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ABSTRACT

Previous studies attempting to understand individual differences in responding and

adapting to stress suggest that situational factors (i.e., stressor type and appraisals) and

dispnsitional factors (i.e., personality traits) influence coping responses. However, our
understanding of the role of dispositional and situational influences in stress and coping
is limited due to the lack of studies that examine both simultaneously. Contemporary
conceptualizations of the role of personality in the prediction of behavior highlight the
need to exarnine both situational variability and dispositional tendencies (e.g., Mischel &
Shoda, 1995). In the current study, the role of both process variables (i.e., situation) and
stable factors (i.e., dispositions) in adaptation'to‘ stress were examined.

The study empioyed a daily process methodology involving repeated assessments
in a naturalistic setting. Stress, appraisals, coping, and mood were reported twice a day
for seven days by 350 undergraduate students. Multilevel analyses indicated that stressor
type, appraisals; and the Big Five traits of personality predicted unique variance across a
range of coping stfategies. Furthermore, the findings demonstrated that a broad range of
appraisals, in addition to controllability, predicted coping responses over and above
stressor type. The Big Five traits of personality were found to be associated with stressor
type and appraisals. The study also hi ghlighted the importance of interpersonal
influences by demonstrating the utility of incorporating interpersonal factors into multiple
stages of the stress and coping process. Finally, the study provided evidence of the
effects of coping strategies on outcomes (i.e., negative mood) beyond the influence of

stressor type, appraisals, and dispositional factors using within-person analyses.

i



Overall, the results support incorpqrating both personality traits and situational
.factors into models of coping in order to undefstand the stress process. Similar to the
broader literature on personality and behavibr, the field of stress and} coping is likely to
benefit from models thgt integrate both dispositional and situatioﬁal influences in the
prediction of behavior. The current study suggests thatr understanding individual

differences in adaptation to stress involves consideration of the multiple, situational,

dispositional, and interpersonal factors that impact the stress and coping process.
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1 INTRODUCTION

There are clear individual differences in the ability to respond and adapt to stress.
Research and anecdotes alike reveal that some people ‘appear to respond adaptively to the
stressors in their lives, evidencing minimal detﬁmental consequences, \*/hereas others are
plagued by stress and negative outcomes. Previous studies attempting to understaﬂd such
individual variability in résponding and adapting to stress suggest that situational factors,
such as the type of stressor and appraisals’, influence coping (e.g., Folkman, Lazarus,
Dunkel-Schetter, DeLongis, & Gruen, 1986a; Lazarus & Folkman, 1980, 1984; Pearlin &
Schooler, 1978; Schwartz & Stone, 1993). There ha§ also been a resurgence in interest in
the role of dispositional factors, such as personality traits, in the stress and coping process
(Bolgér & Zuckerman, 1995; Gunthert, Cohen, & Armeli, 1999; Lee-Baggley, Preece, &
DeLongis, 2005; O’Brien & DeLongis, 1996; Suls, David & Harvey, 1996; Watson &
Hubbard, 1996). However, our understanding of the role of dispositional and situational
influences in stress and coping is limited due tb the lack of studies that examine both
simultaneously. Without accounting for both influences, We may come to erroneous
conclusions as to the role of eéch. Furthermore, previous research on the influence of
situational and dispositional factors is limited due to methodological éhortcomings, such
as the reliance on cross-sectional, retrospective assessments of coping. Such studies may
confound the results due to retroépectiye biases that may inflate the role of personality
traits (e.g., Coyne & Gottlieb, 1996). Finally, most studies have focused on the prediction
of coping responses. However, adaptation to stress may involve several processes, in

addition to coping responses (e.g., Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995). These additional

processes, such as exposure to stress and stress appraisals, are less commonly examined.




The current study seeks to enhance our understanding of adaptation to stress by providing
novel evidence regarding the ways in which both situational and dispositional factors
influence multiple aspects of the stress and coping process based on a daily process (i.e.,

repeated measurés) design.
1.1 The Transactional Model of Stress and Coping

The 'l;ransactional Model, proposed by Lazarus and colleagues (Aldwin, 1994;
Folkman et al., 1986a; Folkman, Lazarus, Gruen, & DeLongis, 1986b; Lazarus &
DeLongis, 1983; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), has been the dominant model of stress and
coping since its inception (Suls et al., 1996; Vollrath, 2001). Briefly, the Transactional
Model stipulates a dynamjc process of coping in which an individual appraises an eventA
to determine whether the event exceeds his/her resources (i.e.,vwhether the event -
constitutes a stressor). If the event is*appraised as stressful, a coping response is initiated.
This coping response impacts adaptational outcomes (e.g., mood), although whether a
coping response is adaptive or maladaptive depends on its fit or match to the demands of
the stressor. |

Although dispositional factors were initially conceptu-alized as an important
aspect of the Transactional Model (e.g., Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), the role of
. personality traits in the Transactional Model has historically been “neglected” (Lazarus,
1990, p. 42; Suls et al., 1996). Increasingly, contemporary studies of stress and coping
have identified the ways in which personality trajts may play a role in the Transactional
Model (Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995; David & Suls, 1999). For example, dispositional

factors have been associated with the likelihood of experiencing a stressful event, the

appraisal of the event, coping responses, and the outcomes of coping, such as mood or-




well-being (e.g., Bolger & Zuckerman; David & Suls; Gunthert et ai., 1999; Lee-Baggley

et al., 2005). Additionally, a distinction may be drawn between contemporary étudies

examining the role of personality traits in the Transactional Model and research on

“dispositional coping” (e.g., Carver et al., 1989) or “coping styles” (e.g., Endler &

Parker, 1990). Whereas the latter typically ignores process variables (e.g., situational

factors) when examining dispositional factors, the former integrates both personality

traits and process variables in understanding stress and coping. In the current study, such

a contemporary view of the Transactional Model was employed. That is, the role of both

process variables (i.e., situation) and stable factors (i.e., dispositionsj in the Transactional

Model was examined. An illustration o‘f the contemporary Transactional Model examined

in this study is provided in Figure 1. This model is herein referred to as “the "
contemporéry Transactional Model””.

Figure 1: A Contemporary View of the Transactional Model of Stress and Coping
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Similar to the general literature on the prediction of behavior (e.g., Kenrick &

Funder, 1988), the field of stress and coping has long debated the importance of

situational and dispositional influences in coping responses (Lazarus, 1990; Mischel &




Shoda, 1998). The contemporary Transactional Model of Stress and Coping is consistent
with conceptualizations of the “person-situation debate” that seek to integrate situation
and personality. For example, the Cognitive Affective Processing System (CAPS)
model, proposed by Mischel and Shoda (1995), suggests thét “understanding and
éaptun'ng the uniqueness of individual functioning” (Shoda, Mischel, & Wright, 1994, p.
683) involves integrating “bOﬂ:l personality dispositions and processes” into a cohesive
model (Mischel & Shoda, 1995, p. 263). In order to integrate dispositional and process
variables, the CAPS modeél highlights ;[he importance of idiographic, within-person
assessments, in which individuals are followed across multiple situations and repeated
instances of behavior. Additionally, the CAPS model suggests that understanding the
context of behavior, especially the “psychological features™ of situations (Mischel &
Shoda, 1995, p. 248), is critical to identifying within-person éonsistency in behavior
a?:ross situations. These elements (i.e., the importance of idi(')graphi\c assessment, the
context, and the psychological meaning of the situation) aré also importaht aspects of the-
contemporary Transactional Model displayed in Figure 1. Both models suggest that
assessing dispositional as well as situational influences may be necessary to fully
understand individual differences in behavior, in general, and responding to and
managing sfress, in particular.

1.2 Coping Responses

The most frequently studied aspect of the stress and coping process has been the
determinants of éoping responses. The most common definition of coping is “constantly

changing cognitive or behavioral efforts to manage internal or external demands that are

appraised as taxing or exceeding the resources of the person” (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984,




p. 141). Although reseafch suggests that stable and situational factors influence coping
responses (e.g., David & Suls, 1999; Fleish?nan, 1984; Lee-Baggley et al., 2005; Parkes,
~ 1986; Schwartz & Stone, 1993; Terry, 1991, 1994) there are some important limitaﬁéns
to existing research. First, few studies examine situl?ltiopal and stable influences |
concurrently. The failure to examine both influences simultaneously may léad to
erroneous éonclusions of the role of each, due to the overlapping or shared variance that
exists between the two (Schwartz, Neale, Marco, Schiffman, & Stone, 1999; Terry,
1994). Second, the contribution of dispositional influences may be best understood when
contextual factors, such as the situation, are takenAinto account (Lee-Baggley et al.; ‘
Mischel & Shoda, 1995). Third, existing studies that have examined both stable and
situational influences in coping have not examined coping based on multiple assessments
(i.e., daily process methodology). As such, these studies may provide an unreliable
account of the ways in which people actually respond to stressors and consequently, an
inaccurate view of the determinants of coping (Ptacek, Smith, Espe & Raftety, ‘1994;
Schwartz et al., 1999). Because of these limitations of existing studies, more reséarch 1s .
needed iﬁ which stable and situational influences in coping are examined sirhultaneously,
across repeafed instances, in order to understand the unique contribution of each.

| Increasingly, there is intérest in examining the interpersonal nature of stress and
coping. This is consistent with the growing evidence of the importance of interpersonal
factors in streés and coping (e.g., Taylor, Repeﬁi, & Seeman, 1997). Historically, coping
has been viewed as having two main functions: dealing with the emotions generated by

the stressful event (emotion-focused) and managing the stressful situation itself (problem-

focused; Folkman & Lazarus, 1980). More recently, researchers have argued for the




importance of a third function of coping, one that serves to manage, regulate, and/or
preserve relationships during times éf strf:ss (Coyne & Smith, 1991; DeLongis &
O’Brien, 1990; Lee-Baggley et al., 2005; O’Brien & DelLongis, 1996). This third
function of coping, termed re]ationship focused coping, has been conceptualized as
responses that involve empathy, compromise, and support proVision to others (O’Brien &
Del.ongis, 1996). |

This additional function of coping also maps onto an agentic-communal
framework, a distinction that has been increasingly used in studies of stress, coping, and
adaptational outcomes (e.g., Helgéson, 1994; O’Brien & DeLongis, 1996). Wiggins and
* Trapnell (1996) assert that the communion-agency distinction permeates through
evolutionary, anthropological, sociological, and cross-cultural research and represents
“the two central motivational clusters in human life” (p. 98). Helgeson (1 99.4) has argued
that the distinction between agency and communion has important iﬁplications in mental
and_ physical well-being. At the most basic level, agency can be described as “a focus on
or orientation toward the self” whereas communion “reflects a focus on or orientation
toward others” (Helgeson, 1994, p.413). Within this framework, relationship focused
coping can be viewed as a communally oriented coping strategy, whereas problem-
focused coping may be viewed as a more agentjca]ly oriented coping strategy.
Examining coping strategiés with a communal or interpersonal .fu-nction may assist in

understanding the interpersonal impact of stress and coping and may help to

contextualize the individual in his/her interpersonal environment.




1.2.1 Situational influences in coping responses

Situational influences (or the context of coping) have long been held to be critical
determinants of coping responses (¢€.g., Folkman et al., ‘l 086a; Pearlin & Schooler, 1978).
The most commonly studied situational influences of coping responses have been stressor
type and appraisals. As illustrated in Figure 1, both are proposed to influence coping
responses. Although important findings have been made concerning the situational
influences in coping responses (e.g., Folkman et al., 1986a; Schwartz & Stone, 1993),
there remain unanswered issues, especially in regards to the role of appraisals in coping,

described in greater detail below.

1.2.2 Stressor typé

The nature of the stressor has emerged as a key situational or contextual variable
in understanding coping responses. Numerous studies have found that the type of
stressful event influences coping responses (Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995; Coyne &
Gottlieb, 1996; Gunthert et al., 1999; Lee-Baggley et al., 2005; Mattlin, Wethington, &
Kessler, 1990; Schwartz & Stone, 1993). Researchers have often sought out groups of
individuals facing distinct stressors (e.g., cardiac patients, cancer patients, Alzheimer
caregivers, or distressed couples) based on the assumption that the type of stress being
encountered is an important influence on coping. Others have examined heterogeneous
groups and asked about any stressors they are encountering. These stressors are then
classified by the researchers into‘ distinct categories, based on the “objective”
cha-racteristics of the situation (Lee-Baggley et al., 2005; Mattlin et al., 1990; O’Brien &
DeLongis, 1996). Such work has demonstrated that different stressors elicit distinct types

of coping (Coyne & Gottlieb, 1996). For éxample, in an ecological momentary



assessment of coping, Marco, Neale, Schwartz, Shiffman, and Stone (1999) found that
~work stressors were associated with more problem focused coping whereas marital
stressors were associated with more emotion focused coping. Mattlin et al. (i 990) found
that “practical” problems (i.e., job iosses, legal problems, burglaries) were associated
with more problem focused coping when compared to interpersonal stressors. These
studies also suggest that differential coping patterns emerge for interpersonal stressors
compared to non-interpersonal stressors. O’Brien and DeLongis (1996) explicitly
examined this hypéthesis by exafnining stressors classified as communal (i.e.,
interpersonal) and agentic (i.e., work). They found that communal stressors were
associated with more relationship focused coping and confrontative coping, and less
problem solving, self-blame, and escape avoidance, compared to situations classiﬁed as
agentic. Overall, these studies suggest that the type of stress may play an important role
in coping and that the communal-agentic distinction may prove useful in understanding
the role of stressors in coping responses.
1.2.3 Cognitive appraisals
Appraisals have long been viewed as critical situational determinants of coping
responses (€.g., David & Suls, 1999; Folkman et al., ‘1986'a; Major, Richards, & Cooper,
1998). Compared to stressor type, this situational or contextual factor relies more heavily
on the individual’s subjective impressions of the stressful situation. Cognitive appraisal
involves an evaluative procéss in which the significance of the event and what might be

done in regards to the event is considered (Folkman et al., 1986b). Numerous studies

have supported the contention that appraisals are related to coping responses (David &

Suls; Folkman & Lazarus, 1980; Folkman et al., 1986a; McCrae, 1984; Stone, Kennedy-




Moore, & Neale, 1995; Schwartz & Stone, 1993). However, there remain sofne
unanswered questions in regards to appraisals.

First, research into the role of appraisals has focused primarily on the role of
controllability. Prior reseafch has found that stressors that are appraised as controllable
are associated with the use of problem focused coping whereas stressors appraised as
uncontrollability are related to .the use of emoltion focused coping (Carver et al., 1989;
Folkman et al., 1986a; Lazarus & Folkman, 1980; Scﬁwaﬂz & Stoné, 1993). Howe\./er,
although controllability has largely dominated the exploration of appraisals, sevéral other
appraisals have been found to be important determinants of coping (Folkman et al.,
1986a; McCrae, 1984; Svc‘:hwanz & Stone, 1993). Folkman et al. (1986a) found fhat the
nature of the appraised threat was related to coping responses. For example, greater
threat to a goal at work was associated with more self-control and problem solving
coping, whereas greatér threat fo a loved one’s well being was associated with more
escape avoidance and confrontative coping and less problem solving and distancing.

| The seriousness of the stressor has also emerged as an important appraisal
dimension that predicts variance in coping responses above and beyond the effects of
controllability (David & Suls, 1999; Schwartz & Stone, 1993; Stqhe et al., 1995; Terry,
1994). Although it has been hypothesized that the seriousness of the stressor would be
related to a'stronger emotional reaction and consequently more emotion focused coping
(David & Suls; Terry, 1994), the results suggest this is not always the case. Schwartz and
Stone (1993) found that seriousness uniquely predicted greater direct action, catharsis,
social sppport, relaxation, and religion when controllability was examined

stmultaneously. David and Suls found that the seriousness of the stressor was



significantly related to higher reported use of catharsis and reli gion and lower reported
use of accepfance when controllability of the stressor.was held constant. Thus, although
the literature has been dominated by the examination of controllability, studies suggest
that a range of appraisals, in addition to controllability, may influence cobing' responses.

Qne aspect of appraisals that has yet to be‘examined is the distinction of
appraisals based on an agentic-communal framework. As previously discussed, this
distinction has proven conceptually meaningful in understanding coping (e.g., coping
may serve communal and agentic functions; DeLongis & Newth, 2001) and stressors
(e.g., agenﬁc and comrﬁunal differentially predict coping responses; O’Brien &
DeLongis, 1996). However, appraisals have yet to be examined using this framework.
Understanding appraisals based on agentic or communal motivations (i.e., whether the
stressor thfeatens agentié or communal goals) may prove valuable in understanding the
ways in‘ which appraisals influence the stress and coping process. Furthermore, the
examination of appraisals usihg the agentic-communal framework is another means |
through which to incorporate interpersonal factors into the éxamination of stress and
coping.

Second, few studies have examined the role of appraisals above and beyond the
influence of stressor type in predicting .coping use. As such, it is difficult to ascertain
whether the context of coping is best understood through appraisals, the external
classification of the situation, or both. Appraisais and type of stress may be redundant
sources of information. Alternatively, each may provide a unique insight into the context

of coping. The few studies that have examined both the type of stress and appraisals in

tandem support the notion that each provides meaningful and unique information in-




coping responses. However, these studies have important limitations. Folkman and »

‘Lazarus (1980) found that the type of stress and appraisals were independent contributors

fo coping responses, although they did not compare the relative contributions of each. In
retrospective studies in which type of stress and appraisals were examined
simultaneously, both Parkes (1986) and Terry (1994) found that external classification of
stressors and appraisals each accounﬁ:d for unique variance across a range of coping
strategies. However, these studies were limited by examining only a sing_le retrospective
instance of stressor type and dppraisals, which does not pemﬁt within-person analyses of
appraisals across different éituations.

Finally, extant research has relied primarily on retrospective or -laboratory-based
accounts of appraisals. However, such assessments may not reflect the idiographic
process of appfaisals over time (e; g., Shoda et al., 1994). Fuﬁhenﬁore, laboratory
experiments of stressful situafions may not be reflective of the “real-life” experience of
appraisals. Assessments of appraisals based on repeated instances of naturally occurring
stressors may providé a more accurate understanding of the role of appraisals in coping.

Thus, although appraisals have been held to be the major sitﬁational determinant
of coping (e.g., David & Suls, 1999; Folkman et al., 1986a; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984),
more work is needed to understand the unique influence of stressor type and appraisals.
Current research provides only a limited understanding of the role of appraisals beyond
contfollability as well as the role of appraisals beyond typé of stress. Finally, the majority
of studies examine appraisals Based on a single re;crospective instance or laboratory

experiment, which may not reflect the idiographic process of appraisals across different

instances of stress and coping.




1.2.4 The role of pérsonality in coping responsés

Research into the role of personalfty inAcoping has had a long but erratic histdry
(for a review see Suls et al., 1996). According to Suls et al. (1996), the “first generation”
examining the role of personality in coping was based on the psychodynamic/ego
psychology perspective. This perspective viewed coping and personality as relatively
-interchangeable, with defense mechanisms representing coping efforts. The
Transactional Model (or “second generation”) sought to differentiate itself from these
models and emphasized the dynamic nature of stress and coping (Lazarus, 1990). As
such, this work highlighted situational influences in coping, over stable personality traits,
which were argued to be more relevant >to the process of coping. This was also consistent
with the dominant view at the time that personality traits were “poor predictors of
behavior” (Mischel, 1968; Suls et al., p.719).

However, there has been a resurgence in interest in the role of personality in the
stress and coping process, dubbed the “third generation” of resear;:h (Suls et al., 1996).
Critics argued that the second generation underestimated the importance of personality
traits and viewed traits, inaccurately, as static entities uﬁable to contribute to a changing
process (Ben-Porath & Tellegen, 1990; Krohne, 1990). Proponents of the third
generatio'n of research asserted that traits were not “situational blind” (Ben-Porath &.
Tellegan, p. 15) and that “épeciﬁc coping behaviors have dispositional underpinnings”
(Suls & David, 1996, p. 996). As such, personality traits could add meaningfully to a
process model of stress and coping. There was also increasing recognition that

»(personality may predict behavior reasoﬁably well, especially when measured and

examined across several instances (Epstein, 1979; Kenrick & Funder, 1988; Krohne,
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1990; Mischel & Sﬁoda, 1995; Suls et al., 1996). This revival was fqrtﬁer fuelled by fhe
findings that a meaningful amount of variance was left unaccounted for when only
situational influences were examined (e.g., Mattlin et al., 1990; McCrae, 1984; Parkes,
1986; Schwartz & Stone, 1993; Suls et al., 1996). For example, Schwartz and Stone
(1.993) found that 19% to 54% of variance in coping strategies cc).uld be attributed to
unidentified within-person variability once demographics and situational factors were
taken into account.

- The third generation has also been assisted by the development of broad
personality measures, such as the Big Five Model of personality, which may permit a
more “systematic and comprehensive” examination of the role of personality in coping
(David & Suls, 1999; Suls et_'al., 1996; Watson & Hubbard, 1996, p. 740). The Big Five
model of persénality is a taxonomy of personalify dimensions that arguably represent the
“minimum number of traits required to describe personality” (David & Suls, p. 2,76.;
McCrae & Costa, 1985; McCrae & John, 1992; Watsonﬂ& Hubbard, 1996; see Block,
1995 for an opposing view). These personality dimensions are Neuroticism (N),
Extraversion (E), Openness (O), Agreeableness (A) and Conscientiousness (C).

Individuals higher in N, compared to those lower in N, are characterized by the

propensity to experience negative emotions, such as fear, depression, anxiety, hostility, or

guilt, and tend to be impulsive (for a review see Costa & McCrae, 1992). Individuals
higher in E are described as assertive, energetic, cheerful, and sociable and tend to
experience positive emotions, relative to those lower in E. Those higher in O, relative to

those lower in O, tend to be creative, imaginative, flexible in their thinking, and receptive

to both positive and negative emotions. Those higher in A tend to be altruistic,




acquiescent, trusting, and helpful, compared to ;[hose lower in A. Individuals higher in C,
compared to those lower in C, tend to be orgam’zéd, reliable, hard-working, purposeful,
achievement-oriented, fastidious, and self-disciplined.

| Consisteﬁt with models of N, those higher in N have been found to use more
emotion-focused strategies, such as escape avoidance,vself—blame, wishful thinking,
relaxation, support seeking, catharsis, and less problem-focused coping, compared to
those lower in N (Bolger, 1990; Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995; Bouchard, 2003; David & A
Suls, 1999; Endler & Parker, 1990; Gunthert et al., 1999; Hooker, Frazier, & Monahan,
1994; Lee—Baggley et al., 2005; O’Brien & DelLongis, 1996; Rim, 1986). Studies also
suggest that those higher in N, relative to those lower in N, are more likely to engage in
interpersonallAy antagonistic means of coping, such as hostile reaction, interpersonal
withdrawal, .and confrontative coping (Bolger & Zuckerman; David & Suls; Gunthert et
al.; Lee-Baggley et al., O’Brien & DeLongis, 1996).

However, several studies have found contradictory relationships between N and
coping. For example, in a study of daily interpersonal stressors, Bolger and Zuckerman
(1.995) found that those higher in N were more likely to report using planful problem-
solving to cope than did those lower in N. Eysenck (1983) has argued that those.higher
in N seek to compensate for the attention they spend on their emotions by increasing their
task-related effort. Bolger (1990) suggests this may lead those higher in N to engage in
more problem solving.

| As compared to those lower in E, research suggests that those higher in E engage
in more problem solving (Hooker et al, 1994;.’McCrae & Costa, 1986; Rim, 1986) and

employ less passive emotion-focused coping, such as self-blame, wishful thinking, and
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avoidance ‘(Hooker et al.). Individuals higher in E tend to use more active fofms of

emotion-foéused coping (Hooker et al.; McCrae & Costa, 1986), éuch as support seeking

(Amirkhan, Risinger, & Swickert, 19,915; David & Suls, 1999; Hooker et al.; Watson &

| Hubbard, 1996), subStitutiOn and restraint (McCrae & Costa, 1986), and posi_tivé
reappraisal (McCrae & Costa, 1986; Watson & Hubbard), compared to those lower in'E.

‘However, the relationship between scores on E and copiﬁg has been found to be qualified

_ by context (Lee-Baggley et al., 2005) and the rriethodological ti¥ne frame (daily vs, cross-

sectional;. bévid & Suls). For example, Lee-Baggley et al. found thaAt‘the relationship .

: betWeen E and relationship focused coping, interpérSonal Withdrawal,."self‘-blame, and
confrontation wés dependant on whether the respondént was dealing with daily
interpersonal stresé involving child misbehavior or marital conﬂict.‘ln a study \Qf daily
stress (i.¢., “daily proc’ess”v study), David aﬁd Suls found that higher scores on E were

‘positively related to a variety of emotion focﬁsed coping strategies'including both passivwe.
and active emotion focused strategies and not solely the putative_ly adaptive emétion
focused strategies found in cross-sectional studies rgtrospective studies (e.g., McCrae &

+ Costa, 1986; Watson & Hubbard). Lee-Baggley et al. sqggest that daily process stﬁdies, |

- in which the situational aspects of the stressor are taken into account, may help to clarify

the relationship between E and coping responses.

Those higher in O have been found fo be more likely to employ. broblem solving

(Bouchard, 2003; Watson & Hubbard, 1996) and less likely to use distraction (David &
Suls, 1999; Lee-Baggley et al., 2005), compared to those lower in O. Those higher in O,

-~ relative to those lower in O, have also been found td positively reappraise their stressful

situations (O’Brien & DeLongis, 1996; Watson & Hubbard) and to be open to the




feelings of others by engaging in more relationship focused coping (Lee-Baggley et al.;
O’Brien & DeLongis, 1996). Howéver, the relationship between O and coping has been
inconsistent with some studies finding no significant relations between scores on O and
coping (Hooker et al., 1994) and others finding scores on O to be only a weak predictor
of coping (McCrae & Costa, 1986).

Research suggests that individuals higher in A are more likely to cope in ways
that use or protect relationships, such as engaging in support seeking, responding
empathically to others, and elvoiding confrontation, as compared to those lower in A
(Hooker et al., 1994; O’Brien & DeLongis, 1996). This is consistent with the assertion of
Graziano and colleagues (Graziano, Jensen-Campbell & Hair, 1996; Jensen-Campbell & |
Graziano, 2001) that those higher in A are moti\A/ated to maintain positive interpersonal
relationships. However, Lee-Bagg]ey et al. (2005) found that the association between
scores on A and coping was qualified by the type of stress encountered. For example,
they found that the typical view of those high in A as eschewing confrontation and
responding empathically was only found in certain stressful situations, depending on who
was involved. That is, although those high in A were able to respond empathically and
without confrontation during marital conflict they reported the reverse pattern during
interpersonal stress involving their child’s misbehavior. Those higher in A have also
been found to be less likely to employ passive emotion-focused coping strategies, such as
- self-blame, avoidance, wishful thinking, or disengagement whén compared to thOSC lower
in A (Hooker et al.; Lee-Baggley et al.; Watson & Hubbard, 1996). However, some

“studies have failed to find significant ﬁndings of the role of A in coping (David & Suls,
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1999) or found only a weak relationship between A and coping (Hooker et al.; Watson &
Hubbard).

Higher scores on C have been found to be positively related to the use of
problem-focused coping, such as pfanful problem solving, active coping, and suppression
of compeﬁ'ng activities (Hooker et al., 1994; Watson & Hubbard, 1996). Individuals
higher in C are aléo more likely to report the use of positive reappraisal (Watson &
Hubbard) and the use }of relationsﬁip focused coping, such as responding empathically to
others during times of stress (Lee-Baggley et al., 2005; O’Brien & DeLongis, 1996), |
compared to those lower in C. Further, those higher in C have been found to be less likely
to engage in passive emotion focused coping strategies, such as escape avoi.dance, self-
blame, or disengagement, compare to those low.er in C (Hooker et al.; O’Brien &
DeLongis, 1996; Watson & Hubbard). Studies examining the role of C in daily stress,
controlling for the effect of other personality traits (e.g., David & Suls, 1999; Lee-
Baggley et al.), have _found fewer significant results than studies that do not control for
other personality dimensions (e.g., Watson & Hubbard) or us.e a cross-sectional
retrospective methodology (e.g., O’Brien & DeLQngis, 1996). This suggests that the
relationship between C and coping may be especially sensitive to the methodology used
to assess coping. |

This review of the literature suggesté that personality traits may add meaningfully
to our understanding of coping. However, the role of personality traits on coping
responses remains equivocal. For example, the results of cross-sectional retrospective

studies (e.g., O’Brien & Delongis, 1996; Watson & Hubbard, 1996) often provide

different results compared to daily assessments of stress (i.e., “daily process” studies;




David &vSuls, 1999; Lee-Baggley et al.‘, 2005). Retrospective accounts ﬁay overestimate
the role of dispositions because individuals are more likely to rely on their implicit
assumptions of their own behavior rather than reporting their actual behavior (Coyne &
Gottlieb, 1996; Moore, Sherrod, Liu & Underwood, 1979; Peterson, 1980). Furthermore,
cross-sectional retrospective assessments of coping often ignore the context or situational
" influences in coping. The failure to account for the context of coping may also explain
the discrepant results of personality traits across studies (Lee-Baggley etlal.). Thus,
although there is increas{ng evidence of the importance of personality in coping, studies
based on repeated instances of coping (i.e., daily process designs) that consider the role .
of situation or context, may assist in qlarifying the role of personality traits in coping
responses.

1.2.5 Unique and interactive influences of personality, stressor type, and
appraisals in coping responses

Although research clearly indicates that dispositional factors, such as the Big.
Five, and situational factors, such as stressor type and appraisals, are determinants of
coping, much less is known about the unique contribution of each. The contemporary
Transactional Model of Stress and Coping suggests that each influence coping responses.
The absence of studies examining the unique contribution of each limits the conclusions
~ that can be drawn from existing research. As previously discussed, failure to assess both
the type of stress and appraisals, confounds the unique role of each in coping (Lazarus &
Folkman, 1980). That is, it is unclear whether the type of stress and subjective appraisals
provide€ unique information in predicﬁng coping responses. Furthérrhore, studies that fail
to account for the role of situation may inflate the role of personality in coping responses

(Schwartz et al., 1999; Terry, 1994). For example, if those higher in E consistently report
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one type of stressor as compared to those lower in E, it becomes difficult to distinguish
the relative influence of personality and situational influences on coping (Schwartz et al.;
"ferry, 1994). Consistent with this, Terry (1994) found that the stability in coping
responses was due not onlyAto personality traits, such as Neuroticism, but also because of
the similarity in the type of stres-s and the nature of the appraisals reported across
different assessments. Additionally, without assessing stable influences in coping,
situational influences rhay be overestimated (Carver et al., 1989; Terry, 1994). Cognitive
appraisals may be driven both by the situation as well as the individual facing the
stressful situation (O’Brien & DeLongis, 1996; Shoda et al., 1994).

Studies examining both stable and situational influences are also able to identify
the ways in which the person and the environment may interact to predict coping (Lee-
Baggley et al., 2005; O’Brien & DeLongis, 1996; Suls et al., 1996). Several studies
support the contention that stable and situational influences interact to predict coping
responses. In a study of daily stress, David and Suls (1999) found that O and N
moderated the relationship between the appraisal of seriousness and several coping
strategies. O’Brien and DeLongi_s (1996) found significant interactions between situation
type, categorized as agentic or communal, and N, O, and C in predicting coping.
responses. The interactions between stressor type and the Bi g,Five traits of personality
accounted for 2% to 14% of the variance in coping strategies. Finally, in a study of daily
interpersonal stress, Lee-Bégg]ey et al. (2005).found that A, C, and E moderated the |
relationship between personality traits and the type of interpersonal stressor in predicting

several coping strategies. These studies suggest that examining the interactions between
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stable énd situational influences in coping may be important to understand the role of .
personality in coping (Lee-Baggley et al.). |

Although identifying the unique ‘and interactive influences of stressor type,
appraisal, and personality factors is warranied, only a few studies have done so and they
have some important limitations. Parkes (1986) examined the additive and interactive
effects of person factors (N and E), work environment, stressor type (four work related
problems assdciated with nursing), and appraisal (importance of the stressor) ina
retrospectivg study of nursing students. She found that individual differences, the néture
of stressor, and the work environment significantly and uniquely predicted coping scores
for direct coping and suppression coping.” Furthermore, significant interactions between
these factors emerged for both direct coping and suppression. Interactions involving
personality measures and stressor type were the strongest predictors of both direct coping
and suppression, accounting for 36% and 33% of the variance respectively. Terry (1994)
examined the inﬂﬁences of personality (e.g., N, type A), stressor type (work/academic,
interpersonal, health, other) and appraisals (severity, control, self-efficacy) in coping in a
longitudiﬁal sfudy of studénts, in three different assessments, each several weeks apart.
The results supported the con’tention that stressor type, appraisals, gnd stable personality
factors indepeﬁdently influenced coping responses. However, the pattern was distinctive
for each coping strategy. Terry also found that the effect of N on coping strategies was
moderated by the appraised controllability of the situatidn, although the amount of
additional explained variance was not statistically significant.

Although these studies represent advances in assessing the unique contribution of

personality traits, appraisals, and stressor type, they have notable weaknesses. Both
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Parkes (1986) and Terry (1994) used retrospective measures of coping, which may inﬂéte
the .role of personality traits due to memory biases (Coyne & Gottlieb, 1996; Peterson,
1980). Participants in Parkes’ study were assessed only once, which may not be a reliable
assessment of an individual’s typical responses to stress (Epstein, 1979). Participants in
Terry’s study reported on their coping only two times and were asked to recall coping
efforts two weeks after their reports of appraisals. Given that appraisals ére usuall};/
considered a rapidly occurring process (e.g., Tennen & Affleck, 1996), a two-week time
lag between the assessment of appraisals and coping may introduce retrospective |
contamination. Finally, these studies examined only the influences of N (Parkes; Terry,
1994) and E (Parkes), limiting our understanding of fhe role of A, O, and E in coping
responses.

In the only study that used a repeated, within-person design (i.e., daily process) to
examine mﬁltiple influences (i.e., person, appraisal, and type of stress) on stress and
coping, Schwartz and Stone (1993) examined the unique influences of person factors
(sex, age, education, and family income), appraisals (chronicity, severity, and |
controllability) and types of stress (interpersonal work events, job pressures, marital
problems, and health issues) in coping responses. They found that stressor type uniquely
and significantly predicted six of the eight coping strategies they examined. At least one
of the appraisal variables was significant for all coping strategies, controlling fbr person
factors and stressor type. They found that 19% to 54% of the variance of boping
strategies were predicted by “non-specific” person factors (p.60),‘unaccounted for in their

model. However, they did not examine whether personality traits accounted for some of
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this residual within-person variability‘. Additionally, they did not examine the interactive
effects between stable and situational factors in coping responses.

In summary, although considerable work has been done regarding the
determinants of coping, there remain significant gaps in our knowledge. Studies
examining stressor type, appraisals, ond personality traits simultaneously, using a daily
process methodology (i.e., repeated measures), may assist in clarifying the unique and
interactive contribution of stable and situational influences in coping responses.

1.3 Role of Personality in Stressor Type and Appraisals

As illustrated by the contemporary Transactional Model depicted in Figure 1, there
are several ways in which peroonality traits may influence the stress and coping process
in additioo to influencing coping responses. Personality researchers have long contended
that personaiity does more than just influence an individual’s reactions fo the
environment. Personality traits are also.associated with the “selection, evocation, and
manipulation” of the environment (Buss, 1987, p.1214). Personality traits may influence
the type of stressful situations encountered and the appraisals individuals make in
stressful situations (Bolger & Zuckérman, 1995; Gunthert et al., 1999; O’Brien &
DeLongis, 1996). This is also consistent with the (5APS model, which suggests that
personality based consistencies in encoding and processing situational information may
explain regularity in behavior across situations (Shoda et al., 1994). As such, exposure to

and appraisal of stressful events may be critical ways in which stable factors influence the

dynamic process of coping (Bolger & Zuckerman; Shoda et al.).




1.3.1 Role of personality traits in stressor type

Research has found support for the notion that positive and negative events “keep
happening to the same people” (Headey & Wearing, 1989, f).733). Furthermore, the
likelihood of experiencing stressful events and the type of stressful event encountered has
been associated with stable personality characteristics, such as the Big Five dimensions
of personality (Bolger & Schilling, 1991; Bolger & Zuckérman, 1995; Headey &
Wearing; Ormel & Wohlfarth, 1991; Terry, 1994). The majority of the studies have
examined the role of N. Bqth objective and subjective ratings based on daily and
longitudinal studies of stressors and life events suggest that those higher in N, compared
to those lower in N, are more likely to report and be exposed to adverse events, especially
interpersonal stressors (Bolger & Schilling; Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995; Bono, Boles,
Judge & Lauver, 2002; David, Green, Martin & Suls, 1997; Gunthert et al., 1999; Headey
&}Wearing; Magnus, Diener, Fujita & Payot, 1993; Ormel & Wohlfarth; Suls, Martin, &
David, 1998; Vollrath, 2000).

A limited m_lmber of studies suggest that those higher in E, relative to ‘tholse lower in
E, are less likely to report exposure to negative events and more likely to be,expésed to
positive events (Headey & Wearing, 1989; Magnus et al., 1993; Vollrath, 2001). . |
Although, researcﬁ suggests that the dominant aspect of E is related to expressing anger
and approaching (rather than avoiding) arguménts (Blickle, 1997; Buss, 1991), previous
studies have not found that those higher on E are more likely to report interpers;)nal
conflict (Asendorpf & Wilpers, 1998; Bono et al., 2002). This may be due to their |

greater ease in managing social relationships (Riggio, 1986). Studies suggest that the

téndéncy of those higher in O to be open to experiences may result in exposure to both




positive and negativ_e events, compared to those lower in O (Bono et al.; Headey &

| Weaﬁng). For example, research suggests that O is associated with favourable friendship
events (Headey & Wearing) as well as interpersonal conflict (Blickle, 1997; Bono et al).
The tendency of those high in O to be open to ideas, intellectually curious, and interested
in engaging in philosophical debate (Costa & McCrae, 1992) may explain the positive |
association between scores on O and argumentativeness or interpersonal conflict. Those
hi gher in O may be less likely to shrink from disagreements or differences of opinions,
compared to thdse lower in O (Blickle, 1997; Bono et al.). Limited research suggests that
those higher in A are less likely to report interpersonal conflicts, than those lower in A
(Asendorpf & Wilpers, 1998; Bono et al., 2002; Suls et al., 1998). ;‘Fhose lower in A have
‘been found to be more likely to elicit conflict during interpersonal interactions, than those
higher in A (Buss, 1991; Graziano et al., 1996; Suls et al., 1998). This is consistent with

- recent conceptualizations of A by Graziano and colleagues (Graziano et al.; Jensen-
Campbell & Graziano, 2001), who suggest that those higher in A have a desire to
maintain harmonious interpersonal felationships. They suggest this may motivate those
higher in A to make positive attributions and assumptions in interbersonal situations,
relative to those lower in A (Bono et al.; Graziano et al.; Sulé et al., 1998), which may
help them avoid interpersonal conflicts or stressors.

A small number of studies examining the role of C suggest that those higher in C,
relative to those lower in C, are less likely to report daily hassles, especially those -
concerned with academic achievement (Vollrath, 2000). Although a core component of
high C is achievement striving}(Costa & McCrae, 1992), those higher in C may prevent

stressful achievement situations because of their organized and disciplined approach to
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work (Watson & Hubbard, 1996). Studies have failed to find a signiﬁcaﬁt relationship
between scores on C and reports of interpersonal cénﬂict (Asendort & Wilpers, 1998;
Bono et al., 2002).
1.3.2 Role of personality traits in appraisals

The contemporary Transactional Model proposes that personality traits are related
to appraisals of stressful events. Previous studies suggest that personality traits are
associated with an individual’s tendency to view events or to process information in
similar ways (Hemenover, 2001; Segerstrogn, 2001; Shoda et al., 1994) and that there 1s
stabilify in appraisals over time (Bono et al., 2002; Long & Schultz, 1995). A limited
number of studies have examined the relationship between appraisals and the Big Five
traits of personality (Gallagher, 1990; Gunthert, et al., 1999; Penley & Tomaka, 2002).
However, the majority of these studies are based on single retrosp-ective assessments of
appraisal or laboratory studies, neither of which may be reflective of aﬁ individual’s
typical pattern of appraisals in a naturalistic setting.

Previous studies'. suggest that individuals higher in N, relative to those lower in N,
report greater appraisals of threat (Bouchard, 2003; Gallagher, 1990; Hemenover, 2001;
Hemenover & Dienstbier, 1996; Penley & Tomaka, 2002), étressfulness (Gunthert et al.,
1999; Hemenover) and uncontrollability (Hemenover). Higher scores on E have been
positively aésociated with challenge appraisals and negati'vely related to threat appraisals
, (Bouchard; Gallagher, 1990; Hemenover & Dienstbier). The results with O have been
more inconsistent. In an experimental study of a stressful event, Penley and Tomaka
found that higher scores on O were negatively associated with threat; however,

Shewchuk, Elliott, MacNair-Semands, and Harkins (1999) found a significant positive
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relationship between O and threat appraiéa]s. Some studies have found that those higher
in A, relative to those lower in A, are less likely to view situations as threatening,
especially in regards to interpérsoﬁal c.onﬂict (Graziano et al., 1996; Bono et al., 2002).
Other studies have found few si gniﬁcant relationships between appraiséls and scores on
VA when A is examined in conjunction' with the othér Big Five traits (David & Suls, 1999;
Penley & Tomaka). FinaHy, higher scores on C have been associated with a lower
likelihood of viewing stressors as threats (Penley & Tomaka).

Notably, the majority of studies exploring the role of personality tr'aits and
appraisals, involved single, retrospective or laboratory-based assessments of appraisals
and examined the personality dimensions individually. This may fail to capture the
idiographic process of appraisals that occur in a naturalistic setting (e.g., Shoda et él.,
1994). Additionally, some studies suggest different‘relationships between the Big Five
traits and appraisals when all five dimensions are examined .simultaneously, than when
the personality dimensions are examined in isolation. For example, Gallagher (1990) and
Shewchuk ef al. (1999) found that the relationship between appraisals and scores on E
and C, respectively, was no longer significant when the effects of N were partialled out.
This suggests it may be important to examine the unique relationship of each personality
trait with appraisals. Given that appraisals may play an important role in understanding

the ways in which stable factors influence dynamic processes, more research is needed to

understand the relationships between the Big Five traits of personality and situational

appraisals.




- 1.4 Outcomes of Coping

~ Of key interest to researchers is the effect of coping on adaptational outcomes, as
illustrated in the final step of Figure 1. In general, the literature supports the contention
that coping is associated with adjustment and adaptational outcomes, such as mental and

physical health (Aldwin & Park, 2004; Aldwin & Revenson, 1987; Folkman et al.,

1986b; Mattlin et all., 1990; McCrae & Costa, 1986; Pearlin & Schooler, 1978; Penley,

Tomaka, & Wiebe, 2002), mood (Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995; Gunthert et al., 1999;
Stone et ai., 1995), and relationship functioning (DeLongis, & Pieece, 2003; O’Brien &

DeLongis, 1997; Preece & DeLongis, 2005). Additionally, research suggests that

specific coping strategies are related to differential patterns of adjustment. For example,

studies suggest that problem solving is associated with better adjustment (McCrae &

Costa, 1986; Folkman et al., 1986b), whereas passive emotion focused strategies, such as

“escape avoidance and self-blame, are associated with poorer adjustment (Aldwin &

' Revens'ovn'; Terry & Hynes, 1998). Seeking social support is often associated with

negative outcomes (Aldwin & Revenson; Stone et al., 1995), even though social support
is associated with pbsitiv'e outcomes (Cohen & Wills, 1985; Valentiner, Holahan, &
Moos, 1994). This seemingly contradictory finding may be due to differences between

attempting to obtain support and actually receiving support (Bolger, Zuckerman, &

Kessler, 2000). Both distancing and positive reappraisal have been found to be adaptive

emotion focused strategies (Park, Folkman, & Bostrom, 2001; Park & Folkman, 1997;
Stone et 'a]., 1995).' Much less research has been done on the effects of interpersonaily

oriented coping strategies. However, research suggests thai confrontation and

interpersonal withdrawal are associated with greater psychole gical symptoms and poorer




relationship fungtioning (Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995; DeLongis & Preece, 2003;
Folkman et al., 1986b; Repetti, 1989), whereasv relationship focused coping has been
associated with positivé relationship functioning (DeLongis & Preece; O’Bﬁen &
" DeLongis, 1997). -

| In attemptiﬁg to understand the role of coping in adaptational Qutcomes, there is
increasing interest in the exafnination of the shér’t—term effects of coping (Bolger &
_Zvucke'rman., 1995; Gunthert et al., 1999; Stone et al., 1995;_.Tennen, Affleck, Armeli, &
Carﬁey, 2000). Studying short-term changes in outcomes 1s consistent with a process
oriented approach to coping, in which “‘stressors, coping efforts, and adaptational |
outcomes [are v‘iewed as] rapidly fluctuating processés” (Tennen et al., 2000, p. 627).
The variability of mood makés it an appropriate .outcomev in studyiﬁg the short-term
4' effects of coping (Stone et al., 1995). Additionally, negative mood has important
implications for physical health, including effects on physiologicai and immune -
functioning (Futterman, Kemeny, Shapiro, & Fahey, 1994; Kiecolt-Glaser., McGuire,
Robles, & Glaisev:r, 2002; _Stonbe, Cox, Yaldimarsdottif, J andorf, & Neale, 1987), and
- mental health (Beevers & Caﬁer, 2003; Watson & Walker, 1996). Understanding the
short-tefm effects of coping on mood may assist in understanding the process througl'i
- which coping comes to have long-term effects on health and well'—beihg (DeLongis
Folkman, & Lézarus, 1988; Stone e’t al'., ]995). Furthermore, studies suggest that the
effects of éoping may differ when examined over brief intervals (i.e., daiiy) than when
examined longitudinally (i;e., over the span of months ér years). For example, contrary to
assertions and pre\}ious retrospective studies (e.g., McCrae & Coéta, 1986; Folkman et

al., 1986b), when examined on a daily basis, Stone et al. (1995) found that problem
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solving was associated with worse mood and both Bolger and Zuckerman (1995) and
Gunthert et al. (1999) found no significant relationship between problem solving and
negative mood.

An unresolved issue in the study of short-term effects of coping is the appropriate
time frame in which to capture changes in mood. Previous studies on the short-term
effects of coping on mood have examined very brief time intervals (e.g., approximately
40 minutes) using ecological momentary assessment (Marco et al., 1999) or end-of—dayv
effects (Gunthert et al., 1999; Stone et al., 1995). Although concurrent effects of coping
on mood are well documented, the lagged effects of coping on mood are less reliably
observed. In their ecological momentary assessment study Qf coping and mood, Marco et
_a]. (1999) suggested that the eftects of coping may take several hours to appear.
Additionally, the pain literature suggests that twice daily assessments may provide an
nppropnate window to examine the effects of coping on outcomes (Newth & DeLongis,
2004). Jointly, these studies indicate that examining the effects of coping twice a day may
provide the ideal time frame in which tn understand the short-term lagged effects of
coping.

Finally, although previous studies have established associations between coping
and outcomes, there are numerous third variables that rnay confound the observed
relationship between coping and outcomes. For example, interpersonal stressors (Bolger,
DeLongis, Kessler, & Schilling, 1989), appraisals, such as seriousness (Marco et al.,
1999; Stone et al., 1995), and personality traits, such as neuroticinm and extraversion

'

(David et al., 1997; Watson & Clark, 1992, 1997), have each been associated with daily

mood. As such, it is impoﬂanf to examine the effect of coping responses in adaptational




outcomes, such as mood, above and beyénd the role of these other influences befdre
concluding _that coping uniquely impacts mood (McCrae, 1990; Park, Armeli, & Tennen,
2004; Stone et al., 1995). Furthermofe, few studies examine the ef_feqts of coping
cdmparing individuals to themselves (i.e.; within person analyses). Such analyses |
minimize a host of potentially confounding variables and provide stronger evidence of
the role of coping in outcomes (DeLongis et al.; 1988). In summary, there remain several
unresolved issues regarding the rolé of coping responses in short-term adaptational

outcomes.

1.5 Methodological Issues in Studying Stress and Coping

Methodological issues in the study of stress and coping have‘become increasingly
scrutinized (e.g., Tennen et al., 2000; Somerfield & McCrae, 2000). There are three main
methodologies used to examine stress gnd coping. The first asks parﬁcipants to recall a
stressful event in the past week, month, or year and to report on their use of various
coping strategies in response to this recalled event (e.g., McCrae, 1984). However, this
methodology provides only an isolated “snapshot” of coping based on a single episode
(Coyne & Gottlieb, 1996; Suls & David, 1996). Furthermore, research suggesté that
single instanées of behavior are unreliable estimates of behavior in general; multiple
instances are necessary to achieve a high degree of reliability (Epstein, 1979; Mischel &
Shoda, 1995; Schwartz et al., 1999). |

"I:he second typical method asks participants to describe how they “usually” or

“generally” cope with stressors (e.g., Endler & Parker, 1990). This methodology may be

prone to distortions due to memory biases (DeLongis, Hemphill & Lehman, 1992).

Moreover, such biases are likely to reflect “general attitudes and implicit theories”
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(Coyne & Gottlieb, 1996, p.980) that may inflate the role of stable inﬂuenées, such as
personality, in coping (Moore et al., 1979; Peterson, 19>80; Suls et al., 1996).

Research supports the contention that individuals are generally poor at
remembering how they coped. In two studies, college students réported their coping in
daily assessments as well as a single retrospective assessmeﬁt during the week leading up
to an exam (Ptacek et al., 1994; Smith, Leffingwell, & Ptacék, 1999). Resulfs infiicated
that retrospective accounts demonstrated a weak association with daily reports.
Moreover, the correspondence between daily and retrospective measures of coping was
lower when the participant was experiencing more stress. Schwartz et al. (1999) also
found that an individual’s report of how he/she “generally” coped with siress was a pbor
measure of his/her “actual” coping as captured by ecological momentary assessment.

The third, and less typically used, research design is the daily process
methodology, which involves repeated assessments over time. Proponents assert that this
methodology addresses some of the limitations of the cross-sectional, retrospective
research design (e.g., Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995; David & Suls, 1999; Lee-Baggley et
al., 2005; Stone et al., 1998; Tennen et al., 2000). First, this methodology involves thé
éxamination of multiple instances over time, increasing the reiiability of assessments
(Epstein, 1979) and pefmitting the exploration of patterns of behavior (Lee-Baggley et
- al.). Second, ’respondents are asked to recall events over a shorter period of time,
reducing tbhe influence of recall biases (DeLongis et al., 1992). Third, multiple reports
over time allow for the examination of processes by permitting the examination of the
influences and consequences of coping “closer to théir actual occurrence” (Tennen &

Affleck, 1996, p.153).
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The development of new multilevel modeling statistical techniques, such as
Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM; Raudenbush, Bryk, Cheong, & Congdon, 2004),
has permitted more appropriate analyses of such data. First, multilevel modeling
accounts for the lack of independencé in the data points caused by the fepeated
assessments from the same subject. Multilevel modeling is also unique in being able to
manage unbalanced data points that are unequally spaced across time (Raudenbush &
Bryk, 2002). Second, analyse'svdo not necessitate aggfegatibn of data poiﬁts preserving
~ the temporal nature of the data (Tennen & Affleck, 1996; West & Hepworth, 1991).
Studies of stress and coping have found that the aggregation of scores may obscure
relationships that are evident when the individual assessments are examined (DeLongis et
al., 1988; Park et al., 2001). Third, mﬁltilevei modeling permits the examination of both
within-person effects .(using each participant as his/her own control) as well as between-
person effects (comparing individuals to the group). Several researchérs have argued that
most research questions in the stress and coping literature involve within-person effects
(DeLongis et al., 1988; Tennen & Affleck). However, the majority of studies have used
between-person analyses. Research suggests that between-person associations can differ
in both magnitucie and direction from within-person associations (Kenny, Kashy, &
Bolger, 1998; Tennen & Affleck). For example, Tennen and Affleck found é significant
positive association between undesirable and desirable events in a between-person
analysis. However, when this relationship was examined using within-person analyses,

all participants demonstrated a negative correlation between undesirable and desirable

. events.
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Close to two decades ago, Lazérus and colleagues noted that “a major challenge
in stress and coping research is to develop a method for describing stable styles of
appraising and coping that do not sacrifice the cognitive and behavioural richness of
these processes” (Folkman et al., 1986b, p. 578). Their recommendations are consistent
with the contemporary Transactional Model of Stress and Coping, current models of the
role of personality in behavior (e.g., Mischeli & Shoda, 1995), and the increasing calls in
the literature to examine the idiographic and nomothetic process of coping (e.g., Tenneii
et al., 2000). All highlight the need for intra-individual aiialyses, in whicli individtials are
followed across time and situations, in addition to inter-individual analyses. The daily
process methodology and multilevel modeling are ideally suited to capture both the
within- and between-person process of coping over time (Tennen et al.).

1.6 Current Study

The overarching goal of the current study was to examine the ways in which
situational and dispositional factors influence multiple aspects of the stress and copirig
process as proposed by the contemporary Transactional Model of Stress and Coping, as
illustrated in Figure 1. Althoﬁgh previous studies have examined various aspects of this
model, there remain gaps in our kriowledge, First, although research has demonstrated
that both situational and dispositi(inal faqtors influence coping responses, research into
the unique contributions of each ié lacking. Additionally, existing research may be
confounded due to methodological limitations in the assessment of coping. The current
study improves on past research by examining the uniqué and interactive influences of

dispositional and situational influences in coping responses based on a daily process

methodology. Second, despite the theoretical importance of appraisals in the stress




process, there is limited résearch as to the role of appfaisals in coping responses beyond
the appraisal of controllabiﬁty or the incremental value of appraisals above and beybnd
type of stress. Furthermoré, most studies have relied on single-retrospective accounts or
laboratory experiménts of appraisals, precluding an idiographic understanding of
appraisals across situations. This study examines a broader range of appraisals and their
unique contribution in coping responses over and above the inﬂuenc¢ of stressor type,
based on repeated naturalistic assessments of appraiséls. Third, previous studies have
focused. primarily on the role of personality traits in coping responses. However,
personality traits may be related to the stress and coping process by influencing the type
of stress encountered and the appraisals indi;/iduals make in stressful situations, m |
addition to-influencing coping responses (Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995; Vollrath, 2001).
The current study expands on previous work by examining the role of all of the Big Five
traits in both stressor type and appraisals based on repeated naturalistic occurrences of
stressors and appraisals. Fourth, there is increasing inteyest in examining the short-term
effects of coping on mood. However, the ideal time frame in which to understand the
lagged effects of coping has yet to be determined. The curreﬁt study is the first, of which
I am aware, to examine the twice daily assessment of coping and outcomes as a possible
time frame in which to observe the lagged effects of 'coping. Furthermore, the current
study examines the outcomes of coping beyond the influence of type of stress, appraisals,
and dispositional factors using within-person analyses.

This study improves on previous research by examining the idiographic process
of stress and coping, in addition to the nomothet?c process of coping, using a daily

process methodology in which individuals are followed across time and situations.
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Flirthermore, the current study acknowledges that stress and coping is not a solitary
process by incorporating interpersonal aspects into multiple stages (e.g., type of stress,
appraisal, coping) of stress and c‘oping process. Overall, this study seeks to enhance our
understanding of adaptation to stress by examining a broader range of dispositional and

situational influences in the stress and coping process.

1.7- Hypotheses

1.7.1 Role of stressor type and appraisals in coping responses

The first set of hypotf]eses involved examination of the situational or contextual
influences in coping responses. It was éxpected that both stressor type and appraisals
would be independently related to coping responses and provide unique information in
the prediction of coping respdnses. Additionally, it was anticipated that a broad range of
appraisals, including controllability, seriousness, agentic threat, and communal threat
would provide unique information in coping responses. As the predictive ability of
communal and agentic threat has yet to be established, the contribution of these
appraisals was examined above and beyond the previously studied appraisals of .
seriousness and controllability. It was expected that threats would predict significant and
unique variance across coping strategiés above and beyond the variance accounted for by
seriousness, controllability, and stressor type.

Some specific relationships between situational factors and coping strategies were
also hypothesized. First, it was hypothesized that stressor type and threats conceptualized
along a communal-agentic framework would predict the use of coping strategies that can

also be conceptualized along this continuum. That is, it was expected that higher reports

~

of communal stressors and threats would be related to increased reports of the use of




communal or interpersonally oriented coping strategies, sucﬁ as relationship focused -
coping, interpersonal antagonism‘,'and support seeking. Sifnilarly, it was hypothesized
that higher reports of agentic stressors and threats would be related to the increased use of
agentically oriented coping strategies, such as problem solving. Similar to past research
(Folkman et al., 1986a; Lazarus & Folkman, 1980), it was expected that higher levels of
controllability would.be related to greater use of strategies typically viewed as problem
focused (i.e., problem solving) and related to lower use of strategies typically viewed as
emotion focused (e. g.; passive emotion focused, suppoﬁ seeking, and distanciﬁg). It has
been hypothesized that more serious stressors would be associated with greater emotional
impact and as such, be solely associated with inéreased use of emotion focused coping
strategies (David & Suls, 1999; Terry, 1994). However, previous research has failed to
support this hypothesis. Instead, research suggests that more serious stressors elicit more
coping effort 6f both emotion- and problem-focused coping. As such, it was
hypothesized that greater reports of seriousness would elicit greater pro_blem- and
emotion-focused coping.
1.7.2 The role of personality in coping responses

The next set of hypotheses concerned the contribution of personality traits to
situation specific coping responses after situational factors are taken into account.
Consistent with the contemporary Transactional Model, it was hypothesized that the Big
Five traits of personality would account for significant variance, abO\}e and beyond
stressor type aﬁd appraisals, across a range of coping strategies. Specific relationships A
between each of the Big Five traits and coping strategies were also predicted. It was

expected that those higher in N would be more likely to report engagi.ng in emotion
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focused strategies, such as passive emotion focused and support seeking, as compared to
thosé lower in N. It was also hypothesized that those higher in N, compared to those
lower in N, woulld be more likely to report the use of coping strategies that may disrupt
reiationships, such as interpersénal antagonism, without reporting the use of strategies
that may protect relationships, such as relationship focused coping. Given the strong
affiliation tendencies associated with E, it was expected that those higher in E, compared
to those lower in E, would be more likely to report engaging in communal or
interpersonally oriented coping strategies, suéh as relationship focused coping and
support seeking. Given the dominant nature of those high in E, it was also hypothesized
that those higher in E would report the use of more interpersonal antagonism, than those
lower in E. Based on previous diary studies controlling for the other personality
dimensions (David & Suls, 1999; Lee-Baggley et al., 2005) it was expected that E would
be related to greater reporté of a range of emotion focused strategies.including passive
efnotion focused coping, positive reflection, and distancing. Based on past research and
models of O, it was hypothesized that those higher in O would report engaging in less
- distancing and more relationship focused coping, compared to those lower in O (O’Brien
& DeLlongis, 1996; Lee-Baggley et al.). Consisteﬁt with prior studies, those higher in A,
~ compared to those lower in A, were expected to report engaging in less avoidant emotion
focused strategives, such as passive emotion focused coping (David & Suls? Lee-Baggley
;t al.; Watson & Hubbard, 1996). Models éf A highlight the impoﬁancé of interpersonal
relationships. As such, it was expected that those higher in A, compared to those lower in -
A, would report higher levels of relationship-maintaining coping strategies, such as

relationship focused coping, and lower levels of relationship-disruptive means of coping,
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such as interpersonal antagonism. Final]'y, based on previous studies and models of C, it
was éxpected that those higher in C would be moré likely to report engaging in problem
solving and relationship focused coping, compared to those lower in C (Lee-Baggley et
al.; O’Brien & DeLongis, 1996).
1.7,3 'Irllteractive effects of personality and situational variables in predicting
~ coping responses

Consistent with previous reséarch that has demonstrated an interactive effect |
between situational and stable influences in.predicting coping responses (David & Suls,
1999; Lee-Bagg]ey et-al., 2005; Pzirkes, 1986), it was expected that pcrsonality and
situaﬁonal Variable.s-would interact to prediét céping responses. Given the lacklof
substantial reséarch, spéciﬁc predictions in regards to the nature of the interactions were
not made.
1v.7.4 Role of personality in sﬁ’essor type and appréisa]s- '

}'Consistent with the contemporary Trapsactional Modél and limitéd previous

research, it was expected that personality traits would be associated with the type of |

‘stressful situations reported as well as appraisals. Specifically, it was hypothesized that

scores on N would be positively related to greater reports of interpersonal stressors.
Although those higher in N, compared to those lower in N, are likely to experience a
range of adverse events (Ormel & Wohlfarth; 1991), previous research shggests they are

especially likely to encounter interpersonal stressors (Bolger & Zlickverman, 1995; Bdlger

- & Schilling, 1991; Bono et al., 2002; David et al., 1997; Gunthert et ial.,A 1999).

Consistent with previous research suggesting those higher in E are less likely to report

adverse events (Headey. & Wearing, 1989; Magnus et al., 1993j Vollrath, 2001), it was
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hypothesized that those higher in E would report lower levels of interpersonal stressors
and achievement stressors, compared to those lower in E. Models of O suggest that those
higher in O seek out diverse experiences, even ones that may be conflictual or stressful
(Blickle, 1997; McCrae & Costa, 1997). This may explain the ﬁndingé of previous
studies that those higher in O, relative to those lower in O, are more likely to report
exposure to a variety of stressors (Bono et al., 2002). Consistent with this, it was
hypothesized that higher scores on O would be associated with a greater likelihood of
repqrting both interpersonal and achievement stressors. Previous _studies suggest those
higher in A are motivated to maintainpbsitive relationéhips, relative to those lower in A
(Bono et al.; Graziano et al., 1996). As such, it was expeded that those higher in A would
be less likely to report interpersonal stressors than those lower in A. The organized and
disciplined approach to tasks taken by those higher in C, relative to those lower in C
(Costa & McCrae, 1992; Hogan & Ones, 1997), may help those higher in C prevent
stressful achievement situations. As such, it was expected that those higher in C would
report lower exposure to achievement stressors than those lower in C. Previous research
has failed to find a significant relationship between higher scores on C and self-reports of
interpersonal conflict (Bono et al.); therefore a significant relationship between reports of
interpersonal stressors and scores on C was not e;cpected.

The limited research that has been done on the influence of the Big Five traits on
appraisals suggests that N is a key variable in appraisals (Gallagher, 1990; Shewchuk et
al., 1999). It was hypothesized that higher scores on N would be felated to higher
reported levels of seriousness and threatsband lower reported levels of controllability.

Previous research suggests that those higher in E would be more likely to report lower
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levels of seriousness and threats and higher reported levels of controllability, compared to
those lower in E. Based on the limited research, but consistent with previous findings, it |
was hypothesizgd that higher scores on A, O, and C would each be négatively related to
seriousness and threats (Bouchard, Guillemette, & Landry-Léger, 2004; Shewchuk et al.,
1999). Specific hypotheses were not made regarding the relationship between the Big
Five traits of personality and appraisals when the other personality dimensions are
controlled, because of the absence of research on which to base such predictions.
1.7.5 Outcomes of Coping

It was hypotheéized that coping would be significantly related to changes in
negative mood measured concurrently and across time. Studies from the pain literature
and ecological momentary assessment (e.g., Marco et él., 1999; Newth & Deangis,
2004) suggest that twice daiiy assessments of coping may provide an appropriate time
frame within which to assess the lagged effects of coping on outcomes. Specifically, it
was expected that greater reports of interpersonal antagonism, passive emotion focused
éoping, and support seeking would be related to increases in negative mood. Conversely,
it was expected thaf greater reports of relationship focused coping; positive reflection,
and distancing would be related to decreases in negative mood. Given the discrepant
relationships between problem solving and mood in previous daiiy studies, specific
predictions regarding problem solving were not made. Finally, it was expected that
coping would continue to have a significant effect on mood even when the effects of

personality traits, appraisals, and stressor type on mood were taken into account.
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2 METHOD

This study was part of a larger study on stress, coping, and adaptation. The
design involved an initial set of questionnaires that assessed demographic and personality
traits, followed by structufed daily records completed twice a déy (around lunchtime and
before bedtime) for seven days using an on-line website. Only those procedures and
measures relevant to the current study are discussed. |

2.1  Sample

Participants were students taking 100- or 200-level psychology courses at the
University of British Columbia. There were 412 individuals who signed up lto participate.
Of those, 30 did not return their personality data. Of the 382 participants Wﬁo provided
per_sonality data, 25 did not provide enough daily data to be included in the analyses (i.e.,
at least one full day of data)’. Seven participants weré excluded because they submitted
more than two day’s worth of entries at the same time (i.é., “béckﬁlled” their reports).
The final samplé consisted of 350 participants. Seventy percent of the sample was
fernale. The mean age of the sample was 20.54 years (SD =5.12). Thirty-fouf percent of
the participants reported they were in their. first year, 32% in their second year, 21% in
their thir(i year and 12% in their fourth year or higher. Two participants did not report
their year of study. Participaﬁts’ self-report of their ethnicity wés as follows: 32 %
Europeah, 51‘% Astan, 5% East Indién, 3% Middle Eastern, 1% African, 4% mixed
heritage, 2% other, and 3% unknéwn (i.e., participant did not repért his/her ethnicity).
Close to half the-sample reported themselves as currently single (52%) and 43% reported
themselves as currently dating. The mean length of time the sample had lived in Canada

was 14.43 years (SD = 8.25) and the mean age at which they had arrived in Canada was
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6.08 years of age (SD = 7.05). Five participants did not report how long they had lived in
Canada.

Differences on demographic and personality data between those who provided
sufficient diary data to those who did not, were examined. Only one signiﬁéant

difference emerged. Those who had provided sufficient diary data were significantly

higher on Agreeableness than those who had not #(373) = 2.50, p <.05. The results of t-

tests indicated that those who backfilled their diary responses, compared to those who did
not, were significantly more likely fo be earlier in their undergraduate degree, #(8.24) =
6.41, p <.001, and to be less Conscientious, #355) = 3.25, p <.01. There were ﬁo other
significant differences found between participanté who backfilled their responses and
those who did not backfill their responses®.

2.2 Measures

2.2.1 Personality

Personality was assessed by the NEO-FFI, which is a 60-item version of the
longer 240-item NEO-PI-R (Costa & McCrae, '1992). The NEO-FFI assesses five
personality dimensions: Neuroticism, Extraversion, Opennesvs to Experience,
Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness. Substantial psychometric research has been
conducted on these scales and indicates they have excellent psychometric properties (for
a review see Costa & McCrae, 1992). Cronbach’s alphas in the present study were high
.88, .84,.73, .80, .83 for N, E, O, A, and C respecti‘vely, consistent with previous studies

(e.g., Costa & McCrae, 1992).
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2.2.2 Stressor

The stressful situe;tion with which participants were coping was assessed through
an open-ended question: “Please describe briefly the most bothersome event or problem
you had since your last entry. Whatever your most serious problem since your last entry
(no matter how minor or trivial it may seem to you), please describe it here.” Categories
for stressor type were developed based on the responses of the participants. The major
categories that emerged ‘were consistent with previous studies (Bolger et al., 1989;
Gunthert et al., 1999; Lee-Baggley et al., 2005; Park et al., 2004). These categories were:
a) achievement stressors (37%), b) interpersonal stressors (20%), c) health/fatigue (10%),
d) stressors involving others in one’s social network (2%), €) multiple stressors (1%), and
f) general hassles (15%; e.g., car breakdowns, noise, ﬁnances., commuting). Three coders
were trained on coding the categories. Two coders rated each event. The interrater
| reliability (kappa) was high at .86. Disérépancies were resolved by the author.
2.2.3> Appraisals

‘Appraisals were assessed based on items selected from previously developed
measure of appraisals (Chang, 1998; Dunkley, Zuroff, & Blankstein, 2003; Folkman &
Lazarus, 1980; Folkman et al., 1986a). Seriousness and controllability were each assessed
with a single item. Participants were asked to report the extent to which they considered
the event they had reported serious and the exbtent to -which they felt they could control

the event on a 5-point scale ranging from “none/not at all” (1) to “a lot” (5). Participants

were also asked to assess the degree of threat in regards to their major problem since their

last entry on a 5-point scale ranging from “none/not at all” (1) to “a lot” (5). Eight




questions assessed the degree of threat. These itefns tapped into agentic and communal
threat (see Appendix A). |
2.24 Coping

| Participénts were asked to report the degree to which they used a variety of
coping strategies in regards to the stressor they described on a 3-point Likert scale
ranging frb'rn “not at all” to “a lot”. Coping strategies were measured with items from the
‘Brief Ways of Coping (BWOC), previously developed for use in diary studies (Lee-
Baggley et al., 2005). This scale is based on a revised version of the Ways of Coping
scale (WOC; Folkman et al_., 1986a) with additional items that tapped intefpersona]
modes of coping (see Lee-Baggley et al.). In the current study, the three top loading
items from the BWOC were used. The original BWOC contained only two items to
- assess support seeking. Consistent with recommendations for a minimum of three items
to tap each expected factor (Russell, 2002), additional items from the Brief-COPE
(Carver, 1997) and the ofiginal WOC-R (Folkman et al., 1986a) were added to measure
both emotional support seeking and informational support seeking.
2.2.5 Daily mood

Negative daily mood was measured with the top fbur loading items from the Profile

of Mood States (McNair, Lorr, & Droppleman, 1992) for the anger-hostility (“Peevéd”, ’
“Annoyed”, “Resentful”, and “Spiteful”), depression-dejection (“Sad”, “Worthless”, . |
“Hopeless”, and “Discouraged”) and fension-anxiety (“Anxious”, “On edge”, “Uneasy”,
gnd “Nervous”) subscales. These items have been used in previous diary samples
assessing fluctuating mood on a daily basis (Bolger et al., 2000; Thompson & Bolger,

1999) including undergraduate samples (e.g., Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995). Internal
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consiétency reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha) for these scales from the full and shortened
forms are high, ranging from .75 to .95 (Curran, Andrykowski & Studts, 1995; McNair et
al., 1992; Thompson & Bolger). This was also true of the current study in which the
Cronbach alphas were .86, .89, .83 for the anger-hostility, depression-dejection, and
tension-anxiety subséales respectively. These three factors were highly correlated (r’s =
.66 ‘to .68) and were collapsed into a single score of negative mood (alpha= .92).
Partivcipants were asked to .ivndicate the extent to which they ¢xperienced the emotions
listed since their last entry on ;1 5-point scale ranging from “not at al”l (1.) to “extremely”
(5). Items were averaged into the écale scores.

2.3 Procedure

Participants were recruited from the undergraduate subject pool of the Department
of Psychology at the University of British Columbia. Interested participants responded to
advertiséments seeking participants for a study oh personality, stress, and coping in return
for bonus course credits. Participants were informed that participation was voluntary and
confidential and were debriefed following their 'participation.

Participants completed a questionnaire package on demographic and personality
information: Participants were asked to fill out daily reports through a web-based
questionnaire twice a day (mid-day and evening/bedtime) for seven consecutive days
beginning the day after théy had completed the personality measures. The .time of their
twice daily records was confirmed by a time and date stamp at the time of submission

based on the time log of the server. Only time logs entered according to the instructions

(i.e., one entry mid day and the subsequent entry in the evening) were included in the




final analysis. Eighty-siX percent of the sample provided data on at least six out of the

seven days.

3 RESULTS

3.1 Factor analyses

3.1.1 Appraisals

A principal components analysis was conducted on the threat appraisals items at the |
daily level based on 4658 entries from 369 participants™®. Consistent with recommendations
' (e.g., Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999; Russell,'2002), the factors were
extracted using Priﬁcipal Axis Factoring and a Promax rotation, allowing the rotated factors to
be correlated with one another. The number of factors to be extracted was determined through
an examination of the scree plot and eigenvalues larger than 1.0. The screé plot and
eigenvalues over 1.0 clearly indicated a two factor solution. One item “harm to your own
health, safety or physical well being” did not load on any of the factors. It also had a very low
frequency of endorsement and was dropped from subsequent analyses. Consistent with other
sfudies using exploratory factor analysis with multilevel data (Lee-Baggley et al., 2005; Park et
al., 2004), this factor structure was also examined within individual time points. The two factor
solution replicated when it was examined in discrete timé points. The two factor solution
suggested two highly interpretable factors along the agentic and communal distinctions. These
factors were labelled agentic threats and communal threats. The factor loadings and alphas are
displayed in Appendix A. |
3.1.2 Coping

A principal components analysis'was conducted utilizing coping data reported twice

daily for seven days by 369 participants. There were a total of 4658 entries for which a stressor
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was reported and coping data obtained. The principal components analysis of coping was
similar to that of appraisals. The factors were extracted using Principal Axis F acforing and a
Promax rotation (Fabrigar et al., 1999; Russell, 2002). Seven ‘factors were extracted based on
an examination of the scree plot and eigenvalues larger than 1.0. The seven factor solution
remained stable when it was examined within individual time points. The final coping scales
were: relationship focused coping, interpersonal antagonism, passive emotion focused coping,
positive reflection, problem solving, support seeking, and distancing. The factor loadings and
alphas are displayed in Appendix B.
3.2 Analyses of Aggrégated_D}ata o
3.2.1 Descriptive statistics and zero-order correlations

Table 1 presents the means and standard deviations as well as the bivariate
- correlations between the five per_sonality dimensions and scores on the coping scaies,
appfaisals, threats, and negative mood. These statistics are based on fhe daily evenihg
reports aggregated ove£ seven days’. ‘T'able 1 also presents the frequency of reported
stressor types. These values were calcﬁlated by computing the number of days .(out of the
number of days reported) in which participants indicated either an achievement or an
interpersonal stressor as the major stressor of the day. Zero order correlations revealed
that higher scores on N were associated with sigﬁiﬁcantly higher scores oh interpersonal
antagonism, passive emotion focused coping, perceived seriousness of the stressor,
communal and agentié threat, and negative mood. Higher scores on N were also
significantly related to lower scores on controllability. Higher scores on E were

significantly related to higher scores on problem solving and support seeking and lower

scores on seriousness and negative mood. Those higher in O were significantly less




Table 1
Intercorrelations between Personality Scales and Aggregated Mean Scores of Situation, Appraisals, Threats, and Coping Scales

" Subscale

MEAN

Relationship Focused
Interpersonal Antagonism

Passive Emotion Focused

Positive Reflection
Problem Solving
Support Seekihg
Distancing

Freq Interpersonal

Freq Achievement

Seriousness
Controllability
CommunaI.Threat
Agentic Threat’

Negative Mood

1.29

1.22

1.61

1.34

1.75

1.36

1.46

0.21

0.36

- 2.24

1.93

0.58

- 1.64

1.70

MEAN

SD

Note. N = 350 individuals. Coping, threats, appraisals, and mood have been mean aggregated across seven time points. N = neuroticism, E =
extraversion, O = openness, A = agreeableness, C = conscientiousness, Freq Interpersonal = total number of days interpersonal stressor were listed as

the major stressor of the evening out of the number of days reported, Freq Achievement = total number of days achievement stressor were listed as the
@ major stressor of the evening out of the number of days reported. Gender= female (1), male (-1). *p< .05, ** p< .01, ***p<.001,tp<.10.



likely to report the use of interpersonal antagonism and reported a si gniﬁcantly higher
frequency of an interpersonal stressor as the major stressor since their last eﬁtry
compared to those lower in O. Higher scores on A were significantly related to lower
reports of 'the use of interpersonal antagonism, passive emotion focused coping and
distanéing. Higher scores on A were also significantly related to lower scores on
seriousness, communal and agentic threat, and negative mood. Higher scores on C were
related to significantly lower scores on passive emotion focused coping as well as
significantly lower scores on communal and agentic threat and negative mood. Means
and standard deviations on the personality measures were similar to norms for college-
‘aged respondents (Costa & McCrae, 1992).

Table 2 presents fhe intercorrelations among the daily variables. . The data are
comprised of multiple reports from the same individual and violates the assumption of
independence. As such, the interpretability of these results is limited; this table is
presented to aid in interpretation of the multivariate analyses. Table 3 presents the
intercorrelations among the daily variables aggregated across evening timepoints. These
values tend to be larger than those in Table 2 because the aggregation of scores increases
the reliability of the scale (Snijders & Bosker, 1999)°.

3.3 Multivariate analyses

The multivariate analyses in this study followed the recommendations of
Raudenbush and Bryk (2002) and others (e.g., Kreft & De Leeuw, 1998; Snijders &
Bosker, 1999), who suggest that multilevel modeling is the most appropriate type of
analyses for repeated measures (i.e., daily process) data. According to Raudenbush and

Bryk (2002), multilevel analyses provide a richer analysis of the data by accounting for
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Table 2
Intercorrelations among Coping Scales, Appraisals, Threats, and Stressor Type

14, Negative Mood

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 100 11 12 13 14

1. Relationship Focused T 58 13 39 14 38 21 45 -29 11 -02 .62 .03 .18
2. Interpersonal Antagonism B 24 33 .10 39 .24 46 -22 d6  -.03 57 16 35
3. Passive Emotion Focused 33 39 31 20 -.06 | 17 42 .177 28 57 38
4. Positive Reflection T 33 51 35 02 05 20 .19 36 .25 13
5.‘Problem Solving T 28 00 -17 31 33 36 08 42 07
6. Support Secking 9515 -03 29 00 38 24 26
7. Distancing T 13 -09 -10 .00 .18 .09 .07
8. Interpersonal Stressor T.51 .05 -20 42 -14 1S
9. Acheivement Stressor - 21 33 =25 36 -.07
10. Seriousness - 17 .27 52 31

* 11. Controllability Cs04 25 207
12. Communal Threat - .26 40
13. Agentic Threat N 34

Note. N = involves the responses from 350 individuals across the seven evening time points for a total of 2450 time points. Although a

correlation of .05 is significant at p < .05, due to the repeated assessments from the same individuals, the data violates the assumption of

independence. Interpersonal stressor= Interpersonal stressor (1), other stress (0), Achievement stressor = achievement stress (1) other stress (0).
According to Cohen (1992) r = .10 to » = .29 represents a small effect size; » = .30 to » = .49 represents a medium effect size; r > .50 represents

a large effect size.



Table 3
Intercorrelations among the Aggregated Mean Scores of Coping Scales, Appraisals, Threats, and Stressor Type

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
1. Relationship Focused -7 .70 35 57 36 .54 33 35 17 22 11 71 .22 '.29
2. Interpersonal Antagonism - 45 51 29 54 40 31 -01 24 08 64 29 46
3. Passive Emotion Focused . - 44 46 45 39 .09 11 44 19 43 63 46
4. Positive Reflection I} | 66 53 .09 12 32 23 51 36 19
5. Problem Solving - 46 17 =02 24 41 40 27 - 45 12
6. Support Seeking 34 20 .60 35 11 49 34 28
7. Distancing T 02 06 11 29 24 18
8. Freq Interpersonal 7 , .39 04 -4 40 00 .23
9. Freq Acheivement - 24 35 -12 24 -.06
10. Seriousness _ ' - 23 36 58 | 35
1. Controllability ' : T s 21 w07
12. Communal Threat - _ T 44 s
13, Agentic Threat : : : - 42

14. Negative Mood
Note. N = involves the responses from 350 individuals mean aggregated across the seven evening time points. Freq Interpersonal = total
number of days interpersonal stressor were listed as the major stressor of the evening out of the number of days reported, Freq Achievement =
total number of days achievement stressor were listed as the major stressor of the evening out of the number of days reported. A correlation of
.17 was significant at p < .001, a value of .14 was significant at p < .01, and a value of .11 was significant at p < .05.
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the repeated nafure of the d‘ata. It also allows for the analysis of unique effects keeping
the other personality and situational vériables constant as well as the examination of both
withiﬁ-person and between-person effects. All analyses ;:onsisted of a two-level model
and followed the recommendations of Raudenbush and Bryk (2002). Daily (within-
person) data was modeled on the first level and personality (between-person) data was

" modeled on the second level using Hierarchical Linear Modeling 6.0 (HLM; Raudenbush

etal., 2004)9. The models were run as random intercept, fixed coefficient models'®"!

. In .
all analyses, interpersonal and achievement stressors were modeled as indicator variables
where the presence of the stressor was coded as 1 and other stressors were coded as 0.
Across all models, level 1 variables were group-mean centered. This can be qonceptually
understood as the variable being centered around the individual’s own mean on the
variable providing a within-person comparison. Level 2 variables were grand-mean
centered. This signifies the variables were centered around the mean of the group and
represent between-person comparisons'>. Indicator variables (stressors, gender, and
ethnicity) and demographic variables (age the respondent arrived in Canada) were
modeled as uncentered to ease interpretation. To aid in interpretation, personality traits
were entered into the analyses as z-scores. Finally, the robust standard errors and
associated hypotheses tests were used in all analyses. These analyses are robust to
violations ivn HLM assumptions concerning the “distribution and covariance™
(Raudenbush & Bryk, p.278) in level 1 and level 2 variables, random effects, and error

terms and are most appropriate with a large number of level 2 units, as is the case in the

present study.

52




Table 4 preseﬁts the proi)oﬁion of variance at each of the-two levels of analyses.
The proportion of the variance at the level 2 (individual levél) can also be understood as
the intraclass correlation coefficient, or the degree to which the daily variables are
clustered within individuals (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). For all variables, the intraclass
correlation was significant, indicating that the use of multilevel modeling (that accounts
for this intraclass correlation) was an appropriate data analytic strategy (West &
Hepworth, 1991). The use of an Ordinary Least Squared estimation method (such as in
linear regression) would ha\./e resulted in biased estimates (Raudenbush & Bryk). The
proportion of variance at each level of analysis can be understood as the degree to which
the variable is stable across individuals or varies within individuals. For example,
compared to other coping strategies, relationship focused, interpersonal antagonism,
problem solving, support seeking, and distancing had relatively higher levels of daily
variance indicating greater within-person or situation specific Vaﬁaﬁce. In contrast,
passive emotion focused and positive reflection had the highest lévéls of individual
variance among the coping strategies, indicating greater stability in these coping
strategies across situations. Consistent with previous research (Folkman et al., 1986a),
appraisals demonstrated relatively higher levels of situation-specific variance. Despite
the differences, all proportions of variance in Table 4 were significant, indicating that

both within-person and between-person sources of variance were relevant to all the

coping and appraisal variables examined in this study.




Table 4

Varicrznce Jfor Coping, Appraisals, and Mood at the Two Levels of

Analysis

Proportion of Variance
Variable Daily' Individual®
Relationship Focused 0.75 0.25
Interpersonal Antagonism 0.73 0.27
Passive Emotion Focused 0.54 0.46
Positive Reflection : 0.53 0.47
Problem Solving 0.72 0.28
Support Seeking 0.67 0.33
Distancing 0.68 0.32
Negative Mood ‘ 0.43 0.57
Seriousness 0.68 0.32
Controllability 0.83 0.17
Communal Threat ‘ 0.68 0.32
Agentic Threat 0.68 0.32

Note. N' =1751 (level 1), N* = 350 (level 2). The individual level proportion
of variance is also the intraclass correlation coefficient (Raudenbush & Bryk,
2002). All values were significant.




3.3.1 Influence of stressor type and appraisal variables in coping responses

~ In the first set of multivariate analyses the influence of stressor type and appraisal
variables in coping responses was examined. Type of stressor (interpersonal and
achievement), appraisals (seriousness and controllability) and threats (communal and
agentic) were modeled simultaneously to predict each coping strategy (Appendix C
provides the equation describing these analyses). The results provide the unique
contribution of each predictor. The model fit, based on a chi-squa;e statistic, was used to
evaluate vwhether the addition of variables as a group significantly improved the amount
of variance accounted for by the model (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002; Snijders & Bosker,
1999). Although not identical, this can be conceptually understood as an R’change
statistic from linear regression that evaluates whether the contribution of a block of
variables as a group is significant compared to the previous block of variables (Kreft &
De Leeuw, 1998). To aid in interpretation, the percentage of variance accounted for in
level 1 (or within-person) outcomes was also calculated, according to recdmmendations
by Snijders and Bosker.

Table S presents the unstandardized regression coefficients from these analyses'”.
Consistenlt with predictions, the addition of stressor type and appraisals, such as
seriousness, cohtrollability, and communal and agentic threats, significantly improved the
fit of the model across a numbef of coping strategies with only a few exceptions. The
addition of stressor type significantly improved the fit of the model for all the coping
strategies except for positive reflection. The percentages of explained variance ranged

from less than 1% to 22%. The addition of seriousness and controllability resulted in a

significantly improved model fit for all the coping strategies. The additional variance




Table 5
Hierarchical Linear Modeling of Stressor Type and Appraisals on Coping ‘

Relationship . Intepersonal Passive Emotion Positive :

Focused Antagonism Focused Reflection Problem Solving Support Seeking Distancing

B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE
Intercept 123" 0.02 115" 0.01 163 002 133 002 170" 0.03 134 002 146" 0.02
Interpersonal Stressor ~ 0.29** 0.03  0.33** 003  -0.06* 002 000 002 -005 003 009* 004 0.1 0.3
Achievement Stressor ~ -0.03 0.02  -0.02 0.02 001 002 001 002 0.15* 003 000 003 -003 0.03
Variance 21.35% 21.60% 2.47% 0.36% 8.85% 2.53% 1.69%
Mode! fit X(2) = 469.88** x*(2) = 517" x*(2) =84.30**  x*(2)=357 x*(2)=184.31"* x*(2)=35.76"* x’(2) = 38.94***
Seriousness 001 001 001t 001 006" 001 000- 001 006 002 009 001 -0.11** 0.01
Controliability 001t 001 000 0.01 002t 001 004 001 0.09* 0.01 -0.02* 001 -0.02* 0.01
Variance 0.30% 0.72% 4.70% 0.61% 5.67% 4.05% 3.76%
Model fit ¥2(2) = 9.66"  ¥X(2) = 26.95™* x*(2) = 181.12*** ¥*(2) = 32.51°* ¥*(2)=160.64*"* Y*(2)=117.19"** ¥(2)=95.24***
Communal Threat 0.22* 0.02  0.11** 0.02 002 002 008* 002 -0.02 002 011" 002 001 0.02
Agentic Threat -0.06*** 0.01 001 0.01 0.15** 0.01 000 0.01 0.12** 0.02 0.03t 002 0.03t 0.02
Variance 8.56% 3.74% 3.81% 1.23% 1.41% 1.22% 0.13%
Model fit ¥A(2) = 256.97*** ¥%(2)=99.72*** ¥%(2)=173.39"** ¥*(2) = 40.65"* ¥%(2)=49.98"*  x%(2)=46.28"**  x’(2)=4.96t

Note. Model fit has been calculated separately for the addition of each block of variables. Regression coefficients are unstandardized and represent the
unique effect of each predictor when all other predictors in the model are taken into account. Variance indicates the amount of additional variance
accounted for by the block of variables compare to the previous model. *p <.05, ** p < .01, *** p < 001, t p< .10
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accounted for ranged from less than 1% to close to 6%. The addition of threats resulted
in significant improvement in the model fit for all coping.strategies except for distancing,
which showed marginal significance (p <.10). The additional explained variance ranged
from less than 1% to close to 9%.

Additionally, stressor type, seriousneés, controHability, and threats added gnidﬁe'
information in coping responses. Several patterns consistent with expectations emerged.
Communally oriented variables, such as interpersonal stressor and communal threat, were
positively related to the reported use of communal or interpersonally-oriented coping
strategies, such as relationship focused coping, interperéonal antagonism, and support
seeking. Agentic threat was also negatively related to reports of rélatioﬁship‘focused
coping. A sirﬁilar effect was observed for problem solving, a more agentically-oriented
coping strategy, whereby agentic vériables, such as achievement stressor and agentic‘
threat were significantly related to greater reports of problem solving. Interpersonal
stressors were also significantly related to greater distancing and negatively related to
passive emoti0n> focused coping. Communal threat was also positively and significantly
rélated tb positive reflection and agentic threat was positively and si gﬁiﬁcantly related to
passive emotion focused coping. | |

| Similar to previous studies (e.g., David & Suls, 1999; Folkman et al., 1986a) and in
line with expectations, controllability was significantly rélated to the use of problem
solving. Although it was hypothesized that controllability would be negatively related to
emotion focused strategies, only support seeking and distancing demonstrated this
relationship whereas passive emotion focused copi‘ng evidenced a marginally signiﬁcént

relationship in the opposite direction. Controllability was also significantly related to
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higher scores on positive‘ reflection. Consistent with expectations and previous research,
seriousness was rela_ted to both prob]em‘focused (bproblevm solving) and emotion focused
coping strategies (support seeking and passive emotion focused coping); Although
previous studies have found no relationship between distancing and seriousness (e.g.,
David & Suls; Schwartz & Stone, 1993), in the current study a significant negative
relationship emerged. Overail, the results of these analyses support the importance of
situational characteristics of the stressor (i.e., type of event) as well és appraisals (i.e.,
seriousness, controllability, and threats). The situational influences 40n~ coping based on a
communal-agentic framework were also consistent with expectations.
3.3.2 Role of personality traits in coping responses |

‘Table 6 presents the results of analyses examining the role of personality on coping
responses controlling for situation, appraisals, and demographics. In level 1 the daily
situational predictors (str_essor type, appraisals, and threats) were modeled. Level 2
variables (personality and demographic information) were modeled onto the intercept.of
the level 1 equation. Conceptually, this represents the main effect of personality on
coping controlling for demographic and level 1 (situational) variables. This was repeated
for each of the coping strategies (Appendix C provides the equaﬁon depicting these
analyses). The hypothesis that the Big Five traits of personality would be significantly
related to coping strategies was confirmed. Five out 6f the seven coping strategies
indicated the addition of personality resulted in significant improvement in explained
variance with an additional coping strategy indicating a marginally significant
improvement. The additional variance accounted for by the Big Five dimensions of

personality after controlling for situational and demographic variables rangéd :
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Table 6
Hierarchical Linear Modeling of Personality Dimensions on Coping Controlling for Appraisals and Stressor Type

Relationship Intepersonal  Passive Emotion Positive

Focused Antagonism Focused Reflection Problem Solving Support Seeking Distancing

B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE
intercept 1.19** 0.04 1.13"* 0.03 1.64™* 0.05 1.24"* 0.04 1.67*** 0.05 1.20°* 0.04 1.47** 0.05
N 0.00 0.02 0.04**  0.01 0.10™* 0.02 0.04* 0.02 0.06* 0.02 0.05* 0.02 0.04t 0.02
E 0.03t 0.02 0.03t 0.01 0.06™ 0.02 0.05™ 0.02 0.06™ 0.02 0.06™ 0.02 0.03t 0.02
o] 0.00 0.01 -0.03** 0.01 -0.01  0.02 0.02 0.02 -0.01  0.02 0.01 0.02 0.04* 0.02
A -0.02 0.02 -0.05* 0.01  -0.06™ 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.02 -0.03 0.02
C 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.01 -0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.04* 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02
Gender -0.01 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.05* 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.05* 0.02 0.05* 0.02 -0.05* 0.02
European 0.01 0.04 -0.03 0.03 -0.03  0.06 0.00 0.04 -0.03 0.06 0.07 0.05 -0.04 0.06
Asian 0.00 0.04 -0.01  0.03 -0.09t 0.05 0.03 0.04 -0.06 0.06 0.05 0.05 -0.10t 0.05
Age to Can 0.01** 0.00 0.01* 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01*** 0.00 0.01* 0.00 0.01*** 0.00 0.01™* 0.00
Variance 0.61% 4.74% 7.91% 2.03% 1.84% 1.63% 1.53%
Model fit x3(5)=4.70 ¥A(5)=35.01"**  ¥*(5)=42.75"*  ¥*(5)=12.39* ¥3(5)=13.74* xA(5)=11.97* x4(5)=10.89t
Interpersonal Stressor 0.28** 0.03 0.33™* 0.03 -0.06* 0.02 0.00 0.02 -0.06 0.03 0.09* 0.04 0.10* 0.03
Achievement Stressor. -0.03 0.02 -0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.15"* 0.03 0.00 0.03 -0.04 0.03
Seriousness 0.01 0.01 0.01t  0.01 0.06™* 0.01 0.00  0.01 0.06** 0.02 0.09"** 0.01  -0.11"* 0.01
Controllability 0.01t  0.01 0.00 0.01 0.02t 0.01 0.04* 0.01 0.09*** 0.01 -0.02*  0.01 -0.02* 0.01
Communal Threat 0.22"* 0.02 0.11* 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.08*** 0.02 -0.02 0.02 0.11*** 0.02 0.01 0.02
Agentic Threat -0.06™* 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.15™* 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.12** 0.02 0.03t 0.02 0.03t 0.02
Variance 29.79%. 30.75%- 19.37% 9.96% 18.77% 13.31% 9.79%
Model fit x2(15)=751.31*** ¥*(15)=701.14*"* x*(15)=493.05""* x*(15)=123.69™** x*(15)=426.45"** x*(15)=242.68*** x*(15)=172.89"**

Note. ? This model fit involves the comparison of variance accounted for in the null model (no predictors) and the current model tabled. Variance indicates
the amount of additional variance accounted for by the block of variables compare to the previous block of variables. N = neuroticism, E = extraversion, O
= openness, A = agreeableness, C = conscientiousness, Gender= female (1), male (-1), European = European (1), other (0), Asian = Asian (1), other (0),
Age to Can = Age at which respondent arrived in Canada. *p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < 001, t p <.10. .



from less than 1% to close to 8% '*. In examining the unique relationship between
personality and coping, only some of the hypotheses were confirmed. Controlling for the
other i:)ersonality dimensions, situation, appraisals, and demographics, higher scores on N
were significantly related to higher scores on a numbef of coping strategies, inciuding
interpersonal antagonism, passive emotion focused, positive reflection, problem solving,
and support seeking. Higher scores on E were signiﬁcantly related to higher reports of
passive emotion focused, positive reflection, problem solving, and support seeking.

. Higher scores on O were related to significantly lower reports of interpersonal
antagonism and greater reports of distanciqg. Those higher in A r‘eported significantly
lower use of interpersonal antagonism and passive emotion focused coping relative to
those lower in A. Those higher in C, as compared to those lower in C, were significantly
more likely to report the use of i)roblem solving.

Several of the demographic variables also demonstrated significant relationships
with reports of coping strategies. Females were more likely to report the use of passive
emotion focused coping, problem solving, and support seeking and less likely to report
the use-of distancing comparéd to males, controlli.ng for appraisals and stressor type.
Ethnicity was not significantly related to the reports of coping strategies. The age at
which the respondent moved to Canada was significantly .and positively related to the use
of all coping strategies except for passive emotion focused coping, suggesting that
individuals who moved to Canada at a later age were more likely to report the use of a
number of coping strategies. The relationships between the situational and appraisal

variables remained unchanged with the addition of the personality and demographic

predictors. Overall, the multilevel analyses suggest that both personality and situational




variables provide unique and additional} explanatory power in predicting coping responses
across a number of coping strategies.

3.3.3 Interactions between personality and appraisals in predicting coping

responses
Table 7 presents the interactive effect between personality and appraisals

controlling for stressor type. This table also presents the interactive effect of personality
and stressor type in predicting coping responses. At level 1, stressor type and the
appraisal variable were modeled. Personality and demographic variables were modeled |
onto the intercept of the level 1 equation, representing the main effects of these variables.
The five personality dimensions were also modeled onto the slope of the appraisal
variable. Conceptually, modeling ontb the slope of a variable represents the interaction
between the level 1 (appraisal) variable z;nd the level 2 (personality variable) or a cross
‘level interaction (Raudenbush & nyk, 2002). Each appraisal variable was modeled in a
separate equation. For the analyses examining the interactions between personality and
stressor type, level 1 contained the indicator variables for stressor type. The five
-personality dimensions were then modeled onto the intercept (main effects) and slope of
the stressor type (interactive effects) in separate equations for each stressor type. |
Demographics were also modeled onto the intercept (main effect)'”. Equations
representing the models examined in these analyses can be found in Appendix C. The
model ﬁt statistics were used to evaluate whether the addition of the interactions
significantly contributed to the explained variance of the model over and above the main

effects. The percentage of additional variance in within-person variability accounted for
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Table 7
Hierarchical Linear Modeling of the Interaction between Appraisals, Threats, Stressor Type, and Personality Dimensions on Coping

Relationship Intepersonal  Passive Emotion Positive

Focused Antagonism Focused Reflection Problem Solving Support Seeking Distancing
interpersonal stressor*personality
Variance 0.95% 0.25% 0.65% 031% 0.88% 0.43% 0.10%
Mode! fit xX(5)=16.74** x(5)=13.26* x*(5)=8.70 x*(5)=4.60 xA(5)=13.41* ¥A(5)=9.77t - x2(5)=2.09
achievement stressor*personality
Variance 0.73% 0.23% 0.77% " 0.04% 0.21% 0.06% 0.46%
Mode! fit X(5)=8.47 ¥A(5)=4.74 - . x%(5)=23.22*** x4(5)=1.34 x4(5)=3.12 x3(5)=1.78 ¥A(5)=14.43"
seriousness*personality
Variance 0.08% 0.12% 0.52% 0.08% 0.70% 0.48% 0.28%
Model fit x%(5)=2.21 xX(5)=3.48 x*(5)=19.00** x(5)=2.76 x2(5)=17.72**  xX(5)=12.67* xX(5)=7.23
controllability*personality
Variance 0.10% 0.18% 0.49% 0.52% 0.09% 017% 0.40%
Model fit ¥%(5)=2.60 xX(5)=4.61 x4(5)=15.70*  x%(5)=16.69*"* x’(5)=2.15 x(5)=4.45 x(5)=9.77t
communal threat*personality '
Variance 0.34% 0.52% 0.24% 0.11% 0.45% 0.76% 0.28%
Model fit x2(5)=10.66t ¥2(5)=14.40* x*(5)=7.76 x*(5)=3.58 *(5)=11.14*  x*(5)=20.39*** x*(5)=6.97
agentic threat*personality
Variance 0.61% 0.12% 0.41% 0.15% 0.43% 0.04% 0.55%
Model fit A(5)=15.21** - x*(5)=3.08 x’(5)=14.96* ¥2(5)=4.61 ¥(5)=10.94t x(5)=0.97 ¥(5)=13.93

Note. Each set of interactions has been modeled separately. The interactions between appraisals and personality in predicting coping responses control for
stressor type and the main effects of personality, demographics, and appraisal. The interactions between stressor type and personality in predicting coping
responses control for the main éffects of personality, demographics, and stressor type. *p <.05, ** p < .01, *** p < 001, t p <.10.



by the interactions was calculated according to recommendations by Snijders and Bosker |
(1999).

The results suggest a greater number of significant findings thaﬁ would be expected
by chance. However, the variance éccounted for was small in most cases. The additional
variance accounted by the interactions was less than 1% in all cases. The model fit
statistics examining the additional explained variance for the interactions between

personality and interpersonal stressor were significant for three of the seven coping
strategies, with an additional model fit indicating a margihal significance. For the
interactions between personality and achievement stressor, twd of the model fit statistics
were significant. Three of the model fit statistics were significant for the interactions
between bersonaiity and seriousness. Two of the model fit statistics were significant with
an additional marginal significance for the interactions between control]ability_ and
pefsonality. For both the interactions between communal threat and personality and the
interactions between agentic threat and personalit}", three of the model fit statistics were‘
significant with an additional marginally significant relationship. When the effects of the
interactions were examined by coping strategy instead of by predictors, at least one
interaction between situation or appraisals and personality increased the explained
variance for each of the coping straiegies. For example, three of the interactions were
significant in predicting problem solving. The strongest effect was evidenced in the
prediction of passive emotion focused coping in which the interactions between

personality and achievement stressor, seriousness, controllability, and agentic threat

significantly added to the explained variance. These models are a conservative test of the




interactions between personality and appraisals in which all five dimensions of
personality and sfressor type have been controlled'®.
3.3.4 Role of personality in stressor Wbe and appraisals

Table 8 presents the influence of personality bn reports of appraisals and stressor
type, controlling for the other personality dimensions and demographic information
tAppendix C provides the equation describing these analyses). Table 9 presents the
unstandardized regression coefficients for demographic variables on reports of appraisals
and stressor type, controlling for personality dimensions. In predicting stressor type, a
Bernoulli distribution and logit link function was used, consistent with recommendations
for dichotomous outcome variables (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). Controlling for the
other personality dimensions and defnographics, N was significantly related with higher
reports of seriousness, cbmmunal and agentic threat, and lower reports of controllability.

This is congruent with predictions and previous research indicating that those higher on

N are more likely to view stressors as threatening, serious, and lacking control

(Bouchard, 2003; Gallagher, 1990, ﬁemenover, 2001; Hemenover & Dienstbier, 1996,
Penley & Tomaka, 2002). Controlling for the other personality dimensions, higher scores
on E were si g}liﬁcaﬁtly related to higher reports of communal and agentic threat. This
was contrary to predictions, where it was expected that higher reports of E would be
related with lower reports of threat appraisals. However, this finding is consistent with
previous research indicating that the relationship between E and appraisals may differ in
the presence of fhe other personality dimensions (Gallagher). Finally, th;)se higher in A

were significantly less likely to report communal threat than those lower in A. There
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Table 8
Hierarchical Linear Modeling of Personality Dimensions on Appraisals and Stressor type

Interpersonal Achievement Communal
Stressor Stressor Seriousness Controllability Threat Agentic Threat
B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE
Intercept -0.95** 0.16 -0.41** 0.14 214 0.12 1.93** 0.09 0.53*** 0.08 1.61** 0.09
N . 0.03 0.07 -0.02 0.06 0.17*** 0.05 -0.12* 0.05 0.06* 0.03 0.20™* 0.04
E 0.10 0.07 -0.04 0.07 -0.03 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.08* 0.04 0.13* 0.04
0 0.08 0.07 0.01 0.07 -0.01  0.05 0.02 0.04 -0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04
A -0.09 0.07 0.05 0.06 -0.05 0.05 0.01 0.05 -0.11* 0.04 -0.04 0.04
C -0.03  0.07 -0.03  0.06 -0.01  0.04 -0.03  0.04 -0.02  0.03 -0.05 0.04

Note. A Bernoulli distribution and logit link function (for binary outcomes) was used in equations predicting stressor type. Regression

coefficients are unstandardized and represent the unique effect of each personality dimension when other personality dimensions and
demographic information has been taken into account. N = neuroticism, E = extraversion, O = openness, A = agreeableness C=

conscientiousness.*p < .05, ¥* p < 01, *** p < 001, t p <.10.
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Table 9
Hierarchical Linear Modellng of Demographics on Appraisals and Stressor Type

Interpersonal Achievement
Stressor Stressor Seriousness Controllability ~ Communal Threat  Agentic Threat
SE SE B SE B SE B SE SE
Gender 0.08 0.08 0.03 0.07 0.11*  0.05 0.05 0.056 0.00 0.04 0.05 0.04
European 0.08 0.18 -0.21 0.17 -0.09  0.14 -0.22t 0.1 -0.01 0.09 -0.07  0.11
Asian -0.49" 019 0.26 0.17 0.01 0.14 -0.05 0.1 -0.09 0.08 -0.06  0.11
Age to Can 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01- ~ 0.02* 001 0.02** = 0.01 0.01*  0.01 0.01t 0.01

Note. A Bernoulli distribution and logit link function (for binary outcomes) was used in equations predicting stressor type. Regression
coefficients are unstandardized and represent the unique variance of each demographic when personality dimensions and demographic
information has been taken into account. Gender= female (1), male (-1), European = European (1), other (0), Asian = Asian (1), other (0), Age to
Can = Age at which respondent arrived in Canada.*p < .05 ¥* p < 01, ¥** p < 001 tp<.10



were also several Sighiﬁcant effects of the demographic variables. Females were
éigniﬁcantly more likely than males to report higher levels of seriousness. Those who self
reported their ethnicity as Asian, as compared to those who self report their ethnicity as
European or other, were significantly less likely to report an interpersonal stressor as the
major stressor of the day. Additionally, ‘the‘ age at which the respondent moved to
Canada was positively and significantly related fo communal threats, seriousness, and
controllability. This suggests that the older a participant was when they movedbto
Canada, the more likely a participant would report his/her stressors as serious and
threatening but also controllable.
3.3.5 Outcomes of coping

In the next set of analyses the relationship between coping and mood was
~ examined. Table 10 and 11 present the results of multilevel analyses examining the
effect of evening reports of coping strategies on evening negative mood controlling for
thé other coping strategies, morning negative mood, personality, stressor type, and
épprais’als. The relationship between demographics and mood were non significant and,

/

consistent with recommendations, were dropped from the model (Snijders & Bosker,
1999). By controlling for morning negative mood, these analyses can be understood as
examining changes in mood. Collapsing across stressor‘s', evening reports of
interpersonal antagonism, passive emotion focused coping, and support seeking were

related to increases in negative mood; whereas evening reports of positive reflection,

problem solving, and distancing were related to decreases in negative mood. Controlling

for the type of stressor involved and appraisals, the results remained largely consistent
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Table 10
Hierarchical Linear Modeling of Coping on Evening Negative Mood Controlling for Morning Negative Mood and Stressor Type

Evening Coping
Across all stressors

Morning Coping
Across all stressors

Evening Coping

Evening Coping
Interpersonal Stressors Achievement Stressors

B SE B SE B SE B SE
Intercept 1,717 0.08 1.70%* 0.03 1.69*** 0.08 1.73**  .0.09
N 0.24* 0.03 0.23*** 0.03 0.24* 0.03 0.24*** 0.03
E 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.03 0.05 0.03
0 - -0.02 0.03 -0.02 0.03 -0.02 0.03 -0.02 0.03
A -0.13** 0.03 -0.14** 0.03 -0.13* 0.03 -0.13** 0.03
C -0.05t 0.03 -0.06t 0.03 -0.05t 0.03 -0.05t 0.03
AM negative mood 0.26** 0.04 0.27*** 0.05 0.26"** 0.04 0.26*** 0.04
Relationship focused 0.01 0.04 -0.01 0.04 -0.02 0.04 0.00 0.04
Interpersonal antagonism 0.31** 0.06 0.01 0.05 0.26™** 0.06 0.30** 0.06
Passive emotion focused 0.28** 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.28™** 0.04 0.28™* 0.04
Positive reflection -0.12* 0.05 0.05 0.05 -0.11* 0.05 -0.12* 0.05
Problem solving -0.05* 0.03 0.03 0.03 -0.04 0.03 -0.04 0.03
Support seeking 0.18** 0.04 0.06 0.04 0.18*** 0.04 0.18*** 0.04
Distancing -0.12*** 0.03 -0.03 0.03 -0.13*** 0.03 -0.13** 0.03
Stressor - - - -~ 0.09* 0.04 -0.04 0.03

Note. In all models, the effects of morning mood and personality dimensions on evening mood were controlled. Regression coefficients are
unstandardized and represent the unique effect of each coping strategy when the other predictors are held constant. N = neuroticism, E =

extraversion, O = openness, A = agreeableness, C = conscientiousness. *p <.05, ** p < .01, *** p < 001, t p <.10.
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Table 11
Hierarchical Linear Modeling of Evening Coping on Evening Negative Mood Controlling for Morning Negative

Mood and Appraisals
Seriousness Controllability Agentic Threat Communal Threat
B SE B SE B SE B SE

Intercept 1.70" 0.03 - 1.70%* 0.03 170" 0.03 1.70%* 0.03
N 0.23* 0.03 0.23*** 0.03 0.23** 0.03 0.23*** 0.03
E 0.05 0.03 0.05 0.03 0.05 0.03 0.05 0.03
0 -0.02 0.03 -0.02 0.03 -0.02 0.03 -0.02 0.03
A -0.14** 0.03 -0.14** 0.03 -0.14*+ 0.03 -0.14%* 0.03
C -0.06t 0.03 -0.06t 0.03 -0.06t 0.03 -0.06t 0.03
AM negative mood 0.26"*  0.04 0.26*** 0.04 0.26™** 0.04 0.26*** 0.04
Relationship focused 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 '0.04 0.04 -0.06 0.04
Interpersonal antagonism 0.30*** 0.06 0.31™* 0.06 0.30*** - 0.06 0.26*** 0.06
‘Passive emotion focu‘sed 0.21* 0.04 0.28** 0.04 0.19*** 0.04 0.25*** 0.04
Positive reflection -0.11* 0.05 -0.09t 0.05 -0.12* 0.05 -0.13* 0.05
Problem solving -0.10** 0.03_ -0.02 0.03 -0.09** 0.03 -0.04 0.03
Support seeking 0.14* 0.04 0.16™* 0.04 0.17** 0.04 0 .16*** 0.04
Distancing -0.08" 0.03 013" .0.03 -0.11%** 0.03 -0.12% 0.03
Appraisal 0.08*** 0.01 -0.04** 0.01 0.09*** 0.02 0.10** 0.03

Note. In all models, the effects of morning mood and personality dimensions on evening mood were controlled, Regression coefficients
are unstandardized and represent the unique effect of each coping strategy when the other predictors are held constant. N = neuroticism,
E = extraversion, O = openness, A = agreeableness, C = conscientiousness. *p < .05, ¥* p < .01, *** p < .001,tp <.10.



except for the effects of problem solving. Although the direcﬁon of the relationship
between problem solving and mood remained consistent, the significance was affected
" when the type of stressor, controllability, and agentic threat was controlled.

Similar to previous research (e.g., Bolger et al., 1989; Dunkley et al., 2003),
interpersonal stressors were significantly related to increases in negative mood.
Achievement stressors were not significantly related to negative mood. The difference
between these regression coefficients was significant, #(348) =2.63, p <.01.
Examination of the bivariate correlations between stressor type and mood indicated a
similar pattern. Again the difference between the correlations was significant, #(347) = -
3.12, p <.001, and suggested that interpersonal stressors were significantly more
distressing than achievement stressors. It is unlikely these effects occurred because
interpersonal stressors were viewed as more sérious than achievement stressors. In fact,
the opposite »effect was observed, achievement stressors were rated as significantly more
serious than interpersonal stressors, #(347) =-5.47, p <.001. Across all the analyses
neuroticism was significantly related to increases in negative mood and agreeableness
was signiﬁcanﬂy related to decreases in negative mood.

Table 10 also presents the results of mornin.g coping on evening mood. Analyses
examining the effect of morning coping on evening fnood, controlling for the effect of the
other coping strategiés, personality, and mofning mood, failed to reveal any significant
effects. These results remained consistent when seriousness, contr.ollability, agentic and
communal threat, and type of stressor were controlled except for the relationship between
morning problem solving and evening mood. When seriousness was controlled, the

relationship between morning problem solving and evening mood was positive and
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significant. Analyses examining the effect of evening coping strategies on the next

morning’s mood did not reveal any significant effects'”.
4 DISCUSSION

The current study provided support for the contemporary Transactional Model,
illustrated in Figure 1, in which situational and djspositional factors were proposed to
influence multiple aspects of the stress and cobing process. Although previous research
has found that both stable and situational factors influence the process of coping; the
current study provided novel evidence of the unique contﬁbution of each based on
repeated assessments. The ﬁndingé suggest that a broad range of dispositional and
situational influences are important to consider in understanding individual differences in
responding and adapting to stress.

4.1  Situational influences in coping responses

Congruent with hypotheses and the Transactional Model of Stress and Coping,
situational influences, such as the type of stress and appraisals, were found to be
important determinants of the ways in which individuals cope with stress. As predictgd,
stressor type (achievement and interpersonal) and appraisals (seriousness, controllability,
communal and agentic threat) accounted for significant and unique variance across a
range of coping strategies with few exceptions. The results also support the notion that a
range of appraisals play an impbrtant role in influencing coping responses.

Stressor type and appraisals were uniquely related to coping strategies in
meaningful and expected ways. It was hypothesized that seriousness would be ;elated to

an increase in both emotion- and problem-focused coping strategies. Although this

prediction was confirmed, it appears that more severe stressors do not simply invoke




more coping, but rather, are related to a specific pattern of copihg strategies. Seriousness (
was positively related to reports of passive emotion focused coping, problem solving, and
support seeking, and negatively re]éted to reports of distancing. These results suggest
that when faced with more serious stressors individuals were more likely to report
wishing the situation would go away and trying to take active steps to remedy the
problem including seeking information and emotional support from others. Althoﬁgh
participants were more likely to report passively wishing the situation was different
(p'assive emotion focused), théy were less likely to report acting as if the situation did not
exist (distancing). This suggests that trying to ignore the presence of a stressor may not
be a viable response for events.that are significant. Consistent witﬁ predictions, the
seriousness of the stressor and personality traits interacted to predict coping responses,
although the additional explained variance was small.

The results are congruent with previous studies that highlight a specific pattern of
coping strategies associated with more severe stressors. Several studies suggest that
seriousness is related to catharsis, social support, and passive emotion focused (David &
Suls, 1999; Schwartz & Stone, 1993; Stone et al., 1995) as well as problem solving
(Schwartz & Stone, 1993; Stone et al., 1995). Significant interactions between
seriousness and personality to predict coping have also emerged across the two studies
that examined interactive effects (present study, David & Suls).

Despite the assertion t};at seriousness lis an important appraisal dimension (e.. g.,
Aldwin & Revenson, 1987; David & Suls, 1999; Schwartz & Stone, 1993; Stone et al.,

1995), there is little theory with which to explain the pattern of findings. More serious

stressors may increase an individual’s motivation to try to remove or alter the stressor by




engaging in problem solving (Folkman & Lazarus, 1985). More severe stressors may also
elicit stronger emotions (David & Suls; Stone et al., 1‘995; Terry, 1994). Studies suggest
that specific appraisals lead to specific emotions (Frijda, 1993; Smith & Lazarus, 1993).
However, few have examined the relationship between the appfaisal of seriousness and
its emotional concomitants. Such an ﬁndertaking may as‘sist in explaining the
relationship between seriousness and the specific emotion focused coping strategies that .
are used. The current results add to the incfeasing evidence that the seriousness of the
stressor is an important dimension of appraisals. However, more work is needed to
develop and test a theoretical model explaining the relationship between serioushess and
“coping.

Concordant with predictions, higher levels of controllability were positively
associated with problem solving and negatively associated with support seeking and
distancing. Greater reports of controllability were also related to reports of more positive
reflection. This suggests that when participants were facing stres.sors they felt they could
control, they were more likely to report thinking positively about the situation, engaging
in positive events, and actively planning ways to deal with the situation. This is congruent
with findings from previous studies, in which problem solving is often accompanied by
positive reappraisal (Folkman et al., 1986a; Folkman & Lazarus, 1985; Mattlin et al.,
1990). Some have argued that the two may be “mutually facilitative” (Folkman et al.,

19864, p. 1000). Positive reappraisal may promote problem focused coping By making
the situation more amenable to change and problem solving may help individuals view
their circumstances more positively (Folkman & Lazarus, 1985; Mattlin ét al., 1990; Park

& Folkman, 1997; Taylor, 1983). Conversely, when faced with uncontrollable stressors,
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participants were more likely to report the use of emotion focused strategies, such as
seeking emotional and iﬁformational support from others and trying to ignore or.
minimize the presence of the stressor. This is in keeping with theory and research,
suggesting that controllable stressors promote problem focused coping whereas
uncontrollable situations elicit emotion focused coping (Folkman et al., 1986a; Park et
al., 2004; Zakowski, Hall, Cousino, & Baum, 2001).

The distinction of stressors and appraisals as communal or agentic provided a
meaningful framework through which to understand situational influences on coping.
Congruent with the hypothesis that communally-based stressors would be associated with
communally-oriented coping strategies, interpersonal stressors were related to increased
reports of relationship focused coping, interpersonal antagonism, and support seeking.
This suggests that when facing stressors involving others, individuals are motivated to

respond with coping strategies that involve interacting, relating, and engaging with
others. This includes being empathic, providing support to others, compromising,
confronting, withdrawing, and seeking emotional and informational support from others.

In contrast to previous studies, in which distancing was unrelated or negatively
related to interpersonal stressors (e.g., Folkman et al., 1986a; Lee-Baggley et al., 2005;
O’Brien & DeLongis, 1996), distancing was positively related to interpersonal stressors
in the éurrent study. This discrepancy may be due to the nature of the interpersonal
stressor examined. O’Brien and DeLongis (1996) found that distancing was unrelated to
situations involving close others but was positively associated with situations involving
distant others. This suggests that the use of distancing may only be a viable solution

when the relationship is not a close one (Lee-Baggley et al.). The interpersonal situations
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reported in the current study' may have involved less close interpersonal relationships.
The lower use of paséive emotion focused coping was also similér to past studies -
examining the influence of interpersonal stressors (O’Brien & DeLongis, 1996). vThese
findings suggest that when dealing with an interpersonal event, it may be difficult to
passively wish the situation would go away.

The results between communal threats and coping revealed a similar but uniQue
pattern when compared with the associations between interpersonai stressors and cdping.
Similar to interpersonal stressors, greater communal threat was related to increased
reports of relationship focused coping, interpersonal antagonism, and support seeking.
Greater communal threat was also significantly related to more positive reflection but,
unlike the results regarding interpersonal stressors, was unrelated to passive emotion
focused coping or distancing. This ﬁnding suggests that the perception of threat to
interpersonal relationships and loved ones is related to attempts to positively reframe the
situation aﬁd increase one’s positive events, in addition to engaging in interpersonally
oriented coping strategies. The fact that both communal stressor type and communal -
appraisals were uniquely related to interpersonal coping strategies, suggests they are not
redundant sources of information. Compared to external (i.e., judges’) classification of
the situation, self—reborted perceptions of the situation revealed consistent but distinct
patterns. Both provide support for the notion that interpersonal factors are important to
consider in the stress and coping process.

Conversely, a¢hievement (agentic) stressors were related to greater problem
solving, which is concordant with predictions and previous studies (Folkman & Lazarué,

1985; Folkman et al., 1986a; O’Brien & DeLongis, 1996). Agentic threat was negatively
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related to relationship focused coping and positively related to passive emotion focused
coping énd problém solving. These findings indicate that when individuals reported

~ threats to accomplishing their tasks or their personal well being, they were more likely to
report passively wishing the situation would go away as.well as taking steps necessary to
address the situation. This pattern 'of coping may be a typical reaction of students feeling
threatening by final exams, who wish they did not have to take their exams but attempt,
nonetheless, to study for them. The negative relationship between agentic threat and
relationship focused coping suggests that when individuals report their own well-being is
at stake, they are less able to respond empathically and supportively to the needs of
others.

Prior research has emphasized the important role of appraisals as determinants of
coping (e.g., Chang, 1998; Folkman et al., 1986b; Major et al., 1998). However, to my
knowledge, there are no prior daily process studies examining the influence of appraisals
controlling for the nature of the stressor. The present study provides stronger evidence
that both external classification of the situation and subjective evaluations provide unique
information into the situatfonal influences of coping and are not simply redundant sources
of information. Additionally, a broad range of appraisals, in addition to controllability,
appear important in influencing coping responses. The results also suppoﬁ the utility of
conceptualizing situational influences and coping strategies as communal and agentic

(Helgeson, 1994; O’Brien & DeLongis, 1996). Overall, the findings demonstrate the

meaningful and important influence situational factors exert in the coping process.




42  Role of personality traits in coping responses

Consistent with the contemporary Transactional Model, peréonality traits
predicted unique and additional variance above and beyond situational variables in
reported usage of a wide range of coping strategies. Individual predictions regarding
each persoﬂality trait and coping, controlling for the othef personality traits, were
partially confirmed. |

As hypothesized, those higher in N were more likely to report the use of passive
emotion focused strategies that involve blaming themselves and wishing the situation
woul(i gb away. Those higher in N, compared to those lower in N, were also more likely
to report relationship-disruptive coping strategies, such as confronting and withdrawing
from others, without reporting the use of coping strategies that may protect relationships,
such aé compromising and responding empathically to others. And while those higher in
N were more likely to report seeking support they were not more likely to report
providing support to others, compared to thbse lower in N.. Unexpectedly, N was also
related to the use of pbsitive reflection and pfoblem solving. Although not hypot'h(esiz'ed,
’brevi_ous daily studies have also found a significant positive relationship between N and
planful problem solving (Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995) and relaxation (David & Sﬁls,
1999; Gunthert et al., 1999), which has aspects similar to the coping strategy of positive
reflection. These results support the contention of Eysenck (1983) and Bolger (1990) that
" those highef in N may engage in certain strategies in an attempt to compensate for their
high emotionality. This may include such strategies as trying to relax and engaging in

problem solving. Alternatively, given the evidence in the current study that those higher

in N tend to view their stressors as more serious and threatening as well as past evidence




that individuals higher in N experience more stressors (e.g., Bolger & Schilling, 1991;
Bolger .& Zuckerman; Gunthért et al.), individuals higher in N may need to engage in
more coping effort, resﬁlting in the use of a myriad of strategies. Finaily, reports of
engaging in a coping strategy do not reveal whether the coping strategy was effecti.ve in
managing the stressor. Previoﬁs research‘ suggests that despite engaging in multiple
strategies, iﬁdividuals higher in N may employ these coping strategies with less
effectiveness compared to péople low in N (Gunthert et al.).

The hypothesis that E would be related with intefpersonally oriented coping
strategies was partially confirmed. Those higher in E Were si gniﬁcantly more likely to
report the use of support seeking and marginally more likely to report the use of
- relationship focused coping and interpersonal antagonism. Consistent with predictions' ‘
énd past studies (David & Suls, 1999; Lee-Baggley et al., 2005), s‘cores on E were
positively associated with a variety of emotion focused strategies, including being
significantly rélated to positive reflection and passive emotion focused coping and
marginally related to reports of distancing. This is congruent with past research
indicating that scofes on E are positively associated with reports of both putatively
adaptive and maladaptive emotion focused coping strategies w};en controlling for the
other personality dimensions and when examined on a daily basis (David & Suls; Lee-
Baggley et al.). There is little in the current models of E, which have focused primarily
“on positive emotionality and sociability (e.g., Amirkhan et al., 1995; Lucas, & Baird,
2004; Watson & Clark, 1997), to explain fhese findings. Given the replication of this
finding across severai studies, this may be an area in need of further exploration and

development.
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The similarity in the coping patterns between N and E is surprising given the view
in the literature, in which those high in E are seen as adaptive copers whereas those high
in N are seen as ineffective copers (Bolger, 1990; Gallagher, 1990; Hooker et al.; 1994,
Lee-Baggley et al., 2005; McCrae & Costa, 1986; Watson & Hubbard, 1996). In the
current study, N and E reported engaging in similar coping strategies yet reported
different outcomes. Although the relationships between personality and coping strategies
were similar fér both high N and high E, there may be other differences between these
two groups that account for their differential outcomes. Previous studies have found that
N may moderate the effectiveness of coping strategies (Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995;
Gpnthert et al., 1999). For example, Gunthert et al. found that individuals higher in N
reported greater increases in negative affect, than did those lower in N, given the use-of
catharsis, social support, self blame, and hostile reaction. Other studies have found that
those higher in N, compared to those lower in N, are less able to tailor thé use of coping
strategieé to the needs of the situation (Lee-Baggiey et al.; O’Brien & DeLongis, 1996), a
hallmark of good coping (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). O’Brien and DelLongis (1996)
found that those higher in N, compared to those lower in N, were more likely to use
relationship focused coping in respoﬁse to stressors involving distant others than close
others. Lee-Baggley et al. found that the type of interpersonal family stress did not
moderate the role of N in cdping. They found that those higher in N, compared to those
lower in N, reported using the same coping strategy regardless of whether they were
managing conflict with their spouse or their child. Scores on E, on th}e' other hand, were
related to the greatest number of significant interactions with situation in predicting

coping use, relative to the other Big Five traits of personality. The outcomes of coping
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may also depend on which cof)ing'strategies afe used together (Métt]in et al., 1990;
Pearlin & Schooler, 1978) or the phase of the stressful évent in which coping strategies
are invoked (Carver & Scheier, 1994; Folkman & Lazarus, 1985). Those higher in N
may use a different constellation of strategies or use coping strategies in a different
éequence compared to those higher in E. Given the similar patterns of coping that
emerged for those higher in E and those higher in N, future research fnay need to evaluate

more than just the use of coping strategies. Examination of the pattern of strategies and

- the abi_lity to tailor responses to the needs of the situation may help to understand the

ways in which coping responses are related to outcomes for those high in E and those.
high in N.

The relatidnships between coping and scores on A were largely consistent with
models of A and previous research. Congfuent with past studies and hypbtheses, those
higher in A were less likely to use passive emotion focused coping strategies involving
avoidance, compared to those lower in A (Hookef et al., 1994; Lee-Baggley et al., 2005;
Watson & Hubbard, 1996). Scores on A were also negatively related to interpersonal

antagonism but, contrary to predictions, unrelated to relationship focused coping. These

‘results suggest that those higher in A, compared to those lower in A, are not necessarily

more likely to report the use of reiationship sustaining coping stratégies, such as -
responding emphatically to others, but rather to eschew the use of strategies that are
disruptive to reIationships, such as confronting and withdrawing from others. This
suggests that those higher von A may be more concerned with avoiding conflict than with

nurturing relationships. This is in line with recent conceptualizations of A as motivated to

preserve harmony in their relationships (Graziano et al., 1996; Jensen-Campbell &




. Graziaﬁo, 2001). However, this fails to replicate previous findings suggesting that A is
related to prosocial and empathic behavior (Graziano & Eisenberg, 1997). Previous |
research suggests that the type of interpersonal situation friay affeqt the degree to which
those higher in A caﬁ respond empathically and avoid confrontation (Lee-Baggley et al.).
Although those higher in A, compared to those lower in A, reported responding
empathically with low confrontation in managing an interpersonal stressor involving their
spouse, they were less likely to report doing so in managing their child’s misbehavior.
Graziano and Eisenberg also noted that prosdciéi or empathic behavior is often
moderated by situational inﬂuences. Future research may benefit from examining more
specific types of interpersonal contexts to understand the role of A and intefpersonally
oriented coping strategies.

The positive association between scores on C and problem solving is consistent

- with the conceptualization of those high in C as being methodical, disciplined, and

organized (Hogan & Ones, 1997; McCrae & -J ohn, 1992). Individuals high in C may be

similarly meticulous and careful in plaﬁning their responses to stressors (Watson &

Hubbard, 1996). Contrary to predictions and previous studies (Lee-Baggley et al., 2005;

O’Brien & DelLongis, 1996), scores on C were unrelated to relationship focused coping.

- Differences in the safnple, the I;ature of the stressors being encountered, or the research

design may account for this difference. For example, scores on C were pqsit.ively related

to relationship focused coping in a dail}‘/ study of community members managing
interpersonal family stress (Lee-Baggley et al.). Scores on C were also related to
empathic responding in a retrospective Study of undergraduateé (O’Brien & DeLéngis,

1996). Those higher in C may be more likely to report using relationship focused coping
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“in retrospective designs or when managing interpersonal family problems. Additional

studies examining interpersonally oriented coping strategies may help clarify the
relationship between C and responding empatﬁically to ofhers_during stress. Such studies
may assist in uncovering whether those high in C are equally dutiful and careful in caring
for their interpersonal relationships as they are in dealing with their agentic tasks
(Asendorpf & Wilpers, 1998; Lee-Baggley et al.). The relatively fewer number 01;
ﬁndings for C, relative to cross-sectional studies (e.g., Watson & Hubbard), ig consistent
with other daily process studies that have examined the roie of C controlling for the other
five personality dimensions (David & Suls, 1999; Lee-Baggley et al.). This supports the
notion that the relationship between C and coping strategies may be especially sensitive
to methodological gnd contextual factors.’

In the present study, scores on O were positively related to distancing and
negatively related to interpersonal antagonism. This former finding is particul}arly
discrepant with previous daily studies controlling for the other personality dimensions,
which have found that those higher in O are less likely to distance, compared to those
lower in O (Lee-Baggley et al., 2005; David & Suls, 1999). The flexible, creative, and
adaptive naturé of high O (McCrae & Costa, 1997) suggests O may be particularly
important in managing streés (Watson & Hubbard, 1996). However, the results of O
across a number of studies have been inconsistent (Bouchard, 2003; David & Suls; Lee-
Baggley et al.; O’Brien & DelLongis, 1996; Watson & Hubbard). David and Suls found
that the relationship Between O and coping was particularly complex, involving several
interactions with appraisals to predict coping responses. O has been viewed as the least

agreed upon and, arguably, the most poorly understood, dimension of the Big Five traits
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(McCrae & John, 1992; McCrae & Co.sta, 1997). It may be that a deeper understanding of
the nature of O and more complex models of coping are needod to.fully interpret the
relationship between O and coping-.

The results confirm the important role dispositional foctors, such as the Big Five~’
traits of personality, play in coping responses. In general, the results of each of the Big
Five traits and coping were more coosistont with previous daily process studies than past
cross-sectional retrospective studies. The use of the daily process methodology, as in the
present study, permits the examination of ther role of personality traits in situation specific
instances of coping. This minimizes retrospective inﬂuencbes and ailows a niore
contextual approach, in which situational influences can also be examined. Examining
the ways in which personality traits influence situation specific behavior may assist in
clarifying the role of personality traits in coping responses (Lee-Baggley et al., 2005;
Mischel & Shoda, 1998). | |

The ﬁodings also highlight the limitations of the Big Five Model of personality in
understanding the role of personality in coping. Although this model permits a broad and
comprehensive view of the\role of personality in coping (Suls et al., 1996; Watson &
Hubbard, 1996), it is a “desoriptive” model rather than a “causal” or explanatory model
(e.g., Block, 1995; Briggs, 1985; McAdams, 1992, p.340;} Mischel & Shoda 1998). .That
1s, “a trait measure’s ability to ‘account’ for behavioral variance is not quite fhe same as

293>

its ability to ‘explain (MoAdams, p. 342). With the aim of developing an explanatory

7
framework for each trait, several lines of research are exploring the emotional, cognitive,

biological, social, and motivational processes that may underlie each trait (e.g., Bono et

al., 2002; Tobin, Graziano, Vanman, & Tassinary, 2000; Watson & Clark, 1997). The
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current study provides an additional source of information to add to this body of
knowledge. The cognitive, behavioral, and emotional reactions of those under stress, may

contribute to an understanding of the Big Five traits beyond their descriptive labels.

43  Unique and interactive influence of appraisals, stressor type, and
personality

The current study provided novel evidence regarding the unique influences of
stressor type, appraiséls, and personality in coping responses based on repeated
assessments. The results confirmed that both situationai and stable influences
significantly accounted for unique variance across a number of coping strategies.
Additionally, multilevel modeling, examining both within-person (or situation specific)
| and between-person (or individual based) variance, indicated that both sources of
variance were significant for all the coping strategies examined in this study. This is
consistent with the contemporary Transactional Model of Stress and Coping, which
asserts that both situational and stable influences are determinants of coping.

However, coping strategies were not equally influenced by situational and stable
factors. For example, the pattern of findings across multiple types of analyses (i.e.,
propbrtion of variance at the within- and between-person level of analysis, explained
variance, and hierarchical multilevel anaiyses) suggest that relationship focuséd coping
and prob]em solving were sirongly influenced by situational predictors. In contrast,
passive emotion focused coping and positive reflection showed a stronger association
with stable factors. This is similar to past studies that have found problem-focused coping
strategies are more situationally dependent than emotion focused strategies. Among
emotion focused strategiés, passive emotion focused coping and positive reappraisal hzive

emerged as more stable coping strategies than distancing (Bolger, 1990; Folkman et al.,
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1986b; O’Brien & DeLongis, 1996; Terry, 1994). Cbmmunally oriented copiﬁg
strategies have also been found to be heavily influenced by situational factors (O’Brien &
DeLongis, 1996).

Because each coping strétegy was predicted by a unique composition of factors, a
homogeneous model which specifies the relative proportion of situational compared.to
stable influences for all coping strategies may not be possible (Bouchard, 2003;
Fleishman, 1984; Terry, 1994). However, the emerging consistency of the relative
impact of stable and situational factors suggests that future research may want to focus on
understanding why certain coping strategies are more situationally determined than
others. For example, what accounts for the fact that personality exerté a relati\}ely greater
influence in passive emotion focused coping than in problem solving?

Overall the models accounted for between 10% and 30% of the variance in coping
responses. The variance accounted for by the models is consistent with daily process
models that predict within-person variance (Lee-Baggley et al., 2005; Park et al., 2004).
Additional variance may be accounted for by examining the bidirectional social impact of
stress and coping. For example, although interpersénal situatiqns, appraisals, and means
of coping were examined, this study did not assess the bidirectional impact of others in
coping. Others in one’s network may be both sources of stress as well as coping
resources (Bolger et al., 2000; DeLongis, Caipreol, Holtzman, O’Brien, & Campbell,
2004; Lee-Baggley et al., 2005). Furthermore, previous studies have found that coping
strategies can inﬂuen’ce relationship functiohing, such as marital satisfaction and the
quality of parent-child interactions (Bouchard, Sabourin, Lussier, Wright, & Richer,

1998; DeLongis & Preece, 2003; DeLongis et al., 2004; Preece & DeLongis, 2005).
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Understanding the reciprocal associations between coping and interpérsonal relationships
is an important area for future research and may s‘erve to increase our predictive power.
The present study also.examined the interactions between stable and situational
influences on coping. There were a greafer number of significant interactions than would
be expected by chance alone, but the explained yariance was small across the analyses
(Iess than 1% in each case). However, additional variance of even 1% may be meaningful
_in naturalistic studies where interaction effects are difficult to obtain (McClelland &
Judd, 1993). Additienally, for each coping strategy there was at least one interaction
between personality and situation or appraisals that significantly increased the explained
variance of thé moael. For example, interactions between personality and achievement
stressor, seriousness, controllability, and agentic threat significantly added to the

explained variance in predicting passive emotion focused coping. Although these results

indicate a weak effect of the interaction between situational variables and personality,

they also suggest such moderating effects may be valuable to consider for certain coping
étrategies. | |

Previous studies have emphasized the important role of interactive effects betwée_n
situational and stable influences in predicting coping (David & Suls, 1999; Lee-Baggley
et al., 2005; O’Brien & DeLongis, 1996; Parkes, 1986). However, a strong effect was not
observed in the present study. Several possible explanations for the discrepancy between
the current study and past studies exist. First, the one previous daily process sfudy that
examined the interactive role of appraisals did not control for the nature of the stress
(David & Suls). This is in contrast to the more stringent analyses examined in the present

study, where stressor type was controlled. This may have weakened the interactive
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effects of appraisals by rerhoving variance shared by both situations and appraisals. This

may be especially important to consider because of potential differences in the range and

assortment of stressors between the two samples. The stressors faced by the community

sample, examined.b_y David and Suls, were likely much different than those in the current

study in which undergraduate students were in the midst of final exams. Without

controlling for situation, the greater diversity of stressors in prior studies may have

provided more instances in which personality could be expressed differentially, and thus,

increase the relative strength of interactions. The fairly homogenous and restricted range

of stressors in the present study may have resulted in a weaker effect of interactions.

This is consistent with research that indicates that restrictions in “ranges or variances of

" the predictor variables are compounded when testing for interactions” and significantly

reduce the statistical power of the test for the interaction (McClelland & Judd, 1993, p-
386).

Second, the current study may not have examined situations in which personality
is likely to demonstrate vaﬁable (intefactive) effects. Suls and David (1996) suggest that
personality traits may be most likely to be expressed in “weak” situations (i.e., situations

which involve private behavior and where there are no strong normative rules for

" behavior). They contend that personality differences may not be apparent in “strong”

situations in which responses are fairly standardized. Wachtel (1973) argues that
differences due to personality are more likely to be revealed in ambiguous situations.
The most common stressor reported in the current study was final exams. However, final

exams are particularly homogeneous situations and well understood by most students.

There are clear norms for behavior, which are enacted publicly. Thus, personality may
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not have had an opportunity to be expressed differently because the achievement
situations were “strong” situations: In comparison, interpersonal situations, the second
most commonly reported stressor, are more likely to be ambiguous (Wachtel). However,
the present study did not examine differences bétwéen interpersonal situations.
Comparing differences among ambiguous sitnations may reveal a stronger effect of
personality by situation interactions. Consistent with this, O’Brien and DeLongis (1996)
found that personality interacted with interpersonal stressors that were assessed as
involving a close or distant other. Lee-Baggley et al. (2005) found that personality
interacted with interpersonal stressors involving marital conflict or child misbehavior. As
such, interactions between)personality and situation may be most apparent in comparing
behavior among ambiguous or weak situations, such as interpersonal events. Finally, it is
possible that previous daily process studies overestimated the importance of interactions.
Previous daily process studies did not provide fit statistics or percentage of explained
variance. Therefore, it is difficult to ascertain the degree to which the past results are in
fact similar or dissimil_ar to the current study.

Naturalistic studies that allow participants to report on whatever stressor is
important to them, such as in the present study, help to increase the ecological validity of
the results. However, there are also clear limitations in the resultant inability to control
the nature of the stressors being encountered. Asséssing and- controlling for the type of
situation may be especially important in such naturalistic studies. To my knowledge, this

is the first study to examine interactions between person and agentic and communal

situations using a daily process design. The current study offers insights into the types of

situations which may be most likely to demonstrate interactive effects.




Th¢ results of the present study supported the assertion that situational influences,
such as stressor type and appraisals, and dispositional influences, such as the Big Five
traits of personalfty, are uniquely and meaningfully related to coping'fesponses.
Furthermore, although interactions did not éccount ‘for'large proportions of variance, such
interactive effects may be important to examine in more arﬁbiguous situations, such as
interpersonal stressors, and for certain copihg strategies.

44  Role of personality in stressor type and appraisals

' Th‘e results indicated that personality traits influence mﬁltiple aspects of the stress
and coping process as proposed by the contemporary Transactional Model. However,
there was stronger evidence for the role of personality traits in predicting appraisals than
in étres'sor type.

In contrast to predictions, O was the only personality trait related to differential
reports of stressor type. This contradicts previous studies in which both N and A were
significantly related to the likelihood of reporting iﬁterpersonal stressors in daily process
studies (greater for N and lesser for A; Bolger & Schilling, 1991; Bolger & Zuckerman,
1995; Bono et al., 2002; Gunthert et al., 1999; Suls et al., 1998). The. discrepancies
between the present study and past studies may have emerged due to an artifact of
sampling. The current study took place during the last month of the academic year, in
which all the pérticipants were facing final exams. Given the ubiquitous pfesence of
academic examis, personality may have had a limited ability to affect differential
exposure to events (Suls & David, 1996; Wachtel, 1973). Previoﬁs studies have also

found a time-of-year effect in stressor type among undergraduate students (Gunthert et

al.). Consistent with models of O (McCrae & Costa, 1997), individuals high in O may




have been the only personality type who sought out diverse events in the face of
upcoming exams. This also suggests that undergraduate populations, especially at certain
times of year, may not be the ideal sample in which to understand the role of personality
traits and exposure. Cémmunity samples, with a greéter range and diversity of stressors,
may be more appropriate samples in which to explore the role of pérsonality traits in
exposure. | |

In contrast to stressor type, the results revealed several significant relationships
between pérsonality traits and appraisals. Multivariate analyses, controlling for the other
personality dimensions, revealed that those higher in N .w.ere more likely to repoﬁ their
s.tressors as threatening, serious, Aand lacking control, relative to those lower in N. This is
A _consistent with previous studies and models of N, which suggest that those higher in N
are likely to view events in their lives as alarming and their ability to manage those
events as limited (Gallagher, 1990; Gunthert et al., 1999; Hemenover, 2001; McCrae,
1990; Shewchuk et al., 1999). Contrary to predictions, multivariate analyses indicated
that those higher in E, compared to those lower in E, were moré likely to view their
stressors as threatening to both tﬁeir intgrpersonal and their own well-being. This is
consistent with the view of E as involving both communzﬂ and agentic qualities (Trapnell
& Wiggins, 1990). However, this contradicts previous studies that have found that those
higher in E, relative to those lower in E, are less likely to view stressors as threatening
(Bouchard et al., 2004; Penley & Tomaka, 2002). Research suggests that the relationship
of E and appraisals may depend on whether the effects of N are controlled (Gallagher,
1990). Additionally, previous studies that ask participants to recall appraisals for é past

event or how they “usually” appraise events may be influenced by retrospective biases

90



(Tennen et al., 2000). The positive affect associated with E (David et al., 1997; Watson &
Clark, 1997) may help those high in E view stressors more positively when recalled

" retrospectively. Such mood-congruent memory effects are well documented in the
literature and have been related to personality traits (e.g., Blaney, 1986; Rusting, 2001).
Although the pattern between E and threat appraisals was similar to the pattern between
N and threaf appraisals, those higher on E were not more likely to report their stressors as
serious or uncontrollable as were those higher in N. Given the differential outcomes
reported for N and E in the literature (McCrae & Costa, 1986; Gallagher, 1990; Hooker et
al., 1994; Lee-Baggley et al., 2005; Watson & Hubbard, 1996), it may l;e that appraisals
of threat, in concert with appraisals of seriousness and uncontrollability, are a particularly
vulnerable constellation of appraisals. Additionally, this study did not examine the role
of challenge appraisals, which have been positively associated with scores on E
(Gallagher). Those higher in E may be likely to view their stressors as both threatening
and challénging, which may serve to differentiate them from those higher in N who may
only view their stressors as threatening (Gallagher).

Those higher in A, relative to those lower in A, were less likely to report threats to
their loved ones or their interpersonal relationships. This result supports th¢ assertion of
Graziano and colleagues (Graziano et al., 1996; Jensen-Campbell & Gfaziano, 2001) that
those higher in A, compared to thoée lower in A, are less likely to interpret situations as
interpersonally threatening, which may help them maintain harmonious relationships with
others. This latter point, that favourable appréisals of interpersonal events are related to
more positive relationships, is consistent with the clinical literature on marital

relationships. A primary goal of cognitive-behavioral therapies for marital distress is to
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move spouses towards more positive, of ét least less negative and global, attributio_ns for
spousal behavior. Long-term outcomes are more favorable for couples making more
positive attributions for spousal behavior and marital stressors (e.g., Bradbury, Beach,
Fincham, & Nefson, 1996; Finchém, Harold, & Gano-Phillips, 2000); Given the calls to
develop theory for the Big Five traits, g(iditional studies exarﬁining the relationship
between A and cognitive appraisals may contribute to theoretical models regarding the
motivational, cognitive, and social-affective processes underlying A.

At the bivariate level, C was related to lower reports of seriousness and communal
and agentic threats. This replicates previous cross-sectional studies, which found C to be
negatively correlated with threats (Penley & Tomaka, 2002; Shewchuk et al., 1999).
However, these results did not generalize to conditions in which the other personality
traits and repeated instances were also examined. Previous studies have also found that
the relationship between C and appraisals was Weakéned when the effects of N were
controlled (Shewchuk et al.). The dimeﬁsion of A demonstrated a similar pattern
whereby the bivariate analyses demonstrated a negative relationship between scores on A
and reports of seriousness and communal and agentic threats. However, only the
relationship between communél threat and A remained significant in multivariate .
analyses'g. Thése results suggest that although A and C are related to appraisals, they
may not play as significant a role in stress éxppraisals as other personality traits, such as E
or N.

Scores on O were unrelated to appraisals in both the bivariate and multivariate
analyses. lThe results regarding O and appraisals have been inconsistent in the literature.

(Penley & Tomaka, 2002; Shewchuk et al., 1999). Given the multidimensional nature of
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Openness (McCrae & Costa, 1997), it may be that only certain facets of Openness are
related to appraisals. When the entire scale is eXamined, these relationships may be
obscured. For example, the ideas facet (e.g., “open-mindedness and a willingness to
consider new, perhaps unconventional ideas” Costa & McCrae, 1992, p. 17) of the.NEO-
PI-R may be especially relevant to cognitive appraisals, whereas the aesthetics facet (e.g.,
“deep appreciation for art and beauty” Costa & McCrae, 1992, p. 17) may be unrelated.
Examination of the facets of O may assist in clarifying the contradictory findings in the
literature.

Overall, N appears to be a key personality dimension in stress appraisals. This is
congruent with previous feSearch on appraisals énd the Big Five traits of personality
(Gallagher, 1990; McCrae, 1990; Shewchuk ét al., 1999). Although differgnces often
emerge between bivariate correlations and multivariate analyses, such differences may be
especially apparent in the results of bivariate and multilevel multivariate analyses (e.g.,
David & Suls, 1999;' Lee-Baggley et al., 2005). -Multilevel analyses not énly control for
other variables, but examine the relationship between variables for each individual
without aggregating over time (Tennen & Affleck, 1996). In the current study,
differences between bivariate and multilevel analyses were prominent in the relationships
between appraisals and the traits of .E, A, and C. These results suggest that examining
appraisals based on multiple assessments and controlling for the other personality
dimensions may provide distinct associations compared to zero-order correlations. Given
the lack of studies examining the relationship between the Big Five and stress appraisals
simultaneously in a daily study, the current study suggests this may be an important area

for additional research to explore and confirm these findings.
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45 Outcomes of coping

As hypothesized, coping strategies were related to negative' mood. The nature of
these relationships was si_mi]ar to past research (Aldwin & Revenson, 1987, Stone et al.,
1995; Park & Folkman, 1997). Interpersonal antagonism, passive emotion focused
coping, and support seeking were related to increases in n;egative mood when the type of
stress, personality traits, prior mood, and the other coping strategies were controlled.
Positive reflection and distancing were related to decreases in negative mood. The
significance of evening problem solving was affected by whether the type of stress,
~controllability, or agentic threat was controlled. This suggesfs that the effectiveness of
problem solving may depend on contextual factors, which is consistent With paét research
(e.g., Conway & Terry, 1992; Vitaliano, DeWolfe, Maiuro, RusSo, & Katon, 1990). A
greater consideration of the context of coping may assist in explaining the disprepant
results of problem solving aﬁd mood.

Consistent with the hypotheses and previous research (e.g., Bolger et al., 1989;
Folkman et al., 1986b; Marco et al., 1999; Watson & Clark, 1992), stressor type,
appraisals, and personality traits were associated with negative mqod. This study
replicated previous findings suggesting that interpersonal stressors are especially likely to
generate negative emotions and distress (Bolger et al., 1989; Dunkley et al., 2003). This
occurred despite the fact that achievement stressors were rated as significantly more
serious than interpersonal stress'ors. ’,This highlights the significant impact one’s
interpersonal context has on well being and underscores the importance of considering
interpersonal factors in adaptation to stress. Appraisals were also related to outcomes.

The subjective'impression of the situation as serious or threatening (both interpersonally
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and agentically) was associated with increases in negative mood, Whereas appraisals of
controllability were associated with decreases in negative mood. This is consistent with
past research on coping (e.g., Folkman et al., 1986b; Marco et al.; Stone et al., 1995) as
well as the broader clinical literature‘ on cognitive schemas (e. g., Greenberg & Beck, |
1990). Although apprais.als are viewed as situation specific subjective impressions, they

~may also reflect consistent ways of interpreting the environment, similar to the concept of
schemas. Congrgent with cogniti.ve‘-behaviora] therapies (e.g., Young, Weinberger, &
Beck, 2001), appraisals may be éln irﬁportant area for interventions to assist individuals in
viewing events in their lives as less stressful and more controllable (Gaab, Rohleder,
Nater, Ehlert, 2005; Moskowitz & Wrubél, 2005). The current study suggests this would -
assist in promoting more effective coping strategies as well as deéreasing the direct
impact of stressors on outcomes such as mood.

Similar to past research, neuroticism was consistently related to increases in
negative mood (e..g., Watson & Clark, 1992). Agreeableness was also significantly
related to negative mood but in the inverse direction. This corresponds with the limited
research examining the emotional experiences of A (McCrae & Coéta, 1991; Watson &
Clark, 1992). Although less frequently examined, A may be associated with emotional
self-regulatory systems, such as effortful coﬁtrol (Ahadi & Rothbart, 1994; Rotﬁbart &

_Bates, 1998). Being.able to minimize negativ¢ mood may be important to successfully
manage interpersonal relationships (Tobin et al., 2000).
Although the examination of the concurrent effects of coping demonstrated a

significant association between coping and mood, the causal nature of these relationships

cannot be ascertained. This is a limitation of most existing daily process studies that




examine end-of-day mood (e.g., Gunthrert et al., 1999; Stone et al., 1995). It is possible 7
that mood may influence the type of coping strétegies enacted. Although others have
argued against this proposition using similar designs (e.g., Stone et al., 1995), it cannot be
ruled out in the current study. However, other possible third variablés, such as concurrent
appraisals, type of ’stress, personality traits and prior mood, were ruled out as potential
explanations for the results.

The signiﬁcanf relationships obgerved between the concurrent effects of coping
and mood were not found when the lagged effects of coping and mood Were ex.';lmined.
Only one si gniﬁcant. finding emerged: the effect of morning pfoblem solVing was
significant and positive when the influence of seriousness on mood was controlled.

There were no signiﬁéant results when the effects of evening coping on next day’s mood
were examined. These results correspond with previous research wherein concurrent
effects of coping are found éonsistently, but lagged effects are less reliably observed
(Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995; Gunthert et al., 1999; Marco et al., 1999; Stone et al.,
1‘995). Importantly, the current study was able to verify the timing of the reports and
only “on-time” reports were included in the analyses. Being able to verify the time 6f
entries may be important for analyses such as these in Whicﬁ lagged effects are
-determined (Green, Rafaeli, Boiger, Shrout, Reis, in press). Retrospective accounts
completed “off-time” may introduce personal assumptions about the role éf stress or
coping on outcomes, rather than reports of what actually occurred. Differences between

assessment techniques and the ability to verify the timing of reports in previous studies

may also account for the discrepancies concerning the lagged effects of coping.
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As noted by Marco et al. (1999), a key issue for daily process researchers is to
find the appropriate time window in which to assess the lagged effects of coping. The
current study was an a‘ttempt fo bridge the existing daily process research that has
examined end-of-day assessments and ecological momentary assessment research that
has assessed very brief time peridds. However, the results did not support the hypothesis
that twice daily assessments would be a suitable window to assess the lagged effect of
coping on mood. Despite the increasing lack of evidence of lagged effects of daily
coping, there continues to be evidence of the concurrent and the long term impact of
coping. Additional work is needed to understand the processes or mechanisms that may
underlie the role of coping in short term and long term effects. Such research may inform
us of the ways in which the short term effects of coping may impact long term outcomes.

46 The Contemporary Transactional Model of Stress and Coping

Overall, the contemporary Transactional Model examined in this study (see
Figure 1) provided a useful framework through which to understand the simultaneous
_effects of personality traits and situational influences in the stress and coping process.
Similar to the broader literature on personality and behavior, the field of stress and
coping is likely to benefit from models, which integrate dispositionai and situational
influences in the prediction of behavior (Mischel & Shoda, 1998). Overall, the results
suggest that incorporating both the effect§ of personality traits and situational factors are

necessary to understand the process of the stress and coping.
4.7 Limitations

The current sﬁldy improved on past research by examining a broad range of

factors, including both dispositional and situational influences in coping responses using
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a daily process methodology. However, several limitations exist. One limitation is that

' the current study did not assess the stage of the stressor with which individuals were
coping. Prio.r research suggests that appraisals, coping strategies, and cof)ing
effectiveness may differ depending on the phase of a given stressor (Bolger, 1990; Carver
& Scheier, 1994; Folkman & Lazarus, 1985). For example, Carver and Scheier found
that problem solving and acceptance coping were highest in the anticipafory stage of an
exam. Studies have also found that denial or avoidant strategies may be adaptive at the

' onset of a stressor but may be maladaptive later in the process of coping (Lazarus, 1983;
Suls & Fletcher, 1985; Wolff, Friedman, Hofe_r & Mason, 1964). Because th¢ unfolding
of the stressor was not assessed in the présent study, potential differences in the role of
dispoéitional and situational factors or the effectiveness of coping at difference phases of
a stressor, were th captured.

Although interpersonal factors were highlighted in this study, an in-depth
examination of the social. context was not evaluated. Previous research suggests that
coping may impact others in one’s social network as well as the quality of one’s
relationships with others (Bouchard et al., 1998; Coyne & Smith, 1991; DeLongis et al.,
2004; DeLongis & Preece, 2005; O’Brien & DeLongis, 1997; Preece & DeLongis, 2005).
Moreover, indi?iduals in one’s network may influence the effectiveness of coping
stratégies. Others may assist in problem solving or provide oppoﬁunitiés to distract
oneself. Alfematively, support seeking may bé met with well intentioned but unhelpful
offers of social support (Lehman, Ellard, & Wortman, 1986). The current study did not
examine such bi-directional effects of one’s social network and coping. Future research

examining informant reports of coping and relationship outcomes would help to further
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contextualize an individual’s copihg efforts and consequences in his/her social |
environment.
Another limitation of the present study was the examination of only a single

~ outcome (i.e., negative mood). As such, the results are limited to conclusions regarding
neéative affect. Others have argued that coping research should broaden the nature of
outcomes assessed (Aldwin & Park, 2004; Coyne & Gottlieb, 1996; Coyne & Racioppo,
2000; Folkman & Moskowitz, 2000; O’Brien & DeLongis, 1997, Stone et al., 1995).
Previous research has demonstrated that coping is related to physical health (Penley et al.,

2002), relationship functioning (Bouchard et al., 1998; DeLongis & Preece, 2003; Préece
& DeLongis, 2005), and positive mood (Folkman, & Moskowitz, 2000; Stone et al.,
1995), which were not examined in the present study. This may be especially important
in order to understand the effects of communally-oriented coping strategies,l as they may
be more related to‘interpersonal outcomes, such as relationship satisfaction or tension
(freece & DeLongis, >2005; Repetti, 1989). Research examining diverse and multiple
outcomes of coping may assist in highlighting the varied ways in which coping may
affect adaptational outcomes. Additional outcomes may also clarify the lagged effects of
coping. For example, daily studies of pain suggest that morning coping may influence
evening pain outcomes in individuals managing chronic illness (Newth & DeLongis,
2604).

Understanding the outcomes of coping may also require a more detailed

examination of context than that provided in the current study. Previous theory and
research have proposed and examined the “goodness-of-fit” or matching hypothesis

concerning the adaptiveness of coping strategies. That is, the effectiveness of a coping
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strategy may differ depending on the nature of the stressful situation in which it is used
(Conway & Terry, 1992; Forsythe, & Compas, 1987; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). More
recently, researchers have also argued that coping strategies may be moderated by the |
individual using the strategy (Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995; Suls'& David, 1996).
However, the literature on the goodness-of-fit hypothesis has been contradictory. The
current study Suggested that coping strategies were fairly stable across different types of
stressor type, appraisals, and personality traits when negative mood was examined as the
outcome variable. This is congruent with the only other study, of which I am aware, that
examed the goodness-of-fit hypothesié in regards to within-person daily negative mqod
(Park et al., 2004). However, the study did not undertake an in-depth analysis of the
goodness-of-fit hypothesis. Studies, such as the current one, in which individuais are
compared to themselves and studied across different situations, may be especialiy
valuable in clarifying the role of dispositions and context in rﬁoderating the effectiveness
of coping strategies (Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995; Park et al., 2004). Additional studies
that employ more detailed examination of the ways in which the context and the
individual may moderate cbping effectiveness, using within-person analyses, may be
critical to fully understand the role of coping in édaptational outéomes.

Finally, much less is known cdnceming the mechanisms which may underlie the
processes of coping and adaptation. Previous research suggests that appraisals may
mediate the relationship befweer'x personality traits and coping (e.g., Long & Schultz,
1995). Other studies suggest that patterns of information processing may underlie the

relationship between personality and appraisals (e.g., Hemenover, 2001). More research

is needed into understanding such mechanisms.




4.8 Conclusion

The current study enhanced our understanding of adaptation to stress by

examining the simultaneous and unique contribution of dispositional (personality traits)

~and situational (stressor type and appraisals) influences on coping responses using a daily

process methodology. Although previous research indicated both dispositional and
situational factors influence the process of coping, this study extended existing research

by demonstrating the unique role of each, based on multiple assessments. The results also

provided support for the importance of appraisals in coping by éstablishing that multiple

types of appraisals provided unique ;clnd additional information in predicting coping
responsés. The current study went beyond past research by employing a broader view of
the stress and coping process and providing evidencg of the various ways in which
personality traits may influence the stress and coping process (e.g., through stressors and
appraisals, in addition to influencing coping responses) based on repeated assessments.
Additionally, the study demonstrated the ways in which interpersonal aspects can be
integrated into multiple stages of the stress and coping process, including stressor type, |
appraisals, and coping responses. Overall, the contemporary Transactional Model
examined in this study provided a useful framework through which to understand the
ways both dispositional tendencies and situational factors influence the pro.cess of stress
and coping.

Despite criticisms of a lack of progress in the field of stress and coping (e.g.,
Coyne & Gottlieb, 1996; Coyné & Racioppo, 2000; Snyder, 1999), the present study
highlights an increasing consistency and convergence in the findings acfoss studies.

However, such consistency may only emerge when a contextual view of the individual is
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employed, one that assesses both dispositional tendencies and situational variability.
Contemporary views of the Transactional Model, which integrate situational and
dispositional factors, may be especially valuable in ﬁnderstanding the ways in which
individuals respond and adapt to stress. The current study suggests that understanding
individual differences in adaptation to stress involves consideration of the multi‘ple,
situational, dispositional, and interpersonal factors that impact the stress and coping

process.
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ENDNOTES

' Appraisals are best understood as the transaction between the person and the
‘situation rather than purely a situational or person factor (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).
However, in the current study apprafsal are referred to as “situational” factors to reflect
the fact that they are assessed in regards to a specific situation and to distinguish them
from appraisals that may im)olve a more global or trait-like perspective of the world.

2 The term “contemporary” is used only to highlight the.increased emphasis of
personality traits in the Transaétiorial Model and not to suggest personality traits are a
new addition to the Transactional Model. Additionally, different variations of this model
‘exist (for example see Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995).

3 All participants who provided at least one full day’s of entries were examined in
the analyées. Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) can handle missin.g data assuming
that “data are missing at random” (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002, p.199). This assumption
can be made if the data are missiﬁg completely at random (MCAR), meaning that data are
missing due to completely random factors. As ﬁoted by Raudenbush and Bryk makiné
this assumption is “generally implausible, impossible to verify, and risky” (2002, p.1 99).‘
The assumi)tion that “data are missing at random” can also be assumed if the data are
missing at random (MAR). Tﬁis assumption can be made when factors that may be
felated to missing data are captured by the variables in the model. That is, the model
contains variables that may be related to fhe causes of missing data. When data are MAR,
HLM provides unbiased estimates only if all of the data are used in the analyses (i.e., no

participants are discarded due to missing data) and an efficient estimation procedure,

such as maximum likelihood estimation, is used (Raﬁdenbush & Bryk, 2002). Because




missing data are rarely due to completely random factors, discarding participants with
missing data may result in biased estimates. As such, respondents were only discarded if
they had provided insufficient data to run analyses.

* The rate of participants who backfilled their responses is in stark contrast to
reports by Stone and colleagues (Stone, Shiffman, Schwartz, Hufford, & .Broderick,
2002; Broderick, Schwartz, Shiffman', Iqufford, & Stone, 2003)! In the current study only
2% of participants backfilled all their entries, whereas Stone and colleagues reported
rates of 22% and 32%. In the current study, only 7% of instances were backﬁllgd
compared to 61% and 80% reported by Stone and colleagues. Differences in the
requested reporting times méy account for some of the differences. For example, Stone
and colleagues requested reports at 10am, 4pm and 8pm and viewed non-compliance as
reporting outside of a 30- or 90-minute Window. In the current study, participants were
permitted to choose times which best suited their schedule. Permitting greater flexibility
in reporting times may help to decrease the burden faced by participants in daily process
studies. Furthermore, variability in reportiﬁg times does not limit the type of analysis that
can be conducted or the generalizability of the results. One may argue, in fact, that more
stringent reporting times may reflect an artificially imposed ;estriction that may not
reflect the daily variation éxperienced by participants.

> Factor loadings may differ when variables are examined at different levels in
multilevel data (Muthén, 1991). Because daily variability was of interest in the current
study, coping items were examined at the daily level.

® Participants who had backfilled their responses and those who did not provide

any daily data were not included in these analyses.




7 Results were consistent when examined across morning reports and collapsed
across evening and morming reports.

® In both Table 2 and 3 sévera] of the coping scales were significantly
intercorrelated. The scales were not collapsed because t‘hey were consistent with
theoretical distinctions among coping strategies. The intercoﬁelations found here among
fhe coping scales are of a similar size to those reported in other research (e.g., Folkman et
al., 1986a), when the inflation due to the repeated nature of the déta is taken into account.
Multicollinearity statistics were examined and indicated the degree of intercorrelation
was not‘statisticallyv problematic (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).

I The aufocorrelation in the dependent variables (coping and negative mood) was
calculated. A low average autocorrelation value was found across-coping measures (-.07)
and negative mood (-.05). Consistent with past research (e.g., Bolger & Zuckerman,
1995; Gunthert et al., 1999; Lee-Baggley et al., 2005), a homogeneous variance for the

| error structure was used in the analyses.

' The models were examined with both fixed and random slopes for the predictor
variables. The statistical si gnificance of th¢ randomslopes for the predictor variables was
unstable across models. Furthermore, when the equations were run With random'slop_es,
the models ﬁad difficulty converging (e.g., 4000 iterations) or failed to converge
indicating that the random-slopes models were a poor fit to the data (Raudenbush &
Bryk, 2002). As such, all models were run as random-intercept only models.

- " Models were examined using both Restricted Maximum Likelihood (REML)

and Maximum Likelihood (ML) as the estimation method and the results were identical.

For fixed slopes models both estimation methods prdduce the same results for large




samples (Kreft & De Leeuw, 1999; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). For model testing (i.e.,
chi-squared statistics) ML was used because analyses involved comparing changes in
fixed coefficients. REML is appropriate to examined model fit statistics only when the
differences between models are among the random effects (Kreft & De Leeuw;
Raudenbush & Bryk; Snijders & Bosker, 1999).

12 The distinction of within- and between-person variation can only be cleanly
established in fixed slope models as was used here (Kreft, de Leeuw, & Aiken, 1995).

"> Only unstandardized regression coefficients are provided in the HLM
statistical package (Raudenbush et al., 2004).

'* Analyses were also conducted reversing the order in which the predictors were
entered. When the predictors were entered in the following order: 1) personality; 2)
seriousness and controllability; 3) threat appraisals; 4) situation, the significance of each
step did ﬁot change. The significance of individual betas for personality was consistent
when examined with and without the situational variables.

lé These models were also examined with the demographic variables in the
interaction term. However, the results were not significant more than would be expected
by chance and when significant did not change the results of the analyses. As such, the
demographics iﬁ the interaction terms were dropped from the model.

16 Despite the fact that situation was statistically controlled in these analyses, tﬁe
rélative influence of appraisals and situation could still be confounded. As sucﬁ, thé
interactive effect of appraisals and personality using only achievement stressors and only

interpersonal stressors were examined. There continued to be significant interactions
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between personality and appraisals under these conditions suggesting that the moderating
effect of appraisals and personality is not solely due to the influence of the situation.

'7 Because the large number of intercorrelated coping strategies may obscure the
effects of any one coping strategy; the relationship between each coping strategy and
mood was also examined separately. In these analyses, morning mood, personality traits,
and total coping effort (total coping score minus the coping strategy being examined)
were controlled. For the concurrent effects of coping on mood, the direction and
significance of the coping strategies remained the same, except for the direction of -
problem solving which reversed direction and was ﬁon-signiﬁcant. Follow up analyses .
indicated that when the effects of passive emotion focused coping were controlled,
problem solving was associated with decreases in negative mood. When examined
without controlling for passive emotion focused coping or controlling for any of the other
coping strategies, problem solving was associated with increases in negative mood. This
is consistent with past research indicating that the constellation of coping strategies may
be an important determinant of coping effectiveness (Mattlin et al., 1990; Pearlin &
Schooler, 1978). When the lagged effects of each morning coping strétegy on evéning
mood were éxamined separatgly, none of the coping strategies were significant although
passive emotion focused coping and problem focused were marginally positively related
to evening negative mood. None of the effects of evening coping on next day mood were
significant when examined separately..

18 Research suggests the Big Five traits are likely to be intercorrelated when

based on self reports (Biesanz & West, 2004) as is the case in the present study.

Consistent with previous studies (e.g., Bouchard et al., 2004; O’Brien & DeLongis, 1999;




Penley & Tomaka,. 2002), the correlations between dimensions of pérsonality ranged
vfrom r=.11to r = -.41. However, these intefcorrelations did nbt approach levels likely to
vbe statistically problématic (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001) and significant results were
found for both N and E, which demonstrated the highest intercorrelation (r = -.41). As
sﬁch, multicollinearity is unlikely the reason for these null findings at the multivariate
level of analysis. Additionally, the large sample size argues against inadequate power to

detect results.
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APPENDIX A

Principle Components Analysis: Threat Appraisals

Factor 1: Communal threats (alpha = .79) _ Factor
, loadings
Harm to a loved ones' well being 0.91
A loved one having difficulty getting along in the world ‘ " 0.82
Losing someone's respect or love 0.59
Not getting the support and understanding you want 0.51

Factor 2: Agentic threats (alpha =.59)

Losing your self-respect 0.62
Things not running as smoothly as you would like 0.57
Not achieving an important goal at your job or iﬁ your schoolwork 0.54

Note. All items are from Folkman et al. (1986a).
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APPENDIX B

Principle Components Analysis: Coping

Factor 1: Relationship focused coping (alpha =.92) (BWOC alpha = .88)

Tried to understand how the other person felt
Tried to see things from the other person's perspective
Tried to help the other person involved by listening to them

Tried to comfort the other person involved by showing them my
positive feelings for them ’ '

imagined myself in the other person's shoes
Tried to help other person involved by doing something for them
Tried to find a solution that was fair to all involved

Tried to meet the other person half-way

Tried to compromise with others involved

Factor 2: Intérpersonal Antagonism (alpha = .75)

Factor 3

Expressed anger to the person who caused the problem

I gave the other person involved the "silent treatment”

[ withdrew from the other person involved

Tried to get the person responsible to change his/her mind

Stood my ground and fought for what I wanted

: Passive emotion-focused coping (alpha = .77)

Criticized or lectured myself

Realized I brought the problem on myself

Hoped a miracle would happen

Made a promise to myself that things would be different next time
Wished the situation would go away or somehow be over with
Had fantasies about how things might turn out

I sulked

Factor
loadings
090

0.89
0.88
0.83

0.82
0.62
0.54
0.59

0.58

0.70
0.65
0.64
0.49
0.47

0.71
0.59
0.58
054
0.52
0.46

0.41
cont...
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Factor 4: Positive Reflection (alpha =.78) A Factor

loadings
| Did something nice for'myself 0.74
i Took some private time out to do something 0.65
‘ Took some time out to be with someone 1 enjoy 0.58
Changed or grew as a person in a good way 0.54
Rediscovered what is important in life 0.52
Came out of the experience better than when I wentin - 0.43
i Factor 5. Problem-solving (alpha = .78) (BWOC alpha = .71) (WOC alpha = .68)
Concentrated on what I had to do next to solve the problem ‘ 0.70
Made a plan of action . | 0.70
Increased my efforts to make things work 0.66
Factor 6: Support Seeking (alpha = .90) (BWOC alpha = .72) (WOC alpha =.76)
) Talked with someone not involved about the problem 0.79
Talked to someone about how I was feeling : 0.79
Triéd to get comfort and understanding from someone . 0.76
Tried to get advice or help from other people about what to do 0.75
Tried to get emotional support from others 0.74
I asked sorrieone I respected for advice : | 0.74
Factor 7: Distancing (alpha = .69) (BWOC alpha = .55) (WOC alpha = .61)
| Didn't let it get- to me; refused to think about it too much 0.75
Went on as if nothing had happened ' ’ 0.62
Refused to get too serious about the situation; tried to laugh about it 0.56

Note. The first alpha reported after the scale name is the Cronbach alpha for this version of the scale using the entire
data set at the daily level. The second alpha, when noted, is for the parallel scale from the 38-item Brief Ways of
Coping (Lee-Baggley-et al., 2005). The third alpha, when noted, is for the parallel scale from the 67-item Revised
Ways of Coping Scale (Folkman, et al., 1986a).
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APPENDIX C: EQUATIONS.
The folloWing equations represent the model examined in Table 5: |
Level 1 Model:

Coping strategyy = mo; + m;; (Interpersonal stressor) + m,; (Achievement stressor) +

73i (Seriousness) + 74; (Controllability) + 7s; (Communal Threat) + n; (Agentic

Threat) + ey

Level 2 Model:

Toi = Boo + Toj
i = Bao
T3i= Bao
T4i = Bao
Tsi = Bso
Ti= Peo

The following equation represents the model used in the analysis in Table 6:

Level 1 Model:

Coping strategy;; = my; + m;; (Interpersonal stressor) + my; (Achievement stressor) + 73;
(Seriousness) + m4; (Controllability) + its; (Communal Threat) + 7g; (Agentic Threat) +

€u
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| Level 2 Model: .

T0i = Boo T Bor (N) + Boz (E) + Boz (O) + Pos (A) + Pos (C) + Bos (gender) + Boy

(Caucasian) + Bog (Asian) + Boo (age to Canada) + 1y;

i = Pao
i = Bao
3= B30
45 = Bao
| Tsi= Bso \
Ti = oo

The following equation represents the model used in the analyses examining the

interactive effect of appraisals and personality controlling for stressor type (Table 7).

Level 1 Model:
Coping strategyy; = mo; + m;; (Interpersonal stressor) + m,; (Achievement stressor) +

73; (Seriousness) + ¢;

Level 2 Model:

Toi = Poo + Bor (N) + Boz (E) + Bos (O) + Pos (A) + Bos (C) + Bos (gender) + Boy

(Caucasian) + Bog (Asian) + Boo (age to Canada) + 1y;

M= Bio
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Ti = Bao
e Bo Bar (N) + B (B) + B (0) + Bas (A) + Bis (C)

The following equation represents the model used in the analyses examining the

interactive effect of personality and stressor type (Table 7).
Level 1 Model:
Coping strategy,; = mo; + m); (Interpersonal stressor) + m; (Achievement stressor) + e

Level 2 Model: .

i = Boo + Bor (N) + Bz (E) + Bos (O) + Boa (A) + Bos (C) + Pos (gender) + Bo7
(Caucasian) + qu (Asian) + Bgo (age to Canada) + ry;
Ti= P20+ Bar (N) + B2z (E) + B2z (O) + Bas (A) + Bos (C)
The following equation represents the model used the analyses in Table 8 and 9:
Lével 1 Model:
Appraisal;; = mp; + €

" Level 2 Model:

Toi = Boo + Bor (N) + Boz (E) + Bos (O) + Boa (A) + Bos (C) + Bos (gender) + vBo7

(Caucasian) + Bog (Asian) + gy (age to Canada) + ry;
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