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Abstract. Co-active coping is a fundamental construct in organizational and work environments as it allows for the
exploration of individual and group behaviors within organizations. The aim of this study was to develop a new scale
called the Co-Active Coping Inventory in theChilean context. The samplewas comprised of 1,442workerswith an average
age of 30.48 years (SD = 11.13). 55%were public-sector workers, 34.5%were workers in private commercial organizations,
and 10.5%belonged to non-profit private organizations. Different exploratory factor analyseswere performed, and the best
exploratory model was verified with a confirmatory factor analysis. In addition, multiple linear regressions were used to
analyze which dimensions of co-active coping helped predict workers’ burnout (emotional exhaustion, affective harden-
ing, and personal fulfillment) and symptomatology (psychological and somatic). Based on the exploratory and confirma-
tory approach, theCo-ActiveCoping Inventory showed a goodfit to a structure offive correlated factors (ReflectiveAction,
Rash Action, Search for Spiritual Support, Search for Affective Support and Evasion), demonstrating measurement
invariance in terms of sex and type of organization. The different domains of co-active coping explain between 20%
(emotional exhaustion) and 41% (affective hardening) of occupational burnout and around 3–5% of workers’ symptom-
atology, with reflective action being the most important variable. These results indicate that the new scale has suitable
psychometric properties; it can assess coping strategies in the Chilean organizational context in a reliable and valid way.
These coping strategies have demonstrated certain importance in relation to organizational and clinical variables.
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Organizations are socially constructed abstract systems,
where their design, structure and processes are enacted
by the people who comprise them (Kozlowski, 2012).
These components of the organization are linked in
complex and dynamic patterns of continuous influence
where the characteristics of the context — the

organization — has effects on the individuals (Ehrhart
et al., 2014). The effects of organizations on individuals
can cause health to deteriorate as a result of high emo-
tional demand. In addition, these effects sustained over
time progressively deplete employees’ psychological
resources, producing exhaustion, stress, somatizations
and even burnout, which affect performance and prod-
uctivity, becoming an occupational risk factor
(Demerouti & Bakker, 2011). These demands (work-
related stress) have become an important occupational
risk factor in every industrialized country, although it is
comparatively less known in many recently industrial-
ized and developing countries (Kortum et al., 2010). A
concern throughout the literature on stress and coping is
how relatively successful different coping strategies are
in producing more positive outcomes and leading to
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fewer negative outcomes. When coping strategies fail,
individuals may find themselves feeling stress, anxiety,
and a suite of negative emotions. In short, coping
resources are generally the most important predictors
of job satisfaction, motivation, and engagement (Bakker
& Bal, 2010; MacIntyre et al., 2020).
When it reaches unacceptable levels, stress is a phe-

nomenon that leads to a deterioration in psychological
health (Bhagat et al., 2010) and, consequently, to
reduced performance and increased absenteeism (Shi
et al., 2013), producing unnecessary costs (Goh et al.,
2015; Rodríguez et al., 2019). In a systematic review of
the costs ofwork-related stress globally, it was observed
that the estimated total cost in 2014 was considerable
and varied substantially between USD 187 and 221 mil-
lion annually. In addition, it was noted that work-
related stress proportionally contributes most of the
total cost of lost productivity (between 70 and 90%),
and associated health care andmedical costs constituted
the remaining 10% to 30% (Hassard et al., 2018). On the
other hand, the Organización Internacional del Trabajo
(OIT; in English International Labor Organization
[ILO]) indicates that in Chile 60% of all certified work-
related illnesses in 2019 were occupational mental
health; this percentage is triple that of 2015. Behind these
numbers hides an incalculable human cost for workers
and their families, as well as considerable economic
losses to businesses and society (Bueno, 2020).
Coping is a fundamental component in the execution

of cognitive and behavioral efforts that determine the
ability to reduce and control the damage and costs of
work-related stress (Agencia Europea para la Seguridad
y la Salud en el Trabajo, in English EuropeanAgency for
Safety and Health at Work [EU-OSHA]; 2014; Hassard
et al., 2018; Siu et al., 2020). All this is related to the idea
that the natural antidote to handle work demands
which result in occupational stress and which affect
people’s health and well-being is to manage to reduce
the sources of stress at work more efficiently and
strengthen the coping resources instead of mitigating
the consequences of stress (Milner et al., 2017). As
expressed in an extensive range of publications (Chico
Librán, 2002; Meléndez et al., 2020; Ogueji et al., 2021),
the theoretical model at the base of most studies on
coping strategies is the now classic transactional model
of Lazarus and Folkman. Here, coping resources are
defined as the constantly changing cognitive and behav-
ioral efforts that deal with external and/or internal
demands appraised as excessive or beyond the individ-
ual’s resources (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). In addition,
coping is defined as the efforts to prevent or reduce the
associated threat, damage, loss or anxiety (Carver &
Connor-Smith, 2010). Indeed, it dealswith the strategies
that the person initiates to control disagreeable emo-
tional states and their different effects, especially when

they manifest as a stress process. As reflected in recent
meta-analyses, the availability of coping strategies is
positively related to the management of stress at work,
in terms of prevention and health promotion (Bartlett
et al., 2019; Zhang et al., 2020).
Coping strategies can be oriented to addressing the

problem, “problem-focused coping”, or managing the
emotions associated with the stressor, “emotion-
focused coping” (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Problem-
focused coping refers to the efforts aimed at modifying
the environmental demands or events causing the
stress, attempting to solve the problem or, at least,
reduce its impact. On the other hand, emotion-focused
coping involves efforts to reduce or eliminate the nega-
tive feelings caused by the stressful situation. Folkman
(2008) incorporates positive emotions within themodel,
ultimately suggesting that the assessment of the stress-
ful situation entails both negative and positive emo-
tions, including a new category in his model,
“meaning-focused coping”. More specifically, positive
emotions such as humor, which enables a person to
confront stress more effectively (Carbelo & Jáuregui,
2006; Martin & Ford, 2018; Menéndez-Aller et al.,
2020), or spiritual beliefs, where existential meaning is
sought to achieve emotional adjustment (Reynolds
et al., 2016; Vinaccia et al., 2012). Initial research sug-
gested that problem-focused coping was preferable to
emotion-focused coping for healthier psychological
functioning in the long term; however, it is now clear
that most stressors require both types of coping, since
emotion-focused coping strategies emphasise emo-
tional regulation and help people to feel, understand
and express their feelings (Finstad et al., 2021; Lee et al.,
2016).
Research on coping has concentrated mainly on

resources at the individual level (Afifi, 2015; Folkman,
2008), allowing social resources such as coping with
stress to drift (Peiró &González-Romá, 2013; Rodríguez
et al., 2019). Nevertheless, Schein’s definition (2010,
p. 18) of organizational culture refers implicitly to stress
experiences and coping strategies as presenting collect-
ive resolution qualities determined by the values, beliefs
and underlying assumptions inherent to the organiza-
tion and the wider social culture. In fact, in certain
circumstances, stress experiences can be shared by the
members of an organization, generating a climate of
organizational stress (Barría-González et al., 2021; Lan-
sisalmi et al., 2000), and therefore, it is relevant to
understand how the individual and social coping
resources and strategies benefit people’s performance
and well-being (Moos, 2002).
In this vein, Pérez-Luco (2008) proposes within the

work sphere, a generic construct called Subjective
Work Environment (ALS in Spanish) as a conceptual
model in which the specific domains of climate and
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organizational culture, occupational burnout and
co-active coping styles interrelate to comprehensively
describe the employees’ subjective organizational
dynamics. This is how the ALS model gathers the
influence of two theoretical approaches; the multilevel
model of organizational culture and climate by Ostroff
et al. (2012) and the demands and labor resources
theory (DRL) by Bakker and Demerouti (2018). Com-
bining the specific domains of climate and organiza-
tional culture in the ALS construct provides a better
understanding of the expressive, communicative and
human dimensions of organizations, as well as their
importance in creating organizational life (Ehrhart
et al., 2014; González-Romá & Peiró, 2014).
From the model of Ostroff et al. (2012), the ALS

construct considers the dimensions of organizational
culture and climate focusedmainly on the sharedmean-
ings of the work context and mediated by organiza-
tional structures and practices. On the one hand,
organizational climate focuses on perceptions of what
happens in the organization (behaviors, support, and
expectations) and, on the other hand, organizational
culture focuses onwhy those perceptions happen (basic
assumptions, beliefs and values; Ostroff et al., 2012).
From this perspective, organizational culture and cli-
mate shape management practices mediated by the
leader in the construction of a work environment with
more or less work demands (job burnout) and favoring
(or not) personal and work resources (coping strat-
egies). On the other hand, the ALS construct, in its
specific domains of occupational burnout and coping
styles, is framed directly with the job demands-
resources theory (JD-R; Bakker&Demerouti, 2018). This
theory seeks to understand the factors that determine
employees’ well-being (e.g., burnout, health, motiv-
ation) as well as work performance. According to the
theory, the different work contexts can be divided into
two different categories: Job demands and resources.
Job demands are defined as those aspects ofwork (phys-
ical, psychological, social or organizational) that require
efforts by the worker, with associated consequences. In
this sense, coping showed relationships withworkplace
burnout (Martínez et al., 2020), and with psychological

symptoms such as depression and anxiety. Conversely,
job resources refer to the aspects ofwork contexts (phys-
ical, psychological, social or organizational) that help
manage the demands, helping to meet targets and
stimulate the worker’s growth and development
(Bakker&Demerouti, 2018;Hakanen et al., 2017; Schau-
feli, 2017). For example, coping has been related with
organizational climate (Ahmad et al., 2018), and culture
(Naseer et al., 2018). Finally, the construct of Co-Active
Coping occurs when members of an organization use
similar individual coping strategies, i.e., develop shared
ideas and beliefs to resolve stressful situations in similar
circumstances, with the role of organizational culture
and climate being relevant in this process. Coactive
coping represents a process at the individual level that
spreads through imitation and vicarious learning,
becoming an organizational phenomenon (Peiró &
Rodríguez, 2008; Rodríguez et al., 2019).
According to the ALS model, the imbalance between

personal and work resources – co-active coping – and
job demands – burnout – to which employees are
exposed, have individual and collective resolution qual-
ities. These are determined by the organizational culture
and climate and mediated by the support of the leader,
who moderates individual perceptions and interacts
mutually in the intersubjective processes and affects
occupational well-being and performance in the organ-
ization (see Figure 1).
From the proposed construct ALS, an evaluation bat-

tery is developed called Subjective Work Environment
Questionnaire (CALS; Barría-González et al., 2021;
Pérez-Luco, 2008). The CALS considers the construction
of the following scales: Subjective Work Environment
Organizational Climate scale (ECALS in Spanish;
Barría-González et al., 2021), Organizational Culture
scale (ECO; Pérez-Luco, 2008), Occupational Burnout
scale (EDP; Pérez-Luco, 2008), Symptomatology scale
(ES; Pérez-Luco, 2008) and Co-active Coping Inventory
(EAC), the latter being a new instrument added to the
CALS battery. These scales are constructs traditionally
studied by psychology in work settings, measuring and
interpreting organizational dynamics in an integrated
manner according to the definition of the ALS model.

Figure 1. Subjetive Work Environment Model for Co-active Coping
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In this scenario, the new Co-active Coping Scale pre-
sents five facets (reflective action, rash action, search for
spiritual support, search for affective support, and eva-
sion) that characterize the variable of coping in the
domains that the literature indicates, as problem-
focused strategies (reflective action), and emotion-
focused strategies (search for affective support, eva-
sion), and meaning-centered (rash action or humor
and seeking spiritual support; Carbelo & Jáuregui,
2006; Carver, 1997; Folkman & Moskowitz, 2007; Mar-
tínez et al., 2019; vandenBrande et al., 2016). FromDRL,
coping resources are generally the most important pre-
dictors of job satisfaction, motivation, and engagement
(Prieto-Díez et al., 2022). The dimension reflective acting
(problem-focused) is particularly relevant and effective
on individuals’ stress levels by reducing threat (Carver
& Connor-Smith, 2010; González-Morales et al., 2010).
The affective support-seeking and avoidance (emotion-
focused) dimensions involve making efforts to mitigate
the negative feelings caused by the stressful situation.
On the other hand, the dimensions rash action (humor)
and search for spiritual support, as meaning-centered
strategies, incorporate positive emotions into the stress
copingprocesses. This is, in essence, a confrontation that
draws on a person’s beliefs (e.g., religious, spiritual, or
beliefs about justice), values (e.g., ’’what really
matters’-I care about my family’s well-being), existen-
tial goals (e.g., purpose in life or guiding principles), and
use of humor to motivate and sustain coping and well-
being during a difficult time (Folkman & Moskowitz,
2007; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Negative (emotion-
focused) as well as positive (meaning-focused) emo-
tions occur in a complementary manner in emotional
strategies in the face of stress, contributing to copemore
effectively with the situation and reduce levels of dis-
tress in individuals and teams (Ortega-Maldonado &
Salanova Soria, 2016).
There is a broad distribution of questionnaire pro-

posals created to assess coping, and there is variety in
terms of their use on generic or specific stressors. Ques-
tionnaires in English are the most significant, having

been adapted to different countries (Kato, 2015). In this
vein, questionnaires in Spanish are based on the main
questionnaires in English and these have been essen-
tially validated in their countries. Specifically in Chile
(see Table 1), there are basically only validations of the
questionnaires by Folkman and Lazarus (1988) and
Carver et al. (1989).
Bearing in mind the contributions of the original

instruments shown in Table 1, it is possible to point
out some relevant and differentiating arguments
between the scales presented and the creation of the
new EAC scale, based on previous literature such as
the meta-analysis performed by Kato (2015). One of the
main limitations of the scales in Table 1 is the target
population. For example, according to the meta-
analysis by Kato (2015), the most widely used scale in
the literature is the COPE, but this has been constructed
to measure coping especially in situations of unemploy-
ment. One of its versions, the COPE-R, was developed
to measure religious coping in patients with an illness.
In turn, both the SCQ and theWCQhave been designed
to measure coping strategies to pain in patients with an
illness or with violence problems. With all this, it is
interesting to note that these scales used for their study
mainly patients and university students between 18%
and 25% respectively,with theCOPE scale being the one
that has been most used in the working population, but
which is not specific for this type of population (Kato,
2015). It is also worth mentioning that the instruments
present different factor structures, as well as high vari-
ability in measurement precision. For example, the reli-
ability (α) of the COPE scale scores ranged from .44 to
.91, with a mean of .75.
With the above inmind, the Co-Active Coping Inven-

tory (EAC) attempts to somewhat address the problems.
The EAC performs a specific measurement of personal
and work resources (coping strategies) and provides
indicators for the management of people in complex
public and private organizations, to reduce individual
and organizational stressors that affect the health and
performance of employees. The EACbroadens the focus

Table 1. Frequently Used Coping Scales

Coping Scale Acronym Authors Country

COPE Inventory COPE Carver et al. (1989) EEUU
Coping Inventory for Stressful Situations CISS Endler and Parker (1990a, 1990b) EEUU
Coping Response Inventory CRI Moos (1988, 1993a, 1993b) Germany
Coping Strategies Questionnaire CSQ Rosenstiel and Keefe (1983) EEUU
Pain Coping Inventory PCI Kraaimaat et al. (1997) Netherlands
Religious COPE R-COPE Pargament et al. (1990), Pargament et al. (2000) EEUU
Spiritual Coping Questionnaire SCQ Charzynska (2014) Poland
WCQ: Ways of coping questionnaire WCQ Folkman and Lazarus (1988) EEUU

Note. Own elaboration
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and considers the evaluation of coping strategies
focused on both positive and negative emotions, such
as avoidance, humor and spiritual or religious emo-
tions.
Several aspects can be considered to highlight the

importance of developing a new coping inventory in
the Chilean context. The Co-active Coping Inventory
(EAC) proposes a comprehensive construct for the diag-
nosis of subjective work dynamics in complex organ-
izations, both public and private. In addition, it
responds to the absence of coping scales in the Chilean
population using a large national sample for its later
application to various sectors of the productive sphere.
Therefore, the proposed scale contributes to the clarifi-
cation and technical updating of the field of coping
assessment, making it possible to evaluate the construct
in different organizational contexts, favoring a more
accurate diagnosis of the working environment. In add-
ition, with the new coping inventory, it is hoped that a
first step will be established in the future development
of the Subjective Work Environment construct in the
evaluation of complex organizational dynamics, being
understood as those that present four or more divisions
in their organizational structure, three ormore hierarch-
ical levels or layers and a minimum of 200 employees
(Pérez-Luco, 2008; Rodríguez, 2002).
Within this framework, the main objective of this

study is to develop a measuring instrument of greater
precision to diagnose coping strategies in the Chilean
labor context and that it is integrated into the CALS
battery for the evaluation of the Subjective Work Envir-
onment. For this, the psychometric properties of the
new measuring instrument in relation to the internal
structure, reliability and evidence of validity in relation
to other variables will be studied. Finally, the variables
that comprise co-active coping will be examined to help
predict occupational burnout (emotional exhaustion,
affective hardening andpersonal fulfillment) and symp-
tomatology (psychological and somatic). With this in
mind, we formulate the following hypotheses:

H1: If the items of the new EAC scale have been
adequately constructed, then the EAC will show
adequate psychometric properties: Evidence of val-
idity (content and based on internal structure), and
reliability of the scores.

H2: If the coping-active dimensions are well-
defined and adequately measured through the EAC
instrument, then the coping dimensions show evi-
dence of validity in relationshipwith other variables.
Specifically, the coping dimensions of reflective
action, spiritual and affective support correlate
positively with organizational cultural and climate,

and occupational burnout and psychological and
somatic symptomatology, and the coping dimen-
sions of rash action and evasion correlate negatively
with these variables studied.

Method

Participants

The sample is comprised of 1,442 workers from service
and production organizations, seven public and two
private, in various cities throughout Chile. In total,
55% of the sample belongs to public organizations,
34.5% to private commercial organizations and 10.5%
to private non-profit ones (social development). The age
ranged between 18 and 65 years, with a mean of
39.48 years and a standard deviation of 11.13. 45% of
the sample was women. The organizations were
selected deliberately and thus represent different pro-
duction sectors and have national representatives.
Stratified sampling (layers) was done by cluster (units)
with a 5%margin of error to ensure the representativity
within each participating organization. In each case
quotas higher than those estimated were obtained
according to the procedure by Scheaffer et al. (1986/
1987).

Instruments

Co-active Coping Inventory (EAC)

In the development of the EAC, the recommendations
for the test design based on the criteria established by
the European Federation of Psychologists’Associations
(EFPA) to evaluate the tests (Evers et al., 2013) and the
Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing
(American Educational Research Association [AERA],
American Psychological Association [APA], &National
Council on Measurement in Education [NCME]; 2014),
as well as the recommendations provided by present
psychometric literature (Downing & Haladyna, 2006;
Ferrando et al., 2022; Lane et al., 2016; Moreno et al.,
2018; Muñiz & Fonseca-Pedrero, 2019), were all fol-
lowed. A set of 32 itemswas constructed to include each
aspect of the five domains that a priori form the coping
inventory: Search for Spiritual Support, Search for
Affective Support, Reflective Action, Rash Action, and
Evasion. All these items were written directly (Suarez-
Álvarez et al., 2018; Vigil-Colet et al., 2020). The items
that compose the instrument follow a Likert-type for-
mat with five response categories (1 = never, 5= always)
in line with the established psychometric literature that
indicates that between four and six response categories
obtain the best estimations of the psychometric param-
eters (Lozano et al., 2008). Once the items were
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constructed, they were evaluated by 11 experts in Psy-
chological Assessment and Organizational Psychology.
The experts had to assign each of the items to their
respective domain. Those items that showed an agree-
ment less than 70% in terms of allocation of the item to
their respective domain were eliminated. Only Item
14 corresponding to the domain “Search for Affective
Support” was eliminated for having only 63% agree-
ment. In addition, the content validity ratio (CVR) was
calculated according to whether each of the experts
considered the item as essential, all of them being above
.45. Next, the average (content validity index; CVI) was
calculated, obtaining a value of .85, which rose to .89
once item 14 was eliminated. This value is adequate
considering the number of experts who participated in
the study (Pedrosa et al., 2013; Rubio McGartland et al.,
2003).
Next, each of the specific domains is described briefly:

Search for Spiritual Support (4 items) refers to the passive-
reflective coping strategy focused on the search for
spiritual meaning as the preferred response to reduce
tension (Agbaria & Abu-Mokh, 2022; Baldacchino &
Draper, 2001; Charzyńska, 2014). Search for Affective
Support (4 items) is defined as a coping strategy focused
on the mobilization of resources in the immediate social
environment to find acceptance to unburden. It is not
meant to resolve the problem causing the stress, but to
talk about the experience and relieve the emotional
burden (Mefoh et al., 2018; Pérez-Luco, 2008). Reflective
Action (12 items) refers to the active coping strategy
oriented directly to resolving the problem with a cogni-
tive approach, evaluating the situation and behavior,
mobilizing personal resources and the environment,
mediated by a process of reflection and ordered plan-
ning, that in turn supports a positive redefinition of the
experience as an opportunity for learning and personal
development (Jacobs &Carver, 2020; Pérez-Luco, 2008).
Rash action (4 items) is defined as an active and non-
reflective coping strategy focused on taking distracting
actions that ease the tension in the environment without
resolving the underlying problem (Jiang et al., 2020;
Pérez-Luco, 2008). Evasion (7 items) refers to the rash
coping strategy that produces actions that tend to extin-
guish the feelings of malaise, displeasure or discomfort
experienced, without tackling the problems giving rise
to the stress (Pérez-Luco, 2008; van den Brande et al.,
2020).

Subjective Work Environment Organizational Climate Scale
(ECALS in Spanish; Barria-Gonzalez et al., 2021)

The ECALS is a questionnaire with 38 items that evalu-
ate the five domains of organizational climate of the
subjective work environment: Organizational confi-
dence, Job strain, Social support, Reward and Job

satisfaction. The elements that comprise the inventory
follow a Likert-type format with five response categor-
ies (1 = never, 5= always). The scale has adequate psy-
chometric properties to assess organizational climate in
the Chilean context. In this study sample, the ECALS
has a reliability coefficient (α) of .93 for the general score
and between .78 and .93 for each of the specific domains.

Occupational Burnout Scale (EDP; Pérez-Luco, 2008)

This scale is made up of 22 items that measure workers’
burnout. The scale is used to assess the level of occupa-
tional burnout and includes three domains (Emotional
Exhaustion, Personal Fulfilment and Affective Harden-
ing), using a Likert scale from 1 (never) to 5 (always). The
sample of the present study presented reliability coeffi-
cients (α) of .86 for Emotional Exhaustion, .77 for
Absence of Personal fulfillment, and .75 for Affective
Hardening.

Symptomatology Scale (ES; Pérez-Luco, 2008)

The scale measures the psychological and somatic
symptoms of occupational burnout through 27 items,
using a dichotomous scale: 0 (no) and 1 (yes). In this
study sample, reliability coefficients (α) of .78 for Psy-
chological Symptomatology and .76 for Somatic Symp-
tomatology were found.

Organizational Culture Scale (ECO); Pérez-Luco (2008)

It is a questionnaire of 41 items with Likert-type
responses with five response alternatives from 1 (never)
to 5 (always). The scale is used to evaluate the organiza-
tional culture and includes four domains (Skills, Brand,
Rigor, and Improvisation). The sample of the present
study showed reliability coefficients (α) of .70 for Skills,
.70 for Relations, .74 for Rigor and .68 for Improvisation.

Procedure

For the selection of the participating organizations, a
theoreticalmatrixof eightfieldswasdefined, considering
type of organization (public/private), orientation (pro-
duction/services) and purpose (profit and social devel-
opment). In each case different complex organizations
(four or more divisions, three or more hierarchical levels
or layers and a minimum of 200 employees) were iden-
tified with a presence in two or more regions in Chile.
Their managers were contacted by formal and informal
routes to invite them to participate in the study. From the
eight predicted types, representation was obtained in
seven cases, and it was not possible to access productive
commercial public organizations. Informed consent was
requested before beginning the application of the instru-
ment to each of the study participants, carefully
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respecting anonymity, confidentiality and guaranteeing
strict compliance with data protection.
For each organization, a sample was estimated, and

access was granted in periods of 15 to 30 days remotely,
so the instrument was activated online. Agreement to
participate included a general measurement of ALS
with the results being returned to the corresponding
managers, one of which was always a counterpart of
the study.

Data Analyses

First, following a cross-validation procedure (Fabrigar
et al., 1999; Rey-Sáez, 2022) the sample was randomly
divided into one third (493 participants) to test the
dimensionality of the instrument through an explora-
tory factor analysis (EFA). KMO and Bartlett’s statistic
were used in the EFA to evaluate the suitability of the
data for the factor analysis. The EFA was performed on
the polychoric correlation matrix using unweighted
least squares (ULS) as the method of estimation. The
dimensionality of the scales was determined through
the optimal implementation of the parallel analysis
(Timmerman&Lorenzo-Seva, 2011) with 1,000 random
correlation matrices. The goodness-of-fit index (GFI)
and root mean square of residuals (RMSR) were used
as indices of fit, establishing a good fit when CFI > .95
and RMSEA < .06 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The Pearson
correlations among the different domains were also
analyzed. Then, two thirds of the sample (949 partici-
pants) were used to confirm the internal structure
obtained in the exploratory approach. For this, a con-
firmatory factor analysis (CFA) was carried out using
weighted least squares with mean and variance
adjusted (WLSMV). The comparative fit index (CFI),
non-normed fit index (NNFI), RMSEA and RMSR were
used as indices of fit, considering a good fit of themodel
when CFI and NNFI > .95 and RMSEA and RMSR < .08
(Hu& Bentler, 1999). In addition, due to the importance
of studying the factor structure of the construct through
different populations (Amérigo et al., 2020; Postigo
et al., 2023), invariance was evaluated based on sex
(man-woman) and type of organization (public-
private). The levels of configural, metric and scalar
invariance were analyzed using a multi-group con-
firmatory factor analysis (MG-CFA). Since this is about
added models, a change in the CFI less than –.01 and a
change in the RMSEA less than –.015 (ΔCFI < –.01,
ΔRMSEA < .015; Chen, 2007) were allowed to accept
the measurement invariance.
Once the factor structure had been studied, the

descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation, skew-
ness, and kurtosis) and the discrimination index (cor-
rected item-test correlation) of the 30 final items that
compose the instrument (Muñiz & Fonseca-Pedrero,

2019) were examined. The reliability of each of the
domains was analyzed using Cronbach’s alpha for
ordinal data (Oliden & Zumbo, 2008), McDonald’s
Omega (McDonald, 1999). Evidence of convergent and
discriminant validity was studied bymeans of the com-
posite reliability (CR), average variance extracted
(AVE), and maximum shared variance (MSV). In terms
of convergent and discriminant validity, the AVE must
be higher than .50 and, in addition, itmust be lower than
the MSV.
As evidence of validity in relation to other variables

(AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014), the Pearson correlation
was calculated between the new coping instrument and
the different domains of organizational climate and
culture (Barría-González et al., 2021). The Pearson cor-
relations were calculated between the EAC and the
three specific domains of Occupational Burnout and
the two specific domains of Symptomatology.
Finally, different multiple linear regressions were

performed to analyze if the different coping domains
predict the workers’ burnout and symptomatology. All
the variables were introduced into the model, and the
percentage of variance explained (R2) of the model was
considered.
The descriptive statistics, Pearson correlations and

multiple linear regressions were calculated using the
IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows (Version 24.0). The
EFAs and the reliability coefficients were prepared
using FACTOR 10.5.03 (Lorenzo-Seva & Ferrando,
2013). The CFAs took place using MPlus8 (Muthén &
Muthén, 2017).

Results

First, an EFA was conducted on a third of the sample.
One item was eliminated (item 3) for not loading into
any of the domains. The EFAwas conducted again with
the 30 final items. The data were adequate to perform a
factor analysis (KMO = .84; Bartlett p < .001). The par-
allel analysis recommended five domains, explaining
64.8% of the variance. The percentage of explained vari-
ance of the first factor was 24.6%, the second 17.4%, 10%
for the third, 6.6% for the fourth and 6.3% for the fifth
factor. The fit indices of themodel were adequate (GFI =
.987; RMSR = .039).
The correlations matrix between the scores in the

subscales of the battery (see Table 2) indicates that the
five specific domains on the EAC are positively related
to each other (p < .01), although the correlations are
generally not very high.
Next, using the second sub-sample, the factor struc-

ture (model of five correlated factors) was confirmed by
CFA, which showed a good fit of the data (CFI = .972;
NNFI = .969; RMSEA= .070 90%CI [.067, .072]; RMSR =
.079). The factor loadings, fromboth the exploratory and
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confirmatory parts, were all adequate, which can be
seen in Table 3.
With respect to measurement invariance, the results

are shown in Table 3. The EAC showed an adequate fit
of amodel offive factors correlated in each of the groups
in terms of sex (men andwomen) and in terms of type of
organization (public and private). In addition, themeas-
urement invariance was confirmed at all levels (config-
ural, metric and scalar) for both sex and type of
organization (Table 3).
Once the factor structure had been verified, the

descriptive statistics of the items were analyzed (see
Table 4). It can be seen that all the values of skewness
and kurtosis are adequate (oscillating between ±1) as
well as the discrimination indices, being between .40
and .77.
Referring to the reliability of the scores of each of the

domains (Table 4), this is adequate in all of them, being
between .83 and .87 for the Cronbach’s alpha and
McDonald’s omega coefficients. Also, the evidence of
convergent and discriminant validity is adequate
according to the CR, AVE and MSV indices (Table 4).
Referring to the evidence of validity in relation to

other variables, Table 5 shows that the EAC is positively
related to the domains of organizational climate and
culture and negatively to the domains of burnout

syndrome and symptomatology, consistent with what
is reported in the literature (Bakker & Demerouti, 2014;
Schneider et al., 2017).
Finally, multiple linear regressions were done consid-

ering the different domains of burnout and symptom-
atology as dependent variables and the different coping
domains as independent variables (see Table 6). As can
be seen, the different coping domains explain between
20% (emotional exhaustion) and 41% (affective harden-
ing) of employee burnout and around 3–5% of
employee symptomatology, with reflective action being
the most important variable in this context.

Discussion

The aim of this study was to examine the psychometric
properties of a new Co-Active Coping Inventory (EAC)
for the Chilean context (see Appendix). The EAC
includes five domains that evaluate co-active coping,
accounting for similar individual coping strategies that
workers use to deal with stressors that become an
organizational phenomenon (Rodríguez et al., 2019).
This in turn leads to the challenge of the evaluations
on different levels (individual, teams and organization),
where a construct such as coping on a lower level (indi-
vidual) can be added to constitute an operationally

Table 2. Correlations between the Specific Dimensions of EAC

Dimensions Rash Action Search for Spiritual Support Search for Affective Support Evasion

Reflective Action .090** .130** .349** –.163**
Rash Action .304** .380** .480**
Search for Spiritual Support .450** .339**
Search for Affective Support .329**

Note. ** The correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (bilateral).

Table 3. Measurement Invariance for EAC according to Sex and Type of Organization

CFI RMSEA[90%] ΔCFI ΔRMSEA

Sex
Man .945 .059 [.055, .062]
Women .929 .064 [.061, .068]

Configural 935 .060 [.058, .062]
Metric .938 .061 [.059, .064] .003 –.001
Scalar .930 .061 [.058, .063] –.008 0

Organization type
Public .930 .065 [.062, .068]
Private .941 .059 [.055, .063]

Configural .932 .061 [.058, .063]
Metric .935 .062 [.060, .065] .003 –.001
Scalar .931 .060 [.058, .062] –.004 .002

Note. CFI = Comparative Fit Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation.
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Table 4. Descriptive Statistics, Discrimination Indices of the Items and Reliability of the Specific Dimensions of the EAC

Item M SD Sk K D.IS FC (EFA) FC (CFA) α ω AVE MSV CR

Reflective Action
I prepare a plan of action
[Elaboro un plan de acción]

3.68 1.18 –0.71 –0.28 .50 .82 .56 .87 .87 .44 .12 .81

I take direct action to solve it
[Llevo a cabo una acción directa para resolverlo]

4.02 0.99 –1.01 0.78 .58 .73 .69

I talk to someone who can do something concrete about the problem
[Hablo con alguien que pueda hacer algo concreto acerca del
problema]

3.30 1.17 –0.25 –0.76 .40 .31 .54

I try to propose a strategy about what to do
[Intento proponer una estrategia sobre qué hacer]

3.71 1.10 –0.65 –0.17 .63 .70 .73

I learn from the experience
[Aprendo algo de la experiencia]

4.22 0.93 –1.21 1.24 .55 .47 .71

I wait for the best time to act
[Espero el momento oportuno para actuar]

3.69 1.07 –0.64 –0.07 .57 .59 .65

I make sure I don’t make this worse by acting hastily
[Me aseguro de no empeorar las cosas por actuar precipitadamente]

3.75 1.18 –0.78 –0.17 .50 .64 .59

I speak to someone to find out more about the situation
[Hablo con alguien para averiguar más acerca de la situación]

3.72 1.11 –0.75 0.01 .50 .49 .60

I look for something good in what is happening
[Busco algo bueno en lo que está sucediendo]

3.68 1.01 –0.45 –0.22 .50 .60 .59

I do what needs to be done, one step at a time
[Hago lo que ha de hacerse, paso a paso]

3.92 0.96 –0.81 0.61 .64 .78 .76

I focus my efforts on doing something about it
[Concentro mis esfuerzos en hacer algo acerca de ello]

3.94 0.99 –0.87 0.57 .67 .82 .80

I think about how I could manage the problem better
[Pienso en cómo podría manejar mejor el problema]

4.03 0.98 –0.99 0.87 .58 .65 .70

Total 45.66 8.07 –0.53 0.71 - - -
Rash Action
I laugh about the situation
[Me río de la situación]

2.46 1.26 0.45 –0.84 .67 .746 .81 .84 .84 .64 .23 .82

I joke about it
[Bromeo sobre ello]

2.20 1.17 0.70 –0.40 .62 .702 .77

I take it lightly and laugh about the problem
[Lo tomo livianamente y me río del problema]

2.14 1.15 0.75 –0.31 .68 .853 .81

I look for the funny side to laugh about the problem
[Le busco algún lado gracioso para reírme del problema]

2.48 1.21 0.40 –0.82 .69 .816 .81
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Table 4. Continued.

Item M SD Sk K D.IS FC (EFA) FC (CFA) α ω AVE MSV CR

Total 9.28 3.92 0.48 –0.45 - - -
Search for Spiritual Support
I try to find comfort in my religion
[Intento encontrar alivio en mi religión]

3.11 1.48 –0.09 –1.38 .73 .83 .89 .86 .86 .72 .20 .85

I pray more than usual
[Rezo más de lo habitual]

2.64 1.30 0.34 –0.95 .68 .75 .81

I seek divine help
[Busco ayuda divina]

2.74 1.51 0.27 –1.36 .71 .88 .85

Total 8.48 3.74 0.09 –1.07 - - -
Search for Affective Support
I talk to someone about my feelings
[Hablo de mis sentimientos con alguien]

3.14 1.27 –0.02 –1.08 .66 .75 .75 .83 .83 .62 .11 .80

I try to get emotional support from friends or relatives
[Intento conseguir apoyo emocional de amigos o familiares]

3.33 1.30 –0.24 –1.06 .58 .70 .69

I get support and understanding from someone
[Consigo el apoyo y comprensión de alguien]

3.22 1.17 –0.23 –0.75 .65 .85 .81

I talk to someone about how I feel
[Hablo con alguien de cómo me siento]

3.14 1.24 –0.09 –0.98 .74 .82 .89

Total 12.48 4.05 –0.09 –0.67 - - -
Evasion
I drink to get drunk so I don’t think about it so much
[Bebo hasta emborracharme para pensar menos en ello]

1.28 0.79 3.00 8.50 .59 .79 .84 .83 .83 .65 .23 .90

I feel a lot of emotion pain and end up exploding
[Siento mucho malestar emocional y termino por explotar]

2.19 1.05 0.85 0.27 .42 .36 .58

I take a drug that helps me escape
[Ingiero alguna droga que me permita evadirme]

1.20 0.71 3.83 14.7 .61 .92 .90

I take a medication that helps me get over it
[Tomo algún medicamento que me ayude a superarlo]

1.39 0.88 2.40 5.11 .60 .81 .84

I get up upset and let my emotions out
[Me altero y dejo que mis emociones afloren]

2.01 1.04 0.98 0.45 .49 .46 .69

I try to lose myself for a while by drinking alcohol
[Intento perderme un rato bebiendo vino o licor]

1.26 0.76 3.21 10.0 .61 .87 .89

I take medicine that makes me feel better
[Tomo algún remedio que me haga sentir mejor]

1.38 0.91 2.48 5.41 .63 .79 .87

Total 10.72 4.25 2.04 4.79 - - -

Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviation; Sk = skewness; K = Kurtosis; D.Is = discrimination index per dimension; FC = Factor Loading; EFA = exploratory factor analysis; CFA =
confirmatory factor analysis; α = Cronbach; ω = McDonald; AVE = Average variance extracted; MSV = maximum shared variance; CR = composite reliability.
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isomorphic construct on a higher level (organizational
level; Chan, 2014; Ehrhart & Raver, 2014; Klein &
Kozlowski, 2000). The new EAC instrument, as far as
can be determined, is the first measurement instrument
of co-active coping in the Chilean population that
assesses coping strategies whichwould reduce and con-
trol the damage and costs that work-related stress can
entail (Carver & Connor-Smith, 2010; Hassard et al.,
2018; Rabenu et al., 2017).
With respect to the psychometric properties of the

EAC, this comprises 30 items, which evaluate five
domains of co-active coping. These five domains are
consistent with the literature and make it possible to
conduct studies on stress coping profiles in organiza-
tional contexts. This instrument is easy to apply as it
consists of 30 items and five facets compared to 53 items
and 14 facets of the COPE instrument, for example
(Carver et al., 1989).
In terms of evidence of validity in relation to other

variables, the results are consistent with those found in
other studies and reveal that problem-focused coping
(reflective action) was preferable to emotion-focused
coping (search for affective support, evasion), and
meaning-focused coping (rash action, search for spirit-
ual support), given that such strategies involve address-
ing the problem causing the stress and contribute to
positive psychological states, allowing people to experi-
ence certain personal control and a feeling of achieve-
ment for healthier long-term psychological functioning

(Mark & Smith, 2012; Martínez et al., 2019). However,
this type of coping is not a suitable strategy to address
stress if the situation is uncontrollable or chronic
(Montero-Marin et al., 2014), yet it is now recognized
that most stressors require different types of coping
(Bakker & de Vries, 2021).
On the other hand, the variable Evasion on the Cop-

ing inventory is better related to the Occupational Burn-
out scale, specifically and to a greater extent with the
domain Affective Hardening. The coping strategies of
evasion, even if only used occasionally, can be strong
predictors of burnout in its classic definition (Gibbons,
2010), and they can increase the use of substance abuse
as a coping strategy (Chen & Cunradi, 2008). In add-
ition, the presence of evasion strategies has been related
specifically to de-personalization (affective hardening
on the EAC), which is associated with the direct cus-
tomer service professions in social services and which
affects work efficiency and professional well-being
(Martínez et al., 2020; Montero-Marin et al., 2014). In
addition, the third component ofOccupational Burnout,
Personal Fulfillment, was highly and positively related
with the use of problem-focused coping strategies,
Reflective Action, which suggests that a problem-
focused response and a positive self-assessment can be
mutually reinforced (Demerouti, 2015).
In addition, the results show that coping resources

(Reflective Action, Rash Action, Search for Spiritual
Support, Search for Affective Support and Evasion)

Table 5. Pearson Correlations between EAC and ECALS, ECO, EDP, and ES

Scales/Dimensions
Reflective
Action

Rash
Action

Search for Spiritual
Support

Search for Affective
Support Evasion

ECALS (Organizational
climate)
Organizational satisfaction .380** –.100** .097** .115** –.208**
Social support .351** –.066* .024 .171** –.188**
Organizational trust .314** –.061* –.001 .170** –.123**
Job strain .182** –.184** –.103** .027 –.272**
Reward .157** –.050 .117** .144** .032

ECO (Organizational
culture)
Skills .251** –.021 .131** .112** –.101**
Relations .283** –.038 .148** .166** –.099**
Rigor .243** –.028 .149** .119** –.094**
Improvisation .083** –.001 .142** .192** .104**

EDP (Occupational Burnout)
Emotional Exhaustion –.277** .221** .075** .016 .386**
Personal Fulfilment .583** –.033 .069** .246** –.244**
Affective Hardening –.309** .260** .130** –.044 .594**

ES (symptomatology)
Psychological –.194** .095** –.040 –.005 .086**
Somatic –.140** .095** –.006 –.002 .000

Note. ** < .01. * < .05.
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directly impact on Occupational Burnout (Emotional
Exhaustion, Affective Hardening and Personal Fulfill-
ment) and Symptomatology (Somatic and Psycho-
logical). This is relevant since emotional exhaustion is
the central component of exhaustion and a chronic form
of stress as a result of long-term processes (García-
Arroyo & Osca Segovia, 2019; Shin et al., 2014; Yin
et al., 2018; Zhang et al., 2020). On the other hand, the
five domains of co-active coping help to explain Affect-
ive Hardening, with evasion being the variable that
most helps to explain it. Affective hardening is associ-
ated with the use of the negation, mental disconnection
and avoidance. Therefore, people with Occupation
Burnout tend to use evasion as a way of distancing,
being an indicator of an employee’s lack of commitment
and, consequently, a reduction in feelings of compe-
tence and successful achievement at work. Employees
who experience high levels of affective hardening use
coping strategies that require passive acceptance and

they do not seek effective solutions (reflective action)
that can help them handle stressful situations in the
workplace (Bakker & de Vries, 2021; Xu & Yang,
2021). Finally, the five domains of co-active coping help
to explain Personal Fulfillment, with Reflective Action
being the variable that most helps to explain it. A high
degree of Personal Fulfillment is associated with the
frequent use of strategies such as planning, problem-
focused coping, the search for social support and posi-
tive re-assessment (Doménech Betoret &Gómez Artiga,
2010; Guerrero Barona, 2003; Martínez et al., 2020), and
these are important coping strategies to encourage in
employees since they help to adaptively modify the
results of a situation that otherwise would be negative
(Awa et al., 2010). Finally, the five domains of co-active
coping do not show a construct that better predicts
somatic and psychological symptomatology; however,
the domain of co-active coping that best explains it in a
negative way is Reflective Action, which shows that the
styles of maladaptive coping (negation, mental discon-
nection, avoidance) are associated with physical health,
emotional exhaustion, reduced job satisfaction, reduced
well-being and high levels of psychological malaise
such as depression and anxiety (Bueno, 2020; Harmsen
et al., 2018; Stapleton et al., 2020).
The present study has some relevant theoretical

implications because it adds necessary background on
the well-being of collaborators in the work context,
identifying coping strategies that as personal andorgan-
izational resourcesmanage tomitigate stressors (Outten
& Schmitt, 2015; Rodríguez et al., 2019). This study
provides some clarity on the need to continue develop-
ing an organizational-level approach to the study of
coping and stress at work, taking into consideration
both the individual level and the isomorphic construc-
tion from the organizational culture and climate
(Rodríguez et al., 2019).Added to this is the contribution
of a new scale (EAC) to a broader battery such as the
Subjective Work Environment questionnaire (CALS).
The ALS model, on which the battery is based, allows
for a systemic understanding of work dynamics under-
lying the need to simultaneously assess characteristics
of employees, work and the socio-occupational context
of an organization. In addition, it aims to be a construct
that provides multidimensionality (organizational cul-
ture and climate, job burnout, symptomatology, and
coping) appropriate for the study of organizational
behavior, allowing the exploration of individual and
group behaviors that occur in organizations (Ostroff
et al., 2012).
The results of this study have some practical implica-

tions. It was found that coping resources are positively
related to problem-focused coping strategies and that
there is a tendency to put the responsibility on the indi-
vidual, often forgetting the active role of organizations in

Table 6. Multiple Linear Regressions to Predict Burnout and
Symptomatology

Coping dimensions Beta (p) R2

Emotional Exhaustion
Reflective Action –.199 (< .001) .195
Evasion .280 (< .001)
Rash Action .135 (< .001)
Search for Spiritual Support .006 (.828)
Search for Affective Support .029 (.323)

Affective Hardening
Reflective Action –.141 (< .001) .406
Evasion .537 (< .001)
Rash Action .078 (.002)
Search for Spiritual Support –.066 (.016)
Search for Affective Support .092 (< .001)

Personal Fulfilment
Reflective Action .531 (< .001) .349
Evasion –.098 (< .001)
Rash Action .036 (.157)
Search for Spiritual Support .061 (.025)
Search for Affective Support –.014 (.579)

Somatic symptomatology
Reflective Action –.170 (< .001) .033
Evasion –.088 (.006)
Rash Action .111 (< .001)
Search for Spiritual Support –.005 (.870)
Search for Affective Support .046 (.153)

Psychological symptomatology
Reflective Action –.212 (< .001) .052
Evasion –.005 (.887)
Rash Action .099 (.001)
Search for Spiritual Support –.054 (.074)
Search for Affective Support .068 (.033)

Note. R2 = % variance explained of the dependent variable.

12 J. Barría-González et al.

https://doi.org/10.1017/SJP.2023.24 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/SJP.2023.24


copingwith individual and collective stress. Specifically,
the results suggest that in the face of collective stressors
(organizational culture and climate according to the ALS
model), organizations should promote problem-focused
collective coping strategies, such as the development of
people through training, participative management,
effective coordination of tasks, and the search for affect-
ive support among collaborators, to reduce the stressful
work climate and individual stress. That is, coping
resources at the organizational level should be focused
specifically on organizing, designing, and managing
work (Halbesleben et al., 2014; Nielsen et al., 2017).
Moreover, the leader’s power positionwithin this organ-
izational management influences coping strategies for
the performance and well-being of collaborators (Durán
& Aguado, 2022; Kelloway & Barling, 2010), being rele-
vant to strengthen leadership styles and the quality of
leader-member exchange. The new EAC tool is a good
starting point to evaluate the coping styles of people in
relation to the stressors of their organization and can lead
to detect areas for improvement to develop training
workshops in these competencies, which should also
improve the organizational climate of the company
(Barría-González et al., 2021).
Future research may benefit from investigating par-

ticularly work-related co-active coping strategies linked
to specific and relevant issues such as role conflict,
workload, role ambiguity, job insecurity, job harass-
ment, telecommuting, and leader relationship.
In essence, this study presents a new instrument (Co-

Active Coping Inventory; EAC) to assess co-active cop-
ing in the general Chilean population, contributing sat-
isfactory psychometric properties. Thus, the construct
of coping can be evaluated rigorously and objectively,
as can its impact on significant aspects of life where it
has an effect such as different organizational scenarios.
The suitable use of personal resources, like coping strat-
egies, can reducework demands and the related physio-
logical and psychological costs, being decisive in
meeting work targets or stimulating personal growth,
learning and development (Bakker, 2011, 2013). In this
same sense, and given the paucity of studies in this area
in Chile, studies are needed that contribute to know-
ledge ofworkers’ quality of life andworking conditions,
which would make it possible to assess the impact of
human resources management strategies in organiza-
tions. On the other hand, itwould be interesting tomake
organizational diagnoses using the EAC, and in this
way improve the effectiveness of current interventions
for occupational burnout by influencing the preventive
programs and adjusting to the specific features of the
coping strategies to manage stress in the workplace.
The results of this study must be interpreted in the

light of some limitations. First, the data from this study
were obtained by self-reporting. It would be advisable

to complement these measures with other directly
observable evaluations that could complement the
methodologies of the organizational dynamic approach
and delve more deeply into the diagnosis of personal
and occupational resources that the different organiza-
tional scenarios have. Second, regarding the dimension-
ality of the instrument, the results give an account of a
multidimensional structure that leads to a set of scales or
profiles of scores to the detriment of a one-dimensional
solution, which would make it possible to propose the
construction of an overall score.
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Appendix
Subjective Work Environment Coping Inventory

Dimension/Item

Reflective Action
1 I prepare a plan of action 1 2 3 4 5

[Elaboro un plan de acción]
2 I take direct action to solve it 1 2 3 4 5

[Llevo a cabo una acción directa para resolverlo]
3 I talk to someone who can do something concrete about the problem 1 2 3 4 5

[Hablo con alguien que pueda hacer algo concreto acerca del problema]
4 I try to propose a strategy about what to do 1 2 3 4 5

[Intento proponer una estrategia sobre qué hacer]
5 I learn from the experience 1 2 3 4 5

[Aprendo algo de la experiencia]
6 I wait for the best time to act 1 2 3 4 5

[Espero el momento oportuno para actuar]
7 I make sure I don’t make this worse by acting hastily 1 2 3 4 5

[Me aseguro de no empeorar las cosas por actuar precipitadamente]
8 I speak to someone to find out more about the situation 1 2 3 4 5

[Hablo con alguien para averiguar más acerca de la situación]
9 I look for something good in what is happening 1 2 3 4 5

[Busco algo bueno en lo que está sucediendo]
10 I do what needs to be done, one step at a time 1 2 3 4 5

[Hago lo que ha de hacerse, paso a paso]
11 I focus my efforts on doing something about it 1 2 3 4 5

[Concentro mis esfuerzos en hacer algo acerca de ello]
12 I think about how I could manage the problem better 1 2 3 4 5

[Pienso en cómo podría manejar mejor el problema]
Rash Action
13 I laugh about the situation 1 2 3 4 5

[Me río de la situación]
14 I joke about it 1 2 3 4 5

[Bromeo sobre ello]
15 I take it lightly and laugh about the problem 1 2 3 4 5

[Lo tomo livianamente y me río del problema]
16 I look for the funny side to laugh about the problem 1 2 3 4 5

[Le busco algún lado gracioso para reírme del problema]
Search for Spiritual Support
17 I try to find comfort in my religion 1 2 3 4 5

[Intento encontrar alivio en mi religión]
18 I pray more than usual 1 2 3 4 5

[Rezo más de lo habitual]
19 I seek divine help 1 2 3 4 5

[Busco ayuda divina]
Search for Affective Support
20 I talk to someone about my feelings 1 2 3 4 5

[Hablo de mis sentimientos con alguien]
21 I try to get emotional support from friends or relatives 1 2 3 4 5

[Intento conseguir apoyo emocional de amigos o familiares]
22 I get support and understanding from someone 1 2 3 4 5

[Consigo el apoyo y comprensión de alguien]
23 I talk to someone about how I feel 1 2 3 4 5

[Hablo con alguien de cómo me siento]
Evasion
24 I drink to get drunk so I don’t think about it so much 1 2 3 4 5

[Bebo hasta emborracharme para pensar menos en ello]
25 I feel a lot of emotion pain and end up exploding 1 2 3 4 5

[Siento mucho malestar emocional y termino por explotar]
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Dimension/Item

26 I take a drug that helps me escape 1 2 3 4 5
[Ingiero alguna droga que me permita evadirme]

27 I take a medication that helps me get over it 1 2 3 4 5
[Tomo algún medicamento que me ayude a superarlo]

28 I get up upset and let my emotions out 1 2 3 4 5
[Me altero y dejo que mis emociones afloren]

29 I try to lose myself for a while by drinking alcohol 1 2 3 4 5
[Intento perderme un rato bebiendo vino o licor]

30 I take medicine that makes me feel better 1 2 3 4 5
[Tomo algún remedio que me haga sentir mejor]

Continued.
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