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The structure and stability of coping with low-control stressors

VESNA BUSKO and ALIJA KULENOVIC

The study examines the latent structure of coping responses within typically low-control situational context.
Self-report measures of the sources of stress and 11 situation-specific coping strategies were taken in a sample of
recruits attending military basic training. Data gathering procedures were done at the very beginning (N=445), and
by the end (N=421) of the basic training. Support was found via confirmatory factor analyses for a three-factor
model of coping that included the dimensions of problem solving strategies, emotion-focused strategies, and the
strategies aimed at acceptance of situation. Correlations between the scores on the corresponding latent coping
dimensions point to a moderately high stability of coping over the five-week period, ranging from .67 for the
acceptance of situation to .75 for the problem solving factor.

The concept of coping comprises numerous ways of
dealing with diverse person-environment transactions.
This fairly diffuse phenomenon has been defined in terms
of strategies, tactics, responses, cognitions, or behavior. A
prodigious amount of research has been done since the late
1970s focusing on conceptualization of coping, its poten-
tial role in determining how stress affects people and how it
can shape adaptational outcomes. Coping has arguably be-
come the most widely studied topic in various subareas
within psychology and in allied disciplines. In general,
coping scholars agree that research on the nature and func-
tion of coping processes is critical in advancing our under-
standing of the effects of stress on both psychological and
physical well-being (e.g. Compas, Connor-Smith, Saltz-
man, Thomsen, & Wadsworth, 2001; Carver, & Scheier,
1994; David, & Suls, 1999; Endler, Speer, Johnson, &
Flett, 2000; Lazarus, 2000; Moos, 1995; Parkes, 1994;
Somerfield, & McCrae, 2000; Thoits, 1995).

Nevertheless, there is still little consensus on how to
conceptualize or measure the ways of coping as the central
constructs in the field (see e.g., Ayers, Sandler, West, &
Roosa, 1996; Busko, 2000; Compas et al., 2001; Schwar-
zer, & Schwarzer, 1996; Skinner, Edge, Altman, & Sher-
wood, 2003; Stanton, Danoff-Burg, Cameron, & Ellis,
1994; Terry, & Hynes, 1998). The measurement of coping
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is being complicated by several important conceptual prob-
lems, including potential confounding between (cognitive)
coping and cognitive appraisals (e.g. Troop, 1998); con-
founding between coping and coping resources (e.g. dispo-
sitional optimism or social support; Coyne, & Racioppo,
2000; Schwarzer, & Schwarzer, 1996); the issues of stabil-
ity and generality or the consistency of responses across
different situations (Carver & Scheier, 1994); and particu-
larly, the problem of dimensionality of coping responses
(e.g. Compas et al., 2001; Stanton et al., 1994).

The lack of clarity about basic dimensions or categories
used to classify how people cope makes it rather difficult to
compare and aggregate findings across/within different
stressors or domains, across age, sex, or otherwise defined
groups. Skinner et al. (2003) emphasize that the structure
of coping spans the conceptual space between instances of
coping and adaptive processes; thus the critical task for the
field would be “...to construct a complete and coherent set
of categories at an intermediate level that organizes innu-
merable situation-specific highly personal responses with
respect to their functions in mediating the effects of stress”
(pp. 217). Many attempts have been made to reduce the to-
tal of possible responses to a more parsimonious set of cop-
ing dimensions. Obviously, the number of dimensions es-
tablished theoretically or found empirically greatly de-
pends on the level within hierarchy of coping concepts, but
it shows to rely upon the stressor type or the population un-
der study, as well (e.g. Ayers et al., 1996; Busko, & Kule-
novi¢, 1995; Coyne, & Racioppo, 2000; Falkum, OIff, &
Aasland, 1997; Fields, & Prinz, 1997; Merluzzi, & San-
chez, 1997; Parker, & Endler, 1992; Stanton et al., 1994;
Tamres, Janicki, & Helgeson, 2002; Terry, & Hynes,
1998).
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The well-known and commonly used distinction put
forward by Lazarus and Folkman (1984, 1987, 1991) is that
of problem-focused versus emotion-focused dimension, re-
flecting the function of coping either to act on the source of
stress or to regulate emotional responses to the problem.
Although Lazarus functional distinction has been generally
acknowledged, in the first place for its heuristic merit in the
study of coping (Compas et al., 2001; Parker & Endler,
1992), it proved to be too simplistic if used as a structure
for classifying ways of coping. Consistent with Lazarus
own position, Skinner et al. (2003) argue against taking
these dimensions (or any other coping function) as higher
order coping categories, maintaining that as categories
they are not conceptually clear, mutually exclusive, or ex-
haustive.

Another set of distinctions pertains to coping methods
outlined by certain topological features. The most often
used distinction of this kind is approach versus avoidance
(e.g- Moos, 1995; Suls, & Fletcher, 1985; Sweet, Savoie, &
Lemyre, 1999), which contrasts the ways of coping that
bring a person closer to the source of stress with those cop-
ing modes that allow the person to withdraw. Related
meaning is implicated by dichotomies like engagement
versus disengagement, monitoring versus blunting, vigi-
lance versus cognitive avoidance, active versus passive
coping (Fields, & Prinz, 1997; Schwarzer, & Schwarzer,
1996; Tobin, Holroyd, Reynolds, & Wigal, 1989). The ar-
guments previously mentioned for the functional distinc-
tions hold for the most part in case of the latter formula-
tions as well. One problem is that there is no agreement
about the definitions of these coping categories; as a conse-
quence, some specific strategies, such as accommodation,
support seeking, venting or aggression, often appear to be
dismissed or misclassified; furthermore, strategies falling
within approach (like instrumental action, catharsis) and
avoidance (such as escape, distraction) categories are ap-
parently heterogeneous with regard to functions they serve.

According to Skinner et al. (2003), the most useful set
of higher order coping distinctions are those that contribute
to the identification of action types. Such a distinction is
contained within the constructs and models of control
which make a difference between primary control - efforts
aimed at influencing objective conditions, secondary con-
trol - efforts to adjust oneself to fit objective situation, and
relinquished control - defined as the absence of any coping
attempts (Heckhausen, & Schulz, 1995; Skinner, 1996;
Thurber, & Weisz, 1997). Conceptually similar distinc-
tions have been articulated, for instance, in terms of assimi-
lation and accommodation processes, or within categories
of volitional coping responses as opposed to involuntary
responses (Compas et al., 2001; Connor-Smith, Compas,
Wadsworth, Thomsen, & Saltzman, 2000; Skinner et al,
2003). It can be shown that the action-type coping catego-
ries overlap reasonably well with the major types of coping
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formerly offered by Pearlin and Schooler (1978) who dis-
tinguished between responses that modify the situation, re-
sponses that control the meaning of the problem, and re-
sponses that function for the management of the stress.

A number of studies supports the notion of conceptual
and functional differentiation between problem manage-
ment or problem solving strategies, and those strategies
aimed at managing one’s appraisal of the stressfulness of
the situation (e.g. Carver, & Scheier, 1994; Compas et al.,
2001; Masel, Terry, & Gribble, 1996). This kind of distinc-
tion proves to be particularly important when trying to ex-
plain coping and adjustment processes in situations which
are generally perceived as not amenable to control or
change (e.g. Bowman, & Stern, 1995; Busko, & Kuleno-
vi€, 2001a, 2001c; Merluzzi, & Sanchez, 1997; Terry, &
Hynes, 1998). Several authors propose a differentiation
among emotion-focused strategies, as well (Stanton at al.,
1994; Stanton et al., 2000). Thus, an empirical support was
found for the idea on differential adaptive value of emo-
tional approach and avoidant-type strategies, which was
again more evident when dealing with low-control stres-
sors (Masel, et al., 1996; Stanton at al., 1994; Terry, & Hy-
nes, 1998).

This paper was meant as a contribution to the study on
the structure of coping responses within specific low-
control circumstances. The principal aim of the study was
to test the models on the latent structure of coping assessed
on two occasions within objectively the same environ-
mental context. In addition, we sought to inspect the stabil-
ity of coping, that is, the relationships between correspond-
ing latent dimensions assessed with the several weeks time
lag.

Situational framework of the research was defined by
the sources of stress related to obligatory military service.
There are several features that make military environment
particularly suitable for the study of stress and coping: first,
adaptive demands upon recruits are rather high, especially
during basic military training period; second, potential
sources of stress are highly similar for all trainees; and
third, stressful situations in military context are character-
ized by typically low level of control over the events and
their outcomes.

METHOD

Sample and procedure

The study was conducted on a sample of males attend-
ing military basic training at the Centre of ‘Muzil’ in Pula,
Croatia. 449 recruits participated in the first part of the
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study which was completed at the very beginning of their
military service, i.e. within 7-12 days of their stay in the
Centre. Average age of participants was 21 years
(8D=2.59), and the dominant education level was complete
secondary school (78%). The only criterion for the selec-
tion of participants was the basic literacy. Out of the total
sample, 421 recruits (93.8%) took part in the follow-up 5
weeks later, i.e. in the last but one week of their military ba-
sic training. Selected set of instruments was administered
in groups of 60-80 subjects. Data gathering procedure was
identical in the two measurement points and lasted ap-
proximately 90 minutes per group including a short pause.

Instruments

Sources of stress. To examine the content of stressful
events we administered a list of potential stressors classi-
fied into following 6 categories: housing, relationships
with other recruits, military regime, relationships with su-
perordinates, disconnection of civilian life, and unclear
situations during military service. Subjects were to choose
one of the six thoroughly described categories of problems
appraised as most stressful during military service, or
within the last week, respectively.

Coping. To assess coping with stressors during military
service we tried to cover a broad range of theoretically
founded and empirically well documented strategies (e.g.
Carver & Scheier, 1994; Masel et. al.; 1995; Parker &
Endler, 1992; Schwarzer, & Schwarzer, 1996). We admin-
istered an inventory containing 11 situation-specific 4-item
coping scales measuring (Cronbach-alpha coefficients are
given in parentheses for the 1% and 2™ time point, respec-
tively)': Negotiation (o;=42; a,;=.57) - including active
strategies directed to other persons related to the problem;
asking for advice, but also confronting; Planning (o;=.60;
o,=.58) - mainly cognitive efforts aimed at finding solution
of the problem; Active accommodation (a;=.60; ct;=.59) -
taking concrete, practical actions aimed at better handling
the situation; Avoidance (c,;=.44; 0;=.50) - describing cog-
nitive or behavioral attempts to avoid or escape from the
situation;

Passivization (a,=.41; a;=.49) - giving up from the at-
tempt to directly resolve the problem, accepting the situa-
tion; Fatalism and religion (0,=.57; y=.72) - turning to re-
ligion, confidence to the Act of God, or fortune; Reinter-
pretation (0,=.62; 0;=69) - containing efforts directed to
create predominantly positive meaning to stressful event;
Expression of emotions (0;=57; 0;=.68) - open expression

! The procedures of construction and validation of the coping inven-
tory is described in Buiko (2000). Detailed data can be obtained upon re-
quest from the first author.

of emotions, venting of feelings; Wishful thinking (a;=.65;
a;=.67) - describing day-dreaming, desires about the
change or disappearance of the source of stress; Humor
(0;=.78; «;=.85) - introducing humor, recognizing amus-
ing sides of the situation; Seeking social support (o,=.48;
a,=.54) - turning to other people and close persons, asking
for emotional support. Subjects were to appraise how often
they used each of presented strategy in previously selected
stressful situations (1 = not at all, 4 = often). Scores on each
coping scale are computed by summing the answers on cor-
responding items and vary in theoretical range of 4-16.

RESULTS

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics and zero-order
correlation matrix for the scores on 11 coping subscales ob-
tained in the two measurement points. The descriptive data
on the major sources of stress, cognitive appraisals and the
ways of coping with stressors selected by trainees have
been reported elsewhere (Buiko, & Kulenovié, 2001a),
and will not be commented in more detail here. Of rele-
vance for the present study, however, are the analyses of
differences or resemblances in self-rated appraisals and
coping among the 6 subsamples created according to previ-
ously selected categories of stressful situations (Busko,
2000). The decisions on the subsequent statistical proce-
dures in search for the structure of coping responses de-
pended on the outcomes of these analyses.

Discriminant analyses were performed on both sets of
data (i.e. gathered in the two measurement points), and re-
vealed statistically significant albeit not really marked in-
tergroup variability (Wilks 'A=.65, \=.27, r.=.46, p<.001,
for the first time point; and Wilks’A=.58, \,=.35, r.,;=.51,
p<.001; Ay=.79, \=.11, r.,=.32, p<.02, for the second
time point)®. Hence, the examined stressful situations ap-
peared to be more or less homogenous with respect to the
ways novices perceive them and cope with. The positions
of group centroids, however, suggested that derived dis-
criminant functions in both measurements were able to
separate to some extent the group disconnection of civilian
life from other 5 categories of stressors largely related to
different aspects of life within institution.

We decided therefore to use a stringent Box’s M test to
further verify the equality of covariance matrices across the
two groups defined by the selected sources of stress: one
group included participants who picked the category dis-
connection of civilian life, and the other one included those

2 Detailed data and results from these analyses can be obtained from
the first author. The analyses were done using SPSSPC+ program pack-
age V.10.
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Table |

Means (M;,; ), standard deviations (SD;; ) and intercorrelations of 11 coping scales administered in the first (bellow the main diagonal,
N=449) and the second (above the main diagonal, N=421) measurement point

Measure M, S8SD; My SDy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1. Negotiation 720 210 7.09 224 (53) S50 19 26 10 35 .19 36 31 23 51
2. Planning 895 265 909 247 47 (58 49 28 16 .19 24 20 30 22 43
3. Active accommodation 1225 250 1189 240 35 45 (53) 20 38 04 51 -02 02 40 37
4. Avoidance 804 246 892 223 21 23 01 (43) 27 19 14 45 39 27 A
5. Passivization 1190 259 1152 262 .15 19 40 08 (49 .16 39 14 25 27 23
6. Fatalism and religion 756 288 774 313 22 18 05 21 10 (70 .16 28 42 -07 .28
7. Reinterpretation 1095 278 1056 282 14 24 44 -03 20 .10 (54 .02 -01 41 24
8. Expression of emotions 596 204 632 232 17 27 -03 33 45 19 -08 (58 47 16 .32
9. Wishful thinking 908 292 89 28 .13 27 01 34 13 32 -06 42 (60) .06 .40
10. Humor 1077 321 1052 341 18 14 27 22 24 -05 25 .14 08 (68 26
11. Seeking social support 1061 226 1051 239 41 34 27 31 19 24 12 25 34 26 (65

Note. Coefficients » >.11 are significant at p<.01. Main diagonal contains test-retest correlation coefficients of 11 coping scales. Results on each scale

vary in theoretical range of 4-16.

who chose some of the remaining categories of stressors
within institution. Test of the homogeneity of covariance
matrices yielded insignificant values in both cases (Box’s
M=84,47, F=1,24, p=.09; and Box’s M= 73,39, F =1,08,
p=31, for the first, and second time point, respectively).
Thus there was no reason to suspect that these two subsam-
ples were different in terms of the underlying structure of
their coping responses.

The aforementioned analyses provided for a joint treat-
ment of the subgroups defined by the major sources of
stress, and hence, all the following procedures aimed at
testing the latent coping structure were done on the total
sample. Confirmatory factor analyses using LISREL 8.3
(Joreskog, & Sorbom, 1996) were carried out to test the hy-
pothesis on the underlying structure of the coping meas-
ures. The analyses were based on the covariance matrices
of the scale-level coping data from the first and second
time point, respectively, with the Maximum Likelihood as
an estimation method. Along with theoretical considera-
tions, several statistical criteria were used to evaluate the
adequacy of the specified measurement models: (a) the x*
goodness-of-fit statistic; (b) x*/df ratio; (c) Browne and
Cudeck’s (1993) root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA); and (d) the adjusted goodness-of-fit index
(AGFI), as an indicator of global model fit (Joreskog, &
Sérbom, 1996).

Prior to model specifications principal component
analyses were done on 11 coping scale data gathered at
each measurement point. These exploratory analyses were
intended to foster setting up the initial model of latent cop-
ing structure (see e.g. Long, 1987). In each of the analyses,
three principal components with eigenvalues greater-
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than-one were extracted and accounted for 54,7% and
59,6% of total scale-scores variance in the first and second
time point, respectively. The structure of obtained compo-
nents, rotated to Varimax position, was fairly similar for
the two sets of data, with several variables saturated by
more than one factor. Based on these and the analyses of
conceptual meaning of derived dimensions, we defined ini-
tial model of coping with three hypothesized latent factors,
measured by at least three indicators each.

Thus, factor (1) problem solving was defined by Plan-
ning, Negotiation, and Seeking social support; (2)
emotion-focused coping was represented by Wishful think-
ing, Expression of emotions, and Avoidance, and (3) ac-
ceptance of situation by variables Active accommodation,
Reinterpretation, Passivization, and Humor. The exception
was Fatalism and religion scale which did not show clear
and theoretically meaningful relations with the derived di-
mensions, and hence was exempted from further analyses
on both data sets. The test of this initial model performed
on the first data set resulted in an improper solution, pro-
ducing the correlation between problem solving and accep-
tance latent constructs of r 1.0, with all the indices showing
a poor fit of the model (x*(32, N=445)=268.64, p<.0001,
RMSEA=.129, AGFI=.81). Similarly, the initial model
tested on the second data set did not yield an adequate fit, as
well (x*(32, N=421) =195.02, p<.0001, RMSEA=.110
AGFI= .85).

To come up with an acceptable solution, certain
changes to the initial model were needed. Modification in-
dices (Joreskog, & Sorbom, 1996) suggested introducing
additional parameters, allowing thus for cross-loadings of
some indicator variables. On the one hand, specific pa-
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rameters added would obviously improve model fit signifi-
cantly, and their inclusion also seemed justified theoreti-
cally (e.g. allowing Seeking social support, Humor and/or
Passivization to load not only on their respective latent fac-
tors but also on emotion-focused coping). On the other
hand, such a modification would overlook some of the im-
portant requirements applied to any system attempting to
classify ways of coping, that is, the need for coping catego-
ries or latent factors to be mutually exclusive and function-
ally distinct, as well as to keep their definitions conceptu-
ally clear (see Skinner et al., 2003). Moreover, the changes
suggested by the modification indices were different for
the models tested on first and second data set. This fact
seems less defendable on theoretical grounds having in
mind that the situational context was basically the same in
the two measurements. Modifications of this kind appeared
therefore to capitalize on chance rather than to imply sub-
stantial differences in the latent structure of coping in the
two time points.

More detailed scrutiny of the data, correlation matrices,
parameter values obtained, and the outcomes of explora-
tory analyses suggested that the probable source of com-
plexity could be related to one indicator, the subscale of
Humor. Although reliable by itself (see Method section),
this scale proved to load poorly on its respective factor, and
in fact had the lowest intercorrelations with other coping
subscales, which is particularly true for the first measure-
ment data (see Table 1). We decided therefore to exclude

/’ o]
Emotion 58
focused coping 1 \
i il

Problem solving 1 - ® 5 Planning 1
N‘

[ o

/ w
Acteptance of
situation | \

the Humor scale from further analyses, and to test the
model with 9 indicators loading on one of the three above-
mentioned latent factors each. Since the manifest coping
variables have been derived from the same instruments pa-
rameters for the estimates of correlated residuals for sev-
eral pairs of indicators were also retained.

Confirmatory factor analysis performed on the first
data set suggested that the revised model provided quite a
good fit to the data (x*(21, N=445) = 40.81, p<.006,
x*/df=1.94, RMSEA=.047, AGFI=.95). Also, parameter
estimates of the model show that factor loadings for all the
indicators are significant at p<.001 (Figure 1). Likewise,
the revised model tested on the second data set yielded a
satisfactory fit (x(18, N=421) =43.19, p<.001, x*/df=2.39,
RMSEA=.058, AGFI=.94), with all the loadings being
highly significant, as well (Figure 2).

Although the parameter estimates of corresponding in-
dicators based on the data from the two time points were
not equivalent in an absolute sense, the structure of the
models and the relationships among the latent coping fac-
tors were highly similar in the two sets of data. Having the
equality of factor structures empirically demonstrated is a
prerequisite for any meaningful comparisons or testing the
relations between the corresponding latent constructs to be
made. The second aim of this study was to estimate the sta-
bility of coping over the five-week period of military basic
training. We performed the tests of the models including

/ smolins 2
Emotion
focused coping 2 \

Sotwl support K|

Problem solvmn 2 Plannmu 2

/ M
of
situation 2
£9*

patameter estimates fixed to 1.0; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001

Figure 1. The latent structure of coping at the beginning of basic
training - standardized path coefficients (maximum likehood esti-
mates).

Figure 2. The latent structure of coping at the end of basic train~
ing - standardized path coefficients (maximum likehood esti-
mates).
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Table 2

The estimated stability of latent coping factors and
the overall goodness-of-fit of the models

Model X d p AGFI
1. Emotion focused coping 13.68 8 ns 97 .69
2. Problem solving 19.49 8 012 96 5

3. Acceptance of situation 6.22 8 ns .99 .67

Note: All correlations are significant at p<.001.

the same latent factors of coping with stress pertaining to
the beginning and the end of basic training.

To provide for the equivalence of the latent factors esti-
mated in the two occasions, error variances of the corre-
- sponding indicators were set to be equal; besides, the re-
siduals of the corresponding indicators (i.e. measured at
first and second time point) were allowed to correlate. The
analyses were done for each latent coping factor separately
to acquire more reliable parameter estimates. The results of
the model testing are summarized in Table 2.

As shown in Table 2, the correlations between scores
obtained in two occasions for the three latent coping di-
mensions range from .67 for the acceptance of situation to
.75 for the problem solving factor. Although the obtained
coefficients point to a reasonable stability of coping over
the five-week period, there is still a substantial amount of
variance in these measures left for situational dependency
of coping responses.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The study aimed at examining the latent structure of
coping responses within typically low-control environ-
mental context. Research findings on the role and nature of
coping seem to be particularly ambiguous and disparate
when dealing with low-control conditions (e.g., Terry &
Hynes, 1998). To assess coping in this study we intended to
cover a broad range of responses to specific stressful situa-
tions commonly present in a military training context. Sup-
port was found via confirmatory factor analyses for a
three-factor model of coping that included the dimensions
of problem solving strategies, emotion-focused strategies,
and the strategies aimed at acceptance of situation. The
model was not directly compared to some alternative con-
figuration of the coping measures utilized. However, pre-
liminary analyses and the intercorrelations among the la-
tent coping dimensions obtained in both measurement
points, suggested that the three-factor model could ade-
quately account for covariances in the set of 9 coping
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strategies examined, and that there were no grounds in the
data for a hypothesis on the existence of more than three
factors.

The structure of coping and the meaning of latent di-
mensions established in this study seem to compare fairly
well with conceptualizations of control-related behaviors
(Heckhausen, & Schulz, 1995; Skinner, 1996; Thurber, &
Weisz, 1997), and the earlier classification of coping re-
sponses suggested by Pearlin and Schooler (1978). Ac-
cordingly, the problem solving factor resembles to primary
control coping, the factor of acceptance is analogous to ac-
commodative processes or secondary control coping, and
the emotion-focused coping matches in part to relinquished
control concept or to responses aimed at management of
stress.

There is also a correspondence between the observed
factor structure and several other coping models tested by
similar analytic procedures. Walker et al. (1997) identified
three factors in their measure of coping with pediatric pain,
Active Coping (including e.g., problem solving and seek-
ing social support), Passive Coping (e.g. disengagement,
self-isolation), and Accommodative Coping (e.g., mini-
mizing pain, acceptance). Ayers et al. (1996) identified
four relatively highly related factors of dispositional and
situational coping in children: Active Strategies, Avoid-
ance, Distraction, and Support Seeking, with the invariant
structure proved across gender and different age groups.
Connor-Smith et al. (2000) identified Primary Control (e.g.
problem solving, emotional regulation), Secondary Con-
trol (e.g. cognitive restructuring, acceptance), and Disen-
gagement Coping (e.g. avoidance, wishful thinking), with
the first two factors loading on higher order factor of En-
gagement Coping. The authors replicated the obtained
structure across 3 stressors and 2 samples.

There are, of course, visible differences among the
studies cited above including our own results, with regard
to the configuration and definition of factors established.
Nevertheless, to the extent that the agreement among the
obtained factor structures is met, these findings speak of
the flexibility of coping categories or the dimensions ac-
quired in these studies. Namely, some of the criteria for
evaluating the usefulness of any coping taxonomy, pro-
posed by Skinner et al. (2003), refer to the scope stating
that coping categories should be generative and flexible,
that is, widely applicable across stressors, contexts, and
populations. Finally, there seems that the coping structure
recognized in our as in abovementioned studies adhere to a
considerable extent to Skinner et al.’s (2003) threepartite
scheme linking higher order coping categories to adaptive
processes. These authors argue that an additional important
standard for judging the usefulness of any hierarchy is the
extent to which it can organize coping families with respect
to adaptive processes. A useful structure of coping, as the
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authors state, “...should not only account for a comprehen-
sive range of ways of coping but should also specify the re-
lations among higher order categories in terms of their
function in mediating between exposure to stress and the
development of mental and physical health” (Skinner et al.,
2003, p. 244).

The coping structure upheld in this study should pref-
erably be verified on different samples, and in other low-
control contexts differing in type of stressors, their dura-
tion, content, or severity. The place of the specific strate-
gies described by Fatalism and religion, and the Humor
scales, in the context of coping with low-control stressors
of military service, remains unclear. Indeed, factor analy-
ses of analogous scale administered in different albeit
highly restrictive institutional contexts, revealed that the
subscale of Humor appeared repeatedly as having the least
communality out of 9 coping measures, used either in self-
report or others’ report form (Busko, & Kulenovi¢, 1995;
Kulenovié, & Bugko, 1997). The obtained results are par-
ticularly interesting having in mind favorable psychomet-
ric features of the two scales, i.e., relatively high internal
consistency measures (which is especially true for the Hu-
mor scale), and their stability coefficients as well (see Ta-
ble 1). A possible explanation of why these two scales do
not fit well the obtained coping structure might be that they
should be considered as falling within the scope of more
stable dispositional tendencies, or coping resources, rather
than reflecting ever-changing and situation-specific coping
responses. It is, of course, likely that the analysis of a more
comprehensive set of coping scales would contribute to a
more complete and discerning representation of coping in
low-control environmentai conditions.

When speaking of correlations between the latent cop-
ing factors over the short period of military basic training,
our results indicate that there is a moderately high stability
of the coping dimensions established. If, however, the ob-
tained coefficients reflected just stability in time, one
should naturally expect even higher values, taking also into
account the fact that the measures are error-free. Hence,
there seems more plausible to believe that the context of
military service in the two points of measurement was actu-
ally different for the trainees in some important ways. Al-
though the physical or objective environment was quite
similar in the two time points, the same could not be said
for the appraised or subjective situational features. Poten-
tial differences appear quite understandable when consid-
ering the adaptive demands at the very beginning and by
the end of the military basic training. In support of this no-
tice are the findings on the changes in the measures of cog-
nitive appraisals and in the use of different coping modes
as a function of time spent in military (Busko, 2000; Busko
& Kulenovi¢, 2001). Accordingly, the obtained stability
values seem to be reasonable to the extent that the coping

responses reflect inter- and intraindividual differences in
cognitive appraisals of the changing situational demands.
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