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Sels {fomplexity,

Fiany sitaations produce stresses.  How the stresses affect

ppreopt e cibbor s from person bo persan. Ty the past several decades,
tierrased abtention has been addressed to the relaticnship of
strees s psychosometic 11lness, I some countries, pevochosomatic

phiencamena qare considered within the framewsri of general stress

regear .

Fevohoaial vrie ohservation of psychosomatic patiente reveasls
that the toebkdlity to nawme, recognize, contain, or work tThrouwgh

arue e b fective statbtes are freqguently manttestations of detense

o

slevelires of & peyvehotic bind Mobougsll 198, Glende o

exnpresses bhat a2 & result of their passive natwre, illnes

1941

&

inganlty create an illusion of nonresponsibility.  She also

that tlilnese, itnsanityv., swicide, and hopocide are fechnioues of

Bacapt g from wnbesreable tension. Therefore, the illness

prmsentecd ag the sometic counterpart to "going craay.”

1 41978) desribes three pesychaother apevtic precedures

e st anci g peveohosoratic disorders: relasalion training

ot ed with bhiofeedback, rational-emcotive therapy, and social
gkille fraining. He malbes refersnce to the climicsl iomporiance

sloan vowrtical potentials {coantingent negehtive variaticn) as the

central nervous system correlates inforsstion processes Iin
1remimnl of anxiety and hyperactivation of the avtonomic nervous

svebemn it sbressfal situations.

Wittt e researchers bielieve that there is a divecl selationship

feebwieens sl ess and iliness, Matiila and Salokangas (1981)

the

il scusy

i



Selt Complesity.

the cwaneern that the effects of stress depend on an individual "s
agtdapt ive cnpactlby and o the presence of slressors. In addition to
the calerpal etressors. the individually determined effects of life
Chiarnges often play o cructal role. Heseasrchers need to address the
meer e diFFiocell and subtle sres of coplng and adaptational proresses
1 Fer e o soei sl , hiolmoicsl, and psychological constructs
limbedd T ,1982% . This braings about the concept of finding sooial

sed b igs ol evperiances, Ttfe svents, that contribute to levels

a
“h

iy foe

it

oest torns soncerning The effect of stress—producing lite
evenle o wethodalogiocal grounds and view of findings of subseguent
pevchnasoeat ic resgw-ohy are prezsented as & theoreticasl model in
which 1iiness 1s considered only one of the several possible

reactiogs to stress., fley twsse (1981) asserte bthat depression as

b

reanlt of elress does exicsh, but is often hidden by somatic
diso cher =, The patient ' s degpression e often correl ated with a

Siabe of clasaical depression in the patient & mother, i+ the

AN I A I dhen the child doss nob receive the needed

i

A

id bessb o Frow Bhe pobher, he/she expresses distress by presenting
Somedt o ol worder e arel extreme pevehic withdrawal . Glends (19829
siste holds Hhal perent sl nrrturing is a2 successful paserve process
ber porevent diversion of energy o psychosometic disturbance and to
Poedilp a0 ¥ ene gres to open the route 1o wellness.,

Fheset bt £19281)Y reviews systenabto roeseqsrch reqgerding the

irctluence of emolionalliy distuwrbing life events o0 psvchozomalic

|

thtreems. For the paet 1015 veara, the significant advances in the

‘2



Sclf Complexity. 3

fFiweld of pawhosumalt ic ordicine bave been in the attemplt to refine
aprel et erud Hhe pobire of stressfoal precipitants of somatic 1lliness.
Euvagud @ of soth research dncluade Chattopadbay (31979 and Cocke &

Gr e (19813 0 Chattopadhay administered 2 self evaloustian
fuestiasai et 80 subiects (mean age approsimabte 30 wvears) with

payirhotic, snwatic, or pesychospmatic disorders and comtrols.

sndits indicalte that amsiebty was prominant in &l l subjects and
ger el aint G obhers, it the sometic subjieche, amiiely seemsd to be
prier 1y chee bo subidect ‘s apprehension of & serious illiness.

Hamtfeatations of somatic symptoms in psychosomatic subijects was

S A% a0 owxpression af thele f

fud

asio anMiety.

Poabke & Breene’'s Fesearch was done to find what kind of life
wvent s were sost strezcsfol and how they combined to cause dthe
@i geaar. Theey sbugoest that both additive @ad politiplicative
fedal fonastilpe may hold betwesn Tife events.  They derived their
copetossons by eving 131 fensles aged 2N-64 vesrs old complete o
23 a0 btem svanltocwn rabing scale and assessed them for total life
s e, fFat dbrereaes T i dbe sverts st memopasuse wag shoon bo be
almoml exclusively dus fTo an ircreass 1 the depaor-ture of persons
fromm Yhe asohject 's soctal field (meited), mostly throuwagh dealth.
Different clesses of 1ife events were shown to correlate
i Ffersnbial ly with peyeholontacsl and somatic symptoms,  While
pevoholougical eyvmptomns wer e direclly related to slress arising from
migee]lloreos s crg, somabic Symploms were elevabted only i+ soch
sl e was accompars ed by stress arising from exits.

Tlhwse osite, aleo krown as lite events, need to be closely
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studied in order to truly find the relationship between them and
soisb i di sowrders. The stressful lite events of wmost jmﬁﬁrtance
ave Lhose that occw near in btime to the onsel of & specific
diaoder.  Data has shows thal thers 19 & defipite relationship

e btweer ife events oot specific disorders. There 1a,. however, no
conclusive evidernce to whether such disortders gre resulte of stress
rachiued by wndesirable ltife events ar desireahle Jife svents as

el T b Evieenid , 19847 .

CeamErcler | aney view bthe idesr of desirable events as aleo
twading 1o sonsbic illaess. However ., aany times undecsirablie and
decirable cvenis ooour corcorrent by, In comechion with fthi=s idea
pe bhe copncept of e dopoetant 16 te to distinguish betuween the
percention of e event by a specific dindividual after helshe has
rmer d@noed Pt ard hecome 1LL din comparieaon bto its meaning prior to
ibe actosl occurrence.  Threovoh bhe experiencing of certain events,
mazy  inberpretations are changed.  However, it i known bEhat soch
pf e Jesrning Phat babkes place i during vicariouws superience in
A social contest, not direct.  Many times, such interactions bake
place witls athers or are conveved by obthers which mearse that an
todi vidual may not bheve to actually experience an event foar 1t Lo
Flaver o whyesstul eupectancy (Dohrereercd, 1984)

Thoarefore, 10 ja doporiant Lo consider personal digpestilons,
bt glse e soctal contests dn which bthe euperience ooowrs. Foe
erEawmal @, 1T s pErson cecelves & pramsotion snd Bn o dncrease iR
salary, 1P may aleog mean that helshe will bave more desdlines bo

meet and tocrwessed presswe as well as higher preshtige. In such a

4



Self Complexity. 5

cwmue it e difficull to zepsrate which might be the stress causing
TR

With this i mind, 2 resgsrcher must tabe the types of events
wm w0 o whode and sephasize that there may be a confounding of the
peverhvtatric/phveical conditions of the subdiect and those evenlts
Fhat dnwolwve iojuary bo the subdect in the attespt to separate
precd eposttionsg feomn those cewsal agents. Once atitempted, the
streweefil ness of ahv single event needs to be detersined.  Holaess L
Fabhe (1967 devisesd bhe SBocigal Beadjushteent Heting Bcels (SRRSY to

pareform bhids task siople. v guantifving stre

gftulness, the

e et C el may e abhle bo correlete bthose svenltls high o the SERS
with disoeders Dhal ooouwr closest in time. Thies scale also allows
For perscorespert e shreotssors.

Hiwe st

sy prEeraetves qnd resctes Lo osany single lite event

sogoieg Lo be guite different.  However, is il possibie that the
resaciions b omaior cisssters would be more stmilare bthan bhose of
tess severily amongst araer popalasations”  Personasl charscteristics
womt b A b anores Dmporten k. o granine e dealing wibth everyday 1ide
vt =, Theas evervday svents, sdcrostressors, are gohentially
patend s ees or shtress evern thoagh bhoey sre considered less

Pagror Land than majoyr l1ife events.  Minos life events act

gunma bl valy and in bhe ab

erce of compensatory positive sdperience
whjots proacduce & higher visk for becoming & stress agent (Hanner st
b 1981y, pheredore, incressing the possibility of then having more

ok oar errech on oan 1edd v doead .

Ty te frae Fhat resecearch does support bthe Hide event scores
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aried tludr validity., However, Monroe (197837) fournd thalt a more

cepsit bive deptcrticon of The psvechological experiences and stresses
wae nececsary Lo hetter define the relationship between stress and
T rams, He +eit thet the extensiaon needed was to move from major
tide events to the inclusion of datly experiences and minor

ineidet s, Fhosae cominca to evervdey Tife.

4

Fantoor el @3 (19811 with the same intention, devised s Hasslet
L lptifie Scale, Tt wag found bthet this scaele was "a better
e wdictor of cancirrendt aod subseguent psvychological sveptoms than
vzt bhe Pife avents scores, and that the scale shared most of the
ver et 3 syaplaes accountad for by life events.” (p.778)  As is
Phws ot arcce of the appraisal of major life events, sc 1s the
wppar i el of wintr 1ife events or hassles.

Maestos are sssociated with distress, frustretion eto. that to
some evtent change interactions with the environment. Uplifts are
positive swperiences thet include experiences of joy, love,
plesswe, eto. iKanner ) 1981). Robth hassles and wplifts may be
determined by their setting or as separate from external events.
Rasically, if & person considers an incident as a hassle or uplift,
it bhelps describre that person’'s style, normal setting, or the
interaction of the two. FResearch has been completed, examining how
hassles compare to maior life events in their relation to specific
ot comnes and whether life events really do have a part in the
aocowrrence of psychological sympltoms.

Furthermeore, Lazarus (1985 stated that ewven though many

clinicians believe hassles do not directly indicate

&
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pesychopathology, they have been shown as strongly related to
psychological symptoms. Therefore, in order to look more closely
&t the possible relationship, Larzarus proceeded to do a factor
analveis of the hassles scale which separated the events into 8
categories: household hassles,; health hassles, time pressure
hassles, inner concern hassles, environment hassles, financial
responsihility hassles, work hassles, and future security hassles.
To be able to categorize all of the events listed inm the hassles
portion of the =cale into only 8 groups, it became apparent that
further investigation into the validity of the scale was necessary.

Dohrenwend & Shrout (198%) state that nothing would have a
stronger correlation to symptoms than other symptoms. Therefore,
the confoundse of such symptoms and those ittems on the scale were
ey amined, It was shown that some of the life events used in the
scale couwld alsce describe psychological syaptoms, not only events
that produce such symptoms.

Upon further dissection of fthe scale by Lazarus (1985}, it was
found that many of the items were redundant or may have some basis
in a psychological setting which would change am individual 's view
an the item. However, one cannct totally separate the item
environmentally and psychologically when determining its potentizl
as A hassle or an uplift., Even if one attempts to do so, there is
no substantisted proof that the life event is the only thing
atfecting whether it is perceived as an uplift or hassle or if
there i= some psychological background which couwld change the

perception.

7
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The late Barbara Dohrenwend was mentioned to have devised
theoretical models to portray means by which stressful life
processes and adverse health conditions may be related. These
models include the idea that cumulations of stressful life events
cause psychopatholagy, the idea that preexisting personal
dispositions and social conditions serve as a buffer between the
stress and health conditions, and the idea that personal
dispositions and health conditions are independent in making causal
contribetions {(Dohrenwend & Shrout,p.783).

A toportant izsue that Dohrernwend introduces here is that of
the "huffer.” Other factors are to be considered when discussing
the effects of stressful life events., There are several variables
that may potentially buffer such effects on a cognitive or physical
level . The most common buffer reported is soccial support.

However , other moderators include locus of control, private self
consciousness, and cognitive coping strategies(Linville,1987).

More recently, research has locked at the buffer hypothesis of
self complexity models. This hypothesis stated that greater self
complexity moderates the adverse impact of stress on depression and
illness. Greater self complexity involves separating the cognitive
self into a greater number of groups of self aspects and having
little overlap among self aspects (Linville,1987).

fccording to LLinville, self aspects are defined as each role,
telationship, ooal, activity, etc. that bhas its own features and
affecks. These aspects all are combined into a larger network to

produce Lthe whole person. However, not all aspects are in use at

8



Self Complexity.

any specific time, Instead, they are actiwvated depending on the
impact of emotional experiences. With vrespect to this, there iz an
assumption that once an aspect is activated, other associated
aepects may zlsn be activated. The more related these aspgcts are,
the higher the chance for & "spillover” effect from one to the
nexrt. The hypothesis gives states thet 1+ the groups are numerous
and dislinct, the aspects will be less sublect to spillover
effecle.

This model explains how, 3if an individuzl has areater self
complexity and one aspect is affected, fewer of the rest will be
aftected.  In effect, this may serve to moderate the impact of the
original event. MWas it is ascssumed that greater self complexity is
E prmtectimﬁ for people under streses as the stress will affect only
contraolled immediately relevant self aspects, thus leaving the
remai ning self aspects virtuwally uneffected . It has been shown
thalk subiechs higher in self complexity were less likely Lo be
depressect, perceive stress, and have physical symptoms following
high levels of stress Linville,1987). The self complexity model
includes szepects that are related to major and minor life events.
Al though the strength of the buffer may differ to the extent of the
importance of the life evenrt.

Botly e jor and minor life events arg known Lo be associated
with physical andd mental health problems. pNot a lot of resesrch
has been dome on distinguishing these life events as positive or
riegat i ve and how that distinction changes the problems incwred by

thiein., The current research will be alert to the diversity of other
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factors influencing & person’s perception of stress as having
ocowrrved and as to bow aversive it is. SBuch input leads the
research into seeking the relationship that may decrease the
perception of stress and its aversiveness,

The purpase of the present study, therefore, was to buwild upon
the conceptual foundation provided by Linville (1987). Through
addressing potential problematic life events and their connection
with melf nowledge, the current research sought to examine whether
compl e cognilive representation acted as & buffer in situations of
ma jo ancd minor life svents in relation to

pevochosomatic iliness.,



Self Complewity. 11

METHODO . OGY

Subjects and Frocedure

The dets wes collected froam 77 male and femnale undergraduate
stondente erralied in an introcductory psvehology couwrse. The
stuchant s receilved partial cowrse credit for bthedlr participsticon in
The study.  The subiechks were tested in small groups. Subjects

wer e required to conplete the Hossles & Uplifts Seale, Fhvsical

Swvamptoms Duwrwey, aod s Seld Complexity Task, described below.

Instruments

Masslaes & tklifts ~ The MHessles & Uplifte Scale consists of T3
ever ey wvents that may affect an dindividual ‘s life, such as "your
relatives," "vour woark losd,” and Yexercise.”  The subiect was
reguired ta rate esch as to bow often it has been a hassle or an
wpd i FE e the previous two weeks,  The ratings are from "rarely or
vt &l 211" bo "meost of the time." This scale is sadified from one
devel oped by Hanmer et sl (1981 so & toe renove ttems that may be
redungiant ar related te peychological problems or svaptoms,  Ondy
those that sopear to be relativel y minor evervday life events

sl i Three scores were derived fraom this scale. They consist
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wf the tobtal noeasber of hassle (uplift) items endorsed, the
frequency of hassles (uplifts) endorsed, and the chromicity of
hassiecs (uplifhts) endorsed.

FSS — The Physicel Symptom Survey (Cueves & Yaux ,1984)
consists ¢f & list of 25 samatic complaints. This self report
fEasure provides a response formet for fregquency, "never to
"evervday," and inbtensity, Ydoes not bhother” to "bolthers very
much. " The FS8 is reliable in that it is stable over 2 and 4 week
intervals (w2 700 and valid i theat the score is significantly
i glvese sonong students reporting iliness than for thelr peers and
for sthiuwents relative o alcoholice admitited for trestment.

8T — Selt Complewity is measuwred through e procedure devel oped
v Lipwille 197, Students received a list of 33 featwes that
shtucdents Lypical ly vwee to describe themsel ves. The subiect was
regrired to sorrt Lhese festwes into groups that describe some
sapect of their 1ife. They were able form as many groups as they
Tike and Can include as many featwes in any group as they plessed.
Frioo bthese groups, 3 scores were derived Lo compute the

distinchivencss sCora:

Subtotal 1 ITntergsection/union
SBubtotal 2 = Subteotal 1/ # of pairs compared

Digtinctiverness score = 1 — Subtotal 2
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Foor example:

Group 13 1 3 O

Group 2: 2 4 &

Growp J:2 1 2 3 4 6

Subltotal 1 = (933

Suhtahal 7 = ,93%7/ T = 311

Diglkinchiveneses score = | — (311 = 689

Seld Complexity was computed by the vse of the 7 scores of the
Distinctivenese score (BRY, the total nunber of different features
selechad (MNANY ) cond the total number of groups formed by esch

subject (HGRFY. These numbers were then placed into the foraula:

8L = ((IDR#TOI+TO0Y# (CENADTEI0Y+100) % ( (ZHNGRP¥®10) +100)

Thus, an individual would recelive a lower 5C score to the
extert that he/she would sort the featwes into few grovps where
there is a lot of overlap. Im turn, & hioh SC score would be given
if there were a greaster nuamber cof self aspects and greater

disbinckion.

13
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Dals Analvsiz

The data collected was bteskted by looking &t the correlation
between the Hassles & Uplidts and P35, This correlation was Lhen
cobpeared for subjects scoring bigh versous low i selbf
counEl @i by Lo t&%% whether grester seld complexity aots to buffer

the eftects of hessles and/or upiifhis.
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FESUL TS

Taiddle 1:  Correlabions Between Physical Sympltosns and Hassles %

Uplifrs

Hasel eq Uplifts

endot sed freqguency chranici by sndoreed freguency chroniocity

FEE L 4b6EE TR s w1 E -0 .04
Paw S0 41 +# TS ) IEVIRE 20 —~. 04 —-. 08 - 05
g S0 LI ER  ORERE . bR AT 17 P R

#EOop .01 ¥ e CHR

Frelitminary results of the study showed very high correlations
amang the haesles, reaching v = 97 (pd . 001) and among the uplifis,
tmaching o= (96 (pd. 0010, which zuggests that respectively they
measur 2 the sace things.

Yo tesht the hypothesis, correlations were computed between tihe

Fhvsical Dyvaptom Swwvey and the Hacsles & Uplifhe Scale (See table

1, The statistics contirmed the hypothesies that hassles would be
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fisghiy corvrelabed with phvsical syaploms, positively and
sicpttFicant by, The teble also shows Tittle to o correlstion
el weerr pivwsical swvaploms and uplifhs,

Tiuz seanple wae bthen divided into two groups of high versoes §ow
sels camplenity and these analvses repeated. Again, all of the
hessles correlations were positive snd stonificant where there was
vy little correlation for the uplifis. This was the case for
baobly seld complexitty groups.

Contr &y bto the hivpothesig, bthe aszsociations betwean PSS and
Haseles & Lplifle were not greater for the low self complexilty
suby ject pood than o that of high seld complewity. For hagsles,
the associsations were more oF less eguivalent. Although the
differences ware not greab, it dis interesting o note bthat for
uplifis, bthe correlations &b the low self complexilty were negative

anch appogsi be for g seld complexi bty

I5CUSSION

The results showed that o accordance with the hypothesis,

I

i

=

i

1

beo were highty redatecd Lo phvsicel symptoms. One

interpraetation of this s that hassles lead Lo stress related

physical complaints.  However, there wvas tidttle association between

v i Fi e and physical symphoms., Therefore, a subject s PBES score is

ary indicabor of hassies where Jow PSS predicts fewer hassles, 1t
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ras vk appearent that FE5 scores are indicative at all of uplifls
thioasci.

iiinville' s model predicted theat self complexity acts a&s a
buffer fewr plhiveical symptoms.  The effect of such a buffer is

itrmkerpreted s reculting do fewsr spillover effects that would

tocrease Lhe effects of hassles on somatic complaints.  Even though

ihesis that bhose subiects lower in self complexity would

Lie b b
hiave o stronger association between physical sveptams and hassles
semid 5o reasonable, the present dats showed otherwise. In other
warde, bthe data suggested thet self complexily does nolt act as a

macler wbor of phwedcal complaints for subjects under stress.

Wi le looking st the resulbs, one camnot ignore the fact that

e self complesi bty mesasure was changed for this particular study,
Praoblems were encountered while deciphering Linville’'s foramula,
Her formul) e was supposed]y representative of the nuaber of self
aspecle viewned and the relatedness of their characteristics.

o bdng bharough severa!l sremples, distinchtions were not found
betweern groups thal wers apparently very different just by sight.
However , bthe new seld complenity measure appears o be closer Lo
lfnv:?}e'ﬁ tlieary bharn her messure of showing greater seldf

cumpplaesiy by by having more seld aspeclts snd grester dinstincltions

bigebmen Lhels contents.  The adapted smsasure utilizes theee
CosipronreErioge Liver mumbier of seperate groups, the nuobher of

descripbors nsed, aud bhe distinctiveness of their featuwres. The
ditference in the deriveticn of this score may account for the

incongi stancy af the results.

17
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Tt is doukbtful that any problems arose from the uwse of the PSS
and Lhe Hassles & Uplifits scales. These have been previously
tewted for validity and reliabilibty and appesr te be guile slrong.
O Liantarion din bhee dnstrosents is the possibility of error in
ke wee of the distictiveness ruamber o the calculations of self
comslaent by being bthat bobth were newly inbroduced in bthe present
study.

Statisically, problems may have arisen due to the tack that

7

ig

tive present stady 18 muereely coreelational,.  Therefare, it i

Yacking any confident statements regarding ceusality. Even though

b

[¢]]

haseles were 1nterpreted as leading to physical sympltoms, the

st b omay T Faocb e troe or bthere cowld be some relation Lo oa

thitvrd war i abl

. de. personalil by, invalved.

The use of an ondergreduste student population that agresd to

participabte Jn the study for reasons of recelving couease oredit may
have affected Lhe resniis also. 1k is possible that mwany students

may ot have responded as acowrately se they could have due to

it

bass o complets bthe presented tasks as guickly a2 possible.

The Findirge sugoest several different dirsctions for futuwre
resgarch. Une possible area to consider would be a popodation more
stalbie ton thelir life situsbicns than thalt of vwndergraduate
univeraity students, for exasple working adults.

Fosecond areas o study might be bto seek further Inlo the
proposed dides of self complewity. Ferhaps the use of different
chiaracter tebias would result in different findings. Thaere mav

egbiltl bhe apother way altogether Lo weasurs bthe variable than by

-
7

18
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distinctiveness and nunber of groups.

The physica]l symptom swvey consisted of mostly negative
gfferks which were bighly correlated to hassles. Other hassle
correlabtions that might be of interest may be computed using
depression, sociahility, or perceived stress and may prove to
i fFer For subjects in high verswus low seld complexity.

General research may need to be conducted regarding spillover
@#ffects o Find iFf there 18 & difference in the effects for hassles
wersugs aplifts and 1F there is & difference, to measure its

wheergth,

1y
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PSS

Below is a list of physical complaints which sometimes bother people. Think about the
past two weeks. During the PAST TWO WEEKS,

A, Hov often did Eou have each of these complaints? ‘
B. How much did the comglaint bother you (for example, on the average, how seriou:
was it, and how muc .

discomfort was involved)?
Using the scales below, for each item, circle a number
in Column A to indicate how often you had that complaint:

in Column B to indicate how bothered you were by that complaint.

Column A -- FREQUENCY Column B - INTENSITY
0 - never 0 - did not really bother m:
boomeingmpvesks - pmersdne o ditle,
3 -2 or 3 times a week 3 - bothered me quite a bit
4 - 4-6 times a week 4 - bothered me very much
5 - every day
1. Headache.......e.0.0... 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4
2. Upset stomach.v.vvosee.e O 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 4
3. Difficulties in
breathing..eeeevuveese 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4
4, Backache......v.e00.00.. 0 1 2 3 & 5 0 1 2 3 4
5. Feeling fatigued....... 0 1 2 3 4 5 0] 1 2 3 4
6. Diarrhea.......v00e0.0o 0 1 2 3 & 5 0] 1 2 3 4
7. Nause@.iiiesssseeeseass O 1 2 3 4 5 0] 1 2 3 4
8., Feeling dizzy or faint. 0 1 2 3 & 5 o 1 2 3 4
9. Constipation...sses.... 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4
10. Feeling stiff all over. 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4
11. Pain in your chest.,... ¢ 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4
12. Itching of the skin.... 0 1 2 3 & 5 0] 1 2 3 4
13. Poor appetite.......... 0O 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4
e ekapBup tireddnthe 4 1 2 3 4 s o 1 2 3 4
15. Flushed in the face,... 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4
16. Shaking or trembling... 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4
17. Sweating....seeeeesesss 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4
18. Cold hands or feet..... 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4
19. Racing heart........... 0 1 2 3 4 5 ¢ 1 2 3 4
20. Feeling weak..:sivsssess O 1 2 3 4 5 ¢ 1 2 3 4
21. Shortness of breath.... 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4
22. Gnashing of teeth...... 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 Z 3 4
23. Heaviness in arms or
€8S..usesransssnsessss 0 1 2 3 4 5 ¢] 1 2 3 4
24, HNumbness or tingling in
a part of your body.... O 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4

25. Trouble getting to
sleep or staying asleep 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 i 2 3 4


http:Sweating....�
http:Diarrhea....�.���..��
http:stomach....�

e

H&US - Page 1

HASSLES are irritants--things thet annoy or bother you; they can make you upset or
angry., UPLIFTS are events that make you feel good; they can make you joyful, glad,
or satisfied. Some hassles and uplifts occur on a fairly regular basis and others
are relatively rare. Some have only a slight effect, cthers have a strong effect.

This questionnaire lists things that can be hassles and uplifts in day-to-day
life. You will find that during the course of a day some of these things will have
been only a hassle for you and some will have been only an uplift, Others will have
been both a hassle AND an uplift.

DIRECTIONS: Please think about how often each item was a hassle and how often an
uplift for you in the past two weeks. Flease indicate on the left- hand side of the
page (under "HASSLES") how often the item was a hassle by circling the appropriate
number, Then indicate on the right-hand side of the page (under "UPLIFTS") often
the item was an uplift by circling the apprcpriate number.

Remember, circle one number on the left-hand side of the page and one number on
the right~hand side of the page for each item,

How often was this item How often was this item an
a hassle for you in the uplift for you in the past
past two weeks? : two weeks?
HASSLES UPLIFTS
0 = RARELY OR WOT AT ALL 0 = RARELY OR NOT AT ALL
1 = SOMETIMES 1 = SOMETTHES
2 = OFTEN 2 = OFTEH
3 = MOST OF THE TIME 3 = MOST OF THE TIME

DIRECTICHS: Please circle one number on the left-hend side and one number on the
right-hand side for each item.

01 2 3 Your child(ren) 01 2 3
c 1 2 3 Your parents or parents—in-law 01 2 3
01 2 3 Other relative(s) 01 2 3
01 2 3 Your spouse 01 2 3
21 2 3 Time spent with family 01 2 3
01 2 3 Heslth or well-being of a family member 0O 1 2 3
01 2 3 Sex 01 2 3
01 2 3 Intimacy 01 2 3
01 2 3 Family-related obligations 01 2 3
01 2 3 Your friend(s) 0O 1 2 3
01 2 3 Fellow workers 01 2 3
c 1 2 3 Clieﬁts, customers, batients, ete, 0 12 2
1 2 3 Your supervisor or employer c 1 2 3
01 2 3 The nature of your work 01 2 3
01 2 3 . Your work load G 1 2 3
01 2 3 Your job security 01 2 3
01 2 3 leeting deadlines or goals on the job 01 2 3

\v v_‘i
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How often was this item How often was this item an
& hassle for you in the uplift for you in the past
past two weeks? two weeks?
HEASSLES UPLIFTS
0 = RARELY OR HOT AT ALL 0 = RARELY OR NOT AT ALL
1 = SOMETIMES 1 = SOMETTMES
2 = OFTEN 2 = OFTEN
3 = MOST OF THE TIME 3 = MOST OF THE TIME

DIRECTIONS: Please circle one number on the left-hand side and one number on the
right-hand side for each item,

61 2 3 Enough money for necessities (e.g., food, 01 2 3
clothing, housing, health care, taxes,
insurance)
01 2 3 Enough money for education _ 01 2 3
1 2 3 Enouph money for emergencies 01
01 2 3 Enough money for extras‘(e.g., entertainment, 01 2 3

recreation, vacations)

0 1 2 3 Financial care for someone who doesn't 01 2 3
live with you

0 1 2 3 Investments 01 2 3
01 2 3 Your smoking 01 2 3
01 2 3 Your drinking 0 1 2 3
c 1 2 3 #ood-zltering drugs g 1 2 3
01 2 3 Your physical appearance 01 2 3
01 2 3 Contracention c 1 2 3
0O 1 2 3 Exercise(s) G 1 2 3
01 2 3 Your medical care 01 2 3
01 2 3 Your health 0 1 2 3
21 2 3 Your physical abilities 01 2 3
01 2 3 The weather 1 2 3
0 1 2 3 Wews events 01 2 3
0 1 2 3 Your environment (e.g., guality of air, 01 2 3
noise level, greenery)
0 1- Political or social issues 0 1 2 3
0 1 Your neighborhood {e.g., neighbors, setting) 01 2 3
0 1 3 Conserving (gas, electricity, water, 01 2 3
gasoline etc,)

1 2 3 Pets c 1 2 3
01 2 3 Cooking c 1 2 3
01 2 3 Housework 01 2 3



How often was this itenm
a2 hassle for you in the
past two weeks?

LN =0

PIRECTIONS:

&US - Page

How oftenr was this item an
uplift for you in the past
two weeks?

HASSLES UPLIFTS
RARELY OR MOT AT ALL O = RARELY OR NOT AT ALL
SONETTHES : 1 = SGETTIES
OFTEN 2 = OFTEN
3 = 1i0ST OF THE TIME

HOST OF TRE TIME

right-hand
01 2 3
01 2 3
01 2 3
01 2 3

i 3
0o 1 3

1 2 3
01 2 3
6 1 2 3
0 1 2 3
c 1 2 3
¢ 1 2 3

Please circle one number cn the left-hand side and one number on the

side for each item.

[lome repairs o1
Yardworl 01
Car maintenance _ 01
Taling care of paperwork (e.g., paying 0 1
bills, filling out forms)
Home entertainment (e.g., TV, music, reading) 0 1
Amount of free time 01
Recreation end entertainment outside the C 1

home (e.g., movies, sports, eating out,
walking)

Fating (at home)
Church cr community organizations
legal matters

Being organized

o O O O O
L N S )

Social commitments

N>
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SC

13 IMPULSIVE
17 CONFORMIST
14 SHALLOW
16 UNORGANIZED
- 10US
8 ST 6 UNFRIENDLY
19 HUMOROUS .
10 SOFT-HEARTED 2l AXIO0US
22 INDIVIDUALISTIC s eiED
2 QUIET
25 MAGINATIVE 9 REFLECTIVE
11 NOT STUDIOUS
7 AFFECTIONATE
| 18 IRRESPONSIBLE -
24 MATURE 26 LAZY
4 RUDE
31 SOPHISTICATED 15 RESERVED
20 RECKLESS 30 PLAYFUL
12 UNCONVENTIONAL
o 3 InsER
32 REBELLIOUS 29 ASSERTIVE
28 (QUTGOING 27 INDUSTRIOUS
3 RELAXED |
3 EMOTIONAL

1 COMPETITIVE
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