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ADAPTATION AND VALIDATION OF THE UKRAINIAN
DISPOSITIONAL ‘COPE’ QUESTIONNAIRE

MeToto LbOoro fOCNiAKEHHSA € aganTaLis gucnosnuiiHoro onutysanbHmMka COPE asTopis C.S. Carver,
M.F. Scheier, J.K. Weintraub, 3anponoHoBaHoro y 1989 p., ykpaiHCbKOO MOBOIO. AganTauia onuTyBa/ibHU-
Ka npoBoAmnaca Ha BUBipLi CTyAeHTCbKOT MonoAi. Taka BMGipKa BUAAETLCA A0PEYHO ANs peanisauii meTu
yHidiKauii gocnigKeHb KONiHry, OCKifibKM BifblwicTb nonepeaHix AocCaigKeHb NCUXOMETPUYHUX BAACTU-
BocTel onutyBasbHMKa COPE npoBoAMANCA TAaKOX Ha CTYAEHTaX BULLMX HaBYaNbHUX 3aKnagis. Kynbtyp-
Ha aganTauis gucnosuuiiHoro onutysanbHMka COPE npoBoaunacs BignosigHo Ao Bumor MixHapoaHoi
KoMicii 3 TecTyBaHHA (ITC) woao npasua nepeknagy Ta aganTtauii TecTiB (Test Translation and Adaptation
Guidelines), sKki BM3Ha4alTb npoueaypy Ky/AbTypHOI ajanTauil TecToBMX MeToAuK 3 ncuxosorii. Y
[OCNiAXKeHHI B3aau yyacTb 109 cTyAeHTiB ABOX BULLMX HAaBYa/IbHUX 3aKknagiB Kuesa Ta JlbBoBa. Bubipka
BMNPObYBaHMX Mana Taki AemorpadivHi xapakTepucTnKu: 46 4onoBiKiB, 63 KiHKK; cepeaHilt BiK y4acHUKIB
eMnMipUYHOro AOCNiAXKEeHHs cknaB 24,5 pokU. 3HaueHHA KoedilieHTa a-KpoHbaxa (a = 0,715) gns wkanm
YKPAIHCbKOK MOBOI CBiZUYMTb MPO HAABHICTb BUCOKMX BHYTPILIHIX KOPENALiN 3MIHHUX Y MeXKax LIKanu,
LLLO TaKOX CBiAYMTb NPO AOCUTb BMCOKY HAAiIMHICTb pe3yabTaTiB, OTPUMaHUX 3a AOMNOMOrOH YKPAIHCbKOT
Bepcii gucnosuuinHoro onutyBasnbHUKa COPE. AHani3 ¢aKTOpHOI CTPYKTYPU YKPaiHCbKOI Bepcii onuTy-
BasbHMKa COPE BM3HauMB N'ATUGAKTOPHY MoAeNb 3 6/IM3bKOIO BiAMOBIAHICTIO aBTOPCbKIM OpUriHanbHil
Bepcii onuTyBanbHMKa COPE (76,166% cymapHoi ancnepcii). Takox nigTBepaxeHa KOHCTPYKTHA BaigHICTb
YKpaiHCcbKoi Bepcii ancnosuuiiHoro onutyBanbHMka COPE. OTXKe, MOXKHa CTBEPAKYBATH, WO YKPaATHCbKA
Bepcia AucnosuuintHoro onutyBanbHMKa COPE moke 3acTOCOBYBaTUCA Ha YKpaiHOMOBHIM BMbopLi ann
BUMIpPY CTUAIB Ta CTpaTeri NOBeAiHKM NoA0NaHHSA.

Knrouosi cnosa: onumysaneHuk COPE; adanmauis; KoniHe-cmpameeii; haKmopHa cmpykmypa, KOH-
CMPYKMHa 8anioHicme.

Llenbto HacToAWwero nccaefoBaHma ABAAETCA afanTauma AMCNO3ULMOHHOTo onpocHuKka COPE,
npeanoxeHHoro C.S. Carver, M.F. Scheier, J.K. Weintraub B 1989 r., Ha yKpauHCKWUI A3blK. AganTa-
LA ONPOCHWKA NPOBOANAACH HA BbIDOPKe CTyAeHYeCKon monofeu. Takaa BbiIbopKa npeacTaBaseT-
cA YMeCTHOM Aana yHUbMKaumMmn nccaenoBaHMin coBnagatolero noBeaeHms, NockobKy 60/1bWNMHCTBO
npeabigywmx nccnefoBaHnii NCUXoMeTpUYeckmMx cBomcTs onpocHMKka COPE npoBoAUAMKCE TaKKe Ha
CTYA,eHTaXx BbICIMX y4ebHbIX 3aBeeHn. KynbTypHas aganTtaums AMCNo3MLMOHHOro onpocHuka COPE
npoBoAMAach B COOTBETCTBUM C TpeboBaHMAMKU MexayHapoaHOW Komuccum no tectnuposaHumio (ITC)
M NpaBuiamMu nepesoga u agantaunm tectos (Test Translation and Adaptation Guidelines), KoTopble
onpefensAlT npoueaypy KyAbTypHOM aganTauum TeCTOBbIX METOAMK MO McuMxonoruun. B uccneposa-
HUKU NpuHAAKM yyactme N = 109 cTygeHTOoB ABYX BY30B Knesa 1 JIbBoBa. BbibopKa UCMbITYyEMbIX MMena
cnepywowme gemorpadmyeckme xapakTepucTukn: 46 my»UmH, 63 KeHLWNH; cpefHMA BO3pacT yyacT-
HUKOB 3MMUPUYECKOTO UccaenoBaHus coctasun 24,5 roaa. 3HayeHue KoapouumeHTa a-KpoHbaxa
(a = 0,715) gna wWKanbl Ha YKPAMHCKOM A3blKe NOATBEPXKAAeT Ha/lMume BbICOKUX BHYTPEHHUX KOp-
penauun nepemMeHHbIX B npegenax WKajbl, YTO CBMAETENbCTBYET O AOCTAaTOYHO BbICOKOW Hagex-
HOCTU Pe3y/abTaToB, MOJIYYEHHbIX C MOMOLLbIO YKPAUHCKON BEpPCUU AUCNO3ULUOHHOIO OMPOCHUKA
«COPE». AHanu3 GaKTOPHOM CTPYKTYPbl YKPAaMHCKON Bepcun onpocHuKka «COPE» onpegenun natu-
baKTOpHYO MmoZenb, KoTopasa 6/M3Ko KoppenmpyeT ¢ GaKTOPHOM CTPYKTYPOW aBTOPCKOWM OpUTMHab-
HoW Bepcum onpocHnka COPE (76,166% cymmapHon gucnepcun). TaKKe NOATBEPKAEHA KOHCTPYK-
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THaA Ba/IMAHOCTb YKPAMHCKON BEPCUMU AMUCNO3ULMOHHOrO onpocHMKka COPE. Takum obpasom, Moxk-
HO YyTBEp)XAaTb, YTO YKPAMHCKaa Bepcua AUCNO3ULUMOHHOro onpocHnKka COPE moxeT npumeHATbCA
Ha YKPanHOA3bIYHOM BblBOPKE ANA U3MEPEHUA CTUNEN U cTpaTernin KoNuHra.

Knroyessie cnosa: onpocHuk COPE; adanmauyus,; KonuHa-cmpameauu, (gaKkmopHas CmpyKmypa,; KOH-
CMpPYKMHaA 8aau0HOCMeb.

effective measurement instruments for the latter remains unresolved. No agreement

has been reached among the researchers on either standardizing the psychometric
properties of existing instruments measuring coping strategies, or unifying amyriad of approaches
to categorize coping strategies.

These and other considerations reignited an interest in improving theoretically developed
questionnaires, including “Coping Orientations to Problems Experienced” (‘COPE’) (Carver et al.,
1989) for assessing coping behavior. In general, theoretical taxonomies of coping strategies can
be employed for various groups of subjects. Besides, such instruments are studied by applying
the confirmatory factor analysis, which allows for better replicating of results, and thus, for
unifying the approaches to studying coping strategies (Ayers et al. 1996; Donoghue, 2004).
Another factor in favor of the ‘COPE’ questionnaire is an international interest to it, which adds
to the unification of the coping behavior research.

This paper aimed at adaptation and validation of the Ukrainian version of the ‘COPE’
dispositional questionnaire (Carver, Scheier, & Weintraub, 1989).

I ntroduction. Despite the long history of coping behavior research, the problem of finding

‘COPE’ Questionnaire background. Researches of coping behavior have used the ‘COPE’
guestionnaire in a variety of natural settings, including university examinations (Carver &
Scheirer, 1994), in studies of perfectionism (Dunkley et al., 2000) and romantic relationships
(Knee, 1998), etc. At its core, the ‘COPE’ questionnaire follows Folkman and Lazarus’s (1980)
theory of behavior, which conceptualized coping in terms of a cognitive transaction between an
individual and the environment within a particular context. The transactional model of coping
defines the latter as process-oriented. Central to the transactional model is an assessment
process, during which a person evaluates the importance of a stressful event for his or her well-
being and the availability of resources to overcome such an event (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).
Carver (1988) proposed a somewhat more complex approach to coping, enriching it with their
own model of self-regulation of behavior (cited in Carver, Scheier, & Weintraub, 1989). The
model above abstains from dividing coping strategies into problem- and emotion-oriented ones.
Instead, it takes into account both situational and dispositional influences on the coping behavior
of individuals.

It is worth noting, however, that self-report techniques, including the COPE
guestionnaire, have been criticized. They were blamed for conflicting results (Donoghue,
2004); methodological and sample variability (Aldwin & Revenson, 1987); ambiguity of
formulations, variability in factor structures obtained from different samples (Skinner et
al., 2003; Steed, 1998);and insufficient reliability and validity of such instruments at large
(Donoghue, 2004). On the other hand, repetitive results obtained using dispositional
questionnaires for different coping situations have renewed interest in dispositional coping.
In general, dispositional coping (or coping style) is defined as a stable characteristic of a
personality influenced by various factors, including socio-cultural ones (Moos & Holahan,
2003). Lazarus (1999) criticized such studies, noting that they provided fuzzy, socially
desirable, or ideal answers. In addition, the results received using such techniques were
described as running counter to the reality (Carver & Scheier, 1994; Schwartz et al., 1999).
At the same time, the unique ability of the ‘COPE’ questionnaire to measure both situational
and dispositional coping has contributed to its popularity among researchers of coping
behavior.

The ‘COPE’ questionnaire (Carver, Scheier, & Weintraub, 1989) is a widely used
retrospective self-report technique designed to measure situational responses/strategies
and dispositional styles, depending on the “usualness” or specificity of the stress situation
for the subject. The full version of the questionnaire consists of 60 items combined into
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15 scales. Each scale includes four statements evaluated on a four-point Likert scale, from
“1” (‘l don’t do this at all’) to “4” (‘that’s exactly what | do’) for the dispositional version;
and from “1” (‘I usually didn’t do it at all’) to “4” (‘that was exactly what | usually did’) for
the situational version. The data of the subjects are analyzed for each scale individually or
through the second-order factor analysis in a separate sample.

Method: Participants. The adaptation and validation of the questionnaire were conducted
on a sample of students. Such a sample seems appropriate for unifying coping studies, since
plentiful data on the psychometric properties of the ‘COPE’ questionnaire were also obtained
from university students (Gordeva et al., 2010; Litman, 2006). 109 students from two universities
of the cities of Kyiv and Lviv, Ukraine, participated in the study. The sample had the following
demographic characteristics: 46 men, and 63 women; the average age of the participants in
the empirical study was 24.5 years. The adaptation of the ‘COPE’ dispositional questionnaire
(60 coping strategies and 15 coping scales) was conducted in the period from October 2017 to
January 2018.

Method and procedure. The adaptation of the Ukrainian version of ‘COPE’ underwent
twostages. Duringtheinitial stage, the culturaladaptation ofthe questionnaire was performed
according to the Test Translation and Adaptation Guidelines (Hambleton, 2001). First, an
independent qualified translator translated the original dispositional ‘COPE’ questionnaire
into Ukrainian. Second, two other translators translated the Ukrainian version again into
English, and back into Ukrainian. Finally, both versions — the two English and two Ukrainian
ones- were given comparative expert judgment. Based on the confirmed correspondences
between the original and the Ukrainian-language versions of the ‘COPE’ questionnaire,
an adequate Ukrainian version of the questionnaire was proposed (see Appendix). The
Ukrainian-language version of ‘COPE’ also consists of 60 statements that must be answered
on a Likert scale from “1” to “4”. All items in the questionnaire are grouped into 15 scales
following the original version. The scores on the scales above are determined simply by
adding all the values of the answers to the question (numbered from 1 to 60) included in a
certain scale below.

. Positive reinterpretation and growth: 1, 29, 38, 59;
. Mental disengagement: 2, 16, 31, 43;

. Focus on and venting of emotions: 3, 17, 28, 46;

. Use of instrumental social support: 4, 14, 30, 45;

. Active coping: 5, 25, 47, 58;

. Denial: 6, 27, 40, 57;

. Religious coping: 7, 18, 48, 60;

. Humor: 8, 20, 36, 50;

. Behavioral disengagement: 9, 24, 37, 51;

10. Restraint: 10, 22, 41, 49;

11. Use of emotional social support: 11, 23, 34, 52;

12. Substance use: 12, 26, 35, 53;

13. Acceptance: 13, 21, 44, 54;

14. Suppression of competing activities: 15, 33, 42, 55;

15. Planning: 19, 32, 39, and 56.

The main limiting factors of this technique, like of any self-report questionnaire, are
related to possible distortions associated with natural forgetfulness, selective reproduction, and
insufficient reflexivity in individual subjects. Thus, the probability that under the conditions of
reflection about sufficiently hypothetical stressful situations, the response of the subjects may
also be “hypothetical” is quite high, whereby the ways of perception and emotional experience
of a stressful event vary significantly from person to person. To overcome the limitation above,
this empirical study examined coping behavior of the subjects tested during the exams or
immediately before/after the exams, i.e.as near as possible to the natural conditions of academic
stress.

Results. During the second stage, the reliability of the Ukrainian dispositional COPE
guestionnaire was tested. Table 1 below presents the statistical results of the internal consistency
check using a-Cronbach coefficient.

OCOoONOOUTDEWN K
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Tablel 1
Internal consistency
Chronbach’s alpha Corrected item-total correlation N of items
0.715 0.732 15

The value of a-Cronbach for the Ukrainian version of ‘COPE’ confirms high internal
correlations among the variables within the scale, which testifies to the sufficient reliability of
the results obtained (a = 0.715; a = 0.732 for corrected item-total correlation). The values of
Chronbach’s alpha for individual scales of the questionnaire in the range from a = 0.683 to a =
0.757 also indicate the appropriate reliability and consistency of the latter (see Table 2).

Table 2
Item-total a-Chronbach’s reliability
COPE scales Chronbach’s alpha
Positive reinterpretation and growth 0.701
Mental disengagement 0.705
Focus on and venting of emotions 0.695
Use of instrumental social support 0.683
Active coping 0.697
Denial 0.699
Religious coping 0.757
Humor 0.709
Behavioral disengagement 0.710
Restraint 0.699
Use of emotional social support 0.693
Substance use 0.688
Acceptance 0.669
Suppression of competing activities 0.695
Planning 0.706

In addition, Guttman’s lambda-2 (A,= 0.834) is higher than a-Cronbach, which again reflects
an adequate internal consistency of the Ukrainian version of the dispositional COPE.

Factor structure of the Ukrainian version of the ‘COPE’ disposition questionnaire. During
the third stage of adaptation, the factor structure of the COPE questionnaire was analyzed.
Considering that the COPE questionnaire is theoretically constructed, its factor solutions have
not been clearly reproduced in any of the works testing this instrument (Donoghue, 2004). Carver
et al. (1989) applied an exploratory factor analysis to the selected 13 scales of 52 strategies
identifying four factors: 1) problem-focused coping; 2) emotion-centered coping; 3) coping
focused on the social support and expression of emotions, and 4) avoidance.However, the scales
of ‘Substance Use’ and ‘Humor’ were not included in the original factor structure. In the same
line, Litman (2006) presented two independent studies on two independent samples. The first
study showed a four-factor model similar to the factor solution of Carver et al. (1989). Yet, the
results of the second study showed only a three-factor model, including self-sufficient, socially-
supported, and avoidant coping strategies (Litman, 2006). Deisinger, Cassisi, and Whitaker
(1996) identified a five-factor model that was similar to the factor model proposed by Carver et
al. (1989), but with an additional factor consisting of ‘Substance Use ‘and ‘Humor’.

Adaptations of the ‘COPE’ questionnaire to other languages also produced different results.
For example, a factor analysis of the Italian version of ‘COPE’ revealed a five-factor model: (1)
problem-focused coping (active coping, planning, suppression of competing activities); (2)
avoidance (denial, mental or behavioral disengagement, substance use, and humor); (3) social
support (use of social instrumental support, and social emotional support); (4) emotion-focused
coping (positive reinterpretation and growth, restraint, and acceptance), and (5) religious
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coping(Sica, Novara, Dorz, & Sanavio, 1997). In the Estonian version of COPE, a three-factor
model was identified: (1) problem-centered coping (active coping, planning, suppression
of competitive activities, positive reinterpretation and growth, and humor); (2) avoidance
(denial, behavioral and mental disengagement, restraint, and acceptance), and (3) coping
focused on seeking social support (social instrumental support and social emotional support).
On the other hand, the factor solution of the Estonian ‘COPE’ did not include the scale of
‘Substance Use’ or ‘Religious Coping’ (Kallasmaa & Pulver, 2000). The Romanian version of
‘COPE’ also presented a four-factor solution: (1) problem-focused coping (planning, active
coping, and suppression of competing activities); (2) emotion-focused coping (positive
interpretation and growth, restraint, and acceptance); (3) seeking social support (social
instrumental support), and (4) avoidance (denial, mental and behavioral disengagement)
(Crasovan & Sava, 2013).

Thus, in this study, the Ukrainian version of the ‘COPE’ questionnaire has not implied an
exact replication of the original questionnaire factor loadings proposed by Carver, Scheier, and
Weintraub (1989).In order to achieve the goal of validating the factor structure of the Ukrainian
‘COPE’ dispositional questionnaire, this work employed the principal component method with
Varimax rotation and Kaiser data normalization. The results obtained were interpreted based
on the factor loadings significance set at 0.55for N = 109 (Kyriazos, 2018; de Winter, Dodou, &
Wieringa, 2009).The PCA converged in seven iterations resulted in five factors (see Table 3). Such
a factor solution explains 76.166% of the total variance.

Table 3
Factor Loadings of the Ukrainian version of ‘COPE’

Factor Loadings

Factor 1: Seeking
Social Support

Factor 2:
Avoidance

Factor 3:
Emotions-
focused coping

Factor 4:
Problem-focused
coping

Factor 5:
Religious
coping

Use of social emotional
support

0.876

Use of social instrumental
support

0.857

Focus on and venting of
emotions

0.776

Denial

0.912

Behavioral
disengagement

0.846

Substance Use

0.533

0.605

Mental disengagement

0.55

0.501

Positive reinterpretation
and growth

0.821

Acceptance

0.689

Humor

0.686

Restraint

0.590

Suppression of competing
activities

0.878

Active coping

0.807

Planning

0.635

Religious coping

0.856

In the process of factor validation of the Ukrainian version of the ‘COPE’ questionnaire,

a psychological interpretation of the factor loadings was conducted. It is obvious that the
factorial model acquired is similar to that of the original ‘COPE’ questionnaire (Carver, Scheier,
& Weintraub, 1989). The first factor includes the scales of “Use of social instrumental support”,
“Use of social emotional support” and “Focus on and venting of emotions”. Such factorial content
is identical to the third factor (“Focus on social support») of the original version of ‘COPE’.
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The second factorincludes such scales as “Denial”, “Behavioral disengagement”, “Substance
Use”, and “Mental disengagement”, which is almost identical to the fourth factor of avoidance
in the original factorial model. The only difference from the latter was that the “Substance Use”
scale is included in the same factor in this. The third factor includes such scales as “Positive
reinterpretation and growth”, “Acceptance”, “Humor” and “Restraint”, which replicates the
original factor of emotion-focused coping. Yet, instead of the “Religious Coping”, the Ukrainian
factorial model includes the scale of “Humor”, which was not included in the similar factor of the
original factor solution. This corresponds to the results obtained by Litman (2006). The fourth
factor includes “Suppression of Competing Activities”, “Active Coping” and “Planning”, which
thoroughly replicates the content of the first factor in the original model, namely: problem-
focused coping. The scale of “Religious coping” makes the fifth factor, which corresponds to the
factor solution of the Italian version of the ‘COPE’ questionnaire (Sica, Novara, Dorz, & Sanavio,
1997). Such a factor model explains 76.166% of the total variance.

Thus, it is possible to confirm the successful validation of the factor structure of the
Ukrainian version of the “COPE” dispositional questionnaire.

Construct validity of the Ukrainian version of the COPE questionnaire. To evaluate the
construct validity of the COPE questionnaire, a correlation analysis was conducted to quantify
the association between the variables of the Ukrainian ‘COPE’ and the SACS questionnaire —
The Strategic Approach to Coping Scale (Hobfoll, Dunahoo & Monnier, 1994) — adapted as SPSS
(Stress Management Strategy) (Vodopyanova & Starchenko, 2001). The SPSS questionnaire
consists of nine scales, namely: “Assertive Action”, “Social Joining”, “Seeking Social Support”,
“Cautious Action”, “Instinctive Action”, “Avoidance”, “Indirect Action”, “Antisocial Action”, and
“Aggressive Action”. According to S. Hobfall’s interpretation, the scales proposed are associated
with the three axes of behavior: (1) prosocial behavior, (2) active-passive behavior, and (3)
direct-indirect behavior. This model reflects an individual activeness in stressful situations. S.
Hobfoll refers to the resource theory of coping envisaging the degree of employment of available
resources in a stressful situation (Hobfoll & Lerman, 1989).

Table 4 shows that a number of scales of the Ukrainian version of the COPE questionnaire
have moderate and strong positive- and moderate negative correlations with the SPSS scales.
Such correlations include the following association between the variables:

— “Mental Disengagement” (COPE) and “Avoidance” (SPSS) (rho = 0.478, p < 0.01);

— “Focus on Emotions and Venting Emotions” (COPE) and “Aggressive Action” (SPSS)
(rho=0.490, p £0.01);

— «Use of Social Instrumental Support» (COPE) and the SPSS scales of «Social Joining»
(rho=0.701, p £0.01) and «Seeking Social Support» (rho =0.657, p < 0.01);

— “Active Coping” (COPE) and “Assertive Action” (SPSS) (rho = 0.225, p < 0.05);

—significant positive correlations between “Denial” (COPE) and “Avoidance” (SPSS) (rho =0.495, p<0.01);

— “Denial” (COPE) and “Cautious Action” (SPSS) (rho = 0.542, p < 0.01);

— “Behavioral Disengagement” (COPE) and “Avoidance” (“SPSS”) (rho = 0.457, p £0.01);

— “Behavioral Disengagement” (COPE) and “Cautious Action” (SPSS) (rho = 0.440, p £ 0.01);

— between the “Restraint” (COPE) and “Cautious Action”(SPSS) (rho = 0.490, p £ 0.01);

— “Restraint” (COPE) and “Avoidance” (SPSS) (rho = 0.342, p < 0.05);

— “Avoidance” (COPE) and “Indirect Action”(rho = 0.310, p < 0.05);

—between the scales «Use of Social Emotional Support» (COPE) and Seeking Social Support”
(rho =0.746, p £0.01), and “Social Joining” (rho = 0.504, p < 0.01) (SPSS);

—between the “Substance Use” scale (COPE) and the scales of “Indirect Action” (rho=0.413,
p £0.01) and “Aggressive Action” (rho =0.329, p < 0.05);

— as well as negative correlation between the scale of “Planning” (COPE) and “Instinctive
Action” (rho =-0.373, p £0.05) and “Avoidance” (SPSS) (rho = 0.306, p < 0.05).

Obviously, all the positive and negative correlations found between the scales of the
two questionnaires are quite logical. On the other hand, such ‘COPE’ scales as “Positive
Reinterpretation and Growth”, “Religious Coping”, “Humor”, “Acceptance”, and “Suppression
of Competing Activities” have found no associations with the variables of SPSS, which can be
explained by the absence of the relevant scales in the SPSS questionnaire. Conversely, the
“Antisocial Action” scale (SPSS) did not manifest any association with the ‘COPE’ scales.
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Table 4
r-Spearman correlation between the scales of ‘COPE’ and SPSS
.5 o © 5 é 5 5 5 é
ksi = o =] 5] et k3] Q
g sl s |8k S| 2| 52| 2|
n Y - a0 0 > Lo 4+ © >

2 = £g 3 = S S S 3

+ — X 1 o S o [e] w

Q 3 b < 5 £ < 5 3 go
COPE 2 @ n 8 2 £ g ®
Positive 0.086 0.112 0.150 0.153 0.130 0.088 |-0.105| —-0.026 | -0.250
reinterpretation and
Growth
Mental -0.294 | 0.188 | —0.254 | 0.308 | 0.123 |0.478** | 0.304 | 0.366 0.377
Disengagement
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.001
Focus on Emotions —-0.180 | 0.235 0.269 0.151 0.012 0.193 | 0.296 | 0.040 | 0.490**
and Venting of
Emotions
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.001
Use of Social —-0.128 | 0.701** | 0.657** | 0.010 | —0.036 0.221 | 0.150 | 0.185 0.252
Instrumental Support
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000
Active Coping 0.225% | 0.120 0.069 |-0.188 | —-0.212 | -0.297 | 0.237 | 0.263 0.121
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.03
Avoidance 0.079 | 0.173 | -0.357 |0.542**| 0.041 |0.495** | 0.325 | 0.287 0.334
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.001
Religious Coping 0.114 | 0.368 0.087 | 0.007 | 0.315 0.060 | 0.027 | 0.114 -0.034
Humor 0.196 | —0.058 0.017 | —0.067 | —0.074 0.061 | 0.079 | 0.094 —0.088
Behavioral 0.066 0.188 —-0.248 [0.457**| 0.367 | 0.440%* | 0.182 | 0.045 0.286
Disengagement
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.002 0.004
Restraint 0.114 | -0.085 | —-0.121 [0.490**| —0.094 | 0.342* |0.310*| 0.198 0.197
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.001 0.027 | 0.046
Use of Social —0.374 | 0.504** | 0.746** | 0.128 | —0.049 0.238 | 0.093 | -0.077 0.268
Emotional Support
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.001 0.000
Substance Use 0.000 0.143 0.020 0.368 0.024 0.282 |0.413*| 0.202 0.329%
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.007 0.033
Acceptance -0.176 | 0.181 0.282 | 0.158 | -0.199 | 0.286 | 0.226 | 0.146 0.159
Suppression of 0.185 0.152 0.148 0.110 | -0.287 | -0.155 | 0.129 | 0.210 0.305
Competing Activities
Planning 0.090 | g0.016 | 0.049 |-0.101 | -0.373* | -0.306* | 0.146 | 0.147 0.001
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.015 0.048

*p <0.05; N = 109/

** b <0.01.

Conclusion. Thus, based on the analysis of the data obtained in the process of adaptation
of the Ukrainian version of the ‘COPE’ dispositional questionnaire, a sufficiently high internal
consistency and reliability of the methodology were revealed. In addition, the factor validation of
the questionnaire, as well as its construct validity, was successfully carried out. It can therefore
be claimed that the Ukrainian version of the ‘COPE’ dispositional questionnaire can be used in a
Ukrainian-language sample to measure coping behavior.

The results of the study can be used to further standardize and summarize empirical studies

of coping behavior in a cross-cultural context.
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