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ABSTRACT OF THE THESIS 

STRESS AND COPING STYLE: AN EXTENSION TO THE TRANSACTIONAL 

COGNITIVE-APPRAISAL MODEL 

by 

Kerry Ann Newness 

Florida International University, 2011 

Miami, Florida 

Professor Jesse S. Michel, Major Professor 

 

The purpose of the current research was to integrate multiple theories of stress appraisals 

and to empirically test two separate transactional cognitive-appraisal models. It was 

predicted that the core self-evaluation personality characteristics and motivation 

orientation would moderate the relationship between challenge and hindrance stressors 

and coping style. Furthermore, it was predicted that coping would buffer the adverse 

effects of stress on domain performance and satisfaction. A series of multiple regression 

analyses were conducted to investigate the predicted moderators. Results suggest that 

core self-evaluations moderate the relationship between challenge stress and problem-

focused coping as predicted in the challenge model but not for the hindrance stress 

model. Coping style did not significantly buffer the negative effects of stress on 

performance or satisfaction. Overall, the results provide partial support for the challenge-

hindrance framework within the transactional appraisal model of stress. 
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CHAPTER I - INTRODUCTION 

 The United States (U.S.) workforce has undergone significant changes over the 

past several decades; employees experience increased job demands, broader job scopes, 

situational restraints at work, and role ambiguity which has resulted in increased work 

stress (Jex, 1998; Podsakoff, LePine, & LePine, 2007). There have been numerous 

explanations for the origin of these changes which include a decrease in the level of 

management control and a stronger emphasis being placed on innovation (Brunner & 

Colarelli, 2004). With the high prevalence of stress experienced in the workplace, 

researchers need to focus on the antecedents and outcomes of this stress.  From an 

applied perspective, the experience of work stress has been associated with negative 

organizational outcomes such as turnover intentions, actual turnover, reduced 

commitment, and reduced job satisfaction (Podsakoff, et al., 2007; Sonnentag, & Frese, 

2003; Welbourne, Eggerth, Hartley, Andrew, & Sanchez, 2007). Over the past two to 

three decades numerous stress theories have emerged from social, cognitive, clinical and 

personality psychology subdivisions; however, researching stress in Industrial 

Organizational (IO) psychology has only recently gained support. In a theoretical piece 

discussing the direction of stress research and coping behavior, Schaubroeck (1999) 

proposed three essential directions for future research: 1) less attention should be placed 

on objective elements of work stress, 2) studying coping behaviors in IO/HR is an 

appropriate and promising outcome to examine, and 3) mental processes should be a 

primary focus for this area of research. Since this proposal and call for further research in 

work stress, researchers have adopted and utilized extant stress theory to investigate 

contributing factors and outcomes of self-reported work stress. Despite the recent 
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empirical findings within the work stress literature, the scope of these studies has been 

somewhat limited and further research is still necessary. 

 In the current study, the cognitive appraisal model of stressors (Lazarus & 

Folkman, 1984) was adopted because its theoretical foundation suggests that specific 

types of situations result in positive and negative perceptions. For example, on the basis 

of the nature of some stressors, individuals appraise them as positive or negative because 

of the potential reward or threat. Therefore, two transactional models were developed for 

the current study: a challenge (i.e., stressors that have potential positive outcomes) model 

and a hindrance (i.e., stressors that have no potential positive outcomes) model. In 

addition to simply perceiving a stressor as a challenge or hindrance, theory suggests that 

individuals’ coping strategies differ based on the stressor type (Pearsall, Ellis, & Stein, 

2009). Expanding upon the hypotheses of Lazarus and Folkman (1984), the proposed 

models were designed to examine individual differences that may moderate the adverse 

organizational outcomes of persistent stressors. Until recently researchers have 

recognized the significance of the lens through which an individual views a stressor. In 

fact, empirical evidence suggests that individuals with a positive self-evaluation actually 

appraise fewer negative stressors (Kammeyer-Mueller, & Judge, 2009). The current study 

assessed core self-evaluations and motivation orientation as two possible moderators of 

the relationship between stressors and coping styles. However, the primary aim of the 

current study was to develop a comprehensive model to integrate all of these theoretical 

linkages: challenge-hindrance stressors, personality, and cognitive moderators of the 

stress-coping appraisal process. 
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CHAPTER II - LITERATURE REVIEW 

Work Stress 

 The foundation of the proposed transactional models is that of stress. Early 

conceptualizations of work stress suggested that an inverted U-shaped relationship 

existed between the amount of reported stress and performance (Selye, 1982). Intuitively, 

this conceptualization of stress has some validity; however, simply examining stress on a 

single continuum could not adequately explain why some individuals were more 

predisposed to stress than others and why some individuals were more tolerant of 

particular stressors. An extension of this theory categorized stress in terms of eustress and 

distress based on amount; however, there has been recent support for a distinction based 

on type of stressor instead of amount of stress (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Lazarus and 

Folkman (1984) proposed a transactional stress model, in which individuals cognitively 

appraise an event to determine the extent to which that event has the potential to deplete 

their resources. One benefit to this stress theory was that it accommodated for individual 

differences in appraisal, while the single continuum theory did not. In keeping with this 

transactional model, stress will be defined as the psychological response to a situation or 

stimuli whereby an individual appraises the situation or stressor as exceeding their 

capabilities or resources. The stressors appraised as having the potential for personal 

growth, the attainment of goals, or rewards will be categorized as “challenges”; whereas, 

stressors appraised as having no potential personal gains will be categorized as 

“hindrances” (Selye, 1982). With regard to the categorization of work-related stressors, 

Cavanaugh, Boswell, Roehling, and Boudreau (2000) found that job overload, time 

pressures, and level of responsibility would be appraised as challenges and organizational 
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politics, red tape, and job insecurity would be appraised as hindrances. LePine, LePine, 

and Jackson (2004) categorized school-related stressors on the basis of critical 

incidences; however, similar situations emerged as challenge and hindrance stressors in 

an academic setting. Ambiguity of work, hassles, and teacher favoritism were identified 

as hindrance stressors, while amount of work and time pressures were considered 

challenge stressors. As can be inferred, the transactional theory of stress seeks to explain 

the universality of stressor appraisals as either “challenging” or “hindrance” which is 

related to cognition, but an important extension to this model should include personality 

and individual difference variables. 

 The measurement of stress prior to the transactional stress model traditionally 

involved a self-report perceived stress scale, which did not differentiate between types of 

stressors. Assessing stress as a single continuum rather than distinguishing between 

eustress and distress in scales was found to actually diminish the otherwise significant 

effects (Cavanaugh, Boswell, Roehling, & Boudreau, 2000). In fact, the main objective of 

Cavanaugh and colleagues (2000) was to establish a distinct relationship between 

challenge and hindrance stressors and to validate the use of a new scale to measure these 

constructs. Cavanaugh, et al. (2000) used several psychometric techniques to provide 

adequate content validation using judges, confirmatory factor analysis, and a correlational 

analysis of stress measures and outcome variables. Since the validation of the challenge 

and hindrance stress subscales, researchers have begun investigating the antecedents and 

outcomes of work stress in relation to the type of stressor. 

 Utilizing the challenge and hindrance framework, LePine, LePine, and Jackson 

(2004) investigated the possibility that some stressors might be positively related to 
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learning while others might be negatively related to learning performance in a training 

situation. LePine and colleagues predicted that the relationship between exhaustion and 

stressor would be significant and positive regardless of the type of stressor (i.e., challenge 

or hindrance). The appraised stressor was also predicted to influence motivation to 

achieve; such that, a hindering situation would be related to decreased motivation and a 

challenging situation would increase motivation. LePine et al. (2004) suggested that the 

confirmation of the aforementioned hypotheses regarding learning performance could 

explain the inconsistencies found in extant literature with respect to stress and 

performance in the workplace. Specifically, the existing literature found that participants 

would experience increased performance with increased stress, but that relationship was 

only valid upon reaching a certain stress threshold; any additional stress would result in a 

decrease in performance. One of the major contributions of this study was that it provided 

an initial analysis of the challenge-hindrance stressor model and organizational outcomes 

of those distinct types of stressors. Interestingly, the model proposed by LePine et al. 

(2004) conceptualizes motivation to achieve as an outcome of the stress appraisal 

process. In a follow-up study of challenge and hindrance stressors and performance 

outcomes, LePine, Podsakoff, and LePine (2005) conducted a meta-analysis in which 

they had similar hypotheses. The aggregated meta-analytic data offered additional 

support for the relationship between the challenge-hindrance stressors and emotional 

exhaustion.  

 Podsakoff et al. (2007) conducted a meta-analysis specifically examining the 

organizational outcome variables as they relate to the challenge-hindrance stressor 

framework. Results suggested that both challenge and hindrance were related to the 
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experience of strain, as was expected in their hypotheses. Hindrance stressors were 

strongly correlated with job satisfaction and commitment in the negative direction and 

challenge stressors with these outcomes in the positive direction. Both turnover intentions 

and actual turnover were related to challenge and hindrance in the negative and positive 

directions, respectively. Interestingly, Podsakoff et al. (2007) found stronger correlations 

for hindrance stressors than for challenge stressors. Perhaps negative situations were 

more salient for the employees in the studies coded for this meta-analysis. Another 

possible explanation for stronger hindrance correlations is that a challenge stressor 

combined with hindrance stressors could result in the compounding of negative 

perceptions. Given the number of organizational outcomes that are affected by employee 

stress, it is essential to develop a more comprehensive model using the challenge-

hindrance framework and the possible moderators in the appraisal processes of stress. 

Furthermore, investigating the variance explained with two separate models (i.e. 

challenge model and hindrance model) could provide an explanation of the cognitive 

processing of the types of stressor. Workplace stress models using this framework have 

provided evidence to suggest the type of stress also influences organizational outcomes 

such that hindrance stressors produce higher rates of turnover and lower self-reported job 

satisfaction than challenge stressors.  

Cognitive Appraisal Process 

 Lazarus and Folkman (1984) suggest that there is a series of cognitive appraisals 

that individuals make with regard to stressors: 1) Will this situation or stimuli deplete my 

capabilities or resources, 2) will the stimuli have the potential for personal benefit or not, 

and 3) how might I best cope with this situation or stimuli? Cognitive appraisal as it has 



 

 7 

been defined by Folkman, Lazarus, Gruen, and DeLongis (1986), and as it will be defined 

for the purpose of the current study, is an evaluative process in which individuals 

examine their environment and determine whether it is threatening to their well-being. 

Lazarus and Folkman (1984) further broke down the appraisal process into primary and 

secondary appraisals. The primary appraisal involves an individual ascertaining the 

relevance/irrelevance of a situation, whether it is generally positive (benign-positive) and 

whether the stressor is harmful, threatening, or challenging. The secondary appraisal 

process involves how individuals deal with a threatening or challenging situation, 

essentially an evaluation of the possible coping strategies. Lazarus and Folkman (1984) 

suggest that this secondary appraisal process is significantly more complex than the 

primary appraisal because there are a number of coping mechanisms and some may be 

more effective in a given situation than others. For example, in the case of an abusive 

supervisor, active coping by scheduling a meeting with the supervisor and a human 

resource manager might be more effective than seeking emotional support from a family 

member. Again, as in the primary appraisal, the individual finds himself or herself 

examining cues from the environment and perhaps weighing the costs and benefits of 

each coping mechanism. One aim of the proposed stress models, therefore, is to further 

understand the complexities of this secondary appraisal in the cognitive process.  

 There are several benefits to studying stress within a cognitive appraisal process 

framework. For example, examining stress from a cognitive appraisal perspective has the 

benefit of explaining variations between individuals exposed to comparable situations or 

stimuli. The cognitive-appraisal model of stress tends to complement earlier theories of 

behavior and personality. The Big Five personality factors, for example, are thought to 
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have a significant influence over cognitive appraisals. Costa and McCrae (1990) 

recognized the relationship between the individual and his or her environment as 

determinants of behavior and, in their theoretical work they highlight the particularly 

important role of trait neuroticism in the appraisal process. Individuals who are 

predisposed or have the innate tendency to display more neurotic behavior are likely to 

view a stressful situation in a fundamentally different manner than an emotionally stable 

individual and, thus, adopt different coping mechanisms. Researchers have found 

inconsistencies when examining the cognitive appraisal of stress. Perhaps these 

inconsistencies can be explained by variation in dispositional affect; therefore, 

personality might be working as a buffer or catalyst in the cognitive appraisal process. 

 Existing research provides some evidence to suggest individual differences affect 

the stressor appraisal relationship. For example, Coyne, Aldwin, and Lazarus (1981) 

found that depressed individuals differ from non-depressed individuals primarily in their 

emotional regulations: depressed individuals used more maladaptive and emotion-

focused coping styles. There was no difference found for problem-focused coping; 

however, Billings and Moos (1984) found that depressed individuals do not undertake as 

many difficult problems that require problem-solving coping. Depression is closely 

related to personality differences in neuroticism, for example, so these findings provide 

initial support that personality factors influence coping strategies (Costa & McCrae, 

1984). Additionally, Folkman and Lazarus’ (1986) cognitive-phenomenological theory 

suggests stressful events and corresponding emotional outcomes are mediated by 

cognitive appraisal and coping. Folkman and Lazarus (1986) used a subsample of 

participants who scored high on a measure of depressive symptoms over the course of a 
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6-month period. Their results indicated that participants scoring high on depressive 

symptoms used more confrontive, self-control, and escape-avoidant coping mechanisms 

in addition to receiving more social support. Emotional regulation may be one individual 

difference in the appraisal process, but the literature also suggests that personality traits 

contribute to this process. Another example of individual differences influencing the 

adoption of coping styles examined negative trait affect as a predictor (Brown, 

Westbrook, & Challagalla, 2005).  

 There have been two prominent approaches of stress in the literature: trait-

oriented and process-oriented approaches (Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel-Schetter, 

DeLongis, & Gruen, 1986). The trait-oriented approach, as the name suggests, is a 

perspective grounded in the idea that the external environment does not significantly 

influence the coping strategies; rather, an individual’s character traits define coping style. 

The process-oriented approach, on the other hand, is the approach where the environment 

and psychological demands of a situation influence the adoption of coping styles. These 

coping approaches and the various behaviors associated with each will be reviewed in 

greater detail later in the current proposal. The cognitive-appraisal model proposed by 

Lazarus and colleagues (1984) is primarily concerned with process-oriented coping, 

selection of coping styles based on environment instead of the individual. In their study, 

Folkman et al. (1986) found that individuals utilize different coping mechanisms for 

work-related stressors. Both the trait- and process-oriented theories of stress are valid 

approaches. One inherent benefit of the process-oriented approach is the implication that 

individuals are capable of changing their processes and, thus, able to adopt different or 

more effective coping mechanisms. Moreover, the major benefit of the trait-oriented 
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approach is that individuals have some consistency in their use of coping strategies; this 

approach accommodates for this idea. While they have traditionally been studied 

independently, the trait and process approaches are not necessarily mutually exclusive 

(i.e., Cognitive processing does not occur independently of personality and vice versa). 

One aim of the proposed model of stress, therefore, is to integrate personality, 

motivational, and cognitive processing components. 

Coping Strategies 

 Coping, the main component of the secondary appraisal process, is defined as the 

behavioral or cognitive mechanisms used to alleviate the taxing demands from stressful 

situation or stimuli; these mechanisms can be problem-focused, emotion-focused, or 

maladaptive (Folkman et al., 1986). The adoption of a problem-focused coping style 

occurs when an individual seeks to reduce their experienced stress by doing something to 

alter the source of stress, and emotion-focused coping style involves an individual 

seeking emotional support to deal with the distress. Maladaptive coping styles typically 

involve avoidance behavior or denial (Carver, Scheier, & Weintraub, 1989). There are 

several behaviors associated with each overarching coping style according to Carver et al. 

(1989). The distinctions in behavior that can be made with regard to problem-focused 

coping strategies include 1) active coping or the attempt to remove the stressor, 2) 

planning, 3) suppression of competing activities, 4) restraint coping or waiting for an 

appropriate time to deal with the situation, and 5) seeking social support for instrumental 

reasons. For emotion-focused coping strategies, there are also several possible coping 

behaviors including 1) seeking social support for emotional reasons, or 2) focusing on 

venting of emotions. There has been a considerable amount of research that has examined 



 

 11 

coping styles in clinical populations, but there is a need to assess variation in coping 

styles at work and how they relate to the way individuals experience strain (Kammeyer-

Mueller, Judge, & Scott, 2009). 

 The effectiveness of coping strategies in the workplace or an academic setting is 

fundamentally different than in other external environments such as a clinical setting 

(Brown, Westbrook, & Challagalla, 2005). It is necessary for employees to be able to 

manage negative emotions and resolve problems through the use of adaptive coping 

means because decreased performance is likely to come with negative repercussions. The 

adoption of problem-focused coping strategies in the workplace has been found to be 

effective in alleviating work-related stress, but emotion-focused strategies have not been 

found to be quite as effective as problem-focused strategies (Parkes, 1990). The few 

research studies that have investigated the relationship between stress and coping style at 

work have provided similar results. For example, Boyd, Lewin, and Sager (in press) 

predicted that role ambiguity (i.e., hindrance stressor) would be negatively related to 

emotion-focused and problem-focused coping styles and that role conflict (i.e., challenge 

stressor) would be positively related to both types of coping styles. The results suggest 

that there is a positive relationship between role conflict, role ambiguity, and emotion-

focused coping style and a negative relationship between role ambiguity and problem-

focused coping style. In other words, employees rely more heavily on emotional coping 

instead of dealing with the source of stress for hindrance stressors. Perhaps the venting of 

emotions is more common for employees experiencing role conflict and ambiguity 

because they are able to use emotion-focused coping in the family domain rather than in 

the work domain. In a similar study, Pearsall, Ellis, and Stein (2009) examined how 
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individuals in a team situation cope with challenge or hindrance stressors. The essential 

hypotheses for this study were 1) that when presented there will be a positive influence 

on team performance and transactive memory and a negative impact on psychological 

withdrawal and 2) team members will use more problem-focused coping when presented 

with a challenge stressor and more emotion-focused or maladaptive coping to deal with 

hindrance stressors. Both of these hypotheses were fully supported, thus, providing 

further support for the conceptualization that employees should adopt different coping 

strategies based on the type of stressor. Accordingly, I propose the following hypotheses: 

H1a:  There will be a positive relationship between the level of challenge stressors and 

problem-solving coping style. 

H1b:  There will be a negative relationship between the level of hindrance stressors and 

problem-solving coping style. 

H2a:  There will be a negative relationship between the level of challenge stressors and 

emotion-focused coping style. 

H2b:  There will be a positive relationship between the level of hindrance stressors and 

emotion-focused coping style. 

H3a:  There will be a negative relationship between the level of challenge stressors and 

maladaptive coping style. 

H3b:  There will be a positive relationship between the level of hindrance stressors and 

maladaptive coping style. 

Core Self-Evaluations and Coping 

 The secondary appraisal process is complex and research suggests that there may 

be individual differences that moderate the relationship between stressors and the 
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adoption of coping strategies. Specifically, researchers predict that core self-evaluations 

should have a significant influence in the stressor appraisal process (Kammeyer-Mueller 

et al., 2009; Folkman et al., 1986; Pearlin, & Schooler, 1978). The core self-evaluation 

construct is defined as a broad dispositional trait that includes a collection of 

subconscious self-appraisals which influence all areas of an individual’s external 

environment (Judge, Locke, & Durham, 1997). Four personality traits have been 

categorized under the overarching construct of core self-evaluations according to Judge et 

al. (1997): self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy, neuroticism, and locus of control. Self-

esteem is an individual’s thoughts and feelings with reference to the self and emphasis is 

placed on the appraisal of self-worth (Rosenberg, 1979). An appraisal of the self, 

generalized self-efficacy is a measure of an individual’s overall perceived capability 

which influences the motivation, cognition, and planning needed for his or her success 

(Judge et al., 1997). Neuroticism is a broad personality trait which measures various 

aspects of an individual’s emotional stability: anxiety, anger, depression, guilt, and fear 

(Costa, & McCrae, 1984). The fourth and final core self-evaluation trait, locus of control, 

refers to the amount of control individuals perceive they have over their external 

environment (Rotter, 1966). Individuals who score high on internal locus of control tend 

to perceive their environment as changeable and they can control the outcomes of 

situations (Spector, 1982). Individuals with an internal locus of control also value reward 

systems and contingent rewards for performance because they make an association 

between a stimulus, response, and outcome in their external environment. There has been 

some preliminary research which has examined the overarching core self-evaluation trait 
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and the appraisal process, but overall these studies have been limited (Kammeyer, et al., 

2009; Li & Yang, 2009). 

 In one study, Kammeyer et al. (2009) used a meta-analytic procedure, in addition 

to collecting daily diary data, to determine the influence core self-evaluations have in the 

appraisal of stress. They predicted that participants scoring high on core self-evaluations 

would encounter fewer stressful situations because they would not appraise them as such. 

For example, an individual with high self-esteem and generalized self-efficacy might 

embrace and thrive on the creative freedom of developing a company newsletter; 

whereas, someone with low core self-evaluations might feel anxious about not meeting 

the unclear expectations of the supervisor. Secondly, Kammeyer and colleagues found 

support for a relationship between stressor and strain would be moderated by core self-

evaluations. Furthermore, participants who scored high on core self-evaluations reported 

more problem-focused, adaptive coping styles instead of maladaptive styles. Results 

provided support for the importance of core self-evaluations in the cognitive appraisal of 

stressors. Another recent study used path analysis to determine the relationship 

specifically between self-efficacy and coping style (Li & Yang, 2009). Their analysis 

suggested that relationship between self-efficacy and problem-focused coping style was 

more effective than between attachment type and coping style. Similarly, Boyd, et al. (in 

press) found that self-efficacy was negatively associated with emotion-focused coping 

style, but their hypothesis that self-efficacy would be positively associated with problem-

focused coping style was not supported. In summary, believing or having confidence in 

one’s capabilities on the whole was related to addressing the stressor constructively in 

one study, but these results may not be universal. 
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 Core self-evaluations have been predicted to buffer the negative effects of social 

stressors on turnover, job satisfaction, and many other organizational outcome variables. 

Interestingly, Lazarus and Folkman (1984) suggest that one important component of the 

primary appraisal process involves individuals determining whether a stimulus will 

deplete their resources. In their study of social stressors, Harris, Harvey, and Kacmar 

(2009) utilized the Conservation of Resources theory (Hobfoll, 1989) to suggest core 

self-evaluations would act as a moderator between stressors and coping style. It was 

found that participants scoring higher on core self-evaluations were more equipped to 

deal with social stressors than participants scoring low on the same traits, perhaps 

because they appraised themselves as having the resources necessary to cope. Jex, Bliese, 

Bruzzell, and Primeau (2001) also found moderating effects for self-efficacy and they 

were strongest when participants scored high on problem-focused and low on avoidance 

coping. Although there have been some inconsistencies in results from these studies, it is 

predicted that core self-evaluations will moderate the relationship between stressor and 

coping style. In accordance with the aforementioned theoretical findings, the following 

hypotheses have been proposed: 

H4a:  Core self-evaluations will moderate the relationship between challenge stressors and 

coping style, such that higher levels of core self-evaluations will result in greater 

problem-focused coping. 

H4b:  Core self-evaluations will moderate the relationship between hindrance stressors 

and coping style, such that lower levels of core self-evaluation will result in greater 

emotion-focused coping. 
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H4c:  Core self-evaluations will moderate the relationship between hindrance stressors 

and coping style, such that lower levels of core self-evaluation will result in greater 

maladaptive coping. 

Motivation and Coping 

 As previously mentioned, motivation has been considered an important individual 

difference with regard to the challenge-hindrance stressor models (LePine et al., 2004). 

Previous research has viewed motivation as an outcome of the coping process; however, 

conceptualizing motivation in terms of self-determined work behavior might act as a 

moderator of the appraisal process (Lam & Gurland, 2008). Self-determination as defined 

by Deci and Ryan (1985) is an individual’s choice to engage in behavior for autonomous 

reasons rather than for rewards or because of coercion. Their concept of self-

determination has also been commonly referred to as intrinsic motivation, the motivation 

to engage in a task simply because of the nature of that particular task is interesting, 

engaging, or satisfying (Amabile, Hill, Hennessey, & Tighe, 1994). Another type of 

motivation outlined by Deci and Ryan (1985) has been referred to as extrinsic motivation, 

the motivation to engage in a task as the result of an anticipated reward or recognition. 

The primary appraisal in the transactional model of stress is based on the appraisal of 

resources; it is expected that this particular theory of motivation will complement the 

proposed model. The saliency of the desire for reward experienced by extrinsically 

motivated individuals is likely to significantly influence the appraisal process because 

challenge stressors are characterized by perceived rewards or benefits. 

 Research findings in this area of study have provided initial evidence to suggest 

motivation (i.e., intrinsic and extrinsic) might act as a moderator of the relationship 
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between appraised stressors and coping style. In one study of self-determined work 

motivation, higher levels were associated with greater work satisfaction and less 

emotional exhaustion (Richer, Blanchard, & Vallerand, 2002). Perhaps, more intrinsically 

motivated individuals cognitively appraise a stressor as more manageable than those who 

are less intrinsically motivated; as a result, these individuals may more frequently adopt a 

problem-focused coping style. It is important to note that in an academic setting intrinsic 

motivation has been associated with a deeper level of processing with regard to studying 

exam materials (Moneta & Spada, 2009). These findings suggested that motivation 

influence the problem-focused and maladaptive types of coping. Moneta and Spada 

(2009) made an important distinction when they suggested that students who were 

intrinsically motivated used grades as an indicator of performance; whereas, students who 

were more extrinsically motivated perceived grades as an ego-based reward. In a work 

environment, extrinsically motivated employees seek various types of rewards such as 

salary, promotions, bonuses, praise, or recognition (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Additionally, in 

their model of stress and coping style, Li and Yang (2009) posited that motivation would 

act as a mediator between stressors and coping style. What this suggests is that 

motivation is what actually results in the adoption of either adaptive or maladaptive 

coping mechanisms. The problem with this conceptualization of the relationship is that it 

cannot account for the possibility motivation affects the magnitude of the predictor-

criterion relationship (i.e., acts as a moderator between stressor type and coping 

mechanism). 

 The current state of motivation theory is conceptually disjointed, but the 

categorization of motivation as intrinsic and extrinsic is one of the most influential 
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frameworks (Leonard, Beuvais, & Scholl, 1999). In their theoretical piece, Leonard et al. 

(1999) attempted to integrate several motivational theories and, in doing so, they 

suggested that there is an appraisal of actual traits, competencies, and values that dictate 

level of motivation. In fact, Leonard et al. (1999) proposed a meta-theory that suggested 

every individual has a dominating motivational factor: intrinsic, extrinsic/reward, self-

concept (social drive), internal self-concept (affirmation drive), or goal internalization 

(task drive). Paralleling these findings, Amabile et al. (1994) found evidence to suggest 

intrinsic and extrinsic motivations are not opposite ends of the same continuum. Results 

from their study indicated that individuals can simultaneously score high on both intrinsic 

and extrinsic motivation subscales. It is possible, for example, for an employee to be 

motivated by the type of work he or she does and by the monetary incentives they receive 

because of their work. For the purposes of the proposed transactional cognitive-appraisal 

model of stress, it is predicted that individuals with either intrinsic, extrinsic, or both 

intrinsic and extrinsic motivation orientations will be more inclined to use more adaptive 

coping styles instead of maladaptive styles. 

H5a:  Extrinsic motivation will moderate the relationship between challenge stressors and 

coping style, such that higher levels of extrinsic motivation will result in greater problem-

focused coping. 

H5b:  Extrinsic motivation will moderate the relationship between hindrance stressors and 

coping style, such that lower levels of extrinsic motivation will result in greater emotion-

focused coping.  
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H5c:  Extrinsic motivation will moderate the relationship between hindrance stressors and 

coping style, such that lower levels of extrinsic motivation will result in greater 

maladaptive coping. 

H6a:  Intrinsic motivation will moderate the relationship between challenge stressors and 

coping style, such that higher levels of intrinsic motivation will result in greater problem-

focused coping. 

H6b:  Intrinsic motivation will moderate the relationship between hindrance stressors and 

coping style, such that lower levels of intrinsic motivation will result in greater emotion-

focused coping. 

H6c:  Intrinsic motivation will moderate the relationship between hindrance stressors and 

coping style, such that lower levels of intrinsic motivation will result in greater 

maladaptive coping. 

Coping and Performance 

 The primary objective for researchers interested in coping and performance has 

been to determine consistent relationships between stressors and performance. Adopting 

the challenge and hindrance model of stress, Gilboa, Shirom, Fried, and Cooper (2008) 

conducted a meta-analysis to aggregate the correlations from existing literature. Their 

hypotheses, in accordance with Lazarus and Folkman’s theory (1984), were that 

hindrance stressors would be negatively related to job performance and that challenge 

stressors would be positively related to performance. Within the challenge-hindrance 

framework of stressors, Gilboa et al. (2008) predicted that there would be differences in 

the deleterious effects of hindrances. Their results provided evidence to suggest role 

ambiguity had a greater negative influence over job performance, perhaps because fewer 
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coping mechanisms could be adopted to ameliorate this particular stressor. These findings 

suggest that the type of stressor should be examined to effectively understand the impact 

of stress on employee overall job performance. 

 With regard to the relationship between stressor and performance, it is essential to 

investigate the role of coping style. The current literature suggests that some coping 

mechanisms or strategies are more adaptive than others; specifically, problem-focused 

has been associated with the adaptive form of coping, followed by emotion-focused and 

maladaptive styles (Mantler, Matejicek, Matheson, & Ainsman, 2005; Carlson & 

Perrewe, 1999; Stetz, Stetz, & Bliese, 2006; Bhagat, Allie, & Ford, 1991). In fact, Bhagat 

et al. (1991) found that problem-focused coping style mediated the relationship between 

stressors and strain, whereas emotion-focused coping styles did not mediate the stressor-

strain relationship. Specifically, Bhagat and colleagues (1991) provide evidence to 

suggest problem-focused coping style is less likely to lead to the adverse physical and 

psychological effects of stress. One explanation for this reduction of physical and 

psychological effects is that problem-focused coping eliminates the stressor, thus, 

providing more lasting relief. While there have been numerous hypotheses to suggest 

how the strain in the workplace is experienced, the relationship with performance 

outcomes has not been studied extensively (Stetz, et al., 2006; Weiss & Cropanzano, 

1996; Brown et al., 2005). Intuitively, experiencing more negative physical and 

psychological symptoms should be significantly predictive of decreased performance 

regardless of the domain (i.e., work, school, or home). Paralleling the stress-performance 

relationship, in their study of the emotion-performance relationship, Brown et al. (2005) 

tested three hypotheses regarding the moderation effects of task focus (i.e., problem-
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focused coping), self-control (i.e., a combination of problem-focused and emotion-

focused coping), and venting (i.e., emotion-focused coping). Their results suggested that 

problem-focused coping strategies moderated the relationship between negative emotions 

and employee performance, while emotion-focused coping exacerbated the effects of 

negative emotion on performance. Additionally, Stetz and colleagues (2006) posit that 

emotional support and self-efficacy moderate the relationship between stressor and strain. 

Taking into account the literature that suggests strains are directly related to performance 

outcomes, the following hypotheses have been developed. 

H7a:  There will be a positive relationship between challenge stressors and performance. 

H7b:  There will be a negative relationship between hindrance stressors and performance. 

H8:  Coping style will moderate the relationship between stressors and performance, such 

that problem-focused coping will reduce the deleterious effects of stress. 

H9:  Coping style will moderate the relationship between stressors and performance, such 

that emotion-focused and maladaptive coping will increase the deleterious effects of 

stress. 

Coping and Satisfaction 

 There has been recent attention given to the relationship between coping strategy 

and well-being in the form of job satisfaction (Welbourne et al., 2007). Studies that have 

empirically linked stressors, coping strategy, and job satisfaction have predicted a direct 

relationship between stressor, strain, and job satisfaction (Fogarty, Machin, Albion, 

Sutherland, Lalor, & Revitt, 1999). Fogarty et al. (1999) developed a model of the 

stressor-strain relationship which included job satisfaction. In this model, they found 

support to suggest individuals’ experience of strain is negatively related to job 
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satisfaction. The path analysis provided evidence to suggest strain incrementally 

predicted job satisfaction above and beyond coping strategy. These findings basically 

suggest that regardless of the type of stressor more perceived stress will lead to 

dissatisfaction. What this study does not suggest is that coping style might actually 

moderate the adverse effects of stress on satisfaction. Expanding upon existing literature, 

Welbourne et al. (2007) predicted that individuals who employ a more problem-focused 

coping strategy would also be more likely to perceive a stressful work situation as 

positive and, thus, report more job satisfaction than those individuals who employ a more 

maladaptive coping approach. The results from this particular study supported their 

suppositions, in that participants reporting more problem-focused and emotion-focused 

coping styles had significantly higher job satisfaction as compared to those who reported 

maladaptive coping behaviors. One particularly interesting finding from this study was 

that emotion-focused coping was positively related to satisfaction perhaps because 

catharsis (i.e., the outward expression of emotions) helped to regulate dispositional affect 

(Bloom-Feshbach & Bloom-Feshback, 2001). On the basis of these findings, the 

following hypotheses will be tested: 

H10a:  There will be a positive relationship between challenge stressors and domain 

satisfaction. 

H10b:  There will be a negative relationship between hindrance stressors and domain 

satisfaction. 

H11:  Coping style will moderate the relationship between stressors and domain 

satisfaction, such that problem-focused and emotion-focused coping will reduce the 

deleterious effects of stress. 
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H12:  Coping style will moderate the relationship between stressors and domain 

satisfaction, such that maladaptive coping will increase the deleterious effects of stress. 

The Proposed Model 

 The purpose of the current study is to integrate the existing literature into a 

testable, comprehensive model to provide a greater understanding of the cognitive 

appraisal process of stressors. Using the challenge-hindrance framework, the current 

study examines individual differences in motivation and core self-evaluations as potential 

moderators of the relationship between stressors and coping style. Another aim of the 

model is to more thoroughly explain the individual differences that contribute to the 

stressor-performance and stressor-satisfaction relationship and how coping strategy acts 

as a moderator of the stressor-performance relationship. The cognitive-appraisal approach 

to stress as initially conceptualized by Lazarus and Folkman (1984) lends itself to 

individual differences in the perception of stressors. Therefore, a secondary aim of the 

proposed model is to provide a framework that allows for both trait- and process-oriented 

approaches to stress. Two separate models of stress and coping style will be proposed: 

one will indicate the predicted relationships for challenge stressors and the directionality 

of those relationships (see figure 1) and the second will indicate the predicted 

relationships for hindrance stressors and the directionality of those relationships (see 

figure 2). 

CHAPTER III - METHODOLOGY 

Participants 

 The first sample of participants were undergraduate students currently enrolled at 

Florida International University who were at least 18 years of age (to provide informed 
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consent). Recruitment of participants was done through the campus-wide SONA systems 

online data collection website.  Data were collected from 538 men and women to ensure 

sufficient power to detect interaction effects. Students were asked whether they were 

currently employed, but employment was not a prerequisite for participation in the 

current study. There has been some debate surrounding the use of college student samples 

for the purposes of social science and organizational behavior research (Gordon, Slade, & 

Schmitt, 1986; Greenberg, 1987; Peterson, 2001). The general finding was that student 

sample scores may be slightly more homogeneous than non-student samples (Peterson, 

2001); however, analyzing the scores of a work sample from a single organization lends 

itself to similar methodological issues because of the possible homogeneity of an 

organization’s climate or culture (Greenberg, 1987). A student sample was utilized for 

the purposes of the proposed model to provide an initial test of the hypothesized linkages, 

in part, because of the accessibility of student participants. 

 The second sample of participants were men and women currently holding part-

time or full-time employment for at least 20 hours per week. A snowball sampling 

technique was used to collect online data from working participants. The SONA online 

research webpage was used to notify Florida International University students of the 

study, and students received extra credit toward an Introductory Psychology course for 

referring individuals who met the study qualifications. Participants from the working 

sample had to be 18 years of age to provide informed consent. The snowball sampling 

design did not yield the anticipated number of participants, and as a result there was not 

enough power to conduct interaction analyses. A total of 108 employees completed the 

time one survey, but only 44 completed the time two survey. Out of the participants who 
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completed both portions of the study, fifteen responses were omitted either because 

employees did not provide the email address to link data or because they did not fully 

complete the scale items. A total of 29 responses were used for the correlation analysis 

(see appendix). The aim of having two samples was that it would increase the 

generalizability and confidence of the study results. 

Procedure 

 Participants signed-in to access their SONA systems account at which time they 

were redirected to the online survey materials hosted by Survey Monkey. A brief 

description with enough information for students to make an informed decision whether 

or not they would like to participate was provided prior to the online consent form. 

Participants completed survey items in two separate sessions: during the first session 

participants completed the challenge-hindrance stress scale and core self-evaluation 

assessments; during the second session, participants completed the motivation, coping, 

satisfaction, and performance measures. Before both sessions, participants read about 

what that portion of the project would entail and electronically provide consent. 

Following the consent, participants indicated the degree to which each statement is true 

for them. Once participants completed the scale portion of the survey on the first session, 

they were asked a series of demographic questions that included age, gender, and 

ethnicity. Participants were asked to provide their Panther ID for the purposes of linking 

time one and time two data. Students had the option to allow me to use their ID number 

for the purposes of GPA verification. To ensure confidentiality, at no point during the 

study were Panther ID numbers linked to any of the scales for individual analysis; rather, 

once the time one and time two links had been verified, and applicable GPA data had 
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been collected, Panther ID’s were no longer used. Only aggregated, group-level data 

were analyzed. Upon completion of the study, participants received research credit 

toward a psychology course. 

Study One - Measures 

School challenge-hindrance stressors. The 10-item Stressor Scale, developed to assess 

challenge and hindrance stressors of students, was used in study one of the current study 

(LePine, et al., 2004). These scale items were developed from a collection of critical 

incidents and were then categorized into challenge or hindrance stressors using the Q-sort 

procedure. The internal consistency reliabilities for the challenge and hindrance subscales 

were .85 and .70, respectively. To assess the discriminant and convergent validity of the 

subscales, both challenge and hindrance factors were loaded onto a single latent variable 

and fit indices were examined to determine whether these subscales were indeed 

measuring unique types of stressors. On the basis of these analyses, this scale 

demonstrated adequate convergent and discriminant validity. Participants responded on a 

Likert scale (1 = No stress to 5 = A great deal of stress) to each statement and indicated 

the level of stress each circumstance produced. 

Coping style. The complete COPE scales measure consists of 53 items; however, for the 

purpose of the current study (i.e., both student and working samples), only 36 items were 

used (Carver et al., 1989). The subscales that do not directly pertain to problem-focused, 

emotion-focused, or maladaptive coping strategies were omitted: the positive 

reinforcement and growth, acceptance, turning to religion, denial, and alcohol-drug 

disengagement subscales. The internal consistency reliability estimates for the subscales 

were as follows: active coping (.62), planning (.80), suppression of competing activities  
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(.68), restraint coping (.72), seeking social support instrumental (.75), seeking social 

support emotional (.85), venting emotions (.77), behavior disengagement (.63), and 

mental disengagement (.45). The reliability estimates for the subscales were acceptably 

high with the exception of mental disengagement; however, developers attribute this to 

the breadth of the criteria being measured. The test-retest reliability for the subscales after 

an 8-week period was somewhat low ranging from .46 to .86. The content of items on 

various subscales are rather unique, so discriminant and convergent validity estimates 

were estimated based on subscale rather than the overall coping strategies. Carver et al. 

(1989) found that problem-focused coping strategies were moderately high correlated 

with personality traits that correspond with performance; however, authors suggest that 

the correlations with personality traits also provide discriminant validity because coping 

strategies did not appear to be identical. Furthermore, the COPE scales demonstrated 

adequate discriminant validity because they were not highly correlated with social 

desirability. The COPE scales were used in the current study primarily because, unlike 

other scales (i.e., Ways of Coping scale, w.c.,Folkman & Lazarus, 1980), this scale 

includes subscales to distinguish behaviors within the overarching coping style. For 

example, within problem-focused coping, the COPE scale allows for the assessment of 

planning or active coping as individual behaviors. Although the COPE scale was 

originally developed for use in a clinical setting, it has become a common measure in 

academic and organizational research studies. Participants responded to statements on a 

4-point Likert scale (1 = I usually don’t do this at all, 2 = I usually do this a little bit, 3 = 

I usually do this a medium amount, 4 = I usually do this a lot). 



 

 28 

Core self-evaluations. Core self-evaluations were measured for both the student and 

working samples using the 12-item Core Self-Evaluation Scale [CSES] (Judge, Erez, 

Bono, & Thoresen, 2003). In an initial validation study, Judge et al. (2003) found that the 

internal consistency reliability estimates for subscale scores were all above .80 and an 

average coefficient alpha of .84. The CSES scale has demonstrated adequate convergent 

and discriminant validity: there was only a moderate correlation with the Big-Five 

personality characteristics as anticipated and strong correlations with self-esteem, 

generalized self-efficacy, and locus of control measures (Judge et al., 2003). Participants 

responded to the statements on a Likert scale (1= Strongly Disagree, 2= Disagree, 3= 

Neutral, 4= Agree, 5= Strongly Agree). 

Motivation. The 30-item Work Preference Inventory (Amabile, Hill, Hennessey, & 

Tighe, 1994) was used to assess both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation preference. In a 

validation study, Amabile et al. (1994) found that the internal consistency reliability 

estimates for the intrinsic and extrinsic motivation scales were .79 and .78, respectively. 

The test-retest reliability after a 6-month period was high for both the intrinsic and 

extrinsic scales at .84 and .94, respectively. This scale has demonstrated adequate 

convergent and discriminant validity: there was not a strong relationship between the 

motivation scales, social desirability, and sheer intelligence, but there were strong 

relationships between the Work Preference Inventory and other motivation scales 

(Amabile et al., 1994). The Work Preference Inventory was originally validated on both a 

work and student sample and test developers made the necessary changes to 

accommodate for the student sample. For example, the statement “I am strongly 

motivated by the money I can earn” was replaced with “I am strongly motivated by the 
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grades I can earn.” Both versions of the Work Preference Inventory were used for the 

current study: the student version for sample one and the work version for sample two. 

Participants responded to the statements on a Likert scale (1= Never or Almost Never 

True of Me to 5= Always or Almost Always True of Me). 

School performance. Four items taken from the School Readiness Scale (Markel & 

Frone, 1998) were used to measure self-report school performance for the student sample 

in study one of the current proposal. These items are representative of the students’ 

attendance, effort in class and on assignments, and preparedness of assignments and class 

materials. The internal consistencies for the various subscales were all relatively high: 

attendance (.81), effort (.73), and preparedness (.72). Participants rated the frequency of 

these statements on a 5-point, Likert-type scale (1 = never to 5 = very often). 

School satisfaction. The 6-item school satisfaction scale developed by Butler (2007) was 

used only for the student sample. The internal consistency reliability for this scale in the 

original study was .95. In the current study, participants responded to statements on a 5-

point Likert scale (1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree). 

Study Two - Measures 

Work challenge-hindrance stressors. The 11-item Challenge-Hindrance Stress Measure, 

developed to assess stressors in the workplace, was be used for the working sample, study 

two of the current thesis (Cavanaugh et al., 2000). Challenge items were developed to 

measure work domain-related stressors that have potential positive outcomes: job 

overload, time pressure, and level of responsibility. Hindrance items included stressors 

such as organizational politics, red tape, and job insecurity. The factor structure of the 

Challenge-Hindrance Stress Measure was tested using a confirmatory factor analysis and 
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results indicated that the two-factor model fit better than a one-factor model (Cavanaugh 

et al., 2000). The challenge and hindrance subscales showed high internal consistency 

estimates, .87 and .75, respectively. The challenge-hindrance scale also demonstrated 

adequate convergent and discriminant validity because both stressor subscales were 

positively related to neuroticism and negatively related to extroversion. In addition to the 

confirmatory factor analysis results, the validation study found a low (.28) correlation 

between the challenge and hindrance subscale which provides additional discriminant 

validity. 

Coping Style, Core Self-Evaluations, and Motivation. The same scales as described for  

study one were also used for the employee sample. The only modifications made for the 

employee sample were done with regard to the motivation scale. Rather than using the 

adapted version for academic motivation, the original items that tapped into work 

motivation preference were used (e.g., I am strongly motivated by the money I can earn). 

Job Performance. Job performance was measured using the four-item in-role performance 

subscale from Van Dyne and LePine (1998). Sample items include “I meet performance 

expectations at work” and “I perform the tasks that are expected as part of my job.” The 

validation study consisted of two separate samples; the internal consistency reliabilities 

for this original study were .85 and .86. Researchers tested the construct validity of the 

three subscales using factor analysis; the in-role subscale items loaded on the same latent 

factor. In Van Dyne and LePine’s validation study (1998), hierarchical regression was 

used to provide an estimate of predictive validity. Specifically, when controlling for age, 

tenure, education, firm type, and job level, the in-role subscale items explained more 
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variance in performance (adjusted R2 = .04). In the current study, participants responded 

to statements on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree). 

Job satisfaction. The Hackman and Oldham (1975) 3-item general scale was used to 

assess work domain satisfaction for the snowball sample in study two of the current 

study. The internal consistency reliability for the validation study was adequate at .76. 

Participants will respond to statements on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 

= Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree). 

Analysis 

 To test the predicted linkages in the proposed models, a series of multiple 

regression analyses were conducted (Aiken & West, 1991; Cohen & Cohen, 1983). 

Moderated regression was used to determine the effect of moderating variables (i.e., 

intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, and core self-evaluations) on the predictor-

criterion relationships (Saunders, 1956; Zedeck, 1971). The partial regression coefficient 

was examined to estimate the moderating effects (McClelland & Judd, 1993). 

Furthermore, it has been suggested that hierarchical regression be used to test whether the 

interaction is reliably different from zero when controlling for the individual terms 

(Aiken & West, 1991; Cohen & Cohen, 1983). One criticism of moderated regression 

analysis, however, has been that it only differentiates between subgroups because of 

measurement error (Zedeck, 1971). To minimize the negative effects of measurement 

error, corrections were made to the scale scores for the predictor variables.  

 For hypotheses H1a through H3b, responses on each individual subscale were 

aggregated: problem-focused items were aggregated, emotion-focused items were 

aggregated separately, and maladaptive items were aggregated separately. The challenge-
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hindrance stress scores were entered at step 1 and aggregated coping subscales were 

entered at step 2. Once these individual terms have been entered, they were centered and 

the interaction term was entered. The beta weights were used to determine the 

directionality and strength of the relationship between stressor type (i.e., challenge or 

hindrance) and coping style. A moderated regression was conducted to test whether the 

relationship between stressor type and coping style varies as a function of the aggregate 

of the core self-evaluations subscales (hypotheses H4a and H4c). Consistent with the 

suggestions of Cohen and Cohen (1983), challenge-hindrance stress was entered at step 1 

and the aggregate of each individual core self-evaluation (i.e., self-esteem, self-efficacy, 

neuroticism, and locus of control) and the interaction term was entered at step 2. 

Similarly, a moderated regression was conducted to test whether the relationship between 

stressor type and coping style varies as a function of both extrinsic and intrinsic 

motivations (hypotheses H5a through H5c and H6a through H6c). To test the relationship 

between stressor type and performance (hypotheses H7a and H7b), the aggregate of 

responses on the School Readiness items was entered into the regression equation and 

beta weights were examined to determine the strength and direction of the relationships 

(hypotheses H8 and H9). A moderated regression analysis was conducted to test whether 

coping style would moderate the relationship between stressor type and school 

performance; the individual beta weights as well as the interaction beta weight were used 

to test hypotheses H7a and H7b. For the hypotheses H10a through H10b, a multiple 

regression was conducted with the aggregate of each domain-specific satisfaction scale 

score and stressor type; beta weights were used to indicate the magnitude of these 

predictors and the directionality of these relationships (hypotheses H11 and H12). 
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 Because the Core Self-Evaluation Scale (CSES) was developed as an overarching 

factor that is composed of four subscales but items do not exclusively measure one 

subscale trait, a post-hoc exploratory factor analysis was conducted on the Core Self-

Evaluation Scale to determine which items loaded onto each of four factors. Following 

the factor analysis, items that loaded best on each of the four factors were aggregated to 

form self-esteem, neuroticism, self-efficacy, and locus of control subscales. Using a 

similar method as described above, a series of regression analyses were conducted to 

determine whether each individual facet also moderated the relationship between student 

stress and problem-focused coping (refer to figures 5 through 7 for significant interaction 

graphs and table 7 for beta weights). 

CHAPTER IV - RESULTS 

 Hypotheses 1a and 1b were developed to examine stressor types (i.e., 

challenge/hindrance) as they relate to problem-focused coping. Previous studies and 

theory suggest that challenge stressors involve an anticipated reward, so it is more likely 

that people deal with these stressors directly through problem-focused strategies and 

planning. Hypothesis 1a was not supported; results suggest that there is no significant 

relationship between challenge stress and problem-focused coping. Conversely, extant 

literature supports the notion that hindrance stressors have no potential reward, so there 

should be a negative relationship between hindrance stressors and problem-focus coping. 

Hypothesis 1b was not supported; results suggest there is no significant relationship 

between hindrance stress and problem-focused coping (see Table 1 for correlation 

coefficients). Hypotheses 2a and 2b were developed to examine the stressor types as they 

relate to emotion-focused coping. As previously mentioned, it has been hypothesized that 
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challenge stressors are related to problem-solving and, thus, the alleviation of the 

stressor. Hypothesis 2a examined the relationship between challenge stress and the use of 

emotion-focused coping. Results suggest a significant and positive relationship between 

challenge stress and emotion-focused coping through venting, and/or seeking social 

support (see Table 1 for correlation coefficients). Because hindrance stressors are 

inherently more difficult to alleviate, it was predicted that hindrance stress would be 

positively related to emotion-focused coping. Correlational data provide evidence in 

support for Hypothesis 2b, such that, students reporting more hindrance stressors also 

reported more emotion-focused coping. Hypotheses 3a and 3 b were developed to 

determine whether the type of stressor was related to the prevalence of maladaptive 

coping. Similar to predictions regarding emotion-focused coping, it was predicted that 

challenge stressors would be negatively related to avoidance (H3a) and hindrance 

stressors positively related to avoidance (H3b). Results did not support Hypothesis 3a 

because there was a significant positive relationship between hindrance stress and 

maladaptive coping; however, result provide evidence to support Hypothesis 3b (see 

Table 1 for correlation coefficients). 

 Considering the function of core self-evaluations (CSE) as the way individuals 

view themselves and their capabilities in all situations, hypotheses 4a, 4b, and 4c examine 

the influence of core self-evaluations on the adoption of coping styles. Moderated 

regression results support Hypothesis 4a; there were significant main effects (i.e., 

challenge stress and CSES) and interaction effects (i.e., challenge stress X CSES). The 

main effect for challenge, however, was only significant when core self-evaluations were 

added into the regression because the correlation between challenge stress and problem-
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focused coping was non-significant (see Table 1). Evidence suggests that individuals 

reporting higher CSE also used more problem-focused coping, in both the challenge and 

hindrance stress models (see Table 2 and 3 for beta weights and r-squared values). 

Hypotheses 4b and 4c predicted that CSE would moderate the relationship between 

stressor type, emotion-focused coping, and maladaptive coping. A series of moderated 

regressions revealed that there were no significant interactions between stressor and CSE 

when predicting emotion-focused or maladaptive coping (see Table 2 and 3 for beta 

weights and r-squared values). There was, however, a significant main effect for stressor 

type (i.e., challenge and hindrance) in predicting emotion-focused coping. Furthermore, 

there was a significant main effect for CSES in predicting maladaptive coping strategies 

(see Figures 3-4 for graphs of significant interaction effects).  

 Although core self-evaluations have been theoretically described as a single 

overarching personality construct, it is comprised of four somewhat distinct facets of 

personality. Given that there was a significant moderation for core self-evaluations on the 

relationship between challenge stress and problem-focused coping and there are distinct 

facets, a post-hoc analysis was conducted to determine whether one particular trait 

influenced coping behavior. An exploratory factor analysis was conducted and the four 

facets of core self-evaluations were identified; subscales were determined based on items 

that loaded strongest onto each factor. Results from the post-hoc exploratory factor 

analysis did not indicate any single core self-evaluation trait that moderated the stressor-

coping relationship more than the others (see Table 17-20 and Figures 5-12). 

 On the basis of the cognitive appraisals of stressors and the influence of 

motivation in that process, hypotheses 5a through 5c examined extrinsic motivation as a 
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moderator of the relationship between stressor type and coping style. For Hypothesis 5a, 

it was predicted that extrinsic motivation would moderate the relationship between 

challenge stressor and problem-focused coping. There was a main effect for extrinsic 

motivation as a predictor, but no main effect for challenge stressor and no significant 

interaction effect (see Table 4 for beta weights and r-squared values). Therefore, data do 

not provide sufficient evidence to support Hypothesis 5a. Extrinsic motivation was 

predicted to moderate the relationship between hindrance stress and emotion-focused 

coping style (H5b). When testing the moderation in the hindrance model, there was a 

main effect for extrinsic motivation, but no main effect for hindrance stressors and no 

interaction effects (see Table 5 for beta weights and r-squared values). Data do not 

provide sufficient evidence to suggest extrinsic motivation moderates the relationship 

between stressor and emotion-focused coping style; therefore, there is not enough support 

for Hypothesis 5b. For Hypothesis 5c, it was predicted that extrinsic motivation would 

moderate the relationship between hindrance stress and maladaptive coping. There was a 

significant main effect for hindrance stress, but no significant main effects were found for 

extrinsic motivation and no interaction effects. Results, therefore, do not provide 

evidence to support the moderation proposed in Hypothesis 5c. 

 Similar to the predictions made for extrinsic motivation, hypotheses 6a through 6c 

propose that intrinsic motivation will act as a moderator in the relationships between 

challenge stress and problem-focused coping; hindrance stress and emotion-focused 

coping; and hindrance stress and maladaptive coping. While extrinsic motivation is 

involved in the cognitive appraisal process because it is related to monetary rewards or 

recognition, intrinsic motivation is also related to this process because the individual 
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inherently derives pleasure from a given task (i.e., school or work). In Hypothesis 6a, it 

was proposed that intrinsic motivation would moderate the relationship between 

challenge stress and problem-focused coping style. Results suggest that there is a 

significant main effect for intrinsic motivation and challenge stressors, but no significant 

interaction effects were found (see Table 6 for beta weights and r-squared values). 

Moderated regression data do not provide sufficient evidence to support Hypothesis 6a. It 

was predicted that lower levels of intrinsic motivation would be related to greater 

emotion-focused coping; thus, intrinsic motivation would be acting as a moderator 

between hindrance stress and emotion-focused coping. For the hindrance stressor 

moderated regression, there were significant main effects for hindrance stressors and 

intrinsic motivation, but interaction effect was not significant (see Table 7). Therefore, 

there results do not support Hypothesis 6b. Intrinsic motivation was also predicted to 

moderate the relationship between challenge stress and maladaptive coping style in 

Hypothesis 6c. The results suggest significant main effects for hindrance stress and 

intrinsic motivation, but no significant interactions were found (see Table 7). Therefore, 

the moderated regression data for the student sample do not support Hypothesis 6c. 

 To test the predicted relationships between self-reported school performance and 

stressors (Hypotheses 7a and 7b), a bivariate correlation was conducted. There was a 

significant and positive correlation between challenge stressors and self-reported school 

performance (r = .09, p < .05) which provides initial support for Hypothesis 7a. The 

relationship between hindrance stressors and self-reported school performance was non-

significant, thus, not supporting Hypothesis 7b. When the same relationships between 

challenge and hindrance stressors and performance were conducted, but using GPA 
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instead of self-reported performance, both correlations were non-significant. With regard 

to performance, it was predicted that coping style would moderate the relationship 

between challenge stressors and student academic performance (Hypotheses 8). For the 

relationship between challenge stressors and self-reported performance, there was a main 

effect for problem-focused coping, but no significant main effect for performance and no 

interaction effects (see Table 8 for beta weights and r-squared values). For hindrance 

stressors, there was a main effect for problem-focused coping but no main effect for 

hindrance stress (see Table 9 for beta weights and r-squared values). The lack of 

interaction effects for both challenge and hindrance stressors in these moderated 

regressions do not provide support for Hypothesis 8.  

 To test Hypothesis 9, several moderated regressions were conducted. There were 

no significant main effects or interaction effect for emotion-focused coping and challenge 

stress, so evidence suggests the relationship between challenge stressors and self-report 

academic performance is not moderated by emotion-focused coping. For the moderated 

regression testing whether emotion-focused coping moderated the relationship between 

hindrance stressor and academic performance, there was only a main effect for emotion-

focused coping and no interaction effect (see Tables 10 and 11 for beta weights and r-

squared values). The moderated regression for maladaptive coping yielded significant 

main effects for maladaptive coping and self-reported academic performance, but no 

significant interaction was found. When testing maladaptive coping as a moderator of the 

relationship between hindrance stressors and academic performance, results suggested 

significant main effects for maladaptive coping and academic performance, but no 

significant interaction was found (see Table 12 and 13 for beta weights and r-squared 
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values). Again, the same moderated regression analyses were conducted using GPA as a 

measure of student academic performance and there were no significant main effects or 

interaction effects. The number of students who consented to the retrieval of their GPA 

(N=184) was much smaller than the total number of respondents (N=538); it is likely that 

these result reflect a lack of power for the interaction analyses. 

 To test the predicted relationships between self-reported school satisfaction and 

stressors (hypotheses 10a and 10b), a bivariate correlation was conducted. The 

relationship between school satisfaction and challenge stressors was not significant which 

does not support Hypothesis 10a. There was, however, a significant and negative 

relationship between hindrance stressors and school satisfaction (r = -.13 p < .01), thus, 

supporting Hypothesis 10b. 

 It was predicted that problem-focused and emotion-focused coping would reduce 

the deleterious effects of stress on self-reported satisfaction (Hypothesis 11) and that 

maladaptive coping would increase the deleterious effects of stress on self-reported 

satisfaction (Hypothesis 12). The regression analysis for problem-focused coping as a 

moderator of challenge stress and satisfaction yielded a significant main effect for coping 

but not for challenge stress and no interaction effects. For hindrance stress, there were 

significant main effects for problem-focused coping and stress but no interaction effects 

(see Table 14 for beta weights and r-squared values). When emotion-focused coping was 

tested as a potential moderator of the relationship between challenge stress and 

satisfaction, there were no main effects or interaction effects (see Table 15 for beta 

weights and r-squared values). Looking at the predicted moderation for emotion-focused 

coping on hindrance stress and satisfaction, the results suggest that there is a main effect 
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only for hindrance stress and no interaction effects. Taken together, these results do not 

provide support for Hypothesis 11. A similar moderated regression analysis was used to 

investigate whether maladaptive coping influenced the relationship between stress and 

satisfaction (see Table 16 for beta weights and r-squared values). In the relationship 

between challenge stress and satisfaction, there was only a significant main effect for 

maladaptive coping and no interaction effects. Examining the relationship between 

hindrance stress and satisfaction, results suggest that there are main effects for 

maladaptive coping and hindrance stress but no interaction effects. Therefore, these 

findings indicate that there was not enough evidence to support Hypothesis 12. 

 The response for the employee snowball sample was not sufficient to test the 

moderation hypotheses. The survey link was sent to 3,106 employees who were referred 

by Florida International University undergraduate students. Of the referrals that were 

sent, more than ten percent of emails (N = 364) were either invalid or incorrect and did 

not reach their intended recipients. Controlling for these invalid or incorrect emails, the 

response rate for the time one survey was 3.9 percent. Of the employees who participated 

in time one, only 33 percent successfully completed time two. The total response rate for 

the employee sample was about 1.3 percent (N=29). Given the low response rate and lack 

of power for interaction analyses, only correlation analyses were conducted (see Table 21 

in the appendix for employee sample results). 

CHAPTER V - DISCUSSION 

 The transactional model of stress appraisals posits that individuals consciously or 

unconsciously make a series of appraisals when experiencing a potentially stressful or 

threatening situation: 1) they decide whether the event is a threat or is taxing to resources, 
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2) they determine whether what they are experiencing is positive or negative, and 3) they 

evaluate the most effective way to manage the situation. Complementing this theory, 

Cavanaugh and colleagues (2000) proposed the challenge-hindrance stressor theory that 

suggests that individuals recognize the potential reward associated with some stressful 

and taxing situations (i.e., challenges) and that they may also be subjected to stressful 

situations that have no positive outcomes (i.e., hindrances/hassles). Drawing upon both of 

these theories and the current literature that has examined individual differences in the 

appraisal process, the purpose of the current study was to develop and empirically test 

two separate models of stress. The primary goal of the current study was to investigate 

differences in organizational and individual outcomes in response to either challenge or 

hindrance stressors. By using the transactional conceptualization of stress appraisals in 

conjunction with the challenge-hindrance theory, the goal was also to specifically 

examine how certain domain-specific stressors may result in adaptive coping behaviors, 

whereas, other stressors might result in more maladaptive coping behaviors. The 

following sections will outline significant findings of the current study, implications for 

theory, practical applications, limitations, and future directions. 

Study Findings 

 The first step in testing the models was to establish the relationship between 

stressor and coping styles. As expected, students experiencing a considerable amount of 

hindrance stress such as busy work in their classes or negative effects of professor 

favoritism tended to report more emotion-focused coping. Contrary to what was 

predicted, however, students who reported more challenge stress such as time pressure to 

meet class deadlines also tended to use more emotion-focused coping. In the challenge 
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model of stressors, we predicted that there would be a negative relationship between 

stressor and emotion-focused coping because research has found that the cathartic nature 

of venting emotions does not necessarily reduce adverse effects of stressful emotions or 

situations (Bushman, Baumeister, & Phillips, 2001). When dealing with hindrance 

stressors, it was predicted that there would be a positive relationship with emotion-

focused coping because the student or employee would benefit from the sympathy or 

empathy of others when dealing with problems. Interestingly, these results suggest that 

students tend to respond to all stressors by venting their emotions or by seeking advice 

from others to manage the stressful situation. One possible explanation for this positive 

relationship might be that students utilize multiple coping mechanisms. For example, a 

student can be cognizant of the potential reward (e.g., class grade) associated with a 

challenge stressor (e.g., deadline to write a paper) and use problem-focused coping. 

Concurrently, the student might also attempt to counteract the negative aspect of time 

pressure by venting and using emotion-focused strategies. 

 In the challenge stress model, it was predicted that students reporting more 

challenge stress would utilize more problem-focused coping strategies such as planning 

or eliciting instrumental information from others because taking action to alleviate 

challenge stressors should be associated with potential benefits. The opposite relationship 

was predicted for the hindrance model of stress appraisal because students should not 

consciously perceive a reward for adopting a problem-focused strategy when 

experiencing hindrance stressors. Though derived from the theory, there was no 

relationship between students’ self-reported challenge or hindrance stress and their 

predisposition to use problem-focused coping. Considering these relationships between 
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stress and coping styles, these findings may suggest that coping strategies are 

independent, trait-based characteristics rather than variable state-based tendencies that are 

contingent upon environmental and situational influences. Another possible explanation 

for these non-significant findings could be related to the very measure of problem-

focused coping. Perhaps participants’ self-report responses for problem-focused coping 

were influenced by social desirability or because of the saliency of their school or work 

responsibilities. The positive direction of the correlation between hindrance stressor and 

problem-focused coping, though non-significant, might also indicate that the act of 

alleviating a hindrance is inherently rewarding. In other words, an employee or student 

may engage in problem-focused coping by filling out unnecessary paperwork, by 

completing busy work for classes, or by scheduling a meeting to address organizational 

policies with the reward being fewer stressors to manage later. There are a number of 

possibilities why the relationship between stressor and problem-focused coping were 

non-significant; likewise, there may be many other factors influencing the cognitive 

appraisal and decision-making process when an individual chooses to use problem 

solving or planning. 

 In the hindrance model of stress appraisals, it was predicted that students who 

experience a considerable amount of stress also reported being more behaviorally and 

mentally disengaged or avoidant. Contrary to what was hypothesized, however, students 

who are exposed to challenge stress were also more likely to cope by avoiding the 

stressful situation. Perhaps these findings are consistent for both challenge and hindrance 

stress because the implications for students who disengage to cope are not as severe as 

implications for employees. In other words, a student who behaviorally disengages by 



 

 44 

watching television rather than meeting a deadline for a paper may be able to get an 

extension by simply emailing the professor; however, an employee who fails to meet a 

deadline for an expense report or presentation might run the risk of being terminated. 

Furthermore, these findings might have been found for the student sample because the 

consequences for maladaptive coping are only on an individual level as opposed to an 

organizational level. Employees who choose disengage or use maladaptive coping, on the 

other hand, may also have a strong sense of organizational citizenship behavior and feel 

responsible for organizational outcomes. 

 Although the hypothesized relationships regarding coping behaviors were only 

partially supported and do not entirely fit the proposed challenge and hindrance models, it 

is important to mention significant findings for school satisfaction and performance. 

Students who reported experiencing more hindrance stress in the form of unclear class 

expectations, busy work, and general hassles at school were also significantly less 

satisfied with school. Interestingly, those students experiencing challenge stress did not 

report feeling significantly less satisfied with school. These findings may suggest that 

challenge stressors are more tolerable than hindrance stressors and, thus, do not adversely 

impact perceptions of school satisfaction. Furthermore, it is possible that students who 

experienced a significant amount of challenge stress might consciously or unconsciously 

have recognized the importance of these stressors. Regarding self-reported school 

performance, students who experienced more challenge stress such as time pressure, class 

responsibilities, and heavy workload also reported being high achievers in their classes. 

There was no significant relationship between students with high levels of hindrance 

stress and self-reported school performance. Similar to the findings for hindrance stress 
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and satisfaction, these results may suggest that students are cognizant of the need for 

challenge stressors in their education and hindrance stressors as simply bothersome tasks 

that should not reflect their academic performance. In addition to self-reported 

performance, grade point average (GPA) was collected from students who provided 

consent to retrieve this information from their academic records. The amount of self-

reported challenge stress did not significantly impact students’ academic performance 

(GPA), but the attempt to triangulate these results by including self-report performance 

did not corroborate our hypotheses. 

 The aforementioned results present information regarding individual and 

organizational outcomes of stressors, but a secondary aim for the current study was to 

examine individual difference characteristics that might affect the utilization of certain 

coping strategies by students. It was predicted, for example, that motivation or 

personality characteristics such as self-efficacy act as a moderator between challenge and 

problem-focused coping. As previously mentioned, there was no relationship between 

students who experience challenge stress and their tendency to handle the stressor by 

attempting to alleviate it altogether (i.e., problem-focused coping). Core self-evaluations 

were tested as a moderator of the relationship between challenge stressor and problem-

focused coping style. Results indicate that students scoring high (i.e., one standard 

deviation above the mean) on core self-evaluations used problem-focused coping more 

consistently than did students scoring low (i.e., one standard deviation below the mean) 

on core self-evaluations. It was hypothesized that the use of problem-solving strategies 

and planning would be more strongly related to self-report challenge stress for students 

scoring high on core self-evaluations than for students scoring low on core self-
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evaluations. Interestingly, students scoring low on core self-evaluations tended to use 

more problem-focused coping when challenge stress was high than students scoring high 

on core self-evaluations.  

 When investigating the role of core self-evaluations as a moderator of the 

relationship between hindrance stressor and problem-focused coping, results reflect 

similar trends that were seen in the challenge stressor moderated regression. Again, 

students scoring high on core self-evaluations displayed the propensity to use more 

problem-solving strategies, planning, and eliciting of instrumental information to 

alleviate the stressor. Typically, individuals who are less emotionally stable and who 

have low self-esteem, self-efficacy, and external locus of control are thought to be less 

capable of coping with stressors (Kammeyer-Mueller, et al., 2009). Although somewhat 

counterintuitive, these results suggest that these individuals use more productive coping 

mechanisms when exposed to greater amounts of stress in general. One possible 

explanation students scoring low on core self-evaluations were inclined to use more 

problem-solving strategies is because they ultimately wanted to alleviate the stressor. 

Despite feeling doubtful and having negative ideas about worth, the possibility for 

students with low core self-evaluations to elimination the stressor may be rewarding 

enough for them to actively employ problem-solving strategies.  

 In addition to testing core self-evaluations as a moderator of the relationship 

between stressor and problem-focused coping, the current study investigated the role of 

core self-evaluations in the relationship between stressor and emotion-focused coping. 

Challenge and hindrance stressors were significant predictors of a student’s emotion-

focused coping behavior; however, this relationship was not influenced by his or her level 
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of core self-evaluations. This main effect, therefore, suggests that students scoring high 

or low on self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy, neuroticism, and locus of control 

typically vent of their emotions or seek advice from friends or family members when 

experiencing a stressful situation regardless of the type of stressor (i.e., challenge or 

hindrance). These findings do not support the hypotheses because it was expected that 

individuals scoring low on core self-evaluations would feel less capable of managing a 

stressful situation and, thus, benefit more from their venting of their emotions. 

Interestingly, core self-evaluations were not a significant predictor of emotion-focused 

coping as was seen by the non-significant main effect. This finding is somewhat 

surprising since the facets within the overarching construct of core self-evaluations are 

theoretically related to an individual’s worldview and, therefore, should also be a 

predictor of whether they seek the sympathy or empathy from others in a stressful 

situation (Judge, 1997).  

 The possible moderating role of core self-evaluations was also examined with 

regard to relationship between stressor and maladaptive coping behavior. A student’s 

level of challenge or hindrance stress did not significantly predict whether he or she 

would engage in more maladaptive coping strategies; therefore, the results do not support 

the hypothesized main effect for stressor type. It is intuitively appealing to expect an 

individual’s level of self-reported stress (i.e., challenge or hindrance) to be predictive of 

whether he or she will become disengaged behaviorally or emotionally from his or her 

given situation, but the data do not support this supposition. Although stress was not a 

predictor of maladaptive coping, it is interesting to note that a student’s core self 

evaluation score was a significant predictor of maladaptive coping. The finding that core 
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self-evaluations predict maladaptive coping does support the predictions of the 

transactional stress models, in that, students with high generalized self-efficacy for 

example should theoretically engage in fewer behaviors because they feel that they are 

capable of managing the stressful event or situation. Core self-evaluations, though a 

significant predictor of maladaptive coping, did not moderate the relationship between 

stressor and coping style. 

 One aim of the current study was to examine individual differences as possible 

moderators of the stress-coping relationship, so in addition to core self-evaluations two 

types of motivation were also tested as moderators: extrinsic and intrinsic motivation. 

With regard to the relationship between challenge stressor and problem-focused coping, 

results suggest that students’ level of self-reported extrinsic motivation (e.g., motivation 

for reward) was predictive of whether they were likely to use problem-focused coping 

strategies. The level of self-reported stress (challenge and hindrance), however, did not 

significantly predict whether a student reported problem-focused coping. Furthermore, 

extrinsic motivation did not influence the relationship between stress and problem-

focused coping behavior; thus, students who scored high or low on extrinsic motivation 

were equally as likely to engage in problem-focused coping when faced with challenge or 

hindrance stressors. Theoretically speaking, those individuals who are highly motivated 

by reward and recognition should engage in more problem-solving or planning behavior 

when challenge stress is high because the reward for completing the challenge should be 

more salient for them, but this was not corroborated by the data. Though the reward is 

somewhat less salient for hindrance stressors, it was also predicted that individuals highly 

motivated by reward would engage in more problem-focused coping to mitigate the 
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adverse effects of prolonged hindrance stressors, but again the results do not support this 

supposition. These findings for the moderated regression, therefore, do not provide 

support for extrinsic motivation as a moderator in neither the challenge nor the hindrance 

stress models. 

 Besides testing extrinsic motivation in the relationship between stressor and 

problem-focused coping, the role of extrinsic motivation in the relationship between 

stressor and emotion-focused coping was examined. As anticipated, both the level of self-

reported challenge stress and level of extrinsic motivation were predictive of participants’ 

emotion-focused coping behaviors. In other words, the amount of stress experienced by 

students related to meeting deadlines and completing relevant coursework as well as the 

importance a student places on rewards and recognition both influence whether they 

manage stress by seeking emotional support. While these findings provide initial support 

for the moderating effect of extrinsic motivation, the interaction between challenge 

stressor and extrinsic motivation was not a significant predictor of emotion-focused 

coping. Thus, students scoring high or low on extrinsic motivation when experiencing a 

challenge stressor tend to utilize emotion-focused coping strategies equally. As a whole, 

these results do not support the proposed interactions in the challenge model of stress 

appraisals. In the hindrance model, the results also indicate that a students’ level of 

extrinsic motivation is predictive of emotion-focused coping behavior; however, the 

amount of reported hindrance stress was not predictive of whether a student would seek 

emotional support to cope with a given situation. Because hindrance stress within the 

school domain is related to busy work, ambiguous tasks, and unjust professor-student 

relationships (e.g., favoritism), it is surprising to think hindrance stress would not be 
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predictive of emotion-focused coping. One might consider it fairly typical for an 

undergraduate student to complain about hindrance stressors to fellow students and 

perhaps their parents. As with the challenge model, these results do not fully support the 

proposed interactions. 

 When testing the proposed moderation of the relationship between stressor type 

and maladaptive coping, there was a significant main effect for challenge and hindrance 

stressor. The interaction suggests that the amount of stress that a student reports, 

regardless of the type, was predictive of maladaptive coping behavior, mental or 

behavioral disengagement. However, a student’s level of extrinsic motivation was not 

predictive of the tendency to use maladaptive coping; thus, these findings suggest being 

driven by external rewards and recognition is not significantly related to negative forms 

of coping. On the basis of the theory of extrinsic and intrinsic motivation (Ryan & Deci, 

2000), one would expect individuals who are motivated by reward to be less likely to use 

an unproductive coping mechanism. Because extrinsic motivation was not predictive of 

maladaptive coping, the interaction between extrinsic motivation and stress was also not 

predictive of maladaptive coping. Therefore, these findings do not support the proposed 

challenge and hindrance models. 

 When examining the role of a student’s intrinsic motivation on the relationship 

between his or her level of challenge stress and problem-focused coping, main effects 

were found for stressor and intrinsic motivation but no interaction. Therefore, these 

findings provide evidence to suggest that students’ challenge stress can be used to predict 

their tendency to cope using problem-solving strategies. Furthermore, these results 

suggests that if a student derives motivation from the nature of a given task, then they 
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will also engage in more proactive and adaptive coping strategies. However, the lack of 

interaction effects may indicate that students with either high or low levels of challenge 

stress tend to deal with it similarly, regardless of whether they tend to be motivated by 

the nature of a task or not. It was predicted that individuals experiencing high levels of 

challenge stress would recognize the inherent benefits associated with the stressor and, 

because they derive motivation from completing tasks, would engage in more planning 

and problem-solving behaviors. Although the main effect results suggest there is a 

relationship between stressor type and student motivation, overall these findings do not 

fully support the propositions outlined in the challenge transactional model.  

 The role of intrinsic motivation was also predicted to influence relationship 

between students’ self-reported hindrance stress and problem-focused coping. The 

amount of hindrance stress reported by students in the form of hassles, busywork in 

classes, and professor favoritism was not predictive of problem-focused coping. Perhaps 

students were consciously or unconsciously aware of the fact that hindrance stressors do 

not provide the inherent benefits that are typically related to challenge stressors. As with 

the challenge model, however, intrinsic motivation was predictive of problem-focused 

coping strategies in the hindrance model. Therefore, it is possible to predict that students 

who tend to be motivated intrinsically by simply engaging in a given task will also be 

more proactive in dealing with stressful situations at school. There was also no significant 

interaction effects, so students who are driven to complete a task because of the nature of 

that task and students who are driven by other means (e.g., external factors, monetary 

incentives, or recognition) do not differ in whether they engage in more proactive, 

problem-focused coping behaviors. Given the theoretical underpinnings of these linkages, 
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one might expect individuals motivated by internal mechanisms to engage in a relatively 

consistent amount of problem-solving or planning behavior when faced with positive or 

negative stressors because they derive some benefit from doing so. Conversely, one 

might predict that individuals who are not highly motivated by internal means would 

engage in more problem-focused behaviors when hindrance stress is low as opposed to 

when stress is high. Interestingly, the lack of significant interaction effects do not support 

these propositions and, therefore, do not provide evidence for the challenge transactional 

model. 

 Emotion-focused coping differs from problem-focused coping because it does not 

directly address the stressful or traumatic situation. As a result, as noted in the 

introduction, some researchers regard it as slightly less adaptive in workplace or school 

environments when students or employees utilize it as an exclusive form of coping. When 

used in tandem with problem-focused coping, however, utilizing emotion-focused 

strategies can be especially beneficial. In the current study, we examined the role of 

intrinsic motivation on the relationship between stressor type and emotion-focused 

coping. It was predicted that students who report being highly motivated by intrinsic 

means will engage in more emotion-focused coping behaviors when stress is high than 

students who report less motivation from intrinsic sources. The findings suggest that 

challenge and hindrance stressors are both predictors of emotion-focused coping, but 

intrinsic motivation was only a predictor of coping in the challenge transactional model. 

As one might expect, the amount of stress a student reported could be used to determine 

how likely they would vent of their emotions or seek social support from friends or 

family members. A possible explanation for why intrinsic motivation was not a predictor 
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of coping in the hindrance model might be that because the stressor has no potential 

benefits, not even intrinsic benefits, we see no differentiation between students scoring 

high or low on intrinsic motivation. In both the challenge and hindrance models, there 

were no interaction effects and results do not correspond with the predicted relationships. 

On the basis of the proposed models and theoretical support, one would expect students 

who are not driven by internal factors would tend to engage in more emotion-focused 

coping behaviors when stress is high as compared students who are driven by internal 

factors. In other words, students who are not motivated by the nature of a task should 

seek more social support or choose to vent their emotions because the sympathy or 

empathy associated with emotion-focused coping might buffer the adverse effects of the 

stressor. When examining the data, however, these results do not support the proposed 

challenge or hindrance transactional models of stress appraisals. 

 While problem-focused and emotion-focused coping strategies have some 

benefits to an individual, maladaptive coping behaviors have fewer potential benefits. In 

the proposed models of stress appraisal, the influence of intrinsic motivation on the 

relationship between stressor type and maladaptive coping was investigated. For the 

challenge and hindrance models, individuals’ levels of self-reported stress were 

predictive of whether they tended to engage in maladaptive behavior; students with more 

stress regardless of the type were more likely to be behaviorally or mentally disengaged. 

In both the challenge and hindrance models, if a student reported being more intrinsically 

motivated, then they were significantly less likely to engage in maladaptive coping 

behaviors. There were no significant interaction effects, so students reporting either high 



 

 54 

or low stress were equally likely to engage in maladaptive coping behavior and intrinsic 

motivation did not significantly influence this relationship. 

 Intuitively, and according to theory, it was predicted that coping behavior would 

influence the relationship between stressor type and self-reported domain satisfaction. 

Specifically, for example, a student who uses more problem-solving strategies to cope 

with challenge stressors such as time pressure to meet class deadlines should be 

alleviating the source of stress and, therefore, report greater school satisfaction than a 

student who did not employ this coping strategy. The results suggest that problem-

focused coping acts as a predictor of school satisfaction, but there was no main effect for 

challenge stress. In other words, the number of class assignments, project deadlines, or 

amount of student responsibility did not significantly influence whether a student was 

satisfied with school or not. These findings are somewhat counterintuitive because this 

suggests that other factors, perhaps not directly related to coursework, were influencing 

students’ perceptions of satisfaction. In addition to problem-focused coping behavior, it 

was predicted that emotion-focused coping would influence the relationship between 

stressor type and coping. The findings from this analysis suggest that neither coping 

behavior nor challenge stress were predictors of school satisfaction. School and job 

satisfaction are typically associated with an affective response to internal or external 

domain factors; for example, an employee might report lower satisfaction because they 

experience interpersonal conflict. One possible reason seeking social support to deal with 

stressors was not related to school satisfaction may be because doing so makes the 

negative events more salient to students. In fact, literature examining employee 

preference for work-family integration versus segmentation has touched upon the benefits 
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and problems associated with blending school, work, and family domains (Ashforth, 

Kreiner, & Fugate, 2000). For the role of maladaptive coping behaviors, it was 

hypothesized that students who report more behavioral or mental disengagement would 

report less school satisfaction when challenge stress was high. The results suggest that 

maladaptive coping was a negative predictor of school satisfaction. Therefore, students 

reporting more mental and behavioral disengagement tended to be less satisfied with 

school. As with the other analyses, the amount of challenge stress experienced by 

students was not related to whether they had positive or negative perceptions of school 

satisfaction. Collectively, coping behavior did not act as a buffer in the relationship 

between students’ self-reported challenge stress and perceptions of school satisfaction, 

thus, not providing support for the proposed challenge transactional model. 

 In the hindrance model of stress, the role of coping behaviors on the relationship 

between student’s hindrance stress and school satisfaction were examined. In all three 

moderated regression analyses, students’ level of hindrance stress in the form of unclear 

class objectives, unjust professor favoritism, or general class hassles was predictive of 

lower school satisfaction. With regard to problem-focused coping, whether a student 

tended to deal with stressors by utilizing problem-solving or planning strategies was 

predictive of higher of school satisfaction. Conversely, maladaptive coping behaviors 

were predictive of lower levels of self-reported school satisfaction. The amount of 

emotion-focused coping used by students in the form of venting or seeking social support 

did not significantly influence perceptions of school satisfaction. Although there were a 

number of significant main effect findings, the non-significant interactions suggest that 
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coping behavior did not buffer the relationship between hindrance stressor and school 

satisfaction. 

 While one might expect coping to buffer the negative effects of stress on 

perceptions of satisfaction, it is also reasonable to think that coping behaviors might 

influence the relationship between stress and performance. For the challenge 

transactional model, results suggest that students’ level of problem-focused coping 

helped in determining their self-report school performance in the positive direction and 

maladaptive coping was predictive of performance in the negative direction; however, 

emotion-focused coping was not related to school performance. Challenge stress was not 

a significant predictor of how students responded to self-report school performance, 

except in the maladaptive coping moderation analysis. These findings indicate that 

regardless of the type of strategy, coping did not moderate the relationship between 

stressor and self-reported performance. The buffering effect that was hypothesized, 

whereby students who utilize coping behaviors would report greater school performance, 

was not supported. There are certain criticisms and limitations related to self-report 

performance, so the same moderation analyses were conducted using student GPA. 

Interestingly, the only significant main effect was for emotion-focused coping. This main 

effect suggests that whether a student engaged in venting or seeking social support was 

predictive of academic performance and was reflected in GPA. The lack of interaction 

effects using both self-report and GPA as measures of academic performance do not 

provide evidence for the proposed relationships in the challenge transactional model. 

 When examining the role of coping behaviors on the relationship between 

hindrance stress and school performance, the results from the self-reported performance 
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measure suggest that problem-focused, emotion-focused, and maladaptive coping were 

all significant predictors. In other words, in the three separate moderated regressions, 

students who engaged in more problem-focused and emotion-focused coping were more 

likely to report doing well in their classes and students who used maladaptive coping 

were less likely to report strong academic performance. The amount of hindrance stress a 

student experienced in the form of ambiguous tasks or hassles did not significantly 

impact his or her perception of school performance, except in the maladaptive coping 

regression. With GPA as the outcome variable, there were no main effects for coping or 

stress. It is possible that the discrepancy between self-reported academic performance and 

a more objective measure (i.e., GPA) exists because academic performance involves a 

number of factors. In the workplace, for example, a sales associate’s performance might 

be measured by factors such as interpersonal relationships or undertaking leadership roles 

and simply examining sales or commission might not provide an accurate portrayal of his 

or her performance. When using self-report or GPA as the academic performance 

measure, however, coping strategies did not moderate the relationship between hindrance 

stress and performance; the hypothesized buffering effect of coping on stress was not 

present. Therefore, students who tended to use more coping strategies were not 

necessarily more productive when experiencing highly stressful situations as compared to 

students who did not tend to use coping strategies. Although on the whole these findings 

do not support the proposed models, they certainly provide some significant implications 

for theory and future stress-related research. 

Theoretical and Practical Implications 
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 The challenge-hindrance model of stress was founded on the idea that some 

stressors have potential rewards associated with them, while other stressors do not come 

with any benefits (Cavanaugh, et al., 2000). Collectively, the current data did not provide 

much evidence to support the challenge-hindrance theory. In fact, the only differences 

were found in the relationships between stressor type, school performance, and school 

satisfaction. It is possible that stressors are appraised as challenges or hindrances; 

however, perceptions of what situations are positive or beneficial may differ for each 

individual. For example, a time demand to meet a deadline might be particularly negative 

for an individual who experiences a significant amount of anxiety when projects are 

unfinished. In this type of situation, the negative stress and anxiety may consume the 

individual and, thus, render them unable to see the potential benefit. Another theoretical 

implication of these findings can be drawn from the literature investigating work-life 

boundaries (Ashforth, Kreiner, & Fugate, 2000). Individuals who choose to 

compartmentalize school and work domains may be protected against the adverse effects 

of hindrance stressors. Overall, there was little support for the challenge-hindrance 

framework; perhaps the cognitive appraisal models proposed failed to account for 

anticipated amounts of stress. For example, participants may have recognized stress as a 

normal part of being a student and only experienced a decline in academic performance 

or satisfaction when stress exceeded those perceptions of normal (e.g., Schwarzer, 2004). 

 In an attempt to integrate findings from current literature, it was hypothesized that 

motivation and personality in the form of core self-evaluations would moderate the 

relationship between stress and coping behavior. As mentioned previously, there are 

cognitive processes that occur when appraising stressful situations. No previous models 
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or theories have looked at motivation orientation or core self-evaluations as individual 

differences in stress appraisals. In the current model, it was predicted on the basis of the 

challenge-hindrance theory that reward would be more salient for extrinsically motivated 

individuals and, therefore, they would use more coping for challenge stressors than non-

extrinsically motivated individuals. It is possible that non-significant interactions indicate 

that coping strategies are, as theorized by Folkman, Lazarus et al. (1986), trait-oriented 

and not usually influenced by external factors. 

 Stress has certainly been found to negatively impact perceptions of satisfaction 

and performance; the literature has supported this assumption in many empirical 

instances (Podsakoff, et al., 2007). Perhaps the model of cognitive stress appraisals did 

not account for the possibility that coping does not mitigate the negative effects of stress; 

rather, it might make the individual more resilient and less susceptible to stressors. If this 

were the case, regardless of the type of stressor (i.e., challenge or hindrance), participants 

might have reported overall lower stress despite having potentially the same number of 

stressful experiences as less resilient participants. In accordance with this supposition, 

scores on the overarching construct of core self-evaluations were negatively related to 

both types of stressors. Though these relationships are simply correlations and causation 

cannot be drawn from them, it is interesting to note that students with a more positive 

self-image tended to report less stress overall. In addition to these individual differences 

in self-reported stress, none of the moderated regression analyses were significant for the 

three coping styles and in many instances stress was not a predictor of performance or 

satisfaction, so these findings somewhat contradict previous theories about coping in a 

school or work environment. 
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 From a more practical perspective, these non-significant findings suggest that an 

individual who utilizes coping strategies will not always be better equipped to deal with 

stressful school or work situations. Therefore, developers of stress management programs 

should always evaluate the effectiveness of the strategies they are teaching and provide 

students or employees with multiple alternative ways to deal with stressors. For educators 

and managers, it was found that challenge stress was positively related to performance, so 

providing students or employees with responsibility, clear objectives, and deadlines can 

increase self-reported performance. Moreover, hindrance stress was negatively related to 

school satisfaction, so professors and managers should attempt to minimize unnecessary 

hassles, red tape, and unjust favoritism. Although there were no interaction effects for 

motivation orientation as a moderator of the relationship between stressor type and 

coping behavior, it is important to note the strong correlations between motivation 

orientation and stress. When applying these findings to the school environment, they 

suggest that students are driven by monetary reward also tend to report more stress 

overall; whereas, students who are motivated by the nature of the job report significantly 

less stress. Recognizing these potential pitfalls as a professor or manager, therefore, may 

be helpful when managing student or employee performance, if findings generalize 

across samples. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

 After testing the various model linkages, it became evident that many of the 

predicted relationships were non-significant. In the previous section, the implications on 

theory and practice were discussed; however, it is essential to evaluate possible 

limitations of the method, scales, and model design. One limitation of the current study 
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was that only self-reported data were collected from student and employee samples, with 

the exception of student GPA. As many researchers have found, responses on self-report 

measures are sometimes fraught with problems: social desirability, memory effects, and 

unreliability of recall (Crockett, Schulenberg, & Petersen, 1987; Cronbach, 1970). 

Though precautions to reduce response distortion were taken (i.e., anonymity of 

participants, responses were not linked to work performance or grades, etc.), it is possible 

that students and employees wanted to appear more socially acceptable. Future studies of 

student and employee stress, personality, and coping might benefit from including more 

objective measures. In the case of stress, for example, research would benefit from 

interdisciplinary research measuring the biological stress indicators such as high blood 

pressure, increased heart rate, perspiration, decreased glucose levels, and elevated cortical 

levels and cognitive appraisals of stressors (Cohen, Kessler, & Gordon, 1997). 

Additionally, future studies of stress models should consider using supervisory ratings of 

employee performance as a more objective measure or spouse/significant other ratings of 

student or employee satisfaction. Another limitation of the current study, related to self-

report data, was that there seemed to be a large discrepancy between student’s self-report 

academic performance and GPA. One would anticipate there to be a moderate to strong 

correlation; however, that was not observed in the student sample. One explanation for 

this limitation could be that there was range restriction since GPA was only accessible for 

students majoring in psychology and not the entire sample.  

 Unfortunately, the employee snowball sample did not yield enough participants to 

draw meaningful results or to conduct interaction analyses. Efforts were taken to recruit 

employees and over 3,100 emails were sent; perhaps the low response rate was because 
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there were no incentives for the employees. This significantly limits the generalizability 

of findings to organizational and employee samples. The stressors experienced by 

students may be somewhat different from those experienced by employees and the 

strategies utilized to cope with them may differ for employees because of contextual 

factors. Students, for example, are mainly responsible for their own success in their 

classes, whereas, employees in work groups or teams share task responsibility. A future 

direction for stress and coping research and model development should include or control 

for contextual factors. Furthermore, the field would benefit significantly from more 

multilevel and team level analysis of stress.  

 One aim of the current model of stress appraisals was to determine if coping style 

could buffer the adverse effects of stress on domain performance and satisfaction. In all 

of the separate analyses, the interactions effects were non-significant. Therefore, there is 

a need for additional research to answer the question, “In what instance does coping 

buffer the relationship between stress and organizational or academic outcomes?” This 

avenue of research may have important implications on organizational and academic 

interventions. In the employee-training realm, for example, a stress management trainer 

could develop programs according to which coping mechanism will best alleviate the 

stressor and, thus, lead to more productivity and job satisfaction. This paradigm of 

research is also closely related to the positive psychology construct of resiliency. Future 

researchers might also consider including a resiliency scale to better establish the 

linkages between stressor, coping, performance, and satisfaction. 

Concluding Remarks 
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 The primary aim of this thesis was to integrate the existing literature into a 

testable, comprehensive model to provide a greater understanding of the cognitive 

appraisal process of stressors. The challenge-hindrance framework was used for the 

current study along with individual differences measures of motivation and core self-

evaluations. Overall, the results did not provide evidence for the integration of the 

challenge-hindrance framework with the transactional appraisal model of stress. 

Although there was not adequate evidence supporting the challenge and hindrance 

models, the findings do provide information pertaining to the cognitive processing of 

stressors in general. The most notable finding was that core self-evaluations moderated 

the relationship between challenge stressor and problem-focused coping and that core 

self-evaluations also moderate the relationship between hindrance stressor and problem-

focused coping. 
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APPRENDIX A - Tables 
 
Table 1. Correlations, Means, Standard Deviations, and Reliabilities for Students 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1. Challenge Stress 3.51 1.00 (.94)            

2. Hindrance Stress 2.93  .91  .71*** (.84)           

3. CSES 5.19 1.02 -.32*** -.48*** (.82)         

4. Intrinsic Motivation 2.98  .35 -.12* -.10* .22*** (.79)        

5. Extrinsic Motivation 2.70 .38  .23***  .21***  .07  .10* (.66)       

6. Problem-Focused 2.91  .48  .06  .04  .17***  .34***  .27*** (.90)      

7. Emotion-Focused 2.61  .76  .18***  .27***  .00  .07  .31***  .33*** (.90)     

8. Maladaptive 1.98  .61  .18***  .27*** -.41*** -.16***  .11** -.07  .23*** (.85)    

9. Satisfaction 3.90  .76 -.04 -.13**  .25***  .21*** .13** .20*** .03 -.14** (.93)   

10. Performance 4.05  .64 .09* .01 .21*** .17*** .20*** .22*** .09* -.19*** .20*** (.71)  

11. GPA 2.90 1.04 .05 -.07  .11 .01 .15* .03 .16* .01 -.09 .01 N/A 

Note.  Internal consistency reliabilities (α) estimates are reported on the diagonal. N for all reported correlations was 538 with the exception of 
GPA (N = 184) *p < .05  **p < .01  ***p < .001 
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Table 2. Moderated Regression for CSE, Challenge Stress, and Coping 

  Problem-Focused  Emotion-Focused  Maladaptive 

  β  ΔR2  β  ΔR2  β  ΔR2 

Step One            

 Challenge Stress (A1)  .13**   .045  .06  .037  -.39***  .172 

 Core Self-Evaluation (B)  .21***     .20***    .06   

Step Two             

 Challenge Stress (A1)  .14**  .008  .06  .001  -.39***   

 Core Self-Evaluation (B)  .22***    .20***    .06   

 A1 X B -.09*    .03    -.02   

Note. *p < .05  **p < .01  ***p < .001 
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Table 3. Moderated Regression for CSE, Hindrance Stress, and Coping 

  Problem-Focused  Emotion-Focused  Maladaptive 

  β  ΔR2  β  ΔR2  β  ΔR2 

Step One         

 Hindrance Stress (A2) .25***  .048   .14**  .014   .10*  .177 

 Core Self-Evaluation (B) .16***     .06    -.36***   

Step Two               

 Hindrance Stress (A2) .26***  .011   .14**  .000  .10*  .000 

 Core Self-Evaluation (B) .15***     .06    -.36***   

 A2 X B -.13**     .01    -.01   

Note. *p < .05  **p < .01  ***p < .001 
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Table 4. Moderated Regression for Extrinsic Motivation, Challenge Stress, and Coping 

  Problem-Focused  Emotion-Focused  Maladaptive 

  β  ΔR2  β  ΔR2  β  ΔR2 

Step One         

 Challenge Stress (A1) .00  .068  .12**  .109  .17  .038 

 Extrinsic Motivation (B) .27***    .28***    .07   

Step Two             

 Challenge Stress (A1) .00  .002  .11**  .006  .16  .000 

 Extrinsic Motivation (B) .27***    .28***    .07   

 A1 X B -.01    -.08    .00   

Note. *p < .05  **p < .01  ***p < .001 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 5. Moderated Regression for Extrinsic Motivation, Hindrance Stress, and Coping 
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  Problem-Focused  Emotion-Focused  Maladaptive 

  β  ΔR2  β  ΔR2  β  ΔR2 

Step One         

 Hindrance Stress (A2) 
-.02  .071  .04  .098  .26***  .078 

 Extrinsic Motivation (B) .27***    .30***    .06   

Step Two             

 Hindrance Stress (A2) 
-.02  .001  .05  .002  .26***  .001 

 Extrinsic Motivation (B) .27***    .30***    .06   

 A2 X B .02           

Note. *p < .05  **p < .01  ***p < .001 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 6. Moderated Regression for Intrinsic Motivation, Challenge Stress, and Coping 
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  Problem-Focused  Emotion-Focused  Maladaptive 

  β  ΔR2  β  ΔR2  β  ΔR2 

Step One         

 Challenge Stress (A1) .10*  .124  .19***  .039  .17***  .051 

 Intrinsic Motivation (B) .35***    .09*    -.15***   

Step Two             

 Challenge Stress (A1) .10*  .000  .20***  .002  .16***  .001 

 Intrinsic Motivation (B) .35***    .09*    -.15***   

 A1 X B .01    -.01    .05   

Note. *p < .05  **p < .01  ***p < .001 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 7. Moderated Regression for Intrinsic Motivation, Hindrance Stress, and Coping 

  Problem-Focused  Emotion-Focused  Maladaptive 
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  β  ΔR2  β  ΔR2  β  ΔR2 

Step One         

 Hindrance Stress (A2) .07  .119  .11**  .018  .26***  .095 

 Intrinsic Motivation (B) .35***    .08    -.14**   

Step Two             

 Hindrance Stress (A2) .07  .001  .12**  .001  .26***  .001 

 Intrinsic Motivation (B) .34***    .09*    -.14**   

 A2 X B .02    -.03    .03   

Note. *p < .05  **p < .01  ***p < .001 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 8.  Moderated Regression for Problem-Focused Coping, Challenge Stress, and Performance 

    School Performance  GPA 
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   β  ΔR2  β  ΔR2 

Step One      

 Problem-Focused (A)   .28***  .052    .05   .003 

 Challenge Stress (B1)   .05      .05   

Step Two          

 Problem-Focused (A)   .28***  .000    .11  .020 

 Challenge Stress (B1)   .05      .04   

 A X B1  -.01     -.32   

Note. *p < .05  **p < .01  ***p < .001 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 9.  Moderated Regression for Problem-Focused Coping, Hindrance Stress, and Performance 
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    School Performance  GPA 

   β  ΔR2  β  ΔR2 

Step One      

 Problem-Focused (A)   0.29***  0.046  0.06  0.006 

 Hindrance Stress (B2)  0.00    -0.08   

Step Two          

 Problem-Focused (A)   .29***  0.001  0.07  0.000 

 Hindrance Stress (B2)  0.00    -0.08   

 A X B2  0.03    -0.04   

Note. *p < .05  **p < .01  ***p < .001 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 10.  Moderated Regression for Emotion-Focused Coping, Challenge Stress, and Performance 
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    School Performance  GPA 

   β  ΔR2  β  ΔR2 

Step One      

 Emotion-Focused (A)  0.06  0.013    .23*  0.027 

 Challenge Stress (B1)   .05    0.02   

Step Two          

 Emotion-Focused (A)  0.06  0.002    .23*  0.000 

 Challenge Stress (B1)  0.04    0.02   

 A X B1  -0.04    -0.01   

Note. *p < .05  **p < .01  ***p < .001 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 11.  Moderated Regression for Emotion-Focused Coping, Hindrance Stress, and Performance 
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    School Performance  GPA 

   β  ΔR2  β  ΔR2 

Step One      

 Emotion-Focused (A)   -.07*  0.008  0.25  0.034 

 Hindrance Stress (B2)  0.09    -0.10   

Step Two          

 Emotion-Focused (A)   .08*  0.002  -0.27  0.006 

 Hindrance Stress (B2)  0.09    -0.11   

 A X B2  -0.04    0.10   

Note. *p < .05  **p < .01  ***p < .001 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 12.  Moderated Regression for Maladaptive Coping, Challenge Stress, and Performance 
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    School Performance  GPA 

   β  ΔR2  β  ΔR2 

Step One      

 Maladaptive (A)  -0.22***  0.051  0.00  0.002 

 Challenge Stress (B1)  0.08**    0.05   

Step Two          

 Maladaptive (A)  -0.23***  0.004  -0.01  0.002 

 Challenge Stress (B1)  0.08**    0.05   

 A X B1  0.07    0.08   

Note. *p < .05  **p < .01  ***p < .001 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 13.  Moderated Regression for Maladaptive Coping, Challenge Stress, and Performance 
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    School Performance  GPA 

   β  ΔR2  β  ΔR2 

Step One      

 Maladaptive (A)   -.22***  0.051  0.04  0.006 

 Hindrance Stress (B2)  0.08**    -0.09   

Step Two          

 Maladaptive (A)   -.23***  0.004  0.03  0.013 

 Hindrance Stress (B2)  0.08**    -0.07   

 A X B2  0.07    0.23   

Note. *p < .05  **p < .01  ***p < .001 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 14. Moderated Regression for Stressors, Problem-Focused Coping, and Satisfaction 
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    School Satisfaction  School Satisfaction 

   β  ΔR2  β  ΔR2 

Step One       Step One  

 Problem-Focused (A)  0.32***  0.041    Problem-Focused (A)  0.32***  0.057 

 Challenge Stress (B1)  -0.04   Hindrance Stress (B2) -0.11**   

Step Two         Step Two    

 Problem-Focused (A)  -0.32***  0.002    Problem-Focused (A)  -.23***  0.000 

 Challenge Stress (B1)  -0.04   Hindrance Stress (B2) -0.11**   

 A X B1  -0.007           A X B2 0.02   

Note. *p < .05  **p < .01  ***p < .001 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 15. Moderated Regression for Stressors, Emotion-Focused Coping, and Satisfaction 
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   School Satisfaction  School Satisfaction 

   β  ΔR2  β  ΔR2 

Step One       Step One  

 Emotion-Focused (A)  .04  .003    Emotion-Focused (A) 0.05  0.018 

 Challenge Stress (B1)  -.04   Hindrance Stress (B2) -0.11**   

Step Two         Step Two    

 Emotion-Focused (A)  .04  .001    Emotion-Focused (A) 0.05  0.000 

 Challenge Stress (B1)  -.04   Hindrance Stress (B2) -0.08   

 A X B1  .02           A X B2 -0.01   

Note. *p < .05  **p < .01  ***p < .001 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 16. Moderated Regression Summary for Stressors, Maladaptive Coping, and Satisfaction 
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    School Satisfaction  School Satisfaction 

   β  ΔR2  β  ΔR2 

Step One       Step One  

 Maladaptive (A)  -0.17**  0.020    Maladaptive (A) -0.14*  0.025 

 Challenge Stress (B1)  -0.01      Hindrance Stress (B2) -0.08*   

Step Two         Step Two    

 Maladaptive (A)  -0.17**  0.001    Maladaptive (A) -0.13**  0.001 

 Challenge Stress (B1)  -0.01      Hindrance Stress (B2) -0.08*   

 A X B1  -0.04           A X B2 -0.08   

Note. *p < .05  **p < .01  ***p < .001 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 17. Moderated Regression for CSE Self-Esteem, Stressors, and Coping 
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  Problem-Focused    Problem-Focused 

  β  ΔR2      β  ΔR2 

Step One             

 Challenge Stress (A1)  .11**   .058  Hindrance Stress (A2)  .14**  .059 

 CSE – Self-Esteem (B1)  .24***      CSE – Self-Esteem (B1) .27***   

Step Two            

 Challenge Stress (A1)  .12**  .009  Hindrance Stress (A2) .14**  .014 

 CSE – Self-Esteem (B1)  .25***    CSE – Self-Esteem (B1) .28***   

 A1 X B1 -.10*    A2 X B1 -.12**   

Note. *p < .05  **p < .01  ***p < .001 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 18. Moderated Regression Summary for CSE Neuroticism, Stressors, and Coping 
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  Problem-Focused    Problem-Focused 

  β  ΔR2      β  ΔR2 

Step One           

 Challenge Stress (A1)  .11**  .020  Hindrance Stress (A2)  .12*  .017 

 CSES – Neuroticism (B2)  .14**     CSE – Neuroticism (B2) .16**   

Step Two    .008          

 Challenge Stress (A1) .13**    Hindrance Stress (A2) .11*  .013 

 CSE – Neuroticism (B2) .15**    CSE – Neuroticism (B2) .17**   

 A1 X B2 -.09*    A2 X B2 -.13**   

Note. *p < .05  **p < .01  ***p < .001 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 19. Moderated Regression Summary for CSE Self-Efficacy, Stressors, and Coping 
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  Problem-Focused    Problem-Focused 

  β  ΔR2      β  ΔR2 

Step One             

 Challenge Stress (A1)  .10*   .008  Hindrance Stress (A2)  .09  .006 

 CSE – Self-Efficacy (B3)  .10*      CSE  -Self-Efficacy (B3) .10*   

Step Two            

 Challenge Stress (A1)  .11*  .003  Hindrance Stress (A2) .08  .007 

 CSE – Self-Efficacy (B3)  .10*    CSE –Self-Efficacy (B3) .10*   

 A1 X B3 -.07    A2 X B3 -.09*   

Note. *p < .05  **p < .01  ***p < .001 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 20. Moderated Regression Summary for CSE Locus of Control, Stressors, and Coping 
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  Problem-Focused    Problem-Focused 

  β  ΔR2      β  ΔR2 

Step One           

 Challenge Stress (A1)  .11*  .026  Hindrance Stress (A2)  .11*  .026 

 CSES – LOC (B4)  .17***     CSE – LOC (B4) .18***   

Step Two    .006          

 Challenge Stress (A1) .12**    Hindrance Stress (A2) .11*  .014 

 CSE – LOC (B4) .18***    CSE – LOC (B4) .20***   

 A1 X B4 -.10*    A2 X B4 -.13**   

Note. *p < .05  **p < .01  ***p < .001, LOC = Locus of Control 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 21. Correlations, Means, Standard Deviations, and Reliabilities for Employees 
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Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Challenge Stress 3.23 1.06 (.95)           

2. Hindrance Stress 2.24  .97   .42* (.85)          

3. CSES 5.41  .82  -.05  -.28 (.83)        

4. Intrinsic Motivation 2.95  .56   .17  -.26  .03 (.91)       

5. Extrinsic Motivation 3.09  .56  -.12  -.14  .18 -.15 (.80)      

6. Problem-Focused 2.98  .45  -.08   .15  .22 -.07  .45* (.89)     

7. Emotion-Focused 2.49  .80   .08   .25  .06  .21  .34†  .44* (.92)    

8. Maladaptive 1.73  .82   .04 -.03 -.17  .26  .22  .27   .66*** (.93)   

9. Satisfaction 3.77  .90 -.15 -.40*  .25 -.19  .04  .16 -.34† -.22 (.82)  

10. Performance 6.47  .58  .04 -.17  .15 -.19 -.04  .25 -.37† -.23 .54** (.86) 

Note. Alpha reliabilities on the diagonal. † p < .10  * p<.05  ** p<.01  *** p<.001 

 
 
 
 
 
 
APPENDIX B – Figures 
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Figure 1.  Challenge Transactional Cognitive Appraisal Model of Stress 
 

 
 
Figure 2.  Hindrance Transactional Cognititive Appraisal Model of Stress 
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Figure 3.  Interaction Graph of Challenge Stressors, Problem-Focused Coping, and CSE 
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Figure 4.  Interaction Graph of Hindrance Stressors, Problem-Focused Coping, and CSE 
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Figure 5.  Interaction Graph of Challenge Stressors, Problem-Focused Coping and Self-Esteem (CSES) 
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Figure 6.  Interaction Graph of Challenge Stressors, Problem-Focused Coping and Neuroticism (CSES) 



 

 96 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 7.  Interaction Graph of Challenge Stressors, Problem-Focused Coping and Self-Efficacy (CSES) 
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Figure 8.  Interaction Graph of Challenge Stressors, Problem-Focused Coping and Locus of Control (CSES) 
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Figure 9.  Interaction Graph of Hindrance Stressors, Problem-Focused Coping and Self-Esteem (CSES) 
 



 

 99 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 10.  Interaction Graph of Hindrance Stressors, Problem-Focused Coping and Neuroticism (CSES) 
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Figure 11.  Interaction Graph of Hindrance Stressors, Problem-Focused Coping and Self-Efficacy (CSES) 
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Figure 12.  Interaction Graph of Hindrance Stressors, Problem-Focused Coping and Locus of Control (CSES) 
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