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Preface: Coping, health and organizations
  
Michael Leiter, Louise Thomson, Philip Dewe and Tom Cox

The way in which their work is designed and managed can challenge people working in organizations. This book is about those challenges, about how people cope with them, and about how coping can moderate the effects of work on health. To fulfil their obligation to help people cope, managers and researchers need a thorough understanding of the fundamentals of coping in the work context. The chapters that follow approach these fundamentals from diverse and complementary perspectives. The objective is to develop a model of coping that is of practical benefit while furthering the development of theory.

Part 1 of the book is concerned with theoretical and psychometric con-siderations. It begins with a review and critique by Dewe of the various meanings and measures associated with the notion of coping at work. In asking the question ‘What is it that we are trying to achieve when measuring coping?’, Chapter 1 reviews a number of alternative measurement approaches, the contexts in which they should be applied, and the inconsistencies that exist in research today. In answering this question, Dewe’s chapter examines the progress that has been made in the measurement of coping with work stress within the context of good psychometric practice: theoretical context, item derivation, scale instructions and scoring, and scale classification.

Dewe’s chapter is followed by one written by Edwards and Baglioni that argues for reliable, valid measures of coping, and that compares measurement techniques driven by empirical considerations with those driven by theory. Using statistical techniques such as Confirmatory Factor Analysis, they compare the empirically-driven Ways of Coping Questionnaire (Folkman and Lazarus (1988) Manual for the Ways of Coping Questionnaire, Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press) with the theoretically-driven Cybernetic Coping Scale (Edwards and Baglioni (1993) ‘The measurement of coping with stress: construct validity of the Ways of Coping Checklist and the Cybernetic Coping Scale’, Work and Stress 7:17-31) providing further information on the validity and reliability of the two scales. Edwards and Baglioni conclude by saying that the evidence suggests clear advantages of the theoretical approach compared with the empirical one. Applied in the present context, the theore¬tical approach to measurement development provides greater assurance that measures address the real diversity of coping in occupational settings. Among other things, it is important that the theoretical constructs shaping measure¬ment development are responsive to the changing demands and opportunities that confront employees in dynamic workplaces.

The final chapter in the section is by Rosenbaum, and focuses on the self-regulation of experiences of coping, and, in particular, on two types of self-control responses: openness and construction. Rosenbaum approaches such coping by differentiating between openness to experience as an unfolding event and a constructive response that fits experience into re-existing frames of reference. While acknowledging the somewhat artificial quality of this dichotomy, he explores its implications for a framework of coping behaviour. Some coping responses are attempts to exert control over events, framing them within a problem solving approach based upon one’s understanding of events. Other coping responses, such as relaxation procedures, focus more closely upon one’s response to events. Rosenbaum argues that both perspec¬tives are consistent with the development of greater self-control, and are required to cope effectively. That is, effective coping requires an ability to accept, openly and non-judgementally, the stresses that one encounters, and also to reframe and interpret the experience of stress constructively on the basis of one’s existing theories and constructs. This chapter takes a somewhat different approach to the previous two, based on a philosophical differentia¬tion of psychological experiences. It explores the implications of such an approach for a framework to understand coping behaviour.

The varieties of coping considered in this book encompass both the open¬ness and the construction perspectives described by Rosenbaum. However, reflecting the balance in the literature, the book gives much more emphasis to the constructivist approach than to the open perspective. For the most part the chapters depict people as active agents who address difficulties by taking control both cognitively and behaviourally. The environments considered by the authors are often seen as too hostile to permit open responses, such as relaxation and accepting experience. The authors depict the challenges of unemployment, discrimination and large-scale disasters as requiring active intervention from people as individuals, members of working groups or entire organizations.

The second part of the book focuses on particular work-related problems and their relationship to coping.

Chapter 4 by Loughlin and Barling reviews the literature on the effects of acute workplace disasters on employee health and well-being, and discusses how individuals cope with such situations. The authors examine the effects of both natural and technological disasters on the victims and the rescue workers and volunteers involved. Evidence concerning the importance of control, support and organizational responsibility in coping with disasters is explored.

Greenglass’ chapter examines the relationship between work and family, in particular focusing on coping with work-family conflict. A number of models and hypotheses are considered that concern the effects that might arise in relation to the work-family interface, such as the buffering model of work, the scarcity hypothesis, the spillover model, and the social exchange approach. Strategies to cope with the negative effects of work-family role conflict are described both at the individual level (e.g. influencing the role environment, social support) and at the organizational level (e.g. flexible work schedules, sick leave for dependent care). Furthermore, Greenglass proposes that alter¬native career models are needed to enhance the positive effects of multiple roles.

The chapter by Long and Cox focuses on the potential impact of occupa¬tional stressors on women’s physical and mental health. Taking a social constructivist approach, it reviews the research that focuses on employed women’s ways of coping with stress, and describes problems with the research and conceptualization of stress and coping. Long and Cox argue that research has tended to conceptualize women’s experience of occupational stress and coping strategies as singularly different from that of men on the basis of gender rather than other factors such as cultural context, social expectations or other individual differences. They posit that women’s occupational stress and coping takes place in a cultural context, reflecting an unequal distribution of power and resources. Therefore they emphasize the need for researchers to consider these contextual issues of power and status, rather than focus on the individual woman and her coping pattern.

Leiter is the first of a number of authors to consider coping in terms of the Nottingham organizational health model. According to this model, the avail¬ability and effectiveness of coping responses is closely related to the healthi¬ness of the work setting. Each of the three primary social environments of organizations (problem-solving, task and development) presents distinct challenges and facilitates distinct coping responses. The development environ¬ment is the specific focus of Leiter’s chapter considering the impact of role expansion on hospital workers. Effective coping with the demands of skill enhancement requires not only effective learning strategies, but the capacity to interact within a social context characterized by conflicting demands and expectations. The development of mentoring relationships was a key means for middle managers to cope with the demands of role expansion. Not only did these relationships provide direct advice and training relevant to new challenges, they provided a means to communicate with management. Talking with a mentor about training needs indicates to senior management shortfalls in the existing training procedures, while providing an indicator of the strains being experienced by employees.

The final chapter in Part 2 by Eriksen, Olff and Ursin describes the diverse impact of unresolved stress experiences on health of both the individual and the organization. This perspective emphasizes the significance of non-specific symptoms of illness for individual well-being and on attendance and perfor¬mance at work. The chapter reviews the effectiveness of different levels of interventions to reduce this impact, including health promotion, organiza¬tional interventions such as job redesign, and individual coping strategies such as physical exercise and relaxation. Eriksen and colleagues argue that more scope and experimental rigour is needed in such research studies in order to establish the link between individual and organizational health.

The third and final section deals with organizational interventions. The first chapter, by Cox and Thomson provides a framework for those that follow. It considers the relationship between stress and the healthiness of organizations. Using the concept of organizational healthiness, which combines the socio- technical theory of organization with the individual health analogy, Chapter 9 examines the organizational context to work-related stress, employee health and coping. Cox and Thomson argue that employee health can be affected by organizational healthiness via the two interacting mechanisms of the design and management of work, and the experience of stress and the organization’s impact on employee behaviour at work, including coping.

Burke and Richardsen’s chapter reviews eleven organizational-level inter¬ventions to reduce occupational stressors, and evaluates current knowledge of their effectiveness. Chapter 10 describes the two approaches to organizational- level interventions: the enhancement of individuals and their resources, and the reduction of work-placed sources of occupational stress. Of the eleven interventions reviewed, the majority were based on the second approach, and the authors conclude that the interventions were generally found to have positive effects. Given these indications and the limited success of individual¬level interventions, Burke and Richardsen encourage researchers to design scientific studies to implement and evaluate organizational-level stress management interventions.

The chapter by Berridge and Cooper examines the role of Employee Assistance Programmes (EAPs) in coping with the stress of new organiza¬tional challenges. The authors define the EAP, review its historical develop¬ment and rapid growth, and its current coverage in the US, Britain and Australia. Four principal EAP models are described and evaluated and the controversy over the appropriate method for evaluating EAPs discussed. Berridge and Cooper highlight the fact that, despite the seemingly high level of acceptance of EAPs, there is a variety of critical arguments concerning aspects of their philosophical and therapeutic bases, their organizational impact, their legal position, and their role in the management of people at work. Much of the focus of these programmes is developing a supportive relationship providing personal counselling in a group or individual format. Relaxation training, self-esteem building and self acceptance play an import¬ant role in these types of interventions. They tend to develop employees’ capacity to adjust to organizational realities rather than develop a perspective to re-evaluate or change the organization. The organization is accepted as a necessary if not benign reality with which individuals had best learn to cope effectively. The target of organizational interventions is developing an environment in which people feel sufficiently secure to support an open perspective. Coping occurs within a social context that facilitates some responses while discouraging others. Unhealthy organizational environments impede the use of effective coping by threatening the well-being and self¬esteem of an organization and by undermining their attempts to use active coping responses.

This chapter is followed by one by Burke and Leiter discussing contemporary organizational realities as newly emerging sources of stress, and their influence on personal and professional efficacy. The chapter reviews the available literature regarding four of these emerging sources of stress: mergers and acquisitions, budget cuts, job future ambiguity, and occupational lock-in. Burke and Leiter propose that these new stressors require coping on the level of both the individual (e.g. EAPs, career counselling and retraining) and the organization (such as communication, controlling the speed of change and conflict and resistance management). They suggest that the development of a problem-solving perspective that encourages action-oriented coping in the form of building a new psychological contract is particularly important.

The last chapter in this section is by Terry, Callan and Sartori, and examines the utility of a stress-coping model of employee adjustment to organizational change. They present findings from recent research testing the utility of the model that suggests that both situational appraisals and coping responses mediated the effects of organizational merger event characteristics and coping resources on employee adjustment. Their research points to the need for organizations to consult with employees prior to change about the implementation of the change, and during the change to ensure that there is effective leadership, that there are adequate sources of support, and that employees are kept informed about the change process.

To conclude the book, Dewe, Cox and Leiter describe an agenda for the future for work stress and coping researchers, focusing on three issues: defini¬tions of stress and coping, theoretical context and measurement. They call for the affirmation of a definition of stress that best provides a structure to systematic theoretical and research enquiry that will make a significant con¬tribution to understanding the stress process. The growing acceptance that stress should be viewed as a transaction between the individual and the environment is recognized as providing such a research opportunity. They argue that the theoretical context within which work-stress research should be carried out must be process-oriented and provide the framework for investi¬gating the dynamics of work stress and coping. Theoretical models need to describe the mechanisms through which the stress process develops and by which the individual and environment are linked. Finally, the authors challenge researchers to examine what alternative methodologies can provide in the measurement of the stress-coping process. The issue concerns whose reality we are measuring when we measure stress and coping, where current methodologies actually take us, and what more we could understand by using other measures of the stress process.

The wealth of research and thinking about coping in organizational settings provides a solid base for articulating with increasing thoroughness theories that integrate coping behaviour within a framework of organizational func¬tioning. It was a primary goal of this book to bring together current work that can contribute to that development. We hope that the integration of ideas presented here help to support ambitious research efforts to understand coping more thoroughly. This research effort requires qualitative research strategies to ensure the development of ideas that remain sensitive to the major changes in the nature of work in post-industrial societies. It also requires extensive, longitudinal, quantitative research efforts that investigate ideas that have been developed and continue to be. Studies that track coping behaviour over time, as well as research that investigates the impact of inter¬ventions intended to enhance coping effectiveness will make significant con¬tributions to understanding the nature of coping itself and its development. 




PART ONE  Theoretical and psychometric considerations 



CHAPTER ONE Measures of coping with stress at work: a review and critique

PHILIP DEWE
  
Despite three decades of investigations into the phenomena of stress, and an explosion of research into how individuals cope (Aldwin and Revenson, 1987), the coping literature remains diverse (Endler and Parker, 1990), difficult to organize (Edwards, 1988) and fraught with problems (Cohen, 1987). Coping studies that focus on work stress have been described as being in their infancy (Kuhlmann, 1990), limited somewhat in their scope (George, Brief and Webster, 1991) and few in number (Latack, 1986). On the other hand, advice as to the direction coping should take has been relatively consistent. Reviewers (Burke and Weir, 1980; Dewe, Cox and Ferguson, 1993; Edwards, 1988; Newton, 1989; Schuler, 1984) have had little difficulty in identifying the issues that need to be addressed. These include the meanings of stress and coping, the measurement of coping strategies and the role of coping in the stress process.


Defining work stress

It is almost traditional, as Vingerhoets and Marcelisson (1988) suggest, for writers on stress to begin by pointing to the lack of agreement when defining  the term. The fact that stress has been discussed so often has led some authors (Beehr and Frariz, 1987) to express their frustration and suggest that there must surely be more important issues that need confronting other than the choice of a label or term. At another level others argue (Eulberg, Weekley and Bhagat, 1988) that when defining stress we should avoid the temptation to be
all-inclusive, and adopt a 'mid-range' focus that allows for more clarity and precision. This is a point reinforced by Kasl (1983) who suggests that the more  focused the research the less reliant we need to be on the 'troublesome concept of stress'.

Yet clarifying what we mean by stress is important because the definition influences how we research stress and explain our results. The choice of a particular definition has typically been determined by the research question addressed (Parker and DeCotiis, 1983). Thus stress continues to be defined as a stimulus, response or as a result of some imbalance or interaction between the individual and aspects of the environment (McGrath, 1970; Cox, 1978). The different uses of the term have been important in establishing a state of knowledge about the various components of the stress process, but their somewhat artificial separation has not facilitated an understanding of the transactional nature of stress or the mediating psychological processes through which the transaction takes place (Dewe, 1992: 96).

This is not to say that the transactional processes has gone unrecognized or that its explanatory potential remains untested. Rather it is more the case that stress definitions traditionally direct attention towards external events and away from those processes within the individual through which such events are evaluated (Duckworth, 1986). At the empirical level, then, work-stress research continues to be influenced by definitions that focus on and somewhat artificially separate the different components of the stress process. At the conceptual level there is a growing acceptance that work stress should be viewed as relational in nature (Lazarus and Launier, 1978), involving some sort of transaction between the individual and the environment. Stress therefore arises from the appraisal that particular demands are about to tax individual resources for dealing with them, thus threatening well-being (Holroyd and Lazarus, 1982). Defining stress in this way draws attention to the process of appraisal and coping, links the individual and the environment  and providesa common pathway for research which so far has proved elusive in work-stress research.

Finally, having to define stress should not become some 'rite of passage' that all work-stress researchers should pass through. Rather it should be viewed not so much as a serious attempt to affirm a belief in the reality of stress but more as a mechanism for confronting the all-important question of why we believe in the current representation of stress (Newton, 1995: 10). The issue, as Newton points out, is to consider whether what is being defined is a reflection of stress discourse rather than the experience of stress itself (1995: 1 0). This of course is not just an issue of definition: it is also one of methodology. Our reliance on quantitative methodology has also limited theoretical developments, leaving some authors to conclude that any meaningful progress towards a better understanding of stress will come only when we change how we define stress and the methodologies we use to investigate it (Brief and  Atieh, 1987). These concerns have led to the belief that current research methods have assumed such an identity and power that they are now somewhat divorced from the phenomena they are purporting to investigate, leading to a need to question the structured reality imposed by such approaches.


There is a dualism in organizational research such that a distinction can be made between two quite different approaches to organizational analysis. The traditional and more generally accepted approach is to emphasize concrete reality through observable and measurable social facts, actions and outcomes (Pfeffer, 1990; Staw, 1990). The other approach draws attention to meaning.  What distinguishes this approach from the more traditional one is its emphasis on the social construction of reality; shared meanings and beliefs that interpret, legitimate and justify organizational actions. This is what Staw refers to as a distinction between rationality and justification or, as Morley and Luthans (1984) suggest, the difference between an outsider's and an insider's view of organizational behaviour. Why is all this important? Because it draws attention to two important issues. The first requires researchers to
contemplate what it is that is being measured when we measure stress. The second is to consider how we should go about it (Morley and Luthans,1984). Both require asking 'where are current methodologies taking us?' and 'what can alternative methodologies provide?' (Van Maanen, 1979). If we are to consider whose reality it is when we are defining and measuring stress then the challenge is, as Newton (1995) suggests, to think beyond current representations of stress and move towards a language of stress that is less individualistic and more concerned with the wider social and power relations of the workplace that reflect and shape individual stressful expenences.



Defining coping

As with stress, coping has been defined in a number of different ways. These include coping as a psychoanalytical process, as a personal trait or style, as a description of specific strategies, as a process and as a taxonomy of strategies (Dewe, Cox and Ferguson, 1993). From the debate surrounding the various  approaches, the theme that emerges, at least in a work setting, is that coping is part of the transaction between the person and the environment where that transaction is appraised as stressful (La tack and Havlovic, 1992). The use of a transactional framework as the context for defining coping is usually taken to  reinforce the importance of coping as a major factor in the appraisal process.  Within this context coping should he seen as: (a) relational in that it reflects the relationship between the individual and the environment (Folkman, 1982); (b) a dynamic process in contrast to the more traditional trait-oriented approaches (Cox, 1987; Edwards, 1988; Folkman et al., 1986) and (c) integrative in that it links the other components of the stress process (Cox and Ferguson, 1991; Schuler, 1984).

A broad integrative approach is usually called for when defining coping(Latack and Havlovic, 1992). This has, particularly in a work setting, a number of advantages. These include:



	(a) recognizing that the targets towards which coping is directed can be emotional (internal) as well as situational (external), including identifying those aspects that individuals find taxing (Latack and Havlovic, 1992);

	acknowledging that the meaning individuals give to events (primary appraisal) includes not just threat and harm/loss but challenge and benefit as well (Cox and Ferguson, 1991);

	focusing researchers towards not just asking 'How much stress is there?' to 'Why is stress a problem?' (Newton, 1989) or 'What is it about work that may stimulate stress and coping processes?' (Brief and George, 1991 );

	directing attention towards coping actions and behaviours, allowing coping strategies to be considered independently of their effectiveness,
reducing the temptation to declare one strategy more effective than another and providing a more robust set of measures through which effectiveness can be judged (Dewe and Guest, 1990; La tack and Havlovic, 1992).



Consistent with these ideas, coping can be defined as 'cognitive and behavioural efforts to master, reduce or tolerate those demands from transactions that tax or exceed a person's resources.' Because the focus in this chapter is on work stress, the transactions referred to are work or workrelated  encounters that tax individual resources and abilities. Because coping efforts are constantly changing it should not be assumed from this definition that coping is 'typically placed' between the encounter and some outcome (Dewe, Cox and Ferguson, 1993) in a simple linear fashion. This is not the intention here. Coping involves a complex process of thoughts and actions and in view of the transactional nature of any encounter this complexity should be recognized. It is these dynamics that the definitional process is trying to describe.

Three important ideas are reflected in transactional definitions of stress. Building on the work of others these have been identified (Dewe, Cox and Ferguson, 1993: 6) as: (a) stress is a dynamic cognitive state, (b) representing an imbalance and (c) requiring some restoration or resolution of that imbalance. Within this framework stress does not reside solely in the individual or in the environment but in the relationship between the two. The process that links the individual and the environment involves two important appraisals. The first (primary appraisal) gives meaning to any encounter. It is in essence where the individual makes a judgement that 'something is at stake' (Folkman, 1982). For the individual it is the process through which the importance of a particular encounter is evaluated and its relevance to wellbeing assessed (Cox, 1987). The second (secondary appraisal) refers to 'what can be done?' (Folkman, 1982). It is where the individual evaluates how much control they have over the situation and what resources are available to them

These two processes are highly interdependent and shape an encounter(Folkman, 1982). Identifying these two processes shifts the focus of work stress to exploring and investigating what people actually think and do in a  stressful situation (Holroyd and Lazarus, 1982) and away from arbitrarily separating the different components of that process. If the future direction of work-related stress research is, as a number of authors point out (Brief and Atieh, 1987; Payne, Jick and Burke, 1982; Schuler, 1985), towards a better understanding of the transaction between the individual and the environment then such processes should, at the empirical level, be explicitly recognized and investigated through systematic measurement (Dewe, 1991).



Coping with stress

The growth over the last two decades of research into coping, published in the general psychological literature, reflects the importance of coping as a moderating variable between a stressor and strain (Endler and Parker, 1990). In  this field a number of researchers have attempted to identify the basic dimensions of coping (Pear lin and Schooler, 1978; Billings and Moos, 1984; Folkman  and Lazarus, 1980; Endler and Parker, 1990). From these sorts of study  three issues emerge as confronting researchers. They have been identified(Dewe, Cox and Ferguson, 1993: 8) as:


	establishing the appropriate methods for measuring coping strategies;

	agreeing on how coping strategies should be classified and described; and

	considering the utility of these schemata across different subject groups.



While the most common technique involves self-report measures, 'widely divergent approaches' (Endler and Parker, 1990: 844) have been used to identify and classify the different coping strategies. To some (Carver, Scheier and Weintraub, 1989) the difference in approach can be summarized in terms  of theory-based development and classification versus empirically derived solutions where the strategies emerge from the statistical analysis. To others the debate extends to issues surrounding the generality that accompanies theoretically based measurement versus the specificity derived from empirical measurement (Amirkhan, 1990). Recurring psychometric difficulties (lack of theoretical support, poor replication of strategies and low reliabilities) have only added to the intensity of the debate. To some extent this has led to researchers looking for a middle ground that integrates the theoretical with the empirical approach (Amirkhan, 1990).

If there is one thing to emerge from this research then it is the use of terms like approach-avoidance (Roth and Cohen, 1986) and problem-focused/ emotion-focused (Folkman and Lazarus, 1980) to describe coping strategies. Whether or not there is consensus among researchers as to the utility of these descriptions is debatable. At times the two descriptors are viewed as mirroring  each other (Amirkhan, 1990). At other times avoidance, for example, is regarded as a third category to complement problem- and emotion-focused strategies (Endler and Parker, 1990). The issue is not that simple, despite the  fact that the popularity of the problem-/emotion-focused distinction rests somewhat on its relative unambiguousness (Fleishman, 1984). The identification of social support as a third category has, for example, cast doubt on the adequacy of a two-dimensional view of coping strategies (Amirkhan, 1990), as has the emergence of a mixed category made up of both problem- and emotion-focused strategies (Folkman and Lazarus, 1980).

Researchers suggest that the problem-/emotion-focused distinction is no longer well supported as it stands (Cox and Ferguson, 1991) and point to the popularity of three-dimensional solutions (Moos and Billings, 1982; Pearlin and Schooler, 1978). Indeed, Cox and Ferguson go so far as to suggest that there are now, perhaps, at least two additional dimensions worth considering, one concerned with reappraisal and the other with avoidance (1991: 22). None of these distinctions may be exhaustive of
coping options and may to a large extent simply reflect the difficulties mentioned above: that is the generality versus the specificity of the measures used, the stressful situations involved and the methodologies employed. Furthermore, to arrive at what Latack and Havlovic (1992: 401) describe as a level of 'comprehensiveness' when classifying coping strategies a distinction should also be made between the focus of coping (problememotion) and the method of coping (e.g.cognitive-behavioural).

However, it is clear that questions like 'how best should coping strategies be classified?' and 'what is the appropriate methodology?' will only be answered as improvements are made in how coping is conceptualized and, more importantly perhaps, through consistent attention to issues of measurement and methodology. In view of the importance of stress in the workplace and the fact that research into coping with stress at work is gaining momentum(Edwards, 1988) we are prompted to ask about how work-stress researchers  have tackled the measurement of coping strategies and whether there is any consistency among the different approaches. Though a number of measures have been specifically designed for the workplace (e.g. Burke, 1971; Dewe and Guest, 1990; Latack, 1986; Parasuraman and Cleek, 1984), choosing from among them is difficult (Edwards and Baglioni, 1993) because of a lack of psychometric detail or attendance to broader issues of construct validity(Latack, 1986). The rest of this chapter explores the measurement of coping in a work setting and examines how work-stress researchers have dealt with issues of methodology, classification and utility.



Coping with stress at work

Reviewers have been quick to point to the growth of research into workrelated stress in general and coping in particular. What is less clear is how much progress has been made. Coping reviews, perhaps as a result of the need to organize the research literature more cohesively (Edwards, 1988), perhaps in an attempt to identify common research pathways have: established evaluative frameworks for coping with work stress (Latack and Havlovic,1992); identified difficulties when conceptualizing and measuring coping either generally (Dewe, Cox and Ferguson, 1993) or in terms of specific approaches (Oakland and Ostell, 1996) and identified a range of measurement issues that need to be resolved (Newton, 1989; O'Driscoll and Cooper, 1994; Edwards and Cooper, 1988). The major reason that emerges from these reviews in terms of our lack of progress in understanding the role of coping in the stress process centres around the problem of measurement (O'Driscoll and Cooper, 1994).

Research into coping with work stress has been described as rather disappointing(Bar- Tal and Spitzer, 1994). Despite the literature reviews, the identification of measurement issues and the explanatory potential of the transactional approach, issues still remain about how coping strategies should be measured in a work context. More precisely the question 'what is it we are trying to achieve when coping is being measured?' has still not been fully answered. This review sets out to examine the progress that has been made in coping measurement. It does this by exploring the research findings within the context of the different steps necessary to develop a measure of coping. In this way it may be possible to identify a number of alternative measurement approaches, the context within which each should best be applied and a better understanding of the inconsistencies in findings that have emerged from this sort of research.

Reviewing coping research in a work setting is not without its difficulties. Because the literature is so diverse and voluminous (Burke and Weir, 1980) criteria have to be established for any review of progress. Here as elsewhere (Dewe, Cox and Ferguson, 1993) these criteria involved limiting examination in general to the academic literature, and identifying articles where necessary on a citational basis and selecting those that, in general, were measurementoriented and directed towards identifying strategies used by individuals to cope with work stress. In reality this meant carrying out a search using both of the search engines ABI/Inform and Psychological Literature. In both cases the key words work, stress and coping were used. It was possible from a pool
 of 391 articles to identify forty-five that fell within the criteria.

Only a small number, however, were primarily concerned with the development of coping measures. In the main, while measurement was not the main focus of many of the studies it was an issue, and was frequently dealt with in such depth as to warrant inclusion here. This review has been limited in general to white collar employees but acknowledges the work on coping using, for example, police (Hart, Wearing and Headey, 1995), nurses (Dewe, 1987) and bus drivers (Kuhlmann, 1990). Areas such as social support, selfmanagement (e.g., relaxation, meditation, exercise, etc.) organizational development and employee intervention programmes were also beyond the scope of this review. It focuses largely on measurement issues, and works through these by adopting the following strategy. The policy has been to focus on the measurement process, identifying those issues that have to be confronted when scale construction is the objective. In this way the review  begins by looking at the theoretical context that researchers use when considering coping. It moves from there to considering issues surrounding item derivation, scoring responses, classification (including replication) and the role of coping in the appraisal process. Each step in this process will be an attempt to provide some answers to the question raised earlier of 'what is it that we are trying to achieve when we are measuring coping?'



Theoretical context

When it comes to investigating coping within a work setting the issues explored can only be described as diverse. It is possible by examining the research objectives of those studies reviewed to identify a number of themes. By far the most common approach is one where the main aim of the research is to explore the relationship between coping and other individual, contextual or outcome variables. In many of these studies the underlying and often unstated objective would seem to be to explore the coping process. A number of approaches have been used. Some workers have examined the influence of personality, gender and race on the use of different coping strategies(Greenglass, 1988; Greenglass, Burke and Ondrack, 1990; Strutton and Lumpkin, 1992; Walsh and Jackson, 1995; Stroman and Seltzer, 1991). Others have looked at the strategies used when coping with specific stressful situations (Feldman and Brett, 1983; Leana and Feldman, 1990; Burke and Belcourt, 1974), chronic work stress (Nelson and Sutton, 1990) or task complexity (Puffer and Brakefield, 1989) or common work stressors like role conflict and role ambiguity (Havlovic and Keenan, 1991). Another approach has been to explore the relationship between the coping process and adaptational outcomes (Kuhlmann, 1990) or individual responses and assessment to work stress and burnout (Thornton, 1992).

Other themes to emerge which express the context within which coping takes place include:


	the effectiveness of different coping strategies (Bhagat, Allie and Ford, 1991; Howard, Reichnitzer and Cunningham, 1975);

	the nature of the relationship between specific styles of coping and different outcomes (Koeske, Kirk and Koeske, 1993; Leiter, 1990; Long, 1993; Parasuraman and Cleek, 1984) including the role of coping styles over the longer term (Newton and Keenan, 1990);

	a consideration of coping from the perspective of the individual's employing organization (George, Brief and Webster,1991);

	identifying innovative coping responses to organizational stress (Bunce and West, 1996);

	broadening the context in which coping has been studied (Newton and Keenan, 1985).


A number of authors have also been concerned with modelling the coping process. The aim here has been to



	empirically validate alternative theoretical models (Edwards, Baglioni and Cooper, 1990);

	explore a range of issues around the transactional model (Dewe, 1989);

	test directly the theoretical framework of Lazarus (Long, Kahn and Schutz, 1992);

	examine the system within which occupational stress, strain and coping interact (Osipow and Davis, 1988) and

	examine coping strategies as a personal variable to the model of burnout(Leiter, 1991 ).



Finally, the measurement of coping has been explored in a number of ways. These include considering the appropriate research design for examining stress and coping (Kinicki and Latack, 1990); developing an assessment of coping that could be used on a daily basis (Stone and Neale, 1984); evaluating coping behaviour scales related to job stress (Latack, 1986) or evaluating an approach to measuring coping with stress in work settings (Dewe and Guest, 1990); and considering the comparative merits of different coping measures(Edwards and Baglioni, 1993).

From the studies reviewed it is clear that how coping should be measured has received a less than complete treatment. This is not to say that coping measurement has not been an issue. In many of the studies though, the objective for the researchers has been to understand better the stress process and while coping measurement has, at times, received attention it has not always received the emphasis that would allow a coherent approach to measurement to emerge.

The theoretical context also varies from study to study. At least three different types of approach can be identified. The first is where the research is explicitly set within transactional theory (e.g. Feldman and Brett, 1983; Long, 1993; Latack, 1986). The second approach is where some sort of transactional process is inferred from the differing effects of coping strategies, the functions coping strategies perform or the conceptualization of coping effectiveness (e.g. Green glass, 1988; Green glass, Burke and Ondrack, 1990; Nelson and Sutton, 1990; Osipow and Davis, 1988). The third approach is where the theoretical context is expressed through the way in which coping is defined (e.g. Kinicki and La tack, 1990; Parasuraman and Cleek, 1984; Strutton and Lumpkin, 1992).

Researchers appear therefore to accept, albeit somewhat tacitly, that the context within which coping should best be explored is a transactional one where stress does not reside solely in the individual or in the environment but  in the transaction between the two. The transactional theory and its application to a work setting involves an understanding of individual processes, the context in which they operate, and the manner in which they link the individual to the environment (Lazarus, 1991). There is general agreement that  stress essentially occurs at the individual level and that there are important benefits from studying individual patterns of and reactions to stress. However there is some debate as to the usefulness of this approach, particularly since researchers also have an obligation to try to identify those working conditions which are likely to adversely affect most workers exposed to them (Brief and George, 1991: 16). The application of the transactional approach to a work setting is not without its problems, not the least of which is whether it supports our role and obligation as researchers.

What is not disputed though is that whatever approach we adopt we need conceptual guidance and theory that best captures that context within which such phenomena occur (Brief and George, 1991). The different approaches are not incompatible. The field of work stress can only benefit from the careful and thoughtful application of the transactional approach (Harris, 1991). Identifying those 'common pathways' that link the individual to the environment may in fact provide the mechanism through which individual processes and general adverse conditions are drawn together, allowing solutions to be implemented and programmes devised that better serve those whose work experiences we study.

In terms of defining coping, most studies let the research 'speak for itself'.In these studies coping has been implicitly defined either through the type of question asked or the methodology used to classify strategies. In this way coping was 'how individuals handled the event they described,' or 'the sorts of things they did to cope with the stress and strain of their job.' At times researchers, while not actually defining coping, did describe the functions coping activities serve in such detail that a surrogate definition could be said to emerge (Leiter, 1991; Oakland and Ostell, 1996). At other times the definition could be inferred on the basis of how effective coping strategies  were in relation to outcome measures (Greenglass, Burke and Ondrack, 1990). When definitions of coping were given, a number of approaches could be identified. The first was to simply define coping using definitions from other authors. The most frequently cited definitions were those of Lazarus and Folkman (1984); Lazarus and Launier (1978); Aldwin and Revenson (1987); and Folkman et al. (1986).

The second approach was either to define coping relatively simply as 'coping with job stress' (Greenglass, 1988), or to define it in terms of 'an individual's efforts to manage the psychological demands .. .' (Kuhlman, 1990) or be more precise about the nature or the individual effort: 'cognitive or behavioural efforts .. .' (Strutton and Lumpkin, 1992); 'active or passive attempts .. .' (Dewe, 1987) or define it specifically in terms of the problememotion focused functions that coping performs (Greenglass and Burke, 1991). What emerges from these definitions is a number of themes that reflect the transactional notion of stress. These include cognitive or behavioural efforts (mode), problem- or emotion-directed coping (focus), and settings where perceived situational demands threaten well-being or tax or exceed a person's physical or psychological resources.




Selection of Scale Items

Coping has been measured in a number of different ways and there are no simple answers as to which approach is best (Cohen, 1987). However there is a recognition that such measurement requires the use of methodologies that capture and describe what individuals actually think and do (Holroyd and Lazarus, 1978; Folkman, 1982). Just asking people about how they cope is not without its problems either (Cohen, 1987; Edwards, 1988). In an earlier review (Dewe et al., 1993) studies were divided into those that were empirically based and those that were theory driven. This distinction, while important, does tend to mask the range of approaches that have been adopted. Bearing in mind that for many of the studies measurement was not the primary objective a number of approaches to selecting scale items can be identified.

Some researchers, for example, provide only minimal information on the origin of the items and on the literature reviewed (Kiev and Kohn, 1979; Leana and Feldman, 1990). Others simply use existing coping measures. In these cases workers have adopted one of the following approaches:


	used all the items in the scale (Decker and Bergen, 1993; Greenglass,  1988, 1993; Koeske, Kirk and Koeske, 1993; Long, 1993; Osipow and  Davis, 1988; Strutton and Lumpkin, 1992; Thornton, 1992);

	selected particular scale components that best reflect the research focus or goal (Greenglass, Burke and Ondrack, 1990; Kuhlman, 1990; Leiter, 1991 );

	made some refinements or adapted existing scales (Bhagat, Allie and Ford, 1991; Havlovic and Keenan, 1991 );

	drawn the items from existing measures and substantially revised and supplemented them in accordance with a particular theoretical perspective (Edwards and Baglioni, 1993);

	drawn on existing scales but developed a new scale as 'coping must be assessed relative to a specific stressful transaction' (Kinicki and Latack, 1990).


In cases where the selection of items was based on a review of the literature it was possible to identify a number of different approaches. These included:


	drawing items from the literature on stress and coping as well as from the popular literature (Puffer and Brakefield, 1989);

	being influenced by earlier articles on coping but selecting items a priori to generate a number of broad categories of coping that reflect the coping literature and the work of others but with a specific stressful situation in mind (Feldman and Brett, 1983);

	evaluating items from extant coping inventories and from the empirical literature on strategies of coping (Stone and Neale, 1984);

	reviewing previous research and measures of coping and supplementing this with structured interviews (George, Brief and Webster, 1991) and in addition with information from discussions with colleagues interested in the area (Latack, 1986).




A number of researchers have used open-ended questions to derive scale items. Here again a variety of approaches can be identified based around the focus of the question used. Some have focused their approach around simply asking respondents to generate a list of possible behaviours by employees faced with stressful working conditions (Parasuraman and Cleek, 1984). Others focus on the job by asking respondents, for example, 'what do you do to cope with the stress and strain of your particular job?' (Shinn et al., 1984; Stroman and Seltzer, 1991) or 'how they cope when their job occasionally demands a great deal of them' (Burke and Belcourt, 1974), while others ask individuals to describe a particular incident and then report how they coped with it. In these cases researchers asked 'how did you handle the incident you described above?' (Newton and Keenan, 1985) or 'can you think of a time at work when you felt under stress? Can you tell me what happened and how you managed to cope with it?' (Dewe and Guest, 1990) or in terms of the problem described, 'what did you do to feel better or handle the problem?'(Schwartz and Stone, 1993).

Others (e.g. Burke and Belcourt, 1974; Dewe and Guest, 1990), often in addition to other job-related coping questions, have asked individuals to focus on the emotional discomfort involved and for example, answer 'if, like most people, you occasionally get fed up with your job and feel tense and frustrated how do you cope?' (Dewe and Guest, 1990). Others, depending on their research objectives, have varied the focus of the questions used and asked individuals to describe strategies they found 'useful' or 'effectiveineffective' (Burke, 1971). Finally, based on the Lazarus and Folkman (1984) recommendation that coping is best tested indirectly by focusing on the stress that evolves, researchers (Erera-Weatherley, 1996) have assessed coping from responses to questions about stressors experienced by respondents.

In trying to identify what people actually think and do when faced with a stressful situation, researchers have used a range of approaches and methodologies. The results illustrate the tremendous diversity and complexity of coping behaviours. Despite the fact that for many of the studies the emphasis has not been on measurement as such it is still possible to identify a number of methodological issues that need addressing. If the goal is to establish 'what it is that people actually think and do' are items then best derived directly or indirectly? If directly, then should the question assess coping relative to a particular stressful transaction (Kinicki and Latack, 1990) or be more general in focus? If more general, then should some distinction be made between coping with the job and coping with the emotional discomfort? What impact does this have on the strategies that are derived (Newton and Keenan, 1985)
and are we, by selecting a particular approach, restricting the utility of those strategies or somehow commenting on their efficacy? If, on the other hand, there is also theoretical support for strategies to be derived indirectly but in relation to a particular stressful incident, then is it this approach that provides a more independent confirmation of what people actually think and do free from the problems of efficacy and connotations of success. From the literature reviewed, there does seem to be an interesting theoretical split between directly or indirectly asking about coping and whether the questions used should be stressor specific or more general in focus.

Asking people about how they cope is but one approach. The literature also supports the selection of strategies on an a priori basis using the body of knowledge that has grown around the subject. These studies often begin with a set of hypothetical categories and test this taxonomy in terms of its apparent applicability to particular stressful encounters.

These studies offer a methodical and detailed analysis of the available literature and then a well-argued rationale for item selection. This approach does raise the issue of meaning when attempting to establish or classify coping items and the question of whether meaning should be imposed or allowed to emerge from the methodology and the subsequent analysis. Dealing with this issue has led some researchers (Schwartz and Stone, 1993) to develop techniques that allow individuals themselves to identify the focus of their thoughts and actions as opposed to having it imposed or specified by the researcher. Another issue here is that if items are selected on the basis that they best reflect different categories of coping strategies then does this method simply  restrict the utility of the items derived in this way. If the need is to understand coping strategies, not in isolation but within some contextual encounter as coping definitions suggest (see Erera- Weatherley, 1996: 158), then should the theory that guides item selection be more directed to the context within which coping takes place and not so much in terms of theory that reflects the focus or mode of a coping strategy.

 
 
Scale instructions and scoring

A number of approaches can also be identified when item scaling is the focus. Again it is important to remember that many researchers did not have the goal of scale development per se but were attempting to better understand the nature of coping and its role in the coping process. Within this context  researchers, depending on their research goals, adopted a variety of strategies. Scale instructions differed in terms of both their specificity and their focus. Items were measured across a range of metrics. These include, for example,  how likely, how frequently, how true and the extent to which they used
 different coping strategies. At other times respondents were asked to check the strategies they used. Not surprisingly, scale intervals varied as well. Scales  ranged from three to seven points with differences in scoring keys, first as to whether 0 or 1 was the preferred number with which to begin a scale and second in the descriptions used to identify scale intervals, even when scales were purporting to measure the same thing.

 
To elaborate: a number of studies simply report that they used existing scales (Strutton and Lumpkin, 1992) or modified versions of existing scales(McDonald and Korabik, 1991) or some but not all of the components of existing scales (Greenglass and Burke, 1991). By far the most common approach was to get respondents to comment on the frequency with which they used different coping strategies. Instructions varied. At times they were expressed in terms of:


	the frequency with which respondents took such actions (Nelson and Sutton, 1990);

	how frequently they had used the strategy (Dewe, 1989; Dewe and Guest, 1990; Koeske et al., 1993);

	the frequency of choosing the listed coping strategies when confronted with stress at work (Kuhlmann, 1990);

	the frequency with which they engaged in different types of coping behaviour (Leana and Feldman, 1990);

	how often they did the following when they felt tense because of their job (Havlovic and Keenan, 1991).



At times 'use' was the key word, and respondents were asked to indicate the degree to which they utilized each coping strategy (Bhagat et al., 1991) or the degree to which it was used to deal with the stressor (Long, 1993). At other times while use was not part of the instructions it was clear from the way that the scale was scored (Edwards and Baglioni, 1993) that this was what was intended. In another set of variations, respondents were asked to indicate the'extent' to which they engaged in coping activities (Leiter, 1990) or the extent to which they had used a particular coping action (Thornton, 1992). Here as well, scoring keys (e.g. 'hardly ever do this/almost always do this') also reflected use (Kinicki and Latack, 1990; Latack, 1986) when the scale instructions
were not always reported. Getting respondents to check as many coping strategies as applicable or indicate which coping strategies they used from a list of possible strategies was another way of establishing the use of coping strategies (Kiev and Kohn, 1979; Puffer and Brakefield, 1989) as were the instructions when respondents were asked to check an item if they had used it  within the last two months to deal with stressful situations (Parasuraman and Cleek, 1984).

Respondents were also asked to comment on 'how true' it was of them when it came to coping with stress (Decker and Borgen, 1993). 'Likely' was another key word and respondents were asked to indicate how likely they were to do each of certain things when they experienced stress at work (Greenglass, 1988; Greenglass et al., 1990). Instructions also varied in terms of how general or specific they were. Some, for example, asked respondents to focus on or  identify a particular event (e.g. Edwards and Baglioni, 1993; Kinicki and Latack, 1990; Leana and Feldman, 1990; McDonald and Korabik, 1991; Thornton, 1992). These instructions sometimes specified the time period within which the event had to occur (Koeske et a!., 1993; Long, 1993; Wolfgang, 1991). The more general approach instructed respondents, for example, to focus on 'when they experienced stress at work' (Greenglass, 1988; Greenglass et al., 1990) or 'were confronted with stress at work'(Kuhlmann, 1990) or have 'difficulties with their job responsibilities' (Leiter, 1990; 1991) or 'felt tense because of their job' (Havlovic and Keenan, 1991). At times both general and specific instructions have been used (Latack, 1986).

Finally as mentioned earlier a range of scoring keys was used. Again the variation can be partly explained in terms of differing research objectives. However it is interesting to note that even when measuring the same thing a range of different scoring keys can be used. For example, when frequency was the key then the lower end of the scale could begin with 1 or 0 and describe'never', 'not at all' or 'hardly ever do this'. Similarly the top end of the scale ranged from 3 to 7 and described 'almost totally' or 'almost always do this' or 'quite often' or 'always'. Likert scales were not the only approach. At times respondents were asked to consider a list of coping strategies and check those that they had used (Kiev and Kohn, 1979; Puffer and Brakefield, 1989; Stroman and Seltzer, 1991). At other times the use of a coping strategy was determined through the content analysis of open-ended questions (Erera- Weatherly, 1996; O'Driscoll and Cooper, 1994; Shinn et al., 1984) or by respondents indicating whether or not they employed a particular category of coping and if so described what they did (Schwartz and Stone, 1993).

Attempting to explore coping and its role in the stress process has led researchers to use a number of different strategies when devising scale instructions and scoring. Despite this level of diversity most studies have however been concerned with how often a strategy was used and the relationship between the use of a strategy and individual outcomes. The strength of this type of approach lies in the fact that it is process-oriented, allowing individuals to express what they actually thought and did. It is also nonevaluative, making no prior judgements about the effectiveness of a particular strategy and thereby meeting measurement criteria first established by Folkman and Lazarus (1980). In respect of the latter criteria, Latack and Havlovic also make it quite clear that coping measures should specifically address coping, not coping effectiveness (1992: 494), allowing effectiveness to be independently assessed through a range of outcome variables.

Yet it appears that our preoccupation with measuring the frequency with which a coping strategy is used is something of a vexed issue in work-stress research. Oakland and Ostell for example, suggest that a qualitative approach to analysing coping data reveals that coping efficacy not frequency is the important factor regarding outcomes and suggest that research should focus on refining current measurement strategies to integrate ways of assessing coping effectiveness (1996: 151). Indeed these authors go further and raise a number of issues that question whether current quantitative measures of coping can in fact actually capture the complexity of the coping process. The issues they raise are as much a comment on the gains that may be derived when both qualitative and quantitative methodologies are used as they are about current measures being 'limited both in their descriptive and in their explanatory power' (1996: 151). A number of potential limitations can be identified. The first concerns the specificity of scale instructions and the question of whether the more general the instructions the more likely it is that coping styles (stable coping actions) are being measured. The need to distinguish between coping style and coping behaviour has long been identified as an issue in coping research (Dewe et al., 1993) and reflected in the type of instructions that accompany coping measures (Newton, 1989).

A second and somewhat related issue is that more general instructions may not prompt respondents to make such an obvious distinction between acute and ongoing coping (Dewe et al., 1993; Newton, 1989). The consequences of inadequately identifying the stimuli that necessitate or arouse coping and the need to examine coping within the context of a particular encounter (Erera-Weatherly, 1996) are measurement issues that require attention being given at the very least to the type of instructions provided and their impact on the coping strategies derived. Having to make decisions between context-specific and more general measures is not uncommon for work-stress researchers. What now needs as much deliberation when deciding  on the nature of the instructions is the limitation on explanatory  potential. Clearly this is a difficult issue. One way around it is to adopt what Latack and Havlovic (1992) describe as a 'middle range' position. That is, to identify categories of work stressor that are common enough to  warrant a specific measurement focus while still allowing for the development of more generalizable measures.

Finally, there is the issue of scaling.
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