social resources) and consequences (impact on psycho-social outcome) of work-
stress appraisals were examined in order to gain a more thorough understanding of the appraisal construct as
conceptualized by Lazarus and Folkman (1984) in their theory of transactional stress. Results provide weak to modest

support for various aspects of Lazarus and Folkman’s model. In regards to antecedents, results indicate that personal

and social resources are associated with work-stress appraisals supporting Lazarus and Folkman’s contention that
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coping resources influence the appraisal process. The present study also provides evidence for the validity of the
appraisal construct because in both studies appraisals were relat.ed to depression even after controlling for the effects of
demographics, resources, and in the case of Study 2, NA and Time 1 depressién scores. Taken together, results provide
valuable and critical information about the appraisal process.

Antecedents of Appraisals

In both Study 1 and 2, I examined the extent to which resources predict appraisals made in response to a specific
work-related stressor. Although there was no direct replication between the two studies, results suggest that certain
personal and social resources predict stress appraisals, providing weak support for Lazarus and Folkman’s contention
that coping resources influence appraisals of stress. The relationship between resources and appraisals was stronger in
Study 1 than in Study 2. In Study 1, the step containing resources explained a statistically significant amount of the
variance (10 to14%) in four out of the six regressions. In Study 2, the step containing resources was not statistically
significant in any of the regressions, although there were individual resources that were significantly related to
appraisals. For example, there was an inverse relationship between optimism and an appraisal of a threat to work
competence in that those who reported high leyels of optimism also reported lower levels of threat in response to a
work stressor. There were also some similar trends between studies. For example, optimism predicted an appraisal of
distress in both studies. Individuals who reported higher levels of optimism appraised a work-related stressor as less
distressing. Although resources did not explain a substantial amount of variance in appraisals in either study, the fact
that relatively stable, dispositional qualities predicted a single cognitive process warrants further research. More
sophisticated research designs, such as daily diary designs, may help to uncover how antecedents of appraisals, such as
coping resources, effect the appraisal process over time.

The fact that findings varied between studies may be due to the different operational definitions of appraisals in the

two studies. For example, the appraisal of importance was measured in Study 1 with the item How important was the

stressful experience?, and in Study 2 by the item How meaningful was the stressful experience? The only appraisal

measure that was identical in the two studies was the item measuring an appraisal of distress (How upsetting was the

stressful experience?). Thus, the different operationalization of appraisals between studies, as well is the unreliability

of single item measures (only Study 2 stakes utilized established scales), may have accounted for the different pattern of

results. Although there have been recent efforts at measuring appraisals (e.g., Dewe, 1993; Portello, 1996), appraisal

measurement still lags behind that of other constructs in Lazarus and Folkman’s model (Monroe & Kelly, 1996).
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The lack of reliable measures of appraisal may be due, in part, to the inherent difficulty in measuring a dynamic,
intrapsychic process. Lazarus has argued that in order to understand appraisals, researchers need to measure an
individual’s stress appraisals repeatedly in each distinct context (Lazarus, 1990). Thus, Lazarus advocates for the use
of intraindividual designs for the assessment of appraisal. However, even if idiographic approaches are taken,
researchers still need valid and reliable measures of appraisals that capture the depth and scope of the meaning making
or appraisal process. Researchers have taken different approaches in attempts to accomplish this task. For example,
Peacock and Wong (1990) have developed a measure to assess a number of different dimensions of primary and
secondary appraisal (Stress Appraisal Measure; SAM). Although preliminary findings suggest their appraisal scales
possess strong psychometric properties, the SAM (Peacock & Wong, 1990) has been infrequently used to date.

Another approach to the measurement of appraisal has been suggested by Weber and Laux (1990) who advocate
for the use of a diary for appraisal assessment. By diary they are not referring to a structured, questionnaire format but
free response descriptions of what is happening in a person’s life. They argue that such an approach allows researchers
to get a rich picture of an event and its individual, psychological meanings, and personal significance. Furthermore,
they argue that by monitoring a participant’s appraisal process for many stressful episodes day by day, researchers can
develop a basis for estimating variability as well as consistency in the appraisal process. In other words, researchers
can assess the extent to which some appraisals are stable and consistent across situations (e.g., an individual’s self-
esteem may always feel threatened in time of stress) and which ones vary from context to context (e.g., sense of control
may vary from event to event).

The issue of the stability and specificity of the appraisal construct is also relevant to the varied findings between
Study 1 and Study 2 in the present study. Lazarus (1991) has conceptualized appraisal as a dynamic process that
depends on the unique interaction between the person and the environment. Thus, appraisals depend to a certain extent
on the nature of the stressor. Varied findings between Study 1 and Study 2 may be due to the fact that clerical workers
were appraising different types of stressors. In Study 1, 42% of the stressors identified by participants were
interpersonal in nature, whereas in Study 2, 53% of the stressor identified were interpersonal in nature. There may be
some appraisals that are more relevant to certain stressor than others. Whether appraisals vary depending on stressor
type has important implications for the development of appraisal measures. If appraisal is context specific, instruments
need to be designed or adapted for relevancy to the stressful event.

Findings also differed with respect to the relationship between self-efficacy and the distress appraisal. In Study 1

there was a positive relationship between self-efficacy and an appraisal of distress, whereas in Study 2 there was a
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inverse relationship. The distress appraisal was operationalized in the same manner in both studies. A possible
explanation for the unique Study 1 finding is that some participants may have reported high self-efficacy scores in order
to self-enhance. As research indicates that women who self-enhance over-react to minor frustrations (Colvin et al.,
1995) this may account for the positive relationship between self-efficacy and distress. However, as the relationship
between self-efficacy and the distress appraisal was in the expected direction in Study 2, the Study 1 finding may also
have been an anomalous finding.

Finally, my prediction that resources would be more strongly related to secondary appraisal was not supported in
either study. Findings contradict Lazarus and Folkman’s theoretical distinction between primary and secondary
appraisal as well as other research examining the relations between resources and appraisals (e.g., Chan, 1998).
However, it is also possible that the low reliability of the secondary appraisal measure, or the limited operationalization
of the construct, may have accounted for the weak relations between resources and secondary appraisal.

Appraisals and Qutcome

The present study also considered the extent to which appraisals predicted depression after controlling for
demographics and resources, and in the case of Study 2, NA and Time 1 depression scores. In general, the pattern of
results between studies was similar. In both studies, appraisals accounted for a statistically significant amount of the
variance in depression scores beyond that accounted for by control variables and resources, providing modest support
for the validity of the appraisal construct. Results support Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) supposition that appraisals are
critical determinants of vulnerability to stress. Both studies also indicate that an appraisal of distress, an appraisal of a
threat to self-esteem, and optimism are related to depression. Those that reported greater levels of distress and threat to
their self-esteem in response to a work-related stressor reported higher levels of depression, whereas those who reported
higher levels of optimism reported lower levels of depression.

Finally, both studies considered the moderating effects of appraisals and resources on depression. In general, the
moderated effects failed to account for any additional variance in depression scores beyond that of main effects (the
exception being the moderated effects of social support and appraisals in Study 1). However, a few individual
interactions made unique contributions. The lack of significant findings may be due to the low power of the moderated
HMRSs in the present study as a result of the high ratio of predictors to participants (Champoux & Peters, 1987).

Implications and Limitations"

The present study has important implications for counselling practice. Results indicate that coping resources are

related to appraisals of stress in work contexts. Stress management programs that focus on the development and
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acquisition of both personal (e.g., preventive coping strategies) and social resoﬁrces (e.g., social support) may help
decrease clerical workers’ vulnerability to stress by reducing their negative stress appraisals. Furthermore,
organizational procedures and policies that serve to increase clerical worker’s coping resources (e.g., cultivating
supportive work environments) may aid in stress resistance. The fact that appraisals were related to depression after
.controlling for resources suggests that appraisal is an important variable in determining vulnerability to stress.
Interventions that target appraisals (e.g., cognitive behavioral therapies) or the meaning-making process (e.g., narrative
therapies) may also help to reduce clerical workers susceptibility to the effects of stress by altering the way they.
appraise or make meaning of the events. Findings from Study 1 and 2 indicate that an appraisal of distress, as well as
an appraisal of a threat to self-esteem, are particularly important predictors of depression. Because NA was
significantly associated with the distress appraisal and the self-esteem stake (in addition to directly impacting
depression), interventions that target reducing trait anxiety, an indicator of NA, may be helpful in reducing individual
vulnerability to stress.

Although the present study has many strengths, such as replication of analyses on two independent data sets, there
are several limitations. First, the samples consisted of predominately Caucasian volunteers who may have had a special
interest in stress and coping. Thus, the generalizability of the results is limited. The exploratory nature of the study also
limits generalizability, as does the fact that the data are self-report and are based on retrospective recall. Such measures
may be subject to recall difficulty or response bias. The operational definitions of appraisals consist of another design
limitation as most of the appraisal items were measured on single item scales, some of which were not designed for
work stress. Finally, the research design employed cannot determine the direction of the relationships nor infer
causality, although Study 2 did assess change in depression over the course of two-months.

The present study provides important information regarding antecedents of appraisals (coping resources), as well
as support for the validity of the appraisal construct. However, despite the contribution of the present study and other
research on appraisal (Dewe, 1991, 1992; Gall & Evans, 1987), there remains a dearth of knowledge about the appraisal
process. This is due, in part, to the lack of valid and reliable appraisal measures, as well as limitations of current
research designs. Multi-dimensional assessments of appraisals, as well as idiographic designs may help contribute to
our understanding of the appraisal process. However, such approaches inevitably add incredible burden to both
researcher (in terms of costs and statistical knowledge) and research participant (time and intrusiveness involved in
participation). Furthermore, these approaches may fail to capture important components of the appraisal process. For

example, Park and Folkman (1986) have suggested that situational appraisals are only one component of the meaning-
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making process that determine vulnerability or resilience to stress. They have proposed a model that incorporates both

situational meaning (appraisal) and global meaning (enduring beliefs and valued goals) in the stress and coping process.
Another fruitful avenue in gaining an understanding of appraisals involves the use of qualitative research designs. A
grounded theory design may help to develop constructs that elaborate on the appraisal or meaning—making process.
Qualitative methodologies may also help to provide information on how the context influences the appraisal process.
For example, ethnographic research (e.g., participant observation) may help to capture the influence of the social
cultural context on the appraisal process.

In sum, the present study provides support for the appraisal construct as conceptualized by Lazarus and Folkman

(1984). Results indicate that appraisal is associated with depression even after controlling for resources, suggesting that

appraisal plays a role in determining individual susceptibility to stress. However the present study is largely

exploratory and replication is needed. Considering the importance of the appraisal process, it is imperative that future

research focus on appraisal in order to gain a more thorough understanding of the construct.
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APPENDIX A

Personal and Work Demographics for Study 1 and Study 2
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Table A

Personal and Work Demographics for Study 1 and Study 2.

Study 1 N=215)  Study 2 (N =201)

Variable % M SD % M SD
Age -- 39.77 946 -- 41.31 9.46
Education® - 3.11 1.06 - 3.14 1.06
Parents 53% - - 54% . -
Married 53% - - 59% - --
Caucasian 98% -- -- 88% -- --
Household Income® - 361 133 - 306 131
Years in workforce -- 17.02 10.03 -- 20.59 9.20
Years with organization -- 594  6.07 -- 8.30 6.68
Years in present position -- 4.63 591 -- 5.62 4.70
Major industries represented

- Service 80% -- - 90% -- --

- Industrial 18% -- -- 07% -- --

Note. Dashes indicate not applicable. * Education, 1 = less than high school, 2= high school
graduate, 3= some training beyond high school, 4 = 2 year college graduate, 5 = 4 year
university degree, 6 = graduate school. ®Income Study 1, 1 = less than $15, 000, 2 = $15,000
- $25,000, 3 = $26, 000 - $40, 000, 4 = $41, 000 - $60, 000, 5 = $61, 000 - $ 80,000, 6 =
$81, 000 — 100, 000, 7 = greater than $100, 000. Income Study 2, 1 = less than $25, 000,

2 =23$26,000 - $40,000, 3 = $41, 000 - $60, 000, 4 = $61, 000 - $80, 000, 5 = $81, 000 -

$ 100,000, 6 = greater than 100, 000.
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APPENDIX B

Factor Analyses of Control Appraisal: Study 1 and Study 2
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Table B

Factor Analyses of Control Appraisal: Study 1 and Study 2

Item Loading
Study 1*
To what extent is thé stressful event something that you could change or do something about? .78
How much control did you feel you had to deal with the situation? .76

| To what extent is the stressful event something that you could accept? : 57

} Study 2"

1 How much do you feel that the outcome of the situation is beyond your control? .86
How much do you feel that you have to accept the situation, that there is nothing you can do to change it? .85
To what extent do you feel that you could you change or do something about the situation? -71

Note. Principal components analysis. * N =215. °N =201.
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APPENDIX C

|
Factor Analysis of Stakes
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Table C

Factor Analysis of Stakes Study 2

Factor loadings

Item 1 2 3
Work competence stake — factor 1

I might appear unproductive 90 11 .10
I might not receive recognition in my job .82 .00 26
I might appear incompetent .82 .00 .16
I might not achieve an important goal 73 -15 27
I might lose status in my job .62 -25 32
Self-esteem stake — factor 2

Might lose my self-respect .00 .93 20
Might harm my self-esteem .00 .88 23
Might not believe that I am doing something important or .00 .79 25
worthwhile

Work environment stake — factor 3
The clarity and openness of communication within the .00 .00 81

department might be harmed

The work atmosphere might be harmed 17 15 .73
I might harm my collaborative work relationship with someone .00 27 .69
I might not communication openly and honestly with others at .00 29 54
work

Note. N=201. Maximum likelihood analysis with a varimax rotation.




