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Abstract
High school students in accelerated curriculum, which include Advanced Placement (AP)
and International Baccalaureate (IB) programs, face greater amounts of academic stress than
those in the general education curriculum (Suldo & Shaunessey, 2013). It is crucial to understand
how these students cope with their academic demands and the impact that their use of various
coping factors has on their overall subjective well-being. This study utilized a longitudinal nonexperimental design to a) examine the stability of coping factors, b) examine the relationship
between individual coping factors and subjective well-being, c) investigate the impact of
socioeconomic status on the relationship of coping and subjective well-being, d) and explore
how academic achievement and school satisfaction influence the way in which coping predicts
subjective well-being. This study analyzed archival data collected within a longitudinal study
with two waves of data collected nine months apart—August 2017 and April 2018— from a
larger study funded by the Institute for Education Sciences (IES; R305A150543). The same
participants were measured at both time points. The sample consisted of 472 students who
provided self report data at Time 1 and Time 2. The participants were drawn from 15 high
schools within three school districts. Participants completed the Coping with Academic Demands
Scale (CADS), Students Life Satisfaction Scale (SLSS), and School Satisfaction Scale of the
Multidimensional Students’ Life Satisfaction Scale (MSLSS). Participants’ school records
indicated their grade point averages (GPAs). Socioeconomic status was indicated by student selfreport of parental education levels. Regarding trends in changes in coping factors over time, the
mean scores on factors of skip school, substance use, reduce effort, sleep, take short cuts, and

vii

social venting increased from the beginning of freshman year to the end of freshman year. The
mean levels of factors of time and task management, seek academic support, and spirituality
decreased over time. In terms of relationship between each coping factor and subsequent
subjective well-being (SWB), more frequent use of coping through spirituality and turning to
family positively predicted later SWB whereas social venting negatively predicted later SWB.
None of these three coping factors were found to be moderated by socioeconomic status.
Additionally, school satisfaction and GPA were not found to be mediators for the relationship
between those three specific factors and subsequent SWB. Implications of potential findings for
key stakeholders, including educators, administrators, and school psychologists are discussed,
such as advocating for the implementation of universal programming and providing specific
strategies to assist in increasing 9th grade students’ usage of effective coping strategies. Finally,
key limitations of the study are presented.

viii

Chapter I:
Introduction
Background Information and Rationale
Students face many stressful situations as they are growing up. The way students respond
to these situations is related to their subsequent subjective well-being (Deniz, 2006; Frydenberg
& Lewis, 2009). Subjective well-being is a critical indicator of mental health (Keyes, 2006) and
is comprised of positive affect, negative affect, and life satisfaction (Diener, 2000). Life
satisfaction is considered the most stable component of subjective well-being and is defined as
the cognitive component of subjective well-being (Diener et al., 1999). One’s satisfaction with
life reflects their satisfaction with individual domains of life such as family, friends, living
environment, and school, as well as overall appraisals of life on the whole (Diener et al., 2009).
It is critical to understand the relationship between how people deal with stressful situations and
their subsequent well-being.
When facing stress, a person goes through the phases of appraisal and coping. Appraisal
includes primary appraisal, which is when a person first assesses whether a situation can be
beneficial for them, and then secondary appraisal, which involves a person deciding upon their
ability to deal with a stressful situation and then what they are going to do about it. Coping is a
goal-directed behavior that is used to decrease stress (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Coping
strategies are categorized in many different ways, including problem-focused versus emotionfocused, primary versus secondary control, and engagement versus disengagement (Compas et
al., 2001, 2017). The way students cope with stress has important implications for their overall
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health and well-being, meaning that it is crucial to fully understand the coping strategies that
students use.
The number of high school students enrolled in accelerated classes such as Advanced
Placement (AP) and International Baccalaureate (IB) increases each year (College Board,
2018b). Interestingly, research has demonstrated that these students report higher levels of stress
than students in the general curriculum (Suldo & Shaunessy, 2013). To manage this increased
stress, students rely on a number of different coping strategies (Suldo et al., 2015) that can be
factor analyzed into five categories such as approach and problem solving coping (e.g., time and
task management, cognitive reappraisal, turn to family, seek academic support, spirituality, and
relaxation), diversion coping (e.g., athletic diversions, social diversions, and technology
diversions), avoidance coping (e.g., skip school, sleep, reduce effort on schoolwork, reduce
academic demands, substance use), alone coping (e.g., handle problems alone), and rumination
coping (e.g., deterioration and social venting; Suldo et al., 2018). To date, there are few
published research studies that examined the impact of use of specific coping strategies on the
long term subjective well-being of students in accelerated curricula. In addition, the stability of
high-achieving students’ coping strategies over time remains relatively understudied. Hearon
(2015) conducted one of the few studies that examined the stability of coping factors. Hearon
examined changes in academic coping factors over time in a sample of 184 AP/IB students
(Time 1 took place during the Spring of 2011 included students in grades 9-11, and Time 2
occurred one year later and included those same students now in grades 10-12 during the Spring
of 2012) and found a significant interaction between time and coping factor. Specifically, the
researcher found that as students aged, there was a statistically significant increase in the
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frequency of the coping factors of substance use, reduce effort on schoolwork, skip school, and
sleep (all of which are within an “avoidance coping” category).
In addition to understanding the relationship between coping and subjective well-being, it
is also important to examine other factors that could play a mediating or moderating role on the
associations between the two variables. Socioeconomic status, academic achievement, and
school satisfaction are three constructs that researchers have determined are associated with
either coping or subjective well-being. For instance, researchers found that students’ academic
achievement (as indicated by GPA), directly predicts changes in the cognitive component of
SWB (Steinmayr et al., 2016). Regarding the relationship between coping and academic
achievement, researchers found a relationship between using different coping strategies and
being more or less likely to drop out of high school (Hess & Copeland, 2001). In addition,
students who used certain coping factors tend to have lower GPAs (Gareau et al., 2018). In
regard to school satisfaction, which is defined as a students’ cognitive appraisal of their quality
of life at school, students who have greater school related stressors have been shown to have
diminished school satisfaction (Baker, 1998). As well, students who have greater school
satisfaction have greater life satisfaction (Huebner & Gilman, 2006). When looking at the
relationship between school satisfaction and coping, researchers found that certain coping
strategies (e.g., social support seeking and self-reliance coping) are higher with greater levels of
school satisfaction and lower with lower levels of school satisfaction (Jiang et al., 2018). In
regard to socioeconomic status, some studies found that children with lower family incomes are
less likely to report greater life satisfaction (Bannink et al., 2016). Ultimately, while these three
constructs co-vary along with coping factors and/or subjective well-being, researchers have yet
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to examine the role each of these constructs play within the relationship between coping and
subjective well-being.
The purpose of this study was to contribute to the literature by examining the impact
different coping factors used by high-achieving students have on their subsequent subjective
well-being over time. Prior research has established cross-sectional associations between factors
of coping and indicators of subjective well-being among students in accelerated courses, with
higher life satisfaction associated with more frequent use of time and task management, turning
to family, cognitive reappraisal, social diversions, and lower life satisfaction associated with
reducing effort on schoolwork, handle problems alone, creative diversions (Hearon, 2015; Suldo
et al., 2015). A comprehensive review of the literature has revealed few longitudinal studies
examining the impact of coping factors on subjective well-being, as well as almost no research
examining the impact of socioeconomic status, school satisfaction, and GPA on this relationship.
The current study aimed to examine the coping factors used by high school students in
accelerated curricula and which ways of coping predict greater or worsening subjective wellbeing. The researcher hopes that this information can be used to inform early intervention and
prevention services in the future in order to assist high school students gain mastery of various
beneficial coping factors that may lead to greater life satisfaction.
Definition of Key Terms
Subjective well-being. Subjective well-being (SWB) is the scientific term for happiness
and refers to the overall experiences of positive feelings to one’s life (Diener, 1994). This
construct is made up of positive affect, negative affect, and life satisfaction (Diener, 2000). Life
satisfaction is the cognitive component of SWB, and can be made up of individual domains, such
as family, friends, living environment, school or an overall evaluation of life (Diener et al.,
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2009). Positive affect refers to experiencing pleasant moods or emotions (being pleased), while
negative affect refers to having negative moods (being upset) or negative emotions. A person
with high SWB has greater positive affect in relation to negative affect and will have positive life
satisfaction.
School satisfaction. School satisfaction is one domain of life satisfaction and is defined
as a given student’s cognitive appraisal of their school life (Huebner, 1994). School satisfaction
is considered a product of school conditions and behaviors in a school context.
Coping. Coping refers to the “constantly changing cognitive and behavioral efforts to
manage specific external and/or internal demands that are appraised as taxing or exceeding the
resources of the person” (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984, p. 141). Within this study, coping refers to
the strategies that students in accelerated curricula use to deal with academic stressors.
Specifically, coping is measured by the Coping with Academic Demands Scale (CADS; Suldo et
al., 2015), which includes a list of 61 strategies which can be reduced to 16 factors and 5
categories. The individual strategies make up each factor; for example, a strategy such as ‘using
a planner to keep track of activities’ contributes to the factor of time and task management. The
16 factors include: time and task management, cognitive reappraisal, seek academic support, turn
to family, social venting, skip school, social diversions, athletic diversions, creative diversions,
technology diversions, substance use, reduce effort on schoolwork, attempt to handle problems
alone, deterioration, sleep, and spirituality.
Suldo et al. (2018) factor analyzed these 16 factors into five categories, which include:
approach/problem-focused coping, diversion coping, avoidance coping, alone coping, and
rumination coping. A smaller number of conceptually and empirically related ways of coping
permitted a more parsimonious look at their promotive effects on student outcomes.
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These coping categories can be generally separated into effective and ineffective coping
styles. For instance, effective style can refer to the approach/problem-focused category, which is
made up of factors such as time and task management and cognitive reappraisal, because more
frequent use of coping strategies in this category co-occur with more positive indicators of
student mental health. Ineffective coping style could refer to the categories of alone or
avoidance, which co-occur with skip school, substance use, and reduce effort on schoolwork
(Suldo et al., 2018). However, it is important to note that there are some categories that may not
be either consistently effective or ineffective, depending on the outcome examined. For instance,
diversion coping has been associated with greater mental health but lower academic
achievement, and rumination coping has been associated with less positive mental health but
greater academic achievement. Other researchers may categorize coping into other styles, such as
emotion or problem focused or productive or unproductive (Compas et al., 2017).
Academic achievement. Academic achievement refers to the extent that students are
able to attain high performance and lofty academic goals in school. In this study, the main
indicator of academic achievement is the student’s grades earned in courses, as reflected by their
grade point average (GPA) during high school.
Socioeconomic status. Socioeconomic status (SES), in this study, is represented by
parental education level. Galobardes et al. (2006) describes how parental education level is a
strong determinant of employment and overall income. It reflects the person’s resources and
begins when a person is very young.
Accelerated curricula. In this study, accelerated curricula refers specifically to either
Advanced Placement classes (AP) or the International Baccalaureate Programs (IB). Research
has demonstrated that participating in accelerated curricula such as the AP program can result in
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greater college admission chances and result in financial benefits such as completing a college
degree in four years (Hargrove et al., 2008).
High-achieving. In this study, high-achieving refers to students enrolled in accelerated
high school curricula, which include the Advanced Placement classes (AP) or the International
Baccalaureate programs (IB). Students typically have the opportunity to earn college credit by
receiving a passing score on an end of year exam for the class, and often have to complete high
academic requirements to gain entry into or stay in the classes or programs.
Moderator variable. A moderator is a variable that affects the direction or strength of
the relationship between an independent variable and a dependent variable (Baron & Kenny,
1986). In this study, the potential moderator variable to be examined is socioeconomic status
(SES). The researcher seeks to examine whether different levels of family SES could strengthen
or weaken the relationship between a predictor (individual coping strategies) and the criterion
(subjective well-being).
Mediator variable. A given variable can be a mediator to the extent that it accounts for
the relationship between a predictor and the criterion (Baron & Kenny, 1986). In this study, the
mediator variables to be examined are academic achievement and school satisfaction. The
researcher seeks to examine the way in which each of these constructs may act as the mechanism
by which the relationship between coping and subjective well-being occurs. The researcher will
investigate whether the effect of each coping factor on subjective well-being may be transmitted
through an intermediate variable (one of the mediating variables).
Purpose of the Study
The study used a longitudinal design to examine the stability of coping factors, as well as
the relationship between coping factors and subjective well-being. In addition, the study
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determined the impact of SES on the relationship between coping and subjective well-being, as
well as examined how academic achievement and school satisfaction influence the way in which
coping predicts subjective well-being. This study was a secondary analysis of data collected to
evaluate a new intervention designed for 9th grade students in accelerated curricula (those in
either AP or IB classes). It is important to note is that some of the students were participants
within an intervention program throughout the length of the study. This difference was controlled
for within the statistical analyses, as detailed in the analyses in Chapter 3. Using a longitudinal
design, this study 1) adds to the knowledge base on coping as it relates to high school students
and 2) further explores how coping impacts subjective well-being. In order to accomplish the
purpose of this study, this study answered the following research questions:
1. What is the stability of AP/IB high school students’ coping factors between the
beginning of freshman year (T1) and the end of freshman year (T2); how does the
frequency of individual factors change over time?
2. What is the strength and direction of the relationship between coping factors used by
early adolescents and their subjective well-being at T1 and T2?
3. Which coping factors at T1 uniquely predict later subjective well-being of early
adolescents (T2)?
4. Are any of the robust relationships between early adolescents’ coping factors and
later subjective well-being moderated by SES?
5. For the coping factors with robust associations with later SWB, is GPA a mediator of
the longitudinal relationships between coping and later SWB?
6. For the coping factors with robust association with later SWB, is school satisfaction a
mediator of the longitudinal relationships between coping and later SWB?
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Hypotheses
The following tentative hypotheses were developed in accordance with previous research
in coping literature.
Research question 1. It was hypothesized that high school students’ coping factors
would differ significantly between Time 1 and Time 2. The way in which these factors differ was
inconclusive in the literature. The researcher expected that age-related trends would vary
depending on the specific factor, as described by Zammuner (2019), as reviewed in Chapter 2.
However, the researcher also expected to find similar results as found by Hearon (2015); her
study of AP/IB students demonstrated a significant interaction between time and coping factor
and found a significant increase in the frequency of the coping factors of substance use, reduce
effort on schoolwork, skip school, and sleep. However, Amirkhan and Auyeung’s (2007) study
found contrasting results to Hearon (2015), by reporting an increase in factors that make up the
approach/problem-solving category and a decrease in factors that make up the avoidance
category. Given that Hearon’s study directly examined a sample of AP and IB students, the
researcher expected the results of this study to be more similar to Hearon’s findings.
Research questions 2 and 3. It was hypothesized that students who use coping factors
that are traditionally viewed as more effective would have higher subjective well-being, and
students who use coping factors that are categorized as being ineffective would have lower life
satisfaction. More effective coping factors would include factors that fall within the
approach/problem-focused categories, which positively predict life satisfaction and school
satisfaction, whereas more factors that fall within the rumination category predict negative
feelings (MacCann et al., 2012).
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Research question 4. While answering this question depended on there being a
significant relationship between a specific coping factor and subsequent subjective well-being,
the researcher believed that socioeconomic status would moderate this relationship for those
factors. Within the literature, SES has been shown to influence life satisfaction, with lower
income children (being in the lowest income quintile) being less likely to report greater life
satisfaction compared with children whose family income is in the highest income bracket
(Bannink et al., 2016). On a global level, Helliwell et al. (2019) found that the average life
satisfaction (defined as life evaluation) in the top ten countries is more than twice as high as
those in the bottom ten, with income differences contributing to over one-third of this difference.
Therefore, the researcher expected that having a high socioeconomic status could buffer the
relationship between coping and subjective well-being. Having a lower socioeconomic status
could serve as a risk factor for the relationship between coping and subjective well-being.
Research question 5. While answering this question depended on there being a
significant relationship between a specific coping factor and subsequent subjective well-being,
the researcher believed that GPA would mediate this relationship for these factors. Within the
literature, GPA predicts an increase in life satisfaction (Steinmayr et al., 2016), and coping to
predict GPA (Gareau et al., 2019). Therefore, the researcher expected that GPA would serve as a
mechanism by which coping will predict subjective well-being. Specifically, students who used
more effective coping factors would have greater academic achievement, which would in turn be
associated with greater subjective well-being.
Research question 6. While answering this question depended on there being a
significant relationship between a specific coping factor and subsequent subjective well-being,
the researcher believed that school satisfaction would act as a mediator within this relationship.
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Within the literature, having greater school satisfaction predicts an increase in life satisfaction
(Huebner & Gilman, 2006), and studies found significant associations between coping styles and
school satisfaction (Jiang et al., 2018). Therefore, the researcher expected that school satisfaction
would serve as a mechanism by which coping will predict subjective well-being. Specifically,
students who use more effective coping factors would have greater school satisfaction, which
would in turn lead to greater subjective well-being.
Contributions to the Literature
By answering the research questions, this study contributed to the literature by further
exploring coping within high school students, as well as looking at the relationship between
coping and subjective well-being. Specifically, this study expanded upon Hearon (2015)’s study
by examining the impact of coping factors on subjective well-being longitudinally across two
different time points. Hearon examined the relationship between these two factors using only a
cross-sectional sample. Examining these factors longitudinally allows for greater understanding
of this relationship in the longer term. In addition, this study further expanded upon Hearon’s
study by examining SES as a potential moderator and academic achievement and school
satisfaction as mediators, which provides a more nuanced understanding of the relationship
between coping and subjective well-being. These findings can help inform prevention and
intervention strategies, such as identifying ways of coping with academic stress that students
may want to increase or decrease with the goals of facilitating subjective well-being.
Furthermore, this study sheds light on other important variables that are critical to consider in
understanding how students’ coping factors influence their happiness. Finally, these findings
have the ability to increase support for social-emotional programs by demonstrating the
relationship between coping, subjective well-being, academic outcomes, and school satisfaction.
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Chapter II:
Review of the Literature
Overview
Students experience significant stress in school (Escobar et al., 2013). This stress impacts
students’ subjective well-being (Feld & Shusterman, 2015). Individual differences in
psychosocial outcomes are mediated by coping variables (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). It is
therefore critical to understand the role different styles of coping with stress play in these
relationships. The following chapter aims to review literature related to the proposed research
questions. First, the context of the study will be established by exploring classes and programs
available for AP and IB students. This is followed by a discussion of the positive psychology
movement which incorporates both subjective well-being and school satisfaction. Next, the
construct of coping is introduced by examining different ways of categorizing coping strategies,
the stability of coping, and the way coping is used by AP and IB students. Subsequently, the
relationship between coping and several constructs including subjective well-being,
achievement, and school satisfaction will be discussed.
High Achieving Students
The number of students enrolled in college level classes during high school increases
each year. There are two main accelerated curricula, the Advanced Placement and the
International Baccalaureate program, that permit students to access college level classes during
high school. The number of students taking an AP exam has increased by over 65% over the last
ten years (College Board, 2018b). The number of students participating in IB programs has
increased by 39.3% between 2012 and 2017 (IBO, 2019b). Research has demonstrated that
12

students in AP and IB programs have significantly higher perceived stress levels than those in
general education (Suldo & Shaunessy, 2013). As a result of these findings, it is crucial to take
an in depth look into each of these programs in order to begin to understand their potential
impact on students’ social and emotional well-being.
Advanced Placement (AP). Advanced Placement (AP) courses provide students with the
opportunity to take college level coursework during high school. There are currently 38 AP
courses in seven different subject areas which finish with a standardized level assessment for
students to earn college credit. The exams are scored on a scale of 1-5 and typically a score of 3
is considered passing and allows students to skip introductory classes in college in a given
subject area (College Board, 2019a). There were 2,825,710 students who took an AP exam in
2019, with 226,553 in ninth grade, 584,507 in tenth grade, 1,003,269 in eleventh grade, and
953,146 in twelfth grade (College Board, 2019b).
International Baccalaureate (IB) program. The International Baccalaureate (IB)
Program is designed to assist high school students gain greater intercultural understanding and
respect in order to create a better world. The program encourages critical thinking, cultural
competency, and community service (IBO, 2019b). In order to earn the diploma, students are
required to complete a number of tasks including an oral presentation, an extended essay, and a
project related to creativity, activity, and service. Within the program, many courses have an end
of course exam which allows students to earn college credit if they score high enough on the
exam. While the IB program is designed for 11th and 12th graders, there are some schools that
have a pre-IB program that help 9th and 10th graders prepare for the IB curriculum. There are
over 2,926 schools worldwide that offer the IB program, with over 944 schools in the United
States. Over 87,887 students in the U.S took IB exams in 2019 alone (IBO, 2019a).
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Benefits of participating in AP or IB. There are several benefits associated with taking
AP or IB classes. Participating in IB leads to more opportunities to skip coursework in college,
more cultural awareness, and a greater ability to think independently (IBO, 2019a). In addition,
IB students are better able to cope in college with demanding workloads, to manage their time,
and to meet curricular expectations when compared with those not enrolled in the IB curriculum
(Conley et al., 2014). Research has demonstrated that taking AP classes can result in greater
college admission chances and offers financial benefits such as completing a college degree in
four years (Hargrove et al., 2008). In addition, Warne et al. (2015) found that students who
actually completed and successfully passed an AP exam received higher ACT scores than those
merely enrolled in an AP course who did not complete or pass it. Similarly, McKillip and Rawls
(2013) found that students who began taking AP classes with lower initial achievement were
found to perform better on later SAT tests than students with similar initial achievement levels
who did not take AP classes. Taken together, student in AP and IB appear more likely to be
prepared for, gain admission to, and succeed in postsecondary education.
Positive Psychology Movement
Since the early 2000s, psychologists have promoted the study of positive psychology,
designed to help understand what causes humans to flourish and have optimal human functioning
(Seligman & Csikzentmihalyi, 2000). Prior to this movement, many psychologists had taken a
deficit-based approach in order to understand mental health. However, within the field of
positive psychology, mental health and mental illness are now viewed as two separable concepts
(Furlong et al., 2014). Between 1999 and 2013, more than 1330 articles on positive psychology
were published, demonstrating the immense growth of this movement (Donaldson et al., 2015).
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Happiness has been defined differently across popular culture and the media. However,
subjective well-being (SWB) is known as the scientific term for happiness. SWB specifically
refers to the global experiences of positive reactions to one’s life (Diener, 1994). This construct
is made up of positive affect, negative affect, and life satisfaction (Diener, 2000). Positive affect
refers to the frequency of positive emotions, while negative affect refers to the frequency of
negative emotions, such as being sad or scared (Long et al., 2012). Life satisfaction is defined as
the cognitive component of SWB, and can be made up of individual domains, such as family,
friends, living environment, school or an overall evaluation of life (Diener et al., 2009).
Therefore, a person with higher SWB would have high positive affect, low negative affect, and
high life satisfaction.
SWB protects against a variety of negative outcomes (Park, 2004). It is linked with
greater physical health (Smith, 2019) and healthy behaviors (Frisch, 2000), and negatively
correlated with depression, anxiety, loneliness, and neuroticism (Gilman & Huebner, 2006;
Huebner 1991). Higher SWB has also been associated with greater school achievement and
greater self-esteem (Antaramian, 2015; Gilman & Huebner, 2006). Low life satisfaction is
related to delinquency and aggressive behaviors (Suldo & Huebner, 2004). People who have
complete mental health— defined as low psychopathology and high subjective well-being in
tandem— tend to have better academic, social, and physical outcomes compared to those who
have low psychopathology and also low subjective well-being (Antaramian et al., 2010; Suldo et
al., 2016). Predictors of SWB are widespread. Researchers found that positive school climate,
self-efficacy, and the worry component of test anxiety predict SWB (Steinmayr et al., 2018).
Other predictors include hope (Rand et al., 2020), adolescents’ perceptions of family
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relationships, feeling more compassionate and cooperative (Lampropoulou, 2018), and social
connectedness and social acceptance (Arslan, 2017).
Three other factors that are associated with subjective well-being include school
satisfaction, socioeconomic status, and academic achievement. In regard to socioeconomic
status, low family income is associated with lower life satisfaction in a sample of 11 year old
students (Bannink et al., 2011). In regard to academic achievement, students’ academic
achievement directly predicts changes in the cognitive component of SWB (Steinmayr et al.,
2011). Finally, with school satisfaction, adolescents with greater school satisfaction have been
found to have greater subjective well-being (Gilman & Huebner, 2006). The following sections
will further explore the relationships between these three constructs and subjective well-being,
and later on will explore the relationships between these factors and coping.
SES and SWB. Researchers have been very interested in the role that socioeconomic
status (SES) may have on a person’s subjective well-being. Ash and Huebner (2001)
demonstrated a significant relationship between adolescents’ life satisfaction and SES status,
where lower income students had lower life satisfaction. This relationship was further studied by
Levin et al. (2011) using data from the 2005-2006 Health Behavior in School-Aged Children:
WHO Collaborative Study, with cross-national data of 58,352 thirteen-year old schoolchildren
across 41 countries. The participants completed the Family Affluence Scale (FAS; Currie et al.,
2008) to assess family SES level. To assess life satisfaction, the researchers showed the
participants a ladder and asked them to identify where on the ladder they felt they were at the
moment, with the top being the best possible life and the bottom being the worst possible life.
Responses on the ladder were dichotomized: responses above 6 were viewed as high life
satisfaction and below 6 low life satisfaction. The researchers found a positive relationship

16

between family affluence and life satisfaction, with greater life satisfaction as family affluence
increased, even after controlling for family structure. This relationship was curvilinear, with a
steeper relationship between lower family affluence and life satisfaction and a less steep
association as family affluence increased. When looking cross-nationally, researchers found that
the gradient of SES inequality in life satisfaction differed significantly between countries. For
instance, young people from the United States have a steep relationship between family affluence
and life satisfaction, whereas young people from France and Denmark had a shallower
relationship. Generally, in countries when there was an unequal income distribution, family
affluence and life satisfaction had a stronger relationship.
Bannink et al. (2016) also found a relationship between socioeconomic status and life
satisfaction. They examined 11 year old children from the UK Millennium Cohort Study, which
was a longitudinal study of children born in the UK between September 2000 and January 2002.
There were 13,112 mothers and 12,824 children who participated in this study. Researchers
looked at both the objective (family income) and subjective (perceived social position)
socioeconomic circumstances of the participants. Participants completed the Rosenberg’s SelfEsteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965), and a six item life satisfaction scale similar to the BMSLSS,
asking students about their satisfaction with school, family, friends, life as a whole, and
appearance. Children from lower income quintile families were less likely to report high life
satisfaction compared with children whose family income was in the highest income bracket. In
addition, children from lower income families were more likely to have lower life satisfaction
(within the bottom 10% of scores) compared with adolescents from greater income families.
Overall, researchers found that as the children’s family income increased, so did their self-
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esteem and life satisfaction. On the other hand, as income decreased, self-esteem and life
satisfaction also decreased.
On a global level, Helliwell et al. (2019) examined the national rankings of life
satisfaction using data from the Gallup World Poll and conducted country-by-country analysis of
changes from 2005 to 2018. The indicator of global life satisfaction used was life evaluation
through a Cantril Ladder, which asked respondents to place the status of their lives on a “ladder”
scale, ranging from 0 to 10, where 0 was the worst and 10 was the best life. Researchers found
that the average life satisfaction in the top 10 countries were more than twice as high as in the
bottom ten. Income differences were found to contribute to over one-third of this difference,
which was the largest contributing factor. GDP per capita was 22 times higher in the top 10
countries compared with the bottom 10 countries. Ultimately, it is clear that there is some
relationship between socioeconomic status and overall subjective well-being—especially
apparent in conditions of low SES—which will be crucial to bear in mind when examining the
relationship between coping factors and subjective well-being.
GPA and SWB. It is also necessary to examine the relationship between GPA and SWB.
Steinmayr et al. (2016) investigated the relationships between SWB, test anxiety, and academic
achievement. The researchers recruited 290 German high school students who completed the
Habitual SWB Scale (HSWBS; Dalbert, 2003), a short version of the German Test Anxiety
Inventory (TAI-G; Hodapp, 1991, 1995), and provided their GPA during the Fall of 2008 and
then 1 year later during the Fall of 2009. The HSWBS scale assesses both the emotional
components of SWB and life satisfaction. Researchers constructed cross-lagged models and
found that having a greater GPA predicted an increase in life satisfaction at the first time point.
However, there was no demonstrative impact of GPA on the affective component of SWB (the
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mood-level). These results indicate that students’ academic achievement directly predicts
changes in the cognitive component of SWB, suggesting that students’ affect and mood level
may be more likely to be affected by things outside of the school environment. When examining
test anxiety, the emotion of worry was found to predict a decrease in the affective component of
SWB as well as a decrease in GPA. Ultimately, the researchers did not find any evidence that
SWB predicts changes in students’ GPA. This study demonstrates that GPA can play a critical
role in influencing a student’s SWB. A limitation of this study is that all of the students came
from the highest school track in Germany which may not be completely generalizable to the
United States school system.
In a longitudinal study, Datu and King (2018) examined a sample of 389 Filipino high
school students and found that life satisfaction, positive affect, and low levels of negative affect
were associated with academic engagement (as measured by the Academic Engagement and
Disaffection Scale; Skinner et al., 2009). Researchers also found evidence of the reciprocal effect
of prior academic engagement predicting future subjective well-being, with academic
engagement at a first time point positively predicting life satisfaction and positive affect at a
second time point. A limitation of this study is that the two time points were only separated by
two months, which is a relatively short amount of time to prove the stability of the variables.
Another limitation is that the findings with Filipino students may not be generalizable to other
students from other ethnicities.
Ng et al. (2015) examined life satisfaction and academic achievement within a sample of
821 7th and 8th grade students in the United States across two time points during a school year.
Students completed the Students’ Life Satisfaction Scale (SLSS; Huebner, 1991), the Positive
and Negative Affect Schedule for Children (PANAS-C; Laurent et al., 1999), and provided their
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GPA. The longitudinal relationship between GPA at the first time point and life satisfaction at
the second time point was significant, indicating that academic achievement had a positive effect
on life satisfaction after controlling for baseline levels of life satisfaction, positive and negative
affect. A limitation of this study was the use of only middle school students. It would be
important to investigate whether these findings could be replicated in a sample of high school
students as well.
Bucker et al. (2018) completed a meta-analysis of 47 studies with 38,946 participants to
investigate the relationship of GPA and subjective well-being. The researchers concluded that
there was a statistically significant relationship between these two constructs (r = .164) which is
considered a small to medium effect size. These results suggest that high-achieving students do
not automatically have high SWB, and low achieving students do not automatically have low
SWB. A limitation of this study was that the researchers were unable to examine potentially
relevant moderators, such as SES, which could influence the strength of the relationship found
here. In addition, only 25% of the effect sizes in the meta-analyses came from longitudinal
studies, pointing to a necessity for further longitudinal research to examine the change in
variables over time. It is possible that there are other factors at play that impact this relationship,
such as coping, which will be explored further in this paper.
School satisfaction and SWB. The construct of school satisfaction is intricately related
to subjective well-being. It is important to examine the construct of school satisfaction and its
many associations and predictors in order to fully grasp how this construct could play a role on
the relationship between coping and subjective well-being. School satisfaction is a domain that
contributes to global life satisfaction appraisals; school satisfaction is defined as a students’
cognitive appraisal of their school life (Huebner, 1994). School satisfaction is considered a
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product of school conditions and behaviors in a school context. There are several predictors of
school satisfaction. For instance, school related social support, which includes teacher and
classmate support, is significantly related to school satisfaction (Tian et al., 2015). In addition,
positive and negative affect are significantly related to school satisfaction, with positive affect
having a stronger association than negative affect (Weber & Huebner, 2015). In addition,
positive youth development has been found to positively influence satisfaction and reduce
student misbehavior (Sun, 2016). Students who experience greater school-related stressors tend
to have diminished school satisfaction (Baker, 1998).
School satisfaction also has many associations with academic and mental health
outcomes. Having greater school satisfaction has been associated with school engagement
behaviors, while having low school engagement has been linked to withdrawal behavior (Elmore
& Huebner, 2010). Greater school satisfaction has been connected to higher academic selfefficacy and greater self-esteem (Epstein & McPartland, 1976; Huebner & McCullough, 2000).
In addition, researchers found that students who reportedly like school more actually participated
in school more, which ultimately predicted higher achievement (Ladd et al., 2000). Students with
greater school satisfaction have higher global life satisfaction, hope, internal locus of control, and
lower psychopathology. Those who had lower school satisfaction were at increased risk for
anxiety and depression, as well as worse adjustment (such as low self-esteem; Huebner &
Gilman, 2006).
School satisfaction is also related specifically to students’ specific coping strategies. For
instance, approach coping styles were found to partially mediate the relationship between
positive affect and school satisfaction (Bordwine & Huebner, 2010). In addition, Reschly et al.
(2008) found that having more positive emotions at school was related to using more adaptive
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coping strategies, which led to greater engagement. Further studies examining the relationship
between coping and school satisfaction will be described later in this chapter.
As presented in the previous sections, subjective well-being is crucial to examine because
it contributes to a person having a complete mental health status, which is defined as low
psychopathology and the presence of high subjective well-being. Those students who have
complete mental health have been shown to have better academic, social, and physical outcomes
compared to those who have low psychopathology and also low subjective well-being
(Antaramian et al., 2010; Suldo et al., 2016). One aspect of understanding subjective well-being
is unpacking the influence of different constructs, such as school satisfaction, academic
achievement, and socioeconomic status, which have all been shown to influence subjective wellbeing in some form. In addition to these constructs, a factor that may play a critical role on
students’ subjective well-being is the way that students cope with stress, as discussed next.
Coping
Stress is well known to negatively influence a student’s academic performance (Chapell
et al., 2005). Stress can also play a role on decreased cognitive capacities, including having a
negative effect on executive functioning, attention, and memory (Deligkaris et al., 2014).
However, stress can also influence students’ subjective well-being (Suldo et al., 2008).
According to Lazarus and Folkman (1984), “psychological stress is a particular relationship
between the person and the environment that is appraised by the person as taxing or exceeding
his or her resources and endangering his or her well-being” (p. 19). Given the multitude of
benefits of having high subjective well-being, it is crucial to fully understand the relationship
between how people deal with stressful events and situations, and their subsequent or current
well-being. The way people ultimately deal with stressful situations is through a process of
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dealing with stress, its appraisal, and the cognitive or behavioral response (Evans et al., 2008).
There are two important phases that a person goes through when faced with psychological stress:
appraisal and coping.
Appraisal is the “process of categorizing an encounter, and its various facets, with respect
to its significance for well-being” (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984, p. 31). Appraisal goes through two
mechanisms, primary and secondary. A person must first conduct an assessment of whether they
can benefit by the situation in some way now or in the future. Then, the person categorizes the
situation in one of four ways: harm/loss, threat, challenge, and benign (Lazarus & Folkman,
1984). Harm/Loss refers to something bad that may have already happened, threat refers to
potential danger to the person, and challenge refers to the person thinking about the benefits the
situation could bring in the future. After the primary appraisal occurs, a secondary appraisal
involves a person not only deciding upon their ability to deal with the stressful situation or event
but also deciding which factor to use. The person assesses their ability to cope with the situation
and considers all of their resources, whether physical, social, psychological, or material (Berjot
& Gillet, 2011).
The most frequently used definition of coping is by Lazarus and Folkman (1984), who
defined coping as the “constantly changing cognitive and behavioral efforts to manage specific
external and/or internal demands that are appraised as taxing or exceeding the resources of the
person” (p. 141). The transactional model of stress views coping as process oriented, limited to
times of stress, including anything a person does even if it does not work, and is not associated
with mastery. Coping is therefore associated with goal-directed behavior towards decreasing
stress and is viewed as an ongoing dynamic process.
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Although having a definition of coping can be beneficial to differentiate between coping
and stress responses, it does not fully encapsulate the many styles and strategies that people use
to cope with stressors (Compas et al., 2001). There is little agreement among how to differentiate
among coping strategies in adolescence. Coping can be classified in terms of function (whether it
focuses on problems or emotional aspects of stress), effectiveness (whether it is productive or
unproductive), or even into specific factors (such as seeking support or problem solving; Evans
et al., 2018). Some researchers view coping factors in dichotomous terms of being either positive
or negative coping (Liu et al., 2016). Positive coping involves includes seeking help and problem
solving, whereas negative coping generally includes maladaptive coping techniques such as
avoidance (Xie, 1998). However, other researchers classify coping into dimensions: problemversus emotion-focused coping, approach versus avoidance coping, and primary versus
secondary coping (Compas et al., 2017).
Problem versus emotion-focused coping. According to Folkman and Lazarus (1980),
coping can be distinguished into problem or emotion- focused coping. Problem-focused coping
includes seeking information, generating solutions, and trying to change actual circumstances.
On the other hand, emotion-focused coping encompasses expressing one’s emotions, seeking
support from others, and avoiding stress (Compas et al., 2017). Problem-focused coping
decreases psychological distress in stressful situations that an individual has under their control,
while emotion-focused coping reduces distress in situations that are perceived as involuntary
(Aldwin, 2007). Problem-focused coping positively predicts grades, life satisfaction, and school
satisfaction, while emotion focused coping predicts negative feelings (MacCann et al., 2012).
People have criticized these dimensions for being too broad (Compas et al., 2001). It is very
possible for one coping strategy to be both problem- and emotion- focused at the same time. For

24

instance, walking away from a peer conflict can be an emotionally focused solution (calming the
self-down), however then taking that time to problem-solve and come up with other options is
problem-focused.
Primary versus secondary control coping. Another dimension refers to a person
attempting to increase their overall sense of control over the environment (primary control) or
adapt to the environment (secondary control; Compas et al., 2017). Primary control involves
attempts to directly change an event or condition, such as through the use of problem solving, or
changing one’s emotions, such as through emotional regulation. Secondary control includes
measures to adapt to the environment, such as acceptance or cognitive restructuring. Researchers
found that using emotion-focused strategies, such as positive appraisal coping, are associated
with more positive mental health in students (Suldo et al., 2018).
Engagement versus disengagement coping. Engagement and disengagement coping,
which is a broader dimension that also encapsulates the approach versus avoidance coping, is
another popular coping dimension. Engagement coping includes responses that orient a person
towards the stressor or towards ones thoughts and emotions, which includes problem solving or
seeking support. Disengagement involves responses that orient the person away from a stressor,
often including withdrawal or denial (Compas et al., 2017). Research has shown that adolescents
who use disengagement (or avoidance) strategies have more problem behavior and are more
likely to be depressed. On the other hand, the specific approach factor of social help-seeking
(which is an approach style) was found to predict overall life satisfaction (Saha et al., 2014). In
addition, using approach coping strategies has been associated with lower levels of depression,
phobic anxiety, and psychological distress, while using avoidant coping strategies has been
associated with greater psychological distress (Gustems-Carnicer & Calderon, 2012).
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Specific differences in adolescent coping. Adolescents may be faced with significant
stressors for the first time in their life and may not have completely developed how to cope with
such difficulties. As such, it is crucial to take an in-depth look at adolescents’ coping.
Accordingly, coping by adolescents has been referred to as “an active effort that is directed to
efficiently manage individual and family related demands. Functional coping results in
adaptation, in which the youth achieves a fit within both the family and the community”
(Paterson & McCubbin, 1987, p. 167). Understanding adolescents’ coping may be beneficial for
educators, parents, and other stakeholders so that they can understand what leads to an
adolescents’ adjustment or overall mental health. Researchers believe that the coping utilized by
adolescents forms the basis for their future coping in their adulthood (Paterson & McCubbin,
1987).
Researchers conducted confirmatory factor analysis with over 400 adolescents and were
able to categorize coping responses into three alternative categories: primary control engagement
coping (including problem solving, emotional expression, and emotional modulation), secondary
control engagement coping (including cognitive restructuring, positive thinking, acceptance, and
distraction), and disengagement coping (including wishful thinking and denial) (Connor-Smith et
al,, 2000). In this three-factor control-based model, coping responses are not only viewed as
controllable, they are also further explained by the dimensions of engagement or disengagement.
This model has been studied extensively and researchers have validated this model through
multiple factor analysis (Compas & Andreotti, 2013).
Families of coping. Skinner et al. (2003) analyzed over 100 different assessments
measuring coping and compiled a list of 400 different strategies of coping. The researchers then
used confirmatory factor analysis to come up with thirteen core “families” (i.e., factors) of
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coping based on the specific behaviors’ intended function in response to stress. Table 1
represents Skinner et al. (2003)’s thirteen factors of coping. The researchers posited that using
defined categories and unambiguous items may be more beneficial for lower-order categories
while categorizing based on the action could be beneficial for higher-order categories.
Table 1
Skinner et al. (2003) Thirteen Factors of Coping
Factor/Family of Coping
1 Problem Solving
2 Support seeking
3 Escape
4 Distraction
5 Cognitive restructuring
6 Rumination
7 Helplessness
8 Social Withdrawal
9 Emotional Regulation
10 Information seeking
11 Negotiation
12 Opposition
13 Delegation

Lower-Order Categories
Direct action, decision making, planning
Comfort seeking, help seeking, spiritual support
Avoidance, disengagement, denial
Acceptance
Positive thinking, self-encouragement
Intrusive thoughts, negative thinking, self blame
Inaction, passivity, giving up
Self-isolation
Emotional expression, self-calming
Observation, monitoring
Offer exchange, compromise, prioritizing
Aggression, blame others
Maladaptive help seeking, self-pity

Stability of coping factors. Amirkhan and Auyeung (2007) conducted a cross-sectional
investigation of coping across the lifespan. Participants include 445 students from grades 4 to 12,
and 226 adults from ages 20 to 70 years of age. Students came from 48 public and private
schools in Southern California, and adults came from the same communities served by the
children. They found that three coping factors were used by people of all ages (problem solving,
avoidance, and seeking social support), however the overall use of each factor varied between
different ages. The researchers found an increase in problem-solving factors, a decrease in
avoidant coping factors, and no change in social support seeking factors throughout adolescence.
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Hearon (2015) examined the stability of academic coping factors within 184 students
enrolled in either AP or IB classes in the Spring of 2011 and throughout the Spring of 2012. The
184 participants included 30.4% of students in 9th grade, 34.2% in 10th grade, and 35.3% in 11th
grade. The participants completed the CADS (Suldo et al., 2015) at two time points separated by
a year. The researcher conducted a 2 (time) x 16 (coping factor) repeated measures ANOVA and
found a significant interaction between time and coping factor, demonstrating that students
experienced significant changes in their coping factor use over time. Specifically, three coping
factors (substance use, reduce effort on schoolwork, and deterioration) increased in the frequency
of use over time. One limitation of this study is that the researcher did not take into consideration
other variables that could be impacting the relationship between coping and subjective wellbeing. Another limitation is that the study had a relatively small sample size (184 students)
across four different grades.
Kirchner et al. (2010) also examined the stability and consistency of coping among
adolescents. Participants included 341 students from Barcelona between the ages of 12 and 16 at
the first time point and between 13 and 17 at a second time point, 17 months later. Students
completed the Coping Responses Inventory-Youth Form (CRI-Youth; Moos, 1993) which leads
to factors being separated into either approach or avoidance coping. Researchers found that
approach coping was more stable than avoidance coping, with avoidance coping demonstrating a
decrease in usage over time. The within-individual stability of coping was between low and
moderate, with the most stable factor being emotional discharge. In addition, girls had a more
stable use of avoidance coping and the factor of seeking guidance than boys. In terms of
predictive ability, avoidance coping was more predictable than approach coping, with emotional
discharge being the most predictable factor. Between girls and boys, researchers found that it
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was easier to predict coping categories for girls, with avoidance coping able to be the most
explained. This was especially true when avoidance coping was used in the past, suggesting that
the way girls had coped previously was a predictor of future ways of coping. The main limitation
of this study is the small number of people who reported the same stressor at the two time points,
which makes it difficult to draw further generalizations.
Salavera et al. (2017) examined the coping of first and fourth year students of Spanish
secondary education. The students were aged between 12 and 15 years, and 1,402 students
participated. Students completed the Adolescent Coping Scale (ACS; Frydenberg & Lewis;
1996) and the Subjective Happiness Scale (SHS; Lyubomirsky & Lepper, 1999). Researchers
found that the most widely used factors included physical distraction, work hard and be
successful, focus on the positive, and seek relaxation, which all corresponded with productive
coping. Unproductive coping factors were used less often than productive coping strategies. In
terms of stability, age was seen to play a significant role for each coping factor with the
exception of the strategies social action and keeping to oneself. In addition, researchers found
that happiness decreased as students aged, which researchers suggested could be due to
adolescents’ adopting a more pessimistic view as they grew older. A main limitation of this study
is that the researchers only examined subjective happiness, which is a time-limited construct.
The researchers suggest that further research should examine other components of well-being,
such as life satisfaction.
Zammuner (2019) found slightly different results in an examination of Italian
adolescents’ use of coping and their subsequent well-being. Participants include 1060 students
aged 14 to 21, in both high school and college. Participants completed the Italian version of the
Coping Orientation to the Problems Experienced (COPE; Carver et al., 1989), which divides
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coping into five categories: seeking social support, avoidance, problem solving orientation,
positive attitude, and transcending (turning to humor and religion). Participants also completed
measures assessing affect, loneliness, psychological health, and life satisfaction. Zammuner
(2019) found that avoidance was negatively associated with well-being and predicted greater
loneliness. Seeking social support and problem solving orientation were associated with less
loneliness, greater positive affect, and greater life satisfaction. Regarding the stability of coping
factors, while coping preferences did change over time, age-related trends were not linear and
varied depending on the specific category. For instance, the use of avoidance coping increased
from age 17, and preference for problem solving orientation was lowest during middle
adolescence, but higher in older students. The use of transcendent strategies was higher in the
youngest age group (14 to 15.6 years of age), and lowest in the highest age group. These results
suggest that adolescents and young adults continue to face uncertainty in how to cope as they age
because both functional and less functional coping factors changed over time. In addition,
Zammuner suggests that coping would be best understood by considering the actual situation or
stressor that the adolescent is facing and the overall repertoire of a student’s coping strategies. A
limitation of this study was that coping and its impact on subjective well-being was assessed
cross-sectionally, which does not provide further information on how coping could change over
time especially throughout adolescence.
Coping in high-achieving youth. Examining how high-achieving youth cope with stress
is critical because research has demonstrated that students in AP and IB programs have higher
perceived stress levels than students in general education (Suldo & Shaunessy, 2013). There used
to be little empirical data on coping strategies used by high achieving youth, with advances in the
literature in the past 15 years. Shaunessy and Suldo (2010) examined the coping strategies of IB
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students by conducting a secondary data analysis of quantitative and qualitative data gathered on
intellectually gifted students in IB. The qualitative data involved eight focus groups with 48
students, which included 22 gifted and 26 high achieving students in Grades 10 to 12. The
quantitative data included data from 141 students in the school who completed the Adolescent
Coping Orientation for Problem Experiences (A-COPE; Patterson & McCubbin, 1987).
Quantitative data were analyzed with t-tests. Researchers found a trend for gifted students to use
more anger-related behaviors during times of stress, but this was not statistically significant.
Otherwise, researchers found similar levels of the use of positive appraisal, negative avoidance,
and family communication strategies between IB students who were and were not identified as
gifted. Frequency counts were used to analyze qualitative data, which revealed that IB learners
reported frequently using coping strategies involving taking deliberate action steps and seeking
social support. Compared to their high achieving IB peers, gifted students were more likely to
discuss a) avoiding demands by engaging in distracting activities; b) taking specific action steps
to make a plan; c) seeking social support from friends outside of IB; d) renegotiating
expectations and deadlines with teachers; and e) responding with humor. On the other hand,
gifted students were less likely to discuss a) engaging in active problem solving; b) spending
more time with close friends; or c) responding to stress by engaging in relaxing activities.
In another study, Suldo et al. (2008) examined the relationship between stress, coping,
and mental health in 139 IB students. Researchers examined the outcome variables of GPA,
academic self-efficacy, life satisfaction, perceived stress, internalizing behavior, and
externalizing behavior. Coping was examined using the A-COPE (Patterson & McCubbin,
1987), with emphasis on four factors of coping: positive appraisal, negative avoidance, family
communication, and anger. Coping accounted for almost one-third of the variance in global life
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satisfaction. Specifically, more frequent use of positive appraisal and family communication cooccurred with higher life satisfaction, while negative avoidance coping was associated with
lower life satisfaction. Negative avoidance coping was a strong predictor of greater internalizing
behavior. In other words, IB students who use substances to cope with stress may be more likely
to face internalizing problems such as depression or anxiety, whereas those who use more anger
coping strategies are more likely to experience problems on the externalizing spectrum. There
was no coping style that was associated with GPA in this study. Researchers also found that in
times of increased stress, high-achieving students who use anger coping may be more likely to
experience internalizing disorders, which suggests that blaming others may not be effective for
this group of students. As well, high-achieving students who used fewer positive appraisal
coping behaviors had greater decreases in life satisfaction as their stress increased. On the
contrary, students who were able to see the positive in a difficult situation or sought social
support were less affected by increased stress.
Suldo et al. (2015) developed a new measure of coping specifically for students in AP or
IB classes, known as the Coping with Academic Demands Scale (CADS). The researchers based
their framework on Skinner et al.’s (2003) 12-factor conceptualization (described previously)
and added a 13th factor (sleep) based on prior research with AP and IB students. Diversions were
included in the avoidance category instead of the accommodation family. Originally, a 120 item
coping measure was created to assess the 12 factors. Factor analysis was utilized and 58
strategies were solidified into 16 factors. The researchers noted that there were some ways of
coping that were not included in these 16 factors, but that more composites from additional items
within the CADS could be formed in future studies to further understand coping: relaxation
strategies, mental withdrawal, and reduce academic demands and activities. The coping factors
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with the highest means, which included cognitive reappraisal and attempt to handle problems
alone, were previously found in research conducted by Suldo et al. (2008). The 16 factors are
discussed in Table 2.
Table 2
Coping with Academic Demands Scale Factors
1.

Name of Factor
Time and Task Management

2.

Cognitive Reappraisal

3.

Seek Academic Support

4.

Turn to Family

5.

Social Venting

6.

Skip School

7.
8.
9.

Social Diversions
Athletic Diversions
Creative Diversions

10.

Technology Diversions

11.

Substance Use

12.

Reduce Effort on Schoolwork

13.

Handle Problems Alone

14.

Deterioration

15.

Sleep

16.

Spirituality

Strategies
Prioritize work completion, focusing on work,
staying organized
Telling yourself you can do it, adopting a positive
attitude, thinking about the bigger picture
Getting extra help, studying with other students,
asking teacher(s) questions
Vent or complain to family, talk to parents, spend
time with family.
Talk with classmates, Talk with others, Vent to
people outside of the program
Taking time off of school to get work done, taking
a day to sleep, skipping school to avoid tests
Going shopping, hanging out with friends
Playing team sports, exercising
Writing creatively, writing about problems and
feelings, pursuing a hobby
Surfing the internet, playing videogames,
watching TV
Drinking alcoholic beverages, using non
prescribed drugs
Not caring about schoolwork, giving up, turning in
work late.
Keeping problems to oneself, Ignoring feelings of
stress, Becoming quiet
Getting mad or irritated, Being mean to other
people, Yelling, Panicking about a problem
Taking naps, Sleeping to recharge, Sleeping to
escape a problem
Praying, relying on faith to deal with a problem,
going to a place of worship.

Findings from this study indicated that AP/IB students with higher GPAs and greater life
satisfaction tended to rely on factors that could be viewed as problem or approached oriented.
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For instance, students with greater life satisfaction tended to use time and task management,
cognitive reappraisal, athletic diversions, turning to family. Students with higher GPAs tended to
use strategies that fell within the factors of as time and task management and turning to family.
On the other hand, students who had lower levels of life satisfaction responded to stress with
more frequent use of deterioration and less use of cognitive reappraisal. In addition, greater life
satisfaction co-occurred with less frequent use of handling problems alone.
Suldo et al. (2018) examined factors associated with success among a larger sample of
AP/IB students (N = 2,379 enrolled in AP or IB classes across 20 school programs; n= 1,229 in
IB; n=1,150 in AP), again examining data from self-report measures and school records.
Students were in 9th-12th grade, 37.8% male, and 27.7% were eligible for free or reduced lunch.
The researchers looked at coping using the CADS (Suldo et al., 2015) described previously, and
also operationalized the construct of student success by examining outcomes in two domains:
mental health (separated into life satisfaction, school burnout, and psychopathology) and
academic (separated into GPA and AP/IB exam score). The 16 factors of coping described in the
CADS were factor analyzed into five categories:
•

approach and problem focused coping included the factors of time and task
management, cognitive reappraisal, turn to family, seeking academic support,
spirituality, and relaxation

•

diversions coping included athletic diversions, social diversions, and technology
diversions

•

avoidance coping included skip school, reduce effort on schoolwork, reduce academic
demands, and substance use

•

alone coping included handle problems alone
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•

rumination coping included deterioration and social venting.
The researchers conducted correlations and multivariate analyses between each coping

category and co-occurring mental health and academic outcomes. The results of the multivariate
analyses indicated that avoidance and alone coping were associated with worse mental health,
whereas approach/problem focused coping was associated with better mental health.
Interestingly, diversions coping predicted increased mental health but lower AP and IB exam
scores. Rumination coping was associated with worse mental health but better grades. The two
categories mentioned previously (diversions and rumination coping) were both indicative of
either greater or lower mental health and also greater or lower academic achievement, leading
them to be classified as mixed effectiveness. Approach/problem focused coping was associated
with a desirable outcome, making it an effective style. Alone and avoidance coping were
associated with less desirable outcomes, marking these styles as ineffective. A limitation of this
study was the cross-sectional nature of the data, so each variable was measured at the same time.
In addition, the coping factors were divided into five categories, so it is unknown whether
individual factors may have beneficial or detrimental outcomes on mental health or academic
outcomes. The results of this study raise the question of whether the effectiveness of individual
coping factors differ between general education students and students within accelerated
curricula. Some factors, such as rumination coping and diversion coping, had both positive and
negative associations with outcomes. Therefore, it may be important to consider the individual
strategies that make up each factor in terms of overall effectiveness or ineffectiveness in regard
to whether it increases distress and uses up necessary mental resources for the stressor.
Breik and Zaza (2019) examined differences in coping in 220 gifted 9th through 12th
graders in Jordan and 1220 students not identified as gifted. Participants completed the A-COPE
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(Patterson & McCubbin, 1987) and a demographics questionnaire. Using discriminant function
analyses, researchers found that gifted adolescents were more likely to cope by seeking
professional support. They suggested that gifted adolescents may prefer to seek functional
strategies when dealing with stressors, which may lead to them having better adjustment. These
findings agree with the work of Frydenberg (1993) who suggested that gifted students cope by
dealing directly with a problem.
Coping and academic achievement. The previous section examined coping used by
students in accelerated curriculum. While researchers have begun to unpack the different ways
that students who are in accelerated curricula cope with their academic demands, it is also
important to take a step back and examine the impact that different ways of coping can have on
overall academic achievement. Coping has been found to play a role on subsequent achievement.
Gareau et al. (2019) used a prospective short term design to look at the mediating role that
coping had in the relationship between academic procrastination and overall semester GPA in
university students. Academic procrastination was defined as voluntarily delaying the
completion of an academic task in spite of knowing that would make the situation worse.
Participants included 258 Canadian university students, who completed scales measuring
procrastination as well as working memory capacity. Students also completed the Coping
Inventory for Academic Striving (Thompson, 2015) which measures 11 coping factors that can
be grouped into the categories of either task-oriented coping (seeking support, logical analysis,
thought control, effort, relaxation, positive reappraisal, and planning) and disengagement
oriented coping (behavioral disengagement, distraction, venting, social distancing).
Procrastination was measured using the Irrational Procrastination Scale (Steel, 2010).
Researchers found that task-oriented and disengagement-oriented coping were significant
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mediators of the relationship between academic procrastination and GPA. Task-oriented coping
explained 27%, while disengagement-oriented coping explained 43%. Students who
procrastinated more were more likely to use disengagement-coping strategies and have lower
GPA’s, while students with lower levels of procrastination were more likely to use task-oriented
coping factors and have a higher GPA. Limitations of this study include the use of only a single
time point and the use of only university students which raise questions about its overall
generalizability to high school students.
Hess and Copeland (2001) investigated the relationship between coping factors and high
school completion status in high school students. Participants included 92 ninth grade students;
data were collected at two time points, the second time point being three years later. The sample
had similar levels of parental education levels between each group, suggesting similar
socioeconomic levels. At the three year time follow up, participants were grouped into one of
four categories: dropped out, graduated, moved, or unknown. Participants completed the ACOPE (Patterson & McCubbin, 1987) which groups responses into thirteen coping factors. The
researchers found that three factors significantly predicted graduation status: social activities,
family interaction, and seeking professional support. The researchers noted that students who
utilized the coping factor of seeking professional support may be in significant distress, which
may help explain why those who use this factor were more likely to drop out of high school. The
factor of family interaction was negatively correlated with dropout status, emphasizing the
importance of family relations in dealing with stress. Social activities had a negative relationship
with school completion, which researchers suggested may be due to the fact that none of the
social interactions included in the factor were school related. As a result, adolescents who spend
less time engaging in non-school activities or with peers not engaged with school may be more
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likely to drop out. The researchers stressed that none of the coping factors in the A-COPE
(Patterson & McCubbin, 1987) were meant to be classified as either functional or dysfunctional
because strategies within each factor could be classified as both. A strength of this study was its
longitudinal nature. A limitation of this study (and most other studies of adolescent coping) was
that the researchers asked students to use self-report to evaluate their coping factor usage when
experiencing stress, which may not reflect their actual coping style usage in real life.
Hearon (2015) examined which coping factors were associated with student achievement
(GPA). The sample included 2,379 students who completed the CADS (Suldo et al., 2015);
school records provided their GPA for the semester during which self-report data were collected.
Coping factors accounted for 13-20% of the variance in achievement as indicated by GPA.
Regarding frequency of use of specific factors, students who reported more frequent use of the
factors of time and task management, sleep, and deterioration were more likely to have greater
academic achievement. Students who reported more frequent use of the coping factors of seek
academic support, skip school, creative or social diversions, substance use, reduce effort on
schoolwork, and handle problems alone tended to have a lower GPA. In summary, Hearon’s
findings were consistent with other studies that demonstrate a relationship between coping and
academic achievement, either through high school completion or GPA. However, it is still
unknown how academic achievement may act as a mediator in the relationship between
individual coping factors and subjective well-being.
Coping and subjective well-being. With regard to subjective well-being, a number of
researchers have looked at coping, life satisfaction, and other constructs. For instance, Deniz
(2006) found that life satisfaction was positively correlated with problem-focused coping and
seeking social support among 492 Turkish university students. These results were replicated by
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Gustems-Carnicer et al. (2019) who extended the literature by examining whether coping plays a
mediating role between stress and well-being. They examined a sample of 334 university
students from the University of Barcelona (mean age was 23.6 years; 79.6% women). To
measure coping, participants completed the Coping Responses Inventory-Adult Form (CRI-A;
Moos, 1993) which measures four categories of coping: two approach coping factors and two
avoidance coping factors. The cognitive approach coping strategies include logical analysis,
which refers to cognitive attempts to understand and mentally prepare for a stressor and its
subsequent consequences, and positive reappraisal. The behavioral approach coping factors
include seeking support and problem solving. The cognitive avoidance coping factors include
cognitive avoidance and acceptance/resignation. The behavioral avoidance factors include
seeking alternative rewards and emotional discharge. Participants also completed the Perceived
Stress Scale (PSS; Cohen et al., 1983) and Psychological Well Being (PWB; Ryff, 1989)
measures. Researchers found that using more approach strategies and less avoidance strategies
was associated with greater psychological well-being. Perceived stress with cognitive approach
coping explained 47% of the variance in psychological well-being, and perceived stress and
behavioral approach coping explained 48.8% of the variance in psychological well-being.
Ultimately, approach coping factors were found to have a partial mediating effect between
perceived stress and psychological well-being, with the relationship between perceived stress and
psychological well-being being lessened with greater approach cognitive and behavioral coping
behaviors. Approach coping made up 4% (Cognitive) and 10% (Behavioral) of that relationship.
Avoidance coping had no mediational effect between perceived stress and well-being. In
essence, this study’s findings suggest that using approach coping could be beneficial for helping
students manage their stress and have greater well-being. One limitation of this study was the

39

cross-sectional design which means that causal relationships could not be established between
the variables.
Hearon (2015) also used cross-sectional analyses to examine which coping factors were
associated with subjective well-being, but among a youth sample of high school students in AP
and IB classes. The participants completed the CADS (Suldo et al., 2015) and the SLSS
(Huebner, 1991). Coping factors accounted for 23-32% of the variance in life satisfaction, which
is consistent with the earlier findings of Suldo et al. (2008). When looking cross-sectionally,
students with more frequent use of the factors of cognitive reappraisal, turn to family, and social
and athletic diversions had greater life satisfaction, and those who more frequently used the
factors of creative diversions, reduce effort on schoolwork, handle problems alone, and
deterioration were less likely to be satisfied with life. A study limitation is that the researcher
only examined one aspect of subjective well-being—life satisfaction—and did not consider
positive and negative affect when examining a student’s well-being. In addition, the findings
between academic coping factors and life satisfaction were analyzed using logistic regression
analyses through a cross-sectional sample, which does not allow for as much generalization as
using a longitudinal sample. In addition, this study does not examine the role of any potential
mediator or moderators on the relationship between coping and subjective well-being.
Coping also plays a mediating role between social support and well-being. Liu et al.
(2016) examined 722 students, ranging from ages 17-24, with 376 females and 346 males.
Participants completed several measures at one point in time. To examine coping, the researcher
divided coping into positive and negative coping styles through the Simplified Coping Style
Questionnaire (SCSQ; Xie, 1998). Positive coping included seeking support, whereas negative
coping included avoidance, using substances, and other maladaptive coping strategies.
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Subjective well-being was assessed with the Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS; Diener et al.,
1985) and the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson et al., 1988). Social
support was assessed using the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS;
Zimet et al., 1988). Researchers used a bootstrapping method with 1000 bootstrap resamples to
test the indirect effects of social support via coping styles on subjective well-being. They found
that Chinese university students with high social support more often developed positive coping
styles and were less likely to develop negative coping styles, resulting in greater life satisfaction.
In other words, positive coping mediates the relationship between social support and both life
satisfaction and negative affect, indicating that during times of stress, students may benefit from
family and seeking social support. Those who do not receive help or support from family or
friends may be more likely to use negative coping styles. Coping styles did not predict negative
affect, therefore the proposed mediating role of coping between social support and SWB was not
entirely supported. A limitation of this study was the cross-sectional design because the data was
only collected at one time point, therefore causal links could not be determined.
Li et al. (2019) examined the association between regulatory foci, coping styles, and
subjective well-being. Regulatory foci include promotion focus, which leads people to seek
positive end-states, whereas prevention focus emphasizes security and safety which leads to an
avoidance of negative-end states. Participants included 2943 7th, 8th, and 9th grade adolescents
from eight middle schools in Beijing. Coping was assessed using a Chinese adaptation of the
Coping Style Scale (Chen et al., 2000) which was developed by the Ways of Coping
Questionnaire (WOC; Folkman & Lazarus, 1980), and specifically looked at problem and
emotion-focused coping categories. Emotion-focused coping included escaping, self-blame, and
enduring, while problem-focused coping styles included solving problems, seeking support, and
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positive rationalization. In addition, other constructs assessed included regulatory focus through
the General Regulatory Focus Measure (GRFM; Lockwood et al., 2002), subjective well-being
was assessed with the Chinese version of the MSLSS (Huebner, 1994), and positive and negative
affect was assessed using the Affect Balance Scale (ABS; Bradburn, 1969). Results of these
analyses indicate that promotion foci positively predicted the positive components of SWB and
negatively predicted the negative component of SWB (negative affect) while prevention foci
negatively predicted the positive aspects SWB and positively predicted negative affect.
Researchers found that problem-focused coping mediated the relationship between regulatory
foci (both promotion and prevention foci) and all three components of SWB (positive affect,
negative affect, and life satisfaction). On the other hand, emotion-focused coping styles mediated
the relationship between regulatory foci and only two aspects of SWB (life satisfaction and
negative affect), but there was no significance between emotion-focused coping and positive
affect and therefore no mediation between regulatory foci and positive affect. Emotion-focused
coping mediated the relationship between promotion foci and SWB and also mediated the
relationship between prevention foci. These results suggest that coping is associated with
adolescents’ well-being and can play a mediating role between regulatory foci and SWB.
Limitations of this study include the cross-sectional design, the utilization of participants only
from China, and looking at large categories of coping (i.e. emotion-focused coping instead of its
individual coping factors).
Fariddanesh and Rezaei (2017) looked at the happiness of adolescents based on coping
categories and religious attitudes. There were 381 participants from Iran that were selected using
multistage cluster sampling. The mean age of the participants was 15.997 years of age.
Participants completed a religious attitudes questionnaire, the Oxford Happiness Questionnaire
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(OHQ; Argyle & Lu, 1990), and the WOC (Folkman & Lazarus, 1988). Using correlations,
researchers found that increased use of problem-focused coping promoted happiness, whereas
increased use of emotion-focused coping led to decreased happiness. Problem-focused coping
involves behaviors to directly reduce stress and increase the ability to deal with stress. It makes
logical sense that successfully dealing with stressful situations would lead to greater happiness.
Emotion-focused coping strategies attempt to decrease the negative emotions that result from a
stressful situation, instead of problem-solving. The researchers suggest that this strategy may
reduce the ability of individuals to cope with problems which could lead to decreased happiness.
Researchers also found that coping and religious attitudes together predicted 16.7% of the
variance in happiness. Limitations of this study include the lack of generalizability because all of
the students were from Iran, as well as the correlational method.
Ultimately, across all of these studies presented here, it is clear that different ways of
coping are related to subjective well-being. Most of these studies used cross-sectional analyses
and were able to demonstrate that coping factors that usually fell within the category of approach
coping were associated with life satisfaction. Examining this relationship in a longitudinal form
is crucial for further research. In addition, several researchers have also examined the role of
coping as a mediating factor and found that it did impact the relationship between different
variables, such as stress and overall well-being. These results led credence to the necessity of
continuing to unpack the construct of coping.
Coping and school satisfaction. In addition to looking at the relationship between
coping and SWB, it is also important to examine how coping can play a role on a students’
overall school satisfaction, since the way students’ cope with academic difficulties may be
influenced by their perspective of school. Jiang et al. (2018) investigated school satisfaction as
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an antecedent to social coping behaviors in early adolescence. The approach coping factors
examined were social support seeking and problem solving, while the avoidance coping factors
examined were internalizing and externalizing behaviors. A total of 892 middle school students
completed the Self Report Coping Scale (Causey & Dubow, 1992) and the School Satisfaction
subscale of the MSLSS (Huebner, 1994) at two different time points six months apart. Using
structural equation modeling procedures, the researchers found that school satisfaction positively
correlated with the two problem focused coping factors and negatively correlated with the
emotion-focused coping factors. They also found that having a lower SES predicted less frequent
social support seeking. Ultimately, adolescents who reported having greater school satisfaction
tended to use more adaptive coping, as demonstrated by the finding that school satisfaction at the
first time point predicted social support seeking use at the second time point. In addition, social
support seeking, but not self-reliance coping, at the first time point positively predicted school
satisfaction at the second time point as well. Ultimately, school satisfaction and the coping
behavior of social support seeking reciprocally predicted each other, although school satisfaction
as a predictor was stronger than social support factor predicting school satisfaction. This suggests
that school satisfaction could be an antecedent for coping behaviors. A limitation of this study
was that the interval between the two time points was only six months, which may not fully
capture the impact coping behaviors has on school satisfaction in the long term (greater than 6
months).
MacCann et al. (2012) examined a sample of 354 high school students in order to
determine whether problem focused, emotion focused, or avoidant coping categories predicted
key outcomes including academic achievement, life satisfaction, and school satisfaction.
Students completed the Coping with School Situations Questionnaire (CWSS; MacCann et al.,
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2011) which asked how often they had engaged in behaviors that could be classified into the
three different coping styles, and also the SLSS (Huebner, 1991). Students also reported how
often they felt several positive and negative emotions during school activities, homework,
classwork, and tests. Using hierarchical linear regressions, researchers found that all three coping
styles were significantly related to students’ grades (R2=.019). Problem focused coping was
significantly related to life satisfaction and school satisfaction. Emotion-focused coping
significantly related to having lower life satisfaction and lower school satisfaction. Avoidant
coping was significantly related to both greater negative feelings toward school and surprisingly,
greater positive feelings toward school. The researchers suggested that having greater positive
feelings toward school when using more avoidant coping could be explained with the idea that
some uncontrollable aspects of school may be better dealt with through avoidance coping, such
as if one was being bullied. Coping ultimately explained 3% of the variation in life satisfaction,
17.4% of the variance in positive school satisfaction, and 3.4% of the negative feelings toward
school, all of which were statistically significant amounts of variance. Ultimately, these results
suggest that coping is especially important in predicting emotional feelings about school.
Evans et al. (2018) also looked at coping and positive psychology correlates. The
researchers examined 328 students with a mean age of 16.4 years of age. Students completed the
ACS (Frydenberg & Lewis; 1996) to look at productive and unproductive coping used by
adolescents in academic contexts. Productive coping refers to direct attempts to deal with a
problem, which could include factors such as seeking support, working hard, or problem solving.
Non-Productive coping refers to behaviors such as worrying or rumination, social withdrawal, or
wishful thinking (Frydenberg, 2008). Students also completed the SHS (Lyubomirsky & Lepper,
1999) and the school satisfaction subscale of the MSLSS (Huebner, 1991). Results of structural
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equation modeling indicated that school satisfaction and subjective happiness were positively
predicted by productive coping. Ultimately, researchers demonstrated that an adolescent’s way
of coping was linked to their well-being, and that students who had more productive ways of
coping had greater school satisfaction. Interestingly, an adolescent’s usage of unproductive
coping strategies did not predict any SWB or school satisfaction, demonstrating the potential
benefit of increasing productive coping strategies.
Lovenjak and Peklaj (2016) examined stress, coping strategies, coping self-efficacy, and
school satisfaction in 512 students in 7th, 8th, and 9th graders from Slovenia. Students completed
the School Satisfaction scale from the MSLSS (Huebner, 1994), as well as two measures
developed in the study: The School Stressors Questionnaire to measure sources of stress in
academic settings, and a Coping with Stress Self-Efficacy Scale, to measure self-efficacy.
Students also completed the Questionnaire for Coping with Difficulties for Adolescents
(Frydenberg & Lewis, 1996), which includes two groups of coping strategies: instrumentalinteractive and palliative. Instrumental-interactive strategies include ten subscales, some of
which include: other people support, intense work to achieve a goal, good friends, directness to
positive things, search for relaxation, problem solving, seeking professional help. The palliative
group includes wishful thinking, reducing tension, ignoring difficulties, withdrawal, worrying,
searching for spiritual support, self-accusations, and poor mastery. Results from hierarchical
regression analysis indicated that academic and physical stressors predicted 8% of the variance
in school satisfaction. When self-efficacy was added to the model, self-efficacy in coping was a
significant positive predictor of school satisfaction, but only physical stressors negatively
predicted school satisfaction. When coping strategies were added to the model, physical stressors
and palliative strategies negatively predicted school satisfaction, while instrumental strategies
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positively predicted school satisfaction. Ultimately, these results demonstrate that school
satisfaction can be explained by coping self-efficacy, coping strategies, and stressors.
Ultimately, through each of the studies presented here, it is clear that different ways of
coping are related to subsequent school satisfaction. Most of these studies demonstrate that
coping through approach behaviors, or through coping factors that usually fall within the
category of approach coping (also described here as productive coping) were associated with
greater school satisfaction. On the other hand, in one study, avoidant coping was found to predict
both greater and lower school satisfaction, whereas in another study, unproductive coping (which
includes behaviors that fall under avoidance coping) was found to have no impact on school
satisfaction. These conflicting results indicate the necessity of further research to examine the
role coping has on school satisfaction.
Summary and Gaps in the Literature
In summary, several studies have demonstrated a relationship between coping and
subjective well-being. However, few studies have examined this relationship within AP and IB
students. There is a need to understand how coping impacts subjective well-being over a longer
period of time, as well as an importance to expand the literature to understand the roles of GPA,
school satisfaction, and socioeconomic status on this relationship between coping and subjective
well-being. This study expands upon Hearon (2015)’s research by examining the impact of
coping factors on subjective well-being longitudinally across two different time points. Hearon
examined these factors using only a cross-sectional sample. Examining these factors
longitudinally allows for greater understanding of this relationship in a longer term. In addition,
this study further expands upon Hearon’s study by examining SES as a potential moderator and
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academic achievement and school satisfaction as mediators, which provides a more nuanced
understanding of the relationship between coping and subjective well-being.
Having greater subjective well-being co-occurs with numerous positive outcomes, such
as greater school achievement (Antaramian, 2015), greater physical health (Smith, 2019), and
greater self-esteem (Gilman & Huebner, 2006). Predictors of SWB include factors such as test
anxiety (Steinmayr et al., 2018), hope (Rand et al., 2020), and social acceptance (Arslan, 2017).
At the same time, greater levels of stress negatively impact students’ subjective well-being
(Suldo et al., 2008). With the increase in students enrolling in accelerated curricula increasing
over the last ten years (College Board, 2018b), and research demonstrating that these students
actually experience more stress than students outside of these accelerated programs (Suldo &
Shaunessy, 2013), it is critical to understand fully how these students successfully deal with
increased stress. In the literature, the way students deal with stressful situations is reflected in
their coping styles and has important implications for their health and well-being.
Research on coping has demonstrated that high achieving students’ coping behaviors
impact their overall mental health outcomes. In fact, the way students cope has been related to
their subsequent subjective well-being (Frydenberg & Lewis, 2009). Coping has been
categorized in many different ways, however one recent way of examining coping is by looking
at different responses to stressful situations through a multidimensional model and classifying
these responses into different coping factors. Researchers have then factor analyzed these factors
into five categories, including problem solving (e.g., time and task management strategies),
diversion coping (e.g., social activities), avoidance coping (e.g., skipping school), alone coping
(e.g., isolating oneself to solve a problem), or rumination coping (e.g., talking excessively about
a problem (Suldo et al., 2018). While some researchers have examined coping within high-
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achieving students (i.e., students in accelerated courses), there have been few longitudinal
investigations of the impact different coping strategies have on the subjective well-being of high
school students in accelerated curricula.
Purpose of the Current Study
To date, there is little research examining the changes of coping and accompanying
subjective well-being in a sample of AP or IB high school students enrolled in accelerated
curricula. Furthermore, there are no studies that examine the role of GPA, socioeconomic status,
and school satisfaction on the relationship between coping and subsequent subjective well-being.
Socioeconomic status, academic achievement, and school satisfaction are three constructs that
researchers have determined are associated with either coping or subjective well-being.
The purpose of this study was to examine different coping strategies used by high school
students within accelerated curricula and to see their relationship with subjective well-being. The
study aimed to provide key stakeholders such as teachers, parents, school psychologists, and
school administrators with crucial information regarding which coping strategies lead to the
greatest benefits, as well as shed light on how other important variables (such as socioeconomic
status and GPA), may play a role in this relationship. These findings can help inform prevention
and intervention strategies, such as identifying ways of coping with academic stress that students
may want to increase. In addition, greater information on the prevalence and outcome of
different coping strategies can be used by educators to increase support for social-emotional
programs by demonstrating the relationship between coping, subjective well-being, academic
outcomes, and school satisfaction. In order to accomplish these research objectives, this study
answered the following research questions:
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1. What is the stability of AP/IB high school students’ coping factors between the
beginning of freshman year (T1) and the end of freshman year (T2); how does the
frequency of individual factors change over time?
2. What is the strength and direction of the relationship between coping factors used by
early adolescents and their subjective well-being at T1 and T2?
3. Which coping factors at T1 uniquely predict later subjective well-being of early
adolescents (T2)?
4. Are any of the robust relationships between early adolescents’ coping factors and
later subjective well-being moderated by SES?
5. For the coping factors with robust associations with later SWB, is GPA a mediator of
the longitudinal relationships between coping and later SWB?
6. For the coping factors with robust association with later SWB, is school satisfaction a
mediator of the longitudinal relationships between coping and later SWB?
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Chapter III:
Methods
Overview
This study took an in-depth look into coping factors and their relationship with subjective
well-being, as well as the potential moderating effects of SES and the potential mediating effects
of school satisfaction and GPA on this relationship. This chapter explains the methods that were
used to address these research goals. First, the study’s research design and sample are presented.
Then, the data collection and suggested analyses are described. Finally, the researcher describes
ethical considerations and limitations.
Research Design
This study used a longitudinal non-experimental design to determine the stability of
coping styles, as well as the relationship between coping styles and subjective well-being. This
study aimed to explore data on the relationship between variables that are naturally occurring.
This study examined archival data collected as part of a larger study funded by the Institute for
Education Science (IES; R305A150543). In particular, the data were collected during Year 3 of
the project. This grant was awarded to Drs. Shannon Suldo and Elizabeth Shaunessy-Dedrick,
researchers from the University of South Florida (USF). This secondary data analysis did not
involve the experimental manipulation of the variables (coping, SWB, school satisfaction, GPA,
and SES). The author of this dissertation was an approved member of the project’s research team
(study staff on the IRB application).
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Procedures
Setting. The dataset included two waves of data collected 9 months apart. The first time
point occurred in August 2017 and the second in April 2018. The same participants were
measured during each of these time points. There were 15 academic programs (from 14 schools)
that participated at each data point. Each of the schools were from three large districts in the
Southeastern United States, offering either AP or IB classes.
Participants. Participants included ninth grade students in either AP or the IBD program,
who were measured during their ninth grade year. Each participant had written parental consent
(Appendix A) as well as provided student assent (Appendix B) to participate in the Year 3 data
collection. In addition, the USF IRB and school district IRB boards provided their approval for
the project. Participants who were enrolled in both AP and IBD classes simultaneously were
excluded from this project.
Each student completed measures at two time points (ninth grade fall, August 2017 and
ninth grade Spring, April 2018). Early SWB refers to the SWB composite collected during
August 2017, and later SWB refers to the SWB composite collected during April 2018. There
were 472 students who completed questionnaires at Time 1 and Time 2. Within this study, there
was no separation between AP and IB students within the data analyses because the participants
were examined as students in accelerated curricula, irrespective of specific program. Table 3
displays the demographic characteristics of the sample.
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Table 3
Demographic Characteristics of Sample
Variable
Gender
Male
Female
Race/Ethnicity
White
Black
Hispanic
Asian
Multi-Racial
Program
AB
IB
SES
Low
Medium
High

N

%

178
294

37.71
62.30

221
32
97
55
67

46.82
6.78
20.55
11.65
14.19

301
171

63.77
36.23

123
173
176

26.06
36.65
37.29

Data collection. This study analyzed archival data. Parent and student assent were
obtained at one time during Time 1. During Time 1, teachers of either AP Human Geography or
IB Inquiry Skills provided a consent form explaining the research project to each ninth grade
student in their class. Students received an incentive (the ability to win a $25 gift card) for
returning the parental consent form and an incentive ($10 for a movie theater or an iTunes gift
card) for completing the questionnaire packet.
Students with both consent and assent were invited to complete the questionnaire packet
during school. All surveys were completed in counterbalanced order to control for order effects,
and research assistants on the grant monitored students while they completed the surveys to
answer any lingering questions they could have, as well as to visually check the packets once
they were completed to ensure they were fully filled out. USF research team members then
scanned the surveys into a secure database and checked each survey for accuracy.
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Measures. A summary of each variable that was examined is presented in Table 4.
Table 4
Summary of the Variables in this Study
Variable
Coping
Subjective Well-Being:
Life Satisfaction

Positive Affect
Negative Affect
School Satisfaction
SES
Grade point average

Constitutive Definition
Operational Definition
How AP and IB students cope CADS (Coping with
with academic stressors and
Academic Demands) Scale
demands.
The cognitive component of
SWB, made up of individual
domains, such as family,
friends, living environment,
school or an overall
evaluation of life.
How often a person
experiences positive emotions
How often a person
experiences negative
emotions
Students’ overall satisfaction
with school.
Students’ socioeconomic
status.
Students’ academic
achievement through their
unweighted GPA.

SLSS Composite

PANAS-C 10 (PA)
PANAS-C 10 (NA)
School Satisfaction Scale of
the MSLSS
Parent education level from
the Demographics form
School record of GPA

Demographics form. Students completed a demographics form (see Appendix C) during
Time 1 which included questions on race/ethnicity, gender, parental marital status, and parental
education status. The construct of socioeconomic status (SES) was examined by looking at
mother and father education levels. Parental education level is an adequate proxy for SES
(Lawson et al., 2013). Following a similar procedure as described by Carozza et al. (2010),
educational attainment was analyzed in categories associated with credentials. Low
socioeconomic status referred to a parent’s highest education level involving not having
completed college or less education than that. Medium socioeconomic status referred to
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receiving a college degree. High socioeconomic status referred to a parent having graduate or
professional training. Each student’s SES was decided by the highest parental educational level
attained or the highest education level of one parent if the other parent’s information was not
provided.
Coping with Academic Demands (CADS; Suldo et al., 2015). The CADS (see
Appendix D) is specifically designed to examine the way that AP and IB students cope with
academic stressors and demands. The full CADS measure consists of 58 strategies, where
participants respond to whether they engage in a coping behavior measured on a five point Likert
Scale from 1 (Never) to 5 (Almost Always). The 58 items measure 16 different coping styles.
The 16 coping styles, a sample item from each factor, and its internal consistency reliability are
as follows:
•

time and task management (e.g., focus on the work until it is complete, α= .77)

•

cognitive reappraisal (e.g., tell yourself you can do it, α= .74)

•

seek academic support (e.g., study with other students, α= .55)

•

turn to family (e.g., vent or complain to parents, α= .79)

•

social venting (e.g., talk to classmates (friends in your school program) about whats
bothering you, α= .75)

•

spirituality (e.g., pray, α= .90)

•

social diversions (e.g., go shopping, α= .68),

•

athletic diversions (e.g., play team sports (basketball, soccer, football, crew etc., α=
.73)

•

creative diversions (e.g., write about problems and feelings, α= .62)

•

technology diversions (e.g., surf the internet (YouTube, news websites, etc.) α= .53)
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•

substance use (e.g., drink alcoholic beverages, α= .71)

•

reduce effort on schoolwork (e.g., stop caring about schoolwork ,α= .79)

•

attempt to handle problems alone (e.g., keep problems to yourself ,α= .61)

•

deterioration (e.g., get mad, annoyed, or irritated, α= .79)

•

sleep (e.g., take naps, α= .75)

•

skip school (e.g., take a day off from school to get work done, α= .86).

Test-retest reliability of the 16 CADS factor was strong, and internal consistency was
also satisfactory with the exception of technology diversions and seeking academic support.
Those two factors only had three items each.
The factors of time and task management, cognitive reappraisal, and seeking academic
support were viewed as task-oriented, as there were positive correlations with the Coping with
School Related Stress Questionnaire (CSSQ; Wrzesniewsky & Chylinksa, 2007) Task-Oriented
Coping Scale (r = .48, .48, and .29). The factors of social venting, deterioration, and turn to
family correlated with the CSSQ Emotion-Oriented Scale (r = .65, .59, and .33). The diversions
(social, technology, and athletic), sleep, skip school, substance use, and reduce effort on
schoolwork correlated with the CSSQ Avoidance-Oriented coping scales (r = .66, .30, .26, .40,
.36, .28, .26). The remaining factors of creative diversions, spirituality, and attempt to handle
problems alone, did not have a strong association with any CSSQ scale. In this study, each
coping factor was examined in the data analysis.
Students’ Life Satisfaction Scale (SLSS; Huebner, 1991). The SLSS (see Appendix E)
measures the cognitive component of subjective well-being in students from grades 3 through 12.
This scale consists of seven questions that ask students about their thoughts about their life
during the past several weeks. Participants respond on a six point Likert scale ranging from
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Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree. Higher scales indicate a higher level of life satisfaction.
With a sample of 500 high school students, Suldo et al. (2016) reported a Cronbach’s alpha of
.88 for the SLSS. Lyons et al. (2012) found a Cronbach’s alpha of .81 when examining 990
students in Grades 6-12 with a mean age of 14.62 (SD = 2.06).
The 10-Item Positive and Negative Affect Scale for Children (PANAS-C-10;
Ebesutani et al., 2012). The PANAS-C-10 (See Appendix F) is a shorter version of the PANASC (Laurent et al., 1999) which measures the frequency that a child experiences positive or
negative emotion. Participants evaluate their feelings on a Likert scale that ranges from 1 (Very
slightly or not at all) to 5 (Extremely) based on the way they have felt during the past few weeks.
There are five items that measure positive affect and five items that measure negative affect.
Cronbach’s alpha for the five-item positive affect scale and original 12-item positive affect scale
were .86 and .89 respectively. Cronbach’s alpha for the five-item negative affect and the 12-item
original scale were .82 and .90 respectively within a sample of 553 youth between the ages of 618 years old (Ebestuani et al., 2012). Laurent et al. (1999) found strong construct validity based
on the strength and direction of relationships with anxiety and depression; for positive affect, r =
-.30 and -.55, and for negative affect, r = .68 and .60 respectively.
School Satisfaction subscale of the MSLSS (SS; Huebner, 1994). In this study, school
satisfaction was measured by the 8-item School Satisfaction subscale of the MSLSS (see
Appendix G), in which students rated the degree to which they agree with statements regarding
their feelings about school. Students complete a Likert scale on a scale from 1 (Strongly
disagree) to 6 (Strongly Agree). One example item is, “School is interesting.” There are three
negatively worded items, which are reverse-scored during the scoring procedure. Ultimately, a
higher score indicates higher school satisfaction. In regard to psychometric properties, school
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satisfaction items are able to be differentiated from school climate items (Zullig et al., 2011). In
addition, the internal consistency of this subscale within a sample of 291 6th through 8th graders
was acceptable for research purposes (according to standards set by Salvia & Ysseldyke, 1981),
with α = .88, Huebner et al., 1998.
Grade Point Average (GPA). In order to calculate students’ academic achievement, the
researcher examined students’ unweighted GPA. GPA was indicated by academic records,
provided at the end of Year 3 by school district personnel. GPA was calculated by using a
standard point system used by the public schools where (A= 4 points, B= 3 points, C= 2 points,
D= 1 point, F= 0 points) and then dividing by the overall number of attempted credit hours. All
students were considered on a 0 to 4.0 scale so honors and AP classes were not weighted
differently in the calculation of GPA.
Research Questions
The research questions that were answered in this study are as follows:
1. What is the stability of AP/IB high school students’ coping factors between the
beginning of freshman year (T1) and the end of freshman year (T2); how does the
frequency of individual factors change over time?
2. What is the strength and direction of the relationship between coping factors used by
early adolescents and their subjective well-being at T1 and T2?
3. Which coping factors at T1 uniquely predict later subjective well-being of early
adolescents (T2)?
4. Are any of the robust relationships between early adolescents’ coping factors and
later subjective well-being moderated by SES?
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5. For the coping factors with robust associations with later SWB, is GPA a mediator of
the longitudinal relationships between coping and later SWB?
6. For the coping factors with robust association with later SWB, is school satisfaction a
mediator of the longitudinal relationships between coping and later SWB?
Overview of Data Analyses
Prior to data analyses, research assistants scanned each measure for completion after
students completed the measures, and if students had missed any items they were asked to
complete the missed item immediately. Descriptive statistics were calculated for each variable
and data were screened for missing items and outliers using SPSS. No tests were run to address
missing participant data due to the nature of the research questions, which examined change
across time. Means, standard deviations, and additional descriptive data (skewness and kurtosis)
were calculated for each variable of interest and are presented in Chapter 4. The relevant
variables and data analysis for each research question are described in Chapter 4.
Question one. To determine the extent to which students used different coping factors
over time, 16 repeated measure ANOVAs for each coping factor were conducted. School was
included as a between subjects factor to control for the participation of some students in an
intervention program.
Question two. To determine the strength and direction of the relationship between each
coping factor at Time 1 and later subjective well-being, the researcher constructed a correlation
matrix. This matrix included each coping factor at Time 1 correlated with later SWB, as well as
every variable of interest in order to see relationships between all variables used in other research
questions.To create the subjective well-being composite, the researcher created a composite
score using z scores. Standardized life satisfaction and positive affect scores were added together
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and negative affect scores were subtracted. This process has been described by Smith et al.
(2020) and is supported by the literature in order to examine the composite of subjective wellbeing, above and beyond life satisfaction.
Question three. To determine which coping strategies at Time 1 uniquely predicted the
later subjective well-being of adolescents, the researcher conducted a multiple regression. Time 1
was each of the sixteen coping styles, and later SWB. School was dummy coded as a co-variate
variable, as these data were drawn from a larger RCT which involved randomizing schools and
students in a treatment and control condition. Additionally, early SWB was also included as a
covariate.
Question four. To determine if any of the robust relationships between early
adolescents’ coping styles and later SWB was moderated by SES, the researcher examined only
the coping strategies from Question Three that significantly predicted later SWB. Then, SES
was added as a predictor to the multiple regression model, as described by Baron and Kenny
(1986). In order to do this, later SWB was the dependent variable and each coping strategy at
Time 1 was separately looked at as individual predictors. A second predictor was SES. The third
predictor was the interaction between SES and each coping strategy. Interactions allowed the
researcher to examine if coping strategies varied across different SES groups. Figure 1
demonstrates the pathway. Additionally, although not shown in the model, early SWB and
School were included as covariates in the model.
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Figure 1
The Moderation Model of SES on Coping and Later SWB

Note. Although not shown in the model, Early SWB and School were included as covariates in
the model.
Question five. To determine if any of the robust relationships between early adolescents’
coping styles and later SWB is mediated by GPA, the researcher examined only the coping
strategies from Question Three that significantly predicted later SWB. The researcher conducted
path analyses to explore whether a coping strategy at Time 1 predicted later SWB, and whether
the same coping strategy at Time 1 also predicted GPA (in order to see whether GPA partially
mediated the relationship between a coping strategy and later SWB). The researcher controlled
for the 15 different schools and early SWB in these models. Figure 2 lays out the pathway. The
direct effect of the coping factor on later SWB is shown by the lower path. If there is no
mediation, that pathway would explain the whole relationship between the coping factor and
later SWB. The indirect effect, if we assume at least partial mediation by GPA, would be
obtained by the multiplication of the two upper paths.
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Figure 2
The Partial Mediation Model of GPA on Coping and Later SWB

Note. Although not shown in the model, Early SWB and School were included as covariates in
the model.
Question six. To determine if any of the robust relationships between early adolescents’
coping styles and later SWB were mediated by school satisfaction, the researcher examined only
the coping strategies from Question Three that significantly predicted later SWB. The researcher
conducted path analyses to explore whether a coping strategy at Time 1 predicted later SWB, and
whether the same coping strategy at Time 1 also predicted school satisfaction (in order to see
whether school satisfaction partially mediated the relationship between a coping style and later
SWB). The researcher controlled for the 15 different schools and early SWB in these models
Figure 3 lays out the pathway. The direct effect of the coping factor on later SWB is shown by
the lower path. If there is no mediation, that pathway would explain the whole relationship
between the coping factor and later SWB. The indirect effect, if we assume at least partial
mediation by school satisfaction, would be obtained by the multiplication of the two upper paths.
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Figure 3
Partial Mediation Model of School Satisfaction on Coping and Later SWB

Note. Although not shown in the model, Early SWB and School were included as covariates in
the model.
Ethical Considerations
The USF Institutional Review Board (IRB) and the participating districts’ granted
approval for the study prior to any data collection. This study involved a secondary data analysis;
consent and assent were provided as part of the larger study. Both consent and assent indicated
that a student could refuse to answer any question or stop participation at any time. The forms
also explained how the responses would remain confidential. These forms are included in
Appendix A and B. Each participant was given a study identification number prior to data
collection. All data were stored in electronic files within USF’s secure storage area, and records
from the study will be destroyed in five years after the completion of the larger study. This
storage area is only accessible by approved team members on the research project, including the
author of this dissertation.
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Chapter IV:
Results
Overview
This chapter includes the results of the statistical analyses to answer the six research
questions posed by this study. First, the data was screened and preliminary analyses were
conducted. Then, a series of repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVAs) was conducted
to evaluate changes in students’ coping factors at time 1 and time 2. Next, correlational analyses
and multiple regressions were conducted to examine whether individual coping factors
influenced subjective well-being at Time 2. Then, SES was examined as a moderator. Finally,
academic achievement and school satisfaction were analyzed as mediators.
Data Screening
Data Entry. Research assistants scanned each measure for completion after students
completed the measures. Raw student data was scanned into the computer by research assistants
of the larger project. The datasets were then imported into SPSS, checked for errors, and
screened for overall systemic errors. Integrity checks were completed for 10% of the surveys to
ensure overall accuracy. If an error was detected, it was corrected in the database and survey.
Research assistants visually scanned the surveys after students had completed them and checked
for skipped items. Data was only included for students who completed all of the measures at both
time points.
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Variable Creation
To conduct analyses between constructs of interest, items were combined into their
factors on each measure, such as the CADS. Means for items loading onto each of the 16 CADS
factors (time and task management, cognitive reappraisal, seek academic support, turn to family,
talk with friends and classmates, skip school, social diversions, athletic diversions, create
diversions, technology diversions, substance use, reduce effort on schoolwork, handle problems
alone, deterioration, sleep, and spirituality) were generated. Participant’s subjective well-being
was created through a composite score using z scores; standardized life satisfaction and positive
affect scores were added together and negative affect scores were subtracted. Academic
achievement was indicated by students’ unweighted grade point average during the Spring 2018
semester, calculated by awarding students the following points per course: A=4.0, B=3.0, C=2.0,
D=1.0, F=0. Therefore, GPA ranged from 0 to 4.0. SES was created by examining a participant’s
mother and father education level from the demographics form. Overall education level was
determined as the highest parental education level attained or the highest education level of one
parent if the other parent’s information was not listed. Low SES reflected if the parent’s highest
level of education was entering college but not completing it. Medium SES was classified if the
parent’s highest education level was a college/university degree. High SES was if the highest
education level included a master’s or doctoral degree.
Preliminary Analyses
Preliminary analyses consisted of (1) computing Cronbach’s alphas for the multi-item
scales and factors, and (2) computing describing statistics for all variables of interest (e.g.,
means, standard deviations, skewness, kurtosis).
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Measure reliability. Internal consistency was examined for multi-item factors (i.e.,
CADS; SWB, School Satisfaction) using Time 1 and Time 2 data. Table 5 displays the internal
consistency for all factors and scales analyzed in the current study. At Time 1 and Time 2,
Cronbach’s alphas for most of the CADS factors, SWB, and School Satisfaction variables were
considered satisfactory (> or = .70). Of note, the factors of seeking academic support, relaxation,
technology diversions, taking short cuts, and SWB were below the satisfactory range.
Table 5
Reliability of Factors in Study
Factor/Scale
# of Items Time 1 α
Time 2 α
Time and Task Management
6
.79
.77
Cognitive Reappraisal
4
.75
.77
Seek Academic Support
3
.64
.62
Turn to Family
3
.74
.78
Spirituality
3
.89
.91
Relaxation
2
.51
.63
Athletic Diversions
3
.77
.79
Social Diversions
3
.74
.71
Technology Diversions
3
.62
.55
Skip School
3
.74
.85
Substance Use
3
.80
.75
Reduce Effort
4
.80
.81
Sleep
3
.80
.85
Take Short Cuts
3
.48
.51
Social Venting
2
.70
.75
Deterioration
4
.80
.79
SWB
12
.53
.50
School Satisfaction
3
.75
Note. School satisfaction is only looked at for Time 1 during the mediator analyses in order to
see its associations with later SWB. SWB= Subjective Well Being.
Descriptive analyses. Descriptive analyses for the variables of interest (i.e., CADS
factors, GPA, SWB, SES, and School Satisfaction) are presented in Table 6. To assess univariate
normality, skewness and kurtosis of the variables were calculated using the data at Time 1 and
Time 2. Most of the variables had normal distribution (skew and kurtosis between -2.0 and +2.0).
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However, two CADS factors (substance use and skip school) had non-normal distributions
(kurtosis > 2.0) across samples and time points.
Changes in Coping Over Time
The researcher conducted 16 repeated measure ANOVAs, one for each coping factor
from the CADS. In each repeated measures ANOVA, the within subjects factor was time with 2levels and the between subjects factor was school with 15-levels. These were conducted to
determine the extent to which each coping factor changed between Time 1 and one year later at
Time 2. School was included as the between subjects factor to control for some students
participating in an intervention program. The pre-test and post-test means for each coping factor
are presented in Table 7. Additionally, the researcher calculated the standardized mean
difference by dividing by the pooled standard deviation. Perusal of Table 7 reveals that there is a
main effect of time that is statistically significant for ten coping factors between the beginning to
the end of freshman year. Frequency of use of coping with academic stress through time and task
management decreased significantly over time, F= 24.116, p <.001. Seek academic support
decreased over time, F= 7.167, p=.01. Spirituality decreased over time, F = 16.052, p <.001.
Athletic diversions decreased over time, F= 9.153, p<.001. Skip school increased over time,
F=24.95, p <.001. Substance use increased over time, F=9.52, p=.002. Reduce effort increased
over time, F=55.38, p <.001. Sleep increased over time, F=10.18, p=.002. Take short cuts
increased over time, F=60.09, p <.001. Social venting increased over time, F=11.17, p=.001.
There was no statistically significant change in frequency of use of cognitive reappraisal, turn to
family, relaxation, social diversions, technology diversions, and deterioration.
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Table 6
Descriptive Statistics for Variables of Interest
Variable
Time and Task Management
Time 1
Time 2
Cognitive Reappraisal
Time 1
Time 2
Seek Academic Support
Time 1
Time 2
Turn to Family
Time 1
Time 2
Spirituality
Time 1
Time 2
Relaxation
Time 1
Time 2
Athletic Diversions
Time 1
Time 2
Social Diversions
Time 1
Time 2
Technology Diversions
Time 1
Time 2
Skip School
Time 1
Time 2
Substance Use
Time 1
Time 2
Reduce Effort
Time 1
Time 2
Sleep
Time 1
Time 2
Take Short Cuts
Time 1
Time 2
Talk with Friends or Family
Time 1
Time 2
Deterioration
Time 1
Time 2
GPA
Subjective Well Being
Time 1 (Early)
Time 2 (Later)
SES
School Satisfaction
Time 1

n

Min.

Max.

M

SD

Skew

Kurt

472
472

1.00
1.00

5.00
5.00

3.37
3.24

0.81
0.79

-0.34
-0.13

-0.33
-0.08

472
472

1.00
1.00

5.00
5.00

3.44
3.51

0.89
0.88

-0.40
-0.44

-0.29
-0.14

472
472

1.00
1.00

5.00
5.00

2.62
2.52

0.83
0.83

0.34
0.50

-0.20
0.18

472
472

1.00
1.00

5.00
5.00

2.91
2.89

1.02
1.04

0.02
0.07

-0.72
-0.75

472
472

1.00
1.00

5.00
5.00

2.28
2.14

1.26
1.24

0.63
0.78

-0.89
-0.60

472
472

1.00
1.00

5.00
5.00

2.98
3.01

0.96
0.96

0.06
0.13

-0.45
-0.53

472
472

1.00
1.00

5.00
5.00

2.92
2.81

1.20
1.21

0.13
0.26

-1.04
-0.98

472
472

1.00
1.00

5.00
5.00

2.95
2.86

1.00
0.91

-0.03
0.17

-0.69
-0.32

472
472

1.00
1.00

5.00
5.00

3.20
3.15

0.92
0.88

-0.20
-0.16

-0.38
-0.28

472
472

1.00
1.00

5.00
5.00

1.37
1.53

0.59
0.77

1.98
1.79

4.72
3.25

472
472

1.00
1.00

3.67
5.00

1.04
1.09

0.20
0.33

7.58
4.36

76.84
20.94

472
472

1.00
1.00

4.75
5.00

1.82
2.05

0.73
0.86

1.10
0.88

1.23
0.37

472
472

1.00
1.00

5.00
5.00

2.52
2.64

1.10
1.20

0.46
0.25

-0.72
-1.05

472
472

1.00
1.00

4.67
4.00

1.75
2.00

0.68
0.75

1.01
0.51

1.13
-0.52

472
472

1.00
1.00

5.00
5.00

2.94
3.08

0.84
0.87

0.01
-0.17

-0.28
-0.41

472
472
472

1.00
1.00
.58

5.00
5.00
4.00

2.77
2.71
3.41

0.85
0.84
0.62

0.08
0.11
-1.35

-0.48
-0.55
1.86

472
472
472

-9.15
-10.01
1.00

2.69
2.75
7.00

-1.94
-2.07
5.03

2.20
2.31
1.24

-0.46
-0.53
-0.61

0.13
0.17
0.15

472

1.00

6.00

4.10

0.89

-0.45

0.38

Note: Skew= Skewness; Kurt.= Kurtosis; SES= Socioeconomic Status; SD= Standard Deviation.
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Table 7
Interaction Between Each Coping Factor and Time
Factor

M
Time 1
Time 2
TATM
3.40
3.20
Cognitive Reappraisal
3.43
3.49
Seek Academic Support
2.61
2.51
Turn to Family
2.91
2.87
Spirituality
2.27
2.13
Relaxation
2.97
2.98
Athletic Diversions
2.91
2.79
Social Diversions
2.95
2.88
Technology Diversions
3.20
3.16
Skip School
1.38
1.54
Substance Use
1.05
1.10
Reduce Effort
1.81
2.06
Sleep
2.52
2.68
Take Short Cuts
1.75
2.00
Social Venting
2.94
3.07
Deterioration
2.74
2.72
Note: TATM= Time and Task Management.
*p < .05. **p < .01.

F
24.12
3.70
7.17
0.85
16.05
0.05
9.51
2.76
1.47
24.95
9.52
55.38
10.18
60.09
11.17
0.47

p

d

<.001
.076
.008**
.356
<.001
.822
.002**
.097
.226
<.001
.002**
<.001
.002**
<.001
.001**
.493

0.25
0.06
0.12
0.03
0.11
0.01
0.10
0.07
0.04
0.23
0.17
0.31
0.14
0.35
0.15
0.02

Correlation Analyses
To determine the relationships between the coping factors at Time 1 and later subjective
well-being, the researcher conducted correlational analyses. A full correlation matrix of all of the
variables of interest in this study is located in Appendix I. When specifically examining each
coping factor at Time 1 and later subjective well-being, there were small to moderate positive
correlations (r=.10 to .31, p < .05) between later SWB and initial: time and task management,
cognitive reappraisal, seek academic support, turn to family, spirituality, relaxation, athletic
diversions, and social diversions. There were small to moderate negative correlations (r=-.07 to .36, p < .05) between SWB and technology diversions, skip school, reduce effort on schoolwork,
take short cuts, social venting, and deterioration. These analyses demonstrated that the coping
factor of deterioration had the strongest relationship with later SWB, (r=-.36, p < .01). There
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were two coping factors that did not yield statistically significant correlations with later SWB:
substance use and sleep.
Multiple Regression
To determine which coping factors at Time 1 uniquely predicted later subjective wellbeing, the researcher conducted a multiple regression. First, the assumptions of all of the factors
were checked to ensure there were no violations. Visual analyses of plotted residuals were
examined in order to look at standardized residuals as a function of predicted values. Those plots
showed no evidence of non-linearity or heteroscedasticity, indicating that no violations occurred.
Levene’s test indicated that there was no heterogeneity of variance. Because of the large sample
size, robustness was assumed. As seen previously in Table 6, skewness and kurtosis were
approximately normal. In terms of multicollinearity among the predictor variables, there were no
relationships that were excessively predictive of each other, as can be seen in the correlation
matrix in Appendix I. In summary, no assumptions were violated and the data set was considered
fit for analyses.
For the multiple regression, variables entered as predictors were each of the sixteen
coping factors of Time 1. The outcome variable was later SWB. School program was dummy
coded as a categorical variable and included as a covariate in the regression. Early SWB was also
included as a covariate. Results are presented in Table 8.
While not directly related to the question of interest, there were some differences between
schools and the average level of well-being. In particular, School 4 seems to be a bit lower than
the average school in terms of later subjective well-being of students. There were three coping
factors that were found to have a significant relationship with later subjective well-being: turn to
family, spirituality, and social venting. After controlling for school and earlier subjective well-
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being, higher levels of turning to family to cope with academic stress positively predicted later
SWB, b = .22, t =2.33, p < .05. Higher levels of coping through spirituality positively predicted
later SWB, b = 14, t = 2.08, p <. 05. In contrast, responding to academic stress by social venting
negatively predicted later SWB, b = .26, t = -2.31, p <. 05.
Moderating Effects of SES
The researcher conducted moderator analyses in order to identify whether the relationship
between the coping factors that uniquely predicted later SWB (social venting, turn to family, and
spirituality) and later SWB were moderated by socioeconomic status (SES), when controlling for
school program and early SWB. The variable of SES was examined as a continuous variable.
When examining the moderating relationship between SES within turn to family and later
SWB, there are some differences between schools and the average level of well-being. An alpha
level of .05 was used to determine statistical significance in Table 9. Beta weights and t-values
were examined to determine the relative importance of the predictor variable, moderator
variable, and covariates. As displayed in Table 9, School 10 seems to be a bit lower than the
average school in terms of the well-being of students at Time 2.
The interaction terms were calculated from the cross-product between the predictor
variable and the moderator variable. In this question, the interaction with SES was not
statistically significant, as there is no evidence that the relationship of turning to family and later
SWB is moderated by SES. This can be gleaned from the interaction term TurntoFamily*SES
where B = .01, t =.09, p = .92.
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Table 8
Multiple Regression for Relationship Between Time 1 Coping and Later SWB
Parameter

B

SE

t

p

95% CI
LL

UL

Time and Task Management

.15

.15

1.00

.32

-.14

.44

Cognitive Reappraisal

.00

.12

.01

.99

-.24

.24

Seek Academic Support

-.15

.12

-1.24

.21

-.39

.09

Turn to Family

.22

.09

2.33

.02*

.03

.40

Spirituality

.14

.07

2.08

.04*

.01

.28

Relaxation

-.07

.10

-.74

.46

-.27

.12

Athletic Diversions

-.01

.08

-.17

.86

-.17

.14

.06

.11

.54

.59

-.15

.27

Technology Diversions

-.13

.10

-1.35

.18

-.32

.06

Skip School

-.26

.15

-1.78

.08

-.55

.03

Substance Use

.41

.41

.99

.32

-.40

1.23

Reduce Effort

Social Diversions

-.08

.15

-.52

.60

-.37

.22

Sleep

.07

.08

.84

.40

-.09

.23

Take Short Cuts

.09

.15

.60

.55

-.20

.38

Social Venting

-.26

.11

-2.31

.02*

-.48

-.04

Deterioration

-.15

.12

-1.28

.20

-.39

.08

.63

.05

12.98

<.001

.53

.72

School 1

.03

.35

.07

.94

-.66

.71

School 2

-.10

.40

-.26

.80

-.90

.69

School 3

-.19

.47

-.41

.68

-1.10

.72

School 4

-.88

.41

-2.16

.03*

-1.69

-.08

School 5

-.33

.43

-.77

.44

-1.17

.51

School 6

.16

.36

.46

.65

-.54

.86

School 7

.07

.39

.18

.86

-.70

.84

School 8

.04

.47

.09

.93

-.88

.96

School 9

-.20

.34

-.50

.62

-.98

.58

School 10

-.64

.41

-1.57

.12

-1.45

.16

School 11

.03

.39

.08

.94

-.73

.79

School 12

-.60

.45

-1.32

.19

-1.48

.29

School 13

-.24

.38

-.62

.54

-.99

.51

School 14

-.26

.44

-.61

.55

-1.12

.59

Early Subjective Well-Being

Note: CI= confidence interval; LL= lower limit; UL=upper limit. School 15 was the reference
category.
*p < .05. **p < .01.
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Table 9
SES Moderator Results for Relationship Between Turn to Family and Later SWB
Parameter

B

SE

t

p

95% CI
LL
UL

Intercept

-.69

.75

-.93

.36

-2.17

.78

SES

-.08

.30

-.25

.80

-.67

.52

School 1

-.11

.34

-.31

.75

-.78

.56

School 2

-.18

.40

-.45

.66

-.97

.61

School 3

-.29

.46

-.63

.53

-1.20

.62

School 4

-.78

.41

-1.92

.06

-1.59

.02

School 5

-.49

.43

-1.13

.26

-1.34

.36

School 6

.17

.36

.48

.63

-.53

.87

School 7

-.02

.38

-.04

.97

-.77

.74

School 8

-.18

.46

-.38

.70

-1.08

.73

School 9

-.29

.40

-.72

.47

-1.06

.49

School 10

-.88

.41

-2.13

.03*

-1.69

-.07

School 11

-.09

.39

-.24

.81

-.85

.67

School 12

-.50

.45

-1.12

.27

-1.38

.38

School 13

-.42

.38

-1.13

.26

-1.17

.32

School 14

-.28

.44

-.64

.52

-1.14

.58

Early SWB

.70

.04

17.63

<.001

.62

.78

Turn to Family

.11

.22

.51

.61

-.32

.54

Turn to Family *SES

.01

.10

.09

.92

-.18

.20

Note: SWB= subjective well-being; SES= Socioeconomic Status; CI= confidence interval; LL=
lower limit; UL=upper limit. School 15 was the reference category.
*p < .05. **p < .01.
Additionally, the interaction between social venting and SES was not found to be
statistically significant, as there is no evidence that the relationship of social venting and later
SWB is moderated by SES. This can be gleaned from the interaction term SocialVenting*SES,
where B = .08, t =.64, p =.52. As demonstrated in Table 10, School 10 again seems to be a bit
lower than the average school in terms of later subjective well-being of students at Time 2.
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Table 10
SES Moderator Results for Relationship Between Social Venting and Later SWB
Parameter

B

SE

t

p

95% CI

LL
UL
Intercept
.83
.87
.95
.34
-.88
2.54
SES
-.27
.37
-.72
.47
-.10
.46
School 1
-.07
.34
-.19
.85
-.73
.60
School 2
-.11
.40
-.28
.78
-.90
.67
School 3
-.28
.46
-.60
.55
-1.18
.63
School 4
-.79
.41
-1.95
.05
-1.59
.01
School 5
-.38
.43
-.89
.38
-1.22
.47
School 6
.19
.35
.53
.60
-.51
.89
School 7
.01
.38
.03
.98
-.74
.76
School 8
-.09
.46
-.19
.85
-.99
.82
School 9
-.32
.40
-.81
.42
-1.10
.46
School 10
-.93
.41
-2.27
.02*
-1.73
-.13
School 11
-.14
.38
-.37
.71
-.89
.61
School 12
-.49
.45
-1.11
.27
-1.40
.38
School 13
-.40
.38
-1.07
.29
-1.14
.34
School 14
-.35
.44
-.80
.43
-1.20
.51
Early SWB
.72
.04
19.87
<.001
.65
.79
Soc Ven
-.40
.27
-1.50
.13
-.92
.12
Soc Ven*SES
.08
.12
.64
.52
-.16
.31
Note: SES= Socioeconomic Status; SWB= Subjective Well-Being; CI= confidence interval; LL=
lower limit; UL=upper limit; Soc Ven.= Social Venting. School 15 was the reference category.
*p < .05. **p < .01.
Finally, as demonstrated in Table 11, the interaction between spirituality and SES is not
statistically significant, as there is no evidence that the relationship of turning to family and later
SWB is moderated by SES. This can be seen through the interaction term Spir*SES, where B =
.02, t =.28, p =.78, using an alpha level of .05 to determine statistical significance. Additionally,
School 4 seems to be a bit lower than the average school in terms of the well-being of students at
Time 2. After a review of the findings associated with the interaction terms, the researcher
concluded that none of these three coping factors were moderated by SES.
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Table 11
SES Moderator Results for Relationship Between Spirituality and Later SWB
Parameter

Intercept

B

-.60

SE

.57

t

-1.06

p

.29

95% CI
LL

UL

-1.72

.52

SES
-.11
.22
-.49
.63
-.53
.32
School 1
-.05
.34
-.13
.89
-.71
.62
School 2
-.16
.40
-.39
.70
-.95
.64
School 3
-.38
.46
-.83
.41
-1.29
.53
School 4
-.82
.41
-2.02
.04*
-1.63
-.02
School 5
-.46
.43
-1.06
.29
-1.30
.39
School 6
.17
.36
.47
.64
-.53
.86
School 7
-.12
.39
-.30
.77
-.88
.64
School 8
-.06
.46
-.13
.90
-.97
.85
School 9
-.26
.40
-.66
.51
-1.04
.52
School 10
-.83
.41
-2.01
.05
-1.63
-.02
School 11
-.05
.39
-.12
.90
-.81
.71
School 12
-.43
.45
-.97
.33
-1.31
.45
School 13
-.39
.38
-1.04
.30
-1.13
.35
School 14
-.28
.44
-.65
.52
-1.14
.58
Early SWB
.71
.04
19.03
<.001
.63
.78
Spirituality
.11
.19
.58
.56
-.26
.48
Spir*SES
.02
.08
.28
.78
-.14
.18
Note: SES= Socioeconomic Status; SWB= Subjective Well-Being; CI= confidence interval; LL=
lower limit; UL=upper limit; Spir*SES= interaction factor between spirituality and SES. School
15 was the reference category.
*p < .05. **p < .01.
Results of Path Models
The researcher conducted path analyses in order to identify whether the relationship
between the coping factors that were found to uniquely predict later SWB (social venting, turn to
family, and spirituality) were mediated by 1) GPA or 2) School Satisfaction. A total of six
models will be presented, three for each construct. The researcher controlled for the 15 different
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school programs and early SWB in these models. See Appendices J-O for the standardized path
coefficients for each full model. Because the model is saturated, fit was considered perfect.
GPA as a mediator between social venting and SWB. As depicted in Figure 4, social
venting was significantly associated with lower SWB at a later time point (β=-.10, p<.05,
SE=.03). Additionally, GPA was significantly associated with greater SWB at a later time point
(β =11, p<.05, SE=.03). As well, early SWB was significantly associated with later SWB (β
=.68, p<.05, SE=.03). However, social venting was not significantly associated with GPA. As
can be seen through the R2, the model predicted 12% of the variance in GPA and 50% of the
variance in later SWB. Throughout these models, the indirect effect was obtained through the
multiplication of the standardized coefficients of the two upper paths (Path 1: Coping Factor to
GPA; Path 2: GPA to Later SWB). GPA did not act as a mediator between social venting and
later SWB, as can be calculated through an insignificant indirect effect, β =.006, p > .05.
GPA as a mediator between turn to family and SWB. As depicted in Figure 5, turn to
family was not significantly associated with later SWB. However, early SWB was significantly
associated with later SWB (β =.66, p<.05, SE=.03). Additionally, GPA was significantly
associated with greater SWB at a later time point (β =.09, p<.05, SE=.04), and turn to family
was associated with higher GPA (β =.11, p<.05, SE=.05). The model predicted 13% of the
variance in GPA and 49% of the variance in later SWB. GPA did not act as a mediator between
turn to family and later SWB, as seen through an insignificant indirect effect, β = .01, p > .05.
GPA as a mediator between spirituality and SWB. As depicted by Figure 6,
spirituality was significantly associated with higher SWB at a later time point (β =.09, p<.05,
SE=.03). Additionally, GPA was significantly associated with greater SWB at the second time
point (β =.10, p<.05, SE=.03). However, spirituality had no relationship with GPA. Early SWB
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was associated with later SWB (β =.66, p<.05, SE=.03). The model predicted 12% of the
variance in GPA and 49% of the variance in later SWB. GPA did not act as a mediator between
spirituality and later SWB, as seen through an insignificant indirect effect, β = -.001, p > .05.
Figure 4
Relationships between Social Venting, GPA, and SWB

Note: The structural equation model predicts later SWB from the usage of the coping strategy of
social venting, with mediating effects of GPA. Statistics are standardized regression coefficients.
R2 refers to the proportion of variance accounted for by the model. The double headed arrow is
labeled with the standardized covariance. School indicator variables, although not shown here,
were part of the model. The path coefficients from the school indicator variables are listed in
Appendix J. T1 = Time 1, T2 = Time 2.
*p < .05. **p < .01.
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Figure 5
Relationships between Turn to Family, GPA, and SWB

Note: The structural equation model predicts later SWB from the usage of the coping strategy of
turn to family, with mediating effects of GPA. Statistics are standardized regression coefficients.
The double headed arrow is labeled with the standardized covariance. School indicator variables,
although not shown here, were part of the model. The path coefficients from the school indicator
variables are listed in Appendix K. T1 = Time 1, T2 = Time 2.
*p < .05. **p < .01.
Figure 6
Relationships between Spirituality, GPA, and SWB

Note: The structural equation model predicts later SWB from the usage of the coping strategy of
spirituality, with mediating effects of GPA. Statistics are standardized regression coefficients.
The double headed arrow is labeled with the standardized covariance. School indicator variables,
although not shown here, were part of the model. The path coefficients from the school indicator
variables are listed in Appendix L. T1 = Time 1, T2 = Time 2.
*p < .05. **p < .01.
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School satisfaction as a mediator between social venting and SWB. As depicted by
Figure 7, school satisfaction was significantly associated with greater SWB at a later time point
(β =.34, p<.05, SE=.04). Additionally, social venting was significantly associated with later
SWB (β =-.07, p<.05, SE=.03). Early SWB was associated with school satisfaction (β =.45,
p<.05) and later SWB (β =.53, p<.05, SE=.03). Social venting was not significantly related to
school satisfaction. The model predicted 27% of the variance in school satisfaction and 57% of
the variance in later SWB. School satisfaction did not act as a mediator between social venting
and later SWB, as seen through an insignificant indirect effect, β = -.02, p > .05.
Figure 7
Relationships between Social Venting, School Satisfaction, and SWB

Note: The structural equation model predicts later SWB from the usage of the coping strategy of
social venting, with mediating effects of School Satisfaction. Statistics are standardized
regression coefficients. The double headed arrow is labeled with the standardized covariance.
School indicator variables, although not shown here, were part of the model. The path
coefficients from the school indicator variables are listed in Appendix M. T1 = Time 1, T2 =
Time 2.
*p < .05. **p < .01.
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School satisfaction as a mediator between turn to family and SWB. As depicted by
Figure 8, school satisfaction was significantly associated with greater SWB at a later time point
(β =.81, p<.05, SE=.08). However, turn to family was not significantly associated with later
SWB or school satisfaction. Early SWB was associated with school satisfaction (β =.20, p<.05,
SE=.02) and later SWB (β =.53, p<.05, SE=.034). The model predicted 27% of the variance in
school satisfaction and 57% of the variance in later SWB. School satisfaction did not act as a
mediator between turn to family and later SWB, as seen through an insignificant indirect effect,
β = .008, p > .05.
Figure 8
Relationships between Turn to Family, School Satisfaction, and SWB

Note: The structural equation model predicts later SWB from the usage of the coping strategy of
turn to family, with mediating effects of school satisfaction. Statistics are standardized regression
coefficients. The double headed arrow is labeled with the standardized covariance. School
indicator variables, although not shown here, were part of the model. The path coefficients from
the school indicator variables are listed in Appendix N. T1 = Time 1, T2 = Time 2.
*p < .05. **p < .01.
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School satisfaction as a mediator between spirituality and SWB. As depicted in
Figure 9, school satisfaction was significantly associated with greater SWB at a later time point
(β =.34, p<.05, SE=.04). However, spirituality was not significantly associated with later SWB
or with school satisfaction. Early SWB was associated with school satisfaction (β =.52, p<.05,
SE=.03) and later SWB (β =.44, p<.05, SE=.04). The model predicted 27% of the variance in
School Satisfaction and 57% of the variance in later SWB. School satisfaction did not act as a
mediator between spirituality and later SWB, as seen through an insignificant indirect effect, β =
.03, p > .05.
Figure 9
Relationships between Spirituality, School Satisfaction, and SWB

Note: The structural equation model predicts later SWB from the usage of the coping strategy of
spirituality, with mediating effects of school satisfaction. Statistics are standardized regression
coefficients. The double headed arrow is labeled with the standardized covariance. School
indicator variables, although not shown here, were part of the model. The path coefficients from
the school indicator variables are listed in Appendix O. T1 = Time 1, T2 = Time 2.
*p < .05. **p < .01.
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Summary of Findings
In sum, findings from these analyses indicated the changes in coping factors (i.e.,
frequency of use of various strategies to respond to academic stressors) for ninth grade students
in accelerated curricula between the beginning of freshman year and the end of the freshman
year. Results indicated that the factors of time and task management, seeking academic support,
turning to spirituality, and engaging in athletic diversions decreased over time, whereas skipping
school, substance use, reducing effort, sleeping, taking short cuts, and social venting increased
over time. Additionally, there were positive correlations between later subjective well-being and
the Time 1 factors of time and task management, cognitive reappraisal, seeking academic
support, turning to family, spirituality, relaxation, engaging in athletic diversions, and engaging
in social diversions, whereas there were negative correlations between subjective well-being and
engaging in technology diversions, skipping school, reducing effort on schoolwork, taking short
cuts, social venting, and deterioration. There were three coping factors that were found to have a
statistically significant predictive relationship with subjective well-being: turn to family,
spirituality, and social venting. The researcher found that SES did not moderate the relationship
between these significant coping factors and subjective well-being, nor did school satisfaction or
GPA serve as mediators within these relationships.
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Chapter V:
Discussion
Overview
The purposes of the current study were to examine the coping factors (also known as
ways of coping, or coping strategies) used by high school students in accelerated academic
programs, as well as to investigate the extent to which use of various ways of coping to
effectively deal with academic stress predict later subjective well-being. The coping strategies
that were found to significantly predict subjective well-being were then examined more closely,
in order to see whether family economic state (i.e., SES) moderated the association between
coping and subjective well-being, and whether school satisfaction or academic achievement
(GPA) mediated the associations between various ways of coping and subjective well-being.
This chapter summarizes the results of all analyses conducted in this study, as well as presents
the key findings alongside the existing research literature. Then, the implications of these
findings for key stakeholders in the educational system are presented. Finally, the chapter
presents the study’s limitations and areas for future research.
Changes in coping over time. The purpose of the first research question was to
investigate the differences in the ways that students’ cope with academic stress from the
beginning of freshman year to the end of freshman year. It was hypothesized that the strategies
that AP and IB students used to manage their academic stress would change between Time 1 and
Time 2, and it was expected that age related trends would vary depending on the specific
behavioral style. Based on prior research within a similar population of high achieving students
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(e.g., Hearon, 2015), this researcher expected to find a significant increase in the frequency of
the coping behaviors that involved: substance use, reducing effort on schoolwork, skipping
school, and sleeping.
As hypothesized, the average levels of coping behaviors varied over time. Specifically,
frequency of use of time and task management, seeking academic support, spirituality, and
engaging in athletic diversions to manage academic stress decreased over time. At the same time,
coping with academic stress by utilizing strategies that include skipping school, substance use,
reducing effort on schoolwork, sleeping, taking short cuts, and social venting increased over
time, which were consistent with Hearon’s (2015) findings. Interestingly, coping by use of the
strategies of skipping school, substance use, reducing effort on schoolwork, sleeping, and taking
short cuts factors are categorized in the literature as avoidant, and generally ineffective. It is
possible that these strategies reflect the academic burnout of high-achieving students. Academic
burnout increases with age and hits peak levels of inefficacy and exhaustion between 9th grade to
10th grade (Lee et al., 2013). For instance, the strategy of social venting, which is categorized as
rumination coping, is reflected in the demonstration of negative emotions such as getting mad,
irritated, frustrated, or annoyed. Researchers have demonstrated that when students face
academic burnout, they often have an increase in negative emotions (Tuominen-Soini &
Salmela-Aro, 2014). Given that 9th graders often increase in their levels of academic burnout, it
is understandable that the levels of social venting as a stress response would also increase. It is
also important to acknowledge the context of the school year as well. It is possible that changes
in levels of coping could be somewhat related to changes in the nature of stressors encountered
over the school year. Students may experience different primary sources of stress at the first time
point (e.g., navigating new building, peers, and teachers) as compared with the end of the school
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year (e.g., preparing for final exams). That being said, the measure assessed students’ ways of
coping and should encapsulate the overall way that students cope with stress, regardless of the
time of year.
Relationship between coping factors and SWB. The purpose of the second and third
research questions were to examine the relationships between the ways students coped with
academic stress and their subsequent subjective well-being. It was hypothesized that students
who use coping styles that are traditionally viewed as more effective (approach/problemfocused) would have higher subjective well-being, and students who use coping styles that are
categorized as being ineffective (avoidance/rumination) would have lower life satisfaction
(MacCann et al., 2012).
As hypothesized, there were positive correlations between students’ later subjective wellbeing and using the coping strategies of time and task management, cognitive reappraisal,
seeking academic support, turning to family, spirituality, relaxation, engaging in athletic
diversions, and engaging in social diversions. Suldo et al. (2018)’s prior research with 9-12th
grade AP and IB students supports these findings by demonstrating that factors classified as
approach/problem focused (time and task management, cognitive reappraisal, seeking academic
support, spirituality, and relaxation) and factors classified as diversions coping (engaging in
athletic diversions or engaging in social diversions) are associated with better mental health (i.e.,
higher levels of life satisfaction and lower levels of psychopathology).
In the sample of ninth grade students examined in this study, there was a negative
relationship found between students’ later subjective well-being and the frequency with which
they coped with academic stress by engaging in the strategies of technology diversions, skipping
school, reducing effort on schoolwork, taking short cuts, social venting, and deterioration. Suldo
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et al. (2018) classified the strategies of skipping school, reducing effort on schoolwork, and
taking short cuts within avoidance coping. These were associated with worse mental health and
viewed as generally ineffective. The coping style of deterioration, which was one of two coping
styles categorized within the rumination category, co-occurred with worse mental health.
Interestingly, Suldo et al. (2018) found that coping with academic stress through engaging in
diversions (a combined factor which included participating in athletics, social, and technology
diversions in response to stressors) was associated with better mental health. This finding is
discrepant from this study’s finding of technology diversions being related to lower subjective
well-being in the cross-sectional analyses. It is important to note that Suldo et al. (2018)’s study
examined 9th-12th graders while the present study looked only at 9th graders. That being said, the
negative relationship between using technology and subjective well-being has been documented
elsewhere in the literature (Huang, 2010; Kross et al. 2013), with researchers demonstrating that
the students’ happiness decreased as they increased in their usage of Facebook or the internet.
However, it is important to note that in these cases, students were using technology as a
behavioral choice as opposed to a way of coping with stressors. One potential explanation for the
discrepancy between this current study’s finding and Suldo et al. (2018)’s finding is that digital
media use has increased considerably over the last several years, with high school students more
than doubling their digital use from 2006 to 2012 (Twenge et al., 2019). Given the research
presented previously and the discrepancies between the studies presented, it is justifiable that the
increased usage of social media over time could now be seen as having detrimental effects on
subjective well-being. Most importantly, Suldo et al. (2018)’s study did not examine technology
diversions separately from other forms of diversions coping which may account for the
differences found. Of note, Suldo et al. (2015)’s study examined coping by use of technology
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diversions separately and found that more frequent use of this coping style was correlated with
lower life satisfaction, which is consistent with the findings of this study and in the literature.
Predictors of Later SWB. There were only three ways of coping that were found to
significantly predict later subjective well-being. The researcher found that responding to
academic stress by turning to family or using spirituality predicted greater SWB at the end of the
school year, whereas coping with stress through the use of social venting predicted lower SWB
at the end of the school year. These conclusions are consistent with Suldo et al. (2018)’s findings
of approach oriented factors (turning to family, spirituality) being associated with greater
concurrent subjective well-being, and rumination factors (social venting) being associated with
lower subjective well-being. Similarly, Hearon (2015) found that students who more frequently
relied on turning to family were more likely to report high life satisfaction, and those who relied
on social venting (to peers) were less likely to report high life satisfaction, both of which mimic
the findings in this study.
Turning to family as a way of coping with academic stress involves talking about a
problem with family or spending time with family. It is conceptualized as effective and
associated with increased mental health (Amirkhan & Auyeung, 2007). According to Suldo et al.
(2015), turning to family is conceptualized as support-seeking. Roohafza et al. (2014) found that
perceived social support, especially family social support, is a strong protective factor against
depression and anxiety. Stice et al. (2004) found that deficits in parental support, but not in peer
support, predicted increases in depression symptoms. One possible explanation for family social
support serving as a stronger protective factor is that parental support is often more consistent
than peer support. Another possible explanation is that compared to peers, parents may be able to
draw on more life experiences to provide greater instrumental support (Stice et al., 2004).
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Parental support has been shown to lead to increases in students’ individual development and
students’ resilience, as well as being positively related to adolescent self-esteem (Tian et al.,
2018). Finally, family members may provide a safe space for the student to explore lots of
different solutions to their problems. Therefore, the finding that coping by turning to family was
predictive of greater subjective well-being at a later timepoint further extends the understanding
of protective ways of coping against academic stress.
The coping strategy of spirituality was also found to significantly predict subjective wellbeing. When looking more closely into how coping with stress through the use of spirituality can
play a role in a person’s well-being, it can be beneficial to look into the benefits of increasing
spirituality throughout one’s life. For example, spirituality has been previously described as a
core character strength that leads to thriving and serves as an anchor for socio-emotional
adjustment (Kor et al., 2019). Researchers have found that when measured longitudinally, greater
levels of spirituality predict greater life satisfaction and positive emotions (Kor et al., 2019).
Spirituality has also been shown to be a source of optimism and hope during difficult times
(Marques et al., 2013), which may be uniquely helpful for high-achieving adolescents in 9th
grade facing an increasingly difficult academic workload and academic burnout. A student who
is able to hold onto hope that they will make it through all of their academic demands and finish
the school year strong may have greater subjective well-being and greater mental health.
Additionally, having a strong sense of spirituality has been found to predict lower risk for
substance use (Ritt-Olson et al., 2004). Given that this study has found that substance use
increases from the beginning of freshman year to the end of freshman year, it is possible that
spirituality could be a protective factor for students against substance use.
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Responding to academic stress by coping through social venting involves venting to
others—friends and classmates in particular—to get the mind off of a problem. It was
hypothesized to be associated with lower subjective well-being based on previous research
(Suldo et al., 2018), and this hypothesis was upheld in this current study. Social venting is a form
of rumination, which involves a person focusing on the negative aspects of a problem and
staying in a negative state of mind. Researchers have demonstrated that adolescents who
ruminate tend to engage in less frequent problem-solving (Waller et al., 2014). Given that
problem-focused coping is associated with increased subjective well-being, it is not surprising
that a student that uses a way of coping that is associated with lower amounts of problem-solving
would therefore also have lower subjective well-being. Suldo et al. (2018) found that while
rumination coping (in which social venting is classified) was associated with lower SWB, in
multivariate regression analyses it was also associated with increased academic achievement,
such as greater grades or AP/IB test scores. While this study did not examine the impact of social
venting on academic achievement, Suldo et al. (2018)’s results are important to bear in mind for
future research and to consider the nuances in the extent to which social venting may be
considered effective for a given student in consideration of their prioritized outcome(s).
Moderating effects of SES. Socioeconomic status was examined as a construct that
could influence the relationship between three highly salient coping strategies—spirituality,
turning to family, and social venting—and later subjective well-being. The researcher
hypothesized that students’ socioeconomic status would play a role in the extent to which these
coping strategies predicted subjective well-being. Within the literature, SES has been shown to
influence life satisfaction, with lower income children being less likely to report greater life
satisfaction compared with children whose family income was higher (Bannink et al., 2016).
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Additionally, Ash and Huebner (2001) found a significant relationship between adolescents’ life
satisfaction and SES status, where lower income students had lower life satisfaction. In regard to
coping and SES, Jiang et al. (2018) found that having a lower SES predicted less frequent coping
by reaching out to social supports. Unfortunately, the literature on SES and other ways of coping
is sparse, and there is no current research examining the role that family economic state has
between the coping strategies of turning to family, spirituality, or social venting and later
subjective well-being. More specifically, there is no research that has examined SES as a
moderator within the relationship between individual ways of coping and SWB. Findings from
this study did not support SES as a moderator within this relationship. As a result, this means
that within the current sample, the significant associations between the use of highly salient
coping strategies (turning to family, spirituality, or social venting) at the beginning of the year
and later subjective well-being at the end of the year were similar in magnitude and direction for
students of different SES levels. Given that there is some research indicating a relationship
between SES and some styles of coping, it is critical to further consider the role that SES may
have on various coping behaviors.
Mediating effects of school satisfaction and GPA. GPA was examined as a mediator
between the three ways of coping that were found to significantly predict SWB (spirituality,
turning to family, and social venting) and subsequent subjective well-being. Within the literature,
higher GPA has been found to predict an increase in life satisfaction (Steinmayr et al., 2016), and
different ways of coping have been found to predict an increase in GPA (Gareau et al., 2019). As
supported by the literature, the researcher found that GPA was significantly associated with
greater SWB at a later time point. The researcher hypothesized that GPA at least partially
mediated the association between these ways of coping and SWB. However, findings from this
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study did not support the role of GPA as a mediator within this relationship. Given that
mediating variables must be linked to both the predictor (in this case, coping) and the outcome
(subjective well-being) variable, the full analyses in this study did not provide support for the
notion that GPA mediated the relationship between specific coping factors and SWB. In other
words, GPA was not found to mediate the relationship between the predictors and SWB. Given
the documented ties between GPA and SWB, as well as GPA and ways of coping, it is critical to
further consider if GPA serves a functional relationship between how students respond to
academic stress and their later mental health.
School satisfaction was also examined as a potential mediator between the three ways of
coping that were found to significantly predict SWB (spirituality, turning to family, and social
venting) and subsequent subjective well-being. School satisfaction is considered one dimension
of subjective well-being (Huebner, 1994). As supported by the literature, the researcher found
that school satisfaction was significantly associated with greater SWB at a later time point.
Evans et al. (2018) demonstrated that students who had more productive ways of coping (using
strategies that were traditionally classified as approach/problem-focused coping) had greater
school satisfaction. Additionally, Jiang et al. (2018) found that school satisfaction was positively
related with two problem-focused coping factors and was negatively related with emotionfocused coping factors. The researcher hypothesized that school satisfaction would serve as a
mediator for the three highly salient coping strategies; turn to family, spirituality, and social
venting. However, findings from this study indicate that school satisfaction was not significantly
associated with the coping styles examined in greater detail. More specifically, the full analyses
in this study did not provide support for the notion that school satisfaction mediated relationships
between specific coping factors and later SWB. Given the documented robust associations
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between school satisfaction and SWB, as well as preliminary support from other studies for
associations between school satisfaction and different forms of coping, it is critical to further
investigate the relationship between school satisfaction and various ways of coping prior to
making a definitive statement regarding the potential functional role of school satisfaction.
Implications for School Psychologists
AP and IB programs are commonplace in most high schools and are frequently offered to
high-achieving students. The number of students taking an AP exam has increased by over 65%
over the last ten years (College Board, 2018b). The number of students participating in IB
programs has increased by 39.3% between 2012 and 2017 (IBO, 2019b). Students who partake
in these programs have a number of successful outcomes. For instance, participating in IB leads
to more opportunities to skip coursework in college, heightened cultural awareness, and a greater
ability to think independently (IBO, 2019a). In addition, IB students are better able to cope in
college with demanding workloads, to manage their time, and to meet curricular expectations
when compared with those not enrolled in the IB curriculum (Conley et al., 2014). Research has
demonstrated that taking AP classes can result in greater college admission chances and offers
financial benefits such as completing a college degree in four years (Hargrove et al., 2008).
Unfortunately, research has demonstrated that students in AP and IB programs experience
significantly higher levels of perceived stress as compared to their peers in general education
(Suldo & Shaunessy, 2013).
This study focused on the ways that students respond to those stressors, in other words
how they cope with academic demands. Findings include that 9th grade students in accelerated
curricula tended to increase in their usage of ineffective coping factors over time (i.e.,
throughout their freshman year) and decrease in their usage of effective coping factors during the
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same time period. School psychologists can use this information and consider that 9th grade
students may be in particular need of universal programming or prevention efforts to learn how
to respond to academic demands by invoking behaviors that are associated with the more
effective coping factors. Support for the importance of such interventions is further emphasized
by the finding that more frequent use of effective coping strategies (those classified within the
approach/problem-focused coping categories) is associated with greater subjective well-being,
and that more frequent use of ineffective coping strategies (avoidance coping) is associated with
lower subjective well-being. School psychologists could provide students with psychoeducation
on different types of coping factors and their outcomes, as well as provide students with
strategies to develop their ability to use effective coping strategies in times of stress. For
instance, in order to encourage time and task management, students could practice prioritizing
tasks, breaking tasks down into smaller steps, and learning how to limit distractions (such as
removing by removing temptations from the workspace). To increase positive thinking, students
could learn how to keep a gratitude journal or learn reframing strategies. To increase relaxation
strategies, students could practice mindfulness in class such as through visual imagery or deep
breathing. To encourage seeking academic support, students could be instructed and implement a
plan of how, when, and what to talk about with teachers and practice sending well-constructed
and respectful emails. Additionally, stakeholders could consider involving older high school
students as mentors and matching them with 9th grade students. These mentors could work with
the younger students and share their firsthand experiences of how they effectively cope with
stress.
Additionally, results from this study demonstrate that responding to academic demands
by coping through turning to family and spirituality significantly predict greater subjective well-
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being at a later time point and coping through social venting significantly predicts lower
subjective well-being at a later time point. As a result, school psychologists could feel confident
in their recommendations that students cope through turning to family and spirituality, as these
were linked to positive outcomes, and provide psychoeducation on the detriments of coping
through social venting. Universal programming could provide information on effective ways
students could communicate with family or ways students could incorporate spirituality into their
life, if that aligns with their way of life. For instance, stakeholders could work with students to
identify specific family individuals to whom they could turn and enact that in a moment of stress
instead of social venting as a behavioral experiment. Students could then reflect upon these
behavioral experiments which could lead to future behavioral change. It is potentially more
challenging to encourage spirituality in a school-based setting due to the necessity of separating
church and state. Students who already turn to spirituality as a means of coping could take time
to identify people in their support system, such as leaders in the spiritual community, who could
assist in times of stress, and consider engaging in this practice more often. School psychologists
should consider consulting with parents, teachers, and administrators of students in accelerated
curricula on how they can provide psychoeducation on effective and ineffective coping factors,
as well as encourage these stakeholders to reinforce ways of coping that can be used to
effectively deal with academic stress, such as through behavioral experiments or mentorship
programs.
Preliminary guidance on interventions that capitalize on such approaches is found in the
Advancing Coping and Engagement (ACE) Program. ACE is a newly developed 12-week socialemotional program developed for AP and IB students in 9th grade, which was developed to be
tailored to the demands faced by AP and IB freshmen in a such a manner that a classroom
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instructor cultivates students’ effective coping strategies (Shaunessy-Dedrick et al., 2021). The
ACE program is designed to instruct students ways to manage the academic demands inherent to
AP and IB coursework, such as through coping with time and task management, positive
thinking, and seeking support from others. In addition to learning how to use specific effective
coping strategies, Suldo et al. (2018b) describes how it may be beneficial for school
psychologists and other stakeholders to educate students on the signs and consequences of stress
so that students can become aware of when they need to use specific ways of coping to handle
distress Additionally, school psychologists can play a role in assisting with students becoming
more engaged at school by helping them form stronger relationships inside of school, such as
with teachers, coaches, and counselors. These stronger relationships may be beneficial for
increasing a student’s trust and willingness to implement more effective coping strategies
suggested by stakeholders.
Contributions to the Literature
This current study contributes to the literature on students in accelerated curricula.
Findings related to coping over time indicate that from the beginning of 9th grade to the end of 9th
grade, students increase in their usage of ways of coping considered ineffective due to
associations with adverse outcomes. Additionally, there was a decrease in frequency of use of
coping behaviors considered effective during the same time period. These trends support the
necessity of implementing prevention programs in schools to target 9th grade students and to
provide them with information on the benefits and how to use more effective coping factors.
Additionally, these students would benefit from having time to practice these strategies in school
and then to rehearse those skills for homework to maintain skill development.
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Importantly, this was also the first longitudinal study examining the impact of different
ways of coping on subjective well-being. The finding that coping responses involving spirituality
significantly predicted greater subjective well-being has implications for educators supporting
AP and IB students. Spirituality tends to be absent in discussions in schools and should be
considered as a way of coping that can seriously impact a students’ socio-emotional development
and may lead to lower substance use. While it is not advisable to encourage all students to turn to
spirituality as a way of coping, students who tend to be spiritual due to personal and family
behaviors may be encouraged to consider how coping through spirituality may be a potential
resource in their repertoire. Further research into the coping strategy of spirituality should be
conducted to investigate how it can be incorporated into the educational system.
The finding that coping responses that involved turning to family significantly predicted
greater subjective well-being underpins the importance of students in accelerated curricula
seeking social support from parents often when faced with academic demands. It may be helpful
for school mental health providers to assist parents and other family members in learning how to
use active listening and open communication with their children in order to increase the quality
of the interactions between family members. It is clear that parents or family members may
provide support or advice that can assist the student in overcoming stressful situations.
Finally, the finding that coping responses involving social venting significantly predicted
lower subjective well-being has implications for educators. In particular, educators may consider
spending time teaching students more effective ways of coping (such as approach focused
coping), in order for students to increase their toolbox of ways to cope with stressful academic
demands. It is important for students to critically consider to whom they turn for support in times
of academic stress—turning to families is more likely to be productive and beneficial than
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turning to peers, for unknown reasons but potentially because of the tendency of classmates to
co-ruminate instead of engaging in problem-solving. This finding further reiterates the need for
9th grade students, parents, and teachers to be provided with psychoeducation on different ways
of coping and their subsequent impact. Students could then be given direct instruction on how to
use different ways of coping to effectively deal with academic stress. For instance, students
could be instructed on how to utilize people in a ‘web of support’ including teachers, peers, and
family members, how to use specific time and task management strategies (e.g., planning,
organization, chunking), or how to implement positive thinking techniques (Suldo et al., 2018b).
It would be helpful for students to be provided with time and support to practice these skills both
in and outside of school in order to solidify generalization to other areas of the students’ life.
Additionally, this was the first investigation of socioeconomic status as a moderator and
school satisfaction and GPA as mediators in the relationship between salient coping factors and
later subjective well-being. The finding that having greater school satisfaction and higher GPA
are associated with greater subjective well-being further implicates the necessity of focusing not
only on educational achievement but also on students’ socio-emotional experience at school. For
instance, key stakeholders could work on fostering greater classroom climate or positive peer
relationships, such as through the encouragement of afterschool activities or setting up peer
mentoring programs. While no significant results were found with either GPA or school
satisfaction impacting salient coping factors and later subjective well-being, this research sets a
foundation in which further research can be conducted in order to see if these constructs may
influence other ways of coping.
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Limitations
There were several potential limitations of this study. First, the sample was limited to
participants who were ninth grade students in AP or IBD programs. This restricts the
generalizability of the results of this study to freshmen in accelerated coursework, although these
results may be applicable to older AP or IB high school students. Given that these data were
measured at only two time points in the students’ ninth grade experience, it is not clear to what
extent these data may be applicable to AB or IB students in later years of high school.
Additionally, the sample was restricted to high school students residing in a single southeastern
state in the U.S., meaning that this sample may not fully represent other U.S. youth enrolled in
AP or IB programs in other states.
A second limitation was the sole reliance on self-report data on coping and subjective
well-being. Research has demonstrated that self-report is not always entirely reliable or accurate,
because students may feel ashamed of being completely honest when talking about themselves
and may change answers to make themselves feel or look better (Van de Mortel, 2008). Future
research should consider using triangulation or external reports, such as from parents and
teachers.
A final limitation was that SES was measured by parental education level (per student
report), which is not a direct measure of the child’s SES status in the same manner that may be
gleaned by knowledge of the family’s annual earned income. However, using this construct as a
reasonable proxy of SES has been supported in the literature (McLaughlin et al., 2012;
Nicholson et al., 2014).
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Summary and Future Directions
In conclusion, this study adds to the literature on adolescents in accelerated curricula by
examining trends in coping responses longitudinally, as well as investigating the influence of
different ways of coping on subsequent mental health, specifically subjective well-being. Results
demonstrate that these high school freshmen tend to increase in their usage of ineffective coping
strategies over time and decrease in their usage of effective coping strategies over time. This
study also established that more frequent use of some of the effective ways of coping—in
particular, turning to spirituality and turning to family—positively predicted subjective wellbeing, whereas responding to academic stress through social venting negatively predicted
subjective well-being. SES did not moderate associations between these salient coping strategies
and SWB; instead, associations between coping and later SWB were present for students of low
to moderate to high SES. Also, school satisfaction and GPA did not mediate the relationship
between these salient coping strategies and SWB; instead, associations between coping had a
direct influence on later SWB.
Given that this study is the first to examine the relationship between these coping
strategies and subjective well-being longitudinally in a sample of grade 9 students in accelerated
courses, further research should attempt to replicate these findings across other populations (such
as students who are not in accelerated curricula) to identify whether the same trends occur.
Examining relationships between coping and subjective well-being across groups of students
with different racial, ethnic, and gender identities may also shed light on issues of diversity,
inclusion, and equity. Additionally, further studies could expand the research by exploring these
trends across 10th through 12th graders, as opposed to simply in ninth grade students. This would
illuminate the changes in coping across a student’s high school trajectory. Additionally, it would
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be beneficial for researchers to conduct studies that experimentally manipulate the coping factors
in order to further explore causal relationships. Of note, the technology diversions coping factor
from the CADS (Suldo et al., 2015) may not assess the most current ways that adolescents use
technology (i.e., through spending time on apps such as Instagram, Snapchat, TikTok) and it
would be beneficial to assess whether is the items within the factor fully and accurately
measuring students’ technology usage. Finally, extended longitudinal studies could examine
these relationships over a longer period of time to investigate how different ways of coping
influence SWB over time.
Future directions in research could involve further exploring conditions under which
coping behaviors predict student success, as well as investigate constructs that may be linked to
coping strategies and subjective well-being. For instance, it is possible that school satisfaction
and academic achievement (GPA) play a role in the associations between coping strategies that
were not explored (those other than social venting, spirituality, or turn to family) and student
outcomes. Additionally, future research could take a person-centered approach in order to
examine individual students’ changes in coping and subjective well-being instead of examining
the variables more broadly across students. In sum, further research could help detect nuances in
the relationships between coping and subjective well-being, within and across individuals.
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Appendix A: Parental Consent Form
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Dear Parent or Guardian:
This letter tells you about a research study that will be done at your child’s school by professors and graduate students
from the University of South Florida (USF). Our goal in doing the study is to evaluate the Advancing Coping and
Engagement (ACE) program. The ACE program is a classroom curriculum designed to teach students evidence-based
strategies for managing stress from their rigorous courses. The ACE program is intended to improve emotional well-being
and academic outcomes among students in Advanced Placement (AP) or International Baccalaureate (IB) courses.
Who We Are: We are USF Professors Shannon Suldo and Elizabeth Shaunessy-Dedrick. Our research team includes
graduate students, school psychologists, and other professors in the USF College of Education. We are doing the
study in cooperation with district and school administrators to ensure the study provides information that will be
helpful to students, teachers, families, and administrators.
Why We are Requesting Your Child’s Participation: This study is part of a project entitled, “Supporting High School
Students in College-Level Classes.” Your child is being asked to participate because he or she is in an AP or IB class.
Why Your Child Should Participate: Schools need evidence-based programs to help high school students navigate the
academic rigor of college-level courses. To address this need we are evaluating the ACE program. The ACE program
was developed to build all AP and IB students’ coping skills and strong connections to their school. We are also
evaluating the usefulness of brief, one-on-one supports (coaching meetings) that are offered in the second half of the
school year to students who may have challenges managing their academic demands. The information that we collect
from students will be used to improve our intervention materials. This process will ensure the program is highly
usable with future AP and IB students. The evaluation will determine the program’s impact on students’ emotional
and academic well-being. Such information helps ensure educators select programs with evidence of promise on
student outcomes. Neither you nor your child will be paid for your child’s participation in the study. However, all
students who participate by completing a packet of surveys on personal well-being, or provide feedback to coaching
meetings, will receive a $10 gift card on each occasion. Also, all students who return this completed form (whether or
not you grant your child permission to participate) will be entered in a drawing for a $50 gift card.
What Participation Requires: Participating schools will be randomly assigned to one of two groups: intervention and
control. Schools in the intervention group will receive support through USF during the 2017-18 school year to deliver
the ACE program to select classes of 9th grade AP/IB students. Mid-way through the year, intervention schools will
examine students’ emotional and academic status through a screening. During this screening, students will complete a
short survey with questions about their current level of stress and feelings about school. It will take students about 5
minutes to complete that survey. Students’ ratings will be considered along with data from students’ school records
(first semester course grades and attendance), and teacher nominations of students who have shown signs of academic
or emotional challenges. Extra support will be offered to students whose screening data indicates signs of challenges
with managing academic demands. That support involves 1-2 meetings with an ACE coach. ACE coaches are from
the USF research team, and are not district staff. Within each 30-60 minute meeting, students describe their values,
goals, and strengths, connecting the targets in the classwide ACE program to their future goals.
Students in the intervention schools who have your permission to participate in the evaluation of these
supports will be asked to provide feedback on the content of the ACE program and, if applicable, the brief coaching
meetings. At the end of each weekly presentation in the classwide ACE program, and at the end of each coaching
meeting, participants in this study will be asked questions about the value and quality of ACE program materials
through the completion of brief rating scales about the content and activities. It will take about 5 minutes to complete
the brief forms, on each occasion. All discussions during individual meetings with ACE coach will be audio recorded
and de-identified (all names removed from audiofiles) for research and training. Consenting for your child to
participate in this project also indicates your consent for your child to be audio recorded.
Schools in the control group will receive the ACE program training and intervention materials for use during
the 2018-19 school year. Students in both the intervention and control groups will be asked to complete a packet of
surveys with questions about their ways of coping with academic stress, feelings about school, and emotional wellbeing (happiness as well as symptoms of emotional or behavioral problems). Surveys also ask about students’
demographic features, including two questions about parents’ educational attainment. Survey packets will be given
near the beginning and end of the school year. Completion of the survey packet is estimated to take about 45 minutes
on each occasion. All activities will be during regular school hours and scheduled to be minimally disruptive to your
child’s academic course schedule. In total, participation will take no more than 2 hours for students in control group
schools or 2-3 hours for students in intervention group schools during the 2017-18 school year.
A final part of participation involves a confidential review of your child’s school records. School/district
employees will provide the USF team with your child’s: demographic details including race/ethnicity, eligibility for
free or reduced-price lunch, identification as an English Language Learner or a student with an exceptionality; district
student ID numbers; achievement and in-school behavior during 2017-18 (attendance and discipline history [number
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of office referrals], class performance [grades earned in each course], scores on end-of-course AP and IB exams).
Confidentiality of Your Child’s Responses: This research is considered to be minimal risk. That means that the risks
associated with this study are the same as what your child faces every day. There are no known additional risks to
those who take part in this study. Your child will receive no benefits by participating in this research study. Your
child’s privacy and research records will be kept confidential to the extent of the law. Authorized research personnel,
employees of the Department of Health and Human Services, the USF Institutional Review Board and its staff, and
other individuals acting on behalf of USF may inspect the records from this research project, but we will not share
your child’s individual responses with school system personnel or anyone other than us and our research assistants.
Your child’s responses during some program activities will be digitally audio recorded, and then assigned a code
number to protect the confidentiality of his or her statements. Only we will have access to the locked file cabinet
stored at USF that will contain all records linking code numbers to participants’ names. All records from the study
will be destroyed in five years. Your child’s specific responses will not be shared with school staff. However, if your
child indicates that he or she intends to harm him or herself or someone else, or if your child’s responses on surveys
or comments during meetings with an ACE coach indicate extreme emotional distress, we will contact district mental
health staff. Those individuals will follow district procedures for ensuring the safety of your child and others and
following-up with parents and guardians about concerns for student well-being.
Please Note: Your decision to allow your child to participate in this research study must be completely voluntary.
You are free to allow your child to participate in this research study or to withdraw him or her at any time. Your child
has the right to withdraw his/her assent or discontinue participation at any time without penalty. Any decision to
participate, not to participate, or to withdraw participation at any point during the study will in no way affect your
child’s student status, his or her grades, or your relationship with your high school, school district, USF, or any other
party. Your child does not have to participate in any part of this research. You or your child have the right to inspect
the survey instruments before they are administered, if a request is made within a reasonable amount of time. The
surveys and directions for administering them will be available at your school prior to the survey administration.
Within the intervention schools, the mid-year screening of student academic and emotional status will not occur
without prior parent notification. That notification form will describe the screening process, and provide instructions
for how to contact the school to opt out your child from the screening if so desired by you or your child.
What We’ll Do With Your Child’s Responses: We plan to use the information from students to further develop and
improve, and determine the effectiveness of, intervention materials intended to support AP and IB students. Results
from data collected during this study may be published. However, the data obtained from your child will be combined
with data from other people in the publication. The published results will not include your child’s name or any other
information that would in any way personally identify your child.
Questions? If you have any questions about this research study, please contact us at (813) 974-2223 (Dr. Suldo) or
(813) 974-7007 (Dr. Shaunessy-Dedrick). If you have questions about your child’s rights as a person who is taking
part in a research study, you may contact a member of The Office of Research Integrity and Compliance at the
University of South Florida at 813-974-5638, and refer to eIRB # 22787.
Want Your Child to Participate? To permit your child to participate in this study, complete the consent form below
(titled “Consent to Take Part in this Research Study”). Have your child return the green paper with the completed
form to his or her designated teacher. Keep the other copy of this letter (printed on gold paper) for your records.
Sincerely,
Shannon Suldo (Professor, School Psychology)
Department of Educational & Psychological Studies

Elizabeth Shaunessy-Dedrick (Professor, Gifted Education)
Department of Teaching and Learning

Consent for Child to Take Part in this Research Study
I freely give my permission to let my child take part in this study. I understand that this is research. I have received a
copy of this letter and consent form for my records.
____________________________________
Printed name of child taking part in the study

________________
Grade level of child

__________________________
High school

_________________________________________
Signature of parent of child taking part in the study

________________________________
Printed name of parent

_____________
Date

(Portion for USF to Complete): Statement of Person Obtaining Informed Consent
I certify that participants have been provided with an informed consent form that has been approved by the University of South
Florida’s Institutional Review Board and that explains the nature, demands, risks, and benefits involved in participating in this
study. I further certify that a phone number has been provided in the event of additional questions.

________________________________
Signature of person obtaining consent

________________________________
Printed name of person obtaining consent
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_____________
Date

Appendix B: Student Assent Form
Study ID:Ame11_Pro00022787 Date Approved: 7/18/2017

Dear Student:
You are being asked to take part in a research study. This study is part of a larger project we are conducting. The goal of
the project is to evaluate the Advancing Coping and Engagement (ACE) program. The ACE program is a classroom
curriculum that teaches students ways to manage stress from classes. ACE is for students in Advanced Placement (AP)
or International Baccalaureate (IB) classes. This program aims to improve students’ academic and emotional well-being.
Who We Are: We are USF Professors Shannon Suldo and Elizabeth Shaunessy-Dedrick. Our research team
includes graduate students and school psychologists in the USF College of Education. We are doing the study with
leaders in your school. That way, the study will provide information that will be helpful to students, teachers,
families, and school leaders.
Why We’re Asking You to Take Part in the Study: This study is part of a project titled, “Supporting High School
Students in College-Level Classes.” You are being asked to take part because you are a student in an AP or IB class.
Why You Should Take Part in the Study: Schools need effective ways to help high school students manage the
demands of college-level courses. To address this need we are evaluating the ACE program. The ACE program was
created to build all AP and IB students’ coping skills and strong connections to their school. We are also examining
the usefulness of extra support—coaching meetings—offered to students who may have challenges managing their
academic demands. We will use the information that we collect from students to improve our materials. The
evaluation will determine the program’s impact on students’ emotional and academic well-being. Please note you
will not be paid for taking part in the study. However, all students who participate by completing a packet of surveys
on personal well-being will receive a $10 gift card on each occasion. Also, students in intervention schools who
provide feedback on coaching meetings will receive a $10 gift card on each occasion. All students who return this
completed form (whether or not you participate) will be entered in a drawing for a $50 gift card.
What Will Happen During This Study: There are four main parts to this research study: (1) program evaluation, (2)
ACE program feedback (3) mid-year screening, and (4) extra support for some students.
Program Evaluation: Schools will be randomly assigned to one of two groups: intervention or control. Students
in both groups will be asked to complete a survey packet asking about how they cope with academic stress,
feelings about school, and emotional well-being. Emotional well-being includes questions about students’
happiness and current symptoms of mental and psychological problems. Students will also be asked to share
their demographic information. Survey packets will be given near the beginning and end of the school year, and
will take about 45 minutes to complete each time. All activities will be during regular school hours. They will be
scheduled to be minimally disruptive to your academic day. You have the right to inspect the evaluation surveys
before they are administered, if a request is made within a reasonable period of time. The surveys and directions
for administering the surveys will be available at your school within a reasonable period of time prior to the
evaluation administration. Participation in this study also involves a confidential review of your school records.
This includes demographics such as, race/ethnicity, eligibility for free or reduced-price lunch, identification as
an English Language Learner or a student with an exceptionality; district student ID numbers; grades and endof-course exam scores, attendance, and discipline history during 2017-18.
Weekly ACE Program Feedback: Schools assigned to the intervention group will receive support through USF
during the 2017-18 school year. During the fall semester, USF ACE team members along with one of your
teachers, will work together to deliver the ACE program to select classes of 9th grade AP/IB students. Students
receiving the ACE Program will be asked to provide feedback on the curriculum content at the end of each
weekly presentation through brief rating scales. Completion of these questions will take about 5 minutes on each
occasion. Schools placed into the control group will receive the ACE program training and intervention
materials for use during the 2018-19 school year.
Mid-Year Screening: In the intervention group schools, the USF team will examine students’ emotional and
academic status through a screening done mid-way through the year. The USF team will look at students first
semester grades, and ask teachers which students may need extra help. Students will complete a short 5-minute
survey with questions about their stress and feelings about school. You have the right to inspect the screening
instruments to be used before the brief survey is administered. The surveys and directions for administering the
surveys will be available at your school within a reasonable period of time prior to the screening.
Extra Support: Extra support will be offered to students whose screening data indicate signs of challenges with
managing academic demands. That support involves 1-2 meetings with an ACE coach. ACE coaches are from
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL AND PSYCHOLOGICAL STUDIES • COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
University of South Florida • 4202 East Fowler Avenue – EDU 105 • Tampa, FL 33620-5650
(813) 974-3246 • FAX (813) 974-5814
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Study ID:Ame11_Pro00022787 Date Approved: 7/18/2017

the USF research team, and are not district staff. Within each 30-60 minute meeting, students describe their
values, strengths, and goals, and plan strategies to achieve their future goals. At the end of each meeting,
students will be asked to provide feedback on the meeting content and usefulness, through completing brief
rating scales. Completion of these questions will take about 5 minutes on each occasion.
In total, participation in research on the ACE program will take no more than 2 hours (control group) to 2 to 3 hours
(intervention group) of your time during the 2017-18 year.
Confidentiality of Your Responses: This research is considered to be minimal risk. That means that the risks
associated with this study are the same as what you face every day. There are no known additional risks to those
who take part in this study. You will receive no benefits by participating in this research study. Your privacy and
research records will be kept confidential to the extent of the law. Authorized research personnel, employees of the
Department of Health and Human Services, the USF Institutional Review Board and its staff, and other individuals
acting on behalf of USF may inspect the records from this research project. But, we will not share your individual
responses with school system personnel or anyone other than us and our research assistants. Your responses during
some program activities will be audio recorded, and then assigned a code number to protect the confidentiality of his
or her statements. Only we will have access to the locked file cabinet stored at USF that will contain all records
linking code numbers to participants’ names. All records from the study will be destroyed in five years. Although
your specific responses will not be shared with school staff, if you indicate that you intend to harm yourself or
someone else, or if your responses on surveys or comments during meetings with an ACE coach indicate extreme
emotional distress, we will contact district mental health counselors to ensure your safety as well as others’ safety.
Please Note: Your involvement in this research study is completely voluntary. By signing this form, you are
agreeing to take part. If you choose not to participate, or if you wish to stop taking part in the study at any time, you
will not be punished in any way. If you choose not to participate, it will not affect your grades or your relationship
with your high school, USF, or anyone else. You do not have to participate in this study.
What We’ll Do With Your Responses: We plan to use the information from this study to further develop and
improve materials for a program created to promote academic success and emotional well-being among AP and IB
students. The results of this study may be published. However, your responses will be combined with responses
from other people in the publication. The published results will not include your name or any other information that
would in any way personally identify you.
Questions? If you have any questions about this study, please raise your hand now or ask us at any time. You may
contact us later at (813) 974-2223 (Dr. Suldo) or (813) 974-7007 (Dr. Shaunessy-Dedrick). If you have questions
about your rights as a person who is taking part in a research study, you may contact a member of the Office of
Research Integrity and Compliance at the University of South Florida at 813-974-5638. Refer to eIRB # 22787.
Sincerely,
Shannon Suldo, Ph.D.
Elizabeth Shaunessy-Dedrick, Ph.D.
Professor of School Psychology
Professor of Gifted Education
Department of Educational and Psychological Studies
Department of Teaching and Learning
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ASSENT TO TAKE PART IN THIS RESEARCH STUDY
I freely give my permission to take part in this study. I understand that this is research. I have received a copy of this
letter and assent form for my records.

_________________________________
Signature of child taking part in the study

________________________
Printed name of child

____________
Date

(Portion for USF to Complete): Statement of Person Obtaining Informed Assent
I certify that participants have been provided with an informed assent form that has been approved by the University of
South Florida’s Institutional Review Board and that explains the nature, demands, risks, and benefits involved in
participating in this study. I further certify that a phone number has been provided in the event of additional questions.
_____________________________
Signature of person obtaining assent

________________________
Printed name of person
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___________
Date

Appendix C: Demographics Form
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Appendix D: Coping with Academic Demands Scale (CADS)*
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Appendix E: Student Life Satisfaction Scale (SLSS)*

*Permission to reprint not needed as measure is free in the public domain.
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Appendix F: 10-Item Positive and Negative Affect Scale for Children (PANAS-C-10)*

*Permission to reprint not needed as measure is free in the public domain.
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Appendix G: SS Subscale of MSLSS*

*Permission to reprint not needed as measure is free in the public domain.
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Appendix H: CITI Certificate
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Appendix I: Correlation Matrix Between Variables of Interest
Table I1
Correlation Matrix Between Variables of Interest
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.

TATM
CogR
SAS
TTF
Spirituality
Relaxation
Ath Div
Soc Div
Tech Div.
Skip School
Sub U
Red Eff
Sleep
Take Short
Social Ven.
Det.
Early SWB
Later SWB
SES
GPA
Sch Sat
TTF*SES
Spir*SES
SocVen*SES

1
1
.59**
.51**
.35**
.25**
.44**
.23**
.12**
-.17**
-.07
-.06
-.45**
.08
-.18**
.18**
-.00
.35**
.28**
.18**
.26**
.43**
.36**
.28**
.24**

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

1
.36**
.35**
.31**
.47**
.26**
.27**
-.04
.04
-.03
-.27**
.15**
.03
.20**
-.02
.38**
.29**
.08
.11*
.40**
.30**
.28**
.17**

1
.39**
.22**
.37**
.29**
.29**
-.16**
.07
.00
-.19**
.17**
.10*
.26**
-.01
.27**
.18**
.10*
.05
.29**
.32**
.22**
.22**

1
.24**
.32**
.20**
.20**
.00
.07
-.07
-.22**
.07
-.04
.25**
-.04
.37**
.31**
.04
.12**
.25**
.67**
.22**
.17**

1
.23**
.21**
.15**
.00
-.01
.01
-.06
.13**
.05
.07
.02
.17**
.20**
.04
.01
.14**
.20**
.80**
.08

1
.14**
.13**
-.08
.06
-.03
-.10*
.18**
.02
.16**
.00
.23**
.15**
.01
-.01
.26**
.21**
.17**
.11*

1
.38**
-.14**
.03
.07
-.05
.10*
.09
.12**
-.09*
.28**
.20**
.14**
-.02
.22
.23**
.19**
.19**

1
.26**
.24**
.08
.16**
.34**
.37**
.41**
.10**
.17**
.10*
-.04
-.12**
.04
.09
.08
.21**

1
.07
.09*
.25**
.18**
.17**
.10*
.20**
-.10*
-.11*
-.11*
-.12**
-.20
-.08**
-.07
-.02

1
.13**
.24**
.32**
.28**
.17**
.17**
-.14**
-.16**
-.09
-.16**
-.16**
-.04
-.05
.02

1
.22**
.11*
.23**
.00
.07
-.12*
-.05
-.06
-.07
-.10*
-.10*
-.04
-.04

1
.26**
.49**
.06
.32**
-.40**
-.31**
-.17**
-.38**
-.46**
-.26**
-.12**
-.08

Note. TTM= Time and Task Management; CogR= Cognitive Reappraisal; SAS= Seek Academic Support; TTF= Turn to Family; Ath
Div= Athletic Diversions; Soc Div= Social Diversions; Tech Div=Technology Diversions; Sub U= Substance Use; Red Eff= Reduce
Effort on Schoolwork; Take Short= Take Short Cuts; Social Ven= Social Venting; Det= Deterioration; SWB= Subjective Well-Being;
Early SWB=August 2017; Late SWB=April 2018; SES=Socioeconomic Status; TTF*SES= Interaction Between Turn to Family and
SES; Spir*Ses= Interaction Between Spirituality and SES; SocVen*SES= Interaction Between Social Venting and SES
N = 472. *p <. 05. **p < 01.
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Appendix I: Correlation Matrix Between Variables of Interest (Cont’d)
Table I1 (Continued)
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.

Sleep
Take Short
Social Ven.
Det.
Early SWB
Later SWB
SES
GPA
Sch Sat
TTF*SES
Spir*SES
SocVen*SES

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

1
.27**
.23**
.24**
-.12*
-.07
-.13**
-.09
-.07
-.05
.00
.04

1
.24**
.25**
-.15**
-.13**
-.11*
-.28**
-21**
-.10*
.00
.06

1
.36**
-.02
-.10*
.03
.04
-.04
.17**
.08
.60**

1
-.45**
-.36**
-.04
-.01
-.36**
-.06
.00
.19**

1
.68**
.16**
.10*
.60**
.35**
.21**
.11*

1
.11*
.15**
.45**
.27**
.21**
.03

1
.16**
.09*
.73**
.56**
.79**

1
.15**
.21**
.09*
.13**

1
.24**
.17**
.04

1
.56**
.67*

1
.49**

Note. Take Short= Take Short Cuts; Social Ven= Social Venting; Det= Deterioration; SWB= Subjective Well-Being; Early
SWB=August 2017; Late SWB=April 2018; SES=Socioeconomic Status; TTF*SES= Interaction Between Turn to Family and SES;
Spir*Ses= Interaction Between Spirituality and SES; SocVen*SES= Interaction Between Social Venting and SES
N = 472. *p <. 05 **p < .01
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Appendix J: Standardized Path Coefficients for Social Venting, GPA, and SWB
Table J1
Standardized Path Coefficients for Social Venting, GPA, and SWB
Path Coefficients SE
t
p
To
From
Later SWB Social Ven -.09
.03
-2.85
.004
Later SWB GPA
.11
.05
3.03
.003
GPA
Social Ven .06
.05
1.41
.16
Later SWB S1
.01
.05
.18
.86
Later SWB S2
.01
.04
.22
.83
Later SWB S3
-.02
.04
-.60
.55
Later SWB S4
-.09
.04
-2.17
.03
Later SWB S5
-.03
.04
-2.17
.03
Later SWB S6
.04
.04
.85
.39
Later SWB S7
.03
.04
.62
.54
Later SWB S8
.00
.04
.10
.92
Later SWB S9
-.04
.04
-.94
.35
Later SWB S10
-.08
.04
-1.89
.06
Later SWB S11
-.00
.04
-.01
.10
Later SWB S12
-.04
.04
-1.01
.31
Later SWB S13
-.03
.04
-.62
.53
Later SWB S14
-.03
.04
-.80
.43
GPA
S1
-.14
.06
-2.40
.02
GPA
S2
-.19
.05
-3.56
.00
GPA
S3
.01
.05
.13
.90
GPA
S4
.05
.05
1.02
.31
GPA
S5
-.01
.05
-.16
.87
GPA
S6
-.12
.06
-2.13
.03
GPA
S7
-.20
.06
-3.65
.0003
GPA
S8
-.10
.05
-1.93
.05
GPA
S9
.07
.05
1.25
.21
GPA
S10
-.15
.05
-2.80
.01
GPA
S11
-.15
.05
-2.21
.03
GPA
S12
-.04
.05
-.77
.44
GPA
S13
-.17
.06
-3.10
.00
GPA
S14
-.01
.05
-.27
.79
Later SWB Early SWB .68
.03
26.38
<.0001
GPA
Early SWB .08
.04
1.91
.06
Note. Social Ven= Social Venting; Early SWB=August 2017; Late SWB=April 2018.
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Appendix K: Standardized Path Coefficients for Turn to Family, GPA, and SWB
Table K1
Standardized Path Coefficients for Turn to Family, GPA, and SWB
Path Coefficients

SE

t

p

To
From
Later SWB TTF
.05
.04
1.34
.18
Later SWB GPA
.09
.04
2.68
.007
GPA
TTF
.11
.05
2.30
.02
Later SWB S1
.00
.05
.01
.99
Later SWB S2
.00
.04
.06
.95
Later SWB S3
-.02
.04
-.64
.52
Later SWB S4
-.08
.04
-2.10
.04
Later SWB S5
-.04
.04
-1.07
.28
Later SWB S6
.03
.04
.78
.44
Later SWB S7
.02
.04
.47
.64
Later SWB S8
-.01
.04
-.14
.89
Later SWB S9
-.04
.04
-.82
.41
Later SWB S10
-.07
.04
-1.80
.07
Later SWB S11
.00
.04
.09
.93
Later SWB S12
-.04
.04
-.99
.32
Later SWB S13
-.03
.04
-.71
.48
Later SWB S14
-.03
.04
-.65
.52
GPA
S1
-.15
.06
-2.48
.01
GPA
S2
-.20
.05
-3.71
.0002
GPA
S3
.01
.05
.20
.84
GPA
S4
.05
.05
1.00
.32
GPA
S5
-.01
.05
-.27
.79
GPA
S6
-.13
.06
-2.28
.02
GPA
S7
-.19
.05
-3.54
.0004
GPA
S8
-.10
.05
-1.92
.05
GPA
S9
.06
.05
1.19
.24
GPA
S10
-.14
.05
-2.69
.007
GPA
S11
-.12
.05
-2.17
.03
GPA
S12
-.05
.05
-.95
.34
GPA
S13
-.17
.05
-3.18
.002
GPA
S14
-.01
.05
-.22
.83
Later SWB Early SWB .66
.03
22.24
<.0001
GPA
Early SWB .04
.05
.85
.39
Note. TTF= Turn to Family; Early SWB=August 2017; Late SWB=April 2018.
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Appendix L: Standardized Path Coefficients for Spirituality, GPA, and SWB
Table L1
Standardized Path Coefficients for Spirituality, GPA, and SWB
Path Coefficients

SE

To
From
Later SWB Spirituality .06
.03
Later SWB GPA
.34
.03
GPA
Spirituality .07
.04
Later SWB S1
-.03
.04
Later SWB S2
.00
.04
Later SWB S3
-.04
.04
Later SWB S4
-.07
.04
Later SWB S5
-.06
.04
Later SWB S6
-.00
.04
Later SWB S7
.01
.04
Later SWB S8
.01
.04
Later SWB S9
-.05
.04
Later SWB S10
-.06
.04
Later SWB S11
-.04
.04
Later SWB S12
.01
.04
Later SWB S13
-.03
.04
Later SWB S14
-.02
.04
GPA
S1
.07
.05
GPA
S2
-.05
.05
GPA
S3
.02
.05
GPA
S4
-.04
.05
GPA
S5
.05
.05
GPA
S6
.07
.05
GPA
S7
-.06
.05
GPA
S8
-.028
.05
GPA
S9
.06
.05
GPA
S10
-.07
.05
GPA
S11
.11
.05
GPA
S12
-.12
.05
GPA
S13
-.03
.05
GPA
S14
.-.017
.05
Later SWB Early SWB .52
.03
GPA
Early SWB .44
.04
Note. Early SWB=August 2017; Late SWB=April 2018.
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t

p

1.92
9.83
1.80
-.73
.09
-1.08
-1.91
-1.61
-.11
.23
.14
-1.20
-1.50
-1.00
.17
-.82
-.58
1.32
-1.08
.45
-.81
1.10
1.40
-1.15
-.62
1.21
-1.54
2.18
-2.68
-.62
-.37
16.17
11.7

.06
<.0001
.07
.47
.92
.28
.06
.11
.92
.82
.89
.23
.13
.32
.87
.41
.56
.19
.28
.65
.42
.27
.16
.25
.54
.23
.12
.03
.007
.54
.71
<.0001
<.0001

Appendix M: Standardized Path Coefficients for Social Venting, SS, and SWB
Table M1
Standardized Path Coefficients for Social Venting, SS, and SWB
Path Coefficients

SE

t

p

To
From
Later SWB Social Ven. -.07
.03
-2.18
.03
Later SWB School Sat. .34
.03
9.85
<.0001
School Sat. Social Ven. -.06
.04
-1.58
.11
Later SWB S1
-.03
.04
-.74
.46
Later SWB S2
.01
.04
.16
.87
Later SWB S3
-.03
.04
-.90
.37
Later SWB S4
-.07
.04
-1.86
.06
Later SWB S5
-.05
.04
-1.46
.14
Later SWB S6
-.00
.04
-.04
.97
Later SWB S7
.02
.04
.53
.60
Later SWB S8
.00
.04
.11
.91
Later SWB S9
-.05
.04
-1.33
.19
Later SWB S10
-.06
.03
-1.71
.09
Later SWB S11
-.05
.04
-1.22
.22
Later SWB S12
.00
.04
.03
.98
Later SWB S13
-.03
.04
-.86
.39
Later SWB S14
-.02
.04
-.69
.49
School Sat. S1
.07
.05
1.29
.20
School Sat. S2
-.05
.05
-1.02
.31
School Sat. S3
.03
.05
.61
.55
School Sat. S4
-.04
.05
-.76
.45
School Sat. S5
.06
.05
1.21
.23
School Sat. S6
.08
.05
1.46
.14
School Sat. S7
-.05
.05
-.90
.37
School Sat. S8
-.03
.04
-.67
.50
School Sat. S9
.05
.05
1.11
.27
School Sat. S10
-.08
.05
-1.73
.08
School Sat. S11
.10
.05
1.99
.046
School Sat. S12
-.13
.05
-2.80
.005
School Sat. S13
-.03
.05
-.66
.51
School Sat. S14
-.02
.05
-.46
.64
Later SWB Early SWB .53
.03
16.78
<.0001
School Sat. Early SWB .45
.04
12.42
<.0001
Note. SS=School Satisfaction, School Sat.= School Satisfaction; Early SWB=August 2017; Late
SWB=April 2018.
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Appendix N: Standardized Path Coefficients for Turn to Family, SS, and SWB
Table N1
Standardized Path Coefficients for Turn to Family, SS, and SWB
Path Coefficients

SE

t

p

To
From
Later SWB TTF
.05
.03
1.62
.11
Later SWB School Sat. .35
.04
10.0
<.0001
School Sat. TTF
.015
.04
.34
.73
Later SWB S1
-.04
.04
-.88
.39
Later SWB S2
.00
.04
.05
.96
Later SWB S3
-.03
.04
-.93
.35
Later SWB S4
-.07
.04
-1.82
.07
Later SWB S5
-.06
.04
-1.70
.09
Later SWB S6
-.00
.04
-.11
.91
Later SWB S7
.02
.04
.48
.63
Later SWB S8
-.00
.04
-.06
.95
Later SWB S9
-.05
.04
-1.26
.21
Later SWB S10
-.06
.04
-1.57
.12
Later SWB S11
-.04
.04
-1.11
.27
Later SWB S12
.00
.04
.03
.98
Later SWB S13
-.04
.04
-.91
.37
Later SWB S14
-.02
.04
-.55
.58
School Sat. S1
.07
.05
1.23
.22
School Sat. S2
-.05
.05
-1.05
.29
School Sat. S3
.03
.05
.57
.57
School Sat. S4
-.04
.05
-.74
.46
School Sat. S5
.05
.05
1.10
.27
School Sat. S6
.08
.05
-.96
.34
School Sat. S7
-.05
.05
-.96
.34
School Sat. S8
-.04
.05
-.78
.44
School Sat. S9
.06
.05
1.16
.25
School Sat. S10
-.08
.05
1.68
.09
School Sat. S11
.10
.05
2.04
.04
School Sat. S12
-.13
05
-2.75
.006
School Sat. S13
-.03
.05
-.67
.50
School Sat. S14
-.019
.05
-.40
.69
Later SWB Early SWB .51
.03
14.78
<.0001
School Sat. Early SWB .45
.04
11.08
<.0001
Note. SS=School Satisfaction; School Sat.= School Satisfaction, TTF= Turn to Family; Early
SWB=August 2017; Late SWB=April 2018.
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Appendix O: Standardized Path Coefficients for Spirituality, SS, and SWB
Table O1
Standardized Path Coefficients for Spirituality, SS, and SWB
Path Coefficients

SE

t

p

To
From
Later SWB Spirituality .06
.03
1.92
.055
Later SWB School Sat. .34
.03
9.83
<.0001
School Sat. Spirituality .07
.04
1.80
.07
Later SWB S1
-.03
.04
-.73
.47
Later SWB S2
.00
.04
.09
.93
Later SWB S3
-.04
.04
-1.08
.28
Later SWB S4
-.07
.04
-1.91
.06
Later SWB S5
-.06
.04
-1.61
.11
Later SWB S6
-.00
.04
-.11
.92
Later SWB S7
.01
.04
.23
.82
Later SWB S8
.01
.04
.14
.89
Later SWB S9
-.05
.04
-1.20
.23
Later SWB S10
-.06
.04
-1.50
.13
Later SWB S11
-.04
.04
-1.00
.32
Later SWB S12
.01
.04
.17
.87
Later SWB S13
-.03
.04
-.82
.41
Later SWB S14
-.02
.04
-.58
.56
School Sat. S1
.07
.05
1.32
.19
School Sat. S2
-.05
.05
-1.08
.28
School Sat. S3
.02
.05
.45
.65
School Sat. S4
-.04
.05
-.82
.42
School Sat. S5
.05
.05
1.10
.27
School Sat. S6
.07
.05
1.40
.16
School Sat. S7
-.06
.05
-1.15
.25
School Sat. S8
-.03
.05
-.62
.54
School Sat. S9
.06
.05
1.21
.23
School Sat. S10
-.07
.05
-1.54
.12
School Sat. S11
.11
.05
2.18
.03
School Sat. S12
-.12
.05
-2.67
.007
School Sat. S13
-.03
.05
-.62
.53
School Sat. S14
-.02
.05
-.37
.71
Later SWB Early SWB .52
.03
16.17
<.0001
School Sat. Early SWB .44
.04
11.70
<.0001
Note. SS= School Satisfaction; School Sat.= School Satisfaction; Early SWB=August 2017; Late
SWB=April 2018.
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Appendix P: Free Domain Measures
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