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LOCUS OF COPING IN A SAMPLE OF CHINESE WORKING
PARENTS: RELIANCE ON SELF OR
SEEKING HELP FROM OTHERS'
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The Chinese Coping Scale (CCS) was constructed to assess the coping
responses of Chinese people to stress in the marital, familial,
interpersonal and occupational domains. This scale was administered
to 1000 Chinese adults to examine the psychometric properties of the
CCS and to test the hypothesis that coping responses of Chinese people
could be categorized into two types: reliance on self (i.e., internal
locus of coping) and seeking help from others (i.e., external locus of
coping). The reliability results indicated that the CCS demonstrated
acceptable internal consistency as a scale in different domains. Both
exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis endorsed
the adequacy of the two -factor model for coping responses within and
across the four domains. Favorable evidence arising from the cross-
validation procedure was also found. The implications of the present
data on the conceptualization and measurement of coping are
discussed.

According to Lazarus’s transaction theory of stress and coping
(Larazus & Folkman, 1984), an individual’s response to stressful
events is mediated by two critical mediators: cognitive appraisal and
coping. While cognitive appraisal includes primary appraisal (i.e.,
interpretation, definition and assessment of the impacts of stress) and
secondary appraisal (i.e., evaluation of one’s ability to tackle the
problem), coping refers to a person’s cognitive or behavioral efforts to
manage the demands which are associated with the stressor (Folkman,
Lazarus, Gruen & DeLongis, 1986). As a response to stress, coping has
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been conceived as an attempt to restore the affective balance that has
been disturbed or impaired by the occurrence of stress (Willis &
Shiffman, 1985).

A review of the literature on coping in the past two decades shows
that there are three phenomena, which deserve attention. First,
numerous conceptualizations of coping, particularly those related to its
dimensionality, have been put forward. Based on the responses of
adults to their stress in different life domains, Pearlin and Schooler
(1978) suggested that there were three major styles of coping
including responses that change the situation, responses that alter the
meaning or interpretation of stress and responses geared toward the
control of distressful feelings) and these categories of coping styles
were similarly proposed by later studies. For example, Billings and
Moos (1981) divided coping responses into three categories (active-
behavioral coping, avoidance coping and active cognitive coping) and
Billings and Moos (1984) proposed that three domains of coping
responses, including appraisal-focused coping, problem-focused
coping and emotion focused coping, could be distinguished.

Perhaps the most widely adopted conception of coping is the one
proposed by Lazarus and Folkman - that coping responses were
categorized into problem-focused coping and emotion-focused coping
(e.g., Folkman & Lazarus, 1980; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) which
could be assessed by the Ways of Coping Checklist (Folkman &
Lazarus, 1980) and the Ways of Coping Questionnaire (Folkman &
Lazarus, 1985; Folkman & Lazarus, 1988). According to Lazarus and
Folkman (1980), while problem-focused coping refers to those
cognitive or behavioral problem-solving efforts or strategies which are
directed toward solving, managing or altering the source of the
problem, emotion-focused coping includes those cognitive and
behavioral efforts aiming at reducing or handling emotional distress or
unhappy feeling. In other words, one spends effort in solving the
problem or reducing the source of stress when executing problem-
focused coping response (Barnett & Gotlib, 1988). In contrast, when
engaging in emotion-focused coping, one does not attempt to solve the
problem directly but only tries to make oneself feel better or prevent
oneself from feeling unhappy.

Apart from those conceptions in which only two to three types or
dimensions of coping are hypothesized, there are other views
suggesting that the structure of coping is multidimensional and types
of coping responses are manifold. For example, by incorporating some
of the items of the Ways of Coping Checklist in the final scale,
McCrae (1984) suggested that 28 subscales could be created. In a
recent attempt to construct a coping scale, Carver, Scheier and
Weintraub (1989) proposed that 13 subscales, 5 on emotion-focused
coping, 5 on problem-focused coping and 3 on emotional ventilation,
could be identified.
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The second interesting phenomenon which can be highlighted in
the coping literature is that there are a number of problems associated
with the existing conceptualizations and related studies on the structure
of coping. The problems include weaknesses pertinent to the
conceptual frameworks, methodological inadequacies inherent in the
empirical tests of the concepts and the lack of robustness of the related
empirical data. Although the existence of different views of the
structure of coping is an encouraging sign within the realm of science,
existing conceptualizations appear to be conflicting and attempts to
integrate the existing frameworks are few. For example, in contrast to
the distinction between problem-focused versus emotion-focused
coping by Lazarus and Folkman, Swindle, Cronkite and Moos (1989)
proposed two emotion-focused factors, affective regulation, and
emotional discharge as opposed to only one problem-focused
dimension at the same level of abstraction. Similarly, Carver, Scheier
and Weintraub (1989) proposed a separate category of coping
(including venting of emotions, behavioral disengagement, and mental
disengagement), which could be regarded as a mixture of problem-
focused and emotion-focused coping efforts. Besides, the conceptual
bases of most of the existing categorization systems are weak. For
example, Billings and Moos (1981) divided the coping responses on
the basis of ‘face validity’ and the creation of 28 coping subscales in
McCrae (1984) was based on ‘rational considerations’ only.

As far as the issue of methodological sophistication is concerned, a
survey of the relevant studies shows that factor analysis was not
commonly performed, hence suggesting that most of the proposed
structures might not be adequately tested. Even if factor analytic
techniques were employed in some of the studies (e.g., Aldwin,
Folkman, Schaefer, Coyne & Lazarus, 1980), it was observed that
exploratory factor analysis has been a favorite choice. Confirmatory
factor analysis (which can be used to test a priori proposed structure)
and attempts to ascertain the reliability of the factor structure (such as
coefficients of congruence) were seldom carried out. As noted by
Endler and Parker (1990), some of the researchers even performed
factor analysis inappropriately.

Concerning the empirical support for the existing conceptual
frameworks on the structure of coping, the data cannot, in general, be
regarded as robust. As far as internal consistencies of the subscales of
coping are concerned, Endler and Parker (1990) showed that some of
the reported subscales of coping were low in their reliability alphas and
the range of alphas in some of the studies were observed to be wide
(e.g., Billings & Moos, 1984; McCrae, 1984; Pearlin & Schooler,
1978).

The data arising from the factor analytic studies are even more
discouraging. For example, with reference to the distinction between
problem-focused versus emotion-focused coping, the existing data
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appear to suggest that the dichotomization of focus of coping remains
more a conceptual elegance than an empirical truism because factor
analyses failed to single out these two factors in various studies:
Folkman and Lazarus (1988) identified 8 coping factors that covered a

broader scope than the two focus-based coping factors and the item "I
expressed anger to the person(s) who caused the problem", while
appearing to reflect emotion-focused coping, was found to load on a
problem-focused factor; Berman and Turk (1981) found a coping
dimensionality of six factors (social activity, learning, personal
understanding, expression of feeling, autonomy, and family activity)
and they found that family activity did not readily condense into
problem-focused or emotion-focused coping factors. After a brief
review of the Ways of Coping Checklist and the Ways of Coping
Questionnaire, Endler and Parker (1990) concluded that "empirical
support for the validity of these coping subscales, as provided by the
developers, is generally weak, and the internal consistency reliabilities
of the subscales are modest" (p.846).

The final observation highlighted from the coping literature is that
the existing studies have almost been exclusively conducted within the
Western context. An examination of coping in different cultures is
obviously important for two reasons. First, empirical data collected
from different cultures might give some indication on the universality
of the existing conceptual frameworks. For example, there is evidence
suggesting that the factor structures of assessment tools might vary
across cultures, therefore suggesting that people in different cultures
might perceive constructs differently (Shek, 1988; Shek, 1990).
Secondly, based on the responses of people in different cultures, it
might be possible to construct new conceptions of coping or to
supplement the existing conceptualizations.

With reference to Chinese culture, a review of the literature shows
that not many studies have been conducted to examine coping styles
amongst Chinese people, probably with the exception of Hwang
(1977). Based on the responses of 180 Chinese in Taiwan to questions
on their coping strategies to troubles in life, Hwang (1977) found that
coping strategies of Chinese people could be categorized into five
different categories: (1) mobilization of personal resources; (2) seeking
help from social resources; (3) appeal to supernatural power; (4)
adoption of the philosophy of doing nothing; and (5) avoidance. While
Hwang (1977) found that mobilization of personal resource (i.e.,
reliance on self) was the most frequently used coping strategy, Hwang

(1978) showed that there were three patterns of coping with
interpersonal conflicts, including the mechanism of facing reality, the
mechanism of self-assertion and the mechanism of perseverance.

Several interesting observations can be highlighted from the
findings of Hwang (1977, 1978). First, emotional discharge does not
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appear to be a dominant coping strategy under Chinese culture.
Secondly, some of the coping mechanisms mentioned by the
respondents could not be readily categorized into either problem-
focused or emotion-focused strategy. For example, the utilization of
‘forbearance’ as a coping strategy neither actively solves the problem
nor makes a person feel happier. Thirdly, an examination of the
categories suggested by Hwang (1977) showed that these categories
can be re-categorized in terms of the involvement of self or others in
the coping process: (1) coping the problem by relying on self, which
includes the mobilization of personal resources, clinging to the
philosophy of doing nothing and avoidance; and (2) coping with the
problem by relying on others, which includes seeking help from social
resources and appeal to supernatural power.

Although labelled differently as support mobilization (Aldwin &
Revenson, 1987), information seeking (Folkman et al., 1986; Manne &
Zautra, 1989; Swindle et al., 1989), seeking information or advice
(Chaney & Roszell, 1985), seeking social support (Folkman et al.,
1986; Solomon, Mikulincer & Avitzur, 1988), or solace seeking
(Rohde, Lewinsohn, Tilson & Seeley, 1990), the postulation of help
seeking from others is in fact consistent with the existing coping
literature. Essentially, according to Aldwin and Revenson (1987), help-
seeking appears to be an important dimension of coping that cannot be
strictly classified into either problem-focused or emotion-focused
coping.

A conceptualization by means of locus is advantageous in that it is
parsimonious and neutral in valence. In other words, locus of coping
can traverse alternative dimensionalities such as the contrast of
problem and emotion focus, and the delineation of cognitive,
emotional and behavioral coping. The basis of locus of coping is on the
person and it enables easy classification of internal and external coping
strategies. Locus of coping also stands independent of the problem and
emotion, and consequently the criterion variables involved. Therefore,
the conceptualization of locus of coping can be considered as more
stable, global and parsimonious in that only two facets can generate
various coping strategies contingent on different problems and
situations.

Although Hwang (1977, 1978) categorized the coping responses of
Chinese, he did not develop a standardized instrument to measure the
related responses. Certainly, there is a need to develop such a tool and
evaluate the psychometric properties of the developed instrument in
the light of the preceding discussion. The purpose of this present paper
is to describe the development of a coping response scale based on
Hwang’s (1977) idea (the Chinese Coping Scale) and to report
empirical evidence concerning the psychometric properties of the scale
with reference to coping responses in different domains. Concerning
the latter point, apart from examining the internal consistency of the
developed scale across different life domains, the factor structure of
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this scale with reference to internal versus external locus of coping
would also be examined. The data reported in this paper were from a
study that was designed to investigate mental health of working
parents, with the Chinese Coping Scale as one of the measuring
instruments. Because data on the mental health of working parents
have been discussed elsewhere (Shek & Mak, 1987), the present paper
will focus primarily on the psychometric properties of the Chinese
Coping Scale (CCS).
METHOD
INSTRUMENTS

Based on Hwang’s (1977) conceptualization, the Chinese Coping
Scale (CCS) was carefully developed to assess the coping responses of
the respondents to different sources of stress, including marital stress,
family-related stress, interpersonal stress and work-related stress. On
each area of stress, the respondent was asked to indicate how often he
or she used a particular coping response on a 4-point rating scale
(response options include ‘Never’, ‘Rarely’, ‘Often’ and ‘Always’) as
follows: (1) face the problem and devise the solution; (2) forbear and
remain calm; (3) maintain optimism and self-confidence; (4) seek help
from spouse; (5) seek help from friends; (6) seek help from superiors;
(7) seek help from relatives (excluding parents); (8) seek help from
parents; (9) seek help from professional workers; (10) seek help from
fortune-tellers; (11) seek help from in-laws; (12) adopt an attitude of
"to see through a thing" (i.e., to be resigned to what is inevitable); (13)
adopt an attitude of "a sailboat going with the current will
automatically pass through the arches of a bridge"; (14) adopt an
attitude of "coping with the shifting events by sticking to one
unchangeable way"; (15) employ means to make one feel more
comfortable; (16) appeal to supernatural power. All of the above items
were used to measure a respondent’s coping in the area of family stress
(CCS-Family), interpersonal stress (CCS-Interpersonal) and work-
related stress (CCS-Work). Since item 4 might not be applicable under
marital stress, this item was not included in the assessment of coping to
marital stress (i.e., 15 items in CCS-Marital).

As regards Hwang’s (1977) idea, the items corresponding to the
five categories of responses are as follows: (1) mobilization of
personal resources - items 1, 2, 3; (2) seeking help from social
resources - items 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11; (3) appeal to supernatural
power - item 16; (4) clinging to the philosophy of doing nothing -
items 12, 13, 14; and (5) avoidance - item 15. Alternatively, while
items 1, 2, 3, 12, 13, 14, and 15 can be regarded as items assessing
internal coping (i.e., reliance on self, either through constructive or
non-constructive methods), the rest of the items are related to external
locus of coping. Because no coping response was restrained to certain
time frame, the instrument might also be considered as tapping coping
style.

As indicated, the data reported were from a study Mat was designed
to investigate mental health of working parents. Thus, apart from the
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Chinese Coping Scale, the subjects were also requested to respond to
other clinical scales that measure different aspects of mental health.
These include the General Health Questionnaire (Goldberg, 1972),
Chinese Somatic Scale (Shek & Mak, 1989; Wong & Chan, 1984) and
Purpose in Life Questionnaire (Shek, 1986).

SUBJECTS AND PROCEDURES

This study is based upon the responses of 1000 working parents
(500 males and 500 females who were couples) and all the respondents
at least had primary school education. The subjects were recruited
from 20 randomly drawn child-care centres in Hong Kong. The
respondents could be considered as heterogeneous because they were
from different areas and socio-economic classes in Hong Kong. All
subjects responded en masse to all the instrument scales in the
questionnaire in a self-administration format.

CONSTRUCT VALIDATION

The constructs of internal coping and external coping can be
empirically validated by demonstrating their internal consistency and
trait validity (Bagozzi, 1980). Internal consistency refers to the extent
to which items in a given scale measure some common concept(s).
Trait validity comprises convergent validity and discriminant (or
divergent) validity (Peter, 1981) and these two measures can be
simultaneously assessed in a multitrait-monomethod factor analytic
design (Cole, 1987). While convergent validity refers to uniformly
high loadings of items constituting the construct intended to be
measured (Bollen, 1989), discriminant validity is demonstrated when
items which are not wanted to constitute a factor turn out to have zero
loading on that factor.

Obviously, factor analysis plays an important role in construct
validation. While exploratory factor analysis would be carried out to
tap trait validity (i.e., factorial validity, Corcoran & Fischer, 1987),
confirmatory factor analysis has been regarded as a more powerful tool
in construct validation. Unlike exploratory factor analysis,
confirmatory factor analysis restricts the estimation of factor loadings
to comply with a priori factor pattern. Although there are different
programs for confirmatory factor analysis, confirmatory factor analysis
is commonly performed via the software, LISREL (Bollen, 1989).
Generally speaking, confirmatory factor analysis via LISREL can
assess convergent validity by testing the significance of factor loadings
intended for a construct. It also can assess discriminant validity by
observing: (1) the magnitude of unwanted loadings of items on the
factor that should not be constituted by these items; and (2) correlation
between factors (Fornell & Gur-Arie, 1983).

In factor analysis via LISREL, goodness of fit of the model can also
be assessed to reflect both the adequacy of the number and pattern of
factors. When applied to the current construct validation of internal
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coping and external coping, factor analyses of two-factor models
identifying both internal coping and external coping could be carried
out. The convergent validity means that the items intended to measure
internal coping should have high loadings on the factor identified as
internal coping but they should have negligible loadings on the factor
identified as external coping. Conversely, items measuring external
coping should exhibit similar characteristics. Moreover, the correlation
between internal coping and external coping should be significantly
lower than unity (Fornell & Gur-Arie, 1983).

In this study, both exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory
factor analysis were carried out to clarify the factor structure of the
CCS within and across different domains. In addition, two approaches
to methodological triangulation were also attempted. First, construct
validation was also proceeded with two random subsamples and the
results from both subsamples (based on either exploratory factor
analysis using principal component method or confirmatory factor
analysis using maximum likelihood estimation via LISREL) were
compared. With split-sample exploratory factor analysis, a coefficient
of congruence (Broadbooks & Elmore, 1987) can be computed to
assess the congruence of factor loadings. Moreover, the a priori
theoretical factor pattern having ones representing desired factor
loadings and zeroes for unwanted loadings was used to assess the
congruence of exploratory factor patterns with this standard.

Congruence in confirmatory factor analysis via LISREL can be
assessed in two ways. First, it compares results of the multigroup (i.c.,
two subsamples) model that specifies invariance of factor pattern to
that model freely estimating the desired factor pattern in different
groups or subsamples (Marsh & Hocevar, 1984). The invariances of
factor patterns between the two subsamples were indicated by the lack
of significant difference between the goodness of fit of two alternative
models, the "constrained" model which constrained the equivalence of
factor loadings and the "relaxed" model which maintained only the
equivalence of factor pattern but not the equivalence of factor loadings.
Second, the two subsamples are separately used as an estimation
sample and a holdout sample. In the estimation sample, parameters
pertaining to the factor model are estimated as usual. But in the
holdout sample, parameters are not estimated but are fixed to those
obtained from the estimation sample. It is a procedure of cross
validation within a study (Cuttance, 1987). It necessarily accords with
the need for cross validation that is called for (Breckler, 1990).

Some indicators of goodness of fit are reported with the results
from LISREL modeling. In particular, Joreskog’s Goodness-of-Fit
Index shows the goodness of fit in absolute sense. Parsimonious
Goodness-of- Fit Index is useful for comparing models and favors the
one attaining both goodness of fit and parsimony (Mulaik, James, Van
Alstine, Bennett, Lind & Stilwell, 1988). While goodness of fit
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indicators are helpful, parameter estimates may be even more
meaningful and indispensable (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988) because
they inherently reveal the extent and manner of trait validity.

Another means of assessing the robustness of the model proposed
was to proceed the same analysis with the four life domains of marital,
family, interpersonal, and work, both separately and simultaneously.
While it can contribute to the methodological rigor in replicating and
generalizing the results, it may serve to detect some disparate findings
that are substantively meaningful.

RESULTS

Favorable internal consistencies of the measures of internal coping,
external coping and omnibus coping (i.e., internal coping items plus
external coping items) were demonstrated with high reliability alphas
within and across the four life domains (Table 1). Reliability
coefficients of .7 could be regarded as attractive because the measures
of coping contained only 7 to 9 items for each life domain.
Aggregating items over the 4 domains increased the reliabilities of all
coping measures and this result showed that it was internally consistent
to sum up coping responses over the 4 life domains to identify cross-
situational trait-like coping styles (cf. Carver et al., 1989). As shown in
Table 1, the present reliability data may be considered stable when

TABLE 1: RELIABILITY ALPHAS PF COPING VARIABLES
ACROSS THE 4 LIFE DOMAINS

Inter-
Overall Marital Family personal Work

Total Sample (N = 704)

Internal coping 952 .822 .858 .861 .860
External coping 908 720 719 720 .673
Omnibus coping 933 754 .790 782 768
Subsample 1 (N = 352)
Internal coping .944 791 .822 .819 .825
External coping 918 750 744 756 .703
Omnibus coping 929 745 77 770 762
Subsample 2 (N = 352)
Internal coping 957 .826 .858 .867 .860
External coping .894 .698 .680 .675 .627
Omnibus coping 937 755 797 .799 783
Note  Overall =  Items in the same coping dimensions were

collapsed across domains

Omnibus = Internal coping items plus external coping items
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reliability alphas estimated from the two random subsamples did not
differ considerably. The favorable internal consistency reliability of the
coping measures furnished the basis for subsequent steps of construct
validation.

The scree tests from exploratory factor analyses in terms of
principal component method suggested to extract two factors from the
16 or 15 items of each life domain. While it was optimal to extract two
factors from each battery of items, the two factors were not expected to
capture all the variances in the items. It was found that the first two
components explained 40.8 to 43.4 percents of variance variably for
each battery of items pertaining to different life domains (CCS-
Marital= 41.8%; CCS-Family= 43.3%; CCS-Interpersonal= 43.4% and
CCS-Work= 40.8%). Table 2 shows the varimax rotated factor
structures of the CCS across different life domains. An examination of

TABLE 2: FACTOR LOADINGS FROM FOUR SEPARATE
EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSES OF COPING
RESPONSES FOR FOUR PROBLEM AREAS

e

) i Inter/
Marital Family personal Work

Item order and content INTEXTINTEXTINTEXTINTEXT
i Face the problem & devise the solution 89 10 72 07 73 08 74 05
2 Forbear and remain calm 75 02 79 04 B0 03 B0 =05
3 Maintain optimism and self-confidence 74 04 81 06 79 00 B8O -0I
4 Seck help from spouse — — 43 31 30 44 19 S0
§ Seek help from friends 11 65 05 66 19 52 16 49
& Seek help from superions 06 S5 06 66 01 5S4 20 26
7 Seek help from relarives 01 74 02 70 -03 72 04 T2
8 Seck help from parents 05 65 12 62 -03 74 08 72
9 Seck belp from professional workers <02 58 01 S8 00 63 -01 51
10 Seek help from fortene-teliers -03 46 04 55 -02 87 05 51
11 Beek help from in-laws 08 69 03 64 -03 63 04 65
12 Resign to what 1s (nevitable 78 02 81 01 81 03 79 08

17 Believe that the problem will be solved 70 02 68 03 67 -03 68 06
14 Believe that daing nothing sofvesall 78 -08 76 08 78 -08 77 06

15 Make one feeling not $o stressiul 45 13 37 06 40 18 3 23
16 Seek help from supernatural power I3 11 42 04 42 07T M4
N 209 810 843 B25
Varfance explained 23 19 24 19 24 20 23 18

Note.  Factor foadings were standardized both for the factor and iten.
INT: Internal copeng; EXT: External coprng.
Leading decimal points are omitted.,
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the unwanted loadings showed that they were practically low and
nonsignificant except only one, "Seek help from spouse" as a response
to familial problems. This exception was consistent in analyses
involving total samples as well as subsamples where this item loaded
stronger on the unwanted internal coping factor than on the proposed
external coping factor for familial problem.

To understand further the stability of the factor extracted via
exploratory factory analysis, the total sample was randomly split into
two subsamples (subsample 1 and 2) and identical factor analytic
procedures were carried out to assess the stability of the factor tructure
(Gorsuch, 1974; Harman, 1976). The results showed that factors
extracted from the two subsamples resembled those extracted from the
total sample. Eventually, high coefficients of congruence were found
for the factors across subsamples and the resultant coefficients of
congruence from comparing both the exploratory factor structures of
the two subsamples to the theoretical pattern were uniformly high
(Table 3).

TABLE 3: COEFFICIENTS OF CONGRUENCE OF
EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSES WITH
TWO SUBSAMPLES

Inter-
Factor  Between (rverall Marital Family personal Work
Internal Samples | & 2 992 986 99F% 993 990
External Samples | & 2 SB6 994 985 986 981

Internal Sample | & Theoretical 969 976 952 962 943
External Sample | & Theoretical 971 278 971 971 260
Internal Sample 2 & Theoretical 963 978 949 982 959
External Sample 2 & Theoretical 973 A76 963 069 048

Note,  Sample | and Sampie 2 each contained 354 cases,
“Theoreticals The theoretical factor pattern which contains loadings of
ancs for constituwent items and zeroes for virwanted flems regarding the
construct.

Confirmatory factor analyses via LISREL modeling resulted in fair
goodness of fit of the two-factor coping model having a priori pattern
of internal coping and external coping for each life domain (Table 4).
The fair goodness of fit results were indicated by high levels, above .8
of Goodness-of-Fit Indices (GFIs) and low levels, below .1 of root-
mean-square residuals. The standardized parameter estimates for the
items in the CCS analyzed separately for the various domains may be
seen in Table 5. Concerning the item on "seeking help from spouse" in
response to family stress, the results showed that this item loaded
significantly on the external coping factor.
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TABLE 4: GOODNESS OF FIT OF CONFIRMATORY FACTOR

MODELS OF COPING
No. of
Factors ~ Specification
Domain of Groups I df Pdf GFI  PGFI RMSR
Total Sample (N = 704)
Marital 2/15 648.88 89 7.291 .889 659 .065
Family 2/16 790.00 103  7.670 .874 662 079
Interpersonal ~ 2/16 867.30 103 8420 .869 .658 074
Work 2/16 92524 103 8983 .858 .650 077
Overall 8/63 1711053 1862 9.189 .493 455 .100
Overall 2/63 17503.06 1889 9.266 .493 462 099
Two Subsamples: Testing for Invariance (NV = 704)
Marital 2/15  Relaxed 741.61 178 4166 .864a .641 072a
Mavital 2/15  Constrained — 766.09 209 3.606 .834a 726 077a
Family 2/16  Relaxed 880.75 206 4275 8492 643 .087a
Family 2/16  Constrained — 934.39 239 3910 .843a 741 .091a
Interpersonal ~ 2/16  Relaxed 93431 206 4535 .842a 638 .085a
Interpersonal ~ 2/16  Constrained 100247 239 4194 .831la .730 .090a
Work 2/16  Relaxed 972.13 206 4719 835  .632 .085a
Work 2/16  Constrained 102555 239 4291 827a .727 .089%
Overall 2/63  Relaxed 20391.87 3778 5397 469a 439 .105a
Overall 2/63  Constrained  20580.73 3905 5270 A466a 451 .108a
Two Subsamples: Cross-Validation (N = 352)
Marital 2/15  Estimation 43735 89 4914 839 622 .080a
Marital 2/15  Holdout 352.12 120 2934 880a .880 079
Family 2/16  Estimation 513.71 103 4987 827a .626 .088a
Family 2/16  Holdout 477.64 136 3512 RB47a .847 .102a
Interpersonal ~ 2/16  Estimation 49849 103 4840 .834a .632 .083a
Interpersonal ~ 2/16  Holdout 586.27 136 4311 826a .826 .106a
Work 2/16  Estimation 496.06 103 4816 .833a .631 .088a
Work 2/16  Holdout 581.20 136 4274 823a 823 .102a
Overall 2/63  Estimation 10238.86 1889 5397 458 439 .104a
Overall 2/63  Holdout 10516.72 2016 5270 A467a 451 A17a
Note L2 = Likelihood chi-square.

GFI = Joreskog'’s Goodness-of-Fit Index.
PGFI = Parsimonious Goodness-of-Fit Index.
RMSR = Root mean square residual.
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The 2-factor models contained the factors of internal coping
(self-reliance) and external coping (help seeking).

The 8-factor nodel contained factors of internal coping and
external coping for each of the 4 domains.

a: Good-of-Fit Indices for multiple group analyses are the
averages of indices for the two groups.

Relaxed: Parameters are constrained to be equal between
groups.

Constrained: Parameters are constrained to be equal between
groups.

Estimation: The sample that has parameters estimated.

Holdout: The sample that has parameters fixed to that obtained
from the estimation sample.

TABLE 5: FACTOR LOADINGS FROM FOUR SEPARATE
CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSES OF COPING
RESPONSES FOR FOUR PROBLEM AREAS

Inter/

Marital Family personal Work

ltem order and conlent INTEXTINTEXTINTEXTINTEXT
1 Face the problem & devise the solution 49 00 &7 00 60 00 &9 00
2 Forbear and remarn calm 67 00 76 00 TR 00 T8 0O
A Maintain optimism and selconfidence 67 00 79 00 76 00 77 00
4 Seek help from spouse — — 00 31 00 37T 00 40
5 Seek help from friends 00 53 00 60 OD 41 00 37
6 Seek help from superiors 00 41 00 58 0D 40 00 19
7 Seek help from relatives 00 72 00 65 00 68 00 70
& Seek help from parents 00 63 00 58 00 71 00 69
Y Seck help from professional workers 00 46 00 49 00 53 00 40
10 Seck belp from fortume-teflers 00 30 00 45 00 46 00 38
11 Segk belp from indaws 00 o8 00 59 00 6D OO 6O
2 Resign o what is inevitable T5 00 77 00 T6 00 T4 W
13 Beiieve that the problem will be solved 65 00 60 00 69 00 o0 [0
14 Belicve that doing nothing sofvesall 74 00 68 00 71 00 69 00
15 Make onie feeling nol so stressful 3T 00 3 00 M 00 28 0
16 Seck help from supematural power 00 28 00 34 00 32 00 30

Note.

Factor foadings were standardized both for the factor and item.

INT: Internal coping, EXT: Extemal coping.
Leading decimal points are omitted.

Al foadings were significant with t-values above 2,
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In order to examine the stability of the results obtained via LISREL,
he data were further analyzed to (1) test for the invariance of factor
patterns estimated in confirmatory factor analyses via LISREL; and (2)
assess the goodness of fit of replicating factor patterns derived from
estimation samples to holdout samples by confirmatory factor analysis.
The results showed that the increase of chi-squares in constrained
models from relaxed models were not significant given the degrees of
freedom released (see Table 4). The other goodness of fit indicators
also appeared to be indifferent between constrained models and
relaxed models. With particular reference to parsimonious goodness-
of-fit indices, it was shown that constrained models uniformly yielded
superior parsimonious Goodness-of-Fit Indices to relaxed models
across all life domains. Finally and most in the spirit of cross-
validation in reproducing the estimated factor pattern in holdout

TABLE 6: FACTOR LOADINGS FROM THE COMBINED
CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYISIS OF THE TWO-
FACTOR MODEL OF COPING RESPONSES OVER THE

FOUR PROBLEM AREAS
Inter!

Marital Family personal Work
Item order and conlent INTEXTINTEXTINTEXTINTEXT
| Face the problem & devise the solution 45 100 67 00 67 00 66 00
2 Forbear and remain calm 60 00 T2 00 Te 00 T2 00
3 Maintain optimism and sel-confidence 64 00 76 00 76 00 73 00
4 Seek help from spouse — — 0D 22 00 3B 00 38
5 Seek help from friends o0 47 00 50 0D 45 00 37
& Seek help from superions o0 45 00 54 00 47 00 27
7 Seck help from relatives D0 58 00 63 00 64 00 6O
& Seck help from parents 00 54 00 57 00 &% 00 55
9 Seek help from professional workers 00 48 00 48 00 55 00 47
10 Seek help from fortune-tellers 00 45 00 58 00 53 00 47
11 8eek help from in-laws 00 55 00 56 00 S8 00 56
12 Resigned to what is inevitable 0 00 76 00 44 00 T3 00
13 Belicve thai the problem will be
solved 61 00 63 00 58 00 &3 00
14 Believe that doing nothing sofves all 71 00 73 00 45 00 72 00
15 Make one feeling nat so stressful 36 00 35 00 79 00 M 00
16 Seek help from supernatural power 00 43 00 42 00 43 00 41

Nete,  Factor loadings were standardized both for the factor and item.
INT: Internal coping; EXT: External coping.
Leading decimal points are omitted.
Al lnadings were significant with t-values above 2.
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samples, all confirmatory factor analyses involving the holdout
samples demonstrated equally high goodness of fit as that found in
estimation samples (see third panel in Table 4).

The discriminant validities of the coping measures were
demonstrated by the very weak correlations between internal coping
and external coping. According to the results arising from
confirmatory factor analyses, the correlations were .070, .133, .065
and.051 for the life domains of marital, family, interpersonal relations,
and work respectively. All these correlations were evidently
significantly lower than unity.

The robustness of the validation data were further demonstrated by
performing a LISREL analysis of all the 63 items, with a priori
classification of the related items into internal coping or external
coping categories. The results showed that although the goodness of fit
for this model was not particularly high, the cross-situational coping
style of internal coping and external coping were high in internal
consistency reliability (Table 1) and the desired factor loadings
suggesting the convergent validities (Table 6). The correlation between
internal coping and external coping across the 4 life domains was only
.054, a sign suggesting the discriminant validity of the coping
measures. Taken as a whole, the findings showed that the distinction
between internal coping and external coping was acceptable within and
across domains. The standardized parameter estimates for the items in
the CCS analyzed collectively for the various domains may be seen in
Table 6.

DISCUSSION

The foregoing steps of construct validation champions locus of
coping as empirically valid. First, the items proposed to measure
internal coping and external coping were found to reliably measure the
constructs. Second, these items were found to converge on the
specified coping factors in both exploratory and confirmatory factor
analyses. Third, the use of internal coping was illustrated to be
independent of external coping by observing the low inter-factor
correlations. Hence, analysis showed that the Chinese Coping Scale
(CCS) delineates two dimensions of coping within and across the four
life domains: internal coping (i.e., involvement of self or reliance on
self in coping) and external coping (i.e., involvement of others in
coping).

There are two obvious contributions of the present data. First, the
data showed that besides the distinction between emotional-focused
and problem-focused coping, the coping responses of Chinese people
as indexed by the Chinese Coping Scale can be categorized in terms of
the locus of coping concept (i.e., whether coping responses involve the
self or other people) and it appears that the present data cannot be
adequately accommodated within the distinction between emotion-
focused versus problem-focused coping. Since it is theoretically and
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empirically important to ask whether this distinction is an important
one in the Western context, it is suggested that further studies should
be conducted to clarify this issue and the previous data should be
reanalyzed in terms of the locus of coping dimension. Secondly, the
present data demonstrate the importance of using confirmatory factor
analysis in the examination of the structure of coping. This
demonstration is important because there has been few studies using
the confirmatory factor analysis approach in uncovering the structure
of coping to date. In order to gain a meaningful understanding of the
structure of coping, it is recommended that the previous data with clear
conceptual framework (e.g., Folkman & Lazarus’s model) should be
re-analyzed using confirmatory factor analysis.

This study cannot be without its limitations. The construct
validation, while revealing the parametric adequacy of the two-factor
model of locus of coping in terms of convergent factor loadings as
desired, did not demonstrate overwhelming adequacy in terms of
goodness of fit indicators. Even though the present study suggests the
elegance of the locus of coping model, further data are needed to
establish the generalizability of the hypothesized framework. In
addition, the construct validation, so far discussed, assesses only to the
step of trait validity. Definitely, there is a further step in front, the
assessment of nomological validity in which the theoretical relations
between the coping constructs and other variables are examined.
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