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The objective of this study was to assess the choice of coping strategies in relation to daily stress, taking 
into account the influence of the primary and secondary appraisals and the Big Five traits of personali-
ty. Over 10 days, a cohort of 122 individuals filled out an online diary in which they recorded the most 
important stressful event each day, their primary and secondary appraisals of this, and how they chose 
to cope with it. The results indicate that problem-focused coping depends on a strong primary and sec-
ondary appraisals, and on extraversion, whereas emotion-focused coping depends on a strong secondary 
appraisal and on extraversion. Social support seeking depends on strong primary and secondary appraisal, 
and on extraversion, openness and neuroticism. Refusal to seek support is associated with a strong pri-
mary appraisal, a weak secondary appraisal and a low level of conscientiousness. The conclusions are that 
momentary appraisals have a stronger predictive capacity than the personality traits, and that different 
coping strategies are not mutually incompatible.
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Introduction

Daily stress involves irritating or disturbing 
events that occur during an individual’s daily 
interaction with his/her environment (Kanner 
et al., 1981). Different studies have shown that 
the cumulative effects of daily stress on health 

may be even more important than the effects 
of major acute stressors. (Bolger et al., 1989; 
DeLongis et al., 1982; Wagner, Compas, & 
Howell, 1988). Moreover, although daily stress 
does not always imply negative consequences, 
it sometimes contributes to setting in motion 
personal responses to successfully face and 
overcome difficulties (Almeida, 2005).
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The transactional model of stress (Lazarus & 
Folkman, 1984) establishes that stress arises 
from the perception of an imbalance between 
demands and resources, as a result of primary 
appraisal, which refers to the importance and 
severity of the event, and secondary appraisal 
that refers to the resources available. The type 
of coping implemented is thought to be the 
key variable, which explains the emotional ef-
fects of stress, such that problem solving and 
positive reinterpretation are associated with 
positive emotions, whereas confrontation or 
self-blame are associated with unpleasant 
emotions (Folkman & Lazarus, 1988).

It has been pointed out that stress is not 
faced by choosing between incompatible op-
tions, like for example, between solving the 
problem or restricting emotions, but rather, 
by adopting different approaches simulta-
neously, such as coordinating actions, con-
serving resources or adjusting expectations 
(Skinner et al., 2003). Furthermore, some 
strategies considered to be focused on emo-
tions in fact involve focusing on the prob-
lem, such is the case of positive reinterpre-
tation, while other strategies involve refusal, 
as in the case of self-blame (Carver & Con-
nor-Smith, 2010).

Given that daily stress is not something that 
can be identified at a specific moment but that 
develops and changes over time, it is partic-
ularly appropriate to study it using specific 
methodologies, such as ecological momentary 
assessment. This approach consists of captur-
ing real time data at the individual’s location 
using different mobile devices (Bolger, Davis, 
& Rafaeli, 2003).

With regards to coping with daily stress 
events, it has been shown that when coping 
assessment is performed by asking individuals 
to remember the type of coping strategy used 
over a period of time, the responses do not 
coincide with the assessments that are made 
in real time (Stone et al., 1998).

The MoCope was developed taking these 
current concepts of coping into account. This 
questionnaire is a rapid system used for the 
momentary ecological evaluation of coping. It 
assesses the extent to which one tries to solve 
a problem, regulate emotions, seek social 
support or do nothing and ignore the prob-
lem, without considering these options to be 
mutually incompatible, or assuming a priori 
that one is more appropriate than the other 
(Rovira et al., 2016). The use of this instru-
ment revealed that Emotional Intelligence is 
associated with a greater use of both accep-
tance and attempts to solve the problem, as 
well as the use of strategies aimed at regu-
lating emotions and seeking social support, 
while it is also associated with less use of re-
fusal strategies (Puigbó et al., 2018).

By contrast, there are studies that show 
how some personality traits influence daily 
stress, especially neuroticism (Bolger & Schil-
ling, 1991; Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995), ex-
traversion (Lee-Baggley, Preese, & DeLongis, 
2005; Newth & Delongis, 2004) and perfec-
tionism (Bartley & Roesch, 2011; O’Connor 
et al., 2009). A meta-analysis carried out by 
Connor-Smith and Flachsbart (2007) on the 
relationship between personality variables 
and coping highlighted the positive relation-
ship between problem-based coping and re-
sponsibility or extraversion, and between ex-
traversion and social support seeking, as well 
as between neuroticism and emotion-based 
coping, refusal or avoidance. Neuroticism has 
also been linked to emotion-focused coping 
but encompassing, as it has been said above, 
both strategies of acceptance of emotion, 
as well as reinterpretation, and strategies 
of refusal of emotions as well as avoidance 
(Fornés-Vives et al., 2019).

In light of the evidence of the relationship 
between personality and daily stress, the 
question arises as to whether the choice of 
coping really depends on the individual’s 
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personality or on the moment-by-moment 
changes in the characteristics of each dai-
ly stressor, as defended in the transactional 
model since its outset (Lazarus & Folkman, 
1984). The question is, are the coping strate-
gies adapted to each specific stressor or does 
each person have a general style of coping 
with different stressors in a similar way?

Taking into account that the proximal de-
terminants of coping are the appraisal of the 
momentary stress, it is important to analyze 
how personality moderates this relationship. 
We have evidence in various studies of the re-
lationships between personality and momen-
tary measures of stress which indicate that 
personality does not have a direct effect but 
that its influence occurs through interactions 
with variable situations (Bolger & Schilling, 
1991; Gartland et al., 2014). However, we 
have not found studies that jointly evaluate 
both primary and secondary appraisals, and 
their interactions with the different personal-
ity traits. 

Consequently, the objective of this study 
was to jointly assess the influence of the Big 
Five personality factors (Costa & McCrae, 
1992) and of the primary and secondary as-
sessment on the choice of coping strategies 
adopted in resolving situations of daily stress. 
To achieve this objective, it is necessary to de-
ploy a multilevel design in which the analysis 
of the repeated measures of the momentary 
appraisal of each individual is nested at a 
higher level defined by the personality traits 
of each participant.

In light of the above, it can be assumed 
that the choice of a specific coping strategy 
will depend on the relative importance of the 
primary and secondary appraisals, and of the 
predominant personality traits. As such, the 
following specific hypotheses were postulat-
ed:

1) Problem-focused coping will be more fre-
quent in situations of strong perceived con-

trol and it will be positively influenced by the 
conscientiousness trait.

2) Emotion-focused coping will be more fre-
quent in situations of weak perceived control 
and it will be positively influenced by the neu-
roticism trait.

3) Social Support Seeking is more frequent 
in situations of weak perceived control and it 
will be positively influenced by the extraver-
sion trait.

4) Refusal will be more frequent in situa-
tions of high importance and weak perceived 
control, and it will be positively influenced by 
the trait of neuroticism.

Method

Sample and Procedure

The study was carried out on a cohort of 
122 people, 42 men (34.4%) and 80 women 
(65.6%). The mean age of the participants 
was 42.7 years (between 26 and 64 years old), 
with a standard deviation of 7.9 years. The se-
lection was made using an Opt-in panel, rep-
resentative of Spanish population.

The participants were selected by CERES, a 
market research agency, which randomly se-
lected 345 people from the Toluna panel that 
is representative of the Spanish population 
and consists of 581605 people (60% females; 
30% from 18 to 24 years old, 27% from 25 to 
34 years old, 22% from 35 to 44 years old, 
14% from 45 to 54 years old, and 7% from 55 
years or older). Toluna has an international 
community for social studies that has passed 
strict quality control, ensuring that there are 
no duplicate participants, that they are all real 
and there are no bots, that they do not an-
swer an excessive number of surveys and that 
they answer at an adequate speed. The 345 
selected panelists were asked to provide their 
signed informed consent, where they agreed 
to complete a ten-minute online diary before 
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going to sleep for ten consecutive days. There 
were 148 initial surveys completed and 141 
volunteers offered to participate in the daily 
study. A message was sent to the participants 
on each of the ten days (via e-mail, text mes-
sage, and WhatsApp), mid-afternoon, with 
the link to the online diary, reminding them 
to fill this in before going to sleep. A total of 
122 participants completed the diary for ten 
days and they received a compensation of 25 
Euros for their participation in the study.

Statistical Analysis

The data were analyzed using the Mixed Mod-
els procedure of the SPSS software (version 
26: IBM Corp, 2019) to examine the influence 
of personality traits and the cognitive apprais-
al on the coping strategies used to manage 
daily stress. Consequently, each model includ-
ed 10 observations nested within individuals. 
As such, the data contained a two-level hier-
archical structure: Level 1, the repeated daily 
assessment (primary and secondary apprais-
als), representing the within-person variation; 
and Level 2, the person variables (gender and 
personality traits), representing between-per-
son variability. Level 1 predictors were group 
mean-centered, and these centered scores 
represent the deviation of a cognitive ap-
praisal score from the person’s generalized 
tendency.

Four separate analyses were made with 
each of the coping strategies as a dependent 
variable: problem-focused coping; emotion-fo-
cused coping; social support seeking -focused; 
and refusal. Four modelling analyses were con-
ducted in each evaluation and the process fit 
for all of these modelling analyses commenced 
by establishing the simplest regression model 
(a random intercept model without explan-
atory variables), going from parsimonious to 
more complex models as recommended by 
Hox (2010). For each analysis, the explanato-

ry variables were the primary appraisal and 
secondary appraisal (as level 1 variables), and 
gender and the traits of Neuroticism, Extraver-
sion, Agreeableness, Openness, and Conscien-
tiousness (as level 2 variables). 

After the random intercept model (Model 
1), the primary appraisal and secondary ap-
praisal were introduced as fixed effects (Mod-
el 2). The primary appraisal and secondary 
appraisal were then introduced as aleatory 
effects (Model 3), and finally, gender and the 
traits of Neuroticism, Extraversion, Agree-
ableness, Openness, and Conscientiousness 
were introduced (Model 4).

A maximum-likelihood estimation (-2LL) was  
used to model the data at both levels. The sig-
nificance of the change in -2LL was calculated 
based on a Chi Squared Distribution Table for 
the degrees of freedom in each model. The 
choice of the final model for each modelling 
analysis was made according to the last sig-
nificant change in the maximum-likelihood 
estimation (-2LL).

Measures

Baseline Questionnaire

Participants completed a sociodemographic 
questionnaire followed by the following ques-
tionnaires, all in an online format.

The NEO Five-Factor Inventory (NEO-FFI). 
This inventory assesses five features of per-
sonality: Neuroticism, Extraversion, Open-
ness, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness 
(Costa & McCrae, 1999). Each scale contains 
12 items and the responses are given using 
a five-point Likert scale. In this study, the 
internal consistencies (Cronbach’s α) were 
0.89 (Neuroticism), 0.86 (Extraversion), 0.77 
(Openness), 0.67 (Agreeableness), and 0.83 
(Conscientiousness).

The Perceived Stress Scale (PSS). This scale 
assesses the level of stress perceived over 
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the last month. The Spanish version (Remor, 
2006) of the original scale (Cohen, Kamarck, 
& Mermelstein, 1983) was used. It contains 
14 items and the responses are given using a 
5-point Likert scale. In this study, the internal 
consistency was 0.89 (Cronbach’s α).

Daily Diary

All the participants completed an online dia-
ry at the end of each day on 10 consecutive 
days based on the Day Reconstruction Meth-
od (Kahneman et al., 2004), which reduces 
the retrospective bias of daily records. In this 
diary, the participants were first asked about 
their mood and then, after asking the partic-
ipants to recall the main events that had oc-
curred throughout the day, they were asked 
to think about the most important event they 
had experienced during the day and to use 
it as the reference to answer the following 
questionnaires:

The Daily Inventory of Stressful Events 
(Almeida, 1998). It is a classification of daily 
stressors that distributes them into the fol-
lowing categories: 1. I had a discussion or 
disagreement with someone. 2. I wanted to 
protest at something that happened to me, 
but I decided to let it pass to avoid a disagree-
ment. 3. Something happened to me at work 
or with my studies. 4. Something happened 
to me at home. 5. I felt discriminated against 
because of my physical appearance, skin col-
or, age or gender. 6. Something happened to 
a close family member or friend that affected 
me. 7. Something else happened to me not 
included in the previous statements. Discom-
fort caused by stressors was also assessed us-
ing 7-point Likert-type scale.

The Primary Appraisal/Secondary Appraisal 
Scale (Gaab et al., 2005). The primary apprais-
al consists of the importance given to an event 
based on whether it is considered a threat, a 
challenge or a loss. The secondary appraisal 

is based on the perception of event control. 
Each appraisal is measured by 10 items using 
a 5-point Likert-type scale. Cronbrach’s α = 
0.81 was obtained for the Primary Appraisal 
Scale and Cronbach’s α = 0.79 for the Second-
ary Appraisal Scale, in the application of these 
scales on the first day of this study.

The MoCope 10-item Coping Question-
naire (Rovira et al., 2016). This scale was spe-
cifically designed to be used in momentary 
ecological evaluation. It consists of a list of 
10 coping items that can be performed at 
the time of the assessment, grouped into 
four categories that shared only functional 
properties, in line with the proposal about 
coping structure by Skinner et al., 2003. The 
four categories are Problem-focused coping 
(2 items: “I acted to solve it” and “I tried to 
come up with a plan on what to do”); Emo-
tion-focused coping (3 items: “I accepted 
that things happen and cannot be changed”,  
“I tried to find something positive in what 
happened” and “I sought to find a way to re-
lax or disconnect”); Support-seeking (2 items.  
“I tried to ask someone for advice or help on 
what to do” and “I talked to someone about 
how I felt”), and Refusal (3 items: “I acted as 
if things have nothing to do with me”, “I took 
my uneasiness out on others when I felt sad 
or angry” and “I criticized myself for what 
happened or I blamed myself for it.”). These 
items were assessed using a 5-point Likert-
type response scale. No time correlation 
between items is assumed, on the contrary, 
items from one category are more of an al-
ternative, for example, accepting a problem 
can be manifested by acting or planning, 
and seeking support could be manifested 
by seeking emotional support or advice. For 
this reason, correlation between items is 
not a required condition for this assessment 
instrument. Since it is a momentary assess-
ment scale a test-retest correlation is not re-
quired either. 
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Results

Table 1 shows the aggregate descriptive statis-
tics of the primary appraisal and the second-
ary appraisal, as well as the problem-focused, 
emotion-focused, social support seeking and 
refusal coping strategies. These aggregated 
data refer to the central trend of the above 
variables, without considering temporal vari-
ability. It can be noted that this data shows 
that the most common type of confrontation 
is emotions-focused, followed by problem-fo-
cused while seeking support and refusal are 
the least frequent.

Problem-Focused Coping

The intra-class correlation coefficients of 
Problem-focused Coping showed that 82.1% 
of the variation was at the moment level (level 
1), whereas 17.9% was at the participant level 
(level 2). The multi-level analysis (see Table 2, 
left) showed that model 2 (-2LL = 4784.82), in-
cluding the primary appraisal and secondary 
appraisal variables as fixed effects, resulted in 
a significant change in -2LL (633.07**) relative 
to model 1. With models 3 and 4, which add-
ed primary and secondary appraisal as fixed/
random effects as well as gender and the 
five personality traits, there was a significant 

change in -2LL (16.72** and 166.17**). No 
cross-level interactions were found between 
the variables from level 1 and 2, indicating 
that the primary appraisal was significant in 
terms of both the fixed (0.06**) and random 
(0.01**) effects, with slope differences be-
tween the participants. By contrast, the sec-
ondary appraisal was only significant in terms 
of the fixed effect (0.23**), with no differenc-
es in the slopes between the participants. 
Problem-focused coping depends firstly on a 
strong secondary appraisal (0.23**), followed 
by a strong primary appraisal (0.06**) and 
strong Extraversion (0.04**).

Emotion-Focused Coping 

The intra-class correlation coefficients of 
Problem-focused Coping showed that 63.5% 
of the variation was at the moment level (lev-
el 1), while 36.5% was at the participant level 
(level 2). The multi-level analysis (see Table 2, 
right) showed that model 2 (-2LL= 5402.47), 
including primary appraisal and secondary 
appraisal variables as fixed effects, resulted in 
a significant change in -2LL (361.94**) relative 
to model 1. With models 3 and 4, which add-
ed primary appraisal and secondary appraisal 
as fixed/random effects as well as gender and 
the five personality traits, there was a signif-
icant change in -2LL (42.37** and 175.63**). 

 
Table 1  Mean and standard deviation, minimum and maximum of the quantitative variables 
for level 1 
Variables  Mean SD Min-Max 
Primary Appraisal  18.79 5.32 0-46 
Secondary Appraisal  20.50 3.80 0-32 
Problem-focused Coping 5.19 1.22 0-8 
Social Support Seeking 2.93 1.46 0-8 
Emotion-focused Coping 7.35 1.98 0-12 
Refusal 2.30 1.42 0-11 
Note. SD = Standard Deviation, Min = Minimum, Max = Maximum. 
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No cross-level interactions were found be-
tween the level 1 and 2 variables, indicating 
that only the positive influence of secondary 
appraisal on Emotion-focused coping was sig-
nificant. The primary appraisal was not signif-
icant as a fixed effect (-0.01) but it was signif-
icant as a random effect (0.01*), whereas the 
secondary appraisal was significant as both 
fixed (0.13**) and random (0.01**) effects, 
with slope differences between the partici-
pants for both appraisals. Extraversion (0.06*) 
positively influenced Emotion-focused coping 
and the slopes only differed between the par-
ticipants in the secondary appraisal (0.01**). 
Emotion-focused coping depends on a strong 
secondary appraisal (0.13**) and strong Ex-
traversion (0.06*).

Social Support Seeking

The intra-class correlation coefficients of So-
cial Support Seeking showed that 77.1% of the 
variation resided at the moment level (level 1) 
while 22.9% lay at the participant level (level 
2). The multi-level analysis (see Table 3, left) 
showed that model 2 (-2LL= 5270.25), includ-
ing the primary appraisal and secondary ap-
praisal variables as fixed effects, resulted in a 
significant change in -2LL (337.56**) relative 
to model 1. With models 3 and 4, which add-
ed primary appraisal and secondary appraisal 
as fixed/random effects, as well as gender and 
the five personality traits, there was a signif-
icant change in -2LL (16.98** and 183.74**). 
No cross-level interactions were found be-
tween the level 1 and 2 variables, indicating 
that the primary appraisal was significant as 
a fixed (0.11**) and random (0.01**) effect, 
with a slope differences between the partic-
ipants. By contrast, the secondary appraisal 
was only significant as a fixed effect (0.03*), 
with no differences in the slopes between par-
ticipants. Extraversion (0.06**), Neuroticism 
(0.05**) and Openness (0.04 *) all positively 

influenced social support seeking, which pri-
marily depended on a strong primary apprais-
al (0.10**), followed by strong Extraversion 
(0.06**), strong Neuroticism (0.05**), strong 
Openness (0.04*), and a strong secondary ap-
praisal (0.03*). 

Refusal

The intra-class correlation coefficients of Re-
fusal showed that 70.3% of the variation was 
at the moment level (level 1), and 29.7% was 
at the participant level (level 2). The multi-lev-
el analysis (see Table 3, right) showed that 
model 2 (-2LL = 4997.44), including primary 
appraisal and secondary appraisal variables as 
fixed effects, resulted in a significant change 
in -2LL (217.27**) relative to model 1. With 
models 3 and 4, which added primary ap-
praisal and secondary appraisal as fixed/
random effects as well as gender and the 
five personality traits, there was a signifi-
cant change in -2LL (6.15* and 168.66**). No 
cross-level interactions were found between 
the level 1 and 2 variables, indicating a pos-
itive influence of the primary appraisal and a 
negative influence of the secondary appraisal 
on Refusal. There were no differences in the 
slopes between the participants in both ap-
praisals. Conscientiousness (-0.05*) negative-
ly influences Refusal, which in turn depends 
on weak Conscientiousness (-0.05*), a weak 
secondary appraisal (-0.04**) and a strong 
primary appraisal (0.03**).

Discussion

In general terms, it should be highlighted that 
the intra-class correlations identified here in-
dicate that the variables associated with the 
daily context, in this case the primary and 
secondary appraisals, explain more variabili-
ty than those associated with the person, in 
this case the personality traits assessed. By 
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contrast, both the primary and secondary ap-
praisals, and the personality traits, seem to 
directly influence the choice of coping strate-
gies adopted, although no interaction has yet 
been found between these variables.

The fact that some random effects were 
found, especially in terms of the primary ap-
praisal, indicates that while this has a clear 
influence on the general choice of the coping 
strategy, there are clear individual differences 
in terms of sensitivity to the primary apprais-
al, i.e. not all individuals react in the same way 
to an enhancement of the primary appraisal.

The first hypothesis of the study was par-
tially confirmed. Indeed, when control is 
more strongly perceived it is more likely that a 
strategy is developed to resolve the problem 
but also, it is more important that attention is 
paid to the event. By contrast, the personality 
trait associated with problem-focused cop-
ing is not conscientiousness, as hypothesized 
previously (Gartland et al., 2014), but rather, 
extraversion. It was already seen in an earli-
er meta-analysis that both extraversion and 
conscientiousness were associated with prob-
lem-focused coping (Connor-Smith & Flachs-
bart, 2007). We believe that these discrepan-
cies are due to the fact that we have used an 
ecological momentary assessment approach, 
and that all Five of the Big personality traits 
were assessed (Costa & McCrae, 1992; 1999) 
and not only conscientiousness.

The second hypothesis was not confirmed 
in this study as emotion-focused coping was 
not associated with situations of poor con-
trol, but rather, with the importance of the 
stressor, and it depends on the perception 
of resources that are available to cope with 
this. These findings contradict the tradition-
al idea that emotion-focused coping is used 
in situations where there is little control 
because the problem cannot be directly re-
solved (Park, Armeli, & Tennen, 2004). This 
discrepancy can be explained by the fact that 

a choice between problem-focused coping 
and emotion-focused coping was not neces-
sarily made here, but rather, both could be 
recorded and each to a different extent. Al-
ternatively, an emotion acceptance scale was 
used here, such that strategies of refusal to 
regulate emotions, and those of denial of the 
problem are included together in the refusal 
category. Therefore, it seems that if one is not 
forced to choose between problem-focused 
and emotion-focused coping, emotion-fo-
cused coping is more frequently registered, 
as observed previously (Puigbó et al., 2018). 
This may simply reflect the fact that there are 
situations in which the problem cannot be 
solved, whereas trying to regulate emotions is 
always possible. In terms of personality traits, 
emotion-based coping was previously most 
strongly associated with neuroticism (Con-
nor-Smith & Flachsbar, 2007). Here it was as-
sociated with extraversion, which could again 
reflect the fact that all personality traits were 
considered together, along with the primary 
and secondary appraisals.

The third hypothesis was only partially con-
firmed in this study, as seeking Social Support 
occurs when the stressor is perceived to be 
more important and more controllable. This is 
not consistent with our assumptions, although 
this phenomenon is associated with extraver-
sion as previously hypothesized. Indeed, the 
conclusions of the earlier meta-analysis also 
highlighted an association between Extraver-
sion and social support seeking (Connor-Smith 
& Flachsbart, 2007). Moreover, a relationship 
was found between social support seeking 
and other personality traits, such as openness, 
a fact that is consistent with other findings 
(Lee-Baggley et al., 2005; O’Brien & DeLongis, 
1996), and also with neuroticism, which is not 
consistent with the findings from previous 
studies. This relationship with neuroticism, 
however, will need more attention in the fu-
ture because it could be explained by the re-
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cent Krause, Pargament, and Ironson (2020) 
results, which found that strong support mod-
erates the relationship between stress and 
anxiety, but only among highly extraverted 
study participants.

The fourth hypothesis postulated here was 
partially confirmed, as refusal occurs more 
frequently in important situations where little 
control is perceived, and it is not influenced 
by neuroticism although it is negatively af-
fected by conscientiousness. The absence of a 
relationship between refusal and neuroticism 
is striking, and it might also be explained by 
the set of variables analyzed above. This phe-
nomenon indirectly reinforces earlier results 
regarding the relevance of conscientious-
ness in coping with daily stress (Gartland et 
al., 2014), however, it is necessary to specify 
that  a high perfectionism and a high level of 
self-demand can predict a high rate of avoid-
ance more than neuroticism can (Dunkley, 
Mandel, & Ma, 2014).

The assessment of both primary and sec-
ondary appraisals at any time is particular-
ly important as it is common to assess the 
perceived control of stressors (for example 
see Park, Armeli, & Tennen, 2004). Howev-
er, having a high perception of the control of 
an event is not the same as considering the 
event to be more or less important, reflecting 
the importance of obtaining both measure-
ments. Another consequence of assessing 
the appraisals is that their predictive ability 
at each moment is greater than that of the 
personality traits. In our opinion, this may 
explain why the results of this study are not 
consistent with those from previous studies 
on which our hypotheses were based, and 
that have in general attempted to directly re-
late personality and coping.

The data presented here offers a new vision 
of the perception of control. The hypothesis 
postulated was based on the assumption that 
the perceived control of the event led to at-

tempts to resolve the problem, whereas no 
perception of control led to seek support, 
reducing the emotions or refusal to face the 
problem. With the tool used to assess the 
evolution of momentary coping, we found 
that secondary appraisal, that is the percep-
tion of control, facilitates different ways of 
coping with the situation that seem to be ef-
fective, whether they are problem-focused, 
emotion-focused or involve social support 
seeking. Alternatively, the failure to perceive 
control is specifically associated with refusal.

From a practical point of view, the present 
findings show the usefulness of using repeated 
daily diary methodologies to help clinical psy-
chologist to predict future patients’ reactions 
to daily stressors from their appraisals, as has 
been pointed out by Dunkley, Mandel, and Ma 
(2014). This could facilitate interventions to re-
duce maladaptive patterns based in refusal of 
both problems and emotions and build func-
tional coping for vulnerable individuals.

This study has some important limitations. 
In the first place, the sample included a higher 
proportion of women than men because, al-
though a random and gender-balanced sample 
was invited to participate in the study, more 
women voluntarily offered to participate. In 
addition, the study is based on self-report mea-
surements that are not contrasted with objec-
tive or observational measurements. Neverthe-
less, the findings from this study provide some 
insights that will help to design future studies 
aimed at assessing whether combinations of 
problem-focused, emotion-focused and social 
support seeking-focused coping strategies are 
more effective than those involving a single 
choice.
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