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In t r o d u c t i o n
• Extensive research suggests that peers have an outsized influence on youth 

behavior ( Brechwald  & Prinstein , 2011; Brown & Larson, 2009).

• Research also demonstrates the applicability of socialization processes to youth 
coping ( Abaied  & Rudolph, 2010; Anderson et al., 2021; Kliewer , 1994), but only one 
study to date has investigated the relation between peer coping suggestions and 
self -reported coping strategies.

• Bradbury, Dubow, and Domoff  (2018): both parent and peer coping suggestions 
predicted adolescent -reported coping strategies, but peer coaching was a stronger 
predictor for approach coping strategies when dealing with cyber victimization.

• Based on the Responses to stress model, using three coping subscales --Primary 
Control (coping efforts towards the stressor), Secondary Control (coping efforts 
towards feelings about the stressor), and Disengagement (coping efforts directed 
away from the stressor)

• In this study, I examined the predictive power of peer coping suggestions in 
response to two stressors (peer and family), across three age groups (elementary, 
middle, and high school -aged participants).

Method
Participants and Procedures

• 236 youth ages 10 -18 who attended a school district in the Midwest United 
States, in a town of approximately 30,000 people. 

• 83 elementary school participants (grades 4 and 5)
• 77 middle school participants (grades 7 and 8)
• 75 high school participants (grades 9 through 12)
• 48% male; 72% White; 75% from 2 -parent families

• Data were collected at one point in time using an online survey (conducted 
via Qualtrics) in the participants’ classrooms, on their school - issued 
computers, during school hours. 

Measures
1.Peer Suggestions for Coping  (Socialization of Coping scale, Abaied  & Rudolph, 
2010) based on the Responses to Stress model (Connor -Smith et al., 2000)

• Adapted to refer to suggestions youth receive from their peers
• 24 items, assessing suggestions youth received in the primary control (8 

items), secondary control (8 items), and disengagement (8 items) domains. 
• Sample Items:

⚬ P r im a r y  Co n t ro l-  “My fr ie n d  e n c o u r a ge s  m e  t o  d e a l wit h  t h e  s it u a t io n  
h e a d  o n  r a t h e r  t h a n  ign o r in g it ”

⚬ Se c o n d a r y  Co n t r o l-  “My fr ie n d  e n c o u r a ge s  m e  t o  lo o k fo r  s o m e t h in g go o d  
in  wh a t  is  h a p p e n in g”

⚬ Dis e n ga ge m e n t - “My fr ie n d  e n c o u r a ge s  m e  t o  NOT fo c u s  o n  t h e  p r o b le m ”
• Yo u t h  c o m p le t e d  t h is  s c a le  t wic e , o n c e  fo r  t h e  p e e r  s t r e s s o r  a n d  o n c e  fo r  

t h e  fa m ily  s t r e s s o r .

2.Self -Reported Coping (So c ia liza t io n  o f  Co p in g s c a le  (Ab a ie d  & Ru d o lp h , 20 10 ), 
a d a p t e d  t o  r e fe r  t o  yo u t h  s e lf-r e p o r t s  o f  t h e ir  o wn  c o p in g: p r im a r y  c o n t r o l, 
s e c o n d a r y  c o n t r o l, d is e n ga ge m e n t  c o p in g. 

• Yo u t h  c o m p le t e d  t h is  ve r s io n  o f  t h e  s c a le  t wic e , o n c e  fo r  t h e  p e e r  s t r e s s o r  
a n d  o n c e  fo r  t h e  fa m ily  s t r e s s o r .

3 .Perceived Controllability o ve r  t h e  s t r e s s o r  (a  o n e -it e m  s c a le  a d a p t e d  fr o m  
Ca u s e y  & Du b o w, 19 9 4 ). 

• P a r t ic ip a n t s  r a t e d  o n  a  s c a le  fr o m  1 (n e ve r ) t o  5  (a lwa ys ), h o w o ft e n  t h e y  fe lt  
t h e y  h a d  c o n t r o l o ve r  t h e  (p e e r / fa m ily) s t r e s s o r .

DI S C US S I O N
• P e e r  s u gge s t io n s  fo r  s p e c if ic  c o p in g s t r a t e gie s  we r e  h igh ly  r e la t e d  t o  t h e  c o r r e s p o n d in g s e lf-r e p o r t e d  c o p in g 

s t r a t e gie s  a c r o s s  a ll t h r e e  s u b s c a le s .

• Co n s is t e n t  wit h  p r e v io u s  f in d in gs  (Br a d b u r y , Du b o w, & Do m o ff, 20 18 ; Le ge r s ki, 20 15 ; Lim  e t  a l., 20 23 ; Mille r -Slo u gh  
& Du n s m o r e , 20 20 ), p e e r  c o p in g s u gge s t io n s  we r e  fo u n d  t o  p r e d ic t  s e lf-r e p o r t e d  c o p in g a b o ve  a n d  b e yo n d  
c o va r ia t e s  s u c h  a s  a ge  gr o u p , s e x, r a c e , n u m b e r  o f p a r e n t s  in  t h e  h o m e , a n d  p e r c e ive d  c o n t r o lla b ilit y  o ve r  t h e  
s t r e s s o r .

• P e e r  c o p in g s u gge s t io n s  we r e  t h e  s t r o n ge s t  p r e d ic t o r  o f  t h e  c o r r e s p o n d in g s e lf-r e p o r t e d  c o p in g s t r a t e gie s  a c r o s s  
a ge  gr o u p s  a n d  c o p in g s u b s c a le s , a c c o u n t in g fo r  3 6 .7-6 1.4 % o f t h e  va r ia n c e  in  s e lf-r e p o r t e d  c o p in g s t r a t e gie s . 

• Th is  s t u d y  s e r ve s  a s  e v id e n c e  t h a t  t h e  in flu e n c e  o f p e e r s  in  a d o le s c e n c e  e xt e n d s  in t o  t h e  d o m a in  o f c o p in g, a n d  
s h o u ld  b e  c o n s id e r e d  wh e n  d e ve lo p in g yo u t h  s o c ia l-e m o t io n a l le a r n in g p r o gr a m m in g.

  Li mi t a t i o n s  a n d  Fu t u r e  Di r e c t i o n s
• Da t a  c a m e  fr o m  s e lf-r e p o r t  m e a s u r e s
• Th e  o n e  p o in t  in  t im e  s t u d y  d e s ign  p r e ve n t s  a n y  in fe r e n c e  o f c a u s a lit y
• Th is  s t u d y  wa s  lim it e d  b y  t h e  s a m p le  c h a r a c t e r is t ic s  (t h e  ge o gr a p h ic  r e gio n  in  is  la r ge ly  Wh it e  a n d  m id d le  c la s s ), 

wh ic h  m a d e  it  im p o s s ib le  t o  ge n e r a lize  r e s u lt s  t o  p a r t ic ip a n t s  o f  o t h e r  e t h n ic -r a c ia l gr o u p s  o f s o c io e c o n o m ic  
le ve ls , fa c t o r s  s h o wn  t o  b e  r e la t e d  t o  c o p in g in  a d o le s c e n c e (Ca p la n  & Sc h o o le r , 20 0 7; Co p e la n d  & He s s , 19 9 5 )

Sc a n  QR Co d e  
Fo r  Re fe r e n c e s

• P e e r  c o p in g s u gge s t io n s  s ign ific a n t ly  p r e d ic t e d  s e lf-r e p o r t e d  c o p in g 
fo r  a ll t h r e e  s u b s c a le s  fo r  t h e  p e e r  s t r e s s o r  a b o ve  a n d  b e yo n d  a ll 
c o va r ia t e s  (ΔR2 = .3 7-.5 5 ; Se e  Ta b le  1).

• P e e r  c o p in g s u gge s t io n s  s ign ific a n t ly  p r e d ic t e d  s e lf-r e p o r t e d  
c o p in g fo r  a ll t h r e e  s u b s c a le s  fo r  t h e  p e e r  s t r e s s o r  a b o ve  a n d  
b e yo n d  a ll c o va r ia t e s  (ΔR2 = .3 7-.6 1; Se e  Ta b le  2).

RES ULTS
Ag e  Ef f e c t s
• High  s c h o o l a ge  gr o u p  r e p o r t e d  s ign if ic a n t ly  m o r e  p r im a r y  c o n t r o l c o p in g t h a n  m id d le  s c h o o l 

a ge  gr o u p  a n d  s ign if ic a n t ly  m o r e  s e c o n d a r y  c o n t r o l c o p in g t h a n  e le m e n t a r y  a ge  gr o u p
• No  s ign if ic a n t  a ge  e ffe c t s  fo r  d is e n ga ge m e n t
I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s
• In t e r c o r r e la t io n s  b e t we e n  s u gge s t io n s  a n d  s e lf-r e p o r t e d  c o p in g we r e  h igh  fo r  a ll t h r e e  c o p in g 

s u b s c a le s  fo r  p e e r  s t r e s s o r s  (r  = .71- 77, p  < .0 1) a n d  fa m ily  s t r e s s o r s  (r  = .6 9 -.8 0 , p  < .0 1)
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