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Psychometric Characteristics of
Moos’ Coping Response Inventory-Korean Version (CRI-K)

Young Nam Park, M.D.

Department of Psychiatry,
Keimyung University School of Medicine, Daegu, Korea

Abstract : This study evaluated the internal consistency and test—retest reliability of
Moos’ Coping Response Inventory—Korean Version (CRI-K), as well as it’s correlation
with depressive symptoms in hospitalized patients. Fifty seven medical students and 66
hospitalized patients completed the CRI-K, and 45 medical students were retested a
week later to evaluate test—retest reliability. Also, 66 patients completed CES—D for
depressive symptoms. Scores of problem solving, acceptance and resignation, and
emotional discharge subscales were higher in the female medical students, however,
there was no difference in the subscales scores between male and female patients. The
internal consistency of CRI—K subscales, measured by Cronbach alpha, ranged 0.46—
0.68 in the medical students and 0.41—-0.64 among the patients. The test—retest
reliability of CRI-K subscales in the medical students ranged 0.61—-0.86 of Pearson
correlation coefficient. CES—D scores in the patients were negatively correlated with
approach coping responses and positively correlated with emotional discharge. The
results suggest that CRI-K has respectable internal consistency and test—retest
reliability, and could be a useful inventory to evaluate coping response in medical

patients.
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Vaillant 5 [31¢] DSQ(Defense Style Questionnaire),
sEdR QATE ARE 4TS BAGE
Carver 5 [4]1¢ COPE (Coping Orientation for
Problem Experience), Endler$ Parker[5] ¢
CISS(Coping Inventory for Stressful
Situations) “g°] Yo™, o] Yoz AAAAL =
P2 ol gstel g, AR IR, AR, E
A, AA, F T 44 54 & HUksH[2].
& T2 TlRlo] AENAE Y S Y5k
AEAA BFS b ek FAE 2

Azt Pgol FAL Aol ofd PHOE F
A LS PEeta A vk 4 Aol o
F ol 24

HLN o HIE= jﬂ A gz o] Aaste
(focus)# o]& o|F o7t W (method) &
7VA A A Brrst), iz A AMs A A o
A4 W78 42 Folkman¥ Lazarus[6]8] Ul
ARAR E (Ways of Coping Questionnaire) ,
Moos [7]12] W4 A= (Coping Response
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Inventory, CRI) 7} ﬁlf}

CRIE= X358 28g A= id] e
1 lQle] A BEY PFOE $AC A2
stol l@stel - AAX T2 FAT dvista g
A% S B S A0S wRIA B
W, A B P BEol ARHOE 94
7t FL BEH A FAAATHT. CRIE oIX
A& R A9 AN - I F 5 el
A @St} A B FET ols v oY
o) gouk AN A ok, of A
CRI #5:0) 9 (CRI-K% °F8) & 95|18t 4% o)
oz aAstel Uy QA EY VAR B
glom, e g jahy el YAF B3 Y
o AWAAYAN A WA A &S WA T
Brhatel e EHelA YN HeE B
.

U ERTT

.oy

CRI-KS W7 AA=g A4% 3718 H7t
SHEERICEE RIS R AL

AW B dak 389 o)Ak 19780 3 Bt
> 225 £ 282419 AA A APl A thA]
W2 S H7Esk] fleko] o i e 9 Ak 66
Wg Ut oR stk EArY A P vk
269 oAk 4070l HAH 2509 £ 16.54],
A T7v 4% o 254, 9744 4% 9, A%
de 569, 57 A% 59, ¥ 51, VIt A%
177go] e}

2. HALE
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A gy, BF 4 gy v 714 71 F3 5 U
T 472 7R el 7 e s AR E T
2 8709 st ez A HAY o e s
I =24 52X (logical analysis), =44

<]
A 7F(positive reappraisal), XA 1 (seeking

guidance and support), =484 (problem

solving), ?1A 4 &3 (cognitive avoidance), 4

43 A (acceptance or resignation), W] A
iyl
le]

ZFT(seeking alternative reward), A7
(emotional discharge) ot} AEA = sF4F
nlth 67 BB O o|Fojx I 487 IO
TAAEN e 7} gL Hs] a8 A g%]q_ 074
A

% a9 18, AR a8 2d, WY o

Grp 374 o) 4TA % SOl S wE o] A,

3. AALH

B JE XL AA-AAA "8

A7) fetel A SAA A TEH L
gek ¥ 5790] CRI-Kel &¥atgen ol

Gl
5L AT AT A AR] Hof sk AR

ol B md oy px
= e
>
i
t

Table 1. Mean scores of CRI-K subscales in male and female medical students

2 ['Llﬂ

NS Frhaack AR A fxbelA o
HAlS Hokaks] Y5k 3 ierE Pel g9
3 AelA A7 5A S 2t 66
RI-KE &9tk 2ela e=ojst

A €] LH@ AR B
AF—
Atk 3
YA TR,

4. %12 2N

2 SPSS 11.0&

(p<0.05) & B7}8k% ok

g (4.

g3 7

1. CRI-K oI} &EEE 3}
SRR
8/ &9 HEE
* 2.86vs. 10.63
1.94 vs. 5.57

S
=

ZF

87) ¢k o 2+ (197) Afolell

B3k A4 82 (8.86
2.62, p<0 05), &% %
1313 p<0.05) 1
* 2.06vs. 594 £ 285 p
45%01 oARfeAl 7o 5HA EAT o
Akl oA Afo o] 2] gk Aol

BB KB

Male Female

(n=38) (n=19)
Logical analysis 8.63 = 230 9.00 = 2.13
Positive reappraisal 986 + 2.74 9.00 + 235
Seeking guidance/support 8.28 £ 3.00 8.63 = 2.79
Problem solving 8.86 L 2.86* 10.63 L 2.62
Cognitive avoidance 7.00 = 2.54 6.78 + 3.80
Acceptance/resignation 4.05 £ 1.94* 5.57 +£3.13
Seeking alternative reward 6.78 = 2.26 7.31 +£226
Emotional discharge 4.52 + 2.06* 594 + 285

* p<0.05.

s 8224 2% 2003

ojgaty on, A
Cronbach alpha &, 28] a1 7
-+ Pearson A#AT=E F7)5f
= AFol 9] AFE#A = Pearson A
5 #A a5 oR 94
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Table 2. Mean scores of CRI-K subscales in male and female patients
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Male Female

(n=26) (n=40)
Logical analysis 873 + 3.07 8.51 =238
Positive reappraisal 9.60 * 2.51 10.33 * 3.62
Seeking guidance/support 9.26 + 2.89 934 + 348
Problem solving 8.56 L 3.23 9.57 1336
Cognitive avoidance 8.04 + 220 7.12 + 3.09
Acceptance/resignation 7.60 = 2.72 6.23 = 3.53
Seeking alternative reward 7.56 * 3.67 6.54 + 3.00
Emotional discharge 517 £ 335 476 £ 3.19

7h ATk AARA 2673k o4 (40) A}
o4 st DEERERREEER
£ AT (Table 1&2).

AT =
==

2. CRI-K2| LH™ Ux| =2} ZHAI-XHA AL AZ| &=
-‘Mﬂv‘mﬂoﬂﬂ AAbst U4 YA L TA S
C AAF T AE7F Sk 9% A 5w 1=

Crobach alpha”F 0.6 o]Ao] o} tf g iAl==
272y 0.48, 0.46 2.2 YJEIY T5

Holtl, A Aol A] AArst A

= FAA QG I AR F7 A A, A
yd

ol
=

s 7<-] 7<-1

, AAEE A 0.6 ool o 1A A

- 0.41 2 A JErRTh Qg A 3
Ab=AFAAL A =5 #B7FsHE Pearson
= 91# A gu7F r=0.86(p<0.001) = 7}
, ,U% EHZ%]‘?‘“ZFT'W r=0.61(p<0.001)
=2 AP EE B (Table
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vl A A S =g A 24, AR F
T9 A A 7 ASATE 914 4
A, A RAAF, FAEES A
At 87 AP DA 3 7,
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Table 3. Internal consistency of CRI-K subscales in

medical students and patients

Students  Patients

(n=57) (n=66)
Logical analysis 52 41
Positive reappraisal .61 .62
Seeking guidance/support .63 .64
Problem solving .68 .62
Cognitive avoidance .68 46
Acceptance/resignation 58 58
Seeking alternative reward A48 .62
Emotional discharge 46 .64
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4, A SXI0| M CRI-K 519 H=S 2| A3 ATk WA WA T =] A 4, 38 A AE T
AAFT, A A, AAF 59, ggRESR
vl B2 T4 AL AAFT, A FAAA T AA T AYLE L XA §9, E
a2, tAEAS g AadAZE AT 44 F A, HARGFT 4 ARaAATE AAqT
AP 7 =l A 24, AR F, ZA A, A R (Table 6).
A8 A AR AATE AT AR ST =
A 54, SAE AL EAEE, A R A 5. YHEXIN LSS} CHA A
FHEAE AT AN A =2 Y, o7
A AR, AAZT, OABAFT S G AR NAVANA S LTAH UATA Y BAZ
7F otk o1x A w1 ; 7 A xﬂy_xg H7Fek7] Yakel CES-D 167 &2 ojats $-&
T AANEd 4 AEEAt ‘21‘21@ &3 T(3849), L olskE nle-= (1999) o7 75t
A2 A A 3y, AgNES A %J&J&ﬂ] 7k SA of & Abolg ohel A S dls Bl asksith
=24 BA(793 + 2.36 vs. 9.25 = 2,76, p
Table 4. Test-retest reliability of CRI-K scales in <0.05 g4 AQ7HE8.70 + 3.39 vs. 1141
medical students 1 2,55, p<0.001) EAN2(825 L 3.50 vs.
10.17 + 2,93, p<0.05) & 2 Al oA
Students 1A ko, £g3 A (8.03 + 2.98 vs.
(n=43) 5.34 * 3.18, p<0.001) & & Tl A #9317
Logical analysis 2% =t 4dUE (5664 + 3.39 vs. 410 + 2.95,
Positive reappraisal 67* p=0.06)> F2s el v xA el o
Seeking guidance/support 4% 09 oA o AFE WY CES-D 243
Problem solving 78* CRI-K 39 2L % Alo] o] Abgh A i gl @ 2
Cognitive avoidance .86* 2 AR = ZFAR AR E FA AT A Ak
Acceptance/resignation .66%* @7, AANEg A AdAA7 YP I (Table
Seeking alternative reward .61* 6&7).
Emotional discharge 79%
* P<0.001.

Table 5. Correlation coefficients among CRI-K subscales in 57 students

LA PR SG PS CA AR SR ED

Logical analysis (LA) 376%*  445%%  503*%* -.024 170 231 .030
Positive reappraisal (PR) 393** 251 119 140 A27** 101
Seeking guidance (SG) J361*%* 126 234 395%* 083
Problem solving (PS) .082 185 .298* 198
Cognitive avoidance (CA) SO8**F - 274%  350%*
Acceptance or resignation (AR) A45%% - 565%*
Seeking alternative reward (SR) 306%*

Emotional discharge (ED)

* P<0.05, ** P<0.01 with Pearson correlation test.
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Table 6. Correlation coefficients among CRI-K subscales, and between CRI-K subscales and CES-D in 66

patients

LA PR SG PS CA AR SR ED CES-D
Logical analysis (LA) S590**  375%  503** (126 155 .389*%* 069 -419%*
Positive reappraisal (PR) J327%  478%F 079 .032  .307* -.065 -.607**
Seeking guidance (SG) 641%% 110 .097  437** -019 -391**
Problem solving (PS) 048  -213  476%* -229 -425%*
Cognitive avoidance (CA) A67*F 388**  346%* -.008
Acceptance or resignation (AR) 223 .676%* 202
Seeking alternative reward (SR) 290% -.154
Emotional discharge (ED) 202%
CES-D scores (CES-D)
* P<0.05, ** p<0.01 with Pearson correlation test.

Table 7. Mean scores of CRI-K subscales in depressed and nondepressed patients
Depressed Nondepressed
(n=38) (n=19)

Logical analysis 873 £ 3.07 8.51 =238
Logical analysis 7.93 1 2.36* 9.25 1.2.76
Positive reappraisal 8.70 £ 3.39%* 1141 £ 255
Seeking guidance/support 8.70 + 337 10.03 + 3.13
Problem solving 8.25 £ 3.50* 10.17 £ 2.93
Cognitive avoidance 7.87 + 2.55 6.96 + 3.12
Acceptance/resignation 8.03 £ 2.98** 534 =318
Seeking alternative reward 6.76 + 3.23 7.14 + 348
Emotional discharge 5.64 1 339 410 L 295

* P<0.05, ** P<0.001.
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