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Abstract

In sport psychology, coping with challenges is critical to the success and well-being of
athletes. Self-efficacy, as one of the most important features of successful athletes, plays a
significant role in designing their training and development programmes. The goal of this
exploratory research was to examine and determine whether and how coping strategies for
stressful situations can be used as predictors of the psychological factor of self-efficacy in
adolescent athletes. The total sample of participants in this study consists of 167 adolescent
athletes, that is, 90 boys and 77 girls. Variables in the research were operationalised using
appropriate instruments. Statistical techniques for data processing used in this research
were the Pearson correlation coefficient and multiple regression. The most important
findings of the study include a statistically significant model that can explain 28.6% of the
variance for the criterion in the sample of respondents. Task- and emotion-oriented coping
mechanisms were identified as statistically significant predictors. Self-efficacy was higher
in athletes with higher task orientation, and lower in those with emotion orientation.
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NPEJUKTUBHHU OJHOC KOIIMHI' MEXAHU3AMA
N CAMOE®PUKACHOCTH
KO CIIOPTUCTA AJOJIECIIEHATA

Arncrpakr

YV NCHXOJOTHjHU CIIOPTA, YIPAB/bakhe H3a30BHMa je 0J] KJbYYHOT 3Ha4aja 3a ycHex
1 Onarocrame criopticta. CaMoeUKAaCHOCT, Kao jeflaH Ofl HajBa)XHUjUX KapaKTepH-
CTHKA YCIIEIIHHUX CIIOPTHCTA, BaXaH je (HaKkTop cTpaTerja y Kpeupamy oO0yKa H Tpe-
HUHTA 33 Pa3Boj BeIITHHA. [{MJb OBOT €KCIIOPATUBHOT HCTPaXKUBamba j€ Ja UCIHTA H
yTBPAM 12 JIH, H KaKko, CTpaTeruje MmpeBiafaBara CTPECHHX CHTyauuja mpensubajy
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HCUXOJIOMKH (PaKTOp caMOe(UKaCHOCTU KO CIPOTHCTA ajioNecieHara. YKynaH 0poj
HCHHTAHHUKA KOjJU Cy YYECTBOBAIH y UCTPAXKHMBaKY M3HOCH 167 criopTHCcTa agosecte-
HaTa, oJ1 Kojux je 90 mymkor, a 77 >keHcKor mosia. Bapujabie uctpaxuBama cy ore-
palMOHANTN30BaHE a/IeKBaTHUM HMHCTpyMeHTUMA. CTAaTHCTHYKE TEXHHKE 3a o0Opany
nojaraka KopuinheHe y UcTpaxuBawy ¢y [IHPCOHOB KOeHUIHMjEHT KOpealuje 1 BU-
HIeCTpyKa perpecuoHa aHanu3a. HajBaKHUjH 3aK/bydlld KOjH MPOUCTHYY M3 pe3yJsra-
Ta HCTpakKMBama yKJbYUyjy CTAaTUCTHUKH 3Ha4ajaH MOJEI KOjuM je Moryhe npensuse-
T 28.6% BapujaHce y KpUTEpHjyMy Ha y30pKy HcIHTaHuKa. Kao craTHCTHYKM 3Ha-
YajHU MPEIUKTOPH M3/BOjHIN CYy CE KONMHI MEXaHW3MH YCMEPEHH Ha 3aJaTaK U Ha
emonuje. CamoerkacHOCT je Beha Ko/ CTOpTHCTA ca BUIIMM YCMEpeHmeM Ha 3aJ1aTak,
a Mama KOJl yCMEPEHOCTH Ha eMOLIHje.

Kibyune peun: Muamy atietiyapu, neppopmance, npeasuhame caMoehuKacHOCTH,
BEIITHHE MPEBa3MIKEHA.

INTRODUCTION

The skill level of an athlete at a specific point of time depends on a
number of factors. In addition to physical fitness, determined by age at
which training begins, staying committed to training and competition, and
certain psychological differences among athletes that can be used to pre-
dict performance have been shown by research to be important factors
(Daroglou, 2011). Success in high performance sports requires the con-
tinuous handling of ever-changing challenges that can interfere with an
athlete’s pursuit of excellence, as well as his or her general physical and
psychological well-being (Mellalieu & Hanton, 2015). Some of the chal-
lenges athletes can encounter include tough opponents, injuries, perfor-
mance plateaus, performance declines, problems in the coach-athlete rela-
tionship, constant media attention, personal and social over-expectations,
and organisational policy (Hanton et al., 2005; Mosevich et al., 2013;
Nicholls and Polman, 2007). Other agents, such as personal background,
cultural context, private life, social relations, and present conditions
should not be ignored, because they are also likely to have an impact on
the current capacities and resources of an individual and, thus, on the per-
ception and handling of stressful situations. The incapacity of an athlete
to cope with stressors is an important determinant that can result in failure
and performance decline (Lazarus, 2000). However, experiencing success
in coping and self-efficacy can result in a positive impact of stress on per-
formance. Research in stress neurobiology has shown that, though hor-
mones and other physiological agents that contribute to stress effects on
the body can have short protective and adaptive effects and can increase
the capability of the body to respond to a stressful situation by providing
fast, almost instant responses, and by allowing the body to select a proper
strategy and restore homeostasis, they can still increase pathophysiology
where they are abundant or poorly regulated (Godoy, Rossignoli, Delfino-
Pereira, Garcia- Cairasco & de Lima Umeoka, 2018). Some players and
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coaches are capable of coping with stressful situations better than others
because stress effects on performance depend on athletes’ individual dif-
ferences (Sivrikaya, 2018). Jones (Jones, 1995; after Miti¢, 2016) argues
that neither positive nor negative effects of stress-induced anxiety are
primarily dependent on the intensity of the stressor or the symptoms of
anxiety, but on the perception of control over one’s own skills and condi-
tions in the environment. One of the key aspects of sport psychology
deals with understanding and interpreting the relationship between psy-
chological factors and physical activity, and the success of athletes
(Tubi¢, 2014; Lazarevic¢, 2001; after Miti¢, 2016).

It is common knowledge that self-efficacy is one of the primary
psychological factors of success. Self-efficacy influences every single as-
pect of the human endeavour, and is one of the most important features of
a successful athlete. The way people perceive their own capabilities of
handling various situations has a strong impact on their actual strength in
competent coping with challenges and choices. Self-efficacy implies a
sense of competence, relevance and capability to cope with life challeng-
es, and it is defined by one’s confidence in the ability to perform a suc-
cessful practical action, or to accomplish a specified result in the case of
athletes (Sivrikaya, 2018). Bandura defines self-efficacy as an individu-
al’s belief in his or her capacity to execute behaviours necessary to pro-
duce specific performance attainments. It is a self-evaluation construct,
and a key component of the self-system comprised of the attitudes, abili-
ties and cognitive skills of an individual. High self-efficacy increases the
possibility of the successful accomplishment of the given task (Bandura,
1982). Research in sport in general has demonstrated a positive relation-
ship between perceived self-efficacy and sport performance (Mueller,
1992; Weigand & Stockham, 2000; after Miti¢, 2016), and indicated its
important role in understanding individual differences in the perception of
anxiety and stress in athletes (Wittig, Duncan & Schurr, 1987; after Miti¢,
2016). Self-efficacy facilitates coping with stress, but also has an impact
on the cognitive assessment of the stressful situation (Jerusalem &
Schwarzer, 1992; after Miti¢, 2016). According to Bandura, the most ef-
fective way to strengthen self-efficacy is to witness the improved perfor-
mance and development of the coping capacity for use in future situations
(Bandura, 1977), whereas mastery experiences gained in one situation can
help infer our capabilities in other situations (Bandura, Adams, Hardy &
Howells, 1980). According to Bandura, self-efficacy affects the decision
to initiate a behaviour, the choice of effort, and persistence once the be-
haviour has been initiated. Bandura and Cervone (1983) argue that self-
efficacy most likely affects performance in situations with performance
feedback because, in an experiment designed to test this hypothesis, they
observed consistent relations between self-efficacy and performance only
where knowledge of performance was present. However, further research
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has provided support for Garland’s cognitive mediation theory (1985) to
explain the links between individual task goals and performance, where
high performance expectancy can result in higher self-efficacy through
various mechanisms (Garland, H., Weinberg, R., Bruya, L. & Jackson,
A., 1988). Individuals who set high goals can develop performance strat-
egies that facilitate the accomplishment of higher performance levels
(Locke, Shav, Saari & Latham, 1981). Higher goals can lead to higher self-
efficacy through wishful thinking (Jones, 1977), where individuals expect
what they hope to accomplish. If the task goal is a picture, then it is cogni-
tively available and can serve as an anchor (Tverski & Kahneman, 1974),
which results in expectations of higher performance among individuals
with higher goals (Garland, H., Weinberg, R., Bruya, L. & Jackson, A.,
1988). Therefore, task goals have an influence on task performance, partial-
ly through their impact on self-efficacy. Lessening anxiety is also related to
increased self-efficacy (Smith, 1989). In general, skills and strategies that
maximise self-efficacy expectations should be taken into account in creat-
ing coaching and training programmes for athletes.

It has been determined that coping skills, together with self-efficacy,
are a strong predictor of performance (Daroglou, G., 2011), and are of the
utmost importance in designing personal athletic development programmes,
with the purpose of increasing motivation, engagement, resistance to failure
and, indirectly, sport performance and the balance between personal and
professional life (Cosma, G., Chiracu, A., Stepan, R., Cosma A., Nanu, C. &
Paunescu, C., 2020). In sports, common coping strategies include increased
effort, search for social support, avoidance, wishful thinking, change in
tactics, problem solving, confrontation, arousal and relaxation control, and
planning. These and other coping strategies are an integral part of an athlete’s
overall array of self-regulating actions that facilitate successful adaptation in
high performance sport (Mellalieu, S. & Hanton, S., 2015).

Coping is a part of a complex process needed for successful adap-
tation, and it requires efficient cognitive, behavioural and emotional skills
of self-regulation. Lazarus defined coping as constantly changing cognitive
and behavioural efforts to manage specific external and/or internal demands
that are appraised as taxing or exceeding the resources of the person (Laza-
rus, 2000; after Cosma, Chiracu, Stepan, Cosma, Nanu & Pdunescu, 2020).
One critical aspect of the self-regulation process is coping. Although
Carver, Scheier and Weintraub argue that “people do not approach each
coping context anew, but rather bring to bear a preferred set of coping strat-
egies that remains relatively fixed across time and circumstances” (Carver,
Scheier & Weintraub, 1989, p. 270), according to the view of other authors,
this includes volitional decisions and actions to cope with demanding situa-
tions (Lazarus, 1999; Skinner and Zimmer-Gembeck, 2007; after Mellalieu
& Hanton, 2015). In sport psychology, the most outstanding descriptions
and definitions of coping include views of features, where they are classi-
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fied according to their permanent coping styles (Penley, Tomaka & Wiebe,
2002; after Nicholls & Polman, 2007) and the process (transactional ap-
proach) that incorporates interactions between the internal and external de-
mands, that is, beliefs of one’s self, goals and values, and the situation
(Lazarus, 1999; after Nicholls & Polman, 2007). Miti¢ quotes the transac-
tional approach of Endler and Parker (Endler & Parker, 1990; after Mitic,
2016), with three coping dimensions, or styles: problem (task)-oriented
coping, emotion-oriented coping, and avoidance-oriented coping. Persons
who use the problem-oriented coping strategy usually find it easy to adapt,
whereas those who use emotion-oriented and avoidance-oriented coping
strategies are less adaptive. Cognitive factors and strictly controlled emo-
tions are a characteristic of task-oriented coping aimed at problem solving
through cognitive restructuring and situational reconceptualisation. These
strategies are used when a situation is perceived as changeable. When a sit-
uation is perceived as unchangeable, emotion-oriented coping strategies are
used in order to lessen the stress through emotions, with no attempt made to
change the situation (Miti¢, 2016). Among athletes, the most common cop-
ing dimensions are coping with problems and coping with emotions
(Nicholls & Polman, 2007; Crocker, Kowalski & Graham, 1998). Less ef-
fective forms of coping with stress lead to dropping out of sports (Klint &
Weiss, 1986; Smith, 1986; after Nicholls & Polman, 2007), a decline in
performance (Lazarus, 2000a; after Nicholls & Polman, 2007), and the
termination of one’s professional sport career (Holt & Dunn, 2004g;
Nicholls & Polman, 2007), which is why it is important for both research-
ers and coaches working with athletes to better understand coping with
stress in sport (Nicholls & Polman, 2007).

Until the 1990s, only few studies demonstrated how much pro-
grammes for enhancing coping capacity contributed to overall self-
efficacy. However, it is assumed that the most effective conditions among
those that can change the level of self-efficacy are the coping experiences
that indicate efficient coping behaviours. According to Bandura (Ban-
dura, 1977), the most effective way to strengthen self-efficacy is to wit-
ness the improved performance and development of the coping capacity
for use in future situations. A number of studies have reported an increase
in the internal locus of control in participants who were exposed to inter-
ventions designed to help them gain new behavioural competencies
(Smith, 1970; Stein & Vallston, 1983; Duckworth, 1983; after Smith,
1989), which is a construct that has a certain degree of conceptual over-
lapping with general self-efficacy. Smith (Smith, 1989) noticed that pre-
vious positive findings regarding the locus of control variable indicate
that coping skills training can lead to an increase in general self-efficacy,
as well as a shift to the internal locus of control. He argues that higher
gains can be expected in generalised self-efficacy rather than in the inter-
nal locus of control, to an extent in which the measurement of self-
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efficacy is explicitly focused on the measurement of perceived behav-
ioural skills. In his study, conducted on a sample of test-anxious college
students, he found that coping skills training that can be generalised re-
sults in changes in self-efficacy that go beyond the situations at which
specific training programmes are aimed. These findings helped him iden-
tify the factors that increase generalised self-efficacy expectancies and in-
fluence the stability of such changes, and provide implications and guide-
lines for further research concerning the effects of coping mechanisms on
self-efficacy, which have found their way into practice and confirmed a
two-way influence of self-efficacy and coping mechanisms in contextual
conditioning.

The Problem and the Aim of the Research

The research problem is related to whether and how, i.e. to what
extent, coping mechanisms predict self-efficacy in adolescent athletes. The
aim of this research was to examine and determine the predictive relationship
between coping mechanisms and self-efficacy in adolescent athletes.

Hypotheses

This research began with the following hypotheses: (HO) there is a
statistically significant model of coping mechanisms that can predict self-
efficacy in adolescent athletes; (H1) task orientation as a stress coping
modality predicts higher self-efficacy in adolescent athletes; (H2) focus-
ing on emotions as a stress coping modality predicts lower self-efficacy in
adolescent athletes; and (H3) avoidance orientation (Avoidance and Dis-
traction) as a stress coping modality predicts lower self-efficacy in ado-
lescent athletes.

METHOD
Sample

The structure of the respondents who participated in this research
is presented according to gender. The sample of respondents included in
this research consists of 167 adolescent athletes, of whom 90 are boys,
and 77 are girls. The respondents voluntarily agreed to be interviewed.

Instruments

The questionnaire used was CISS (Endler & Parker, 1990), and
more specifically its adaptation by Sori¢ and Prorokovi¢ (Sori¢ & Proro-
kovi¢, 2002). It consists of 48 items to which respondents give answers
through a five-point Likert-type scale. There are three subscales: Prob-
lem-Focused Coping, Emotion-Focused Coping and Avoidance, which
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has its own two subscales (Distraction and Social Diversion). The instru-
ment reliability in this research was verified by calculating Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient, which is as follows, by subscales: Problem-Focused
Coping (16 items, reliability coefficient of 0.78), Emotion-Focused Cop-
ing (16 items, reliability coefficient of 0.85), and Avoidance (16 items,
reliability coefficient of 0.85), with Distraction (8 items, reliability coef-
ficient of 0.77) and Social Diversion (5 items, reliability coefficient of
0.75). For the entire questionnaire containing 48 items, the reliability co-
efficient is 0.85.

The instrument for assessing self-efficacy is the Generalized Self-
Efficacy Scale (GSE, Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995), which consists of
10 items. Respondents indicate the extent to which the statements apply
to them on a five-point Likert-type scale (ranging from ‘not true at all’ to
‘completely true’). The instrument has previously demonstrated good re-
liability on different samples (Schwarzer, Basler, Kwiatek, Schroder &
Zhang, 1997; Ivanov, 2002, as cited in Miti¢, 2016). In this research, the
Generalized Self-Efficacy Scale has a reliability coefficient of 0.83.

Procedure

The research was conducted in May and June 2022, in Serbia, on a
sample of 167 respondents who voluntarily participated in the research. Some
of the respondents completed a printed questionnaire, while others completed
an online survey distributed via email and SMS. The written form of the test
battery was converted into an electronic form, respecting the order of the giv-
en items as well as the degree of agreement with the statement. The purpose
of the research and the involvement of the respondents were explained both
orally and in writing (in the online form), and the procedure for answering
different questions was described in detail at the beginning of each part of the
guestionnaire, and communicated personally before filling out the question-
naire. The respondents were also informed that their participation in the re-
search was voluntary and could be terminated at any moment, and that their
anonymity would be respected. By completing the questionnaire, the re-
spondents gave their consent for the data they provided in the questionnaire
to be used solely for research purposes.

Statistical Data Processing

Various statistical procedures were used to process the research da-
ta in accordance with the set goals and hypotheses. First, the significance
of the correlation between coping mechanisms, on the one hand, and self-
efficacy, on the other, was tested. For this purpose, the Pearson correla-
tion coefficient was applied. Multiple regression analysis was used to test
predictive effects, and to check whether and to what extent different
stress management strategies predict self-efficacy.
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RESULTS
Table 1. Descriptive statistics
Minimum Maximum Mean SD
Self-Efficacy 14 40 32.13 4.118
Task 39 78 58.06 7.439
Emotion 18 75 4498 9.806
Avoid 26 75 51.54 10.795
Distraction 8 36 21.26 6.387

The distribution of variables in the research shows that the most
prevalent coping mechanisms are task orientation and avoidance, which
has the highest variability (SD 10.79). It is followed by orientation to
emotions, while distraction is the least represented. The average value for
self-efficacy is 32.13, with a standard deviation of 4.12.

Table 2. Correlation between self-efficacy and coping mechanisms

Task Emotion  Avoid Distraction
Self-efficacy Pearson Correlation .536 -.128 120 .086
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .102 132 271

One statistically significant positive correlation of high to moder-
ate intensity was obtained. When there is a higher task-focused coping
mechanism, self-efficacy will also be higher. Other correlations are low.
What is also interesting is the negative relation between the emotion-
focused coping mechanism and self-efficacy in young athletes.

Hypotheses Check
Table 3. Model Summary
Model R R? Adjusted R? Fa, 15 Sig
1 5357 .286 267 15.423 0.000

Predictors: (Constant), distraction, task, emotions, avoiding

A statistically significant model was obtained that can predict
28.6% of the variance in the criterion on the sample of respondents.

Table 4. Coefficients

Model B T sig. Model

1 (Constant) 6.882 .000
task 516 7.207 .000
emotions -.168 -2.354 .020
avoiding -.072 -.429 .669

distraction 127 .765 445
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Task-focused and emotion-focused coping mechanisms were iden-
tified as statistically significant predictors. Self-efficacy is higher in athletes
with higher task-focused coping, and lower in emotion-focused coping.

DISCUSSION

As it was hypothesised, our research proves the connection be-
tween self-efficacy and coping styles, as well as their predictive relation-
ship, which was demonstrated by a statistically significant model that ex-
plained 28.6% of the variance in the criterion in the sample of respond-
ents. The findings proved the research hypothesis HO. The results regard-
ing the relationship between stress coping strategies and self-efficacy
have proven hypotheses H1 and H2, and show that problem-oriented
stress coping has a statistically significant (positive) relation with self-
efficacy, while emotion-oriented coping has a negative relation with self-
efficacy. Avoidance and distraction did not show any statistical signifi-
cance in the prediction of self-efficacy, thereby disproving hypothesis H3
which states that avoidance-oriented mechanisms (Avoidance and Dis-
traction) are predictors of lower self-efficacy. Previous research has also
proved the relationship between self-efficacy and coping strategies
(Haney & Long, 1995, after Nicholls & Polman, 2007). Coping, as a crit-
ical factor in performance and satisfaction, has the potential to signifi-
cantly contribute to applied practice (Lazarus, 2000). Problem-oriented
coping strategies include problem definition, search for different ways of
problem solving, and making decisions on definite actions with the pur-
pose of changing the stressful situation, whereas emotion-oriented coping
strategies include actions such as seeking emotional support, relaxation or
meditation, and wishful thinking (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).

Given that self-efficacy has been proven to be one of the key fac-
tors of success, our findings indicate that it is essential to develop capaci-
ties for defining problems, finding alternatives, decision making and tak-
ing actions directly related to problem solving by teaching and training
athletes. When selecting sports candidates, it is also important to pay at-
tention to preferred coping styles, which can predict their self-efficacy
and, thus, success and satisfaction.

The results of this study are limited and refer to the research sam-
ple, but they could encourage further research on the predictive relation-
ship between coping mechanisms and self-efficacy in athletes.

CONCLUSION

This research studied different strategies for coping with stressful
situations in adolescent athletes of different genders, and the prediction of
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self-efficacy in relation to them. The general goal of the research was to
examine and determine the predictive relationship between coping mech-
anisms and self-efficacy in adolescent athletes. The formulation of one
general hypothesis and three specific hypotheses was the starting point
for operationalisation. The sample of adolescent athletes included 167
participants (90 boys and 77 girls). The most important conclusions to be
drawn from the research findings include a statistically significant model
that explained 28.6% of the variance in the criterion in the sample of re-
spondents. Task- and emotion-oriented coping mechanisms were identi-
fied as statistically significant predictors. Self-efficacy was higher in ath-
letes with higher task orientation, and lower in those with emotion orien-
tation.
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MPEIAKTABHA OJHOC KOIMMMHT MEXAHU3AMA
1 CAMOE®UKACHOCTH
KOJI CHOPTHCTA AJIOJIECHIEHATA

Cama Byndopa', Hcunopa Muiomesuh?
'HesaBucHu ucrpaxusau, Cpouja
2Bucoka nociosHa mkona, Hosu Can, Cpbuja

Pe3sume

VY mcuXonoruju cropra, ynpasjbake M3a30BUMA j€ Of KJBYYHOT 3Hadaja 3a ycIeX U
Omaroctame criopticTa. CaMoe(MKacHOCT, Kao jeaH Of HajBAKHUjHX KapaKTEPHCTHUKA
YCIIEIIHUX CIIOPTUCTA, BaXKaH je (akTop cTpaTervja y Kpewpamy oOyka M TPEeHHHTra 3a
pa3Boj BEIUTHHA, CEJIEKIMjH CIIOPTHUCTA, MCTPajaBamy y NPo(eCHOHAITHO] OpUjeHTALMjH 1
BUX0BOj catuchakuuji. KoHTHHyHpaHO ynpaBibarme H3a30BUMa KOjU Ce CTAIIHO Mewajy 1
CIIOCOOHOCT CIIOPTHUCTA Jia Ce HOCE Ca CTPECOpUMA Cy BaXKHH (HaKTOPH H-HUXOBOT YCIIEXa,
niepopMaHCcH iy 1 Oaroctama Kako y Mpo(heCHOHATHOM, TaKO U MPHUBATHOM JKHBOTY.
VcrpaxkiBama 0 yTHLAjy KOIIMHI MEXaHH3aMa Ha caMOe(DMKACHOCT TIOUHIbY J1a CE Pa3Bu-
jajy neBeneceTHx rofuHa. PesynTaTi HCTpakHBamba Cy yKa3ald Ha TO Ja CIIOPTHCTH TIpe-
(depupajy cyouyaBajyhe MexaHu3Me TMpeEBIIaaBama KOjU CE€ OJHOCE Ha YCMEPEHOCT Ha
npo0neM Kaja ce CUTyaluja NepLUIIpa Kao NPOMEHIbUBA, U YCMEPEHOCT Ha eMoLje U
KOHTpOJIy CTpeca Kajla ce CHTyallHja MpeLupa Kao HerpoMeHsbuBa. Vi30eraajyhin mexa-
HM3MU TipeBrbajy HEHCTPajHOCT M OYCTaHAK O] OBE NMPO(ECHOHATHE OpHjeHTaLuje, U
HUCY KapaKTepHCTHYHH 3a TpodecroHanHe croptucte. OBUM EKCIUIOPATUBHUM HCTpa-
JKUBameM (POKyCHpalli CMO Ce Ha IPOOJIEM KOjU Ce OIHOCH Ha TO Jia JIM ¥ Ha KOji Ha4WH,
OJTHOCHO Y KOjOj MepH, KOIIMHI MEXaHU3MH TpeaBuhajy caMoe(hprKacHOCT KOJ CIPOTHCTA
aJoJIecIieHaTa ca IIWJbEM J1a Ce MCIHTA M YTBP/M NMPESAUKTUBHU OJJHOC KOITMHI MEXaHH3a-
Ma U caMoe(hMKaCHOCTH. YKyIaH Opoj MCIIMTaHNKA KOjU CY Y4ECTBOBAIN y UCTPAKHUBAY
m3HocH 167 criopTrcTa ajiojiectieHara, o1 kojux je 90 mymikor, a 77 xeHckor noJja. Bapu-
jabie uctpaxkuBama Cy OnepalioHaIN30BaHe aIeKBATHUM MHCTpyMeHTHMa. MHCTpyMeHT
3a mporeHy camoepukacHocTH je Ckana reHepanusoBane camoepuxacHocta (GSE,
Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995), 1ok je 3a mpoleHy CTHIOBa MpeBliafaBama KopHinheHa
amanraruja [IUCC Enmnepa u ITapkepa (The Coping Inventory for Stressful Situations,
Endler & Parker, 1990), xojy motmucyjy Copuh u IIpopoxosuh (Copuh & ITpopoxosuh,
2002). CraTucTHUKe TEXHHKE 3a 00pajty mojaraka kopuiheHe y ucTpaxuBarwy cy [lupco-
HOB KOC(HUIIMjEHT KOpenalyje M BHIIECTpyKa perpecroHa aHanu3a. HajakHuju 3ak-
JbYHIIM KOjH MPOMCTHYY M3 pe3yJiTaTta HCTpaKHBarba YKIbYqyjy CTaTHCTUYKU 3HaYajaH MO-
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Jen xojuM je Moryhe npensuneru 28.6% BapujaHCe y KPUTEPUjyMy Ha y30pKY MCITHTaHHU-
ka. Kao crarucTruky 3Ha49ajHU NPEJUKTOPH H3BOJUIIH Cy C€ KOIMHT MEXaHU3MH ycMepe-
HH Ha 3afaTak 1 Ha eMonuje. CamoeduracHocT je Beha Ko/ ciopTrcTa ca BUILIMM yeMepe-
HEM Ha 33/1aTaK, 2 Marba KOJI yCMEPEHOCTH Ha eMOLIHje.



