Supplementary File
Development and validation of a short adult coping scale (SACS) for use in large-scale assessments of the general population

SUP1. Umbrella-like review on existing coping scales
The development of a short adult coping scale was based on a systematic literature search from June to July 2022 for existing reviews and meta-analyses on coping scales (i.e., umbrella review). The search was restricted to publications in English from the past 20 years (since 2002) and in peer-reviewed journals. The search strings were as follows:
· Scopus: ( TITLE ( coping* )  AND  TITLE ( review )  OR  TITLE ( meta  AND analysis )  OR  TITLE ( meta  AND synthesis )  AND  TITLE-ABS-KEY ( adult* ) )  AND  ( LIMIT-TO ( PUBSTAGE ,  "final" ) )  AND  ( LIMIT-TO ( PUBYEAR 2002-2022) AND  ( LIMIT-TO ( LANGUAGE ,  "English" ) )  
· PsycInfo: coping OR Keywords: coping AND Index Terms: "Coping Behavior" AND Any Field: "Peer Reviewed Journal" AND Age Group: Adulthood (18 yrs & older) AND Population Group: Human AND Methodology: Literature Review AND APA Full-Text Only AND Peer-Reviewed Journals only AND Year: 2002 To 2022.
· Pubmed: ((("coping"[Title] AND "adult"[Title/Abstract]) AND ((meta-analysis[Filter] OR review[Filter] OR systematic review[Filter]) AND (fft[Filter]) AND (2002/1/1:2022/6/28[pdat]) AND (english[Filter]))
· Google Scholar: Coping AND Review OR Meta-analysis AND Adult FILTER since 2002
The eligibility criteria for coping measurement instruments were:
· dispositional and not situational or scenario-based coping
· a comprehensive set of coping factors or types and not coping behaviors or single strategies
· relevant to the general adult population and not exclusively to younger or other specific target groups
· standardized questionnaires with acceptable indications of validity and reliability
· instruments without obligations to licensors 
From a total of 140 records and 31 coping measurement instruments, 7 scales from 39 records met the eligibility criteria, as presented in Figure S1 and highlighted in boldface in the references below. The Brief COPE (n=16; Carver et al.,1989) and the Ways of Coping Checklist (n=13; Vitaliano et al., 1985) were most frequently mentioned in the eligible reviews, followed by the Coping Strategies Inventory (n=6; Tobin et al, 1989) and the Coping Strategy Indicator (n=5; Amirkhan, 1990).
To also consider more recently developed relevant concepts of coping that were not yet covered by the included reviews, an additional search was performed comprising the four concepts of proactive coping, coping flexibility, spiritual coping and information coping. This search resulted in two records each with two different or revised versions of a scale (see references below). A second additional search was performed to enhance comparability of coping factors across various areas of application. Thus, one review on coping concepts in the face of climate change, natural disaster, terrorism, and workplace bullying, complemented the already covered topics of chronic pain or illness and diverse potentially traumatic experiences. 
[image: ]
Figure S1
Flowchart of the umbrella-like review to identify eligible coping instruments
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SUP2. Scale validation in Study 1 and Study 2
Table SUP2.1 Descriptive statistics and internal consistencies for all validation scales as used in Study 1 and Study 2
	
	
	
	Study 1 (N=2,613)
	Study 2 (N=1,986)

	Construct 
	# items
	Scale
	Mean
	95% CI
	α / r
	Mean
	95% CI
	α / r

	Openness1 
	2
	1-5
	3.28
	3.25-3.32
	.27
	3.23
	3.28-3.37
	.19

	Conscientousness1 
	2
	1-5
	3.70
	3.67-3.73
	.31
	3.79
	3.75-3.83
	.29

	Extraversion1 
	2
	1-5
	3.06
	3.02-3.10
	.51
	3.02
	2.98-3.07
	.46

	Agreeableness1 
	2
	1-5
	3.19
	3.16-3.22
	.34
	3.38
	3.34-3.42
	.31

	Neuroticism1 
	2
	1-5
	2.77
	2.74-2.81
	.45
	2.76
	2.72-2.91
	.46

	Optimism1 
	2
	1-7
	4.25
	4.47-4.58
	.60
	4.59
	4.53-4.65
	.56

	Internal locus1
	2
	1-5
	3.84
	3.81-3.87
	.52
	3.65
	3.61-3.69
	.40

	External locus1
	2
	1-5
	2.60
	2.56-2.63
	.39
	2.45
	2.41-2.49
	.39

	Self-efficacy
	3
	1-5
	3.81
	3.78-3.83
	.84
	3.78
	3.75-3.82
	.86

	Social support
	3
	3-14
	8.70
	8.62-8.73
	.64
	9.00
	8.91-9.10
	.66

	Mental Well-being 
	7
	7-35
	25.15
	24.94-25.35
	.88
	24.96
	24.74-25.18
	.88

	Life satisfaction 
	1
	1-7/1-10
	4.94
	4.88-5.00
	--
	6.75
	6.66-6.84
	--

	Meaning of Life
	1
	1-7/1-10
	4.89
	4.82-4.94
	--
	7.05
	6.96-7.14
	--

	Happiness
	1
	1-7/1-10
	4.98
	4.92-5.03
	--
	6.71
	6.62-6.81
	--

	Depressive symptoms 
	4
	0-100
	54.61
	54.22-55.01
	.93
	53.22
	52.76-53.68
	.94

	Anxiety symptoms 
	4
	0-100
	54.28
	53.89-54.66
	.90
	54.01
	53.55-54.47
	.91

	Physical functioning 
	4
	0-100
	49.18
	48.85-49.52
	.92
	49.87
	49.49-50.27
	.93

	Fatigue 
	4
	0-100
	52.91
	52.47-53.35
	.95
	51.51
	51.00-52.01
	.94

	Pain interference 
	4
	0-100
	53.03
	52.65-53.40
	.96
	51.60
	51.16-52.04
	.97

	Sleep disturbance 
	4
	0-100
	52.52
	52.37-52.67
	.91
	52.46
	52.24-52.69
	.86

	Social functioning 
	4
	0-100
	50.35
	49.97-50.73
	.92
	52.70
	52.26-53.15
	.97


Notes. 1 Report of interitem correlation instead of Cronbach’s alpha. CI=Confidence interval.

Table SUP2.2 Correlations of validation scales with final 16- item short adult coping scale (SACS-16)
	
	Study 1 (N=2,613)
	Study 2 (N=1,986)

	Construct (instrument)
	F1
	F2
	F3
	F4
	F5
	F6
	F7
	F8
	F1
	F2
	F3
	F4
	F5
	F6
	F7
	F8

	Openness 
	.15**
	.07**
	.11**
	.07**
	.06**
	-.10**
	.03
	.16**
	.10**
	.06*
	.15**
	.12**
	.17**
	-.04
	.09**
	.17**

	Conscientousness 
	-.03
	.02
	.20**
	.19**
	.24**
	-.24**
	-.16**
	.09**
	.00
	-.03
	.25**
	.23**
	.26**
	-.28**
	-.16**
	.12**

	Extraversion 
	.21**
	.17**
	.19**
	.15**
	.23**
	-.09**
	-.08**
	.18**
	.30**
	.26**
	.28**
	.29**
	.22**
	-.07*
	-.09**
	.26**

	Agreeableness 
	.11**
	.09**
	.12**
	.10**
	.05
	-.01
	-.06**
	.14**
	.08**
	.05*
	.04
	.09**
	.05*
	-.12**
	-.08**
	.10**

	Neuroticism 
	-.01
	-.06**
	-.21**
	-.30**
	-.30**
	.29**
	.25**
	-.14**
	-.02
	-.08
	-.31**
	-.40**
	-.24**
	.25**
	.27**
	-.21**

	Optimism 
	.15**
	.14**
	.22**
	.29**
	.28**
	-.22**
	-.19**
	.25**
	.17**
	.19**
	.33**
	.39**
	.30**
	-.22**
	-.18**
	.27**

	Internal locus 
	.12**
	.09**
	.24**
	.27**
	.32**
	-.10**
	-.07**
	.19**
	.25**
	.26**
	.45**
	.44**
	.41**
	-.04
	-.01
	.35**

	External locus 
	.06**
	.00
	-.07**
	-.12**
	-.18**
	.38**
	.28**
	.01
	.08**
	.09**
	-.04
	-.07**
	-.04
	.37**
	.28**
	.05*

	Self-efficacy 
	.06**
	.08**
	.33**
	.30**
	.40**
	-.23**
	-.13**
	.18**
	.17**
	.16**
	.45**
	.44**
	.42**
	-.09**
	-.06*
	.33**

	Social support 
	.25**
	.30**
	.21**
	.21**
	.23**
	-.16**
	-.06**
	.08**
	.35**
	.35**
	.29**
	.31**
	.30**
	-.11**
	-.06*
	.23**

	Mental well-being
	.14**
	.20**
	.33**
	.29**
	.38**
	-.24**
	-.22**
	.19**
	.28**
	.27**
	.51**
	.55**
	.48**
	-.22**
	-.16**
	.35**

	Life satisfaction 
	.12**
	.17**
	.23**
	.23**
	.31**
	-.19**
	-.19**
	.18**
	.15**
	.18**
	.28**
	.34**
	.24**
	-.14**
	-.17**
	.27**

	Meaning of Life
	.14**
	.16**
	.24**
	.27**
	.32**
	-.17**
	-.18**
	.17**
	.15**
	.18**
	.27**
	.34**
	.24**
	-.18**
	-.20**
	.26**

	Happiness
	.13**
	.18**
	.28**
	.27**
	.36**
	-.17**
	-.15**
	.20**
	.16**
	.18**
	.33**
	.37**
	.30**
	-.18**
	-.17**
	.25**

	Depressive symptoms 
	-.13**
	-.09**
	-.10**
	-.09**
	-.16**
	.14**
	.12**
	-.10**
	.02
	.00
	-.23**
	-.26**
	-.18**
	.41**
	.35**
	-.07**

	Anxiety symptoms
	.07**
	-.01
	-.13**
	-.15**
	-.23**
	.38**
	.31**
	-.02
	.08**
	.04
	-.21**
	-.22**
	-.15**
	.40**
	.36**
	-.01

	Physical functioning 
	.03
	.05**
	.06**
	.04
	.12**
	-.22**
	-.08**
	.08**
	.01
	.00
	.10**
	.11**
	.10**
	-.23**
	-.08**
	.06**

	Fatigue
	.04*
	-.08**
	-.14**
	-.18**
	-.17**
	.31**
	.24**
	-.05**
	.06*
	.02
	-.14**
	-.23**
	-.10**
	.32**
	.29**
	-.09**

	Pain interference 
	.01
	-.05**
	-.02
	-.01
	-.08**
	.27**
	.10**
	-.03
	.03
	.03
	-.06*
	-.05*
	-.03
	.29**
	.14**
	.02

	Sleep disturbance 
	-.11**
	-.12**
	-.10**
	-.06**
	.-12**
	.11**
	.00
	.10**
	-.03
	-.03
	-.13**
	-.19**
	-.10**
	.22**
	.19**
	-.08**

	Social functioning 
	.02
	.09**
	.05*
	.10**
	.16**
	-.30**
	-.17**
	.07**
	.05*
	.05*
	.07**
	.13**
	.06*
	-.31**
	-.20**
	-04*


[bookmark: _Hlk158194788][bookmark: _Hlk158193923][bookmark: _Hlk158194627]Notes. Pearson correlation coefficient. F1=emotional support, F2=instrumental support, F3=perseverance, F4=coping flexibility, F5=problem solving, F6=repression, F7=wishful thinking, F8=proactive coping. ** p <.01, * p<.05.
Table SUP2.3 Correlations of validation scales with final 8-item short adult coping scale (SACS-8)
	
	Study 1 (N=2,613)
	Study 2 (N=1,986)

	Construct (instrument)
	F1
	F2 (F2)
	F3(F6)
	F4(F7)
	F1
	F2 (F2)
	F3(F6)
	F4(F7)

	Openness 
	.07**
	.07**
	-.10**
	.03
	.15**
	.06*
	-.04
	.09**

	Conscientousness 
	.18**
	.02
	-.24**
	-.16**
	.22**
	-.03
	-.28**
	-.16**

	Extraversion 
	.14**
	.17**
	-.09**
	-.08**
	.26**
	.26**
	-.07*
	-.09**

	Agreeableness 
	.10**
	.09**
	-.01
	-.06**
	.09**
	.05*
	-.12**
	-.08**

	Neuroticism 
	-.27**
	-.06**
	.29**
	.25**
	-.33**
	-.08
	.25**
	.27**

	Optimism
	.28**
	.14**
	-.22**
	-.19**
	.35**
	.19**
	-.22**
	-.18**

	Internal locus 
	.26**
	.09**
	-.10**
	-.07**
	.42**
	.26**
	-.04
	-.01

	External locus 
	-.08**
	.00
	.38**
	.28**
	-.04
	.09**
	.37**
	.28**

	Self-efficacy (ASKU-3)
	.33**
	.08**
	-.23**
	-.13**
	.44**
	.16**
	-.09**
	-.06*

	Social support 
	.22**
	.30**
	-.16**
	-.06**
	.31**
	.35**
	-.11**
	-.06*

	Mental well-being 
	.33**
	.20**
	-.24**
	-.22**
	.52**
	.27**
	-.22**
	-.16**

	Life satisfaction (SWLS)
	.25**
	.17**
	-.19**
	-.19**
	.31**
	.18**
	-.14**
	-.17**

	Meaning of Life
	.26**
	.16**
	-.17**
	-.18**
	.29**
	.18**
	-.18**
	-.20**

	Happiness
	.27**
	.18**
	-.17**
	-.15**
	.35**
	.18**
	-.18**
	-.17**

	Depressive symptoms (PROMIS-29)
	-.07**
	-.09**
	.14**
	.12**
	-.22**
	.00
	.41**
	.35**

	Anxiety symptoms (PROMIS-29)
	-.15**
	-.01
	.38**
	.31**
	-.19**
	.04
	.40**
	.36**

	Physical functiong
	.05**
	.05**
	-.22**
	-.08**
	.11**
	.00
	-.23**
	-.08**

	Fatigue
	-.16**
	-.08**
	.31**
	.24**
	-.16**
	.02
	.32**
	.29**

	Pain interference
	-.02
	-.05**
	.27**
	.10**
	-.04*
	.03
	.29**
	.14**

	Sleep disturbance
	.09**
	.12**
	.11**
	.00
	-.14**
	-.03
	.22**
	.19**

	Social functioning (PROMIS-29)
	.09**
	.09**
	-.30**
	-.17**
	.08**
	.05*
	.31**
	.20**


Notes. Pearson correlation coefficient, Factors 2, 3, and 4 of the 8-item version are equal to factors 2, 6, and 7 of the 16-item version. F1=active coping, F2=instrumental support, F3=repression, F4=wishful thinking. ** p<.01, * p<.05

Measures. Personality (openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, neuroticism) was measured with the German versions of the 10-item short version of the Big Five Personality Inventory (BFI-10; Rammstedt et al., 2013), optimism with the 2-item Optimism–Pessimism Short Scale–2 (SOP-2; Kemper et al., 2012; Nießen et al., 2022), locus of control with the 4-item Internal-External Locus of Control Short-Scale-4 (IE4; Kovaleva et al., 2012), self-efficacy with the Short Scale for Measuring General Self-efficacy Beliefs (ASKU-3; Beierlein et al, 2012;2017), perceived social support with the 3-item version of the Oslo Social Support Scale (OSSS-3; Kocalevent et al., 2018), mental well-being with the 7-item Short Warwick-Edinburgh Mental Wellbeing Scale (SWEMWBS; Stewart-brown, 2009; Peitz et al., 2024), satisfaction with life with the 1-item version of the Satisfaction With life Scale (SWL; Diener et al., 1985), Happiness with one item adapted from Abdel-Khalek (2006), meaning in life with  the first item of the Meaning in Life Questionnaire (MLQ; Steger et al., 2006), and Health-related Quality of Life (Depression, Anxiety, Physical functioning, Fatigue, Pain interference, sleep disturbance, social functioning) with the 29-item version of the Patient Reported Outcomes Measurement Information System (PROMIS-29 Profile; Valderas & Alonso, 2008; Fischer et al, 2018).
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SUP3. Results from Scale Development in Study 1 (N=2,613)
Item reduction from 143 to 42. Based on the criteria of curtosis and skewness (< +/- 2), item ambiguity, KMO >.70 and loadings <.40 the initial number of 143 items was reduced to 42. Results from parallel analysis indicated 8 components and 5 factors with an overall MSA of .85 (Figure S2.1). Minimum Average Partial Test (MAP) achieved a minimum of 0.01 and the Very Simple Structure Criterion (VSS) with 8 factors a maximum of 0.67 complexity with 5 factors while the BIC=1263.76, sample size-adjusted BIC=492.86 and SRMR=.026 achieved a minimum with 8 factors. Comparison of results from exploratory factorial analyses (EFA) with oblimin rotation suggested a superior fit of the eight-factor solution (5 factors: TLI=.74, RMSEA=.08, RMSR=.05, BIC=332.08, R2=.39; 8 factors: TLI=.90, RMSEA=.04, RMSR=.02, BIC=70.83, R2=.46). 
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Figure SUP3.1 Scree Plot with 42 items

Table SUP3.1 Results from EFA: Loadings for 42 items and 8 factors 
	Inventory
	Item # 
	Subscale
	F 1
	F 2
	F 3
	F 4
	F 5
	F6
	F 7
	F 8

	CSI
	1
	support-focused
	0.76
	0.06
	-0.02
	-0.04
	-0.1
	-0.01
	-0.01
	0.07

	CSI
	23
	support-focused
	0.75
	-0.08
	-0.03
	0.06
	-0.11
	-0.08
	0.03
	0.10

	CSI
	7
	support-focused
	0.74
	-0.04
	0.05
	0.05
	0.09
	0.1
	-0.04
	-0.10

	CSI
	14
	Social support
	0.68
	-0.08
	0.11
	0.05
	0.12
	0.14
	-0.09
	-0.07

	CSI-SF
	13
	support-focused
	0.68
	0.08
	0.04
	-0.08
	0.13
	-0.08
	0.04
	-0.11

	CSI
	25
	support-focused
	0.65
	0.07
	0.02
	-0.02
	0.01
	-0.03
	0.06
	0.11

	CSI
	32
	support-focused
	0.61
	0.08
	-0.1
	-0.05
	<0.01
	0.04
	-0.01
	0.08

	Brief COPE
	10
	Instrumental Support
	0.58
	0.02
	-0.07
	0.01
	0.03
	-0.05
	0.11
	-0.07

	CSI-SF
	18
	Social withdrawel
	0.55
	-0.01
	0.03
	0.04
	-0.05
	0.02
	0.05
	0.18

	CSI-SF
	1
	Problem solving
	0.00
	0.67
	0.00
	-0.03
	0.09
	-0.08
	-0.01
	-0.06

	CSI
	16
	problem-focused
	-0.07
	0.61
	0.03
	0.08
	-0.05
	0.01
	-0.08
	-0.07

	CSI-SF
	19
	Active Coping
	0.01
	0.59
	0.03
	0.12
	-0.02
	-0.07
	0.02
	0.01

	Brief COPE
	2
	Problem solving
	0.1
	0.58
	0.02
	-0.04
	0.00
	0.01
	0.04
	0.00

	CSI
	20
	problem-focused
	0.00
	0.55
	0.05
	0.13
	-0.01
	-0.03
	0.00
	0.02

	WCC-R
	55
	problem-focused
	0.06
	0.55
	0.00
	0.06
	0.00
	0.09
	-0.09
	-0.01

	WCC-R
	51
	problem-focused
	-0.04
	0.54
	0.05
	0.07
	-0.03
	0.03
	0.04
	0.09

	CSI
	11
	problem-focused
	-0.03
	0.53
	0.07
	0.08
	0.06
	0.03
	0.03
	0.11

	WCC-R
	44
	problem-focused
	0.08
	0.53
	0.00
	0.00
	0.04
	0.15
	0.02
	-0.01

	CSI
	31
	support-focused
	-0.02
	0.04
	0.77
	0.01
	-0.08
	-0.03
	-0.02
	0.02

	CSI-SF
	22
	support seeking
	0.03
	-0.02
	0.77
	0.07
	-0.06
	0.03
	-0.05
	0.03

	CSI
	24
	support-focused
	-0.03
	-0.02
	0.76
	0.03
	0.05
	0.09
	-0.03
	-0.05

	CSI
	12
	problem-focused
	0.02
	0.02
	0.67
	-0.07
	0.07
	-0.08
	0.16
	-0.02

	CSI-SF
	4
	Social support
	0.05
	0.11
	0.59
	-0.06
	0.01
	-0.07
	0.09
	0.11

	CFS-R
	11
	meta-coping 
	0.05
	0.03
	0.07
	0.69
	0.11
	-0.02
	0.03
	-0.08

	CFS-R
	8
	abandonment 
	-0.04
	0.01
	-0.02
	0.67
	-0.08
	-0.02
	0.04
	0.05

	CFS-R
	6
	re-coping  
	0.00
	0.13
	-0.02
	0.62
	-0.06
	0.03
	0.00
	0.10

	CFS-R
	4
	meta-coping 
	0.00
	0.12
	0.04
	0.59
	0.06
	-0.02
	-0.07
	-0.05

	CSI
	29
	avoidant-focused
	-0.05
	0.06
	-0.03
	-0.02
	0.65
	-0.03
	-0.04
	0.00

	CSI
	9
	support-focused
	0.01
	-0.02
	-0.03
	0.01
	0.58
	-0.07
	0.08
	0.11

	CSI-SF
	10
	Problem solving
	0.05
	0.08
	-0.02
	-0.02
	0.57
	0.05
	-0.10
	0.11

	Brief COPE
	7
	Active Coping
	0.01
	0.06
	0.02
	0.01
	0.54
	-0.10
	-0.01
	0.05

	CSI
	3
	problem-focused
	0.09
	-0.13
	-0.05
	0.14
	0.5
	0.04
	0.02
	0.08

	WCC-R
	56
	emotion-focused
	0.04
	0.04
	-0.02
	-0.02
	-0.02
	0.66
	0.05
	-0.01

	Brief COPE
	11
	Substance Use
	0.02
	-0.09
	0.02
	0.05
	0.02
	0.63
	0.01
	0.01

	Brief COPE
	3
	Denial
	-0.05
	0.09
	-0.01
	-0.02
	-0.11
	0.62
	0.13
	0.05

	WCC-R
	37
	emotion-focused
	0.04
	-0.04
	0.02
	-0.1
	0.01
	0.46
	0.14
	0.00

	CSI
	10
	avoidant-focused
	0.02
	-0.02
	0.01
	0.03
	-0.04
	0.01
	0.84
	-0.03

	CSI
	27
	avoidant-focused
	-0.03
	0.02
	0.05
	0.03
	0.05
	0.06
	0.63
	0.03

	WCC-R
	65
	emotion-focused
	0.02
	-0.02
	<0.01
	-0.08
	0.01
	0.24
	0.56
	-0.04

	PCI
	1
	proactive coping
	0.02
	0.05
	0.04
	-0.03
	0.08
	0.06
	-0.13
	0.65

	PCI
	17
	proactive coping
	0.07
	-0.03
	0.07
	-0.02
	0.08
	-0.02
	<0.01
	0.61

	PCI
	5
	proactive coping
	0.06
	-0.08
	-0.05
	0.16
	0.16
	-0.01
	0.08
	0.49

	
	
	Cronbach’s Alpha
	0.56
	0.82
	0.58
	0.39
	0.80
	0.83
	0.59
	0.86

	
	
	Eigenvalues
	4.25
	3.38
	2.76
	2.05
	1.93
	1.76
	1.74
	1.37

	
	
	Proportion variance
	0.10
	0.08
	0.07
	0.05
	0.05
	0.04
	0.04
	0.03

	
	
	Cumulative variance
	0.10
	0.18
	0.25
	0.30
	0.34
	0.38
	0.43
	0.46


Notes. CSI-SF=Coping Strategies Inventory Short Form; WCC-R=Ways of Coping Checklist revised; CSI=Coping Strategy Indicator; PCI= Proactive Coping Inventory; SCQ= Spiritual Coping Questionnaire; CFS-R Coping Flexibility Scale revised. 

Item reduction from 42 to 25. A Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) with the 42 items distributed over the eight-factor structure showed non-satisfactory model fit (CFI=.90, TLI=.89, RMSEA=.05, RMSR=.04, AIC=89411.49, BIC=89866.93). Inspection of modification indices suggested to remove step-by-step 17 items with high interitem correlations (values of > 25). Another CFA with the 25 remaining items suggested an improved model fit, CFI=.93, TLI=.92, RMSEA=.04, RMSR=.04, AIC=75490.01, BIC=75893.70.

Table SUP3.2 Results from CFA: Estimates for 25 items and 8 factors
	
	Unstand. estimate
	SE
	Stand. estimate
	p

	Latent factors
	
	
	
	

	Emotional Support~
	
	
	
	

	CSI 1
	0.71
	0.024
	0.73
	<.001

	CSI 7
	0.69
	0.025
	0.72
	<.001

	CSI 25
	0.67
	0.024
	0.72
	<.001

	CSI 32
	0.61
	0.024
	0.66
	<.001

	Active Coping: Perseverance~
	
	
	
	

	CSI-SF 1
	0.46
	0.022
	0.62
	<.001

	CSI-SF 19
	0.51
	0.022
	0.68
	<.001

	Brief COPE 2
	0.41
	0.025
	0.52
	<.001

	CSI 20
	0.52
	0.023
	0.66
	<.001

	WCC-R 55
	0.41
	0.024
	0.54
	<.001

	WCC-R 51
	0.45
	0.024
	0.59
	<.001

	Instrumental Support~
	
	
	
	

	CSI-SF 22
	0.73
	0.021
	0.80
	<.001

	CSI 24
	0.71
	0.021
	0.77
	<.001

	CSI 31
	0.71
	0.021
	0.78
	<.001

	CSI 12
	0.64
	0.025
	0.66
	<.001

	[bookmark: _Hlk134029019]Coping Flexibility~
	
	
	
	

	CFS-R 8
	0.51
	0.028
	0.60
	<.001

	CFS-R 6
	0.62
	0.022
	0.76
	<.001

	CFS-R 4
	0.60
	0.025
	0.70
	<.001

	Active Coping: Problem Solving ~
	
	
	
	

	CSI 9
	0.46
	0.043
	0.59
	<.001

	Brief COPE 7
	0.40
	0.036
	0.51
	<.001

	Avoidance: Repression~
	
	
	
	

	WCC-R 56
	0.42
	0.037
	0.48
	<.001

	WCC-R 37
	0.59
	0.047
	0.58
	<.001

	Avoidance: Wishful Thinking~
	
	
	
	

	CSI 10
	0.75
	0.034
	0.76
	<.001

	CSI 27
	0.74
	0.035
	0.76
	<.001

	Proactive Coping~
	
	
	
	

	PCI 17
	0.52
	0.040
	0.59
	<.001

	PCI 5
	0.57
	0.042
	0.66
	<.001

	Covariances
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	Active Coping: Perserverance
	0.19
	0.036
	0.19
	<.001

	Instrumental Support
	0.11
	0.035
	0.11
	.001

	Coping Flexibility
	0.08
	0.037
	0.08
	.022

	Active Coping: Problem Solving
	0.36
	0.047
	0.36
	<.001

	Avoidance: Repression
	0.23
	0.052
	0.23
	<.001

	Avoidance: Wishful Thinking
	0.12
	0.036
	0.12
	.002

	Proactive Coping
	0.44
	0.045
	0.44
	<.001

	Problem Solving: Perseverance ~~
	
	
	
	

	Instrumental Support
	0.45
	0.033
	0.45
	<.001

	Coping Flexibility
	0.64
	0.031
	0.64
	<.001

	Problem Solving: Active Coping
	0.20
	0.051
	0.20
	<.001

	Avoidance: Repression
	-0.16
	0.056
	-0.16
	.004

	Avoidance: Wishful thinking
	-0.02
	0.042
	-0.02
	.589

	Proactive Coping
	0.13
	0.043
	0.13
	.002

	Instrumental Support ~~
	
	
	
	

	Coping flexibility
	0.31
	0.036
	0.31
	<.001

	Active Coping: Problem Solving
	0.01
	0.042
	0.01
	.675

	Avoidance: Repression
	0.07
	0.048
	0.07
	.134

	Avoidance: Wishful Thinking
	0.22
	0.038
	0.22
	<.001

	Proactive Coping
	0.05
	0.044
	0.05
	.229

	Coping Fexibility ~~
	
	
	
	

	Active Coping: Problem Solving
	0.14
	0.055
	0.14
	.012

	Avoidance: Repression
	-0.18
	0.054
	-0.18
	.001

	Avoidance: Wishful Thinking
	0.03
	0.042
	0.03
	.419

	Proactive Coping
	0.20
	0.045
	0.20
	<.001

	Active Coping: Problem Solving ~~
	
	
	
	

	Avoidance: Repression
	-0.25
	0.062
	-0.25
	<.001

	Avoidance: Wishful Thinking
	-0.15
	0.050
	-0.15
	.003

	Proactive Coping
	0.52
	0.056
	0.52
	<.001

	Avoidance: Repression~~
	
	
	
	

	Avoidance: Wishful Thinking
	0.58
	0.050
	0.58
	<.001

	Proactive Coping
	-0.01
	0.057
	-0.01
	.802

	Avoidance: Wishful Thinking ~~
	
	
	
	

	Proactive Coping
	-0.03
	0.043
	-0.03
	.466

	Variances
	
	
	
	

	CSI 1 
	0.45
	0.028
	0.45
	<.001

	CSI 7 
	0.45
	0.028
	0.45
	<.001

	CSI 25 
	0.42
	0.024
	0.42
	<.001

	CSI 32 
	0.49
	0.025
	0.49
	<.001

	CSI-SF 1 
	0.34
	0.018
	0.34
	<.001

	CSI-SF 19 
	0.30
	0.016
	0.30
	<.001

	Brief COPE 2 
	0.43
	0.021
	0.43
	<.001

	CSI 20 
	0.35
	0.019
	0.35
	<.001

	WCC-R 55 
	0.42
	0.021
	0.42
	<.001

	WCC-R 51 
	0.40
	0.020
	0.40
	<.001

	CSI-SF 22 
	0.30
	0.020
	0.30
	<.001

	CSI 24 
	0.36
	0.022
	0.36
	<.001

	CSI 31 
	0.33
	0.020
	0.33
	<.001

	CSI 12 
	0.54
	0.027
	0.54
	<.001

	CFS-R 8 
	0.47
	0.029
	0.47
	<.001

	CFS-R 6 
	0.29
	0.019
	0.29
	<.001

	CFS-R 4 
	0.37
	0.026
	0.37
	<.001

	CSI 9 
	0.41
	0.038
	0.41
	<.001

	Brief COPE 7 
	0.42
	0.029
	0.42
	<.001

	WCC-R 56 
	0.57
	0.030
	0.57
	<.001

	WCC-R 37 
	0.69
	0.055
	0.69
	<.001

	CSI 10 
	0.41
	0.047
	0.41
	<.001

	CSI 27 
	0.41
	0.046
	0.41
	<.001

	PCI 17 
	0.51
	0.040
	0.51
	<.001

	PCI 5 
	0.42
	0.046
	0.42
	<.001


Note. Model fit indices: χ2(247)=767.90, p<.001, AIC=75490.02, BIC=75893.70, p<.001. CFI=.93, TLI=.92, RMSEA=.040, SRMR=.036. CSI-SF=Coping Strategies Inventory Short Form; WCC-R=Ways of Coping Checklist revised; CSI=Coping Strategy Indicator; PCI=Proactive Coping Inventory; SCQ=Spiritual Coping Questionnaire; CFS-R=Coping Flexibility Scale revised.
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Figure SUP3.2 Scree Plot with 8 items

Exploration of the 8-item version. We selected 8 items as suggested by a brute-force approach based on the 16-item version and performed PA, MAP, VSS and EFA to explore the factorial structure. The PA suggested a number of 4 factors and 2 components (Figure S2.2). 
The MAP reached a minimum of 0.04 with 2 factors and the VSS complexity reached a maximum of 0.60 with 4 factors. The model fit indices reached a minimum with four factors (BIC=12.70, sample size adjusted BIC=6.40 and SRMR=.004). Results from EFA indicated superior fit of the four-factorial structure (four factors: TLI=1.00, RMSEA=.01, RMSR=.01, BIC=13.76, R2=.42; two factors: TLI=.88, RMSEA=.06, RMSR=.04, BIC=17.14, R2=.29) and this findings was validated by the results from CFA (four factors: CFI=.99, TLI=.99, RMSEA=.024, RMSR=.020, AIC=25811.00, BIC=25924.86; two factors: CFI=.89, TLI=.84, RMSEA=.083, RMSR=.063, AIC=25984.38, BIC=26072.36).
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Table SUP4.1. Results from measurement invariance analyses across age groups, sexes at birth, coping situations and study locations for the 16-item short adult coping scale (SACS-16)
	
	Study 1 (N=2,613)
	Study 2 (N=1,986)

	
	CFI
	TLI
	R
	S
	χ2
	p
	CFI
	TLI
	R
	S
	χ2
	p

	Age group
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Config
	.948
	.918
	.036
	.031
	554.19
	
	.979
	.966
	.033
	.031
	251.08
	

	Metric 
	.953
	.931
	.033
	.032
	554.86
	.829
	.978
	.968
	.033
	.034
	320.22
	.103

	Scalar
	.944
	.923
	.034
	.033
	622.34
	<.001
	.974
	.964
	.034
	.036
	358.79
	<.001

	Strict
	.934
	.921
	.035
	.036
	716.72
	.002
	.971
	.965
	.034
	.039
	403.57
	.050

	Sex at birth
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Config
	.954
	.928
	.035
	.027
	392.43
	
	.974
	.958
	.037
	.027
	194.93
	

	Metric
	.953
	.929
	.035
	.027
	409.19
	.045
	.976
	.965
	.034
	.028
	207.98
	.449

	Scalar
	.943
	.919
	.037
	.029
	468.38
	<.001
	.973
	.962
	.036
	.029
	227.38
	<.001

	Strict
	.939
	.920
	.037
	.030
	505.45
	.004
	.972
	.963
	.035
	.030
	244.49
	.018

	Coping context
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Config
	.962
	.941
	.030
	.031
	548.50
	
	.979
	.967
	.033
	.024
	293.12
	

	Metric 
	.963
	.946
	.029
	.033
	578.57
	.436
	.979
	.969
	.032
	.027
	371.05
	.338

	Scalar
	.959
	.945
	.029
	.034
	626.61
	.153
	.977
	.970
	.031
	.029
	396.23
	.320

	Strict
	.960
	.953
	.027
	.035
	734.44
	.520
	.979
	.975
	.028
	.031
	436.58
	.567

	Study location
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Config
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.967
	.948
	.040
	.030
	230.82
	

	Metric 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.970
	.954
	.037
	.031
	246.03
	.307

	Scalar
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.965
	.950
	.039
	.032
	275.98
	<.001

	Strict
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.959
	.947
	.040
	.035
	313.82
	<.001


Note. R=RMSEA, S=SRMR, Config=Configural. Approximately 25% of the total sample was distributed across each of the 4 age groups 18-29, 30-44, 45-59, and 60-79 years, men and women (sex at birth) were relatively equal represented with 50.6% female. 66.6% in Study 1 (58.2% in Study 2) reported thinking of about (one or more) concrete past situations from the areas of health (Study1: 23.9%, n=625; Study2: 14.3%,n=165), social relations (Study 1: 35.9%, n=912; Study 2: 25.3%,n=292), work (Study 1: 14.0%, n=365; Study 2: 16.0%, n=185), financial stress (Study 1: 14.6%, n=381; Study 2: 23.6%, n=273), 6.2% respectively 12.2% (Study 1: n=150; Study 2: 141) violence/discrimination/war, and 6.9% respectively 8.6% (Study 1: n=181; Study 2: n=99) reported of other not mentioned situations. The sample in Study 2 was composed of 50.1% adults living in Germany and 49.9% in the United Kingdom.



Table SUP4.2. Results from measurement invariance analyses across age groups, sexes at birth, coping situations and study locations for the 8-item short adult coping scale (SACS-8)
	
	Study 1 (N=2,613)
	Study 2 (N=1,986)

	
	CFI
	TLI
	R
	S
	χ2
	p
	CFI
	TLI
	R
	S
	χ2
	p

	Age group
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Config
	.975
	.949
	.038
	.025
	108.57
	
	.982
	.965
	.039
	.026
	54.46
	

	Metric 
	.975
	.959
	.034
	.027
	118.84
	.484
	.980
	.968
	.037
	.030
	70.18
	.231

	Scalar
	.974
	.963
	.032
	.028
	134.62
	.289
	.968
	.955
	.044
	.034
	96.36
	<.001

	Strict
	.960
	.957
	.035
	.033
	185.49
	.019
	.964
	.961
	.041
	.038
	115.63
	.212

	Sex at birth
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Config
	.985
	.970
	.031
	.020
	63.86
	
	.970
	.940
	.053
	.026
	57.64
	

	Metric
	.981
	.966
	.033
	.020
	77.54
	.025
	.970
	.948
	.050
	.027
	62.52
	.240

	Scalar
	.968
	.951
	.040
	.026
	110.77
	<.001
	.962
	.941
	.053
	.030
	75.08
	<.001

	Strict
	.939
	.920
	.041
	.029
	139.46
	<.001
	.958
	.947
	.050
	.032
	84.58
	.039

	Coping context
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Config
	.989
	.979
	.026
	.023
	92.98
	
	.988
	.977
	.031
	.033
	53.44
	

	Metric 
	.990
	.984
	.023
	.025
	107.67
	.473
	.975
	.960
	.040
	.041
	82.36
	.184

	Scalar
	.987
	.970
	.031
	.029
	148.80
	.043
	.973
	.964
	.039
	.043
	94.18
	.388

	Strict
	.982
	.981
	.025
	.031
	173.64
	.619
	.970
	.969
	.036
	.050
	121.08
	.363

	Study location
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Config
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.979
	.957
	.042
	.024
	44.97
	

	Metric 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.978
	.961
	.040
	.025
	49.42
	.244

	Scalar
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.965
	.946
	.047
	.030
	70.11
	<.001

	Strict
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.956
	.944
	.048
	.034
	86.66
	<.001


Note. R=RMSEA, S=SRMR, Config=Configural. Approximately 25% of the total sample was distributed across each of the 4 age groups 18-29, 30-44, 45-59, and 60-79 years, men and women (sex at birth) were relatively equal represented with 50.6% female. 66.6% in Study 1 (58.2% in Study 2) reported thinking of about (one or more) concrete past situations from the areas of health (Study1: 23.9%, n=625; Study2: 14.3%,n=165), social relations (Study 1: 35.9%, n=912; Study 2: 25.3%,n=292), work (Study 1: 14.0%, n=365; Study 2: 16.0%, n=185), financial stress (Study 1: 14.6%, n=381; Study 2: 23.6%, n=273), 6.2% respectively 12.2% (Study 1: n=150; Study 2: 141) violence/discrimination/war, and 6.9% respectively 8.6% (Study 1: n=181; Study 2: n=99) reported of other not mentioned situations. The sample in Study 2 was composed of 50.1% adults living in Germany and 49.9% in the United Kingdom.




image2.png
eigenvalues of principal components and factor analysis

Parallel Analysis Scree Plots

—*—  PC Actual Data
PC Simulated Data
rrrrrr PC Resampled Data
—2—  FA Actual Data
FA Simulated Data
—————— FA Resampled Data

Factor/Component Number





image3.png
eigenvalues of principal components and factor analysis

20

15

10

05

0.0

Parallel Analysis Scree Plots

—% PC Actual Data
PC Simulated Data

---- PC Resampled Data

~&— FA Actual Data

\ FA Simulated Data
-~ FA Resampled Data

Factor/Component Number





image1.png
Records identified from:

A

Records assessed based on
additional topic search:
n=4
Climate change (n=1)
Natural disaster (n=1)
Terrorism (n=1)
Workplace bullying (n=1)

}

Inclusion

Scales included:
n=7
from n =39 records

[=
) -
B = n= 127_ = Duplicate records removed before
& copus:n = screening:
= Psycinfo:n =11 n=15
g Pubmed: n =24
- Google Scholar: n = 27
Records screened based on title Records excluded:
EUCI ELEHEIEE " Not relevant (n =74)
1) n=112
(=]
=
7]
(7}
] h 4
wv
Citations screened:
n=5
Records assessed for eligibility: R Records excluded:
n=43 » n=16
Not relevant (n = 5)
Missing information (n = 4)
A 4 Licensing fee (n = 2)
Records assessed based on Non-adult sample (n = 1)
additional topic search: Specific clinical sample (n = 4)
n=8
Proactive coping (n = 2)
> Coping flexibility (n = 2)
E Spiritual coping (n = 2)
= Information coping (n = 2)
w




